Critical Review 

[bookmark: _Int_CFNvwy9Y][bookmark: _Int_lTWakwWc]The article I have chosen to review today is Davis, Jack L., and Sharon R. Stocker. “A Truly Prehistoric Archaeology of Greece.” A Greek State in Formation: The Origins of Civilization in Mycenaean Pylos. We are told this chapter will investigate how these smaller Mycenaean settlements show us the existence of social and political systems that led to the formation of the Mycenaean state. Although the approach differs and is inspired by New Archaeologists, it goes onto discuss how both written and archaeological findings can help with a wider understanding of the components that were an influence on rural settlements and their changing patterns. It goes on to suggest that the Mycenaean period had similarities to the countryside of Pylos in the way the elites got their power from local agriculture.

The authors of this article have had a significant impact on archaeology as they are responsible for important discoveries, especially in the Greek area, which is the focus of this article. “The team made a rich and rare discovery of an intact Bronze Age Warriors tomb” (Reilly, 2015) This obvious expertise in the subject area of Pylos and Ancient Greece, in my opinion gives weight to their argument, despite the lack of specific evidence. Although to make it a truly critical analysis, we need to acknowledge the reliance and dependance on comparative rather than direct evidence from Mycenaean times. 

Throughout this article there is a heavy reliance on archaeological evidence; we see them discuss documents, and how they may be unreliable, which makes it hard for them to back up their reasonings. For example, we see them discuss a source from Sir William Gell, who is described as an “observant westerner” and is seen as clever, but then it is said he has a “distaste for ordinary farmers” and prefers “the Europeanized Greek upper-class”, this demonstrates the unreliability of his accounts. They also use many examples from their own work throughout the article, this poses a problem for the argument as it is their own findings, so they could just be repeating their own claims as evidence, since these interpretations are based on their own work, rather than supported by other scholars work. 

[bookmark: _Int_Opt6VF0m]“In recent decades Greek and foreign scholars have at last begun to mine archives in order to write regional histories... These periods are now emerging from darkness, sometimes in surprising ways, undiscovered physical remains, may in fact, be hiding in plain sight” (Davis, Stocker, 30) We see from this quote that only recently has new evidence come to light about these settlements and empires, so the argument this article is making is based on rather new and upcoming evidence. This gives us reason to question the argument, but it does give justification to using evidence from the Ottoman empire to look into and potentially discover new findings of the Mycenaean period.

[bookmark: _Int_P8dfpB9K] While we can question it because the lack of evidence makes us wonder how stable the argument is. On the other hand, we can look at how there might be similarities between these empires, and the use of this evidence can be justified. “If social organization and cultural coherence exhibit more order than processes of sociocultural change, functional studies may be more important for understanding regularities in human behavior and for addressing what are often viewed as evolutionary as opposed to historical processes than many neo evolutionists have believed” (Trigger, 14). What Trigger suggests here is that the use of evidence from different civilisations may in fact be helpful and supportive of the argument, though they are not specific to the research subject, if we look at it from this perspective, the comparisons of Ottoman empire and Mycenaean societies may in fact offer useful insight. 

[bookmark: _Int_KAofKTnv]“In the course of our fieldwork in Kea there were many surprises, but one stood out: we could not recognise medieval and early modern remains although texts justified the island then having been occupied” (Davis, Stocker, 32). The authors acknowledge the fact that there are texts that point towards occupation of the land; this tells us that the occupied parts of the country lay outside their area of research. This indicates a methodological gap. It is then attempted to be justified by telling us about their own hypothesis and how it is believed that much of the population on the island lived within the capital, which is not the area that was investigated. 

[bookmark: _Int_oG9MVxuz]I think Davis and Stockers work can be strengthened and justified if we take into consideration their earlier fieldwork, “in field projects subsequent to Kea, we devoted even more effort to studying the history and archaeology of post-antique Greece, partly from a desire to understand fluctuation between nucleated and dispersed patterns of settlement” (Davis, Stocker, 34) Through their findings of “The dispersed pattern of early modern settlement that we had observed resulted, it seems from a complex interplay of social, political and economic factors” (Davis, Stocker, 34). The authors obvious expertise in this field has given them an insight into the history of Greece, this gives us reasoning as to why they are making claims these specific claims of the Mycenaean period. It tells us that Mycenaean settlements are not seen as something unique but part of the recurring systems we see throughout the history of Greece. Although it could be counter argued that these findings may just highlight flaws, it could also be said that we know there are vast differences between these time periods, which then goes onto weaken the validity of these claims. 



We see a deep look into sources relating to the ottoman empire, specifically the Ottoman Cadaster, “Twenty-three pages are concerned with the judicial district of Pylos” (Davis, Stocker, pg 38) but the relevance to the Mycenaean world is indirect. I think that the evidence is very weak for their argument. Though they have years of experience within this field and the archaeological evidence can be seen as strong, the lack of this kind of evidence makes their argument fragile, as they had difficulty translating and understanding some of the documents. Alot of their argument is implied rather than evidence based regarding documentation. “Map lessness was not our only challenge. Another catch was the shorthand script used by Ottoman scribes” (Davis, Stocker, Pg 38) Another perspective to give us a convincing argument is how they created a landscape to use within their argument from little to no evidence, “We succeeded in making a map where the Ottomans had supplied none” (Davis, Stocker, 38).

Later in the chapter Davis and Stocker argue that case studies from the Ottoman period can help us with understanding settlement patterns, they do this through their use of surveys from Nemea and Pylos, “the Ottoman case studies can, i think help us understand patterns of settlement in the much more distant past... at Nemea for example our intensive surface survey found early Mycenaean pottery” (Davis, Stocker, 40). They also use quotes from Killien and Palaimas to help back up their theories; they rely on the argument Killien proposes that the central and elite institutions had most of the control over land, even though their ownership was not official. They then use Palaimas description about landowning and holding. We see again their lack of solid evidence, but by using the two examples it strengthens their thoughts. “Details of Mycenaean agriculture are imperfectly known, but there is broad agreement on many points” (Davis, Stocker, 40) 

[bookmark: _Int_ZOJbbftb][bookmark: _Int_g0du6V0C][bookmark: _Int_Ku5lDDm3]On the concluding page of the argument, it is carried on by suggesting that the hierarchal settlement pattern already existed in the Mycenaean period. “We may be witnessing in the Early Mycenaean expansion of small settlements the initial implementation of a system of sharecropping” (Davis, Stocker, 42) they took the evidence of small rural sites for the theory that the elite controlled things such as land and sharecropping. “The three tier settlement hierarchy of Pylos had, in fact, a remarkable longevity lasting until the final collapse of the palatial system, ca. 1180 BC. The dissolution of this pattern contemporary with the demise of palaces, in itself suggests the embeddedness of the onaton landing regime within the Mycenaean political system” (Davis, Stocker, 42). While this hypothesis is convincing as I think it is believable as it remains consistent with the other writings used as evidence within the chapter about Mycenaean politics and settlements. To look at it from a critical perspective, we see the authors are using incredibly specific scenarios and claims with little evidence to back it up; it is generally just backed up with evidence and documents from the Ottoman empire. However, to make their argument stronger they could make a more direct acknowledgment on how much of their reasoning is speculative rather than grounded on solid evidence. While we see a cohesive narrative throughout their theories, it takes the risk of people thinking that many of these specific facts and scenarios can be found just by looking at settlement patterns alone. 

In conclusion Davis and Stocker present to us a compelling argument about Mycenaean societies and settlements through archaeological and textual evidence which come from the later periods, despite this their expertise in this specific field brings a credibility to their argument in my opinion, as they are clearly well versed and understand the claims they are making and try to back it up as much as possible. On the other hand, I do understand why some people may be reluctant to believe their hypotheses as they make broad claims mainly using evidence from periods such as the Ottoman empire, which may not be a true reflection of Mycenaean society. While the claims in this chapter are interesting, the lack of supportive evidence makes it difficult to fully learn and understand their claims on Mycenaean society.
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