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The recent publication by Louis Godart and Anna Sacconi of the Linear 
B tablets from Pylos, first excavated in 1939 and then in the 1950s and 
1960s by a team from the University of Cincinnati under the direction 
of Carl Blegen, may raise doubts about their date, and the time of the 
destruction of the Palace of Nestor.* If correct, Godart’s conclusions 
would require a fundamental reimagining of Mycenaean prehistory in 
Late Helladic III.

In the Introduction to his and Sacconi’s work, Godart states: “La 
question de la datation des archives de Pylos est tout autre que résolue,” 
suggesting that both the destruction of the palace and its tablets should 
be dated around 1250 BC, i.e. around the middle of LH IIIB1, rather 
than to LH IIIC Early 1, early in the 12th century, the date now gener-

*	 We gratefully acknowledge continuing financial support for the aspects of work at Pylos dis-
cussed here from the Louise Taft Semple Fund of Cincinnati, the Institute for Aegean Prehistory, 
the Malcolm H. Wiener Foundation, and the Potamianos-Homen family. We are also apprecia-
tive of our long-term collaboration with the Ministry of Culture of Greece. Judson's research 
reported here was undertaken as part of the project ‘Writing at Pylos’ at the British School at 
Athens, which received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innova-
tion program under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie grant agreement no. 885977.
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ally accepted by Aegean prehistorians.1 In his view, an earlier date ex-
plains “les éléments archaïques associés à bien des objets (en particulier 
les meubles de la série Ta, les vases et leur décoration, les sceaux et les 
fresques).”2 He further speculates that the same Cretan artists painted 
wall paintings in the throne rooms at both Knossos and Pylos.

One linchpin in Godart’s argument is his claim that one scribe wrote 
tablets found in the Archives Complex of the Palace of Nestor and oth-
ers supposedly found in LH IIIA2 contexts. Godart also depends heavily 
on an outdated paper where Patrick Thomas once argued that later LH 
IIIB elements are missing from the destruction levels of the palace.3

The authors of this paper have a deep knowledge of the construc-
tional history of the palace, the stratigraphy of the site, the stylistic de-
velopment of its arts and crafts, and of the pottery found in the destruc-
tion layers. We individually present evidence in support of a date in LH 
IIIC Early 1 for the destruction of the palace and its Archives.

We conclude that Godart’s arguments for re-dating cannot be sub-
stantiated. Nor do we find supportable the arguments for earlier dates 
by Mervyn Popham, Elizabeth French, or Patrick Thomas, which run 
the gamut from early LH IIIB1 to LH IIIB2 Early.4 It should be not-
ed that not all those who have proposed early dates have proposed the 
same date.

Here we address points most critical to Godart’s case for an earlier 
dating, beginning with a re-examination by Sharon Stocker and Jack Da-
vis of Popham’s and French’s concerns about the stratigraphy of Hall 46, 
the so-called Queen’s Hall. Salvatore Vitale then discusses the ceramic 
chronology of the palace, as we now understand it in light of recent re-
search. Hariklia Brecoulaki next rebuts Godart’s idea that the character 
of the Pylos wall paintings testifies to an earlier date for the palace’s final 
destruction. Finally, Anna Judson and John Bennet find no conclusive 
evidence for dating any Linear B tablets before the final destruction.

2	 ARN, xvii.
3	 Thomas 2004.
4	 Vitale 2006, 190-191.

1	 ARN, xvii.
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Hall 46 of the Palace of Nestor

By S. R. Stocker & J. L. Davis

Popham suggested that, if one vase, no. 677 (Fig. 1a), could be removed 
from the destruction deposit of Hall 46, nothing would remain in the 
palace that points to a destruction date later than early LH IIIB.5 He 
considered no. 677 stylistically to be significantly later than LH IIIB. 
Here we demonstrate that the stratigraphy of Hall 46 does not allow no. 
677 to be separated from the destruction deposit as a whole. In the next 
section, Vitale argues that there is also no compelling stylistic reason to 
seek to do so.

Popham proposed a “detailed re-examination of the excavation note-
books and of the surviving Iron Age pottery.” Davis and Kathleen Lynch 
followed his advice and studied the post-Bronze Age pottery. They con-
cluded that, although small-scale activities continued in and around the 
ruins of the palace after its destruction, the evidence did not attest to an 
extensive reoccupation phase, nor to the existence of a later hero cult.6

In 2011, Stocker and Davis examined the context of no. 677 shortly 
after a meeting with Elizabeth French in Cambridge. French also thought 
that Blegen might have made an error. In 1970, she wrote Blegen a let-
ter in which she wondered then if no. 677 belonged to a reoccupation 
phase and had somehow fallen into a cavity left by the chimney over 
the hearth in Hall 46. She believed that the destruction of the Palace of 
Nestor was contemporary with the catastrophes that marked the end of 
Phase VII at Mycenae, i.e., in LH IIIB2 Early.

We wrote to French on July 17, 2011:

“[We] had a look at the stratigraphy in Hall 46 … as you know, whole 
pots, #677 among them, were found in clumps around the edge of the 
room. All of those presented in [the first volume of the Palace of Nestor] 
were similarly burnt, #677 among them … The preceding factors make 
it difficult for us to figure out a way to extract [#677] from the remainder 
of the burnt finds…”

5	 See Blegen & Rawson 1966, 203; Popham 1991.
6	 Davis & Lynch 2017. The existence of a cult was suggested by several scholars: see Davis 2017, 

for a critique of arguments in Cooper & Fortenberry 2017.
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In the summer of 2021, we again reviewed the stratigraphy of the room 
even more systematically and confirmed our earlier observation. Hall 
46 was excavated in 1956 by Marion Rawson, an architect and an ad-
mirably careful and accurate excavator. Rawson found seven clusters of 
pottery on the floor of the room, most around its edges. The locations of 
the clusters were documented in a plan of the room and in photographs, 
and her notebook confirms that all the pottery from these clusters was 
highly burnt—as can be observed today in the Museum of Chora. No. 
677 was found in cluster 4, at the edge of the room, not in its centre, 
where the chimney fell.

Ceramic Chronology

By S. Vitale

The present discussion of the pottery from the Palace of Nestor begins 
from the floor deposit in Hall 46, the importance of which is addressed 
above. Vessel no. 677, the crucial component of this context, is a dark-
ground deep bowl with a monochrome interior and dashed semicircles 
in a narrow window in the handle zone (Fig. 1a). There is no published 
Mycenaean vase showing this syntax type before the LH IIIB-LH IIIC 
Early transition. Known examples include a stemmed bowl from Kos 
(LH IIIB2 Late), a deep bowl from Attica (LH IIIB2 Late/LH IIIC Early 
1), and an amphoriskos from Laconia (LH IIIC Early), all exhibiting 
monochrome interiors.7

Dark-ground decoration becomes more common during LH IIIC Mid-
dle-Late and continues in Messenia throughout the Early Iron Age 
[henceforth: EIA].8 This explains why Popham hypothesized that Hall 
46 was reoccupied in advanced LH IIIC or the EIA, and that Blegen had 
incorrectly assigned vessels from this context to the palace destruction.9 
In addition to the stratigraphy of Hall 46 already discussed by Davis 
and Stocker, Popham’s speculation is also not supported by ceramic ev-
idence.

Vessel no. 677 cannot date to advanced LH IIIC, as this phase is not 
represented at the Palace of Nestor, except for two fragmentary LH IIIC 

7	 Mountjoy 1999, 282, 560, 1087, Figs. 95:180, 205:292, 448:61.
8	 Coulson 1986; Mountjoy 1999.
9	 Popham 1991.
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Fig. 1. LH IIIC Early 1 vessels from Hall 46. a: Patterned darkground deep bowl FS 284 with 
dashed semicircles FM 43, no. 677; b: Linear belly-handled amphora FS 58, no. 1141; 

c: Plain neck-handled amphora FS 70, no. 675 (drawings: T. Ross, courtesy of the Department of 
Classics, University of Cincinnati).

Late vessels from Court 3, a jug or hydria and a hydria.10 The partial 
preservation of these vessels implies that, while sporadic visits to the 
palace ruins occurred during LH IIIC Late, no reoccupation of the Main 
Building happened at that time. Moreover, at least the jug or hydria from 
10	Vitale et al. 2022, 129-130 and n. 36.
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Court 3 has a distinctive soft white fabric, which is noticeably different 
from that of vessel no. 677.

Recent re-examinations of EIA ceramics from the palace area sug-
gest that these materials date between William Coulson’s Dark Age II 
and the Late Geometric period.11 The deep bowl no. 677 is incompatible 
with such a late time span, based on its 6mm wall thickness, its lightly 
burnished surface, and its dull paint decoration.12 If advanced LH IIIC 
and the EIA are excluded, considering the parallels outlined above, ves-
sel no. 677 can only date to the LH IIIB-LH IIIC Early transition. This 
conclusion is supported by the everted rim of this shape, which makes it 
a classical Transitional Type 2 deep bowl.13

Most of the other vessels from Hall 46 can be assigned to either LH 
IIIB or LH IIIC Early 1.14 At least two of them, however, are best at 
home in LH IIIC Early 1, including a linear belly-handled and a plain 
neck-handled amphora (nos. 675, 1141; Fig. 1b-c). The occurrence in 
the same context of these specimens and vessel no. 677 demonstrates 
that the deposit from Hall 46 dates to LH IIIC Early 1.

More generally, besides Hall 46, the pottery from the destruction 
layers of the palace can be sub-divided into four distinct groups, which 
include: non-diagnostic; LH IIIB; LH IIIB/LH IIIC Early 1; and LH 
IIIC Early 1 vessels. Quantitative analysis of painted shapes demon-
strates that LH IIIC Early 1 specimens are the most prominent com-
ponent in this assemblage (Fig. 2). Moreover, some of the stylistical-
ly most advanced specimens from the palace are absent or rare on 
the Greek mainland before the LH IIIB-LH IIIC Early transition or 
LH IIIC Early 1. In addition to the types represented in Hall 46, these 
features include linear juglets and mugs, a patterned collar-necked 
jar, and patterned or monochrome Transitional Type 1 and 2 deep 
bowls.15 The stylistically latest vessels in the plain pottery fraction are 
also consistent with a LH IIIC Early 1 date, as indicated by shallow 
cups, kylikes, and shallow angular bowls with beaded, lipless, and/or 
flaring lipless rims.16

11	Davis & Lynch 2017; Vitale et al. 2022, 129-130.
12	For diagnostic features of Dark Age II-Late Geometric Messenian pottery, see Coulson 1986, 

28-78.
13	Mountjoy 1999, 37.
14	Blegen & Rawson 1966, 197-203, figs. 332-333. 
15	Vitale et al. 2022, 131-133, tables 8-9.
16	Vitale et al. 2022, 131-133, Figs. 11-12. For a review of all proposed dates for the Pylos destruc-

tion, see Vitale 2006, 190; Vitale et al. 2022, 128-130.
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Fig. 2. Stylistic trends in the painted vessels from the destruction layer of the Palace of Nestor 
(S. Vitale).

In 2004, following in the footsteps of Popham, Thomas also argued for 
a destruction date of the palace very early in LH IIIB1.17 According to 
Thomas, if vessel no. 677 was removed from the picture (something that 
stratigraphy does not permit, as noted above), such a dating would be 
supported by three features: the occurrence of shapes stylistically as-
signable to LH IIIB1;  the absence of Zygouries kylikes (FS 258A); and 
the absence of LH IIIB2 shapes, such as Group B deep bowls.

This argument overlooks the fact that the deep bowl is the most 
common painted drinking shape present in the palace destruction de-
posits. Should the absence of decorated kylikes at Pylos imply an early 
LH IIIB1 destruction date, then one would also expect to find no deep 
bowls.18 Furthermore, new excavations in areas around the palace have 
uncovered several examples of the decorated kylix (FS 258B) (Fig. 3a-
d), a type which chronologically overlaps with Zygouries kylikes. The 
absence of Zygouries kylikes thus has no chronological meaning at Py-
17	Thomas 2004.
18	By definition, a closed context with abundant in situ materials, characterized by the absence of 

decorated kylikes and the occurrence of deep bowls, cannot be earlier than LH IIIB2 Early, see 
Vitale & Van de Moortel 2020, 30-33.
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los, but represents a deliberate rejection of Argive drinking fashions, 
nicely paralleled by the dearth of Ephyraean goblets at the site during 
LH IIB.19 Finally, recent studies of unpublished materials from Blegen’s 
excavations in the Megaron area of the palace show that, prior to the fi-
nal destruction, Group B deep bowls were, indeed, used at Pylos during 
LH IIIB2 (Fig. 3e).20

The discovery of decorated kylikes (FS 258B) and Group B deep bowls 
demonstrates that the palace was used throughout LH IIIB. The continu-
ation of some early LH IIIB shapes in an otherwise LH IIIC Early 1 context 
reflects the continuity in the performance of long-standing ritual feasts 

19	Vitale et al. 2021, 199, 208. 
20	Egan 2015, 66–67, Pls. 79, 98–100, 115; Vitale et al. 2022, 129-131, Fig. 7:3-4. 

Fig. 3. LH IIIB1 and LH IIIB2 fragments from the Palace of Nestor area. a-d: Patterned kylikes FS 
258B with flower FM 18 or vertical whorl shell FM 23, LH IIIB1, nos. N-G07-110-P06, 

 N-G16-74-P14, N-G07-71-P01, N-G07-104-P01; e: Patterned Group B deep bowl FS 284 
 with running spiral FM 46, LH IIIB2, unnumbered (a, b-d: T. Ross; c: M. Rossin & T. Ross; e: 

E. Egan with additions by T. Ross & S. Vitale; courtesy of the Department    
  of Classics, University of Cincinnati).
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in the area of the palace.21 As argued recently, these ceremonies had been 
a defining cultural tradition of the Pylian social space since LH IIB.22

Wall paintings

By H. Brecoulaki

Pylos wall paintings from Blegen’s excavations fall into two major groups 
according to their find-spots. The first consists of fragments in situ on 
ground floor walls or, more often, fallen from them or a second storey. 
All are contemporary with earlier or later stages in the life of the final 
palace. Those fragments undamaged by fire were almost certainly not 
on walls when the palace was destroyed in LH IIIC Early 1, but had been 
incorporated in rubble wall fill, or used as bedding for the upper floor.

The second group comprises several thousand fragments thrown 
away in dumps or scattered randomly around the slopes of the acro- 
polis; these had been stripped from the palace walls during episodes of 
periodic re-decorating.

Still earlier discarded fragments were recovered during recent exca-
vations in conjunction with the construction of a new shelter over the 
final palace remains. Owing to these discoveries, a long-term history of 
wall painting that began already in MH III is now documented.23

Fragments from earlier contexts share affinities of colour and style 
that distinguish them from wallpaintings of the final palatial phase, no-
tably a predilection for bright, uniform, abstract blue, and occasionally 
red and yellow backgrounds. These function as prominent homogenous 
stylistic markers of a workshop.24

In contrast, the latest decoration of the palace employed a gamut 
of mineral and organic pigments, some of which (e.g., murex purple) 
require complex preparation and application. The overall colour sen-
sibility of paintings then shifted from saturated hues to more nuanced 
and subtle chromatic values. The earlier preference for saturated back-
grounds was abandoned, together with the primary colours triad. Paint-
ers became aware of the significance of complementary colours.25

21	Vitale et al. 2022.
22	Vitale et al. 2021.
23	Egan 2021.
24	For an extensive discussion of this topic, see Brecoulaki et al. 2021.
25	Brecoulaki 2018.
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To propose a dating for the wall paintings based only on icono-
graphic, stylistic, and technological features, with a disregard for their 
stratigraphical context and associated pottery deposits, is a vain and 
dangerous exercise. Wall paintings, unlike pottery, cannot offer secure 
dating criteria per se. The evolution of the art of painting was a slower 
and more complex phenomenon, dependent on artistic idiosyncrasies 
within specific micro-contexts, elite ideologies, and local visual conven-
tions and traditions within wider social and cultural macro-contexts. In 
certain instances, innovative techniques and styles in the Pylos paint-
ings intentionally reproduced conservative or traditional iconographies 
that originated in temporally remote Minoan and Cycladic figurative 
repertoires. We have elsewhere stressed affinities between the ships in 
the West House miniature ‘Flotilla Fresco’ and those in the deliberately 
archaizing ‘Naval Scene’ of Hall 64 at Pylos.26

Although comparisons of Pylos paintings with compositions from 
other sites and contexts are desirable, caution must be exercised. For 
example, the griffins from the Throne Room at Knossos are usually jux-
taposed with those from Hall 46 and the Throne Room of Pylos, but any 
similarities imply neither a direct participation of Knossian painters or 
workshops in the decorative program at Pylos, nor a straightforward ad-
aptation of a Cretan motif and its transfer to a Mycenaean context.27 Not 
only is the arrangement of the Pylian griffins more complex than those 
at Knossos, but, as already noted by Lang, the differences between the 
two compositions and their individual features are more obvious than 
their similarities.28 In spite of the fact that the Knossos griffin painting 
doubtless was an influential predecessor of the Pylos griffins, there is no 
reason to believe that the decorative programs of the two palaces are of 
the same date, let alone created by the same artist or workshop.

Lang also observed similarities between the papyrus in the Throne 
Room of Knossos and the papyrus with deer from Pylos, but again 
stressed significant differences:

“The stem and leaves on 36C17 are quite close in style, but flowers have 

26	Brecoulaki et al. 2015.
27	Contrary to the suggestion by Godart in his introduction (ARN, xviii): “...peut-on exclure que 

des artistes crétois ayant opéré à Cnossos aient peint les murs de la salle du trône du palais de 
Nestor.”

28	Lang 1969, 101-102.
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been added to the plant which are schematic in the extreme; they are 
stylizations not of papyrus flowers but of some generalized concept 
of a flower, reminiscent of some flowers on vases. This seems to be a 
fairly clear indication not so much of a stylistic difference between the 
two paintings but of a difference in time sufficient to make complete a 
divorce already initiated: that is, the Knossian artist used the papyrus 
flowers to decorate the griffin, but the connection was still sufficiently 
alive for him to associate closely the flower and plants; for the Pylian 
artist the papyrus had not only lost its own flower but has taken on a 
new bloom completely unrelated to the plant.”29

The more we move away from the original source, the more a ‘bor-
rowed’ motif is de-constructed and re-elaborated through eclectic prac-
tices, acquiring different forms according to the contexts in which it is 
employed.

Earlier Linear B tablets

By A. P. Judson & J. Bennet

The vast majority of Linear B tablets from Pylos are associated with the 
palace’s final destruction, either due to their stratification within this 
destruction layer or to their associations with tablets from this layer (by 
joins, scribal hand, and/or administrative relationships).30 However, in 
addition to a small number of fragments not (certainly) found in situ, 
about whose dating nothing can be securely said,31 two main groups of 
tablets have been argued to belong to earlier periods.

The H91/Civ tablets are commonly attributed to an earlier period 
than the majority of the Pylos tablets, usually dated as LH IIIA,32 fol-
lowing the argument of Thomas Palaima.33 These include Ae 995 and 
Xa 1419 (attributed by Palaima to H91), Xa 1420 (Civ), and La 994 

29	Lang 1969, 125.
30	Palaima 1988, Chapter 3; Shelmerdine 1998-1999.
31	See, e.g., Judson et al. 2019.
32	E.g. Del Freo 2019, 194; Driessen 2008, 73.
33	Palaima 1983; 1988, 111-113, 165, 169. Palaima’s designation ‘H91’ corresponds to H691 in 

ARN and Godart 2021, H46 in PT3, and H46/H47 in PTT2. Other scribal attributions follow 
PTT2 unless otherwise stated.
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(ex Ua; Civ?).34 Although this dating is based primarily on these tablets’ 
palaeography,35 Palaima also argued that their findspots suggest an ear-
lier date, since most come from areas which included finds from earlier 
periods: Xa 1419 and 1420 from the northern part of the Southwestern 
Area, and Ae 995 from Rooms 55-57 (La 994’s findspot is unclear).36 
However, the disturbed nature of the stratigraphy in these areas means 
that none of these tablets can securely be associated with material from 
LH IIIA (or any other period); they therefore cannot be archaeologically 
dated.

A second group from the Megaron includes 13 tablets found in the 
destruction layer of burned red brick which covered the whole of the 
Megaron, attributed to H13, H27, and H28;37 one found in a pottery 
basket, attributed to H27;38 and three from the Southwestern Area 
which may have been displaced from the Megaron post-destruction.39 
The excavators attributed these tablets to a balcony above the room;40 
they have generally been interpreted as a deposit from an upper-storey 
textile workroom/storeroom.41 No certain links exist between these tab-
lets and those from other areas of the palace.

The suggestion that the Megaron tablets are earlier than the rest of 
the Pylos texts was first made by José Melena. Although none of the 
tablets is complete, there also are few joining fragments, as would be 
expected for tablets fallen from above: Melena therefore suggested that 
they were used after a previous destruction to make the bricks which 
fell into the Megaron during the final destruction, citing in support “the 
rather primitive character of the tablets themselves both in pinacolog-
ical and palaeographic aspects.”42 A similar argument has been made 

34	Xn 1449 (findspot unknown) was originally also assigned to H91 (Palaima 1983, 81-82; 1988, 
111-113) but is now joined to Vn 1339 (from the Northeastern Building: Melena 1996-1997, 
165-166).

35	See Salgarella & Judson, this volume.
36	On disturbances of the material in Rooms 55-57 and the difficulties of interpretation these cause, 

see Blegen & Rawson 1966, 223, 225-227 (which does not mention any tablets). It is possible 
(as argued by Palaima) that La 994, along with Ae 995, is one of the two tablets from this area 
referred to in Blegen 1953, 25, 29, but this is uncertain.

37	Ae 629, 634; La 622-624, 626-628, 630-633, 635. 
38	La 640.
39	La 1393, 1394; Wr 1374 (Palaima 1988, 162-166; Shelmerdine 1998-1999).
40	Blegen & Rawson 1966, 81, 91; followed by Palaima 1988, 137-138. 
41	E.g. Jasink 1990-1991, 228; Kyriakidis 1996-1997, 217.
42	Melena 2000-2001, 367.
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by Christina Skelton on the basis of a more detailed palaeographic and 
pinacological analysis of the Megaron tablets.43 However, Emily Egan 
suggests that some of the small finds from the brick layer fell from an 
upper-storey room adjacent to the Megaron.44 It therefore remains an 
open question whether at the time of the final destruction the tablets 
were in an active use context or in the walls.

Godart’s arguments for an earlier dating for the final destruction are 
based partly on possible links between the H91/Civ tablets, assumed to 
date to LH IIIA, and those associated with the final destruction.45 These 
links consist of:

1) 	the attribution of La 99446 to the Megaron scribe H28/H664,47 based 
on its unusual form of lana.48

2) the attribution of Vn 1339 (from the Northeastern Building), to 
which Xn 1449 (previously H91) is joined, to H46?/H691?.49

If these attributions are accepted (both tablets remain unattributed in 
PTT2), this would indeed link La 994 to the Megaron and the H91 tab-
lets to the final destruction. However, since both the H91/Civ tablets 
and the Megaron tablets are of uncertain date, linking them via La 994 
(itself not even certainly associated archaeologically with the other H91/
Civ tablets) does not help to date either of these groups (Godart does 
not discuss the arguments for the Megaron tablets possibly dating to 
an earlier period than the rest of the tablets). The tentative association 
of H91 with the Northeastern Building, if confirmed, would certainly 
provide an argument against the separation of this hand’s tablets from 
the main archives, but this would be evidence against an earlier date for 
these tablets from disturbed areas, not for the earlier dating of all of the 
tablets securely associated with the final destruction.

The most that can therefore be said, overall, is that (setting aside 
the palaeographic and pinacological arguments), there is no conclusive 

43	 Skelton 2008, 171-172; 2010; 2011a; 2011b, 75; see also Firth & Skelton 2016, 223-224.
44	 Egan 2015, 107-108; see also LaFayette 2011.
45	 Godart 2021, 90-91.
46	 Civ? in Palaima 1988.
47	 PT3/Godart 2021 = Palaima’s S632-Ciii.
48	 See Godart’s earlier association of La 994 with ‘H613???’ (ARN).
49	 PT3 /Godart 2021 = Palaima’s H91?.
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archaeological evidence for dating the H91/Civ and the Megaron tab-
lets either as contemporary with or as earlier than the remainder of the     
Pylos tablets.

The date of the destruction of the Palace

It is our view that future historical studies of the Aegean Bronze Age 
should build on our conclusions, as presented here, which stem from 
a comprehensive examination of old and new excavation data as well 
as primary documents. Godart’s arguments for an earlier dating for the 
destruction of the Palace of Nestor are based on a misunderstanding of 
the stratigraphy and ceramic chronology of the site, of the contexts of 
those Linear B tablets supposedly earlier than LH IIIC Early 1, the style 
and technique of Pylian wall paintings, and the likely source of earlier 
artefacts found in the destruction levels of the palace.

The wall paintings of the Throne Room at Pylos are significantly dif-
ferent from those of Knossos. There is no definitive evidence that any 
Linear B tablets can be dated earlier than LH IIIC Early 1. While many 
older objects were, indeed, being used in the final days of the Palace, 
these had likely been up-cycled when Early Mycenaean graves were 
plundered.50 Nor is there any justification for disassociating the main 
body of tablets from Rooms 7 and 8 from the destruction of LH IIIC 
Early 1.

We now also know that the issue of reoccupation of the site is more 
complicated than had been imagined by Popham. Hruby has argued 
that one room in the Pantries was reused for small-scale ritual purposes 
almost immediately after the destruction of the palace—so near in time, 
in fact, that the ceramics from it cannot be distinguished from those in 
the actual destruction debris of the palace.51 But the palace was never 
re-settled on a large scale after its destruction.

50	On the likely source of antique hard stone seals employed by the later palace bureaucracy, see 
Stocker & Davis 2017, 601, n. 61. On earlier plaster offering tables see Davis & Stocker 2022, 
Chapter 6. An antique knife was also found in Room 6 of the Archives Complex in association 
with remains of sacrifice (see Stocker & Davis 2004, 184-185, n. 24). Lastly, we should hardly 
be surprised to find “‘des trépieds de fabrication crétoise’ recensés en Ta 641.1a” in the Ta tablets; 
their mention tells us nothing about the date of destruction (pace ARN, xviii, n. 47). Palaima 
(2003) has convincingly argued that these were antique at the time of the final destruction.

51	Hruby 2006, 36-45.
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