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Główne części 56. tomu „Fontes Archaeologici Posnanienses” przynoszą prace poświęcone dwom ob­
szarom badawczym: wschodniemu Śródziemnomorzu oraz Niżowi Polskiemu. Obydwa łączy aktywność 
polskich archeologów, od lat z sukcesem prowadzących tam badania.

Tematem specjalnym jest zestaw artykułów skoncentrowanych na Egei oraz Egipcie, które naświetlają wy­
brane problemy archeologii śródziemnomorskiej. Blok tych pierwszych to głosy najmłodszego pokolenia 
adeptów archeologii, specjalizujących się w badaniach strefy egejskiej. Są one pokłosiem międzynarodowej 
konferencji studencko-doktoranckiej „Aegean Archeology Students’ Session”, która odbyła się w Muzeum 
Archeologicznym w Poznaniu w dniach 7-8 kwietnia 2016 r. Współorganizatorem sesji był Uniwersytet 
im. Adama Mickiewicza w Poznaniu. Zainteresowania młodych badaczy dotyczą przede wszystkim świata 
minojskiego i mykeńskiego. Uzupełnieniem tej części jest artykuł poświęcony zagadkowemu zabytkowi 
z Pustyni Zachodniej w Egipcie.

W dziale Materiały wracamy najpierw do dwóch znanych od wielu lat stanowisk wielkopolskich: Kotowa 
i Ciążenia. W obu przypadkach Autorzy proponują reanalizę dawnych źródeł pokazując, jak wiele nowych 
wiadomości można uzyskać pochylając się nad muzealnymi kolekcjami i archiwaliami. Cztery następne 
artykuły przedstawiają wyniki najnowszych badań, realizowanych w drugiej dekadzie XXI wieku. Cmenta­
rzysko ludności kultury przeworskiej w Ochocicach, depozyt żelaznych wyrobów z Lubinicka, krypta kali­
skiego kościoła pw. św. Wojciecha i Stanisława oraz fragment południowych fortyfikacji Poznania -  to nowe 
źródła, które docenią zarówno archeolodzy i historycy, jak również wszyscy zainteresowani przeszłością 
naszego regionu i jego otoczenia.

Tom kończy dział Varia, w którym publikujemy sprawozdanie z działalności naszego Muzeum w roku 
2019.

Marzena Szmyt
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Central Macedonia in Relation to the North and South. 
The Northern Aegean in the Light of Ceramic Evidence. 

The Case of Mycenaean and Incised/Encrusted Wares

C ezary  Bahyrycz

Środkowa M acedonia na tle Północy i Południa. Północna Egea w świetle m ateriałów  
ceramicznych. Przypadek ceram iki mykeńskiej i nacinanej/ inkrustowanej

Abstract: The Strymon/ Struma and Axios/Vardar Rivers flow through Central Macedonia, the valleys of which formed the two 
main corridors connecting the Aegean with the southeastern Balkans and Central Europe during the Late Bronze Age. From an 
archaeological perspective, these valleys have long been considered crucial for migration processes, and establishing cultural, trade, 
and social networks between prehistoric communities. In Central Macedonia and along the aforementioned river courses, there 
is an appreciable pattern of various archaeological sites. The archaeological record of the Late Bronze Age comprises visible traces 
of settlements, cemeteries, and so-called fortified sites. Of the few types of pottery collected during surveys and excavations, two 
are most significant for studying interregional communication networks in the Late Bronze Age Aegean and Balkans -  Mycenaean 
and incised/encrusted pottery. The presence of both ceramic styles marks the co-existence of different foreign traditions, southern 
and northern, respectively, in the region of Central Macedonia. This case study focuses on these two pottery styles, especially their 
morphology, decoration, and analogies within and beyond this region. It is argued that the examination of the stylistic properties 
of Mycenaean and incised/encrusted pottery provides insights into the enigmatic communication links between the Aegean and 
the Balkans. Furthermore, this contributes to defining the role of Central Macedonia as a region between different cultural zones 
during the Late Bronze Age.
Keywords: Late Bronze Age, pottery, Central Macedonia, Mycenaean pottery, incised pottery, communication, mobility, cultural 
contacts

Abstrakt: Centralna Macedonia to kraina, przez którą przepływają dwa potężne cieki wodne -  rzeka Axios (zwana w Macedonii Pół­
nocnej Wardarem) i Strymon (w języku bułgarskim określana Strumą). W późnej epoce brązu tworzyły one dwa główne korytarze 
łączące Egeę z południowo-wschodnimi Bałkanami i dalej -  centralną Europą. Z archeologicznego punktu widzenia, doliny Axiosu 
i Strymonu są uznawane od dawna za kluczowe dla wyjaśniania pradziejowych procesów migracji, a także kształtowania kul­
turowych, handlowych i społecznych powiązań pomiędzy prahistorycznymi społecznościami. W Centralnej Macedonii i wzdłuż 
wspomnianych rzek występują liczne stanowiska archeologiczne datowane na późną epokę brązu. Przybierają one rozmaite formy: 
osadowe, sepulkralne i tak zwane „ufortyfikowane posterunki”. Podczas rozmaitych prospekcji powierzchniowych i badań wykopa­
liskowych w analizowanym regionie odkryto artefakty datowane na późną epokę brązu, a najliczniejszą z nich grupę stanowią frag­
menty naczyń ceramicznych. Pośród nich, najbardziej istotna z punktu widzenia interregionalnych powiązań Centralnej Macedonii, 
jest ceramika mykeńska oraz nacinana/ inkrustowana. Obecność obu stylów świadczy o koegzystencji różnych obcych tradycji 
wytwórczości ceramicznej w opisywanym regionie, które wywodzą się z terenów leżących zarówno na południu, jak i na północy. 
Niniejszy artykuł omawia kwestie stylistyki obu wymienionych stylów ceramiki naczyniowej, koncentrując się na morfologii i spo­
sobie dekoracji oraz analogiach w regionie i poza nim. Analiza tych danych może pomóc w rozpoznaniu, wciąż enigmatycznego, 
wzorca powiązań pomiędzy Egeą a Bałkanami. Pozwoli również na określenie roli, którą pełniła Centralna Macedonia w późnej 
epoce brązu jako region pomiędzy odmiennymi i dynamicznie rozwijającymi się centrami kulturowymi.
Słowa kluczowe: późna epoka brązu, ceramika, Centralna Macedonia, ceramika mykeńska, ceramika nacinana, komunikacja, mo­
bilność, kontakty kulturowe



Introduction
Central Macedonia is one of the northernmost 

regions of Greece. With the adjacent regions to the 
west and east, it creates the administrative, histori­
cal, and geographical unit of Macedonia. The west­
ern part embraces the Hellenides Mountains and 
numerous plateaus. The eastern section -  bordered 
by Greek Thrace comprising fertile basins and the 
Struma River, one of the largest in Greece -  is sur­
rounded by hills, whereas the central part of Mac­
edonia is the largest and has the broadest plains in 
Greece (Ghilardi et al. 2008: 112).

Macedonia is isolated by mountain ranges, in­
cluding the Rhodope and Pangaion Mountains to the 
east and north, respectively, the Voras Mountains to 
the northwest, and the Pindos and Olympus Massifs 
to the south. Nevertheless, several paths allow these 
otherwise inaccessible ranges to be traversed. In this 
article, the Axios/ Vardar (Gr.: A t̂oq; Mac.: Bapgap) 
and Strymon/ Struma (Gr.: Zxpupovag Bul.: CrpyMa) 
Valleys are the most important. These watercourses 
link the south with the north, functioning as nexuses 
connecting the Aegean to the southeastern Balkans.

In these specific geographical and climatic con­
ditions, socioeconomic structures with strong and 
long-lasting cultural traditions developed during 
the Late Bronze Age. The most spectacular remains 
of prehistoric activities within the region are so- 
called toumbas (Gr. Sg. Toupna) -  multilayered tell 
habitation forms that remain visible in the modern 
landscape. Within these structures, researchers 
have identified stone and mud-brick architecture 
with clay and earthen banks (Andreou et al. 1996: 
578-580, 582). Excavations of several toumbas 
have revealed reliable information about planning 
and spatial organization (especially visible on the 
tells of Thessaloniki, Kastanas, Assiros, and Agios 
Mamas). Despite inequalities between sites (e.g., 
size and location), common features can be high­
lighted, such as regular networks of parallel streets, 
rectangular blocks of tied room-spaces, as well as 
storage and food preparation features (Andreou 
2010: 649-650). Indeed, the uniform settlement 
plan shared by many toumbas has been identified 
as an “underpinning of the established order by an­
cestral values”, according to the words of their exca­
vators (Andreou 2010: 650). Although, there is no

direct evidence for a hierarchical settlement pattern 
in this area, some insights should be taken into con­
sideration. For example, the amount of crops stored 
at Assiros highly exceeded the needs of the site’s 
inhabitants, which indicates a some sort of redistri­
bution system and centrally controlled institution 
of authority (Jones et al. 1986). At the site of Thes­
saloniki Toumba, large numbers of pithoi and other 
containers point to the same conclusions (Andreou 
2010: 650). The inhabitants of the Macedonian 
mounds used a wide variety of bronze tools and 
weapons, and traces of metalworking that are vis­
ible on all tells excavated to date (Hochstetter 1987; 
Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 1992; Wardle, Wardle 1999). 
Gold and silver jewelry were also present in single 
graves (Hochstetter 1987; Andreou 2010: 652). Fur­
thermore, the prehistoric “Macedonians” manufac­
tured purple dye from murex shells, which occurred 
as early as the Middle Bronze Age at Agios Mamas 
(Becker 2001; Becker, Kroll 2008) and Thessaloniki 
Toumba (Andreou 2010: 652). However, from the 
point of view of this paper, the most important is 
pottery production. The handmade local produc­
tion of ceramic vessels in the region seems to be the 
result of a broad tradition within which some lo­
cal variations existed; nevertheless, its precise defi­
nition is not yet possible (Kiriatzi et al. 1997: 363). 
The prevailing method of decoration among locally 
manufactured tableware pots was surface burnish­
ing, which was time-consuming and required the 
use of specific tools. Considering the quality of the 
final product, its decoration, and more elaborate 
vessel shapes, burnished tableware pottery stands 
out from the coarse examples of everyday plain 
cooking and storage pots.

Along the main communication paths of the 
Strymon/Struma and Axios/Vardar Valleys, foreign 
examples of pottery have also been found. These 
are examples of Mycenean as well as incised and 
encrusted (henceforth incised/encrusted) pottery 
fragments, constituting cognitively interesting evi­
dence for the interregional role and position of Cen­
tral Macedonia in the Late Bronze Age chain of con­
nections. These sherds could explain the “big three” 
issues, in that they are often crucial evidence for 
chronology, trade, and function or status (Orton et 
al. 1993: 23). In the vast plains of Central Macedonia,



ceramic fragments are often the only chronological 
indicator of researched and surveyed sites because 
extensive excavations have only been conducted on a 
limited number of archaeological sites concentrated 
in river valleys, basins, and coastal zones (the most 
important are: Thessaloniki Toumba site -  Andreou 
et al. 1996; Andreou, Psaraki 2007; Andreou 2009; 
Jung et al. 2009; Assiros -  Wardle 1980; 1988; 1989; 
Wardle, Wardle 2007; Kastanas -  Hansel 1979; 1989; 
Jung 2002; Jung et al. 2009; Angelochori -  Stefani, 
Meroussis 1997; Torone -  Cambitoglou, Papado­
poulos 1993). The differing origins of the discussed 
pottery wares point to the issue of mobility during 
the Late Bronze Age in the southeastern Balkans, as 
well as bonding ties between communities and im­
proving interregional networks and mutual relation­
ships. The next level of information obtained from 
the analysis of pottery is of a more local scale and is 
a useful indicator for interpreting and reconstruct­
ing the social role of pots within enclosed commu­
nities.

The analysis of ceramic indicators has been 
prevalent since the transition from the 19th to 20th 
centuries. The first archaeological studies focused 
directly on the prehistory of Central Macedonia 
and began with Berlin archaeologist P. Träger. In 
the years 1900-1901 he held two exploratory expe­
ditions to Macedonia, during which he examined 
numerous fragments of pottery, described in his 
Diaries of Travel (Ger. Reiseberichten). He also ob­
served and described characteristic mounds of an­
thropogenic origin (toumba) in this region for the 
first time in history. Importantly, on the surfaces 
of visited archaeological sites, P. Träger, along with 
his colleague H. Schmidt, identified different cate­
gories of pottery fragments and initiated their basic 
classification (Schmidt 1905).

The second father of Central-Macedonian pre­
historic studies was A. J. B. Wace. Along with M. S. 
Thompson, he conducted an extensive survey in the 
region in 1909. The chronology of visited archaeo­
logical sites was established primarily based on the 
surface finds of prehistoric pottery, which A. J. B. 
Wace divided into several simple categories (see 
Wace 1914: 129-31).

During the First World War, fragments of prehis­
toric pottery vessels were collected from numerous

mounds by Allied soldiers stationed around Thes­
saloniki. Observations made based on the pottery 
revealed patterns of the distribution of past commu­
nities. Some invasive investigations of toumbas were 
also conducted by the Antiquity Service in coopera­
tion with the French Army at this time (Rey 1917).

In the 1920s, several toumba sites in the region 
of Central Macedonia were excavated: Chauchitsa/ 
Tsautsitsa from 1921 to 1922 (Casson 1925: 1-4; 1968), 
Vardino in 1924 (Heurtley 1925: 15-36), Kilindir in 
1925 (Morgan et al. 2017: 157), Vardaroftsi (Var- 
darophtsa)/ Axiochori in 1926 (Morgan et al. 2017: 
157), Olynthus/ Agios Mamas in 1928 (Heurtley 
1939: 1-10), and Saratse/ Perivolaki in 1928 (Heurtley, 
Radford 1932: 113-151). The research contributed to 
the state of knowledge about prehistoric Macedonia 
and its position within the Late Bronze Age chain 
of interconnections through the presence of foreign 
classes of pottery. A particularly significant year 
of research was 1924, when W. Heurtley investigated 
several archaeological sites in Macedonia. Because 
each was located in a different region of northern 
Greece, it was possible to obtain a comprehensive 
range of data that reconstructed the forgotten past 
of this area. In his publication and crowning his 
activities, W. Heurtley grouped pottery finds into 
stylistic and typological sequences, and developed 
a chronology based on their stratigraphic position 
revealed during excavation (Heurtley 1939).

The next phase of Macedonian archaeological re­
search was conducted in the second half of the 20th 
century by D. French. During the 1960s he prepared 
a catalogue of archaeological sites based on past ac­
tivities, as well on his own extensive surveys in the 
region. The foundation for chronological diversifi­
cation of sites were pottery sherds scattered over the 
surfaces of Macedonian sites (French 1967).

The 1980s were a time of increasing invasive in­
vestigations of archaeological sites in Central Mac­
edonia. The largest excavations to date began at 
this time, namely at the toumba sites of Kastanas 
(within the Axios/ Vardar Valley) and Assiros (in 
the Langadas Basin). They provided numerous arti­
facts that were extremely useful during the analysis 
of the region’s role in the Late Bronze Age. In 1984, 
scholars from Aristotle University began the most 
recent phase of research on one of the largest toum-



bas at the city center of Thessaloniki (Andreou et 
al. 1996; Andreou and Psaraki 2007; Andreou 2009; 
Jung et al. 2009).

Over multiple decades of research in Central 
Macedonia, several interpretations of its role in 
the Late Bronze Age interregional system of cul­
tural contacts appeared (for a detailed description 
of the research history see Pappa, Bahyrycz 2016). 
H. Schmidt was the first to identify northern in­
fluences in the process of cultural creation in Cen­
tral Macedonia, although he did note the presence 
of southern ideas (e.g., in the shape of painted pot­
tery; Schmidt 1905: 110-113). W. Heurtley challenged 
the prevailing opinion of the time that this region 
was more closely related to the north, as he believed 
that the area originally had stronger ties to the Ae­
gean (Heurtley 1939: XV-XVII). A contrary hypoth­
esis was stated by S. Casson (Casson 1968: 1-5), who 
argued Macedonia was a region with significantly 
different characteristics than the Aegean, both en­
vironmentally and in terms of material culture, and 
did not belong to the southern world. Hypothesis 
about the syncretic character (northern and south­
ern) of material culture of Macedonian communi­
ties has been proposed by other scholars in more re­
cent times (Wardle 1993: 117; Horejs 2007; Aslaksen 
2013: 10).

In this article, two foreign classes of pottery are 
presented, from the point of view of Macedonian 
communities. I take into consideration only table­
ware category of pots and do not deal with cook­
ing or storage variants of ceramic vessels. The most 
elaborate classes -  tableware -  provide useful evi­
dence for deliberations about the role of the region 
in the interregional network of communication in 
the Late Bronze Age, as “material culture lies at the 
heart of social interaction, because people exchange 
things as they interact with each other” (Van Dom- 
melen, Rowlands 2012: 20).

Tableware pottery in Central Macedonia 
during the Late Bronze Age

Between 1650 and 1050 BC (Andreou 2010: 
649), Central Macedonian communities used sev­
eral classes of ceramic vessels, including brown- 
burnished, matt-pained, incised/ encrusted, and 
at the end of the period -  channelled (also called

Lausitz -  Heurtley 1939: 98, 129). These classes were 
extremely various, from their technological charac­
teristics, like temperature of firing, clay preparation, 
and type of admixture, to decoration techniques 
(painted, incised, or plainly burnishing) and choice 
of ornamentation patterns and their execution. In 
other words, we are dealing here with completely 
different concepts that originated from various 
cultural circles. Tracing the origins of these arti­
facts offers a step towards understanding the posi­
tion of Central Macedonia within the Late Bronze 
Age world. Two classes have been arbitrarily cho­
sen -  Mycenaean and incised/encrusted ware. The 
first has been studied in a more exhaustive man­
ner and is widely presented in the literature (War­
dle 1975; Cambitoglou, Papadopoulos 1993; Wardle 
1993; Andreou et al. 1996; Andreou 2003; Karam- 
itrou-Mentesidi 2003; Horejs 2007; Andreou 2009, 
2010; Aslaksen 2013: 159-193). The latter proves to 
be less attended, perhaps because of distinctions 
in the state of research between countries where 
the examples of incised/ encrusted pots have been 
observed (Greece, the Republic of North Macedo­
nia, and Bulgaria). The chosen pottery wares mark 
a north-south axis of influence and sources of their 
provenance indicate contact with completely differ­
ent cultural circles in Central Macedonia.

Mycenaean pottery in Central Macedonia
The history of archaeological research in Central 

Macedonia briefly described above demonstrates 
the continuous increase in data concerning, among 
others, Mycenaean pottery. This type completely 
differs from the local repertoire of ceramics in its 
elaborately painted appearance and wheel-thrown 
technology. Thus, it has commanded scholars’ at­
tention since the beginning of archaeological study 
in this region.

Starting with pioneering research (Schmidt 
1905), each successive study has identified new 
sherds of Mycenaean ceramics (table 1). P. Träger 
and H. Schmidt recognized only three sites in Cen­
tral Macedonia with this type of pottery at the be­
ginning of 20th century. In 1914, the number of sites 
rose to seven (Wace 1914), and after 1917 two addi­
tional sites with this type of pottery were recognized 
(Rey 1917). By 1939, a total of 57 Late Bronze Age



Table 1. Growth of data concerning amount of identified sites with Mycenaean pottery finds in Central 
Macedonia in time. Foil. Schmidt 1905, Wace 1914, Rey 1917, Heurtley 1939, French 1967, 
Grammenos et al. 1997

Year Sites with Mycenaean pottery % of all known prehistoric sites

1905 3 Insufficient data

1914 7 Insufficient data

1917 9 Insufficient data

1939 10 18%

1967 31 33%

1997 58 24%

archaeological sites were identified and Mycenaean 
wares were observed in ten. This represents almost 
one fifth of all recognized sites (exactly 18%; Heu­
rtley 1939). At the end of the 1960s, the Mycenaean 
class had been observed within pottery repertoires 
from more than one third of archaeological sites 
in the area (31 of 101 Late Bronze Age sites -  33%; 
Heurtley 1939; French 1967). In 1997, after the pub­
lication of the most recent complete index of known 
sites, Mycenaean pottery was identified in 24% 
of Central Macedonian settlements during the Late 
Bronze Age (58 sites; Heurtley 1939; French 1967; 
Grammenos et al. 1997). The majority of these finds 
are localized within the river valleys, which served 
as natural routes through the mountains, and close 
to the seacoast (fig. 1).

Only a small number of sites have been investi­
gated through invasive excavation; many Mycenaean 
sherds are surface finds and, as such, lack their orig­
inal contexts (French 1967; Grammenos et al. 1997) 
and are often very fragmented. Fortunately, due to 
their characteristics, in some instances it is possi­
ble to determine their chronology based on widely 
described and analysed painted ornamental motifs 
and through analogies with southern originals. The 
largest amount of data regarding the production 
technology, shapes, decoration, and chronology 
of Mycenaean vessels comes from the multiannual 
excavations of a limited number of sites in the re­
gion, including Assiros, Kastanas, and Thessaloniki 
Toumba.

The first chronological studies found that Myce­
naean pottery was introduced to Late Bronze Age 
Macedonia in the Late Helladic (LH) III period

(Heurtley 1939: 96), based on vessel features. A Brit­
ish excavation conducted on the toumba of Assi- 
ros confirmed this theory and positioned this type 
of pottery within the 14th century BC (LH III A-B; 
Wardle 1988: 40). In the 1960s, some Mycenaean 
pottery fragments were determined to be much ear­
lier; D. French in his index of archaeological sites 
and catalogue of sherds indicated they were intro­
duced during the LH I and II periods. This assertion 
is supported by the presence of fragments in Thes­
saloniki Toumba dated to the LH IIB period (An- 
dreou 2009: 18). In the 1990s, during the expedition 
of the Australian Archaeological Institute at Athens 
in Torone, the earliest fragments to date have been 
found -  two sherds of a Vapheio type cup that date 
to the Early Mycenaean period (LH I). These early 
Mycenaean ceramic fragments were discovered at 
one of southernmost sites in Central Macedonia 
(on the Sithonia peninsula of Chalkidiki; Cambito- 
glou, Papadopoulous 1993: 292).

From a technological point of view, Mycenaean 
vessels in Macedonia do not differ from their south­
ern originals at first glance. They were turned on a 
potter s wheel, covered with a shiny glaze, and sub­
sequently fired at high temperatures (Wardle 1993: 
133). Nevertheless, more detailed analysis reveals that 
Macedonian examples of Mycenaean pots were more 
diverse. Their production involved different types 
of clay, various finishes (e.g., different paints), and 
unstable firing temperatures (Andreou 2009: 20-21).

The repertoire of Mycenaean pottery shapes in­
cluded mainly small vessels: cups, goblets (fig. 2: 5), 
jugs with cut-away necks, amphoriskoi, kylikes, 
loop-handled bowls, skyphoi (fig. 2: 6, 7), and stir­



rup and squat jars (Heurtley 1939: 96-97; Jung 2002; 
Andreou 2009: 20-21; Jung et al. 2009: 189-191; Ste- 
fani 2015). Some larger shapes have also been rec­
ognized (Wardle 1993: 133), as have so-called special 
use shapes (i.e., bridge-spouted bowls and spouted 
jugs; Wardle 1993: 133).

Similar to the southern originals, Mycenaean 
pots in Macedonia were ornamented with painted 
motifs. Usually, the repertoire of applied patterns 
was quite modest and simple, consisting of truly 
Mycenaean products (Wardle 1993: 133). Prevail­
ing decorations were basic bands, dots, waves, nets, 
meanders, herringbones (fig. 2: 5), tassels, reversed 
horns (fig. 2: 7), and florals (fig. 2: 6). During the 
later phase of the Late Bronze Age (LH IIIC), orna­
ments were executed on the inner surfaces of pots, 
exemplified as simple band designs or monochro­
matic decorations (Andreou 2009: 20-24).

It seems that Mycenaean vessels were initially in­
troduced to Central Macedonian material culture as 
single imports from the core of Mycenaean civiliza­
tion. Over time, their number increased and local 
potters began to imitate the originals. However, the 
frequency of these pots never exceeded more than 
a few percent (e.g., 5.5% of the pottery repertoire 
from Thessaloniki Toumba; Andreou et al. 1996: 
582). Within the assemblage of Mycenaean vessels 
discovered at the site of Assiros in the Lankadas Ba­
sin, it was possible to differentiate three categories 
of this characteristic ware: imported (originals from 
the core of the Mycenaean civilization), provincial 
(produced presumably somewhere in the river val­
leys or in close proximity to the seacoast), and local 
(manufactured on-site). The frequency of pottery 
from these categories changed over time. Initially, 
the most numerous category was, of course, import­
ed. Over time and as Macedonian potters acquired 
new skills, the frequency of local and provincial cat­
egories increased. By the end of the period, assem­
blages of Mycenaean pottery in Central Macedonia 
predominately imitated truly southern products 
(Andreou, Psaraki 2007: 416).

Incised/ encrusted pottery in Central Macedonia
Since the beginning of archaeological research 

in Central Macedonia during the late 19th and early 
20th centuries, characteristic types of incised/ en­

crusted handmade pots were identified. Neverthe­
less, unlike the detailed and standardized categories 
of wheel-thrown southern wares, incised/encrusted 
pottery have never been the subject of wide discus­
sions, analysis, or investigations. Recently, more 
attention has been given to this type of pottery, 
emphasizing its possible importance for the recon­
struction of cultural networks in this region during 
the Late Bronze Age (Horejs 2007; Aslaksen 2013; 
Nenova 2018).

As with Mycenaean pottery, this category stands 
out from the local repertoire, not by its technologi­
cal features or vessels shapes, but because of the type 
of surface decoration. Incised/encrusted pots do not 
have unified surface colors (neither externally nor 
internally). Rather, the surface ranges from reddish- 
brown or light brown to dark brown and almost 
black. This is the result of uneven firing conditions 
in reductive conditions and unstable temperatures 
in the kiln.

What separates this ware from other classes 
of pottery is its characteristic decoration, unknown 
both in Central Macedonia and in more southern 
regions of modern Greece. Execution of this spe­
cific type of ornamentation was two-staged. After 
forming the vessel’s shape, the potter cut incisions 
into the unfired surface of the fresh and soft clay. 
These were made in a several ways; for example, 
with narrow tools with rounded or angular heads. 
This kind of stylus was presumably made of bone, 
wood, sharp flint, or a thin metal sheet, and may 
also have been shaped like a comb (Stefani, Mer- 
ousis 1997: 354-355; Becker, Kroll 2008: 162). Inci­
sions could be shallow or deep, creating narrow 
lines or wide bands (Aslaksen 2013: 136). The sec­
ond step included finishing the decoration. Inci­
sions were filled with white, yellowish-white, pink, 
or (rarely) red paste, based on calcareous minerals 
or sandstones (Stefani, Merousis 1997: 355). White 
paste was predominant in earlier periods (data from 
Kastanas; Hochstetter 1987: 65). Indeed, the depth 
of the incisions and their filings are important 
chronological indicators. For example, although 
some incised pots appeared during the Iron Age in 
Central Macedonia, they are singled out because 
of their shallow execution and a lack of paste in the 
decoration patterns (data from Kastanas toumba -



Fig. 1. Archaeological sites with finds of Mycenaean pottery in Central Macedonia. Foil. Schmidt 1905; Wace 1914; Rey 1917; Heurtley 1939; 
French 1967; Grammenos et al. 1997; Horejs 2007; Andreou et al 2016
Key: 1 -  Tumba Thessaloniki; 2 -  Gallikos; 3 -  Gefyra (Aghios Athanasios); 4 -  Gona; 5 -  Galatista Panikova Toumba; 6 -  Nea Triglia; 
7 -  Nea Syllata; 8 -  Nea Gonia; 9 -  Lembet; 10 -  Nea Magnisia/ Lakhanokipos; 11 -  Thermi; 12 -  Kalindria; 13 -  Tsautsitza/ Chauchitsa;
14 -  Limnotopos; 15 -  Axiochori; 16 -  Xilokeratia; 17 -  Perivolaki; 18 -  Livadhi; 19 -  Anthophytos A i B; 20 -  Aspros Toumba;
21 -  Dourmousli; 22 -  Kastanas; 23 -  Kouphalia A; 24 -  Toumba Rakhona; 25 -  Valtohori; 26 -  Asprovrysi; 27 -  Drymos;
28 -  Chrysavi/ Khrysavi; 29 -  Sokhos; 30 -  Epivatai; 31 -  Galatista; 32 -  Loutra Thermis; 33 -  Pentalophos A i B;
34 -  Philadelphiana Toumba; 35 -  Mesimeriani Toumba; 36 -  Nea Kallikratia; 37 -  Nea Syllata; 38 -  Phloyita; 39 -  Neohori;
40 -  Nikiti; 41 -  Torone; 42 -  Analipsi; 43 -  Nea Apollonia B; 44 -  Hortiatis (Abelia); 45 -  Assiros; 46 -  Angelochori;
47 -  Neochorouda; 48 -  Palio Leptokaria; 49 -  Paionias; 50 -  Peristeronas; 51 -  Petra (Tries Elies); 52 -  Pigi; 53 -  Scholario;
54 -  Stivos A; 55 -  Olynthus Toumba; 56 -  Amalara Peristera



Hochstetter 1982: 105). Late Bronze Age incisions 
and encrustation include mainly rectilinear motifs, 
triangles (fig. 2: 1), as well as parallel, oblique, and 
irregular lines, meanders (fig. 2: 2), spirals (fig. 2: 3) 
and circles, sometimes forming frame-like designs 
(fig. 2: 3; Stefani, Merousis 1997: 356; Andreou, Psa- 
raki 2007: 408, 412).

The most common vessel shapes favored by the 
inhabitants of Central Macedonia in the Late Bronze 
Age were small pots, like kantharoi (most often glob­
ular; fig. 2: 1, 3), cups, cut-away neck jugs, juglets, 
four-handled amphoras, amphoriskoi (fig. 2: 2), and 
wishbone-handled bowls (Aslaksen 2013: 132). The 
last two were also typically brown-burnished and 
plainly decorated vessels. Some special function pots 
have also been reported as having incised decoration, 
such as a tripod stand (Stefani, Merousis 1997: 355; 
Pilali-Papasteriou, Papaefthymiou-Papanthimou 
2002: Fig. 7). The repertoire of shapes clearly dem­
onstrates that incised/encrusted vessels were used for 
different activities like storage (e.g., amphoras and 
kantharoi, the latter for aromatic substances; Roum- 
bou et al. 2008 after Andreou 2010: 652), but also for 
consumption (e.g., bowls and jugs).

The date of introduction of the incised/ encrust­
ed class to Central Macedonia is difficult to recog­
nize because this issue has not been extensively ana­
lysed. There are some indicators that this category 
of handmade pottery precedes the matt painted and 
Mycenaean classes in the lower Axios/Vardar Val­
ley and its appearance should be dated to the first 
half of the second millennium BC (data from Ar- 
chondiko in western Macedonia; Aslaksen 2013: 129, 
132). Evidence from the site of Angelochori reveal 
that incised/encrusted pottery was introduced there 
contemporaneously with matt painted pots (the 
second half of the second millennium BC; Stefani, 
Merousis 1997: 356). A different perspective comes 
from excavations at Thessaloniki Toumba, where 
this type of pottery emerged during the end of the 
Late Bronze Age (Andreou, Psaraki 2007: 138).

Since incised/encrusted pots were first observed 
in the area, researchers have emphasized that this 
class is a determinant of Balkan and Central Eu­
ropean influences in Central Macedonia (Schmidt 
1905; Casson 1968: 132). Later research maintained 
and confirmed this interpretation (Wardle 1975,

Hochstetter 1982, 1987; Horejs 2007). The closest 
analogies scholars propose are products of Bronze 
Age cultures from Bulgaria and Romania (Cerkov- 
na, Tei, Verbicioara, Coslogeni, Wietenberg -  based 
mainly on the only fully published repertoire from 
the Kastanas site; Hochstetter 1982: 108). Some ves­
sel shapes resemble pots used within late Monteoru 
culture communities in western Romania (e.g., open 
kantharos; Palincas 2010: Fig. 7.3a, after Aslaksen 
2013: 129). Although the regional character of hand­
made pottery wares in Central Macedonia has been 
suggested (Aslaksen 2013: 154), imported incised/ 
encrusted pots in the Northern Aegean have been 
recognized (e.g., a jug from Agios Mamas; Horejs 
2007b: 287). As is the case with Mycenaean pots, the 
majority of finds are located within river valleys and 
close to the seacoast (fig. 3).

Central Macedonian interactions
To recognize Central Macedonian chains of cul­

tural networks, a brief description of the occurrence 
of Mycenaean and incised/ encrusted classes of ta­
bleware pottery beyond the study area is essential. 
These areas include the river valleys to the north­
west which functioned as crucial routes of commu­
nication during the Late Bronze Age.

The distribution of Mycenaean pottery was not 
limited to the northern border of Central Macedo­
nia. Though the frequency of this ware decreases 
farther north, some examples have been discovered. 
One of the most important archaeological cultures 
within which this elaborate wheel-thrown class is 
Ulanci, localized in the Republic of North Macedo­
nia in the Vardar/ Axios Valley. In Ulanci settlements 
(e.g., Stolot) and cemeteries like Dimov Grob, a lim­
ited number of imported Mycenaean pots have been 
identified. This includes an alabastron with a spheri­
cal body and three horizontal handles with painted 
band decorations (fig. 2: 4) that was made of a very 
well purified clay and fired at a high temperature. 
This highly extraordinary example of this type of pot 
was, according to its discoverers, the northernmost 
example of an imported Mycenaean vessel (Videski 
2007: 211-212), and Thessaly was proposed as the re­
gion of its provenance (Mitrevski 2013: 186). However, 
local communities also imitated Mycenaean wares in 
a handmade manner (Mitrevski 2003: 46-51, 2013:



Fig. 2. Examples of incised/ encrusted and Mycenaean pottery from Central Macedonia. Foil. Videski 2007; Stefani 2015 
Key: 1 -  Perivolaki (Saratse); 2 -  Axiochori (Vardaroftsa); 3 -  Kastanas; 4 -  Ulanci; 5 -  Toumba Thessaloniki;
6 -  Gona; 7 -  Toumba Thessaloniki.

183-188). Small vessels were favored, including main­
ly alabastra and amphoriskoi; however, the decora­
tion was not as shiny or well-executed as those of My­
cenaean originals. Parts of the vessels were divided 
by horizontal and vertical painted bands, and motifs 
were mainly fitted between the handles and rim. The 
repertoire of decorations was quite simple -  hatched 
and hanging triangles, running spirals, and painted 
bands prevailed. Some undecorated and unpainted 
vessels are also considered local imitations of Myce­
naean pots.

In southwestern Bulgaria, at the site of Kopriv- 
len located in close proximity to the town of Gotse 
Delchev in the Mesta Valley, six wheel-thrown 
sherds have been found that stand out from the lo­
cal Late Bronze Age ceramic repertoire. Four forms 
have been recognized: skyphos, amphora, alabas- 
tron, and kylix. They bear painted decoration of sim­
ple bands but also two more advanced whorl-shell 
motifs. Those fragments strongly differ from the lo­
cal examples and were made of better quality clay, 
using previously unknown technology and orna­
mentation patterns in the region (Alexandrov 2002: 
74-75). The recognized skyphoi resemble products 
from southern and central Greece, also popular in 
Thessaly and Central and Eastern Macedonia. Exact 
parallels of the vessels found in Koprivlen were also 
made in Kastanas (layer 14b -  LH IIIC), Assiros A 
(phases 9 and 7 -  LHIIIA to LHIIIB/ IIIC) and on

the Thessaloniki Toumba (phase 4 -  LHIIIC). The 
exact location of the workshop that produced clay 
for the manufacture of these Mycenaean pots is 
unknown; nevertheless, nearly all recognized ves­
sels are assumed to be Macedonian (Jung et al. 2017: 
269-302).

One of the newest discoveries of a site with My­
cenaean pottery beyond the Northern Aegean has 
also been reported in southwestern Bulgaria. The 
fortified settlement of Bresto in the Razlog Valley 
contained a Mycenaean alabastron dated on 1300 
BC that was almost identical to an example found 
in a Ulanci culture necropolis in the Axios/ Var- 
dar Valley (this Mycenaean alabastron remains 
unpublished; https://ifrglobal.org/wp-content/up- 
loads/2018/01/Bulgaria-Bresto-2016-Report.pdf).

The northern fringes of the Rhodope Range re­
vealed another set of imported Mycenean pottery 
sherds. At the site of Dragojna, researchers discovered 
fragments from cups and small closed pots. Neutron 
activation analysis of these sherds identified them as 
Mycenaean pottery from the Dimini site based on 
correspondence between their paste and clay sources 
located near the modern city of Volos, thus linking 
the area of modern Bulgaria with the coastal zone 
of Thessaly (Bozhinova et al. 2010: 45-97).

Incised/ encrusted pottery north of Central 
Macedonia is more widely distributed than My­
cenaean wares. This class contributed to the en­

https://ifrglobal.org/wp-content/up-loads/2018/01/Bulgaria-Bresto-2016-Report.pdf
https://ifrglobal.org/wp-content/up-loads/2018/01/Bulgaria-Bresto-2016-Report.pdf


crusted koine that was present between the Danube 
region and the North Aegean (Koukouli-Chrysan- 
thaki 1992: 820). The most comparable examples 
and the closest to the Central Macedonia finds 
have been identified in the southern regions of the 
Republic of North Macedonia, at the sites of Var- 
darski Rid and Kofilak, in the Vardar/ Axios Val­
ley. The sherds were identified as kantharoid ves­
sel shapes and bear incised decoration filled with 
white paste encrustation (very similar to Kastanas 
examples; Videski 2005). Crucial in terms of the 
occurrence of incised/encrusted ware the Ulanci 
culture cemetery where, together with the Myce­
naean examples of pots, small kantharoses with 
two vertical handles, cut-away jugs, and four-han­
dled amphoras have been found. All are character­
ized by surface incisions in the shape of hatched 
and hanging triangles, linear motifs, and running 
spirals filled with white and pink paste, resembling 
vessels identified in the Central Macedonia region 
(Mitrevski 2003: 46-51; 2013: 185).

The Late Bronze Age cemetery lying within the 
borders of the modern city of Skopje (Hippodrom 
Klucka) also revealed examples of incised/encrusted 
pottery. These included kantharos with ornaments 
filled with white paste, which are almost emblem­
atic for the material culture of Central Macedonia. 
Moreover, the cemetery witnessed the coexistence 
of two traditions -  northern (incised/ encrusted 
pots) and southern (e.g., remains of a helmet made 
of boar tusks; Mitrevski 2013: 193).

In the Struma/Strymon Valley of southwest­
ern Bulgaria, two unusual archaeological sites 
have been discovered that are characterized by 
massive stone architecture, unknown in the area, 
and conveniently located to overlook the valley. 
These are the sites of Kamenska Cuka and Krsto 
Pokrovnik, which contained similar examples of 
incised/encrusted pots closely related to those 
found in the Northern Aegean. Several sherds 
decorated with rectilinear and simple geometric 
motifs filled with white paste encrustation were 
found at these sites (Stefanovich, Bankoff 1998; 
Stefanovich, Kulov 2007).

Finally, in the lower Stuma/Strymon Valley, 
a well-organized cemetery from the Late Bronze 
Age was excavated in Faia Petra. Within the rec­

tangular funeral pits enclosed by stones, the coex­
istence of two traditions of pottery production and 
vessel use was revealed -  Mycenaean wheel-thrown 
(e.g., early Mycenaean stirrup jar, similar to the 
shape from LH IIIA2, Mountjoy 2001: 77, Fig. 167) 
and incised/encrusted handmade (similar to exam­
ples from Kastanas LH IIIB and IIIC; Valla 2007: 
359-372; Figs. 12, 13, 14, 18).

All these examples conclusively prove that Cen­
tral Macedonia communities from the Late Bronze 
Age actively participated in communication with 
neighboring regions. Mycenaean pottery originat­
ed in the core of the Aegean civilization and spread 
to the Northern Aegean and beyond. Researchers 
underline its role as “the strongest evidence” for 
contacts between Central Macedonia and south­
ern societies (Andreou et al. 1996: 585-586). The 
impulse, idea, and technological knowledge from 
the south were later distributed over a vast area to 
the north, probably through the only accessible 
paths -  river valleys (Axios/ Vardar, Strymon/Stru- 
ma, Mesta, etc.) that cut through the mountainous 
ranges. However, examples of Mycenaean pottery 
north of Macedonia are rare, although this may re­
flect the diverse state of knowledge regarding the 
prehistory of the described regions. For example, 
Central Macedonia is well recognized and has been 
a subject of archaeological research of varying in­
tensity for over a hundred years, whereas areas to 
the north are less well studied. Fortunately, this sit­
uation is widely improving and cooperation with 
Balkan archaeologists conducting studies north of 
the Northern Aegean have increased over the last 
several decades (Gimatzidis, Pieniążek 2018: 14).

Examples of incised/ encrusted pottery prov- 
enanced as northern (Danubian, Central-European, 
southwestern Balkans, etc.) are abundant in Central 
Macedonia. This handmade class was not widely 
transported (Aslaksen 2013: 154). Therefore, its 
production resulted from the adoption of certain 
foreign, northern traditions and aesthetics, which 
signifies the presence of long-lasting communica­
tion between communities in the Northern Aegean 
and Balkans during the Late Bronze Age. Moreover, 
Central Macedonia was a kind of barrier that pre­
vented the spread of incised/encrusted pots south­
wards (see Horejs 2007b for a detailed discussion).



Fig. 3. Archaeological sites with finds of incised/ encrusted pottery in Macedonia. Foil. Schmidt 1905; Wace 1914; Rey 1917; Heurtley 1939; 
French 1967; Grammenos et al. 1997; Stefani, Merousis 1997; Horejs 2007; Andreou et al 2016
Key: 1 -  Perivolaki (Saratse); 2 -  Lembet (Platanaki); 3 -  Galikos (Salamanle); 4 -  Vardaroftsa (Axiochori); 5 -  Saripazar A and B 
(Anthophytos); 6 -  Dourmousli; 7 -  Valtochori; 8 -  Kalindria; 9 -  Tsautsitza/ Chauchitsa; 10 -  Vardina; 11 -  Aghio Pneuma;
12 -  Mikrokampos; 13 -  Monovrisi; 14 -  Palaiokomi; 15 -  Fea Petra; 16 -  Stathmos Angistas; 17 -  Valtouda; 18 -  Veryi; 19 -  Kastri 
(Serres); 20 -  Episkopi; 21 -  Ai Vlasis Pentapolis; 22 -  Agios Antonios; 23 -  Alonia; 24 -  Angelochori; 25 -  Apsalos; 26 -  Asprovrisi 
(Akbounar); 27 -  Assiros; 28 -  Dikili Tash; 29 -  Exochi; 30 -  Gona; 31 -  Amalara Peristera; 32 -  Kastanas; 33 -  Mesimeriani Toumba; 
34 -  Profitis Ilias; 35 -  Stivos; 36 -  Thermi A -  Sedes; 37 -  Thessaloniki Toumba; 38 -  Livadi; 39 -  Pavonia; 40 -  Olynthus;
41 -  Gefyra (Topsin); 42 -  Agios Kirikos; 43 -  Nea Redestos.

Discussion
Central Macedonia always functioned within 

one of the most widely used archaeological frame­
works for the recognition of interregional communi­
cation (Stein 2002: 905) -  world-system theory and 
its numerous variants. Although many publications 
uncritically apply world-systems theory, these have 
since been reevaluated (Harding 2013: 378). For ex­
ample, new discussions and data postulate the revi­
sion of the position of Central Macedonia with the 
larger interaction system and, more generally, the 
border area between the Aegean and Balkans.

In terms of world-system theory, Central Mac­
edonia was considered a buffer -  a place where local 
communities were strongly affected by influences and 
contacts with more developed core areas (also called

gateway communities; Sheratt 1993: 5). As a buffer, 
Central Macedonian communities also acted as an 
agents of exchange between the core area to the south 
in the Aegean and peripheries located to the north 
(based on Bintliff 1997). Bintliff (1997) described the 
role of Macedonian communities based on the dis­
tribution of Mycenaean pottery north of the Aegean, 
presumably through river valleys. Most examples 
of these ceramics are recognized as local Macedoni­
an products or imitations; therefore, the role of com­
munities living in the lower Axios/ Vardar and Stry- 
mon/ Struma Valleys as agents of pottery distribution 
is highly probable (Mitrevski 2013: 181). Nevertheless, 
the first part of Bintliff’s definition does not seem to 
fit the characteristics of Central Macedonian com­
munities during the Late Bronze Age.



Inhabitants of Late Bronze Age Central Mac­
edonia created a peculiar and specific model of cul­
ture. They constituted toumba-living communities, 
strongly engaged in local traditions that are visible 
in the characteristic form and pattern of their set­
tlements, use of local pottery variants, production 
of some presumably luxurious items (e.g., murex 
purple dye), and indications of hierarchy and the 
presence of authorities. These areas were not strong­
ly affected by the civilization core -  the Mycenaean 
culture zone (koine). Evidence of cultural transfor­
mation caused by external influences from Mycenae 
is very weak (e.g., low frequency of Mycenaean pot­
tery) or lacking. For example, Mycenean influence 
in terms of settlement patterns and organization, 
prestigious/luxurious items, monumental architec­
ture, institution of rulers or elites, elaborate burial 
practices, institutionalization and administration, 
Linear B inscribed items, and spectacular social 
communal events/ feasts, is absent in Central Mac­
edonia. However, the characteristics of this region 
in the Late Bronze Age also differ from those in ar­
eas to the north in the Balkans. For example, elabo­
rate and rich deposits of metal objects (i.e., hoards) 
that are often buried signify tumultuous times and 
are distinctive of the Balkan Bronze Age, but are 
unknown in Central Macedonia. Differences also 
occurred in funerary practices. Burials are virtually 
absent in the described region, although in other 
parts of the Balkans they are often the main deter­
minants of the Late Bronze Age (e.g., the Ulanci cul­
ture discussed above) and manifested in elaborate 
shapes and forms, such as burials accompanied by 
anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figurines, clay 
models of wagons, boats, and wheels, prestigious 
items made of metal, and the ritual usage of pot­
tery. Nevertheless, Central Macedonian communi­
ties created their own model for acting within in­
ter regional networks during the Late Bronze Age. 
Inhabitants of Macedonian mounds fully benefited 
from external influences, providing added value in 
the form of foreign products, ideas, and innova­
tions (e.g., Mycenaean and incised/ encrusted pot­
tery, as well as associated technology such as pot­
ter’s wheels), which led to the enrichment of local 
culture. They were “active in developing varied ways 
of living through the manipulation of local tradi­

tions and the selective adoption of cultural forms 
and technological novelties from the surrounding 
regions” (Andreou 2010: 643).

Sheratt’s (1993) variant of world-system theory 
was widely criticized because its neo-evolutionist 
genesis concentrates on institutions rather than 
individual people and their activities within social 
practices. Moreover, it underestimates the recipro­
cal process of translation and appropriation that 
underlies any kind of cultural transformation (for 
more, see Stein 2002; Knapett 2011; Stockhammer, 
Athanassov 2018). Nevertheless, world-system the­
ory dictates that more technologically advanced 
products, as well the technology itself, tend to be 
transported in one direction from more developed 
regions to developing ones (Gimatzidis, Pieniążek 
2018: 16). Mycenaean pottery that moved from the 
core of civilization to the north clearly illustrates 
this point.

Rather than a buffer or gateway community, Cen­
tral Macedonia in the Late Bronze Age is more ap­
propriately defined as a contact space, a concept first 
developed in literacy studies (Pratt 1991: 33-40) and 
later adapted into the scope of archaeology (Stock­
hammer, Athanassov 2018). This term assumes the 
presence of a space, where “human actors meet, per­
ceive and constitute otherness, clash, and grapple 
with each other” (Stockhammer, Athanassov 2018: 
105). Contact space implies the existence of a place 
where the processes of transculturation, hybridiza­
tion, translation, and entanglement took place. As the 
material remains of these practices, artifacts consti­
tute the remains of past communication and contacts 
(Stockhammer, Athanassov 2018: 105). These wit­
nesses are not difficult to find in the material culture 
of Central Macedonia in the Late Bronze Age and in­
clude Mycenaean pots as both imports and local imi­
tations, as well as incised/encrusted vessels produced 
in this part of the Northern Aegean and beyond.

The existence of contact space also implies three 
different possible results of human interaction -  
acceptance, appropriation, and ignorance/rejection 
(Stockhammer, Athanassov 2018: 106) -  all of which 
occurred in Central Macedonia during the Late 
Bronze Age. The process of acceptance is visible in 
the presence of Mycenaean and incised/encrusted 
pots. These technologically and aesthetically foreign



pottery wares were widely incorporated into the local 
repertoire. Over time, appropriation took place -  Ae­
gean pots started to be imitated locally and the north­
ern class took on local Macedonian shapes (e.g., wish­
bone-handled bowls) and were burnished between 
ornamental patterns (such as the most common local 
category of ceramics -  brown-burnished). Appropri­
ation is sometimes called hybridization when mate­
rial objects bear both local and foreign characteristics 
(Bhabha 2007). Nevertheless, the term hybridiza­
tion describes unusual and exceptional phenomena, 
whereas the transformation and mutual penetra­
tion of foreign ideas into local material culture is a 
long lasting, general, and common issue. Therefore, 
a better term for the processes of use or imitation 
of foreign objects by members of local communities 
is appropriation (Burke 2009: 55-61; Stockhammer, 
Athnassov 2018: 106). The last process resulting from 
contact space -  ignorance/rejection -  is perceptible 
directly south of Macedonia and concerns the lack 
of incised/encrusted pottery. Excluding a single arti­
fact, these ceramics are absent beyond this part of the 
Northern Aegean and were not adopted by the local 
communities to the south.

Essentially, material culture may be both the 
cause and the outcome of communication and in­
teraction (Gimatzidis, Pieniążek 2018: 14). The rea­
son for interregional contact in Central Macedonia 
during Late Bronze Age could have been the prod­
ucts and commodities transported inside the pot­
tery vessels. Both Mycenaean and incised/encrusted 
wares in Central Macedonia are characterized by 
small, predominantly closed vessels, which served 
as containers for precious contents (e.g. perfumed 
oils, beverages, etc.), which could have been the 
subject of exchange or trade. The outcome or result 
of communication may have been the inclusion of 
both foreign categories into the local Northern Ae­
gean ceramic repertoire and their adoption over of 
time. For example, the presence of Mycenaean pot­
tery north of Macedonia became one of the main 
indicators of the Late Bronze Age in this region (ex­
emplified in the Ulanci culture; Mitrevski 2013: 181).

Finally, the role of accessible river valleys in the 
communication and network patterns of Central 
Macedonia and the north should be emphasized. 
Most of the archaeological sites described in this

paper are located in the Axios/Vardar and Stry- 
mon/Struma Valleys. Established archaeological 
assumptions claim that ancient routes followed the 
most convenient paths with favorable physical and 
geographical characteristics (Theodossiev 2000: 16). 
Moreover, the abovementioned valleys were seen as 
the main routes connecting Aegean communities in 
the south with communities in the Balkans to the 
north (Heurtley 1939; Theocharis 1971; Horejs 2007; 
Aslaksen 2013).

The western path along the Axios/Vardar val­
ley is considered a zone openly orientated towards 
the southern Aegean through the vast presence 
of imported and locally imitated Mycenaean ves­
sels (Nenova 2018: 300). However, influences were 
also felt from the north. Starting from the north­
ernmost site of the Hippodrom-Klucka cemetery 
(in the vicinity of the city of Skopje) and moving 
south through Ulanci culture sites (Stolot and Di- 
mov Grob), and the sites of Gevgelija, Kofilak and 
Kastanas, one can observe mixed and coexisting 
repertoires of both Aegean and the Balkan cultural 
circles that is predominantly visible in the pottery 
assemblages (not only ceramics -  for astonishing 
finds associated with strong Aegean influences see 
Mitrevski 2013: 193, Fig. 71; Videski 2007). The cul­
mination of these features is observable in the Cen­
tral Macedonia material culture itself.

The eastern route through the Strymon/ Struma 
Valley provides an even more peculiar picture. In 
the middle course of this river valley, extraordinary 
and unusual archaeological sites have been identi­
fied, where Kamenska Cuka and Krsto Pokrovnik in 
particular stand out from the typical settlement form. 
They have massive, fortified stone walls and lack 
nearly any evidence for permanent habitation (Ste­
fanovich, Bankoff 1998; Steffanovich, Kulov 2007). 
This could be an argument for the presence of a chain 
of fortified outposts in the Late Bronze Age, which 
may had secured this popular communication path 
linking the Aegean with territories in the southwest­
ern Balkans and even farther north into central Eu­
rope. They may had served as karavanserai, provid­
ing shelter and a sense of security, as they are located 
on highly elevated areas that overlook the surround­
ing terrain. In the same valley, cemeteries with offer­
ings of pottery vessels representing both the northern



(incised/ encrusted) and southern (Mycenaean) tra­
ditions of ceramic manufacture have also been found, 
including the sites of Sandanski (Alexandrov et al. 
2007) and Faia Petra (Valla 2007).

Overall, the valleys of Axios/Vardar and Stry- 
mon/Struma likely played essential roles in the 
transmission of material culture between com­
munities in Central Macedonia and neighboring 
regions. Thus, this area was an active arena in the 
communication system during the Late Bronze Age 
and a contact space for members of communities 
engaged in interregional networks.

Conclusions
The area of Central Macedonia in the Late Bronze 

Age forms an interesting place for the reconstruc­
tion of cultural contacts in prehistory. However, the 
position and characteristics of Central Macedonian 
communities within the socioeconomic chain of 
interregional interactions during the Late Bronze 
Age in the southeastern Balkans have been largely 
ignored. Local communities were not passive re­
cipients of external influences from foreign cultural 
circles. Instead, they should be seen as a society that 
selectively adopted and incorporated foreign innova­
tions and ideas into their material culture. They were 
not only interested in these foreign objects because 
of their otherness, but also because of their far-away 
distant origins, giving them an additional symbolic 
meaning. Prehistoric “Macedonians” acquired only 
those objects that were important, useful, and valu­
able for their community. They subsequently incor­
porated these objects into their own system, where 
they co-existed with local items. In this way, Central 
Macedonian material culture should be read and 
interpreted as a combination of local ideas with ex­
ternal influences that did not impoverish or destroy 
older patterns, but made them more complete and 
complex. Thus, a social phenomenon emerged dur­
ing the Late Bronze Age from the “interplay between 
long-established structures, new social demands, and 
the selective implementation of external stimuli from 
a widening zone of communications and exchange” 
(Andreou 2010: 653).

The Axios/Vardar and Struma/ Strymon Rivers 
played an important role within the Central Mac­
edonian network, the valleys of which offered natu­

ral routes linking the south to the north. As the only 
accessible paths, they were densely occupied and 
presumably strongly defended and secured, which 
is visible in the archaeological record.

Within the cognitive models that describe the 
Bronze Age world, Central Macedonia has never 
been included in the highest rank of regions, nei­
ther as a core nor cradle of civilization. With the 
progress of time and the increasing state of knowl­
edge, new data have appeared that have redirected 
scholars attention to the revision of the potential 
role of Central Macedonia as a contact space within 
the complicated network of intercommunication 
during the Bronze Age.

This article is a result of a project funded 
by the National Science Centre of Poland 
(2016/21/N/HS3/00900)
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Środkowa Macedonia na tle Północy i Południa. 
Północna Egea w świetle materiałów ceramicznych. 

Przypadek ceramiki mykeńskiej 
i nacinanej/inkrustowanej

Streszczenie

Centralna Macedonia to kraina leżąca w ramach współcze­
snych granic państwowych Grecji, przez którą przepływają 
dwa potężne cieki wodne -  rzeka Axios (zwana w Macedonii 
Północnej Wardarem) i Strymon (w języku bułgarskim okre­
ślana Strumą). W późnej epoce brązu tworzyły one dwa główne 
korytarze komunikacyjne łączące Egeę z południowo-wschod­
nimi Bałkanami i dalej -  centralną Europą, przecinające nie­
dostępne tereny górzyste. Razem z dopływami Dunaju -  rzeką 
Iskar i Morawą, składają się one na naturalną oś łączą regiony 
południowe z północnymi. Z archeologicznego punktu wi­
dzenia, doliny Axiosu i Strymonu są uznawane od dawna za 
kluczowe dla wyjaśniania pradziejowych procesów migracji, 
a także kształtowania kulturowych, handlowych i społecznych 
powiązań pomiędzy prahistorycznymi społecznościami dwóch 
odmiennych kręgów kulturowych.

W Centralnej Macedonii i wzdłuż wspomnianych rzek wystę­
pują liczne stanowiska archeologiczne datowane na późną epo­
kę brązu -  1650-1050 p. Chr. Przybierają one rozmaite formy: 
osadnicze (takie jak stanowiska Thessaloniki Toumba, Assiros, 
Kastanas, Vardarski Rid i Kofilak, najczęściej są one typu tello- 
wego), grzebalne (cmentarzyska Dimov Grob, Sandanski, Faia 
Petra), i najbardziej intersujące poznawczo, określane „ufortyfi­
kowanymi posterunkami” -  Kamenska Cuka i Krsto Pokrovnik.

Podczas rozmaitych prospekcji powierzchniowych i inwazyj­
nych badań wykopaliskowych odkrywane są na wspomnianych 
stanowiskach archeologicznych artefakty datowane na późną 
epokę brązu, a najliczniejszą z nich grupę stanowią fragmen­
ty naczyń ceramicznych. Pośród nich można wyróżnić obiekty 
istotne z punktu widzenia rozpoznawania interregionalnych 
powiązań członków pradziejowych zbiorowości zamieszkują­
cych Centralną Macedonię. Najważniejsze wydają się być kla­
sy mykeńska i nacinana/ inkrustowana. Obecność obu stylów 
świadczy o koegzystencji różnych obcych tradycji wytwórczo­
ści ceramicznej w opisywanym regionie, które wywodzą się z te­
renów leżących zarówno na południu, jak i na północy.

Niniejszy artkuł omawia kwestie stylistyki obu gatunków ce­
ramiki naczyniowej, koncentrując się na morfologii i sposobie 
dekoracji odkrytych przedmiotów na obszarze rzecznych do­
lin Axiosu i Strumy, jak również i poza nim. Podjęta została 
próba zestawienia i porównania analogicznych artefaktów z 
trzech państw: Macedonii Północnej, Bułgarii i Grecji. Analiza 
tych danych może pomóc w rozpoznaniu, wciąż enigmatycz­
nego, wzorca powiązań pomiędzy Egeą a Bałkanami. Pozwoli 
również na określenie roli, którą pełniła Centralna Macedonia 
w późnej epoce brązu jako region pomiędzy odmiennymi i dy­
namicznie rozwijającymi się centrami kulturowymi.
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