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	If we were to observe the world around us and the society we live in, we will see that institutionalized power has become the basic force that shapes the world. In other words, central government holds authority in almost any part of the world. One important aspect that is linked to any centralized government or authority, historical or modern, is economic inequality. 
	This relationship has resulted in development of one of the central themes in archaeological research studying past societies: understanding the process of emergence of central authority and forces that pushed societies toward increased social inequality. In other words, archaeologists studying any culture and society where social inequality is supported by material evidence, they often ask where social inequalities originate from, what was the source of authority, how was the power expressed and practiced, and what were the mechanisms (consensus or coercion or both) of making subjects to accept the power (legitimacy)? These questions are important as they can lead us to answers that explain why and how such politically complex societies came into being.
In following lectures, these are the questions that we will be consistently discussing because understanding all steps of the process of emergence of central authority in different cultures will also help us understand how some of the great civilizations of the ancient world came into being.
Initially, scholars dealing with social complexity were more focused on finding similar or different facts among many cultures, and develop categories. In other words, they were more focused on defining different forms of social complexity rather than developing explanations. These early approaches were spearheaded by scholars such as Morton Fried (1967) who defined four types of societies. These types are egalitarian, ranked, stratified, and state social organizations. In egalitarian societies, according to Fried, the difference between social members was mostly based on individual’s skills (dancer, warrior, hunter, etc.), age, gender, or combination of these factors. Therefore, there are many prestige positions in egalitarian societies. Production is aimed to supply household and local needs and mostly takes place within households. 
In ranked societies, social hierarchy is not based on gender, age, and skills, but rather, it is based on hereditary status. For example, firstborn son might have higher prestige than his younger siblings. There is no real political power concentrated in the hands of individuals with high prestige, nor there is economic inequality between members of ranked societies. Members of higher prestige were more focused on collecting and redistributing resources rather than consuming. 
Fried described stratified societies as organization whose members do not have equal access to resources and members of higher prestige with tight links to them. High-prestige positions are very few in stratifies societies. In addition, exploitation is widely used in different forms including demands of labor, institutional slavery, or other forms based on division of labor. Leadership is focused around household and kin groups. 
The most complex form of socio-political organization has been described as state. In states, leadership is limited to supra-kin based families or lineages. In other words, the already established upper strata of social hierarchy use different ways and strategies to not only maintain their social positions and legitimacy of their power but also to successfully pass it on to followed generations. Some of the strategies and plans to maintain and legitimize their power include development of legal systems, maintenance of military and police forces, and taxation. Control over resources is strictly in hands of the rulers and centralized political power. 
Not so long after Morton Fried published his classification of political organizations based on social relationships and political economy, American cultural anthropologist Elman Service developed his own classification. While both these scholars considered development of political complexity as a movement of authority from kin group to a centralized government, Service’s classification was more focused on scale and structure of complexity (Service 1971). His four categories include bands, tribes, chiefdoms, and states. His definitions of band and tribe societies were similar to Fried’s egalitarian and ranked societies. However, chiefdoms, according to Service, were societies with centralized leadership that was hereditary in nature. These leaders have neither real political power nor any ability to use force to maintain order. One of the most common sources of power in chiefdoms is religious authority. States are different from chiefdom in that states have and utilize real force to back the government and laws. 
Vere Gordon Childe, an Australian archaeologist known for his extensive pioneering research on early cultures of Europe and initiation of methods for investigating social issues such as economic organization, developed a different perspective on how we should look at ancient states and civilizations. Childe’s opinion was very much based on close relationship between urban societies and states. In other words, instead of placing emphasis on political institutions in order to determine social complexity, he developed ten criteria through which archaeologists can identify urban societies and subsequently a complex social organization. These include:
- increased settlement size
- concentration of wealth
- public monumentality
- writing system
- representational art
- knowledge of science and engineering
- foreign interaction and trade
- full-time specialists in non-subsistence activities
- stratified social organization
- political organization
However, several issues and concerns were raised by scholars in the archaeological field. While each of these criteria leave visible, tangible traces in archaeological record, some of them were poorly defined. For example, how big of an area a settlement should cover or how big of population a settlement should have in order to be considered urban. At the same time, besides the varied nature of urbanism around the world, more and more studies have shown that emergence of urbanism is not necessarily associated with development of states.    
Going back to the question of understanding the process of complex social and political organization, earlier approaches were more focused on finding evidence of emerging hereditary social ranking as the main indicator for societies becoming more complex. In this situation archaeologists would look for evidence for restricted access to certain highly valued goods or strict control over some parts of the economy such as specialized craft production and/or trading activities. 
More recent approaches, however, are focused on including many other different aspects of early societies which were not considered when explaining emergence of past complex societies. These, among many, include consideration of “agency” (theories that recognize that human beings make choices, hold intentions and take action), beliefs, efforts to identify “heterarchical”, cooperative social relations (horizontal ties between people as well as vertical). 
These considerations and approaches emerged as more researchers became more familiar with diverse nature of complex societies (both past and present) and the many paths that societies take to become more complex in nature. One such example is the ancient culture of Middle Niger, the complex nature of which was revealed through archaeological research and has shown to have very unique way of organization. The way McIntosh (2005) sees how societies along the Niger were organized was very different from the way archaeologists see the way complex societies were organized in prehistory. The most important fact about Middle Niger was that the many specialized communities (such as fishing, farming) were organized without inter- and intra- communal formal hierarchy. In other words, there was no legitimized government or ruler that held control over economy and public relationship. Instead, the whole nature of this relationship between specialized communities was based on self-organization and complex nature of horizontal relationship. In this relationship trade, exchange, and reciprocity were essential elements. 
Different studies of early states and their paths of emergence have shown diverse paths where different social, cultural, and economic aspects played different roles. However, one aspect that binds these different approaches is the search for source of power. This power does not necessarily mean how much political or military power one had in the past but it is more inclined in identifying the glue that held large-scale, highly differentiated societies together. In other words, when archaeologists search the source power, they try to understand how some people gained the ability to control the actions of others. While such source could be related to economic inequality or hereditary status, there are instances where individual’s power was based on his/her ability to access and control information. 
For the rest of this lecture and in the following lectures, we will explore the emergence of state societies from a comparative perspective. Up until recently, theories of the origin of the state tend to focus on factors drawn from Western world and their economics. But latest approaches study this issue beyond the classic aspects that include access to resources, control of labor, population size, competition, access to information, and bureaucracy. Consideration of ordinary people and their view has been lately one of the major aspects considered in the whole process of emergence of state societies. In addition, symbolism and ideology have been included in the discussion as many historical cases have shown the close relationship between rulers and their connection to gods. 
Early states in Mesopotamia. The land between the two rivers, Tigris and Euphrates, is known as Mesopotamia. This is the part of the world that saw the emergence of the world’s first state societies. Several features distinguish this part of the world from the surrounding regions as well as the rest of the world. First of all, this region is very well known for its extremely fertile soil that was perhaps one of the factors to support first large communities in the past. Second, there are no mineral resources in southern part of Tigris and Euphrates Valley. Third, the deposit of river silts is responsible for deeply burying early sites, making it very difficult to build knowledge of Paleolithic and Neolithic periods of the valley. 
Archaeological evidence produced by the use of aerial photographs showed that many of the early cities of southern Mesopotamia lied on the edges of extensive marshlands created by irrigation farming. However, when river course shifted, these cities were left in isolated position. While irrigation farming was very productive in early stages to support large city population, it eventually caused concentration of salt in soil near the surface and made it impossible to grow any crops. 
The first city to emerge in Mesopotamia is the site of Uruk (4000-3200 BC). At its’ peak, the city covered an area of 2.5 square kilometers and had a population of between 20,000 and 40,000 (Nissen 2002).
Excavations at Uruk revealed two massive temple precincts, around which the city seemed to have concentrated. Many of these temples were built on top of platforms, also known as ziggurat. Beside temples, other public buildings and areas were recognized, such as great courts and palaces. The way ziggurats and temples were built highlight their high visibility but at the same time, their highly restricted access. This is an indication of controlled access to events and individuals residing or engaging in ritual activities on top of ziggurats. This might have been one way how religious leaders tried to separate themselves from the rest of population and legitimize their authority. 
While priests and religious leaders seemed to have power to make decisions, little is known whether there were other individuals of power, such as king. It is quite possible that religious leaders were the rulers. Uruk seemed to have been supported by tributes and offerings brought by worshippers and people from surrounding areas. This process can be seen from iconography of a stone vase found from Uruk. 
In addition to offerings, Uruk leaders seemed to have interest in establishing trade and exchange network with communities of other regions. For example, the limestone and bitumen (natural form of tar) used for decoration of public buildings and temples were not available locally and were imported from outside of southern Mesopotamia. 
As we move from Uruk period to Early Dynastic period (3200-2350 BC), archaeologists have identified significant shift in political and economic landscapes of the entire Mesopotamian region. Series of city-states emerged, engaging actively with each other in different forms (such as warfare and trade). One of the innovations was the emergence of writing system. Initially appearing on clay seals, this form of writing became more standardized and used in almost all aspects of social life. By deciphering cuneiform writing, archaeologists could understand the way Early Dynastic societies engaged and interacted with each other better than ever before. The many thousands of cuneiform clay tablets recovered during archaeological excavations contain valuable information of social orders, trade, and personal interactions between members of society such as requests and complaints. 
The nature of relationship between city-states was active and mixed. But from examination of each known city of this period, archaeologists can clearly identify a hierarchical order in which some cities seemed to be ruled by more powerful rulers who had more resources than others. 
This can be seen from the famous site of Ur, located not too far from Uruk. This Sumerian city-state not only revealed its superiority over other city-states by its size, population, and concentration of resources, but also the extent of power and authority of Ur rulers. For example, the administrative/religious center was still built on ziggurat. But compared to Uruk period, the ziggurat had additional levels. While this method increased visibility, it limited access to different levels of the platforms more than ever before. 
But perhaps the most obvious evidence how much the power and authority of Ur rulers increased during this period is the famous royal cemetery, excavated by Leonard Woolley in 1922. Recognized as one of the first archaeologists to excavate an archaeological site in methodical way, Woolley had prepared himself and his excavations team for five years after discovering the site. The site itself revealed an entire lineage of rulers and members of royal family being buried in a separate cemetery. These burials with lavish and exotic goods indicate not only the material expression of royals but also show the extent of interaction network of royal members through which such exotic and valuable items were acquired. 
Another way of expressing their power and authority was to decide who gets to live and who gets to die, especially after royalty dies. When excavating these royal tombs, Woolley and his team discovered many burial contexts with what appears to be human and animal sacrifices. In some instances, up to 74 people were placed in single tomb. Some might have consumed poison (some individuals had a cup right next to their bodies) and some might have been forcibly killed. Some bones of individuals were preserved well enough to be analyzed by CT scans and some showed clear evidence of blunt force trauma in their skulls. 
To sum up, the emergence of complex societies in Mesopotamia is closely linked with emergence of large urban centers. Rituals, beliefs, and temples seemed to have important role in bringing people together and introducing organizational mechanisms. Control over population was implemented using rituals, control over economy and surplus, as well as introduction of writing system. Lavish burials and human sacrifices indicate increased power and authority of rulers during the Early Dynastic period.                          
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