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1. The foundation of Cumae vs. Pithekoussai and 
the earliest apoikiai in Sicily: old data and new 
evidence 

1.1. Cumae: earliest evidence of the apoikia brought 
to light up until 1994

Since 1994 the extensive and systematic exca-
vations which were initiated in Cumae – in the 
framework of the projects “Kyme I-III” (1994-
2006) – and which are still in progress, have great-
ly improved the historical-archaeological picture 
of the settlement during the Pre-Hellenic, Greek, 
Campanian-Samnite and Roman periods. 

Before that, our archaeological knowledge of the 
earliest phases of the Greek apoikia of Cumae was 
mainly based on the excavations which had been con-
ducted in the Greek cemetery north of the city and in 
the sanctuaries of the acropolis during the second half 
of the 19th and the first half of the 20th century1. How-

* The archaeological excavation at Cumae in the urban Gre-
co-Roman area and the previous Pre-Hellenic settlement, north 
of the Forum Baths, is being conducted as a concession from the 
Ministry of Culture to the University of Napoli L’Orientale, un-
der the direction of Matteo D’Acunto. The excavation is con-
ducted on a month-long campaign per year, following the site-
school formula, which involves the full participation of many 
dozens of students in all phases of field activities: from the actu-
al excavation, to the recording and surveying of evidence and the 
classification of finds. Our most heartfelt thanks go to all the staff 
of the Phlegrean Fields Archaeological Park, the supervisors of 
our research activities, especially the Director, Dr Fabio Pagano, 
the archaeologists, Drs Marialaura Iadanza and Francesca Mer-
mati, and the excavation assistant Cesare Giordano. 

In addition, we would like to warmly thank Gina Di Muro 
and Federica Iannone, for their careful proof-reading of the En-
glish text of this paper.

1 On the history of the archaeological research in Cumae see 
Burelli – Valenza Mele 1989; Cuma; Zevi et al. 2008; D’Acun-
to 2017; Pagano – Del Villano 2022; D’Acunto forthcoming, 

ever, this picture was incomplete and discontinuous: 
the methods used to record the data depended on how 
much attention was paid to the archaeological con-
texts by each individual excavator, and on the field 
methodology practiced at the time. What’s more, a 
large number of uncontrolled excavations were con-
ducted right up until the early 20th century. In 1913 a 
systematic collection of the evidence available up un-
til that point was made by Ettore Gabrici in the vol-
ume Cuma, and this remained the point of reference 
regarding the archaeology of the earliest phases of 
Cumae until the late 20th century2. 

Just before and after the publication of this vol-
ume, important excavations in the two sanctuaries 
of the acropolis, which occupy respectively the 
lower terrace and the upper terrace of the hill, 
brought to light stratigraphies and materials from 
the earliest occupation of the site. However, for a 
great length of time most of them had remained 
unpublished and it was only very recently that a 
reappraisal and publication of some materials and 
reports from these old investigations of the acrop-
olis, together with the new excavations conducted 
there, have demonstrated just how important they 
might have been in the quest to shed light on the 
settlement of early Cumae3.

In sum, until the end of the 20th century our 
knowledge of the beginnings of the Greek apoikia 
mainly relied on its earliest tombs published by Gabri-

with references. On the necropolis see especially Rescigno – 
Valenza Mele 2010.

2 Gabrici 1913.
3 On the sanctuary on the upper terrace of the acropolis: 

Rescigno 2012, 2015; Rescigno et al. 2022, with other references. 
On the sanctuary on the lower terrace: Jannelli 1999; Nitti 2019.

CUMAE IN OPICIA IN THE LIGHT OF THE RECENT ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
EXCAVATIONS BY THE UNIVERSITY OF NAPOLI L’ORIENTALE: FROM THE 

PRE-HELLENIC (LBA-EIA) TO THE EARLIEST PHASE OF THE APOIKIA (LG I)*

Matteo D’Acunto, Mariangela Barbato, Martina D’Onofrio, Marco Giglio, 
Chiara Improta, Cristiana Merluzzo, Francesco Nitti, Francesca Somma
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ci in 1913, together with a few LG-7th century BC 
vases from the acropolis which had also been publi-
shed. The material evidence from these old excava-
tions did not seem to support Strabo’s chronological 
point of view (5.4.4): the geographer labels Cumae in 
Campania as the palaiotaton ktisma among the Greek 
foundations in Italy and Sicily (his source was, in all 
likelihood, the universal history of Ephorus from 
Aeolian Cumae in the 4th century BC4). Indeed, in Cu-
mae’s Greek period necropolis, the earliest tombs, 
which had been excavated both by the Count of Syra-
cuse in 1852-1857 and by Emilio Stevens in 1878-
1896, do not go back earlier than LG II (720-690 BC): 
several dozen burials, then brought to light, can be 
dated to LG II, since their grave-offerings include the 
clearest chronological marker for this phase, i.e. Early 
Protocorinthian (EPC) pottery, including both imports 
from Corinth and “local” imitations in the so-called 
Pithekoussan-Cumaean production5.

The outcome of this state of evidence was Nico-
las Coldstream’s discussion in Greek Geometric 
Pottery in 1968. At the time, the British scholar de-
bated the chronological question of the foundation 
of Cumae with reference to the earliest Greek pot-
tery found on the site. His discussion was based – 
in line with his eminent predecessor Humfry Payne 
– on cross-checking the absolute dates transmitted 

4 Strab. 5.4.4: «Next … comes Cumae, a city founded in 
most ancient times by people from Chalcis and Cumae; for it is 
the oldest of all the Sicilian and the Italiote cities. [ἔστι Κύμη 
Χαλκιδέων καὶ Κυμαίων παλαιότατον κτίσμα: πασῶν γάρ ἐστι 
πρεσβυτάτη τῶν τε Σικελικῶν καὶ τῶν Ἰταλιωτίδων.] However, 
the men who led the expedition, Hippokles of Cumae and Me-
gasthenes of Chalcis, made an agreement with one another that 
the city should be a colony of Chalcis, and a namesake of Cu-
mae; and, hence, although the city is now called Cumae, it is re-
puted to have been founded by the Chalcidians alone» (trans. 
H.L. Jones). On Strabo’s sources see recently Mele 2008; 2014, 
41-139; M. Giangiulio in this volume, with references.

5 Published in Gabrici 1913, cols. 214-448, esp. figs. 79 and 
148, and pls. 30-32, 35-43, 49-50; cf. the catalogue in Zevi et al. 
2008, 190-196, 211, 213-215, 221-223, 226. The Artiaco burial plot, 
which is located quite apart from the main core of the necropolis, 
includes two LG II burials: T. 103bis (the inhumation of a female: 
Pellegrini 1903, cols. 264-278, figs. 43-62; Hencken 1958, 270, pl. 
69, figs. 34-35, who suggests a date at ca. 730 BC, which is too high) 
and the well-known T. 104 which should be dated at the end of this 
phase, i.e. in the early 7th century BC (the secondary cremation of a 
male: Pellegrini 1903, cols. 225-263, figs. 7-42; Guzzo 2000; 
D’Acunto 2017, 311-314, figs. 26.28-34; Babbi 2018, 341-344; 
2021, 451-459). On Pithekoussan-Cumaean production and their 
imitations of Corinthian LG and Protocorinthian pottery see Cuozzo 
2006; Mermati 2012; and M. Cuozzo in this volume.

by the ancient authors for the colonial foundations, 
and especially by Thucydides for the Sicilian colo-
nies, and Corinthian pottery: Corinthian LG (= LG 
I in Pithekoussai and Cumae) is referred to 750-720 
BC, and the EPC (= LG II in Pithekoussai and Cu-
mae) corresponds to 720-690 BC, according to 
Coldstream’s so-called “orthodox” chronology 
(which is the chronological system that we adopt in 
the present paper)6. However, his view on Cumae 
was more cautious than with other Sicilian apoikiai 
referring to the first “wave” of the colonization pro-
cess. He drew a status quaestionis, which is worthy 
of being reported here: «The earliest colony in Italy 
is Pithekoussai, followed shortly by Cumae [Liv. 
8.22.5-67]. Literary evidence cannot date their 
foundation precisely, but Strabo implies that Cu-
mae is older than any of the Sicilian colonies [Strab. 
5.4.4]. A fortiori, Cumae is older than Zancle; and 
this inference is independently confirmed by Thu-
cydides who knew that Zancle was settled first by 
Cumaean pirates, and subsequently by a regular ex-
pedition from Chalcis in partnership with Cumae 
[Thuc. 6.4.58]. If this tradition is correct, the earli-
est pottery at Cumae has yet to be found; for where-
as there is an LG kotyle from Zancle, the oldest 
published material from Cumae is EPC. It is worth 
noting that the settlement on the Cumaean acropo-
lis has never at any point been explored down to the 
deepest level»9.  Coldstream was therefore aware 
that in Cumae material evidence earlier than EPC/
LG II might have been added at some time in the 
future thanks to more systematic research in other 
areas of the ancient site. 

6 Coldstream 2008 (= 1968), 322-327. On this chronological 
system cf. more recently Kourou 2005; d’Agostino 2010-2011, 
103-108.

7 Liv. 8.22.6: «The Cumaeans trace their origin from Euboean 
Chalcis. The fleet that had brought them from their homeland made 
them much respected along the coast where they settled; having 
first landed on the islands of Aenaria and Pithecusae, they later de-
cided to take their chance on the mainland» (tr. D. Ridgeway).

8 Thuc. 6.4.5: «Zancle was originally founded by pirates 
[ληισταί] from Cumae, the Chalcidian town in the country of the 
Opicians; afterwards, however, large numbers came from Chalcis 
and the rest of Euboea, and divided the land among themselves; 
the founders [οἰκισταί] being Perieres and Krataimenes from Cu-
mae and Chalcis respectively. It first had the name of Zancle giv-
en it by the Sicels, because the place is shaped like a sickle, which 
the Sicels call Zanclon; but upon the original settlers being after-
wards expelled by some Samians and other Ionians who landed in 
Sicily flying from the Medes» (tr. J.M. Dent, modified).

9 Coldstream 2008 [= 1968], 326.
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1.2. Pithekoussai
Conversely, in Pithekoussai a small group of 

much earlier vases (most of them sherds), which 
may be referred to the transition from late MG II 
(ca. 770-750 BC) to LG I (750-720 BC), had been 
published in the last decades of the 20th century by 
G. Buchner, D. Ridgway, J.N. Coldstream and B. 
d’Agostino. These are a Corinthian skyphos with 
close chevron decoration and several Euboean/
Euboeanizing skyphoi with a close or floating che-
vron ornament, both of the latest type with tall 
body, together with a Euboean krater (MG II/LG 
I): they come from the acropolis of Monte di Vico 
(from the so-called “Gosetti dump”), from the 
lower-lying plain (from the so-called “Stipe dei 
Cavalli”, and from the necropolis of San Mon-
tano)10. Since this evidence consists of only a 
handful of sherds from unstratified contexts, it 
calls for caution and cannot be translated into a 
historical interpretation11: we cannot have a pre-
cise idea of the Euboean presence at the site, at this 
highest chronological horizon, until closed stra-
tigraphical contexts are brought to light. The com-
mon view is that this earliest evidence, even though 
scant, is the chronological marker for the establi-
shment of the Eretrians and Chalcidians in Pithe-
koussai in late MG II (ca. 760-750 BC)12.

When dealing with the nucleus of Euboean frag-
ments from the acropolis of Monte di Vico, 
Coldstream remarks: «The first Euboean settlers 
could be expected to have brought with them some 
chattels from their homeland, and a deposit on the 
acropolis is a likely place where they might be 
found. A few pieces of skyphoi with close chevron 
decoration [nos. 57-58, 61 of his catalogue], and the 
krater fragment [no. 2 of his catalogue] with a strict 
meander, might well go back into MG II; but so also 
might a local chevron skyphos from the cemetery, 
retrieved from a subsequently dismantled grave 

10 Gosetti dump: Ridgway 1981, esp. 50-52, and 59 pl. 2; 
1992, 87, fig. 21; Coldstream 1995, 252-253, 257, 260-261, 
266, nos. 2, 57-58, 61-62, fig. 2, pls. 27a, 29b (MG II/LG I). 
Stipe dei Cavalli: d’Agostino 1994-1995, 44, nos. 1-2. pl. 34. 
Cemetery: Ridgway 1981, 48-49, fig. 1; Buchner – Ridgway 
1993, 702-703, no. Sp. 4.4, pls. 245, CCIX. Cf. below chpt. 5.2.

11 In this perspective, e.g. Ridgway 1981, 52; d’Agostino 
1999, 56-57 (= d’Agostino 2010-2011, 224-225). 

12 See e.g. Ridgway 1992, 87-88; Coldstream 1995, 266-
267, and references below at chpt. 5.2.

[Buchner – Ridgway 1993, no. Sp. 4.4]. It seems 
then, that this acropolis deposit contains some pot-
tery older than anything in the complete grave 
groups, but no older than the earliest use of the cem-
etery»13. An unquestionable terminus ante quem for 
the establishment of Pithekoussai are the abundance 
of graves dated to LG I (750-720 BC) which have 
been published; some of them may be clearly re-
ferred to the first part of LG I, in the light of their 
grave-offerings and of the relative chronology es-
tablished by their stratigraphic position in each fam-
ily plot14. Parallel archaeological evidence comes 
from the quarter of Mazzola on the Mezzavia hill: 
its earliest chronological horizon is illustrated by 
the LG I pottery, at the beginning of this phase15, 
thus showing that the occupation of the quarter and 
the metal processing activities practiced there had 
been established by that point in time. 

To sum up, these intensive excavations in sever-
al areas of the site make it clear that by the begin-
ning of LG I (ca. 750 BC) Pithekoussai had already 
been settled by a large group of people endowed 
with complex social organization and with an econ-
omy based on commerce, craftsmanship and agri-
culture16: the settlement was constituted by a dom-
inant community of Euboeans living abroad 
(Eretrians and Chalcidians, according to Strabo 

13 Cf. Coldstream 1995, 266.
14 On this aspect see Buchner – Ridgway 1993, which is the 

detailed publication of the first part of the excavations in the ne-
cropolis, and the discussion of its relative chronology in Nizzo 
2007a; on the second part of the excavations of the necropolis 
see the preliminary reports in Cinquantaquattro 2012-2013; 
2014; and T.E. Cinquantaquattro in this volume, with former 
references.

15 One of the earliest vases from Mazzola is the amphora sherd 
showing a male figure in silhouette transfixed by a spear, which 
has been compared by Coldstream to the Dipylon Workshop’s 
style of Attic LG Ia (c. 760-750 BC): Coldstream 2000, 92-93, 
fig. 1; M. Cuozzo, in this volume, fig. 6 left. The LG I pottery in-
cludes several kotylai of the Aetos 666 type, both imported Corin-
thian and Euboic specimens as well as locally manufactured ones: 
Klein 1972, 38-39, figs. 1 and 7 bottom at the center; M. Cuozzo, 
in this volume, fig. 1. See also a LG I Corinthian “heron kotyle”: 
Klein 1972 39, fig. 7 right part; M. Cuozzo in this volume, fig. 2. 
Thapsos skyphoi with panel, both Corinthian and local, may be 
referred to LG I/early LG II: Klein 1972, 39 fig. 7 bottom-right; 
M. Cuozzo in this volume, fig. 3, see esp. the two sherds in the 
upper part of the figure. See also the Euboean black kotyle and 
krater of LG I/II: M. Cuozzo, in the present volume, fig. 4.

16 For an overview on the economy of the settlement see 
D’Acunto forthcoming.
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5.4.917); it also incorporated native/Italic individu-
als (both females and males) and Levantines, who 
lived there more or less permanently and were inte-
grated on different levels of the social ladder18. 

1.3. Megara Hyblaea
Before the beginning of Cumae’s new excava-

tions in 1994, Strabo’s assumption that the Phle-
graean city was the Greek palaiotaton ktisma of 
Italía and Sikelía also appeared to be problematic 
with reference to the earliest archaeological finds 
from the first Greek colonies in Sicily: the earliest 
vases found in the Sicilian apoikiai up until then 
were earlier than Cumae’s, since they referred to Co-
rinthian LG or to LG I with reference to the Pithe-
koussan/Cumaean chronology. A list of these earliest 
vases had been given by Coldstream in 196819 and 
several others were published afterwards.

Megara Hyblaea is the point of reference in the 
absolute chronology given by Thucydides for the 
Sicilian colonies: founded 245 years before Ge-
lon’s conquest of the city in 483 BC (Thuc. 6.4.1-2; 
cf. Hdt. 7.156-157), therefore at 728 BC20. In a 
tight and linked sequence of events, the Athenian 
historian (6.3.3) states that Megara Hyblaea was 
established at the same time (κατὰ δὲ τὸν αὐτὸν 
χρόνον) as Leontinoi and Katane, the two founda-
tions involving the Chalcidian inhabitants of Naxos 
and their oikistes Thoukles. Given that during this 
period of transition those two foundations were 
said to have taken place five years after that of Sy-
racuse, the latter must be dated at 733 BC, and 
hence Naxos one year before that, i.e. at 734 BC. In 
Payne’s and Coldstream’s chronological system, 

17 Strab. 5.4.9: «Pithecusae was once settled by Eretrians and 
also Chalcidians, who, although they had prospered there on ac-
count of the fruitfulness of the soil [εὐκαρπίαν] and on account of 
the activities of their goldsmiths [χρυσεῖα], forsook the island be-
cause of internal dissension [στάσιν]; later on they were also driv-
en out of the island by earthquakes, and by eruptions of fire, sea, 
and hot waters ...» (trans. H.L. Jones, modified).

18 For a recent discussion on the composition and the func-
tion of the settlement see recently D’Acunto 2020a, 1291-1298; 
D’Acunto forthcoming, with references.

19 Coldstream 2008 (= 1968), 322-327, list at 323.
20 A still useful discussion on the different dates of the Sicil-

ian colonies as reported by the literary sources may be found in 
Villard – Vallet 1952, 291-325. Van Compernolle’s scepticism 
on Thucydides’ chronological system has been criticized by 
many scholars: van Compernolle 1960, cf. e.g. van den Bru-
waene 1961; Ross Holloway 1962; Garzetti 1963.

Thucydides’ absolute dates for the Sicilian colonies 
are the point of reference for cross-dating the rela-
tive sequence of Geometric-Archaic pottery: in 
particular, Corinthian production is the main chro-
nological marker of the LG, EPC, MPC and later 
phases, because of its linear evolution in the deco-
ration and in the morphology of the shapes, and 
because of its ubiquitous presence in Greek and 
non-Greek sites all along the Mediterranean. The 
basic chronological criterion is that of the absence/
presence of one of the following phases of Corin-
thian pottery in each Sicilian colony with reference 
to their absolute dates given by Thucydides.

In the 1950s and 1960s the foundation date of Me-
gara Hyblaea had been raised by G. Vallet and F. Vil-
lard, after the beginning of their extensive excavations 
in the urban area: they suggested that a more likely 
date was at ca. 750 BC, since two passages, respec-
tively of Strabo inspired by Ephorus (Strab. 6.2.2), 
and of the Pseudo-Scymnus (270-279) would indicate 
its priority with regard to Syracuse, and since the ear-
liest pottery found until then in Megara was earlier 
than in Syracuse (with reference to P. Orsi’s excava-
tions in the Fusco necropolis)21. However, from the 
1980s onwards this hermeneutic position was aban-
doned by G. Vallet himself (but not by F. Villard)22, and 
a general consensus was again reached among scho-
lars on the general reliability of both Thucydides’ dates 
and Payne’s-Coldstream’s chronological system23. 
This was the result of P. Pelagatti’s and G. Voza’s sub-
sequent excavations in Syracuse, and also thanks to P. 
Pelagatti’s, and more recently, M.C. Lentini’s investi-
gations in Naxos. As we will see below, the earliest 
pottery from their excavations in both sites may be es-
sentially referred to Corinthian LG (750-720 BC). 

I believe that this interpretation should still 
stand24: in fact, in terms of relative chronology there 
is a correspondence between the earliest pottery 
found in Naxos, in Syracuse and in Megara Hyblaea; 

21 Villard – Vallet 1952, 309-346.
22 Starting from Vallet 1982; contra Villard 1982.
23 For a synthesis of the positions of these scholars see e.g. 

Amyx 1988, 397-434.
24 A different opinion has been recently expressed by J.-C. 

Sourisseau, who comes back to the date of 750 BC for the foun-
dation date of Megara Hyblaea: Sourisseau 2014; this work 
draws on an important survey of the earliest phases of Megara 
Hyblaea, but unfortunately is unpublished (I would like to thank 
him for giving me the manuscript).
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their foundation dates are extremely tight in Thucy-
dides’ report and correspond to the second part of the 
Corinthian LG phase in Payne’s-Coldstream’s sys-
tem. Another important aspect regarding the compa-
risons between these three sites is that in Megara 
Hyblaea the higher number of finds related to the 
first chronological horizon of LG does not mean its 
date of foundation was actually earlier. The higher 
number is due to the much wider excavations 
conducted there by the French team as compared to 
the more limited ones which have been carried out in 
Syracuse, where the modern city overlies the ancient 
one, and in Naxos itself (see below).

The following list refers to the finds in Megara 
from the excavations conducted in the urban area. 
A single skyphos with chevron decoration has 
been identified; it is considered a Corinthian im-
port and dated at the end of MG II, but it might in 
fact be later due to the deep body and decoration25. 
A small fragment of an Attic/Cycladic circle-am-
phora of MG I closely resembles another similar 
specimen found in Syracuse (see below) and may 
be either an “antique” brought by the colonists or a 
vase which had been part of pre-colonial ex-
changes26. However, all the other earliest imports 
from Corinth (or which had been considered as 
such, in the case of lost specimens) are LG and 
refer to the chronological markers of this phase, 
starting from the kotylai and the Thapsos skyphoi 
with panel. Among them, the larger number of va-
rieties as compared to the finds from Naxos and 
Syracuse is easily justified by the much more 
extensive excavations conducted in Megara Hy-
blaea. The LG kotylai include specimens of the 
Aetos 666 type27, with meander28, horizontal zig-
zags29, and double-axes30. The same date can be 

25 Vallet – Villard 1964, 17-18, fig. 1, pl. 2.6; Villard 
1982, 183, pl. 64.1 = fig. 4.1; Sourisseau 2014, 108, no. 1.

26 Villard 1982, 182, pl. 65.5 = fig. 7.5; Sourisseau 2014, 
166, no. 145 (cf. 146-147).

27 Vallet – Villard 1964, 21, fig. 7; Villard 1982, 182, pls. 
63.1, 3, 4 = figs. 3.1, 3, 4; Sourisseau 2014, 109-110, nos. 3 (now 
lost); 110-111, nos. 4-7. Cf. for the decoration of the following 
skyphos: Villard 1982, 183, pl. 64.4-5 = fig. 4.4-5; Sourisseau 
2014, 108, no. 2.

28 Villard 1982, 182, pl. 63.9-10 = fig. 3.9-10; Sourisseau 
2014, 112, nos. 8-9.

29 Villard 1982, 182, pl. 63.2 = fig. 3.2; Sourisseau 2014, 
114, no. 12.

30 Villard 1982, 182, pl. 63.7 = fig. 3.7; Sourisseau 2014, 
113, no. 11.

assigned to a few kantharoi/kyathoi with the Aetos 
666 ornament31, to another with antithetic birds32 
and to two pyxides with antithetic birds33. In the 
Thapsos class the earliest skyphoi (when pre-
served) have a painted lower body and a panel dec-
orated with a row of zig-zags34, three-bar sigmas35, 
dotted lozenges36 and other decorations37, while in 
the panel of the kraters-skyphoi there is a row of 
hatched meander hooks38, chevrons39 or three-bar 
sigmas40. The earliest sherds identified as local in-
clude: a few chevron skyphoi with deep body, 
which should be dated to late MG II or more likely 
to LG I (cf. below chpt. 5.3)41; some LG I/early LG 
II Thapsos skyphoi with panel and the lower body 
painted42; and LG I/II kotylai43. If we shift to the 
cemetery of Megara Hyblaea, an early date has 
been assigned to Tomb A55 because of the shape 
of the Corinthian amphora (LG?)44.

1.4. Naxos
According to Thucydides (6.3), the earliest 

Greek colony in Sicily was Naxos, founded by the 
Chalcidians in 734 BC, while Eusebius’ date is 
only slightly earlier, i.e. 741 or 736 BC45. Thus, in 
terms of absolute chronology, if Ephorus’/Strabo’s 
statement on Cumae is compared with Thucydides’ 

31 Villard 1982, 183, pl. 63.4; Sourisseau 2014, 115, nos. 13 
and 15.

32 Villard 1982, 183, pl. 63; Sourisseau 2014, 116, no. 16.
33 Villard 1982, 183, pl. 63 and 64.7 = fig. 4.7; Sourisseau 

2014, 118, nos. 18-19.
34 Vallet – Villard 1964, pl. 3.2; Villard 1982, 184, pl. 

64.2; Sourisseau 2014, 134-135, nos. 36-37.
35 Vallet – Villard 1964, pl. 2.7; Sourisseau 2014, 134-

135, nos. 38-52.
36 Vallet – Villard 1964, pl. 3.4; Sourisseau 2014, 140, 

nos. 62-63.
37 Vallet – Villard 1964, pl. 3; Sourisseau 2014, 141-148, 

nos. 64-100.
38 Vallet – Villard 1964, pl. 1; Sourisseau 2014, 157-158, 

nos. 127-130.
39 Sourisseau 2014, 159, no. 133.
40 Sourisseau 2014, 159-160, nos. 134-135.
41 Examined by Lou de Barbarin in her PhD dissertation: de 

Barbarin 2021, pls. A- 1 (the two specimens with close chev-
rons/sigmas in the upper row, “Coupes du type A1a”) and A- 2 (a 
specimen with floating chevrons, “Coupes du type A2”).

42 de Barbarin 2021, pl. A- 1, “Coupes du type A1b” and 
“A1c”.

43 de Barbarin 2021, pl. A- 11 “skyphoi du type A1a”, “A1c” 
and “A2”

44 Sourisseau 2014, 45, 183-185, Dossier 2, fig. 111.
45 For the edition of Eusebius’ Chronicle I refer to Fotherin-

gam 1905.
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on Naxos, this would imply that for Cumae’s foun-
dation a terminus ante quem would be 734 BC 
(but, of course, it must be emphasized that the two 
authors/their sources might refer to slightly diffe-
rent chronological systems). 

The earliest pottery from the settlement of Naxos, 
published by P. Pelagatti and M.C. Lentini, include 
many Thapsos class Corinthian skyphoi, which refer 
to the first variant with a narrow panel on the shoul-
der: the oldest specimens should be those whose pa-
nels are decorated with a row of hatched meander 
hooks or of three-bar sigmas46; in these skyphoi, 
whenever that part is preserved, the lower body is 
fully painted, thus suggesting a date in LG or even in 
early EPC (given that this variant with three-bar sig-
mas occurs in Pithekoussai’s burials in both phases47) 
(cf. below chpt. 5.7). Another skyphos of uncertain 
manufacture (Euboean or Euboeanizing?) refers to 
the type with chevron decoration48: its debased ver-
sion of close chevrons (they would be better defined 
as tremuli), its deep body and the thin walls of the 
skyphos suggest a very late date in the series of close 
chevron skyphoi, i.e. at the end of MG II or more 
probably in LG I (see discussion below at chpt. 5.3). 
A handful of Euboean skyphoi from the settlement 
of Naxos have metopes with bird decoration en-
closed by horizontal lines (again, we will come back 
to this type below). One of these skyphoi belongs to 
an advanced stage of the evolution of this type, be-
cause of the everted rim, the bird drawing and the 
zig-zag motif filling49: LG I and not earlier is a likely 
date (750-720 BC). Another specimen has a debased 
version of the bird, an even more open shape, and an 
everted rim50, which suggest a date in LG II (ca. 720-
700 BC), which is when Coldstream dates the end of 
this type of series51. Several other LG I phase frag-

46 Pelagatti 1982a, 145, fig. 10 (cf. 1964, 162, fig. 41; Cold-
stream 2004, 41, fig. 1; 2008, 323: LG); Pelagatti 1982a, pl. 
XXX/47.1-6; Lentini 2004b, 36, no. 2; and M.C. Lentini, in this 
volume, fig. 8.

47 Buchner – Ridgway 1993: T. 161, 203-204, no. 2, pl. 63 (LG 
I); T. 309A, 366, no. 2, pl. 116 (LG II). On the Thapsos skyphoi, the 
questions of their chronological sequences and production places, 
see Neeft 1981; Bosana-Kourou 1983; Kourou 1994, 38-43; and 
recently Gadolou 2011 and 2017, with former bibliography.

48 Lentini 2004b, 37-38, no. 12.
49 Lentini 1998, 385, fig. 15, Inv. no. 1488, cf. also Inv. no. 

2361; Coldstream 2004, 41-43, fig. 2c.
50 Lentini 1998, 385, fig. 15, Inv. no. 2364, cf. also Inv. no. 2363.
51 Coldstream 2004, 41-43.

ments have been found in the most recent excava-
tions in the Naxos settlement and, to my knowledge, 
are still unpublished: a (Euboean?) skyphos with 
close chevron decoration (in fact sigmas) of the very 
late deep-body variant (late MG II/LG I); a kotyle of 
the Aetos 666 type (of Euboean/Euboeanizing fa-
bric); a Thapsos class skyphos-krater with panel (of 
Corinthian fabric); several Thapsos class skyphoi 
with panel decorated with a series of hatched mean-
der hooks and three-bar sigmas (of non-Corinthian 
fabric)52. 

In sum, the LG I phase (750-720 BC) in Naxos 
is becoming clearer thanks to these fragments from 
stratified contexts. What’s more, these finds are 
coherent with Thucydides’ foundation date of 734 
BC and its cross-dating with the “orthodox” chro-
nological system of Late Geometric pottery.

1.5. Syracuse
Thucydides (6.3.2) reports that Syracuse was 

founded by Corinthian colonists under the lea-
dership of the Heracleid Archias a year after 
Naxos, i.e. at 733 BC (Eusebius’ date is again si-
milar, at 736 or 734 BC). 

A good deal of archaeological evidence from 
both the earliest settlement in Ortygia and the Fusco 
cemetery is available. Consequently, the case of 
Syracuse is of great interest in comparison with 
Cumae, where we can compare both funerary and 
settlement evidence. In the Fusco cemetery the 
earliest tombs excavated by Paolo Orsi can be at-
tributed to EPC/LG II because of the globular ary-
balloi and the local kraters53. There is one much 
earlier vase, an exceptional Attic circle-amphora 
of MG I (850-800 BC), which was found out of 
context in this area of the necropolis54: we are 
unable to establish whether it had arrived in Sicily 
in the pre-colonial phase or if it was an “antique” 
brought by Corinthian colonists. From another 

52 Maria Costanza Lentini examined these fragments in her 
paper given at the seminar Les céramiques grecques d’Occident 
des VIIIe et VIIe s. av. J.-C. Premier atelier préparatoire, held in 
Rome at the École française de Rome, 2-3 December 2021.

53 Orsi 1893, e.g.: T. 337, 44-45, fig. 37; T. 466, 73, fig. 78. 
Cf. Coldstream 2008 (1968), 323.

54 Orsi 1893, 83-84, fig. 90; Villard – Vallet 1952, 331, fig. 
7 (Cycladic production and LG date); Coldstream 1982, 34; 
Stampolidis – Kourou 1996, 712, note 18; Kourou 2019, 168; 
2020, 17, note 72 (Attic and MG I date).
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area of the necropolis, in the so-called “Giardino 
di Spagna”, a sherd of a kotyle of the Aetos 666 
type was found, unfortunately also out of context55. 

As P. Pelagatti has remarked, a good number of 
sherds from the core of the earliest colonial settle-
ment in the islet of Ortygia, but also from the main-
land opposite (from the area of the “Foro Siracusa-
no”) can be dated to Corinthian LG (= LG I in terms 
of Pithekoussan-Cumaean chronology, i.e. ca. 750-
720 BC): a globular pyxis and a kyathos with sym-
metric birds (LG)56; Thapsos skyphoi or larger 
skyphoi-kraters with a panel containing hatched 
meander hooks (LG) or three-bar sigmas of LG/ear-
ly EPC (the lower part of the body of almost all the 
specimens has not been preserved)57, and a single 
skyphos with painted lower body and a tripartite de-
coration containing three-bar sigmas and a star at 
each side, which is likely LG58; and also a debased 
imitation of the kotyle of the Aetos 666 type59. 

Again, with the exception of the single case of 
the “antique” MG I amphora, the earliest chrono-
logical horizon of Syracuse is Corinthian LG. In 
terms of relative chronology, this is consistent with 
its foundation date close to that of Naxos and in 
terms of absolute chronology with its cross-dating 
based on Thucydides. The apparently short gap 
between the earliest vases from the settlement 
(Corinthian LG) and the earliest tombs (EPC, with 
the possible exception of the kotyle Aetos 666) 
might reflect the physiological gap between the ar-
rival of the first colonists and their burials, as well 
as the fact that this arrival had happened in the se-
cond part of the Corinthian LG phase.

1.6. Zankle and Mylai
The apoikiai of Zankle and Mylai in Sicily are 

also important with reference to the question of the 
foundation date of Cumae, established thanks to 

55 Pelagatti 1982a, 126-127, 139, pl. VIII/25, figs. 1-2, no. 5 
(excavations Cultrera).

56 Pelagatti 1982a, 131, 139, pl. XIV/31, figs. 1-3 (from the 
Ionic Temple); 135, pl. XXI/38, fig. 3 (from the Athenaion); 
1982b, 126, fig. 8.

57 Pelagatti 1982a, 128-130, pl. X/27, no. 1, pl. XII/29, nos. 12, 
14 and 15 (from the Ionic Temple), and pl. XIII/30, nos. 1-4 (these 
are the skyphoi-craters); 1982b, 124-125, figs. 6-7.

58 Voza 1999, 24-25, fig. 19 (from Piazza Duomo).
59 Pelagatti 1982a, 139-140, fig. 7, pl. XXVII/44 fig. 2; 

1982b 130, fig. 11.

cross-dating the literary sources with the earliest ar-
chaeological evidence. Thucydides’ statement (6.4.5) 
that the “first” Zankle (Messina) was founded by “pi-
rates” from Chalcidian Cumae in Opicia implies Cu-
mae’s foundation was prior. Unfortunately, however, 
the Athenian historian does not report the absolute 
date of Zankle’s foundation. Nonetheless, in his 
chronological system, Zankle’s terminus post quem 
must be considered the date of 734 BC for the foun-
dation of Naxos, which he considered to be the earli-
est Greek colony in Sicily. A terminus ante quem for 
the foundation of Zankle can be found in another 
branch of the chronographic tradition which was that 
of Eusebius. As we have seen, Eusebius’ dates for the 
foundations of the Sicilian colonies differ only by a 
few years from those given by Thucydides, demon-
strating that a direct comparison between the two au-
thors is appropriate (despite the very late date of Eu-
sebius’ work). Zankle, on the other hand, founded the 
sub-colony of Mylai (Ps.-Scymnus 287; cf. Strab. 
6.2.6). The foundation date of Mylai is given by Eu-
sebius at 716 BC (Chron. Sub Ol. 16.1; cf. schol. ad 
Apoll. Rhod. 4.965)60. Zankle’s foundation date 
should therefore be between 734 and 716 BC, and 
this chronological range would be (in Thucydides’ 
chronological system) a terminus ante quem for the 
foundation of Cumae in Opicia (inhabited at the time 
by the “pirates” who founded Zankle). Consequently, 
Zankle must be numbered without doubt among the 
earliest Greek foundations in Sicily and, again, ac-
cording to Thucydides, Cumae was earlier, at least 
with reference to one of these earliest Greek founda-
tions in Sicily. This is supported by the Athenian his-
torian’s explicit statement that the Chalcidian found-
ers of Naxos were Ἐλλήνων δὲ πρῶτοι with reference 
to the colonization phenomenon in Sicily. 

To sum up, Ephorus’/Strabo’s statement that 
Cumae was the palaiotaton ktisma of Italía and 
Sikelía, was not (simply) the result of the author’s 
“propagandistic” perspective, but it was rooted in 
earlier and independent colonial “memories”. 

In line with the foundation date of Zankle at some 
time between 734 and 716 BC, one would expect the 
earliest Greek Geometric pottery found on the site to 

60 Chersonesus must be identified with Mylai, the site which 
occupied precisely a “peninsula”. Cf. recently Fischer-Hansen 
– Nielsen – Ampolo 2004, 216; Tigano 2011, 138.
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be LG I, corresponding to Corinthian LG. This is 
indeed the case with a small number of sherds found 
in different spots in modern Messina: the oldest 
sanctuary located towards the tip of the San Raineri 
peninsula (the ζάνκλον-“sickle”, cf. Thuc. 6.4.5), the 
inner harbour and other areas of the city61. We can 
single out two Corinthian LG kotylai (one specimen 
with herons and waves, and another perhaps of the 
Aetos 666 type)62, while Corinthian skyphoi with 
rows of three-bar sigmas on the shoulder and of the 
Thapsos class with panel may be LG/early EPC63. 

On the contrary, the earliest archaeological evi-
dence from Mylai seems to be coherent with Euse-
bius’ foundation date in 716 BC: in this site it is 
important to highlight that no LG I/Corinthian LG 
pottery has been found and that the earliest tombs 
from the cemetery can be referred to the LG II/
EPC phase64, i.e. 720-690 BC according to the “or-
thodox” chronological system.                                

1.7. The foundation dates of the Sicilian colonies 
vs. Cumae

Summing up these considerations on the ear-
liest finds from the first phase of the apoikiai in 
Sicily, some general observations will now be 
made regarding the questions surrounding the 
chronology of the earliest Greek foundations in the 
West, and in particular of Cumae:

1)	 Payne’s-Coldstream’s “orthodox” chronolog-
ical system – based on cross-dating Late Geo-
metric pottery with Thucydides’ (and Eusebi-
us’ with slight differences) absolute dates of 
the Sicilian colonies – still maintains its gen-
eral reliability. Indeed, with very few earlier 
“antique” exceptions, the earliest Greek pot-
tery found in Naxos, Syracuse, Megara Hy
blaea and Zankle is LG in Corinthian terms, 
which corresponds to LG I in the Pithekous-
san-Cumaean sequence, and to 750-720 BC 

61 See G.M. Bacci in this volume; Bacci 2008.  Knowledge 
of the ancient site is strongly limited by the overlying city of 
Messina and this must be taken into consideration.

62 Vallet 1958, pl. 7b top left (= Bacci 2008, 49, 68, 72, no. 
1, pl. 1; cf. Coldstream 2008, 323); and G.M. Bacci, in this vol-
ume, fig. 2.

63 Tigano 2017, 48, fig. 2 bottom, second fragment from right 
[G.M. Bacci]; 57-58, nos. 1, 8.

64 Tigano 2011, 121-161, 162-165, esp.: T. 77, 142, 163, fig. 
30; T. 90, 164-165.

in the “orthodox” absolute chronology based 
on Thucydides’ dates. 

	 On the other hand, it is important to point 
out that our hermeneutic perspective must 
go beyond the simple chronological hori-
zon, which is reflected by the first materials 
found on each site. Our task must be to un-
derstand the complexity of the historical 
processes: the ktisis of an apoikia may have 
been in fact characterized by different stages 
in the “construction” of the polis abroad and 
by waves of arrivals of groups of colonists 
in the earliest decades of the history of the 
apoikia. We will come back to this perspec-
tive with reference to the case of Cumae65. 

2)	 In terms of absolute chronology, colonial 
“memories” as reflected in the different 
branches of the tradition by Thucydides, Eu-
sebius and Ephorus/Strabo, suggest that, at 
least in the Thucydidean/Eusebian chrono-
logical system, Cumae had been established 
before 734/716 BC.

3)	 In terms of relative chronology with reference 
to the sequence of Geometric pottery, the ear-
liest sherds and the few closed contexts from 
Naxos, Syracuse, Megara Hyblaea and Zan-
kle suggest that a chronological horizon of LG 
I/Corinthian LG (750-720 BC) must have ex-
isted in Cumae too. As already perceived by 
Coldstream in his seminal work of 1968, the 
gap within this earliest phase might have sim-
ply been due to the unsystematic investiga-
tions conducted in Cumae up until then.

1.8. Cumae: earliest evidence of the apoikia brought 
to light after 1994

Within this general framework, we can now 
come back to the case of Cumae, with reference to 
its earliest archaeological evidence. Coldstream’s 
assumption has been supported by the beginning of 
the systematic excavations in Cumae in 1994 which 
are still in progress. They have been focusing on 
the urban area of the ancient city (Figs. 1-2). 

For the first time, Greek Geometric pottery dated 
at the very end of MG II and LG I was found in the 

65 Cf. the conclusions of the present contribution and D’Acun-
to 2017, 2020a.
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northern defensive walls, during the excavations 
conducted by the University of Napoli L’Orientale, 
under the direction of Bruno d’Agostino66. These 
sherds were found in the earth layers which had 
been dumped in between the inner curtain and the 
outer curtain of the defensive walls during their re-
construction under Aristodemus’ tyranny. A selec-
tion and a drawing of the pottery, published by B. 
d’Agostino and the University L’Orientale team, is 
reported here (Fig. 3): a skyphos with close chevron 
decoration (at the turn of MG II and LG I), conside-
red to be an import (from Cyclades?) (no. TTA3)67; 
two Euboeanizing (Pithekoussan?) skyphoi with 
floating chevron decoration (probably LG I) (nos. 

66 d’Agostino 1999, 51-57 (= d’Agostino 2010-2011, 223-
225, figs. 1 and 3-4); Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 20, pls. 2-3. 

67 d’Agostino 2010-2011, 229, fig. 2; Cuma: le fortificazioni 
2, 20 note 43, 154, no. TTA3, fig. 45, pl. 2.A.4.

TTA6, 9)68; a skyphos with a bird (late MG II or 
more likely LG I), considered to be an import (again 
from Cyclades?) (no. TTA4)69; a Euboean (?) ver-
sion of the LG I kotyle with tremuli (no. TTA12)70; 
a handful of LG I kotylai, including the Aetos 666 
type, in particular a Corinthian import (nos. TTA43-
46)71; and several skyphoi of the Thapsos type with 
panel, both Corinthian imports and imitations: in 
the specimens, wherever this part is preserved, the 
lower body is painted and the panel is decorated 
with a row of lozenges (LG I) (nos. TTA27-31)72. 

68 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 20 154, no. TTA6 and 9, fig. 45, 
pl. 2.A.7 and 9.

69 d’Agostino 2010-2011, 229, fig. 1.1; Cuma: le fortificazio-
ni 2, 20 154, no. TTA4, fig. 45, pl. 2.A.5.

70 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 20, 155, no. TTA12, fig. 45, pl. 
2.A.12.

71 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 28, 158-159, nos. TTA43-46, fig. 
48, pl. 3 (no. TTA44 is classified as a protokotyle).

72 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 28, 157, nos. 27-31, fig. 48, pl. 3.

Fig. 1. Cumae, the archaeological site from the northeast: in the foreground, the northern walls and the middle gate; on the 
left, the urban area, the Forum baths and the Capitolium; on the right, the acropolis hill; in the background, Procida-Vivara 
with the channel and Ischia with Pithekoussai close to the right tip (© University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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As Bruno d’Agostino remarked, caution is needed 
in the interpretation of these fragments, because of 
their relatively low number and since they were 
not found in a contemporary context, but in a later 
layer also containing fragments from the late 8th 

(some of them reproduced in Fig. 3), 7th and 6th 
century BC. Conversely, he pointed out that these 
earlier sherds had been found associated with burnt 
human bones and burnt vases, which might imply 
they belonged to cremation burials73. The latter hy-
pothesis found support in the small finds from the 
same layers, including two Aegyptian/Aegyptianiz
ing scarabs in faïence: often, this category of ob-
jects is common among grave-offerings of the 
Geometric period. As a result, d’Agostino sug-
gested that the time span between the foundation 

73 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 10 [B. d’Agostino]; d’Agostino 
1999, 55 (= d’Agostino 2010-2011, 224).

of Pithekoussai and that of Cumae was shorter 
than formerly thought. What’s more, he hypothe-
sized that the earth layers containing these mate-
rials which had been dumped between the two cur-
tains of the late Archaic walls,  were the result of 
the excavation of the moat which had been dug on 
the occasion of the rebuilding of the walls, pro-
bably under Aristodemus’ tyranny74:  it can be spe-
culated therefore that the excavation of the moat 
might have destroyed the tombs of the earliest co-
lonists of Cumae. 

This scenario would imply the presence of bu-
rials going back as early as the beginnings of the 
apoikia, in the area later occupied by the defensive 

74 On the building phase of the defensive walls probably 
made under Aristodemus’ tyranny and its moat, see: Cuma: le 
fortificazioni 1, 10-11, 29-44; Cuma: le fortificazioni 3, 45-50, 
120-127; d’Agostino 2013, 214-215 et passim; D’Acunto 
2020b, 271-306 with references.  

Fig. 2. Topographical plan of Cumae (© University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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walls. The earliest phase of the northern walls of 
ca. 600 BC75 is the proof that the northern limit of 
the city had started to be established there at that 
time. However, the presence of earlier tombs could 
suggest that this area had been identified in some 
way as the limit of the settlement ever since the 
earliest phases of the apoikia. This hypothesis has 
found support thanks to the excavations started un-
der my direction in 2007 by the University of Na-

75 On the earliest phase of the defensive walls, see: Cuma: le 
fortificazioni 3, 42-43, 114-116, figs. 10-11, 61-64.

poli L’Orientale in the urban area north of the Fo-
rum baths (Fig. 2 “urban area” and see below): in 
this area, which is close to the northern walls, the 
settlement had been established since the Late 
Geometric period, thus suggesting an early divi-
sion between the urban area and the area outside of 
the city which was occupied by the cemetery. This 
limit, corresponding to the line of the northern 
walls between the urban area south and the ceme-
tery north, would be respected for the entire exis-
tence of the city during the Greek, the Campa-
nian-Samnite, and the Roman periods.

Fig. 3. Late MG II-LG fragments from the northern walls (from Cuma. Le fortificazioni 2, pls. 2-3)
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In the following analysis we will review the 
earliest phases of the site of Cumae in the light of 
the recent archaeological excavations. Our focus 
will be specifically on the results of the systematic 
excavations we have conducted in the area north 
of the Forum baths.

The present contribution is divided into the three 
following sections: the Pre-Hellenic period regar-
ding the Late Bronze Age (LBA – last centuries of 
the 2nd millennium BC and early 1st millennium BC: 
chpt. 2); the Pre-Hellenic period referring to the 
Early Iron Age (EIA, ca. 900-750 BC: chpts. 3-4), 
when, during its last decades, “pre-colonial” 
contacts had been established by the Euboeans with 
the natives; in the last section we will come back to 
the new evidence brought to light of the earliest 
phase of the apoikia, which refers to LG I (750-720 
BC, chpt. 5), thus supporting N. Coldstream’s pre-
vision and B. d’Agostino’s hypothesis.

A general aspect of the present contribution 
must be clarified in advance. Its analysis will be 
based on the archaeological evidence. A critical 
comparison between this archaeological evidence 
and the different traditions referred to by ancient 
authors regarding Cumae’s ktisis will be postpo-
ned to a following contribution which will deal 
with the subsequent LG II phase (720-690 BC)76. 

My perspective on the colonization of Cumae is 
indeed that this must have been a long-lasting pro-
cess, involving different groups of colonists at 
different stages of the earliest phases of the apoi-
kia, perhaps covering two generations, from the 
beginning (ca. 750-740 BC) until the early 7th cen-
tury BC. The latter is a crucial moment, because 
the colonists give way to town planning, thus gi-
ving the settlement a true urban aspect. The com-
plexity and long-lasting process of the coloniza-
tion of Cumae may be behind the diverse historical 
versions of its ktisis, which have been transmitted 
by the different ancient authors77.

76 This contribution will be published in a forthcoming vol-
ume of AIONArchStAnt.

77 Cf. formerly D’Acunto 2017; D’Acunto forthcoming.

2. New evidence on the Late Bronze 		
Age settlement in Cumae

2.1. State of evidence
Since the archaeological excavations conduc-

ted in the second half of the 19th century, it has 
been clear that the Greek apoikia replaced a 
Pre-Hellenic village on the same site.

Clearly, this place soon attracted the settlement 
of firstly the indigenous people and then of the 
Greek colonists, because it was a very “privileged” 
site78. The steep sides of the acropolis hill (the so-
called “Monte di Cuma”, up to 80 m above sea 
level and with a surface area of c. 11.5 ha) made it 
a naturally defensible position. Its location in the 
region of the Phlegraean Fields, along the shore-
line north of the Misenum Cape and on the east 
side of the narrow channel between the island of 
Ischia and the Italic mainland, meant it was very 
good for controlling the main route for maritime 
commerce on the west coast of Italy. In antiquity 
the acropolis hill was a headland jutting out into 
the sea and controlling two natural stopping points 
for ships, one along the beach south of the hill, and 
a good natural harbor in the lagoon north of it. The 
small plain to the east of the acropolis hill is pro-
tected to the east by the north-south ridge known 
as Monte Grillo (110 m high and ca. 1 km to the 
east of the acropolis hill), and by marshy areas to 
the north and south. To the north extended the 
Campania plain, which was considered in antiqui-
ty as one of the most fertile in all of Italy. 

The archaeological evidence for the occupation 
of the acropolis hill in prehistoric and the protohis-
toric periods was brought to light mostly during 
the excavations conducted in the late 19th and the 
first half of the 20th centuries in the two Greek-Ro-
man sanctuaries, occupying respectively the lower 
terrace and the upper terrace of the hill. 

The most consistent and diagnostic group of 
sherds was found in the sanctuary on the lower ter-
race (in the so-called “Sanctuary of Apollo”, but 
dedicated in fact to another deity79), particularly in 
the retaining wall dump built in ca. 500 BC, proba-

78 On the geomorphology and the topography of the site see 
D’Acunto forthcoming, with references.

79 Rescigno 2012; 2015; Rescigno et al. 2022; cf. D’Acunto 
2017, 321-324; 2020a, 1302-1303.
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bly under the tyrant Aristodemus80. This evidence 
consists simply of sherds which were found dumped 
in later layers (the single possible exception of a 
closed archaeological assemblage is the “hut” with 
traces of metallurgical activity, which was excavat-
ed by Gabrici in 1910 in the sanctuary of the lower 
terrace of the acropolis and might have been either 
of the Pre-Hellenic phase or of the earliest phase of 
the apoikia81). Since these finds of prehistoric and 
protohistoric fragments include vases for domestic 
use (such as jars for storage) and clay ovens (see the 
published finds from the lower terrace of the acrop-
olis), scholars agree that the core of the Pre-Hellen-
ic village was installed on the terraces of the 
well-defended acropolis hill at least from the Final 
Bronze Age (FBA) to the Early Iron Age (EIA), un-
til the foundation of the Greek apoikia82. 

The low-lying plain east of the acropolis hill 
was extensively occupied by the Pre-Hellenic set-
tlement necropolis, whose burials have been found 
in different and relatively distant areas from the 
Roman Forum south to north of the defensive 
walls (see below chpt. 3)83. However, some schol-
ars had already suggested that the village might 
have extended from the acropolis to the foothills in 
the low-lying plain84. As we will see below, the re-
cent investigations have indeed confirmed that 
some spots of the plain had been occupied by do-
mestic areas in prehistoric and protohistoric times, 
alongside extensive occupation by the necropolis.

The earliest traces of humans on the site of Cu-
mae consist of a very small number of Early Eneo-
lithic sherds, from both the acropolis (the lower 
terrace) and the plain (the northern walls)85. A few 
fragments from the same areas refer to the subse-
quent phases of the Advanced Eneolithic and the 
late Middle Bronze Age86. 

80 All references can be found in Jannelli 1999; Rescigno 
2012; Gastaldi 2018; Nitti 2019.

81 Jannelli 1999, 73; esp. Nitti 2019, 110-112, 121 no. 19, 
pls. 3.18, 8.56 and D.

82 Jannelli 1999, 73-75; Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 331; 
Gastaldi 2018, esp.177, 189-180; Nitti 2019, 112-113.

83 On the necropolis see below.
84  d’Agostino 2011b, 36; Greco 2008, 388; 2014, 59-60; cf. 

Gastaldi 2018, 189.
85 Jannelli 1999, 82, fig. 8.4; Gastaldi 2018, 169-170, figs. 

5.A.1 and 5.A.3; Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 17, pl. 1.1 [P. Aurino].
86 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 17-18, pls. 1.2-3 [P. Aurino]; and 

perhaps Jannelli 1999, 83, nos. 5-6; Gastaldi 2018, 170, fig. 5.A.2.

During the Late Bronze Age (LBA), the pre-
sence of the village on the acropolis hill is illus-
trated by a good number of sherds found in G. 
Buchner’s excavations on the lower terrace in 
1940: they were dumped in the fill of the retaining 
wall, which was built during the late Archaic re-
construction of the sanctuary, probably as part of 
Aristodemus’ building policy. These fragments 
were published by L. Jannelli in 1999: if the evi-
dence for the Recent Bronze Age (RBA) remains 
weak, conversely the fragments of the Final Bronze 
Age (FBA) are more numerous and well-identi-
fied87. In addition, a small nucleus of FBA bronze 
objects is included in the Cumaean collection of 
the National Archaeological Museum of Naples88: 
a “Cumae type” axe was associated by E. Gabrici 
with the materials from Stevens’ excavations89; a 
small group of fibulae refers to a well-defined ty-
pology with variants from the FBA90. These 
bronzes must have been grave-offerings from 
tombs which were excavated in Cumae in the se-
cond half of the 19th century, and certainly on the 
plain (since Stevens’ excavations in the necropolis 
were addressed there, and not on the acropolis). 
Hence, during the FBA the settlement pattern of 
Cumae had already been established on the axis 
acropolis – low-lying plain, and this pattern will 
continue into the Early Iron Age (EIA). This ar-
chaeological-topographic picture, though still very 
fragmentary, shows that the native Pre-Hellenic 
people of Cumae (the “Opicians” in literary 
sources) had settled on the site no later than the 
RBA/LBA and that they continued to inhabit it 
into the EIA.

87 Jannelli 1999, 85-87, figs. 8-9; cf. Criscuolo – Pacciarel-
li 2008, 331; Gastaldi 2018, 177, 179, fig. 9.

88 See now Gastaldi 2018, 179-180, figs. 10-11; and Johan-
nowsky 1975, 99-100, pl. 2; Albore Livadie 1985, 62-69, pls. 12 
and 14; Jannelli 1999, 87.

89 Gabrici 1913, col. 71, no. 42, pl. 28.1.b; Albore Livadie 
1985, 64, no. 9.1, pl. 12; Peroni 1980, 53; Carancini 1984, 201, 
no. 4249 (ca. 11th century BC); Gastaldi 2018, 179, fig. 10.A.4.

90 See the survey and the discussion in Gastaldi 2018, 179-
180, fig. 10: Lo Schiavo 2010, no. 5287 = Gastaldi 2018, 179, 
fig. 10.B.1; Lo Schiavo 2010, no. 5305 = Gastaldi 2018, 179, 
fig. 10.B.5; Lo Schiavo 2010, nos. 5396-5399, 5402 = Gastaldi 
2018, 179, figs. 10.B.7-11; cf. also Lo Schiavo 2010, no. 5409 = 
Gastaldi 2018, 179-180, fig. 11.2, which might be slightly later, 
i.e. Early Iron Age IA.
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2.2. New archaeological contexts of the LBA from 
the area north of the Forum baths

We may now shift our attention to the new LBA 
evidence brought to light by the excavations 
conducted by the University of Napoli L’Orien-
tale, under my direction, since 200791. 

Our field research has been focusing on one of 
the central quarters of the Greek, Campanian-Sam-
nite, and Roman city, between the Forum and the 
northern walls (Figs. 4-6). During the Roman pe-
riod, the urbanism in this part of the city is charac-
terized by an irregular network of streets framing a 
system of insulae: smaller east-west streets (steno-
poi: n, o, p, q) join the main north-south road 
(plateia B) which joins the Capitolium with the 
northern walls. In particular, our excavations have 
unearthed large part of an insula north of the Forum 
baths (“Terme del Foro”). This insula is included 
between the plateia B east and the stenopoi p and q, 
respectively south and north. We have not yet found 
the western limit of the insula: this limit must have 
been either north-south street A or (more likely) 
another street east of it. This layout of streets was 
established in the late LG II (early 7th century BC) 
and preserved until the late Roman period92. 

The excavations in the insula have brought to 
light a palimpsest of the houses with their transfor-
mations over many centuries, from LG II to the 
Roman period. The southern half of the insula was 
occupied since the 1st century BC by a domus, cha-
racterized by the presence of a peristyle: this plan, 
for what concerns its general layout, was respected 
until the 3rd century AD and some of the rooms 
were also reoccupied in the late Roman period. In 
the northern half of the insula, a house block, orga-
nized around a courtyard, was built in the early 2nd 
century AD, occupied until the 3rd century AD, and 
in part reoccupied until the late Roman period. 

91 For an overview and in particular the Geometric-Archaic 
period see esp. d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 494-522 [M. 
D’Acunto]; D’Acunto 2009; 2017, 298-307; 2020b, 255-263; 
2020c; 2020d; D’Acunto – D’Onofrio – Nitti 2021; D’Acunto 
2022; D’Acunto et al. 2022. On the LBA-EIA see Gastaldi 
2018, 182-189, figs. 14-19. On the Classical and Hellenistic pe-
riod see Giglio 2022. On the Roman period: Iavarone 2015, 
2016.  The first excavation of this insula was conducted in 2001: 
D’Onofrio 2002.

92 D’Acunto 2017, 298-307; 2020c; D’Acunto et al. 2022.

These Roman period houses overly a tight se-
quence of phases, referring to the occupation of the 
area for almost the whole history of the site: from 
the LBA, through the EIA and the earliest phases of 
the apoikia, to the Archaic, Classical and Hellenis-
tic life of the insula. In several spots of the insula 
we have been able to excavate under the levels of 
some of the Roman period rooms, where floors had 
not been preserved. However, these deep trenches 
have been limited in their extension by the presence 
of other Roman phase structures, thus making it 
difficult to have an idea of the layout of the occupa-
tion of the area during the earlier phases. 

Despite these limitations, which are intrinsic to 
field research, we have gained a general idea on the 
main occupation phases of the area. This will be 

Fig. 4. Plan of the northern part of the city: the Roman Fo-
rum, the Greek-Roman urban area, the northern walls and 
the middle gate (© University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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presented in the present paper with reference to the 
periods from the LBA to LG I, while, of course, we 
are aware that continuing field activity may both 
enrich and also modify some of our points of view.

Let us start with the beginnings. From a general 
point of view, for the first time in the history of 
archaeological research in Cumae, our excavations 
have brought to light unquestionable evidence of 
domestic occupation on the plain during the 
Pre-Hellenic phase. This occupation can be dated 
both in the LBA and in the EIA. 

The existence of LBA dwellings under the insula 
is demonstrated there by a level characterized by se-
veral series of cuttings and post-holes: they must 
have been used for different structures such as woo-
den huts/fences/platforms which were built in the 

same area but at different times. From a stratigraphi-
cal point of view, these post-holes and cuttings had 
deeply cut into the surface level of the thick tephra 
layer from the latest large eruption in the Phlegraean 
Fields. This is the so-called Averno 2 eruption, which 
has been dated at ca. 1750 BC93, corresponding to 
the end of the Early Bronze Age (EBA)/early Middle 
Bronze Age (MBA) in archaeological sequences. 
Before our excavations, this tephra layer had already 
been identified through a core drilling located ca. 33 
m north/northwest (Fig. 7: drilling C14)94. This is a 
geological terminus post quem, therefore, for human 
occupation (or reoccupation) of the area, i.e. after the 
end of the EBA/early MBA.

Matteo D’Acunto

The first archaeological evidence of the occupation 
of the area between the LBA and the EIA comes from 
the deep excavation conducted inside the peristyle of 
the large domus occupying the southern part of the in-
sula (Fig. 7.2). The archaeological trench conducted 
there since 2017, first under the supervision of Dr S. 
Napolitano, and then under my supervision since 
2019, has brought to light a tight stratigraphic sequence. 

93 Lirer – Petrosino – Alberico 2001.
94 Amato – Guastaferro – Lupia 2002, 94-98 (CR14); cf. 

Gastaldi 2018, 167, fig. 14 (location of the “carotaggio C14”).

Fig. 5. Aerial photograph of the northern part of the city (R. 
Catuogno, M. Facchini, M. Giglio, 2018; courtesy of M. 
Giglio)

Fig. 6. The northern part of the city: insula between plateia B 
and stenopoi p and q, excavations University of Napoli L’Orien-
tale, 2001, 2007-2022 (© University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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This documents domestic occupation which goes 
back from the early Archaic period to the RBA/FBA95. 

It was during the 2019 campaign that the ear-
liest evidence was found consisting of many circu-
lar or sub-circular post holes which were uncove-
red along the western and northern sides of the 
excavation area. The posts had cut through by the 
volcanic deposits related to the Averno 2 eruption 

95 The stratigraphy later than the early Archaic period has 
been completely removed by the building activities connected 
with the creation of a large peristyle (1st century BC) and after 
that, of a fountain in its center (1st century AD).

(1750 BC). In this area, this tephra layer follows 
an irregular course according to the natural geo-
morphology of the site, characterized by a double 
system of slopes that runs from south to north and 
from west to east (2.32-2,22 m above sea level). 
The post holes found there reflect the layout of se-
veral structures that had succeeded one another 
over time. However, it remains to be clarified what 
the exact layouts were (Fig. 8). Despite the appa-
rently haphazard arrangement, a careful analysis 
of the characteristics of the different holes and of 
their disposition allows us to recognize some li-

Fig. 7. The deep trenches (in yellow), which have brought to light closed domestic contexts of the LBA, under the insula north 
of the Forum baths – excavations University of Napoli L’Orientale, 2013, 2019, 2021 (© University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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kely alignments. Along the western side of the ex-
cavation, towards the north, there is a concentra-
tion of small circular holes which are conical 
(10-15 cm in diameter). In particular, it seems pos-
sible to identify an alignment of holes oriented 
northeast-southwest (Fig. 9 in green) which inter-
sects another row of holes oriented southeast-nor-
thwest at right angles (Fig. 9 in blue). Next to these 
two alignments, other holes which are circular or 
subcircular in shape can be recognized. In particu-
lar, immediately south of the alignment of holes 
placed in a southeast-northwest direction, there is 
a circular hole with a diameter of approximately 
30 cm, at the bottom of which were found a num-
ber of tuff fragments (Fig. 9 in red). A similar hole 
characterized by the presence of tuff fragments at 
the bottom, was found 1.25 m to the south. Al-
though caution is required, it seems likely that 
these two circular holes can be interpreted as the 
postholes for two wooden load-bearing elements 
of a structure: the presence of tuff fragments must 
have given the elevations greater stability. 

The stratigraphies, which were connected to this 
occupation, have been almost completely removed by 
alluvial phenomena and as a consequence of activities 
during the following occupations of the area96. As a 
result, it is not possible to establish if these alignments 
belonged to the same phase of occupation. Neverthe-
less, the function and chronology of this evidence can 
be established by the significant, albeit scant materials 
found within the filling of some of the post holes. 
Among these, there is a large fragment of a bowl (2) 
found at the bottom of one of the cavities, which can 
be compared to some RBA specimens97. Two frag-
ments, respectively of a strainer (1) and of a large do-
lium (20), were embedded in the upper part of one of 
the holes (Fig. 10)98. A few fragments of jars and 

96 Only a few remains from the levels related to this occupa-
tion were recognized in the proximity of some post holes. 

97 See below Francesca Somma’s contribution.
98 The discovery of the two fragments in the upper part of the 

filling of the cut makes two alternative explanations possible. On 
the one hand, the two ceramic finds could in fact have been placed 
in the cut later than the lifetime of the structure (their position in 
the center of the cut and on the surface would not allow the inser-
tion of a wooden pole). On the other hand, since the stratigraphies 
associated with these structures had been completely washed 
away, it cannot be excluded that the dolium lip and the strainer 
fragment were originally used as lateral reinforcements to support 
a post and that they then slipped into the lower part of the fill as a 

cooking stand (4) were also found. At the present state 
of evidence, a later occupation in the first part of the 
EIA is suggested by a single fragment from a trun-
cated cone-shaped vase (3), which finds comparisons 
with some specimens from Poggiomarino99.

These discoveries testify to the presence of a do-
mestic type of occupation that seems to begin in a 
transitional phase between the RBA and the FBA. 
In this area, the washout of the stratigraphy for the 
most part of the EIA does not allow us to verify if 
there is any continuity in the domestic occupation 
of the area until the evidence from the first half of 
the 8th century BC, which we will discuss later100. 

Francesco Nitti

result of erosion phenomena in the layers.
99 See Francesca Somma’s contribution, below.
100 On the occupation of the area in the first half of the 8th 

century BC see the following chapter with the contributions of 
M. D’Acunto and F. Nitti.

Fig. 8. Trench under the western part of the peristyle (cf. 
Fig. 7.2): the tephra layer with series of post-holes from the 
LBA occupation (photo F. Nitti, 2019; © University of Nap-
oli L’Orientale)
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Another interesting piece of evidence from this 
phase was brought to light under the Roman pe-
riod room occupying the southeast corner of the 
insula (Fig. 7.1). In the 2012 and 2013 campaigns 
it was possible to investigate the entire stratigra-
phic sequence under the room. The excavation was 
possible in the southern part of the room, because 
the cocciopesto floor had been compromised by 
later interventions. This small trench excavation, 
led under the supervision of Chiara Penzone and 
Suena Carnevale, brought to light the phases of oc-

cupation ranging from the Hellenistic Age back to 
the Bronze Age. 

The LBA evidence was found in the western 
sector of the room, where, at an altitude of 2.40 m 
above sea level, the eruptive deposit of tephra were 
identified with the above-mentioned Averno 2 
(1750 BC approx.) (see Figs. 7.1 in yellow and 
11)101. The tephra deposit was not removed by our 
excavation, but a section was analyzed, thanks to 
several later deep cuttings that had affected both 
the surface and the entire eastern sector. It was 
possible to ascertain that the eruptive deposits had 
been altered, because other kinds of inclusions 
were found in some spots within the tephra layer. 
Hence, presumably the tephra layer is here in a se-
condary deposition, detached from its original po-
sition due to alluvial phenomena. The deposit can 
be correlated with the evidence that emerged from 
the drilling (CR14: see map Fig. 7)102, carried out 
in 2001, about 33 m north/northwest of the room; 
in CR14 drilling the same tephra layer was found 
in primary deposition, but it was deeper, starting 
from an altitude of -4.10 m above sea level. 

101 Lirer – Petrosino – Alberico 2001, 53-73.
102 Amato – Guastaferro – Lupia 2002, 94-98.

Fig. 9 - Trench under the western part of the peristyle (cf. Fig. 7.2): the tephra layer with series of post-holes from the LBA 
occupation (drawing F. Nitti, 2019; © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 10. Trench under the western part of the peristyle (cf. 
Fig. 7.2): post-hole from the LBA occupation, on whose 
surface pottery fragments were embedded, from the north 
(photo F. Nitti, 2019; © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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In the northeastern sector of the excavated 
area, it was possible to investigate some layers 
above the surface of the eruptive deposit; in this 
sector a cutting was found which was characte-
rized by straight vertical sides and filled with 
layers of a different kind (the perimeter is indi-
cated in Fig. 7 in a darker yellow tone). Only the 
upper layer has been excavated, since groundwa-
ter has inhibited continuing deeper. This 
contained what were clearly domestic materials, 
including several fragments of cooking stands 
and a quantity of handmade (so-called “im-
pasto”) pottery inside a fine sandy layer. At the 
base of the deposit an arrangement made of 
flakes in tufa stone was found which has been 
interpreted as a drainage floor (Fig. 12). We iden-
tified this evidence as part of a dwelling that 
could extend exclusively to the north, south and 
east sides; its interpretation as part of a hut is 
also supported by the fragments of clay plaster 
which were found over the drainage floor. The 
pottery sherds, which were found in this archaeo-
logical assemblage, consist of only hand-
made-impasto ware. An exception is a wheel-
made fragment from a vase of closed shape, 
which might be temptingly identified as Myce-
naean/Italo-Mycenaean ware (38).

Marco Giglio

2.3. Materials (Pls. 1-2)
The earliest phases of the sector brought to light 

on the western side of the peristyle (Fig. 7.2) can be 
dated on the basis of a limited number of diagnostic 
fragments, found in the fills of the post holes or 
close by. These suggest apparently uninterrupted 
occupation ranging from the Late Bronze to the be-
ginning of the Iron Age. However, the scant num-
ber of finds imposes caution, and continuation of 
the research is expected to confirm this hypothesis 
regarding continuity of occupation of the area in 
this chronological span.

The strainer (1), of which a relevant portion is 
preserved, was found embedded in the upper part 
of one of the holes. It consists of a slightly convex 
perforated bottom and of truncated cone-shaped 
walls with horizontal handles. This morphology is 
comparable to a specimen found in the settlement 

Fig. 11. Trench under the room occupying the southeastern 
corner of the insula, from the east: in the center, the tephra 
layer in secondary deposition with cuttings from the LBA 
occupation; left, the southern wall of the insula: the lower 
line of blocks refers to the end of the LG, the upper line of 
orthostats refers to the 5th century BC phase (photo M. Gi-
glio, 2013; © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 12. Trench under the room occupying the southeastern 
corner of the insula, from the east: drainage floor made of 
tufa flakes from the LBA occupation; the area is indicated in 
Fig. 7.1 in dark yellow (photo M. Giglio, 2013; © Universi-
ty of Napoli L’Orientale)
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of Sorgenti della Nova belonging to the phases of 
the Final Bronze Age (FBA)103.

The fragment of a carinated bowl (2) was found 
at the bottom of one of the post holes. The shape can 
be compared to that of Recent Bronze Age (RBA) 
specimens104. Although this is the only find from this 
archaeological context to be related to this phase, it 
seems to date back to this chronological period.

On the other hand, with reference to the instal-
lation of structures on the eruptive level of Averno 
2, a truncated cone-shaped vase (3) seems to refer 
to a more recent horizon. It can be compared to the 
finds from Poggiomarino of phase 1A-1B of the 
Early Iron Age (EIA)105.

As far as the function of this context brought to 
light in the area of the peristyle is concerned, the 
finds associated with this first phase of life are 
clearly of a domestic character. Indicative of the 
residential function of the area is not only the strai-
ner, but also the presence of fragments of cooking 
stands, among which is a perforated plate (4).

Very similar problems arise for the archaeolo-
gical trench dug out below the Roman room in the 
southeastern corner of the insula, whose context is 
illustrated here by M. Giglio (Fig. 7.1).

The materials associated with the earliest levels 
of life in the area come from the evidence found at 
the bottom of a vertical-walled cut made in the te-
phra deposit for the housing of a drainage surface 
made of tuff flakes. The deposits excavated here 
have yielded a considerable amount of large contai-
ners: unfortunately, there are no diagnostic elements 
that would lead to a chronological classification. 
They refer to a domestic use of the area, which is 
supported by the presence of fragments of cooking 
stands and of a perforated plate (6) which shows 
traces of use by fire. Among the sherds of the large 
containers found there, 19 fragments stand out: 
these are characterized by a composition of clay that 
differs from the type of coarse clay attested for all 
the large containers and stoves found. These frag-

103  Domanico – Cardosa 1995, 370, fig. 145, 68.
104  In particular, it is akin to the specimens of family 16 of 

Damiani’s classification (Damiani 2010, family 16, 160-163, pls. 
24-26).

105  Bartoli 2012, for phase 1A: p. 421, fig. 248a, SC3; for 
phase 1B: p. 322, fig. 114, SC4B.

ments suggest vertical walls, probably from the 
same individual specimen, in a very compact, reddi-
sh-colored mixture, characterized by a light engobe 
both externally and internally; they include a frag-
ment decorated with a wave or triangular engraved 
motif (5). At the moment, we are unable to provide 
a defined chronology and a classification of the pro-
duction of this large container, because of its pecu-
liar clay and the non-diagnostic character of the pre-
served parts.

The diagnostic finds from this context are very 
scarce too. The only diagnostic fragment is the 
strongly everted lip of a dolium, which is characte-
rized by a light engobe (7). From a morphological 
point of view, it closely compares to some speci-
mens from Broglio di Trebisacce106, but they are 
different from the Cumae fragment because of their 
smaller size and being wheel-made. The Broglio di 
Trebisacce specimens include many variations and 
cover a time span between the FBA and the EIA.

Francesca Somma

In this context and brought to light below the 
corner room of the insula, a single wheel-made 
fragment in fine ware was found among a large 
amount of handmade impasto pottery (38). This 
sherd comes from the oblique part of the wall of the 
shoulder of a closed shape, namely a vase for pour-
ing. Its painted decoration preserves a horizontal 
straight line, while two other lines are oblique, cur-
vilinear and not concentric. The chronology of the 
context in the LBA and the decoration drawn free-
hand make the hypothesis that the vase is of Myce-
naean/Italo-Mycenaean production tempting. In-
deed, the decorative motif could be that of a spiral 
(see the reconstructive drawing by F. Nitti in Pl. 2), 
which is common in the Mycenaean repertoire107. 
An autopsy of the clay did not reveal the presence 

106 Peroni 1982, p. 148, pl. 36, 2, specimen from the BF-IE 
levels and Buffa 1994, p. 499, pl. 116, 31, form 50 variety B, 
dated to the Early Iron Age.

107 See e.g. this motif painted on a LH IIIA sherd from the village 
of Castiglione in Ischia (Buchner 1936-1937, 78-80, fig. 3; Buchner 
– Gialanella 1994, 31, fig. 3 left). Our reconstruction in Francesco 
Nitti’s drawing of the decoration on the vase from Cumae was made 
starting from the spiral painted on an Italo-Mycenaean fragment 
found in the site of Montagnolo at Ancona (Sabbatini – Silvestrini 
– Milazzo 2008, 246, fig. 7) and on a Mycenaean sherd from Su 
Murru, Tharros (Spigno 2022, 2, 20, fig. 8; Bernardini 1989).
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of mica, which is a characteristic element of 
Phlegraean fabrics: therefore, this vase cannot have 
been produced in Cumae nor in the Phlegraean is-
lands (Ischia and Procida-Vivara), but it may have 
been imported from somewhere else, from Greece 
perhaps or from other areas of Italy.

It is clear that identifying this small-preserved 
part of a vase with a Mycenaean/Italo-Mycenaean 
vase calls for caution. Without a doubt, it will be 
necessary to have further finds and information on 
the context by extending the excavation area towards 
the east but the presence of such a vase in this con-
text would certainly not be surprising. It would, in 
fact, widen the area of dissemination of Mycenaean/
Italo-Mycenaean ceramics in Campania, and there-
fore also include the LBA village of Cumae. In the 
Proto-Apennine period (MBA) on the Phlegraean 
islands, the Mycenaean presence was particularly 
intensive on the island of Vivara, and thanks to the 
pottery of LH I-IIIA1 and other kinds of finds is well 
documented108. Also significant is the discovery of a 
handful of fragments of LH IIIA in the MBA settle-
ment of Castiglione on Ischia109; another fragment, 
as yet unpublished, was identified by C. Improta in 
her post-graduate Master’s dissertation among the 
“Scarico Gosetti” finds from the slopes of the Monte 
Vico hill. The fine Mycenaean and Italo-Mycenaean 
ceramics found in the RBA/FBA village of Afragola 
in the Campania plain110 refer to a more recent date, 
that of LH IIIB/C. LH IIIB/C ceramics, both import-
ed and Italo-Mycenaean, were also found in RBA/
FBA sites in southern Campania: Pontecagnano, 
Paestum, Battipaglia-Castelluccia, Eboli and the 
Polla cave111. The case of Cumae, regarding chronol-
ogy, would be consistent with the more recent 
chronological horizon, namely that of RBA/FBA of 
Italian prehistory or of LH IIIB/C in Mycenaean pe-
riodization: in terms of absolute chronology, this is 
roughly from the late 14th to the early 11th century BC112.

108 Marazzi – Tusa 1994, 173-294, 303-316; Merkouri 
2005. A synthesis of the Mycenaean presence in Campania is 
given in D’Acunto 2020a, 1288-1289.

109 Marazzi – Tusa 2001, 241-250; Giardino – Merkouri 
2007, 743, 746, fig. 3A.

110 A preliminary report is La Forgia et al. 2007, 936-937, fig. 1. 
111 Cazzella – Recchia 2018, 15-16; D’Acunto 2020a, 1289; 

Bettelli – Vagnetti 2020, 1266-1267, 1273-1279, with references.
112 A synoptic table of synchronisms between Italian and 

Mycenaean chronologies is given in Bettelli – Vagnetti 2020, 1274.

With all due caution, in such a general frame-
work it would certainly not be surprising that 
Mycenaean merchants may have stopped in the 
landing place in the lagoon of Licola and traded 
with the LBA village of Cumae, many centuries 
before the Euboeans in the 8th century BC.

Matteo D’Acunto

3. The Pre-Hellenic Necropolis

3.1. General picture
The Pre-Hellenic burial ground of Cumae de-

veloped on the small plain between the acropolis 
hill and the Monte Grillo ridge. The topography of 
the necropolis was recently reconstructed by P. 
Criscuolo by combining the topographical data 
available for the burial groups excavated during 
the 19th and 20th centuries with those from more 
recent excavations (Fig. 13)113. Based on this study, 
the northern limit of the necropolis has been locat-
ed approximately 150 m north of the northern 
walls, approximating the area involved in the ex-
cavations carried out by Maglione, Menegazzi and 
Virzì in 1900-1901 (fig. 13.6-7) and probably ex-
tending northwards from there to the area of the 
so-called “Ex Fondo Correale”114.

The eastern limit of the necropolis is believed 
to roughly correspond to the modern Via Vecchia 
Licola as suggested by the presence of other 
Pre-Hellenic burials found during the investiga-
tions by the Count of Syracuse and Stevens imme-
diately to the east of the 1900-1901 excavation site 
(fig. 13.1-2)115. The excavations carried out by the 
Centre Jean Bérard in 2006 (fig. 13.10) investigat-
ed a new group of burials located southwest of the 
Virzì excavations, at a distance of 50 m northwest 
of the Middle Gate of the northern walls. These 
burials can be classified between IA and the early 
IB phases of the EIA, with the exception of one 
grave which is dated to the late IB phase and one 
grave to the II phase116.

113 Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 331-333, 349 pl. I.
114 Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 332, 349; Gastaldi 2018, 194.
115 Pelosi 1993, 63, fig. 6; Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 

349 pl. I; Gastaldi 2018, 194-195.
116 Brun et al. 2008, 355-380; Gastaldi 2018, 190-193. 
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In the area south of the northern walls, Pre-Hel-
lenic burials were identified during Stevens’ exca-
vations in the D’Isanto and Capalbo grounds (Fig. 
13.3-4). This area was bordering the Provenzano 
ground to the southeast Fig. 13.5), from which 
came other objects from Pre-Hellenic graves117. 
Further south of the northern walls, the so-called 
“Osta tombs group”118 (phases I and II of Pre-Hel-
lenic Cumae119) was discovered in 1903 in the 
Orilia property (Fig. 13.8). The southern boundary 
of the necropolis was indeed located in the area of 

117 Criscuolo 2007, 265-267.
118 Criscuolo 2007, 266-267; Nizzo 2007a, 487.
119 Nizzo 2007a, 488-501; Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 

333-337. 

the Roman Forum by means of the results of the 
University of Napoli Federico II excavations in 
2006 (Fig. 13.11). Two Pre-Hellenic burials120 
were uncovered close to the so-called Tempio del 
Gigante, one of which may be referred to the final 
IB-II phases of the EIA121, in the final decades of 
the 9th century BC122, and the other, whose grave-of-
ferings include a fibula with a serpentine foliate 
arch decorated with impressed dots, may be dated 
to phase IIA of the EIA123.

120 Greco 2008, 387-390, pl. I; 2009, 13-17, figs. 1-3; 2014, 
59-64, figs. 4-6.

121 Gastaldi 2018, 195-196.
122 Greco 2009, 13.
123 Gastaldi 2018, 195.

Fig. 13. Locations of the archaeological evidence from the FBA3-EIA Pre-Hellenic settlement of Cumae, with an approximate 
indication of the limit of the lagoon (drawing M. D’Acunto, C. Improta, C. Merluzzo, F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Ori-
entale; the necropolis updated after Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008; the limits of the lagoon and the coastline drawn after Ste-
faniuk – Morhange 2008).
Tombs (areas in green; disturbed tombs in light green): 1. Conte di Siracusa Excavations (1854-1857); 2-3. Stevens Excavations 
(1893); 4. Stevens Excavations (1894-1986); 5. Lubrano Excavations (1898); 6. Maglione Excavations (1900-1901); 7. Virzì Excava-
tions (1900-1901); 8. Osta Excavations (1903); 9. Tocco Excavations (1975); 10. Centre Jean Bérard Naples Excavations (2002/2006); 
11. University of Napoli Federico II Excavations (2006); 12. University of Napoli L’Orientale Excavations (2009-2016).
Evidence of the village (areas in yellow): a. Vittorio Emanuele III Excavations (1897); b. Gabrici Excavations (1910) and 
Buchner Excavations (1940); c. University of Napoli L’Orientale Excavations (2019, 2021-2023)



Cumae in Opicia in the Light of the Recent Archaeological Excavations 327

Lastly, impasto sherds and a bronze spearhead, 
ascribable to types known from the Pre-Hellenic 
burial ground, were found in secondary deposition 
during excavations by the Soprintendenza Archeo-
logica (Department of Antiquities) under the su-
pervision of G. Tocco124  in the area north of the 
crossroads that leads to the modern access point of 
the acropolis (Fig. 13.9). 

Chiara Improta, Cristiana Merluzzo

3.2. New evidence on the Pre-Hellenic necropolis 
from the University of Napoli L’Orientale excava-
tions (Pl. 10)

Archaeological evidence of the Pre-Hellenic 
necropolis, which extends over the plain in front of 
the acropolis, has also been brought to light in re-
cent excavations conducted by the University of 
Napoli L’Orientale in the area north of the Forum 
baths. These funerary findings were unearthed in 
different spots, which are relatively distant from 
each other. Of course, one should not forget that 
only in a few spots of our excavation was it pos-
sible to reach the most ancient levels of occupation 
of the area. Therefore, at present, we are unfor-
tunately unable to clarify the extent of develop-
ment and the limits of the Pre-Hellenic burial 
ground in this sector.

There was only one case of uncovering an un-
disturbed tomb during our excavations, and it was 
in fact unearthed below the stratigraphy of the 
Greek colony in stenopos p, which bounds the 
extensively excavated Greek-Roman block to the 
south. The tomb (SP111144), excavated under the 
supervision of the writer, was recently published 
by Patrizia Gastaldi (Figs. 14-17)125 and the pre-
sent contribution will refer to that publication. 

This grave may be ascribed to an early chrono-
logical horizon of the Pre-Hellenic necropolis, 
between the end of the FBA and the beginning of 
the EIA (10th – beginning of the 9th century BC). 
The burial ritual was secondary cremation, which 
was uncommon in the Pre-Hellenic cemetery of 
Cumae126: in this necropolis, in fact, what was 

124 Tocco 1975, 487.
125 Gastaldi 2018, 182-185, figs. 14-18.
126 Another known case is the tomb recently excavated in the 

sector of the cemetery northwest of the middle gate of the north-
ern walls (T. 700716); this grave may also be referred to the end 

normally adopted was inhumation, a ritual charac-
teristic of the indigenous groups who populated 
Campania in the EIA, therefore known as “Fos-
sa-Kultur”. The use of cremation in our case may 
be due to the ancient chronological horizon of this 
burial, therefore referring to those human groups 
adopting this ritual and populating northern Cam-
pania during the FBA chronological horizon127. 
The excavation of the burial under stenopos p 
took place at a depth at which the ground water 
was outcropping. This did not compromise a stra-
tigraphic reading, but it did affect the state of the 
materials, all retrieved from the water, and this 
made excavation operations particularly difficult. 

of the FBA (FBA3): Zevi et al. 2008, 104-105 (S. Abellon, P. 
Munzi); Gastaldi 2018, 181, figs. 13, 15.

127 Gastaldi 2018, 177-189.

Fig. 14. Area north and east of the Forum baths: evidence 
from the FBA3-EIA cemetery found in the excavations of 
the University of Napoli L’Orientale (© University of Napo-
li L’Orientale)
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Tomb SP111144 was covered by a small mound, 
consisting of roughly hewed large to medium sized 
tufa blocks (the top was placed +2.46 m above sea 
level). Underneath the mound was the oval-shaped 
pit (0.54 m wide and about 1.20 m long, with the 
bottom at +1.88 m above sea level), bordered by 
small tuff blocks, in which the grave offerings and 
the cinerary urn were placed (Fig. 17.1). A thick 
layer of charcoal was placed immediately above 
the grave offerings: this was certainly the ash from 
the pyre, collected and emptied out to close the pit. 
On the southwestern side of the pit the pyriform jar 
(Fig. 17.1), closed by a conical cover with a perfo-
rated socket (Fig. 17.11), contained the cremated 
remains of an adult woman128, deposited together 
with a spindle-whorl (Fig. 17.12) and objects of 
personal adornment, which must have been worn 

128 The anthropological analysis, conducted by Dr Alessandra 
Sperduti (Museo delle Civiltà, Roma), has identified the remains 
of a deceased woman of around 40 years old.

by the deceased during the funeral ceremony (the 
fibula with serpentine arch Fig. 17.13, a ring and a 
spiral, all made of bronze); to these was added a 
glass paste bead found in the ash layer of the fire. 
Among the grave offerings, the vessels in hand-
made impasto ware occupied the entire inner area 
of the pit and consisted of three bowls (Fig. 17.6-
8), a jug (Fig. 17.4), an amphora closed by a deep 
cup (Fig. 17.3, 5), a small ovoid jar (Fig. 17.2), a 
boat-shaped vase with bird protome (Fig. 17.9) and 
a sort of miniature table, consisting of a circular 
disc with three wavy feet (with snake protomes?) 
(Fig. 17.10). According to P. Gastaldi, the crema-
tion ritual, the miniature jar (Fig. 17.2) and the 
small “table” concur to suggest a date in the FBA3; 
on the other hand, the positioning of the vessels in 
the pit seems to reflect the typical layout of the in-
humation tombs of the EIA. In absolute terms, 
therefore, the tomb should be dated between the 
10th and the beginning of the 9th century BC129.

The difficulties of excavation due to the depth 
of the discovery, the overlapping of the Greek-Ro-
man period stratigraphy, as well as the outcropping 
of the ground water, made us realize how difficult 
it would be to investigate these older phases in this 
area. However, the uniqueness of the discovery of 
this tomb should not be misleading since it is logi-
cal to assume that an offshoot of the Pre-Hellenic 
necropolis must have extended to this area. 

Mariangela Barbato

129 Gastaldi 2018, 183-185, figs. 18-19.

Fig. 15. Trench in stenopos p, from the east (photo M. 
D’Acunto; © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 16. T. SP111144 (FBA3/beginning of the EIA), plan 
(drawing M. Barbato; © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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During the excavations of the University of Na-
poli L’Orientale the latter hypothesis is supported 
by the discovery, not very far away, of some im-
pasto finds in secondary deposition: these, thanks 
to their state of preservation, in good part intact, 
can probably be identified with grave offerings of 
Pre-Hellenic tombs which had been disturbed. 

The clearest case is represented by a discovery 
made in the 2009 excavations at a distance of ca. 
38 m south/southeast of Tomb SP111144 (Fig. 14). 
To the east of the Forum baths, and below the Ro-
man-era pavement of plateia B, an artificial under-
ground tunnel made by excavators was uncovered 
by our team. This probably refers to clandestine 
excavations carried out in the second half of the 
19th, or at the beginning of the 20th century. They 
were probably looking for intact grave goods from 
the Pre-Hellenic burial ground and it is highly un-
likely that they were interested in the fragmentary 
finds of the overlying Greek-Roman settlement130. 
Inside the tunnel, we found a mug in impasto 
handmade ware, only partly incomplete (39)131. 
This mug probably belonged to the grave offerings 
of a Pre-Hellenic tomb and had either gone unno-
ticed or had been accidently left behind by the dig-
gers because of the hazardous conditions inside 
the excavation tunnel. The mug is roughly biconi-

130 On excavation activities, both supervised and unsuper-
vised, in the Pre-Hellenic necropolis, see Gabrici 2013, cols. 61-
212; Criscuolo 2007; Nizzo 2008a; Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 
2008, esp. 348 Tab. 1; Gastaldi 2018.

131 Cf. Gastaldi 2018, 190, fn. 112, fig. 22 left.

cal in shape with an everted lip and a single handle 
(now lost) that would have been attached at the 
widest part of the body and mid shoulder; its deco-
ration consists of a series of oblique ribs on the 
shoulder and round bulges on the widest part. It is 
in part similar to an “orciolo”, which in P. Criscuo-
lo’s classification of Cumaean impasto pottery, is 
assigned to the Pre-Hellenic I phase (ca. 9th century 
BC). However, in this particular type the upper 
part of the body is higher132. Only in part similar 
due to the shape of the body, is a type of mug in the 
Cumaean repertoire that has been assigned to the 
subsequent phase II (ca. first half of the 8th century 
BC), with the significant difference that in this 
type the mouth is reduced to a flared rim133. Accor-
ding to the Pontecagnano classification of impasto 
pottery, the mug from Cumae can be compared to 
a type of pitcher (“brocca”) from the initial phase 
of the EIA (phase IA), but again this type is higher 
in the upper part of the body134. In the Pontecagna-
no repertoire on the other hand, the mug (“bicch-
iere”) has a more globular shape, and both the up-
per part of the body and the lip are lower135. In 
sum, this impasto mug from Cumae can be as-
signed to the EIA cemetery, perhaps still in phase I 
(9th century BC).  

The other find was ca. 27 m north/northeast of 
T. SP111144 (Fig. 14). An amphora (40) and a 
spindle-whorl (41), both in impasto, were found 
close to each other in a layer from the Greek colo-
ny’s earliest chronological horizon. It was disco-
vered in an archaeological trench excavated below 
the Roman porticus of plateia B. These two ob-
jects’ state of preservation, in part intact, and the 
fact that they date to the EIA lead to the hypothesis 
that they were found there in a secondary position 
and that they could have originally belonged to a 
disturbed Pre-Hellenic tomb. The hypothesis of 
their relevance to a tomb is also coherent with the 
observation that a short distance north/northwest 
of the spot where they were found is the nucleus of 
the Pre-Hellenic necropolis excavated by Stevens 

132 Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, p. 336 fig. 1.6, p. 346 no. 6 
“Orciolo biconico con imboccatura larga”.

133 Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, p. 336 fig. 2.6, p. 346 no. 
6 “Orciolo globulare con orlo svasato”.

134 Pontecagnano III.1, 23, no. 80A2a, fig. 7.
135 Pontecagnano III.1, 24, no. 100A, fig. 8. 

Fig. 17. T. SP111144 (FBA3/beginning of the EIA), grave offer-
ings (drawings M. Barbato; © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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between 1894 and 1896 in the Capalbo estate (Fig. 
13.4). Pia Criscuolo’s study carried out a topo-
graphical positioning of all the Pre-Hellenic burial 
nuclei excavated at the time, including those re-
sulting from the 19th century excavations, on the 
basis of an archive study of the location of the es-
tates at that time (Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 
331-333, pl. 1). If we rely on her map (cf. Fig. 13), 
it can be roughly calculated that the discovery spot 
of the amphora and of the spindle-whorl is about 
20-50 m south/southeast of the Capalbo burial 
ground. The spot, where the amphora and the spin-
dle-whorl were discovered, was quite nearby and 
halfway between T. SP111144 and the Capalbo nu-
cleus: this would be consistent with the hypothesis 
that these are probably the grave offerings from a 
disturbed grave, originally part of a burial ground 
(on the other hand, it cannot be completely exclud-
ed that the two finds referred, instead, to the 
Pre-Hellenic residential context brought to light in 
the area of the peristyle, for which, see below). 
Amphora 40 has a neck and an angled asymmetri-
cal body; it is decorated with oblique ribs on the 
shoulder and a series of round bulges on its widest 
part. The amphora refers to a type considered by P. 
Criscuolo as exclusive to Cumae’s Pre-Hellenic II 
phase136. Two amphorae of different sizes, from 
two Osta burial ground graves, provide a close 
comparison in terms of decoration and shape: one 
in T. 21, dated to the Pre-Hellenic II period or per-
haps, because of the type of fibula, to the second 
part of the Pre-Hellenic I period (phase IB of Pon-
tecagnano)137; and another in T. 4, which may be 
referred to the Pre-Hellenic II period (phase IIA of 
Pontecagnano)138. Spindle-whorl 41 had a polygo-
nal outline, with an oval/biconical section: it can 
be compared, for example, with those from the 

136 Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 346 no. 9 (cf. also no. 10), 
fig. 2.9 (cf. also fig. 2.10); Criscuolo 2014, 91 with references.

137 Müller-Karpe 1959, 237, pl. 22, no. 2. For a date in 
Pre-Hellenic II see Criscuolo 2014, 91; for a date for this type of 
fibula, but in Pontecagnano, in phase IB, see Pontecagnano III.1, 
15 pl. 2, 31, 72 fig. 15, type 320[A]2 and cf. the former type 
320[A]1b1; on this context cf. Nizzo 2007a, 492-493.

138 Criscuolo 2014, 91, fig. 2.1 (the type is considered as ex-
clusive to Pre-Hellenic II); Müller-Karpe 1959, 37-38, 234-
235, pl. 17, no. 24. Cf. for the shape, also Gabrici 1913, cols. 
85-86, pls. XVII.6, XVIII.2; and Criscuolo 2007, 278-280, no. 
21 (Civic Museum of Baranello).

same T. 4 Osta139. The hypothesis is, therefore, that 
if the amphora and the spindle-whorl actually 
came from the grave-offerings of a disturbed 
Pre-Hellenic tomb, this may refer to Pre-Hellenic 
II, in the first half of the 8th century BC (or, alterna-
tively, to the second part of Pre-Hellenic I, in the 
second half of the 9th century BC).

The discoveries made by the University of Na-
poli L’Orientale north of the Forum baths raise a 
crucial problem concerning the topography of the 
necropolis and of the Pre-Hellenic village of Cu-
mae, in the sector of the plain in front of the acrop-
olis (Fig. 13). On one hand, a strip of the Pre-Hel-
lenic necropolis was clearly located in the eastern 
and northeastern sector of the area north of the 
Forum baths, based on the discovery of T. 
SP111144, on the vases in secondary deposition, 
and on the positioning of the Capalbo and d’Isanto 
burial nuclei. On the other hand, an important nov-
elty comes from the discovery during our excava-
tions of a Pre-Hellenic domestic sector with a hut 
in the area of the peristyle (see below, chpt. 4) and 
of the corner room in the block: this residential 
sector is therefore located near burial SP111144 
and not very distant from the other evidence of the 
necropolis, which has just been mentioned. For the 
first time in the history of the archaeological re-
search at Cumae, this is the clearest archaeological 
evidence that the Pre-Hellenic village expanded, 
together with the terraces of the acropolis, to a 
stretch of the plain in front of the hill. Neverthe-
less, the hypothesis that an offshoot of the village 
extended to a portion of the plain had already been 
advanced previously by several scholars, albeit at 
the time still in the absence of direct archaeologi-
cal evidence of residential areas140. Although still 
very limited and partial, the first archaeological 
evidence from our excavations shows that this do-
mestic occupation concerns both the RBA/FBA 
and the EIA.

The crucial question now is how to explain this 
alternation between residential spaces and cemete-
ry spaces in the area north of the Forum baths in 

139 Criscuolo 2014, 90, fig. 2, nos. 22-23. Cf. Pontecagnano 
III.1, 30, 71, fig. 14, type 240C2.

140 d’Agostino 2011b, 36; Greco 2008, 388; 2014, 59-60; cf. 
Gastaldi 2018, 189.
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chronological horizons which are very close to 
each other? Two different hypotheses could provi-
de the answer to this question:

1) 	the first hypothesis is that it was not only the 
area north of the Forum baths, but also other 
parts of the plain facing the acropolis hill 
which were characterized by occupation, so 
to speak, “in spots”: namely, that this small 
plain at the foot of Monte di Cuma had been 
occupied in Pre-Hellenic times by a number 
of small residential nuclei, alternating with 
others belonging to the necropolis,  which 
were situated very close by and associated 
with them.

2) 	The second hypothesis is that a strip of land 
in the sector north of the Forum baths had 
represented a border, so to speak, between 
the area of the necropolis, distributed on the 
eastern and northeastern side of the plain, 
and that of the inhabited area, which had de-
veloped to the west, along and near the 
slopes of the acropolis.

Of course, the Pre-Hellenic necropolis may 
have been organized in family plots141. However, 
the question is whether these funerary nuclei 
could have actually been interspersed with resi-
dential areas, or whether there was a separate strip 
intended for burials, which was distinct from that 
intended for the village sector in the plain. And, of 
course, for both hypotheses, the topographical de-
velopment of the necropolis areas and of the resi-
dential areas may have changed significantly in 
diachrony: of course many centuries passed in the 
period from the RBA/FBA to the EIA and to the 
foundation of the apoikia, around 750-740 BC.

At the present state of evidence, both hypotheses 
1) and 2) remain open and new data are awaited from 
further archaeological excavations. However, I per-
sonally believe that the evidence currently available 
clearly points in the direction of hypothesis 2), at least 
with regard to the chronological horizon documented 
by the extensive excavations carried out in the necrop-
olis at the end of the Final Bronze Age (FBA3) and 
the Early Iron Age (Pre-Hellenic I-II) which is rough-
ly between the 10th and the middle of the 8th century 
BC. Patrizia Gastaldi, in particular, has explored this 

141 Gastaldi 2018, 189-196.

convincingly in her comprehensive contribution on 
Pre-Hellenic Cumae of 2018, and her conclusions are 
worth quoting: «To the community of the dead the 
indigenous society therefore assigns a large area in the 
eastern part of the plain, not far from the southern 
shore of the lagoon and well integrated into the viabil-
ity of the district; certainly only with the continuation 
of the archaeological investigation we will be able to 
arrive at a precise definition of its extension and cor-
rectly assess the structure of this large burial ground 
that however does not seem very dissimilar from that 
documented in other proto-urban centers of Campan-
ia»142. In support of this hypothesis – namely of a wide 
burial belt that develops in the eastern sector of the 
plain at a significant distance from the slopes of the 
acropolis – is, in fact, the relative proximity between 
the different burial nuclei, brought to light to date. 
This picture is made clear by Pia Criscuolo’s position-
ing of the burial lots, integrated with the data from the 
University of Napoli L’Orientale excavations (Fig. 
13). The distance between the burial nuclei ranges 
from a few tens of meters up to 50/100 meters or  
slightly more. The spotty occupation of these ceme-
tery areas should not be misleading: it must be largely 
due to the often unsystematic character of the research 
and the difficulties encountered when trying to reach 
the protohistoric levels in a pluristratified site such as 
Cumae. 

Another argument suggesting hypothesis 2) is 
that in the entire history of archaeological research 
at Cumae, whether supervised or not, there have 
been no reports of EIA burials in all of the western 
part of the plain, namely in the part occupying the 
area closest to the slopes of the acropolis hill: not in 
the sector west of the Forum and of the Forum baths, 
nor west of our excavations and of those of the 19th 
century in the Capalbo and d’Isanto estates. The 
area of the University of Napoli L’Orientale excava-
tions to the north of the Forum baths, with its alter-
nating evidence of a Pre-Hellenic necropolis and 
pre-Greek settlement, may reflect, therefore, its po-
sition along the margins, between the necropolis 
belt to the east and that of the village to the west. It 
is clear that an offshoot of the native village at the 
foot of Monte di Cuma, if confirmed by further ar-
chaeological research, would have benefited from 

142 Gastaldi 2018, 196.
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two favorable geomorphological and topographical 
aspects for the Pre-Hellenic settlement:

a) 	first of all, our excavations have shown that 
the geomorphology of the sector north of the 
Forum is characterized by a pronounced slope 
from south to north and by a less pronounced 
one from southwest to northeast143. Therefore, 
a part of the Pre-Hellenic village located in the 
area of the plain close to the acropolis, to the 
east and northeast of the hill, occupies a high 
geological position with respect to the other 
neighboring parts of the plain. This would 
have helped the inhabitants to avoid, at least 
in part, the effects of heavy flooding, which 
affected the plain at the foot of the acropolis 
hill, and which was also thoroughly docu-
mented by the archaeological excavations144.

b) 	Second, a sector of the village located at the 
foot of the acropolis hill, east and northeast 
of it, heads down towards the lagoon and 
therefore allows this excellent natural lan-
ding area to be in full view and kept under 
control. Trade was certainly an important 
economic factor in the Pre-Hellenic settle-
ment (see below) and, consequently, the 
sheltered harbor in the lagoon would have 
lent itself to trading and must have been one 
of the most important area of the settlement.

Matteo D’Acunto

4. New archaeological evidence of the Pre-Hel-
lenic village on the plain from the  University of 
Napoli L’Orientale excavations.

4.1. The evidence from the excavation conducted 
inside the peristyle of the southern domus

Important evidence relating to the occupation of 
the area during the Pre-Hellenic period and later co-
lonial phases comes from the excavation conducted 
between 2018 and 2023 inside the peristyle of the 
large domus occupying the southern part of the insu-
la (Figs. 18.1-4; 19). Logistical and safety reasons, 
given the considerable size of the area, have prevent-
ed us from proceeding with an extensive excavation 

143 D’Acunto 2020b, 255-263; cf. below.
144 On this aspect see D’Acunto 2020b.

of the entire peristyle area. Therefore, during 2018145 
and 2019146, only the western side and part of the 
southern and northern sides of the peristyle (the lim-
its are indicated in Fig. 18.1) were excavated. During 
the archaeological campaign of 2021147, the excava-
tion area was extended to the central part of the peri-
style (Fig. 18.2), while during 2022148 and 2023149 
the southeast corner of the peristyle (Fig. 18.3, 4) 
was investigated. It should be noted that this area is 
characterized by a marked natural slope from south-
west to northeast. As a result, the correlation between 
the stratigraphies brought to light during the differ-
ent archaeological campaigns proved to be difficult 
in a number of cases. However, correlating the main 
phases of occupation between one and the other ar-
eas was straightforward.

4.1.1. The archaeological campaigns of 2018 and 
2019

In 2018 and 2019, the entire western side, and 
part of the southern and northern sides of the peri-
style were investigated (the limits of the excava-
tion are indicated in Fig. 18.1: the eastern edge of 
this trench is irregular because of two holes from 
the Roman period which have removed the older 
stratigraphy). In this area, immediately above the 
Bronze Age dwelling evidence presented above, a 
tight sequence of Early Iron Age levels was 
brought to light over an area of ca. 22 m2. These 
levels took the form of earthen floors, on which 
hearths were arranged with associated faunal re-
mains, the result of intense food preparation and 
consumption activities that must have taken place 
in situ. This archaeological evidence, together 
with the relatively large number of impasto pot-
tery fragments found there, was clearly related to 
domestic activities and reveals the residential na-
ture of the occupation of the area during this phase 
(see C. Improta and C. Merluzzo, below, chpts. 

145 The excavation was conducted from September 3 to Octo-
ber 5, 2018.

146 The excavation was conducted from September 2 to Octo-
ber 4, 2019.

147 The excavation was conducted from September 13 to Oc-
tober 1, 2021.

148 The excavation was conducted from September 5 to 30, 
2022.

149 The excavation was conducted from September 4 to 29, 
2023.
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Fig. 18. Excavated areas (in yellow) 
showing domestic occupation in the late 
Pre-Hellenic period, brought to light 
under the insula north of the Forum 
baths – University of Napoli L’Orien-
tale excavations, 2007, 2018-2019, 
2021, 2022 and 2023 (© University of 
Napoli L’Orientale) 

Fig. 19. Plan of the perys-
tile with south-north sec-
tions (trenches Fig. 18.1 
[A], 2 [B], and 3 [C]; 
drawing F. Nitti, © Univer-
sity of Napoli L’Orientale)
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4.1.4 and 4.2-3). On the other hand, the few but 
significant fragments of Greek imported pottery 
found here demonstrate that these levels occurred 
in a very short time span, immediately preceding 
the end of the Pre-Hellenic village of Cumae, just 
before or around the middle of the 8th century BC 
(see M. D’Acunto, below, chpt. 4.4).

We will now move on to a detailed description of 
the archaeological evidence, identifying the different 
archaeological levels as I, II, III, IV, following the 
stratigraphic sequence from the oldest to the most re-
cent. It is important to emphasize the fact that ceram-
ic fragments pertaining to the same specimen (as is 
evident especially for the imported Greek vessels) 
were sometimes deposited in strata with distinct lev-
els: this is explained by the clearly very close chronol-
ogy of the rearrangement of the different floors.

Level I
Immediately above the tephra deposit related to 

the eruption of Averno 2 (Figs. 8-11) lay an alluvi-
al layer consisting of fine coastal sand (US 27873). 
This layer was in turn covered by a clayey layer 
(US 27847, Fig. 20.A in pink; Fig. 21), which was 
clearly recognizable along the entire surface of the 
area due to its dark brown color and numerous 
traces of small fragments of charred wood, faunal 
remains and pottery fragments. Along the eastern 
side of the excavated area, this level presented two 
sub-circular firing pits, filled with a thick layer of 
charred wood fragments and traces of fired clay. In 
particular, the southernmost firing pit showed clear 
traces of thin elongated charred wooden elements 
which protruded from the perimeter of the firing 
area (Fig. 22). At the bottom of both firing pits 
were two smaller circular pits filled with irregular-
ly shaped blocks of tufa. These tufa blocks may 
have had the function of insulating the surface on 
which the fire was lit from the humidity of the soil. 
This evidence could be interpreted, albeit cau-
tiously, as firing pits utilized for pyrotechnological 
activities. In particular, the filling of the southern-
most firing pit yielded some underfired fragments 
as suggested by the consistency of the ceramic 
body. This finding might suggest that at least this 
particular firing pit was used for firing ceramics150. 

150 For the definition of “open firing” or “nonkiln firing” and 
for ceramic firing techniques related to this type of object see 

On the other hand, traces of activities related to 
food preparation and consumption are attested in 
the northwestern corner of the excavation area, 
where two hearths were preserved. This level 
yielded numerous ceramic fragments of impasto 
pottery associated with very few fragments of im-
ported Greek vessels. Among these is a fragment 
pertaining to a skyphos with one bird metope (42) 
which allows us to date the context approximately 
to 775-750, prob. before or ca. 760 BC.

Level II
Above Level I, in the northwest corner and 

along the entire northern end of the excavated area, 
there was another layer which shows clear traces 
of human activity (US 27837, Fig. 20.A in green). 
This floor was characterized by the presence of nu-
merous fragments pertaining to pithoi and at least 
one dolium151 scattered over the entire area (Figs. 
23-24). In the northwest corner was located a small 
oval-shaped hearth, near which numerous faunal 
remains were found. A number of impasto pottery 
fragments and a few sherds of imported Greek pot-
tery come from this level. Of great interest among 
the latter are two fragments probably belonging to 
a PSC skyphos (alternatively a black/chevron/bird 
skyphos) (43). A large fragment of a cooking stand 
(19) was also found on the surface of this layer.

Level III
Along the western side, the level just described 

was covered with a dark brown clayey layer (US 
27838, Fig. 20.A in light blue; Fig. 25), character-
ized by the presence of a large circular hearth of 
approximately 1 m in diameter (Fig. 26). The 
hearth had been created by a shallow cut in the 
floor level, on the bottom of which the embers 
were directly arranged. On the surface of this 
hearth was a layer of ash and fragments of fired 
clay. The earth surrounding this hearth was black-
ened by fire and filled with charred pieces of wood, 
small fragments of fired clay and faunal remains 
related to food preparation and food consumption. 

Cuomo di Caprio 2007, 502-507; Iaia 2009, 55-57, and Sotgia 
2019, 305-308.

151 We use the terms “dolium” (pl. “dolia”) to refer to large 
protohistoric impasto storage vessels.
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Fig. 21. Level I. Plan of the archaeological evidence (drawing F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 22. Level I. The firing pit with traces of thin and elongated charred wooden elements located in the southwest corner of 
the excavation area (photo F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Once again, the materials demonstrate an over-
whelming predominance of impasto pottery over 
wheel-made pottery. Among the specimens pertain-
ing to  impasto pottery, one fragment of a cup (8) and 
numerous fragments of jars stand out. On the other 
hand, among the sherds of Greek production what 
stands out is a fragment pertaining to a Euboean sky-

phos of the chevron type (47). This specimen allows 
us to date the context still within the second quarter 
of the 8th century BC. It is also important to note 
several fragments of Red Slip ware, including a dish 
(see M. Botto’s contribution in this volume, cata-
logue no. 1) and two amphorae (see M. Botto’s con-
tribution in this volume, catalogue nos. 2 and 4).



Cumae in Opicia in the Light of the Recent Archaeological Excavations 337

Level IV
The tight stratigraphic sequence described 

above was covered by a thin alluvial layer (US 
27828) that leveled the natural slope of the area. 
Immediately above this alluvial layer there was a 
clayey layer (US 27815, Fig. 20.A in yellow) 
that bore clear evidence of human reoccupation 

of the area (Figs. 27-28). This new floor was 
characterized by the presence of a shallow circu-
lar pit, in the center of which was a rough-hewn 
tufa block. This block was probably used as a 
support for a wooden pole or as a support surface 
for carrying out some kind of activity (Fig. 29). 
Near this pit were three small circular holes, the 
function of which cannot be precisely defined, 
but which were probably pertinent to light wood-
en/reed structures. In the southwest corner of the 
excavated area there was an irregularly shaped 
hearth. Surrounding this hearth were traces of 
fire activity: charcoal, ash and small fragments 
of burned clay gave the layer a blackish color-
ation. Another small hearth was located near the 
tuff block.  This layer yielded numerous impasto 
pottery fragments – mainly jars, but also dolia 
and cup (22) – and a few fragments of Greek im-
ported pottery, including some belonging to an 
oinochoe/hydria/amphora (46). In the southwest 
corner of the excavated area, directly in contact 
with the layer just described, was a yellow-
ish-brown clayey layer (US 27671, Fig. 20.A in 
yellow). This layer yielded a conspicuous num-
ber of sherds of impasto pottery along with a few 
sherds of pre-colonial imported Greek pottery: a 
fragment pertained to the aforementioned 
one-metope bird skyphos (42, US 27847).

Fig. 23. Level II. Plan of the archaeological evidence (drawing F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 24. Level II. Floor characterized by the presence of 
numerous fragments of storage vessels scattered over the 
surface (photo F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)



Matteo D’Acunto et al.338

This sequence, which is very tight both strati-
graphically and chronologically, is characterized 
by marked stratigraphic discontinuity: two thick 
alluvial-type sandy layers (US 27754, Fig. 20.A in 
red) completely cover Level IV (UUSS 27815-
27671) levelling out, with  variable thickness, the 
natural slope that characterizes the area from 
southwest to northeast. This marked stratigraphic 
caesura is clearly highlighted for a number of rea-
sons. Firstly, there is a shift from a sequence of 
layers which clearly show traces of human activi-
ty to a stratigraphy indicating natural events. Sec-
ondly, the alluvial deposit in the northern part of 
the trench reaches the considerable thickness of 

40 cm: therefore, there is no doubt that in this sec-
tor the Pre-Hellenic settlement was abandoned 
around the middle of the 8th century BC. These 
alluvial events affecting the whole area seemed to 
have been substantial and prolonged over the 
course of time. In fact, the pottery fragments 
found in the two alluvial layers are relatively 
scant, and testify to the marked difference with 
respect to the earlier phase. In addition, these 
fragments belonged to a very wide chronological 
span as they had been flushed away by successive 
episodes of flooding, and are clearly in secondary 
context. Regarding the wheel-made Greek pot-
tery, there are both fragments of Euboean fabric 
from Middle Geometric II, residues evidently 
from the previous Pre-Hellenic settlement, and 
fragments of a Pithekoussan-Cumaean production 
from Late Geometric I. The latter must refer to an 
occupation of the site, which, as we shall see later, 
can no longer be referred to the Pre-Hellenic in-
digenous village, but rather to the early colonial 
horizon. Among the fragments yielded by the al-
luvial layers, of particular interest is a sherd in 
Red Slip Ware, belonging to an amphora (see M. 
Botto’s contribution in this volume, catalogue no. 
5), and perhaps also residual from the occupation 
of the Pre-Hellenic village, or already related to 
the early colonial horizon. 

Fig. 25. Level III. Plan of the archaeological evidence (drawing F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 26. Level III. Detail of the circular hearth located in the 
southwest corner of the excavated area (photo F. Nitti, © 
University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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4.1.2. The archaeological campaign of 2021
The archaeological investigations conducted 

during the 2021 excavation campaign further con-
tributed to clarifying the dynamics of occupation that 
occurred in this sector of the settlement of Cumae. 
The stratigraphic investigations were concentrated in 
the central part of the peristyle of the large domus 
occupying the southern part of the insula: the limits 
of the excavated area are indicated in Fig. 18.2.

The earliest evidence brought to light refers to the 
eastward continuation of the tephra deposit connect-
ed to the eruption of Averno 2 intercepted during the 
2019 campaign (US 27857). This layer was cut by a 
single circular posthole, which can certainly be cor-

Fig. 27. Level IV. Plan of the archaeological evidence (drawing F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 28. Level IV. Archaeological level which bore traces of 
human activities (photo F. Nitti, © University of Napoli 
L’Orientale)

Fig. 29. Level IV. Detail of the tufa block used as a support for 
a wooden pole or as a support surface for carrying out some 
activity (photo F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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related with the other alignments illustrated above 
(Figs. 8-10). A new and very interesting element, 
which emerged during the research, consists of a 
large artificial cut made within the tephra deposit. 
The walls of this cut, which run roughly in a south-
west-northeast direction, are regular, vertical and 
reach a depth of approximately 80 cm. At present, it 
is impossible to interpret this evidence with certain-
ty, but the hypothesis of the existence of a sort of 
artificially created terracing can be put forward. It 
would probably have been made to level off the area 
and protect the wooden structures positioned imme-
diately next to the steps. It is also worthy of note that 
some of the alignments of the post holes intercepted 
during the 2019 excavation campaign are roughly 
parallel to the artificial cut (Figs. 8-9). The limited 
extent of evidence, however, dictates that such hy-
potheses should be considered with caution.

The large artificial cut was filled by two alluvial 
layers, the earliest of which (US 28021) was an 
impressive sandy deposit of approximately 30 cm 
thickness. This alluvial layer was cut by four small 
circular post holes. In the central part of the exca-
vation area on the other hand, this layer was cut by 
a firing pit of considerable dimensions (ca. 1.30 x 
1 m). This firing pit had an oval-shaped cut charac-
terized by vertical walls and flat base on which lay 
a thick layer of carbonized wooden fragments (US 
28034), some of which were exceptionally pre-
served due to the soil humidity (Fig. 30). At the 
bottom, the pit was cut by a hole of circular shape 
filled with blocks of tufa. Once again, this evi-
dence could suggest that tufa had been used to in-
sulate the fire pit surface from soil humidity. 

Neither the surface of the layer in which the pit 
was cut, nor the filling layers of the firing pit yielded 
faunal remains. What’s more, palaeobotanical anal-
yses conducted on the filling layers have also shown 
in percentage terms the absolute prevalence of weed 
seeds (Poaceae, Rubus) over grain caryopses (Triti-
cum monococcum, Triticum dicoccum, Hordeum 
vulgare)152. All this evidence tends to exclude the 
use of this firing pit for activities related to food 

152 The results of these analyses are part of the study carried 
out by Mara Soldatini for her Master’s dissertation, under the 
guidance of prof. Matteo Delle Donne (University of Napoli 
L’Orientale, academic year 2021-2022). I would like to thank 
Soldatini for making the results of her research available.

preparation and consumption.  Superficially, the fir-
ing pit was in turn covered by a sandy layer of allu-
vial soil (US 28023) which yielded very few ceram-
ic fragments. The absence of sherds associated with 
this evidence does not allow for its precise dating. 
However, we can observe how the firing pit had 
been cut into the alluvial layer that filled the artifi-
cial cut in the tephra layer: this suggests that the fir-
ing pit is later than the Late Bronze Age evidence of 
wooden structures, cut in the tephra layer, and that it 
should, therefore, already be referred to the occupa-
tion of the area in the Early Iron Age.

Covering this evidence was a second sandy layer 
of alluvial nature (US 28014), on which a sub-circu-
lar pit with a diameter of approximately 40 cm was 
intercepted. It was characterized by intense rubefac-
tion of the vertical walls and by numerous filling 
layers of fired clay. In this case, the pit was sur-
rounded by a dispersal area for the activities associ-
ated with the use of this small firing pit which were 
clearly visible. On the basis of the previous strati-
graphic considerations, this evidence also refers to 
activities related to the frequentation of the area in 
the Early Iron Age.

Above this evidence lay a series of strata char-
acterized by the presence of hearths and bearing 
intense traces of human activity. A layer character-
ized by abundant traces of food preparation and 
consumption activities spread over the entire sur-
face stands out in particular (US 27992, Fig. 31; 
Fig. 20.B in green). All these layers (Fig. 20.B, 
from US 28008 to US 27987) yielded numerous 
pottery fragments that provide a precise chronolog-

Fig. 30. The artificial cut in the cineritic deposit filled by 
alluvial layers. In the center, the photo depicts the firing pit 
cut in the most recent alluvial layer (photo F. Nitti, © 
University of Napoli L’Orientale) 
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ical framework. Alongside an absolute prevalence 
of impasto pottery, the presence of a few but signif-
icant Greek imported vessels is noted: among them 
are fragments of Euboean imports, pertaining to 
black skyphoi and a specimen of chevron skyphos 
(47), which allow us to date the stratigraphies in the 
second quarter of the 8th century BC. On the basis 
of a careful reconstruction of these stratigraphies, a 
large fragment of black skyphos (45) and another 
large fragment of a black skyphos, which excep-
tionally bears an inscribed alphabetical sign (48: cf. 
the discussion by M. D’Acunto and A.C. Cassio, 
below)153, can be attributed to these layers. Among 
the other pottery fragments, the finding of a red slip 
ware dish (see M. Botto’s contribution in this vol-
ume, catalogue no. 6) is particularly remarkable. 
These strata are in continuity and partially corre-
spond to levels II-III brought to light in 2019 in the 
western part of the peristyle (Figs. 23, 25). These 
layers are referable to a domestic occupation of the 

153 These two vessels were found during the 2018 excavation 
campaign on the eastern edge of the excavation area, within lay-
ers later investigated in the 2021 excavation campaign. For this 
reason, the two vessels cannot be directly associated with a pre-
cise stratum, but after careful reconstruction of the stratigra-
phies, it is possible to relate these finds to one of the strata of the 
Pre-Hellenic domestic context under discussion. Other frag-
ments referring to 45 were also found in the later Level IV, clear-
ly as residual in secondary deposition.

area in a chronological horizon immediately prior 
to the end of the indigenous village, when a strong 
interaction with Euboean merchants is clearly re-
vealed by Greek imported pottery (see M. D’Acun-
to, below, chpt. 4.4). 

These strata were covered by a thick sandy al-
luvial layer, already intercepted in the 2018 and 
2019 excavation campaigns along the north and 
west sides of the peristyle (US 27754, Fig. 20.B in 
red). This alluvial layer yielded pottery related to 
a relatively broad chronological excursus, ranging 
from the Pre-Hellenic period to LG I. Among the 
fragments of wheel-made Greek pottery, of partic-
ular relevance is a fragment pertaining to the pre-
viously mentioned chevrons skyphos (47) from 
the Pre-Hellenic phase, and two fragments of an 
LG I kotyle (82), to which we will return later (see 
F. Nitti, below, chpt. 4.1.3). As regards Red Slip 
ware, a fragment pertaining to an amphora (see 
M. Botto’s contribution in this volume, catalogue 
no. 7) can also be distinguished. These finds com-
plement the observations made about the alluvial 
level excavated in preceding campaigns. As previ-
ously mentioned, this thick level – which does not 
reflect one single alluvial event, but rather a suc-
cession of alluvial phenomena – marks a distinc-
tive stratigraphic caesura from the previous 
Pre-Hellenic settlement occupation. 

Fig. 31. Pre-Hellenic floor characterized by intense traces of food preparation and consumption 
activities (photo F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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Above this alluvial deposit, which leveled out 
the natural slope that had constantly character-
ized the area, were two layers over the entire sur-
face of which there were faunal remains, clearly 
referable to the activity of animal slaughter and 
food consumption that took place in situ (Fig. 
32). Among the pottery sherds from these two 
layers there are some fragments of vases, which 
can be partially reassembled, from a set related to 
the consumption of wine, including a Thap-
sos-type krater imported from Corinth, several 
Ithaca-type kantharoi imported from Corinth or 
of Pithekoussan-Cumaean production, and an oi-
nochoe with white-on-dark decoration, also of 
Pithekoussan-Cumaean production. These speci-
mens are complemented by fragments of some 
lekanai, which were used for food consumption. 
These two strata reflect an intensive reoccupation 
of the area in LG II: this is a context in primary 
deposition, which, given the concentration of 
pottery and faunal finds, may refer to the interior 
of a dwelling or to an area immediately outside a 
dwelling. The concentration of faunal finds and 
wheel-made pottery, and the dating of the latter, 
closely resemble the portion of an LG II dwelling 
brought to light below stenopos p, which refers to 
a phase of occupation of the area that predates the 
creation of the urban layout (cf. Fig. 15: “floor of 
a house – LG II, 710-700 BC”)154. Since this evi-
dence is only 10 meters away from that unearthed 
in 2021, it can be assumed that this is the same 
archaeological context.

4.1.3. The archaeological campaign of 2022-2023
The Pre-Hellenic stratigraphies described 

above are certainly to be correlated with the ex-
ceptional find unearthed in the southeast corner of 
the peristyle during the very recent excavation 
campaigns of 2022 and 2023 (Fig. 18.3, 4). Given 
their importance, since they further clarify the oc-
cupation pattern of the area during the Pre-Hellenic 
period, we have decided to present the stratigraphy 
and main evidence of this context here, albeit in a 
preliminary manner.  

154 This context will be presented by our team in a forthcom-
ing article dealing with the LG II phase.

Immediately below the alluvial deposit (US 
27754, Fig. 20.C in red), which, as we have seen, 
marks a deep caesura between the early colonial 
horizon and the stratigraphies of Pre-Hellenic Cu-
mae, there was an earth floor with anthropic activ-
ity markers (US 28072, Fig. 20.C in yellow). The 
surface of this layer was cut by numerous circular 
or irregularly shaped small holes, most likely used 
for the housing of small wooden poles referable to 
light structures (probably small fences). In the 
western part, the floor was covered with charcoal 
and small fragments of burned clay, indicating the 
presence of a hearth nearby (Fig. 33). Given the 
scarce quantity of pottery sherds found, the nature 
of the occupation of this area is impossible to de-
fine. However, it can be placed around the middle 
of the 8th century BC. The finding of two lumps of 
clay, partially vitrified as a result of contact with 
high temperatures, is worth noting. These findings 
could well be slags, probably related to ceramic or 
metallurgical production activities which may 
have taken place in the surrounding area.

Along the southern edge of the excavation area 
this floor is interrupted: from the layer below, nu-
merous ceramic artifacts emerged, immediately sug-
gesting the exceptional nature of the archaeological 
context. In fact, below the earth floor was preserved 
an abandoned level of a Pre-Hellenic hut, an inner 
portion of which had been intercepted, most likely 
relating to an area used for the storage, preparation 
and cooking of food (US 28100, Fig. 20.C in sky 
blue; Figs. 34-35). The sudden abandonment of the 
structure is corroborated by the depositional state of 
the ceramic finds which were perfectly preserved in 
situ, partly folding in on themselves, and partly onto 
other vessels in the immediate vicinity. The way the 
ceramic artifacts were positioned on the surface (ca. 
5 m2) in an oblique pattern which continued both 
southward and eastward beyond the limits of the ex-
cavation area, hints at the considerable size of this 
domestic structure. Thanks to an extension of the 
excavation area towards the north, conducted in the 
archaeological campaign of 2023, a larger portion of 
the hut was brought to light. This structure has an 
oval/apsidal shape155, and the inner living floor ap-

155 The limits of the hut brought to light are only partial and 
refer to its western side. Despite this, it is possible to recognize a 
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pears to be slightly lowered from the outside (Fig. 
36). The elevation of the hut must have been sup-
ported by a series of wooden posts of considerable 
size, as evidenced by two large post holes found 
along the edges of the hut. It is important to high-
light the presence of small tuff blocks inside the post 
holes, which gave greater stability to the wooden 
posts. It is feasible that two large holes from the Ro-
man period would have removed at least two other 
post holes placed next to those found, partially com-
promising our reading of the hut’s floor plan. What is 
of particular significance is that in the inner part of 
the structure, along the perimeter, there is a concen-
tration of ash, charcoals, and burned clay.  It is very 
likely that such traces are to be correlated with a fire 
that affected the hut at the time of its abandonment, 
causing the collapse of the perimeter.  A further clue 
as to whether the hut was burned comes from some 
ceramic fragments found inside the structure that 
show clear signs of charring. It is also peculiar that 
some joining fragments pertaining to the same ves-
sels are burnt while others are not, thus demonstrat-
ing that they had already been broken when the fire 
started. Immediately below the destruction layer of 
the hut it was possible to investigate its internal floor. 

curving perimeter towards the south. Towards the north, part of 
the hut has been removed from a large pit from the Roman peri-
od, while the rest has yet to be investigated. 

What is of particular relevance is the discovery of a 
circular furnace cut into the floor. The interior walls 
of this firing structure were lined with clay, charred 
by the fire. Inside the furnace it was possible to iden-
tify a thick layer of charcoals and ash, very few fau-
nal remains and some sherds of pottery.

Although analysis of the finds is in an entirely pre-
liminary stage156, it is possible to identify, among the 
concentration of fragments found in the southern area 
of the hut, several cooking stands157 (Fig. 37), a per-
forated flat plate, possibly pertaining to a mobile clay 
oven158 (Fig. 38), and a large number of jars used for 
cooking and storing food159 (Fig. 39). Significantly, 
the area investigated yielded very few faunal remains. 

156 The finds are the subject of the University of Napoli 
L’Orientale restoration workshop by C. Merluzzo, and the restor-
ers Pasquale Musella and Ciro Nastri.

157 The context is being studied by C. Improta and the writer. 
It is possible to recognize at least four cooking stands, attributable 
to type 1 of the typology elaborated by Moffa (2002, 73-75, fig. 
53). I would like to thank C. Improta for the comparison related 
to the cooking stands.

158 The multiple-hole perforated plate may be ascribable to 
an oven with overlapping chambers. Such structures are known 
from protohistoric contexts in Italy and Western and Central Eu-
rope (for specimens from Italy, see: Moffa 2002 ,79, note 187; 
Ruffa 2019; for specimens from Western and Central Europe, 
see: Coulon, Fontaine, Proust 2019).

159 At least thirteen jars and one dolium are recognizable.

Fig. 32. LG II floor characterized by the presence of faunal remains scattered over the surface 
(photo F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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This finding, together with the typology of ce-
ramic artifacts unearthed160, helps us to establish 
the function of this sector of the hut, evidently 
related to the storage of foodstuffs and the cook-
ing of cereals or other types of foods that did not 

160 In addition to local handmade impasto pottery, some spec-
imens of pottery of Phoenician tradition also come from this sec-
tor of the Pre-Hellenic hut (see M. Botto’s contribution in this 
volume, catalogue nos. 9 and 13).

involve the killing of animals in situ. Slaughter-
ing and butchering would have taken place very 
close to this sector of the hut, however, which is 
corroborated by the numerous faunal remains 
found in the areas immediately adjacent to it 
(such as in the levels US 27838, US 27992, men-
tioned above). Regarding the Greek pottery, 
apart from some fragments pertaining to black 
skyphoi, of great interest was the finding of a 

Fig. 33. Archaeological level which shows traces of human occupation of the area (photo F. Nitti, 
© University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 34. Inner portion of a Pre-Hellenic hut, probably allocated for storage, preparation and cook-
ing activities (photo F. Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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PSC skyphos of type 6 Kearsley (44), partly re-
covered from the internal hut floor and partly 
from the upper layer. This finding confirms the 
precise dating of the context to the second quar-
ter of the 8th century BC.

In conclusion, and in light of this recent find-
ing, it can be deduced that the archaeological 
stratigraphies from this area are closely related to 
each other and that they are all to be related to the 
presence of a hut of considerable size. Although 
there is no stratigraphic continuity between the 
archaeological levels unearthed during succes-
sive excavation campaigns161, it is reasonable to 
correlate the layers located immediately below 
the alluvial deposit which around the middle of 
the 8th century BC covered the entire area. There-
fore, it can be assumed that: 

1) The clayey layer found in 2018 along the 
west side (US 27815, Level IV), character-
ized by the presence on the surface of 
hearths and a tufa block, corresponds to the 
clayey level found in 2022 in the southeast 
corner (US 28072), containing small post 
holes and traces of firing activities. 

2) It can reasonably be assumed that the un-
derlying layers found in 2019 along the 
west and north side (UUSS 27838, 27837: 
Levels II-III), characterized by clear traces 
of food consumption activities and frag-
ments of storage vessels scattered across 
the entire surface, are in phase with the hut 
utilized for food storage and cooking un-
earthed in 2022-2023. This hypothesis is 
further supported by the fact that some 
fragments related to the mobile oven men-
tioned before (Fig. 38) were found on the 
surface of US 27837. In general, all these 
layers hint at the different activities that 
must have taken place within the dwelling 
and in its surroundings, of which different 
functional areas are recognized. 

161 It is important to remember that, for logistical and safety 
reasons, investigating the entire area extensively has been im-
possible, and therefore it has been necessary to conduct the exca-
vation over the years through individual trenches adjacent to 
each other. 

Fig. 35. Trench in the southeast corner of the peristyle of the 
southern domus, from the west: the stratigraphy overlying 
the inner portion of a Pre-Hellenic hut, probably allocated 
for storage, preparation and cooking activities (photo F. 
Nitti, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 36. Inner portion of a Pre-Hellenic hut: the floor below 
the destruction level of the hut, cf. Fig. 35 (photo F. Nitti, © 
University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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Fig. 37. One of the cooking stands from the 
Pre-Hellenic hut (photo C. Merluzzo; © 
University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 38. The multiple-hole perforated plate of the oven with overlapping 
chambers (?) from the Pre-Hellenic hut (photo C. Merluzzo; © University of 
Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 39. Jars and dolium in restoration from the Pre-Hellenic hut (photo F. Nitti; © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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A certain discontinuity in the forms of occupa-
tion of the area seems possible in these levels. It is 
particularly interesting to note that this discontinu-
ity can also be read stratigraphically through a thin 
alluvial layer (US 27828) which is interposed be-
tween level IV and levels III-II along the north 
side of the excavation area (respectively US 27815 
and UUSS 27838-27837). Although cautiously, it 
seems possible to advance the hypothesis that im-
mediately after the native hut was abandoned with 
its furnishings in situ, the area may have been re-
occupied and refunctionalized. The former spaces 
associated with the hut itself were not reused, but 
immediately above them stand floors bearing trac-
es of what seems to be temporary occupation. This 
difference in the occupation patterns of the area is 
indicated by the presence of small post holes refer-
able to light wooden structures and small hearths.

Francesco Nitti
  

4.1.4. The handmade impasto pottery from the 
deep trench below the peristyle of the southern 
domus (Pls. 3-7)

The EIA pottery assemblage brought to light in 
the deep trench below the peristyle of the southern 
domus includes many sherds of handmade impasto 
ware of indigenous tradition. Many of these frag-
ments are associated with Levels I-III and with Level 
IV, discovered in the 2018 and 2019 excavation cam-
paigns and described above by F. Nitti (Figs. 18.1, 
20.A). The following discussion will consider the 
handmade impasto pottery from these levels, focus-
ing separately on the analysis of materials from Lev-
els I-III and those from Level IV, in view of the strati-
graphical and functional discontinuity identified.

 Starting from an examination of Levels I-III, a 
general overview of the proportions of categories 
of pottery attested allows us to assess that the 
quantity of indigenous pottery in the context is ac-
tually overwhelming (Figs. 40-42): the assemblage 
includes 2181 potsherds, of which there are 2153 
of handmade impasto ware, compared with only 
22 wheel-made Greek fragments and 6 Phoenician 
ones. The sample thus consists of 98.7% hand-
made impasto sherds, compared with 1.0% of 
wheel-made Greek fragments and with 0.3% of 
Phoenician ones. However, we should be looking 
at the Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) to 

know the assemblage’s actual composition. In 
view of this, considering the number of lips to cal-
culate the MNI, the assemblage includes 122 spec-
imens of handmade impasto pottery, compared 
with 2 specimens of wheel-made Greek pottery 
and 2 specimens of Phoenician pottery. Therefore, 
96.8% of the sample consists of handmade impas-
to ware vessels, while 1.6% is of wheel-made 
Greek vessels and 1.6% of Phoenician ones. Alter-
natively, we can look at all the diagnostic elements 
characteristic of each pot to calculate the MNI, to 
avoid underestimating the proportion of a category 
the specimens of which are not attested by lips. By 
applying this criterion, the sample turns out to con-
sist of 126 specimens of handmade impasto pot-
tery, 15 specimens of wheel-made Greek pottery 
and 5 specimens of Phoenician pottery162. Ulti-
mately, the handmade impasto ware vessels ac-
count for 86.3% of the total sample, while 10.3% 
is composed of wheel-made Greek vessels and 
3.4% by Phoenician vessels (Fig. 43). Because of 
the absolute predominance of handmade impasto 
pottery, Levels I-III can definitely be referred to 
the Pre-Hellenic horizon, predating the apoikia. 
The domestic character of this context can be de-
duced from the stratigraphic features and also from 
the presence of storage dolia, cooking stands and 
many jars of indigenous tradition.  

Turning to the analysis of Level IV, there is a 
large number of diagnostic fragments of handmade 
impasto pottery together with some wheel-made 
Greek sherds. The fragments of wheel-made Greek 
pottery from this level in some cases refer to spec-
imens whose sherds were also found in the lower 
Levels I-III: black skyphos 45, likely associated 
with Levels II-III, and the one-metope bird sky-
phos 42, which is from Level I (see F. Nitti, above, 
chpt. 4.1.1). Therefore, pottery found in Level IV 
appears to include several residual wheel-made 
Greek potsherds. In view of this, the proportions 
of indigenous impasto pottery compared to wheel-
made Greek pottery attested in this level may not 
be representative of the actual assemblage compo-
sition. As a consequence, we have decided not to 
present the percentages for Level IV.

162 For the criteria used for the quantification of MNI see: 
Orton – Hughes 2013, 203-210. 
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Figs. 40-42. Selection of finds from Levels I-III from the deep trench below the western side and part of the southern and north-
ern sides of the peristyle, cf. Fig. 18.1 (photographs and graphic reworking C. Improta, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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Moving on to the analysis of handmade impas-
to ware, both assemblages include typical Early 
Iron Age pots: bowls, amphorae, one-handled 
cups, and jars with applied plastic cordon. It has 
been possible to compare the vases found in these 
levels with types and specimens from Pre-Hellenic 
Cumae, Castiglione in Ischia and other Campania 
contexts of the EIA. 

In particular, the handmade impasto pottery 
from Levels I-III includes the one-handled cup, 8: 
this was found in Level III, where also a chevron 
skyphos (47), a Phoenician dish (see M. Botto’s 
contribution in this volume, catalogue no. 1) and 
two Phoenician amphorae (see M. Botto’s contri-
bution in this volume, catalogue nos. 2 and 4) were 
discovered. 8 is comparable with a specimen from 
Pre-Hellenic Cumae preserved in the National Pre-
historic Ethnographic Museum “Luigi Pigorini” in 
Rome163. According to V. Nizzo, this one-handled 
cup matches a type to which two other one-han-
dled cups from Cumae are referable164: a specimen 

163 Nizzo 2008a, pl. 14.106, 244. The one-handled cup was 
part of a pottery assemblage from Cumae that P. Orsi bought from 
G. De Criscio for the Museo Nazionale Preistorico Etnografico 
“Luigi Pigorini” at the beginning of 1901: Nizzo 2008a, 165-170.

164 Nizzo 2008a, 250.

attested in T. 4 Osta165, that can be dated to phase II 
of Pre-Hellenic Cumae according to P. Criscuo-
lo166, and a specimen in T. 16 Osta. This type may 
be compared with the 20g type of the Osteria 
dell’Osa burial ground167, chronologically framed 
in phase IIB of Latium culture. What’s more, 8 is 
also comparable with a specimen from an EIA San 
Marzano grave (Sarno Valley)168.

In addition to specimens which may be com-
pared with those of the EIA burial ground of 
Pre-Hellenic Cumae, pots similar to types from the 
EIA settlement of Longola (Poggiomarino) and to 
types from the EIA burial ground in ancient Capua 
are also attested in Levels I-III. 9 is associated with 
Levels I-II, where respectively, the above-men-
tioned fragment of a one-metope bird skyphos (42), 
a Phoenician cup (see M. Botto’s contribution in 
this volume, catalogue no. 3), and a PSC (?) sky-
phos (43) were also found. Comparing them to the 
Poggiomarino types, 9 matches the ANF1 and the 
ANF2 with a collared lip, a short vertical neck, a 
flattened shoulder and a vertical ribbon handle set 
at the rim and the shoulder. The ANF1 type is chro-
nologically framed in phase 2A-2B while the ANF2 
type in phase 2B of Longola (Poggiomarino)169. In 
addition, 9 is also comparable with a specimen 
from the EIA settlement of Castiglione d’Ischia170 
and matches type 11 of phase II of Pre-Hellenic 
Cumae according to EIA pottery classification by P. 
Criscuolo171. 10, on the other hand, is associated 
with Level III and is comparable with a specimen 
of the one-handled cup from grave no. 20 of an-
cient Capua’s Cappuccini-Ex Polveriera burial 
ground, chronologically framed in local phase 
IB2172.

As pointed out above, the domestic use of Le-
vels I-III is supported by the significant number of 
coarse jars (approximately one third of the sample 
with almost 40 specimens out of a total of 126), 
cooking stands and large storage dolia found there. 

165 For the reconstruction of the T.4 Osta grave goods, see: 
Nizzo 2007, 487 note 26, 492 note 34.

166 Criscuolo 2014, 89.
167 Nizzo 2008a, 250 note 179.
168 d’Agostino 1970, fig. 17, T. 28.
169 Bartoli 2012, 140.
170 Pacciarelli 2011, 52, fig. 7, no. 3.
171 Criscuolo 2008, 336, fig. 2.11, 346.
172 Melandri 2011, 234, pl. 52.29.

Fig. 43. Proportions of categories of pottery from Levels I-III 
from the deep trench below the western side and part of the 
southern and northern sides of the peristyle, cf. Fig. 18.1 
(graphic processing C. Improta, 2023; © University of Napoli 
L’Orientale)
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The jars have cylinder-conical, truncated-ovoid, bar-
rel-shaped bodies and plastic cordon on the shoul-
der, which is impressed or decorated with oblique 
notches, and sometimes with a grip. This shape is 
very common in different phases of the EIA and it is 
therefore difficult to ascribe our fragments to a spe-
cific span of time or phase. However, the association 
with wheel-made Greek specimens allows us to es-
tablish their chronology. In particular, 11-13, 14-16 
and 17-18 were found respectively in Level I, Level 
II, and Level III: the date of these levels can be refer-
red to ca. 775-750 BC thanks to the Greek pottery 
found there, i.e. the one-metope bird-skyphos (42, 
Level I), the PSC (?) skyphos (43, Level II) and the 
chevron skyphos (47, Level III), together with a 
Phoenician dish (Level III, see M. Botto’s contribu-
tion in this volume, catalogue no. 1), two Phoenician 
amphorae (Level III, see M. Botto’s contribution in 
this volume, catalogue nos. 2 and 4) and a Phoeni-
cian cup (Level I, see M. Botto’s contribution in this 
volume, catalogue nos. 3) (see M. D’Acunto below, 
chpt. 4.4). The jars from Level I are comparable with 
some specimens chronologically framed in the FBA-
EIA of Naples173 and of Broglio di Trebisacce174, 
while those from Level II and from Level III in most 
cases match groups of jars discovered in the Bronze 
and Iron Age levels of Naples and are attested over a 
wide time span, namely from MBA to EIA175. How-
ever, from Level II, specimen 14 matches type SE4A 
of the EIA settlement levels of Longola (Poggioma-
rino)176 and specimen 16 type 275 of the Torre del 
Mordillo settlement, chronologically framed in an 
advanced stage of the local FBA177. 

A perforated plate (19) is associated to Level II, 
together with the PSC (?) skyphos (43). A close 
comparison for 19 is a perforated plate of an hour-
glass-shaped cooking stand found in the EIA sett-

173 11 matches the cylinder-conical body specimens of group 
14.3, attested in FBA-EIA levels of the Duomo Station in Naples 
(Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, 219-220, fig. 15.13). 

174 12 and 13 are comparable respectively with types 68b and 
44, attested in the FBA-EIA levels from Broglio di Trebisacce. 

175 15 from Level II is comparable with a specimen in the 15.7 
group, attested in the RBA-EIA levels of Naples, while 17 and 18 
from Level III respectively with specimens in group 19.1 and 
16.5 (Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018: group 15.7, 220, fig. 
16.4; group 19.1, 220-221, fig. 16.11; group 16.5, 220, fig. 11.13).

176 Bartoli 2001, type SE4A, 308, fig. 98.
177 Arancio – Buffa – Damiani – Trucco 2001, type 275, 78, 

fig. 41.18; Buffa 2001, 262-263.

lement of Castiglione d’Ischia178.  The presence of 
a cooking stand in the EIA assemblage of Levels 
I-III further supports the domestic character of the 
context. In the same perspective, it is important to 
point out that a fragment of a probably large do-
lium was also found in the trench below the pe-
ristyle (20). The shape of this specimen matches 
that of a large dolium with an inverted lip and 
rounded rim from Castiglione d’Ischia, which was 
attributed by M. Pacciarelli to the initial stages of 
the EIA179. However, the stratigraphic position in 
which our dolium was found should be mentioned 
here: it was recovered in close connection with a 
strainer, that we have referred to the Final Bronze 
Age (1)180, and with a bowl (21) which could be 
comparable with type 1 specimens of the Damiani 
family 6 classification of the Recent Bronze Age, 
chronologically framed in RBA2181. These speci-
mens could therefore testify to an occupation be-
tween the RBA and an early stage of the EIA (see 
F. Nitti, above, chpt. 4.1).

Turning to the analysis of Level IV, its associated 
layers clearly contain some residual potsherds from 
the lowest levels, as is made clear by several wheel-
made Greek fragments (see above). The impasto pot-
tery associated with this level is also significant and is 
worth discussing in this chapter regarding the native 
pottery from the Pre-Hellenic domestic area below 
the peristyle. In particular, the shape and decoration 
of an one-handled cup (22) is comparable with those 
of a T. 32 Osta vessel, chronologically framed in 
phase I of Pre-Hellenic Cumae182. These one-handled 
cups have a short, slightly everted lip with a straight 
rim, a slightly slanted shoulder and a carinated body. 
The decoration is incised at the shoulder immediately 
below the collar; it consists of a series of inverted 
triangles filled with vertical lines in the 22 speci-
men183 and of a series of inverted triangles filled with 

178 The hourglass cooker from Castiglione d’Ischia is currently 
exhibited at the Archaeological Museum of Pithecusae (inv. no. 
239054). For the analysis of this type of cooking stand, see: Buch-
ner 1936-1937, 84-86; Delpino 1969, 313, fig. 1, no. 1; Sheffer 
1981, 28-29, type 1A, fig. 2; Moffa 2002, 75, type 1D, fig. 53.

179 Pacciarelli 2011, 53, fig. 8.3.
180 See above F. Somma, chpt. 2.3.
181 Damiani 2010, 140, pl. 10. 
182 Müller-Karpe 1959, 236, Grab 32, pl. 20.A, no. 6; Albore-

Livadie 1985, 70.
183 Decoration may be compared with the decorative pattern A140b 

from Pontecagnano: Pontecagnano III.1, 81, 88 fig. 21.A140b.
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obliquely crossed lines in the T. 32 Osta specimen. 
The shape of 22 may be compared with that of a spe-
cimen from a Pre-Hellenic burial (SP700675), exca-
vated north of the northern wall by the Centre Jean 
Bérard. This grave may be referred to phase I of 
Pre-Hellenic Cumae184. In our Level IV, this speci-
men is associated with a fragment of oinochoe/am-
phora/hydria (46), with residual fragments of a black 
skyphos (45) and of a one-metope bird skyphos (42). 
22 could also be a residual specimen, because of the 
chronology of the above-mentioned one-handled 
cups from Pre-Hellenic Cumae. In this level were 
also found a collared lip bowl (23), whose shape is 
very close to type SLD17 of Longola (Poggiomari-
no), referred to local phase 2B185, as well as five jars 
(24-28). The jars are comparable with types attested 
from the RBA to the EIA in Naples (26, 27)186 and 
from the MBA to the EIA in Broglio di Trebisacce 
(28)187, associated with specimen 25 which, on the 
other hand, matches a specimen from the EIA burial 
ground of ancient Capua188. To sum up, it is interest-
ing to point out that the impasto pottery from Level 
IV, alongside some possible earlier and perhaps re-
sidual sherds, includes fragments whose parallels 
seem to suggest a date in the late phase of the EIA, 
and therefore at the end of Pre-Hellenic Cumae. 

Chiara Improta

4.2. The evidence from the small excavation con-
ducted inside the entrance to the southern domus

In another deep trench located a short distance 
to the east, late Pre-Hellenic layers were intercept-
ed, apparently referring to a residential area and 
similar to those uncovered below the peristyle (Fig. 
18.5). This trench was carried out in 2007189 for a 
small area (1.40 x 1.50 m) below the floor level of 
the narrow east-west entrance to the peristyle of the 
southern domus190. The western limit of the trench 
is located approximately 9-10m east/northeast of 
the eastern/northeastern limit of the excavations 

184 Brun – Munzi 2008, 106.1.
185 Bartoli 2012, 140.
186 Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, group 15.3, 220 (26), 

fig. 15.16; specimen 15.7, 220, fig. 16.4 (27).
187 Buffa 1994, 521-522, pl. 84.30.
188 Melandri 2011, Fornaci-Proprietà ignota, T. 384, 99, pl. 8.10.
189 The excavation campaign was carried out from September 

3 to October 18, 2007. 
190 The trench was coordinated by Dr Francesca Romana Cappa.

conducted below the peristyle.  The close proximi-
ty of the two excavation contexts and the pottery 
found there confirm the similarities between the 
lower levels uncovered in this small trench and the 
Pre-Hellenic layers identified below the peristyle. 

In particular, a sequence of three layers was re-
vealed in the lower part of this small trench (Fig. 44)191. 

Above the deepest layers (SL 27083, 27084 and 
27085), which could not be thoroughly investigated 
because of the groundwater outcrop, a deposit (DP 
27082) with a sequence of soil layers characterized 
by intense traces of anthropic activities was revealed. 
The oldest is US 27082, a predominantly brown san-
dy layer, followed by US 27081, also a yellow-brown 
sandy layer, and US 27080, different from the previ-
ous layers due to its grey color and silty consistency, 
and the presence of sparse carbonaceous frustules 
and clay patches. On top of these three anthropic lay-
ers (UUSS 27082, 27081, 27080) is alluvial deposit 
US 27079, almost entirely devoid of any pottery and 
characterized by a compact grey clay layer, full of 
organic residues and malacological finds. This layer 
coincides with the one revealed in the excavations 
conducted inside the peristyle (US 27754).

The pottery associated with the three anthropic 
layers, 27082, 27081 and 27080 consists of a very 
high proportion of handmade impasto sherds, com-
bined with a limited, but still considerable, number 
of wheel-made fragments related to Greek imported 
vessels, in particular Euboean192. Among them, 
what is notable is the fragment of a PSC skyphos lip 
(49) from layer US 27081 (see M. D’Acunto, be-
low, chpt. 4.4.2). The few other fragments of Greek 
imports relate to cups and other open vessels: chevron 
and/or black skyphoi come from all three layers 
27082, 27081, 27080. In line with the above-men-
tioned evidence, it is feasible that we are dealing 
with a very similar situation to the one brought to 
light under the peristyle: the absolute predominance 
of handmade impasto ware reveals the indigenous 
horizon to which this domestic occupation refers, 
while the few imported Greek vessels reveal the fre-
quency of pre-colonial contacts with Euboean mer-
chants, shortly before  or around the mid-8th century.

191 d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 511-520, spec. fig. 29 “Età 
del Ferro”; D’Acunto 2009, 81-85, fig. 15. 

192 d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 519; cf. D’Acunto 2009, 84. 
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Looking more closely at quantification, the pro-
portion of fragments pertaining to handmade im-
pasto pottery is considerably high, albeit from a 
very limited area of investigation (1.40 x 1.50 m). 
The pottery assemblage from 27082 and 27081 
consists of a total of 277 sherds of handmade im-
pasto ware and 10 sherds of wheel-made Greek 
pottery. Considering the analysis of the diagnostic 
fragments from 27082 and 27081193, the estimated 
minimum number of handmade impasto pottery 
individuals (MNI) is 21, compared to an MNI of 3 
as regards the wheel-made Greek pottery. In par-
ticular, a single lip fragment of wheel-made Greek 
pottery (49) pertaining to a PSC skyphos comes 
from 27081. It is difficult to recognize an MNI of 
handmade impasto pottery higher than 21 because 
of how broken the sherds are and the absence of 
diagnostic elements that would allow us to identify 
other specimens. On the other hand, it has been 

193 For the criteria applied see: Orton – Hughes 2013, 203-210. 

possible to recognize several specimens of wheel-
made Greek pottery based on the characteristics of 
the single non-diagnostic fragments, resulting in 
the identification of a minimum number of 3 
(UUSS 27081 and 27082). In line with this analy-
sis, it is evident that there is a substantial quantity 
of wheel-made Greek fragments and therefore this 
represents a source of information regarding the 
relationship between the Greek merchants and the 
indigenous community.

It is worth considering US 27080 separately, be-
cause of some differences suggested by its strati-
graphic features (see above) and the composition of 
the ceramic materials found (see below). The num-
ber of wheel-made fragments from 27080 is 10, but 
a handle (51) is perhaps from the same PSC sky-
phos as 49 and 50, which were found in the lower 
levels (UUSS 27081 and 27082): in that case, 51 
could be residual from the lower level. The other 
nine wheel-made fragments from 27080 all, or al-
most all, refer to different individual specimens 

Fig. 44. Photo and drawing of the eastern section in the deep trench below the floor level of the narrow east-west entrance to the 
peristyle of the southern domus (photo R. Giordano, 2007; drawing C. Merluzzo, 2023; © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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(MNI 6). These mostly consist of skyphoi (a total 
of 6 fragments), some of them clearly Euboean im-
ports, and two perhaps of the chevron type (or with 
other decoration). In addition to fragments pertain-
ing to skyphoi, the sample also includes two sherds 
of open shapes referable to dishes/lekanai/cups. In-
spection of the clay does not suggest a Pithekous-
san/Phlegraean production for most of these vases 
from 27080, since no mica or very little mica is 
visible, and clearly the number of Euboean imports 
is overwhelming. Conversely, the possibility of a 
Pithekoussan/Phlegraean production remains open 
for the two above-mentioned fragments from cups/
lekanai/dishes: the clay in the smallest fragment of 
what is probably a lekane/cup is rich in silver mica 
with blackish (volcanic?) inclusions, and coated by 
a light brown engobe; the clay in the other frag-
ment, probably from a dish or a lekane, is pinkish 
grey, shows little silver mica and blackish inclu-
sions, and has a whitish engobe on the inner sur-
face. US 27080 has another difference compared to 
27082-27081, i.e. the slightly lower percentage of 
impasto fragments: its total is 55 sherds, including 
10 diagnostics. Thus, in 27080 impasto is still dom-
inant, but in a lower percentage, as compared to 
wheel-made pottery, and the composition of the 
wheel-made pottery in this layer seems to be partly 
different from that in 27082-27081. We suggest 
that US 27080 corresponds to Level IV of the peri-
style, since this is also covered by the alluvial layer.

As in the stratigraphy from the peristyle, a 
marked break from the indigenous settlement’s lev-
els is indicated by the overlying alluvial level (US 
27079), which is topped by layers already traceable 
to the early colonial horizon (cf. below, chpt. 5). 
The very few sherds from the alluvial deposit (US 
27079) only refer to wheel-made Greek pottery: 
two fragments of a closed shape, one probably 
from a krater and the foot of a skyphos are all of 
highly micaceous clay, whose aspect is strongly 
reminiscent of Pithekoussan/Phlegraean fabric.

With all due caution, these differences in the 
composition of the materials from 27082-27081 
and 27080 on one hand, and from the latter and 
27079 on the other hand, must reflect the changes 
in the historical background characterizing the late 
pre-colonial phase and the transition to the colo-
nial horizon (see M. D’Acunto, below, chpt. 4.7).

4.3. Handmade impasto ware from the entrance to 
the southern domus (Pls. 8-9)

Despite their fragmentary state, among the im-
pasto sherds found in these layers (UUSS 27082, 
27081, 27080) there are some diagnostic frag-
ments194. It has been possible to analyze and com-
pare them with the ceramic materials from the 
Pre-Hellenic levels of the peristyle195. As  already 
remarked for the peristyle, the largest part of the 
handmade impasto sample refers to shapes related 
to domestic use, which often have parallels with 
ceramic materials from residential contexts. 

Numerous fragments can be attributed to bowls 
comparable with the types published by C. Bartoli 
for the EIA settlement of Longola (Poggiomarino). 
Two examples are representative. Bowl 31, with 
everted lip and protruding oblique engrossed rim, 
has a precise comparison with the SLD2 type196, 
dated to phases 1B and 2A from Longola (Poggio-
marino). Bowl fragment 35, although small in size, 
has a profile, with inverted lip and rounded rim, 
similar to the SLD 15 type197, referring to phase 1A 
from Longola (Poggiomarino). Even for bowl 32, 
the closest comparison is with S8 type, variant 
A198, from phase 1B at Longola (Poggiomarino), 
which C. Bartoli199 compares to a bowl found in T. 
25 Osta of Pre-Hellenic Cumae200. Another small 
fragment, probably related to a one-handled cup or 
a bowl (33), has a carinated profile similar to the 
TC2 type201, and could be framed in phase 2B from 
Longola (Poggiomarino). In addition to bowls, a 
large part of the sample from layers UUSS 27080-
27082 consists of wall fragments pertaining to do-
lia and bowls, often with plastic cordon, and are 
sometimes diagnostic. This is the case of lip 34 
with a finger-impressed applied cordon.

The following specimens are close to the reper-
toire of Cumae already known from the Pre-Hel-
lenic necropolis: amphora fragment 29, decorated 
with a motif characterized by three concentric 

194 For imported wheel-made Greek pottery, see below M. 
D’Acunto, chpt. 4.4.

195 See above C. Improta. 
196 Bartoli 2012, 424, fig. 251, SLD12. 
197 Bartoli 2012, 420, fig. 247, SLD15. 
198 Bartoli 2012, 422, fig. 249, S8 A. 
199 Bartoli 2012, 138.
200 Müller-Karpe 1959, Grab 25, taf. 21.C, no. 3. 
201 Bartoli 2012, 426, fig. 253, TC2. 
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semicircular grooves, is very similar to a specimen 
from the National Prehistoric Ethnographic Muse-
um “Luigi Pigorini” in Rome202; the fragments of 
ribbon handles 36 and 37, refer to open shapes, 
probably cups. One-handle cup 30203 can be com-
pared to a specimen belonging to the group of cups 
with high body and rounded profile published by 
V. Nizzo among the materials of the “Luigi Pigor-
ini” Museum in Rome204 and to a specimen pub-
lished by P. Criscuolo among the materials from 
the Pre-Hellenic necropolis of Cumae preserved in 
the Civic Museum of Baranello205.

Cristiana Merluzzo

4.4. Greek pottery from the domestic contexts of 
the Pre-Hellenic period

4.4.1. A general picture
Many pottery fragments, belonging to Geomet-

ric period Greek vases, were found in the domestic 
areas of the Pre-Hellenic period brought to light in 
the excavations described above, which were con-
ducted below the peristyle and the entrance to the 
southern domus. These Greek ceramic fragments 
refer to a number of vessels that, in absolute terms, 
is quite high: in an overall count, they must refer to 
no less than 30 vases which were brought to light in 
an area of ca. 40 m2 206. On the other hand, in rela-
tive terms, this is a very low MNI, as compared to 
the indigenous handmade impasto pottery. In order 
to have an idea of the overwhelmingly high ratio of 
impasto native pottery compared to the very small 
quantity of Greek Geometric pottery, we can look 
at the percentage calculations carried out by C. Im-
prota (see above, chpt. 4.1.4): these refer to the ce-
ramics brought to light in the Pre-Hellenic domes-
tic context below the peristyle in the 2018 and 2019 
excavation campaigns (as synthesized in Fig. 43).

This makes it possible to reconstruct, in its es-
sential features, the historical background of the 

202 Nizzo 2008a, 225, pl. 10, no. 67. 
203 D’Acunto 2009, 85, fig. 24. 
204 Nizzo 2008a, 238, pl. 13, no. 96. 
205 Criscuolo 2007, 284, fig. 8, no. 34. 
206 The extension of the excavated area in the Pre-Hellenic 

domestic levels below the peristyle is 38 m2, while that below the 
entrance to the southern domus is 2.1 m2.

context, brought to light in the excavations con
ducted below the peristyle and the entrance to the 
southern domus. This context unquestionably refers 
to the Pre-Hellenic village, relating to the phase prior 
to the establishment of the apoikia, but charac
terized by the intense presence of Greek merchants, as 
well as, perhaps, Phoenician-Sardinian merchants 
(cf. below, the contribution by M. Botto in this vol-
ume). The date of the context can be established, 
not only on the grounds of the impasto pottery of 
indigenous production, but above all on account of 
Greek imports: the context must be assigned to 775-
750 BC, i.e. immediately before the end of the na-
tive settlement, which was followed by the apoikia. 
This chronology emerges from an examination of 
the diagnostic finds, which follows in this chapter. 

Only the diagnostic fragments, consisting al-
most exclusively of skyphoi, will be analyzed in 
detail in this paper. Nonetheless, the Greek fine 
pottery from these Pre-Hellenic domestic levels 
shows a wide range of the forms represented. It 
consists of:

- 	 mostly skyphoi, some clearly imports, prob-
ably from Euboea;

- 	 several specimens related to medium-sized 
closed forms, clearly for pouring, including 
the handle of a Geometric oinochoe;

- 	 no less than one small closed form, probably 
a lekythos;

- 	 two kraters.
These domestic levels also yielded a few walls 

of transport amphorae, including one probably of 
Attic SOS type and another of perhaps western 
Phoenician type.

A good number of these Greek Geometric frag-
ments refer therefore to drinking vessels, that is to 
skyphoi. Given the context, we may speculate that 
the dominance among Greek imports of the skyphos 
reflects a particular appreciation by the indigenous 
community of this vessel shape in tableware. Of 
course, an additional value in the eyes of the native 
community was undoubtedly the high quality of 
the imported Greek wheel-made pottery with geo-
metric decoration. The dominant proportion in this 
context of skyphoi – a shape that in the Greek world 
is prominently associated with the consumption of 
wine – suggests that it was precisely the ceremonial 
consumption of wine that was an important factor 



Cumae in Opicia in the Light of the Recent Archaeological Excavations 355

in the sharing and bonding process which contrib-
uted to the establishment of relations between the 
native community and the Greek merchants. As for 
the identification of these merchants, albeit with 
the necessary caution, the absolute dominance in 
this context of Euboean imports suggests that the 
protagonists in the establishment of such pre-colo-
nial relations were indeed Euboeans.

A further aspect which must be emphasized in 
relation to the archaeological context is the high 
degree of fragmentation of these ceramic finds, 
which can only be partly reassembled in a few cas-
es. This confirms the domestic (not funerary) inter-
pretation of the context, as well as the washout 
phenomena to which it was exposed after its aban-
donment.

4.4.2. Pendant semicircle skyphoi (Pl. 11)
The first pendant semicircle (PSC) skyphos 

(49) was found in stratigraphic association with 
one of the Pre-Hellenic levels (US 27081), which 
were uncovered in the small excavation carried out 
in 2007 below the entrance to the southern domus 
(Figs. 18.5 and 44). A small fragment of the lip and 
of the upper part of the body is preserved. On the 
lower part of the right-hand side,  a series of verti-
cal traces on the surface and a slight prominence 
near the gap show that the handle must have start-
ed there. The fragment is small in size (h. 1.6 cm, 
w. at the lip 3 cm) and the characteristic pendant 
semicircle decoration is not preserved, as it 
belonged to the missing part of the vessel. However, 
there can be no doubt regarding its identification 
as a PSC skyphos, as it has a specific feature of the 
class: the peculiar concave lip, together with a 
marked indentation coming from the upper part of 
the body, divided by a sharp ridge207.

In our specimen from pre-Hellenic Cumae (49) 
the markedly curved lip relates to Kearsley’s Types 
5-6 (in Eretria, more likely to Type 6 alone)208. 

207 Cf. Kearsley 1989, 99, 101 (with reference to Types 5 
and 6).

208 According to the well-known classification of Kearsley 
1989; see before Descoeudres – Kearsley 1983, 41-52; on the 
chronology see later, Kearsley 1995, 67-69; cf. Popham – Lemos 
1992. On the PSC skyphoi see recently Kerschner – Lemos 
2014; Mazarakis Ainian – Lemos – Vlachou 2020; on Eretria, 
see Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008,  81-82, 
with former references.

There is one peculiar feature that brings the Cu-
mae fragment particularly close to Type 5: namely 
the marked detachment between the shoulder and 
the receding lip junction209. However, in our frag-
ment from Cumae the vertical shape of the lip with 
the rim aligned with the shoulder (not recessed, as 
is often the case in Type 5) brings our fragment 
closer to those classified by Kearsley as Type 6210.

With regard to our skyphos from Cumae, I con-
sider it likely that two other fragments, recovered 
during the same excavation in 2007, also belong to 
this skyphos. These are the fragments respectively 
of a bottom (50) and of a handle (51), both clearly 
from a skyphos. Compared to the layer (US 27081) 
where fragment 49 was found, the 50 bottom was 
found in association with the lower layer (US 
27082) and the 51 handle with the upper one (US 
27080). This stratigraphic dissociation between 
the three fragments does not contradict the hypoth-
esis that they belong to the same vessel. As a mat-
ter of fact, in the same stratigraphic context brought 
to light below the peristyle, fragments of the same 
ceramic specimen were found in association with 
different Pre-Hellenic levels (cf. above): this must 
be the result of some form of residuality in these 
Pre-Hellenic stratigraphies, due to the living events 
resulting from intensive occupation over time. The 
hypothesis that these three fragments belong to the 
same PSC skyphos is supported by the perfect 
identity in their fabric. In all three, the clay is com-
pact and has a smooth surface, it is light brown on 
the surface and pink in the inner section with a few 
black and white non-micaceous inclusions. Their 
sizes are also exactly the same: in particular, the 
reconstructed diameter of the base is ca. 6 cm, 
while that of the lip is ca. 12 cm. Their size and 
ratio are perfectly consistent with the current range 
of Type 6 PSC skyphoi211. Being relatively small, 

209 This characteristic is found, for example, on a Type 5 skyphos 
from Kalamaria - Thessaloniki (Kearsley 1989, 99, fig. 39a, pl. 8b).

210 Cf. Kearsley 1989, 101-104, figs. 40d (from Veii, ceme-
tery of Quattro Fontanili; cf. Boitani 2005, 320, pl. 1.2), 41a 
(from Kaldeh in Syria). To these, some fragments from Al Mina 
should be added for comparison; they were attributed by Kearsley 
to Type 6, albeit without the indication of the foot which is miss-
ing: Kearsley 1989, 101-104, fig. 41f-g. Cf. also the fragment 
from the sanctuary of Apollo Daphnephoros at Eretria: Verdan – 
Kenzermann Pfyffer – Theurillat 2014, 79, no. Eret20, fig. 12. 

211 Cf. Kearsley 1989, 101-104; and, e.g., the examples from 
Pontecagnano: Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, 27-31.



Matteo D’Acunto et al.356

this is in line with what is typical of Kearsley’s 
Type 6, whose height ranges between 6 and 7 cm: 
in the case of the Cumae skyphos 49-51, C. Mer
luzzo estimates a height of ca. 6.8 cm in her recon-
structive drawing212. Consequently, our specimen 
can also be referred to Type 6, due to the presence 
of a flat base, if indeed the fragments belong to the 
same vessel. The presence of a thin disc detected at 
the margins of the flat base, which is well pre-
served in fragment 50, should be noted. In Type 6, 
the lower end of the body on a thin raised disc is 
less common than a simple flat base. This variant, 
however, is well documented in Kearsley’s Type 6 
classification213: see, for example, as a comparison 
with our skyphos from Cumae, a specimen from 
Kaldeh in Syria214. This detail reflects, in terms of 
a relative sequence, a link with the earlier type, 
through the transformation of the distinct Type 5 
foot into a flat Type 6 base, but in which a thin disc 
stands out in these specimens. It could, therefore, 
be an indication of “antiquity” for the specimen 
from Cumae, within the series of Type 6 skyphoi.

From our excavation, a second PSC skyphos 
could probably be identified thanks to two frag-
ments, of the lip and of the foot respectively (43). 
They, too, were found in association with one of 
the Pre-Hellenic domestic levels, in this case in the 
2019 excavation below the peristyle (see F. Nitti, 
above, chpt. 4.1.1), namely in Level II (US 27837). 
The theory that the two fragments might belong to 
the same vessel is suggested by the close similarity 
of the clay and paint. The clay is compact, inter-
nally orange-pink in color, with large black and 
small white non-micaceous inclusions; externally 
it is a beige color and has a smooth surface. The 
paint is reddish-brown on the outer surface, while 
on the inside it is dark brown. Again, the character-
istic decoration with the pendant semicircles on 
the body has not been preserved. However, for 43, 
both the shape of the foot and the lip, as well as the 
decoration of the latter, lead to preference of the 
hypothesis of identification with a PSC skyphos, 
over the other possible hypotheses (that of a black 
skyphos, a chevron skyphos or even a skyphos 

212 Kearsley 1983, 48; Kearsley 1989, 101.
213 Kearsley 1989, 101.
214 Kearsley 1989, 101, fig. 41a.

with bird/s). As a matter of fact, the characteristic 
distinct thin disc base is normally lacking in both 
black skyphoi and chevron and bird/s skyphoi in 
Euboean productions; this thin disc base is found, 
however, in 43, as well as in the former specimen 
in fragment 50. As for the lip of 43, it has the char-
acteristic concave, upright shape of Kearsley’s 
Type 6, but with a less pronounced curvature than 
that of 49. Among the specimens assigned to Type 
6, although less frequently, parallels are found for 
such a less pronounced curvature of the lip: for ex-
ample, in a skyphos from Veii215, in one from Pon-
tecagnano216 and especially in a lip fragment from 
Eretria217. This less curved profile of the lip might 
also be a hint of “antiquity”, at least in terms of 
relative sequence, as is attested, for example, in 
Eretria in relation to Type 5 with small foot218. In 
skyphos 43, one more detail should be highlighted. 
As is usual in PSC skyphoi, the high lip is painted 
on the outside while on the inside it has a reserved 
thin band below the rim. Less common in this 
class, by contrast, is the reserved thin band below 
the rim on the outside, which occurs in our speci-
men 43. The latter appears, for example, in the 
form of a reserved thin band on the above-men-
tioned skyphos from Veii of Type 6219 and on one 
from Pontecagnano similar to Type 5 thanks to the 
presence of a low foot220. Another interesting detail 
is represented by the size of 43, which we can re-
construct on the basis of the two fragments: the 
diameter of the mouth is ca. 14 cm, while that of 
the bottom is 8 cm: this shows that this skyphos 
was 1/4 or 1/5 larger than 49-51. This is another 
aspect that would show an affinity with the earlier 
Type 5 (whose average height is ca. 8 cm)221.

As for the production place of the two skyphoi 
49-51 and 43, although we are aware of the limita-

215 Kearsley 1989, no. 229, 67-68, 101, fig. 40d; Boitani 
2005, 320, pl. 1.2.

216 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, 27-28, no. 2, T. 7129.2, 
fig. 1, pl. 1.2.

217 Kearsley 1989, no. 73, 29, 103, fig. 41b.
218 Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008, 81-82, 

118, no. 15, SK4a, pls. 6, 89 (context of MG II - early LG I); 
Verdan 2013, 9, no. 44, pl. 62.

219 Kearsley 1989, no. 229, 67-68, 101, fig. 40d; Boitani 
2005, 320, pl. 1.2.

220 Bailo Modesti – d’Agostino 2001, 29-30, no. 3.1, T. 
7739.1, fig. 1. 

221 Cf. Kearsley 1989, 99.
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tions resulting from a mere macroscopic analysis, 
they both have all the characteristics of Euboean 
imports: the color, compactness, inclusions and the 
non-micaceous (at least to the naked eye) composi-
tion of the clay, together with the type of paint222. 

In sum, the two skyphoi 49-51 and 43 are most 
likely Euboean imports and can be referred to the 
PSC class, the former without doubt, the latter 
very probably. Both should be assigned to Type 6 
of Kearsley’s classification, due to their peculiar 
flat bottoms. However, both share aspects with 
Type 5 and, therefore, possible clues of “antiquity” 
within the relative sequence of Type 6: in both cas-
es, the distinct thin disc bottom; in 49-51 the 
marked distinction between the upper body and 
the recessed lip junction; in 43 the reserved thin 
band at the top of the outside of the lip and the 
larger size of the skyphos.

With regard to the chronology of our fragments, 
it is important to recall the significant contribution 
in this field that came from Bruno d’Agostino’s 
study of the PSC skyphoi found in the closed tomb 
contexts of Pontecagnano and the subsequent re-
marks made by Nota Kourou on them223. These 
confirmed the partial chronological overlap in the 
production of Kearsley’s Type 5 (which must have 
started earlier anyway) with that of her Type 6224. 
These contexts, together with a reassessment of 
the stratigraphies of Al Mina, allow N. Kourou to 
make the following important conclusions con-
cerning Kearsley’s Type 6: «It is apparent, there-
fore, that according to the Pontecagnano graves, 
PSC skyphoi of type 6 first appear during MG II, 
but their production continues in LG Ia, i.e. they 
should be dated to the period 770-750 BC, as sug-
gested by the Al Mina material, too»225.  In the ar-
chaeological contexts of Italy, as is well-known, 
the only two types to have been found are Type 5 

222 On the properties of clays in Euboean productions see De-
scœudres 2006-2007, 6, note 33; Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer 
– Léderrey 2008, 23-25, with former references; and recently 
the volume on archaeometric analyses on the PSC skyphoi: Ker-
schner – Lemos 2014.

223 d’Agostino 2001, 17; d’Agostino 2014b, 183; Kourou 
1999, 220-221; Kourou 2005, 500-501, pl. 1.

224 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, respectively: T. 7739.1, 
29-30, no. 3.1, fig. 1; T. 7739.2, 30, no. 3.2, fig. 1; for their clas-
sification cf.: d’Agostino 2001, 17; Kourou 2005, 501; d’Agostino 
2014b, 183.

225 Kourou 2005, 501, cf. pl. 1.

(in a much smaller number) and Type 6 (predomi-
nant), which, in general, is a relatively small num-
ber of occurrences. 

In terms of absolute chronology, recent discov-
eries226 and the re-examination of earlier finds sup-
port the thesis already argued by M. Popham and I. 
Lemos in 1992227: namely that, in well-dated Ital-
ian contexts, the deposition of PSC skyphoi is not 
witnessed beyond the chronological boundary of 
the mid-8th century BC228. From a general histori-
cal perspective – given that they are absent from 
the contexts unearthed at Pithekoussai229 – in Italy 
PSC skyphoi always refer to a pre-colonial hori-
zon. Although this is an argumentum ex silentio, as 
things stand, the traditional thesis remains valid: 
namely, PSC skyphoi are the fossil-guide of the 
pre-colonial phase.

This assumption is also confirmed by the do-
mestic contexts of Cumae, which are illustrated 
here. No PSC skyphoi are associated with our 
stratigraphies of LG I and II (cf. below, chpt. 5). In 
other words, considering the present state of evi-
dence, PSC skyphoi do not recur in stratigraphic 
contexts relating to the occupation phases of Cu-
mae that refer to the later historical horizon: this 
new historical horizon is represented by the Greek 
apoikia, which replaced the native village around 
the middle of the 8th century BC (see below).

All in all, we can date the two Euboean PSC 
skyphoi 49-51 and 43 (in the latter case the identi-
fication remains likely), between MG IIb and LG 
Ia, to 775-750 BC. Small clues could suggest an 
early dating of both within this chronological span: 
namely, the presence in both of them of the thin 
disc shape of the base; two details in the lip can be 
added to this, namely the sharp ridge between the 

226 A recent specimen was found in Lavinium in Latium 
(Ebanista 2018). Its shape is peculiar for the high everted lip (cf. 
the chevron skyphoi, chpt. 4.4.3), and its clay is micaceous, thus 
leaving open the possibility of an imitation/variation produced in 
Italy (by a travelling craftsman?).

227 Popham – Lemos 1992.
228 Cf., spec. Kourou 2005, 501, pl. 1, and, in particular, the 

chronology of the PSC skyphoi from Veii and Cerveteri; for their 
contexts see the recent works of Boitani 2005, 319-320 and Riz-
zo 2005, 334-339, with references.

229 We must emphasize the lack of PSC skyphoi from the large 
number of the earliest graves in the necropolis (Buchner – Ridgway 
1993) and in particular from the Gosetti dump: its materials flowed 
from the acropolis of Monte di Vico and Euboean imports of the Geo-
metric period have been published by Nicolas Coldstream (1995).
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lip and the body in 49 and the reserved thin band 
on the outside of the rim in 43. 

To these examples we may now add another PSC 
skyphos of Kearsley’s type 6 from the 2023 excava-
tion campaign (on which, see F. Nitti in the cata-
logue: 44): this is likely a Euboean import and is 
characterized by the same thin disc base and the 
same small size as 49-51. The context where its frag-
ments were found is also relevant: they were partly 
recovered from the internal hut floor and partly from 
the upper layer. Moreover, some fragments had been 
clearly burnt by the fire that affected the hut, while 
others are unburnt (see above F. Nitti, chpt. 4.1.3).  

4.4.3. Chevron skyphos (Pl. 12)
The incomplete vessel 47 belongs to the class of 

chevron skyphoi: fragments of the lip, of the shoul-
der and of the upper part of the belly including part 
of one handle are preserved. Fragments of 47 were 
brought to light in the trenches conducted below the 
western (Level III) and the central parts of the peri-
style in 2019 and in 2021, as well as in the area of 
the hut during the 2023 excavation: they were found 
both in primary deposition, in association with the 
domestic Pre-Hellenic stratigraphy, as well as clear-
ly in secondary deposition, in the alluvial level that 
had covered it (see F. Nitti, above, chpt. 4.1.1-3).

In this skyphos, the lip is high, everted and ta-
pering towards the rim. The body is globular, with 
rounded shoulder and rounded upper part of the 
belly. Concerning its decoration, the band with 
closed chevrons, framed at the sides by groups of 
vertical dashes and joined at the top and bottom to 
a horizontal line, refers to the decorative scheme 
d/e (the latter with the addition of a star motif on 
the sides) of the classification by J.-P. Descoeudres 
and R. Kearsley230. In our skyphos, the rather ir-
regular rendering of the chevrons is a characteris-
tic that often distinguishes Euboean skyphoi from 
the usually more precise Attic ones.

Compared to the chronological setting of the 
chevron skyphoi from Pontecagnano as estab-
lished by N. Kourou231, the skyphos from Cumae 

230 Descoeudres – Kearsley 1983, 23, fig. 17, this classifica-
tion is resumed by Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 
2008, 77.

231 Kourou 2005, 502, pl. 2; cf. Kourou 1999.

47 is quite close, thanks to the everted (but higher) 
lip and the rounded-profile body, to the specimen 
assigned at the beginning of the sequence and dat-
ed to MG IIb232. By contrast, the Pontecagnano 
skyphoi referred to LG Ia (760-750 BC) have an 
upright lip which is high, as in our case, while the 
lower part of the belly has a straight profile233. In 
Italy, a close comparison for the specimen from 
Cumae is the skyphos from T. FF16-17 of Veii, 
thanks to the high everted lip, the rounded shape of 
the body, the decoration with a band in which the 
chevrons are framed by groups of lateral dashes, 
and the lip which is also characterized by the pres-
ence of three horizontal lines234. The skyphos from 
Veii has been identified as Euboean using archaeo-
metric analysis with the Mössbauer technique and 
has been assigned to MG II, also according to the 
context relating to local phase IIA235.

In the West, another close comparison for the 
profile of our specimen from Cumae 47, especially 
because of the everted high lip, is the incomplete 
chevron skyphos, found in the stratigraphic con-
text of the so-called “Capanna dei Ripostigli” at 
Sant’Imbenia; the irregular rendering of the high 
chevrons is also similar, but we do not know 
whether these were also framed by groups of ver-
tical dashes; the sole difference is the presence of 
only two lines on the lip236.

Moving on to Eretria, a high, tilted lip is found 
on chevron skyphoi dated to MG II (whose lower 
limit in the Eretrian sequences is 750 BC): one 
from a tomb in the burial core of Eratonymou237 
and another from one of the wells of the Apollo 
Daphnephoros sanctuary238.

232 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, T. 6504.1, no. 11.1, 35-36, 
fig. 6, pl. 3.1 (context of the beginning of phase IIA). Also cf., for a 
short and everted lip, but with a straighter lower part of the belly, the 
other specimen assigned to MG II: Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, 
T. 6528/9.1, no. 12.1, 36, fig. 6, pl. 3.2 (context of the IIA phase).

233 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001: T. 7738.1, no. 8.1, 33, 
fig. 5, pl. 2.3 (early IIA phase); T. 7121.1, no. 15.1, 37-38, fig. 7, 
pl. 3.4 (phase IIa).

234 Boitani 2005, 320-321, pl. 1.6 (the other skyphos pl. 1.7 
shows a more vertical profile).

235 Cf. Boitani 2005, 320-321, pl. 2, with references.
236 Ridgway 1997; Bernardini – Rendeli 2020, 329, fig. 11a.
237 Blandin 2007, T. 1 Eratonymou: vol. 1, 32, no.1; vol. 2, 

pl. 48.4.
238 Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008, no. 10, 

76, 118, pls. 6, 100 (but the body profile is different from that of 
our specimen).
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Specimen 47 from Cumae clearly refers to the 
“classical” variant of the chevron skyphos, due to 
the relatively low globular shape of the body and 
the drawing of tout court chevrons: however, it does 
not belong with the “late” variant of the chevron 
skyphos, which we will be dealing with below in 
chpt. 5.3. Where it does fit is with the chronological 
horizon of the Pre-Hellenic native village, where it 
was found in association with a domestic level. 
The above-mentioned comparisons and the 
sequence reconstructed for Pontecagnano allow it 
to be dated between MG IIb and LG Ia, i.e. 775-
750 BC. With all due caution, in this chronological 
range the marked inclination of the lip would point 
to MG IIb, whereas such a high lip is found in the 
skyphoi of LG Ia, but with a vertical orientation.

As for its production, thanks to macroscopic in-
spection, 47 appears to be perfectly consistent with 
the hypothesis of Euboean fabric. The clay is fairly 
compact and irregularly fractured. On the outside 
it is light brown in color and has a smooth surface, 
while on the inside it is pink/brick red; it has quite 
thick small to medium-sized black inclusions, 
small calcareous white inclusions and very few vi-
olet ones; no mica is visible to the naked eye.

The chronological and historical framework 
suggested for chevron skyphos 47 is confirmed by 
the two well-known specimens of the same “clas-
sical” variant from the Pre-Hellenic tombs of Cu-
mae, 3 and 29 Osta respectively.

The skyphos from T. 3 Osta239 is characterized 
by a broad, low globular body with a taut lower pro-
file and a low, slightly everted lip: in terms of rela-
tive sequence, it is closest to the Pontecagnano 
specimens assigned by Kourou to MG IIB240 and 
should therefore be assigned to this phase or, at the 
latest, to the transition with the later high-lip version 
of LG Ia: i.e. 775-760/750 BC241. This is also con-
sistent with its decoration, which features chevrons 
straddling the shoulder and the upper part of the 

239 Gabrici 1913, col. 93, pl. 18.9; Müller-Karpe 1959, 234, 
pl. 16.A3; Albore Livadie 1985, 70-71, no. 10.1; Criscuolo – 
Pacciarelli 2008, 342-344, pl. 3.3.

240 Kourou 2005, 502, pl. 2.
241 For the shape, cf. the skyphos from T. 779 of Grotta Gram-

iccia at Veii: however, this has been identified as Corinthian: 
Boitani 2005, 321, pl. 3.1.

body, drawn rather roughly and framed by groups of 
dashes; the band stops well before the handle. 

Conversely, the skyphos from T. 29 Osta242 
looks slightly later, both in terms of morphology 
and decoration: therefore, in my opinion, it might 
be dated to LG Ia, around 760-750 BC. In fact, the 
specimen from T. 29 is somewhat deeper, has quite 
a high vertical lip, and the body has a straight pro-
file243. The chevrons are roughly drawn with smears 
at the top and bottom; they occupy the shoulder, are 
bordered on the sides by groups of dashes and the 
decoration extends to the joint of the handles. 

Recent archaeometric analysis with the NAA 
technique has demonstrated that the two chevron 
skyphoi from Tombs 3 and 29 Osta are of Euboean 
fabric244.

4.4.4. Black skyphoi (Pl. 12)
The excavation conducted in the Pre-Hellenic 

domestic levels below the peristyle brought to 
light among the diagnostic finds two black skyphoi 
(45 and 48); another fragment of the same ceramic 
type (52) was found in the later alluvial level (US 
27697 = 27728, 27754) covering Level IV and is 
likely to be residual from the lower domestic occu-
pation of the Pre-Hellenic period.

Before dealing with the date and production of 
our three specimens, it must be made clear why 
specimen 48 should be identified as a black sky-
phos. In this fragment, the side section of the vessel 
is preserved, along with the handle, the correspond-
ing upper part of the belly and shoulder, and the lip 
connection. The outer surface is entirely painted, 
with the exception of the inside of the handle and 
the corresponding part of the body, whose reserved 
area has an irregular shape. Such decoration is ob-
viously peculiar to black skyphoi, but, based on 
what is preserved in our fragment, the hypothesis 
of a chevron skyphos should not be ruled out: in-
deed, in non-Attic products, chevron skyphoi can 
have an almost entirely painted lip, as well as an 

242 Gabrici 1913, col. 111, pl. 18.7; Müller-Karpe 1959, 234, 
pl. 16.B1; Nizzo 2007b, 495-496, figs. 10-11; Albore Livadie 
1985, 71-72, no. 11.1; Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 342-344.

243 Cf., e.g., the skyphos from T. 7110 of Pontecagnano, 
which refers to a context of the local phase IIA: Bailo Modesti 
– Gastaldi 2001, no. 18.1, 39, fig. 8, pl. 3.5.

244 See F. Mermati, in this volume.
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extended painted area on the sides of the handle245. 
However, it is the body of 48 that is crucial for its 
identification with a black skyphos: its deep shape 
with a vertical rounded profile is exclusive to black 
skyphoi (see below for comparisons and a chrono-
logical framework). This morphology is neither 
seen in the “classic” chevron skyphoi (cf. above, 
chpt. 4.4.3), which have a shallower, more tapered 
body, nor in the PSC skyphoi of Types 5-6, which 
have a more tapered lower profile.

In general, a diagnostic feature for the identifi-
cation of the production of black skyphoi is their 
base: in the Attic prototypes of MG a low disc foot 
is predominant246; however, this is always lacking 
in Euboean products, where the base is flat, and 
sometimes profiled247. Unfortunately, in all three 
of our specimens, 45, 48 and 52, the lower part of 
the body is not preserved. Another feature that can 
be regarded as generally distinctive of Attic as op-
posed to Euboean products is the decoration of the 
lip. Attic black skyphoi sometimes have richer 
decoration on the lip: in addition to the reserved 
band sometimes with groups of dashes on the in-
side below the rim, the lip may also have one or 
two reserved bands on the outside248 or more elab-
orate decoration, e.g. a row of dots between lines 
and reserved bands249. In our specimens, the whole 
lip is preserved only in 45: it is fully painted both 
inside and outside and this is an indication in favor 
of Euboean production, as opposed to Attic. In 48, 
only the lower part of the lip is preserved and it is 
entirely painted both on the outside and the inside.

Regarding fabric, with all the intrinsic limita-
tions of macroscopic analysis, I waver between the 
hypothesis of Euboean or Attic production for 45. 
Open to both solutions may be the color and com-
position of the clay, in which mica is not visible to 
the naked eye: it is reddish-orange, fairly compact, 
with the presence of many small to medium-sized 

245 Cf., e.g., two skyphoi from Pontecagnano: Bailo Modesti 
– Gastaldi 2001, TT. 7738.1 and 6528/9.1, nos. 8.1 and 12.1, 33, 
36, figs. 5-6, pls. 2.3, 3.2.

246 Cf. e.g. the skyphos from Kerameikos T. 89 (Kübler 
1954, 263, pl. 100); in general, on low-foot skyphoi see Papado-
poulos – Smithson 2017, 796-201.

247 Cf. Kourou 2005, 502-504.
248 Cf. Kübler 1954, TT. 89 and 73 Kerameikos, 260, 263, pl. 100.
249 Papadopoulos – Smithson 2017, 228, 796-797, T23-7, 

figs. 2.136 and 6.29 (MG II).

white inclusions (the latter are found, incidentally, 
in Euboean fabrics), a few small black, and rare 
reddish inclusions (the latter, of violet tone, are 
common in Attic productions). The paint is black 
on the outside and fairly shiny, while on the inside 
it is blackish-brown: also from this point of view, 
at autopsy, there is compatibility with both produc-
tions, but the very homogeneous and accurate ren-
dering of the paint reveals an affinity with Attic 
productions. Another aspect of the accuracy with 
which skyphos 45 was made is revealing: the 
whole of the body below the handle and the entire 
handle, even in the inner part are fully glazed; by 
contrast, black skyphoi of Euboean production of-
ten have these two parts unpainted. In summary, 
the clay and the paint, together with the decoration 
that is applied homogeneously over the entire pre-
served surface of the vessel, mean that the ques-
tion as to the place of production of 45 must re-
main open: could this place be Euboea or Athens 
or other parts of Attica, for example, eastern Atti-
ca, a region where interactions with Euboea were 
strong? Only  archaeometric analysis will be able 
to clarify the provenance of this black skyphos.

48 has light brown, fairly compact clay with a 
few black and white inclusions; no mica is visible 
to the naked eye: these features are consistent with 
the hypothesis of Euboean production. In this frag-
ment, the application of the blackish-brown paint, 
in which broad brush strokes can be recognized at 
irregular intervals, is clearly reminiscent of Eu-
boean fabrics and consequently this black skyphos 
must be of Euboean production. 52 has pinkish 
clay and blackish paint with the same regular treat-
ment as 45, but it is duller than the latter vessel: it 
could be of Euboean manufacture too, but in such 
a small fragment which is not diagnostic, it is cau-
tious to leave the assessment open.

Now, let us turn to their morphology and, there-
fore, chronology. All three specimens, 45, 48 and 
52 refer to black skyphoi with a globular body, 
common in both Attic and Euboean productions in 
MG II and LG I250. While the lower part of the 
body is missing, a slight morphological difference 

250 See Kourou 2005, 502-504; Verdan – Kenzelmann 
Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008, 75; Papadopoulos – Smithson 2017, 
796-801, with references.
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can be recognized between 45, on the one hand, 
and on the other, 48 and 52; this difference may 
have slight chronological implications. 45 pos-
sesses a feature that is still characteristic of the 
skyphoi of MG II, as compared to those of LG Ia 
(in terms of the Attic sequence): namely, the body 
is still quite shallow251, as can be seen from the 
profile before the lacuna. See, in this sense, in the 
Attic production,  a black skyphos from T. 89 of 
the Kerameikos and one (with a lower body how-
ever) from T. 23 of the Agora252, both of MG II. 
Nonetheless, in 45, the everted shape of the lip is a 
later trait, which is characteristic of LG Ia253. 
Among the black skyphoi from Pontecagnano, the 
closest comparison to 45 regarding shape is a spec-
imen from T. 4697. It is fully glazed like ours and 
due to its shape, and also on the basis of the tomb 
context related to the local Phase IIA, it has been 
assigned by N. Kourou to the transition between 
MG IIb and LG Ia. In Euboean production, other 
fully glazed black skyphoi can be recalled as par-
tial comparisons for the shape of 45: one from 
Eretria, well dated to MG II/early LG I and referred 
in local skyphoi to Type SK3, of medium size like 
ours (which had a diameter of ca. 14.8 cm) 254; and 
one from Ialysos (Rhodes), from a tomb dated to 
late MG II255.

From the preserved fragment of the upper body 
of the other two black skyphoi, 48 and 52, it can be 
deduced that the belly profile in both cases was 
deeper than that of 45. This is characteristic of LG 
Ia black skyphoi256. This date is also consistent 
with the everted profile that the lip of 48 must have 
had, as can be discerned from the small preserved 
lower part in the upper section of the fragment 
(whereas this part is missing in 52). Due to the 
rounded and deep profile of the body and the evert-
ed lip, 48 is similar to the following black skyphoi 
from Pontecagnano; these are found in tombs from 

251 See in this sense Kourou 2005, 502-504, pl. 3; Papado-
poulos – Smithson 2017, 796-801.

252 Papadopoulos – Smithson 2017, 228, 796-797, T23-7, 
figs. 2.136 and 6.29 (MG II).

253 See Kourou 2005, 502-504, pl. 3.
254 Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008, 75, 118, 

no. 12, pls. 6, 100.
255 D’Acunto 2020e, no. T. L/390Ts.3, 248-253, 368-369, 

pls. XII, 6.
256 Cf. Kourou 2005, 502-504, pl. 3.

the later local phase IIB and assigned by N. Kou-
rou to the Attic LG Ia period (760-750 BC): in partic-
ular, one from T. 3179257 and the other from T. 3111 
(no. 2)258. From the latter tomb at Pontecagnano 
comes a second black skyphos (no. 1), which dif-
fers from 48 because of the tauter profile of the 
belly259, but which shows a detail which is similar 
to the skyphos from Cumae: namely, a thin articu-
lation at the lip attachment, on the outside. The 
same detail is also seen in the black skyphos from 
the Pre-Hellenic tomb of Cumae, Osta 29; this 
tomb also contains the aforementioned chevron 
skyphos, dated to LG Ia (see above, chpt. 4.4.3). 
The shape of the lip is similar on the black skyphos 
(no. 1) from T. 3111 Pontecagnano and on that 
from T. 29 Osta260. The general shape of the body 
is also similar, but specimen T. 29 has only a slight-
ly more rounded belly. In the latter, the paint has 
turned a distinctly lighter, orange/dark pink color 
(clearly the result of unsuccessful firing). As in the 
above-mentioned specimens from Pontecagnano 
of TT. 3179 and 3111, the black skyphos from T. 
29 Osta has a reserved area on the outside below 
the handle and, on the inside, a thin band below the 
rim, to which a narrow area near the bottom is add-
ed. It is important to mention that the black sky-
phos from T. 29 Osta is in fact of Euboean produc-
tion, as confirmed by the recent NAA analysis261.

To sum up, we can draw the following conclu-
sions about the black skyphoi found in association 
with the Pre-Hellenic domestic levels below the 
peristyle. In terms of morphology, 45 can be as-
signed to the transition between MG IIb and LG 
Ia, i.e. 775-750 BC, while 48 and 52 should be re-
ferred to LG Ia, i.e. 760-750 BC. 48 has all the 
features, both in terms of clay and decoration, to 
be of Euboean production. Likewise, specimen 52 
could also be Euboean. As for 45, the fully painted 
lip is a characteristic of Euboean black skyphoi; 

257 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, T. 3179.1, no. 25.1, 50, 
fig. 11.

258 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, T. 3111.2, no. 27.2, 51, 
fig. 12; cf. Kourou 2005, 503-504. 

259 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, T. 3111.1, no. 27.1, 51, 
fig. 12; cf. Kourou 2005, 503-504, pl. 3.

260 Gabrici 1913, col. 111, fig. 52; Müller-Karpe 1959, 234, 
pl. 16.B5; Nizzo 2007b, 495-498, figs. 10-11; Albore Livadie 
1985, 71-72, no. 11.2; Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 342-344.

261 See F. Mermati, in the present volume.
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however, in this skyphos the homogeneity and 
quality of the glaze are reminiscent of Attic pro-
duction: as a result, the question of whether it is 
Euboean or Attic production remains open.

4.4.5. Ancient repairs on black skyphoi
We can now concentrate on two details which 

demonstrate how these black skyphoi must have been 
given special attention and held in very high regard by 
the group that used them, in the context of the Pre-Hel-
lenic indigenous village of Cumae: namely, the an-
cient restorations made on both 45 and 48, and the 
inscribed sign, which must be alphabetic, on 48.

That black skyphos 45 was restored in antiquity 
is supported on the preserved fragments by the 
presence on the vessel, at its widest point and dis-
tant from the handles, of a pair of horizontally 
aligned through-holes on each side of a vertical 
fracture (at a spot where the modern break clearly 
corresponds to the ancient one). On the same ves-
sel, another through-hole from this ancient resto-
ration is preserved further down, on the belly, be-
fore the gap: the hole is located in a position 
clearly to the right of the two previous ones and at 
some distance from the handle (in this case the an-
cient fracture must have run more or less horizon-
tally and the other through-hole must have been 
located further down). The holes have a diameter 
of around 2.5 mm. In skyphos fragment 48, like-
wise, a through hole from the ancient restoration is 
preserved at the bottom right of the right-hand 
handle socket. In this case, the hole is larger, and 
has a diameter of around 4 mm. The other “twin” 
hole must have been on the right/bottom right, fol-
lowing the break line (the present break line, per-
haps corresponding to the ancient one, runs in an 
oblique direction). We must, of course, reconstruct 
in both skyphoi 45 and 48 the presence of pairs of 
through-holes, which were arranged on each side 
of the ancient fracture lines: each pair must have 
been joined either by a metal clip or, otherwise, by 
a joint of vegetable material/rope: there is no trace 
inside the holes as to which solution was adopted.

Obviously, we are unable to establish when and 
where the breakage and later repair occurred on 
the timeline of the two vessels. However, given the 
context of their discovery in association with the 
domestic levels of the Pre-Hellenic village, the 

two black skyphoi would have most probably been 
intact at the time when they were exchanged by 
Euboean merchants with the “Opician” inhabi-
tants. In that case, the breakage and subsequent 
repair of the two vessels which had been produced 
in Euboea and transported by Euboean merchants, 
must have taken place in the Pre-Hellenic village 
of Cumae. This would further illustrate how the 
two skyphoi must have been  treated with special 
regard by the natives because, despite the break-
age, they were kept and reassembled through 
restoration. This shows that the two vases must 
have been highly prized, because of their quality 
and the fact they had been made on a potter’s 
wheel and had painted decorations. At the same 
time, the repairs might also demonstrate the symbolic 
value these vases had taken on in their new, indig-
enous context. The “biography” of the two sky-
phoi, result of the exchange between Greeks and 
natives, must have given them not only material 
value but also symbolic value in the eyes of their 
new indigenous users262. Therefore, not only were 
the ancient restorations technical interventions 
aimed at making the vase functional once more, 
but they could also have assumed the function of 
bearing witness to the “biography” of the distinc-
tive object and thus of the added symbolic value 
assigned to them by the group of new indigenous 
users of the vessel263.

At the same time, both the context of their dis-
covery, in association with the domestic levels of 
the Pre-Hellenic village, and the ancient resto-
rations, show that such fine vessels, after having 
been exchanged with Euboean merchants, must 
have been utilized by the indigenous people. It is 
reasonable to deduce that they must have been used 
in everyday life and/or on special occasions, prob-

262 On the symbolic value of “objects with biography” there 
is a rich bibliography, regarding many historical and cultural 
contexts. On the Greek EIA, see recently: Whitley 2002; Whit-
ley 2013; D’Acunto 2020e, spec. 356, 441-448, 818-820, with 
bibliography on different societies and periods.

263 Cf. e.g. the ancient repairs on Euboean black skyphoi 
from graves on Rhodes (Ialysos: D’Acunto 2020e, no. T. 
L/390Ts.3, 248-253, 368-369, pls. XII, 6; Exochi: Johansen 
1958, T. M, no. 3, 46, 49, fig. 106). If we shift our focus to an 
indigenous setting involving Phoenician and Greek merchants, 
such as in our context, cf. the case of La Rebanadilla: a Phoeni-
cian jug and a Euboean chevron skyphos (Botto 2020, 358-359, 
fig. 7 left, center, and fig. 6b).
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ably for wine consumption (if such was their func-
tion also in the native village). Thus, after their 
“real” use, these fine Greek-imported vessels were 
subsequently included as grave-offerings of special 
symbolic value in the burials of the native elite: this 
is also the case in female burials, as is certainly the 
case for T. 29 Osta, which can be identified as such 
by the composition of the grave-goods264. In effect, 
from vases connected in some way to the everyday 
consumption of wine, probably a male prerogative, 
such skyphoi went on to become a distinctive attri-
bute of the elite group to which they belonged, also 
due to their “biography”.

4.4.6. The letter N written on the black skyphos 
and aspects related to the Greek alphabet

Black skyphos 48 has a small sign engraved be-
low the handle, more precisely immediately to the 
lower left of the right-hand handle attachment. In 
the present volume, Albio Cesare Cassio deals 
with this one-letter inscription in another paper, 
which is addressed to the general question of the 
emergence of the Greek alphabet and to its earliest 
occurrences in Italy. Here, I will limit my com-
ments to a presentation of this new epigraphic doc-
ument and to some related remarks265.

The sign on Cumae’s black skyphos 48 consists 
of three oblique strokes that join each other re-
spectively at the upper and lower extremities; the 
angles between the strokes are slightly acute; the 
first and the third strokes are almost parallel. Near 
the vertices, the engraving is fairly deep, sharp and 
in a regular straight line. The left-hand stroke, after 
a very short gap in the engraving caused only by a 
crack in the paint, extends for a long stretch to the 
lower left in a less deep incision. This line contin-
ues fairly straight in relation to the stroke near the 
vertex. The right-hand stroke also has a short en-
graved extension to the left beyond the lower ver-
tex. In the latter case, it is evident that this exten-
sion of the stroke beyond the vertex is an error. 
The same interpretation may perhaps be suggested 

264 Gabrici 1913, cols. 109-111, fig. 52, pl. 18.7; Müller-
Karpe 1959, 234, pl. 16.B; Nizzo 2007b, 495-496, figs. 10-11; 
Albore Livadie 1985, 71-72, no. 11.1; Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 
2008, 342-344.

265 I would like to thank A.C. Cassio for his paper and for the 
precious remarks and stimulating discussions.

by the crack in the paint and the slight engraving 
below the middle stroke and roughly aligned with 
it. The case of the left-hand stroke is different, be-
cause its extension below the left vertex is long 
and therefore seems to reveal the intention to make 
a longer stroke than the others (although one can-
not exclude the hypothesis that the shallower ex-
tension to the left reveals a slip of the hand, which 
may have extended the stroke by mistake too far to 
the left). Another engraving, which in this case is 
very short but deep, is found in the corner between 
the left and the middle strokes; this engraving goes 
more towards the left: in this case, the most likely 
hypothesis is that of an earlier failed “attempt” 
(see A.C. Cassio below: a “pentimento”) to make 
the left-hand stroke that was abandoned as a result 
of an “afterthought” (but, of course, even in this 
case its intentional character cannot be ruled out); 
it should also be noted that in correspondence with 
this corner, the clay, together with the paint, is 
slightly chipped. In both cases the angles are acute 
but very open: the one formed by the first and the 
second strokes corresponds to ca. 72/75°, while 
the one formed by the second and the third strokes 
to ca. 73/79°. All in all, albeit with the aforemen-
tioned uncertainties, the most likely hypothesis is 
that of a sign consisting of three lines in a zig-zag 
pattern: they connect at the two vertices in two an-
gles slightly less than 90° and of which the left 
stroke is longer.

There is no doubt that this sign was engraved 
prior to the firing of the vessel: this is revealed, in 
particular, by the evidence that the outer edges of 
the engraving jut out slightly from the surface of 
the vessel (the engraving had clearly raised the 
clay at the sides) and that these edges are fired 
(they do not have the crumbly texture of the inner 
section of the vessel). On the other hand, it is clear 
that the engraving was made when the paint had 
already been applied to the surface: this is espe-
cially evident in the right-hand stroke, the edges of 
which have retained the paint, while the bottom 
has not; in the case of the left-hand stroke, the 
paint has been partly preserved along the edges 
and on the bottom. The stages of this process are 
logical after all, since applying the paint after mak-
ing the engraving would have covered up the in-
scription. In short, the inscription on black sky-
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phos 48 was made by engraving the vessel after it 
was painted and before it was fired.

As for the identification of this sign, I believe it 
is in all likelihood an alphabetical sign. The reader 
should also refer to the important remarks in this 
sense made by A.C. Cassio, the first of which re-
gards a technical aspect. The three zig-zag strokes 
are drawn so straight and at such precise angles 
that it could be deduced that the engraver had used 
a small ruler: as a result, it can be concluded that 
an attempt at engraving with such accuracy was 
driven by a desire to reproduce a specific letter of 
the alphabet and not a generic mark. 

Given its very early date, one could also think of 
a nun from the Phoenician alphabet; however, such a 
hypothesis has to be ruled out due to the left-to-right 
slant of the writing. It must, therefore, be Greek and 
Euboean: i.e. a three-stroke nu written in the Greek 
alphabet with a left-to-right slant266. Consistent with 
this hypothesis is, in fact, the oblique direction of the 
right-hand and middle strokes, as well as the left-
hand stroke that is longer than the others (if its exten-
sion to the lower left is to be interpreted as such): 
both are characteristics of nu in early Archaic and 
Archaic Greek inscriptions, and particularly of the 
red alphabets, such as the one used in Euboea and in 
the Euboean colonial world267. In particular, the 
oblique and almost right-angle orientation of the 
second and the third strokes on Cumae’s skyphos 48 
is so common and peculiar in early Archaic and Ar-
chaic Greek inscriptions268 that the identification of 
the sign written on our vase as the letter nu must be 
considered as virtually assured269. For nu, on the oth-

266 As an alternative, one could speculate that the short en-
graved dash in the corner between the left and the middle strokes 
is not a first “attempt”, but identifies an overturned chi (cf. Bar-
toněk – Buchner 1995, nos. 41-42, 176; Kenzelmann Pfyffer – 
Theurillat – Verdan 2005, no. 28, 67). However, this assump-
tion is not supported by the fact that this central dash is very 
short, and by the presence of the right-hand stroke.

267 Cf. Jeffery 1990, 79-89, 433-434, 453-456, pls. 5-6, 47-
49; Guarducci 1987, 14-80; Bartoněk – Buchner 1995, esp. 
184; Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Theurillat – Verdan 2005. 

268 From this point of view, see, e.g. in Jeffery 1990, and 
Guarducci 1987, 14-80, and in the Euboean world in Kenzel-
mann Pfyffer – Theurillat – Verdan 2005, and Bartoněk – 
Buchner 1995.

269 The alternative hypothesis would be that ours is, instead, a 
sign of a non-alphabetical nature, something that occurs quite 
frequently in the form of a single isolated sign on a good number 

er hand, the roughly 45° direction of the left stroke is 
quite uncommon, as this stroke is usually vertical or 
only slightly oblique. The short dash engraved inside 
the left vertex was probably caused by a preceding 
attempt to engrave the first stroke of the nu more 
vertically; the second attempt, on the other hand, 
was done more obliquely and more spaced-out. The 
short line must have been an earlier “attempt”-penti-
mento, but actually continuing it would have given 
the fairly acute angle that is common in Archaic nu. 
My impression is that the engraver had second 
thoughts, which led him to choose a less acute angle. 

Another less frequent aspect is, clearly, the left-
to-right slant that our alphabetical signs have, in a 
period like the 8th century BC in which right-to-left 
(or boustrophedon) inscriptions were predomi-
nant270. However, for both aspects – the oblique 
orientation of the first stroke and the left-to-right 
slant – comparison can be made with the nu in-
cluded in an inscription, which had been made be-
fore firing, on a spindle-whorl from the sanctuary 
of Apollo Daphnephoros at Eretria of LG271. An 
almost identical nu occurs in the left-to-right in-
scription from Osteria dell’Osa (cf. F. Nitti’s draw-
ings: see Fig. 6 in A.C. Cassio’s contribution in 
this volume): this parallel is remarkable both be-
cause of its very early date and its taking place in 
central Italy (we will come back to this below). 
The first stroke of the nu is very tilted and longer 
than the other two strokes in several inscriptions 
from the Euboean world, which are dated between 
the second half of the 8th and the beginning of the 
7th century BC; the difference can be observed in 
the right-to-left slant of the writing272. 

of vases from the 8th century BC, for example, from the Euboean 
world (cf., e.g., Eretria: Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Theurillat – 
Verdan 2005, 54-55). As has been remarked by some scholars, 
in several cases in which a single sign occurs on a Greek vase of 
the early Archaic period, the letters often cannot be unambigu-
ously distinguished from non-alphabetical signs, which are 
widely attested on Greek ceramics of the period (Whitley 2021, 
277-278; Kotsonas 2022, 170). Non-alphabetic signs may have 
different (and for us undefined) meanings: from a magic/reli-
gious symbol, to a mark that identified the owner or potter, or 
even other possible functions.

270 For a general picture see Jeffery 1990; Guarducci 1987, 
14-80; cf. Lazzarini 2005, 478. 

271 Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Theurillat – Verdan 2005, 75-76, 
no. 65.

272 Cf., e.g., the following well-known cases: the inscription 
on a North-Ionian bird kotyle from Eretria (Bartoněk – Buchner 
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Interesting comparisons for our nu, both be-
cause of the shape and the isolation of this specific 
letter, may be found among the rich corpus of late 
8th-early 7th century BC inscriptions from the so-
called “Hypogeion” in the Eretrian colony of Me-
thone273. Many of these inscriptions are written on 
drinking vessels of Euboean production and on im-
ported amphorae from other regions of the Aegean. 
We can single out the following comparisons: in 
particular, on a Samian amphora a single nu written 
right-to-left after firing, the first stroke of which is 
oblique274; on another Samian amphora a single 
right-to-left nu, which had been inscribed before 
firing, such as in our case275; the two-letter inscrip-
tion NE written right-to-left after firing on an am-
phora of unknown production276; the same two let-
ters in a (longer?) inscription written left-to-right 
on the neck of a local beaked pitcher277; and for the 
form of the nu in longer inscriptions, indicating 
ownership, the inscription written left-to-right after 
the firing of an Antekydes on a Lesbian amphora278.

The meaning of the alphabetical sign nu on 
skyphos 48 from Cumae is not made explicit by 
this single letter. The hypothesis that the nu refers 
to the first letter of the vessel’s contents seems un-
likely, because as this is a drinking vessel, it must 
have been intended for wine consumption. The 
first letter indicating the name of the vase seems 
equally unlikely, because in Greek no vessel 
shapes related to drinking have nu as the first letter 
of their name.

The first theory is that this letter does not actu-
ally refer to a proper name. It could be connected 
somehow to letters on a set of drinking vessels, 
e.g. in a set of vases, which may have been used by 
drinkers while consuming wine, or during games. 
Perhaps it was a letter among other letters of the 

1995, no. B1, 190-192), the potter’s signature on the krater from 
Mazzola at Pithekoussai (Bartoněk – Buchner 1995, no. 43, 
177), and the lekythos of Tataie from Cumae (Bartoněk – Buch-
ner 1995, no. C1, 199-199).

273 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, and, in particular, 
Tzifopoulos 2012; Strauss Clay – Malkin – Tzifopoulos 2017.

274 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 364-365, no. 18.
275 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 362-364, no. 17.
276 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 358-359, no. 15.
277 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 357, no. 14.
278 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 345-347, no. 4.

alphabet,  or a numeral among other numerals on 
other vessels?

Another possibility is that this letter is in fact 
the first letter of a proper name. In the first in-
stance, the potter’s name would come to mind, be-
cause the letter would have been inscribed by him 
before firing. This abbreviated potter’s “signature” 
would imply an expression of “pride” or a trade-
mark on his product. However, at least from what 
is preserved, the relatively common quality and 
type of vessel, a black skyphos, would not seem to 
support the hypothesis of the potter’s trademark. 
Nevertheless, the potter might well have intro-
duced the first letter of his name to add extra inter-
est and value to the vessel.

On the other hand, a tempting hypothesis would 
be that our nu refers to the first letter of the proper 
name of the first Euboean owner of the vase which 
the potter engraved to customize it for him. In line 
with this hypothesis, we might refer to the discus-
sion which has arisen from the publication of Me-
thone’s inscriptions; most of them relate, more or 
less clearly, to the consumption of wine among 
elite members (in connection with the rise of the 
aristocratic banquet and later symposion279). Start-
ing from Methone’s corpus, but also generally in 
early Archaic Greece, it has been remarked that 
ownership inscriptions on drinking vessels tend to 
be written on or near the lip, or close to the han-
dle280. This is because the visual display of the 
owner’s name afforded by the inscription, played a 
key role in the wine consumption ceremonial, and 
in the interplay between participants which would 
have given way to the exchange of their drinking 
vessels281. As a consequence, the physical relation-
ship between the inscription and the handle of the 
vessel, and the close association between them, 
demonstrates individual ownership, and mirrors 
the owner’s membership in wine consumption cir-

279 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, and on this aspect 
see esp. Tzifopoulos 2012; Węcowski 2014, 2017, and also his 
contribution in this volume.

280 Pappas 2017, esp. 292, 295.
281 For the corpus of Methone, this interpretation, which con-

nects the inscription with wine consumption interplay, has also 
been extended to some post-firing inscriptions written on the 
neck or near the handle of some transport amphorae, including 
some of the above-mentioned cases, but of course cautiously 
when only one or two letters occur (Pappas 2017, 295-301).
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cles. In this case we can imagine that a customer 
would have  told the potter what he wanted to be 
written on the vase. Actually, if the message is «I 
am writing nu because the vase is mine», there is a 
big difference between, on one hand, simply 
scratching the letter on a fired vase on a specific 
occasion282 and, on the other, the client requesting 
the potter to write the first letter of his name on a 
vessel which is yet to be produced; that is, to ac-
cept a commission before the vase even exists. We 
must underline that inscribing before or after firing 
are different acts, and that the former has far grea-
ter implications.

Hence, different meanings for the letter nu on 
our vase are possible: a letter connected somehow 
with wine consumption, or the first letter of the 
potter’s name, or of the Euboean customer who 
commissioned the work to the potter. Whatever it 
is, and we cannot know for sure, for the owner of 
skyphos 48, this letter, a distinctive sign, must 
have had a special meaning which assumed a spe-
cific function within the ceremonial mechanisms 
of drinking, given that the two-handled skyphoi 
circulated on the occasions of wine consumption 
among elite members283. Certainly, therefore, this 
sign must have given the vessel a particular sym-
bolic value in the eyes of the owner, first in the 
Greek context in Euboea, and then in the native 
village at Cumae in Opicia.

Whatever its meaning, having written the letter 
nu on skyphos 48 demonstrates that the Euboean 
potter had at least a basic knowledge of the alphabet.

This new epigraphic evidence is of special in-
terest, if we consider the high dating of our black 
skyphos, as established by its morphology and 
context: this alphabetical sign was inscribed, at the 
same time as the vase was made, in ca. 760-750 
BC, and the domestic context of Pre-Hellenic Cu-
mae where it was uncovered, does not extend be-
yond the mid-8th century BC. As a consequence, 
our nu can be considered among the oldest evi-
dence of the use of Greek alphabetic writing which 
has been found to date. A.C. Cassio’s analysis of 

282 Such as for Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 354-
355, no. 11.

283 Węcowski 2014, 85-124; 2017.

the earliest inscriptions found in Euboea in his pa-
per in this volume should be referred to. With re-
spect to a handful of inscriptions from the first half 
of the 8th century BC – five from the sanctuary of 
Apollo Daphnephoros at Eretria284 and one from 
Lefkandi285 – he argues that the introduction of the 
Greek alphabet would have been earlier, possibly 
even much earlier, than their date. 

The Greek inscription on 48 offers us a small but 
significant piece of evidence from the indigenous 
point of view as well: shortly before the middle of 
the 8th century BC, some indigenous communities 
in Italy were aware of the existence of writing 
through “pre-colonial” exchanges with the Eu-
boeans and Phoenicians, even though these commu-
nities did not yet use writing themselves. According 
to the testimony of our black skyphos, this would 
have been before the foundation of the apoikia of 
Cumae and probably even before the foundation of 
Pithekoussai (see M. D’Acunto, below, chpt. 4.7).

In this respect, the new inscribed document 
from Pre-Hellenic Cumae also offers a glimpse 
into the much debated inscription engraved after 
firing on the Latium-produced impasto flask of T. 
482 from Osteria dell’Osa286. Thanks to this small 
but significant piece of evidence from Cumae, the 
inscription from Osteria dell’Osa is, in a sense, no 
longer as isolated in time and space as it might 
have appeared previously: neither from a chrono-
logical point of view (also in the light of the MG II 
inscribed fragments from Eretria and Lefkandi) 
nor due to the fact that it was found in an indige-
nous context, in this case in a community in an-
cient Latium (Gabii, near Rome). For Osteria 
dell’Osa, the most credited thesis is that of an in-
scription in Greek287 as opposed to the two other 
proposals of Archaic Latin and Phoenician288: there 

284 Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Theurillat – Verdan 2005, 52, 66, 
69, 75-77, nos. 25, 26, 36, 64, 66 (this is in the Semitic alphabet).

285 Lefkandi I, 90, no. 102 (L. Jeffery); Bartoněk – Buchner 
1995, 195, no. B 8.

286 Bietti Sestieri – De Santis – La Regina 1991, 83-88; 
Bietti Sestieri 1992, 273, 522, 687, figs. 2k.2.8, 3a.270; Ridgway 
1996, 92-97; Bartoněk – Buchner 1995, no. D 1, 204-205, with 
bibliography.

287 Cf. Bartoněk – Buchner 1995, no. D 1, 204-205.
288 For the hypothesis of identification with a Latin inscrip-

tion see Colonna 2005, 481-483, fig. 4: ni lue (reading  from 
right to left); cf. Lane Fox 2008, 136-137. Some letters, and the 
left-to-right slant, stand in the way of the hypothesis of a Phoeni-
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is no doubt that the inscription is alphabetical, as 
can be seen from the first and last letters, which 
can certainly be identified as an E and an N. The 
most accepted reading is εὔλιν(ος): “good at spin-
ning”, perhaps referring to an attribute of the wom-
an buried in the tomb289. However, the interpreta-
tio graeca of εὔλιν is not universally accepted. If it 
is in Greek, since the iota is straight not crooked, 
the script is Euboean (see below A.C. Cassio)290. 
The comparison between the form of the nu in the 
inscription from Osteria dell’Osa and the one en-
graved on our skyphos from Cumae is striking: 
their similarity is given by the orientation of the 
first and the second strokes, the angle between 
which is less acute than the “canonical” nu, as well 
as by the angle between the second and the third 
strokes. Both inscriptions may reflect a rare an-
cient Euboean variant of the nu (see again, below, 
A.C. Cassio). It can also be said that in the nu of 
the Osteria dell’Osa inscription there is an “un-
due” continuation of the left vertical line. Another 
important point of comparison is the left-to-right 
slant of the inscription from Osteria dell’Osa, as 
well as the left-to-right slant of the letter on sky-
phos 48. Regarding its chronology, A.M. Bietti 
Sestieri has recently restated that the excavation 
context of T. 482 in Osteria dell’Osa, to which the 
inscribed vase refers, is reliable from a stratigraph-
ical point of view: the tomb is dated to the Latium 
IIB2 phase, therefore around 775/770 BC, or even 
before then (of course, with all due caution regard-
ing the ad annum precision of such chronology)291. 
Consequently, the inscribed vases from Osteria 
dell’Osa and 48 from Pre-Hellenic Cumae are also 
very close from a chronological point of view, as 
the Cumae specimen is dated to 760-750 BC. 

Clearly, the difference between 48 from Cu-
mae and the case of Osteria dell’Osa lies in the 
place of production of the vase and where the in-

cian inscription (e.g. Janko 2015, 15; and Lazzarini 2005, who 
also rejects the hypothesis of a Latin inscription).

289 Bartoněk – Buchner 1995, no. D 1, 204-205; Janko 2015, 
14-16 (which, however, cannot be followed for what concerns 
the chronology of inscriptions and contexts).

290 Janko 2015, 15; cf. Jeffery 1990, 79, fig. 27; Kenzelmann 
Pfyffer – Theurillat – Verdan 2005; Bartoněk – Buchner 
1995, 184.

291 Bietti Sestieri 2005; cf. Bartoloni – Nizzo 2005, 411, 
note 21.

scription was written, in first case in Euboea, and 
in the second in Latium. In the second quarter of 
the 8th century BC, both the Italic communities of 
Osteria dell’Osa/Gabii and Pre-Hellenic Cumae 
were at the very least aware of the existence of the 
medium of writing, even if they did not use the 
alphabet themselves292: this knowledge probably 
came from the exchanges and forms of mobility 
enacted by the Euboeans (together with the Phoe-
nicians) in central-southern Italy in the pre-colo-
nial period.

4.4.7. One-metope bird skyphoi (Pl. 13)
Two specimens which were brought to light in 

our domestic context of Pre-Hellenic Cumae under 
the peristyle, 42 and 53, can be referred to this 
class which is peculiar to Euboean and Euboean-re-
lated products293.

A single fragment of the belly is preserved in 
53, which was found in the later Level IV (US 
27815: see F. Nitti above, chpt. 4.1.1). The lower 
part is painted, while from the decoration on the 
upper reserved band, a vertical dash is preserved 
on the left, as well as part of a decorative motif 
bottom-right: the latter should probably be identi-
fied as a lozenge with a central dot. One-metope 
bird skyphoi commonly have this background fill-
ing in the metope containing the bird294. As a re-
sult, such an attribution can also be proposed for 
our fragment: in this case, the preserved dash 
should be assumed to form the frame to the left of 
the metope. In one-metope bird skyphoi, the back-
ground fillers are normally placed in the upper 
part of the metope, above the bird’s body, but 
there are also cases in which these fillers are 
placed in the lower half, below the bird’s body295, 
as is the case here. Of course, given its state of 
preservation, the hypothesis of identification of 

292 Several scholars have referred to the tradition, reported by 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Ant. Rom. 1.84.5), according to which 
Romulus and Remus were sent, when they were children, to Gabii 
to learn Greek letters. Of course, this tradition must be considered 
with all due caution and not sic et simpliciter: cf. Ridgway 1996, 
96-97; Ampolo 1997, 211-217; Janko 2015, 15, note 111.

293 On one-metope bird skyphoi see esp. Coldstream 1982, 
24-27, pls. 1-2; Coldstream 2004, 41-43, figs. a-b, 2; Kourou 
2005, 504.

294 Cf. Coldstream 1982, pls. 1a, b, d.
295 Cf. a specimen from Chalcis: Andreiomenou 1984, spec. 

fig. 25; Coldstream 2004, 42-43, fig. 2d.
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fragment 53 with a one-metope bird skyphos must 
remain speculative.

The case of 42 is different, since its preserved 
fragments ensure its identification with a skyphos 
of this class. Two joint fragments give us part of 
the lip and shoulder, up to the top of the belly, as 
can be seen from the visibly curved and recessed 
lower portion (the latter is an important detail for 
the reconstruction of the vessel’s profile). On the 
outside, the decoration is painted with a blackish, 
sometimes dark to light brown paint: such differ-
ent color gradients of the paint are also seen in dif-
ferent parts of the bird, and create an unpleasant 
final effect. As for a third fragment, relating to the 
upper part of the belly, it has no contact surfaces 
with the other two; there is no doubt, however, that 
it belongs to the same vase, due to the above-men-
tioned characteristics of the paint which are identi-
cal, the misfired clay (see below), and the fact that 
the fragment has two bird’s legs painted on it. F. 
Nitti (see Pl. 13) has succeeded in skillfully draw-
ing the profile of the vase and in reconstructing its 
outer decoration. The latter has three lines on the 
lip, an upper one below the rim, a second immedi-
ately below, while the third is irregularly spaced, 
and runs along the lower portion of the lip. This 
makes the decoration seem poorly executed, which 
is also made clear by the fact that all three lines on 
the lip are unevenly spaced: the second line has 
one section that is too narrow, and another is 
smudged at the bottom. These irregularities also 
characterize the rendering of the bird whose neck 
folds unnaturally, and the overall effect is especial-
ly unpleasant because the paint used for the upper 
outline of the head above the eye is very faint. 
While the birds in Euboean one-metope bird sky-
phoi often display a non-standardized style and a 
sometimes sketchy rendering, our vessel rep-
resents a particularly unsuccessful outcome.

In our skyphos the bird is facing to the left. The 
head is placed immediately below the upper line; it 
has an almond-shaped reserved eye and a long 
beak. The neck, thicker at the bottom, forms a pro-
nounced bend at 2/3 of its length. The upper part of 
the body has a continuous curve from its back to 
its chest: the preserved part is entirely painted, but, 
as the central and lower portions are missing, we 
are unable to ascertain whether the body was fully 

painted or whether it was hatched and outlined 
with a thicker line. On the third fragment there are 
two oblique dashes running parallel, as mentioned, 
which can certainly be identified with the bird’s 
legs. On its front leg, the painted line folds up-
wards at a right angle, as can be seen from a small 
preserved portion of the paint before the break: the 
leg could have been folded at the hock, as often 
happens in many cases of birds in this class296, or 
this fold could refer to the leg’s connection with 
the lower part of breast (in which case the fold at 
the hock would not have been present and the legs 
would have been rendered with two simple paral-
lel dashes)297. Above the back of the bird, on the 
right, a dot rosette is introduced as a background 
filling, consisting of six irregularly spaced dots ar-
ranged around a central, off-centre dot. To the left 
of the bird at breast height, there was a second ro-
sette made of dots, two of which are preserved. 
The bird’s legs are joined to the painted lower 
band, with no indication of feet. Neither the right 
nor the left dashes of the metope, which must have 
enclosed the bird, are preserved. On the inside, the 
skyphos is fully glazed with irregular blackish 
paint, which turns in spots to a light brownish/
brown color.

For the bird in 42, similarities with the bird de-
picted on one or another specimen of the class of 
one-bird metope skyphoi can be found, but my 
personal opinion is that there are no striking com-
parisons. This is not due to the uniqueness of our 
skyphos compared to other Euboean specimens, 
but rather to the fact that the birds in this class vary 
considerably in both general appearance and pro-
portions, as well as in the rendering of details. I do 
not think, therefore, that the rendering of the bird 
can give us specific information about the chronol-
ogy of our vase. It is different because of the filler 
consisting of a dotted rosette, which occurs twice 
within the metope in 42 and takes up the motif of 
Attic origin from MG II; more specifically, we 
come across the dotted rosette on two of the three 
Attic oinochoai, recalled by Coldstream as a proto-
type for the decorative scheme with a bird in the 
metope between horizontal lines (these oinochoai 

296 Cf. e.g. Coldstream 1982, pl. 1a, c, g, h.
297 Cf. e.g. Coldstream 1982, pl. 1b.
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are dated by him one/two decades before the be-
ginning of LG Ia or at the transition with this 
phase)298. As for one-metope bird skyphoi, the dot-
ted rosette also appears on the specimen from T. 
174 Selciatello Sopra from Tarquinia; this skyphos 
has the same arrangement with horizontal lines at 
the sides and a bird of slender proportions of Attic 
origin, the latter being quite similar to ours. The 
specimen from Tarquinia is placed by Coldstream 
at the beginning of the series of Euboean one-me-
tope bird skyphoi, as is another bird skyphos from 
the Quattro Fontanili necropolis in Veii299. In sum, 
the dotted rosette filler on 42 seems to reflect a 
proximity to the Attic prototype of the bird scheme 
in the central metope (on the oinochoai) and thus 
provides a clue to dating our specimen to the early 
phase of one-metope bird skyphoi production.

The hypothesis of a high date for one-metope 
bird skyphos 42 from Cumae is also supported by 
its morphology: this is characterized by a low 
body, with quite a high lip, only slightly tilted and 
well detached from the shoulder. The closest com-
parisons for this shape are two one-metope bird 
skyphoi from T. 3211 of Pontecagnano: these refer 
to a context of local Phase IIa (780/770-750 BC) 
and are assigned by Kourou to the transition be-
tween MG II and LG Ia (in Attic terms); more pre-
cisely, according to the Greek scholar, the low 
body and the vertical lip fit better with MG II300. 
One difference, in comparison with these two 
specimens from Pontecagnano, is the sharp de-
tachment of the lip from the shoulder in 42: the 
latter feature is found on the bird skyphos, also 
with a high vertical lip, from the layer between the 
two floors in the “Capanna dei Ripostigli” at Sant’Im-
benia301. In the latter context, the association of the 
bird skyphos with the PSC skyphos of Kearsley’s 
Type 5 and the chevron skyphos, mentioned above 
(chpt. 4.4.3), offers a date which is still in MG II.

From another perspective, the stratigraphy con-
firms the high chronology of 42. The fragments of 
this skyphos were found in different layers in the 

298 Coldstream 1982, 26-27, figs. 2b (from well K in the 
Agora) and figs. 2c (from T. 26 of Odos Kriezi).

299 Coldstream 2004, 42, figs. 2b, a.
300 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, no. 10.1-2, 34-35, fig. 6, 

pl. 2.7; Kourou 2005, 504.
301 Bernardini – Rendeli 2020, 329, fig. 11b. 

excavation below the peristyle. In particular, one 
of these fragments, namely the lower one with the 
bird’s legs, was found in association with the earli-
est floor, which yielded Greek Geometric pottery 
(Level I, US 27847: cf. F. Nitti above, chpt. 
4.1.1)302. Therefore, in terms of relative chronolo-
gy, our skyphos refers to the earliest horizon of the 
Euboean presence at the Pre-Hellenic settlement 
of Cumae: this means, of course, the earliest hori-
zon related to the evidence provided by our exca-
vation. However, in terms of relative sequence, 
our skyphos stands in the earliest phase of the 
pre-colonial horizon of Geometric pottery dis-
cussed in this chapter.

These observations lead us to date one-metope 
bird skyphos 42 from Cumae still most probably to 
MG IIb or, at the latest, to the transition to LG Ia 
(based on the phases of Attic pottery). In terms of 
absolute chronology, we can therefore assume its 
dating to 780/770-760 BC, or at the latest shortly 
after 760 BC (of course, based on the “orthodox” 
chronology of Geometric pottery).

As for the place of production, 53 does not 
seem to be an exception to the other Geometric 
vases from this context: its clay – compact, light 
brown, with white inclusions and vacuoles – has 
no mica visible to the naked eye. While caution is 
required due to the relatively small size of the 
sherd, the hypothesis of Euboean manufacture is 
likely, mainly because the fragment may well be-
long to the peculiar Euboean production of 
one-metope bird skyphoi.

On the contrary, the case of bird skyphos 42 is 
peculiar. What is striking, in comparison with the 
other Geometric vessels examined in this chapter, 
is the consistent presence of fine-grained silver 
mica, which is clearly visible to the naked eye, 
along with large black volcanic inclusions. On the 
external decorated part, the firing of the vessel pro-
duced acceptable results and made the decoration 
quite clear: in this case the clay is orange in color. 
Conversely, both in the section and on the inside, 
our skyphos reveals evident firing defects, the clay 

302 The other two fragments were found in the later stratigra-
phies, and clearly in a secondary deposition context (UUSS 
27554 and 27671).
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having taken on a grey to dark grey coloring. This 
misfiring clearly manifests itself in the hollows 
that have made the surface uneven, especially on 
the inside of the vessel, but also to a lesser degree 
on the outside. In short, the aforementioned de-
fects of the paint for the outer (as well as inner) 
decoration, added to the misfiring, are clear evi-
dence that this vase was the result of defective 
manufacturing. 

On the other hand, our specimen belongs to a 
class of drinking vessels, that of the Euboean 
one-metope bird skyphoi, thought to be “ambi-
tious” and prized among the Italic communities 
who established early relations with merchants 
from Euboea. 

These considerations have led us to the conclu-
sion that 42 cannot have been imported from Eu-
boea. The conclusion is confirmed further by the 
highly micaceous character of the clay and the large 
black volcanic inclusions: these features do not 
match the common Euboean fabrics circulating 
within the Geometric period. On the other hand, 
against the hypothesis of production in other regions 
of the Aegean, where micaceous pottery is found 
(such as the Cyclades), our defective vessel coin-
cides with a class, that of one-metope bird skyphoi, 
which is characteristic of Euboean pottery. As a mat-
ter of fact, the macroscopic clay features of our sky-
phos are consistent with the volcanic characteristics 
of the Phlegraean Fields region, on which the mica-
ceous nature and the  large black inclusions must 
depend. Consequently, the likeliest hypothesis is that 
skyphos 42 was produced in the Phlegraean region.

If this is in fact the case, the question is whether 
our vase could have been manufactured at Pithek-
oussai. Referring to the current state of knowledge, 
this hypothesis is unlikely because of a concur-
rence of observations. The most important among 
them is chronology: the oldest ceramics from 
Pithekoussai do not date that far back in time, in 
terms of relative sequence, and the intense Eu-
boean frequentation of Pre-Hellenic Cumae, docu-
mented by our excavation, predates the foundation 
of Pithekoussai (see below, chpt. 4.6); in addition, 
as previously stated, our skyphos seems to be dat-
ed to an early phase of this pre-colonial presence 
on the site. Another point concerns the macroscop-
ic inspection of the clay: with all due caution, the 

deep orange clay of our skyphos, in the parts which 
are not misfired, is not reminiscent of the usual 
color of Pithekoussan clays (which often have a 
pale powder pink hue).

 If Pithekoussai were excluded, this one-me-
tope bird skyphos (42) must have been produced 
in Pre-Hellenic Cumae, and therefore probably by 
an itinerant/immigrant Euboean craftsman who 
would have had to be well acquainted with Eu-
boean production in the motherland. Our Euboean 
potter would fit into those forms of craftsman mo-
bility that go hand in hand with the intensity of 
pre-colonial exchanges woven by Euboeans, as 
well as Phoenicians, with the indigenous commu-
nities of Italy. In Pre-Hellenic Cumae this would 
have happened not at the end of this short pre-co-
lonial experience, but at an early stage, as suggest-
ed by both the stratigraphic context and the classi-
fication of skyphos 42. Another aspect which must 
be emphasized arises from the evidence  exposed 
by our excavation: despite its production defects, 
this skyphos had evidently been used in an indige-
nous context within the settlement.

The on-site production of a vase by an itinerant 
Euboean craftsman would be a small, but intriguing 
clue, suggesting permanence, for limited periods of 
time at least, of some Euboeans in the “Opician” 
settlement of Cumae (we will return to this shortly, 
see chpt. 4.6). Confining ourselves to this specific 
issue, of course, the hypothesis of our skyphos be-
ing locally produced needs confirmation (or refuta-
tion) with the support of archaeometric analyses. At 
the same time, this unique find awaits further possi-
ble confirmation from ongoing excavations.

Nevertheless, such a hypothesis would be per-
fectly consistent with other evidence from other 
settlements in southern Italy, in the chronological 
horizon immediately prior to colonial foundations. 
This evidence documents a pattern of craftsman 
mobility, notably of potters, associated with Eu-
boean trade enterprises in the pre-colonial phase. 
Among the different evidence available regarding 
this phenomenon, the case that we can now con-
sider as most well-known is that of the indigenous 
village of Francavilla Marittima (Calabria), before 
the foundation of the Achaean apoikia of Sybaris: 
recent archaeological excavations have brought to 
light a good amount of  “Oinotrian-Euboean” pot-
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tery, which must have been produced before 720 
BC, at least in the early stages, by itinerant/immi-
grant Euboean potters303. In Campania, this is re-
flected by archaeological finds in Pontecagnano 
from the same chronological horizon as our con-
text, before the foundation of Pithekoussai and 
Cumae: the clearest case is a skyphos with pendant 
semicircles painted freehand, and later trans-
formed into a black skyphos, which mirrors the 
production defects in our example304.

4.4.8. Tableware/transport/storage closed shapes 
(Pl. 13)

The discussion of diagnostics among the Greek 
fragments from our Pre-Hellenic context will be 
complete after we consider one particular vase con-
sisting of three joining fragments of the oblique-pro-
filed shoulder of a medium/large closed form: 46. 
These fragments were found on Level IV (US 
27815), but another two from Level II (US 27838), 
which do not join up with the other three, refer to 
the same vessel. In the three joining fragments, the 
attachment of a vertical handle is preserved in the 
upper part. The vessel was made on a potter’s wheel 
and is of fine compact clay, characterized by an out-
er wash and large black and white inclusions, a few 
grey ones, along with vacuoles. A wide horizontal 
painted band runs across the upper part of the shoul-
der and another surrounds the handle attachment. 
The fine clay of the vessel does not suggest that this 
is sic et simpliciter a transport amphora. On the oth-
er hand, the small part which is preserved does not 
allow its identification: given its medium/large size, 
shape, and decoration, a reasonable hypothesis is 
that it was an oinochoe/hydria; with reference to 
this shape, slightly more recent colonial productions 
are known, considered to be of Euboean-Cycladic 
influence305. An alternative might be that of a hy-

303 I simply refer here to the contribution by Jan Kindberg 
Jacobsen and Gloria Mittica, in the present volume, with the rel-
evant bibliography.

304 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, 31, no. 5, T. 4697.1, fig. 
3, pl. 2.4. Such a case is no longer isolated, as demonstrated by a 
similar fragment from Sant’Imbenia which was published re-
cently (Bernardini – Rendeli 2020, 327, no. 1, fig. 3a).

305 At Naxos in Sicily: Lentini 1990, 72, 76, 79, fig. 18 (oino-
choai of the cut-away neck type); Lentini 1992, 22, fig. 57 (hy-
dria); Lentini 1998, 378-380, figs. 2-3; cf. Cuma: le fortificazioni 
2, 29, nota 102 [M. Cuozzo].

dria-amphora306. Its place of production remains un-
certain: the context and macroscopic aspects of the 
clay might be consistent with the most immediate 
hypothesis which is that of Euboean production. 
The hypothesis that it is an oinochoe-hydria would 
suggest a large tableware vessel; that of a hy-
dria-amphora would imply identification with a me-
dium-sized transport/storage container.

What’s more, our domestic context in the peri-
style area, below the deep alluvial layer, has yield-
ed some fragments of transport amphorae. Among 
them we must point out the finding of two ampho-
rae wall fragments from another lower alluvial 
level which, on the northern side of the trench, is 
the interface between Levels III and IV (US 27828, 
cf. chpt. 4.1.1): one of them might perhaps refer to 
a western-Phoenician amphora; the other, due to 
its clay and paint on the outside, is to be ascribed 
to an Attic amphora of the SOS type. Based on the 
chronology of our context, the latter would refer to 
the earliest stages of SOS production, at mid-8th 
century BC or just before307.

4.4.9. General remarks on the Greek pottery from 
the Pre-Hellenic village

As a conclusion to this section, some summary 
remarks can be made on the Greek Geometric pot-
tery found in association with the stratified domes-
tic levels of the Pre-Hellenic village; these levels 
were unearthed by the University of Napoli L’Ori-
entale team a short distance away in the more ex-
tensive excavation below the peristyle and in the 
small trench below the entrance to the southern 
domus:

1)	 these Geometric vessels were found in con-
ditions of high fragmentation. This must be 
due to the residential (non-burial) nature of 
the discovered contexts, as well as to the fact 
that these domestic contexts underwent 
transformation and abandonment/destruc-
tion: these phenomena must have been 
brought about by the transition from one 

306 Cf e.g. at Methone, productions of the Thermaic gulf: Be-
sios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 391, no. 43.

307 On the date for the beginning of the production of SOS Attic 
amphorae cf. Johnston – Jones 1978, 140 («The SOS storage am-
phora began to be produced in the Athenian potters’ quarters proba-
bly late in the LG Ia period»); Pratt 2015, 221 (mid-8th century BC).
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dwelling floor to the next and, ultimately, by 
the abandonment/destruction of this sector 
of the indigenous village, to be placed 
around 750 BC (see below, chpt. 4.7). How-
ever, the joining sherds related to the ceram-
ics found demonstrate how such Greek Geo-
metric vessels were originally in primary 
deposition: they were associated with the 
living levels of the Pre-Hellenic hut which 
was unearthed. Any lacunae must be due, on 
the one hand, to the limited extent of our ex-
cavation and other sherds from the same 
vessels may simply lie a short distance away 
in areas untouched by our excavation. On 
the other hand, the fragmentary state in 
which they have come down to us may have 
been due to the washouts produced by allu-
vial phenomena, which affected the area af-
ter the abandonment of the indigenous hut 
and with respect to surfaces that must have 
remained in part exposed.

2)	 Ten diagnostic vessels have been selected 
and discussed in this chapter. However, the 
MNI of Greek Geometric pottery associated 
with these Pre-Hellenic domestic levels is 
significantly higher: this can be calculated at 
no less than 30 vessels which included a 
wider range of forms: two craters, several 
oinochoai and most likely a lekythos, to-
gether with a few transport amphorae (see 
chpts. 4.4.1-8). The ten diagnostic vessels 
examined here, consist mostly of fine sky-
phoi, probably intended for the consumption 
of wine (9 out of 10): the latter may have 
acted, thanks to the dynamics of ceremoni-
als, as the glue needed to strengthen rela-
tions between Euboean merchants and na-
tives. The natives, in turn, as a result of 
exchanges, must have acquired these vessels 
and added them to their own collections, 
clearly ascribing intrinsic symbolic value to 
them (see the ancient restorations in black 
skyphoi 45 and 48, and the alphabetic sign 
inscribed on the latter). The other diagnostic 
fragment refers to a piece of fine tableware/a 
commercial ceramic vessel (oinochoe/hy-
dria/amphora 46). Also of note is the pres-
ence of fragments of a few transport ampho-

rae, including one of the Attic SOS type and 
another perhaps of the western Phoenician 
type (see below, Massimo Botto’s contribu-
tion in this volume). The presence of the lat-
ter reveals how the interactions at the site 
could have been in diversified forms: these 
did not necessarily have to be related exclu-
sively to the exchange of fine pottery by 
Greeks with natives.

3)	 The skyphoi include several of the most 
prized types in central and western Mediter-
ranean pre-colonial trade, featuring the Eu-
boeans (along with the Phoenicians) as the 
main actors: two one-metope bird skyphoi 
(42 and 53?), three PSC skyphoi (44, 49-51? 
and 43?), three black skyphoi (45, 48 and 
52) and a chevron skyphos (47).

4)	 The date of these skyphoi covers a relative-
ly short time span. This ranges, in terms of 
relative chronology, from MG IIb to LG Ia, 
as referred to the phases of Attic Geometric 
pottery. If we transpose these relative 
chronologies into absolute dates, according 
to Coldstream’s “orthodox” chronology, we 
are given a chronological span from 780-
760 (MG IIb) to 760-750 BC (LG Ia). More 
precisely, philological analysis of the sky-
phoi allows us to establish how they cover 
both phases. We can still probably refer 
both the chevron skyphos 47 and the 
one-metope bird skyphos 42 to MG IIb, as 
well as perhaps the two PSC skyphoi 49-
51? and 43. Conversely, the two black sky-
phoi 48 and 52 should be referred to the LG 
Ia stage, whereas black skyphos 45 as well 
as the PSC skyphos 44 can be considered as 
transitional between MG IIb and LG Ia. For 
the probable one-metope bird skyphos 53, 
on the other hand, due to the small size of 
the fragment, clarification is not yet possi-
ble. This is, therefore, a nucleus of materi-
als that are distributed, in terms of absolute 
chronology, in the second quarter of the 8th 

century BC.
5)	 Expanding the discussion beyond our con-

text, it is important to point out how the 
same chronological span can be assigned to 
the three Greek imports found in the Pre-Hel-
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lenic graves of Cumae. The chevron sky-
phos from T. 3 Osta is to be placed in MG 
IIb or, at the latest, at the transition with the 
later phase. By contrast, the chevron sky-
phos and the black skyphos from T. 29 Osta 
are, due to their shape and decoration, to be 
placed in LG Ia. Consequently, there is full 
chronological alignment between the Greek 
pottery found in the burials of the Pre-Hel-
lenic village and that associated with its do-
mestic contexts, in both cases with reference 
to the final horizon of the life of the village.

6)	 The latter is a key point for the reconstruc-
tion of the historical mechanisms marking 
the transition from the Pre-Hellenic village 
to the foundation of the Greek apoikia (cf. 
below, chpt. 4.7). In this regard, it is import-
ant to point out that none of the Greek ves-
sels associated with our indigenous hut and 
its related domestic context go down to the 
later phase: that is, none of these sherds re-
fers to the phase corresponding to the LG 
phase of Corinthian pottery (750-720 BC) or 
to LG I in Pithekoussai’s chronology (750-
720 BC) or to the LG I phase of Eretrian pot-
tery (750-735 BC). The characteristic mark-
ers of these latter phases are indeed missing 
from our Pre-Hellenic residential context: 
the kotylai of the Aetos 666 type, the skyphoi 
of the Thapsos type with panel etc., includ-
ing also the skyphoi with debased chevrons, 
to which we shall return later (chpt. 5.3). 
Since Greek Geometric pottery is found up 
to the most recent dwelling level of our con-
text related to the indigenous village, from a 
stratigraphical point of view, the village 
ceases to exist (at least in the sector of our 
excavation) by the end of Attic LG Ia, there-
fore by 750 BC. Whatever the cause of the 
abandonment of the indigenous village, its 
life, at least in the specifics of our context, 
comes to an abrupt end at this date. This cae-
sura is clearly marked by the stratigraphy, 
namely by the massive alluvial layer cover-
ing the most recent domestic floor (but cf. 
remarks in chpt. 4.7). In order to fully assess 
the extent of this caesura, it should be re-
called, on the one hand, that this alluvial lev-

el interrupts the period of successive occupa-
tions that in this sector dates back to the Late 
Bronze Age. On the other, the massive allu-
vial level, which is deposited above, marks a 
sharp break from the tight sequence of earlier 
life levels.

7)	 One last important point deserves our atten-
tion. Among the diagnostics, the Geometric 
skyphoi associated with this Pre-Hellenic 
residential context are made with a non-mi-
caceous clay, certainly not local/Phlegrean. 
In terms of clay composition, vessel mor-
phology, and decoration, they possess all 
the features needed to allow us to identify 
them as imports from Euboea, as did the 
three skyphoi from tombs 3 and 29 Osta, 
analyzed with the NAA. The Euboeans, 
therefore, must have been the main protag-
onists of this intensive presence in the 
Pre-Hellenic village of Cumae which lasted 
about a quarter of a century, until its end 
around 750 BC. The only exception is the 
one-metope bird skyphos (42), whose mica-
ceous clay and production defects support 
the hypothesis that it was an on-site creation 
by an itinerant craftsman, presumably also 
Euboean.

8) The evidence is complemented by the 
“Phoenician” fragments which were found 
associated with the same indigenous hut. 
These are – as shown in M. Botto’s contri-
bution in the present volume – probably 
Phoenician-Sardinian related productions. 
They complete a picture that, albeit still 
limited, allows us to reflect in the next chap-
ter on the mechanisms of interaction that 
the indigenous village enacts with these for-
eign merchants in the second quarter of the 
8th century BC.

4.5. The relationships between the local elite and 
the foreign merchants: the case of the female Tomb 
4 Osta

Our comprehension of the mechanisms of in-
teraction between the Euboeans, Phoenicians 
and the “Opician” village is further enhanced by 
the imports from the graves of the Pre-Hellenic 
village.
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Besides the evidence of the above-mentioned 
Euboean skyphoi from Tombs 3 and 29 Osta, it is 
useful to introduce a digression at this point regard-
ing a peculiar metal object, since it implies a 
high-level relationship between the donor and the 
recipient. This is the tripod-lebes from Tomb 4 Osta, 
consisting of twisted rod feet in iron, and a bronze 
basin with a compressed hemispherical body (Figs. 
45-46; cf. M. Botto’s contribution in this volume, 
Fig. 8 with all grave goods)308. This is one of the 
prominent female tombs in Cumae’s Pre-Hellenic II 
phase.  The tripod-basin must actually have been 
utilized: two restoration patches, also made of 
bronze, had been nailed onto the bottom of the basin 
on two separate occasions, clearly to repair some 
damage caused. This damage must have been pro-
voked by the intense heat of the fire and the flames 
while food was being cooked inside it. Another re-
pair patch in bronze sheet is located near the attach-
ment of one of the feet. The bronze basin, therefore, 
must have been used for cooking: as is well-known, 
the cooking of meat, along with the consumption of 
wine, was another ceremonial of particular signifi-
cance in both Aegean and indigenous settings.

Pia Criscuolo has identified the bronze basin 
from Cumae as a likely import from the Aegean and 
recalled some comparisons in indigenous Italian 
contexts of an association between the bronze basin 
and the iron feet nailed to it, as in our case: these is 
one specimen from S. Maria d’Anglona, and one 
from Mostradalfio in Bisignano, Sybaritis, in EIA 
contexts; the comparison regarding the shape of the 
bronze basin is only partial for both specimens, 
while the iron feet are completely different, due to 
their shape and less elaborate appearance309.

Turning to the bronze part of the tripod from T. 4 
Osta, namely the basin, it finds close comparisons 
regarding shape with many specimens in the series 
of Cypriot Kalottenschalen: see  the similarity of the 
peculiar thickened rim, which slopes slightly inward 

308 Müller-Karpe 1959, pl. 17.B32; Criscuolo – Pacciarel-
li 2008, 341, fig. 6; Criscuolo 2014, 93-94, figs. 2.33, 4; cf. L. 
Cerchiai in the present volume.

309 Criscuolo 2014, 94: cf. esp. Frey 1991, 22, pl. 12.4, T. 
102 (S. Maria d’Anglona, from a context which is roughly con-
temporary to Cumae’s T. 4 Osta); Luppino et al. 2004, fig. 1.B1 
(Mostradalfio at Bisignano, in Sybaritis: sporadic from the ne-
cropolis, but EIA); for the belly cf. a bronze basin, sporadic from 
Torre Mordillo (Criscuolo 2014, 94).

Figs. 45-46. Napoli, National Archaeological Museum: from 
Pre-Hellenic Cumae, T. 4 Osta, tripod made with iron legs 
and a bronze Cypriot lebes (photo M. D’Acunto, drawing P. 
Criscuolo, from Criscuolo 2014)
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and is rounded at the top, as well as the profile of the 
bronze basin which is wide, with a compressed, 
barely curved bottom and oblique, rounded side 
walls310. In the Cypriot Kalottenschalen, the rim di-
ameter measures up to 25 cm, with a height of up to 
12 cm311. The specimen from Cumae has been recon-
structed by Criscuolo with slightly larger dimensions 
than these: it has a 27.5 cm rim diameter, and a body 
height of 12 cm312. However, these measurements 
were obtained hypothetically by the Italian scholar 
from the preserved fragments of a vessel that has 
come down to us in a very fragmentary state, with 
lacunas: only three adjoining rim fragments and bot-
tom fragments of the basin are preserved, while for 
two feet two fragments were preserved at the attach-
ment, for the third foot eight small fragments were 
preserved313. A larger specimen (diam. 30.9, h. 13.8), 
fitted with a handle, is, however, documented at 
Kourion-Kaloriziki314. The hypothesis of our basin 
being of Cypriot production (i.e., the body alone) 
seems to me, therefore, to be plausible. 

By contrast, it is reasonable to assume that the 
iron feet were added later, and that they were 
nailed to the basin: given the lack of comparisons 
in Cyprus, such an addition may have been made 
either in Greece (in Euboea?) or in Italy; the latter 
hypothesis would be supported by the comparison 
with the specimens from S. Maria d’Anglona and 
Mostradalfio in Bisignano, mentioned earlier.

Important remarks can also be made about the 
dating of the bronze basin from T. 4 Osta. The pro-
duction of Cypriot Kalottenschalen is spread over a 
broad time span, ranging from Late Cypriot IIA, 
through Cypro-Geometric, to the Cypro-Archaic pe-
riod: the chronological span is, therefore, roughly 
from 1400 to 500 BC. However, the floruit of the 

310 Cf. Matthäus 1985, esp.: no. 57, p. 75, pl. 3, from Enkomi, 
T. 11 of Late Cypriot IIB (diam. 19.5-22.7 cm); no. 63, p. 76, pl. 4, 
from Enkomi, T. 14 (diam. 19.5-21 cm); no. 79, p. 77, pl. 5, from 
Enkomi, T. 18, of Late Cypriot IIC (diam. 21-22 cm); no. 86, p. 78, 
from Enkomi, T. 19A, of Late Cypriot IIIB (diam. 20-21 cm); no. 
188, p. 82, pl. 10, from Enkomi, T. 9 of Late Cypriot IIC (diam. 23.4 
cm). For the rim shape cf. Matthäus 1985, 72, fig. 5f/a/e. For this 
shape in LBA Cypriot production cf., earlier, Catling 1964, 147-
148, fig. 17.1 (Enkomi, T. 6), pl. 26e (Lapithos, Kastros, T. 420). 

311 Matthäus 1985, 72, 99-104, figs. 8-11.
312 These measurements are taken from her drawing published 

in Criscuolo 2014, 95, fig. 4 (in the present volume Fig. 46).
313 Criscuolo 2014, 95, note 57.
314 Matthäus 1985, no. 305, p. 107, pl. 17.

Kalottenschalen is in the Late Bronze Age period, 
with more limited production in the Cypro-Geomet-
ric and the Cypro-Archaic period315. It should also be 
pointed out that the above-mentioned comparisons 
regarding the shape of the specimen from Cumae, all 
refer to Late Bronze Age Cypriot items, from En-
komi especially, and from Kition (see above). Fur-
thermore, it is the Late Bronze Age specimens that 
have a larger rim diameter (normally between 16 
and 21 cm, with specimens as large as 24 cm), com-
pared to those of the later phases (with a diameter 
normally between 10 and 17 cm, with very few 
slightly larger specimens). A similar argument can 
be made in reference to the height of the basin: many 
Late Bronze Age specimens have a basin height of 
around 10 cm or slightly higher, while for the later 
periods there are very few specimens whose height 
approaches 10 cm316. A different case is that of the 
large specimen already mentioned from T. 39 of 
Kourion-Kaloriziki, which is from a Cypro-Geomet-
ric I context (ca. 1050-950 BC)317. In sum, there are 
good reasons to believe that Cumae’s bronze basin 
was manufactured in Cyprus in the Late Bronze Age 
(1400-1050 BC) or in Cypro-Geometric I (1050-950 
BC): it would therefore be several centuries older 
than the context of T. 4 Osta, which can be dated to 
the second quarter of the 8th century BC.

If our theory is in fact correct, this would be an 
“object with biography” and the result of prior 
high-level exchanges in the Aegean, before eventual-
ly ending up in the hands of a female member of the 
indigenous elite of Pre-Hellenic Cumae. We would 
be faced with a provenance and dating akin to those 
hypothesized by B. d’Agostino for the Late Bronze 
Age Cypriot ring-handled cauldron, laid down in T. 1 
of the Nuovo Mattatoio cemetery in Capua (in any 
case older than our context, being dated roughly 
around the mid-9th century BC)318. The presence of 
such a peculiar metal vessel among the grave-offer-
ings of an indigenous tomb in Pre-Hellenic Cumae is 
likely to be ascribed to a high-level exchange of gifts 
with the indigenous elite by the Euboean/Phoenician/
Cypriot components (on which see below) who fre-
quented the village. The basin must have been seen 

315 Matthäus 1985, 91-99.
316 Matthäus 1985, 99-104, figs. 8-11.
317 Matthäus 1985, 91, 98, fig. 7.
318 d’Agostino 2011a, 73; Rafanelli 2013, 26, 46, 54-55.



Matteo D’Acunto et al.376

as an object of value and worth, by both the Aegean 
and indigenous sides: an agalma-“object with biog-
raphy”. And its “biography” was also made evident 
by the ancient repairs carried out on it.

In T. 4 Osta, such “external” relationships of the 
native elite are also made manifest through other 
grave-offerings: a hemispherical bronze cup with a 
slightly thickened rim, which can be ascribed to the 
same Kalottenschalen type, but smaller in size (diam. 
14 cm), and which is probably also of Cypriot manu-
facture319; and, as part of someone’s personal belong-
ings, a pair of Nuragic buttons, hinting at relations 
with Sardinia, to which we will return shortly320.

4.6. The native village and its interactions with Eu-
boeans and others at the end of the Pre-Hellenic 
period

In a summary view, I believe that the archaeo-
logical and contextual picture suggests a pattern of 
peaceful relationships (at least on a general level) 
established in this phase between the Euboean vis-
itors to the Pre-Hellenic village of Cumae and the 
native population. Pointing to this is the continuity 
of Cumae’s necropolis from Pre-Hellenic I to 
Pre-Hellenic II, and up to Phase IIa, that is, until 
the mid-8th century BC: this continuity is shown 
both in the topography, with the continuation of 
the earlier burial areas, and in the funerary cus-
toms, through the persistent use of inhumation321. 
In short, no hiatus is detectable in Cumae’s 
Pre-Hellenic necropolis during the second quarter 
of the 8th century BC, a time when Euboeans were 
intensively visiting the village. Conversely, at this 
time the composition of grave goods reveals the 
expansion of external relations established by the 
native population, through a significant presence 
of imported objects (pottery, metals, faïence and 
other objects) from Euboea, Cyprus and the east-
ern Mediterranean, as well as from other regions 
of Italy, such as Sardinia and Etruria322.

319 Müller-Karpe 1959, pl. 17.B33; Criscuolo 2014, 93-94, 
fig. 2.28; cf. another specimen from T. 4 Stevens in Cumae: Cri-
scuolo 2014, 93. On this type: Matthäus 1985, 71-104, pls. 
1-16; and cf. also D’Acunto 2020e, 343-347, with bibliography.

320 Criscuolo 2012; 2014, 96, figs. 2.30-31 and figs. 5-6.
321 Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008; Gastaldi 2018.
322 Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008; Criscuolo 2012; 2014.

The close relationships established during the sec-
ond quarter of the 8th century BC between the indige-
nous village and the Euboeans fit fully – even more 
evident thanks to recent data – into the pattern of the 
so-called “pre-colonial phase”. This must have been 
characterized by the establishment of close relations, 
based on peaceful mechanisms of reciprocity and ex-
change between the indigenous population of 
Pre-Hellenic Cumae and the Euboeans. 

In a wider perspective, these mechanisms of the 
pre-colonial phase in Italy have been recently con-
textualized by Bruno d’Agostino in the more gen-
eral framework of similar dynamics also affecting 
Sardinia, Spain and the northern coast of Africa: 
the mobile components mainly of Phoenicians and 
Euboeans (in a different way from region to re-
gion), but also of Sardinians and Villanovans, in 
true joint ventures, play a decisive role in these dy-
namics giving rise over time to forms of exchange 
and more or less extended permanence abroad, 
somehow in agreement with the indigenous popu-
lations of these regions323. For the Italian peninsu-
la, the Euboean enterprises and interests in local 
populations are summarized by B. d’Agostino as 
follows: «As to the Greeks who moved westward, 
principally from Euboea, I believe that [...] they 
[...] had an interest in metal resources, especially 
those of Etruria; however, the marginal utility de-
riving from contacts and trade with local popula-
tions was of equal importance to them»324. The 
latter aspect must have been decisive in our partic-
ular case: the establishment of close relations be-
tween the Euboeans and the Pre-Hellenic village 
of Cumae were of great importance. In fact, it does 
not seem that in this context the mere supply of 
metals could have been the driving factor behind 
the establishment of   pre-colonial relations.

Against this general background, the best-known 
archaeological cases in Sardinia (Sant’Imbenia), 
Spain (Malaga-La Rebanadilla, Huelva and Cadiz) 
and Africa (Utica) show how from the late 9th to 8th 
centuries BC the establishment of close relations be-
tween foreign components and indigenous popula-
tions is associated with more or less protracted forms 

323 d’Agostino 2014a; on Sardinia, Spain and the coast of 
Africa see recently: Bernardini – Rendeli 2020; Botto 2020; 
Kourou 2020, with updated bibliography.

324 d’Agostino 2014a, 401.



Cumae in Opicia in the Light of the Recent Archaeological Excavations 377

of on-site co-habitation by mainly Phoenician 
groups, but also by their foreign partners in joint 
ventures. In the pre-colonial phase in Italy, a similar 
situation, with Euboeans as protagonists, is postulat-
ed for the indigenous village of Francavilla Maritti-
ma in Calabria: this occurred before this settlement 
came to be included in the orbit of the newly found-
ed Achaean apoikia of Sybaris (ca. 720 BC)325.

Is it possible to assume there were early forms 
of co-habitation by small Euboean groups in or 
near the village of Pre-Hellenic Cumae during the 
second quarter of the 8th century BC? To date the 
archaeological records are still limited and incon-
clusive. However, in my opinion, an archaeological 
picture is beginning to emerge that allows us to hy-
pothesize early forms of residency between 775 
and 750 BC by some Euboean merchants and 
craftsmen in Pre-Hellenic Cumae. This Euboean 
presence is likely to be envisioned as seasonal in 
character and more or less limited over time. A first 
clue, pointing in this direction, comes from the fair-
ly high number of ceramic imports from Euboea, 
which have been brought to light in the native hut 
presented in this contribution: this testifies that 
there was a close system of relationships between 
the Euboean groups and the elite of the local vil-
lage. Of course, in assessing the high impact factor 
of Euboean pottery, one must also consider the 
topographical position of the hut in the plain that 
yielded these sherds: this is located ca. 125 m from 
what must have been the southeastern boundary of 
the lagoon in the EIA (a boundary that lay just north 
of the line of the later Greek-Roman walls)326. It 
was, therefore, a sector of the lowland village grav-
itating towards the protected harbor in the lagoon, 
which was frequented by Euboean merchants; the 
indigenous groups who resided there were in charge 
of the harbor activities and were open to trade and 
interaction with the merchants who visited it.

A second, more specific clue in support of the 
hypothesis of early forms of Euboean co-habita-
tion at the site is represented by bird skyphos 42 
from our excavation: probably made on site by an 

325 See Jan Kindberg Jacobsen’s and Gloria Mittica’s contri-
bution in the present volume.

326 The lagoon boundary is reconstructed in Stefaniuk – 
Morhange 2008, fig. 6 (X-VII sec. a.C.); cf. Gastaldi 2018, 163-
168, fig. 2.

itinerant Euboean potter, it reflected a situation 
similar to that documented at Francavilla Maritti-
ma and perhaps at Pontecagnano (see above, chpt. 
4.4.7): in short, a Euboean potter was probably 
working in Cumae at the end of the Pre-Hellenic 
period; he would have worked with local clay and 
made a product that in terms of morphology and 
decoration was Euboean, but which seems to have 
been intended for local use, if we are to judge from 
the context of its discovery (and the fact that it is 
also misfired). This implies some form of perma-
nence of the Euboean potter and his activity on 
site, but it is impossible to establish whether this 
lasted for a long or short period of time. At present, 
this is a single piece of evidence, pending possible 
enrichment and clarification by further finds.

There is also a third small, albeit inconclusive, 
piece of evidence, which seems to me to point to 
some form of habitation on site by the Euboeans: it 
is the discovery in our Cumae native hut of the 
monochrome skyphos bearing the letter N of the 
Greek alphabet (48). This vessel, yet again, suggests 
close relations between influential members of the 
two groups. In this perspective, it suffices to recall 
how Phoenician inscriptions at Sant’Imbenia (Sar-
dinia) and at the site of La Rebanadilla in Malaga 
(Spain) have been seen, amongst others, as items of 
proof of Phoenician habitation at the two sites327.

The proportion of Euboean pottery from the 
late Pre-Hellenic levels in the part of the hut which 
has been excavated, leaves no doubt that during 
this period the Euboeans were the main protago-
nists of relationships with the native people. 

However, the discovery in the same levels of a 
good number of Phoenician-related sherds sug-
gests that Phoenician-Sardinian merchants were 
also playing a pivotal role in this system of interac-
tion with the local villagers. Massimo Botto, in a 
contribution which follows in this volume, will 
examine this archaeological evidence and will ad-
dress the question of its interpretation.

From the point of view of the Greek ceramics of 
MG II-LG Ia, it is useful to compare from a general 

327 For Sant’Imbenia: Bernardini – D’Oriano – Spanu 1997, 
esp. 48, 52-53; for La Rebanadilla in Malaga: Botto 2020, 355-
361, fig. 8, with former bibliography.
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point of view the findings from Cumae’s Pre-Hel-
lenic contexts with contemporary ones found in 
other sites in Italy, Sardinia, Spain and Africa. The 
PSC, chevron, black and one-metope bird skyphoi, 
most of them of Euboean production, closely recall 
those found in the Campania region settlements 
(together with the most prolific site of Pontecagna-
no328, there is Capua329) and in other Italian sites 
(esp. in southern Etruria, Veii and Cerveteri330), 
which are connected to the Euboean “pre-colonial” 
enterprises. The same MG II-LG Ia types of PSC, 
chevron, black and one-metope bird skyphoi, again 
most of them to be ascribed to Euboean production, 
are found in sites in Sardinia (cf. esp. Sant’Imbe-
nia331), Africa (Utica332) and Spain (esp. at Huel-
va333 and at Malaga-La Rebanadilla334): these sites 
are in the Phoenician orbit, but Euboeans as well as 
Sardinians and Villanovans must have been in-
volved in joint ventures335. Worth noting is that the 
assemblage of Greek vessels in our Cumae context 
also includes black skyphoi, a type which is less 
common outside Euboea336. Thus, the association 
of these specific MG II-LG Ia pottery types in 
Pre-Hellenic Cumae illustrates how the native vil-
lage was included in a wider central and western 
Mediterranean circuit; partners in this network 
were Phoenicians and Euboeans, with a leading 
role, respectively, in Sardinia-Africa-Spain, and in 

328 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, and esp. d’Agostino 
2001; Kourou 1999, 2005; d’Agostino 2014b (PSC, chevron, 
black and one-metope bird skyphoi, together with other types). 

329 Melandri 2011, esp. pls. 2-XL, 4-IV, 6-VIII, 2, 61; Johan-
nowsky 1983, pls. VIII (T. 800), XIV (T. 248); Johannowsky und., 
82, 85, 89 (chevron, black and one-metope skyphoi); the possibility 
remains open that the PSC skyphos said to be from Bojano might 
actually be from Capua (Naso 2014, no. Boja 1, 173-176, fig. 7). 
See also the finding of a PSC skyphos in Poggiomarino in the Sarno 
Valley (Cicirelli – Albore Livadie 2012, 125 no. 1, 416, fig. 241.1).

330 Boitani 2005; Rizzo 2005; d’Agostino 2010-2011, 231-235 
with references (PSC, chevron and one-metope bird skyphoi).

331 Ridgway 1997, 50-51; Bernardini – Rendeli 2020, 329, 
figs. 10-11a-b (a PSC skyphos of Type 5, a chevron skyphos sim-
ilar to our 47 and a one-metope bird specimen were found in the 
layer between the two floors in the “Capanna dei Ripostigli”).

332 Ben Jerbania – Redissi 2014, 182-190, figs. 4.1-3a-b and fig. 
6 (a PSC and a chevron skyphos, together with a meander skyphos).

333 Botto 2020, 363-368, figs. 13-15, with references (PSC 
skyphoi and dishes, one-metope bird skyphos, together with me-
ander skyphoi/kantharoi).

334 Botto 2020, 355-362, fig. 6, with references (a chevron 
skyphos, together with a meander skyphos).

335 d’Agostino 2014a; Botto 2020.
336 Cf. d’Agostino 2010-2011, 233.

Italy, and with a major role also played by the Sar-
dinian and the native Italian communities. Search-
ing for metal resources and metal processing were 
undoubtedly the main purpose of these joint ven-
tures (such as was certainly the case for Spain, Sar-
dinia and Etruria), but no less important was the 
utility deriving from contacts and trade which must 
have played a major role (such as in Campania). 

In sum, the integration of different foreign groups, 
present at the site of Cumae and establishing close 
relations with the indigenous “Opician” village, 
would seem to reflect those “pre-colonial” dynamics 
characterized by joint ventures and also by co-habi-
tation: in the specific case of Pre-Hellenic Cumae 
(and of Italy in general, excluding Sardinia) Eu-
boeans must have played a greater role, as compared 
to Phoenicians/Sardinians. 

With respect to this scenario, one last crucial 
question remains to be addressed which is whether 
the Euboean foundation of Pithekoussai also came 
into play in this system of exchanges involving the 
native village and the Euboeans and Phoenician/
Sardinian groups.

In my opinion, a combination of archaeological 
factors means that the answer to this must be no, 
because this system of exchanges pivoting around 
the indigenous village of Cumae in the second quar-
ter of the 8th century BC, was prior to Pithekoussai 
(“prima di Pithecusa”337); it would already have 
been fully assimilated to the dynamics of the so-
called pre-colonial phase (with all the limitations 
associated with such a conventional definition). 

Firstly, this is demonstrated by chronological 
observations, namely by the relative chronology of 
the Geometric ceramics found in the two contexts. 
As a matter of fact, in our context of Pre-Hellenic 
Cumae there are diagnostic types, which are on the 
contrary missing from the oldest pottery found in 
Pithekoussai (in the Gosetti dump, the necropolis, 
the “Stipe dei Cavalli”, and in Mazzola): these are 
the PSC skyphoi, the chevron skyphoi of the MG 
II “classical” version, the black skyphoi, and the 
ancient variant of the one-metope bird skyphoi. 

Moreover, the imported Greek pottery in the 
Pre-Hellenic village of Cumae can be ascribed to 

337 Cf. the title of the volume Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 
2001, with reference to the publication of the vases from the 
pre-colonial period in the necropolis of Pontecagnano.
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productions of Euboea, not of Pithekoussai: we 
have not identified any possible Pithekoussan sherd 
here (except, perhaps, from US 27080, immediate-
ly below the alluvial layer in the small excavation 
at the entrance to the southern domus; cf. chpt. 4.7). 
As we will see, this picture changes completely 
during the first colonial phase of Cumae, in LG I 
(750-720 BC): at that time, the Greek pottery found 
is either Pithekoussan production or imported Co-
rinthian production (see below; chpt. 5.1-2).

Pithekoussai, therefore, had not yet been found
ed when Pre-Hellenic Cumae established this net-
work of “pre-colonial” relations, in the second 
quarter of the 8th century BC, with the Euboeans 
and other Phoenician/Sardinian groups. Other-
wise, and more likely, Pithekoussai must have 
been founded only shortly before the end of the 
indigenous village in Cumae (that is, around 750 
BC)338 and hence shortly before the time when this 
system of external relations established by the na-
tive village came to an end. In short, these “pre-co-
lonial” dynamics affecting Pre-Hellenic Cumae 
precede, both in terms of chronology and of func-
tion, the first Greek settlement in the West, Pithek-
oussai: the latter, despite the fact that aspects of the 
previous experience survive in it (e.g. the integra-
tion of Phoenician and indigenous elements), is a 
quantum leap. This quantum leap is represented by 
the takeover of the territory and by the foundation 
of the settlement abroad, where the Euboean com-
munity would live permanently.

Clearly, the in-depth knowledge of the Phlegraean 
region, acquired through the intensive pre-colonial 
presence of the Euboeans of Pre-Hellenic Cumae, 
must have not only helped, but also stimulated the 
Euboeans to establish their first two colonial foun-
dations, in the West, Pithekoussai and Cumae. The 
strong appeal represented by the two sites’ potential 
in terms of trade, and the added incentive of a fertile 
agricultural plain in the case of Cumae, must have 
prompted the Euboeans to rethink the power dyna-
mics in their relationship and the forms of interac-
tion with the indigenous populations, through the 
new mechanism of colonial foundation, which was 
by now “Hellenocentric”.

338 On the earliest fragments from Pithekoussai see above 
chpt. 1.2.

4.7. The end of the native village of Pre-Hellenic Cu-
mae: archaeological aspects and historical issues

Even before our recent excavations, two macro
scopic aspects of the archaeological evidence had 
already made it clear that the breaking point was 
between the end of the native settlement and the 
subsequent foundation of the apoikia: 

1) 	the end of the Pre-Hellenic necropolis, 
which had been characterized by the distinc-
tive inhumation ritual of the Fossa Tomb 
culture and by grave-offerings consisting of 
handmade impasto vessels; 

2) 	the discontinuity in topography that can be 
recognized on the same site between the 
Pre-Hellenic phase and the colonial phase.

In assessing these two macroscopic phenome-
na, it must be taken into consideration that, while 
there is a lack of context information for many of 
the burials excavated in the 19th century, we have 
more than sufficient general knowledge of the 
Pre-Hellenic necropolis339. Therefore, no doubt, 
there is evident topographical discontinuity 
between the Pre-Hellenic occupation of a large 
portion of the plain by the necropolis, and the oc-
cupation of its urban area by the Greek, Campa-
nian and Roman city. More precisely, even in the 
earliest phase of the apoikia, the delimitation on 
the plain of an urban perimeter and an external 
area intended for burials is a clear phenomenon, at 
least from LG II (ca. 720-690 BC)340. However, as 
we will see below, the first traces of such a division 
are seen as early as the LG I phase (750-720 BC) 
(chpt. 5).

As for Monte di Cuma, which became the 
acropolis of the Greek, Campanian and Roman 
city, the first evidence of the sanctuaries of the 
apoikia dates back to LG (750-690 BC): this evi-
dence consists of bronze statuettes (from the sanc-
tuary on the upper terrace), figured pottery and 
iron weapons (from the sanctuary on the lower ter-
race), which can be safely identified as signs of the 
first cultic activities341. As a result, also with refe-

339 See above chpt. 3.
340 Cf. below and previously D’Acunto 2017, 298-317; 2020, 

1298-1303. For a general overview see Zevi et al. 2008, passim. On 
the necropolis see Rescigno – Valenza Mele 2010.

341 Rescigno et al. 2022; Nitti 2019, with relevant biblio-
graphy.
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rence to the acropolis, the present-day archaeolog-
ical evidence suggests a marked caesura from the 
Pre-Hellenic to the colonial phase, through the 
transition from the indigenous village to the iden-
tity sanctuaries of the polis342.

At this point, the question must be asked as to 
when this caesura occurred, namely when the life 
of the indigenous settlement as a whole came to an 
end (not of its inhabitants, who may well have sur-
vived its end). The answer could come, primarily, 
from an analysis of the most recent Pre-Hellenic 
burials with their grave-offerings, but also from 
the stratigraphic evidence associated with the 
abandonment of the hut presented in this paper.

A key contribution from this point of view is 
the chronological assessment of Pre-Hellenic Cu-
mae presented by Pia Criscuolo and Marco Paccia-
relli at the 2008 Taranto conference dedicated to 
the site343. The two scholars presented a distinction 
of Pre-Hellenic Cumae in two phases, the most re-
cent of which, II, «should mostly correspond to the 
beginning of the recent Early Iron Age phase, i.e. 
Pontecagnano IIA [...] From this perspective, it is 
important to establish the chronology of the end of 
the indigenous settlement of Cumae. There are 
fairly precise indications in this regard. While 
there are many types that can be correlated with 
the beginning of Phase 2 of the Early Iron Age and, 
in particular, with the Pontecagnano IIA and Capua 
IIA Phases, possible points of connection with 
Pontecagnano IIB and Capua IIB are currently 
rather scarce. This would seem to indicate a rapid 
depletion of the Pre-Hellenic community that oc-
curred around the transition between the Pon
tecagnano IIA and IIB Phases, or at most right at 
the beginning of the latter. This perspective is also 
confirmed regarding Greek-type ceramics…»344.

In her recent contribution on Pre-Hellenic Cu-
mae, P. Gastaldi basically supports Criscuolo and 
Pacciarelli’s interpretation, pointing out that the 

342 Cf. D’Acunto 2017, 298-317; 2020, 1298-1303.
343Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008. This paper represents the out-

come of Criscuolo’s PhD thesis, which classified all the grave-of-
ferings from the indigenous necropolis, but, unfortunately, her dis-
sertation has remained unpublished (Criscuolo 2004: non vidi).

344 Translated from Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, respec-
tively pages 334 and 344. Contra Nizzo 2008b, 562-566, but cf. 
Pacciarelli 2008, 567-568.

end of the Pre-Hellenic necropolis of Cumae should 
be placed at the transition between Phase IIA and at 
the latest, early IIB (of Pontecagnano); this break 
can only be interpreted as evidence of the abrupt 
deconstruction of the indigenous settlement. To 
emphasize this discontinuity, Gastaldi rightly in-
sists on two points. The first is represented by the 
fact that this discontinuity marks the end of an in-
digenous settlement system that in Cumae goes 
back to the Late Bronze Age and continues into the 
Early Iron Age. The second point is the difference 
represented by the case of Pre-Hellenic Cumae, 
as compared to other “Proto-Etruscan” and Fos-
sa Tomb culture settlements of EIA Campania: 
«…unlike the other indigenous centers in Cam-
pania, which, in the PF2B Phase, bring to frui-
tion those dynamics that had been developed in 
the previous phase, Cumae seems to exhaust its 
vital charge around the middle years of the 8th 

century»345.

The hypothesis of an interruption of the Pre-Hel-
lenic village, circa mid-8th century BC, finds paral-
lel confirmation in the Greek pottery found in asso-
ciation with Tombs 3 and 29 Osta346 and with the 
late Pre-Hellenic dwelling context unearthed by the 
University L’Orientale to the north of the Forum 
baths. As stated, the Greek imported pottery found 
there includes PSC, monochrome, chevron and 
one-metope bird skyphoi, which can be dated in the 
relative sequences of Greek pottery to MG IIb 
(780-760 BC) and Attic LG Ia (760-750 BC), and 
which finds comparisons mainly in the imported 
specimens of the same types unearthed in the Pon-
tecagnano tombs of Phase IIA347. 

Consequently, the archaeological evidence 
from the village, brought to light in the plain, 
agrees with that of the necropolis in demonstrating 
the deconstruction of the Pre-Hellenic settlement 
approximately mid-8th century BC.

Through their stratigraphies, the archaeological 
contexts that mark the end of the Pre-Hellenic oc-

345 Gastaldi 2018, 189-198, quoted and translated from page 
198.

346 Cf. Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 344.
347 For this phase, precisely on the basis of synchronisms 

with Greek pottery, B. d’Agostino has recently reaffirmed the 
absolute chronology to 780/770-750 BC (d’Agostino 2016).
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cupation help us to raise the question of how the 
indigenous settlement was abandoned, and also to 
address the issues of the possible historical causes.

First of all, at least one context was clearly aban-
doned at the end of the Pre-Hellenic period; there 
was neither immediate reoccupation nor any re-
sumption of life and activities in the same structure 
following its abandonment. This is the case of the 
indigenous hut and adjoining areas brought to light 
by our team north of the Forum baths, below the 
peristyle (see F. Nitti above, chpt. 4.1). Fragments 
belonging to several vessels were found on the 
Pre-Hellenic floor levels below the western part of 
the peristyle; these vessels had been clearly aban-
doned in situ (Figs. 18.1): to mention but one exa-
mple, monochrome skyphos 45, was recomposed 
from several fragments recovered from findpoints 
which were a short distance apart on the adjoining 
areas of the hut of the hut. In addition, part of PSC 
skyphos 44 was lying on the hut floor, where it was 
found in the most recent excavation campaign.  

Above all, another sector of this domestic con-
text shows how the hut must have been abruptly 
abandoned: this is the area clearly intended for 
warehouse-storage functions, which was brought 
to light below the southeastern portion of the peri-
style in the 2022 and 2023 excavation campaigns 
(US 28100, Figs. 18.3, 33-35). In this southeastern 
sector, on the floor of the oval/absidal Pre-Hellenic 
hut, the following objects were uncovered: several 
cooking stands, storage and food cooking vessels, 
all of which were of different sizes and shapes. 
These have been found broken into pieces in the 
same findspot and in close proximity (see chpt. 
4.1). Only restoration, which is currently in pro-
gress (Figs. 37-39), will make it possible for us to 
identify the precise number of cooking stands and 
pots, and their composition; at the same time, pa-
laeobotanical analyses348 will allow us to define the 
contents of the pots, which would seem to have 
been intended for storage (during excavation we 
were able to observe that some of these pots 
contained vegetable matter). What is clear, howe-
ver, is that this must have been the inner sector of 
the hut: a sector intended as a warehouse and for 

348 In progress and conducted by Prof. Matteo Delle Donne 
and Mara Soldatini.

storage of foodstuffs which must have been asso-
ciated with the fire area brought to light a short dis-
tance away under the western portion of the pe-
ristyle (see above F. Nitti, chpt. 4.1.3). It is 
important to point out that this specific sector of a 
warehouse within the hut, characterized by the con-
centration of cooking stands and vessels in situ, 
yielded a very small number of faunal remains; on 
the contrary, these were concentrated in the west-
ern sector below the peristyle and this revealed dif-
ferent functional areas within this residential unit. 

This deposition context shows that, no doubt, 
some cogent reasons must have induced the hut 
occupants to abandon these pots and cooking 
stands in situ. Not only were they subsequently 
unable to go back to living in the hut, but they did 
not have the opportunity to recover the pots or 
other objects either. This is made even clearer if 
we consider that the cooking stands included some 
rather large specimens which must have been of 
some value (see esp. Fig. 38) especially as they 
were complex creations from a technical point 
view. In short, the picture we can reconstruct based 
on the evidence, is one of abrupt abandonment and 
a definitive end to the Pre-Hellenic hut’s life.

The question subsequently arises as to whether 
the abandonment of this indigenous hut may have 
been provoked by natural disasters. In particular, the 
question is whether major alluvial events349 (since 
there is no stratigraphic evidence of possible volca-
nic activity at this stage) could have been responsi-
ble for the abandonment and destruction of the hut. 
From a superficial stratigraphic analysis, such an 
interpretation of the sequence of events could find 
support in the observation that the Pre-Hellenic hut 
is covered by a very deep alluvial level (between 30 
and 50 cm) which is almost completely lacking in 
materials (Fig. 35). However, there is one piece of 
stratigraphic evidence which is extremely important 
and which leads us to exclude the hypothesis of a 
cause-and-effect relationship between the alluvial 
level by which the indigenous hut was covered and 
its state of abandonment with the in situ materials. 
This stratigraphic evidence is represented by the fact 

349 On the evidence and problems relating to flood events at 
Cumae and water regimentation systems in Archaic times see 
D’Acunto 2020b.
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that the pots and cooking stands, crushed in situ in 
the hut’s warehouse-storage sector, were covered in 
part, in the northern area, by an earthen floor, which 
in turn was covered by the alluvial level: its compact 
surface implies a walking floor and allows us to 
identify anthropic activity (Figs. 33 and 35: “floor 
with post holes”)350. There is evidence of aligned 
post holes of small diameter on this surface. This 
leads to the hypothesis of the presence on this floor 
of a basic framework not pertaining to the hut: the 
most likely hypothesis is that of a small enclosure/
shelter allowing the exploitation of an open-air area.

The same stratigraphy has also been brought to 
light below the western side of the peristyle (chpt. 
4.1.1) and we shall remind you here what the corre-
sponding levels in this area are: the floor with in situ 
cooking stands, storage and cooking vessels (US 
28100) corresponds to Levels II-III (UUSS 27837-
27838) on the western part of the peristyle; the up-
per floor characterized by the presence of small post 
holes (US 28072), which is just below the deep al-
luvial level, corresponds to Level IV on the western 
part of the peristyle (US 27815). It is important to 
point out that below the western part of the peristyle 
the tight stratigraphic sequence of Levels I-III is 
broken by a thin alluvial layer (US 27828): this cov-
ers Level III and evens out the natural slope of the 
area. The thin alluvial layer is covered by Level IV 
and thus shows clear discontinuity between Level 
III and Level IV. Therefore, this evidence supports 
the hypothesis of the abrupt abandonment and inter-
ruption of life in the area before Level IV. 

In sum, between the level of the indigenous hut 
with the in situ vessels and furnishings underneath 
and the thick alluvial level above it, there is clear 
stratigraphic evidence of an intermediate anthropic 
phase: this points to a presence/occupation of the 
area, marking a distinction with the previous hut, be-
cause it is characterized by the installation of simple 
structures and overlays what is a much thinner allu-
vial layer which overlies the hut floor. There is an 
important stratigraphic clue that confirms the tempo-
rary nature of this intermediate anthropic phase: this 
clue is represented by the fact that this floor covered 
the level of the cooking-stands and pots from the 
previous hut only in the northern part, and also the 

350 See in detail F. Nitti above, chpt. 4.1.1.

fact that we found a tall cylindrical-shaped pot still 
standing under the southern side of the excavation 
area. In the southern part, however, the finds from 
the indigenous hut were positioned at a higher level 
than the intermediate floor (see F. Nitti above and 
Fig. 33). The provisional nature of this occupation, 
which overlaps the indigenous hut, is also confirmed 
by the fact that this intermediate level has yielded 
very few materials, which are unfortunately 
non-diagnostic from a chronological point of view. 
As a result, this prevents precise dating of this oc-
cupation. The few materials from this intermediate 
floor include both handmade impasto and wheel-
made Greek ceramics: the latter consists of a few 
fragments that can be identified as possible Euboean 
imports and some micaceous fragments which, on 
the contrary, could be of Phlegraean manufacture. 
It is important to point out that the impasto frag-
ments from the intermediate level include, without 
doubt, some residual ones from the lower native 
hut floor: this is demonstrated by the fact that some 
of these impasto fragments are adjoining with 
others which were found on the native hut floor. As 
a result, their residual character prevents us from 
using them as evidence regarding the nature of the 
occupation during this intermediate phase.

This intermediate floor must also correspond to 
the most recent level (US 27080) brought to light 
below the alluvial layer, in the small excavation 
conducted in 2007 (see above, C. Merluzzo, chpt. 
4.2-3, Fig. 44). US 27080 yielded both a few 
sherds that we identify as being of Euboean fabric, 
and a few micaceous sherds which might perhaps 
be of Phlegraean manufacture.

In the different deep excavations carried out by 
the University of Napoli L’Orientale in the area to 
the north of the Forum baths, the deep alluvial lev-
el lies above this intermediate level. The alluvial 
layer must be interpreted, due to its considerable 
thickness, as the result of repeated alluvial pheno-
mena in an area that must have been abandoned for 
some time. In short, the flood level is the effect of 
the abandonment of the area, not the cause that 
produced it. It marks, in this area, a sharp strati-
graphic break between the Pre-Hellenic period 
(below) and the colonial horizon (above).

However, our stratigraphy may suggest a slightly 
different and more complex historical sequence. 
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One hypothesis is particularly tempting. The first 
“colonial” horizon or some sort of Greek interven-
tion in the native village might be represented by the 
intermediate floor with those simple structures (Lev-
el IV, UUSS 28072, 27080). It covers the floor of the 
indigenous hut and its adjoining areas (Levels II-III, 
US 28100), and is, in turn, covered by the deep allu-
vial level. This assumption would find support in the 
sharp stratigraphic caesura that the intermediate 
floor marks, with respect to the abandonment of the 
indigenous hut. The few materials associated with 
this intermediate floor could indicate the framework 
of a transitional phase and we must ask ourselves 
whether this transitional phase might have seen 
Pithekoussai as a protagonist, together with Eu-
boeans from the motherland, around the middle of 
the 8th century. We also wonder if this transitional 
phase might have been characterized by some sort of 
submission/integration of the indigenous population 
(see the impasto pottery found there). The alterna-
tive would be to interpret this intermediate level as a 
sporadic reoccupation by the indigenous inhabitants, 
who could still have been in control of the area, at a 
stage when relations with Pithekoussai had already 
been established. The limited extent of our excava-
tion area and the small number of associated finds 
induces the utmost caution, pending more informa-
tion from further field research: it is too early to 
make any definitive statements one way or the other. 

Nevertheless, at the present state of knowledge, 
all the layers which have been brought to light in the 
different trenches and which refer to this intermedi-
ate level just below the deep alluvial level, show two 
aspects from the point of view of their associated 
pottery: 1) some of the fragments found there are 
clearly residual from the lower levels, since they are 
adjoining with some others from the domestic 
Pre-Hellenic lower levels; 2) not one fragment from 
the intermediate level can be referred to the subse-
quent LG I phase, because no diagnostic types from 
this phase have been identified among them (such as 
the kotylai of the Aetos 666 type, the Thapsos sky-
phoi with panel etc.). Albeit an argumentum ex silen-
tio, this is a clue that the intermediate level refers to 
a short occupation in the mid-8th century BC.

What we can hypothesize, as of now, is that in 
this phase, which should be placed at the mid-8th 
century BC, a close relationship must have already 

been established (or rather, strengthened) between 
the Greek group (Pithekoussans/Euboeans) and 
the indigenous people.

At this point, it would be useful to broaden our 
analysis by recalling the comparison with the stra-
tigraphy sealing the Pre-Hellenic necropolis un-
covered by the Centre Jean Bérard about fifty me-
ters northwest of the Middle Gate. This context is 
also characterized by strong stratigraphic disconti-
nuity between the Pre-Hellenic phase and the lev-
els that can be traced back to the earliest phases of 
the apoikia. As a matter of fact, in this sector, the 
Pre-Hellenic tombs were sealed by a thick layer of 
silt of approximately 1 m, which was completely 
lacking in materials; above this were the first trac-
es of later occupation of the area, dating between 
the last quarter of the 8th and the first half of the 7th 
century BC, consisting of pits, post holes and ca-
nals351. This sector of the Pre-Hellenic necropolis 
was close to the southern limit of the lagoon: there-
fore, this muddy layer sealing the Pre-Hellenic 
necropolis must be the result of phenomena related 
to the configuration of the lagoon and its banks. 
The deep silty layers, therefore, brought to light 
respectively in the excavations to the north of the 
Forum baths and to the north of the Middle Gate, 
are the result of a series of natural events: in the 
first case, flood waters which would have flowed 
down to this part of the site due to its sloping 
profile, and in the second case, to causes related to 
the lagoon banks and their changing configuration. 
However, what they have in common is that they 
bear witness to a strong stratigraphic break be-
tween the pre-colonial and colonial levels, and this 
is due to the fact that the areas were very evidently 
abandoned during this time lapse: the flooding had 
not been contained and thus occupied the now 
deserted areas (regardless of the intensity or 
frequency of alluvial events during this period).

All in all, the LG I phase is the result of an-
thropic reoccupation of areas which do not show 
any continuity with the previous human installa-
tions. Whether or not the intermediate level is the 
first evidence of a “colonial” horizon and/or of a 

351 Brun et al. 2000, 145; Bats – Brun – Munzi 2008, 529; cf. 
Gastaldi 2018, 194.
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single action by the Pithekoussans/Euboeans 
against the natives, LG I Cumae must be seen as a 
new reality and the result of a new historical phe-
nomenon: this is undoubtedly related to the hori-
zon of the apoikia.

Coming back to our Pre-Hellenic hut which was 
left with its furnishings in situ, as we have stated 
above, the archaeological context of deposition and 
stratigraphy do not suggest that it was natural events 
that led to its abandonment. Other compelling rea-
sons seem to have prompted its abrupt abandon-
ment and, in some way, “discouraged” its reoccupa-
tion. This scenario suggests that historical factors, 
namely as the result of interactions between groups 
of people, were the real cause of the abandonment 
and non-reoccupation of the indigenous hut.

Since this discontinuity characterizes, at a gen-
eral level, the entire site of Cumae at the end of the 
Pre-Hellenic period, we can assume that this sharp 
break could have been caused by the dynamics re-
lated to the phenomenon of Greek colonization in 
the Gulf of Naples, with the foundation first of 
Pithekoussai and then of Cumae. The deconstruc-
tion of Cumae’s Pre-Hellenic settlement must be 
due to those historical mechanisms in which Greek 
groups, mainly Euboeans, played a leading role in 
the creation of stable and entirely new settlements, 
as compared to previous pre-colonial dynamics. 

With respect to the indigenous community al-
ready present at the site of Cumae, the Euboean 
settlers must have shifted the balance in power re-
lationships, utilizing the new “colonial” model, 
which had already been put in place at Pithekous-
sai352. Therefore, it is difficult to elude the hypoth-
esis that this new “colonial” model must indeed 
underlie the sharp caesura that in the site of Cumae 
occurs around the middle of the 8th century BC. 
Compared to the earlier “pre-colonial” model, 
which must have been based on a system of rela-
tions created by Euboean merchants and craftsmen 
with those already inhabiting the indigenous vil-
lage, the quantum leap from the Greek perspective 
must be reflected in acquiring control of the terri-
tory and in tipping the balance in favor of the 
Greek colonial settlement vis-à-vis the indigenous 

352 D’Acunto 2017; 2020; forthcoming.

people: we can assume that this must have oc-
curred in Cumae around the mid-8th century BC or 
shortly after, at a time immediately following the 
foundation of Pithekoussai. 

Of course, tipping the balance and taking control 
of the territory by the “colonial” groups would not 
necessarily have resulted in the disappearance or 
generalized expulsion of the natives, but rather in 
their reintegration, in a more or less subordinate posi-
tion, within the apoikia. This integration could well 
have come about, as recent studies by archaeologists 
have reconstructed, in a similar way to Pithekoussai. 
What these studies did in fact reveal about Pithekous-
sai, with reference to the presence of natives in this 
Greek colonial community, is that there was an in-
tertwining based on the mechanism of mixed mar-
riages (epigamiai) for females, and for males, on 
their involvement in production activities353.

One last key question is potentially the most 
tricky and delicate. Could this shift have happened 
in a consensual manner, so to speak, between the 
Greek newcomers and the natives, or was the use 
of violence resorted to? And at what stage in a co-
lonial process of this type would violence have 
been employed? 

It is impossible to answer this with any degree 
of confidence based on archaeological evidence, 
and we are, in general, skeptical of approaches that 
seek archaeological proof of conquests that would 
have occurred through violence. 

In our archaeological context, admittedly, the 
possibility of recognizing the use of violence re-
mains open for the extensive fire, which affected the 
hut and must have been related to its abandonment, 
as the stratigraphy suggests. As a matter of fact, 
during the 2022 campaign, an extensive burnt layer 
was brought to light in the storage sector of the in-
digenous hut and in the southwestern area (see F. 
Nitti above, chpt. 4.1.3); in the southwest corner, in 
the vicinity of a number of cooking stands, and par-
tially underneath them, a large area with consistent 
traces of fire was found in a partially disrupted state: 
ash, charcoal, and fragments of burned clay were 

353 Cerchiai 1997; d’Agostino 2010-2011, 225-228; Guzzo 
2012; Cinquantaquattro 2012-2013; Cerchiai 2014; Cinquan-
taquattro 2014; D’Acunto 2020, 1291-1298, and forthcoming; 
L. Cerchiai, in this volume. 
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found scattered toward the northwest. The 2023 
campaign induced us to exclude the possibility that 
these traces referred to an actual hearth: in the inner 
part of the oval/apsidal structure of the hut, along the 
perimeter, there was a concentration of ash, char-
coals, and burned clay.  It is very likely that such 
traces are to be correlated with an extensive fire that 
affected the hut at the time of its abandonment, caus-
ing the collapse of the perimeter. This interpretation 
is also supported by what is visible on the surfaces of 
several vessels from the southwestern part of the 
storage area on the hut floor: some adjoining frag-
ments from the same vessel are charred while others 
are not, thus showing that the fire started when they 
had already been broken; the same phenomenon is 
seen on fragments of vessels found in other areas of 
the hut, such as PSC skyphos 44. 

The stratigraphy is a key aspect in order to re-
construct the progressive events which occurred 
within a short timeframe, from the second quarter 
to around the middle of the 8th century BC, in the 
area of the Pre-Hellenic hut. The floor of the hut 
with in situ cooking stands, storage and cooking 
vessels (US 28100) is covered along its perimeter 
by a fire layer consisting of a concentration of ash, 
charcoals, and burned clay: the fire had destroyed 
the hut or, at the very least, it was partly to blame 
for its destruction. This fire layer was covered in 
the central and northern part of the hut by the “in-
termediate” walking floor, which was characterized 
by the presence of a series of small post holes (US 
28072): this floor had been laid after the destruc-
tion of the hut and reflects a sporadic occupation of 
the area with simple structures. The intermediate 
floor is covered by a deep alluvial level, which in-
dicates abandonment of the area for a certain pe-
riod of time. Consequently, this stratigraphy de-
monstrates the following chain of events: 1) the life 
of the hut with the vessels and cooking stands in the 
storage area (second quarter of the 8th century BC); 
2) the destruction of the hut involving an extensive 
fire (ca. mid-8th century BC); 3) the sporadic reoc-
cupation of the area with simple structures built on 
the intermediate walking floor; 4) the abandonment 
of the area, which was covered by the flood layer. 

It is possible that the damage to the hut, which 
was caused by the fire, is the result of intentional 
violent destruction. However, it is clear that other 

possible causes may have led to this extensive fire 
in the dwelling. The question remains open.

No definitive answer can be found in literary 
sources either. As the present paper concentrates, 
primarily, on an archaeological perspective of read-
ing historical phenomena, we will postpone a re-
flection on the foundation traditions of Cumae to a 
follow-up paper, in order to make a critical com-
parison with the currently available archaeological 
records. We can, however, underline how both 
dynamics, whether a peaceful, consensual transi-
tion or a violent takeover, are found in ktisis tradi-
tions. In the first case, in the Sibylline oracle of 
foundation reported by Phlegon of Tralles (FGrH 
257 F36XB, 53-6), the first step towards the coloni-
zation of Cumae would have been taken by groups 
from Pithekoussai and characterized by the use of 
trickery (dolos): this would suggest a possible 
peaceful cohabitation with the natives, at an early 
stage. As for the use of violence (bia), this is re-
ferred, in the same oracle, to a later stage in the 
process of the foundation of Cumae by the Pithek-
oussans: some form of violence against the native 
inhabitants is clearly implied here. From a similar 
viewpoint, the Cumaeans, who went on to establish 
the “first” Zankle on the Straits of Messina, are la-
beled by Thucydides (6.4.5) as “pirates” (leistai).

Nevertheless, I believe that it is the overall frame-
work showing a sharp caesura between the Pre-Hel-
lenic and the colonial phases (see the remarks on the 
topography of the Pre-Hellenic settlement and on the 
end of its necropolis, in the first part of this chapter) 
that suggests the hypothesis that the Greek groups 
used violent force, at least in the initial stages, against 
the indigenous population. Archaeology, at the cur-
rent state of knowledge, suggests that this can be 
placed around the mid-8th century BC or shortly af-
terwards (ca. 750-740 BC). In our specific context, 
reasons of force majeure brought about by conflicts 
between different groups could explain the sudden 
abandonment of the hut with its furnishings in situ 
and its fire destruction. In short, the present state of 
archaeological evidence would suggest that this was 
a critical time of conflict connected to an early stage 
in Cumae’s colonial process at the mid-8th century 
point or just after that.

But can we say that it was the groups from 
Euboea that were responsible for all of this tur-
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moil? Or was it more likely to have been the 
Euboeans who had settled in Pithekoussai a few 
years before? Or could it possibly have been a 
combination of the two? 

These questions introduce us to the last chapter 
dealing with the archaeological picture of Cumae in 
LG I (750-720 BC). Once again, we will focus on 
the evidence which has been brought to light since 
2007 in the excavations carried out north of the Fo-
rum baths by the University of Napoli L’Orientale.

Matteo D’Acunto

5. The first phase of the apoikia (LG I: 750-720 BC)

5.1. LG I contexts
During the excavations conducted in the insula 

located north of the Forum baths, the presence of 
ceramic finds referable to LG I has constantly been 
documented in secondary contexts in stratigra-
phies of the later periods (see M. D’Acunto, be-
low, chpt. 5.2). However, several trenches have 
also revealed contexts in primary position refer-
able to this chronological horizon.

Fig. 47. Excavated areas where domestic evidence of LG I was brought to light (in yellow) in primary and secondary 
deposition – University of Napoli L’Orientale excavations, 2007, 2008, 2013, 2017, 2021, 2022 (© University of Napoli 
L’Orientale)
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The stratigraphic excavation conducted in the 
central area of the peristyle of the domus occupy-
ing the southern part of the insula (Fig. 47.1) re-
vealed traces of occupation of the area during LG 
I. This early evidence emerged directly on the sur-
face of the alluvial deposit (US 27754, Fig. 20 in 
red), which obliterated the entire area around the 
middle of the 8th century BC (see F. Nitti above, 
chpt. 4.1). A hearth, characterized by a first filling 
layer consisting of charred wood and a thin layer 
of ash on the surface, had been created within the 
alluvial sand layer. Next to the hearth, a few frag-
ments pertaining to a hemispherical kotyle were 
found, which can be identified as being of Pithe-
koussan fabric on the basis of the clay and its pe-
culiar coating (82). The specimen, of which part 
of the body, rim and one handle are preserved, has 
a distinctive squiggle decoration in the panel be-
tween the handles. This decorative motif would 
have framed a central metope. The handle has the 
typical decoration of LG I kotylai with vertical 
bars. In the Phlegraean area, the main compari-
sons for this specimen come from a fragment of 
Euboean fabric found in the earth layers dumped 
in between the two curtains of late Archaic walls 
of Cumae354, and from a kotyle of Pithekoussan 
fabric from Tomb 990 of the San Montano ne-
cropolis at Pithekoussai355. In the Pithekoussan 
specimen the squiggles frame an aquatic bird lo-
cated in the center of the panel356, and it is plausi-
ble to assume a similar decoration for our kotyle 
as well. More in general, the type echoes a series 
of LG I Corinthian kotylai characterized by a dis-
tinctive squiggle motif, which is sometimes made 
with zig-zags357.

Further evidence referable to the same chrono-
logical phase was unearthed in the adjacent area lo-
cated at the southeast corner of the peristyle (Fig. 

354 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 20, pl. 2A.12.
355 The specimen, some fragments of which are preserved, is 

still unpublished and is part of a group of sporadic finds pertain-
ing to tomb 990.

356 A similar decoration is present on a hemispherical kotyle 
of local fabric from the sanctuary of the upper terrace of the 
acropolis of Cumae (Pagano – Del Villano 2022, 160, no. 
3.17). In this specimen, however, the squiggles are floating with-
in the panel.

357 Cf. Heurtley – Robertson 1948, pl. II, 15; Weinberg 
1943, 36, pl. 16.107.

47.2). Immediately above the alluvial deposit, an 
earthen floor was preserved (US 28055-28054, Fig. 
20.C, in orange) characterized by the presence of a 
hearth (Fig. 48). This consisted of an elongated pit, 
about 20 cm deep, internally lined with a thick layer 
of clay. This clay lining, completely scorched by the 
flames of the fire, must have been very good at insu-
lating the embers from the humidity of the soil. Pre-
served at the base of the hearth was a layer of 
charred wood and ash (clearly visible in the section 
depicted in Fig. 35), on which were lying two tuff 
blocks, completely burned and blackened by pro-
longed exposure to fire (Fig. 49). These blocks were 
probably used as supports during firing activities. 
All around the hearth, traces of food preparation 
and eating activities were preserved: in addition to 
numerous charcoals, that conferred a blackish col-
oration to the layer, numerous faunal remains were 

Fig. 48. LG I floor with a hearth (in the center of the right 
side of the photo) unearthed in the southeast corner of the 
peristyle of the southern domus, cf. Fig. 47.2 (photo F. Nitti, 
© University of Napoli L’Orientale)

Fig. 49. LG I hearth unearthed in the southeast corner of the 
peristyle of the southern domus, cf. Fig. 47.2 (photo F. Nitti, 
© University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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found. Among the various ceramic finds, worthy of 
note are an imported Corinthian kotyle of the Aetos 
666 type (83; Pl. 18) and a fragment pertaining to 
the bottom of a lekane decorated with linear and 
geometric motifs, which, based on the clay can be 
identified as being of Pithekoussan fabric (84; Pl. 21).

This evidence, located immediately above the 
surface of the alluvial deposit, testifies to a stable 
occupation of the area from LG I onward. Although 
we have not yet traced the limits of an actual struc-
ture, the presence of hearths, associated with faunal 
remains and vessels related to the consumption of 
food (probably the lekane) and wine (probably the 
kotyle), shows that the area was used for domestic 
purposes. Remarkably, these LG I contexts reveal 
strong continuity in the forms of occupation in the 
following LG II phase as well. These stratigraphic 
layers located immediately above were similarly 
characterized by hearths and clear evidence of food 
preparation and consumption that occurred in situ.

Francesco Nitti

Recent investigations in the area north of steno-
pos q (fig. 47.3)358 confirm the situation described 
above: during the 2022 excavation campaign359, a 
tight sequence of layers with artifacts in evident 
primary position was unearthed, testifying to an 
intense occupation of the area in the Late Geome-
tric I period (750-720 BC).

Our excavations revealed a layer with anthropic 
activity markers, in which two fireplaces of differ-
ent size and shape were documented. The first fire-
place was located in the southeastern area of the 
trench: it was a large elliptical hearth, whose south-
ern boundary was defined by an arrangement of 
small-sized irregularly-shaped tufa blocks. It mea-
sured approximately 100x60 cm and contained a 
7-8 cm thick layer of whitish ash, accumulated 
above a thin layer of charcoal (Fig. 50). Unfortu-
nately, the hearth only yielded a modest amount of 
archaeological finds: besides some faunal remains, 
it contained sherds of impasto pottery, among which 

358 This area has been investigated since 2015, under the su-
pervision of Dr Sara Napolitano (2015-2016), Marco Tartari 
(2017-2018) and the author (2019-2022).

359 The excavation campaign was conducted from September 
5 to 30, 2022.

two adjoining fragments of a carinated bowl (87; Pl. 
21) stand out360. They came from the thin layer of 
charcoal lying at the base of the hearth, which also 
yielded a fragment of a skyphos of Pithekoussan 
fabric (86; Pl. 16). It is probably a floating chevron 
skyphos, which can be dated around or shortly after 
the middle of the 8th century BC. The ash layer that 
sealed the hearth yielded instead a fragment of a 
lekane (88; Pl. 21), probably of Pithekoussan fabric. 
This fragment stands out for its unusual decoration, 
for which no comparisons seem to be known: the 
usual “wave” motif, generally attested on the upper 
part of the body361, is here replaced by a painted 

360 For the analysis of these peculiar fragments and the dis-
cussion about their identification, see catalogue record no. 87, 
written by Dr Chiara Improta.

361 Cf. Mariassunta Cuozzo’s contribution on the lekanai 
found in the earth layers dumped between the two curtains of the 
late Archaic walls in Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 32-33.

Fig. 50. LG I hearth unearthed in the area north of stenopos 
q, cf. Fig. 47.3 (photo M. D’Onofrio, © University of Napo-
li L’Orientale)

Fig. 51. Refractory surface of an LG I hearth unearthed in the 
area north of stenopos q, cf. Fig. 47.3 (photo M. D’Onofrio, 
© University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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band, whose upper part is composed of a series of 
irregularly painted triangles.

The second fireplace, located about one meter 
north of the first, had a very peculiar structure, and 
there is no comparison to be found in the hearths the 
University of Napoli L’Orientale has already exca-
vated in the domestic contexts of Cumae. This par-
ticular fireplace consisted of an irregularly-shaped 
raw clay surface, which appeared strongly rubefied 
due to the exposure to high temperatures (Fig. 51). 
It measured approximately 30x40 cm and it was 
sealed by a mound of whitish-grey ash, approxi-
mately 10 cm high. Under the refractory surface, a 
layer of charcoal was unearthed.

Unfortunately, a very small number of pottery 
sherds came from the ash heap and the refractory 
surface, and none of them is particularly diagnostic. 
However, the layers associated with these two 
hearths have yielded some significant finds. They 
include a fragment of an LG I squiggle kotyle (89; 
Pl. 18), whose clay suggests a Pithekoussan fabric, 
and a fragment of an imported Corinthian kantharos 
(90; Pl. 21), which can also be dated to LG I. Among 
the finds from this context, an LG I kotyle (91; Pl. 
18), reassembled from 21 fragments, stands out. It 
is a refined Pithekoussan imitation of a Corinthian 
prototype, coated in the yellowish-cream slip typi-
cal of the so-called Pithekoussan Workshops362. A 
large part of the body of the kotyle is preserved, in-
cluding the attachment of one of the rod handles, 
which must have been decorated with a double hor-
izontal continuous line. The space between the han-
dles was decorated with a panel framed by groups 
of vertical lines, interrupted by an hourglass motif. 
Unfortunately, the panel is not preserved, so it is im-
possible to determine with certainty what kind of 
decoration filled it. Nevertheless, the traces pre-
served on one of the fragments allow us to hypothe-
size the presence of a geometric motif, flanked by 
one or two birds363. Below the level of the handles, 
the upper part of the body is decorated with parallel 
horizontal lines, while the lower part is fully paint-
ed, except for a thin reserved band. The ring-shaped 
foot is fully painted, while the bottom is decorated 

362 Neeft 1987, 59-65, notes 176-177.
363 Possible comparisons for the decoration of the kotyle pan-

el include Coldstream 1968, pl. 19.l, and the kotyle from tomb 
33 of Villasmundo in Sicily.

with concentric circles. The presence of a high num-
ber of fragments belonging to the same vessel in the 
same area leaves no doubt as to its original primary 
position. The replacement of the characteristic verti-
cal bars with two horizontal lines on the handle, as 
well as the rather taut profile of the body, which still 
retains the characteristic hemispherical shape of the 
Corinthian LG kotyle, suggest a dating to an ad-
vanced/final stage of LG I. Its chronology, along 
with that of the pottery sherds previously mentioned, 
allows us to date the excavated context to a period 
between 750-720 BC, corresponding to Late Geo-
metric I of the Pithekoussan-Cumaean sequence.

It is therefore clear that the context investigated 
testifies to an intense occupation of the area since the 
third quarter of the 8th century BC, allowing the very 
early colonial horizon of Cuma to be framed in this 
phase. As in the peristyle area, the few but signifi-
cant diagnostic sherds of wheel-made pottery almost 
all pertain to drinking vessels (the previously men-
tioned kotylai, skyphos and kantharos), except for 
the lekane, which is the main vessel related to food 
consumption. The sherds of coarse/handmade ware 
are also consistent with a domestic use of the area, as 
proved by the presence of fragments of ollae and 
cups. The occurrence of Phlegraean/Pithekoussan 
pottery suggests that the Euboean component of 
Pithekoussai played a leading role in this early phase 
of the apoikia of Cumae. At the same time, its asso-
ciation with some handmade impasto vases, such as 
the carinated bowl which has already been men-
tioned, hints at some form of presence/integration/
submission of the indigenous population.

Martina D’Onofrio

5.2. Pithekoussai’s and Cumae’s earliest ceramics
In other deep trenches of small size, some LG I 

contexts in primary deposition and of a domestic 
character were also uncovered (Figs. 47.4-9). We 
will refer to these later.

In general, a constant feature of all the deep 
trenches, which we conducted at several points of 
the insula north of the Forum baths, was the dis-
covery of a relatively good number of ceramic 
fragments, which may be identified as LG I (750-
720). They were mainly found in secondary depo-
sition in later stratigraphies of LG II (720-690 BC): 
both in the artificial fill level on which the dwell-
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ings were installed before the urban layout (late 8th 
c. BC), and in the subsequent artificial dump level 
on which the urban layout was created (ca. 700-690 
BC). These LG I fragments must refer to the same 
period of residential occupation of the area, related 
to the first phase of the apoikia, as documented by 
the aforementioned contexts in primary deposition. 

As a matter of fact, two reasons suggest that these 
LG I fragments, albeit found in secondary deposits, 
do not relate to the horizon of the pre-existing 
Pre-Hellenic indigenous village:

1) �their finding context in stratigraphies later 
than the alluvial level, which, as we have 
said, clearly demarcates the end of the indig-
enous village in this area;

2) �their types and productions (Pithekoussan and 
Corinthian), which are not represented in the 
habitation levels of the Pre-Hellenic village.

In sum, they must be evidence of the first phase 
of the apoikia in this sector of the site. More spe-
cifically, judging by the other closed contexts 
brought to light, these finds must refer to housing 
in the area from the earliest colonial horizon.

In this section we will present a selection of finds 
from this phase, organized by type and starting with 
the oldest, which can be ascribed to the transition 
between MG II and LG I. They consist of both Co-
rinthian imports and Pithekoussan (or Pithekous-
san-Cumaean) products. In addition to the frag-
ments from our excavations, comparisons with 
others of the same types found in other contexts 
from Cumae, and from Pithekoussai, as well as the 
early Sicilian colonies, will be recalled. This allows 
us to return to the question of the foundation date of 
Cumae, as compared with that of Pithekoussai and 
of the earliest apoikiai of Sicily, an issue we intro-
duced in the first chapter of this contribution.

From this point of view, it is essential to briefly 
come back to the relative (and absolute) date of 
the foundation of Pithekoussai, since our earliest 
Cumae fragments, later than the Pre-Hellenic 
phase, roughly align with that date. The common 
view is well-known364. Pithekoussai’s earliest 
tombs, which have been published so far, date 

364 Ridgway 1981; 1992, 86-88; Coldstream 1995, 266; 
d’Agostino 1999, 56-57 (= 2010-2011, 224-225); d’Agostino 
2006, 339-342 (= 2010-2011, 233-235); D’Acunto, forthcoming.

from the beginning of LG I. However, a sporadic 
chevron skyphos of local production from the ne-
cropolis365 has been temptingly referred to an ear-
lier disturbed tomb dating back to the end of MG 
II. This date roughly aligns with the late MG II/
early LG I finds from the Gosetti dump, as estab-
lished firstly by D. Ridgway and later pointed out 
by N. Coldstream366: a Corinthian skyphos with 
close chevron decoration367 and several Euboean 
skyphoi with close chevron ornament368, together 
with the small fragment of a Euboean krater pre-
serving part of a carefully drawn hatched mean-
der369. Among the earliest fragments from the so-
called “Stipe dei Cavalli” (loc. Pastola), the same 
date is ascribed by B. d’Agostino to a skyphos 
decorated with close chevrons, perhaps of local 
production (see its micaceous clay)370; this assem-
blage includes another with floating chevrons371 as 
well as LG I fragments of Aetos 666 kotylai and 
Thapsos skyphoi with panel372. Therefore, recent-
ly, d’Agostino once again defended the traditional 
theory of a foundation date of Pithekoussai in late 
MG II (in terms of Corinthian-Pithekoussan 
chronology) or LG Ia (in terms of Attic chronolo-
gy), i.e. based on “orthodox” chronology at ca. 
760-750 BC373. I share his view and disagree with 
the recent proposals made by some scholars to 
raise or lower this foundation date. 

Against the suggestion of an earlier foundation 
date for Pithekoussai374, we can still rely on an ar-
gumentum ex silentio: PSC and “classical” che-
vron skyphoi as well as other “pre-colonial” potte-

365 Ridgway 1981, 48-49, fig. 1; Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 
702-703, no. Sp. 4/4, pls. CCIX, 245.

366 Ridgway 1981; Coldstream 1995, 252-253, 257, 260-261, 266.
367 Ridgway 1981, 50, fr. 1, pl. 2; 1992, 87-88, fig. 21.
368 Esp. Coldstream 1995, 257, 260-261, 266, nos. 57, 58 

and 61, fig. 2, pl. 29 (= Ridgway 1981, 51, nos. 2, 3, 5, pl. 2).
369 Coldstream 1995, 252, 266, no. 2, pl. 27. The attribution 

to a local fabric for the chevron skyphos from the cemetery is 
thanks to G. Buchner and D. Ridgway, who may be considered 
as the best connoisseurs of Pithekoussan pottery production. The 
attribution to Corinthian fabric for the skyphos from the Gosetti 
dump and to Euboean production for those of the Gosetti dump, 
together with the krater, is based on D. Ridgway’s and N. Cold-
stream’s authoritative opinion.

370 d’Agostino 1994-1995, 44, no. 1, pl. 34.
371 d’Agostino 1994-1995, 44, no. 2, pl. 34.
372 d’Agostino 1994-1995, 44-45, 48, nos. 4, 5, 17-19, pls. 

34-35.
373 d’Agostino 2006, 339-342 (= 2010-2011, 233-235).
374 Cf. Ridgway 2000; 2004, 29.
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ry types are missing from Pithekoussan contexts 
(of course, as with all argumenta ex silentio, this 
picture may be modified by future discoveries, but 
this is the current evidence)375. 

On the other hand, a proposal of a “low” 
chronology for the foundation date of Pithekoussai 
has been suggested by K. DeVries376. His paper 
follows the evolution in Corinthian Geometric pot-
tery from the late MG II protokotyle to the “classi-
cal” LG kotyle of the Aetos 666 type: through pro-
gressive steps, this evolution involves the shape 
(from the lower body to the hemispherical, and 
from the nicked rim kotyle to the kotyle without 
nick), the decoration of the handle (from the paint-
ed solid black to the barred – or less often dotted/
banded) and of the panel between the handles 
(leading to the classical system of the Aetos 666 
type consisting of a row of chevrons under the lip, 
overlying a group of horizontal lines and framed 
by side-bars). His step-by-step chronological 
reconstruction is based on the analysis of impor
tant closed Corinthian assemblages. According to 
DeVries’ proposal, the “classical” Aetos 666 koty-
le would have been introduced in the advanced LG 
period. Thus, Pithekoussai’s earliest tombs associ-
ated with this vessel type would suggest a “low” 
foundation date for the site. According to him, 
Pithekoussai would have been established just be-
fore the earliest Greek colonies in Sicily. 

From our point of view, on one hand, DeVries’ 
study is useful with reference to the evolution from the 
protokotyle to the “classical” kotyle, and with refer-
ence to the internal analysis of the closed Corinth con-
texts from MG II to LG. These contexts are of great 
importance, also in respect of Pithekoussai and Cu-
mae. On the other hand, we may refer to Bruno 
d’Agostino’s arguments against DeVries’ chronologi-
cal conclusions. According to the Italian scholar, «in 
general, one can agree with DeVries’ model, but this 
evolution has occurred in a very short period of time, 
and not in the linear manner assumed by him»377. 
However, «a careful reading of De Vries’ exemplifica-
tion seems to confirm Coldstream’s scheme, which 
places the protokotyle in the decade 760-750… as in 

375 d’Agostino 2006, 339-340 (= 2010-2011, 233-235); cf. 
above, chpt. 4.6.

376 DeVries 2003, 145-154.
377 Translated from d’Agostino 2006, 341 (= 2010-2011, 235).

Well 1950-1953, and assigns the classical Aetos 666 to 
the third quarter of the 8th century. The foundation of 
Cumae is also to be placed in the third quarter of the 8th 
century, which, however, represents a new qualitative 
leap compared to Pithekoussai, as the beginning of 
Greek colonisation in Greece. Pithekoussai therefore 
did not exist until 760 BC …»378. To Bruno d’Agosti-
no’s arguments we may also add that some of the ear-
liest Pithekoussan burials may be assigned to the be-
ginning of LG I, in the light of vessel shapes other than 
the kotyle, as is shown e.g. by the oinochoai379. 

With the Pithekoussan picture in the back-
ground, we may now focus on Cumae’s late MG 
II-LG I fragments, which in our excavations are 
found in stratigraphies overlying the alluvial level.

5.3. Close chevron skyphoi (Pl. 14)
The close chevron skyphoi of the late type 

match the above-mentioned examples from Pithe-
koussai. In Cumae too, they refer to both Corin-
thian imports and imitations. 

Two of these, (54 and 55) are no doubt Corinthian 
products, due to the clay and the paint used. This is an 
important aspect, because Corinthian MG II and LG 
pottery shows a more coherent sequence than their 
imitations/transformations in Euboean and Pithek-
oussan pottery380. Regarding this Corinthian late type 
of chevron skyphos (as compared to the above men-
tioned “classical” type, on which cf. above chpt. 
4.4.3), the essential classification had already been 
established by Coldstream in 1968381. This type is in 
line with the Attic (and Euboean) chevron skyphoi, 
but on the verge of MG II the body has deepened and 
the lip is offset. This is the immediate predecessor of 
the LG skyphos of the Thapsos class. Unfortunately, 
in 54 and 55 the decorations on the lower and lateral 
parts of the panel and the handles are not preserved. 
A closed context (a well) in Corinth contains a good 
number of fragments of Corinthian chevron skyphoi 

378 Translated from d’Agostino 2006, 341-342 (= 2010-2011, 
235).

379 I refer to F. Nitti’s PhD research, which is in progress: it 
deals with the unpublished part of Pithekoussai’s cemetery.

380 Cf. e.g. d’Agostino 1999, 56 (= 2010-2011, 224).
381 Coldstream 2008, 96-97, pls. 17h, 18d. Cf. Weinberg 

1943, 27, no. 75, fig. 7, pl. 12; Anderson – Benton 1953, 271 ff., 
275, no. 622, fig. 8; Heurtley – Robertson 1948, 10-11, pls. 2.9-
10; Anderson 1958-1959, 142, no. 60, pl. 22; Ridgway 1981, 48-
50, fig. 2, fr. 1; DeVries 2003, 153, figs. 8.14-15.
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of this late type; they are associated with the classical 
Corinthian prokotylai of the end of MG II and with 
another of the same shape but decorated with a bird, 
which is contemporary with Attic LG Ia (760-750 
BC)382. However, if we compare the decoration of 
both the published Corinthian chevron skyphoi from 
Corinth and other sites383 and the single one from 
Pithekoussai384 with the decoration of our two speci-
mens from Cumae, in the latter, the chevrons have 
been debased: in 55 the chevrons have degenerated 
into sort of sigmas, while those of 54 are drawn in an 
even more roughly and two of them do not join the 
upper line. This might be an indication of a low 
date385 for Cumae’s two fragments 54 and 55 in the 
Corinthian series: since the type is by itself late MG 
II, i.e. ca. 760-750 BC, our two examples from Cu-
mae might be ca. 750 (or even slightly later).

The two adjoining fragments of 54 were found 
in the layers underlying the floor of an early 7th 
century house in the northern part of the insula 
(Fig. 47.4)386. They were associated with the frag-
ment of the early LG I skyphos, whose panel is 
decorated with a St. Andrew’s cross (80).

Among the skyphoi with close chevron decora-
tion, three examples from our excavation may be 
identified as non-Corinthian. I suggest a Pithekous-
san production for two of them, namely 56 and 58, 
due to their micaceous clay (the alternative would 
be Cumaean production). The third example, 57, is 
also made of a mica-rich clay, in this case fine gold. 
However, in my opinion,  macroscopic analysis 
makes “local” (Pithekoussan or Cumaean) produc-
tion unlikely, as is shown by the grainy composition 
of the clay with grey inclusions, as well as by the 
thick and polished engobe. Cycladic production 
could be a reasonable alternative hypothesis. 56 and 
58 recall the two above-mentioned local skyphoi 
from Pithekoussai due to their shape and the quite 
irregular drawing of the chevrons: the sporadic one 

382 DeVries 2003, 148-149, 153, figs. 8.8, 14-15 (Well 1950-3).
383 See the two previous footnotes.
384 Ridgway 1981, 50, fr. 1, pl. 2; 1992, 87, fig. 21.1.
385 Cf. e.g. N. Coldstream’s opinion about a Euboean chevron 

skyphos from the Gosetti dump in Pithekoussai: Coldstream 
1995, 261, «… for them [i.e. Euboean chevron skyphoi nos. 57, 
58 and 61] especially, a late MG II date (in Euboean terms) is 
possible, unless the careless chevrons on 57 imply an imitation at 
several removes and a consequent time lag». 

386 D’Acunto 2017, 303, fig. 26.9, no. 3, and fig. 26.12.

from the necropolis387 and the one from the “Stipe 
dei Cavalli”388. On 58 the decoration preserves the 
framing of the side-bars on the right and the oblique 
lines of the chevrons left, seen in its complete form 
on the sporadic specimen from the Pithekoussan ne-
cropolis. The same framing occurs in another 
(Pithekoussan) example from San Marzano in the 
Sarno Valley389, however the chevrons are bad-
ly-drawn and in part floating (the handles of the 
skyphos from the Pithekoussan cemetery are deco-
rated by a band; those on the example from San 
Marzano show a row of bars, such as in the kotyle 
Aetos 666 type). The skyphos from San Marzano is 
clearly a late product in the series of close chevron 
skyphoi and it may be dated in early LG I, also be-
cause of the context390. From a chronological point 
of view, it is interesting to recall here the evolution 
of the chevron skyphos in Eretrian pottery, as estab-
lished by A. Kenzelmann Pfyffer, S. Verdan and C. 
Léderrey through the analysis of the closed assem-
blages of the wells in Eretria. According to the au-
thors, the skyphos decorated with a close (non-float-
ing) chevron system, which appears in MG II, 
continues during LG I and disappears by the end of 
this period (in their proposal of Eretrian chronology, 
LG I corresponds to Attic LG Ib, namely to 750-735 
BC)391. One last remark on the decoration of 56: to 
the left of the chevrons a gap is left, such as in a 
Corinthian example from Aetos392. In sum, the two 
skyphoi 56 and 58 can most probably be identified 
with Pithekoussan productions of close chevron 
skyphos of the late type; they may be referred to late 
MG II or early LG I, i.e. ca. 760-740 in “orthodox” 
chronology.

Quite different seems to be the case of 57. The 
two non-joining fragments must be referred to the 
same vessel based on their close similarities in clay 
and paint. The chevrons are irregularly drawn and 
some of them do not join the upper line. I have some 
doubts regarding the association of the decoration 
between the first and the second fragment. On the 

387 Ridgway 1981, 48-49, fig. 1; Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 
702-703, no. Sp. 4/4, pls. CCIX, 245.

388 d’Agostino 1996, 44, no. 1, pl. 34.
389 d’Agostino 1999, 57 (= 2010-2011, 225, fig. 5).
390 d’Agostino 1999, 57 (= 2010-2011, 225, fig. 5).
391 Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008, 76-78, 

with discussion and references to the catalogue nos.
392 Anderson – Benton 1953, 278, no. 651, fig. 7.
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latter, the vertical lines should be identified with the 
side-bars framing the right side of the chevron panel; 
but, if this is the case, the horizontal lines below 
them would be unusual. Nevertheless, according to 
the reconstruction of the profile proposed in our 
drawing, the deep body, together with the tall verti-
cal lip, the three reserved lines in the inner part of the 
lip, and the irregular chevrons, all suggest a late date 
in the series of  close chevron skyphos: LG I (750-
720 BC), probably still early due to the close che-
vron decoration. 57 was found in secondary deposi-
tion in a later level of the late 8th century BC under 
the entrance to the southern domus (Fig. 47.5).

To complete this picture of Cumae, an example of 
the same late type with close and quite irregularly 
drawn chevrons was found in the rampart of the late 
Archaic phase of the northern walls. I agree with B. 
d’Agostino’s proposal of a chronology of this skyphos 
at the transition from MG II to LG I. The identification 
of its (very micaceous) fabric remains problematic393.

With reference to this late type of close chevron 
skyphos, it is useful to compare the evidence from 
Pithekoussai and Cumae with that of the other ear-
liest Greek apoikiai of Sicily and Magna Graecia. 
As far as I know, stricto sensu, places where this 
late type of chevron skyphoi have been found, 
both for Corinthian imports and for local produc-
tions, are limited to Pithekoussai and Cumae. This 
distribution may have chronological implications: 
the production of this late type of close chevron 
skyphos may have stopped approximately after the 
foundation of Pithekoussai and Cumae and before 
the foundation of the other Italian apoikiai, thus 
reflecting the priority of the former two over the 
other earliest Greek foundations in the West. 

To a certain extent, there is only one exception: 
Megara Hyblaea. In this site, a fragment which has 
already been mentioned was considered to be a Co-
rinthian import of the chevron skyphos/protokotyle 
and dated at the end of MG II (see above, chpt. 1.3). 
Unfortunately, the vase is now lost and as a result we 
cannot verify its fabric and decoration. However, if 
we rely on the old, poor-quality photography and 
drawing, this identification remains controversial, 
due to the very low and irregular chevrons (if they 

393 d’Agostino 1999, 57, note 11 (= 2010-2011, 225, figs. 1.2, 
3b).

are such) and to the deep rounded body; the low ver-
tical bars on the rim would be another unusual fea-
ture for a late MG II date394.  In addition, among the 
huge number of LG fragments brought to light 
during the French excavations in Megara Hyblaea, 
two non-Corinthian chevron skyphoi can be identi-
fied395: the panel contains an impoverished version 
of the chevrons and is framed by side-bars; the pro-
file has lost its separate lip to give way to a continu-
ous silhouette with an indented rim, which is pecu-
liar to Thapsos class skyphoi (a clearly LG I and 
later, LG II feature). These fragments may illustrate 
how, outside of Corinthian production, this very late 
and “updated” version of the close chevron skyphos 
may have come close to the foundation date of Me
gara Hyblaea, i.e. probably ca. 728 BC (if we follow 
the foundation date reported by Thucydides).

5.4. Tremuli skyphoi (Pl. 15)
The three fragmentary skyphoi 59-61 are clear-

ly imported from Corinth and are decorated with a 
shoulder panel which is framed on all sides by hor-
izontal lines. The panel consists of close tremuli, 
which are quite irregularly drawn, some of which 
do not join the upper line. 

In my opinion, in Corinthian production these 
tremuli skyphoi can be singled out as a sort of 
“transitional/intermediary” type between the late 
close chevron skyphos and the Thapsos skyphos   
with panel. However, other scholars prefer to clas-
sify them among the Thapsos class396. Their dis-
tinction from the “classical” skyphos of the Thapsos 
class is not only given by the lack of side bars in the 
panel, but also by the difference in the profile of the 
lip and the shoulder. These “tremuli” skyphoi 59-
61 still preserve the erect, separate and quite high 
lip of late close chevron skyphoi; on the contrary, 
the stricto sensu Thapsos skyphoi usually show a 
more continuous profile from the lip to the shoul-
der, and a shorter lip397. Furthermore, among the 

394 Vallet – Villard 1964, 17-18, fig. 1, pl. 2.6; Villard 
1982, 183, pl. 64.1 = fig. 4.1; Sourisseau 2014, 108, no. 1. Cf. 
Kourou 1994, 33: «… some controversial fragments of 
proto-kotylai from Megara Hyblaea…».

395 de Barbarin 2021, 128, 130, A1a, pl. A- 1.  
396 Vallet – Villard 1964, 28, pl. 8.2, fig. 12; cf.  Neeft 

1981, 21, 71, no. 11; Sourisseau 2014, 138, no. 53; de Barbarin 
2021, 128-133.

397 See e.g. Neeft 1981, figg. 1-4, 7, 9, 11.
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Cumae examples, 59 still preserves a section of the 
lower part of the body: this shows a quite low belly, 
which is still related to MG II skyphoi. 

In Corinthian skyphoi this decoration with a series 
of close tremuli was not so common: one example is 
known from Aetos (Ithaca), but in that specimen the 
panel is framed by side bars398. A Corinthian skyphos 
related to this type was found in Megara Hyblaea: the 
panel is not framed by side bars, but it is short and 
consists of only a few sigmas, thus suggesting that a 
late version of this type must have been produced un-
til close to the foundation date of Megara399. 

The same chronological indication is given by an 
oinochoe, which has been classified among the 
Thapsos class; this was found in Corinth, in the low-
er level of a closed deposit, which spans from the 
end of LG to the beginning of the EPC period: on its 
neck there is a series of tremuli which is fully framed 
by horizontal lines400. To complete this picture, an 
early case outside of Corinthian production warrants 
a mention: a Euboean/Cycladic skyphos from Veii 
from ca. the mid-8th century BC has a decoration on 
the panel between the handles with a series of close 
tremuli which are flanked by vertical lines401. 

Consequently, these features – both the decora-
tion and the shape – all concur to suggest the date 
of skyphoi 59-61 from Cumae: they may be re-
ferred to an LG date in the Corinthian series, prob-
ably in the first part, namely ca. 750-730 BC.

5.5. Floating chevron skyphoi (Pl. 16)
Two examples, probably produced in Pithekous-

sai, can be referred to this type: 62 and 63. In both 
cases the chevrons have been debased into rounded 
and irregular four-bar sigmas: the latter are drawn 
higher and closer to the upper and lower lines in 62, 
while more irregularly floating in the panel in 63. 
Both the debased version of the chevrons as sigmas 
and their floating in the panel are departures from 
MG II chevrons, as a consequence of an ornament 
which in Euboea and in its western foundations con-
tinues well into the LG I (750-720 BC) period (and 

398 Anderson – Benton 1953, 276, no. 628, pl. 41.
399 Vallet – Villard 1964, 28, pl. 8.2, fig. 12. Local imita-

tions were also found on the site: de Barbarin 2021, 128-129, 
132-141, pl. A- 1 – “Coupes du type A1b”.

400 DeVries 2003, 152, fig. 8.13.
401 Ridgway 1967, pl. 58k.

in Eretria even into LG II, i.e. 735-700 BC, perhaps 
in the early part)402. For both examples from our ex-
cavation in Cumae, the deep rounded body and the 
quite high and only slightly everted lip are consistent 
with an LG I date (750-720 BC). A detail confirms 
this “high” date for 63: its handles are painted solid 
black, which still reflects the MG II tradition of the 
chevron skyphoi and the Corinthian protokotyle403. 

Parallels with the shape and the decoration of 62 
and 63 are found among some floating chevron 
skyphoi from Methone, which have been identified 
as local productions404: their barred handles suggest 
an LG I date too; if the foundation date of this Ere-
trian colony at 733/732 BC (Plut. Mor. 293 a-b) is 
reliable405, then a chronology of these vases in the 
second part of LG I could be suggested. The high 
and tight chevrons/sigmas of 62 match those of one 
specimen from Methone406. On the other hand, the 
chevrons/sigmas of 63, which are shorter and float-
ing more freely in the field, may be compared with 
a skyphos considered as Pithekoussan-Cumaean 
from the rampart of Cumae’s late Archaic walls; its 
profile is also similar407. Another skyphos of the 
same type may be 86, although in this case the de-
coration in the panel has not been preserved; the 
latter vessel, which seems to have been produced in 
Pithekoussai, was found in association with the LG 
I domestic context, in the northern sector of our ex-
cavation (see M. D’Onofrio, above, chpt. 5.1, Fig. 
47.3). Macroscopic inspection of the clay suggests 
a Pithekoussan fabric for 62 and 63 too: to our 
knowledge, they both correspond to the macrosco-
pic features of Pithekoussan clays, due to the color, 
inclusions and the dense silver mica; the very pale 
brown slip of 62 is common on Pithekoussan vases 
(a less likely alternative for 63 would be a Cycladic 
production, because of its micaceous clay).

402 Cf.  Coldstream 1995, 260-261; Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 
20; Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008,  76-78, 
with references. On the degeneration of the chevrons in LG 
Corinthian pottery cf. already Coldstream 2008, 99.

403 Coldstream 2008, 95-98; De Vries 2003.
404 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 105-106, nos. 87-

89 (with the proposal for a later date, in LG IIb).
405 Cf. Y. Tzifopoulos, in Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 

2012, 19-20; and Janko 2015, 1.
406 Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 106, no. 88.
407 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 20, 154, no. TTA9, fig. 45, pl. 2.A.
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One remarkable aspect is that 63 was found in a 
primary deposition context, namely in the trench 
that we conducted under the floor of the room of the 
Roman period occupying the southeast corner of the 
insula (Fig. 47.6). The adjoining fragments of this 
skyphos were found in the area around a hearth, 
which was made of stones arranged to make a 
roughly rectangular platform (Fig. 52). This hearth 
was associated with a beaten earth floor. Due to the 
limited extension of the trench and to the presence 
of several holes from the Roman period, we were 
unable to establish whether this floor referred to the 
covered part of a house (I consider this hypothesis 
more likely, in the light of the structure of the hearth) 
or to an associated courtyard. What is evident is that 
it definitely referred to a domestic context, thus dat-
ing to LG I. This is further evidence of permanent 
domestic occupation of this area during this earliest 
phase of the apoikia (750-720 BC).

5.6. Kotylai (Pls. 17-18)
Our excavations in Cumae north of the Forum 

baths have brought to light a few dozen fragments, 
which can be more or less safely identified as koty-
lai of the so-called Aetos 666 type (otherwise called 
as the chevron kotyle), the best-known chronologi-
cal marker for the LG Corinthian/LG I Pithekous-
san phase (750-720 BC)408. We present here a selec-
tion of these fragments, including three Corinthian 
imports and several Pithekoussan imitations.

We have already mentioned the important case of 
the Corinthian fragment of the lip (83), from a prima-
ry deposition context: it was directly associated with 
a hearth which cuts the surface of the deep alluvial 
level. As the latter marks a clear caesura with the for-
mer Pre-Hellenic stratigraphies, this hearth reflects 
the new domestic occupation of the area associated 
with the earliest horizon of the apoikia. Since, the 
Corinthian series is more reliable in the production of  
kotylai than their Euboean or Pithekoussan imita-
tions, the chronological implications given by the as-
sociation between kotylai Aetos 666 and the earliest 
colonial horizon in Cumae is evident, also with refer-
ence to the contemporary contexts of Pithekoussai 
containing this chronological marker of LG I.

408 Coldstream 2008, 101-102, pl. 19j; 1995, 261-263; 
DeVries 2003, 145-154, with references.

This is coherent with the observation that all 
the fragments of kotylai in our excavation were 
found in stratigraphies overlying the alluvial level, 
both in primary and in secondary deposition. An-
other Corinthian import is fragment 65, whose 
barred handle and rounded belly profile suggest its 
identification with a LG kotyle. Identification with 
this type, in the case of the Corinthian fragment of 
the upper part of the body in 64, is less safe how-
ever. Its decoration, with a row of chevrons framed 
by horizontal and vertical lines is, of course, typi-
cal of Aetos 666 kotylai. However, the two lines 
overlying the chevrons seem to be quite unusual 
for this type409. Since the rim is missing in frag-
ment 64 and its profile is receding in the upper 
part, an alternative hypothesis could be that it re-
ferred to a kantharos (end of MG II/LG)410.

To complete the picture in Cumae, a fragment of 
a Corinthian kotyle of the Aetos 666 type was found 
in the rampart of the late Archaic northern walls411.

A fragment of the same vessel type with the 
preserved part of the handle and the belly (69)  
can be attributed to Euboean fabric from an in-
spection of the clay: this corresponds to the mac-
roscopic aspects of Euboean production, starting 

409 We find two similar lines in a chevron kotyle (along with 
a nicked rim) from Corinth: DeVries 2003, 148, 150, fig. 8.10.

410 Cf. e.g. Anderson – Benton 1953, 280, 288, nos. 716-717, 
fig. 9, pl. 45.

411 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 159, no. 45, pl. 3.30.

Fig. 52. Trench conducted under the room occupying the 
southeastern corner of the insula: floor with a hearth made 
of a rectangular platform of blocks (in the center), where LG 
I skyphos 63 was found, cf. Fig. 47.6 (photo from east, M. 
D’Acunto, © University of Napoli L’Orientale)
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from its non-micaceous aspect, color and white 
inclusions412.

A good number of fragments from our excava-
tion refers to Phlegraean imitations of the kotyle Ae-
tos 666 type (66-68 and 70 are reported here as a 
sample). They can also be dated to LG I. Even for 
the smallest fragments, their identification with this 
type is suggested by the combination of a barred 
handle with the profile of the body (which was more 
or less hemispherical). I ascribe these imitations to 
Pithekoussan manufacture, based on the color and 
grainy aspect of the clay, its volcanic inclusions in-
cluding dense silver mica, and on the preserved pale 
brown slip. In the case of 67, the presence of a very 
short nicked rim reflects a trait which is common 
among the imitations made in Euboea of the Aetos 
666 kotyle type (as a residual feature from the earlier 
Corinthian protokotyle)413. What is remarkable is 
that the best preserved Pithekoussan fragment of this 
type (66) was found in a primary deposition context 
under the earliest level of stenopos q (Fig. 47.7): it 
was associated to a level of domestic character; kra-
ter 81 was found in a layer related to the same do-
mestic use of this spot (this is LG I too: see below).

These Pithekoussan kotylai of Aetos 666 type 
from our excavations in the urban area correspond 
to the imitations of this type, which were found in 
B. d’Agostino’s trenches conducted in the rampart 
of the northern walls414. They must refer to the same 
chronological horizon as Cumae’s occupation, and 
therefore from the earliest phase of the apoikia (ac-
cording to our proposal of periodization). These 
kotylai correspond to the much larger number of 
specimens that have been brought to light in the 
different contexts of Pithekoussai, where these ko-
tylai of the Aetos 666 type were produced as imita-
tions of the Corinthian and Euboean prototypes.

The LG I (750-720 BC) kotylai also include 
Pithekoussan example 89, which was found in a 

412 On the Euboean imitations of the kotylai of Aetos 666 
type, see recently Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 
2008, 28, 87-88; D’Acunto 2020e, 243-244, with references. A 
fragment from the Gosetti dump in Pithekoussai has been as-
cribed by Coldstream to Euboean fabric (Coldstream 1995, 
261-263, no. 88, fig. 4, pl. 30).

413 On this aspect cf. references in the former note.
414 d’Agostino 1999, 55-56, pl. 1c-e (= 2010-2011, 221, figs. 

1.3 and 5); Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 158-159, nos. TTA44 (here 
“protokotyle”) and 46, fig. 48, pl. 3.29 and 30.

primary deposition context discussed above (see 
M. D’Onofrio, chpt. 5.1). It refers to a “local” var
iant, which has transformed the canonical chevrons 
under the rim into a series of tremuli: another exa-
mple was found in the rampart of the northern 
walls415 and others come from LG I graves in Pithe-
koussai416. The fragment from Cumae’s rampart 
preserves a short nicked rim, which reflects a re
sidual trait from the Corinthian protokotyle. 

82 (see F. Nitti above, chpt. 5.1) also refers to 
Pithekoussan fabric. This kotyle may be associated 
with the same variant with tremuli under the rim, but 
it preserves a vertical line on the central side of the 
band, thus suggesting that it framed a central metope. 
This feature (cf. below) and its straight lower profile 
suggests the date for 82 is in the second part of LG I.

The previously discussed kotyle 91 (see M. 
D’Onofrio, chpt. 5.1) was found in the same pri-
mary deposition context as 89. Macroscopic ana-
lysis suggests yet again a Pithekoussan fabric for 
91. It reflects a decoration system which was intro-
duced in the Corinthian kotyle near the end of LG 
(750-720 BC): side metopes of double axes and 
herons facing each other in the center417. Unfor-
tunately, in Cumae’s kotyle only a small part of the 
central metope is preserved: two short bars, re
spectively horizontal and vertical, hint at a geome-
tric/linear motif. This system of the upper band 
consisting of lateral double-axes and a central me-
tope as well as the quite straight profile of the ko-
tyle suggests that it refers to advanced/late LG I418.

5.7. Thapsos class and skyphoi with panel deco-
rated by a chain of lozenges (Pls. 19-20)

Several dozen, probably no less than one hun-
dred individual specimens of Thapsos class 
skyphoi, were identified among the finds from our 
excavations of LG I and LG II domestic contexts 
north of the Forum baths. Most of them can easily 
be attributed to Corinthian fabric because of their 
peculiar clay and paint. However, Pithekoussan 

415 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 155 no. TTA12, fig. 45, pl. 2A.
416 Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 372, T. 320, no. 1, pls. CLV, 

119; 388, T. 331, no. 1, pl. 127. 
417 Coldstream 2008, 101, pl. 19l.
418 A fragment of a “local” kotyle from the upper sanctuary of 

the acropolis may be ascribed to the same date, in the light of the 
presence of an individual heron enclosed by floating sigmas (Pa-
gano – Del Villano 2022, 160, no. 3.17).
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(or Pithekoussan/Cumaean) imitations are also in-
cluded in a good number. According to C. Neeft’s 
classification, they are of both the panel type of 
LG I (750-720 BC) and early LG II (720-710 BC), 
and the plain type of LG II (720-690 BC), from the 
earliest variants, until the latest ones which are 
characterized by being of a smaller size or having 
a taller body419. Here, we present a sample of indi-
vidual specimens referring to the earliest panel 
type,  starting with the Corinthian imports.

Among our fragments the commonest panel or-
nament consists of a close row of three-bar sigmas 
(71, 73-75). In one of these examples, 73, the belly 
is in part preserved: this is painted solid black. 
However, for the three others the alternative of hor
izontal lines down to the base remains open: in par-
ticular, cf. the three preserved lines below the panel 
in 71. They all have a painted interior except for a 
reserved thin band under the rim. The row of three-
bar sigmas is a common ornament of this class of 
skyphoi and refers to a group of continuous motifs, 
which are dated by Neeft early in the evolution of 
the decoration of the Thapsos panel420. In particular, 
this decoration in the panel is common among the 
Corinthian Thapsos skyphoi from the earliest Greek 
foundations in Italy. Another fragment with the 
same ornament was found in the University of Na-
poli Federico II excavations directed by G. Greco 
under the Roman Forum421. Of great importance for 
the closed assemblages are the burial contexts of 
Pithekoussai where this Thapsos variant was found: 
T. 161 is a good LG I context, since a Corinthian 
example with the belly painted solid black is asso-
ciated with a local kotyle of the Aetos 666 type (LG 
I)422; however, T. 309A is a context of the first part 
of LG II and contains a Corinthian example where 
the body is deeper and the panel has been reduced in 
length (thus, clearly different from the case of 73 
and 74)423. Other examples imported from Corinth 

419 Neeft 1981. On the Thapsos class see esp. Coldstream 
2008, 102-104; Bosana-Kourou 1983; Dehl 1984, map 2; Kourou 
1994, 38-43; Gadolou 2011, 2017, with references.

420 Neeft 1981, 20-27, fig. 6.6: «sigma skyphoi with the inte-
rior painted except for a reserved line, and with one line on the 
handles: 740-715 BC» (27).

421 Greco 2008, 398, pl. 5c: LG I.
422 Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 203-204, T. 161, no. 2, pl. 63. 
423 Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 366, T. 309A, no. 2, pls. CLIV, 116. 

A local example of the same type is from the earliest group of mate-

can be numbered among the earliest materials from 
Sicilian Naxos424, Syracuse425, Megara Hyblaea426 
and Leontinoi427 (cf. above chpt. 1.3-5). To sum up, 
we share Neeft’s assumption that this variant with 
three-bar sigmas in the panel can be assigned to Co-
rinthian LG until the early EPC for the latest ver-
sion, i.e. ca. 750-710 BC. Among our examples, 73 
and 74 may be fully LG, while 71, because of its 
small size428, could be advanced-late in the series. 

The find context of 71 is remarkable as it was 
discovered in a trench under stenopos q (Fig. 47.8). 
The fragment refers to a stratigraphy also contai-
ning LG II sherds and underlying the earliest level 
of stenopos q (whose date can now be assigned to 
late LG II, namely to the early 7th century BC). This 
stratigraphy was in some way associated with an 
enigmatic east to west curvilinear structure, which 
was brought to light for a length of ca. 2.50 m and 
was probably preserved only at the level of its foun-
dations (10/20 cm height) (Fig. 53). This was made 
of small irregular tufa blocks fused in what seemed 
to be tufa powder (from the working of the blocks?). 
Due to the limited extent of the trench, our excava-
tion was unable to clarify either the plan or the full 
extension of this structure, or even its function. A 
tempting hypothesis would be that this was part of 
an apsidal or ovoidal house/building, such as the 
well-known structures of the Geometric period un-
covered in several sites within the Euboean world, 
both in the motherland and in the West: e.g. in the 
sanctuary of Apollo Daphnephoros and in other 
areas of Eretria429, in Viglatouri430, in Oropos431 and 
at the metallurgical quarter of Mazzola in Pithe-
koussai432. Unfortunately, this hypothesis cannot be 
verified, because the surrounding later structures 
prevent us from extending the excavation area. 

rials in Pastola, at Pithekoussai: d’Agostino 1996, 45, no. 4, pl. 34.
424 Pelagatti 1982a, 144, fig. 10, pls. 47.1-4, 57 fig. 6; cf. 

Coldstream 2004, 41, fig. 1.
425 Pelagatti 1982a, pl. 27.1, 29.12 e 15, 30 fig. 1.4
426 Vallet – Villard 1964, 19, pl. 2, no. 7 and fig. 2; Souris-

seau 2014, 135-137. This variant is also found in a non-colonial 
context: e.g. in Avola (Pelagatti 1982a, pl. 23, fig. 2).

427 Pelagatti 1982a, pl. 60.2.
428 Cf. on this aspect Neeft 1981, 27-28.
429 Mazarakis Ainian 1997; Erétrie, guide, 22-23, 92-95, 

226-233; Verdan 2013.
430 Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1998.
431 Mazarakis Ainian 2020.
432 Ridgway 1992, 91-96; and P.G. Guzzo and C. Gialanella 

in the present volume.
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The structure must be dated in the LG I/II period, 
because of the associated ceramics and because of 
its terminus ante quem represented by the over-
lying earliest phase of stenopos q. It is interesting 
to note that just a few meters north/northwest is 
where the evidence described above was found of 
a stable occupation of the area since LG I (see M. 
D’Onofrio, chpt. 5.1). What’s more, a few meters 
west, again under stenopos q (Fig. 47.7), layers of 
LG II have shown that metalworking involving of 
iron and bronze took place there433.

Turning to the Thapsos skyphoi brought to light 
in our excavations, the small Corinthian fragment, 
76, preserves a small part of the panel containing a 

433 On this metallurgical evidence, general information is given 
in D’Acunto 2017, 301. However, subsequently our excavation 
showed that the date of the stenopos must be raised to late LG II 
(early 7th century BC) and that, thus, metallurgical activity in the 
area refers to before then, therefore to the LG period.

bold horizontal zig-zag line. This decoration is less 
common on Thapsos skyphoi with panel. It is clas-
sified by Neeft among the continuous motifs, which 
should refer to the Corinthian LG phase (therefore 
LG I in Pithekoussai and Cumae). Parallels occur in 
examples found in Delphi, Aetos and in the West in 
Pithekoussai and Megara Hyblaea434.

Corinthian fragment 77 refers to the grouping 
of the Thapsos skyphoi whose panel is decorated 
with a loose motif: according to Neeft, this group
ing is, in part, later than that containing a con
tinuous motif, and should be dated at ca. 730-690 
BC435. In our example, the motif consists of a row 
of sort of reversed S’s436. This variant occurs 
among the Thapsos skyphoi found by the Univer-
sity of Napoli Federico II in the Forum area437, and 
among the finds in two of the earliest Greek foun-
dations in the West, i.e., Syracuse438 and Megara 
Hyblaea439. Our example 77 is large in size and has 
a thick wall, as well as closely spaced reversed S’s, 
which still resembles mature Thapsos skyphoi, 
and should therefore not be too late: ca. late LG I/
early LG II (roughly 730-700 BC).

Among the Phlegraean imitations of the Thap-
sos skyphoi with panel, we should focus on an ear-
ly example of the class: 72. The panel was deco-
rated with hatched meander hooks while its belly 
was painted solid black. Of course, the meander 
still reflects the common Middle Geometric orna-
ment; this endures in the Corinthian LG skyphoi of 
this class, albeit in the simplified form of meander 
hooks440. Among the Thapsos skyphoi, Neeft has 
convincingly demonstrated that the panel with 
meander hooks refers to an early variant of the 
above-mentioned grouping, which is characterized 
by continuous motifs and he suggests a date of 
750-740 BC for those examples whose interior is 
painted solid black with a reserved band and lines 
under the rim. On the other hand, he suggests a 

434 Neeft 1981, fig. 6.12; Sourisseau 2014, 138-139; cf. a 
sporadic skyphos of local production from the necropolis of 
Pithekoussai. This does not refer however to the Thapsos class 
(Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 703, no. Sp 4/5, pl. 245).

435 Neeft 1981, 27.
436 Neeft 1981, fig. 6.20.
437 Greco 2008, pl. 5d.
438 Pelagatti 1982a, pl. 25.3. 
439 Vallet – Villard 1964, 21; Sourisseau 2014, 143-145.
440 Coldstream 2008, 102-103.

Fig. 53. LG I/II curvilinear structure under stenopos q, cf. 
Fig. 47.8 (photo from east, M. D’Acunto, © University of 
Napoli L’Orientale)
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date of 740-730 BC for those specimens with a re-
served line under the rim441. 72 shows traits of the 
latter group. However, the tall and vertical lip of 
72, which is quite unusual among the Thapsos 
skyphoi, is reminiscent of skyphoi of other classes 
which are transitional from late MG II to LG I (cf. 
above, the close chevron and tremuli skyphoi, 
chpt. 5.3-4). This unusual morphological detail 
may be explained, perhaps, by the fact that our 
specimen must be identified as an imitation which 
was not as close to the Corinthian prototype: as a 
matter of fact, the color, composition and inclu-
sions of micaceous clay collocate it safely among 
Pithekoussan production. 

Although no other Thapsos skyphos with hatched 
meander hooks has yet been found in Cumae, a Cor
inthian specimen with meander hooks, albeit with 
lines down to the base, was found in a well-dated 
context of LG I in the necropolis of Pithekoussai442: 
the grave-offerings of T. 212 also consist of a Corin-
thian kotyle and a kantharos with an Aetos 666 deco-
ration system, an imported lekythos (from Euboea?), 
a local skyphos with a panel decorated with a lozenge 
chain (cf. below) and a few other objects. Another 
similar Thapsos skyphos with panel containing 
meander hooks, but produced in Pithekoussai like 
our example, is a sporadic find from the necropolis443. 

In order to assess the early date of this Thapsos 
variant with hatched meander hooks, it is significant 
that among the earliest Greek apoikiai of Sicily 
these skyphoi of Corinthian production were dis-
covered only in the earliest foundation of Naxos444. 
However, several bigger individual specimens of 
the same class, i.e. the skyphos-crater, were found 
in Syracuse445, Megara Hyblaea446, and Leontinoi447. 
Our example 72 – with its reconstructed diameter at 
the rim of ca. 14 cm – must be identified with a sky-
phos (the alternative would be a kantharos). 

441 Neeft 1981, 22-27, fig. 6.5.
442 Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 273, no. 2, pl. 92
443 Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 702, no. Sp  4.3, pl. 245.
444 Pelagatti 1982a, 143, 145, pl. 47.5-6. Cf. Neeft 1981, 

22-27. Skyphoi of this variant have been found at Avola, Narce 
and Villasmundo (Pelagatti 1982a, 145, pls. 22, 61)

445 Pelagatti 1982a, 130-131, pls. 30.1-3; Amara 2022, 69.
446 Vallet – Villard 1964, 16, pl. 1; Villard 1982, 182, pl. 

62.4; Sourisseau 2014, 157-158.
447 Pelagatti 1982a, pl. 60.1.

To sum up, 72 must be identified as an early 
Pithekoussan imitation of a Thapsos skyphos due to 
its decoration and shape and therefore assigned to 
the early-middle phases of LG I, i.e. ca. 750-730 BC.

78, 79 and 85 refer to a skyphos type which must 
have been produced in large numbers in Pithekous-
sai during LG I. This type is related to the Thapsos 
class, but I prefer to classify it rather as a local var
iation of a Thapsos prototype. Between the handles, 
its panel is decorated with a horizontal chain of 
small joined lozenges and is framed by two groups 
of numerous side-bars. In this case the side-bars of 
the panel are not surrounded by horizontal lines, 
thus marking a difference compared to the Thapsos 
skyphos type. The shape is also quite different from 
the Thapsos skyphoi, because of a low body still 
recalling MG II skyphoi and of a higher vertical lip. 
Despite these differences, the chain of lozenges de-
coration reflects that of the Thapsos skyphoi, which 
may or may not have a dot inside each lozenge448.

A macroscopic analysis of our three items, 78, 
79 and 85 from Cumae, suggests that they had 
been produced in Pithekoussai, in the light of their 
micaceous clay and whitish slip. 

The LG I date of this “local” skyphos type is 
suggested by its low body and its more or less high 
lip as well as by the panel decoration and the 
barred handles, at least where these are preserved, 
i.e. in 85. This chronology in LG I is confirmed by 
a closed assemblage of Pithekoussai’s necropolis 
which is the above-mentioned T. 212 containing a 
fragment of such a skyphos, whose lozenges have 
an inner dot449. Another example450 was found in 
the Punta Chiarito house and is referred by C. Gi-
alanella to the earliest occupation of this site during 
LG I (together with a Thapsos skyphos with panel 
and a hemispherical kotyle451): this skyphos is 
characterized by simple lozenges and barred han-
dles, as in 85. The presence of several individual 
specimens of this skyphos type with lozenges is 
recorded in the Gosetti dump452. Consequently, 

448 Neeft 1981, 21, fig. 6.13-14.
449 Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 273, no. 6, pl. 92.
450 Gialanella 1994, 183, no. A8, fig. 29.3.
451 Gialanella 1994, 182, nos. A2, A3, fig. 29.3.
452 Cf. Gialanella 1994, 183, no. A8. A skyphos of the same 

type, whose lozenges have a dot inside (Bailo Modesti – Ga-
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during LG I, potters from Euboea and Pithekous-
sai must have been responsible for the creation and 
production of a large quantity of this skyphos type 
decorated with a chain of lozenges. Among our 
fragments, a difference can be noted between 78 
and 79-85. The former, unlike the latter, has a thin 
section revealing that it is a fine drinking vessel. 

It is also remarkable that 85, which must be LG I, 
was found in association with a later domestic context 
of the first decades of the 7th century BC (Fig. 47.9): 
this illustrates a convincing case for the preservation 
of an older vase, which must have been considered a 
prized vessel in the household453. In Cumae, two more 
fragments of the same type were identified among the 
earliest Greek sherds, which had been dumped in the 
rampart of the late Archaic northern walls454.

5.8. Euboean imports? (Pl. 20)
80 is a small fragment of a skyphos which was 

characterized by a low body. The decoration painted 
around the widest part of the vessel consists of a 
metope containing a St. Andrew’s cross, which is 
drawn quite irregularly and framed by side bars. 
The St. Andrew’s cross is a quite common motif of 
early LG Euboean (or Euboean-related) pottery. On 
a skyphos from Pontecagnano this motif occupies 
the metope framed by side bars455, as in our frag-
ment. This example from Pontecagnano refers to a 
skyphos type produced in Euboea, whose decora-
tion is characterized by a single metope with side 
bars enclosed at the sides by horizontal lines456. On 
the other hand, the clay in the Pontecagnano sky-
phos is characterized by quite dense fine-grained 
silver mica: this is unusual for common Euboean 

staldi 2001, 19, 40, no. 19.2, T. 3264.2, fig. 9, pl. 4.2), was found 
in a burial at Pontecagnano of the local IIB Phase (750-730 BC); 
this date is coherent with the skyphos’ low shape but with tall lip, 
such as in the vases found in Pithekoussai and Cumae; B. d’Ago-
stino ascribed the skyphos from Pontecagnano to Euboean fabric 
(only a little mica can be seen at macroscopic analysis).

453 d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 507, fig. 22 and color fig.; 
D’Acunto 2017, 304, fig. 26.13d.

454 Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 157, nos. TTA29 and TTA30, pl. 
3.3-4.

455 Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, 19, 43, no. 23.1, T. 
6500.1, fig. 9, pl. 3.8.

456 As this type is common in the production of Chalkis, it 
was labeled as “Chalkis” type (Andreiomenou 1984, 51-53, 65-
67, nos. 41-49, fig. 13), but it was also produced in Eretria: cf. 
Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008, 79, 124, no. 
167, pl. 41 (LG I); Kourou 2010, 356.

fabric, with the exception of pottery from southern 
Euboea. Nevertheless, our fragment 80 might well 
not refer to this decoration system, because there is 
a larger number of side-bars which are more spaced 
out from each other. An alternative comparison is 
represented by a skyphos with a metope system, 
once again of Euboean production, from a tomb in 
Ialysos (Rhodes) of ca. 750-735 BC457, but in this 
case the metope has a variant: a dot in each of the 
four quadrants is added to the St. Andrew’s cross. A 
similar date may be suggested for our Cumae sky-
phos, because of the low body and the metope dec-
oration. Like the Pontecagnano specimen, 80 is 
characterized by micaceous clay, in this case with 
fine-grained silver mica. Was the Cumae skyphos a 
Euboean product from a different fabric than usual 
(perhaps southern Euboean)? Cycladic production 
would also be a reasonable alternative due to the 
large amount of mica present. It could even be of 
Pithekoussan manufacture, although its clay does 
look more compact than any Pithekoussan clays I 
am aware of. All things considered, the question of 
its production remains open, also due to the fact that 
only a small part of the vessel is preserved. What is 
of particular interest is the findspot of this skyphos 
as it came from the same layer as one of the frag-
ments of the Corinthian chevron skyphos, 54 (Fig. 
47.4). This layer, to be interpreted probably as the 
result of dumping refuse, underlies the floor of a 
house built in the earliest decades of the 7th century 
BC (cf. above, chpt. 5.3).

81, the last fragment of our discussion, is also pe-
culiar, firstly because it refers to a krater: this vessel 
shape is less common among our finds from domes-
tic contexts. In this example, only a small quantity of 
fine-grained silver mica is visible from macroscopic 
analysis; the clay is quite compact, smooth on the 
surface and characterized by small-sized white in-
clusions. The hypothesis that 81 is a Euboean prod-
uct is also made possible by the morphology and the 
decoration of the krater (the alternative would be a 
Pithekoussan production imitating Euboean Atticiz-
ing prototypes). Part of the lip where the spout be-
gins, as well as part of the rather low neck, and also 
a section of the upper part of the body are preserved. 

457 D’Acunto 2020e, 241-242, 695, T. LI/393, no. 2, pls. XIII, 
6, with references to other examples and related bibliography.
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This was clearly a fine vessel, as is shown by what is 
preserved of the elaborate decoration: a group of 
bars on the rim, a group of tremuli on the neck, and 
on the upper part of the body a hatched meander sur-
rounded by a single line, as well as what is probably 
a reserved lozenge made of multiple lines. The me-
ander is of course derivative from Attic MG II. As 
already mentioned, in the Gosetti dump there was a 
fragment of a krater with a carefully drawn meander 
of Euboean fabric which in Coldstream’s opinion 
might well go back to MG II458. However, in Eu-
boean production the meander continues to appear 
on kraters throughout LG, e.g. in Eretria459. We have 
other renderings of hatched meanders on three Eu-
boean (?) and local kraters from the LG II (disturbed) 
context of the so-called “Tomb 168” of Pithekous-
sai460. In these cases, the drawn decoration which 
goes around the whole circumference of the vessels 
and most part of their surfaces is a late stylistic trait. 
On the contrary, on our fragment 81 from Cumae, 
the solid paint to the side of the meander and the 
lozenge reveals a dark-background style which is 
still in the MG II tradition. The careful and elaborate 
hatched meander with a surrounding line is also 
reminiscent of early elaborate solutions of the mean-
der. However, in our vessel there are two aspects 
hinting at its downdating to LG I. First, the group of 
carefully drawn tremuli on the neck recalls e.g. the 
decoration on the lip of Thapsos skyphoi-kraters of 
Corinthian LG461. In addition, the low triangular pro-
file of the lip-neck together with the slightly rounded 
vertical shoulder is similar to the morphology which 
has been ascribed in Eretrian production to local LG 
I (ca. 750-735)462. For all these reasons, a similar 
date seems to be likely for our Euboean (or Pithek-
oussan) krater 81.

5.9. General picture and issues of Cumae’s LG I 
(750-720 BC)

Considering the finds from our excavations 
north of the Forum baths, a general picture of the 

458 Coldstream 1995, 252-253, 266-267, no. 2, pl. 27.
459 Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008, 91-95.
460 Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 216-218, nos. 1-3, pls. 67-69, 

CXXIX.
461 Cf. e.g. Neeft 1981, 15, fig. 1c; Pelagatti 1982a, pl. 60.1 

(from Leontinoi). 
462 Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 2008, 92, 

KR4 type, pl. 93.

ratios of the different pottery productions may be 
drawn from macroscopic analysis of the fragments, 
which are referred to LG I by their find context and/
or typology. The pottery whose production we as-
cribe to Pithekoussai appears to be predominant, 
consisting in part of imitations/variations of Corin-
thian types, such as is common during the first 
phase of LG in Euboea itself: the creamy slip on 
Pithekoussan products recalls Corinthian clay. 
However, a good number of fragments can defi-
nitely be identified as Corinthian imports and clear-
ly refer to the most prized types of drinking vessel: 
namely the kotylai as well as the late chevron and 
Thapsos skyphoi with panel. On the other hand, the 
proportion of ceramics imported from Euboea is 
clearly and distinctly a minority. This picture leads 
us to the following conclusions on the composition 
of material culture during LG I, at least with refer-
ence to our settlement area and of course within the 
limits given by macroscopic analysis of ceramics.

Firstly, the break between the native Pre-Hel-
lenic domestic occupation and that of LG I is not 
only given by the clear stratigraphic discontinuity 
described above, but also by the composition of 
material culture, from the point of view of Greek 
pottery. In the Pre-Hellenic context, ceramics di-
rectly imported are almost exclusively from Eu-
boea, while Corinthian and Pithekoussan pottery 
was lacking at the time. On the contrary, during 
LG I, macroscopic analysis suggests that in Cu-
mae Pithekoussan pottery is predominant; this is 
accompanied by a good number of Corinthian im-
ports and very few, which we may more or less 
safely refer to as being of Euboean fabric.

The same fabrics, roughly in the same propor-
tions, are found in the many LG I contexts of 
Pithekoussai, as seen especially in the necropolis, 
but also in Mazzola and in the Gosetti dump. From 
the point of view of pottery found in their contexts, 
therefore, Pithekoussai and Cumae start to resem-
ble each other during LG I, and continue to do so 
during LG II. 

Is it now safe to say that this LG I evidence fills 
the wide gap that had been recognized by scholars 
between the foundation of Pithekoussai and Cu-
mae (cf. above, chpt. 1.1)? From a chronological 
point of view, I maintain, at this stage, that the an-
swer must be affirmative. 
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In this contribution we have described some of 
Cumae’s closed domestic contexts of LG I and 
Geometric pottery, which is still early LG I and 
parallels the earliest classes found in Pithekoussai. 
These findings suggest that the apoikia of Cumae, 
namely a permanent establishment of the Greek 
group on the site, must have taken place close to 
the foundation of Pithekoussai: probably at ca. 
750-740 BC, and therefore only slightly later than 
the Euboean foundation on the island opposite.

Conversely, from the point of view of the con-
sistency of the contexts and materials of LG I, the 
evidence from Pithekoussai remains to date far 
greater than that of Cumae. This is made clear by a 
simple comparison between our limited contexts 
and finds in Cumae, and those in Pithekoussai: 
namely from the acropolis settlement area (Gosetti 
dump), from the metallurgical area (Mazzola), and 
from the necropolis where a great number of buri-
als can be referred to the earliest phase of the set-
tlement. Does this different consistency of con-
texts and finds depend on the history of research 
and on the different levels of knowledge we pos-
sess surrounding the earliest phases of the two ear-
liest Greek foundations? Or does it reflect a sub-
stantial real difference regarding the actual size 
and structure of the two settlements? It is currently 
impossible to decide which hypothesis is more 
likely but of course we hope to have further infor-
mation from next year’s excavations.

Nevertheless, the comparison in the evidence 
brought to light for the “colonial” necropoleis in 
both sites is significant: on one hand, there are many 
dozens of burials in the San Montano necropolis, 
while on the other there is only scant evidence sug-
gested in Cumae, which is the earliest Greek Geo-
metric pottery recovered in the rampart of the north-
ern walls, together with burnt human bones from 
cremations and scarabs (cf. above, chpt. 1.8). As we 
have seen above, B. d’Agostino has suggested that 
the process of digging out the moat around the walls 
must have destroyed the burials from the earliest 
phase of the apoikia. Some scholars have rejected 
this hypothesis based on the evidence that a sector of 
the Pre-Hellenic necropolis was located nearby, 
northwest of the middle gate of the walls. What’s 
more, they point out that a few burials from the 
Pre-Hellenic necropolis were secondary cremations; 

therefore, in their opinion, why should B. d’Agosti-
no’s finds not be referred to the Pre-Hellenic necrop-
olis rather than to the earliest apoikia cemetery? In 
my opinion, the answer to this criticism comes from 
the evidence of the Greek pottery found in the ram-
part of the walls. Not even one of these Geometric 
fragments from the walls may be referred to the 
classes that we find both in our Pre-Hellenic domes-
tic context and in the Pre-Hellenic necropolis. On 
the contrary, this Greek pottery from the wall ram-
parts refers to late chevron skyphoi, hemispherical 
kotylai, Thapsos class etc. all found in Pithekoussai 
and in our post-Prehellenic domestic contexts (cf. 
above, chpt. 5.2-8). Consequently, albeit with all due 
caution suggested by their secondary deposition, the 
evidence of these cremations from the northern walls 
as well as LG I and LG II pottery, would be better 
referred to the presence of burials in the area, which 
in turn must be referred to the earliest phase of the 
Greek apoikia. This burial evidence to the north 
would match our domestic evidence not far south, 
thus dating the Greek establishment of Cumae at the 
beginning of the second half of the 8th century BC.

From current archaeological evidence (and ac-
cording to some literary sources), it is clear that the 
Euboean foundations and the earliest phases of 
Pithekoussai and of Cumae must have been inter-
twined. But what can be said about the balance be-
tween the two sites? At least from the point of view 
of production and material culture as suggested by 
the pottery, Pithekoussai may well have played a 
greater and more dominant role compared to its 
“twin”, Cumae. 

We may ask ourselves if it is possible that 
Pithekoussai was significantly involved in the 
foundation of Cumae’s apoikia. This hypothesis is 
more than likely, mainly because of the close geo-
graphic proximity of the two Euboean foundations. 
Another question we may ask is if Pithekoussai 
was dominant compared to Cumae during LG I and 
whether the LG I phase should actually be labelled 
as a sort of “Pithekoussan” phase of Cumae? This 
hypothesis is extremely tempting, because at the 
present state of knowledge, the consistency of the 
settlement of Pithekoussai compared to Cumae 
during LG I is overwhelming. Unfortunately, the 
current state of archaeological evidence in Cumae 
during LG I is still too meagre and, as a result, con-
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siderable caution is called for. Nevertheless, during 
LG II, there is far more evidence available in Cu-
mae and the balance between the two sites may 
well have changed rather suddenly and rapidly in 
favor of Cumae. Waves of new colonists may well 
have arrived directly from Euboea at different stag-
es during LG I and LG II and could have potential-
ly shifted the balance as a result.

On the other hand, if we come back to Cold-
stream’s chronological question and prevision in 
1968 (cf. chpt. 1.1), with reference to the earliest Si-
cilian apoikiai, our evidence from LG I now supports 
the perspective of ancient authors regarding Cumae 
as a priority compared to them. The apoikia of Cu-
mae may have been established by Euboeans/Pithe
koussans in ca. 750/740 BC. It must have been fol-
lowed slightly later by Euboean Naxos (734 BC), 
Corinthian Syracuse (733 BC) and the others, ac-
cording to Thucydides’ chronological framework.

Last but not least, one final question must be ad-
dressed. As we have said, a good number of impasto 
pottery fragments occurs in the domestic contexts 
of Cumae of LG I. And as we have mentioned more 
than once, our contexts are still very few and far 
between, and as a consequence, inconclusive. How-
ever, at the present state of knowledge, we would 
like to suggest a picture perhaps close to the one we 
have reconstructed in Pithekoussai463. During LG I, 
native individuals must have been integrated into 
the settlement of Cumae at different social levels: 
namely into a Greek community that had taken con-
trol of the territory, formerly occupied by the indig-
enous village of Pre-Hellenic Cumae. In my opin-
ion, there is no doubt that we are now dealing with 
a community of basically Greek character, of an 
apoikia; and there is no doubt in my mind that the 
situation during LG I, from this point of view, marks 
a clear break from the pre-colonial contacts estab-
lished by the Euboeans with the local village. How-
ever, this new Greek community of Cumae – after 
the clearly abrupt and potentially violent caesura 
enacted around the middle of the 8th century – must 
have introduced the natives at different levels of the 
social ladder, starting with introducing females into 

463 Cerchiai 1997; d’Agostino 2010-2011, 225-228; Guzzo 
2012; Cinquantaquattro 2012-2013; Cerchiai 2014; Cinquan-
taquattro 2014; D’Acunto 2020, 1291-1298; D’Acunto, forth-
coming; L. Cerchiai, in this volume.

their households, and perhaps involving males in 
manual and agricultural activities.

5.10. The colonization process of Cumae: a 
glimpse into the LG II phase (720-690 BC)

Our paper presented at the conference in Ischia in 
2018 also included a survey of the LG II phase (720-
690 BC). This phase of Cumae, starting with the ev-
idence brought to light in the urban area by the Uni-
versity of Napoli L’Orientale, will be analyzed in a 
forthcoming contribution. This will give us the op-
portunity to draw a picture of the diachronic and 
complex phenomenon of the Greek colonization of 
Cumae. From our perspective, this colonization pro-
cess must have been characterized by different stag-
es and probably by the arrival of different groups of 
colonists in successive waves throughout the first 
two generations of the apoikia464. 

Since the town plan (at least north of the Forum 
baths), and therefore the transformation of the set-
tlement into a true “urban” center, was established 
only at the end of LG II (early 7th century BC), the 
latter may be considered as a crucial turning point 
in the colonization process: this must have been 
the point of arrival of a complex colonial phenom-
enon begun two generations before, but also a 
point of departure, because this urban layout would 
be respected and maintained for most part of the 
history of the Greek, Campanian and Roman city. 

As in the present contribution, our analysis for 
LG II will be predominantly based on the evidence 
brought to light by the field archaeology carried out 
over recent decades. What’s more, the next contribu-
tion will undoubtedly be an excellent opportunity for 
us to come back to the different traditions referred to 
by ancient authors regarding the foundation of the 
apoikia of Cumae. This will raise another crucial 
question: will the different literary traditions on the 
colonization of Cumae be capable of reflecting the 
complexity and the intricacy of the many stages of a 
phenomenon, which may well have been character-
ized by a multitude of phases and by diverse protag-
onists hailing from Pithekoussai, Chalcis, Eretria 
and Cumae465 whether in Aeolia or in Euboea?

Matteo D’Acunto

464 Cf. D’Acunto 2017; forthcoming.
465 Cf. Cassio 2020; d’Agostino 2020.
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Catalogue of pottery (Pls. 1-21) 

LBA pottery (Pls. 1-2)
1. Strainer. Pl. 1
	 Inv. no. 21.M451-1.433 (PP27852/2). Frg. of perforat-

ed bottom and wall. H. max. 10.9; Ø 18 cm. Clay: 
brown (Munsell 7.5YR 5/2), compact and medi-
um-fine grained, with small white, even glassy inclu-
sions. Brownish gray-brown surface (Munsell 
5YR5/1-2). It shows visible traces of splinting both 
externally and internally. Slightly convex perforated 
bottom; truncated cone-shaped walls with horizontal 
handles.

	 Bibliography: Pagano – Del Villano 2022, 76, no. 
1.27 [F. Somma].

	 Similar to Domanico – Cardosa 1995, 370, fig. 145, 68.
2. Bowl. Pl. 1
	 Inv. no. 21.M451-1.462 (PP27928/1). Frg. of lip and 

wall. H. max. 7; Ø 21 cm. Clay: brown (Munsell 7.5YR 
5/2), compact and medium-fine grained, with small 
white, even glassy, inclusions. Surface color varies from 
gray-reddish gray (Munsell 5YR 5/1-2) to pink (Mun-
sell 7.5YR 7/4). Surface polite externally and internally. 
Lip oblique internally; convex wall; carinated body.

	 Bibliography: Pagano – Del Villano 2022, 76, no. 1.26 
[F. Somma].

	 Cf. Damiani 2010, family 16 (160-163, pls. 24-26).
3. Truncated cone-shaped vase. Pl. 1
	 Inv. no. PP27933/1. Frg. of lip and wall. H. max. 8.25; 

Ø 38 cm. Clay: no uniform color, ranging from pink to 
light gray (Munsell 5YR 8/4-10YR 7/1), medium 
compact, coarse-grained, with many small to medi-
um-sized dark-colored, even glassy inclusions, also 
visible on surface. Gray outer surface (Munsell 7.5YR 
5/1). Flat lip; plastic cordon under the rim; vertical 
truncated cone-shaped body.

	 Cf. Bartoli 2012, EIA, for Phase 1A: 421, fig. 248a, 
SC3; for Phase 1B: 322, fig. 114, SC4B.

4. Cooking stand. Pl. 1
	 Inv. no. IN27926/1. Frg. of perforated plate. Th. max. 

3; l. max. 12 cm. Clay: no uniform color, ranging from 
pink to gray (Munsell 5YR 8/4-10YR 7/2), not very 
compact, coarse-grained, with many large dark and 
glassy inclusions, also visible on the surface. Surface 
light gray/pink (Munsell 7.5YR 7/1-7/4) with visible 
traces of splinting. Slightly convex stove diaphragm, 
characterized by central hole and three recognizable 
arms.

5. Open shape. Pl. 2
	 Inv. no. PP27329/8. Frg. of decorated wall from an 

open unidentified shape. Th. max. 1.2; h. max. 4 cm. 
Clay: pinkish gray (Munsell 7.5YR 6/2), compact, 
with small white inclusions and small to medium 
sized black and red inclusions. Surface characterized 
by the presence of a pinkish white engobe (Munsell 
7.5YR 8/2) both internally and externally. Vertical 
wall. The fragment shows traces of decoration with a 
wave or triangular engraved motif. 

6. Perforated plate. Pl. 2
	 Inv. no. IN27329/2. Frg. of perforated plate. Th. max. 

3; h. max. 9.2 cm. Clay: pink (Munsell 5YR 8/4), 
coarse, not very compact, with many large dark inclu-
sions, also vitreous. Rough surface on one side, on the 
other side it has a kind of light gray engobe (Munsell 10 
YR 7/2). The plate is characterized by a bulge at the four 
recognizable holes and traces of fire use on this side.

7. Dolium. Pl. 2
	 Inv. no. PP27321/1. Frg. of lip. H. max. 9.7; Ø 82 cm. 

Clay: uneven surface color, ranging from pink to light 
gray (Munsell 5YR 8/4-10YR 7/1), coarse, with many 
dark, even glassy, medium to large inclusions also vis-
ible on the surface, which externally has a light gray 
engobe (Munsell 10 YR 7/2) and traces of splinting on 
both sides. Dolium lip with distinct funnel-shaped 
neck; everted and thinned lip.

	 Cf. Peroni 1982, table 36, 2, 148; Buffa 1994, table 
116, 31, 499, form 50 variety B.

EIA impasto pottery (Pls. 3-10)
8. One-handled cup, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 3
	 Inv. no. PP27838/3. Frg. of lip and shoulder. H. max. 3.5; 

Ø 14.8 cm. Clay: uneven color, ranging from dark gray 
(Munsell 10YR 4/1) to reddish brown (Munsell 5YR 
5/3), compact and fine grained, with many small and me-
dium beige inclusions, with a homogeneous distribution, 
and lesser little bright inclusions. The inner and outer 
surfaces show uneven color, ranging from yellowish 
brown (Munsell 10YR 5/4) to light brownish gray (Mun-
sell 10YR 6/2) with many small white inclusions visible 
on them. Both surfaces show homogeneous splinting. 
Slightly everted lip; rounded rim; slanted shoulder.

	 Cf. an one-handled cup from Cumae (Nizzo 2008, 
244, no. 106, pl. 14, fig. 21) and an one-handled cup 
from San Marzano (Sarno Valley) (d’Agostino 1970, 
fig. 17, T. 28).

	 Chronology: EIA.
9. Amphora, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 3
	 Inv. no. PP25351/1-3. Frg. of lip and neck and two 

contiguous frgs. of shoulder and body, one of which 
has a ribbon handle’s junction at the shoulder. H. max. 
4.4; Ø 7 cm. Clay: brown (Munsell 7.5YR 5/3), mod-
erately compact and fine grained, with many small 
black inclusions, with a homogeneous distribution, 
lesser little white and big black inclusions. The outer 
surface is dark grayish brown (Munsell 10YR 4/2) and 
shows few traces of splinting and is heavily abraded. 
The inner surface is dark grayish brown (Munsell 10 
YR 4/2) and shows no traces of splinting. Collared lip; 
rounded rim; flattened shoulder; flat body. Grooved 
decoration: one slight vertical groove at the shoulder.

	 Cf. for the shape, amphora from Longola (Poggioma-
rino) (Bartoli 2012, 426, type ANF1, fig. 253a; 427, 
type ANF2, fig. 254), type 11 of Pre-Hellenic Cumae 
(Criscuolo – Pacciarelli 2008, 336, fig. 2.11, 346) 
and an amphora from Castiglione d’Ischia settlement 
(Pacciarelli 2011, 52, fig. 7, no. 3).

	 Chronology: EIA.
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10. One-handled cup, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 3
	 Inv. no. PP27838/8. Frg. of lip and carinated body. H. 

max. 3; Ø 7.8 cm. Clay: dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 
4/1), compact and fine grained, with many small beige 
and bright inclusions, with a homogeneous distribu-
tion. The inner and outer surfaces show uneven color, 
ranging from dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) to brown 
(Munsell 7.5YR 5/3), with many small beige and 
bright inclusions visible on them. Both surfaces show 
few traces of splinting and are heavily abraded. Col-
lared lip; inside slanted rim; carinated body.

	 Cf. one-handled cup from ancient Capua (Melandri 
2011, Cappuccini-Ex Polveriera, T. 20, 234, pl. 52.29).

	 Chronology: EIA.
11. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 3
	 Inv. no. PP27847/4. Frg. of lip and body with applied 

cordon. H. max. 5 cm; Ø 16.6 cm. Clay: black (Mun-
sell 10YR 2/1), compact and fine grained, with many 
small white inclusions, many medium and big gray 
and beige inclusions, with a homogeneous distribu-
tion, and lesser little bright inclusions. The outer sur-
face shows uneven color, ranging from black (Mun-
sell 10YR 2/1) to yellowish brown (Munsell 10YR 
5/4) to brown (Munsell 5YR 5/3), with a few bright 
little inclusions visible on it, with traces of homoge-
neous splinting. The inner surface has uneven color, 
ranging from yellowish brown (Munsell 10YR 5/4) to 
gray (Munsell 5YR 5/1), shows no traces of splinting 
and is heavily abraded.  Vertical lip; rounded rim; cyl-
inder-conical body. Plastic decoration: applied cordon 
with a grip on the shoulder. 

	 Cf. for the shape, Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, 
group 14.3, 219-220, fig. 15.13.

	 Chronology: EIA.
12. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 3
	 Inv. no. PP27847/46. Frg. of lip and body with applied 

cordon. H. max. 6.8; Ø 17.4 cm. Clay: uneven color, 
ranging from gray (Munsell 10YR 5/1) to brown (Mun-
sell 7.5YR 5/3), poorly compact and brittle with many 
medium beige inclusions with a homogeneous distribu-
tion and lesser bright inclusions. The inner and outer sur-
faces show uneven color, ranging from gray (Munsell 
10YR 5/1) to brown (Munsell 7.5YR 5/3). Both surfaces 
show traces of splinting and are poorly abraded. Inverted 
lip; inside slanted rim; barrel-shaped body. Plastic decora-
tion: applied cordon with notch on the shoulder. 

	 Cf. for the shape, Buffa 1994, type 68b, 467, pl. 90.2.
	 Chronology: EIA.
13. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 4
	 Inv. no. PP27855/1. Frg. of lip and body with applied 

cordon. H. max. 7.7; Ø 30 cm. Clay: uneven color, 
ranging from dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) to brown 
(Munsell 7.5YR 5/3) and medium-fine grained with 
many small beige and black inclusions with a homo-
geneous distribution and lesser medium and big black 
and beige inclusions. The inner surface is dark gray 
(Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) with many small beige and 
bright inclusions visible on them and show homoge-
neous splinting. The outer surface shows uneven col-

or, ranging from dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) to 
brown (Munsell 7.5YR 5/3) with many little and me-
dium black and bright inclusions visible on it and 
shows few traces of splinting. Everted lip; rounded 
protruding rim; truncated-ovoid body. Plastic decora-
tion: finger-impressed applied cordon on the shoulder. 

	 Cf. for the shape, Buffa 1994, type 44, 482, pl. 103.10.
	 Chronology: EIA.
14. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 4
	 Inv. no. PP27837/12. Frg. of lip and body with applied 

cordon. H. max. 4; Ø 24.8 cm. Clay: uneven color, rang-
ing from gray (Munsell 5YR 5/1) to yellowish brown 
(Munsell 10YR 5/4), moderately compact and fine 
grained, with many small and medium bright and beige 
inclusions, with a homogeneous distribution, and lesser 
big black and bright inclusions. The outer surface is gray 
(Munsell 5YR 5/1) and shows traces of splinting. The 
inner surface is yellowish brown (Munsell 10YR 5/4) 
and shows homogeneous splinting. Slightly inverted lip; 
rounded rim; barrel-shaped body. Plastic decoration: 
finger-impressed applied cordon on the shoulder.

	 Cf. Bartoli 2012, type SE4A, 308, fig. 98.
	 Chronology: EIA.
15. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 4
	 Inv. no. PP27837/33. Frg. of lip and body with applied 

cordon. H. max. 6; Ø 30 cm. Clay: uneven color, ranging 
from dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) to brown (Munsell 
7.5YR 5/3) and medium-fine grained with many small 
beige and black inclusions with a homogeneous distribu-
tion and lesser medium and big black and beige inclu-
sions. The inner surface is dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 
4/1) with many small beige inclusions visible on them 
and show homogeneous splinting. The outer surface is 
dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) with many little and me-
dium black and bright inclusions visible on it and shows 
few traces of splinting. Slightly inverted lip; inside slant-
ed rim; barrel-shaped body. Plastic decoration: applied 
cordon with slightly notches on the shoulder.

	 Cf. Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, specimen 
15.7, 220, fig. 16.4.

	 Chronology: EIA.
16. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 4
	 Inv. no. PP27837/54. Frg. of lip and body with ap-

plied cordon. H. max. 8; Ø 25 cm. Clay: uneven col-
or, ranging from gray (Munsell 7.5YR 5/1) to brown 
(Munsell 7.5YR 5/2), poorly compact and medi-
um-fine grained with many small beige and bright 
inclusions with a homogeneous distribution and less-
er medium beige inclusions. The inner and outer sur-
faces show uneven color, ranging from brown (Mun-
sell 7.5YR 5/3) to grayish brown (Munsell 10YR 5/2) 
with many small bright, black and beige inclusions 
visible on them. Both surfaces show few traces of 
splinting. Slightly inverted lip; inside slanted rim; 
truncated-ovoid body. Plastic decoration: applied 
cordon on the shoulder.

	 Cf. Arancio – Buffa – Damiani – Trucco 2001, type 
275, 78, fig. 41.18.

	 Chronology: EIA.
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17. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 4
	 Inv. no. PP27838/9. Frg. of lip and body with applied 

cordon. H. max. 7; Ø 26.4 cm. Clay: black (Munsell 
10YR 2/1), moderately compact and fine grained with 
many small white inclusions, many small and medium 
gray and beige inclusions with a homogeneous distri-
bution and lesser small bright inclusions. The outer 
surface is yellowish brown (Munsell 10YR 5/4) with 
many small bright inclusions and many medium and 
small black and beige inclusions visible on it and 
show homogeneous traces of splinting. The inner sur-
face shows uneven color, ranging from yellowish 
brown (Munsell 10YR 5/4) to very dark gray (Mun-
sell 5YR  3/1) with many small and medium black and 
beige inclusions, many little bright inclusions and 
lesser big bright inclusions visible on it and show ho-
mogeneous traces of splinting. Vertical lip; rounded 
protruding oblique rim; barrel-shaped body. Plastic 
decoration: applied cordon with diagonal notches at 
the shoulder.

	 Cf. for the shape, Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, 
group 19.1, 220-221, fig. 16.11.

	 Chronology: EIA.
18. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 4
	 Inv. no. PP27838/10. Frg. of lip and body with ap-

plied cordon; H. max. 5.2; Ø 15 cm. Clay: uneven 
color, ranging from brown (Munsell 7.5YR 5/3) to 
grayish brown (Munsell 10YR 5/2), compact and 
medium-fine grained with many small beige inclu-
sions with a homogeneous distribution and lesser 
medium black and bright inclusions. The inner and 
outer surfaces show uneven color, ranging from 
brown (Munsell 7.5YR 5/3) to grayish brown (Mun-
sell 10YR 5/2) with many small bright and black 
inclusions and lesser medium black inclusions visi-
ble on them. Both surfaces are abraded. Slightly in-
verted lip; flatted rim; barrel-shaped body. Plastic 
decoration: finger-impressed applied cordon on the 
shoulder.

	 Cf. Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, group 16.5, 
220, fig. 11.13. 

	 Chronology: EIA.
19. Cooking stand. Pl. 5
	 Inv. no. IN27837/1. Frg. of perforated plate with arms 

in a cross-like position. Th. max. 6; l. max. 15.5; th. 
max. arms 5; w. max. arms 5; l. max. arms 5 cm. Clay: 
pink (Munsell 5YR 7/4), moderately compact and fine 
grained, with many small and medium white, gray, 
black, beige and brown inclusions. Upper and lower 
surfaces show uneven color, ranging from very pale 
brown (Munsell 10YR 8/3) to pink (Munsell 5YR 7/4) 
with many vacuoles visible on them. Hourglass-shaped 
cooking stand’s perforated plate with four round-sec-
tion arms in a cross-like position.

	 Cf. perforated plate of a hourglass-shaped cooking 
stand from Castiglione d’Ischia settlement (Buch-
ner 1936-1937, 84-86; Delpino 1969, 313, fig. 1, 
no. 1; Sheffer 1981, 28-29, type IA, fig. 2; Moffa 
2002, 75, type 1D, fig. 53).

	 Chronology: EIA.

20. Dolium. Pl. 5
	 Inv. no. PP27860/1. Frg. of lip; H. max. 10.4; inner Ø 

50 cm. Clay: reddish brown (Munsell 5YR 5/3), poor-
ly compact and brittle, with many medium and big 
black, white, gray, beige and brown inclusions and 
many vacuoles. The inner and outer surfaces are red-
dish brown (Munsell 5YR 5/3) with same inclusions 
of the core visible on them. Both surfaces show few 
traces of splinting. Inverted lip; rounded enlarged rim.

	 Cf. a dolium from Castiglione d’Ischia (Pacciarelli 
2011, 54, fig. 8, no. 3).

	 Chronology: FBA-EIA.
21. Bowl, impasto. Pl. 5
	 Inv. no. PP27862/1-PP27838/62-PP27847/5. Three 

contiguous frgs. of lip and shoulder. H. max. 4.2; Ø 18 
cm. Clay: dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1), compact 
and fine grained, with many small beige and bright 
inclusions, with a homogeneous distribution. The in-
ner and outer surfaces show uneven color, ranging 
from dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) to brown (Mun-
sell 7.5YR 5/3), with many small beige and bright in-
clusions visible on them. Both surfaces show few trac-
es of splinting. 

	 Inverted lip; inside slanted rim; rounded shoulder. 
	 Cf. Damiani 2010, family 6, type 1, 140, pl. 10.
	 Chronology: RBA2.
22. One-handled cup, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 6
	 Inv. no. PP27754/1-PP27815/2. Frg. of lip and contig-

uous frg. of body. H. max. 3.4; Ø 11 cm. Clay: dark 
gray (Munsell 10YR 4/1), compact and fine grained, 
with many small white inclusions, with a homoge-
neous distribution, and lesser small black inclusions. 
The inner and outer surfaces are pale brown (Munsell 
10YR 6/3) and show homogeneous splinting. Everted 
lip; straight rim; slightly slanted shoulder; carinated 
body. Incised decoration: thin horizontal line immedi-
ately under the lip and, under this line in close connec-
tion with it, series of two continuous inverted triangles 
filled by vertical lines.

	 Cf. two one-handled cups from Cumae, respectively, 
in TT. Osta 32 (Müller-Karpe 1959, 236, Grab 32, pl. 
20.A, no. 6) and SP700675 (Brun – Munzi 2008, 
106.1). 

	 Chronology: EIA.
23. Bowl, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 6
	 Inv. no. PP27671/10. Frg. of lip and shoulder. H. max. 

3; Ø 21 cm. Clay: reddish brown (Munsell 2.5YR 
4/3), compact and fine grained, with many small white 
and black inclusions, with a homogeneous distribu-
tion. The inner and outer surfaces are very pale brown 
(Munsell 10YR 7/4). Both surfaces show homoge-
neous splinting. Collared lip; rounded rim; rounded 
flattened shoulder. 

	 Cf. for the shape, bowl from Longola (Poggiomarino) 
(Bartoli 2012, 426, type SLD17, fig. 253.b).

	 Chronology: EIA.
24. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 6
	 Inv. no. PP27815/36. Frg. of lip and body with applied 

cordon. H. max. 5.8; Ø 24 cm. Clay: gray (Munsell 
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10YR 5/1), compact and medium-fine grained, with 
many small white inclusions, with a homogeneous 
distribution, and lesser large white inclusions. The in-
ner and outer surfaces are pale brown (Munsell 10YR 
6/3). Both surfaces show homogeneous splinting. Ver-
tical lip; flatted rim; cylinder-conical body. Plastic 
decoration: finger-impressed applied cordon with grip 
on the shoulder.

	 Cf. for the shape, Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, 
group 17.1, 220-221, fig. 16.9.

	 Chronology: EIA.
25. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 6
	 Inv. no. PP27671/1-PP27815/1. Frg. of lip and body 

with applied cordon. H. max. 4.8; Ø 22 cm. Clay: 
uneven color, ranging from gray (Munsell 10YR 5/1) 
to reddish gray (Munsell 10R 5/1), compact and me-
dium-fine grained with many small white inclusions 
with a homogeneous distribution and lesser medium 
black inclusions. The inner and outer surfaces are 
black (Munsell 10YR 2/1) with many small bright 
inclusions and lesser medium black inclusions visi-
ble on them. Both surfaces show homogeneous 
splinting. Slightly inverted lip; flatted rim; bar-
rel-shaped body. Plastic decoration: applied cordon 
at the shoulder.

	 Cf. for the shape, Melandri 2011, Fornaci-prop. 
ignota, T. 384, 99, pl. 8, no. 10.

	 Chronology: EIA.
26. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 7
	 Inv. no. PP27671/8. Frg. of lip and body with ap-

plied cordon. H. max. 3.6; Ø 18 cm. Clay: uneven 
color, ranging from dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) 
to brown (Munsell 7.5YR 5/2) and medium-fine 
grained with many small white inclusions with a ho-
mogeneous distribution and lesser medium black 
and bright inclusions. The outer surface is black 
(Munsell 10YR 7/2) and shows homogeneous splint-
ing. The inner surface shows uneven color, ranging 
from dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) to brown 
(Munsell 7.5YR 5/2) with many medium beige in-
clusions visible on it and few traces of splinting. in-
verted lip; inside slanted rim; barrel-shaped body. 
Plastic decoration: finger-impressed applied cordon 
on the shoulder.

	 Cf. for the shape, Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, 
group 15.3, 220, fig. 15, no. 16.

	 Chronology: EIA.
27. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 7
	 Inv. no. PP27815/3. Frg. of lip and body with ap-

plied cordon. H. max. 4.3; Ø 16 cm. Clay: uneven 
color, ranging from gray (Munsell 10YR 5/1) to 
dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1), poorly compact and 
medium-fine grained with many small white inclu-
sions with a homogeneous distribution and lesser 
medium black inclusions. The inner and outer sur-
faces are black (Munsell 10YR 2/1) with many 
small bright inclusions and lesser medium black in-
clusions visible on them. Both surfaces show traces 
of splinting and are heavily abraded. Slightly invert-

ed lip; rounded rim; truncated-ovoid body. Plastic 
decoration: finger-impressed applied cordon on the 
shoulder.

	 Cf. for the shape, Buffa 1994, type 64a, 521-522, pl. 
84, no. 30.

	 Chronology: EIA.
28. Jar, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 7
	 Inv. no. PP27815/42. Frg. of lip and body with applied 

cordon. H. max. 4.4; Ø 21.8 cm. Clay: uneven color, 
ranging from gray (Munsell 10YR 5/1) to brown 
(Munsell 7.5YR 5/2), compact and medium-fine 
grained with many small white inclusions with a ho-
mogeneous distribution and lesser medium black in-
clusions. The inner and outer show uneven color, 
ranging from gray (Munsell 10YR 5/1) to brown 
(Munsell 7.5YR 5/2). Both surfaces show traces of 
homogeneous splinting. Slightly inverted lip; flatted 
rim; barrel-shaped body. Plastic decoration: applied 
cordon on the shoulder.

	 Cf. Giampaola – Bartoli – Boenzi 2018, specimen 
15.7, 220, fig. 16, no. 4.

	 Chronology: EIA.
29. Amphora, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 8
	 Inv. no. PP27082/1. Frg. of wall. H. max. 3.9 cm. 

Clay: gray (Munsell 7.5YR 5/1), compact and fine 
grained, with numerous small and circular dark inclu-
sions, with an homogeneous distribution and many 
small white a bright inclusions. The inner reddish 
brown surface (Munsell 5 YR 4/4) is slightly abraded. 
Body’s wall. Grooved decoration: three concentric 
semicircular grooves. 

	 Cf. the decoration motif in the local repertoire (Nizzo 
2008, 225, pl. 10, no. 67). 

	 Chronology: EIA.
30. One handled cup, impasto.Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 8
	 Inv. no. PP27082/2-PP27082/3. Two contiguous lip 

fragments and a fragment related to the same spec-
imen. H. max. 4.3; Ø 18 cm. Clay: uneven color, 
ranging from gray (Munsell 7.5YR 5/1) to brown 
(Munsell 7.5YR 5/4), compact and fine grained, 
with numerous small light inclusions with a homo-
geneous distribution and many small bright inclu-
sions. The surfaces show uneven color, ranging 
from gray (Munsell 7.5YR 5/1) to the brown (Mun-
sell 7.5YR 5/4). Traces of homogenous splinting 
are visible on the inner and outer surface. Straight 
lip; oblique engrossed rim; truncated conical collar; 
rounded profile. Incised decoration: under the col-
lar, probably single motifs of intersecting lines, in-
cised with a three-pointed comb, partially pre-
served.

	 Cf. one handled cups in the local repertoire of Cumae 
(Nizzo 2008b, 238, pl. 13, no. 96; Criscuolo 2007, 
284, fig. 8, no. 34).

	 Chronology: EIA.	
31. Bowl, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 8
	 Inv. no. PP27082/4. Frg. of lip. H. max. 2.4; Ø 15 cm. 

Clay: light gray (Munsell 7.5YR 7/1), compact and 
medium-fine grained, with numerous small and medi-
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um dark inclusions with a homogeneous distribution 
and many small brown and bright inclusions. The sur-
faces show traces of splinting. Everted lip; protruding 
oblique engrossed rim. Incised decoration: three par-
allel incised lines on the lip.

	 Cf. for the shape, a bowl from Longola (Poggiomari-
no) (Bartoli 2012, 424, fig. 251, type SLD 2).

	 Chronology: EIA.
32. Bowl, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 8
	 Inv. no. PP27082/14. Frg. of lip. H. max. 2.7; Ø 21.6 

cm. Clay: dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1), compact 
and medium-fine grained, with numerous small dark 
and white inclusions with a homogeneous distribu-
tion. Brown outer surface (Munsell7.5YR 4/3). Visi-
ble traces of splinting, internally and externally. In-
verted lip; straight rim. 

	 Cf. bowl from Longola (Poggiomarino) (Bartoli 
2012, 422, fig. 249, type S8 variety A).

	 Chronology: EIA.
33. One-handled cup/bowl? Impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 8 
	 Inv. no. PP27081/1. Frg. of wall. H. max. 2.4 cm. 

Clay: light gray (Munsell 10YR 7/1), compact and 
fine grained, with numerous small dark and brown in-
clusions with a homogeneous distribution and many 
small bright inclusions. The surfaces show uneven 
color, ranging from black (Munsell 10YR 2/1) to gray 
(Munsell 7.5YR 5/1). The outer surface is polished, 
while the inner surface is slightly abraded. Carinated 
wall.

	 Cf. a one-handled cup/bowl? from Longola (Poggio-
marino) (Bartoli 2012, 426, fig. 253, type TC2).

	 Chronology: EIA. 
34. Bowl, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 9
	 Inv. no. PP27081/4. Frg. of lip. H. max. 4.4; Ø 21.4 

cm. Clay: uneven color, ranging from dark gray (Mun-
sell 7.5YR 4/1) to light gray (Munsell 7.5YR 7/1), 
compact and medium grained, with numerous small 
and medium dark and bright inclusions with a homo-
geneous distribution; and many small and medium 
light inclusions. The surfaces show uneven color, 
ranging from dark gray (Munsell 7.5 YR 4/1) to light 
gray (Munsell 7.5YR 7/1). No surface treatments are 
visible. Everted lip; flattened rim; truncated cone-
shaped wall. Decoration: finger-impressed applied 
cordon.

	 Chronology: EIA
35. Bowl, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 9
	 Inv. no. PP27080/1. Frg. of lip. H. max. 2.8 cm. Clay: 

dark gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1), compact and fine 
grained, with some small light inclusions with a homo-
geneous distribution and many small black and bright 
inclusions. The dark gray surfaces (Munsell 7.5 YR 
4/1) are polished. Inverted lip; rounded rim.

	 Cf. a bowl from Longola (Poggiomarino) (Bartoli 
2012, 420, fig. 247, type SLD15). 

	 Chronology: EIA.
36. Open vessel? Impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 9
	 Inv. no. PP27080/3. Two contiguous handle frag-

ments. H. max. 6 cm. Clay: gray (Munsell 7.5YR 5/1), 

compact and fine grained, with numerous small light 
and black inclusions with a homogeneous distribution 
and many bright inclusions and vacuoles. The surfac-
es show uneven color, ranging from black (Munsell 
10YR 2/1) to brown (Munsell 7.5YR 4/2-5/2). The 
outer surface is polished, while the inner surface is 
slightly abraded. A two-part ribbon handle, probably 
pertinent to an open vessel.

	 Chronology: EIA.
37. Open vessel? Impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 9
	 Inv. no. PP27080/4. Two contiguous handle frag-

ments. H. max. 6.1 cm; Clay: gray (Munsell 7.5YR 
5/1), compact and fine grained, with numerous small 
light, black and vitreous inclusions with a homoge-
neous distribution and many vacuoles. The dark gray 
surfaces (Munsell 7.5YR 3/1) show traces of polish-
ing on the outer side. Ribbon handle, probably perti-
nent to an open vessel.

	 Chronology: EIA.
38. Closed shape. Mycenaean/Italo-Mycenaean? Pl. 2
	 Inv. no. M27321/1. Frg. shoulder. H. max. 2 cm. Clay: 

very pale brown (Munsell 10YR 8/2); hard, smooth 
surface, with regular breaks; many small black inclu-
sions and lesser white inclusions; no mica is seen. 
Stretched, oblique profile. Dark/light brown paint: 
straight line and two drawn freehand, non-converging 
curvilinear lines, perhaps part of a spiral.

	 Unpublished. See discussion in the text.
39. Mug, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 10
	 Fragmentary and incomplete: missing part of the 

body, of the lip and the handle. H. max. 11; Ø 15 cm. 
Clay: brown (Munsell 7.5YR 4/2). Roughly biconical 
body; concave neck; everted lip; one handle attached 
to the widest diameter of the body and the middle of 
the shoulder. Decoration in relief: series of oblique 
ribs on the shoulder and small round bulges on the 
widest diameter of the body.

	 In the local repertoire cf. esp. the mug type Criscuolo 
– Pacciarelii 2008, p. 336 fig. 1.6, p. 346 no. 6 (Pre-Hel-
lenic I). In the repertoire of Pontecagnano cf. the jug 
Pontecagnano III.1, 23, no. 80A2a, fig. 7 (Phase 1A).

	 Chronology: EIA, perhaps phase I (9th century BC).
40. Amphora, impasto. Pre-Hellenic. Pl. 10
	 Fragmentary and incomplete: missing parts of the 

body, of the neck and one handle. H. 13.5; Ø 21.5 cm. 
Clay: brown (Munsell 7.5YR 4/2). Roughly biconical 
and asymmetrical body; concave neck; everted lip; 
ribbon handles attached to the upper part of the shoul-
der and to the lip. Decoration in relief: series of 
oblique ribs on the shoulder and small round bulges 
on the widest diameter of the body.

	 For the type in the local repertoire see Criscuolo – 
Pacciarelli 2008, 346, fig. 2.9; Criscuolo 2014, 91. 
Cf. two amphoras from Cumae, respectively, in TT. 
Osta 21 (Müller-Karpe 1959, 237, pl. 22, no. 2) and 
Osta 4 (Criscuolo 2014, 91, fig. 2.1; Müller-Karpe 
1959, 37-38, 234-235, pl. 17, no. 24).

	 Chronology: EIA, probably phase II (first half of the 
8th century BC).
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41. Spindle-whorl, impasto. Pl. 10
	 Fragmentary and incomplete: half missing. L. max. 3; 

h. max. 2 cm. Clay: gray (Munsell 7.5YR 5/1). Poli-
gonal shape; oval/biconical section.

	 Cf. two spindle-whorls in T. Osta 4 (Criscuolo 2014, 
90, fig. 2, nos. 22-23).

	 Chronology: EIA, cf. 40.

MG II – LG I pottery (Pls. 11-21)
42. One-metope bird skyphos. Local production? Pl. 13
	 Inv. no. MG27554/1-MG27671/1-MG27847/1. Three 

frgs., two of them joint: lip, shoulder and belly. Joint 
frgs. h. 3 and w. lip 5; max. h. pr. ca. 5.2; Ø. lip rec. 
ca. 10 cm. Unsuccessful firing and painting. Clay: 
outer red (Munsell 2.5YR 5/8), inner misfired reddish 
gray (2.5YR 5/1); consistent presence of fine-grained 
silver mica, thick black volcanic and a few white in-
clusions. Shallow, with high vertical lip slightly out-
turned, globular body. Irregular paint, brownish/
blackish: on the lip three irregular lines, on the upper 
part of the body bird turned left, with long beak, re-
served eye, curved neck, rounded upper part of the 
body, two oblique legs, two filling rosettes made of 
dots in the upper zone; lower body and inside var-
nished.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. for the shape two skyphoi from Pontecagnano: 

Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, T. 3211.1-2, nos. 
10.1-2, 34-35, fig. 6, pl. 2.7; and a frg. from Sant’Im-
benia: Bernardini – Rendeli 2020, 329, fig. 11b. Cf. 
for the rosettes with dots and in part the bird the sky-
phos from T. 174 Selciatello Sopra in Tarquinia: 
Coldstream 1982, 26, pl. 1c. 

	 Chronology: 775-750, prob. before or ca. 760 BC.
43. PSC? Skyphos. Euboean. Pl. 11
	 Inv. no. MG27837/1. Two frgs.: lip and base, re-

spectively h. 1.3 and 1; Ø rec. lip ca. 14; base ca. 8 
cm. Clay: surface light red/reddish yellow (Munsell 
2.5YR 6/8 and 5YR 6/8), hard, smooth; inner red 
(Munsell 10R 5/6 and 10R 5/8), many small black 
and few white and brown inclusions. Slightly con-
cave lip; tiny disc base, oblique stretched profile of 
the lower body. Light brown paint outside, brown/
blackish inside: outside, painted the lower part of 
the body and the lip with a reserved line under the 
rim; inside painted except for a reserved line under 
the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 Likely PSC skyphos of Type 6 Kearsley (the alternative 

would be a black/chevrons/bird skyphos). Cf. for the 
profile of the lip a PSC skyphos from Eretria (Kearsley 
1989, no. 73, 29, 103, fig. 41b), also for the reserved 
line under the rim outside another from Veii (Kearsley 
1989, no. 229, 67-68, 101, fig. 40d).

	 Chronology: 775-750 BC. 
44. PSC Skyphos. Euboean. Pl. 11
	 Inv. no. MG28100/1-MG28100/2-MG28106/1-

MG28202/1-MG28202/2. Five frgs.: lip, shoulder, 
upper part of the body and base, h. rec. ca. 5.3; Ø rec. 

lip 11; base 6.8 cm. Clay: reddish yellow (Munsell 
5YR 7/6), hard, with few white inclusions and vacu-
oles. Short vertical concave lip, neatly detached from 
the body, whose upper part has a rounded profile. Tiny 
defined disc base in some parts with a more rounded 
profile, barely concave. Outside and inside reddish 
black paint (Munsell 2.5YR 2.5/1), dull. On the outer 
surface: painted lip and reserved band on the upper 
part of the body decorated with five pendant semicir-
cles. Inside the innermost semicircle is a smudged dot, 
slightly off-center to the left. The decoration appears 
quite inaccurate and partially evanished. Lower part 
of the vase fully varnished. Inner surface painted, ex-
cept for a reserved line just below the rim. Due to 
post-depositional causes, some fragments of the lip 
show different coloration both externally and in frac-
ture, while, very peculiar is the different coloration of 
the bottom of the vase. The sudden change in color, 
from reddish black to yellowish red (Munsell 5YR 
5/8), is possibly to be attributed to an inaccurate firing 
process of the vessel. The clay, too, in correspondence 
with the parts that are painted yellowish red appears 
darker than the reddish yellow clay that distinguishes 
the rest of the vase.

	 Unpublished. 
	 PSC skyphos of Type 6 Kearsley. The specimen can 

be included in a series of PSC skyphoi that have a 
short and rather vertical lip: cf. a PSC skyphos from 
Eretria (Verdan – Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Léderrey 
2008, no. 80, pl. 22), from Iolkos (Sipsie – Eschbach 
1991, no. 4, pl. 43), and from Knossos (Catling – 
Coldstream 1996, no. 48, fig. 119).  Compared to 
these specimens, ours PSC skyphos has a slightly en-
larged lip and a more rounded shoulder. Peculiar, as in 
the specimens from Eretria and Knossos, is the pres-
ence of the tiny disc base: for this feature see M. 
D’Acunto in this contribution (chpt. 4.4.2). 

	 Chronology: 775-750 BC.
45. Black skyphos. Euboean/Attic. Pl. 12
	 Inv. no. 21.M451-1.44 ( MG27767/1-MG27671/

2-MG27620/1-MG27815/1). Many joint frgs.: lip, 
shoulder, upper part of the belly, one handle. H. pr. 
5.2; w. pr. 8; Ø rec. ca. 14.8 cm. Clay: light red (Mun-
sell 10R 6/8-7/8), quite hard, with many white small 
and medium-size inclusions, few small black and 
very few reddish ones. Quite shallow and large body 
with everted rim and rounded shoulder and upper part 
of the belly; at the maximum width rod horizontal 
handle, slightly oblique. Outside reddish black (Mun-
sell 5R 2.5/1) and inside from reddish black (Munsell 
5R 2.5/1) to dark reddish gray (Munsell 5R 3/1) paint: 
homogeneously and fully painted, including the rim, 
the inner handle and the correspondent part of the 
body.

	 Bibliography: Pagano – Del Villano 2022, 77, no. 
1.29 [M. D’Acunto].

	 Cf.: esp. a black skyphos from Pontecagnano (Bailo 
Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, no. 5.3, 31, fig. 3; cf. Kou-
rou 2005, 501: transitional from MG IIb to LG Ia).

	 Chronology: 775-750 BC.
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46. Oinochoe/hydria/amphora. Euboean? Pl. 13
	 Inv. no. MG27815/1-MG27837/1. Three joining frgs: 

shoulder with the junction of the handle. H. pr. 11; w. 
pr. 10 cm. Clay: fine, very hard with regular break; 
outside reddish yellow with surface wash (Munsell 
5YR 6/6), inside light red (Munsell 2.5YR 6/6), with 
quite many small black and white, and few grayish 
inclusions, vacuoles. Very oblique and rounded shoul-
der. Brown paint: band on the upper part of the shoul-
der and around the lower junction of the handle.

	 Unpublished.
47. Chevron skyphos. Euboean. Pl. 12  
	 Inv. no. MG27979/1-MG27986/1-MG27992/1. Frgs. 

joint: lip and upper part of the body. H. pr. 4.6; Ø rec. 
13 cm. Clay: light reddish brown (Munsell 5YR 6/4), 
hard, outside smooth; inner red/reddish yellow (Mun-
sell 2.5YR 5/8, and inside surface 5YR 6/6), with few 
white and black inclusions, vacuoles. High outset lip, 
rounded body. Outside brown, inside brown/reddish 
and in some areas shiny paint: outside, three horizon-
tal lines on the lip, on the shoulder and upper part of 
the belly row of close chevrons, quite irregularly 
drawn, framed by two horizontal lines and sided by a 
group of vertical lines, upper part of the belly painted; 
inside varnished except for a reserved line under the 
rim. Another fragment of the belly (MG 27838/1) re-
fers to this individual; it is not reproduced in Pl. 12.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf.: chevron skyphos from Veii (Boitani 2005, 320-

321, pl. 1.6) and a fragmentary one from Sant’Imbe-
nia (Bernardini – Rendeli 2020, 329, fig. 11a).

	 Chronology: 775-760/750 BC. 
48. Black skyphos. Euboean. Pl. 12
	 Inv. no. 21.M451-1.44 (MG27767/2). Frg.: one han-

dle with the upper part of the body and a small part of 
the lip. H. pr. 5.2 cm. Clay: reddish yellow (Munsell 
5YR 7/6), quite hard with few white and black inclu-
sions. Deep and rounded body, everted lip, rod hori-
zontal, oblique handle at the lower part of the shoul-
der. Outside from reddish black (Munsell 10R 2.5/1) 
to red (Munsell 10R 5/8) quite irregularly varnished 
and inside red (Munsell 10R 5/8) paint: outside fully 
painted except for the inner handle and an irregular 
area of the body under the handle; inside fully painted. 
At the right junction of the handle small drill hole for 
an ancient repair. Just down left of the right junction 
of the handle, pre-firing small graffito consisting of a 
single three-strokes horizontal zig-zag with the left 
stroke longer, but with a break in the middle: certainly 
an alphabetic sign, i.e. N.

	 Bibliography: Pagano – Del Villano 2022, 77, no. 
1.28 [M. D’Acunto].

	 Cf.: for the profile two black skyphoi from Pontecagnano 
(Bailo Modesti – Gastaldi 2001, T. 3179.1, no. 25.1, 50, 
fig. 11; T. 3111.2, no. 27.2, 51, fig. 12; cf. Kourou 2005, 
503-504: LG Ia). For a N written from left to right cf. a 
LG pre-firing inscription on a spindle-whorl from Eretria: 
Kenzelmann Pfyffer – Theurillat – Verdan 2005, 75-
76, no. 65; on the inscription see discussion in the text.

	 Chronology: 760-750 BC.

49. PSC skyphos. Euboean. Pl. 11
	 Inv. no.  MG27081/1. Frg. lip and upper part of the 

body near the handle. H. pr. 1.6 cm; Ø rec. lip ca. 12 
cm. Clay: hard; outside smooth, reddish yellow (Mun-
sell 5YR 6/6); inside reddish yellow (Munsell 5YR 
7/6); few small black and white inclusions, vacuoles. 
Concave lip, neatly detached from the body, whose 
upper part has a rounded profile. Outside brown, in-
side brown/reddish paint: on the outer surface painted 
lip and reserved band on the upper part of the body; 
inner painted, except for a reserved line under the rim.

	 Bibliography: mentioned in D’Acunto 2017, 301.
	 Type 6 Kearsley (see discussion and cf. below nos. 50 

and 51). Cf. e.g. a PSC from from Veii: Kearsley 
1989, no. 229, 67-68, 101, fig. 40d.

	 It is likely that the base 50 and the handle 51 refer to 
the same vase (see discussion).

	 Chronology: 775-750 BC.
50. PSC skyphos. Euboean. Pl. 11
	 Inv. no. MG27082/1 (bottom). Frg. bottom and lower 

part of the body. H. 1.4; Ø rec. bottom ca. 6 cm. Clay: 
hard; outside smooth, reddish yellow (Munsell 5YR 
6/6), inner reddish yellow (Munsell 5YR 7/6); few 
small black and white inclusions, vacuoles. Tiny disc 
base. Outside brown, inside blackish shiny paint: out-
side of the body and inside painted, reserved base.

	 Unpublished.
	 For the tiny disc base in Type 6 cf. the PSC skyphos 

from Kaldeh: Kearsley 1989, no. 99, 39, 101, fig. 
41a.

	 It is likely that this fragment was part of the same vase 
as 49 and 51 (see discussion).

51. PSC? skyphos. Euboean. Pl. 11
	 Inv. no. MG27080/1. Frg. handle. Ø 0.9 cm. Clay: 

outside pink-light reddish brown (Munsell 5YR 7/4 
and 5YR 6/4); inner light red (Munsell 10R 6/6); hard; 
few small black and white inclusions, vacuoles. Rod 
horizontal handle, slightly oblique. Brown paint, in 
part shiny: outside painted, inner reserved.

	 Unpublished.
	 This fragment may be part of the same skyphos as 49 

and 50.
52. Black skyphos. Euboean? Pl. 12 
	 Inv. no. MG27697/1. Frg.: shoulder and upper part of 

the belly. H. pr. 4.2 cm. Clay: reddish yellow/pink 
(outside Munsell 5YR 7/6, inner 5YR 7/4), with black 
and white small inclusions. Deep and rounded body. 
Blackish paint: fully varnished outside and inside.

	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: 760-750 BC.
53. Prob. one-metope bird skyphos. Euboean? Pl. 13
	 Inv. no. MG27815/2. Frg. belly. H. pr. 2.5; w. pr. 2.8 

cm. Clay: hard; smooth surface; pinkish gray (Mun-
sell 5YR 6/2), with few white inclusions, vacuoles. 
Brown paint: reserved upper zone with vertical line 
left and a lozenge with inner dot right down; varnished 
lower body and inside.

	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: 775-750 BC.
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54. Chevron skyphos. Corinthian. Pl. 14
	 Inv. no. 21.M451-1.45 (MG27303/1-MG27317/1). 

Two frgs. joint: lip and shoulder. H. pr. 3.5; w. pr. 5.7; Ø 
lip rec. 13 cm. Clay: very pale brown (Munsell 10YR 
7/3), fairly compact and smooth on the outer surface, 
with few black and white inclusions, and rare vacuoles. 
Upright, slightly oblique lip; rounded shoulder. Painted 
decoration with blackish-brown paint and shiny areas. 
On the outside, on the lip and the upper part of the 
shoulder three horizontal lines; on the shoulder band 
decorated with a series of close, irregularly drawn 
chevrons between horizontal lines; inside painted, with 
the exception of a thin reserved band below the rim.

	 Bibliography: D’Acunto 2017, 302-303, fig. 26.13a; Pa-
gano – Del Villano 2022, 77, no. 1.30 (M. D’Acunto).

	 For the dating of this late variant of the chevron sky-
phos in Corinth see Coldstream 2008, 101, 103, pl. 
18d (late MG II). For two comparisons among the ear-
liest finds from Pithekoussai see Ridgway 1981, 50, 
59, fr. 1 (Corinthian, from the acropolis of Monte di 
Vico); Buchner – Ridgway 1993, no. Sp. 4/4, pls. 245, 
CCIX (local imitation, sporadic from the necropolis). 
For a parallel among the Greek Geometric sherds 
from Cumae, likely from the earliest colonial phase, 
see Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, no. 4-TTA3, 20, 154, fig. 
45, pl. 2A (B. d’Agostino).

	 Chronology: late MG II – 760-750 BC.
55. Chevron skyphos. Corinthian. Pl. 14
	 Inv. no. MG27609/1. Frg. lip and shoulder. H. pr. 3.1; 

w. pr. 3.8; Ø lip rec. 16.6 cm. Clay: pale yellow clay 
(Munsell 5Y 8/3), fairly compact and smooth on the 
outer surface, with small black and few white inclu-
sions, and vacuoles. Low upright, slightly oblique lip; 
rounded body. Painted decoration with lustrous black-
ish paint outside and brown inside: on the outside, on 
the lip two horizontal lines; on the shoulder band dec-
orated with a series of close, irregularly drawn chev-
rons between horizontal lines; inside painted.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. no. 54.
	 Chronology: late MG II – ca. 760-750 BC.
56. Chevron skyphos. Pithekoussan. Pl. 14
	 Inv. no. MG27810/1. Frg. lip and shoulder. H. pr. 3; w. 

pr. 3; Ø lip rec. 14.8 cm. Clay: reddish yellow (Mun-
sell 7.5YR 7/6) with very pale brown slip (Munsell 
10YR 8/3), grainy and smooth on the outer surface, 
with small-size and few withish and blackish inclu-
sions, few vacuoles; few mica. Low upright, slightly 
oblique lip; rounded body. Painted decoration with 
brown/light brown paint: on the outside, on the lip 
three horizontal lines; on the shoulder, band decorated 
with a series of close, irregularly drawn chevrons be-
tween horizontal lines, and left a blank area; inside 
painted, with the exception of a thin reserved band 
below the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 A Pithekoussan (or Cumaean) fabric is suggested by 

the silver mica and the slip (the alternative would be a 
Cycladic fabric).

	 Chronology: late MG II/early LG I – ca. 760-740 BC.

57. Chevron skyphos. Likely imported; Cycladic? Pl. 14
	 Inv. no. TG27077/1. Frg. lip and upper part of the 

body; and a second frg. of the body. First frg. h. pr. 
3.9; second frg. h. pr. 3: h. rec. of both frgs. 5.8 cm. 
Clay: pink (Munsell 7.5YR 7/4), grainy with small 
grainy inclusions and lesser white inclusions, dense 
fine gold mica; polished and thick engobe, light red-
dish yellow (Munsell 7.5YR 7/6). Tall upright, slight-
ly oblique lip; rounded deep body. Painted decoration 
with brown/light brown paint: on the outside, first frg., 
on the lip four horizontal lines; on the shoulder low 
band decorated with a series of close, irregularly 
drawn chevrons between horizontal lines; second frg., 
vertical dashes (?) and below a series of horizontal 
lines; inside painted, with the exception of three thin 
reserved bands on the lip.

	 Bibliography: d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 514, fig. 
31; D’Acunto 2009, 82, fig. 20; D’Acunto 2017, 302-
303, fig. 26.13b.

	 The similarity of the clay and the creamy slip makes 
likely that the second fragment belongs to the same 
vessel as the first one, although the two fragments do 
not join (the alternative would be two different drink-
ing vessels of the same fabric).

	 Cf. Ridgway 1981, 51, 59, fr. 2 (not Corinthian, from 
the acropolis of Monte di Vico); Buchner – Ridgway 
1993, no. Sp. 4/4, pls. 245, CCIX (Pithekoussan pro-
duction, sporadic from the necropolis).

	 Chronology: LG I (750-720 BC), probably early.
58. Chevron skyphos. Pithekoussan. Pl. 14
	 Inv. no. MG26545/1. Frg. lip and upper part of the 

body. H. pr. 2.3; w. pr. lip 3.5 cm. Clay: very pale 
brown (Munsell 10YR 7/4-8/4), quite compact, with 
few black and white inclusions, few vacuoles, dense 
silver mica. Upright, slightly everted lip; rounded 
body. Painted decoration with light brown/orange 
paint: on the outside, on the lip two/three horizontal 
lines; on the shoulder and the upper part of the body 
band decorated with a series of chevrons framed on 
the right by vertical bars; inside painted, except for a 
low reserved band below the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: late MG II/early LG I – ca. 760-740 BC.
59. Tremuli skyphos. Corinthian. Pl. 15
	 Inv. no. TG111098/1. Two joint and five non-joining 

frgs.: two lip and body, five body. Larger frg. h. pres. 
4.5, w. pr. 6 cm; other frg. h. pres. 2.5, w. lip pres. 
4.5; Ø lip rec. 14 cm. Clay: pale yellow (Munsell 5Y 
8/2), compact and smooth on the outer surface, with 
blackish and few white and brown inclusions, few 
vacuoles. Upright, slightly oblique lip; rounded 
body. Painted decoration with black paint, lustrous 
inside: on the outside, on the lip four horizontal 
lines; on the shoulder, band decorated with a series 
of tremuli, irregularly drawn, framed by horizontal 
lines and enclosed by horizontal lines, among them 
some floating in the upper part and going beyond the 
lower line; lower part of the body painted; inside 
painted, with the exception of a thin reserved band 
below the rim.
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	 On the tremuli skyphoi cf. one from from Aetos (An-
derson – Benton 1953, 276, no. 628, pl. 41), and dis-
cussion in the text.

	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: LG I, probably early – ca. 750-730 BC.
60. Tremuli skyphos. Corinthian. Pl. 15
	 Inv. no. TG41432/1. Frg. lip and shoulder. H. pres. 3.3, w. 

pr. lip 3.5; Ø lip rec. 14 cm. Clay: pale yellow (Munsell 
5Y 8/3), compact and smooth on the outer surface, with 
blackish and white inclusions. Upright, slightly oblique 
lip; rounded shoulder. Painted decoration with black 
paint: on the outside, on the lip four horizontal lines; on 
the shoulder, band decorated with a series of tremuli, ir-
regularly drawn, enclosed by horizontal lines, among 
them some floating in the upper part; inside painted, with 
the exception of a thin reserved band below the rim.

	 Cf. no. 59.
	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: LG I, probably early – ca. 750-730 BC.
61. Tremuli skyphos. Corinthian. Pl. 15
	 Inv. no. TG40974/1. Frg. lip and body, five body. H. pres. 

4.4, w. pr. lip 3; Ø lip rec. 12.6 cm. Clay: pale yellow 
(Munsell 5Y 8/2), compact and smooth on the outer sur-
face, with blackish and few white and brown inclusions, 
few vacuoles. Upright, slightly oblique lip; rounded 
body. Painted decoration with black paint, lustrous in-
side: on the outside, on the lip four horizontal lines; on 
the shoulder, band decorated with a series of tremuli, ir-
regularly drawn, framed by horizontal lines and enclosed 
by horizontal lines, among them some floating in the up-
per part; lower part of the body painted; inside painted, 
with the exception of a thin reserved band below the rim.

	 Cf. no. 59.
	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: LG I, probably early – ca. 750-730 BC.
62. Floating chevron skyphos. Pithekoussan. Pl. 16
	 Inv. no. TG111098/2. Several joint frgs. of the lip and 

body, other frgs. body. Larger frg.: h. pres. 5.5, w. 
pres. max. 7.5 cm; Ø lip rec. 14 cm. Clay: pink (Mun-
sell 5YR 7/4), grainy, with very pale brown slip, with 
many small and few middle-big-size black inclusions 
and few small-size white and gray inclusions, vacu-
oles, plenty of silver mica. Upright, slightly oblique 
lip; rounded body, carinated at the top. Painted deco-
ration with brown paint: on the outside, on the lip 
three horizontal lines; on the upper part of the body, 
broad band decorated with a series of floating tremuli; 
lower part of the body painted; inside painted, with 
the exception of a thin reserved band below the rim.

	 Cf. some specimens from Methone, identified as local 
productions: Besios – Tzifopoulos – Kotsonas 2012, 
105-106, 163, nos. 87-89, and especially no. 88 for the 
chevrons.

	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
63. Floating chevron skyphos. Probably Pithekoussan 

(the alternative would be Cycladic). Pl. 16
	 Inv. no. 21.M451-1.52. Joint frgs. lip, body and a han-

dle. H. pres. 8; Ø lip rec. 14 cm. Clay: outer surface 

reddish yellow (Munsell 7.5YR 7/6), inner section 
pink (Munsell 7.5YR 7/4), grainy and loosely com-
pacted internally, smooth externally, with sparse black 
and white inclusions, dense fine-grained silver mica. 
High vertical lip; deep body with rounded profile; 
slightly oblique horizontal ribbon-like handle set at 
the base of the shoulder. Painted decoration in brown 
paint: on the outside, on the lip two horizontal lines; 
on the shoulder a wide band framed at the sides by 
vertical lines and decorated by a series of floating 
tremuli, enclosed by horizontal lines, lower part of the 
body painted; inside painted, except for a thin band 
reserved below the rim; outer handle solid painted.

	 Bibliography: D’Acunto 2017, 302, 305, fig. 26.13g; 
Pagano – Del Villano 2022, 79, no. 1.35 (M. 
D’Acunto, there ascribed to LG II).

	 Cf. a skyphos from the rampart of Cumae’s late Ar-
chaic walls, considered as Pithekoussan-Cumean 
(Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, no. TTA9, 20, 154, fig. 45, 
pl. 2.A) and no. 62.

	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
64. Kotyle, Aetos 666 type/kantharos. Corinthian. Pl. 17
	 Inv. no. TG40857/1. Frg. body. H. pr. 4.8; w. pr. 5.2 

cm. Clay: pale yellow (Munsell 5Y 8/3), compact and 
smooth on the outer surface, with small black and few 
white inclusions, and vacuoles. Rounded body. Painted 
decoration with blackish paint: on the outside, two hor-
izontal lines and below group of vertical lines framing 
right a series of irregularly drawn small chevrons over-
hanging a group of horizontal lines; inside painted.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. for the kotyle DeVries 2003, 148, fig. 8.10 (for the 

two lines overhanging the chevrons in the kotyle).
	 The alternative to a kotyle of the Aetos 666 type, 

would be its identification with a kantharos or with a 
protokotyle: cf. discussion in the text.

	 Chronology: LG I (750-720 BC; or late MG II, 760-
750 BC).

65. Kotyle, Aetos 666 type. Corinthian. Pl. 17
	 Inv. no. TG27077/2. Handle and frg. body. H. pres. 2.8; 

w. pres. 6.8 cm. Clay: pale yellow (Munsell 5Y 8/2-8/3), 
compact and smooth on the outer surface, with blackish 
and few white inclusions, few vacuoles. Rounded body; 
slightly oblique horizontal ribbon-like handle set at the 
max. width. Painted decoration with blackish paint: on 
the outside, lower part under the handle painted; inside 
painted; series of vertical dashes on the handle.

	 Bibliography: d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 513, fig. 
30 (above); D’Acunto 2009, 82, fig. 16; D’Acunto 
2017, 301, fig. 26.13c.

	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
66. Kotyle, Aetos 666 type. Pithekoussan. Pl. 17
	 Inv. no. 21.M451-1.48 (TG112239/1). Two joint frgs. 

body and handle. H. pres. 7; w. pres. 10; Ø lip rec. 16 cm. 
Clay: reddish yellow (Munsell 7.5YR 7/6) with gray 
spots on the surface, pale brown slip (Munsell 2.5Y 8/2); 
few small and middle-size white and black inclusions, 
dense silver mica. Rounded hemispherical body; oblique 
horizontal ribbon-like handle set at the upper part of the 
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body. Decoration painted with brown-reddish paint, 
somewhere fading: outside, on the upper part of the body 
reserved broad band enclosed by a horizontal line on the 
rim, decorated at the side of the handle by a series of 
vertical lines slightly oblique and reserved under the han-
dle; lower part of the body fully painted; series of vertical 
dashes on the outside of the handle; inside fully painted 
with the exception of a thin reserved band under the rim.

	 Bibliography: D’Acunto et al. 2022, 78, no. 1.31 (M. 
D’Acunto).

	 Cf. from the necropolis of Pithekoussai: Buchner – 
Ridgway 1993, 204, T. 161, no. 3, pl. 63; 470, T. 469, 
no. 2, pl. 138.

	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
67. Kotyle, Aetos 666 type. Pithekoussan. Pl. 17
	 Inv. no. TG27077/3. Frg. lip, body and handle. H. 

pres. 3; max. w. pres. 3 cm. Clay: light reddish brown 
(Munsell 2.5YR 7/4), quite grainy, with black and 
white inclusions, dense silver mica; very pale brown 
slip (Munsell 10YR 8/3). Short nicked rim, slightly 
rounded upper part of the body, oblique horizontal rib-
bon-like handle set at the upper part of the body. Dec-
oration painted with brown-reddish paint: outside, 
two lines on the rim and below it; at the side of the 
handle group of vertical lines; on the outer part of the 
handle series of vertical dashes; inside painted with 
the exception of a thin reserved band under the rim.

	 Bibliography: d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 513, fig. 
30 (in the middle); D’Acunto 2009, 82, fig. 17.

	 Cf. from the necropolis of Pithekoussai: e.g. Buchner 
– Ridgway 1993, 493, T. 490, no. 2, pl. 145.

	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
68. Kotyle, Aetos 666 type. Pithekoussan. Pl. 17
	 Inv. no.TG112216/1. Frg. body and handle. H. pres. 2; 

max. w. pres. 5.8 cm. Clay: pink (Munsell 5YR 7/4), 
quite grainy, with very pale brown slip (Munsell 10YR 
8/2), with black and white inclusions, dense silver 
mica. Rounded body, oblique horizontal ribbon-like 
handle. Decoration painted with brown paint outside, 
reddish inside: outside, vertical line at the side of the 
handle and horizontal below it; on the outer part of the 
handle series of vertical dashes; inside painted.

	 Bibliography: unpublished.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
69. Kotyle, Aetos 666 type. Probably Euboean. Pl. 17
	 Inv. no. TG110321/1. Frg. body and handle. H. pres. 

2.3; max. w. pres. 3.7 cm. Clay: light red (Munsell 
2.5YR 7/6), compact, with pink surface (Munsell 
7.5YR 8/3-8/4), with small and middle-size white in-
clusions, and vacuoles. Slightly curved body, oblique 
horizontal ribbon-like handle. Decoration painted 
with brown paint outside and inside light brown: on 
the outer part of the handle series of vertical bars and 
at the side of it oblique bars; inside painted.

	 Bibliography: unpublished.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
70. Kotyle, Aetos 666 type. Pithekoussan. Pl. 17
	 Inv. no. TG27954/1. Three frgs.: two of the two han-

dles with part of the body, and the third preserving part 

of the body. Bigger frg: h. pres. 2.8; max. w. pres. 7 
cm. Clay: pink (Munsell 5YR 7/4), quite grainy, with 
very pale brown slip (Munsell 10YR 8/2), with black 
inclusions, quite dense silver mica. Slightly curved 
body, oblique horizontal ribbon-like handle. Decora-
tion painted with blackish paint outside and brown 
shiny paint inside: outside, series of vertical bars on 
the handle and vertical lines at its side; inside painted.

	 Bibliography: unpublished.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
71. Skyphos, Thapsos type with panel. Corinthian. Pl. 19
	 Inv. no. 21.M451-1.49. Frg. lip and body. H. pres. 3.8; 

w. pres. 7.8; Ø ca. 12 cm. Clay: pale yellow (Munsell 
5Y 8/3-8/4), quite compact and smooth on the outer 
surface, with small black, white and gray inclusions, 
and few vacuoles. Low vertical lip with inner curved 
profile; rounded shoulder. Painted decoration with 
black paint: outside, on the lip and on the shoulder 
series of horizontal lines, and on the shoulder panel 
with a closed series of three-bars sigmas framed at the 
sides by a group of four vertical lines; inside painted, 
except for a reserved thin band below the rim.

	 Bibliography: D’Acunto 2017, 301-302, fig. 26.13e; 
D’Acunto et al. 2022, 78, no. 1.32 (M. D’Acunto).

	 Cf. Neeft 1981, 20-22, 26-27, fig. 6.26.
	 Chronology: LG I/early LG II – 750-710 BC.
72. Prob. skyphos, Thapsos class – panel type. Pithek-

oussan. Pl. 19
	 Inv. no. TG28115/1. Frg. lip and body. H. pres. 4,9; w. 

pres. 5; Ø ca. 14 cm. Clay: pink (Munsell 5YR 7/4), 
quite grainy, with very pale brown slip (Munsell 10YR 
8/2); small-size black and white inclusions, and vacu-
oles, dense and fine silver mica. High slightly everted 
lip; rounded body. Decoration with light brown/or-
ange paint: outside, on the lip, on the shoulder and on 
the upper part of the belly series of horizontal lines; on 
the shoulder and the upper part of the belly, panel 
framed by two vertical bars and containing a hatched 
meander hooks decoration; lower part of the body be-
low the panel solid painted; inside painted, except for 
a reserved thin band below the rim.

	 Bibliography: unpublished.
	 Although the high lip is quite unusual for a skyphos of 

the Thapsos class, this identification is made likely by 
the decoration (the alternative would be a kantharos of 
the same class, cf. Neeft 1981, 17). The preserved 
part of the corner of the hatched meander joins the 
frame of the panel, thus implying a meander hooks 
system.

	 Cf. the Corinthian examples found in Sicilian Naxos 
and Narce (Pelagatti 1982a, pls. 47.5-6, 61); in gen-
eral, Neeft 1981, 21, 26-27, fig. 6.5.

	 Chronology: early/middle LG I – ca. 750-730 BC.
73. Skyphos, Thapsos type with panel. Corinthian. Pl. 19
	 Inv. no. TG41452/1. Frg. lip and body. H. pres. 5.2; w. 

pres. 5.3; Ø lip ca. 16 cm. Clay: pale yellow (Munsell 
5Y 8/3), quite compact and smooth surface, with few 
small black and white inclusions, and many vacuoles. 
Low vertical lip with inner curved profile; rounded 
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body. Painted decoration with blackish paint: outside, 
on the lip and on the shoulder series of horizontal lines, 
and on the shoulder panel with a closed series of three-
bars sigmas framed at the sides by a group of three 
vertical lines; lower part of the body painted; inside 
painted, except for a reserved thin band below the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. 71.
	 Chronology: LG I/early LG II – 750-710 BC.
74. Skyphos, Thapsos type with panel. Corinthian. Pl. 19
	 Inv. no. TG112090/6. Frg. lip and body. H. pres. 2.7; w. 

max. pres. 3.1; Ø lip ca. 14 cm. Clay: pale yellow 
(Munsell 5Y 8/3), compact and smooth surface, with 
small black, gray and white inclusions, and vacuoles. 
Low vertical lip with inner curved profile; slightly 
curved shoulder. Painted decoration with black paint 
outside, brown fading inside: outside, on the lip and on 
the body series of horizontal lines, and on the shoulder 
panel with a closed series of three-bars sigmas; inside 
painted, except for a reserved thin band below the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. 71.
	 Chronology: LG I/early LG II – 750-710 BC.
75. Skyphos, Thapsos type with panel. Corinthian. Pl. 19 
	 Inv. no. TG27185/1. Frg. lip and shoulder. H. pres. 

2.3; w. max. pres. 2 cm. Clay: pale yellow (Munsell 
5Y 8/3), compact and smooth surface, with small 
black and white inclusions. Low oblique lip, slightly 
curved shoulder. Painted decoration with black lustru-
ous paint: outside, on the lip series of four horizontal 
lines, and on the shoulder panel with a closed series of 
three-bars sigmas, enclosed above by a horizontal 
lines; inside painted, except for a reserved thin band 
below the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. 71.
	 Chronology: LG I/early LG II – 750-710 BC.
76. Skyphos, Thapsos type with panel. Corinthian. Pl. 19
	 Inv. no. TG112090/1. Frg. lip and shoulder. H. pres. 

1.9; w. max. pres. 2 cm. Clay: pale yellow (Munsell 
5Y 8/2), compact and smooth surface, with small 
black and white, and few reddish inclusions, and vac-
uoles. Curved shoulder. Painted decoration with black 
paint: outside, on the lip series of horizontal lines, and 
on the shoulder panel with a floating horizontal zig-
zag thick line; inside painted.

	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
77. Skyphos, Thapsos type with panel. Corinthian. Pl. 19
	 Inv. no. TG112090/2. Frg. lip and body. H. pres. 3.7; w. 

max. pres. 3.5; Ø lip ca. 13 cm. Clay: pale yellow 
(Munsell 5Y 8/2), compact and smooth surface, with 
small black and few white inclusions. Low oblique lip, 
slightly curved shoulder. Painted decoration with black-
ish paint: outside, on the lip and on the upper part of the 
shoulder series of horizontal lines, and on the shoulder 
panel with a floating series of reversed S; inside paint-
ed, except for a reserved thin band below the rim.

	 Unpublished.

	 Cf. Neeft 1981, 11, fig. 1b; Greco 2008, pl. 5d (Cu-
mae, Forum).

	 Chronology: late LG I/early LG II – 730-700 BC.
78. Skyphos, type with panel containing a chain of loz-

enges. Pithekoussan. Pl. 20
	 Inv. no. TG27071/1. Three frgs. body. Larger frg. h. 

pres. 2.5; w. pres. 3 cm. Clay: light reddish brown 
(Munsell 2.5YR 7/4), with black, white and red inclu-
sions, dense silver mica; very pale brown slip (Mun-
sell 10YR 8/3-8/4). Thin wall; everted lip, rounded 
body. Painted decoration with brown/orange paint: 
outside, on the lip series of horizontal lines, on the 
body at the maximum width wide panel containing a 
chain of small floating lozenges, framed at the sides 
by groups of vertical lines; inside painted.

	 Bibliography: d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 513-
514, fig. 30 (below); D’Acunto 2009, 82, fig. 19.

	 Cf. Gialanella 1994, 183, 200, no. A8, fig. 29.3 (Pi-
thekoussai, Punta Chiarito); Buchner – Ridgway 
1993, 273, T. 212, no. 6, pl. 92 (Pithekoussai, ceme-
tery); Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 24, 157, no. TTA30, 
pl. 3.4.

	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
79. Skyphos, type with panel containing a chain of loz-

enges. Pithekoussan. Pl. 20
	 Inv. no. TG40854/1-TG40857/2. Two frgs. lip and 

body, probably from the same vessel. Larger frg. (US 
40854) h. pres. 3.9; w. pres. lip 8 cm; smaller frg. (US 
40857) h. pres. 3.2; w. pres. lip 5.3; Ø ca. 14 cm. Clay: 
pink clay (Munsell 5YR 7/4), quite grainy, with a very 
pale brown slip (Munsell 10YR 8/2), with small and 
middle-size black inclusions and small-size white 
ones, silver mica. Low slightly oblique lip, rounded 
body. Painted decoration with brown/light brown 
paint: outside, on the lip series of irregularly drawn 
horizontal lines; on the shoulder and at the maximum 
width broad panel containing a horizontal chain of 
small floating lozenges, framed at the sides by groups 
of vertical lines and below and above by groups of 
horizontal lines; inside painted, with the exception of 
two reserved thin bands below the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 The slight differences in the decoration of the lip on 

the two frgs. may depend on the two different sides. 
The two frgs. show similarities in the clay, paint and 
decoration, and were found in two different layers but 
from the same context: thus, they probably refer to the 
same vessel.

	 Cf. no. 78.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
80. Skyphos. Euboean/Cycladic? Pl. 20 
	 Inv. no. TG27317/1. Frg. body. H. pres. 2.2; w. pres. 

3.8 cm. Clay: reddish yellow/pinkish gray (Munsell 
5YR 7/6 – 7/2), quite compact, with pale brown slip 
(Munsell 2.5Y 8/2); small-size black and few white 
inclusions, quite dense fine-grained silver mica. Low 
rounded body. Painted decoration with brown/reddish 
paint: outside, at a maximum width a metope contain-
ing a St. Andrew’s cross irregularly drawn framed at 
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the side by a group of vertical bars and above by a 
series of horizontal lines, two of them preserved.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf.: see discussion in the text.
	 Chronology: LG I, probably early – ca. 750-730 BC.
81. Krater. Euboean? (or Pithekoussan). Pl. 20
	 Inv. no. TG112234/1. Frg. lip and shoulder. H. pres. 

3.7; w. pres. lip 4.2; Ø ca. 26 cm. Clay: quite compact, 
with light gray core (Munsell 10YR 7/1) and very pale 
brown smooth surface (Munsell 10YR 8/3), with 
small-size white and few medium-size grey inclu-
sions; few fine-grained silver mica. Vertical lip, broad-
er at the rim with curved inner profile; on the right the 
beginning of the spout is preserved; rounded shoulder. 
Decoration painted with brown paint: on the rim group 
of bars; outside, on the lip series of tremuli enclosed 
above and below by a line; on the shoulder is pre-
served on the left the corner of a hatched meander sur-
rounded by a single line, and on the right a reserved 
motif made of oblique lines, probably part of a multi-
ple-lines lozenge.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. discussion in the text.
	 Chronology: LG I, probably early – 750-730 BC.
82. Kotyle. Pithekoussan. Pl. 18
	 Inv. no. TG27754/1. Two fragments of lip, handle 

and wall. Max. h. pr. 6.5; Ø rec. lip 12.5 cm. Clay: 
light red (Munsell 2.5YR 7/6), hard, with many small 
particles of black grit, few small particles of white 
grit and with plenty of silver mica. Hemispherical 
body with slight contraction at the rim, rod horizon-
tal handle, slightly oblique. Outside and inside or-
ange paint: outside, one line immediatly below the 
rim, at the sides of the handles series of squiggles 
framing a decorative pattern enclosed in vertical 
lines, low part of the body fully painted, barred han-
dle; inside: fully painted except for a reserved line 
below the rim. 

	 Cf. Cuma: le fortificazioni 2, 20, pl. 2A.12.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
83. Kotyle, Aetos 666 type. Corinthian. Pl. 18
	 Inv. no. TG28055/1. Two joining fragments of lip. Max. 

h. pr. 4.2 cm. Clay: yellow (Munsell 10YR 8/6); hard, 
smooth. Hemispherical body with slight contraction at 
the rim. Outside brown/blackish shiny paint almost 
evanished, inside orange/brownish shiny paint: outside, 
six vertical lines framing a panel with a series of small 
chevrons followed by seven horizontal lines, lower part 
of the body fully painted; inside: fully painted except for 
a reserved line below the rim. 

	 Cf. Buchner – Ridgway 1993, Sp5/3, 705, pl. 246.3, CCX. 
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
84. Lekane/dish. Pithekoussan. Pl. 21 
	 Inv. no. TG28055/2. One fragment of foot. Ø 6 (foot); 

max. h. pr. 1.6 cm. Clay: reddish brown (Munsell 
2.5YR 5/3), hard, with many small particles of black 
grit, few small particles of white grit and with plenty of 
silver mica. Disk foot. Outside and inside dark reddish 
brown paint: outside, band with a series of chevrons or 

sigmas (only the lower part of the motif is preserved) 
followed by three lines, two concentric lines on the 
lower part of the foot; inside, fully painted with two 
overpainted white lines. 

	 Chronology: 750-720 BC (by the context).
85. Skyphos, type with panel containing a chain of loz-

enges. Pithekoussan. Pl. 20
	 Two joining frgs. lip, body and handle, two frgs. 

body. Larger frg. h. pres. 5.3, w. pres. body 7 cm. 
Light reddish brown clay (Munsell 2.5YR 7/4), with 
black and white inclusions, silver mica; very pale 
brown slip (Munsell 10YR 8/3). Tall oblique lip, 
rounded belly, oblique horizontal ribbon-like handle 
set on the lower part of the shoulder. Painted decora-
tion with brown/light brown paint: outside, on the lip 
series of five horizontal lines; on the shoulder and at 
the max. width broad panel containing a horizontal 
motif, to be identified with a chain of small floating 
lozenges (part of two lozenges are preserved on one 
frg.), framed at the right side by a group of twelve 
vertical lines and below by a group of four horizontal 
lines; lower part of the body probably painted; inside 
painted, with the exception of two reserved thin bands 
below the rim.

	 Bibliography: d’Agostino – D’Acunto 2008, 507, fig. 
22 and color fig, D’Acunto 2017, 304, fig. 26.13d.

	 Cf. no. 78.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
86. Floating chevron skyphos (?). Pithekoussan. Pl. 16
	 Inv. no. TG41497/1. Frg. lip, shoulder and body. H. 

max. pr. 2.7; Ø rec. lip 12 cm. Clay: reddish brown 
(Munsell 2.5YR 5/3), with plenty of silver mica and 
few black inclusions. Tall lip, almost vertical, slightly 
sloping outwards; pronounced shoulder. Beige coat-
ing. Brown paint outside, iridescent light brown in-
side. Outside, three horizontal lines on the lip; on the 
shoulder and on the upper part of the body, a group of 
six vertical lines, probably framing a panel with a row 
of floating chevrons. Inside, fully painted.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf., for the morphology of the lip, 62, and d’Agostino 

1982, pl. 10, fig. 2; for the shoulder, Olcese 2017, cat. 
310 no. 43.

	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
87. Carinated bowl, impasto. Pl. 21
	 Inv. no. PP41497/1-2. Two contiguous frgs. of lip 

and carinated body. H. max. 4,1; Ø 22 cm. Clay: gray 
(Munsell 5YR 5/1), compact and medium – fine 
grained with many small white inclusions with a ho-
mogeneous distribution and many small bright inclu-
sions. The inner and outer surfaces show uneven col-
or, ranging from brown (Munsell 7.5YR 5/3) to dark 
gray (Munsell 7.5YR 4/1) with many small white 
and bright inclusions. Both surfaces show homoge-
neous splinting and some traces of likely use of the 
wheel. Vertical lip; rounded rim; carinated body.

	 Cf. D’Ambrosio 2009, 70, type VI 20 b; Melandri 
2011, 270, type 6C3, pl. 2-XXII. 

	 Chronology: 750-720 BC. 
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88. Lekane. Pithekoussan. Pl. 21
	 Inv. no. TG41495/1. Frg. lip and body. H. max. pr. 2.3; 

Ø rec. lip 16 cm. Clay: reddish brown (Munsell 2.5YR 
4/3), dark reddish gray inside (Munsell 2.5YR 4/1), 
with plenty of silver mica and few white inclusions. 
Inward-leaning rim. Reddish-brown paint. On the lip, 
two groups of vertical lines. Under the rim, a thick 
horizontal line. On the body, a painted band ending in 
full triangles, whose vertices overlap the line painted 
under the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 Chronology: 750-720 BC.
89. Kotyle. Pithekoussan. Pl. 18
	 Inv. no. TG41484/1. Frg. rim and body. H. max. pr. 2.4; 

Ø rec. rim 13 cm. Clay: light reddish brown (Munsell 
2.5YR 6/4), with plenty of silver mica. Beige coating. 
Brown paint outside, almost completely evanid; light 
brown paint, slightly iridescent, inside. Hemispherical 
body, with slight contraction at the rim. Under the rim, 
a thin horizontal line surmounting a panel with a row of 
squiggles, framed by two groups of vertical lines. Fully 
painted inside, except for a reserved line under the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 372, T. 320, no. 1, pls. 

CLV, 119; 388, T. 331, no. 1, pls. 127; Cuma: le forti-
ficazioni 2, 155 no. TTA12, fig. 45, pl. 2A.

	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
90. Kantharos. Corinthian. Pl. 21
	 Inv. no. TG41504/1. Frg. shoulder with the junction of 

the handle. H. max. pr. 1.3 cm. Clay: pale brown 
(Munsell 2.5Y 8/4). Brown paint. Outside, lower part 
of the body fully painted; on the ribbon handle, paint-
ed band above a reserved band. Fully painted inside.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. Buchner – Ridgway 1993, 230, T. 177, pl. 78. 
	 Chronology: 750-720 BC (by the context).
91. Kotyle. Pithekoussan. Pl. 18
	 21 joint frgs. Inv. no. TG41461/1-TG41484/1-10-

TG41504/1-8-TG41510/1-2. H. max. pr. 10.7; Ø rec. 
rim 15; Ø bottom 5 cm. Clay: light reddish brown 
(Munsell 2.5YR 6/4). Brown paint. Hemispherical 
body, with slight contraction at the rim. Under the rim, 
thin horizontal line surmounting a panel framed by 
two groups of vertical lines, interrupted by an hour-
glass motif. Rod horizontal handles, decorated with a 
double horizontal continuous line. Below the level of 
the handles, large area with parallel horizontal lines. 
Lower part of the body fully painted, except for a thin 
reserved line. Ring-shaped foot fully painted; bottom 
decorated with concentric circles. Fully painted in-
side, except for two reserved lines under the rim.

	 Unpublished.
	 Cf. Coldstream 2008, 101, pl. 19.l; Villasmundo, ne-

cropolis, tomb no. 33.
	 Chronology: LG I – 750-720 BC.
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Pl. 1. LBA pottery from the deep trench below the peristyle of the southern domus
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Pl. 2. LBA pottery from the trench below the Roman room in the southeastern corner of the insula
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Pl. 3. EIA impasto pottery from Levels I-III below the western sector of the peristyle
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Pl. 4. EIA impasto pottery from Levels I-III below the western sector of the peristyle
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Pl. 5. EIA (19), FBA-EIA (20) and RBA (21) impasto finds from the deep trench below the western sector of the peristyle
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Pl. 6. EIA impasto pottery from Level IV below the western sector of the peristyle
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Pl. 7. EIA impasto pottery from Level IV below the western sector of the peristyle
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Pl. 8. EIA impasto pottery from the excavation conducted below the entrance to the southern domus
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Pl. 9. EIA impasto pottery from the excavation conducted below the entrance to the southern domus
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Pl. 10. EIA impasto pottery found in secondary deposition
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Pl. 11. PSC skyphoi, MG IIb-LG Ia (photo 44 below: inner bottom)
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Pl. 12. Chevron (47) and black skyphoi (45, 48, 52), MG IIb-LG Ia
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Pl. 13. One-metope bird skyphoi (42, 53) and a closed shape (46), MG IIb-LG Ia
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Pl. 14. Close chevron skyphoi, LG I
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Pl. 15. Tremuli skyphoi, LG I
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Pl. 16. Floating chevron skyphoi, LG I
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Pl. 17. Kotylai, LG I
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Pl. 18. Kotylai, LG I
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Pl. 19. Thapsos class skyphoi, LG I
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Pl. 20. Skyphoi with panel decorated by a chain of lozenges (78, 79, 85) and Euboean imports? (80, 81), LG I



Cumae in Opicia in the Light of the Recent Archaeological Excavations 437

Pl. 21. Sherds from the LG I contexts



Matteo D’Acunto et al.438

References

Albore Livadie 1985	 C. Albore Livadie, ‘Cuma preellenica’, in Napoli antica. Catalogo della mostra, Napoli, Mu-
seo Archeologico Nazionale (26 settembre 1985 - 15 aprile 1986), Napoli 1985, 62-75.

Amara 2022	 G. Amara, ‘Per una revisione dei più antichi materiali d’importazione a Siracusa. Nuove evi-
denze sulla prima fase dell’apoikia’, in F. Nicoletti (a cura di), Siracusa Antica. Nuove pro-
spettive di ricerca, Palermo 2022, 65-87.

Amato – Guastaferro – Lupia 2002	 L. Amato – C. Guastaferro – A. Lupia, ‘Prospezioni geo-archeologiche nell’area delle fortifi-
cazioni di Cuma: riflessioni preliminari’, in Cuma: nuove forme di intervento, 94-98.

Ampolo 1997	 C. Ampolo, ‘L’interpretazione storica della più antica iscrizione del Lazio’, in G. Bartoloni (a 
cura di), Le necropoli arcaiche di Veio. Giornata di studio in memoria di Massimo Pallottino 
(Roma, 11 aprile 1994), Roma 1997, 211-217.

Amyx 1988	D . Amyx, Corinthian Vase-Painting of the Archaic Period, Los Angeles – London 1988.

Anderson 1958-1959	 J.K. Anderson, ‘Old Smyrna: The Corinthian Pottery’, in BSA 53-54, 1958-1959, 138-151.

Anderson – Benton 1953	 J.K. Anderson – S. Benton, ‘Further Excavations at Aetos’, in BSA 48, 1953, 255-361.

Andreiomenou 1984	 Α. Andreiomenou, ‘Skyphoi de l’atelier de Chalcis (fin Xe - fin VIIIe s. av. J.-C.)’, in BCH 108, 
1984, 37-69.

Arancio – Buffa – 	M .L. Arancio – V. Buffa – I. Damiani – F. Trucco, ‘Catalogo delle unità stratigrafiche e dei 
Damiani – Trucco 2001	 reperti’, in F. Trucco – L. Vagnetti (a cura di), Torre Mordillo 1987-1990: le relazioni egee di 

una comunità protostorica della Sibaritide, 2001, 61-153.

Babbi 2018	 A. Babbi, ‘Revisiting Single Stories. Transcultural Attitudes in the Middle Tyrrhenian Region 
during the Advanced 8th Century BCE’, in L. Aigner-Foresti – P. Amann (Hrsg.), Beiträge zur 
Sozialgeschichte der Etrusker, Akten der Internationalen Tagung (Wien, 8.-10.6.2016), Wien 
2018, 334-354.

Babbi 2021	A . Babbi, ‘Mediterranean “Warrior” Tombs. A Balancing Act between the Variety of Social 
Encounters and the Standardizing Common Discourse among Peers during the Early 1st Millen-
nium BC’, in S. Bourdin – O. Dally – A. Naso – Ch. Smith (eds.), The Orientalizing Cultures 
in the Mediterranean, 8th-6th cent. BC. Origins, Cultural Contacts and Local Developments: 
The Case of Italy, Mediterranea, Suppl. n.s. 1, Roma 2021, 433-477.

Bacci 2008	 G.M. Bacci, ‘Il deposito votivo di S. Raineri “verso la punta della Zancle”’ in A.M. Mastello-
ni (a cura di), Archeologia a Messina. Studi su materiali preistorici, arcaici, ellenistici e roma-
ni, Quaderni dell’attività didattica del Museo Regionale di Messina 11, Palermo 2008, 31-67.

Bailo Modesti –	 G. Bailo Modesti – P. Gastaldi (a cura di), Prima di Pithecusa: i più antichi materiali greci del 
Gastaldi 2001	 golfo di Salerno, Catalogo della Mostra (Pontecagnano Faiano, Museo Nazionale dell’Agro 

Picentino, 1999), Napoli 2001.

Bartoli 2012	 C. Bartoli, ‘Ricostruzione della sequenza cronostratigrafica della Prima Età del Ferro attraver-
so lo studio della ceramica di impasto’, in C. Cicirelli – C. Albore Livadie (a cura di), L’abita-
to protostorico di Poggiomarino. Località Longola. Campagne di scavo 2000-2004. Tomi I-II, 
Roma 2012, 135-141. 

Bartoloni – Delpino 2005	G . Bartoloni – F. Delpino (a cura di), Oriente e Occidente: metodi e discipline a confronto. 
Riflessioni sulla cronologia dell’Età del Ferro in Italia, Atti dell’Incontro di Studi (Roma, 30-
31 ottobre, 2003), Mediterranea 1, 2004, Pisa – Roma 2005.

Bartoloni – Nizzo 2005	 G. Bartoloni – V. Nizzo, ‘Lazio protostorico e mondo greco: considerazioni sulla cronologia 
relativa e assoluta della terza fase laziale’, in Bartoloni – Delpino 2005, 409-430.

Bartoněk – Buchner 1995	 A. Bartoněk – G. Buchner, ‘Die ältesten griechischen Inschriften von Pithekoussai (2. Hälfte 
des VIII. bis 1. Hälfte des VII. Jhs.’, in Die Sprache. Zeitschrift für Sprachwissenschaft 37, 
1995, 129-231.

Bats – Brun – Munzi 2008	 M. Bats – J.-P. Brun – P. Munzi, ‘Ai margini della colonia greca di Kyme’, in Cuma, 525-552.

Ben Jerbania – Redissi 2014	I . Ben Jerbania – T. Redissi, ‘Utique et la Méditerranée centrale à la fin du IXe s. et au VIIIe s. 
av. J.-C. : les enseignements de la céramique grecque géométrique’, in RStFen 42/2, 2014, 177-
203.



Cumae in Opicia in the Light of the Recent Archaeological Excavations 439

Bernardini 1989	 P. Bernardini, ‘Tharros XV-XVI. Tre nuovi documenti di importazione dalla collina di Murru 
Mannu’, in RStFen 17, 1989, 285-290.

Bernardini – D’Oriano – 	 P. Bernardini – R. D’Oriano – P.G. Spanu (a cura di), Phoinikes B Shrdn. I Fenici in Sardegna: 
Spanu 1997	 nuove acquisizioni, Catalogo della Mostra Oristano 1997, Oristano 1997.

Bernardini – Rendeli 2020	 P. Bernardini – M. Rendeli, ‘Sant’Imbenia/Pontecagnano Sulci/Pithekoussai: Four Tales of an 
Interconnected Mediterranean’, in Cinquantaquattro – D’Acunto 2020, 325-345.

Besios – Tzifopoulos –	 M. Besios – G.Z. Tzifopoulos – A.Kotsonas, Μεθώνη Πιερίας Ι: Επιγραφές, χαράγματα και 
Kotsonas 2012	 εμπορικά σύμβολα στη γεωμετρική και αρχαϊκή κεραμική από το “Υπογείο” της Μεθώνης 

Πιερίας στη Μακεδονία, Θεσσαλονίκη 2012.

Bettelli – Vagnetti 2020	 M. Bettelli – L. Vagnetti, ‘Southern Italy’, in Lemos – Kotsonas 2020, 1261-1286.

Bietti Sestieri 1992	 A.M. Bietti Sestieri (a cura di), La necropoli laziale di Osteria dell’Osa, Roma 1992.

Bietti Sestieri 2005	 A.M. Bietti Sestieri, ‘Intervento’, in Bartoloni – Delpino 2005, 485-487.

Bietti Sestieri – De Santis –	A .M. Bietti Sestieri – A. De Santis – A. La Regina, ‘Elementi di tipo cultuale e doni personali 
La Regina 1991	 nella necropoli laziale di Osteria dell’Osa’, in Atti del Convegno Internazionale Anathema: 

regime delle offerte e vita dei santuari nel Mediterraneo antico (Roma, 15-18 giugno 1989), 
ScAnt 3-4, 1989-1990, Roma 1991, 65-88.

Blandin 2007	 B. Blandin, Eretria XVII. Les pratiques funéraires d’époque géométrique à Érétrie. Espaces 
des vivants, demeures des morts, Gollion 2007.

Boitani 2005	F . Boitani, ‘Le più antiche ceramiche greche e di tipo greco a Veio’, in Bartoloni – Delpino 
2005, 319-332.

Bosana-Kourou 1983	N . Bosana-Kourou, ‘Some Problems concerning the Origin and the Dating of the Thapsos 
Class Vases’, in Grecia, Italia e Sicilia nell’VIII e VII secolo a.C., Tomo II, Atti del Conve-
gno Internazionale, Atene (15-20 ottobre 1979), ASAtene 61, n.s. 45, 1983 (1984), 257-268.

Botto 2020	M . Botto, ‘Phoenicians and Greeks in the Iberian Peninsula between the 9th and the 8th Cen
turies BC’, in Cinquantaquattro – D’Acunto 2020, 347-383.

Brun et al. 2000	 J.-P. Brun – P. Munzi – L. Stefaniuk – C. Morhange – M. Pessel – A. Revil, ‘Alla ricerca del 
porto di Cuma. Relazione preliminare sugli scavi del Centre Jean Bérard’, in AIONArchStAnt 
n.s. 7, 2000, 132-155.

Brun et al. 2008	 J.-P. Brun – H. Duday – P. Munzi – M. Torino, ‘Le recenti indagini del Centre Jean Bérard 
nella necropoli preellenica’, in Cuma, 355-382.

Brun – Munzi 2008	 J.-P. Brun – P. Munzi, ‘Le recenti indagini nella necropoli preellenica’, in Zevi et al. 2008, 101-
112.

Buchner 1936-1937	 G. Buchner, ‘Nota preliminare sulle ricerche preistoriche nell’isola d’Ischia’, in BPI 56, 1936-
1937, 65-93.

Buchner – Gialanella 1994	 G. Buchner – C. Gialanella, Museo archeologico di Pithecusae, isola d’Ischia, Roma 1994.

Buchner – Ridgway 1993 	G . Buchner – D. Ridgway, Pithekoussai I. La necropoli: tombe 1-723 scavate dal 1952 al 1961, 
3 vols., MonAnt LV, Serie Monografica IV, Roma 1993.

Buffa 1994	 V. Buffa, ‘I materiali del Bronzo Finale e della Prima Età del Ferro’, in R. Peroni – F. Trucco 
(a cura di), Enotri e Micenei nella Sibaritide, Taranto 1994, 455-569.

Buffa 2001	V . Buffa, ‘L’Età del Bronzo Finale’, in F. Trucco – L. Vagnetti (a cura di), Torre Mordillo 
1987-1990: le relazioni egee di una comunità protostorica della Sibaritide, 2001, 259-273.

Burelli – Valenza Mele 1989	 L. Burelli – N. Valenza Mele, ‘Cuma’, in Bibliografia Topografica della Colonizzazione Gre-
ca in Italia e nelle Isole Tirreniche, vol. 7, Pisa – Roma 1989, 7-42.

Carancini 1984	 G.L. Carancini, Le asce nell’Italia continentale, PBF IX.12, München 1984.

Cassio 2020	 A.C. Cassio, ‘Κύμη, Κούμη, Cumae and the Euboeans in the Bay of Naples’, in Cinquanta-
quattro – D’Acunto 2020, 181-185.

Catling 1964	 H.W. Catling, Cypriot Bronzework in the Mycenaean World, Oxford 1964.

Cazzella – Recchia 2018	A . Cazzella – G. Recchia, ‘Local Networks and Aegean-Mycenaean Connectivity in the Tyr-



Matteo D’Acunto et al.440

rhenian and Adriatic Sea’, in M. Bettelli – M. Del Freo – G.J. van Wijngaarden (eds.), Med-
iterranea Itinera. Studies in Honour of Lucia Vagnetti, Roma 2018, 11-31.

Cerchiai 1997	 L. Cerchiai, ‘I vivi e i morti. I casi di Pitecusa e di Poseidonia’, in Confini e frontiera nella 
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This paper reassesses the Pre-Hellenic and early 
colonial phases of Cumae, based on the new evi-
dence brought to light in the archaeological exca-
vations carried out since 2007 by the University of 
Napoli L’Orientale. These excavations were con-
ducted on the plain, in the area north of the Roman 
Forum baths.

Deep trenches drilled beneath an insula of the 
Greek and Roman period have revealed evidence 
of the indigenous phase of the site. This shows that 
in the Pre-Hellenic period, in the plain in front of 
the acropolis, in addition to the development of a 
large burial ground, there are documented off-
shoots of the indigenous village that occupied the 
acropolis, both in the Late Bronze Age and at the 
end of the Pre-Hellenic phase. In the latter period, 
very recent excavations have uncovered an indige-
nous hut with an oval/apsidal plan. This dwelling 
preserved in situ, among other findings, a concen-
tration of jars and cooking stands in the storage 
sector. In this hut and its adjoining areas, Geomet-
ric ceramics, mostly Euboean imports, were found: 
skyphoi of the pendant semicircle, black, chevron 
and one-metope bird types (corresponding to MG 
IIb and LG Ia of the Attic Geometric phases), 
along with the entirely predominant indigenous 
impasto pottery. This Geometric pottery allows us 
to collocate the life of the hut in the second quarter 
of the 8th century BC: this is, according to the evi-
dence brought to light, a period when the indige-
nous village opened up to a tight network of ex-
changes with Euboean and Phoenician merchants 
who visited the site before the colonial foundation. 
The abandonment of the indigenous hut, which is 
associated with a fire, is roughly contemporary 
with the end of the burial ground of Pre-Hellenic 
Cumae, to be dated around the mid-8th century BC 
(at the transition between Phases IIa and IIb of the 
Early Iron Age chronology in Campania). The de-
construction of the indigenous settlement system 

seems to reflect those historical dynamics, leading 
to the foundation of the apoikia of Cumae by Eu-
boean colonists.

The excavations conducted in depth by the Uni-
versity of Napoli L’Orientale in the block north of 
the Forum baths also provide evidence of the later 
first phase of Greek apoikia, starting from 750-740 
BC. The frequentation of this area for residential 
purposes refers to this chronological horizon. Pri-
mary evidence of the occupation of this sector 
(dwelling floors with hearths) and ceramics of 
both Corinthian imports and Corinthian imitations 
produced in Pithekoussai, along with a few Eu-
boean imports, refer to the period between 750 and 
720 BC (LG I): these ceramics consist of skyphoi 
with a decoration of debased chevrons, tremuli, a 
chain of lozenges, of the Thapsos type with panel, 
together with kotylai of the Aetos 666 type etc. 
The foundation of Cumae’s apoikia should be dat-
ed, also on the basis of this new evidence, shortly 
after that of Pithekoussai (the latter must have 
been founded around 760-750 BC). Indeed, Pithe
koussai may well have played an important role in 
the foundation of Cumae: in line with the indica-
tion that comes from some ancient authors (Livy 
and Phlegon of Tralles), this is also suggested by 
the archaeological picture, which finds exact 
matches in that of Pithekoussai’s contexts. In turn, 
this new evidence suggests that Cumae’s apoikia 
must have predated, albeit by very little, the first 
Greek foundations in Sicily: this reconstruction is 
supported by the information provided by ancient 
authors such as Thucydides and Strabo.

Albio Cesare Cassio, Earlier and Earlier: The 
Rise of the Greek Alphabet and a Greek Letter on 
an Euboean Skyphos Found in Pre-Hellenic Cu-
mae, ca. 760-750 BC

The Greek letter nu (N) inscribed before firing 
on a black skyphos from Cumae (ca. 760-750 BC) 
first published in this volume (D’Acunto et al., 
363-367, Pl. 12, no. 48) is a welcome addition to 
the sparse number of Greek letters found on Greek 
vases that can securely be attributed to the first half 
of the 8th century BC. After a short excursus on the 
irrelevance of the so-called argumentum ex silen-
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