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Abstract 

 
 

The Thesis tackles the part of the pottery 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 difficulties 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 section a presentation 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 valuable to the choices of this study, and a 

pottery analysis accompanied by an extensive catalogue of types. Certain well stratified 

MMIII assemblages are then evaluated and focused on and correlations are made with 

the Juktas Building B assemblage; the dating of the Building follows. Finally, the 

function of the Building, as well as several conclusions on its contribution to our 

understanding of MMIII and Peak Sanctuary sites are arrived at.  

        The Appendices include an outline of ARTIFACT
©
, a 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 study (Bibliography, Illustrations, Charts, CD-ROM). 
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ñItôs better to know war by your friends early, 

than to learn it from your enemies later.ò 

 

 
Mary Renault, 

ãThe Bull From the Seaä 
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ñéthey must have had very fair notions of the artistic and the beautiful, our great ï

great - grandfathers. Why, all our art treasures of today are only the dug-up 

commonplaces of three or four hundred years ago. I wonder if there is any real 

intrinsic beauty in the old soup-plates, beer-mugs, and candle-snuffers that we prize so 

now, or if it is only the halo of age glowing around them that gives them their charms in 

our eyesé  

 The ósamplerô that the eldest daughter did at school will be spoken of as 

ótapestry of the Victorian eraô, and be almost priceless. The blue-and-white mugs of the 

present-day road-side 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 

will buy up the óPresents from Ramsgateô, and óSouvenirs of Margateô, that may have 

escaped destruction, and take them back to Jedo as ancient English curios.ò 

 

              Three Men in a Boat        

                                                                             Jerome K. Jerome  

                                                                                                      1859-1927        

 

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 our discussion about the Juktas Building B assemblage and a surprising way to 

investigate how a laymanôs approach to an archaeological issue can highlight some of 

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 mostly a closed context; it 

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 Sanctuary buildings 

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 correlations with other 

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 potterôs mental template? Do we obtain information about a 

particular workshop (in conjunction with the inter-site 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 quantity) 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 contribution 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 body of the thesis, several facts and observations 

should be taken into account, which may both give the reader an insight into the 

methodology employed and facilitate the authorôs explanations and descriptions en 

route to the conclusions.  

The material comprising the 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 them; there 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 (JBBPA0001- JBBPA0924) and 11 groups (JBBPG0001a ï JBBPG0001zô) 

kept in 204 wooden boxes of various sizes and 1 big cardboard box in the Study Room 

Collection (ȺˊɘůŰɖɛɞɜɘəɐ Ɇɡɚɚɞɔɐ, Epistemonike Sylloge) of the Herakleion Museum, 

Crete. These may or may not represent all the trenches and strata of Juktas Building B 

(i.e. the Stratigraphy Layout presented in Chart A may not include all the actual strata, 

as it is based on the Epistemonike Alonaki assemblage alone) and certainly do not give 

a fully comprehensive idea about the pottery groups to be encountered at the site; it is 

the authorôs assumption that this assemblage was selected as the most representative of 
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the Buildingôs pottery when it was first excavated, washed, partly preserved and looked 

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 in the ȸɘɞɛɖɢŬɜɘəɐ ɄŮɟɘɞɢɐ 

(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 

- JBBPG0008), but it was not possible to record their characteristic items or 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 Industrial Area 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 soundings were made, 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 issue was 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 represented herein, 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 in joining 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 rebuilding 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 to 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 boxes could 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 examination of the 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 excavator, in order to assess the stratigraphy (outlined in Chart 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 the non-ceramic 

elements of the contexts (unless 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 elements. Finally, it should be noted that phrases in italics are sometimes used 

to specify artifact form types (e.g. con.cups 3), when these are referred to in places 

other than the Main Catalogue Forms section; these phrases therefore specify a 

category, so they may appear 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 analysis (originally 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 re-use. Statistics about vessel percentages 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 even further. Last but certainly not least, 

the excavatorôs very important study of the intriguing architecture of the building, as 

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 III 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 culture. First 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 ideological changes follow the destruction (at the 

end of Middle Minoan II, 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 detect rather varied and di fferent reactions to the 

destructions) , with the almost 'explosive' political, economic and ideological 

imperialism of Knossos [for some reservations, see Niemeier 1994, van de Moortel 2002] and the 

architectural (and potentially administrative) uncertainties of 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 

study of 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 II. This was explained as the use 

of metal vases (an indication of greater wealth) not having necessitated higher 

standards in pottery quality. W e must also bear in mind the methodological 

precautions that Knappett has rightly drawn attention to [2002] when trying to discern 

social, economic 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 

framework 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 MMII and 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 different 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 considerations as 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 

post-destruction levelling (in other words if it does represent an autonomous phase), or 

whether it is an etic creation for the sake of a chronological structure based on sturdier 

ceramic eras. Is it possible to portray MMIII without the help of the decadent 

polychromy and Light-on-Dark of the late MMIIB or without resorting to searching for 

the LMI reed bowl as a terminus ante quem? To 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 clear-cut subdivision is the general consensus. 

Moreover, MMIII does not seem to appear in consistent sequences throughout the 

island, as issues of site particularities, time lag and core-periphery discrepancies, not to 

mention different timing and extent of disasters, are just a few parameters that come 

into play. Miniscule traits 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 attributed 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 chronology 

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 more or less be used 

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 difficult field of Minoan studies. 

That is not only because of the misinterpreted phases, lost information and discarded 

material from the earlier excavations [e.g. see Stürmer 1992: 7-8]. It is also due to the very 

complicated nature of the strata themselves, the absence of uniformity, the subsequent 

construction phases that level or eliminate strata, the time lags and core-periphery 
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issues between phases of different geographical areas. Moreover, we can either use 

external synchronisms (e.g. Egyptian and/or Cycladic [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 

whether ceramic periods correspond to óhistoricalô ones (also see above). As will be 

seen below, Evans first established the position of ceramic periods as having some 

correspondence to óhistoricalô, wider content; Platon, however, was the scholar who 

radically attempted to solve this problem by trying to change the stylistic chronological 

system and construct it according to actual óhistoricalô data, which concentrated on the 

well attested destructions and rebuildings of the Minoan Palaces (and, subsequently, 

other sites as well). Because of the fact that 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 relative 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. Juktas 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 (non-exhaustive) 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 (or published) 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 matters; 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 MMIII, since it was first distinguished and through to its modern 

definitions. Two of the sites (Knossos Acropolis Houses, Phaistos, see also V. Stratified 

MMIII Assemblages and Dating) have been given extra attention as far as stratigraphy 
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is concerned, because their interpretations, and, therefore, evaluation and chronological 

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

 

A åHistoryæ of MMIII 

 

Mackenzie first distinguished at Knossos ñthree distinct strata of depositò [1903: 

157], a neolithic 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) and the ñmonochromeò (Dark-on-Light) and, as many other 

scholars contemporary with and subsequent to his time have done, he went on to 

describe the first in greater detail [e.g. Mackenzie 1903]. He seemed to regard the decline 

of polychromy as the main characteristic of MMIII [1903, 181]. However, there are 

several discrepancies in Mackenzieôs perspective; for example, while he claimed that 

the New Palace was built in his Third Period (LM) [1903: 184], he did not make clear 

whether he agreed with Evans that the Palace was rebuilt while MMIII was still an 

existing style and, elsewhere [e.g. 1903, 1906: 256ff.] he also considered the ñlater Middle 

Minoan Ageò to have succeeded a general destruction (at the end of MMII?), MMIII, 

therefore, being the first Neopalatial period, 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 Dark-on-Light style, the sealing of the Knossos Temple Repositories contexts 

etc.) in his Third Period, when describing the early life of the Late Palace, or even 

considered them to ñmark the end of an old and the beginning of a new period in the 

history of the palaceò [e.g. 1903: 190]. The gist of 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 adequately clarifying 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 Mackenzie, can be seen 

to derive from certain deposits. A very brief summary of the main deposits can be seen 

immediately below, together with some later re-evaluations. 
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The West Court tests are an interesting and critical example of the way MMIII 

was óidentifiedô (or óconstructedô, for the more cynical). These were opened by Evans 

and Mackenzie in 1904 [Evans 1904: 6-26] and, as MacGillivray has shown [1998: 19ff.], a 

stratigraphy was worked out from the combination of the data from all of them. In this 

reconstruction [MacGillivray 1998: 21, fig.1.3, after PMI: 33, fig.4], it is made clear that the 

decadence of polychromy, a purple-black ground similar to that of the lily vases, the 

prevalence of monochrome decoration and some trickle, the crudeness of vessels, as 

well as obvious stratigraphic differentiation (the deposit is portrayed as lying on top of 

ñthe fine polychrome wareò) led both Evans and Mackenzie to distinguish a MMIII 

stratum [Evans 1904: 6-26, Mackenzie 1906: 266-7]. Mackenzie [1906: 266-7], 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 Basin (and 

the ïpossibly contemporary- Khyan 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. Niemeier [Niemeier 1994: 72-3, 80, 80 fn. 9] 

argued for a possible late MMIII or LMI date, based on the Khyan lid, the great range 

of pottery from the area and later re-investigation.  

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, were associated with the 

knobbed pithoi of the East Magazines [Mackenzie 1906: 266, PMI: 234-5, fig.177, PMIII: 23-5, 

fig.12]. The interest in this deposit lies in the fact that Evans's evaluation of the 

stratigraphy changed due to, as he himself points out, ñmore vessels being brought out 

along the edge of the chamber by the subsequent explorationò [PMIII: 23, fn.2]. In PMIII, 

this vessel and its stratum are assigned to MMIIB, below MMIIIA and MMIIIB strata, 

in turn defined by rough fabric, Light-on-Dark spirals and small cups for MMIIIA, and 

a plaster floor on top of this for MMIIIB. Moreover, as Walberg pointed out [1992:11], 

another difference is the discrepancy concerning the existence or not of certain floors, 

therefore rendering the separation of MMII from MMIII, as 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 MMIII [Niemeier 1994: 80]. 

 The material from the North East Magazines was characterised by trickle 

decoration, oval-mouthed 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 MMIII by Evans and Mackenzie [1906: 264-5]. Warren and Hankey 

argued for a possible assignment to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional [Warren and Hankey 1989: 

62].  

The area excavated by Evans and Mackenzie in 1902 and originally named 

North East Kamares Area yielded a floor deposit stratified above ñfine polychrome 

egg-shell wareò, characterised by elongated vessels, plain pottery or decorated with 

trickle pattern and Light-on-Dark bands with parallels in the Temple Repositories and a 

vessel with an inscription with parallels in the South West Basement [Mackenzie 1906: 

266]. This area was later renamed ñthe Royal Pottery Storesò. Warren and Hankey again 

argued for a possible assignment to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional [Warren and Hankey 1989: 

62], as did Niemeier [Niemeier 1994: 81]. 

 The area of the Medallion pithoi apparently yielded several strata and their 

deposits were ascribed by Evans to MMIII [PMI: 320] , but, according to later criticism 

by Walberg, among others, more particular assignment of the material rather than to the 

general MM period is doubtful [1992:11].  

The second 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 Mackenzie [Mackenzie 1906: 264]. Warren and Hankey later observed that this 

material might also be assigned to LMIA, stating that ñwhite on dark amphorae 

occurred alongside dark-on-light ware and retorted spiral decoration in brilliant orange-

redò [Warren and Hankey 1989: 74]. Niemeier [Niemeier 1994: 77-8] suggests that 

MMIII/LMIA pottery from here is a terminus ante quem for 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 Light-on-Dark spirals, 

among others, Mackenzie also assigned the Temple Repositories deposits to MMIII, 

despite their characteristic ñnaturalistic motives in the shape of plants and flowersò 

[Mackenzie 1906: 266, also 258, 261]. As Walberg argued later on [Walberg 1992: 13], this can 

be explained in many ways, advanced potters or fills (justifying admixture of styles and 

phases) being just two examples. Assigning of this deposit to MMIIIB/LMIA 

Transitional is of course more plausible, as has been argued by Warren and Hankey 

[Warren and Hankey 1989: 62], who have, nevertheless, also made a point about a 

possibility of this material belonging to LMIA, based on Theran parallels [ibid. 73-4]. 

Niemeier places these deposits in MMIII, with LMI anticipation, therefore assigning 
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the closing of the Temple Repositories ñto the MMIII/LMIA transition or in LMIAò 

[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 

Repositories [Driessen &  Macdonald 1997: 141-2]. 

Mackenzie also drew parallels between the Magazine of the Lily Vases material 

with the elongated forms of vessels from the North-East Magazines [1906: 265], whereas 

making the distinction that this deposit was possibly later. Warren and Hankey 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 about an LMIA date for 

this deposit, as they did for the Magazine of the False-spouted Jars [Warren and Hankey 

1989: 62, 72-3]. 

The South West Basement, found under the ground floors of the (second) 

Palace, according to Mackenzie had affinities with the assemblage from the House of 

the Sacrificed Oxen [Mackenzie 1906: 264, 266]. Driessen and Macdonald assign this 

deposit, after expressing scepticism regarding a MMIII date, to mature LMIA [Driessen 

& Macdonald 1997: 140].  

In the Loomweight Basement a stratification of MMII and MMIII (possibly 

even MMIIIA and MMIIIB) was attempted [PMI:240, 248-51,  fig.187a-b, ], but some upper 

layers can be taken as a fill, therefore still rendering MMIII as indivisible [cf. Walbergôs 

view, 1992: 11]. Later re-evaluation by Warren and Hankey [1989: 52-3, 54, 62] also placed 

this material in MMIII, based on parallels with Phaistos phase III (see below), while 

MacGillivray assigned Evansôs MMIII material largely to MMIIB [1998: 39-42].  

Strata in the Room of the Olive Press produced deposits stratified above 

polychrome floor deposits and immediately below the palace floors [Mackenzie 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 subsequent fill of the room 

[1998: 43-44].    

Mackenzieôs assigning of the deposit above the basement of the monolithic 

pillars to MMIII was based on its stratification above polychrome Kamares ware and 

the presence of trickle decoration, ñwhile adjacent at a higher level were the floor 

deposits of the Palaceò [Mackenzie 1906: 256, 266]. Warren and Hankey argued for a 

possible assignment to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional concerning this deposit too [Warren 
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and Hankey 1989: 62], while MacGillivray later argued that in light of subsequent 

understanding of the era the deposit could be assigned to MMIIIB or LMIA [1998: 46].  

Some vases from the House of the Sacrificed Oxen were classified as MMIIIA 

due to their surviving polychromy [PMII: 303] . Even though Walberg argues [1992:13] 

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, I believe 

Evansôs opinion is correct.  

Mackenzie relied mostly on style for dating, even though 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.]. In his 1906 article he continued to regard the 

decline of polychromy and the gradual prevalence of Dark-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 spiral motif  [e.g. Mackenzie 1906: 257].   

Evans adopted his tripartite system for the first time in 1905-6, when he 

composed and presented his Essai de Classification (in two drafts). His general criteria 

for the division of phases were that each major period had an appearance phase, a 

floruit and a degenerate phase [Evans 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, according to the 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, indeed, LMI instead of MMIIIB and 

vice versa). As Niemeier puts it, ñEvans based his definition of MMIII on a series of 

deposits from Knossoséof which several had a reasonably tight stratigraphical 

position, though none formed part of a complete MMII-MMIII -LMI sequenceò 

[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 rebuilding takes 

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 XIIIth Dynasty and the Middle Kingdom [Evans 

1905: 4,5, 1906: 8,9]. Knossos pottery of the era could not but illustrate its most 

characteristic traits of ripple pattern, Dark-on-Light and Light-on-Dark, among others.  
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Evans should not be criticised. On the contrary, it should be acknowledged that 

he tried his best to produce a logical and useful typology [Evans 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 distinguished [Evans 1906: 4]; 

unfortunately, not many scholars seem to recognise his acknowledgement of this [cf. this 

problem pointed out in Warren 2000]. 

Mochlos material displays several traits characteristic of MMIII, such as ripple 

pattern, Light-on-Dark, traces of (older) polychromy and (later) naturalism, as noted by 

Seager in 1912 [Seager 1912: 88-9]. Seager probably saw that era as the end of one phase 

and the beginning of another [1912: 89] and he used stylistic criteria for his observations. 

He did not really divide MMIII into subphases, 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 MMIII and LMI in 

the case of Pachyammos [Seager 1916: 20]. He himself admitted ñTo my mind these dark 

on light vases share the characteristics of both the MMIII and LMI periods to such a 

marked degree that I have not been willing to throw them bodily into either period, but 

have contented myself by regarding them as a transitional stage linking the MMIII 

wares to those of the LMI periodò [Seager 1916: 22].  

He assigned to MMIII the deterioration of white paint simply into accentuation 

of details or the use of a different quality of red paint from the one to be used in LMI 

[Seager 1916: 15] or what could be called the aftermath of Light-on-Dark [Seager 1916: 16], 

and also the ripple pattern; he also assigned the first elements of Dark-on-Light (such as 

marine motifs and naturalism), sometimes in combination with the vanishing Light-on-

Dark technique [as in the case of Seager 1916: 17, 29 etc.] to the Transitional Period.  

Franchet, influenced by Hatzidakis [Franchet 1917: 11-12], distinguished 

Neolithic, followed by four Bronze Age Periods, in which MMIII is shared between 

Period II (MMII and beginning of MMIII) and Period III (end of MMIII and LMI and 

II). He clarified that all the above can really be classed into three major categories, 

roughly equal to Evansôs (a.EM-MMI, b.MMII -LMII, c.LMIII). He also agreed with 

the above view that MMIII is the beginning of the Neopalatial era, and referred to the 

loss of polychromy and the Light-on-Dark and Dark-on-Light styles as the prevalent 

trends, along with great changes in the ceramic technique.          



 

                                  ©Anna Simandiraki PhD Thesis, University of Bristol, 2002                                   
 

 

33 

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 there were several 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 stylistic terms, with the previous 

and subsequent ones. It was realised that MMIII could not be confined to Evansôs 

limits. There appeared, therefore, phases with strokes, indicating stylistic overlaps, 

mainly MMIIB/IIIA, MMIII/LMI etc.  

 

In 1921, the publication of the first volume of the Palace of Minos expressed 

Evansôs detailed views on MMIII and helped standardise a great deal of its stylistic 

criteria. Evans appears to have been quite certain as far as the differentiation between 

MMIIIA and MMIIIB is concerned, as well as about the transition into LMIA. Some of 

the attributes he assigned to MMIIIA were the ñwhite dotted wareò, black (shiny) paint 

and the flat collar and more upright handles of bridge-spouted jars. He considered paler, 

somewhat lilac paint, creamy 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 grooves on the inside of vessels, among other characteristics, 

to be MMIIIB traits. For Evans, the MMIII-LMI transition is signified by trickle, white 

on a brownish-lilac ground, dull clay surface, sharp-cut base handleless cups; 

moreover, he considered that MMIII 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 

that a great deal of the associated pottery was ñcoarse, ill-made, with a badly finished 

surface, inferior in its glazing to that of the preceding and succeeding Ageò [PMI: 552] . 

He suggests this deterioration of quality is so abrupt, that he proposes an increase in use 

of faience, stone and metal vessels [PMI: 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 the very end of 

MMIII, in other words, a gradual emergence from the lesser quality of MMIIIB.  

Bosanquet and Dawkins published much material from the 1902-6 Palaikastro 

excavations in 1923. More precisely, Dawkins listed as MMIII strata some in Block ɓ, 
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some in Block ŭ and some in Blocks ɝ 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. Dawkins [1923: 19] observed two 

separate phases, one parallel to Evansôs MMIII, one for LMI. However, he regarded 

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 absent from Zakros as well (Hogarthôs town excavations), rather confusingly 

stating ñwe follow the chronological scheme established on the evidence of Knossos, 

where the dividing line between MMIII and LMI has real significance, but it does not 

express the course of events in this outlying provinceò [Bosanquet and Dawkins 1923: 21]. 

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 period [supra: 22, now 

considered LMI rather than LMII]. As Bosanquet and Dawkins themselves [1923: 18-19] 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, but not the 

MMIII(B) one.  

Pendlebury, in his Archaeology of Crete in 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 points. Pendlebury 

considered that MMIII had followed the major destruction of MMIIB, and had suffered 

two itself, a minor one in MMIIIA and an ñequally severe one towards, but not quite at, 

the end of MMIIIBò [Pendlebury 1967 reprint: 148], closely following Evans in PM. As far 

as pottery is concerned, he did distinguish between the two subphases (a, b); he said 

that MMIIIA is characterised by a ñset-backò [Pendlebury 1967: 158ff.] in comparison to 

the previous era, mainly demonstrated by decline of colour and quality of manufacture, 

but also by the prevalence of Light-on-Dark and the continuation of other previous 

forms of decoration.  He also thought that MMIIIB demonstrates the ñdark-on-light 

decoration becoming more popular at the expense of the light-on-darkò [Pendlebury 

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 Light-on-Dark, Dark-on-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 Irakliou was dated as having been built in MMI and 

continued to the Neopalatial era, while House A was dated to MMIII and MMIIIB-

LMIA Transitional, as Platon [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 post-dating the Transition [Platon 1955: 288-9, 292-3, Platon 1956b]. It is 

interesting that, even though Platon gave quite detailed accounts for the recovered 

pottery, sometimes he assigned groups to certain phases without adequate 

documentation [for example, Platon 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 see that he considered Light-on-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 issue of Evansôs system being totally 

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, Hatzidakis, Franchet and Åberg among them. He then introduced a system more 

broadly (óhistoricallyô) based, functioning according to the architectural phases and 

destructions and not the ceramic succession. However, that system has its own 

weaknesses as well. To be more precise, Platon was influenced in the construction of 

his 4-phase system by Åberg (who had no practical experience in Crete), whom he 

mentions in the article [Platon 1956: 510]. According to the latter, MMIIIA was 

Protopalatial, MMIIIB Neopalatial. 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 absolute dates, a system not so different from Evansôs. 

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? Is it a combination of both, and if so, how? The basic 

difference between Evansôs and Platonôs systems is the way they addressed the 
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question of sequence. It is also understandable that Evansôs was more dependent on 

pottery, Platonôs taking architecture and further data more into consideraton, because of 

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 abundant data yet 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, that even though Platonôs system may be closer 

to the historical reality that Evansôs system was claiming to reflect, it does not prove, in 

my opinion, to be more practical, and it is certainly quite broad in its definitions. As we 

have already seen (and will 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 forward, but it does not provide an alternative system as detailed as the 

ceramic one.  

The result was that Platonôs system has since been used (even by himself) as a 

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 

elsewhere: apart from the fact that some of Platonôs absolute dates have been 

challenged since, there also are still discrepancies as to which of Evansôs phases are to 

be included in which of Platonôs borders, MMIII most of all (Protopalatial, Neopalatial 

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 MMIIIB [Platon 

1959c: 212]. He stressed that the pottery recovered from the floors was of 

MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional dating, but was prior to the destruction [Platon 1959c: 217]. 

The house at Rousses Chondrou, excavated in the same year, was dated to MMIII (= 

ñFirst Neopalatialò, according to Platon [1959b: 209]), but not more specifically than 

that.  

Of particular interest is the information about Mallia Maison Ⱥ, published in 

1959, whose phase II strata 7-9 seem 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. Strata 8-9 might also be parallel to the Kommos 

MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional ones [Mallia 1959: 114ff., see below too].  
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In 1960, the villa at Profitis Ilias Tourtoulon was dated to MMIII-LMI (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 dated to MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional. In addition, the settlement at Kefali 

Lazana was thought to be MMIII, but mainly MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional [Platon 1960a: 

283, 286].  

  Levi, after realising the particularities of Phaistian stratigraphy, apparent from 

his excavations, constructed a system different from the long established one of 

Evansôs, as well as quite close (theoretically) to Platonôs, to date Phaistos on its own 

terms. He distinguished three phases, the last of which (Fase III) corresponded to 

Evansôs MMIII. Several 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 Leviôs phasing and tried to explain the Phaistos site 

sequence according to the architectural remains and not the pottery groups [Fiandra 1961-

2]. She tried to show that the MMIII Palace was not homogeneous, as Levi believed, 

and suggested a phasing system of her own, in which Leviôs Fase III mainly 

corresponds to her 4o Periodo, which, in turn, corresponds to Evansôs end of MMIIB-

MMIIIA  [Fiandra 1961-2: 125] for the First Palace (therefore assigning MMIIIB to the 

Neopalatial era). She supported the idea that in her 4o Periodo the Palace was rebuilt 

after the preceding (MMIIB) destruction, 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 1957-61 

stratigraphic excavations in Knossos, which were aimed at and actually did clarify 

some obscurities in Evansôs chronological system, as well as reinforcing other aspects 

of it [Hood 1961-2, 1966]. Even though he was still not able to distinguish the 

MMIIB/IIIA issue, he did point out that there is ñ a drastic difference between what 

Evans called MMIIB and his MMIIIB, and it must be possible to distinguish at least one 

phase (which Evans called MMIIIA) in the pottery between themò [Hood 1961-2: 96]. He 

also maintained that MMIIIB is well represented at Knossos (Hogarthôs House A at 
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Gypsades, Royal Road). In his 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 Road) [Hood 1966: 111]. 

Zois, concerned with the Kamares ware in his doctoral dissertation [1968], tried 

again to evaluate the given chronological system by stylistically and stratigraphically 

testing it. According to his position, MMIIB-MMIIIa should be called late-classical, as 

far as the Kamares ware is concerned. He had already criticised Leviôs stratigraphic 

observations (claiming that Leviôs Fase Ib and Fase II should really be classed as the 

same phase, Ȼɩɖɠ 1965: 52, also see below), so here he also added to the principles of style 

by distinguishing Tectonic and Motion categories, with further subdivisions (Organic, 

Torsioné), somewhat following Furumark.  

Coldstream and Huxley, regarding their excavations at 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 deposit ŭ was defined as MMIIIA 

(e.g. displaying spotted decoration, rounded and straight-walled cups), deposit Ů as 

MMIIIB (e.g. displaying crude manufacture and various new kinds of bowls) and ɕ as 

MMIIIB/LMIA (e.g. 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 MMIII-LMI (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 characteristics of MMIII, since she was publishing preliminary reports. More 

specifically, and according to the reports published to date, she dated strata in Terrace I 

[ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1974b: 230, with reservations on her part] and the chasm [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1974b: 234] to 

MMIII or MMIIIA -B (mainly overlying clearly attested MMII strata), and the ñwallò 

north of Terrace I [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1974b: 234] to MMIIIA.  

1974 was also the year that the valuable publication of the Trial KV assemblage 

was made by Popham [Popham 1974]. This is an assemblage restricted to MMIIB and its 

place in this account of MMIII is justified if it is to be taken as ñframingò the upper 

limit of MMIII. In other words, it appears that this very interesting assemblage is only 

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 are just 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 

MMIIIA.      

  Walberg began her many studies of Middle Minoan pottery in 1976. She set out 

to associate stylistic with stratigraphic evidence, and her stylistic sequence would 

coincide with a stratigraphic sequence in a way quite different from that of Evans and 

Mackenzie. She tried to revise Evansôs chronological system in her first study, on the 

basis of extremely detailed stylistic analyses and cross-references to stratigraphy, and 

has been following that ever since. Her system (Pre-Kamares: MMIA, Early Kamares: 

MMIB ï MMIIA, Classical Kamares: MMIIA ï MMIIB ï MMIIIA, Post-Kamares: 

MMIIIA ï MMIIIB) was constructed according to the 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 that of Evans, and more ócorrectô in terms of data, 

because it derives from existing groups. However, 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 in its own 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 publication of Festòs e la civiltà minoica started, 

providing a new and vast amount of site evidence. Leviôs Fase III (already elaborated 

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 during the elusive (there too) MMIII. This was considered as the last 

Protopalatial phase and is characterised by a restriction of the kaleidoscope of shapes, 

certain flat-rimmed jugs and oval-mouthed amphorae, S-profile cups, more elongated 

medium sized vessels, 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 more wine-red 

rather than the brighter red of preceding phases), white spirals, the application of 

whirled paint on cup bottoms, dipped cups, the absence/rarity of ripple, to name but a 

few traits. 

Juktas Rooms I and II were dated by Karetsou to MMIIIB in 1977 [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 

1977b: 419]. Gournia was also characterised by Betancourt (in his paper on chronological 

problems in the MM Dark-on-Light Pottery of Eastern Crete) as lacking sound 
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stratigraphic data, with the only places with traces of MMIII groups being in House F 

and House Ek [Betancourt 1977: 353]. Betancourt stated ñébut it would perhaps be better 

to use more caution and assign the class to MMIII/LMIAò [Betancourt 1977: 348]. 

Betancourt also noted that characteristic of MMIII in north central and eastern Crete are 

new dark-on-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 II and III [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1978b:239, 245 respectively] to MMIIIB -LMI.  

Great detail about sub-phases of MMIII was given in the exceptional 

publication of the Knossos Acropolis Deposits by Catling and his colleagues in 1979 

[see also V. Stratified Middle Minoan III assemblages and Dating]. 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 MMIII basement room [Secondary 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 the 15
th
 century onwards. Also, that 

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 1983 [see p. 42]. 

J. and E. Sakellarakis considered Archanes material to be MMIIIB/LMIA and 

Anemospilia material to be MMII-MMIIIA Transitional in their early reports 

[ɆŬəŮɚɚŬɟɎəɖɠ əŬɘ ɆŬəŮɚɚŬɟɎəɖ 1979: 335, and 350 respectively].  

 

It is noteworthy that van Effenterre dedicated a long chapter in 1980 (van 

Effenterre: 1980) to the ñProbl¯mes du Protopalatialò (as well as the Neopalatial), such 

as questions of method (stratigraphy and classification), the beginnings and duration of 

the Protopalatial Period, as well as a review of Malliaôs sequence [van Effenterre 1980: 

30ff.].  Apart from referring to stratigraphic inconsistencies at the site itself [van Effenterre 

1980: 39], he also said ñpareille vision de la chronologie est acceptable au palais de 

Mallia où le MMIIIA est mal représénte, et souvent par une céramique indiscernable 

stratigraphiquement du MMIIIBò [van Effenterre 1980: 36].  
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Karetsou assigned Terrace III at Juktas [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1980b: 341, 343] to MMIIIB -

LMIA -B; MMIII traces were also to be found in the Cyclopean wall [e.g. ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1980b: 

353]. Also, duration given by the inclusion of both MMIII 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 distinction [e.g. Betancourt 

1980: 3]. In her article on the Juktas excavations in 1981, Karetsou maintains that the 

character of the Peak Sanctuary changes during MMIII [Karetsou 1981c: 145], because the 

architecture becomes somewhat monumental and the finds are numerous and of 

unusually good quality for a Peak 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 Festòs e la civiltà minoica volume II, basically comes from the South West area, 

Bastione Ovest, vano LXXIII, South East of the West Court, corridor III/7, casa 104 

and Chalara. It provides information about a destruction and major rebuilding during 

MMIII (with parallels to MMIIIB in Knossos) [e.g. Levi 1981: 49]. Levi also tried to 

distinguish between MMIIIA and B [Levi 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 Kommos). The material from Casa 104 is 

probably MMIII/LMIA Transitional, since it post-dates the rest of the assemblages, but 

still demonstrates MMIII attributes and is earlier than (LMI) Casa 103.  

Hentschelôs doctoral dissertation, in 1982, was concerned only with LBA 

chronology; it did, however, have reference to MBA chronology, because it was 

reviewing and re-evaluating the óhistoryô of chronology through scholarship. Hentschel 

[e.g. 1982: 139-140] 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 

several disagreements between Evansôs and Mackenzieôs views, apart from the obvious 

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, 312ff.], ñin other words, the 

schema was devised on a theoretical basis and the pottery was classified to conform to 

the schemaò [Hentschel 1982: 139]. This problem seems innocent at first glance 

(especially in Evansôs time, when Minoan pottery on the whole was not as explored as 

it is today [Hentschel 1982: 146]), 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 shortcomings of the system, Hentschelôs statement is not 

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 pottery, in 1976, there was a need for a similar one 

concerning the provincial aspects of MM [1983]. 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 from provincial 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 

arguments. Based on the material published in the Catlingsô article, but only adopting 

the data and not the excavatorôs view, he set out to criticise several interpretations of 

the phasing, by arguing from both the architectural evidence and the finds themselves. 

He concluded [Carinci 1983: 137] that the Catlingsô sequence of ñearlier MMIII-later 

MMIII -LMIAò was not an objective (real) one. He thinks that neither can one 

distinguish between the Protopalatial and Neopalatial phases of the house, nor is the 

division of MMIII convincing when using the siteôs material. Drawing from Phaistos 

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 MMIIIB [supra: 137, 

f.note 83]. Finally, he supports the idea that the óshort chronologyô suggested by Catling 

et al. [Catling et al.1979: 11] would be more appropriate than the longer one [Carinci 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 black and white; even if we accept Catlingsôs 

differentiations, the material does not seem very distinctive from one phase to the next. 

On the other hand, if we accept Carinciôs grouping, it is preferable to keep the 

stratigraphic 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 both cases, 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, ñto express continuing indecision, rather than to suggest that they 

belong to a transitional stageò [Popham 1984: 158].  

Betancourt did not divide MMIII at Kommos in early publications [1984: 89], 

even though there was much information about the period there. In fact he said that, 

even though we might be able to distinguish, based on the two architectural phases that 

most MM Kommian houses had, the material from both is mostly identical, and 

therefore must be considered as a whole [supra, 37]. However, he did recognise (in a 

sequence alternative he favoured) that an earthquake occurred near 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 óhistoricalô continuity; 1) destruction at the end of the Kea, Ayia Irini 

period V during MMIII, 2) seismic activity in Thera, Akrotiri and Knossos while the 

MMIIIB style is predominant but LMI ones are also appearing (Warrenôs Transitional 

phase, see below), 3) looting of Temple Repositories, following the disturbances of 

MMIIIB/LMI, 4) destruction at the end of Phylakopi II during the early stage of LMIA 

[MacGillivray 1984: 157]. He also includes Middle Cypriot III synchronisms, such as 

Cypriot imports at MMIII Knossos and Kommos, MMIIIB/LMIA at Zakros [e.g. 

Macgillivray 1984: 156-7]. Other such synchronisms include Cycladic imports at MMIII 

Kommos contexts [e.g. Betancourt 1984: 92].  

 P. Betancourt has contributed much towards the study of Minoan pottery. 

Probably his best known work has been his book The 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 and observations. In this difficult task 

of keeping a balance without becoming too simplistic or too complicated, his primary 

framework was that of Evans, even though he did take Platonôs system into 

consideration as well. He used Evansôs phases and subphases, but he updated them by 

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 being an invaluable 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 MMIIB as 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 the era is some kind of ñrecession in 

both style and technologyò [Betancourt 1985a: 104], which is reflected 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 traits of 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 which can 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 Crete [Betancourt 1985a: 66-7, 103-

4]. A very interesting point he makes for the ceramic recession in MMIII is that ñthe 

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 large quantity of new vasesò [Betancourt 1985a: 105].    

Betancourt also refers to the Anemospilia material by saying that it ñcompares 

well with the MMIII pottery from elsewhere in central Crete but seems a little earlier 

than the Temple Repositoriesò [Betancourt 1985a: 104].  

Betancourt [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 his Fase Ib and II  were contemporaneous, belonging to different 

storeys/floors), the recent Phaistos publications demonstrated that Fase III was indeed a 

separate phase, very similar to the relative Kommos levels, as well as those from 

Kamilari, some from Ayia Triada and some from the town area of Phaistos, Chalara.  

Walbergôs contribution to the discussion about chronology in 1988 reviewed 

Evansôs distinctions of MMII/III and MMIII, among others, focusing on vessels that 

appear to have been dated differently at various stages of Evansôs study. 
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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 phases she 

distinguished, based on style and stratigraphy, both phases destroyed by fire, according 

to her preliminary report [Ergon 1988: 161, 164]. The second phase included a small slab-

paved court [see IIIa.  Presentation of the Building]. Also, according to her sentence 

ñɛŮ ŰŬ ůŰɞɘɢŮɑŬ ˊɞɡ ŭɘŬɗɏŰɞɡɛŮ Ůɤɠ ŰɩɟŬ ɗŮɤɟŮɑŰŬɘ ɘŭɘŬɑŰŮɟŬ ůɖɛŬɜŰɘəɧ ɧŰɘ Űɞ 

ˊŬɟŬˊɎɜɤ ɞɘəɞŭɧɛɖɛŬ ɘŭɟɨɗɖəŮ ůŰɖɜ Ŭɟɢɐ Űɖɠ ɁŮɞŬɜŬəŰɞɟɘəɐɠ Ůˊɞɢɐɠò, it is clear that 

she considers MMIII to be the first Neopalatial phase [Ergon 1988: 165]. However, in the 

report of the following year [Ergon 1989: 151], she says ñɗŮɤɟŮɑŰŬɘ ɘŭɘŬɑŰŮɟŬ ůɖɛŬɜŰɘəɧ 

ɧŰɘ Űɞ KŰɐɟɘɞ ȸô ɘŭɟɨɗɖəŮ ůŰɞ Űɏɚɞɠ Űɖɠ ˊŬɚŬɘɞŬɜŬəŰɞɟɘəɐɠ Ůˊɞɢɐɠ əŬɘ ɚŮɘŰɞɨɟɔɖůŮ Ůɤɠ 

Űɖɜ ɩɟɘɛɖ ɀɀȽȽȽɓò, therefore concluding that (in view of the new data) the foundation 

of the building occurred in the Protopalatial period and its end in the Neopalatial one. 

Further mention of the destruction by fire was also made [especially Ergon 1989: 148-151], 

as well as reference to crude manufacture, inclusions and average firing as the main 

MMIII vessel characteristics [Ergon 1989: 150].  

1989 was also the year that Aegean Bronze Age Chronology was published, a 

very useful and serious study, trying to reach some dating conclusions, as well as 

summarising the whole chronological 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. Also, ñthe old concept 

of a total, unified surface for decoration is also still there, but gone is the ordered 

complexity of MMII abstractionò [Warren and Hankey 1989: 59]. Moreover, Warren and 

Hankey tried to decide on a subdivision of MMIII into A and B, employing possible 

óearlyô (white dotting) and ólateô (Vapheio cup, everted rim bowl) characteristics within 

the phase and by also briefly analysing the Phaistian discussion on Fase III (which they 

considered homogeneous and spanning MMIII-MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional, but about 

which they also pointed out similarities with Fase 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, Dark-on-Light ripple, 

distinguishing it from MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional (see below), which demonstrates 

different and more lustrous decoration  [Warren and Hankey 1989: 65]. 

One contribution of this book to the study of MMIII was the first proper 

óappearanceô of MMIII/LMI Transitional [Warren and Hankey 1989: 54ff, 61-9]. A very 
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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 phases MMIIB/IIIA 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 

practice of considering groups as óMMIII/LMI Transitionalô is that, in this case, a 

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

used to avoid the hassle of distinguishing further than that. In that sense, Betancourtôs 

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

by categorising that data into MMIII/LMI Transitional [Warren and Hankey 1989: 64]. As 

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

among other points, to ña time when LMIA lustrous, dark-on-light decoration 

additional to tortoiseshell ripple has begun alongside continuing MMIII dark ground 

wares with or without white decorationò [Warren and Hankey 1989: 61].   

According to DôAgata [1989], the assemblage 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 (Dark-on-Light found almost 

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

one handled cup, the globular cup with everted lip, etc. [DôAgata 1989: 94ff]. It was a 

domestic assemblage, marking the end of the ñHouse with the Alabaster Thresholdò 

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

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

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

in terms of repertoire). DôAgata also refers to other destruction levels of the ñHouse 

with the Alabaster Thresholdò, the foundation deposit in the Villa Corridor 74 and the 

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

construction, but which can be classed neither as Fase III nor as mature LMI (i.e. it is 

Warrenôs MMIIIB/LMIA Transition). Moreover, DôAgata referred to the fact that most 

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

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

no stratigraphy in the tomb. As at Phaistos, spirals in Light-on-Dark are quite frequent 

[DôAgata 1989: 95]. DôAgata also pessimistically notes ñMMIIIB has no accepted 

archaeological definition, which would 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 

historical contextò [1989: 96]. 

Carinci criticised Fiandraôs approach in 1989 [Carinci 1989: 74-5]. He also 

observed, based mainly on architectural remarks, that Leviôs Fase III is not as 

certain/homogeneous or extended as was previously thought. In fact, he thought that the 

traces of the MMIII Palace at Phaistos are very scanty [e.g. Carinci 1989: 73-4]. Carinciôs 

conclusions were 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 III. The sequence he determined was this: 1) Old Palace destruction in MMIIB 

(Levi Fase II), West Wing sealed with concrete shortly after destruction [as Fiandra 

1961-2]; 2) First rebuilding activity, Fase III 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 end of Fase III; 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 III. Further observations, like the very rare occurrence of Fase III 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 the restoration 

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 

Phaistian influence, while in MMIII the case is reversed, because Phaistos is ñno more 

the administrative, economic and commercial centre of its districtò [Carinci 1989: 80]. It 

is interesting, however, taking all the above into consideration, to see how detailed 

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).  

Papagiannopoulou also 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 out that 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, lily, ivy, 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 better results 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 Wright later). Kommos is arranged 

by stratigraphic contexts in this publication. Contexts 15-19 (from Lowest Level 

Trench 6A, Central Hillside Spaces 16, 25, 29 and the MM rooms West of the North 

House) are classed as MMIII and (óidenticalô) contexts 20-21 (Southern Hilltop Area 

Spaces 23 and 24) as MMIII/LMIA Transitional [Betancourt 1990: 23, 96-127], 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 LMIA. Also, ñseveral of the late 

Middle Minoan houses at Kommos had two architectural phases, but their pottery was 

almost identical, suggesting they were built within a very short span of timeòé ñthus 

one could not regard these two architectural phases as subdivisions of MMIIIò 

[Betancourt 1990: 37].  

Characteristics that Betancourt assigns to MMIII include: decline of the 

carinated cup, the conical cup with flat out-turned rim, gritty fabric for fine buff ware, 

thicker conical cups, new shapes such as the tall bridge spouted jars, simpler decoration 

(decline of polychromy), appearance of naturalism, new fabrics and new distributions 

of vessels (= new percentages of vessel shapes) [1990: 37ff.].  

Characteristics that Betancourt lists as distinguishing the transition from MMIII 

to LMI include new conical cups (lower), new lustrous Dark-on-Light tendency 

(anticipating LMI), variations in straight-sided cups, new, mostly naturalistic motifs, 

like ivy, a different kind of black as a background in Light-on-Dark examples, different 

kinds of spirals etc. [42ff.] .   

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 occurred in the MMIII/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 settlement was levelled for 

rebuilding [Betancourt 1990: 42]. 

As would be expected, Kommos material also has parallels at almost all the 

sites discussed above [see, among others, Betancourt 1990: 41]. 

Warren, in his 1991 article, published a substantial deposit from the Knossos 

Stratigraphic Museum excavations, classified as MMIIIB-LMIA Transition. He 

distinguished the phasing on this basis as follows: after MMIII (Phaistos phase III, 

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), followed by a ñrebuilding in a 

more imposing style and qualityò, while he saw ceramic continuity from this 

transitional MMIIIB-LMIA into LMIA. Characteristic occurrences of the transition, 

according to Warren, are the almost total absence of polychromy on a dark ground, 

with some finicky exceptions, the now almost equal presence of Light-on-Dark and 

Dark-on-Light (the latter prevailing, however), the increased ripple, as well as the 

absence of the plant / reed 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 Stratigraphic Museum Excavations as ña transition, postdating MMIIIB with 

its dark ground wares and ripple and preceding pure LMI with its hallmark in the 

plant/reed style bowlò  [Warren 1991: 332] and drew parallels from the Knossos Palace, 

the Unexplored Mansion, 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 Dark-on-Light ware from the site 

points to the fact that it must be placed somewhat earlier, in MMIII [Warren 1991: 335, n. 

24]. 

  Walberg recognised the need for a further study of MMIII [1992], characterising 

it rightly as ña time of transitionò. In fact, she also tried to make a distinction between 

MMIII and MMIII/LMI Transi tional material [1992: 30]. But, in her case, more 

destructions are identified: one at the end of her Classical Kamares (MMIIB-IIIA), one 

at the end of her Post - Kamares (MMIIIB), one at the transitional period between 

MMIIIB and LMIA [also Walberg 1992: 153].  
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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 material [Walberg 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]. Walberg also concluded, following and agreeing with DôAgata, that 

ñroom Q and the earlier stage of the Unexplored Mansion represent a stage which is 

later than the material from the south-west area at Phaistos (Fase III) and earlier than 

mature LMI [in agreement with Warrenôs MMIII/LMI Transitional]. There is not 

enough material to decide whether the early stage of the Unexplored Mansion and the 

destruction layer in room Q are contemporary with casa 104 at Phaistosò [Walberg 

1992: 21, in agreement with Warren 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) (and could be 

later MMIII). She also referred to parallels that some characteristics of the Gournia 

vessels may have with Kamilari, Mallia and Pachyammos [Walberg 1992: 22]. However, 

she claimed that the material from Mallia cannot be easily used for dating [1992: 28], 

basically agreeing with van Effenterre. She also agreed with Popham that Light-on-

Dark is persistent, demonstrating ña reluctance to abandon the old technique in LMI in 

East Creteò [Walberg 1992: 24].  

Walberg [1992: 23] further suggested there were at least two stylistic phases of 

the Pachyammos material, both later than the Post-Kamares phase of Phaistos, one 

being ña MMIII or phase 4ò, the other ña late stage of MMIII or phase 4ò (so, basically, 

she agreed with what seems to have been Seagerôs point of view in the first place, and, 

in effect, put Phaistos phase III further back in MMIII). She concluded that the 

Pachyammos MMIII-LMI material (according to her stylistic analysis), should be 

divided into five groups, one of MMIIIB Knossian date (and parallel 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 stratigraphy from the 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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(motifs) ñto a less extent chosen for their ornamental value and more for their 

similarity to details in specific plants and animalsò [Walberg 1992: 154]. As far as syntax 

is concerned, Walbergôs view is that the tendency is a ñcontrasting overall effectò. 

  St¿rmerôs study came out in the same year, but, consequently, neither had taken 

the other into consideration. Stürmer 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 

decorative schemes (e.g. Tectonic Decoration, Torsion etc.) and the different 

chronological arrangements of phases suggested [e.g. Evans, Levi, Zois, Walberg].  

  St¿rmer offered a system slightly different from Walbergôs, and apparently 

closer to Evansôs. Thus, he considered MMIIB to be his Old Palace III phase and 

defined it as late Classical Kamares. His subsequent New Palace I phase was equivalent 

to MMIIIA, MMIIIB was defined as a phase of change, early naturalistic. His next 

phase is the New Palace II, equivalent 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 period in MMIII(A). However, before any criticism is made, one should 

realise that Stürmer has relied mostly on stratigraphic rather than stylistic evidence, 

therefore trying to get away from the stylistic sequence that created Evansôs system in 

the first place. It should also be borne in mind that, despite some scholarsô opinion that 

material for MMIIIA is not sufficiently apparent at Knossos [Walberg 1976, Walberg 1983: 

2, Walberg 1992: 12, 16, among others, also, see above], and other scholarsô opinion that 

MMIIIB is the first Neopalatial Period, St¿rmerôs assumption may not be that 

improbable. St¿rmer also stated that in Walbergôs chronological table, another phase 

should be added, Spätkamares, so that the classical phase would not include both (his) 

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

considered MMIII as solid and uniform throughout Crete.  

 It is interesting to compare Walbergôs and St¿rmerôs MMIII studies. I think that, 

even though there are several drawbacks and methodological mistakes in Walbergôs 

study (as well as St¿rmerôs), Walbergôs book is far more complete, comprehensive and 

thorough. First of all, Stürmer only concerned himself with pottery, but then, this is the 
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title of his work, so we should really compare a part of Walbergôs book to St¿rmerôs 

thesis. The scope is more limited in Studien. Mainly published material is used, only 

from three palaces and adjoining cities, only when it is certainly stratified. Although 

this approach was very rightly cautious about the dangers of drawing conclusions from 

a doubtful basis, I think it was less critical than Transition. 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 on them, not really questioning them while or after they 

are used. This results in failing to establish whether Evansôs distinction of MMIIIA and 

MMIIIB is valid or not and if yes, to what extent (i.e. which groups are included), as 

well as in the partial inability to distinguish less obvious trends apart from the gradually 

increasing naturalism; this approach is a fact in Transition, where Walberg was more 

eager to overrule than to accept and sometimes goes too far. But, nevertheless, her 

approach, however negative, 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 Stürmer was more 

stratigraphically based. Even in this case, Walberg placed appropriate weight on 

stratigraphy (certainly a lot more than in Kamares), but Stürmer did not analyse style as 

much or as thoroughly as one would expect.  

One of the disadvantages in Walbergôs and St¿rmerôs studies, as mentioned 

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 understandable. However, 

there are other problems which come with tackling only published material, such as the 

lack of extensive first-hand experience of the vast majority of the material, having to 

rely on the selections and interpretations of the excavators (no matter how objective) 

and others.  

Another difference between the two is in terms of syntax. St¿rmerôs analysis of 

ornamental and organisch Motiv is different from Walbergôs system, still influenced by 

Furumarkôs. Both scholars reach the same conclusions about style evolution and 

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, among others, 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 subdivisions 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 lag in construction after the MMIIB destruction and distinguishes two 

phases, one in MMIII 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 Phaistos, namely 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 

MMIIIB/LMIA Transition. He states: ñLike phase III at Phaistos, the first phase of the 

New Palace at Knossos may have remained unfinishedò [Niemeier 1994: 84].        

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 well as 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 Deposits A-D to a MMIIIA destruction  [Hood 1996: 12].  

1996 was also the year that the Kommos Central Hillside Settlement was 

published [Wright, McEnroe 1996], not only further clarifying MMIII and its subphases, 

but also demonstrating the artifact clusters and the (almost certainly) domestic 

assemblages and architecture of the era. However, as Wright puts it, ñwithin MMIII, 

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 of MMIIIò [Wright, McEnroe 

1996: 141], therefore agreeing with Betancourtôs opinion. 

In their substantial survey of the Archanes excavations (1997), Sakellarakis and 

Sakellaraki called MMIIB-IIIA  ñAnemospilia phaseò [Sakellarakis and Sakellaraki 1997: v. 

2, 415, 425]. They considered this phase to be the very end of the Old Palaces [415], 

while they referred to MMIIIB as the first Neopalatial [425], obviously having occurred 

after the MMIIB/MMIIIA earthquake, which destroyed Anemospilia [427]. Some 

characteristics 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 coated one-handled 

cup etc. [e.g. Sakellarakis and Sakellaraki 1997: v. 2, 418-9]. In trying to give parallels, they 
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associated their MMIIB/IIIA phase with the same phase in Knossos, but with Leviôs Ib-

II phase, even though they stated in addition that ñthere is also considerable 

morphological and stylistic affinity with phase III of Phaistosò [415]. They continued 

by saying that ñin general, however, the [Phaistos] phase III pottery seems to be 

slightly later and to be identified with the MMIIIB period at Knossosò [416, they do not 

offer specific correlations for this view]. When referring to their MMIIIB phase, they 

associated it with Walberg phase 4, Phaistos Fase III and Kommos MMIII, Mallia 

Quartier Epsilon phase II, the majority of Evansôs MMIII, the Trench D Pit VI deposit 

from the Knossos Stratigraphic Museum Excavations (however, Sakellarakis and 

Sakellaraki also insisted on the fact that MMIII/LMI Transitional, evident in this last 

deposit, is not represented in the Archanes layers [Sakellarakis and Sakellaraki 1997: 427]), 

and the Acropolis groups A-D, also referring to the division in MMIIIA and MMIIIB 

by the excavators for the last two sites [427].  

Carinci returned to the question of the Protopalatial era, dealing with pottery 

workshops in an article of the same year. He thought that the MMIIB destruction of 

Phaistos signified the last Protopalatial phase, before Fase III was in use, which, in 

turn, he considered to be ñtransitional to the New Palace periodò [Carinci 1997: 317, 322 

respectively]. 

This was also the year when van de Moortelôs superb doctoral dissertation on 

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. Her sections on MMIII not only illuminate the era 

locally (even though she follows Betancourtôs and Wrightôs approach of not 

differentiating within MMIII), they also offer a wealth of invaluable details, 

interrelations and interpretations. She also considers larger, thicker conical cups, later 

taller cups, the deterioration of vessel quality (cruder), paint (duller, flaky) and 

polychromy (fewer colours), the flaring bodies of straight-sided cups, the more upright 

handles of bridge-spouted jars, occasional white splatters 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 Transitional [van de Moortel 1997: 227]. 

Knappett revised the evidence for ceramic production at Mallia and Myrtos 

Pyrgos. Mallia has yielded MMIII material at a number of places, like the East 

Magazines, the Centre Politique, the Pierres Meulières cemetery, Quartiers ũ, Ū, Ⱥ, 

House EŬ, 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 published The Troubled Island. 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 difference of definitions 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 shallow thick handleless 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 MMIIIA [Driessen &  

Macdonald 1997: 19]. For MMIIIB they stated that several deposits 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 (suggesting that the only ñclassicò feature of MMIIIB is 

perhaps the ñfinickyò style, [Driessen &  Macdonald 1997: 19], together 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 than accept it in its own right 

[Driessen and Macdonald 1997: 16-7, 19]. Moreover, they sustained the following sequence 

[ibid. 17]: a) MMIIIA, b) Evans's/Hood's MMIIIB = (Warren's) MMIIIB/LMIA = early 

LMIA, c) mature LMIA.    

 MacGillivray, in his 1998 study of Protopalatial 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 summary for each Minoan era. According 

to him, MMIIIA (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 MMII) and it has to be studied in 

comparison to material from other (adjacent and non-adjacent) sites [95] . Main 

characteristics of the period are, in his opinion, new vessel forms, like the conical 

rhyton and the everted rim bowl, and continuing but differentiated motifs 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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Zeimbekisôs doctoral dissertation in 1998, even though concerned with animal 

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 further contributed to the understanding of MMIII with his article in 

Meletemata [1999]. He seems to consider that the Acropolis Houses Deposits A-B 

correspond to Phaistos Fase III and MMIII and that Deposits C and E are 

MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional and that the one phase is not far apart from the other [ibid: 

897]. He again describes the characteristics of MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional as straight-

sided and S-profile cups, flaring (non ribbed) Vapheio cups with ripple, continuation of 

Light-on-Dark, red/black/brown decoration on lustrous buff ground, while he also 

points out that white spirals, spots, loops, festoons, scrolls, S-patterns, wavy lines etc. 

remain popular, with ripple being the main decoration. In addition, ña finicky 

polychrome, red and white on black, marks the end of MM polychromyò [1999: 898].  

Last but not least, Knappett, with his contribution in BICS in 2000, argued 

towards the existence of ñonly one phaseébetween MMIIIA and LMIA properò, and 

sustained that it should be called MMIIIB rather than MMIIIB/LMIA [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 Vases and the that of the False-

Spouted Jars, as well as, mainly, the Cists Below the Central Stairs, he re-assigned 

them to MMIIIB, as Evans had originally done. 

 

óMMIIIô is the construction of modern scholars themselves and their intellectual 

positions, with contemporary theories and availability of material being the two most 

prominent parameters enhancing or restraining interpretation. Thus, the construction of 

óMMIIIô seems to display three phases, that of the initial studies, next the increase in 

material data and, finally, more detailed, sub-period, 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): the division of the ñMinoan ageò into three 

major periods, each with its own tripartite division, and those divisions with phases, 

óAô, óBô, as necessary. This theoretical construct was grounded, as good theories 

usually are, in reality. On the broader level there was naturally widespread intellectual 

awareness of 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 Thomson [Renfrew and Bahn 1996: 25] and the knowledge of the principles of 

stratigraphy, 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 

phases, a prepalatial, and a Neolithic period stratified below the prepalatial, and, it 

appeared, a post-palatial period of, on the palace site, squatter occupation. Within this 

framework, there óhad to beô a MMIII period. The difficulty was, and it has remained a 

fundamental difficulty through till the present, that the ócontentsô of this period were 

difficult to define, both stratigraphically and in terms of major deposits of pottery 

assemblages and their decorative shapes, lying as it did between more distinct phases. 

Thus, even though Evansôs and Mackenzieôs knowledge grew progressively, and even 

though scholars were aware of the periodôs general characteristics, they usually avoided 

tackling it in greater detail. These generations of scholars mainly considered MMIII to 

be a phase after the zenith of the Kamares style, therefore demonstrating ódegenerateô 

ceramic features of the latter, as well as a phase before the robust naturalism (among 

other elements) of LMI, therefore demonstrating several predecessors of the latter 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 the definition of MMIII subsequent to Evansôs definitions, of 

course, was much influenced by the ever- (and fast-) growing body of groups and data 

apparently belonging to that specific period. As more details and interconnections of 

style and stratigraphy came to light, the need for a more detailed depiction of the phase 

grew. This phase in the history of MMIII was characterised by scholars who would be 

transitional in their attitude too, trying to bring to light more material and pose more 

questions about it, but at the same time being restricted by the already powerful 

nomenclature, the stratigraphic problems and the (yet) limited inter-site parallels. As 

ceramic chronological awareness developed in the field of Minoan archaeology, 

revisions, detailed accounts and corrections were inevitable. Instead of using Evansôs 

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 considered as a phase, which, like others in the tripartite system, 

had to have sub-phases. It was now realised that divisions into IIIA and IIIB were 

difficult or impossible to demonstrate at many sites; MMIII therefore came to be 
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associated with the eras closer to each of its preceding and succeeding (stylistic) traits. 

Thus it became MMIIB/IIIA and MMIIIB/LMI.  

From the somewhat all-inclusive references to MMIII, it was the emergence of a 

need for detailed accounts and studies that brought scholars like Walberg and Stürmer 

to try and provide a new analysis, therefore reaching the ódelicateô distinctions of 

present day research. Further progress has occurred recently with the distinction of yet 

another aspect of the MMIII characteristics, that of MMIIIB/LMI Transitional. Thus, 

MMIII is today understood to a greater extent, with a lot more detail and with the 

potential to distinguish more than two chronological óstagesô within it. 

The issue now is really whether, in todayôs stratigraphic light, the subdivisions 

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 Kamilari where 

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 and vice versa), Walberg and Stürmer both distinguished two 

phases but were reluctant to divide them into Evansôs parameters, and Popham seemed 

to have the same opinion, as did Hood to some extent [e.g. see Hood 1996: 12, 14]. 

I think what almost everyone agrees about was the occurrence of a major 

destruction at the 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 or regional 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. 

Another ótheoryô is that a destruction occurred at the end of MMIII, either preceding or 

not, or even coinciding with (after Warren), the transitional phase. A possible 

chronological sequence is attempted in VII. 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 absolute chronology, 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. Because MMIII is 

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 was preferred not to 

discuss in detail many studies concerned with MMIIIôs absolute chronology, but to give 

an overview of selected studies (roughly chronologically) and of where things stand 

today.  

 

 Evans had observed that the Early XVIIIth Dynasty must have started before 

the end of MMIII and if we consider that beginning to be c.1552, then the end of 

MMIII must be placed around 1525BC; however, Åström pointed out that ñEvansô 

argument is not validò, because the stylistic criteria he used for the synchronism are not 

exclusive to the era he was referring to [Åström 1961-2: 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; secondly, 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 óaccordion phenomenonô takes effect, that is, because the dates 

are inter-related, they drag each other upwards or downwards [Betancourt 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 it [Betancourt 1987: 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 1648-1540 BC on current dating).  

Warren and Hankey were in favour of the MMIIIA being ñdated approximately 

1700-1640/30BCò [Warren and Hankey 1989: 136]. They also supported the idea of a big 

earthquake destruction at the end of MMIIIB in Knossos, Phaistos and Kommos [Warren 

and Hankey 1989: 56, 57] and placed the Neopalatial Period in LMI. MMIIIB must be 

placed c.1640/30-1600BC. (and the transition preceding the beginning of LMI around 
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1600-1580 BC); they based their opinion on the Kommos Middle Cypriote III jug and 

the fact that the XVIIIth Dynasty (1550) began shortly after 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 1600 [Warren and 

Hankey 1989: 63]. This analysis was to be developed by Warren in 1991. 

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 

about 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 17
th
 c. BC (1650? 1628?: different events?) [Hardy 

and Renfrew1990: 242], greatly affects MMIII dating. Additionally, it has been admitted 

that there are several further inconsistencies when the applications of radiocarbon, ice 

cores and dendrochronology are used for Minoan absolute chronology [see, for 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 1990] concerned with stratified pumice analyses from the 

Stratigraphical Museum excavations at Knossos (conducted by Warren), again, trying 

with scientific methods (XRF, INAA, ICP-MS) to pin down the relative date of the 

Theran eruption and to decide whether the pumice recovered 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 specimens 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, Sample B was MMIII 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 J, D-I 

were LMIB. The conclusion was that the eruption took place before the LMIB 

Knossian destruction [Warren & Puchelt 1990: 79].  

In the same publication [1990], Soles and Davaras presented valuable data about 

the discovery of a relatively extended Theran ash layer closely stratified in House 1 in 

Mochlos. The layer was ótrappedô between clear LMIA and LMIB strata (identified by 
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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
th
 c. and the mid or early 15

th
 c. BC [Soles and Davaras 1990: 94]. 

As far as Egyptian sources relevant to Aegean chronology are concerned, 

reference should be made to the article of Warrenôs in the same year [Warren 1990: 24ff]. 

In that, he also concluded, after taking into account several Aegean artifacts found 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 1989] that LMIA must have begun around 1600/1580, Warren placed 

the MMIII/LMIA Transition around 1600, also placing LHI as already existing at the 

time of the above transition [Warren 1990: 25], again, dated around 1600.  

P. Betancourt also returned to the chronological problem in 1990 and concluded 

that neither high (2
nd

 half of the 17
th
 c.BC) nor low chronology (about the middle of the 

16
th
 c.BC) were yet convincingly demonstrated for the Thera eruption [Betancourt 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 

Manningôs view (see immediately below), before 1700 or between 1700-1675 BC [Warren 

1991: 333].  

Walberg tried to revise the question of absolute chronology for the beginning of 

LMI [1992: 43-5] in the hope she could thus come to a conclusion about the end of the 

MMIII. Her conclusions 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 eruption, but also touching upon possible MMIII evidence like the Khyan 

lid and the Lisht jug.  

S. Manning, in his book concerned with EBA chronology [Manning 1995], does 

refer to MMIII chronology when trying to establish an approximate absolute 

chronology for the Minoan Bronze Age in general [Appendix 8, 217-220, 220ff]. His view is 

that MMIIIA ( -B) should be placed to span the time between 1750-1720 and 1700-

1680, while MMIIIB/LMIA Transitional should be placed to span the time between 

1700-1680 and 1675-1650.  
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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 in Manning et al. 2001, in favour of a rise in that chronology of about 22 

years, placing the eruption around 1650BC [Manning et al. 2001: 2535], (therefore pushing 

MMIII even further back). Bietak [2000], in response to an article by Cline and based on 

the Tell El Dab
c
a frescoes, effectively places the Thera eruption just before the reign of 

Tuthmosis III (15
th
 c.BC).  

Warren, in his 1998 article about the absolute chronology of LBA I-II, also 

reviewed scientific absolute dating results and new Egyptian chronological aspects. He 

placed the beginning of LMIA/LCIA before the end of the Hyksos Period/Second 

Intermediate Period, namely a beginning ñaround or soon after 1580ò and the eruption 

of Thera around 1520 [Warren 1998: 328], based both on scientific techniques and 

stylistic interpretations of several artifacts by various scholars. 

Continuing the point of Theran-Egyptian-Cypriot correlations, M. Bietak [1998] 

re-addressed questions of the appearance Late Cypriot White Slip I 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 XVIIIth Dynasty, 

which (along with the New Kingdom) he placed not before the middle of the 16
th
 c.BC., 

therefore rejecting the date of the eruption being 1628 BC.  

Warren again addressed the absolute chronology of the Thera destruction in 

Meletemata [1999, see above], as did Manning in A Test of Time the same year. While 

Warren suggests that 1520 is a probable date for the eruption, therefore placing 

MMIIIB/LMIA transition around 1580, Manning, having argued about the evidence on 

which Warren & Hankey based their opinions as being doubtful (e.g. the El-Lisht jug 

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 publication [Meletemata, 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 El 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 MMIII as well; a general consensus (perhaps with the exceptions of 

Manning and Betancourt?) seems to be that it should be placed somewhere in the 17
th
 c. 

BC, which is also the authorôs view; MMIII seemed to have been quite a short period of 

time, judging from the usually homogeneous strata 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 Transition around 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, which could help towards the 

solution of these discussions. 
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IIIa.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Presentation of the Building  
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The Juktas peak sanctuary, located at the site of Ɋɖɚɐ Ⱦɞɟűɐ (Psili Korfi, 

ñHigh Peakò) at an altitude of 811m, was excavated in the beginning of the 20
th
 century 

(1909) by Sir Arthur Evans and immediately recognised as the peak sanctuary 

connected to the Palace of Knossos, not only because of its proximity, but 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 excavations was the construction 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. Re-digging after Evans proved more than fruitful, since the 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 closest real-lif e 

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 from the sanctuary.  

During the recent excavation seasons another building was discovered and 

excavated nearby, óBuilding Bô, about which little has been published to date [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 

1988, 1989, ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 2001, forthcoming]. It is situated on the plateau to the north, called 

Alonaki (= ñsmall threshing floorò), a name used for the Building B site at the early 

stages of its excavation (Figs.001-004). To the North of the main sanctuary, 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 quite difficult 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). The building 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, but the invaluable study of the 

architecture and the rest of the buildingôs features by the excavator is eagerly awaited. 

According to the excavator [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 2001], the structure, as has been revealed to 

date, had a direct view northwards to the sea (Fig.007); its main façade, however, is the 

one orientated towards the main sanctuary (southwards). Building B lies on a North-

South axis and can be divided into three main units: the Porch (Aɡɚɐ) (Figs.008 and 

009); the West Wing (Fig.008); the North Wing (Fig.010). Its current extent is 

754sq.m. (it may have had an upper floor too, cf. ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1988: 164), while the ground 

floor rooms / areas seem to have numbered about twenty-five.  

The Porch (possibly an open-air 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 schist [cf. ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1989: 148-9, Figs. 141, 

142]. To the East of it, a broad E-W ñcorridorò covered in slab paving can also be 

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 sotto-scala (Domatio 8?). 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 

serpentine lamp, 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 

cupboard (ŮɟɛɎɟɘɞ). The stratigraphic data as far as pottery from each area is concerned 

will be discussed below, as will the destruction evidence that terminated the buildingôs 

use. 

Juktas and its immediate area also have many sites of proved and potential 

archaeological 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 the ȷɜŮɛɧůˊɖɚɘŬ (Anemospilia, ñWind Cavesò) Minoan 

temple on the North foothills (Fig.013), the ȷűɏɜŰɖɠ ɉɟɘůŰɧɠ (Afendis Christos, ñLord 

Christò) church on the South peak [see Appendix 2, The ñAfendis Christosòé], the 
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caves of ɉɤůŰɧ ɁŮɟɧ (Chosto Nero, ñHidden Waterò) and Ƀ Ɇˊɐɚɘɞɠ Űɞɡ ɆŰɟŬɓɞɛɨŰɖ 

(O Spilios tou Stravomyti, ñCave of the Crooked-nosed Manò), as well as nunsô cells 

on the steep (W.) side of the mountain, called ɇŬ ȾŮɚɎəɘŬ Űɤɜ ȾŬɚɞɔɟɎŭɤ (Ta 

Kellakia ton Kalogrado, ñThe Nunsô Little Cellsò [see Appendix 2, The ñAfendis 

Christosòé]), the Minoan settlement of Archanes, a Minoan Sanctuary at Archanes 

ɇɟɞɨɚɚɞɠ (Troullos, ñPeakò), the Minoan cemetery of ūɞɡɟɜɑ (Phourni, ñOvenò) and 

other sites [cf. Karetsou A. 1981c, ɊɘɚɎəɖɠ 1992-3, Sakellarakis and Sakellaraki 1997].  

The mountain itself (its ancient name being ȽɡəŰɧɠ and ȽɡŰŰɧɠ, Ʉɡɟůɧɠ: v.8, 383, 

ɉɟɘůŰɘɜɑŭɖɠ 2001: 11-2, where he quotes an amazing letter by G. Chatzidakis, the great Greek linguist, 

which gives a wonderful explanation) stands 13km Southwest of Knossos and, according to 

Evans and others, is near the route which connects Knossos with the South of Crete [cf. 

PMII: 60-92]. It can be seen from the Palace of Knossos (the Palaceôs West Wing is 

aligned with Juktas (Fig.014) and from the Minoan harbour of Amnissos (Fig.015), and 

dominates the provinces of Temenos and Pediada. There is also the well-known 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 half way on the road to Knossos (Fig.017). At 

night, the OTE buildingôs red beacon, as well as the occasional lighting of the Afendis 

Christos cross [see Appendix 2, The ñAfendis Christosòé] can clearly be seen at least 

as far as the Ayia Pelagia area to the Northwest, 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 major Peak Sanctuary, and sometimes the Libyan Sea 

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

Stratigraphy  
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Assemblage (stratigraphic) features 
 

Summary of views 
 

The Juktas Building B assemblage studied in this 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 correctly, efficiently and cautiously used in conjunction with 

other published assemblages. This section begins with a summary of the excavatorôs 

views concerning the buildingôs phasing, as these have appeared in her reports in Ergon 

[1988, 1989], as well as her lecture at the 9
th
 International Congress of Cretan Studies 

[ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 2001, Cretological 9, forthcoming]. The chapter continues with the authorôs views, 

based on the stratigraphy of Building B areas, as encountered on the labels 

accompanying the stored pottery of the Epistemonike Alonaki assemblage. A more 

detailed analysis of the data corroborating the author's views and a brief presentation of 

the intra-site correlations concludes this part of the study.  

The excavator, in her 1988 report, where she notes the initial excavation stages 

of the building, almost ten years after its original discovery, states that ñŬˊɧ Űɘɠ ˊɟɩŰŮɠ 

ŮəŰɘɛɐůŮɘɠ űŬɑɜŮŰŬɘ ɧŰɘ...əŬŰŬůŰɟɎűɖəŮ ůŰɖ ɀɀȽȽȽɓ ˊŮɟɑɞŭɞò, further explaining that 

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 of vital importance as far 

as Peak Sanctuary cult is concerned) and that it was short-lived [ibid 164]. In her 1989 

report, obviously having brought more information to light, she reports that the building 

displays two phases, one dating to MMIIB-MMIIIA, another dating in middle and late 

MMIIIB, supporting the idea that ñboth buildingsò (= building phases) were destroyed 

by extended fire. Her descriptions in this report, as well as personal communication, 

indicate that what she calls the second phase of the building was 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 recognition of two phases is based on 

architecture, pottery or both - I 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 architecture) in the 9
th
 International Congress of Cretan Studies [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 2001, 

Cretological 9, 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 architectural evidence. 

The question this and following chapters seek to answer, also an original question of 

the excavator herself [pers.comm.], is whether the two clear architectural phases she can 

distinguish have any counterparts in the ceramic phasing of the building.     

It is the authorôs view that, in the light of all the evidence included herein, as 

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 incompatible 

with the excavatorôs two architectural phases). There is pottery representation of the 

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 archaeological 

exploration rather than its limited actual existence, it is here sustained that the pottery 

representation of the building is largely confined to MMIIIB and MMIIIB/LMIA 

Transitional, pointing to a single (here indivisible) ceramic phase during the buildingôs 

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 seen in V. Stratified Middle Minoan III assemblages 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 and shown in Chart 

A; the absence of two 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 as the latter is concerned, it is 

important to note that a destruction may have contributed to the end of the buildingôs 

life, but that there is also a possibility that the structure or part of it was used and 

abandoned slightly before or after that destruction, which 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 20
th
 century agricultural activities 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 the primary source of stratigraphic information [see I. Introduction], 
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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, since the 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, I tried to retain the 

original terminology, 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 to East (5 trenches, 4 baulks, alternating), the vertical axis 

contains numbers 1ô and 1 to 10 from North to South (7 trenches, 6 baulks, 

alternating). Therefore, for example, ñEpsilon-Zeta/9-10ò is a trench on the south 

edge of the grid. 

b) room / area references (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, like Phaistos (ñfaseò), Mallia (ñmaisonò) etc. The terms used here 

are: ñDomatioò (room), ñDromosò (road), ñDiadromosò (Corridor),  ñTafrosò 

(Long Trench), among others. ñTò plus a number reference usually identifies 

certain walls (Űɞɑɢɞɠ = wall) and ñDò plus a number reference usually refers to 

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 ñDromosò and ñDiadromosò are sometimes interchangeably 

used with each other and with the term ñDomatioò, especially when the room is 

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 óevolvedô into certain rooms 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. Some attempts 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 the 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, by Tafros A one is not certain whether it refers to a 

trench or 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 ȹ ïȼ/1-1 for obvious reasons, or Domatio 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 other valuable information, like, for instance, ñBlockage of rooms 

1-5ò (indication of JBBPA0062, medium sized vessels). 

           A stratigraphy has been developed, cataloguing the artifacts by Trench and 

Stratum [see Catalogue 4c], per JBBPA [= Juktas Building B 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 author for publication and therefore 

were not studied, references to their indications were taken into account to gain some 

insight as to the contexts. 

 

Stratigraphy [see Chart A] 

 

 Diadromoi, Dromoi, Toihoi (walls), Tafroi and Domatia appear in the labels, 

plus other features, like a cupboard and a dump (there might be more than one dump). I 

would like to take this opportunity to explain the Greek connotations of the term dump. 

The Greek word is ȷˊɞɗɏŰɖɠ, which 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 translated as ñdumpò. 

                It is noteworthy that a tremendous concentration of activity, destruction, 

significant finds and pottery can be traced in and around the area of Room 2, ñof the 

frescoesò or ñof the lampò. Frescoes, multiple dense strata, an abundance of pottery and 

a cupboard, as well as probably a most significant find in it, a rough, offering table-like 

alabaster lamp, make it an outstanding area [see Chart B].  
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        After referring to the intra-site relationships, a rough sketch of the floor deposits 

and destructions is attempted, which is taken some steps further in the following 

chapters. 

 

Joins of pottery, joins of strata 

 

Pottery Joins 
[it follows that other denominations, like a ,b, c etc., are automatically connected too] 

 
JBBPA0347 + JBBPA0508h    =  Trench: ȹɟ. ȹ-Ⱥ/2-4, Level, 3 destruction layer  + 

           Trench: Tafros A, ɄɅɆ, Level: 1 

 

JBBPA0330 + JBBPA0332      =  Trench: ȷ-ũ/6-7, Level: 1 + 

                                                       Trench: ȷ-ȸ/3-4, Level: 2 

 

JBBPA0771 + JBBPA0828b    =  Trench: Tafros B +  

                                                       Trench: ȹɟ. Ȼ- ȼ/5-7, Level: 2 

 

JBBPA0833 + JBBPA0859      =  Trench: A-B/9-10 + 

           Trench: ȸ-ȹ/1-2, Level: surface layer 

 

JBBPA0317 + JBBPA0600f     =  Trench: Ⱥ-Ȼ/9-10, Level: ȷˊɞɗɏŰɖɠ (dump) +                                                                        

                                                       Trench: A-B/7-8, Level: 2 

 

JBBPA 0468 + JBBPA0663    =  Trench: Ȼ-Ƚ/8-9, Levels: 4, 5 +                                                        

                                                      Trench: I-K/ 7-8, Level: 5 +                                                             

                                                      Trench: ȹɟ. ȷ-ũ/6-7, Level: 1 + 

                                                      Trench: ȹ2, Level: 5-7, dismantling of wall 

 

JBBPA0840d +  JBBPA0903f  = Trench: ȹ ïȼ/1-1, Level: 1 + 

Trench: ȼ-Ū/1-2, Level: 1 + 

Trench: ȼ-Ū/1-2, Level: 2 + 

Trench: ȼ-Ū/1-2, Level: 3 + 

Trench: ȼ-Ū/1-2, Level: 4 + 

Trench: ȼ-Ū/1-2, Level: 5  
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JBBPA0509a + JBBPA0362     = Trench: Tafros A, ɄɅɆ, Level: 1 + 

Uncertain 

 

JBBPA0435c + JBBPA0680     = Trench: ũ-ȹ/9-10, Level: 6 + 

Trench: Ȼ-Ƚ/8-9, Level: 4 + 

Trench: Ȼ-Ƚ/8-9, Level: 5 Fallen stones + 

Trench: Ȼ-Ƚ/8-9, Level: 6   

 

JBBPA0503 + JBBPA0470       = Tafros A +  

 no data 

 

JBBPA0354 + JBBPA0355      = Trench: ũ-ȹ/7-8, Level: 1 +  

                                                      Trench: ũ-ȹ/8-9, Level: 2 

 

JBBPA0674 + JBBPA0676      = Trench: Ȼ-Ƚ/8-9, Levels: 4, 5, 6 

 

JBBPA0389 +  JBBPA0804 + JBBPA0810 = Trench: ȹ-Ȼ/8 +                                                              

                                                                          Trench: E-Z/9-10, dump  

 

Additional joins from multiple provenance on labels 

 

JBBPA0764 =Trench: Dr. 8, North Diadromos, Level: 9, fresco floor + 

                       Trench: Dr. 8, North Diadromos, Level: dismantling fallen stones T18+ 

                       Trench: ȹ-ȼ/1-1, Level:1 + 

                       Trench: Dromos T18-19, Level: cleaning + 

 

JBBPA0765 =Trench: North Diadromos, Levels: 7, 8 + 

                       Trench: East part + 

                       Trench: Diadromos 3, Level: 5 + 

                       Trench: Domatio 4, Level: 5 + 

 

JBBPA0766 = Trench: North Diadromos, Levels: 5, 7, 8 + 
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                        Trench: Trench: Domatio 4, Level: 5 +  

                        Trench: East part + 

           Trench: Diadromos 3, Level: 5 

 

JBBPA0468  = Trench: Ȼ-Ƚ/8-9, Level: 4, and 5, Fallen stones + 

                          Trench: I-K/ 7-8, Level: 5 + 

                          Trench: ȹɟ. ȷ-ũ/6-7, Level:1 

 

JBBPA0389 = Trench: ȹ-Ȼ/8 + 

                        Trench: ũ-Ⱥ/5-7 

 

JBBPA0843 = Trench: North Diadromos, Level: 6 + 

                        Trench: ȷ-ũ/1-6, east trench, Level: Ŭô 

 

JBBPA0876 = Trench: North Dromos 8, Level: 9, destroyed floor + 

Trench: ȹ2, Levels: 5-7 

 

Destruction Layers 

 

        Destructions are determined here in two ways: either by taking into 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 patterns may 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, 

ȹ-Ⱥ/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: 

 

Ⱥ-Ȼ/2-4, strata 6, 7 

North Diadromos stratum 9 [see important connections!] 

Dromos 9, strata (5), 6, 7 

Domatio 4a, stratum 6 

Domatio 4ɓ, destruction layer? 

Domatio 5, stratum 5 

 

          At first glance, it is evident that the ómore shallowô destruction layers might 

belong to a second catastrophe, while the ódeep onesô to a first one, as observed in the 

indication for JBBPG0005. 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 

destruction 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 thickness 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 of strata 5, 5a, 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 homogeneous; 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 admixture have joins with not 

only stratum 9 of the North Diadromos, but also stratum 1 of ȹ-ȼ/1-1, 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 substantiated 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 by some farming, as the excavator 
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herself has pointed out [ȾŬɟɏŰůɞɡ 1989: 148] or indeed by illegal excavation, traces of 

which are recorded for ũ-ȹ/9-10.  

 Finally, burnt traces recorded in Chart A were considered important enough to 

be depicted; however, they might not belong to a destruction, but to rather different 

phenomena, like hearths (see IIIa. 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 destruction layers. 

 

Floor Deposits 

 

 Floor data seem to be understandably limited, but give one a valuable insight. 

One, however, should also note here that I have again relied on the label indications, 

which usually read ñfloorò, not specifying whether the artifacts have come from the 

surface of the floor (floor deposits) or from the actual floor stratum (embedded in it); it 

is here assumed that these indications refer to floor deposits. The indications in 

Appendix 3, Catalogue 3c are deliberately presented as categorised in strata numbers, 

as was done with the destruction references, to assist with the understanding of the 

stratigraphic horizon(s). 

 

Floor Deposits 
 

ȸ-ũ/4-7, stratum 3 

Ⱥ-Ȼ/5-7, stratum 5 

Ū-Ⱦ/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 indications about 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 

plaster and fresco is ñəɞɜɑŬɛŬò). The discrepancy stems from references to strata as 

those ñof the frescoesò, but, for example in Domatio 2 where those references are 
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abundant, there is no reference to an actual floor; its stratum 6 might have been a floor, 

bearing in mind that one of the labels refers to schist soil (ɚŮˊɘŭɧɢɤɛŬ, different from 

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 references such as ñdestroyed floorò, ñburnt soilsò and ñred soilsò, so the 

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 floors located quite deep (strata 8, 9 etc), when we come to the slab paving, the 

level seems to be slightly higher (stratum 5). The authorôs opinion is that this does not 

necessarily mean a difference in horizon, but merely a difference in stratigraphic depth, 

as the slab paved area was most probably open-air (it is the edge of the East part of the 

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

or by taphonomic and disturbance processes, the thickness of strata per trench and area 

does not seem to be consistent (some trenches with numerous strata, like ȼ-Ū/1-2, 

Domatio 2, North Diadromos, seem to display thick admixtures, which, when taken as a 

single stratum, amount to roughly the fewer levels of other trenches).  

 

After considering all the above about the stratigraphic peculiarities of the site, 

the next step is to be concerned with the typology of the assemblage as well as its 

horizontal and vertical distribution. 
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IVa.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Typology  
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Introduction 

 

Before beginning to tackle the critical issues of pottery typology and 

classification, one step that a scholar should take is to consider the nature of ceramics 

themselves. Typology may be the arrangement of specific material; however, the nature 

of typology is not that simple. An initial way to tackle it is, in my opinion, to refer 

briefly to matters and aspects of ceramics that the scholar needs to bear in mind when 

constructing a typology. These may not be directly connected to that process, but they 

should be taken into account. 

Such consideration is critical for our understanding of the making of a specific 

artifact. By examining all the combinations needed for its production, for instance, not 

only do we gain a deeper knowledge of the material, but also an insight into what 

aspects should be considered in studying and classifying it. In practical terms, a 

typology need not revolve around shape and decoration alone, since those aspects can 

only give a limited perception of a vessel, and sometimes not even a characteristic one, 

but also around fabric, technology, workshop, use, demand or consumption. It appears 

that such aspects have not been greatly used up till now in Minoan ceramic studies or 

have been made limited use of, because of the fact that they are not easily identifiable. 

However, recent studies have illustrated that such an approach is possible and worth 

pursuing, to broaden our understanding of Minoan pottery and indeed of the needs and 

fluctuations of the society (-ies) which produced and consumed it [e.g. Warren 1972, 

Betancourt 1979, 1985, Knappett 1997a].  

After considering theoretical issues about ceramics, typology definitions and 

principles, a brief account of how Aegean prehistorians have addressed the subject is 

offered, followed by a discussion. Then the electronic aspect of typology is introduced, 

and, finally, a provisional typology for the material from Juktas Building B is put 

forward. 

 

Theoretical approach to the nature of ceramics 

 

It is almost redundant to point out the importance of pottery in archaeology, not 

only because this has been done repeatedly, but also because the very help that it 

provides as ñone of the tangible products of manôs cultureò [Arnold 1985: 1] is almost 

self-evident. However, the multi-faceted ópersonalityô of a pottery artifact and all the 
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aspects that contribute to its final identity constitute, in my opinion, an issue in 

themselves, mainly because each component can very well influence the final 

interpretation. One of the problems in Minoan pottery typology is that a pottery artifact 

is usually (but fortunately not always) taken for granted. In other words, vessels are 

considered as given entities, which need to be in some sort of order for the 

archaeologist to be able to make references to and combinations with new material each 

time. However, recording pottery in recent years has expanded from the dual system of 

shape ï decoration, not only by giving increasing weight to fabric, but also by including 

other scientific analyses of the material, to define aspects of the artifact that were 

completely ignored in early studies, such as firing temperatures, organic residue and 

others. Additionally, several approaches have been used for structuring the order 

mentioned above. 

To start with this theoretical approach, D. Arnoldôs ñCeramic Theory and 

Cultural Processò is an example of invaluable help. Even though the book itself is 

relatively old (1985) and mostly deals with ethnological case studies (mainly in the 

Central and South American regions), the questions about pottery production that it 

puts forward are perfectly applicable in the case of Minoan pottery, since the basic 

needs and techniques of manufacture are barely different from those of ancient societies 

and common to most human beings. The making of a pottery artifact is the result of a 

number of intricate combinations of conditions. Resources (not only clay, water and 

fuel, but also temper, slips and paints, kilns, pottersô sheds etc.) have to be present, at a 

reasonable distance from the human residence, in an area preferably not exploited by 

another human group, and available at the time of year when the potters would not be 

impeded by the weather or subsistence activities. The weather, in turn, can either boost 

or impede pottery production, in combination with resources, subsistence activities, 

sexual division of labour, scheduling conflicts (pertaining, e.g., to agricultural or other 

activity, household duties and routines, etc.). The degree of sedentariness of a pottery 

making population plays a part too, and the issue of whether the potters are part time or 

full time, again, in combination with weather, subsistence activities and resources. 

Finally, demand (consumption) is probably one of the most prominent aspects of 

pottery production, since it affects not only the scale of production, but also the 

technological innovations, and is, at the same time, an indicator of the consuming 

societyôs utilitarian and non-utilitarian (not only ceramic) needs, conservatism or 

interest in innovation, or even population pressure leading to specialisation.  
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All these conditions constitute a dynamic system in the landscape, the potter and 

the clientele. ñSince ceramics are also the result of an adaptation of a particular 

population to the environment, they are a product of the systemic interaction of culture 

with the environment, and they are also a channel for the flow of information between 

parts of the ecosystemò [Arnold 1985: 127].  

Also, in terms of systems analysis, links can be identified ñbetween the 

technological subsystem of culture and the ideological and social structural subsystems 

through the ceramicsò [Arnold 1985: 157]. Conditions such as the above (ñmulticausal 

system explanationsò Arnold calls them, 1985: 231, see also Renfrew 1972) can either 

produce a ñregulatory / deviation counteracting or a deviation amplifying feedback 

mechanismò for the potterôs craft, therefore either sustain / restrain / eliminate or boost 

the craft to become a full time or even a specialised trade, respectively [Arnold 1985: 17, 

234]. To expand on this statement,  ñregulatory or deviation counteracting feedbacks ... 

are processes which promote equilibrium and counteract deviations from stable 

situations over a long period of timeò, e.g. limited clay resources may force potters 

either to sustain or limit their level of production instead of enhancing it. On the other 

hand, boosting of production may come from some input, e.g. access to more resources 

or more efficient techniques. This is the ñdeviation amplifying feedbackò, which will 

cause the production to expand and eventually reach a similar stability on another 

(higher) level [idem].   

  

Definition of terms 

 

Another issue worth considering before we move to the construction or 

application of an order to the ceramic material is definition or terminology. Even 

though the terms ñformò, ñshapeò, ñtypeò, ñstyleò, ñtypologyò, ñclassificationò, 

ñseriationò, ñtaxonomyò, ñassemblageò, and ñgroupò, to take the most characteristic 

examples, have been explained in many early studies, their use varies according to each 

scholar.  

ñFormò, according to Furumark, is the vessel as a general unit (e.g. cup) (the 

term is here used accordingly), while ñShapeò is the specific character of the vessel as 

a three-dimensional object (e.g. piriform, it is here used in collective references to the 

multitude of different forms) [Furumark 1941: 6]. ñStyleò, again according to Furumark, 

ñis a peculiar manner of executionò [Furumark 1941: 6].  
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ñTypeò is the sum of the specific characteristics of a specimen or group of 

specimens [Furumark 1941: 6], while Adams and Adams [1991: 29] maintain that ña type, 

in the fullest sense, consists of things, plus our ideas about them, plus the words and/or 

pictures in which we express those ideasò. ñA type involves a combination of material, 

mental and representational (verbal or pictorial) dimensions, each of which in turn 

involves a number of specific elements of ñtypehoodò [Adams and Adams1991: 30]. The 

term ñtypeò is here used precisely in this last context that Adams and Adams outlined, 

as a combination of a name (= Form + Number), a description (Description + 

Stratigraphy + Type members + Occurrences/Parallels, where applicable + Dating, 

where applicable + Bibliography, where applicable) and a representation (photo of a 

type member representing the type).  It is also used to denote Form subdivisions. 

Adams and Adams also outline the elements of ñtype conceptò (the body of ideas), 

ñtype descriptionò (verbal/pictorial representation), ñtype definitionò (the diagnostic 

attributes), ñtype labelò (letters, words, numbers that identify the type), ñtype nameò 

(essentially, a combination of label and basic description). They also outline the 

physical elements of ñtype categoryò (ñthe ópigeonholeô aspect of any typeò [Adams and 

Adams 1991: 30], i.e. the potential to assign entities to the type), ñtype membersò (the 

individual entities assigned to the type, the term used here in precisely the same way). 

They also call ñan unrealised typeò a mental (not physical) conception of a type, while 

ñan unformulated typeò the case of entities grouped together, but not of the same type 

in relation to each other (see e.g. Odd in IVb. Pottery Analysis p.202). As would be 

expected, they also maintain that the physical aspects of a type are discovered, while 

the mental ones are invented and that there is a collective (and mutable) identity of the 

type that would not necessarily be reflected by individual type members (so the type as 

the sum of the entities is vital in those cases).  

Several other qualities of a type, as well as of individual entities, also play quite 

an important part: Identity, i.e. ñwhen it is consistently identifiableò, distinctive; 

Meaning, i.e. ñthe association between things and our ideas about themò [Adams and 

Adams 1991: 35]; Significance, i.e. identifying the importance whether we know what it is 

or not -intuitive, when we instinctively recognise it, empirical when recognising it 

through experience, statistical, when the co-occurrence of certain attributes is too 

consistent to be fortuitous; Relevance, i.e. when a thing is meaningful in connection 

with specific attributes/circumstances.  
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Finally, there is a difference between individual and typological identity, as well 

as between individual and typological meaning and Adams and Adams have rightly 

observed the problem of confusing those in the practical reality of typologies. 

Individual identity pertains to those attributes that render a single entity unique. 

Typological identity is ñthe sum of the properties that identify any entity as a type 

memberò [Adams and Adams 1991: 37, 38 respectively].  

In turn, individual meaning is unique to the entity and not consistent throughout 

the other type members; typological meaning is the one attached to the entity just 

because it is the member of a particular type, it is the membership that gives the 

member that certain meaning; and, indeed, type meaning is the collective meaning of a 

type (the one generated by the combination and not the individual examination of the 

type members alone).   

  Typology is the principle of arrangement that corresponds to constituting the 

relation between morphological elements belonging to the same category, while a 

typological series is an arrangement of a number of types belonging to the same 

morphological category, sometimes (but not always) also corresponding to a 

chronological dimension, according to Furumark [1941: 3, 4]. The typological series 

concerns itself with the arrangement of the types, not the type members, hence the 

typological sequenceôs potential disagreement with the chronological one (e.g. 

contemporary but different/overlapping vessel types). A ñtypologyò, according to 

Adams and Adams [1991: 88], is a ñbasic set of mutually exclusive categories at the 

same level of abstractionò. 

 Classification, according to Adams and Adams [1991: 76], is a set of classes, ñan 

assertion about how phenomena in some domain are structuredò, according to Read 

[1989: 158]. 

 Seriation, according to Shaw and colleagues is the ñmethod of arranging 

artefacts, sites or assemblages into a linear sequence on the basis of the degree of 

similarity between the various elements in the sequenceò [Shaw et al. 1999: 519-20]. 

According to Adams and Adams [1991: 202], it is the process of linear ordering, usually 

denoting historical or cultural relationships, but it can also, of course, denote 

morphological ordering. 

 Taxonomy is the process of hierarchical clustering, a multi-level classification or 

ñthe clustering of basic types into larger and more inclusive units, or taxaò (even though 
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these terms cannot be adopted in ceramic arrangements so easily) [Adams and Adams 1991: 

84, 88, 202]. 

 Assemblage is the ñset of artefacts, not necessarily of the same type, recovered 

from a specific archaeological contextò. Sometimes, the term is used interchangeably 

with ñGroupò. ñThe term ñassemblageò is also sometimes used more loosely to 

describe artefacts grouped together for the purposes of argument or analysis, or in a 

particular collectionò [Shaw et al. 1999: 89]. 

 

Aims and criteria of typology and classification systems 

 

Furumark maintains that our aim is to categorise the differentiations and 

organise the contents of each category, so that analyses can follow. Ultimately, our 

purpose in applying a typology is to display the kaleidoscope of forms, to evaluate 

possible functions, to reconstruct a chronological sequence, and possible historical 

relations, as well as economic aspects. Thus a typology should consider all possible 

data variations, but at the same time be able to portray the overall chronological 

sequence. He feels strongly against speculating on or inventing sequences based solely 

on stylistic grounds and states it should only be done when all else fails [Furumark 1941: 

6]. Another aim of the scholar when creating a pottery typology is to make deductions 

about general principles underlying the original creation of the material, to ñdefine the 

aims of the artist and his choice and conception of means of expressionò [Furumark 1941: 

6], therefore trying to avoid projection of modern views on the ancient mind [see below 

about the emic and etic approaches ï Furumarkôs is emic, i.e. the nativeôs perspective 

and not the scholarôs constructed theory (etic), even though it can be argued that his 

then modern scholarly construction can qualify as an etic trait]. Arnold, in turn, sets one 

of the study aims to be ñthe way in which pottery production is related to the 

environment and culture through the local community of pottersò [1985: 17]. 

There are two points in each typological system, that of the creator and that of 

the reader. As far as the creatorôs point of view is concerned, a multi-faceted system 

must be employed in order to retain all the possible aspects of information. A typology 

is constructed for specific purposes. These can be, for example, the close examination 

and ordering of the material or the use of that classified material to explore more 

general patterns which are not closely bound to the material itself. That means the 

archaeologist has to gather all the available information, however insignificant it may 
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seem. But is that realistic when it comes to organising all this? What matters is really 

not the typology the excavator creates out of the site records; it is the one he chooses to 

give to the public; more importantly, it is how he chooses to give it.  

On the other hand, we have the reader. The presented typology has reason to 

exist only if it is understandable and easy to use; the major reason why artifacts are 

classified is to make them available to other scholars in an informative but accessible 

form, so that they can draw knowledge from them. Hence, it is critical that a middle 

way be found, between the masses of recordable information and the simplicity the 

reader requires, what criteria should be given weight and be the pivotal points of a 

study. 

 

Methods of typology 

 

As has been already stated, ñTypologyò, according to Adams and Adams [1991: 

76], is a system of types, i.e. has ñsystemic or structural featuresò [see below]. Those 

comprise boundedness (typological boundaries), comprehensiveness (a category for 

every sorted item), mutual exclusiveness (the attributes that make the types must be 

clear), consistency of definition (same set of criteria for all types, to avoid overlapping), 

equivalence of types (equal importance, especially if used in statistics).  

 According to Adams and Adams [1991: 79ff.], the hierarchy of types must display 

the characteristics of equidistance of types (ñall types are treated as equally similar to 

and equally distinct from one another, regardless of the number of their shared 

characteristicsò and relationships are indicated by a taxonomy) and  independence of 

types (the existence or grouping of any type does not depend on any other type). To get 

round the problem of having equality for all the types instead of recognising the greater 

significance of some, the segmentary principle can be used (individual ócellsô and how 

they behave), in combination with the use of taxonomies that put the types in some sort 

of order of significance. In contrast to classifications, which are non-evaluative, 

taxonomies produce a seriation, according to an assumed and explicitly stated 

significance; the classification is not dependent on the ranking, but rather the ranking is 

the result of a set of hierarchical evaluations. However, it is probably best to strip this 

approach of evaluations, not only on the grounds that they are not strictly scientific, but 

also on the grounds that they can be subjective, which can prove quite dangerous for 

the validity and objectivity of a typology. 
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 There is also a relationship between classification and measurement. As noted 

above, ñtypologyò, according to Adams and Adams, is a ñbasic set of mutually 

exclusive categories at the same level of abstractionò,  ñtaxonomyò is  ñthe clustering of 

basic types into larger and more inclusive units, or taxaò [1991: 88]. The relevance of 

that observation here is that some typologies can be quantitative (constructed on the 

basis of numerical calculations), but most of them do not display this property. The use 

of quantitative methods is less present at the stage of creating types and typologies 

(because, among other reasons, types are more qualitative than quantitative) and more 

present at the stage of taxonomies. However, the types can be used in a quantitative 

way if they are treated as units manipulated in statistics, essentially for the derivation of 

conclusions about the occurrence, frequency, distribution etc. of several attributes. At 

the stage of taxonomies, the purpose is to reveal the relationships between the types 

after the types have been constructed.  

 As far as the making of types is concerned, this would ideally be the concluding 

step of a process which would start by stating the purpose of a typology and selecting 

the attributes for the types. However, several parameters complicate this process [Adams 

and Adams 1991: 182ff.]. Type concept formulation is any process leading to type concepts, 

again with both discovery and invention. The authors also discard the claim of being 

able to create a totally objective typology by taking all possible attributes into 

consideration, and propose the more realistic solution of gathering those attributes 

before formulating a typology and then retaining those that ñshow significant 

patterningò. Type definition poses the problem of our continuously changing type 

concepts, therefore of the fact that that definition should be provisional (i.e. give 

identity and not meaning). This is only natural, in my opinion, since, in the course of 

work, some attributes are going to be more significant and more frequent than others 

and combinations of attributes might not be conceivable at the beginning of work, 

therefore the definition of a type is safer when using a cluster of attributes. Type 

selection and designation is basically choosing the types useful for our purpose 

according to meaning and giving them a name, while type description involves verbal 

and visual representation of the type. Again, here we are faced with two problems: a) 

whether the same vessel means the same thing to each person (an issue that the 

existence of types is trying to resolve), b) whether different people will assign the same 

vessel to the same type; that is why description should be clear, thorough and precise (a 

practice termed ñoverdeterminationò). 
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 So, when it comes to classifying, there have been several approaches, some of 

them using calculating (statistical) methods, in order to avoid subjectivity (e.g. 

ñautomatic classificationò), but this has had a limiting effect as well. Again, according 

to Adams and Adams [1991: 188], four parameters should be borne in mind when  

formulating and using typologies: selection of variables for type formulation (the ones 

considered to suit the purposes of the typology; again, types will be provisional at first), 

selection of attributes for type formulation (not all the attributes of variables are useful), 

actual designation of types (definition of types by clusters of attributes, identity and 

meaning), sorting of entities (which changes with time, as do the types, when new 

material comes to light). In conclusion, ñtypes should be differentiated whenever they 

satisfy the minimum criteria of identity and meaningò [Adams and Adams 1991: 192]. 

 When constructing a taxonomy, taxa can either be grouped or divided and each 

of them can, in turn and if desired, be perceived as a different classification serving a 

different purpose. Also, as far as genetic and non-genetic taxonomies are concerned, 

Adams and Adams support a structural difference [1991: 205]: genetic ones assume 

common ancestry of types and always bear a chronological aspect (ñchronologies are a 

temporal sequence of typesò (differences in time/space), [Arnold 1985: 1]), while non-

genetic ones assume that types are not descendants from the same source, but 

synchronic variations [for taxonomies with the help of computing, see below] 

 

Discussion and problems of a theoretical and practical nature 
 

As well as tackling the major problems of a ceramic typology, there should be a 

reference to theories and trends, not inherent in archaeology but in anthropology, which 

have influenced the approach and construction of several ceramic studies.  

In the 1920s and 1930s, according to Arnold [1985: 5ff.], the anthropological 

paradigm of mentalism or ñthe nativeôs point of viewò (emic, see below), influenced 

ceramic studies, a model already in existence for anthropologists in the previous 

century, combined with psychological anthropology and linguistics. According to this, 

man as well as clay can and has been shaped by tradition, they are also entities. 

Ceramics as entities are the counterpart of phonemes, the basic unit of ceramic 

description is a type, so it, having a psychological reality itself, therefore reflects the 

ideal type formulated in the potterôs mind before the pot was made. In other words, pots 

as entities carry those attributes that existed in the form of an ideal in the potterôs mind 
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and were then incorporated into the physical world by the making of the specific pot. 

Briefly, as Arnold puts it, this paradigm is concerned with ñthe potterôs mental template 

and the archaeologistôs ceramic typeò, which is (or should be) one and the same thing. 

Arnold argues against this paradigm on the grounds that style is probably due to motor 

habit patterns rather than mental templates and also that the potter functions more on a 

visual rather than an ideal basis (which could be, but is not necessarily the same thing).  

The above model (emic) has started being used in Aegean pottery studies 

relatively recently, mainly after Furumarkôs work. There is an increasing warning by 

scholars to be aware of the problem of imposing modern stylistic views on the ancient 

artifacts and that it is necessary to try and understand the society and therefore the 

aesthetics and the purposes of the manufacturers themselves. Aegean examples also 

tend to overrule Arnoldôs opinion that vessels are more due to motor habit rather than 

the potterôs mental template, especially in luxury styles, such as Kamares, Marine etc., 

in particular if someone takes into consideration the great effort at innovation and the 

display of multiple imaginative skills put to use, which cannot be attributed to motor 

habit or mere observation; this kind of the artistôs interpretation of the world cannot be 

anything else but a realised mental template.  

Another of Arnoldôs arguments was that mentalism became so relativist that it 

restricted generalisation in pottery studies, mainly by stressing cultural differences, and 

did not give enough attention to the environmental factor. This was also partly true for 

earlier Aegean studies, as far as the underestimation of the ecological factor was 

concerned, until the 1960s, when detailed environmental analyses and correlations 

began appearing as complementing the picture of pottery classifications. However, I 

would not think the use of mentalism in Aegean pottery studies restricted 

generalisation, in fact, it had the opposite effect, mainly because scholars have always 

used and relied on parallels and relationships not only between close regions and 

Aegean territories, but also between the Aegean world and Egypt, the Near East etc. In 

other words, the tendency has been to combine and compare rather than merely restrict 

and stress cultural differences. 

Another anthropological paradigm was based on the interrelatedness of culture 

(quite contrasting in theory the previous paradigm). ñCulture was viewed as an 

integrated whole with its parts interacting in such a way that change in one part 

produced changes in one or more other partsò [Arnold 1985: 10]. Ceramics were thus 

thought of as one of the aspects of a culture, influenced by the other aspects, therefore 
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being able to provide information about those other aspects of that culture. However, 

ceramic stylistic changes do not always reflect cultural ones. Arnold indeed [1985: 13ff.] 

uses this paradigm, the goal being to determine causes; he is therefore interested in the 

relationship between the ceramic attributes and not the attributes or the vessels 

themselves. He maintains that by examining how the systems of modern cultures, 

environments and ceramics interact, we can make inferences about how they did in an 

ancient context [1985: 16]. 

As far as Aegean studies are concerned, there is some truth in Arnoldôs 

argument about this system interaction; however, it has been extremely difficult to draw 

conclusions about this interrelatedness from Aegean pottery, even though some 

attempts are beginning to show the way. To elaborate on this point, there are far too 

many gaps in our knowledge about the way the Aegean cultures as a whole related to 

their pottery and a lot more about the way the environment related to both of those 

aspects. However, with more stratified sites, distribution hypotheses and residue 

analyses, for instance, we will be able to determine the way people related to ceramics; 

on the other hand, with more floral and faunal analyses, as well as fabric studies, we 

would be able to draw some conclusions on the relationship of the environment to 

culture and ceramics.  

Another anthropological paradigm in the 1950s was the ecological perspective. 

According to that, ñthe aspects of culture most directly affected by the environment 

constituted the ócultural coreô, whereas those not so directly affected were the 

peripheral features, more affected by traditionò [Arnold 1985: 9]. Ceramics were 

considered as one of the peripheral features, most influenced by culture history. But, 

again, the environmental factor in relation to ceramics was overlooked until the next 

decade, when ñceramic ecologyò appeared [Arnold 1985: 10]. Arnold uses this paradigm 

in his study as well [1985: 13 ff.].  

This model is quite foreign to the Aegean approaches, where ceramics have 

been given a lot of weight and are considered as having been influenced more by 

cultural history rather than the environment itself, mainly because scholars have tried 

excessively to read history and demography between the lines of pottery style 

evolution. However, as also stated by many scholars as a fair warning, most 

characteristically by Platon in his Chronologie minoenne [1956], pottery evolution 

cannot be considered as reflecting history (even though influenced sometimes). Popham 

also makes a valid point about trying to estimate how many generations of potters 
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would be included in each stylistic phase, concerning Late Minoan pottery [Popham 

1990: 27], and MacGillivray [1998: 95] seems to agree with exactly that point. Again in 

this case, this does not equal historical process. 

In the 1960s, the analytic / mechanistic anthropological paradigm maintained 

that the world was made by entities that were influenced by forces, and, in order for 

man to understand those forces, the whole had to be broken down into parts which 

would be isolated and then understood, hence the derivation of laws (ñmono-causal 

statementsò [Arnold 1985: 4]). Potsherd and vessel data are thus dissected into attributes, 

then clustered and reassembled to form types and reveal the forces of culture and 

history which acted upon them. Arnold [1985: 5] argues that the entities are not cultural 

units of behaviour themselves and the division is arbitrary; rather, valuable cultural 

information lies in the way all the attributes and conditions have been combined and 

interacted on an entire entity in the original situation. He also argues that breaking up 

the entities makes it difficult to make cultural correlations, as well as restricting the 

potential questions about the material. 

The analytic/mechanistic model can, very interestingly, be observed in studies 

such as Walbergôs and Stürmerôs, where attributes are broken down and analysed as 

individual entities. Those works then proceed to a synthesis of the broken down 

material, so as to draw conclusions about the relationships and co-occurrences between 

those attributes, in a search for the rules underlying the construction and decoration of 

pottery; however, as Arnold and others have argued, because of the fact that the 

division is arbitrary, the re-assembly is also questionable. 

Of course, another major aspect of the 1960s was the advent of ñNew 

Archaeologyò, concerned with cultural evolution and a more theoretical basis, among 

other things. In Arnoldôs opinion [1985: 11], this new approach places more significance 

on the materialistic, deductive and generalising aspects, as well as ecological 

interactions. It was, therefore, in one sense, the continuation of the paradigm concerned 

with the interrelatedness of culture, only that this time, it was not the attributes of one 

culture interacting, but rather many cultures, with the aim of revealing underlying 

universal trends. It was also the exploitation of the assumption of the interrelatedness 

between man, land and ceramics. 

In my opinion, this approach could also be considered as the opposite of 

mentalism, which was criticised for restricting research by emphasising cultural 

differences, even though historical relativism and contingency was also maintained. As 
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has already been stated, mentalism did not have the above effect in Aegean studies, 

because, even though the native aspect is a serious consideration, there are always 

correlations between sites and broader regions. However, there is not a universal 

approach either.  

 

 Possibly the main practical problem that a scholar would encounter when trying 

to create a viable typology, would be the fact that the parameters should be limited if a 

realistic use of the system is to take place. If we are talking about a written form of 

evidence (such as an intended published corpus of assemblages in need of 

classification), then indeed the previous statement is of importance; although, if the 

corpus is in the form of an electronic database, the arrangement can easily be changed 

every time the feedback pertains to different parameters. Both aspects will concern us 

here.  

 The problem of limited parameters can be partly or totally eliminated by 

choosing and making explicit those classificatory conditions which one considers to be 

most important, most informative and most interesting. The key here lies in the very 

important matter of asking the right questions. Arnold [1985: 234] maintains that the 

analytical model that typologies use is not very useful when it comes to addressing 

cultural process questions, so it is essential that the right questions be asked before the 

construction of the typology and not after it. Even though this might sound quite 

subjective, it can, however, prove crucial when constructing a typology. In that case, 

the scholar has to determine whether the chosen orientation of the typology should 

actually be subjective and explain why, be explicit about oneôs reasons for so choosing, 

drawing from information that the material itself renders available. My point in this 

argument is to illustrate that a typology should branch from those parameters which we 

are certain of, towards the more oblique ones. Asking the right questions, i.e. 

classifying the material in such a way that it is not simply a typology but an eloquent 

illustration of possible socio-economic-ecological or/and technological data, need, on 

the one hand, start from the more secure aspects of the pottery, but need not be, on the 

other hand, limited to them. As Arnold puts it, the vessels should be studied in their 

entirety [1985: 5, 235], something that very few typologies have attempted to do or have 

even achieved [e.g. Arnold 1985: 4-12]. 

 Another problem is that, while a classification might be based on the 

morphological aspects of the entities, the relationships between those entities need not 
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be purely morphological, ñobjects may be conceptually similar but morphologically 

differentò [Read 1989: 159] and vice versa. Readôs point is to test whether the quantitative 

methods employed as more objective are actually in accordance with the ñdistinctions 

that seem to make cultural senseò [Read 1989: 160]. He finally aims to prove that, even 

though the appearance of quantitative methods took the classification methodology a 

step further, it did not actually facilitate its work, since several discrepancies are to be 

found in practice. He scrutinises the types of seriation (including frequency seriation), 

the cultural interaction and mentalism paradigms, maintaining that the view of the 

analyst is an etic interpretative frame (i.e. constructed), while that of the native is an 

emic one (i.e. indigenous) and that it is the second one we should take more into 

account. He also analyses the degree of usefulness of intuitive and 

replicable/objectively defined methods, as well as numerical taxonomy, underlining 

both flaws and virtues of each. Read then goes on to pose some problems that arise with 

the use of numerical methods, a) ñwhat technique should be usedò, b)  ñhow variables 

are to be selected and the analytical space definedò [1989: 169]. He concludes from all 

the above that the basic problem with all those methods is probably the divergence of 

material (among others, because the numerical methods rarely or inadequately include 

qualitative aspects) and proposes the solution of using ña hierarchical approach where 

the relevant variables change at different stages in the analysisò [Read 1989: 173], which 

would be a lot more flexible than the numerical systems aiming at the convergence of 

entities, and which he then illustrates. One of the methods he proposes is to start from 

identifying a task (the use of an artifact, in other words), to continue with the definition 

of the relationships and properties invoked by the performance of this task, and then to 

make a conceptual model of the way those may be incorporated into the material object 

[Read 1989: 178]. In essence, the structure of a classification that he proposes starts with 

the use intention and finishes with the physical parameter of the artifact. Even though I 

agree with that concept, the model is somehow quite inconvenient for Aegean pottery: 

the assumptions of the functions are the result and not the starting point of Aegean 

pottery studies, since we are not aware of the function of most vessels. However, we 

can surely postulate (as Blegen did), e.g. pouring, drinking, storage from the (ceramic) 

forms. 

 Most Aegean pottery studies use very simple classificatory systems, on the one 

hand adopted to the needs of each material, on the other hand trying to convey adequate 

data in a clear way which will be easily accessible and usable. It is noteworthy that, 
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even though there are so many theoretical aspects of typology one needs to consider 

before constructing one, and the Aegean material itself is quite diverse, scholars have 

tried to keep its arrangement as simple as possible, some being aware of the need for 

easy correlation of data between sites, some adhering to the already established 

nomenclature and arrangement of earlier publications. The very fact that a certain 

morphological typology is quite widespread and almost universally accepted [encoded for 

example in Betancourt 1985] does not point to the fact that scholars would usually not make 

the effort to suggest a different approach; it mainly points to the fact that by using a 

simple morphological typology for each material, a general and most practical typology 

was able to emerge by combining these simple structures into a larger, more 

sophisticated and more robust one. 

 

Historical evolution of typology (with particular reference to Aegean Bronze Age 

studies) 

 

 Before we attempt to adopt a methodology for the material of this thesis, it is 

appropriate to look at the evolution of typology. The following outline is brief and 

mainly concentrates on Aegean pottery examples. It is not meant to be exhaustive, but 

merely representative of some major trends, so that we can subsequently derive several 

conclusions. I also refer to some anthropological paradigms which have influenced 

ceramic typology. 

The general tendency in classification in pottery studies was originally (and still 

continues to be to a great extent) a somewhat simple division between shape and 

decoration.  

Evans and Mackenzie were the ones to initiate a systematic approach to Minoan 

pottery in the sense of a classification. Because of the fact that this pottery was virtually 

unknown, Evans and Mackenzie preferred to construct a division of periods, phases, 

sub-phases [Evans 1905: ñSyst¯me de Classification des Époques successives de la Civilisation 

Minoenneò, Evans 1906: ñEssai de Classification des Époques de la Civilisation  Minoenneò, 

Mackenzie 1903: ñThe pottery of Knossosò Mackenzie 1906: ñThe Middle Minoan Pottery of 

Knossosò]. The system branches from the chronological phases, down to shape and 

decoration; it is, therefore, essentially two-fold and Evans actually relied on both style 

and stratigraphy. Even though Evansôs phases present some weaknesses from the 

stratigraphic point of view, they are quite sturdy as far as succession and the majority of 
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characteristics are concerned, which accounts for the system still being used today by 

most field archaeologists. These early studies were concerned mostly with the 

establishment of a sequence that would facilitate relative chronology, rather than 

gathering all the information about the finds. Hence, those studies are mostly restricted 

to certain standard shapes and decorative motifs, as well as ignoring or discarding most 

of the specimens without any óinterestingô decorative features, the then main sources of 

pottery dating [see e.g. Seager 1916: 30, ñas the smaller vases are quite without interest or 

artistic merit, it has really mattered very little whether they were illustratedò; cf. also 

Gillis1990: 1], even though Evans did actually include óordinaryô and ócrudeô pieces in 

his studies. Of course, the above approach can be justified by its very early date, as well 

as by the existence of contemporary theories, which did not encourage more detailed 

study of crude material, but, as noted, some scholars did acknowledge the value of less 

attractive material. 

Fundamental to a theory of Aegean pottery typology as well as an exemplary 

study is Furumarkôs monumental work [1941, esp. 1-10]. He was among the first to ñtake 

a step backò, so to speak, and add to his studies not only a deeper sense of 

understanding the potential of his material, but also an artistic concept, one quite 

different, however, from Evansôs. In my opinion, one of his most revolutionary 

additions was developing the concept of Syntax, that is, the relationship between style 

and shape [Furumark 1941: 112-6], although he was also quite influenced by Evansôs work 

regarding this issue, as far as his framework and motifs discussion were concerned. 

Many invaluable points were made by Furumark [see above]. He starts by trying 

to define the criteria for categorising [Furumark 1941: 1]. We have the technical (e.g. 

material) and the morphological (form, shape, decoration) characteristics. Out of those, 

he does not have a use for the technical ones, but they are recorded and included in 

present day studies. After referring to some basic terminology [see above], he also 

makes a point about characterising artifacts in terms of style, the fact that as soon as a 

scholar takes a stylistic point of view, he/she introduces a psychological factor into the 

scientific study [Furumark 1941: 6]. In practice, Furumark adheres to his proposed system 

and classifies his pottery into (summarily) shapes, then forms and decoration, then 

motifs. 

Blegen [1950, 1951, 1953], when tackling Trojan pottery, adopted a pottery 

typology in which the chronological aspect was served by classifying the vessels by 

settlement (= phase). The structure thereafter was wares, then fine/coarse (usually with 
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characteristic vessel numbers cited), function, given special weight, (e.g. vessels for 

eating and drinking, vessels for pouring, vessels for storage etc.), then shapes 

(numbered types, usually with characteristic vessel numbers cited, also with the 

reference to the commonest fabric the shape is made of), decorative motifs (with 

general description and examples of each). Elsewhere in each volume, deposits are 

being noted when the stratigraphy is outlined. Several tables in the publication of Troy 

visually indicate the occurrence of specific types of vessels in conjunction with the clay 

quality and subphase, by each settlement (= phase) [e.g. Blegen et al. 1950: 57].  

Warrenôs publication of Myrtos [1972] used scientific techniques for the analysis 

of pottery, as well as a more conventional pottery typology, as Evans and Renfrew had 

done in a similar way for Saliagos [1968]. The typology was structured as first having 

an introduction summarising the material: Surface Decoration (divided into certain 

occurring paints and patterns, e.g. Vasilike Ware), Fabrics (divided according to clay 

quality/coarseness/colour etc.), Fabrics and Surface Decoration (all occurring 

decorations within one Fabric, i.e. fabric divided according to decoration), Shape, then 

divided into periods I and II, then shape, then description of shape, fabric, surface 

decoration etc. Other details of the description include the preservation, the 

measurements, the findspots. Apart from the well-aimed considerations of economy, 

society and chronology, the scientific studies employed include examination of the 

adjacent landscape (geography, flora, fauna, etc.), Electron Microprobe Analysis, 

Thermoluminescence and Radiocarbon Dating, Chromatography Analysis for Lipids in 

Clay, X-ray Powder Photographs etc.  

Walberg mainly and closely followed in Furumarkôs steps [1976, 1983, 1992], 

orientating herself more towards stylistic analyses of pottery. Walbergôs system in 

Kamares [1976] is very much like Furumarkôs in terms of classification (shapes then 

forms, decoration, then motifs, syntax, adopting the same syntax principles too) and 

concepts (form is determined by use), yet she seems to be more ready to build even 

more upon those innovations. The same observations can be stated for her two 

following books [1983, 1992, as far as pottery is concerned]. The point that should be made 

here is her practice [1992: 58] of using specific vessels as representatives of each 

shape/motif. Even though this sounds somewhat self-evident, it is not. There is a slight 

difference between representing a vessel as a type member, and representing one as a 

unique entity which will help identify the type. Although her works are very perceptive 

and extremely detailed, they are nevertheless perhaps too artistically orientated in 
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relation to whatever concept the Minoans themselves had about pottery [see e.g. Warrenôs 

criticism, 1985: 415]. Walberg is also of a generation of scholars that upgraded pottery 

studies to a very different scholarly point. Different concepts of style and shape became 

prevalent.  

Betancourtôs classification of material in 1977, concerned with MM Dark-on-

Light pottery from E. Crete, described the material according to motifs then shapes. 

The Vasilike Ware typology [Betancourt 1979a] was structured as follows: shape, then 

variations of shape (vessels displaying the same shape but different attributes), then 

site, then findspot, then stratigraphy. However, an important methodological aspect of 

this and similar publications was that the author asked and answered a different set of 

questions about the material. He also considered quite thoroughly the issues of 

technology (manufacturing and firing techniques), stratigraphy and provenance, centres 

of production and the vessels as utilitarian and as objets dôart. Another approach by the 

same scholar was made in 1980 according to use, because his material, in that 

publication, was of a very limited repertoire and description potential (cooking vessels, 

[Betancourt1980]).  

The Knossos Acropolis Houses report [Catling & Catling 1979] gives a very 

detailed catalogue of the pottery, made up of ódepositsô rather than groups, because, in 

this case, those were surely stratified. Each ódepositô (a term used as identical to 

óassemblageô) contained both whole vessels and sherds, and they are classed according 

to clay (e.g. fine) then decoration (e.g. decorated/plain), also giving the usual individual 

observations on shape, preservation, dimensions, clay, decoration, parallels etc, as well 

as statistics of occurrence.  

Kantaôs typological approach to LMIII pottery [Kanta 1980], even though she 

very efficiently studied the limited stratigraphy and the material of that era, which 

comes mainly from tombs, was not and could not be innovative; the very material of 

the era, comprising standardised shapes (apparently in the Mycenaean mind too), 

thoroughly categorised already by scholars like Furumark, could not and should not 

have deviated from the already established nomenclature for the period. Kanta set out 

on a dual analysis of shape and decoration, but in this case, the decoration was tackled 

within each type and not as a separate factor (as in Walbergôs studies, for example), 

which perhaps helps more in the understanding of the relationship between the two 

[also, see below about the 1994 LMIII pottery conference]. 



 

                                  ©Anna Simandiraki PhD Thesis, University of Bristol, 2002                                   
 

 

98 

Martlew, in her 1983 Thesis, had a limited repertoire, as did Christakis later on. 

Her primary concern with cooking vessels dictated a simple typology, adapted to the 

needs of the specific material. The divisions appear to have been somewhat inherent in 

the shapes: the levels of division for tripod cooking pots are: presence or absence of 

spouts and handle, cooking trays then shape (round-cylindrical) then rim attributes 

(plain, feature etc.). In other cases, the types are quite limited and the principal 

characteristics, such as the variations of the walls (body shape) or the rims, are used to 

distinguish, sometimes variations of the obvious vessel functions as well [Martlew 1983: 

310].  

Other studies, like that of East Cretan White on Dark Ware [Betancourt 1984b], 

seem to start from the same dual basis of Shape and Decoration, but their substantial 

progress lies in that they do not remain at that level. In this particular work, several 

other studies were included, pertaining to technological characteristics of manufacture, 

Petrographic Analysis, Chemical Analysis, Porosity Studies, Proton Microprobe 

Analysis, Neutron Activation and Cluster analysis, Protoacoustic Examination, 

Xeroradiography Analysis, geological and ethnological investigations, experimental 

archaeology.  

Popham, in the publication of the Unexplored Mansion [Popham 1984], classifies 

according to stage (earlier, LMIA, later), then established forms (cups, bowls, jugs, 

amphorae etc.), then overall (wall) shape, e.g. globular or prominent feature, e.g. ledge 

lip, then further characteristics, e.g. Vapheio cup. Noteworthy is the fact that the first 

division of cups is between handleless and those with handles, then overall (wall) 

shape. 

Betancourtôs very useful manual of Minoan pottery [1985] is probably the best 

example for considering the very practical reality of a typology. We must bear in mind 

that the composition of such a manual had to cater for a wide range of people, from the 

student who is just learning about Minoan pottery, to the expert, who just wants to 

refresh his/her memory and remember some of the relevant bibliography; thus the 

typology had to remain simple and comprehensive, yet informative and relatively 

specialised. Betancourtôs typology of what would seem to be a vast material was: 

period, then outline, period subphases, then chronological arrangement of the 

assemblages, each time accompanied by a brief description of every one. Additional 

mentions were made of the characteristics of special shapes or styles. The study is also 

exemplary in the way it illustrates the point about the questions asked of the material. 




