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Thomas G. Pa l aima / Br onx, NY/ 

EVIDENCE FOR THE I NFLUENCE OF THE KNOSSI AN GRAPHIC TRADITI ON AT PYLOS 
:-'le te'3 I - II 

I\ central queation in Aegean ar chaeo l og y i s th e r e lativ e chron o l ogy o f 
the deetruction of th e Pala ce o f Minos at Knosso s i n Cre t e and of th e 
mainland Greek centers at Mycenae, Thebes, Tiryns and Pylos. The 

traditional view (Evans,~• 1920-35 ; Boardm a n , ~. 1963; Olivier, 

~ ~• 19671 Popham, The Dest ruction of~ Pa lac e ~~: 
Pottery ~ ,!:h! ~ ~ !.!! ~ ~• 1970) pla ces th e final 
destruction of the palace at Kno ssos in the period LM II to LM III A1/ 2 
(ca. 1400-137S B.C.). This interpretation leaves a gap of roughly two 
hundred years betwe e n the Linear B tablets from Knos sos and those from 
the mainland, which are dated near the end of LIi III B (ca. 1230-1190 
B.C.). On archaeological grounds Palmer (Q!i!; !ill! Penultimate~ 
of~• 19691 ~• 1971,-72,-73,-78,-81; ~. 1974) and others 
(e . g . , Hallager, !ill! Mycenaean!!.!!..~ il ~1 Evidence!£!!'.,!!!!! 
Destruction!.!! the!.!!! Period, 1977) have tried to close the gap by 
redating the destruction of the palace of Knossos to LM.III B. 

Although the intricate archaeological argwnents used in this 
controversy have been aptly characterized as " far too Byzantine,• the 
question is of obvious importance for students of Minoan - Mycenaean 
writing, eapecially in light of the recent revived interest, primar i ly 
due to advances in work on Linear A, in the origin and development of 
the linear acripts (Godart and Olivier , SHEA, 1979; Hooker, The Origin 

~~Linear! Script, 19791 Palail!la, ™•· 1982). The long period 
between the Knossian and mainland tablets is problematical . The 
overall writing system exhibits no significant chang es _. Yet the tablets 
froca the four mainland sites share a distinctiv e graphic unifo r mity 
(Olivier-Godart, Tiryns Y!!,!, 1975), and the han dwriting styles from 
Knosso • have a decidedly more archaic appearance. Att empts to ap pr oach 
the problem palaeographically (e.g., Bennet ~, Hesperia, 1966) hav e 
proved inconclusive for deciding how long a period of de velopment, i f 

any, existed between t ~e Cretan and .mainlan~ tablets. 
The major difficulty is that we have no way of dete r mining how 

quickly and in what ways the • eript would dev e lop ove r time at a given 
• ite. So arguments concerning chronology ba sed on pa la eographical 
can • iderationa alone have of necessity been sub je ctive and f r ustratin g l y 
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circular. How ls one to decide wheth er perceived differen ces in the 
forms of Linear B characters are actually chronolo g ical and not, let us 
say, regional, sociological, etc.? Four tablets fr0111 Pyles (Ae 99 5 , 
Xa 1419, Xn 1449, Ua 994) may help to solve this problem. These tablet s 
display graphic, linguistic and formulaic features that set thPJn apart 
from the rest of the tablets from Pyles and the mainland. Mo reover, 

recent "'o rk with microfilmo of the original Unlver::iity of Clnclnnatl 
Pylos Excavation notebooks ·offers s0111a evidence that these tablets may 
date . to an earlier period than the other IIIAinland tablets. 

In this paper I shall treat in consid~rable--not to say Byzantine - ­
detail the special features that associate these tablets with a Cretan­

Knosaian rather than a mainland tradition of writing. 

~ 

Tablet 
Number 

Ae 995 

Xa 1419 

Dimensions in an. 
. (11,L,TH) 

1.1 (3.41/ o.s · 

Color 
(Munsell) 

2.5YR N4/ dark gray 

2;1 (J.2)/ o.a 2.5YR 6/6 light red 
core: 5YR 6/4 light 

reddish brown 

Text 

ko-to-ne-we VIR( 

.1 di-wo-nu-sot 
• :Z tu-ni•joC 

verso .1 i-pe-ne-ot 

Xn 1449 /(1,0)/ /(1.1)/ (0.2)/ 10YR 5/1 gray 

ua 994 /(1.5) /(3.0)/ 0.8 2.5YR 6/6 light red 

.2 wo-no-wa-tl-si( 

.O supra~ 

.1 )so-ne[ 

• 2 infra ~ 

supra~ 
]•252 C 

Note: A aiaah "/" means that the tablet is broken in a particular 
dimension. /(H lat. sup-, II)/ lat. inf.1 /(L lat. ain.1 L)/ lat. -!ex.; 

/(TH recto, TH)/ verso. 

PALAEOGRAPHY 

The handwriting of the two fuller tablets Ae 99S and Xa 1419 ls 
unlike that of any other tablets from the mainland. The elaborate 
form of ne with its central · circular element and two-stroke left arm 
(cf. Xn 1449) is duplicated only at ~noasos (Hand 114; for central 
circle see also Theban vases Z 849, 1 · 851, Z 852, Z 882). Note also 
!!! with its non-intersecting oblique hastae of equal length (KN Hands 



I0J, 121, 135), .! with the embellishing mar ks to the right of the 

horizontal (KN Hand 104 who also embellishes~ and ~ 21 for embellishing 

at Knossos see particularly Hands 117 and 124: for similar embellishment 

of! see TH Z 866), and di with its extraordinary lower horizontal 

(unparalleled at Xnossos but see TH Z 857). Host remarkable,however, 

is the ideogram partially preserved at the broken lat. dex. of Ae 995. 

Autopsy of this tablet confirms that it is inde ed an example of *101 
VlR SEOENS, an ideographic variant of *100 used frequently and 

exclusively at Knossos (Bennett, ~- f2.!1., _1966). The form on 
Ae 995 resembles that of XN Hand 104 (cf. e ! pecially B 806) although 

the Pylian scribe has added a distinctive central horizontal waistband. 
Besides the Xnoasian form of ill! mentioned above, Xn 1449 contains 

_!S! in a very unorthodox shape. Ua 994 prea ~rves only the hapax 

graphomenon •252. , 
These palaeographic characteristics are remarkable. I am now of 

the opinion that Ae 995, Xa 1419 and probably also Xn 1449 should be 

assigned to an entirely new and separate class at Pyles, Class iv. 

Their writing style • relate directly to a non-mainland graphic 
tradition. But the similarities noted above to the painted vase 

inscriptions, which, though also from a Cretan graphic tradition 
(Archaeometry, 1917), are moat likely contemporary LH III B, caution 

against malting any chronological hypotheses based on palaeographical 

factor • alone. 

LINGUISTICS~ FORMULAE 

Of chief concern here 1• the form used on Ae 995 to designate 

the group of fil denoted by ideogram •101, •_!:.2-_!2-!!.!-?!!·. In the E­

• arie • at Pylos . Hands 1 and 41 refer to landholders repeatedly with 
the related form • ko-to-ne-ta and ko-to-no-o-lto. Lejeune (~, 1965) 

suggest • that these terms and 2-!!!!-!-~ as well hav e specific, distinct 

n,e -rni ngs. Jet hls ~r54111e11t a,a.t nsl: accepting _!:.2-_!2-ill!-?!! as a mere 
scr 1bal alternati _ve to one of the aiore common. Pylian term !'- i s bz ., ea 

on a questionable as • WDption about the meaning of •101. 
Palmer also tries to di-las any possible synonymity of these 

terms by reasoning that ~!!:!l!-?!! is not related at all to ~-_!2-!!.! 
• inc• he would expect a form *_!:.2-_!2-!!.!-.!"'.?!! on the model of 2-!!!!-.!-~ 
frca 2-!!!• Yet Perpillou I!:!!_ substantifs grecs 2 ~. 1973) and 
others have properly explained that forms ·•uch as~-!!!!-!-!!! and 

!-~~-!-~ derive, unlike ~-to-ill!-~• from forms with a • igmatic base. 
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We are left then with the s tr ong likelihood that the scribe of 

Ae 995, who poss es ses so si ng ular a graphic style, has also used a 

noun form that is at variance with the ~ormal formulaic usage at Pyles. 

PROVENIENCE 

Having noted the elements of writing style and formulae that mark 

out tl,ese four tablets within the Pyles corpus and associate them with 

a Knos sian graphic tradition, it now remains to consider their 

provenience. 

Nearly 79\ of the fuller tablets from Pyles (739 of 936 tablets) 

come from the two-room Archives C0111plex. Recent work with the 

original excavation not e books confirms that these tablets and al.most 

.-, 11 other tablets come from the same destruction horizon. This includes 

tablets from workshops a nd storeroo~s within the palace (Tn 996 from 

Room 20; Fr tablets from Rooms 23, 32 and 381 La tablets from Room 5 

fallen from above in r ed dish destruction stratwo) and, significantly, 

tablets in unusual locations (for example, Fr 1338 and 1355 found near 

the larnax west of Room 103 but in the same reddish destruction stratum: 

and the tablets of various series found Below the SW Hill to the E, 

which probably come from the Archives Complex (Blegen, PofN !, 283-84)). 

This corroborates the palaeographical assignment of the tablets to 

three contemporary classes of wrt°ting style. 

Let us then consider the four tablets that we have suggested do 

not fit into the Pylian graphic classes • . Xa 1419 comes from the area 

> that is designated by Blegen 

(PofN !, 283) "outside southwestern wall, sections 1-s• (see !'.2.Qi .!.!!, 
fig. 306 for these sections). This is an area of mixed stratigraphy 

with "wares of Mycenaean III Band earlier periods,!.!! associated 

confusion.• (italics mine) Blegen suggests that the tablets in this 

area may have come from an archives room for the Southwestern Building. 

Ae 995 comes from Rooms 55-57. This complex of rooms preserves 

at least three successive and complicated phases of occupation together 

with "wares of Mycena ea n III A." (!'.2.Qi III, 35-37) Unfortunately the 

notebook of Theochari s , who excavated this area in 1953, is missing; 

so we cannot get a pr ec ise fix on the find-spot of Ae 995. 

The tiny surface flake Xn 1449 is of unknown provenience. 

This leaves perhaps the greatest puzzle,Ua 994. ~ identifies 

Ua 994 as Component 1952 M/4 from Rooms 5 or 6. And indeed the tablet 

itself bears resemblance in color and shape to certain La tablets of 

Hand 13 and S632 found in Room 6 . But Component 195i M/4 is actually 



La 625 (GE.'1,-lonas June 7 1952, p,41) foun d ln t he neig hbc,rh c,od 01 

La 622-62' in Room 6. Now Tn 996 is prc pe rly id enti f ied as Compo ne nt 
1953/3 coming from storeroom 20 (MRawson Ju ne 10 1953 , p .73) an d l\e 99S 
as 1933/2 from Rooms 55-57 (CWBleger. June 2 1953, p. 29 ) . CWBle gen 

~ay 30 1953, p.25 listil another tablet fragm ent as comin g fr om t he 
area excavated by Theocharis, 1,e, Rooms 55-57, Since this dire c tly 
precedes the reference to Ae 995, it should be Ua 994. However, 

confusion i • ~re ated by a reference in RIIQpe May 26 1953, p,11 to 
• amall fragment in her ar ea to the wes t of the main palace f r om a 
pottery basket and bearing a possible letter: We should note hera 

that Ua 994 bears only the single ideogr ~ : Yet this is nowhere 
referred to a• a tablet fragment even in Hope's eventual notebook 
index. Nor doe • Blegen mention it . in hie 1953 site notebo~k or in 
his full excavation report for the season (~, 1954). Yet he does 
refer in the excavation report (~, 1954, p.30) to "one or two 
fragments of inacribed tablets• from Theocharis's area. Thie make s it 
moat likely that Ua 994 was found in the same rooms as l\,. 995 which 
it numerically precedea. There cannot be complete assurance because 
in~!, 220~227 , Blegen makes no reference to any tablets at all 
havin<J been found in Roolaa 55-57. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Four tablet • from Pyles written in a 'distinctively 1<1,ossian­
Cret&n graphic .• tyle and containing at least one formulaic . oddity 
como from areas di • a • aociated from the ma~nstream of scribal activity 
at Pylo •• Theee areas are marked by disturbed stratigraphy and a 

complex sequence of building phase • linked with material of · LH III A. 
It ia, therefore, quite poaaible that these tablets provide examples 
of uinland writing at an earlier stage of development than the other 
tablet • fraa Pyloa, Thebes, Tiryns, and Mycenae. This would seem to 

support the orthodox view that Linear B was created at Knoesoe and then 
di• • -inated to ~he 1118inland. Other questions such as how then the 
uniform mainland style developed and why the Cretan style remained 
static on the 1necr1bed · stirrup jars of LH III B must be addressed . 
Such queatione are, how~er, beyond the scope of thia paper. 
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Plate I /T. G. Falaima/ 

Ae 995 

Xa 1419 recto 

~ 
Xn1449 

Xa 1419 verso 

Ua 994 



Plate II /T. G. Palaima/ 

PY KN VASES 

~r,r ~r ~'{ r ne 1 
Xa 1419 v. 

Ae995 Hand 114 

TH Z851 

nl ')/ \/ 
Xa 1419 r. Hand 103 
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\)J~ ~I. . 
\~ ' I 

Xa1419 v. 
Hand 104 TH Z866 

di 
,1, JT 
T 

Xa 1419 r. TH Z85? 

1 
,..~_,,,. (\ ,, ~ 

VIR ? 1l c.~ 

Ae995 Hand 104 
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