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In my paper, I intend, to focus attention on the building of the monumental
tholoi at Mycenae and put it into a context of international rivalry and competition
between states and centres of political power in the Eastern Mediterranean.

Of the nine tholoi at Mycenae there are two tholos tombs that stand out for their size,
the refinement of the masonry style and the architectural decoration: the so-called tomb
of Klytemnestra and the Treasury of Atreus, using the name given to them by Pausanias.
A third tomb of equal size, but less elaborate in decoration, as far as we know, is the Lion
l'omb.

Compared to the publications that have appeared on other aspects of Mycenaean
material culture little attention has been paid to the most prominent remains of this
civilization. One reason for this surely lies in the academic traditions which in their dif-
ferent departments have fostered and maintained artificially defined disciplines with
borders often arbitrarily set and at random. Intradisciplinary consensus has too often
been an aim per se. This attitude has sanctioned a lack of interest in technology on the
part of the archaeologists and a lack in practical experience on part of architectural
historians which in turn has put scientific restraints on the study on building history.
As a consequence of this attitude, scholars have put more effort on reconstructing the
original appearance and functions of the buildings, on defining decorative elements and
stylistic features, llldll to investigate the structure and the building procedures.
Statements such as: "The construction of the Tholos Tombs is easily understood, especially
that belonging to the graves of the Late Mycenaean period," are not unusual.

On the contrary, these buildings are complex structures and to understand their
construction and statical behaviour is a difficult task. A contextual study of such a
complex building type requires a broad scholarly approach which combines archaeolog-
ical methods, history of architecture and the practical experience of building. Such an
interdisciplinary study has been possible through the scientific collaboration between
R. Santillo, architect-engineer, and myself, being an archaeologist. Our joint research
has open up the possibilities to interpret these buildings in a broad technological and
historical context®.

THE BUILDING PROCESS AS PROPAGANDA

The commmon interpretation of a propaganda monument, be it a building or a stone
pillar of excessive size, is that the ready built and finished product fulfills the propagan-
distic purpose. Regarding funerary monuments, their main value, apart from the
primary function to protect the corpse, should accordingly lie in a dynastic claim,
enhance the prestige of the commissioner and in being a projection for the afterworld.
The audience at which the propaganda of the monumental building at Mycenae was
aimed, has been locally or regionally defined by previous scholarship. The reason for the
size and splendour of some of the tombs at Mycenae has been explained in terms of
changing conception of territory and regional political interests.

My studies tholoi construction at Mycenae, and in particular the Atreus tomb, in its
context has, however, convinced me, without excluding the above mentioned symbolic
aspects linked to mortuary monuments, that the greatest part of pr()paganda in erecting
such a monument lies in the building procedure. The propagandistic aim of this enter-
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prise was more far-reaching than the finished product and it was expressed and appre-
ciated during the lifetime of the commissioner -- during the process of construction!

The vehicle used to express this propaganda has further convinced me that it was
directed towards a wider audience than is usually assumed. It went beyond Mycenae and
its surrounding petty chiefdoms in the Argolid; its target was the high civilisations of the
Eastern Mediterranean and the Near East.

The tholos is composed of three parts: the dromos, which is the huge corridor
leading to the entrance; the stomion, which connect the former with the interior room
which is the cupola. This three elements are statically dependant on each other and form
one constructive whole: each part has its raison d'etre in relation to the others.
The cupola of the Atreus tomb, which is a true dome and not a false one, has a
diameter of slightly more than 14 m and is roughly the same in height. The Lion tomb
has the same diameter and should have been more or less the same in height. The tomb
of Klytemnestra is only slightly smaller. All three are built of well dressed ashlar blocks
of local limestone and conglomerate.

The stomion, which had to be strong and well-built, was covered with lintel-blocks of
conglomerate, a very resistant calcareous stone, used extensively at Mycenae in buildings
where particularly strong walling was needed. The stomion gap was usually covered with
several lintelblocks of different size. The solution chosen in the Atreus tomb was only two
blocks. The inner block is a gigantic one which had been dressed according to the
double curves of the interior walls of the cupola (Fig. 1). This block, which is almost 8 m
in lenght and 5 m in breadth, weighs over 120 tons. Such a heavy block had never been
placed or erected in Greece before and it was never repeated again in its history.

How much is really 120 tons! Let us convey this abstract number convey into real

FIG. 1 The "Treasury of Atreus” as seen by the English traveller Edward Dodwell 1834.
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things! A very small car weighs ca. one ton. The average blocks of great size in the
Egyptian pyramids weigh about 12 tons. Only the big obelisks exceeded it in weight and
size. Their average weight is between 140 and 340 tons. These were, however, never
incorporated in any building, they are always used as free-standing elements.

The placement of such a block in a building goes beyond all practical building needs
and the reason for choosing such a solution must be sought elsewhere. It does not
require too much imagination to understand that the most difficult task and delicate
operation in the whole building procedure was to handle the enormous blocks! They
had to extracted from the quarry, transported by some means, positioned over an empty
gap in the stomion walls, temporarily butressed by a wooden frame-work.

To handle and erect stone blocks of excessive size and weight has concerned people
from prehistory and onwards. The circumstances which have motivated people to
comission and carry out such difficult tasks have differed from time to time. Some
examples from other ancient societies will show that the technical problems and the
solutions found are similar and that the deeper cognitive value of such operations is part
of a collective human sentiment. These cross-cultural analogies will complement the
lacking written or pictorial sources of the Mycenaean culture and enlarge our
referential frame-work. They show that the transport of the building material and
placement when blocks of excessive size were used, was a major problem that had to be
resolved and thus formed an imported part of the propaganda.

EGYPTIANS, ASSYRIANS AND ROMANS

The Myceanaen culture has left no written records, no picturial representations that
explain the building events. All information has therefore to be deduced from the
buildings themselves. In addition to this, comparative material from other cultures such
as the Egyptian, neo-Assyrian and Roman civilisations is used to enlarge our referential
framework and help to understand the cognitive mechanisms behind excessive building
operations.

On the upper Tigris during the 9-7 centuries B.C.the rulers of the powerful Assyrian
empire built their capital cities and palaces. The city walls and buildings were adorned
with reliefs and sculptures of stone from the north where suitable stone material was
available. The ornamental tradition was to flank doorways of importance with sfinxes,
or bull colossi with human heads, sculpted from monoliths. The average weight of these
sculptures is between 12-14 tons, but occasionally blocks of much greater size were used.

In the palace of the Assyrian ruler Sennacherib at Nineveh were excavated a whole
series of refliefs depicting the quarrying and transporting operations commissioned by
the King. Together with the inscriptions they constitute a completely unique pictorial
and epigraphical documentation from antiquity. These reliefs had a prominent position,
being placed on the walls of the court which led into the throne room. The doors were
flanked by the same bull colossi, whose transport are described on the reliefs.

The stones for Sennacherib’s palace was quarried in the Balatai, 35 kilometers
upriver from Nineveh. The king himself is represented as supervising the work at the
quarry and the transport along the Tigris to Nineveh (Fig. 2). His self-image shows how
important he considered this enterprise in the royal propaganda.

Sennacherib used more than any other ruler before him building in his propaganda.
A very conscious building program was concieved which exalted the difficulties involved
in the building operations. He depicts himself supervising the work in the quarry and
accompanying the colossi on their journey to Nineveh. He provided his palace with the
biggest colossi of all Assyrian rulers, allegedly forty to fifty tons. The weight of these
colossi illustrates the magnitude of this project and the great prestige it conferred to
Sennacherib in relation to his predessesors. His palace building was rightly claimed
"without rival." :

On the Egyptian tomb paintings and wall reliefs which commemorate monuments
such as obelisks and other giant monoliths, the event of the transport is highly
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FIG. 2 From his chariot Sennacherib is supervising the operation when the bull colossus was transported
from the quarry. His self-image show the great propagandistic value of the enterprise. The relief
was placed together with sev=ral others depicting quarrying and transporting, in the court of the
throneroom in the southwesieri palace al Nineveh.

considered. It is clear that this was the crucial operation and therefore considered the
most prestigious act of propaganda. On the walls at her the temple at Thebes, Queen
Hatschepsut had the ship built for her obelisk transport depicted (Fig. 3). The event was
commemorated together with other prestigous deeds, such as the expedition to Punt.

The Romans were probably the first people to venture a transport of such heavy
stone masses on the open sea. Augustus was the first emperor to bring an obelisk to
Rome as a symbol of the conquest of Egypt. It was a very prestigious act of propaganda
working in two directions. The newly conquered people of Egypt were shown by the new
rulers that they mastered the technical skills of their ancestors. At the other side, the
Roman public waited on the shores of Campania. The ship which was constructed for
the purpose was, according to Plinius, greatly admired. It was thereafter left and exhib-
ited at Puteoli, the international harbour on the Gulf of Naples.
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FIG.4 Via Triumphalis. On this road, which loday constitules the main road to the archaeological site of
Mycenae, the huge monolith of 120 lons which covered the stomion in the Atreus tomb was transport-
ed. It was a public event of greal altraction: never had a stone of such dimensions been placed in a
building before and it was never repeated again in Greece! Pholo Frizell & Santillo

THE AUDIENCE

Why did the Mycenacan Greeks chose to design and build a monument on such
a high technical and constructive level and who was the audience?

In Egypt the tradition of quarrying, handling, transporting and positioning huge
stone blocks had started already in the Old Kingdom. During the 18th Dynasty very
huge obelisks were erected in the sanctuaries. The technical know-how of the transport
operation was probably imported from Egypt. This could have been effectuated in many
ways - how precisely we shall probably never know unless new documents appear.
The most probable hypothesis is that the Mycenaean commissioners hired expertise
from the Egyptian army who collaborated with the indigenous architect or architects.
Contacts through military operations occurred and were probably much more frequent
than our fragmentary evidence permit to conjecture.

The monumental building at Mycenae started in the fourteenth cent. BC. This was a
period of great expansion of the Mycenaeans in the Eastern Mediterrancan. In Egypt
this period partly corresponds to the long reign of Amenhotep 111, a pharao who mani-
fested himself in gigantic building projects. Archacological finds show that contacts
between Mycenae and Egypt were frequent during this period.

The operations along the Nile and at the river beds surely attracted people from far
and near. Craftsmen, sailors, merchants, diplomatic envoys from the Aegean and Near
Eastern countries were continuously visiting Egypt which at the time of the great obelisk
raising had expanded its border of political dominance far up the Syro-Palestinian coast.
The Nile was the heart of Egypt and the main route of communication.
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INEPIAHWH

MNHMEIAKA KTIPIA KAI ITPOITATANAA XTIZ MYKHNEX

B. SANTILLO FRIZELL

Xy ew01jynor] pov npoteive pa véa eppnveia g Aertovpylag g Kataokevrjg
pyvnpelakedy O06Awy ot Baolhikiy apyriektoviki] tov Muknvev. H ovvijng egjynon
£lval 6TL TO £TOLHO KAl ANONEPATOHEVO PVIJHEIO EIVAL POPEAS TOV TPOIAYAVOIOTIKGY
OT6XwV 1oL napayyeAdtodstn. To kowvé oto onoio anevbBuvétay 1) nponayavda avuj
QPOPOVOE TO OLYKEKPLPEVO TOIIO 1] KAl T}V EVPUTEPT] HEPLOXT].

Ze avtiBeorn pe ta napanave, vnootpile 6t 1o ONPaviKGTEPO PépPog
npornayavéag Katd v avéyepor) tétolov pvijpeiov ykertar oty otkoSopiklj pébodo.
O nponayavéionkség or6xog g emyeipnong avujs prlodofovoe va gpraoet kat népa
arno 1o £rotpo npoiév. Exppaldtav kat avayvopi{dtav oo o napayyeAtodsmg frav ev
donj- 600 Snladl Swapkovoe 1 Sradikaoia kataokevig.

To péoov ywa v Gokrnorn nponaydvéag ovviotatar oe pia ovverldnuj enidei€n g
TEXVIKI|G YV@OI|G NEPT HETAPOPAES, XEIPIOPOU Kat tonoBginong tepactiov Aibvov
Sykmv, ot onofot eixav péyebog nouv Sev elye noté Soxipaotel oty EAAGSa péypr 16te.
Auté Oéter v EAMGSa g “Yorepng Enoyiig tov Xadkot og éva evpbrepo nlaioto
Srebvotg avunalsujrag ko aviaywviopos. H nponayavéa nov aokefto Stapéoov tov
pvipeiov otig Mukijveg anevbuvétay oe Kows evpitepo an’6oo ovvijbwg motedetat.
Ipoxdpnoe népa ano 1ig Mukijveg kat 11g pikprjg KAfpakag gatpieg nov g
neptéfaldav oty Apyodida. O ot6x0g 116 fjtav ot vynAof noArtopof g Avatodikijg
Meooyefov kot g Méorg Avatolrig.
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