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Abstract: First highlighted as possible markers for early, 2nd millennium BCE contacts between the Iberian Peninsula 
and the Eastern Mediterranean, phytomorphic carnelian pendants have become a significant part of the discussion on 
that subject. However, a number of new finds which have taken place in recent years have transformed the available 
image regarding both the geographic distribution and the chronological setting of these pieces. An updated overview 
is presented here, which suggests they should now preferably be considered as part of the array of prestige goods 
introduced in the Far West by Phoenician trade between the later stages of the Late Bronze Age and the Early Iron Age. 
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[es] Los colgantes fitomorfos en las Edades del Bronce y del Hierro de la Península 
Ibérica: origen, distribución y significado

Resumen: Valorizados por primera vez como posibles marcadores de contactos precoces entre la Península Ibérica y 
el Mediterráneo Oriental todavía durante el II milenio a.n.e., los colgantes fitomorfos de cornalina se han convertido 
en una parte importante de la discusión sobre ese tema. Sin embargo, nuevos hallazgos acaecidos en fechas recientes 
transformaron la imagen disponible sobre la distribución geográfica y la cronología de estos abalorios. En esta sede se 
presenta una síntesis actualizada, que sugiere que deberían preferentemente considerarse como parte del abanico de 
bienes de prestigio introducidos en el Extremo Occidente por el comercio fenicio entre las etapas terminales del Bronce 
Final y la I Edad del Hierro.
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1. Phytomorphic carnelian pendants, 
between the East and the West

1.1. The use of carnelian in the Near East: 
a brief introduction

Due no doubt to its bright and fetching colour, 
carnelian was used since a very early date in the 
Near East and the Eastern Mediterranean for the 
production of beads, a use which goes back as 
early as the PPNB/ Aceramic Neolithic (Gro-
man-Yaroslavski & Bar-Yosef 2015; Alarashi 
2016; Rigaud et al. 2017: fig. 7, k; Moutsiou & 
Kassianidou 2019). However, the relative scar-
city of this reddish variant of calcedony in the 
region precluded any widespread use of carnel-
ian until significantly later.

In fact, only in the third millennium BCE 
(from here on, except otherwise indicated, all 
dates are BCE) does carnelian start to play a 
prominent role in the Near East, as a conse-
quence of the emergence of complex polities 
in the Indus Valley which had direct access to 
the rich carnelian deposits of the Gujarat re-
gion of north-western India (Roux 2000). The 
raw material extracted there was used to pro-
duce technically complex and highly distinc-
tive adornment elements which were exported 
in significant numbers to Mesopotamia and 
beyond (Inizan 1999; 2000; Debrabant 2016: 
203-7). 

While there are certainly other, minor 
sources of carnelian in Western Asia (Inizan 
1999: fig. 1; Brunet 2009; Debrabant 2016: 
236-45), both the typology of the objects 
themselves (Reade 1979; Inizan 1999; 2000) 
and the analysis of the techniques used in their 
production (Matarasso & Roux 2000; Roux 
2000; Debrabant 2016) are highly distinctive 
and point to an origin in the Indus area.

However, with the demise of the Indus Val-
ley polities, the predominance of Indian car-
nelian gives place in the second millennium 
to a more complex panorama, in which other 
sources for this prized semi-precious stone 
played a critical role, such as those located in 
the Caucasus (Brunet 2009; Debrabant 2016), 
but especially those accessible through the 
Nile Valley.

The use of carnelian in Egypt, which is also 
attested since very early, Predynastic times 
(Xia 2014), does in fact experience a signifi-
cant increase during this time, fuelled by the 
exploration of the sources for this raw material 
available in the Western Desert, and especially 

in Nubia (Harrell & Storemyr 2009: 51) after it 
came under Egyptian control. The increase in 
popularity of carnelian during the New King-
dom is in fact well documented (Xia 2014: 
118), as is its symbolic significance (Aufrère 
1991: 554-6).

1.2. Phytomorphic carnelian pendants: 
definition, typology, and iconography

Among many other elements –jewellery, adorn-
ments, amulets, etc.– which began to be pro-
duced in this material at this time, one specific 
type of pendant stands out for its characteristic, 
albeit somewhat ambiguous iconography (cf. 
infra), and for the widespread distribution it 
achieved beyond the borders of Egypt (Fig. 1). 

These pendants have a characteristic shape, 
with a base roughly trapezoidal in section and 
a rounded body topped by an elongated stem-
like appendage transversally perforated for 
suspension. They have usually been recog-
nized as direct or indirect representations of a 
floral element, although the exact identification 
of that element has been the subject of some 
debate (cf. infra). Two variants have been rec-
ognized among the known material, compris-
ing, on the one hand, rounded, tri-dimension-
al pieces (naturgetraue Variante) (e.g., Fig. 2 
and 3, n. 2), and, on the other, pieces with flat 
backs or, more rarely, bi-dimensional (stilisi-
erte Variante) (e.g., Fig. 2 and 3, nn. 1, 3, 4, 
etc.) (Müller-Winkler 1987: 277).

First individualized by H. Beck and included 
in his Group XXVI as Type B.3.d (Beck 1928: 
28-9), these pendants have since been listed in 
most typologies for pendants and amulets, both 
in Egypt and beyond. They correspond to C. 
Müller-Winkler’s Type M102 (Müller-Winkler 
1987: 277-80 and Taf. XXVI), to P. McGov-
ern’s Type IV.F.5.a-b (McGovern 1985: 47-8 
and Pl. 11), to A. Golani’s Type II.4 pendants 
(Golani 2013: 165-6 and fig. 23), to H. Ben Ba-
sat’s Type 1.H (Ben Basat 2011: 149-50) and to 
I. Mataresi’s Type PD8 (Matarese et al. 2015: 
127-8 and fig. 10).

As mentioned above, there has been some 
disagreement among researchers regarding the 
identification of the specific element represent-
ed in these pendants. H. Beck used the rather 
ambiguous designation “lotus seed-vessel pen-
dant” (Beck 1928: 28-9), which was retained 
by P. McGovern, who furthermore claimed 
that this identification was fairly consensual 
(McGovern 1985: 47).
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However, a bibliographic overview suggests 
that was not the case, and that the arguments of 
R. Merrillees (1962: 291-2) against the idea that 
these pendants are in any way related to lotus 
capsules (Lotus sp.) carried significant weight, 
as did his hypothesis that they instead repre-
sented the capsules of opium poppies (Papaver 
somniferum), which was retained until much 
later, namely in the works of C. Herrmann 
(1985: 128-31; 2006: 231-3), who only recently 
changed his view and now classifies these pen-
dants as representations of pomegranates (Puni-
ca granatum) (Herrmann 2016: 253-62).

Within Egyptological literature, recent 
works seem however to favour the identifica-
tion of these pendants as representations of 
cornflowers (Centaurea depressa), which had 
already been suggested by C. Müller-Winkler 
(1987: 277-80). This is an exotic plant, indige-
nous to the Levant but not to Egypt, where it 
seems to have been introduced as an ornamen-
tal garden flower during the early 18th Dynasty 
(Hepper 1990: 14). In recent years, J. Phillips, 
among others, has retained the identification of 
these pieces as “cornflower beads” (Phillips 
2003; 2008: 140-5).

Figure 1 – Distribution of phytomorphic carnelian pendants in the Eastern and Central Mediterranean 
(excluding Egypt). Cartographic base: d-maps.com. 

This being said, the latter author has also 
very perceptively pointed out that these pen-
dants, produced in various raw materials of 
different colours, more likely represent dif-
ferent floral species (Phillips 2003: 546), and 
suggests that carnelian examples might repre-
sent corn poppies (Papaver rhoeas) (Phillips 
2008: 145; cf. Ben Basat 2011: 84), yet anoth-
er prized flower in Ancient Egyptian gardens 
(Hepper 1990: 16).

While this last hypothesis seems, at pres-
ent, the most compelling one, the truth is that 
the very schematic nature of the representa-
tion, coupled with the ambiguity generated by 
changing interpretations throughout the histo-
ry of research, does not recommend a definite 
identification of the motif represented in these 
pendants, and certainly not in a work dealing 

with examples that have travelled quite far and 
likely crossed several cultural borders, and 
which may have been resignified in the pro-
cess. A conscious choice has therefore been 
made here to designate these pieces using the 
more general label “phytomorphic pendants”.

1.3. Origin and diffusion of phytomorphic 
carnelian pendants, from Egypt to the Far 
West

This type of pendants first appears in Egypt in 
mid-18th Dynasty contexts dated to the reign of 
Tuthmose III or, at the latest, of Tuthmose IV 
(Phillips 2003: 546-7), but they do not seem 
to become popular until the later Amarna Peri-
od, in which they were widely appreciated and 
produced in large amounts, both in carnelian 
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and in other materials, namely faïence (Phil-
lips 2003: 546-7; 2008: 141). Their popularity 
extended throughout the later New Kingdom, 
and while they seem to have become less com-
mon after the end of the 19th Dynasty, their use 
seems to be well documented until the Late Pe-
riod (Phillips 2003: 547). 

Due to the political and economic projection 
of Egypt in the Levant and the Eastern Med-
iterranean during the New Kingdom (van de 
Mieroop 2007), this type of pendants became 
relatively widespread beyond the Nile Valley 
during the Late Bronze Age (Fig. 1). In the Le-
vant, carnelian examples first appear during the 
Late Bronze Age (LBA) IIA (ca. 1400 – 1300), 
namely in Megiddo (McGovern 1985: 120, 
n.144) and possibly in Tell Beit Mirsim (Golani 
2004: Fig. 4.1, n.7), shortly after they became 
fashionable in Egypt itself.

However, these pendants only become rel-
atively common in the area during the LBA 
IIB (ca. 1300 – 1200), when they come to be 
comparatively widespread, with well-doc-
umented examples in Megiddo (McGovern 
1985: 120-1, nn.144, 155-7), Beth Shean (id.: 
120, nn.143, 147-50; Golani 2009: 620-1), 
Beth Shemesh (McGovern 1985: 120, n.151), 
Lachish (id.: 120, n.152), Tell es-Sa’idiyeh 
(Tubb 1988: fig. 48b), Tell el-Far’ah South 
(Herrmann 2016: 258, nn.925-53) and Ekron 
(Herrmann 2006: 232, n.459). Other examples 
can only be generally dated to the LBA II, such 
as the pieces from Tell Jemmeh (Golani 2014: 
904) and Tell Abu Hawām (Hamilton 1935: Pl. 
XXV/395/h).

Slightly later examples, from the end of the 
LBA or the beginning of the Iron Age (IA), 
are documented in Beth Shean (Herrmann 
2016: 255, nn.683-9), Beth Shemesh (id.: 
256, nn.692-714), Deir el-Balah (id.: 256-7, 
nn.715-905), Tell el-Far’ah South (id.: 258, 
nn.906-24), Timna (McGovern 1985: 57, note 
47) and, further inland, in Syria, in the necrop-
olis of Mari (Caubet & Yon 2006: Fig. 1). Yet 
another example that can only be attributed to 
a very wide chronological bracket, covering 
the LBA and IA I, was retrieved in Gezer (Ma-
calister 1912: fig. 289, n.31).

While there is a clear decrease in the num-
ber of these pendants during the IA, their per-
centual representativeness in the bead/pendant 
assemblages seems to remain stable during 
this period, at least in the southern Levant (Ben 
Basat 2011: 167). Examples dating specifically 
from IA IA (ca. 1200 – 1150) were retrieved 

in Ashkelon (Herrmann 2006: 231, nn.453-4), 
Megiddo (Herrmann 2016: 259, nn.957-64), 
and possibly in Tell Miqne – Ekron (Golani 
2016: 484; Herrmann 2016: 232-3, nn.460, 
462). Examples from Mesopotamia, namely 
from Babylon, dated to the end of the Kassite 
period (Reuther 1926: Pl. 58, n.50), could also 
fall within this chronological interval.

Several more examples can be dated to the 
IA IB (ca. 1150 – 1000), a period in which 
phytomorphic pendants are present in Megid-
do (Herrmann 2016: 260-1, nn.1001-2, 1005), 
Tel Dor (Ben Basat 2011: 70-1), Ashdod (Go-
lani & Ben Shlomo 2005: 250, fig. 4.1, n.7) 
and Tell Miqne – Ekron (Herrmann 2006: 232-
3, n.463). Some examples from Beth Shean 
(Herrmann 2016: 259, nn.965-96), Tell Rehov 
and possibly Tell es-Safi (Ben Basat 2011: Ta-
ble 7.37) can only be generically dated to the 
IA I period, while at least one piece from Tel 
Dor dates from a transitional horizon between 
the IA I and II (Ben Basat 2011: 70-1).

While some authors have argued that these 
pendants become merely residual during the 
IA II (ca. 1000 – 586) (McGovern 1985: 48), 
recent work suggests that the number of pieces 
dating from this phase is far from insignificant 
(Golani 2013: 165-6). Carnelian phytomorphic 
pendants have in fact been found in IA II con-
texts in Beth Shemesh, in a 10th century con-
text, in Beth Shean, in contexts ranging from 
the 10th to the 8th century, in Akhziv, in con-
texts dating from the 10th to the 7th century, in 
Megiddo, in Strata equally dated between the 
10th and the 7th centuries, in Lachish, in an 8th 
century burial cave, in Ashqelon, in a 7th cen-
tury horizon, and in Kadesh Barnea, in layers 
dating between the 7th and as late as the 4th cen-
tury (ibid., with bibliography).

Further Levantine examples, albeit without 
clear context, could also be mentioned here, 
such as two examples from Israel recently 
published by C. Herrmann (2016: 258, nn.954-
5), or one unstratified piece from Gözlü Kule, 
in Cilicia (Goldman 1956, fig. 422/201).

In the Levant, phytomorphic carnelian 
pendants can therefore be said to have had a 
relatively long period of use and circulation, 
and perhaps even of production (cf. Ben Basat 
2011: 186), a fact that has significant implica-
tions for the study and interpretation of their 
diffusion throughout the Mediterranean Basin, 
as shall be noted later.

The diffusion of this very characteristic 
type of pendant was not, however, restricted to 
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the Near East. During the LBA they became in 
fact relatively widespread in the Eastern Med-
iterranean, with significant concentrations in 
Cyprus, Crete, and the Aegean. 

The island of Cyprus, in particular, has 
yielded a significant number of pieces, and has 
been considered as a possible distribution cen-
tre for this type of pendants (Matarese et al. 
2015: 132). Examples from the island include 
the finds from a LC IIC (ca. 1300 – 1200) 
tomb in the necropolis of Kition, from proba-
ble LC IIIA (ca. 1200 – 1100) contexts in Hala 
Sultan Tekke, from an advanced LC IIIB (ca. 
1100 – 1050) tomb in the necropolis of Kalor-
iziki, from a context in the acropolis of Idalion 
generically dated in the LC III, and from sev-
eral contexts in Enkomi roughly contemporary 
with the ones mentioned before (id.: 127, with 
bibliography; cf. Phillips 2003: 547). 

Yet another significant concentration of 
phytomorphic carnelian pendants can be found 
in Crete. The examples from the island have 
been well studied in recent years by J. Phil-
lips, who rightly classifies them as aegyptiaca 
(Phillips 2008: 140-5; cf. Phillips 2003). Sev-
eral carnelian examples dating from the LM 
IIIA (ca. 1400 – 1300) and later are known, 
namely the pieces from the necropolis of 
Episkopi (LM IIIA-B) and Khamaizi Phatsi 
(Sub-Minoan to Protogeometric), to which can 
be added a much later example found in the 
dumps of the Demeter Sanctuary in Knossos, 
in a context dated between the 5th century and 
the 2nd century CE; other examples without 
clear contexts have been found in the Dikte 
Cave (ibid.).

Further north, this type of pendant is also 
well attested in the Aegean, namely in Rhodes, 
in early/ middle LH IIIC (ca. 1200 – 1100) 
tombs in the necropolis of Ialysos and Pylona, 
in Kos, in an early LH IIIC (ca. 1200 – 1150) 
tomb in the necropolis of Langada, as well as 
in Naxos, in a tomb dating from the end of the 

LH IIIC (ca. 1100 – 1050) from the necropolis 
of Kamini (Matarese et al. 2015: 127 and 143-
4, with bibliography). 

Occurrences in mainland Greece are less 
common, but significant examples can none-
theless be mentioned from the necropolis of 
Perati, in Attica, where several carnelian phy-
tomorphic pendants were retrieved in tombs 
dating from the LH IIIC, and from a tholos 
tomb in Traghana-Vighlitsa, Messenia, unfor-
tunately from a secondary context (ibid., with 
bibliography; cf. Phillips 2008: 144).

As J. Phillips has noted, the frequency of 
occurrence for these pendants decreases as 
distance from Egypt increases, so it is not sur-
prising that such elements are much rarer in 
the Central Mediterranean, at least for the time 
being. In fact, the only known examples were 
found in the necropolis of Piazza Monfalcone, 
in the Aeolian island of Lipari, dated from the 
Late Bronze Age 1-2 (Ausonio II horizon) (11th 
– 9th century) (Matarese et al. 2015: 127-8).

This being said, several carnelian pendants 
clearly belonging to the type in question have 
been found further west, in the southern Iberi-
an Peninsula (and also in Ibiza) (Fig. 2-4). The 
significance of these pieces was first highlight-
ed with the publication of a special dossier 
coordinated by J. C. Martín de la Cruz (2004; 
also, Martín de la Cruz et al. 2005), in which 
examples from four sites were published.

These studies were set against the wider 
backdrop of research on the material evidence 
of contacts between the south of the Iberian 
Peninsula and the Eastern Mediterranean dur-
ing the Bronze Age, stemming from the dis-
covery of the Mycenaean pottery of Llanete de 
los Moros, Córdoba (Martín de la Cruz 1988; 
cf. Ruiz-Gálvez Priego 2009) and of sever-
al more examples of wheel-made pottery of 
unknown origin in Late Bronze Age contexts 
(Martín de la Cruz 2008, with bibliography).
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Figure 2 – Inventory and basic characteristics of the phytomorphic carnelian pendants found in the Iberi-
an Peninsula (NA = not available).

In fact, since the publication of the afore-
mentioned examples, these carnelian pendants 
have become part and parcel of the discussion 
around the contested concept of “Precoloni-
zation” and the general dynamics of contact 
between the Iberian Peninsula and the Medi-
terranean during the late second and early first 
millennia, having received considerable at-
tention in several contributions to a landmark 
volume on the subject (Torres Ortiz 2008: 
77-8; López Castro 2008: 276; Martín de la 
Cruz 2008: 294-5; Escacena 2008: 312-4), as 
well as in more recent academic works (Gomá 
Rodríguez 2018: 211).

In the meanwhile, however, new finds, in 
Ibiza, Andalusia and especially in southern 
Portugal have considerably enlarged the cor-
pus of known phytomorphic carnelian pen-
dants in the Far West, while also widening 
their geographical and, quite significantly, 
their chronological distribution. In light of 
this fact, but also of the more detailed picture 
currently available for their diffusion in the 
Eastern Mediterranean, it seems appropriate to 

revisit these pendants and to reconsider their 
significance for the reconstruction of patterns 
of intercultural contact and trade during the 
Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages.

2. Phytomorphic carnelian pendants in the 
Iberian Peninsula: distribution, chronology, 
and uses

2.1. The corpus: phytomorphic carnelian 
pendants in the Far West

The studies included in the pioneering dossi-
er mentioned above presented a total of four 
pendants, from Los Castillejos de la Granjuela 
(Córdoba) (Vera Rodríguez 2004; Martín de la 
Cruz et al. 2005), Cabezo de Córdoba (Cór-
doba) (Sánchez Romero & Martín de la Cruz 
2004), Sierra de San Cristóbal (Cádiz) (Ruiz 
Mata et al. 2004) and Pocito Chico (Cádiz) 
(Ruiz Gil & López Amador 2004). All of these 
finds were tentatively attributed to the Late 
Bronze Age and set within the framework of 
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Mediterranean contacts between the Iberian 
Peninsula and the Eastern Mediterranean still 
during the late 2nd millennium (Martín de la 
Cruz 2004; Martín de la Cruz 2008: 295).

Since then, however, the number of known 
examples has grown exponentially, with new 
finds in both Andalusia (Torres Ortiz 2013; 
Marzoli et al. 2014: 173-6) and southern Por-
tugal (Cardoso & Gradim 2006: 213, figs. 15-
6; Gonçalves et al. 2011; Mataloto 2012: fig. 
23; Arruda et al. 2017: 209, fig. 6; Soares et al. 
2017: 281 e fig. 11; Estrela 2019: 199-200, fig. 
5; cf. Gomes 2018), elevating the total num-
ber of phytomorphic carnelian pendants in the 
Iberian Peninsula to 17, to which one example 
from Ibiza (Fernández & Mezquida 2011: Fig. 
2, n.3) can be added (Fig. 2).

The finds from southern Portugal are par-
ticularly significant, not only because they 
widen the geographic distribution of these 
pieces further into the Atlantic Far West, but 
especially due to the fact that they broaden the 
chronological framework for their distribution, 
as many of the Portuguese examples retrieved 
from well characterized contexts can be dated 
securely in the Early Iron Age (cf. infra), forc-
ing us to re-evaluate the chronological attribu-
tion of some of the earlier finds.

At the current state of research, the oldest 
example of this type of carnelian pendants in 
Iberia seems to be the piece from the settle-
ment of Sierra de San Cristóbal, which is said 
to have been retrieved in a Late Bronze Age 
context (Ruiz Mata et al. 2004) (Fig. 3, n.1). 
The information currently available about this 
occupation suggests it predates the establish-
ment of any intense contacts with the Phoeni-
cians who would eventually settle in the nearby 
site of Castillo de Doña Blanca (Ruiz Mata & 
Pérez 1995), as no wheel-made pottery was re-
trieved (Ruiz Mata et al. 2004: 11). The nature 
of the local, hand-made wares suggests the site 
dates to an advanced stage of the regional Late 
Bronze Age, well within the first millennium, 
and possibly as late as the 9th century (Ruiz 
Mata & Pérez 1995: 52).

Yet another occurrence which seems to date 
back to the Late Bronze Age has been docu-
mented in the Portuguese site of Monte do Ou-
teiro 2 (Reguengos de Monsaraz) (Mataloto 
2012: 207, fig. 23; see also Calado et al. 2007: 
138-40) (Fig. 3, n.2). While the exact chronol-
ogy of this small and open rural settlement has 
not been ascertained, it has been attributed to a 
horizon close to the end of the regional Bronze 

Age (Mataloto 2012: 207) and could tentative-
ly be considered roughly contemporary with 
the previous example.

Other pieces which have previously been 
attributed to the Late Bronze Age should be re-
considered in the light of the broader chronol-
ogy of phytomorphic carnelian pendants cur-
rently documented both in the Levant and in 
the Iberian Peninsula (cf. infra). Among these, 
the examples from the Córdoba province de-
serve special attention due to their historio-
graphical significance.

The pendant from Los Castillejos de la 
Granjuela (Fig. 3, n.3), which received special 
attention in early studies on this type of pieces 
(Vera Rodríguez 2004; Martín de la Cruz et al. 
2005), poses some interpretive difficulties. Not 
only is it a surface find, but the remaining ma-
terial retrieved during surface surveys seems 
to relate exclusively to a very early occupa-
tion, dating to the Chalcolithic/ Early Bronze 
Age (Vera Rodríguez 1999: 710-20; 2004). 
Thus far the hypotheses put forward to explain 
the apparent chronological incongruence be-
tween the carnelian pendant and the remaining 
assemblage seem somewhat unsatisfactory. 

On the one hand, it has been suggested that 
the apparent absence of later Bronze Age ma-
terial could be the result of an archaizing ten-
dency, in which material culture of Chalcolith-
ic/ Early Bronze Age tradition endured until 
the later second millennium (Martín de la Cruz 
et al. 2005: 508). However, as the material cul-
ture of the regional Late Bronze Age becomes 
better known (cf. Garrido Anguita 2017), this 
hypothesis seems increasingly unlikely.

Another suggestion, put forward by J. L. 
Escacena, entailed attributing the carnelian 
pendant to the early second millennium (Esca-
cena 2008: 313-4). However, and while there 
certainly is significant evidence of the arrival 
of Mediterranean prestige goods to Iberia in 
Prehistory, it has already been pointed out that 
the specific type of carnelian pendant in ques-
tion does not appear in Egypt itself before the 
mid-2nd millennium. There is furthermore no 
evidence for its distribution beyond the Nile 
Valley until the 14th century, so an earlier chro-
nology for any of the Iberian examples seems 
untenable.

In face of these considerations, and of the 
lack of stratigraphic data to reconstruct the 
occupation sequence of Los Castillejos, the 
chronology and cultural setting of the carnel-
ian pendant found in this site cannot be ascer-

CUARTAS-Complutum32(1).indd   35CUARTAS-Complutum32(1).indd   35 9/7/21   18:459/7/21   18:45



36 Gomes, Francisco B. Complutum. 32(1) 2021: 29-47

tained with any degree of clarity, so its signifi-
cance for the overall discussion of this class of 
adornment elements is only relative.

As for the piece from Cabezo de Córdoba 
(Sánchez Romero & Martín de la Cruz 2004) 
(Fig. 3, n.4), also a surface find, it poses differ-
ent problems. In fact, the remainder of the ma-
terial assemblage retrieved in this site reveals 
a long period of occupation, from the Chalco-
lithic to the Roman Period (id.: 9, fig. 5). 

A specific mention is made to examples of 
“Carambolo style” painted wares, the chronol-
ogy of which is currently debated (cf. Casado 
Ariza 2015) but which could either date from 
the Late Bronze Age or from the beginning 
of the Early Iron Age, as well as to (presum-
ably Early Iron Age) grey wares and painted 
wares attributed to the Late Iron Age (Sánchez 
Romero & Martín de la Cruz 2004). Given 
the broad chronology of the surface material 
assemblage retrieved in this site, the specific 
chronology of the pendant cannot be estab-
lished with certainty.

The more recent finds from the settlement 
of Villa Vieja (Málaga) (Marzoli et al. 2014: 
173-6, Abb. 5) (Fig. 3, nn.5-6) pose a similar 
challenge. This site, which has yielded two fur-
ther carnelian pendants of the type discussed 
here, is also known from surface surveys only. 
During these surveys, remains of two distinct 
periods of occupation have been identified: the 
first has been dated to the Late Bronze Age, 
perhaps to an advanced moment within that pe-
riod; the site then seems to be reoccupied from 
the 7th/ 6th century on (Suárez Padilla 2018: 84-
90), after a perceived hiatus corresponding to 
the beginning of the Iron Age.

Based on the previously known parallels, 
the carnelian pendants from Villa Vieja have 
been associated with the earlier occupation 
of the site (Marzoli et al. 2014: 173; Suárez 
Padilla 2018: 90). This is a plausible hypothe-
sis, since, as commented above, examples are 
known in southern Iberia dating to the Late 
Bronze Age. However, with the current avail-
able data, the hypothesis that these pendants 
belong to the later phase of the site cannot be 
dismissed either (cf. infra). In the absence of 
contextual coordinates for these pieces, their 

specific chronology cannot therefore be clearly 
established.

The pendant from Pocito Chico (Ruiz Gil 
& López Amador 2004) (Fig. 3, n.7) offers a 
somewhat clearer picture. In fact, and while 
a very early date for the Late Bronze Age 
hut documented in this site, and specifically 
for the pendant retrieved therewithin, has on 
occasion been suggested (Ruiz Gil & López 
Amador 2001: 155), the general consensus 
is that this structure dates from a transitional 
phase between the Late Bronze and the Early 
Iron Ages, or from an early stage of the latter, 
possibly dating from the late 9th or the early 
8th century (cf. Torres Ortiz 2008: 77-8; Gomá 
Rodríguez 2018: 211).

Two other pendants retrieved in Mesas de 
Asta, also in Cádiz, have not yet been ful-
ly published (Torres 2013). According to M. 
Torres Ortiz (2013: 2), one of these pieces was 
retrieved in the settlement during the 1942 ex-
cavation campaign (cf. Esteve Guerrero 1945) 
while the other was recovered during intensive 
survey work in the associated necropolis (cf. 
González Rodríguez et al. 1995: 217-20). Both 
appear to belong to a chronological and cul-
tural horizon similar to that of the piece from 
Pocito Chico (Torres Ortiz 2013; cf. Gomá 
Rodríguez 2018: 211). The Archaeological 
Museum of Jérez de la Frontera also houses a 
third piece of the same type, unfortunately of 
unknown provenance (Torres Ortiz 2013: 2).

On the subject of phytomorphic carnelian 
pendants attributed to the Late Bronze Age, 
a final note must be added with regard to the 
Portuguese example from Salsa 3 (Serpa) 
(Gonçalves et al. 2011). In a previous work 
(Gomes 2018: 61) this piece was mistakenly 
associated with the Late Bronze Age occupa-
tion of the site (cf. Deus et al. 2009). More re-
cently, however, it has been confirmed that the 
context in which the pendant was found dates 
in fact from the 6th-5th centuries (Estrela 2019: 
200; cf. Antunes et al. 2017: 171-3), and can 
thus be related to the later, Early Iron Age oc-
cupation of the same area (cf. Antunes et al. 
2017: 171-5). This piece is therefore contem-
porary with several others which have recently 
come to light in the region (cf. infra).
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Figure 3 – Phytomorphic carnelian pendants found in the Iberian Peninsula: 1. Sierra de San Cristóbal 
(after Martín de la Cruz 2004); 2. Monte do Outeiro (after Mataloto 2012, adapted); 3. Los Castillejos 

de la Granjuela and 4. Cabezo de Córdoba (after Martín de la Cruz 2004); 5-6. Villa Vieja (after Marzoli 
et al. 2014); 7. Pocito Chico (after Martín de la Cruz 2004); 8. Vinha das Caliças 4 (after Arruda et al. 
2017); 9. Monte do Bolor 1-2 (after Soares et al. 2017); 10. Cabeço da Vaca (after Cardoso & Gradim 

2006); 11. Tesoro de Ébora (after Mata Carriazo 1973); 12. Puig des Molins (after Fernández & Mezquida 
2011); 13. Mesas do Castelinho (after Estrela 2019); 14. Torre d’Ares (photo by C. Pereira, kindly provid-

ed by the author).

The development of archaeological re-
search in southern Portugal in the past few 
years, fuelled by the major preventive work 
surrounding the construction of the Alqueva 
dam and its associated irrigation system, has 
in fact resulted in the identification of sever-
al other examples of carnelian pendants of the 
type discussed here. These works were namely 
responsible for the find of two other phyto-
morphic pendants, in this case retrieved in the 
Early Iron Age necropolis of Vinha das Caliças 
4 (Arruda et al. 2017: 209, fig. 6; cf. Gomes 
2014: fig. 3) (Fig. 3, n.8) and Monte do Bolor 
1-2 (Soares et al. 2017: 281 e fig. 11) (Fig. 3, 
n.9), both in Beja. 

In the former site the pendant in question 
was retrieved in Tomb 48, which housed a rich 
female burial; this well-preserved context can 
be securely dated to the second half of the 6th 
century (Arruda et al. 2017). As for the pen-
dant from the latter site, it was found in Tomb 
UE 5638, which contained the disturbed burial 
of an adult individual (Soares et al. 2017: 280-
1). The necropolis of Monte do Bolor 1-2 can 
also be dated in the 6th century (id.: 292).

To these two examples from inner Alentejo 
can also be added a somewhat less clear find 
from the Early Iron Age necropolis of Ca-
beço da Vaca (Alcoutim) (Cardoso & Gradim 
2006). From Tomb 1 of this cist necropolis 
in the Eastern Algarve region comes in fact a 
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carnelian pendant (Fig. 3, n.10) whose gener-
al features are clearly reminiscent of the type 
under discussion, although its proportions and 
workmanship seem much less accomplished 
than those of the remaining examples list-
ed above (id.: 213, figs. 15-6). Whether this 
is a lower quality product, or even perhaps a 
broken and locally “repaired” or refashioned 
piece of the type in question, this specimen can 
nonetheless be tentatively included in the list 
of phytomorphic carnelian pendants.

While some finds in the necropolis, name-
ly a few ceramic vessels, seem to point to an 
older, Early/ Middle Bronze Age occupation of 
the site (Cardoso & Gradim 2006: 221), there 
is little doubt that the necropolis of Cabeço 
da Vaca 1 can be globally dated to the 6th-5th 
centuries (id: 222) and that the carnelian piece 
relates to this later, Iron Age occupation. The 
piece under discussion could therefore be con-
sidered roughly contemporary with its coun-
terparts from Vinha das Caliças 4 and Monte 
do Bolor 1-2.

On the other hand, it must me mentioned 
that these new Portuguese finds shed a new 
light on another pendant which has long been 
known but remained more or less isolated un-
til now. Known since the 1970s, the carnelian 
pendant from the Ébora Treasure (Cádiz) (Mata 
Carriazo 1970: Lám. I; 1973: 354-5, figs. 261-
2) (Fig. 3, n.11), which in light of the associ-
ated jewellery assemblage can be dated to the 
late 6th – early 5th centuries (cf. Nicolini 1991: 
214-25; Torres Ortiz 2002: 239-41; 2008: 78), 
can now be usefully confronted with the exam-
ples from southern Portugal, thus representing 
a further indication of the long period of use of 
this type of adornment elements.

While not strictly hailing from the Iberian 
Peninsula, another example found in the ne-
cropolis of Puig des Molins in Ibiza (Fernán-
dez & Mezquida 2010: Fig. 2, n.3) (Fig. 3, 
n.12) must also be mentioned here. This piece 
was part of an archaic burial dated to the late 
7th century (id.) which also contained an Egyp-
tian-type scarab (id.: Fig. 2, n.5). Together 
with the material from southwestern Iberia 
mentioned above, this piece confirms that 
these pendants kept circulating well into the 
1st millennium, while highlighting the role of 
Phoenician trade in their diffusion during this 
period.

To close this overview of the Iberian phy-
tomorphic carnelian pendants, a mention must 
be made here to two further Portuguese finds. 

These two pieces undoubtedly fit into the type 
discussed in this contribution, but were found 
in much later, Roman contexts, thus posing 
significant but very interesting problems of 
their own. 

The first comes from the settlement of 
Mesas do Castelinho (Almodôvar), in inner 
Alentejo, a site occupied from the Late Iron 
Age until well into the Early Roman Empire 
(cf. Estrela 2010). The pendant in question 
(Estrela 2019: 199-200, fig. 5) (Fig. 3, n.13) 
was itself retrieved in a context dated to the 
first half of the 1st century CE (id.: 199).

The presence of this pendant in such a late 
context could be interpreted in different ways. 
It would not be farfetched, for instance, to 
think that this piece is in fact in a secondary 
context, having originally come from deposits 
dating to the earliest phases of the settlement 
disturbed during the Roman period. This could 
make it only slightly later than the Early Iron 
Age examples mentioned above. 

On the other hand, it is tempting to con-
sider the alternative view that this piece may 
have been an heirloom (cf. Lillios 1999) or a 
keimêlia (cf. Reiterman 2016), preserved and 
transmitted through several generations until 
it was finally lost or abandoned in the Roman 
period; however, and while possible, this hy-
pothesis remains entirely speculative.

Finally, as S. Estrela has rightly pointed out, 
the find from Mesas do Castelinho sheds new 
light on a much older discovery, namely that 
of yet another phytomorphic carnelian pendant 
retrieved in the area of Torre d’Ares (Tavira) in 
the 19th century by S. Estácio da Veiga (1891: 
260, Est. XXVIII, n.10) (Fig. 3, n.14). This 
piece has recently been republished (Pereira 
2018: 196, fig. 81, n. 4) as part of an in-depth 
study of the finds from this area, which can 
now confidently be identified as part of the 
northern necropolis of the roman city of Balsa 
(id.: 96-257), used between the 1st and the 5th 
centuries CE but especially during the 1st-2nd 
centuries CE (Pereira 2018: Quadro 1).

Given the concomitant testimonies of these 
two pieces, which could be roughly contempo-
rary, the hypothesis put forward by S. Estrela 
(2019: 200) that these pendants actually date 
from the Roman period cannot be readily dis-
missed either. This being said, one important 
argument against this very late dating for these 
pendants is the apparent absence of parallels 
for their production and use anywhere else be-
yond the Iron Age. 
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While this could change with new finds or 
further research, this fact, such as it is, seems 
to weigh the balance towards other, more com-
plex, and perhaps more interesting explana-
tions, either related to the transmission through 
time of valued heirlooms or keimêlia (cf. su-
pra) or, alternatively, to the retrieval and social 
valorisation of archaica dispersed through the 
landscape. 

2.2. The chronology, distribution, and uses 
of phytomorphic carnelian pendants in 
Iberia: Comments on the corpus

As can be gauged from the inventory present-
ed in the previous pages, the corpus of phyto-
morphic carnelian pendants in the Iberian Pen-
insula as it stands today reveals a somewhat 
more complex panorama than that which was 
previously available. Three major aspects can 
be highlighted with regard to that panorama, 
namely the somewhat different chronological 
setting to which these pieces can now be at-
tributed, their much wider geographical distri-
bution, and the emergence of significant trends 
with regard to the functional nature of their 
find contexts.

With regard to the first aspect, it is worth 
noting that, at the current stage of our knowl-
edge, there is little internal evidence to support 
a high chronology for the carnelian pendants so 
far documented in the Iberian Peninsula. While 
external parallels did lend credence to the idea 
that these pieces arrived in the Far West through 
Mycenaean, Sub-Mycenaean or Cypriote trade 
routes and contacts during the late 2nd millenni-
um (Martín de la Cruz 2004; 2008: 295; Martín 
de la Cruz et al. 2005: 508), their find contexts 
do not seem to support this view.

In fact, as commented above, the earlier 
examples so far documented can indeed be at-
tributed to the Late Bronze Age (Sierra de San 
Cristóbal, Monte do Outeiro) but, apparently, 
to a late stage of that period, in the early 1st mil-
lennium, perhaps shortly predating the estab-
lishment of permanent Phoenician settlements. 
Still other examples can actually be dated to a 
Late Bronze/ Early Iron Age transitional phase 
or to the beginning of the “Orientalizing” peri-
od (Pocito Chico, Mesas de Asta), being asso-
ciated with the first material evidence of direct 
Phoenician trade and influence.

Very significantly, however, recent finds in 
Ibiza (Puig des Molins) and especially Portu-
gal (Vinha das Caliças 4, Monte do Bolor 1-2, 

Salsa 3, Cabeço da Vaca) have consistently 
demonstrated that, whether in continuity with 
the earlier finds or as part of a “revival” in pop-
ularity, these pendants were still circulating 
and being used between the 7th and the 6th, or 
perhaps the 5th centuries, thus offering a new 
context for older finds dating within the same 
chronological bracket (Ébora Treasure). 

While it is entirely possible that these later 
examples are in fact prized possessions, which 
have been transmitted through several genera-
tions, thus having considerably long periods of 
use which could stem back to the Late Bronze 
Age (Marzoli et al. 2014: 178; Suárez Padil-
la 2018: 90), it should once again be noted 
that no such explanatory framework is strictly 
necessary in this case. In fact, and while the 
distribution of phytomorphic carnelian pen-
dants throughout the Mediterranean in the first 
millennium remains poorly known (however, 
cf. Fernández & Mezquida 2011), their pres-
ence in significant quantities in Egypt itself 
(Phillips 2003: 457) and especially in the Le-
vant (Golani 2013: 165-6) until at least the 7th 
century is well attested and could be directly 
linked to the arrival of these pieces in the West 
through Phoenician trade.

This being said, the presence of two such 
pendants in Roman contexts in the Portuguese 
territory (Mesas do Castelinho, Torre d’Ares) 
is harder to explain with the data currently 
available and could in fact point towards an 
interpretation as heirlooms, keimêlia or archa-
ica, much older in date but either preserved or 
retrieved at this later time.

Finally, it must be stressed that the widen-
ing chronological span of these pendants now 
raises some reservations regarding the spe-
cific date and cultural setting of some of the 
known examples found on the surface of mul-
ti-phase sites (Cabezo de Córdoba, Villa Vieja, 
and possibly Los Castillejos de la Granjuela), 
as prudence recommends that these pieces no 
longer be automatically ascribed to older, Late 
Bronze Age horizons, rather than later, Iron 
Age ones.

Regarding the second significant aspect of 
this corpus, that of geographical distribution 
(Fig. 4), the inventory presented here reinforc-
es some of the trends already noted in previous 
works, namely the key role of the Bay of Cádiz 
and its hinterland as a possible reception and 
redistribution centre for these pendants, which 
is not surprising due to the importance of the 
Phoenician settlements in the area (Ruiz Mata 
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& Pérez Pérez 1995; Botto 2014), and the sig-
nificance of the Guadalquivir River as a path-

way for their diffusion further inland, into the 
Córdoba region.

Figure 4 – Distribution of phytomorphic carnelian pendants in the Iberian Peninsula: 1. Puig des Molins; 
2. Villa Vieja; 3. Sierra de San Cristóbal; 4. Pocito Chico; 5. Mesas de Asta; 6. Ébora; 7. Los Castillejos 
de la Granjuela; 8. Cabezo de Córdoba; 9. Cabeço da Vaca; 10. Torre d’Ares; 11. Mesas do Castelinho; 
12. Vinha das Caliças 4; 13. Monte do Bolor 1-2; 14. Salsa 3; 15. Monte do Outeiro. Cartographic base: 

Trabajos de Prehistoria – CSIC.

More recent finds have however signalled 
new axes of distribution, both to the East, 
through the Guadiaro River and in close rela-
tion to the well-known Phoenician settlements 
of the Málaga coast (cf. Marzoli et al. 2014), 
and to the West, where the Guadiana River has 
emerged as a major pathway allowing the dif-
fusion of these pendants to the inner Alentejo 
area, apparently from the Late Bronze Age to 
a late stage of the Early Iron Age (cf. Gomes 
2018), if not beyond.

Again, this fact cannot be dissociated from 
the significant and potentially early Phoenician 
presence which has been detected in the lower 
valley of this river (Berrocal-Rangel & Silva 
2010; Pérez Macías et al. 2017; Marzoli & 
García Teyssandier 2019) and the significance 
of the “Orientalizing” settlement of Castro 
Marim, which controlled the access to this wa-

terway (Arruda 1999-2000: 36-53; Arruda et 
al. 2007).

Finally, with regard to the nature of the 
context finds of these pieces, it should be 
pointed out that a clear differentiation exists 
between the older finds and the more recent 
ones. In fact, and while four out of the five 
pendants dating from the Late Bronze Age and 
the earliest horizons of the Iron Age (i.e., 80%) 
come from settlements, with only one example 
(20%) from Mesas de Asta suggesting an early 
incorporation into funerary inventories, four 
out of the six pendants dated to the 7th – 5th cen-
turies (66,6%) come from funerary contexts, 
while another (16,7%) comes from a jewellery 
deposit and only one example (16,7%) hails 
from a settlement. The examples retrieved in 
Roman contexts are equally divided between a 
settlement and a necropolis.
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This trend highlights the growing signifi-
cance of funerary spaces as scenarios for the 
representation of power, status, and social 
identities (cf. Torres Ortiz 1999; Gomes 2016), 
which entailed an increasing concentration of 
wealth in tombs. This is particularly visible in 
the Early Iron Age rural necropolis of southern 
Portugal (cf. Gomes 2014; 2016; contributions 
in Jiménez Ávila 2017), where several of the 
pendants discussed above have been found, 
along numerous other exotic and prestigious 
materials.

One final note on the corpus regards the ar-
chaeometric analyses that have been undertak-
en on several of the pendants listed above. The 
pendants from Los Castillejos de la Granjuela, 
Cabezo de Córdoba, Sierra de San Cristóbal 
and Pocito Chico (Barrios Neira et al. 2004), 
as well as those from Salsa 3 (Gonçalves et al. 
2011) and Villa Vieja (Marzoli et al. 2014: 178-
9), have been analysed using various methods, 
but especially X-Ray Diffraction, the results of 
which seem to show a high degree of uniform-
ity as far as major components are concerned, 
with only minor variations, the significance of 
which is unclear. Their compositional profiles 
are furthermore similar to those from the car-
nelian beads from La Fonteta and Peña Negra 
(Alicante) (Martínez Mira & Vilaplana Ortego 
2014).

Unfortunately, the lack of comparable ana-
lytical work for other Egyptian, Near Eastern 
and Mediterranean pieces and for the known 
sources of raw materials precludes any further 
comparisons and therefore interpretations of 
the Iberian results.

3. The significance of carnelian pendants 
in Iberian Protohistory: some concluding 
remarks

The corpus and the discussion presented in the 
previous pages, which complement and update 
the valuable works that first highlighted the 
importance of these phytomorphic carnelian 
pendants (Martín de la Cruz 2004; Martín de 
la Cruz et al. 2005), show a very different pan-
orama which results directly from the devel-
opment of research, but also from the stimulus 
introduced by those works to study a previous-
ly overlooked type of object.

The advances produced in the past fifteen 
years have considerably altered our under-
standing of the chronological and cultural set-

ting of these pendants, which can no longer 
be clearly associated with very early contacts 
between the Iberian Peninsula and the East-
ern Mediterranean dated to the 2nd millennium 
(cf. Torres Ortiz 2008: 77-8; Gomá Rodríguez 
2018: 211). In fact, and although an early ar-
rival for some of these adornments cannot be 
excluded in light of Mediterranean evidence, it 
now seems increasingly likely that these piec-
es, as many other exotic and prestigious goods, 
were first introduced in Iberia through Phoeni-
cian trade.

This is consistent with both external and in-
ternal evidence. Regarding the latter, the chro-
nology of the Iberian finds clearly falls within 
the timespan of Phoenician presence and trade, 
beginning perhaps during a period of restrict-
ed presence (cf. Torres Ortiz 2008: 82-5) and 
extending at least until the restructuring of the 
Phoenician trading and settlement network in 
the 6th century (Martín Ruiz 2007). On the oth-
er hand, the presence of one such piece in the 
necropolis of Puig des Molins (Fernández & 
Mezquida 2011) could be seen as a strong in-
dicator of a Phoenician role in the distribution 
of these pieces.

As for the former, the use of phytomorphic 
carnelian pendants during the 1st millennium in 
Egypt and especially in the Levant has become 
more and more significant in the past few dec-
ades (Phillips 2003: 457; Golani 2013: 165-6), 
making it perfectly plausible for them to be in-
corporated into the array of trade goods carried 
by the Phoenicians to the west. 

Two components of that array offer a par-
ticularly useful context for the phytomorphic 
carnelian pendants discussed here. Naturally, 
one is the wide assortment of aegyptiaca in-
troduced through Phoenician trade networks 
in the Far West (Padró 1980-5; 1995; García 
Martínez 2002; Almagro-Gorbea & Torres 
Ortiz 2009; Almagro-Gorbea et al. 2009; Al-
magro-Gorbea & Graells 2011), among which 
other carnelian objects can be mentioned, 
namely scarabs (Almagro-Gorbea et al. 2009: 
86; Almagro-Gorbea & Graells 2011). This 
class of material could offer a background for 
the arrival of the Egyptian(-type) pendants dis-
cussed here.

The second significant component which 
should be taken into consideration compris-
es other carnelian objects, particularly beads, 
which arrive in the Iberian Peninsula in signif-
icant numbers since the Late Bronze Age (Lor-
rio 2008: 290-1; Martínez Mira & Vilaplana 
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Ortego 2014: 864-5; Gomes 2018: 59-60, with 
bibliography). 

One possible early example is a cylindrical 
bead which formed part of a necklace found in 
the 19th century in Almuñécar (Rodríguez de 
Berlanga 1891: 334). J. C. Martín de la Cruz 
has suggested this necklace could be dated 
in the late 2nd millennium (Martín de la Cruz 
2008: 292); there is however little clear evi-
dence to support such an early chronology for 
this material, which has also been dated by 
other authors to the Iron Age (Blanco Freijeiro 
1962).

Leaving aside this problematic example, 
it seems nonetheless clear that some carnel-
ian beads did arrive in the Iberian Peninsula 
still during the late 2nd millennium (cf. Gomes 
2018). However, it has been noted that the 
number of documented carnelian beads seems 
to increase towards the end of that period (id.: 
68; cf. Lorrio 2008: 291; Gomá Rodríguez 
2018: 210-1), that is to say at the time when 
phytomorphic carnelian pendants make their 
appearance.

Again, this would fall within a chronologi-
cal horizon compatible with the beginnings of 
the Phoenician presence and trade in the Far 
West. Furthermore, significant adornment el-
ements in carnelian have been found in key 
Phoenician – and later Punic – sites and areas 
throughout the Mediterranean, from Akhziv 
(Mazar 2004: 92-3) to North Africa, name-
ly Carthage (Quillard 1979: 110) and Utica 
(Arveiller-Dulong & Nenna 2011: 128-31), 
Sicily (Giammellaro 2008: nn.103, 106, 108, 
132, 140), Sardinia (Harden 1962: fig. 103) 
and Ibiza (Vives y Escudero 1917: 77; Fernán-
dez & Padró 1982; cf. supra). 

Carnelian beads are also well documented 
in several Phoenician and Punic sites in the Ibe-
rian Peninsula itself, including the necropolis 
of Gadir (Cádiz) (Perdigones et al. 1990: 41-
4), Trayamar (Málaga) (Schubart & Niemeyer 
1976: 233), Cortijo de las Sombras (Málaga) 
(Arribas & Wilkins 1969: 228), Puente de Noy 
(Molina Fajardo et al. 1982: 76) and Villari-
cos (Almería) (Astruc 1951: 34). The exam-
ples from the shipwreck of El Sec (Mallorca) 
(Arribas et al. 1987: 593) show that carnelian 
beads were still being transported by Punic 
merchants as late as the 4th century, perhaps as 
trade products themselves.

Many more examples from “orientalizing” 
sites closely connected with the Phoenician trade 
network could be mentioned here (cf. Gomes 
2018), but the point is that the phytomorphic 
pendants presented above are far from isolated 
occurrences, and are well contextualized as part 
of an intense flow of exotic and prestigious ele-
ments to the Far West which feeds the constant 
demand of local communities, and particularly 
their elites, for distinctive elements which be-
come firmly embedded in local representation 
practices and political economies.

Therefore, and with the abundant new data 
which has come to light in the past few years, 
the pendants discussed in this contribution can 
now be repositioned in the long and complex 
history of the interconnection between the 
southern Iberian Peninsula and the Mediter-
ranean, and be analysed in a new light, as a 
significant component of the trade of exotic 
and prestigious materials –among which many 
Egyptian(-type) elements– set in motion in the 
early 1st millennium by Phoenician merchants, 
and later settlers, in the Far West. 
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