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Abstract
This article examines the palatial and nonpalatial 

organization of craft production and exchange in the 
Late Bronze Age Argolid. The Late Bronze Age elites 
controlled markers of status and prestige, which were 
institutionalized in palatial control of the production 
and consumption of prestige goods. At Mycenae, the 
existence of attached ceramic workshops is evidence for 
palatial interest in the production and distribution of 
a wider range of ceramics than existed at the palace at 
Pylos, which was interested only in kylikes. Communities 
in Mycenae’s territory, such as Tsoungiza, used ceramic 
assemblages nearly identical to those of the palatial elites. 
Given the quantities of ceramic vessels needed annually 
to supply the entire polity, it is unlikely that these were 
allocated via mechanisms of palatial control. Instead, we 
must consider multiple mechanisms of distribution in 
addition to redistribution, including market exchange. 
Likewise, we must consider one individual to be engaged 
in transactions both with the palace (redistribution, tax 
payments) and with the surrounding communities (reci-
procity and market exchange). Markets serve to horizon-
tally integrate households in a community or region and 
to vertically integrate those households with the center. 
Other evidence for market exchange, such as weights and 
measures and the road network, is explored.*

introduction

One of the principal methods of studying the po-
litical economy of a society is to examine how the 
production, distribution, and consumption of goods 
and commodities are controlled by the various insti-
tutions of that society. In this article, I focus on craft 
production and its distribution, particularly the role 

that exchange of manufactured items, such as ce-
ramics, may have played in the political economy of 
the Late Bronze Age (ca. 1600–1100 B.C.E.) Argolid, 
Greece. The Argolid presents an interesting case, for 
it holds at least three palace centers, perhaps com-
peting with one another, in a region similar in size to 
Messenia, which has a single palace center (ca. 2,000 
km2). Although Linear B has been found at several 
sites—Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea—we lack a large, well-
studied Linear B archive such as that of the Palace of 
Nestor at Pylos in Messenia. We have arguably more 
excavations of Late Bronze Age sites in the Argolid 
than of any other similar region in mainland Greece, 
but for some topics, such as the palatial economy, our 
understanding of the region is less comprehensive 
than our understanding of the palatial economy of 
Late Bronze Age Messenia.1 Nevertheless, my aim is to 
construct a model of craft production and exchange 
that emphasizes both the palatial and the nonpalatial 
components. Because I emphasize variability within 
the Argolid, I use the term “Mycenaean” only in ref-
erence to the site of Mycenae—I use the term “Late 
Bronze Age” for all other sites and areas within the 
Argolid and elsewhere.

the political organization of the argolid

Perhaps one of the most important results of recent 
work on the nature of the state in the Aegean is the real-
ization of great variability among the Late Bronze Age 
mainland polities (as well as among the Bronze Age 
Cretan polities) based in part on different historical

* I would like to thank the organizers of the colloquium at 
the 113th Annual Meeting of the Archaeological Institute of 
America (Philadelphia, 2012), Bill Parkinson, Dimitri Nakas-
sis, and Mike Galaty, for their invitation to participate; Gary 
Feinman and Cynthia Shelmerdine for their insightful com-
ments; and Julie Hruby and Jamie Aprile for providing me 
copies of their contributions in advance. I thank all of them 
for their input. I would also like to thank AJA Editor-in-Chief 

Naomi J. Norman for her enthusiastic support of this Forum 
and our previous one on redistribution (Galaty et al. 2011). I 
would like to dedicate this article to the memory of Harold K. 
Schneider, who fi rst introduced me to the study of economics 
in anthropology as a graduate student at Indiana University—
I hope I have succeeded in meeting his expectations.

1 Shelmerdine and Bennet 2008, 289–90.
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trajectories.2 Detailed architectural studies of the pal-
aces at Pylos and Mycenae have demonstrated very 
different developmental histories of those structures, 
and this certainly contributes to our questioning of 
how different the societies were in the two regions.3 
The political geography of the Argolid is very different 
from that of Messenia, and one wonders how different 
the political organization was as well. The political ge-
ography of the Argolid is complicated by the presence 
of multiple palaces, fortified citadels, and other major 
centers, most of which are within but a few hours’ walk 
from one another.4 This has led to several different 
mappings of the political geography, from one with 
Mycenae as the only true administrative center, and 
Tiryns thus subordinate,5 to one with six or more inde-
pendent polities.6 Cherry, largely following Renfrew’s 
division based on the presence of Linear B tablets at 
Mycenae and Tiryns,7 suggested that the Argolid was 
divided into two states.8 

Rather than imposing a model derived from the 
Linear B texts at Pylos as in the previous models, 
Voutsaki uses the data from the Argolid itself to sug-
gest three centers, Mycenae, Tiryns, and Midea, in 
the peak palatial period, Late Helladic (LH) IIIB.9 
She employs a diachronic approach to illustrate the 
shifting importance of sites in the Argolid,10 from the 
beginning of the Middle Helladic to LH IIIB. Her 
analysis is based on the appearance of valuable items 
in mortuary contexts, the only body of evidence she 
believes suitable for this diachronic study. Voutsaki’s 

study has the advantage of reconstructing the process 
of centralization toward the palatial sites of Mycenae, 
Tiryns, and Midea/Dendra at the expense of sites such 
as Argos, Lerna, and Asine. In addition to the mortu-
ary evidence, she uses the settlement evidence in LH 
IIIB to label Mycenae, Tiryns, and Midea the three 
palatial centers of the Argive Plain. Here, I follow her 
identification of three palatial centers for the Argolid 
in LH IIIB, but with the caveat that the relationships 
among these three centers are still open for debate.

More important than the division of the Argolid into 
distinct states is the application to Late Bronze Age 
Greece of Renfrew’s peer-polity interaction model,11 
in which multiple small-scale states “share a number 
of features—political, ideological, linguistic, symbolic, 
and material—at a level of specificity which does not 
find ready explanation in terms of common descent or 
environmental constraint.”12 As Voutsaki and Parkin-
son and I, among others, argue, the Argolid political 
geography developed in a system of intense compe-
tition and interaction among similar-sized polities.13 
Craft production and distribution, I believe, played a 
key role in that system.

palatial and nonpalatial craft production 
in the political economy of the argolid

As several scholars have noted recently,14 our un-
derstanding of Late Bronze Age political economies 
has radically changed in the last few years. No longer 
do we characterize the political economy of a Late 

2 Parkinson and Galaty 2007; Nakassis et al. 2010. Kilian’s 
(1988, 293, fi g. 1) hierarchical model of the Mycenaean state, 
which he based on the Linear B tablets from Pylos, is often 
used to illustrate the political organization, and by extension 
the economic organization, of the Late Bronze Age king-
doms. While this makes for a neat illustration, it glosses over 
a number of issues, such as the assumption that all the Late 
Bronze Age states functioned in an identical manner.

3 For Pylos, see Nelson 2001. For Mycenae, see Fitzsimons 
2006. 

4 Voutsaki 2010a, 606.
5 Bintliff 1977.
6 Kilian (1988, 297, fi g. 3) applied his hierarchical model of 

the Late Bronze Age state to the Argolid, making each of the 
fi ve fortifi ed citadel sites, Mycenae, Midea, Tiryns, Argos, and 
Nauplion, as well as the sites of Lerna and Asine, centers of 
independent kingdoms, with each controlling smaller sites in 
the surrounding region in a classic “central place” model; see 
also Burns 2010a, 168.

7 Renfrew 1975; Cherry 1986. Midea has produced only 
Linear B nodules so far (Walberg 2007, 179).

8 This division of the Argolid (and indeed the entire north-
eastern Peloponnese, including the Corinthia and much of 
Arcadia and Achaia) into two polities of roughly equal size, by 
employing Thiessen polygons, was corroborated, in Cherry’s 
(1986) view, by the rough equivalence of the theoretical poly-

gon drawn on Pylos with the territory of the Pylian kingdom 
as delineated in the Linear B archives, as well as the similar-
ity between the proposed Thiessen territories and Homer’s 
(Il. 2.559–80) assignment of towns in the Argolid contribut-
ing men to the Trojan expedition under either Agamemnon 
or Diomedes in the Catalogue of the Ships; see also Burns 
2010a. Cf. the arguments of Pullen and Tartaron (2007) that 
the northern Corinthia was not part of the territory of Myce-
nae, at least before Late Helladic (LH) IIIB.

9 Voutsaki 2010b.
10 I.e., Asine, Argos, Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, and Berbati.
11 Renfrew 1986.
12 Cherry 1986, 19. Aspects of the peer-polity interaction 

model have been invoked by other scholars in the study of 
Late Bronze Age polities (e.g., Galaty and Parkinson 2007; 
Parkinson and Galaty 2007). Renfrew (1975, 12–16), in his 
original formulation of the early state module, based in part 
on Late Bronze Age Greece, suggested 1,500 km2 for the av-
erage size of the individual territories within a group of peer 
polities, with an average distance between centers of ca. 40 km 
(though that could vary from 20 to 100 km). A circle of 1,500 
km2 has a radius of ca. 22 km, similar to the estimated daily 
distance of human or animal portage.

13 Voutsaki 2010b; Parkinson and Pullen (forthcoming). 
14 See papers in Pullen 2010a; Parkinson et al. 2013.
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Bronze Age state as a monolithic, redistributive in-
stitution controlled entirely by the palaces. It is now 
clear that there were large segments of the economy 
that the palatial centers were not heavily involved in 
or ignored completely.15 Instead, we now understand 
that the palatial component of the economy coexisted 
and interacted with the nonpalatial component, espe-
cially in economic realms such as agriculture, ceram-
ics, and chipped stone. Still, recent studies of political 
economy continue to focus on the nonpalatial com-
ponent from the perspective of the palatial centers, 
and consumption studies rarely move beyond mortu-
ary consumption of elite products at palatial centers.16 
In part, this focus on the palatial centers is due to our 
data sources: most of our data comes from mortuary 
contexts and palatial and other large centers, but very 
little comes from domestic contexts. Regional surveys, 
exploration of nonpalatial centers, and new readings 
of the Linear B texts have greatly contributed to this 
revised understanding of the Late Bronze Age palatial 
economies. The use of the plural “economies” should 
be noted; because there is variation among the Late 
Bronze Age states, we should consider each state’s 
political economy on its own.17 

The Late Bronze Age elites were concerned with the 
control of markers of status and prestige. This became 
institutionalized in palatial control of the production 
and consumption of prestige goods, whether through 
control of the raw (and often imported) materials 
or the distribution of the finished goods to selected 
consumers. This pattern is well established in both 
the Linear B data at Pylos and in the distribution of 
material in tombs in the Argolid. But the pattern of 
palatial involvement varies from one center to another, 
even within the Argolid. Voutsaki has gathered data 
on the production and consumption of valuable items 
at the three palatial sites in the Argolid. Her table of 
the workshops working with precious materials at the 
three sites clearly shows that Mycenae controlled the 
production of items in ivory and gold,18 though Midea 
and Tiryns have evidence for production of items (esp. 
jewelry) made of glass, semiprecious stones, and metals 

such as bronze and lead. Likewise, her table of con-
sumption of valuables in the domestic sphere, rather 
than in mortuary contexts,19 shows that Mycenae far 
exceeds the number of items at Tiryns and Midea. Fur-
thermore, Mycenae has a greater diversity of materials 
and more unique items, such as the famous Ivory Trio, 
than the other two sites. From these data, Voutsaki ar-
gues that the “evidence suggests that Mycenae exerted 
control over both the production and consumption of 
prestige items, primarily the most coveted ones such 
as gold and ivory, and thereby controlled the means 
for social reproduction . . . [and] the means by which 
people negotiated their position and competition 
for status.”20 This control was through networks of al-
liances, as can be seen in the shifting importance of 
sites across the Argolid from Middle Helladic (MH) I 
to LH IIIB. As Voutsaki emphasizes, however, this con-
trol was not over all aspects of life, nor indeed over all 
aspects of production, exchange, and consumption, 
but over the means to create social distance between 
elites and nonelites, as well as between those elites at 
Mycenae and those elites at Tiryns and Midea.

But what about nonprestige craft items, such as 
ceramics, or nonpalatial craft production, exchange, 
and consumption? This is an area that has seen little 
attention, other than studies of, for example, chipped 
stone and ceramics.21 This is in part due to the inher-
ent assumption by many that the more important com-
ponents in the political economy were controlled by 
the elites. But perhaps the greatest hindrance for the 
issue at hand is the great lack of data from household 
contexts.22 We can discuss craft production at palatial 
centers, such as Midea, but without data for household 
production and consumption we cannot really address 
the full range of craft production and consumption in 
the economy.

Sjöberg, in her review of the settlement data from 
the Late Bronze Age Argolid, was hard-pressed to find 
much evidence for workshops outside the palatial 
centers, other than the well-known pottery kiln at the 
Berbati Mastos site.23 But we must keep in mind that 
there is very little domestic architecture of Late Bronze 

15 Halstead 1992, 2007; Sjöberg 2004.
16 Whitelaw 2001.
17 Pullen 2010b. This is not to deny that there may well have 

been great similarities among the various states, as modeled 
by peer-polity interaction, but until we understand the indi-
vidual political economies of the Late Bronze Age states we 
cannot generalize to “the Late Bronze Age Political Econo-
my.” For an example of new interpretations of Linear B texts, 
see Nakassis 2006, (forthcoming).

18 Voutsaki 2010b, 102, table 5.4.

19 Voutsaki 2010b, 102, table 5.5.
20 Voutsaki 2010b, 102.
21 Parkinson 2007, 2010; Galaty 2010.
22 E.g., we lack much botanical or faunal evidence for exam-

ining agriculture. See Dabney (1997, 471) for a plea for the 
excavation of more domestic structures to better understand 
the scale of craft production throughout the Late Bronze Age 
economy.

23 Sjöberg 2004; see also Åkerström 1968.
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Age date from any Argolid site outside the three pala-
tial centers.24 Farther afield, in the Corinthia, domes-
tic architecture appears at Zygouries and Tsoungiza, 
which may have been connected to the Argolid in the 
Palatial period.25 At LH III Tsoungiza, there is virtu-
ally no evidence for craft products other than ceramic 
items,26 yet Thomas’ study of the LH IIIB1 pottery sug-
gests consumption patterns of ceramics at Tsoungiza 
that emulate those of the elites at Mycenae.27 If this is 
the case, then the inhabitants of Tsoungiza most likely 
obtained their ceramics from the same sources as the 
elites did at Mycenae. The question of relevance here, 
then, is the mechanism by which the inhabitants of 
Tsoungiza obtained those ceramics.

Given that ceramics seem to be one of the principal 
sets of data available for examining the issue of palatial 
control of the political economy,28 I focus on pottery 
production, exchange, and consumption. In a paper 
to be published soon, Parkinson and I argue that there 
are differences between the ways pottery distribution 
and consumption were organized in the Argolid com-
pared with Messenia.29 The scale and organization of 
specialized ceramic production seems to have been 
similar in Mycenae and Pylos, but the distribution and 
consumption of the specialized ceramics produced in 
these different regions were significantly different. The 
Messenian elite attempted to control the production 
of kylikes, which were used during feasts sponsored 
by the palatial elite to promote alliance formation.30

At Mycenae, though, the elites seem to have con-
trolled a wide variety of ceramic forms, in part for 
export consumption. Mycenae developed within the 
context of intense peer-polity interaction among the 
centers in the Argolid. One strategy employed by the 

elite at Mycenae was the control of exotic items and 
materials obtained through long-distance trade and 
the transformation through attached workshops of 
these materials into objects that could be used to ce-
ment alliances with elites at lower levels and in neigh-
boring polities.31 Palatial administrators needed to 
co-opt craft production, such as production of ceram-
ics, in part to fuel this alliance building. As a result 
of this peer-polity interaction, there was increased 
urgency for the elite at Mycenae to control not only 
those aspects of specialized production that related 
to internal systems of alliance formation and status 
negotiation (i.e., the workshops specializing in high-
value items) but also those aspects, such as ceramic 
production, that articulated with external systems of 
exchange. The relative uniformity of Late Bronze Age 
ceramic products in the Argolid, and elsewhere, sug-
gests a few large-scale producers, which would have 
been likely candidates for palatial control.32 But did 
the palatial elite at Mycenae control the entire pro-
duction and distribution of ceramic vessels from these 
workshops? Were there alternate mechanisms for the 
distribution of ceramic vessels?

exchange and markets in the late bronze 
age aegean

The study of exchange in Aegean archaeology in 
particular has been hindered by the very data that al-
low detailed knowledge of the economy: the Linear B 
tablets. A particular lacuna has been the study of mar-
kets, in large part because of the adherence to Finley 
and Polanyi’s model, based on the tablets from Pylos, 
of the total redistributive economy controlled by the 
palace.33 Renfrew, in his study of trade that featured 

24 Only Asine and Berbati have produced domestic archi-
tecture with signifi cant preservation. Buildings G, I, and K at 
Asine were originally dated to LH IIIB (Frödin and Persson 
1938, 90) but are now dated to LH IIIC, along with Building 
H (Sjöberg 2004, 31–9). At Berbati, the building succeeding 
the kiln is still dated to LH IIIA2–B (Schallin 2002; Sjöberg 
2004, 73).

25 Blegen’s (1928, 30–8) so-called Potter’s Shop at Zygou-
ries is now identifi ed as a mixed domestic and workshop 
structure, not for the manufacture of pottery but for some 
other product (Thomas 1992). For Tsoungiza, see Wright et 
al. 1990, 629–38. In addition, there is limited domestic archi-
tecture from Korakou (Houses P, M, and H from LH IIIB–C) 
(Blegen 1921). The extensive LH IIIB architecture at Kalami-
anos has not been excavated (Tartaron et al. 2011).

26 Dabney (1997, 469) mentions a bronze dagger of Pe-
schiera type as one of the few exceptions to the lack of non-
ceramic craft products.

27 Thomas 2005, 540; see also Dabney 1997, 469–70.
28 Whitelaw (2001) also sees ceramics as an appropriate 

data set to address the question of palatial control—in this 
case, those ceramics found in the palace at Pylos.

29 Parkinson and Pullen (forthcoming).
30 Galaty and Parkinson 2007; Galaty 2010; Nakassis 2010.
31 For long-distance trade, see Burns 2010a. For attached 

workshops, see Shelton 2010; Voutsaki 2010b. Shelton (2002–
2003) suggests that the intensive ceramic production at My-
cenae’s Petsas House seems to have been in the process of 
becoming attached to the palace; some of the earliest Linear 
B tablets known on the mainland, dating to LH IIIA2, are 
found in the Petsas House. The Mastos workshop in the Ber-
bati Valley (Åkerström 1968), which was used through LH 
IIIB, is another example of intensive, attached ceramic pro-
duction. Both the Petsas House and Berbati workshops are 
associated with the Mycenae-Berbati instrumental neutron 
activation analysis (INAA) chemical group and shared a com-
mon clay source (Mommsen et al. 2002), and they likely were 
associated with the palatial center at Mycenae.

32 Thomas 2005, 540 (citing Sherratt 1982).
33 Polanyi 1968; Finley 1973.
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variations on distance-decay models, found similar 
patterns in central-place redistribution and central-
place marketplace exchange,34 and, as Stark and Gar-
raty comment, this similarity in product dissemination 
contributed to the lack of interest in pursuing market 
exchange.35 Sjöberg, in an attempt to test whether cen-
tralized redistribution or market exchange could be 
identified in the Late Bronze Age Argolid, concludes 
that “a controlled and centralized economy based 
on redistribution could not be confirmed,”36 in large 
part because of the lack of large-scale storage facili-
ties. She argues that the poor archaeological evidence 
for workshops does not indicate that production was 
concentrated in the palatial centers. As noted above, 
the workshop evidence from the Argolid is primarily 
associated with palace centers, and these workshops 
were producing goods for obvious elite consumption. 
She emphasizes exchange at various levels, from lo-
cal household-to-household exchange to the vertical 
flow of goods to the three palatial centers in LH IIIB. 
Exchange not associated with the palaces most likely 
involved reciprocity or, as she seems to prefer, market 
exchange. In the literature of the Aegean Bronze Age, 
occasionally a reference will be made to “exchange” 
without specifying the mode, and one wonders wheth-
er “markets” were in the mind of the writer; more of-
ten, however, the term “exchange” is attached to the 
word “trade” and means “international trade.”37

In the last few years, though, the study of mar-
kets in other regions of the world by archaeologists 
has grown.38 This increased interest coincides with 
the reconsideration of political economies and the 
emergence of the state, coupled with an increasing 

critique of the Polanyian paradigm. The identifica-
tion of markets, market exchange, and marketplaces 
is problematic,39 but a number of studies point to the 
integration of several different institutions in the po-
litical economy of a culture, including elite control of 
prestige goods, market exchange (with involvement, 
even outright control, by elites), reciprocity, and so 
on, as Hruby discusses.40 Thus, we should consider 
market exchange along with gift exchange, redistri-
bution, and other modes of distribution of products.

If the palace at Mycenae was heavily involved in pot-
tery distribution and consumption, how did a small 
community like Tsoungiza (with perhaps only 10 
households) obtain its large quantity of pottery that 
seems to mirror that of Mycenae in assemblage, shapes, 
and decoration? Was it through means of allocations 
by the palatial authorities? Could the palatial authori-
ties handle, or would they want to, the necessary 700–
1,000 vessels per annum suggested for replacement 
of broken pots at Tsoungiza?41 And if we consider the 
larger territory dependent on the center at Mycenae 
to consist of 5,000 or even 10,000 households, the scale 
of production and distribution of ceramic vessels be-
comes enormous.42 While it is possible that the palace 
allocated the pots needed by individual households, it 
would seem more likely that communities in Mycenae’s 
orbit used other means of obtaining these vessels, such 
as the mechanism of market exchange.43 The palace at 
Mycenae would have constituted the largest consumer 
of ceramics, commanding a higher percentage of ce-
ramic production than did the palace at Pylos for the 
purposes of export, and thus could well have set the 
“standards” of consumption that a community like 

34 Renfrew 1975, 42–3.
35 Stark and Garraty (2010, 40–1). Renfrew (1975, 52) iden-

tifi ed storage facilities as a necessary feature of redistribu-
tion, but it is unclear whether he thought such facilities were 
a defi ning criterion of redistribution as opposed to market 
systems (Stark and Garraty 2010, 41). This criterion of large 
storage facilities was later examined by Sjöberg (2004) and 
was found to be lacking in the Argolid. For a reassessment of 
the role of redistribution in the Aegean Bronze Age, see the 
contributions in Galaty et al. 2011, esp. Nakassis et al. 2011; 
Pullen 2011.

36 Sjöberg 2004, 144.
37 E.g., Burns 2010b.
38 Some 25 ago, Morris (1986) addressed the issue of the 

dominance of the redistribution model in Late Bronze Age 
archaeology and the possibility of other modes of exchange, 
specifi cally markets. She focused on Nichoria, not Pylos—as 
of course Aprile (2013) also does. Morris, in a foreshadowing 
of Hirth’s (1998) regional distribution model, concluded that 
local and regional consumption patterns would refl ect mar-
ket and other forms of exchange, not the redistribution that 

would characterize the palatial center of Pylos. Unfortunately, 
her study languished for years, ignored by most scholars.

39 Feinman and Garraty 2010; Garraty and Stark 2010. 
Much of the literature on Mesoamerican markets seems to 
focus on the identifi cation of marketplaces per se (e.g., Shaw 
2012).

40 Hruby 2013.
41 See Thomas (2005, 536–37) for discussion of ceramic ves-

sel breakage and replacement rates.
42 Whitelaw (2001, 64–5), in his discussion of palatial in-

volvement in ceramic production in Late Bronze Age Mes-
senia, estimates 50–100 vessels per household per annum for 
a replacement rate; a polity the size of Messenia, with an es-
timated population of 12,500 households, would therefore 
need 612,500–1,225,000 ceramic vessels per year. Consump-
tion by the palace, Whitelaw suggests, constituted no more 
than 1–2% of this total, though the palace still remained the 
single largest consumer.

43 Stark and Garraty (2010, 43–4) also conclude that prod-
ucts such as ceramics, produced by a few specialists, could not 
have been effectively supplied through redistribution.
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Tsoungiza would emulate. Thomas, though, points out 
that subtle differences in painting particular motifs on 
the most common shapes is “highly reminiscent of how 
high-volume manufacturers in modern economies pro-
duce masses of similar, yet subtly differentiated, prod-
ucts to meet a paradoxical desire for both individuality 
and commonality,”44 suggesting an interest in meeting 
the demands of the market.

There are two sets of Late Bronze Age material 
culture independent of ceramics that I believe point 
to the existence of market exchange, if not markets 
themselves. The first set comprises the weights and 
measures present in a wide variety of contexts, both 
palatial and nonpalatial.45 The topic of weights in it-
self is a large one, but suffice it to say that systems of 
weights surely indicate the establishment of equiva-
lent values for commodities, whether for market ex-
change or reciprocal exchange. Halstead noted that 
the payment of some tax assessments on individual 
subcenters, as recorded in the Pylos tablets, of small 
and “indivisible” commodities such as oxhides would 
have been “impracticable without some sort of prior 
exchange in different commodities among liable tax-
payers.”46 The instances of “purchases” by the Pylos 
palace of linen textiles and alum would have neces-
sitated the establishment of equivalences for the ex-
change to take place.47

The second set is the Late Bronze Age road systems, 
best known in the Argolid. One criterion character-
izing market systems is the construction of facilities 
for exchange to take place or the construction or 
establishment of ways to facilitate exchanges.48 The 
Argolid road system would be ideal for transporting 
agricultural products, raw materials, and finished craft 
products among the various communities and centers, 
as Sjöberg notes.49 Some of these roads run to or near 
Mycenae; some converge on Tiryns and Midea. The 
evidence for the roads beyond the Argolid is paltry, but 
that has not prevented some from positing that they 
were intended to connect the far-flung corners of a 
state centered on Mycenae.50 Jansen, however, suggests 
that a number of these roads were for local circulation 
and connected areas of agricultural production with 
the urban centers.51 Sjöberg extends this suggestion to 
argue that the roads facilitated horizontal integration 
in the Argolid, thus linking communities beyond the 

local neighbors in horizontal arrangements, perhaps 
in the periodic markets that are so common through-
out the world.52 One can easily imagine the local elites 
involved in these markets providing a means of verti-
cal integration between the common households of 
the countryside and the palatial centers.

This is where Nakassis’ work on the multiple roles 
played by actors in the Late Bronze Age economy helps 
explain how this integration might work.53 Nakassis 
demonstrates that individuals named in the Linear B 
tablets at Pylos often recur in different contexts, sug-
gesting that an individual could be involved in more 
than one role in the Pylian political economy. Some 
roles seem to be directly associated with the palace, 
while other roles seem to be associated with the re-
gions, district capitals, and other places outside the 
palace. This implies that individual actors operated at 
multiple levels within the hierarchy of the Pylian state. 
While we have cautioned against assuming similar pat-
terns among the Late Bronze Age states without direct 
evidence, in this instance the assumption of multiple 
roles played by an individual is well grounded in an-
thropological theory of the social persona. Indeed, 
it would be surprising to find that individuals do not 
play multiple roles in their interactions with others. It 
is likely, then, that local elites, interacting occasionally 
with the palace centers, also interacted with individuals 
in their own communities; in economic interactions, 
this would have involved market exchange. One of 
the characteristics of markets is how they facilitate the 
horizontal integration of many actors as well as pro-
vide opportunity for relationships to emerge between 
actors at different levels.

In the model of craft production and distribu-
tion advocated here, the owner of the Petsas House 
ceramic workshop would play (at least) two roles in 
the political economy of the Mycenae polity. As part 
of the elite with palatial ties, he would be obligated 
to provide the palace with certain quantities of ce-
ramic vessels, perhaps receiving in return land—the 
large, well-appointed Petsas House indicates a wealthy 
owner. This type of transaction would perhaps be re-
corded in the palace archives. Production of ceramic 
vessels beyond the needs of the palace would be dis-
tributed through other mechanisms, including mar-
ket exchange, whether at Mycenae itself or in one of 

44 Thomas 2005, 540.
45 Halstead 1992, 72; Sjöberg 2004, 17.
46 Halstead 1992, 72.
47 Halstead 1992, 71; see also Hruby 2013.
48 Hruby (2013) suggests a similar motive behind the con-

struction of the artifi cial harbor in Messenia; see also Zang-

ger 2008.
49 Sjöberg 2004, 144.
50 E.g., Hope Simpson 1998.
51 Jansen 2002.
52 Supra n. 49.
53 Nakassis 2006, (forthcoming).
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the communities easily reached via the extensive road 
system. The Petsas House ceramics merchant, then, 
would serve to integrate vertically the communities 
around Mycenae with the palatial center.

There are many dimensions to the study of mar-
kets that cannot be examined here, such as the scale 
of markets and market exchange, the periodicity or 
regularity of markets, or the presence of physical 
marketplaces. But by way of conclusion, I would like 
to speculate about exchange after the palaces col-
lapsed. There seems to have been a shift in the LH 
IIIC period to small workshops that strove to produce 
items for marking prestige and status, and items of 
exotic origin or heirlooms seem to have increased in 
significance to their owners,54 since monumental ar-
chitecture and tombs had gone out of existence. With 
the palace-centered redistributive component of the 
political economy removed, this freed individuals to 
pursue alternate modes of obtaining goods, such as 
the market. Perhaps those local elites who had already 
established local authority after the collapse of the pal-
aces found it necessary to manipulate the market, and 
not the palatial redistributive system, to maintain their 
power. Tiryns and Asine in the LH IIIC period fit this 
model. This new reliance on market exchange as the 
main mode for economic transactions among elites and 
nonelites set the stage for the eventual appearance of 
marketplaces such as the Athenian Agora, where one 
found “everything sold together.”55
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