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Abstract: Middle and Late Bronze Age sites in Anatolia have yielded a great number of dress and 
body ornaments made of glass, faience, frit, stones, semiprecious stones, metal, ivory, shells and 
clay. The article discusses selected aspects related to the meaning and origin of the ornaments, their 
local production and role in interregional trade networks and fashions between the Aegean and 
Mesopotamia. Special attention is given to patterns of distribution and the function of pins and 
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Jewelry can have many different symbolic 
meanings and cultural values, and, as the title 
of the volume “Beyond Ornamentation” 
indicates, decoration is just one of them. 

MEANING
Magical and religious implications of 
jewelry can be related to its decoration, 
shape or material. This was postulated, for 
example, for Mycenaean glass relief beads  
decorated with cowry shell, lily or ivy-leaf 
motifs and beads in the shape of a figure-
of-eight shield (Hughes-Brock 1999: 287–
289; Nightingale 2008: 80–81). 
	D istinctively shaped or decorated 
pendants and beads, made of amber, 

red semiprecious stone (carnelian), and 
materials white in color (rock crystal or 
bone), may have functioned as apotropaic 
amulets protecting the owner from dan- 
ger (Hughes-Brock 1999; Konstantinidi 
2001: 235–236; Maran 2004: 58–61). 
Objects made of amber and semipre-
cious stones were additionally bearers of 
energies and virtues associated with the 
intrinsic properties of these materials 
(Hughes-Brock 1999; Konstantinidi 2001: 
235–236; Maran 2004: 58–61; Schuster-
Brandis 2008). 
	A s demonstrated by Harald Klein 
(1992: 254–259), pins could also have 
apotropaic and cultic functions, as appears 
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from Mesopotamian and Hittite textual 
evidence, as well as numerous finds coming 
from cultic contexts. 
	S ocial function is important as well 
(Kanungo 2007; Munan 2007). Necklaces, 
diadems, rings etc. are highly visible and 
as such, draw attention and can present 
a clearer status message than other 
potential indicators, such as clothes, tattoos 
and weapons. Size is an unquestionable 
advantage as it allows very small objects 
to be endowed with values and meanings 
that can be complex and highly significant. 
In addition, jewelry is easy to attach,  
remove and exchange. For instance, 
a change of social status or the transition 
from one age group to another can easily  
be expressed by changing a piece of jewelry, 
but this cannot be as easily accomplished  
in the case of a tattoo. The potential of 
weapons and clothing as message bearers, 
even the most elaborate, is limited by their 
strong utilitarian connotations. For these 
reasons, small decorative objects made 
of precious metal, stones, glass or faience 
were used as important prestige goods. 
Ethnographic sources show that elites 
acting within stratified societies (such 
as chiefdoms and archaic states of the 
Bronze Age) could use jewelry in various 
ways (Earle 2002). Individuals can display 
jewelry to enforce their privileged position 
and to show an affiliation with the ruling 
class. Luxury items may also have been 
used to maintain and/or manipulate social 
relations between elites and non-elites 
(Helms 1981; Earle 2002). 
	F inds from the Shaft Graves in 
Mycenae and other Mycenaean elite 
graves from the Middle Helladic III–Late 
Helladic IIA period (about 18th–16th 
century BC) provide an excellent example 
of the political use of jewelry. At the 

transition of the Middle to Late Bronze  
Age, southern Greece was an arena of 
political competition and the chiefs from 
Mycenae used exotica to underline their 
high status. Objects like ostrich eggs, 
golden masks, ornaments made of faience, 
lapis lazuli and amethyst were not only 
deposited as grave goods, but most probably 
also displayed during the funeral ceremony, 
and therefore fulfilled certain political 
aims (Wright 1995; Voutsaki 1999; Burns 
2012).
	 Besides social, political, magical and 
decorative functions, some kinds of 
jewelry, for example beads and metal rings, 
could have also been used for utilitarian 
purposes such as means of payment 
(Boehmer 1972: 165–166; Dercksen 
2005; Kozal, Novák 2007; Pieniążek 
forthcoming). Some of them could have 
been produced according to norms of 
weight and measure. One example of such 
objects comes from modern Turkey, where 
gold bracelets have a standard weight 
and their value is calculated accordingly. 
Excavations of the Henrietta Marie 
shipwreck of AD 1699–1700 provide 
another interesting parallel. The ship was 
carrying a large collection of beads that 
had monetary value and were used to buy 
slaves (Moore, Malcom 2008).
	S ome valuable items were used in 
conjunction with one another. The 
archaeological record indicates that textiles 
and jewelry could have been used together, 
creating a single composite object of value. 
Although textiles are seldom preserved, 
a pertinent example was recovered from 
Level III of the Acemhöyük Sarıkaya 
Palace dated to the Old Assyrian 
Colony period (about 1950–1680 BC). 
Carbonized textiles, probably linen, with 
dark and light blue faience beads sewn 
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on with golden wire, were found on the 
palace floor (Özgüç 1966: 47, Pl. 27:1–3). 
One of the Mycenaean graves at Dendra 
contained more than 40,000 tiny faience 
beads, uncovered in a zigzag pattern of four 
colors that must have been originally sewn 
on a shroud or other kind of textile (Barber 
1991: 171–172; Hughes-Brock 1999: 
282). In addition, Minoan and Mycenaean 
frescos attest that beads were used both for 
dress and body ornamentation (Younger 
1992). Therefore, the presence of beads in 
archaeological contexts represented not 
just trade in beads, but also possibly in 
bead-decorated textiles. Another example 
of the conjunction of valuable materials/
products are the composite pins discussed 
below.

trade and production
How jewelry was obtained during the 
Bronze Age is one of the most discussed 
archaeological problems. Objects of exotic 
shape or material were most probably 
imported within the framework of elite-
sponsored exchange, but items such as 
simple beads made of clay may have also 
been produced at the household level. The 
production of objects like faience and glass 
beads is particularly unclear. On one hand, 
they were surely mass-produced and, once 
the technology was known, quite easy to 
make. On the other hand, the presence 
of more than 70,000 such beads in the 
Uluburun shipwreck, which sunk around 
1300 BC (Ingram 2005; Pulak 2005; and 
see Ingram 2014, in this volume), indicates 
that they also accompanied gold, ivory and 
semiprecious stones in the framework of 
large-scale eastern Mediterranean exchange 
networks.
	 The need to obtain luxury goods was 
one of the reasons why elites engaged in 

interregional trade (Helms 1993). On 
the other hand, the ruling class was also 
interested in developing local production 
based on known technologies, such as the 
manufacture of jewelry made of metal, 
as well as importing new technologies in  
order to produce and control “exotic” 
objects locally. Glass production, for 
example, was surely one of these desirable 
technologies. 
	A t present there are no clear indi-
cations that glass was locally produced 
in western Anatolia itself. Whether this 
technology was known in central Anatolia 
in the Late Bronze Age is a matter of 
debate (Yağcı 1998; Baykal-Seeher, Seeher 
2003). A full discussion of this issue 
requires consideration of both textual and 
archaeological material. Riemschneider 
has dealt with the Hittite texts mentioning 
glass production in Anatolia where 
he pointed out the strong influence of 
Akkadian terms and words. The presence 
of Akaddian terms or word roots indicates 
that the technology of glass manufacture 
was probably introduced to Anatolia from 
Mesopotamia and did not develop locally 
at Boğazköy. Riemschneider also listed  
the words related to glass manufacture, 
which were connected to the different 
stages of the production process 
(i.e., raw material to finished product, see 
Riemschneider 1974: 263–264). 
	G lass production at Boğazköy/
Hattusha has also been discussed in terms 
of archaeological finds (Baykal-Seeher, 
Seeher 2003), e.g., a two-sided stone 
mould probably used for glass pro-duction. 
Another find from Boğazköy was a mould 
for glass spacer beads (Barag 1985: 46). 
The Luwian hieroglyph meaning ‘Babylon’, 
found carved on the first of these two 
moulds, can be associated with ‘Babylon 
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stone’, thus possibly referring to a kind 
of glass (Baykal-Seeher, Seeher 2003). 
Hittite knowledge of this glass technology 
and its uses is obvious, but one should 
examine in detail the first appearance 
of this technology and the scope of its 
application in Anatolia. Glass beads, as 
well as glass ingots were an important 
item of interregional trade between the 
eastern Mediterranean, Anatolia and the 
Aegean, amply evidenced by the cargo of 
the Uluburun shipwreck (Pulak 2005; 
Ingram 2014, in this volume). Therefore, 
the moulds from Boğazköy can speak for 
either local glass production or reworking 
of imported ingots. 

	 The evidence from Boğazköy can be 
compared with the case of the Mycenaean 
relief beads mentioned above. This kind 
of bead, mould-impressed or cast from 
glass, faience or gold in stone moulds, 
was a typical Mycenaean product. 
Many such moulds have been found in 
Mycenae and other Late Bronze Age 
centers, and the possibility and extent of 
local glass production is still a matter of 
debate (Nightingale 2008). Some recent 
scientific analyses have demonstrated 
that Mycenaean beads were made of glass 
most likely coming from Egypt (Smirniou 
et alii 2012). However, other analyses 
have not excluded a Near Eastern or local 

Fig. 1.			 Anatolian sites mentioned in the text 
										          (Original map, courtesy of Richard Szydlak)
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provenance for some LH IIIB (approx. 
13th century BC) beads (Nikita et alii 
2006; Panagiotaki 2008: 47; Tite et alii 
2008: 117–122).
	M ycenaean relief beads were also 
found at different sites in western Anato-
lia: Müsgebi, Kolophon-Değirmentepe, 
Pilavtepe and Panaztepe (Atik 2007; 
Çınardalı-Karaaslan 2012; Kozal 2006: 
194) [Fig. 1]. No relief beads are known 
from the Troad, but four spacer beads came 
from the cemetery in Beşik-Tepe (Basedow 
2000: 135, Cat. No. 21.7, Pl. 84,1). So far 
there is no evidence to suggest that these 
were produced locally in western Anatolia, 
they were not found in any quantity and 
their rarity may also be an indication of 
their foreign origin. They most probably 
came from one of the main Mycenaean 
centers. 
	F aience beads are known from almost 
all western Anatolian centers, the oldest 
examples dating to Early Bronze Age 
Troy (Troy III, approx. 2300–2200 BC), 
Sazcı 2001: 385, Fig. 430). They repre-
sent various shapes, tubular, disc-shaped,  
biconical, “grain-of-wheat”, rhombus-
shaped, spacer beads. The richest collec-
tions came from coastal sites such as Troy, 
Beşik-Tepe and Panaztepe [see Fig. 1], and 
most of them must have been imported 
from the eastern Mediterranean. Some 
of them are tiny faience beads, and as was  
mentioned above, these may have been  
sewn on textiles (Çınardalı-Karaaslan 
2012: Fig. 3; Pieniążek 2012a: Pl. 75c, 
e–h). In the distribution pattern of 
faience in western Anatolia there is one 
remarkable concentration: the tubular 
beads with incised geometric decoration 
from Panaztepe (Çınardalı-Karaaslan 
2012: Fig. 3–11, especially Figs 7–8, some 
also described as made of “frit” and glass). 

These objects resemble cylindrical seals, 
but were surely used as beads. At other 
Anatolian and Aegean sites, these beads 
are represented by singular examples (e.g., 
at İnandık, Alacahöyük, Alişar, see Kozal 
2006: 230, 249, 252–254). They are not 
present in the cargo of the Uluburun ship-
wreck and this is surprising, since most 
of the known types were found there 
(Ingram 2005; and see Ingram 2014, in this 
volume). Interestingly, one similar object 
has been reported from Beycesultan, 
Layer II (Murray 1995: 141, Cat. No. 210, 
Fig. O.20, listed  as “seal made of clay”). In 
light of this evidence, it seems that Panaz-
tepe (or some other centre in the vicinity) 
may have been the place of manufacture 
for these seal-shaped beads. If the tech-
nology of faience production was known,  
then this could mean that  other items, 
such as simple disc-shaped beads, could 
have been locally manufactured as well. 
	I n the case of exotic semiprecious 
stones, it is obvious that the objects found 
on Anatolian sites were either imported as 
finished products or as raw material to be 
worked locally. Lapis lazuli is a textbook 
example of this. So far, no unworked pieces 
of lapis lazuli have been found from Middle 
and Late Bronze Age Anatolian contexts, 
but some objects from central Anatolia do 
point to importation of raw material, since 
they are produced in the Anatolian style, 
indicating local manufacture (for example, 
a lapis lazuli cylinder seal from Kültepe Ib, 
see Özgüç 2005: 250: Fig. 312). No lapis 
lazuli is known from western Anatolia, 
although other exotic materials, such as 
some amber and amethyst beads, have 
been reported from Panaztepe (Çınardalı-
Karaaslan 2012: 125). Amber, probably 
of Baltic origin, must have arrived to 
Panaztepe from southern Greece, similar to 
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other singular pieces known from central 
and southern Anatolian sites (Alişar, 
Korucutepe, Tille Höyük, see Kozal 
2006: 198; Kültepe, Özgüç 1953: 73,  
Pl. 58, 640). Amethyst came to the Aegean 
in large quantities in the Early Mycenean 
period most probably from Egypt (Phillips 
2009). In the case of finds from western 
Anatolia the same provenance is highly 
probable, although it is not possible to 
determine if these gemstones were direct 
Egyptian imports, or if they arrived via the 
southern Aegean. 
	 The provenance of other semiprecious 
stones, such as carnelian and agate, is 
still a matter of debate. Various locations 
have been suggested, ranging from the 
Indus Valley to Egypt and the Caucasus 
(Hughes-Brock 1999; Reinholdt 2008). 
It was recently demonstrated that Early 
Bronze Age long biconical carnelian beads 
from Troy and Boğazköy originated from 
the area of the Indus Valley (Ludvik et alii 
forthcoming). This is also possible in the 
case of other Anatolian long biconical beads 
(such as examples known from the treasures 
from Eskiyapar and Troy, see Özgüç, 
Temizer 1993: 616, Pl. 115,1; Tolstikov, 
Trejster 1996: Cat. Nos 121–122, 218–
221). On the other hand, the presence of 
so-called “opium-poppy shaped” pendants 
in Anatolia (in, e.g., Boğazköy, Ludvik 
et alii forthcoming) and the Aegean (see, 
e.g., Perati, Hughes-Brock 1999: 280) 
speaks in favor of an Egyptian provenance 
of at least some of the carnelian beads 
circulating in the Aegean and Anatolia in 
the 2nd millennium BC. Unfortunately, 
sources of carnelian in the 2nd millennium 
BC have still not been identified. Generally 
speaking, beyond importation from distant 
areas, one cannot exclude exploitation 
of local Anatolian sources of chalcedony 

and other semiprecious stones at this time 
(Hatipoğlu et alii 2010). 
	 There are still many questions and 
ambiguities related to the exchange 
mechanisms of valuable objects in the 
eastern Mediterranean. In Middle and 
Late Bronze Age Anatolia, both the coastal 
settlements of western Anatolia and the 
inland settlements of central Anatolia had 
access to foreign luxury goods. However, 
as will be demonstrated below, this access  
was not uniform. Was maritime trade in 
objects like beads always controlled by 
the elites or was there also a small-scale 
independent exchange? “Freelance trade” 
is one of the most debated issues (Knapp, 
Cherry 1994: 142–145), but the fact that 
plain glass and faience beads did belong to 
the modest cargo of the Cape Gelidonya 
shipwreck (Bass 1967; Nightingale 
2008: 87) indicates that they could also 
have been a matter of private enterprise. 
How had these objects traveled inland 
from the harbor sites? Were independent 
merchants travelling with bags filled with 
beads, concluding exchanges along their 
route? Or did the items also move according 
to Renfrew’s “down-the-line” trade model 
(Renfrew 1972: 465–466)?

Troy and Beycesultan:
Two Examples of A Western 

Anatolian Jewelry 
repertoire

Western Anatolia in the 2nd millennium 
BC was an area ensconced between two 
very strong and influential cultural entities: 
the Hittites in the east and the Minoans/
Mycenaeans in the west. In addition, 
the region also had access to eastern 
Mediterranean trade. The southwestern 
Anatolian coast was also strongly affiliated 
with Minoan and Mycenaean culture 
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(Niemeier, Niemeier 1997; Mountjoy 
1998).
	 There are two large settlements in 
western Anatolia, Troy and Beycesultan,  
the jewelry from which has been fully 
published (Blegen et alii 1953; 1958; Murray 
1995; Korfmann [ed.] 2006; Mac Sweeney 
2011). Two sites cannot be representative 
for the area as a whole, yet a comparison 
between them can be quite instructive, 
since they represent two different types 
of sites and consequently may differ in 
significant aspects. Both sites were chief 
regional centers, though Beycesultan was 
larger and may have dominated a greater 
territory than Troy. Both had monumental 
architecture, although the central buildings 
in Troy have not been preserved. With 
the exception of a few known graves, the 
most important cemeteries at both sites 
remain to be discovered. Beycesultan is 
an inland site located far from the coast, 
whereas Troy lies just about 7 km from 
the coastal settlement of Beşik-Tepe, 
which must have served as Troy’s harbour 
on the Aegean Sea. Beycesultan enjoyed 
its greatest development at the end of the 
Middle Bronze Age (Level V) and another 
period of significant prosperity in the 
Late Bronze Age (Level II, dated to about 
13th–mid 12th century BC; Mac Sweeney 
2011: 111–121). Development in Troy 
was much different. Troy was a modest 
settlement during the Middle Bronze Age 
(Periods V and early VI, about 20th to mid 
18th century BC). It changed during the 
Late Bronze Age (late Troy VI and VIIa, 
approx. 14th–13th century BC), when the 
most imposing architecture appeared and 
the most intensive overseas contacts took 
place. The second, more modest prosperity 
observed in Level II at Beycesultan, was 
roughly contemporary with Troy VIIa. 

	I n Troy, there was almost no jewelry 
from the early and developed Middle 
Bronze Age. Bronze pins of simple shapes 
were the most common items (Blegen et alii 
1951). Many flat cylindrical beads made of 
bone were found in one grave in the area of 
the lower town and a lead ring and a “duck 
vase” (spouted jar) came from another 
burial (Blum 2006: 151, Fig. 7, right). 
Change came quite clearly at the end of the 
Middle Bronze Age when southern Aegean 
contacts abruptly grew in intensity, as 
testified by the abundance of foreign goods 
(Guzowska 2002; Pavúk 2005; Pieniążek 
2012a). Imported jewelry was represented 
by numerous beads made of blue faience 
coming from one or possibly two child 
graves (Pieniążek 2012b: 205–207, Fig. 1). 
The intensification of foreign contacts may 
have been related to the strong Minoan 
influence or presence on Samothrace 
and Lemnos (Matsas 1991; Boulotis 
2009; Girella, Pavúk forthcoming). 
Unfortunately, very little is known about 
the Aegean coast of Anatolia between 
Troy and the Karaburun Peninsula during 
the first half of the 2nd millennium BC. 
It is therefore not clear what role this area 
could have played in the trade networks of 
the Middle Bronze Age (for Ceşme on the 
east side of the peninsula, see, for example, 
Erkanal, Keskin 2009). 
	E xchange in luxury items flourished 
on the Aegean coast during the 14th and  
13th centuries BC. Already during late 
Troy VI ivory, carnelian, glass and faience 
beads reached Troy and Beşik-Tepe in large 
quantities, as testified by the finds from 
the settlement layers at Troy, as well as 
the grave goods from Beşik-Tepe and the 
cemetery outside the lower town at Troy. 
These included not only simple beads 
like the approximately 200 roughly cut 
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carnelian or some 20 similar ivory beads, 
but also rare examples of high quality 
pieces, such as almond-shaped carnelian 
[Fig. 3] and ivory beads or biconical and 
segmented gold ones (Basedow 2000: 
137–139, Pls 86–89, Blegen et alii 1953: 
262–263, 373–374, Figs 298, 346). This 
trend continued until the end of Phase 
VIIa at Troy, as testified by the finds 
from the settlement layers (Kozal 2006; 
Pieniążek 2012a; 2012b). Interestingly, 
the Trojans did not adopt all the standard 
repertoires of southern Aegean dress and 
body ornaments, such as conical buttons 
made of steatite that are uncommon at 
Troy (altogether 10 examples), while 287 
such items came, for example, from the 
settlement layers at Tiryns (Rahmstorf 
2008: 126–138). These objects were most 
probably weights attached to Mycenaean 

dress as suggested by S. Iakovidis (1977). 
More recently a presumable function as 
both spindle whorls and beads has been 
emphasized for these “Mycenaean conuli” 
(Rahmstorf 2008: 134–138). 
	E vidence from Troy and Beşik-Tepe 
suggests that not only the elites had access 
to exotic goods but, to a certain degree, 
so did the less privileged members of 
society. Approximately 30% of Trojan 
Late Bronze Age jewelry was deposited in 
a single cultic context (Aslan, Pieniążek 
forthcoming) but most of the items were 
found in various settlement layers, many 
outside the citadel, where they were most 
probably lost accidentally. In Beşik-Tepe, 
small glass and carnelian beads were 
deposited in varying quantities and where 
found also in the “poorer” graves. Besides 
fashionable, exotic and luxury objects, 

Fig. 3.			 Almond-shaped bead made of 
carnelian, Troy (After Blegen 
et alii 1953: Cat. No. 35-531, 
Fig. 298; photo M. Pieniążek) 

Fig. 2.			 Drop-shaped beads of clay, Troy 
									         (After Blegen et alii 1953: Fig. 304; photo M. Pieniążek)
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other kinds of jewelry made of traditional, 
more easily accessible materials were also 
in circulation. For example, the clay beads 
from Beşik-Tepe that obviously imitated 
faience beads (Basedow 2000: 140–141, 
Pls 86,3, 87,7, 88,3–4). Drop-shaped 
beads from Troy (Blegen et alii 1953: 
232–233 Cat. Nos 38–450, Fig. 304) 
also merit attention [Fig. 2]. These are 
extremely simple objects: small clay balls 
that have been pinched on one side and 
then pierced. They are not standardized 
in size as their diameter varies between 
1.1 cm and 1.9 cm. Such beads (or 
pendants) are known from Liman Tepe 
(see Erkanal, Günel 1996: 233), as well as 
from Orchomenos and other Mycenaean 
sites (Fappas 2010). Their function is not 
clear; they could have formed a necklace, 
but other functions cannot be ruled out. 
With a weight of approximately 3.4 g, 
they are too light to be fine loom weights 
(M. Siennicka, L. Rahmstorf, personal 
communication). Theoretically, they 
might have been used as dress weights 
in a way similar to the steatite buttons 
mentioned above. The fact that they 
were found only in the citadel at Troy 
(altogether 31 examples, 27 at one spot in 
the Pillar House, Period VI Late, approx. 
14th century BC) and in the settlement 
of Liman Tepe and  not one was found in 
any funeral context, neither at Troy nor in 
Beşik-Tepe, can suggest that they were not 
used as jewelry.
	 When we compare this repertoire 
with the finds from the inland site of 
Beycesultan, interesting differences become 
apparent. The absence of exotic objects at 
this important site is striking. For example, 
there is only one simple bead made of 
frit from Level III and 17 from Level II 
(Murray 1995: 126–127). The last one 

was a necklace, most probably a votive 
gift found in the vicinity of the altar in 
the East Shrine in Trench R. This scarcity 
is probably a reflection of the distance 
from the Mediterranean and the Aegean 
harbors. However, it should be pointed out 
that although only plain cylindrical faience 
beads were found in Beycesultan, other 
bead types can possibly be recognized in 
the shape of the bronze pinheads (Murray 
1995: Cat. Nos 23, 28, 31, 32, 51, 59, 60, 
82, Levels IV to II). That these various 
kinds of faience beads did circulate in 
that area is also attested by the finds from 
Yanarlar (Emre 1978: 120–121), at least 
for the Middle Bronze Age. Both the 
pinheads from Yanarlar and Beycesultan 
have clear parallels among the Middle- and 
Late Bronze Age faience, stone, and metal 
beads from the eastern Mediterranean and 
the Aegean, such as the grooved and plain 
oval, biconical, melon-shaped, cogwheel-
shaped or gadrooned-shaped beads (Blegen 
1937; Effinger 1996; Hughes-Brock 1999; 
Konstantinidi 2001; Ingram 2005). As for 
some of the pins, it is also apparent that they 
imitated a pin with an “external” bead, even 
the protruding end of the shaft is sometimes 
distinguishable (especially in the case of 
Nos 31, 32, 82 in Beycesultan, Murray 
1995) [Fig. 4:A]. This is not coincidental, 
but deliberately planned. One pin from 
Yanarlar consists of two separate parts: “the 
shaft of one pin (Yn. 76/19) is set into the 
head” (Emre 1978: 107, 119, Pl. XL,5b, 
Fig. 121). Other pins from Yanarlar are also 
very interesting: one has a head of a shape 
that strongly resembles faceted almond-
shaped beads [Fig. 4:2, left] and another 
is large and melon-shaped [Fig. 4:2, right]. 
These kinds of beads were usually made of 
semiprecious stone and appeared already in 
Aegean contexts in the Old Palace period 
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(approx. 19th–18th century BC) (Effinger 
1996: 26–27). They were also present at 
Boğazköy (Ludvik et alii forthcoming).

The Case of Composite Pins: 
Examples from Anatolia and 

the Aegean 
Bronze pins with bead-like heads were also 
common at Boğazköy (“Lamellenkopfn-
adeln”, Boehmer 1972: 86–92, Nos 294–
315, 359–363, 446–447; see also Boehmer 
1979: 11–21, Pls XII–XIII). Some of the 
heads were not cast with the shaft, but 
were attached. One bead made of onyx 
was interpreted by Boehmer as the head of 
“Lamellenkopfnadel” (Boehmer 1972: Cat. 
No. 2370) [Fig. 4:3d]. These pins were also 
known in Mesopotamia, where they were 
produced from the 3rd millennium BC 
and used throughout the 2nd millennium 
BC (Klein 1992: 205–209).
	A  few glass and faience pinheads 
fastened on bronze and silver shafts have 
also been found in central Anatolian 
contexts. A golden shaft with a pinhead of 
lapis lazuli and a silver shaft with a pinhead 
of carnelian were discovered at Kültepe 
(for lapis lazuli, see Özgüç 1986a: 31–32, 
Pl. H22, Fig. 30, for carnelian, see 32–33, 
Pl. 70:17). Some pinheads from Level IVd 
at Boğazköy should be mentioned here as 
well, because they are especially interesting 
in this context. The head has the shape of 
a star with deeply cut ribs (this is sometimes 
referred to as gadrooned, fluted or melon-
shaped). In five cases, traces of a frit-like 
substance was found between the ribs, filling 
the spaces in between (Boehmer 1972: 80, 
Pl. XVII,301, 307–310) [Fig. 4:3c]. This 
type of composite pin would have actually 
looked like a decorated faience bead on 
a bronze shaft. All composite pins of this 
type were found in Level IVd (Middle 

Bronze Age), so this tradition may have not 
survived into the Late Bronze Age. 
	C omposite pins made of a metal shaft 
and heads of carnelian, rock crystal and 
other materials are already known from 
the EB III (approx. 2500–2000 BC) , i.e., 
finds from Alacahüyök in north-central 
Anatolia (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:  42–43, 
Fig. 25; Musche 1992: 110–111, Pl. 
38,1–3). Some of the gold beads could have 
functioned as pinheads as well (Maxwell-
Hyslop 1971: 44,c–d). Composite pins 
were also among the most widespread 
kinds of pins in Mesopotamia and Syria 
from the Early Bronze Age (Klein 1992: 
193–222, 225–231). Stone pinheads (lapis 
lazuli, carnelian, alabaster and other) were 
common in the 3rd millennium BC. Glass 
became popular near the end of the 2nd 
millennium BC. Heads made of faience 
beads and shells were also represented. 
Stone pinheads, especially ones made of 
lapis lazuli, were often cupped or mounted 
in gold or silver. Shafts were made of metal 
and rarely also of bone, ivory or even wood 
(Klein 1992: 225–227). 
	 This discussion of composite pins 
brings us to the issue of the function of 
single beads found in different contexts. 
The single beads found in graves are 
especially intriguing, as are the beads not 
matching the rest of the deposited jewelry 
in size or shape. Two explanations should 
be considered: either these were amulets 
or they were the heads of pins made of 
perishable materials, such as wood (Hughes-
Brock 1999). This was also suggested in the 
case of a rock crystal bead found in a child’s 
grave at Troy (Pieniążek 2012a). The most 
famous composite Mycenaean pins came 
from the Shaft Graves. They had bronze 
or silver shafts with big heads made of rock 
crystal (Karo 1930: Cat. Nos 102–104, 
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Fig. 4.			 Pinheads: 1 – bronze pins with bead-shaped heads, Beycesultan (After Murray 1995: Cat. Nos 
31–32, Fig. O.3, courtesy of the British Institute in Ankara); 2 – bronze pins with melon- (right) 
and almond-shaped (left) heads, Yanarlar (After Emre 1978: Fig. 118, courtesy of K. Emre); 3 – 
“Lamellenkopfnadeln”: a–b – pins with bead-like heads, c – pin with traces of “frit” on the head, d 
– pin bead made of onyx, Boğazköy (After Boehmer 1972: Cat. Nos 446–447, Pl. 21[a–b], 307, 
Pl. 17[c], 2370, Pl. 95[d]; Boğazköy archives, courtesy of A. Schachner)

1
2

3 a b c

d
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Fig. 6.			 Bronze pins from the Aegean: 1, 2 – “Kugel-
kopfnadeln”, Argos and Tiryns, Submycenaean-
Protogeometric (about mid 11th–10th century 
BC), (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984: Cat. Nos 206–
207, courtesy of the editorial office of Prähis-
torische Bronzefunde); 3, 4 – Lefkandi, Late 
Protogeometric (about second half of the 10th 
century BC) bronze and iron pins with heads 
made of glass beads (Lemos 2002: Fig. 44,4a–
4b, courtesy of I. Lemos and the British School 
of Athens)

Fig. 5.		Pins with heads made of rock crystal from Shaft Graves III, A and O, Mycenae (Kilian-Dirlmeier 
1984: Cat. Nos 81–85, Pl. 2, courtesy of the editorial office of Prähistorische Bronzefunde)

1 2 3 4
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Pl. 31; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984: Nos 82–88) 
[Fig. 5]. Very few composite pins have 
been reported from Crete (Effinger 1996: 
57). However, while bronze pins were 
generally not very popular in the Aegean 
Bronze Age, this changed during the 
Submycenaean period and Early Iron Age 
(about 1050–700 BC), when pins made of 
bronze became abundant (Kilian-Dirlmeier 
1984: 69ff., Cat. No. 192 and following). 
The most beautiful examples are the Late 
Protogeometric (approximately second half 
of the 10th century BC) composite pins 
with heads made of glass from Lefkandi 
(see Lemos 2002: Fig. 44,4a–4b) [Fig. 6]. 

Final remarks
If we compare the repertoire of the Aegean 
coast with inland western Anatolia and 
central Anatolia, it is clear that there is an 
abundance of various types of beads in the 
former and of pins in the latter. In light 
of the evidence presented, we would like 
to suggest that some single beads found 
in Middle and Late Bronze Age Aegean 
contexts could have originally formed the 
heads of pins made of perishable material.  
It seems that such pins were imitated in 
bronze in Beycesultan and other Anatolian 
inland sites. The same phenomenon can 
probably be observed in Greece after the 
collapse of the Mycenaean palace centers, 
when trade contacts and local production 
of glass and stone beads ended (Nightingale 
2008: 88–90). At that time, pins with 
ball-shaped heads (“mit kugeligen Kopf ”) 
made entirely of bronze became the 
most popular kind of pin (see Fig. 6, for 
examples) and the type continued during 
the entire Early Iron Age (Kilian-Dirlmeier 
1984). They obviously represented a pin 
with bead-shaped head. This supports the 
suggestion that such pins made of bronze, 

at least originally, imitated composite pins 
consisting of a shaft and bead. 
	I t does not follow from this that all 
single beads found in graves had to be 
used as pinheads. It is not our intention to 
reject other possible functions previously 
mentioned, such as amulets or pendants. 
The distribution and repertoire of jewelry 
can be influenced by many factors, such as 
local traditions, distance from maritime 
trade routes and political situation that 
impact on the directions and intensity of 
contacts or access to raw materials. It is 
still not possible to say which one could 
have played the most important role. The 
popularity of “composite” pins made of 
bronze at inland Anatolian sites lying far 
from the centers of the Mediterranean 
trade may have originally been due to 
limited access to such imported goods as 
faience or semiprecious stones. However, 
it could also be related to a more restricted 
access to these goods. Perhaps jewelry 
made of exotic and/or luxury materials, 
imported or produced locally, was only 
available to the highest elite of Bronze 
Age Anatolia and/or for special purposes, 
while the jewelry made of bronze was more 
widely distributed. Another possibility 
is that the popularity of metal jewelry 
could have originated from different 
aesthetic preferences than in the eastern 
Mediterranean and the Aegean. Syria 
and Mesopotamia influenced Anatolia 
in many ways. Central Anatolian jewelry 
production was affected by Syria and 
Mesopotamia through intense commercial 
interaction since the Old Assyrian Colony 
Period, if not earlier in the Early Bronze 
Age III (approx. 2500–2200 BC), when 
the Akkadians became interested in 
Anatolian raw materials (Özgüç 1986b). 
It is likely that Syrian and Mesopotamian 
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composite pins were responsible for the 
development of Anatolian pins, both those 
with heads made of bronze and stone, and 
those of another material.
	 The presence of symbolic meanings 
connected with different kinds of jewelry 
known from western Anatolia can be 
anticipated from various archaeological 
contexts. Relief beads from southwestern 
Anatolian cemeteries dating from the LH 
IIIA–B (approx. 14th–13th century BC) 
period have confirmed strong cultural 
ties between this area and the southern 
Aegean. As mentioned above, these beads 
probably had cultic or social meanings. 
They depicted Mycenaean motifs and 
were seldom encountered on sites lying 
outside the core area of Mycenaean culture. 
The fact that these ornaments were not 
recorded either at Troy and Beşik-Tepe 
or  inland in western Anatolia probably 
indicates that their symbolism was alien 
in these regions. This is especially clear in 
the case of Troy and Beşik-Tepe, because 
both sites were located on the Aegean 
coast and had access to maritime trade 
networks. Various foreign goods, like ivory, 
carnelian, different types of faience beads 
and even glass beads with spiral decoration 
did reach these sites. This clearly points to 
the fact that the absence of relief beads is 
a deliberate rejection of meanings hidden 
behind their ornamentation.
	A nother case is the abundance of 
carnelian beads and the simultaneous 
scarcity of rock crystal in funeral contexts. 
Rock crystal was more easily accessed 
than carnelian; many worked chunks of 
rock crystal were found in Early Bronze 
Age layers in Troy and some can be dated 
to the 2nd millennium BC. But for some 
reason, jewelry made of this stone was 
excluded from the repertoire of burial 

goods. One of the few exceptions is the 
Middle Bronze Age child burial from Troy 
mentioned above. Whether the single rock 
crystal bead from this grave (probably used 
as a pin head) was primarily an amulet 
or a symbol of prestige (in a clearly elite 
grave) is difficult to decide, but one of these 
reasons must have played a role. The case of 
carnelian is different. Carnelian was surely 
difficult to obtain, however beads made of 
this material are the most common among 
the jewelry deposited in LH IIIA–B graves 
in the Aegean. This is evident at western 
Anatolian sites: more than 200 objects were 
discovered at Beşik-Tepe and hundreds at 
Panaztepe (Pieniążek forthcoming). One 
can suspect more than just fashion behind 
this habit. Carnelian had most probably 
gained some special significance related to 
the funeral rites. 
	T o sum up, in the 2nd millennium 
BC many factors had an impact on the 
repertoire of jewelry from west Anatolian 
sites. Access to maritime trade, control 
over resources, local traditions, religion and 
burial rites as well as other agents, mostly 
hidden from the archaeologists’ eyes, all 
influenced the patterns of use of personal 
adornments in both coastal and western 
inland Anatolia. 
	 This article discusses selected aspects 
related to jewelry function and origin with 
a special focus on beads and pins from 
Anatolia and the Aegean. The objective was 
not a comprehensive study of ornaments 
from these regions. That would hardly be 
possible in a single paper. The idea was to 
propose new explanations and provoke 
further discussion. Once again it is clear 
that generally little is known about jewelry 
from archaeological contexts. Its meanings 
and values on functional, personal, social 
and economic levels are often difficult 
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to determine. Therefore, this study not 
only discusses the subject, but also shows 
how Anatolian jewelry is a topic that has 
great potential for further research and  
attention.
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