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Topic and aim

The purpose of this study is an analysis of Early Helladic 
III (EH III), Middle Helladic (MH) and Late Helladic 
I (LH I) domestic architecture with reference to social 
organization and change (Table i). On the one hand, it 
aims to provide a better understanding of EH III–LH I 
domestic architecture on both a regional and a temporal 
scale. On the other hand, it aims to reconstruct social 
organization and change from the viewpoint of domes-
tic architecture and the household.

Objectives

The objectives of my research on domestic architecture 
are threefold. First, reconstruct patterns of domestic 
architectural homogeneity and variety on a communal; 
local; and, if possible, regional scale. Secondly, recon-
struct patterns of domestic architectural homogene-
ity, variety and change on a temporal scale. Thirdly, 
relate these patterns to social organization and change, 
and explore whether functional or symbolical factors 
(or both) played a role in the formation of domestic 
architecture.

Justifi cation

The reasons that substantiate the execution of this 
research are also threefold: the assumed simplicity of  
EH III and MH society, the neglect of domestic archi-
tecture, and the overall lack of consideration of the 
household level in discussions of social change during 
the Greek Bronze Age. A detailed discussion of the back-
ground to and justifi cation of this research can be found 
in Chapter 1. In this introduction, I will list only the most 
important problems and lacunae in research on EH III–
LH I domestic architecture and social organization. 

The EH III period is characterized by a ‘crisis’, of 
which the causes, duration and consequences are still 
debated. Settlements were deserted and/or destroyed, 
settlement numbers declined and several regions were 
heavily depopulated. Monumental buildings fell into 
disrepair or were destroyed, and the Aegean trade net-
work partly collapsed. What was left was a small number 

of humble settlements (though some exceptions are 
known, such as Kolonna), with simple architecture in the 
form of freestanding houses, inhabited by introverted 
and poor communities, judging by the overall lack of 
imported objects and valuables. The problem is that EH 
III society was assumed, rather than demonstrated, to be 
undiff erentiated, and the same was said of MH society. 
For example: “The physical remains do not suggest that 
M.H. society was particularly complex”, “poverty seems 
the key-note of M.H. society” (Dickinson 1977: 38). The 
Mainland could be considered the “Third World” of the 
Aegean (Dickinson 1989: 133). The general impression of 
the simple nature of the EH III and MH societies was 
not based on a large-scale study of the archaeological 
evidence, let alone a systematic and extensive analysis 
of the domestic and settlement evidence. Because of 
the seemingly simple and undiff erentiated nature of EH 
III and MH society and material culture, more interest 
was expressed in the EH II and LH periods, while the 
EH III and MH periods were neglected. Fortunately, 
research during the past decade has changed the view of 
MH society as backward and isolated (e.g. Rutter 2001, 
Felten, Gauß & Smetana 2007, Philippa-Touchais et al. 
2010). However, these studies have barely challenged the 
general idea that EH III and MH societies were largely 
undiff erentiated and homogenous. 

Although more interest was expressed by researchers 
in the EH II and LH periods, this was generally limited 
to monumental architecture, graves and ceramics. Little 
research was devoted to the simple domestic archi-
tecture and houses, and when it was, research mainly 
concentrated on the causes of morphological change, 
rather than on the social signifi cance of that change. 
Only more recently has domestic architecture started to 
receive the attention it deserves (e.g. Pullen 1985, Hiesel 
1991, Harrison 1995, Darcque 2005, Weiberg 2007). 
Nonetheless, analysis of EH III and MH architecture is 
still lagging behind, and so far seems to have received 
attention primarily in student theses (Lambropoulou 
1991, Gorogianni 2002, Weiberg 2007, Wiersma 2009, 

Introduction

Period Abbreviation Approximate Chronology  BC

Early Helladic II EH II 2650 – 2200

Early Helladic III EH III 2200 – 2000

Middle Helladic I MH I 2000 – 1900

Middle Helladic II MH II 1900 – 1800

Middle Helladic III MH III 1800 – 1700

Late Helladic I LH I 1700 – 1600

Table i  Chronological framework (Cline 2010, Table 1)
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Worsham 2010). This will be discussed more extensively 
in Chapter 1.2. 

So far, research into social organization and change has 
been mainly based on settlement evidence (size, number, 
spread) and changes in the material culture. Especially 
MH III–LH I mortuary practices and (the disappearance 
of) monumental architecture have received much atten-
tion. However, we may assume that in simple, small-scale 
societies, social relations are expressed and negotiated 
within and between households. Unfortunately, as fol-
lows from the lack of study of domestic architecture, the 
social unit of the household has barely received consid-
eration in discussions of social organization and change. 
As I will discuss below (Chapter 1.4.3), this neglect of the 
household does not pertain to all periods of Aegean pre-
history. Households have been studied for other periods, 
especially the Neolithic (Halstead 1995). 

In summary, studies of the EH III and MH period 
and their domestic architecture are much needed. These 
topics and this thesis are part of a current wave of inter-
est in the MH period (Philippa-Touchais et al. 2010) and 
in Aegean domestic architecture more generally (e.g. 
Souvatzi 2008, Glowacki, Vogeikoff -Brogan 2011a). In 

addition, this thesis considers the concept of the house-
hold and changes in social relationships and complexity. 
Therefore, it also contributes to the ongoing discus-
sion of the ‘emergence of civilisation’ in the Aegean (e.g. 
Renfrew 1972, Barrett, Halstead 2004, Bintliff  2010b, 
Wright 2010). 

Chronological and geographical framework

For this study, the chronological framework of EH III 
to LH I is selected. This specifi c timeframe enables me 
to consider how society recovered from a ‘crisis’ and 
eventually developed into a society that was, seemingly, 
socially diff erentiated. A second reason for choosing this 
period is the homogenous nature of the cultural material 
(see also Spencer 2007). The partitioning of the Bronze 
Age into EH, MH and LH, and the sub-periods I, II and 
III, is outdated. For example, the EH II period has by now 
been further subdivided into EH IIA and EH IIB. The EH 
IIA period is in some areas referred to as the Korakou 
Culture and EH IIB as the Lefk andi I Culture, while EH 
III is referred to as the Tiryns Culture. However, these 
cultural references are of local rather than regional use, 
and are primarily based on ceramic data. Recent research 

Figure i  Map of regions under discussion
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has also shown that although change did occur in ceram-
ics, there was also continuity, both in ceramics and in 
other materials, rendering the chronological subdivision 
even more artifi cial. For example, in some areas, such as 
Euboea, the MH period has been divided into two sub-
periods, rather than three (see Chapter 3.4.2). For an 
understanding of social and material change through 
time, it seems more useful to focus on historically coher-
ent periods, such as the EH III–LH I period. 

The following regions from the central to south-
ern Mainland were selected for this research (Figure i): 
southern Thessaly, Phthiotis, Phocis, Euboea, Boeotia, 
Attica and the Peloponnese, consisting of the regions the 
Corinthia, Argolid, Achaia, Arcadia, Laconia, Messenia 
and Elis. It is generally thought (as I discuss in Chapter 
1) that EH III and MH domestic architecture was homo-
geneous and undiff erentiated, but this has not been sub-
stantiated by any systematic research. Therefore, this is 
one of the main questions of the thesis. In addition, there 
is a need to explore more systematically local, regional 
and supra-regional developments (e.g. Wright 2010). We 
need to assess how coherent certain areas were with 
reference to the relative homogeneity of the cultural 
material and developments through time. A third rea-
son for selecting such an extensive area is that it enables 
me to explore whether developments started at certain 
places and spread from there. For example, from north 
to south, which is relevant in connection with discus-
sions on migration, invasion and mobility (see Chapters 
1.2.1, 1.4.1), or from coast to inland, which is relevant in 
connection with discussions on infl uences from and 
interaction with the wider Aegean (see Chapters 1.4.1 
and 1.4.4). Finally, the wide geographical scope can to 
some extent compensate for the problems concerning 
the quantity and quality of architectural data available.

Outline of thesis

In the fi rst chapter, a more detailed justifi cation of 
this research is provided. First, an overview is given of 
research on EH III, MH and LH I domestic architecture, 
and remaining problems and research lacunae are high-
lighted. Secondly, an overview is provided of the study of 
social change during this period and in the Aegean more 
generally. This overview shows how much potential the 
study of domestic architecture and the household has 
for the study of social change.

Approaches to domestic architecture, the household, 
and social change are outlined in the second chapter. In 
this way, a framework of research into and interpreta-
tion of domestic architecture and change is constructed. 
The chapter ends with an outline of the method and 
approach used in this research, highlighting the potential 
and expectations, but also emphasizing the limitations. 

In Chapter 3, the largest of the thesis, the domestic 
architectural data are presented. The data are presented 
in subsections covering each specifi c region. Each of 

these regional subsections is accompanied by a cata-
logue of houses, which can be found at the end of the 
thesis. Each subsection starts with an introduction on 
the specifi c region, in which the geology and chrono-
logical framework are discussed, as well as the history 
of research and how this has aff ected the data available. 
In this way, an impression is gained of the quality and 
quantity of the data. Settlements in any given region are 
discussed in alphabetical order. If applicable, comments 
on region-specifi c developments are discussed at the 
end of the subsection. As a result, the reader gains an 
understanding of both settlement-specifi c and region-
specifi c developments. The subsection and catalogues 
are accompanied with settlement and house plans. 
These are digitized and to some extent standardized 
(see legend).

Temporally-specifi c developments form the core of 
Chapter 4. The chapter is ordered by chronological sub-
period: EH III, MH I–II and MH III–LH I. The discussion 
aims to identify architectural patterns and changes for 
each of the three sub-periods. These patterns are further 
discussed and interpreted in Chapter 5, whereby ref-
erences are made to the issues discussed in Chapter 2, 
as well as other evidence, such as mortuary data. In the 
fi nal Chapter 6, the main conclusions are set out, and 
suggestions for further research are given. 



In this chapter, background is provided on the research 
topics covered in the thesis. First an overview is given 
of research carried out thus far regarding EH III, MH 
and LH I domestic architecture. Secondly, an overview is 
given of research carried out regarding social change in 
Bronze Age Greece, although references are also made to 
more general studies in, for example, anthropology. The 
discussion is meant to elucidate the gaps in our know-
ledge as well as the potential of this research.

1.1 Defi nitions of domestic architecture, 

 houses and the household

Before proceeding to discuss the research history on 
domestic architecture, I will provide a working defi n-
ition of houses, households and domestic architecture. 
According to the Britannica dictionary (Ackerman, et.al. 
2013) “domestic architecture is produced for the social 
unit: the individual, family, or clan and their depend-
ents, human and animal. It provides shelter and secu-
rity for the basic physical functions of life and at times 
also for commercial, industrial, or agricultural activities 
that involve the family unit rather than the community”. 
With reference to EH III–LH I architectural remains this 
means that all architectural structures uncovered within 
a settlement should be considered domestic architecture, 
except for burial architecture. Among these remains are 
houses, auxiliary structures of possible domestic use, 
surrounding partition walls, boundary walls, streets 
and courts. 

In this thesis, the remains of structures used to pro-
vide shelter and security for the basic physical functions 
of life are interpreted and referred to as houses. With ref-
erence to EH III–LH I architectural remains, this means 
that structures of ca. 15 m² and larger were probably 
houses. The presence of internal structures and objects 
of a domestic nature can further strengthen the iden-
tifi cation. Based on such properties, it may be possible 
to identify smaller structures as houses or larger struc-
tures as auxiliary buildings or special function buildings. 
Architectural remains of unclear use, or of auxiliary or 
ancillary use, such as storage, are referred to as structure.

The relationship between households and structures 
and houses needs to be defi ned, rather presupposed 
(Souvatzi 2008: 12). No general defi nition of the house-
hold seems possible, as in some cultures a household is 
dispersed over several houses and/or structures, while 
in others several households dwell in a single house. For 

example, Bronze Age houses on Minoan Crete were large 
and could have housed several nuclear families. Driessen 
suggests that some large agglomerative compounds 
could have been ‘Houses’, which “served as the locus and 
focus of corporate groups” (Driessen 2010: 54, 2012). This 
House is not only architecture, but it is a device to object-
ify and materialize the social group and to perpetuate it 
through time, through use of architecture and objects. 
Means to do this include rebuilding of houses at the 
same place or the incorporation of older architectural 
elements in the new building; considering the house as a 
living being that needed off erings; the use of heirlooms, 
such as vessels, but also ancestor bones. 

In this thesis the term household is used “to refer 
to a constellation of people who live together most of 
the time and who, between them, share the activities 
needed to sustain themselves as a group in terms of 
sustenance and social needs […], and we assume a close 
correlation between this unit and domestic architecture 
and arrangements” (Stig Sørensen 2010: 123). For the 
moment, and based on research carried out thus far, it 
is assumed that a single household dwelled in the EH 
III and early MH houses. The larger size and more com-
plex layout of a number of late MH and LH I houses, as 
well as the appearance of outdoor auxiliary structures, 
suggests the possibility of change in the composition or 
size of the household. Whether these changes imply the 
development of ‘Houses’ as suggested for Minoan Crete 
will be explored, but a cursory review of the evidence 
suggests that this is not very likely. Whitelaw (2001: 
22) also concluded that “we need to work out, for the 
specifi c culture and communities we are dealing with, 
what sort of residential organization prevailed”. His 
description of diff erent types of residential areas (in size, 
density and function) at various Minoan settlements 
illustrates this.

1.2 Research on EH III, MH and 

 LH I domestic architecture

EH III, MH and LH I domestic architecture barely 
qualifi es as monumental or proto-urban, and has been 
severely neglected as a result. More recently, increas-
ing interest is expressed in domestic architecture, as 
shown by publications on Greek Neolithic domestic 
architecture (Souvatzi 2008), EH II domestic architec-
ture (Peperaki 2010) and Cretan domestic architecture 
(Glowacki, Vogeikoff -Brogan 2011a). This increasing 
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interest is also having an impact on study of the MH 
period, but not yet the EH III. 

1.2.1 EH III domestic architecture

The EH III period is relatively short, ca. 2200–2000 B.C., 
and relatively little material is ascribed to this period. 
This is due to the low population density of the period, 
but perhaps also due to the diffi  culties of recognizing 
EH III ceramics in survey material (Rutter 1983b), and 
regional diff erences in pottery sequences (e.g. Rutter 
1988: 15, note 38).

Beside site excavation reports and publications, 
EH III domestic architecture is only summarily dis-
cussed as part of larger studies on Aegean Bronze Age 
architecture (Sinos 1971), EH architecture (Overbeck 
1963), EH social organization (Pullen 1985), EH III cul-
ture change (Forsén 1992, Maran 1998), and in hand-
books on the Aegean Bronze Age (Pullen 2008, Forsén 
2010). The general impression one can gain from the 
domestic architecture is that of small and simple apsidal 
freestanding houses, though rectangular houses were 
also constructed. The impression of architectural homo-
geneity and simplicity within and between settlements 
and regions has been assumed rather than demon-
strated. It should be systematically explored whether 
diff erences existed on the level of the settlement, the 
region and supra-regions. For example, the settlement of 
Kolonna on Aegina was diff erent in many respects. Here, 
houses were constructed into insulae (assuming the 
reconstruction of the houses is correct), and the settle-
ment was surrounded by a defensive wall (Walter, Felten 
1981). Much awaited was the publication on the architec-
ture of Lerna, which is considered the EH III type-site 
(Banks 2013)1. The architectural remains were so far only 
preliminarily published by Caskey (1966) and summarily 
discussed by Banks (1995) in the publication of the EH III 
pottery from Lerna (Rutter 1995). Among these houses 
one house has been referred to as the ‘Chieftain’s house’, 
indicating architectural and social diff erences.

Discussions of EH III architecture that do exist revolve 
around the introduction of the apsidal house shape, the 
megaron shape and the disappearance of monumental 
architecture (Warner 1979, Pullen 1985, Hägg, Konsola 
1986, Forsén 1992, Werner 1993). These studies busy 
themselves with the general description and spread of 
architectural change. Architectural variation and the 
meaning of change are little considered and it remains 
to be investigated how architectural changes are related 
to social questions.

A publication that considers EH III domestic architec-
ture in more depth is the PhD thesis of Weiberg (2007). 
She discusses how EH people may have experienced and 

1 This book was published during the fi nal revision stage of this 
thesis, and could only for some extent be incorporated.

interacted with their built environment, and she elab-
orates on the use of space at EH III Olympia, Lerna and 
Tiryns. Important issues raised by Weiberg concern con-
tinuity and discontinuity in the use of space refl ected in 
reuse of older walls, rebuilding of houses on the same 
locations, and continuity or change in settlement layout. 
Furthermore, she relates architectural patterns and prac-
tices, such as architectural continuity and the creation of 
mounds, to the concept of memory, such as a memory of 
the past, ancestors, a building or an event. In this way, 
architectural continuity becomes a symbolical and ideo-
logical basis for the creation of identity or ownership. 
This study off ers useful approaches to the interpretation 
of domestic architecture from a symbolical perspective. 
However, questions remain. For example, what were the 
causes of change? Because the discussed EH III remains 
were single case studies, it remains unclear whether the 
importance of the concept of memory was of a local 
nature or more widely shared by EH III society. 

In summary, EH III house architecture is largely 
neglected in studies of domestic architecture. Overall, 
house architecture is considered to be rather simple and 
homogenous, which may have led to further neglect of 
discussing these remains more thoroughly. However, no 
systematic study of EH III domestic architecture has ever 
been carried out to substantiate these assumptions. The 
few architectural studies that do exist revolve around a 
description of change, rather than a discussion of pos-
sible causes and the meaning of change. 

1.2.2 MH domestic architecture

Lerna is also considered one of the type-sites for the 
MH period. Unfortunately, a selection of the architec-
tural remains is so far only published as part of a PhD 
thesis (Zerner 1978), in which the beginning of the 
MH period is discussed. A more detailed study of the 
MH houses and households is in preparation (Voutsaki 
& Zerner, forthcoming). The architectural remains of 
MH Asine are also published as part of a PhD thesis, but 
this is done thoroughly and completely (Nordquist 1987). 
Other comprehensive settlement publications include 
the settlements of Argissa (Hanschmann, Milojčić 1976, 
Hanschmann, Bayerlein 1981), Pevkakia (Christmann 
1996, Maran 1992a) and Agios Stephanos (Taylour, 
Janko 2008). However, each of these studies has certain 
limitations. 

It has already been mentioned that EH III Kolonna 
was diff erent in many respects from Mainland settle-
ments, and this continues during the MH period. The 
most recent fi nd that substantiates this is the uncovering 
of the Large Building Complex, which was used over a 
long period (MH I/II–LH I/II) and modifi ed and extended 
several times (Gauß, Lindblom & Smetana 2011).

Sinos (1971: 75-84) gave an overview of MH archi-
tectural remains on the Mainland. House shape, room 
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numbers and roof type are discussed. It remained to 
be investigated though how MH architecture changed 
through time. Dickinson (1977: 32-33) off ered a summary 
of MH domestic architecture, which has remained the 
general impression of MH architecture for a long time: 
settlements were overall small, and houses were scat-
tered, though in level areas they might be arranged in 
rows. During the later MH, houses were more densely 
packed. Houses were built of mud brick on stone founda-
tions and generally consisted of a porch; a long, rectangu-
lar main room; and an apsidal back room. Trapezoidal 
or rectangular houses with internal partitioning also 
existed. During the later MH, houses became more com-
plex, with square or rectangular rooms. Except for small 
storage rooms at Eutresis and Korakou, all uncovered 
structures functioned as dwellings. This description still 
holds, but local and regionally specifi c developments 
need further attention in the future, as well as the causes 
and meaning of the increasing architectural complexity 
during the later MH.

Beside site excavation reports and publications, 
MH domestic architecture is relatively little discussed. 
Werner (1993) discusses the spread and development of 
the megaron house shape, including houses from the 
Greek Bronze Age Mainland. He concludes (Werner 
1993: 128) that “there are no proofs of other purposes for 
the buildings than those of dwelling or functions sup-
porting it”. Werner (1993: 73) states that it is “diffi  cult 
to see a trend in the occurrence and relationship of the 
megaroid examples at the diff erent settlements within 
these parts of the Greek mainland”. However, it is pos-
sible that a thorough contextualization of the megaron 
house, in relation to other house shapes may solve this 
issue. Werner relates the introduction and spread of the 
megaron house shape to infl uence from other areas. 
A consideration of the local or regional meaning and 
impact of the new house shape may also further clarify 
its occurrence.

Two theses on MH remains were hindered in the dis-
cussion and interpretation of the architectural mater-
ial, due to the lack or quality of data available. In the 
fi rst thesis, an overview of MH architectural and burial 
remains in the Argolid and the Corinthia showed diff er-
ences in development and organization (Lambropoulou 
1991). In the concluding sections, settlement patterns 
and organization in particular were elaborated on to sub-
stantiate this. An evaluation of the domestic remains was 
considered diffi  cult, as only the remains from Asine and 
Argos had been published to some extent. This problem 
illustrates the importance of assessing architectural evi-
dence on a supra-regional scale, in addition to a regional 
and local scale. The second thesis concerned a study of 
social organization in MH Boeotia (Gorogianni 2002), 
in which the architectural analysis carried out was pri-
marily based on Eutresis. This settlement was, overall, 
unorganized. Residential structures were apsidal or 

rectangular, while auxiliary structures were more irregu-
larly shaped. The apsidal house shape was more popular 
during the earlier MH and the rectangular shape during 
the later MH. Based on house size, internal structures 
and investment, Gorogianni observes diff erence between 
houses and suggests that house S may have had a cen-
tral role. The existence of auxiliary structures for cook-
ing and storage suggests that some cooperation and 
sharing of resources on a community level took place, 
which would have been facilitated by kinship relations. 
The combination of architectural, economic and social 
considerations is extremely useful and should be imple-
mented more widely. The developments at Eutresis may 
be considered more widely in regional and supra-regional 
developments to further strengthen the interpretation 
and meaning of diff erences and change. For example, the 
suggestion that house S may have had a central role, does 
not clearly emerge from the architectural evidence. 

That little attention has been devoted to MH archi-
tecture clearly appears in three handbooks on Aegean 
prehistory published in the past decade. In his review 
of this period, Rutter (2001) mentions the special nature 
of the settlement of Kolonna and refers among other 
things to its monumental architecture. At Asine, no 
public architecture or particularly wealthy households 
were uncovered, but it is suggested that social ranking 
may have existed, based on variety in house size and 
room numbers. A lack of systematic study hinders a 
further discussion of architectural remains. Also in the 
addendum (Rutter 2001: 151-155), it becomes clear that 
much time is devoted by researchers to the study of MH 
ceramics, burial customs and publication of site reports, 
but not to architecture specifi cally. 

The MH period is, in the Cambridge Companion to 
the Aegean Bronze Age (Shelmerdine 2008), incorp-
orated in a chapter entitled Early Mycenaean Greece 
(Wright 2008). Wright (2008, esp. 233-239) argues, based 
on architectural remains uncovered at Asine, Lerna and 
Eutresis, that residential location determined the spatial 
organization of settlements. He substantiates this with 
reference to continuity of house placement at Lerna 
and Asine and with reference to intramural burials. 
Houses were probably long-term family residences, and 
the burial record indicates the importance of lineage. 
Houses were loosely arranged during the earlier MH, but 
more organized during the later MH. Like Dickinson, 
he observes that houses tended to be apsidal in layout 
during the earlier MH and rectangular during the later 
MH. Variety is observed in rectangular houses, being 
freestanding, grouped into pairs, or internally subdiv-
ided, which could refl ect increasing household size and 
the need for more organization of space. Wright further-
more observes that at most settlements no structures or 
areas for storage were uncovered, except for the back or 
side room of houses. During the later MH, settlements 
increase in number and expand especially into marginal 
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inland areas. Some settlements (e.g. Argos, Kiapha Thiti) 
constructed defensive works. The subdivision of space 
into functional and social areas is visible at some settle-
ments, which may mean that some activities were begin-
ning to be centralized. Wright mentions Malthi and 
Argos, where rooms built alongside the fortifi cation wall 
were used for storage (though the dating of the remains 
at Malthi is problematic). Wright has also referred to 
MH architecture in articles discussing Mycenaean archi-
tecture (Wright 2005, 2006). The observations made by 
Wright go beyond a mere description of the architectural 
remains and include a consideration of changes in the 
domestic economy and social relations, which was much 
awaited. However, as the discussion of the MH remains 
is not based on a systematic analysis (and because the 
text is published in a textbook and necessarily brief), 
the outlined developments and interpretation of them 
had to remain generalizing and were not discussed in 
much depth. 

In the Oxford Handbook of the Bronze Age Aegean 
(Cline 2010), it is pointed out by Voutsaki (2010d: 102-
103), that subtle changes and developments did take 
place in domestic architecture. During the MH I–II 
period houses were fairly homogenous, freestanding 
and usually irregularly positioned. During the later MH, 
larger and more complex structures appeared, and some 
settlements were also more organized. For example, at 
Argos the houses were arranged in a row of attached 
houses, encircling the summit of the hill. It is suggested 
that kinship was an important concept for organizing 
social relations, but this observation is primarily based 
on mortuary analysis (see further below). Voutsaki 
(2010d: 108) argues in the end that close empirical analy-
ses of settlement and funerary data are needed to further 
reconstruct social developments. 

In her thesis, Worsham (2010) discusses the MH 
architecture of Lerna and Eutresis and also elaborates 
on the EH III remains at Lerna. Houses were freestand-
ing, replaced within a generation or two and often asso-
ciated with burials, indicating the importance of the 
kinship group over the community. The reconstruc-
tion of houses perhaps served as a message of owner-
ship (Worsham 2010: 88-89). Social identifi cation with 
the settlement and household cooperation may have 
increased during the later MH, perhaps due to increas-
ing contact with other settlements. This is refl ected in 
the construction of defensive walls and extramural cem-
eteries (Worsham 2010: 98). Through time, more diff er-
entiated structures, such as a foundry, were developed 
at both Eutresis and Lerna. Complex simultaneous 

production2 is thought to be associated with central 
leadership, which Worsham (2010: 86) identifi es in one 
or two house complexes at both settlements. Of impor-
tance for the expansion of power was, on the one hand, 
an emphasis on kinship groups and ancestry, and, on the 
other, control over exchange and prestige goods. The 
former remained important throughout the MH period, 
while the latter emerged during the later MH. These 
interpretations are plausible, and they are reinforced by 
other research (see below). However, some explanations 
of architectural diff erences are problematic. For exam-
ple, house size diff erences at Lerna are tentatively attrib-
uted to diachronic change in wealth or the development 
of a multi-tiered social system, while diff erences in func-
tionality and household size to explain the variation are 
considered implausible (Worsham 2010: 82). Worsham 
seems to assume the relationship between house size 
and wealth, as no analysis is carried out of associ-
ated assemblages or the quality of house construction. 
According to Worsham (2010: 83), display of wealth and 
family relations at MH Eutresis took place in the form 
of the construction of small auxiliary storage buildings, 
while at EH III Lerna this was done through the con-
struction of a single large house. The comparison of the 
architectural remains from Eutresis and Lerna is useful, 
but also debatable. The remains from Lerna primarily 
date to EH III and MH I, and the remains from Eutresis 
– especially the auxiliary structures that are often 
referred to by Worsham – date primarily to MH II and 
MH III. Worsham opposes the architectural patterns 
at Lerna and Eutresis, but a consideration of social and 
economic change through time as an explanation for 
these diff erences may result in a diff erent interpretation.

Philippa-Touchais (2010), in her study of MH architec-
ture at Kirrha, Argos and Eutresis, concludes that there 
was an absence of monumental or central buildings. 
This absence underlies her assumption of an absence 
of a central authority and a low degree of socio-political 
complexity. Her more in-depth study showed variation 
within and between communities regarding the subdivi-
sion of space and specialized use of space. Consequently, 
it is becoming increasingly clear to us that diff erences in 
economic orientation, social practices and relations did 
exist, and that variation increased over time.

Voutsaki elaborates specifi cally on MH domestic 
economy and kinship economy. Analysis of MH I-II 
houses at Asine showed no evidence for intensifi cation 
of production, surplus accumulation or an increase in 
craft specialization (Voutsaki 2010b). Houses seem to 
have had their own storage, while craft production was 

2 The term complex simultaneous production is used by Wilk and 
Rathje (1982) and refers to tasks that are carried out by a group 
of people all doing something diff erent (specialized) at the same 
time. See for a further discussion of linear and simple simultan-
eous tasks Chapter 2.5.2.
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dispersed (e.g. household industry). Intensifi cation of 
exchange may be attributed to the pooling of resources 
within a group of related families. Based on the dupli-
cation of functions (such as cooking areas) within some 
large and complex MH III–LH I houses, it is argued 
that some houses were multi-family dwellings. Pooling 
between these families would increase their eco-
nomic capacity, while in addition it might have weak-
ened obligations to share with the wider community. 
Valuable goods were circulated in the settlement, but 
not accumulated. Voutsaki (2010b: 774-775) therefore 
argues that a segmentary network of exchange existed 
between families and kin groups (but we may assume 
also between other people and groups). Perhaps pottery 
exchange within and between communities took place 
to maintain networks of social relations. Consideration 
of the domestic economy is an important step towards 
understanding the function of houses and households 
and changes therein. Economic cooperation among 
households or families seems plausible, but is not neces-
sarily substantiated by the duplication of functions 
inside houses. 

Based on household, settlement and mortuary evi-
dence, Voutsaki (2010c: 92) argues that kinship was 
the main structuring principle during early MH. As kin 
relations embedded authority, there was no need to 
substantiate authority with material evidence such as 
monumental architecture. During the later MH, status 
diff erences became increasingly important and were 
accompanied by mortuary changes, emphasizing kin-
ship and descent (Voutsaki 2010c: 97). The discussion of 
these later developments is exclusively based on mortu-
ary evidence, as architectural evidence is scant (Voutsaki 
2010c: 93). The combination of mortuary and settlement 
data is useful, but a more detailed analysis is needed. The 
outlined developments are specifi c to the Argolid, which 
was a vibrant region during the MH. It may be useful to 
contextualize the results obtained so far with develop-
ments on the wider Greek Mainland. 

In summary, it is especially in recent years that MH 
domestic architecture has received scholarly attention. 
These recent analyses show both potential and prob-
lems. Detailed analyses of architectural remains show 
(subtle) diff erences within and between settlements, but 
such analyses are often limited in extent and not sys-
tematic. For example, although analyses of single sites 
or regions go some way to outline and understand devel-
opments through time, it is clear that emerging patterns 
may be much better identifi ed and understood when 
contextualized with Mainland-wide data, especially in 
cases where little data are available. Furthermore, it is 
necessary to distinguish more systematically earlier MH 
architectural patterns and later MH patterns. Finally, we 
need to assess systematically whether diff erent regional 
developments took place. What is known so far about 

domestic architecture is primarily based on the settle-
ments of Lerna, Asine, Argos and Eutresis, located in the 
vibrant regions of the Argolid and Boeotia. Therefore, we 
are likely to have an incomplete impression of Mainland-
wide and regionally specifi c developments. Explanations 
and interpretations of the observed architectural diff er-
ences and developments are not always off ered or are 
problematic. Diff erences and changes have been related 
to social and economic circumstances, as well as locally 
specifi c circumstances. As a result, it often remains 
unclear whether developments were specifi c to a settle-
ment, region or period. Kin group relations, economic 
cooperation, and the concepts of property, descent and 
kinship have been raised as explanatory factors. These 
factors each have potential, as has been shown above, 
but they need more systematic exploration through an 
analysis of not only house plans, but also house furnish-
ings, associated assemblages, storage capacity, auxiliary 
structures, demarcation of space and property, and signs 
of (economic) cooperation between households and 
between the household and the community at large. 

1.2.3 LH I domestic architecture

Research on LH I domestic architecture has focussed 
more on the level of the settlement than on the indi-
vidual house. Population and settlement numbers 
increased during the later MH, and marginal areas were 
exploited (Dietz 1991, Wright 2004a, 2010, Bintliff  2010b, 
Zavadil 2010). New settlements were especially located 
in easily defensible locations. The population increased, 
and inland movements were followed by architectural 
change. Rectangular houses replaced apsidal houses. 
Dietz (1991: 294, 325) suggests that during this transi-
tional period, social and economic conditions became 
altered. Maran (1995) also observes that during the Shaft 
Grave period resettlement and expansion into marginal 
areas took place, and that there was a specifi c concern 
for defence, considering the construction of defensive 
walls and the positioning of settlements at defensible 
locations. However, at the same time a discontinu-
ity of settlement took place, whereby the settled area 
was turned into a burial ground. These discontinui-
ties are related by some (Maran 1995: 72 and note 25) 
to a restructuring and reorganization of settlements, 
which arose out of a polarisation of social diff erences 
within society. 

The focus on settlement rather than house is due to 
the overall poor preservation or limited uncovering of 
LH I domestic architecture. Construction works and 
building practices of the later LH period have oblit-
erated or covered up many early LH structures, and 
knowledge about this period is mainly derived from 
mortuary data (Shelton 2010a: 140). In addition, identi-
fying LH I in survey material is diffi  cult (Rutter 1983b: 
138). The identifi cation of LH I remains is further 
complicated by the continuous production and use of 
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MH-type ceramics during the LH I (Wright 2008: 230-
231). This problem especially applies to central Greece 
and Thessaly, where Mycenaean infl uence did not per-
meate as rapidly as in some other areas. Lately, progress 
has been made in the dating of LH I ceramics on Aegina 
and in the northeastern Peloponnese. This includes the 
more precise dating of Aeginetan Solidly Painted and 
Aeginetan Bichrome Painted wares and shapes to early 
LH I at Kolonna (Pruckner 2011). Mainland Polychrome 
Matt Painted ware in the northeastern Peloponnese is 
more fi rmly dated to LH I (Mathioudaki 2010a, 2010b, 
non vidi). Lindblom (2007: 119), lists a number of add-
itional characteristic LH I ceramics including ceramics 
with iron-based paint, “either lustrous pattern-painted 
on a light background or as a semi-lustrous to lustrous 
background for white pattern-painted decoration”. 
Possibilities to identify LH I survey material, assem-
blages and houses with more certainty in the future are 
therefore improved.

A LH I type-site does not really exist. For LH I 
ceramics, reference is made to Mycenae, and to the 
small inland settlement of Tsoungiza in the Corinthia 
(Mountjoy 1993: 5-9, 33-36), but only at Tsoungiza were 
these accompanied with intelligible LH I architectural 
remains (Rutter 1989). Several comprehensive overviews 
of LH domestic architecture have been published (Shear 
1968, Sinos 1971, Hiesel 1991, Darcque 2005). Because of 
aforementioned reasons it is diffi  cult to distil from this 
information an impression of LH I domestic architec-
ture. Wright (2005) attempted to incorporate observa-
tions on Late MH–Early Mycenaean architecture in his 
discussion of the development of Mycenaean archi-
tecture. He (Wright 2005: 15) observes much variation 
during MH II–LH I and argues this was encouraged by 
elite competition. 

1.2.4 EH III–LH I domestic architecture: 

 problems and potential

The history of research into EH III, MH and LH I domes-
tic architecture has been shaped by diff erent problems 
and interests. Little is known of LH I domestic architec-
ture, simply because little architecture has been uncov-
ered, preserved or dated to LH I. Much more data are 
available for both the MH and EH III period, but until 
recently little interest has been expressed in simple, non-
monumental architecture. The lack of a comprehensive 
overview of EH III–LH I domestic architecture is at odds 
with the much more elaborate discussions of ceram-
ics and graves and with the availability of data. Indeed, 
although in some regions little architectural data are 
available, enough data are at hand to enable analyses 
and comparisons. 

A comprehensive and systematic analysis of EH III–
LH I domestic architecture has potential and is needed in 
many respects. First, the preceding overview has shown 
that a systematic analysis is needed to contextualize and 

comprehend what is happening in less well-researched 
or -represented areas, as well as in the wider Mainland 
generally. Secondly, we need to look more at not only 
settlements, but also regions. In this way, we can explore 
whether the prevailing picture of homogeneity is valid 
and to what extent diff erences, similarities and develop-
ments were of a local, regional or supra-regional nature. 
Thirdly, we need to expand our research beyond the 
house plan and incorporate data on furnishings and 
associated assemblages, even though analysis of such 
assemblages is often hindered by the quality of preser-
vation, excavation and publication. Only then, we can 
further explore the social and economic functioning of 
houses and households, as well as change through time. 
Fourthly, we need to outline more meticulously the 
architectural developments through time, also making a 
distinction between developments during the earlier and 
later MH. Such distinctions have barely been made until 
now. Finally, the meaning of the architectural patterns 
that emerge should be considered more fully. Patterns 
can be related to functional circumstances, such as the 
domestic economy or composition of the household, as 
was, for example outlined, by Voutsaki and Worsham. 
Concurrently, architectural patterns can have a symbolic 
dimension, such as communicating property or descent 
claims, as, for example, outlined by Weiberg and Wright. 

The focus on this material category and the EH III–
LH I timeframe rebalances study of social complexity, 
which so far has (too) heavily relied on analysis of mortu-
ary practices, specifi cally during the MH III–LH I period. 
Understanding the meaning of architectural patterns 
and developments during the MH specifi cally off ers a 
context for reconstructing social relations and complex-
ity. Moreover, it can help interpret the patterns of social 
change observed in the mortuary record. In this way, the 
emergence of ‘elites’ and social complexity during the 
later MH can be scrutinized. 

This brings us to the second part of this chapter: an 
overview of the study of social change in Bronze Age 
Greece and subsequently more specifi c suggestions for 
ways in which the study of domestic architecture can 
contribute to our understanding of social change. 

1.3 Aspects of social organization

Before proceeding to discuss the research history on 
social change, I will provide a brief outline of the scope 
of the term ‘social organization’ in this thesis. In add-
ition, various aspects that constitute social organization 
are mentioned. This is by no means a complete list, but 
rather a selection of aspects that can be archaeologic-
ally visible and that are of use in relation to the study of 
domestic architecture. 

Social organization is defi ned by “the structure of 
social relations within a group, usually the relations 
between its subgroups and institutions” (Dictionary.
com), and especially by diff erentiation among individuals 
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or groups of people. Increasing inequality and heteroge-
neity are often considered when researching the devel-
opment of increasing social complexity. In this thesis, 
social organization specifi cally refers to the relationships 
and diff erences between houses, although also settle-
ments are considered. Various aspects of houses and 
settlements may enclose information about inequality 
and heterogeneity. 

As is set out in the methodology (Chapter 2.6) data are 
collected on settlements, including the spatial organiza-
tion of settlements, settlement size, density and loca-
tion. Data are also collected on houses, including house 
shape, house size, number of rooms, furnishings and 
fi nds. These data are used to consider to what extent 
diff erences existed between settlements and between 
houses. The observation of diff erences in for example 
size does not automatically mean that diff erentiation 
existed (see Chapter 2.5.2). What caused these diff er-
ences is a matter for further exploration. This brings 
us from an analysis of architectural characteristics to 
the exploration of relationships between houses within 
communities and between settlements from a social and 
economic perspective (see Chapters 2.2-2.5). 

Regarding settlements, I have considered to what 
extent they may have been dependent on other settle-
ments for marriage partners or resources. Likewise, I 
have considered for households to what extent they 
were economically self-suffi  cient or dependent on the 
wider community. In case of seeming self-suffi  ciency, I 
have also explored signs of the transmission of resources 
through time. Finally, I have collected signs of occupa-
tional specialities of households. 

It is only through a combination of various (architec-
tural) patterns and relationships that a plausible sug-
gestion for diff erentiation can be made. Inequality is 
signalled by diff erential access to material. For example, 
several houses or settlements have stored more goods 
then they need, while the remainder have stored less. 
This could be refl ected in the size of storage rooms 
and the type of fi nds recovered. When the number of 
houses or settlements with excessive storage decreases, 
while the number of houses that have less and less fur-
ther increases we can speak of increasing heterogene-
ity (also depicted as a pyramid-shaped division of the 
society). These various aspects of social and economic 
relationships between houses and between settlements 
are discussed in more depth in Chapter 2. Of course, the 
archaeological architectural data are problematic in sev-
eral respects, as is set out in Chapter 2.6.5. For example, 
preservation of the remains and the quality of excav-
ation and publication strategies much aff ect possibilities 
of understanding the architectural record.

Other aspects that constitute social organization 
and that can be analysed for diff erentiation include for 
example ranking of the individual, administrative hier-
archy and political hierarchy (e.g. Pullen 1985: 45). These 

and other aspects are not considered for two main rea-
sons: in this thesis our data are limited to architecture. 
Secondly, EH III and MH society have shown so far no 
evidence of complex social organization which would 
for example include administration. 

1.4 Research on social change

In the following sections, an overview is provided of the 
study of social change in Bronze Age Greece. Each sec-
tion considers a certain approach to, or cause of, social 
change. The approach is briefl y outlined, and subse-
quently examples of such approaches in Aegean archae-
ology are discussed. This overview is not meant to be 
exhaustive, but includes issues applicable to (past) study 
of social change during the EH III–LH I period.

First, external infl uence as a cause of social change 
is considered, whereby the Mainland is largely seen as 
a passive recipient of this infl uence. This is followed, 
second, by a discussion of physical environmental cir-
cumstances. Thirdly, and in relation to the previous 
approach, the production of agricultural surplus is 
related to the development of social complexity. Finally, 
increasing interaction with the wider Aegean is dis-
cussed in relation to conspicuous consumption of goods 
and competition over social status. In this discussion, 
the Mainland is considered an active player in trade rela-
tions. Considering the overall lack of study of domestic 
architecture, it is no surprise that only some of these 
approaches touch upon the aspects of social organiza-
tion discussed in the previous section.

1.4.1 Social change and external infl uences

Social change was generally ascribed to evolutionism 
in the 19th and early 20th centuries. Evolutionism is the 
belief in progress from simple, primitive societies to 
advanced and civilized ones. This growth is assumed to 
be unilinear in its progression, and to take place in uni-
versal stages. In the early 20th century, this theory was 
gradually abandoned. Instead, change was ascribed to 
external infl uences in the form of invasion, migration 
and diff usion. 

In Aegean archaeology, Evans is a prime example 
of both evolutionary and diff usionistic approaches 
(MacEnroe 1995). For example, his research on Minoan 
Crete led him to believe that Minoan technologies were 
brought to Crete by migrating people from Anatolia. 
Subsequently, the Bronze Age civilisation of Mainland 
Greece could only have developed under the infl uence 
and political domination of the much more complex 
Cretan communities (e.g. Evans 1931).

Migration and invasion or the so-called ‘coming of 
the Greeks’ and Indo-European speaking people, were 
also considered causes of change during the EH II–III 
and EH III–MH period on Mainland Greece (Blegen 
1928a, Caskey 1960, Hood 1973, Howell 1973, Cadogan 
1986, Hood 1986, Doumas 1996). Invading people were 
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thought to have caused settlement destruction and 
desertion, and to have been responsible for the introduc-
tion of new material culture. More recently, the intensity 
of the break in material culture has been downplayed 
by emphasizing continuity (Runnels 1985, Forsén 1992, 
Hartenberger, Runnels 2001). Furthermore, analysis of 
EH III destruction layers of settlements has shown that 
destruction did not take place simultaneously – in either 
time or space (Forsén 1992: 251). Therefore, an inva-
sion of the Mainland by hordes of foreign people seems 
unlikely. The EH III–MH I transition is now considered 
to be of a gradual nature, not least because the charac-
teristic MH Minyan ware had a predecessor during EH 
III, called Fine Grey Burnished pottery (Rutter 1983a).

However, some exchange, movement and mobility 
did take place during EH II and EH III. Interactions are, 
for example, suggested by the introduction of some new 
material culture, such as the appearance of the apsidal 
house shape, shaft-hole hammer axes, tumuli, the Kastri-
Lefk andi I assemblages (see for summary and references 
Manning 1995), and incised Cetina wares at Olympia 
(Maran 1986, 1987b, 1998, 2007b, Rambach 2010). Also of 
interest in this context are the observations and sugges-
tions by Rutter (1988: 85-86) regarding EH III pattern-
decorated ceramics. The patterns may have been, to 
some extent, infl uenced by basketry. Rutter suggested 
this infl uence could perhaps be related to an increased 
use of baskets as storage containers, which in turn might 
be related to increased mobility. This relation between 
EH III pattern painted decoration and basketry is further 
explored by Nakou (2000, 2007). She suggests that deco-
rated bases may imitate the point of initiation of woven 
baskets (Nakou 2000: 44), and that some of the diff erent 
types of zonal distributions of painted patterns may imi-
tate solidly woven containers or half-woven containers 
with solid lower bodies and openwork or knotted open 
regions (Nakou 2000: 46).

Change during the late MH and early Mycenaean 
period has also been ascribed to invasion (Diamant 1988), 
but this notion was immediately criticized (Diamant 1988: 
159). More prevalent are references to Crete as a source 
of infl uence leading to “increased sophistication” of the 
Mainland (e.g. Evans 1931, Dickinson 1977: 57, 1989: 136). 
Minoan Crete was in many ways more developed than 
the Mainland, as it boasted several palace-like buildings 
that united economic, social, administrative and reli-
gious functions. Minoan (infl uenced) objects have been 
recovered on the early MH Mainland, and these seem to 
have ended up here as a result of indirect trade, rather 
than directed exchange from palatial centres on Crete 
(Cadogan, Kopaka 2010). The imitation of Minoan ves-
sels suggests some stimulation of cultural change on the 
Mainland. Minoan objects and symbols became increas-
ingly important on the Mainland during the Shaft Grave 
period, perhaps to stimulate the emergence of regional 
centres. However, Crete cannot be considered the sole 

explanation for changes taking place on the Mainland, 
as is pointed out by Voutsaki (2005: 139), based on the 
timing of the changes, the distribution of imports and 
rich tombs, and the nature of the changes. For example, 
Minoan imports and rich tombs were also found in areas 
that were not in contact with Crete during the earlier 
MH, and the new mortuary customs of the Mainland 
were not comparable to customs on Crete. That Crete 
did play an important role though, is indicated by the 
peaking of changes on the Mainland during MH III–LH I,
which coincided with the creation of the new (second) 
palaces on Crete and the expansion of their infl uence 
in the wider Aegean. In the Cyclades, the transforma-
tion of villages into towns during the Middle and Late 
Cycladic period is attested. It is suggested (Bintliff  2012: 
157) that a basis for explanation of this change may be a 
synergy between internal change, the rise of palaces on 
Crete, and the transformation of marine navigation as 
sailing boats were introduced (see further Chapter 1.4.4). 
Perhaps a somewhat similar explanation can account for 
the changes on the Mainland.

In summary, material changes appearing at the begin-
ning of the EH III, and during the EH III–MH I and MH 
III–LH I transitions, had at fi rst been ascribed to exter-
nal infl uences. Now, the EH III–MH I transition is con-
sidered to be of a gradual nature, and external infl uences 
have been (somewhat) downplayed for both the EH III 
and the MH III–LH I period. Nonetheless, external infl u-
ences did play a role during both periods. Regarding EH 
III changes, more consideration should be given to the 
concept of mobility, rather than to invasion and migra-
tion (Maran 2007b). Regarding MH III–LH I changes, 
a better understanding of preceding developments on 
both a temporal and spatial scale is needed to under-
stand the infl ux of Minoan infl uence on the Mainland. 
Furthermore, a systematic analysis of houses and settle-
ments is needed to balance the data on external infl u-
ences, which are now primarily based on ceramics and 
on objects coming from mortuary contexts. 

1.4.2 Social change and the physical environment

From the second half of the 20th century onwards, an 
increasing interest was expressed in cultural adaptation 
to environmental change (e.g. Fried 1967, Steward 1977). 
Environmental and ecological changes were used to 
explain cultural change, or to explain why contemporary 
and geographically close societies could diff er in social 
organization and complexity. For example, Sanders and 
Webster (1978) considered environmental and ecologi-
cal circumstances to refi ne stages of social evolution. 
For every environment under study, they assessed how 
risky and diverse it is. The risk and diversity of the envir-
onment determine the intensity of resource exploit-
ation, and this has repercussions for social relations and 
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organization. Therefore, the type of environment and 
changes therein can lead to diff erent stages of social 
evolution. 

Environmental circumstances were also considered 
to explain change during EH II–III. Land degradation 
due to over-exploitation, as well as climate change, were 
suggested as causes of settlement decline and depopu-
lation (Renfrew 1972, van Andel, Runnels & Pope 1986, 
van Andel, Zangger & Demitrack 1990, Zangger 1992, 
Manning 1997, Whitelaw 2000).

Bintliff  (2012: 92) suggests that erosion might be due 
to a combination of three factors: one, open, largely tree-
less landscapes enabled rain to wash away soil deposits. 
Two, sea level dynamics (Zangger 1993: 83, 1994, Shriner, 
Murray 2003, Shriner et al. 2011), and three, climatic fl uc-
tuations. Lack of fi ne dating makes it diffi  cult to assess 
whether changes in agricultural land were perhaps a fac-
tor in the EH II decline, or were perhaps the result of the 
decline as abandoned land was being washed away. 

Weiberg et al. (2010) argue that erosion was a short-
term eff ect of nucleation of settlements, a nucleation 
that was not accompanied by a decrease in population 
during EH II. The change in settlement pattern led to 
a centralization of the agricultural system and intensi-
fi ed exploitation of the land, the latter eventually lead-
ing to erosion. Another trigger for change was increased 
interaction, which led to the development of new mater-
ial culture and new identities (Weiberg et al. 2010: 157). 
Furthermore, it is argued that although long-term and 
short-term climate changes may have aff ected ecosys-
tems, the human factor (e.g. human decision making 
and perception) may have been a more important factor 
of change (Weiberg et al. 2010: 154, 158).

Bintliff  (2000, 2012) is inclined to ascribe more impor-
tance to extreme weather events. He writes (Bintliff  
2012: 92) that “there are extraordinary, hard to dismiss 
cultural and environmental coincidences between the 
environmental sequence in the Aegean over this period 
and events in the Eastern Mediterranean”, referring to 
fl ood levels in Egypt, severe climatic fl uctuations typi-
fi ed by draught in Syria and Israel and earth-science 
climatic data that confi rm a major arid period. Weiberg 
and Finné (2013: 12-14) do not dismiss the evidence for 
climate change. However, they argue that “there is no 
straightforward evidence for the direct impact of cli-
mate change on the history of the societies in northeast-
ern Peloponnese”. They substantiate this by stating that 
there are no detailed climate sequences available for cen-
tral and southern Greece. Regional diff erences are seen 
in climate data that indicate discrepancies between the 
Near East and Greece (Finné, Holmgren 2010, Finné et 
al. 2011). 

In summary, it has been argued by several scholars that 
ecology and environment may aff ect changes in popula-
tion numbers and in land use. Diff erences and changes 

herein may lead to diff erent types of social organization. 
Climate change probably did take place during the Early 
Bronze Age, and it aff ected the environment in the wider 
Aegean (Nüzhet Dalfes, Kukla & Weiss 1997). However, 
the exact timing, extent and eff ect of these changes are 
not yet clear in the southern Greek Mainland and need 
further research.

The discussion on environmental circumstances and 
change is primarily one that revolves around meth-
odological questions and the collection of data. The 
repercussions that these environmental changes may in 
theory have had on social relations and change are only 
minimally considered (Weiberg et al. 2010, Weiberg, 
Finné 2013).

1.4.3 Social change and agricultural surplus

The seminal work of Renfrew (1972) on the emergence of 
civilization in the Aegean Bronze Age can be considered 
part of this approach. One of the models Renfrew 
developed was coined the subsistence-redistribution 
model. In this model, the emergence of social complex-
ity was the consequence of subsistence changes. Simply 
put, the diverse Mediterranean landscape coupled with 
the systematic exploitation of cereals and new food 
plants such as olive and grapes, led to specialization and 
fl exibility in subsistence strategies and a change in the 
organization of agricultural exploitation. Agricultural 
production increased and more systematic storage 
facilities were developed. Surplus was fi rst redistributed 
within settlements, and local chiefs emerged to handle 
the surplus (1972: 364-369). The chiefs were subsequently 
able to support craft technology. Thus, redistribution 
was in need of coordination. This need for a central 
control facilitated a “locus for an emerging hierarchy of 
power and of wealth” (1972: 481). 

The development of a model of causal relations to 
explain change was, at that time, fairly new for Aegean 
archaeology. However, the causal relationship Renfrew 
inferred, as well as the evidence to prove these are in 
several respects problematic. For example, Renfrew 
assumes that grapes and olives were systematically 
exploited early in the Bronze Age. In the 80s and 90s too 
little archaeobotanical data was available to substanti-
ate this (Runnels, Hansen 1986, Hansen 1988, Hamilakis 
1996). Recently, major scientifi c retrieval programmes 
have led to an accumulation of data for the use of olives. 
Margaritis (in press) presents this evidence, which indi-
cates the presence of olives from the Neolithic onwards, 
and an increase in the third millennium BC. It seems that 
olive trees were initially used for their wood. The prun-
ing of the plant was benefi cial for its fruit, and over time 
led to domestication. Overall, evidence for grape and 
olive exploitation is accumulating, but does not neces-
sarily indicate specialization. Bintliff  (2012: 84-85), poses 
that the limited number of presses found in the arch-
aeological record are not a refl ection of the frequency of 
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production, as production could have been small-scale 
and perhaps done without the use of stone presses. 
Margaritis (in press) adds to this that the limited quan-
tity of olive remains is indicative of how its by-products 
were used and discarded and that installations may have 
been located outside the settlement on the fi elds.

Problems remain, are becoming more complex and 
focus on methodology. For example, it has started to 
become clear that detecting the domestication and 
large-scale cultivation of grapevines is more complex 
than initially thought (Valamoti 2009, chapter 7, non 
vidi). Evidence on polyculture is increasing, but it is diffi  -
cult to reconstruct the subsistence base and the impact 
of (changes in) the subsistence base on the society. It 
should be stressed though, that the model presented by 
Renfrew has given much impetus to research on social 
evolution in relation to agriculture.

The causal relationship between surplus production 
and the development of status diff erences formulated 
by Renfrew, received further consideration in research 
on social complexity in the Aegean. Three conditions 
need to be met: fi rst, an incentive is needed for surplus 
production, because it is expected that simple, small-
scale societies normally only produce as much as they 
need (Sahlins 1972, chapters 1 and 2). Secondly, house-
holds should be enabled to exploit the surplus for their 
own benefi t. For this to happen, obligations of sharing 
with the larger community should be downplayed (see 
Chapter 2.4.1 for a more elaborate discussion). Thirdly,  
fi ssioning of the community needs to be prevented, as 
under normal circumstances it is expected that people 
try to prevent the development of status diff erences, 
through, for example, fi ssion. 

This third condition was fi rst explored by Gilman 
and Gamble. Under certain circumstances, people or 
communities might choose not to fi ssion. Such circum-
stances could be high input in subsistence strategies, 
for example, the introduction of plough agriculture, 
Mediterranean polyculture or irrigation works. High 
input subsistence strategies may prevent fi ssioning of 
communities, as people do not want to start cultivating 
their land all over again. Based on this idea, Gilman (1981) 
argues that capital-intensifi cation of subsistence pre-
ceded but also enabled the emergence of an elite. People 
could rise to elite status as defenders or protectors of 
assets, for example, draft animals, vineyards and olive 
groves, or irrigation systems. This suggestion is some-
what modifi ed in a later publication, in which Gilman 
(1991) argues that an elite could arise by, for example, 
renting cattle or land to others. It seems plausible that 
people could rise in status through surplus production, 
and subsequently lending or renting cattle or land to 
others. However, the incentive for surplus production 
remains enigmatic. Problematic in his discussion of the 
prehistoric Aegean, is that Gilman (1991) collapses evi-
dence from the Mainland, Crete and other islands, as 

well as evidence from the EH II, MH and LH. Moreover, 
he considers these three periods as being linear in devel-
opment, which they were not. Social and economic cir-
cumstances changed during EH III and MH, and they 
were wholly diff erent from developments taking place 
on Crete.

Gamble (1979, 1980, 1981, 1982) provided a diff er-
ent reason that prevented fi ssion of communities. On 
Melos, elite power was based on forcing the population 
to live in large, nucleated settlements from which self-
suffi  cient mixed farming was impractical. After all, farm-
ers had to travel too far to herd animals and work their 
fi elds. As a solution, farmers were forced to intensify 
and to specialize in particular products. Because of spe-
cialization, farmers became dependent on a managing 
and redistributive elite to obtain and redistribute other 
products. Once people were dependent on the elite, 
they could not return to their previous self-suffi  cient 
subsistence economy. 

The outline provided by Gamble is problematic for 
several reasons. First, settlement nucleation does not 
necessarily lead to intensifi cation. Secondly, it remains 
unclear how political pressure is used to force people 
to specialize and simplify. Thirdly, it is hard to imagine 
why people would willingly give up their self-suffi  ciency. 
Fourthly, Gamble’s argument is circular (also pointed out 
by Halstead 1988: 523), as the production of surplus led to 
the rise of elite, which led to the production of surplus. 
It seems that Gamble was to some extent aware of the 
circularity, as he writes (Gamble 1981: 222), “Instead of 
arguing about the place of a surplus in the Aegean emer-
gence, it might be more profi table to turn to our themes 
of social development and political control and their 
relationship with the organizing productive forces.” This 
is a key problem also encountered in some other works 
discussing surplus and social development. Instead of 
approaching this issue bottom-up (from the household 
economy), they approach the issue top-down (from the 
palace economy, and assumed functioning of it).

Halstead (1994) further elaborated Renfrew’s premise 
that regional diff erences in complexity can be related to 
diff erences in the environment and available resources. 
Furthermore, he specifi cally discusses incentives for the 
production of surplus, and causes of a decreasing obli-
gation to share resources. Halstead considers the use of 
surplus in relation to the rise of social diff erentiation, 
and begins his discussion by providing an incentive for 
surplus production. His point of departure is that people 
in Greece always had to cope with the possibility of food 
shortages, due to periodic or inter-annual fl uctuations in 
agricultural yields, for example, due to variation in tem-
perature and rainfall (Halstead 1994). To cope with this 
uncertainty, people can follow any or all of four strat-
egies: diversifi cation of production, storage of surplus, 
exchange and mobility. Halstead argues that the recipro-
cal nature of food exchange normally practiced among 
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households or neighbouring communities would turn 
into exchange of food for valuable tokens when distance 
between exchanging communities increased. Tokens 
are easier to transport. In addition, increasing distance 
between communities may have rendered the otherwise 
reciprocal nature of the exchange less eff ective. Halstead 
also called the exchange of food and tokens a form of 
‘banking’ some of the surplus, through social storage 
in return for valuables. In times of need, the valuables 
could be exchanged back for staples. Inequality could be 
the result of sustained imbalances between the produc-
tion of people living in marginal areas and that of people 
living in fertile areas. Successful farmers overproduced 
and acquired valuable tokens, and were subsequently 
able to gain control over the production and labour of 
others (Halstead 1981, 1988, 1994, 1995, Halstead, O’Shea 
1982). It remains somewhat unclear how exactly an elite 
emerged in the model presented by Halstead. It seems 
that overproducing farmers eventually became the elite, 
in their role of producers, mobilizers and redistributors 
of surplus. 

Halstead suggests that inequality existed in Thessaly 
during the Neolithic, while in southern Greece com-
plexity emerged during the Early Bronze Age. Halstead 
explains this diff erence by arguing that the type of 
environment exploited (diverse versus marginal) led to 
diff erent mechanisms to buff er periods of inter-annual 
fl uctuations in agricultural yields. These diff erent mech-
anisms aff ected social relations, as they could require 
households to share, pool or store agricultural surplus. In 
my opinion, a comparable model is likely to prove help-
ful for exploring EH III–LH I households and social and 
economic organization as well, but applications have not 
been carried out so far. Halstead did discuss EH II and 
LH material, but unfortunately omitted the intermedi-
ate EH III and MH periods, while at the same time con-
sidering what was economically happening from EH II 
to LH onwards as a continuous development. Dickinson 
(1989) expressed critique of Halstead’s model. He argued 
that there is no evidence at rising MH or LH I centres 
of them being more fortunate agriculturalist, or special-
ists in specifi c forms of agriculture or stockbreeding. 
Furthermore, there is no evidence of large-scale storage 
facilities, or administrative use of seals or script, which 
would be expected regarding the mobilization and redis-
tribution of surplus. 

In summary, the process of surplus production leading 
to social change consists of several stages or processes. 
First, an incentive is needed for surplus production. 
According to Halstead (1994), Greek households always 
tried to produce some surplus to cope with inter-annual 
fl uctuations. Secondly, fi ssion of communities had to be 
prevented. Large amounts of labour input in agricultural 
land could prevent fi ssion, as could other circumstances, 
such as scarcity of available land or warfare (Carneiro 

1970). The growing of olive trees (which take years to 
produce a fi rst harvest) and the use of plough agricul-
ture have been brought forward as possible circum-
stances preventing fi ssion in Greek Bronze Age society. 
However, it is diffi  cult to substantiate these develop-
ments with data for EH III–LH I. Thirdly, the obligation 
to share household surplus on a reciprocal basis within 
one’s own society had to be downplayed. Otherwise, no 
profi table activities could be undertaken with the sur-
plus. Halstead argued that increasing exploitation of 
marginal areas led to less sharing between households 
and more hoarding of staples within the household. We 
should explore whether settlement number increase 
during the later MH and LH led to comparable changes 
in household economics. Finally, profi table activities 
had to be undertaken with the surplus in order to cre-
ate and sustain wealth diff erences. Halstead suggests the 
exchange of surplus for valuables, but other possibilities 
are numerous and could include the buying and renting 
of land, animals or labour. We should explore whether 
we see (increasing) signs of profi table activities in the EH 
III–LH I domestic sphere.

Although Dickinson argued, in response to the model 
of Halstead, that there was no evidence of large-scale 
storage facilities or of administrative use of seals or script, 
we should be aware that EH III–LH I domestic architec-
ture has never been thoroughly analysed for more subtle 
changes in function or storage capacity on the house-
hold level. Although analysis of storage practices and 
capacity is rarely possible due to the quality and quantity 
of data, we should try to incorporate such considera-
tions in our research. Considering storage practices has 
much potential for understanding social organization 
and interaction (e.g. Aravantinos, Psaraki 2008, Psaraki 
et al. 2010). 

1.4.4 Social change and increasing interaction

The EH III period is characterized by shifting and chang-
ing trade and interaction patterns. Compared to EH II 
fewer imports reached the Mainland and regional styles 
developed. The sailing ship was probably introduced 
into the Aegean at the end of the EBA and beginning of 
the early MBA in the Aegean (Broodbank 2000: 342), and 
this must have revolutionized trade opportunities and 
interaction patterns. Interaction patterns were dynamic 
during EH III-MH II and are diffi  cult to grasp (Kiriatzi 
2010: 684). 

A steady increase of imports is seen in the Mainland 
from MH onwards, and it is suggested that diff erent 
interaction zones existed in the Aegean during the MBA. 
A south-western network, including Crete, Kythera 
and the southeastern Peloponnese; an island network 
including the Cyclades, Attica and southern Euboea; and 
a northern Aegean network including northern Euboea, 
central Greece, northern Greece, Macedonia and north-
west Anatolia (Broodbank 2000: 354). More recently, it 



12 BUILDING THE BRONZE AGE

was suggested (Pullen, Tartaron 2007: 153-154, 157), that 
Kolonna may have controlled the Saronic Gulf during 
the Bronze Age. Minoan imports are more frequent 
in the southern Peloponnese and Cycladic imports in 
Attica. It has been shown by Dietz (1998) that Attica and 
the Argolid had substantial relations with the Cyclades 
during the MH III period. Dietz (1998: 31) argues that 
the ‘Shaft Grave Phenomenon’ was already well estab-
lished before Minoan infl uence on the Mainland became 
very strong, and that the Mainland communities (in the 
Argolid) probably played a more active role in interac-
tion patterns than was often believed.

Minoan infl uence on the Mainland intensifi es during 
the later MH and LH I, while Cycladic ceramics are no 
longer imported on the Mainland during the later part of 
the 17th century (Dietz 1998: 29). This phenomenon coin-
cides with the Neopalatial period in Crete and the ‘mino-
anisation’ of the island Kythera, as well as settlements 
on other islands, such as Akrotiri on Thera and Agia 
Irini on Kea. The late MH and LH I Shaft Graves uncov-
ered at Mycenae contained many imports from Crete. 
Explanations for the sudden infl ux of goods were there-
fore fi rst sought in increasing interaction with Crete. 
The rich graves at Mycenae were, for example, thought 
to hold the remains of Cretan princes. Under infl uence 
of publications discussing gift giving in Archaic and sim-
ple societies (e.g. Mauss 1966, Sahlins 1972) the valuable 
goods in the graves were considered gifts of the Minoan 
elite to the Mycenaean elite. It has also been argued that 
the gold and amber may have come from Transylvania 
and was exchanged for swords and technological exper-
tise in bronze casting (Davis 1983).

Instead of interpreting the ostentatious burial gifts 
as a representation of elite status, Voutsaki sees them as 
a means to create status. In primitive kin-based socie-
ties, the consumption of goods would take place on a 
communal scale, and act as an integrative force. Due 
to increasing contacts with other (cultural) areas, there 
was a need for Mainland communities, or segments of 
these communities, to defi ne their group/culture and 
shift political alliances (Voutsaki 1999, 2001). Kin rela-
tions were redefi ned, and conspicuous consumption in 
mortuary practices was transformed into a mechanism 
for the creation of both economic and social diff eren-
tiation. Ownership of precious goods by the kin group 
was being communicated through deposition of these 
goods in ancestral graves. In this way, consumption was 
turned into a mechanism for the creation of asymmetry. 
To crystallize these new social values, material signs and 
Minoan symbols were used to equal prestige. In sum-
mary, people used mortuary display and conspicuous 
consumption as a strategy of exclusion and diff erenti-
ation, to acquire status in the process of diff erentiation, 
and as a key weapon in social competition (Voutsaki 
1995, 1997). In the settlement context, Kiriatzi (2010: 
698-699) suggests that during the MH, the Mainlanders 

incorporated ceramic vessels of a variety of technologi-
cal traditions and producers (such as Minoan or mino-
anized vessels). These vessels had diff erent biographies, 
probably functioned in diff erent social contexts and 
were socially charged in diff erent ways. “Through their 
circulation and use, they obviously participated in the 
introduction of new practices or transformation of old 
ones and consequently in the negotiation, or even diver-
sifi cation, of social roles and identities, in diff erent con-
text and at diff erent levels”. 

Voutsaki elaborated extensively on the use, depos-
ition, and meaning of valuables in the mortuary record. 
However, what the means (goods, staples, labour?) were 
to acquire these valuables was not considered. Kiriatzi 
relates the increasing Minoan impact to human mobility 
that intensifi ed and eventually resulted in the incorpor-
ation of Minoan-like production and consumption prac-
tices. It remains to be investigated why some settlements 
or areas were more receptive, or why some people or 
kin groups could acquire and consume valuables while 
others could not. Wright did suggest, albeit indirectly, a 
possible scenario for the collection of means to acquire 
valuables. Wright (2004b: 71) argued that leadership is 
a result of personal prowess, negotiation and manipula-
tion. Leaders can create factions through the recruitment 
and maintenance of a group, based on the self-interest of 
the supporters. Wright (2001) proposes that several fac-
tions headed by emerging leaders operated within and 
among MH and early LH communities. Faction lead-
ers continually had to build and maintain their group. 
It seems that a larger social group could have pooled its 
resources to acquire valuable goods or to attract more 
followers, resulting in further expanding networks of 
(social) relations, alliances and exchange. Faction leaders 
subsequently manipulated external resources to bene-
fi t themselves and the faction. Competition could arise 
between leaders for access to distant resources (Wright 
1995b: 72) . 

In summary, changing and increasing interaction pat-
terns during MH and LH I played a role in social and 
material changes. Some scholars see the increasing 
interaction as a cause of internal change, while others 
seem to consider the increasing interaction to be a result 
of internal change, or a strategy to cope with internal 
change. The mortuary record suggests a process in which 
households coalesced into kin groups or factions, and 
this allowed the development of diff erentiation between 
them. However, whether and how increasing interaction 
and social changes were refl ected in the domestic archi-
tecture, such as the presence or absence of communal 
buildings and the size of the house and the household, 
has barely been considered (but see Voutsaki 2010a, 
Voutsaki et al in press). For example, of interest for the 
analysis of households is the remark by Wright that to 
understand social evolution, we need “to understand 
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the role played by the structure and dynamics of indi-
viduals, especially in households and communities” 
(Wright 2004b: 69). A systematic analysis of architec-
tural remains will allow us to reconstruct houses, house-
holds and communities, and their changing position 
and function in areas of increasing interaction (Voutsaki 
2010d: 108). For example, the transition from a closed to 
an open economy (see Chapter 2.4.2) could enable the 
development of architectural variety. 

1.4.5 EH III–LH I social change: 

 problems and potentials

Causes of social change during the transitional EH II–
EH III, EH III–MH I, and MH III–LH I periods were 
fi rst attributed to invasion, then to migration, and then 
to cultural infl uence. Later, consideration was given to 
climate change and to indigenous and evolutionary pro-
cesses, such as the production of surplus. Most recently, 
scholars have tried to attribute MH III–LH I change to 
a combination of internal and external processes. In 
these scenarios, the Mainland underwent internal social 
change, seemingly caused by both internal development 
and external infl uence. The social change seems to have 
been of a competitive nature. The acquisition of valuable 
goods and meaningful symbols that were used in these 
competitions was partly caused by, but also led to, an 
intensifi cation of interaction with other areas. 

The causes of EH II–III change are still debated, or 
explanations are pluriform. According to a synthesis 
(Rutter 2001: 145) of this period, alternative models for 
the invasion and migration theories and climate change 
have not been formulated yet. However, it is realized 
that we are dealing with complex processes, aff ect-
ing diff erent regions in diff erent ways. The concept of 
mobility and movement (Maran 2007b) may prove use-
ful in the formulation of a new model for material and 
social change during EH III. However, cause and eff ect 
of such concepts are not always clear or archaeologically 
traceable; that is, does mobility lead to social change, or 
vice versa? Does climate change lead to mobility, or was 
there already mobility?

Subtle changes occurring during the earlier MH have 
only recently been observed in, for example, the mortu-
ary record (e.g. Voutsaki 2004, Milka 2006, forthcom-
ing, Voutsaki et al in press, Ingvarsson-Sundström et al 
in press). Generally, the period is considered as one in 
which gradual growth took place. However, the sud-
den appearance of elite graves and the infl ux of valuable 
goods during the later MH suggest that more changes 
must have taken place during the earlier MH than have 
been observed archaeologically so far. We might espe-
cially expect changes in surplus production and, coupled 
to that, changes in household production and cooper-
ation, as well as changes in the relationship between 
the community and the household. The observation of 
some age and sex diff erences, and some valuable goods, 

in the mortuary record may be related to such eco-
nomic and social developments. For example, at MH 
I–II Lerna, diff erences between houses were observed 
regarding storage capacity, surplus and imports, while 
analysis of the MH I–II graves indicated the impor-
tance of kinship, descent and the transmission of prop-
erty over time (Voutsaki et al in press). It is suggested 
(Voutsaki 2010c) that the main social organisation of 
the early MH period was based on kinship rather than 
status, as kinship-based relations did not need ostenta-
tious gestures such as monumental houses or graves for 
their legitimization. Recently, it is suggested though that 
at Asine the fi rst signs of emerging asymmetries are pos-
sibly already visible during MH II, and that some seg-
ments of the society demarcated themselves (by means 
of mortuary practices) from the rest of the community 
(Ingvarsson-Sundström et al in press).

During the later MH, a transformation of personal, 
social, and collective identities and a redefi nition of age 
and gender relations took place in the mortuary record 
(Voutsaki 2004). Increasing emphasis was placed on kin-
ship and descent, refl ected in the reuse of tombs, sec-
ondary treatment of burials, and the construction of 
new types of tombs to facilitate this secondary treat-
ment, such as shaft graves and chamber tombs (Voutsaki 
2010c). Therefore, increasing economic and social 
cooperation of households belonging to the same kin 
group can be assumed. We might expect to see traces 
of such changes on the level of the household (as ten-
tatively suggested by Voutsaki on the basis of the Asine 
data, Voutsaki 2010a). The causes of change occur-
ring during the later MH and LH I, and the interrela-
tion of these causes, are not entirely clear. As was the 
case during EH III, we are dealing with complex pro-
cesses, aff ecting diff erent regions in diff erent ways. The 
Cyclades, Minoan Crete, trade relations, social compe-
tition, and the acquisition of valuables were signifi cant 
factors in these processes, and these issues have received 
much scholarly attention. Economic developments were 
needed to bear the costs of interaction and exchange, but 
these have barely been considered for the MH period. 
Less consideration has also been given to developments 
occurring in inland areas compared with coastal areas. 
Coastal areas developed especially rapidly during MH, 
but some inland areas did too, yet these were seemingly 
less involved in external trade. It is therefore with good 
reason that attempts are made to relate MH III–LH I 
changes to both external stimuli and internal develop-
ments (Voutsaki 2005). In addition, we need to gain a 
better understanding of changes occurring on a local, 
geographic and temporal scale. Fully solving the prob-
lem of material and social change on the EH III–LH I 
Mainland is a very complex task which needs to take 
into account several factors. A systematic study of house 
architecture and domestic assemblages is a further step 
towards solving this problem.
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1.5 Research questions

The preceding overview of the history of research into 
EH III–LH I domestic architecture and the study of 
social change in the Aegean reveals problems as well as 
potential. In the following section, some of the research 
lacunae are restated. Subsequently, the research ques-
tions and aims of this thesis are outlined. 

1.5.1 Old omissions and new questions

The EH III and MH I–II period have largely been ignored 
in research, as these periods were considered a ‘Dark 
Age’ – socially simple, small-scale, undiff erentiated and 
introverted. In addition, in studies of EH III and MH 
material, the domestic or non-monumental architecture 
has been largely ignored and generally considered simple 
and homogenous. However, some signifi cant social and 
economic changes took place during the transitional 
EH II–III period, which have gone largely unnoticed. 
Furthermore, recent research indicates that architec-
tural and social diff erences and developments did exist 
and took place during EH III and the earlier MH. These 
have never been studied systematically. 

Therefore, the main question examined in this thesis 
is, which changes took place regarding domestic archi-
tecture and the spatial organization of settlement during 
EH III–LH I in Mainland Greece, and how did these 
changes relate to social change? Sub-questions include 
the following: what is the extent of architectural homo-
geneity and variety in space and over time, and in which 
respects does domestic architecture become more com-
plex over time? 

Explanations for social change have been sought in 
external infl uences, natural causes, and economic devel-
opments. However, there has been little consideration of 
the domestic context.3 It can be assumed that changes in 
economy and social relations are refl ected in the house-
hold and its functioning. For example, the functioning 
of the domestic economy, such as sharing, pooling and 
hoarding of resources, could be a means of diff erentiat-
ing between households. Analysis of domestic architec-
ture, the house, and the household can contribute to 
the study of social change. More specifi cally, we have to 
learn more about the independence of, and cooperation 
between EH III, MH and LH I households within a com-
munity. Additional questions addressed in the thesis 
therefore include the following: can we reconstruct the 
extent of self-suffi  ciency of households? Can we observe 
an increasing specialization, particularly of storage activ-
ities, in space over time? How did the household econ-
omy function and change over time? What is the social 
and economic relationship between households, and 

3 Much consideration has (instead) been given to the palatial con-
text of storage and redistribution on both Minoan Crete and the 
Helladic Mainland. 

between the household and the community? And how 
did these relationships change over time? 

Besides architectural analysis, such issues as mobility 
and permanence must be considered. From this follows 
the need to consider the relationship people had with 
their land and the place in which they lived. Related to 
this is the need to consider how people thought about 
issues of property, ownership and inheritance. Such con-
siderations must be made in light of the EH III move-
ment of people and desertion of settlements, as well as 
in light of increased permanence and increased numbers 
of settlements during the later MH. Such issues have to 
some extent been considered for Neolithic Greece and 
Bronze Age Europe generally, but barely for the EH III–
LH I period. Additional questions addressed in this thesis 
are the following: What signs of increasing or decreasing 
mobility and permanence are visible in domestic archi-
tecture and the spatial organization of settlements? Can 
we observe a relationship between people and the place 
they inhabited? And do these relationships communi-
cate meanings of property, ownership or inheritance? 

Finally, in some cases a continuous social and eco-
nomic development from the Neolithic period onwards 
is assumed rather than demonstrated, as outlined above. 
At the same time, it is evident that things ‘turned bad’ 
during EH III compared with EH II. Analysis of house-
holds and household economics from EH III onwards is 
likely to shed more light on the rate and extent of such 
developments. A fi nal question addressed is therefore 
whether any or even all of the architectural patterns 
contribute to the contextualization of the emergence of 
‘elite’ graves during the later MH and LH I. 



The previous chapter ended with a number of questions 
that are to be addressed in the thesis. In this chapter, 
a framework is constructed that is of use in answer-
ing these questions and in interpreting the meaning of 
architectural patterns. The fi rst part of the chapter con-
siders the meaning of domestic architecture, the house 
and the household in diff erent spheres. First, a brief 
overview is given of approaches to the concept of the 
household used in past studies. Subsequently, the diff er-
ent spheres in which domestic architecture functioned 
and held meaning are considered. The fi rst sphere is 
concerned with domestic architecture and the (supra)
region, the second sphere is about communities and 
their neighbours, the third sphere zooms in on the com-
munity and the household, while the fi nal sphere con-
siders the household itself. When possible, architectural 
change is related to social changes in these spheres. The 
possibilities of this study are thereby further revealed, 
as are architectural characteristics that are potentially 
meaningful and should therefore be considered. In the 
second part of the chapter, the methodology used for 
this research is described.

2.1 Approaches to domestic architecture, 

 houses and the household

Domestic architecture, houses and the household are 
approached and considered in many diff erent ways. For 
example, recent discussions of approaches to the study 
of architecture, houses and households were arranged 
under headings such as household archaeology, archi-
tecture and the built environment, household and social 
practices, the house as symbol, or the house and cultural 
identity (Souvatzi 2008, Glowacki, Vogeikoff -Brogan 
2011b). 

The approach used is dependent on the temporal and 
geographical scale of analysis, as well as the detail of 
analysis and the type of questions asked. Furthermore, 
past approaches have to some extent been infl uenced 
by the Zeitgeist. A very rough and therefore generalizing 
subdivision can be made between approaches before the 
rise of post-processual archaeology and those that came 
after. The earlier approaches tended to focus on the 
functional aspects of architectural patterns, while recent 
approaches tend to focus on the symbolic meaning. 
This subdivision has been caused to some extent by the 
availability of data. I would like to argue that these two 
approaches are not mutually exclusive, and that both 

functional and symbolic considerations can be explored 
in our enquiries.

2.1.1 Functional  approaches

Studies of domestic architecture were initially aimed 
at gaining a general understanding of how houses were 
shaped and settlements were organized. The focus of 
study tended to be single settlements or cultures and 
their development through time. The house and house-
hold were primarily considered as functional units for 
production, reproduction, transmission and consump-
tion (e.g. Wilk, Rathje 1982). As a result, changes in the 
appearance of houses or composition of households 
were considered the results of, or accommodations to, 
changes in functional, practical or economic circum-
stances, such as the enlargement of the domestic group 
or an increase in wealth. 

A general criticism of this approach is that such 
explanations neglect the symbolic, social and mnemonic 
functions that material may also have had in the experi-
ence and life of people. Therefore, in this approach, 
beside functional causes, no other possible causes of 
change are considered. For example, the burning down 
of an old house before construction of a new one may be 
practical, in that it cleans and sanitizes an area of habita-
tion. However, at the same time, the burning down can 
also be an action to symbolize the end of a specifi c liv-
ing phase. Tringham (1995, 2001: 6926) voiced critique 
of the long-term perspective of functional architectural 
studies. She argued that in identifying long-term evolu-
tionary trajectories, the context of shorter-term changes 
and variability is given a lower priority in explanation. 
On the one hand, this is a reasonable critique, in that 
shorter-term changes have been underdeveloped. 
On the other hand, such a short-term and small-scale 
research vision, though of value in explaining local pro-
cesses, is not able to explain processes taking place more 
widely, and hinders a comparison of houses between 
settlements and regions. Other criticisms of the func-
tional approach have been that the meaning and social 
reality of the house were not examined (Bailey 1990: 19) 
and that too little consideration was given to the tempo-
rality of domestic architecture (Gerritsen 1999: 82). 

Weaknesses of the functional approach more gen-
erally included a lack of human agency as explanation 
for change, and the idea that change was only caused 
by outside stimuli. Furthermore, issues such as identity, 
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ethnicity, gender and social relationships received little 
attention. The critique eventually gave rise to the devel-
opment of the so-called post-processual archaeology, in 
which explanations were also sought in symbolic, social 
and mnemonic functions, and in which more consider-
ation was given to issues such as gender, symbolism and 
human agency. 

2.1.2 Symbolical approaches 

The eff ects of this change in thinking were also felt in 
the study of domestic architecture, houses and the 
household. The symbolic aspects of the house and the 
household were now considered. For example, it was 
considered that the house and the household contain 
and represent meaning, as they shape and are shaped by 
everyday behaviour. The built environment thus con-
tains non-verbal communication (Rapoport 1982). 

The new way of thinking also included cultural 
approaches to the household, based on the work of 
Bourdieu (1977) and Hodder (1990). Changes in the 
appearance of houses and the composition of house-
holds were considered to communicate or represent cul-
tural changes as well as changes in the meaning ascribed 
to architecture. Research became more focused on 
small-scale and short-term developments, rather than 
long-term and medium-scale developments, though 
such studies were also still carried out (e.g. Hodder 
1990). Popular concepts that were researched were the 
‘use life’ or ‘life history’ of buildings (e.g. Tringham 1994, 
1995, Gerritsen 1999, 2007, 2008, Nanoglou 2008) and 
the writing of a narrative of the house and its inhabit-
ants (Tringham 2005, Borić 2007). 

Considerations of life biographies and symbolic mean-
ing are valuable, as they bring forward human, social, 
symbolic and cultural factors as explanations for why 
architecture is shaped the way it is, and for the mean-
ing of architectural change. However, this approach, 
too, is problematic in some respects. For example, only 
single houses tend to be analysed. Therefore, it remains 
unclear if patterns were caused by individual choice or 
communal choice, and if patterns occurred more widely 
or were specifi c to a house. Furthermore, change tends 
to be ascribed to changes in the life cycle of the inhab-
itants, such as birth or death. However, more wide-
spread changes occurring at the same time tend to go 
unnoticed. Some researchers were aware of these short-
comings, and therefore argued also for a more ‘grand 
narrative’, which considers less the small-scale changes 
and more the large-scale changes (Borić 2007). For 
example, Gerritsen (2001, chapter 4) not only considered 
the house, but also the local community and its mem-
bers as a powerful means to analyse diachronic patterns 
and social transformation. 

Another problem with the symbolic approach is that 
the causes of change remain vague and are not explicitly 
discussed. Because especially the meaning of patterns 

and changes are considered, the impression is some-
times rendered that change is caused by changes in the 
meaning of material culture. For example, the orienta-
tion and internal partitioning of a house may relate to 
wind directions, but when this association is not con-
sidered important or relevant anymore, the orientation 
and internal partitioning may change. From some of the 
aforementioned architectural studies, a picture emerges 
in which symbolical and functional explanations are 
intertwined. Therefore, a symbolic approach to domes-
tic architecture can provide valuable insights into the 
meaning and function of architectural patterns, but it 
cannot wholly replace the more functionalist approach 
that, besides interpreting change, also off ers causes for 
this change. Both approaches are necessary and should 
be explored in studies of architecture. 

2.1.3 Various spheres of interaction

From the above, it follows that besides using interpretive 
facets of both the functional and the symbolic approach, 
we should also consider the scale or context in which 
domestic architecture functioned. For example, domes-
tic architecture had function and meaning within a 
household, a community and a region. Therefore, we 
should not only consider the house, but also the dif-
ferent social spheres in which the house and domes-
tic architecture had functions and meanings (compare 
Wright 2010). 

In this thesis, four diff erent spheres are formulated. 
The fi rst sphere considers domestic architecture in a 
(supra)regional context. The aim is to outline how mobil-
ity of people through space can aff ect the appearance 
of domestic architecture. The second sphere considers 
domestic architecture from the perspective of the com-
munities and their neighbours. The size and location of 
settlements is considered, as well as settlement dens-
ity. These factors can aff ect social relationships within 
and between communities, and can also aff ect domes-
tic architecture. The community and the household 
are considered in the third sphere. The functioning of 
the domestic economy is related to social relationships 
between households and the community at large. An 
increasing or decreasing dependency of the household 
on the community could aff ect social behaviour, and 
therefore also domestic architecture. The fi nal sphere 
considers the household, thereby especially focussing 
on the transmission of resources and the performance 
of diff erent household activities, and how these aff ect 
domestic architecture.

What follows now, is a consideration of these diff er-
ent spheres. When possible, functional and economic as 
well as symbolical and social perspectives are considered 
as explanations for architectural change. As was stated 
earlier, these approaches are not mutually exclusive and 
should be considered together. However, it is not always 
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possible to ascribe both functional and symbolical causes 
or meaning to architectural patterns and changes. 

2.2 Domestic architecture: 

 the (supra)regional perspective

2.2.1 Mobility versus permanence

Habitation can be of various natures: permanent, sea-
sonal, mobile or something in between. A whole range 
of circumstances can lead to changes in habitation type. 
For example, climate change can lead to seasonal or 
permanent movement to warmer areas, while pending 
scarcity of exploitable land can lead to habitation that is 
more permanent. 

The way people move through space can aff ect the 
shape and construction of houses. For example, analysis 
(Whiting, Ayres 1968) has shown that houses of mobile 
people are more likely to be circular in shape, while 
houses of settled people are more likely to be rectangu-
lar. Furthermore, circular houses are more likely to be 
made of perishable materials, while sturdier materials 
and building techniques are used for rectangular houses. 
In addition, more investment is made in the built envir-
onment when habitation is more permanent. 

These observations are generalizing and do not apply 
to all houses. We may assume though that changes in 
the frequency with which people move through space 
will aff ect domestic architecture. For example, in a case 
of an expansion of the household at a permanent settle-
ment, it would be easier to add a room to the back of a 
rectangular building than to an apsidal building. Adding 
a room to the front could be diffi  cult in both cases, as 
access routes and roads through the settlement could 
become obstructed. More permanence could lead to 
the construction of more durable houses, which could 
require the use of better quality building material and 
better construction techniques. For example, instead 
of river stones, people may start to use hewn stones, 
which would fi t more neatly and form a sturdier founda-
tion. Stone walls instead of mud brick walls would also 
improve the lifespan of a building. However, it should 
be realized that diff erences between houses in terms 
of building material and construction could also relate 
to the ability of the household to obtain material and 
mobilize labour.

Besides infl uencing architecture, the movement of 
people can also have repercussions for community life. 
For example, it has been suggested that new people 
arriving at a community may not have been considered 
full members of that community. In disputes, or times 
of resource scarcity, these marginal members were most 
likely to split off  (Bernardini 2005). Therefore, new 
households were more vulnerable and more likely to dis-
appear than established households.

2.3 Domestic architecture: 

 communities and their neighbours

2.3.1 Settlement size, organization, density 

 and location

Settlement size and density have repercussions for 
social life and social relationships both within and 
between communities. When settlement size and dens-
ity increase, social relationships and benefi ts can come 
under pressure and can lead to tensions within and 
between communities. Settlement location can provide 
certain benefi ts to a community, such as access to fertile 
land, harbours and trade routes. In what follows, I elab-
orate on these developments and their eff ect on social 
relations. The way in which these developments could 
be of infl uence on domestic architecture is discussed in 
subsequent sections.

Settlement size may be a factor aff ecting the culti-
vation of relationships between neighbouring settle-
ments. It has been argued (Wobst 1974, 1976) that in 
social groups of 400-500 individuals or less (settlements 
of circa 2 ha or less) the human health could be aff ected 
by inbreeding of the gene pool. Such small communities 
may have been dependent on neighbouring settlements 
for fi nding suitable marriage partners (exogamy). The 
cultivation of relationships between small neighbour-
ing communities must as a result be important (Bintliff  
2010b: 758). However, other factors may also deter-
mine marriage strategies, such as the transmission of 
resources (see also Chapter 2.5.1). Settlements of 2 ha or 
larger will have a more varied gene pool. Intermarriage 
between social groups of the same settlement (endog-
amy) is therefore more likely to happen. As a result, 
relationships with neighbouring communities could 
be less important, while relationships with households 
within one’s own community could be more impor-
tant. It is not likely that settlements as a whole were 
strictly exogamous or endogamous, and marital pat-
terns may have varied among social groups depending 
on the type of marriage rules that existed. The type of 
social group in which EH III, MH and LH I people got 
married is unknown. Nonetheless, in discussing the 
organization of settlements, consideration should be 
given to settlement size and how this could have aff ected 
marital patterns and social relations between social 
groups such as households or kin groups, within and 
between settlements. 

It is likely that the relationships between people and 
households within a community change when settle-
ment size increases. Marriage arrangements between 
households or social groups may aff ect their relation-
ships. An increasing number of inhabitants can render 
decision-making processes increasingly diffi  cult. To 
resolve this problem, a community or part of a com-
munity can decide to fi ssion and form a new, smaller 
community. However, when, for whatever reason, a 
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community does not fi ssion, new mechanisms have to be 
put in place to maintain the population. Horizontal and/
or vertical political subdivision may have been necessary 
(Bintliff  2010b: 760). In case of horizontal subdivisions 
this may involve either the enlargement of social groups, 
for example, the enlargement of a nuclear family to an 
extended family (Knappett 2009: 16-18), or the enlarge-
ment of a kin group. In case of vertical subdivisions, 
this may involve the rise of some social groups, such as 
households, families or kin groups, over others.

The enlargement of the household or kin group or 
the rise of some social groups over others, could result 
in competition for members. When a kin group tries to 
extend its social support group, it has to draw on rela-
tionships that are increasingly more distant. The weaker 
the kinship bond, the weaker the ties of the group (Earle 
1994: 955). A larger kin group has a constant tendency 
towards fi ssion and is therefore unstable. As a result, the 
group will have to make sure (through various actions 
and performances, e.g. feasting) that people will support 
and continue to support the group. Exchange relation-
ships and the acquisition of foreign and precious goods 
were perhaps such means. The problem for supporters 
of a specifi c group may be their proximity to or distance 
of a particular ancestor of that group. Too much distance 
from an ancestor or head of the group (either genetic 
or symbolic) may be a disadvantage for a supporter. 
Depending on how proximity to a particular ancestor of a 
kin group was defi ned, it could be created and contested. 
For example, proximity in the Western world is based 
on genetic and biological relations. However, proximity 
can also be based on other principles, such as personal 
qualities one has ‘inherited’ or social relationships. This 
so-called fi ctive kinship can be created through use of 
symbols, power and gift exchange (Johnson, Earle 1987: 
6-7). Again, exchange and the acquisition of foreign 
goods could be a means to achieve this. 

Just as an increase in settlement size can aff ect social 
relations, so, too, can an increase in settlement dens-
ity. For example, increasing settlement density can lead 
to more interaction or encounters between commu-
nities, which can be positive but also negative (Wright 
2004b, 2010). For example, increasing settlement dens-
ity (among other things) is likely to aff ect the availability 
of exploitable resources (e.g. Bintliff  1999: 524). Scarcity 
of resources or competition over resources can lead to 
tension between communities, which can culminate in 
hostilities and warfare.

Settlement prosperity can depend on the size of the 
community and how well the community is organized, 
but also on settlement location. For example, a settle-
ment needs access to basic resources, such as water, 
agricultural land and grazing land. In addition, access 
to harbours and trade routes can create possibilities for 
settlements to enhance their relative position in the 
wider region. According to Pullen (2003), to assess the 

importance of a settlement, we need to look at both 
qualitative and quantitative measures. Therefore, in 
addition to settlement size and location, we should also 
consider the presence, quality and quantity of certain 
fi nds, such as sealing and metal objects (Pullen 2011c: 23).

2.3.2 Settlement demarcation

The intensity with which people move through and 
invest in space relates to, or has eff ects on, the relation-
ship they have with a place. This can be an emotional 
relationship, but also a practical relationship. Likewise, 
the availability of land and resources aff ects the rela-
tionship between settlements and concepts of property. 
For example, in places where exploitable land is abun-
dant, people tend to have no concept of property. High 
mobility in addition to the abundant availability of land 
is likely to render the concept of property superfl uous. 
Societies with no concept of property are, for example, 
the Zafi maniry in Madagascar. They are mobile horticul-
turalist, and enough land is available for survival (Bloch 
1984). Another example is communities in Africa with a 
low level of agriculture and abundant land at their dis-
posal (Goody 1976). 

However, under pressured circumstances, the con-
cept of property will become important. In case of a 
scarcity of land, people will try to stay in possession of 
the land they already have. For example, the Mae Enga 
of Papua New Guinea have only limited arable land 
available. This as a result restricts mobility of people 
(Meggitt 1965: 218). Another reason for a stronger sense 
of ownership is labour invested in cultivation, such as 
the construction of drainage systems. The Madagascar 
Merina are a society in which the concept of property is 
important. They are irrigated-rice horticulturalists. This 
subsistence strategy requires much labour input. In add-
ition, land is scarce. Both these circumstances create, or 
demand, a stronger sense of ownership (Bloch 1984). 

Households and communities can use their built 
environment to demarcate their property or to com-
municate messages of ownership. For example, bound-
ary walls, ditches or defensive walls can be constructed 
to demarcate and protect land or the settlement. At the 
same time, such structures also function as a symbolic 
boundary between the insiders (the community) and 
the outsiders (other communities). Especially in cases 
where demarcation is not a physical obstacle, such as 
rubbish ditches, symbolic interpretations are plausible 
(Brück 2000: 286-287). Other means of demarcating 
space can, for example, be the construction of extramu-
ral cemeteries.

An example that illustrates such a process is the transi-
tion from open to enclosed settlements in Britain during 
the early part of the fi rst millennium B.C. The transition 
is interpreted as a refl ection of changes in kinship rela-
tions, which placed a greater emphasis on a distinction 
between ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ to the group and which 
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symbolized that distinction by creating clear boundaries 
between a group’s living space and the world beyond. 
The change in kinship relations was caused by agricul-
tural intensifi cation; that is, more eff ort was put into the 
fi elds, resulting in a stronger sense of property (Thomas 
1997: 215). These agricultural changes were seemingly 
caused by the reduced availability of cultivable land and 
labour to work that land (Thomas 1997: 216).

Let me summarize this section on communities and 
their neighbours. Settlement size and density are likely 
to aff ect the organization of social relationships within 
and between settlements. Changes in a sense of owner-
ship of land and in mobility can also aff ect social rela-
tionships between settlements. Pressure on or scarcity 
of resources could lead to tension and hostilities, which 
could subsequently aff ect the organization and layout of 
settlements. The causes of such changes are not always 
clear, but tend to be more of a functional or economic 
nature (such as population increase leading to scarcity 
of land) than of a symbolic nature. Nonetheless, subse-
quent architectural changes can have functional as well 
as symbolic uses.

These considerations seem especially relevant for 
interpreting EH III–LH I architectural change for sev-
eral reasons. First, changes seem to have taken place in 
the mobility of people (e.g. see Rutter 1988 on EH III 
mobility). Second, the EH and MH settlements are char-
acterized by their small size, but some settlements were 
of a signifi cant size, suggesting diff erences in the social 
organization (Bintliff  2010b). Third, the gradual settle-
ment increase and infi ll of marginal areas during MH 
III–LH I must have aff ected the availability of land and 
therefore a sense of property (e.g. Wright 2010, Bintliff  
2010b, Zavadil 2010). Finally, we can already observe 
changes during this transitional MH III–LH I period in 
the location of settlements in defensible locations, the 
increase in defensive works and the increase in extramu-
ral cemeteries (Dietz 1991, Maran 1995).

2.4 Domestic architecture: 

 the community and the household

It has been outlined above how a small and seemingly 
self-suffi  cient community can be dependent on neigh-
bouring communities for marriage partners. Likewise, 
the household is a unit of economic production, but is 
also submerged in and dependent on the wider commu-
nity for economic survival. The interdependence and 
tension between community and household – and how 
this can aff ect domestic architecture – is at the core of 
this section. 

2.4.1 The domestic economy

Any discussion of the domestic economy has to start 
with Sahlins (1972). Sahlins argued that the domestic 
economy, also called the subsistence economy (Johnson, 

Earle 1987), is organized at the household level. In small-
scale egalitarian communities, as little eff ort as possible 
is expended to meet the needs of the household. Only 
the direct needs of the household are fulfi lled and noth-
ing more. It follows that both labour power and land are 
underused and underexploited. The domestic mode of 
production therefore has a built-in anti-surplus prin-
ciple, as it is expected that enough food is available all 
year round. Storage of food is further discouraged if a 
community is mobile, as possessions hinder mobility. 

Substantial household variation can exist in food pro-
curement regarding yields and labour input. However, 
the domestic economy requires that households pool 
and share goods and services. It is therefore impossible 
for one household to rise above the others. Furthermore, 
households of primitive communities are usually not 
self-suffi  cient, but are to some extent dependent on help 
from other households (e.g. Bintliff  1999: 526). Although 
the household is an independent production unit, at the 
same time it is to some extent submerged in the larger 
community. This situation creates a constant dilemma 
between satisfying the domestic welfare of the house-
hold without endangering broader kinship obligations 
that force members to share resources (Sahlins 1972: 127). 

Flannery (1972) suggests that in societies where the 
individual household is the basic production unit and 
where sharing of produce is more selective, more oppor-
tunities and incentives emerge for intensifi cation of 
production. Therefore, it seems that the domestic econ-
omy can only grow when more is produced and less is 
shared of the produce. We can assume that less is shared 
when a stronger sense of household property develops. 
As outlined in the previous section, a stronger sense of 
property can develop under specifi c circumstances—for 
example, scarcity of land or increasing labour input—
and aff ect settlement organization and layout. Similarly, 
it can also aff ect domestic architecture and houses more 
specifi cally. 

Greek Neolithic settlements and houses can be taken 
as an example to illustrate such a process. Settlement 
numbers and size increased during the later Neolithic, 
and marginal areas were increasingly exploited. These 
developments could have caused scarcity of land and 
resources, especially in marginal areas. During the ear-
lier Neolithic, households must have produced and 
pooled surplus to cope with inter-annual fl uctuations 
(Halstead 1994). However, to cope with more chronic 
and widespread scarcity of land and resources during 
the later Neolithic, diff erent mechanisms needed to 
be developed. Halstead (1995) argues that households 
became an independent economic unit and started 
to isolate themselves from the community at large, to 
withdraw from community obligations to share food. 
Architectural signs for this were not systematically stud-
ied by Halstead, but included the movement of cooking 
facilities from open spaces to enclosed courtyards and an 
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increasing subdivision of space, resulting in the creation 
of courtyard groups. The new placement of the hearths 
discouraged the sharing of cooked food, and the increas-
ing subdivision of space turned households into more 
private units, both physical and symbolical. 

It should be noted, though, that households were 
forced to maintain economic cooperation to some 
extent. These practices created strong incentives for both 
domestic isolation and collective cohesion, resulting in 
continuous tension between household and community 
(Sahlins 1972: 127). A middle course may have been to 
share and pool with a smaller social group, for example, 
the direct kin group consisting of several households. It 
was suggested above that population increase at settle-
ments could result in horizontal or vertical political sub-
divisions. Such social reorganizations could have been 
accompanied by changes in the domestic economy.

2.4.2 Community interdependence and 

 architectural homogeneity

It has been outlined above how households in small-scale 
societies can be dependent on each other for the sharing 
of labour and resources. A certain amount of commu-
nity solidarity is required to insure such cooperation, 
and this can be obtained and maintained through con-
sensual cultural behaviour or “homogenizing forms of 
sociality” (Blanco-Gonzales 2011: 404), such as architec-
tural homogeneity (Goodman 1999: 151). It follows that 
an increasing independence of the household can enable 
increasing architectural variety. Likewise, the extent of 
dependency on neighbouring communities could aff ect 
material homogeneity among diff erent communities.

Illustrative is the research by Wilk (1983) on archi-
tectural homogeneity and type of economy among 
the Kekchi and Mopan Maya. Based on the results, he 
argues for a relationship between house uniformity and 
community solidarity and equality. From this follows 
a relationship between house variety and inequality. 
Wilk relates these diff erences in architectural homo-
geneity and variety to the type of economy. In the case 
of house variety, wealth inequality is the result of indi-
vidual interaction with people and markets outside the 
village, called an open village economy. In an open econ-
omy people get wealthy without depending on others 
within their community, and are therefore not obliged 
to conform to a communal housing standard. In a closed 
economy, people are dependent on others within their 
community for cooperation. As a result, community soli-
darity is important. Although wealth inequality could 
exist in these communities, this was not expressed in 
(architectural) variety, because it was achieved through 
cooperation with the wider community, and expressing 
inequality could jeopardize this cooperation. To take the 
relationship between architectural homogeneity and 
dependency a bit further, we could argue that architec-
tural homogeneity between settlements is more likely 

to occur when these settlements are dependent on one 
another, for example for marriage partners.

Let me summarize this section on the community and 
the household. Increasing economic independence of 
the household coupled with continuing cooperation 
with the larger community created incentives for both 
domestic isolation and collective cohesion, resulting 
in continuous tension between household and com-
munity. It is suggested that for the household, more 
opportunities and incentives emerge for intensifi ca-
tion of production when the sharing of produce with 
the wider community is more selective. Such a decrease 
in community solidarity can lead to an increase in 
material variation. 

The developments and social and architectural 
responses to them outlined above seem especially rele-
vant for the EH III–LH I household. For example, a con-
sideration of the domestic economy may go some way 
towards explaining the isolated, freestanding nature of 
EH III and early MH houses and the overall lack of EH 
III storage vessels. At the same time, the use of bothroi 
for food storage could be a means to conceal foodstuff s 
and counter food-sharing obligations (Marinatos 1968, 
Strasser 1999). Furthermore, in an analysis of architec-
tural and social change, we should also consider eco-
nomic change within the house and the household, 
which has not been done so far for EH III–LH I houses. 
In addition, we should consider whether buildings were 
for dwelling purposes, or perhaps for more specialized 
storage or working activities. Finally, the overall homog-
enous appearance of EH III–LH I houses can perhaps be 
related to the overall small size of settlements and their 
dependency on one another for marriage partners and 
the exchange of important goods.

2.5 Domestic architecture: 

 the household perspective

It is shown in the previous sections that the house shapes 
and is shaped by relationships with nearby communities, 
to one’s own community and neighbouring house-
holds. In what follows, it is discussed how in addition, 
the house can be shaped by the needs and intentions of 
the inhabitants.

2.5.1 Transmission

When households develop a sense of property (see 
above), also rules of transmission or inheritance of 
property are likely to develop, such as marriage rules. 
The earlier mentioned Zafi maniry did not have a sense 
of property regarding land, and had no rigid marriage 
rules. However, the earlier mentioned Mae Enga and 
Merina did have a strong sense of property. The Mae 
Enga used patrilocality as a qualifi cation for land own-
ership (Meggitt 1965: 258). The Merina ensured that 
property stayed in the group through a marriage system 
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in which marriage took place within the landholding 
group (Bloch 1984). Unfortunately, marriage rules are 
diffi  cult to detect in the archaeological record. However, 
also architectural arrangements can be used as a means 
to assert claims on land and resources, and to transmit 
these to the next generation. The concept of ancestry 
can be used to reinforce such claims.

For example, in some Greek Neolithic settlements it 
seems that a strategy to ensure transmission was through 
emphasis on ancestors and ancestry, whereby the house 
was used as a device of mnemonic powers (Nanoglou 
2001, 2008). Some houses were rebuilt on the same loca-
tion as a means to relate to the past. The house and the 
household were physically and symbolically perpetuated 
in relation to both past and present, and a sense of self-
constancy may have been maintained (Chapman 1990, 
Borić 2002: 56). The sense of continuity expressed would 
have allowed the inhabitants of the house to construct a 
narrative of a permanent social group with a fi xed place 
in time and space (Gerritsen 2007: 163). The emphasis on 
the individual household, therefore, also became a phys-
ical and symbolical means to communicate the transi-
tion away from reciprocal communality (Kotsakis 1999). 
This building strategy eventually resulted in the crea-
tion of tell settlements. The settlement as a whole could 
therefore signify continuity of occupation, and eventu-
ally become a legitimation of habitation and the social 
community (Chapman 1990). Other means of com-
municating similar beliefs and practices could be the 
burial of house foundation deposits (Brück 2000: 287) 
or the manufacturing of terracotta house models (Bailey 
1990). Furthermore, an increase in the number of buri-
als suggests an increased interest in the ancestral past 
(Nanoglou 2001: 316), while the use of storage vessels as 
burial gifts can indicate the importance of material and 
social reproduction (Brück 2000: 290).

2.5.2 Household activities

The performance of household activities is likely to 
infl uence the size of the household (Wilk, Rathje 1982) 
as well as the shape of the built environment (Rapoport 
1990), and with it the segmentation4 of the house (Kent 
1990a, 1990b, 1991, Steadman 2000). Therefore, archi-
tectural diff erences between houses do not necessar-
ily imply social or status diff erences. In the following 
section, I elaborate on these statements, and highlight 
problems concerning the interpretation of architectural 
diff erences generally, and in relation to the archaeo-
logical record more specifi cally.

4 The word ‘segmentation’ is used throughout the thesis to refer to 
the internal partitioning or subdivision of space inside houses or 
to the subdivision of space around houses. Likewise, it can also 
be used to describe the social organization of a society (i.e. seg-
mented into diff erent social groups or layers).

Houses can diff er according to internal segmentation, 
such as the number of rooms, according to furnishings, 
such as hearths and platforms, and according to size 
and shape. Diff erences in segmentation and furnishings 
seem to be dependent on the size of the household and 
the tasks carried out. Wilk and Rathje (1982) explain how 
tasks and household size are related. Tasks can be lin-
ear (carried out by a single person) or simultaneous (car-
ried out by multiple people). Simultaneous tasks can be 
further subdivided into simple or complex. Simple sim-
ultaneous tasks are carried out by a group of people all 
doing the same thing at the same time, while complex 
simultaneous tasks are carried out by a group of people all 
doing something diff erent (specialized) at the same time. 
The performance of tasks can be made more effi  cient by 
economies of scale and task specialisation. It follows that 
task simultaneity produces large household groups. The 
relationship between large households/household units 
and complex simultaneous tasks has been tested positive 
cross-culturally (Wilk, Rathje 1982: 624). Although this is 
a processual approach to verify suggested relationships, 
the patterns raised are nonetheless plausible. 

The performance of more tasks is likely to infl uence 
the shape of the built environment (Rapoport 1990). 
Rapoport (1982: 68) argues that human behaviour, 
including interaction and communication, is infl uenced 
by roles, contexts, and situations that, in turn, are fre-
quently communicated by cues in the built environ-
ment. Such cues can be, for example, partition walls and 
semi-fi xed features, to stimulate appropriate behaviour. 
As the scale, size, complexity and heterogeneity of a soci-
ety increase, more and stronger cues are needed to com-
municate eff ectively, and the degree of diff erentiation 
becomes important (Rapoport 1990: 17). This means 
that when a house is inhabited by an increasing num-
ber of people, and used for an increasing number and 
range of tasks, more cues are needed to communicate or 
guide appropriate behaviour. Having said that, in certain 
small-scale traditional societies, the situation is so well 
known, activities so highly routinized, or behaviour so 
rigidly prescribed that only extremely subtle cues or no 
cues at all are needed (Rapoport 1990: 13, 17). 

Steadman (2000) ties the work of Wilk and Rathje 
together with observations on the use of space made 
by Rapoport. Steadman argues that in a society experi-
encing increasing complexity, there will be more activ-
ities, increasingly complex or increasingly numerous 
performances of tasks, and more areas in which the activ-
ities can be carried out. Ergo, more cues are needed. She 
therefore relates increasing socioeconomic complexity 
to house size expansion, increased interior partitioning 
and more cues for behaviour (Steadman 2000: 176). 

From the above, it appears that household size and 
the activities carried out largely determine house size. 
An analysis of internal segmentation and furnishings 
can reinforce such a suggestion. Household wealth can 
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play a role in the construction of a larger house, but it 
has been pointed out previously that household size 
(and therefore house size) and wealth tend to be related 
(Netting 1982). A careful consideration of household 
wealth and how it came about is needed before wealth 
can be brought forward as an explanation for house 
size. House size diff erences can occur in communities 
where one is not obliged to conform to a communal 
housing standard. However, minor diff erences in house 
size can also occur in communities where solidarity was 
important. Two diffi  culties emerge in explaining and 
understanding such diff erences. First, causes of such dif-
ferences could, for example, be the size and composition 
of the household, the type of activities carried out, or 
household wealth. However, it is often diffi  cult to assess 
the exact cause of such diff erences. Second, as a result, 
it is diffi  cult to assess when house size deviates from the 
mean and communicates messages of social diff erences 
and changes.

These diffi  culties can be illustrated by a discussion 
of Whitelaw on the causes of diff erences in house size. 
Whitelaw (2001) argues that if increasing house size is 
related to increasing household wealth, one would expect 
an elaboration in scale of the rooms and the use of small 
rooms in increasingly specialized ways. Furthermore, 
it can be expected that a settlement would consist of 
many small houses and a decreasing number of larger 
houses. Such patterns are indeed seen at settlements in 
the Eastern Mediterranean and Middle East, and can be 
expected at settlements where one is not obliged to con-
form to a communal housing standard. However, house-
hold wealth can be strongly related to and dependent on 
household size (Netting 1982). Whitelaw argues, though, 
that if increasing house size is related to increasing 
household size, one may expect a duplication of func-
tions, such as cooking areas. However, this argument is 
somewhat weak, as increasing household size does not 
necessarily result in a duplication of function, as people 
could have been cooking and consuming together. House 
size can also be dependent on social circumstances, such 
as the ability of the household to mobilize people for the 
collection of material to build the house. For example, 
among the Kekchi Maya the ability to mobilize people is 
related to social status, accumulated kin obligations and 
political power. Wealth is not a cause of the construction 
of a larger house. Rather, social position leads to more 
wealth and a larger house (Wilk 1983).

Let me summarize this section on the household. 
Increasing economic independence of households and 
the importance of property can foster ideas and prac-
tices about transmission. I have shown how the house 
can be used as a device to safeguard transmission rules. 
Subsequently, I explained why it is diffi  cult to identify 
the meaning of diff erences in the appearance of houses. 
However, consideration of the inside of the house may 

prove helpful in identifying the cause. For example, eco-
nomic and social changes can lead to an increase in the 
number and variety of tasks performed, and can there-
fore aff ect the size and wealth of the household. The dif-
ferences in household size and tasks carried out, coupled 
with the relative unimportance of community solidarity, 
can lead to the construction of houses of increasingly 
diff erent appearance. 

A possible cause of changes in the number and type 
of activities carried out can be sought in the domestic 
economy. Previously, it was outlined that the domestic 
economy can only grow when more is produced and 
less is shared of the produce. We can assume that less 
is shared when a stronger sense of household property 
develops. Such economic and social developments are 
complex and can require the performance of more tasks. 
However, the exact order in which these developments 
take place is unclear. It seems that we are not dealing 
with a chain of events, but, rather, with interrelated 
processes. Therefore, it remains diffi  cult to pinpoint the 
exact cause of initial change. Indeed, we should search 
for a constellation of interrelated causes and subse-
quently interpret the function and meaning of related 
architectural developments.

The outlined developments and social and architec-
tural responses to them seem especially relevant for the 
EH III–LH I household. For example, a consideration 
of property and inheritance claims could explain house 
rebuilding practices at, for example, Lerna (Caskey 1966, 
Voutsaki, Zerner forthcoming), as well as the increase 
in intramural burials (Georgousopoulou 2004, Milka 
2010) and the eventual construction of extramural cem-
eteries during the MH period. Furthermore, we expect 
to observe not only architectural homogeneity and var-
iety, but also change and development through time. 
EH III houses are considered small, simple and homo-
genous, while later MH and LH domestic architecture 
are known to be of a more complex nature. We should 
therefore consider changes in the performance of house-
hold activities. 

2.6 Methodology

2.6.1 Data collection

The following regions were included in the research: 
southern Thessaly, Phthiotis, Phocis, Euboea, Boeotia, 
Attica and the Peloponnese, consisting of the regions the 
Corinthia, Argolid, Achaia, Arcadia, Laconia, Messenia 
and Elis. The analysis of EH III, MH and LH I domes-
tic architecture is based on bibliographic research. Most 
of the data were taken from the primary literature, such 
as publications on excavation and survey results. Use 
was also made of (preliminary) publications on archi-
tectural remains published in various annual journals, 
such as Archaeological Reports, Bulletin de Correspondance 
Hellénique, Athens Annals of Archaeology, Archaiologikon 



Chapter 2 – Theory and Methodology 23

Deltion, Archaiologike Ephemeris and Praktika tes en 
Athenais Archaiologikes Etaireias. 

2.6.2 Data selection

Architectural remains were selected based on their pre-
servation and extent of uncovering. They were restricted 
to those remains for which it was possible to obtain a 
measurement of either the length or width of a room, or 
both. In addition, consideration was given to the amount 
of detail published on the remains; the publication of a 
plan; and the relevancy of the remains within the con-
text of the settlement, region or period. Therefore, a 
degree of fl exibility existed in the selection of the data. 
For example, the width of the room of the Haus an der 
Südtorgasse at Kolonna can be measured. Although 
a plan was published of the house, no further details 
were published, as the house was poorly preserved and 
barely uncovered. Fortunately, other MH house remains 
at Kolonna were better preserved. Therefore, including 
the Haus an der Südtorgasse would not add any relevant 
data. House remains at MH Eleusis were also poorly 
preserved. Plans were published, but few architectural 
details. However, most of these houses were included 
as no other data were available for Eleusis. In add-
ition, little architectural data are available for mainland 
Attica, rendering these poorly preserved remains even 
more important.

As also emerged from the history of research on 
domestic architecture (Chapter 1.2), the data available 
are relatively poor and uneven. Problems range from 
the amount of research carried out, to the quality of 
preservation and excavation and the processing of data 
and detail of publication. The paucity of material from 
some individual sites is to some extent compensated 
for by the size of the area selected for research, reach-
ing from southern Thessaly to the Peloponnese. Patterns 
emerging from such a large data set and from relatively 
well-published sites can subsequently be used to con-
textualize data from poorly represented settlements 
and regions.

2.6.3 Data processing

Architectural remains are presented and discussed in 
Chapter 3. In addition, a database was developed in 
which architectural characteristics of buildings and 
their rooms were encoded. Characteristics listed were, 
for example, house shape, house orientation and type 
of fl oor. The database was used to enable diff erent local, 

regional and temporal comparisons.5 In addition, the 
database was used as a basis for compiling the house 
catalogues that accompany Chapter 3. 

An example of the catalogue entry of a house is given 
in Table 2.6.1 . Most of the entries are descriptive. First an 
impression is given of the preservation and uncovering 
of a house. In cases where the desertion of a house is not 
specifi cally discussed in publications, the entry ‘presum-
ably deserted?’ was made. The orientation of houses is 
limited to N–S, NE–SW, NW–SE and E–W. Which way 
the apse faced is mentioned. However, often it remained 
unclear which was the front and which was the back of a 
house and from which side the house was entered. The 
layout of the house includes a description of the house 
shape and minimum number of rooms. The size includes 
the total internal size of the house and, if possible, inter-
nal measurements of individual rooms. In cases where 
the house was not entirely preserved or uncovered, the 
uncovered area is mentioned, for example ‘at least 40+ 
m²’. Measurements were taken from the publication, or 
inferred from published plans. The fi eld walls includes 
a description of the construction, width and preserved 
height of walls, but is usually limited to the foundations. 
Most walls were made of mud bricks placed on stone 
foundations, but mud bricks were usually not preserved. 
The listed width and height of the walls were of course 
dependent on the state of preservation of the remains. 
Descriptions and measurements were taken from the 
publication or inferred from published plans. The next 
four fi elds (modifi cations, fl oor, furnishings, fi nds) are 
for various reasons often left empty. Modifi cations on 
houses can be diffi  cult to observe and may have gone 
unnoticed, especially during excavations carried out 
a long time ago. Floors can also be diffi  cult to observe 
during excavation. Only micromorphology can give a 

5 A useful and interesting method to analyse domestic space 
is through space syntax, originally developed by Hillier and 
Hanson (1984, especially chapter 4). Space can be rendered in 
diff erent ways. For example, space can be rendered one-dimen-
sional, as a network in graphs and fi gures. This is for example 
applied, in the form of access analysis, in a study of Iron Age and 
early Hellenistic houses (Bintliff  2010a). At this moment, the use 
of access analysis is hindered for various reasons. For example, 
all EH III houses and most MH and LH I houses consisted of a 
few multi-functional rooms, usually arrang ed on a single axis. In 
this specifi c context, the development of so-called permeability 
maps does not signifi cantly add to our understanding, beyond 
that what can be achieved through the method outlined here. 
More specifi cally, making permeability maps is hindered by diffi  -
culties concerning entrances: the identifi cation of entrances into 
houses or inside houses is often not possible (e.g. Argos, Asine, 
Tsoungiza). Furthermore, entrances were sometimes closed 
or opened during use of the house (e.g. Korakou, Pevkakia). As 
soon as more is known about entrances and more settlement 
wide data are available, space syntax analysis might profi tably be 
applied to EH III-LH I houses. For example, assuming that all the 
entrances into the EH III houses at Olympia were at the short 
square end of the building, we could suggest that no visibility 
lines existed from one entrance of a house, to another entrance.
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good indication of the existence of, and number of, fl oors. 
However, micromorphology has so far barely been used 
in the study of houses. When fl oors were observed, they 
were not always described in publications. Furnishings 
are prone to destruction during the modifi cation, deser-
tion or collapse of buildings, and during later building 
practices. In addition, organic material, such as wooden 
shelves, or clay features, such as mud brick superstruc-
tures or clay hearths, are often not preserved in the 
archaeological record. Finds were not always ascribed 
to houses, especially in the case of brief or prelimin-
ary reports. Furthermore, not all fi nds were retained 
and published. Finally, it can be hard to ascribe fi nds to 
either the living fl oor of the house or the fi ll covering the 
fl oor after desertion of the house. The fi eld ‘fi nds’ should 
therefore be considered an impression of recovered 
fi nds, rather than a complete and detailed overview. The 
fi eld activities is often given the description ‘presumably 
all household activities’. An assessment of activities is 
related to number of rooms, furnishings and fi nds, but 
data on the latter two are often left wanting. If possible, 
storage and cooking activities are ascribed to a room or 
area. In cases where the catalogue entry pertains to a 
structure rather than a house, this fi eld is used to sug-
gest the possible auxiliary use of the structure. The date 
of the house is given as securely as possible. In addition, 
reference is sometimes made to a specifi c settlement 
phase, for example, Lerna IV. The main bibliographic 
references are listed in the fi nal entry. This should not, 
however, be considered an exhaustive bibliography of a 
specifi c house. Each table is accompanied by an illustra-
tion of the house remains. This is a digitized version of a 

published plan, which is scaled 1:100 and oriented north, 
unless indicated otherwise. A reference is given to the 
publication of the illustration used for the digitized ver-
sion. The digitizing, scaling and (re)orientation of the 
plans facilitates visual comparison of the remains. In 
cases where minor modifi cations were carried out, dif-
ferent colours are used in the plan to render later walls 
and furnishings. In cases of extensive modifi cations, 
multiple tables and illustrations are used. Furnishings 
are illustrated in the plans. The only fi nds illustrated 
are in-situ storage vessels, as these can sometimes aff ect 
architectural features. For example, small, rounded walls 
were constructed at Eutresis structure GQ (catalogue 
C11) to support storage vessels.

2.6.4 Analyses

Chapter 3 presents a geographical overview of EH III–
LH I architectural remains. The evidence is discussed 
in a consistent order, starting with individual regions 
and a discussion of settlements in alphabetical order. 
When possible, references are made to the site cata-
logue numbers in the publication of Hope Simpson and 
Dickinson (1979). These are abbreviated as HD followed 
by the letter and number of the catalogue. References to 
site entries from the regional discussion of Syriopoulos 
(1994-95) would also have been profi table, but this publi-
cation was unavailable to the author. Of each settlement 
considered, the spatial organization is discussed fi rst, to 
the extent that this is possible. Whether a settlement 
is spatially organized or not could be a subjective mat-
ter. I have tried to standardize this judgement, by look-
ing at a number of architectural features, including the 

House Y

Preservation
Moderately preserved, the south-western section was eroded away, and the northern section was not completely 
excavated.

Desertion Destroyed by fi re.

Orientation NE-SW

Lay-out Rectangular, three rooms. An entrance was located in the south-west 

Size
Ca 44 m² 
Main room: 8.00 x 4.00 m
Back room: 3.00 x 4.00 m

Walls
Large and small stones were placed in roughly two rows. The partition walls were made of small stones only. Ca. 
0.55-0.70 m wide.

Modifi cations An additional hearth was constructed along the northern wall during the use period of the house.

Floor Clay fl oor

Features Main room: central hearth, and hearth along the northern wall

Finds
Three jugs, two amphorae, two wide mouthed jars (perhaps cooking vessels?), and a storage vessels. Six terra-
cotta anchors, two stone grinders. 

Activities
Presumably all household activities. Stored stapel may have been kept in back room, as here many sherds were 
recovered as well as a strongly burnt layer. 

Date EH III

References Hanschmann and Milojčić 1976

Illustration After Hanschmann and Milojčić 1976, fi gure 6

Table 2.6.1  Catalogue example settlement X house Y
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construction of terraces, levelling activities, proximity 
and orientation of houses, architectural continuity, the 
paving of streets, the construction of drains and defen-
sive walls and architectural homogeneity and variety. 
Subsequently, structures and houses are briefl y pre-
sented and reference is made to their catalogue entry. 
Conspicuous features are commented on, for example, 
diff erences in house layout, size, segmentation, orienta-
tion, internal features, modifi cations or functional areas 
inside and outside houses. Diff erent periods or settle-
ment phases are discussed in chronological order, start-
ing with the oldest remains. Depending on the amount 
of data available, a special section is devoted to discuss-
ing changes through time at a settlement, as well as indi-
cations of change in household economics.

Architectural change during EH III–LH I is dis-
cussed for every individual region. Observed patterns 
are contextualized with patterns observed in surround-
ing regions. However, regional patterns should be con-
sidered with caution. Overall, little well-preserved 
and published data were available for every region. 
Furthermore, available data tend to be dominated by one 
or two settlements. For example, the sample of Thessaly 
is dominated by remains from Argissa and Pevkakia, and 
the sample of Elis is dominated by Olympia. Therefore, 
observed regional patterns are in most cases not accom-
panied by graphs or tables, as this would give a false 
impression of the reliability of the patterns. 

More reliable patterns of change through time are 
presented in Chapter 4. EH III settlements and houses 
are compared and discussed and emerging patterns are 
presented. These same features are then discussed for 
MH I–II and MH III–LH I houses. In addition, patterns 
of change through time are presented. 

Architectural patterns are further discussed and 
interpreted in Chapter 5. We will assess which func-
tional, economic and symbolic factors were at interplay 
and caused architectural change. For example, patterns 
of mobility and permanence are considered at the same 
time as symbolic claims of property and inheritance.

In summary, in this thesis we focus on long-term pat-
terns and changes during EH III–LH I. In addition, con-
sideration is given to shorter timespans, such as the 
habitation span of a specifi c settlement, EH III, MH 
I–II and MH III–LH I. We carry out a large-scale analy-
sis of houses located in southern and central Greece. 
In addition, consideration is given to smaller scales, 
such as the settlement and the region. Both functional 
and symbolical circumstances are considered as causes 
of change. However, although both were considered, 
it was not always possible to ascribe both to a specifi c 
architectural pattern. 

2.6.5 Limitations and expectations

This study faces many limitations, on the level of the 
region, the settlement and the house. Some regions have 
a longer research history than others, resulting in the 
availability of more data. Some areas were intensively 
surveyed, others were extensively surveyed and most 
have barely been surveyed. 

With reference to settlements and houses, the qual-
ity, extent, and types of data diff er. Unfortunately, little 
settlement-wide data have been uncovered, well pre-
served, well excavated, and well published. Often we 
are faced with the remains of one or only a few houses 
partly preserved or uncovered and only preliminarily 
published. Some excavations took place a long time ago, 
aff ecting the quality of the results and data available. 
Many valuable rescue excavations have been carried 
out by the Greek Archaeological Service, but these are 
unfortunately often only published in summary form. 
As a result, some settlements are more elaborately dis-
cussed than other settlements. The quality of our data 
also hinders an analysis of single houses. For example, 
the time span in which houses were inhabited often 
remains unknown. Furthermore, preservation circum-
stances also aff ect our data. For example, the absence of 
furnishings in a house could simply be due to poor pre-
servation circumstances. 

The analysis of social change and domestic archi-
tecture is dependent on the quality of the data. Many 
limitations exist, but there is potential. Through the 
incorporation of a large data set, it is possible to observe 
general patterns and developments. Data from well pub-
lished settlements and areas can subsequently be used to 
contextualize data from less well published or researched 
areas. The systematic analysis renders new and valuable 
data on architectural patterns for EH III, MH I–II and 
MH III–LH I on Mainland Greece. Such an analysis has 
never been carried out before. In addition, some regional 
and local patterns and developments can be expected, 
but these should be considered with caution, as the data 
are, overall, thin. Information on single settlements and 
houses is uneven. Information on internal structures 
and fi nds is often lacking, and therefore only in some 
cases is it possible to observe room function. However, 
the catalogues of all the houses together provide a 
valuable source of information on house architecture, 
houses, the household, period-specifi c architectural pat-
terns and change through time. Such a systematic and 
expansive overview has been long overdue, and is valu-
able for a better understanding of developments during 
EH III, MH and LH I.



3.1 Thessaly

3.1.1 Geography

This central Greek area is divided into two parts by the 
Pindus Mountains, which run from the northeast to the 
southwest. Towards the west are the regions of Epirus 
and Aetolia (Figure 3.1.1), characterized by rugged moun-
tains. The region of Thessaly is located east of the Pindus 
Mountains. The region is divided into diff erent plains 
and valleys by mountain ranges that run southeast to 
the coast. Plains and valleys include the plain of Larissa, 
the plain of Almiros, the Plain of Othrys, the Thessalian 
plain (around Karditsa) and the Europos Valley. Many of 
the prehistoric settlements were located in the plains, 
which were fl at, well watered and fertile. The coastal 
areas were hillier. 

3.1.2 Chronology

The chronological terminology of the southern Greek 
Mainland and Thessaly is in some respects diff erent. The 
Bronze Age in Thessaly is subdivided into Early Bronze, 
Middle Bronze and Late Bronze, but these phases do not 
neatly correlate with the EH, MH and LH in the south-
ern Mainland (Table 3.1.1).

The mismatch in phases is caused by regional dif-
ferences in the ceramic assemblages, as well as diff er-
ent historical developments. For example, the onset of 
the EH III period in the southern Mainland is marked 
by the introduction of a new set of ceramic wares and 
vessel forms, while the end of the EH II and the EH III 
are also characterized by the destruction of settlements. 
Comparable settlement discontinuities or ceramic 
changes did not occur in Thessaly (though some imports 
and Lefk andi I–like ceramics were recovered at, for 
example, Pevkakia). Instead, ceramic changes took place 
slightly later, and this new phase was defi ned as the 
MBA. The early MBA of Thessaly was therefore synchro-
nous with the EH III period of the southern Mainland, 
which is approximately dated to 2200–2000 BC.

As a result, the MBA of Thessaly is not well defi ned 
in relation to southern Greece. Architectural remains 
referred to as MBA in date in Thessaly could be either 
MH or EH III in date. Analysis of pottery could help in 
deciding the relative date of the remains. Unfortunately, 
Thessalian sites have high variability in types of pot-
tery, which complicates the relative dating of the settle-
ments, as well as chronological comparisons. So far, 
parallels between Thessalian and southern Mainland 
settlements are based on the presence of imports from 
the southern Mainland. However, such imports did not 
reach all settlements; especially inland settlements lack 
imported ceramics.

3.1.3 History of research

The earliest excavations and research in Thessaly 
during the late 19th and early 20th century were carried 
out by the Greek ephors and archaeologists Tsountas, 
Arvanitopoulos, Theocharis and Giannopoulos (Gallis 
1979). Tsountas is known for having put the Greek 
Neolithic on the archaeological map. During the early 
20th century, the English archaeologists Wace and 
Thompson were strongly focused on identifying prehis-
toric remains, especially those from the Neolithic. This 
interest in the Greek Neolithic was related to recent 
publications on the European Neolithic. Wace and 
Thompson (1912) were especially concerned with estab-
lishing a chronological framework for the region and 
with considering the possible infl uence of other areas 
on the material culture of Thessaly. The chronology 
of Wace and Thompson was to some extent based on 
wares imported from the south. The so-called Fourth 
period was associated with cist tombs, Minyan and Matt 
Painted ceramics, and was identifi ed at various settle-
ments. The occurrence of Minyan and Matt Painted 
ceramics in Thessaly was dated with the help of imported 
Minoan ware to the same period as the Mycenaean Shaft 
Graves, which were paralleled with Late Minoan I and 
Late Minoan II, dated then to ca. 1600-1350 BC (Wace, 
Thompson 1912: 235).

Chapter 3 

EH III–LH I domestic architecture on the Greek Mainland 

Phase Northern Greece Dating BC Dating BC  Phase Southern Greece

EBA 3300/3100–2300/2200 3100/3000–2050/2000 EH

(MBA)
Later BA

2300/2200–1700/1500 2050/2000–1680 MH

LBA 1700/1500–1100 1680–1065 LH

Table 3.1.1  Chronology for Northern and Southern Greece (Andreou et al. 1996, Table 1)



Chapter 3 – EH III–LH I domestic architecture on the Greek Mainland : Thessaly 27

During the fi rst half of the 20th century, a strong inter-
est was expressed in Classical remains and in identifying 
sites mentioned in Homeric stories. This interest was 
also seen in other Greek regions, and related to creating 
and emphasizing the roots of the Greek nation. However, 
in Thessaly these ideas may have played an even stronger 
role, as it had been under Turkish rule until 1881.

A PhD thesis discussing the Bronze Age of Thessaly, 
and especially the Mycenaean culture was submitted 
in 1953 (Hunter 1953, non vidi). After WWII systematic 
excavations were carried out by Greek and German 
archaeologists, especially between 1953 and 1977. 
However, the main objective was a refi nement of the 
chronological framework (Andreou, Fotiadis & Kotsakis 
1996: 539) and the relationship between Thessaly and 
southern Greece. For example, the publication of EBA 
(Hanschmann, Milojčić 1976) and MBA (Hanschmann, 
Bayerlein 1981) remains from Argissa (HD H41) also 
included an overview of EBA and MBA remains in the 
surrounding areas. The overview showed that the dis-
tribution of EBA remains in Thessaly was patchy overall 
and that cultural developments were, for the moment, 
actually best understood through material from Argissa. 
Other important excavations were carried out at 
Pevkakia Magula (HD H2). The Neolithic, Early Bronze 
Age and Middle Bronze Age remains of this settlement 

were extensively published (e.g. Weisshaar 1989, Maran 
1992a, Christmann 1996).

Large-scale public works in recent years have led to 
the uncovering of prehistoric remains, especially in 
the Larissa area. Most of these remains are preliminar-
ily published in Archaiologikon Deltion, or more exten-
sively in Mesohelladika. The University of Groningen has 
carried out a survey in the area of Almiros and Soúrpi 
plains, near the Hellenistic site of Halos, with the aim 
of writing a cultural biography of this area (Reinders 
2004: 1). Among the identifi ed sites were several Bronze 
Age settlements, including a MH site at Magula Pavlina 
(Reinders et al. 2007: 90). The University of Amsterdam 
is currently continuing part of the research in this area, 
with the use of magnetometry.

3.1.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Except for the Bronze Age settlements of Pevkakia 
and Argissa, relatively little is known of EBA and 
MBA remains. The relative ignorance about Bronze 
Age remains in Thessaly is partly due to the history of 
research, the focus on stratigraphy and the near absence 
of contextual studies. According to Dickinson (1977: 
99), it is also due to erosion and to lack of excavation or 
publication. Adding to these diffi  culties are chronology 
problems, including the (too) heavy reliance on ceramics 

Figure 3.1.1  Thessaly. Map of 
sites mentioned in the text
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to establish chronology, the lack of C14 dates and the 
problem of complex site formation processes. A review 
of prehistoric remains in northern Greece, including 
Thessaly, is, as a result, primarily a listing and descrip-
tion of individual settlements, rather than a compre-
hensive overview of general developments in a region 
(Andreou, Fotiadis & Kotsakis 1996: 538). 

In summary, although much research has been devoted 
to stratigraphy, chronology and typology, a thorough 
understanding of the chronology of the later EBA and the 
MBA is still hindered by regional variation. This problem 
especially applies to inland sites, but less to coastal sites 
and the southern fringes of Thessaly, where imported or 
imitated ceramics of the southern Mainland are uncov-
ered. Furthermore, the documentation of the remains is 
uneven: Pevkakia and Argissa were well excavated and 
published, while many other remains were only briefl y 
or preliminarily published.

These problems also aff ect the data set for a study 
of EH III–LH I domestic architecture. For example, it 
remains unclear in some cases if architectural remains 
referred to as MBA in the literature should be paralleled 
with the EH III, MH or LH I. In addition, MBA remains 
could sometimes be referred to as later Bronze Age in 
date (Table 3.1.1). As a result, the following overview of 
the domestic architecture of Thessaly is not meant to be 
complete or exhaustive. Rather, it should be seen as an 
attempt to give a comprehensive overview of the extent 
and variety of domestic architecture in this region, and 
to show diff erences and similarities between Thessaly 
and the southern Mainland. Despite the problems, the 
analysis of architectural remains from Thessaly enriches 
and widens the scope of this study and can also reveal 
internal variation and change through time. 

3.1.5 Settlement pattern

Thessaly was densely occupied during the Neolithic. 
However, settlement numbers decreased during the 
EBA, and settlement continuity during the MBA was 
also low (Halstead 1977: 24-25), though a pattern of larger 
and nucleated settlements emerged. The coastal region 
of Thessaly around the Bay of Volos has been intensively 
excavated. Major excavations were carried out in the 
Eastern Plain at Argissa and surroundings in the mid-
1960s, and an extensive survey identifi ed many new 
sites. Fewer settlements were identifi ed in the Western 
Plain, which could be due to the characteristics of the 
landscape, but also to the lower intensity of research 
(Andreou, Fotiadis & Kotsakis 1996: 554-555).

3.1.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

The key sites of Thessaly for the late EBA and MBA are 
Argissa and Pevkakia. The remains here were extensive, 
and they were meticulously uncovered and thoroughly 
published. Other remains uncovered in the area tend 

to be scant and/or preliminarily published. The overall 
analysis of remains from Thessaly is highly aff ected by 
this unevenness in the quality of the data. 

EH III architectural remains have been uncovered at 
Argissa and Pevkakia. These remains consisted of several 
reasonably well-preserved and well-published houses, 
enabling discussion of intra-site, inter-site and regional 
patterns. Remains of an oval house have been uncovered 
at Rini (HD H55), and remains of an apsidal house at 
Rachmani (HD H32). The remains at Rini and Rachmani 
were well preserved, but not meticulously excavated 
or published.

Extensively uncovered and published MH archi-
tectural remains exist at Pevkakia and Argissa. These 
remains are so extensive that they can be used to assess 
intra-site, inter-site, and perhaps tentatively some 
regional patterns. These observations can be tested 
against more imperfectly documented MBA architec-
tural remains from the sites of Chasambali (HD H25), 
Dimini (HD H3), Ermitsi, Kastraki and Magula Dimitra 
Agia, which are overall scant in extent in addition to 
being only preliminarily or briefl y published. Other MBA 
architectural remains, which were published in too little 
detail to include in the overall analysis, are briefl y men-
tioned at the end. These include Agios Athanasios (HD 
J15), Pteleon (HD H13), Petroto Palaiokastro, Petroto 
Agriokeraso, Sykion Kastro, Petra (HD H17), Sesklo (HD 
H4), Kastro/Palia and Magoula Bakali. 

No remains of certain LH I date have been uncovered 
or identifi ed so far. The lack of such remains does not 
mean they did not exist in Thessaly. Rather, it seems that 
diffi  culties in identifying LH I remains in general (see 
Chapter 1.2.3), coupled with the aforementioned chron-
ology diffi  culties and regional variety in Thessaly, hinder 
the identifi cation of remains as being of LH I or early 
Late Bronze Age date.

3.1.7 Argissa (catalogue A01-A23b)

Argissa (HD H41) is located in inland Thessaly. 
Excavations were carried out under the auspices of 
the German Archaeological School between 1955 and 
1957. During the excavations, remains of the Neolithic, 
EBA, MBA and LBA were uncovered, and these were 
extensively published (Milojčić, Boessneck & Hopf 
1962, Hanschmann, Milojčić 1976, Hanschmann, 
Bayerlein 1981). 

The excavated trench measured 30 by 9 m at the 
top, but became smaller as the excavation proceeded, 
until it measured 30 by 6 m. In the trench, remains of 
late EBA and MBA houses were uncovered, but none 
of the houses was completely preserved or uncovered. 
This was partly due to the limits of the trench, but also 
because remains in the southern part of the trench were 
eroded by the Peneios River. In addition, remains of 
the fi nal MBA phase were severely eroded by later LBA 
remains. Although the architecture was only moderately 
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well preserved, enough material was available to enable 
meaningful comparisons.

Chronology
The late EBA phase, as well as MBA building phases 1, 2 
and 3, correlate with EH III (Maran 1992a: Abb. 25). The 
MBA building phases 4-7 at Argissa are considered to 
parallel part of the MH period. MBA phases 4 and 5 are 
considered to parallel MH I and MBA phases 6 and 7 MH 
II (Table 3.1.2). What follows is a discussion of the settle-
ment and house architecture of each phase individually. 

Late EBA settlement
Two posthole houses were located side by side (Figure 
3.1.2). The trench is too small to assess settlement organ-
ization. It is noticeable though that the outdoor cook-
ing area of house A had a windshield, which also visibly 
shielded it from the outdoor cooking area of house B. 
The houses were destroyed by fi re, and the settlement 
was possibly deserted for a certain period.

The late EBA settlement was preceded by earlier 
habitation, but no architecture dated to this period was 
uncovered below the late EBA remains discussed here. 

Late EBA houses (A01-A02)
Houses A and B (catalogue A01, A02) were erected during 
the late EBA. Hearths and storage closets were located 
inside both of them. In addition, both houses had an 
outdoor cooking area. The hearths were of diff erent 
types of construction, perhaps due to diff erent functions 
(e.g. warmth, cooking, smoking). 

Too little is preserved and uncovered of the houses 
to assess possible diff erences. However, the quality of 
construction is not very sturdy, and house B also shows 
signs of repair. The lack of quality could indicate brevity 
of habitation. 

MBA phase 1 settlement
The area was resettled again during this period, and 
three parallel houses were constructed (Figure 3.1.3). 
It is suggested that house 1 was constructed fi rst, and 
houses 2 and 3 later, because the latter two were located 
on ground that was 8–22 cm higher. The houses were 

located close together, but space towards the east and 
west was not built upon. The houses were facing the 
same direction as houses A and B. No traces of fi re or 
destruction were identifi ed. Perhaps the houses were 
deserted and, after they had disintegrated, paved over.

MBA phase 1 houses (A03-A05)
The three structures each had a diff erent layout. House 
1 (catalogue A03) had a partitioned apse. House 2 (cata-
logue A04) was rectangular on one side but partitioned 
lengthwise, and house 3 (catalogue A05) was also rect-
angular on one side, but had a partitioned corner. 

Besides diff ering in layout, the houses also diff ered 
in construction. The foundation of house 1 was made of 
stones and mud brick, but only one course wide, and the 
apse was paved with mud bricks. Houses 2 and 3 were 
made exclusively of mud brick and the fl oors of stamped 
clay. Remains of postholes were found in all three of 
the houses.

The fact that houses 2 and 3 were not constructed 
with a stone foundation led the excavators to believe 
that these houses were located on the periphery of 
the settlement (Hanschmann, Milojčić 1976: 18-19). 
However, the quality seems, rather, to suggest a lack of 
understanding on the part of the inhabitants of the cli-
mate and the eff ect on mud bricks walls. In addition to 
the poor quality of construction and the narrow walls, 
the houses were also very narrow. Perhaps these three 
facets together indicate brevity of habitation.

Compared to the preceding period, the same house 
orientation was used, and the quality of house con-
struction remained mediocre. Changes were the dis-
appearance of outdoor hearths, and more observable 
diff erences between houses. 

MBA phase 2 settlement
Three new houses were constructed during this phase 
(Figure 3.1.4). Houses 4A and 6 were located close 
together, while much open space remained between 
houses 4A and 5. In the open area remains of a hearth 
and much charcoal were found, suggesting this area 
may have been used for cooking. All houses were facing 
the same direction as in the preceding period. The pro-
cess of house desertion and construction between this 
phase and the next is unclear, except for house 4A, which 
remained in use as house 4B.

MBA phase 2 houses (A06-A07)
The houses constructed during this phase had stone 
foundations. Room measurements could only be taken 
for house 4A (catalogue A06) and house 6 (catalogue 
A07), and these were therefore included in the cata-
logue. House 6 was rather narrow, and opened off  
towards a court. The northern court wall was extended 
up to at least the length of house 4A and was paved later 
during this phase. Compared to house 6, house 4A was 

Argissa phase Southern Mainland date

Late EBA EH III

MBA phase 1 EH III

MBA phase 2 EH III

MBA phase 3 EH III

MBA phase 4 MH I

MBA phase 5 MH I

MBA phase 6 MH II

MBA phase 7 MH II

Table 3.1.2  Argissa. Chronological scheme (after Maran 1992a)
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enormous: it was almost twice as wide as house 6; the 
walls were made of stone up to 1 m high; and inside a 
large storage construction was built, made of mud brick 
placed on narrow stone walls. The walls showed signs 
of improvement and restructuring. Three postholes 
were placed in the east wall, and at least two inside 
the house, perhaps to support the roof. Clearly, diff er-
ences existed in house size, construction quality and 
internal structures.

Compared to the previous period, the orienta-
tion of the houses remained the same. However, the 

construction quality improved, while at the same time 
diff erences between houses became more pronounced. 

MBA phase 3 settlement
Remains of four houses were uncovered (Figure 3.1.5). 
Houses 7A and 4B were facing the same direction as 
houses in the previous phases. The remains of houses 
8 and 9 were irregular, and they may have been facing 
the same direction as well. The area was more densely 
inhabited than before, as the cooking area was built 
upon. The process of house desertion and construction 

Figure 3.1.2  Argissa. Plan of late EBA settlement (author, modifi ed after Hanschmann and Milojčić 1976, Tafel E II)
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between this phase and the next is unclear, except for 
house 7A, which remained in use as house 7B.

MBA phase 3 houses (A08-A09)
Due to the fact that not all houses were uncovered in 
their entirety, only houses 4B (catalogue A08) and 7A 
(catalogue A09) were included in the catalogue. House 
4B (catalogue A08) was the same as house 4A except for 
some improvements in the wall and internal modifi ca-
tions. The large storage facility was replaced by a smaller 
one, and a new clay fl oor was laid down. House 7A was 
less wide than house 4B, but inside it also had a stor-
age structure. The house had two entrances. Charcoal 
remains were recovered opposite the northern entrance, 
and these seem to have belonged to a room partition-
ing. This partitioning secured privacy and protected the 
hearth and the inhabitants from gusts of wind. Clearly, 
some variety existed in the size and internal furnishings 
of houses. 

Compared to the previous period, the settlement 
became more densely inhabited. Houses remained ori-
ented in the same direction, and houses continued to 

diff er in size, internal layout and furnishings. Some 
architectural continuity took place regarding the modi-
fi cation or rebuilding of houses. 

MBA phase 4 settlement
The MH period commenced with the construction of 
four narrow houses, oriented the same direction as the 
previous period (Figure 3.1.6). The houses were located 
very close together, and the narrow strips left between 
may have been used to channel rainwater. The few wall 
parts that are left give an impression of narrow and 
irregular laid out walls. The houses were demolished in 
a fi re. After the fi re, stones were pulled out of the foun-
dations of the ruined houses. 

MBA phase 4 houses (A10a-A13)
All four of these houses were included in the catalogue. 
House 7A of the previous period was transformed into 
house 7B. The old walls were reused, but the inside 
underwent two phases of modifi cation (see catalogue 
A10a and A10b), while at least three clay fl oors were iden-
tifi ed. All four houses were fi tted with several storage 

Figure 3.1.3  Argissa. Plan of MBA 1 settlement (author, modifi ed after Hanschmann and Milojčić 1976, Tafel E I)
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facilities, and most of them contained a hearth. House 
10 (catalogue A11) and house 11 (catalogue A12) were 
rather narrow. House 11 is the only house which showed 
signs of a partition wall. House 12 (catalogue A13), in 
addition to being the widest house, was fi tted with one 
and possibly two structures attached to the side. Perhaps 
these structures were of auxiliary use. As was the case 

during the previous phase, house size and fi ttings varied, 
though it should be observed that each house took care 
of their own storage and, seemingly, cooking of food.

The increase in settlement density observed during 
the previous phase continued during this phase. Houses 
remained oriented in the same direction, and houses 
continued to diff er in size, layout and furnishings. Some 

Figure 3.1.4  Argissa. Plan of MBA 2 settlement (author, modifi ed after Hanschmann and Bayerlein 1981, Tafel F)
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Figure 3.1.5  Argissa. Plan of MBA 3 settlement (author, modifi ed after Hanschmann and Bayerlein 1981, Tafel E)
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Figure 3.1.6  Argissa. Plan of MBA 4 settlement (author, modifi ed after Hanschmann and Bayerlein 1981, Tafel D)
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Figure 3.1.7  Argissa. Plan of MBA 5 settlement (author, modifi ed after Hanschmann and Bayerlein 1981, Tafel C)
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Figure 3.1.8  Argissa. Plan of MBA 6 settlement (author, modifi ed after Hanschmann and Bayerlein 1981, Tafel B)
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architectural continuity took place regarding the modi-
fi cation or rebuilding of houses. An increase was seen in 
the number and type of internal structures. 

MBA phase 5 settlement
After destruction by fi re, the area was levelled with a 
0.65 m thick layer, except for the area of house 7B. An 
outdoor storage structure was erected in the middle of 
the trench, and houses were built on either side (Figure 
3.1.7). The houses had the same orientation as during 
previous periods. The walls were still narrow and irregu-
lar, and the uncovered part of the settlement did not 
have a planned appearance. 

It seems that in the beginning of the phase, houses 
13 and 15 were constructed, as was the storage facility in 
between them. Over time (though the exact sequence is 
unclear) the storage facility went out of use; the houses 
were refurbished; and two new houses, 16A and 17, were 
constructed. Eventually a new house, house 18, was built 
partly on top of house 15A. This phase renders a clear 
impression of fl uctuating habitation: houses were built, 
inhabited, deserted, rebuilt or built upon by new houses, 
and open spaces were created between houses or even-
tually built upon. We may assume that the transition to 
the next phase was part of this fl uctuation. 

MBA phase 5 houses (A14a-A16)
House 13 was constructed directly over the remains of 
house 7B, and the walls were built directly on top of 
the old mud brick walls of house 7B. The reuse of old 
walls and the lack of a levelling layer suggest that the 
house was a rebuilding of house 7B. During this phase, 
the fl oor of house 13 was re-plastered several times, and 
the inside underwent one major refurbishing (see cata-
logue A14a and A14b). House 15 (catalogue A15a and A15b) 
also underwent a refurbishing. It seems that during this 
phase house 15 was deserted, and the northeastern wall 
overbuilt by a wall of a new structure (not indicated 
in the plan). House 16A (catalogue A16) was built after 
house 15, but little remained of it. House 17 was built 
even later and covered the remains of the outdoor stor-
age. Too little remained of the house to include it in 
the catalogue. 

Again, variety in house size and internal fi xtures was 
visible. Houses 13 and 17 were signifi cantly wider than the 
other houses, and house 15 seemed crammed with inter-
nal fi xtures, especially storage facilities. Storage facilities 
were lacking at houses 13 and 16A, which could be due to 
the limited uncovering of these houses. However, their 
location opposite the outdoor storage could imply own-
ership of the storage.

Compared to the previous period, the settlement 
remained densely inhabited, houses remained oriented 
towards the same direction, and diff erences remained 
visible between houses. An increasing number of houses 

was refurbished or rebuilt. The use of outdoor space for 
auxiliary structures is a new development. 

MBA phase 6 settlement
In this phase, the northwestern part of the trench was 
characterized by houses with a diff erent orientation 
than before, while in the southeastern part of the trench 
several houses were constructed on the same orien-
tation as before. In addition, outdoor storage facilities 
and small, ephemeral structures were built in the open 
spaces between the houses. Overall, the settlement gives 
a dense and unorganized impression (Figure 3.1.8).

Little was preserved of MBA phase 7, and the 
Mycenaean and earlier remains were very disturbed 
and eroded.

MBA phase 6 houses (A17-A23b)
House 16A of the previous period was rebuilt as house 16B 
(catalogue A17). The northwestern wall was constructed 
on top of the older wall, while the original southeastern 
wall was extended farther south. Northwest of house 
16B were two rather ephemeral structures. House 19 
(catalogue A18) had walls made of mud brick and only a 
few stones. The narrow partition wall was made of clay. 
Structure 20 (catalogue A19) was only recognizable by 
dark colourations surrounding a clayey fl oor. A stone grid 
(possible storage structure) was located next to structure 
20. The stone plaster around the grid was laid when 
structure 20 was no longer in use. House 21 (catalogue 
A20) was constructed southeast of house 16B and paral-
lel to it. The excavators argue for a rectangular layout of 
the house, but this image is not clearly refl ected in the 
published plan. Northwest of the ephemeral structures, 
and separated by a lane, were two new structures with 
a diff erent orientation than the other houses. House 22 
(catalogue A21) and house 23 (catalogue A22) both had an 
irregular, possibly trapezoidal, layout. A stone grid was 
attached to house 23. Several stone grids/storage facili-
ties were constructed between houses 22 and 23, on at 
least three diff erent occasions during this period. The 
stone grid next to structure 20 was eventually paved 
over. Structure 24 (catalogue A23A), built out of mud 
brick and oriented east-west, was positioned partly on 
top of the paving and structure 20. The remains of MBA 
phase 7 were badly preserved, except for structure 24, 
which was refurbished on the inside (catalogue A23b).

Although only little was uncovered of every building, 
it is evident that compared to the preceding periods, this 
phase is a hodgepodge of building layout, orientation, size 
and construction quality. No clear norms seem to have 
existed regarding domestic architecture. The construc-
tion of outdoor auxiliaries, observed during the previ-
ous phase, continues. The construction of both internal 
storage facilities at some houses, and the attachment of 
outdoor storage facilities to others suggests the devel-
opment of diff erent storage (and sharing) mechanisms 
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within and between households. Modifi cation and 
rebuilding of houses took place less often. 

Discussion of settlement organization
Changes took place over time in the overall organiza-
tion of the settlement. Habitation was not very dense 
during the EH III period, though some houses were 
located close together, while being surrounded by un-
built space. Habitation increased in density during the 
MH period, and seems to have fostered the continuous 
NE-SW orientation of the houses, which came to an end, 
however, during MH II. Additional changes were seen in 
the use of open space. The open space between houses 
was increasingly used for the construction of stone grids 
with mud brick superstructures, which were presum-
ably used for storage purposes, while the use of outdoor 
hearths seems to cease (Figure 3.1.9). Admittedly, the 
available data are limited. However, an increase in aux-
iliary structures is also observed at other MH II settle-
ments, such as Krisa and Eutresis. 

It is not clear whether the storage facilities were for 
household or communal use. However, a household use 
seems plausible considering the attachment of a stor-
age facility to a house (house 23, catalogue A22), and the 
placement of storage facilities between houses 22 and 23 
(Figure 3.1.8). 

The possible disappearance of outdoor hearths 
could suggest a decrease in the sharing of cooked food 
(Halstead 1995: 16-17). However, both this development 
and the slow increase in the construction of outdoor 
storage can best be understood when we also refer to 
developments in the household context.

Discussion of domestic architecture
Overall, houses of one phase showed some variation in 
size, number of rooms, rebuilding and type and number 
of internal structures. The presence or absence of these 
features did not correlate strongly, and it seems that 
the variation was not large, though this was diffi  cult to 
assess because no complete houses were uncovered. 

Architectural change through time could be observed. 
The houses of the earlier EH III period (EBA, MBA 1, 
MBA 2) were not well built. The use of mud brick as part 
of the foundations suggests either that the builders had 
poor knowledge of the Greek climate’s eff ect on these 
bricks, or that the buildings were in use for only a short 
time. Construction quality improved and habitation 
duration increased during the MH. Diff erences also exist 
in the duration of architectural phases. The MH I archi-
tectural phases (MBA phases 4 and 5) lasted longer than 
the preceding EH III phases, and this is also refl ected 
in a greater number of houses. However, most of these 
houses were refurbished or rebuilt during this time, ren-
dering an impression of architectural continuity (Figure 
3.1.10). House continuity may also have been important 
during the preceding EH III phases, but the data set is 

too small to assess this. Architectural discontinuity took 
place during MH II (MBA phase 6). Changes were seen in 
house orientation, rebuilding practices seemed to cease, 
and fewer houses were refurbished. 

Changes also took place in the internal structures 
of houses during MH I–II. The number of indoor stor-
age facilities increased considerably during MH I and 
decreased again during MH II, when more outdoor 
storage facilities were constructed (Figure 3.1.11). The 
decrease in outdoor hearths was not compensated for 
in any way by an increase in indoor hearths during MH 
I–II. However, changes took place in the appearance of 
hearths. Most hearths used to be small and made of clay 
plaster, but during MH I (MBA phase 5), indoor hearths 
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became larger yet less clearly delineated. Hearths became 
more prominent during the MH II (MBA phase 6), and 
in some cases stone plaster was recovered from around 
these hearths (see houses 16B, 19 and 21, catalogue A16, 
A18, A20). 

In summary, increased indoor storage and architectural 
continuity took place during MH I, while increased out-
door (but presumably still household owned) storage 
and architectural discontinuity took place during MH 
II. Changes in household permanence and economics 
could explain these patterns. 

The better construction quality of the MH houses 
compared to EH III houses could indicate that habitation 

was more permanent. The settlement became more 
densely inhabited, which could have led to scarcity of 
land and perhaps even resources. Increased indoor stor-
age and the disappearance of outdoor hearths during MH 
I suggest that households were opposed to the sharing of 
goods and were largely self-suffi  cient. The rebuilding of 
houses could have been a means to emphasize claims on 
land and resources. Additional evidence substantiating 
such claims was found in the burial record. Two intra-
mural child burials were uncovered during excavation. 
One burial was deposited along a wall of house 13B (cata-
logue A14b), covered by a fragment of a small pithos. The 
other burial was deposited below a pithos, along a wall of 
house 16A (catalogue A16). Both burials were associated 

Figure 3.1.12  Chasambali. Plan of settlement (author, modifi ed after Theocharis 1962: 43)
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with MH I (MBA phase 5), covered by a storage vessel 
(fragments) and associated with houses that had been 
rebuilt or were going to be rebuilt. Burial in and around 
houses could thus become an additional means to sym-
bolize claims on land and property.

The construction of the fi rst outdoor storage facili-
ties during MH I (MBA phase 5) coincided with changes 
in the size and appearance of indoor hearths. These 
changes seem to intensify during MH II (MBA phase 6), 
considering the prominent hearths in houses 16B, 19 and 
21. Although it is hard to substantiate considering the 
poor preservation of the houses, it is possible that some 
households started to cooperate more closely during 
MH II. Staples were stored in outdoor storage facilities 
that would have been visible to cooperating households, 
while meals may have been consumed together, hence 
to more prominent size and demarcation of hearths 
indoors. The increased cooperation of households would 
have led to less scarcity of resources and diff erent claims 
on land and resources. The need to emphasize certain 
claims may have lessened, resulting in a cessation of the 
refurbishing and rebuilding of houses. 

3.1.8 Chasambali (catalogue A24-A25)

Chasambali (HD H25) is located in southern Thessaly. 
Two apsidal houses, A and B, were uncovered, while 
remains of an additional house were located on the 
acropolis. These remains were published in summary 
form. Theocharis (1962: 48) dated the remains to the 
last part of the EBA or the beginning of the MBA, ca. 
2000 BC. He argued that no MH layers were uncovered, 
because only two wheel-made Grey Minyan sherds were 
found, and no Matt Painted ceramics. Maran (1992a: 236-
237) paralleled the vessels from the house at the acrop-
olis with MH II (phases 6 middle and 6 late at Pevkakia). 
Perhaps a movement of habitation location took place 
during the MH from lower-lying to higher areas. All 
houses were destroyed by fi re.

Houses A (catalogue A24) and B (catalogue A25) were 
located parallel to each other, and the side walls of more 
houses could be discerned beside these houses (Figure 
3.1.12). In addition, another apsidal house faced the apse 
of house A. A road 0.55–0.60 m in width was located 
between houses A and B. Overall, the settlement seems 
to have been planned and crowded.

The architectural remains were described in a short 
publication, without providing much detail. At both 
houses, the apse was partitioned by a wall, with an 
entrance approximately in the middle. No internal struc-
tures were mentioned, except for a wooden posthole 
beside the western wall of house A, and only few fi nds 
were mentioned. However, the houses were neither fully 
preserved nor fully uncovered. No plan was published of 
the house on the acropolis; here only part of a curved 
wall was uncovered, including the stone foundation and 
mud brick walls. The clay fl oor was covered with a thick 

destruction layer of charcoal mixed with almost com-
plete vessels, animal bones and stone tools (Theocharis 
1962: 37).

Although only little was uncovered of the settlement 
at Chasambali, the few remains indicate a dense cluster 
of houses, oriented in an organized manner. Few other 
EH III or early MH settlement show such organization. 

3.1.9 Dimini (catalogue A26)

Dimini (HD H3) is located in western Thessaly, near 
Volos. The settlement was inhabited during EH I–II, 
but no traces of EH III and MH I–II habitation have 
been uncovered so far. The settlement was re-inhab-
ited during MH III. Remains of three late MBA houses 
were uncovered on the edge of the hill, but only details 
on house 1 were published in summary form (Adrymi-
Sismani 1996: 330-331, 2010).

It is unclear how the rectangular houses were posi-
tioned, but some space between them was left open. 
Little remained of house 1 (catalogue A26). Of interest is 
the number of pithoi (fi ve) stored along the walls, as well 
as the location of the pithoi in the entrance area, and not 
in a back room. 

During MH III, some people were buried with grave 
gifts in cist graves on top of the hill, which was not 
inhabited during MH, but had been inhabited during 
the Neolithic. Other people were buried within the MH 
settlement. A further conspicuous change is attested 
near the end of the MBA, when a mud brick perimeter 
wall was constructed around the hill. From that period 
onward, the evidence of occupation is limited to a few 
burials. Adrymi-Sismani (2010) relates the changes in 
burial customs to a better economic situation, as, for 
example, refl ected in the agricultural stock of house 1.

Although little was uncovered or published, the num-
ber and location of storage vessels uncovered in the MH 
III house can be contextualized and interpreted using 
data from Argissa and Pevkakia. The location suggests 
accessibility to the staples, perhaps by multiple house-
holds. In addition, the construction of a perimeter wall 
towards the end of the MBA is a pattern that is also 
observable at late MH settlements. We can conclude that 
the few remains uncovered at Dimini follow patterns 
observable at other settlement and in other regions.

3.1.10 Ermitsi (catalogue A27-A30)

Ermitsi is located in central Thessaly, near Karditsa. 
Remains of at least four MBA structures were uncov-
ered and published in summary form (Chatziangelakis 
2010: 319-325). The houses were not specifi cally dated, 
but some fi nds have parallels in Agia Irini phase V, which 
equals the end of the MBA. 

Houses B and C were oriented north–south, as was a 
small structure D between houses B and C. House A was 
oriented slightly diff erently, namely, north-north-east–
south-south-west (Figure 3.1.13). No mentioning was 
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Figure 3.1.13  Ermitsi. Plan of settlement (author, modifi ed after Chatziangelakis 2010, Fig. 12)
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made of (stone-paved) roads between the houses, but we 
may assume a road running east–west between house A 
and houses B and C.

It seems that all four structures were apsidal and had 
an entrance in the south, while house A (catalogue A27) 
may also have had an entrance in the north-western part 
of the apse. Stone platforms in houses A and B (cata-
logue A28) may have been used for the support of a post 
Patches of clay were found throughout houses B and C 
(catalogue A29). These were not illustrated in the publi-
cations. Perhaps they were used as platforms, or as bases 
for hearths.

Diff erences exist between the houses. House C is sig-
nifi cantly wider, and presumably larger, than the other 
houses. Structure D (catalogue A30) was perhaps used as 
a small dwelling for one person, or as an auxiliary struc-
ture. The structure is reminiscent of the small EH III 
houses at Lerna (see Chapter 3.7.10), which face a large 
apsidal house. The lack of internal partitioning in late 
MH houses can be considered unusual. Among the fi nds 
were an engraved clay seal, bronze pins and a fragment 
of bronze jewellery.

Although the settlement and houses were (probably) 
MH III in date, they were not better constructed, more 
complex, or better organized than early MH settlements 
and houses. Perhaps the inland location of Ermitsi 
explains the lack of development seen at other late MH 
settlements. 

3.1.11 Kastraki (catalogue A31) 

Kastraki is located south of Almyros, on a hill overlook-
ing the plain. Several trenches were opened in which 
EH III and MH remains were uncovered. The remains 
were published in summary form (Batziou-Efstratiou 
1994, 2010). 

Part of a MH I apsidal structure was uncovered 
in trench 4. Too little was uncovered to include this 
structure in the catalogue. However, of interest are the 
impressions left by three rectangular boards, measuring 
0.42 x 0.30 x 0.032 m. Perhaps these were shelves. On 
top of the structure, a MH II rectangular room (cata-
logue A31) was uncovered. The fl oor was made of beaten 
earth, and many stone tools were found on its surface. 
The remains of a MH II structure were also uncovered 
in trench 1, but only for a very limited spatial extent. Of 
interest was the recovery of a pipe (drain?) along the wall.

Very little was uncovered at Kastraki. However, the 
recovery of a possible drain in a MH II context is inter-
esting, in that drains were also observed at some other 
MH II sites, such as Krisa and Agios Stephanos. This 
development suggests an increased (communal) eff ort in 
the organization of settlement space. 

3.1.12 Magula Dimitra Agia (catalogue A32-A34)

Remains of four MBA apsidal buildings were uncovered 
at Magula Dimitra, on the outskirts of Larissa. Houses A, 

B and C were more or less completely excavated, while 
of house D only a part of the main room was uncovered. 
The remains were published in summary form, and no 
drawings, details on fi nds, or more specifi c dates were 
given (Toufexis 1997). 

Some organization of space did take place, compar-
able to Chasambali. The houses were built one next to 
the other, with 0.35–2.50 m between them. The road 
between houses A (catalogue A32) and B (catalogue A33) 
was paved with gravel, and the road between houses C 
(catalogue A34) and D was paved with stones. All the 
houses were oriented north-south, with the apse facing 
north. The houses seem to have had a comparable width 
and layout. Some of the internal structures were also 
found in the same locations, such as a clay structure in 
the north-western corner of the main room and a paved 
area in the east of the apse. 

As a more precise MBA date was not published, it is 
hard to contextualize the remains from Magula Dimitra. 

3.1.13 Pevkakia (catalogue A35-A57) 

The settlement of Pevkakia Magula (HD H2) is located on 
the Bay of Volos, opposite the modern city of Volos, on a 
small promontory that juts out into the sea. Excavations 
were carried out during several campaigns under the 
direction of the German Archaeological School, start-
ing in 1889. The Neolithic, Early Bronze Age and Middle 
Bronze Age remains were meticulously excavated and 
extensively published (e.g. Weisshaar 1989, Maran 1992a, 
Christmann 1996). Especially the MH architectural 
remains were well represented, and the amount of archi-
tectural detail and material available is unparalleled. 

Excavations were carried out in 2 x 2 m rectangles. 
In three diff erent trenches, EFVIII, EVII and HIV, EBA 
and/or MBA architectural material was uncovered 
(Figure 3.1.14). Trenches EFVIII and EVII were located 
close together on the south-western side of the magula, 
while trench HIV was located on the north-eastern side. 
Most of the house remains were uncovered from trench 
EFVIII. In trench EVII, excavations ceased earlier than 
planned, and therefore only late MBA material was 
uncovered here. A few early MBA remains were uncov-
ered in trench HIV. Although MBA sherds were found 
in trench GHV, these were not accompanied by archi-
tectural remains. The remains discussed below are pri-
marily located in trench EFVIII, because it was here that 
large parts of several houses were uncovered. At several 
points in the discussion, remains from EVII and HIV are 
also incorporated. A comparison of houses can be car-
ried out and change through time can be assessed.

Chronology
The southern Mainland EH III period correlates with 
the EBA and early MBA at Pevkakia. More specifi cally, 
the transitional phase is thought to correlate with EH 
III early, MBA 2 with EH III late (Maran 1994: 205), 
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and MBA 3 can be considered transitional EH III–
MH I (Maran 1992a: 209). MBA phases 4, 5 and 6 early 
were paralleled with the MH period. More specifi cally, 
MBA 4 correlates with MH I, MBA 5 with the beginning 
of MH II (Maran 2007a: 171), and MBA phase 6 middle 
and 6 late with MH II (Table 3.1.3). 

EBA–MBA transitional phase settlement
The only remains ascribed to this early EH III period 
were two pit-like structures, one overlapping the other. 
Perhaps these were used as outdoor storage structures 
(Maran 1992a: 6).

MBA phase 1 settlement
Only remains in the western part were ascribed to this 
EH III phase. A house oriented northwest-southeast 
containing at least two rooms was uncovered here 
(Figure 3.1.15). The orientation followed the slope of the 
hill. Too little was uncovered of the house to include it in 
the catalogue. It also remains unclear how the transition 
to the next phase took place.

MBA phase 2 settlement
Intensive levelling operations took place during late 
EH III (MBA phase 2) and the transitional EH III–MH I 
(beginning of MBA phase 3), obliterating most remains 
of this period. Terraces were created, the highest of 
which was located in the north-eastern corner of the 
trench and the lowest in the south-western corner. 

Late EH III remains were reasonably well preserved in 
trench HIV, on the north-eastern part of the hill (Figure 
3.1.14, Figure 3.1.16). In this trench, the hill sloped down 
towards the east. The house remains were covered by a 
fi ll layer 20–60 cm thick, suggesting that levelling opera-
tions took place here too towards the end of the phase. 
On top of the fi ll layer was a 1 m thick layer of debris, 
containing sherd material of MBA phases 5 and 6.

MBA phase 2 houses, trench HIV (A35-A38)
Of house 2 early (catalogue A35) only little remained. 
The walls were seemingly poorly constructed. House 2 
early was rebuilt as house 2 (catalogue A36). If the west 

Figure 3.1.14  Pevkakia. Location of trenches with discussed MH remains (author, modifi ed after Maran 1992a, Plan I)

Pevkakia phase Southern Mainland date

EBA–MBA transitional phase EH III early

MBA phase 1 EH III middle (?)

MBA phase 2 EH III late

MBA phase 3 EH III–MH I

MBA phase 4 MH I

MBA phase 5 MH II early

MBA phase 6 middle MH II

MBA phase 6 late MH II

MBA phase 7 MH II

Table 3.1.3  Pevkakia. Chronological scheme (after Maran 1992a, 
1994 and 2007a)
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wall of house 2 early was located in the same position as 
that of its successor, then the width of the rooms was 
narrow. Inside the house six postholes were identifi ed. 
The walls of house 2 seem to have been of a slightly bet-
ter quality, but postholes were still used, and the rooms 
were still narrow. The next house built in this location 
was house 1 (catalogue A37). Whether this house should 
be considered a rebuilding of house 2 can be debated: 
the rooms were widened, and the side walls were moved 
40–50 cm to achieve this. In addition, the partition wall 
was displaced. House 3 (catalogue A38) was located west 

of house 1, but almost 1.50 m higher up the slope. Little 
remained of that house. 

Compared to the few remains of the earlier EH III 
(MBA phase 1), it seems that the houses were of lesser 
quality construction; of diff erent construction type, 
considering the use of postholes; and of smaller size. 
The rebuilding of houses may have been a conscious 
decision, as similar practices were seen during EH II at 
Pevkakia, but it may also have been forced due to the 
dense habitation patterns on the magula. 

Figure 3.1.15  Pevkakia. Plan of house 328 (author, modifi ed 
after Maran 1992a, Plan VA)

Figure 3.1.16  Pevkakia. Plan of MBA 2 settle-
ment trench H-I (author, modifi ed after Maran 
1992a, Plan XIIIA and XIIIB)
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MBA phase 3 settlement
The transitional EH III–MH I phase is marked by the 
construction of terraces. Due to the terraces, houses 
were now erected at diff erent levels, and with a slightly 
diff erent orientation than before. The appearance is 
that of a densely inhabited but spatially well-organized 
settlement (Figure 3.1.17). The layout of the settlement 
was largely retained during the subsequent periods.

MBA phase 3 houses (A39-A40b)
A small part of house 318A (catalogue A39) was uncov-
ered in the east of the trench. Perhaps wall remains 
towards the west (Befund A) were part of the structure. 
House 317 underwent refurbishing during this period. 
Many furnishings were ascribed to the fi rst phase of use 

(see catalogue A40a). However, due to overbuilding of 
this house by house 314 during the next phase, only lit-
tle remained of the furnishings ascribed to the second 
phase of use (catalogue A40b). It is unclear if a relation-
ship existed between the house and the area behind it. 

Too little was uncovered of house 318A to compare 
it with house 317. The architectural remains give the 
impression that some storage and cooking activities 
took place separate from the main living area. Compared 
to the preceding period, it seems that in addition to an 
increased organization of settlement space, an improve-
ment is seen in the construction quality of houses.

Figure 3.1.17  Pevkakia. Plan of MBA 3 settlement (author, modifi ed after Maran 1992a, Plan VIA)

Figure 3.1.18  Pevkakia. Plan of MBA 4 settlement (author, modifi ed after Maran 1992a, Plan VIB)
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MBA phase 4 settlement
The MH I structures had the same orientation as during 
the previous period, due to the construction of terraces 
(Figure 3.1.18). In addition, the rebuilding of houses from 
the previous period also led to architectural continuity. 
A road, which was partly cut by a gulley, was located in 
the western part of the trench. The presence of this road 
seems to have aff ected the layout of house 311 and the 
entrance area of house 314, which both had an odd, tri-
angular layout.

MBA phase 4 houses (A41-A45)
MH I house 318B (catalogue A41) was constructed partly 
on top of the old wall remains of house 318A and can be 
considered a rebuilding. Next to it, house 316A (catalogue 
A42) was constructed on top of the old wall remains of 
the previous phase, ascribed to Befund A. Befund A was 
not well preserved, and it is therefore unclear if 316A 
should be considered a rebuilding. The relationship 
between Befund A and house 318A was unclear, and 
during this phase the exact relationship between house 
316A and house 318B also remains unclear. The two 
houses were initially unattached, but at some point they 
were connected through the construction of a wall. The 
combined structure was named house 316A/318B, (cata-
logue A43). Within the four rooms of house 316A/318B, 
only one fl oor was identifi ed. We should therefore won-
der how much time had elapsed before the two build-
ings were connected. It is unclear how the rooms were 
entered. Perhaps the stone foundations of the parti-
tion walls were low enough to be stepped over into the 
next room.

House 314a was constructed on top of house 317, and is 
therefore a rebuilding. However, unlike house 317, house 
314a (catalogue A44a) was expanded with a back room 
and a triangular entrance area. The narrow entrance 

and the small wall inside the entrance area would have 
obstructed the line of vision and prevented easy access. 
The relationship between house 314 and the eastern-
most area is unclear. The two fl oors identifi ed in house 
314 were also visible in the eastern profi le, suggesting 
this area could have belonged to the house. However, no 
clear communication was detected between this room 
and house 314. House 314a experienced a refurbishment 
during this period. The refurbishment (house 314b, cata-
logue A44b), included the construction of a new fl oor; 
new internal furnishings, including the construction of 
small partition walls; and the breaking down of a part of 
another partition wall. 

House 311A (catalogue A45), had an odd, triangular 
layout, but was seemingly used as dwelling, considering 
that it had a hearth. The layout was probably the result 
of adjustment to the street and to a gulley both running 
down the slope. The house shared a wall with 316A/318B, 
which could imply a relationship between the users of 
the buildings.

Houses diff ered in shape, size, layout, internal par-
titioning, furnishings and refurbishing. However, 
from the outside the houses may have appeared more 
or less the same: as rectangular buildings on terraces. 
Compared to the previous period, construction quality 
had improved. It is of interest that a refurbishing was 
ascribed to most of the houses. The refurbishing was 
indicated by a re-plastering of the fl oor in houses 312A 
(not listed in catalogue), 314 and 311A. In addition, two 
phases of construction were identifi ed at house 314 and 
house 316A/318B. Two walking-levels were also identi-
fi ed in the street (Maran 1992a: 17). Perhaps refurbishing 
and modifi cations took place settlement-wide at some 
point during phase 4.

Figure 3.1.19  Pevkakia. Plan of MBA 5 settlement (author, modifi ed after Maran 1992a, Plan VIIA)
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MBA phase 5 settlement
All houses of the previous period were rebuilt or 
remained in use during MH II early (Figure 3.1.19). 
As a result, architectural continuity was strong. The 
street and gulley in the western part of the trench also 
remained in use.

MBA phase 5 houses (A46-A48)
House 316B (catalogue A46) is a rebuilding of house 
361A/318B. How communication between the diff erent 
rooms took place is unclear. It was suggested above that 
walls could have been low enough to step over into the 
next room. However, the walls had a substantial width. 
Therefore, the possibility of a second fl oor should be 
considered, where perhaps the main living room was.

Little is known of the fi rst phase of use of house 311B 
(catalogue A47), which was a rebuilding of house 311A. 
The house was thoroughly cleaned after the fi rst phase; 
it was subsequently fi lled in, and a new fl oor was con-
structed. It is unclear if the construction of a new back 
wall and a partition wall was carried out during the fi rst 
or the second phase of use. It seems, though, that the 
west room of house 316B had gone out of use, as the new 
east wall of 311B was partly constructed on the remains 
of the west wall of 316B. At some point, the entrance in 
the partition wall was closed off . The second use phase 
of the house 311B ended with a collapse/destruction of 
the house. It is unclear what the exact function of the 
house was during this last phase. The number and types 
of vessels recovered led Maran (2007a: 172) to the con-
clusion that the house was densely packed with vessels, 
and he suggested that the house was used as a storage 
facility for one or more nearby households. Indeed, no 
hearth was uncovered inside the house. However, the 
construction and modifi cation of a partition wall also 
suggest the execution of other activities. 

Changes in storage practices are also indicated by 
architectural changes in house 310A1 (catalogue A48). 
At some point, the entrance into the storage room was 
closed off . So perhaps the opening in the south wall of 
the back room was indeed an entrance (rather than a 
later construction disturbance), created at some later 
point by taking down part of the wall. Changes in access 
to the storeroom may indicate new rules surrounded the 
collection and sharing of stored goods. Perhaps several 
households started to cooperate and therefore needed 
equal access to the storage area. 

The architectural remains from this period and the 
previous one provide a glimpse of the changing uses 
of built space. It seems that some rooms were incorp-
orated into an existing building, while others were dis-
sociated from a building. This happened through the 
construction or closing of entrances. We can assume 
that, depending on the needs and size of a household, 
some houses needed expansion. In addition, it seems as 
if some households started to cooperate economically. 
Similar suggestions, but based on diff erent data, were 
made for MH II Argissa. 

MBA phase 6 middle settlement
MH II phase 6 was divided into three sub-phases: early, 
middle and late. The collapsed house 311B, with its in 
situ assemblage, was ascribed to the early sub-phase. 
MBA phase 6 middle can be considered an architec-
tural continuation of MBA phase 5, as all houses were 
to some extent rebuilt. The architectural remains were 
poorly preserved, due to the intrusions of graves and 
Late Bronze Age building activities. In addition, stones 
were pulled out of the walls. 

Due to architectural continuity, the settlement 
remained organized. Houses were placed on terraces, 
and they probably opened towards a road on the west 

Figure 3.1.20  Pevkakia. Plan of MBA 6 middle settlement (author, modifi ed after Maran 1992a, Plan VIIB)
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Figure 3.1.21  Pevkakia. Plan of MBA 6 late settlement (author, modifi ed after Maran 1992a, Plan VIIIA)

Figure 3.1.22  Pevkakia. Plan of EVII trench, earlier MH II (author, modifi ed after Maran 1992a, Plan X)
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side of the trench (Figure 3.1.20). Over time, the road 
became less steep, probably due to erosion, the dumping 
of waste, and re-paving. It seems that more space was 
left open between the houses, facilitating movement. 

MBA phase 6 middle houses (A49-A52)
As during previous phases, the relationship between 
MH II structures 315 and 313A remains unclear. Structure 
315 (catalogue A49) was seemingly used as a work area, 
considering the construction of an oven. Structure 313A 
(catalogue A50) was of unclear function, as no fi nds or 
internal features were ascribed to it, except for a pos-
sible pit to support a vessel. Two fl oors were identifi ed 
inside house 311C (catalogue A51), the later of which 
may be dated to phase 6 late. No features or fi nds were 
ascribed to the fi rst fl oor, while the second fl oor perhaps 
incorporated a hearth, ash pit and large pit. Few internal 
features were found inside house 310A2 (catalogue A52) 
compared to its predecessor, house 310A1. The partition 
wall between the main room and the back room was dis-
turbed. It was therefore not possible to determine if an 
entrance existed between the two rooms. 

Only few internal features were identifi ed inside the 
houses. To some extent, this was due to aforementioned 
disturbances. However, it is also possible that some activ-
ities and specializations previously carried out inside the 
house were now carried out at other places. For example, 
perhaps the oven in structure 315 was accessible to mul-
tiple households. Due to the limited preservation of the 
remains, it is diffi  cult to compare these MH II remains 
with remains from the previous period. It seems that the 

architectural quality and overall appearance of houses 
remained the same. 

MBA phase 6 late settlement
The impression of architectural continuity is less strong 
during this MH II period. Houses were erected in the 
same locations as before, but the internal partitioning 
was to some extent changed (Figure 3.1.21). The road 
in the western part of the trench was narrowed, due to 
the construction of an outdoor grain storage facility. 
Fragments of fourteen grinders were found beside the 
storage facility. The remains of houses 313B and 310B 
were ascribed to this period. In addition, some use may 
have been made of (the ruins of) house 311C. 

MH II remains (MBA phases 5 and 6) were also uncov-
ered in trench EVII, located northwest of trench EFVIII 
(Figure 3.1.14). However, remains here were constructed 
on a single plateau, not on separate terraces (Maran 
1994: 207). Nonetheless, the houses were also located 
side by side, and seem to have followed the contour line 
of the magula (Figure 3.1.22 and Figure 3.1.23).

The settlement of Pevkakia was deserted towards the 
end of phase 6. MH cist graves and burials were cut into 
the architectural remains located in trenches EFVIII and 
EVII, and these fi nds constitute MBA phase 7, dated to 
MH II (table 3.1.3). 

MBA phase 6 late houses (A53-A57)
MH II house 313B (catalogue A53) consisted of a large 
central room, framed on either end by smaller rooms. 
The western-most area seems to have been a narrow, 
0.90 m-wide partitioned room, rather than a storage 

Figure 3.1.23  Pevkakia. Plan of EVII trench, later MH II (author, modifi ed after Maran 1992a, Plan XI)
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structure. A new type of storage facility was located in 
the western room. 

MH II house 310B (catalogue A54) was not considered 
a rebuilding of house 310A by the excavators, as it had 
new internal partitioning and a modifi ed entrance area. 
In addition, part of the north wall showed a new con-
struction technique, whereby niches were created, prob-
ably for the support of postholes. Inside, the house was 
fi lled with furnishings that primarily fulfi lled a storage 
function. It seems that the front rooms were used for the 
storage of goods in baskets, cists and other structures, 
while the living area was moved to the back room. 

MH II house 208 (catalogue A55) in trench EVII con-
sisted of at least four rooms, and was in that respect 
comparable to house 316A/318B. After it was deserted, 
an oven was constructed on top of one of the side walls. 
Some time later, two new MH II houses were constructed 
in the eastern and western parts of the trench. Little was 
uncovered of the eastern one, house 202 (catalogue A56), 
and house 207 (catalogue A57) was not well preserved.

Compared to the preceding periods, changes took 
place in wall construction. Furthermore, it seems as 
if new measures were taken to store goods. Instead of 
rooms fi lled with pits for the support of storage vessels, 
we now see stone paving used as a base for storage struc-
tures. At this time, we also see the fi rst outdoor storage 
structure since the early EH III (transitional EBA–MBA 
phase). This suggests household or communal economic 
cooperation in the processing and storage of goods.

Discussion of settlement organization
Maran (1994: 208) has outlined how the MH settlement 
of Pevkakia was arranged in concentric circles around 
the summit of the hill since the construction of terraces 
during the transitional EH III–MH I period. The only 
other MH parallel for such a settlement arrangement 
is found at Argos. For houses to be constructed on the 
slope, it was necessary to create terraces and/or to dig 
deep foundation trenches for the walls. Such measures 
were also taken at other settlements. The fl oors of most 
houses still showed some slight sloping. In addition, 
separate rooms may have been constructed at slightly 
diff erent heights. Similar techniques and characteris-
tics were seen in the MH houses at Asine in the Argolid, 
which were also constructed on a slope (Nordquist 1987, 
Fig. 77:1). 

The levelling operation that occurred during EH III–
MH I seems to have been settlement-wide, as traces of 
it were uncovered in trench EFVIII in the southwest, as 
well as in trench HI5 in the northeast. The settlement 
organization created during MH I was largely retained 
until the desertion of the settlement. This must have 
been due, to some extent, to the construction of houses 
on terraces, as expansion in width was limited to the 
width of the terrace, and expansion in length was limited 
by other houses and by streets.

It seems that more, possibly communal, auxiliary 
structures were constructed during MH II (MBA phase 
6 onwards). It seems that more open space was available 
between houses, on which these auxiliary structures 
were built. In the two trenches with MH II remains, 
three such structures were uncovered. Two ovens were 
located in trench EVII and EFVIII, and a grain storage 
in EVIII. Perhaps the construction of such auxiliaries 
related to increasing cooperation between households 
(see below). 

The desertion of the settlement at the end of the 
MH II period is not unique; this development is seen 
at several other settlements. Maran (1994: 210, 1995: 72) 
connects these discontinuities in habitation to a restruc-
turing and reorganization of settlements, which arose 
out of a polarisation of social diff erences within society. 
Due to new needs in the organization of settlements, a 
new location was needed because the terraces off ered 
too few options for architectural change. Although social 
diff erences are not readily visible in the domestic archi-
tecture, the suggested changes in economic cooperation 
could have fostered the development of such diff erences. 
Perhaps the suggested changes in economic cooperation 
of multiple households required a reorganization of 
settlement space. 

Discussion of domestic architecture
From the outside, most houses would have had a simi-
lar appearance: positioned on a terrace, rectangular and 
with similar orientations. However, some variety did 
exist in the size, entrance and internal partitioning of 
houses. Houses of the earlier phases tend to be of a poor 
quality with narrow, irregular walls and a narrow room 
span. However, construction quality increased, indicat-
ing increasing durability of houses. An increase in house 
size and number of rooms seems likely, but is hard to 
substantiate because only house 314 and its successors 
were almost entirely uncovered.

The construction of new fl oors, furnishings, parti-
tion walls and entrances was attested during all phases. 
However, house 314 and its predecessor, house 317, were 
both entirely refurbished during their use. It seems that 
refurbishing particularly took place during MH I (MBA 
phase 4), but this impression could be due to preserva-
tion, as later layers were more disturbed by later building 
activities. Rebuilding houses in the same location and 
with the same layout seems to have become less impor-
tant during MH II (MBA phase 6). 

Subtle architectural changes in the use of storage 
space were attested from MH II early onwards (MBA 
phase 5). The back room of house 310A1, which was 
used for storage, was closed off  from the main room. It 
seems that a new entrance was created in the southern 
wall. House 311A was presumably used as a house during 
phase 4, considering the presence of a central hearth. 
However, during MH II early it seems that the function 
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of the house, now called 311B, was primarily as storage 
area. The architectural remains of the next MH II phase 
(MBA phase 6 middle) were too disturbed to trace these 
developments further. However, in late MH II (MBA 
phase 6 late) houses, we see that new measures were 
taken to store goods. Pithos-fi lled rooms disappeared, 
and instead an array of storage facilities was used, such 
as mud brick and stone built closets. In addition, an out-
door storage facility was constructed.

Overall, it seems that changes took place in storage 
practices. These changes relate to the place of storage, 
access to storage and the storage facilities used. We may 
tentatively suggest that storage space was enlarged and 
became more accessible. This could suggest that diff er-
ent households started to cooperate and had equal access 
to the storage area. Perhaps the increasing importance of 
a social group larger than that enclosed by the house also 
aff ected rebuilding, which became less important. It has 
been suggested for Argissa that the rebuilding of houses 
could have been a means to emphasize claims to land 
and resources. Once diff erent households start to coop-
erate, such claims could become less important, leading 
to a decreasing need to emphasize such claims. 

Discussion of additional changes
Due to the meticulous and extensive excavations and 
publications of the remains at Pevkakia, additional evi-
dence is available that could help contextualize the 
architectural evidence. Changes were also observed in 
other material categories during MH II. A new type of 
Matt Painted ware, Magnesia Polychrome, was intro-
duced during MH II early (MBA phase 5) and rapidly 
became popular. This coincided with the appearance of 
possible Aeginetan imports and a new type of cooking 
pot. The Magnesia Polychrome is considered an emula-
tion of Aeginetan ware, and was primarily produced in 
large open and closed shapes, especially amphorae, jugs 
and basins with upturned rim. These ceramic changes 
indicate changes in food preparation and consumption. 
Maran (2007a: 175-176) suggests that Aeginetan vessels, 
and the Magnesia Polychrome imitation thereof, may 
have had ascribed social value and functioned in com-
munal eating and drinking practices. Although this 

scenario seems to overstate the available evidence,6 it 
does seem plausible that the ceramic changes were in 
some way related to the attested architectural changes. 
If multiple households indeed started to cooperate and 
consumed in larger groups around a hearth, it does not 
seem unlikely that larger bowls or basins were used to 
serve food. 

The faunal assemblage from Pevkakia also indicates a 
change from EBA to MBA. The proportion of wild ani-
mals increased during the MBA from 14% to 21% (Von 
den Driesch 1987: 7). Amberger (1979: 137-138) suggests 
that the increase in wild animals, and especially red 
deer, relates to diff erentiation: hunting took place not 
for meat, but to distinguish oneself from others. An add-
itional or alternate reason for the increase could be that 
wild animal carcasses or raw meat may have been subject 
to sharing (Halstead 2006: 22-23). 

The suggested increasing economic cooperation 
between households during the MH at Pevkakia could 
therefore have been an incentive for cooperative hunt-
ing expeditions and shared meals. 

3.1.14 Rachmani (catalogue A58)

House P (catalogue A58) was uncovered in northern 
Thessaly at Rachmani (HD H32). Wace and Thompson 
(1912: 25-53) emphasized in their publication pottery 
and chronology. They dated the house to the Bronze 
Age. Warner (1979: 145) thought the house dated to the 
EBA, perhaps even earlier. Maran (1992a: 253) attributed 
ceramics from stratum IV, in which house P was found, 
to the MBA. Hanschmann (1981: 134) identifi ed at the 
museum ceramics that she paralleled with MBA phases 
1 and 2 from Argissa. Therefore, the remains of house P 
are ascribed here to EH III. 

The end of the house P was slightly rounded. The 
overall impression of the house is that of an ephem-
eral construction, with walls of only 30 cm wide. 
Nonetheless, the width of the rooms was almost 5.50 m. 
The hearth was of an impressive construction, made 

6 Maran (2007a: 176) argues based on the array of new pottery types 
(Magnesia ware) recovered from house 311B and not from other, 
contemporary houses, that only “specifi c ‘progressive groups’ 
within society” (and using house 311B as storage) accepted these 
novelties. I think that this conclusion is a bit premature. First, 
Maran only ascribed house 311B to phase 6 early, so there are no 
contemporary houses to compare it to. Secondly, if we compare 
the assemblage to houses of phase 6 middle, it turns out that 
Magnesia ware was also recovered here. Thirdly, the new array of 
pottery types recovered at house 311B was actually not that large, 
and could partly be fi ll or refuse. Of the “numerous examples” of 
Magnesia ware listed by Maran (2007a: 172, note 29: Figures 78.1, 
78.2, 78.4, 78.9, 79.1, 80.1, 80.2, 80.4, 81.2), only four were listed 
in the text of the original publication as coming from the house 
fl oor (Maran 1992a: 24-26: Figures 78.4 (sherd), 78.9 (jug), 80.2, 
81.2 (two amphorae)). Other sherds and fragments could not be 
ascribed to the house fl oor with certainty (Maran 1992a: 5).
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of large upright stones and having large dimensions (at 
least 1 m in diameter).

The remains from Rachmani illustrate one the one 
hand the overall simple and homogenous impression of 
EH III domestic architecture, and on the other hand the 
diff erent ranges seen in EH III houses with reference to 
construction quality, house size and internal structures.

3.1.15 Rini (catalogue A59)

Remains of an oval house (catalogue A59) uncovered in 
the valley of Kokkina at Rini (HD H55) were published 
in summary form (Wace, Thompson 1912). The remains 
were uncovered in the Fourth stratum, and paralleled in 
date with house P at Rachmani. The house is therefore 
considered to be EH III in date. The house was small, 
but subdivided into three rooms. The outer rooms were 
both apsidal. No fi nds or internal features were ascribed 
to the house.

Like the house at Rachmani, the remains from Rini 
illustrate the variation seen in EH III houses, particularly 
with reference to layout, size and internal partitioning. 

3.1.16 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Thessaly

A possible MBA oval house was uncovered at Agios 
Athanasios (HD J15) by the stream that runs into the 
river Titaresios near Agrileus (Smolia), in the Khasian 
Mountains (see for references Leekley, Efstratiou 
1980: 129). 

Ellipsoid house remains were uncovered at Pteleon 
(Gritsa) (HD H13) (Verdelis 1952, 1951). According to 
Maran (1992a: 280-282) fi ve grey Minyan bowls, some of 
them pedestalled, were recovered, and these were dated 
to MH II (MBA phase 6 of Pevkakia).

Remains of two or three MBA apsidal buildings, ori-
ented east–west, were uncovered at Petroto, Palaiokastro, 
near Argithea (Chatziangelakis 1999, 2010). Remains 
of a child’s grave were uncovered in one of the houses. 
Nearby, remains of a ceramic kiln were also uncovered. 
Among the recovered ceramics were also Matt Painted 
and Grey Minyan.

Nearby, at Petroto, Agriokeraso, another three elon-
gated MBA structures with east–west orientation were 
uncovered. The second structure was partitioned into 
two areas. West of the fi rst building was a child burial in 
a cist grave (Chatziangelakis 2010).

The remains of an apsidal, MBA house oriented east–
west were uncovered at Sykion/Kastro. Three pithoi ves-
sels were found in situ along the southern wall, as well 
as a bowl. Towards the north were two stone structures, 
of which one was identifi ed as a central hearth. The fl oor 
was made of stamped clay (Chatziangelakis 2010).

Remains of two houses were uncovered at Petra (HD 
H17). Among the sherds were fragments with Matt red-
dish coating. Perhaps this is Red Minyan. The houses 
were dated to the late MBA period (Milojčić 1960). More 

specifi cally, Maran (1992a: 244) dated the ceramics from 
Petra to phase 7 from Pevkakia Magula, which is MH II 
in date. 

MBA house remains were reported from the western 
side of the tell at Sesklo (HD H4) (Andreou, Fotiadis & 
Kotsakis 1996: 542). Excavations at Kastro/Palia uncov-
ered rectangular and apsidal house remains of EBA and 
MBA date (Andreou, Fotiadis & Kotsakis 1996: 549). The 
remains of an extended MBA settlement and cemetery 
were uncovered at the foot of the tell of Magoula Bakali 
(Andreou, Fotiadis & Kotsakis 1996: 553). 

Although the remains are very scant, they do show the 
variety in house shape attested for the MBA. The houses 
from Argissa and Pevkakia could render the impres-
sion of a prevalence of rectangular houses in Thessaly. 
However, the remains listed above show that apsidal 
houses were also constructed. 

3.1.17 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Thessaly

Other than those at Argissa and Pevkakia, only few archi-
tectural remains have been securely dated. Although 
the EH III and MH–II periods are well represented in 
Thessaly (Table 3.1.4), an overview of chronological 
developments is therefore primarily an overview of pat-
terns occurring at Argissa and Pevkakia. The late MBA 
was not represented at Argissa and Pevkakia. However, 
a few buildings at Dimini and Ermitsi were dated to the 
late MBA.

EH III remains
People were concerned with settlement organization, 
but only to some extent. On the one hand levelling and 
terracing were carried out, and houses were sometimes 
arranged parallel to one another. On the other hand, lit-
tle space was left between the houses, paths were not 
paved, and no signs of defensive structures or water 
management were uncovered. It appears that only a 
limited amount of communal labour was involved in 
settlement organization.

Nineteen houses in catalogue A are ascribed to this 
period, most located at Argissa and Pevkakia, and a few 
at Chasambali, Rachmani and Rini. The quality of house 
construction was not that good, especially not during 
the beginning of this period. For example, the walls of 
houses A and B at Argissa were made of wattle and daub, 

Category Date Thessaly Number of houses

EH III Late EBA / early MBA 19

MH I–II Later MBA 32

MH III–LH I Late MBA 5

Unclear MBA 3

Table  3.1.4  Thessaly. Date and number of houses
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the walls of houses 2 and 3 at Argissa were made of mud 
brick, and the walls of houses 2 early and 2 at Pevkakia 
were irregular. In addition, house walls were narrow (ca. 
0.20–0.40 m) at Argissa, Chasambali, Rachmani and 
Rini. More sturdy walls (ca. 0.40–0.80 m), with stone 
foundations, were constructed later during this period. 
The durability of the houses could suggest more perma-
nence of habitation.

Too few houses were completely uncovered to 
assess the average house size and number of rooms. It 
is also unclear whether an apsidal or rectangular house 
shape was preferred. The preferred house orientation 
is skewed by data from Argissa and Pevkakia, where 
houses were oriented northeast–southwest and north–
south respectively. 

No clear storage facilities, such as storage pits, cists 
or vessels, were associated with the feebly built houses 
of the earlier EH III, except with house A at Argissa. 
However, the limited publication and excavation of the 
remains could perhaps explain this lack to some extent. 
Furthermore, the use of platforms or paving of stone or 
mud brick are of unclear use. In some cases, such plat-
forms could have been used for the support of posts for 
the roof. Sometimes it is suggested that they were for 
‘domestic use’, or for the support of an upper structure, 
such as a storage facility. The increasing durability of 
houses at Argissa is associated with the construction of 
storage structures, made of a grid of narrow stonewalls, 
on which a mud brick superstructure was built. Pits 
(sometimes plastered) for the support of storage vessels 
were dug at houses at Pevkakia. 

Nine of the nineteen houses were probably deserted 
and gradually covered by new structures with a diff er-
ent layout and/or orientation. Only four houses were 
destroyed by fi re: houses A and B at Argissa, and both 
houses at Chasambali. Six houses appeared to have been 
rebuilt at the exact same location. These houses date to 
late EH III and transitional EH III–MH I (MBA phases 
2 and 3 at Argissa and Pevkakia). This suggests house 
rebuilding was not uncommon and may have increased 
in importance during the later EH III, perhaps in con-
gruence with permanence of habitation and increased 
house density within settlements. 

Minor diff erences were seen in house layout, room 
width and furnishings, both between and within settle-
ments. For example, houses 4A and 4B at Argissa were 
wider than contemporary houses, Pevkakia house 317 
contained many furnishings, and Rini was the only site 
where an ellipsoid house was uncovered. Nonetheless, 
the overall appearance within settlements is that 
of homogeneity. 

MH I–II remains
Settlement-wide levelling operations took place during 
late EH III and the transitional EH III–MH I (MBA phases 
2 and 3) at Pevkakia, whereby terraces were created on 

the slope of the hill. This resulted in an organization of 
built space, which was retained during the remainder of 
the MH. Levelling activities also took place at Argissa, 
after a fi re had destroyed architectural remains at the end 
of MH I (MBA phase 4). Houses were arranged closely 
together, facing the same direction. However, people at 
Argissa abandoned this uniform orientation of houses 
during MH II (MBA phase 6). At Kastraki, remains of a 
pipe, perhaps a drain, were uncovered in a MH II con-
text, suggesting that some collective labour was involved 
in the organization of settlement space.

Thirty-two houses in catalogue A are ascribed to this 
period, most located at Argissa and Pevkakia, and one 
at Kastraki. The construction quality of houses further 
improved during the MH. Walls were approximately 
0.40–0.50 m wide, but became wider, ca. 0.50–0.80 m, 
and therefore stronger during the later MBA. Exceptions 
are four structures at Argissa dated to MH II (MBA 
phase 6), which had walls of organic construction or 
mud bricks. Door sockets and postholes and the paving 
of entrances were also an architectural improvement. It 
seems that the rectangular house layout was preferred, 
though Pevkakia dominates the sample. Too few houses 
were completely uncovered to assess the average house 
size and number of rooms. Nonetheless, the overall 
impression gained from a succession of EH III and MH 
houses at Pevkakia (houses 317, 314, 310A, 310A2, 310B), 
is that there was an increase in both house size and 
number of rooms. The preferred house orientation was 
skewed by data from Argissa and Pevkakia. 

Storage practices diff ered between sites. Storage ves-
sels (or pits that had supported such vessels) were fre-
quently found inside houses at Pevkakia. Mud brick 
storage closets built on stone grids were used at Argissa. 
When we compare the number of furnishings during 
the previous period and this period, we see an increase. 
Houses of this phase contained on average approxi-
mately 3.9 internal features, while during the previous 
period the number was 2.9. It seems that, in particular, 
more pits and cists/closets for storage purposes were 
constructed (Figure 3.1.24). We could therefore tenta-
tively suggest that people were more concerned about 
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household storage. This is discussed further in the 
next section.

Sixteen structures were presumably deserted and 
built upon by new structures with a diff erent layout and/
or orientation. Five structures were destroyed by fi re, 
among them four located at Argissa and one at Kastraki. 
Eleven or twelve structures were modifi ed or rebuilt. 
More rebuilding and modifi cation practices took place 
at Pevkakia than at Argissa. A sudden decrease in such 
practices is attested at MH II Argissa (MBA phase 6). A 
similar decrease seems also to apply to MH II Pevkakia, 
but due to later construction disturbances, this is not 
entirely certain. 

As before, minor diff erences were seen in house lay-
out, room width, furnishings and in rebuilding or refur-
bishing practices, both between and within settlements. 
Nonetheless, the overall impression is that of relative 
homogeneity: freestanding, rectangular houses of mod-
erate size. 

MH III–LH I remains
Only fi ve structures were ascribed to this period, one 
at Dimini and four at Ermitsi. These structures were 
all published in summary form, and therefore little is 
known of them. Too little was uncovered to assess settle-
ment organization. However, it seems that both settle-
ments were deserted. Pevkakia was also deserted during 
the end of the previous period. At Dimini, a mud brick 
perimeter wall was constructed around the hill. The 
desertion or delineation of settlements with defensive 
or circumference walls were two patterns also observed 
in other regions. 

In summary, we can say very little about MH III–
LH I remains, except that the few observable develop-
ments were also attested more widely on the Mainland. 

Domestic architecture and household economics in 
EH III–MH Thessaly
Throughout this period, we see settlement-wide lev-
elling operations and improvement in the quality of 
house construction. Perhaps these developments imply 
increasing permanence of habitation. This coincides 
with a suggested increasing concern with household 
storage, refl ected in a larger number and proportion of 
pits and storage closets. At the same time, a concern with 
house continuity is also attested at Pevkakia and Argissa: 
houses were refurbished and/or rebuilt in the same loca-
tion. It can therefore be suggested that, especially in 
more densely inhabited settlements, people were more 
concerned about house continuity, perhaps to substan-
tiate claims to land. Such claims were of more relevance 
in areas with densely inhabited settlements, because less 
land would be readily available.

Such claims seem to become less important 
towards the later MH II: fewer houses were rebuilt or 

refurbished. Around this time, changes also occurred 
in the access to storage areas. Some storage areas and 
structures became more accessible, perhaps for mul-
tiple households. Outdoor storage facilities were con-
structed at Argissa and Pevkakia. The storage room of 
house 310A1 at Pevkakia became accessible from the out-
side only, and house 311B seems to have been especially 
used for storage during its last phase of use. Finally, stor-
age vessels were located in the entrance area of house 
1 at Dimini. We could therefore tentatively suggest that 
some households started to cooperate at an economic 
level. The construction of more prominent hearths at 
Argissa and Pevkakia, as well as the increase in the size of 
ceramic tableware and the increase in decorated wares at 
Pevkakia, suggest that these households also consumed 
together. Related to this development at Pevkakia may 
be the increase in the proportion of wild animals (i.e., 
deer) in the bone assemblages. This increase has been 
related to hunting as a way of competing for personal 
achievement. However, it can also be suggested that if 
some households indeed started to cooperate econom-
ically, they may also have hunted together. The sharing 
of wild meat among cooperating households was eco-
nomically more viable than was the sharing of wild meat 
among the larger community. 

In conclusion, the EH III–LH I architectural data from 
Thessaly render an impression overall of homogeneity, 
refl ected in the freestanding nature of houses; similar 
type of construction; and comparable house size or room 
width, layout and number and type of internal struc-
tures. Nonetheless, minor diff erence did exist during all 
phases. Furthermore, it was possible to observe change 
through time: house size seems to have increased during 
the MH, and it is suggested that changes took place in 
the economic cooperation of households during MH II. 
However, these patterns and observations are very ten-
tative due to the limitations of the data in terms of both 
quantity and quality. 
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3.2  Phocis and Phthiotis

3.2.1 Geography

Phthiotis is located north and northwest of Boeotia, and 
Phocis is located west of Boeotia (Figure 3.2.1). No clear 
boundary exists between Boeotia and Phthiotis, while 
Mount Helikon separates Phocis from Boeotia. Mount 
Parnassus borders the northern area of Phocis, the 
Corinthian Gulf borders the south, and the Vardousia 
mountain range borders the region of Aetolia-Acarnania 
from Phocis in the west. The southern and eastern areas 
of Phocis are mountainous, but the coastal plain contin-
ues inland from Itea towards the west to Amphissa.

Fertile coastal areas were located in Phocis around 
Kirrha, and in Phthiotis around Mitrou. Phocis and 
Phthiotis, together with Boeotia, connected southern 
Greece with northern Greece, and Euboea with the 
Peloponnese. Two important overland routes crossed 
the area, one from the Euboean Gulf to the north-west-
ern Aegean, and the other from the Corinthian Gulf to 
the Adriatic (Spencer 2007: 47). 

In ancient times, the regions of Phocis and Phthiotis 
were called provinces, which had diff erent borders than 
today. For example, parts of Phocis and Locris formed 
the ancient province of Locris. In modern times, the 
province of Locris was part of the prefecture of Phthiotis, 
but was abolished in 2006. 

3.2.2 Chronology

The reconstruction of a chronological framework for 
Phocis and Phthiotis faces three obstacles, all relating 
to the ceramics. The fi rst is the fact that excavations of 
the EH III–LH I remains in Phocis and Phthiotis were 
carried out primarily during the 1930s. The dating and 
typing of ceramics were of prime importance, but also of 
a preliminary nature. As a result, the dating of remains 
at, for example, Kirrha has been under scrutiny from 
the moment of their publication (see below). The sec-
ond obstacle is the continued habitation of settlements 
during later periods, which caused mixing of the ceram-
ics. The third obstacle is that it seems that MH ceram-
ics remained popular during the early LH. An absence 
of, or diffi  culty in identifying, LH I sites was noticed 
in Eastern Locris (Fossey 1986: 92), Opounthian Locris 
(Fossey 1990: Fig. 18), and Phocis and Doris (Wilkie, Ǻlin 
1979: 27, Kase et al. 1991: 67). This lack of LH I sites is 
comparable to the situation in Thessaly and Boeotia, and 
can likely be explained in the same manner: Mycenaean 
infl uence and related ceramics did not penetrate central 
Greece and other peripheral areas until the LH II period. 
Instead, the MH ceramic style remained popular. As a 
result, some MH sites or MH material could actually be 
synchronous with LH I. For this reason there have been 
diffi  culties in dating the MH architecture and ceramics 
at Kirrha, which now turn out to be partly LH I in date.

Figure 3.2.1  Phocis and 
Phthiotis. Map of sites men-
tioned in the text
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Much can be expected of the analysis of EH, MH 
and LH ceramics from rescue excavations carried out at 
Kirrha. Some of these ceramics come from MH destruc-
tion deposits. Much can also be expected of the analysis 
of Bronze Age ceramics from Mitrou, where continuous 
EH III–LH I habitation layers were uncovered (see the 
specifi c sections on these settlements for further details 
and references).

3.2.3 History of research

Archaeological research in Phocis and Phthiotis has 
mainly concentrated on the Classical remains, for exam-
ple, at Delphi (HD G55). Little interest has been expressed 
in prehistoric remains. Wace and Thompson excav-
ated a MH house at Lianokladhi (HD J2). In the 1930s, 
a few excavations were carried out in which Bronze Age 
remains were uncovered at Kirrha (HD G58), Krisa (HD 
G56) and Koumoula (HD G53). Furthermore, Bronze 
Age remains were uncovered during rescue excav-
ations, for example, at aforementioned Lianokladhi, 
and at Antikyra, Smixi and especially Kirrha. Recently, 
excavations were carried out at the Bronze Age coastal 
settlement of Mitrou, but the results have only been pre-
liminarily published so far. 

3.2.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

So far, a reasonable number of EH III and MH sites have 
been identifi ed with the help of surface fi nds. However, 
few architectural remains have been uncovered, as rela-
tively few excavations have been carried out. In addition, 
the nature of the excavations, in most cases test trenches 
or rescue excavations, has resulted in relatively little 
information, due the small size of the trenches as well as 
the brief or preliminary publications. 

Extensive house remains have been uncovered only at 
Krisa and Kirrha, but these were not published in detail. 
The early date of the excavations; the diffi  culty of dating 
the remains; and, possibly, the fact that the publications 
are in French, also hindered a thorough contextualiza-
tion of these fi nds with fi nds from southern Greece. 
Some other house remains were uncovered at Koumoula 
and Mitrou, but so far these have been only briefl y or 
preliminarily published.

3.2.5 Settlement pattern

Several survey and topographical projects have been car-
ried out in the regions of Phthiotis and Phocis. The top-
ography of eastern Locris (Fossey 1986) and Opounthian 
Locris (Fossey 1990) have been explored, while parts of 
Phocis and Doris were researched within the explora-
tions of the great Isthmus Corridor Route (Wilkie, Ǻlin 
1979, Kase et al. 1991). The results from the diff erent 
surveys point to the same developments in the area: a 
decrease in sites from EH II to MH, but an increase in 
sites from LH onwards. 

3.2.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

EH III, MH and LH architectural remains have been 
uncovered at Kirrha, but the EH III architecture is not 
well enough preserved to allow for a discussion. The 
MH and LH remains have been extensively published, 
though details on architecture and associated fi nds are 
lacking. MH and LH I architectural remains were, fur-
thermore, uncovered at Krisa, but these remains were 
also published without much detail. Two MH houses 
were (partly) uncovered at Lianokladhi, of which one was 
reasonably published. EH III–LH I architectural remains 
have also been uncovered at Mitrou. However, the house 
remains were only uncovered to a limited extent, and 
they are not yet fully published.

3.2.7 Kirrha (catalogue B01-B11)

The MH settlement of Kirrha (HD G58) is located on the 
south coast of Phocis, not far from Krisa. The settlement 
could have functioned as a port for the Pleistos valley, 
and it had easy communications with the Peloponnese 
via the Corinthian Gulf. Contact with the Peloponnese 
must have been easier than contact with Phthiotis and 
the remaining part of Central Greece, because of moun-
tain ranges in between. 

Excavations were carried out in 1937 and 1938 under 
the auspices of the French School in Athens, and were 
extensively published (Dor et al. 1960). However, details 
on the architecture and associated fi nds tend to be lack-
ing. Rescue excavations were carried out by the Greek 
Archaeological service to the south and west of the 
French excavation area. These remains were briefl y pub-
lished in the Archaiologikon Deltion.

Phases at Kirrha Caskey 1962 Maran 1992a

EH IIIa
EH II

EH III

EH IIIb (MH I?)

MH Ia EH III, Lerna IV MH II, Pevkakia phase 6

MH Ib Early MH, Lerna VA
MH II, Pevkakia phases 5 and 6, Early Lerna V, and some ceramics of 
advanced MH date.

MH II
Developed MH, Lerna V

MH III–LH I, Pevkakia phases 5-6 early, advanced Lerna V

MH IIIa Late MH–early LH, Pevkakia phase 6 

MH IIIb (trans. to LH I) Late MH –LH I, Lerna VI LH I–II

Table 3.2.1  Kirrha. Chronological scheme (after Dor et al 1960, Caskey 1962 and Maran 1992a)
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Remains of the EH, MH and LH period have been 
uncovered, but most extensive and well preserved are 
the remains of the MH III–LH I period. Unfortunately, 
analysis of the remains at Kirrha is hindered by two fac-
tors. Publications on the remains are limited in detail, 
and the dating of the remains from the French excav-
ations is diffi  cult, as ceramic material seems to have been 
mixed into later layers. 

Chronology
Five MH phases were distinguished during the excav-
ations by the French School (Table 3.2.1). These phases 
and their dating were re-examined by Caskey, based 
on correspondence of the ceramics with Lerna (Caskey 
1962). Maran (1992: 313-318) also reviewed the dating of 
the phases, and this dating is followed in the text.

Settlement organization
Although the trenches opened during the French excav-
ation and the Greek rescue excavations were dispersed, 
some impressions of settlement organization can be 
gained. The settlement was densely inhabited. Remains 
were closely spaced both in the French and the Greek 
excavation areas. The fi ve trenches (A–E) opened during 
the French excavations contained remains ranging from 
the early to the late MH period (Figure 3.2.2). The orien-
tation of the houses was not related to any topograph-
ical features: remains of the EH and earlier MH had a 
N-S orientation, while late MH–LH I walls tend to have 
a NW-SE orientation, while MH remains uncovered in 
various other areas of Kirrha, have E-W and N-S orien-
tations. The eastern settlement area seems to have 
been more densely occupied than the western area. It is 
unclear whether the settlement became more densely 
inhabited over time, as the earlier remains have been 
obliterated by later constructions. 

The remains of roads were uncovered in many 
instances. These were in some instances paved with 
cobbles and gravel. Roads tend to remain in use for long 
periods, as seen in both the French and Greek excav-
ations. Continuity of house location was also attested 
in many instances, but such architectural continuity 
was especially observed during the Greek excavations. 
However, architectural continuity must also have 
existed in the French excavation area. Roads were run-
ning between houses, but house walls and outdoor par-
titioning were fairly irregular. Overall, the impression of 
the settlement is that of loosely organized space. 

The western part of the settlement of Kirrha was 
abandoned during and after MH II. Around the same 
time, a second settlement, Krisa, was founded towards 
the north, on the rocky hill of Agios George. Based on 
the damaged state and frequent (fi re) destructions of 
several uncovered buildings at Kirrha, it is argued that 
the area was aff ected by seismic activity, which may 
eventually have led to the abandonment of certain areas 
(Skorda 1992, 2006). 

MH I–II house remains (B01-B03)
Excavations at the Pappa plot (150 m west of the French 
excavations) revealed remains of MH I–II houses (Skorda 
2006). Three successive architectural phases, separated 
by fi re and/or earthquake destructions, were discerned. 
During these three phases, the orientation, location and 
boundaries of the streets remained the same. The west-
ern area was deserted during MH II and subsequently 
used as a burial ground during MH III. 

MH I house A (catalogue B01) had at least two rooms, 
and the western back (?) room was partitioned. The 
house was repeatedly destroyed, judging by the mul-
tiple fl oors and destruction layers that were identi-
fi ed. Deformities of the wall suggest the occurrence of 
an earthquake. 

Figure 3.2.2  Kirrha. 
Map of settlement and 
‘French’ trenches (author, 
modifi ed after Dor et al 
1960, Pl. III)
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On the ruins of this house, an apsidal house (catalogue 
B02) was erected during MH II. The house was repeat-
edly aff ected by fi re and/or earthquakes. As a result, the 
walls were repaired and new fl oors constructed. 

A third house was erected on the remains during MH 
II, but with a rectangular layout (catalogue B03). The 
sidewalls and partition wall were constructed in the 
same location as before. One destruction layer and sub-
sequently new fl oor were identifi ed. 

Although little was uncovered, it seems that a tran-
sition took place from apsidal-shaped houses to rectan-
gular-shaped houses during MH II. At the same time, 
house and street locations remained the same. 

MH III–LH I house remains (B04-0B9)
At the plot of Bechlivanopoulou, related to the plots 
of Kollia and Lalla (see below), remains of two late MH 
apsidal buildings (A and B) were uncovered. Too lit-
tle was uncovered of house A to include it in the cata-
logue. It should be noted, though, that two occupational 
phases, one exactly on top of the other, were observed 
(Skorda 1992: 215). Two such phases were also identifi ed 
at house B (catalogue B04). It seems that these houses, 
like the ones at the Pappa plot, were destroyed by 
seismic activity. 

A MH III–LH I house was partly uncovered in trench 
B of the French excavations (Dor et al. 1960: 38). The 
house (catalogue B05) had a somewhat trapezoidal lay-
out, a main room and a partitioned back room. The 
back room was partitioned in a similar way as the back 
room of MH I house A at the Pappa plot (catalogue B01). 
It seems that the back room opened towards a court. 
A small rectangular feature was constructed along the 
south wall of the court. It was probably used for cook-
ing purposes, as remains of black ash mixed with animal 
bones were recovered inside it. 

Architectural remains of a possible house were uncov-
ered in trench A of the French excavations, but these 
were not discussed in the publication (Dor et al. 1960: 
37-38). It seems that the house was made of narrow and 
irregular walls, while a thick wall stub was attached to 
the eastern sidewall. 

Extensive LH I–II remains were uncovered in trench 
D (Figure 3.2.3), of the French excavations (Dor et al. 
1960: 39-42). Prominent were the remains of house A-E 
(catalogue B06). It seems that rooms C, D and E formed a 
unit, to which rooms A and B were attached later on. No 
entrance seems to have existed between rooms B and C. 
The axial layout of non-communicating rooms was seen 
not only at MH houses at Kirrha,7 but also at Pevkakia 
and Argos. However, continuous stone foundations do 
not necessarily equal continuous superstructures of mud 
brick without an entrance. Perhaps some of these rooms 

7 Braouzo plot, which is not yet published in detail. 

did communicate. The suggested expansion of house 
A-E over time could have accommodated an expanding 
household or the cooperation and merging of two previ-
ously independent households. Perhaps the hearth near 
the centre of room B could have been a communal room 
for consumption, as was tentatively suggested for large 
hearths in Argissa and Pevkakia. 

LH I–II structures H and J (catalogue B07) were uncov-
ered west of house A-E (Dor et al. 1960: 41-42). Philippa 
Touchais (2010: 786) suggests the two structures were 
some kind of shed for animals, barn for crops, or even 
watch tower because of their sturdy walls. The interpre-
tation of the structures as sheds or house remains seems 
more likely, as the walls were not sturdy enough on all 
sides to have supported a tower. The area west and north 
of the structures was partitioned by narrow stone walls. 
Philippa Touchais (2010: 786) suggests the partitioned 
areas functioned as animal enclosures or stockyards, 
which seems plausible.

Structure F-G (catalogue B08) was constructed along 
the eastern side of house A-E, probably during LH I–II 
or later (Dor et al. 1960: 41). It was trapezoidal in shape, 
and consisted of two rooms. A 90 cm wide entrance in 
the northwest led into the structure. Whether this was 
a dwelling or, rather, an auxiliary building to house A-E 
remains unclear. Because of the irregular layout, the lat-
ter seems more plausible.

Three rooms were uncovered in trench C of the 
French excavations (Dor et al. 1960: 38-39). These are 
probably of LH I–II or later date. Room A (catalogue 
B09) was a small trapezoidal room, but the western wall 
seems to have continued farther north. The trapezoidal 
rooms C and D were located towards the west, but were 
not discussed in the publication. Due to lack of detail, 
these two rooms are not included in the catalogue here.

In summary, rectangular-shaped buildings and an 
increasing variety in size and layout of buildings char-
acterize the late MH and LH I–II architecture. In add-
ition, space between the houses is appropriated and 
partitioned through the creation of partition walls 
and fences. 

House remains of unspecifi ed MH date (B10-B11)
Five architectural MH layers were identifi ed at the 
Kollia plot (Tsipopoulou 1980). The remains of a pottery 
kiln were associated with the fi rst layer. The remains 
of a house oriented N–S (catalogue B10) were partly 
uncovered in the fourth layer. It seems that a room was 
attached to the side of the house, perhaps comparable 
to house E at Eutresis. A horseshoe-shaped structure 
touched this added room on the east. This structure is 
similar to a construction found east of structure GQ at 
Eutresis. There, a hearth was located inside the horse-
shoe. However, traces of a hearth were not mentioned 
in relation to the structure uncovered at the Kollia plot. 
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Six fl oor layers of hard stamped earth were identifi ed. 
Unfortunately, no specifi c MH date was ascribed to 
the remains.

At Plati 34 (plot Kalogirou and Palantza) the remains 
of an apsidal MH house (catalogue B11) were uncovered, 
with east-west orientation. A more precise MH date 
was not published. Below the apsidal house, earlier wall 
remains were located (Chatzimichail Skorda 1989b). 

At Polykarpou 12 (Lalla plot), two successive build-
ing phases were identifi ed, including the remains of two 

MH houses oriented north-west to south-east. Further 
details were lacking (Chatzimichail Skorda 1989a).

The remains from these three locations provide some 
information on MH house orientation, the use of auxil-
iary structures, the re-plastering of fl oors and continuity 
of habitation. 

Discussion of settlement organization
Kirrha seems to have been densely inhabited. However, 
overall the settlement was not neatly organized. Only few 

Figure 3.2.3  Kirrha. Plan of LH I–II remains in trench D (author, modifi ed after Dor et al 1960, Pl. XII and Philippa-Touchais 2010, Fig. 4)
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signs of communal eff ort were seen, such as some shared 
house orientations in the French excavation area and the 
paving of streets. Compared to Argissa and Pevkakia in 
Thessaly, the settlement of Kirrha was located in a rela-
tively fl at area. Therefore, the use of settlement space 
may have diff ered: less organization was needed, no ter-
races needed to be created, and space between houses 
could be used for gardens and animal pens. 

Discussion of domestic architecture
The architectural remains published are too incomplete 
to carry out comparisons, though a few observations 
can be made. It remains unclear if construction qual-
ity improved over time. Although earthquakes seem to 
have been a known phenomenon around Kirrha, in the 
architecture no signs were visible of any possible meas-
ures taken to counter the eff ects of quakes on houses. 
Instead, after quakes, damages were repaired when pos-
sible, through the construction of new walls against 
older walls. Both apsidal and rectangular houses were 
constructed during the MH, but rectangular houses 
were predominantly constructed during the later MH 
and LH I. Houses were fairly wide (ca. 4–5 m), but it 
remains unclear if house size increased over time. House 
A-E does suggest an increase in house size and room 
numbers, but no other complete houses were uncovered 
to substantiate this suggestion. 

Few observations were made in the publications on 
internal structures. However, it is possible that furnish-
ings were not preserved or recognized due to frequent 
fl oor renewals and the destruction of house fl oors by 
fi re and earthquakes. Some observation could be made 
on the use of outdoor space. Areas adjacent to houses 
were partitioned with walls. For example, the MH III 
house in trench B, had a partitioned court on its north-
eastern side, with a cooking facility. The area west of 
house A-E was also partitioned with narrow walls. It 
is suggested (Philippa-Touchais 2010) that these areas 
were perhaps stockyards. The location of Kirrha in a 
relatively fl at coastal area would explain the occurrence 
of such yards among houses. Many other MH settle-
ments were positioned on elevated locations. Yards 
of those houses may have been located in lower lying 
grounds, outside the direct settlement area. We could 
tentatively suggest that the (increasing?) partitioning of 
space, perhaps space of food-producing value, implies 
the importance of property claims. Such claims could 
fuel competition for space, and could be the result of an 
expanding population.

Floors were frequently renewed, and houses were 
modifi ed. This happened both in houses aff ected by 
fi re or earthquakes (e.g. Pappa plot), as well as in houses 
where no such disturbances were observed (e.g. Kollia). 
Modifi cations and renewals were not specifi cally 
observed in the houses uncovered in the French plots. 
However, such modifi cations probably did take place, for 

example, in house A-E. Furthermore, a possible prede-
cessor of house A-E was located below the house (Dor 
et al. 1960: 39), and Philippa-Touchais (2010) published 
a reconstructed plan of this house. It seems likely, that 
due to later building activities, the remains in the French 
trenches were more disturbed than those uncovered by 
the Greek rescue excavation. In addition, the French 
pre-war excavations may have been of a less meticu-
lous nature than the post-war Greek excavations, even 
though these were often rescue excavations. 

Although the evidence is thin, it seems that architec-
tural development over time did take place at Kirrha. 
A preference for the rectangular house shape was seen 
during the later MH. As we will see later, this is a pattern 
also attested in other regions. The partitioning of space 
around houses could suggest increasing claims on own-
ership and property.

Discussion of additional evidence
Many cist graves and burials were uncovered during the 
excavations of the house remains. Unfortunately, it was 
often diffi  cult to date these graves. The cist graves uncov-
ered during the French excavations often had the same 
orientation as the houses, roughly NW-SE. The burials 
in trench D were clustered in the western area, partly 
in the partitioned areas, but especially in passageways 
between them. If these burials were contemporary with 
the use of this area as stockyards, then they could have 
been a means to strengthen claims on these areas. Two 
burials were also uncovered in the partitioned court of 
the house in trench B. In addition, a cluster of graves was 
located north of a possible house in trench B. 

Increasing complexity in the domestic economy could 
be suggested based on the recovery of two ceramic kilns 
of MH III–LH I date at the Koureli plot, and one of LH 
I–II date located 20 m further east. The later kiln was of 
a larger size and technologically more advanced (Skorda 
2010). The MH III–LH I kilns were located within a 
house or house remains, but it is unclear if the house 
was inhabited at the same time as the kilns were in use.

The use of burials in claims of property, inheritance or 
identity were also observable at other MH settlements, 
while an increase in craft activity auxiliary structures, 
such as ovens and kilns, was also observable at other late 
MH and LH I settlements.

3.2.8 Krisa (catalogue B12-B17)

The settlement of Krisa (HD G56) is located on a nat-
ural acropolis near Kirrha, but slightly further inland. 
Excavations were carried out under the auspices of the 
French School in 1936. The remains of MH and LH I 
houses were uncovered and published in summary form 
in the Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique. One article 
dealt with the architectural remains, including tombs 
(Jannoray, Van Eff enterre 1937), and the other presented 
a selection of ceramics (Jannoray, Van Eff enterre 1938) . 
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MH settlement
Several small and one larger excavation trench were 
opened on the westernmost tip of the acropolis (Figure 
3.2.4). It seems that the prehistoric village only occupied 
this area of the acropolis (Jannoray, Van Eff enterre 1937: 
301, note 1). The remains located lower down the slope 
were not well preserved. 

The remains on the summit were best preserved, 
and give the impression of a densely inhabited settle-
ment. The houses had diff erent orientations and diff er-
ent shapes, giving a somewhat unorganized impression 
(Figure 3.2.5). However, remains of a drain were 

recovered, indicating some organization of space. The 
MH settlement seems to have been destroyed by fi re and 
may have been deserted for a short period (Jannoray, Van 
Eff enterre 1937: 301). 

MH house remains (B12-B15)
The remains of an apsidal wall and partition wall were 
uncovered in trenches III and VI, but too little was pre-
served to include these houses in the catalogue. On the 
summit, remains of three MH II buildings and one MH 
III building were uncovered.

Figure 3.2.4  Krisa. Map of 
settlement and trenches (author, 
modifi ed after Van Eff enterre and 
Jannoray 1937, Pl. XXIII)

Figure 3.2.5  Krisa. Plan of trench with MH and LH remains (author, modifi ed after Van Eff enterre and Jannoray 1937,Pl. XXV)
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MH II structures A, D, and B were very diff erent from 
one another. House A (catalogue B12) was rectangular 
and three-roomed. It seems that the back room was a 
cooking area, partitioned from the main living rooms. 
Two pi-shaped structures were located in room C. The 
excavators compared the structures to bin type 2 uncov-
ered at Eutresis (Jannoray, Van Eff enterre 1937: 303, note 
1). This bin was the large storage bin uncovered at house 
F at Eutresis (catalogue C10). Considering the recovery 
of animal bones and ashes, it seems much more likely 
that the pi-shaped structures were for cooking pur-
poses. Possible comparable structures were uncovered 
at Argissa house 13 (catalogue A14) and Pevkakia house 
310B (catalogue A54). The cooking area was accessed 
from two sides: from the north-west, which was not 
further excavated, and from the south-east, via a parti-
tioned court area. 

The remains of house B (catalogue B13), consisting 
of several small rooms located on at least two axes, are 
diffi  cult to interpret. The architectural complex was 
not entirely uncovered; it was partly built upon by MH 
III house C, and seemingly disturbed by later building 
activities. The relationship between house B and the 
area south-east of the house, including the drain, was 
not considered by the excavators. Complexes of rooms 
arranged on multiple axes were also constructed at other 
settlements during the later MH, and although the lay-
out and use of the rooms of house B remain unclear, 
the construction of such a complex corresponds with 
similar developments on the wider Mainland during the 
later MH. 

Structure D (catalogue B14) was a D-shaped stor-
age room. Inside, remains of eight in-situ pithoi were 
recovered, as was a clay lined pit possibly also used for 
storage. The recovery of a stone seal inside structure D, 

Figure 3.2.6  Krisa. Plan of suggested reconstruction of house C (author, modifi ed after Van Eff enterre and Jannoray 1937, Fig. 5)
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suggests the sealing of the storage vessels, and therefore 
perhaps indicates ownership of stored goods. 

House B was partly built upon by MH III house C 
(catalogue B15). The house had an odd layout, consist-
ing of two trapezoidal rooms and a partitioned area in 
the south, perhaps a court. The wall that runs from the 
northwest to the southeast and that divides the rooms 
into an odd trapezoidal shape, ran parallel to the side-
wall of house B. We should therefore wonder if this wall 
was not actually part of house B. If this was indeed the 
case, the two houses would have resembled the layout of 
an ‘average’ MH house, as can be seen in the suggested 
reconstruction (Figure 3.2.6). The lack of architectural 
details hinders a further exploration of this possibility. 

The MH II and MH III architectural remains show 
much variation among the houses, as well as a speciali-
zation of space, rooms and buildings. This disproves the 
assumed homogeneity of MH domestic architecture.

LH I settlement
The destruction of the MH settlement did not lead to a 
long abandonment, as Mycenaean buildings were con-
structed on top of MH foundation walls. Most house 
walls were oriented NE-SW, and a street paved with large 
stones was running NW-SE between the houses (Figure 
3.2.5). A height diff erence existed between the south-
western and north-eastern part of the trench, as stone 
stairs led down towards the north-east. Such a diff er-
ence in height is not specifi cally mentioned for the MH 
remains in this trench. The possibility of the creation of 
terraces during MH or LH is also not discussed.

LH I house remains (B16-B17)
Rearrangements were observed in the Mycenaean house 
remains, indicating two phases of use: LH I–II and LH III 
(Jannoray, Van Eff enterre 1937: 301). 

The rectangular one-roomed structure E (catalogue 
B16) uncovered in trench I seems to have been con-
structed during MH III–LH I, but remained in use until 
LH III. During LH III, a house was built alongside the 
room. The shape of structure E is in some ways reminis-
cent of auxiliary structures built at Eutresis during the 
later MH phases. We could therefore tentatively ascribe 
an auxiliary function to structure E as well.

The rectangular LH I–II house F was located beside 
a stone-paved street running SE-NW, which also had 
SW-NE running stairs going down towards the north-
east. House F (catalogue B17) consisted of a main room 
surrounded on two sides by a corridor, and a back room. 
It remains unclear how this back room was entered. 
Perhaps the partition wall between the back room and 
the corridor was created at a later point, as this wall does 
not seem to bond with the sidewall. Another sign of such 
later modifi cation is seen in the south-eastern sidewall 
of the back room, which did not neatly connect with the 
sidewall of the corridor. Unfortunately, the possibility 

of modifi cations during LH I–II is not considered in the 
publication. The back room and the corridor seem to 
have been used as storage areas.

The few LH I–II remains uncovered at Krisa show 
a further variation of domestic architecture, as well as 
increasing specialization of space. 

Discussion of settlement organization
The small trench did not render much information 
from which to assess settlement organization. Overall, 
it seems that houses had various orientations during 
MH, while during LH most house walls were oriented 
NE-SW. Some organization was attested during MH 
II by the construction of a drain. More was invested in 
settlement organization during LH I, in the form of pav-
ing of the street, the creation of terraces and stone stairs, 
and the similar orientation of the houses. 

Discussion of domestic architecture
Overall, no neat rectangular rooms were uncovered. 
Walls were often irregular, and partitioned walls were 
placed askew. Because of the limited data available, it is 
not possible to assess if diff erences existed in household 
functioning. However, we can observe the appropriation 
of space at house A in the partitioned court and possibly 
the control over resources in the seal recovered at stor-
age structure D. We can also observe the partitioning of 
specialized functional areas: a cooking room C at house 
A, and storage building D. Furthermore, architectural 
complexity increased during MH III: a room complex 
was constructed and probably also a drainage system. 

The specialized use of space and the partitioning of 
this space seems to continue during LH I. Structure E 
seems to have been of auxiliary use, while at house F a 
new architectural feature was introduced, the corridor. 
Corridors were last constructed during EH II, at the so-
called corridor houses. 

3.2.9 Lianokladhi (catalogue B18a-B19)

Lianokladhi (HD J2) is located in northern Phthiotis. 
Two MH houses were uncovered here. House 1 was 
excavated by Wace and Thompson. It was found in stra-
tum III, which dates to the MBA. A stemmed and mul-
tiple ribbed Minyan bowl indicates an early MH II date 
(multiple ribbed pedestals occur in Pevkakia from phase 
6 early onwards). The house was extensively published 
by Wace and Thompson (1909, 1912). However, during 
excavations in the early 20th century, more interest was 
expressed in ceramics, typology and chronology than 
in architecture.

House 1 (catalogue B18a) was large and rectangular 
and consisted of two rooms. At some point, modifi ca-
tions had been made, as shown by a strengthening of 
the north wall. Furthermore, a partition wall may have 
been removed from room 2. Suggestions of its existence 
are provided by a slight angle in the wall and two in-situ 
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pithoi that would have stood along the partition wall. 
The most radical change was the attachment of an extra 
room to the house (catalogue B18b). The room was ori-
ented at odd angle to the main house. It is possible that 
the room had functioned as a separate building before 
being attached to the house. Perhaps the attachment 
of two buildings, both having access to a storeroom in 
the middle, was the result of multiple households work-
ing together. The lengthwise partitioning of the added 
room is unusual, and is seen only at Argissa houses 2 
and 24 (catalogue A04 and A23), and at Asine house T 
(catalogue G20).

The second house (catalogue B19), which was uncov-
ered in the same stratum as house 1, was uncovered by 
Ioannidou and summarily published (Ioannidou 1973). 
Only the apsidal end of the house and a small part of 
the main room were uncovered. Remains of a rectangu-
lar end of a building were uncovered towards the west. 
The apse probably functioned as a storeroom, because 
remains of four pithoi were found in situ. 

The limited information on the architecture of 
both houses hinders comparison. However, it is appar-
ent that diff erently shaped buildings were constructed 
at Lianokladhi. Inside both houses many pithoi were 
recovered, indicating household-based storage. The 
possible economic cooperation of households would tie 
in with economic developments at other settlements 
during MH II, for example, at Pevkakia and Eutresis. 

3.2.10 Other MH–LH I architectural remains in Phocis

 and Phthiotis

During trial excavations at Koumoula (HD G53), remains 
of three rectangular MH houses were uncovered 
(Michaud 1972, Touchais 1981). The houses measured on 
average 7 x 4 m, and were partitioned into two. The 30 
cm wide walls were meticulously made and preserved up 
to a height of 40–50 cm. The remains were dated to the 
transitional MH–LH period. Although no further details 
were observed or published, the thin walls and rather 
small size of the structures, in combination with their 
late MH date, are unusual. 

At Mitrou, located in eastern Phthiotis, on the coast, 
north-east of Orchomenos, excavations were carried 
out between 2004 and 2008 under the co-direction 
of the Greek Archaeological Service and the American 
School of Classical Studies. Architectural remains of 
EH III, MH and LH I date were uncovered, and are in 
the process of being studied and published. Study of the 
ceramic sequence is expected to fi ne-tune the dating 
of ceramic material in Central Greece. So far, eight 
MH phases have been identifi ed, including a phase not 
identifi ed at Pevkakia (Van de Moortel 2011). It seems 
that a reorganisation of settlement space took place at 
Mitrou during LH I: during the MH, burials took place 
in deserted houses, while it seems that during LH I, 
the north-eastern part was exclusively used as a burial 

ground. Furthermore, a monumental building, D, was 
constructed, and it seems that streets were kept much 
cleaner compared to the MH period. These changes are 
interpreted as indicative of the rise of a central authority 
(Van de Moortel 2009). 

3.2.11 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Phocis and Phthiotis

Although little architectural data are available for Phocis 
and Phthiotis (Table 3.2.2), it is possible to discern some 
patterns that are in many ways similar to patterns in 
other regions. The fact that especially later MH and LH I 
architectural remains were preserved contributes to pos-
sibilities to draw such conclusions, as more variety and 
change is attested during these later periods. 

MH I–II
MH I and MH II remains were uncovered at Kirrha, and 
MH II remains at Krisa and Lianokladhi. Both Kirrha and 
Krisa give the impression of dense habitation. At Kirrha 
some remains of paved streets were uncovered, but over-
all too little was uncovered of the early MH settlement 
to assess the level of organization. The remains at Krisa 
indicate an overall lack of settlement organization, if we 
consider the diff erent orientation of houses. However, 
remains of a drain were found in an MH II context. Too 
little was uncovered of the settlement at Lianokladhi 
to assess the spatial organization. An auxiliary storage 
building was constructed at MH II Krisa, while a large 
attached room, perhaps for storage, was constructed at 
MH II Lianokladhi.

House remains were too scant and too summarily 
published to assess their construction quality. However, 
it seems as if no special precautions were taken in the 
wall construction of houses to resist seismic shocks. 
Houses had diff erent types of layout, such as apsidal, 
rectangular and D-shaped. Too little data were avail-
able to assess the average house size, number of rooms 
and type of furnishings. It seems as if some houses were 
rebuilt, but the evidence is too thin to substantiate 
this. Six houses were destroyed by fi re, of which at least 
two were caused by an earthquake. Two houses were 
presumably deserted. 

MH III–LH I
The founding of Krisa during the later MH was perhaps 
related to the earthquakes that hit Kirrha. However, 

Category Number of houses

EH III 0

MH 2

MH I–II 8

MH III–LH I 9

Table 3.2.2  Phocis and Phthiotis. Date and number of houses
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an increase in settlement numbers and the location of 
settlements in more defensible locations were patterns 
attested more widely on the Mainland during the later 
MH. For example, nearby Koumoula also seems to have 
been inhabited from the late MH onwards. 

The later MH settlements of Kirrha and Krisa were 
not rigidly planned. It seems, rather, that house build-
ing, house expansion and desertion were organic pro-
cesses. Roads and perhaps stockyards were located 
between buildings when possible. More collective eff ort 
was invested in settlement organization during LH I 
at Krisa, considering the paving of the street, the crea-
tion of terraces and stone stairs and the similar orienta-
tion of the houses. Comparable investments were also 
observed at LH I Mitrou: roads were kept cleaner and a 
segregation of habitation and burial space seems to have 
developed. In addition to more organization, an increase 
was seen in the construction and use of craft activity 
auxiliary structures.

Primarily rectangular buildings were constructed 
during this period, a pattern attested more widely on the 
Greek Mainland. However, it seems that the layout of 
houses increasingly varied. The few completely uncov-
ered houses measured approximately 70 m² and were 
segmented into three or more rooms. The construction 
of three or more rooms in late MH and LH I houses is 
also a pattern attested more widely. Too little was pre-
served of the internal structures to assess room func-
tion and diff erences between houses. However, we can 
tentatively suggest that the construction of more aux-
iliary buildings indicates an increasing specialization in 
the use of space. It seems that some houses were rebuilt, 
but the evidence is again too thin to substantiate this. 
Six houses were presumably deserted, one house was 
destroyed by a fi re, one collapsed, and two houses were 
modifi ed and continuously used during the LH. 

Throughout the MH and LH I, we can observe an 
increasing organization of space, as well as increasing 
architectural variation. For example, houses were seg-
mented into diff erent sizes and types of rooms, multi-
ple-axed houses (room complexes) were constructed, 
and it seems as if houses increased in size and number 
of rooms. Furthermore, space was increasingly used for 
specialized activities, such as storage and cooking.

Domestic architecture and household economics 
in MH–LH I Phocis and Phthiotis
Although the quality and quantity of the architectural 
data is limited, it is possible to tentatively suggest some 
developments in household economics. Space next to 
houses was sometimes partitioned and functioned as 
court areas or perhaps as stockyards. The impression is 
gained that partitioned space was increasingly used for 
specialized functions, such as cooking, storage and food 
production, at least as early as MH II. At the same time, 
auxiliary structures for storage were also constructed. 
The MH II seal found in the storage structure at Krisa, 
the construction of an attached room, possibly for 
storage, at MH II Lianokladhi, and the partitioning of 
possible stockyards at MH III–LH I Kirrha, hint at the 
increasing importance of ownership of foodstuff s. From 
this, it can tentatively be suggested that the domestic 
economy was changing from MH II onwards. Perhaps 
some households, like was suggested for Argissa and 
Pevkakia, started to cooperate at an economic level. It 
remains unclear to what extent rebuilding practices, 
and the cessation of rebuilding practices, were related to 
such economic changes, as was suggested for Pevkakia. 

In conclusion, the MH I–LH I architectural data from 
Phocis and Phthiotis, although limited in quality and 
quantity, do show some patterns of change and devel-
opment, which are also observed more widely on the 
Greek Mainland. Furthermore, the evidence from Kirrha 
and Krisa disproves the assumed homogeneity of MH 
domestic architecture. 
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3.3 Boeotia

3.3.1 Geography

The mountain ranges that surround Boeotia make 
access to the sea diffi  cult. The Helikon mountain range 
encloses the valley of Thespia in the northwest. Less-
elevated mountain ranges are located in the north, bor-
dering Phthiotis,  while no clear boundary exists between 
Boeotia and Phocis. Towards the east is a coastal plain. 
In the southeast, Mount Hypathus leads towards the 
Euboean Gulf. In the southwest, several parallel moun-
tain ranges partition Boeotia from Attica and the 
Corinthian Gulf. 

Boeotia was a fertile region. Two large basins, the 
Kopais and the Theban, both enclosed by mountains, 
characterize the geography of Boeotia. The Kopais basin 
is well known for its water management works, which 
were constructed during the Bronze Age. Prehistoric 
habitation was concentrated in these areas (Figure 3.3.1). 
The region was crossed via important land routes con-
necting the southern and northern Mainland. 

3.3.2 Chronology

The key sites in Boeotia used for the reconstruction of an 
EH and MH chronological framework should be Thebes, 
Eutresis and Orchomenos. Unfortunately, analysis of 
the remains from these three sites is problematic, while 
remains from other sites in the region have not been 

thoroughly published (but see French 1972 for an over-
view of prehistoric pottery from Central Greece).

MH ceramic material from Orchomenos was recently 
thoroughly published (Sarri 2010b). However, the exact 
archaeological context of most of the ceramic material 
from Orchomenos is unknown, and the ceramic chron-
ology was reconstructed based on ceramic material from 
Pevkakia published by Maran (1992a). The material from 
Orchomenos cannot, therefore, be safely relied upon as 
a source of dating. 

The excavations at Eutresis were meticulous for that 
time (Goldman 1931). However, an understanding of 
architectural and ceramic phases was hindered by the 
houses being located at diff erent heights on the slope of 
the hill, the seemingly long use life of some houses and 
the succession of houses. As a result, the dating of the 
diff erent architectural phases is still debated (see section 
on Eutresis). In addition, it is now impossible the res-
tudy the EH and MH material thoroughly, as ceramics 
from diff erent phases and houses were mixed up after 
the excavations (Spencer 2007: 187, note 15).

Thebes should be an important source for reconstruct-
ing ceramic development and relative dating of sites in 
the surrounding area, as it must have been an impor-
tant centre. However, as is outlined below, excavations 
at Thebes were often small-scale rescue excavations. 
In addition, EH and MH layers were often disturbed 
in the past by LH and later building activities. The few 

Figure 3.3.1   Boeotia. Map of 
sites mentioned in the text
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publications that exist on the ceramics are descriptive, 
rather than outlining a development (Demakopoulou, 
Konsola 1975, Konsola 1985).

Minyan ceramics are the prime dating tool for MH 
contexts. Schliemann coined the term ‘Minyan’ for the 
fi ne Grey, Black and Yellow burnished pottery that was 
recovered in abundance at Orchomenos. Although this 
term is still in use today, it is not an accurate descrip-
tion of the ware, and also poses problems for the iden-
tifi cation of ‘True Minyan’ and imitation Minyan (Sarri 
2010a). Because Pevkakia was meticulously excavated 
and published, the development of Minyan ware and 
associated dating at that site tend to be used as a refer-
ence for material from nearby regions, such as Boeotia. 
However, it should be realized that ceramic develop-
ment did diff er from region to region, and from site to 
site. For example, at other sites some ceramic phases 
were identifi ed that apparently did not exist at MH 
Pevkakia. In addition to referring to ceramics from 
Pevkakia, researchers also refer to Aeginetan ceram-
ics, which were imported into Boeotia (Sarri 2007). 
Although such interregional comparisons seem to 
be the only way to reconstruct developments for the 
moment, a synthetic study of ceramics and a refi ne-
ment of the chronological framework are needed 
(Dakouri-Hild 2010a: 617).

Dakouri-Hild (2010a: 618) distinguishes three main 
habitation phases for Boeotia: MH I, MH II–IIIA, 
MH IIIB–LH I. The fi rst phase is associated with Grey 
Minyan ceramics; the second with Grey Minyan and 
simple Matt Painted ceramics; and the third with Grey 
Minyan, Fine Matt Painted, and Polychrome ceram-
ics. LH I lustrous pottery is barely present, probably 
because MH ceramics continue to be produced, and 
because Mycenaean infl uence and associated ceram-
ics did not penetrate into central Greece and other 
peripheral areas.

3.3.3 History of research

The fi rst large-scale Bronze Age excavations in Boeotia 
were carried out at Orchomenos (HD G1), under the 
auspices of Schliemann, towards the end of the 19th cen-
tury. Schliemann was specifi cally looking for Minyan 
Orchomenos, mentioned by Homer. German excav-
ations continued at Orchomenos in early 20th century, 
under the auspices of the Bayerische Akademie der 
Wissenschaften. Bronze Age architectural remains were 
uncovered. However, most attention in the publications 
was devoted to the study of ceramics. Towards the end of 
the 19th century, an interest in water management works 
developed due to the draining of Lake Kopais, which 
revealed remains of ancient water works.

It seems that, like in Thessaly, more research was 
devoted to the Classical period. Bronze Age remains were 
not an object of major interest in Boeotia, and when they 
were uncovered, they were, rather, chance fi nds related 

to excavations of earlier remains. The uncovering of 
Bronze Age remains after WW II was primarily the result 
of rescue excavations, especially in the surroundings of 
Thebes (HD G23). 

Exceptions were the excavations at Eutresis (HD 
G33) and Gla (HD G57). At Eutresis, large-scale excav-
ations were carried out under the direction of Goldman 
during the 1920s. EH, MH and LH remains were uncov-
ered. Goldman was meticulous in her research, and not 
only devoted attention to ceramics, but also published 
the architectural remains extensively, which was rather 
unusual for that time. At Gla, excavations were carried 
out around 1960, uncovering Late Bronze Age remains. 

In the 1980s and 1990s, many survey projects were car-
ried out in this region (see below), but these were not fol-
lowed up by any excavations of Bronze Age settlements.

3.3.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Compared to the importance that this region must have 
had in the Bronze Age, research into the Bronze Age 
can be described as seriously lacking (Bintliff , Snodgrass 
1985: 126). Although excavations were carried out in the 
late 19th and early 20th centuries, the quality and extent 
of these excavations and associated publications are 
left wanting. An overview of MH remains in Boeotia 
(Gorogianni 2002: 153) also revealed the problems of 
the limited publications and overall small projects. The 
quality of the data hinders a thorough discussion and 
understanding of EH III–LH I developments. 

3.3.5 Settlement pattern

A large number of intensive and extensive survey pro-
jects were carried out in Boeotia (see Dakouri-Hild 2010a 
for an overview and references). Today, at least 56 EBA 
sites are known. The EH II–III transition seems to have 
been relatively smooth (Forsén 1992: 125-142). Only a 
few settlements were abandoned during the later EH. 
A slight relative decrease in the number of settlements 
is seen in the MH, down to 42, but most EBA settle-
ments remained inhabited. Especially locations higher 
in the landscape, but near fertile plains, river valleys 
and the coast, were now being settled. A gazetteer of all 
sites, including Bronze Age ones was recently published 
(Farinetti 2011), but could not be consulted by me.

3.3.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

Few EH III houses were identifi ed. Eutresis is the only 
site where an almost complete house plan was excav-
ated. At Thebes several EH III houses were partly uncov-
ered and preliminarily published. The EH III remains 
at Orchomenos were too disturbed to reconstruct into 
house plans. 

Extensive MH house remains were uncovered at 
Orchomenos, Thebes and Eutresis, but only at Eutresis 
were they well preserved and published. A portion of 
an MH house was uncovered at Drosia (HD G44) and 
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published in some detail. Mention was made of MH 
houses at the settlements of Antikyra, Chantza (HD G11) 
and Davlosi-Megalo Kastri (HD G14).

Some of the houses at Eutresis and Thebes could date 
to the transitional MH III–LH I or LH I–II period. The 
exact dating of the remains at Eutresis is problematic, 
while the publication of the remains from Thebes is 
limited in both detail and extent.

In summary, EH III–LH I remains uncovered in Boeotia 
are, overall, problematic. The remains were either not 
well preserved, not entirely uncovered, only preliminar-
ily published, or not securely dated.

3.3.7 Drosia (catalogue C01)

Drosia (HD G44) is located on a hill near Chalkis. MH 
house remains were uncovered and published in brief by 
Touloupa (1978). The settlement occupied the foothills 
and the top of the hill during the MH and the Mycenaean 
period (Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1993). 

The published house remains presumably date to 
the later MH, because among the ceramics were ped-
estalled Minyan goblets and Polychrome ware. Only a 
small portion of the house was uncovered (catalogue 
C01). An apsidal room was attached to the side, perhaps 
functioning as a storeroom or auxiliary room. A second 
attachment may have existed towards the south-east. 
It is suggested (Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1993: 79) that the 
area towards the northwest was a court. The house was 
destroyed by fi re.

3.3.8 Eutresis (catalogue C02-C22)

Eutresis (HD G33) is located southwest of Thebes on a 
small hill overlooking the surrounding plain. Excavations 
were carried out by Goldman, under the auspices of the 
Fogg Art Museum of Harvard University, in cooperation 
with the American School of Classical Studies, between 
1924 and 1927. The remains, ranging in date from the 
Late Neolithic to the LH IIIB, were extensively published 
(Goldman 1931). A small excavation was carried out later, 
to analyse the earliest habitation layers more thoroughly 
(Caskey, Caskey 1960).

One large trench of irregular layout was opened. 
Architectural remains were recorded, but not always 
subsequently removed. As a result, it remains unclear, 
for example, what type of house lies beneath house D 
(catalogue C08). In addition, architectural remains were 

disturbed by later building activities, especially during 
the Byzantine period. Therefore, although a large area 
was excavated and remains were dispersed over the 
whole area, these remains only give a limited impression 
of the settlement layout. 

Chronology
Goldman (1931) identifi ed three MH strata, each associ-
ated with buildings and structures. According to Maran 
(1992a), there was a gap in habitation directly after the 
EH III destruction of house H. The MH at Eutresis 
started in a later stadium of MH, probably MH II (late). 
Ceramics from the third building horizon paralleled 
ceramics from Pevkakia phase 7, Agia Irinia V and VI, 
and Grave Circle B, suggesting a MH III–LH I date. 
In addition, some pieces could be dated to LH I and 
LH II as these resembled pieces from Kirrha MH IIIb and 
Lefk andi phase 6 (Table 3.3.1).

Philippa-Touchais (2006) proposed fi ve MH architec-
tural phases at Eutresis, based on a study of the reports 
but also on measurements of the height of walls and 
fl oors (Table 3.3.1). She refi ned the MH layers I and II 
in particular, and also gave them an earlier date than 
Maran. The earlier dating was based on the one hand 
on architectural continuity from EH III–MH, and on the 
other hand on the recovery of ceramics dating to MH I–
II (Philippa-Touchais 2006: 697-698).

Here, the fi ve architectural phases suggested by 
Philippa-Touchais are referred to.8 However, architec-
tural phase 1a is considered to be MH II early rather than 
MH I–II early. The fi rst reason for this, is that ceram-
ics from the layer under house A, or from the fl oor of 
house A, which is ascribed by Philippa-Touchais to 
architectural phase 1a, parallel ceramics from Ayia Irini 
IV, Aegina IX, Lerna V, Phylakopi 1, and Pevkakia phase 
6 that are MH II in date (Maran 1992a: 308). Secondly, 
Goldman observed a badly preserved architectural layer 
between the EH III layers and the fi rst genuine MH 
architectural layer. It seems plausible in my opinion that 
this layer should be considered MH I in date. 

8 Except for the use of house H during MH. The published assem-
blage indicates a latest use of the house during EH III. Therefore, 
there were no compelling reasons to assume a continuation of 
habitation at the house during the MH.

Architectural phase 1 Architectural phase 2 Architectural phase 3

Goldman 1931 MH I. Ca 2.50 m below surface MH II. Ca 2.00 m below surface MH III. Ca 1.50 m below surface

Maran 1992 MH II MH III MH III/LH I–LH II

Philippa-Touchais 2006
Phase 1a Phase 1b Phase 2a Phase 2b Phase 3

MH I–II early MH II late MH IIIA MH IIIB LH I–II

Table 3.3.1  Eutresis. Dating of MH architectural layers (after Goldman 1931, Maran 1992a and Philippa-Touchais 2006)



Chapter 3 – EH III–LH I domestic architecture on the Greek Mainland :  Boeotia 69

Catalogue
Philippa-Touchais (2006, 2010) ascribed houses to one 
or several architectural phases. Unfortunately, it is often 
unclear to the reader if houses that were continuously 
used from one phase to the next were in the meantime 
rebuilt or modifi ed. For example, Philippa-Touchais 
writes that houses X, C, D1, A and S, which were built 
during architectural phase 1a, continue to function 
during architectural phase 1b “with some modifi ca-
tions and on a slightly higher level”. The plans show 
that signifi cant changes took place: the apse of house C 
was displaced and the entrance area modifi ed, and the 
front room of house A was enlarged. It remains unclear 
to the reader if this represents changes made to the old 
house, or the construction of a new house. The word-
ing “slightly higher level” could imply that a new fl oor 
was created within the old house, or, alternatively, that a 
new structure was constructed on top of older remains. 
Goldman (1931: 33) did write that the clay dressing of 
fl oors was frequently renewed. Lack of details made me 
decide to consider all architectural changes in houses 
as modifi cations, rather than the construction of a 
new building.

Problematic also was the internal layout of the houses. 
I have assumed that internal structures as described by 
Goldman should be ascribed to the latest use phase of 
the building, unless Philippa-Touchais has marked these 
in her plans (e.g. ovens at structure GQ). Similarly, I 
have assumed that fi nds mentioned and published by 
Goldman should be ascribed to the latest use phase of 
the house, giving a latest date of use of the house. 

Although the publication by Goldman contained 
many more details on architecture compared to other 
publications of the time, some features were not specif-
ically mentioned for each building. Regarding MH house 
walls and house fl oors, general comments were made 
(Goldman 1931: 33): walls were usually laid in a double 
row of unworked stones larger than those used during 
the EH, with small stones fi lling the interstices. Less clay 
and mud bonding was used. The outer walls were rarely 
more than 0.50 m wide. The standard width seems to 
have been 0.45 m. The foundations rose 0.20 to 0.35 m 
above the fl oor, and were infrequently more than two 
courses high. The fl oors were made of stamped earth, 
with a top dressing of clay, and were frequently renewed. 
In the catalogue, information on walls and fl oors of indi-
vidual houses is only listed when specifi cally discussed in 
the publication. 

Finally, considering the use of MH houses during con-
secutive phases, it was decided to order the MH houses 
of Eutresis alphabetically in the catalogue, to facilitate 
reference to these houses by the reader.

EH III settlement
The spatial extent of the EH area of habitation at 
Eutresis seems to decrease over time. According to 

Goldman (1931: 9), this was due to more permanent 
habitation, rather than population decrease. The EH I 
habitation consisted of tent-like or hut-like structures, 
as well as houses with stone foundations. The EH II and 
EH III habitations were characterized by houses with 
stone foundations.

Only a few architectural remains were dated to 
EH III. Therefore, little can be said about settlement 
organization. EH III house H had more or less the same 
orientation as EH II house L; a sidewall of house H was 
also partly built on top of the sidewall of house L, which 
could suggest some continuity over time. A drain was 
ascribed to an EH III fl oor uncovered below MH house 
A (Goldman 1931: 30), but this could not be verifi ed by 
me. All the houses of this level were destroyed by fi re, 
except for those in Pit V in the south-western part of 
the excavated area. 

EH III houses (C02-C03)
During the earlier EH III, two small structures were built 
over the remains of EH II house L. One structure was 
horseshoe-shaped (N) and the other square (O) (Figure 
3.3.2). Perhaps structure N was related the predecessor 
of EH III house H, and structure O to fragmentary walls 
uncovered further north. Their function is unclear.

Of the three houses (houses H, house under H, and 
house T) that can be ascribed to (the later) EH III, only 
the rectangular house H (catalogue C03) was partly pre-
served and excavated. The remains of an earlier rect-
angular house (catalogue C02) were located below house 
H, and both houses had the same east-west orientation. 
Unfortunately, the lower-lying house was not discussed 
in the publication. Modifi cations had taken place to the 
walls of house H. The successive buildings and modifi ca-
tions indicate continuity of house habitation.

Overall, walls were well constructed, and some 
houses (H and T) were fi tted with pivot holes, suggest-
ing more architectural development compared to some 
other EH III settlements. The pithoi and jars recovered 
in house H indicate household storage. In addition, 
bothroi might have been used for storage. A large deposit 
of wheat (0.10-0.15 m thick) was recovered under a clay 
fl oor (Goldman 1931: 31). This was in the EH level, but a 
more exact date was not suggested. 

EH III–MH I transitional phase
According to Goldman (1931: 31-32), a transitional EH III–
MH I phase existed. Unfortunately, the walls and fl oors 
of this phase/layer were poorly preserved. 

MH II (early) settlement – phase 1a
The houses of phase 1a were oriented approximately 
east-west, and most seem to have consisted of two 
rooms with a porch (Figure 3.3.3). Houses were spaced 
farther apart lower down the slope, while higher up the 
slope habitation seems to have been denser. A road ran 
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Figure 3.3.2  Eutresis. Plan of EH III structures N and O (author, modifi ed after Goldman 1931, Plan IIA)

Figure 3.3.3  Eutresis. Plan of MH II (early) settlement (author, modifi ed after Goldman 1931, Plan IIB, and Philippa-Touchais 2010, Fig. 5)

Figure 3.3.4  Eutresis. Plan of MH II (late) settlement (author, modifi ed after Goldman 1931, Plan IIB, and Philippa-Touchais 2010, Fig. 6)
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north-south through the settlement and perhaps made 
a turn right and left up the hill, past house D. All the 
houses remained inhabited during phase 1b.

MH II (early) houses – phase 1a 
(C04a, C06a, C07, C16, C19)
Diff erences were visible between houses. House S (cata-
logue C16) was the widest and largest, followed by house 
A1 (catalogue C04a). House C (catalogue C06a) and 
house X (catalogue C19) were apsidal in layout, while 
house S was rectangular. Houses A1, C, D1 (catalogue C7) 
and X had stone partition walls, while house S possibly 
had a wattle-and-daub partition.

Because all the houses of phase 1a remained inhabited 
during phase 1b, no internal structures or fi nds could 
be ascribed to this phase. It therefore remains unclear 
whether or not house size diff erences are related to 
functional diff erences within households. 

MH II (late) settlement – phase 1b
Several new houses and structures were built during this 
phase, in the area where the road turned right and left 
up the hill (Figure 3.3.4). The settlement became densely 
inhabited, and all houses retained a roughly E-W orien-
tation. The new houses lower down the hill were spaced 
apart, while the new structures higher up the hill were 
built closer together, sometimes touching the walls of 
other structures. The road up the hill seems to have led 
to a small square (7 x 7 m) on the top of the hill. The 
uncovered parts of the road and the square showed 
traces of paving. The settlement was, therefore, to some 
extent organized.

House S was deserted, and house X overbuilt by house 
XX, towards the end of the period, while all the other 
houses remained in use during the subsequent phase. 

MH II (late) houses – phase 1b (new or modifi ed houses: 
C04b, C06b, C11, C13a, C14, C15)
All new houses and structures had a rectangular layout. 
House M (catalogue C13a), house P (catalogue C14), and 
house R (catalogue C15) were smaller than the already 
existing houses A and S, and were internally divided by 
partition walls, which in houses M and R were placed 
askew. Structure GQ (catalogue C11) was of even more 
irregular layout and contained several ovens and a bin. 
Compared to the already existing houses, space was 
more divided internally. This is also refl ected in the 
modifi cation of house C (catalogue C06b), where some 
sort of additional anteroom was created. The front room 
of house A (catalogue C04b) was enlarged.

Diff erences were visible in layout, size and internal 
partitioning of houses. However, the overall impression 
is that of homogeneity: elongated houses, divided into 
several rooms. Structure G, containing fi ve ovens and a 
bin-like construction, may have been an auxiliary struc-
ture for cooking purposes. Whether this structure was 

used by the whole community or by several cooperating 
households remains unclear to me. 

House S was deserted, and house X was overbuilt 
by house XX, towards the end of the period. Finds and 
internal features were therefore ascribed to these two 
houses. It seems plausible to assume that household 
storage took place in both houses, but that storage took 
place in diff erent containers. Fragments of storage ves-
sels were found at house S, and two deep clay-lined pits 
were found in the apse of house X.

MH III (early) settlement – phase 2a
This phase is characterized by the construction of new 
buildings with an orientation other than roughly E-W 
(Figure 3.3.5). Buildings F and J were oriented NW-SE; 
house XX, NE-SW; and house E, N-S. The construction 
of buildings F and J caused a diversion of the street. 
Therefore, it seems that circulation through the settle-
ment was adjusted to buildings, rather than the other 
way around. The settlement became more densely 
inhabited, and more architectural variation appeared 
in house orientation, layout, size and internal parti-
tioning. The streets and square remained accessible, 
but the settlement would have looked less organized 
than before.

Several buildings in the eastern and southern area of 
the trench were deserted towards the end of the period. 
Building F was the only structure destroyed by fi re. 

MH III (early) houses – phase 2a 
(new or modifi ed houses: C09, C10, C11, C12, C14, C20)
Four new buildings were constructed during this period. 
House J (catalogue C12) and house F (catalogue C10) were 
located lower down the slope, and were characterized by 
auxiliary structures associated with them. House J had 
a large oven in the connected yard, and the court/room 
of house F contained several small storage bins, while a 
large bin was attached to the outside (?) of the house. It 
is even possible that house M related to house F. This 
would explain the modifi cation of house M, as well as 
the orientation of house F, which opens out towards 
house M. Buildings E (catalogue C09) and XX (catalogue 
C20) seem to have been new dwellings, rather than aux-
iliary structures. House P (catalogue C14) was extended 
towards the east, and structure GQ (catalogue C11) seems 
to have been modifi ed and perhaps expanded.

Architectural variety and economic cooperation 
attested during the previous period intensifi ed during 
this phase. Diff erences were seen in the size, layout and 
internal partitioning of the houses and in the number 
and type of internal structures. Two of the four newly 
constructed buildings, F and J, as well as the modifi ca-
tion and expansion of structure GQ, suggest the devel-
opment of economic specialization such as storage. 

Most buildings in the eastern and southern area of 
the trench were deserted towards the end of the period. 
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These were on the one hand dwellings that were con-
structed during the earlier MH, and on the other hand, 
more recently constructed dwellings and auxiliary or 
specialized structures. 

MH III (late) settlement – phase 2b
Only houses E and P remained in use. Newly erected 
structures located lower down the slope were small, 
irregular, oriented roughly NW-SE, and not well pre-
served (Figure 3.3.6). The road probably remained in 
use, while the square on top of the hill seems to have 
lost its former prominence. The overall impression is 
that of a settlement in decline: the number of structures 
declined, the quality of construction deteriorated, and 
little organization of space was evident. 

Three buildings, E, AA and U, were destroyed in a fi re, 
while structures Q and W were presumably deserted. 

MH III (late) houses – phase 2b (new or modifi ed houses: 
C05, C09, C11, C17, C18)
The new structures built lower down the slope were 
small, of irregular layout and seemingly not well built. 
The walls of structure AA (catalogue C05) were said to 
be less than 0.40 m wide. Due to the poor preservation, 
little is known of this structure and structures U (cata-
logue C17) and W (catalogue C18). Presumably, they were 
used as auxiliary structures. Structure GQ (catalogue 
C11) seems to have been downsized: the bin and oven 
areas were no longer used. House E (catalogue C09) was 
expanded towards the south during this period. A room 
was attached to the eastern side of the house. Such a 
structure was also observed at a LH I house at Tsoungiza 
(catalogue F8). 

Diff erences were visible in layout, size and internal 
partitioning between buildings on top of the hill and 
buildings lower down the hill. Houses P and E, on top 
of the hill, were wide and large and had a front court. 
Buildings lower down the hill were small, of irregu-
lar layout, and they lacked courts. Generally, irregular 

Figure 3.3.5  Eutresis. Plan of MH III (early) settlement (author, modifi ed after Goldman 1931, Plan IIB, and Philippa-Touchais 2010, Fig. 7)
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placed partitioned walls, creating trapezoidal rooms, 
characterized all the buildings. 

All the structures lower down the slope were deserted 
towards the end of this phase, as was house E. Several 
small objects were recovered from the burnt remains 
of house E, among them pierced boar tusks, shaped 
mother-of-pearl and fragments of a terracotta fi re box. 
Especially the tusk and the mother-of-pearl should be 
considered valuable. The lack of fi nds at structures U 
and AA, which were also destroyed by fi re, strengthens 
the suggestion that these structures were not for habita-
tion, but, rather, for a special purpose.

MH III/LH I–LH I/LH II settlement – phase 3
House P of the previous phase remained in use, while 
two new structures were erected, one on the top of the 
hill and one lower down the slope (Figure 3.3.7). Both 
new houses had a paved area/street connected to them. 

This street was new, and ran almost straight up the hill. 
House D presumably opened out onto this street, while 
the rear of house Y seems to have faced the street. The 
carefully paved street and the large and well-built houses 
suggest that more labour input than before was given to 
the organization of this space. 

This part of the settlement was deserted and turned 
into a graveyard towards the end of this phase. 

MH III/LH I–LH I/LH II houses – phase 3 
(new or modifi ed houses: C08, C21)
Both house D and house Y were wider than house P, and 
more carefully constructed. House D (catalogue C08) 
was specifi cally said to have been one of the best-built 
houses found at Eutresis. The walls met at almost perfect 
right-angles, and had an even width of 0.50 m. The same 
seems to apply to house Y. 

Figure 3.3.6  Eutresis. Plan of MH III (late) settlement (author, modifi ed after Goldman 1931, Plan IIB, and Philippa-Touchais 2010, Fig. 8)
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Unfortunately, house Y (catalogue C21) was not iden-
tifi ed and discussed as a house, but rather as a work-
shop area, possibly for the production of mud bricks. 
However, the description of the internal furnishings 
suggests to me that it were stone and mud brick plat-
forms, which could have been used for storage purposes, 
like at Argissa and Pevkakia.

House P (catalogue C14) had been inhabited for a long 
period, from phase 1b to phase 3. At least three superim-
posed fl oors were found, which were separated by 0.10–
0.20 m thick layers of earth. The inside of the house was 
remarkably empty; only a prominent hearth was uncov-
ered in the front room, and a possible smaller hearth in 
the back room. Perhaps house P was one of the house-
holds making use of the auxiliary storage and cooking 
structures during the preceding phases. The prominent 
hearth is reminiscent of later MH prominent hearths at 
Argissa and Pevkakia. 

Too little remained of houses D and Y to assess stor-
age practices and other household functions. It is evi-
dent though, that the houses were of a better quality 
construction than house P. 

LH I–II remains
The remains of a rectangular room B (catalogue C22), 
dated to LH I–II, were uncovered south of MH house C. 
A stone-built bench and a rectangular hearth were the 
only furnishings of the room. Perhaps this structure had 
a similar function in relation to burials as did the rounded 
building D1 at Orchomenos (Bulle 1907: 44). Altar-like 
constructions similar to the one at Orchomenos were 
also recovered at the Argos tumulus and the tumulus at 
Elateia-Drachmani (Sarri 2010b: 200). 

Discussion of settlement organization
Goldman (1931: xix) did not specify in her discussion 
of the remains that terraces were created on the slope. 

Figure 3.3.7  Eutresis. Plan of MH III/LH I-LH I/LH II settlement (author, modifi ed after Goldman 1931, Plan IIB)
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However, she did make very clear that height diff erences 
existed among the walls within houses. All buildings 
had a roughly east-west orientation during the EH III 
and earlier MH, following the contour lines of the hill. 
Buildings facing other directions were constructed from 
MH IIIA onwards. Perhaps this change had to do with 
the suggested auxiliary function of most of these build-
ings, and the increasing density of habitation. Although 
a street, or several streets, ran through the settlement, it 
did not seem that these were laid out according to a pre-
conceived plan, but were instead adjusted to the houses. 
Such adjustments were made during MH IIIA. However, 
the carefully paved street constructed during LH I–II 
and running straight up the hill does indicate construc-
tion according to a plan and involving collective eff ort. 
At the end of MH IIIA, the fi rst signs of settlement deser-
tion are attested. It is possible that the development of 
specialized structures, as well as the increased partition-
ing of houses, required a new location to meet these 
new building requirements (, e.g. Maran 1995, Philippa-
Touchais 2006: 697, 2010: 791). The creation of a cem-
etery in the former habitation area was also attested at 
some other MH settlements (e.g. Pevkakia).

Overall, it seems that little communal labour was 
expended in the organization of settlement space. 

Discussion of domestic architecture
The construction quality of the houses seems to have 
been reasonable, except for auxiliary structures, which 
were, overall, of poor to mediocre quality construction. 
LH I–II house D and possibly house Y were of a very good 
quality construction. Therefore, we could tentatively 
suggest that the construction quality of houses improved 
over time. A predominance of rectangular houses was 
seen, especially during the later MH and LH I–II. Such 
a development was also seen in other Mainland regions. 

The data set of completely uncovered houses at 
Eutresis does not clearly suggest an increase in house 
size. However, the construction of auxiliary buildings 
suggests a possible expansion of work areas for the stor-
age and/or processing of food. In addition, it seems that 
there was a slight increase of the number of rooms, 
because EH III and MH I–II houses tended to have two 
rooms, while MH III–LH I houses more often had three 
rooms. This pattern is also attested more widely on 
the Mainland. 

Few details are available on the exact life history of 
houses and of their internal structures. As Goldman 
(1931: xix) wrote, the pottery indicates the last use 
phase of the house, but is of little help in determining 
the actual period of construction. Overall, it seems that 
no functional diff erences existed between houses of 
the earlier MH phases. However, it seems as if the MH 
III–LH I buildings contained more furnishings. This 
impression is primarily gained from the construction of 
auxiliary structures, containing hearths and bins. Fewer 

furnishings were found in houses C, D, E, M, P and R. 
Only in house A were a reasonable number of auxiliary 
structures uncovered. Whether these diff erences were 
due to preservation and excavation circumstances or 
due to household diff erences and their use of auxiliary 
structures remains unclear. 

The MH II early and MH II late settlements were 
characterized by overall homogeneity, refl ected in the 
construction of elongated houses divided into several 
rooms. Nonetheless, some diff erences were visible in 
house size, house shape, type of internal partitioning 
and number of rooms. More architectural house vari-
ation developed from MH IIIA onwards, refl ected in 
the narrow anteroom at house C, the askew sidewall of 
house M, the double axis of house F, the attached side 
room of house E and the size and construction qual-
ity of houses D and Y. The auxiliary buildings were 
less well constructed. In addition, the internal parti-
tioning of these buildings was achieved through the 
construction of askew walls, forming small and irregular-
shaped rooms.

Domestic economy
Pithoi and storage pits were found at EH III house H and 
several MH houses. We may therefore assume that the 
domestic economy was characterized by household stor-
age. The construction of structure GQ is the fi rst indi-
cation of some form of economic cooperation between 
households. Food (that may have been fi rst stored) was 
processed here in ovens. Perhaps this structure was meant 
as a safety precaution: to decrease the possibility of house 
fi res and the nuisance of smoke inside houses. The struc-
ture was also more accessible than were the houses, as 
multiple entrances lead into the diff erent rooms.

Economic cooperation further developed during the 
subsequent period. Instead of only processing (some) 
food outside the house (note the construction of an 
outdoor oven at house J during this phase), agricultural 
goods were now also stored outside the houses. House F 
was, so it seems, specialized in the storage of grain in bins. 
The few portions of the house that were uncovered also 
shows multiple entrances leading into diff erent rooms. 

The architectural developments suggest that some 
households started to cooperate more closely, and pro-
cessed and stored goods together. It remains unclear 
how many households were involved in the economic 
cooperation, and how much of their agricultural goods 
were communally stored. Diff erences may have existed 
between houses, regarding household economics. For 
example, house D had three large storage vessels in the 
back room, and house A had many furnishings, while 
other houses apparently did not. The increasing par-
titioning of space suggests the performance of more 
(specialized) tasks. It is therefore not surprising that the 
auxiliary structures in particular were more segmented 
than the buildings identifi ed as houses. 
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The increasing economic cooperation of households 
must have aff ected social relations between households. 
Perhaps the increasing economic and social intertwining 
of households led to a need for larger houses, to accom-
modate the resulting combined households. Perhaps 
these developments caused the fi rst wave of desertion at 
the end of MH IIIA, as households needed more space to 
construct such buildings. 

Due to the poor preservation and documentation, it 
is unclear whether the economic and suggested social 
changes also aff ected rebuilding, refurnishing, and/or 
modifi cation practices, as attested at other settlements. 
Such activities were carried out at Eutresis during 
EH III and MH; for example, the construction of new 
fl oors, furnishings and partition walls was observed. 
Perhaps slightly more such activities took place during 
earlier phases. However, we cannot assume this pattern 
holds true, due to incomplete details on the life his-
tory of buildings, as well as the poor preservation of the 
later structures. 

3.3.9 Orchomenos (catalogue C23)

Orchomenos (HD G1) is located northwest of Thebes. 
Excavations were carried out under the direction of 
Schliemann during the late 19th century. Soon after that, 
excavations were continued under the direction of the 
Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften. 

Among the uncovered remains were those of EH 
III, MH and LH I date. However, the extensive settle-
ment remains were in many instances disturbed by later 
building activities, and no complete house plans were 
preserved. As a result, the architectural remains of the 
EH III and MH period have received little attention in 
the publications on the site (Bulle 1907, Kunze 1934). 
Fortunately, a recently published volume on the MH 
pottery includes new plans and a brief discussion on the 
architectural remains of Orchomenos (Sarri 2010b).

Chronology
The MH architectural remains consist of three phases, 
labelled blue, yellow and orange. Sarri (2010b: 198-199) 
argues that the upper bothros layer (green), which had 
been thought to be EH III in date, in fact dates to the early 
MH. Due to a lack of complete house plans, it remains 
unclear whether remains ascribed to the green and blue 
phases were part of the same architectural phase (Sarri 
2010b: 206-207). Phase blue is dated to MH I, phase yel-
low to MH II–III and phase orange to MH III–LH I. 

EH III and MH settlement
The EH III settlement was extensive and covered at 
least 9000 m² (Sarri 2010b: 197). The MH settlement 
was as least as large as the EH III settlement (9000 m²). 
The orientation of the preserved house walls diff ered 
within each phase. However, the overall impression of 
the remaining walls is that they were oriented NW-SE. 

Houses were constructed on terraces, in a fan-like 
arrangement, indicating some settlement organization. 
It is suggested that the houses were organized in a radial 
arrangement around the summit of the hill, like at Argos 
and Pevkakia (Sarri 2008: 103). Too little remained to 
further assess settlement organization. 

The settlement was possibly turned into a grave-
yard during the late MH–LH I period. Many cist graves 
were cut into the settlement remains, and rich early 
Mycenaean shaft graves were constructed at the foot 
of the hill. The hill at Orchomenos was not inhabited 
again, except for some Mycenaean buildings in trenches 
V, Q, K and P (Sarri 2010b: 200, note 1180).

MH domestic architecture
Both rounded and rectangular house remains can be 
ascribed to the early MH. Sarri (2010b: 197) observed 
that from the MH onwards, some houses were con-
structed into insulae, as house walls were located very 
close together. However, in my opinion houses could 
also have been freestanding and closely spaced, as seen, 
for example, at nearby Eutresis. 

MH I remains (phase blue) were poorly preserved or 
not entirely uncovered, because more recent remains 
overlying them were preserved during excavations (Sarri 
2010b: 197).

MH II–III remains (phase yellow) were the best pre-
served and consisted of better constructed walls, form-
ing rectangular rooms, which were built on terraces. The 
walls were often plastered. Furnishings recovered include 
clay benches, stone-paved grills and cooking installa-
tions of vertically placed plates or platforms (Sarri 2010b: 
198). Portions of two houses, house K 101-102 and P 90, 
were to some extent preserved and uncovered, but only 
details on house K were published (catalogue C23), as it 
was destroyed by a fi re and contained an in-situ assem-
blage. The house was oriented northwest-southeast, 
and was probably rectangular in shape and partitioned 
into at least two rooms. During recent excavations, 
house remains of MH II–III date were uncovered that 
were associated with 725 drop-shaped terracotta beads, 
made of grey clay, and a bronze chisel (Koundouri 1998, 
Fappas 2010).

The remains of the MH III–LH I (orange phase) were 
poorly preserved. The round building D1 is interpreted 
as a possible altar associated with the cemetery. Here 
only remains of ash and two burnt mud brick fl oors 
were uncovered. The altar is comparable to a structure 
recovered at the tumuli of Argos and Elateia-Drachmani 
(Sarri 2010b: 200).

In summary, the few architectural remains uncov-
ered and published suggest that domestic architec-
ture at Orchomenos is comparable to other Mainland 
sites. Some organization of settlement space could be 
observed. Houses were freestanding, partitioned into 
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a few rooms and contained furnishings relating to the 
domestic sphere.

3.3.10 Thebes (catalogue C24-C28)

The prehistoric settlement of Thebes (HD G23) is located 
on the southern edge of the Boeotian plain, covered 
by the modern city of Thebes. Because of this, excav-
ations have been primarily carried out on a rescue basis. 
Unfortunately, building activities and burials of the 
Mycenaean period intruded into the prehistoric remains. 
Therefore, the prehistoric remains at Thebes were frag-
mentarily preserved and uncovered. Furthermore, 
the results tend to be published in the Archaiologikon 
Deltion as summary reports, often lacking detailed plans. 
However, three syntheses on the (prehistoric) habita-
tion at Thebes have been published (Konsola 1981, 1983, 
Symeonoglou 1985). No complete EH III or MH houses 
were excavated. So far, only a few incomplete buildings 
have been published with a plan.

Based on a preliminary study of the ceramics, three 
EH habitation phases have been distinguished (Dakouri-
Hild 2010b): EH II, EH II/III (Lefk andi I), and EH III. 
Some fi re destructions marked the transition between 
the second and third phase. 

EH III settlement
The EH III settlement, located on top of the Kadmeion 
hill, covered an area of about 200 x 300 m, or 60.000 m². 
The settlement followed the shape of the hill. The settle-
ment area expanded fourfold from the preceding EH II. 

The uncovered EH III house remains were preceded 
by traces of EH II occupation. Due to the limited nature 
of the excavations and publications, it often remains 
unclear if and how EH III domestic architecture related 
to and was infl uenced by EH II architecture. 

EH III houses (C24-C25)
At Pindarou street, remains of a large EH II–III build-
ing were uncovered (catalogue C24). The outer and 
inner walls were placed askew. Inside, several bothroi, 
postholes and a rectangular hearth were uncovered 
(Demakopoulou 1979).

At site 2 (Tzortzi plot, under the LH palatial com-
plex), fragmentary remains of a large apsidal building 
were uncovered (catalogue C25). It was dated to EH III 
by Symeonoglou (1966, 1985: 15). 

At site 18 a large and well-built EH III house was 
uncovered, with clay-plastered stones benches on the 
outside and 0.25 m wide clay partitions on the inside. One 
of the uncovered walls was 0.60 m wide and plastered, 
and a 1.10 m entrance led inside the house. Among the 
recovered fi nds were ceramics of Agia Marina style, ter-
racotta bobbins and charred grains of wheat. The house 
was destroyed by fi re (Symeonoglou 1985: 244-245).

At Odos Bellou, most of a sizeable EH III apsidal 
house (ca. 82 m², 13 m long and 6.30 m wide in outside 

dimensions) was uncovered, called building C (Andrikou 
1995: 294). A room and an anteroom were uncovered. A 
compact rectangular structure or pedestal (3.50 x 0.60 
x 0.50–0.60 m) was located on the axis of the room. A 
stone-built structure (3.00 x 0.80 x 0.30 m), perhaps a 
closet, was located in the northern part of the apse. The 
apse was destroyed by later building activities.

Above the remains of the EH II Fortifi ed Building, 
remains of an EH III room were uncovered. Among the 
fi nds were a silver pin and Cycladic marble vessels. The 
positioning of the house on top of the EH II Fortifi ed 
Building could be of signifi cance (Aravantinos 1982).

MH settlement
According to Symeonoglou (1985: 19), the MH settlement 
at Thebes covered at least 110.000 m2. The habitation 
was less dense farther away from the centre. Habitation 
seems to have been fairly intense on the east slope and in 
the central south-eastern part of the settlement, but less 
dense in the south-eastern and the north-western part 
(Dakouri-Hild 2001: 106).

MH houses (C26-C28)
MH house remains were uncovered at the plot of Voglis, 
at Pelopidou street (catalogue C26). The remains may 
represent two or three attached houses. Two graves were 
mentioned, of which one was located in a pithos. A vessel 
was located in one of the corners, but it is unclear to me 
if this was where the burial was uncovered (Spyropoulos 
1971, Symeonoglou 1985: 290). 

Two MH phases were identifi ed at Pindarou/Diki street 
(Demakopoulou 1973 - 74, Demakopoulou, Konsola 1975, 
Symeonoglou 1985: 283-284). Associated with the earlier 
phase, MH II, were a rectangular (?) room and a possible 
apsidal wall enclosing another area with a mud fl oor. 
The other room (catalogue C27) had a white plaster fl oor 
and contained a pithos burial; two cist burials; a poorly 
preserved oval structure made from clay, perhaps an 
oven; and a few small objects, including an ivory plaque. 
The fi rst cist burial contained two bronze bracelets, a 
bronze ring and a bobbin, while the second cist grave 
was disturbed. Of the second phase, nothing was pre-
served due to disturbance during later periods. Only a 
pithos child burial was ascribed to it, containing three 
amethyst beads and two faience beads. 

Semi-precious objects were recovered at an apsidal 
MH II house in the Agias Andreas area (ivory furniture 
inlay) and at a house in the north-western foothills 
(perforated bone inlay and a key-shaped bone pendant) 
(Dakouri-Hild 2001). 

On top of the EH IIII house uncovered at site 2, a late 
MH–LH I building was constructed (catalogue C28). The 
house seems to have been constructed on the remains of 
an older MH building (Konsola 1981: 82-85, Symeonoglou 
1985: 23-24, Dakouri-Hild 2001: 114).
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Discussion Thebes
Symeonoglou (1985: 23) poses that MH houses were 
smaller and more modest than EH III houses. Too little 
of the architectural plans of EH III and MH houses was 
uncovered or published to enable meaningful compari-
sons here, and to reconstruct architectural patterns and 
developments. What does, however, emerge from the 
above-listed MH remains is that there are several semi-
precious objects found in houses and several intramural 
burials with valuable grave goods. The intramural graves 
certainly stand out compared to nearby Eutresis, where 
24 graves were uncovered, of which only two contained 
a semi-precious gift (a green soapstone pendant and a 
chain of carnelian beads).

Too few architectural remains were preserved or 
uncovered to assess social change. However, the mor-
tuary record does suggest social change. The construc-
tion of a cemetery in the central eastern foothills during 
the transitional MH–LH period may be interpreted 
as a move towards the segregation of certain families 
or groups (Aravantinos, Psaraki 2010). In addition, it 
is argued (Aravantinos 1995a: 615) that diff erentiation 
existed towards the later MH and early LH because of 
metals, gold, silver, fi ne weapons, and well-built and rich 
graves, possibly as wealthy as the shaft grave at Kolonna. 

Diff erentiation probably became more pronounced 
during LH I–LH II due to increasing wealth and pros-
perity. However, no house plans of LH I have been 
uncovered so far that would allow us to investigate this 
further. These remains were even more aff ected than 
EH and MH remains by later building activities. It seems 
that the centre of the Early Mycenaean settlement was 
located on the highest peak of the citadel, on the south-
ern part of the Kadmeia, and that it later expanded to the 
north and the lower areas (Aravantinos 1995a: 615-616). 

3.3.11 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains in Boeotia

The remains of a MH III–LH I megaron house were 
uncovered at Antikyra at the location Palatia. The house 
was oriented north-south and the entrance was located 
in the north. The foundation of the walls were 50–55 cm 
thick and made of irregular stones, while the space in 
between was fi lled with smaller stones. The fl oor was 
made of stamped earth. The house was destroyed by fi re. 
Touching the eastern side of the vestibular room was 
another structure, where three fl oors were identifi ed, all 
dated to MH III–LH I (Baziotopoulou-Valavani 1982).

Lauff er (1940: 185) visited the site of Chantza (HD G11) 
and identifi ed apsidal house foundations and a cemetery 
with cist graves of possible MH date. 

At Davlosi-Megalo Kastri (HD G14), also known as 
Medeon, three MH building phases were identifi ed 
(Aravantinos 1995b). The earliest phases include the 
remains of an apsidal building. The two later phases 
include remains of two or three rectangular build-
ings. Among the ceramics are MH II and MH III types 

(Sarri 2000: 233). Little Matt Painted and no Mainland 
Polychrome were found. This suggests that the houses 
dated to the MH II and earlier MH III phases. During 
later excavations the remains of a MH peribolos wall 
surrounding the settlement were uncovered, as well as 
the foundations of a large MH building. However, no 
exact MH dating was published (Aravantinos 1996). 

3.3.12 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Boeotia

Four EH III houses were uncovered at Eutresis and 
Thebes; eight MH I–II houses at Eutresis, Orchomenos 
and Thebes; and 18 MH III–LH I houses at Drosia, 
Eutresis and Thebes (Table 3.3.2). Eutresis is clearly over-
represented in the MH data set. 

The few EH III remains uncovered at Eutresis and 
Thebes immediately show a diff erence in size. At 
Eutresis, the two EH III houses had a size of ca. 70 m², 
which is fairly large compared to other EH III struc-
tures. However, the uncovered portions of houses at 
Thebes were more than double that size. It seems, 
therefore, that Thebes had larger houses, and presum-
ably households, than Eutresis. These larger households 
may have functioned in diff erent ways than smaller 
households. Evidence from EH II domestic contexts 
in Thebes suggests that (some) households were more 
than self-suffi  cient, considering the extent of their 
stored surplus (Aravantinos, Psaraki 2008, Psaraki et al. 
2010). Symeonoglou argued for a sudden and surprising 
change towards the end of the EH II at Thebes. During 
EH III, settlement size increased fourfold, accompanied 
by affl  uence in fi nds and in monumental architecture 
(Symeonoglou 1985: 18). We may therefore assume fur-
ther household developments took place during EH III 
at Thebes. We may also assume diff erences in household 
economics within Thebes as well as between Thebes and 
the smaller settlement of Eutresis. 

The rebuilding of houses was observed at Eutresis, 
but not at Thebes. However, at Thebes, community 
monuments such as tumuli were observed (Aravantinos, 
Psaraki 2008). A large late EH II building was turned into 
a tumulus burial paved with mud bricks, and as such 
became some kind of memorial, created by a group of 
people. Perhaps the diff erences in architectural continu-
ity and symbolism at Eutresis and Thebes relate to diff er-
ent household scales and economies.

Category Number of houses

EH III 4

MH I–II 8

MH III–LH I 18

Unclear 1 (total 31, three houses, two phases)

Table 3.3.2  Boeotia. Date and number of houses
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In summary, although little EH III domestic architec-
ture was uncovered in Boeotia, the available remains dis-
prove the prevailing idea that all EH III settlements were 
small, undiff erentiated and homogenous.

Not one house in the catalogue is MH I in date. This 
lack is caused by preservation problems at, for example, 
Eutresis and Orchomenos. However, it is not unlikely 
that this lack is also a result of the incomplete under-
standing of the ceramic chronology in this region. The 
MH II remains uncovered at Thebes and Orchomenos 
are too incomplete to compare them to the remains 
from Eutresis. 

The MH III remains uncovered at Drosia and Thebes 
were also too incompletely uncovered or published to 
enable a meaningful comparison with Eutresis. The only 
observation that can be made is that the Theban house 
uncovered at site 2 was much larger than contempor-
ary houses at Eutresis. This could be a continuation of 
diff erences in household scale and economics observed 
for EH III houses. In this sense, these limited remains 
also show diff erences and variation in MH domestic 
architecture.

Too little was uncovered or preserved of houses to 
reconstruct a general development of architecture and 
household economics during EH III–LH I in Boeotia. 
Tentative suggestions can only be made for Eutresis. 
Perhaps a general development did not even exist, con-
sidering the suggested diff erences in household scale 
and size between Thebes and Eutresis. These diff erences 
have gone largely unnoticed in the literature. However, 
they do show the diff erences and variation in domestic 
architecture during EH III and MH, and disprove the 
prevailing idea that EH III and MH settlements overall 
were small, undiff erentiated and homogenous.
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3.4 Euboea

3.4.1 Geography

Euboea is, after Crete, the largest Greek island. The 
Euripus Strait separates it from the Mainland. The island 
is about 150 km long, varies in width from 6 to 50 km, and 
is oriented NW-SE (Figure 3.4.1). A mountain range trav-
erses the entire length of the island. Especially southern 
Euboea is a rugged area. Fertile areas are located in the 
valleys and along the coast, and in the plain of the Lílas 
River. Routes of communication must primarily have 
been by sea.

3.4.2 Chronology

In general no undisturbed EH–LH I remains have been 
recovered on Euboea. Important settlements for study-
ing the Bronze Age are Manika (HD F75) and Eretria (HD 
F83, F84). Unfortunately, few EH III and MH remains 
were uncovered at Manika, and the remains at Eretria 
tend to be disturbed by later building activities. 

Based on an analysis of the ceramics from the 
settlement of Aidipsos (HD G87), Sampson (1987) pro-
posed a bipartite division of the MH period at Euboea. 
The earlier MH is characterized by Dark Minyan. The 
later MH is divided into two phases, based on devel-
opments of Matt Painted pottery. However, Sampson 
argues that these two phases are actually one phase on 
Euboea. Excavations at the settlement of Fylla were also 

published by Sampson (1993), and dated to earlier and 
later MH, without specifi c reference to MH I, MH II or 
MH III. 

In a recent analysis of survey fi nds from Agios 
Nikolaos Mylon located in southern Euboea, remains 
are referred to as EBA, MBA and LBA in date (Tankosić, 
Mathioudaki 2009, 2011). It seems that this terminology 
is used because although the material generally exhibits 
MH features, it also has Cycladic features. The bipartite 
division of the MH period has not explicitly been con-
tested (Tankosić, Mathioudaki 2011: 127).

3.4.3 History of research

Research in Euboea has expressed much more interest 
in the later period of habitation, especially Classical, 
Hellenistic, Roman and Frankish-Venetian remains. The 
site of Chalkis (HD F78) has received much attention. 

From the late 1950s onwards, a number of small-
scale surveys were carried out in various parts of the 
island, whereby several prehistoric remains were iden-
tifi ed (Theocharis 1959, Sackett et al. 1966, Sampson 
1980, Keller 1985). Excavations of Bronze Age remains 
have taken place on a small scale and were often of a 
rescue nature. Only the settlements of Eretria (HD F83, 
F84) and Lefk andi (HD F81) have undergone large-scale 
excavations, and at these two settlements, Bronze Age 
remains were uncovered. Excavations of Bronze Age 
remains at Fylla were of a smaller scale.

Figure 3.4.1  Euboea. Map of sites 
mentioned in the text
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Habitation during the EH and MH periods seems also 
to have been sparse in the south. The Southern Euboea 
Exploration Project (SEEP), co-directed by Wallace 
(University of Toronto) and Keller (American Center of 
Oriental Research), has carried out both intensive and 
extensive surveys in the area around Karystos, as well as 
a few excavations. Among the prehistoric sites, no EH III 
or LH settlements were identifi ed. Only one MH settle-
ment was identifi ed, at Agios Nikolaos Mylon, including 
wall remains of a possible apsidal building (Talalay et al. 
2005, Cullen, Talalay & Tankosić 2011). The MH survey 
remains from Agios Nikolaos were extensively published. 
They were dated to the MH II onwards, but possibly the 
earlier MH was also represented (Tankosić, Mathioudaki 
2009, 2011). Recently, the Plakari Archaeological Project, 
under direction of Crielaard, was started. Topographical 
and geoarchaeological research was carried out in 2010–
2011, and will be published shortly.

In summary, more interest has been expressed in later 
habitation periods. For example, recent publications 
deal especially with the Late LH, Iron Age, and Archaic 
periods. As a result, less research was devoted to earlier 
remains.

3.4.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Few EH III–LH I remains were systematically excavated 
and published. This is due, on the one hand, to greater 
interest in Classical and later remains and, on the other 
hand, to the fact that these Classical and later remains 
caused severe damage and disruption to the earlier 
Bronze Age layers.

3.4.5 Settlement pattern

As in other regions, there was a decrease in settle-
ment numbers for both EH III and MH at Euboea. 
Nonetheless, survey work carried out in Euboea shows 
a signifi cant number of EH III and MH sites in central 
and northern Euboea and even some evidence of LH I–
LH II settlements (Sackett et al. 1966). EH III remains 
were found on the west coast. During the MH, sites 
tended to concentrate in the main plains and especially 
around Chalcis. The same goes for the few LH I sites 
identifi ed. In southern Euboea, a few LH sherds were 
recovered, and some MH remains, consisting of MH 
sherds at Nea Styra and settlement remains at Agios 
Nikolaos. The virtual absence of LH remains but pres-
ence of Iron Age remains suggests the abandonment of 
southern Euboea during the LH period (Keller 1985: 177, 
Tankosić, Mathioudaki 2009: 945).

3.4.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

EH III–LH I architectural remains are few in number, 
tend to be disturbed, and are in general published in 
preliminary or summary form. Illegal digging or later 
building activities disturbed EH III remains at Eretria. 

Erosion and later building activities disturbed the MH 
remains at Fylla and Eretria. 

3.4.7 Eretria (catalogue D01)

Eretria (HD F83, F84) is located along the south coast 
of Euboea, towards the southeast, near Amarynthos. 
Excavations were carried out under the supervision of 
the Swiss School of Archaeology, while rescue excav-
ations were carried out by the Greek Archaeological 
Service. Prehistoric remains were disturbed by later 
building activities and a rise in water level. In addition, 
they were partly built upon by the modern city of Eretria. 
So far, only one complete EHII–EH III house has been 
uncovered, together with portions of EH and MH walls. 
These were published in preliminary or summary form 
(Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1987, Friedemann 1995, Müller 
1996, Müller Celka 2010). 

EH III and MH settlement
EH III and MH remains were uncovered on the summit 
of the acropolis and below the ancient agora, which was 
located near the sea during the Bronze Age. The area 
near the sea was abandoned during the earlier MH, as 
it seems that the area turned into a lagoon. The acrop-
olis area was inhabited from the later MH onwards. This 
shift in the location of habitation may therefore also 
relate to the defensible character of the acropolis, which 
was diffi  cult to access (Müller Celka 2010: 276).

It seems that the site was continuously inhabited, 
as MH ceramics from the intermittent period were 
recovered as well in the area. The summit of the acrop-
olis was levelled off , and a large retaining wall was con-
structed on the southern side of the terrace. The base 
of the wall was ca. 2 m wide, and preserved up to 1 m 
high. Two levels of late MH–LH I occupation were iden-
tifi ed in this area, and the retaining wall was dated to the 
later phase (Friedemann 1995, Müller 1996, Müller Celka 
2010). The EH III and MH architectural remains uncov-
ered were too patchy to assess settlement organization.

 
EH III and MH architectural remains
The Greek Archaeological Service excavated a complete 
house plan, after illegal digging had taken place at the 
coast (Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1987). The dating of the 
house could not be more specifi c than EH II–III, due 
to the mixing of the remains by the illegal dig. Building 
B (catalogue D01) consists of three rooms, founded on 
bedrock. The entrance was located in the south and 
opened into a rectangular room. At the back, two other 
rooms were partitioned off  from the main room. The 
main room had a paved fl oor under which a layer of mar-
itime gravel was deposited, perhaps used to waterproof 
the fl oor. 

Excavations at the Bouratsa plot, near the sea, also 
uncovered EH III and MH remains, including house 
walls, apsidal walls and cobbled areas (perhaps hearths). 
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The walls had a north-western and eastern orientation. 
One area was used for grain storage; a thick layer (0–15 
cm) of burnt grain and peas was recovered here (Tuor 
1981, 1982). A kiln was also uncovered at the Bouratsa 
plot, dating perhaps to the MH period.9

The EH II–III and EH III house remains from Eretria 
illustrate the variation observable in EH III architecture 
more generally. A shift in habitation during MH is also 
observed at other settlements, and could relate to the 
more defensible location. However, at Eretria the chang-
ing sea level also played a role.

3.4.8 Fylla Kalogerovrysi (catalogue D02)

Fylla is located near Chalkis and Manika, on the west 
coast of Euboea, but more inland. Two large trenches 
were excavated. Trench 1 in the south-eastern area, and 
trench 2 toward the north and the top of the hill . Remains 
of the EH I, EH II, MH and LH I period were uncovered. 
Unfortunately, the southern part of the settlement was 
disturbed by ploughing. The EH and MH remains were 
extensivel y published, but the MH architectural remains 
were only summarily discussed (Sampson 1993: 21).

MH settlement
Two late MH construction phases were identifi ed in 
both trenches, as well as a building dating from LH I, in 
the southern part of trench 1. The MH house remains 
consist of rectangular rooms, sharing walls. Therefore, 
the houses seem to have had an agglomerative appear-
ance, as is also attested at, for example, EH III and MH 
Kolonna and MH Pisa. These two settlements had a cir-
cumference/defensive wall. Such a wall was not identi-
fi ed at Fylla. Perhaps the buildings were arranged around 
the summit of the hill, such as seen at Pevkakia and 
Argos. Too little was uncovered to assess the organiza-
tion of the settlement further. 

MH house remains
Due to the agglomerative nature of the architectural 
remains, and the brief description of them, it remains 
unclear what the relationship was of the separate areas 
and rooms. Therefore, the diff erent numbered areas are 
referred to as rooms, rather than buildings, and listed in 
one catalogue entry (D02). 

The fi rst MH architectural phase consisted of rooms 
11 and 13, of which little remained. Cist grave 6 was found 
below the fl oor of room 13. Rooms 7 and 12 were con-
structed later, and consisted of rectangular rooms (cata-
logue D02). Room 10 was erected over room 7, and had an 
E-W orientation, as opposed to the NW-SE orientation 

9 The date of the kiln is uncertain, but a MH date is given to it in 
the information panel at the museum of Eretria. 

of the earlier remains. This building was possibly of LH 
I date.10 

The small spatial extent of the excavation and the 
limited detail in the publication hinders a further under-
standing of the architectural remains at Fylla. The 
unsystematic, agglomerative nature of the MH remains 
is, however, rather unusual. 

3.4.9 Manika (catalogue D03-D04)

Manika (HD F75) is located on the south coast of Euboea, 
near Chalkis. Three trenches were opened. In trench A, 
the remains of two MH houses were uncovered, which 
were published in brief (Choremis 1971). A 0.45 m wide 
lane ran between the houses, and both houses had a rect-
angular and partitioned back, facing north-east. A storage 
vessel seems to have been recovered in situ at the west-
ern house, house 2 (catalogue D04). In the eastern house 
(catalogue D03), three narrow stone rows were con-
structed in the back room. This structure probably sup-
ported a storage closet, as seen at Argissa and Pevkakia. 
Towards the north, the remains of a bothros with MH 
ceramics were uncovered, and still further north, near 
the sea, the remains of a third building were uncovered. 
However, excavations were not continued here.

The two houses seem to have been placed in an 
orderly, side-by-side arrangement. However, too little 
was uncovered and published to further contextual-
ize these remains with remains from other settlements 
and regions.

3.4.10 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Euboea

Little can be said based on a house of questionable EH 
II–III date and three houses not more specifi cally dated 
than MH (Table 3.4.1). Also the lack of details hinders a 
further discussion.

10 The description of the walls of this construction 10 does not 
include a specifi c date (Sampson 1993: 21). However, these walls 
were constructed over late MH walls. In addition, it is mentioned 
online that an LH I building was located in the southern part 
of trench 1. Therefore, construction 10 is presumably this LH I 
building. http://www.google.nl/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&sou
rce=web&cd=4&ved=0CDgQFjAD&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.
rhodes.aegean.gr%2Ftms%2FSite_in_English%2FAcademics_
en%2FPrehistoric_excavations%2FKalogerovrisi.doc&ei=aI2sU
Lv1L6Kx0QWw8ICwAw&usg=AFQjCNGrqD020obT3SEYWc8
jsU-84WcVhw 

Table 3.4.1  Euboea. Date and number of houses

Category Number of houses

EH III 1

MH 3

Total 4
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Little settlement-wide evidence was available to 
assess spatial organization. As will emerge from the dis-
cussion of remains in other regions, more defensive or 
circumference walls were constructed during the later 
MH. Perhaps the construction of a large retaining wall 
at Eretria, which, due to its heavy construction, is also 
reminiscent of a defensive wall (Müller Celka 2010: 273), 
should be seen as part of this development. No other 
signs of communal eff ort in the organization of settle-
ment space could be observed by me.

The little data available suggest a reasonable con-
struction quality of the houses. It seems that houses 
had a rectangular layout, although apsidal or curved 
wall remains were also uncovered at Aidipsou (HD 
G87) (Sampson 1987), Eretria (Tuor 1981), Oreoi Kastro 
(HD G88) (Sackett et al. 1966: 39), and Peleki (HD G92) 
(Sampson 1975). The agglomerative appearance of the 
house remains at Fylla is reminiscent of remains uncov-
ered at EH and MH Kolonna and MH Pisa, as well as of 
the MBA settlement of Palamari on the island of Skyros, 

located east of Euboea (Parlama et al. 2010). All these 
settlements also had a defensive wall and were located 
on a rise in the landscape. Some of the MH remains at 
Fylla were dated to the later MH. The existence of a cir-
cumference wall at Fylla could therefore be suggested, 
as agglomerative constructions make optimal use of the 
limited space available within the enclosed and defended 
area. Due to the unspecifi ed MH date of the houses and 
the limited area uncovered, it is not possible to assess 
architectural development, such as increasing house size 
and number of rooms through time, at Euboea. It also 
remains unclear how houses went out of use.

In summary, due to the limited nature of the architec-
tural evidence, little can be concluded about domes-
tic architecture and change through time at Euboea. 
However, the few remains uncovered at Eretria, Manika 
and Fylla indicate that EH III and MH domestic archi-
tecture is not quite as homogenous as we tend to think.
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3.5 Attica

3.5.1 Geography

The region of Attica is separated from Boeotia in the 
north by the Kithairon mountain range (Figure 3.5.1). 
The Euboean Gulf separates Attica from the Island 
of Euboea along the north-eastern and eastern coast. 
Towards the south is the Saronic Gulf, and towards 
the west the sea and the canal of Corinth. The region 
is divided into several plains by mountains. South-east 
of Athens lies the Mesogeia plain, bordered in the east 
by Mount Hymettus, in the north by Mount Penteli, in 
the east by Mount Merenta and in the south by Mount 
Lavrium. North of Athens lies the Pedias plain, bordered 
by mountains in the north, east and south. The Thrasian 
plain, located west of Athens, is bordered by mountains 
in the west, north, and east and bordered by the Bay of 
Eleusina in the south. 

Hope Simpson and Dickinson argued (1979: 197) that 
Attica was more oriented towards the Aegean, than 
towards the Mainland, because it was separated from 
Central Greece by mount Parnes. Further north, the 
Kithairon mountain range w ould also form an obstacle. 
However, it should also be realized that southern and 
eastern Attica were oriented towards the Cyclades, while 
western Attica formed a unit with the eastern Argolid, 
the eastern Corinthia and the Saronic Gulf and was 

therefore more oriented towards Aegina and perhaps 
Minoan Crete (Pullen, Tartaron 2007: 153, fi g. 14.4).

The region of Attica includes the islands of Aegina 
and Salamis. The analysis of house remains therefore 
also includes the settlement of Kolonna, located on 
Aegina. Although the settlement is in many respects 
diff erent from Mainland settlements, as is further 
explained below, it is in some respects similar. Other 
islands, such as Kea and Kythera, were not included in 
the overall analysis of EH III–LH I architectural remains, 
as these islands show more affi  nities with the Cyclades 
and Minoan Crete than with the Greek Mainland.

3.5.2 Chronology

Very little EH III material has been identifi ed in Attica 
so far. The few pattern painted ceramics recovered were 
of both the Dark-on-Light and the Light-on-Dark type. 
It is therefore diffi  cult to characterize the region as 
‘belonging’ either to the north-eastern Peloponnese or 
to central Greece. The only EH III house remains uncov-
ered belong to an EH III–MH I house containing lots of 
Cycladic-infl uenced ceramics. 

Although MH ceramics were more uniform than EH 
III ceramics, Attica was more infl uenced by Cycladic 
ceramics compared to the north-eastern Peloponnese. 
Minoan ceramics barely played a role. So far, few strati-
fi ed MH deposits have been uncovered, thoroughly 

Figure 3.5.1  Attica. Map of sites 
mentioned in the text
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analysed or published. Therefore, we do not yet have a 
clear understanding of the MH ceramic typology or the 
exact spread and infl uence of Cycladic ceramics in Attica.

LH I Mycenaean Decorated is rarely found on Attic 
sites. According to Papadimitriou (2010) a persistence of 
MH (funerary and ceramic) traditions existed during the 
early LBA. For example, at Athens and Kiapha Thiti, Matt 
Painted ceramics remained in use until LH IIA, and Red 
Burnished ceramics until LH IIIA1. At Eleusis, Grey and 
Yellow Minyan remained in use into LH I and perhaps 
even later, and at Brauron and Agios Kosmas, the MH 
tradition was still present in LH II levels. It seems likely 
that the infi ltration of the Mycenaean culture was slow 
and partly alien to the existing MH traditions in Attica, 
as was also observed for central Greece and other per-
ipheral regions. This means that identifying a ceramic 
assemblages as LH I is quite diffi  cult, also because the 
absence of early Mycenaean decorative style cannot be 
used as a dating criterion (Papadimitriou 2010).

At Kolonna, a whole research project has been 
dedicated to analysing the EH III–LH I stratigraphy. 
Excavations were carried out between 2002 and 2010, 
as part of “The Synchronization of Civilizations in 
the eastern Mediterranean in the 2nd millennium B.C. 
Stratigraphic Project Aegina (EH III–LH I)”. Various 
papers discussing the EH III, MH and LH I sequence at 
Kolonna have been published (e.g. Gauß, Smetana 2002, 
Felten, Gauß & Smetana 2007, Gauß 2010). However, 
the ceramic stratigraphy at Kolonna is not necessarily 
comparable to that of settlements on Mainland Attica. 
Kolonna was located on an island, Aegina, and had a 
special and very prosperous position during the Bronze 
Age. Its importance mainly related to its advantageous 
geographic position for trade, being located between the 
Greek Mainland and Crete, and close to the Cyclades 
(Gauß, Smetana 2010). The quality of the Aeginetan 
ceramics must have further enhanced the trading activ-
ities. Aegina likely functioned as an exchange harbour, 
and among the imports at Aegina are also ceramics from 
Cyprus and the south-eastern Aegean. The export of 
Aeginetan ceramics reached its climax during LH I, but 
after LH I the importance of Aegina declined, perhaps 
due to the increasing importance of mainland sites such 
as Mycenae, Athens and Eleusis (Gauß 2007). Therefore, 
although increasing our knowledge of the stratigra-
phy at Kolonna is of importance, it will only be help-
ful for dating Mainland Attic assemblages containing 
Aeginetan imports. 

In summary, although the Bronze Age material from 
Attica is largely comparable to that of other mainland 
regions, diffi  culties do emerge when dating assem-
blages more carefully, especially outside the very well 
documented, but not necessarily representative site of 
Kolonna. These diffi  culties are due to the small amount 

of Bronze Age material uncovered and the brief publi-
cations (see below). The assemblages show infl uence 
from the Cyclades, but a lack of infl uence or imports 
from Minoan Crete. In those aspects, which merit more 
research, Attic assemblages are diff erent from settle-
ments in the Argolid and Boeotia. Finally, the over-
all lack of Mycenaean decorated ware can cause LH I 
assemblages to be mistaken for MH assemblages.

3.5.3 History of research

During the 20th century, Attica was, like several other 
regions, neglected in Bronze Age studies. No large-scale 
excavations were carried out outside Athens under the 
direction of foreign schools, except for Thorikos (HD 
F25). This general neglect was due to the predominance 
of and greater interest in Classical remains. Furthermore, 
a lack of LH palaces and large, rich cemeteries did noth-
ing to encourage research in Bronze Age remains. 

Excavations at and around the Athenian acropolis 
(HD F1) and at nearby Eleusis (HD F9) started in the 
early 19th century. Excavations commenced in the late 
19th century at Thorikos (HD F25), and at Kolonna (HD 
A45), on the island of Aegina. Beside Classical remains, 
Bronze Age remains were also eventually uncovered at 
these sites. Between 1930 and 1990, EH III, MH or LH I 
remains were uncovered during surveys or excavations at 
Palaikastro (HD A94), Agios Kosmas (HD F16), Brauron 
(HD F38), Eleusis (HD F9), Kiapha Thiti, Raphina (HD 
F45), Nea Makri (HD F48), Thorikos (HD F25), Agios 
Nikolaos Anavyssou (HD F23) and Plasi (HD F51). Most 
of the research was carried out under the direction of 
Greek archaeologists and the Greek Archaeological 
Service. For various reasons, material from these (res-
cue) excavations was often only published in summary 
form. As a result, the material could not be thoroughly 
compared by me to material from the Corinthia and 
the Argolid. 

In recent years, a number of small research projects 
has resulted in the identifi cation of new MH remains, 
as well as renewed analysis of old MH remains. New 
excavations were carried out at Eleusis (HD F9) in 
1994 and 1995. Parts of MH houses were uncovered at 
Palaios Oropos (near HD F57) in 1996 and at Limani 
Pasa in 1999. Re-excavation of Bronze Age remains 
at Brauron (HD F38) took place between 1999 and 
2001. The renewed excavations at Eleusis, Brauron 
and Kolonna were specifi cally meant to better under-
stand the stratigraphy, and to contextualize and date 
material from previous excavations. Several papers 
discussing results of these and other investigations 
were presented during the Mesohelladika conference 
in Athens in 2006 (Papadimitriou 2010, Venieri 2010, 
Kakavoyanni, Douni 2010, Kalogeropoulos 2010, Forsén 
2010a, Oikonomakou 2010).
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3.5.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Attica has not yet received the role it deserves in the dis-
cussion on the history of the EH III–LH I period, partly 
due to the previous greater interest in Classical remains, 
and partly due to the lack of a LH palace and rich cem-
eteries. Even though Kiapha Thiti qualifi ed as a fortifi ed 
settlement, no palace was found here. Similarly, the tho-
loi uncovered at Thorikos contained riches, but these 
were still small in quantity compared to other tholoi and 
cemeteries. Furthermore, the publication of the remains 
at Thorikos in French may have hindered further study 
of the results. The few EH III–LH I remains that were 
uncovered in Attica suff ered of lack of full study and 
publication. In addition, the nature of the excavations, 
often rescue, and the poor preservation of the remains 
due to later building activities also hindered a good 
understanding of the remains and a ceramic defi nition 
of this area. 

The availability of new information from old excav-
ations will barely help increase our knowledge on Bronze 
Age architecture, as these remains are, overall, not well 
preserved. However, the availability of new information 
will open up new possibilities for ceramic studies. 

3.5.5 Settlement pattern

Few surveys have been carried out in Attica. The exten-
sive survey of Bronze Age settlements of Hope Simpson 
and Dickinson (1979) resulted in the identifi cation of 
17 EH, 8 MH and 12 LH sites in Attica. Based on this 
extensive survey, both EH III and MH sites were pri-
marily located on or near the coast and on promonto-
ries. An intensive survey was carried out in the area of 
Oropos, in north-eastern Attica, under the direction of 
Cosmopoulos. No late EH II (EC II Kastri culture) or EH 
III remains were identifi ed. However, one large MH/
LH settlement was identifi ed, at Sohoria (Cosmopoulos 
2001: 40). The ceramic material here consisted of Grey 
Minyan and Matt Painted. The Grey Minyan included 
sherds of angular kantharoi, ring-stemmed goblets, and 
goblets with rounded bowls, indicating a late MH date. 
At Old Oropos late MH/LH I ceramics were also identi-
fi ed. Recent survey work on the island of Salamis, in the 
Saronic Gulf, has resulted in the identifi cation of MH 
habitation at several coastal locations (Lolos 2010).

EH III sites were located close to the sea, especially on 
the eastern coast. This pattern can perhaps be explained 
by the importance of maritime trade. It has been sug-
gested that the decrease in sites during EH III was due 
to the nucleation of sites (e.g. Kakavoyanni, Douni 
2010). However, expansion of settlement size took place 
during MH II or MH III, and not during EH III and MH 
I. Nucleation thus cannot explain the EH III decrease in 
settlement numbers (Papadimitriou 2010). Therefore, it 
seems that Attica was also aff ected by the EH III crisis 
that aff ected the Peloponnese. Nonetheless, continuity 
was observed at several settlements, namely, Eleusis, 

Athens, Brauron, and possibly Thorikos and Pagai 
(HD A92a). 

Settlement numbers increased during MH. Some MH 
sites were quite large, such as Brauron, Eleusis and pos-
sibly Athens, Sohoria and Old Oropos. The founding of 
large sites towards the later MH period was interpreted 
by Cosmopoulos (2001) as a form of extreme nucleation. 
However, the increasing number of MH sites at the same 
time does not seem to substantiate the interpretation of 
large settlements as the result of extreme nucleation. 

Because of diffi  culties identifying LH I ceramics, it 
is hard to say anything about LH I settlement patterns. 
Overall, it seems that MH sites remained inhabited 
during the early Mycenaean period. 

3.5.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

Overall, the architectural sample from Attica consists 
of poorly preserved house remains uncovered at Limani 
Pasa, Athens, Eleusis, Brauron, Plasi, Thorikos, and 
Kolonna. Most of these remains are only published in 
brief, and few details are known on the architecture. The 
architectural remains uncovered at Kolonna were more 
extensively published. Unfortunately, few details were 
available to the excavators, due to obliteration by later 
building activities and earlier excavations. Houses from 
Kolonna dominate the total sample of Attica. However, 
considering the special nature of Kolonna during the 
Bronze Age, these houses, like the ceramics, should not 
be considered representative for Attica as a whole. 

EH III Kolonna should be thoroughly analysed 
because of its extensive architectural remains and its 
important position during the EBA and MBA. However, 
the moderate to poor preservation of the houses and 
the limited documentation and publication of house 
architecture and associated fi nds hinders such an analy-
sis. The impression of domestic architecture at Kolonna 
largely rests on the reconstruction of the layout of the 
houses, rather than on detailed information on individ-
ual houses. Due to the special nature of Kolonna, the 
houses cannot be compared with remains from Attica. 
In addition, house remains were, overall, poorly pre-
served on mainland Attica; not one complete house plan 
was preserved. Besides Kolonna, the only other EH III 
architectural remains were from an EH III–MH I house 
uncovered at Limani Pasa.

Few settlements yielded MH architectural remains, 
and these were, in general, not well preserved, due to 
later building activities, or uncovered to only a limited 
extent, due to the nature of the excavations. Two houses 
are possibly of MH I date. Both were located at Eleusis. 
In addition, MH I houses were uncovered in the Inner 
City of Kolonna, including remains of a large building 
complex. A few MH II houses were uncovered at Eleusis 
and Plasi, though neither the preservation nor the 
publication of these remains were good. A few MH III 
houses were uncovered, spread over several settlements. 
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Comparisons between settlements can be carried out, 
but the results should be treated with caution, as the 
settlements were often represented by only one partly 
preserved and preliminarily published house. 

At Eleusis, the remains of two LH I houses were found, 
and at Brauron the remains of a large LH I–II house, 
which was initially dated to MH. These remains are pub-
lished in a book and in brief reports, lacking details on the 
architecture. The LH I architectural remains at Thorikos 
were not well preserved or published, and could there-
fore not be included in the analysis. The same applies to 
the LH I extension of the settlement at Kolonna. A large 
building of MH III–LH II date was partly excavated at 
Kolonna, and has been preliminarily published.

3.5.7 Athens (catalogue E01)

Athens (HD F1) is located in northwest Attica, near the 
coast. At Parthenonos street, near the acropolis, rescue 
excavations took place in 1961. During these excavations, 
remains of MH houses came to light, which were pub-
lished in brief (Donta 1961-62). Only the north-eastern 
parts of the houses were uncovered, as the remaining 
parts were located under the sidewalk of the modern 
street. The remains consisted of a corner of house 00, 
and a rectangular end of house I (catalogue E01). The 
remains of another house, house K, were located south 
of house I, but it is unclear whether these are prehistoric 
or Geometric in date. No details were published on the 
houses and their fi nds.

During the construction of the Acropolis Museum 
and nearby metro station, several excavations were car-
ried out, during which late MH–early LH remains were 
uncovered at the south slope of the acropolis. These 
remains were published in brief (Venieri 2010). A corner 
of a MH house was uncovered, but it was not included in 
the catalogue because the house was only partly uncov-
ered and poorly preserved. In a nearby plot, the remains 
of two MH II combustion chambers were uncovered 
that probably belonged to a ceramic workshop. It is, 
however, also suggested that the ‘furnaces’ were used for 
metalworking, as the remains of a crucible were found in 
a mixed layer of MH–LH IIIA date. A room constructed 
during the end of the MH period partly cut the work-
shop area, but no details were published. A pit grave in 
the eastern combustion chambers might also date to this 
period. Traces of MH habitation were also recovered on 
the summit and slopes of the acropolis, and around the 
acropolis. Considering the spread of the fi nds, it seems 
that the MH settlement consisted of small clusters of 
houses spread over a larger area (Venieri 2010: 193-194).

The house remains add little to our understanding 
of domestic architecture. However, the recovery of the 
combustion chambers is noteworthy, as indications 
of metalworking and pottery manufacturing were also 
recovered at other settlements in Attica. Metal work-
ing installations, objects, or furnaces were uncovered at 

early EH III Kolonna (furnace), EH III Thorikos (activity 
in the mine), MH Thorikos (litharge, which is evidence 
of silver working), MH Plasi (litharge), and MH Velatouri 
Kerateas (litharge).11 The remains of a potter’s kiln were 
uncovered at MH Plasi.

3.5.8 Brauron (catalogue E02)

Brauron (HD F38) is located on an acropolis on the east-
ern coast of Attica, on the eastern edge of the Mesogeia 
plain. Systematic excavations took place under the aus-
pices of the Archaeological Society at Athens, under 
the direction of Papadimitriou, between 1950 and 1962. 
During these excavations, remains of a MH cist grave 
were uncovered, as well as MH Cyclopean walls, a MH 
house, a solid MH retaining wall to the north of the 
house, and a Mycenaean house (Papadimitriou 1956). 

The MH house was re-dated based on the re-exca-
vations carried out by Efstratiou (1999, 2000, 2001). 
The two-roomed building (catalogue E02) was actually 
LH I–II in date and had at least two fl oor levels. The 
fi rst dated to early LH I, and the second to LH I–LH II 
(Kalogeropoulos 2010). Inside, the remains of a large cir-
cular hearth were uncovered. It remains unclear whether 
the MH Cyclopean walls and retaining wall were also 
later in date. A later date for the retaining wall is sug-
gested by Kalogeropoulos (2010, fi g. 2).

The lack of detail on the size and internal furnishings 
of the house hinders a contextualization of this house 
with other LH I buildings. The possible construction 
of a retaining wall or (Cyclopean) wall surrounding the 
settlement would suggest an increased demarcation of 
settlement space and perhaps of property. The construc-
tion of defensive or circumference walls is also attested 
at several other late MH and LH I settlements.

3.5.9 Eleusis (catalogue E03-E10)

Excavations at Eleusis (HD F9) revealed architectural 
remains of the MH and LH I period. The remains 
were published in preliminary articles and a book 
(Mylonas 1932a, 1932b, 1936, Kourouniotes, Mylonas 
1933). Unfortunately, due to later building activities few 
remains were preserved. Overall, the MH architectural 
remains of Eleusis were primarily dated to the later MH 
period. A new project, initiated by Cosmopoulos, was 
set up to research the prehistoric fi nds and stratigra-
phy relating to Eleusis (Cosmopoulos 1995, 1996). This 
has resulted in the publication of several articles on the 
ceramics (Cosmopoulos et al. 1999, Cosmopoulos 2010). 

11 It is suggested based on recent research, that the pieces of 
litharge in the shape of a small bottle with small holes at the bot-
tom recovered at Thorikos and Velatouri Keratea are actually EH 
I in date. The pieces were transported to the MH sites during the 
MH period, for re-cuppelation or re-smelting. See Kakavoyanni 
and Douni 2010: 206 and note 40.
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Settlement organization
The MH and LH I houses in the settlement had an east-
west orientation, whereby the houses were orientated 
with their long axes perpendicular to the slope (Figure 
3.5.2). It is unclear whether terraces were created on 
the slope to accommodate the construction of houses. 
Overall, too little was uncovered and preserved to assess 
the level of spatial organization.

MH houses (E03-E08)
The remains of MH house A (catalogue E03) were 
recovered at the Telesterion. Only the northern part of 
the house was preserved, and no details were published. 
The remains of fi ve MH houses, equally poorly pre-
served, were recovered on the south-western slope of the 
hill. Two of these houses, house D (catalogue E04) and 
house E (catalogue E05), were in synchronous use during 
the MH, but a more specifi c date was not assigned. Both 
houses had a rounded or apsidal wall extending from 
the eastern side of the house. However, in both cases 
the attachment of the apsidal wall to the sidewall of the 
house was not neatly carried out. At house E, the apse 
was displaced towards the south, and at house D towards 
the north. Both houses were destroyed by fi re.

House C (catalogue E06) was apparently twice 
destroyed by fi re. This house was dated to the MH II 
period, though it may also have been in use earlier. 
Perhaps houses E and D were destroyed by the same fi re 
that fi rst destroyed house C. House C was poorly pre-
served, and few details were published. MH II house Z 
(catalogue E07) was seemingly an oblong building of 
two rooms. It is unclear whether MH II house R (cata-
logue E08), located east of house Z, was a two-roomed 

building or a multiple-roomed building, as the relation-
ship between the uncovered walls is not clear. 

LH I houses (E09-E10)
The northern parts of two rectangular LH I houses, 
house H (catalogue E09) and house I (catalogue E10), 
were uncovered. House H was located on top of the 
remains of house Z, and house I was located on top of 
house C and house D. Houses H and I seem to be mir-
ror images of each other, while a narrow street separated 
them. The rectangular rear room of these two houses 
was also displaced. 

Discussion
Besides the shared orientation of the houses, no other 
form of spatial organization could be observed. The 
overall construction quality of the stone foundations 
and stone walls was not good. Walls were irregular 
in width and layout. Furthermore, some front or rear 
rooms were not well built or well connected to the side-
walls of the main room. In some cases, it seems that they 
were added to the house later on, and perhaps as a result 
of being an addition rather than part of the original 
plan, somewhat displaced from the sidewalls. A similar 
displacement is also seen at the apsidal end of house C 
at Eutresis (catalogue C06). LH I house H seems to have 
been of a better quality construction compared to the 
MH houses. Although only little was uncovered of the 
houses, it seems that quite some variation existed in the 
layout and internal partitioning of houses. The poor pre-
servation and a lack of details on the fi nds hinder any 
further discussion of house size, number of rooms and 
furnishings. Noticeable, though, are the large number of 

Figure 3.5.2  Eleusis. Plan of MH settlement (author, modifi ed after Mylonas 1932b, plan 1)
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cup fragments recovered inside MH house C (20 cups) 
and especially LH I house I (346 cups).

At least fi ve burials were found under fl oors, and 11 
among the houses. Only grave 6 contained grave goods, 
namely, boar’s tusks and a bronze dagger blade, both of 
which are rather exceptional for an intramural grave.12 
Noticeable is the concentration of graves along the walls 
of MH houses C and D, or below house I. Perhaps the 
recovery of 346 cups at house I had something to do 
with these graves, as the house must have been built 
on top of these graves. An extramural cemetery was 
located ca. 1 km outside the settlement. Diff erentiation 
was not readily evident, except for, possibly, age segre-
gation, but an increasing monumentality was observed 
(Blackburn 1970).

In summary, although little was preserved and uncov-
ered of the houses at Eleusis, the remains do suggest 
some spatial organization, architectural variation and 
development through time. 

3.5.10 Kiapha Thiti (catalogue E11)

Kiapha Thiti is located at the northern end of the Vari 
valley, southeast of Athens, on top of a defensible hill. 
Access to the site was only possible from the west, as 
the other sides are very steep. Excavations were carried 
out in 1986 and 1988 under auspices of the Canadian 
Institute in Greece, directed by Hagel. The remains of 
the EH, MH and LH period were uncovered, which were 
published in several books and articles (Maran 1992b, 
1993, Lauter 1996). Recent excavations, published in 
preliminary reports, also revealed remains of the MH 
and early Mycenaean period (Kakavoyanni 1999, 2000, 
Kakavoyanni, Douni 2010).

Kiapha Thiti was inhabited during EH II, but seems 
to have been deserted afterwards. However, a few sherds 
may date to EH III and early MH (Maran 1992b: 200-201). 
The site was re-inhabited again in MH III. Excavations 
uncovered some late MH and LH I wall remains, includ-
ing traces of a MH III–LH I/II fortifi cation wall. Little 
remains of the architecture due to building activities 
during later periods. It seems, though, that rooms were 
abutted onto the inner side of the fortifi cation wall. A 
similar use of the fortifi cation wall was also seen at 
MH II Kolonna and at the settlements of Malthi and 
Megali Magula. However, the MH date of Malthi is dis-
puted (Darcque 1980: 32-33), and the MH date of Megali 
Magula is not further specifi ed (Konsolaki-Yannopoulou 
2010: 69).

The remains of a large MH III–LH I/II apsidal building 
were uncovered on the slope (Lauter 1996). The house 
(catalogue E11) was very wide. Two wall stubs extending 
from the eastern wall were perhaps used for the support 

12 Personal communication, Prof. S. Voutsaki.

of a vessel. Few details were published on the house, pre-
sumably due to the poor preservation.

The house remains from Kiapha Thiti add little to 
our understanding of domestic architecture, although 
the construction of apsidal houses during this period 
is somewhat unusual. The construction of a defensive 
wall around late MH–LH is a measure also taken at sev-
eral other Mainland settlements during the later MH 
and LH I.

3.5.11 Kolonna (catalogue E12-E30)

Aegina is a small island located in the Saronic Gulf. 
Bronze Age Aegina is especially known for Kolonna 
(HD A45), located on the western coast, which was an 
important settlement inhabited from the Neolithic 
period onwards. The fi rst excavations were carried out 
in 1811 and the fi rst prehistoric fi nds were reported in 
1878. Excavations have taken place at Kolonna since 
1966 with the support of the Bayerische Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, in cooperation with other German 
research groups. More recently, excavations have been 
carried out under the direction of the Austrian Institute 
in Athens. Bronze Age remains were not restricted to 
Kolonna. MH sherds were also recovered at the sites of 
Palaiochora (HD A49) and Lazarides (Sgouritsa 2010).

Before proceeding to discuss the architectural 
remains of Kolonna, it is necessary to emphasize again 
the special position Kolonna had in the wider Aegean. 
During the Bronze Age, the settlement exported many 
ceramics to the Mainland; to the Cyclades; and also, 
but to a lesser extent, to Minoan Crete. The Aeginetan 
ceramic were made of volcanic clay, which had several 
characteristics that led to the popularity of the ves-
sels. The vessels were more resistant to thermal shock, 
which led to the export of Aeginetan cooking vessels, 
especially during the Late Bronze Age. The vessels were 
also porous, which kept stored water cool. As a result, 
Kolonna was involved in trade, as is also shown by the 
recovery of a ‘treasure’ hoard in EH III context, contain-
ing many imported materials and objects, while many 
EH III sites on the Mainland seem to have been isolated 
and little involved in trade. Kolonna was defended by 
an impressive defensive system from the EH onwards. 
Because of its excellent trading opportunities, Kolonna 
developed diff erently, or more rapidly, than Mainland 
settlements. This is, for example, refl ected in the organ-
ized town layout, the construction of a large monu-
mental building during MH I, and the construction of 
a MH II elite grave. It is suggested that Aegina was the 
fi rst Aegean ‘state’, outside of Crete (Niemeier 1995). 
Although this may be something of an exaggeration, the 
abovementioned features do emphasize the diff erences 
between the Mainland settlements and Kolonna (see 
also Gauß, Smetana 2010). 
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Excavations and publications
Major parts of the EH III, MH and LH I settlement were 
uncovered and published by Walter and Felten (1981), 
who uncovered parts of defensive walls and remains of 
EH III, MH and LH I structures (Figure 3.5.3, area A). The 
house remains were very disturbed, and therefore few 
details and fi nds could be ascribed to the houses with 
certainty. Furthermore, not all fi nds were retained. 

A part of the Inner City (Figure 3.5.3, area B) was 
excavated by Welter before the Second World War, but 
the architectural remains and fi nds were never pub-
lished. From 1992–1995 new excavations were carried 
out to document the architecture and to research the 
chronological framework, in order to relate the excav-
ations in this area to the excavations in area A (Felten, 
Hiller 1996, 2004). During these excavations, remains of 
EH III and MH houses were uncovered, but these could 
often not be securely dated due to disturbances caused 

by the excavations of Welter. Therefore, details on these 
house remains are also lacking. 

New excavations were carried out between 2002 and 
2010 as part of “The Synchronization of Civilizations in 
the eastern Mediterranean in the 2nd millennium B.C. 
Stratigraphic Project Aegina (EH III–LH I)”. Excavations 
took place at the south hill (Figure 3.5.3, area C). EH II 
to LH III remains were uncovered, among them remains 
of an extensive MH–LH I building of which earlier on, 
in area B, other parts had been uncovered (Felten et al. 
2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009). Because the 
aim of the project was to analyse the stratigraphy, much 
information was published on the ceramic sequences 
(e.g. Gauß, Smetana 2002, 2003, 2004, 2007a, 2007b, 
2008, Gauß, Kiriatzi 2011. Little information has been 
published so far on the newly uncovered architecture, 
except for the Large Building Complex (LBC) (Gauß, 
Lindblom & Smetana 2011).

Figure 3.5.3  Kolonna. Colour plan of overall settlement (author, modifi ed after Felten 2007, Fig. 6)
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Chronology
The EH III period consisted of three settlements phases 
at Kolonna (Table 3.5.1). The last settlement phase con-
tinued into MH I, but ceramic changes were observed. 
The MH I period consisted of four settlement phases. 
The MH II and MH III periods consist of one settle-
ment phase each, but the MH III settlement phase con-
tinued during LH I, though ceramic changes were once 
again observed.

EH III settlement
No clearly decipherable house remains are ascribed to 
the early EH III period (phase IV). However, remains 
of a metal furnace were uncovered in area A. Several 
crucibles were found in later EH III layers at Kolonna, 
while lead ingots were also reported (Gauß 2010: 743). 
Other EH III metal working remains have so far been 
recovered at Ano Englianos, Lerna, Pevkakia, Thorikos 
and Tsoungiza.

EH III houses in area A were ascribed to phase V (Figure 
3.5.4). The reconstruction of these houses rendered 
the impression of a planned layout of the settlement. 
Houses were grouped into blocks or insulae, which were 
separated by narrow streets. Indications of settlement 
planning were also visible among the EH III remains in 
area B. Before the EH III houses were built, the area was 
levelled and many EH II remains were removed (Felten, 
Hiller 1996: 51). The few EH II wall remains that were 
preserved show that the EH III house walls had a diff er-
ent orientation. It is possible that the EH III houses were 
grouped along streets. The southern street was already 
in use during EH III (Felten et al. 2006: 36). The recov-
ery of apsidal house remains in area C indicates that not 
all houses were grouped and organized into insulae. The 
settlement was surrounded by a fortifi cation, enclosing 
approximately 60 to 70 houses (Gauß 2010: 744).

After destruction of the settlement by fi re during 
phase V, the defensive wall was rebuilt, but it was moved 
inwards, thereby incorporating and building upon the 
destroyed house remains in area A. During the next EH 
III phase, phase VI, the defensive wall was stronger than 

before (4 to 5 m thick) and towers were built as well. 
Less space was available for house building because the 
defensive wall was moved inwards. It is suggested that 
approximately 45 to 55 houses were enclosed by the 
defensive wall, indicating a reduction in house num-
bers (Gauß 2010: 744). The fortifi ed EH settlement was 
an estimated 0.7 ha, but the total settled area may have 
been 1.5 ha (pers. comm. Gauss in Bintliff  2012b: 79). The 
inhabitants of the impressive settlement were there-
fore likely to be dependent on other communities for 
marriage partners.

The construction of defensive walls during EH III 
must have been the result of the organization of a major 
workforce, and points to settlement planning. The 
enclosure of settled space by a defensive wall probably 
also explains the insulae-like construction of houses, 
as this would maximize the use of the available space. 
Similar considerations were also suggested for the insu-
lae-like house construction at the enclosed settlements 
of MH Pisa, in Elis, and MH–LH Malthi, in Messenia. 
So far, Kolonna is the only EH III settlement known to 
have had a defensive wall. Furthermore, it was seemingly 
the best-planned EH III settlement in southern Greece. 
The fortifi cation of island settlements is also observed 
during the Lefk andi I-Kastri phase at at Panormos, on 
Naxos; Kastri, on Syros; Palamari, on Skyros; Kynthos, 
on Delos; and Markiani, on Amorgos. Houses on these 
islands were often organized into agglomerative blocks 
of irregular or radial nature, as seen, for example, at 
Panormos; Kastri; Palamari; Emporio, on Chios; and 
possible Agia Irini, on Kea.

EH III houses (E12-E19)
During EH III phase V, agglomerative blocks of houses 
were constructed in area A. Only the houses of one 
reasonably well preserved insula are listed in the cata-
logue. The construction of the houses was more or less 
comparable: foundations and part of the wall were con-
structed of stones set in clay. House 3 (catalogue E12) was 
the only house completely built of stone. Two doorways 
were created in the south-western wall of house 3. One 

Date Settlement Phase Ceramic Phase Event

EH I II

IV Phase D

V Phase E Settlement destruction

VI Phase F

MH I

VI Phase G

VII Phase G

VIII Phase H Construction Large Building Complex

VIIIA Phase H

MH II IX Phase I Settlement extension, modifi cation LBC

MH III X Phase J Construction new Large Building Complex

LH I X Phase K Settlement extension

Table 3.5.1  Aegina Kolonna.  Chronological scheme (author, modifi ed after Gauß, Smetana 2000, Fig. B)
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opened onto a small court, and the other led into house 
7 (catalogue E16). The houses were therefore intercon-
nected, and should perhaps be considered one house, 
instead of two. House 4 (catalogue E13) contained a 
bothros and a stone plaster area in the back on which 
wheat was grained. The back room of house 5 (catalogue 
E14) was perhaps furnished with a wooden fl oor. No fea-
tures were observed for the single uncovered room of 
house 6 (catalogue E15).

The EH III house remains in the Inner City (area B) 
were located beneath MH remains. It was therefore not 
possible during the excavations to explore the EH III 
architecture further, and the house remains are there-
fore not listed in the catalogue. EH III walls, rectangu-
lar and (semi-)apsidal walls, fl oors, ceramics, and even 
a fragment of a crucible were uncovered in the north-
east under the MH remains of what was the Large 
Building Complex. The same goes for the north-western 
part, where rectangular walls, curved walls and EH III 

Figure 3.5.4  Kolonna. Plan of EH III settlement (author, modifi ed after Maran 1998, Tafel 68 and Walter and Felten 1981, Abb. 22 and Plan 7)
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ceramics were recovered under MH houses 5, 6, 8 and 
9. Evidence for destruction by fi re was also identifi ed 
in the Inner City. Associated with the destruction layer 
was a small jewellery hoard, which consisted of gold, 
silver, carnelian and crystal objects (Reinholdt 2004, 
2008). The hoard, recovered in the south-western area 
of the Inner City, appears to have been buried in the area 
between two EH III houses. A part was uncovered of the 
seemingly well preserved house 19 (catalogue E17).

In area C, a small portion of two successive apsidal 
structures of EH III/MH date was uncovered (in Q3). No 
plan was published, but the remains were included in the 
catalogue to emphasize the existence of apsidal houses 
at Kolonna. The fi rst apsidal house (catalogue E18) was 
built upon by or rebuilt as the second apsidal house 
(catalogue E19). The fi rst apsidal structures at Kolonna 
date to the fi nal EH III/MH I period (Gauß, Smetana 
2010: 167). The house shape was therefore introduced 
relatively late at Kolonna compared to the north-eastern 
Peloponnese, but relatively early compared to mainland 
Attica. However, expansion of the data set could in the 
future modify this impression.

Discussion of EH III remains
The fragmented architectural data available from 
Kolonna do provide some insights into house architec-
ture. The houses at Kolonna were small compared to EH 
III houses from the mainland. The security of a defensive 
wall around the settlement probably meant that people 
had to be satisfi ed with smaller houses, in order for the 
community to be able to house as many families as pos-
sible. Although some houses consisted of agglomerative 
blocks in area A, other houses seem to have been free-
standing in area B and C. Furthermore, both rectangular 
and apsidal houses were constructed. It remains unclear 
whether the two apsidal houses were in any way diff er-
ent from the rectangular houses with respect to assem-
blages and status of the inhabitants. The ceramics from 
the Inner City show a close relationship to the ceram-
ics from area A (Gauß, Smetana 2003: 472). Therefore, it 
is not obvious that diff erences existed between houses 
located in the Inner City and along the defensive wall. 
The only diff erence between the two areas is the recov-
ery of a jewellery hoard in the Inner City. It is unclear 
whether storage practices at Kolonna were diff erent 
from the Mainland, as only a selection of fi nds was pub-
lished, whereby the exact location was not mentioned. 

Considering the data available, houses 3 and 7 are 
conspicuous: they were interconnected and opened 
onto a paved court, and house 3 had high stone walls. 
However, due to the poor preservation or limited uncov-
ering of other architectural remains, it is not certain that 
house 3/7 was special compared to the other houses at 
Kolonna. The in-situ assemblage of house 3/7 showed a 
great resemblance to another sealed deposit, recovered at 
Lerna IV. This deposit was found at house 2.1 (catalogue 

G37), which was also connected to a court. The ceramic 
deposit consisted of several large and unusual stor-
age and pouring vessels, and other smaller vessels that 
could be paired. This sealed deposit is considered to be 
ceremonial in nature, and was possibly used in a small-
scale drinking event (Rutter 2008). The recovery of a 
somewhat similar assemblage at Kolonna suggest there 
were more (ceramic) similarities between Kolonna and 
the north-eastern Peloponnese than between Kolonna 
and Attica.13

MH–LH I settlement
Settlement phase VI was a transitional EH III–MH I 
period at Kolonna. The defensive wall was further rein-
forced during the second MH I phase (phase VII), but 
retained the same outline. More reinforcing walls were 
added during the next MH I phase (phase VIII), as well as 
a second gate and more towers. The defensive wall was 8 
m thick in some places. 

House remains dating to the MH I period were uncov-
ered in the Inner City on both sides of a road running 
NE-SW road (Figure 3.5.5). The area located north of the 
road was divided into a north-eastern and north-western 
part, with a N-S running street between them. Houses 
4–9 were located in the north-western part, forming one 
insula. The rooms in the north-eastern part (rooms 1, 2, 
11 and 12) were part of a larger building extending further 
south, the so-called Large Building Complex.

The start of the MH II period (phase IX) was marked 
by the extension of the settlement towards the east, 
implicating a growth in settlement size. An apsidal 
house was possibly destroyed when the settlement was 
extended (Gauß 2005). A Lower Town was created, with 
its own defensive wall. Rooms were abutted onto the 
inner side of the wall, which is a practice also seen at 
Kiapha Thiti, Megali Magula and Malthi. Houses/rooms 
were constructed between the already existing and 
the new defensive wall. Unfortunately, little is known 
on these structures, due to overbuilding during later 
periods and limited publication of the remains (Walter 
2001, Wohlmayr 2007). Remains of a ceramic kiln were 
recovered, indicating that some areas here may have 
functioned as workshops (Walter 2001: 123-125). In a 
room located south of the kiln, remains of a Minoan pot-
ter’s disc were found, together with masses of Aeginetan 
Matt Painted ceramics. In the Inner City, the LBC was 
extended. At some point, the LBC blocked the NE-SW 
road, which had to divert around it. The exact dating of 
the event is not yet clear; it may have been during MH 
I or MH II (Gauß, Lindblom & Smetana 2011: 79). The 
blocking of the road seems odd, but probably related to 
expansion of the settlement towards the east, which may 

13 A similar suggestion is made for the transitional Early to Middle 
Helladic pottery from Kolonna and Lerna in the Argolid (Gauß, 
Smetana 2010: 167).
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have required a new layout of the main road. By the end 
of the MH period, the fortifi ed area of the settlement 
may have been 4 ha large, and the excavators believe that 
an outer town may be buried beneath the modern town 
of Kolonna (pers. comm. Gauss in Bintliff  2012b: 79). 

The early LH I period (Phase X) was also marked by 
an eastward extension of the settlement, but of this 
area, little is known as well. The defensive wall was of 
a Cyclopean-like construction (Wohlmayr 2000, 2007).

Much labour was involved in settlement planning. 
The population was increasing signifi cantly over time, 
leading to several expansions of the settlement towards 
the east, and possibly a reorganisation of circulation 
patterns in the Inner City. The population increase 
may also have led to changes in social organization, as 
social groups may have been become endogamous. The 

reinforcement and construction of defensive walls is a 
continuation of previous practices, but is also attested on 
the Mainland, especially in the later MH. Fortifi cations 
were also constructed on a wider scale in the Aegean, 
for example at Agia Irini, on Kea; Phylakopi, on Melos; 
Palamari, on Skyros; and Vryokastro, on Tinos. The 
insulae-construction of houses in the Inner City is rem-
iniscent of the EH III houses in area A, but also compares 
well to MBA houses at, for example, Palamari, on Skyros, 
and Agia Irini, on Kea. 

MH–LH I houses (E20-E30)
MH I house remains in the Inner City were not well 
preserved, due to later building activities and earlier 
excavations. Only few details were published on the 
architecture (Felten, Hiller 1996). The best impression 

Figure 3.5.5  Kolonna. Plan of MH settlement, Inner City (author, modifi ed after Felten and Hiller 1996, folded plan)
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of the houses is gained by the insulae north of the road, 
consisting of houses 4 to 9. The reconstructed layout of 
the houses shows that the houses were of comparable 
size. However, the number of rooms and the internal 
arrangement of the rooms diff ered. House 5 (catalogue 
E21) had three rooms, and house 7 (catalogue E23) and 
house 8 (catalogue E24) had four rooms; however, the 
front room of house 7 was seemingly partly split into 
two. House 6 (catalogue E22) consisted of fi ve rooms. Of 
house 4 (catalogue E20) and house 9 (catalogue E25) too 
little remained to assess the total number of rooms. A 
lack of details on internal furnishings and fi nds hinders a 
further discussion of the internal partitioning of houses 
and room function.

The remains of two MH II houses (phase IX) were 
recovered in area A, but the question is whether these 
houses were meant for living, or perhaps served a spe-
cial function within the defensive system of the city. The 
Haus im Südhof (catalogue E26) was well preserved and 
listed in the catalogue. The house was crammed into 
the complicated access area leading into the town. The 
house measured only 20 m², but was divided into two 
rooms and furnished with a bench, a stone platform and 
a bothros, in which a fragment of a krater was found. 
The Haus an der Südtorgasse was too poorly preserved 
to include in the catalogue. 

In area A, the remains of two houses were ascribed to 
MH III (phase X). The pithos house (catalogue E27) and 
the Haus an der Strasse (catalogue E28) were both small, 
and consisted of one room, perhaps indicating that these 
houses functioned as storages facilities, workshops or 
shops, rather than dwellings. 

A large part of the Large Building Complex has been 
uncovered, but the building extended further towards 
the east and west. So far, three major building phases 
have been identifi ed, as well as some minor architectural 
changes over time (Gauß, Lindblom & Smetana 2011). 
The fi rst phase of the building (catalogue E29a) was 
dated to MH I (phase VIII), and the complex measured 
ca. 200 m². This was almost fi ve times the size of an aver-
age MH house at Kolonna, which measured ca. 40 m². 
The fi nal phase of use was covered with a thick deposit 
of ceramics and animal bones. Among the remains were 
bones of wild animals, including red deer, boar, possibly 
an aurochs and a lion. Furthermore, the ceramics were 
of a high quality, and many locally made Minoanizing 
and Matt Painted ceramics were recovered together 
with imports from Crete and the Cyclades. Considering 
the quality and proportion of Minoanizing ceramics 
recovered at Kolonna, it seems reasonable to assume 
that a Minoan workshop existed on Aegina (Hiller 1993, 
Gauß 2006).

The fl oor levels in the central part of the building 
were signifi cantly raised during MH II. Furthermore, 
extensions were built towards the north and west (cata-
logue E29b). The building measured at least 264 m², but 

may have been more than 680 m² in size. The LBC was 
destroyed or abandoned during MH III, but possible 
causes of this event are unclear.

The fi nal phase of the LBC was dated to LH I. After 
demolition of the old remains, a new building (catalogue 
E30) was constructed on a higher level and on a reduced 
and slightly modifi ed plan. The building measured at 
least 160 m², but may have been much larger. 

Discussion of MH–LH I remains
Settlement space remained organized during the MH 
and LH I, as suggested by the construction and expan-
sion of the defensive system in relation to the expansion 
of the settlement. Much communal labour must have 
been involved in these construction works. The appar-
ent lack of open space or squares between houses is 
noticeable. Furthermore, unlike at other settlements, no 
small auxiliary structures were uncovered. 

The construction quality of houses seems to have 
been good. The agglomerative and organized layout of 
the houses is unusual for MH and LH I settlements, 
though agglomerative architecture in the shape of house 
complexes did emerge more often on the Mainland 
during the later MH and LH I. Compared to the EH 
III houses, the MH I houses were larger and had more 
rooms. Therefore, a specialization of space could have 
developed whereby specifi c rooms were used for activ-
ities like cooking and storage. However, a lack of details 
on furnishings and fi nds hinders a further exploration 
of this suggestion. It is unclear why the MH I houses 
in the Inner City were deserted. Perhaps the area was 
attributed a new function, in relation to the function-
ing of the LBC during MH II and later. The desertion 
of settlement areas during the later MH is also observed 
at other settlements. Perhaps a similar development was 
also going on in Kolonna. The multiple extensions of the 
settlement towards the east would have created oppor-
tunities for the construction of new houses, modelled on 
new demands and preferences. 

The construction of building complexes is also 
attested at late MH and LH I settlements, such as Asine, 
Ano Englianos, Peristeria and Agios Stephanos. However, 
the extent of the LBC at Kolonna as well as the associ-
ated feasting assemblage are unparalleled so far. The 
MH II fi ll recovered inside the LBC contained local and 
imported high quality pottery, which give the impres-
sion that this is an important building. This impression 
is strengthened by the recovery of bones from game 
animals such as red deer and wild boar, which indicate 
that the inhabitants of the LBC were involved in hunt-
ing activities. Analysis of the bone remains also indicates 
that the inhabitants shared particular dietary tradi-
tions with Middle Minoan Crete, rather than with the 
Mainland (Forstenpointner et al. 2010). A similar obser-
vation was also made after analysis of the marine faunal 
remains (Galik et al. 2010: 270). Two objects recovered 
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in a pit associated with the LBC give another indication 
of the importance of the building. These objects were a 
unique cylindrical seal and a stamp made of clay, which 
may indicate the use of the building for administration 
and bureaucracy, and further stress the importance not 
only of the LBC, but also of  Aegina during the Middle 
Bronze Age, compared to other Mainland settlements 
(Gauß, Smetana 2010: 170-171). The ‘feasting’ assemblage 
is contemporary with the construction of the rich and 
elaborate Shaft Grave in front of the settlement (Kilian-
Dirlmeier 1997). Perhaps these two events were linked.

With the exception of the LBC, the MH and LH I 
houses at Kolonna had an overall homogenous appear-
ance (as far as we can say), though diff erences did exist in 
size and internal partitioning. 

Conclusions on EH III–LH I Kolonna
Kolonna was already a well-organized and well-planned 
settlement during the EH III period, though the recon-
struction of a neat layout of houses in blocks may be an 
exaggeration. The construction of a defensive wall and 
systems is not equalled on the EH III mainland, but is 
seen on other islands in the Aegean. Although Kolonna 
was more prosperous during EH III compared to settle-
ments on the Mainland, it certainly must have experi-
enced threat, like many other island settlements in the 
Cyclades. The destruction and subsequent downsizing 
of the settlement during EH III is a sure sign. The recov-
ery of a jewellery hoard, consisting of objects show-
ing relationships with the Cyclades and the Near East 
(Reinholdt 2004, 2008), indicates that trade took place 
on a signifi cant scale. At the same time, the hoarding 
activity suggests uncertainty. The valuable items are 
likely to have played a role in trade and the emergence of 
social diff erentiation. The EH III architecture does not 
show clear signs of diff erentiation (primarily because 
there is little preserved of the architecture), though 
house 3/7 is noticeable because of its stone construc-
tion, its layout, and the similarity of its assemblage to an 
assemblage from Lerna IV. Kolonna was still a relatively 
small settlement of ca. 0.7-1.5 ha, and would probably 
have been dependent on other settlements for marriage 
partners. The absence of clear architectural diff erenti-
ation could be a refl ection of the dependency of house-
holds on one another.

Of the MH architecture also too little is preserved 
to enable a meaningful comparative analysis of the 
houses, their internal structures and their assemblages. 
Examples of agglomerative architecture exist not only 
at Kolonna, but also at Mainland settlements such as at 
Pisa, in Elis; Argos, in the Argolid; and Fylla, in Euboea, 
though the agglomerative buildings at Kolonna and 
Argos seem to have been more organized than the ones 
at Pisa and Fylla. The LBC is the largest MH I build-
ing known so far for Mainland Greece (Gauß, Smetana 
2010). The construction of the LBC, its expansion over 

time, the number of fi ne and imported ceramics, the 
hunting activities, dietary practices similar to Crete, and 
the recovery of a seal and stamp, all associated with the 
building, as well as the construction of a rich shaft grave 
in front of the city gate, indicate a process of social dif-
ferentiation. This process seems to coincide with the 
expansion of the settlement, and the suggested transi-
tion of exogamous social groups to endogamous social 
groups. The LBC and its feasting assemblage are not 
equalled on the Mainland. However, at MH II Argos evi-
dence of repeated large-scale feasting has been found 
(Philippa-Touchais 2010: 794-795). Furthermore, stamps 
and seals were also found on the Mainland, for example, 
at MH Asea and MH II Krisa, and building complexes 
were also constructed at late MH–LH Mainland settle-
ments, such as Asine and Agios Stephanos. Therefore, it 
can be suggested that somewhat comparable processes 
are occurring on the Mainland and on Aegina, but per-
haps at a diff erent pace. On the one hand, we see an 
enlargement or monumentalization of houses, and on 
the other hand we see the occurrence of large-scale con-
sumption practices. However, the exact function and 
meaning of these processes merit further research, and 
better contextual information is needed.

The MH II was marked by the extension of the settle-
ment towards the east, the construction of a Cyclopean 
defensive wall, and the fi nal extension of the LBC. During 
LH I, a second settlement expansion took place and a 
new LBC was built. Furthermore, ceramic production 
and export reach their climax. Unfortunately, the lack of 
well-preserved or well-published architectural remains 
hinders a further contextualization of these develop-
ments in relation to household diff erences. The export 
of Aeginetan ceramics reaches its climax during LH I, but 
after LH I the importance of Aegina declines, perhaps 
due to the increasing importance of mainland sites such 
as Mycenae, Athens and Eleusis (Gauß 2007: 167).

3.5.12 Limani Pasa (catalogue E31)

At Limani Pasa, located near Lavrion in southern Attica, 
EH III–MH house remains were uncovered during 
rescue excavations and published in summary form 
(Oikonomakou 1999). The house (catalogue E31) was 
internally divided into at least four small rooms, or 
partly partitioned areas, unlike other EH III and early 
MH houses. Among the fi nds were many storage vessels. 
Perhaps the internal division of the house was somehow 
related to the importance of storage. The fi nds from 
the house clearly showed infl uence from the Cyclades 
(Oikonomakou 1999, 2010). A relatively high proportion 
of Cycladic imports was also attested at other MH settle-
ments in Attica.

Although few details are known about the house, the 
remains do indicate the variation in EH III domestic 
architecture. In a lower level, traces of an older apsidal 
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wall were uncovered, but it is unclear if this was part of a 
predecessor to the EH III-MH house. 

3.5.13 Palaios Oropos (catalogue E32)

Palaios Oropos is located in northern Attica, some-
what inland, near Skala Oropos (HD F57). MH III–LH 
I remains were uncovered during rescue excavations 
and published in summary form (Oikonomakou 2001). 
The north-eastern corner of a MH III–LH I house was 
uncovered, as well as the southern sidewall of a sec-
ond house and the remains of a road between the two 
buildings. The southern house (catalogue E32) seems 
to have been divided into two or three rooms in the 
back. Furthermore, it seems as if a corridor ran along 
the north sidewall. A similar double room in the back 
and a corridor were also seen in LH I–II house F at Krisa 
(catalogue B17).

Again, although little was uncovered, the remains 
indicate an increasing complexity of MH III–LH I domes-
tic architecture, which is also observable in other regions. 

3.5.14 Plasi Marathon (catalogue E33)

Plasi (HD F52) is located in north-eastern Attica, near 
Marathon. Excavations uncovered the remains of a MH 
building of “palatial dimensions”, which were published 
in summary form (Marinatos 1970a, 1970b). Due to dif-
fi culties in expropriating the plot, no further excav-
ations took place. New excavations were carried out ca. 
100 m to the southeast. Among the fi nds were MH wall 
remains and sherds (Theocharaki 1979). We may there-
fore assume that the MH settlement at Plasi consisted 
of several houses. This is also suggested by a plan of Plasi 
in which a street and the remains of other houses are 
depicted (Figure 3.5.6). It is unclear, however, whether all 
these remains date to the MH, or more generally to the 
prehistoric period. Marinatos (1970b: 66) wrote about 
“superimposed MH ruins”, which may be an indication 
of vertical building (rebuilding?) practices. Furthermore, 
he mentioned a prehistoric fortifi cation possibly EH in 
date but not later than MH in date (Marinatos 1970a: 

Figure 3.5.6  Plasi. Plan of prehistoric settlement (author, modifi ed after Petrakos 1996, Fig. 17)
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154). Part of this fortifi cation wall runs northwest of the 
MH house. 

The MH II or MH III house at Plasi (catalogue E33) 
was indeed large (circa 76 m²), but not exceptionally 
large or rich in valuable fi nds. The designation “palace”, 
given to the house by Marinatos, is therefore not suit-
able. In addition, if the other architectural remains are 
indeed of MH date, then another large building was 
located towards the northeast, parallel to the street run-
ning NW-SE. North-west of the house were the remains 
of a pottery kiln, while MH cist graves were located 
under the fl oor of the house (Marinatos 1970a: 153-154). 
Fragments of litharge were recovered at Plasi during the 
more recent excavations. 

The construction of a circumference or defensive 
wall is also attested at several other settlements in 
Attica. Fortifi cations were identifi ed at EH III and MH 
Kolonna and at MH III–LH I/II Kiapha Thiti, while 
fortifi cation walls of uncertain date were identifi ed at 
Agios Nikolaos Anavyssou; Brauron; Christos; Thorikos; 
Sklavos, on Salamis; and Agia Irini, on Kea. Compared 
to the Peloponnese, the number of possible fortifi ed 
settlements is large. Perhaps this pattern relates to trade 
contacts with the Cyclades and Aegina, in relation to the 
exploitation of and trade in metal. The remains of kilns 
and metalworking were also uncovered at other MH 
settlements in Attica (see Athens section). 

The construction of larger houses, like the one at 
Plasi, during the later MH fi ts the pattern of house 
size expansion more generally attested for the Greek 
Mainland. The construction of auxiliary structures, such 
as kilns, seems to occur more frequently during the later 
MH and LH I.

3.5.15 Thorikos

Thorikos (HD F25) is located in south-eastern Attica, 
on the coast, near Lavrio. Excavations were carried out 
under the direction of Stais during the late 1880s and 
early 1890s and published in summary form (Stais 1893, 
1895). From 1963 onwards, excavations were carried 
out by Belgian researchers, now under direction of the 
Belgian Archaeological School in Greece. These results 
were published in a series of preliminary reports, issued 
in ten books: Thorikos I-X. 

Thorikos is known for its metal sources, which were 
exploited from EH II times onwards. Especially the 
argentiferous lead ore was strategically exploited at the 
beginning of the Mycenaean period (Laffi  neur 2010: 
712). A pottery deposit of EH III date from mine No. 3 
indicates that during EH III the mine was also being 
exploited (Spitaels 1984). However, no architectural 
remains of EH III date were identifi ed at the site.

MH and LH remains were uncovered during excav-
ations on the north-eastern side of the Velatouri hill 
(Stais 1893). Walls of an older and younger Mycenaean 
building were uncovered, and inside the houses there 

were remains of graves. The remains of a defensive wall 
were also exposed. Stais (1895) refers to these remains as 
Mycenaean, but more recently these remains have been 
referred to as late MH/Pre-Mycenaean (Papadimitriou 
2010). Unfortunately, the architecture is not well pre-
served and only partly uncovered and could therefore 
not be included in the catalogue. Undecipherable house 
remains were also uncovered more towards the east 
on the Velatouri hill. Among the fi nds recovered there, 
was a considerable quantity of lead, slag and litharge, 
indicating the extraction of silver from silver-bearing 
lead (Servais 1967). These metallurgical activities could 
have given an impetus to local developments (Laffi  neur 
2010: 713). The construction of a formal burial ground 
at Thorikos during MH III, and the erection of a tholos 
in MH III, are indications of increasing social complex-
ity also attested at other settlements. Unfortunately, an 
analysis of the house architecture to contextualize this 
development is not possible due to the poor state of 
the remains.

Although no architectural remains from Thorikos are 
listed in the catalogue, the settlement is briefl y discussed 
here, as the metal exploitation and the tholoi are impor-
tant for understanding more general developments in 
the region of Attica during the EH III–LH I period. 

3.5.16 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains in Attica

Excavations were carried out on the peninsula of Agios 
Nikolaos Anavyssou (HD F23). Many MH remains were 
uncovered, including the southern corner of a MH room. 
The fl oor of the room was made of stamped yellow 
earth, and on the fl oor were small pits, some of which 
were lined with stones. Set in them were almost com-
plete pithoid vessels, as well as ash remains. Among the 
fi nds were Grey Minyan and Matt Painted ceramics and 
stone tools (Oikonomakou 1996). The cemetery must 
have been at the opposite coast of the peninsula, as here 
two pithos graves were found (Oikonomakou 2010). The 
remains of a retaining wall or peribolos wall were uncov-
ered at the northern side of the slope (Kakavoyanni, 
Douni 2010), which presumably led Papadimitriou (2010, 
note 26) to suggest that the settlement was fortifi ed. No 
plans or further details were published of the remains.

Excavations at Velatouri Keratea (HD F29) uncov-
ered the remains of MH walls, as well as MH ceramics 
(Kakavoyanni, Douni 2001-2004, 2010). The published 
walls were rectangular, but of unclear size, date, and 
interrelation (Figure 3.5.7). Therefore, the layout of the 
building(s) remains unclear. Beside ceramics, also pieces 
of litharge were found, indicating metalworking, like at 
Thorikos and Plasi.

Several locations with MH remains were identi-
fi ed during survey works at Salamis (Lolos 2010). At 
the coastal site of Kanakia, MH traces were found on 
the acropolis. A possible MH settlement was located at 
Satirli. More recently, investigations at the coastal site of 
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Sklavos also resulted in the identifi cation of MH mater-
ial, including prominent architectural remains. Parts of 
retaining walls were uncovered at the north-western 
and western side of the hill slope. The lowest of the walls 
was particularly strong; it may have been a fortifi cation 
wall. At the southern side, remains of a thick wall were 
also found. Houses must have occupied the summit of 
the hill and terraces on the north-western, western and 
south-western side, as here abundant remains of MH 
ceramics and other objects were found. Characteristic 
MH II and MH III ceramics were identifi ed. Of inter-
est is the relationship between Sklavos and Kolonna, 
considering the coastal location of Sklavos, its possible 
defensive wall, and its proximity to Kolonna. However, 
this awaits further research.

The remains listed here illustrate the relatively fre-
quent occurrence of circumference or defensive walls 
in Attica. 

3.5.17 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Attica

Overall, the architectural remains of the EH III–LH I 
period were scant (Table 3.5.2): hardly more than one 
house was uncovered at any settlement (except for 
Kolonna), and few houses were completely preserved or 
uncovered. At the few settlements where more than one 
house was uncovered (e.g. Athens, Eleusis and Kolonna), 
the remains were poorly preserved, or published to 
only a limited extent. Nonetheless, a few patterns 
could be discerned based on the comparable number of 
houses uncovered for each period. As indicated by the 
numbers in parentheses, Kolonna is overrepresented 
in each phase. Patterns should therefore be taken as 
very tentative.

EH III remains
Only at EH III Kolonna was it possible to assess the extent 
of settlement organization. Much communal eff ort was 
expended to construct and subsequently reconstruct 
the defensive wall. The reconstruction of the houses 
along the defensive wall suggests an organized layout 
of houses. The settlement seems to have been densely 
inhabited, which required organization of space.

The construction quality of the houses seems to 
have been good. Although a transition was seen from 
EH II agglomerative architecture to freestanding EH 
III houses, like in other regions, the rectangular house 
shape remained popular. Only two apsidal houses of 
transitional EH III–MH I date were uncovered, and 
these were found at Kolonna. The construction of defen-
sive walls delimits and limits settlement space. This 
may explain why agglomerative and rectangular houses 
were constructed, as opposed to freestanding or apsidal 
houses, at Kolonna in particular, and why many other 
island settlements show comparable domestic architec-
ture. Compared to EH III houses on the wider Greek 
Mainland, it seems that the houses at Kolonna were 
smaller, but, like Mainland houses, they were usually 
subdivided into two rooms. Little is known about fur-
nishings of the houses, and it remains unclear whether 
modifi cations or rebuilding practices took place over 
time. The houses at Kolonna were destroyed, while the 
house at Limani Pasa was presumably deserted. 

Overall, the domestic architecture had a homogenous 
appearance, except for the defensive wall at Kolonna. 
Kolonna had quite an unusual position during EH III, 
as it is the only place investigated so far where signs of 
growth, settlement organization and prosperity were 
clearly visible. 

MH I–II remains
At both Kolonna and Eleusis was it possible to assess to 
some extent the organization of settlement space. Like 
before, houses at Kolonna were organized in blocks 
arranged along streets and surrounded by a defensive 
wall. However, no open squares were identifi ed. At 
Eleusis, houses were all oriented in the same direction, 
probably along the slope of the hill. 

The construction quality of houses at Eleusis was not 
particularly good; in contrast, the houses at Kolonna 
seem to have been well constructed. The preference for 

Figure 3.5.7  Velatouri Keratea. Plan of MH wall remains (author, 
modifi ed after Kakavogianni and Douni 2010, Fig. 4)

Category Number of houses (Kolonna)

EH III 9 (8)

MH 4 (0)

MH I–II 11 (8)

MH III–LH I 9 (3)

Total 33

Table 3.5.2  Attica. Date and number of houses



100 BUILDING THE BRONZE AGE

the rectangular house shape continues to set MH Attica 
apart from all other Mainland regions. Perhaps the 
orientation towards the Aegean, rather than the main-
land, explains the dominance of rectangular houses. The 
MH houses at Kolonna, being ca. 35–40 m² (though the 
possibility of the existence of a second fl oor should be 
considered), were somewhat smaller than the Mainland 
houses. However, it seems that the houses at Kolonna 
were partitioned into more rooms. Whether the increase 
in house size and number of rooms related to a speciali-
zation of space could not be assessed, as no fi nds or fur-
nishings were preserved or published. At several houses, 
traces of modifi cation were identifi ed, such as multiple 
fl oors, while the LBC at Kolonna was expanded over 
time, and rebuilt once. No clear examples were identi-
fi ed of house rebuilding at other settlements, but this 
lack could be due to the limited uncovering and publi-
cation of the remains. For example, superimposed MH 
ruins were uncovered at Plasi.

The overall appearance of MH I–II houses is one of 
homogeneity, though diff erences start to emerge more 
clearly. For example, the large size of some houses, and 
the internal partitioning of houses into three or more 
rooms, arranged along two axes. The Large Building 
Complex at Kolonna is exceptional in this context. 

MH III–LH I remains
Settlements expanded in size during the later MH. Too 
little was uncovered of any settlement to assess settle-
ment organization. Although a signifi cant extent of the 
settlement at Kolonna was uncovered, details on these 
architectural remains were not published. Nonetheless, 
it seems as if the organization of space continued during 
MH III and LH I at Kolonna, if we consider the expan-
sion of the settlement and the construction of a new 
defensive/circumference wall. The overview of MH 
architectural remains in Attica shows a signifi cant num-
ber of circumference or defensive walls. These walls are 
attested on islands (e.g. Kolonna, on Aegina; Sklavos, on 
Salamis; Agia Irini, on Kea), as well as on the Mainland 
(e.g. Kiapha Thiti, Plasi). Although the exact date of many 
of these walls is not clear, they do show the increasing 
importance of settlement delineation, as well as the 
existence of an increasing and pending threat. 

The construction quality of houses seems, in gen-
eral, to have been high. Primarily rectangular houses 
were constructed. The size and number of rooms of MH 
houses were, overall, unclear because of poor preser-
vation or limited uncovering of the remains. However, 
although they have been only preliminarily published, it 
is evident that the houses at Plasi and the LBC at Kolonna 
were large (76+ m² and 160+ m², respectively), suggest-
ing an increase of house size during the MH, which is 
also attested in other regions. However, the LBC is not 
paralleled in size on the Mainland. Few furnishings were 
uncovered, hindering an analysis of room function. One 

house was destroyed by fi re, while the other houses seem 
to have been deserted. 

Although little was uncovered, it is clear that houses 
increasingly diff ered in layout, internal partitioning 
and size. Kolonna was diff erent from Mainland sites, 
considering the size of the LBC and its expansion over 
time, as well as the expansion of the settlement and 
defensive system.

To summarize the main developments through time: 
increasing communal labour was expended to organ-
ize settlement space. This is especially refl ected in an 
increasing number of circumference or defensive walls. 
It is evident that throughout the MH period, larger and 
more segmented houses were constructed at Kolonna. 
Such a development is not clearly attested in Mainland 
Attica, as MH III and LH I houses in Attica appear to be 
freestanding apsidal or rectangular houses, consisting of 
a few rooms, built on a single axis (e.g. Brauron, Eleusis, 
Plasi and Kiapha Thiti). Nonetheless, the remains at 
Eleusis, Plasi and Palaios Oropos do suggest an increase 
in house size and possibly a more complex layout of 
houses. Expansion of the data set could further substan-
tiate this impression.

Domestic architecture and household economics 
in EH III–LH I Attica
It is nearly impossible to come to conclusions on 
the domestic economy of houses in Attica because 
houses were only partly uncovered and published and 
usually only one house was uncovered at each settle-
ment. However, a few things can be said about craft 
specialization.

Craft activities were carried out at EH III Kolonna, MH 
Athens, Plasi, Thorikos, Velatouri Keratea and Kolonna, 
as evidenced by the recovery of a metalworking instal-
lation, kilns, furnaces, combustion chambers or slag. 
EH III metalworking did also take place at other settle-
ments, such as Tsoungiza, Ano Englianos and Pevkakia. 
The remains of MH combustion chambers or furnaces 
were uncovered at Lerna, Nichoria and Pevkakia, while 
remains of MH crucibles and moulds or other indica-
tions of metalworking were found at Pevkakia, Nichoria, 
Agios Stephanos, Asine and Midea (Kayafa 2010). It 
seems that during the MH an increase took place in the 
performance of craft activities, a pattern also attested in 
other areas.

Metalworking must have been of special signifi cance 
in Attica. Mines were exploited at Thorikos, and pieces 
of litharge were recovered at Thorikos, Velatouri Keratea 
and Plasi. The exact context and dating of these pieces is 
not clear, though it is stated that argentiferous lead ore 
was strategically exploited at Thorikos at the beginning 
of the Mycenaean period. Analysis of metal objects from 
EH III Lerna showed that half of the copper samples 
came from metallic-ore sources at Lavrion, while an EH 
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III copper awl from Tsoungiza also came from Lavrion. 
Analysis of MH metal objects from Lerna, Nichoria and 
Voidokoilia showed that all lead came from metallic-ore 
sources at Lavrion (Kayafa, Stos-Gale & Gale 2000, Kayafa 
2010). Therefore, it seems that metal ore was trans-
ported from Thorikos to the Argolid, the Corinthia, and 
beyond and was subsequently worked there. Indications 
of such a procedure are provided by the recovery of a 
mould at EH III Tsoungiza, and by the presence of com-
bustion chambers or hearths at Lerna and Nichoria. The 
importance of Thorikos as the main Aegean source of 
lead, silver and copper probably explains the construc-
tion of the formal burial ground during MH III, includ-
ing a tumulus. The power of the (elite) group refl ected 
in the burials and associated fi nds could be derived from 
the exploitation of the mines and networking with the 
Cyclades and Minoan Crete (Papadimitriou 2010: 254).

Pottery production and export was of special signifi -
cance at Kolonna. The settlement even had a (Minoan) 
pottery workshop. However, how the pottery pro-
duction and export of Kolonna aff ected the domestic 
architecture and economy remains unclear due to lack 
of architectural detail and contextual information. The 
same applies to Plasi and Athens, where pottery kilns 
were uncovered. 

In Attica, some development of (social) complexity 
was seen towards the later MH, but this observation is 
primarily based on mortuary data. An elite burial was 
constructed at MH II Kolonna, a tumulus was con-
structed a Vrana during MH II or MH III, and the West 
cemetery in Eleusis and the formal burial ground at 
Thorikos, which contains one of the fi rst tholoi, were 
constructed during MH III. These burial grounds could 
be interpreted as the result of expanding communities 
and emerging social complexity (Papadimitriou 2010).

The frequency of circumference or defensive walls, 
the low number and proportion of apsidal houses and 
the relatively frequent occurrence of evidence for met-
alworking set Attica apart from most other Mainland 
regions. The exposure of Attica to the Cyclades and the 
Saronic Gulf, and its isolation from central Greece (see 
introduction) – in other words, it being a border area – 
could go some way towards explaining these patterns.
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3.6 The Corinthia

3.6.1 Geography

The Corinthia is located in the north-eastern 
Peloponnese. In the north, it is bordered by the 
Corinthian Gulf, in the east by Attica and the Saronic 
Gulf, in the south by the Argolid, in the south-west by 
Arcadia, and in the west by Achaia (Figure 3.6.1). The 
eastern coastlands of the Corinthia are relatively fl at, 
while the remainder of the region is mountainous. 
Several small and fertile valleys are located inland, such 
as the Nemea, Kleonai and Berbati valleys. In addition, 
small areas of arable land were located on the coast. 

The Corinthia is located on sea routes of the north-
ern half of the eastern Mediterranean, and the coastal 
areas must have been important. In addition, the region 
functioned as a crossroads for land routes between the 
Peloponnese and Attica (Rothaus et al. 2003: 37, Pullen, 
Tartaron 2007: 150). It is possible that Kolonna con-
trolled the Saronic Gulf during the Bronze Age and that, 
as a result, the Corinthian harbours could not gain con-
trol of trade (Pullen, Tartaron 2007: 153-154, 157).

3.6.2 Chronology

Wace and Blegen (1916-18) proposed a pottery clas-
sifi cation for Pre-Mycenaean ceramics based on 
ceramic evidence from Corinth as well as Tiryns, Argos, 

Phylakopi, Phocis and Orchomenos. The tripartite divi-
sion into an Early, Middle and Late Bronze Age was pre-
sented in an article published soon after by Blegen (1921), 
based on his excavations at Korakou in the Corinthia. 
Although the pottery classifi cation is now out of date, 
the term ‘Helladic’, introduced for the fi rst time in this 
publication, is still in use.

The study of Corinthian ceramics was picked up in 
the 1970s by Dickinson (1972) and Davis (1979). They 
 restudied the ceramic material from Korakou, which 
lead to a refi nement of the ceramic material from the 
LH I period. This research was followed up with a study 
of MH and LH I material from Tsoungiza (Rutter 1989, 
1990, 1993a ).

MH Corinthian ceramics were part of a synthetic 
study (Lambropoulou 1991) in which unpublished 
ceramic material from excavations such as Zygouries 
was also presented. Although this work improved the 
relative chronology for MH ceramics, it remained a 
synthetic study of several material categories of both 
the Argolid and the Corinthia. More work still needs 
to be done with reference to Corinthian ceramics spe-
cifi cally. For example, according to Rutter (2003: 77), a 
 re-evaluation is needed of the MH strata at Korakou and 
Gonia to reconstruct a detailed relative chronology for 
MH ceramics.

Figure 3.6.1  Corinthia. Map of 
sites mentioned in the text
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3.6.3 History of research

Much Bronze Age research was carried out in the 
Corinthia, compared to other regions in the Peloponnese, 
during the early 20th century. Research of Bronze Age 
remains in the Corinthia started with the excavations of 
the settlements of Korakou (HD A50), Gonia (HD A57), 
Zygouries (HD A67), Tsoungiza (HD A70) and Corinth 
(HD A52). Most of these excavations were also promptly 
published. Besides reconstructing a pottery typology 
and a chronological framework, researchers also paid 
attention to the issue of local development versus devel-
opment under infl uence of Minoan Crete. During excav-
ations at Zygouries, a destruction layer was identifi ed, 
dating to the end of the EH II. Similar destruction layers 
were also identifi ed at sites in the Argolid, and these gave 
rise to theories about invasion and migrations during 
the transitional EH II–EH III phase. As is outlined in 
the previous chapters, these approaches of evolutionism 
and diff usionism were typical of the later 19th and early 
20th centuries. 

Interest in the Bronze Age of the Corinthia waned 
during the middle of the 20th century, probably because 
of the lack of royal tombs, rich cemeteries and citadels. 
Instead, attention was focused on palatial remains in the 
Argolid and Messenia. It was only from 1981 onwards 
that new Bronze Age excavations were carried out at 
the settlement of Tsoungiza (Pullen 2011b). A system-
atic, intensive survey project was started shortly after, in 
1984, as part of the Nemea Valley Archaeological Project 
(Wright et al. 1990). 

Because of a lack of important or large sites and rich 
cemeteries, surveys were carried out to gain a better 
understanding of settlement dynamics. Based on the 
results, a specifi c interest in coastal areas developed, 
also aimed at assessing the infl uence of Kolonna on the 
development of other regions. The Eastern Korinthia 
Archaeological Survey (EKAS) was carried out between 
1997 and 2002 (Tartaron et al. 2006, Caraher, Nakassis & 
Petegrew 2006). No EH III material was identifi ed during 
the EKAS survey, but such material is to be expected at 
the site of Perdikaria (HD A59), where both EH II and 
MH material was found (Pullen, Tartaron 2007: 152). 

The Saronic Harbor Archaeological Research Project 
(SHARP), co-directed by Pullen and Tartaron, is an off -
shoot of EKAS. A model was formulated to identify pre-
historic Aegean harbours. Subsequent fi eldwork resulted 
in the identifi cation of two harbour settlements, EH II 
Vayia and the Mycenaean harbor Kalamianos, near 
Korfos (Rothaus et al. 2003, Tartaron, Rothaus & Pullen 
2003, Tartaron, Pullen & Noller 2006). The research 
subsequently concentrated on the Mycenaean harbour. 
Survey and geomorphological analysis were carried 
out between 2007 and 2009, as well as a mapping and 
documentation of the architectural features (Tartaron 
et al. 2011).

Although no palatial remains have been uncovered 
so far, recently, a tholos tomb was uncovered near 
Cheliotomylos (HD A54). The tholos appears to be LH I 
or LH II, so there was an ‘elite group’ in this area assert-
ing its presence (Pullen, Tartaron 2007: 148). It was 
suggested by Blegen (1964: 6) that the settlement belong-
ing to the MH cemetery at Corinth may have been 
Cheliotomylos, as here EH, MH and LH remains were 
found. Some evidence of the development of social dif-
ferentiation is refl ected in mortuary practices at Corinth, 
near the coast. The North Cemetery contained thirteen 
late MH graves, most of them constructed in the same 
monumental tumulus (Blegen 1964, Rutter 1990).

3.6.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Architectural remains dating to EH III–LH I are scarce 
in the Corinthia. Most remains consist of poorly pre-
served walls. On the one hand, the lack of well-preserved 
remains is due to erosion and later building activities. On 
the other hand, it seems that the prehistoric settlements 
that have been discovered were often not inhabited 
during EH III and MH, or if they were, they were gener-
ally small.

Blegen has done important work in this region 
because of his interest in humble prehistoric settle-
ments. At these settlements, ceramic stratigraphy was 
relatively well preserved, especially compared to citadels, 
where remains were built upon or destroyed by palaces 
and their towns (Rutter 2003). The good stratigraphy led 
to these small sites being important for the early research 
in the north-eastern Peloponnese. This research focused 
on ceramic development, and local development versus 
development under Minoan infl uence. A more detailed 
relative chronology is needed for the EH III–LH I period. 
Furthermore, small sites should be assessed more for 
their role in the development of inland settlements and 
the increasing interest in this area during the later MH 
and LH I. 

3.6.5 Settlement pattern

The results from the Nemea Valley Archaeological Project 
show that the Nemea valley underwent a massive settle-
ment decline during EH III. No traces of MH habitation 
were identifi ed, except for the MH III resettlement of 
Tsoungiza (Wright et al. 1990: 641). However, settlement 
numbers steadily increased from MH III onwards, a 
pattern more broadly attested in the Peloponnese 
(Zavadil 2010). 

It has long been thought that inland of the Corinthia 
was deserted during MH, as the survey in the Nemea 
valley did not identify any early or middle MH settle-
ment in the area. However, several MH sites were 
identifi ed during a recent survey in the Phlious basin, 
carried out by the University of Heidelberg. Two of 
these settlements were occupied in both the earlier and 
the later MH period (pers. comm. Vasco Hachtmann). In 
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addition, two sites with MH II activity were identifi ed 
during the survey. One is located northeast of Aidonia 
and the other northwest of Petri (Casselman et al. 2004: 
37-38). The MH III–LH I period was represented by 
only one (unnamed) site, located near the tholos tombs 
of Aidonia.

Lambropoulou (1991: 144) pointed out the exist-
ence of two cultural sub-regions in the Corinthia: 
one in the north along the coast, and one inland. The 
northern region includes coastal sites such as Korakou 
(HD A50), Gonia (HD A57), Aetopetra (HD A53), Agios 
Gerasimos (HD A55), Ancient Corinth (HD A52), Arapiza 
(HD A56), Isthmia (HD A58), Mylos Cheliotou (HD A53), 
Perdikaria (HD A59) and Dorati. These sites tended to be 
inhabited continuously during the EH III to LH I period, 
and signifi cant proportions of Aeginetan imports were 
recovered at the MH settlements. However, the inland 
region, consisting of the sites of Zygouries (HD A67), 
Tsoungiza (HD A70), Petri and Aidonia, tended to be 
deserted during the earlier MH period, and few to no 
imports reached these sites.

Wright (2004a) analysed and compared the survey 
results from diff erent surveys carried out in the Argolid 
and the Corinthia. He suggested that the increase in 
settlement numbers in upland valleys (such as the Nemea 
valley) during the late MH and early Mycenaean period 
may be characterized by control of the surrounding 
land, used for herding and agriculture. The settlements 
may have been loosely affi  liated networks, but how they 
related to regional centres remains to be investigated. 
Perhaps towards the later LH period, during the emer-
gence of palatial centres, the Nemea valley became part 
of larger and richer networks of agricultural production 
and habitation (Wright 2004a: 126-127). 

Three sites in the northern Corinthian coastal plain, 
Perdikaria, Gonia and Korakou, were located close 
together, inter-visible and continuously inhabited from 
the Neolithic or EH I onwards (though at Perdikaria 
no EH III material has been uncovered yet). Pullen and 
Tartaron (2007: 152) argue for a stable socioeconomic 
landscape, in which no one settlement dominated 
another.

3.6.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

EH III architectural remains were uncovered at Korakou 
and Tsoungiza, but only two houses at Tsoungiza were 
relatively well preserved. These were recently well pub-
lished, though much information had been lost during 
earlier excavations. 

The remains of three MH I–II houses were uncovered 
at Korakou and published in some detail. The remains of 
MH III houses were uncovered at Tsoungiza, but these 
were not published. A portion of a MH house uncovered 
at Aetopetra and at Gonia is too fragmented to include 
in the catalogue.

Zygouries, Gonia and Korakou remained inhabited 
during LH I, but no architectural remains were preserved 
or uncovered here. It is likely that nearby Cheliotomylos 
was also inhabited during LH I, and probably (late) MH, 
but so far no architectural remains have been uncov-
ered. The only LH I house remains were uncovered at 
Tsoungiza. Here, a complete LH I house complex with 
in-situ assemblage was excavated. The complex con-
sisted of two separate houses, one built after the other 
was destroyed by fi re. The remains were well preserved 
and published in several articles. A complex of MH III–
LH I rooms was uncovered nearby, but these remains 
were not extensively published. 

3.6.7 Korakou (catalogue F01-F04)

Korakou (HD A50) is located right on the coast, on a 
mound rising 35 m above sea level and measuring ca. 260 
x 115 m. Excavations were carried out under the direction 
of Blegen. The settlement was inhabited from EH I to 
LH III, and EH III and MH house remains were uncov-
ered. Unfortunately, the description of the diff erent stra-
tigraphic layers is incomplete, and architectural remains 
were poorly preserved due to later building activities and 
erosion. Only few architectural details and fi nds from 
the houses were preserved and published (Blegen 1921).

EH III architectural remains
No EH III houses were completely uncovered; only some 
rectangular and curved walls remain. The walls were 
0.40–0.75 m in width, built of non-dressed stones that 
were set in clay. A few burnt bricks were found. Among 
the small fi nds ascribed to the EH stratum were terra-
cotta spindle whorls, stone and bone tools, a bronze pin 
and a marble pestle (Blegen 1921: 104).

MH settlement
Blegen mentions in his publications that three MH lay-
ers were identifi ed during excavations. However, no 
reference was made to these layers throughout the rest 
of the publication. Upper and lower MH strata were 
mentioned, but it is unclear if these strata refer to stra-
tigraphic or ceramic divisions of the material. MH archi-
tectural remains consisted of numerous walls; an apsidal 
house, F; a smaller rectangular building, B, located 
nearby; and remains of a rectangular house located 
under house F (Figure 3.6.2). 

The MH remains uncovered in the eastern excavation 
area give the impression of a densely inhabited settle-
ment. Walls were oriented roughly north-south. The 
front of house F was paved with small stones, probably 
a paved street or entrance area. The paving of streets 
is also attested at other MH settlements, such as Agios 
Stephanos and Eutresis. It is also possible that some 
settlement space was partitioned into stock gardens or 
animal pens, considering the long walls uncovered south 
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and east of house F. Partitioning of settlement space in 
such a manner was also seen at late MH Kirrha.

It seems that the settlement was deserted towards the 
later MH, only to be re-inhabited during late LH.

MH houses
The remains of three buildings dating to the earlier MH 
were uncovered. The house under house F (catalogue 
F01) was only partially uncovered, as part of the house 
was built upon by house F. The house was rectangular, 
oriented north-south, and consisted of at least three 
rooms. The southernmost room was very narrow. House 
F (catalogue F02) was built on top of it, and had the same 
orientation. However, the size and layout of the house 
were changed. The house was apsidal and partitioned 
into three rooms. The re-placement or re-building of 
a rectangular house by an apsidal house is unusual. An 
entrance may have been located in the western wall of 
the main room. Here are two indentations that could 
have supported posts for the door. Considering that 
the stone foundation walls were only 20 cm high, it 
would have been easy to step over them, into the house. 
Therefore, we have here an example of a house seem-
ingly without a clear entrance into the main room, based 

on the stone plan. However, meticulous uncovering 
by the excavator shows a suggested entrance into the 
house. Other houses or rooms, lacking a clear entrance, 
could have been accessed in similar ways, which could 
be hard to detect during excavations. In my opinion, it 
is therefore important to reconstruct the height of the 
stone foundation walls in relation to the fl oor of the 
house, and assess the possibility of entering the house 
through stepping over a stone foundation or threshold. 

Rectangular structure B (catalogue F03) was located 
west of house F. It seems likely that building B was aux-
iliary to house F, considering its small size of less than 
6 m², its narrow walls, its location next to house F, and 
the fact that the entrance faces towards house F. The 
existence of auxiliary buildings is also suggested for 
EH III Tiryns, Olympia and Lerna, and for MH Kirrha, 
Pevkakia, Argissa, Eutresis, Argos and Lerna. Several 
fl oor levels were uncovered inside the structure, indicat-
ing refurbishing through time. 

The remains of a house that is probably MH (cata-
logue F04) were uncovered northwest of house F. Only 
part of the apse and partition wall were uncovered. 

The house walls were of comparable width, except 
for structure B, which had narrow walls. Packed earth 

Figure 3.6.2  Korakou. Plan of MH settlement (author, modifi ed after Blegen 1921, Fig. 110)



106 BUILDING THE BRONZE AGE

fl oors were identifi ed at three houses, while no fl oor 
was identifi ed at the MH house. Therefore, no clear 
improvement in construction quality was observed. The 
few uncovered remains render the impression of some 
organization of space, and some specialization of space. 
The partitioning of the houses into three rooms, and the 
use of a possible auxiliary structure seem to argue for a 
MH II date, rather than a MH I date. Some small fi nds 
were uncovered in the MH layers, among them terra-
cotta spindle whorls, a few bone pins, a stone pounder, 
two small obsidian arrowheads and a large number of 
obsidian fl akes (Blegen 1921: 105). No clear indications 
of craft working or specialization were seen, beside the 
domestic production of tools and cloth. 

3.6.8 Tsoungiza (catalogue F05-F09)

Tsoungiza (HD A70) is located inland, on a ridge in the 
Nemea valley. Blegen (1927) and Harland (1928) fi rst 
excavated the EH III remains. Excavations were resumed 
in 1981, but by then many traces of the prehistoric settle-
ments had been disturbed by the previous excavations 
and recent ploughing. Furthermore, the faulty notes or 
interpretations of Harland (Pullen 2011b: 443), and the 
backfi lling of pits and areas, made it diffi  cult to recon-
struct his excavation and the material belonging to it. As 
a result, during the new excavations it was sometimes 
impossible to distinguish disturbed and undisturbed 

soil (Pullen 2011b: 466). EH II and EH III remains were 
uncovered on the crown and slopes of a hill. Portions of 
several EH III and LH I houses were excavated, as well as 
remains of MH buildings.

EH III settlement
The remains of a single apsidal house, dating to early EH 
III, were uncovered on the crown of the hill. The house 
was built on top of EH II house remains, but was not a 
rebuilding of an EH II houses. The house did have the 
same orientation as the EH II house remains below it. 
The house was later overbuilt by other houses dating 
to the middle and later EH III. These houses were built 
close together, in a seemingly haphazard way, but all 
were oriented northwest-southeast (Figure 3.6.3), com-
parable to the EH II house walls located in this part of the 
trench. The houses were separated by narrow alleys that 
were cobbled or paved. A cistern for the collection and 
storing of water was located towards the south (Pullen 
2011b: 460-463). A similar cistern was also constructed 
during EH I. In summary, the settlement renders an 
impression of some communal labour input to organize 
settlement space.

Houses E, C and F were destroyed by a fi re, and 
the settlement was deserted towards the end of the 
EH III period.

Figure 3.6.3  Tsoungiza. Plan of EH III settlement (author, modifi ed after Pullen 2011b, Fig. 6.2)
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EH III houses
Only the apsidal house and houses C and E were mod-
erately well preserved (Pullen 2011b: 442-460, 468) and 
therefore included in the catalogue. Of the apsidal house 
(catalogue F05) only very little remained. It was oriented 
roughly north-south, with the apse in the south. Two 
pits were found inside the house. Perhaps these were 
used for storage. 

Of house C (catalogue F06), only the southern half 
was preserved. An entrance with pivot hole led into the 

main rooms. Inside the house, remains of a pit were 
found. The positioning of three pithoi along the axis of 
the house seems odd. Usually large storage vessels were 
placed along walls. The recovery of a terracotta mould 
with two depressions for axes or chisels at house C sug-
gests metalworking. The copper from several metal 
objects recovered at Tsoungiza that were analysed came 
from Lavrion and Cyprus-Limasso (Kayafa, Stos-Gale & 
Gale 2000).

Figure 3.6.4  Tsoungiza. Map of trenches (author, modifi ed after Pullen 2011b, Fig. 6.1)
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Apsidal house E (catalogue F07) was a small house, 
ca. 15 m². Inside it, eight pithoi were found in situ, 
taking up most of the space. In addition, nine grind-
ing stones were found, as well as the remains of other 
ceramics and tools. Therefore, food storage and food 
processing were important activities taking place at the 
house. Furthermore, remains of tableware (bowls, cups) 
were recovered. The number of recovered pithoi sets 
this house apart from other EH III houses at Tsoungiza 
(which were, however, incompletely uncovered or not 
well preserved). Only few EH III houses containing 
many pithoi were recovered, and these will be discussed 
in several of the following regions. Berbati house NP 
(catalogue G31) contained three in-situ pithoi and frag-
ments of two others, Olympia house 3 (catalogue K03) 
contained fi ve pithoi, and the corridor building at Helike 
(catalogue M04) contained fi ve large pithoi. Fragments 
of an uncertain number of pithoi were recovered in 
house AB and M at Deriziotis Aloni (catalogue J01 and 
J02). However, all these houses were larger than house E 
at Tsoungiza. Therefore, the small house size and large 
number of pithoi could be indications of a possible spe-
cial function of house E. 

MH–LH I settlement
The settlement was abandoned until the end of the late 
MH period. Perhaps some walls uncovered in the south-
western corner of EU7 (Figure 3.6.4) were erected in 
MH III. It remains unclear for the moment if building 
J in Trench L (Figure 3.6.5) is EH III or MH III in date 
(Dabney, Wright in press: 1). A late MH level excavated 
in EU2 contained the remains of carbonized grape pips, 
which were found together with collapsed mud brick 
and burning (Wright et al. 1990: 629). Harland (1928) 
uncovered the remains of two MH houses north of EU5, 
but these were never published. All these possible MH 
remains were located on the slope of the hill.

Early Mycenaean remains were clustered on the fl at 
terraces that had been created by fi lling in the ravines. 
One place of habitation was a plateau located north of 
the crown of the hill, and another was the sloping area 
off  the south-eastern part of the knoll. 

LH I houses
In trench EU7, on the south-eastern slope of the hill, 
remains of the LH I West Building were uncovered, 
which consisted of two (attached) houses (Wright 
1990, Wright et al. 1990, Dabney, Wright in press). The 

Figure 3.6.5  Tsoungiza. Plan of MH and LH wall remains in Unit 10 (author, modifi ed after Dabney and Wright in press, Fig. 5)
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north-eastern part was constructed after the south-
western part was destroyed by fi re (Dabney, Wright in 
press: 3). The south-western side of the West building 
(catalogue F08) consisted of a main room, two par-
titioned back rooms, and two attached side rooms. 
The house was rectangular and oriented towards the 
northwest, but the south-eastern part was not entirely 
uncovered. A hearth and a stone slab were located in the 
centre of the main room. The house was destroyed by 
fi re, leaving an assemblage in situ. Interesting is the stor-
age of most of the painted vessels in the larger attached 
side room of the south-western building, together with 
unpainted vessels of which some seem not to have been 
in regular use: i.e,. a krater, a miniature kantharos and an 
alabastron. Perhaps these vessels were safely stored and 
only rarely used. The assemblage contained examples of 
paired vessels. Paired vessels were also found in graves 
and in MH sealed ceramic deposits recovered at Asine 
Barbouna house II and Asine house B. 

The north-eastern side of the West building (cata-
logue F09) consisted of a main room, and two parti-
tioned back rooms. The fi rst of these two rooms was 
partitioned into two. A hearth and a stone slab were 
located in the centre of the main room, while a smaller 
hearth was located along the wall. Traces of two hearths 
were also found in the two small rooms next to the main 
room. In some ways, the house can be considered a 
rebuilding of the south-western side. During its use, the 
house underwent several phases of modifi cation, includ-
ing the raising of the fl oor. The combined layout of the 
two houses is reminiscent of Asine house D, which con-
sisted of two attached houses. 

Discussion Tsoungiza
Too little was uncovered of the MH and LH I settle-
ment to asses if settlement space became more organ-
ized over time. However, the fi lling in of ravines during 
the early Mycenaean period does suggest that increasing 
amounts of labour were invested in the organization of 
settlement space. 

It is unclear if the construction quality of houses 
improved over time. As in other areas, we can trace a 
transition from apsidal houses to rectangular houses. 
Furthermore, the few MH III–LH I remains, in contrast 
to the EH III structures, suggest an increase over time of 
house size and number of rooms. In addition, freestand-
ing EH III houses were replaced by more agglomerative 
structures that were expanded over time during MH III–
LH I. Too little was uncovered of furnishings to assess 
changes therein; however an increase in the number of 
hearths inside houses could be suggested based on the 
LH I West building. The West building should be partly 
considered a rebuilding, as the north-eastern part was 
erected after a fi re destroyed the south-western part, and 
is very similar to the south-western part. 

The recovery of multiple pithoi in EH III houses C and 
E suggest that household storage took place. Analysis of 
the Final Neolithic–Early Helladic faunal assemblage 
from the site led Halstead (2011: 787) to the tentative 
suggestion that the consumption of meat took place on 
three social scales:
• Small social groups consumed complete suckling 

piglets.
• Several small social groups butchered and distrib-

uted carcasses of older sheep, goats and pigs for 
piecemeal cooking and consumption.

• There was collective or perhaps village-wide con-
sumption of cattle.

Such consumption practices would subscribe to the 
idea that houses would never be entirely self-suffi  cient, 
and would need to cooperate in certain cases. As was 
outlined in Chapter 2.4.1, this is what we would expect 
from small-scale societies. The lack of storage facilities 
and the lack of storage vessels in the in-situ assemblage 
of the south-western side of the LH I West building is 
striking. It is possible that such vessels were removed 
from the debris, mended and reused. However, it is 
also possible that the domestic economy had changed 
through time and that households cooperated and stored 
food together.

In summary, some evidence for increasing architectural 
complexity and increased labour input in the organiza-
tion of settlement space is visible at Tsoungiza. 

3.6.9 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in the Corinthia

Aetopetra (HD A53) was located on a hill near the 
coast at the Gulf of Corinth. Excavations were carried 
out by Chatzipouliou-Kalliri and published in an art-
icle (Chatzipouliou–Kalliri 1978). Among the remains 
were EH and MH material. A small portion of an early 
MH house was uncovered, as well as some portions of 
other walls, a stone-paved area, a pit, and a child’s pithos 
burial. Too little remained of the house to include it in 
the catalogue. 

Gonia (HD A57) is located inland on a ridge meas-
uring 410 x 160 m. Blegen carried out excavations here 
during a hiatus in his excavation work at Korakou and 
published the remains in summary form (Blegen 1930). A 
total of 22 small trial trenches were opened. Because of 
the small size of the trenches, ca. 1.50 x 4.00–5.00 m, no 
extensive architectural remains were uncovered. Among 
the ceramics were EH III, MH and LH I wares, with the 
MH remains especially concentrated at the central part 
of the mound. Among the architectural remains was a 
corner of a MH house, uncovered in trench B. However, 
pottery saved from this level after the excavations and 
analysed by Lambropoulou (1991: 72) was exclusively 
of EH II and EH III date. It is therefore uncertain what 
date the house was. Further details on and plans of the 
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remains were lacking, and the house was therefore not 
included in the catalogue. 

Zygouries (HD A67) is located inland on a low hill. 
The site measures ca. 165 x 70 m. Blegen (1928b) carried 
out excavations that uncovered prehistoric remains, 
which were especially located on the central part of the 
hill, including MH architecture and intramural burials. 
The architectural remains were unfortunately poorly 
preserved, and only two uncovered walls were possibly 
MH in date. The small number of architectural remains 
is probably not only due to erosion. It seems likely that 
the settlement was small as well. The inventoried pot-
tery from the site, which was analysed by Lambropoulou 
(1991), was all late MH, but ceramics were also from 
mixed MH contexts.

The architectural remains uncovered at Aetopetra, 
Gonia and Zygouries unfortunately do not add to our 
understanding of EH III–LH I domestic architecture. 

3.6.10 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in the Corinthia

Although the Corinthia tends to be discussed together 
with the Argolid, and although similarities exist between 
the two regions, developments in the Corinthia were 
few in number, and took place slowly compared to 
the Argolid. The settlement decline during EH III was 
more profound than in the Argolid. Furthermore, the 
Corinthia is characterized by small and humble settle-
ments, while the Argolid can also boast of signifi cant 
settlements with regional and supra-regional relation-
ships. It was suggested by Pullen and Tartaron (2007: 
157) that the position of Kolonna in the Saronic Gulf 
prevented the development of greater complexity in the 
Corinthia, and that “a long-term social and economic 
stability in a heterarchical arrangement, with no inev-
itable trajectory towards a complex hierarchical polity”, 
existed in the Corinthia.

Only few house remains were catalogued (Table 3.6.1). 
Three EH III houses were located in Tsoungiza, three 
MH I–II houses in Korakou, two MH III–LH I houses 
in Tsoungiza, and one MH house of unclear date at 
Tsoungiza. Therefore, comparisons between settlements 
could not be made. 

EH III remains in the Corinthia, which are only signif-
icantly represented at Tsoungiza, render the impression 

of some spatial organization, refl ected in the digging of 
a cistern and the paving of streets. Some organization 
of space is also attested at early MH Korakou, while the 
fi lling in of ravines at early Mycenaean Tsoungiza also 
suggests communal labour input into the organization 
of settlement space.

The architectural remains from the Corinthian EH III–
LH I settlements are so few that they disabled meaning-
ful comparison between houses, but some developments 
through time can be traced. EH III houses at Tsoungiza 
were, overall, small, simple and not well built. The recov-
ery of a terracotta mould indicates metalworking. Other 
evidence of EH III metalworking was recovered at Lerna, 
Ano Englianos, Kolonna and Argissa. The apsidal house 
shape remained in use at the beginning of the MH period 
at Korakou, while during the later MH only rectangu-
lar houses were constructed at Tsoungiza, which is a 
common pattern in the Peloponnese. With reference to 
Tsoungiza, the later MH and LH I houses seem to have 
been larger and to have had more internal partitioning 
and specialized room use. Similarities were observed in 
house layout between the LH I house at Tsoungiza and 
house D at Asine. Room complexes were also attested 
at Asine, Kolonna, Agios Stephanos, Peristeria, Kolonna, 
and possibly Kirrha and Krisa. Therefore, architectural 
developments at an inland settlement like Tsoungiza are 
comparable to more widespread developments in the 
Mainland and coastal settlements. Two possible exam-
ples of rebuilt houses were identifi ed: MH I–II house F 
at Korakou could perhaps be considered a rebuilding 
of the house beneath it. The north-eastern part of the 
LH I West building should be considered a rebuilding of 
the south-western part. 

Domestic architecture and household economics in the 
EH III–LH I Corinthia
Very little evidence is available for the Corinthia. 
Nonetheless, a few tentative suggestions regarding stor-
age practices and changes therein can be made. The 
recovery of several pithoi inside the EH III houses at 
Tsoungiza suggest household-based storage. The con-
struction of an apparent auxiliary building B beside 
early MH house F at Korakou indicates a specialization 
of space. The lack of storage facilities and the lack of 
storage vessels in the in-situ assemblage of the south-
western side of the LH I West building could suggest 
an increasing cooperation and specialization in stor-
age practices. However, the evidence is too limited to 
ascertain this. 

In summary, based on the architectural evidence from 
Korakou and Tsoungiza, a few tentative suggestions 
regarding architectural and economic organization and 
change can be made.

Category Number of houses 

EH III 3

MH 1

MH I-II 3

MH III-LH I 2

Total 9

Table 3.6.1  The Corinthia. Date and number of houses



3.7 Argolid

The Argolid has always been at the centre of attention 
for research into the EH III, MH and LH I periods. As a 
result, developments seen in the Argolid were somewhat 
taken as a standard for that period in the whole of the 
Greek Mainland. For example, the EH III apsidal houses 
at Lerna (HD A13) were taken as typical for that period, 
while the MH III–LH I Shaft Graves at Mycenae (HD A1) 
with all their riches were also to some extent taken as a 
development typical for the late MH and LH I period.

It is evident that the Argolid has a lot of information 
to off er, as several large scale excavations have been car-
ried out (e.g. Mycenae, Lerna, Tiryns (HD A7), Argos 
(HD A8), Midea (HD A6)) whereby both settlements and 
cemeteries were uncovered. It is also quite clear that 
the riches recovered at the Mycenaean Grave Circles are 
still unparalleled. However, developments attested in 
the Argolid should no longer be taken as a standard for 
the EH III–LH I period for all regions, as it is becoming 
increasingly clear that diff erent local developments took 
place in the diff erent regions.

3.7.1 Geography

The Argolid is located in the eastern Peloponnese (Figure 
3.7.1). It is bordered in the north by the Corinthia, in the 
northeast by the Saronic Gulf, in the south and south-
east by the Argolic Gulf and in the west by Arcadia. A 

few mountain ranges are located in the west, northwest 
and east. Important Bronze Age settlements arose in 
the fertile Argos plain, while other, smaller settlements 
were located in the coastal valleys to the southeast 
that were also reasonably fertile. Less productive areas 
were Epidauria, Methana and the southern Argolid. 
The Argolid is located at the crossroads of communi-
cation routes with islands such as Aegina, the Cyclades 
and Crete and other regions such as Attica and eastern 
Laconia. The abovementioned less productive areas 
were more oriented towards the Saronic Gulf, as they 
were separated from the Argos plain by mountains 
(Voutsaki 2010a: 599).

3.7.2 Chronology

Work on chronology has on the one hand concentrated 
on the classifi cation and development of ceramic wares, 
and on the other hand on the division of the ceramic 
material into phases. Wace and Blegen (1916-18) were the 
fi rst to propose a pottery classifi cation for Pre-Mycenaean 
ceramics, based on material from Tiryns, Argos, Corinth, 
Phylakopi, Phocis and Orchomenos. Frödin and Persson 
(1938) suggested the existence of three MH phases, based 
on the excavations at Asine. Buck (1964) only used two 
MH layers, a lower MH I and an upper MH II layer. 
These two layers were based on his classifi cation of MH 
Matt Painted ware, and did not include the later MH, as 
only few stratifi ed deposits could be used. French (1972) 

Figure 3.7.1  Argolid. Map of 
region and sites
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formulated defi nitions for the diff erent MH wares. A few 
years later Dickinson (1977) proposed a diff erent divi-
sion, which he based primarily on Minyan shapes. The 
fi rst phase was called Proto-Minyan and Early Minyan, 
and comprised the EH III and early MH period. This 
was followed by the Decorated Minyan; the Mature 
Minyan; and, fi nally, the later Mature Minyan phase, 
or Late Phase. However, after renewed excavations at 
Asine in the 1970s, Dietz (1980) defi ned a new sequence 
of MH ceramics into fi ve phases, of which the last MH 
IIIB phase is actually LH I in date. This new defi nition 
by Dietz included the ware defi nition previously formu-
lated by French, as well as Dickinson’s division. 

Zerner (1978) published the early MH architectural 
remains and associated assemblages of Lerna as part of 
her PhD thesis. Furthermore, she did important work in 
the defi nition and characterization of MH ceramics from 
Lerna (Zerner 1986, 1988, 1990, 1993). She introduced a 
new approach to defi ne the ceramics. Instead of solely 
looking at shape and ware type, she also used fabric types 
to defi ne ceramic groups. Although critique was levelled 
at this new approach (Maran 1987a), it is now more 
widely applied to MH ceramics. However, Maran also 
continues to use Maran’s own system of classifi cation 
(e.g. Maran 1992a), as do his students (Sarri 2010b).

The transitional MH III–LH I is also problematic to 
defi ne, and has been divided into two and three phases 
(Dietz 1989). A more refi ned dating was suggested for 
the transitional MH III–LH I period, formulated by 
Graziadio (1988) and based on the material from the 
Grave Circle at Mycenae. However, Dietz, Zerner and 
Nordquist (1988) agreed upon a basic terminology for 
late MH wares in their study of late MH ceramic at Asine 
and Lerna. Therefore, these dates and terminologies are 
not necessarily applicable to other regions of the Greek 
Mainland. Diff erent results may come from the research 
currently being carried out at Mitrou in Central Greece 
on the MH III–LH I ceramic material. A synthesis of MH 
remains and an improvement of the relative chronology 
of MH ceramics was provided by Lambropoulou (1991) 
in her PhD thesis.

Rutter has been the main contributor to our under-
standing of EH III ceramic wares. He analysed several 
types of EH III ceramic ware coming from Lerna and 
other EH III sites, such as a pattern decorated ware 
(Rutter 1982) and a fi ne grey burnished ware (Rutter 
1983a) considered to be the predecessor of Grey Minyan. 
Furthermore, he wrote a paper on the EH III–MH 
ceramics transition (Rutter 1986) and published a large 
selection of EH III ceramic material from Lerna (Rutter 
1995), including a possible ‘ceremonial’ assemblage 
(Rutter 2008).

Here, the tripartite division of the MH is used. 
However, at several settlements, such as Argos and Asine, 
a distinction is made between early MH III and late MH 
III. This distinction has been made by the excavators, and 

is therefore followed here. In addition, refi ning architec-
tural developments of MH III into early and late could 
help us understand why relatively rapid architectural 
(and other) developments took place during this period. 

3.7.3 History of research

The most important excavations that opened a window 
onto the Bronze Age mainland were the excavations at 
Mycenae (HD A1), carried out under the direction of 
Schliemann in 1876. During these excavations, Grave 
Circle A was uncovered, which contained several graves 
with multiple burials and an excessive amount of valu-
able grave goods. MH layers were also uncovered during 
the excavations.

Shortly thereafter in 1880, excavation commenced at 
nearby Tiryns (HD A7), where in addition to the LH cita-
del and palace, eventually also MH and EH III remains 
were uncovered. In the fi rst half of the 20th century, many 
more excavations were carried out in the Argolid, pri-
marily under the direction of foreign schools: Prosymna 
(HD A4) was excavated in 1902 and the 1920s; Argos (HD 
A8) in 1906 and 1907; Kandia (HD A21) in 1927, Berbati 
(HD A5), Asine (HD A20) and Iria (HD A23) in the 1930s; 
Midea (HD A6) in 1942; and Lerna (HD A13) between 
1952 and 1957. 

Research concentrated initially on issues of pottery 
classifi cation and the division of the MH period into dif-
ferent phases (see preceding section). At the same time, 
the causes of material change were also being discussed. 
These discussions revolved around the extent of Minoan 
or other external infl uence on the Mainland, versus the 
extent of local development. 

Excavations at Lerna, carried out from 1952–1957, 
uncovered the remains of an EH III and MH settle-
ment. Because the late MH is not well represented and 
publication of the remains was postponed for various 
reasons, Lerna initially did not play an important part 
in the chronological defi nition of the MH. It did, how-
ever, play an important role in defi ning the transition of 
EH II to EH III, and of EH III to MH. During excavations 
at Lerna, a destruction layer was identifi ed between the 
EH II and EH III layers. Subsequently, many destruction 
layers at other sites were also (re)dated to the transitional 
EH II–EH III period. The destructions, in combination 
with changes in the material record, the disappearance 
of corridor houses, and the decrease in population and 
number of settlements led Caskey (1960) to the for-
mulation of a theory of ‘invasion’ or ‘migration’, which 
was very much within the Zeitgeist of the 1950s. Later, 
Forsén (1992) showed that the destructions observed 
at many EH II and EH III sites actually did not show a 
regional or temporal correlation.

As in other regions, the settlements excavated in the 
earlier years were not always well understood, or pub-
lished. This was of course partly because these sites were 
the fi rst of this Bronze Age period to be uncovered. New 
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excavations were therefore carried out at several settle-
ments that were previously excavated (e.g. Asine, Midea, 
Argos), and much research now consists of a contextual-
ization and (re)analysis of remains excavated earlier.

Nordquist (1987) published a book about the MH 
remains at Asine, and was therefore the fi rst to pub-
lish a detailed account of MH house architecture and 
associated assemblages, and an interpretation of their 
function and development throughout the MH period. 
Nordquist also published several papers on ceramics 
and the pairing of pots, based on settlement and funer-
ary data of Lerna, Asine and other sites (Nordquist 1985, 
1999, 2000).

The ongoing excavations at Argos are leading to a 
better understanding of the site and the MH ceramics 
(Philippa-Touchais 2002, 2003). It is clear now that MH 
Aeginetan imports played a signifi cant role in daily life 
at Argos (Touchais 2007, Philippa-Touchais 2007). So 
far, little has been published on the houses (Touchais 
1998, Philippa-Touchais 2010). However, recently, skel-
etal material has been re-studied and radiocarbon dated 
to improve the dating of the MH period (Voutsaki 
et al. 2006). 

As in other regions, research had primarily concen-
trated on ceramic defi nitions, but during the past four 
decades, an increasing number of studies has being 
devoted to mortuary analysis (e.g. Blackburn 1970, Mee, 
Cavanagh 1984, Nordquist 1987, Zerner 1990, Voutsaki 
1995, 1999, 2004). It became increasingly clear that sub-
tle diff erences are visible in MH I–II mortuary remains, 
and more pronounced diff erences in MH III–LH I mor-
tuary remains. This development culminated towards 
the later MH period in the creation of extramural cem-
eteries, elite graves and valuable funerary goods, as 
recovered at Mycenae, Dendra (HD A6A) and other sites.

The development of more scientifi c techniques led 
to their implementation in archaeological analyses. 
Skeletal material from children buried at Lerna and Asine 
was thoroughly restudied and analysed (Ingvarsson-
Sundström 2002, 2003). DNA analysis was carried out on 
bone material from Grave Circle B at Mycenae (Brown 
et al. 2000, Bouwman et al. 2008, 2009, 2010), and facial 
reconstructions were made of several skulls from the 
Grave Circles at Mycenae (Musgrave, Neave & Prag 1995).

In 2003, Voutsaki started a large project, called 
“Shifting Identities. Social change and cultural interac-
tion in the Middle Helladic Argolid 2000-1500 BC”. The 
aim of this project is to interpret social, cultural and pol-
itical changes taking place during this period, through 
the analysis of imagery, funerary data, settlement data, 
and osteological material, as well as through radiocarbon 
analysis, DNA analysis and stable isotope analysis (e.g. 
Voutsaki 2005). In this way, specifi c groupings of mater-
ials or approaches are no longer considered in relative 
isolation; rather, they are integrated. So far, articles have 
been published on each of these topics (e.g. Voutsaki et 

al. 2006, 2007, Triantaphyllou et al. 2006, 2008, Milka 
2006, 2010, Kovatsi et al. 2010). However, the emphasis 
has remained on burials.

3.7.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

The interest in elites, palaces, graves and ceramics has 
resulted in a lack of domestic architecture studies. The 
architectural remains excavated at Argos were briefl y 
discussed (Volgraff  1906, 1907). For various reasons the 
EH III architectural remains of Lerna have just been 
published  (Banks 2013), while the early MH architectural 
remains have only been published as part of a PhD thesis 
(Zerner 1978). Only recently, a few studies discussed MH 
architecture in the Argolid in more depth (Touchais 1998, 
Philippa-Touchais 2010, Voutsaki 2010b). Nonetheless, 
with the data available, it must be possible to research 
the domestic record in the Argolid more thoroughly.

Due to the interest in Mycenaean palaces and graves, 
inland settlements uncovered were primarily palatial 
sites, such as Mycenae and Midea, or cemeteries, such as 
Prosymna and Dendra. Much of the earlier prehistoric 
remains at these sites were destroyed during the con-
struction of palaces. As a result, relatively little is known 
about the EH and MH habitation of important LH sites. 
The same applies to coastal Tiryns. The uneven preser-
vation of MH and early LH remains at palatial sites hin-
ders archaeologists in understanding why these specifi c 
sites became palatial, while others did not. Furthermore, 
the lack of interest in more humble (inland) settlements 
hinders a further understanding of the relationships 
among the diff erent types of sites in the Argolid (large 
versus small, coastal versus inland).

The coastal sites of Lerna and Asine and the inland 
settlements of Argos were not palatial, and the EH III 
and MH domestic remains were fairly well preserved. 
However, the remains cannot be compared with 
remains from palatial sites due to the aforementioned 
poor preservation. Therefore, the developments taking 
place at Asine, Lerna and Argos cannot be contextual-
ized within developments taking place in the Argolid 
as thoroughly as is necessary. Nevertheless, Lerna and 
Asine have become important reference sites for the EH 
III–LH I period, while in fact substantial diff erences exist 
between them.

A similar problem is also seen at Mycenae. The uncov-
ering of the Grave Circles led to assumptions about the 
sudden emergence of an elite. These assumptions were 
reinforced by the uncovering of elaborate Shaft Graves, 
tombs, tumuli and extramural cemeteries at Dendra, 
Argos, Asine and Lerna. Although signs of social diff er-
entiation are indeed visible in the MH mortuary record, 
there is still debate on how these should be interpreted. 
Recently, it has been argued that richer graves were not 
necessarily of elites emphasizing their status, but rather 
of some people claiming a higher status than others 
(Triantaphyllou et al. 2006, Voutsaki, Nijboer & Zerner 
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2009). The rapid transformation (of the mortuary prac-
tices) at these sites in the Argolid has become something 
of reference for developments taking place during MH 
III–LH I more generally. However, developments dif-
fered in time and space.

The discussion on the transformation of society 
during the EH II–III transition has, to a large extent, 
also been based on evidence from the Argolid, namely, 
Lerna and Tiryns. Cultural change was explained with 
reference to theories of invasions and migrations. Such 
explanations for cultural change were typical during 
the early 20th century, but remained popular in Greek 
archaeology into the 1960s. Because of the general dis-
interest in this period, it took a long time before such 
theories were qualifi ed, quantifi ed, and more or less 
refuted (Forsén 1992). However, they are now being 
revived, though in a much more qualifi ed form (Maran 
1998, 2007b).

In summary, an overview of EH III–LH I research in the 
Argolid tends to become an overview of EH III–LH I 
research in general. This is due to three circumstances: 1) 
much of the earliest research on this period has been car-
ried out in the Argolid, 2) remains were fairly promptly 
published, and 3) the quantity and quality of the remains 
was also larger and better than in other regions. These 
circumstances tend to lead to the idea that develop-
ments taking place here were illustrative or typical for 
the period more generally on the Mainland. However, 
this is not necessarily the case. Furthermore, the impres-
sion is gained that the north-eastern Peloponnese, and 
especially the Argolid, was the hub of all activity during 
the EH and MH periods. However, an increasing under-
standing of other areas, especially central Greece, is now-
adays slowly nuancing this impression. Nonetheless, the 
Argolid seems indeed to have been an important hub, 
likely together with Boeotia.

3.7.5 Settlement pattern

The Southern Argolid Exploration project, an inten-
sive archaeological and environmental survey, was car-
ried out under the direction of the American School of 
Classical Studies in Athens (Runnels, van Andel 1987, 
Jameson, Runnels & van Andel 1994). It was an impor-
tant project, in that it tried to develop a more systematic 
kind of survey directed towards all areas and periods. 
The results showed a drastic decline in EH III sites: only 
three sites with several sherds were identifi ed. A modest 
increase of MH settlement numbers was seen: fi ve sites 
were represented, and these were larger in size than the 
EH III sites. Especially later MH and LH I material was 
recovered (Nordquist 1988). The increase is explained 
by an increasing and intensifying land use during the 
MH period (Runnels, van Andel 1987: 315-316, Jameson, 
Runnels & van Andel 1994: 367-369). 

The Swedish Institute in Athens directed the inten-
sive Berbati-Limnes archaeological survey. The aim of 
the survey was to study the interaction of people and the 
environment. The survey did not result in the identifi -
cation of any EH III or MH sites, with the exception of 
the Mastos of Berbati itself (Forsén 1996: 75, Wells 1996: 
121). The Berbati valley project was a follow-up of the 
survey results; it was concluded in 1999 with an inten-
sive survey of the Mastos, where the EH–MH settlement 
of Berbati was located (Lindblom, Wells 2011). 

The Methana intensive survey, under the direction of 
the British School in Athens, led to the identifi cation of 
only one EH III site. Four coastal MH sites were identi-
fi ed, while three more sites were possibly also MH (Mee, 
Forbes 1997: 45-46). 

The intensive surveys carried out in the Argolid seem 
to prove massive depopulation during EH III, especially 
in peripheral areas. Wright (2004a) compared several 
surveys carried out in the Argolid and the Corinthia. 
Compared to the Corinthia, the Argolid was less depop-
ulated: a larger number of sites remained inhabited, and 
settlement numbers increased during the MH II period. 
It is therefore evident that diff erent developments took 
place in the diff erent regions, as well as in the diff erent 
sub-regions of the Argolid. Wright therefore formu-
lated three diff erent models for habitation patterns: 1) 
The Periphery model, with independent foundations 
of sites, and sites of a variable distribution, as seen in 
the Southern Argolid and Methana, 2) The Dependency 
model, whereby the hinterland is exploited by one site, as 
seen in the Berbati-Limnes area, and 3) The Central place 
model, with a continuous occupation of and increase in 
sites, as seen in the core area of the Argolid. 

3.7.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

EH III architectural remains are well represented in the 
Argolid by the settlements of Lerna and Tiryns, and by 
a few remains at Berbati and Asine. The well-preserved 
EH III remains at Lerna and Tiryns off er the possibility 
of local and regional comparisons. However, the archi-
tectural remains at Tiryns have not been well published, 
while the remains at Lerna were published during the 
fi nal revision stage of this thesis, hindering a thorough 
analysis and comparison. The house remains at Asine 
and Berbati were limited in extent and also briefl y dis-
cussed in publications.

MH architectural remains were uncovered at Argos, 
Asine, Berbati, Lerna, Midea, Mycenae and Tiryns. 
Poorly preserved MH and LH house remains were found 
at Kandia. MH I house remains were primarily uncov-
ered at Lerna, while single houses were found at Asine 
and Berbati. An intra-site comparison of the remains at 
Lerna is possible, but a comparison between settlements 
is problematic. The remains were reasonably well pre-
served and published, though a comprehensive volume 
on the MH architecture and ceramics from Lerna has 
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not been published yet. A few MH II houses were uncov-
ered at Asine and Lerna. Unfortunately, these remains 
were not well preserved due to later building activ-
ities, and few details could be published on the houses. 
A large number of houses at Argos is dated to MH III, 
while also at Asine several large houses were uncovered. 
House remains were also uncovered at Lerna, Mycenae 
and Tiryns. The houses at Argos have only been prelimi-
narily published so far. However, the houses at Asine 
were well preserved and well published, and they give 
an insight into MH III architectural developments. The 
remains at Mycenae and Tiryns are poorly preserved and 
barely published. 

Transitional MH III–LH I architectural remains have 
been found at Asine and Argos. Genuine LH I remains 
were only uncovered at Tiryns. These house remains 
were moderately well to well preserved, but not pub-
lished in much detail.

Overall, the Argolid is represented by a large data 
set of house remains, the largest compared to the other 
regions under discussion. However, the overall quality 

of the publications and the amount of detail available 
is limited. Furthermore, the possibilities for comparing 
diff erent settlements are limited. These limitations are, 
for example, applicable to the fi rst settlement that is dis-
cussed here, Argos. 

3.7.7 Argos (catalogue G01-G18)

Argos (HD A8) is located in the fertile plain of the 
Argolid. The site was inhabited from the Neolithic 
period onwards. Excavations have taken place and are 
still taking place under the auspices of the French School 
in Athens, fi rst under the direction of Volgraff  (1906, 
1907), and later under the direction of Touchais. EH III 
sherds were found, but no intelligible architecture. The 
MH period is well represented, including parts of a cir-
cumference terrace wall and several houses. The results 
of the excavations have so far only been published in 
preliminary reports in the BCH and in several articles. 
Therefore, details on the architecture and the fi nds from 
the houses are lacking.

Figure 3.7.2  Argos. Overview 
of settlement locations (author, 
modifi ed after Touchais 1998, 
Fig. 18)
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MH habitation
MH house remains were uncovered at several locations: 
on the summit of the Aspis, on the eastern hillside of the 
Aspis, in the Southern Section and at Deiras (Figure 3.7.2, 
Table 3.7.1). The houses uncovered on the Aspis sum-
mit were reasonably preserved but barely published in 
detail. The remains at Deiras were scant (Deshayes 1966: 
15-21), and the remains of at least 10 MH houses in the 
Southern Section were not suffi  ciently well published to 
include here. Nonetheless, it is possible to observe some 
diff erences between these areas (Table 3.7.1). 

In the Southern Section, the MH I–II habitation was 
succeeded by MH III burials. At the Aspis, MH II–III 
houses were found in association with contemporary or 
older intra-mural graves. The main diff erences between 
these two locations are the period of habitation and the 
presence or absence of graves. Burials were fi rst closely 
related to the settlement area, while later also a sepa-
rate area (the Southern Section) was used as a cemet-
ery (Touchais 1998: 77-78). The area in the foothills of 
the Aspis was used sparingly for tombs in early MH, but 
the number of tombs in the area grew drastically in MH 
III–LH I. The dating of the remains in the various areas 
suggests that a movement of habitation must have taken 
place during MH II, whereby the Southern Section and 
Deiras were deserted, while the Aspis became inhabited. 
Touchais (1998: 77) gives two possible reasons for this 
movement: 1) A river was diverted due to erosion. This 
change in water management could have forced people 
to move. 2) The Aspis was a high location in the land-
scape, and was therefore a strategic point for defence.

As only the houses at the Aspis were reasonably 
preserved and to some extent published, these will be 
further discussed. At the Aspis summit, only part of 
the settlement was uncovered (approx. 4,500 m2 out of 
approx. 20,000  m2). The MH houses were ascribed to 
three main architectural phases, which coincide with 
diff erent MH periods (Table 3.7.2). 

Aspis MH IB–MH II settlement
The earliest MH architectural phase is dated to MH IB–
MH II. It is represented by scanty architectural remains. 
The buildings of this phase were destroyed by fi re at the 
end of the MH II period. Rich pottery assemblages were 
recovered in the destruction deposits, with an abun-
dance of high-quality imported wares, such as Aeginetan 
Matt Painted and Lustrous Decorated/Minoanizing 
ware. Based on the assemblages it was suggested that 
goods were stored by individual households, rather than 
on a communal level (Philippa-Touchais, Touchais 2011: 
215). It is not possible for me to say anything about settle-
ment organization. 

Aspis MH IIIA settlement
The next architectural phase is dated to MH IIIA, and a 
tentative reconstruction of the settlement has been made 
(Figure 3.7.3). Perhaps the inner enclosure functioned as 
a fortifi cation wall. However, it seems more likely that 
it functioned as a terrace wall. Therefore, the existence 
of the walls does not necessarily imply status diff erences 
between houses inside and outside the wall as suggested 
by Phillipa-Touchais and Touchais (2008). Houses were 
built either in a concentric arrangement following the 
form of the hilltop, or perpendicular to the slope. The 
terraces, walls and placement of the houses render the 
Aspis settlement more organised compared to other 
MH settlements. The organisation seems to have arisen 
from the need to incorporate many houses on a slope, 
which called for the creation of terraces. Similar organi-
zational principles were also observed at Kolonna and 
Pevkakia Magula.

Aspis MH IIIA house architecture (G01-G03)
Houses MA, MB, and MC are listed in the catalogue, but 
of the other houses too little remained to include them 
(Touchais, Philippa-Touchais 1997). A plan was published 
of the three houses, but no details were published on the 
architecture or the fi nds. Therefore, it was decided to 
limit the number of entries in the catalogue. For exam-
ple, the entries on walls, fl oors and fi nds were removed. 

Apsidal house MA (catalogue G01) had an impressive 
width (ca. 5.40 m), compared to other MH III houses on 
the mainland. House MC (catalogue G03) may have had 
an overall size of ca. 60 m², which was rather ordinary. 
House MB (catalogue G02) may have been auxiliary to 
house MC, considering its narrow width (2.50 m) and its 
location next to house MC.

It seems that the MH IIIA houses at Argos were 
apsidal or rectangular in layout, and often internally 
partitioned. However, apsidal houses were uncommon 
during MH III on the Greek Mainland. The orientation 
of the houses varied, probably in relation to the slope 
of the hill. Overall, too little is preserved of the archi-
tectural remains to assess diff erences between houses 
and households. The reconstruction drawing suggests 

Location Date houses Date graves

Southern Section MH I–MH II MH III

Deiras MH I–MH II MH I–MH II (?)

Aspis - summit MH II–MH III MH II–MH III

Aspis - eastern hill side MH II–MH III MH II–MH III

Table 3.7.1  Argos. Details on location, habitation and burials 
(after Touchais 1998)

Aspis Phase Date

Phase I Final Neolithic

Phase II MH IB–MH II

Phase III MH IIIA

Phase IV MH IIIB–LH IA

Table 3.7.2  Argos. Phasing of Aspis (after Philippa-Touchais 2010)
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Figure 3.7.3  Argos. Plan of MH IIIA settlement (author, modifi ed after Philippa-Touchais 2010: Fig. 9)
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Figure 3.7.4  Argos. Plan of MH IIIB–LH IA settlement (author, modifi ed after Philippa-Touchais 2010: Fig. 10)
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that size and layout diff erences existed, but in my opin-
ion, too few of the architectural remains were pre-
served to make this reconstruction a reliable source for 
further analysis. 

Aspis MH IIIB–LH IA settlement
The last architectural phase dates to the transitional MH 
IIIB–LH IA period. The settlement was more densely 
inhabited (Figure 3.7.4). A probable exterior circuit wall 
was constructed. Furthermore, inside the area encircled 
by the circuit wall, two retaining walls were built, both 
called peribolos by Phillipa-Touchais (2010: 793). Several 
houses were built perpendicular to the slope. However, a 
row of rectangular buildings was erected along the inside 
of the circuit wall on the eastern and south-eastern part 
of the hill. Therefore, the settlement seems to have been 
constructed according to a plan, whereby the circulation 
in the settlement and the protection of the settlement 
were taken into account (Philippa-Touchais 2010: 794). 
Rooms were also abutted to the inner side of the defen-
sive wall at Megali Magula, Kiapha Thiti, Kolonna and 
Malthi. Argos is diff erent from these settlements, in that 
the defensive wall seems actually to be a retaining wall, 
and the rooms form neatly placed houses. 

According to the excavators, the substantial reorgani-
sation of the settlement clearly suggests social change. 
They attribute this change to intra-community fac-
tors as well as external developments such as political 
imbalances and social categorizations in the Argolid 
(Philippa-Touchais 2010: 796). They mainly see signs of 
social categorization at Argos in the segmentation of 
settlement space into sectors, which were created by the 
circuit or peribolos walls. However, in my opinion, the 
spatial segmentation does not necessarily equal social 
segmentation, and no further evidence is brought for-
ward to substantiate such an interpretation. 

Rather, the changes in settlement organization point 
towards more organization of space and an increasing 
concern with demarcating or defending the settlement, 
considering the creation of terrace walls and circuit walls 
and the construction of houses in a concentric arrange-
ment, having the appearance of a defensive wall. Similar 
developments were also seen at other late MH and LH I 
settlements, though Argos is one of the few settlement 
where late MH–LH I house architecture has been uncov-
ered in such an arrangement.

It seems that the houses and this part of the settle-
ment were deserted during LH IA. 

Aspis MH IIIB–LH IA house architecture (G04-G18)
The houses were only moderately well preserved or 
uncovered to only a limited extent. As was the case with 
the houses of the preceding phase, a plan was published, 
but no details on the architecture or the fi nds were 
provided. Therefore, it was again decided to include 

the houses in the catalogue, but to limit the number 
of entries. 

A row of rectangular houses forming a chain was con-
structed around the summit of the hill. Houses MD and 
ME are oriented northeast-southwest, and partly overlay 
houses MA, MB and MC of the previous period. House 
MD (catalogue G04) is rectangular, consists of three 
rooms and measures ca. 52 m². It is attached to rect-
angular house ME (catalogue G05), which also has three 
rooms, but is slightly larger, ca. 57 m². In the vicinity of 
the houses, ceramics and faunal remains were uncov-
ered that suggest the occurrence of a series of large-scale 
consumption events (Philippa-Touchais 2010: 794-795).

On the northern side of the slope, the remains of two 
houses were uncovered, which are seemingly freestand-
ing and oriented roughly north-south, perpendicular to 
the slope. House MI (catalogue G06) may have been rect-
angular and has at least two rooms. About 48 m² of the 
house was uncovered. House MJ (catalogue G07) may 
also have been rectangular, has at least one room, and 
was uncovered to an extent of ca. 30 m². 

The remains of several freestanding buildings with 
an approximately north-south orientation were uncov-
ered on the top of the hill, surrounded by a wall. House 
B (catalogue G08) is a rectangular house of at least one 
room; 43 m² was uncovered. House CD (catalogue G09) 
consists of two parts. One part is building D, which is 
divided into at least two rooms. Attached to the south 
side is building C, consisting of a rectangular room. 

Directly south of these houses and the surrounding 
wall, the remains of several houses oriented east-west 
were uncovered. Rectangular house E (catalogue G10) 
seems to consist of three rooms and an additional par-
titioned area or attached room to the west. The house 
is relatively narrow compared to the aforementioned 
houses, measuring ca. 3.00 m wide. The overall size of ca. 
32 m² is therefore somewhat small. It seems that a wall 
attached house E to house F, located south of house E. 
Little was preserved or uncovered of house F (catalogue 
G11). It was probably a rectangular house, consisting of 
at least two or three rooms. House H (catalogue G12) 
was located to the east and seems to have a trapezoidal 
layout, consisting of two axes located parallel to one 
another. At least two rooms were located on the north-
ern axis. It is unclear whether the southern axis formed 
another set of rooms or whether it enclosed a court. 

Two houses oriented roughly north-south, which 
probably formed part of the same concentric complex 
around the hill that included houses MD and ME, are 
located on the eastern slope of the hill. Rectangular 
house N (catalogue G13) consists of three rooms and 
measures ca. 72 m². Attached to its south side is rect-
angular house O (catalogue G14), which consists of at 
least two rooms. The uncovered or preserved part of the 
house measures ca. 53 m². 
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The remains of several freestanding houses oriented 
northeast-southwest were located on the north-eastern 
side of the hill. Rectangular house P (catalogue G15) 
seems to consist of two parts: a main house of at least 
two rooms, and a part that was attached to on the south-
west that was smaller in width and consisted of two 
small rooms. House Q (catalogue G16) was uncovered for 
a limited extent, consisted of at least two rooms, and was 
probably rectangular in shape. 

Rectangular house e (catalogue G17) forms probably 
part of the same concentric complex around the hill 
that houses MD, ME, N and O are a part of. The house 
is located on the southern slope of the hill and seems 
to have been partitioned into three rooms. Wall stubs in 
the north and east suggest a continuation of the concen-
tric complex further east, and perhaps an attached court 
or room on the north.

The remains of a north-south-oriented house of MH 
III–LH I date were excavated at the foot of the Aspis at 
the Tzafa plot (Divari-Valakou 1998). To the west of the 
house, a street or open space with a child’s grave was 
located, while another wall may be part of another house. 
Although the house is very narrow (2.80 m), the inter-
nal hearth and the few fi nds published indicate that the 
house was inhabited, and not an auxiliary building. The 
house is signifi cantly smaller (not more than 25 m²) than 
the houses located on the top of the Aspis. Therefore, it 
appears size diff erences existed between houses on the 
slope and those at the foot of the slope.

The general impression of the MH III–LH I houses 
is that they were rectangular and partitioned into three 
rooms – a pattern also seen at other late MH settlements. 
Only four houses were completely uncovered, and these 
diff ered in size (23, 52, 60 and 72 m²). Whether these size 
diff erences are meaningful could not be assessed due to a 
lack of details on the furnishings and fi nds. Most houses 
seem to have had rooms arranged on a single axis, which 
can be considered ordinary. However, late MH houses 
at other settlements tend to be larger or more complex 
in layout, e.g. Asine, Agios Stephanos, and Peristeria. 
Perhaps house H consisted of two axes, but too little was 
uncovered or preserved to ascertain this. Diff erences in 
house orientation related, as in the previous period, to 
the position of the house: on the slope or near a terrace 
wall. It has been suggested that the houses in the south-
eastern part may have strengthened the protection of 
the settlement. The attachment of houses in this way 
is indeed unusual and therefore may have had a special 
function. No evidence was found or published on the 
rebuilding of houses, though modifi cations may have 
been made. It seems to me that (auxiliary) rooms were 
added to the back or the side of houses when needed, as 
seen in houses CD and P. 

Based on both the uncovered and reconstructed house 
plans, the houses on the top of the hill do not seem to 
be signifi cantly diff erent from the houses lower down 

the slope. Philippa-Touchais (2010: 796) also observes 
architectural homogeneity. However, she argues that 
social diff erentiation is implied in the hierarchisation 
and segmentation of space and the existence of specifi c 
sectors with emphasis on the central area. However, 
she does not elaborate further on any of this, and it is 
unclear which houses or areas she actually interpreted 
as being higher in the hierarchy. She presumably means 
the houses on the summit. However, it is also suggested 
by the excavators that repeated large-scale consumption 
or feasting activities took place at houses MD and ME, 
lower down the hill. Large-scale ‘feasting’ is also attested 
at MH II Kolonna. However, here the activity took place 
in a special architectural context, namely, in the Large 
Building Complex. 

Because of the homogeneity of the architecture, the 
location of the settlement on a slope, the need to cre-
ate terraces, and evidence of feasting activities lower 
down the slope, it seems more plausible to interpret the 
segmentation of the summit by the two retaining walls 
as a result of the physical surroundings (i.e. the slope of 
the hill), rather than a result of a need to segment some 
habitation areas from others. 

Argos discussion
It seems that through time, more communal eff ort was 
put into the spatial organization of the settlement. 
Terrace walls and/or circumference walls were con-
structed, terraces presumably were levelled and houses 
were arranged in a concentric circle. The arrangement 
resulted in the segmentation of settlement space. In my 
opinion, this segmentation did not necessarily equal a 
hierarchisation of space and emphasis on several central 
areas, contrary to the suggestion by Philippa-Touchais 
(2010: 796). Whether the location of houses on top of 
the hill implied a higher social status cannot be assessed 
on the basis of the material made available so far. The 
arrangement of houses in a concentric circle renders 
the impression of a fortifi ed settlement. Circumference 
or defensive walls were also constructed at other settle-
ments during the later MH and LH I. Perhaps the 
organization of houses at Argos should therefore also be 
interpreted as a means of demarcation of, or defence of 
settlement space.

Due to lack of detail, it remains unclear whether 
the quality of house construction improved over time. 
Considering the spatial organization of the settlement 
and the use of houses as an optical and physical barrier, it 
does not seem unlikely. It is possible that through time a 
preference for the rectangular house shape developed, as 
was also seen at other settlements and in other regions. 
Changes in house size, number of rooms and furnish-
ings could not be assessed due to a lack of detail. The 
possibility should be considered of the existence of a sec-
ond storey, which would increase the living area of the 
houses and the number of rooms. No examples of rebuilt 
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houses were seen, but it seems likely that some modifi ca-
tions took place. For example, the suggested attachment 
of narrow (auxiliary) rooms to a few houses during MH 
IIIB–LH IA may have been a means to store more sur-
plus. Unfortunately, it remains unclear how these rooms 
were accessed and used. 

Overall, the architectural remains show increased 
communal eff ort in the organization of space. The evi-
dence of repeated large-scale consumption practices in a 
MH IIIB–LH IA context could suggest increasing house-
hold or communal interaction and cooperation. The 
increasing complexity of house architecture observed at 
several other late MH and LH I settlements and refl ected 
in increasing house size and number of rooms, and the 
construction of room complexes, is not easily identifi -
able at Argos, except for the concentric arrangement 
of houses around the summit. The house architecture 
has a homogenous appearance overall, but diff erences 
existed in terms of the freestanding or attached nature 
of houses, as well as their orientation and layout. In add-
ition, diff erences also seem to have existed in width and 
size of the houses.

3.7.8 Asine (catalogue G19-G30)

The settlement of Asine (HD A20) is located on the 
small promontory Kastraki, on the Gulf of Argolid 
south of Tiryns. The Swedish Institute at Athens car-
ried out excavations at the site, spread over many years 
and diff erent campaigns. Various excavators worked 
at the site, and diff erent use was made of notebooks 
and diaries (Nordquist 1987: 13-15). Furthermore, not 
all the fi nds from the excavations were preserved. As a 
result, the available data are often uneven. Fortunately, 
Nordquist (1987) published the MH remains as thor-
oughly as possible, including the house architecture and 
associated fi nds.

No architectural EH III remains were uncovered at 
Asine, except for EH III bothroi and a transitional EH 
III–MH house (Nordquist 1987: 71-72). MH remains were 
uncovered in several areas (Figure 3.7.5): at the Barbouna 
Slope, in the Lower Town, east of the Panaghia Church, 
on the acropolis, and on terraces. The MH settlement 
had an estimated size of 1.5–2.0 ha and an estimated 
50–93 households (Nordquist 1987: 24). An extramural 
cemetery was located east of the settlement, while the 
habitation area at the Barbouna slope was turned into 
a cemetery after its desertion. Part of the settlement at 
the Lower Town was turned into a cemetery towards the 
end of the MH III–LH I period.

EH III–MH I and MH I settlement
EH III–MH I house S was built across terrace III (Figure 
3.7.6). The house was founded on bedrock, and had a 
diff erent orientation than EH II house R, which was 
located towards the northeast. After the desertion or 
destruction of house S during MH I, part of the terrace 

was levelled to clear the ground for the construction of 
house T, which was built along the terrace (Nordquist 
1987: 28). As these remains were the only reasonably well 
preserved remains of this period, it was diffi  cult to assess 
the organization of the settlement. The creation of ter-
race walls and terraces, and well as levelling activities, 
indicate some organization of space.

EH III–MH I and MH I house architecture (G19-G20)
Little remained of EH III–MH I house S (catalogue G19), 
but the width of the rooms and the walls is ordinary. MH 
I house T (catalogue G20) has an ordinary overall size as 
well. However, the foundation walls are thick and high. 
This, together with the absence of a clear entrance area, 
and the rather unusual lengthwise partition of the main 
room, suggests the existence of a second fl oor (Nordquist 
1987: 74). Perhaps the lengthwise partition was needed 
to construct a staircase to the second fl oor, or to support 
the second fl oor. The recovery of stone paving in rooms 
VIA and VII, as well as pithos sherds, indicates the use of 
the ground fl oor as storage area. 

Let us assume that house T was indeed a two-storied 
house, and the lower fl oor was a storage area. It seems 
then that a large fl oor area was devoted to storage. Two 
in-situ pithoi recovered in front of the house may have 
been used for the collection of rainwater. Compared 
to MH I buildings at other settlements, house T was 
architecturally fairly complex. No other MH I buildings 
known in the Argolid had a second fl oor. It seems that 
plenty of space was available around house T to expand 
it. Nevertheless, it seems the inhabitants made a con-
scious decision to expand their house up into the air, 
rather than laterally. 

Too little was uncovered of house S to compare it to 
house T. House rebuilding, as observed at several other 
EH III and MH I settlements, was not attested at Asine 
during this period. House T was located beside house S, 
and had a diff erent orientation.

MH II settlement
MH II house remains were uncovered at terrace II, ter-
race III, east of Panagia, and in the Lower Town. The 
remains of two rooms were uncovered on terrace II, but 
little was preserved of them. House T, on terrace III, 
is partly overlain by house U. However, the exact date 
of house U remains unclear, as only mixed MH sherds 
were found. The remains of house I east of Panagia are 
very fragmentary, and no plan exists of the remains 
(Nordquist 1987: 75). Houses Pre-D and A, located in the 
Lower Town, were erected on either side of a northwest-
southeast running road (Figure 3.7.7). House Pre-D was 
oriented across a levelled terrace following the contour 
line of the slope (Nordquist 1987: 28), while house A was 
built perpendicular to the slope, directly on the bed-
rock (Nordquist 1987: 75). Except for house A, the house 
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remains are oriented northwest-southeast, following the 
contour line of the slope of the hill. 

Overall, the settlement does not render an impression 
of planning, except for levelling activities in the Lower 
Town and the construction of a road. 

MH II house architecture (G21-G24)
No evidence was visible of rebuilding practices. Houses 
were constructed in seemingly new building locations. 
Little was uncovered of house U (catalogue G21), which 
was a narrow structure (2.75 m wide), and may therefore 

have been of auxiliary use. The recovery of pithos frag-
ments on the fl oor further strengthens this suggestion. 
Little was preserved and uncovered of rooms 1 and 2 
(catalogue G22) or of house Pre-D (catalogue G24). The 
fi nds do not suggest a specialized function of these 
buildings, and we may therefore assume they were 
normal dwellings.

The layout and walls of house A (catalogue G23) are 
irregular. In fact, house A has an unusual, almost square 
layout, not attested at other houses. The partitioning 
of the house into two almost equal-sized, but rather 

Figure 3.7.5  Asine. Map of settlement (author, modifi ed after Nordquist 1987, Fig. 8)
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narrow, rooms (2.50–2.20 m wide) is also unusual. The 
fl oor of south-eastern room II was probably located on 
a higher level than the fl oor of north-western room I, 
due to the slope of the hill. Perhaps the partition wall 
also functioned as a retaining wall (Nordquist 1987: 75). 
The overall size of ca. 32 m² is rather small for a MH II 

house. However, perhaps the house extended further 
south-east. 

Too little remained of the houses to enable a mean-
ingful systematic comparison and trace develop-
ments through time. It therefore also remains unclear 
if and how the construction of the extramural East 
Cemetery during MH I–II (Dietz 1980, Voutsaki, Dietz 

Figure 3.7.6  Asine. Plan terrace III houses S, T and U (author, modifi ed after Nordquist 1987, Figs. 10, 11 and 12)

Figure 3.7.7  Asine. Plan of Lower Town MH II phase (author, modifi ed after Nordquist 1987, Fig. 13)
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& Nijboer 2009) was related to possible changes in the 
architectural record.

Early MH III settlement
It seems that the settlement expanded during this 
period. Houses were also constructed opposite the 
Lower Town at the Barbouna slope. Unfortunately, the 
house remains on the Barbouna slope were not well 
preserved. The house walls had a comparable orienta-
tion to house walls in the Lower Town. A narrow road 
paved with stones and pebbles separated the two houses, 
B and D, in the Lower Town (Figure 3.7.8). This was the 
same road that separated houses Pre-D and A during the 
previous period. The continuous use of specifi c roads 
was also attested at other settlements, such Pevkakia 
Magula in Thessaly and Lerna in the Argolid, as we will 
see below. The terrace of house D was levelled and pre-
sumably enlarged before construction of the house. The 
fl oor of the house has a distinct slope; the southern part 
was built directly on bedrock, and the northern part on 
debris. House B, on the other hand, had fl oors located at 
diff erent heights. Therefore, it seems that the house was 
erected on three terraces. 

In summary, as during the previous period, some organi-
zation of space can be attested. No major investments 
were made, considering the lack of drains and the lack of 
neatly arranged houses. Regarding house construction, 

it seems that households made personal decisions on 
how to modify their plot before erecting the house.

Early MH III house architecture (G25-G28)
Houses B and D in the Lower Town were constructed 
during the late MH II and remained in use until the 
early MH III. House B (catalogue G25) was trapezoidal 
in shape, ca. 85 m², and had a large number of rooms 
arranged on diff erent axes. Nordquist (1987: 88) suggests 
the odd layout was a means to make optimal use of the 
plot space available. I would like to suggest in addition, 
that the shape perhaps had also something to do with 
the fact that house B had at least three diff erent fl oor 
levels (Nordquist 1987, Fig. 77). The narrow part of the 
house, room III, was located highest, in the southeast. 
The house widens as it slopes down to the northwest in 
diff erent levels. Rooms IV, V and VI are one level down; 
rooms VII and VIII are two levels down and were prob-
ably at the same fl oor level as rooms IX, X and XI. 

The house seems to have had an upper fl oor, based on 
some of the thick walls and the recovery of a fallen pot-
tery deposit. The good quality of the ceramics and the 
fact that most of the vessels were tableware indicate the 
use of the upper fl oor as living quarters. The remains of 
two stone platforms in room VII also suggest the exist-
ence of a second fl oor: the room was narrow and did 
not need support for the roof. It therefore seems likely 
that the platforms were used for the support of a heavy 

Figure 3.7.8  Asine. Plan of Lower Town early MH III phase (author, modifi ed after Nordquist 1987, Fig. 14)
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upper structure. A stone slot along the wall and remains 
of charcoals beside it may be the remains of a staircase. 
The remains of a possible other staircase were located in 
room III. 

House D (catalogue G26) has a regular rectangular 
layout, a sloping fl oor (Nordquist 1987, Fig. 79), and no 
second fl oor. It is, like house B, a multi-roomed house, 
with rooms arranged on three axes, two of which are 
oriented northwest-southeast, and one located on the 
south-eastern side and oriented northeast-southwest. 
This third axis seems to have been attached to the house 
at some later point, as none of the walls can be shown to 
bond with the walls of the other two units (Nordquist 
1987: 82). 

Compared to houses B and D, little remained of the 
houses on the Barbouna slope, which is partly due to the 
small size of the excavations trenches. Building I (cata-
logue G27) and building II (catalogue G28) were both 
oriented northwest-southeast. Building II was partly 
cut out of the bedrock, which is unusual. According to 
Nordquist (1987: 29), the houses on the Barbouna slope 
were “detached and smaller than the houses in the LT”. 
Indeed, the houses on the Barbouna slope were spaced 
widely apart. However, it is not possible to compare 
house size or layout based on the limited evidence avail-
able. A noticeable diff erence, though, is that building 
II was partly cut out of the bedrock. Both houses were 
destroyed, seemingly by an earthquake, which was fol-
lowed by a fi re. The area was subsequently used for inter-
ment (Hägg, Hägg 1973, Nordquist 1987, Milka 2010).

Compared to the earlier MH period at Asine, several 
architectural changes took place with reference to the 
construction of houses B and D. The houses are larger, 
contain more rooms, and are as a result more complex 
in layout. Furthermore, diff erences between houses are 
noticeable. Diff erences between houses B and D are 
observable in their construction, layout and internal 
partitioning. These diff erences could perhaps to some 
extent be explained with reference to the domestic 
economy of the inhabitants. Nordquist (1987: 89) sug-
gested that two or more families inhabited these houses, 
because of the duplication of functions (e.g. hearths) and 
the separate entrances.

Discussion of early MH III architecture 
and domestic economy
House B seems to consist of two separate areas, each 
with its own entrance, storage areas, hearth and staircase 

to the upper fl oor. One area consists of rooms III-VI, and 
the other of rooms VII-XI. 

House D seems to consist of three separate areas, 
each located on a separate axis. However, although 
each area had a separate entrance, the storage areas and 
hearths were not equally spread among them. Voutsaki 
(2010b: 775-776) tentatively suggests that several house-
holds inhabited house D, and that they shared and 
pooled resources. In my opinion, another interpreta-
tion could be that the separate areas functioned as an 
organic whole, inhabited by an extended household, or 
a household with a subsidiary workforce. The diff erent 
entrances would lead into diff erent functional areas, 
such as an area for sleeping (XV, XVI and part of XIX), 
storage and craft working (XIX, XVII), and food prepar-
ation, cooking and eating (XX, XXI). The possible grad-
ual expansion of the household over time may have led 
to the expansion of the house through the creation of a 
third area (XIII and XIV). The recovery of cooking stands 
instead of a main or central hearth suggests fl exibility 
(or new eating traditions) not attested before. However, 
overall, the available evidence to substantiate the inter-
pretation of the functioning of the house is problematic.

The size and spatial organization of houses B and 
D suggest that multiple households or a household 
extended with family or subsidiary workforce lived in 
the same building. Sharing and pooling of resources 
could have led to more economic stability and as a result 
more prosperity (Halstead, O’Shea 1982). It is suggested 
that at the Lower Town a higher proportion of imported 
ceramics existed (Nordquist 1987: 90), which would give 
some credibility to this line of reasoning. However, else-
where (Nordquist 1987, Table 5.3), it is shown that the 
proportion of imported ceramics at Barbouna and the 
Lower Town are actually comparable (Table 3.7.3).

In summary, MH III houses were larger and more com-
plex in layout. Furthermore, diff erences in layout were 
clearly visible between houses D and B. Increasing house 
size and complexity were also attested at other settle-
ments. Such diff erences between houses in one settle-
ment are not seen anywhere else, except for the LBC at 
Kolonna, which was dramatically diff erent from con-
temporary houses. The state of architectural preser-
vation, uncovering and publication at both Asine and 
Kolonna is good, compared to most other settlements. 
Therefore, the extent of architectural variation attested 
at these settlements is not necessarily exceptional. 

Local % Imported % Total %

Barbouna 1666 71.26 672 28.74 2338 100

House B 649 72.27 249 27.73 898 100

House C 224 96.97 7 3.03 231 100

Table 3.7.3  Asine. Local and imported ceramics (based on Nordquist 1987: 51, Table 5.3, sherd statistics)
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Beside changes in architectural developments, it can also 
be tentatively suggested that changes took place in the 
domestic economy: the size of the household increased 
and/or households started to cooperate. 

Late MH III–LH I settlement
Two late MH III–LH I houses, C and E, were constructed 
in the Lower Town (Figure 3.7.9). The two houses were 
oriented northeast-southwest, perpendicular to the 
slope. Regarding house E, this meant a rigid change of 
orientation compared to previous periods. The lane 
running northwest-southeast between the eastern and 
western building plots remained in existence though, 
while to the northwest of house E a new road or court 
was created. The plot used for house E was partly lev-
elled, so that the southern part of the house rested on 
bedrock, and the northern part rested on the debris of 
house D. 

As during previous periods, only a limited amount of 
labour seems to have been invested in the spatial organi-
zation of the settlement. 

Late MH III–LH I house architecture (G29-G30)
House C (catalogue G29) was barely uncovered and 
not well preserved. Therefore, it is not entirely certain 
if this structure of irregular sized rooms was indeed 
a house. 

House E (catalogue G30) was reasonably well pre-
served and had a rectangular layout consisting of two 
units, which seem to mirror each other. The two units 
communicated with each other, giving the suggestion 
of an extended household or multiple households liv-
ing there, and possibly sharing and hoarding foodstuff s 
or other materials. Room XXII had a stone or pebble 
fl oor, and may therefore have been used for storage and 
craft working. In this room one pit support was found, 
while in the adjoining room XXIII two pit supports were 
found. Perhaps cooking took place in room XXIII, in 
close association with the storage area, or in front of the 
house. The larger rooms, XXIV and XXV, may have been 
used for living and sleeping. It is possible that although 
the storage and preparation of food may have taken 
place in the same location for the entire household, dif-
ferent groups within the household may have retreated 
into separated rooms for other activities. This is reminis-
cent of the suggested socialization around EH II hearth 

Figure 3.7.9  Asine. Plan of Lower Town late MH III phase (author, modifi ed after Nordquist 1987, Fig. 15)
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rooms, whereby the consumption of collectively pro-
cured and stored food took place within a central court 
or room, after which people would presumably retreat 
to their own rooms (Peperaki 2010). It is unclear if more 
entrances existed towards the west, beside the eastern 
entrance. Multiple entrances could indicate the exist-
ence of multiple units inside the house, while only one 
entrance would emphasize the unity of the household. 

Food seems to have been stored in the back of EH 
III and MH rooms. However, in house E, the eastern 
entrance would directly lead into the presumed stor-
age room. As similar shift in room use was also attested 
at MH Pevkakia, where goods were stored in the back 
of house 310A2 during MBA phase 6 early/middle (MH 
II), whereas during the next MBA phase 6 late (MH II), 
the storage area was moved to the front and the central 
room to the back. Also, at MH III house 1 at Dimini, the 
entrance area opens onto a front room where pithoi were 
stored on the left and right hand side. At Argissa, out-
door storage facilities were created during MBA phase 6 
(MH II), which were attached to the houses. Therefore, 
it can tentatively be suggested that at some settlements 
storage areas became more accessible and visible at 
some houses.

As during previous periods, no examples of rebuilding 
were attested. When comparing house E with houses B 
and D of the previous period, we could suggest a simpli-
fi cation of architecture. However, changes in the domes-
tic economy, such as the accessibility to storage areas 
and the possible sharing of food, continue. 

Discussion
No indications were observed of rigid settlement plan-
ning and organisation. Some areas were levelled, and 
terraces were created. Perhaps a certain relationship 
between house and location existed, but this relationship 
was not expressed as rigidly as in Lerna through rebuild-
ing of houses in the exact same location. Continuity was 
seen during the middle and late MH in the use of two 
building plots with a road in between. 

The quality of wall construction seems to remain 
the same throughout the period. Architectural com-
plexity, such as the possible construction of a second 
fl oor, was already attested during early MH in house 
T. Improvement is seen in the complexity of the layout 
and the size of houses. However, it seems that this com-
plexity was to some extent no longer present during late 
MH III. 

Diff erences are seen in house orientation at the Lower 
Town, but this relates to the slope: houses higher on the 
slope (houses A, E and C) were built perpendicular to the 
slope. The lower-lying houses (houses Pre-D, D, and B) 
were built along the contour line. Houses to the east of 
the road are irregular in layout, and the houses to the 
west are rectangular and regular. 

It is evident that over time houses grew larger and 
more complex in layout. It has tentatively been sug-
gested that some spaces became more specialized in 
their use (e.g. for cooking, or storage), and that multiple 
households or households extended with family mem-
bers or a subsidiary workforce lived in one building. The 
little evidence available indicates that all households 
were involved in production and manufacture of tools, 
and little diff erence existed between households in the 
recorded fi nds (Nordquist 1987: 90). It seems however, 
that some households facilitated access to and visibility 
of their storage areas by moving the storage area to the 
entrance area (house E, and perhaps house B too), and 
perhaps consuming food on the porch or in the court 
(houses D and E). The introduction of cooking stands 
may be related to changing eating habits. It is, for exam-
ple, suggested (Ingvarsson-Sundström, Voutsaki & Milka 
in press) that during LH more labour-intensive animal 
husbandry and more hunting of wild animals took place. 

No examples of house rebuilding were seen, like in 
Argos. Overall, it seems that houses were enlarged on 
the side or the rear when needed, or that a new build-
ing was erected. Details on refurbishing or modifi ca-
tions were apparently not noted or paid attention to 
during excavations.

Overall, we see increasing architectural complex-
ity and variation at MH Asine. These patterns are also 
observed at many other late MH settlements. At the 
same time it is becoming clear that diff erent social and 
economic measures were taken during this period of 
increasing complexity. It seems that some household 
enlarged and/or started to cooperate with others house-
holds. Perhaps diff erences in such practices eventually 
determined to some extent if settlements could survive 
in the long run.

Other evidence
The changes in MH III house architecture were accom-
panied by changes in the mortuary record. The extramu-
ral East Cemetery constructed in MH I–II, was mainly 
used during MH III–LH I (Voutsaki, Dietz & Nijboer 
2009). A second (extramural) cemetery was created at the 
Barbouna slope during MH III, after the destruction and 
abandonment of buildings I and II (Milka 2010). Analysis 
and comparison of the extramural East Cemetery and 
the intramural burials at Kastraki showed that diff er-
ences did exist (Ingvarsson-Sundström, Voutsaki & 
Milka in press, Voutsaki, Ingvarsson-Sundström & Dietz 
in press).

In this context, it is important to note that while 
burials clustered around house D, only two graves were 
associated with house B. One burial was of a child (MH 
39), while the second one (MH 17), a pot burial, was of 
undetermined sex and age (Nordquist 1987: 129-136). 
Explanations given for the fact that only two burials asso-
ciated with house B were the possibly poor preservation 
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of burial remains, a short habitation span of the house, 
or a taboo on the location (Nordquist, Ingvarsson-
Sundström 2005). Another possibility not mentioned is 
the burial of the inhabitants, or at least the adults, at one 
of the extramural cemeteries. 

Nordquist observed the pairing of vessels in houses as 
well as in burials. In the deposit from the upper fl oor of 
house B, two Yellow Minyan two-handled bowls could 
be paired, as well as two painted jars, and two jugs with 
cut-away neck. Several vessels that could be paired were 
also found at buildings I and II at Barbouna. The pair-
ing of vessels has also been observed in sealed EH III 
deposits (Rutter 2008). It therefore seems likely that an 
analysis of well-preserved and excavated sealed deposits 
may provide more examples of pairing of vessels, and 
show the extent of this cultural phenomenon (e.g. burnt 
deposits at MH Argos and Agios Stephanos). Paired ves-
sels and pairs made of a cup and a pouring vessel were 
also found in grave contexts (Nordquist 2000). According 
to Nordquist (1999), the pairing of vessels must refl ect 
social behaviour, and she argues that because pairing 
occurred especially with reference to drinking vessels, a 
kind of drinking ceremony must have had some impor-
tance. I would like to tentatively suggest that, consider-
ing the increasing cooperation of households, as well 
as the general dependence a household must have had 
on the community at large, such ceremonies perhaps 
involved multiple households, and were performed to 
lubricate social relations.

In summary, in addition to architectural change and 
increasing complexity, changes seem to have taken place 
in other areas of life. Further analysis of (imported) 
ceramics and dietary practices could clarify if consump-
tion practices did indeed change, and if and how these 
were related to the tentatively suggested changes in 
household size and degree of economic cooperation.

3.7.9 Berbati (catalogue G31-32)

The settlement of Berbati (HD A5) is located in the 
Berbati Valley, on the south slope of the Mastos hill on 
a terrace. Important routes of communication cross the 
area. Säfl und excavated the settlement during the 1930s, 
under the auspices of the Swedish Institute at Athens. 
Some EH III, MH and LH architectural remains were 
uncovered. These were only briefl y discussed in the pub-
lication of the excavation, and the associated fi nds were 
dealt with in a rather general manner (Säfl und 1965). 

EH III settlement
EH III remains were located on a long but narrow ter-
race (10–20 m wide and 55 m long) with an ESE-WNW 
orientation, but curving towards the northwest at the 
western end (Figure 3.7.10). The construction of the ter-
races, probably during EH II, must have involved the 
participation of the community. The settlement seems 
not to have been densely inhabited, as the remains were 
widely spaced over the terrace.

The earliest EH III house remains consist of rooms N 
and P, which followed the orientation of the terrace. The 

Figure 3.7.10  Berbati. Plan of the settlement remains (author, modifi ed after Säfl und 1965, Plan I)
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same goes for the rooms or areas C and D, which were 
constructed later, in the middle of the terrace. Bothroi 
were dug into the ground between the houses. The ruins 
of an EH II megaron house were not built upon, perhaps 
because the remains had a specifi c or important func-
tion. The EH II and EH III house walls had the same 
orientation, following the contour line of the terrace. 
The EH III remains were destroyed in a fi re.

Overall, little organization of space is seen at the EH 
III settlement of Berbati.

EH III architecture (G31)
House NP and area CD date to the EH III period. At 
House NP (catalogue G31) several pits for the support of 
pithoi were identifi ed, together with three in-situ pithoi 
and the remains of two other pithoi. The vessels were 
supported by shallow rock depressions. Area CD was 
poorly preserved and diffi  cult to interpret, and there-
fore not included in the catalogue. Parts of the northern 
walls of house NP and area D consist of only one course 
of stones, which is unlikely to have carried the weight 
of a house wall. Therefore, it seems as if parts of house 
NP and area D were open. This suggests that some if not 
all of the rooms excavated on the terrace were not used 
for living, but rather for other activities. The absence of 
hearths and the presence of in-situ pithoi and shallow 
depressions identifi ed as pithoi pits rather suggest the 
use of the rooms and areas primarily for storage, though 
other ceramics such as tableware were also recovered.

MH–LH I settlement
Finds indicate that Berbati was inhabited during MH 
I–MH II, and that compared to EH, activity increased. 
Perhaps habitation continued during MH III, but no 
fi nds of this period were published. House FG is probably 
early MH in date. In one of the lower levels of room G a 10 
cm thick ash layer was uncovered. This is likely to be the 
same destruction layer that destroyed house NP. Several 
walls were constructed on top of the destruction layer 
of house NP, and the EH II megaron was also replaced 
by a new complex of rooms during MH (Säfl und 1965: 
101, fi g. 79). Unfortunately, no details were published. At 
the south slope, two MH burials were uncovered during 
survey work (Lindblom, Wells 2011: 77). One of the buri-
als was a child pithos burial, which was furnished with a 
MH II Minyan bowl. The other grave, a large, elaborate 
cist, contained an adult burial. It is possible that part of 
the MH settlement at Berbati was deserted during MH 
and partly turned into a graveyard, as this is also seen at 
several other MH settlements. 

Considering the LH material recovered during survey 
and excavations, the LH must have been an important 
period at the site. In the 1930s, a LH II kiln was excavated 
at Berbati, but so far no LH I house architecture has been 
uncovered (Å kerströ m 1987: 69, Schallin 2002: 144).

MH–LH I architecture (G32)
MH I house FG (catalogue G32) seems to have been a 
rectangular building of at least two rooms. The back 
room is interpreted by the excavator as having been used 
for storage, based on the depressions of pits for pithoi. 
Some of these pits were older than the house, but it is 
unclear if the house had a predecessor or was modifi ed 
over time. Similar depressions were also found in EH III 
house NP, as well as in houses at, for example, Pevkakia.
 
Discussion
Too little of the architecture has been excavated to assess 
the presence or absence of diff erentiation. House FG is 
wider than house NP, but house NP seems to have been 
partitioned into more rooms. 

The survey carried out around Berbati did not iden-
tify any other EH III or MH sites in the area. This is why 
Wright (2004a: 127) argued for a dependency settlement 
model at Berbati, in which the site was meant to exploit 
the hinterland. It has been suggested above that the 
discussed structures at Berbati were not dwellings but 
special-purpose buildings for storage, based on some of 
the thin sidewalls and the amount of storage space in the 
back. It is also possible that the site was used seasonally, 
during the summer or harvest periods. In that case, the 
houses did not need to be sturdy or insulated against the 
winter cold.

In summary, too little was uncovered and preserved 
of the architectural remains at Berbati to ascertain 
the function of the architecture and the settlement 
more generally. 

3.7.10 Lerna (catalogue G33-G68)

The settlement of Lerna (HD A13) is located on the coast 
of the Gulf of Argos. Near the site were fresh water and 
fertile arable land; in addition, the coastal plain provided 
easy beach access and natural harbours. The cultural 
prominence of the Gulf of Argos must have been due to 
these geographic settings (Zangger 1991: 13). Although 
the environment and geological setting of Lerna off ered 
advantages, there was one major disadvantage: the 
inhabitants of Lerna were plagued by malaria (Angel 
1971: 110).

Excavations were carried out under the auspices 
of the American School of Classical Studies under 
the direction of John Caskey between 1952 and 1959. 
Settlement remains ranged from the Neolithic to the 
early Hellenistic. It is estimated that only 20% (2400 m²) 
of the EH III settlement was excavated, and perhaps even 
less of the MH settlement (Wiencke 2000: 3). Due to 
erosion and disturbances by later building activities, few 
remains of the late MH and LH I period were preserved.

Lerna is considered a type-site for the EH III period, 
and the pottery and small fi nds were extensively pub-
lished (Banks 1967, Rutter 1995). The architecture is just 
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published (Banks 2013)14. The MH remains are partly 
published in dissertations an d articles (Banks 1967, 
Zerner 1978, 1986, 1988, 1990, 1993). Recent investiga-
tions of skeletal remains and radiocarbon data analy-
sis have resulted in the publication of several articles 
(Triantaphyllou et al. 2008, Voutsaki, Nijboer & Zerner 
2009, Kovatsi et al. 2010). However, a thorough overview 
of the MH architecture and associated fi nds is lacking. 
The published fi nds do not represent the excavation 
record accurately, as diff erent trench supervisors had 
diff erent means of keeping records and retaining fi nds. 
In addition, a proportion of the fi nds was discarded after 
the excavations (Banks 1995: 1-2).

The EH III period at Lerna, called Lerna IV (Table 
3.7.4), consists of three sub-phases that lasted approxi-
mately 25–50 years, 25–50 years and 50–100 years, 
respectively, in other words, a proportion of 1:1:2 (Rutter 
1995: 641). The MH period is called Lerna V, and consists 
of four sub-phases. Sub-phase VC is almost as long as the 
other sub-phases together. 

EH III architectural remains were best preserved east 
of the EH II tumulus (Figure 3.7.11). The discussion of 
the architecture (Banks 1995) and the ceramics (Rutter 
1995) was therefore limited to this area. However, EH III 
architectural remains were more widespread. For exam-
ple, the transitional EH III–MH I architectural remains 
discussed by Zerner (1978) were found east, northeast 
and northwest of this area.

Lerna IV:1 settlement
After the abandonment of the EH II settlement at Lerna, 
all that was left was a large tumulus, which was deline-
ated by a row of stones. The tumulus was erected over 
the EH II House of the Tiles after a fi re had destroyed it. 
The fi rst EH III house constructed at the settlement (as 
far as we know) was positioned directly east of the tumu-
lus, in an east-west orientation (see Figure 3.7.12, house 

14 This book was published during the fi nal revision stage of this 
thesis, and could not be incorporated anymore in this section on 
Lerna and the accompanying catalogue and plans. An addendum 
to Lerna can be found at the end of the thesis.

1.1). Subsequently built houses had a similar orientation 
(Figure 3.7.12, houses 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4). The orientation of 
the fi rst houses may relate to the existence of the tumu-
lus, perhaps expressing reverence (Weiberg 2007: 169). 
A further indication of this reverence is the fact that the 
houses did not encroach upon the tumulus. The houses 
were built close together. A cooking area, consisting of a 
hearth, an oven and plastered basins, was located south-
east of the houses, but it remains unclear how this area 
related to the houses just described.

Beside the general east-west orientation of the houses 
and some separation of housing and cooking areas, no 
other indications of organization of settlement space are 
evident. The EH III house remains do not compare to 
the uncovered EH II architecture. 

Lerna IV phase 1 architecture (G33-G36)
The fi rst house, 1.1 (catalogue G33), was a one-roomed 
posthole building, while the houses constructed after 

Lerna Phase Bronze Age Phase Number of building phases

IV:1 EH III (early) 2

IV:2 EH III (middle) 2

IV:3 EH III (late) 4 (A, B, C, D)

VA MH I early 3?

VB MH I–II early ?

VC MH II ?

VD MH II ?

VE MH III ?

VI LH I ?

Table 3.7.4  Lerna. Phasing, chronology and building phases (after Zerner 1978 and Rutter 1995)

Figure 3.7.11  Lerna. Map of excavation trenches (author, modifi ed 
after Rutter 1995, Plan I)
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that were built of mud bricks placed on stone founda-
tions. Therefore, it seems that the decision was made to 
stay permanently at the site, and to build sturdier houses. 
With a size of ca. 80 m², house 1.1 is one of the largest 
EH III houses known on the southern Greek Mainland. 
Other large EH III houses are Rachmani house P (ca. 82 
m²) and house H at Eutresis (ca. 72 m²). Based on these 
houses, we can conclude that signifi cant size diff erences 
existed, though the overall appearance of the houses 
was homogenous. 

House 1.2 (catalogue G34) was constructed partly on 
top of the remains of house 1.1. It is trapezoidal in shape, 
but this shape does not seem to relate to a diff erent 

function of the house. The house is not well preserved, 
consists of at least two or three rooms, and was uncov-
ered over an area of ca. 27  m². 

Apsidal house 1.3 (catalogue G35) was also partly con-
structed on top of house 1.1. Three observations can be 
made regarding the house. First, it can be considered 
a rebuilding of house 1.1, as it had roughly the same 
shape, lay-out and orientation, though it was some-
what displaced compared to house 1.1. Secondly, several 
internal structures were found: a hearth, a bench and a 
stone platform. Such structures were not found in the 
other houses, except for a hearth in the predecessor of 
house 1.3. Finally, in an associated bothros, a pierced 

Figure 3.7.12  Lerna. Plan of early EH III settlement (author, modifi ed after Rutter 1995, Plan III)
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two-handled marble cup of Lefk andi type 1 was found, 
which is a valuable and unusual fi nd.

Very little remained of apsidal house 1.4 (catalogue 
G36). It was situated parallel to apsidal house 1.3 and fac-
ing the same direction.

Although the houses were only partly preserved and 
not all associated fi nds were kept, the data suggest that 
house 1.3 was somewhat diff erent from the other houses. 
Nonetheless, the general impression of house shape and 
size is one of architectural homogeneity. 

Lerna IV phase 2 settlement
Building activities in this area extended to the south 
during the second EH III phase. Houses 1.3 and 1.4, con-
structed during the previous phase, probably remained 
inhabited during the beginning of the second phase. To 
the south, two new houses oriented east-west (see Figure 
3.7.13, houses 2.1 and 2.2) and a court were constructed. 
It is unclear if the court belonged to either of the two 
houses specifi cally. The houses and court were replaced 
during phase 2 by two new houses, again oriented east-
west (Figure 3.7.13, houses 2.3 and 2.4). The tumulus was 
still not encroached upon by houses during this period, 

Figure 3.7.13  Lerna. Plan of middle EH III settlement (author, modifi ed after Rutter 1995, Plan IV)
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even though building activities and an extension of the 
settlement took place. 

The orientation of the houses remained east-west, 
but beside that no other signs of settlement planning 
were visible. 

Lerna IV phase 2 architecture (G37-G40)
Rectangular house 2.1 (catalogue G37) consists of two 
rooms and a porch and measures ca. 43 m². During its 
use, the house was destroyed by a fi re, leaving a large 
pottery assemblage in situ. It seems that directly after 
the fi re, the house was rebuilt (house 2.3, see below). 
In addition to the rebuilding, house 2.1 is conspicuous 
in at least four additional ways. First, beneath the east 
wall, a bothros was located, which contained the almost 
complete skeleton of a piglet and fragments of a sec-
ond. Perhaps this deposit was meant to be a foundation 
deposit (Banks 1995: 6). Second, a court, made of a hard 
clay level, was created south of the house. An EH III 
court is so far only attested at Kolonna, south of house 
3/7. Third, house 2.1 was destroyed by fi re, and rebuilt as 
house 2.3, which was also destroyed by fi re. And fourth, 
the fi re that destroyed house 2.1 sealed off  a large assem-
blage. This in-situ assemblage contained a large, elabo-
rately decorated narrow-necked jar, a giant tankard and 
many vessels forming pairs. Rutter (2008) suggests that 
the assemblage may have been used during a drinking 
ceremony. At another building, located north of the 
tumulus (not published in Banks 1995), many fragments 
of storage containers were found. It is suggested (Rutter 
2008: 467) that this building could have been a special-
function building for the storage of beverages.

Rectangular house 2.2 (catalogue G38) and the previ-
ously mentioned court were located south of house 2.1. 
House 2.2 probably had two rooms and was uncovered 
and preserved over an area of ca. 27 m². House 2.3 (cata-
logue G39) was built exactly on top of the wall remains 
of house 2.1, and as a result also consisted of two rooms 
and a porch. A somewhat irregular-shaped house was 
constructed partly on top of house 2.2 and the adjacent 
court. This house, 2.4 (catalogue G40), had two rooms, 
and a small apsidal room or area was attached to the 
eastern side. The overall size of the house was ca. 37 m². 
Modifi cations had taken place inside the house, as indi-
cated by the recovery of two fl oors. 

Clearly, a transition took place from the construc-
tion of apsidal houses to the construction of rectangular 
houses. Too little remained of the houses of the preced-
ing period to assess if house size or number of rooms 
increased during this period. Among the furnishings 
were hearths, benches, platforms and pits. House 2.1 was 
a rebuilding of house 1.2, just like house 1.3 was a rebuild-
ing of house 1.1: the shape, layout and orientation were 
the same, but the house was displaced. House 2.3, on the 
other hand, was built in part on the stone foundations of 

house 2.1. Therefore, we have two examples of rebuild-
ing during this phase that diff er in meticulousness.

In summary, this phase is characterized by architectural 
changes, such as the rebuilding of houses and the con-
struction of rectangular houses. On the one hand, the 
new houses can be considered homogenous in appear-
ance (all rectangular); on the other hand, minor diff er-
ences are visible in layout and size.

Lerna IV phase 3 settlement
During the fi nal EH III phase, a major change took 
place in the settlement layout. The east-west oriented 
apsidal houses towards the north were rebuilt, but in the 
south new and small apsidal structures were built with 
a roughly north-south orientation. Building activities 
extended further south, and here the new structures 
had various orientations (Figure 3.7.14). The new struc-
tures were built so close together that they sometimes 
touched or shared walls. Furthermore, several structures 
partly encroached upon the EH II tumulus. Although 
signifi cant changes took place in the spatial organization 
of the settlement, some parts of the settlement did not 
change. Several houses were rebuilt, and retained more 
or less the same orientation. This was especially the case 
in the northern part of the trench. Therefore, continuity 
of house location was created. Except for the continu-
ity in house location, no other indications of settlement 
planning could be observed.

Lerna IV phase 3 architecture (G41-G54)
Four construction phases (A–D) took place during the 
late EH III period, but this period lasted as long as the 
two preceding phases combined. The following discus-
sion concentrates on building phases A and B, as the 
remains of phases C and D were not well preserved.

Building phase A encompasses houses 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.6, 
3.7 and 3.8. Apsidal house 3.1 (catalogue G41) can be con-
sidered a rebuilding of house 1.3, and apsidal house 3.2 
(catalogue G42) can be considered a rebuilding of house 
1.4. Although both houses were displaced compared to 
their predecessors, the general location, orientation and 
shape of the houses were retained. House 3.1 was not 
entirely preserved, but the house is large, at least 106 
m². A posthole located in the centre of the house may 
have been used for support of the roof. Little remains of 
house 3.2 and apsidal house 3.3 (catalogue G43).

South of the large apsidal house 3.1, three small build-
ings were erected, with a roughly north-south orienta-
tion. If the smaller buildings were auxiliary structures, 
then the use of settlement space was becoming more 
complex. This may indeed apply to houses 3.7 (catalogue 
G45) and 3.8 (catalogue G46), which were small (ca. 16 
m²). House 3.6 (catalogue G44) is at least 36 m² in sur-
face area, which is a normal size for an EH III house. 
The fl oor was also renewed once. Therefore, it is very 
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likely that this house functioned as a normal dwell-
ing, although internal structures such as a hearth are 
lacking. However, this could be due to preservation or 
excavation circumstances. 

The houses of phase A were rebuilt as, or built upon, 
by houses 3.4, 3.5, 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11 during construction 
phase B, while two new buildings, 3.12 and 3.13, were 
constructed further south. Between houses 3.12 and 3.13 
excavators found a compacted level with a hearth, cov-
ering the same area as the court area of phase 2. Houses 

3.4 (catalogue G47) and 3.5 (catalogue G48) were rebuild-
ings of houses 3.1 and 3.2, although they were some-
what displaced. Apsidal house 3.4 was preserved over an 
extent of ca. 84 m2. Associated with the house were two 
bothroi containing metallurgical waste (Banks 1995: 7). 
The household of house 3.4 therefore not only inhabited 
a large house, on the plot of an earlier large house, but 
was also involved in metalworking. Apsidal house 3.5 was 
ca. 51 m². Two fl oor layers were identifi ed in the house. 
House 3.6 was also rebuilt, as house 3.9 (catalogue G49). 

Figure 3.7.14  Lerna. Plan of late EH III settlement (author, modifi ed after Rutter 1995, Plan V)
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This was a one-roomed house of ca. 34 m². Modifi cations 
had taken place during its use, as evidenced by traces of 
two fl oor layers. Houses 3.7 and 3.8 of phase A were built 
upon by two new houses during phase B. House 3.10 
(catalogue G50) was constructed on top of both houses, 
and house 3.11 (catalogue G51) was partly constructed on 
top of house 3.8. Modifi cations were observed in house 
3.10, in both the walls and the fl oor. A new apsidal struc-
ture, house 3.12 (catalogue G52) was erected south. Here, 
too, modifi cations were observed in the wall. South of 
the house another new structure was erected, house 3.13. 
However, as only one wall part was uncovered, the house 
is not included in the catalogue.

The houses constructed during phase B were presum-
ably used throughout construction phases C and D, until 
they were built upon during MH. Houses 3.14 (catalogue 
G53) and 3.15 (catalogue G54) were constructed during 
phases C and D. The two houses were poorly preserved, 
but it is clear that these two structures were very nar-
row in width. Therefore, we could suggest their use as 
auxiliary buildings. 

This late EH III phase is characterized by several 
developments. Habitation became denser, seemingly 
resulting in the touching and sharing of some house 
walls, as well as encroachment upon the tumulus. The 
published house plans do not suggest improvement in 
construction quality of houses. However, it does seem 
that houses remained in use for longer and, in addition, 
were modifi ed. The apsidal house shape seems to have 
regained its popularity, as all structures built during late 
EH III had an apsidal layout. It seems that the number of 
rooms created inside houses remained the same: usually 
one or two rooms. An increase in house size is diffi  cult to 
assess. However, it is clear that there were now increas-
ing diff erences in house size. 

Houses in the northern part were diff erent from 
houses in the southern part, for several reasons. Firstly, 
the houses in the north were signifi cantly larger than 
the ones in the south. Secondly, internal structures were 
only found in these larger houses. Thirdly, the houses 
in the north were rebuildings of previous houses, while 
most houses in the south were newly constructed houses 
with a diff erent layout and orientation compared to 
houses of the previous phase. Nonetheless, it seems that 
most of the smaller houses in the southern part were 
also inhabited. Houses 3.6, 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11 ranged in 
size from ca. 30–40 m², which is a normal size for an EH 
III house. The fl oors of houses 3.6, 3.9 and 3.10 were also 
renewed once or twice. Therefore, it is very likely that 
these houses functioned as dwellings, although internal 
structures were lacking. Publication of details on the 
architecture and associated fi nds could help clarify the 
precise functions of the diff erent buildings.

In summary, a change is seen in settlement organization 
during this period. The rigid east-west orientation of the 

houses was abandoned and the tumulus was encroached 
upon. Overall, it seems that a more complex use of 
space took place during the late EH III period at Lerna: 
in addition to dwellings, auxiliary structures were also 
built. Some houses were smaller, but their exact func-
tion is not entirely clear. Some houses were larger, were 
more frequently rebuilt, contained internal structures 
or were involved in metalworking. The fact that most of 
these features were combined in the large apsidal build-
ing located in the northern part of the trench suggests a 
special status of this house or household. The suggested 
special status of this building is in my opinion reinforced 
by the following observation. All the new houses con-
structed during Lerna IV:2 were rectangular. However, 
all houses constructed during Lerna IV:3 seem to have 
been apsidal. It is possible that this renewed preference 
for the apsidal shape related to the large apsidal build-
ings in the northern part of the trench. These two build-
ings were constructed during early EH III and rebuilt 
several times. As a result, these houses remained in use 
all throughout EH III. It is possible that these house-
holds had gained a certain status towards the later EH 
III period. Possible reasons for this could have been their 
ability to perpetuate their household for such a long 
time, or the involvement of one of the houses in metal-
working. Because of their status, other households may 
have started to imitate their apsidal house layout. 

Other EH III remains at Lerna (G55)
EH III remains were not limited to the area under dis-
cussion here. EH III habitation deposits were uncovered 
in many other trenches as well, such as house remains in 
trench D (Caskey 1956: 149-152). Worth mentioning here 
is a large apsidal building BC.15 (catalogue G55), oriented 
northeast-southwest and located in trench BC, west of 
the tumulus. The buildings seem to be just as impressive 
as the large apsidal building east of the tumulus. 

East of house BC.15, north of door J of the EH II 
House of the Tiles, the remains of an EH III platform 
were uncovered (Caskey 1955: 36-37). The platform con-
sisted of a thick mass of yellow clay, roughly circular in 
shape, with a diameter of 4 metres, which was partly 
paved with pebbles. The northern and the southern 
part were bordered by low stone walls. Below the mass 
of clay, the remains of three bothroi and a grave were 
found. Several EH III ceramics, including miniature 
vessels, were recovered, which were probably off erings 
associated with the grave. It is unclear how the plat-
form relates to the burial or the tumulus. Perhaps some 
kind of worship took place here, comparable to the altar 
uncovered at the tumulus at Olympia. Several fi gu-
rines are said to have come from EH III layers overly-
ing the debris of the House of the Tiles (Caskey 1955: 42, 
1956: 162).

Another platform was uncovered further north, in 
trench C. This 2.90 m long platform, R, was made of 
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stones. The area around it was made of trodden earth, 
with chunks of clay. Associated fi nds consisted of ceram-
ics, three millstones, a bone pin and an obsidian fl ake 
(Caskey 1954: 20).

These remains show that large apsidal buildings 
seem to have been the norm during EH III at Lerna. 
Furthermore, the recovery of platforms suggests that 
diff erent types of activities were also carried out outside 
the houses. 

Discussion of EH III Lerna
Throughout the EH III period, several architectural 
developments can be traced at Lerna. Some organization 
of space can be suggested for the earlier EH III, consid-
ering the east-west orientation of the houses and the 
construction of houses beside the tumulus. Increasing 
density of habitation seems to have led to less organi-
zation of space, rather than more. Houses appeared to 
have had a random orientation and the tumulus was 
eventually built upon. However, some continuity can be 
observed in the location of houses, as some houses were 
rebuilt at least once (see further below). 

Too few details were published on the architecture to 
assess if quality improved. However, the construction 
of a posthole building, followed by houses with stone 
foundations, does suggest some improvement, or per-
manence of habitation. It seems that both apsidal and 
rectangular houses were constructed during the ear-
lier EH III and only apsidal houses during the later EH 
III. The little information available on the houses does 
not suggest any diff erences in the function and mean-
ing of the houses. For the moment, it is therefore not 
possible to explain why diff erent types of house layout 
were used at Lerna. Too few houses were entirely pre-
served or uncovered to assess changes in house size and 
number of rooms. However, it is evident that diff erences 
in house size did exist during late EH III. Furnishings 
consisted of hearths, pits and platforms. However, the 
data seem too uneven in terms of both preservation 
and documentation to relate any conclusions to them. 
Rebuilding practices were observed at Lerna. However, 
diff erences existed in the execution of this rebuilding: 
some houses were meticulously erected on the old foun-
dations, while others were erected on more or less the 
same location. Although the execution of the rebuilding 
varied, the meaning behind it seems to have been the 
same. Rebuilding suggests that people associated house-
holds with a house on a specifi c spot – and with a spe-
cifi c layout and orientation. A deviation of a few metres 
from a specifi c spot was apparently meaningless, as the 
general idea of the household inhabiting that house at 
that specifi c location was still clearly transmitted. The 
building history of Lerna IV suggests that some houses, 
such as houses 1.3, 1.4 and 3.1, were deserted for some 
time before being rebuilt. For house 3.1 it was specifi cally 
mentioned that, after its desertion, some of the street 

fi ll spilled onto the brick of the north wall, which was 
later incorporated into the rebuilding, house 3.4 (Banks 
1995: 7). We can imagine that such circumstances during 
the period of abandonment could have led to a slight 
displacement of the house by the time the house was 
rebuilt. Rebuilding practices were also attested at other 
EH III settlements, such as Pevkakia Magula, Argissa 
Magula and Eutresis.

In summary, some slight architectural and spatial devel-
opments through time could be observed at Lerna. In 
addition, architectural diff erences between houses could 
be observed. This shows that the EH III domestic archi-
tecture, although homogeneous in appearance overall, 
did vary to some extent. That such variation was eas-
ily attested at Lerna but often not that obvious at other 
settlements seems related to the large number of houses 
uncovered at Lerna. 

Domestic economy and craft specialization during EH III
The data available on the architecture are limited, while 
the published associated fi nds are also problematic 
in several respects, due to the processing of the fi nds 
during excavation (see beginning of section on Lerna). 
Therefore, it is diffi  cult to draw any conclusions about 
the domestic economy of households in Lerna. However, 
a few observations have been made on craft specializa-
tion activities by other researchers.

It has been suggested that considering the size of 
Lerna and its location close to the sea, it is imaginable 
that the settlement was part of a metal distribution net-
work circulating metals to the Argolid, the Corinthia and 
Arcadia (Kayafa, Stos-Gale & Gale 2000: 49). Analysis of 
EH III bronze tools from Lerna showed that arsenical 
copper was being used during EH III, probably imported 
from Kythnos (Wiencke 2010). Half of the copper sam-
ples taken from Lerna for analysis were from Lavrion, 
while the copper from the other objects came from the 
Cyclades and Cyprus-Limassol (Kayafa, Stos-Gale & Gale 
2000, table 2.4). 

Metalworking was not practiced by every household 
(even on a part-time basis), while other craft activities 
were. For example, almost all EH III houses contained 
lithic debitage, indicating that stone tool manufacture 
took place in most houses independently (Hartenberger, 
Runnels 2001: 272-273). The lithics show a high degree of 
knapping skill, standardization and effi  ciency, indicating 
part-time craft specialization in production. Obsidian 
and chert blades may even have been produced and 
distributed from Lerna (Hartenberger, Runnels 2001: 
278). Pottery was another possible example of part-time 
household production. Because of the heterogeneity 
of the material, fabric, surface treatment and shape, 
Spencer (2007: 179) suggests that ceramics were perhaps 
produced at the household production level at Lerna. 
Ceramic production during EH III was primarily local, 
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ca. 95% (Shriner, Dorais 1999, Shriner, Murray 2001, 
Dorais, Shriner 2002). A small but signifi cant group of 
true exotics was also identifi ed. 

Beside the recovery of metallurgical waste from the 
large apsidal house, the only other indication of metal-
working was a stone mould for making a chisel, part of 
fl oor deposit BD-47, relating to phase B (Banks 1967: 223-
227), so probably coming from a house. The limitation of 
metalworking to only one or a few households may have 
led to status diff erences between households. Other EH 
III sites with indications of metalworking are Kolonna, 
Tsoungiza, Ano Englianos and Argissa. 

The spatial and architectural changes during late 
EH III were accompanied by changes in the material 
record as well. Small kantharoi replaced Ouzo cups, and 
extremely large vessels were decorated with complex 
impressed and plastic decoration (Rutter 1995: 650-651). 
The ceramic changes may be interpreted as indications 
of a basic change in a communal drinking ritual, which, 
according to Rutter (1995: 650-651), points to a form of 
internally generated cultural reorganization at this time.

Furthermore, the use of seals or stamps was (re?)
introduced. One fragment of a seal impression, fi ve ter-
racotta seals and one stone seal dated to Lerna IV Phase 
3 and 5 (Wiencke 1969), probably equivalent to the later 
EH III. Younger (1991) determined all of these seals to be 
stamps. This defi nition implies a diff erent use: seals were 
for bureaucratic purposes, while stamps were for decora-
tive purposes (Younger 1991: 36). Lerna was not the only 
EH III settlement where such objects were found. A ter-
racotta stamp and impressed loom weight were uncov-
ered at Asea, and an incised stone cone of EH III–MH I 
date came from Asine (see for references appendix A in 
Younger 1991).

To conclude, the architectural remains from EH III Lerna 
are comparable to other EH III houses in the region in 
several respects, such as layout, shape, size, and number 
of rooms. Little communal eff ort seems to have been 
invested in the organization of settlement space. Despite 
the overall homogeneity, architectural developments 
and diff erences could be observed. The size of the sample 
may be responsible for the observation of architectural 
diff erences. However, it is also possible that more diff er-
ences did exist at Lerna. Perhaps the longevity of some 
households resulted in a higher status of the household, 
compared to other, shorter-lived households. The use 
of possible (communal?) auxiliary structures, such as a 
storage building at Lerna, suggests increased (economic) 
cooperation between households. One could suggest 
that the suggested status diff erences, as well as increased 
cooperation, became most obvious during the late EH III 
phase, and subsequently led to changes in drinking prac-
tices. However, these suggestions cannot be more than 
hypotheses at the moment. A study of the publication 

on the architectural remains of Lerna (Banks 2013) could 
change the suggested interpretations.

MH–LH I remains
The MH period at Lerna is labelled Lerna V, which is 
divided into sub-periods VA, VB, VC, VD, and VE (see 
earlier Table 3.7.4). Reasonably well preserved MH 
architectural remains are primarily dated to Lerna VA 
and VB. Later building and digging activities, as well as 
erosion, caused disturbances of later MH remains. LH 
I sherds were found, as well as two large shaft graves 
(Lindblom 2007), and some other graves, but no domes-
tic architecture. 

Zerner (1978) discusses the architecture of the Lerna 
IV–V transitional period and of Lerna VA, but limited the 
discussion to well-preserved remains uncovered in areas 
A, B, BD, BE and D (see earlier Figure 3.7.11). Caskey pub-
lished in brief some of the later MH architecture in his 
preliminary reports. MH remains were just as widespread 
as EH III remains. Parts of walls were uncovered in areas 
BF (Caskey 1958: 126), C (Caskey 1954: 19-20), DE (Caskey 
1957: 146-148), G (Caskey 1955: 42), H (Caskey 1955: 20-21), 
and possibly DA (Caskey 1956: 153). Unfortunately, few 
houses and details were published; therefore, informa-
tion about the MH architecture is limited, though a 
study is in preparation (Voutsaki, Zerner forthcoming). 

Transitional EH III–MH I settlement
The EH III layout of houses remained consistent in the 
northern part of the area discussed previously (hence-
forth area B-BE), as the two large apsidal buildings were 
again rebuilt during the EH III–MH I period (Figure 
3.7.15). It seems that the small buildings to the south were 
deserted during the EH III period, and not rebuilt during 
the MH. The remains of two other houses, the house of 
the pithos and house D, were uncovered to the north-
east, in trench D. Outside the house of the pithos may 
have been a pebble-paved street or courtyard (Zerner 
1978: 12). Several sets of poorly preserved wall remains 
were located to the northwest in trench BD.

The evidence suggests that more open space was 
created around the houses. This would have improved 
accessibility and movement through the settlement. 
Some paved streets were created, but, overall, settlement 
organization was lacking.

Transitional EH III–MH I architecture (G56-G58)
Due to the brief and preliminary nature of the publi-
cations on EH III and MH I architecture, the identifi -
cation of houses 99D and 68A is somewhat problematic. 
The published plans of the houses are in some respects 
very similar to the published plans of EH III houses 
3.4 and 3.5. Here, it is decided to consider house 99D 
a rebuilding of house 3.4, and house 68A a rebuilding 
of house 3.5. Apsidal house 99D (catalogue G56) was 
uncovered over an extent of at least 60 m² and seems 
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to have consisted of one room. Apsidal house 68A (cata-
logue G57) was partitioned into at least two rooms, and 
uncovered over an extent of at least 53 m². The remains 

of a hearth were uncovered in the apse. Of the house of 
the pithos (catalogue G58), only the eastern portion of a 
rectangular-ended room was uncovered. The remains of 

Figure 3.7.15  Lerna. Plan of 
EH III-MH I settlement remains 
(by approximation. Author, 
modifi ed after Rutter 1995, 
Plan I)

Figure 3.7.16  Lerna. Plan of 
early MH I / Lerna VA settle-
ment remains (by approximation. 
Author, modifi ed after Rutter 
1995, Plan I)
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a pithos were found in the corner of the house. The walls 
and fl oors showed traces of modifi cations. Too little was 
uncovered of house D to include it in the catalogue.

Too little was preserved or published of the remains 
to assess if construction quality had improved. Two of 
the catalogued houses were apsidal in layout, while the 
layout of other houses was unclear. The overall size of 
the houses was unclear, but the house of the pithos was 
less wide than the apsidal houses (e.g. 2.40 m versus 4.40 
and 5.30 m). Whether this diff erence in width was mean-
ingful is not certain, as the architecture and fi nds were 
not suffi  ciently preserved and documented. Generally, 
EH III and MH houses were wider than 2.40 m. This 
applied also to Lerna. Therefore, it can be assumed that 
size diff erences between houses, already attested during 
EH III, became more pronounced during the MH. It 
seems that houses remained segmented into one or two 
rooms. The continuation of the two apsidal buildings 
through rebuilding, in the same location, with the same 
orientation and layout, further reinforces the suggestion 
that they had acquired a special status over time.

MH I / Lerna VA settlement
The impression of MH I architecture is rather patchy, 
and therefore it is diffi  cult to gain an impression of 
settlement organization. What follows now is, therefore, 
an outline of MH architectural remains in the diff erent 
areas (Figure 3.7.16). From this outline, some inferences 
are subsequently made about settlement organization.

During MH I, apsidal houses 99D was rebuilt as house 
98L, while house 68A fell into gradual disrepair. Nearby, 
to the east, a new east-west oriented apsidal house was 
constructed, house D in area A. To its west, an approxi-
mately contemporary house was located, apsidal house 
Q. House Q was oriented north-south, and was quite 
small. It was probably located south of house 99D. 
Therefore, the house was perhaps a rebuilding of one 
of the small apsidal structures built here during EH III. 
Several other structures were built in area D: an east-
west oriented posthole house and house BI. In area BD 
the remains of two buildings oriented roughly north-
south were partly uncovered, houses 23 and 24. It seems 
that the houses in areas BD and D were located close 
together, while the houses in areas A and B-BE were 
more widely spaced, but this impression could be due to 
the limited publication of the MH material.

Later during MH I, another building phase took 
place (Figure 3.7.17). The large east-west oriented apsidal 
house 98L was rebuilt as house 98A and incorporated 
the area to the north, through the creation of a parti-
tioned court. Inside the court, on top of the remains of 
house 68A, rooms 44 and 45 were built. These rooms 
may already have belonged to house 98L, but this is not 
certain (Zerner 1978: 42). The whole complex is also 
referred to as a court complex. New structures with the 
same approximately north-south orientation as before 
were built in areas BD (houses 18 and 20), while in area 
D new structures with an east-west orientation were 
erected (houses BS, BI) that were rebuildings of houses 

Figure 3.7.17  Lerna. Plan of 
late MH I / Lerna VA settlement 
remains (by approximation. 
Author, modifi ed after Rutter 
1995, Plan I)
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of the preceding building phase. The houses in area 
BD seem sturdier now, and houses BS and BI possibly 
formed a court complex.

Like before, some areas were paved, including a peb-
bled road running east to the shore (Caskey 1957: 143). 
Paving of open areas occurred. For example, south of 
house 20 in area BD the remains of pebble paving were 
uncovered, and in area BF the remains of a street were 
uncovered which was already in use by late EH III. It 
seems that during the second occupation phase of house 
BS, the area around the house was levelled and a street 
was constructed (Zerner 1978: 18).

Overall, few signs of communal eff ort were seen in 
the organization of settlement space. Houses had diff er-
ent orientations, and no remains of drains or large-scale 
levelling practices were found. Only some local paving 
and levelling took place around houses, and roads were 
paved. The data suggest that towards the later MH I 
period, the segmentation of space became more com-
plex. People started to appropriate space through parti-
tioning, and started to connect neighbouring houses or 
rooms through walls, thereby forming court complexes.

 
MH I / Lerna VA architecture (G59-G66)
House 98L (catalogue G59), oriented northwest-south-
east, seems to have been a rebuilding of house 99D; 
however, the architecture was not well preserved, and 
therefore the exact layout of the house remains unclear. 
Preserved were part of a main room with apse, and a par-
titioned smaller room. The fl oor and other features were 
removed or reused during the construction of house 98A 
(see further below).

Apsidal house D in area A (catalogue G60) was ori-
ented east-west. The house was damaged, perhaps by 
an earthquake, and subsequently repaired and modifi ed. 
Several fl oors were identifi ed as well. House Q in area A 
(catalogue G61) was oriented north-south and possibly 
apsidal in shape. This house was also modifi ed over time, 
as several fl oors were identifi ed. In addition, the parti-
tion wall may have been changed. 

The posthole house in area D (catalogue G62) was ori-
ented east-west. The uncovered portion was rectangular, 
and the walls were probably made of wattle-and-daub, 
considering the outline of the house consisted of post-
holes. MH posthole buildings are unusual, though an 
early MH posthole building has been uncovered at 
Pheneos in Arcadia. Too little was uncovered of houses 
BI and D to include them in the catalogue.

Too little was also uncovered of house 23 and 24 in 
area BD to include them in the catalogue. However, of 
interest is the recovery inside house 23 of a stone-carved 
hedgehog and the recovery inside house 24 of a cache 
of tools, consisting of six arrowheads, an arrow-shaft-
straightener and a bone awl (Zerner 1978: 26-27). 

New houses were constructed and old houses were 
rebuilt during MH I. House 98L was presumably rebuilt 

as apsidal house 98A (catalogue G63). The house had 
an apse facing northwest, and consisted of two, possi-
bly three, rooms. Various rebuilding stages were iden-
tifi ed in the house. It is suggested that the uncovered 
rooms were basement rooms, as the fl oor level was 
lower than the walls. A courtyard and two rooms were 
located northeast of the house. Part of the court was sur-
rounded by a stone wall, and rooms 44 and 45 (catalogue 
G64) were located in opposite corners. It seems that 
the rooms were used for cooking and storage purposes: 
room 44 contained a hearth and embedded pithos; room 
45 contained a brick storage bin, two embedded pithoi 
and remains of smaller pithoi.

The posthole house in area D was rebuilt with stone 
foundations as house BS (catalogue G65). It is possible 
that the house formed a court complex together with 
structure BI, located south. During its use, the fl oor of 
house BS was renewed, and the area around the house 
was levelled and a street was created. The house was 
eventually built upon by house BJ, but no details were 
published.

Houses 23 and 24 in area BD were rebuilt as or 
replaced by houses 20 and 18. House 18 (catalogue G66) 
was uncovered over a small extent, and few details were 
published. However, what was noticeable was the nar-
row width of the house, ca. 2.75 m. Too little was uncov-
ered of house 20 to include it in the catalogue.

MH I house constructions were technically more 
sophisticated. Several houses had high stone founda-
tions. House D in area A had stone foundations pre-
served up to 80 cm. The walls of room 45 in area B-BD 
and house BS in area D were preserved up to 65 cm, and 
house BI in area D had a stone wall of almost 1.5 m high 
(Zerner 1978: 17). Noticeable were the much lower stone 
foundations of the houses in area BD. Perhaps people 
were experimenting with stronger foundations walls 
in order to build more durable and stronger, higher, or 
wider houses. This is borne out by a comparison of the 
height of stone foundations, and the width of rooms. 
Figure 3.7.18 shows that the walls of houses 24 and 18 in 
area BD were less high, and their rooms less wide, than 
houses in other areas. Most MH I houses were apsidal, 
though rectangular houses may have been built as 
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well. House architecture became more complex, as evi-
denced by the construction of several court complexes. 
Although the complex of house 98A looks impressive 
in size and layout, it was not unique, as remains of two 
possible contemporary court complexes were partly 
uncovered. Houses BI and BS in area B seem to form a 
complex. The second example is apsidal house 55 with 
rooms AR and AM in area DE, of which no details are 
published (Caskey 1957: 146-148, Voutsaki et al. in press, 
note 49). The total size of the houses was unclear, due 
to the incomplete preservation or uncovering. However, 
the houses in areas A and B-BE were, overall, wider 
than the houses in areas D and BD (Figure 3.7.19). Due 
to limitations in preservation and the extent of uncov-
ering, the number of rooms was also diffi  cult to assess. 
An east-west orientation was preferred for houses in the 
eastern area of the settlement (posthole house, houses 
BI, BS, D and M), while houses in the central and west-
ern area had a preference for a northwest-southeast to 
north-south orientation (houses 98L, Q, 18, 20, 23 and 
24). Too little was preserved of internal furnishings to 
reconstruct and discuss patterns. On the one hand, this 
was due to later building activities. On the other hand, it 
was due to modifi cations that took place inside houses. 
Modifi cations and rebuilding took place perhaps more 
frequently than during EH III. The two apsidal build-
ings 99D and 68A were rebuildings of EH III houses, 
but they were also rebuilt during Lerna VA: once in the 
case of house 68A, and twice in the case of house 99D. 
The house of the pithos was new, but two phases of con-
struction and habitation could be identifi ed. The post-
hole house could be considered a rebuilding of the house 
of the pithos, and was subsequently rebuilt as house BS. 
In house BS two fl oor layers were identifi ed. In house D 
area A, at least four fl oor layers were identifi ed, and in 
house Q at least two. It seems therefore that two pro-
cesses took place. One, houses were possibly inhabited 
for longer but were modifi ed during their use. Two, 
when a house needed replacement, the general location 
and shape of the house was retained. Therefore, it seems 
that house location became more important. Not only 

households with an EH III ‘history’ were rebuilt, but also 
newly established EH III–MH I houses.

Architectural remains of the later MH period (G67-G68)
Barely any plans or details have been published so far of 
later MH structures. We therefore have to rely solely on 
written description in the preliminary reports by Caskey. 
What follows is an overview of architectural develop-
ments in the diff erent excavated areas.

Area BD: besides the description given by Zerner 
(1978: 21-31) of the aforementioned houses in this area, 
no further details were published on uncovered house 
fl oors in this area (Caskey 1957: 151-152).

Area B-BE: after the destruction of house 98A, the 
area was used for burial for a short time (Milka 2010: 
350-351), although it seems that to the west new build-
ings were constructed (Zerner 1978: 4). Later, during the 
transitional MH II–III, a new rectangular house, house 
100 (catalogue G67), with a northwest-southeast orien-
tation was constructed in the area of house 98A. House 
100 was remodelled and extended twice. A hearth and a 
posthole for the support of a wooden column were built 
on the central axis of the house (Caskey 1957: 148). To the 
east was a terraced entrance area. The house is reminis-
cent of the large apsidal buildings that were constructed 
in this location before, and should perhaps be inter-
preted as a rebuilding. The house was destroyed during 
MH III and the area was once again turned into a grave-
yard. During the transitional MH III–LH I period, two 
rooms, 3 and 5, were constructed to the west, but these 
were poorly preserved.

Area B: after the destruction of house 98A, an exten-
sive group of other buildings was constructed, com-
parable in date to houses Q and D (Caskey 1956: 159). It 
seems that house D was of the same date as 98A, but it 
may have been used longer. A later group of houses was 
contemporary with the fi rst phase of house M (Lerna 
VC), the successor of house D (see below). The remains 
of a possible foundry are contemporary with the latest 
phase of house M. These remains were uncovered along 
the northern edge of the main excavation area (south-
central area), together with residue of what appears to 
be molten copper. A crucible was also recovered in the 
same area (Caskey 1955: 42, 1956: 159). Somewhat later, 
possible kilns were constructed here (Caskey 1956: 158). 
It is of interest to note in this context that during EH 
III, metallurgical waste was also recovered in this area, 
associated with house 3.4. 

Area A: apsidal house D in trench A was rebuilt as 
apsidal house M (catalogue G68). House M may have had 
a court to the north. This area was identifi ed as a street. 
However, a MH wall parallel to house M may possibly 
have demarcated a court (see Caskey, Blackburn 1977: 2, 
fi g. 1). The house was destroyed by fi re four times, and 
at least four fl oor layers were identifi ed. During the 
fi rst phase of house M, a street ran from the west and 

0

0,5

1

1,5

2

2,5

3

3,5

4

Area A Area B-BE Area BD Area D

Stone foundation

Postholes

Figure 3.7.19  Lerna. Width of six MH I houses



142 BUILDING THE BRONZE AGE

passed on both sides of house M. South of the street, the 
remains of house S were uncovered. House S had two 
building periods, of which the fi rst may have preceded 
house M, but no further details were published.

Area D: house BS was built upon by (or rebuilt as?) 
house BJ. The remains of other structures were uncov-
ered as well in this layer. In the layer above, the remains 
of rectangular house BD were uncovered, which were 
succeeded by the remains of another house, of which 
only room AH was uncovered. After the destruction of 
this building by fi re, a pebbled area was constructed, on 
top of which later a new house was built, house R, which 
consisted of at least four rooms. The pebbled areas was 
incorporated into the house, forming the fl oor of at least 
three of the four rooms (Caskey 1954: 9-10, 1955: 28-29). 
Due to the lack of published details, these remains were 
not included in the catalogue.

In summary, little information is available on the later 
MH architectural remains at Lerna. The preliminary 
reports do not give the exact date and period of use of 
the various buildings. The few published remains sug-
gest that during the later MH, more rectangular build-
ings were constructed and an increasing number of 
rooms was created inside houses. Furthermore, evidence 
of craft working activities was also more pronounced, 
as evidenced by the recovery of a possible foundry 
and kilns. 

Discussion of MH–LH I Lerna
It is diffi  cult to gain an understanding of MH–LH I settle-
ment organization at Lerna due to the lack of published 
details. Little evidence of communal eff ort was observed: 
some areas and streets were levelled and/or paved, but 
no evidence of spatial organization such as shared house 
orientation or drains was seen. The segmentation and 
use of space became more complex during the later MH 
I, as seen in the partitioning of courts and the construc-
tion of auxiliary buildings. Specialization of space may 
have become even more complex during the later MH, 
considering the construction of craft working installa-
tions. However, the exact relationship between these 
installations and the surrounding houses remains 
unclear at the moment. 

It seems that the construction quality of houses 
improved over time. However, except for the width 
and height of stone foundations, too few architectural 
details were published to substantiate this impression. 
The apsidal house shape was preferred during the ear-
lier MH, but it seems that an increasing number of rect-
angular rooms and houses were constructed during 
the later MH, a development also seen at other settle-
ments and regions. The development of house size over 
time remains unclear, due to the limited uncovering or 
poor preservation of house remains. Therefore, it also 
remains unclear whether the partitioning of a court 

and the construction of auxiliary structures in the court 
aff ected house size. The few data available suggest an 
increase in the number of rooms created inside houses, 
as is also seen at other settlements and regions. Little 
can be said about room specialization and use because of 
the limited preservation of furnishings. However, it does 
seem as if some specialization of space occurred, consid-
ering the MH I auxiliary structures of house 98A and the 
construction of craft working installations during the 
later MH. Rebuilding practices were already observed 
during EH III at Lerna. These rebuildings were carried 
out in diff erent fashions: meticulous and exactly on top 
of former walls, or less meticulous and carried out with 
reference to the general location and orientation of the 
former houses. It seems that the latter form of rebuild-
ing prevailed during the earlier MH. The impression was 
gained by me that fewer rebuildings were constructed 
during the later MH, but due to the lack of details, it is 
not certain if this was indeed the case. For the household, 
their place in space may have been important during the 
earlier MH, and needed re-affi  rmation through time. 
The importance may have related to social identity with 
a certain group and place, but at the same time, there 
may have been economic repercussions, such as claims 
on plots of land. Perhaps such claims were more fi xed 
during the later MH, and affi  rmation through rebuild-
ing practices was no longer needed. Milka (2006: 6-7) 
suggests that MH domestic space “represented stability 
and permanence, where little space for negotiation and 
change existed”. Others (Voutsaki et al. in press) mention 
the “certain fi xity of the domestic group which seems to 
occupy the same plot of land though time”. It has been 
suggested that the basic structural principles during MH 
I–II were based on kinship relations and age/gender divi-
sions, and that therefore the rebuilding of houses should 
be understood in this context.

Architectural diff erences between houses can be 
observed during EH III in terms of shape, size, orienta-
tion and furnishings. Architectural diff erences remained 
visible during MH I (Lerna VA). For example, some 
houses were wider than others, and some houses formed 
court complexes, while others remained freestanding. 
The extent and meaning of these diff erences is not clear, 
due to the incomplete preservation or uncovering of 
houses. Overall, house architecture appears relatively 
homogenous.

Architectural change through time did occur: con-
struction quality seems to have improved, settlement 
space was more segmented, court complexes were con-
structed, more rectangular buildings were constructed, 
more rooms were created and some specialization in the 
use of space occurred. These patterns are not strong, due 
to the limited uncovering of the remains, poor preserva-
tion, or lack of publication detail. 
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Domestic economy and craft specialization 
during MH–LH I
The construction of court complexes from MH I 
onwards entailed the segmentation of settlement space 
and the appropriation of space beside the house through 
the construction of boundary walls, as well as speciali-
zation of space through the construction of auxiliary 
buildings in the court area. Due to a lack of architectural 
and publication details, it is unclear if these develop-
ments were in any way related to an enlargement of the 
house or of the household. However, the enclosed and 
isolated nature of court complex 98A seems to suggest 
that no cooperation between households took place. 
No apparent access existed to the storage and cooking 
rooms 44 and 45, except from house 98A. Therefore, it 
seems that households at Lerna engaged little with other 
households from an economic perspective. In addition, 
no auxiliary structures such as cooking or storage struc-
tures were uncovered between houses that could suggest 
household cooperation. However, perhaps some of the 
poorly preserved but rather narrow houses in area BD 
had such functions. 

The architectural developments and diff erences out-
lined above did not lead to wealth diff erences between 
households in the form of the employment of craft spe-
cialists, the manufacture of valuables, or the consump-
tion of these. The graves associated with court complex 
98A did not contain valuables or exceptional fi nds 
(Voutsaki et al. in press). Valuable fi nds were, however, 
recovered in other houses. Surprising is the recovery of 
bronze items in area BD, where houses were relatively 
narrow. Four bronze objects (two daggers, a pin and a 
chisel) were recovered in house 18, and one in house 24. At 
house 24, also a cache of tools was recovered. Therefore, 
it seems that having a large house, a frequently rebuilt 
house, auxiliary structures, or a large storage capacity 
did not necessarily lead to wealth diff erentiation. 

Other evidence
Analysis of the associated skeletal remains buried around 
court complex 98A showed that the individuals did not 
have a more varied or richer diet than did other individ-
uals (Voutsaki et al. in press). This further substantiates 
the observation that architectural diff erences did not 
necessarily translate into the wealth diff erences. 

Both Milka (2006, 2010) and Voutsaki (Voutsaki et al. 
in press) discuss the relationship between built space 
and burials at court complex 98A. Milka (2010: 350-
352) points out the interment of sub-adults and adults 
in destroyed or ruined houses in area B-BE, which 
were again followed by habitation, destruction and 
burials. The alternation of building and burial was also 
observed at Argos, while at Asine examples are found 
only of burial after the desertion of houses. According 
to Voutsaki (Voutsaki et al. in press), the alternation of 
building and burials stresses “even more the persistence 

of the kin group through time and its fi xity in space. We 
can even suggest that they thereby express a concern 
with descent and with transmission of property across 
the generations”.

To conclude, the architectural remains from Lerna show 
an overall homogeneity, but increasing diff erences as well 
as developments took place over time. Modifi cation and 
rebuilding practices, as well as mortuary practices, sug-
gest that the household was an important social group 
that needed fi xity in space and through time. While 
at other settlements (e.g. Pevkakia, Argissa, Eutresis) 
increased economic cooperation among households was 
observed, the construction of court complexes at Lerna 
suggests a certain economic isolation of the household 
vis-à-vis other households. However, this impression 
could be due to the limited nature of the published evi-
dence. Perhaps that full publication of the MH architec-
tural remains at Lerna will modify this impression.

3.7.11 Megali Magoula Galatas

The settlement of Megali Magoula Galatas is located 
on a hill near the coast. The hill measures ca. 800 x 250 
m and has a view over the harbour between Poros and 
the Peloponnesian coast. Excavations carried out from 
1995–2000 by the Greek Archaeological Service uncov-
ered EH, MH and LH remains. The preliminary results 
on the MH–LH remains were published by Konsolaki-
Yannopoulou (2010).

The settlement was perhaps occupied continuously 
from EH III onwards. Remains of a MH–LH settlement 
were uncovered, consisting of an elliptical defensive wall 
around the acropolis and MH houses attached to the 
inner side of the defensive wall (Figure 3.7.20). Similar 
constructions were also seen at MH II Kolonna, MH 
III–LH I Kiapha Thiti and Malthi. Unfortunately, the 
MH date of Malthi is disputed (Darcque 1980: 32-33), 
and the MH date of Megali Magula is not further speci-
fi ed (Konsolaki-Yannopoulou 2010: 69). MH–LH houses 
were probably also located on the north and south slopes 
of the hill. The defensive wall, enclosing an area of ca. 0.1 
ha, was reinforced at some point, but it is unclear which 
date is given to this reinforcement. The settlement was 
probably accessed from the north, where a recess was 
identifi ed. From here, a road led north. The road was 
bounded on both sides by rubble walls. This has so far 
not been attested at any other settlement. 

The settlement appears to have fl ourished during the 
same time as settlement phases IX–X on Aegina, which 
parallel MH II and MH III. The recovered ceramics were 
of a high quality and included Aeginetan imports and a 
few Minoanizing- and Cycladic-type vessels. The quality 
and range of the ceramics indicates a close connection 
with Aegina. Overall, the fi nds seem to date to MH II–
MH III. 
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It is suggested by the excavator that, once the settle-
ment at Kolonna went into decline during the later 
Bronze Age, Megali Magoula replaced the function and 
retained the status Kolonna once had. This suggestion is 
based on mortuary evidence, consisting of three tholoi. 
Tomb 3 was dated to the MH III–LH I period; it contained 
pottery and a bronze dagger and bronze sword that were 
adorned with silver-plated rivets. The other two tholoi 
were later in date (LH IIB–IIIB) and both were plundered 
in antiquity, but the few grave goods recovered indicate 
the elite status of the burials. Konsolaki-Yannopoulou 
(2010: 73) concludes that “the successive construction 
here of three elite tombs, including one of exceptionally 
large size, and their continuous use over a long period 
of time, indicate a consolidation of social ranking and a 
prosperity that exceeds the ordinary measure”. 

The exact date of the construction of the defensive 
wall is unclear. Therefore, it is unclear if its construc-
tion should be considered relatively early, or as part of a 
more general increase in construction of defensive and 
circumference walls during the later MH and LH I. Both 
the construction of the defensive wall and the bounding 
of the road leading north by rubble walls suggest a con-
siderable communal labour input into the organization 
of settlement space. Little information was published 
on the architectural remains uncovered at the acropolis. 
Therefore, their function remains unclear. 

3.7.12 Midea

Midea (HD A6) is located inland, at the eastern end of 
the Argive plain. Excavations were carried out by the 
Swedish Institute at Athens, under the direction of 
Persson. Excavations were resumed in 1960 as a joint 

Greek-Swedish excavation venture under direction 
of Åström and Verdelis. Preliminary reports, articles, 
and books have been published on the remains of both 
Midea and nearby Dendra, while an overview of the MH 
remains was recently published (Demakopoulou, Divari-
Valakou 2010). 

The settlement was inhabited uninterrupted from 
EH III to MH. During EH III, habitation was probably 
restricted to the highest part of the acropolis. However, 
the remains of MH habitation were found within the 
enclosed area of the LH fortifi cation wall, indicating 
expansion of the settlement. The MH occupation must 
have been dense, but few remains were preserved due to 
Mycenaean building activities. A strong retaining wall, 
of probable MH II date, was uncovered in the northeast-
ern area of the upper acropolis, in trench L. A large num-
ber of lead clamps was found here, and it was therefore 
suggested that this area was a storeroom for lead clamps, 
or a workshop for pot mending (Demakopoulou, Divari-
Valakou 2010: 33). In the megaron-complex area (Figure 
3.7.21), the remains of fl oors and walls were found in 
association with MH ceramics. In the same area, the 
remains of a late MH–LH I terrace wall were uncovered, 
and of a large-scale system possibly designed for the col-
lection and storage of water.

The recovered ceramics indicate that Midea had con-
tacts with Boeotia and Aegina. Like in Attica, most of the 
MH ceramic classes were still in use during the early LH 
period. Two Minoan imports were recovered: a faience 
seal of MM II–III date and a fragment of an amethyst 
rhyton of LM I date. A locally made seal of clay was also 
recovered in the pit with advanced MH ceramics, associ-
ated with the LBC at Kolonna. 

Figure 3.7.20  Megali Magula Galatas. Plan of the settlement (author, modifi ed after Konsolaki-Yannopoulou 2010, Fig.2)
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Midea seems to have been a substantial settlement 
during the MH period, but its rise began in the late MH–
LH I periods. Several things indicate this (Demakopoulou, 
Divari-Valakou 2010). First, the late MH–LH I pottery 
was of a good quality. Secondly, a possible water system 
was constructed during late MH–LH I. Thirdly, a child 
burial of probably LH I date contained, among other 
things, a cornelian bead, two ivory knobs perhaps from a 
wooden box, and a piece of orpiment (probably used for 
pigment making, and probably imported from Anatolia 
via Crete) and was therefore interpreted as an elite bur-
ial. Finally, rich burials of late MH–LH I date were also 
uncovered at nearby Dendra. 

Little is known about domestic architecture at Midea. 
Nevertheless, the settlement is specifi cally discussed 
here because of the settlement organization. Much 
communal eff ort was expended to organize settlement 
space: a strong retaining wall was built, terraces and ter-
race walls were created, and a system for the possible 
collection and storage of water was built. Craft working 
took place, and perhaps ownership of stored goods is 
indicated with the use of seals. 

3.7.13 Mycenae (catalogue G69)

Mycenae (HD A1) is located inland, near Tiryns. Research 
has been carried out at Mycenae since the 19th century. 
The well-known shaft graves of Grave Circle A were 
uncovered by Schliemann. Later excavations carried out 
by, for example, Tsountas, Papademetriou, Mylonas and 

Wace, concentrated on the Mycenaean remains, such as 
the palace, citadel, town and graves.

EH III–LH I remains were also uncovered, but EH 
III sherds found on the west slope were not associated 
with any architecture. A scatter of early MH sherds and 
walls was located on the west slope. Earlier and later MH 
remains were located on the north slope and the acrop-
olis. Evidence of late MH habitation was located every-
where on the site and beyond. Overall, most MH and LH 
I structures were heavily built upon during later times. 
Some wall and fl oor remains were located at the sum-
mit, on the slopes and outside the citadel, but too little 
remained to assess the settlement organization during 
MH and LH I.

Because of the poor preservation and limited pub-
lication, little is known about the MH–LH I domestic 
architecture at Mycenae. A few buildings are mentioned 
in diff erent reports, but in general, details are lacking. 
However, because Mycenae must have been an impor-
tant settlement during the later MH, a brief overview is 
given of the architectural house remains. The remains 
of a house consisting of at least two rooms (both ca. 2.20 
x 3.00 m) were uncovered on the lower east slope, but 
not illustrated. The area was in use from EH III/MH I to 
MH III, but it remains unclear what the exact date of the 
house was (Shelton 2010b: 60). South of the Tsountas 
house, the foundations of a MH building were uncov-
ered, including the remains of a storage area (Mylonas 
1971: 152, pl. 185). The remains of a burnt basement 

Figure 3.7.21  Midea. Plan of the settlement (author, modifi ed after Demakopoulou and Divari-Valakou 2010, Fig. 1)
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storeroom of MH III date were located on the west slope. 
The storeroom was fi lled with pithoi and carbonized 
seeds, such as barley and vetches (Shelton 2010b: 60). 
Evidence of a signifi cant structure on the top of the hill 
dated to the later MH consisted of very high-class ceram-
ics and evidence of feasting. French and Shelton (2005: 
177-178) suggest the existence of a fi rst EH/MH palace on 
the acropolis, whereby the MH fortifi cation wall identi-
fi ed by Rowe (1954) could perhaps have functioned as a 
demarcation of the habitation on top of the hill. The sec-
ond palace was suggested by French and Shelton (2005: 
177) to date to the Early Palatial stage, and destroyed in 
LH IIA (Figure 3.7.22). MH III–LH I house remains were 
found southwest of the West House. Unfortunately, the 
dating of the rectangular house (catalogue G69) was not 
entirely certain (Lambropoulou 1991: 242). It consisted 
of two or three rooms, and had an approximate size of 
27 m², which is small. Inside, the remains of a rectangu-
lar hearth were found. Some domestic LH I refuse came 
from the Pithos Area, as well as some wall painting frag-
ments. Two deposits here consisted of fl oors containing 
MH sherds, domestic refuse, animal remains and shells. 
A third deposit contained fresco fragments, LH I pot-
tery, animal bones and shells (French, Shelton 2005: 176). 
LH I–II wall remains were uncovered under the Ramp 
House, but these were very scanty and therefore not 
included in the catalogue (Hiesel 1991: 187).

Mycenae fulfi lled a special position during the late 
MH and LH I period, as indicated by the evidence from 
the Grave Circles. So far, it remains unclear what exactly 
this position was. Due to building activities during the 
later LH, little is known about MH and LH I domestic 
architecture. Therefore, it is not possible to learn more 
about the development of complexity based on house 
architecture. The only observations that can be made is 
that houses with a second fl oor were constructed during 

MH III and storerooms were created in the basement. 
Therefore, we may assume a better construction qual-
ity of houses, and an increasing specialization of space. 
Furthermore, feasting or large-scale consumption prac-
tices may have taken place on the summit during the 
later MH. Evidence of large-scale consumption practices 
was also uncovered at MH II Kolonna and MH IIIB–LH 
IA Argos.

3.7.14 Tiryns (catalogue G70-G76)

Tiryns (HD A7) is located on a hill near the coast, on the 
Gulf of Argos. The hill is ca. 30 m high and the acropolis 
measures ca. 300 m in length and 40–100 m in width. 
The settlement looks out over the sea and the Argive 
plain. Nearby are fertile soils and a stream. During EH 
II, the coastline was ca. 300 m from the acropolis and 
the threat of torrential fl ooding existed (Zangger 1994: 
196). Sediment accumulation took place southwest 
of the acropolis during EH III. The soil instability and 
inundations restricted habitation around the acropolis 
(Zangger 1994: 200-201). Excavations were and con-
tinue to be carried out under the auspices of the German 
Archaeological Institute. They have been published in 
preliminary reports, articles, and a book series entitled 
Tiryns. EH, MH and LH remains were uncovered during 
excavations. However, the EH and MH remains were 
heavily built upon during the LH; as a result, they were 
often disturbed or diffi  cult to excavate. Therefore, few 
details were published on these architectural remains.

EH III settlement
House remains were uncovered at the Unterburg, while 
EH III sherd material was also recovered south of the 
acropolis and at the Oberburg. Three EH III strata were 
identifi ed at the Unterburg, and these could partly be 
correlated with Lerna (Table 3.7.5) (Rutter 1983a: 342). In 
addition, diff erent architectural horizons were identifi ed 
that coincided with the diff erent strata (Forsén 1992: 43). 

Little was uncovered of the EH III settlement, but it 
is evident that changes took place in house alignment 
and layout during EH III. The house remains dating to 
EH II and early EH III are rectangular, consist of agglom-
erative rooms, and have a NNW-SSE orientation (Figure 
3.7.23). Continuity is visible in house location and layout 
during EH II and the earlier EH III, through the (partial) 

Figure 3.7.22  Mycenae. Suggested palace II (author, modifi ed 
after French and Shelton 2005, Fig. 1)

Lerna phase Tiryns stratum Tiryns horizon

Lerna IV: 1 Stratum V Horizon 9

Lerna IV: 2–3 Stratum IV
Horizon 10–13

Lerna IV: 3 Stratum III

Table 3.7.5  EH III chronology at Tiryns and Lerna (after Rutter 
1983a: 342 and Forsén 1992: 43)
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Figure 3.7.23  Tiryns. Plan of horizons 7A, 8A, 8B and 9 (author, modifi ed after Kilian 1983, Figs. 39-40 and Weiberg 2007: 123, Fig. 26)

Figure 3.7.24  Tiryns. Plan of horizon 10-13 (author, modifi ed after Kilian 1983, Figs. 39-40 and Weiberg 2007: 123, Fig. 26)
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rebuilding of houses.15 Every architectural horizon is 
marked by fi re destruction. 

During EH III (horizon 10-13), freestanding apsidal 
buildings replaced the rectangular and agglomerative 
rooms, and the orientation of the buildings shifted to 
NW-SE and several other orientations (Figure 3.7.24). 
However, the practice to reusing old foundations in new 
constructions continued in the apsidal houses as well 
(see Weiberg 2007: 121-127 for more elaborate discus-
sion). The EH III period at Tiryns is therefore marked by 
both architectural change and by continuity.

Evidence of communal works carried out during EH 
III was not identifi ed. Although an overall continuity in 
house location, shape and orientation was seen, this did 
not translate into an organized settlement layout. 

EH III domestic architecture (G70-G72)
The earliest EH III house remains consist of a large room 
complex, 142–144 (catalogue G70), built on top of a simi-
lar EH II complex. It is possible that room 143 was the 
central room, while the eastern rooms could have func-
tioned as a corridor. Therefore, this complex bears some 
resemblance to the large corridor houses of the EH II 
period. Kilian (1981: 189) makes comparisons with the 
EH II building at Akovitika and the EH II House of the 
Tiles at Lerna, but only with regard to the dimensions of 
the house. The complex was destroyed in a fi re, and later 
built over by other structures. 

After the fi re, several new freestanding EH III struc-
tures were built. Room 141 may possibly be connected to 
the old room complex, considering its location on top 
of it. The room was facing a possibly open area towards 
the west. The remains of apsidal house 109 (and room 
108) were uncovered to the south. Little was uncov-
ered of this east-west oriented house, and details were 
lacking (Weisshaar 1982: 458). The same applies to EH 
III remains found under Mycenaean house 121. These 
remains were therefore not included in the catalogue. 
Six apsidal houses, R160, R161, R162, R163, R165 and 
R168, were partially uncovered or preserved, but few 
details were published on the architecture and fi nds. The 
absence of fi nd details is partly due to the fact that fox-
holes caused severe damage to the site (Weisshaar 1981: 
250, 1982: 440). Furthermore, some of the ceramics were 
discarded after the excavations, and excavation notes are 
no longer available. Houses 165 and 168 were included in 
the catalogue, while too little was uncovered of the other 
houses to include them. Apsidal house 165 (catalogue 
G71) was uncovered over an extent of ca. 71 m² but must 
have been larger. The house was very wide (at least 7.5 m) 
and the stone foundations were also very wide, ca. 1.5 m. 

15 The exact dating of the remains and the continuity of habitation 
at Tiryns are not entirely certain. The excavation of the EH III 
remains was supposedly done in artifi cial levels rather than in 
natural stratigraphic layers. 

Therefore, this must have been an impressive house. To 
the east, apsidal house 168 (catalogue G72) was located. 
This must also have been a signifi cantly sized house, as 
it was ca. 7.7 m wide and covered a minimum area of ca. 
69 m². Associated with house 168 was a bothros, which 
contained, among other things, an imported Cycladic 
cup. On a layer under the apse (without an architectural 
context), a stone pyxis was recovered together with four 
long stone tools, pebbles and a clay spindle whorl (Kilian 
1982: 420). Four successive building phases were iden-
tifi ed in the house, but the early phases seem to have 
been EH II in date.16 House 161 (not included in the cata-
logue) is said to have been built on top of two similarly 
oriented house plans, presumably also EH III in date 
(Kilian 1981: 186).

A room complex of early EH III date can be con-
sidered unusual. However, if we consider the continuity 
of habitation from EH II to EH III, it should be less sur-
prising. Similar architectural features could be observed 
at Helike, where transitional EH II–III architectural was 
uncovered, including a so-called ‘corridor building’. The 
later EH III houses at Tiryns had diff erent orientations, 
but primarily faced northwest, with the apse. Houses 165 
and 168 seem to have been larger than the houses located 
south of them. The lack of fi nd details and limited 
uncovering of the remains hinders the interpretation of 
the large versus the smaller apsidal houses. It seems as 
if rebuilding of houses took place during EH III, but the 
extent and meticulousness of this is unclear. 

MH settlement
Knowledge of MH Tiryns is rather poor. Few MH archi-
tectural remains have been uncovered or preserved, and, 
as a result, the settlement layout, planning and complex-
ity cannot be addressed. Intelligible house plans date to 
MH III and LH I. 

MH domestic architecture (G73-G76)
Remains of the so-called megaron house 44 (G73), were 
uncovered in Hof XXX. The date of the house within 
the MH was not specifi ed. A parallel wall was uncovered 
south of the house. The relationship between this wall 
and house 44 is not clear, but the excavators interpreted 
the wall as a partitioning wall of the court. This is pos-
sible, as at other settlements courts were sometimes 
also partitioned off  (e.g. MH Krisa, Kirrha and Lerna). 
Nordquist (1987: 88) suggests that the partitioning wall 

16 The observation by Kilian that house 168 had four successors 
is not rendered in a very clear way in the publication. Weiberg 
(2007: 126) interprets Killian’s description (1982: 420) to mean 
that the house had four successors, one built on top of the other 
making use of the same walls, within EH III. The top layers were 
EH III in date and contemporary to the predecessor of 161, which 
is presumably an EH III house. However, the other layers seem to 
be EH II in date, as described by Kilian in the next sections (1982: 
420–424). 
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was perhaps the sidewall of a double megaron house in 
connection to house 44. Double megaron houses were 
also uncovered at late MH Asine. 

MH II layers and the remains of a MH III structure 
were uncovered under the great megaron of the LH pal-
ace. The structure was probably destroyed by an earth-
quake, but no other details were published (AA 1985: 711, 
1986: 783, Kilian 1987). The published reconstruction of 
the remains (Kilian 1987, Fig. 10), seems a gross exaggera-
tion of what was actually preserved and uncovered. 

Late MH, LH I and LH II house remains were excav-
ated between 1926 and 1929 in trench F, southeast of the 
acropolis. A portion of a MH rectangular room or house, 
measuring ca. 2.5 x 3.5 m, are the earliest remains here. 
A grave destroyed part of the west wall. Another wall 
makes a right-angle around the west and north part of 
the room (Gercke, Hiesel 1971: 8-9). During the transi-
tional MH–LH period, two new rectangular structures 
were built towards the southwest. The layout of the 
eastern house (catalogue G74) was somewhat unclear, 
but is reminiscent of the uncovered portion of Eleusis 
house R (catalogue E8), with narrow partitioned areas. 
The western house (catalogue G75) had a rectangular, 
two-roomed layout and is of average size (ca. 44 m²). The 
house was once destroyed or aff ected by fi re, after which 
a new fl oor was constructed. It also seems that the parti-
tion wall was moved to the east.

Portions of LH I house D2 and its LH IIB succes-
sor, D1, were uncovered in trench H (Gercke, Gercke 
& Hiesel 1975). House D2 (catalogue G76) consists of 
at least two rectangular rooms. Extending wall frag-
ments in the east and west indicate that the house may 
have been part of a room complex. The construction of 
multiple-roomed houses is attested at more settlements 
during the late MH and LH I, such as Lerna, Peristeria 
and Agios Stephanos. Hiesel (1991: 34-35) interpreted 
both house D1 and house D2 as workshop areas, but for 
house D2 this interpretation is not substantiated by the 
remains in my opinion.

Too little data are available to assess construction 
quality of the houses. The few remains uncovered sug-
gest that rectangular-shaped houses were preferred 
over apsidal houses. The total size of houses was usually 
unclear, as well as the total number of rooms and type 
and number of furnishings. It seems that some modifi ca-
tions were made in houses, but no mention was made of 
rebuilding of houses during MH.

Tiryns discussion
EH III architectural remains from Tiryns show similar 
patterns to those seen at other settlements: an overall 
unorganized settlement layout, a preference for apsidal-
shaped houses, and rebuilding of houses in the same 
location. The houses had a homogenous appearance 
overall, but houses 165 and 168 seem to have been of sig-
nifi cant size with reference to EH III Tiryns as well as to 

EH III houses more generally. Due to the limited uncov-
ering of other EH III remains at Tiryns and the lack of 
published details, a further interpretation of these archi-
tectural diff erences is not possible. 

Although few MH architectural remains were pre-
served, a few observations can be made. Like at other 
settlements, a transition is seen from the construction 
of apsidal houses to the construction of rectangular 
houses. Among these rectangular houses was possibly 
a double megaron or a house with a partitioned court. 
Either way, both types of structures were also attested 
at other MH settlements. Furthermore, a possible MH 
III room complex was located on the acropolis, while 
LH I house D1 may also have been a room complex. 
Room complexes are also attested at several other late 
MH and LH I settlements, such as Asine, Peristeria and 
Agios Stephanos. 

3.7.15 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in the Argolid

Prehistoric remains were uncovered near Kandia (HD 
A21), located east of Asine on a small hill rising ca. 200 
m from the landscape. The hill measures ca. 80 x 50 m. 
EH III and later MH ceramics were well represented 
(Döhl 1973: 215). The remains of an EH apsidal house 
were uncovered (Dunabin 1944: 82). An EH III date was 
suggested for the house by Forsén (1992: 65), because 
the majority of the EH material was EH III in date. The 
house was not listed in the catalogue as details and a 
plan are lacking.

The settlement of Galatas Haliki (HD A37) is located 
on a small promontory, 2 km east of Megali Magula 
Galatas. Welter (1941: 10) found several MH sherds 
here, such as MH Matt Painted Aeginetan ware, Grey 
Minyan and imitation Kamares. House foundations 
were observed on the edge of the beach, during a visit 
of the site by Hope Simpson and Dickinson (1979: 56). 
Ceramics were associated with the foundations, and 
consist of a MH polychrome sherd and pottery that 
appear to be EH. The exact date of the house is there-
fore unclear. Predominant were MH Matt Painted poly-
chrome and Grey Minyan, but LH ceramics were also 
found. The house is not listed in the catalogue, as details 
and a plan are lacking.

3.7.16 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in the Argolid

The Argolid is well represented by architectural remains 
(Table 3.7.6). However, the data are skewed for several 
reasons. Argos, Lerna and Asine are overrepresented, 
which also leads to an overrepresentation of coastal 
settlements. Furthermore, Lerna is especially overrepre-
sented in terms of EH III and early MH data, while Argos 
and Asine are overrepresented in terms of later MH data. 
Finally, the quality of the data is limited. Barely anything 
has been published so far on the houses uncovered at 
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Argos. The early MH houses at Lerna have been pub-
lished to some extent, but not the later MH houses. 
Asine is well published, but due to the excavation strat-
egies employed, the information on the associated fi nds 
is uneven.

EH III houses
A total of 31 EH III houses were listed in the Argolid cata-
logue. One house was located at Asine, one at Berbati, 
three at Tiryns, and 26 at Lerna. Therefore, Lerna is 
overrepresented, and architectural patterns emerging 
are not necessarily representative of the Argolid as a 
whole. Overall, houses were only partially uncovered, 
not well preserved, or published without much detail.

Some observation on settlement organization can 
be made at the diff erent settlements. It seems that lev-
elling took place, and that terraces were created when 
necessary, at Asine and Berbati. The houses at Lerna 
and Tiryns were located on a more level area. Overall, 
no overt signs of settlement planning or organization 
were seen in the location, orientation and arrangement 
of houses, not even when house density increased. At 
Lerna and Tiryns, some continuity of wall or house loca-
tion was seen. This continuity was enforced through the 
rebuilding of houses on old foundation walls, or in more 
or less the same location as before. 

It seems that the construction quality of houses at 
Lerna was not very good, in that walls seem to have 
been irregular in width and length. The houses at Tiryns 
seem to have been of a better quality, considering the 
wide foundation walls and greater width of the houses. 
Perhaps this diff erence had something to do with (dis)

continuity in habitation at the two settlements. The 
continuity of habitation at Tiryns also seems to explain 
the construction of a room complex during early EH III. 
A possibly comparable complex was uncovered at the EH 
II–III settlement of Helike. At Tiryns the freestanding 
and apsidal house shape became popular during EH III. 
Overall, the apsidal house shape was preferred during 
EH III in the Argolid, although rectangular, trapezoidal 
and D-shaped houses were also uncovered (Figure 3.7.25).

All of the more or less completely uncovered houses 
were located at Lerna. House size ranged from 12–80 m². 
It is not possible to assess an average house size due to the 
limited number of houses, and some uncertainty about 
the function of the smaller houses. The few entirely or 
largely uncovered houses indicate that houses tended 
to be single-roomed or divided into two rooms. Due to 
modifi cations, rebuilding, later building activities and 
lack of published details, it does not seem useful to con-
sider the furnishings of houses. The few rooms created 
inside houses suggest that rooms were multifunctional.

Some houses were modifi ed, but overall no spe-
cifi c observations were made on this during excavation 
or publication. Modifi cation activities may have gone 
unnoticed or were simply omitted from the publica-
tion. At Lerna (and perhaps also at Tiryns), some houses 
were rebuilt, and this occurred during the entire EH III 
period. In some cases, the new house was erected on old 
foundations. However, in most cases, the new house was 
only partially erected on old foundations, or not at all. 
In the latter case, the house was rebuilt in the approxi-
mate location of the previous house, following the same 
orientation and layout.

It seems that most houses were deserted and even-
tually built upon by new houses with a diff erent layout 
and/or orientation. Six houses (four at Lerna, one at 
Berbati and one at Tiryns) were destroyed by fi re, but 
these events seem to have been accidental.

In summary, little organization of settlement space is 
seen during EH III in the Argolid. Houses seem to have 
been of a mediocre construction quality. They were often 
apsidal and either single-roomed or partitioned into two. 
The overall appearance of the houses is homogenous. 
However, diff erences did exist in construction quality, 
layout, size and degree of rebuilding. How these diff er-
ences should be interpreted remains unclear due to lack 
of architectural detail. In the case of Lerna it has been 
suggested that the large apsidal and frequently rebuilt 
house may have acquired a special status over time. 

MH I–II houses
Fourteen MH I–II houses were listed in the catalogue. 
Four were located at Asine, one at Berbati, and the 
remaining nine at Lerna. Therefore, Lerna is again 
overrepresented in the sample. No house was entirely 

Period Number of houses 

EH III 31

MH I-II 14

MH III-LH I 29

Unclear 2

Total 76

Table 3.7.6  Argolid. Date and number of houses

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

EH III houses
(n=26)

MH I-II houses
(n=10)

MH III-LH I houses
(n=25)

Other

Rectangular

Apsidal

Figure 3.7.25  Argolid. Proportion of diff erently shaped EH III, 
MH I–II and MH III–LH I houses
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uncovered or preserved, except for house T at Asine and 
room 45 at Lerna. 

Some organization of settlement space could be 
observed, such as levelling and the creation of terraces. 
Furthermore, some streets were paved, and some of 
these streets remained in use during the MH, for exam-
ple, at Asine and Lerna. It seems that settlement space 
was demarcated and appropriated by some households 
at Lerna. This was done through the construction of 
partition walls. Similar constructions were seen at MH 
II Krisa (catalogue B12) and MH III Kirrha (catalogue 
B1). Perhaps some communal labour was expended on 
settlement organization at Midea and Megali Magula 
Galatas. However, the exact dating of the diff erent large-
scale constructions here is unclear. At Argos, a move in 
habitation took place during MH II, which may have 
required communal organization.

It seems that construction quality improved some-
what during the earlier MH. A slight increase in wall 
width is observed. Furthermore, it seems that at Asine 
a house with a second fl oor was constructed. Although 
the apsidal house shape remained popular at Lerna, an 
overall tendency is seen in the Argolid towards the con-
struction of rectangular houses (Figure 3.7.25). As only 
two houses were entirely uncovered, it is not possible to 
assess developments in houses size or number of rooms. 
However, the impression gained from the partially 
uncovered or preserved houses is that most of them 
were partitioned into at least two rooms.

Modifi cations were carried out, but too few details 
were observed or published to assess the extent and fre-
quency of these activities. Three houses at Lerna and 
possibly one at Asine were rebuilt. The way in which the 
rebuilding was carried out varied. In the case of house 
98L at Lerna, the rebuilding seems to have been fairly 
meticulous. House D at Lerna was replaced by a much 
larger apsidal house, and the posthole house at Lerna 
was replaced by a house with stone foundations. The 
preservation of house Pre-D at Asine was too poor to 
assess the extent of the rebuilding. At least seven build-
ings were destroyed by an earthquake and/or by fi re. 
All these houses were located at Lerna, but it is unclear 
to what extent the destruction of the diff erent houses 
coincided. 

All in all, some increasing architectural complexity 
is visible during MH I–II. It seems that slightly more 
eff ort was expended to organize settlement space and 
to construct houses. Architectural diff erences became 
more pronounced, although the overall impression 
remains that of homogeneity. At Lerna, the construc-
tion of court complexes perhaps signals changes in 
the domestic economy. Unfortunately, too little was 
uncovered of the house, and of other complexes, to 
explore this further. Analysis of associated fi nds and 
burials does not indicate wealth diff erences between the 
diff erent households.

MH III–LH I houses
Twenty-nine MH III–LH I houses were listed in the cata-
logue, of which 18 were located at Argos, six at Asine, 
one each at Lerna and Mycenae, and three at Tiryns. 
Therefore, Argos, and to some extent Asine, are overrep-
resented. Unfortunately, few details were published on 
the houses from Argos.

More signs of settlement organization can be observed 
during this phase. At Argos, houses were arranged in 
concentric circles around the summit, thereby creating 
an optical and also practical circle of defence. At Asine, 
the previously constructed road remained in use, and 
houses were again built on either side of the road. A 
comparable situation was seen at MH Asea, where a road 
was also not built upon. Perhaps the construction of a 
defensive wall at Megali Magula Galatas and the con-
struction of a large-scale system possibly designed for 
the storage of water at Midea should also be dated to this 
phase. Therefore, it seems that people were increasingly 
concerned with demarcation of the settlement space, as 
well as safety matters. 

It also seems that the construction quality of houses 
further improved, if we consider the construction of 
wider foundation walls. Furthermore, it seems that more 
house fl oors were being (partially) paved with stones, 
but this impression could be due to the better preserva-
tion and publication quality of the houses at Asine and 
Tiryns, as opposed to the earlier MH houses at Lerna.

The preference for the rectangular house shape inten-
sifi ed during MH III–LH I, and apsidal-shaped houses 
were rare (Figure 3.7.25). 

Houses ranged in size from ca. 21 m² to 125 m², and 
the house size increase was accompanied by an increase 
in the number of rooms created inside houses. This was 
especially noticeable at Asine, where large buildings with 
many rooms were created. At Argos, no such complexes 
were uncovered, though houses were usually partitioned 
into three rooms. The increasing size and number of 
rooms led to increasing architectural variety. 

Several houses were modifi ed, but no clear examples 
of rebuilt houses were identifi ed. Seven houses were 
destroyed. An earthquake seems to have aff ected two 
houses at Asine, while two other houses at Asine and 
two at Tiryns were destroyed by fi re. A house at Lerna 
was also destroyed, but the cause was not specifi cally 
mentioned. It seems that all other houses were deserted 
at some point.

In summary, more communal labour was expended 
to organize settlement space, and an increasing archi-
tectural variety and complexity can be observed. 
Developments diff ered locally. For example, the settle-
ment layout at Argos was seemingly well organized, 
but the houses were fairly similar to early MH houses. 
At Asine, little investment was observable in settlement 
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organization, but the uncovered houses were huge, com-
plex and very diff erent from each other.

Domestic architecture and household economics 
in EH III–LH I Argolid
The general impression gained from EH III domestic 
architecture in the Argolid is that storage took place 
in houses, and not in (communal) auxiliary buildings. 
Many bothroi were found among the houses of Lerna, 
which could have been used for storage. It seems that 
pithoi were used for storage at Tiryns, at least in the 
room complex. The freestanding nature of houses seems 
to communicate a certain independence from the com-
munity at large. However, households must have been 
dependent on other households. It is possible that the 
overall homogenous appearance of domestic architec-
ture was a means to emphasize this interdependency (see 
Chapter 2).

A possible special-purpose building was constructed 
during EH III at Lerna, for the storage of large vessels. 
It has also been tentatively suggested that some rooms 
and areas at late EH III Berbati were specifi cally used for 
storage. Therefore, it seems that some minor changes 
took place in the domestic economy towards the end 
of the EH III period. It could tentatively be suggested 
that some households started to store goods together in 
 auxiliary buildings. 

Storage space seems to be somewhat enlarged and 
specialized during the MH I–II period at some houses. 
House T at Asine seems to have had a lower fl oor devoted 
to storage, plus two outdoor pithoi perhaps used for the 
collection of water. House 98A at Lerna, the so-called 
court complex, had outdoor auxiliary structures for the 
storage of large vessels, as well as indoor space devoted 
to storage. The complex seems secluded, in that no other 
households had access to it. Although the evidence is 
scant, it does seem to suggest that some changes took 
place in the scale and location of storage practices. These 
developments are reminiscent of architectural changes 
observed at Pevkakia and Argissa in Thessaly. At Argissa 
and Pevkakia, an increasing number of outdoor storage 
facilities were constructed during MH II. Additional 
changes, observed in the Argolid but also more widely on 
the Mainland, include slightly more architectural vari-
ation. Based on the available data (although, as admitted 
above, the evidence is scant) it can tentatively be sug-
gested that changes in the domestic economy perhaps 
led to a decrease in the dependency of some households 
on the wider community at some settlements. The slight 
increase in architectural variation (or the slight decrease 
in architectural homogeneity) could be a result of this 
suggested decreased dependency (see Chapter 2). 

Little data are available on the domestic economy 
of MH III–LH I Argos, as house assemblages have not 
been published in any detail. We do know that houses 
remained homogenous in appearance, and comparable 

to early MH houses. More details are available on the 
MH III–LH I houses of Asine with which to make some 
inferences about the domestic economy. The size, lay-
out, number of rooms, entrances and furnishings of 
houses B, D and E suggest that multiple households or 
a household extended with family or an extended work-
force lived in them. It has already been mentioned that 
the sharing and pooling of resources could have led to 
more economic stability (Halstead, O’Shea 1982). In 
addition, more people could also perform more and dif-
ferent activities (see Chapter 2). It is possible that such 
economic and social developments enabled the emer-
gence of more craft specialist activities. Although no 
craft-working installations were uncovered at Asine, 
later MH kilns were uncovered at Lerna, and a LH I–II 
kiln was uncovered at Berbati. 

The cooperation of more people is to some extent 
also refl ected in other domains. Large-scale ‘feasting’ or 
consumption practices are suggested to have taken place 
at MH IIIB–LH IA Argos. Too little data are available at 
the moment to consider the reasons behind these prac-
tices. ‘Feasting’ activities were also suggested to have 
taken place at Mycenae during the later MH, and at MH 
II Kolonna at the Large Building Complex. Changes were 
taking place that aff ected both the social and the eco-
nomic sphere, considering the scale of the activities and 
of the consumption of foodstuff s.

Through cooperation, some households may have 
become less submerged in and dependent on the wider 
community. The increased architectural variation 
attested during MH III–LH I could be a result of the sug-
gested increased cooperation of households. We could 
even go further, and tentatively suggest that changes in 
cooperation and the openness of the economy may go 
some way to explain the decline of some settlements 
during LH and the emergence of others. It has been dis-
cussed in Chapter 2 how a closed economy can be related 
to stronger communal dependency and more homoge-
neity, while a more open economy can be related to less 
communal dependency and more variety. Whatever 
the type of economy, some exchange must have taken 
place with other settlements and areas. It is argued that 
exchange between settlements in the Argolid could have 
been a means to maintain social relations, rather than to 
diff erentiate or aggrandize (Voutsaki 2010c: 91-92). For 
example, at Argos, Matt Painted Aeginetan vessels were 
imported and imitated during the MH, but the number 
and percentage of imports actually decreased over time, 
while local production increased (Philippa-Touchais 
2007). It is suggested (Philippa-Touchais, Touchais 2008: 
194) that the gradual decrease in imported Aeginetan 
Matt Painted vessels during MH III–LH IA at Argos 
and the strengthening of the local ceramic tradition 
were perhaps a means of asserting the indigenous iden-
tity against the increasing infl uence of Minoan Crete. 
However, as Aeginetan ceramics were imitated at Argos, 
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it seems more plausible that changes took place in (the 
frequency of) exchange relationships between Argos 
and Kolonna. Perhaps such changes in economic and 
exchange relations eventually resulted in the decline or 
prosperity of some settlements in the Argolid. 

To summarize, many EH III–LH I house remains have 
been uncovered in the Argolid. Due to the unevenness 
in documentation, as well as the overrepresentation 
of Lerna during the early MH, and of Asine and Argos 
during later MH, it remains diffi  cult to reconstruct 
regional developments. Overall, architectural develop-
ments, increasing settlement organization and increas-
ing architectural complexity could be observed. These 
developments diff ered locally, for example, at Argos 
and Asine. It seems that change took place in both the 
domestic economy and exchange relationships during 
the MH, especially during the later MH. It is tentatively 
suggested here that diff erences in economic cooperation 
and the openness of the economy may to some extent 
explain why some settlements declined while others 
prospered. More data are needed to further explore this 
issue and the MH domestic economy. 
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3.8 Laconia

3.8.1 Geography

Laconia is located in the south-eastern Peloponnese, 
bordered by Messenia on the west and Arcadia on the 
north (Figure 3.8.1). The Myrtoan Sea borders the east-
ern part of the region, and the Mediterranean Sea and 
the Laconian Gulf the southern part of the region. The 
western and north-eastern borders of the region are 
mountainous. The Skala and Sparta plains are part of 
the Eurotas valley, which is a fertile area, and still used 
for agriculture today.  

Two modern roads connect Laconia to Messenia; one 
is a pass crossing the Taygetus mountain, and the other 
goes around the mountain in the south. Therefore, we 
may assume that in prehistory the two regions were not 
well connected. Communications must have been easier 
by sea than by land. Several harbours are known to have 
existed during the Bronze Age, such as Pavlopetri and 
Epidauros Limera (Taylour, Janko 2008: 558). Minoan 
infl uence was relatively strong at coastal sites such as 
Agios Stephanos and Pavlopetri, while Cycladic and 
Aeginetan imports were lacking or rare (Taylour, Janko 
2008: 566)

3.8.2 Chronology

No stratifi ed EH III–LH I deposits have so far been 
uncovered in Laconia. Little EH III material has been 

identifi ed so far in Laconia, and it has even been sug-
gested that in Laconia EH II lasted perhaps until the MH 
(Rutter 1988: 15, note 38). At Agios Stephanos a strati-
fi ed MH II–LH IIA pottery deposit was uncovered and 
published (Rutter, Rutter 1976). A defi nition of MH I 
ceramic material is also largely based on Agios Stephanos 
(Taylour, Janko 2008). MH and LH remains were uncov-
ered at other places, including the Menelaion, but were, 
overall, not well stratifi ed or not published. 

3.8.3 History of research

Few systematic excavations have been carried out in 
Laconia. As late as 1959, hardly any prehistoric sites 
had been excavated, and when Waterhouse and Hope 
Simpson (1960) carried out an extensive survey in the 
region, several new Bronze Age sites were identifi ed, 
among them Agios Stephanos (HD C17). Excavations at 
that site were started in 1959 by Lord William Taylour. 
The submerged Bronze Age settlement of Pavlopetri 
(HD C39) was discovered in 1967, and a year later fur-
ther investigated during an underwater survey (Harding, 
Cadogan & Howell 1969). A Greek–British research team 
started the fi ve-year Pavlopetri Underwater Archaeology 
Project in 2009. A survey was performed in 2009 and 
2010, while excavations were commenced in 2011. The 
results have not yet been published, except for a prelimi-
nary report (Gallou, Henderson 2011-2012).

Figure 3.8.1  Laconia. Map of 
sites mentioned in the text
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An intensive survey was carried out in inland Laconia 
between 1983 and 1989, and an extensive survey was car-
ried out from 1990 to 1994 (see further below). Except for 
Agios Stephanos, no systematic excavations of Bronze 
Age remains were carried out until those at Geraki (HD 
C12), from 1995 onwards, and at Kouphovouno (HD C6), 
from 1999 onwards. A new project to be carried out at 
and around Vapheio (HD C4) was introduced at the 
Mesohelladika conference by Hitchcock and Chapin 
(2010). Excavations of a possible LH II–III palatial com-
plex and late MH–early LH cemetery at Agios Vasilios 
Xerokambi (HD C7) are currently being carried out 
under the direction of Vassilogamvrou. The cemetery 
consists of a group of MH III–LH I/II cist graves, located 
near the top of the hill, and an early chamber tomb of 
possible LH I–II date, located at the edge of the hill.

Three conferences on Laconia or Sparta were organ-
ized and published in the past decade, but few EH III–LH 
I data were discussed. In the proceedings of a conference 
on Sparta, only a single paragraph in one article briefl y 
discussed Bronze Age settlement patterns (Cavanagh, 
Walker 1998). In the proceedings of a conference on 
Sparta and Laconia, nine papers discussed prehistoric 
remains. However, of these nine, only one briefl y men-
tioned Bronze Age settlement patterns and another 
emphasized the lack of EH III material and discussed the 
few MH remains uncovered at Geraki (Cavanagh, Gallou 
& Georgiadis 2009). The Netherlands Institute in Athens 
organized a conference on EH II Laconia in 2010 during 
which on-going research at Geraki, Kouphovouno and 
Pavlopetri were discussed, as well as results from res-
cue excavations carried out by the Greek Archaeological 
Service (Mee, Prent 2011-2012). 

3.8.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Little is known of the EH III–LH I period in Laconia, due 
to the overall lack of large-scale and systematic excav-
ations, and the slow publication of results. Although 
Agios Stephanos was excavated between 1959 and 1977, 
a thorough publication was only issued in 2008. What is 
known on EH III–LH I is primarily based on this site, and 
therefore not necessarily applicable to the region as a 
whole. For example, much Minoan infl uence was seen at 
MH Agios Stephanos, but this infl uence does not seem 
to have permeated inland Laconia. 

3.8.5 Settlement pattern

Hope Simpson and Dickinson (1979) listed many Bronze 
Age sites in Laconia, and remarked that EH II sites were 
mainly concentrated along the coastline, while other 
clusters occurred in the Sparta plain. A few years ago, at 
least 70 EH sites were known, dispersed on low hills in all 
the main geological sub-regions, but especially near the 
coast (Taylour, Janko 2008: 558). A most recent inventory 
of EH sites lists 89 settlements, located along the coasts 
but also inland on passes and natural communication 

routes (Zavvou 2011-2012). Many settlements were 
deserted towards the end of the period. In the past, little 
to no EH III material could be identifi ed during survey 
and excavations. Therefore, Rutter (1988: 15, note 38) sug-
gested that in Laconia EH II lasted perhaps until the MH. 
At the same time, it is also acknowledged that the dearth 
of EH III material is a more widespread phenomenon in 
the southern Peloponnese, for example, considering the 
minor amount of EH III material uncovered in Messenia 
so far (Dickinson 1992: 110). Therefore, it seems that the 
region was heavily depopulated during EH III (see also 
Cavanagh et al. 2002: 130), or, alternatively, that EH II 
ceramic material continued to be produced into EH III. 
However, so far, EH III ceramic material has been iden-
tifi ed at a few settlements: Amyklaion, Agios Georgios, 
Vouno Panagias and Palaiopyrgi (Banou 2009: 79, note 
15, 2011-2012: 50). In addition, EH III pottery is reported 
at Agios Stephanos, the Armakas Cave and Skoura 
(Cavanagh 2011-2012: 64), and at Pavlopetri (Gallou, 
Henderson 2011-2012: 93). Seen in the context of the 
history of research in the area, as well as the increased 
ceramic regionalism during EH III, the representation of 
EH III material in Laconia is not altogether bad.

MH I remains have rarely been identifi ed, while newly 
founded sites date to MH II and MH III. Therefore, an 
increase in settlement density took place during the 
later MH, like in other regions of the Peloponnese. MH 
sites were largely confi ned to the Sparta and Skala plains, 
and were concentrated on the hilltops and ridges in the 
southern part of the Evrotas valley (Zavadil 2010: 160). 
The Anglo-Dutch Laconia Survey, an intensive survey 
carried out in inland Laconia, resulted in the identifi -
cation of 12 MH locations, of which 9 were settlements 
(Cavanagh et al. 1996, 2002). During this survey, as well 
as another extensive survey (Banou 2000), primarily MH 
II and MH III material was identifi ed. The Menelaion 
was identifi ed as the prime settlement in the area. Two 
levels of settlement size were identifi ed below it: small 
hamlets of 0.25–0.5 ha in size located in defensible loca-
tions, and smaller sites of 0.1 ha or less that were not 
defensible (Cavanagh et al. 2002: 139-140). Comparable 
settlement patterns were suggested for the earlier LH 
period. Many of the MH settlements persisted for hun-
dreds of years (Mee, Cavanagh 1998: 142).

3.8.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

Very few EH III–LH I architectural remains were uncov-
ered in Laconia. No EH III architectural remains have 
been found so far. Only at fi ve settlements did excav-
ations lead to the recovery of MH architectural mater-
ial, namely, at Agios Stephanos (HD C17), Asteri (HD 
C24, C26), Geraki (HD C12), the Menelaion (HD C1) 
and Palaiopyrgi Vapheio (HD C4). However, only the 
remains at Agios Stephanos were well enough pre-
served, uncovered and published to be included in the 
catalogue. No LH I house remains have been found so 
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far in Laconia, except for the transitional MH III–LH I 
remains at Agios Stephanos, Palaiopyrgi Vapheio and 
the presumed (but not uncovered) LH I building at the 
Menelaion. Due to building activities during subsequent 
LH periods, all LH I remains were rendered invisible at 
the Menelaion. The recent excavation at Pavlopetri (HD 
C39) indicates a habitation of the settlement during the 
so-called Neopalatial period (ca.1700–1425 BC), meaning 
from LH I to LH II. 

3.8.7 Agios Stephanos (catalogue H01-H06)

The settlement of Agios Stephanos (HD C17) is located 
ca. 2 km from the coast, on a small hill in southern 
Laconia. The northern and eastern slopes are steep, 
and the whole hill covers ca. 45.000 m². It is possible 
that during the Bronze Age the site was actually located 
by the sea. Hope Simpson and Waterhouse discovered 
the site. Excavations started in 1959 under the direc-
tion of Taylour (British School in Athens), and subse-
quent excavations were carried out in 1960, 1963, 1973, 
1974 and 1977. The fi rst excavations were published in a 
brief report (Taylour 1972), and the ceramic material was 
also part of a study on the transitional MH–LH period 
(Rutter, Rutter 1976). Subsequent excavations were 
elaborately (but only very recently) published in a book 
(Taylour, Janko 2008). 

During the excavations, remains of MH houses were 
uncovered. Trial trenches were dispersed over the hill 
and were sometimes very small. As a result, it is possible 
to gain only a very patchy impression of the layout and 
organization of the settlement and houses.

MH I settlement
The MH I settlement was not planned or organized 
(Figure 3.8.2). Several houses were spaced apart over an 
area of at least 27.225 m². Two apsidal houses were ori-
ented northwest-southeast, and other houses of possible 
rectangular layout, northeast-southwest. The orienta-
tion of the houses and other wall remains did not clearly 
correspond to the contour lines of the hill. The settle-
ment was not densely inhabited, as several open areas 
existed, such as the plot around Delta II, the area west of 
structures Alpha IV and V, and the area south of struc-
ture Nu I.

Many MH I houses were destroyed by fi re: structure 
Nu I, structures I and II in trench Zeta, structure I in 
trench Eta, and structure I in trench Beta. Therefore, 
it seems that a fi re aff ected the southern slope of the 
settlement. 

MH I architecture
Three MH I phases were discerned during excavation. 
The remains of several structures were uncovered and 
ascribed to the diff erent phases, but only two houses 
had a partly comprehensible plan and were included in 
the catalogue. 

Apsidal house Alpha IV (catalogue H01) was located 
on the summit and dated to the early and late MH I. The 
apse had collapsed during the late MH I and was recon-
structed. The reconstruction led to a slight enlargement 
of the length of the house. Apsidal house Nu I (catalogue 
H02) was located on the south slope and dated to the 
late MH I. The house was destroyed by a fi re and con-
tained a large in-situ assemblage. Among the fi nds were 
fragments of clay crucibles, which were recovered in the 
apse and main room, indicating metalworking. 

Both houses were apsidal, but house Nu I was wider 
than house Alpha IV. It is unclear if the size of house Nu 
I also exceeded that of Alpha IV. Evidence of metalwork-
ing was also recovered in early MH I layers. A large pro-
portion of the ceramics was Minoanized. Contacts with 
Minoans, direct or indirect via Kythera, must have been 
intensive.

MH II settlement
The MH II remains were poorly preserved; therefore, 
no separate MH II phases could be identifi ed. The 
settlement was more densely inhabited than in MH I 
(Figure 3.8.3). Architectural remains were located on 
the northern slope, the summit and the southern slope. 
The architectural remains had a northwest-southeast 
or northeast-southwest orientation, like before. Many 
streets were identifi ed, indicating that streets were more 
formally constructed, with paving, compared to the 
previous period. The remains of a drain were found on 
the northern slope, which further substantiates more 
formalized settlement planning than before. Examples 
of other drains were uncovered at MH II Krisa, MH II 
Kastraki and possibly at EH III Eutresis. 

MH II architecture
MH I structures were not rebuilt or modifi ed, except 
perhaps for area Zeta. Instead, the MH I structures were 
deserted, or built upon by roads or new but diff erently 
oriented structures. The lack of rebuilt houses stands in 
contrast to many other MH settlements, where rebuild-
ing did take place. 

The MH I apsidal houses were replaced by rectangu-
lar houses with fl at roofs. Taylour and Janko (2008: 569) 
suggest that the abandonment of the apsidal layout 
may be due to the weak construction of apses, due to 
the threat of fi re consuming pitched roofs covered with 
thatch, or because apsidal houses took up more space 
than rectangular houses. Based on developments seen 
in other regions, we can add that the preference for the 
rectangular layout was a mainland-wide development 
during the MH. The preference may be related to an 
increase in house size and number of rooms, as rooms 
were easier to add to a rectangular house. Furthermore, 
buildings with multiple axes were easier to shape into 
a rectangular than an apsidal form. Perhaps structures 
Delta and Zeta were such multiple-axis buildings, as 
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Figure 3.8.2  Agios Stephanos. Plan of MH I settlement (author, modifi ed after Taylour and Janko 2008, Fig. 14.2)
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Figure 3.8.3  Agios Stephanos. Plan of MH II settlement (author, modifi ed after Taylour and Janko 2008, Fig. 14.4)
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Figure 3.8.4  Agios Stephanos. Plan of MH III-LH I settlement (author, modifi ed after Taylour and Janko 2008, Fig. 14.4)
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they seem to have consisted of several attached rooms 
that were grouped on diff erent axes. The remains of 
structure Delta III were included in the catalogue (H03), 
though a reconstruction of the remains is diffi  cult and 
the function of the structure is also unclear.

Little can be concluded on the MH II architecture, 
except for increasing organization of settlement space 
and increasing preference for a rectangular house layout, 
which are two developments also attested more widely 
on the Mainland. Furthermore, the lack of rebuilding 
of houses at Agios Stephanos, and therefore the lack of 
continuity in the placement of houses and general lay-
out of the settlement, stands in contrast to other MH 
settlements that were continuously inhabited and where 
such features were regularly observed. 

MH III settlement
The settlement retreated to the southern slope of the hill 
during MH III (Figure 3.8.4). The summit of the hill was 
now used for burials only, which is a pattern seen at sev-
eral other MH settlements. But burials were also located 
lower down the slope, like during MH I and MH II. Two 
houses could be identifi ed. One followed the east-west 
contour of the hill, while the other was oriented north-
east-southwest. A road running east-west was located 
between the two structures, and presumably connected 
with two other streets further west. Therefore, the 
settlement remained somewhat organized. This is also 
indicated by the recovery in the same area of Minoan-
style17 drain tiles dated to MH III early.

MH III architecture
Two houses could be identifi ed. Lambda house I (cata-
logue H04) was oriented northeast-southwest and con-
sisted of a single axis and at least two rooms. The house 
was erected in early MH III, but remained in use until 
LH IIA. During this period, the house was destroyed by 
fi re once, and refurbished several times. The recovery 
of a stone drill core, spools and whorls suggests some 
household production. 

Lambda house II (catalogue H05) was located on the 
southern border of the hill, and followed the east-west 
contour of the hill. The house consisted of an agglom-
eration of rectangular rooms and probably was built 
along three axes. The house was erected in late MH III, 
but remained in use until LH IIA. During this period, the 
house was aff ected by localized burning and wall col-
lapse, and some refurbishing took place through time. 
The southernmost wall of the house was quite thick and 
perhaps functioned as a terrace wall at some point, or 
was used to support a possible second fl oor. 

17 The drain tiles are paralleled at Kastri, Mallia, Phiastos and 
Phylakopi (Taylour, Janko 2008: 580).

The recovery of a Middle Minoan II–III steatite seal 
and a Middle Minoan II–Late Minoan I tablet with Linear 
A inscription makes one wonder whether Lambda house 
II was perhaps used for production, export or exchange. 
A Minoan faience seal of Middle Minoan II–III date was 
recovered at Midea. MH seals were found at Asea, and 
a MH II seal was found at Krisa, at storage building D 
(catalogue B14). A cylindrical seal and a stamp made of 
clay were found at the MH II Large Building Complex at 
Kolonna (catalogue E29). These two objects are thought 
to point towards some kind of administration and 
bureaucracy (Gauß, Smetana 2010: 171). The stone tablet 
with inscribed Linear A recovered at Agios Stephanos is 
suggested to have served as some kind of token (Taylour, 
Janko 2008: 583).

As during the earlier MH, rebuilding of houses was not 
attested, though refurbishing did take place. However, 
rebuilding during MH III and LH I is only rarely seen 
on the Mainland. The layout of structure Lambda II is 
reminiscent of the MH III house B at Asine (catalogue 
G25). The construction of such room complexes or mul-
tiple-axis buildings, is also attested at other settlements 
during the later MH and LH I. The houses show not only 
increasing complexity but also increasing variation in 
layout. 

MH III/LH I–LH I settlement
Habitation remained limited to the southern part of the 
hill during MH III/LH I–LH I,18 while the summit was 
used for burials (Figure 3.8.4). The excavators suggest 
that this pattern may be due to erosion of the remains 
(Taylour, Janko 2008: 577). However, a retreat from the 
summit seems a plausible scenario in my opinion, as 
this was also seen at other settlements, such as Asea, 
Argos, Eutresis, Orchomenos and Pevkakia Magula. Few 
remains were uncovered, but it is unclear if this is due 
to preservation circumstances, or due to a slow deser-
tion of the settlement. Existing streets remained in use, 
and new ones were constructed. The remains of a north-
south running street were found next to house Nu II. 

The settlement seems less organized than previously. 
Newly constructed walls had various orientations and 
were located close together. New buildings were erected 
on top of old remains, but again with diff erent orienta-
tions and layouts. 

MH III/LH I–LH I architecture
Few architectural remains were ascribed to this period. 
West of house Lambda I, a new rectangular house with 
north-south orientation was constructed, house Nu II 
(catalogue H06). Other remains consisted of a section of 

18 The MH-LH transition at Agios Stephanos is divided into MH 
III-LH I and LH I, as in the south-western part of the site the 
stratigraphy and architecture of MH III/LH I are diff erent from 
those of LH I.
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a thick double wall in area Beta, which probably func-
tioned as a terrace wall, and a wall fragment in area Eta. 
Houses Lambda I and II remained in use.

House Nu II was a rectangular, two-roomed build-
ing, constructed during MH III. In the larger southern 
room, a hearth and a stone bench were found. The house 
was extremely small: less than 7 m². The function of the 
building is not certain. Perhaps it was an auxiliary struc-
ture for house Lambda I or another building. The struc-
ture collapsed in LH I, possibly due to an earthquake; the 
associated fi nds were few.

Structure Lambda I remained in use, but a new 
fl oor was constructed. The fl oor was renewed again in 
LH I early, and a doorstep was placed in the threshold 
between two rooms. Part of structure Lambda II was 
remodelled after a fi re.

It appears that the increasing architectural variation 
observed for MH III continues during this phase.

Discussion and conclusions
It was possible to observe architectural developments 
through time, although the excavated trenches were 
dispersed over the hill and sometimes very small. The 
settlement became more organized during MH II, as 
seen in the construction of streets and drains. The fi re 
that aff ected several houses on the southern slope may 
have been set on purpose, in order to clear the area and 
introduce a new settlement arrangement. From MH III 
onwards, the settlement seems to have been less organ-
ized. The summit of the hill was deserted and solely used 
for burials. This is a pattern seen at more MH settle-
ments in the Peloponnese as well as in Central Greece. 
Habitation retreated to the southern slope, and the lay-
out of the settlement appears less organized and more 
varied than before. 

The construction quality of houses does not seem 
to improve signifi cantly over time. Of interest though 
is the recovery of carbonized wood in the construc-
tion of the partition wall of house Nu I. Therefore, it is 
possible that improvements were made during the MH 
in walls, improvements that tend to go unobserved by 
archaeologists because usually only stone foundations 
are preserved. During the MH, a transition was visible 
from apsidal to rectangular houses, and from an axial 
layout to (in some, but not all, cases) an agglomerate or 
multiple-axis layout. These patterns are also attested 
at other late MH settlements. Too little was uncovered 
of the houses to assess changes in house size and num-
ber of rooms. However, the construction of Lambda II 
during MH III does suggest increase in house size and 
number of rooms. Too little was uncovered of the houses 
to analyse their furnishings. Striking, considering the 
long MH habitation period at Agios Stephanos, is that 
most houses were not rebuilt. Superimposed walls were 
only found in area Zeta, but too little was uncovered to 
assess the function and meaning of those superimposed 

walls. Most houses were deserted, and new houses were 
erected in open areas or on top of older houses, with dif-
ferent orientations, and without making use of the old 
foundations. Houses were internally modifi ed and refur-
bished. Although much Minoan infl uence was seen in 
the ceramic assemblages, this infl uence was not refl ected 
in architectural developments or the organization of 
space. The developments at Agios Stephanos were com-
parable to those at other Mainland settlements.

Too little was uncovered of the houses to assess the 
economic self-suffi  ciency or cooperation of house-
holds. Evidence of domestic craft production was often 
found. Evidence of metalworking and the manufacture 
of greenstone shaft-hole axes were attested from MH I 
onwards. Quite a lot of obsidian and indications of the 
drilling of stone tools were recovered on the northern 
slope during MH II. Metalworking and stone working 
continued during MH III; in addition stone vase imita-
tion took place. Evidence of production processes was 
uncovered in several houses, indicating that domestic 
production took place.

In summary, although no complete house plans were 
uncovered at Agios Stephanos, some developments 
through time could be (tentatively) observed regarding 
increases in settlement organization, house size, number 
of rooms and architectural variation; all patterns that 
are observed more widely on the Mainland. 

3.8.8 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains in Laconia

Since very little architectural material has been uncov-
ered in Laconia, several sites where only a few wall 
remains were uncovered are mentioned here. At Asteri 
(HD C24, C26), located a few kilometres inland from 
the coast, east of Agios Stephanos, several test trenches 
were dug. Among the architectural remains were a wall 
and associated hard white fl oor. The wall and fl oor could 
not be traced over a great distance, and no stratifi cation 
could be discerned. The fi nds consisted of a great deal 
of coarse ware, a few EH sherds, some MH sherds and 
mostly Mycenaean sherds (Taylour 1972: 262-263). 

Geraki (HD C12) is located in inland Laconia, in 
the foothills of Mount Parnon, ca. 26 km southeast of 
Sparta. The settlement was occupied during EH II, but 
destroyed towards the end of the period and subse-
quently abandoned. It was re-inhabited during the MH, 
probably already during the early MH. During MH, the 
EH II circumference wall was partly repaired in the east-
ern part of the excavated area . Whether the repaired sec-
tion served the same (defensive) function as it did in EH 
II is unclear. Remnants of other MH walls were uncov-
ered as well, but these did not form coherent house 
plans (Crouwel et al. 2000, 2001, 2002, 2005). Geraki was 
peacefully abandoned during the MH–LH transition, 
and only re-inhabited in the Proto-Geometric period. 
The ceramic material was comparable to the material 
from Agios Stephanos (Crouwel 2010).



162 BUILDING THE BRONZE AGE

The Menelaion (HD C1) is located near Sparta. 
Excavations were carried out by the British School. MH 
III and LH occupation levels, including house walls, 
were identifi ed. The remains were published in a report 
(Catling 1976-1977), and recently the Bronze Age remains 
were elaborately published in a book (Catling 2009). 
Evidence of MH occupation was uncovered on the north 
hill, the Menelaion hill, and the Aetos. Therefore, the 
settlement seems to have been extensive. Unfortunately, 
erosion and overbuilding rendered these architectural 
remains largely unintelligible. 

On the Menelaion Hill, remains of superimposed MH 
walls were uncovered (Catling 2009: 12). Perhaps these 
were rebuilt houses, whereby one of the walls was con-
structed on top of an older wall, while the sidewall was 
displaced by approximately half a metre (Figure 3.8.5). 

On the Aetos, the earliest MH activity is dated to 
MH II–III. Midway down the slope of the hill, two 
small MH II pottery kilns were uncovered, and with 
them local pottery (Catling 2009: 182). No wall remains 
were uncovered.

According to the most recent publication (Catling 
2009: 322), a hiatus in habitation may have existed 
between MH III and LH IIA, as no material certainly 
identifi able as LH I has been uncovered. However, in 
the earlier publication, it was posed that the Menelaion 
remained inhabited during LH I, but no structural 
remains were uncovered (Catling 1976-1977). The LH II 
building, called Mansion I, contained some ashlar blocks 
in the form of reused poros blocks. These re-used blocks 
suggest the presence of an earlier building, called the Old 
Menelaion (Catling 1976-1977: 15, Hitchcock, Chapin 
2010). The use of poros ashlar masonry was probably 

borrowed by the Mainlanders from the Minoans (Nelson 
2007: 144)

MH III–LH I house remains were uncovered at 
Palaiopyrgi Vapheio (HD C4) (Spyropoulos 1982a). These 
remains were located on the higher parts of the south-
eastern slopes.

The scant architectural remains from Asteri, Geraki, 
the Menelaion and Palaiopyrgi Vapheio add little to 
our general understanding of domestic architecture. 
However, the reconstruction of a circumference or 
defensive wall (if it indeed served this purpose) at Geraki 
during the MH would fi t with an increasing construc-
tion of such walls during the later MH and LH I in other 
regions. Furthermore, remains of craft working installa-
tions such as the MH II kilns at the Menelaion tend to 
be more frequently encountered in later MH contexts. 

3.8.9 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Laconia

The region of Laconia possibly underwent a massive 
abandonment at the end of the EH II period. Traces of 
EH III habitation are rare, and no architectural remains 
have been uncovered so far (Table 3.8.1). During MH, 
site numbers slowly increased. For a discussion of MH 
architectural remains we are primarily dependent on 
Agios Stephanos, as all catalogued houses were located 
here. Unfortunately, the remains here are often poorly 
preserved or incompletely uncovered.

The remains at Agios Stephanos suggest that the 
settlement became more organized during MH II, as 
seen in the construction of drains and the paving of 
streets. Furthermore, the summit of the hill became a 
formalized burial area during MH III. The repair of the 
EH II circumference wall at Geraki during MH also sug-
gests an increasing concern with and input of communal 
labour into the organization of settlement space.

It is not possible to assess whether or not construc-
tion quality of houses improved, as too little data were 
available to explore this. During the MH, a preference 
for the rectangular house shape developed, like in other 
regions. In addition, it seems that house sizes and the 
number of rooms increased, like in other regions, though 
this observation is based on only a few incompletely 
uncovered houses at Agios Stephanos. A MH III build-
ing with multiple axes was constructed, an architec-
tural development also seen at other settlements on the 
Mainland, such as Asine. Too little was uncovered of the 

Figure 3.8.5  Menelaion. Plan of MH wall remains on Menelaion 
Hill (author, modifi ed after Catling 2009, Fig. 32)

Period Number of houses

EH III 0

MH I–II 3

MH III–LH I 3

Total 6

Table 3.8.1  Laconia. Date and number of houses
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houses to discuss internal furnishings and room func-
tion, though the in-situ assemblage of MH I house Nu 
I suggests that storage took place in the apse. No clear 
examples of house rebuilding were identifi ed. However, 
successions of MH walls were observed in area Zeta at 
Agios Stephanos and at the Menelaion. It seems that the 
houses at Agios Stephanos underwent refurbishing and 
modifi cations, especially the later MH and LH I ones. 
Beside the MH III–LH I remains, no genuine LH I archi-
tecture was uncovered. Overall, little is known about the 
MH–LH transitional period in Laconia. The Menelaion 
may have been an important site already, but this can 
only be inferred based on circumstantial data. It is cer-
tain that the site was a centre of power during LH IIA, as 
indicated by the large mansion.

The few houses uncovered at Agios Stephanos suggest 
a general architectural homogeneity during the early 
MH, but an increasing architectural variation during the 
later MH. Some change through time can be observed in 
Laconia, but too little data were uncovered to substanti-
ate this. Nonetheless, the identifi cation of comparable 
patterns in regions with more data does suggest these 
patterns are reliable.

Little can be concluded on the domestic economy, 
though a few observations may be made. During the 
Laconia survey of MH sites, many storage vessel frag-
ments were found among the ceramics. Therefore, a 
generalized domestic economy was suggested to have 
existed, rather than specialized or centralized storage 
and distribution. Among the fi nds of the survey was also 
a clay crucible, indicating metalworking (Cavanagh et 
al. 2002: 140). The remains of craft working activities 
uncovered at Agios Stephanos also suggest household-
based specialization, though the MH II kilns at the 
Menelaion may have been for more specialized activities.
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3.9 Messenia

3.9.1 Geography

The region of Messenia, located in the south-western 
Peloponnese, is one of the most fertile areas of the 
Mainland. It is largely bordered by the Ionian Sea on the 
western side, and by the Gulf of Messenia in the south 
(Figure 3.9.1). It borders Elis on the north, Arcadia on the 
northeast, and Laconi a on the east. Mountain ranges run 
from the northwest to the southeast, especially in the 
central part of the region. 

Areas well suited for habitation were the north coast, 
the southern part of the west coast, and the eastern side 
of the Messenian Gulf. Good harbours were located on 
the coast, especially the small inlets between Navarino 
and Cyparissia would have been suitable. Minoan infl u-
ence reached Messenia during MH II, probably as part of 
the expansion of the western trade route between Crete 
and the Mainland (Taylour, Janko 2008: 566). It seems 
that it was not until the early Mycenaean period that 
interaction with Minoan Crete took place on a regular 
basis (Rutter, Zerner 1984, Rutter 2005: 17). 

3.9.2 Chronology

Except at Pylos (HD D1) and Nichoria (HD D100), few 
stratifi ed Bronze Age ceramics were uncovered in 
Messenia. Dating and characterization of EH III-MH I 

material in Messenia can be based on remains from 
Deriziotis Aloni (Stocker 2003, Rutter 2007). However, 
it has been observed that the EH III material culture 
of Messenia may have lacked the homogeneity seen in 
the north-eastern Peloponnese. Furthermore, although 
some affi  nities were seen with the Argolid, more dissimi-
larities were observed (Stocker 2003: 402). 

Some stratifi ed early MH material was uncovered 
in the Petropoulos trenches at Ano Englianos, and this 
showed a local character (Davis, Stocker 2010: 104). MH I 
and MH II ceramics from Nichoria were well published 
(McDonald, Wilkie 1992). These ceramics also show a 
strong local character. However, some infl uence from 
the north-eastern Peloponnese can be observed during 
MH I, and infl uence from the south-eastern Peloponnese 
during MH II. MH III ceramics at Nichoria came from 
mixed deposits, but indicate some Minoan infl uence. 

Messenian LH I ceramics were extensively published 
as part of a PhD thesis on LH I ceramics of the south-
western Peloponnese (Lolos 1987). Minoan or Kytheran 
infl uences were seen in the LH I ceramic assemblages, as 
well as local peculiarities (Lolos 1987: 530).

In summary, although affi  nities can be seen between 
Messenian ceramics and the wider Peloponnese, overall 
the ceramics show a strong local character. 

Figure 3.9.1  Messenia. Map of 
sites mentioned in the text
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3.9.3 History of research

The fi rst excavations of Bronze Age material in Messenia 
were carried out in the beginning of the 20th century. At 
that time, archaeologists were primarily interested in the 
Classical period, due to the infl uence of Homeric poetry. 
Minor excavations of prehistoric remains were carried 
out by the German archaeologist Schliemann and the 
Greek archaeologists Skias. Marinatos explored inland 
sites and performed many excavations in Messenia, 
but concentrated mainly on tombs and tumuli, such 
as at Volimidia (HD D20), Papoulia (HD D52-53) and 
Voidokoilia (HD D8). Swedish archaeologist Valmin car-
ried out much research in Messenia. He started in 1926 
with a reconnaissance of historical sites and excavated 
two rich Bronze Age tholoi at Malthi (HD D222). The 
next year he started excavating part of the Bronze Age 
settlement and fortifi cation of Malthi. Unfortunately, 
the EH, MH and LH remains of this settlement were 
excavated and dated quite incorrectly and are therefore 
of little use in further study of this period in Messenia. 

The American archaeologist Blegen directed the 
excavations of the Late Bronze Age Palace of Nestor at 
Pylos (HD D1), where many Linear B tablets were uncov-
ered. Due to the tablets, the study of the Late Bronze 
Age became an important research focus in Messenia. 
For example, in 1953, McDonald started an extensive 
surface reconnaissance, the University of Minnesota 
Messenia Expedition (UMME), to try to identify sites 
mentioned in the tablets. The survey led to excavations 
at Nichoria (HD D100), where many Bronze Age remains 
were uncovered.

Subsequent research on Bronze Age remains has 
mainly concentrated on Pylos and the surrounding area. 
For example, the architecture of the palace was rein-
vestigated between 1990 and 1998 by the University of 
Minnesota. Furthermore, a topographical survey led to 
the rediscovery of several shaft graves and chambered 
tombs. An intensive survey was set out in the direct 
surroundings of the palace of Nestor, and an extensive 
survey in south-western Messenia between 1992 and 
1994. These surveys were part of the Pylos Regional 
Archaeological Project (Davis, et.al. 1997). In addition 
to the survey, environmental investigations were also 
made, and the previously uncovered Bronze Age remains 
at Deriziotis Aloni were published (Stocker 2003). A re-
examination has also taken place of the earlier layers, 
below the palace (Davis, Stocker 2010).

3.9.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

The data available for Messenia are very uneven due to 
the uneven nature of research investigations. Relatively 
much is known about Pylos, Nichoria and their sur-
roundings. Especially the area around Pylos has been 
covered in several studies and surveys. However, study 
has especially focused on the Late Bronze Age remains 
and cemeteries. Earlier Bronze Age remains have received 

little attention and were barely uncovered. More exten-
sively excavated settlements, such as Pylos, Nichoria 
and Peristeria (HD D200), yielded patchy architectural 
remains, while the remains at Malthi are diffi  cult to date. 
Therefore, little is known of the EH and MH period in 
Messenia, except for settlement patterns in some areas. 

3.9.5 Settlement pattern

Very few EH settlements were identifi ed in Messenia 
(Davis, et.al. 1997: 417). Late EH III sherds have only been 
uncovered at Pylos; therefore the region seems to have 
been heavily depopulated during EH III. Re-settlement 
of EH II settlements occurred during the MH period. 
Coastal and defensible locations were especially pre-
ferred for habitation. It is suggested (Zavadil 2010: 158) 
that western Messenia recovered more rapidly from the 
EH III depopulation than some other areas, but this 
impression could also be due to the amount of survey 
work carried out here. Larger settlements developed 
during the MH, such as Pylos and Nichoria. The exist-
ence of small territories with a two-tiered settlement 
hierarchy is suggested for the MH period in Messenia, 
consisting of larger settlements with smaller secondary 
centres (Cavanagh 2010: 634). A concentration of settle-
ments is seen along the west coast and around the pal-
ace of Nestor, but this is probably due to the intensity of 
research in this area. 

3.9.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

Very few EH III remains were uncovered. The only intel-
ligible architectural remains found so far were part of 
two EH III–MH I apsidal houses at Deriziotis Aloni, 
near Pylos. Walls and a fl oor of an EH III house were 
also uncovered several hundred meters north at Ano 
Englianos, at the Petropoulos plot. The house remains 
were uncovered to a limited extent only and were not 
well preserved.

Two MH I houses were uncovered at Nichoria. Some 
dispersed MH wall remains were uncovered in narrow 
trenches opened at and around Ano Englianos. Late 
MH apsidal houses were uncovered at Koukounara 
Gouvalari (HD D35), and the remains of a late MH 
house at Peristeria. The remains from Ano Englianos 
and Nichoria were well published, but the small extent 
of uncovering hinders a thorough analysis. The other 
remains were only published in summary form, without 
much detail. The fortifi ed settlement of Malthi should 
also be mentioned here. Unfortunately, the remains of 
this settlement were excavated and dated quite incor-
rectly, and are, as a result, diffi  cult to include in the data-
set (Darcque 2005: 343-344).

LH I architectural remains are represented by an oval-
shaped house at Koukounara Katarrachaki (HD D35), a 
room at Voroulia (HD D12), and a house at Peristeria. 
The remains were not entirely uncovered, except for 
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Koukounara. All three settlements were published with-
out much detail.

3.9.7 Ano Englianos (catalogue J01-J02)

Pylos (HD D1) is located in western Messenia, on the 
Englianos Ridge, overlooking the Bay of Navarino. 
Excavations were carried out in 1939 under the direction 
of Blegen. During excavations and research that spanned 
many years, EH, MH and LH remains were uncovered 
and published in diff erent books and articles of varying 
detail and quality (e.g. Blegen, Rawson 1966, Blegen et al. 
1971, Taylour 1973). 

Unfortunately, the remains were either not well pre-
served due to later building activities, or uncovered to 
only a limited extent. Furthermore, identifi cation of LH I 
remains was obstructed by the terminology used by the 
excavators, in which ‘Early Mycenaean’ ranged from 
LH I–LH IIIA (Lolos 1987: 126). Due to the limited 
amount of detail published, and the insecure dating of 
these ‘Early Mycenaean’ remains, they were not included 
in the catalogue. Instead, some of the remains are men-
tioned and illustrated here, because, overall, few early 
Mycenaean remains were uncovered on the Mainland. 

EH III and MH settlement
At and around the Palace of Nestor at Pylos, EH III 
remains were uncovered in several trenches. At least 
four diff erent habitation locations were identifi ed on the 
Englianos Ridge: north of the palace at the Petropoulos 
plot, west and southwest of the palace, and further 
southwest of the palace at Derizitios Aloni, where late 
EH III apsidal house remains were uncovered (Stocker 
2003: 402). House remains of similar date have also been 
found under palace buildings, and it has been suggested 
that a number of separate but related hamlets coex-
isted at Pylos during this time (Davis 2010: 682). Later 
MH remains were found at all places where excavations 
reached deep, indicating settlement growth over time 
(Davis 2010: 682). No data are available from which to 
assess settlement organization and the amount of com-
munal labour input. 

EH III and MH house remains (J01-J02)
Deriziotis Aloni was located on the Englianos Ridge, 
circa 450 m southwest of the Palace of Nestor. It was 
placed on a terrace at the edge of an alluvial slope, where 
water was plentiful. The terrace was not levelled before 
houses were built. The site overlooked the sea as well as 
the hinterland, and was located along a route leading to 
a mountain pass that connected the Gulf of Messenia to 
the Ionian Sea (Stocker 2003: 343). The late EH III–MH 
I remains were uncovered by Taylour in 1958. Detailed 
publications of the remains were authored by Stocker 
(2003, 2004), while the ceramics were also part of a dis-
cussion to reconstruct the basic MH ceramic repertoire 
(Rutter 2007). 

Two apsidal houses were uncovered. House AB was 
built fi rst on bedrock, and it was later built upon by 
house M. The ceramic material from the two houses is 
comparable, indicating that only a short period of aban-
donment took place between the desertion of house AB 
and the construction of house M. House AB (catalogue 
J01) was oriented roughly NE-SW, with the apse fac-
ing northeast, and partitioned into at least two rooms. 
Several internal structures were ascribed to the house. 
House M (catalogue J02) was also oriented roughly 
northeast-southwest, with the apse facing northeast. No 
internal structures were ascribed to the house, probably 
due to preservation problems. 

Enough space was available on the ridge and in the 
valley to construct a house. Nonetheless, it was spe-
cifi cally the location of house AB that was chosen to 
construct house M. House M was seemingly smaller 
and somewhat displaced from the footprint of house 
AB. However, both houses were apsidal and followed 
the same northeast-southwest orientation. Several 
farmsteads were inhabited at Pylos during this period. 
Perhaps rebuilding houses on the same location was a 
means to ascertain ownership and inheritance rights of 
the land belonging to the farmstead. The rebuilding of 
houses in roughly the same location is also attested at, 
for example, Argissa, Pevkakia, Eutresis, Kolonna, Lerna 
and Tiryns.

Two trenches were dug by Rawson in 1959, northwest 
of the palace. In one of the trenches, called Petropoulos 
I, three successive architectural EH III and MH phases 
were found (Figure 3.9.2), but no preceding EH II 
remains. The remains were uncovered to a small extent, 
and therefore not included in the catalogue. However, 

Figure 3.9.2  Ano Englianos. Plan of wall remains in Petropoulos 
plot I (author, modifi ed after Davis and Stocker 2010, Fig. 2)
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certain features published in a recent article on the 
remains (Davis, Stocker 2010) are deemed important to 
discuss here. 

Associated with the lowest fl oor were an EH III wall 
oriented northeast-southwest, ceramics, fragments of 
bronze, and pieces of an unfi red clay crucible with bronze 
still attached to it. On top of this house 1, another house, 
house 2 was constructed, dating to the early MH period. 
The uncovered wall was oriented northwest-southeast. 
This house was also built upon during the early MH 
period by yet another house, house 3. The western cor-
ner of house 3 was built party on top of the wall of house 
2. Although the architectural remains are very frag-
mentary, the impression is given of house rebuilding. 
The house rebuilding was not done meticulously with 
reference to wall placement, but rather with reference 
to place and perhaps orientation. The association of 
EH III architectural remains with metalworking activ-
ities is rare and therefore specifi cally mentioned here. 
EH III metalworking activities were also carried out at 
Kolonna, Lerna, Pevkakia, Thorikos and Tsoungiza. 

Early Mycenaean house remains at the palace
The settlement at Englianos was quite large at the start of 
the late Bronze Age (Davis 2010: 682). ‘Early Mycenaean’ 
remains were identifi ed under and around the palace. 
The remains of a circuit wall were uncovered; it was pos-
sibly constructed in LH I (Blegen et al. 1971: 9-11, 52-54, 
57-58).

Among the architectural remains were ‘Early 
Mycenaean’ house walls of a seemingly multi-roomed 
building uncovered in the south-western area (Blegen, 
Rawson 1966: 282, Blegen et al. 1971: 39). Although 
poorly preserved, this building (Figure 3.9.3) is reminis-
cent of the multi-roomed MH III–LH I building Lambda 
II at Agios Stephanos (catalogue H05). The remains of 
another ‘Early Mycenaean’ house were uncovered north-
west of the palace (Figure 3.9.4). 

Northeast of the palace, possibly ‘early Mycenaean’ 
wall remains of a large, multi-roomed complex were 
uncovered (Figure 3.9.5), but these were not discussed 
(Blegen et al. 1971: 29-31).

At the east side of the hill, a narrow but long trench 
was opened. Here ‘early Mycenaean’ wall remains were 
uncovered that were facing a street ca. 1.30–1.70 m wide 
(Figure 3.9.6). It seems a drain that opened unto the 
street ran north of the walls. Another drain may have 
been located along the inside of a wall in the west, and 
a third drain in the south of the trench. The uncovered 
walls were only one to two courses high, and ranged 
in width from 0.37–0.70 m. It remains unclear to what 
extent the walls were part of buildings or part of par-
titioning around buildings. A LH I ceramic kiln was 
uncovered in the northern part of the trench.

Englianos must have been an important site during 
the Early Mycenaean period. This is indicated by the 
rich graves near Englianos, the extensive architectural 
remains on the acropolis and the associated fi nds. The 

Figure 3.9.3  Ano Englianos. Plan of Early Mycenaean remains in south-western area of the hill (author, modifi ed after Blegen et al 1971, 
Fig. 306)
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large number of Keftiu cups found suggests that produc-
tion of this cup type took place here. The recovery of a 
pottery kiln further strengthens this.

In summary, the settlement of Englianos expanded and 
developed over time, and more labour was expended in 
the organization of space, as refl ected in the construc-
tion of a circuit wall and drains. Although little was 
preserved or uncovered of EH III–LH I architecture, 
the few remains do suggest a transition from apsidal to 

rectangular houses, and from freestanding, single-axis 
houses to agglomerative or multi-roomed house com-
plexes. The construction of a circuit wall is also attested 
at other late MH–LH I settlements. It could indicate an 
increasing need for the demarcation of space and per-
haps for safety, relating to increasing settlement num-
bers, demand for land and threat of war. Furthermore, 
the recovery of a kiln seems to be part of a more general 
pattern on the Mainland, in which more craft working 
installations were constructed during the later MH and 

Figure 3.9.4  Ano Englianos. Plan of Early Mycenaean remains in area north-west of the palace (author, modifi ed after Blegen et al 1971, 
Fig. 311)
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LH I. We should question whether this impression is 
correct, because more LH settlements than EH III and 
MH settlements were excavated. However, considering 
the overall poor preservation of MH III–LH I remains, 
the suggestion of increasing evidence of specialized craft 
working facilities should not altogether be disregarded.

3.9.8 Koukounara (catalogue J03)

A LH I–II house with an unusual ellipsoid layout was 
located on the small natural acropolis of Koukounara-
Katarrachaki (HD D35). Excavations were carried out 
and published in summary form under the direction of 
Marinatos (1958, 1959), while further analysis was later 
carried out and published in summary form under the 
direction of Korres (1986, 1987). In between, Lolos (1987) 

Figure 3.9.5  Ano Englianos. Plan of Early Mycenaean remains in area north-east of the palace (author, modifi ed after Blegen et al 1971, Fig. 
309)
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Figure 3.9.6  Ano Englianos. Plan of Early Mycenaean remains at east side of the hill (author, modifi ed after Blegen et al 1971, Fig. 307)
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carried out an analysis of the ceramics from the house 
and published some architectural details.

Only a sketch of the house was published, which did 
not render the house clearly. The house (catalogue J03) 
had a ‘room 3’ and an ‘area A’. A selection of ceramics 
from the house was published (Lolos 1987: 33-39), and 
these indicate a LH I–LH II date. The layout of the 
house was very odd, but the associated fi nds consist-
ing of drinking vessels and several tools, indicate that 
the house probably functioned as a dwelling. Nearby 
there may have been a potter’s kiln (Lolos 1987: 30-31). 
Two other structures were also found on the acropolis, 
but no details were published, except that the building 
towards the north had walls made of large, solid stones 
and a partition wall constructed of slabs (Marinatos 
1958: 188-189). 

The remains of late MH apsidal houses were uncov-
ered at nearby Koukounara-Gouvalari. The remains 
were disturbed by cultivation practices, and no further 
details were published (Korres 1986, 1987).

The remains from Koukounara underline the increas-
ing architectural variation observed for the later MH and 
LH I. The recovery of a kiln is also in accordance with 
the recovery of more craft specialist installations during 
the later MH and LH I. 

3.9.9 Nichoria (catalogue J04-J05)

Nichoria (HD D100) is located approximately 2 km 
inland from the east coast of Messenia, in a strategic 
position controlling the junction of two main roads, one 
running east-west across the peninsula, and one running 
along the west side of the Gulf of Messenia. Excavations 
were carried out under the direction of the Minnesota 
Messenia Expedition between 1969 and 1975. The results 
were extensively published in several volumes (e.g. 
Rapp Jr., Aschenbrenner 1978, McDonald, Wilkie 1992,). 
Among the uncovered remains were also MH houses, 
but too little MH material was uncovered to assess 
settlement organization. MH II remains were extensive, 
and were found in every excavated area, but not asso-
ciated with any architecture. This seems partly due to 
erosion and human disturbance, as the MH III and LH I 
occupation were on the same locations. Considering the 
extent of the uncovered material, it seems that there was 
a population increase during MH II. 

MH remains (J4-J5)
Two MH I buildings were partly uncovered but poorly 
preserved (McDonald, Wilkie 1992, chapter 2). Building 
1 (catalogue J04) was almost entirely uncovered. The 
house was oriented northwest-southeast and was of 
unclear layout. Although the width of the house was 
narrow, 3.00 m, the overall size must have been at least 
30 m². Of building 2 (catalogue J05) only a very small 
portion was uncovered. The building seems to have had 

a northeast-southwest orientation, but further details 
are lacking. 

Several features were located outside the houses: ash 
pits; a bothros; a pit; a small rectangular hearth; and two 
larger, horseshoe-shaped (bowl) hearths. The two bowl 
hearths and fragments of a third were probably used 
for smelting copper and bronze, perhaps in relation to 
the nearby pit. Their location near the ridge would have 
made optimal use of the winds.

Too little was uncovered of building 2 to compare it 
to building 1, and the absence of internal structures and 
fi nds in building 1 leaves little data for further discus-
sion. The orientation of the houses argues against an 
organized layout. The recovery of outdoor hearths is 
unusual, but their use for metalworking explains their 
outdoor location. 

3.9.10 Peristeria (catalogue J06-J07)

Peristeria (HD D200) is located on a tall, defensible cliff , 
approximately 8 km northeast of Kyparissia, on the west 
coast of Messenia. The remains of several late MH and 
LH I structures were uncovered on the hilltop, as well 
as several tholos tombs. Remains of a fortifi cation wall 
of possible MH or early LH date, were uncovered on the 
southern side of the acropolis. Excavations were carried 
out and published by Marinatos. Study of the material 
and subsequent excavations were carried out by Korres 
(e.g. Korres 1976), while a general account of the houses 
and their contents was published by Vermeule (1964). 

Two houses, the North house and the East house, 
were partly uncovered and published. The East house 
(catalogue J06) was partly excavated, and some fi nds 
were found in situ (Marinatos 1961: 171). Seven cist buri-
als with child graves were located under the fl oor. Finds 
came also from the fi ll that covered the house, which 
was probably deposited here when the house was built 
upon and destroyed by tholos tomb I (Korres 1976). The 
ceramic material ascribed to the house indicates that the 
house may have been erected during the late MH and 
destroyed in the early LH IIA period (Lolos 1987: 48). 

Of the so-called North house (catalogue J07), located 
north of Tholos Tomb 3, no plan or ceramics were pub-
lished. The house was dated to LH I, and showed signs of 
a slightly later alteration (Marinatos 1960: 209).

According to Vermeule (1964: 117), the houses uncov-
ered by Marinatos consist of groups of crooked rooms, 
presumably meaning irregular-shaped or agglomerative 
rooms. On the fl oors, remains of MH kitchenware were 
found together, with storage vessels and Vapheio cups. 
Among the small fi nds were fl int and obsidian, shells, 
stone hammers, weaving equipment, animal bones, but 
also scraps of bronze-making crucibles and Minoan gild-
ing (presumably meaning gold foil). 

The MH III–LH I architecture at Peristeria, presum-
ably irregular and/or agglomerative, was diff erent from 
the EH III and early MH apsidal or rectangular houses 
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with an axial layout. A similar development towards 
more complex and varied architecture is also observed 
in other regions.

3.9.11 Tragana-Voroulia

The architectural remains uncovered at Voroulia (HD 
D12) are not listed in the catalogue, as details were lack-
ing. The remains consisted of a small LH I room that 
contained at least 200 vessels, of which 120 were more 
or less restorable. The ceramics were grouped into fi ve 
categories: Matt Painted, Minyan, Coarse and Finer 
plain wares, coated ware and fi ne decorated LH I pot-
tery. The ceramics show the presence of late MH pottery 
traditions, but also a mature LH I stage. Among the fi nds 
were numerous Keftiu cups, indicating that Voroulia was 
perhaps a centre for production. Although suggestions 
for a cult function have been made based on the recovery 
of several (triton) shells and a ring kernos, it seems most 
likely that the room was a storage room (Lolos 1987: 
93-95). The scale of storage implies more than household 
storage. 

3.9.12 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Messenia

Methone is a submerged settlement, which was 
inhabited during the MH period. Possible MH struc-
tures, including four horseshoe-shaped structures were 
identifi ed during the underwater survey of the settle-
ment. The MH settlement, which extended over at least 
12 ha, was mapped by Elias Spondylis, but so far not pub-
lished (Spondylis 1999). 

About 1.5 km southeast of modern Methoni, a small 
island is located in the Gulf of Methoni, called Nisakouli 
(HD D80). Here several MH wall remains were uncov-
ered. Towards the east, remains of a hearth were uncov-
ered, which was partly bounded by walls. Discussion 
has taken place about the alleged ritual function of the 
hearth (Choremis 1969, Hägg 1997: 15-16). Burned ani-
mal bones and sherds were found on top of the hearth. A 
pithos grave and a pit grave with a skeleton were located 
southwest of the hearth, and some bones were found in 
a pit towards the northwest. The function of the house 
in relation to the hearth/altar is unclear. It is noteworthy 
though that the burials were more closely associated 
with the hearth than with the house remains. 

Three MH houserooms, of possible MH II date, were 
uncovered at Philiatra-Stomion. Graves and earlier wall 
remains were found below an MH fl oor. The house walls 
were ca. 0.60 m wide, but no further details were pub-
lished (Chatzi 1986, Zavadil 2010: 158).

3.9.13 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Messenia

Few architectural data are available for Messenia (Table 
3.9.1). Of the catalogued houses, two EH III houses 
were located at Deriziotis Aloni, two MH I–II houses 

at Nichoria, and three MH III–LH I houses at Peristeria 
and Koukounara. Although this hinders a comparison 
between settlements, it was possible to discern some 
patterns that are similar to patterns in other regions. 

It is suggested by the excavators that the EH III settle-
ment at Ano Englianos possibly consisted of dispersed 
hamlets. This settlement pattern would be diff erent 
from the more general EH III pattern, namely, that of 
houses located close together. However, also at Olympia, 
in Elis, we fi nd two diff erent habitation areas located 
close together (New Museum site and Altis site). We 
should therefore consider the possibility that diff erent 
regional or local preferences may have existed for types 
of habitation.

Due to a lack of data, little can be concluded on early 
MH settlement organization. The excavations of Ano 
Englianos (and Malthi) suggest that settlements were 
surrounded by circuit or defensive walls during the later 
MH or LH I. A similar process of settlement demarca-
tion during the later MH and LH I is also seen in other 
regions, such as the Argolid and Attica. Perhaps increas-
ing population and settlement numbers required a 
demarcation of settlement property, as well as safety 
precautions. In addition to settlement demarcation, 
more labour input into the organization of settlement 
space is seen at Ano Englianos, as evidenced by the con-
struction of a drainage system, though a more exact date 
than ‘early Mycenaean’ is not given. 

Due to a lack of detail, it is not possible to assess the 
construction quality of houses and possible improve-
ment in quality over time. It seems that more houses 
of irregular or unusual shape were constructed during 
the late MH and LH I, such as the ellipsoid building at 
Koukounara, the room complex (?) of the East house 
at Peristeria, and the partly uncovered room complex 
at Ano Englianos. A comparable process of increased 
variation and the construction of room complexes is 
also attested in other regions during this period, such 
as in Laconia and the Argolid. Due to a lack of data, it 
is also unclear whether house size, number of rooms 
and type and number of furnishings changed over time. 
Evidence of rebuilding of EH III houses in the same loca-
tion was attested at possibly two locations at Englianos. 
The execution was not meticulous. The impression is 
gained that enough surrounding land was available for 
the construction of new houses, but that the same loca-
tion was chosen. Perhaps this decision related to claims 

 Period Number of houses

EH III 2

MH I–II 2

MH III–LH I 3

Total 7

Table 3.9.1  Messenia. Date and number of houses
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on habitation and agricultural land, at a settlement with 
an increasing population. The late MH–LH I houses at 
Peristeria seem to have been modifi ed. The cessation 
of rebuilding and increasing signs of modifi cations and 
improvements were also observed for other regions. 

Signs of increasing specialization during this 
phase, such as the pottery kilns at Ano Englianos and 
Koukounara and the storage room at Tragana-Voroulia, 
were also observed at some other late MH and LH I settle-
ments, for example, Kirrha, Lerna, Plasi and Thorikos. 

In summary, too little data are available to assess 
homogeneity and variety during EH III, MH and 
LH I. However, the few uncovered settlement areas 
and houses do suggest some change and development 
through time, including a more organized settlement 
layout and increasing architectural variation. These pat-
terns conform to developments seen elsewhere.
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3.10 Elis

3.10.1 Geography

Elis is bordered in the north by the region of Achaia, in 
the west by Arcadia and in the south by Messenia (Figure 
3.10.1). The Ionian Sea borders the western side of the 
region. Elis is not particularly mountainous, except for 
a mountain range in the east. Lagoons, lagoonal mud, 
colluvium, alluvium and transgressive shorelines are 
likely to have buried many prehistoric sites along the 
coast of Elis (Kraft et al. 2005). Approximately one-third 
of the region was fertile, and settlements were located in 
inland river valleys.

The coast of Elis does not off er safe harbours 
(Koumouzelis 1980: 4) and therefore routes of com-
munication with the wider Peloponnese may especially 
have been over land. Maritime routes did exist which 
connected Elis with the western Peloponnese, the Ionian 
Islands, the Adriatic, the Dalmatian coast, the west 
Balkans and even Italy.  

3.10.2 Chronology

Overall, a good vertical stratigraphy is lacking in the 
western/north-western Peloponnese. The ceramic rep-
ertoire in this area was to some extent diff erent from 
that known in the north-eastern and south-eastern 
Peloponnese. This makes precise dating of EH III 
material diffi  cult (see section on Olympia) and makes 

diff erentiation among MH I, MH II and MH III material 
diffi  cult (Arapojanni, Rambach & Godart 2002: 166).  

Koumouzelis (1980) wrote a synthesis of the EH and 
MH periods in Elis, discussing architectural remains and 
ceramics and comparing these with other regions. Part 
of this thesis is now outdated, as the remains at Olympia 
have since been more precisely dated, partly due to the 
identifi cation of Fine Grey Burnished ware as the EH III 
predecessor of MH Grey Minyan (Rutter 1983a).

3.10.3 History of research

Prehistoric remains were uncovered during excavations 
by Dörpfeld in the early 1900s. He excavated, for exam-
ple, LH tholoi at Kakovatos (HD B94), and carried out 
the excavations of EH III houses at Olympia the Altis 
(HD B71) and the MH settlement at Pisa (HD B75). 
However, overall, no systematic excavations of Bronze 
Age remains have been carried out in Elis. 

The lack of Bronze Age studies may be partly due 
to the greater interest in Classical remains observed 
in other regions as well. At the same time, the north-
western Peloponnese is characterized by a diff erent, 
or poorer, Bronze Age record compared to the eastern 
Peloponnese. No Bronze Age palaces or rich cemet-
eries were uncovered. In addition, Elis was not densely 
inhabited during prehistoric times, and a number of pre-
historic remains may still lie buried along the shoreline. 

Figure 3.10.1  Elis. Map of sites 
mentioned in the text
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The Bronze Age remains uncovered so far are rather 
patchy and not well preserved. For example, prehis-
toric remains were uncovered at the port of Pheia-
Agios Andreas (HD E42) and Kato Samiko (HD B92) 
(Yalouris 1957). Excavations at Chlemoutsi (HD E41) 
(Servais 1964) and near Tsipiana (Karagiorga 1972) 
uncovered MH remains. Recent research carried out by 
the 7th Ephorate of Olympia and the German Institute 
in Athens led to the uncovery of a late MH house at 
Kavkania (HD B79) and the identifi cation of nearby 
MH sites at Dentroulia (Platonos) and Rikovouni, near 
Kavkania. MH remains also came to light during recent 
excavations at Phigalia and Prasidaki and at Tourla (HD 
B90) and Andravida (Arapojanni, Rambach & Godart 
2002, Rambach 2004, 2010). 

3.10.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Little data have been uncovered so far, and there-
fore relatively little is known about this period in Elis. 
Because a good vertical stratigraphy is lacking, little is 
known about the exact chronological parallels with 
other regions. For example, the dating of the EH III 
assemblage of Olympia is debated. 

The western and north-western Peloponnese had 
a ceramic tradition that was to a large extent diff erent 
from that of the eastern Peloponnese. Relationships 
between Elis and the Dalmatian coast, Malta and Italy 
are being studied, primarily based on ceramic mater-
ial, such as Cetina ware pottery (e.g. Maran 1986, 1987b, 
1998, 2007b, Rambach 2010). The relationship between 
Elis and other regions is of importance in understand-
ing material culture and change, but further studies are 
hindered by a lack of material.

3.10.5 Settlement pattern

Elis does not seem to have been densely inhabited 
during prehistoric times. However, it is unclear how 
many prehistoric sites may be covered by thick deposits 
(Kraft et al. 2005). A few surveys have been carried out 
in the past. An extensive survey was carried out in the 
whole region of Elis (Sperling 1942), whereby several 
Bronze Age remains were identifi ed. An extensive survey 
in the Peneios and Ladon valleys identifi ed several MH 
sites, but of small size (Robinson 1968). The Minnesota 
Messenia Expedition intensive survey around the site of 
Pylos in Messenia extended into Elis, as this region had 
been part of the Pylian kingdom. The survey resulted in 
the identifi cation of a concentration of EH and MH sites 
around the Pylos district and near Olympia (McDonald, 
Rapp 1972). An overview of MH sites in the area of Elis 
and Triphylia has been published (Arapojanni, Rambach 
& Godart 2002: 138-168). Most of these remains consist 
of dispersed sherd material.

Most EH II settlements in the regions of modern 
Elis and Triphylia were deserted, which led to a decline 
of settlement numbers in EH III. It seems that only 

inland settlements were inhabited without interruption 
(Zavadil 2010: 158). Habitation remained sparse until the 
second half of the MH, when an increase in settlement 
numbers occurred, which was also attested more widely 
on the Mainland. It seems that MH settlements were 
preferentially located near the coast and rivers.

3.10.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

Even today, Olympia remains the key site for the region 
of Elis regarding the EH III period. The remains of fi ve 
EH III houses were uncovered, while at the nearby New 
Museum site of Olympia scant architectural remains 
were also uncovered. The houses from the Altis were 
reasonably well published, but some suff ered from poor 
preservation or post-depositional disturbances. 

A small portion of a MH structure was uncovered 
at Kavkania, and subsequently extensively published. 
Although little was preserved, the house was included 
in the catalogue on purpose, as so few architectural 
remains were uncovered in Elis. Portions of MH build-
ings were also uncovered at Olympia. The remains were 
poorly preserved and were uncovered during various 
excavations. Only one house has been published so far, 
in summary form. At Pisa, several agglomerative rooms 
or houses were uncovered, but published only in sum-
mary form. 

So far, no LH I architectural house remains have been 
uncovered. The absence of a good vertical stratigraphy 
could be a cause of this lack, as LH I assemblages may 
not be recognized. 

3.10.7 Kavkania (catalogue K01)

Kavkania (HD B79) is located inland, north of Olympia. 
The remains of a MH III building were uncovered, which 
were meticulously dug and published (Arapojanni, 
Rambach & Godart 2002). Due to erosion, only a por-
tion of the building (catalogue K01) was preserved. This 
portion consisted of a 6 m long side wall oriented north-
west and an attached east-west wall with an entrance 
in it. The fl oor was made of a mixture of marl or shell 
lime plates, which is unusual.19 During MH III, the house 
was destroyed by fi re. Before the destruction, stone rob-
bing had resulted in the loss of portions of the walls, 
so the house seems to have been deserted before it was 
destroyed in a fi re.

3.10.8 Olympia (catalogue K02-K07)

Olympia is located inland in eastern Elis, near the 
Peneios River. Dörpfeld carried out excavations here. 
During these excavations, the remains of fi ve EH III 

19 The unusual fl oor led the excavators to suggest that this 
house was perhaps not a regular dwelling. This suggestion was 
strengthened by the recovery of a marble fi gurine and a small 
pebble inscribed with Linear B. However, a controversy exists 
about the authenticity of the pebble and its inscription. 
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houses were uncovered in the Altis (HD B71), near the 
Pelopion. In addition, remains of poorly preserved EH 
III houses were uncovered during an excavation carried 
out at the site where the New Museum of Olympia now 
stands (HD B72). The houses at the Altis were well to 
moderately well preserved. They were published in some 
detail (Dörpfeld 1935), and a selection of fi nds was pub-
lished in a separate article (Weege 1911). The architecture 
and fi nds from both the Altis and the New Museum were 
also discussed in Koumouzelis’s thesis (1980). Olympia 
was inhabited during EH II, but no architectural house 
remains were uncovered at the Altis. Some of the EH 
III houses were overbuilt by MH houses. So far, only 

one MH house has been published, in summary form 
(Rambach 2010).

Dating of the EH III settlements
Discussion exists about the exact dating of the settle-
ment remains at the Altis and the New Museum (Table 
3.10.1). Koumouzelis (1980: 136-138, 193, 226-228) dated 
the Altis settlement to the later EH III period, based, 
among other things, on the presence of Fine Grey 
Burnished Ware. However, Rutter (1983a, table 2) has 
pointed out that Grey Burnished Ware occurs during the 
whole EH III period. Maran (1986, 1987b) dated mater-
ial from the Altis to the early EH III period. However, 
according to Rutter (1995: 644), the two sites at Olympia 

 Researcher Date New Museum Date Altis

Koumouzelis Two sub-phases, separated by destruction layer 
and predating the Altis

Habitation during the later EH III period

Maran – Early EH III

Rutter Presumably earlier EH III habitation, as well as 
later EH III habitation

Habitation during early EH III (houses 2, 3 and 6). Abandoned, but 
settled again during the later EH III (houses 4 and 5)

Rambach Earlier EH III, with overlap Altis Later EH III, with overlap New Museum

Table 3.10.1  Olympia. Chronology of the EH III settlements (after Koumouzelis 1980, Maran 1986, 1987b, Rutter 1983a, 1995 and 
Rambach 2001)

Figure 3.10.2  Olympia Altis. Plan of EH III settlement (author, modifi ed after Dörpfeld 1935, Tafel 17 and Rambach 2004, Tafel 3)
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were in concurrent use during the later EH III period 
and presumably during the early phase as well. He sug-
gests that the Altis was abandoned in the middle of the 
period, perhaps in favour of the New Museum site, but 
later resettled. Rambach questions the parallels Rutter 
drew between ceramics of the Altis and ceramics of Lerna 
and the northeast Peloponnese. According to Rambach 
(2001: 333), the houses at the New Museum should be 
dated to the beginning of EH III and the houses of the 
Altis to the later EH III. 

Here, we will follow the dating of Rambach, and 
assume that a settlement shift from the New Museum 
site to the Altis site took place during EH III.

EH III settlement at the New Museum
The New Museum is located 400 m north of the Altis 
in a small valley surrounded and protected by hills. It is 
unclear what the settlement looked like because only 
some small trenches were dug. The limited EH III archi-
tectural remains were unimpressive, consisting of rec-
tilinear and curvilinear house wall remains. The house 
remains were oriented north-south (Koumouzelis 1980: 
134). The architectural remains were not published and 
can therefore not be discussed in any more detail.

EH III settlement at the Altis
The houses at the Altis were located at the foot of the 
Kronos hill. The fertile soils and the presence of enough 
water explain the location of the settlement. The houses 
were spaced apart (Figure 3.10.2). The orientation of the 
houses diff ered, but the houses were located in such a 
way that it was not possible to see the entrances of any 
of the other houses from one’s own entrance. 

A tumulus was located (south-)west of the houses. 
When the settlement was approached from the east, 
the tumulus must have been the centre of focus, visible 
between houses 2 and 3 on the right and house 6 on the 
left. The tumulus was erected in EH II and was a focus 
of ritual activity during EH II (Rambach 2002, 2004). As 
in Lerna, the tumulus was only encroached upon during 
the later EH III, by house 5. Excavations of Kyrieleis have 
found proof of sand deposits that covered up the stone 
circle and part of the tumulus (Rambach 2001: 330). 
Therefore, house 5 does not encroach upon the part of 
the tumulus that was still visible during EH III. 

At least three houses (2, 3 and 5) were destroyed by fi re 
during EH III. 

EH III houses at the Altis
The architecture and fi nds of house 2 (catalogue K02) 
and house 3 (catalogue K03) were reasonably well pre-
served and published. House 4 (catalogue K04) was also 
well preserved, but the fl oor and fi nds were disturbed by 

later building activities.20 House 5 (catalogue K05) and 
house 6 (catalogue K06) were not well preserved.

All fi ve houses were apsidal, and houses 2, 3 and 5 seem 
to have been dwellings, based on their size, construction 
and associated assemblages. Houses 2 and 3 had seem-
ingly well preserved assemblages. Five pithoi were still in 
situ at house 3. The size of these pithoi is unclear; per-
haps they were small, like the pithos used for a MH bur-
ial at Olympia, which was only 59 cm high. If so, the total 
storage capacity of house 3 was not exceptionally large. 
Houses 4 and 6 were less wide than the other houses. 
The walls of house 6 were narrow (0.30–0.35 m), perhaps 
indicating a short use span of the house, or the use of the 
house for auxiliary purposes. The few fi nds recovered 
cannot further clarify the use of the house. 

House 4 is suggested to have had a ritual function. 
South of house 4 a stone circle was uncovered, which 
probably formed the wall of a well (Figure 3.10.2). South 
of the well and east of house 4, the remains of a small 
stone wall were uncovered. Along the east side of the 
tumulus, some kind of EH III stone altar (0.70 x 0.50 m) 
was built (not illustrated in the plan). East of this con-
struction a bronze miniature axe was found, and further 
east an ash circle, from which the remains of fi ve EH III 
vessels (pithos, amphora, two bowls and a smoke vessel) 
were recovered. Rambach therefore argues that during 
EH III the tumulus was still the focus of ritual, and the 
area around house 4 a cult area. Rambach (2002: 198) fur-
thermore argues that house 4 was somehow connected 
with ritual activity, because it was positioned towards 
the tumulus, has a bench-like structure inside, seems to 
be in connection with a water well and is set apart from 
the rest of the houses by a (probable) wall. The small size 
of house 4, its location away from the other houses, and 
its enclosure do indeed suggest a special function of the 
building. Whether or not this function was ritual cannot 
be concluded with certainty.

In summary, it seems that the EH III settlement at 
Olympia was to some extent organized in relation to 
the tumulus. The houses appear homogenous, though 
diff erences exist in construction quality, size, and inter-
nal partitioning. The absence or invisibility of cultic 

20 During the excavation of house 4, fragments of terracotta votive 
animals, bones and a piece of iron were recovered. Further verti-
cal excavation of the fl oor revealed simple monochrome sherds, 
as well as pieces of a large pan and a small black vat. At a depth of 
35 cm under the wall of the house in the middle of the building, 
a small sherd with Dark on Light decoration was recovered. This 
sherd dates to the late Mycenaean period. The house was there-
fore dated by Dörpfeld to the second half of the second millen-
nium. However, new excavations have pointed out that house 4 
is EH III, because houses 4 and 5 are built on the same stratum. 
Further excavations pointed out that the Mycenaean sherd and 
other Geometric fi nds were associated with a black layer dating 
to the Late Geometric. This layer became contaminated with the 
house, due to a burial pit (Kyrieleis 1990).
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activities during EH III seems to be disproven in case of 
Olympia. A possible other example of cultic activities is 
a pit uncovered at an EH II settlement at Epidaurus, in 
which recurrent ceramic depositions were made during 
MH and perhaps already during EH III (Theodorou-
Mavrommatidi 2004, 2010).

MH houses at the Altis
Rectangular EH III–MH I houses were constructed on 
top of the destroyed EH III apsidal houses 2 and 5.21 House 
4 was also rebuilt and used during MH, but respect for 
the tumulus was lost, as pits for the extraction of clay 
were cut into the tumulus and later fi lled with ash and 
destruction remains. The tumulus at Lerna was also used 
for the cutting of pits and bothroi, but this was already 
occurring during EH III. Only the remains of a MH 
house on top of house 5 were published. Noteworthy is 
the strange layout of the house (catalogue K07), which is 
reminiscent of house F at Asea (catalogue L06). Perhaps 
a post was placed on the outside to support the roof. 
The MH house was not a rebuilding of house 5 below 
it. Whether or not the MH houses on top of the other 
EH III houses represent rebuilding, remains unclear for 
the moment. 

During or after MH I, the settlement at the Altis 
was deserted, and the area behind the Stadium was 
subsequently inhabited during MH II–III, as was Pisa-
Oinomaos (HD B75), which is 1 km east of the Stadium. 
The shift to higher locations could relate to the dan-
ger of fl ooding (Rambach 2002: 187, 2004: 1215-1216,). 
MH I–II remains were also uncovered at the New 
Museum site, but no architecture was mentioned.

Compared to the apsidal EH III houses, the architec-
tural remains of the MH house suggest some change in 
house layout. 

Discussion Olympia
After the habitation shift from the New Museum to the 
Altis during EH III, continuity of habitation location was 
seen at the Altis into the MH period. Perhaps the New 
Museum was also inhabited again, given the recovery of 
MH material here. The Altis was eventually deserted and 
other nearby places were inhabited. Therefore, it seems 
that a regular shift of habitation took place in the direct 
surroundings of Olympia. Perhaps similar movements 
also took place in the rest of Elis during EH III and the 
early MH. 

Some organization of settlement space can be 
observed at EH III Olympia in relation to the tumu-
lus. In contrast to other EH III settlements, the houses 
at Olympia were spaced apart, and much open space 
existed around the houses. 

21 Apparently also on top of EH III house 1 (Rambach 2002), but 
this house is not further discussed in the literature.

The EH III houses 2, 3 and 5 seem to have been 
homogenous, though some minor diff erences existed 
in construction quality, shape and size. Perhaps a parti-
tion wall was later introduced during EH III. House 4 
was possibly used for ritual activities, and house 6 was 
perhaps only briefl y inhabited, or of auxiliary use. The 
uncovered remains of the MH house suggest an increas-
ing variation in the layout of houses. 

3.10.9 Pisa

Excavations at Pisa (HD B75), located on a small hill 1 
km east of Olympia, were carried out by Dörpfeld (1908, 
1909, 1935). The material suggests a MH III date for the 
settlement (Arapojanni, Rambach & Godart 2002: 152). 
Due to the lack of detail, the remains were not included 
in the catalogue.

The remains of houses and child burials were found 
on the west and the south slope of the hill (Figure 3.10.3). 
In addition, a few portions of a circumference wall were 
uncovered. The house remains consist of several rect-
angular agglomerative rooms. Agglomerative houses 
or rooms were also uncovered at other enclosed settle-
ments, such as Kolonna. This layout would make max-
imum use of the enclosed space available. Agglomerative 
buildings were also uncovered at other late MH settle-
ments, such as Asine and Agios Stephanos. 

3.10.10 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Elis

Only a few house remains were uncovered in Elis (Table 
3.10.2). The fi ve catalogued EH III houses were all located 
at Olympia, while only single houses were ascribed 

Figure 3.10.3  Pisa. Plan of the MH settlement (author, modifi ed 
after Dörpfeld 1935, Tafel 23)
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to MH I–II and MH III–LH I. Therefore, comparison 
between settlements was not possible. Some patterns 
and developments could be (tentatively) reconstructed. 

The remains at EH III Olympia suggest some spatial 
organization in relation to the tumulus. The construc-
tion of agglomerative rooms and a circumference or 
defensive wall at MH III Pisa indicate increasing com-
munal labour input and organization of space. The con-
struction of defensive or circumference walls was also 
observed at several other (late) MH settlements, such 
as Dimini, Eretria, Kiapha Thiti and Megali Magula. 
Agglomerative rooms were also observed at several 
other late MH settlements, such as Asine, Peristeria and 
Agios Stephanos.

Habitation patterns at EH III and early MH Olympia 
indicate a shift of households or settlements over a 
limited area. Ephemeral buildings such as posthole 
structures were uncovered at other EH III and MH I 
settlements as well, for example, at early MH Pheneos, 
in Arcadia; EH III and MH I Lerna, in the Argolid; and 
EH III Argissa and Pevkakia, in Thessaly. Such structures 
suggest a short habitation or habitation shifts. Perhaps 
such shifts should be seen in the wider context of popu-
lation movements during EH II and EH III, as outlined 
in Chapter 1.

 Category Number of houses

EH III 5

MH I–II 1

MH III–LH I 1

Total 7

Table 3.10.2  Elis. Date and number of houses Too little was preserved or published on the MH 
houses to assess construction quality. Furthermore, 
no observations can be made on changes in house lay-
out, size, number of rooms, furnishings, and rebuilding 
practices. The construction of a defensive or circumfer-
ence wall at Pisa, and the construction of agglomerative 
rooms, are two patterns also observable in the rest of the 
Mainland. Therefore, despite the very limited and prob-
lematic evidence, the architectural patterns observable 
in the record of Elis conform to patterns attested on the 
wider Greek Mainland.

Olympia and the surrounding area were part of an 
international exchange network, but this was aimed at 
the Balkans towards the north and the Ionian Islands 
and southern Italy towards the west, rather than at the 
rest of Greece (Rambach 2004, 2007, 2010). These dif-
ferent types of contacts may have resulted in a slightly 
diff erent development in Elis during EH III, compared to 
the eastern Peloponnese. Conspicuous are, for example, 
the EH II and EH III tumuli at Olympia. Furthermore, 
Olympia is one of the fi rst EH III places where clear indi-
cations of ritual are found.
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3.11 Arcadia

3.11.1 Geography

The region of Arcadia is located in the centre of the 
Peloponnese (Figure 3.11.1). Towards the north is the 
region of Achaia; to the west, Elis; to the southwest, 
Messenia; to the southeast, Laconia; and to the east, the 
Argolid and  the Corinthia. It is a mountainous region, 
with many small valleys and plains. The western, north-
ern and eastern borders are formed by mountain ranges 
and ridges, while the southern border is formed by the 
foothills of the Parnon and Tygetos ranges. Fertile areas 
existed especially in the small valleys. Many land routes 
must have existed, crossing the small valleys, plains and 
mountain passes. 

3.11.2 Chronology

The key Bronze Age settlement in Arcadia is Asea (HD 
B30). At this settlement, disturbances by later building 
activities had taken place, little MH and LH material 
was found, and the ceramic remains were not exten-
sively published. Overall, a clear stratigraphy of Bronze 
Age remains is lacking in this area, as is the case for the 
north-western Peloponnese more generally. Therefore, 
a typological and chronological framework has not been 
composed yet for this region, though of course affi  nities 
exist with surrounding regions. 

3.11.3 History of research

Generally, Arcadia has been neglected in archaeological 
studies. Little research on Bronze Age remains has been 
carried out in Arcadia. Reasons for this lack seem to 
be the greater interest in Classical remains, the small 
number of Bronze Age settlements, and the absence of 
monumental architecture and cemeteries.

The most important excavations of prehistoric 
remains were carried out at Asea (HD B30) from 1936–
1938 by the Swedish Institute (Holmberg 1944). The 
Asea excavations were later contextualized with a sur-
vey of the surrounding valley, from 1994–1996 (Forsén, 
Forsén 2003). 

Bronze Age remains were uncovered on a small scale, 
and the results were often published in summary form 
in brief reports. For example, Syriopoulos (1973) explored 
rather than excavated the prehistoric settlement Enispe 
(HD B33). Six prehistoric metal kilns were uncovered at 
Steno, but published only in summary form (Spyropoulos 
1982c). A large metallurgical kiln of possible EH II–MH I 
date recovered at Tegea Agiorgitikia Mantineias (Ancient 
Tegea is listed under HD B1) consisted of a washery and 
furnace connected to a metal workshop. It was also 
published in summary form (Blackman 1996-1997: 29, 
Whitley 2001-2002: 27). 

Figure 3.11.1  Arcadia. Map 
of sites mentioned in the text

Note: Phigaleia is nowadays 
located in southeastern Elis. 
In the past, when the borders 
of the provinces were dif-
ferent, it used to be located 
in the southwestern corner 
of Arcadia, and is therefore 
included in this chapter.
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3.11.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Little is known of the EH III–LH I period in Arcadia. The 
lack of large-scale or systematic excavations, and the 
lack of a carefully excavated and published stratigraphy, 
hinders both our understanding and a more meticulous 
dating of the Bronze Age material. 

3.11.5 Settlement pattern

Howell (1970) carried out an extensive survey in eastern 
Arcadia and identifi ed several prehistoric settlements, 
especially in the eastern part and on the plain of Tegea. 
He noted a change from numerous small EH settle-
ments to fewer but larger MH settlements. Most of the 
MH sites were located in defensible positions, such as 
isolated hills, terraced hills or low mounds, which is the 
usual pattern in these early extensive surveys. Bronze 
Age settlements were catalogued by Hope Simpson and 
Dickinson (1979), but overall there were little data on 
prehistoric remains. EH sites were scattered over the 
area, but concentrated in the Pheneos basin. A recent 
overview of MH remains in Arcadia renders the impres-
sion of an increase in settlement numbers during the 
later MH (Zavadil 2010). 

3.11.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

EH III house remains were only uncovered at Asea. 
These remains were disturbed by later building activ-
ities. Furthermore, the publication did not include many 
details on the architecture and the fi nds.

MH house remains were uncovered at Asea, Pheneos 
(HD B34), Phigaleia, and Sphakovouni (HD B28), but only 
the remains at Asea were reasonably well-published. The 
remains of the other three sites were published in brief 
reports, lacking details and plans. 

No LH I houses have been uncovered thus far. As in 
Elis, this could be due to the lack of a good vertical stra-
tigraphy, causing LH I assemblages to go unrecognized. 
This problem is comparable to our inability to recognize 
LH I pottery in non-central regions. A more likely cause 
though, for the lack of LH I houses, is the small number 
of excavations carried out so far.

3.11.7 Asea (catalogue L01-L08)

Asea (HD B30) is located in southern Arcadia, on the 
narrowest point of the valley on an isolated, steep, fl at 
hilltop, commanding the valley. The soils are rather 
swampy, but abundant water is present. The hill meas-
ures 240 x 120 m, with an elevation of 54 m. The settle-
ment was built on gently terraced ground between the 
acropolis and the opposite hill. A natural spring existed 
between the two hillocks. The western, northern and 
southern parts of the hill were inhabited during EH III–
MH, and the settlement fl uctuated in size from 3–6 ha 
(Forsén, Forsén 2003: 193-196). The settlement was prob-
ably deserted before the end of the MH III phase.

Excavations were carried out from 1936–1938 by the 
Swedish Institute. In the publication of Asea (Holmberg 
1944), distinction is made between two EH periods: a 
mixed Neolithic/Early Helladic Layer, and a full Early 
Helladic Layer. It was not possible for Holmberg to make 
a clear distinction between EH II and EH III, as no traces 
were found of a destruction layer. He used the pottery 
classifi cation of Wace and Blegen (1916-18) for his publi-
cation and referred each published fi nd to one of the two 
layers. For the MH period, two phases were also defi ned, 
MH I and MH II. Two to three building layers were iden-
tifi ed, which sometimes had ash between them. It seems 
to me that the fi rst building layer dated to MH I, and the 
second and third to MH II. 

It is unclear whether the houses at Asea were modi-
fi ed over time, as no observations were made on this by 
the excavator. The construction of the walls was gener-
ally discussed: EH foundations were usually 0.55–0.70 
m wide and built of large, angular stones, placed in two 
rows, embedded in clay, usually one course, but some-
times two or three courses high. Unfi red mud bricks 
were placed on these stone foundations (Holmberg 1944: 
9). MH foundation walls consisted of two rows of irregu-
lar stones placed apart and fi lled in with rubble. The 
walls were often two, sometimes three, courses high, 
and usually between 0.45–0.60 m wide. The partition 
walls were made of one stone course, usually 0.35–0.40 
m wide (Holmberg 1944: 13-14). It was usually not pos-
sible for me to discuss the construction of the walls for 
individual house in the catalogue. Only a few fi nds were 
specifi cally ascribed to the houses, and not many archi-
tectural details were published.

EH III settlement
EH III remains were spread over the entire summit of 
the hill. Unfortunately, only two houses uncovered at the 
centre of the summit were moderately preserved (Figure 
3.11.2). The houses were built in the eastern and western 
part of the trench, and were located in a strategic pos-
ition, overlooking the valley from the east towards the 
west. The orientation of the houses diff ered, perhaps 
due to the slope. The large space between the houses 
in the east and the west perhaps functioned as a square. 
The settlement was destroyed by fi re during the mid-
dle of the EH III period during a general confl agration 
(Rutter 1982: 472, 480, Forsén 1992: 96), but immediately 
resettled (Forsén, Forsén 2003: 30). 

EH III houses
House A (catalogue L01) was located in the western part 
of the trench. It was oriented N-S, possibly rectangu-
lar, and consisted of at least two rooms. The partition 
wall was set somewhat askew. West of the house, the 
remains of an irregular-shaped structure were uncov-
ered. As this structure was seemingly poorly preserved 
and not published in detail, it was not included in the 
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catalogue. House K (catalogue L02) was located in the 
eastern part of the trench. It was oriented NW-SE. The 
layout of the house was not entirely clear. It was pub-
lished as a rectangular single-roomed house, but por-
tions of a wall towards the north-west could have been 
part of the house.

Too little was uncovered of the houses to confi rm or 
disprove architectural patterns identifi ed so far at other 
settlements and regions. 

MH I settlement
The remains of fi ve MH I houses were uncovered in the 
eastern and western part of the trench (Figure 3.11.3). 
The possible EH III square was not built upon during 
the MH period. 

Houses B and E were located west, on top of the 
hill. They were placed a few metres apart, parallel to 
each other, and had an east-west orientation. Houses 
H, L and O were located slightly lower down the slope 
and had a north-south orientation, following the con-
tour lines of the hill. It is unclear whether any levelling 
or terracing took place. A 1.75 m wide road was located 
between houses L and O. The road, like the possible 
square, was kept in use during the MH period. It seems 

that houses B and O were deserted, while house L was 
possibly destroyed in a fi re.

Some organization of space can be observed during 
the MH I period in the orientation of houses, the con-
struction of a road, and the square that was left open.

MH I houses
Houses E and H were not well preserved, and therefore 
not included in the catalogue. House E and House B 
(catalogue L03) were both possibly rectangular, oriented 
east-west, and slightly less wide than the houses in the 
eastern part of the trench. House L (catalogue L04) and 
house O (catalogue L05) were both rectangular and ori-
ented north-south. Although the houses were slightly 
wider than houses E and B, their width (ca. 3.50 m) was 
not exceptionally great. However, the internal partition-
ing of house L into four rooms is rather exceptional for 
a MH I house. As the eastern portion of houses E and 
B was not preserved, it remains unclear if, in addition 
to a slight diff erence in width, diff erences in length and 
overall size also existed.

MH I houses B, L and O were constructed on top of 
EH III houses, but did not make use of the older founda-
tions. House B had an entirely diff erent orientation than 

Figure 3.11.2  Asea. Plan of EH III settlement (author, modifi ed after Holmberg 1944, Plate VI)
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house A below it. House L had a slightly diff erent orien-
tation than house K below it, and was displaced towards 
the east. A portion of house O was built on top of an EH 
III wall, following the same orientation.

Although the houses had a homogenous appearance 
in terms of layout, some diff erences did exist regarding 
the width of rooms, and perhaps the total size and inter-
nal partitioning of the houses. 

MH II settlement
MH I house B may have been inhabited during MH II, 
while west of it a new house, house C, was constructed, 
also with an east-west orientation (Figure 3.11.4). This 
house was not discussed in the publication and there-
fore not included in the catalogue. To the north, a new 
house, house F, also with east-west orientation, was built 
upon the remains of house E. The east-west orientation 
of MH I houses was retained during MH II. Similarly, the 
north-south orientation of houses was restricted to the 
eastern part of the trench. House M was constructed on 

top of MH I house L, but little remained of the house 
and it was therefore not included in the catalogue. The 
house was subsequently built upon by house N during 
MH II. House N seems so large that it probably would 
have covered part of MH I house H as well. A new house, 
house P, was constructed on top of the remains of MH 
I house O. Houses N and P made use of one foundation 
wall of their predecessors, but both exceeded the width of 
their predecessor. Use was made of the foundation walls 
fl anking the street between the two houses. Therefore, 
the street was clearly communal property that was not 
supposed to be built on top of. Similarly, the main part of 
the square remained open. The settlement was deserted 
during MH II, perhaps due to malaria.

Some organization of space can be observed in the 
orientation of houses, and in the respect for the road and 
square, which were (barely) built upon. 

Figure 3.11.3  Asea. Plan of MH I settlement (author, modifi ed after Holmberg 1944, Plate VI)
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MH II houses
Three houses were included in the catalogue. House F 
(catalogue L06) had an odd, irregular layout. One corner 
was diagonally cut off , as if perhaps a beam was posi-
tioned here on the outside. It does not seem that archi-
tectural remnants of the previous period aff ected the 
odd layout of the building. A comparison can be made 
with the MH house at Olympia, with respect to the lay-
out (catalogue K07). 

House N (catalogue L07) was apsidal, and house P 
(catalogue L08) was of unclear shape. Both houses were 
large in comparison to house F, as well as to MH houses 
in general. For example, the width of house P was 6.7 
m, and that of house N at least 6 m. The walls of house 
P were carelessly made and only one course high, but 
the walls of house N were 1.1 m in width and partly con-
structed of squared-off , hewn stones.

With regard to house orientation, size, layout, and to 
some extent construction quality, a clear diff erence was 
observable between the eastern area (houses N and P) 
and the western area (house F). Unfortunately, lack of 
architectural and fi nd details hinder a further analysis 
and interpretation of these diff erences. 

Discussion of architectural remains at Asea
Some organization of settlement space took place at 
EH III and MH Asea. The possible square was largely left 
open from EH III until the desertion of the settlement 
in MH II. The road running north-west in the eastern 
part of the trench was also kept in use during the MH. 
Furthermore, the orientation of houses remained the 
same during MH I and MH II (Figure 3.11.5). The deser-
tion of the settlement during MH II may have been due 
to malaria. However, other MH settlements were also 

Figure 3.11.4  Asea. Plan of MH II settlement (author, modifi ed after Holmberg 1944, Plate VI)
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deserted during MH II or MH III (Maran 1995). Perhaps 
the construction of larger houses required a new settle-
ment location.

The construction quality of the houses seems to have 
improved over time, as seen in the larger width of the 
walls, and the laying down of more courses. The latter 
may relate to more favourable preservation, although 
from MH I onwards a general improvement is seen on 
the Mainland in construction quality of houses. The lay-
out of the houses seems to have varied at Asea, though 
this is not entirely certain, as not one house was com-
pletely uncovered or preserved. EH III and MH I houses 
were not well enough preserved to assess diff erences in 
size or number of rooms. However, the partitioning of 
house O into four rooms is unusual for an MH I house. 
The MH II houses were also not well preserved, but 
clear diff erences were visible in the width of the houses. 

Houses N and P were exceptionally wide, even for 
MH II houses. Only house Pre-D at Asine (catalogue 
G24) and the Large Building Complex at Kolonna (cata-
logue E29) had a comparable width, 6.4 m and 8.0 m, 
respectively. Although the total size of the houses could 
not be assessed, the uncovered size of house P (124 m²) 
and house N (90 m²) is only surpassed by the Large 
Building Complex. Other sizeable early MH houses were 
MH I house 1 at Lianokladhi, including the extension of 
the house (84 m², catalogue B18b), and MH II house A at 
Krisa (73 m², catalogue B12). The data presented above 
show that signifi cant diff erences in house size already 
existed during the early MH, but these have gone unno-
ticed up till now. 

Figure 3.11.5  Asea. Overlapping plans of the EH III, MH I and MH II settlement (author, modifi ed after Holmberg 1944, Plate VI)
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Of interest among the MH fi nds were three seals 
made of coarse clay, of which two were pierced.22 Perhaps 
some goods were marked by (personal?) seals. This may 
be considered in relation to several rounded and cubic 
weights that were recovered at the site. The use of seals 
could be an indication of ownership of stored goods. 
Unfortunately, the location and exact date of these fi nds 
is unclear. Seals were also found at the MH II storage 
building D at Krisa (catalogue B14) and at the aforemen-
tioned Large Building Complex at Kolonna, in an MH II 
context. Middle Minoan II-III seals were found at Midea 
and Agios Stephanos.

In summary, we can conclude that at Asea an increasing 
variation among the houses is seen, as well as increasing 
house size from EH III to MH I and from MH I to MH II. 

3.11.8 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Arcadia

The settlement of Pheneos (HD B34) is located on a knoll 
on the north-western edge of the lake and the plain of 
Pheneos. MH as well as Neolithic and LH remains were 
identifi ed. Seven diff erent MH building layers were 
excavated when digging a test trench (Protonotariou-
Dheilaki 1965). No complete house plans were uncov-
ered, but among the remains was an apsidal house of the 
late MH period. In the earlier layers, remains of a clay 
fl oor and hearth were uncovered, as well as postholes. 
The buildings in the earliest layer may even have been 
made entirely of wood.

Phigaleia is located in south-western Arcadia. The 
MH remains from Phigaleia consist of wall remains 
found north of the Classical temple and below it. A por-
tion of a MH house was found below the temple, but 
besides a photograph of a corner wall, few details were 
published in the preliminary reports (Petrakou 1997: 47, 
1998: 48-49, 1999: 51-53, Arapojanni 1998). MH and early 
LH I wall remains and ceramics were found north of the 
temple, together with small fi nds such as clay and stea-
tite spindle whorls, obsidian, fl int and stone tools.

Many simple pit or jar burials of the EH III period 
were discovered among the ruins of an EH II building 
at Sphakovouni (HD B28) (Spyropoulos 1982a). An EH 
apsidal house and other remains were uncovered as 
well, and some of these EH structures east of the apsidal 
house were reoccupied during the MH period.

The published remains are of interest, as the recov-
ery of EH III graves is very unusual. Furthermore, the 
remains indicate that some early MH houses were made 
of perishable materials, and show that late MH houses 
were also constructed in apsidal layout, which is unusual. 

22 One EH III–MH seal from Asea was identifi ed as a stamp 
(Younger 1991: 41) and compared to a Cretan stamp. Stamps 
would have had a decorative function, while seals would have 
had a bureaucratic function.

3.11.9 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Arcadia

Few houses were catalogued (Table 3.11.1). Two EH III 
houses were uncovered at Asea, and six MH I–II houses 
were uncovered, also at Asea. A comparison between 
settlements was therefore not possible.
The settlement remains from Asea suggest that some 
organization of space took place during the MH. Not 
much labour was invested, as no communal works, 

such as paved streets, drains or defence systems, were 
identifi ed. 

EH III houses cannot generally be discussed for 
Arcadia, as houses were only found at Asea, and none 
of these were entirely uncovered or well preserved. 
Although the remains from Pheneos were published 
only in summary form, they do indicate that early MH 
habitation may have been of a more ephemeral nature 
compared to Asea. Posthole or wooden buildings were 
seemingly constructed, which were later replaced by 
buildings with stone foundations. Perhaps a shift in 
settlement location, observed at and around Olympia, 
also took place in northern Arcadia. A possible prefer-
ence for rectangular houses existed in Arcadia, though 
apsidal houses were constructed as well at MH II Asea 
and late MH Pheneos. House shape could be identi-
fi ed at only a few houses though. The total fl oor area of 
many houses was unclear, but it is evident that several 
MH II houses at Asea were excessively large. Due to the 
limited uncovering or preservation of the houses, it is 
not possible to elaborate on diff erences in size, number 
of rooms or furnishings. Houses were not rebuilt, but it 
seems that at Asea continuity of location was of some 
importance, as evidenced by the construction of new 
MH II houses on top of old MH I houses, sometimes 
using old wall remains, and retaining the same orienta-
tion as the old house. 

Tegea Agiorgitika and Steno are located close together 
in south-eastern Arcadia, almost equidistant from Asea 
in the southwest and Lerna in the Argolid in the north-
east. Evidence of metalworking was attested from EH II 
onwards and continuing into the MH period, but these 
dates are uncertain. The craft specialization at these 
sites, and the large houses and seals uncovered at Asea, 
suggest that although Arcadia was somewhat isolated 
and sparsely inhabited, it was not a backward area.

 Category Number of houses

EH III 2

MH I–II 6

MH III–LH I 0

Total 8

Table 3.11.1  Arcadia. Date and number of houses
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3.12 Achaia

3.12.1 Geography

The region of Achaia is located in the north-western 
Peloponnese (Figure 3.12.1). On the northeast, it is bor-
dered by the Corinthian Gulf, in the east by the region 
of the Corinthia, in the south by Arcadia, in the south-
west by Elis, and in the northwest by the Gulf of Patras. 
Mountain ranges are located in the coastal area near 
Patras, and cover most of the northern, eastern and 
southern part of the region. Small areas of arable land 
are located along the coast and in small inland valleys. 
Routes of communication must primarily have been 
over water, but more research is needed on the role 
of the Corinthian Gulf and contacts with the Adriatic 
(Spencer 2007: 37, Alram-Stern 2010: 147). 

3.12.2 Chronology

Recently, several brief articles on stratifi ed Bronze Age 
material in Achaia were published (Alram-Stern 2010, 
Dietz, Stavropoulou-Gatsi 2010, Papazoglou-Manioudaki 
2010). Bronze Age ceramics from Aigeira (HD B36) were 
also published (Alram-Stern, Deger-Jalkotzy 2006). 
Although to some extent preliminary in nature, these 
publications suggest that Achaia was infl uenced by and 
in contact with the Corinthia, the Argolid and Central 
Greece. Ceramic deposits are therefore dated with refer-
ence to material from these regions. 

3.12.3 History of research

Achaia is a neglected area in terms of Bronze Age 
research in the Peloponnese. Small-scale excavations of 
Bronze Age remains were primarily carried out under the 
supervision of the Greek ephors Kyparisses, Yialouris, 
Zapheiropoulos and Mastrokostas and published in brief 
in Greek journals. Generally, the emphasis of research 
was more on the Mycenaean period than on the earlier 
Bronze Age periods.

Vermeule (1960) was one of the fi rst foreign schol-
ars to take an interest in this area, and she published 
an account of sites in Achaia, while other scholars gave 
summary descriptions of the sites (e.g. Hope Simpson, 
Dickinson 1979). Papadopoulos (1979) published a cata-
logue of the prehistoric and Mycenaean sites as part of 
his PhD research. Vermeule as well as Papadopoulos 
primarily concentrated on the Mycenaean settlements, 
as material from earlier periods was only recovered in 
small quantities.

To this day, relatively little interest has been shown 
in this region. Among the most recent excavations are 
the site of Aigeira (HD B36), which is excavated under 
the direction of the Austrian School in Athens, and 
the site of Helike, excavated under the co-direction of 
Katsonopoulou and Soter.

Figure 3.12.1  Achaia. Map of 
sites mentioned in the text
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3.12.4 Eff ect of research history on EH III–LH I data

Very little is known of this period in Achaia. The EH III–
LH I remains uncovered are very small in number and 
extent, and usually published only in summary form.

3.12.5 Settlement pattern

Remains of the EH III and early MH are generally rare, 
and no intensive or extensive surveys have been car-
ried out in the region, except for the work carried out 
by Hope Simpson and Dickinson (1979), and a seemingly 
extensive survey in the area of Kalavryta (Sampson 1997: 
356-369). The number of settlements decreased after EH 
II, continuing until MH III, when an increase is seen. 
This is a pattern seen more generally in the Peloponnese. 
The settlement pattern seems to consist of larger sites, 
with smaller sites located in their hinterland (Alram-
Stern 2010: 148).

3.12.6 Quality of preservation and documentation

No EH III house architecture has been uncovered in 
the region of Achaia. However, EH III ceramics were 
recovered at Teichos Dymaion (HD E47), Aigeira (HD 
B36) and Aigion (HD B37) (Forsén 1992, Spencer 2007). 
Furthermore, recent excavations at Helike uncovered 
EH II–III architectural remains. These remains were 
limited in extent and have so far been published in sev-
eral articles. They are included in the catalogue. 

MH architectural remains were uncovered at Aigion, 
Stavrochori, Drakotrypa (HD B51) and Patras-Pagonas 
(see for Patras HD B43). Overall, the remains were not 
well preserved, and published only in summary form. 
The most detail is available on the remains at Aigion, 
which are therefore included in the catalogue. 

LH I house remains were uncovered at Aigion and 
published in summary form. In contrast to Elis and 
Arcadia, several LH I remains were found in this region. 
Possible LH I–II sherds were recovered at Akarnes (HD 
B41A). LH I tumuli and cist graves were uncovered at 
Portes, and the remains of extramural graves were found 
at Thea, Patras (HD B43) and Chalandritsa (HD B50) 
(Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2010: 134). 

3.12.7 Aigion (catalogue M01-M02)

Aigion (HD B37) is located on the north coast of the 
Peloponnese, facing Kirrha on the opposite coast of 
the Corinthian Gulf. The prehistoric settlement was 
located on a naturally fortifi ed promontory. Remains 
from the EH, MH and LH periods were uncovered 
during many rescue excavations carried out by the 
Greek Archaeological Service. The results were pub-
lished in Greek journals and formed part of a PhD thesis 
(Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1998).

After destruction of the settlement in EH II, the site 
was re-settled in MH II. MH remains of a large NE-SW 
oriented building (catalogue M01) were excavated. The 
walls were made of river stones set in mud. The inner 

width of the house is 3.80 m. The house was destroyed 
by fi re. No other details on the house or the fi nds were 
published (Vordos 1996).

In addition to the MH architectural remains, the 
remains of a rectangular LH I building were uncovered at 
Aigion. The house (catalogue M02) was oriented north-
south and consisted of two rooms. The building was 
destroyed in LH IIA, after which the ground plan of the 
house was changed (Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2010: 134-
135). To the east of the house, a second enclosed space 
was uncovered, but it is unclear if this is a second mega-
ron, or perhaps an enclosed court. In addition, it seems 
that to the west of the house, rooms were attached to 
the house, but these are not discussed in the publication. 

If the LHI house at Aigion existed of only two rooms, 
it would be a fairly simple and small house. However, if 
the eastern and or western extension were indeed part of 
the house, then it would exhibit characteristics similar to 
some other late MH and LH I houses in terms of its large 
size and multiple rooms located on two or three axes. 
Unfortunately, this cannot be clarifi ed at the moment. 

3.12.8 Helike (catalogue M03-M05)

Helike is located on a low rise in the coastal plain on 
the southern coast of the Corinthian Gulf, southeast of 
Aigion. After systematic sonar survey, borehole drilling 
and geophysical explorations, excavations were carried 
out under the direction of Katsonopoulou and Soter. 
EH II–III architectural remains were uncovered, which 
were well preserved under a thick lagoonal deposit.23 
So far, the results and remains have been briefl y pub-
lished in several articles and an edited volume (Soter, 
Katsonopoulou 1999, 2011, Katsonopoulou 2011a).

EH II–III settlement
Architectural remains were uncovered in eight narrow 
trenches (Figure 3.12.2). The settlement seems to have 
been fairly dense, consisting of primarily rectangular 
and possibly agglomerative buildings. The buildings 
were oriented N-S, E-W, located along cobbled streets 
1.20–2.50 m wide and paved open areas. Therefore, some 
organization of space took place (Katsonopoulou 2011b: 
67). The remains of a possible enclosure wall were also 
uncovered, but this wall was not dated (Katsonopoulou 
2011b: 69). The settlement was destroyed before the end 
of the EH III by an earthquake, which was probably fol-
lowed by an extensive fi re.

EH II-III houses
The uncovered architectural remains were erected in 
EH II and continuously occupied until the destruction 

23 Discussion exists on the continuity of the settlement and the 
exact dating of the remains. Most of the remains were dug while 
in the mud or almost underwater, with little consistent control 
for stratigraphy.
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of the settlement in EH III. It is so far unclear what kind 
of modifi cations and changes in function t ook place 
through time (Katsarou-Tzeveleki 2011: 111). It is how-
ever certain that new fl oor levels were constructed, as in 
one area fi ve EH II fl oor levels were identifi ed, followed 
by 10 EH III fl oor levels (Katsonopoulou 2011b: 67). Stone 
foundations were 0.40–0.80 m wide and 0.30–1.00 m 
high, made of two to four rows of stone, on top of which 
mud bricks were placed (Katsonopoulou 2011b: 69). The 
furnishings of the houses consisted of clay hearths, stone 
platforms for the support of storage vessels, and benches 
made of cobblestones and pottery fragments. Portions 
of fl oors paved with pebbles or cobbles were uncovered 
(Katsonopoulou 2011b: 67). Pithoi were found in groups 
of three or more, in areas seemingly especially made for 
them. It is suggested that the vessels were made in situ, 
as part of the design of the building (Katsonopoulou 
2011b: 73, Katsarou-Tzeveleki 2011: 105-106). The num-
ber of pithoi uncovered is unusually large, especially for 
an EH III context. In these respects Helike deviates from 
the prevailing impression of small EH III houses con-
taining little surplus or storage facilities.

Portions of houses include partly uncovered rooms, 
some of them spacious. Included in the catalogue are 
the remains of house 2 (catalogue M03); the remains of a 

possible corridor building (catalogue M04); and the west 
building, consisting of areas 3 and 4 (catalogue M05). As 
noted above, very little information can be listed about 
these remains, but they were included because EH III 
remains are relatively rare, especially in this area of the 
Peloponnese. All three houses seem to have been rect-
angular and consisted of at least two rooms. Some areas 
seem to have been specifi cally used as storage areas, such 
as the corridor of the corridor building and the spa-
cious area 1 in trench H51 (Katsarou-Tzeveleki 2011: 114). 
Furthermore, some areas (H43, H51, H61) were used as 
workshop areas for tool manufacturing. It seems that 
concentrations of lithics in these areas led the exca-
vators to the designation of the rooms as workshop 
areas (Thompson 2011: 143). A corridor building was 
also uncovered at early EH III Tiryns (catalogue G70). 
Therefore, it can be suggested that these corridor build-
ings were likely to be architectural remnants of the pre-
ceding EH II period. 

In summary, settlement space was organized at EH II–
III Helike. Unfortunately, no complete buildings were 
uncovered. Diff erences in layout, size, number of rooms 
and furnishings could therefore not be assessed. A few 
important observations could be made: the corridor 

Figure 3.12.2  Helike. Plan of EH II–III settlement (author, modifi ed after Katsonopoulou 2011b, Fig. 3)
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building was large in size compared to EH III houses. 
Furthermore, most rooms seem to have been used for 
multiple activities, but some areas were specifi cally used 
for storage and for craft working. Therefore, some spe-
cialization of space took place at this settlement. 

3.12.9 Other EH III–LH I architectural remains in Achaia

At the site of Drakotrypa-Pharai (see HD B51 for 
Katarraktis-Drakotrypa) remains of a rectangular room 
(9.50 x 7.20 m) were uncovered, dating to the MH III–
LH I period. No details were published on the fi nds (see 
Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2010: 135 for references). The 
house remains seem to illustrate that increases in house 
size also took place in Achaia, like in the wider Mainland. 

At Patras-Pagonas, located in northwest Achaia, in 
the hinterland of modern Patras (HD B43), EH and MH 
habitation remains were uncovered, including the foun-
dations of late MH houses, which were constructed on 
broad terraces on a destruction level. The pottery analy-
sis showed two phases of occupation, during MH IIIA 
and MH IIIB–LH I (Dietz, Stavropoulou-Gatsi 2010). 

The remains of the MH period at Stavrochori 
Xerokampos consist of a small circular building set in a 
cut in the bedrock. Associated with it were poorly made, 
semi-coarse domestic pottery, as well as Grey, Yellow 
and Argive Minyan. Because of the poor quality of the 
pottery, it was diffi  cult to date the remains within the 
MH period, and no plan was published of the building 
(Petritaki 1988).

As has been outlined at the beginning, overall, little 
EH III–LH I material has been uncovered in Achaia. 

3.12.10 Discussion of EH III–LH I architectural remains 

 in Achaia

Little can be said in conclusion about house architecture 
in Achaia, as few remains were uncovered (Table 3.12.1). 
Of the catalogued houses, three EH III houses were 
uncovered at Helike, one MH I–II house at Aigion, and 
one MH III–LH I house at Aigion. A comparison between 
settlements was therefore not possible.

The EH II–III transition in the Peloponnese is put 
in a slightly diff erent light by the remains from Helike, 
though further analysis and publication of these remains 
are needed. A similar peaceful transition has also been 
observed for Tiryns. The apparent organization of settle-
ment space at EH II–III Helike, in contrast to the overall 
unorganized nature of EH III settlements, suggests a sig-
nifi cant change in social organization at the level of the 
settlement during EH III. As in other regions, an increase 
in settlement numbers during the later MH is suggested. 

Too little was uncovered of the EH III structures 
at Helike to compare them to other EH III structures. 
However, the construction of the houses during EH II 
and their continuous use during EH III renders such a 
comparison less meaningful. 

Later MH structures were primarily constructed in 
a rectangular layout, which was also attested in other 
regions. The few available room measurements indicate 
that the LH I house at Aigion was wider than the MH 
II house, a pattern also more generally attested in other 
regions. The LH I house at Drakotrypa, with a width 
of 7.20 m and a length of 9.50 m, is especially unusual. 
Although no more was uncovered of the building, the 
room size suggests a similar pattern of increasing house 
size during MH III–LH I attested in other regions.

In summary, although little architectural evidence has 
been uncovered in Achaia, the few uncovered remains 
of the early EH III and the later MH show some pat-
terns that are comparable to patterns observed in better-
researched areas or settlements.

Table 3.12.1  Achaia. Date and number of houses

Category Number of houses

EH III 3

MH I–II 1

MH III–LH I 1

Total 5



As was outlined in the introduction, two objectives of 
this research are, fi rst, to reconstruct patterns of domes-
tic architectural homogeneity and variety on a commu-
nal; local; and, if possible, regional scale, and, secondly, to 
reconstruct patterns of domestic architectural homoge-
neity, variety and change on a temporal scale. In Chapter 
3, the communal and local scales were considered, while 
the regional scale proved to be problematic due to the 
limitations of the data. In this Chapter 4, a temporal 
overview of architectural patterns and changes through 
time is outlined. First, architectural patterns and devel-
opments during EH III are outlined, followed by the 
MH I–II period and the MH III–LH I period. In addition, 
some regionally specifi c observations are made. These 
are tentative and should be treated with much caution, 
due to the uneven nature of the data available.

The EH III period is discussed separately from the 
MH period for several reasons. First, the period is 
marked by destruction of settlements and an overall 
depopulation (e.g. Forsén 1992, Rutter 1993b: 772-773). 
Secondly, the period is characterized by overall isolation 
or introversion. Little trade took place, and the material 
record is poor. Thirdly, the ceramic assemblages are dif-
ferent from MH. Grey Minyan and Matt Painted wares 
characterize the MH, while Pattern Painted wares and 
tankards characterize the EH III period (e.g. Rutter 1995). 
Finally, hardly any EH III graves have been found. Only a 
few intramural graves of possible EH III date have been 
uncovered so far (Forsén 1992, fi g. 17). 

The separate analysis of domestic architecture of 
the MH I–II period is based on the following observa-
tions. Firstly, the MH I–II period sees a slow and uneven 
increase in population and settlement numbers (Zavadil 
2010). Secondly, trade relations increased between the 
Mainland and Aegina, the Cyclades, and Crete (Rutter, 
Zerner 1984, Lambropoulou 1991, Zerner 1993, various 
contributions in Philippa-Touchais et al. 2010). Thirdly, 
the material culture changed with the introduction 
of Grey Minyan and Matt painted wares (e.g. Zerner 
1986, 1988). Finally, an increasing number of people 
were buried intramurally, and some extramurally (e.g. 
Blackburn 1970). 

The MH III–LH I period is a time of rapid develop-
ments. First, settlement numbers rapidly increased 
(Wright 2004a, Zavadil 2010: 162). Secondly, interaction 

with other areas, especially with Crete, further inten-
sifi ed at certain locations on the Mainland, such as 
Mycenae. Some ceramic developments took place as well. 
More noticeable were changes in the mortuary sphere. 
Mortuary practices were more elaborate and complex 
than previously (e.g. Voutsaki 1999). These developments 
set the MH III period apart from MH II. The reasons for 
incorporating LH I with MH III are threefold. Although 
lately improvements have been made in the dating of LH 
I ceramics (see Chapter 1.2.3), the dating of LH I material 
remains problematic in several places, especially because 
MH ceramic wares continued to be produced in many 
places. Some material dated to MH III could therefore 
be actually LH I in date. Secondly, houses dated to LH 
I tend to be comparable to MH III in terms of architec-
ture. Finally, mortuary practices developed gradually 
from MH III to LHI, suggesting that we are dealing with 
a coherent period of change. 

In each temporal section, fi rst settlement organi-
zation is considered, followed by house architecture. 
Architectural patterns and developments are tabulated, 
illustrated and discussed. Due to the limited amount of 
data available, it was decided not to present and discuss 
the data in terms of percentages; instead, total numbers 
of houses are presented in tables and fi gures. Therefore, 
in the discussion of the data sometimes reference is 
made to ‘a few’, ‘several’ or ‘most’ houses. Only when the 
three diff erent periods under discussion are compared, 
are fi gures sometimes expressed in percentages. When 
possible, some regionally specifi c observations are made. 
Each temporal section ends with a summary on the pat-
terns that emerge in relation to the diff erent spheres of 
interaction in which domestic architecture functioned 
(see Chapter 2). The chapter ends with a brief sum-
mary of architectural homogeneity and variety, change 
through time and to what extent these patterns confi rm 
or modify current impressions on EH III–LH I domestic 
architecture. A further discussion and interpretation of 
the patterns follows in Chapter 5, which is also struc-
tured along the diff erent spheres of interaction as out-
lined in Chapter 2.

4.1 EH III domestic architecture

The analysis of EH III house architecture is based on 
79 houses located at 19 settlements, spread over central 

Chapter 4  

Architectural patterns and developments 

during EH III, MH and LH I
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and southern Mainland Greece. Some regions, such as 
Thessaly and the Argolid, are better represented than 
others (Table 4.1.1). Most settlements are represented by 
a few houses, but a few settlements dominate the sample. 
These are Pevkakia and Argissa in Thessaly, Kolonna on 
Aegina, Lerna in the Argolid and Olympia in Elis. Of these 
settlements, Argissa and Pevkakia were meticulously 
excavated and published, while the remains at Kolonna, 
Lerna and Olympia were aff ected by limitations in excav-
ation strategies and publication. Consequently, the data 
set is, on the one hand, aff ected by the uneven availabil-
ity of house remains both in terms of geographic cover-
age and quantity and, on the other hand, by the uneven 
quality of documentation and publication. Architectural 
patterns that were attested at well-represented or well-
published sites in a region were often also attested (or at 
least hinted at) at smaller and less well-published sites. 
Therefore, the EH III data set, although small and prob-
lematic in several respects, holds hope. Because of the 
uneven availability of the data, the focus is mainly on 
EH III-specifi c characteristics, while regionally specifi c 
developments are treated in less detail—and with reser-
vation. In addition, some development through time is 

highlighted, by referring briefl y to EH II domestic archi-
tecture and characteristics. 

4.1.1 Settlement organization

In this section, I would like to consider the organization 
of settlement space, not only from a spatial perspective 
(were houses neatly arranged?), but also from the per-
spective of labour involved. For example, were organiza-
tional and construction works carried out that required 
the involvement of a signifi cant part of the commu-
nity? Previously, in Chapter 2.3, it was outlined how 
settlement organization could potentially inform us 
about social organization and relationships within and 
between communities. To this end, an overview is pro-
vided on EH III settlement organization in Table 4.1.2. 
Due to the sometimes limited extent of the excavated 
area or lack of published details, several entries consist 
of the comment ‘unclear’. 

It seems that terracing and levelling activities were 
especially carried out at settlements located on (steep) 
sloping ground or specifi cally at magoulas, such as 
Pevkakia, Argissa, Kolonna and Berbati. If a settlement 
was densely inhabited, this did not necessarily result 

Region Settlement Number of 
houses

Houses Catalogue number

Inland

Thessaly
Argissa 
Magula

9
Houses A, B, 1, 2, 3, 4A, 6, 4B, 7A A01, A02, A03, A04, A05, A06, A07, 

A09, A09

Thessaly Chasambali 2 Houses A and B A24, A25

Thessaly Rachmani 1 House P A58

Thessaly Rini 1 House 1 A59

Boeotia Eutresis 2 House under H, house H C02, C03

Boeotia Thebes 2 Pindarou 13, site 2 C24, C25

Corinthia Tsoungiza 3 Apsidal house, houses C and E F06, F07

Argolid Berbati 1 House NP G31

Messenia
Deriziotis 
Aloni

2
Houses AB and M J01, J02

Elis Olympia - Altis 5 Houses 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 K02, K03, J04, K05, K06

Arcadia Asea 2 Houses A and K L01, L02

Total inland 11 30

Coastal

Thessaly
Pevkakia 
Magula

6
Houses 2 early, 2, 1, 3, 318A, 317 A35, A36, A37, A38, A39, A40

Euboea Eretria 1 Building B D01

Attica Kolonna 8
Houses 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 19. houses 1 
and 2 on the south hill

E12, E13, E14, E15, E16, E17, E18, E19

Attica Limani Pasa 1 House at Limani Pasa E31

Argolid Asine 1 House S G19

Argolid Lerna 26
Houses 1.1-1.4, 2.1-2.4, 3.1-3.12 3.14-
3.15, houses BC15, 99D, 68,, house 
of the pithos

G33- G36, G37-G40, G41-G52, G53-
G54, G55, G56, G57, G58 

Argolid Tiryns 3 Rooms 142-144, houses 165, 168 G70, G71, G72

Achaia Helike 3
House 2, corridor building, west 
building

M03, M04, M05

Total coastal 8 49

Grand total 19 79

Table 4.1.1  EH III. Catalogued houses
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in a more organized settlement layout. For example, 
Tsoungiza and late EH III Tiryns were densely inhabited, 
but the orientation and placement of houses was dif-
ferent and unorganized. In addition, larger settlement 
size does not seem to have automatically improved the 

spatial organization (see late EH III Tiryns). Rather, it 
seems that diffi  cult building locations, such as slopes and 
hilltops, required a more organized layout of houses, as 
is, for example, seen at Pevkakia and Kolonna. The only 
other organized settlements appear to be Chasambali, 
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Argissa 

Magula
No (?) Yes Dense

Overall 
NE-SW

Yes No No

On 
mound, 
on slight 
slope

Whole 
EH III

?

Chasambali No No Dense NE-SW No No No
In plain 
near foot 
hill

Late EH III ?

Pevkakia 

Magula
Yes Yes Dense

N-S and 
E-W

Yes No No

On 
mound, 
on 
terraces

Whole 
EH III

?

Rachmani Unclear Unclear Unclear NE-SW No No No
On 
mound

One 
house 
phase (?)

?

Rini Unclear Unclear Unclear N-S No No No

On 
mound, 
on slight 
slope

One 
house 
phase (?)

?

Eutresis No (?) No (?) Spaced E-W Yes No Yes (?)
On slight 
slope

Whole EH 
III?

3.5–4

Thebes Unclear Unclear Unclear N-S Unclear Unclear No (?) Flat/slope
Whole EH 
III?

8–10

Eretria No (?) No (?) Unclear N-S No Yes No
Coast and 
slope

Whole 
EH III

4–5+

Kolonna Yes Yes Dense
Overall 
NE-SW

No? Yes No
On slope 
/ on built 
terraces

Whole 
EH III

5

Limani Pasa Unclear Unclear Unclear NE-SW No No No On hill top Late EH III ?

Tsoungiza No No Dense
N-S and 
NW-SE

No Yes No Flat
Whole 
EH III

? small

Asine Yes Yes (?) Unclear NW-SE No No No
Slight 
slope

Late EH III 1.5–2

Berbati Yes Yes Spaced E-W No No No
On hill, 
terraces

Later EH 
III?

?

Lerna No No (?) Dense
First E-W
Later 
variable

Yes No (?) No
On fl at 
area

Whole 
EH III

1.5–2

Tiryns No No (?) Dense

First 
NW-SE
Later 
variable

Yes No No
On hill, 
fl at area

Whole 
EH III

4–6

Deriziotis 

Aloni
Unclear Unclear Unclear NE-SW Yes No No

Edge 
slope

Late EH III ?

Olympia-Altis No No Spaced Variable Possibly No No Flat EH III: 2-3 2

Asea No No Spaced
N-S and 
NW-SE

No No No Terraces EH III: 1-2 3

Helike No No Dense
N-S and 
NW-SE

Unclear Yes No
In plain, 
fl at area

Earlier 
EH III

? small

 Table 4.1.2  EH III. Settlement organization



194 BUILDING THE BRONZE AGE

Helike and possible early EH III Tiryns. The orderly 
layout of houses at Chasambali could be the result of 
the planning of this settlement during late EH III hav-
ing taken place in one go, instead of it slowly expanding 
over time. The settlement organization of Helike should 
not be considered genuinely EH III in date, as the build-
ings were erected during EH II. The same could apply 
to early EH III Tiryns, as the houses were rebuildings of 
EH II houses. Other EH III settlements do not seem to 
have been aff ected by EH II architecture (e.g. Kolonna, 
Asine, Lerna). Most of the discussed EH III houses were 
founded on bedrock or no EH II architectural remains 
were uncovered below them. At a few settlements 
(Thebes, Limani Pasa) EH II or earlier architecture was 
uncovered directly below EH III houses, but these did 
not aff ect the EH III houses or too little was preserved, 
uncovered or published to assess this.

Architectural continuity was seen at Pevkakia, Argissa, 
Eutresis, Lerna, Tiryns and Deriziotis Aloni. With this I 
mean that although houses were deserted and built, the 
layout of the settlement (or excavated area) remained 
more or less the same due to the continuous use of old 
foundation walls, or through the rebuilding of houses. 
Rebuilding practices of individual houses are further dis-
cussed in the next section. Architectural discontinuity 
was seen at early EH III Tiryns and late EH III Lerna. At 
Tiryns, the orientation of the settlement shifted, while 
at Lerna the orientation of a number of houses shifted. 
After these shifts, houses continued to be located close 
together, but without any form of organization.

Overall, it seems that although streets did exist within 
the settlements and between houses, these were usually 
not paved with stones (Table 4.1.2). Extensively uncov-
ered settlement areas at, for example, Asea and Olympia, 
showed that although open space did exist around 
houses, there is no evidence that these spaces were for-
malized through demarcation or paving (except for the 
possible ritual area at Olympia).

No signs of water systems or drains were uncovered 
in EH III contexts, except perhaps at Eutresis, where a 
drain was ascribed to an EH III fl oor recovered below 
MH house A (Goldman 1931: 30). However, this could not 
be verifi ed by me.

Settlement size was assessed for only a few settle-
ments, and these numbers are an approximation at best 
(see Chapter 2.3.1). It seems that larger settlements were 
more likely to have been inhabited during the entire 
EH III period (Table 4.1.2). The impression is given 
that settlement size was not of signifi cant infl uence on 
labour expended to organize settlement space during 
EH III. For example, evidence of terracing, levelling or 
paving of streets did not seem to occur more frequently 
at large settlements.

In summary, EH III settlements tend to appear non-
organized, especially when located on fl at land. Overall 

little (communal) labour was expended to organize or 
plan settlement space. When settlements were located 
on slopes, some eff ort was expended to organize settle-
ment space, through levelling activities and/or the 
creation of terraces. Continuous EH II–III habitation, 
evidenced by successive architectural remains, could 
lead to more settlement organization and architectural 
continuity, as observed in the cases of early EH III Tiryns 
and Helike. That Kolonna diff ers in many respects from 
settlements on the Mainland is immediately evident 
from the existence of a fortifi cation and the planning 
of houses in blocks, separated by streets (assuming the 
reconstruction is correct). Not all of the settlement was 
homogenous in appearance and systematically organ-
ized into insulae, because remains of freestanding 
houses were uncovered in the Inner City, and remains of 
freestanding apsidal houses on the South Hill.

EH III settlement organization was poor and involved 
little investment compared to EH II. Extensively uncov-
ered EH II settlements include Lithares and Manika. 
Here, houses were arranged in blocks along streets. 
Less neatly organized settlements existed as well, such 
as Agios Kosmas and Zygouries. There are striking con-
trasts between EH II and EH III in the carrying out of 
labour-intensive building projects. During EH II, defen-
sive walls and monumental buildings were constructed, 
while such architectural features are not known for the 
EH III period. To what extent the lack of spatial organi-
zation and labour-intensive building projects during 
EH III can be correlated with settlement size, density 
or organization (see Chapter 2.3) is further discussed in 
Chapter 5. 

4.1.2 House architecture

In Chapter 2, it was outlined how domestic architec-
ture functioned in various spheres of interaction: the 
(supra)regional, communities and their neighbours, the 
community and the household, and the household. In 
the discussion of the various spheres, diff erent archi-
tectural characteristics were brought to the fore, and it 
was discussed if and how changes in these characteris-
tics could imply changes in social or economic organi-
zation (see also Chapter 1.3). Therefore, in the following 
discussion of EH III, MH I–II and MH III–LH I house 
architecture the focus is on the following characteristics 
and if and how they change through time: the quality 
of house construction, house shape, house size, num-
ber of rooms, furnishings, modifi cation and rebuilding 
practices. In Chapter 5, these architectural patterns are 
brought together, and an attempt to reconstruct social 
and economic change is made. 

Quality of house construction
In Chapter 2.2.1, I outlined how movement or perma-
nence of habitation could aff ect the quality of con-
struction of domestic architecture. This architectural 
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characteristic is therefore considered here. The quality 
of house construction seems to have diff ered from site 
to site, as well as from house to house during EH III. Due 
to lack of published details, it was often not possible to 
explore this thoroughly. A few observations could be 
made, but these should be taken as site-specifi c, rather 
than EH III–specifi c. 

Remains of posthole buildings were recovered at early 
EH III Argissa (A01, A02) and Lerna (G33). The posthole 
building at Lerna was succeeded by houses constructed 
with stone foundations, suggesting some improvement, 
which may suggest increasing permanence of habita-
tion. At Argissa, houses remained poorly made for the 
duration of one more phase, in which foundations were 
built of mud bricks (A04, A05). This suggests either poor 
knowledge of the eff ect the Greek climate had on mud 
bricks, or the use of the buildings for only a short period. 

All other EH III buildings were made with stone 
foundations, on top of which mud bricks were placed. 
Diff erences existed in the height of these stone foun-
dations, but this could easily be due to preservation 
circumstances. For example, stones were sometimes 
robbed out, to be reused in new buildings. Diff erences 
also existed in de width of the stone foundations (Figure 
4.1.1). It can be suggested that foundation width was to 
some extent related to house size and room width. For 
example, the stone foundation of house 165 at Tiryns 
(G71) was 1.50 m wide, and the uncovered room was ca. 

7.50 m wide. House 6 at Olympia (K06) had stone foun-
dations of ca. 0.30–0.35 m wide, but the room was also 
narrow, only 2.50 m. 

Remains of postholes were recovered inside six build-
ings that were especially located in Central Greece (Table 
4.1.3). In the case of Pevkakia house 02 early, house 01 and 
Lerna house 3.1 it seems that the postholes were used 
for the support of posts to support the roof, like sug-
gested for the central brick column recovered at Eutresis 
house H (C03). However, not all houses were excessively 
wide. The postholes recovered at the other houses may 
have served a diff erent use, considering their location 
along the wall or beside other features. Postholes were 
recovered in both early EH III and later EH III houses. 
Other features may also have been used for the support 
of columns, such as stone paving or stone platforms, or 
the circular clay bases with holes uncovered at Pevkakia 
house 02 (A36). Pivot stones were recovered at Kolonna 
house 7 (E16) and Tsoungiza house C (F06), and a pos-
sible pivot hole at Eutresis house H (C03), suggesting the 
use of swinging doors.

Due to limitations of the data, it is diffi  cult to assess 
any temporal diff erences in the construction quality of 
early and late EH III houses. In the case of Pevkakia, 
where excavations and documentation were carried 
out meticulously, it does seem that construction qual-
ity increased during EH III, indicating perhaps increas-
ing durability of houses. It is unclear how the quality of 
EH III house construction compares to EH II, as this has 
not been systematically explored for EH II. The absence 
of monumental and complex construction works during 
EH III could suggest a decrease in construction quality 
compared to EH II. 

In summary, a few EH III houses were not well built. 
These houses were constructed of non-durable mater-
ial such as postholes, wattle-and-daub, or mud bricks 
directly placed on the ground. Most houses were built 
of mud bricks placed on stone foundations approxi-
mately 0.50 m in width. Overall, stone foundations 
were laid out somewhat irregularly. Whether the sug-
gested decrease in quality of construction, as well as the 
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House Catalogue Number of 
postholes

Room width 
in m

Location

Chasambali house A A24 1 4.25 Near wall, not specifi ed or illustrated.

Pevkakia house 02 early A35 6 2.40
Five roughly arranged on the main axis, one along the west 
wall.

Pevkakia house 01 A37 5 3.60
Three in northern room aligned on the main axis, two in 
southern room, of which one on the axis and one east of it.

Pevkakia house 317A A40 1 3.80 At the centre of the east wall of the back room.

Thebes Pindarou 13 C24 5 unclear
Three along a cut feature of unclear use. Two located close 
together in the west of the house, along the trench wall.

Lerna house 3.1 G41 1 6.16 In the middle of the house; not illustrated.

Table 4.1.3  EH III. Postholes in buildings
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suggested decrease in settlement organization were due 
to patterns of mobility or brief periods of habitation (see 
Chapter 2.2.1) is further explored in Chapter 5.

House shape
In Chapter 2.2.1, it was outlined how movement or per-
manence of habitation could aff ect the shape of houses. 
In addition, in Chapter 2.5.2, it was described how house-
hold activities could be of infl uence on the shape of 
houses. House shape is therefore considered here. Most 
houses were freestanding and axially designed build-
ings. The only exceptions to this are the houses built 
opposite the defensive wall at Kolonna (E12-E16). These 
houses were constructed into room complexes. Within 
the complex, houses had an axial design (assuming the 
reconstruction of the houses is correct). Also exceptional 
in house shape are the early EH III room complexes at 
Thebes (C24), Tiryns (G70) and Helike (M04), that are 
more reminiscent of EH II domestic architecture than 
EH III. This is due to the continuous use of the settle-
ment and buildings from EH II to EH III.

Apsidal houses tend to characterize the EH III period. 
This shape indeed occurs most often, and especially in the 
Peloponnese (Figure 4.1.2). However, rectangular houses 
were also constructed, especially at Kolonna. A com-
parison of coastal and inland settlements shows a pref-
erence for the apsidal shape in both cases (Figure 4.1.3). 
More rectangular-shaped houses were located on the 
coast, but this may be skewed by the overrepresentation 

of Kolonna. Houses with other shapes were also con-
structed, such as D-shaped. No general temporal diff er-
ence exists between the shape of early and late EH III 
houses. Developments in house shape were settlement-
specifi c rather than time- or region-specifi c.

Compared to EH II, the preference for the apsidal 
house shape is indeed striking. However, it has been 
pointed out by Forsén (1992) that apsidal houses were 
already being constructed during EH II. In addition to 
the apsidal shape, a considerable change during EH III 
is the construction of almost solely freestanding and 
axial houses. EH II houses could be freestanding and 
axial, but also appeared in the shape of room complexes, 
blocks or insulae of houses, and almost radially designed 
(Harrison 1995). The impression is therefore rendered 
that EH III houses were spatially more isolated than EH 
II houses. Whether the change in house shape is related 
to patterns of mobility or interaction is further explored 
in Chapter 5.

House size
In Chapter 2.5.2, it was described how household activ-
ities, household size as well as other factors could be of 
infl uence on the size of houses. I was able to calculate 
the overall size of 24 EH III houses. Half of the houses 
entirely uncovered measured between 10–29 m². The 
other half ranged in size from 30–90 m² (Figure 4.1.4). 
No size diff erence seems to have existed between houses 
located in coastal or inland settlements (Figure 4.1.5). 
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Two or possibly three of the houses measuring less 
than 20 m² were of special function, while the remain-
der seem to have been ordinary dwellings (Table 4.1.4). 
Houses measuring 60 m² or more did not seem to have 
had a particular number of rooms, house shape or spe-
cial function (Table 4.1.5). Large houses were built during 
both the earlier and later EH III. Two of these houses 
were rebuildings of two other large houses (Lerna 1.1 and 
3.1, Eutresis house under H and house H).

Compared to EH II, the absence of large monumen-
tal buildings is noticeable. How EH III house size com-
pares to EH II house size is diffi  cult to assess, because no 
(recent) systematic analysis has been carried out of EH 
II houses. Pullen (1985: 259-260) has calculated the aver-
age EH II house size, but it remains unclear how many 
houses and which houses were used for the calculation, 
and how many of these were axial or agglomerative. Due 
to the agglomerative nature of EH II buildings at, for 
example, Lithares and Askitario, it is diffi  cult to recon-
struct individual houses (and their size) or households 
(Harrison 1995). 

In summary, in contradiction to the prevailing opinion 
of EH III homogeneity, signifi cant diff erences existed 
in the size of EH III houses. These diff erences did not 

clearly relate to a region, settlement, settlement size or 
date, at least not as far as we can say. Even within settle-
ments, house size diff erences existed. In some cases, 
smaller buildings were of auxiliary use. Larger buildings 
do not seem to have had a special purpose. Whether and 
how EH III house size relates to other circumstances, 
such as household size and activities carried out, is fur-
ther refl ected on in Chapter 5.

Number of rooms
In Chapter 2.5.2, it was described how household activ-
ities, household size as well as other factors could infl u-
ence the internal segmentation of houses. EH III houses 
generally consisted of one or two rooms, while only three 
entirely uncovered houses consisted of three rooms 
(Figure 4.1.6). It seems likely that the rectangular house 
shape was preferred for the creation of more rooms. No 
diff erences were seen in number of rooms created inside 
houses located at coastal versus inland settlements 
(Figure 4.1.7). Three of the seven one-roomed houses 
could have had a special purpose (Table 4.1.6). The three-
roomed houses did not share any particular features and 
seem to have been regular dwellings (Table 4.1.7). 

No clear increase in number of rooms is observed 
during EH III. One-roomed houses seem to have 

House Catalogue Size in m² Function Shape Number 
of rooms

Furnishings

Lerna house 3.8 G46 12 Unclear D-shaped 1 -

Olympia house 
4

K4 12
Possible ritual function in rela-
tion to tumulus

Apsidal 1 Stone bench

Tsoungiza 
house E

F7 13
Perhaps ordinary dwelling, 
perhaps auxiliary structure for 
storage

Apsidal 1 -

Kolonna Alt 
house 3

E12 15
Ordinary dwelling, perhaps 
combined with house 7

Rectangular 1 -

Kolonna Alt 
house 7

E16 15
Ordinary dwelling, perhaps 
combined with house 3

Rectangular 2 Pivot stone in main room.

Kolonna Alt 
house 4

E13 18 Ordinary dwelling Rectangular 2
Bothros and stone plastered 
area, for wheat grinding in 
back room.

Table 4.1.4  EH III. Houses measuring less than 20 m²

House Catalogue Size in m² Function Shape Number of 
rooms

Furnishings

Lerna house 3.1 G41 60 Ordinary dwelling Apsidal 1 Hearth, platform

Limani Pasa house E31 62
Ordinary 
dwelling?

Rectangular Several (?) Hearth, two pits

Eutresis house H C3 72 Ordinary dwelling Rectangular 2
Hearth, ash pit, brick column, 
pivot hole

Eutresis house 
under H

C2 72?
Ordinary 
dwelling?

Rectangular 2 (?) Hearth or ash pit

Lerna house 1.1 G33 80 Ordinary dwelling Apsidal 1 Hearth, bothros

Rachmani house P A58 82 Ordinary dwelling Apsidal 2 Hearth, platform, stone paving

Table 4.1.5  EH III. Houses measuring 60 m² and over
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occurred more frequently in the Peloponnese (Table 
4.1.6). However, this impression could be due to the sam-
pling bias, as only 8 of the 23 houses with known number 
of rooms were located in Thessaly, Boeotia or Euboea. 
The most common houses during EH II were small, rect-
angular buildings of two or three rooms (Pullen 1985: 
254-255). Freestanding and axially designed EH II houses 
were, for example, house R at Asine, houses A and B at 
Tsoungiza and house L at Eutresis, and these seem to be 
roughly comparable to EH III houses. The main diff er-
ence between EH II and EH III may be the construction 
of multiple-roomed complexes during EH II, of which 
the number of rooms is diffi  cult to assess. Whether 
and how the number of rooms relates to other circum-
stances, such as household size and activities carried out, 
is further refl ected on in Chapter 5.

Furnishings
In Chapter 2.5.2, it was described how household activ-
ities could be of infl uence on domestic architecture. 
In addition, assessing the type and specialization of 

activities performed could provide information about 
the domestic economy, discussed in Chapter 2.4.1. As 
furnishings can inform us about activities performed 
inside the house, this characteristic is also considered 
here. No furnishings were mentioned for 29 of the 79 
catalogued EH III houses. However, the lack of furnish-
ings seems to be due to preservation, excavation or publi-
cation circumstances. Frequently recovered furnishings 
were pits or bothroi (relatively easy to identify). Hearths 
were uncovered in 21 houses. In some cases, more than 
one hearth was constructed inside a house, perhaps for 
diff erent types of use, such as heat, light or cooking. 
Some earth, clay, mud-brick or stone platforms were 
recovered. Some stone-plastered or stone-paved areas 
were identifi ed, which could perhaps also be considered 
platforms. The use of such platforms remains unclear, 
and could have varied. Stone grids at Argissa were pre-
sumably used for the construction of mud-brick closets 
or storage bins.

The partitioning of EH III houses into one or two 
rooms implies the multifunctional use of these rooms. 
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House Catalogue Shape Size in m² Furnishings Function

Kolonna house 3 E12 Rectangular 15 - Ordinary dwelling

Tsoungiza house E F07 Apsidal 13 -
Perhaps ordinary dwelling, perhaps auxiliary 
structure for storage of large vessels

Lerna house 1.1 G33 Apsidal 80 Hearth, bothros Ordinary dwelling

Lerna house 3.1 G41 Apsidal 60 Hearth, platform Ordinary dwelling

Lerna house 3.8 G46 D-shaped 12 - Unclear

Lerna house 3.4 G47 Apsidal 55 Hearth, bothros Ordinary dwelling

Olympia house 4 K04 Apsidal 12 Stone bench Possible ritual function in relation to tumulus

Table 4.1.6  EH III. One-roomed houses

House Catalogue Shape Size in m² Furnishings Function

Eretria building B D01 Rectangular 30 Stone platform Ordinary dwelling

Lerna house 2.4 G40 Rectangular 23 Platform possibly Ordinary dwelling

Rini house 1 A59 Ellipsoid 24 - Ordinary dwelling

Table 4.1.7  EH III. Three-roomed houses
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Due to the incomplete uncovering or preservation of 
houses, it often remains unclear whether uncovered fur-
nishings were located in the back or front of the house. 
Therefore, it is not possible to ascribe activities to spe-
cifi c areas. Based on the data available, it is not even 
possible to ascertain the general use of partitioned back 
rooms or apses as storage areas. In the case of Tsoungiza 
house E (F07), Berbati house NP (G31), and Deriziotis 
Aloni houses AB and M (J02 and J02), the use of the apse 
or back room as storage area seems plausible. 

In summary, the preservation, excavation and publica-
tion circumstances aff ecting our knowledge about fur-
nishings hinders an analysis of temporal or geographical 
diff erences and developments. A comparison with fur-
nishings uncovered in EH II houses is therefore not 
possible.

Modifi cations and rebuilding
In Chapter 2.5.1, it was described how the rebuilding of 
houses could be a means to emphasize or symbolize the 
transmission of resources. Therefore, rebuilding prac-
tices, modifi cations and the end of the habitation of 
houses are further discussed here. Of course, such prac-
tices may have gone unnoticed during excavations, or 
not been published in (brief) publications. Modifi cations 
on houses were listed for the settlements of Argissa, 
Eutresis, Helike, Lerna and Pevkakia. The most fre-
quently observed alteration (and presumably the easiest 
to identify) was the construction of a new (clay) fl oor.

The end of habitation of the 79 EH III houses is 
often unclear. Presumably, 50 of the houses were sim-
ply deserted, while the remaining 29 were destroyed 
(Table 4.1.8). What happened after desertion or destruc-
tion was that the house was rebuilt, the house was built 
upon by new structures, the areas was left open or the 
settlement was deserted. It seems that destruction of 
houses was most likely followed by the construction of 
new houses partly on top of old remains, or by deser-
tion of the settlement (Figure 4.1.8). Desertion of the 
house was also most likely followed by the construction 

of new structures partly on top, or by rebuilding. It can 
therefore be concluded that by far the most houses were 
simply built upon by new structures after desertion or 
destruction. We can conclude with reference to rebuild-
ing practices that the purposeful burning or destruction 
of a house did not necessarily precede the rebuilding of 
the house, as was, for example, suggested for houses in 
the Balkans (Tringham et al. 1992: 382). It is possible that 
some EH III houses were burned on purpose, to fumigate 
the area before new building activities were performed, 
or to symbolically end the habitation of the house (see 
Chapter 2.1.1). Unfortunately, no details on the intensity 
of the fi re are available to assess whether the fi res were 
accidental or on purpose. 

In the previous chapter, it was observed that the 
meticulousness of the rebuilding of houses diff ered. A 
scheme was developed to categorize the diff erent types 
of rebuildings of houses. Three diff erent types of rebuild-
ing are proposed here (Figure 4.1.9), while an illustration 
is provided of what is not considered a rebuilding, but 
rather an example of building new structures on top of 
old houses (Figure 4.1.10). Ascribing rebuilding to any of 
these three types is to some extent schematic and sub-
jective. However, as no one has explored this practice 
thoroughly for the EH and MH period, this seems like a 
reasonable place to start the discussion.

Type 1 rebuilding is meticulous: the house is rebuilt 
in the same location, on top of the old foundations, and 

Description end of habitation Number of houses Settlement Next building phase

Unclear / deserted? 48
Argissa, Asine, Deriziotis Aloni, Eretria, Eutresis, 
Kolonna, Lerna, Limani Pasa, Olympia, Pevkakia, 
Rachmani, Rini, Thebes, Tiryns, Tsoungiza

19 rebuilt
20 built upon
5 left open
4 deserted

Deserted 2 Lerna
1 rebuilt
1 built upon

Fire destruction 24
Argissa, Asea, Berbati, Chasambali, Eutresis, 
Kolonna, Lerna, Olympia, Tiryns, Tsoungiza

1–2 rebuilt
16–17 built upon
2 left open
4 deserted

Earthquake + fi re 3 Helike 3 deserted

‘Destroyed’ 2 Deriziotis Aloni, Lerna 2 rebuilt

Table 4.1.8  EH III. End of habitation of houses
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having the same appearance and overall layout as the 
previous house. Internal partitioning and furnishings 
may be diff erent compared to the previous house (but 
in most cases we do not know). Eight houses, located at 
Argissa, Pevkakia and Lerna, seem to have been rebuilt in 
such a meticulous fashion (Table 4.1.9).

Type 2 rebuilding is slightly less meticulous: the house 
is partly rebuilt on the same location, whereby some 
use is made of the old foundations. The new house has 
the same appearance and overall layout as the previous 

house, but may be somewhat narrowed, widened or dis-
placed. Nine houses, located at Pevkakia, Eutresis and 
Lerna, were rebuilt in this fashion (Table 4.1.9).

Type 3 rebuilding is carried out with reference to 
the general location, orientation and appearance of the 
house, whereby no signifi cant use is made of the old 
foundations. Instead, the house is rebuilt (partly) on top 
of the old house, following roughly the same orientation 
and layout. Three houses were rebuilt in such a fashion, 
at Deriziotis Aloni and Lerna (Table 4.1.9). Four (possibly) 

Figure 4.1.9  Three types of rebuilding of houses

Figure 4.1.10  Examples of building upon houses, rather than rebuilding
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rebuilt houses could not be ascribed to a type, due to lack 
of publication details.

No temporal or spatial patterning can be seen in 
the type of rebuilding carried out. It would seem that 
rebuilding was especially carried out at settlements that 
were inhabited for longer, such as Argissa, Pevkakia, 
Lerna and Tiryns. However, this impression could be 
due to the extensive excavations carried out here, and 
the meticulousness of documentation of Argissa and 
Pevkakia. No relationship seems to exist between house 
rebuilding and settlement size, house shape, size or 
number of room (but the data are of course incomplete).

During EH II, modifi cations and rebuilding activities 
were also carried out, for example, at Tiryns and Lerna 
(Weiberg 2007, Peperaki 2010). No systematic analy-
sis of EH II rebuilding activities has been carried out 
so far. Perhaps in the case of agglomerative buildings, 
we could assume that modifi cations, expansions and 
rebuilding practices occurred when needed, as was, for 
example, observed at the Cypriote settlement of Marki 
Aloni (Frankel, Webb 2006). The impression is rendered 
that continuity of place was of some importance because 
old foundations were incorporated in new foundations 
(Weiberg 2007, Peperaki 2010). 

In summary, modifi cations and rebuilding practices 
occurred during EH II and EH III, but most houses 

were simply built upon by new houses after desertion. 
Whether the EH III rebuilding practices were indeed 
related to the communication of the transmission of 
resources is further explored in Chapter 5.

4.1.3 Summary

The EH III domestic architecture could provide some 
information about (supra)regional mobility. The some-
times poorly made houses suggest brevity of habitation 
of houses or perhaps insecurity relating to habitation 
location. The spread of the apsidal house shape over the 
Greek Mainland and the occurrence of both apsidal and 
rectangular houses can perhaps be related to mobility of 
households or groups of people and/or the transmission 
of ideas. 

Homogeneity characterized EH III domestic archi-
tecture on the Mainland. Within this overall homo-
geneity, some architectural diff erences and variation 
between settlements and houses were visible: although 
most houses were freestanding and axial in design, a few 
exceptions did exist. These were the room complexes 
at Tiryns and Helike, and some houses at Kolonna. The 
defensive wall at Kolonna limited habitation space, and 
may have caused the construction of houses into blocks. 
The room complexes at Tiryns and Helike could be con-
sidered EH II architectural remnants. Diff erences were 
furthermore observed in house shape, house size and 

Type of 
rebuilding

Number of 
houses

Settlements End life Shape Size Rooms

1 8

Argissa house 04A Unclear Rectangular? 51+ 1+

Argissa house 07A Unclear Rectangular? 54+ 1+

Lerna house 2.1 Fire Rectangular 31+ 2+

Lerna house 3.6 Unclear Apsidal 23 2

Lerna house 3.4 Unclear Apsidal 56 1

Lerna house 3.5 Unclear Apsidal 40+ 2+

Pevkakia house 317 Unclear Rectangular 33 2

Pevkakia house 318A Unclear Rectangular? 8+ 1+

2 9

Eutresis house under H Unclear Rectangular 72? 2?

Lerna house 1.2 Unclear Rectangular 31+ 3

Lerna house 1.3 Unclear Apsidal 49+ 2+

Lerna house 1.4 Unclear Apsidal 7+ 1+

Lerna house 3.1 Unclear Apsidal 60 1

Lerna house 3.2 Unclear Apsidal 23+ 2+

Lerna house 99D Deserted Apsidal 61+ 1+

Pevkakia house 02 Unclear Unclear 15+ 2+

Pevkakia house 02 early Unclear Unclear 13+ 1+

3 3

Deriziotis Aloni house AB Destroyed Apsidal 20+ 2+

Lerna house 1.1 Unclear Apsidal 80 1

Lerna house of the pithos Destroyed Rectangular? 7+ 1+

Unclear 4

Kolonna south hill house 1 Unclear Apsidal - 2+

Olympia house 2 Fire Apsidal 42+ 2

Olympia house 4 Unclear Apsidal 12 1

Tiryns house 165 Unclear Apsidal 27+ 2+

Table 4.1.9  EH III. List of rebuilt houses
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number of rooms. In some cases, both apsidal and rect-
angular houses were constructed at the same settlement. 
Both small and large houses occurred at settlements, for 
example, at Lerna, Tiryns and Olympia. Some houses 
were partitioned into more rooms than other houses. 

With reference to settlement size and organization, 
we can observe some spatial organization or planning 
of settlement space at a few settlements, especially at 
settlements located on slopes. It does not seem that 
settlement size was of signifi cant infl uence on spatial 
organization. It is often not clear whether the whole 
community or just part of the community were involved 
in such activities. 

The social and economic interrelationships of house-
holds require further consideration. For example, 
houses were freestanding, communicating isolation. 
At the same time, houses were fairly small and space 
around the house and within the settlement must have 
been used for other, perhaps more communal, activities. 
In addition, houses within settlements were similar in 
appearance, therefore communicating a certain commu-
nal unity. With reference to the household, it should be 
emphasized that the fact that almost a third of the EH 
III houses had been re-built has never been observed or 
considered before. 

In summary, the EH III architectural data presented 
in the preceding chapter and the catalogues confi rm, 
qualify, quantify and modify some of the prevailing ideas 
on and impressions of EH III domestic architecture. 
Indeed, EH III domestic architecture appears simple and 
homogenous: settlements were, overall, unorganized, 
houses were usually freestanding, of axial design, and 
consisted of one or two rooms. However, the preceding 
analysis of the data has also shown that this is not always 
the case: minor diff erences within and between settle-
ments did exist regarding settlement organization and 
domestic architecture. 

4.2 MH I–II domestic architecture

The analysis of MH I–II house architecture is based on 
92 houses located at 20 settlements,24 which were spread 
over central and southern Mainland Greece. As during 
EH III, some regions, such as Thessaly and the Argolid, 
are better represented than others. At most settlements 
only a few buildings were uncovered, except at Argissa, 
Pevkakia, Eutresis, Kolonna, Lerna and Asea, where fi ve 
or more buildings were uncovered. Of these six settle-
ments, especially Argissa and Pevkakia were meticulously 

24 It was decided to count houses twice when the same house 
underwent signifi cant modifi cations. In such cases, an additional 
catalogue entry was made under a or b. For example, the Large 
Building Complex at Kolonna, which was expanded, is listed in 
the catalogue under E29a (initial construction) and E29b (modi-
fi cation and expansion).

excavated and published. For the remaining four settle-
ments some architectural information was also avail-
able, but fewer details were published on the internal 
features, modifi cations and rebuilding practices. 

The MH I–II architectural data set seems fairly 
large, with 92 houses; however, these remains were 
aff ected by preservation and documentation circum-
stances, as well as sometimes limited publication pro-
grams. Nonetheless, enough information was available 
to explore architectural and social developments from 
EH III into the earlier MH period. Because 41 structures 
were ascribed to MH I (Table 4.2.1) and 51 to MH II (Table 
4.2.2), it was sometimes even possible to diff erentiate 
between changes and developments taking place during 
MH I and MH II. 

4.2.1 Settlement organization

An overview of MH I–II settlement organization is pro-
vided in Table 4.2.3. The same aspects as were considered 
for EH III settlement organization are considered here.

The creation of terraces and levelling activities were 
carried out at several settlements (Table 4.2.3). Such 
activities were especially performed at settlements 
located on slopes and mounds. However, not every 
settlement located in such a location showed traces 
of such activities. The creation of terraces could aff ect 
the orientation of houses. For example, at Pevkakia the 
orientation of houses was fairly rigid. An increased dens-
ity of houses did not lead to the creation of more ter-
races. Most settlements in central Greece and the eastern 
Peloponnese seem to be characterized by densely packed 
houses, while houses were spaced further apart in the 
western Peloponnese. Whether this is indeed a pattern 
is uncertain, as settlement remains were uncovered over 
only a limited extent in the western Peloponnese.

Architectural continuity of settlement layout was 
observed at Argissa, Pevkakia, Kirrha, Eutresis, Korakou, 
Asine, Lerna and Asea, and possibly at Kastraki, Kolonna 
and Olympia. Roads remained open and were not built 
upon during the MH at Asine, Lerna and Asea. At Asine, 
two building plots on either side of a road remained 
inhabited throughout the MH–LH I period. Houses were 
rebuilt at Argissa, Pevkakia, Kirrha, Eutresis, Lerna and 
Asea. Possible rebuilding took place at Korakou, Asine, 
Kastraki, Kolonna and Olympia, but too little architec-
tural data were available to ascertain this.

At some settlements, such as Eutresis, Kolonna and 
Lerna, streets, squares or areas surrounding the house 
were partly paved with stones (Table 4.2.3). Such an 
investment in the organization of space did not clearly 
correlate with other features. Perhaps households made 
personal decisions about paving areas in front of their 
house. Perhaps that paving also related to the location 
and use of roads, that is, more frequently used areas 
were more likely to be paved. 
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Region Settlement Number of houses MH I houses Catalogue number

Inland

Thessaly Argissa 7 7B1, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16A,
A10, A11, A12, A13, A14, 
A15, A16

Argolid Berbati 1 House FG G32

Elis Olympia 1 MH house K07

Arcadia Asea 3 Houses B, L, O L03, L04, L05

Total inland 5 12

Coastal

Thessaly Pevkakia 5
318B, 316A, 316A/318B, 
314, 311A

A41, A42, A43, A44, A45

Phocis Kirrha 1 Pappa house A1 B06

Attica Kolonna 7
Houses 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
LBC

E20, E21, E22, E23, E24, 
E25, E29a

Corinthia Korakou 3
House under F, house F 
and house B

F02, F03

Argolid Asine 1 House T G20

Argolid Lerna
8 (rooms 44 and 45 

one entry)

Houses 98L, D, Q, 98A, 
posthole, rooms 44 
and 45, BS, 18

G59, G60, G61, G62, G63, 
G64, G65, G66

Laconia Agios Stephanos 2 Houses Alpha IV, Nu I H01, H02

Messenia Nichoria 2 Houses 1 and 2 J04, J05

Total coastal 8 29

Grand total 13 41

Table 4.2.1  MH I. Catalogued houses

Region Settlement Number of 
houses

MH II houses Catalogue number

Inland

Thessaly Argissa 8 Houses 16B, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24A, 24B
A17, A18, A19, A20, A21, A22, A23a, 
A23b

Thessaly Kastraki 1 House 3 A31

Phthiotis Lianokladhi 3 House 1, expansion house 1, house 2 B18a, B18b, B19

Boeotia Eutresis 6 Houses A1, C1, D1, M1, S, and X C04a, C06a, C07, C13a, C16, C19

Boeotia Orchomenos 1 House K C23

Boeotia Thebes 1 Pindarou Diki C27

Arcadia Asea 3 Houses F, N, P L06, L07, L08

Total 
inland

7 23

Coastal

Attica Eleusis 3 Houses C, Z, R A06, A07, A08

Thessaly Pevkakia 12
Houses 316B, 311B, 310A1, 315, 313A, 
311C, 310A2, 313B, 310B, 208, 202, 207

A46, A47, A48, A49, A50, A51, A52, 
A53, A54, A55, A56, A57

Phocis Kirra 2 Pappa house A2 and A3 B07, B08

Phocis Krisa 3 Houses A, B, D B12, B13, B14

Attica Kolonna 2 Haus im sudhof, LBC2 E26, A29b

Argolid Asine 3 Rooms 1 and 2, houses A and Pre-D G22, G23, G24

Argolid Lerna 1 House M G68

Laconia
Agios 
Stephanos

1 Delta III H03

Achaia Aigion 1 MH house M01

Total 
coastal

9 28

Grand 
total

16 51 77

Table 4.2.2  MH II. Catalogued houses
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The remains of drains were found at MH II Kastraki, 
MH II Krisa, and MH II Agios Stephanos, suggesting 
that an increasing amount of communal labour was 
expended to organize settlement space.

Kolonna seems to remain the only MH settlement 
with a circumference or defensive wall during this 
period. However, some such walls have been identifi ed 
at other Mainland settlements, but they could not be 
dated with any security. For example, the EH II enceinte 
at Geraki was partly repaired during the MH, but it is 
unclear when exactly during the MH. 

In summary, settlement organization was manifested 
in the construction of terraces, levelling activities, the 
construction (and paving) of streets, the arrangement 
of houses along streets and the construction of drains. 
These features did not necessarily correlate, and it 
seems that households or settlements made diff erent 
choices about how to organize their space. It seems that 
no region was more spatially planned than another. A 
coastal or inland location does not seem to have aff ected 
the extent of settlement planning. Newly founded MH 
settlements were also no better planned than settle-
ments that were already inhabited. It can be expected 
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Argissa No? No Dense

First 
NE-SW, 
later 
various

Yes No No
On mound, 
on slight 
slope

MH I–II 2.7?

Kastraki Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Possibly Unclear Yes
On slope of 
hill

Whole MH ?

Pevkakia Yes Yes Dense E-W, NW-SE Yes No No
On mound, 
on terraces

MH I–II 2.3?

Kirrha No No? Dense E-W Yes No? No Flat area Whole MH ?

Krisa Yes (?) Yes? Dense
NE-SW, 
NW-SE

No No? Yes On acropolis Whole MH ?

Lianokladhi Unclear Unclear Unclear Various No No No
On mound, 
on slight 
slope

MH II ?

Eutresis No? No? Dense E-W, NW-SE Yes Yes No
On slight 
slope

Whole MH 3.5–4

Orchomenos Yes? Yes? Dense NW-SE Unclear No? No?
Flat area and 
terraces

Whole MH 0.9

Thebes Unclear Unclear
Presumably 
dense

NW-SE Unclear Unclear No? Flat/slope Whole MH 8–10

Eleusis Yes Yes? Dense E-W No No No On slope Whole MH ?

Kolonna Yes Yes Dense NW-SE, N-S Possibly Yes No
On slope / on 
built terraces

Whole MH 5

Korakou No No? Spaced? N-S Some No No
Mound, 
slight slope

Whole MH 3?

Asine Yes Yes Dense
NE-SW, 
NW-SE

Some Yes No Slopes Whole MH 1.5–2

Berbati Yes Yes? Spaced NW-SE No No No
On hill, 
terraces

Whole MH? ?

Lerna No Yes Dense Various Yes Yes No
On fl at 
mound

Whole MH 2.5–3

Agios 
Stephanos

No? No? Spaced NW-SE No Yes Yes Slope Whole MH 2–2.5

Nichoria Unclear Unclear Spaced
NW-SE, 
NE-SW

No No No Ridge top Whole MH 3

Olympia No No Spaced NE-SW? Possibly No No Flat area MH I 2

Asea No? No? Dense N-S, E-W Yes Yes No Terraces MH I–II 3

Aigion Unclear Unclear Unclear NE-SW No No No Promontory MH II–LH I ?

Table 4.2.3  MH I–II. Settlement organization
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that larger settlements needed more spatial planning 
than smaller settlements. However, little spatial data 
were available for larger settlements, such as Thebes, 
Argos and Tiryns.

Compared to EH III, it seems that people invested 
somewhat more time and energy in the organization of 
settlement space. Levelling, the paving of streets and the 
construction of drains suggest that habitation was of a 
mor e permanent nature than before. Therefore, we see 
some gradual change from EH III to MH I–II. Whether 
these changes also related to settlement size and social 
organization is further explored in Chapter 5.

4.2.2 House architecture

As in the discussion of EH III house architecture, the 
focus in this section is on the quality of house con-
struction, house shape, house size, number of rooms, 
furnishings, modifi cation and rebuilding practices, and 
if and how these characteristics change through time 
compared to EH III. In Chapter 5, these architectural 
patterns are brought together to reconstruct social and 
economic change.

Quality of house construction
Above, it was suggested that habitation was of a more 
permanent nature than before. This is also suggested by 
the construction quality of houses. A slightly larger pro-
portion of houses than during EH III had foundations 
of 0.50 m wide or more, indicating an increasing width 
of stone foundations (Figure 4.1.1) and the expenditure 
of more labour. Some houses had foundations of almost 
a metre in width: Asea house N (L07); Asine house T 
(G20); Asine rooms 1 and 2 (G22); the LBC at Kolonna 
(E29); and Kolonna houses 7, 8 and 9 (E23-E25). In some 
of these cases a large room width (L07, E24) or the exist-
ence of an upper fl oor (G20) was also indicated. Little 
changes in the construction of fl oors: as during EH III, 
fl oors were especially made of beaten earth or clay, and a 
few examples of some stone paving were identifi ed. 

A few poorly made houses were constructed. A post-
hole house (G62) was constructed at MH I Lerna. This 
house was rebuilt with stone foundations, but it is 
unclear how long the posthole structure had been in use. 

At MH II Argissa, houses 19 (A18), 20 (A19), 24A (A23a) 
and 24B (A23b) were made of mud bricks and/or organic 
matter. Perhaps the latter three were auxiliary struc-
tures, because of their small size and poor construction 
quality, but this could not be ascertained. 

In summary, the available data imply that construction 
quality of houses improved compared to EH III. Again, 
gradual architectural change from EH III to MH I–II can 
be attested. Whether more permanence of habitation led 
to more labour input in the construction and durability 
of houses or whether the increasing architectural com-
plexity, such as increasing room width or second fl oors, 
was causally related to improved construction is further 
explored in Chapter 5. 

Shape of houses
Most houses were freestanding, axially designed build-
ings, but some changes occured. First, some house-
holds enclosed space beside the house: house complex 
98A at Lerna (G63), Krisa house A (B12), and possibly 
also Asine house Pre-D (G24). Secondly, at some houses 
the rooms were partly arranged on two axes: Kolonna 
house 6 (E22), house 7 (E23), and perhaps house 9 (E24) 
and Krisa house B (B13), which resulted, thirdly, in the 
appearance of room complexes. Fourthly, at Pevkakia 
and Krisa some buildings seem to have shared walls, but 
it is unclear whether this sharing of walls implies the use 
of the buildings as one unit. Like in EH III, the houses at 
Kolonna were not freestanding, but agglomerative, shar-
ing side-walls, and arranged into blocks. 

Preference for the apsidal layout gradually diminished 
in favour of the rectangular layout (Figure 4.2.1); this is 
a development seen in most regions (Figure 4.2.2). The 
larger number of apsidal houses in the Argolid seems to 
be the direct result of the larger number of MH I houses 
in this region, as well as the preference for apsidal shaped 
houses at Lerna. It seems that the preference for the rect-
angular shape became stronger during MH II, but again 
this impression could be due to the overrepresentation 
of MH I Lerna in the sample. The impression of only 
rectangular houses in Attica is to some extent due to the 
rectangular and agglomerative houses uncovered in the 
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inner city of Kolonna. Generally, no diff erence in house 
shape preference was seen between coastal and inland 
settlements (Figure 4.2.3).

In summary and compared to EH III, we see gradual 
change in the preferred house shape. Secondly, although 
most houses remained freestanding and axially designed 
like in EH III, a few houses were constructed that had 

multiple axes. Therefore, gradual architectural change 
is again attested from EH III to MH I–II. Whether this 
change is related to patterns of mobility and longer 
habitation spans of settlements is further discussed in 
Chapter 5.

House size
A total of 21 structures were entirely uncovered and pre-
served. The size of these structures showed an increase 
in average house size. During EH III, a signifi cant num-
ber of houses measured between 10–30 m², while during 
MH I–II this ranged between 30–50 m² (Figure 4.2.4). 
The enlargement of houses relates to a general increase 
of room size, not the increase of a specifi c room or area. 
The number of MH I and MH II houses of which the size 
could be assessed is too small to consider changes in size 
from MH I to MH II. The same applies to the number 
of houses located at inland versus coastal settlements 
(Figure 4.2.5). 

As during EH III, the total size of buildings diff ered 
signifi cantly. Of the fi ve structures measuring less than 
20 m², at least three were special-purpose structures, 
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House Catalogue Size in 
m²

Function Shape Number of 
rooms

Furnishings

Korakou house B F03 6 Auxiliary structure Rectangular 1 -

Eutresis house C1 C06a 14 Ordinary dwelling Apsidal 2 Hearth, pit

Krisa house D B14 14 Storage building D-shaped 1 Clay-lined pit, in-situ pithoi

Lerna room 45 G64 16 Storage building Rectangular 1 Storage bin, pivot hole

Kolonna Haus im 
Südhof

E26 19
Ordinary 
dwelling?

Rectangular 2
Bothros, stone bench, stone 
platform

House Catalogue Size in 
m²

Function Shape Number of 
rooms

Furnishings

Lianokladhi 
house 1

B18a 62 Ordinary dwelling Rectangular 2 Hearth

Lianokladhi 
house 1

B18b 84
Ordinary dwelling. Attached 
room

Rectangular 3 -

Krisa house A B12 73
Ordinary dwelling. Partitioned 
cooking area

Rectangular 3
Two pi-shaped cooking 
structures

Table 4.2.5  MH I–II. Houses measuring 60 m² and over

Table 4.2.4  MH I–II. Houses measuring less than 20 m²
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presumably for storage (Table 4.2.4). The three houses 
measuring more than 60 m² seem to have been ordin-
ary dwellings (Table 4.2.5), but compared to other MH 
I–II houses, these three houses had partitioned areas, 
apparently for specialized activities. At Krisa, this was a 
partitioned cooking area with two separate entrances. 
At Lianokladhi, this was a partitioned storage room in 
the front (catalogue B18a), and later also a large attached 
room of unclear use (catalogue B18b). 

It seems as if no houses measuring more than 90 m² 
were uncovered (Table 4.2.5). Of course, this was not 
actually the case, as only completely uncovered houses 
are considered. Larger houses were less likely to be com-
pletely uncovered or preserved. Four houses of 90 m² 
or more were constructed during MH I–II (Table 4.2.6). 
Whether these larger buildings were used for special 
purposes is not entirely clear. No details were pub-
lished on the furnishings and associated assemblages 
of houses N and P at Asea. Both houses had smaller 
predecessors, but details were lacking on these as well 
(Holmberg 1944: 12-20). The Large Building Complex at 
Kolonna, though, seems to have been used for feasting 
during MH II; associated fi nds consisted of Minoan and 
Minoanizing pottery and bones of wild animals (Gauß, 
Smetana 2010, Galik et al. 2010, Forstenpointner et al. 
2010, Gauß, Lindblom & Smetana 2011).

In summary, house size increased during MH I–II 
compared to EH III. Small structures may have had an 

auxiliary function. Large houses were likely to have had 
three or more rooms. These could have been used for 
specialized activities, but it was only possible to substan-
tiate this for the LBC. Therefore, again gradual (though 
uneven) change can be attested from EH III to MH I–II, 
this time with reference to house size. In addition, it can 
tentatively be suggested that a gradual change took place 
in the use of rooms, but this is further explored below. 

Number of rooms
The number of MH I–II structures of which the room 
number could be assessed is small (21), but an increase 
in the proportion of houses consisting of three or more 
rooms is suggested, compared to EH III (Figure 4.2.6). The 
impression is rendered that the construction of four or 
fi ve rooms is only attested during MH I (Figure 4.2.7), but 
this is not correct; it is caused by the incomplete uncov-
ering or preservation of large and multi-roomed houses, 
also mentioned in the previous section. It also seems as 
if houses at coastal settlements were partitioned into 
more rooms (Figure 4.2.8), but all the tabulated houses 
of four or more rooms were located at Aegina Kolonna. 
Incompletely uncovered but multi-roomed houses not 
included in the fi gure were also located at the inland 
settlement of Asea (Table 4.2.8). 

The increased preference for the rectangular house 
shape seems to correlate with the construction of more 
rooms inside houses (Figure 4.2.9).

House Catalogue Size in m² Function Shape Number of 
rooms

Furnishings

Asine house Pre-D G24 64+ Unclear Rectangular Unclear -

Asea house N L07 90+ Unclear Apsidal 4 -

Asea house P L08 124+ Unclear Rectangular? 3 -

Large Building Complex 
phase 1

E29a 200+ ‘Feasting’, administration Rectangular 3 or more -

Large Building Complex 
phase 2

E29b 264+ Unclear Rectangular 3 or more -

Table 4.2.6  MH I–II. Houses measuring 60 m² and over, but incompletely uncovered or preserved
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Figure 4.2.7  MH I–II. Number of rooms created inside houses
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One-roomed houses may have had auxiliary purposes 
(Table 4.2.7). More specifi cally, we could pose that small 
(less than 20 m²) and one-roomed houses were likely to 
be of auxiliary use. Houses with four or more rooms were 
not necessarily of special use (Table 4.2.8). The houses at 
Pevkakia and Kolonna were presumably ordinary dwell-
ings, except for the Large Building Complex. The use of 
the houses at Krisa and Asea remains unclear, due to lack 
of details on furnishings and associated fi nds.

In summary, a gradual change in number of rooms is 
attested from EH III to MH I–II, and this change is ten-
tatively related to the above-mentioned gradual change 
in house shape. To what extent changes in number of 

rooms were related to household size and activities per-
formed is discussed in Chapter 5. 

Furnishings
For 36 of the 92 MH I–II houses, no furnishings were 
preserved, recorded or published. Identifi ed furnish-
ings at the remaining houses consisted primarily of 
pits, hearths, ovens, platforms made of clay, mud brick 
or stones, mud-brick storage closets and stone grids on 
which these closets were constructed, and partitioned 
storage areas. 

Due to the often incomplete uncovering or preserva-
tion of houses, it was usually not possible to ascribe fur-
nishings to a specifi c area inside the house. Therefore, 

House Catalogue Rooms Shape Size in m² Furnishings Function

Kolonna house 6 E22 5 Rectangular 42 - Ordinary dwelling?

Kolonna house 7 E23 4 Rectangular 37 - Ordinary dwelling?

Kolonna house 8 E24 4 Rectangular 34 Bothros Ordinary dwelling?

Kolonna LBC 2 E29b unclear Rectangular 264+ - ‘Feasting’, administration

Krisa house B B13 6+ Rectangular 12+ - Unclear

Asea house L L04 4+ Rectangular 43+ - Unclear

Asea house N L07 4+ Apsidal 90+ - Unclear

Kolonna house 9 E25 4+ Rectangular 19+ - Ordinary dwelling?

Pevkakia house 208 A55 4+ Rectangular 26+

Oven with rounded 
stone plate beside it, 
stone-lined pits, clay-
lined pit

Ordinary dwelling

Pevkakia house 316A/318B A43 4+ Rectangular 27+ Four pithoi pits, one pit Ordinary dwelling

Pevkakia house 316B A46 4+ Rectangular 30+ - Ordinary dwelling

Table 4.2.8  MH I–II. Houses with four or more rooms
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House Catalogue Shape Size in m² Furnishings Function

Korakou house B F03 Rectangular 6 - Auxiliary structure

Krisa house D B14 D-shaped 14 - Storage

Lerna room 45 G64 Rectangular 16
Brick storage bin,
stone with pivot hole

Storage

Nichoria building 1 J04 Apsidal 29 - Ordinary dwelling?

Table 4.2.7  MH I–II. One-roomed houses
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it was usually not possible to assess if houses with four 
or more rooms were used for specialized activities. It 
may be logical to assume that the increased segmenta-
tion of space led to more specialized use of these seg-
mented areas (see Chapter 2.5.2), but the lack of fi nds 
details and furnishings hinders a further exploration of 
this assumption. 

Well-documented houses of three or fewer rooms do 
in some cases suggest some specialization of space (Table 
4.2.9). Several small and/or one-roomed structures seem 
to have been of auxiliary use (Table 4.2.10). Therefore, 
it can tentatively be suggested that compared to EH 
III, during MH I–II, possibly especially during MH II, 
domestic space was increasingly segmented and used for 
specialized activities. The relationship between chang-
ing house shape, increasing house size, increasing seg-
mentation and the suggested increasing specialization 
of space is further refl ected on in Chapter 5.

Modifi cations and rebuilding
Modifi cation and rebuilding practices continued during 
MH I–II. Modifi cations on houses were listed for ten 
settlements: Argissa, Lianokladhi, Pevkakia, Kirrha, 
Eutresis, Kolonna, Korakou, Asine, Lerna and Agios 
Stephanos. During EH III, modifi cations were observed 
at only fi ve settlements. Modifi cations consisted of the 
removal or construction of furnishings, construction 
of new fl oors, construction or taking down of partition 
walls, opening or closing of entrances, repairing of walls 
and expansion of the house. Therefore, modifi cations 
were more drastic compared to EH III. 

Like in EH III, it seems that most houses, ca. 61, were 
deserted, while 27 were destroyed and four modifi ed to 
such an extent that a new catalogue entry was made 
(Table 4.2.11). The type of end the house experienced did 
not seem to aff ect what happened next: the proportion 
of rebuilt, built upon, left open or deserted houses seems 

House Catalogue Date Number of 
rooms

Furnishings Specialized activities

Pevkakia house 314 A44 MH I 3
Pits for support of pithoi in 
back room

Storage

Pevkakia house 310A1 A48 MH II 3
Pits for support of pithoi in 
back room

Storage

Pevkakia house 310A2 A52 MH II 3
Pits for support of pithoi in 
back room

Storage

Pevkakia house 310B A54 MH II 3

Front rooms: various furnish-
ings for storage and cooking 
Back room: large hearth sur-
rounded by stone paving

Front rooms: storage, cooking, 
working
Back room: living area?

Krisa house A B12 MH II 3
Two cooking features in 
back room. Coarse and Matt 
Painted wares

Cooking, possibly storage

Lianokladhi house 1 B18a/b MH II 2–3
In-situ storage vessels in 
entrance area

Storage

Asine house T G20 MH I 2
Partly paved fl oor and pithos 
fragments

Storage

Lerna house 98A G63 MH I 3?

Room 1: two storage bins, a 
rectangular clay structure, 
under this structure was 
another. Room furnished 
with pithoi

Storage

Table 4.2.9  MH I–II. Specialized areas inside houses

House Catalogue Date Number of 
rooms

Furnishings Specialized activities

Argissa house 24 A23 MH II 1–2 Mud-brick closet
Possibly, based on to seemingly small 
size and poor construction quality

Pevkakia house 315 A49 MH II 1? Oven Cooking

Krisa house D B14 MH II 1
In-situ pithoi 
Clay-lined pit

Storage

Korakou house B F03 MH I–II 1 - Storage?

Lerna rooms 44, 45 G64 MH I 1 and 1
Brick storage bin, pivot hole, 
hearth with windscreen

Storage and cooking

Table 4.2.10  MH I–II. Possible auxiliary buildings
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End of habitation Number of houses Settlement Next phase

Unclear deserted? 55
Argissa, Pevkakia, Krisa, Eutresis, Thebes, Eleusis, Kolonna, Krakou, 
Asine, Berbati, Lerna, Agios Stephanos, Olympia, Asea

12 rebuilt
19 built upon
12 left open
9 deserted
3 unclear

Deserted 6 Pevkakia, Eutresis, Nichoria
4 rebuilt
1 built upon
1 left open

Destruction by fi re 21–22
Argissa, Kastraki, Lianokladhi, Kirra, Krisa, Orchomenos, Eleusis, 
Kolonna, Lerna, Agios Stephanos, Nichoria, Asea, Aigion

5 rebuilt
6 built upon
4 left open
5 deserted
2 unclear

Destruction by earth-
quake + fi re

2 Kirrha 2 rebuilt

‘destroyed’, collapse 2-3 Pevkakia, Lerna, Agios Stephanos, 
2 rebuilt
1 left open

Modifi ed, expanded 4 Pevkakia, Eutresis, Kolonna -

Table 4.2.11  MH I–II. End of habitation of houses

Type of 
rebuilding

Number of 
houses

Houses Date End life Shape Size in m2 Number of 
rooms

1 4

Pevkakia house 311B MH II Collapse Trapezoidal 14+ 2

Pevkakia house 
316A/318B

MH I Unclear Rectangular 27+ 4+

Pevkakia house 310A1 MH II Unclear Rectangular 47 3

Asine house Pre-D MH II Unclear Rectangular 64+ 1–2?

2 14

Argissa house 07B MH I Fire Rectangular? 29+ 1+

Argissa house 10 MH I Fire Rectangular? 34+ 1+

Argissa house 15 MH I Unclear Rectangular? 23+ 1+

Argissa house 16A MH I Unclear Rectangular? 20+ 1+

Pevkakia house 314 MH I Deserted Rectangular 53 3

Pevkakia house 311A MH I Deserted Trapezoidal 26+ 1

Pevkakia house 316B MH II Deserted Rectangular 30+ 4+

Pevkakia house 310A2 MH II Unclear Rectangular 47 3

Kirrha Pappa house A1 MH I Earthquake / fi re Rectangular? Unclear 3+

Kirrha Pappa house A2 MH II Earthquake / fi re Apsidal 30+ 2+

Eutresis house A1 MH II Unclear Rectangular 41 2

Eutresis house C1 MH II Unclear Apsidal 14 2

Lerna house 98L MH I Unclear Apsidal? Unclear 1+

Asea house O MH I Unclear Rectangular 40+ 2+

3 7

Argissa house 24A MH II Unclear Rectangular? 5+ 2+

Eutresis house D1 MH II Deserted Rectangular 28+ 2+

Kolonna LBC 2 MH II Fire Rectangular 264+ 3+

Korakou house under F MH I Unclear Rectangular Unclear 3

Lerna house D MH I Fire Apsidal 25+ 2+

Lerna posthole house MH I Destroyed? Rectangular? 20+ 1+

Asea house L MH I Fire Rectangular 43+ 4+

Table 4.2.12  MH I–II. List of rebuilt houses
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comparable between deserted and destroyed houses 
(Figure 4.2.10). 

Like in EH III, approximately one-third of the houses 
was rebuilt (Table 4.2.12). Diff erences remained visible in 
the meticulousness of rebuilding. However, compared 
to EH III, it seems that meticulous rebuilding (type 1), 
occurred less often (Table 4.2.12, Figure 4.2.11). Instead, 
more houses were rebuilt partly on top of old founda-
tion walls (type 2), or with only a general reference to 
the location and shape of the former house (type 3). In 
addition to changes in meticulousness of rebuilding, it 
seems that slightly more modifi cations (Figure 4.2.12) 
and slightly less rebuilding (Figure 4.2.13) were carried 
out during MH I–II, compared to EH III. These impres-
sions should be taken as tentative, considering the lack 
of details at most settlements on possible modifi cation 
and rebuilding. 

No relationship was seen between type of rebuilding, 
house shape, house size or number of rooms. It seems as 
if more rebuilding took place in central Greece, but this 
impression is probably caused by the overrepresentation 
of Argissa and Pevkakia in the sample. All settlements 
where rebuilding was attested during MH I–II were also 
inhabited during EH III. Of these, at Asea, Korakou and 
Kirrha no evidence of rebuilding practices were observed 
during EH III. This could possibly be due to the lack of 
well-preserved remains. Rebuilding practices were not 
clearly associated with large settlements. Rebuilding did 

primarily occur at densely inhabited settlements; how-
ever most of the MH I–II settlements listed here were 
densely inhabited (Table 4.2.3).

In summary, compared to EH III, modifi cations were 
more drastic and rebuilding less meticulous. It is pos-
sible that slightly more modifi cations were carried out 
and slightly less rebuilding. Therefore, gradual architec-
tural change is again attested. In Chapter 5, the changes 
in rebuilding and modifi cations are refl ected on, and 
then contextualized with information on changes in the 
domestic economy (see Chapter 2.4.1) and the transmis-
sion of resources (see Chapter 2.5.1). 

4.2.3 Summary

An increase in quality of construction of houses and an 
increase in expenditure of labour to organize settlement 
layout were observed. These developments may suggest 
that houses and settlements were inhabited for a longer 
period than during EH III.

With reference to settlement size and organization, 
it seems that the MH I–II settlements listed here were 
larger than those of EH III. This impression is likely due 
to sampling bias. After all, large settlements are more 
likely to be identifi ed on the surface and to become the 
object of excavations. It was suggested here that more 
energy was invested in the organization of settlement 
space, refl ected in the paving of streets, the construction 
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of drains and the increase in construction quality of 
houses. Diff erences existed between and within settle-
ments with respect to the organization of space. It can 
be expected that larger settlements needed more spatial 
planning than smaller settlements. Unfortunately, too 
little spatial data were available for larger settlements 
to prove or disprove this assumption. As was the case 
during EH III, regional homogeneity characterizes MH 
I–II domestic architecture.

Again as was the case during EH III, most houses 
remained freestanding, communicating isolation, but 
were homogenous in appearance, communicating com-
munal unity. The social and economic interrelation-
ship of the community and households (see Chapter 
2.4) could have gradually changed during MH I–II. For 
example, diff erences were observed between households 
in the segmentation and specialized use of space, usu-
ally for the storage or processing of food. In addition, 
diff erences existed in the construction and use of auxil-
iary buildings. Since we do not know whether the whole 
community or single households used these structures, 
it remains unclear whether these diff erences were of a 
household or communal nature. Overall, the impression 
is gained that at some settlements the organization of 
the domestic economy underwent changes. 

At the household level, slightly more architectural 
variation was attested in house shape, house size and 
number of rooms created inside houses. The impression 
is gained that larger MH I–II houses were likely to have 
had several partitioned areas. In the case of the LBC it 
could be substantiated that these were used for special-
ized activities. Small (less than 20 m²) and one-roomed 
houses were likely to have been of auxiliary use. Houses 
with four or more rooms were not necessarily of special 
use. Compared to EH III, it seems that slightly more 
modifi cations were carried out inside houses. These 
modifi cations were more drastic than before. In add-
ition, it seems that slightly less rebuilding was carried 
out, and that rebuilding was less meticulous than before.

In summary, the architectural patterns both affi  rm and 
modify what was known so far about early MH archi-
tecture. Indeed, early MH architecture was fairly simple 
and homogenous and comparable to EH III architecture. 
However, the data clearly show that architectural change 
and developments did take place, especially concerning 
house shape, size and number of rooms. The changes 
and diff erences were, overall, gradual and minor, but 
they were observable.

4.3 MH III–LH I domestic architecture

A total of 80 buildings were dated to the MH III–
LH I period, of which 65 to MH III (Table 4.3.1) and 15 to 
LH I (Table 4.3.2). The small number of LH I buildings 
had several causes. First, many early Mycenaean remains 
have been obliterated by buildings activities during 

the LH period. This especially applies to palatial sites, 
such as Mycenae, Tiryns, Ano Englianos and Thebes. 
Secondly, because of the limited data available on the 
LH I period, it has been hard for researchers to clearly 
defi ne this period. Thirdly, the fact that diff erent 
ceramic developments were taking place locally is fur-
ther obstructing defi nition of this period. It is, for exam-
ple, possible that some houses listed in the catalogue 
and tables as being MH III in date, were actually LH I. 
Having said that, lately improvements have been made 
in the defi nition of LH I ceramics, which should improve 
the identifi cation of LH I assemblages and houses (see 
Chapter 1.2.3).

MH III–LH I architectural remains were unevenly 
spread over the Mainland. Boeotia and the Argolid were 
well represented, while very few remains were uncov-
ered in the western Peloponnese. The uneven spread 
of the remains is probably largely due to the history of 
research. The western Peloponnese received less consid-
eration than the Argolid and Boeotia. In addition, the 
previously mentioned identifi cation problems regarding 
late MH and LH I material could also be a cause.

The preservation, excavation and publication qual-
ity of the MH III–LH I architectural remains is gener-
ally poor compared to the preceding periods. Not one 
settlement is well preserved, meticulously excavated and 
thoroughly published, except perhaps for Asine. Agios 
Stephanos was recently well published, but remains con-
sist of incompletely uncovered or preserved buildings. 
Both Kirrha and Argos should become important refer-
ence sites in the future, when the excavated remains are 
fully published. 

Notwithstanding the overall poor preservation and 
limited publication, the MH III–LH I data available do 
off er possibilities for research, because of the identifi -
cation of specifi c EH III and MH I–II architectural pat-
terns. We can therefore look more specifi cally for the 
continuity or discontinuity of these patterns, in addition 
to looking for patterns present in the MH III–LH I data.

4.3.1 Settlement organization

Data on MH III–LH I settlement organization are listed 
in Table 4.3.3. It is almost impossible to assess if more 
terraces were created and more levelling activities car-
ried out, due to the limited extent of opened trenches, 
building activities that obliterated remains, minimal 
publication, or a combination thereof. A tendency was 
seen to establish settlements at defensible and/or higher 
locations in the landscape (Dietz 1991, Maran 1995). 
Therefore, one could expect more labour input in the 
organization of settlement space, as some houses needed 
to be located on slopes. 

Compared to MH I–II, an increase in house density 
could be observed at most settlements. Overall, it does 
not seem that increased density led to more spatial 
organization of houses. At settlements where several 
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Region Settlement Number of 
houses

Houses Catalogue number

Inland

Thessaly Ermitsi 4 Houses A, B, C and D A27, A28, A29, A30

Boeotia Eutresis 15
Houses A, C, D, E, F, J, M, P, R, XX, Y; sand 
tructures AA, GQ, U, W

C04b, C06b, C08, C09, C10, C11, C12, 
C13b, C14, C15, C20, C21 and C05, C11, 
C17, C18

Boeotia Thebes 1 Tzortzi C28

Attica Kiapha Thiti 1 Apsidal house E11

Argolid Argos 18
Houses MA, MB, MC, MD, ME, MI, MJ, B, 
CD, E, F, H, N, O, P, Q, e small, Tzafa

G01, G02, G03, G04, G05, G06, G07, 
G08, G09, G10, G11, G12, G13, G14, G15, 
G16, G17, G18

Argolid Mycenae 1 Mycenae house G69

Elis Kavkania 1 Kavkania house K01

Total 
inland

7 41

Coastal

Thessaly Dimini 1 House 1 A26

Phocis Kirrha 4
House trench B, house A-E, structure HJ, 
Bechlivanopoulou house B

B01, B02, B03 , B09

Phocis Krisa 2 House C, structure E B15, B16

Boeotia Drosia 1 Drosia house C01

Attica Kolonna 3 Pithos house, Haus an der Strasse, LBC 3 E27, E28, E30

Attica
Palaios 
Oropos

1 Palaios Oropos house E32

Attica Plasi 1 ‘Palace’ E33

Argolid Asine 6 Houses B, D, I, II, C and E G25, G26, G27, G28, G29, G30 

Argolid Lerna 1 House100 G67

Laconia
Agios 
Stephanos

3 Houses Lambda I, Lambda II, Nu II H04, H05, H06

Messenia Peristeria 1 East house J06

Total 
coastal

11 24

Grand 
total

18 65

Table 4.3.1  MH III. Catalogued houses

Region Settlement Number of  
houses

Houses Catalogue number

Inland

Boeotia Eutresis 1 House B C22

Corinthia Tsoungiza 2 West building SW, West building NE F08, F09

Messenia Koukounara 1 Koukounara house J03

Total inland 3 4

Coastal

Phocis Krisa 1 House F B17

Phocis Kirrha 2 House FG, room A B04, B05

Attica Brauron 1 ‘MH’ house E02

Attica Eleusis 2 House H, house I E09, E10

Argolid Tiryns 3 Eastern house, Western house, house D2 G74, G75, G76

Messenia Peristeria 1 North house J07

Achaia Aigion 1 LH I house M02

Total coastal 7 11

Grand total 10 15

Table 4.3.2  LH I. Catalogued houses
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houses were uncovered spread over a larger area, it 
emerged that houses faced diff erent directions (e.g. 
Kirrha, Krisa, Kolonna, Asine, Agios Stephanos). The 
spatial organization of MH III–LH I settlements is in this 
respect comparable to MH I–II settlements.

Architectural continuity was observed at fewer settle-
ments than before. Kirrha, Eutresis, Kolonna, Tsoungiza, 
Asine and Lerna showed diff erent signs of continuity. 
The road in the Lower Town of Asine remained the 
boundary between the two building plots. At Lerna, 
some house continuity may have existed, but this is 
hard to substantiate due to the limited publication of 
the remains. A few houses were seemingly rebuilt at 
Kirrha, Eutresis, Kolonna and Tsoungiza. Overall, signs 

of architectural continuity are fewer in number and less 
strong than before. However, the evidence is problem-
atic, as only little settlement-wide data are available. 

It seems that the paving of streets could be observed 
at more settlements than before (Table 4.3.3). The limited 
extent of excavation trenches, as well as later building 
activities, may have obliterated more examples. Only 
one drain was identifi ed, at Agios Stephanos. Several 
drains of possible early Mycenaean date were uncovered 
at Ano Englianos, and a large-scale system, possibly for 
the collection and storage of water, was constructed at 
Midea. Therefore, it is possible that water management 
may have become more elaborate and technically com-
plex at some settlements. These architectural changes 
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Dimeni Unclear Unclear Unclear E-W No No No Yes Hill MH–LH ?

Ermitsi No? No? Dense
NE-SW, 
N-E

No No No No Flat area?
MH(III?) 
–LH

?

Kirrha No? No? Dense
NW-SE, 
N-S

Yes Yes No No Flat area MH–LH ?

Krisa Yes Yes? Dense
NW-SE, 
NE-SW

No Yes No No On acropolis MH II–LH ?

Drosia Unclear Unclear Unclear NW-SE No No No No Mound
MH(III?)–
LH I

0.5?

Eutresis No? No? Dense Various Yes Yes No No On slight slope MH–LH 4?

Thebes Yes? Yes? Dense (?) NW-SE No? Yes No No Flat/slope MH–LH 12

Brauron Unclear Unclear Unclear NW-SE No No No Perhaps? On acropolis MH–LH 2?

Eleusis Yes Yes Dense NW-SE No No No On slope MH–LH ?

Kiapha Thiti Unclear Unclear Unclear N-S No No No Yes On acropolis MH–LH ?

Kolonna Yes Yes Dense
NE-SW, 
N-S

Some Yes No Yes
On slope / built 
terraces

MH–LH ?

Palaios Oropos Unclear Unclear Unclear E-W No Yes No No Foot hills
MH III–
LH I

?

Plasi No? No? Unclear NW-SE No Yes? No Yes Level area
Later 
MH–LH

?

Tsoungiza Yes Yes Unclear NW-SE Some No? No No
On hill, slopes, 
terraces

MH–LH ?

Argos Yes Yes Dense Various No No? No Optical On hill, slopes MH–LH Aspis: 2

Asine Yes Yes Dense
NW-SE, 
NE-SW

Some Yes No No
Slopes and 
terraces

MH–LH 1.5–2

Lerna No No Dense NW-SE Some? Yes No No On fl at mound MH–LH 2.5–3

Mycenae Unclear Unclear Unclear N-S No No No No On acropolis MH–LH ?

Tiryns Unclear Unclear Unclear
NE-SW, 
N-S

No No No On acropolis MH–LH ?

Agios 
Stephanos

No? No? Dense Various No Yes Yes No Slope MH–LH 2–2.5?

Koukounara Unclear Unclear Unclear W-E No No No No On acropolis LH I? ?

Peristeria Unclear Unclear Unclear N-S No No No No Tall cliff MH–LH ?

Kavkania Unclear Unclear Unclear NW-SE No No No No Low mound MH III ?

Aigion Unclear Unclear Unclear N-S No No? No No Promontory MH II–LH I ?

Table 4.3.3  MH III–LH I. Settlement organization
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are again gradual and minor, but they nonetheless show 
that development did take place and that slightly more 
labour was invested in the organization of settlement 
space compared to MH I–II. 

Increased threats or danger aff ected settlement 
organization during MH III–LH I. Settlements were (re?)
located to defensible and higher locations in the land-
scape. In addition, an increasing number of settlements, 
especially in the Peloponnese, Attica and the Saronic 
Gulf, were surrounded by defensive or circumference 
walls. These developments are seen at both inland and 
coastal sites and therefore imply that raids or warfare 
(also) took place among Mainland societies. The exact 
date of commencement of this development is not yet 
clear, as several defensive and circumference walls were 
not meticulously dated within MH (Table 4.3.4).

Based on the architectural evidence, we can con-
clude two things: fi rst, people were visibly better organ-
ized to carry out labour-intensive tasks. Second, people 
felt threatened. This is refl ected in the construction of 
defensive walls and/or the relocation of settlements to 
more defensible locations. Whether larger settlements 
were better organized was diffi  cult to assess due to limi-
tations of the data. 

4.3.2 House architecture

The same architectural characteristics are discussed 
here as in the discussion of EH III and MH I–II house 
architecture. These characteristics include the quality 
of house construction, house shape, house size, num-
ber of rooms, furnishings, modifi cation and rebuilding 
practices. Based on the patterns that merged in the pre-
ceding analyses, we can now focus more specifi cally on 

certain architectural developments that commenced 
in MH I–II, such as increasing architectural diff erences 
and variation. In Chapter 5, the architectural patterns 
are brought together in an attempt to reconstruct and 
understand social and economic change.

Quality of house construction
All houses uncovered were made of mud bricks placed 
on stone foundations. The only exception was house II 
(G28), located at the Barbouna slope at Asine, which was 
partly cut into the rock. No more poorly made houses 
were constructed. The foundation width of houses did 
not change signifi cantly (Figure 4.1.1), and also the width 
of rooms did not change signifi cantly. Except for Asine 
house B (G25, which had stone foundations up to 1.20 
m in width), no clear indications were found for the 
construction of upper fl oors at other houses, which 
may have required wider stone foundations. Mention 
was made of basement rooms at Mycenae and Tragana 
Voroulia. House fl oors were usually not identifi ed or 
published. Nonetheless, it seems that slightly more 
examples of fl oors were recovered that were (partly) 
paved with stones, slabs, cobbles or pebbles.

Overall, it seems that, compared to MH I–II, more 
labour was invested in the construction quality and 
durability of houses. Therefore, in addition to the 
above-mentioned gradual improvement in settlement 
organization, we also see a gradual improvement in con-
struction quality and durability of houses from EH III to 
LH I. Whether these changes were related to increasing 
architectural complexity is further explored below, as 
well as in Chapter 5.

Region Settlement Description Date

Thessaly Dimini Mud-brick perimeter wall Near the end of the MBA

Boeotia
Davlose Megalo 
Kastraki

Peribolos wall MH

Euboea Eretria
Large retaining wall that, due to its heavy construction, is 
reminiscent of a defensive wall

Later MH

Attica Brauron Cyclopean walls and retaining wall First dated to MH, but may be later?

Attica Kiapha Thiti Defensive wall Late MH–LH

Attica Plasi Prehistoric fortifi cation
Of possible EH date, but not later 
than MH

Attica Thorikos Remains of a defensive wall Late MH/Pre-Mycenaean (?)

Attica Sklavos Possible defensive wall MH II–III (?)

Attica Kolonna Fortifi cations, entrance system EH III, MH, LH I

Argolid Argos
Although technically not a defensive wall, the circular 
arrangement of houses gives an impression of defence and 
control over access

MH III

Argolid Megali Magula Defensive wall, and bounded access road MH

Messenia Malthi Defensive wall LH?

Messenia Ano Englianos Circuit wall Possibly constructed in LH I

Laconia Geraki Repair of EH II enceinte MH

Elis Pisa Circumference or defensive wall MH III

Table 4.3.4  MH defensive, circumference or perimeter walls
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Shape of houses
Most houses remained freestanding during MH III–
LH I. Exceptions were the houses at Argos that were 
arranged in a concentric circle around the summit and 
sharing sidewalls. Houses with multiple axes, so-called 
room complexes, continued to be constructed during 
this period, seemingly in a similar proportion as during 
MH I–II. We see architectural continuity in the overall 
freestanding nature of houses from EH III to LH I, but 
minor changes took place in the number and arrange-
ment of house axes, especially during the later MH 
and LH I.

The increase in the rectangular house shape at the 
expense of the apsidal house continued during MH 
III, and eventually led to a disappearance of the apsidal 
shape during LH (Figure 4.3.1). No signifi cant diff er-
ences in this development were visible between coastal 
and inland settlements, as the representation of apsidal 
houses located inland seems somewhat skewed by three 
late MBA houses uncovered at Ermitsi in Thessaly 
(Figure 4.3.2). Too little data were available to compare 
house shape preferences in the diff erent regions.

To conclude, what started as a gradual change in house 
shape during MH I–II intensifi ed during MH III–LH I 
(Figure 4.3.3). Above, in the section on MH I–II house 
shape, it was suggested that the increased preference for 

the rectangular shape may relate to the increasing seg-
mentation of houses. Whether this also applies to MH 
III–LH I houses is further explored below.

House size
A total of 20 houses were more or less completely uncov-
ered. The increase in house size attested during MH I–II 
continued during MH III–LH I (Figure 4.3.4). The emerg-
ing pattern is likely to have been even stronger because 
several large buildings that were not completely pre-
served or uncovered were not included. Furthermore, it 
is not unlikely that an increasing number of houses had 
a second fl oor, the surface area of which is not included 
in the calculation of the overall size of the house. The 
existence of a second storey was for example suggested 
for Asine house B (G25), while basement rooms have 
been suggested for Mycenae in the Argolid and Tragana 
Voroulia in Messenia. Due to the limited amount of data 
available, no comparison of house size at coastal and 
inland settlements could be made.

Buildings of less than 20 m² were becoming rare, and 
their use was not clear due to lack of associated fi nds 
(Table 4.3.5). An increasing number of buildings meas-
ured 60 m² or more, and most of them seem to have been 
‘ordinary’ dwellings, though details on fi nds and furnish-
ings needed to ascertain this were lacking in some cases 
(Tables 4.3.6 and 4.3.7). It has been suggested here and 
elsewhere (Nordquist 1987, Voutsaki 2010b) that several 
of the large houses were inhabited by multiple house-
holds or extended households. Another possibility could 
be that households were extended with a subsidiary 
labour force. These suggestions were based on house 
size, partitioning, access points and furnishings.

It can be concluded that the gradual increase in house 
size attested during MH I–II continued during MH III–
LH I and may even have become stronger. It can be 
fi rmly stated that from EH III to LH I we see continuous 
architectural change in house size. This change may be 
coupled to changes in the composition of the household 
or activities carried out. These suggestions are further 
explored in Chapter 5. 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

MH III LH I

Other

Rectangular

Apsidal

Figure 4.3.1  MH III–LH I. House shape

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Coastal Inland

Other

Rectangular

Apsidal

Figure 4.3.2  MH III–LH I. House shape of houses at coastal versus 
inland settlements

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

EH III
(n=53

MH I
(n=25)

MH II
(n=36)

MH III
(n=54)

LH I
(n=13)

Other

Rectangular

Apsidal

Figure 4.3.3  EH III–LH I. House shape



Chapter 4 – Architectural patterns and developments during EH III, MH and LH I 217

0

1

2

3

4

LH I

MH III

Figure 4.3.4  MH III–LH I. 
House size

House Catalogue Size in m² Function Shape Number of 
rooms

Furnishings

Agios Stephanos house 
Nu II

H06 7 Auxiliary structure? Rectangular 2 Bench, hearth

Eutresis house C C06b 15 ‘Ordinary’ dwelling Apsidal 3 Stone settings in court?

Krisa structure E B16 16 Auxiliary structure? Rectangular 1 Stone marked threshold

Table 4.3.5  MH III–LH I. Houses measuring less than 20 m²

House Catalogue Size in m² Function Shape Number of 
rooms

Furnishings

Argos house  G17 60 ‘Ordinary’ dwelling (?) Rectangular 3 -

Kirrha house A-E B02 70
‘Ordinary’ dwelling, per-
haps expanded through 
time

Rectangular 5 Hearth

Krisa house F B17 70
‘Ordinary’ dwelling, par-
titioned storage area and 
corridor

Rectangular 3
Two stone plates, perhaps 
bases

Argos house N G13 72 ‘Ordinary’ dwelling (?) Rectangular 3 -

Ermitsi house C A29 105 ‘Ordinary’ dwelling Apsidal 1 Hearth?

Asine house D G26 125
‘Ordinary’ dwelling, 
perhaps combined 
households

Rectangular 9

Hearth, possible oven or 
hearth, outdoor oven, round 
stone structure, stone paving, 
door jamb

Table 4.3.6  MH III–LH I. Houses measuring 60 m² and over

House Catalogue Size in m² Function Shape Number of 
rooms

Furnishings

Thebes Tzortzi C28 67+ ‘Ordinary’ dwelling (?) Rectangular? 2+ Double hearth?

Kirrha house 
trench B

B01 74+ ‘Ordinary’ dwelling Rectangular 2+
Pi-like structure for cook-
ing in court?

Plasi ‘palace’ E33 76+ ‘Ordinary’ dwelling (?) Rectangular 3 (?)
stones in centre, perhaps 
hearth or support for 
column

Asine house B G25 85+
‘Ordinary’ dwelling, perhaps 
combined households

Rectangular 9+
Two hearths, two stone 
platforms, possibly 
remains of two stairs

Asine house E G30 108+
‘Ordinary’ dwelling, perhaps 
combined households

Rectangular 4+
Platform, oven, stone 
bench, door jamb

Kolonna LBC 3 E30 160+
Special communal or admin-
istrative building?

Rectangular 3+ -

Table 4.3.7  MH III–LH I. Houses measuring 60 m² and over, incompletely uncovered or preserved
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Number of rooms
The continuous construction of houses with multiple 
internal axes (though seemingly in the same proportion 
as during MH I–II) seems related to an ongoing increase 
in the number of rooms created inside houses. Most MH 
III–LH I houses seem to have remained fairly compar-
able to MH I–II houses, consisting of two or three rooms 
arranged on a single axis (Figure 4.3.5). Due to the limited 
amount of data available, no comparison of number of 
rooms at coastal and inland settlements could be made.

One-roomed houses could have had an auxiliary 
function, but not necessarily (Table 4.3.8). Houses with 
four or more rooms were indeed all of (roughly) rect-
angular shape (Figure 4.3.6). These houses seem to have 
been ordinary dwellings in most cases (Tables 4.3.9 and 
4.3.10). However, the incomplete uncovering of these 
buildings and the lack of detailed information on fur-
nishings and associated fi nds hinders a full understand-
ing of their function. 

We can fi rmly conclude that from EH III to LH I a grad-
ual increase in the segmentation of domestic space took 
place. On a more tentative basis, it can be suggested that 

this increase especially took place during the later MH 
and LH I, therefore resulting in more variation among 
houses. The relationship between house shape, house 
size, number of rooms and performed activities is fur-
ther discussed in Chapter 5. The relationship between 
changes in these architectural characteristics and 
changes in the domestic economy and interrelationship 
of households and household and community is also 
further refl ected upon in Chapter 5.

Furnishings
No furnishings were recovered or published for 44 of the 
80 MH III–LH I buildings. Especially numerous among 
the recovered furnishings were hearths and ovens, 
stone platforms, paving and benches. Some bins were 
recovered at Eutresis, presumably for storage purposes. 
No bothroi or pits were recovered, except at Eutresis 
houses C. In contrast, pits were recovered at MH I–II 
houses, especially at Pevkakia, while bothroi were found 
at Asine, Berbati and Kolonna. Therefore, it could be 
tentatively suggested that the deposition of refuse and/
or storage practices changed during MH III–LH I.
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House Catalogue Shape Size in m² Furnishings Function

Ermitsi house C A29 Apsidal 105 Perhaps hearth ‘Ordinary’ dwelling

Krisa structure E B16 Rectangular 16 Stone-marked threshold Auxiliary structure?

Eutresis house B C22 Rectangular 25 Hearth and stone bench Auxiliary structure?

Kolonna pithos house E27 Rectangular 37 - Auxiliary structure?

Table 4.3.8  MH III–LH I. One-roomed houses

House Catalogue Rooms Shape Size in m² Furnishings Function

Asine house D G26 9 Room complex 125
Hearth, possible oven or hearth, outdoor 
oven, round stone structure, stone paving, 
door jamb

‘Ordinary’ 
dwelling

Kirrha house 
A-E

B02 5
Rectangular, one 
axis

70 Hearth
‘Ordinary’ 
dwelling

Table 4.3.9  MH III–LH I. Houses with four or more rooms
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As before, the often incomplete uncovering or pre-
servation of houses made ascribing furnishings to a spe-
cifi c area inside the house diffi  cult. The possible increase 
in life span of the house could have led to changes in 
room use over time. As a result, it was diffi  cult to inter-
pret room function and to assess if houses with four or 
more rooms were used for specialized activities. Perhaps 
the increased segmentation led to more specialized use 
of these segmented areas, but the lack of detail on fi nds 
and furnishings hindered further exploration.

Outside houses, in the settlement area, the remains 
of craft-specialized installations were uncovered at some 
settlements. For example, ceramic kilns were uncovered 
at Kirrha, Ano Englianos and Plasi; a ceramic workshop 
at Kolonna; litharge at Plasi and Thorikos; and a storage 
room fi lled with vessels at Tragana-Voroulia. It seems 
as if, compared to MH I–II, more evidence of craft spe-
cialization was uncovered in MH III–LH I settlement 
contexts. It can therefore tentatively be suggested that 
perhaps a gradual increase in craft specialized activities 
took place at some settlements during MH III–LH I. 

Whether the suggested gradual increase in craft spe-
cialized activities is somehow related to changes in the 
domestic economy, the interrelationship of households 
and household and community, and increasing patterns 
of interaction is further explored in Chapter 5.

Modifi cations and rebuilding
Modifi cations were observed at houses located at Kirrha, 
Krisa, Eutresis, Thebes, Brauron, Eleusis, Kolonna, 
Tsoungiza, Argos, Asine, Lerna, Tiryns, Agios Stephanos, 
Peristeria and Koukounara. Some buildings were incorp-
orated into new structures during LH II or later: Krisa 
structure E (B16), Krisa house F (B17), and Tiryns house 
D2 (G76). Some buildings continued to be inhabited 
during LH II: the house at Brauron (E02), Eutresis 

houses P and Y (C14, C21), the LBC at Kolonna (E30), The 
East house at Peristeria (J06), Lambda I and II at Agios 
Stephanos (H04, H05), and possibly the apsidal house at 
Kiapha Thiti (E11). 

Most MH III–LH I buildings were left un-built upon 
after desertion or were built upon by new houses; some-
times the entire settlement (area) was deserted. Due 
to building activities during later periods, it was often 
diffi  cult to assess if a house was left un-built upon for a 
while, or was indeed built upon after some time. It seems 
that newly constructed buildings made little reference 
to, or use of, the older MH III–LH I structures. Perhaps 
this impression is due to the overall poor preservation 
quality of LH I and early Mycenaean remains and a lack 
of interest in, and systematic study of, houses. However, 
perhaps also new types of buildings were constructed 
from LH II onwards, to meet new needs raised by 
changes in the domestic economy and social relations. It 
was outlined above that the construction of room-com-
plexes continued during MH III–LH I. The construc-
tion of such buildings continued from LH II onwards 
(Shear 1968, Darcque 1980, 2005, Hiesel 1991). Nobody 
has yet systematically explored whether an increasing 
proportion of such buildings were constructed from 
LH II onwards, but it seems likely based on the LH house 
remains published so far. Perhaps such large buildings 
were constructed on new locations.

House rebuilding seems to cease during MH III–
LH I. Only three possible examples could be identi-
fi ed. The fi rst example is Kirrha house A-E (B02), which 
seems to be a rebuilding of an earlier MH house beneath 
it. The rebuilding was with reference to the sidewalls of 
the older house, but house A-E was enlarged. The second 
example is found at Tsoungiza. The West building (F08) 
was destroyed by fi re, and an almost identical version of 
the house was rebuilt (F09) beside the ruins. A possible 

House Catalogue Rooms Shape Size in m² Furnishings Function

Agios Stephanos 
Lambda II

H05 9+ Room complex 28+ Hearth
Perhaps used for pro-
duction, export, or 
exchange?

Asine house B G25 9+ Room complex 85+
Two hearths, two stone 
platforms, possibly 
remains of two stairs

‘Ordinary’ dwelling

Argos house E G10 4+ (?) Rectangular, one axis 32+ - ‘Ordinary’ dwelling (?)

Kolonna LBC E30 4+ Room complex 160+ -
Possible special 
function

Tsoungiza West 
building SW

F08 4 (?)
Rectangular, single axis, 
attached side room

40+ Hearth and stone slab ‘Ordinary’ dwelling

Tsoungiza West 
building NE

F09 4 (?)
Rectangular, single axis, 
but room split down the 
middle.

28+ Four hearths, stone slab ‘Ordinary’ dwelling

Argos house P G15 4+ Rectangular, single axis 45+ - ‘Ordinary’ dwelling (?)

Asine house E G30 4+ (?) Rectangular, two axes 108+
Platform, oven, stone 
bench, door jamb

‘Ordinary’ dwelling

Table 4.3.10  MH III–LH I. Houses with four or more rooms, but incompletely uncovered or preserved
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third example is the incompletely preserved house D2 at 
Tiryns (G76). During LH II, some of the walls were reused 
in a new building, which had a diff erent orientation. 

Overall, it seems that instead of rebuilding, making 
internal modifi cations or additions to the house became 
the new modus operandi. Therefore, the decrease in 
rebuilding and increase in modifi cation of houses tenta-
tively attested in MH I–II further intensifi ed during MH 
III–LH I. Whether these developments were somehow 
related to changes in the communication of the trans-
mission of goods and resources is further discussed in 
Chapter 5.

4.3.3 Summary

Regarding domestic architecture and the (supra)regional 
sphere, it can be suggested that little brevity of habita-
tion took place. This is refl ected in the further improve-
ment in construction quality of houses. Of course, this 
does not imply that no mobility, interaction of people 
and transmissions of ideas took place. On the contrary, 
an increase in trade and exchange between the Mainland 
and the wider Aegean is attested (see Chapters 1.4.1 and 
1.4.4). Although the Mainland became more intercon-
nected with the wider Aegean, the domestic architec-
ture remained fairly homogenous in appearance, even at 
settlements where much interaction took place, such as 
Agios Stephanos. 

From the perspective of communities and their 
neighbours, it is suggested that the construction of cir-
cumference or defensive walls and the (re?)location of 
settlements to better defensible locations imply increased 
insecurity and pending threat, in both inland and coastal 
areas. It seems as if the construction of defensive and 
circumference walls occurred more frequently in the 
Peloponnese, Attica and the Saronic Gulf. These archi-
tectural developments should be seen within the con-
text of developments taking place in the wider region, 
as communities defended and demarcated their settle-
ment vis-à-vis other communities (note also the increase 
in interaction with the Cyclades and Crete). At the same 
time, these architectural developments should also be 
considered in relation to the wider community. After all, 
the mobilization of the community at large was needed 
to carry out the labour-intensive tasks of constructing 
such walls. In addition, although the evidence is thin, it 
does appear that again more labour was invested in the 
organization of settlements and the construction quality 
and durability of houses. This was refl ected in the prob-
able more frequent paving of streets and house fl oors, as 
well as the construction of only houses with stone foun-
dations. Why and how was it possible that more people 
were mobilized and organized to carry out such tasks? In 
Chapter 5, I further refl ect on these architectural devel-
opments in relation to settlement size, settlement dens-
ity and increasing interaction (see also Chapter 2.3). 

As for communities and households, it is suggested by 
me that at some settlements changes may have occurred 
in the composition and economic functioning of house-
holds. For example, house size further increased. While 
small buildings could have been for auxiliary purposes, 
large buildings do not seem to have had any special func-
tions, except perhaps for the Large Building Complex 
at Kolonna. It can be suggested that some of the larger 
buildings were inhabited by multiple or extended house-
holds, or by households extended with for example sub-
sidiary labour force, all suggesting changes in the scale 
of cooperation. More rooms were created inside houses. 
It is logical to assume that the increased segmentation 
led to more specialized use of these segmented areas, or 
that the increase of household size led to performance of 
more specialized activities. Unfortunately, the poor doc-
umentation does not allow us to test this hypothesis. We 
may wonder though, whether changes took place in the 
domestic economy (see Chapter 2.4.1) that could eventu-
ally have enabled the development of economic as well 
as architectural diff erences between households (see 
Chapters 2.4.2 and 2.5.2). These suggestions and causal 
relationships are further explored in Chapter 5. 

That something may have changed in the domestic 
economy is indirectly suggested by changes in rebuild-
ing practices. It seems that instead of rebuilding, mak-
ing internal modifi cations or additions to the house 
became the new modus operandi. In Chapter 5, I explore 
whether these architectural changes on the level of the 
household should be related to changes in the domestic 
economy (see Chapters 2.4.1 and 2.4.2), the transmission 
of property (Chapter 2.5.1) and/or the composition and 
functioning of the household (see Chapter 2.5.2). 

At the level of the household, we see both continuity 
and change. Apsidal houses disappeared. Houses with 
multiple axes continued to be constructed and possibly 
related to the disappearance of the apsidal house shape. 
Most houses remained freestanding. Because of the 
increase in house size, the increase in partitioning and 
the use of multiple axes to construct rooms on, we see 
less homogeneity and more architectural variety at some 
settlements. However, many houses remained compar-
able to MH I–II houses: rectangular, consisting of a few 
rooms, arranged on a single axis. In Chapter 5 I further 
explore whether the gradual increase in architectural 
variation can be related to changes in the domestic econ-
omy (see Chapter 2.4.2)

In summary, although the data set of MH III–LH I 
domestic architecture is small, we see an intensifi ca-
tion of patterns that rose during MH I–II. The construc-
tion of larger houses during the MH III–LH I has been 
observed before. This development tends to be high-
lighted to place the construction of Late Bronze Age 
palaces in some kind of architectural progression from 
the early Mycenaean period onwards. However, the 
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reasons behind the construction of larger and multiple-
roomed houses and the function of these buildings have 
barely been considered (Voutsaki 2010b).  The limited 
uncovering or preservation of these buildings, furnish-
ings and their associated assemblages probably hindered 
such a consideration. By placing the construction of 
these buildings in the larger EH III–LH I architectural 
sequence, we may be able to elaborate more on the rea-
sons behind their development and their function than 
has been done previously. Beside an intensifi cation of 
architectural changes that commenced during MH I–II, 
also a new development was observed: the eventual dis-
appearance of rebuilding practices. 

4.4 Summary: EH III–LH I architectural change

The analysis of EH III, MH I–II and MH III–LH I archi-
tectural remains has shown that domestic architec-
ture was fairly homogenous and simple. However, it is 
only now that the homogeneity has been systematic-
ally examined, quantifi ed and qualifi ed. Furthermore, 
although the architecture is largely homogenous, some 
minor variation between houses, between settlements 
and between regions could be observed. 

Architectural continuity was observed in several 
forms, some of which have not been thoroughly con-
sidered before, such as the freestanding nature of houses. 
Architectural continuity was observed for the EH II–III 
period, the EH III–MH period, as well as throughout the 
MH and LH I periods. More importantly, architectural 
development and changes could be clearly observed 
from EH III onwards. 

For example, slowly and gradually, an increasing 
amount of labour was expended to organize settlement 
space. Houses became better constructed and more dur-
able. The apsidal house shape was slowly replaced by the 
rectangular house shape, house size increased and more 
rooms were created inside houses. Rebuilding and modi-
fi cations practices changed through time. Finally, more 
examples of craft-working installations were uncovered 
in MH III–LH I settlements contexts.

The results of the analysis confi rm the prevailing 
impression of homogenous and simple architecture, 
but the analysis has also highlighted continuity, vari-
ation and change. The results of the analysis leave us 
with many questions about the meaning and function of 
domestic architecture in the diff erent spheres of interac-
tion. Regarding the (supra)regional context, we should 
refl ect on the suggested changes in habitation duration 
of settlements en houses and the overall homogenous 
appearance of domestic architecture. From the perspec-
tive of communities and their neighbours, we should 
refl ect on the expenditure of more communal labour to 
organize settlement space, as well as the construction 
of an increasing number of circumference or defensive 
walls. As for communities and households, we should 
explore whether the raised architectural patterns were 
caused by changes in the domestic economy, and if 
and how these were causally related to such factors as 
settlement size, settlement density, interdependency of 
households and settlements, and patterns of interaction. 
Regarding the household, we should refl ect on the over-
all architectural homogeneity; changes in house shape, 
house size, number of rooms, layout of houses; increas-
ing architectural variation; and rebuilding practices and 
explore whether these were related to functional changes 
or perhaps to more symbolic circumstances. These and 
other questions are further discussed and considered in 
Chapter 5.



What follows now is a discussion of the architectural pat-
terns that emerged from Chapter 4. In addition, I elabo-
rate on possible causes of patterns and/or the meaning 
these patterns may have had. The discussions and inter-
pretations are related to the theoretical discussion set 
out in Chapter 2. Due to the diffi  culties surrounding the 
data, the tentative interpretations of patterns are not 
always strongly supported by the data. However, when 
possible, suggested interpretations are reinforced with 
other data, such as mortuary practices. Throughout the 
discussion, consideration is given, when possible, to 
functional and symbolical causes and to the meanings 
of architectural change. The causes of change are more 
often related to functional, economic and social devel-
opments; the symbolical aspects of architectural change 
seem to arise from these developments.

The discussion is structured into four sections. 
These sections coincide with the diff erent spheres in 
which domestic architecture functioned, as discussed in 
Chapter 2. The fi rst section is concerned with domestic 
architecture and the (supra)region, the second section 
focuses on communities and their neighbours, the third 
sections zooms in on the community and the household, 
while the fi nal section considers the household in rela-
tion to domestic architecture.

5.1 Domestic architecture: 

 the (supra)regional perspective

5.1.1 Mobility versus permanence

Chapter 2.2.1 outlined that the way people move through 
space could aff ect the shape and construction of houses. 
It was suggested that increased permanence of habita-
tion could lead to more investment in the built envir-
onment and increasing durability of houses. However, 
it was also stressed that these observations are general-
izing and do not apply to all houses.

The analysis of EH III–LH I domestic architecture 
raised some patterns that seem related to movement 
or to briefer or longer habitation periods of houses or 
settlement. For example, the introduction of the apsidal 
house shape; the eventual disappearance of the apsidal 
house shape in favour of the rectangular house shape; 
a small number of poorly constructed EH III and MH 
I houses; and the improvement in quality of construc-
tion of houses during the MH. In the following section, 
it is proposed that these observations and patterns could 

suggest some increased movement or briefer habitation 
periods during EH III, while houses and settlements seem 
longer inhabited again during the MH. However, the 
extent of the movement and the duration of habitation 
are diffi  cult to assess. It often remains unclear whether 
households, settlements or even larger groups of people 
moved through the landscape, and whether movement 
took place on a local, regional or supra-regional scale. It 
is diffi  cult to assess whether it was people who moved or 
also (or even only) new ideas and concepts due to inter-
action among people.

The introduction of the apsidal house shape has 
been interpreted as a sign of new or migrating people 
during EH III. However, apsidal, and for that matter 
freestanding houses were already being constructed 
during EH II on the Mainland. Forsén (1992: Fig. 9)25 
lists apsidal houses from Thebes, Orchomenos, Manika, 
Linovrochi, Mourteri, Athens, Tiryns, Tsoungiza, Aigion, 
Kouphovouno, and possibly Asine. To this list we can 
add more recently uncovered apsidal houses of EH I 
and EH II date (Maran 1998: 200-201), such as the EH II 
late house uncovered at Lathoufi  (Aravantinos, Psaraki 
2008, Psaraki et al. 2010). Although apsidal houses 
already appeared in EH I and EH II, it is possible that 
the apsidal house shape spread during EH II and EH III 
through contact and movement of people or ideas, per-
haps from northern to southern Greece (Forsén 1992: 
253-254, Maran 1998: 201). A larger data set of apsidal 
houses, as well as more precise dating of them within 
EH II and especially EH III, is needed to further substan-
tiate this suggestion. 

Apsidal houses also appeared during the early Iron 
Age, after the collapse of the Mycenaean palaces (see 
Snodgrass 2000: 383-386 for a more complete description 
of the similarities between the Early Iron Age and the 
EH III to early MH periods, as well as Philippa-Touchais 
2011). According to Coldstream (2003: 286) “This kind of 
building was almost always constructed in mud brick on 
a stone base, and covered by a thatched roof pitched at 
a steep angle. The rounded end was preferred because 
it solved the problem of weather-proofi ng, to the extent 
that all the mud-brick walls could receive some protec-
tion from the thatched eaves. Because of their shape 

25 The apsidal houses at Pylos have now been dated to EH III–MH I
 (Stocker 2003).
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and construction, such buildings must remain isolated 
and detached; they cannot comfortably become part of 
a larger ensemble.” The apsidal houses and loose settle-
ment organization of the Early Iron Age were argued to 
be associated with pastoral and thus unstable commu-
nities (Gounaris 2007, Mazarakis Ainian 2007-2008: 391). 
Pastoralism can serve as a source of ecological fl exibility 
and resilience in the aftermath of disaster (Adams 1981: 
11). Hielte (2004) argues that more nomadic-lifestyles, 
such as transhumant pastoralism and diff erent forms 
of nomadism, could have existed during the EH III and 
MH period, in combination with settled farmers. Large 
concentrations of pottery sherds could indicate camp-
sites. Such concentrations were for example found on 
fl at hilltops in Messenia and Attica, overlooking the sur-
rounding areas. The increasing proportion of male sheep 
suggests an increasing importance of wool and the pro-
duction of textile. This could have meant that groups of 
people practicing pastoralism lived a nomadic lifestyle. 
Unfortunately, it remains diffi  cult to demonstrate pas-
toralism due to an overall lack of systematic studies of 
animal bones.

Some architectural patterns suggest more specifi c-
ally brevity of habitation or the movement of people. 
For example, a few of the catalogued EH III and early 
MH houses were of a poor architectural quality. Three 
EH III houses were exclusively made of postholes, and 
two had walls made of mud bricks directly placed on the 
ground. During MH I, only one catalogued house was 
made of postholes, while four MH II houses at Argissa 
had walls made of mud bricks and/or organic matter dir-
ectly placed on the ground. Wooden buildings were also 
said to have been uncovered in the earliest MH build-
ing layers at Pheneos, but no exact date was published. 
Indeed, these poorly constructed houses are very limited 
in number (as is the overall dataset). The materials used 
and the construction quality of these few houses suggest 
they were used for only a short period and/or the build-
ers had imperfect knowledge of the eff ect the Greek cli-
mate has on mud bricks directly placed on the ground. 
Therefore, despite the paucity of data, a few of the 
EH III and MH I architectural house remains hint at 
brevity of habitation and therefore perhaps some mobil-
ity of people.

In addition, EH III settlement evidence suggests that 
some settlements were not inhabited over a long period. 
The evidence is not strong, due to the diffi  culty of iden-
tifying and dating EH III material and due to the diffi  -
culty of estimating the length of settlement desertion 
(e.g. Stocker 2003: 348-350). Nonetheless, at Olympia, it 
seems that habitation commenced at the New Museum 
site during the earlier EH III, but gradually moved to 
the Altis during the later EH III (Rambach 2001: 333). 
During or after MH I, the settlement at the Altis was 
deserted, and the area behind the Stadium was subse-
quently inhabited, as well as Pisa-Oinomaos, which is 

1 km east of the Stadium (Rambach 2002: 187, 2004). 
Perhaps Asea was only inhabited during the earlier EH 
III and Deriziotis Aloni only during the late EH III–MH I. 
Again, the evidence is limited, but suggestive. Therefore, 
it seems that some fragmentation of the social body took 
place during EH III, perhaps already during EH II. We 
may relate these architectural observations and their 
suggested interpretation to a thinning out of settle-
ments during EH III and MH, as observed by Wright 
(2010), Bintliff  (2010b) and others. During this period, 
especially small rural settlements were deserted.

The thinning out of settlements stagnates during the 
earlier MH and settlement numbers increase during the 
later MH. More permanence or stability of habitation is 
suggested for the MH. The preceding chapter outlined 
that during the MH, an improvement in the construc-
tion quality of houses could be attested: the last build-
ing solely made of postholes dates to MH I. Wider and 
better constructed stone foundations were seen from 
MH I onwards. During MH III, all houses were made of 
mud bricks placed on stone foundations. Furthermore, 
it seems that more house fl oors were partly stone paved 
during MH III–LH I. In some of these instances, it is pos-
sible to relate wider and better stone foundations to the 
construction of wider rooms, or the construction of stone 
paving to the use of areas for storage purposes. The gen-
eral architectural improvement though, may have been 
caused by a longer habitation span of houses, whereby 
improvement of stone foundations enabled a longer use 
of the house and possibilities to rebuilt parts of walls. 
Due to lack of precise data on the life span of houses, this 
suggestion remains to be further investigated.

Another indication of a longer habitation span of 
houses or stability of habitation could be the gradual 
disappearance of apsidal buildings. Apsidal buildings 
were rarely constructed during MH III–LH I. Of the 67 
MH III–LH I houses listed of which the shape could be 
assessed, only seven were apsidal, all dated to MH III. 
The gradual disappearance of the apsidal shape is prob-
ably related to the increasing number of rooms con-
structed and to expansions made to houses. After all, it 
would be easier to add an extra room to a rectangular-
ended house than to an apsidal-ended house. Cross-
cultural analysis also shows that curvilinear houses were 
likely to consist of only one or two rooms and rectangu-
lar houses of more rooms. In addition, the cross-cultural 
analysis shows that curvilinear houses were more often 
associated with (semi)nomadic people and rectangu-
lar houses with sedentary people (Whiting, Ayres 1968: 
Tables 7, 9). Therefore, although the disappearance of 
apsidal buildings in itself is not strongly indicative of 
increased permanence, the suggested relationship with 
the improved construction quality of houses, the con-
struction of more rooms and the relative ease of add-
ing rooms to a rectangular house could suggest a longer 
habitation span of houses.
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Apsidal houses were also replaced by rectangular 
houses during the Late Geometric to Archaic times at 
a number of Aegean settlements. Snodgrass (2000: 412-
413) relates this change to population growth and greater 
house density at settlements. He suggests that isolation 
of houses was less tolerable and curvilinear shaped 
houses less convenient in closely-grouped housing. It 
was therefore only natural that blocks of rows of rect-
angular houses were developed. A similar argument was 
also put forward to explain the transition to rectangular 
houses at Agios Stephanos (Taylour, Janko 2008: 569). 
Rectangular houses had fl at roofs apparently. Apsidal 
shapes houses probably had a pitched roof covered with 
thatch. This type of roof may have been simpler in con-
struction. The construction of fl at roofs required more 
investment, but in the end the roof was also more dur-
able compared to a thatched roof. This could be another 
indication of longer habitation spans of houses.

Let us return to the issue of mobility. Migrations and 
invasion of people on the Greek Mainland during EH 
III are suggested to have taken place (see Chapter 1.2.1). 
However, such suggestions, following the Zeitgeist, 
were especially made with reference to the EH III ‘crisis,’ 
destruction of settlements and material culture changes. 
More recently, Rutter, Forsén and Maran have given 
more nuanced observations and suggestions on mobil-
ity. Rutter (1988: 85-86) notes that patterned painted 
ceramics were to some extent infl uenced by basketry and 
that this infl uence could perhaps relate to an increased 
use of baskets as storage containers, which in turn may 
relate to increased mobility (see also Nakou 2000, 2007). 
Forsén (1992: 257) suggests that external infl uences on 
the material culture came from all directions at a steady 
pace during EH II and EH III. She deems it likely that 
some population movements took place. These were 
probably ‘new’ or ‘foreign’ people in the case of the EH 
II late Kastri and Lefk andi I assemblages. However, it 
is also suggested that people migrated southward from 
northern and central Greece, refl ected, for example, 
in the spread of apsidal shaped houses. Based on the 
spread of incised ceramics, so-called Cetina ware, Maran 
(1987b: 81) suggests the immigration (Einwanderung) 
of population groups from the north-western Balkans 
to the Peloponnese. Patterns of movement may also 
explain some of the other cultural changes that took 
place during EH II–III. Other factors may also have been 
involved, such as natural causes, land erosion and land 
instability (Maran 1998: 451-452). In another article, 
Maran (2007b) elaborates on maritime connectivity or 
seaborne contacts in the wider Mediterranean. During 
EH III, wide parts of the Mediterranean were intercon-
nected and population movement took place. Maran 
argues against mobility as a cause of the EH II collapse. 
Rather, he sees mobility as a result of the EH II socio-
political collapse (Maran 1998: 455, 2007b: 16). 

The terms migration, invasion, diff usion and the 
‘coming of the Greeks’ have tainted research of inter-
action and culture contacts during the EH III, and may 
even have given a bad name to the fi eld of research 
(Maran 2007b: 3, Rahmstorf 2011: 100-101). The use of 
the term mobility is much more nuanced (and less asso-
ciated with images of ravaging barbarians). In addition, 
it seems to cover better what occurred during the EH 
III–MH I period (and perhaps already during EH II): 
groups of people, probably both local and foreign, may 
have crossed the Greek Mainland, while nomadic pas-
toralists to non-pastoral nomads may also have moved 
through the landscape. In addition, ideas may also have 
been transmitted through interaction. For example, 
according to Maran (2007b: 18), exchange patterns were 
restructured during EH III and ‘decentralized globali-
sation’ took place, meaning that diff erent interaction 
zones came into being. It has already been stated at the 
beginning of this section that the extent of this mobility 
remains unclear for the moment. Scientifi c techniques, 
such as the tracing of population mobility with the help 
of isotope geochemistry (Nafplioti 2011), may improve 
our understanding of this phenomenon.

Whether mobility was a cause or eff ect of other 
changes taking place on the Mainland remains unclear 
for the moment, and is beyond the scope of this research. 
It is clear though that explanations of the collapse of 
the EH II society, cultural and material change during 
EH III and MH and more Aegean wide turmoil, are pluri-
form. Elements probably included settlement desertion 
and destruction, restructuring of the trade network, cli-
mate changes, landscape changes, warfare and increased 
mobility.

We can refl ect a little more on possible repercussions 
of mobility on the EH III and MH society and on the 
eff ect a major ‘crisis’ can have on the reconstitution of 
the society. Weiberg and Finné (2013) explored the EH 
II-III transition with help of resilience theory. Resilience 
is defi ned as “a measure of the capability within systems 
to deal with threats to the current level of organization, 
or of the capacity to be fl exible, in the face of a variety 
of stresses” (Weiberg, Finné 2013: 19). They suggested 
that during this period of change on the Mainland, 
lifestyles and related identities were reformulated and 
base values modifi ed. A new willingness was seen to 
embrace change, for example in the acceptance of new 
pottery styles. According to them, this suggests a less 
controlled and less rigid environment. How this exactly 
came about remains a matter for further investigation. 
But, it has been suggested here in the thesis that a frag-
mentation of the EH II social body led to an increasing 
importance of the household unit during EH III. 
Compared to EH II, this may have meant a less con-
trolled social environment.

Although several areas in the Aegean were in a tur-
moil around and during the EBA, diff erent social 
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outcomes were seen during the MBA: palaces were built 
on Crete, island towns emerged in the Cyclades, but on 
the Mainland it was only during the later MBA that elite 
graves were constructed (see for a discussion of diff er-
ent outcomes after collapse Whitley 2004). It has been 
emphasized here and elsewhere that subtle changes did 
occur on the Mainland during the earlier MH, but the 
question remains why it took longer on the Mainland. 
Let us here consider Whittaker (2009: 7), who suggests 
that confl icts on the Mainland could have occurred 
between diff erent groups of people living in the same 
landscape, for example nomads and settled farmers. 
These confl icts may have played an important part in 
the collapse of the EH II society. She (Whittaker 2009: 
10) suggests that after the EH II collapse “many of the 
values which were originally associated with a nomadic 
and more marginal lifestyle came to dominate cultur-
ally and socially”. For example, the egalitarian appear-
ance of EH III and MH societies could relate to the more 
egalitarian social organisation of nomadic groups. In 
such societies, concepts of respect, honour and hospi-
tality tend to be more valued than material wealth. The 
general lack of precious goods and indications of wealth 
and status during EH III and the earlier MH could be 
understood in a similar social system in which status 
and authority are not related to material goods. It is 
suggested that the apsidal-ended rear of EH III and MH 
houses could be a remembrance of a tent or round hut, 
a reference to a past way of life. These suggestions may 
be appealing, but the absence of clear status or material 
wealth could also be related to a general loss of social 
complexity and the suggested increasing importance of 
the household and perhaps the kin group. Kinship based 
relations also did not need ostentatious gestures such 
as monumental houses or graves for its legitimation 
(Voutsaki 2001, 2005). Why it took the Mainland longer 
to develop during the MBA, compared to the Cyclades 
and Crete, is considered further below. Diff erences and 
changes in interaction spheres may have been a factor 
(Chapter 5.1.2). Diff erences in settlement size (Chapter 
5.2.1) and in relation to that, diff erences in social and 
economic organization (Chapter 5.3.1) may be other fac-
tors, as Cycladic towns and Minoan palatial sites were 
larger than most Mainland settlements.

In summary, a few architectural signs of brief habita-
tion spans of houses or settlements are seen during 
EH III and MH I–II. Perhaps these signs could suggest 
movement. Such signs were not identifi ed on the whole 
Mainland, and the type and extent of movement may 
have diff ered regionally. Both ‘local’ and ‘foreign’ people 
could have been mobile. However, ephemeral buildings 
were not clearly associated with ‘foreign’ assemblages. 
Whether mobility was a cause or eff ect of the collapse 
of EH II society remains unclear for the moment, and is 
beyond the scope of this research. The size and extent 

of movement remains also unclear for the moment, but 
we could suggest some fragmentation of the social body 
during EH III. Settlements were smaller and the impres-
sion is gained that the household or kin group became 
more important than before. A longer habitation span of 
houses and settlements is suggested from MH I onwards, 
based on the improvement in construction quality of 
houses. In addition, it can be suggested that increasing 
architectural complexity, such as increasing room width 
or second fl oors, also led to some architectural improve-
ment. What caused the suggested longer habitation span 
of some houses exceeds the scope of this research, but it 
can be suggested that more stable conditions returned 
on the Mainland. Perhaps the suggested importance of 
the household may have been a cause of the seemingly 
slower development of EH III and early MH societies, 
compared to the Cyclades and Crete.

Other researchers have discussed mobility and move-
ment, but these concepts have barely received consider-
ation in relation to domestic architecture. Therefore, the 
analysis of EH III–LH I domestic architecture provides 
a new dimension to the discussion on the EH III ‘crisis’ 
and cultural change. Some of the architectural changes, 
such as the introduction of the apsidal house shape, 
could indeed have been caused by foreign infl uences, 
but subsequent changes, such as improved construction 
quality, were more likely due to internal developments.

5.1.2  Regional variation in developments

Diffi  culties regarding the reconstruction of regional spe-
cifi c developments have been highlighted throughout 
this thesis so far. The problems are threefold. First, the 
availability of regional data is uneven due to research 
history. For example, much information is available on 
the Argolid, but relatively little on Achaia. Second, the 
quality of the available data is uneven, due to diff erences 
in preservation, excavation and publication. For exam-
ple, Asine is well published, but nearby Argos with its 
many houses is not yet fully published. Finally, the quan-
tity and quality of the available data are not evenly dis-
tributed. For example, the two relatively well-published 
coastal settlements of Lerna and Asine in the Argolid are 
not counterbalanced by well-published inland settle-
ments in the Argolid. Therefore, the data needed to 
enable a meaningful regional analysis, become skewed. 
Only in a few cases may it be possible to make some sug-
gestions on region-specifi c developments. 

Regarding patterns of mobility, it is not possible to 
assess whether some regions experienced more mobil-
ity than others. It is possible though to distinguish 
somewhat between the diff erent routes of interaction. 
For example, as we have seen in the respective chap-
ters, during EH III, central Greece and the eastern 
Mainland were in contact with the Cyclades and per-
haps Anatolia, while the north-western Peloponnese 
was in contact with the Balkans and Italy. Attica showed 
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Cycladic infl uences during the MH, while Aeginetan 
ceramics were especially found at (coastal) settlements 
in the Argolid. Cretan infl uences were also seen in the 
Argolid during the MH, especially at Mycenae, as well 
as at Aegina Kolonna and coastal Laconia. Foreign infl u-
ences in the ceramic assemblages became stronger 
during the MH, but seem to have aff ected especially 
coastal locations. 

The preceding chapter illustrated several times how 
diffi  cult it is to assess whether certain architectural 
developments and diff erences are specifi c to a certain 
region or not. As a result, it is also diffi  cult to assess 
whether certain architectural features and changes 
were associated more closely with specifi c interac-
tion spheres. Nonetheless, we can state that diff erent 
interaction spheres did not have a huge eff ect on the 
domestic architecture, considering the overall homog-
enous appearance of houses. For example, the houses at 
Agios Stephanos do not appear very diff erent from other 
Mainland houses, while the ceramic assemblage shows 
much Minoan infl uence. However, we cannot exclude 
the possibility that interaction spheres perhaps aff ected 
the timing, pace and intensity of architectural and eco-
nomic developments. 

With reference to Crete and the Cyclades we may 
wonder why it seemingly took the Mainland longer to 
develop. In the Cyclades, the rural population moved 
into (defended) towns during the MBA, while on Crete 
palaces and palatial towns developed. Such internal 
settlement changes may have aff ected social organiza-
tion, but others factors must have played a role as well. 
For example, the introduction of the sailing boat (see 
Chapters 1.4.1 and 1.4.4) may have been an external factor 
in changing interaction and trade patterns, and there-
fore possibly aff ected the organization and functioning 
of islands and coastal settlements. The rising importance 
of, for example, the nucleated Cycladic towns Agia Irini 
and Phylakopi may be explained by a combination of fac-
tors such as their size, partnership with Crete, being a 
commercial sector and perhaps being able to raid other 
islands or towns (Bintliff  2012: 164). The Mainland was 
part of trade and interaction routes with the Cyclades 
and Crete during the earlier MH, but does not seem to 
have been culturally infl uenced. Perhaps Mainland com-
munities were seeking isolation and were not receptive 
for cultural change as a form of resistance to expanding 
cultural horizons (e.g. Sastre 2008: 1036).

In summary, the Greek Mainland from southern 
Thessaly to the Peloponnese is more or less considered a 
cultural whole during EH III–LH I. However, diff erences 
did exist. These diff erences are visible in the material 
culture as well as in the timing of change and the inten-
sity and rate of change. Some geographical or agricul-
tural areas may have provided more opportunities for 
development, while specifi c interaction spheres may also 

have been profi table. From the architectural record it is 
hard to reconstruct regional developments. More archi-
tectural data are needed to reconstruct region-specifi c 
developments. From the perspective of the surrounding 
Cycladic islands and Crete, clear diff erences are seen in 
material culture, but also in the development after the 
EBA. Although the Mainland was part of interaction and 
trade routes during the earlier MH, communities do not 
seem to have been very receptive to change. Why they 
were not remains a matter for further investigation, but 
it may be suggested that their organization into fairly 
small communities, probably organised along kin ship 
lines had no need for precious or imported goods (see 
previous section). 

5.1.3 Summary

Let me summarize this section on domestic architecture 
and the (supra)region. Signs of some brevity of habita-
tion were observed for the EH III and MH I–II periods, 
perhaps implying some mobility. Evidence of increas-
ing investment in the built environment was attested 
from MH I onwards, perhaps implying longer habita-
tion spans of some houses and settlements. Taking into 
account other evidence of mobility, it can be suggested 
that some social fragmentation, in the form of mobile 
groups, existed during EH III and the early MH. Perhaps 
these groups eventually coalesced into more permanent 
communities inhabiting old or new settlements. 

Regional variation on the Mainland in the occur-
rence and pace of developments is shown by, for exam-
ple, ceramic assemblages. These diff erences seem to 
have been caused in particular by diff erent interaction 
spheres. However, whether similar diff erences in devel-
opments existed regarding domestic architecture is hard 
to assess due to the limitations of the data. Variation in 
development is also attested between the Mainland, the 
Cyclades and Crete. Although an explanation for these 
diff erences exceeds the scope of this thesis, is can be sug-
gested that the organization of the Mainland population 
into fairly small and probably largely egalitarian commu-
nities did not require precious or imported goods (see 
above). 

5.2 Domestic architecture: 

 communities and their neighbours

5.2.1 Settlement size, organization, 

 density and location

In Chapter 2.3.1, I discussed how settlement size could 
aff ect social relationships and organization within the 
community. At a certain moment a population thresh-
old is passed, after which communities are likely to fi s-
sion. If a community does not fi ssion, it is likely that new 
mechanisms have to be put in place to cope with increas-
ingly complex decision-making processes. It was also 
outlined how settlement density (among other things) 
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could aff ect the availability of exploitable resources and 
therefore the importance of the concept of property and 
the interrelations of neighbouring communities. This 
means that settlement size, organization and density are 
important to consider, as they can contextualize patterns 
seen in the analysis of domestic architecture. Finally, it is 
also important to consider the location of settlements to 
assess whether this aff ected their development. 

In this section, a brief and generalized overview is 
given of EH III–LH I settlement size, density and loca-
tion. The aim is to assess if and when settlement size and 
density increased, and if a relationship existed between 
specifi c locations (coastal, inland, region) and settle-
ment size and density. I have chosen for a brief overview 
because more extensive discussions have been pub-
lished elsewhere (e.g. Hope Simpson, Dickinson 1979, 
Spencer 2007, Zavadil 2010). The overview is generalized 
because the discussion of settlement patterns is primar-
ily based on survey results that are problematic in several 
respects. First, some regions were better researched than 
others. Secondly, surveys ranged from an extensive to an 
intensive nature. Our impression of settlement patterns 
is much aff ected by the patchy regional coverage and the 
intensity of the surveys themselves. For example, clus-
ters of settlements were identifi ed on the west coast 
of Messenia, in the Argolid and in Boeotia. However, 
these areas were all intensively surveyed (by the Pylos 
Regional Archaeological Project, the Southern Argolid 
Exploration Project, the Methana survey, the Cambridge/
Bradford Boeotian expedition and the Stanford Skourta 
Plain Project, respectively). Thirdly, the defi nition of a 
site based solely on scatters of artefacts identifi ed by sur-
vey is questionable (Pullen 2011c: 20). With reference to 
settlement size, it is likewise diffi  cult to assess the size 
based on artefact scatters, especially in the case of multi-
period sites (Pullen 2011c: 20). For example, the extent 
of the horizontal dispersal of EH III material could have 
been aff ected by settlement activities during the MH.

EH III
During the later EH II, small rural settlements were 
deserted and many sites were destroyed. Settlement 
density was low during EH III, especially compared to 
EH II, but the extent of the settlement decline is not 
entirely clear. For example, the EH II period lasted 
longer than the EH III period, and this is diffi  cult to 
incorporate in an assessment of overall settlement num-
bers (Rutter 2001: 107). In addition, EH III material is 
hard to recognize in survey material (Rutter 1983b: 137-
142), and it is possible that EH II ceramics remained in 
use during EH III in some areas (Rutter 1988: 15, note 
38). Notwithstanding these problems, a decline in EH III 
settlements has to be accepted, but it seems that some 
areas were more aff ected than others. For example, the 
Corinthia seems to have been more severely depopu-
lated than the Argolid (Wright 2004a: 119), while some 

areas, such as Laconia and Messenia, may have been 
severely depopulated. A low density of small settlements, 
separated by a few kilometres, defi ned the EH III and 
MH I–II settlement pattern (Spencer 2007: 54, Bintliff  
2010b: 757).

Both inland and coastal locations were inhabited 
during EH III. It seems that important EH II sites 
that were also inhabited during MH continued to 
be inhabited during EH III as well (Pullen 2008: 36). 
Spencer (2007: 51) observed that newly established EH 
III and early MH settlements tended to be located in 
well-watered areas and near arable land and other settle-
ments. Some EH III settlements were deserted towards 
the end of the EH III period (e.g. Tanagra, Raphina, 
Thorikos, Tsoungiza, Zygouries, Prosymna). It is sug-
gested that their desertion may have been caused by an 
increasingly dry climate, coupled with their relative isol-
ated location (Spencer 2007: 51), though debates exist 
about considering climate as a cause of change during 
this period (e.g. Weiberg et al. 2010). 

It seems that EH III settlements were smaller than EH 
II settlements (Rutter 1993b: 773). Unfortunately, precise 
data on the size of EH III settlements are scarce. Usually 
only the extent of the excavated area is published, or the 
length and width of a plateau or mound on which the 
settlement was partly located. Size estimates have been 
made of several EH III–MH II settlements (Table 5.2.1), 
which are further discussed below. 

MH I–II
An overview of MH settlements in the Peloponnese 
showed that diff erent settlement patterns developed 
in diff erent regions (Zavadil 2010, Wright 2004a). For 
example, Methana, the southern Argolid and the Barbati 
valley were barely inhabited during EH III and the early 
MH. Compared to these regions, far more settlements 
remained inhabited from EH II onwards in the central 
Argolid (Zavadil 2010: 152-153). Nonetheless, like during 
EH III, settlement density remained low (Wright 2004a: 
fi gs. 9.3-9.11, 9.13-9.15).

Settlements were often located on higher areas in 
the landscape, such as mounds and hill slopes. The 
settlements of Aigion, Agios Stephanos and possibly 
Lianokladhi, discussed in this thesis, were deserted 
during EH II, but inhabited again during the MH. These 
three sites were located on elevated locations in the land-
scape. Newly founded were the settlements of Nichoria 
and Krisa (also discussed in this thesis), also both located 
on elevated locations in the landscape. Other newly 
founded settlements were located near other settle-
ments and in areas with suffi  cient water and arable land 
(Spencer 2007: 51). Therefore, settlements seem to have 
had strategic positions. We need to question though to 
what extent this impression of settlement location is 
caused by biases in survey procedures.
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EH III Earlier MH Later MH – LH I Circumference wall 
+ date

Monumental grave 
+ date

Argissa ? 2.7 ha? - - -

Chasambali ? ? ? - -

Dimini ? ? ? Yes, late MBA
No, but distinction intramural 
and extramural burials 

Ermitsi ? ? ? - -

Kastraki ? ? ? - -

Magula Dimitras 
Agia

? ? ? - -

Pevkakia ? 2.3 ha? - - -

Rachmani ? ? ? - -

Rini ? ? ? - -

Kirrha ? ? ? - -

Krisa ? ? ? - -

Lianokladhi ? ? ? - -

Davlose Megalo 
Kastraki

? ? ? Yes, MH -

Drosia ? ? ? - -

Eutresis 3.5–4 ha 4 ha? - -

Orchomenos 0.9 ha 0.9 ha 0.9 ha -
Rich early Mycenaean Shaft 
Graves

Thebes 8–10 ha 12 ha - Warrior’s grave

Amarynthos 2–3 ha ? - -

Eretria 4–5+ ha ? Yes, later MH -

Fylla ? ? ? - -

Athens ? Clusters of houses - -

Brauron ? 2+ ha? 2+ ha? Yes, MH or later? -

Eleusis ? 1.5+ ha? 1.5+ ha? -
Larger graves, dromos, MH 
III, LH I

Kiapha Thiti - ? ? Yes, late MH–LH -

Limani Pasa ? ? ? - -

Palaios Oropos 3.3 ha 3.3+ ha? - -

Plasi ? 8+ ha? 8+ ha? Yes, EH–MH? -

Thorikos ? ? ? Yes, late MH–LH I? MH III tholos

Kolonna
EH: 0.5 ha (+ 
outer town?)

MH: 4 ha (+ outer town?) Yes, EH III–LH I MH II elite shaft grave

Sklavos ? ? ? Yes, MH II–III? - (but only survey data)

Korakou <3 ha? 3 ha? 3 ha? - -

Tsoungiza ? ? ? - -

Argos 10–12 ha 12+ ha? Sort of, MH III
Tumuli from MH I or II 
onwards 

Asine LEMH 1.5–2 ha MH: 1.5–2 ha MH: 1.5–2 ha - Shaft Graves, MH III, LH I

Berbati ? ? ? - -

Lerna LEMH 1.5–2 ha MH: 2.5–3 ha MH: 2.5–3 ha - LH I shaft graves

Megali Magula ? ?
0.1 ha inside 
circuit wall

Yes, MH Tholos tomb MH III/LH I–II

Midea ? Ca. 2.1 ha? Ca. 2.1 ha?
- (only strong retaining 
wall of MH II? date)

At nearby Dendra: rich MH 
III-LH I graves at a tumulus of 
MH or LH date

Table 5.2.1  EH III–LH I settlement size
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Spencer (2007: chapter 2) gave the approximate size 
of a number of EH III–MH II sites on the southern 
Mainland (Table 5.2.1). Diff erences existed in settle-
ment size. Especially Tiryns, Mycenae, Argos, Lefk andi, 
Eretria, Thebes and Eutresis were sizeable settlements. 
A two-tier settlement organization could perhaps be 
suggested for some areas during EH III and the earlier 
MH. For example, large coastal sites such as Tiryns, 
Lefk andi and Eretria may have acted as ports from where 
imported objects (metal, obsidian) were further trans-
ported inland. Large inland settlements such as Thebes, 
Argos and Mycenae may have acted as focal points for 
their surrounding area. With reference to settlement 
location, it should be noted that the largest settlements 
all seem to be located in the eastern Peloponnese and 
central Greece, but at both coastal and inland locations.

It was discussed in Chapter 2.3.1, that besides settle-
ment size and location, we should also consider 
the presence, quality and quantity of certain fi nds. 
Unfortunately, at the moment too little information is 
available to thoroughly assess fi nds in this way. Especially 
for the larger settlements, relatively little is known of 
the EH III–MH period due to building activities during 

later periods. At the moment it seems that few imports 
were found at Mycenae, while many more imports were 
received by Argos. Also smaller coastal sites such as 
Lerna were involved in trade and interaction spheres. 
Therefore, it seems that settlement size, coastal loca-
tion and participation in exchange networks did not 
necessarily coincide. 

MH III–LH I
Overall, it seems that early MH settlements remained 
inhabited during the later MH. Some MH II and MH III 
settlements were partly deserted and/or partly turned 
into cemeteries. This is attested at Pevkakia Magula, 
Eutresis, Thebes, Orchomenos and possibly Fylla and 
Asea. New settlements were also founded, and there 
was a steady increase in settlement numbers during 
MH III–LH I (Wright 2004a, Zavadil 2010: 162). The pro-
gression of settlement numbers diff ered regionally. For 
example, a rapid and steady increase is seen in the core 
areas of the Argolid, while a stage-like progression after 
MH III is seen in the Nemea Valley and the Corinthia 
(Wright 2004a: 126). The emergence of sites in these 
upland valleys is interpreted as control over arable and 

EH III Earlier MH Later MH – LH I Circumference wall 
+ date

Monumental grave 
+ date

Mycenae LEMH 3–5 ha
5+ ha? Perhaps clusters 

of habitation around 
citadel?

-
Grave circles A and B, MH 
III–LH I

Tiryns LEMH 4–6 ha 6+ ha? 6+ ha? - -

Agios Stephanos LEMH 2–2.5 ha 2.5+ ha? 2.5+ ha? -
Shaft Grave, LH I/II, but no 
grave gifts

Geraki - ? ? Possibly, MH -

Ano Englianos / 
Pylos

Three small 
sites

Smaller than 5.5 ha MH III–LH I: 5.5 ha Yes, LH I? LH I tholos

Koukounara - - ? -
At Koukounara Gouvalari: 
tholoi of LH I date. Mounds of 
possible LH I date

Nichoria LEMH 3 ha 3+ ha? 3+ ha? -
Tumulus of late MH-LH III 
date

Malthi ? ? ? Yes, LH? -

Peristeria ? ? ? Yes, MH or early LH Two tholoi, LH I

Kavkania - - ? - -

Olympia Altis LEMH 2 ha ? - - -

Olympia Altis + 
New Museum

LEMH 8–10 ha ? - - -

Pisa ? ? ? Yes, MH III -

Asea 3 ha 4.3 ha - - -

Aigion - ? ? - -

Helike 30 ha - - - -

Note: LEMH is the period EH III–early Middle Helladic, as formulated by Spencer (2007) 

Table 5.2.1  continued
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pastoral land (Wright 2004a: 126). Habitation locations 
were also chosen that were suitable for fortifi cation 
(Maran 1995: 68). 

Explicit estimations of MH III–LH I settlement 
size have barely been made. In a number of cases an 
increase in settlement size is pointed out or suggested. 
For example, Kolonna further expanded its settlement 
towards the east, while Thebes and Pylos also seem to 
have increased in size. During the late MH period, there 
may be evidence for a three-stage settlement hierarchy 
(Rutter 1993b: 780-781), which seems based on the evi-
dence coming from large settlements such as Kolonna, 
smaller settlements such as Asine and Lerna, and hum-
ble settlements such as Tsoungiza.

Discussion
Although population estimates are always diffi  cult 
because they are based on estimates of site size, density 
of houses and household size, it is worthwhile to give an 
approximation. It is suggested that sites of 1.5–2 ha prob-
ably housed 300–400 people; sites of 3–6 ha, 600–1200 
people; and sites of 6–10 ha, 1200–2000 people (Spencer 
2007: 52-53). Based on these size diff erences, we could 
assume that social organization diff ered per settlement 
(see Chapter 2.3.1) as early as EH III and the early MH. 
After all, social groups at settlements below 1.5–2 ha 
were likely to have been too small to be endogamous, 
being dependent on neighbouring settlements for mar-
riage partners. As most EH III and MH settlements were 
fairly small, the community must have been important 
in daily life (Spencer 2007: 54), while at the same time 
also social integration with surrounding villages was 
of importance (Bintliff  2010b: 758). It is possible that 
increasing population numbers at some settlements 
led to increasing social pressure and eventually to fi s-
sioning of the community. Large settlements did exist 
or came into existence during EH III and MH. A few 
settlements were so large that a diff erent social organi-
zation or mechanism must have been in place to main-
tain the population (Bintliff  2010b: 760). Social groups 
at large settlements could fi nd suitable (from a genetic 
pool perspective) marriage partners within their own 
community, which made them less dependent on neigh-
bouring settlements, and therefore could have aff ected 
their relationship with these neighbouring settlements. 
Why larger settlements came into existence is beyond 
the scope of this thesis. Possible explanations could for 
example include the making of a conscious decision to 
become less dependent on neighbouring settlements; 
improved availability of natural resources; or the devel-
opment of technological skills to produce more.

The organization of settlement space can provide 
information about the organization of the commu-
nity. For example, large-scale building projects can 
only be carried out with the help of many people, and 
the organization and supervision of people and labour. 

We should therefore consider what architectural signs 
of communal organization of settlement space were 
seen in the EH III–LH I record and whether more 
organization was especially observed at larger settle-
ments. During EH III, little to no organization could be 
observed. On the one hand, few signs of the organiza-
tion of space were seen. Only at settlements located on 
hills or mounds was there a need to created terraces or 
level building plots. On the other hand, no evidence of 
large-scale building projects was found. Defensive walls, 
circumference walls or water management systems 
were not constructed, except for the defensive wall at 
Kolonna (but Kolonna had, however, a special position). 
Furthermore, no monumental buildings such as the 
EH II corridor buildings were constructed. During MH, 
an increasing organization of settlement space took 
place at some settlements, which in some cases must 
have involved a larger part of the community. During 
MH I–II, a small increase in the organization of settle-
ment space was seen, refl ected, for example, in the 
construction of terraces, levelling activities and paving 
of streets. Some continuity of settlement layout could 
be observed, such as the continuous use of building 
plots and streets. Remains of drains were recovered at 
a few MH II settlements, suggesting improvements in 
the water system. Furthermore, an increasing number 
of defensive or circumference walls were constructed, 
seemingly especially from MH III onwards.

It is often not possible to pinpoint who was in charge 
of these diff erent types of settlement organization. For 
example, the paving of streets or areas around houses 
could have been carried out on the instigation of indi-
vidual households, or on the instigation of a larger 
social group. The construction of defensive or circum-
ference walls must have required the cooperation of a 
signifi cant part of the whole community. The develop-
ment of a more complex social organization could have 
led to the mobilization of larger groups of people and 
therefore to large-scale building projects. Such a causal 
connection between large settlements and large-scale 
building projects can be assumed, but is diffi  cult to dem-
onstrate because data on settlement size are often lack-
ing (Table 5.2.1). For example, on the one hand, Argos 
and Kolonna are clear cases where large settlement 
size coincides with more spatial organization. On the 
other hand, Pisa and Megali Magula are seemingly small 
settlements, where more spatial organization was also 
seen. Considering the timing of the large-scale building 
projects (later MH and LH I), it is plausible that safety 
concerns aff ecting the whole community (e.g. competi-
tion for resources, increasing interaction) also led to the 
willingness and cooperation to construct defensive and 
circumference walls. 

The construction of circumference and defensive 
walls were not the only large-scale building projects car-
ried out. An increase in labour input was also seen in the 
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mortuary sphere, relating to the construction of larger 
and more elaborate graves, such as shaft graves, tumuli, 
tholoi and chamber tombs. These were probably con-
structed by families rather than the whole community. A 
relationship between large settlements and more labour 
intensive building projects can be assumed, but is diffi  -
cult to demonstrate because data on settlement size are 
often lacking (Table 5.2.1).

Denser habitation during MH III–LH I must have 
increased mobility and contact between neighbouring 
villages and communities (Wright 2010). People inter-
acted more frequently, and this must have increased 
the tensions and the likelihood of confl ict and profi t. 
Tensions must have increased in diff erent areas of life 
(see Wright 2010 for a discussion of three spatial con-
fi gurations of the social group: the Regional, the Locality 
and the Local). One area of increased tension was region-
ally, as interaction and trade with distant settlements, 
regions or areas increased. For example, the trade net-
work of Crete expanded. The nucleation, expansion and 
fortifi cation of Cycladic settlements may be related to 
this. A strong Minoan cultural infl uence was seen at some 
Cycladic settlements. Kolonna also showed an increase 
in Minoan imports, and the settlement expanded grad-
ually over time. With the rise of the Minoan palaces, also 
an increase was seen of Minoan imports and imitations 
on the Mainland, and it also seems as if more defensive 
walls were erected. Competition between settlements or 
regions may have developed over access to foreign trade 
partners or scarce resources, such as metal. A second area 
of increased tension was locally. After all, the increase in 
settlement numbers could have resulted in competition 
between settlements over available (local) resources. For 
example, the Greek inland is partly defi ned by highlands 
suitable for animal husbandry. The denser habitation of 
these inland areas, coupled with animal husbandry for 
which extensive land is needed, must have led herders 
to interact more frequently. The interaction could have 
had positive results, such as respect for the competence 
of the herder or breeder, perhaps resulting in bonding 
and trading between people and settlements. Interaction 
could also have resulted in confl icts—for example, rights 
over herding lands (Wright 2004b: 74-75). A careful 
analysis is needed of settlement size, density, available 
resources and agricultural technology to assess whether 
resources indeed became scarce during MH III–LH I. 
For example, Bintliff  (1999: 524) hypothesized that a 
settlement territory of 2–3 km radius would have been 
favourable to ensure survival. If settlements were spaced 
only 1–2 km apart, this could lead to stress on resources. 
Unfortunately, identifying prehistoric settlements in 
the survey record is diffi  cult (e.g. Bintliff , Howard & 
Snodgrass 1999, Bintliff  2011), while identifi cation of 
EH III and LH I surface material is especially diffi  cult, as 
was mentioned above. The third area of increased social 
tension must have been at the settlement, between 

households. As settlement size increased, the relation-
ship between people and households came under pres-
sure and decision making may have become diffi  cult. 
The increase in social tension between and within settle-
ments must have needed resolving. Organizing feasts 
and communal dining are frequently mentioned as func-
tioning as a social lubricant (Wright 1995a, 1995b, 2004c, 
Bintliff  2007: 55, 2010b: 759), but other means may have 
been possible too, such as the exchange of ceramics 
(Spencer 2007).

Regarding settlement locations, the impression was 
gained that during MH an increasing preference for 
defensible locations was expressed. This impression may 
be skewed by survey research, which tends to focus on 
higher locations in the landscape. Nonetheless, the pref-
erence for defensible locations would fi t the suggested 
increase in tension between settlements and the threats 
and warfare this may have caused. Furthermore, it seems 
as if defensive works were especially carried out in Attica 
and the Saronic Gulf, that is, areas where increased 
interaction took place. Considering the infl ux of for-
eign goods during MH III–LH I, more frequent interac-
tions must also have occurred at sea and along maritime 
routes. That this may have involved less friendly encoun-
ters is suggested by for example the depiction of warriors 
on ships on Aeginetan ceramics and on the LC minia-
ture fresco at Akrotiri, depicting a great fl eet, sea battle 
and falling soldiers. The depiction of warriors on a few 
funerary steles may also be suggestive. 

Increasing interaction is suggested to be a result of a 
rise in settlement density (e.g. Wright 2010). Increase in 
settlement size could, among other things, be a result of 
more interaction, as suggested for the Cyclades. Larger 
settlements could also enable more interaction, as for 
example (larger) boats could be built and used. Growing 
tension and competition could be a result of increasing 
settlement density, settlement size and interaction. We 
are therefore faced with a number of interconnected 
developments on both a local and regional scale, that 
together may constitute part of the explanation for 
social change seen on the Mainland during the later MH 
and LH I period.

It is likely that during the period of rapid increase in 
settlement numbers, rapid changes also occurred in the 
relative status of settlements. Some settlements became 
the core or central place of the area, and surrounding 
settlements the periphery or dependents; between them, 
unequal exchange took place. The central-place settle-
ments could have exchanged military technology, such 
as fortifi cation techniques, weaponry, valuables and 
imports. In return, the dependent (inland) settlements 
could have exchanged agricultural surplus, timber, meat 
or other secondary products (Wright 2004a: 127, 2010: 
761, Bintliff  1997: 17-22, 2010b: 812-814). Previously in this 
research, problems regarding the reconstruction of the 
relative status of settlements were highlighted. In case 
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of EH III–LH I settlements, some distinguished them-
selves by size (e.g. Argos, Kolonna), spatial organization 
(e.g. Pevkakia, Argos, Kolonna) or fi nds (Shaft Graves at 
Mycenae). Whether and how these characteristics were 
causally related, and whether they were meaningful with 
reference to relative status and location, remains to be 
investigated. 

In summary, most EH III–LH I settlements were char-
acterized by their relatively small size. The smaller 
settlements in particular may have been dependent on 
other settlements. Therefore, both intra- and inter-
community relationships must have been important. 
Diff erences existed in settlement size, and some settle-
ments were large or grew larger during EH III, MH I–II 
and MH III–LH I. However, details are lacking on the 
exact timing and extent of the settlement size increase, 
and it is possible that this diff ered among regions and 
sites. Larger settlements were especially located in the 
eastern Peloponnese and central Greece, in coastal as 
well as inland areas. Their growth may to some extent 
be explained by their location at the coast, along trade 
routes and/or in fertile areas, but this causal connection 
remains to be investigated. At large settlements, new 
social mechanisms had to come into place to enable the 
community to cope with increasing social tensions. At 
some settlements, space became (slightly) more organ-
ized from MH I onwards. These activities, and in par-
ticular large-scale building projects during the later MH 
and LH I, seem to have temporally coincided with the 
increase in settlement numbers and settlement size. A 
relationship between settlement size and more organi-
zation of space and large-scale building projects can be 
assumed, but is at the moment diffi  cult to substantiate. It 
is suggested, based on increasing settlement size, settle-
ment numbers and interaction that tension increased in 
diff erent areas of life, especially during MH III–LH I. To 
resolve tensions, measures had to be taken. For exam-
ple, the construction of settlements in defensible loca-
tions during MH III–LH I could have been a measure of 
defence, to cope with increasing tensions on the regional 
and local level (Maran 1995: 68-69). 

The developments outlined above regarding settle-
ment size, density and location, and increasing inter-
action, as well as the suggested repercussions for social 
relationships and interaction within and between settle-
ments, are frequently referred to in the remainder of 
this chapter. Several of the architectural patterns and 
changes outlined in Chapter 4 seem related to or caused 
by these developments.

5.2.2 Settlement demarcation

Chapter 2.3.2 outlined how high mobility, in add-
ition to the abundant availability of land, is likely to 
have rendered the concept of property superfl uous. 
However, under circumstances of pressure, the concept 

of property, or ownership of goods, will become impor-
tant. Communities can use their built environment to 
demarcate their property, or to communicate messages 
of ownership. 

EH III settlements do not seem to have been demar-
cated. The only exception was Kolonna, which was 
surrounded by an impressive defensive wall. However, 
Kolonna was much involved in interaction networks 
and did not suff er the same crisis as did other EH III 
settlements. Defensive or circumference walls were 
constructed during MH. The exact date of the walls is 
often not clear, but it seems that more such walls were 
constructed during the later MH and LH I. As outlined 
above, settlement density and size increased and inter-
action networks expanded during the MH, especially 
during MH III–LH I. Considering these developments, 
we can assume that the concept of property at the settle-
ment level became more important in some areas, espe-
cially during MH III–LH I. We should therefore refl ect 
on the possibility that domestic architecture was used as 
a way to communicate messages of property. 

The exact use and extent of the defensive and circum-
ference walls is often unclear (Alušík 2010), but their use 
could have been plural. They could have been practical 
demarcations of settlement or land, perhaps to fend of 
animals. They could also have functioned as symbolic 
markers of the boundary of settlement space. In add-
ition, some walls could have functioned as defensive 
walls. A concentration of defensive or circumference 
walls is seen in Attica and the Saronic Gulf (Table 5.2.1). 
Because these areas seem to have been important inter-
action spheres, these walls may have served primarily 
defensive functions; especially considering the increas-
ing infl uence of Crete on the Mainland and the wider 
Aegean. The construction of defensive or circumference 
walls is not necessarily related to the construction of 
monumental graves at the same settlement (Table 5.2.1).

In summary, settlement architecture provides some 
indications of increasing concern for the demarcation 
of property. The seemingly more frequent demarcation 
of settlement space during the later MH should perhaps 
be linked to increasing settlement density and increas-
ing interaction, which is likely to have caused tension 
and competition between settlements (perhaps local 
mini polities), which, in turn, could eventually have 
resulted in threat and warfare. Also the rise of Minoan 
palaces and their increasing infl uence and presence in 
the wider Aegean, as well as the possibilities of trade, 
raiding and warfare provided by the introduction of bet-
ter boats, must have had repercussions for settlement 
defensive systems. 

5.2.3 Summary

Let me summarize this section on communities and 
their neighbours. Overall, EH III–LH I settlements were 
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relatively small and must have been dependent on neigh-
bouring communities for their survival. However, some 
settlements were larger, and it seems that settlement size 
increased during the MH and LH I. At these larger settle-
ments, new social mechanisms had to be created to cope 
with the increasing population. The development of a 
more complex social organization at some larger settle-
ments could have enabled the organization of a large 
labour force. For example, little settlement organization 
was seen during EH III, while slightly more investment 
was visible at MH I–II and MH III–LH I settlements. 
Evidence of large-scale building projects is especially 
dated to the later MH, refl ected in the construction of 
drains, a possible water system and circumference and 
defensive walls. However, establishing a causal relation-
ship between settlement size and spatial organization 
is diffi  cult.

Settlement density rapidly increased during MH III–
LH I, and it is suggested that this resulted in more inter-
action between people and communities. Increasing 
tension and competition between people and commu-
nities are likely to be interconnected with these devel-
opments. These (probably interconnected) factors could 
have resulted in the construction of circumference and 
defensive walls, as communities experienced more ten-
sion and threat of warfare. Therefore, some communities 
may have felt the need to demarcate their settlement or 
property vis-à-vis other settlements or defend them-
selves against military threats coming from neighbours 
or the sea. This demarcation, depending on its size and 
construction, could have had both functional and sym-
bolical meaning.

5.3 Domestic architecture: 

 the community and the household

5.3.1  The domestic economy

In Chapter 2.4.1, I outlined how Sahlins argued for the 
domestic mode of production. The household is an inde-
pendent producing unit, but at the same time to some 
extent submerged in the larger community. This situ-
ation creates a constant dilemma between satisfying the 
domestic welfare of the household, on the one hand, and 
not endangering broader kinship obligations that force 
them to share resources, on the other hand (Sahlins 
1972: 127). Flannery (1972) suggested that in societies 
where the individual household is the basic produc-
tion unit and sharing of produce is more selective, more 
opportunities and incentives emerge for intensifi cation 
of production. A middle course may have been to share 
and pool with a smaller social group, for example, the 
direct kin group consisting of several households.

These considerations seem important for our under-
standing of EH III–LH I social relationships and devel-
opments. The above-mentioned changes in settlement 
density, spatial organization and settlement demarcation 

render it likely that changes in the domestic economy, 
household relationships and the importance of own-
ership of goods did take place. Furthermore, the previ-
ously mentioned diff erences and increase in settlement 
size, and the related exogamous or endogamous nature 
of social groups, must also have aff ected relationships 
within and between communities. Therefore, we should 
consider how the domestic economy was organized 
during EH III, MH I–II and MH III–LH I. Furthermore, 
we should refl ect on the economic tension between the 
household and the larger community. These are impor-
tant issues to refl ect on. However, considering the limi-
tations of the architectural evidence, we cannot fully 
answer to these questions. Based on the domestic archi-
tecture, a number of tentative inferences can be made 
that are to some extent also substantiated by other data. 

Generally, it seems that storage took place at the 
household level during EH III and the early MH. 
Produce was stored in vessels, pithoi and presumably in 
bothroi, pits, cists and baskets. The data are quite prob-
lematic though, because only a few in situ assemblages 
were recovered. In addition, calculations of household 
size and storage capacity are problematic. Considering 
the overall absence of communal storage structures, 
it seems plausible to assume that the domestic econ-
omy was based on household production and storage 
of goods. The freestanding nature of most houses also 
suggests a certain isolation of each household in rela-
tion to neighbouring households. However, open space 
around the houses suggests that interaction with other 
households took place here. Examples are the remains of 
basins which were uncovered south of the early EH III 
houses at Lerna, and the remains of an oven and basin 
west of house 3 at Kolonna. 

So far, we have found little evidence of communal 
storage areas and no evidence of organized storage and 
distribution of goods during EH III. Such evidence has 
been recovered in EH II contexts (Pullen 2011a). For 
example, at EH II Petri (Kostoula 2000), Lerna (Wiencke 
2000, Wiencke 2011) and Geraki (Weingarten et al. 1999, 
Weingarten 2000, Weingarten et al. 2011), evidence of 
limited centralized control of some staple goods was 
recovered. Furthermore, some evidence of large-scale (or 
in any event at a larger scale than the household group) 
consumption practices has been observed in EH II con-
texts (Wiencke 2000, 2011, Peperaki 2004, 2010, Pullen 
2011a, 2011d). In EH III contexts, only evidence of small-
scale consumption or ‘ceremonies’ has been recovered 
(Rutter 2008). Again, the data are not overwhelming, but 
the impression is rendered that during EH III a fragmen-
tation or downscaling of the EH II domestic economic 
organization took place.

So far, little evidence, too, has been found of part-time 
craft specialization and the export and import of goods 
during EH III. In contrast, during EH II a few itinerant 
craft workers may have existed who made role-impressed 
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designs on pithoi and hearth rims. Furthermore, some 
part-time craft specialization may have existed at sev-
eral settlements, for example, at Manika (obsidian 
working). A pottery production area was uncovered at 
early EH II Proskynas (Zachou 2004: 1267-1276), while 
Kolonna exported ceramics to the Mainland. The extent 
of exchange of craft-manufactured goods remains to be 
investigated in many areas. However, it has been pointed 
out at Kouphovouno in Laconia that a network of inter-
connected sites existed that were supplied by specialist 
potters (Mee 2009). Furthermore, many EH II settle-
ments participated in far-reaching exchange networks, 
refl ected in, for example, deposited grave goods. These 
grave goods also suggest that wealth diff erences existed 
between people. So far, only very few EH III graves have 
been uncovered, and these were all poor in terms of both 
construction and grave goods. EH III communities did 
not participate strongly in exchange networks, but it 
has been pointed out (Chapter 1.2.1) that some mobil-
ity and exchange did exist. For example, exchange and 
interaction reached as far as Italy (Nicolis 2005, Maran 
2007b, Rambach 2010). Furthermore, ceramic analysis 
shows that EH III settlements did exchange ceramics 
on a local and regional scale, though the extent of this 
exchange seems to have diff ered among settlements or 
regions (Attas, Fossey & Yaff e 1987, Spencer 2007). EH 
III Kolonna fulfi lled a special role in the exchange of 
ceramics to the Mainland. Part-time craft specialization 
seems to have been mainly a household aff air, though it 
has been suggested that export of stone tools may have 
occurred at EH III Lerna (Hartenberger, Runnels 2001). 
Overall, the impression is gained that craft production 
and exchange of goods continued during EH III, but on 
a smaller scale compared to EH II. Therefore, we could 
also suggest a down-scaling at this level of the economy. 

The domestic economy seems to have been reconfi g-
ured or to have become more complex during the later 
EH III and MH. Several architectural changes and devel-
opments took place, suggesting changes in the domestic 
mode of production and the importance of property. A 
special-purpose building, possibly for storage, seems to 
have been constructed and used at Lerna during EH III 
(Rutter 2008). Outdoor storage facilities were also con-
structed at MH I and MH II Argissa, MH II Pevkakia 
(granary), MH II Krisa (catalogue B14), MH III Eutresis 
(catalogue C10, C11), and possibly MH III–LH I Kirrha 
(catalogue B04) and LH I Krisa (catalogue B16). The con-
struction and use of such auxiliary structures may sug-
gest changes in the domestic economy and changes in 
the economic cooperation among households and the 
community. However, the data are problematic in two 
respects. First, it remains unclear if these structures 
were used by multiple households or the whole commu-
nity, as relationships between such structures and other 
houses could not be explored. Secondly, the auxiliary 

functioning of some of these structures remains uncer-
tain due to lack of associated fi nds and contextual data.

Other architectural developments also suggest 
increasing economic cooperation between households. 
In some (admittedly few) cases, at MH II Pevkakia 
(catalogue A48), MH II Krisa (catalogue B12), MH II 
Lianokladhi (catalogue B18) and MH III Dimini (cata-
logue A26), storage areas inside houses became more 
accessible. This was achieved through the construction 
of multiple entrances, of which one could be accessed 
from outside the house, leading into the storage room. 
The storage area was even located in the front area of the 
houses at Lianokladhi and Dimini, which was unusual 
because storage areas were more often located in the 
back. Auxiliary structures for storage and cooking activ-
ities were uncovered at MH III Eutresis (catalogue C10, 
C11, C12). These structures were also accessed by multiple 
entrances. The increased accessibility of storage areas 
during MH II and MH III may suggest a deconstruction 
of the isolated nature of the house and increased cooper-
ation between the household and other people, perhaps 
relatives or other households. Again, the architectural 
data are relatively weak, as they were attested at only 
some houses at some settlements. However, consider-
ing other architectural developments taking place at the 
same time, it does seem plausible to suggest that more 
organized economic cooperation between households 
took place.

Increasing economic cooperation was also suggested 
in relation to the enlargement of house size, especially 
at late MH II–LH I Asine (as argued by Voutsaki 2010b). 
The size of some of the houses, combined with data on 
segmentation, entrances and furnishings, led to the sug-
gestion that merged or multiple households inhabited 
these houses, or that household size increased, for exam-
ple through the incorporation of subsidiary household 
labour. From this follows that more people were inhab-
iting the house, and together procuring, storing and 
sharing resources. The data and interpretation of these 
houses are problematic, however. Details on the furnish-
ings and fi nds were poor, and therefore the function of 
rooms could often not be assessed.

Changes in craft specialization were also suggested to 
have taken place during the later MH and LH I period. 
Evidence of specialized craft-working facilities, such 
as ovens and kilns, was more often found at later MH 
and LH I settlements. We should question whether this 
impression is correct, as more LH settlements were 
excavated as opposed to EH III and MH settlements. 
However, considering the overall poor preservation of 
MH III–LH I remains, the suggestion of increasing evi-
dence of specialized craft-working facilities should not 
altogether be disregarded.

Besides the suggested increase in and better organi-
zation of economic cooperation between some house-
holds, we may also see signs of increased segregation of 
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some households. A few households fenced off  an area 
beside the house. This was attested at MH I Lerna (cata-
logue G63), MH II Krisa (catalogue B12), MH III Kirrha 
(catalogue B01) and perhaps MH II Asine (catalogue G24) 
and MH Tiryns (catalogue G73). It seems the fenced-
off  areas were used for storage and/or cooking, though 
other activities may also have taken place. Therefore, 
the impression is gained that some economic activities 
engaged in by these households were shielded from the 
larger community, either in a practical way (assuming 
the partition walls were high) or in a symbolical way 
(assuming the partition walls were low). Although the 
two suggested economic developments of increased 
cooperation and isolation seem contrasting, I would like 
to argue that they were part of the same phenomenon: 
some households started to move away from obligations 
to share with the community at large (see also Voutsaki 
et al. in press).

In summary, changes in the organization of the domes-
tic economy seem indicated by a) the general absence 
of communal storage structures during EH III; b) the 
construction of auxiliary structures from late EH III 
onwards; c) increased access to storage areas; d) the sug-
gested enlargement of some households during late MH 
II–LH I; and e) the suggested economic isolation of a 
few households during the MH. Added to this list could 
be the increasing evidence of specialized craft-working 
facilities. Can we establish what caused these changes?

5.3.2 Causes of change in the 

 EH III–LH I domestic economy

Too little data are available to securely assess whether 
the outlined developments regarding the domestic econ-
omy took place at specifi c settlements, in specifi c areas, 
or at specifi c moments in time. The available evidence 
suggests that developments especially occurred in cen-
tral Greece (i.e. southern Thessaly, Phocis and Boeotia) 
and the Argolid, and at settlements of 2 ha or more in 
size, such as Pevkakia, Eutresis, Asine and Lerna (Table 
5.2.1). Large settlement size could have been respon-
sible for increased economic cooperation in two ways. 
First, these settlements were probably large enough for 
social groups to be endogamous, which could have led 
to the increasing importance of the fostering of social 
relationships between households within a single settle-
ment. Second, one means of coping with pressure on 
social relationships and on the availability of resources 
at large settlements could have been the enlargement of 
the social group, as was outlined in Chapter 2.3.1. This 
enlargement could have led to the increasing economic 
cooperation of households forming the social group. 
Besides large settlement size, increasing settlement 
density during the later MH and LH I could also have led 
to increasing economic cooperation. Increasing settle-
ment density could have caused competition between 

settlements over resources. Economic collaboration 
among households could have led to more economic sta-
bility to cope with such pressure. Therefore, depending 
on settlement size, settlement density and social / eco-
nomic dependency, some communities and households 
could have collaborated with their neighbours, while 
others competed with them.

Besides such internal factors of change, exter-
nal factors could also have played a role. Trade and 
exchange activities intensifi ed. The increasing propor-
tion (though uneven distribution) of imported objects 
from MH I onwards suggests that society became more 
open towards or receptive to foreign contacts (e.g. 
Rutter, Zerner 1984, Zerner 1993, various contributions 
in Philippa-Touchais et al. 2010). A greater involve-
ment of households or settlements in craft production 
must have aff ected the domestic economy as well. For 
example, some households may have become dependent 
on others for their basic resources, while other house-
holds may have become dependent on households in 
other communities. 

The suggested interpretation of architectural pat-
terns and the suggested causes of architectural change 
are to some extent substantiated by other evidence. It 
was mentioned above that only small-scale consump-
tion or ‘ceremonies’ seem to have taken place during 
EH III. The reconfi guring of social relationships and 
economic cooperation is suggested by evidence of large-
scale consumption or ‘feasting’ assemblages recovered 
at a few later MH settlements: MH II Kolonna, MH 
III–LH I Argos and late MH Mycenae (and perhaps Ano 
Englianos). We could hypothesize that the occurrence of 
such events implies changes in social relationships and 
economic organization, because large groups of people 
participated in such events and because large amounts 
of food and drink were collected and distributed. These 
events were probably meant to foster social relationships 
(Wright 2004c, Bintliff  2010b: 759).

Artefact assemblages in the mortuary and domestic 
sphere also suggest increasing importance of household 
economics, household interaction and the fostering of 
household relationships. Storage vessels as gifts in mostly 
late MH burials could be a means to communicate the 
importance of economic reproduction. More specifi c-
ally, the inclusion of vessels for storage and consumption 
in MH III–LH I high-status burials at Asine and Mycenae 
is interpreted by Wright (2008: 245) as a sign of control 
over specialized agricultural produce. The pairing of 
tableware vessels in domestic contexts and especially 
late MH–LH I (richer) tombs contexts (Nordquist 2000: 
3-4) could be a means to signal the importance of inter-
household relationships through drinking ceremonies. 
Nordquist (2000: 15) suggests that the pairing and sets 
of vessels imply the importance of hospitality, sharing 
and conviviality. Similar interpretations were suggested 
for such practices in Middle Bronze Age Britain. Here, 
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grave gifts consisting of table ware were interpreted as 
suggestions of the importance of feasting and exchange 
between kin groups, while grave gifts consisting of 
storage vessels were interpreted as indications of the 
importance of material and social reproduction (Brück 
2000: 290).

In summary, we fi rst see a fragmentation of the social 
and economic body during EH III. However, from EH 
III late onwards, we see perhaps increasing cooper-
ation. More organized household or communal eco-
nomic cooperation seems to occur during late EH III, 
MH I, and, especially, MH II. The increased cooperation 
could have been caused by social and economic pres-
sure at the level of the community and the settlement. 
Furthermore, the endogamous nature of social groups of 
some settlements could also have encouraged the foster-
ing of household relationships. In addition, an intensi-
fi cation of trade and exchange relationships could also 
have caused changes in the domestic economy. Besides 
increased cooperation, the impression was also gained 
that some households became more segregated. I sug-
gest these two developments were part of the same phe-
nomenon: during the MH, some households started to 
move away from obligations to share with the commu-
nity at large. The evidence for these suggested develop-
ments and their interpretation is thin, and their exact 
causal relationships cannot be established. However, 
the combination of diff erent architectural patterns and 
settlement and mortuary data, does render the sug-
gested developments and causal relationships likely. 

5.3.3 Community interdependence and 

 architectural homogeneity 

We can infer from the discussion in Chapter 2.5 that 
it is diffi  cult to assess whether architectural variation 
communicates social diff erentiation. However, as was 
outlined in Chapter 2.4.2, changes in community inter-
dependence (or the economy) could lead to the increase 
or decrease of architectural homogeneity. EH III and 
MH domestic architecture has been characterized as 
homogenous. Although this is largely correct, variation 
and change were observed within communities, as was 
shown in Chapters 3 and 4. We should therefore qualify 
the extent of EH III–LH I architectural homogeneity 
within communities and refl ect on the possible meaning 
of architectural variation.

Diff erences were observed on the outsides of houses 
regarding shape and size. Both apsidal and rectangular 
houses were uncovered at a few settlements, such as EH 
III Lerna and Kolonna, MH I–II Korakou, MH II Kirrha 
and MH II Eutresis. However, no functional diff erences 
were observed between rectangular and apsidal houses. 
Diff erently shaped houses (i.e. irregular, D-shaped, trap-
ezoidal, room complexes) were also uncovered at EH III 
Lerna, MH I–LH Kolonna, MH I–II Pevkakia, MH II Asea 

and Krisa, MH II–III Asine, MH III Agios Stephanos, 
MH III–LH I Peristeria and LH I–II Koukounara. Some 
of these buildings indeed had a special function, for 
example, storage (catalogue B14) or possibly communal 
or ceremonial functions (catalogue E29). Unfortunately, 
due to lack of data on furnishings and fi nds, it often 
remains unclear what the exact function of buildings 
or rooms was. As a result, possible diff erences between 
houses regarding house shape and function could not 
be explored to the fullest. It should be noted that more 
diff erences in house shape within settlements seem to 
occur from MH I onwards, and that more diff erently 
shaped houses were observed at late MH–LH I settle-
ments. Therefore, architectural variation occurred more 
frequently from MH I onwards and intensifi ed during 
MH III–LH I.

Diff erences between houses were also observed 
regarding house size, starting in EH III. The dataset on 
house size was small, as only few house plans were pre-
served and uncovered in their entirety. Therefore, it was 
not possible to carefully assess what the average house 
size was, whether a norm existed, and what should be 
considered a deviation of this norm. It was observed that 
small, and especially small and one-roomed buildings 
were likely to have been of auxiliary use. Unfortunately, 
it was diffi  cult to assess if large buildings also had a spe-
cial function. In the case of the LBC at Kolonna, a special 
function could indeed be ascribed to the building with 
the help of the associated ceramic and bone assemblages. 
However, similar contextual data were often lacking for 
other buildings. For example, house size at MH III Argos 
ranged from 23 m² to 72 m², but it remains unclear if func-
tional or other diff erences existed between the smaller 
and larger houses. A little more data on furnishings were 
available regarding MH II houses at Eutresis, ranging in 
size from 14 m² to 47 m². No obvious indications of func-
tional diff erences were seen here between smaller and 
larger houses. It was observed in the previous chapter 
that house size increased through time, especially during 
the later MH. It is also especially during MH II and MH 
III that large buildings were constructed, for example, at 
Argos, Asea, Asine, Ermitsi, Kirrha, Kolonna and Krisa. 
Therefore, the increasing variation in house shape is 
accompanied by increasing variation in house size. To 
these developments, we may add the above-mentioned 
increase in settlement size, settlement numbers, spatial 
organization and collective building projects.

Diff erences between houses were also observed inside 
the houses, regarding segmentation, furnishings and 
performed activities. Because of the aforementioned 
problems, it was usually impossible to form a clear pic-
ture of patterns and developments, and hence to explain 
these diff erences. Regarding diff erences in number of 
rooms, only in a few cases was it possible to ascribe a spe-
cifi c activity to a specifi c room. At the same time, it could 
not be excluded that other activities were performed in 
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that same room as well. Since many houses had only one 
or two rooms, these must have been multi-functional. 
The preservation of furnishings was overall so poor 
that it was considered useless to compare houses and 
their furnishings. Observed activities usually consisted 
of storage, cooking and the working of stone, bone and 
metal. However, none of these activities was performed 
on a large or specialized scale (except for storage and 
processing of food in the case of a few auxiliary build-
ings). In the previous chapter, it was observed that more 
rooms were created inside houses during the MH, espe-
cially during MH II and MH III. In addition, these rooms 
were sometimes grouped on multiple axes. Furthermore, 
an increasing variation was seen in the number of rooms 
and in the orientation of axes. 

Although contextual data are usually lacking, I can 
put forward a possible explanation for the observed 
architectural homogeneity and the increasing architec-
tural variation. The overall EH III–LH I architectural 
homogeneity could have been a means to maintain 
social relationships and cooperation within commu-
nities, through consensual behaviour (Goodman 1999: 
151, Blanco-Gonzales 2011: 404). Such relationships 
were especially important in small-scale societies where 
households were dependent on each other for the shar-
ing of labour and resources, and where settlements may 
have been interdependent as well (i.e. marriage part-
ners). The Mainland in general was little receptive to 
architectural change. For example, diff erent interaction 
areas did not seem to have had a signifi cant eff ect on the 
architecture, as seen at Agios Stephanos. We can also 
assume that it probably took more time for architecture 
to become infl uenced as opposed to, for example, ceram-
ics. After all, ceramics were relatively easy to import. 
Minoan architectural infl uence was seen on the 
Mainland during LH II and LH IIIA (Nelson 2007a, 
2007b), but before this could happen, Minoan builders 
fi rst pioneered the use of poros block masonry on the 
Mainland (Nelson 2007b: 159). 

I would like to suggest that changing social and eco-
nomic relationships seem to have caused or enabled 
the development of more architectural variation. The 
suggested increase in economic cooperation of house-
holds during MH I, and especially from MH II onwards, 
could have led to less dependency of the household on 
the community as a whole, but more dependency on 
collaborating households or the kin group. Likewise, 
the suggested increased isolation of a few households 
could have led to less dependency on the community as 
a whole. In addition, increasing interaction with other 
settlements and areas, which commenced in MH I and 
particularly intensifi ed during MH III–LH I, could have 
made some households also less dependent on the com-
munity as a whole. Finally, increasing settlement size 
could have decreased dependency on neighbouring 
settlements, as social groups at larger settlement could 

have been endogamous (although we can never establish 
if this was indeed the case). It was suggested in Chapter 
2.4.2 that the transition from a closed economy to a 
more open economy could enable the expression of dif-
ferences between households. It is therefore plausible 
that the suggested decreasing economic dependency of 
the individual household on the community as a whole, 
the decreasing social dependency of large settlements on 
neighbouring settlements, and the increasing trade and 
interaction between diff erent settlements and areas led 
to slightly more architectural variation during MH, and 
especially during MH III–LH I, although we cannot fully 
and securely substantiate the causal linkages.

In this context, we should again refer to other evi-
dence that substantiates this explanation. Exchange and 
trade relationships intensifi ed during the MH. However, 
it was especially during the later MH that more wealth 
and exotica were found in mortuary contexts, suggest-
ing a further intensifi cation of trade (and gift exchange) 
relationships. In addition, it also seems that more evi-
dence of craft-working installations was found in 
MH III–LH I contexts. 

We can expand on possible reasons for intensifi ed 
exchange and trade activities, although this is a com-
plex problem beyond the scope of the present thesis. I 
outlined in Chapter 2.3.1 that increasing population at 
a settlement would have needed measures to maintain 
the population. Therefore a horizontal political subdivi-
sion needed to be made (Bintliff  2010b: 760), for exam-
ple the enlargement of a nuclear family to an extended 
family (Knappett 2009: 16-18) or the enlargement of a 
kin group. A vertical subdivision could also have been 
made, such as increasing importance of specifi c house-
holds, families or kin groups (Bintliff  2010b: 760). In case 
of the latter, a rise in hierarchy would develop. In the 
preceding sections, it has been suggested that some EH 
III, MH and LH I settlements were so large that diff erent 
social mechanisms must have been in place compared to 
smaller settlements. In addition, some (admittedly thin) 
evidence for the enlargement of the household group 
(either with kin or subsidiary workforce) during MH II–
LH I was put forward, as well as for increasing economic 
cooperation between some households. As was outlined 
in Chapter 2.3.1, the enlargement of the household or kin 
groups could result in competition between such groups 
for members. Likewise, the vertical rise of specifi c social 
groups could also lead to competition to become part 
of this group. Membership could be contested or cre-
ated through use of symbols, power and gift exchange 
(Johnson, Earle 1987: 6-7). Exchange and the acquisition 
of foreign goods could have been a means to achieve this.

 
In summary, EH III–LH I domestic architecture is charac-
terized by overall homogeneity, which we could attribute 
to the overall dependency of households on the commu-
nity at large, as well as on neighbouring communities. 
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This dependency asked for a certain solidarity, which 
could be expressed in consensual cultural behaviour 
such as architectural homogeneity. In addition, the 
Mainland in general may not have been receptive to 
architectural change. Some architectural diff erences did 
exist within communities. It should be emphasized that 
during the MH, and especially during MH II–LH I, we 
see increasing variety in house shape, size and segmen-
tation. Due to the problems outlined earlier regarding 
lack of information on fi nds and furnishings, it often 
remains unclear if observed diff erences in house size 
and house shape were functional or meaningful. Only 
in a few cases could a functional reason be put forward 
as an explanation for a building’s large or small size. It 
is suggested here that the increasing architectural vari-
ation was possibly due to a decrease in interdependence 
between the household and the community as a whole. 
It was suggested that households became more depend-
ent on other households within a sub / kin group, or on 
households outside their own community. The decrease 
in household and community interdependence at some 
settlements could have lessened the need for homog-
enizing forms of behaviour and could therefore have led 
to increasing, though not really pronounced, variation.

5.3.4 Summary

Let me summarize this overall section on domes-
tic architecture and the community. It has repeatedly 
been emphasized that the data on household economy, 
cooperation and activities are problematic for various 
reasons. Nonetheless, several patterns and develop-
ments were suggested, as well as an interpretation of 
them and possible causes of change. I suggest that the 
social body was fragmented during EH III; neverthe-
less, the household and the community were interde-
pendent, and these social relationships were fostered 
by homogenizing forms of behaviour. From EH III late 
onwards, it seems as if slightly more economic cooper-
ation took place between some households, especially 
from MH II onwards. The increased cooperation could 
have been partly caused by social and economic pressure 
at the level of the community and the settlement, due to 
population increase. I suggest that as some households 
became less dependent on the community as a whole, 
the importance of consensual behaviour became less 
important. The intensifi cation of trade and exchange 
relationships could also have been a factor causing 
changes in the domestic economy, and at the same time 
have played a role in changing social relationships. For 
example, increased economic interaction between dif-
ferent households / communities may have resulted 
in the economic independence of some households or 
kin groups and perhaps the vertical rise of some social 
groups over others, and may therefore have led to a 
decline in homogenizing forms of behaviour.

5.4 Domestic architecture: 

 the household perspective

5.4.1 Transmission

I outlined in Chapters 2.3.2 and 2.5.1 that the organi-
zation of the domestic economy could aff ect the way 
people thought about ownership and the transmission 
of goods. Above, the suggestion was made that house-
holds were dependent on the wider community during 
EH III, but possibly shared less with the wider com-
munity during the MH; instead, some households may 
have cooperated and shared more selectively with other 
households, while at the same time some households 
may have become more segregated. We should therefore 
explore whether signs of ownership or the transmission 
of resources were being communicated in the domestic 
architecture at the level of the household, and refl ect on 
changes taking place in this context.

The suggested fragmentation of the EH II social 
body and the downscaling of the economic body seem 
to have made the household the most important social 
unit during EH III. It is suggested here that households 
were economically largely self-suffi  cient. The freestand-
ing nature of EH III houses also communicates a cer-
tain isolation from the wider community. Taking this 
into account, the continuity of the household must 
have been of importance for the household members. 
At the same time, households must have been depend-
ent on the wider community, and the open space around 
houses also enabled interaction between households 
and the wider community. The homogenous appearance 
of houses was therefore interpreted above as a means 
to consolidate community solidarity. In this way, the 
domestic architecture gave expression to the constant 
dilemma households faced of satisfying their domestic 
welfare without endangering broader kinship obliga-
tions (Sahlins 1972: 127). 

Although we know nothing of possible marriage rules 
to safeguard the continuity of the household and trans-
mission of goods, we can make some suggestions about 
transmission of property and resources based on the 
domestic architecture. Almost a third of the catalogued 
EH III houses were rebuilt. Diff erences were observed 
in the level of meticulousness of rebuilding houses. 
Perhaps these diff erences were due to specifi c circum-
stances, such as the unexpected destruction of houses, 
little availability of space on terraces, the convenience 
of using older walls or a conscious decision to commu-
nicate even more strongly the message of continuity of 
the house. It is diffi  cult to ascribe the meticulousness 
of each rebuilding to a specifi c cause, not in the least 
because of lack of micro-morphological data. The diff er-
ences in meticulousness of rebuilding seem to rule out 
the interpretation of this action as solely functional. A 
more symbolical interpretation should be considered, as 
this action resulted in the physical continuation of the 
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house and the household in space and over time. I would 
therefore tentatively suggest that rebuilding of houses 
was a means to symbolize continuity and transmission 
of the house and household and to reinforce rules of 
transmission of the household vis-à-vis the wider com-
munity. At the same time, the above-mentioned archi-
tectural homogeneity could have been a means by which 
to symbolize the dependency of the household on the 
wider community. 

Approximately one-third of the MH I–II houses were 
rebuilt, so seemingly the same proportion as in EH III. 
However, when rebuilding took place, this was done 
less meticulously compared to EH III. The rebuilding of 
houses could have had the same meaning as during EH 
III. It was suggested by me that some households started 
to move away from obligations to share with the com-
munity at large; if this is true, this could have diminished 
the importance of communicating transmission to the 
wider community—hence the less meticulous rebuild-
ing. Also slightly more architectural variation became 
visible, underlining the impression of the household 
becoming less dependent on the community as a whole. 
At the same time, the overall architectural homogeneity 
remained a means to symbolize the dependency of the 
household on the wider community.

The impression was gained that, besides being rebuilt, 
houses were subjected to more internal modifi cations 
compared to EH III, and that these were more drastic. 
The improved construction quality of houses could 
have led to the possible slight increase in internal modi-
fi cations. In addition, it seems that houses remained 
inhabited longer, but this was diffi  cult to substantiate. A 
causal relationship between more internal modifi cations 
and a longer lifespan of houses could not be established 
due to lack of data. Therefore, it was also not possible to 
explore whether internal modifi cations were some sort 
of substitution for rebuilding. 

House rebuilding seems to cease during MH III–
LH I, as only three possible examples could be identi-
fi ed. Internal modifi cations continued to take place. It 
appears that the continuity of the house and the house-
hold in space and through time was no longer important. 
Therefore, I tentatively suggest that new means were 
developed to communicate transmission. Overall, archi-
tectural homogeneity remained strong, but compared 
to the preceding periods, an intensifi cation of architec-
tural variation was observed. Therefore, the impression 
is gained that some households were less and less sub-
merged in the wider community.

The outlined developments regarding house rebuild-
ing and modifi cations are not strongly supported by 
the archaeological data. As a result, the interpretation 
of these patterns is also tentative. However, these weak 
patterns and their interpretation are supported by the 
previously discussed architectural patterns and their 
suggested interpretation. The suggested enlargement of 

the social group and the suggested increasing cooper-
ation between households from MH II onwards could 
have changed rules and the communication around the 
transmission of goods. Admittedly, the architectural 
evidence on which these suggestions were based is also 
not very strong. Nonetheless, it seems plausible that as 
households became less submerged in the wider commu-
nity and became more involved in economic and social 
relationships with other households, there was less need 
to communicate transmission of property and resources 
of single households to the wider community. Instead, 
the transmission of property and resources of sub / kin 
groups may have become important, and for this, other 
means than rebuilding of houses could have been neces-
sary. Also on Bronze Age Crete, rebuilding of houses or 
the incorporation of older elements in new buildings 
took place. This practice, together with other evidence 
(see Chapter 1.1) was interpreted by Driessen (2010) as a 
means to reinforce the localization of the social group 
inhabiting the house. 

Rebuilding activities should not be considered a new 
phenomenon appearing in EH III. Evidence of rebuild-
ing practices has also been observed for EH II domestic 
architecture (Weiberg 2007, Peperaki 2010). Therefore, 
we could add another example of continuity from EH II 
to EH III to a list which is steadily growing (see Forsén 
1992). The increasing evidence for continuity from EH 
II to EH III emphasizes that we should steer away from 
interpreting the EH II–III changes solely from the per-
spective of invasion and migration. 

The interpretation of rebuilding activities from a 
symbolical rather than functional perspective is sup-
ported by mortuary data. A few EH III intramural burials 
have been recovered so far. The deposition of the dead 
or ancestors among house remains could have been a 
means to symbolize the continuity of the household. 
The EH III mortuary evidence is very scant, but the 
practice of intramural burial continues and intensifi es 
during the early MH. Intramural burials during late EH 
III and MH could have been an additional means to sym-
bolize or communicate household transmission. A per-
haps extraordinary example is found at Lerna. House 
complex 98A (catalogue G63) seemed economically and 
physically isolated from the wider community, as it was 
partly fenced off . Storage and cooking took place in 
the fenced-off  area. After destruction of the house, an 
alternation of burial, house construction, burial and 
house construction took place during MH I–MH II 
(Milka 2010). 

It seems that from MH I onwards also extramu-
ral cemeteries and tumuli were constructed. Here, 
graves seem to have been clustered into kinship groups 
(Voutsaki 2010d: 103). Extramural cemeteries were used 
more widely during MH III–LH I, though developments 
diff ered in space and time. Therefore, burials or ances-
tors became more visible in the landscape, but were less 
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clearly associated with a specifi c household. Rather, a 
larger social group, such as the kin group, was associated 
with a burial plot. For example, house B at Asine was 
suggested to have housed a large household or multiple 
households. Although a few child burials were found 
among the house remains, adult burials were lacking. It 
was therefore suggested that these people may have been 
buried at the extramural cemetery.

Like architectural developments, mortuary devel-
opments diff ered in time and place. Nonetheless, both 
the architectural and the mortuary record show devel-
opments that seem to imply changes in the communi-
cation of transmission and changes in the social group. 
Perhaps the mortuary sphere became the most impor-
tant domain to communicate transmission, instead of 
the domestic sphere. It may have been easier to express 
social relationships and alliances in the mortuary 
sphere, as this sphere is very suited for the expression 
of the emphasis on descent, continuity and transmis-
sion. Household relationships and alliances could have 
shifted during one’s lifetime, and the house may have 
been too durable (i.e. lasting longer than a human life-
time) to give expression to such relationships.

In summary, it seems that the household was the most 
important social unit throughout the EH III–LH I 
period, though of course it was submerged in the wider 
community. It is tentatively suggested that continuity 
and transmission of the household and resources were 
of some importance during EH III and MH I–II and were 
symbolized and communicated to the wider community 
through rebuilding practices and intramural burials. 
However, the relationship between the household and 
the wider community seems to have changed through 
time, perhaps more at some settlements than at others. 
During MH I, and especially from MH II onwards, it 
seems as if some households became less submerged 
in the wider community. It can be suggested on a very 
general scale that this change coincided with the less 
meticulous rebuilding of houses and the construction 
of the very fi rst extramural cemeteries during MH I and 
MH II. In addition, the suggested cessation of rebuild-
ing activities seems to coincide with an increasing use 
of extramural cemeteries during MH III–LH I. It is 
therefore suggested that the mortuary sphere gradually 
became the most important domain to communicate 
transmission, instead of the domestic sphere.

5.4.2 Household activities

Domestic architecture can to some extent be infl uenced 
by activities performed in and around houses. In Chapter 
2.5.2, I outlined how the performance of more tasks is 
likely to have infl uenced the size of the household (Wilk, 
Rathje 1982), as well as the shape of the built environ-
ment (Rapoport 1990), and therefore the segmentation 
of the house (Kent 1990a, 1990b, 1991, Steadman 2000). 

In this context, it should be considered whether any 
architectural patterns and changes provide information 
about tasks performed in EH III–LH I houses and by the 
household. Furthermore, we should refl ect on the size of 
the household, the size of the house and the segmenta-
tion of space.

Reconstructing household activities is notoriously 
diffi  cult. Both furnishings and fi nds were generally not 
well preserved, excavated or published. Most EH III–LH 
I houses had one, two or three rooms. Therefore, we can 
assume that these rooms were used for multiple activ-
ities. The suggestion was made in Chapter 4 that the 
use of rooms became more specialized during MH I and 
especially from MH II onwards. This was refl ected in the 
increased partitioning of space and the special use of 
some rooms for cooking and storage (though it could not 
be excluded that other activities were also carried out). 

Evidence for the performance of craft activities may 
be easier to identify. For example, stone cores were 
recovered at MH Asine and Agios Stephanos, while 
evidence of pottery manufacture and metalworking 
was recovered at various EH III and MH settlements. 
However, because fi nds and furnishings were unevenly 
preserved, it was not possible to assess if some house-
holds participated more than others in such activities. 
Nonetheless, the impression was gained that more evi-
dence for craft-working activities was uncovered in MH 
III–LH I contexts, such as the pottery kilns or workshops 
at Kirrha, Kolonna, Plasi and Ano Englianos, the litharge 
at Plasi and Thorikos, and a storage room fi lled with ves-
sels at Tragana-Voroulia.

Since the data needed to reconstruct household activ-
ities are poor, we could perhaps infer from the size and 
segmentation of houses whether changes took place in 
the performance of activities. It was pointed out in the 
preceding chapter that house size increased through 
time, especially from MH II onwards. In addition, also 
the number of rooms created inside houses increased, 
especially from MH II onwards. Based on the discussion 
above and on the work of Rapoport and Kent discussed 
in earlier chapters, we could tentatively suggest the per-
formance of more tasks in some houses and/or the sim-
ultaneous performance of tasks in some houses. 

Household size must have been of relevance in this 
context, but causes something of a chicken and egg 
problem. After all, as was pointed out by Netting (1982), 
household size and wealth tend to be related, because 
larger households can perform more tasks. At the same 
time, in a larger household more needs to be produced, 
as more mouths need feeding. Increasing the size of one’s 
house seems to be practical to accommodate either more 
household members and/or the performance of more 
household activities. Likewise, the increase in number 
of rooms seems to be practical, to give cues for behav-
iour and activities to be carried out in specifi c areas. 
Unfortunately, it is not possible to assess what happened 
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fi rst: changes in activities, changes in household size or 
changes in house size. It is even possible that this chain 
of developments diff ered per settlement, or that these 
changes occurred more or less simultaneously. 

Admittedly, we can only indirectly suggest a possible 
increase in the number, type or simultaneity of tasks 
performed from MH II onwards, based on the domestic 
architecture. However, this development does not seem 
unlikely, considering the previously suggested increase 
in craft-working activities during MH III–LH I. The 
changes in performed activities in the household and 
the wider settlement would therefore coincide with the 
suggested transition towards a more open economy at 
some settlements. 

In summary, it is not possible to pinpoint the exact activ-
ities that households were involved in. However, based 
on furnishings, increasing house size and increasing seg-
mentation of space it is tentatively suggested that some 
households were involved in more activities or were spe-
cializing in some activities from MH II onwards.

5.4.3 Summary

Let me summarize the overall section on domestic archi-
tecture and the household. First, I considered whether 
and how the organization of the domestic economy 
aff ected the way people thought about ownership and 
the transmission of goods. Based on the domestic archi-
tecture, I tentatively suggested that continuity and 
transmission of the household and resources was sym-
bolized and communicated to the wider community 
through rebuilding practices during EH III and MH I–II. 
At the same time, the submersion of the household in 
the wider community was symbolized by the homog-
enous appearance of houses. It was argued in Chapter 
5.3.1 that the relationship between the household and 
the wider community changed at some settlements, as 
some households seemed to economically cooperate, 
especially from MH II onwards. Here, in Chapter 5.4.1, it 
was subsequently suggested that the changes in rebuild-
ing practices during MH I–II, and the eventual cessation 
of rebuilding activities during MH III–LH I should be 
interpreted as a result of changes in the rules and the 
communication of the transmission of goods. Although 
architectural homogeneity remained strong, the increas-
ing architectural variation suggests households were less 
submerged in the wider community. 

Secondly, I considered whether domestic archi-
tecture was infl uenced by activities performed by the 
household. Although it was not possible to pinpoint the 
exact activities that households were involved in, it was 
tentatively suggested that some were involved in more 
activities or were specializing in some activities from 
MH II onwards. This suggestion was based on furnish-
ings, increasing house size and increasing segmentation 
of space. These changes in activities would coincide with 

the suggested increase in craft-working activities during 
MH III–LH I, as well as the increase in trade activities. 
These economic and social developments would sub-
stantiate the decreasing submersion of some house-
holds in the wider community as well as the increasing 
architectural variation.

5.5 The function and meaning of domestic 

 architecture in various social spheres: 

 a summary

In this chapter, I have discussed the various spheres in 
which EH III–LH I domestic architecture functioned 
and was of possible symbolic meaning. The discus-
sion started with a consideration of the (supra)regional 
sphere, and how this aff ected domestic architecture. It 
was suggested that house shape, house construction 
quality and spatial organization of the settlement were 
aff ected by the duration of habitation of houses and 
settlements. Some houses and settlements seem to have 
been briefl y inhabited during EH III and MH I, perhaps 
implying mobility. Houses and settlements seem to have 
been longer inhabited from MH I onwards, although 
this is at the moment diffi  cult to substantiate due to 
limitation of the data. At a social level, these develop-
ments may suggest some fragmentation of social groups 
during EH III, followed by some defragmentation or re-
composition during MH. Besides mobility, also regional 
variation on the Mainland was considered. It may be 
possible that regional variation existed, and that these 
diff erences were perhaps causally related to diff erent 
interaction spheres. However, such inferences are hard 
to substantiate due to the limitations of the architec-
tural data. Inter-regional variation in social and architec-
tural development was also briefl y mentioned in relation 
to Crete, the Cyclades and the Mainland.

The causes of EH II-III changes were pluriform and 
are beyond the scope of this thesis, though some pos-
sible causes have been presented. The slower develop-
ment of the Mainland compared to the Cyclades and 
Crete could be a result of diff erent reconfi gurations 
of social groups: It is suggested that on the EH III and 
early MH Mainland, small egalitarian communities 
existed, in which the household was the most impor-
tant social unit, possibly organised along kinship lines. 
In the Cyclades and Crete, also towns and larger nucle-
ated villages existed, which may have been organised 
diff erently. These internal settlement changes are likely 
to have played a role in diff erent pathways to architec-
tural and social complexity. The introduction of the sail-
ing boat and the expansion of Minoan palatial infl uence 
also seem to have been signifi cant factors that caused 
or stimulated change during the earlier and later MBA 
(e.g. Dabney, Wright 1990, Wright 1995b, Voutsaki 1993, 
1999, 2001, Broodbank 2000, Maran 2011, Bintliff  2012: 
157). Secondly, communities and the relationship with 
their neighbours were considered. It seems that most 
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EH III–LH I settlements were small and were depend-
ent on neighbouring settlements for their survival. 
However, as settlement size increased, some commu-
nities may have become less dependent on their neigh-
bours. Some MH–LH I settlements were spatially better 
organized, but establishing a strong causal relationship 
between settlement size and spatial organization was 
not possible. Settlement density increased during MH 
III–LH I, and this may have aff ected relations between 
neighbouring communities in some areas. Why some 
settlements expanded in size (or choose not to fi ssion) 
is a question that goes beyond the scope of this thesis. 
Increasing interaction, competition, tension or even 
raids or warfare may have occurred between people and 
communities. In this changing social landscape, some 
communities may have felt the need to demarcate or 
defend their settlement or property, or perhaps expand 
in size, especially during MH III–LH I. It seems plausible 
to assume that military threat may have come from local 
communities as well as from communities farther away 
(other Mainland regions, the Cyclades, Crete). Some 
settlements succeeded more (or showed more interest) 
in external contacts. For example, more imports were 
recovered at MH Lerna and Argos than at Asine. But also 
changes occurred through time in contacts, as seen in 
the increasing and decreasing proportion of Aeginetan 
imports at Argos during the MH (Touchais 2007, 
Philippa-Touchais 2007). Perhaps competition existed 
between (interconnected) settlements over access to 
external goods and trade partners (Wright 1995b). Why 
the pace of developments accelerated during MH III–LH 
I may perhaps be partly explained by these constantly 
changing interaction patterns, which may have created 
more or new arenas of social and economic develop-
ment and competition for expanding settlements and 
kin groups. The community was also considered in the 
third section, but now specifi cally in relation to house-
holds. During EH III, the community and the household 
were interdependent and this relationship was fostered 
by homogenizing forms of behaviour. It was suggested 
that from EH III late onwards, slightly more economic 
cooperation took place between households, especially 
from MH II onwards. In addition, it seems that some 

households became more segregated. The increased 
cooperation and segregation may seem contrasting, but 
I suggested them to be part of the same phenomenon: 
some households started to move away from obligations 
to share with the community at large. Subsequently, I 
proposed that as some households became less depend-
ent on the community as a whole, the importance of 
consensual behaviour became less important. The sug-
gested increased economic cooperation could have been 
caused by social and economic pressure at the level of 
the community and the settlement, due to an increasing 
number of inhabitants and/or settlements. The inten-
sifi cation of trade and exchange relationships could 
also have caused changes in the domestic economy 
For example, increased economic interaction between 
households or social groups of diff erent communities 
may have resulted in the economic independence of 
some households or social groups and perhaps the ver-
tical rise of some over others. It is also imaginable that 
some households participated more in craft production 
and exchange, which would also have altered the domes-
tic economy. 

Finally, households or houses were considered. It 
was tentatively suggested that the transmission of the 
house(hold) and resources was symbolized and com-
municated to the wider community through rebuild-
ing practices during EH III and MH I–II. Because some 
households appeared to be less submerged in the wider 
community, it seems as if the symbolizing of the trans-
mission of resources became less important: rebuilding 
was carried out less me ticulous during MH I–II, and 
eventually ceased during MH III–LH I. Finally, I tenta-
tively suggested that some households were involved in 
more activities or were specializing in some activities 
from MH II onwards. This suggestion was based on a 
combination of furnishings, increasing house size and 
increasing segmentation of space. 

Despite the limitations of the evidence, several architec-
tural patterns could be explained and contextualized, 
while for some other patterns a tentative interpretation 
was off ered.



The purpose of this study was to analyse EH III–LH I 
domestic architecture with reference to social organi-
zation and change. The analysis and discussion of 
EH III–LH I domestic architecture have resulted in 
a better understanding of domestic architecture and 
architectural developments on the one hand, and the 
possible causes and signifi cance of architectural changes 
on the other hand. Architectural patterns and changes 
were especially related to social and economic circum-
stances, but the symbolical aspects of some architectural 
features were also emphasized. In this fi nal chapter, 
the main architectural patterns and interpretation of 
EH III, MH I–II and MH III–LH I domestic architec-
ture are highlighted. In addition, the signifi cance of the 
results of the analysis is emphasized. Finally, some sug-
gestions are given for future research.

6.1 EH III: Simplifi cation of domestic architecture 

 and fragmentation of the social body

The EH III period is characterized by a ‘crisis’: Some 
regions were (heavily) depopulated and their settlements 
destroyed. Large settlements, monumental construction 
works and communal cemeteries disappeared, suggest-
ing a collapse of social complexity. These developments 
caused the current impression of the EH III society as 
simple, undiff erentiated and homogenous. However, 
the EH III household and domestic economy have never 
been subjected to serious scrutiny. This study of domes-
tic architecture, which was much needed, has contrib-
uted towards a better understanding of developments 
during the period of ‘crisis’.

The analysis of domestic architecture revealed a few 
architectural and settlement patterns that suggest brev-
ity of habitation of some houses and settlements. This 
may imply that some movement of people took place. At 
the same time, also ideas and practices may have been 
transferred through interaction. The cause, extent and 
direction of movement is diffi  cult to reconstruct, and is 
beyond the aim of this research. However, it should be 
emphasized that mobility of people already took place 
during EH II.

The analysis of settlement space showed little evi-
dence of spatial organization. The layout of settlements 
was not rigid or planned, and no evidence was found of 
large-scale building projects. It has been argued in the 
past that the absence of defensive or circumference 
walls and monumental buildings such as corridor houses 

implies a lack of social organization and social hierarchy 
compared to EH II. Although this interpretation may 
not be far from the truth, the results of the EH III archi-
tectural analysis nuance it to some extent.

In my opinion, some architectural patterns suggest 
a fragmentation of the social body during EH III. First, 
with the exception of the EH II–III room complexes at 
Helike and Tiryns and the EH III houses at Kolonna, 
only freestanding houses were constructed during 
EH III. However, during EH II, and in addition to free-
standing houses, some court complexes and agglom-
erative buildings were in use, which were likely to have 
been inhabited by larger social groups. Second, no com-
munal rooms or buildings were constructed and in use 
during EH III, while a few of such rooms and buildings 
were in use during EH II. The lack of areas of commu-
nal interaction suggests a downscaling of social inter-
action at the level of the community. Third, so far only 
evidence of small-scale possibly ‘ceremonial’ activities 
has been recovered in EH III contexts, while evidence 
of large-scale consumption practices was recovered in 
EH II contexts. These three patterns together reinforce 
the impression of a downscaling of social interaction 
during EH III. Let us return to the issue of the absence of 
large-scale building projects during EH III. In my opin-
ion, the absence does not necessarily relate to an inabil-
ity to organize labour; it seems more likely to have been 
caused by a lack of need for such (communal?) structures.

Although the evidence from assemblages was weak, 
the impression was gained that households were largely 
economically self-suffi  cient, at least concerning the 
basic resources. The continuity of the house and the 
household, or the transmission of resources and prop-
erty could therefore have been a concern. Rebuilding 
of houses led to a continuity of the house in space and 
time. Therefore, it was tentatively suggested that EH III 
rebuilding practices could have been a means to trans-
mit resources and property, both physically and symboli-
cally. Although seemingly largely self-suffi  cient, EH III 
households must have been to some extent dependent 
on and cooperating with other households and neigh-
bouring communities. The homogeneity of domestic 
architecture could have been a means to create commu-
nity solidarity to insure such cooperation. Having said 
that, the analysis did show that some minor diff erences 
existed between houses in terms of shape, size, number 
of rooms and internal features. This means that there 
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was a certain though limited freedom of choice and that 
people were receptive to minor changes. However, in 
general, Mainland society does not seem to have been 
receptive to architectural change, based on the overall 
homogenous appearance of houses.

The analysis of EH III domestic architecture has to some 
extent confi rmed what was already known. Houses were 
indeed fairly small, simple and overall homogenous in 
appearance. However, the analysis has qualifi ed, quanti-
fi ed and thereby nuanced these observations, something 
that had not been done before. Finally, a new perspective 
is suggested for some of the changes taking place on the 
Mainland during EH III: a fragmentation of the social 
body, which is refl ected in a decreasing importance of 
communal (ceremonial?) and economic activities and in 
an increasing emphasis on the house(hold) and on trans-
mission of resources.

6.2 MH I–II: Increasing complexity in domestic 

 architecture and household cooperation

Although the MH period is not characterized by a cri-
sis, the prevailing impression of society during this 
period is also that it was simple and undiff erentiated. 
Developments did take place though. For example, 
trade and interaction patterns within Greece and with 
the wider Aegean intensifi ed. Therefore, we may expect 
some changes to have occurred in the domestic context. 
The domestic context barely received consideration in 
past studies, except for the study of ceramic assemblages. 
The analysis of MH I–II domestic architecture presented 
here has shown that changes, though uneven, did indeed 
occur in the domestic context. 

During MH I, a few poorly constructed houses were 
built, but generally the impression is that the construc-
tion quality of houses improved slightly during MH I–II. 
A slight increase was also seen in the amount of labour 
involved organizing MH I–II settlement space. Causes 
of the architectural improvements may be sought in 
increasing permanence of habitation, but also in the con-
struction of larger houses and wider rooms. Large-scale 
activities that were performed, such as levelling activ-
ities and the creation of terraces, would have required 
the involvement of a signifi cant part of the commu-
nity. Perhaps such social organization and cooperation 
developed because of the need to organize space, and/
or because of increasing population pressure at some 
settlements. Unfortunately, it is diffi  cult to assess the 
size of a settlement during MH I and MH II separately, 
as settlement size, when published, usually pertains to 
the MH period as a whole. Furthermore, too little evi-
dence is available to assess to what extent settlement 
size, organization and increasing expenditure of labour 
were related. 

Other indications for increasing cooperation within 
the community were found at the level of the household. 

Houses remained freestanding and seemingly self-suffi  -
cient, but at some settlements, (possible) storage struc-
tures were constructed among the houses. In a few cases 
(Argissa, Lerna, Korakou), the use of such structures 
could be ascribed to a specifi c household due to the 
proximity and entrance of the structure in relation to a 
house. However, in a few other cases (Argissa, Pevkakia, 
Krisa), there is a possibility that such structures were 
used by multiple households, or perhaps by the whole 
community. Although the evidence is thin, it does seem 
that more of such structures were built during MH II. 
The construction and use of storage facilities, possibly 
by multiple households or the wider community, sug-
gests increasing economic cooperation. Therefore, it 
seems that the social body became less fragmented at 
some settlements.

Besides the suggested increased economic cooper-
ation among some households, we may also see signs of 
increased segregation of some households. A few house-
holds fenced off  an area beside the house. This area was 
in some cases used for cooking or storage activities. 
Therefore, the impression is gained that some economic 
activities of these households were shielded from the 
larger community. The two suggested economic devel-
opments of increased cooperation and isolation seem 
contrasting, but I would like to suggest that they were 
part of the same phenomenon: some households started 
to move away from obligations to share with the com-
munity at large.

Causes of these social and economic developments 
should perhaps be sought in increasing population pres-
sure at some settlements and in some areas. Although 
it is hard to be precise about settlement size and dens-
ity, the above-mentioned architectural changes were 
especially observed at settlements of 2 ha and over, and 
social groups at these settlements may therefore have 
been endogamous. Perhaps pressure for or competition 
over resources acted as a reason to share less with the 
community at large. Furthermore, increasing population 
numbers at a settlement could have resulted in social (re)
organization. Reorganization or enlargement of social 
groups could have been an incentive for households to 
share only with the social group they belonged to, rather 
than with the community at large.

Increasing house size and segmentation were 
observed for MH I–II houses, compared to EH III houses 
(it was not possible to discern such developments for 
MH I and MH II separately). During MH I, some exam-
ples of room specialization were seen, such as parti-
tioned cooking or storages areas. It seems that more 
examples of room specialization could be observed in 
MH II houses. Furthermore, at a few houses at Pevkakia 
storage areas inside became more accessible. These pat-
terns together suggest that changes occurred in the way 
activities were performed at some houses. For example, 
activities became more specialized, or were performed 
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by specifi c groups of people, which required areas sepa-
rated from the living area of the house or areas accessible 
to multiple households.

Although the social body was probably less frag-
mented than before at a few settlements, the house-
hold seems to have remained an important social unit, 
as transmission of resources and property remained a 
concern. The rebuilding of houses continued during this 
period. However, rebuilding was carried out less meticu-
lously, and it seems that modifi cations were also carried 
out more frequently than before. Therefore, it seems 
that the physical and symbolical expression of trans-
mission seems to loosen compared to EH III. Perhaps 
the suggested increased social and economic integra-
tion of households slowly changed the importance of 
expressing transmission, or slowly changed the rules 
of transmission.

Domestic architecture remained homogenous in 
appearance, possibly to solidify community or house-
hold solidarity. However, increasing signs of architec-
tural diff erences are visible in the size, segmentation 
and layout of buildings. Perhaps these increasing archi-
tectural diff erences should be ascribed to functional 
changes, such as increasing household size and changes 
in the performance of activities. In addition, it can be 
tentatively suggested that, at the same time, the need 
for community solidarity became less important, as 
some households became less dependent on the com-
munity and relied more on the kin group. Furthermore, 
increasing interaction with other settlements and areas, 
refl ected in more types and greater numbers of imports, 
may also have led to less dependency among the house-
holds of one community.

The analysis of MH I–II domestic architecture has to 
some extent confi rmed what was already known: houses 
remained fairly small, simple and overall homogenous in 
appearance. However, architectural developments have 
also been pointed out: house shape preferences changed, 
house size increased, space became more segmented and 
auxiliary structures were built. The broader and more 
inclusive analysis therefore substantiates earlier sugges-
tions that changes may have taken place in household 
size and activities and that some households may have 
cooperated economically. A decreasing dependence on 
the community at large may have resulted in the slight 
increase in architectural variation. 

Why these subtle changes occurred during MH I–II 
may be explained by referring the several factors. For 
unclear reasons, some settlements chose not the fi ssion 
and as a result grew in size.  This must have had reper-
cussions for inhabitants of the settlement as well as for 
other communities that were interconnected with the 
growing settlement. During the same period, we also see 
a steady increase in trade. This increase may be related 
to the introduction of the sailing boat, the development 

of towns on Cycladic islands, the growth of Kolonna on 
Aegina, as well as to the increasing infl uence of Minoan 
Crete in the wider Aegean (e.g. Dabney, Wright 1990, 
Wright 1995b, Voutsaki 1993, 1999, 2001, Broodbank 
2000, Maran 2011, Bintliff  2012). The interaction of 
these internal and external changes may have caused 
some economic, social and architectural change on the 
MH I-II Mainland.

6.3 MH III–LH I: Increasing architectural variation

 and economic complexity

During the MH III–LH I period, a further increase was 
seen in the organization of settlement space. In relation 
to this, an increasing amount of labour was invested to 
organize space, refl ected in large-scale building projects, 
such as the construction of defensive and circumference 
walls. The observed increase in settlement size may have 
required more organization of space on a larger, com-
munal scale. The general increase in settlement density 
during MH III–LH I is likely to have aff ected feelings of 
safety and threat in relation to settlements, especially in 
densely inhabited areas or areas where resources were 
limited. This may have resulted in the construction of 
circumference and defensive walls, as a practical and/or 
symbolical means to defend and demarcate settlement 
space. Furthermore, increasing interaction may also 
have played a role, as circumference or defensive walls 
were especially observed in Attica and the Saronic Gulf, 
which were highly connected areas. The depiction of 
warriors on ceramics from Aegina and a fresco at Thera 
are of signifi cance in this context. 

Although the evidence is thin, it does seem that the 
social and economic changes that were suggested to 
have taken place at some settlements during MH I–II 
further spread and intensifi ed during MH III–LH I. 
The increase in house size is in some cases so strong 
that an increase in household size or the development 
of multi-family dwellings seems plausible. Therefore, a 
new dimension or scale is given to the re-composition 
of the social body and to increasing economic and social 
cooperation. Auxiliary structures seem to disappear and 
are presumably instead incorporated into large, compos-
ite and multi-roomed houses. Based on further increases 
in house size and further increases in segmentation, 
it is tentatively suggested by me that households were 
involved in more activities, or were specializing in some 
activities. Unfortunately, due to a lack of fi nds and fur-
nishings, it is hard to prove intensifi cation of production 
or intensifi cation or specialization of activities at the 
household level. Indirect evidence for intensifi cation or 
specialization of activities could be the suggested based 
on the impression of more evidence for (craft-) special-
ized activities in late MH and LH I contexts, such as pot-
ting and metalworking. 

Population increase and competition over resources 
may have prevented fi ssioning of communities, which 
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led to the growth of settlement size. Larger commu-
nities may have needed a social re-organization, through 
enlargement of the social group. Changes in the social 
group and availability of resources created circum-
stances under which it made sense to share less with 
the community at large and more with the own social 
group. Cooperation of households would likely lead to 
more economic stability of individual households and 
the kin group as a whole. This, in combination with less 
sharing with the community at large, may have created 
incentives for the intensifi cation of production. The 
extra produce, exchange relationships and/or economic 
power could have been used to strengthen the pos-
ition of households within the kin group, or of the kin 
group within the wider society. The suggested increas-
ing importance of a larger social (and economic) group 
may have caused the eventual cessation of the rebuild-
ing of houses. The end of this practice seems to coin-
cide with an increasing use of extramural cemeteries 
during MH III–LH I. It is therefore suggested that the 
mortuary sphere gradually became the most important 
domain for communicating transmission, instead of the 
domestic sphere.

The analysis of MH III–LH I domestic architecture has 
to some extent substantiated the impression of increas-
ing architectural complexity. Some large and complex 
houses were constructed, but most houses remained 
fairly comparable to MH I–MH II houses in appearance. 
The increase in house size and the segmentation of space 
hint at functional, economic and social changes taking 
place in the household. Two important observations 
should be emphasized. First, the MH III–LH I archi-
tectural changes were rooted in the earlier MH period. 
Secondly, architectural changes and developments dif-
fered locally and were generally limited in nature. The 
data on house architecture are fi nally providing some-
thing of a counterbalance for the scholarship available 
on MH III–LH I mortuary practices.

Causes of these suggested developments may be 
sought in the concurrence and interaction of several 
internal and external factors: increase in population 
and settlement size, more intensive and far-reaching 
trade contacts, increasing interaction between local and 
regional spheres and increasing competition and threats 
of warfare. Most of these factors were already present 
during the earlier MH. The rise of the second palaces on 
Crete and the increasingly far-reaching cultural infl u-
ence of Minoan Crete in the Aegean may have intensi-
fi ed or accelerated some of these developments during 
MH III–LH I.

6.4 Suggestions for future research

The results of the analysis of EH III–LH I domestic 
architecture have theoretical, methodological and prac-
tical implications for future research. 

The fi rst theoretical implication is that the domes-
tic economy of both the EH II and EH III period should 
receive more consideration in current Aegean scholar-
ship. Although much research has been devoted in the 
past to EH II–III material changes, the impression that 
emerges from the analysis here is that the domestic 
economy of the EH II period has not been thoroughly 
considered. Rather, the focus has been on those cases, 
assemblages and buildings that indicated specialization 
or economic and social complexity. As a result, interpre-
tation of EH III material changes in relation to social 
and economic change seems to have been exaggerated or 
misunderstood to some extent. Secondly, the earlier MH 
period should also receive more consideration, espe-
cially in relation to developments taking place during 
MH III–LH I. The analysis of domestic architecture 
showed that architectural developments and changes 
that were observed for the MH III–LH I period (increas-
ing house size, more complex houses) were actually 
rooted in the earlier MH. Similar observations were 
recently also made for mortuary developments. Thirdly, 
more data on other material categories are needed to 
counterbalance the scholarship on MH III–LH I mor-
tuary practices. The results of the analyses of mortuary 
data have dominated our understanding of this period, 
while in fact mortuary practices are to some extent a 
distorted refl ection of social and economic processes 
taking place.

The collection and analysis of architectural data has 
raised several methodological problems. The material 
record is often disturbed and limited. Nonetheless, this 
analysis has shown that conclusions can be reached, even 
from the limited and disturbed data available. These 
promising results should stimulate further analysis. It is 
therefore that I would like to argue for retrieval of more 
detailed information during excavations, as well as bet-
ter documentation of houses and the use of settlement 
space. At the level of the house, more consideration 
should be given to the desertion or destruction of build-
ings, modifi cations carried out, the furnishings (which 
should be recovered and published), the performance of 
activities and the time frame during which the building 
was in use. Furthermore, destroyed buildings and their 
associated assemblages should also receive detailed con-
sideration. Only then may it be possible to thoroughly 
assess whether or not the destruction of buildings 
was on purpose. In addition, not only ceramics should 
receive attention in publications. Consideration should 
also be given to the retrieval and publication of other 
fi nds, such as bones, stones, lithics and organic material. 
At the level of the settlement, more extensive data are 
needed on the use of space and buildings. Otherwise, it 
is not possible to fully understand and contextualize the 
houses that have been uncovered.

To start to solve these methodological problems, sev-
eral practical changes are needed in the fi eld. Excavation 
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procedures for the uncovering of EH III–LH I houses 
should include a consideration of the above-mentioned 
issues. For example, procedures should be developed for 
the retrieval of both ecofacts and artefacts. Furthermore, 
the use of micromorphology is of prime importance if 
we want to improve our understanding of rebuilding 
and modifi cation practices. Researchers with an archi-
tectural background should be involved, to help identify 
signs of modifi cation. Furthermore, in the fi nal publica-
tion, more attention should be devoted to a discussion of 
architectural remains, including furnishings and other 
internal features. In addition, the results of the studies of 
ecofacts, artefacts and architecture should be more fully 
integrated and contextualized. Finally, we need to start 
discussing whether to opt more often for a horizontal 
expansion of excavations, rather than a vertical expan-
sion. A vertical expansion would increase our knowledge 
of the settlement through time. However, up to now 
our understanding of any phase of a settlement is often 
hindered by a lack of contextual data, which could be 
obtained by expanding the excavation area horizontally.

Besides the above-mentioned suggestions for future 
work and research at the level of the household and 
the settlement, the following issues at the level of the 
community, neighbouring communities and the region 
also need further consideration. We need to explore the 
domestic economy of individual settlements and their 
dependency on and interconnection with neighbouring 
communities and regions. In other words, we need to 
write more detailed histories of small geographical areas. 
Such information may help to improve our understand-
ing of local developments—which could diff er signifi -
cantly, as has been demonstrated out here. 

This thesis can be considered to be one of the fi rst 
thorough considerations of EH III, MH and LH I 
domestic architecture, the household and the domes-
tic economy. Several new patterns and developments 
have been identifi ed and discussed, and it is hoped that 
new insights into social and material change have been 
gained. Nevertheless, much remains to be investigated 
in the future.



The publication on the EH III architectural remains of 
Lerna (Banks 2013) was published during the fi nal revi-
sion stage of this thesis. Many details on the houses are 
described by Banks, including rebuilding practices and 
modifi cations made to houses, and many more details 
on internal furnishings and activity areas around the 
houses. It was not possible, due to time constraints, 
to include all the new information on the houses in 
this thesis. 

I did think it important though, to incorporate a 
selection of the new information on Lerna and EH III 
domestic architecture. Therefore, I have chosen to write 
this addendum to the Lerna remains. In this addendum 
the most important new information on settlement 
organization and domestic architecture is summarized 
that affi  rms, aff ects or modifi es suggestions made in the 
discussion of EH III Lerna. For ease of reference, the 
information here is structured in the same way as in the 
discussion in Chapter 3.7.10 on EH III Lerna. 

For obvious reasons, this addendum is primarily based 
on the concluding discussion in Chapter 9 of Banks 2013. 
For ease of reference, concordances of building names in 
this thesis and in Banks (2013: Appendix IB) are listed in 
Table A.

EH III settlement organization 

In Chapter 3.7.10, it was suggested that only some organ-
ization of settlement space was seen at Lerna: houses 
were oriented east-west, did not encroached upon the 
tumulus for a long time, and some houses were rebuilt. 
According to Banks (2013: 346-347, 355), some eff ort of 
regular settlement planning was visible, as the remains 
were overall oriented roughly north-south or east-west, 
along roads and terraces. This layout was broken up 
during the late EH III (Banks 2013: 360). The construc-
tion of retaining walls (Banks 2013: 223-225), indicates 
the mobilization of a large part of the community. That 
the tumulus was not built upon during early EH III is 
ascribed to the fact that the tumbled surface was not 
very suitable for the construction of buildings (Banks 
2013: 36). Two spatial components at the settlement 
were identifi ed: apsidal houses in the north versus trap-
ezoidal/megaron-shaped/square houses in the south and 
southwest (Banks 2013: 350). Banks (2013: 347, 355, 359) 
suggests that the large houses east and southeast of the 
tumulus served as the focal point of the settlement.

Due to a lack of detail, it was not possible for me to 
assess if construction quality of houses improved over 
time. Banks (2013: 7-8, 359) argues that it is not unlikely 
that wattle and daub/reinforced pisé constructions 

Lerna addendum

Catalogue nr House name House name Banks

G33 Lerna house 1.1 W-1

G34 Lerna house 1.2 W-9

G35 Lerna house 1.3 W-36

G36 Lerna house 1.4 W-39

G37 Lerna house 2.1 W-52

G38 Lerna house 2.2 W-63

G39 Lerna house 2.3 W-56

G40 Lerna house 2.4 W-70

G41 Lerna house 3.1 W-86

G42 Lerna house 3.2 W-153

G43 Lerna house 3.3 W-125

G44 Lerna house 3.6 W-98

G45 Lerna house 3.7 W-105

G46 Lerna house 3.8 W-113 (and W-115)

G47 Lerna house 3.4 W-90

G48 Lerna house 3.5 W-156

G49 Lerna house 3.9 W-101

G50 Lerna house 3.10 W-109

G51 Lerna house 3.11 W-116

G52 Lerna house 3.12 W-120

G53 Lerna house 3.14 W-134

G54 Lerna house 3.15 W-138

G55 Lerna house BC15 Early Lerna V? (Banks 2013: 101)

Table A  Concordances of building names in this thesis and in Banks 2013
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without stone foundations persisted into late EH III. 
Such constructions may also have been erected on top 
of feeble stone foundations, as occasionally holes were 
detected in spaces between the stones that would have 
hold posts. The walls of one building were made of pud-
dled adobe. Some better constructed houses did appear 
during EH III, but feeble buildings also continued to be 
constructed. Banks (2013: 10) suggests that rectangular 
houses and freestanding apses had fl at roofs, while she 
assumed that the apsidal and megaron houses had dou-
ble-pitched roofs. Floors were of stamped earth, fallen 
bricks or clay.

Apsidal and rectangular shaped houses were con-
structed at Lerna. Due to a lack of detail, I was not able 
to explain the occurrence of both house shapes at the 
same time. According to Banks (2013: 345), the areas of 
the square building W-24 (not discussed in the thesis, 
but probably a special use building, associated with 
Ouzo cups) on the southwest of the tumulus and rect-
angular/trapezoidal houses 2.1 and 2.2 of the next phase, 
were stronger associated with northeastern Aegean 
drinking practices. She suggests that the builders of 
the fi rst apsidal house at Lerna came perhaps ultim-
ately from central Greece (Banks 2013: 348, 352), or from 
around Tiryns (note the comparable layout of large 
apsidal houses faced with smaller apsidal houses) and 
brought with them the apsidal building traditions. At 
Lerna they were perhaps joined by Aeginetans (see also 
Rutter 1995: 643) who brought with them the trapezoidal 
shaped building tradition (Banks 2013: 352). Banks specu-
lates about the possibility that the migration of people 
or ideas was a cause of the similarity between houses at 
Kolonna and houses in the northeastern Aegean. This 
would nicely correspond with the association of north-
eastern drinking practices with the rectangular-like 
house at Lerna. 

Many details on internal furnishings are provided 
by Banks. Stone paving was found in the apses of sev-
eral buildings. The paving was likely related to the use 
of the apse for storage (Banks 2013: 11). Internal furnish-
ings consisted of hearths, ovens, (cooking) pits, a few 
clay bins, clay plastered areas of unclear use, and a small 
stone paved platform perhaps used for grinding (Banks 
2013: 12). The bothroi spread through the settlement 
seem to have had various functions such as cooking, 
storage and/or refuse pits (see also Banks 2013, Appendix 
III). In the publication, not only attention is paid to 
house remains, but also to streets and activity areas. It 
therefore emerges more clearly that several activity areas 
existed beside the houses, for example north of house 
1.1 was possibly the locus of metallurgical and other 
craft activities (Banks 2013: 82-89, 346). In the south-
east, the basin complex probably functioned as an area 
for grain-parching and storage (Banks 2013: 57-61), while 
in the south both cooking activities and fl int knapping 
occurred (Banks 2013: 52). It remains diffi  cult though, to 

ascribe specifi c household to such activity areas. Building 
W-84, built during Lerna IV:2, held storage vessels, and 
seems to have served as a storage facility. Banks (2013: 
157-158) suggests this building was possibly of communal 
property, under supervision of the ‘headman’, but also 
acknowledges that “we have nothing in the evidence to 
document what remains only one possible explanation 
for the storage facility” (Banks 2013: 358). 

The detailed account of Banks of the diff erent build-
ings uncovered at Lerna shows that more modifi cations 
and rebuildings were carried out than observed so far. 
That the large apsidal building remained a focal point, is 
seen by Banks (2013: 355) as a testimony to the constancy 
of the tradition of a headman at Lerna. 

Slight architectural and spatial developments did indeed 
take place at EH III Lerna. A cursory review of all the 
evidence presented by Banks underlines this obser-
vation. Some diff erences existed, as Banks (2013: 367) 
observes during Lerna IV:3 only “modest socio-economic 
diff erentiation”.

Suggestions were made concerning the possible social 
organization of Lerna. Banks suggests that the apsidal 
house may have functioned as a replacement for the 
EH II corridor buildings, and that such houses were the 
seat of a headman (2013: 349). The posthole house (house 
1.1) was too large for a single family dwelling and Banks 
(2013: 41) suggests that it probably served as the house 
of the headman of the community and as the gather-
ing place for his followers. The pairing of large apsidal 
houses was perhaps of social or political signifi cance, 
such as the house of the headman fl anked by the house 
of his son or vice-headman (Banks 2013: 14). Activity 
areas to the north of the large apsidal buildings perhaps 
signify “some kind of limited, centralized organization 
under the supervision of the village headman” (Banks 
2013: 82). Metallurgical refuse was associated with the 
large apsidal during Lerna IV:1 and IV:2. Perhaps the 
headman had acquired his position because he may have 
been a smith (Banks 2013: 169, 360). However, at most 
a village headman was the primus-inter-pares (Banks 
2013: 355). Most of the evidence for metallurgical activity 
was dated to the transitional IV2-3 phase, and may be an 
important element in the material changes taking place 
at Lerna during that same time (Banks 2013: 364). 

The population increased during Lerna IV:3. Buildings 
in the central and western area appeared more ephem-
eral compared to the eastern area. Larger apsidal houses, 
with smaller apsidal houses set perpendicular to them, 
seen during Lerna IV:3 and at Tiryns, were observed east, 
but also west of the tumulus during Lerna IV:3 (Ba nks 
2013: 361). Banks (2013: 362) suggests that perhaps these 
people were also headmen with followers, and that the 
relationship between the diff erent headmen was based 
on kinship, and diff erent kinship groups lived in harmo-
nious relationships at Lerna. 
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The Early Helladic III (EH III) and Middle Helladic 
(MH) periods in Greece are assumed in the literature to 
be simple in terms of social organization and material 
remains. However, these periods have barely been the 
subject of detailed studies of social change. Domestic 
architecture and the level of the household in particular, 
have received little consideration. Therefore, the pur-
pose of this study was to analyse EH III, MH and Late 
Helladic I (LH I) domestic architecture with reference 
to social organization and change. The LH I period was 
included as it is considered to form a historically coher-
ent period with EH III and MH. In addition, it enables us 
to consider how a ‘simple’ society eventually developed 
into a society that was, apparently, socially diff erenti-
ated. The objectives were threefold. First, reconstruct 
patterns of domestic architectural homogeneity and 
variety on a communal; local; and, if possible, regional 
scale. Secondly, reconstruct patterns of domestic archi-
tectural homogeneity, variety and change on a temporal 
scale. Thirdly, relate these patterns to social organiza-
tion and change and explore whether functional or sym-
bolic factors (or both) played a role in the development 
of domestic architecture.

In chapter 1, a detailed justifi cation of the research is 
provided. It starts with a discussion of research con-
ducted on EH III, MH and LH I domestic architecture 
so far. This is followed by an overview of the study of 
social change during this period and in the Aegean more 
generally. In chapter 2, approaches to domestic architec-
ture, the household and social change are outlined, as 
well as the method and approach used in this research. 
A selection of architectural remains are discussed and 
compared in chapter 3. In addition, these are described 
and illustrated in appendices. The remains come from 
individual settlements located in southern Thessaly, 
Phthiotis, Phocis, Euboea, Boeotia, Attica, the Corinthia, 
the Argolid, Achaia, Arcadia, Laconia, Messenia and 
Elis. Where possible, settlement- and regionally specifi c 
developments are highlighted throughout chapter 3. A 
more thorough discussion of architectural patterns and 
developments on a temporal scale is off ered in chapter 4. 
These patterns are further discussed and interpreted in 
chapter 5. In the fi nal chapter, chapter 6, the main con-
clusions are set out and suggestions for further research 
are given. 

Although the architectural data are limited in extent 
and problematic in several respects, several strong pat-
terns and developments could be identifi ed. Overall, 
domestic architecture was indeed homogenous in 

appearance. However, minor and subtle diff erences 
could be observed within and between settlements, 
change took place throughout the period, and more 
architectural variation was attested during MH III–
LH I. Houses constructed from EH III onwards were 
almost exclusively freestanding and axially designed, 
in contrast to EH II, when attached and conglomerate 
houses were built as well. Between EH III and LH I, an 
increase in house size and number of rooms was attested, 
as well as a change in preferred house shape, from apsidal 
to rectangular. In addition, a few weaker patterns and 
developments were identifi ed, which could in most cases 
be reinforced by other data. A few EH III and MH I–
MH II houses were poorly constructed and a few settle-
ments short-lived. As far as we can say, households 
stored their own primary goods during EH III, MH and 
LH I. However, it seems that from MH I, and especially 
MH II, onwards auxiliary structures were constructed 
outdoors at a few settlements, to be used for special pur-
poses such as storage and cooking. Unfortunately, we 
cannot say whether or not they were for communal use. 
It seems as if storage areas became more accessible from 
the outsides of houses at a few settlements. Although 
a reconstruction of activities performed inside houses 
proved diffi  cult, it appears that more evidence for craft-
specialized activities, such as potting and metalwork-
ing, was uncovered in MH III–LH I settlement contexts. 
Furthermore, it seems that more defensive and circum-
ference walls were constructed during the later MH and 
LH I. A fi nal pattern that proved diffi  cult to reconstruct 
was the rebuilding or modifi cation of houses. It seems 
that almost one-third of the EH III and MH I–II houses 
were rebuilt, while barely any houses were rebuilt during 
MH III–LH I. 

The patterns were interpreted as follows: the sug-
gested brief habitation span of a few houses and settle-
ments, may imply some mobility of people during EH III. 
This may have resulted in some fragmentation of social 
groups, such as a reduction in settlement size and house-
hold size. The suggested fragmentation is also refl ected 
in the freestanding nature of houses and the downscal-
ing of ‘ceremonial’ or eating and drinking practices into 
small events during EH III. Although the household was 
a seemingly self-contained and self-suffi  cient unit, some 
dependency on the wider community must have existed. 
Homogenizing forms of behaviour, such as uniform 
architecture, could have been a means to reinforce and 
solidify community relationships. At the same time, the 
household may have been concerned with the transmis-
sion of resources and property. It is tentatively suggested 
that rebuilding practices, which were more pronounced 
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in EH III and the earlier MH, were a symbolic means 
to reinforce rules of transmission. The impression was 
gained that from MH onwards changes took place in the 
domestic economy. The construction of auxiliary build-
ings and the suggested increased accessibility of some 
storage areas during MH I–II seem to imply that a few 
households started to cooperate more. The increase in 
house size and number of rooms during MH I–II and 
MH III–LH I may be interpreted as signs of changes in 
the tasks performed at the house, namely, an increasing 
number of tasks, the simultaneous performance of tasks, 
or specialized tasks. The suggested increase in evidence 
for craft-specialized activities in settlement contexts 
during MH III–LH I could be seen to reinforce this inter-
pretation. Perhaps changes in the social and economic 
organization of the community led to changes in the 
transmission of resources. It is therefore tentatively sug-
gested that this may have caused the eventual cessation 
of rebuilding practices during MH III–LH I. Furthermore, 
as households may have become less dependent on the 
wider community, the need for homogenizing practices 
may have decreased as well. It is therefore suggested that 
increasing architectural variation was a result of changes 
in the domestic economy.

What caused the suggested economic and social 
changes is diffi  cult to determine. Perhaps increases in 
population size at some settlements led to changes in 
both social organization and  interdependency of the 
household and the community. For example, patterns 
related to changes in the domestic economy were espe-
cially observed at settlements of 2 ha or larger, start-
ing as early as MH I–II. Households or social groups 
at such settlements could have been endogamous, and 
the enlargement of social groups could have been an 

incentive for households to share only with the social 
group they belonged to, rather than with the community 
at large. This suggestion remains tentative due to a lack 
of settlement-wide data and the problems faced when 
attempting to reconstruct settlement size. Settlement 
density rose during MH III–LH I and resulted in increas-
ing interaction between people and communities. This 
is likely to have caused tension and competition between 
settlements (perhaps local mini polities), which, in turn, 
could eventually have resulted in threat and warfare. Also 
the rise of Minoan palaces and their increasing infl uence 
and presence in the wider Aegean, as well as the possibil-
ities of trade, raiding and warfare provided by the intro-
duction of better boats, must have had repercussions 
for settlement defensive systems, and probably led to 
the construction of more circumference and defensive 
walls. The suggested increase in economic cooperation 
between households, which started in MH I–II, could 
have intensifi ed during MH III–LH I due to social and 
economic pressure at the level of the community and the 
settlement. The intensifi cation of trade and exchange 
relationships could also have caused changes in the 
domestic economy. The suggested greater involvement 
of households or settlements in craft production and 
the suggested changes in tasks performed in and around 
houses during MH III–LH I may be related to this.

This research has qualifi ed and quantifi ed the avail-
able data on EH III, MH I–II and MH III–LH I domestic 
architecture in Greece. Although the data were limited 
in both extent and quality, several conclusions could be 
reached. These promising results should stimulate fur-
ther analysis of domestic architecture, houses and the 
household.



In de literatuur wordt verondersteld dat de Vroeg 
Helladisch III (VH III) en Midden Helladische (MH) peri-
odes in Griekenland simpel waren in termen van sociale 
organisatie en materiële resten. Echter, deze periodes 
zijn nauwelijks onderwerp geweest van gedetailleerde 
studies naar sociale veranderingen. Huisarchitectuur, en 
met name de huiselijke kring of het huishouden (house-
hold), zijn slechts in beperkte mate in overweging geno-
men. Het doel van deze studie is daarom de analyse van 
VH III, MH en Laat Helladisch I (LH I) huisarchitectuur, 
in relatie tot sociale organisatie en veranderingen. De 
LH I periode is ook betrokken in dit onderzoek, omdat 
het samen met de VH III en MH periodes beschouwd 
wordt als een historisch samenhangende periode. Deze 
samentrekking maakt het ook mogelijk om te onderzoe-
ken hoe een ‘simpele’ samenleving ontwikkelt tot een 
schijnbaar sociaal gediff erentieerde samenleving. Er zijn 
drie doelen: ten eerste het reconstrueren van patronen 
van homogeniteit en variëteit in huisarchitectuur op het 
niveau van de nederzetting, en op een lokale en, indien 
mogelijk, regionale schaal. Ten tweede, het reconstrue-
ren van patronen van homogeniteit, variëteit en veran-
deringen in huisarchitectuur op een temporale schaal. 
Ten derde, het relateren van deze patronen aan sociale 
organisatie en veranderingen, alsmede het onderzoeken 
of functionele of symbolische factoren (of beide) een rol 
speelden in de ontwikkeling van huisarchitectuur.

In hoofdstuk 1 wordt uitgebreider ingegaan op de rede-
nen voor dit onderzoek. Het begint met een discussie 
van onderzoek naar VH III, MH en LH I architectuur dat 
tot dusverre is uitgevoerd. Dit wordt gevolgd door een 
overzicht van studies naar sociale veranderingen tijdens 
deze periode op het vasteland van Griekenland, maar 
ook in het wijdere Egeïsche gebied. In hoofdstuk 2 wordt 
een overzicht gegeven van verschillende benaderingen 
van huisarchitectuur, het huishouden en sociale veran-
deringen. Dit wordt afgesloten met een beschrijving van 
de methode en benadering gebruikt in dit onderzoek. 
Een selectie van de architecturale resten wordt bespro-
ken en vergeleken in hoofdstuk 3, die wordt aangevuld 
door appendices waarin de resten worden omschreven 
en geïllustreerd. The resten komen van nederzettin-
gen gelegen in zuidelijk Thessalië, Phthiotis, Phocis, 
Euboea, Boeotië, Attica, Corinthia, Argolid, Achaia, 
Arcadia, Laconia, Messenia en Elis. Ontwikkelingen 
specifi ek aan bepaalde nederzettingen en regio’s wor-
den, indien mogelijk, ook besproken. Architecturale 
patronen en ontwikkelingen door de tijd heen worden 
uitgebreider besproken in hoofdstuk 4. Een verdere dis-
cussie en interpretatie vindt plaats in hoofdstuk 5. In het 

laatste hoofdstuk, hoofdstuk 6, worden de belangrijk-
ste conclusies samengevat en suggesties gegeven voor 
verder onderzoek.

De architecturale data zijn gelimiteerd in omvang en in 
meerdere opzichten problematisch. Desondanks konden 
enkele sterke patronen en ontwikkelingen geïdentifi -
ceerd worden. Over het algemeen was de huisarchitec-
tuur inderdaad homogeen van aard, maar enkele kleine 
en subtiele verschillen konden worden opgemerkt bin-
nen en tussen nederzettingen. Daarnaast werd er ook 
steeds meer architecturale variëteit zichtbaar. Deze ver-
anderingen vonden door de tijd heen plaats, maar met 
name tijdens de MH III-LH I periode. Vanaf het VH 
III werden bijna alleen vrijstaande en axiaal ontwor-
pen huizen gebouwd. Dit contrasteerde met het VH II 
toen er naast vrijstaande ook conglomerate huizen wer-
den gebouwd. Tussen VH III en LH I is een toename te 
zien in huisgrootte en het aantal kamers. Ook wordt 
er steeds meer voorkeur gegeven aan rechthoekige dan 
apsidale huizen. 

Ook een aantal zwakkere patronen en ontwikkelin-
gen werden geïdentifi ceerd, die in de meeste gevallen 
versterkt werden door andere data. Een klein aantal 
VH III en MH I-II huizen waren slecht gebouwd en een 
paar nederzettingen waren kort bewoond. Dit geeft de 
indruk dat naast de nederzettingen ook een aantal hui-
zen kort bewoond waren en dit geeft weer de impres-
sie dat er mobiliteit van mensen plaatsvond. Het lijkt er 
op, dat huizen hun eigen basisgoederen opsloegen tij-
dens VH III, MH en LH I. Maar het lijkt ook dat vanaf 
MH I, en met name vanaf MH II, hulpstructuren bui-
tenshuis werden gebouwd in enkele nederzettingen. 
Deze werden gebruikt voor speciale doeleinden, zoals 
opslag en koken. Helaas is het niet mogelijk om te zeg-
gen of deze structuren voor gemeenschappelijk gebruik 
waren. Ook schijnt het dat in een paar nederzettingen 
de opslagruimtes van huizen beter toegankelijk werden 
van buitenaf. Een reconstructie van activiteiten die bin-
nenshuis werden uitgevoerd is moeilijk, maar het lijkt 
erop dat er meer bewijs voor specialistisch handwerk, 
zoals pottenbakken en metaalbewerking, te vinden is in 
MH III-LH I nederzettingen. Verder lijkt het dat meer 
verdedigingsmuren of ommuringen werden gebouwd 
tijdens de latere MH en LH I periode. Het laatste patroon 
dat moeilijk te reconstrueren is, betreft de herbouw of 
verbouw van huizen. Het lijkt dat bijna een derde van 
de VH III en MH I-II huizen herbouwd werd, terwijl dit 
nauwelijks meer gebeurde tijdens MH III-LH I.

De patronen werden als volgt geïnterpreteerd: het lijkt 
plausibel dat enige mobiliteit van mensen plaatsvond 
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tijdens VH III en waarschijnlijk al tijdens VH II. Dit kan 
geleid hebben tot een fragmentatie van sociale groepen, 
zoals een reductie in de omvang van nederzettingen en 
huishoudens. De gesuggereerde fragmentatie is ook te 
zien in de vrijstaande natuur van huizen en de schaal-
verkleining van ‘ceremoniële’ of eet-en-drinkgelegen-
heden tijdens het VH III. Ook al was het huishouden 
schijnbaar eenzelvig en zelfvoorzienend, het was tot 
op zekere hoogte ook afh ankelijk van de gemeenschap. 
Homogeniserende vormen van gedrag, zoals uniforme 
architectuur, konden een manier zijn om gemeenschap-
pelijke verhoudingen te versterken. Tegelijkertijd kan 
het huishouden zich ook beziggehouden hebben met de 
transmissie van goederen en eigendommen. Het wordt 
daarom gesuggereerd dat het herbouwen van huizen, 
hetgeen vaker voorkwam in VH III en de vroegere MH, 
een symbolische manier was om transmissieregels te 
versterken. De indruk werd gewekt dat veranderingen 
in de huiseconomie plaatsvonden vanaf het MH. De 
bouw van hulpstructuren en de gesuggereerde toename 
in toegankelijkheid van enkele opslagruimtes tijdens 
MH I-II lijken te impliceren dat sommige huishoudens 
meer gingen samenwerken. De toename in huisgrootte 
en het aantal kamers tijdens MH I-II en MH III-LH I 
mag geïnterpreteerd worden als tekenen van verande-
ringen in de taken die werden uitgevoerd in het huis, 
namelijk een toename in het aantal taken, de gelijktij-
dige uitvoering van taken of de uitvoering van gespecia-
liseerde taken. De gesuggereerde toename in het aantal 
aanwijzingen voor activiteiten van handwerkspecialis-
ten in MH III-LH I nederzettingen kan gezien worden 
als versterkend bewijs voor deze interpretatie. Misschien 
dat veranderingen in de sociale en economische orga-
nisatie van de gemeenschap leidden tot veranderingen 
in de overdracht van goederen. Daarom wordt de hypo-
these gesteld dat dit mogelijk de oorzaak was van het 
uiteindelijke stoppen van de herbouw van huizen tijdens 
MH III-LH I. Terwijl huishoudens minder afh ankelijk 
werden van de gemeenschap, werd de noodzaak voor 
homogeniserende vormen van gedrag ook minder. 
Daarom wordt gesuggereerd dat de toename in archi-
tecturale variëteit en resultaat was van veranderingen in 
de huiseconomie. De algemene organisatie van enkele 
gemeenschappen kan ook veranderd zijn. 

Het is moeilijk te bepalen wat de oorzaken waren van 
de gesuggereerde economische en sociale veranderingen. 

Misschien dat een toename van de populatie in nederzet-
tingen tot veranderingen leidde in zowel de sociale orga-
nisatie als ook in de afh ankelijkheid van huishoudens en 
nederzettingen. Bijvoorbeeld, patronen die gerelateerd 
waren aan veranderingen in de huiseconomie werden 
voornamelijk geobserveerd in nederzettingen van 2 ha 
of groter, vanaf MH I-II. Sociale groepen in dergelijke 
nederzettingen konden endogaam zijn. De vergroting 
van sociale groepen kon een reden zijn voor huishoudens 
om alleen nog maar te delen met de sociale groep waar-
toe zijn behoorden, in plaats van met de hele gemeen-
schap. Deze suggestie blijft een hypothese, vanwege een 
tekort aan nederzettingsbrede data en de problemen 
aangaande de reconstructie van nederzettingsgrootte. 
Nederzettingsdichtheid nam toe tijdens het MH III-LH 
I en resulteerde in een toename van interactie tussen 
mensen en gemeenschappen. Deze ontwikkelingen kun-
nen geleid hebben tot meer spanningen en competitie 
tussen nederzettingen (misschien lokale ministaatjes), 
die mogelijk vervolgens resulteerden in bedreiging en 
strijd. Ook de opkomst van Minoïsche paleizen en hun 
toenemende invloed en aanwezigheid in het Egeïsche 
gebied, en de introductie van betere boten die nieuwe 
mogelijkheden boden voor handel, rooftochten en oor-
logvoering moeten van invloed zijn geweest op defen-
sieve systemen van nederzettingen, en hebben mogelijk 
geleid tot de constructie van meer ommuringen en ver-
dedigingsmuren. De gesuggereerde toename in econo-
mische cooperatie tussen huishoudens, die begon in MH 
I-II, kon verder hebben toegen omen vanwege sociale en 
economische druk op het niveau van de gemeenschap 
en de nederzetting. De intensivering van handelsrela-
ties kan ook een oorzaak zijn van veranderingen in de 
huiseconomie. De gesuggereerde grotere betrokkenheid 
van huishoudens of nederzettingen bij handwerkspecia-
lisatie en de gesuggereerde veranderingen in activiteiten 
uitgevoerd in en rondom het huis tijdens MH III-LH I 
kunnen hieraan gerelateerd zijn.

Dit onderzoek heeft de beschikbare data van VH III, MH 
en LH I huisarchitectuur gekwalifi ceerd en gekwantifi -
ceerd. Verschillende conclusies konden getrokken wor-
den, ondanks dat de data gelimiteerd waren in omvang 
en kwaliteit. Deze veelbelovende resultaten zouden ver-
der onderzoek van huisarchitectuur, huizen en het huis-
houden moeten stimuleren.
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