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Q. Discuss whether the appearance of the palaces on Crete is better characterised by a model of secondary state formation or a model of heterarchy?
The island Crete can be described as one of the most important archaeological sites in the Mediterranean, however it has been a varied area of debate among Aegean archaeologists for many years, due to uncertainty of the hierarchical structure of its society.  As “the last spur of continental Europe” (Cadogan: 1991, P.10) Crete is located in the centre of several different continents and civilisations, which led to wider connectivity within the East Mediterranean.
Crete can be classified as significant among the Eastern Mediterranean as during the Bronze Age it produced the influential Minoan civilisation, which contributed vast and monumental architecture and art to the island of Crete. The Minoan civilisation was one of the most successful Mediterranean trading cultures, as they had many maritime trading routes with other major cultures within the Eastern Mediterranean.  Furthermore, “the island of Crete was far enough from mainland powers such as the Egyptians, the Hittites, and the Mycenaean Greeks to discourage frequent attacks but not far enough to prevent sustained trade” (Warren: 1985, P.97). The palaces of Minoan Crete are considered to be the fundamental beginning of this significant culture as they are “the centre of Minoan civilisation” (Cadogan: 1991, P.7). Within this investigation it is imperative to consider that although the palaces on Crete may be an example of secondary state formation or heterarchy, it is also possible that both maintain characteristics of each type of hierarchical order but may not have been one or the other. However, before considering the first appearance of palaces it is significant to state how the island of Crete emerged into an important civilisation within the ancient Near East. 
The emergence of Minoan civilisation began on the island of Crete from approximately 3600 to 1400 BC (The Saylor Foundation: n.d, P.1), and it is well known that the Minoan civilisation survived nearly 2000 years due to the development of a great trade network which established them as significant within many civilisations such as Egypt, Greece, Anatolia and many others within the ancient Near East. Furthermore, it is significant to note that the term Minoan is a more recent name as according to Greek mythology the Minoan civilisation got their name from the remarkable King Minos who ruled the island of Crete (The Saylor Foundation: n.d, P.1). The Minoan civilisation was not only important in antiquity it has become increasingly important within archaeology in recent years due to the discovery or rediscovery of the forgotten Minoan culture by Sir Arthur Evans who gave Minoan civilisation its name and created a chronological framework of their history (Cadogan: 1991, P.7). 
Furthermore, Crete and the Minoans are considered to be a significant civilisation among the ancient Near East as it is often referred to as an example of secondary state formation or in recent arguments an example of heterarchy. Although many Minoan scholars may suggest the palaces are examples of both secondary state formation or heterarchy it is possible to consider the evidence which suggests that both palace sites possess characteristics of each type of hierarchical order. Many significant Minoan scholars suggest that although the hierarchical system of the palaces on Crete is undecided Warren (1985, P.64) states for certain that “Bronze Age societies on Crete were hierarchical but not divisive, under the authority of the palaces the various social groups appear to have lived in relative harmony”. Secondary state formation can be described as states which come into existence as a result of contact with from pre-existing states, although they can be distinguished by two forms, for example states that developed due to “historical succession” (Parkinson, Galaty: 2007, P.114) or interaction with states “less and more politically complex” (Parkinson, Galaty: 2007, P.114). However, a heterarchy is described as “an alternative to traditional hierarchy emphasising the decentralisation nature of power which alternates between different groups or members in a society” (Parkinson, Galaty: 2007, P.116).
Palaces of Minoan Crete dominate Minoan archaeology as it is misunderstood how these building were used or how the hierarchal structure was decided, although it can be argued that the first Minoan palaces were built in “Middle Minoan IB” (Cadogan: 1991, P.29) approximately 1900 -1800 BC and were then “destroyed at the end of Middle Minoan IIB” (Cadogan: 1991, P.29) or 1700- 1625 BC.  The appearance of the first palaces can be found at Knossos and Phaistos, in many cases these palaces are described in relation to monumentality as the so called “palaces” (Tsipopoulou: 2012, P.209) are often referred to as “villas” (Tsipopoulou: 2012, P.209) in many aspects of Minoan archaeology due to the absence of specific royal or elite regalia and be classified as palaces only for being larger than the other buildings present. 
[image: https://i1.wp.com/www.meetcrete.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/knossos-ground-plan.png]The Palace at Knossos can be classified as the most significant palace on the island of Crete as it is the first and the largest of the four main palaces that have been excavated on this island. “Covering a surface area of about 13,000 m²” (D’Agata: 2010, P.57), the Palace at Knossos is considered one of the most important aspects of Minoan archaeology. The Palace at Knossos was first excavated by an “Iraklioian merchant and amateur archaeologist, Minos Kalokairinos who had discovered two storage rooms by 1870” (Encyclopaedia.com: 2018). However, he was soon forced to cease the dig and in 1900 Sir Arthur Evans began an excavation on this site, “After expanding upon Kalokairinos initial dig, Evans discovered a complex network of corridors and rooms” (Encyclopaedia.com: 2018) which led to the significant excavation of the whole site of the Palace at Knossos.Floor Plan of Palace at Knossos, Meet Crete Travel Guide

Furthermore, when investigating characteristics of either a model of secondary state formation or heterarchy within the Palace at Knossos there is much evidence and archaeological remains that must be considered. First beginning with secondary state formation, the evidence is considerable for this type of hierarchy, for example significant finds within the eastern area of the palace such as “frescoes, along with several artefacts from cultures foreign to Crete, suggest that the Minoan civilization was a highly developed society that routinely traded with its Mediterranean neighbours” (Encyclopaedia.com: 2018). This may suggest that Minoan civilisation, although it was individual in its own right at all times, possessed artefacts of regions that aided its development. Moreover, we must consider the iconographic evidence that exists within the palace at Knossos: the wall painting known as “The Blue Boy” which is described as the transformation of the palatial environment, can be considered an example of not only craft specialisation but a significant example of Egyptian art style within the palace, suggesting influential links between Egypt and the Minoan palaces on Crete.  A further piece of evidence for secondary state formation is pottery, stone and bronze votives found at a peak sanctuary at Knossos; it is clear the shrine is connected with “Greek tradition for example the tomb of Zeus” (Konsola: 1985, P.38). This peak sanctuary and items found within can be used in relation to the argument that Minoan civilisation emerged due to aid from other regions, supporting the argument for secondary state formation.
Moreover, another significant example of secondary state formation within the Palace Knossos is the strategic position of kouloures or grain storage pits around the outskirts of the main palace building (Branigan: 1988, P. 64), these storages of grain indicates control over grain distribution by a central authority within the Palace. Furthermore, another important piece of evidence for central control within the Palace was discussion on different rooms found in the building, for example “the living quarters within the upper levels of the Palace included rooms for bathing and the toilet with running water” (Warren:1985, P. 97). This evidence suggests that whomever resided as residents with in the Palace at Knossos were extremely wealthy at this period in history and at least a part of the highest of the elite society.
 Although the argument and evidence for secondary state formation within the Palace of Knossos is significant it must be considered that there are many arguments to support a heterarchy type of hierarchical order within this debate. Furthermore, we must consider how in a heterarchical society the space within the Palace at Knossos was used, if not to house the royal elite, perhaps “bull games, feasting, ritualised warfare, dance and other such happenings could have indeed formed part of ritual taking place in this environment” (Driessen: 2004, P.75) suggesting that many if not all central aspects of society such as feasting, dance and ritual worship took place within the Palace at Knossos implying  a wide and varied elite but not necessarily a ruler. In addition, another piece of evidence that there was no central rule with in the Palace at Knossos was a limited amount of “craft activity but a certain degree of administration” (Branigan: 1988, P.64). With this evidence it is likely the Palace at Knossos was used as a central point of administration and agricultural production suggesting an elitist class but not an overall power within the palace. Another argument that can be put forward, although it may apply to palaces other than Knossos such as Phaistos, is that “evidence in support of this view includes the lack of iconography representing specific named rulers” (Parkinson, Galaty: 2007, P.119). This lack of evidence suggests there was no specific ruler but there must have been some system of control over production of agricultural goods and trade and exchange, although it is not clear what this is. 
[image: Image result for ground plan of palace at phaistos]The second most significant palace on the island of Crete was found at Phaistos. Although the palace at Phaistos was considerably smaller in size and importance than the palace of Knossos, it is suggested these palaces are similar as they had similar lifespans and were discovered at similar periods. The palace at Phaistos, covering a surface area of only “8400 square metres” (Konsola:1985, P.85), was considered to be one of the most important palaces on the island as “Phaistos is more spectacularly situated than any other of the Minoan palaces [as] being built across the end of a ridge that drops into the plain of the Mersara” (Cadogan: 1991, P.92). The excavations at the palace at Phaistos began in 1900, by the Italian Archaeological School led by F. Halbherr and L. Pernier and later by D. Levi (Konsola: 1985, P.85), and one of the first and most significant aspects found at the palace at Phaistos was the series of well-preserved Kamares ware which continued to be popular throughout the Minoan civilisation for many years after the palaces. The Palace at Phaistos was first built in approximately 1900 BC, and was destroyed in 1700 BC resulting from a enormous earthquake that damaged the region (Konsola: 1985, P.85). A new palace was built immediately after and the final destruction of all palaces on Crete occurred around 1450 BC. Furthermore, it is significant to note that like Knossos, ancient tradition connects “Phaistos with Rhadhamanthys, one of the two brothers of Minos, King of Knossos” (Konsola: 1985, P.85), suggesting that the palace at Phaistos was just as important as Knossos at the time of occupation. Ground Plan of Palace at Phaistos, antiquemapsandprints.com

Furthermore, taking into account that there are many forms of evidence for both secondary state formation and heterarchy within the palace at Knossos, it must considered that both types of hierarchical order are possible for the palace at Phaistos. Firstly, we must consider the evidence to suggest a secondary state formation type of hierarchical order within the palace of Phaistos. One significant example much like the palace at Knossos is Kouloures or grain storage pits with enough grain to feed 300 people (Branigan:1998: 64). These grain storage pits again can be used as an example of secondary state formation as they imply an aspect of central control over grain, and as these storage pits are within the palace at Phaistos there may have been an elitist class ruling over them. Another example of central control over goods within the palace is in room “LVIII [where a] pithos magazine [was found] used for storage of grain and oil” (Branigan:1998, P.64). furthermore, an additional piece of evidence suggesting a hierarchical system within the palace structure was in a room believed to be a treasury, where storage of elite goods were kept (Cadogan: 1991, P.97) so it may have been that the residence of the palace at Knossos were considerably wealthy and needed to protect their possessions. A further example of an elite class within the palace is the knowledge of administrative texts, for example excavations found a room of “Linear A tablets and over 7500 sealings” (Cadogan: 1991, P.97); as many people at this time could not read or write it is possible that the residents of the palace were well educated.  It may be significant to suggest that within secondary state formation there may not be much archaeological evidence directly linking the palaces on Crete to different civilisations around the Mediterranean. When analysing the evidence, it does become clear that the Minoans adapted their way of life from the Neolithic tribal groups to a hierarchical society structure that was in keeping with their neighbouring civilisations. 
Additionally, it can be suggested that rooms discovered within the palace at Phaistos, consisting of a “shrine and ancillary rooms with benches, basins and replicas for offering, many traces of cooking were found here which was doubtless part of ritual” (Cadogan: 1991, P.97) could be considered as examples of heterarchy. Firstly, benches and basins suggest that this space was used for a large gathering, which implies many important individuals took part in rituals within the palace showing a shared power within this society. Another point that can be put forward for a heterarchical order within the palace at Phaistos were many storage rooms where significant quantities of “querns, mortars and presses were found” (Cadogan: 1991, P.98) suggesting that a large amount of the work carried out within the palace was to benefit the community, rather than any ruler with a higher power. With much of this evidence we can speculate that the palace of Phaistos was not used as typical Palaces might be in other areas of the near east but could be a gathering place for individuals to participate in administration and agricultural work. 
In conclusion, although not many absolute decisions can be made when examining the Minoan palaces on Crete we can for certain state that “the hierarchical but peaceful society made up of these groups suffered a catastrophic destruction in about 1450 BC” (Warren: 1985, P. 102). Many sources suggest the immediate agent of this destruction was fire, most likely from an “earthquake and other effects generated by the cataclysmic eruption of the volcano on the nearby island of Thera”(Warren: 1985, P.102). Taking into consideration evidence for both secondary state formation and heterarchy, we cannot make definite decisions about the type of hierarchical order within the Minoan civilisation on Crete. However, within this investigation it may be clear that there is slightly more evidence to consider a secondary state formation type of hierarchical order, but there is considerable data to address the issue of heterarchy within the palaces of Minoan Crete. 
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