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A Single Mycenaean Administration?

Introduction


From the beginning of Mycenaean textual scholarship following the decipherment of Linear B (hereafter LB), a number of very close similarities have been noted in many features of the LB tablets from different sites: script, language, palaeography, document form and format, scribal conventions, administrative subjects, terminology, economic practice, religion, and even names. Killen recently stated that ‘these similarities, which seem to me far more striking than the occasional differences between the sites, clearly call for an explanation,’
 a fact that has been acknowledged by a number of scholars. In the early days of Mycenaean scholarship, it was suggested that the various sites might have operated under some sort of single administration or political unity, perhaps even a ‘Mycenaean empire’,
 but such theories did not meet with general approval
 and fell somewhat out of fashion. However, this debate has recently been reopened as some scholars have argued that archaeologically-based theories, regarding the spread of cultural features as the result of contact, are insufficient to account for the striking similarities attested by the LB documents from different sites.


These similarities must be reassessed with a view to reaching a better understanding of the way in which the sites were connected or related to each other. This thesis seeks to establish whether the assumption of a single Mycenaean administration is plausible, but also to consider how we might modify the standard theories regarding relations between Mycenaean sites. I am considering this problem primarily from a textual point-of-view, since the LB tablets give a valuable insight into the organisation of the ‘polities’
 in which they were found. However, it is also important to incorporate into this argument the archaeological evidence, since it may enable a more comprehensive view of the situation in the Mycenaean Aegean and is constantly being improved and extended. This thesis into three sections: firstly, an analysis of the similarities and any direct relations attested by the LB tablets; secondly, an examination of the archaeological evidence relevant to the relation of Mycenaean sites to each other; and thirdly, an evaluation of the models we might construct in order to understand the political situation of the Mycenaean Aegean. Because of my principal focus on the evidence attested by the LB tablets, I shall largely confine my observations to those sites at which the tablets have been found and the surrounding areas; the extent of Mycenaean culture (including, for example, the interpretation of sites attesting Mycenaean material culture in Anatolia) is an important question to be tackled, but is beyond the scope of this thesis.

Section 1: Textual Evidence

a) The geographical and chronological spread of LB

LB tablets have been found, baked accidentally in the fire that caused destruction horizons, at a number of sites: Knossos and Khania on Crete, and Pylos, Mycenae, Tiryns and Thebes on the mainland. The preservation of the tablets varies from site to site, with Knossos and Pylos providing us with the majority of documentation, though Khania, Mycenae, Tiryns and Thebes provide us with important, if on the whole less coherent, information. The subject of these documents is limited to the centralised administration of each site, and the only other attestation of LB comes from a number of stirrup jars bearing painted words in the script (found at most palatial sites and many others on Crete and the Mainland).


Before discussing the chronology of the tablets, it is important to note that there are often disagreements over the exact dating of the contexts in which they were found. The principal method of dating is by ceramic phase (e.g. LHIIIB), but there have sometimes been controversies over complicated or poorly recorded stratigraphy (particularly at Knossos), and there has been much disagreement over the absolute dates that should be ascribed to the ceramic phases (so much so that slight differences in absolute dates may be found in the work of most scholars). I shall generally use the ceramic phase notation; however, in the paragraphs immediately following I have given in brackets tentative estimated absolute dates in order to give a rough idea of the timescale.


At Knossos, the dating of the contexts of tablets has not been straightforward, following Evans’ early excavations. Driessen has convincingly demonstrated that a certain group of Knossos tablets, from the Room of the Chariot Tablets (hereafter RCT), constitutes the earliest LB records we have, probably coming from the end of LMII or beginning of LHIIIA1 (c.1400).
 The main body of the Knossos tablets are usually dated to early LMIIIA2 (c.1370), and for general purposes in this thesis this is accepted (particularly because of the wider context of social changes on Crete at this time), but some scholars have argued that a lower dating of LMIIIB1 (c.1300) is more appropriate.
 It is also worth noting further arguments put forward by Driessen
 that we may have LB tablets from several Knossian destruction horizons of various dates, and may thus be able to detect chronological stages in Mycenaean epigraphy at the site: he even suggests that we can identify scribal hands as ‘Conservatives’ (i.e. early, perhaps LMII-LMIIIA1), ‘Centrists’ (perhaps LMIIIA2) or ‘Progressives’ (late, perhaps LMIIIB1).
 However, while this would have important implications in terms of establishing continuing scribal practice and administration, Driessen’s arguments in this case are based primarily on palaeographical evidence and for the moment remain poorly substantiated.


We might note that Driessen’s group of ‘Progressives’ is interesting in that it includes Knossian H.115, a scribe that is palaeographically extremely close to H.115 at Khania. Since the Khaniote LB tablets have a relatively secure dating of LMIIIB1,
 it is plausible to suggest that Knossian H.115 is of a similar date, if not the same scribe himself
; the implication is that we see a period on Crete in which both Knossos and Khania are operating under Mycenaean (i.e. Greek-speaking and employing LB) administration at the same time, opening up possibilities (though limited possibilities given the paucity of the Khania tablets) for contemporary comparison. However, these implications will not be discussed here since further investigation is required into Driessen’s suggestion.


The tablets from the Mainland are generally of a later date than their Cretan counterparts, the majority from Pylos, Mycenae, Tiryns and Thebes apparently dating to a late LHIIIB2 destruction level (c.1200).
 There are, however, further chronological complications. A group of tablets from some houses outside the palace at Mycenae have a slightly earlier date of late LHIIIB1 (c.1250). Popham has also argued that the general destruction horizon at Pylos dates not to late LHIIIB2 but to LHIIIB1 (c.1300-1250), though most scholars disregard his argument and it is not accepted here.
 However, a small number of Pylian fragments (La 994,
 Ae 995, Xa 1419, Xa 1420; these constitute the whole repertory of H.91 (995 and 1419) and Class iv (994 and 1420) at Pylos)
 appear to be of an earlier date than the majority of the palace’s archives (at least La 994 and Ae 995 may be associated with LHIIIA pottery sherds)
, and interestingly show a marked similarity to the palaeographical style at Knossos that is elsewhere found only on the few tablets from Khania
 and some ISJs
.


The chronology of Mycenaean LB archives is, then, very complex. Since they were baked accidentally in destruction horizons, we might say that the archives give us only ‘snapshots’ that do not provide a coherent account of Mycenaean administration. However, it is possible to glimpse a continuum of administration at Knossos and Mycenae (and probably Pylos), where we have documents from different periods. Broadly speaking, we may reconstruct a general continuum, in which the Knossos RCT (c.1400) is the first stage and the majority of tablets from Pylos, Mycenae, Tiryns and Thebes (c.1200) the last, with glimpses in between of Knossos records c.1370, a cluster comprising the Khania tablets and some fragments from Pylos c.1300, and a group from Mycenae c.1250.


Even if we accept a chronological continuum of LB tablets, however, the issue is further complicated by the geographical spread of these records. Mycenae and Tiryns in the Argolid are close enough that they must have been in contact even if they were not closely linked politically.
 Even though Khania is in the rather remote western end of Crete, the attestation of its name (ku-do-ni-ja) in the Knossos tablets suggests contact and even common administration (more likely in the period of the Knossian records). However, Knossos and Pylos, from which sites the overwhelming majority of LB texts come, are separated by an expanse of the Aegean; again, Pylos is separated from Mycenae and Tiryns by the formidable mountains of the central Peloponnese and other geographical obstacles, and Thebes is still further away. However, sailing would perhaps be preferable for travel between Mainland sites, and the coastal position of Khania and Knossos’ proximity to the sea may also have facilitated communication between Crete and the Mainland.


The geographical spread of the LB tablets, combined with their chronological diversity, entails an important obstacle to our understanding of the workings of administration in the Mycenaean world: we cannot simply combine all our textual evidence to create an encompassing view of the situation. However, this diversity may also be an advantage: by comparing and contrasting our records from different sites and dates we may be able to say something about spatial and temporal issues, such as how various sites may have related to and differed from each other, and how Mycenaean administration may have changed over time.

b) Similarities and differences

As Killen has noted, ‘not only are all the palaces alike in containing administrative records (tablets, sealings, and other documents) of virtually identical type, with particularly close links in palaeographical terms..., [but] the information on the documents is also remarkably similar, regardless of where they come from.’
 In the following analysis these striking similarities are categorised into thematic groups and their geographical and chronological spread evaluated.

(i) Language and palaeography


Perhaps the most obvious observation we can make is that the Mycenaean records are all written in the same script, LB, and the same language, Greek. That these features are spread across all the sites at which tablets have been found across the Aegean is in itself striking, but we might further note that the form of the Greek language employed is remarkably uniform in every area with very little regional variation or marked change over time: we might speak of a ‘dialectal koiné’.
 It is possible that the language only gives the appearance of uniformity because it is employed in a concretised bureaucratic process (and among a limited group of scribes) that masks local variations in language. However, on the other hand we must note that, even if this is the case (as seems likely), this uniform administrative language is employed across a remarkably wide geographical area and correspondingly long time-span, suggesting at the least a widespread and ongoing impulse to maintain this uniformity.
 It would not be implausible further to suggest that such an impulse might be politically motivated.


In palaeography, however, we must note some level of variation. A Knossos we have already noted two palaeographically distinguishable periods of epigraphy, and this is important in allowing us to compare the majority of information in the tablets with some of perhaps a generation earlier; however, this also shows that the palaeography of the scribes was not so concretised as their language, and that the LB script evolved (usually simplifying) over time within that polity.


On a wider geographical level, we can also observe a marked difference between Cretan and Mainland palaeography, as the LB tablets found at Mainland sites almost all share a particularly linear variant of the script that contrasts with the more elaborate signs employed at Knossos and Khania.
 Since the Mainland sites are generally later than those on Crete, this distinction might indicate that at some point between LMIIIA2 and the end of LHIIIB a new variant of the LB script (perhaps easier to inscribe on clay) was developed and spread across the Mainland sites. This ‘graphic koiné’
 on the Mainland is of course striking in itself, and we might question whether it spread merely through contact or was subject to a stronger, perhaps political, impulse towards uniformity.

The only exception to the ‘graphic koiné’ attested by Mainland tablets is the group of Pylos fragments that may be earlier, being linked to LHIIIA sherds and bearing a palaeographical style remarkably similar to that employed at Knossos and Khania, and quite distinct from that of the Mainland.
 The only other attestation of this Cretan style of the LB script on the Mainland comes from ISJs, particularly a few from Thebes
 and Midea
; it is likely that these ISJs were made (and inscribed, since the inscriptions were painted on before firing) in or around Khania, and most date to LHIIIB, probably LHIIIB2 in many cases.
 As Hallager/Vlasakis/Hallager conclude from this spatial and temporal spread, with regard to palaeography, ‘it would thus seem that the differences between the Knossian and the mainland traditions were not caused by a gap in time.’
 However, it is very difficult to draw any strong conclusions given that the attestations of the Cretan style at Pylos are so fragmentary (26 signs in total, of which only 4 are diagnostic), the Khania tablets are so few, and the signs painted on ISJs are often palaeographically peculiar, poorly executed or unique (perhaps because they were drawn by non-literate workers based on some sort of template
). Nevertheless there is a suggestion of complex relations between Crete and the Mainland.

The existence of two different variants of LB, for some period contemporary, might suggest that two distinct groups are detectable in the Mycenaean world, one using the Cretan Style, the other the more linear Mainland style; if so, then Pylos may at some point have switched from one to the other. In figure 1 overleaf, the complex palaeographical situation is represented more clearly, and this shows that there may be some chronological overlap between the two distinct styles in the period of LHIIIB. We might question in what way the two groups, if the assumption is valid, were distinct, perhaps politically or ideologically: was the development of the Mainland Style a gesture of bureaucratic independence, or why was the innovation limited to a particular group of polities? Under what sort of administration was the west of Crete exporting ISJs with Cretan Style inscriptions to the Mainland (particularly given that Khania’s archives apparently have no palatial context)? We should also ask what part Pylos plays in this situation, since both scripts are found there: could Pylos have been the location of the innovation of the Mainland Style, having first adopted and then abandoned the Cretan Style, or was there some outside influence under which Pylos rejected the Cretan and adopted the Mainland Style? Perhaps the most unlikely possibility, that has not to my knowledge been tested, is that the Pylos fragments themselves might have travelled somehow from Crete: I do not suggest that this is the case, but we must consider all possibilities.
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The complex palaeographic situation is important to our interpretation of the relations between Mycenaean polities over a 200 year period, especially in the light of the apparent linguistic uniformity attested by the tablets: why do we see the same (probably artificially conservative) bureaucratic language in tablets in both the Cretan and Mainland Styles? In other words, why would some group, possibly considering itself distinct from that employing the Cretan Style, innovate palaeographically but conserve linguistically?

(ii) Document format and conventions


The LB tablets can mainly be classed into two basic variants that are found ubiquitously: the larger ‘page’, and the smaller ‘palmleaf’, tablets; these may vary in size, but to a limited extent. The only other document type bearing Mycenaean inscriptions is the sealing nodule, and as Palaima has argued, ‘the striking uniformity of shape of Mycenaean sealings may imply a degree of standardization only possible through centralized control of the entire sealing process.’
 This is a bold suggestion, but it is important to consider whether and how the apparently standardised documentary conventions may have related to the situation of contact, perhaps politically-based, between various areas of the Aegean.


The document types in use are also subject to strikingly similar formulaic conventions, so that a page or palmleaf tablet is usually laid out in the same way and the same sort of language is used in texts of parallel subject. However, some differences are apparent, particularly at Pylos where the texts are generally far more explicit than those at Knossos; this may be due to the variance in the level of preservation of tablets from each site,
 and it is not clear whether we should regard Pylos as functioning in a distinct manner.


The conventions of measurement in the LB tablets show a high level of uniformity. Precisely the same system of weights and measures is in use at all the sites that attest LB tablets, though this is perhaps unsurprising given that the script has spread to these areas; a common measurement system might also have spread because it was desirable between various areas in contact with each other through trade. However, we should note that land, which of course is not a commodity for which common measurement would be required between polities, is measured in terms of grain (pe-mo/pe-ma) on tablets of virtually identical formula at Knossos, Pylos, Tiryns and Thebes.


In general, the bureaucratic conventions of the documents in LB show such striking similarities that Palaima suggests that ‘the conservative uniformity in document typology, text, formatting, palaeographic traditions, phonological, logographical and metrical character repertories and values... and even ‘dialect’ that prevails among the sites in separate regions... argues for a common and traditional ‘professionalism’ among the ‘administrators’ who wrote the records.’
 In this evaluation he does not take into account the varying levels of preservation of the texts, nor the possibly distinct nature of the Pylos tablets, but he is right to highlight these remarkably similar features that call for a more comprehensive explanation than has hitherto been given.

(iii) Document subjects


Not only are the shape and formulaic conventions of the LB documents from various sites strikingly similar, but we also see the same range of subjects. The tablets all pertain to the centralised administration of the site in question, and are records of the palace’s economic relations with dependent personnel in a redistributive type economy (see subsection (v) infra); only a few differences in precise scribal organisation have been noted at different sites.
 No year dates have been found at any Mycenaean site, but rather only the terms for ‘this’ (Knossos and Pylos), ‘last’ (Knossos, Pylos and Mycenae) and ‘next’ (Pylos) year, as well as one attestation of ‘yearly’ (Pylos). This indicates that the administrations at each site were working with what has been termed a ‘one year window’: the records of the previous year were retained for reference during the current year but discarded at the start of the next.
 Month names do appear, but never recur at more than one site; however, as a comparison with the cities of the Ur III state shows, this does not necessarily imply political disunity.

More specifically, we see the same precise subjects recurring in the different areas. For example, personnel records listing individuals in some way related to the centre (each often marked by the ideogram vir) are found at Knossos (including the RCT), Khania, Pylos (including the early fragment Ae 995), Tiryns and Mycenae; livestock records are found at Knossos (including the RCT), Pylos and Tiryns; landholding records listing the holdings of various individuals, and sometimes the terms on which they hold them, are found at Knossos (including the RCT), Pylos, Tiryns and Mycenae. This list is illustrative rather than exhaustive. It is unclear whether some differences, such as the huge number of sheep tablets at Knossos (unparalleled at any other site), are due to administrative (or perhaps only topographical) variation, or merely to the state of the evidence.


One particularly interesting subject that may recur at Knossos and Pylos is the recording of a possibly military institution described as e-pi-ko-wo, ‘watchers’. Killen has recently shown that the attestation of this word in an obscure context at Knossos probably is linked contextually with the word’s attestation at Pylos.
 Although this parallel is limited to Knossos and Pylos, the attestation of the same possibly military institution strongly suggests some sort of administrative affinity, whether the idea has simply spread between them through contact, or was conceived under closely linked administrations.

(iv) Administrative terminology


The LB tablets attest various terms for officials involved in some way in the administration. The title wa-na-ka (wanax), interpreted as ‘king’ is found in numerous Pylos tablets, but also records from Knossos, Tiryns and Thebes, and an ISJ from Eleusis (probably manufactured at Khania). The geographical spread of this term is significant: since the wa-na-ka is certainly the highest official at each site, it implies that to some extent we are seeing the same type of administration in each area.
 That the word has not been found at Khania or Mycenae need not be telling, especially considering the paucity of the tablets (particularly at Khania). The chronological and geographical distribution suggests a widespread and enduring administration type.

Other administrative terms, however, are not attested over such a wide area. The term ra-wa-ke-ta, often thought to be some sort of military leader or second-in-command in a Mycenaean polity, occurs only at Pylos, though its adjective ra-wa-ke-si-jo is partially attested at Knossos in an uncertain context. Other administrative terms, such as e-qe-ta, ko-re-te, po-ro-ko-re-te, du-ma, a-to-mo and mo-ro-qa, are also attested only at Pylos and Knossos; we should further note that they occur far more often at Pylos than at Knossos, and that administrative terms at the latter are generally infrequent and poorly attested. However, the Pylos records show that individuals are sometimes referred to by their name, sometimes by their title (but rarely both); it is possible that we have the names of officials attested elsewhere but have lost the titles themselves with which to link them.

Attempts to reconstruct the workings of ‘the Mycenaean administration’ in a generic sense have concentrated on the Pylos attestations and often implied that administrations would have worked in the same way at each site (and assumed that some titles have not survived at some sites only by chance).
 Such assumptions are dangerous: while it may be that the records that would have attested these terms have simply not survived (it is specifically landholding tablets that give us most of the information about these titles at Pylos), we must not base our arguments on this assumption. It is therefore possible that there were administrative differences between the sites; for example, at Pylos the use of the titles of officials was perhaps a more established practice than at Knossos, and possibly other sites.
 It has been suggested that the administration at Pylos may have been more decentralised than that at Knossos, especially given the evidence that the area it controlled was divided into two provinces;
 it is possible that this would result in a greater number of lower level officials responsible for various areas of the polity (particularly the ko-re-te-re, often linked to toponyms), and a greater emphasis on their duties to the centre. It is, however, very difficult to explore the possibility of such decentralisation in other areas because of the paucity of the evidence.

(v) Transaction, taxation and landholding terminology


It has been established that the Mycenaean economy was non-money and non-market, and was effected through a centralised mechanism of redistribution at each site, thus being run in a similar way to those of some near-contemporary Near Eastern civilisations (particularly Ur III).
 This implies that the centralised authority at a Mycenaean site had wide-ranging control of a number of important commodities and perhaps land, regulating them according to (metal-working, religious, etc.) services given to the palace. It is the nature of the LB records that has proven that such a redistributive system was in place: the tablets, found at the palatial centre in almost all cases,
 record various commodities monitored by the palace, often coming in from individuals or being distributed to them. The situation is made clearer by the fact that we see some terminology relating specifically to these ‘transactions’
.


A number of transactional terms are attested:
 o-pe-ro (Knossos, Khania, Pylos, Mycenae); o-no (Knossos, Pylos, Mycenae); the related terms do-so-mo (Pylos), a-pu-do-so[-mo] (Knossos), a-pu-do-ke (Knossos) and a-pe-do-ke (Pylos); o-pa (Knossos, Pylos, Thebes) and ta-ra-si-ja (Knossos, Pylos, Mycenae)
. This indicates that the redistributive economies at different sites worked in the same way.

Further confirmation of the economy-type comes from landholding terminology, since it seems that some land was distributed to personnel returning services to the palace (e.g. craftsmen, some perhaps producing prestige goods for the king since they are described as wa-na-ka-te-ro, and religious personnel including priests/priestesses). The term ke-ke-me-na has the widest geographical spread (Knossos, Pylos, Tiryns), while ki-ti-me-na, ka-ma and ko-to-na/ko-toi-na occur at Knossos and Pylos. Again the geographical spread of landholding terminology suggests the same practice of land distribution at the different centres. However, we must again ask whether the particular frequency of these terms at Pylos is due to special administrative practice there, or simply to the better preservation of its palace’s archives.

(vi) Religion


LB tablets interpreted as having religious contexts have been found at most major sites (all but Tiryns), albeit in the same economic context as the other documents: there is no direct textual evidence for the beliefs and rituals expressed through religious activity.
 The same types of offerings and formula for recording these can be found at each site, and, as Killen has recently shown, we have evidence for religious feasting at Pylos (Fn series) and Thebes (Av series) at least, and probably also at Mycenae; this includes a reference to ru-ra-ta-e, that can be interpreted as ‘two lyre players’, thus tying in with representations of religious music found in frescoes.
 The words i-je-re-u and i-je-re-ja and their derivatives are also found at Knossos, Pylos and Thebes. A few differences can be detected, such as the paucity at Knossos and wealth at Pylos of references to livestock offerings, and the limitation to Knossos and Pylos of offerings of oil, though given the state of the LB evidence it is difficult to tell whether these might be diagnostic distinctions.


Various theonyms are found in the documents, and that with the most impressive geographical spread is po-ti-ni-ja (Knossos, Pylos, Mycenae, Thebes); this is evidently an important goddess, since she frequently receives large offerings and appears to have a central place in Mycenaean religion (and even if the word sometimes represents different deities, as has been suggested, there is at least a visible terminological continuum
). The probable name for Hermes, e-ma-a2 also has a wide spread (Knossos, Pylos, Thebes). Some other deities, such as Poseidon, are attested only at Knossos (including the RCT) and Pylos; sometimes these appear to have originally Minoan names (such as pa-de), which might suggest that Minoan deities have been adopted by Greek-speaking Mycenaeans on the Mainland, but while Linear A remains undeciphered it is difficult to say whether this is significant.


There are hints of further religious links between sites in the attestation of other theonyms. The term a-ta-na-po-ti-ni-ja appears in KN V 52 (from the RCT) alongside a partial attestation of Poseidon (po-se-da[-o-ne) and an erased e-ri-nu-we (interpreted as ‘Fury’, but occurring only at Knossos): the tablet is badly damaged so that its exact religious context is difficult to determine, but we might ask whether this is the Classical deity Athene, or indeed whether this constitutes a reference to Athens itself.
 Furthermore, the god Zeus (whose name and derivatives thereof are found at Knossos, Pylos, Khania,
 and possibly Mycenae and Thebes) is found alongside ma-k.a. in KN F(1) 51 (from the RCT); the further attestation of ma-ka (and possible derivatives of ‘Zeus’) in religious contexts in several Thebes tablets suggests that this may be evidence for some sort of pantheon in common between different Mycenaean sites and covering the full period from late LMII to the end of LHIIIB.

(vii) Prosopography


The overwhelming majority of lexical units found in the LB tablets appear to constitute anthroponyms, recorded in the context of their relation to the palace. It has been noted, particularly by Killen,
 that certain names (or their possessive adjectives) belonging to a group of personnel who have been termed ‘collectors’ have a wide geographical spread. For example, ko-ma-we, a-mu-ta-wo(-no) and ku-ru-me-no are attested in various forms at Knossos, Pylos and Thebes; many ‘colletcor’ names occur only at Knossos and Pylos, but di-ko-na-ro is found at Pylos and Tiryns, and pu2-ke-qi-ri at Pylos and Thebes.
 The last name appears to be a high level administrator at Pylos and so his attribution to the ‘collector’ class is doubtful;
 however, his being attested at two sites might indicate that there were peripatetic administrators moving around the Mycenaean world, though this is a highly tentative hypothesis.


Since the geographical spread of these names appears limited to a certain group with clear links to the centre and some sort of administrative capacity, Killen has suggested that the names may belong to ‘members of the ruling élite (members of the royal family, high palace officials and the like) who have been assigned part of the productive capacity of the kingdoms for their own benefit,’
 and further that their ‘names appear at more than one site because, as members of this class, perhaps as members of the same dynasty, they tended to be given names from a certain limited stock.’
 The implication is that the LB tablets attest the remarkable phenomenon of a ruling elite class shared by the various Mycenaean sites, and Olivier argues that, given the geographical and chronological spread (i.e. the distribution between the RCT, the main body of Knossos tablets and the later mainland sites) of the names and the ‘uniformité’ and ‘conservatisme bureaucratique’ of the tablets, one is justified in speaking of “l’aristocratie dynastique’ des divers royaumes mycéniens.’
 Deger-Jalkotzy has recently challenged the coherence of the ‘collector’ group as an ‘international’ elite,
 but the sheer amount of evidence indicating such a phenomenon remains persuasive.


It seems, then, that we can trace some direct political links between the various Mycenaean polities; this evidence may not stretch to the interpretation that the inter-polity elite attested by the ‘collector’ phenomenon also forms a single authority controlling the whole of Mycenaean Greece (though Olivier mentions very briefly the possibility of ‘un seul souverain’
), but it does suggest at the least that the elites ruling at the various sites were in contact with, and somehow related or connected to, each other.


As we have seen, there are some difficulties with the LB evidence: the degree to which documents have been preserved varies widely from site to site, and the LB script, ill-suited to the Greek language, can often render meaning obscure or open to interpretation. The further complication that the records are often not contemporary, and spread over a wide area, leaves us with a number of difficulties when attempting to interpret apparent similarities and differences. However, the tablets do attest some remarkable similarities and a high level of administrative uniformity: the Mycenaean palatial bureaucracies functioned in the same way, and had the same economic, social and religious concerns. There is perhaps some regionalism in certain aspects, though is not necessarily unexpected under close political relations. The most significant difference between sites is perhaps the palaeographical distinction between Cretan and Mainland styles, since this indicates complex inter-polity relations that will be difficult to unravel.

c) Relations between sites

The little direct evidence that can be found for relations between various areas of the Mycenaean world is often obscure or open to interpretation, but there are three principal examples that may shed some light on interactions between the different polities.

1) The word te-qa-de (‘Thebes’ with an allative suffix) appears at Thebes on several sealings (perhaps indicating that these were transported to Thebes along with the commodities they marked, though not necessarily from outside Theban territory), but also on a tablet at Mycenae, MY X 508 (found in the House of Shields, a building featuring a concentration of imported goods
), where it is the only example of the name of one palatial site attested at another and records some goods that are sent from Mycenae to Thebes. There are four possible explanations for the attestation of this word on a Mycenae tablet:

a) This is a unique direct reference to trade between two Mycenaean centres.

b) This is a unique reference to institutionalised gift exchange (vel sim.).

c) Thebes is in a position to demand some sort of tribute or due from Mycenae, and the transaction has been recorded.

d) Mycenae holds such a position that it (re)distributes goods not only to its own dependent personnel, but also to other palatial centres, and the transaction has been recorded.

MY X 508 reads as follows:

.a
  ]


te-qa-de  ta-[


  ]ze-ta , / pu-ka-ta-ri-ja  ma-ri-ne[

The exact context of the word te-qa-de in this case if difficult to make out because of the fragmentary nature of the tablet, but there are strong indications that it refers to wool/textiles, since the word pu-ka-ta-ri-ja is elsewhere known to refer to a type of textile
 and there are possible traces of the ideogram lana
; we might also reconstruct a-]ze-ta, ‘decorated’ (i.e. for export?). Furthermore, the name ma-ri-ne[ is also attested elsewhere, most notably in two Thebes tablets (TH Of 25, 35) in the word ma-ri-ne-we-ja-i, presumably referring to a group of female textile workers producing cloth in his name from their allotments of wool. That these attestations refer to the same person has been challenged, notably by Olivier,
 and we should also note that a further attestation of the name at Knossos may refer to a god (and thus we might expect to find it at more than one site);
 however, the striking contextual and probable locational links, coupled with the contemporaneity of the documents, strongly suggest that we have the same *ma-ri-ne-u attested at Mycenae and Thebes. He has also been included among the ‘collectors’,
 and indeed appears alongside the well-known ‘collector’ ko-ma-we in TH Of 35. A further link with the long-range transport of goods is suggested by the appearance of the word a-ma-ru-to-de in the entry after that referring to *ma-ri-ne-u in TH Of 25, since this is almost certainly a reference to Amarynthos in Euboea; it is also possible that the term a3-ki-a2-ri-ja occurring alongside ma-ri-ne-we-ja-i in the same record refers to the Boeotian coast facing Euboea.
 In spite of Olivier’s scepticism,
 I would argue that we do have a reference to some sort of ‘trade’ here, be it in terms of palace-controlled export/import
 or duties demanded by one polity from another: we might go so far as to speak of an international wool trade.


2) The phrase ke-re-si-jo , we-ke, ‘Cretan made’ occurs in reference to some tripods at Pylos (PY Ta 641, 709), and the form of the ideogram is markedly Cretan.
 Their inclusion in the Ta series, listing prestigious items for a state feast,
 indicates that their workmanship was highly regarded. The phrase ke-re-te ka-si-ko-no, probably referring to Cretan sword-makers (cf. the Knossos Ra series), also appears in PY An 128, where these craftsmen receive rations; it is possible that they are migratory workers employed by the palace temporarily, and the further attestation of the word po-ru-qo-to (possibly poluphoitos, ‘much wandering’ vel sim.;
 this describes an incomplete word ]-ka-ta) in the preceding line adds weight to this hypothesis. This evidence suggests the presence of peripatetic Cretan metalworkers, producing prestige goods, at Pylos, though it is unclear whether these would be entrepreneurial or perhaps overseen by the LB administration at Khania.


3) The final example of a possible direct link to relations between sites is highly tentative. The phrase pe-re-ku-wa-na-ka (possibly presguanax, ‘old king’ vel sim., or pelekuanax, ‘king of the (double) axe’ vel sim.) is found in the Pylos tablet PY Va 15, an intriguing but highly fragmentary record. Docs2 translates the tablet tentatively as follows:

.1  Pylos: now thus..., and two *34-ka-te-re are not (present);

.2  Presguanax has arrived at Pylos from thence, and has one chit from each of them.

(Presguanax, Pylos...: the two *34-ka-te-re are being sent presently)
The context of this record is very obscure, but the possibility that it records the arrival of someone with a special title at Pylos has led some, particularly Stella (who also equates pe-re-ku-wa-na-ka with the term anax presbus, used to refer to Agamemnon in Aeschylus), to assert that we may have here the ‘titolo ufficiale miceneo per il “gran re” di Micene.’
 If true, this would be a remarkable attestation of political unity in the Mycenaean world; however, the nature of the evidence must ensure that this remains a highly tentative hypothesis. Carlier suggests that pe-re-ku-wa-na-ka is merely a name of the same type as Astyanax, or that it refers to an extra-palatial official, though these seem relatively unlikely possibilities.


The only other textual references to areas of the Mycenaean world are external. One example that has carried much weight in scholarly debate in the last fifty years is the attestation of a land referred to as ‘Ahhijawa’, perhaps related to the Homeric word ‘Achaea’, in a number of Hittite texts.
 Since the Hittite texts speak of a ‘high king’ of this land, it has often been suggested that Ahhijawa refers to the whole Mycenaean world (i.e. some sort of politically unified body existing on the Mainland, perhaps controlled from Mycenae);
 however, since this debate is far from being settled and its evidence obscure, it will not be considered further in this thesis. Another external reference worth mentioning is the Kom el-Hetan list, found in a fourteenth century temple of Amenhotep III in Upper Egypt and listing a number of Greek place names (including Knossos, Khania, Messenia and Mycenae); however, the purpose of this inscription is uncertain (it is unlikely these places were listed because they paid any sort of tribute to the pharaoh) and it does not tell us anything about the relations between these areas.


Any direct textual evidence to relations is obscure, but combined may suggest that there were closer links between different areas of the Mycenaean world than has often been accepted. The evidence for possible inter-polity wool traffic and migratory Cretan metalworkers is particularly intriguing, and it seems that there were strong commercial, or quasi-commercial, links between the Argolid and Boeotia, and between Pylos (and the rest of the Mainland?) and Crete. Evidence for political unity and some sort of sole ruler is far less certain, and although it would be tempting to equate pe-re-ku-wa-na-ka with the king of Ahhijawa, we must rather view any possibility of political unity in the context of the wider textual and archaeological evidence.

Section 2: Archaeological Evidence
a) Similarities and differences


That the term ‘Mycenaean’ can be applied to the material culture at each site suggests some common style, manufacture or origin: we speak of ‘Mycenaean’ ceramics or burials, ‘Mycenaean’ style or ideology, ‘Mycenaean’ culture.
 However, this term could also be said to be somewhat superficial in often having chronological as much as stylistic implications. Nevertheless, we do see some striking archaeological similarities between the various regions in which LB tablets have been found. Since there is not scope here to provide a full overview of the archaeology of the Late Bronze Age, the discussion is confined to three important areas (ceramic, mortuary and architectural/artistic evidence), all of which play a role in the negotiation of ‘Mycenaean’ identity and culture.

(i) Ceramic evidence


By the period of LHIIA, the supremacy enjoyed by Cretan pottery under what is often termed the ‘Minoan Thalassocracy’
 had begun to wither, but there was some connection between the pottery of Crete and the Mainland (with some level of Cretan imitation on the Mainland, and some mixing with Mainland styles on Crete). However, by LHIIB/LMII, even this level of Cretan influence had waned, and it was rather the case that Mainland styles were influencing the pottery of Crete (though they did not adopt every aspect of Mainland ceramics). This striking change in the direction of ideological flow has often be linked to a ‘Greek’ or ‘Mycenaean’ takeover,
 particularly at Knossos and especially since Driessen has convincingly demonstrated that we have LB Greek records dating to the end of this period (in the RCT).
 On the Mainland at this time we see widespread Mycenaean pottery (particularly the Vapheio Cup style), with some regionalism but the only significantly distinct style occurring in Thessaly.


In LHIIIA1/LMIIIA1, from the end of which the majority of Knossos tablets probably date (and from which approximate period we may also have some fragments at Pylos), Mycenaean pottery is found even more widely, with the most distinct regional style now in Phocis. Significant assemblages of ceramics of this ‘Mycenaean’ style dating to this period have been found in the Mainland areas that attest LB (Messenia, the Argolid and Boeotia), and also in areas such as Attica, Thessaly and Laconia. While the style itself is in common, there are some notable regional variations, as can be noted in, for instance, the distribution of the small handled jar FS 77, or the use of regional motifs.
 Close links are apparent between the Mainland and Crete, with a bi-directional flow of ceramic ideology between the two;
 however, we should also note that Cretan contacts are ‘widely but thinly’ attested on the Mainland, and evidence takes the form of Cretan imports or a hybrid Cretan/Mainland style (both of which are found particularly in Messenia and other areas);
 the ideological flow is probably stronger in the other direction, from the Mainland to Crete.


From LHIIIA2 on, the Cretan influence on pottery has largely disappeared, presumably because any power emanating from the island was severely diminished following the main destruction of the palace; if an administration continued there, as Driessen has suggested, into LMIIIB1, then it does not appear as powerful or influential as that of LMIIIA1. On the Mainland in this period we see the rise of what has been called ‘The Mycenaean Koine’: a distinctive and standardised Mycenaean style of high technical quality found across the Mainland and Aegean islands.
 However, it should be noted that there are also a number of local preferences for specific styles and motifs (for example the ‘Boeotian Stripe’ on kylikes), betraying significant regionalism and perhaps some differences in the perceptions of social identity.


It seems, despite difficulties in stratigraphy, that the ‘Mycenaean Koine’ continues at least into the beginning of the period, and indeed for a while it seems that there is far less regional variation in terms of styles (as we saw in LHIIIA2) but only some minor regional preferences in terms of vessel shape.
 The latter half of LHIIIB, to which almost all our Mainland LB tablets probably date, is much more poorly attested in terms of diagnostic pottery, partially because the most distinctive styles (which appear to originate from Phocis) do not tend to be included in grave assemblages. A common style of identifiably LHIIIB2 ceramics is found in the Argolid and Boeotia (and also Achaea, Attica and central Greece; it appears to be produced throughout the central area), though Mountjoy suggests that this is probably not the result of ‘any special relationships beyond the role of normal contacts.’
 It is certain that Crete continued to export pottery throughout LMIIIB, since ISJs and other ceramics
 of west Cretan origin have been found all around the Aegean in this period.


As we have seen, the ceramic evidence does not necessarily suggest close contact between Crete and the Mainland up to LHIIIA2, but perhaps we should reconstruct some sort of forum
 via which the spread of pottery and ideology might have taken place: are we seeing some sort of direct (political?) influence, or only trading links, or something in between? The evidence further suggests contact between Crete and the Mainland in LHIIIB up to the destruction of the Mainland palaces.


The ‘uniformity’ of pottery on the LHIIIB Mainland is striking enough that Desborough cites it in his argument that there was some sort of hegemony across the whole area (in the period up to the fall of the palaces), dismissing regional variations as ‘minor’, and he suggests that the ‘Mycenaean Koine’ style originated in the Argolid.
 E.S. Sherratt has also acknowledged a single innovating source area for the style (from which it was exported), and argues that this ‘may reflect some measure of centralised political control in the Mycenaean world, and almost certainly a high degree of organised economic stability.’
 However, it is difficult to determine to what extent pottery distribution should be linked to political factors.

(ii) Mortuary evidence


Although the complex dynamics of social perception and self-perception as portrayed through mortuary practice
 are sometimes difficult to interpret (for example, did elites buried in ‘warrior’ graves have true military roles, or was it simply a convention to give that impression by placing weapons and other artefacts in his grave assemblage?), burials tell us much about cultural identity.
By LHIIIA, we see ‘Mycenaean’ burial types both on the Mainland and on Crete, with characteristic warrior burials occurring in most areas (and particularly at e.g. Knossos and Pylos)
. Preston has suggested that it is perhaps better to see the adoption of Mainland modes of burial on Crete as active, strategic decisions on the part of local elites rather than a passive process forced on them by invaders; as their ideology became aligned with that of the Mainland, ‘the Knossian elite was both buying into, and actively contributing to, the development of the warrior elite ideology.’

By LHIIIB, there was some level of consistency in burials on the Mainland as chamber tombs became the most popular tomb type (though tholoi were still used in some areas); this consistency is striking enough that Cavanagh and Mee state that in this period we have a ‘cultural koine... The Early Mycenaean penchant for innovation had been suppressed in favour of conformity.’
 The most striking similarities, however, are found in ritual rather than tomb types: particularly the choice of grave offering could be said to ‘hint at shared beliefs and a sense of collective identity.’
 In Crete some level of high status contact with the Mainland must have been maintained given that prestige objects continue to appear in LHIIIB Cretan tombs, but we should also note that it appears there was some decentralisation of powerful elites after the early LMIIIA2 fall of Knossos, since elite burials begin to appear in different areas of the island;
 while they continue to make use of Mycenaean symbolism, there are also some differences, such as the paucity of figurines that are common on the Mainland at this time.


In spite of similarities and affiliations, we should note that mortuary uniformity can be overstated. In particular there is often a strong sense of regionalism, with, for example, the choice of tomb type displaying a high degree of regional variation.
 The same could be said of Cretan burials: Knossos’ ‘own specific mortuary vocabulary can be seen as part of a broader Aegean phenomenon of regional variation in the use of cultural symbols.’
 The emphasis on such local aspects, in spite of some general common beliefs or rituals, might even suggest that independence and regional self-definition played an important role in mortuary customs.
 We might question whether this in turn suggests some level of political rivalry between areas.

(iii) Architectural and artistic evidence


In architecture, some differences can be discerned between Crete and the Mainland, in particular in the layout of palaces. The palace at Knossos is a typically ‘Minoan’ design, built around a central court and covering some 20,000m2.
 The citadels on the Mainland (including Pylos, Mycenae and Tiryns, as well as some of the palace of Thebes), however, have a somewhat different layout centred around a megaron
 and covering a much smaller area (e.g. 3,500m2 in the case of Pylos); although there are some variations from palace to palace, there are general structural and architectural similarities.
 The Mainland citadels also tend to be fortified, often with outer walls constructed in ‘Cyclopean Masonry’, while the palace at Knossos does not have such defences;
 this might indicate that there was some threat of warfare on the Mainland, perhaps sometimes military rivalry between palatial centres themselves (particularly in the case of Mycenae and Tiryns, since they are close to each other).
 The probable lack of a fortification wall at Pylos might indicate distance from such military rivalry.

In spite of a common palatial administrative concept, the physical differences between the Cretan and Mainland palaces might suggest that they were not perceived in precisely the same way. It is possible that the Aegean concept of a palace began with Cretan imitation of the Eastern Mediterranean civilisations, but when the Greek speakers took over at Knossos and took up Cretan ideas of administration, there was some break in palatial ideology (and administration?) that led to a new ‘Mycenaean’ mode.


The frescoes adorning the walls of the palaces, however, show some level of uniformity. Those found at Knossos, although often highly fragmentary, can be said to be largely Cretan in technical and artistic style, though those from LMIIIA1 show some level of rigidity that may derive from Mainland influence.
 As Immerwahr has noted, ‘Crete was the hub from which Aegean pictorial art and painting emanated,’
 and the Cretan style was adopted on the Mainland at Pylos, Mycenae, Tiryns and Thebes. The technical application of frescoes on the Mainland was modelled very closely on the Cretan style, but artistically they could be said to lack the ‘gay and spontaneous quality’ of their Cretan counterparts, adopting a more monumental style.
 It is possible that some sort of ‘copybooks’ were employed by Mycenaean artists, especially since, ‘although each palace showed certain local idiosyncrasies in its decoration, uniformity rather than inventiveness was the dominant characteristic.’
 A similar case can be made for other arts, such as jewellery-making.
 In this respect again, it seems that regionalism existed, but under a perhaps superficial veneer of uniformity. Again there is an adoption of Cretan ideas and methods, but again some innovation or variation in the way they were employed.


Desborough was so struck by similarities between Mycenaean sites that he stated that ‘the cultural unity of the whole Mycenaean world... (in which Crete only is excluded) has many facets, and may be said to cover almost every type of object or custom revealed by archaeology.’
 There is some basic level of truth in this statement, in that some amount of what we might call ‘uniformity’ of culture can be detected, and particularly in his highlighting of Crete as a special case (isolated to some extent both chronologically and geographically). However, it would be a misrepresentation of the evidence to assert that the archaeology merely attests uniformity of culture; in fact, we often see a high level of regionalism with regard to certain object-types, and the differences between the areas of Mycenaean palatial civilisation are highly important to our discussion of the relations between these areas.

b) Relations between sites

Although we have no unambiguous evidence of the types of relations that existed between various Mycenaean sites, we can say something about the possibility of communications between them. The road systems in various areas of the Mainland have been studied by Jansen, whose work (focusing on Mycenae but covering all areas of the Mainland) has shown that roads existed ‘on a regional rather than a national level’ and were intended to facilitate intra- rather than inter-regional communications.
 Although there were probably tracks along which traffic might have passed between different regions of the Mainland, these were not as well developed as the roads in the vicinity of palaces that allowed each centre to regulate the flow of goods and personnel with which it was economically concerned. Since a palatial centre would thus have an obvious network of roads surrounding it, Jansen further suggests that such networks might also function as ‘territorial markers’ indicating the area under the influence of each palace, though this remains highly theoretical.


It is perhaps more likely, especially given the difficult and mountainous terrain of the central Peloponnese and other areas, that any contact between Mycenaean palatial centres would have been more easily effected by sea than by land. The development of the deep-hulled sailing ship is important in this regard, allowing heavy cargoes to travel long distances, and thus perhaps facilitating not only normal trade but also gift exchange or trade in prestige goods. Crete dominated trade with the eastern Mediterranean until LMIIIA2, when, after the fall of Knossos, the eastern trading links were diminished and Khania in western Crete became the principal trading centre, dealing mostly with Italy, Sicily and Sardinia.
 From LHIIIA2, the Mainland to some extent picked up the reins of the defunct ‘Minoan Thalassocracy’,
 with perhaps the most affluence accruing around the area of the Argolid.
 While this evidence of external trading links does not per se prove links between the Mycenaean sites, it does suggest that the Mycenaean polities had wide-ranging contacts
 and so must have been at the least aware of, and probably in regular communication with, each other.


Given the occurrence of pottery of west Cretan provenance all over the Aegean, there is good evidence of trade networks operating throughout the area.
 Palaima has further suggested, based on the evidence of shipping activity in the LB tablets, that ‘Mycenaean vessels carried materials and people from one region of the Mycenaean world to another’:
 for example, cloth and related personnel might have travelled between Thebes, the Argolid and Crete, and Cretan bronzeworkers or their wares might have been transported to Messenia. That Cretan metalwork(ers) might have travelled between Crete and the Mainland is suggested not only by the textual evidence (supra p22) but also by Mainland finds of Cretan-style metal vessels.
 It also seems likely that substances such as metals may have been traded between various areas, based on the sources from which these were probably taken.


Even if the Mycenaean polities were entirely independent centres that did not think of themselves as having cultural or ethnic links, the evidence for wide-ranging trade indicates that they would have had contact at least of a commercial nature. There is no positive evidence of the precise nature of their interrelations, and so we may only speculate as to whether we are seeing private entrepreneurial commerce, palatially controlled trade, institutionalised gift exchange or some closer communicational links either in terms of (military) rivalry or political interdependence.

Section 3: Interpretive Models of Mycenaean Relations


The textual and archaeological evidence for similarities and relations between various Mycenaean sites, taken together, build up to a complex picture of the Mycenaean Aegean. Although there are many ‘gaps’ in this ‘jigsaw’, we are left with a number of impressions of the situation:

1) At some point, probably in LMII, Greek speakers took over the administration at Knossos and their administration dominated much or all of Crete.

2) For some time (up to early LMIIIA2) there is a flow of ideas from the Mainland to Crete: e.g. the Greek language, ‘warrior’ ideology, certain pottery and burial types and styles.

3) For some time (up to early LHIIIA2) there is a flow of ideas from Crete to the Mainland: e.g. the LB script (the Cretan style of which is attested early at Pylos), the concept of a palatial administrative centre, aspects of Cretan iconography.

4) Trade with the eastern Mediterranean was monopolised by Crete (for some time under Greek-speaking rule) until LMIIIA2, but from LHIIIA2 on, the Mainland controlled eastern trade (possible epicentre in the Argolid).

5) From LMIIIA2 on, following the fall of Knossos, Crete’s power and influence waned, though it seems Khania was an important trading centre, controlling trade with the west and Cretan trade with the Mainland (under Greek-speaking administration employing LB); Cretan elites in parts of the island other than Knossos began to (re)emerge.

6) The Mainland in LHIIIB is subject to some sort of cultural ‘koine’, with marked uniformity in ceramic, mortuary, architectural, artistic and ideological evidence; however, there is also marked regional variation and localisation in all of these areas to some extent.

7) By the end of LHIIIB2, there is also administrative uniformity across the Mainland as each palatial site employs the same style of LB and the same administrative language, controlling their economic, religious and cultural interests in the same way.

8) From the end of LMII to the end of LHIIIB, there is no development to be detected between the administrative language and methods employed at Knossos and those of the Mainland centres; however, a Mainland style of the script was developed (in early LHIIIB?) and is distributed all across the Mainland, though the Cretan style remained in use at Khania and was used to inscribe its exports.

It is very difficult to reconstruct the intricate relations in the Mycenaean Aegean that led to the complex situation outlined above, but if we are to begin to understand the situation, then we must attempt to understand its dynamics. A number of scholars who have attempted to interpret the relations between Mycenaean sites generally fall somewhere between two extreme views: that the whole Mycenaean world was politically united under a single leader/state (the Single Administration Camp), and that the polities were wholly independent entities whose only contact was through trade/exchange/rivalry (the Peer Polity Interaction Camp). Under the former theory, common features spread because there was a central political impulse for them to do so, while under the latter they spread merely as a result of contact and were adopted for their attractiveness or expediency.


An example of the extreme Single Administration Camp would be Desborough, who fiercely states, ‘I find it difficult to believe that the Mycenaean world was not united by extremely close ties... the whole Mycenaean world [was] ruled by one king out of Mycenae.’
 His argument is based on the idea of Mycenaean cultural unity and his view that Hittite references to Ahhijawa refer to the whole Mycenaean Aegean area under the control of a ‘high king’. Recently these ideas have been picked up again, after some period of scholarly disdain, particularly in the light of Postgate’s comment that ‘if in the Near East a number of contemporary administrative archives displaying such similarities were excavated in different cities, the obvious assumption would be that they fell under the same government, the uniformity of scribal practice resulting from, and tacitly proclaiming, the strength of central control.’
 Mariotta has furthermore recently suggested that the Mycenaean world may have worked in the same way as the Persian empire, though his argument has not been generally accepted.


At the other extreme, the Peer Polity Interaction Camp is exemplified by Thomas’ view of the situation in the Mycenaean Aegean: the ‘general uniformity of culture evidences only one fact directly: the Mycenaean kingdoms were connected, economically, through trade.’
 Her argument is based on her view of the situation of later Greek poleis as a natural state of being and evidence of fragmentation rather than unity in the Iliad.
 A model whereby features spread through interaction or trade fits in well with Peer Polity Interaction theory, which holds that political institutions, writing systems, religious beliefs, language and many aspects of culture may be common because they have spread through ‘interactions taking place (including imitation and emulation, competition, warfare, and the exchange of material goods and information) between autonomous (i.e. self-governing and in that sense politically independent) socio-political units which are situated beside or close to each other within a single geographical region, or in some cases more widely.’
 This is specifically suggested for Mycenaean polities (as ‘autonomous realms’) by Cherry.

The Single Administration and Peer Polity Interaction theories remain unsubstantiated hypotheses. While the archaeological evidence suggests a level of uniformity, this is underpinned by regional variation. Darcque has called for attentiveness to such diversities, particularly with regard to the mortuary evidence, arguing that the ‘uniformity’ that has given rise to theories of ‘unity’ must be reassessed.
 However, as Carlier has recently pointed out, the culmination of the evidence for similarity and uniformity suggests that the links between sites must be studied in detail; he even argues that there was an ‘hégémonie panachéenne’.

S. Sherratt has suggested an alternative, that the similarities between areas of the Mycenaean world are due to the inflexibility of the notion of what constituted a palace, with an ideological ‘kit’ preserved fiercely by the palatial population; the reason for this might be instability: ‘does such a well-defined and uniformly standardised set of palatial symbolism mask the fact that, economically and socially, the palaces were in large part dependent on the contingencies and activities of a surrounding world over which, fundamentally, they had little real control?’
 However, such an argument does not take account of the regional variations between Mycenaean sites, nor can it easily be mapped onto the complex system of interrelations between the polities: why, for example, would elites that closely observed a rigid palatial ideology feel safe to resort to more regional mortuary practices if they were under pressure to conform to a standard practice in other (often less ostentatious) areas of culture and administration?

The arguments that have attempted to account for the apparent uniformity of the Mycenaean world have often been based on only a part of the evidence. For the first time, I have here aimed to integrate the linguistic, palaeographic and archaeological evidence, synchronically and diachronically, into an assessment of the Mycenaean situation. I would argue that this situation is more complex than can be accounted for by the proposed Single Administration and Peer Polity Interaction theories. Single Administration theories positing an omnipotent high king ruling his vassal states from one palace are far too simplistic and do not take account of the obvious complexities of Mycenaean interrelations. Peer Polity Interaction theories, however, denying political connections and expounding the independence of polities, fail to account for factors such as the negotiation of the administration at Knossos (the change of language and adaptation of the script), the importance given to the precise form and language of administration (especially given the administrative ideology’s geographical and chronological spread), or the striking uniformity of palaeographical style (particularly on the LHIIIB Mainland).

It is difficult to use analogies for the Mycenaean situation. For example, the spread of cuneiform between different peoples might be compared with that of LB, but any close analogy (e.g. with Ur III, a single administration of similar economy type) may be inappropriate given the evident complexity of Aegean interrelations. Other analogies might suggest caution: the Medieval Christian Church has left evidence of a common administrative language and style, closely similar building types and material culture (doubtless with some regional variation) distributed all over Europe, but the true reason for this distribution would not conform to any of the explanations proposed for the parallel evidence the Mycenaean world. I do not suggest that Mycenaean ‘uniformity’ is the result of a religious phenomenon, merely that the terms ‘unity’ and ‘uniformity’ may apply to many different aspects of society and culture in a wide variety of configurations. I would thus suggest that we must view the complex situation of the Mycenaean Aegean as the result of a series of intricate interactions and interrelations that must be reconstructed with great care.

First we must note that it is likely that the Mycenaean situation changed over the two hundred years of its documented existence. It is thus possible, to put it simply, that early political unity gave way to later fragmentation, or that early distant relations between polities later evolved into closer political ties. Secondly, relations between polities require a complex rather than simplified model of explanation: rather than merely speaking of distant trading contacts, or close political ties, it might be fruitful to consider exactly how, where and why the polities interacted with each other.

I would suggest that Mycenaean interrelations can be grouped into two periods of interaction, with the fall of Knossos in early LMIIIA2 roughly forming the divide. Firstly, there must have been an initial stage of contact between Crete and the Mainland that resulted in a mixed ideology and negotiation of ‘Mycenaean’ identity (in cultural and religious issues) and the development at Knossos of a hybrid administration type that employed the Greek language and the LB script.
 For some period the ‘Minoan Thalassocracy’ and wealth of Crete was probably exploited by a Mycenaean group that had originated from the Mainland, at which point there may have been close contacts between the Mainland and Crete, perhaps of a political nature (Pylos stands out in this regard as the only Mainland site with attested early administrative records written in the Cretan palaeographical style); it is not impossible that there was a common administration governing affairs at Knossos and one of the Mainland polities, though the group that was involved in the negotiation of the beginnings of ‘Mycenaean’ hybrid culture at Knossos may rather have broken away entirely from the Mainland.

After the fall of Knossos and shift of trading systems with the east (and the affluence resulting from them) to the Mainland, there may have been some schism between the Mycenaeans occupying Crete (no longer concentrated at Knossos and maintaining contact at least through trade with the Mainland) and those of the Mainland.
 From this point (or slightly earlier), the Mycenaeans of the Mainland adopted the hybrid palatial administrative ideology (possibly as a conscious political strategy) and distinguished themselves through innovations such as that of the Mainland style of the script; some sort of common identity or self-perception is evident from the adoption of the new style in all areas without regional variation, as well as the other remarkable and maintained similarities in administration, religion and some aspects of material culture.

The evidence for close trading relations, at least between Mycenae and Thebes, might further suggest that any political relations between sites in the LHIIIA2-LHIIIB period were intrinsically bound up with commercial developments (the apparently disproportional wealth of the Argolid stands out in this respect). I would argue that complex diplomatic relationships existed between the polities in this period, whether in terms of rivalry or interdependence; we might compare alliances such as the Delian and Peloponnesian Leagues with their complex relations to trading and military matters, particularly with regard to Athenian economic domination.
 It is possible that a site such as Mycenae, having accrued great wealth through trade, might have been in a position to make demands (such as protection of trade routes, or even tribute developed from institutionalised gift exchange
?) of other polities. The maintained fortifications of the citadels, particularly in the Argolid, might suggest that diplomatic relations were not always peaceful, and the variations in material culture from site to site might indicate that non-military rivalry took a physical form (though this is not so apparent in the textual record, possibly because administration was limited to a small subsection of society, trained scribes or the like, that did not need to participate in wider expressions of independence because it was linked only to the day-to-day running of the polity).

The evidence is not wholly inconsistent with a Single Administration theory: regionalism should be expected in such a situation, as later empires such as that of Rome show, and the necessary similarities and possibilities of communication are present. Furthermore, the types of relations I have sketched above could easily fit a model in which one polity was acknowledged as the leader of the Aegean world, perhaps initially for economic reasons. It is largely the lack of evidence (e.g. of written communication between polities) for such a situation that has led many scholars to abandon the view entirely, though this cannot be substantiated as an argument. Diplomatic relations were possibly not recorded in the palatial administration because they were not seen as linked to the internal economy, or because they were considered the personal or private preserve of elites. However, it is perhaps surprising that LB communications do not seem to have been developed on an inter-polity level at all, given that the polities employed the same language and script; in order to explain this, we must either posit communications on perishable materials
 or an extremely limited conception of the possible uses of the script.

I do not argue that there was a ‘high king’ of the Mycenaean Aegean, because the evidence is not sufficient to suggest this, and it is furthermore unnecessary to posit such an individual in order to argue that the relations between the polities of the Mycenaean world were of a close and political nature. To suggest a closely integrated administration need not imply that we should think of the Mycenaean world as an ‘empire’. The above model whereby the Mycenaean polities, following the initial negotiation of the Mycenaean identity through the hybrid administration at Knossos in LMII, are involved in complex political interrelations that are determined by broad economic and social factors, is tentative, but I hope that it takes better account of the complexities of the situation than may be observed in most models of the Mycenaean world.
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