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Reconstructing the history of Kition: 
new evidence from recent excavations1

Sabine Fourrier

HiSoMA, Maison de l’Orient et de la Méditerranée, Lyon

Abstract. Adapted from the keynote lecture delivered on the occasion of the 18th PoCA 
conference in Basel, the article concentrates on three archaeological assemblages from 
recent excavations of the French Mission at Kition (Larnaka). Each assemblage corres-
ponds to a transitional period: an infant jar burial illustrates the Late Bronze-Early Iron 
Age period� a fortification wall the late Classical-early +ellenistic period� a well with a 
water-lifting deYice the late 5oman period. 7he three case studies giYe the opportunity to 
question the complex urban history of the city.

Résumé. Cette contribution est une version révisée de la conférence donnée en ouverture 
du 18e PoCA de Bâle. Elle porte sur trois ensembles archéologiques récemment découverts 
lors des fouilles de la mission française à Kition (Larnaca). Chaque ensemble correspond 
à une période de transition : une inhumation de périnatal en jarre illustre la transition 
entre le %ron]e 5écent et le déEut de l’¤ge du )er � une courtine de muraille la fin de la 
période classique et le déEut de la période hellénistique � un puits à roue éléYatrice d’eau 
la fin de la période romaine. Ces trois études de cas inYitent à reYenir sur la longue et 
complexe histoire urbaine de Kition.

Introduction

The title of this contribution can appear as a positivist proclamation to the glory of 
archaeology. It is rather meant as an echo to the title of a paper authored by Franz-Georg 
Maier and Marie-Louise von Wartburg, “Reconstructing history from the earth: excavating at 
Palaepaphos.”ৱ Maier was an historian who knew that the reconstruction of history is not a 
straiJhtIorZard process or� to put it diಀerently� that archaeoloJical evidence cannot Ee simply 
used as an illustrative companion to textual sources. This sound methodology was the result 
oI his oZn e[perience as Eoth an historian and a ࡼeld archaeoloJist. +e demonstrated it in an 
e[emplary manner Zhen� in 198৮� he radically Tuestioned the conclusions he had put IorZard 

1 7his article is a sliJhtly modiࡼed version oI the Neynote lecture presented in the maJniࡼcent venue oI the 
6Nulpturhalle in %asel Ior the 18th PoCA conIerence. , sincerely thanN the orJani]ers oI the conIerence� Pauline 
0aillard and Cheyenne Peverelli� Ior their Nind invitation and Ior their Zarm hospitality in 6Zit]erland�  
despite the times oI stronJ sanitary uncertainties� Zhich made their tasN very diࡺcult.

ৱ 0aier� von :artEurJ 198৮.
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thirteen years earlier. At the 1icosia conIerence in 19ৰ2� EasinJ his demonstration on pottery� 
he had reconstructed the successive waves of Mycenean immigrants to Palaepaphos and their 
routes� tracNinJ their path Irom their ࡼrst settlinJ in the 0aa stronJhold until their permanent 
installation in the city of Palaepaphos.3 At the 1icosia conIerence in 198৮� he acNnoZledJed the 
possibility of alternative narratives, and he methodologically deconstructed his previous histo-
rical reconstruction.4 

Basel appears as the right place to pay tribute to the work of the Swiss-German mission at 
Palaepaphos and to its legacy; it is also the right place to acknowledge the renewed vitality of 
6Ziss archaeoloJical research in Cyprus� emEodied Ey the tZo orJani]ers oI the PoCA conIer-
ence� Pauline 0aillard and Cheyenne Peverelli. , Zill IolloZ the narroZ methodoloJical path 
deࡼned Ey 0aier� usinJ archaeoloJy to reconstruct history. :hile acNnoZledJinJ the possiEility 
of alternative narratives, I will build on hard evidence at hand, which, as masterfully demon-
strated Ey Carlo *in]EurJ� is not positivist naivety.৴ I will not embrace the whole history of the 
city of Kition (fig.  1), but I will rather concentrate on three distinct historical moments that 
punctuate the lonJ urEan liIe oI the ancient city� Irom protohistory to late antiTuity. 7hanNs to 
archaeological research, what we know of the history of Kition has profoundly changed since 
the late ࡼIties oI the past century.৵ Once a new city, founded by Tyrian colonists, Kition now 
stands on the map of major Late Bronze Age urban centers. The city eventually eclipsed all coe-
val settlements and became, on the eve of the Iron Age, the only urban center in the Larnaka 
%ay and the Zider area (interestinJly enouJh� in Zestern Cyprus� Palaepaphos apparently e[pe-
rienced the same fate).

5esults Irom recent e[cavations oI the French mission at .ition (201৯-2021) do not revolu-
tioni]e historioJraphy� liNe the results oI the Cypriot e[cavations led Ey 9assos .araJeorJhis 
did, when they pushed back the founding of the city half a millennium earlier than previously 
thouJht� to the 1৬th century %C(. At their modest scale� hoZever� results Irom our e[cavations 
shed new light on the long history of Kition. I gather in this contribution three distinct archae-
ological assemblages dating to three poorly documented periods that represent three turning 
points in the history of Kition (and more broadly in the history of the island and of the eastern 
0editerranean)� the Late %ron]e-(arly ,ron AJe (12th-11th centuries %C()� the late Classical-early 
+ellenistic period (late 4th century %C()� and the late 5oman period (4th century C(). All three 
moments mark the end of an era and the inception of another. They appear as periods of crisis 
and disruptions in the written sources. All three archaeological assemblages were recently pub-
lished in detail in three separate papers. They together show how change and disruptions were 
dealt with in a resilient city. 

3 0aier 19ৰ৬.
4 0aier 198৯.
৴ *in]EurJ 2000� esp. pp.b4৬-৮৯.
৵ 2n this topic� the article puElished Ey .araJeorJhis in 19৯0 represents a milestone.
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The death of infants: an old burial custom 
in a new world (12th-11th centuries BCE)৶

6tucN EetZeen tZo archaeoloJically andbȁ in partbȁ historically hiJhly visiEle periods (the 
Late Bronze Age and the Archaic period), the Geometric horizon has long been under-studied. 
An international archaeoloJical ZorNshop� orJani]ed at 1icosia Ey the 8niversity oI Cyprus in 
1998� reversed the traditional historioJraphical perspective� and made oI the *eometric hori-
]on in Cyprus the topic oI the conIerence. 7he proceedinJs� promptly puElished� close on a 

৶ Fourrier� *eorJiadou 2021.

FiJure 1 — Map of Kition with sites mentioned in the text (A. Rabot © Mission archéologique de Kition).
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seminal article, authored by Maria Iacovou.8 In this article, Iacovou convincingly argues that 
the 11th century %C( is not the last phase oI the %ron]e AJe (as the terminoloJybȁ Late Cypriot 
,,,%bȁ suJJests)� Eut rather the ࡼrst phase oI the ,ron AJe� not the last moments oI a dyinJ era 
but the formative years of a new age. Among other arguments, she highlights three remarkable 
EreaNs in the archaeoloJical evidence. 7he ࡼrst EreaN concerns urEan topoJraphy. :ith a IeZ 
exceptions (and among them Palaepaphos and Kition), Late Bronze Age urban centres were 
abandoned or they were displaced. A new topography emerged, with new cities.9 Conversely� 
this topographical break also explains the high archaeological visibility of Late Bronze Age 
sites, compared to the poor archaeological visibility of Iron Age settlements (which were to 
last untilbȁ at leastbȁ late antiTuity and Zere Euried and recycled in suEseTuent urEan Iorms).10 

The second break concerns burial grounds. A new type of tomb was introduced and, more 
siJniࡼcantly� all Late %ron]e AJe cemeteries and Eurial spaces Zere aEandoned� ȉ(ȏ) not one 
site has given us Bronze to Iron Age continuity as regards burial practice”.11 Moreover, as of 
the 11th century� tomEs Zere e[pelled Irom the urEan spaces oI the city and strictly located in 
specialized areas, necropoleis.

The third break pertains to material culture, with the creation and wide adoption of a 
new pottery ware (which, however, did not circulate outside the limits of the island): Proto-
:hite Painted. Contrary to the ranJe oI technics� decorations and shapes that characterised the 
12thbcentury %C( as an aJe oI e[periments�1ৱ the ceramic repertoire oI the 11th century is com-
prised of a limited range of shapes and decorative schemes, and it is marked by the generalized 
and exclusive use of the fast wheel.

7he innovations introduced in the 11th century %C( Zere to last. 0ost oI the settlements 
Zhich appear on the map oI Cyprus in the 11th century Eecame capital-cities oI ,ron AJe NinJ-
doms. As oI the 11th century %C(� there remained a strict distinction EetZeen the cities oI the 
living and the cities of the dead. Proto-White Painted, as the terminology makes it clear, was 
the immediate predecessor oI :hite Painted� the hallmarN oI Cypriot ,ron AJe standardi]ed 
ceramic industry. 7he Late Cypriotb,,, period (rouJhly 12th and ࡼrst halI oI the 11th century %C() 
has thereIore to Ee split up into tZo distinct moments� Late Cypriotb,,,A (still attached to the 
international era oI the Late %ron]e AJe)� and Late Cypriotb,,,% (already attached to the neZ era 
of the Iron Age).

During the same Nicosia conference, among other heads of archaeological missions invited 
to present the results of their excavations, Franz-Georg Maier presented the Papaepaphos evi-
dence13 and Marguerite Yon the Kition (and Salamis) evidence.14 A late urban foundation of  
 

8 ,acovou 1999.
9 ,acovou 1994.
10 ,acovou 200৮� p.b24. :hat Purcell (200৮� p.b2৯৯) aptly laEels ȉautoparasiticȊ cities.
11 ,acovou 1999� p.b148.
1ৱ :ith its shortcominJs� aEortive attempts and ȉunclassiࡼed horrorsȊ� *eorJiou 2018.
13 0aier 1999.
14 <on 1999.
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the 1৬th century %C(� .ition remained inhaEited throuJhout the crisis years oI the end oI the 
millennium. 7he (arly ,ron AJe urEan occupation� ErouJht out Ey the Cypriot e[cavations at 
the localities Kathari and Chrysopolitissa (Areasb, and ,,)1৴ was further found by excavations of 
the French mission in the northern part of the Bamboula plot in 19ৰ৯-19ৰৰ.1৵ Though limited, the 
trench� e[plored durinJ tZo successive ࡼeld campaiJns� revealed the e[istence oI an (arly ,ron 
Age settlement, and of an associated infant jar burial. 

:e resumed e[cavations on the spot in 201৯ (until 2021� fig. 2). The aim was to clear a larger 
surface of the settlement and to better understand the implantation of the latter in the frame-
ZorN oI the Jeneral topoJraphy oI the city. Further architectural units oI the (arly ,ron AJe 
settlement were laid bare, and an additional infant jar burial was found (fig. 3). The exploration 
also led to a revision oI the narrative puElished in 198৮. 7he ࡼnal puElication is in preparation 
and preliminary reports have already been published.1৶ 6uࡺce it to say that the 11thbcentury %C( 
settlement is the last preserved phase oI a continuous occupation Zhose ࡼrst phase lays directly 
on the EedrocN. 7he latter is dated to the second halI oI the 1৬thbcentury %C( (that is at the time 
oI ȁ or sliJhtly later than ȁ the Ioundation hori]on oI the city oI .ition� Zhich is dated� thanNs to 
the results oI the Cypriot e[cavations� to the Late Cypriotb,,C period). Bamboula now stands, like 
the Chrysopolitissa and Kathari areas� on the topoJraphical map oI .ition in the 1৬thbcentury. 
Conversely� the Bamboula 11thbcentury %C( settlement is the last phase in a discontinuous occu-
pation. The settlement was abandoned around the eve of the new millennium (interestingly 
enough, like the Chrysopolitissa area). 7his discontinuity does not aಀect the Zhole city� that Zas 
not deserted (as demonstrated� amonJ other evidence� Ey early Cypro-*eometric tomEs).18 But 
certain areas were abandoned, for reasons that escape us for the moment. One can object that 
the Bamboula (arly ,ron AJe settlement Zas installed close to the harEour Easin and that this 
part oI the site suಀered Irom suEseTuent interventions (most notaEly the %ritish demolition oI 
18ৰ9).19 Admittedly, such interventions could have erased all successive developments. A close 
e[amination oI the stratiJraphy� hoZever� conࡽicts Zith this assumption. 2ne oI the rooms 
e[cavated in 19ৰ৯ Zas Iound Zith its IurnishinJs leIt in situ (notably, a remarkable series of 
Canaanite Mars). 0oreover� in another room� Ze Iound stones Iallen Irom the Zalls lyinJ on a 
thicN layer made oI molten mudEricN Irom the superstructure� thus oಀerinJ clear evidence that 
the architecture slowly crumbled (and was not violently destroyed). Finally, looters’ trenches 
and pits from the late Geometric and Archaic periods show that the built structures were not 
reused (probably because of their ruined state of preservation), and that they were rather used 
as building material for new constructions.

7he tZo inIant Mar Eurials� discovered at an interval oI e[actly 40byears (respectively in 19ৰৰ 
and in 201ৰ)� shoZ a remarNaEle consistency. 7he Eurial container is an imported Canaanite 

1৴ .araJeorJhis� 'emas 198৮.
1৵ <on� CauEet 198৮.
1৶ *eorJiou� *eorJiadou� Fourrier 2022-202৬.
18 *eorJiadou 2012. 
19 .iely� Fourrier 2012.
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FiJure ৱ — General plan of the excavated remains at Bamboula (A. Rabot © Mission archéologique de Kition).
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Mar� hori]ontally placed in a shalloZ pit under the ࡽoor� outside the house� Eut close to one oI 
its external walls. This spatial proximity links the deceased to the domestic unit, to the family 
living in the house. The jar contains the inhumated remains of a foetus or a new-born child. 
6liJht variations occur� Zhereas there Zere no associated small ࡼnds Ior the Mar Eurial Iound 
in 19ৰৰ� Ze Iound associated vases and Iood remains Ior the second� and the Eody oI the inIant 
itselI Zas adorned Zith MeZellery. %ut the Eurial rite Zas oEviously the same. 7he 19ৰৰ e[cava-
tors, who had been active at Salamis before, rightly drew a parallel between the jar burial from 
.ition and similar ࡼndinJs Irom (arly ,ron AJe 6alamis.ৱ0 At Salamis, a newly founded city of 
the Iron Age, this practice was interpreted as of Phoenician origin.ৱ1 The suggestion sounded 
attractive Ior .ition also� the Cypro-Phoenician city par e[cellence. +oZever� at that early date� 
nothinJ sinJles out .ition as a Cypro-Phoenician city. 7he transIormation oI its material cul-
ture only occurred later� in the 8thb century 
%C(.ৱৱ Moreover, we possess ample evidence 
at the Late %ron]e AJe city oI (nNomi that this 
burial rite had been adopted well before, as of 
the Late Cypriotb , period.ৱ3 The rite can thus 
Zell Ee oI ultimately Canaanite oriJin�ৱ4 but 
it is deࡼnitely not Phoenician. 7his is Iurther 
conࡼrmed Ey the limited occurrence oI this 
practice in the Iron Age: no infant jar burial can 
be safely dated to a period later than the Late 
Cypriotb,,,%-early Cypro-*eometricb, period (at 
Kition and Salamis alike).ৱ৴ Is the restricted 
spatial distribution of the burial rite meaning-
ful? As a matter of fact, it is not attested in any 
other Late %ron]e AJe city than (nNomi (Eut 
which Late Bronze Age city has been so inten-
sively e[cavated as (nNomi"). And it is not 
attested in any other Iron Age city than Kition 
and 6alamis (Eut Zhich (arly ,ron AJe city has 
Eeen ȁ at least partially ȁ e[cavated� other than 
Kition and Salamis?).

ৱ0 <on� CauEet 198৮� p.b29.
ৱ1 Calvet 1980.
ৱৱ Fourrier 2019a� pp.b484-48৯.
ৱ3 5eIerences in Fourrier� *eorJiadou 2021� p.b৬00.
ৱ4 Alpert 1aNhai 2018.
ৱ৴ The jar burials found at Salamis-Cellarka and datinJ to the Archaic period are oI a diಀerent type� the deceased 

Zere apparently older (small children)� and the Mar Zas placed in the ࡼllinJ oI the dromos of the collective 
chamber tomb, that is in cemeteries and not in domestic areas. Moreover, the type of the container is less 
consistent� amphora oI local production or imported (Irom the AeJean and the Levant)� .araJeorJhis 19ৰ0� 
pp.b2৬1-2৬2.

FiJure 3 Ȃ ,QIDQW MDU EXULDO IRXQG LQ 20ৰ৶ �k 0LVVLRQ 
archéologique de Kition).



38

S. Fourrier — Reconstructing the history of Kition

The conclusion is straightforward: the infant jar burials at Kition and Salamis are not a 
neZ Eurial rite� adopted under IoreiJn inࡽuence� they are a continuation oI a Late %ron]e AJe 
funerary practice. They demonstrate continuity at the same time when other funerary practices 
experienced a radical change (with the adoption of a new tomb type and a seclusion of tombs 
outside the settlements). Other evidence from our recent excavations at Kition-Bamboula points 
to continuity� the 12th-11thbcenturies %C( represent one architectural phase. 7his phase is neatly 
separated from the succeeding phase by a period of abandonment (see above) and from the 
precedinJ ones Ey a ࡼll layer.ৱ৵ 0aterial culture (ࡼrst and Ioremost pottery) also shoZs many 
signs of continuity.ৱ৶ At the scale oI Cyprus� the Late Cypriotb,,,% period marNs the advent oI a 
new era. At the scale of the Kition-Bamboula settlement� the Late Cypriotb,,,A-,,,% periods repre-
sent one transitional phase� Zhich EridJes the Late %ron]e and the (arly ,ron AJe.

Kition as an Antigonid stronghold (late 4th century BCE)ৱ8 

7he Tuestion oI the course and oI the datinJ oI the city Zalls oI ancient .ition is a deEated 
issue. (lements oI the deEate can Ee summari]ed as IolloZs� on the one hand� Ze possess 
remains oI a rampart� Zhich can Ee easily ȁ thouJh discontinuously ȁ  IolloZed throuJh most oI 
its western course (due to its visible impact on modern urban topography and to the existence 
of remaining stones from the substructure);ৱ9 on the other hand, we obtain a reconstructed 
walled surface that is unparalleled among other Late Bronze Age cities.30 The problem of the 
city Zalls Zas indeed Iurther complicated Zhen 9assos .araJeorJhis’ e[cavations at the local-
ity Kathari (Areab,,) estaElished their datinJ to the Late Cypriotb,,,A period.31 Late Bronze Age 
Kition would thus have had a walled urban surface that largely exceeded the walled surface of 
other Late %ron]e AJe cities (liNe (nNomi) and that only compared to the surIace oI +ellenistic 
cities� such as 1ea Paphos. Conversely� .araJeorJhis’ e[cavations proved that the city Zalls at 
Kathari Zere no lonJer in use aIter the (arly ,ron AJe.3ৱ The results were perplexing: on the one 
hand, a Late Bronze Age “walled megasite”;33 on the other hand� a city Zhose Classical phase 
was everywhere highly visible, but whose walls remained archaeologically elusive (although 
their existence was attested in ancient sources).34 Nicolaou suggested that the walls of the 
Classical city Zere dismantled in ৬1৮b%C( Zhen the troops oI Ptolemy conTuered the city.3৴ The 
hypothesis is admittedly convenient, but it is for the moment not supported by other evidence. 

ৱ৵ 7he so-called ȉpeEEle layerȊ� on Zhich� Fourrier 2019E� pp.b400-40৯.
ৱ৶ *eorJiou� *eorJiadou� Fourrier 2022-202৬� pp.b128-1৬৮.
ৱ8 Fourrier� 5aEot 2020a.
ৱ9 7he course oI the city Zalls Zas reconstructed Ey 1icolaou 19ৰ৯� pp.b৮2-ৰ0.
30 ,acovou 200ৰ� pp.b12-1৬.
31 .araJeorJhis� 'emas 198৮� pp.b8৯-89.
3ৱ .araJeorJhis� 'emas 198৮� pp. 1৯1-1৯2.
33 FolloZinJ the e[pression oI ,acovou 200ৰ� pp.b12-1৬.
34 For e[ample at the time oI Cimon’s sieJe in 449b%C(� see the Zritten sources Jathered Ey <on 2004� pp.b৯2-৯8.
3৴ 1icolaou 19ৰ৯� p.b৮2.
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2n the contrary� other EuildinJs oI the Classical city� Zhich can Ee considered symEols oI the 
independent kingdom, such as the Bamboula sanctuary, show no sign of destruction, but rather 
undisputaEle siJns oI continuity into the ৬rdbcentury %C(.3৵ 

2ur survey oI the city Zalls conࡼrmed the accuracy oI 1icolaou’s topoJraphic oEservations� 
especially as reJards the e[tension oI the rampart toZards the south. Admittedly� the identiࡼed 
portions of the walls do not allow to draw a continuous line, as suggested by Nicolaou.3৶ The dis-
continuous portions, however, are in alignment. Moreover, when stones of the substructure are 
preserved, they are of the same type: large blocks of sandstone, similar to the ones excavated 
at Kathari and stratigraphically dated there to the Late Bronze Age. To solve the conundrum, 
Ze decided in 2019 to e[cavate a portion oI the rampart. :e picNed up the site oI a small hill� 
known in the literature as the “mound”. The site represents the southernmost extension of the 
walls.38 Travellers to the city had suggested that the mound was the possible remains of a fort, 
which protected one entrance to the city. The existence of a bunker, probably erected during the 
19৯4-19ৰ4 crisis years� conࡼrms the topoJraphical interest and strateJic importance oI the site.

The course of the wall was clearly visible on the surface, even before excavation (fig. 4). It 
was made of large blocks of sandstone. It followed a roughly north-south orientation, which had 
been cut on the northern side by the construction of the road and on the southern side of the 

3৵ CauEet� Fourrier� <on 201৮� pp.b৮9-৯0.
3৶ 1icolaou 19ৰ৯� p.b8 ࡼJ.b1.
38 1icolaou 19ৰ৯� pp.b৯0-৯1. 1icolaou draZs the line oI the city Zalls Iurther south� to encompass the Phaneromeni 

built tomb. However, we found no positive evidence to sustain this hypothesis.

FiJure 4 Ȃ %ORFNV IURP WKH ZDOO RQ WKH VXUIDFH DW WKH ȉPRXQGȊ VLWH EHIRUH H[FDYDWLRQ LQ 20ৰ৸  
(© Mission archéologique de Kition).
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plot Ey the construction oI the aEove-mentioned EunNer and oI its associated ditch. ([cavation 
disclosed that, except for the use of similar, huge blocks of sandstone, the structure of the wall 
Zas strictly diಀerent Irom the structure oI the Late %ron]e AJe Zall at Kathari. In particular, we 
observed ample use of fragmentary gypsum blocks and plaster: debris coming from construc-
tions� pavement and rooI structure� that Zere re-used as ࡼllinJ material. 6uch EuildinJ materials 
are� at .ition� mostly typical oI the Classical� late Classical and early +ellenistic periods. 7o taNe 
but one example, the shipsheds built on the southern shore of the harbour basin, at Bamboula, 
made ample use of plaster.39 One can therefore assume that the wall was hastily constructed 
Zith deEris cominJ Irom a near-Ey EuildinJ datinJ to the Classical period. 7he identiࡼcation oI 
the building remains, however, elusive: nothing but a few tombs are known in the area.

We eventually made a deep sounding under the wall, until the bedrock, to assess the chro-
noloJy oI its construction. ,n the ࡼllinJ layer� Zhich Zas placed on the EedrocN to create an 
even surIace� Ze Zere lucNy enouJh to ࡼnd tZo Eron]e coins (fig. 5). The latter belong to a 
Zell-NnoZn series� the so-called Ale[ander Eron]es� that Zere Zidely spread in the (astern 
0editerranean toZards the end oI the 4th century %C( (and Zell aIter).40 The conclusion is 
straiJhtIorZard� the portion oI the city-Zall e[cavated at the mound dates to the late 4th cen-
tury %C(.

:hat happened in Cyprus in the late 4th century %C( that can have prompted this hasty 
construction" 7he last part oI the 4th century was a very troubled period, marked by the con-
frontation between Antigonos and his son, Demetrios Poliorcetes on the one hand, and Ptolemy 
and his brother Menelaos, on the other. The succession of events is well known:41 Demetrios put 
Salamis under siege and, although Ptolemy sent an impressive naval force to help his besieged 
brother, Menelaos was defeated. Immediately after 
the decisive Eattle oI 6alamis� in ৬0৯� AntiJonos 
and Demetrios proclaimed themselves kings. They 
were soon to be followed by the other Successors. 
%etZeen ৬0৯ and 294 (Zhen 'emetrios eventually 
left the island, making Ptolemy’s comeback possi-
Ele)� the AntiJonids reiJned over Cyprus. Primary 
numismatic and epigraphic evidence sheds addi-
tional light on this period. Menelaos, Ptolemy’s 
brother, was the last king of Salamis, as his coinage, 
masterIully studied Ey (vanJéline 0arNou�4ৱ unam-
biguously shows. The Macedonian used the same 
type as his predecessor, the last “indigenous” king 
of Salamis, Nicocreon. Moreover, he brought back 

39 Callot� Fourrier� <on 2022� esp. p.b1ৰ9.
40 .remydi� 0arcellesi 2019.
41 <on 2004� pp.b8৮-88.
4ৱ 0arNou 2011� pp.b294-29৮� 0arNou 201৬.

FiJure ৴ — Bronze coin found under the wall  
(© Mission archéologique de Kition).
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the old syllabic abbreviation pa- (for king) that the last Salaminian kings had abandoned in 
favor of the more modern alphabetic abbreviation BA. ConcerninJ 'emetrios and his Iather 
AntiJonos� they Zere the ࡼrst NinJs oI Cyprus� as demonstrated Ey a datinJ Iormular (ȉ,n the 1st 
year of Antigonos and Demetrios over Alashiya”) recently deciphered on a Phoenician ostracon 
from Idalion.43 

Growing archaeological evidence suggests that, during the ten years or so of his reign, 
'emetrios made oI Cyprus� and more speciࡼcally oI the southern coast oI Cyprus� an AntiJonid 
stronJhold. +e undertooN the Iortiࡼcation oI the Cypriot southern coast� Zhich had to Ee pro-
tected aJainst a possiEle attacN Irom (Jypt. 7he Iortiࡼcation Zall at the mound taNes presumaEly 
place in a series of constructions of military purpose, at Kition itself and at Amathous. At Kition, 
the last phase of the military shipsheds is dated to this period (fig. 6). 2livier Callot convincinJly 
argued that this last architectural phase (for which many debris from other constructions were 
used� liNe in the Iortiࡼcation Zall at the mound) implied a suEstantial transIormation oI the 
building.44 At Amathous� toZards the end oI the 4th century, it was probably Demetrios who was 
responsible for the construction of the harbour.4৴ All constructions were of military purpose. 
All constructions mobilized a massive military investment (in expenses and in workforce). All 

43 Amadasi *u]]o� =amora 2018.
44 Callot� Fourrier� <on 2022� pp.b191-19৮. 
4৴ (mpereur 201ৰ� pp.b1ৰ1৮-1ৰ৬0� (mpereur� .oĿelM 201ৰ.

FiJure ৵ — The last architectural phase in the western part of the shipsheds (© Mission archéologique 
de Kition).
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constructions also share another characteristic: they were short-lived. The reconstruction of the 
shipsheds Zas never ࡼnished� nor the harEour oI Amathous. 7he Iortiࡼcation Zall at the mound 
also probably never served its defensive purpose, as shown by the scarcity of ancient material 
Iound in the area. 'emetrios hastily leIt the island� never to come EacN. Ptolemy� NinJ oI (Jypt� 
had no interest in completing the huge works undertaken by his rival. He privileged other 
Cypriot cities� 6alamis and Paphos. 7he short-lived reiJn oI 'emetrios leIt a stronJ imprint on 
the topoJraphy oI the Cypriot cities oI the southern coast precisely Eecause it Zas short-lived� 
his considerable works were never completed or transformed and reused.

LiNe the (arly ,ron AJe� the late Classical-early +ellenistic period represents a poorly 
archaeologically documented period of transition. Most studies have rightly stressed the disrup-
tions caused by the elimination of the independent kingdoms and the integration of the island 
into the Lagid kingdom.4৵ Archaeological evidence, however, gives a more nuanced picture. In 
a ȁ admittedly ȁ provocative Zay� one could even pretend that the last decades oI the 4thbcen-
tury %C( and the AntiJonid reiJn over Cyprus marN the clima[ oI Cypriot NinJship. 0enelaos 
became a Salaminian king, prone to adopt archaisms to legitimize his kingship.4৶ Antigonos 
and 'emetrios reali]ed the amEitions oI another NinJ oI 6alamis� (vaJoras� Zhen they Eecame 
NinJs oI Cyprus. ,t is striNinJ to oEserve hoZ easily 0acedonian neZcomers adopted the Cypriot 
royal customs, how easily they wore the clothes of the local kings, how easily they became 
Cypriot NinJs. 7he late 4th century Zas  a time of crisis, but also of continuation or, to put it bet-
ter, of renewed tradition, as shown, among other evidence, by the adoption of the local coinage 
(at Salamis) and of the local administrative practices (at Idalion).48

Urban discontinuities: a late Roman well at Bamboula (4th century CE)49

During our excavations in the northern part of the Bamboula plot (201ৰ-2018)� Ze accidently 
discovered a Late Roman well (fig. 7). 7he ࡽoor level Irom Zhich the Zell Zas accessed had 
since long been destroyed: there remained only the inferior part of the structure, that had cut 
through Hellenistic and Iron Age layers. As one can infer from its peculiar shape, this was no 
ordinary Zell. ,t Zas a Zell eTuipped Zith a Zheel� a liItinJ device� oI a type that is Zell NnoZn 
in Cyprus� in the present state oI evidence� hoZever� as oI the ৰth century C( only (fig. 8).৴0 This 
type oI hydraulic device� NnoZn in the Cypriot dialect as alakati, was widely attested in the 
island during the Medieval and Ottoman modern periods. The Bamboula well, which was dug 

4৵ 1eZ studies nuance this traditional narrative� hoZever� as demonstrated Ey Papantoniou 2012 and 0ichel 
2020� Zho riJhtly insist on continuities and on the aJency oI local populations.

4৶ LiNeZise� the last indiJenous NinJ oI Paphos� 1icocles� transIormed the oࡺcial syllaEic script (another marNer 
oI Cypriot NinJship) Ey usinJ pseudo-Archaic siJns� +alc]uN 2020.

48 Fourrier 2021.
49 Fourrier� 5aEot 2020E.
৴0 7he closest parallels are Zells Irom Amathous� Zhich Zere aEandoned in the ৯th-ৰthbcenturies C( (accordinJ 

to the material assemElaJe Irom the ࡼll) Eut Zhose construction phase is dated (on unNnoZn Jrounds) to the 
4thbcentury C(� (mpereur� .oĿelM 201ৰ� pp.b1৬৬-149.
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and ࡼlled in in the 4th century C(� is henceIorth the ࡼrst in a series. 7his speciࡼc type oI Zell 
has raised much interest in recent academic literature: in addition to the Kition and Amathous 
publications, another recent article concerns another example of such a well, of a later dating 
and found at Nicosia.৴1 What interests us here, however, is not the well in itself but rather what 
its e[istence discloses aEout the cityscape oI .ition in the 4th century C(.

Discovering a late Roman well at Bamboula was a surprise. As a matter of fact, the Roman 
period is archaeologically invisible on the site: there are no built remains dating to this period, 
and material evidence is conspicuously scarce: a handful of lamp and pot fragments, a handful 
of coins.৴ৱ One exception is a dump that was found during excavations in the harbour basin 
(during the exploration aiming at determining the total length of the shipsheds ramps).৴3 
6andrine 0arTuié’s thorouJh study disclosed that the pottery assemElaJe Zas made oI IraJ-
ments datinJ to a timespan e[tendinJ over Iour centuries� Irom the 1st to the 4th centuries C(. 
She convincingly argues that this deposit, once interpreted as evidence of continuous use of the 
Bamboula harbour (for commercial purposes), was rather a dump, which formed progressively 
with rubbish thrown into what was already a silted-up lagoon. Paleoenvironmental analyses 
had reconstructed the existence of a lagoon, which was supposedly still navigable between the 
1st and the 4th centuries C(. 7he turninJ point Zould have occurred only aIter the ৰth century, 
when communication with the sea was eventually broken up and the lagoon was replaced by 

৴1 François� +adMichristo2021 ࡼ.
৴ৱ 2.bCallot in 6alles 199৬� pp.b৮৯-৮ৰ� 7.b2]iol� ibid.� pp.b৬04-৬0৮. AccordinJ to 6alles (ibid.� p.b৬1)� the site Zas appar-

ently deserted as oI the EeJinninJ oI the 2ndbcentury C(.
৴3 6.b0arTuié in Callot� Fourrier� <on 2022� pp.b20ৰ-290.

FiJure ৶ — The late Roman well at Bamboula (© Mission archéologique de Kition).



FiJure 8 — Reconstruction of the late Roman well at Bamboula (A. Rabot © Mission archéologique de Kition).
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a sebkha.৴4 However, communication with the sea does not guarantee navigability, the more so 
as the Bamboula Easin Zas shalloZ. ,n the Classical period already� at the time oI the military 
harEour� the depth oI the Zater Zas reconstructed at around ৬�৮0bm.৴৴ This constraint triggered 
a comple[ handlinJ oI the triremes� Zhose eTuipment (oars� mast� rudder� etc.) had to Ee dis-
mantled and stored away before the ships entered the basin and were hauled on the ramps. 
(ven iI the Easin remained theoretically naviJaEle in the late 5oman period� Zas it eಀectively 
navigated? Topographical shifts are not necessarily (and not only) triggered by environmental 
shifts. Archaeological evidence at Bamboula suggests a possible disconnection (at least a possi-
ble chronological gap) between them. As of the late Hellenistic period, the Bamboula area, once 
an integral part of the city center, gradually became a half-deserted place, with a swamp that 
was used as a dump, and gardens that needed hydraulic devices, such as our well, for irrigation.

Relying on the available archaeological evidence, we get the picture of a suburban cityscape, 
Zith Jardens and orchards� Zith dumps and aEandoned EuildinJs servinJ as Tuarries Ior con-
struction materials.৴৵ 'oes this local picture ࡼt into the JloEal picture oI ancient .ition in the 
Roman period? In the present state of published evidence, restricted domestic evidence pertaining 
to this period was found in Areas I and III (Chrysopolitissa) as well as II (Kathari).৴৶ They consist of 
poor remains of houses, and notably of a series of hydraulic devices. Such a variety of hydraulic 
devices was deemed necessary for agricultural purposes:৴8 one can reconstruct irrigated gardens 
and orchards� a typical picture oI peripheric� suEurEan areas. 7he mosaic ࡽoor Zith the LaEors 
of Herakles, that was recently found in the same area and remains unpublished (it apparently 
dates to the 4th century C()� ࡼts into the JloEal picture� the remains proEaEly EelonJed to a resi-
dential 5oman villa. 7he Iunerary evidence Jives no diಀerent results. 2ne can ࡼnd 5oman tomEs 
in the old Iron Age burial grounds, at Mnimata, Agios Georgios and 7ourapi.৴9 But the evidence is 
scarce. Moreover, most Roman tombs were not new constructions, they reused ancient Iron Age 
tombs. This is the case of the built tomb, found in the area of the so-called “royal necropolis” and 
Zhich Zas proEaEly constructed� liNe the other Euilt tomEs oI the area� in the Classical period.৵0 
:e can also assume that the so-called 7omE oI 6aint 7herapon� Irom Zhich the locality acTuired 
its name of 7ourapi, Zas oriJinally used in the Classical period.৵1

৴4 6ourisseau� *oiran� 0orhanJe 200৬� 6.bColin� -.-P.b*oiran in Callot� Fourrier� <on 2022� pp.b4৯-৮1 and ࡼJ.b10.৮.
৴৴ 6.bColin� -.-P.b*oiran� in Callot� Fourrier� <on 2022� pp.b1৮8-1৮9.
৴৵ 7he stones oI the shipsheds Zere� Ior e[ample� heavily looted� as oI the ৬rdbcentury %C(� Callot� Fourrier� <on 

2022� pp.b108-1৬ৰ.
৴৶ .araJeorJhis 200৮� pp.b90-92 and pp.b10৯-10ৰ (FloorsbC-A). Admittedly� the late levels Zere oI minor interest to the 

e[cavator� Zho compiled the period e[tendinJ Irom the late 4thbcentury %C( to the late 4thbcentury C( in one 
phase.

৴8 .araJeorJhis 200৮� p.b101 also suJJests a possiEle industrial purpose� ȉnecessitatinJ the plentiIul use oI ZaterȊ.
৴9 0yres 189ৰ� p.b1৮৬ mentions ȉLate +ellenistic or *raeco-5oman tomEsȊ at 7ourapi. For two recently excavated 

5oman tomEs in the locality� see A.b6atraNi� A.bCannav´� 6.bFourrier in Cannav´� Fourrier� 5aEot 2018� pp.b৬৬৮-৬৮2 
(7omE 0LAb20৯৮) and pp. ৬৯ৰ-৬ৰ0 (7omE 0LAb20ৰ2). At Mnimata, a small number of funerary cippi attest the 
use oI the Eurial Jround durinJ the 5oman period (Eut no associated tomE Zas Iound)� +adMisavvas 2012� p.b219. 
A series of funerary inscriptions dating to the Roman period is published as IG ;9 2� 8৯-2ৰৰ. 0ost are ancient 
discoveries with no precise provenance.

৵0 .araJeorJhis 19ৰ৬� pp.b৯1৮-৯1ৰ.
৵1 Fourrier 2018a.
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As oI the imperial period (and perhaps as oI the late +ellenistic period� Irom the 2nd cen-
tury %C( onZards)� there is a remarNaEle and Jeneral decrease oI urEan activity in the northern 
part of the city. The Chrysopolitissa-Kathari-Bamboula plateau, that represented the heart of the 
city, from the foundation horizon in the Late Bronze Age until the Hellenistic period, lost its 
urban primacy. An urban shift occurred, which probably led from the north to the south, from 
the Bamboula to the Scala bay. We lack precise chronological milestones to reconstruct this shift 
and its seTuences. ,n the northern area� the Bamboula Zell is henceIorth a milestone (4th cen-
tury C()� in the southern area� the ࡼrst architectural phase oI 6aint La]arus church is another 
milestone (10th-11th centuries C().৵ৱ We lack, however, other positive evidence, and notably for 
the period in-EetZeen� Zhich spans the lonJ late antiTuity.৵3 

6uch an urEan shiIt is not Zithout parallel. 2ther Cypriot capital-centers e[perienced 
topographical shifts. For example, at Salamis, the eastern plateau, which was the urban heart 
of the city during the Geometric and Archaic periods, was abandoned in the late Archaic, 
only to Ee reoccupied durinJ late antiTuity.৵4 Parado[ically enouJh� Classical 6alamis� that 
is so highly visible in the written sources, has no grounded materiality: we possess material 
Irom the period (pottery� terracotta ࡼJurines� rare inscriptions)� Eut it comes Irom dumps. 
The city itself remains archaeologically invisible. Another documented example of urban 
shift is Paphos, that was abandoned towards the early Hellenistic period for Nea Paphos.৵৴ 
The site was not deserted, however, since its sanctuary remained the religious focus of the 
new city and Roman villas were built in its vicinity. Like Kouklia-Paphos, the old urban 
nucleus of Kition was apparently never deserted. The city developed into Larnaka and Scala/
Marina, two disconnected villages or two districts of the same city (fig. 9). Ottoman sources  
disclose that their relationship and their respective administrative status remained ambiguous: 
Scala (Iskele) is sometimes registered as the harbour of Larnaka, sometimes as an independent 
village.৵৵

Conclusion

History, when reconstructed from the earth, gives a granular perspective that sheds a 
complementary light on the brutal course of events. Political and social disruptions are une-
venly represented in the archaeoloJical evidence. 6ome aEorted attempts (an unࡼnished 
military port� a short-lived Iortiࡼcation) leave a stronJ imprint and they still inIorm the topo-
graphy of modern cities; some long-term evolutions (a shifting environment that leads to the 
duraEle transIormation oI an urEan Tuarter into a suEurEan area) are more diࡺcult to Jrasp. 

৵ৱ PapaJeorJhiou 1998� p.b22৬. 7he same author arJues that the church replaced a Easilica (oI Zhich� hoZever� 
nothing survives).

৵3 2n this period� see Panayides� -acoEs 2022.
৵4 Fourrier 2018E� pp.b141-144.
৵৴ The shift is alternatively attributed to the last king of Paphos, Nicocles, or to Ptolemy. On the topic, see the con-

triEutions in %alandier 201৯.
৵৵ Aymes 200৮.
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ArchaeoloJical visiEility is a crucial issue that leaves many Tuestions unansZered. 2ne per-
plexing issue concerns the lack of archaeological visibility of Hellenistic and Roman Kition, a 
lack of non-funerary evidence and especially a lack of monumental evidence. The recent disco-
very of a well at Bamboula and oI a house Zith a mosaic ࡽoor in its vicinity does not alter the 
overall picture. To the contrary, these discoveries disclose an episode of urban discontinuity, 
a possible shift of the city center. Because Kition certainly was, in the Hellenistic and Roman 
period, an urban center, well documented by ancient sources.৵৶ The Hellenistic and Roman city 
remains� hoZever� archaeoloJically elusive. :here can Ze ࡼnd a temple� comparaEle to the 
=eus temple at 6alamis� Zhere can Ze ࡼnd a theatre� liNe at Paphos� Zhere can Ze ࡼnd an aJora� 
liNe at Amathous" Compared to other modern 1ear (astern cities Zhich inherited the main Iea-
tures of their urbanism from their Hellenistic and Roman predecessors, the contrast is striking.

The three archaeological assemblages presented above are snapshots in the long urban 
liIe oI .ition. 7hey compose a IraJmented picture that� nevertheless� nurtures reࡽection on 
the history oI ancient Cypriot cities and on the diversity oI their respective developments. 7he 
lonJ urEan liIe oI .ition is Eoth oriJinal and paradiJmatic oI the history oI other Cypriot capi-
tal-cities� this oEservation is a constant in the history and culture oI Cyprus� Zhich is made 
oI common (parallel) and individual (reJional) traMectories. At the scale oI the city� at diಀe-
rent times, we observe topographical shifts, nucleation and, conversely, urban decline. Some 
areas Zere successively livinJ urEan Tuarters� and then Zastelands or suEurEan orchards. 
Archaeology suggests a complex picture of constant evolution, adaptation and resilience, far 
from a linear model of regular development. Reconstructed from the earth, the history of the 
city is more complex and discontinuous, as well as more vibrant perhaps.

৵৶ 2n the possiEle location oI the Jymnasium� the theater� the stadium and the hippodrome� see 1icolaou 19ৰ৯� 
pp.b1৬1-142. 1o positive evidence concerninJ these monuments� Zhich are attested in the Zritten sources� has 
for the moment been found.

FiJure 9 Ȃ 6NHWFK RI /DUQDND, -RKQ (YHO\Q, ৰ৵৶2�
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