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Abstract 14 

In replying to our 2019 publication: “A New Identification of the Monkeys Depicted in a Bronze Age Wall 15 

Painting from Akrotiri, Thera,” Urbani and Youlatos (2020) argue for the traditional identification of the 16 

monkeys depicted on the north and west walls of room 6 of Building Complex Beta at Akrotiri, Thera, as 17 

vervet monkeys (Fig. 1). Their argument is based largely on previous scholarship and their analysis of 18 

monkey morphology as it appears in the Bronze Age artwork. Here, after clarifying some misconceptions and 19 

misquotations, we thoroughly contextualize the wall painting in question, emphasizing the importance of 20 

collaboration between disparate disciplines for a multifaceted and rigorous approach. The nature of the item 21 

in question is key in this reply: we are studying artwork. Because this is a cultural representation of monkeys 22 

rather than a study of live primates or preserved specimens, consideration of artistic choice, color 23 

conventions, and the agency of the artist are important for answering the questions raised by Urbani and 24 

Youlatos, stimulating further cross-disciplinary discussions.  25 
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 28 

Introduction 29 

We are grateful for Urbani and Youlatos’ (2020a) reply to our article regarding the possible identities of the 30 

monkeys depicted in room 6 of Building Complex Beta at Akrotiri, Thera (Fig. 1) and their Antiquity 31 

publication (2020b), as they contributed a general summary of previous scholarship that we did not have 32 

space to include. We published our results in a primatological journal to encourage conversation among 33 

specialists who are qualified to examine morphological traits of the depicted primates, not previously done 34 
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for Aegean Prehistorians. Because previous claims regarding the possible identities of the monkeys were 35 

made in archaeological and art historical publications, little opportunity for fruitful discussion among 36 

primatologists was possible. Here, we clarify the misconceptions and misrepresentations in Urbani and 37 

Youlatos’ reply, then consider the nuances of reading Aegean wall paintings, focusing on the blue color of the 38 

monkey. 39 

 40 

Misconceptions and Misrepresentations 41 

Urbani and Youlatos state that we rely only on tail carriage to propose the langur identity (2020a, p. 2). They 42 

describe the tail carriage of both langurs and vervet monkeys, concluding “none bears any inverted U-shaped 43 

tails and/or tail tips touching or reaching their bodies, a unique tail posture in langurs,” (2020a, p. 2-3). They 44 

argue that the facial markings, features, and “orange and reddish-orange” eyes better suit the vervet species 45 

(2020a, p. 3). They also suggest that we identified all Aegean monkey iconography as langurs. This 46 

misrepresents our article in several ways. 47 

First, we propose the langur identity only for the monkeys from Room 6 of Building Complex Beta at 48 

Akrotiri, Thera. We stated that we do not assign new species identifications to other fragmentary Aegean wall 49 

paintings of monkeys. We acknowledged the possible baboons identified in several previous publications. We 50 

are not comfortable proposing new identifications for extremely small items that lack adequate features for 51 

accurate attributions, or highly fragmentary wall paintings lacking integral details of the primate’s 52 

morphology. Nevertheless, glyptic art specialists have previously identified monkey images on small media as 53 

Hanuman langurs (Barnett, 1973; Van Buren, 1939).  54 

Second, we considered multiple morphological traits when examining the wall painting. Media 55 

coverage in several publications oversimplified the argument by focusing on the animals’ tails (Wu 2019; 56 

Powell 2020; Marshall 2019; Whipple 2019). We considered only the traits visible from the original 57 

fragments of the painting and not the reconstructed portions. Of eight possible individuals depicted, the tails 58 

of five are reasonably well preserved (Fig. 1a, b). The extreme U-shaped position of the tail that Urbani and 59 

Youlatos argue should be represented if these are indeed langurs may be preserved in the fragments to the 60 

far right of the north wall; they may simply be reconstructed in the wrong position in relation to the (almost 61 
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completely reconstructed) body of the monkey (Fig. 2). Similarly, monkeys with no tail fragments preserved 62 

may also have exhibited such a posture, as no two monkeys seem identically posed.  63 

Third, dark eyes and “conspicuous and visible ears,” occur in both taxa and do not aid this discussion 64 

(2020a, 3). Perhaps the strongest distinguishing facial feature is the white band of hair crossing the vervet’s 65 

forehead; langur’s facial hair is more uniformly white. Original fragments of only three monkeys’ faces are 66 

adequately preserved to illustrate these conclusions. Finally, we clearly state that we considered the animals’ 67 

physical proportions and gestures in addition to facial markings and tail carriage.  68 

In another misrepresentation, a quotation was changed. Our published statement reads: “Aegean 69 

wall paintings typically lack this level of detail,” (2019, 1) and Urbani and Youlatos quote, “Aegean wall 70 

paintings typically lack … [ideal] level of detail” (2020a, p. 3). By adding “ideal,” Urbani and Youlatos change 71 

the meaning of our sentence and suggest that we reference the subjective quality of the wall painting. 72 

Removing this quote from context allows additional manipulation: our statement asserts that this painting 73 

preserves many significant details illustrating the langur identity, and breaks with traditional understanding 74 

of Aegean iconography. 75 

Pareja’s quote from New Scientist is also taken out of context and used to suggest inconsistency 76 

(2020a, p. 4). Currently, direct contact between the Indus and Aegean cannot be proven. No published 77 

evidence indicates that Aegean people were travelling to the Indus (or vice-versa), but it is possible that 78 

indirect exchange was taking place via the groups inhabiting the areas between them. Importantly, trade 79 

indicates a formal and longstanding system that was regularly used and likely regulated. In contrast, 80 

exchange indicates a more casual movement of goods, with or without a reliable infrastructure or route, and 81 

may take place over several years or generations. Mesopotamia presents the clearest evidence for such 82 

exchange (Pareja in press), particularly in light of studies like Pittman’s.  83 

Urbani and Youlatos question our citation of Pittman’s work and discussion of Presentation Scenes. 84 

They state that the Minoan carnelian seal showing a monkey and male figure resembles other Minoan art 85 

(from the Aegina Treasure) rather than drawing upon eastern artistic traditions (2020a, p. 5). They argue 86 

that artifacts from the Indus were misidentified as primates, and that this caused erroneous 87 

“hyperdiffusionist suggestions concerning the alleged iconographic dispersion of monkey imagery from the 88 

Indus River Valley to the far west,” (2020a, p. 7). They review and perpetuate several pitfalls of the traditional 89 
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approach to monkey imagery in the Aegean (2020a, b). To be clear: we state that the presence of Egyptian 90 

connections with regard to most monkey imagery does not necessitate a purely Egyptian origin for the 91 

monkeys in question. A deeper understanding of the relationships between these regions throughout the 92 

Bronze Age is required to fully understand the ramifications of this statement. 93 

Critically, Pittman’s work supports an Aegean-Indus connection by highlighting the appearance of 94 

humanoid and hybrid creatures in seated postures from compartmented metal stamp seals (1984). Harper, 95 

Aruz, and Tallon corroborate this pattern, stating that the motif of monkeys seated on stools like humans is 96 

found as far west as Susa, which they then support with additional evidence for Susa's well-documented 97 

exchange with the Indus Valley (1992, p. 97). Pittman also discusses the cross-and-chevron motif in 98 

Bactria/Marginalia (1984. p. 56); it appears first in the Indus, then in Bactria/Marginalia, then Mesopotamia, 99 

Egypt, the Levant, and Anatolia, before the Aegean.  The motif serves as some of the evidence for Pareja’s 100 

newest project: incorporating Egypt into the westward movement of Indus materials, products, and 101 

iconography.  102 

Additionally, Presentation Scenes (as seen on the Levantine seal from Mochlos) are part of a visual 103 

tradition that comes from the east, as Collon highlights (1995, 2005; Pareja 2017, 2019). The Aegean 104 

appropriation of the scene’s composition is integral to understanding Aegean monkey iconography. The 105 

Offering to the Seated Goddess wall painting from Xeste 3 at Akrotiri, Thera, is an eloquent illustration of the 106 

importance of different cultural elements’ confluence: an eastern composition, a deity bedecked in gemstones 107 

and textiles that likely come from the Indus (Arnott in press 2020), an African monkey, and an Aegean style 108 

and location (Pareja 2017, 2019). To deny the importance and longstanding tradition behind the scene’s 109 

composition is neither simple nor elegant, nor does it constitute rigorous scholarship.   110 

Our article does not address the Early Bronze Age (EBA) Anatolian Trade Network (ATN; Şahoğlu 111 

2005) due to a limitation on length. The EBA objects we discuss clearly fit into the ATN, particularly in light of 112 

the other high-value, exotic objects recovered and identified with a sort of early “Golden Age” in the Aegean 113 

(Colburn 2008; Arnott in press, p. 13-14). Mesopotamia serves as such an integral part of this exchange 114 

network that some argue it served as a middle-man between Egypt and Crete (Şahoğlu 2005). The Aegina 115 

Treasure, which Urbani and Youlatos reference to argue against an Indus connection (citing figures as 116 

monkeys that are either ape or human, as neither possesses a tail; 2020, p. 5), houses some of the earliest and 117 
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clearest evidence of Aegean-Indus exchange. Urbani and Youlatos fail to mention carnelian beads that were 118 

shaped in the Indus, cut in Mesopotamia, then deposited on one of the westernmost Aegean islands by the 119 

middle of the Early Bronze Age (Chakrabarti 1993; Reinholdt 2003). The Aegina Treasure shows not only 120 

exchange, but also the path of exchange for these beads. Furthermore, a single collection of such valuable 121 

objects from a variety of locations suggests a much larger Afro-Eurasian network (Colburn 2008). The earlier 122 

examples of monkey and ape imagery fit well into the EBA ATN model, constituting an important addition to 123 

the growing corpus of eastern finds from Crete reflecting its participation in this EBA network (Klengel 1984; 124 

Lambrou-Phillipson 1990; Şahoğlu 2005; Shank 2005; Aruz 2008; Colburn 2008). This new discovery, 125 

explored in Pareja (in press), constitutes another way in which our work contributes to and expands on many 126 

much larger, trans-regional studies in prehistoric Africa, Asia, and Europe. 127 

To dismiss the Late Bronze Age connections is to deny the existence of well-documented exchange 128 

between The Aegean, Egypt, the Near East, Mesopotamia, Bactria, the Indus, and the smaller regions between, 129 

known from more than a thousand years before the creation of the painting in question (Sarianidi and 130 

Kowalski 1971; Pittman 1984; Harper, Aruz, and Tallon 1992; Aruz 2003, 240–243; Reinholdt 2003, 260–131 

261; Moorey 1994; Ratnagar 2004; Şahoğlu 2005; Colburn 2008; Kenoyer 1997, 2008; Kenoyer et al. 2013; 132 

Groman-Yaroslavski and Mayer 2015; Pareja and Chapin 2020; Arnott in press). Some of these routes even 133 

predate the Bronze Age (Wilkinson 2014). Evidence for such far-reaching exchange continues to accumulate 134 

(Valamoti 2013; Jones et al 2015; Miller et al. 2016; Linares et al. 2019; Pareja and Chapin 2020). Pareja (in 135 

press) details the evidence from texts, raw materials, and iconography that supports the movement of 136 

monkey imagery between the Indus and Aegean from the Early Bronze Age through the eruption at Akrotiri 137 

(beginning of the Late Bronze Age). These connections were thoroughly exploited by the time this wall 138 

painting was created.  139 

Finally, while we deeply appreciate critical engagement, we respectfully take issue with two points in 140 

Urbani and Youlatos’ reply: first, the abovementioned misquoting and misleading use of quotes without 141 

context, and second, the incorrect and biased use of such words as “alleged” and “myopic” which suggest that 142 

our work is without evidential basis and singular in focus (Urbani and Youlatos 2020a, pp. 1, 8). These 143 

features do not contribute to rigorous and respectful scholarly discussion and debate, and we do not 144 

perpetuate their use.  145 
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 146 

Color, Symbolism, and Agency 147 

 Our project’s strengths come from the integration of seemingly dissonant disciplines. By pairing 148 

primatologists, with knowledge of live animals (platyrrhines and catarrhines), with a taxonomic illustrator 149 

and an art historian/archaeologist who can interpret ancient artwork, we have created a team that is well 150 

equipped to explore the nuances of prehistoric depictions of primates. In contrast, Urbani and Youlatos’ reply 151 

highlights the problematic nature of collaboration between individuals who work in similar fields 152 

(platyrrhines) relying on traditional scholarship in other disciplines. Critically, we are studying art, and 153 

failure to acknowledge the choices made by the artists is to deny them agency – their ability to craft the image 154 

and choose its details. Some of these details rely on nuanced concepts such as color theory, symbolism, and 155 

familiarity with the rapidly-emerging study of indirect exchange between the Indus and the Aegean. 156 

When considering the monkeys in Bronze Age Aegean wall paintings, blue pelage is immediately 157 

apparent. Urbani and Youlatos repeat traditional arguments about this phenomenon (2020a; 2020b). The 158 

first states that the monkeys are blue because vervets have bright bluish/greenish skin that the artists 159 

emulated. The blue skin of vervets is highly localized, occurring only on males’ lower abdomen and scrotum. 160 

The rest of the skin is dark, and therefore should not be represented as blue. Furthermore, this argument 161 

works only for attributing the vervet identity, but all monkeys in Aegean wall paintings are painted blue – 162 

even those Urbani and Youlatos identified as baboons, which also possess dark skin. Why then would artists 163 

choose to paint baboons an “incorrect” color? Urbani and Youlatos repeat a traditional theory: blue 164 

“represented the green/gray scale as actual blue,” (2020a, p. 4; 2020b; Platon 1947; Doumas 1992; Morgan 165 

2005), a convention that artists may have adapted from Egypt (Greenlaw 2011). They also claim that: 166 

“Aegean artists most likely culturally lacked the color ‘blue’,” (p. 4) a theory so popular among art historians 167 

(Gillis 2004, p. 58) that it appears in podcasts (Radiolab 2012). Although this idea is on the right track, it is 168 

reductionist, lacking both nuance and contextualization within Aegean art.    169 

 The solution to the mystery of the blue pelage is both simple and elegant: blue is used symbolically in 170 

these depictions, not realistically. Pareja (in prep) is developing our understanding of Aegean Bronze Age 171 

color theory: a concept that is much explored for Egypt but remains critically lacking for the Aegean (this 172 

theory was presented at the 2020 Annual Meeting of the Archaeological Institute of America). Blue pigment 173 
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illustrates many visual elements in Aegean painted plasters, including fish, dolphins, rock work, silver metal, 174 

plants, feathers, blue- or purple-dyed garments, the people’s shaved scalps (male and female, child through 175 

adult), and monkeys. Aegean wall paintings are considered luxurious architectural dressings, reserved for 176 

elite or important spaces, and therefore the imagery in wall paintings constitutes part of elite expression; it 177 

features a visual vocabulary of identity, luxury, and access to rarity (animals, materials, objects, people, 178 

perhaps even gods). This constitutes the first step toward better understanding the iconography of monkeys 179 

as exotic, foreign, rare, and associated with elite lineage, networks, and identity.  180 

The materiality of blue pigment is important: the pigment used to render the monkeys’ color is 181 

Egyptian Blue (frit), a synthetic compound created by the Ancient Egyptians, the name of which translates 182 

as fake lapis lazuli (Cavassa, Delamare, and Repoux, 2010; Frison and Brun 2016; Becker in press). This 183 

material is used to simulate the rare, valuable, luxurious material that comes from one place: Afghanistan 184 

(Fig. 3). This raw material was one of (if not the) most valuable raw materials, and its appearance outside of 185 

Badakhshan, Afghanistan is cited as evidence of the earliest indirect exchange between populations in Europe 186 

and Asia; it appears in both the Indus and Bronze Age Aegean (Sarianidi and Kowalski 1971; Ratnagar 2004; 187 

Wilkinson 2014; Pareja and Chapin 2020; Arnott in press; Chapin and Pareja in press).  188 

The monkeys’ blue pelage enhances their already-understood nature as foreign, exotic, eastern, 189 

important, rare, and luxurious. The roles of animals in Mesopotamian and Egyptian culture as mystical 190 

intermediaries – perhaps even partially or wholly divine – is clear. The same role is depicted in the Offering to 191 

the Seated Goddess fresco, where a blue monkey makes an offering to a seated goddess on behalf of a young 192 

woman. If all Aegean blue monkey imagery – whether showing baboons, vervets or langurs – is considered 193 

together in this way, then the realistic color of part of one species of the animal is irrelevant to the color 194 

chosen for most of their bodies in Aegean art, while it is relevant to their special roles, associations, and 195 

symbolism (Pareja and Chapin 2020).  196 

Artistic considerations account for some of the morphological trouble faced by Urbani and Youlatos: 197 

we are studying artwork, not live monkeys. Artists typically choose frequently observed behaviors and 198 

postures from their experience, rather than the scientifically documented range of possible poses and 199 

behaviors, and some details may escape their notice or even be ignored. For example, the monkeys’ eyes are 200 

rendered with a brilliant yellow ochre, as opposed to a realistic but less striking red ochre. A second example: 201 
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individuals are sometimes shown with two left hands or two right hands in Aegean art, or even an awkward 202 

and seemingly anatomically impossible appendage (Immerwahr 2005). Perhaps Aegean artists depicted what 203 

they considered to be the most notable differences in the most prominent features, such as the tail and face, 204 

rather than the color of the hands. The hands and feet of some of the monkeys from Room 6 of Building Beta 205 

support this idea (Fig. 4), as these boot-like appendages are certainly not realistic. Similarly, the more 206 

extreme range of tail movement may be of less importance to the artist than the most frequently observed tail 207 

carriage: the S- or C-shapes.  208 

 Finally, Urbani and Youlatos miss important aspects of art history and archaeology: cultures both 209 

adopt and adapt imagery, technologies, and other ideas from one another. We did not claim that the monkeys 210 

in any Aegean art were identical to or rendered in the same style as any of the (few) Indus depictions of 211 

monkeys. Aegean art appropriated the image of the live langur for their own wall painting, in their own 212 

artistic style. Although some Aegean primate iconography directly quotes long-standing traditions in eastern 213 

art, these pieces are not identical in appearance or interpretation.  214 

Aegean depictions of monkeys belong to a larger, established Aegean canon of artwork that 215 

emphasizes certain features and elements more than others. A deeper understanding of Aegean prehistory, 216 

art, and archaeology enables a more thorough examination of – in this case monkey – iconography. This 217 

image, from the Late Bronze Age, stands on more than 1,000 years of preexisting art, culture, and long-218 

distance exchange. The relationships between various regions and the Aegean did not begin during this 219 

period but were already well established. To not only draw such parallels but more deeply explore them 220 

requires familiarity with these other, far-flung regions’ artistic styles, symbolism, and general culture. Real 221 

progress in such a multifaceted and complex field is more likely if we build interdisciplinary team of 222 

specialists with a broader array of disciplines; in our case, we benefit from experts on catarrhine morphology 223 

and behaviors, depiction with taxonomic precision, and historical and material culture. 224 

  225 
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 237 

Figure Captions 238 

Figure 1a: Monkeys Fresco on the west wall of Room 6 of Building Complex Beta at Akrotiri, Thera. Image 239 

granted from the photo archive of Thera Akrotiri Excavations.  240 

Figure 1b: Monkeys Fresco on the north wall of Room 6 of Building Complex Beta at Akrotiri, Thera. Image 241 

granted from the photo archive of Thera Akrotiri Excavations. 242 

Figure 2: Detail of original fragments of monkey on far right from the Monkeys Fresco on the north wall of 243 

Room 6 of Building Complex Beta at Akrotiri, Thera. After Doumas 1992, 121, fig. 86.  244 

Figure 3: Map of the Aegean, Egypt, Near East, Mesopotamia, and the Indus. Adapted from Google Earth. 245 

Figure 4: Detail of Original Fragments of Monkey Feet from the Monkeys Fresco on the north wall of Room 6 246 

of Building Complex Beta at Akrotiri, Thera. Image granted from the photo archive of Thera Akrotiri 247 

Excavations. 248 

 249 

References 250 

Arnott, R (in press) Crossing Continents: Between India and the Aegean: from Prehistory to Alexander the 251 

Great, Oxford, Oxbow 252 

 253 

Aruz, J  (2003) Art of the First Cities: the Third Millennium B.C. from the Mediterranean to the Indus, New 254 

Haven, Yale University Press 255 

 256 



 10 

Aruz J (2008) Marks of Distinction. Seals and Cultural Exchange Between the Aegean and the Orient (ca. 257 

2600-1360 B.C.), Mainz am Rhein, Philipp von Zabern 258 

 259 

Barnett RD (1973) Monkey business. Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Society 5(1): 2132 260 

 261 

Becker H (in press) Pigments – Color Terminology. To each his own name. In: Gliozzo E, Pizzo A, and La Russa 262 

M (eds) Mortars, plasters, and pigments: research questions and answers (Journal of Archaeological and 263 

Anthropological Sciences) 264 

 265 

Cavassa L, Delamare F, Repoux M (2010) La Fabrication du Bleu Égyptien dans les Champs Phlégréens 266 

(Campanie, Italie) Durant le Ier Siècle de Notre Ère. Revue Archéologique de l’Est, 28e supplement, Aspects de 267 

l’arisanat en milieu urbain: Gaule et Occident romain pp 235-249  268 

 269 

Chakrabarti DK (1993) ‘Long-Barrel Cylinder’ beads and the Issue of Pre-Sargonic contact between the 270 

Harappan Civilization and Mesopotamia. In: Possehl G (ed) pp 265-270 271 

 272 

Chapin AP, Pareja MN (in press) Beyond the boundaries: Rarity, marginality, and liminality in Minoan and 273 

Cycladic animal art. In Laffineur R (ed), ZOIA. (Aegaeum 45)  274 

 275 

Colburn CS (2008) Exotica and the Early Minoan elite: eastern imports in Prepalatial Crete. American Journal 276 

of Archaeology 112 pp 203-224  277 

 278 

Collon D (1995) Ancient Near Eastern art, University of California Press  279 

 280 

—————. (2005). First impressions: cylinder seals in the Ancient Near East, London, British Museum Press 281 

 282 

Doumas C (1992) The Wall Paintings of Thera, Athens, The Thera Foundation-Petros M. Nomikos 283 

 284 



 11 

Frison G, Brun G (2016) Lapis lazuli, lazurite, ultramarine ‘blue’, and the color term ‘azure’ up to the 13th 285 

century. Journal of International Color Association 16 pp 41-55 286 

 287 

Gillis C (2004) The use of colour in the Aegean Bronze Age. In: Cleland L, Stears K (eds) Colour in the Ancient 288 

Mediterranean World pp 56-60 289 

 290 

Greenlaw C (2011) The representation of monkeys in the art and thought of Mediterranean cultures: A new 291 

perspective on ancient primates, Oxford, British Archaeological Reports 292 

 293 

Groman-Yaroslavski I, Mayer DEB-Y (2015) Lapidary technology revealed by functional analysis of carnelian 294 

beads from the early Neolithic site of Nahal Hemar Cave, southern Levant. Journal of Archaeological Science 295 

58 pp 77-88 296 

 297 

Harper PO, Aruz J, and Tallon F, eds (1992) The royal city of Susa. Ancient Near Eastern treasures in the 298 

Louvre. New York, Harry N. Abrams, Inc 299 

 300 

Immerwahr SA (2005) Left or right? A study of hands and feet. In: Morgan L (ed) Aegean wall painting: a 301 

tribute to Mark Cameron (British School at Athens Studies 13) pp 173-183 302 

 303 

Jones M, Hunt H, Kneale C, Lightfoot E, Lister D, Liu X, Motuzaite-Matuzeviciute G (2015) Food globalization in 304 

prehistory: The agrarian foundations of an interconnected continent. Journal of the British Academy 4 pp 73-305 

87  306 

 307 

Kenoyer JM (2008) Indus and Mesopotamian trade networks: New insight from shell and carnelian artifacts. 308 

In: Olijdam E, Spoor RH (eds) Intercultural relations between south and south-west Asia. Studies in 309 

Commemoration of E.C.L. During-Caspers 1934-1996 pp 19-28 310 

 311 



 12 

————— (1997) Trade and technology of the Indus Valley: New insights from Harappa, Pakistan. World 312 

Archaeology 29 pp 262-280  313 

 314 

Kenoyer JM, Price D, Burton JH (2013) A new approach to tracking connections between the Indus Valley and 315 

Mesopotamia: Initial results of strontium isotope analyses from Harappa and Ur. Journal of Archaeological 316 

Science 40 pp 2286-2297  317 

 318 

Klengel H (1984) Near Eastern trade and the emergence of interaction with Crete in the third millennium BC. 319 

Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici 24 pp 7-19  320 

 321 

Lambrou-Phillipson C (1990) Hellenorientalia: The Near Eastern presence in the Bronze Age Aegean, ca. 322 

3000-1100 B.C. Interconnections based on the material record and the written evidence plus orientalia. A 323 

catalogue of Egyptian, Mesopotamian, Mittanian, Syro-Palestinian, Cypriot, and Asia minor Objects from the 324 

Bronze Age Aegean (SIMA Pocket-book 95), Göteborg 325 

 326 

Linares V, Adams MJ, Cradic MS, Finkelstein I, Lipschits O, Martin MAS, Neumann R, Stockhammer PW, Gadot 327 

Y (2019) First evidence for vanillin in the old world: Its use as mortuary offering in Middle Bronze Canaan. 328 

Journal of Archaeological Science: Reports 25 pp 77-84  329 

 330 

Marshall M (2019) Ancient monkey painting suggests Bronze Age Greeks travelled widely. New Scientist. 331 

Accessed 11 December 2019  332 

 333 

Miller NF, Spengler RN, Frachetti M (2016) Millet cultivation across Eurasia: Origins, spread, and the 334 

influence of seasonal climate. The Holocene 26.10 pp 1566-1575  335 

 336 

Moorey PRS (1994) Ancient Mesopotamian Materials and Industries: The Archaeological Evidence, Oxford  337 

 338 



 13 

Morgan L (2005) New discoveries and new ideas in Aegean wall painting. In: Morgan L (ed) Aegean Wall 339 

Painting: A Tribute to Mark Cameron, Athens pp 21-44  340 

 341 

Pareja MN (in press) Early Bronze Age evidence for possible Aegean-Indus trade. In: Recht L, Zeman-342 

Wisniewska K (eds) Animal Iconography in the Archaeological Record: New Approaches, New Dimensions, 343 

Equinox Publishin 344 

 345 

————— (2019) Reconstructing Minoan cult practices through secondary sources. In: The Proceedings of 346 

the 12th International Congress of Cretan Studies, Heraklion, 21–25 September 2016 pp 1–8   347 

 348 

————— (2017) Monkey and Ape Iconography in Aegean Art, Uppsala, Astrom Editions  349 

 350 

Chapin A, Pareja MN (2020) Peacock or Poppycock? Investigations into exotic animal imagery in Minoan and 351 

Cycladic art. In: Davis B, Laffineur R (eds) ΝΕΩΤΕΡΟΣ: Studies in Bronze Age Aegean Art and Archaeology in 352 

Honor of Professor John G. Younger on the Occasion of his Retirement (Aegaeum 44) 353 

 354 

Pittman H (1984) Art of the Bronze Age: Southeastern Iran, Western Central Asia, and the Indus Valley, New 355 

York, The Metropolitan Museum of Art 356 

 357 

Platon N (1947) Συμβολή εις την σπουδήν της μινωικής τοιχογραφίας. Ο κροκοσυλλέκτής πιθηκος, Kretika 358 

Chronika 1 pp 505–524  359 

 360 

Powell E (2020) A barrel of Bronze Age monkeys. Archaeology Magazine, March/April 2020, 12  361 

 362 

Radiolab (2012) Why isn’t the sky blue?. 363 

https://www.wnycstudios.org/podcasts/radiolab/segments/211213-sky-isnt-blue. Posted 21 May 2012. 364 

Last accessed 21 May 2020  365 

 366 

https://www.wnycstudios.org/podcasts/radiolab/segments/211213-sky-isnt-blue


 14 

Ratnagar S (2004) Trading Encounters: From the Euphrates to the Indus in the Bronze Age, New Delhi, 367 

Oxford University Press   368 

 369 

Reinholdt C (2003) The Early Bronze Age jewellery hoard from Kolonna, Aigina. In Aruz J (ed) Art of the First 370 

Cities: The Third Millennium B.C. from the Mediterranean to the Indus, New York p 260 371 

 372 

Şahoğlu V (2005) The Anatolian trade network and the Izmir region during the Early Bronze Age. Oxford 373 

Journal of Archaeology 24.4 pp 339-361  374 

 375 

Sarianidi VI, Kowalski LH (1971) The lapis lazuli route in the Ancient Near East. Archaeology 24 pp 12-15 376 

 377 

Shank E (2005) Evidence for Anatolian relations in Crete in Early Minoan I-IIA. In: Laffineur R, Greco E (eds) 378 

Emporia: Aegeans in the Central and Eastern Mediterranean. Proceedings of the 10th International Aegean 379 

Conference/10e Recontre égéenne interntionale, Italian School of Archaeology in Athens, 14-18 April 2004), 380 

Liège, Histoire de l’art et archéologie de la Grèce antique, University of Liège (Aegaeum 22) pp 103-108   381 

 382 

Urbani B, Youlatos Y (2020a). Occam’s razor, archaeoprimatology, and the ‘blue’ monkeys from Thera: a reply 383 

to Pareja et al. (2020). Primates (Online First), 1-9 384 

 385 

————— (2020b) A new look at the Minoan ‘blue’ monkeys. Project Gallery (Antiquity) 94:9 pp 1-5  386 

 387 

Van Buren ED (1939) The Fauna of Ancient Mesopotamia as Represented in Art, Rome, Pontificum institutum 388 

biblicum  389 

 390 

Valamoti SM (2013) Millet, the late comer: on the tracks of Panicum miliaceum in prehistoric Greece. 391 

Archaeological and Anthropological Sciences 8.1 pp 51-63  392 

 393 



 15 

Whipple T (2019) Curious tail of monkeys who crossed the ancient world. The Times, London, accessed 394 

Online 10 December 2019  395 

 396 

Wilkinson TC (2014) Tying the Threads of Eurasia: Trans-regional Routes and Material Flows in 397 

Transcaucasia, eastern Anatolia and western central Asia, c. 3000-1500BC, Leiden, Sidestone Press 398 

 399 

Wu KJ (2019) Painted Bronze Age monkeys hint at the interconnectedness of the ancient world. Smithsonian, 400 

accessed online 16 December 2019 401 



 16 

 



 17 

 

 

 


