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The Royal Tombs at Vergina:  

Old and New Considerations  
 

 
 
 
In my paper at the International Congress Ancient Macedonia and the Birth 

of Hellenism at the Origins of Europe, organised by the Sapienza University of 
Rome (14-15 December 2017)1, I discussed some aspects (potentially definable 
as ‘collateral effects’), which had been generated by the now nearly fifty-year-old 
bibliography on the Royal Tombs at Vergina, and which, in my opinion, are very 
problematic and negative. In particular, these aspects arose from the (sometimes 
very ‘fractious’) scientific production which was directly concerned with the con-
troversy about the identification of the occupants of Tombs I, II and III found 
under the Great Tumulus in the years 1977-1978. 

On that occasion, I pointed out how publications prior to about the late 1980s 
and, above all, those in languages other than English, have now been, de facto and 
predominantly in English-language papers, deleted from the bibliography on the 
Royal Tombs2. I also denounced the recourse to the pernicious concept of ‘com-
mon sense’, used by some scholars, as a solution to the particularly difficult his-
torical problems raised by the various identifications proposed for the occupants 

 
 
∗ I wish to point out that the titles discussed in this article have been deliberately limited to 

those I considered directly relevant to the specific issues addressed. Faced with a bibliography al-

ready extensive in itself, such as that concerning the Royal Tombs at Vergina, I would have gladly 

refrained from adding yet another title. Nevertheless, I trust that the following pages – written, more-

over, in a non-native language – may still find a reasonable justification. 
1 Tripodi 2020. 
2 This is what I stated (Tripodi 2020, 143-146), and it is different from what Davies 2020, 8 

attributes to me, according to which I would question «the (excessive) use of English» in the literature 

on Vergina. 



Bruno Tripodi 

 

30 www.historika.unito.it   

of the three tombs3. Finally, I have underlined how, in this controversy, palaeo-
pathology specialists have intervened from the very beginning - and continue to 
intervene - with an overflowing pervasiveness and, unfortunately, with a rather 
‘casual’ procedure in intertwining their far from incontrovertible results with the 
historical-archaeological data4. 

It is on this last part of my previous paper, not coincidentally entitled Medi-
calised Archaeology, that I now wish to return, in order to reiterate (sometimes 
verbatim) some of the thoughts expressed there and to update the terms of the 
palaeo-osteological debate in the light of the very recent publication of three fur-
ther studies. And since one of these also deals with a highly questionable icono-
graphic investigation of the Hunt Frieze in Tomb II5, I will supplement this my 
new contribution with some interpretative and methodological considerations 
concerning the paintings of the three tombs of the Great Tumulus. 

 
 

1. The War of the Bones 
 
As is well known, the controversy regarding the occupants of the Royal 

Tombs, and Tomb II in particular, has extended beyond archaeological and his-
torical research to find very fertile ground in particular in the field of osteoarchae-
ological studies. The remains of the deceased were promptly entrusted to special-
ists in this discipline, in order to have more numerous and perhaps even definitive 
assessments, since they came from a completely different research methodology 
which is, above all, considered scientifically objective. However, over forty years 
of specialised interventions − using all available techniques and tools proper to 
medical investigation (including forensic), and also to physical anthropology and 
computer science − have failed to provide a definitive solution to the ‘identity 
puzzle’ of these tombs. Not only, but in this case, a kind of ‘rebound effect’ must 
be observed: invoked as a remedy to ‘heal’ the historical-archaeological impasse, 
the scientific ‘objectivity’ of the archaeometric data has, in reality, exacerbated 
the controversy, reproducing on the field of palaeopathology the same two sides 
in the historical-archaeological research between ‘supporters’ of Philip II and 
‘supporters’ of Philip III as occupants of Tomb II. Furthermore, the publication 
of these studies has followed a pattern of ‘back and forth’, replies and counter-
replies, to the point of having now produced a kind of 'medical obsession' with 
the bones of Vergina among the specialists in the field.   

 
 
3 See Hatzopoulos 2008, 114-118 and the reply by Tripodi 2020, 146-147. 
4 Tripodi 2020, 147-150. 
5 Bartsiokas 2024. 
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This belligerent opposition has had an even more negative effect because it 
has initiated a methodological drift in the use of the data, which, in this case as 
well, has affected the supporters of both identifications. In fact, an undifferenti-
ated demonstrative circle has been created in which archaeological and historical 
data and palaeo-osteological and taphonomic data have been mixed acting simul-
taneously as both object and key to interpretation. And all this, in my opinion, 
constitutes full proof of the fact that the vital and now indispensable relationship 
between archaeological and historical sciences, on the one hand, and the so-called 
‘hard’ sciences to which archaeometry resorts, on the other, always remains ex-
posed to the methodological risks of unbalanced management. Indeed, it can gen-
erate «l’illusione che attraverso l’applicazione di tecnologie sempre più sofisticate 
si possono superare o aggirare le procedure tradizionali e fondamentali della ri-
cerca archeologica» and, I would like to add, also of historical research6.  

To give an explanation of this stalemate, I believe it is useful to propose a 
concise and up-to-date review of (in my opinion) the most important contributions 
produced by the two opposing camps (see also below, Appendix)7. These suffice 
to illustrate what, with a bold neologism of illustrious pseudo-Homeric descent, I 
would like to define as a veritable ‘osteomachia’ unleashed on the skeletal re-
mains of the three Royal Tombs. Obviously, my lack of expertise in this field only 
authorises me to present an extreme synthesis of the content of the studies cited. 

1981 − Starting from the assumption that the recipient of Tomb II was Philip 
II (and one of his seven wives), and knowing that the Macedonian king had suf-
fered significant war wounds in various parts of his body8, Andronikos initially 
entrusted the bone fragments to specialists at the University of Mainz in order to 
verify if the results of such traumas were detectable on the cremated remains of 
the deceased in Tomb II. N.I. Xirotiris and F. Langenscheidt, applying the meth-
ods of physical anthropology of the time, and with the aid of X-rays, microradi-
ography and electron microscope, did not, however, find any trace of wounds in 
any part of the male body, concluding that «no clear proof can be introduced that 
the remains are those of Philip II»9. 

1983/1984 − Evidently not convinced by these results, Andronikos entrusted 
just the male skull to a British team who studied the find from three different 
perspectives: anatomical, forensic, and historical-archaeological. A.J.N.W. Prag, 
J.H. Musgrave and R.A.H. Neave 10 , unlike the results of Xirotiris and 

 
 
6 The quote is from the insightful methodological discussion in Manacorda 2002. 
7 Further bibliography in Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2023, 20-22; Maniatis - Drosou et al. 2025. 
8 A comprehensive review of all sources and a historical-literary analysis can be found in Swift 

Riginos 1994. 
9 Xirotiris - Langenscheidt 1981, 158. 
10 Prag - Musgrave et al. 1983 (“condensed version”), and 1984. 
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Langenscheidt, instead identified the result of a wound to the supraorbital arch of 
the right eye which, according to the authors, corresponds to the damaged eye of 
Philip II as attested by Demosthenes11. Although the 1984 study concluded that 
«the anatomical evidence cannot be said to be conclusive»12, it nevertheless sup-
ports the attribution of the bones to Philip II, accompanied by a three-dimensional, 
and decidedly disfigured, reconstruction of the face of the king. 

1990 − A.J.N.W. Prag presents a revised and «nice» version of Philip's face, 
with less damaged features, based on some presumed portraits of Philip II13. 

2000 − At the beginning of the new millennium, A. Bartsiokas, using mac-
rophotography, conducted a re-examination of the complete remains of the male 
bones in Tomb II, essentially confirming Xirotiris and Langenscheidt, since he 
did not detect any evidence of injuries in any part of the body. The scholar, there-
fore, excluded that Philip II was the 'owner' of Tomb II, assigning the burial, in 
his opinion without any doubt, to Philip III14. 

2007/2008 − A turning point and an intensification of the ‘conflict’ is rec-
orded with a new intervention by A. Bartsiokas, in a joint study with the historian 
E. Carney. It shifts the focus of the investigation from the skeletal remains of 
Tomb II to those of Tomb I, which until then had remained outside the ‘battle-
field’. With this study, both authors attribute Tomb I to Philip II15. 

2010 − J.H. Musgrave, A.J.N.W. Prag, R.A.H. Neave, R. Lane Fox and H. 
White publish a detailed critique of Bartsiokas 2000, as well as a defence of their 
previous studies ‘in favour’ of Philip II. As explicitly admitted by the authors, 
their intervention is «against» Philip III16. 

2015 – A. Bartsiokas, J.L. Arsuaga, E. Santos, M. Algaba, and A. Gómez-
Olivencia publish a study investigating, «with modern forensic techniques», the 
highly problematic bone fragments from Tomb I17. Among the remains of a male 
individual, the scholars noted, in the left knee, clear traces of the aftermath of a 
traumatic event that had caused permanent lameness in the subject. From this, 
they deduced that the individual in question could only be Philip II, who, sources 
recall, received such a wound in battle, caused by a spear18. The authors therefore 
identify Tomb I as the burial place of Philip II and his last wife, consequently 
reconfirming Tomb II as the burial place of Philip III. 

 
 
11 See below, n. 29. 
12 Prag - Musgrave et al. 1984, 65. 
13 Prag 1990. 
14 Bartsiokas 2000. 

 15 Bartsiokas - Carney 2007/2008. Carney 1992 had already proposed identifying this tomb 

as the burial place of Philip II. 
16 Musgrave, Prag et al. 2010. 
17 Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2015. 
18 See above, n. 8 and below, n. 29. 
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2015 − The above publication provokes a reaction from the Greek Ministry 
of Culture which, through the press, issues an official statement rejecting the con-
clusions of the authors and confirming the presence of Philip II in Tomb II19. 

2016 − Th.G. Antikas and L.K. Wynn-Antikas ‘enter the field’, presenting 
the results of their study, conducted through CT and XRF, on the bone materials 
of both occupants of Tomb II20. The authors subjected the remains to new exam-
inations, conducted according to «a strict research protocol»21, at the end of which 
they acquired «new evidence», on the basis of which they argue that the deceased 
male is to be identified as Philip II and the deceased female in the antechamber as 
an «Scythian Princess». 

This intervention is notable for its marked polemical tone and the determi-
nation with which the authors affirm the validity of their conclusions in compari-
son with the scholars who preceded them, who are all, without distinction, ac-
cused of having studied the bone remains «insufficiently» 22 . In particular, 
according to the authors, the previous research had presented «omissions»23, had 
proposed an «erroneous reconstruction» of the male skull «based on nonexistent 
pathological evidence»24, were «not based on osteological or morphological stud-
ies of the man’s cremains but on photos»25, and had founded «their arguments on 
erroneous osteological and historical evidence»26. 

As can be seen, these are very harsh judgements which − besides contrasting 
with the optimistic assertion in Bartsiokas that «the anthropological evidence be-
came crucial to test the archaeological hypotheses»27 − certainly cannot be said to 
inspire great confidence in the applications and related results of osteoarchaeo-
logical and palaeopathological studies in general, especially since they come from 
the same disciplinary field of physical anthropology. And yet, although Antikas 
and Wynn-Antikas found no trace of the aftermath of wounds on any part of the 
body − which in itself excludes identification with Philip II − nevertheless they 
attribute the skeletal remains to this king. In order to support their attribution, 

 
 
19 GMC 2015. 
20 Antikas - Wynn-Antikas 2016; preceded by Paliadeli - Antikas et al. 2010, this study had 

previously been published online [Wiley Online Library, 11 May 2015]. 
21 Antikas - Wynn-Antikas 2016, 684. This clarification gives the reader the impression that it 

was made with the intention of discrediting previous studies, which the authors evidently believe 

were carried out without following a rigorous scientific protocol. 
22 Antikas - Wynn-Antikas 2016, 682-683. 
23 Cf. Xirotiris - Langenscheidt 1981. 
24 Cf. Prag - Musgrave et al. 1983. 
25 Cf. Bartsiokas 2000. 
26 Cf. Musgrave - Prag et al. 2010. 
27 Cf. Bartsiokas 2000, 511. 
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however, the authors are forced to rely on a rather questionable use of literary 
sources, evident in at least two instances. 

In the first, to justify the total absence of «osseous signs» in what they believe 
to be the body of Philip II, the authors state that «soft tissue traumas are equally 
capable of causing disabilities»28. While this argument is undoubtedly correct 
from a medical point of view, it seems rather weak in the light of a careful lexical 
evaluation of the text of Demosthenes, the primary and contemporary source on 
Philip II’s wounds29. Now, it is certainly true that the verbs used by the orator − 
ἐκκόπτω (‘to gouge out’, ‘to extirpate’) for the eye wound, and πηρόω (‘to mu-
tilate’, ‘to cripple’) for the hand and leg wounds − could support the scholars' 
assertion, since they do not allow us to infer with certainty the possible permanent 
effects on the bones. But, it is equally true that the verb used for the clavicle 
wound, κατάγνυµι, with its undeniable meaning of ‘to break into pieces’, ‘to 
shatter’, ‘to smash’, leaves no doubt that at least one of Philip's bones (the clavi-
cle) was indeed broken, a trauma that would have left clear traces, but of which 
no investigation has ever revealed the existence. 

The second instance of the not rigorous use of literary sources occurs in the 
report on the female bones in the antechamber. Proudly attributing «for the first time 
since the discovery of Tomb II» the entire set of equipment in the antechamber − 
including the military elements, which they identify as Scythian − to the deceased 
female buried there30, the authors identify her, on this basis, as a «Scythian Prin-
cess», unknown, however, to the ancient sources on the wives of Philip II31. 

Very clearly, the authors engage in a methodological distortion in the inter-
section of archaeological and historical data with palaeo-osteological data. In fact, 
they do not take into account the solid historiographical tradition both regarding 
the war wounds of Philip II, at least one of which, as we have just seen, had cer-
tainly left bone signs of a fracture, and regarding his seven wives, who came from 
a varied political-military geography, but none from Scythia. Consequently, this 
eighth wife of Philip II remains a historiographical phantom, perhaps useful (even 

 
 
28 Antikas - Wynn-Antikas 2016, 688-689. 
29 Demosthenes (XVIII 67) lists tὸν ὀφθαλµὸν ἐκκεκοµµένον, τὴν κλεῖν κατεαγότα, τὴν 

χεῖρα, τὸ σχέλος πεπηρωµένον. 
30 Antikas - Wynn-Antikas 2016, 689. Actually, the two scholars are unaware that the first to 

propose such an attribution were Adams 1980 and Prestianni Giallombardo - Tripodi 1980. I would 

like to point out that the ethnic connotation of these weapons as Scythian is inconsistent, as they were 

common objects within the North Balkan cultural koiné that extended from Illyria to Scythia, passing 

through Macedonia and Thrace.  
31 List in Athenaeus (XIII 557b-e = Satyros, fr. 5, FHG III, p. 161): Audata (Illyria), Phila 

(Elimea), Nikesipolis (Thessaly), Philinna (Thessaly), Olympias (Epirus), Meda (Thrace), Cleopatra 

(Macedonia). Antikas - Wynn Antikas 2016, 689 take up a hypothesis by Hammond (1978, 336, n. 

19) who, however, warned that Satyros did not mention this alleged daughter of King Atheas. 



The Royal Tombs at Vergina 
 

 Historika XV - ISSN 2240-774X e-ISSN 2039-4985 35 

decisive?) for supporting the identification of the main occupant of Tomb II with 
precisely this king. 

2018 − A large team comprising N. Brandmeir, R. Payne, E. Rizk, R.S. 
Tubbs, J.L. Arsuaga and A. Bartsiokas revisits the male remains from Tomb I, 
previously examined by Bartsiokas and Arsuaga’s group in 2015, to further in-
vestigate, in particular, the bone remains of the left leg32. Using not only tradi-
tional medical imaging tools but also anatomical dissection of a cadaver, the re-
searchers detected the presence of a «massive trauma» to the knee, which is 
consistent with historical accounts on the wound to the left leg received by Philip 
II in a clash with the Thracian tribe of Triballi. According to the authors, «this 
evidence [...] shows conclusively that the leg and Tomb I belong to Philip II»33. 

2019 − A.J.N.W. Prag, J.H. Musgrave and R.A.H. Neave, in a further inter-
vention, aimed at adding «an art-historical brick» to their identification of Philip 
II, shifted attention from the palaeopathological field, proposing the use of a new 
computerised technique, defined as «photocomparison» or «facial mapping», on 
the remains of the male skull in Tomb II34. They compared their «nice» recon-
struction of the king’s face35 with two supposed portraits of Philip II, finding a 
«remarkable if not precise» correspondence between the reconstruction and the 
portraits. The scholars persist in proposing their reconstruction without taking into 
account what is an established fact for archaeologists and historians of ancient art: 
up until now, there are no definitive identifications of portraits of Philip II, neither 
contemporary nor posthumous, and all those that are presented as such are, in 
reality, the result of hypothetical attributions36. Consequently, any reconstruction 
of his facial features is purely speculative. 

Despite the fact that three different examinations on the entire skeleton – 
carried out by three different teams (one ‘neutral’37, one ‘against’38 and one ‘in 
favour’39 of Philip II), and using three different methods – have ruled out the pres-
ence of any traces of wounds on any part of the body (including the skull) of the 
deceased male in Tomb II, the authors continue to defend their attribution and 

 
 
32 Brandmeir - Payne et al. 2018. 
33 Brandmeir - Payne et al. 2018, 1 and 8. 
34 Prag - Musgrave et al. 2019. 
35 Cf. Prag 1990. 
36 E.g. Kiilerich 2017, 11-12. 
37 Cf. Xirotiris - Langenscheidt 1981. 
38 Cf. Bartsiokas 2000. 
39 Cf. Antikas - Wynn-Antikas 2016. 
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thus their reconstruction of the alleged face of Philip II, based on what are, by 
now only according to them, the results of a trauma to the right eye40. 

2023 − A. Bartsiokas, J.L. Arsuaga and N. Brandmeir, in a study carried out 
«with the aid of macrophotography, radiographs, and anatomic dissection», aim 
to provide a «comprehensive review» of the available data regarding the identity 
of the occupants of all three Royal Tombs and reiterate what the 2015 study by 
Bartsiokas, Arsuaga et al. had already concluded, in their view incontrovertibly, 
namely that Tomb I belongs to Philip II, his wife Cleopatra and their newborn 
son, Tomb II to Philip III Arrhidaeus and his wife Eurydice, and Tomb III to Al-
exander IV41. The scholars suggest further research to examine the DNA of the 
skeletal remains and to determine the «genetic background» of the deceased bur-
ied in these tombs42. 

Although it is presented with the most convinced intentions of settling, clar-
ifying, and definitively closing the controversy over the identity of the deceased 
in the three tombs, in reality this contribution also leaves the discussion open in 
the same terms in which it has now become bogged down. Like all the others 
mentioned so far, it is a study that proceeds to a strict hybridisation of osteological 
data with archaeological and historiographical data in the dominant perspective 
of palaeopathological examination. This publication, even more than all those that 
preceded it, implements what I define as a sort of ‘combinatorial game’ of fitting 
the various proposed names to Tombs I, II, and III, whereas each tomb should be 
preliminarily considered and attributed independently of the other two, and then 
within the context of the Great Tumulus. 

Most of the study is devoted to Tomb I, which the authors consider to be the 
fulcrum that supports the combination of the attributions for Tomb II and Tomb 
III. But there are a number of troublesome elements that should warn against find-
ing in this tomb and in the bones it contains the «compelling evidence» that it is 
«conclusively» the burial place of Philip II. Firstly, the ‘particular’ and certainly 
not ideal conditions in which the excavation of this tomb was carried out, having 
passed through three different hands. Initially conducted by Andronikos, it was 
very soon entrusted to S. Drougou and, finally, to P. Faklaris, due to the almost 
simultaneous emergence from the ground of the adjacent Tomb II, which obvi-
ously immediately became the object of Andronikos’ total attention43.  

 
 
40 Cf. Prag - Musgrave et al. 1983; 1984; Prag 1990. The authors also take up the criticisms of 

Bartsiokas 2000 (already advanced in Musgrave - Prag et al. 2010) and discuss, in order to reject 

them, some of the arguments of Antikas - Wynn Antikas 2016. 
41 Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2023. 
42 Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2023, 20. 
43 See Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2023, 9. 
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Then there is the information, provided by Bartsiokas, Arsuaga and 
Brandmeir, on the ‘itinerant’ fate suffered by the bone fragments (an undeter-
mined number, up until today, as well as «some conspicuous missing bone ele-
ments») extending over a geographical area that includes Germany, the Vergina 
Museum, the Universities of Thessaloniki, Crete, and Thrace44. Consequently, the 
documentary evidence presents a a rather confusing picture, objectively prevent-
ing the establishment of a firm foundation for assigning Tomb I to any particular 
individual. 

2024 – A. Bartsiokas provides a kind of summa of his nearly twenty-five 
years of research on the skeletal remains from the Royal Tombs at Vergina45. In 
addition to emphatically reiterating the conclusions he reached in his previous 
studies – namely, that Tomb I belongs to Philip II and Tomb II to Philip III – the 
scholar introduces new elements of evaluation that fall outside the field of pal-
aeosteology. In an iconographic reading of the Hunt Frieze from Tomb II46, Bart-
siokas identifies, among other depicted animals, an «Iranian gazelle» and several 
«Indian hounds», and interprets the quadrangular votive column behind the hunt-
ers as a «hunting watchtower», a structure typical of the paradeisoi of the ancient 
Near East. In Bartsiokas’s judgement, these elements contribute to dating the 
frieze, and thus the tomb, after Alexander47. 

However, the main argument of the paper concerns the remains of a textile 
fibre, found inside the larnax of Tomb II, that Bartsiokas proposes to identify with 
a purple dyed cotton fabric that constituted a chiton mesoleukos, a tunic of Persian 
origin, reserved exclusively for the Great King (sarapis), which Alexander 
adopted for himself as Darius’ successor. For this reason, the scholar concludes 
that this evidence also confirms the chronology of Tomb II as post-Alexander48. 

The scholar then examines the Hunt Frieze in search of possible traces of 
this garment and finds it worn by the sixth hunter (whom he identifies with Alex-
ander) standing next to the lion. But, quite evidently, this hunter wears, in addition 
to the kausia, only a chlamys over his naked body49. For Bartsiokas, however, the 
chiton mesoleukos/sarapis of Alexander is to be identified precisely in this cloak. 
To justify this interpretation – which implies a striking functional adaptation of a 
garment, transforming a primary garment (the Macedonian chiton) into a Persian 
«upper garment» (sarapis) – the scholar first ventures into a lexical analysis of 

 
 
44 Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2023, 12-13, 20; see also below, 38-39. 
45 Bartsiokas 2024. 
46 Images and description in Andronikos 1984, 101-119; see also below, n. 83.  
47 Bartsiokas 2024, 7-9. 
48 Bartsiokas 2024, 6. However Arvaniti 2019, who conducted chemical and physical analyses 

on these remains had hypothesised that they belonged not to a garment, but rather to an object, per-

haps a funerary mask, a headdress, a diadem, a mitra, a cap, or a plaque. 
49 See Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2004, 53 and pin. 15a; 23b. 
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the Greek-Macedonian and Persian garments and then into an iconographic inter-
pretation of some details of the Frieze that, due to their audacity, would require 
too much space to be discussed here. However, regarding the latter, it must be 
noted that it is surprising for at least two reasons: because Bartsiokas proceeds 
without taking into consideration decades of scholarship on the Frieze and be-
cause in his previous studies on Tomb I50, as in this latest one, he has in no way 
paid the same attention (which would have been helpful) to the wall paintings that 
decorate three of the four walls of the tomb itself.  

2025 − This my paper had been completed and was almost ready to be sub-
mitted for publication when I received (25 April 2025) from L. Wynn-Antikas, 
whom I thank here, the results of a new osteological study on the remains of Tomb 
I by Y. Maniatis, K. Drosou, M.I. Orbegozo, D. Mylopotamitaki, T.A. Brown, K. 
Brown, R. Frei, S. Talamo, H. Schroeder, Th.G. Antikas and L. Wynn-Antikas51. 
This publication clearly ‘raises the stakes’ compared to all previous ones, starting 
with the number of researchers involved, a significant eleven, from different na-
tionalities and scientific institutions (Greece, United Kingdom, Denmark, Italy, 
Germany), and the methodologies used for the first time: «a combination of sci-
entific techniques, including radiocarbon dating, ancient DNA, strontium and sta-
ble carbon and nitrogen isotope analyses, complemented by osteological and 
odontological observations». The conclusions are that Tomb I contained the re-
mains of a man and a woman buried in the first half of the fourth century BC 
(388-356 BC), as well as foetal and neonatal remains dated to the Roman period 
(150-130 BC). For these reasons, «previous suggestions that the skeletal remains 
belong to Philip II, his wife Cleopatra and newborn child are not scientifically 
sustainable»52. This impressive deployment of scholars and resources also ac-
counts for the virulence of the current debate. Like all those who have gone before 
them, these scholars are convinced that the results they have obtained «create a 
solid scientific foundation on which historical and archaeological research on 
their [the deceased from Tomb I, ed.] identities can be based»53.  

I must confess the embarrassing difficulty I have always had, during nearly 
fifty years of studying Vergina tombs, in approaching osteopathological publica-
tions. In the case of this latest paper, I declare my total surrender in the face of the 
highly specialised content presented, which leads me to ‘contemplate’ the data 
exhibited (see, for example, the accompanying tables and figures) as products of 

 
 
50 See Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2015; Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2023. 
51 Maniatis - Drosou et al. 2025. 
52 Maniatis - Drosou et al. 2025, 1. 
53 Maniatis - Drosou et al. 2025, 22. 
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an alien entity. And yet, I would like to intervene here to highlight a new element 
of concern regarding the overall ‘history’ of the bones of Tomb I54.  

Just like Bartsiokas, Arsuaga and Brandmeir55, the authors of this most re-
cent study also trace the troubled history of these bones, beginning with their ex-
cavation and continuing through their management and handling in the decades 
that followed. It is a story that is undoubtedly unsettling, as it documents various 
‘movements’, disappearances and rediscoveries of some of their parts, as well as 
allegations of tampering and introduction of fragments from other excavations56. 
In fact, they argue that the skeletal remains consisting of a fused femur and tibia 
with ankylosis of the knee − which previous studies had presented as «conclusive 
evidence» that Philip II had been buried in Tomb I57 − in reality are not such, as 
these bones do not belong to the bones of this tomb, but «appeared for the first 
time» at the Anthropology Laboratory of the Democritus University of Thrace 
(DUTh) in Komotini, where they are still located58. I believe that the seriousness 
of the implications of this information is self-evident and I am sure that a counter-
reply to this study will not be long in coming59. 

To conclude this first part, I would like to make a necessary clarification to 
further explain my personal point of view on what has been stated in previous 
pages. The attribution of Tomb I to Philip II, which seemed incontrovertible to 
some scholars60 and which others now seems to invalidate61, is well accepted by 
those who, like the author of these pages, were among the first (now forty-five 
years ago) − along with A.M. Prestianni Giallombardo and, independently, Ph. 
Lehman and L.W. Adams − to propose Philip III Arrhidaeus as the recipient of 
Tomb II 62 . However, objectivity and respect for the method have always 

 
 
54 See above, 37 and n. 44. 
55 Bartsiokas et al. 2023, 7-15. 
56 Maniatis - Drosou et al. 2025, 2-6.  
57 See Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2015 and Brandmeir - Payne et al. 2018. 
58 For further details, see Maniatis - Drosou et al. 2025., 5 and 13. 
59 A last-minute update on Maniatis - Drosou et al. 2025 concern two papers that do not come 

from the field of palaeopathology, but from two external researchers: Grant 2025 and Huber 2025. 

The paroxysmal level of speculation in the discussion surrounding these papers should be noted, as 

should the fact that they were not published in scientific journals subject to peer review, but directly 

on the Academia.edu website.  
60 Brandmeir - Payne et al. 2018 and Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2023. 
61 Maniatis - Drosou et al. 2025. 
62 See Adams 1980; Lehmann 1980; Prestianni Giallombardo - Tripodi 1980. I feel it is my 

duty to point out, once again, how the three papers cited in this note, although ‘foundational’ to the 

Philip III hypothesis, have all but disappeared from the studies on the Royal Tombs, in which the 

paternity of this hypothesis is now attributed to Borza - Palagia 2007, thus postdated by a good 

twenty-eight years. 
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compelled me not to evade any of the questions that all three tombs of the Great 
Tumulus pose to scholars, especially when these create difficulties for a 'conven-
ient' fitting of the places to be assigned to the various deceased persons proposed. 
As well as, I believe that we do not uncritically accept identifications, even though 
they are proposed as definitive, because they agree with one's own personal con-
victions about the identity of the tombs’ recipients. The considerations proposed 
in the next section of this paper, dedicated to the paintings in the three tombs of 
the Great Tumulus, can constitute a valid demonstration of what has now been 
stated. 

 
 

2. Being a Macedonian king, between religion and hunting  
 
2.1. A Masculine Kore? 
As is known, the paintings of Tomb I represent the Abduction of Kore by 

Hades, with Demeter seated and afflicted by the loss of her daughter, and the three 
Moirai63. Like the Hunt Frieze, but with a different style, these paintings also 
constitute a unique historical-artistic and religious testimony. From the first mo-
ment of its discovery, Andronikos defined this plundered cist grave as «Tomb of 
Persephone»64, but, strictly speaking, this name, which is now established in lit-
erature, is not entirely perspicuous. In fact, the magnificent main painting depicts 
the virgin maiden, Kore, who has not yet become Persephone, the Lady of the 
Underworld. This clarification is not the result of pedantic philology of the image, 
conversely, it could be the basis on which rests the interpretation of the painting 
in relation to the recipient/s of the tomb itself.     

In this regard, it should be noted that, in all ancient representations, the dual 
status of Kore / Persephone (virgin and wife) is always clearly distinguished and 
connoted, precisely because it expresses different contents and meanings depend-
ing on the context of use. In other Macedonian tombs, we can admire the divinity 
both as Kore, in the mosaic of the Abduction in the Tomb of Kasta (Amphipo-
lis)65, and as Persephone, in the painting covering the back of the throne in the 
‘Tomb of Eurydike’, depicted in all her majesty, standing next to her husband 
Hades on a quadriga66. 

In his detailed and sensitive analysis of the paintings of Tomb I, posthu-
mously published, Andronikos limited himself to attributing «the semantics of the 

 
 
63 See Andronikos 1984, 86-95 and figs. 46-54; Brecoulaki 2006a, 77-100 and 2006b, pl.11-25. 
64 Andronikos 1984, 86. 
65  See https://www.theamphipolistomb.com/second-chamber. 
66 See Brecoulaki 2006a, 49-76 and 2006b, pl.1-9. 
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representation» solely to the intentions of the painter and his patron67. He omitted 
to consider also whether such «semantics» was more pertinent to a deceased male 
than to a female. Yet, the archaeologist, in those pages, very aptly recalled the 
painting of the ‘Tomb of Eurydike’, a burial that explicitly he recognised as fe-
male68. This painting could have provided a useful and more meaningful compar-
ison for the interpretation of Tomb I as a female burial place as well69. 

Of course, it must be admitted that the evident funerary connotation of the 
paintings allows us to ‘read’ them, in the first instance, as a representation, in the 
form of a mythical narrative, of the passage from earthly life to the afterlife, in a 
word, of death. This makes the subject suitable for the deceased of both genders 
as connoting the status of mystēs of the buried persons70. But the Abduction also 
constitutes the founding myth (hieros logos) of the Eleusinian Mysteries, a cult 
complex with a specifically feminine character71, which stands out from the three 
walls of Tomb I, where six female figures (Kore, Oceanid, Demeter, the three 
Moirai) and only two male (Hades, Hermes) are represented72. In fact, some 
scholars, even those who have attributed this tomb to a male figure, have never-
theless emphasised the relevance of the paintings to the female world73. 

In a study dedicated to the paintings of the Abduction, explicitly and prelim-
inarily based on Bartsiokas - Arsuaga et al. 2015 and on their attribution of Tomb 
I to Philip II, A. Cannataro has seen in the paintings of the tomb precise references 
to three cults, the Eleusinian, the Orphic, and that of the Cabiri of Samothrace, as 
well as to Platonic thought on the immortality of the soul. This complex and in-
terwoven religious and philosophical content has been interpreted by the scholar 

 
 
67 Andronikos 1994, 131-134. 
68 Andronikos 1994, 132: «the tomb of an eminent lady of the Macedonian court», elsewhere 

attributed by the archaeologist to Queen Eurydike, the strong-willed wife of Amyntas III and mother 

of Philip II (cf. Andronikos 1993, 161). 
69 See Kottaridi 2007; Tripodi 2007, 526-528. 
70 In particular, regarding the presence of mystai in Macedonian tombs, as attested by laminae, 

see the cista tomb 1.1981 at Pella, attributed to the grandfather of the poet Posidippus of Pella (Dickie 

1995; Hatzopoulos 2006). 
71 The basic source for the Persephone myth is the 'Homeric' Hymn to Demeter. For texts re-

lating to the Eleusinian cult, see Scarpi 2002. 
72 The fact that the mythical narrative of the Abduction is inherently more populated by female 

figures − and therefore these necessarily had to be represented in greater numbers − does not diminish 

the significance of what has now been observed, since the reverse reasoning also holds true: the 

theme to be depicted for the deceased was chosen precisely because it was populated by majority of 

female figures. 
73 Hammond 1978, 337, who attributed the tomb to Amyntas III, acknowledged that «the fe-

male figures on its internal walls might have been appropriate to Cynna as Queen Mother»; while, 

according to Green 1989, 161, who nevertheless leaned towards Philip II as the occupant of the tomb, 

the iconography as a whole «suggests a young girl cut off in her prime». 
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as «riferimento diretto all’ideologia culturale di Filippo II»74. What is questiona-
ble in this paper is that the interpretation of the pictorial document is determined 
ex post, on the basis of what, for the moment, remains a hypothesis of attribution 
of the tomb, among others, strongly contested, as we have seen in the previous 
pages. This approach leads to ‘tailoring’ the meaning of the paintings to the per-
sonality of Philip II, since it is the attribution of the tomb to this king that deter-
mines the interpretation of the paintings and not the latter that possibly supports 
the attribution to this ruler. 

The feminine connotation of these paintings is reinforced when one consid-
ers that funerary figurative painting discovered up to now in Macedonia − all of 
which, with the exception, perhaps, of the ‘Tomb of Eurydike’, dates from the last 
quarter of the fourth century BC onwards, and in the following third century − 
predominantly shows representations of masculine practices and values, i.e. relat-
ing to war, and/or banqueting, and/or hunting, even in tombs with mixed burials75.  

 
 
2.2. Hunting between two Worlds 
This is also confirmed by Tombs II and III of the Great Tumulus. The painted 

decoration of the latter, although badly damaged on the façade, preserves, on the 
sides of the entrance door, the silhouettes of two shields, a clear reference to the 
values of the warrior arete. The structural and architectural similarities with Tomb 
II envisage, in this case too, a rectangular space located in the upper section of the 
façade which, very probably, housed a painted frieze like that in Tomb II76. Un-
fortunately, nothing has survived, not even traces of colour, which led Andronikos 
to hypothesise that a painted panel («of wood or leather») was placed on this sur-
face, of which obviously all trace has been lost77. Inside, in the antechamber, there 

 
 
74 Cannataro 2019, 311-313. 
75 We are, of course, referring to royal and aristocratic tombs; cf. Guimier-Sorbets - Morizot 

2006, 123; Brecoulaki 2006a, 228; this volume is the reference book for the documentation known 

up to 2006, on the Macedonian funerary iconographic repertoire, examined in particular from the 

point of view of materials, techniques, and styles; see also Brecoulaki 2006c, in particular 50-51, for 

a useful schematic overview of the main iconographic themes. To the paintings, must also be added 

the decorations of the funerary klinai. Of particular significance is the kline from Tomb II, which 

displayed, on the main frieze of its front side, a scene of multiple hunting with fourteen figures made 

of ivory and gold. It may be regarded as a duplication of the scene represented on the façade frieze 

of the same tomb, featuring four more hunters; cf. Andronikos 1984, 122-136 and now, in particular, 

Kottaridi 2020, 147-154. 
76 See Andronikos 1984, 199, fig. 160; Brecoulaki 2006b, pl. 47, 1. 
77 Andronikos 1984, 198. If this hypothesis is correct, the depicted subject was, in all proba-

bility, related to one of specifically masculine values. 
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is a thin continuous painted frieze on all four walls depicting a chariot race78, an-
other reference to masculine values, in this case those of equestrian competitions. 
Both the painted themes of war and races, together with those of the banquet and, 
once again, of the war expressed so well by the rich grave goods, are consistent 
with the correct belief that this tomb belongs to a male figure, generally identified 
with Alexander IV79. 

As far as the representation of the Hunt in Tomb II is concerned, it must be 
said that this extraordinary pictorial text has received, and continues to receive, 
all the attention it deserves. Over the years, a rich bibliography has studied the art-
historical aspects80, the historical, social and ideological problems81, as well as the 
painting techniques and the chemical-physical composition of pigments82. How-
ever, the studies carried out from the first and third points of view do not seem to 
be very helpful for a more precise dating of the frieze and, therefore, for the at-
tribution of Tomb II. The period between the funeral of Philip II (336 BC) and 
that of Philip III (317 BC) is too short, in terms of absolute chronology, to allow 
the identification of the author of the frieze with a specific painter or to discern 
precisely datable features in the technique and the pictorial materials. Conversely, 
from the second point of view (historical, social and ideological), I believe that 
the same period, if properly considered, becomes decisive in establishing at least 
a terminus post quem for the execution of the wall painting, for the simple and 
valid reason that between the dates of the two burials fall the thirteen years of 
Alexander the Great’s reign. 

Indeed, as I attempted to show in a paper thirty-five years ago83, to fully 
understand the subject and meaning of this painting, it is necessary to take into 
account the epochal break marked in the Ancient World by the reign of Alexander 
the Great. And, despite recent scholarly trends seek to mitigate (if not eliminate) 
this rupture84, I believe it is difficult not to admit that the nature and consistency 

 
 
78 Andronikos 1984, figs. 166-168; Brecoulaki 2006b, pl. 50-52. 
79 Among the first: Green 1982, 132-133 and 146; Hammond 1982, 114 and 116. This tomb 

still remains, overall, little studied; for an evaluation from a historical point of view, Arena 2013a; 

see also Landucci 2021, 81-87 and 172, with previous bibliography. 
80 First, and still only, monographic publication: Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2004. 
81 Among the first studies: Tripodi - Briant et al. 1991.  
82 See above, n. 75 and Brecoulaki - Karydas et al. 2023. In this context, attention is drawn to 

the recent workshop “The Aigai Hunt Frieze Revealed. An Interdisciplinary Investigation and Digital 

Reconstruction”, held in Athens (American School of Classical Studies) on 5 April 2025, where the 

extraordinary results of an interdisciplinary restoration project on the Hunt Frieze, carried out by a 

large international team led by H. Brekoulaki, (https://www.ascsa.edu.gr/events/details/the-aigai-

hunt-frieze-revealed), were presented; see also https://www.revis-vergina.com/. 
83 Tripodi 1991 (= Tripodi 1998, 53-97). 
84 See below. 
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of the kingship that Alexander embodied at his death was very different from that 
of his father. And it is precisely this ‘new’ kingship that determined the represen-
tation of the frieze, as well as the overall funerary assemblage of Tomb II85. Since 
I consider the analysis and conclusions of that study to be still valid, I will repeat 
its main points here. 

The painted scene in the Hunt Frieze of Tomb II, which I have defined as 
‘multiple hunt’ because of its peculiar assortment of animals and hunters, has no 
parallel in the Western Greco-Macedonian funerary contexts. The celebration of 
the deceased as hunter and warrior is traditional in the Eastern World. Indeed, 
representations of the funerary hunt on stelae and sculptural friezes all come from 
Asia Minor and the Ancient Near East. In particular, the theme of multiple hunt 
is characteristic of satrapal and dynastic iconography from the fifth century on-
wards. This figurative language is an elaboration by Greek craftsmen serving the 
Eastern dynastic ideology, as demonstrated by some funerary monuments from 
Xanthos and Sidon86.  

Now, there is no doubt that even in pre-Hellenistic Macedonia royal hunting 
was always a collective practice conducted by the king and selected members of 
the court (see, in the fifth century, the hunts of Archelaus87), and that, therefore, 
Philip II also conducted his hunts according to this practice. However, it is also 
true that, in terms of literary and iconographic evidence, the links between the 
Macedonians and the theme of multiple hunt date back to Alexander the Great 
(decoration of Hephaestion’s funeral pyre) and the period immediately following 
(“Alexander Sarcophagus”)88. 

Despite the difference in medium (painting / sculpture) and in size, the Ver-
gina frieze and the Eastern friezes share the same theme (multiple hunts), the same 
type of document (figurative), the same denotation (funerary) and the same 

 
 
85 By ‘new kingship’ I mean the one that defines its holder through the official title of basileus, 

i.e. recorded not in literary texts but in documents directly issued by the court, namely coins and 

inscriptions. On the basis of this principle and the chronology of the available evidence, we can say 

that the title began to be formally used by Alexander the Great, towards the end of his life, in the East. 

In line with this interpretation, among the most recent studies, see, in particular, Arena 2011 e 2013b; 

more nuanced, but basically in agreement with Arena, Kholod 2020; instead Mari 2020 believes that 

Philip II, like his predecessors in Macedonia, also officially employed the title basileus. For the ear-

lier bibliography on the long-standing debate regarding the titulature of the Macedonian kings, which 

began as early as the 1950s, see the articles cited in this note. 
86 Xanthos: ‘Nereid Monument’ (ca. 400-380 BC); ‘Payava Sarcophagus’ (ca. 370-350 BC); 

Sidon: ‘Satrap Sarcophagus’ (late 5th-early 4th century BC); ‘Weeping Women Sarcophagus’ (ca. 

350 BC); ‘Alexander Sarcophagus’ (second half of the 4th century BC); cf. Tripodi 1991, 165-171 

(= Tripodi 1998, 74-79). 
87 Cf. Tripodi 1994 (= Tripodi 1998, 35-52). 
88 Tripodi 1991, 171-175 (= Tripodi 1998, 79-82).    
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purpose, which is to celebrate the hunting prowess of the deceased, homologous 
to his warrior prowess. Finally, the Hunt Frieze of Tomb II, because of its theme 
and the peculiar figurative syntax with which it is staged, constitutes a figurative 
hapax in Macedonia up to now, which the evidence places, as we have seen, 
within a tradition rooted in the Near East and inaugurated for the Greco-Macedo-
nians by Alexander.  

At this point, if one considers the paintings in Tombs I and II in an icono-
graphic and iconological comparison of their pictorial subjects − assessing their 
relevance to the respective burials and the occupants proposed for them − then 
the perspective changes decisively and we are obliged to make a clear distinc-
tion. If two kings were buried in Tomb I and Tomb II, regardless of the proposed 
identifications, one must bear in mind, alongside the identical funerary denota-
tion of the respective pictorial subjects, also, and above all, the total connotative 
difference between the theme of the Abduction of Kore and that of the Multiple 
Hunt. The ‘representation’, in fact, of one deceased king as an Eleusinian mystes 
and of another as a lion hunter cannot but reflect a paradigm shift in the sym-
bolic referents, and thus in the ideological image, of Macedonian kingship. In 
other words, between the pictorial representations of Tomb I and Tomb II there 
must be a discontinuity, or rather, a historical caesura that, in my opinion, cor-
responds to that marked by Alexander’s reign. 

 
 

3. Identifications and Historical Paradigms 
 
As we come to the end of these pages, and in connection with our last con-

siderations, we need to consider, along with other effects mentioned at the begin-
ning of this article89, another ‘long-term effect’ of the studies on the Royal Tombs 
at Vergina, which has not yet been given the attention it deserves. We must note 
that, with the attribution of Tomb II to Philip II, a trend of implicitly revisionist 
studies was set in motion regarding what has been considered, rightly or wrongly, 
a historical (and historiographical) paradigm90  for almost two centuries now, 
starting from the publication, by J.G. Droysen, of the first volume of his Ges-
chichte des Hellenismus (1833). This paradigm identifies, as is well known, in the 
second half of the fourth century BC, an epochal historical caesura between the 
reign of Philip II and that of Alexander the Great. The latter's eastern conquests 
generated, in fact, a series of transformations whose impact on a large part of the 

 
 
89 See above. 
90 The concept of ‘paradigm’ referred to here is the well-established one developed by Kuhn 

1962 and widely discussed since then. 
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Ancient World was such as to determine the end of the Classical Age and the birth 
of a new era, the Hellenistic Age. 

Instead, the excavations at Vergina from 1977-1978, and especially the re-
cent restoration work on the ‘Palace’, have led some scholars to assign to Philip 
II the authorship of historical, political, social and ideological phenomena previ-
ously ascribed to Alexandre91. The character and consistency of the ‘new king-
ship’, court institutions, architecture (palatial and funerary) and urban planning 
are now attributed to Philip92. The traditional image of this king as a rude and 
victorious warrior was ‘updated’ to that of an «enlightened» leader and «brilliant 
reformer», almost a Pythagorean and Platonic intellectual, who introduced «the 
structures and institutions of the democratic city-states» into Macedonia93. Some 
scholars, late continuators of an ancient historiographical topos, have even 
claimed that Philip was «greater than Alexander»94, or that the latter is «one of 
the most overrated figures in world history. The truly great man was Alexander’s 
father Philip»95. Others have merged the reigns of father and son into a new his-
torical entity: a ‘Macedonian Empire’ – stretching from Greece to the Indus Val-
ley, which lasted from 359 to 323 BC – of which Philip was «the architect» and 
Alexander «its master builder-and destroyer»96.  

Naturally, no one intends to diminish the significance of Philip’s military 
achievements and the structural renovation work he undertook within his 

 
 
91 Excavations, from the 1950s onwards, and studies on the ‘Palace’ by various scholars had 

unanimously proposed a chronology of construction at the end of the fourth century BC; cf. bibliog-

raphy in Kottaridi 2011, 297, n. 1. After the discovery of the Royal Tombs, these studies were set 

aside to date the construction of the ‘Palace’ to the time of Philip II. For this chronological revision 

and for a philosophical reading of the Palace’s architectural layout see, especially, Kottaridi 2011; 

2020, 140-146. However, with regard to the restoration work carried out by the archaeologist on the 

‘Palace’ site and the newly proposed chronology, see the severe criticism, on behalf of UNESCO, 

by the Greek section of ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and Sites), 15 March 2024: 

https://greekreporter.com/2024/03/06/icomos-objects-greek-ministry-cultures-vergina-restoration/. 
92 The amount of literature on Philip II increased dramatically precisely because of the discov-

eries at Vergina. This is also evident from the fact that some publications feature, on the cover or 

inside, the presumed face of the king according to reconstruction in Prag 1990; see, e.g., Gabriel 

2010; Billows 2018. 
93  Kottaridi 2020, 144-145; for this challenging claim, the archaeologist also relies on 

Hatzopoulos 1996. Yet, this new vision of Philip II’s kingship raises many doubts, when we consider, 

inter alia, that Philip had his statue paraded, along with those of the Twelve Gods, as the thirteenth 

Olympian deity on the very day of his assassination (Diod. XVI 91, 4). An act far from being expres-

sion of democracy, but rather oriented towards the affirmation of an increasingly autocratic power, 

the very same that Alexander would succeed in establishing thanks to his conquests in Asia. 
94 Gabriel 2010. 
95 Billows 2018, 302. 
96 Worthington 2014. 
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kingdom, specifically concerning his advances in warfare97, just as one must al-
ways take due account of the many elements of continuity in the historical dy-
namics between the Greco-Macedonian West and the Achaemenid East in the 
second half of the fourt century. Indeed, for this reason, Alexander must also be 
included in a line of factual continuity with what Philip had planned and already 
begun98. But, at the same time, it should be borne in mind that, at their deaths, the 
father was still officially known, to everyone, as Φίλιππος, while the son was 
now officially known, to everyone, as βασιλεὺς Ἀλέξανδρος99. I consider this 
to be a fundamental fact and the starting point for any assessment of their respec-
tive reigns, the merging of which into a so-called 'Macedonian Empire' seems, in 
reality, the result of a Hellenocentric vision which, while it can be applied to 
Philip, is decidedly misleading for Alexander. This vision, in fact, has a dual ef-
fect: on the one hand, it fails to recognize that Alexander shaped his new kingship 
also ‘assuming’ the East in his person (Pharaoh, King of Babylon, successor of 
Darius III)100, and, on the other, it ‘resurrects’ the figure, already established by 
Plutarch, of Alexander civilising hero of the barbarians, whose achievement con-
sisted mainly in spreading Greek culture in Asia, thereby opening the way for the 
Hellenistic World101. 

Admittedly, no scientific paradigm, no matter how firm and corroborated, 
can force the interpretation of new data in order to be ‘respected’. But it is up to 
scholars to judge whether all the valuable documentation from the excavations of 
the Great Tumulus and the Vergina site is in fact so indisputable in its chronology 
and interpretation that it challenges the ‘Droysenian’ paradigm and updates it with 
a paradigm that we should define, at this point, as ‘Verginian’. 

 
 

btripodi@unime.it 
 
 
 

 
 
97 See, recently, Anson 2020. 
98 A rich collection of essays on various aspects of this father-son relationship can be found in 

Carney - Ogden 2010; see also Pownall - Sulochana et al. 2022. 
99 Cf. above, n. 85. 
100 The problem of Alexander's ‘interaction’ with the Eastern World is highly complex and 

widely discussed; see, e.g., Olbrycht 2014, nn. 1 and 16 for earlier bibliography. 
101 This image of Alexander has been used throughout Western cultural history, especially 

between the 19th and 20th centuries (see, among others, Tarn 1948), from a perspective of open 

assimilation with European colonialism in the East. P. Briant has written extensively on the instru-

mentalisation of Alexander's conquests and image in modern and contemporary historiography; a 

comprehensive and enlightening book on the topic is Briant 2016. 
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Appendix 

The following is a chronology of all the studies mentioned in this article that have exam-

ined the bone remains of the Royal Tombs at Vergina, distributed in a scheme showing the 

opposing camps of ‘pro’ Philip II and ‘pro’ Philip III. The first study is in a ‘neutral’ position. 

There is no doubt that discussion, in any field of scientific research, is essential for improving 

the results of the research itself. But, when the debate among scholars becomes so harsh as to 

turn into an uncompromising clash, then it certainly does not serve either research or the ad-

vancement of knowledge well. In the specific case of the ‘war of the bones’ concerning the 

Royal Tombs, would it be utopian to imagine a single, unitary research project that would see 

all the scholars involved so far working together, and also open to new researchers? 

1981 N.I. Xirotiris, F. Langenscheidt 

‘PRO’ PHILIP II ‘PRO’ PHILIP III 

A.J.N.W. Prag, J.H. Musgrave, R.A.H. 

Neave 

1983  

A.J.N.W. Prag, J.H. Musgrave, R.A.H. 

Neave 

1984  

A.J.N.W. Prag 1990  

 2000 A. Bartsiokas 

 2007 A. Bartsiokas, E. Carney 

J. Musgrave, A.J.N.W. Prag, R. Neave, 

R. Lane Fox, H. White 

2010  

 2015 A. Bartsiokas, J-L. Arsuaga, E. Santos, 

M. Algaba, A. Gómez-Olivencia 

Th.G. Antikas, L. Wynn-Antikas 2016  

 2018 N. Brandmeir, R. Payne, E. Rizk, R.S. 

Tubbs, J.L. Arsuaga, A. Bartsiokas 

A.J.N.W. Prag, J.H. Musgrave, R.A.H. 

Neave 

2019  

 2023 A. Bartsiokas, J.L. Arsuaga, N. 

Brandmeir 

 2024 A. Bartsiokas 

Y. Maniatis, K. Drosou, M.I. 

Orbegozo, D. Mylopotamitaki, T.A. 

Brown, K. Brown, R. Frei, S. Talamo, 

H. Schroeder, Th.G. Antikas, L. 

Wynn-Antikas 

2025  
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Abstract 

 
L’autore riprende un suo precedente intervento sulla II Tomba di Vergina (2020) per ap-
profondire, in particolare, l’impatto molto problematico degli Osteoarchaeological Stu-
dies sulla valutazione complessiva delle tombe reali del Grande Tumulo. Recentissime 
pubblicazioni in questo settore di studi, infatti, continuano ad alimentare il dibattito sulle 
identità dei defunti in termini sempre più specialistici e settoriali e, tuttavia, pervenendo a 
risultati nettamente contrapposti tra di loro. Tra l’altro, questi lavori, come già tutti quelli 
che li hanno preceduti, coinvolgono nel dibattito la documentazione archeologica e le fonti 
storiche antiche in termini sempre più distanti dalle metodologie proprie dell’Antichistica. 
Questo articolo comprende anche una sezione di tipo esegetico relativa alle pitture delle 
tre tombe, rimarcando la loro rilevanza per meglio comprendere, dal punto di vista storico 
e ideologico, le tombe stesse e la loro possibile cronologia. 
 
The author revisits his previous paper on Tomb II at Vergina (2020) delving deeper, in 
particular, into highly problematic impact of Osteoarchaeological Studies on the overall 
evaluation of the Royal Tombs of the Great Tumulus. Very recent publications in this field 
of study, in fact, continue to fuel the debate on the identities of the deceased in increasingly 
specialised and sectoral terms and, nevertheless, reaching sharply contrasting results. 
Moreover, these studies, like all those that came before them, involve into discussion the 
archaeological documentation and ancient historical sources in terms that are increasingly 
distant from the methodologies proper to Classical Studies. This paper also includes an 
exegetical section on the paintings of the three tombs, emphasising their relevance for a 
better historical and ideological understanding of the tombs and their possible chronology. 

 


