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MUSINGS FROM A DISTANT SHORE:
THE NATURE AND DESTINATION OF THE ULUBURUN

SHIP AND ITS CARGO

Eric H. Cline
The George Washington University

AssafYasur-Landau
University of California at Santa Cruz

Abstract
In thefollowing article, using both the Amarna letters and the slightly later Egyptian
story of Wenamun as comparanda, we suggest that the Uluburun ship:SOcargo may
have been comprised of goods ordered, bought and paidfor by an Aegean polity. The
Uluburun and its cargo, accompanied by two Aegeans, perhaps Mycenaeans, who
may have served as the purchasing agents, were probably en route to their Aegean
destination when the ship sank; this destination would most likely have been either
Kommos on Crete or Tiryns on the Greek mainland, although lvfycenae, Thebes,
Pylos or Knossos are also possibilities.

The final reports by the Uluburun excavators are still years-and much labour-
intensive research and analysis-away. However, numerous preliminary articles
have already been published by the excavators-George Bass and Cemal Pulak-
since the conclusion of the excavations in 1994 (Bass 1997; 1998; Pulak 1997; 1998;
1999; 2001; 2005). The excavators have tentatively concluded that the Uluburun
ship was of Near Eastern origin; had a crew and passengers of mixed nationality,
including at least two Mycenaeans; had probably sailed from a poli in Nolih Syria or
Cyprus; and was heading west, most likely to the Aegean, at the time of its demise.

In this article we would like to continue the recent thread of suggestions made by
Pulak (2005), Bloedow (2005) and Bachhuber (2004; 2006) concerning the nature
of the Uluburun ship's cargo, the reason(s) for the presence of the two Aegean
individuals on board, the ship's possible origin (see Singer 2006) and the ship's
possible destination. In brief, we would like to suggest that it is conceivable the
Uluburun ship's cargo was comprised of goods that had been ordered, bought and
paid for by an Aegean polity. Accompanied by the two Aegean individuals who may
have served as the purchasing agents for the cargo, the ship began its journey from a
port in either Egypt or North Syria and was en route to its destination in the Aegean
when it sank; this destination may well have been Kommos or Knossos on Crete but
could also have been one of several sites on the Greek mainland, including Tiryns,
Mycenae, Thebes or Pylos.
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AN AEGEAN SHOPPING LIST

In their series of preliminary publications concerning the Uluburun shipwreck, both
Bass and Pulak have suggested that the ship's cargo was either a royal gift or royal
merchandise sent from the Eastern Meditenanean (Bass 1997: 168 n. 224; Pulak
1997: 251, 256; 1998: 215, 220; 1999: 29, 59;'2001: 13; 2005: 295, 308-309).
Alternatively, Kilian (1993) has argued that the cargo was the stockpile of a rich
private Near Eastern merchant; a case in point would be Sinaranu, the mid-13th
century BCE merchant mentioned in a Ugaritic tablet as being exempt from taxes
when his ship retUllled from Caphtor/Crete (cf. Cline 1994: 120 [Cat. No. B3], with
previous references). Similarly, Bachhuber (2006: 354-355, 359) sees the cargo as
"a manifestation of elite exchange", but not necessarily as part of a royal gift since
some items "appear to be destined for nonpalatial consumers".

However, while each of these hypotheses is indeed quite plausible, certain points
can be raised in opposition, especially given the enormous quantities of raw materials,
such as the ten tons of copper, the ton of tin and the ton of terebinth resin found on
board the shipwreck. As Bachhuber (2006: 350, 355, 359) has recently pointed out, it
can sometimes be tremendously difficult to determine whether an object was meant
as a gift or as a commodity, particularly when it comes to raw materials, for in the
absence of accompanying written records, "a gift ... cannot be distinguished from a
commodity in the archaeological record".

Concerning the suggestion that the Uluburun cargo was a royal gift, it must be
noted that both royal gifts which truly were 'presents' (i.e., wedding dowries, etc.)
and royal gifts which were actually commercial trarlsactions conducted in the guise
of 'gift-giving' (ef. Cline 1995) usually consisted primarily of large numbers of
finished objects and small quantities of raw materials, rather than the reverse. This
can be readily seen in the 14th century BCE Amarna Letters (EA 10, 13, 14, 17,
22,25,27,29,31,34,41; cf. Morarl 1992). However, the same texts also show a
different mode of exchange, that of 'prepayment' for goods or of promises for a fair
exchange for requested raw materials such as gold, silver and copper. For example,
in Amarna Letter EA 37, the king of Alashiya sends five talents of copper and five
teams of horses to the king of Egypt, with promises of additional materials if desired,
which he calls a "greeting-gift" but which can be construed as a 'prepayment'. He
requests in return a shipment of pure silver:

... [The gree]ting-gift for my brother is 5 talents (of copper), 5 teams of
horses. I (herewith) promptly dispatch the messenger of my brother. ..
let me inquire about [m]y bro(the)r's health and whatever [yo]u n[ee]d
put down on a tablet so I can send (it) to you. Send me pure silver.
May my brother dispatch my messenger without delay. (translation
following Aloran 1992: 110)
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A similar example can be seen in Amarna Letter EA 35, again sent by the king
of Alashiya to the king of Egypt, in which he mentions copper that he is sending as
a "greeting-gift" but which certainly sounds suspiciously like 'prepayment' for the
requested "silver in very great quantities" and other items. He also mentions payment
owed to him for a previous load of timber sent to Egypt, indicating that some goods
were supposed to be paid for upon delivery. Note that the tone of the letter is quite
conciliatory, despite the fact that this letter is primarily concerned with the shipment
of large quantities of raw materials, as opposed to just finished goods:

There"withsend to you 500 (talents) of copper. As my brother's greeting-
gift T send it to you. ... Send your messenger with my messenger
immediately, and Twill send you whatever copper you, my brother,
request. You are my brother. May he send me silver in very great
quantities. My brother, give me the very best silver, and then Twill
send you, my brother, whatever you, my brother, request. (translation
following Moran 1992: 107)

Another example can be found in the story of Wenamun (ca. 11th century BCE),
which provides a good parallel for our 'prepayment' suggestion, even though the
events took place during a period at least 200 years later than the Uluburun wreck,
and during a more troubled time. Wenamun was sent .by the Egyptian pharaoh to
Syria-Palestine in order to buy lumber (Wente 2003). Recording a conversation he
had with the Prince of Bybios during this 'shopping expedition', Wenamun noted the
'prepayment' expected both in his own situation and during similar circumstances in
each of the previous two generations:

...he [the Prince of Byblos] reacted, saying to me, "On what sort of
business have you comeT' And Tanswered him, "It is in quest oflumber
for the great and noble barge of Amon-Re, King of the Gods, that I have
come. What your father did and what your father's father did, you will
also do," so Tsaid to him. And he said to me, "They did in fact supply
it. You have but to pay me for supplying it, and I will supply it. Indeed
my (forebears) carried out this commission, but only after Pharaoh,
l.p.h., had sent six fi'eighters loaded with Egyptian products, and they
were emptied into their warehouses. You, what have you brought me in
my turn?" (translation following Wente 2003: 120)

Moreover, the only extant recorded examples of either 'gift-giving' or blatantly
commercial transactions actually conducted between the Aegean and the Eastern
Meditenanean during the Bronze Age were also primarily concerned with finished
goods rather than raw materials. Examples include: (1) the 18th century BCE Mari
Letters, which mention finished objects from Caphtor/Crete (daggers and other
weapons, vases and sandals) and which outnumber by ten to one the single Mari
tablet recording a Caphtorian/Minoan delegation receiving raw tin (cf. Cline 1994:
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126-128, Cat. Nos. D2-12, with previous references); (2) the 15th century BCE
Aegean gift bearers depicted in the Egyptian 18th dynasty tombs of Rekhmire,
Menkheperesenb, Useramun and Senmut, who also are primarily carrying finished
goods. Raw materials are rare in these scenes. Only in the tomb of Rekhmire do
Aegean men carry a single ox-hide ingot and a single ivory tusk (Wachsmann
1987: 50-52). Instead, the majority of goods carried by the Aegean peoples in
these Egyptian tomb paintings are finished products: metal or ceramic vessels and
containers, as well as textiles (ibid.: 55-77).

Concerning the suggestion that the Uluburun cargo was either royal or private
merchandise, palatially-sponsored goods would seem more logical than private
goods, especially since the palace probably could have more readily afforded the
commercial risk involved in a venture of this kind (cf. also Pulak 1997: 251; 1998:
215; Bachhuber 2006: 355, 357). However, the II tons of metal on board the Uluburun
wreck surely represents an enormous investment to entrust on speculation to a single
wooden ship, even for a king, let alone a merchant or consoliium. It certainly would
have been a financial blow of some magnitude if such a ship carrying goods to be
sold on speculation were to sink and its unsold cargo lost at sea.

Therefore, we envision that this valuable cargo might have been sent from
the Eastern Mediterranean only if it had already been paid for in advance. Less
likely possibilities are that the cargo was sent as a result of previously-signed trade
agreements or because it was known that there were adequate trading facilities
and/or annual 'trade fairs' at the Aegean port of destination. Looking at the later
story of Wenamun as an example of a similar transaction, we would suggest that
the goods found on board the Uluburun ship could have been purchased by one or
more Aegean agents 'shopping' in the Eastern Mediterranean on behalf of a major
Aegean polity which had specific needs for particular raw materials and perhaps
finished goods as well.

If this were the case, the shipping of the merchandise on board the Uluburun
would not then have represented a financial risk to the seller but instead would
have been a risk for the purchaser, in that the Aegean agents might have had to be
entrusted with a great sum of money or goods for exchange, and there was always
the possibility that either the cargo or the money would be lost or stolen (again, as
happened in the case of Wenamun). In this particular instance, since the Uluburun
cargo was indeed lost (at sea), the principal victim/casualty of the maritime fiasco
caused by the sinking of the ship may not have been an Eastern Mediterranean
polity or person after all, but rather the Aegean polity which had prepaid for this
specific cargo.
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AEGEANS ON THE ULUBURUN SHIP

Pulak has suggested that at least two high-ranking Mycenaeans were on board the
Uluburun ship during its final voyage, in paI1because although Mycenaean sealstones
have rarely been found outside the Aegean world, two such seals were found on board
the wreck, along with otherAegean items of apersonal nature, including pottery, beads,
weapons and tools (Pulak 1988: 37; 1993: 12; 1997: 253, 256; 1998: 210, 218-219;
1999: 29; 2001: 14, 49; 2005: 296 and passim; also Bass 1998: 188; Bachhuber
2004; 2006: 347, 352-355). Recently, Pulak accorded the Aegean individuals on
board the Uluburun ship a greater role in the acquisition and/or transp0l1ation of the
cargo than he had before (cf. previously Pulak 1997: 253), stating: "It is ... unlikely
that the Uluburun Mycenaeans were itinerant merchants returning home on a foreign
ship and had little to do with the procurement of the cargo. Rather, the Mycenaeans
probably acted as emissaries or envoys, accompanying a cargo of reciprocated' gift
exchange' to the Aegean" (Pulak 2005: 308; cf. also 2001: 49).

While we certainly agree with most ofPulak's revised suggestion and statement,
we also agree with Bachhuber (2006: 353-354) that it may be premature to identify
these two Aegean individuals on board the Ulubunm ship as specifically Mycenaeans
(as opposed to Minoans or others from elsewhere in the Aegean world), especially
since most of the Aegean coarse-ware transport stirrup jaI'S on board the Uluburun
ship were apparently produced on Crete (Pulak 2005' 296-297).

With this in mind, we would also note that while Aegean sealstones may be good
indicators of nationality, the several sets of Eastern Mediterranean weights found on
board the ship (Pulak 1998: 209-210; 2005: 296) are not-and cannot be seen as-
"near-conclusive evidence that Semitic merchants were on the ship" (Pulak 1998:
210). Such Eastern Mediterranean weight sets may have been used by the Aegean
agents to purchase the goods in various Near Eastern markets. Alternatively, they
could simply have been part of the cargo,

The absence of Aegean weight sets on the Uluburun ship would not, in fact, seem
nearly so "puzzling" (Pulak 1998: 210) if the two Aegean individuals on board had
indeed been sent to purchase goods in the Eastern Mediterranean, as we suggest
might have been the case. Such Aegean purchasing agents 'shopping' in the Near
East would have needed Eastern Mediterranean weight sets, rather than Aegean
weight sets, if they had purchased the goods which were on board the Ulubul1ln
ship. Thus, Pulak's earlier suggestion that these two Aegean individuals may have
been merchants should perhaps be resurrected, despite the fact that only one weight
on board the Uluburun ship was of probable Aegean origin (cf. most recently Pulak
2005: 308, with earlier references).

129



TEL AVIV 34 (2007)

ORIGINS AND DESTINATIONS

As mentioned above, the excavators have suggested that the Uluburun ship probably
sailed from a port in Cyprus or northern Syria. We would argue that while a Cypriot
origin is possible, it seems more likely that the ship sailed from either a pOli such as
Ugarit/Minet el-Beida in North Syria or an Egyptian pOlio

The wealthy storerooms of Egypt of the late 18thor early 19thdynasty undoubtedly
could have furnished all the goods found on the ship. A striking illustration of the
wealth and variety of goods available in Egypt at this time can be seen in the depiction
of the storerooms of the Temple of Amun, painted within the tomb of Rekhmire
(Fig. 1). It shows, among other items, baskets of blue and red glass (or possibly
turquoise, carnelian and lapis lazuli); large concentrations of Canaanite jars, some
possibly even containing resin (Bloedow 2005: 337); ebony and ivory; numerous
rings of gold and silver and a stack of copper oxhide ingots (Davies 1943: 46-47, PI.
XLVIII; Wreszinski 1923: Taf. 328). As Norman de Garis Davies pointed out long
ago, "this is all produce from outside Egypt proper" (Davies 1943: 47).

If this had been the case, there would have been no real need for the ship to make
frequent stops along the way to pick up each product in its place of production--e.g.,
to stop for copper in Cyprus, Canaanite jars in Syria, glass in Egypt. Instead, the risks
in such a maritime venture could have been minimized by collecting and loading all
ofthe goods in one place, such as in Egypt. An alternative point of origin could have
been Ugarit, for the storerooms at Minet el-Beida, such as the one found still filled
with Canaanite jars (Schaeffer 1932: PI. III: 3), could have also been a place in which
the stockpile of goods was gathered in preparation for the huge Aegean order.

Moreover, Singer (2006, esp. 256-258) presents an intriguing discussion of new
philological evidence, in the form of two letters found at Ugarit, for Ugaritian ships
sailing to Lukka (Lycia, in southwestern Anatolia) and perhaps beyond, with a cargo
ofPAD.MES (probably metal ingots) during these centuries of the Late Bronze Age.
Singer tentatively suggests that this new evidence might be seen in connection with
the ships that sank off the Lycian coast with their rich metal cargoes, in particular the
Cape Gelidonya and Uluburun ships-the latter is approximately contemporary with
the two letters in question from Ugarit. These letters apparently contain the first-ever
occurrence in Akkadian of a reference to the Mycenaeans: a version of the Hittite
word Ahhiyawa, used in these letters to refer to the "Hiyawa-men" and rendered
into Akkadian as the gentilicon Hiyau(.vi) (RS 94.2523 = LU hi-ia-ll-wi-i and RS
94.2530 = both LU hi-ia-a-u and LU.MES hi-ia-u-wi-i; cf. Singer 2006: 250-252
and previously Lackenbacher and Malbran-Labat 2005: 237-238 and Ill. 69, 76).

Thus, we would suggest that the most likely point of depmiure/origin for the ship
was either Egypt or NOlih Syria. Although the ship may have had to make stops for
food and water along the way in both directions and could have both loaded and
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offloaded portions of its cargo at such intermediate stops, it does seem to us that the
ship was probably sailing for a pat1icular Aegean site, rather than cruising from port
to port around the Aegean and Eastern MeditetTanean. We therefore agree with Bass
(1997: 159),Pulak(1997:251; 1998:215-216,218-219; 1999: 29, 59;2001:47)and
Bachhuber (2006: 355, 357-359) that the ship was headed for a specific destination
in the Aegean, most likely on Crete or mainland Greece, and disagree with Bloedow
(2005) who has recently suggested that the Uluburun ship was heading for Egypt (cf.
Bachhuber 2006: 359 n. 176, who also disagrees with Bloedow's suggestion).

Pulak has briefly discussed the following as possible destinations for the Uluburun
ship: Kommos and Knossos on Crete, Ialysos on Rhodes and both the Peloponnese
in general and Tiryns in particular on the Greek mainland (Pulak 1997: 251; 1998:
215-216; 1999: 59). Bachhuber discusses a similar list but ultimately favours
Knossos as the final destination (2006: 355, 357-359). If, as we suggest, the ship and
its cargo were headed for the major Aegean polity which had ordered, bought and
paid for the goods on board, then the nature of the cargo might help in identifying the
intended destination. Since the goods were mainly raw materials, the ship is likely to
have been en route to a major polity which possessed workshops for handling these
materials (cf. Bachhuber 2006: 351) or to a port site which could have served as a
'gateway' (cf. Cline 1994: 87-88, \vith references) into a larger hinterland where
the goods could have been distributed or resold at a profit. The specific destination
therefore might be sought using the following criteria:
(l) There should be evidence for the presence of workshops for the working of

metal, ivory, gold, glass and perfume at the site, which would utilize the specific
raw materials found on the Uluburun ship (perfume production would use at
least a portion of the terebinth resin and coriander found on board).

(2) There should be Egyptian and Near Eastern worked objects (Orientalia) or
imported raw materials present at the site, indicating previous familiarity with
Eastern MeditetTaneat1products.

(3) There should be Linear B textual references to Egyptian and Near Eastern
worked objects, imported raw materials or foreign people at the site, whose
presence indicates previous contact with the Eastern MeditelTanean.

(4) The site should be large enough and wealthy enough to allow the undertaking
of such a 'shopping' expedition and should be connected to a large hinterland
for which it served as a 'gateway community'.

Here considering the date of the shipwreck becomes important. The Uluburun
ship sank ca. 1300 BCE (Bass 1998: 188, 190), during what was essentially a period
of transition from LHILM IUA2 to LHILM lITB1 cermnics (Warren and Hankey
1989: 169; Dickinson 1994' 20-21; Pulak 1997: 250; 1998: 214; Wiener 1998). The
major Aegean centres active at that time include Mycenae, Tiryns, Thebes, Pylos,
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Gla, Orchomenos, Sparta (Menelaion) and Athens on the Greek mainland, Ialysos
on Rhodes, and Knossos, Kommos, Khania, Ayia Triadha and Phaistos on Crete.
Although it is possible that two or more of these sites could have joined together to
place a combined order, this seems unlikely. Of these sites, Athens, Orchomenos,
Gla, the Menelaion and Ialysos do not meet all or even most ofthe criteria mentioned
above and can be eliminated immediately.

On Crete, Knossos at first glance seems to be a good candidate. It possessed a
variety of workshops, was apparently the most powerful and wealthiest ofthe palatial
centres on Crete, and has yielded a reasonably large quantity of imports from the
Eastern Mediterranean. In addition, its Linear B tablets contain a number of possible
references to Egyptian and Near Eastel11goods (Evely et al. 1994; Cline 1994).
Of particular interest are the references to copper ingots and to the impOliation of
18,400 litres ofterebinth resin, as recorded on the Linear B tablets at Knossos (Bass
1997: 155, 164; Pulak 1997: 241; 1998: 202). However, Knossos seems to have
already reached its zenith and been at least pmiially destroyed, by either invaders
or internal warfare, before or perhaps at approximately the same time as the sinking
of the Uluburun ship in the late 14th century BCE (Popham 1970; 1997; Hallager
1978; 1988; Niemeier 1982; Rehak and Younger 1998; Manning and Bronk Ramsey
2003; see now Bachhuber 2006: 347 n. 15 for a recent discussion of the date for the
sinking of the Uluburun ship; see also Wiener 2003). Even though Knossos was then
occupied by squatters for another century or more, it is unlikely that it was still a site
which would or could order and prepay for such a shipload of raw materials during
that later period.

On the other hand, the pOli city of Khania in nOlihwestem Crete is a possibility,
with its finds of Orientalia and growing numbers of Linear B tablets. So are the sites
of Ayia Triadha and Phaistos in the Mesara on Crete, which have yielded a number
of Orientalia (Cline 1994). However, an even better prospect is the harbour site of
Kommos in southem Crete, particularly since the Uluburun ship must have been
headed for a port city. Evidence for the working of metal, ivory and both precious
metals and imported stones for jewelry has been found at Kommos in Late Minoan
contexts, including LM IIIA (Shaw and Shaw 1996). Moreover, Kommos has plenty
of imported Orientalia. In fact, it has more Egyptian and Near Eastern imports than
any other site in the Aegean, with the majority of these arriving during the LM IUA
period (Cline 1994: Table 58).

Kommos, which was still a wealthy city when the Uluburun ship sank (Watrous
1992), is usually thought to have been simply a port serving sites such as Phaistos,
Ayia Triadha and Knossos (Shaw and Shaw 1996: 397; Rutter 1999; Bachhuber
2006: 357-359). While Kommos likely did serve as a harbour town during the LM
IlIA period, the town may also have gradually become more important in its own
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right and may have even evolved into a truly international entrep6t like UgaritlRas
Shamra in North Syria (Knapp and Cheny 1994: 138-141; Cline 1999a), as well
as continuing to function as a 'gateway community' serving the hinterland of Crete
during the LM lIIB and lIIC periods. Unfortunately, Kommos has not yet produced
any Linear B tablets documenting its international trade and cOlmections, but this
may well change with additional excavation.

Of the potential destinations for the Uluburun ship on the Greek mainland, the
palace of Pylos seems at first glance to be a good candidate, since it was a major
bronze-working and perfume centre (Shelmerdine 1984; 1985; Davis 1998: 93-96,
101-109). The Uluburun ship had the raw materials to manufacture 11tons of bronze
(Pulak 1997: 235, 239; 1998: 199) and also carried one ton ofterebinth resin, which,
as mentioned above, can be used in making perfume (Bass 1997: 163-164; Pulak
1997: 240-24 I; 1998: 201). Coriander, which is also used in making perfume and
which is listed in the Linear B tablets at Pylos (Shelmerdine 1985: 22-23; Davis
1998: 103-104), was also calTied on board the ship (Bass 1997: 163).

Moreover, most of the other raw materials carried on the Uluburun ship are also
listed in the Linear B tablets at Pylos (Shelmerdine 1985: 22; 1998: 291; Bass 1997:
163). These include: African blackwood = ebony (ku-te-so), blue glass paste (ku-
1m-no), boxwood Cpu-ko-so), copperlbronze (ka-ko), gold (ka-nl-so) and ivory (e-
re-pa), in addition to coriander (ko-ri-ja-da-na). Finally, Pylos was a large site, with
enough wealth to prepay for such a cargo of raw materials. However, Pylos lacks
Orientalia. Fewer Egyptian and Near Eastern finished goods have been found at
this site than at virtually any other major site on the Greek mainland (Cline 1994).
This remains both a puzzle and a problem, although such imports may yet come to
light in the Lower Town and in the cemeteries during future excavations. Until such
time, Pylos should probably be removed from serious consideration as a possible
destination for the UJuburun ship.

Mycenae, Tiryns and Thebes all remain good possibilities. Criteria in favour of
these sites are their wealth and the presence of relatively large quantities of imported
Orientalia at each (Cline 1994), as well as the fact that Mycenae and possibly Thebes,
as well as Nauplion (which may have functioned as a port for Mycenae), are listed on
Amenhotep III's' Aegean List' at Kom el-Hetan in Egypt (Cline 1987; 1998). There
are also facilities for working with raw materials such as copper and tin at Mycenae,
Tiryns and Thebes, while Mycenae and Thebes had facilities for working with glass,
ivory and precious stones as well (Tournavitou 1988). Furthermore, the Linear B
tablets at Mycenae contain references to Eastern Mediterranean goods (Cline 1994),
including sesame (sa-sa-ma), cumin (ku-mi-no), blue glass paste (ku-wa-no), to
workers (and therefore workshops) in this same blue glass paste (ku-wa-no-wo-ko-i),
and to someone or something probably from Cyprus (a-ra-si-jo). Although the lack
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of Linear B tablets at Tiryns and Thebes with references to raw materials coming
fi'om the Eastern Mediterranean is troublesome, it is also true that within the entire
corpus of Linear B tablets, even those found at Pylos and Knossos, there are no
references to international trade whatsoever. Moreover, the relevant Linear B tablets
at Tiryns and Thebes may not have been found yet by the excavators or may not have
survived the rigours of 3,000 years of burial. On the other hand, neither Mycenae
nor Thebes are port cities, leaving the harbour site ofTiryns as the most likely of the
destinations for the Uluburun ship on mainland Greece.

One should perhaps also take into account the finished objects among the
Egyptian and Near Eastern goods on board the Uluburun ship, rather than simply the
raw materials which made up the bulk of its cargo. These finished goods may give
an additional clue as to the ship's ultimate destination, particularly since the ship
went down just when trade between the Mycenaean Greek mainland and the Eastern
Mediterranean began to eclipse the Minoan contacts \vith this region (Cline 1994·
10). The cargo of the Uluburun ship included many Cypriot and Syro-Palestinian
ceramics, as well as Cypriot wall brackets, but fewer worked Egyptian objects. Tllis
is exactly the situation found at Tiryns in the LH IlIB period, where there are many
Cypriot and Syro-Palestinian imports, and more Cypriot wall brackets than at any
other site in the Aegean, but relatively few Egyptian objects (note that Maran 2004
has recently suggested that the wall brackets at Tiryns with deep finger impressions
on the vertical back pOliion may be local imitations rather than actual imports, but
until these objects have been subjected to NAA or petrographic analysis, we will
continue to consider them as Cypriot imports, following Cline 1994; 1999b). This is
a situation quite different from anywhere else on the Greek mainland, including both
Mycenae, which has numerous Egyptian and Syro-Palestinian impOlis but almost no
Cypriot worked objects, and Thebes, which has primarily Mesopotamian cylinder
seals among its Orientalia (Cline 1994: Tables 55-56).

However, the situation seen in LH IlIB Tiryns also resembles that of LM IlIA
Kommos. Not only does Kommos have a number of Egyptian imports but, more
importantly in this instance, it accounts for virtually all of the Syro-Palestinian
and Cypriot objects found in LM IlIA (and LM lIlA-B) contexts on Crete. These
consist almost entirely of ceramic vessels, primarily Canaanite jars and Cypriot
milk bowls, nicely reflecting two of the three most numerous types of ceramics
found on the Uluburun shipwreck (Cline 1994; 1999a; Pulak 1997: 240-243; 1998:
201,204; Rutter 1999). Of course, such observations only imply that vessels with
cargoes similar to that carried by the Uluburun ship did reach the Aegean-perhaps
docking at Kommos or Tiryns in particular during the LM IlIA and LH IlIB periods
respectively-but even so, the similarities between the Orientalia found at Tiryns
and Kommos and the cargo found on the Uluburun ship are intriguing.
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In sum, considering the existing evidence and the generally-perceived dominance
of the Argolid in Mycenaean affairs during the LH III period, the sites of Kommos
on Crete and Tiryns on the Greek mainland best fit the above criteria. Mycenae,
Pylos, Thebes and Knossos remain possibilities as well, but these all seem less likely
destinations.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

If one follows Bass and Pulak in arguing that the ship and its cargo were sent as a
gift or as commercial speculation by an Eastern Mediterranean king, or even follows
Bachhuber's suggestion that the cargo was a combination of elite exchange goods
and more commercial commodities, a potentially fruitful line of future research
would be to investigate which Near Eastern, Egyptian or Cypriot entities ca. 1300
BCE would have had the wealth, means and motivation to do so in the first place,
and what repercussions, if any, would have been suffered following the loss of the
ship and its cargo. One would want to investigate, at the very least, the economic,
political, military and social situation in Egypt at the time of Horemheb, in Ugarit
at the time ofNiqmepa, in Anatolia at the time ofMursilis II, in Mitanni at the time
of Shattuara I, in Kassite Babylonia at the time ofNazimarutiash and Kadashman-
Turgu, in Assyria at the time of Adad-Nirari I and, of course, in Cyprus with its
unknown late 14th century BCE ruler(s).

If, on the other hand, one considers it possible that the ship and its cargo were
headed for an Aegean polity which had ordered and prepaid for the goods, it might
be wOlihwhile to investigate the economic situations at Tiryns, Mycenae, Pylos,
Kommos, Knossos, Ayia Triadha, Phaistos, Khania and other Aegean sites to see
whether the catastrophic sinking of the ship and the loss of this valuable cargo could
have affected the economic well-being of a major Aegean site. If a prominent polity
had ordered and already paid for these items, could it have weathered such a calamity
or would an economic decline and even a collapse have occurred as a result of the
loss of this single ship? In this regard, it is of interest to note that Shelmerdine has
suggested that Pylos may have suffered an economic decline during the] 3th century
BCE, before the final destruction of the site ca. ]200 BCE (Shelmerdine 1987). If
the Uluburun ship and its cargo were en route to Pylos, but sank before reaching that
polity, it is possible that this might have been a fairly major financial setback for
the city-state and a subsequent economic decline might not be wlexpected. Such a
scenario might also help to explain the relative lack of Orientalia at the site, although
this might be considered circuitous reasoning.

Finally, if the Uluburun cargo were merchandise/commodities rather than a gift,
regardless of whether it had been sent on speculation by an Eastern Mediterranean
king/private businessman/consortium or had been ordered and prepaid for by an
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Aegean polity, investigation and application of modern business methods might shed
light on the processes and risks, financial and otherwise, involved in such a major
mercantile endeavour. Although most modem business methods are undoubtedly
quite different from those used in the Bronze Age Aegean and Eastern Mediterranean,
the basic risks involved in the maritime shipping industry within the Mediterranean
area may well have remained fairly similar and constant over the course of the past
three millennia. Furthermore, comparison with maritime ventures sent from Italy,
Portugal and elsewhere in Europe to the Near and Far East in search of spices and
other exotica during the Middle Ages (ca. 1200-1500 CE) might yield new and
profitable insights.
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