Discuss whether the appearance of the palaces on Crete is better characterised by a model of secondary state formation or a model of heterarchy. 

Crete’s palaces, are they secondary state or are they heterarchy? As an archaeologist one of the biggest problems you will face is that may of the societies you may find may have little to no writing and/or documents from this society, resulting in the dilemma that means you only have physical evidence of a society existing but not what or how the society existed? These are both questions that archaeologists aim to answer but the only way to do this is to hypothesise from the evidence they do have, an example of such evidence would be palaces. Palaces hold the secrets to all forms of answers to of archaeology from social to economic and political. Although to find these secrets archaeologists must interpret the evidence based on its appearance using the social theory that could be ascribed to the society of the time. In this instance the social theories could either be secondary state formation or heterarchy. To evaluate the appearance of the palaces and assign a social theory to the palaces on Crete, there must first be an understanding of what both social theories are recognised by.
However, definitions are a lot harder to find in archaeology than most other disciplines, this means that without direct or definitive definition only a loose and candid definition predominantly of one’s own knowledge backed up by sources can be given. Some sources have tried to give a definition to secondary state but in doing so have also over complicated it, although with the information and ideas that those sources have given me I have been able to piece together a definition. Galaty and Parkinson (2007) argue that it is impractical to suggest that state formation by can be whittled down simply to two categories because it detracts from all the aspects that go into state formation however with their approach it creates a better picture that permits for a more “cross-cultural” (Galaty and Parkinson) discussion. Whilst their argument is long windy road that also brings in principles from primary state formation, they offer some of the best insights into what a secondary state formation is. Galaty and Parkinson suggest 2 characteristics of the development secondary state formation are: a pre-existing local social system and interactions and socialisation between the original state and the surrounding states.  Neo-Revolutionaries suggest that secondary states are deemed to be complex societies that have formed out of “archaic” (Galaty and Parkinson 2007) models; Barbara Price goes onto to ascribe two paths of formation that must occur for a secondary state to form. The first path is that of one where the state has transformed through history and the other path where the state is formed through interactions with more complex surrounding societies, a path very similar to the one that Galaty and Parkinson described. The notion that the secondary states are formed via the outside interactions of neighbouring states contains a very interesting take; Barbara Price (1978) explains that for this process to happen either there would be economic and political combination typically a result of the neighbouring power taking over or conversely it happens by unintended influence transforming social, economic and political arrangements. Characteristics of secondary state do not actually differentiate from that of primary state formation much but do differentiate in the fact that they have monumental structures and institutionalised religion specifically for the socialisation into the ruling class of society (hierarchal)(Shodhganga). A secondary society cannot evolve from a primary state formation as it would then have to follow a different social trajectory and would no have been influenced from an neighbouring state on the level that it could suggest take over or near complete reformation of state (Galaty and Parkinson 2007).
Heterarchy is a social theory put forward by Carole Crumley in 1995 to ascribe an improved explanation for states that were not governed by a hierarchical or stratified political system but rather one that has a non-linear organisational intricacy and has power that operates both within and outside the governing system (The Black Trowel Collective, 2016). Heterarchy is not a social theory that dismisses, nor does it oppose the notion of hierarchical societies but suggests that there is a plethora of forms of hierarchical organisations but that there are also social organisations that lack any hierarchical influence and suggests that there are organisations that are an inclusive power and that there is no real heads of the organisation (Galaty and Parkinson). One characteristic of heterarchy states is that they are likely to emerge under the influence of surrounding near by states that are more complex than its own large communal society (Galaty and Parkinson 2007). More characteristic evidence of heterarchy are: large scale architectural achievements, staples food production, communal ritual, public construction, shared power, extensive labouring, social interactions that are very large and usually exercised through some form of ritual/ shared ideological event and little to no economic differences (Galaty and Parkinson, 2007), integration within the society to create a whole entity instead of separate structures (T. Gale 2008) .
Both secondary state formation and heterarchy have a common denominator, this is the commonality that neighbouring states have a tremendous impact on how a state evolves. Outside Influences wont only influence on how the people act within themselves but also on a societal level and what that society needs to practice these new acts. Palaces are the pinnacle of society and not only shape the landscape around them but the people within and around it. 
Excavations at the palace of Mallia has produced evidence that there are remains o f a previous structure below it that date back to the Early prepalatial period; the structure has 6 thick walls that were excavated and whilst it is unclear exactly how the walls connect to each other and whether in fact this is a palace or communal structure or even a cluster of houses it is uncertain. What is known is that these walls are comparatively different to the other structures and walls in the village, of this time that surround the walls (J. McEnroe 2010). This is possible evidence for a pre-existing societal structure signifying that the social structure of the later palace of Mallia was heterarchical as a secondary state formation cannot emerge or evolve from primary state formation, leaving only heterarchy as the available option as the palace that was built during the middle Minoan period (1900-1800 BC) were heavily influenced by the neighbouring states of the levant. Minoan art was suddenly transitioning into a more formal lively style or art reminiscent of the similar art found in the Levant, this art style was similarly found at Knossos and Phaistos (G. Cadogan 1976).  In Middle Minoan lll (1625-1550bc) began construction of the New palaces after an earthquake had knocked them down at the end of Middle Minoan ll, during this period of construction there was increased activity and trade from the Minoans that can be seen across the levant as they have some influence on its neighbours too. Although during this time of construction there starts to appear new features in the palace that have not been found to predate MMlll, these features include things such as basins, light wells door partitions, as they were not found previously it is likely that there are outside sources that have created this influence for example both the Cyclades and main land Greece both have similar art styles that are found in the palace of Mallia in the MMlll (J. Barrett and P. Halstead 2004). There are a lot of architectural influences on the palace at Mallia that are ‘minoanised’(J. McEnroe 2010). It is not just about the neighbouring influence that puts Mallia’s palace in the category of heterarchical but also the symbolisation of the palace itself, it was a public place, it had designated cult rooms to practice religion that all could attend in a bid to socialise the community and people as one, at Mallia  there are ritual rooms of monumental scale and evidence of public action within the palace (J. McEnroe). The courts of the palaces at Knossos, Malia and Phaistos, the three main palaces of Crete are all built and designed to have the court, the public most important public space within the community at the centre of the palace. These courts were a place of socialisation, they were there for dancing, celebration, rituals and trade. The courts were used for food and goods storage, it was the hub of trade, it was the centre of life for the people of Crete; this is only something the model of heterarchy has and isn’t seen in Crete’s neighbours like Egypt or in Aegean states who are Creates hierarchical neighbours (Tsipopoulou. (2012)).  
The evidence for secondary state formation is something that is argued about a lot more, although this is because mainly of its long standing history, Gordon Childe in 1951 was stating that Crete was an Egyptian colony basically and that it was a secondary state because he did not see evidence for anything, he claimed that Crete had gone straight from chiefdom to a secondary state because it had copied its more powerful accomplished complex neighbour, Egypt (Galaty and Parkisnosn). There is evidence that during the palatial period Crete was a communication centre between Egypt and the rest of the Near east, there is also evidence further on of trade between Egypt and Crete and the rest of the Near East, so much so that by the End of the Classic Minoan period when even the New Palaces were burnt down and Crete was yet again left with nothing even Egypt refused to trade with them leaving Crete with nothing and ultimately dictating its downward spiral (J.McEnroe). Knossos is the best and most prominent palace evidence of secondary state formation. The palace it self in the centre much like the rest of the palaces Crete had a courtyard int the middle yet it was different, this courtyard had twenty different levels in it. This was reminiscent of the ziggurat; The Ziggurat is a religious temple type pyramid found in Mesopotamia. This courtyard was built during the 1tht and 15th century a time of trade a development for Crete, this is some of the best evidence of outside and foreign influence affect the architecture of the Cretan way of life, it is affect their main area of socialisation, the hub of their life and bringing in a new foreign hierarchical monument. The courtyard also stops being used by the local community as a sight of ritual long before any of the palaces in Crete, we know this because there is evidence of disuse for over a century to then see evidence of activity again after it has become a ruin (D’Agata, 2010). The public also slowly during the late periods of Minoan Crete started to experience restrictions on their ability to attend court, while it is not known whether this because of an introduction of a hierarchal/ ruling class, it can be safe to presume that only small groups of people were allowed into the court for representation of the people (Tsipopoulou). This change of society is evidence of secondary state formation developing in Knossos as only a small group were aloud in to court where the hub of society was meaning instead of the power being faceless and shared between the society it was now down to a much smaller group of people, an aspect of secondary state formation, influenced by the Mesopotamian neighbours.
Secondary state formation lacks definition and understanding, the idea is too loose and can be bent out of shape to suit anyone’s hypothesis about anything meaning it does not produce a solid theoretical social structure. Secondary state formation holds no validity because something can only be valid if it can be explained and understood; nevertheless, the same could also be said about the theory of heterarchy. Both social theories desperately try to attribute a label or definition to what past societies might of appeared to be, combined with how they would of worked. How ran what? Why did this happen? What happens if? All questions that both try arguing they can solve. Secondary state formation model has no definition and is hard to apply to a society because of this, and heterarchy is an amazing idea, but an idea that is only half baked. Moreover with the fact that both social theories are very similar when applied it is hard to argue which social theory is more suited to the palaces of Crete. Ultimately though Crete is a society of heterarchy despite there being ample evidence for the development of secondary state formation within the palaces at Crete, the evidence that we do have for a heterarchical institution is too vital to dismiss. The heterarchy social theory is one of socialisation and there are even systems in place to ensure that socialisation happens: monumental public building, ritualistic celebrations, no head of a society, equal powers, shared food production, shared hard labour ( T.Gale) this is all to institutionalise people into a community to bond, to bring together which is something that the palaces on Crete very successfully do for a very long time even after they are burnt down. It is also known that the New palaces were built on top of old palaces such as Knossos (the best evidence of secondary state formation) (Galaty and Parkinson) , we also know from Mallia that there is also another monumental structure under the old palace and there very well could be under Knossos too, those buildings can not really be examined but as McEnroe states in his book it is not known whether this building was a cluster of houses or a previous palace nonetheless there is a significant structure that indicates in the same place and space there is group socialisation, meaning Crete was a primary state that transcended into heterarchy. There is also complete lack of evidence even slightly suggesting that there was centralised political and/or economic structure anywhere in Crete (Galaty and Parkinson) only further proving that social dynamic of Crete was a shared power equating to heterarchy. 
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