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Abstract

The Thesis tackles the part of thettpoy assemblage from Building B of the
Juktas Peak Sanctuary, Crete, which is unofficially known as the Epistemonike Alonaki
assemblage (named after its storage area in the Heraklion Museum). The study begins
with an introduction outlining sources and faifilties of the material studied,
explaining access to it and setting out future goals; this is followed by a general
overview of MMIII and how the characteristics that most scholars ascribe to it today
were attributed decade by decade. After this seetipresentation of Juktas Building B
Is offered, together with its context specifications and resulting phasing analyses. The
next section comprises the ceramic analysis. This is divided into a chapter on
theoretical typological considerations valuableth@ choices of this study, and a
pottery analysis accompanied by an extensive catalogue of types. Certain well stratified
MMIIl assemblages are then evaluated and focused on and correlations are made with
the Juktas Building B assemblage; the dating of Bodding follows. Finally, the
function of the Building, as well as several conclusions on its contribution to our
understanding of MMIIlI and Peak Sanctuary sites are arrived at.

The Appendices include an outline of ARTIFAETa computer program
specifically created and used for recording and manipulating the material, some
ethnological parallels for Mount Juktas, catalogues of weights and capacities, vessel
identities and box locations, stratigraphic clusters and stratigraphic limits; other

auxiliary sections complete this studil§liography, lllustrations, Charts, CBROM).
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Aéthey must have had very fair noations
great - grandfathers. Why, all our art treasures of today are only the-ugug
commonplaces of three or four hundred years ago. | wonder if there is any real
intrinsic beauty in the old souplates, beemugs, and candisnuffers that we prize so
now, a if it is only the halo of age glowing around them that gives them their charms in
our eyesé

The O&6ésamplerd that the el dest daught
Ot apestry of the Victori an -aedwhitémugsofitel b e
presertday roadside inn will be hunted up, all cracked and chipped, and sold for their
weight in gold, and rich people will use them for claret cups; and travellers from Japan
wi || buy up the OPresents from Raymagat ecd

escaped destruction, and take them back

Three Men in a Boat

Jerome K. Jerome
18591927

This passage, even though coming from a source one would not expect to see in
an academic composition such as this thesis, is nevertheless an excellent way of
opening oudiscussion about the Juktas Building B assemblage and a surprising way to
i nvestigate how a | aymanbds approach to &
the aims of this study.

Let us begin by observing that the assemblage of Juktas Building B, as
examined herein (see immediately below for reservations) lends itself to a variety of
data manipulations, should the right questions be asked. Some of the issues raised are
stratigraphy sequences and clusters, since the Building is moskhsed contextit
should theoretically be able to provide potential layering into subphases, thus offering
vital information about its uses, its users or even inhabitants, its connection to the main
Juktas Peak Sanctuary and its role in the whole of the Peak Sanctuilaiygs
category. This potential subdivision gains special significance if we are discussing
MMIII, a ceramic period which has always been elusive, confused, perhaps even
misinterpreted. That brings us to the issue of dating and to the correlationgheith o

sites, as well as reveals social interactions.
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Another issue pertains to technology and workshop. Can we distinguish traits?
Can we pinpoint the potterds ment al ter
particular workshop (in conjunction with thatersite information)? Can we even,
rather boldly, attempt to define hands and recurring mistakes? Most of the pottery
seems to be of a rather medium to low quality fabric and manufacture, but it is precisely
the information this low quality (and high qudy) can provide us with that made
attention to detail worthwhile.

It is the lost use and technique patterns, as well as the social and the possibly
religious aspects of the material that will lead us to give meaning to the Building and to
define its catribution towards understanding an era.

Some of these questions will be answered in the present work. More questions,

however, will inevitably be left open, even more will be asked.

Sources and Other Information

Before we proceed to the main bodytloé thesis, several facts and observations
should be taken into account, which may both give the reader an insight into the
met hodol ogy empl oyed and facilitatem t he
routeto the conclusions.

The material comprisinghe basis of this dissertation is the assemblage
unofficially known as the Epistemonike [= Herakleion Museum Scientific Collection]
Alonaki assemblage. It is washed, preserved and most of it is stored with wooden labels
bearing stratigraphic data on thethgre also seems to have been some preliminary
recording (judging from the short report sheets occasionally found in the boxes during
the study).

The Epistemonike Alonaki assemblage consists of 1292 vessels and vessel
fragments (JBBPAOOG1IBBPA0924) and.1 groups (JBBPGO00IaJ BBP G0 001z6
kept in 204 wooden boxes of various sizes and 1 big cardboard box in the Study Room
Collection ¢~ o 0 U d E g a a &mstemonike Sylloge) of the Herakleion Museum,
Crete. These may or may not represent all the trenches and strata of Juktas Building B
(i.e. theStratigraphy Layoutpresented itChart A may not include all the actual strata,
as it isbased on the Epistemonike Alonaki assemblage alone) and certainly do not give
a fully comprehensive idea about the pottgrgupsto be encountered at the site; it is
the authords assumption that this assemb

©Anna Simandiraki PhD Thesis, University of Bristol, 2002 20



the Buil dingbdés pottery when it was first
at. As a result, statistics or quantitative methods are avoided in the Analysis, apart from
a few cautious cases. The rest of the material is kept inbthes £ d cHl3 jomac e
(Herakleion Industrial Area) Storerooms of the Museum in 305 big cardboard boxes.
Access was given to few of these pottery groups, 7 of which were studied (JBBPG0002
- JBBPGO0008), but it was not possible to record their charactetistis ior photograph

them. Nevertheless, a first impression was formed that the picture presented by the
Epistemonike Alonaki assemblage roughly corresponds with genuine pottery groups
from the building. It is hoped that the pottery stored in the Indusireh will be
accessed and assessed in the future. The material presented here may not be fully
representative for an additional reason: the older phase of the building (according to the
excavator) has not been extensively revealed, as only a few soundiregsiade, so as

to preserve the newer phase; therefore there might not be equal representation of
pottery [Karetsou, pers. comm.]The pottery from the Juktas Peak Sanctuary itself is a
separate matter and is under study by another scholar.

Another issuewas time, limited by study permits and finances, among other
things. The author spent a total of about eight (most of them consecutive) months
viewing and recording the material, but this did not prove long enough for drawing all
the vessel types represedtherein, which is why photos are used instead where
necessary (it is acknowledged that photos are not as good a medium for type
recognition). Space was also limited, which is why it was not possible to lay out all the
material at once; this resulted wining fragments having been given different numbers
and in matches having been discovered during the data manipulation (these are pointed
out).

The Epistemonike Alonaki assemblage kept in the specified location will
possibly be moved shortly: major reluirig and expansion of the Herakleion Museum,
due to the forthcoming celebrations of the Olympic Games in Greece in 2004, has
necessitated the moving of the material to storerooms elsewhere, either housed in or
owned by the Museum. As it was not permitted mark the vessels and vessel
fragments with ink, the marking was done on their wooden labels, using additional
paper labels where there were several items corresponding to one label. As a result, it is
regrettably inevitable that the contents of the bogesld easily be mixed. This
problem was anticipated and dealt with by numbering the boxes and entering the box
contents in ARTIFACT, as well as by comprehensively representing each item, so that
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the future scholar who might be interested in an exammatiahe material may be
already acquainted with it before viewing it.

Since access to the Juktas Building B Daybooks was not possible, the author
relied solely on the pottery labels, the grid and groundplan, which were kindly provided
by the excavatorin order to assess the stratigraphy (outline€livart A). Drawbacks
of this methodology were absent or incomplete labels, failure to understand
stratigraphic data, such as the location of T23, an unclear view about titeraamc
elements of the contex{sinless referred to on the labels), and about soil and debris
indications etc. It is therefore acknowledged that the results of the horizontal and
vertical stratigraphy, cluster and usage analyses are inevitably impeded to some extent
by those elementsirilly, it should be noted that phrases in italics are sometimes used
to specify artifact form types (e.gon.cups B when these are referred to in places
other than the Main Catalogue Forms section; these phrases therefore specify a

category, so they nyaappear in plural.

Future work

It is hoped that further investigation of the Juktas Building B pottery will
enhance and perhaps clarify the stratigraphic picture of the building, as well as
highlight more aspects of its function. Organic residue aiza(gsiginally considered
for this thesis as well, but postponed, as the sample needed to be of satisfactory size and
representative nature) will also give the scholar an additional insight as to the practices
of use and raise. Statistics about vessel gartages in horizontal and vertical
stratigraphic systems when the whole assemblage will have been studied and combined
with the daybooks will shed more light onto the already emerging complexity of the
structure, as well as (we hope) clarify MMIII evemther. Last but certainly not least,
the excavatorés very important study of
well as the rest of its archaeological record, will help complete the jigsaw puzzle of this

remarkable site.
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Introduction

It is well known that of the whole 'Minoan' period that part of it
characterised in ceramic terms as Middle Minoan Il was, a s Walberg
[e.g.1992:141ff] has rightly put it,a time of transition, a phenomenon clearly
detectable in several areas of the material culteirst of all, it is a slippery period due
to its -still uncertain position between the Old and the New Palace periods. Potentially
great social, economic, religious and ideologatenges follow the destructioat(the
end of Middle Minoan IlI, c. 1700 B.C.)  and rebuilding of the palaces. The states
of the Old Palaces seem to transform and expand after the disasters, each state in its
own way (i.e. we can detectither varied and di fferent reactions to the
destructions), with the almost 'explosive' political, economic and ideological
imperialism of KnossoBor some reservations, see Niemeier 1994, van de Moortel 2and] the
architectural (and potentially administrative) unceriastof Phaistos being but two
examples.The intriguing political status of non -palatial sites at this time,
such as Ayia Triada, Kommos and the towns of eastern Crete, the origins
of large scale figure painting (frescoes), the beginning of fully  -fledged
architectural monumentality and the extent of foreign trade are some
further issues.

The only basic key into understanding this era is defining the ceramic sequence
in order to pinpoint possible stages. However, an oxymoron which appeared early in the
studyof MMIII is that Evans, from his work at Knossos, considered this era as a 'great’
period, one of high cultural achievement, but at the same time pointed out the obvious
decline in the quality of pottery after the end of MM Il. This was explained assthe u
of metal vases (an indication of greater wealth) not having necessiagber
standards in pottery quality. W e must also bear in mind the methodological
precautions that Knappett has rightly drawn attentiopzdoe] when trying to discern
social, ecaomic and ideological speculations based on material culture and pottery
production and distribution in particular. It is necessary, among others, to distinguish
pottery evolution as a reality created by historical parameters from using the pottery
framewak to decide which these historical parameters were.

So, this is a slippery period due to the pottery which represents it. Even though
there seems to be a rather clear definition in, say, architecture between phases, the

pottery between the end of MMH#nd the very beginning of LMI seems to change
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almost seamlessly (the differentiation lacks clear definition, depending on the site of
course). Thus, not only is the pottery of MMIII itself particularly hard to subdivide,
giving rise to arguments and diféat interpretations even in the most clearly stratified
cases, such as the Knossos Acropolis Houses, it is also usually difficult to distinguish
its very limits, i.e. MMIIIA from MMIIB and late MMIIIB from early LMIA. This
results in further consideratisras to whether MMIII as a ceramic period can actually

be defined in its own terms and whether the obscurity of the relevant deposits is due to
postdestruction levelling (in other words if it does represent an autonomous phase), or
whether it is an eticreation for the sake of a chronological structure based on sturdier
ceramic eras. Is it possible to portray MMIIl without the help of the decadent
polychromy and Lighon-Dark of the late MMIIB or without resorting to searching for

the LMI reed bowl as &erminus ante quetTo make matters worse, it seems that, if
we take into consideration the opinions of both excavators and critics, there does not
seem to be a single site where a claar subdivision is the general consensus.
Moreover, MMIII does not see to appear in consistent sequences throughout the
island, as issues of site particularities, time lag and-jgerg@hery discrepancies, not to
mention different timing and extent of disasters, are just a few parameters that come
into play. Miniscule trag and differences between strata may pinpoint some phasing,
but MMIII pottery displays too much fluidity to be easily subdivided. As Hood has
argued[1999], it is better to leave the limits of MMIII blurred: that does not mean that
no subphases can be #itited to it, but merely that the criteria of their clear limits are
recognised as still inadequate.

When we start thinking about relative and absolute chronology, the task
becomes extremely complicated. The two traditional approaches to relative chyonolog
are, of course, stratigraphic and stylistic analyses. The second is the most widely used,
for many reasons. It provides scholars with an overwhelming quantity of information, it
is easier to access and assess, it displays characteristics that can lesseberused
throughout the island, it is probably less complicated than stratigraphy. The latter is,
however, the fundamental criterion for chronology; it is where, ultimately, the stylistic
sequence derives from, but it is also probably the most diffield of Minoan studies.

That is not only because of the misinterpreted phases, lost information and discarded
material from the earlier excavatioesy. see Stirmer 1992:8]. It is also due to the very
complicated nature of the strata themselves,aibsence of uniformity, the subsequent
construction phases that level or eliminate strata, the time lags angecigreery
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issues between phases of different geographical areas. Moreover, we can either use
external synchronisms (e.g. Egyptian and/or @gid [Branigan 1973: 352, Cadogan 1978:
209]) or internal ones (e.g. Kommos phase x = Juktas phase y) for relative chronology.

Possibly the biggest problem, as far as MMIII is concerned, is the wider issue of
whet her ceramic pericadd® ooeseqdmdrsd tseeodl
seen below, Evans first established the position of ceramic periods as having some
correspondence to Ohistorical 6, wi der C
radically attempted to solve this problem by tg/te change the stylistic chronological
system and construct it according to act
well attested destructions and rebuildings of the Minoan Palaces (and, subsequently,
other sites as well). Because of the féett this arrangement still permits many large
gaps in understanding the evolution of the Minoan world, stylistic attributes are still the
most detailed source for a possible timeline. However, this hybrid system is the source
of several malfunctions in lagive chronology and this is very well demonstrated in the
case of MMIII.

This is where new material is of great importance, because, added to the already
published data, it can and does provide more information; this helps clarify ambiguous
issues. Jukts Building B may shed new light on the MMIII period, because of the fact
that it is chronologically bounded by the MMIIB and the MMIIIB (possibly even
MMIIIB -LMIA Transitional) destructions, therefore offering a defined intermediate
period.

In the (norexhaustive) section which follows, the published arrangements of
data within each modern period are here organised according to site evidence, site
evidence plus discussions, and discussions. In the first case, the passage refers to new
evidence yielded (goublished) in that year, new material for this subject. In the second
case, the passage refers to new data from the field, combined with further
interpretations and discussions. In the third case, the passage refers to scholarly
positions on certain matt it is evident that these discussions are based on material as
well, but in this case they are considered as secondary studies of primary data, e.g. the
discussions on chronology. This second chapter is an approach to the current
understanding of MMIIl,since it was first distinguished and through to its modern
definitions. Two of the sites (Knossos Acropolis Houses, Phaistos, seé. 8satified

MMiIII Assemblages and Datipdnave been given extra attention as far as stratigraphy
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is concerned, becausieeir interpretations, and, therefore, evaluation and chronological

impact, vary. After such an analysis, | try to reach some conclusions.

A dAHistorye of MMII I

Mackenzie first distinguished @3 Knos
157], a n@lithic stratum, one which spanned the latest Neolithic down to MM, and one
which was LM, including what were then called the Mycenaean phases. He also
maintained that the two prevalent styles of the era that concerns us were the
polychrome (Kamares) andhte i mo n o ¢ h roo-loghtd and, Bsamaky other
scholars contemporary with and subsequent to his time have done, he went on to
describe the first in greater detgilg. Mackenzie 1903]He seemed to regard the decline
of polychromy as the main charagstic of MMIIlI [1903, 181} However, there are
sever al di screpancies in Mackenziebs per
the New Palace was built in his Third Period (L)NB03: 184], he did not make clear
whether he agreed with Evans that P&ace was rebuilt while MMIIl was still an
existing style and, elsewhelkeg. 1903, 1906: 256ffh e al so consi der ed |
Mi noan Ageodo to have succeeded a gener al
therefore, being the first Neopaldtiperiod, the one of the great rebuilding of the
(New) Palaces. These discrepancies stem from the fact that Mackenzie a) placed MM in
general in his Second Period, b) included MMIII characteristics, strata and artifacts
(like the Darkon-Light style, the saling of the Knossos Temple Repositories contexts
etc.) in his Third Period, when describing the early life of the Late Palace, or even
considered themtdi mar k t he end of an ol d and the
hi story of [egtdoe: 190n dheagisteod his observations as far as the
differentiation of MMIII from LMI and whether MMIII is the last Protopalatial or the
first Neopalatial phase, seems to be this: he considered MM as a whole to be
Protopalatial, but (and without adequatelgrifiying it) he agreed with Evans in that
MMIII (and, subsequently, the MMIIIB/LMIA transition) belongs to the New Palace
(even though he placed a destruction at the end of it in his 1906 article).

The data for MMIII at Knossos, according to Evans and Mazle, can be seen
to derive from certain deposits. A very brief summary of the main deposits can be seen

immediately below, together with some lateferaluations.
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The West Court tests are an interesting and critical example of the way MMIII
was Oieedmtidr O6constructedo, for the mor
and Mackenzie in 190#vans 1904: 26] and, as MacGillivray has showrpas: 19ff], a
stratigraphy was worked out from the combination of the data from all of them. In this
reconsruction [MacGillivray 1998: 21, fig.1.3, after PMI: 33, fig.4]it is made clear that the
decadence of polychromy, a punriiack ground similar to that of the lily vases, the
prevalence of monochrome decoration and some trickle, the crudeness of &sssels,
well as obvious stratigraphic differentiation (the deposit is portrayed as lying on top of
Athe fine polychrome wareo) |l ed both Ev
stratum[Evans 1904: 626, Mackenziel906: 2667]. Mackenzie[1906: 2667], drew parallels
with the lily vases and the North East Magazines, South East Magazines, Room of the
Olive Press and South West Basement material.

Evans[PMI: 405-19, 591]used the deposit of the North West Lustral Bgaimd
the T possibly contemporaryKhyan lid deposit to the west), its fine spotted ware and
black ground of pottery to clarify MMIIIA to a certain extent. However, there does not
seem to be a MMIIIB stratum on top of this. Niemegigemeier 1994: 723, 80, 80 fn. 9]
argued for a possible late MMIor LMI date, based on the Khyan lid, the great range
of pottery from the area and laterinwvestigation.

In Walled Pit No.V (North of the NW angle of the Central Court), a large
knobbed pithos and other vases, as well as trickle decoration, weragssoath the
knobbed pithoi of the East Magazine®ckenzie1906: 266, PMI: 2345, fig.177, PMIII: 235,
fig.12]. The interest in this deposit lies in the fact that Evans's evaluation of the
stratigraphy changed due tesselsbarg brought dui ms e
along the edge of the chaipineasmblyinPMHe sub
this vessel and its stratum are assigned to MMIIB, below MMIIIA and MMIIIB strata,
in turn defined by rough fabric, Liglun-Dark spirals angmall cups for MMIIIA, and
a plaster floor on top of this for MMIIIB. Moreover, as Walberg pointed[mas:11],
another difference is the discrepancy concerning the existence or not of certain floors,
therefore rendering the separation of MMII from MMIhs well as the subdivision of
MMIII, doubtful in this case. Niemeier, also pointing out the discrepancies and based
on Phaistian parallels, assigns knobbed pithoi to MMildmeier 1994: 80].

The material from the North East Magazines was charaalebgetrickle
decoration, ovamouthed amphorae, elongated cooking pots, dark ground cups, and
with parallels in the knobbed pithoi, this deposit was stratified below a LMIA stratum
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and assigned to MMIIlI by Evans and Mackengigo6: 2645]. Warren and Harky
argued for a possible assignment to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitiopv@ihrren and Hankey 1989:
62].

The area excavated by Evans and Mackenzie in 1902 and originally named
North East Kamares Aregielded af | oor deposit stratified
eggshel war eo, char act er ,ipkie gottebyyr decoratedgneht e d
trickle pattern and Lightn-Dark bands with parallels in the Temple Repositories and a
vessel with an inscription with parallels in the South West Base[riatitenzie 1906:
266).Thi s area was | ater r enWamendandiHankey agiimo y a |
argued for a possible assignment to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitiopv@ihrren and Hankey 1989:

62], as did NiemeieNiemeier 1994: 81].

The area of the Medallion pithoi apparenthelgied several strata and their
deposits were ascribed by Evans to MMHMI: 320], but, according to later criticism
by Walberg, among others, more particular assignment of the material rather than to the
general MM period is doubtfgd992:11).

The secad cist from the west end of Magazine 4 in the West Wing displayed
similarities of the piriform jars to the ones in the Temple Repositories, which were
noted by Mackenzi@viackenzie1906: 264} Warren and Hankey later observed that this
material might alsobbe assi gned to LMIA, stating t
occurred alongside dadn-light ware and retorted spiral decoration in brilliant orange
r e dv@arren and Hankey 1989: 74] Niemeier [Niemeier 1994: 78] suggests that
MMIII/LMIA pottery from here is aterminus ante querfor the construction of the
kaselles, among others.

Drawing parallels with the lily vases, the North East Magazines and the North
East Kamares Area, as well as referring to trickle decoration and-dgdtairk spirals,
among othes, Mackenzie also assigned the Temple Repositories deposits to MMIII,
despite their characteristic Anaturali st
[Mackenzie1906: 266, also 258, 261]As Walberg argued later ¢walberg 1992: 13] this can
be exylained in many ways, advanced potters or fills (justifying admixture of styles and
phases) being just two examples. Assigning of this deposit to MMIIB/LMIA
Transitional is of course more plausible, as has been argued by Warren and Hankey
[Warren and Hanky 1989: 62] who have, nevertheless, also made a point about a
possibility of this material belonging to LMIA, based on Theran pardiléts 73-4].
Niemeier places these deposits in MMIII, with LMI anticipation, therefore assigning
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the closing of the@ mpl e Repositories fAto the MMII
[Niemeier 1994: 79].Driessen and Macdonald argue for a MMIII/LMIA Transition date

too concerning the deposits, and for a LMIA date concerning the sealing of the Temple
RepositoriegDriessen & Macdonald 1997: 14P].

Mackenzie also drew parallels between the Magazine of the Lily VVagesial
with the elongated forms of vessels from the Nd&#st Magazineg906: 265], whereas
making the distinction that this deposit was possibly later. WamdrHankey assigned
it to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional, mainly based on observations about thick white
spirals and parallels from the Gypsades well, but, also noting the existence of black
spirals and the lily decoration, they made an additional point almouM#A date for
this deposit, as they did for the Magazine of the Fsfgmited Jargvarren and Hankey
1989: 62, 723].

The South West Basement, found under the ground floors of the (second)
Palace, according thlackenzie had affinities with the assemlddgom the House of
the Sacrificed OxenMackenzie 1906: 264, 266] Driessen and Macdonald assign this
deposit, after expressing scepticism regarding a MMIII date, to mature [Mbsen
& Macdonald 1997: 14Q]

In the Loomweight Basement a stratificatiof MMII and MMIII (possibly
even MMIIIA and MMIIIB) was attempte{PMI:240, 24851, fig.187ab, ], but some upper
layers can be taken as a fill, therefore still rendering MMIII as indivigikdeg .  wal ber ¢
view, 1992: 11] Later reevaluation by Warreand Hankey1989: 523, 54, 62]also placed
this material in MMIII, based on parallels with Phaistos phase Ill (see below), while
MacGillivray assigned Evans[os3MMI I I mate

Strata in the Room of the Olive Press produdegosits stratified above
polychrome floor deposits and immediately below the palace flporskenzie 1906:

265]. MacGillivray argues that no MMIIB or MMIIIA styles are to be found here, but
also that material ranging from MMIIB to LMIA forms a subsequighof the room
[1998: 4344].

Mackenziebs assigning of the deposit
pillars to MMIIl was based on its stratification above polychrome Kamares ware and
the presence of trickl e de twwlweteithe floor i wh
deposi ts o fMackentiea906:P286| 266cVéatren and Hankey argued for a
possible assignment to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional concerning this deposif\izoren
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and Hankey 1989: 62] while MacGillivray later argued that in lightf subsequent
understanding of the era the deposit could be assigned to MMIIIB or [[M®&: 46].

Somevases from the House of the Sacrificed Oware classified as MMIIIA
due to their surviving polychromjpmil: 303]. Even though Walberg argu@®92:13]
that polychromy can also be found in MMIIIB, partly in order to justify her view that
these vessels can be taken as contemporary with the rest of that deposit, | believe
Evansds opinion is correct.

Mackenzie relied mostly on style for dating, evenutjio he also provided the
reader with information about the relevant deposits and tried to give an outline of their
stratigraphy[see above and 1906: 264ff.Jn his 1906 article he continued to regard the
decline of polychromy and the gradual prevalence Dafrk-on-Light as MMIII
characteristics. Further characteristics that he noted were the growing naturalism in
terms of themes and execution (towards the end of MMIII and anticipating LMIA), as
well as more detailed facts like the survival of the spiraifinf@t. Mackenziel906: 257]

Evans adopted his tripartite system for the first time in 1®0%hen he
composed and presented Bissai de Classificatio(in two drafts). His general criteria
for the division of phases were that each major period hadppearance phase, a
floruit and a degenerate phggeans 1906: 4] He went further in arguing that this nine
fold division was perhaps conveniently reminiscent of the cycle of nine years that
Minos would reign between his encounters with Zeus, accotdirtje Epics. It has
been stated that it is difficult to divide the MMIII Knossian material between MMIIIA
and B. Evans himself was aware of the overlapping stylistic characteristics of several
vases which he would attribute to either phase (or, indeddiristead of MMIIIB and
viceversa . As Niemeier puts it, AREvans base
deposits from Knossoséof whi ch several
position, though none formed part of a complete MMMIIII -LMI seque n c e O
[Niemeier 1994: 71] From the MMIII stratigraphic point of view, after Evans had
described MMII as displaying a general destruction towards its end, he went on to say
that MMIII is the first period of the second palace, the one when the rebuildieg ta
place. He also characterised the period by decline of polychromy, the appearance of
naturalism and the shift from the Hieroglyphic to Linear A, and he made some
correlations with the later Egyptian Xllith Dynasty and the Middle Kingdamans
1905: 4,5 1906: 8,9) Knossos pottery of the era could not but illustrate its most
characteristic traits of ripple pattern, Davk-Light and Lighton-Dark, among others.
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Evans should not be criticised. On the contrary, it should be acknowledged that
he tried hisbest to produce a logical and useful typol@gyans 1906: 4] Even though
Evans's phases and subphases were based on observation, he was aware of the divisions
being arbitrary, since ceramic periods cannot be sharply distingushed 1906: 4]
unfortunately, not many scholars seem to recognise his acknowledgementof fiss
problem pointed out in Warren 20Q0]

Mochlos material displays several traits characteristic of MMIII, such as ripple
pattern, Lighton-Dark, traces of (older) polychromy @ilater) naturalism, as noted by
Seager in 191%eager 1912: 8®]. Seager probably saw that era as the end of one phase
and the beginning of anothigp12: 89] and he used stylistic criteria for his observations.
He did not really divide MMIII into subpases, even though he was trying (and had the
knowledge) to distinguish between MMIII and MMIII/LMI Transitional when referring
to Mochlos and (later on) Pachyammos deposits and burials.

Seager, as in the Mochlos case, did not distinguish between MMILLhth
the case of Pachyammiseager 1916:20] He hi ms eTb my nand thesé dakkd
on light vases share the characteristics of both the MMIII and LMI periods to such a
marked degree that | have not been willing to throw them bodily into eithedpbut
have contented myself by regarding them as a transitional stage linking the MMIII
wares to t hos e][Seagkrioteivyy L MI periodo

He assigned to MMIII the deterioration of white paint simply into accentuation
of details or the use of a déifent quality of red paint from the one to be used in LMI
[Seager 1916: 15pr what could be called the aftermath of LigimtDark [Seager 1916: 16]
and also the ripple pattern; he also assigned the first elements ebihight (such as
marine motifs ad naturalism), sometimes in combination with the vanishing toght
Dark techniqugas in the case of Seager 1916: 17, 29 eto.the Transitional Period.

Franchet, influenced by HatzidakifFranchet 1917: 1112], distinguished
Neolithic, followed by far Bronze Age Periods, in which MMIII is shared between
Period 1l (MMII and beginning of MMIII) and Period Il (end of MMIII and LMI and
II). He clarified that all the above can really be classed into three major categories,
roughly equal -MMg b.NEMIlaLMB, @.MIII). Ble dstMagreed with
the above view that MMIII is the beginning of the Neopalatial era, and referred to the
loss of polychromy and the Ligloin-Dark and Darkon-Light styles as the prevalent

trends, along with great changes ia tteramic technique.
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The definition of MMIII thus first started on the basis that it was the very end of
what was considered as the second Minoan period, on a combination of (mostly)
stylistic characteristics and stratigraphy. Even though thene geveral stylistic
characteristics of that phase already identified by Evans, Mackenzie, Seager and others,
because of the fact that the phase was mostly artificial and by nature not sharply
differentiated, it became obvious that it overlapped, in s$itylisrms, with the previous
and subsequent ones. It was realised th
limits. There appeared, therefore, phases with strokes, indicating stylistic overlaps,
mainly MMIIB/IIIA, MMIII/LMI etc.

In 1921, the publicationf the first volume of thé>alace of Minosxpressed
Evansds detailed views on MMIII and hel
criteria. Evans appears to have been quite certain as far as the differentiation between
MMIIIA and MMIIIB is concerred, as well as about the transition into LMIA. Some of
the attributes he assigned to MMIII A wer
and the flat collar and more upright handles of brisigeuted jars. He considered paler,
somewhat lilac paint, eamy white wash, maroon slip, zig zags of red lines, pale
smooth slip, purplish brown surface, white bands, late polychrome examples, the
beginning of naturalism, medallions (Medallion Pithoi), the elongation of vessels, lower
and broader cups, finger gnaes on the inside of vessels, among other characteristics,
to be MMIIIB traits. For Evans, the MMHLMI transition is signified by trickle, white
on a brownisHilac ground, dull clay surface, shacpt base handleless cups;
moreover, he considered thatWill in general saw the disappearance of egg shell ware
(he assigns it to the fast wheel), and a deterioration detectable both in the quality of clay
and that of the decoration (quality of paint, disappearance of polychromy), observing
thatagreatdealdf he associ at ed pnoate with § badlafisishedc o a r
surface, inferior in its glazingm:esg. that
He suggests this deterioration of quality is so abrupt, that he proposes an increase in use
of failence, stone and metal vessg@lsil: 553] (speculating that the deterioration was a
result of the MMIIB destruction and that the current clay vessels might have been used
by inferior citizens/slaves!). He goes on to distinguish a revival trait at theenelrpf
MMIII, in other words, a gradual emergence from the lesser quality of MMIIIB.

Bosanquet and Dawkins published much material from the-&9@&laikastro
excavations in 1923. More precisely, Dawkins listed as MMIII strata some in Bjock
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some in Blockli and some in Blocks-and”. We may say that levelling for rebuilding
is a factor that creates thinner destruction strata, but uninterrupted occupation of a site
can create just as bad an effect, as in this case. Daykizs 19] obsered two
separate phases, one parallel to Evansao:
both of these as belonging to LMI at Palaikastro (classifying the first one as
MMIII/LMI Transitional). Dawkins further pointed out that the MMIII(B) destruction
was dsent from Zakros as well (Hogart hos
statinghwe f ol |l ow the chronol ogi cal scheme
where the dividing line between MMIII and LMI has real significance, but it does not
expressthe our se of event s i [Bosaryubt Bng Davekins t1oP3y2iln g p
He also concluded that pottery in these two places seems to be local during that era,
quite different from Knossian, quite the opposite from the next pgsipeh: 22, now
consiered LMI rather than LMII] As Bosanquet and Dawkins themselu@23: 1819] also
point out, not only is the MMIII stratigraphy almost absent, an additional problem is the
fact that the (general) MMIIB destruction seems to be present in the site, kdhenot
MMIII(B) one.

Pendlebury, in hif\rchaeology of Cretén 1939, gave a brief summary of the
MMIII ceramic period, mainly following the data and way of thinking of Evans. He
also used both stylistic and stratigraphic evidence to support his pointielRey
considered that MMIII had followed the major destruction of MMIIB, and had suffered
two itself, a minor onein MMIlIAandahequal | y severe one tow
t he end drPendeblM 1967 relira: 148]closely following Evansn PM. As far
as pottery is concerned, he did distinguish between the two subphases (a, b); he said
t hat MMI I I A i s c-ba c[Begdkbery 1063 &5&lf.jn loompadsonits e t
the previous era, mainly demonstrated by decline of colour andygqaghtanufacture,
but also by the prevalence of Ligbt-Dark and the continuation of other previous
forms of decoration. He also thought that MMIIIB demonstratesitite a-an-kght
decoration becoming more popular at the expense of the-dighta r [Reddlebury

1967: 161} as well as other characteristics, like duller red and black paint.

Platon sometimes considered MMIII to be divisible into a and b, but also used
other distinctions, according to each particular case; the major stylistic trends of the
period he seemed to have recognised are {ogtidark, Darkon-Light, ivy motifs,

ripple patterns, running and plain spirals, impressed rope decoration of pithoi; bridge
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spouted jars, numerous cooking pots etc. Several of his excavations were described as
dating to all three phases (MMIIIA, MMIIIB, MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional). For
instance, House B in Prasas lIrakliou was dated as having been built in MMI and
continued to the Neopalatial era, while House A was dated to MMIIl and MMIIIB
LMIA Transitional, as Riton [1951: 246] distinguished again two separate phases.
Platon also dated the house (and kiln) at Zou to MMIIIB (as its building phase) but
mainly to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional, claiming that its life must have been quite short
and certainly not posiating the TransitionPlaton 1955: 2889, 2923, Platon 1956h] It is
interesting that, even though Platon gave quite detailed accounts for the recovered
pottery, sometimes he assigned groups to certain phases without adequate
documentatiorifor example, Platn 1955: 293] Platon also compared the stratigraphy of
Zou with that of the house at Patela Sfakion (Siteia), dated by him as contemporary to
Zou, as well as mentioning that the Piskokefalo Peak Sanctuary was destroyed in
MMIIIB. It is interesting to se¢hat he considered Lighin-Dark, running spirals, rope

relief, ripple pattern, bridge spouted jars, among others, to be characteristic of the
transitional phase.

The most valuable and radical contribution Platon made to Minoan archaeology
was in 1956[Platon 1956a] posing the vital i ssue of
dependent on ceramics and therefore reflecting a ceramic and not a historical or broader
political sequence. He reviewed the question of using that system and referred to its
critics, Hatidakis, Franchet and Aberg among them. He then introduced a system more
broadly (O6historicallyd) based, functi ol
destructions and not the ceramic succession. However, that system has its own
weaknesses as wello be more precise, Platon was influenced in the construction of
his 4phase system by Aberg (who had no practical experience in Crete), whom he
mentions in the articlgPlaton 1956: 510] According to the latter, MMIIIA was
Protopalatial, MMIIIB Neopalaél. Platon concludes in this very important article, after
taking into consideration both relative and absolute chronology (mainly of the Palaces,
as would be expected), that each palatial phase should have three subphases, each of
them defined in absolutta t e s |, a system not so differe

This raises the question of the objectives in a chronological system. What is the
purpose of the framework? Is it the reconstruction of a historical sequence? Is it the
organisation of the existing data? isicombination of both, and if so, how? The basic
di fference between Evansos and Pl atonods
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guestion of sequence. It i s also unders
pottery, Pl at on 0 s rtheadiata moge ingo candiderat@ncbecausesof a n
the progress of Minoan studies. The timing of those two systems, which, let us not
forget, are 50 years apart, meant that in order to have a viable frame in which to work,
one had to rely on the most abundaatadyet discovered, the pottery. As studies and
excavations progressed and more artifacts and architecture came to light, scholarship
was able to distinguish chronological phases pertaining to events as well, not only art.

However, it should be admitted,hat even though Pl atond
to the historical reality that Evansoés s
my opinion, to be more practical, and it is certainly quite broad in its definitions. As we
have already seen (amill see below), not all sites have the same phasing. Also,
pottery is a lot more flexible and chronologically distinguishable than architecture. To
create a system that outlines the architectural phases as indicators of events is an
invaluable step forwal;, but it does not provide an alternative system as detailed as the
ceramic one.

The result was that Platonds system &
historical framework of an artistic evolution, in other words, as the events background

of the ceramic history. This combination has proved quite useful, but the problem lies

el sewher e: apart from the fact t hat SO
chall enged since, there also are stildl d
beinclded i n which of Platondés borders, MMI
or both?).

Platon went on to place the construction of Achladia House A in MMIIIA,
while he claimed that the bulk of recovered artifacts dated to the end of M|[#itBn
19%c: 212]. He stressed that the pottery recovered from the floors was of
MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional dating, but was prior to the destructi¢faton 1959c: 217]
The house at Rousses Chondrou, excavated in the same year, was dated to MMIII (=
AFirst aNeodo p adcactar @1959p:qro9)t kit nBtImare specifically than
that.

Of particular interest is the information about Mallia Maiggnpublished in
1959, whose phase Il strata97seem to demonstrate that there may have been two
phases (MMIIIA and MMIIIB/LMIA), and that a disaster occurred when LMIA pottery
had already started being produced. Stragam8ight also be parallel to the Kumnos
MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional ones[Mallia 1959: 114ff., see below too]
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In 1960, the villa at Profitis llias Tourtoulon was dated to MMIMI (period),

MMIIIA and MMIIIB. Platon says that two strata could be distinguished at parts of the
building, one MMIIIB, the other one LMIA[e.g. Platon 1960b: 295] as well as the
underlying MMIIIA [supra: 296] (mainly on the bedrock). Room A seems to be the
clearest for these differentiations. Also, a building in the nearby area of Tzani Metochi
[supra: 302] is datel to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional. In addition, the settlement at Kefali
Lazana was thought to be MMIII, but mainly MMIIIB/LMIA Transition@aton 1960a:

283, 286}

Levi, after realising the particularities of Phaistian stratigraphy, apparent from
his exavations, constructed a system different from the long established one of
Evansos, as wel |l as quite close (theor et
terms. He distinguished three phases, the last of wikake( ll) corresponded to
E v a n s dlls SewtMl problems surrounding the Phaistian stratigraphy are not only
the fact that the MMII levels are affected by the general MMIIB destruction and
rebuilding, but also the fact that the MMIII levels are elusive, not merely because of the
MMIII(B?) destruction that caused the subsequent levelling and rebuilding, but also
because of the different interpretation of architectural and stylistic data.

Fiandra disagreed with Levids phasin
sequence according to thehitectural remains and not the pottery groasidra 196%

2]. She tried to show that the MMIIl Palace was not homogeneous, as Levi believed,
and suggested a phasing s y s Fasemlll mainly h e r
corresponds to heto Periodgo which,i n t ur n, corresponds to
MMIIIA [Fiandra 196%2: 125] for the First Palace (therefore assigning MMIIIB to the
Neopalatial era). She supported the idea that iMbdPeriodothe Palace was rebuilt
after the preceding (MMIIB) destructip and that architectural unity was gone by that
time [Fiandra 1961-2: 121-125].

Between 1961 and 1966, Hood published his first results from his-@B57
stratigraphic excavations in Knossos, which were aimed at and actually did clarify
some obscuritesni Evansés chronol ogi cal system, z
of it [Hood 196%2, 1966} Even though he was still not able to distinguish the
MMIIB/IIA issue, he did point out thatthere® a drastic di ffer e
Evans called MMIIB anttis MMIIIB, and it must be possible to distinguish at least one
phase (which Evans call ed MMdodi96¥:)96. Hn t he
al so maintained that MMI 1T I B is wel rep
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Gypsades, Royal Road). ms 1966 publication, he seems more able to define the
usually obscure MMIIIA as being characterised by the occurrence of plain shallow
saucers, as opposed to low handleless conical cups for MMIIIB (Room of the Stone
Pier, Royal RoadHood 1966: 111]

Zois, concerned with the Kamares ware in his doctoral disserfaties], tried
again to evaluate the given chronological system by stylistically and stratigraphically
testing it. According to his position, MMIHIMIlla should be called latelassical, as
far as the Kamares ware i S ¢ 0n statigrapid . He
observati ons ( d¢adsalbandFasg Ilshduld teally be ¢lasged as the
same phasez . d1g65: 52, also see beldwso here he also added to the principles of style
by distinguishing Tectonic and Motion categories, with further subdivisions (Organic,
Torsioné), somewhat following Furumar k.

Coldstream and Huxley, regarding their excavatiat Kastri on Kythera, also
made a distinction between MMIIIA and B for Kythera, on the basis of both the
stratigraphy and the styles; hence, for instance, Kastri depwesi defined as MMIIIA
(e.g. displaying spotted decoration, rounded and straighed cups), depositl as
MMIIIB (e.g. displaying crude manufacture and various new kinds of bowlsk asd
MMIIIB/LMIA (e.qg. displaying ripple)[Coldstream 1972: 278ff.]

Karetsou, regarding her excavations at the Peak Sanctuary of Mount Juktas, has
referred to several phases of this era, according to each context. She either used the
conventions MMIILMI (but to denote duration in that case) and MMIII, or
distinguishes between MMIIIA and MMIIIB for the main structure. Very rarely did she
refer to chareteristics of MMIII, since she was publishing preliminary reports. More
specifically, and according to the reports published to date, she dated strata in Terrace |
[7 U} y (d7dbg 230, with reservations on her pa@nd the chasmir U y ($7dbg 234]to
MMIIl or MMIIIA -B ( mai nly overlying clearly atte
north of Terrace ¥ U} y Udr4bg234]to MMIIIA.

1974 was also the year thaethaluable publication of the Trial KV assemblage
was made by Pophafpopham 1974] This is an assemblage restricted to MMIIB and its
place in this account of MMI | 1 i's jJusti:
limit of MMIII. In other words, itappears that this very interesting assemblagalis
MMIIB and does not blend into MMIIIA. The absence of horizontal ribbing on cups,
the last glimmer of polychromy and carination, the appearance of quality deterioration
in decoration and manufacture gtest some features which, although not strongly
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characteristic of their era, do point to the very end of MMIIB and the absence of
MMIIA.

Walberg began her many studies of Middle Minoan pottery in 1976. She set out
to associate stylistic with stigtaphic evidence, and her stylistic sequence would
coincide with a stratigraphic sequence in a way quite different from that of Evans and
Mackenzi e. She tried to revise Evansos
basis of extremely detailedysistic analyses and croseferences to stratigraphy, and
has been following that ever since. Her system-Kmmares: MMIA, Early Kamares:
MMIB 7 MMIIA, Classical Kamares: MMIIAT MMIIB i MMIIIA, Post-Kamares:
MMIIIA T MMIIIB) was constructed according tthe prevalent ceramic style of the
MM period, which she originally set out to study. The advantage of that approach is
that her system is more flexible than th
because it derives from existing groups. Heere the disadvantage for us is that she
seemed to regard the MMIII, and, in fact, other data, as at the periphery of the Kamares
core (Early, Classical) and as dependent on it. In other words, MMIII, in the 1976
study, does not appear to be a phase iovits terms, it is most of the time regarded as
an aftermath of one great style (MM Kamares) and the predecessor of another (LMI

naturalism).

1976 was also the year that the publicatbRestos e la civilta minoicatarted,
providinganew andvastamunt of s i t eFaselli(adreadyelahoratéde vi 6
on from the 1950s) proved to be quite a milestone in MMIII, not only because it
explicitly defined a practice for individual phasing of sites, but also for characteristics
present in Phaistos dugrthe elusive (there too) MMIII. This was considered as the last
Protopalatial phase and is characterised by a restriction of the kaleidoscope of shapes,
certain flatrimmed jugs and ovahouthed amphorae,-|@ofile cups, more elongated
medium sized vessgl degeneration of polychromy, presence of white spotted ware,
change in the hue of the red paint (where that is used, it is in this period monewine
rather than the brighter red of preceding phases), white spirals, the application of
whirled paint oncup bottoms, dipped cups, the absence/rarity of ripple, to name but a
few traits.

Juktas Rooms | and Il were dated by Karetsou to MMIIIB in 1870 y UG e g
1977b: 419] Gournia was also characterised by Betancourt (in his paper on chronological
problems in the MM Daron-Light Pottery of Eastern Crete) as lacking sound
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stratigraphic data, with the only places with traces of MMIII groups being ineHBus

and House EkBetancourt 1977: 353] Betancourt stated € b u t It would per|
to use more caution and a Baahcgrnl197t: 48] c | a
Betancourt also noted that characteristic of MMIII in north central and eastemateet

new darkon-light motifs like loops and disks, as well as ripple (with a more lustrous
paint), marine and floral subjects anticipating LMI. In 1978, Karetsou dated Juktas
Rooms Il and [l[7 U y Gdr&bp39, 245 respectivelyd MMIIIB -LMI.

Great detail about suphases of MMIII was given in the exceptional
publication of the Knossos Acropolis Deposits by Catling and his colleagues in 1979
[see alsoV. Stratified Middle Minoan Il assemblags and Datingg To be more
specific, Catling et al. distinguished a MMIII house [W. room (destruction debris
{Dep.D}, floor {Dep.C}, a possible workshop of a plasterer (because of plaster
concentrations), south room, north room], a MMIIl basement roomofiecy fill
{Dep.E}, Primary fill {Dep.B}, Floor {Dep.A}], and an LMI complex [Room 1 (main
floor deposit and foundation deposit {Dep.F}), Room 2]. Catling and his colleagues
eventually concluded that there must have been intensive occupation from MMIIIA
until some time before the end of LMIA, but little decorated pottery from the LMIB,
LMII, LMIIIA phases shows that at least this part of the Acropolis area was not a part
of the core of the occupation from the beginning of tH2 dghtury onwards. Also, &t
there was a possible steady process of palatial expansion outwards, until a climax (and
a subsequent retreat) in LMIA. Carinci was to criticise the attributions of separate
phases in 198Ree p. 42]

J. and E. Sakellarakis considered Archanes materine MMIIIB/LMIA and
Anemospilia material to be MMMMIIIA Transitional in their early reports
[E Ua Ua o b [Hbad(lfo 21979:¥335¢ and 350 respectively]

It is noteworthy that van Effenterre dedicated a long chapter in 1980 (van
Effenterre: 1980y o t he #APr obl mes du Protopal ati a
as questions of method (stratigraphy and classification), the beginnings and duration of
the Protopal ati al Peri od, a gvan \Hffenkere 1980  a
30ff]. Apart from referring to stratigraphic inconsistencies at the site jtselEffenterre
1980: 39, he alsosaidipar ei | |l e vision de | a chronol
Mallia ou le MMIIIA est mal représénte, et souvent par une céramique indidern
stratigraphi q u[emEgentdre 198u36JMMI | | BO
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Karetsou assigned Terrace Il at Juktzs); y (éseby 341, 343]to MMIIIB -
LMIA -B; MMIII traces were also to be found in the Cyclopean yeall 7 U} y G98ebg
353]. Also, duration given ¥ the inclusion of both MMIIl and LMI phases has
frequently been used to illustrate both time span and difficulty of distinguishing, in this
case possibly because of lack of enough evidence for such a distieati®etancourt
1980: 3]. In her article a the Juktas excavations in 1981, Karetsou maintains that the
character of the Peak Sanctuary changes during MKHiétsou 1981c: 145]because the
architecture becomes somewhat monumental and the finds are numerous and of
unusually good quality for a Bk Sanctuary, both factors pointing towards a much
clearer and closer contact with the Palaces, especially Knossos.

Phaistos MMIII material, as demonstrated by the publication in 1981 of the first
part of Festos e la civilta minoicaolume I, basically omes from the South West area,
Bastione Ovest, vano LXXIIl, South East of the West Court, corridor 111/7, casa 104
and Chalara. It provides information about a destruction and major rebuilding during
MMIIl (with parallels to MMIIIB in Knossos)[e.g. Levi B81: 49]. Levi also tried to
distinguish between MMIIIA and BLevi 1981: 50ff] but admitted this was quite
difficult [Levi 1981: 57} However, one very interesting feature of the site is the absence
of ripple ware (as, indeed, is the case with Kommokg material from Casa 104 is
probably MMIII/LMIA Transitional, since it postlates the rest of the assemblages, but
still demonstrates MMIII attributes and is earlier than (LMI) Casa 103.

Hent schel 6s doctor al di ssert ahtlBAn, [
chronology; it did, however, have reference to MBA chronology, because it was
reviewingandreeval uating the &édhistoryd of <chron
[e.g. 1982: 139140] showed, among other things, not only that there were several
discrepancies in the way Evans had tackled the material, but also that there were also
sever al di sagreements between Evansds an
ones, observed in the articles and publications of both authors. Moreover, she pointed
out that Evans made several adjustments as he progressively grew to be better
acquainted with his material, but that also meant changing the definitions from volume
to volume|[e.g. Hentschel 1982: 16, 140, 195, esp. 296, 298, 314j n ot her Wor
schema was devised on a theoretical basis and the pottery was classified to conform to
t he S C[Reetsomal A982: 139] This problem seems innocent at first glance
(especially in Evansods ti me, when Minoan

it is today[Hentschel 1982: 149} but it caused a lot of theoretical and practical problems,
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and Levi and Platon were two of the scholars who tried to solve them (see above).
However, despite the existing shortttomin
very fair, as Evans was basing his, admittedly schematised, construct on the artifacts he
was retrieving and his developing knowledge of them.

Walberg was probably aware that after her study of the mainly palatial
manifestations of Middle Minoan potterin 1976, there was a need for a similar one
concerning the provincial aspects of MM83]. She tried to revise the period data and
make a handbook for the organised study of the subject. However, she has been
criticised for distinguishing palatial fromprovincial characteristics on the basis of
findspots, and not places of manufacture.

Carinci, in the same year (1983), interpreted the Knossos Acropolis Houses
stratigraphy in a different fashion from the excavators, and therefore posed several
argumentsBased on the materi al published in
the data and not the excavatorodos vVvi ew, I
the phasing, by arguing from both the architectural evidence and the finds themselves.
He concluded[Carinci 1983: 137]t h a t the Catlingsodo Herquenc
MMIII-L MI A0 was not an objective (real) o]
distinguish between the Protopalatial and Neopalatial phases of the house, nor is the
division of MMI | | convincing when wusing the sit
material[Carinci op.cit. 127}, his view was that Deposits A and C (= floors) and B and D
(= fills) are contemporary, that they demonstrate the homogeneity of the Acropolis
MMIII material and that nothing is particularly characteristic of MMll|&ipra: 137,
f.note 83] Finally, he supports the idea that
et al.[Catling et al.1979: 11]would be more appropriate than the longer [@aginci 1983:

122], in other words that the sequence should be: 1) basement and house built at the
same time; 2) both used and abandoned at the same time; 3) basement filled in on one
occasion in LMI; 4) construction and use of LMI structure where basement used to be
In my opinion, the issue is not bl ack
differentiations, the material does not seem very distinctive from one phase to the next.
On the other hand, i f we accept Carinc
straigraphic differentiation (not to mention the slight stylistic changes encountered
from Deposit to Deposit), as, even if more than one Deposit belongs to one

chronological phase, at least we can continue to distinguish a sequence within that
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phase. In botltases, the overall period discussed for the Acropolis Houses must have
been very short indeed.

The Unexplored Mansion, whose Minoan levels had been excavated and studied
(with interruptions) from 1968 until 1977 and which was fully published in 1984,
yielded some strata (South Corridor, North and South Platforms), which provide MMIII
evidence (in fact, MMIII/LMI Transitional evidence), even though Popham places them
in MMIII/LMI, At o express continuing indecisior
belongtoa t r an s i t[Poghamadbs: 158t a g e O

Betancourt did not divide MMIIl at Kommos in early publicatiqmss4: 89],
even though there was much information about the period there. In fact he said that,
even though we might be able to distinguish, basethe two architectural phases that
most MM Kommian houses had, the material from both is mostly identical, and
therefore must be considered as a whslera, 371 However, he did recognise (in a
sequence alternative he favoured) that an earthquake ed¢auear the end of MMIII
and that rebuilding took place at the transitional period that immediately followed.

MacGillivray, in his 1984 article about Cycladic vessels in MMIII contexts, sees
the following O6historical 6oftheKeg, Ayiauliint vy ; .
period V during MMIII, 2) seismic activity in Thera, Akrotiri and Knossos while the
MMI I I B style is predominant but LMI ones
phase, see below), 3) looting of Temple Repositories, followegdisturbances of
MMIIIB/LMI, 4) destruction at the end of Phylakopi Il during the early stage of LMIA
[MacGillivray 1984: 157} He also includes Middle Cypriot Il synchronisms, such as
Cypriot imports at MMIIl Knossos and Kommos, MMIIIB/LMIA at Zakrds.g.
Macgillivray 1984: 1567]. Other such synchronisms include Cycladic imports at MMIII
Kommos contextfe.g. Betancourt 1984: 92]

P. Betancourt has contributed much towards the study of Minoan pottery.
Probably his best known work has been his bdbk History of Minoan Pottery
(1985). In that, he faced the challenge of producing a guide for Minoan ceramics that
could be easily used by the wide range of Aegean archaeologists and which, at the same
time, would address more specialised questions arehaisns. In this difficult task
of keeping a balance without becoming too simplistic or too complicated, his primary
framewor k was t hat of Evans, even t hot
consideration as wel | . He u keeuddatédvhem By6 s p
referring to the assemblages, the shapes and the styles of each. His views about the
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character of each era are reflected in the introductory chapters of each phase and the
introductory paragraphs of each subphase. Apart from beingvafuable guide, his
book is also an incorporation of new data and theories up to the year of publication,
1985.

With regard to MMIII, first of all, it is not entirely clear whether he considers it
to be Protopalatial or Neopalatial, but his mention of MBMas the mature
Protopalatial phase and the New Phaistos Palace being built in LMI points to his giving
MMIII a Protopalatial identity or to its not being a clearly palatial period at Phaistos.
He points out that the most characteristic trait of theasesmme kindofir e ces s i on
both styl e @ eadcout 1086ahityavhioh i yefdected by the poor quality
of manufacture (both in clay and in shaping cruder than before, hasty decoration and
bad firing). He also points out other major tradf the era, i.e. the decline of
polychromy, the increasing role of the ripple pattern and the first signs of the LMI traits
(like the beginnings of naturalism). As far as the division of MMIII is concerned, even
though he refers to specific sites whichn @demonstrate such a division, he says that
one should not really make the division when one refers to the whole of Crete, mainly
because subphases of MMIII are only visible in central Gpetencourt 1985a: 6&, 103
4]. A very interesting point he makdor the ceramic recession in MMIII is th@att h e
violent destructions at the end of MMIIB may have severely curtailed the workshops
responsible for the best ware, at the same time that they created an unprecedented need
for a | arge qu@anaftcdurtiyesaatk] new vaseso

Betancourt also refers to the Anemospilia material by saying thatibo mp ar e s
well with the MMIII pottery from elsewhere in central Crete but seems a little earlier
than t he Te mpHBetencolRedgs@ ®4 t or i es 0

Betanourt [1985a: 66, finally, and among other things, summarises the whole
Phaistian question quite well, when referring to the fact that even though Fiandra,
Platon and Zois criticised Levi, claiming he had misunderstood the stratigraphy
(namely that hisFase Ib and Il were contemporaneous, belonging to different
storeys/floors), the recent Phaistos publications demonstrateéatbeatll was indeed a
separate phase, very similar to the relative Kommos levels, as well as those from
Kamilari, some from Ayia Tiada and some from the town area of Phaistos, Chalara.

Wal bergbés contribution to the discus:
Evansods distinctions of MMI I /111 and MM]
appear to have been dated differentlyatrvi ous st ages of Evanso:s
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Karetsou also first published results from the Juktas Building B excavations,
specific to the subject of this thesis, in 1988. As far as Building B is concerned,
Karetsou used MMIIB/MMIIIA and MMIIIB to refer to the two phes she
distinguished, based on style and stratigraphy, both phases destroyed by fire, according
to her preliminary repoifErgon 1988: 161, 164] The second phase included a small-slab
paved court [sedla. Presentation of the Buildingy Also, accordingd her sentence
fic WWUcosc@®@dUdy Us e PAIU v ; CbatileUlba d © jUE HJEdsch
"Uy U'emsow i hage @de P de>Ue Us Uas s gdmibigcar that
she considers MMIII to be the first Neopalatial phgsgon 1988: 165] However in the
report of the following yeajErgon 1989: 151] she say$id Uy} Baid Ua P D Us o f
fh WekKU e jadssii i @ ey BadgflU s Us e Us Us B e paglbeelfe Dy d d & U
Udis) sz 7t 1 kherefore concluding that (in view of the new data)fthmdation
of the building occurred in the Protopalatial period and its end in the Neopalatial one.
Further mention of the destruction by fire was also mespecially Ergon 1989: 14851],
as well as reference to crude manufacture, inclusions and avitiag as the main
MMIII vessel characteristicErgon 1989: 150]

1989 was also the year thaegean Bronze Age Chronologras published, a
very useful and serious study, trying to reach some dating conclusions, as well as
summarising the whole chromglical issue of the Aegean Bronze Age up until that
year. As far as general MMIII characteristics are concerned, the authors referred to
ripple ware, the everted rim bowl, the white spiral among others.Alsoh e ol d c o
of a total, unified surface fodecoration is also still there, but gone is the ordered
compl exity of [Mavénland lalkey 1989:a58IMoreaver,0Warren and
Hankey tried to decide on a subdivision of MMIII into A and B, employing possible
earl yé6 (whité (dwapgheigg aup, o6dvadret ed r i m
the phase and by also briefly analysing the Phaistian discussieaserlll (which they
considered homogeneous and spanning MMIMIIIB/LMIA Transitional, but about
which they also pointed out sitarities withFase II,Warren and Hankey 1989: 58ff.They
concluded for MMIIIB that (apart from not existing pure in any assemblages) it can be
generally characterised by finer wares, dark ground pottery,-@atkght ripple,
distinguishing it from MMIIB/LMIA Transitional (see below), which demonstrates
different and more lustrous decoratipwarren and Hankey 1989: 65]

One contribution of this book to the study of MMIIl was the first proper
Oappearanced of M [pMardenl ahd LHMMkey 18D: r54f, r6x0]i A veoyn a |
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useful consideration, which had been stated by many scholars, Evans, Mackenzie,

Pendlebury, Popham, Platon and Catling among them, but which Warren actually

stressed and stratigraphically clearly demonstrated, is that after phis$E/IMA and

MMIIIB, there is usually a small extension, which belongs to the transition of

MMIIIB/LMIA (sometimes indistinguishable from MMIIIB). The difference between

this stressed and now proven point for the MMIIIB/LMIA Transition and the earlier

prcti ce of considering groups as O6MMII I/

statement about a specific period is being made, while in earlier cases, the term was

used to avoid the hassle of distinguishi

apprehension about assigning the Gournia material to either MMIII or LMI is revised

by categorising that data into MMIII/LMI Transitionpd/arren and Hankey 1989: 64JAS

far as the MMIIIB/LMIA Transition is concerned in terms of style, the authors eaferr

among other points, tdia t i me when L MonAight | decerationo u s

additional to tortoiseshell ripple has begun alongside continuing MMIII dark ground

wares with or wi t[\WageddndHwkey198®61]de cor ati ono
Accordi ng (oa9, thed dsgemblage of Hagia Triada Room Q,

belonging to a destruction horizon present in other adjacent areas, yielded traces of

polychromy, as well as spirals and ripple pattern (Barkight found almost

exclusively in fine pottery) and Ligiin-Dark. Frequent shapes were the straight sided

one handled cup, the globular cup with everted lip, [elt6 Agat a Jllbwas:a 94f f

domestic assembl age, mar king the end of

and the beginning of the construction oé tilla. It is also a transitional period in the

sense that it continues the MMIII tradition of Ligh-Dark, but also demonstrates the

early presence of Dastr+-Light, a LMI characteristic (the two styles are closely related

in terms of atepeatoorepfeDdAgo ot her de:

with the Al abaster Threshol do, the found

Villa construction fill, as representing a destruction which predated the Villa

construction, but which can lwassed neither &@sase Ill nor as mature LMI (i.e. it is

Warrenbés MMIIT I B/ LMIA Transition). Mor eov

of the material coming from the Kamilari tomb seems to be of MMIIl date and has

Knossian and Phaistian (South Whketises, casa 104) parallels, even though there was

no stratigraphy in the tomb. As at Phaistos, spirals in togkiDark are quite frequent

[ D6Agata .19d800A®Pata al so pieMdvd il miBs thasal h g |

archaeological definition, which wadll let us attribute it to a specific pottery
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repertoire, nor is it possible to place it in a clear and geographically distinguished
hi stori clags:9%.ont ext o

Carinci criticised F[Caéndl d9g9a7@53. Hea @lgor o a c
observed, basedani nl y on architect uasaelllisrnetraar k s ,
certain/homogeneous or extended as was previously thought. In fact, he thought that the
traces of the MMIII Palace at Phaistos are very scgigyCarinci 1989: 734]. Carinci
conclusions wre that after a destruction in MMIIB, there was rebuilding, in turn partial
and disrupted at some point, and succeeded by another destruction at the end of Levi
Fase lll. The sequence he determined was this: 1) Old Palace destruction in MMIIB
(Levi Fase I), West Wing sealed with concrete shortly after destrugierriandra
19612]; 2) First rebuilding activityFase Il pottery; 3) Operations begin from the N
side of the Palace, because of the presence of natural rock (less dangerous) and reusable
areas 4) A group of buildings is not used any more (north east border of the hill, only
central sector of this complex used in LMI), some change at the eRdsef I, 5)
Interruption after a short period of rebuilding; 6) Change of rebuilding scheme; 7) Long
period of time for completion of rebuilding, fire traces show destruction at the end of
Fase lll. Further observations, like the very rare occurrencd-axde Il material
(despite its possible long implications above), the relative absence of ripple ware,
almost total lack of administrative documents in this phase etc, led him to conclude the
following scenario: there may have been a possible shift of administration from the
Palace to a nearby prosperous centre (he argues for Agia Triada) until theioestora
was completed, but the shift became permanent; he consequently made a case for
reconsidering the relationships between Phaistos and the other Palatial centres. Another
argument in favour of this scenario is that in MM Agia Triada seems to be under
Phastian influence, while in MMIII the case is reversed, because Phaisioesis mo r e
the administrative, € Cc0onomi c[Camdnldso: goltmme r ¢
is interesting, however, taking all the above into consideration, to see hovedleta
Carinci is in dissecting these stratigraphic, architectural and ceramic differences in the
Phaistos sequence, in contrast to his approach to the Acropolis Houses (which were
respectively treated in the same way by their excavators).

Papagiannopouloalso established in 1989 that there was a far greater influx of
Minoan pottery in the Cyclades during the MMIIIA, rather than the MMIIIB.

Finally, Walberg, in an article of the same year (1989) concerned with stylistic
changes from MMIII to LMI, points outhat several studies on the subject have been
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examining the surviving elements rather than the similarities and differences between
the two. Walberg considered them as two different styles and picked five different
decoration motifs (papyrus, waz, lilwyi, reed) to illustrate her point. She concluded
that the obvious change in style is really achieved by very little means: change in the
use of colour and the addition of vital details. Details can even be the same, but more
knowledge of their use for bettresults is demonstrated during/after LMI.

A major contribution to our period in 1990 was the first publication of the
Kommos final report (actually volume II) by Betancourt (as was the very important
study of the Central Hillside MMIII stratigraphy by Myht later). Kommos is arranged
by stratigraphic contexts in this publication. Contexts1®5(from Lowest Level
Trench 6A, Central Hillside Spaces 16, 25, 29 and the MM rooms West of the North
House) are classed as MMR1U(Southen Hilltop dread e n t |
Spaces 23 and 24) as MMIII/LMIA Transition@letancourt 1990: 23, 9a27], all chosen
for detailed publication because of their clear evidence. The town demonstrates a
destruction at the end of MMIII and is not rebuilt until LMIAIs,i s ever al of t
Middle Minoan houses at Kommos had two architectural phases, but their pottery was
al most identical, suggesting they were &b
one could not regard these two architectural phases as sulsiv o n s o f M N
[Betancourt 1990: 37]

Characteristics that Betancourt assigns to MMIIl include: decline of the
carinated cup, the conical cup with flat @utned rim, gritty fabric for fine buff ware,
thicker conical cups, new shapes such as therdtyd spouted jars, simpler decoration
(decline of polychromy), appearance of naturalism, new fabrics and new distributions
of vessels (= new percentages of vessel shg®es) 371f.].

Characteristics that Betancourt lists as distinguishing the tam$rom MMIII
to LMI include new conical cups (lower), new lustrous DarklLight tendency
(anticipating LMI), variations in straigfsided cups, new, mostly naturalistic motifs,
like ivy, a different kind of black as a background in LigitDark examplesdifferent
kinds of spirals etq42ft].

The sequence, especially for the MMIIIB/LMIA Transition, has been
interpreted with two alternatives by the excavators: a) an earthquake sealed context 16
and damaged other rooms; repairs and deposits occurretheinMMIII/LMI
Transitional period; the settlement was then levelled for rebuilding; b) repairs occurred
in the MMIII/LMI Transitional period, an earthquake burying context 16 followed
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(some rooms had transitional pottery, some did not); the settlemenevedied for
rebuilding[Betancourt 1990: 42]

As would be expected, Kommos material also has parallels at almost all the
sites discussed abojgee, among others, Betancourt 1990: 41]

Warren, in his 1991 article, published a substantial deposit fronKribssos
Stratigraphic Museum excavations, classified as MMLUMIA Transition. He
distinguished the phasing on this basis as follows: after MMIIl (Phaistos phase IlI,
Anemospilia, Acropolis Deposit B) comes a major destruction during the transition to
LMIA in N. Central Crete and the Cyclades (possibly in South and East Crete too, and
Ayia Triada, House of the Alabaster Threshold, but there is less evidence), which may

have been due to an earthquake. The published deposit appeared to be the product of a

clearance after the destruction (Stratigraphic Museum), followedfby & bui | di ng
mor e i mposi ng s twhile ée saw derangjcu @mtinuttyy fiom this

transitional MMIIIB-LMIA into LMIA. Characteristic occurrences of the transition,
according toWarren, are the almost total absence of polychromy on a dark ground,
with some finicky exceptions, the now almost equal presence of-brgblark and
Dark-on-Light (the latter prevailing, however), the increased ripple, as well as the
absence of the plahteed bowl. Also, he noted that even though the Vapheio cups date
within MMIII/LMI, the S-profile cups date to later MMIII, as do the thick conical cups,
relatively taller than previous conical cups. He also described the dating of the deposit
from the Sratigraphic Museum Excavationsisa transi ti on, post d:
its dark ground wares and ripple and preceding pure LMI with its hallmark in the
pl ant / r ee d[warn y91:e332]nd dréwoparallels from the Knossos Palace,
the UnexploredMansion, Hagia Triada room Q and other sites. Finally, Warren
withdrew his 1989 view about Anemospilia belonging to the MMIIIB/LMIA
Transition, and observed that the relative lack of Barkight ware from the site
points to the fact that it must be pldcgomewhat earlier, in MMlljwarren 1991: 335, n.
24].

Walberg recognised the need for a further study of MM#$2], characterising
It rightly as fAa time of transitiono. I n
MMIIl and MMIII/LMI Transitional material[1992: 30]. But, in her case, more
destructions are identified: one at the end of her Classical Kamares (MNA)Bone
at the end of her PostKamares (MMIIIB), one at the transitional period between
MMIIIB and LMIA [also Walberg 1992153].
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Hagia Triada had yielded (late) MMIII material, from the old excavations, from
Magazzino 15, which, according to Walberg, has stylistic parallels in the Temple
Repositories, Phaistos and Kamilari matepgdiberg 1992: 20] and from the Casa del
Lebete, with parallels in the Temple Repositories as well. The new excavations
produced (late) MMIII vessels from trial trench 1 (with parallels in the Unexplored
Mansion), as well as Room Q, North of the Court of the Stoa (destruction level)
[Walberg 1992:21]. Wal berg also concluded, foll owi
Airoom Q and the earlier stage of the Unc
later than the material from the soutfest area at Phaistos (Fase lll) and earlier than
mature LMI[i n agr eement with Warredlee ismol |1/
enough material to decide whether the early stage of the Unexplored Mansion and the
destruction | ayer in room Q ar e [wakerg@t e mp
1992: 21, in agreement vaitWarren 1991]

Walberg [1992: 16] also demonstrated that Knossos Acropolis Deposit B has
parallels in material from Phaistos (South West area) and Kommos, Deposits C and D
in material from Knossos (Temple Repositories) and Phaistos (casa 104) (aheoul
later MMIII). She also referred to parallels that some characteristics of the Gournia
vessels may have with Kamilari, Mallia and Pachyammasberg 1992: 22] However,
she claimed that the material from Mallia cannot be easily used for datomy 28],
basically agreeing with van Effenterre. She also agreed with Popham thabixght
Dark is persistent, demonstratiiga. r el uct ance t o abandon t|
East Qualery 1090: 24]

Walberg[1992: 23] further suggested there werel@ast two stylistic phases of
the Pachyammos material, both later than the-Rastares phase of Phaistos, one
being Aa MMIII or phase 40, the other #fAa
she agreed with what s e efmewinthe firkt alace, and,e e n
in effect, put Phaistos phase Il further back in MMIII). She concluded that the
Pachyammos MMIHLMI material (according to her stylistic analysis), should be
divided into five groups, one of MMIIIB Knossian date (andatlat to the South West
Phaistos area material), one intermediate, one parallel to Kamilari and Phaistos casa
104 (the last two possibly contemporary), another intermediate one and a LMI phase
[Walberg 1992: 24] Unfortunately, there is no stratigraphyrfrahe site.

General characteristics she assigned to MMIII include taller, more elongated
vessel shapes (as had Evans pointed out long before), as well as decoration details
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(motifsyit o a | ess extent chosen for t heir
simi |l arity to detail s iwabesg®® as4fAdfar aspyn@nt s
i s concerned, Walbergds view is that the

St ¢rmerbés study came out in the same
the other into consideration. Stirmer began his book with a very brief summary of the
attitude of scholars towards MMIII, giving more weight than others to German
bibliography. Even though his summary is quite illuminating, it deals with the progress
of scholarship for MMIII only from the general stylistic and stratigraphic point of view.

In other words, he was mostly concerned with how scholars interpreted the era and not
what they included in it, which is why he referred to the changing views of the
decoative schemes (e.g. Tectonic Decoration, Torsion etc.) and the different
chronological arrangements of phases sugggste@vans, Levi, Zois, Walberg]

St ¢r mer of fered a system slightly di
cl oser t o s,Ehe eonssdérexd. MMIBhta be his Old Palace lll phase and
defined it as late Classical Kamares. His subsequent New Palace | phase was equivalent
to MMIIIA, MMIIIB was defined as a phase of change, early naturalistic. His next
phase is the New Palace Il,uigplent to LMIA, LMIB, again defined as the successive
manifestation of classic, floral, naturalistic, marine traits (as portrayed in his study).
One of the first observations to be made is that he, therefore, placed the beginning of
the Neopalatial pertbin MMIII(A). However, before any criticism is made, one should
realise that Stirmer has relied mostly on stratigraphic rather than stylistic evidence,
therefore trying to get away from tls¢ylistic sequence hat <c¢cr eated Evan
the firstplace It shoul d also be borne in mind
material for MMIIIA is not sufficiently apparent at Knosgoglberg 1976, Walberg 1983:

2, Walberg 1992: 12, 16, among others, also, see aboveland ot her schol ai
MMI I I B i s t he first Neopal ati al Period

i mprobabl e. St ¢rmer also stated that i n

should be addedpatkamaresso that the classical phase would not include both (his)

Old andthe New Palace Periods invariably. In addition, they both, more or less,

considered MMIII as solid and uniform throughout Crete.

I't is interesting to compar elthiathah er g o
even though there are several drawbacksradt hod ol ogi c al mi st alk
study (as well as St¢grmer6s), Wal bergos

thorough. First of all, Stirmer only concerned himself with pottery, but then, this is the
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title of his work, so we should really cpmar e a part of Wal ber g
thesis. The scope is more limited $tudien Mainly published material is used, only

from three palaces and adjoining cities, only when it is certainly stratified. Although
this approach was very rightly cautioalsout the dangers of drawing conclusions from

a doubtful basis, | think it was less critical th@&ransition In the first work the
approach is that we take for granted a few groups/strata (bearing in mind their relative
validity), and the study is based them, not really questioning them while or after they
are used. This results in failing to est
MMIIIB is valid or not and if yes, to what extent (i.e. which groups are included), as
well as in the partiahability to distinguish less obvious trends apart from the gradually
increasing naturalism; this approach is a factiansition where Walberg was more

eager to overrule than to accept and sometimes goes too far. But, nevertheless, her
approach, howevaregative, is a good point of departure for a total reconsideration of
the era through its data. The difference between the two, of course, is also due to the
fact that Walberg continued to be artistically orientated, while Stirmer was more
stratigraphicdl based. Even in this case, Walberg placed appropriate weight on
stratigraphy (certainly a lot more thanKamare$, but Stirmer did not analyse style as
much or as thoroughly as one would expect.

One of the disadvant ages ies @as nwatibnede r g 6
above, is that they mainly deal with published material. Their reasons include mainly
the exclusion of ambiguous contexts and their wish to organise the existing body of
material, as a basis for a further study of the era, which is uaddeble. However,
there are other problems which come with tackling only published material, such as the
lack of extensive firshand experience of the vast majority of the material, having to
rely on the selections and interpretations of the excavatorsn@tter how objective)
and others.

Another difference between the two is in termsyftax St ¢r mer 6 s an
ornamentalandorganischMotivi s di f f erent from Wal ber go s
Furumar kds. Bot h s ¢ h ol ag aoutrsgla evolutidnhaad s ar
cultural change: MMIII is the time when naturalism, not as an imitation but as
representation of the natural world, is really beginning to evolve; also, there are several
differences in taste and clientele, demonstrated, amémgrsy by the changes in

decoration, quality and distribution of pottery.
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1994 was the time that Niemeier offered further clarification concerning the
nature of MMIII in Knossos. After discussing the major deposits thought to represent
MMIII and possible gbdivisions of it, he concluded that Evans's Great Rebuilding and,
in any case, his understanding of the MMIII activities in the Palace, needed changing.
Arguing each deposit data separately, Niemeier suggests that most parts of the Palace
show a time lagn construction after the MMIIB destruction and distinguishes two
phases, one in MMIIlI proper, the other during the MMIIIB/LMIA Transition. He
maintains that the rebuilding of the Knossos Palace displays similarities with what has
been concluded in Phaistonamely that the rebuilding was not as homogeneous as
previously thought and that a great deal of loci are to be dated to the Late MMIII or the
MMI I I B/ LMIA Transition. He states: ALI ke
New Palace at Knossosany h av e r e ma i[Nemeidr19e4184].i ni shedo

In 1996, Hood further contributed to the study of MMIIIB, outlining some of
the MMIIIB characteristics of Knossian levels such as the prominence of ripple and
Dark-on-Light, lower conical cups, as Wes spiralling finger traces on the inside of
cups (not as frequent as in MMIIIA). Another one of the conclusions he came to was to
assign the Acropolis DepositsBto a MMIIIA destruction[Hood 1996: 12]

1996 was also the year that the Kommos Certliiside Settlement was
published[wright, McEnroe 1996] not only further clarifying MMIIl and its subphases,
but also demonstrating the artifact clusters and the (almost certainly) domestic
assemblages and architecture of the era. However, as Wrighttguwi t hi n  MMI
however, several such phases were identifiable, although the early ones lacked large
pottery deposits; consequently, at this stage of analysis we are unable to refine the
pottery sequence beyond the conventional characterisation df MMvdght, McEnroe
1996:141] t heref ore agreeing with Betancourt

In their substantial survey of the Archanes excavations (1997), Sakellarakis and
Sakellaraki called MMIIBIIIA i An e mo s p i [Sakellarak®s hna Sakellaraki 1997: v.

2, 415 425). They considered this phase to be the very end of the Old P@asgs

while they referred to MMIIIB as the first Neopalatjats], obviously having occurred

after the MMIIB/MMIIIA earthquake, which destroyed Anemospilee7]. Some
characteristis displayed by the assemblage appeared to be the early form of ripple
pattern, the running spiral, the decline of the carinated cup, double opposite lugs
outside the cup rim, as well as the appearance of the thick, black coatbdnathed

cup etc.[e.g. Sakellarakis and Sakellaraki 1997: v. 2, 4418 In trying to give parallels, they
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associated their MMIIB/111A phase with t
Il phase, even though they stated in addition that her e IS al so c
morpholog c a | and stylistic af f[415).iThey comimnuedh p h
by saying thati i n gener al |[Phalstosipbasee Itl pottetyhseems to be
slightly |l ater and to be i denpib thdy @chot wi t F
offer gecific correlations for this view] When referring to their MMIIIB phase, they
associated it with Walberg phase 4, Phaidtase Ill and Kommos MMIII, Mallia
Quartier Epsilon phase |1, the majority
from the Krossos Stratigraphic Museum Excavations (however, Sakellarakis and
Sakellarakialso insisted on the fact that MMIII/LMI Transitional, evident in this last
deposit, is not represented in the Archanes lajBakellarakis and Sakellaraki 1997: 427]

and theAcropolis groups AD, also referring to the division in MMIIIA and MMIIIB

by the excavators for the last two siezr].

Carinci returned to the question of the Protopalatial era, dealing with pottery
workshops in an article of the same year. He thotiggit the MMIIB destruction of
Phaistos signified the last Protopalatial phase, befase Il was in use, which, in
turn, he consideredtolfiet r ansi t i onal t 0 [Calne 199 81W32P a |l a ¢
respectively]

This was also the year whenvand® or t el 6s superb doct
the transition from the Protopalatial to the Neopalatial era came into being. Drawing
from Kommos, Phaistos, Knossos and other pottery assemblages, she set out to define
this transition in South Central Crete. Kections on MMIII not only illuminate the era
l ocal ly (even t hough she foll ows Bet arn
differentiating within  MMIII), they also offer a wealth of invaluable details,
interrelations and interpretations. She also consideger, thicker conical cups, later
taller cups, the deterioration of vessel quality (cruder), paint (duller, flaky) and
polychromy (fewer colours), the flaring bodies of straigidied cups, the more upright
handles of bridgaspouted jars, occasional whisplatters and the absence of ripple, to
state but only a few, as characteristics of that Kommian period, while the occasional
finicky as a possible import of MMIIIB/LMIA Transitiongban de Moortel 1997: 227]

Knappett revised the evidence for ceramioduction at Mallia and Myrtos
Pyrgos. Mallia has yielded MMIII material at a number of places, like the East
Magazines, the Centre Politique, the Pierres Meuliéres cemetery, QuartlgrsA,

House EJ near Villa A, the sanctuary South of the Palace, even Quartier Mu
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(squatters)Knappett 1997: 306] He argued, however, against the clear representation of
MMIII in Mallia.

In 1997 J. Driessen and C. Macdonald publisiieéé Troubled Isind Even
though the book mainly deals with the question of the Thera eruption, giving a detailed
picture of Minoan Crete before and after that event, it also quite efficiently outlines
major MMIII issues, terminology of its subphases and the differendefafitions by
different scholars being just two. As far as the thorny issue of MMIII subdivision is
concerned, the authors considered MMIIIA traits to be the ridged straight sided cup, the
dull black wash, the white spots, the Vapheio cup, the shalliow tlandleless cup, the
ripple pattern and the decadence of polychromy, but they also argued in effect that
these characteristics have to coincide in order to possibly define MNBHéssen &
Macdonald 1997: 19].For MMIIIB they stated that several degits have recently been
taken from what Evans and Hood called MMIIIB and either been assigned to MMIIIA
or MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional or LMIA, leaving the issue of whether MMIIIB is an
actual autonomous phase open (dMMltBaessti ng
per haps t he [friésdenn&i ®dedgnald 197t yolkogether with the great
popularity of the ripple pattern and the absence of the reed bowl). They suggested that
such a phase did exist, but they attached it to LMIA rather thaaptitdn its own right
[Driessen and Macdonald 1997: 18 19]. Moreover, they sustained the following sequence
[ibid. 17]: @) MMIIIA, b) Evans's/Hood's MMIIIB = (Warren's) MMIIIB/LMIA = early
LMIA, c) mature LMIA.

MacGillivray, in his 1998 study of rBtopalatial pottery groups of Knossos,
reviewed several kinds of data and put forward new conclusions. After examining the
groups according to their geographical distribution, he made a synthesis based on
fabrics, wares and styles, concluding with a sumnfiar each Minoan era. According
to him, MMIIA (which he considers to be the first Neopalatial period) is not
represented by any pure assemblages within the palace, is associated with rebuilding
activities (hence, he explained, the affinities with MMdNd it has to be studied in
comparison to material from other (adjacent and-adjacent) siteg95]. Main
characteristics of the period are, in his opinion, new vessel forms, like the conical
rhyton and the everted rim bowl, and continuing but differeedianotifs like spirals
and white spotted ware. MacGillivray also offered a critical presentation of the West
Court tests of Evans and Mackenzie, arguing that their MMIII stratum there could not
be later than MMIIB/MMIIIA [MacGillivray 1998: 23].
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Zeimb&k i sd0s doctor al di ssertation in 19¢
figurines and not pottery as such, very efficiently organised the phases of the Juktas
Peak Sanctuary currently known, based on its publications, as well as several daybooks.

Warren futher contributed to the understanding of MMIII with his article in
Meletemata[1999]. He seems to consider that the Acropolis Houses Deposis A
correspond to Phaisto§ase Ill and MMIIl and that Deposits C and E are
MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional and that theone phase is not far apart from the otfied:

897]. He again describes the characteristics of MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional as straight
sided and $rofile cups, flaring (non ribbed) Vapheio cups with ripple, continuation of
Light-on-Dark, red/black/brown dmration on lustrous buff ground, while he also
points out that white spirals, spots, loops, festoons, screfigft8rns, wavy lines etc.
remai n popul ar, wi t h rippl e being t he
polychrome, red and white on blackamm ks t he end of[f999ddel. pol ycl

Last but not least, Knappett, with his contribution in BICS in 2000, argued
towards the existence of fAonly one phase
sustained that it should be called MMIIIB rather than MBILMIA [230], as Evans
had suggested and contrary to several subsequent arguments and criticism. Based on
deposits such as those of the Temple Repositories, the North East Magazines, the South
West Basement, possibly the Magazines of the Lily Vaseslandhat of the False
Spouted Jars, as well as, mainly, the Cists Below the Central Stairs;aksigeed

them to MMIIIB, as Evans had originally done.

OMMI I I 8 is the construction of modern
positions, with conteporary theories and availability of material being the two most
prominent parameters enhancing or restraining interpretation. Thus, the construction of
OMMI I | 6 seems to display three phases, t
material data red, finally, more detailed, suberiod, studies. Pioneers of Minoan
pottery studies, chiefly Evans and Mackenzie, started with a model or construct (though
they would not have expressed it as such
major periods each with its own tripartite division, and those divisions with phases,
0AO0, 0BO, as necessary. This theoretica
usually are, in reality. On the broader level there was naturally widespread intellectual
awarenes®f Darwinian evolutionary and indeed Gibbonian historical models of rise,

floruit and decline or fall. On the anthropological level, there was both the Three Age
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model of ThomsonRenfrew and Bahn 1996: 28nd the knowledge of the principles of
stratigrapmy, applied with care and increasing experience by Mackenzie in the British
excavations at Phylakopi on Melos. On the specific level, there was the stratigraphic
evidence yielded by the Knossos excavations themselves, a palatial period with obvious
phasesa prepalatial, and a Neolithic period stratified below the prepalatial, and, it
appeared, a pogialatial period of, on the palace site, squatter occupation. Within this
framework, there O6had to bed a MMIIdAd per
fundament al di fficulty through til!]l t he
difficult to define, both stratigraphically and in terms of major deposits of pottery
assemblages and their decorative shapes, lying as it did between more plstsad.
Thus, even though Evansdéds and Mackenzi ed
though schol ars were aware of the period
tackling it in greater detail. These generations of scholars mainly considététito

be a phase after the zenith of the Kamatl
ceramic features of the latter, as well as a phase before the robust naturalism (among
other elements) of LMI, therefore demonstrating several predecessthrs laitter in

terms of colour, motifs and combinations etc. Evans though, it should be noted, did also
consider MMIII as a period of major achievement, maintaining that the poorer ceramics

of this phase reflected more use of metal vessels.

All work on thedef i ni ti on of MMI | 1 subsequen
course, was much influenced by the eand fast) growing body of groups and data
apparently belonging to that specific period. As more details and interconnections of
style and stratigraphy cante light, the need for a more detailed depiction of the phase
grew. This phase in the history of MMIIl was characterised by scholars who would be
transitional in their attitude too, trying to bring to light more material and pose more
guestions about itbut at the same time being restricted by the already powerful
nomenclature, the stratigraphic problems and the (yet) limited-siteeparallels. As
ceramic chronological awareness developed in the field of Minoan archaeology,
revisions, detailed accounssnd corrections were inevita
system only, scholars now started to adhere more to the policy of individual phasing of
sites, which, even though more confusing, is more objective and less prone to error.
MMIII had first been cosidered as a phase, which, like others in the tripartite system,
had to have suphases. It was now realised that divisions into IlIA and IlIB were
difficult or impossible to demonstrate at many sites; MMIII therefore came to be
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associated with the erasoskr to each of its preceding and succeeding (stylistic) traits.
Thus it became MMIIB/IIIA and MMIIIB/LMI.

From the somewhat ailhclusive references to MMIII, it was the emergence of a
need for detailed accounts and studies that brought scholars likeiyand Stirmer
to try and provide a new anal ysi s, t her
present day research. Further progress has occurred recently with the distinction of yet
another aspect of the MMIII characteristics, that of MMIIIB/LMiansitional. Thus,
MMIII is today understood to a greater extent, with a lot more detail and with the
potential to distinguish more than two c

The i ssue now is really whether, i n t
of MMIII can actually be distinguished. It is a noteworthy fact that although excavators
can recognise different strata, they cannot automatically distinguish different MMIII
phases, surprisingly enough not only in excavations like Gournia and Kamilare wh
the stratigraphy is doubtful, but also in well stratified sites like Knossos, Phaistos,
Mallia and Kommos. This seems to be the most widespread notion at present, including
doubt whether there is enough convincing evidence for the presence of MMIIIA at
Knossos as a clearly definable stage itself. Evans was aware of the overlapping stylistic
characteristics of several vases which he would attribute to either phase (or, indeed,
LMI instead of MMIIIB andvice versy Walberg and Stirmer both distinguishaa
phases but were reluctant to divide then
to have the same opinion, as did Hood to some extgnéee Hood 1996: 12, 14]

| think what almost everyone agrees about was the occurrence of a major
destruction athe end of MMIIB. However, there is some confusion about ceramic
development between that point and the New Palaces (whenever they are dated to).
Each site demonstrates destructions, which either do not occur elsewhere, or there is a
phase difference aegional difference which may mask actual contemporaneity. Some
say that this was the MMIIB destruction that resulted in the erection of the New
Palaces, therefore rendering MMIII as purely Neopalatial. Others say that a destruction
occurred after MMIIB/MMIIIA, therefore either merging MMIIIA with the previous
phase and its end in destruction, or placing a destruction as a division of MMIII in two.
Anot her Otheoryd is that a destruction o
not, or even coincidg with (after Warren), the transitional phase. A possible

chronological sequence is attempted/lh Conclusions
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When we come to absolute chronology, things become more difficult. Various
methods have been employed to date MMIII in terms of absohrtanology, mainly
correlations from Egypt and the Near East. As would be expected, many (but not all
studies) have been concerned with the Theran eruption, and it is probably that which
gives the more detailed discussions and valid arguments. Becausel N&MII
problematic in terms of absolute chronology as well, scholars have attempted to define
it by clarifying MMII and LMI (periods better attested in terms of parallels). As the
major concern of this study is the pottery definitions of the era, it wasrprdfnot to
di scuss in detail many studies concerned
an overview of selected studies (roughly chronologically) and of where things stand

today.

Evans had observed that the Early XVIIIith Dynasty must haamest before
the end of MMIIl and if we consider that beginning to be c¢.1552, then the end of
MMIIl must be placed around 1525BC; however, Astrom pointed outfthEty a n s 6
ar gument i kecause the styliatic crittria he used for the synchronismadr
exclusive to the era he was referring&strom 19612: 147-8].

Betancourt, concerned with absolute chronology, outlined some of the problems
of radiocarbon dates in his 1987 work. First of all, they are used for previous or
subsequent periods; seally, the results are too broad and too few; thirdly, the
applications give different results (mainly due to different samples); fourthly, whenever
any date is moved, an O6accordion phenome
are intefrelated, tey drag each other upwards or downwajgisancourt 1987: 46]
Betancourt said that based on the radiocarbon results from Thera, all the traditional
Aegean chronology should be moved back by about a century, moving all the
correlations with itjBetancourt1987: 48] Finally, he withdrew his 1976 views in 1987
[Betancourt 1987: 48] supporting the idea that the LMI started (and, therefore, the MMIII
ended) during the Hyksos period (i.e. around 16380 BC on current dating).

Warren and Hankey were in favoof the MMIIIAbeingi d at ed appr oxi
17001 6 4 0 / 3Walefand Hankey 1989: 136]They also supported the idea of a big
earthquake destruction at the end of MMIIIB in Knossos, Phaistos and Konwaias
and Hankey 1989: 56, 57and placed the Neapatial Period in LMI. MMIIIB must be
placed c¢.1640/30600BC. (and the transition preceding the beginning of LMI around
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16001580 BC); they based their opinion on the Kommos Middle Cypriote Il jug and
the fact that the XVIIIith Dynasty (1550) began shouwlfter the beginning of LMI
[Warren and Hankey 1989: 137]Finally, stating that LMIA must have began around
1600/1580, the authors placed the MMIII/LMIA Transition around 1/0&ren and
Hankey 1989: 63] This analysis was to be developed by Warrerbill

The date of the Theran eruption is fundamental to the whole situation. By
examining the Theran phases, as well as the absolute chronology that scholars have
tried to assign to the event which annihilated the site, we can infer valuable information
abaut the end of LMIA, and, by extension, have some idea about the end of MMIII. As
in the case of MMIII, both relative and absolute criteria are used for the determination
of the Theran chronology, and, of course, the determination of whether the eruption
occurred in 1500 or 1520 or in the"™ 2. BC (16507 16287: different eventgjrdy
and Renfrew1990: 242]greatly affects MMIII dating. Additionally, it has been admitted
that there are several further inconsistencies when the applications of radioc@abon,
cores and dendrochronology are used for Minoan absolute chrorjedegfor example,
the discussion in Hardy and Renfrew 1990: 236ff]

Warren and Puchelt contributed to the 1990 Theran chronology volume with an
article [warren and Puchelt 1990con@rned with stratified pumice analyses from the
Stratigraphical Museum excavations at Knossos (conducted by Warren), again, trying
with scientific methods (XRF, INAA, ICRIS) to pin down theelative date of the
Theran eruption and to decide whether the ipamecovered from Knossos did actually
come from the same eruption. After referring to pieces of pumice already recovered
from other Cretan sites (Nirou Chani, Zakros Palace, Pseira, Chania, as well as
Nichoria in the Peloponnese), they presented 10 s@ad from the Knossos
Stratigraphic Museum excavations, four with a LMIB or earlier origin, the rest
belonging to later contexts. The results were that Sample C was Theran (from an older
series than the great eruption pumices) and of MMII date, SamplesBVIVEII or
MMIII/LMIA Transitional, but was not Theran (probably Melian), Sample A could be
of the MMIII/LMIA Transition, but could also belong to LMIB, while Samples 3| D
were LMIB. The conclusion was that the eruption took place before the LMIB
Knossian destructionwarren & Puchelt 1990: 79]

In the same publicatiop990], Soles and Davaras presented valuable data about
the discovery of a relatively extended Theran ash layer closely stratified in House 1 in
Mochl os. The | ayer eavbaMIA ahd LMBstpaa didentifieé lyw e e n
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their characteristic pottery), therefore strongly advocating the Theran eruption
predating LMIB. Soles and Davaras also suggested that LMIB be placed between the
late 17" ¢. and the mid or early 1%. BC[Soles anl Davaras 1990: 94]

As far as Egyptian sources relevant to Aegean chronology are concerned,
reference should be made t o [whren1920r24fi c | e
In that, he also concluded, after taking into account several Aegefactartound in
Egyptian contexts (and the other way round), that LMIA must have began before the
beginning of the XVIIith Dynasty (1550). Reverting to his previously stated opinion
[Warren & Hankey 1989that LMIA must have begun around 1600/1580, Warracequl
the MMIII/LMIA Transition around 1600, also placing LHI as already existing at the
time of the above transitigwarren 1990: 25] again, dated around 1600.

P. Betancourt also returned to the chronological problem in 1990 and concluded
that neitheihigh (2" half of the 1 ¢.BC) nor low chronology (about the middle of the
16" ¢.BC) were yet convincingly demonstrated for the Thera erufiaancourt 1990]
after having taken into consideration Egyptian artifacts in the Aegean and Aegean ones
in Egypt, because each favours either one or the other or even both opinions.

Warren, in 1991, noted that a possible date for the MMIIIB/LMIA transition
would be around 1600 BC. or, if we take Thera into consideration, according to
Ma nni n g Ge immediaty Belov), before 1700 or between 170675 BC[warren
1991: 333}

Walberg tried to revise the question of absolute chronology for the beginning of
LMI [1992: 435] in the hope she could thus come to a conclusion about the end of the
MMIIl. Her conclusbns are quite negative in the sense that she criticises some
discussions but does not suggest a solution herself. However, she does give an account
of the scholarly controversy about chronology, more detailed in the case of the question
of the Theran erupn, but also touching upon possible MMIII evidence like the Khyan
lid and the Lisht jug.

S. Manning, in his book concerned with EBA chronol@gsnning 1995} does
refer to MMIIl chronology when trying to establish an approximate absolute
chronology forthe Minoan Bronze Age in genelabpendix 8, 217220, 220ff] His view is
that MMIIIA (-B) should be placed to span the time between I720 and 1700
1680, while MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional should be placed to span the time between
17001680 and 1674.650.
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Kuniholm et al.[1996] stated their opinion about the Thera eruption, based on
Anatolian tree rings, among other things, falling around 1628BC, a view which was to
be modified inManning et al. 2001 in favour of a rise in that chronology of about 22
yeas, placing the eruption around 1650B&nning et al. 2001: 2535](therefore pushing
MMIII even further back). Bietak000], in response to an article by Cline and based on
the Tell EI Daba frescoes, effectively places the Thera eruption just beferesthn of
Tuthmosis 1l (18' c.BC).

Warren, in his 1998 article about the absolute chronology of LBIA dlso
reviewed scientific absolute dating results and new Egyptian chronological aspects. He
placed the beginning of LMIA/LCIA before the end ofetlidyksos Period/Second
I ntermedi ate Period, namely a beginning
of Thera around 152Qwarren 1998: 328] based both on scientific techniques and
stylistic interpretations of several artifacts by various scholars.

Continuing the point of TheraBgyptianrCypriot correlations, M. Bietak 998]
re-addressed questions of the appearance Late Cypriot White Slip | Ware in Egyptian
and Theran contexts. He concluded that it is against a high Aegean chronology, because
it never appears (nor does Theran pumice) any earlier than early XVIlith Dynasty,
which (along with the New Kingdom) he placed not before the middle of the.BE.,
therefore rejecting the date of the eruption being 1628 BC.

Warren again addressed the absmlchronology of the Thera destruction in
Meletematg[1999, see abovglas did Manning irA Test of Timehe same year. While
Warren suggests that 1520 is a probable date for the eruption, therefore placing
MMIIIB/LMIA transition around 1580, Manning, hawy argued about the evidence on
which Warren & Hankey based their opinions as being doubtful (e.g. thestljug
and the Khyan Lid), dismisses any evidence as unsuitable for MMIII synchronisms and
eventually assigns the beginning of LMI to around 1700.

Hood, in the same publicatigmeletemata, 1999] suggested that chronological
boundaries should be left vague on purpose, since there are no clear differentiations,
and went on to suggest that MMIIIA should start slightly after 1700, MMIIIB slightly
after 1600 (contemporary with the Khyan Lid and the Hyksos), and LMIA around
1530.

There is almost nothing that can give a certain result in terms of chronology

based on artifact correlations: bearing in mind the long discussions about the reliability
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of the H Lisht jug, the Khyan lid and the Tod treasure for such connections, possibly

the best indication is the MCIII jug in MMIII Kommos levels.

Opinions differ, not only on the points of beginning and end, but for the
duration of MMIIl as well; a general comssus (perhaps with the exceptions of
Manning and Betancourt?) seems to be that it should be placed somewhere fhathe 17
BC, which is also the authordos vi ew; MMI
time, judging from the usually homogeneotrata it produced and also their small
extent, which cannot universally be attributed to subsequent rebuilding. If the
destruction of Thera can be placed, say, around 1520 BC, then the beginning of LMI
might be around 1590 BC, the MMIIIB/LMIA Transitionamd 1610 BC, MMIIIB
around 1650 BC (or could be even shorter), MMIIIA around 1690 BC (or even shorter).
However, no more progress can be made as far as this problem is concerned without the
retrieval of more artifacts in closely stratified layers, whicluld help towards the

solution of these discussions.
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Presentation of the Building
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The Juktas peak sanctuary, located at the sitf] dfe- @ } (Rsili Korfi,

AiHi gh Peako) at an altitude of 8tentory was
(1909) by Sir Arthur Evans and immediately recognised as the peak sanctuary
connected to the Palace of Knossos, not only because of its oo also because

of its structure and finds. The peak sanctuary was next tackled from the 1970s until the
1990s by Mrs. Alexandra Karetsou (director of the Herakleion Museum in later years).
The original reason for this second series of excavationstiveasonstruction of an

OTE (Greek Telecommunications) building in the immediate vicinity, which destroyed
part of the site before action could be taken, so the dig was originally a salvage
operation. Raligging after Evans proved more than fruitful, sitice site yielded a lot

more than Evans had retrieved. It was thereafter universally accepted as the most lavish
of all Peak Sanctuaries, being unique in its structure and finds.

The whole of the main Peak Sanctuary is encircled by a massive cyclopean
wall, 735m in perimeter, approx. 3m in width and 3.50m in height. Even though the
major sanctuary building seems plain, it is the best preserved, the most elaborate and
the richest in finds compared to the rest of its kind. It also offers the closetteaeal
parallel to peak sanctuary iconographic representations and is of truly palatial character.
Around the structure was plenty of room for people to gather, especially towards the
North, where the entrance through the wall is said to be 410m away froanttiaasy.

During the recent excavation seasons another building was discovered and
excavated nearby, 6Buil ding B6, [RAWyowtegwh
1988, 19891 U y (2@0&, gorthcoming] It is situated on the plateau to the north, called
Al onaki (= Asmall threshing flooro), a |
stages of its excavation (Figs.00@4). To the North of the main sanary, Building B
is on a slightly lower level than the major building (730m. in altitude) and the Alonaki
plateau in general is protected from the constant winds. Access from the main Peak
Sanctuary and the modern OTE building towards Alonaki is quitiewdi nowadays,
as a lot of wind blows and loose rubble lies between those two areas (Figs.002 and
006).

The building itself is carefully built and quite elaborate, rightly reminiscent of
palatial architectural details and those of villas (Fig.005). Guikling procedure has
also made good use of the imposing natural rock, which complements the structure and

is occasionally incorporated in it. Publication rights have not permitted the inclusion of
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a ground plan or a grid of the site in this dissertation,the invaluable study of the
architecture and the rest of the buildin

According to the excavatQr U, y @b, dhe structure, as has been revealed to
date, had a direct view northwards to the sea (Fig.007); its main facade, however, is the
one orientated towards the main sanctuary (southwards). Building B lies on a North
South axis and can be dividiénto three main units: the Porchd/e) €Figs.008 and
009) the West Wing(Fig.008) the North Wing(Fig.010) Its current extent is
754sqg.m. (it may have had an upper floor t@oy U y (88 464), while the ground
floor rooms / areas seem to hawenbered about twenfijve.

The Porch (possibly an opeair space, potentially communicating with the
upper floor) contained a sizeable stone pipe and is covered with slab paving, the centre
of which is differentiated by the use of green schustr U )0ye(1989: 1489, Figs. 141,

142]. To the East of it, a broad® Acorri dor 06 covered in s
observed.

The West Wing features three rooms with a door to the South and contained a
small stone hearth with ashes and sheep or goat bones.

The North Wing was, again according to the excavator, both a reception area for
the people reaching the peak from the North footpath, as well as a storage area holding
several pithoi, 4 of which were found in an adjacent satada (Domatio 87?). This
Wing had a separate entrance, which gave it relative independence in terms of
circulation patterns. To the North Wing also belong rooms 2, 2a, 4, 4a 8, where fresco
fragments and floors were found. Room 2 is quite spectacular, not only because a grey
serpentindamp, two seals, an alabaster vase fragment, frescoes and beam impressions
were found in it (possibly from the upper floor), but mainly as it probably has the
highest pottery density in the site and, according to the label information, contained a
cupboardU j ¢ ¥.jThe stratigraphic data as far as pottery from each area is concerned
wi || be discussed below, as wil/l the des
use.

Juktas and its immediate area also have many sites of proved and potential
archaeabgical and religious interest, spanning the centuries from Minoan times to the
present day (Figs.011 and 012 and Chart F). Among them, besides the Juktas Peak
Sanctuary and Building B, are thes Ue A 6 ( Areeos pi | i a, AWi nd
temple on the Niwh foothills (Fig.013),the (¥ 3jUldgfG(Afhdgndi s Chri st
C h r ) church on the South peak [sAppendix 2,The A Af endi theChr i s
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cavesof * 0 O (@host o Ner o, )dnttB Fd deeotbediidat &b e i Ud
(O Spilios tou Stravomytii Cave of Nhlhhesedr Mahed , as wel
on the steep (W.) side of the mountain, calfedi¥ UaoY &3 P Uoc o J(TAU ¥
Kell akia ton Kal ogr a ddgseeAppdndixe 2, TNiuen sid A fLei nt dt
Chr i s}),dahe Mié&oan settlement of Arames, a Minoan Sanctuary at Archanes

g) 8t &Pveul | os, AfPeako), uecdhéaPdMbooan, c 8 @Det
other sitegcf. Karetsou A. 1981} o & Y1898, Sakellarakis and Sakellaraki 1997]

The mountain itself (its ancient name belng aféhigt g U © § 1da\nsg 383,
i 1 o G U208l 118, gvhere he quotes an amazing letter by G. Chatzidakis, the great Greek linguist,
which gives a wonderful explanatipstands 13km Southwest of Knossos and, according to

Evans and others, is near theteowhich connects Knossos with the South of Cgte

PMIl: 60-92]. |t can be seen from the Palace o
aligned with Juktas (Fig.014) and from the Minoan harbour of Amnissos (Fig.015), and
dominates the provinces of Temsrand Pediada. There is also the welbwn legend

that it was the tomb of Zeus, mainly because it resembles the head of a sleeping giant
when looked at from the Northwest (cf. Fig.019), especially from the centre of
Herakleion (Fig.016) and from up to havay on the road to Knossos (Fig.017). At
night, the OTE buildingbs red beacon, as
Christos cross [segppendix 2T he @A Af e n d i JscanCllarlyibs seensatleast

as far as the Ayia Pelagia area to Nmthwest, i.e. one of the first places someone can

see the Herakleion region when approaching from the West (cf. Fig.018, taken at
daytime). It is noteworthy that the view from the mountain also includes the Asterousia
range, Mount Kophinas, with its maj@eak Sanctuary, and sometimes the Libyan Sea

(to the South), as well as Cape Dion (to the West).
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llb.

Stratigraphy
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Assemblage (stratigraphic) features
Summary of views

The Juktas Building B assemblage studiethis dissertation has many aspects
that make it unique. It is a fairly closed context (i.e. limited in terms of space and time)
and as such can be used in dating in relation to other sites; it could therefore shed light
on the MMIII sequence, if correctlgfficiently and cautiously used in conjunction with
ot her published assembl ages. This sectic
vewsconcerning the buildingdés phasing, as
[1988, 1989] as well as her &ure at the 9 International Congress of Cretan Studies
[7 U} y Qd0s, Qretological9, forthcoming} The chapter continues
based on thestratigraphy of Building B areas, as encountered on the labels
accompanying the stored pottery of the Epistemonike Alonaki assemblage. A more
detailedanalysis of the data corroborating the author's views and a brief presentation of
the intrasite correlations concludes this part of the study.

The excavator, in her 1988 report, where she notes the initial excavation stages
of the building, almosttenger s after its ori &i' Hag dilsgc o
Uo Us eteidleAfllald0 UG UoWiad e &'tlby @dglid urther expl
the destruction layers were rich in MMIIIB pottery and that the building seems to have
been erected at the beginning of the Neopalatial era (which is bimviartance as far
as Peak Sanctuary cult is concerned) and that it was|sheat{ibid 164]. In her 1989
report, obviously having brought more information to light, she reports that the building
displays two phases, one dating to MIVHMBMIIIA, another dating in middle and late
MMI | | B, supporting the idea that Aboth b
by extended fire. Her descriptions in this report, as well as personal communication,
indicate that what she calls the second phase of the royildas more extensively
explored. In light of the new evidence, she places the erection of the building at the end
of the Protopalatial era, still maintaining that the end of the building's life falls in late
MMIIIB. It is not certain whether her recogmti of two phases is based on
architecture, pottery or both believe it is based on both, since both display reasonable
phasing, architecture more clearly than pottery.

The excavator also extensively presented the building (with special emphasis on
the achitecture) in the © International Congress of Cretan Studjgsy; y (200d.g

Cretological9, forthcoming} In this contribution, she continued to maintain a representation
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of two phases in the building, mainly but not solely based on architecturaneeid

The question this and following chapters seek to answer, also an original question of
the excavator herseffers.comm.] is whether the two clear architectural phases she can
distinguish have any counterparts in the ceramic phasing of the building.

It i's the authordés view that, in the
well as the particular analyses of the strata, joins and parallels presented below, the
building appears to have had only one pottery phase (a phenomenon not incempatibl
with the excavatords two architectur al |
site in MMIIB/MMIIIA, but, until more data are available or until it is proved that
MMIIB/MMIIIA is poorly represented in the building due to its limited archaeologica
exploration rather than its limited actual existence, it is here sustained that the pottery
representation of théuilding is largely confined to MMIIIB and MMIIIB/LMIA
Transitional, pointing to a single (here indivisible) ceramic phase during therbgil@i s
lifetime. The homogeneity of the ceramic lifetime of the building is also argued for by
the great admixture of the material, which finds joins in seemingly distinct strata.
Consequently, as can also be seév.iBtratified Middle Minoan Il assemblags and
Dating, it is concluded that the Building was erected in later MMIII and fell out of use
at the very end of the MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional, owing to either abandonment or
destruction or both. At least one destruction is attested in the labels an isf©mart
A; the absence d¥vo destruction layers stratified in any trench or room whatsoever, the
homogeneity of material and dating, the joins, the lack of destruction in some areas, all
point to a single phase and a single termination. As far asittiee is concerned, it is
I mportant to note that a destruction ma\)
life, but that there is also a possibility that the structure or part of it was used and
abandoned slightly before or after that destructiohickv would explain the
discrepancy between the quality of the architecture and that of the pottery, as it would
the partial destruction representation and the great admixture of material, which cannot
be attributed solely to 0century agricultural actities on the plateau.

Introduction to assessing the stratigraphy

As far as the more analytical observations and reconstruction of sequences are
concerned here, these are based, as has already been noted, on the indications on the
pottery labels as éhprimary source of stratigraphic information [$eéntroduction],
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even though not all the areas referred to could be identified; as a result of the post
excavational process (washing, restoration, storage), some of the artifacts do not have
indications,or are of dubious provenance. Sometimes there is no indication, sometimes
it is only the year of excavation, others have only a number (no doubt an excavation
number), in conjunction with the year or not, but, obviously, these cannot be used
either, sincethe daybooks were not available for the author to retrieve more specific
context indications. These have, therefore, been omitted from any stratigraphic
considerations (clusters etc.), but have been listed. However, | tried to retain the
original terminobgy, preserving the trench and room names. Thus, two systems will be

encountered:

a) grid references (usually pertaining to early parts of the excavation when
rooms had not yet been revealed). The horizontal axis contains letters Alpha to
Kappa from West tdeast (5 trenches, 4 baulks, alternating), the vertical axis
contains numbers 16 and 1 to 10 from
alternating). Ther e-ZetafB 0 0 fios @xtbmpheh
edge of the grid.

b) room / area referees (usually pertaining to later parts of the excavation

when rooms had been revealed). It was considered appropriate to retain the original

language terminology, a phenomenon observed when referring to material from

other sites too, Makli h@imaiosonf{di)f asto.
ar e: ADomati oo (room), ADromoso (road)]
(Long Trench), among others. AToO pl us

certain walls s aswdl | ) and ADO pl wsualyarefersutonb e r
certain rooms as an abbreviation (D2 = Domatio 2). However, in some very rare
cases, labels with D1, D2 and D3 (and D8) next to other indications could not be
identified. The terms ADromoso and ADi
used with each other and with the term
quite long. Finally, we must be cautious about the correspondence of Trench and
Domatia locations; even though one could be lead to assume that certain Trenches
may have infoecertaih no@md at a later stage of the excavation (some
indications exist on the labels for that), and even though this consideration would
perhaps allow to provide better stratigraphic sequences, it is very dangerous to
make such associations. Sonteempts of correlation will be made, however. It

must therefore be borne in mind when dealing with the stratigraphy that horizons

might not be consistent.
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Several details must be mentioned, necessary for the scholar to be able to
understand th stratigraphy better, concerning drawbacks of the stratigraphic evidence.
Names of areas, rooms etc. are sometimes obscure and, again, need to be checked with
and by the excavator. For example, Tafros Aone is not certain whether it refers to a
trenchor to an elongated ditch at the primary stages of the excavation (like a trial
trench) or even where its position was. Several names have been preserved in Greek
here, like ¢ /1-1 for obvious reasons, obomatio 2 (see above), for historic
purposes, even though every care has been taken to ensure this does not impede the
comprehension of the Thesis. Occasional references to certain features during
excavation provide otheravl uabl e i nf or mati on, l'i ke, fo
150 (i ndicat i omedumnmfsized BR&ESAO0 06 2,

A stratigraphy has been developed, cataloguing the artifacts by Trench and
Stratum [seeCatalogue 4%, per JBBPA [= Juktas Building Pottery Artifact] number
[see ARTIFACT]. The above reservations have been taken into account (some are
included in these volumes). Finally, although small finds, figurines and other random
finds kept with the pottery are not allocated to the authopdibtication and therefore
were not studied, references to their indications were taken into account to gain some

insight as to the contexts.
Stratigraphy[seeChart A]

Diadromoi, Dromoi, Toihoi (walls), Tafroi and Domatia appear in the labels,
plus otler features, like a cupboard and a dump (there might be more than one dump). |
would like to take this opportunity to explain the Greek connotations of the term dump.
The Greek word ig ~ 6 d ywhithg can either mean a rubbish pit or a place of
ceremonial discarding of material by deposition. It is not certain which is the intended
meaning here, so it has just been transl

It is noteworthy that a tremendow®ncentration of activity, destruction,
significant finds and pottery can be tr:
frescoeso or fnAof the | ampo. Frescoes, mu
a cupboard, as well as probably a mogh#icant find in it, a rough, offering tablée

alabaster lamp, make it an outstanding areaQ$eet B).
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After referring to the intraite relationships, a rough sketch of the floor deposits
and destructions is attempted, which is taken sastees further in the following
chapters.

Joins of pottery, joins of strata
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Additional joinsfrom multiple provenance on labels

JBBPAO764 =Trench: Dr. 8, North Diadromos, Level: 9, fresco floor +
Trench: Dr. 8, North Diadromokgvel: dismantling fallen stones T18+
Trench:gpg¢ /1-1, Levell +
Trench:Dromos T1819, Level: cleaning +

JBBPAQO765 =Trench: North Diadromos, Levels: 7, 8 +
Trench: East part +
Trench: Diadromos 3, Level: 5 +
Trench:Domatio 4,Level:5 +

JBBPAO766 = Trench: North Diadromdsvels: 5, 7, 8 +
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Trench: Trenchbomatio 4,Level:5 +
Trench: East part +

Trench: Diadromos 3, Level: 5

JBBPA0468 = TrenchZ-t/8-9, Level: 4, and 5, Fallen stones +
Trench:1-K/ 7-8, Level:5 +
Trench:qp} | -0/6-7, Level:1

JBBPA0389 = Trenchp@/8 +
Trench:U-A/5-7

JBBPA0843 = Trench: North DiadromoLevel: 6 +
Trench; -(i/1-6, east trench,evel: b

JBBPAO0876 = Trench: North Dromos 8, Level: 9, destroyed floor +
Trench:q®, Levels: 57

Destruction Layers

Destructions are determined here in two ways: either bpdakito consideration
a specific statement of a destruction layer in the indication, or by noting references to
burnt contexts and artifacts (or observing the artifacts themselves for destruction
traces), or a combination of the above. Fragmentation patteay also be of assistance
when tracing ancient damages, but this aspect has not been developed here to that

extent.

Hypothetical Horizon 1:

Tafros A, North strip, stratum 2

Tafros B, stratum 3,

A/2-4, stratum 3 (connected to the stratum above the Tafros A destruction)
Domatio 2, strata 2, 3

Domatio 6, stratum 3
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Hypothetical Horizon 2:

A-Z/2-4, strata 6, 7

North Diadromos stratum 9 [see important connections!]
Dromos 9, strata (5), 6, 7

Domato 4a, stratum 6

Domatio 4, destruction layer?

Domatio 5, stratum 5

At first gl ance, it i's evident t hat
bel ong to a second catastrophe, while th
indication for JBBPGO0005. As far as the ones seemingly in between are concerned,
there would be two possibilities, apart from the varied ways of excavation per trench: a)
they might represent additional (upper storey?) debris from the same or an earlier
destructim or maybe the respective areas being filled to a higher level than their
neighbouring spaces at the time of the destruction; b) they might indeed represent a
second catastrophe, and, for some reason, might not have had accumulated as much
stratigraphic tltkness when it occurred.

However, it is my opinion that the above first impression must be dealt with
very cautiously. A very vivid example which justifies this reservation is the situation
which appears to be the case in Domatio 2: the admixture tf Sir&a, 6, 7, as well as
the abundant frescoes and apparent dismantling of wall debris and fallen stones, suggest
not two destructions but either a fill or havoc immediately before a destruction,
indicated by strata 2 and 3. The context seems rather gesmaous; moreover, a
probable scenario would be that the first floor collapsed first, and since there was
flammable material nearby (full? pithoi), the whole place caught fire. If we now take
into consideration that (at least) the upper parts of this adraihave joins with not
only stratum 9 of the North Diadromos, but also stratum 6f1-1, it becomes clear
not only that these might correspond to the same destruction, but also that at least some
of the pottery has been subsequently moved and mixed. In my opinion, even though
this practice would be very difficult and needs to be sulistted with the whole body
of the Building B pottery under examination, loci must be distinguished, since it is
probable that while some areas might have been preserved stratified up until the time of

being excavated, others were probably disturbed byestarming, as the excavator
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herself has pointed oyr U, y (¢8e:d.48] or indeed by illegal excavation, traces of
which are recorded far-gqig9-10.

Finally, burnt traces recorded in Chart A were considered important enough to
be depicted; however, they might not belong to a destruction, but to ratrerewliff
phenomena, like hearths (sd&. Presentation of the Building, destruction relics
from other strata (e.g. pots from destruction data used as fills) etc. With the exception
of Dromos 9 none of the others seems to be directly associated with testiayers.

Floor Deposits

Floor data seem to be understandably limited, but give one a valuable insight.
One, however, should also note here that | have again relied on the label indications,
which wusually read Af |l oo fadts have came fsomeahe i f y |
surface of the floor (floor deposits) or from the actual floor stratum (embedded in it); it
iIs here assumed that these indications refer to floor deposits. The indications in
Appendix 3,Catalogue 3care deliberately presented asegorised in strata numbers,
as was done with the destruction references, to assist with the understanding of the

stratigraphic horizon(s).

Floor Deposits

i/4-7, stratum 3

K-ZI5-7, stratum 5

U-T/5-6, (stratum2?)
Domatio 1, stratum 6
Domatio 4, stratum 8

North Diadromos stratum 9

Dromos 9, stratum 8

Several interesting conclusions can be drawn about the floors. First of all, there
are several indicationgaut plaster floors in at least two areas. It is not certain whether
these pertain to a floor coated with plaster or a floor with fallen fresco debris resting on
it (the groundplan information suggests the former, the term used in Greek for both
plasterad fresee ®)ysUmMhe discrepancy stems f
those fof the frescoeso, but, for examp
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abundant, there is no reference to an actual floor; its stratum 6 might have been a floor,
bearing in mind thabne of the labels refers to schist sal{ ~ s U fdiferentdrom

the schist slabs in the Courtyard), very frequent in floor construction in Minoan times.
Another point is that in some cases, floors are connected to some sort of destruction,
with refererr e s such as fdestroyed floor o, i b
conclusion to be drawn in this case is that the destruction(s) in those areas took place
while they were inhabited and not filled. Finally, while most of the cases above seem to
have floas located quite deep (strata 8, 9 etc), when we come to the slab paving, the

l evel seems to be slightly higher (strat
necessarily mean a difference in horizon, but merely a difference in stratigraphic depth
as the slab paved area was most probably-apd(it is the edge of the East part of the

E-W corridor which leads to the Courtyard). In any case, either throug