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Abstract

This paper is an attempt to elucidate the regional
character of the Malia-Lasithi state, one of the early
states of Minoan Crete. The center of this state, the
palace of Malia, was constructed, as also at Knossos,
Phaistos, and perhaps Zakros, during the Middle Mi-
noan I period (ca. 1900 B.C.). The territorial extent
of the Malia-Lasithi polity has hitherto been hypoth-
esized on the basis of the regional distribution of ar-
tifact styles, most notably in pottery; however, this
process of placing dots on a map provides limited in-
formation. Of the various sites that are thus identified
as possibly falling within the territory of Malia, the rel-
atively distant site of Myrtos Pyrgos stands out by vir-
tue of its abundant deposits of pottery, showing very
strong stylistic similarities with Maliote pottery. In this
study detailed comparisons of the MM IIB pottery
from Myrtos Pyrgos and Malia (Quartier Mu) are pre-
sented, integrating typological, stylistic, technological,
and compositional data. It emerges that indeed much
of the fine tableware is so close as to be practically
identical; it is, nevertheless, made locally at each of
the two sites. Storage and transport vessels suggest
substantial trade throughout the region but rarely be-
tween Malia and Myrtos Pyrgos. Production of other
coarse wares and cooking ware is quite different at
the two sites. The ceramic and other evidence suggest
that Malia may not have been at the head of a central-
ized state, exercising economic and political control
over Myrtos Pyrgos, as previously believed. Rather,
any power it held at the regional level may have been
based more upon ideology than economy, and the
Malia-Lasithi state may be better characterized as a de-
centralized state.*

As the modern civilized world approaches the mil-
lennium, its predilection for contemplating the ear-
liest emergence of civilization seems set to intensify.
The task of fulfilling this millennial urge falls in
large part to the discipline of prehistoric archacol-

* Thanks go to the British School at Athens and to the
Ecole Francaise d’Athénes for permission to study, and
reproduce here, the pottery from Myrtos Pyrgos and Ma-
lia, respectively; I am especially indebted to Gerald Ca-
dogan and Jean-Claude Poursat for their help and gener-
osity. I am extremely grateful to John Bennet, Gerald
Cadogan, Jan Driessen, Krystof Nowicki, Jean-Claude
Poursat, and Todd Whitelaw for their constructive com-
ments on earlier versions of this paper. Most of the re-
search was conducted in the course of my doctoral thesis,
made possible by a studentship from the Natural Envi-
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ogy, which, in its brief 150-year history, has already
unearthed, on a huge scale, vestiges of the very earli-
est civilizations, from Mesoamerica to Mesopotamij.
But in meeting this challenge the archaeologist en-
counters one particularly striking dilemma. On the
one hand, early civilizations emerged across the glohe
in different times and places, in locations as distapt
and distinctive as Peru and China, displaying a bewil-
dering structural variety. On the other hand, they are |
all linked by a set of core features that mark them out
as civilizations. One response to this dilemma might
be to study each early civilization on its own termsg,
which has the advantage of achieving a deep knowl-
edge of the historical and cultural specifics of the paf-
ticular situation in hand. Another response, and on|
with quite different possibilities, is to study each civilj
zation in such a way that it can be compared with a
other examples. This process of comparison need
not be focused on drawing out similarities, but ma
also serve to highlight differences.

As part of attempts to make this process of conf
parison explicit and rigorous, archaeologists ha
tended more and more to make use of the term “state
rather than “civilization.” Use of the term “state” fg-
cusses attention on social and political organization
rather than on cultural units and represents a stag
in social evolutionary schemes devised by anthropo
ogists in the 1960s and 1970s,! rather than by Lewi
Henry Morgan in the 1860s and 1870s. The reguli:E
denunciation of neoevolutionism, and the efforts of
some postprocessual approaches to replace discus
sion of economy and systems with ideology and agency,
may have caused the “state” to endure a period when
its value as a paradigm was questioned, but it has n¢
been superseded as an organizing principle for re
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ronment Research Council, with additional support fronj
St. John’s College, Cambridge. Many thanks are also dug
to Christ’s College, Cambridge.

1In this respect, archacologists appear to have beey
most influenced by the work of the anthropologists Elmay
Service and Morton Fried: E.R. Service, Primitive Social OF-
ganisation (New York 1962); Service, Origins of the State and
Civilization: The Process of Cultural Evolution (New York
1975); M.H. Fried, The Evolution of Political Society: An Essaj
in Political Anthropology (New York 1967).
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search. One could claim that it has come through
even stronger than before, with a range of recent
major contributions addressing issues of “state” to
good advantage.? Indeed, questions of ideology and
agency have, if anything, been integrated within ap-
proaches to states, rather than replacing them. In
short, it would scem that the evolutionary scheme
of which the state forms a part remains indispens-
able as a framework for thinking about societies
and social change.

THE MINOAN CONTEXT — STATES AND
CIVILIZA'TTONS

With regard to Minoan Crete (figs. 1 and 2), the
emergence of civilization is certainly one of the major
issues facing the student of Aegean prehistory. The
centrality of this issue to the field is in large part due
to the groundbreaking work by Colin Renfrew in
the 1970s.® The very title of Renfrew’s major work
of that period, The Emergence of Civilization, denotes
his choice of the term “civilization” rather than
“state.” John Cherry, however, has drawn attention to
Renfrew’s lengthy 70-page effort to define “civiliza-
tion,” noting that he may, in fact, have been better
served had he used the term “state.” In the late 1970s
and early 1980s, echoing broader developments in
the discipline as a whole, the discussion in Aegean
contexts came to make more use of the term “state”
than “civilization,” mostly following Cherry’s impres-
sive lead.® However, it can be argued that since these
most useful developments, research into the earliest
Minoan states has not progressed as fully as it might
have done. This situation can be attributed to four
major causes, chief amongst them a tendency to try

2 The following examples represent a broad cross-section
of such contrihutions rather than an exhaustive list: C.K.
Maisels, The Emergence of Civilization: From Hunting and
Gathering lo Agriculture, Cities, and the State in the Near East
(London 1990); O. De Montmollin, The Archaeology of
Political Structure: Settlement Analysis in a Classic Maya Polity
(Cambridge 1989); D.L. Nichols and T.H. Charlton eds.,
The Archaeology of City-States: Cross-Cultural Apfroaches (Wash-
ington 1997); C. Scarre and B.M. Fagan, Ancienl Civiliza-
tions (New York 1997); G.M. Schwartz and S.E. Falconer
eds., Archacological Views from the Countryside: Village Commu-
nities in Early Complex Societies (London 1994); G. Stein and
M. S. Rothman eds., Chiefdoms and Early States in the Near
East: The Organisational Dynamics of Complexity (Mono-
graphs in World Archaeology 18, Madison 1994); |.W. Fox,
G.W. Cook, A.F. Chase, and D.Z. Chase, “Questions of Po-
litical and Economic Integration: Segmentary versus Cen-
tralised States amongst the Ancient Maya,” Current Anthro-
pology 37 (1996) 795-821; B. Trigger, Early Civilizations:
Ancient Egypt in Context (Cairo 1993).

% A.C. Renfrew, The Emergence of Civilization: The Cyclades

PELEPONESE

Fig. 1. Crete and the Aegean
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and explain the origins of the earliest Minoan statg
before their actual character had been sufficiently ex
plored.® A second problem, with us since the turn ¢f
the century, has been an excessive concentration
on palatial centers at the expense of their hinte
lands which has, admittedly, been partially offset by
the tremendous energy poured into regional su
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and the Aegean in the 3rd Millennium B.C. (London 1972);
Renfrew, “Trade as Action at a Distance: Questions of Integri
tion and Communication,” in J. Sabloff and C.C. Lamber
Karlovsky eds., Ancient Civilization and Trade (Albuquerqu
1975) 3-59.

4].F. Cherry, “Generalisation and the Archaeology ¢
the State,” in D. Green et al. eds., Social Organisation an
Settlement (BAR-IS 47, Oxford 1978) 411-37; Cherry, “Ev
lution, Revolution, and the Origins of Complex Society if
Minoan Crete,” in O. Krzyszkowska and L. Nixon eds., M
noan Society (Bristol 1983) 33-45; Cherry, “The Emergenqe
of the State in the Prehistoric Aegean,” PCPS 210 (1984
18-48.

5 Much of Cherry’s work focussed on the question of p
latial origins (1983, 1984, supra n. 4). One notable and
very influential attempt to explain the actual character
the earliest states on Crete is Cherry’s, “Polities and Pal-
aces: Some Problems in Minoan State Formation,” in Rep-
frew and Cherry eds., Peer Polity Interaction and Socio-politicul
Change (Cambridge 1986) 19-45.
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face surveys on Crete over the past 30 years.% Thirdly,
there has been a general disinclination to acknowl-
edge the economic, the ideological, and the political
as separate though overlapping networks of power.
Fourthly, there has been an overly rigid view of the
“state” as a social type, rather than as an organizational
response to sociopolitical circumstances.

In an attempt to remedy these shortcomings and to
pursue a more fruitful path, the following four points
are suggested as basic conceptual building blocks.

1. The main requirement is that research should
concentrate on assessing the character of the
earliest states on Crete. In this paper the focus
falls on one state in particular, centered on the
palatial site of Malia.

2. An explicitly regional approach is taken in order
to compare the palatial site of Malia with sites
that are thought to lie within its territory.

3. The importance of analytically separating the
economic, the political, and the ideological at-
tributes of social activities and institutions is
also emphasized.

4. Full consideration is also given to the variability
that may be encompassed within the term
“state.” This involves investigating the idea of a
continuum between decentralized (segmentary)
and centralized (unitary) states.” Further, it may
be suggested that in equivocating between chief-
dom and state, and coming up with “chiefdom-
state,” Renfrew® may in hindsight have settled for
a concept such as the decentralized state.

6 Areas for which regional surface surveys have been
fully or partially published include Lasithi, Chania, the
western Mesara, Pseira, Kavousi, Ayiapharango, Malia,
- Kommos, and Sphakia. References can be found in L.V,
Watrous, “Annual Review of Aegean Prehistory III: Crete
from Earliest Prehistory through the Protopalatial Pe-
riod,” AJA 98 (1994) 698; and in P. Rehak and J. Younger,
“Review of Aegean Prehistory VII: Neopalatial, Final Pala-
tial, and Postpalatial Crete,” AJA 102 (1998) 91-173. Yet
more surveys have been conducted in recent years, which
can only increase our understanding of palatial hinter-
lands, ¢.g., in the northern part of the Isthmus of Ierape-
tra, Vrokastro, Praisos, Atsipadhes, Gavdos, and Ziros—
references to these can also be found in Watrous (1994)
and Rehak and Younger (1998). Ziros has been published
very recently: K. Branigan, “Prehistoric and Early Historic
Settlement in the Ziros Region, Eastern Crete,” BSA 93
(1998) 23-90. However, one limitation of survey data is
that they do not often provide a very detailed indication of
the character of occupation of a site, something which can
only really be satisfactorily provided through excavation.

7 Other recent efforts to explore state variability have
also proposed the idea of a continuum, for example be-
tween city-state and territorial state (Maisels 1990; Trigger
1993; Nichols and Charlton 1997, all supra n. 2). However
this scheme is not as universally applicable as the continuum
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LESSONS FROM EAST AND WEST

In all four of these points, lessons can be learned
from the work of archaeologists on state contexits
elsewhere, in which close attention has been paid to
the possible insights afforded by anthropological eix-
amples. A number of archaeologists, many of them
American, working on Near Eastern civilizations haye
applied anthropological ideas of the state in procegs-
sual studies.? This has also been true of archaeologichl
research in Mesoamerica.!? In such work there has de-
veloped an explicit focus upon theé organizational fep-
tures of early complex societies. Also of significange
has been the growth of a more concerted effort to
study these state systems at the regional scale. That fis
not to say that the state centers have been suddenly
neglected. We should remember that most studies of
ancient states begin at the urban centers; and not
unreasonably so.!! Stein, too, acknowledges that thjs
urban focus is only natural, but that it has not bee
sufficiently counterbalanced by analysis of the stafe
at the regional level.'? This spatial bias is inevitably
accompanied by a “power” bias, such that total eco-
nomic, ideological, and political power is thought
reside in the institutions (temple and/or palace) ¢
the state center, while the rural sector is largely ove
looked. Nonetheless, regional analysis has advancefd
more in the Near East than in most areas (e.g
Crete), with early studies by Wright and Johnson
showing how it is possible to assess center and per‘ipl[
ery simultaneously. Thus their argument, that th
Middle Uruk states of Mesopotamia were strongly

—
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between centralized and decentralized, and it is difficult tp
sce how the Protopalatial Minoan states would be class}-
fied in such a system.
8 Renfrew (supra n. 3) 367, for use of the term “chiefdom
state.”
9R. McC. Adams, The Evolution of Urban Society (Chicag
1966); H.T. Wright, The Administration of Rural Production i
an Early Mesopotamian Town (Anthropology Papers 38, An
Arbor 1969); Wright, “Recent Research on the Origin
the State,” Annual Review of Anthropology 6 (1977) 379-97;
H.T. Wright and G.A. Johnson, “Population, Exchangg
and Early State Formation in Southwestern Iran,” Americap
Anthropologist 77 (1975) 267-89; C.L. Redman, The Rise
Civilization: from Early Farmers to Urban Sociely in the Ancien
Near East (San Francisco 1978).
16 K.V. Flannery, “The Cultural Evolution of Civilizg
tions,” Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 3 (1972
399-426; W.T. Sanders, J.R. Parsons, and R.S. Santley, The
Basin of Mexico: Ecological Processes in the Evolution of a Civily
zation (New York 1979).
11 Redman 1978 (supra n. 9).
12GJ. Stein, “Segmentary States and Organisationgl
Variation in Early Complex Societies: A Rural Perspective,’
in Schwartz and Falconer (supra n. 2) 10-18.
13 Wright and Johnson (supra n. 9).
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centralized with an economic structure controlled
by an elite, is not based upon assumption; these au-
thors have taken a broad perspective, integrating re-
gional survey data with detailed information from
excavation at major regional centers, and smaller
second and third order sites.

With the continued excavation of smaller non-
central sites, there has in the Near East been an in-
creasing orientation towards the rural sector, thereby
placing urban centers in a regional context that is
more than just a series of dots on a distribution map.
As a corollary, the idea of a centrally administered
economy stretching across a territory has been
challenged by Adams,'* and more recently by a
number of other scholars.15 In its place the notion
that early states may have had certain decentral-
ized qualities has been gaining currency. Yet this
more critical reconsideration of the nature of early
states has not as yet had any effective impact in stud-
ies of Minoan Crete.!6

This shift in orientation has been paralleled by a
somewhat less explicit move towards separating the
economic, ideological, and political facets of early
states, rather than assuming their complete interde-
pendence. Many of the aforementioned studies in
Near Eastern contexts have focused particularly on
the nature of economic organization in the rural
sector.!7 It is understood that “some kind of relation-
ship exists between rural economic organization and
the political structure of early state societies,”!8 al-
though the nature of this link is not well understood
as yet and requires an explicit analytical framework.
What is increasingly apparent is that in many early
states the rural economy is barely affected by a cen-

4R, McC. Adams 1966 (supra n. 9); and “Strategies of
Maximisation, Stability, and Resilience in Mesopotamian
Society, Settlement, and Agriculture,” ProcPhilSoc 122 (1978)
329-35.

15 Schwartz and Falconer 1994 (supra n. 2); S. Pollock,
M. Pope, and C. Coursey, “Household Production at the
Uruk Mound, Abu Salabikh, Iraq,” AJA 100 (1996) 683—
98; P. Wattenmaker, “Town and Village Economies in an
Early State Society,” Paléorient 13 (1987) 113-22; P. Watten-
maker, “Household Economy in Early State Society: Mate-
rial Value, Productive Context, and Spheres of Exchange,”
in EM. Brumfiel ed., The Economic Anthropology of the State
(Monographs in Economic Anthropology 21, Lanham
1994) 93-118; N. Yoffee, “Political Economy in Early Me-
sopotamian States,” Annual Review of Anthropology 24 (1995)
281-311.

' CJ. Knappett, “Ceramic Production in the Protopala-
tial Malia ‘State’: Evidence from Quartier Mu and Myrtos
Pyrgos,” in P. Betancourt and R. Laffineur eds., TEXNH:
Crafismen, Crafiswomen, and Crafismanship in the Aegean Bronze
Age (Aegaeum 16, Liege 1997) 305-11.

17 See Wattenmaker 1987, and Pollock et al. 1996 (both

tralized administration, and that state control over
economic affairs may be weak and irregular.!® The
sentiment, that ancient states are incapable of effec
tively exerting their control across a region, is found
also in the anthropological work of Georges Ba
landier: “. . . because of technical and economic cbnA
ditions and the survival of social relations that were
hardly compatible with its own power, the [ancient]
state finds it hard to carry this [centralizing] logid to
its conclusion.”20

In a similar vein, Manning?' draws on work by Gjd-
dens, Mann, and Cherry?? to argue that anci¢nt
states in general lacked the necessary infrastructyre
to achieve a direct and continuous administrative
penetration of society. Building on the arguments|of
Cherry? in particular, he asserts that in order to over
come the indirect and irregular nature of the power
they wielded, ancient states had to rely on symbols
and symbolic acts that would communicate state
and elite ideologies to achieve a degree of cohesion
and control over wider areas. Here we see not o
much a concern with the link between econontic |
and political institutions in early states, but rathpr
between their ideological and political features. This
connection between the ideological and the politidal
can be taken further, if we introduce concepts ex-
pressed by Southall: in the absence of control over
the material means of production, due to infrastructurpl
limitations, authority in early states was first achievec
through control of the imaginary means of production.p!

In other words, a state may not be quite so effegc- |
tive and all-pervasive as its central authority may wigh
it to be. The centralizing nature of the state, in tél'll |
not only of polity but also of economy and ideology, |

j=N

supra n. 15).
18 Stein (supra n. 12) 10.
19 Although in a palatial center the economic, the ided
logical, and the political may be coextensive, at the r¢
gional level they may begin to disassociate themselves, per
haps due to infrastructural limitations.
20 G. Balandier, Political Anthropology (London 197(
137.
21'S.W. Manning, Before Daidalvs: The Origins of Comple
Society and the Genesis of the State on Crete (Diss. Univ. of Can)-
bridge 1995).
2 A. Giddens, The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Th
ory of Structuration (Cambridge 1984); M. Mann, The Sources
of Social Power | (Cambridge 1986); J.F. Cherry, “Power i
Space: Archaeological and Geographical Studies of th{
State,” in |. M. Wagstaft ed., Landscape and Culture: Geograph
cal and Archaeological Perspectives (Oxtord 1987) 146-72.
# Cherry (supra n. 22).
24 AR. Southall, “The Segmentary State: From the Imagi
nary to the Material Means of Production,” in H.J.M. Claes}
sen and P. van de Velde eds., Early State Economics (Politica
and Legal Anthropology Series 8, London 1991) 75-96.
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is invariably compromised to some degree by infra-
structural limitations. One might therefore say that
the tension between centralizing and decentralizing
tendenctes is at the core of any process of state for-
mation and consolidation. This should be particu-
larly true of early states with their less developed
technological means for achieving direct penetra-
tion through all sectors of society. This idea needs to
be at the core of any discussion that follows—that
states can be described as falling somewhere on a
broad spectrum between being very centralized on the
one hand and very decentralized on the other. More-
over, the idea of the Malia state?5 must also be evalu-
ated in these terms. According to the conclusions then
reached, that is, whether the Malia state tends towards
the centralized or the decentralized in character, it
may then, and only then, be feasible to reconsider
the possible prepalatial origins of this political sys-
tem. It may emerge that during the initial stages in
the development of such a state, ideology was a more
important source of regional power than was econ-
omy. This would have major ramifications for those
theories of state development that place economy
first?0 and portray ideology as a secondary, legitimiz-
ing form of power.27

MINOAN STATES REASSESSED

Aegean archaeologists interpret the palace-based
societies of Minoan Crete in the Protopalatial period?
as the earliest occurrences in the Aegean world of
state-level society. This interpretation is based largely
on evidence from the palaces themselves. Yet when
there is mention of “states” in archaeology, the impli-
cation is that there exists beyond the palace a sur-
rounding town and an associated territory. However,
the evidence from the towns and territories linked
with the First Palaces of Minoan Crete is by no

25 For the idea of a Malia state, cf. G. Cadogan, “Lasithi
in the OId Palace Period,” BICS 37 (1990) 172-74; Cadogan,
“Malia and Lasithi: A Palace-State,” in Ta ITempayuéva rov
AweOvoiigc Konrodoyixot Zvvedgiov 7 (hereafter 7th Cret-
Cong) (Rethymnon 1996) 97-104; J.-C. Poursat, “Town and
Palace at Malia in the Protopalatial Period,” in R. Higg
and N. Marinatos eds., The Function of the Minoan Palaces
(Stockholm 1987) 75-76.

26 P, Halstead, “From Determinism to Uncertainty: So-
cial Storage and the Rise of the Minoan Palace,” in A. Sheri-
dan and G. Bailey eds., Economic Archaeology: Toward an Inte-
gration of Ecological and Social Approaches (BAR 96, 1981) 187-
213; Halstead, “On Redistribution and the Origin of Mi-
noan-Mycenaean Palatial Economies,” in E. French and K.
Wardle eds., Problems in Greek Prehistory (Bristol 1988) 519-
30.

27 See Cherry 1986 (supra n. 5).

28 Other terms synonymous with “Protopalatial” are

means clearly understood. The result is that we hiave
only a partial grasp on the term “state”—its meanjng
is relatively apparent at the level of the palace, put
Minoan archaeologists have been unable, and |in-
deed have rarely attempted, to evaluate the regio al
character of these early states. This inability has b en
partly due to the limited evidence, but is also in la ge
part attributable to an unsuitable methodology foxj’
dealing with those data that do exist, and little redog-
nition of the potential variety in the nature of e rly
states in general. ‘

The traditional view, that the state center exer
cises considerable economic and political con rol
over its entire territory, is fundamental to the mo :leﬂ
of the state espoused by those who argue for a redis«i
tributive economy in the palatial systems of Mingan
Crete.? In this perspective, the economic, ideolggi-
cal, and political components of the palace are con-
sidered to be coextensive and to extend equally
across the whole state domain. However, rather,
than testing this hypothesis against data collected
from sites across a region, centralized regional con-
trol is instead assumed by the simple existence|of
the state centers.

Naturally, one must expect the primary focus|to,
have fallen thus far in Minoan archaeology upon the,

“First Palace,” “Early Palace,” and “Old Palace.” The e-
riod first begins towards the end of the 20th cent. B.C.,|in |
the ceramic phasc known sinct- Evans as Middle Min

(Bmtol 1089) while Mannmg suggests that MM IB s
ca. 1925-1900 B.C.; cf. S.W. Manning, The Absolute Chronol-
0gy of the Aegean Early Bronze Age (Sheffield 1995). ‘

2 See Renfrew 1972 (supra n. 3); ML Finley, Eqrly
Greece: The Bronze and Archaic Ages (London 1970); PM. War-
ren, The Aegean Civilizations: From Ancient Crete to Mycm,,n,ei
(Oxford 1975); K. Branigan, “Social Security and the Stjte |
in Middle Bronze Age Crete,” Aegaeum 2 (1988) 11-17;
T.G. Palaima, “Origin, Development, Transition and Traps- i
formation: The Purposes and Techniques of Administra- |
tion in Minoan and Mycenaean Society,” in T.G. Palaifna |
ed., Aegean Seals, Sealings, and Administration (Aegaeum|5, |
Liége 1990) 83-104.
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from the Neopalatial period. Notwithstanding such
frustrations, there is sufficient evidence to argue that
at three of the main New Palaces, namely Knossos,
Phaistos, and Malia, there was in the preceding pe-
riod a central unified structure with many of the
same functional and formal characteristics as their
successors, thereby meriting the label “palace.”®
Even if many architectural details are unknown,3!
and despite our ignorance of the various workings of
the palaces, most scholars would agree that to
speak of palaces is justifiable.32 Our picture of these
Middle Minoan I-1II palaces will always tend to be
patchy because of their complicated histories, with
numerous episodes of building, destruction, and
rebuilding. This situation is not helped by the ob-
vious reluctance of archaeologists to destroy later
features in the pursuit of earlier levels. However,
such factors are not nearly so much of a hindrance
when we look beyond the palaces proper, making
the adoption of a regional perspective all the
more imperative.

AN “URBAN” PERSPECTIVE — PALACE AND TOWN

It is clear that each palace must have had a signifi-
cant surrounding town area, but the data at hand are
slim. While limited excavation has provided some in-
sight into settlement in the vicinity of the palace at
Knossos in the Neopalatial period, for example, in
the area of the House of the Frescoes, to the North
and South of the Royal Road, and behind the Strati-
graphical Museum, these really represent little more
than glimpses into the sizeable town that clearly ex-

%0 Investigations beneath floor levels of the Neopalatial
palace at Zakros, and those more recently excavated at Pe-
tras and Galatas, have revealed Middle Minoan IB-II depos-
its that suggest the probable existence of Old Palace period
predecessors at these sites. For Zakros, see N. Platon,
“Zakro,” in |.W. Myers, E.E. Myers, and G. Cadogan eds.,
The Aerial Atlas of Ancient Crete (London 1992) 292-301;
For Petras, M. Tsipopoulou and M. Wedde, diaBdovrag
Eva ywudtivo maAYnoto: STOoUATOYoapIXés Toulc oTo
avaxtoewd xtijowo Tov etpd Zytelug, 8th CretCong (Herak-
lion, in press). For Galatas, G. Rethemiotakis, “Galatas,”
Kritiki Estia (1996) 317-22.

31 E.g., ].D.S. Pendlebury, The Archacology of Crete: An In-
troduction (London 1939) 96. He suggests that the East
Wing at Knossos may not have been fully developed until
the MM IIA period, after the initial palatial construction in
MM IB, during which the palace may have been consti-
tuted of insulae, i.e., isolated blocks of buildings organized
around the central court. Only in MM II are the separate
insulae replaced by a unified scheme, cf. A. Evans, The Pal-
ace of Minos at Knossos 1 (London 1921) 139-40. More re-
cent discussion can be found in J.A. MacGillivray, “The
Foundation of the Old Palaces in Crete,” 6th CretCong
(1990) 429-34; MacGillivray “The Early History of the Pal-

Unexplored

) 500 1000 m

Fig. 3. The Knossos Area. (After Cadogan et al. 1992)

isted.?? For the Protopalatial town at Knossos we have
even less to go on (fig. 3). Based on his collation of the
results of trial and rescue excavations at Knossos, Hopd
was able to remark that, “by the end of the Middle
Minoan 1 period the area of intensive settlement|at
Knossos had expanded to a size that was hardly syur-
passed at any later stage of the Bronze Age.”?* As

ace at Knossos (MM I-1I),” in D. Evely et al. eds., A Lapy-
rinth of History: Papers in Honour of Sinclair Hood (Oxlord
1994) 45-55.
32 For Malia, cf. O. Pelon, “La naissance des palais dahs
le Proche-Orient et dans 1'Egée: Contribution a étude dlu
développement d’un systéme architectural,” in P. Darcqfic
and R. Treuil eds., L'Habitat égéen préhistorique (BCH Suppl.
19, Athens 1990) 265-79; for difficulties with Zakros, s
N. Platon 1992 (supra n. 31); for Phaistos, see D. Leyi
Festos e la civilla minoica 1 (Rome 1976).
33Cf. A. Evans, The Palace of Minos at Knossos 2 (Lond
1921) 547-51; M.S.F. Hood and D. Smyth, “Archacologid
Survey of the Knossos Area,” BSA Suppl. 14 (London 1981)
# Hood and Smyth (supra n. 33) 8. Also T.M. Whitclaw, |
“The Settlement at Fournou Korifi Myrtos and Aspects pf
Early Minoan Social Organisation,” in O. Krzyzskowsk:
and L. Nixon eds., Minoan Society (Bristol 1983) 323—45.
He notes that Protopalatial Knossos probably covered
least 45 ha, although now would revise this figure to dga.
70-80 ha (pers. comm.). Warren estimates that during the
period MM 1 to LM I there was 75 ha of intensive settl
ment at Knossos: PM. Warren, “The Minoan Roads ¢
Knossos,” in Evely et al. (supra n. 31) 209.
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for excavated remains of this date, in the immediate
vicinity of the palace one can really only refer to the
area of the Southwest Houses? and the Royal Road.?¢
A little further from the center, there are Middle Mi-
noan I-II deposits from the Aqueduct Well, Ho-
garth's Houses,?” the area behind the Stratigraphical
Museum,3® Trial KV,3¢ and the field north of the Villa
Ariadne.? Even where there are major town com-
plexes excavated such as at Malia,*! the nature of
the relations between the town and palace are far
from well understood.?” However, the site of Malia
provides the best evidence available for us to ascer-
tain the nature of a town surrounding a Middle Mi-
noan palace.

MALIA

It seems fair to assume that all three*® of the pala-
tial centers for which there is evidence in the Old
Palace period would have had associated territories.
Malia is in one sense unique as a palatial center in
that concerted attempts can be made to define its as-
sociated territory through analysis of the closely
comparable pottery styles* of sites such as Myrtos

3 C.F. Macdonald, “Protopalatial Development South
West of the Palace of Minos,” in 8th CretCong (Heraklion,
in press).

3 M.S.F. Hood, “Stratigraphic Excavations at Knossos,”
CretChron 15/ 16 (1961-2) 92-97.

37 M.S.F. Hood, “Knossos,” AR (1958) 18-21.

3 PM. Warren, “Knossos Stratigraphical Museum Exca-
vations, 1978-80: Part I,” AR (1980~-1981) 73-92.

3 M.R. Popham, “Trial KV (1969), a Middle Minoan
Building at Knossos,” BSA 69 (1974) 181-94.

10 Here a deposit of MM IB pottery has been found in
excavations by K. Wardle, mentioned in R.A. Tomlinson,
“Archacology in Greece, 1995-1996," AR (1996) 1-47.
The deposit is also briefly described in J.A. MacGillivray,
“Knossos: Pottery Groups of the Old Palace Period,” BSA
Studies 5 (London 1998) 52.

1V H, van Effenterre, Le palais de Malia et la cité minoenne
(Rome 1980).

#]-C. Poursat, “Le début de Pepoque protopalatiale a
Malia,” in Eilapiné, Mélanges N. Platon (Paris 1987) 461-66;
- J-C. Poursat, Guide de Malia— Quartier Mu (Athens 1992).

18 Notwithstanding the fact that further research at Zak-
ros, as well as Petras, Galatas, Gournia, and Monastiraki,
and even Chania and Rethymnon, may reveal the pres-
ence of yet more Old Palace period palatial centers.

4 One supposes that Knossos and Phaistos would also
have had such territories, but there are far less data from
subsidiary sites in their regions to support the hypothesis;
for a recent attempt to define a Knossos Old Palace state,
cf. G. Cadogan, “An Old Palace Period Knossos State?” in
Evely et al. (supra n. 31) 57-68.

45 Moreover, Pelon argues that a central complex of pa-
latial type may even have existed as early as EM 1IB, cf. O.
Pelon, “Un, dépot de fondation au palais de Malia,” BCH
110 (1986) 3-19; Pelon, “Malia—le palais,” BCH Chro-

Pyrgos, Gournia, Vasiliki, and Pseira. These particu-
larities of Malia’s regional position are discussed be-
low, but at this stage of the discussion the focus is re-
stricted to the palace and the town.

A unique feature of the site of Malia itself is t

tial Neopalatial structures an early palace
exist'® in MM IIL. Protopalatial remains in the i

the beach to the west, and at a slightly smaller scale,
is Quartier Theta, alternatively known as “La Mai-
son de la Plage.”™! Quartier Mu (fig. 5) is of course
enormously important for a number of reasons’?—

niques 115 (1991) 726-35; Pelon, Guide de Malia— Le Ral-
ats (Athens 1992); Pelon, “La salle & piliers du palais de
Malia et ses antécédents: Recherches complémentaires,”
BCH 117 (1993) 523-46.
46 H. and M. van Effenterre, “Malia. Le centre politique,
1. L’agora (1960-1966),” Etudes Crétoises 17 (Paris 1969); M.-
Cl. Amouretti, “Malia. Le centre politique, 2. La crypte hy-
postyle (1957-62),” Etudes Crétoises 18 (Paris 1970).
¥ C. Baurain, P. Darcque, and C. Verlinden, “Malia—
abords nord-est du palais,” BCH Chroniques 110 (1986)
816-22; Baurain C. and P. Darcque, “Malia—Les abords
nord-est du palais,” BCH Chroniques 117 (1993) 671-75.
48 0. Pelon, “Fouilles exécutées a Mallia: Exploratipn
des maisons et quartiers d’habitation (1963-66), I1I fasci-
cule,” Etudes Crétoises 16 (Paris 1970).
4 P. Demargne and H. Gallet de Santerre, “Mallia: Ex-
ploration des maisons et quartiers d’habitation (192]t-
48), 1 fascicule,” Ftudes Crétoises 9 (Paris 1953).
50 1.-C. Poursat, “Fouilles exécutées a Malia: Le Quartier
Mu 1,” Etudes Crétoises 23 (Paris 1978); B. Detournay, J.1C.
Poursat, and F. Vandenabecle, “Mallia. Le Quartier Mu II,”
Ltudes Crétoises 26 (Paris 1980); Poursat, “Artisans Minoeps:
les maisons-ateliers du quartier Mu. Fouilles executéeg a
Malia: le Quartier Mu IIL,” Ftudes Crétoises 32 (Paris 1996)
51 H. and M. van Effenterre, “Maisons IV: Le Quartier
Theta (1959-60),” Etudes Crétoises 21 (Paris 1976).
52 For lucid and concise discussion of the nature of the
Malia town, and the possible place of Quartier Mu witHin
it, cf. J.-C. Poursat, “Ateliers et sanctuaires a Malia: Nogiv-
clles données sur I’organisation sociale a Pepoque des pfe- |
miers palais,” in O. Krzyszkowska and L. Nixon eds., Mi-
noan Society (Bristol 1983) 277-81; J.-C. Poursat, “La vijle |
minoenne de Malia: Recherches et publications récentes,
RA (1988) 61-82.
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Fig. 4. Plan of Malia. (After ].-C. Poursat, Guide de Malia—Quartier Mu | Athens 1992] foldout)

the discovery of Cretan Hieroglyphic administra-
tive documents;?? the group of workshops for seal-
stone production, bronze production, and pottery
manufacture;® the extensive storage capacities in-
cluding specialized magazines with very large
pithoi, some imported; the integration of a sanctu-
ary into the main building, building A;55 and the in-
corporation of various “palatial” architectural fea-
tures, such as a lustral basin, lightwells, and an
ashlar sandstone facade.’% Soundings beneath the

5% Poursat 1978 (supra n. 50); LM. Schoep, Minoan Ad-
ministration on Crete: An Interdisciplinary Approach to Docu-
ments in Cretan Hieroglyphic and Linear A (MM I/{I-LM IB)
(Diss. Univ. of Leuven 1996).

54 Poursat 1996 (supra n. 50).

55 G, Gesell, “Town, Palace and House Cult in Minoan
Crete,” SIMA 67 (1985).

56 R, Treuil, “Le Quartier Mu a Malia: Découvertes et

recently excavated LM III floors of nearby Quartier
Nu57 have revealed deposits of complete MM 1T
vases, suggesting the probable cxistence of aij in-
tense MM 11 occupation in this area just to the nprth
of Quartier Mu. Other notable features of the Malia
town include the presence of independent thwn
sanctuaries, such as the MM II Sanctuary™ to|the
south of Quartier Mu and the Sanctuaire faux
Cornes, a little further to the south (although |this
is not very securely dated). The burial complexgs to

problémes en architecture minoenne,” in M. Rochi anyd L.
Vagnetti eds., Consigli Nazionale delle Ricevche Istituto par Gli
Studi Micenei ed Igeo-Analolici, Serinari anno 1990 (1991)
173-177. .

57].M. Driessen and A. Farnoux, “Quartier Nu,” BCH .
117 (1993) 675-82.

58 1.-C. Poursat, “Un sanctuaire MM 11 a Malia,” BCH 90
(1966) 514-51.

PR
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Fig. 5. Plan of Quartier Mu. (After J.-C. Poursat, Guide de Malia— Quartier Mu [Athens 1992] foldout)

A REGIONAIL PERSPECTIVE — PALACE, TOWN,
AND TERRITORY

the north of the palace, including the renowned
Chrysolakkos,”® the “charniers” (ossuaries), the
cemetery of Pierres Meulieres, and the pithos buri-

[ e

als of I'Tlot du Christ exhibit a variability of format
rarely matched at other Minoan sites in this pe-
riocl.80 Lastly, the intensive surface survey recently
undertaken promises to add yet more to our under-
standing of the town of Malia.0!

3 The ceramic material from which has recently been
placed in MM TIB by V. Stirmer, “La céramique de Chryso-
Jakkos: Catalogue et réexamen,” BCH 117 (1993) 123-87.
His analysis is clearly erroneous, however; for valid criti-
cisms and a revised date for much of the material to MM
IB, sce ]-C. Poursat, *Notes de céramique Maliote a pro-
pos de “La Géramique de Chrysolakkos,” BCH | 17 (1993)
603-607. For consideration of the function of the Chryso-
lakkos complex, cf. G. de Pierpont, “Réflexions sur la dés-
tinaton des édifices de Chrysolakkos,” in R. Laflineur ed.,
Thanatos: Les cowtumes funéraives en Fgée a UAge du Bronze

Not only should a palace have an associated town
but also a surrounding hinterland to administer arld
by which to be supported (fig. 6). The existence of|a
palace is inseparable from its associated domaih.
Poursat makes the case succinctly: “Il serait intérgs-

(Aegacum I, Liége 1987) 79-94.

60 P. Demargne, “Malia: Exploration des nécropolgs
(1921-1953),” Etudes Crétoises 7 (Paris 1945); C. Bauraip,
“Les necropoles de Malia,” In R. Laffineur ed., Thanatps:
Les Coutumes funeraires en Egée a UAge de Bronze (Aegaeum |1,
Liege 1987) 60-73;].S. Soles, “The Prepalatial Cemeteries
at Mochlos and Gournia, and the House Tombs of Bronye
Age Crete,” Hesperia Suppl. 24 (1992).

61 S, Muller, “Prospection de la plaine de Malia,” BGH
116 (1992) 742-53.
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Fig. 6. Possible regional extent of the Protopalatial Malia state

sant de pouvoir saisir le fonctionnement interne de
I’administration territoriale, les relations entre les
différents sites, et, naturellement, les rapports entre

les différents territoires palatiaux.”®2 One doubts if

any study on the Old Palace period has successfully
addressed itself to the sorts of questions Poursat
poses.%3 Van Effenterre has considered at length the
various possibilities in terms of the Malia palace’s re-
lationship to its hinterland, particularly viewing the
Lasithi plateau as a breadbasket for Malia in the light
of palatial storage capacities and the projccted pro-
ductivity of the surrounding land.% However useful
his contribution as an exercise in coming to terms
with the problem of the palatial domain, it remains
hypothetical. More recently, Watrous has conducted
a detailed survey of the Lasithi plain,® and it seems
that its high productivity is only a relatively recent
phenomenon resulting largely from heavy alluvia-
tion. In fact there is very little hard evidence regard-
ing ancient agricultural production patterns in this
period, and nothing to suggest that the Lasithi plain
was anything more than self-sustaining, and certainly
not a bread-basket for the coastal zone below. The
possibility that Lasithi maintained a degree of politi-

62 Poursat 1988 (supra n. 52) 79.

63 See also Cadogan pointing out that work nceds to be
done on the hinterlands of the palaces and towns—G. Ca-
dogan, “Some Middle Minoan Problems,” in E.B. French
and K.A. Wardle eds., Problems in ‘Greck Prehistory (Bristol
1988) 95-99; this he follows up with short studies aiming
to define the territory of Malia (Cadogan 1990, supra n. 25),
and the Knossos hinterland (Cadogan 1994, supra n. 44).

64 yan Effenterre (supra n. 41); also Y. Dewolf, F. Postel,
and H. van Effenterre, “Géographie préhistorique de la ré-
gion de Mallia,” Etudes Crétoises 13 (1963) 28-53.
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cal independence emerges still further in the york
of Nowicki;® his detailed investigations of the upland
areas have revealed a series of defensible sites dafable
to MM 11, the location of which suggests that Lasithi
may not have been controlled from Malia.

Another attempt to look beyond palaces to their
hinterlands is represented in a brief article by Brani-
gan, in which he concludes that the primary |cco-
nomic function of the Old Palaces at Knossos|and
Phaistos was the regulation of local exchange.% [Like
the work of van Effenterre, it is largely conjecfural
and, moreover, the scope of “local” is barely copsid-
ered. In the same vein, Palaima is also guilty of vague
conjecture on the economic nature of the old palaces
at a regional level, stating that, “on a purely regional
basis, the early palaces functioned both as placep for
the storage of surplus foodstuffs, and as organjizers
and facilitators of the exchange of foodstufls |and
other goods.”58

Indeed, relations between palace and territory are
frequently assumed (o be of a certain fixed chargcter
once the term “state” is invoked. Therefore it wpuld
be worthwhile to examine more thoroughly the ter-
ritorial extent and character of the state thought to

65 L. V. Watrous, Lasithi: A History of Settlement on a fligh-
land Plain in Crete (Princeton 1982).
66 K. Nowicki, “Report on Investigations in Greeeq V Il.
Studies in 1990,” Archaeologia 42 (1991) 143-45; K. Nowicki,
“Report on Investigations in Greece X. Studies in (1993
and 1994,” Archaeologia 46 (1995) 63-70.
67 K. Branigan, “The Economic Role of the First Paldaces,”
in R. Hagg and N. Marinatos eds., The Function of the Minoan
Palaces (Stockholm 1987) 245-49.
68 Palaima 1990 (supra n. 29).
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center on Malia. Mention has already been made of
the relationship between the Lasithi plateau and
Malia, but it is difficult to be any more precise about
this owing to the limited nature of the evidence.
Other sites that may fall within a Malia state, on
the basis of geography, site distributions, and patterns
in the material culture, include Gournia, Vasiliki, and
cven Chamaizi and Petras (fig. 6). Walberg®? draws a
line between an East-central and an Eastern region
along the Isthmus of Terapetra, a natural topograph-
ical division used also by Cherry (1986), but fails to
specify in which zone sites along the Isthmus (Gour-
nia and Vasiliki) actually belong. Andreou’ has por-
trayed the sites in the Isthmus (i.e., Gournia, Vasiliki)
as falling within the Eastern group (i.e., with Zakros
and Palaikastro) on the basis of ceramic stylistic sim-
ilarity. Cadogan, on the other hand, has stressed how
similar the pottery from Gournia is to that of Malia
and Myrtos Pyrgos, thereby linking the Isthmus to
the East-central group. It may appear from these dif-
fering views that one can just as easily associate Gour-
nia and Vasiliki with Zakros and Palaikastro. The re-
cent evidence from Petras,”! a site close to Siteia in
the east of the island, serves to complicate matters
still further: some of the fine pottery published (in
preliminary form) shows very strong similarities to
typical examples from Malia and Myrtos Pyrgos,
while some other fineware types exhibit close stylis-
tic connections with Palaikastro examples. It is not
at all clear where a boundary between eastern and
east-central zones may lie, if indeed one can talk of
a boundary as such. Cadogan has wondered if Ayia
Photia may turn out to mark the eastern limit of
the Lasithi region but with the core of the region
still being on and around the Lasithi massif.”? One
is reminded of Pendlebury’s almost prophetic
statement: “Some sites in the eastern half of Cen-
tral Crete, such as Gournais [Gournes] and Malia,
seem to link on to the eastern group at this time.”?
Renewed excavation at Gournia, with greater empha-
sis on Protopalatial material, and the publication
of the Petras material, may shed further light on this
difficult problem.

% G, Walberg, Provincial Middle Minoan Pottery (Mainz
1983); Walberg, Kamares: A Study of the Character of Palatial
Middle Minoan Pottery? (SIMA Pocketbook 49, Goteborg
1987). .

'S, Andreou, Poitery Groups of the Old Palace Period in
Crete (Diss. Univ. of Cincinnati 1978).

71 See Tsipopoulou and Wedde (supra n. 30).

72 See Cadogan 1996 (supra n. 25).

7 Pendlebury 1939 (supran. 31) 114.
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To the west, Cadogan has attempted to define the
extent of a Knossos state, an exercise hindered by
the lack of published material from sites in- the Knossos
hinterland. Clearly the Knossos Middle Minoan II pgt-
tery is very different from that of Malia, and it is argued
that the boundary between the two falls at Gournes,
with its combination of styles from both regions.7

The site that has attracted most attention as a canp-

state and, of the state centers we know, Malia is tt
best candidate, judging by the strong similarities ip
material culture at least. As a working hypothesis
shall here make the basic assumption that Myrtqgs
Pyrgos does fall within some sort of state or polity
centered at Malia.”

L]

MYRTOS PYRGOS

=

The site of Myrtos Pyrgos (fig. 7) is located o
the south coast of Crete, about 15 km to the west d
the modern town of lerapetra. Although only 35 kn
from Malia as the crow flies, the two sites are sepg
rated by the imposing Lasithi mountains and pls
teau. Myrtos Pyrgos is located on a low conical hi
with steep sides, just 1 km to the east of the village g
Myrtos, at the mouth of the once perennial Myrtg
river. Although there is very little Protopalatial (P
riod III) architecture on the summit of the hill at Myr:
tos Pyrgos (apart from a cistern), where the Neopald

=

VB ., T

tial country house was eventually constructed, ther
are Protopalatial structures on the north and weg
slopes, such as the defensive tower, terrace (defer

e~ 7

=

sive?) walls, and a second cistern.”0 There is also
house tomb, actually constructed and in use durin
the Prepalatial period, continuing down through th
Protopalatial and into the Neopalatial period. Protg
palatial pottery has been recovered from a numbef
of contexts—the house tomb, both cisterns, possibl
house levels on the north slope near the defensive
tower, and from a huge mass of clearance debris a little
further to the west on this same north-facing slope.
The majority of the pottery comes from this redepos

134 T U9

v

™ Cadogan 1994 (supra n. 44); cf. also A. Zois, Probli-
mata Chronologias tis Minoikis Kerameikis— Gournes, Tylissod,
Mallia (Athens 1968).
75 The possibility remains that there exists another sit¢
that we have yet to recognize as a Middle Minoan palatial
center (e.g., Gournia?), or yet to discover at all (Ierapet
tra?), that may have formed a state with Pyrgos in its territory.
76 G. Cadogan, “Pyrgos, Crete, 1970-77," AR (19771
1978) 70-84.
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Fig. 7. Plan of Myrtos Pyrgos

ited context, presumably having tumbled down from
a Protopalatial building complex on the very top of
the hill,7’7 the nature of which is unknown. Despite
its secondary/tertiary context, it represents a coher-
ent body of material with many complete or nearly
complete vessels, stratigraphically overlying in situ
deposits of Period Ilc-d (MM IA-B). This strati-
graphic separation is supported by clear stylistic dif-
ferences between the material of Pyrgos II and Pyr-
gos III. There is no later material overlying the
Pyrgos III deposits, and neither does there appear to
be, according to stylistic assessments, any later pot-

77Cf. G. Cadogan, “The Role of the Pyrgos Country

House in Minoan Society,” in R. Higg ed., The Function of

the “Minoan villa” (Stockholm 1997) esp. 103.

78 Cadogan 1996 (supra n. 25).

7 H.A.B. Hawes, B.E. Williams, R.B. Seager, and E.H.
Hall, Gournia, Vasilike, and Other Prehistoric Sites on the Isth-
mus of Hierapetra, Crete (Philadelphia 1908).

80 See Poursat (supra n. 25) 46-43.

81 Cadogan 1988 (supra n. 62); 1990, 1996 (supra n.
25).

82 Andreou 1978 (supra n. 77).

83 There are other, more minor (in quantitative terms)
categories of evidence, 0o, summarized by Cadogan 1996
(supra n. 25) 100-101. First, there is metallurgical evi-
dence found only in the Malia region, such as hoards of

tery within the Pyrgos Il deposits that must be later
than MM IIB (i.e., MM IIIA).

Cadogan’ reports that the initial impression,
during the excavation of the Protopalatial material
from the site was that the pottery was similar to the
“Early Gournia Style” described by Harriet Boyd-
Hawes.” Subsequently it became clear that there were
also strong affinities to the pottery from Quartier Mu
being excavated and studied by Poursat.8% This meth-
odology of drawing comparisons to form regional
groupings has marked Cadogan’s work on this
subject.8! It is widely agreed that Pyrgos 111 and
the Malia Town Group (especially Quartier Mu)
are closely comparable 52

CERAMIC REGIONALISM AND BEYOND

The main evidence for some sort of connection
between Malia and Myrtos Pyrgos is the pottery and,
more specifically, the fine tablewares.®® There Nave
been studies of pottery style distributions in the dld
Palace period,®* but they have tended to place dots
on a map rather than consider explicitly the pro-
cesses by which artifact style may diffuse, and hepce
the internal organization, economic or otherwisd, of
palatial domains. However, the extensive ceramic|de-
posits from Myrtos Pyrgos® and Quartier Mp,3
which have been exhaustively studied by the|re-
spective excavators and are in the process of bding
published, provide us with a unique opportunity to
study fully the patterns of stylistic and technolpgi-
cal similarity and difference between the sites ancl
to explore the possible reasons behind these pat-
terns. We may then be in a position to evaluate [sys-
tematically the idea that there was a state terrifory

centered at Malia stretching across the Lasithi| re-
.87

—

gion as far as the south coas
In so doing, however, we must be careful not t¢ ac-
cept uncritically the equation between a cultural finit

carpenter’s tools, rare examples of metal plate (c.g., s Iver
kantharos from Gournia), and a shoesocket spearljead
from Malia (and a mold for one at Pyrgos). Sccondly, there
are some minor similarities in administrative practices, yuch
as the stamping of seals on the handles of coarse Jjars fand
amphorae, and the occurrence of poumarks. Thirdly, built
tombs in the form of houses seem to be characteristic of
the region, even in the Prepalatial period.
8t Andreou 1978 (supra n. 70); Walberg 1983 (supra n.
65).
8 Cadogan 1977-8 (supra n. 76).
86 Poursat 1978, 1996 (supra n. 50).
87 Cadogan 1990, 1996 (supra n. 25); Poursat 1988 (sypra
n. 52).
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Fig. 8. Fine tableware, Quartier Mu. (Courtesy EFA; 1.
Athanassiadi)

Fig. 9. Hemispherical cups, Myrtos Pyrgos. (Courtesy BSA;
J. Clarke)

Fig. 10. Straight-sided cups, Myrtos Pyrgos. (Courtesy
BSA; J. Clarke)
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(formulated primarily according to ceramic styles) an
a sociopolitical unit such as the state® To date in M
noan archaeology, ceramic regionalism studies hay
proven unsatisfactory for the purposes of reconstrug
ing the dynamic relations between a palace and its d
main. One must keep those factors in mind in any 4
tempt to characterize the nature of Minoan societ
complexity. For example, the idea of a continuum ¢
variation between centralized and decentralized statg
is important, as is the conceptual division of the sta
into its economic, ideological, and political activitig

roles, and institutions. One must also consider the dg-
gree of control inherent in the various implied relp-

tionships. This division into three separate thou

h

overlapping organizational variables allows us fo
characterize better the Malia-Pyrgos relationship
without being forced into predicating a state centered
at Malia, with complete economic and political con-

trol over sites such as Myrtos Pyrgos, at the dista

edges of what is assumed to be its territory. We may
instead entertain the possibility that, for example

Malia may have had considerable ideological infl
ence upon Pyrgos, moderate political control (Mal
may only have been making decisions for Pyrgos i

certain spheres of activity), and relatively little ecp

nomic impact.

NEW APPROACH, NEW DATA

The discussion to date has been based largely o
pottery. Eventually one would hope that such an issu

might be tackled using diverse forms of archaeologicpl
and other evidence. But as a first attempt at a more ex-

plicit consideration of the question the focus here wi

continue to be on pottery, albeit from a number of ap-
gles. There are essentially three forms of ceramic evi-

88 For dangers inherent in this procedure, cf. JW. Ba
“Pottery, Potters, Palaces and Polities: Some Socio-econom|
and Political Implications of Late Classic Maya Ceram

Industries,” in J.A. Sabloff and J.S. Henderson eds., Lowlay

Maya Civilization in the Eighth Century A.D. (Washingto
D.C. 1993) 243-72; and 1. Hodder, The Spatial Organisati

of Culture (London 1978). Ball in particular warns against

the use of ceramic interaction spheres for the casual maj
ping of political geography. Ceramic spheres, he clain
tend rather to be the products of common cultural trad
tions. On the other hand, on the basis of ethnograph

work amongst the Kalinga, Graves argues that the Lcrn'toriE]

extent of social units can correspond very closely to materi
culture groupings. He too is against a “casual” equation

onc with the other, stressing how important an influeng

the particular cultural context has on the nature of the cc
respondence: M. Graves, “Kalinga Social and Material Cy

ture Boundaries: A Case of Spatial Convergence,” in W.A.
Longacre and J. Skibo eds., Kalinga Ethnoarchaeology (Wash-

ington, D.C. 1994) 13-49.
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modification to the centralized, redistributive state
model usually assumed,!?7 and potentially challenges
us to look at other evidence for the Protopalatial pe-
riod from a different perspective.

BROADER PERSPECTIVES

Future study of pottery production, distribution,
and consumption at other Protopalatial period sites
perhaps lying within the Maliote state, such as Kastel-
los Tzermiadho on the Lasithi plateau, andl Vasiliki,
Gournia, Mochlos, and Pseira in the Mirabello area,
would allow evaluation of the degree to which the sit-
uation documented here for Myrtos Pyrgos was typi-
cal, and would provide a more subtle assessment of
the nature of the Maliote “state.” This has been done
to some extent with the evidence from Petras, and
further publication of the fascinating material from
this newly excavated site is cagerly awaited. Renewed
excavation of Protopalatial deposits at a site such as
Gournia might also yield new insights into the na-
ture of regional interactions. Sites in the immediate
vicinity of Malia have not been excavated, although
such work may one day follow from Miiller’s survey
of the plain of Malia.!?® This may allow assessment of
the degree of economic control that Malia may have
exercised over sites within the plain itself. One could
also examine material from sites in another region,
such as Phaistos, Monastiraki, Apodoulou, and Ayia
Triadha in the Mesara, for possible variations from
region to region in economic organization. It is by
no means certain, after all, that the organization of
the Malia state was the same as that of the Phaistian
or Knossian states in this period. Knossos, for exam-
ple, was a much larger center than Malia, in the order
of 75 ha. Although littde is known of its territory (what,
for example, was the relationship between Knossos
and Archanes?), it may actually have been smaller in
area than that of Malia,'? though possibly more
highly integrated economically. These patterns of
structural variation from state to state need much
more investigation.

Prepalatial Origins
Having characterized the Malia state as decentral-
ized, with ideology more significant than economy

127 Supra n. 26.

128 Miller 1992 (supra n. 61).

129 Contra J. Bennet, “Knossos in Context: Comparative
Perspectives on the Linear B Administration of LM =TI
Crete,” AJA 94 (1990) 193-211.

150 E. g, Renfrew 1972 (supra n. 3); Halstead 1981 (supra
n. 26).

181E. g Manning 1995 (supra n. 21); Y. Hamilakis,
“Wine, Oil, and the Dialectics of Power in Bronze Age

in terms of regional political control, there are thajor
implications for our understanding of how sy ch a
state grew out of its Prepalatial background. Fifst, it
is easier to conceive of decentralized states develop-
ing from small-scale Prepalatial chiefdoms than to
imagine the emergence of full-fledged, centra ized,
bureaucratic states from such a background. Sgr(‘—
ond, we may be forced to recvaluate explanatigns of
why such a change actually took place atall. Over the
past 25 years the emergence of these regional| poli-
ties on Crete has been consistently attributed tg eco-
nomic and/or ecological factors.!3 Increasingly, how-
ever, state emergence, both on Crete!®! and further
afield,'¥2 is explained by social theories in which jnuch
greater interpretative weight is placed upon th¢ role
of ideology and human agency.!#

There are strong (rmpiri(ral grounds, as shown
with the case of Malia, to suggest that ideology was at
least as important as (political) economy in the ini-
tial emergence of states on Crete. To put it anpther
way, could the real root of clite power in MM 1 have
been control over the imaginary means of produyclion,
perhaps even more important than control ovgr the
material means of production?'! This suggestion| chal-
lenges certain assumptions, for m‘xamplc the asqump-
tion that economic control was jthe mMost imjpe rtant
dynamic, and that idcology (ml‘{' served to comsoli-
date and legitimize power after the fact, a vigw ex-
pressed bestin the work of Cherry on peer polity in-
teraction.!3? To recharacterize the first Mjnoan
states, one must reevaluate the nature of their pmer-
gence, as Halstead himself has declared: "S¢rious
misconceptions as to the nature of palatial ciyiliza-
tion have led, and continue to lead, to mﬁj()r prob-
lems in the explanation of palatial origins.”36

The Neopalatial Period

One might also consider the implications of such
a reassessment for the Neopalatal period, assessing
whether states in Minoan Crete become more uni-
tary and centralized through time. Economic o ‘gani-
zation is better understood for the Neopalatial than
for the Prepalatial period, and can be more fruptiully
debated thanks to a greater and more varied body of
evidence. Furthermore, discussion is set firmly within

Crete: A Review of the Evidence,” OfA 15 (1996) 1-32.

132 Cf. Scarre and Fagan 1997 (supra n. 2).

185 K g, with the idea of “factional competition,” cf.
E.M. Brumfiel and J.W. Fox cds., Factional Competitipn and
Political Development in the New World (Cambridge 1994);
Hamilakis 1996 (supra n. 131).

134 Southall 1991 (supra n. 24).

135 Cherry 1986 (supra n. 5).

136 Halstead 1988 (supra n. 26) 530.
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a regional political context; the issue of the extent of
Knossian hegemony s at the core of most argu-
ments. Recent studies on the regional organization
of Neopalatial Crete have considered evidence such
as Linear A documents,'” coarse pottery,!™ settle-
ment hicrarchies and distributions, 3 inscribed stone
vessels,'” and even bull iconography on fat-based
nodules. ! By no means do all- authors agree, with
some cnvisaging Knossian supremacy while others
argue that there were small independent local poli-
ties. I would suggest that these differing conclusions
may actually be complementary, with local autonomy
in some (economic?) activities coexistent with an
overarching (Knossian) control in other (ideologi-
cal) spheres. Dricssen and Macdonald have shown
that treating the Neopalatial as a single period with
no significant internal differentiation obscures some
key political differences between LM IA and I.M
IB.12 It would appear that there may indeed have
been a degree of both economic and ideological
control from Knossos across large parts of the island
in LM IA, but that by the LM IB period, after the socio-
economic disruptions accompanying the Theran
eruption, local power groups chose to manage their
own economic affairs.'® A certain degree of island-
wide ideological power, centerd on Knossos,!* may
have continued.

The Mycenaean Ira

Mycenacan scholars have been equally keen to
broach the issue of the palaces’ regional position,
most commonly at an economic level. It is widely
held that the Myceneaean palaces on the mainland

137 Schoep 1996 (supra n. 56).

188 P.M. Day, A Petrographic Approach to the Study of Poltery
in Neopalatial East Crete (Diss. Univ. of Cambridge 1991).

139 .M. Driessen and J.A. MacGillivray, “The Neopalatial
Period in East Crete,” in R. Laffineur ed., Transition: Le
Monde Egéen duw Bronze moyen au Bronze récent (Aegaeum 3,
Liege 1989) 99-112.

MO L M. Schoep, “Ritual, Politics and Script on Minoan
Crete,” Aegean Archacology 1 (1994) 7-25.

MR, Hallager and E. Hallager, “The Knossian Bull—
Political Propaganda in Neo-palatial Crete?” in R. Laflineur
and W-D. Niemeier eds., Politeia: Sociely and Stale in the
Aegean Bronze Age (Acegeaum 12, Liege 1995) 54756,

2 1. M. Driessen and C.F. Macdonald, The Troubled Island.:
Minoan Crete before and afler the Sanlorini Eruption (Aegaeum
17, Liége 1997).

13 Driessen and Macdonald 1997 (supra n. 142).

V1 For the idea of Knossos as a cosmological center, see

J.S. Soles, “The Functions of a Gosmological Center: Knos-

sos in Palatial Crete,” in Laffineur and Niemeier (supra n.
14) 405-14.

145 1.C.. Wright, “From Chief to King in Mycenaean Soci-
ewy,” in P. Rehak cd., The Role of the Ruler in the Prehistoric
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in the LH HIA-B periods were the foci of centralized
states.1¥ The evidence represented by the Linear B
tablets points to an elaborate official hierarchy, with
economic control as the basis for political power.
Nevertheless, Halstead has been able to throw some
doubt on the assumption that the palatial economy
was all-pervasive.'46 By playing the evidence for ec¢o-
nomic activity derived from archaeobotanical analy-
ses against the economic picture that emerges frgm
the Linear B archives, he shows that there were some
forms of economic activity either beyond the reach
of, or simply not of direct interest to, the palatial dt
thority. Other studies in Mycenaean scenarios nota-
ble for giving serious consideration to the politi¢al

-

role of the palaces in managing the regional ecgn-
ging 8
omy include those of Morris'*7 and Bennet. 148

FINAI REMARKS

The Minoan Protopalatial period has been comn-
monly depicted as the cra in which Minoan socigty
first reached the level of statchood. One such Proto-
palatial state is thought to have centered on the pala-
tial site of Malia, which some scholars have suggested
exercised both economic and political control over
its entire territory. However, it has been argued here
that there are good grounds for casting doubt upon
this assumption—certain patterns in the evidence
suggest that Malia may have held ideological rather
than economic power over sites such as Myrtos Pyr-
gos, at the periphery of a possible Maliote territoty.
In seeking to make sense of these patterns, the no-
tion of a decentralized state has been shown to make

Aegean (Aegaeum 11, Liege 1995) 63-82; C.W. Shelmer-
dine, “Review of Aegean Prehistory VI: The Palatial Bronge
Age of the Southern and Central Greek Mainland,” AjJA
101 (1997) 537-85.

16 P Halstead, “Agriculture in the Bronze Age Aegean:
Towards a Model of Palatial Economy,” in B. Wells ed., Ag-
ricilture in Ancient Greece (Stockholm 1992) 105-19.

117 H.]. Morris, An Economic Model of the Late Mycenaean
Kingdom of Pylos (Ann Arbor 1986).

148 J. Bennet, “*Outside in the distance’: Problems jn
Understanding the Economic Geography of Mycenaean
Palatial Territorics,” in J.-P. Olivier and T.G. Palaima eds.,
Texts, Tablets and Scribes (Salamanca 1988) 19-41; cf. alt()
Bennet 1990 (supra n. 129).

149 The main evidence used has been pottery, partly he-
cause it is the most abundant Minoan material recovered
archaeologically, and partly because of the bias of my own
research in pottery. Other forms of evidence have also
bheen considered (cf. also n. 83), such as administratiye
documents, ritual and burial practices, and architecture,
and ideally multiple sources of evidence should be evalu-
ated, wherever possible, from the perspectives of produc-
tion, distribution, and consumption.
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good sense of the data at hand, providing some stim-
ulating alternative hypotheses.

Earlier generations of archaeologists tended to as-
sess the evolutionary level of a past society through
the presence or absence of a number of salient fea-
tures, and thence to assign it a position within a social
typology. It has been the express aim in this paper not
to accept the term “state” as a given, but rather to ex-
plore the manifest organizational possibilities that
the “state” encompasses. In this regard the introduc-
tion of the concept of the “decentralized state” has
been effective, particularly when placed at one end
of an organizational continuum, with “centralised

150 Cf. De Montmollin 1989 (supra n. 2).

state” at the other extreme. The ensuing advanty
of examining political institutions in terms of
of variation” (or “bundled continua of variation’
are apparent; by not suppressing variability thro
a rigid classification into social types such as “st
and “chiefdom,” we may achieve greater subtlety
resolution in our interpretations of early comy
societies, such as those of Minoan Crete.
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