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Preface and Acknowledgements

In May 2021, in the midst of the pandemic, the «Archacozooms: Online Lecture Series»
was held, consisting of 44 oral presentations. The lectures were presented by Ph.D.
students, young scholars, and archaeologists who have completed their undergraduate
studies in Greece and are continuing their research, specialization, or work abroad.
The aim of the activity was to present some of the current trends in the science of
archaeology through a multidisciplinary approach. The discussions were interactive,
and a large number of young students actively participated.

This book is a valuable outcome of the online series. It is a compilation of some of
the topics discussed during the lectures, along with original theoretical and practical
case studies. Bach paper briefly reviews the history of research on the topic, details the
relevant methodology, presents original data, and concludes with a discussion of future
perspectives in relation to the field of archaeology. The originality of this book lies in
the diversity of topics presented and in the collaboration of young researchers from
different disciplines exploring the potential of modern archaeological research.

This volume was made possible by the guidance and support of Professor Dr. Diamantis
Panagiotopoulos and Associate Professor Dr. Sevasti Triantaphyllou. The editor would
like to express his gratitude to the reviewers of the papers (from research centers and
universities in Greece, Cyprus, Italy, Germany, Romania, and the Netherlands), who
have remained anonymous for reasons of confidentiality. Their contribution was

essential to the academic quality of the papers by providing valuable feedback.

The editor

Yannis Chatzikonstantinou
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IMepiAnyn

H Souleid wms apxatoddyou eivar oxdnpn. O mupnivas s eivar n otoxobBeoia, o oxn-
Rauopos v epnpdtewy mou praopolv va teboldv kar va anavinbolyv and to exd-
otote ouykeipevo, n €€opuln xar n S1apudaln s mAnpogopias, n cUvOeon s o€ véa
vonpata petd ané v avalvon v Sedopévov, n emKovovia tv amoteAeopdrmv
s épeuvas pe ty Korvovia kai tedikd n yepupwon tou Kapreoiavou Sixaopou tov
kAadwv s yvdons oe «kabapés» emotnpes kar avOpomoukés emotipes. 2o Kei-
pevo auto yivetar pia andmeipa va xmpiotovy o€ Tpeis peydles xatnyopies o1 facikés
pépipves s apxaioldyou dtav kaleitar va mpooeyyioer éva ouykeipevo kat va dia-
popeooer tm pebodoloyia yia tnv avupetdmon tou and v apxi s to tédos.

Ye pia avunapaBoln ws efeidikevons pe m pn efeidikevon, mpakuxés mou cuvavidveat
oxed6v 106mooa onpepa otov kAGdo, kabds xar oe avunapaoli v o axvmY mOU
Snpioupyolviay, e181kd ota eAAnvikda Sedopéva, n mpdraon Sev eivar o mepropiopods s kel
Sikevons. Avubétws, mpoteiverar n Sievpuvon tou nediou Spdons vV apxaloAdyev, Gote

va evowpatmwboulv o1 vées avaluuxés Suvardunres, ox1 povo mpakukd aAdd xar vonpaukd.

Eioaymyn

H apxatodoyikn épeuva, pia avlpomoukn emotipn ms VemtepikotIas, £Xe1 onpepa
petaPAnOei onpavukd oe oxéon pe us apxaodipikés, 0vikioukés Kar AMOIKIOKPATUKES
amapxés s (ﬁ}\ Graeber ka1 Wengrow, 2021, 28-43; Greenberg xar Hamilakis, 2022;
IMAdavtdos, 2023). Tn otpognh auth v umootnpiler viobetdvias emotnoOVIKOY THmou

peBoSodoyixés mpooeyyioers (BA. Renfrew kai Bahn, 1991 Lucas, 2001), petaxeipi{opevn
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epyaotnpiakés avalvukés pedodous (evBerkuxd: TIEPIOOIKD Arcbaeonm‘wy) ka1 afiovovras
va mpooeyyioer us apxaies Kowvwvies amd a KAtw (Graeber, 2004; Borck x.a., 2017;
Furholt k.4, 2020). Yrnpetovras éva mayio aitnpa yia to y@dt oavréy (BA. Assman,
2011, 17-23, 111-124; Willson, 2013; Borck, 2019), 6a vnootmnpixOei napakdiw nws n
apxatoloyia propei, petali aAAwv, va oupPdler otn S1apdppwon evos KOIVOVIKA eV~
pepou oxediaopon yia o péXdov (BA. Flexner, 2020; Gracber Wengrow, 2021, 521-525).
Aedopévou Spws tou olviopou S1a0TNpAtos MOV N ApXA10AOYIKN €peuva amoteAel
akadnpaixkd epevvnukd medio, avupetwmier Suokolies oto va amekdubei tov dAdote
«xpuoobnpiké» xapaktpa s (BA. Maier, 2023) ka1 va ovoneip@oer 6Aous tous Bia-
OMTES TS KAT® artd éva Koives arodektd modus operandi (BA. Fawkes ka1 Cline, 2018).
Emméov, n — xkaAds evvoolpevn — ouvinpnukn ¢ion v peAeIOVY ms 10t0p1'015l Kat
n paydaia mpdodos vV PneiakdV EXvoloyidv, apnvouy my apxaioloyia petéwpn
(B}\. Kristiansen, 2021) xat dnjuoupyodyv v aioBnon nws o kAdSos kiveitar oty mpay-
paukdtnta pe Svo taxvtntes: Mia actpovopuka, avtn v efeidikeupévav avalioemv
KAl 1oV VEmV TEXVOAOY1®YV, o1 omoies mapdyouv tavtdxpova évav duobedpnto 6yko
BipAroypagias, kar pia mo apyn nouv apopd mv epnédmon v VEmV MOPIopdtmy, tmy
kabolikn vioBétnon pias korvis peBoSoloyias kar tedikd mv emKkovovia v cupme-
PACHATOV, TV a@nynpAt®wy Kai v {610u tou apxaiodoyikol vAKoU pe my Korvevia.
ES8é 8ev Oa mpéner va napayvmpiotel kar o mapdyovras ms mpoéleuons ms apxaio-
Aoyikns épeuvas mou katatdooetar o€ kKabe pia and us Svo kawmyopies. O1 vmootede-
XOPEVES KAI UIOXpNPAToSOTOUHEVES EQOpEies apxatotntwy kat ta moAvnaba eAAnvikd
navemotpia, Siaxeipioviar vmoderypaukd évav tepdotio dyko Soulelds éxovias me-
propropévn npooPaon oe epyaotipia kar avalvukés pedddouvs. Avtiotoixa, moAdés amé
us £éves apxatoloyikés oXoAés Kal ta Mavemotipia v ewtepikoy mapdyouy évav
epdouo 6yko mAnpogopidv mou Paciletar oe pikpd avaloyikd pépos s apxaroloyi-
KNS paprupias, avamtiooovias mot6oo S1apK®s véa pPINVEUTKA poviéda kal éxovias
aovykpita eupltepn mpooPaon oe moépous ka1 apa oe vées texvoloyies kar epyaleto-
Onkes. Tautoxpova, tifetar éva epdinpa, 1o onoio apopd v kabavmy apxaiodoyikn

napayoyn: oovtar dpaye n efovioukn avdluon s vhikis paptupias kai n kard

1. As pou emmtparnei n ouykekpipévn yevikevon jie okoré va katadeifm nws 6oes peketouv v 1otopia yivovai
fowms SuokoAdTEpa éppaia TOV KAIPGOV KAl OTEKOVTAL HE KPIUKA oKEPN amévavit ous pédes, éxovias ouvaiotnon

tou Babous tou mavdapdropos xpdvov.
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ouppon Snpooievon e€e1SIKEVPEV@VY TEXVIKMV AEMTOPEPEIDV Yia empépous {nunpata
HE€ TNV mapaywyn yvoons;

T'a va yepupwOei 1o xdopa petald tov §vo taxvtmtmy, n apxatoAdyos ofipepa amai-
teitat va eivar pia oVyxpovn homo universalis. Apevés xpeidlerar va €xer vy emorrteia
SAwv v olyxpovav pebddwv texpnpimwons, avaluons, avaciotaons, avanapaota-
ons, gppnveias, apxetoBémons ka1 diagpvralns dote va pmopei va emdéyer kard me-
pimwon v katdAAnAn peBoSoloyia xai opdda yia v mpooéyyon tou ekdotote
ouyketpévou. Oa mpémer apetépou va éxet kard vou ou n Sigpevivnon v Eexaopévmv
ka1 nalaidv poénmv ms {wnis wovtar anAds pe my digpevivnon s id1as ms (wns oto
o0volo ws. T'a va napagpdacoupe tov Levi-Strauss (1945, 504-506), n Apxaiodoyia
efvar kat autn «pia uédodos 1 pa ordon anévavn ora avdpamva pawdpeva». H 16avikn
apxaioAdyos Oa Atav paAdov pia mavemotipwy, pia €181k0s TV TAVIOV.

H napovoa tomobémon Sev Oa mpémet va exAngOei ws pnvis kard ws eCe1dikevons, aAdd
s Tpotponn yia my nepetaipo Siedpuvon tou nediouv Spaons twv apxaloAdywv dote va
evoopatmbouvv o1 vées avalutikés Suvardntes, Oxt povo mpakukd aAlld xat vonpauxd.
H Aelavon wv Siagopdv mou npokimouy petall tov Siagpdpwv edikottmy eivat éva
ndy10 aitpa v emotmnpévey mouv diamotdvouy tmy anofévaon twv kAadwv (Furholg,
2018). H apoifaia katavénon v epmtnpdtmy, s peboSoloyias, ts opoloyias kat tav
anoteleopdrmv avapéverar va emeépet fedtimon s emxorvovias petall v epeuvn-
1V aAdd kai evioxuon ws S1adpaons pe v Kovevia (Graeber xat Wengrow, 2021,
442). To mapdv Keijievo oUVEIGPEPEL OKEPES Yia TOV OUYKEPAORS s VAiKAs Sidotaons
ms apxatodoyiknis épeuvas, n omoia npooeyyiletar péow ms tekpnpimons, U PnP1aKov
anownédpatos ms culloyns Sedopévav, Sndadn s apxerofénons, kat tou Bewpnukold
uroPdBpou s eppnveias tou «moAruopol», mou givai anapaitnto yia m ovvbeon v

anoteleopdtmy o€ €0ANIIIA KA1 EMIKOIVOVACIIA VONPATA.

Iotopia s Epeuvas

O1 Renfrew xar Bahn (1991) é8woav i8n 1o otiypa s véas katetBuvons tns épeuvas
ané us apxés s dexaetias tou ‘90 ([3)\ enfons Feinman xar Price, 2001). Qotéoo, 1o

(hnpa napapéver avoixtd téoo oe Bewpnukd 600 Kar O€ IPAKTUKOS €MiNeESO (Fawkes
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ka1 Cline, 2018). Eva Baoixoé mpoPAnpa eivar n éAAergn eviaias peBodoloyias yia v
emitevén tou oprouxov cupPifacpot petall v véwv apxatoloyikdv pefédwv xat
twv Bewpnukev apnynpdrmv mou mapdyer mapadooiakd n apxatoloyia (BA. Yoffee
kat Sheratt, 1993; Hodder, 1999, 20-29; Leighton, 2015, 68). To np6PAnpa avayvepi-
(erat mAéov oe peydlo Pabpo amd us apxaioddéyous maykoopims, £101kd amé m ouypn
IIOU 01 «OKANPEs» EMOTAES €x0uV Yivel avandonaoto pépos evés kAadou mou tafivo-
peitar ous karefoxnv «avBpomoukés emotipes» (BA. Winghart xaiw Wilbertz, 2013;
Kristiansen, 2021; Kotsakis, urté €x8.). Ero1, avakimouy diapkas véa {nupata mou
apopouv d1apopa vmmoolvola s épeuvas, and my opoloyia éms myv epappoopdnta
kar mv edmn Siaxeipion v dedopévarv. Evtolrots, moAAd and ta empépous autd
(nuipata Oa poopovoav va ouvoyiototv otn ouvibela s apxaiodoyias va ayvoei v
atia s peboSoloyikns opotopopeias, EUVOMVIAS 1A «EPYyAAEIAKA» IPOCEYYION TIPOS
us emotnpes. Aut n ouvinbeia pe m oelpd ws napdyet éva owpd Sedopéva, peyalou
6YKOU, S1apOpmV Katmyopi®V Kal €V yéVer SUCEPPINVEUTA, APAVOVIAS TS EPEVVATPIES
afonBntes prpootd oy npoorukn s ovvheons. Puoikd, n povadikéinta v ov-
yKepévmy exAimapei ané pévn s yia v avdmn Siapdpov pebododoyikdv mpo-
ogyyioewv. Evé n kataorperrukn ¢oon tns avaockagnis, kai dpa n éAAergn ws avalo-

yias pe v neipapaukni emotnpovikn dtadikaoia, emtteivouy mepartépm to mpoPAnpa.

MebodoAoyia

ITapaxatw yiverar pia andneipa va xopiotodv oe tpets peydles kanyopies ot fa-
O1KES PEPIPVES TV apxaloddymv dtav kalovviai va mpooeyyioouv éva ouykeipe-
vo. Auto yivetar éxovias xatd vou 6oes enédefav va pnv efeidikeutovv oe kamoia
katnyopia vAikédv, aldd eidikevoviar s mpos v xpovoloyikn mepiodo kai tov
YEOYPAPIKS XDPO TOU epeuvouy, kat dpa epPabivouv otn pedén mapadldnlov kat
EUPUTEPMYV OCUVAPEIDY TV EKAOTOTE TOMUOPIKAY 6UVOAmY. Auth n emdoyn odnyei
o obvvleon xai omn Siatinwon 10topikdV apnynpdrwv. And mv dAAn mleupd,
n e€e1dikevon oe ouykekpipéves avalvukés peboddous propei katd mepimwon va
emrpénel v kivnon pe peyalltepn aveon oe modl S1agopetikd xpovoloyikd kai

yeoypagikd mlaioia.
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H TEKpnpioon

H npdtn pépipva eivar n texkpnpioon, Sndadn n vlikn Sidotaon tns apxaioloyikns
épeuvas. Aut poopei va avaluBei otnv avaokaen xai m peléin tou ekdotote ou-
ykeipévou 1 ulikou. Hon to otddio autd, mou npoefayyéAOnke ws npakuko, Eexiva
pe pia onpavukn Oewpnuxn ouviotdoa, apou edd Oa mpémer va opiotei n otoxole-
oia xat va diapopewbovv ta epotipata mov Ba aneubuvBolv ous vhikés paprupies.
Kartapxas, oto mhaioro pias dpiowms npakukns, n €€ opiopoy xataotpenukn dia-
Sikaoia s avackapns ogeiler va die€ayetar dtav pmopei va amodeixBei ot a) ta
gpotipata mov eivar Suvardv va anavinbovv péow s avaokapns eivar onpavuxkd
yla v €peuva Kai [3) OU ta EPMTAPATA AUTA IAPAPEVOUV avamdvinid, petd amo
evOelexn PifAioypagikn épeuva kai épevva tov nnydyv, emeaveiakn odpmon kai
epappoyn —n aSuvapia epappoyns— pn kataotpenuk®mv pefdSmv2.

2wy nepimwon avtn, pHetd tov kalopiopd twv eponpdiov Kat twv otoxmv mou tbe-
Viat mpos eKIAApwon pEcm s PEVVAs, TIPEMEL VA UITOAOYIOTOUV 01 181a1tepOTNTES TOU
ouyketpévou. Zuvunoloyilovias us 101a1tepdntes Kat 1 npoodoK@peva amotedéopa-
1a, n apxatoddyos kaleitar va kaver pia npoPAegn, pua mpopeletnpévn eikaocia kar va
kataptioer pia opdda amd emotnpoves ot omoies Oa ouvepyaotovv yia va e€dyouy to
péytoto Suvard moosd minpogopidv and my vAikn paptupia kar Oa mpoopépouv vPn-
Mov emmédou eppnveies twv napayopevov dedopévav. H emloyn tov peddv Sev eivar
anapaitnto va yiver €€ apxis — kat n opdda opeiler va eediooetar kabds mpoxvrouy
vées avaykes kat véa evpnpara. Jotdoo, moddd epevvnukd npoypappata ¢poviilouv
va Siapoppdvouv katapxds éva mpmtokoldo, ouvBétovias us vprotdpeves pebodolo-
yies uynAns texvoloyias, fdoel tou onoiou ouotnpatonoiotyv m culloyn Kai vy Ka-
wmyopiomnoinon twv npatoyevay SeSopévav tous (Hodder, 1997, 1999, 2002; Winghart
kat Wilbertz, 2013; Berggren x.a., 2015; Roosevelt k.d., 2015; Boyd x.q., 2021).

Kabos edd e€etdloupe tm peboSoloyia mou mpoteiverar yia apxaidtntes mov peletdm-
VIAL TIPOTOYEVAS £VIOS GUYKEKPIPEVOU XMPOXPOVIKOU TAaioiou, Kat 6x1 y1' autés mou
npoépxoviai amd Aabpavackagés, oe ouANoyés i pouceia ws mpoiév Swpemv KA. (BA.
Amnootodidns, 2006; Gill and Chippindale, 2007; Brodie; 2011; Haggis, 2018), n mAn-

2. Onws evdeikukd n yew@uoikn diaokémnon, n mapaywyn eikéveov pe tm xpion LIDAR k.d.
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pogopia eivar dppnkta ouvdedepévn pe tov témo katr tedikd to tonio. To onpeio oto
oroio Keitovtal, Ipotoy avaokagpouvy, anoteAei apéows kar my oYrpdtepn TANPoPo-
pia oty Broypagia tous. H tedeutaia Oéon andBeons oto xdpo, extds and mv avaykn
10U UIIAPXEL Va oUVOSEVEL TS apxaldtntes o€ OAn v PEWA TV aAvaoKagpn mopeia tous,
EPIEPIEXEL AKOPN ONPAVUKES AVAAUTKES TIPOOTIUKES Iou ouvbétouy v katnyopia
ws tonoypagias (B Tilley kar Cameron-Daum, 2017; Turner, 2020). ITépa ané vy
epmelpikn mpoéoAnyn kar katavénon s tonoypagias, mAéov n egpeuvarpla €xer om
8140eon ns pia papérpa Pnerakav dedopévav mpos avdluon, culdeydpeva kupims
ané Sopuodpous, pn enavdpwpéva agpookagn, A kar GAdes poppés mleavixvevons.
ES8®, ouvavtdpe mv npdn opdda emotnpdvev Kat tEXVIKOV TOU PIopovV va ouv-
Spapouv v apxaioddyo om cuddoyn kar v enefepyacia vV XwPIK®OV, yemAoyi-
KOV, YEOQUOIKGDV, UOPOAOYIK®V, KAIPIKAY, ATpoopaipik@dy Sedopévav kat dedopé-
vov BAdomons, gudxvovias oy ovoia éva vnéfabpo, to onoio Ba pmopei va SexOei
npoéobetes apxatoloyikés mAnpogopies Kar va mapdyel poviéda avaovoraons. 210 on-
peio autd evdeikvutal n ouvepyaocia pe yewAdyous, TOIIOypApous, Ipoypappatiotpies
ka1 avBpomous efoikeimpévous pe  xpion epappoyodv émms to GIS (Geographical
Information System) e okomd v opydvwon, v avalvon, n ovvOeon kai myv orru-
KOIoinon autdv tmv mAnNpopopioy.

‘Eva emmnléov eninedo mAnpogopidv pmopei va npoéAer and v épevva emea-
veias, n omoia éxe1 ws 0t6x0 va napayet pia adpn e1kdva yia tov nepiyuvpo tns mpos
peAétn mepioxns Kat v €viagn 10U GUYKEKPIPEVOU GUYKEIPEVOU OTO EUPUTEPO 10TO-
p1kd, tomko Kkar vieptomko mhaiod tou. Edm, n avdlvon twv Sedopévaov and v
em@avelakn odpwon pias euptepns meploxns ouvouvadletar pe us npoavapepOeioes
mAnpogopies kar n avaluon, povielomoinon kai ormukonoinon tous dieukoAdveral
and epappoyés 6nws to GIS, émou pmopovv va napaxBoiv, petal aAwv, poviéda
y1a Ty Katavopn s Karoiknons A xpnons tou tomiou, fdoet twv eupnpdtov and
vy épeuva em@aveias n Kar m xaproypdenon tns S1acmopds CUYKEKPIPEV®Y opd-
Swv vAikdv, Siktimv aviadlay®dv k.4.

[Mepvdvias ota id1a ta vAika mou anaptifouv to ouykeipevo, kat e5é éxoupe mAnOo-
pa edikottwy Kat e€e181keupévmy ouvepyaudwy mou propouvv va oupfdllovy otnv
TEKpNpioon Kar va avidnoouv deutepoyeveis minpogopies péow avalvukdv pedo-
Sdwv. Me oxoné mv oikovopia kar kabds o xapaktipas ou ev Adym Kerpévou eivat

ouvorrukos Oa xwpiooupe 1o ouyKeipevo oe téooepels Paoikés Katnyopies: ta texvoup-
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yhpata, ta oiko-8edopéva, my apXItEKTOVIK, £pOCOV UIIAPXEL, KAl T CTP@®UIATOYPA-
1kd Sedopéva, ws éva maAipynoto amobetk®v Kat petamobetukdv S1adikaoiy.

Ta texvoupynpata eivar n npédmn karnyopia vAik®v mou kabiotovy pia Oéon apxar-
oloyikoU evoiagépovios, kabms o vlikds moAruopds eivar n kateoxnv paprupia ws
avBpamvns vmapéns (PA. Hodges, 1989; Renfrew xar Bahn, 2001, 2, 45-63, 319-362).
Qs yvootdv, mpoopépoviat yia ouloukn avdluon kai tonoloyia pe okomd xatd
Bdon tn oxeukn xpovoddynon tous, Soulerd nmouv cuvinBws avalapPaver n apxaio-
Adyos, addd tavtoxpova, kai avaloya pe to UAKO tous, yia pia mAeidda avalvukdv
neb68mv3 pe oxomd v anoxd\uyn TexvVoloyIK®OV KAl KATAGKEUAOUK®Y XAPAKTN-
proukdv Kadds kar mAnpo@opidV oXeUKd pe vy IpoéAevon Tous.

H apxaioléyos kadeitar va avacuothoer us Broypagies tov avukeipévov (Jones k..,
2016) ouvSualovtas mapadootakés avalvoeis tunoloyikedv ovotnpdrov (Knappett,
2022) ka1 apxatoperpikés pefédous. Ta texvoupynpara ouxvda karnyopiomoiovvial
oe evétntes avdloya pe to vlik6 tous (Aibiva, petadlikd, kepapikd kAm.) n avélo-
ya pe wm Aertoupyia tous (okevn, koophparta, vopiopata, e18®Aia, epyaleia kAm.).
Avuortoixws, 01 evotntes autés propei va npooeyyiloviar ouvolkd A tpnpauxd amnod
e€e1dikeupéves peletnpies. H onperouxn kar n eikovoypagikn avalvon eivat op-
yaviké xoppdu twv napadooiakev aAld avanéonactmv pedddwv tns apxaioloyi-
as*. To koppdu auté tns pedéns s eikovoypapias mapét kAnpovopnpévo amd vy
«cultural history» emoxi tns Apxaioloyias, mapapéver emikaipo (Cline xar Elkins,
2022), eved ta ypamtd tekpnpia 4tav mpoépxovial amd avackapika ouykeipeva
avupetomilovial tautéxpova Kar s texvoupyhpara kar s keipeva (BA. evSeikuka
Ventris kar Chadwick, 1956), pe 6,u auté ouverndyetai yia tv ovpmepilnyn e€eidi-
KeUpEvV@Y YAwoooAdymv, prloléymy, mamupoddymy k.d. (BA. Robinson, 2002).

Ye oxéon pie ta K1vntd euphpata kai 18ios o oxéon pe v kepapikid, aldd éx1 pévo,

8ev Oa mpémer va mapaleipOei n avapopd oe Oepelidders apxaioloyikés texvikés kat

3. OBopiopss akuvay X [XRF], avdAuon icoténmv poAupdou [LIA], meypoypagiki avdduon, (paopatopetpia orri-
KOV EKTIOPIMV |OES], avd\uon EVEPYOIIOINONS VETPOVimV [NAA], (ACHATOOKOITA ATOHIKNS AroppGPNons [AAS],
nepiBlaon aktiviwv X, kabodopwravyeia, paopatookonia Raman x.a

4. 2uxvd autés oxetioval Kai pe v apXITeKToVIKN, 6X1 POVO [ td K1Ivntd euphpata.

5. Ané m Neohibiki kai émerta n kepapikni anoteAel th ouvndéotepn katmyopia eupnpdwy.
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IIPAKTKES OIS T0 OTPAHOIPOo, nn S1adoyn, n e0PEcN EVAOCEMVY KAl N KATAVONOoN TV aro-
Oetik v S1adikacidv péow s §1a0mopds twv VMKGV £VIOS TV TEXVATA OPYAVOPEVOY
opwpatoypagikdv evotitmv. Me m Siadikaoia avm, oupmopetoviat o opiopds twv
xpovoloyikav op1{dviwv Kat tov enelcodinv, ouvdualovias ta avackapikd dedopéva
HE T XwpOoXpoviKn S1a0Topd TV avukepévey kat tus petafli tou cuvAagetes.
Baoikés texvikés 6mms autn s oxeSiaoukns anotvnmons® epappolovtar pe okond
v an6800n KATAOKEVACUKAY KUPImS XAPAKIPIOUKOV TOV AVUKEIPEV@OV Td or1oia
8ev tauvtilovtar pe doa eivar opatd ous poroypapikés anownmoets. H apxaiodod-
yos, aképn kat av dev eaokei v texvikn auin n idia, enopildpevn dnms ouxva
oupPaiver kar tv 1816tnta wm oxedidorpias, opeiler oiyoupa va yvopiler us Baoikés
apxés tou oxediou, dote va avadeixOei ou eivar eppnvevtkd onpaivov. Xinv idia
nepimou doyikn, avapéverar va eivar kai n efoikeimon ms apxaioAdyou pe m ouv-
viipnon v avukeipévey, n omoia dev epappdletar dxpita oe kabe evpnpa aldd
npokvmtel ws anotédeopa diadoyns, fdoer Siagopeukav napapépov énms ta idia
ta vAikd, ot mpoorrukés avadeifns kat dnpooievons.

Ta Broapxaroloyikd Sedopéva eivar efioou anopaoiouxns onpaocias €161kd oe TPoioto-
PIKA OUYKEIHEVA, T OII0ia OTEPOVVIAL YPAIIOV PAPTUPI®V Kal oUXvA — oxed6v ndvia
mpiv . NeolOiki — apxitextovikns. Ooo Aty6tepes paprupies eivar Siabéoipes mpos
pedém téoo avadeikvietar n xpnopdmia v P1oapXatodoyK@V KataAoinwy s me-
pifallovukdv otoixeimv mou cupmAékoviar pe avOpwmoyeveis evépyeies ([3}\ Laffineur
kat Palaima, 2021; Cappers xar Neef, 2021; Crabtree xar Dunne, 2022). Mapéu ta Pi-
oapxatodoyikd Sedopéva eixav mapapednOei oto maped6v, onpepa eivar advvaro va
ayvoei n apxaioldyos us S1apopes karnyopies mou eivai Suvardv va vrdpxouy evids tmv
emxooemv’. [TapdAnla, unidpxer mAinfos nmpotok6AAov mou epappoloviai Siebvas yia
wmy owot culdloyn wv Proapxatoloyik®dv dedopévmv oto nedio, étor wote va efaopali-

otei n Stemotnpovikétnta péow tns epappoyns e€eidikevpévav avaluukodv pefodSwv S,

6. H texvikn auui tou oxediou twv avukeipévav diémetar ané us Pacikés apxés v ypappiko oxediov kai ouvoud-
Ce1 op1opéves oUpPPAOELS TIOU AVTIOTOIXOUV AMIOKAEIOTIKA OTO APXAIOAOYIKG OXEDIO QVUKEIIEVQY.

7. I'lx. ooteodoyikd 1 kar apxatoforavikd katdoma

8. Evbeikukd: padioxpovodéynon, avadioeis otabepdv iooténwv, apxaiouv DNA, Aimdiov, unodeippdtwy, 1{npd-

v, putodibov k.a.
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O1 m\npogopies mov propovv va avakmbBovv ané m pedém v avipomvev ootdv
0€ AQVaoKa@ika ouykeipeva eivar tepatddous Gykou kat o1 avalvukés pébodor mou
epappoloviar moikides (BA. White xai Folkens, 2005). Yo gpdopa mou ekteiverar amd
us npobavdues ouvnbeies ka1 mAnpogopies yia m {wn wv avhpdnmv mouv «amodn-
KeVOUV» ta ootd, péxpt us mepibavdaues arties kat us pertabavdries mpakukes peraxei-
PI00S TOV VEKPOV IPOIOYEVAS KAl SEVTEPOYEVMS KA1 PUOIKA TV KATAVONon tmv avui-
Myenv tov {oviavéov oxeukd pe tov Bavaro (ﬁ)\ Triantaphyllou, 2016), Bpiokovrar
po6vo pepikés and us amavuioets mov {ntd n apxaioddyos va Aafey, pe m Ponbeia twv
ooteoapxaloldymv .

H apxitextovikn, n Siapptbpion SnAadn tou xdpou kai n petafodn tou puoikol to-
miou oe avBpwmoyevés kataokevaopa pe okomoé my karoiknon, m Aatpeia, tnv mapa-
yoyh/enefepyaoia, tnv edpaiwon avuliyenv K.0.k, anotedovv éva akdpn Oepelimdes
nedio s épeuvas. [poxertar yia pia e181kn kawmyopia, n onoia pelerdrar npwriotws

oto nedio. O1 kUpies texvikés tekpnpimons kar pedémns Bewpovviay avtovontws yvm-

otés oty apxaioléyo (Bikéva 1)10,

Eixéva 1: Epevves Tediou. Toroypagnon pe t xprion Total Station, Ayn aré m Béon XoipdpavSpes Zaxpou (Kpim) oto

MAQI010 GUOTNPAUKGY EPYAOIdV Tou epeuvnukol tpoypdppatos «Mivaikol Apdpor. Qwroypagpia: T. Kaavilormovov.

9. I'ia us mayides mou eAAoxevouv otnv eppnveia twv anoteAeopdtmv autdv twv pedédwv PA. TTAdvtlos, 2023,
46-58.

10. Yo mapeXBov, emions, 1 oxéd1o katd xdpav anaiovoe efoikeimon pe epyaleia onws akpddia, Bapidia (vipa
s otdBpns), pappara, nacodhous, mvakides, puldxapta, plipetpé, xapaxes, SiaPrites, pétpa, petporaivies KAipaks-
petpa, xwpoPdres, alpadoldouxa kai Aoid dpyava, kabds Kat pe Xdptes, Trnoypapous Kal Tormoypagikd oxédia yia

v éviadn TV apXITEKTOVIKOY Kataloinwy otov mepiyups tous.

10
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Xihpepa, Kai napou to napadooiakd apxitektoviko oxédio dev éxer katapynbei, n
avdluon Sieukolvverar amd m xphAon Pneiakdv ps@(’)&nvll OU €MTaxvvouv tn
Sradixaoia kar emtpémouy peydlo pépos s va yiverar a posteriori. (QQotdoo, to te-
Mik6 anotédeopa eivar and us faocikés pépipves s apxaioddyouv kabas o1 katdyers,
o1 6Pets 11 o1 topés dev eivar avtookonds. H mapaywyn tous agopd v eppnvevukn
amokardotaon Kai my Karavonon tou ouvélou tou Sopnpévou xdpou, twv mbavoy
Aertoupyidv tou kar Kupims s npéoAnynis tou and ta dropa mou tov ouvélaPav,
tov Snpovpynoav kar tov katoiknoav (BX. Rapoport, 1982; 1994).

IIp1v va nepi1éAdBouv otny «katoxn» tns apxatoldyou éda ta npoavapepbévia vAikg,
Bpiokovtav katavepnpéva pe éva povadikd pémo kard prkos, mAdros kai kad’ vos
oe kKG0e apxaiodoyikn Béon. H avayvépion, tekpnpiwon xai n e€aymyn oupmepa-
OpdTwY amé TV KATtavopn TV Paptupidy otov X@po, amé m petall tous oxéon (ki-
vntd n qpxueKtovmd) kat and my Siadoxn twv anobeuxk®dv Sradikacidv xar orpom-
patwv eivar n mo akpaipvns ékgpaon ws Souleld tns apxaiodéyouv. Mia and us
Baoikés mpaxtikés texvikés — n omoia epmeddverar mep1oodTepPo oto medio kat Aryo-
TEPO OTO MAVEMIOTIO — €ival N TPNON 10U avacKapikol npepoAoyiouv (Bix6va 2).
H npakuxn autn éxer yevvnOei and v avaykaiéinta va kataypapoiv 6Aes o1 mpd-

€e1s katd v ka®’ vPos apaipeon emMXOOEMV Kat TV TEKpPNpioon v ouvinkdv s

AIMOKAAUYNS TV APXALOTATOV.

Eikéva 2: Tpnon Hpepoloyiou. Enionpo kar ogppayiopévo npepodéyio ts EgA Ieipaids kar Ninowv, Aayn ané
m OWOUKN avaokapi tpipatos vekpotagpeiou ts Apxaikns kar ms KAaoikis mepiédou oto oikémedo 2. 2xkAnpos

otov Alipo (Atukn). Qatoypagia: ¥. Anootohidns,

11. Tx. poroypappetpia pe w xpiion Anyewv ané ZMHEA ka1 3D Aoyiopikdv, anotinwon pe xpion yngiakmv

ronoypapikdv opydvav DGPS, RTK k.a.
11
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H xataopernukn alld kai enavalapfavopevn mpd€n ws avaokapns amartel pia ou-
ompaukn Kai eviote kwdikomompévn karaypapn wv Aemopepeimv. H xaraypagn
aut eivar avaykaia eneldn dev vndpxer n Suvardra enanbevons. Eroy, o1 apxaiodd-
yor avarntooouv kar akodoubovv cuctipata kataypagpoy oto nedio mou moikilouvy amd
pvnpovikoUs Kavéves éms xpmpatkés kmdikorotnoers (BA. Munsell Soil Color Chart) ka
ngiaxés epappoyés (B. iDig, htep:/idig tips/). H poroypagia kai n okapipnpauki aro-
TWHOON TOU CUYKEIPEVOU AEITOUpYOUV CUPIANPOHATKA TIPOS v MEPLypapn pe tov Adyo,
®OT600 emeloUy onpavukés Aeitoupyies vayopevovias ous apxaioAdyous va eivai 181-
QITEPS COIKEIMIEVES PE TV TEXVIKN NS GTOYPAPias Kat tns anotinmwons umd KApaka.
Tnv avamén v napandve pedddwv uvnayopever n kate€oxiv apxarodoyikn te-
xvikn — emions S10aktéa xupims epmeipikd oto medio, mapadotéa «amd yevid oe ye-
VIG» ®S TPAYPRATIKA TEXVIKA—, 1 AvaAoKapn (BA. Tilley, 1989; XaxeAAapaxns, 2006;
Sanders k.4, 2017). To (ntovpevo eivar kabds aparpoiviar o1 orpaoets, avipwmoye-
V@V Kal PN eMXOOEDYV, IOV £X0UV oxnpatioel v exdotote Oéon, va anokaldmtetar
n 81dtabn (popd, Staomopd, katavopn) twv VAIKGY péoa oe avtés kai o1 Siadikaoies
(site formation processes) mou emédpaccav yia to oxnpatiops v otppdrey (PA.
Karkanas xa1 Golderg, 2018). H AMyn amopdoemv oxeukd pe v ouvpPaukn opa-
Somoinon twv VAKGV, 6mws autd mpoxkUmtouy Katd m S1dpKela ms avaokaens,
Kar n mepioulloyn Ttous o€ XpoviKd Kal TOMKA onpaivouces ouotddes, eivar amé
us SuokoAdtepes pépPIpves mOU em@PUAACOEL N avaokagn ous apxatodéyous mediov.
O1 opadomnoinoets autés, oe ouvduvacpd pe us orpopatoypagikés mapatnpnoets, a

ouvBéoouv apydrepa tous otpopatoypapikovs opilovtes (BA. Boyd x.d., 2021, 62).

2wy anokmdikomnoinon s orpmpatoypapias (Eixova 3) kat ev Y€VEL TOU TPOTIOU

Eikéva 3: Avaokagiki. Zrpopatoypapia amné m owouki avackapi JHApAtos EKTETapévns vekpomons ms Apxa-
ikits kai s K\aoikns nepiodou oto Aéhta tou Gakipou (Attkn), kard m Sidpkeia tv epyacidv avéyepons tou

KTTIEN, EpA Teipaids kar Nnowv. Qwtoypagia: T. KakavilonovAou.
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Kai tou Xpovou oxnpatopol v 81adoxXiK®V opopdtoV EmMXOOEmV MOU avantio-
covtat ka®’ vPos kar kard mAdros pias Oéons, éxoupe cuppdxous ts yemwAdyous kai
us pikpopoppoldéyous (BA. Karkanas kai Golderg, 2019). Ero1, o1 mapatnpioeis otn
peyaxAipaka ovvdudovtar pe tn pIKPOOKOIia KAt v PUNVEIA TWV OMUKAYV 101~
OOV TV VMKGOV yia va mapdyouv pia avalvukdtepn eikéva twv amodeuxkdv
kar peranobeukav Siadikaoimv 2. Emméov, o1 minpogopies mou mepidapfavouy

o1 i81es o1 emxmoeis

mou nepikAeiouv tnv apxarodoyikin paprupia, kalods kar n
onpaocia s KATavopns tous €xouv auvfAcel oNpavukd tov 6yKo ToU XMPATos ITou
ouldéyetar ka1 pedetdrar xatd n Sidpkeia v avackagov. Télos, ta epmeipikd
oupnepdopata oe oxéon pe tn oUPIEPLPopd S1apép®V UMKOV UG OUYKEKPIPEVES
ouvOnkes kabos kat n epappoopdéINTa OPICPEVEOV TPAKUKGY, eivar Suvatdv va

eléyxovrar metpapatkd (Eikéva 4, Karkanas, 2021; Chatzikonstantinou, 2022).

Eixéva 4: TTeipapatikn Apxaiodoyia. Zapkopéva Ppaxiovia ootd xoipou mpiv kai petd my kavon, meipapa mou

S1e€ixOn o€ kAerot6 kAiPavo pe okond va kataypdyel nos aldoidvovial ta 6apkwpEva pépn v oopatos kard tm

Sidpkela oUvopwv ene1codinv kavons ardd oe upniés Beppoxpaoies. Qwroypagia: I'. Xarlnkwvoravtivou.

12.. O1 pukpopopgoldyor éxouv oupPdder 101aIépws Kal oty AvayvdpIon KAl oty KATtavonon MePIItdoEmy mou
£xoupe avbpormoyeveis anobéoers xwpis texvoupynpata f/kai Xwpis apxitektovikd katddoira, mepirtgoets dSnAadn
nou n avipamvn Spactpidmta paptupdte anokAeioukd and my avadidraln emxmoemy ([5)\ Gouma et al, in
press; Karkanas ka1 Goldberg 2019, 171-197- Kidder ka1 Sherwood, 2017).

13 . DNA, yiypata opyavikdv uhikav, avipakas, putéhibor, konpélidor k.d.
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H apxeroBétnon

H ouvtipnon, n otepémon kai ev yéver n diagpulain tov idiov twv vAMkodv
kataloinwy, €ite KATd XHPAv yia ta APXITEKTOVIKA, €ite 0€ XMpous PpuUAa-
&ns ka1 éxOeons yia ta k1vntd evpnpata, €ival KAtAQotdoelrs MoU AUTOVONTMS
wbBolv v apxaioldéyo oe cuvepyaoia pe CUVINPATPIES, APXITEKTOVES, TEXVi-
tpies, €101K0Us VMK®V Kai €181kous otnv avaden s molMuopikns KAnpo-
vopids. [Tépav autev, n apxaioddyos opeiler va mpovonoer (mépav kar s
Snpooievons) kai yia tn Siapvla€n tns mpmroyevous mAnpopopias mov Katd-
(PEPE VA AIOOTIAOE! €ite KATA tn S1GPKELA TNS AVACKAPNS €iTe PEoW TV ava-
Avukdv pebodwv. H dnpooievon, mouv Oewpeito oto mapeddov n telikn pdon
s apxatodoyikns Soudelds, onpepa dev propei mapd va cuvodevetal amod
pia pakpoxpdvia mpoPAegn kai pia Pdon mpwroyevarv Sedopévav mou Oa
empéPouv vy enaveéraon kai av xpeiaotei my avabedpnon ws eppnveias
v Kataloinwv mou e opiopol npoteiver n kGe Snpooievon.

To mpéPAnpa tou dykou twv dedopévarv kar n Pnpiakn Siaxeipion ms opyave-
ons kai s €s aei S1apUAadns tous propei va avupetmmotei péom ms KmO1KoTmoi-
nons s mAnpogopias, ms apxeroBémons ms kat s npoPAeyns yia v avdluon
palxav SeSopévav (big data analysis, BA. rx. https:/ariadne-infrastructure.ew/).
‘Eva Baoiké {ntovpevo eivar n wnonoinon ws pebddouv ouldoyns twv dedopévav
Kat n S1apépP®on Kooy avd tmv KGopHo IpmTtoKOAAmV, ta XapakmpIioukd twv
omoimv Oa mpémer kar maMi va kabopiotouv amé us iSies us apxatoddyous (BA.
Boyd k.4, 2021), gptavovias péom Qupdoemy oe éva consensus.

Ynpavukn mapdpetpos eivar n avroxn s Bdons dedopévav oto xpévo kai
o1 Suvatétntés tns yia oupfaréinta pe peldovukd ovothparta (BA. Kansa k.q.,
2020) ws mpéPAeyn yia us pellovukés yeviés mou Ba eivar tooo pakpid amné
€pas, Xxpovoloyikd kat 18eooyikd, 6oo eipaocte topa and avtous mou élnoav
n/xka1 mébavav oxeulbpevor pe s vMkEs paptupies mou peletd n apxaiolo-
yia. H apxaioddyos Sev prmopei ma va vmekgedyer tou mpoPAnpatos autov,
apov exeivn enétpePe va avaloyiotovpe Kar va katavonooupe to Bdbos s
avOpdmivns 1otopias kai dpa enépePe va kavoupe mpoPAépers kar mape-
ktdoess yia o péddov. Erol, pia apxatoloyikn Paon SeSopévov Oa mpémer

paXlov va otepeitar kG0e eppnveias kar va diatnpei poévo ta mpwrodeia Se-
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Sopéva, dvtas 600 1o duvardv mo Kovid o€ pia akpifil AVAKATAOKEUN TOU
avamd@evKTa Kai ApetdkAnta KATEOTPAPHPEVOU ~pEc® TS AVAOKAPNS- OU-
yxeipévou (BA. Roosevelt, 2015). TéMos, to {itnpa auté Béter otnv apxaioddyo
IEPAITEP® EPWTANATA, TOU APOPOUV TO MOCO CNHAVIIKA €ival N oTpatnyikn
Siatnpnons pn avaokappévev Quldkwv anobéoewv, dote va xpnoipedoovy
s pdptupes s ekqotote orpwpatoypagpias oe kabe Béon kat to méco avorn-

poi Oa mpéner va eipaote OXeuKdA pe AUV v MOAITUKA.

H oUvOeon ka1 n emxkoiveovia

Y ¢don auth s pedémns n apxatoddyos kaleitar va avaperpnbei pe dvo
peydAa {nthpata, agevoés pe 1o gprhocopikéd (epmeipikd, paivopevoloyiké Kai
ovtoloyiké) unéabpo tns eppnveias 1o MOAILOPOY KA1 APETEPOU Jie TN GHV-
deon TV armoteAeopdtmVv s €peuvdas s pe tn ovyXpovi Kolvmvia.

Quoika, n eppnvevukn ws apxatoloyias dev propei mapd va yiver Karavo-
nt péoa and v 1otopikn s diadpopn nepvovias amd mv [Todruopikn
Iotopikn ITapadoon (BA. Childe, 1929, 26-98) otn Néa apxaioloyia/Aiadika-
oukn Apxaioloyia (BA. Willey xai Phillips, 1958, 2; Binford, 1972; Renfrew
kai Bahn, 2001, 38-40, 481-508) ka1 apyétepa otn Metadiadikaotikn Apxai-
oloyia (BA. Miller xai Tilley, 1984; Hodder, 2001). Opws, oto koppdu s
oOvOeons kai s eppnveias n apxaioloyos, ®s 10TOPIKOS, KOIV®MVIOAGYOS,
O1KOVORIKA Kat TOMUKN avaldtpia apxaiov Kovmvidy Kaleital va oupre-
piddBer Bepeliddn {ntapata ota agnynpata mov karaokevdler (BA. Hodder
xat Hutson, 2003, 236-248). I'ia mapaSetypa, tov tpémo mou avulapfavoviay
o1 apxaies Ko1vevies to €pgulo {Atnpa, ta tomKkd Kat vIepromkd dikrua, tny
KIVOTKOTNTQA, TNV eviomomnta, us efowukés enagpés kat kabe ouvakolovdn ai-
ofnon ka1 npaypatwon efovoias kat Korvmwvikns d1actpwpdtmwons mouv mnyd-
(e1 a6 autés us évvoies Kar propei va oxetietal pe t pvnpn Kat tmy yevea-
Moyia, petalt aAAAwv (BA. Borgna et al., 2019; Panagiotopoulos, 2019). To Bapos
s evbvvns autis yivertar avudnmd kabos n apxaioddyos Sev eivar n pévn
and tous pedentés v avipomoukav emomnpov mov otoxdletal mave oe
téroia (nunpata. Eroy, extés and m dovderd twv ouvadédgmv tms — mou eivai
€K TWV OV OUK dveu — xperaletar va eivar e€oikermpévn kai va ouvoraléye-

tar Kai pe ta epwrapara kar m Sialexukn twv avlpomoddymv (mx. Levi-
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Strauss, Bourdieu, Ingold, Gracber), tov 10TOPIK®V (r.x. Hobsbaum, Braudel),
OV KOIVOVIKOV KA1 TIOAMUKk®V otoxaotdv (mx. Smith, Rousseau, Marx), tov
Ko1vovioddymv kai eBvoléymv (mx. Durkheim, Mauss, Giddens) kar telikd
aképn Kat v erAocoémv (r.x. Heideger, Adorno, Deleuze, Foucault).
Méow avtov twv diepyaciov n id1a n apxatoddyos petalddooetar apyd, aldda
otalepd, oe gpiddoopo 1 oe Yuxavaluin mou nalever va avacvotioet ta di-
Ktwa v noAlamlotitewy ot Siadpopn ws avlpwmoéintas, npoonadmvras
va avayvwpioet, ®s AAAn «vieviékuP», Aules évvoles KAl TPAKUKES 1IOU v
apnvouv ixvn, pe pova oroixeia us vAikés paprupies. Kar iows éror pmopei
va eAmiler mws n douleid s Oa xpnorponoinbei ws vn6fabpo tedikd yia va
OTOXAOTOUHE TIAV® O€ VEES KAtaotdoels s Umapéns Kai va arnavinooupe oTo
nos grdcape ws e8é; kai mpos ta mov Ba/va nape;

O1 npoxAnoeis mepidapfdavouv téoo pebodoloyikd 6oo kar 10eoloyikd (ntipa-
ta. Xe 6,u agopd ta mp@a, ta Mo onpavukda epotmpara mou tbeviar éxouv va
KAVOUV p€ T0 KAtd ITO0OV HIOPOUHE VA HAPEKTEIVOUHE Ta CUPIIEPAOHATA as O
PONYOUHEVA, eNOpeVa Kal mapdAAnda apxaioloyikd n 16Ttopika ouykeipeva
ws id1as eupUtepns A pn mepioxns, ta omoia €xovv enavaknbei péow diago-
peuk®dv pebodoloyikdv mpooeyyioemv kai otepolvial, yia mapadetypa, moA-
Aés muxés v pexovomv mpakuk®v tekpnpimons. [1éco opeiler va maoxioe
n apxatoloyos yia mv epefns pebodoloyikn opoiopopeia kar méoo xphorpa
eivar telikd ta malaiov winmou dedopéva; Aev eivar Aiyor dAAwote autoi mou
€XOUV EMIXEIPNPATOAOYNOEL Kai y1a to avtibeto (BA. Feyerabend, 1975, 2011),
vnoowmpilovias v afia ou pebodoloyikov mloupaliopot kar Bérovras ws
otdxevon piq, mo apyn pev, aAld mo oupnepIANIuKA emotmpn.

‘Ooov agopa us 18eodoyikés mpokAnoers mou avapéverar va avupetmmiler n
EPEUVATPIA, AUTES agopoly ta opia s avrilnyns pas (BA. Lowenthal, 1985)
kat m SraotpéPAwon mou avandgevkta Oa mpoPfdAlouv o1 oUyxpoves tautd-

wtés pas oto avukeipevo s pedéms pas (BA. Insoll, 2007). Eipaote étorpor

14. Ta w Suvatdmrta s oupPoliis s apxatoloyias otov oxediaopd peAdovukmy kovovidv BA. evOelkukd:
Flexner, 2020; Turner, 2020; Gracber kar Wengrow, 2021, 521-526; D'Agata xar Girella, 2022; Greenberg xat
Hamilakis, 2022; [TAdvtdos, 2023.
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va peletooupe ta Sedopéva xmpis 1o 61k pas mohiuopiké voBabpo va pas
ennpeder ka1 mapd us mpokataAnyers mou €xer emfPdaler o Suukos KOOpOS
otous gopeis s apxaidtntas, 10topikovs kai mpoiotopikovs (BA. Hamilakis
ka1 Momigliano, 2006; [TAavtdos, 2023); Mrnopoupe dpaye va giloSofoupe va
Sovpe to mapelOov onws Atav: avideo yia v emkeipevn Avayévvnon, v
Amnoikiokpatia, tov Alapwuopo Kat tnv Katackeun ms cUyxpovins eUpmIaiknis
tavtétntas; Moopovpe va anmepmAéCoupe us eppnveies pas ané ta dimoAa mou
Bédouv tn pvon tou avBpamou eite DepelimSms kakn (Rousseau) eite eyyevs
xakn (Hobbes), kar va mpooeyyiooupe pe mepiooétepn paviaoia kar Atydtepn
npokatdAnyn {nupata énms n aviedmnta (Graeber xat Wengrow, 2021);

Kai evd vopitepa oulnumbnke to {Amnpa s pakponpdbeopns diaxeipions
s apxaioloyikns mAnpogopias faocer tns omoias xti(oupe ta apnynpard pas,
Baoikn pépipva s apxaiodéyou eivar kar n Ppaxv-peconpdbeopn mpdfAe-
yn. H apxaiodéyos Oa xpetaotei va ouvavaorpagei pouvoeioddyous kar ap-
XITEKTOVES KAl VA EKIOVAOEL ad Ko1voU pelétes yia v avadeidn n yia mv
drapulalin péow s KAtdxwons.

Qotdoo, 1o onpavukdrepo kar mo anartnuko6 SiakvPevpa eivar nws Oa ka-
Vel v avakmnpévn minpogopia eAkuotikh otous ouyxpévous s (Graeber
kar Wengrow, 2021, 442). Kabas, — xar auté Oa mpéner ioms va amotedéoet
avukeipevo evés allou GpOpou — n ovyxpovn Korvwvia amopakpuverar O1-
apkos amé us avBpomotnxés emotapes (BA. Ordine, 2013) ka1 amoxorre-
tail and autés d1apkms avukadiotdvias ta vonpatd tous pe paylkés okEPers
(Greenwood, 2022). ITio elmertes ka1 mmo emdeppikd ovvapnaoukés. Erot,
extés amd 1o @aivopevikd avtimalo déos tns kabapns emotipns, n omoia
e€updverar and mepinou 1o Ap1oU s Kovwvias anallorpidvovias 6lo Kat
EPL00OTEPO XDPo amd us avlpwmioukés emotnpes, 1o AAlo pod mepinou
KOppAau s Korvwvias anos mepippovei us avlpwmoukés emotnpes ws me-
pIttés Kat emovoiddels Aemtopépetes. Yndpxouv Péfaia xar o1 mepimtdoets
110U 01 avOpWINOUKES EMOTNES XPNOIPONIOI0UVIAL AIAMS £pyaAelakd yia v
emitevén eBvikov N ka1 eBvikiouxk®dv otOXWV (]ones, 1997; ITAavtlos, 2023).
To Kaprteoiavo kevéd mou avagpépOnke vopitepa éxer ndn petefelixOei oe
pnfn pe to emxeipnpa s amms xpnoipoémtas wv kabapdv kai epappo-

opévav emotnpav oe avtibeon pe tov gpepdpevo Bempnukd xapakmpa twv
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avBpomouxav (BX. Ordine, 2013). To cuykekpipévo Simolo eivair kifSnlo
®OT600, apol n epnédwon Kai Kupiws n epmotoovvn ous Oetkés emotnpes
e€aptdtar dpeoa, kai evéexopévmws amokAeloukd, amd my efoikeimon pe us
avOpomioukés emotipes kai pe myv KaAA€pyela mov em@EPeL N YVOON s
1otopias, ts Aoyotexvias kA Avubéws, onws anédeile n mavénpikn kpion
tou 2020, n éXeign nvevpaukns kadAiépyelas emeéper Suomotia anévavu
oTNV €MOTANPN KAl VO Ta €pyaotnpid pas Atayv éroripa va mapdyouv ypnyopa
éva aopalés kai anotedeopaukd epfoédio, n peydAn Svokolia Atav telikd va
neiocoupe tous ouvavipodnous pas va epfoliotovv. Eroy, yevvarai to epomnpa:
WS VA YVOPIOOUE TOV KOOHO av Oev Yvwpicoupe tov eautod pas;

H povoetoloyia kar n avadein (BA. Rapoport, 2002) eivai o1 amavtioess mou
éxe1 n apxaioldyos ota xépia wms, o1 onoies 6pws Ha xpelaotei va ouvdvactovy pe
HEPIPVES YiA TV EVOWPATOON OV APXAIOAOYIK@DV OUHIIEPACHAT®V VWPIS Oty
exnaidevukn d1adikaoia, péow eknaidevukdV mpoypappdrmy oo yra padnpi-
€s 600 kai y1a exnaidevukovs. O1 mo aro1680es and pas nmaoxilovy va amepmé-
€ouv v gpevvnukn Siadikaocia amé tov péxbo kat 1ov ekveupiopod mou emepépet
o pn kafnouxaoukos xapakuipas ws yvoons kat va avadeifouy v diaokédaon
os Oepitd kar avaykaio péoo, tooo yia tyv idia m pedémn, 600 Kai yia my €mKo1-
vavia (Politopoulos k.d., 2023). Eto1, y1a v eknaiSevtikn Siadikaoia, t pé0eln
Kat m 61adoon TV anoteAeopdtmv s apxatoloyikns €peuvas oto Koivo — Kat
8n 1o Suomnpdoito veaviké Korvé — mpoteivoviar yia mapdderypa to gaming (BA.
Ariese et al., 2021), n e1kovikn npaypaukomta kai n dradpacukdtnta.

‘Eva axépa (htnpa eivar n Siaopdlion s opi{évuas npooPaocpdintas otny
IPpWTOYeVN apxatoloyikn mAnpogopia, kar apa €6é Oa mpémer va yiver pia
pveia ota dropa pe avamnpies. ['ia mapaderypa, o1 Bdoers dedopévmy, mou
avagépbnkav vopitepa ws {ntovpevo yia v pakpoxpdvia amobnkevon
Kai myv Kodikomoinon peydlou dyKou mAnpo@opidv, MOte va eivar €0Ko-
Aa mpooneldorpes, Oa npémer va éxouv akovoukd PonOnpata énws xai o1
dnpootedoets, A/kal va vmdapxer pEPIPvA yid my mapayoyn £Viumou uvAikoU
oe braille. O1 pépipves autés dev Oa d@eidav va eivar amokoppéves amod us
apxatoddyous, €101kd onpepa mou n texvoloyia mapaywyns oloypappdrov
Kai tp1od1dotatwy avanapaotdoemy anotelei pépos s kabnpepivomrds pas

(BA. Gabellone, 2015). H epappoyn avtov tov texvikdv Ha priopovioe aképn
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va yepupooel 1o xdopa petay tns apxaioloyikns paptupias Kar v av-
Oponwv pe mpoPAnpara épaons mov oe peyddo fabpd amoxAeioviar amé v
apxaioloyikn paptupia, kabos n apn eivair 1o Paocikd tous epyaleio yia va
yvopioouv avukeipeva. Xe pia npoonddeia va e€aleipbouv tétolou eidous
S1axpioeis, o1 apxatoddyor ws popeis avtis s yvoons Oa propovioav va dn-
proupyovv akpifeis 3D avanapaoctdoeis tou avayAugou Kat tov apXITteKTOvV-
KoV Aetpavov tov Béoenv (Eikéva 5) kabos kai emleypévov avukeipévaoy
(B Polig k.G, 2023). Téroiou eiSous avtiypaga, e xapnAdtepo mAéov K6otos,
Oa propovoav va Aertoupyotv kat yia minpogdpnon péom tns apns aAlld kat
yia dropa pe mepiopiopovs oty KIvATKOIa mou §ev PIopouv va €moKe-

@BoVV Suompdortes Déoers n aképn kat povoeia.

Eikéva 5: Qoroypapperpia. [Tapdderypa tprodidotams anotinwons apxaiou Aatopeiov pe t xpfion moAamaov

Migewv aré pn emavSpwpévo agpookdgos (drone), onoypagikdv onpeimv ané DGPS kar covBeon ddav tov
Sedopévarv pe t xphon tou Adoyiopikou metashape. O1 pmAe evdeiters onpeidvouy us Béoers and us omoies éyivav o1
Ayers yia t ovvBeon tou pwto-pwoaikov. H anotinwon éyive ané v T. Kakavi{onovlov oto mhaioto epyaciov

nediou tou epeuvnukou mpoypdpparos «Mivoikoi Apépor».

Yu(hnon - Zupnepdopata
To 6papa mou emypappauxkd ovvoyiotnke €d® meptypdger 10 pAcpa twv

nedinv, twv epappoymv kai v fewpnukov mpooeyyioewv mou ouvhétouv

tov kAddo.
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O mportervopevos otdxos Ba nrav pia avoixm kar diadpacukn apxaioloyikn
emotnpn, n onoia Oa éxe1 tn Suvardnta va petoucidver m Souleld v €101~
KOV O€ MEPIEKTKA VOnpaukd oxnpata alld kar oe amtd amotedéopara mou
Oa pmopouv va korvomomnBovv pe Oedkuxod poémo omyv Kovwvia, ouprEepL-
Aapfdvovias mepibwpromoinpéves opddes onms ta maidid, ta AMEA kar ta
KovoVvikd otpdpata pe avenapkn npoéoPfaon omn péppwon. H 16éa Oa Arav
pia open-source apxaioloyia (BA. Carter, 2017), @ote 6Aes va éxouv mpooPaon
Kai va propodv va (Sia)xeipiotody t6oo ta mpotoyevh Sedopéva (Bdoers Sedo-
pévo)v) 600 ka1 ta anotedéopara (okoypdppata, 3D paxétes kat avn'ypa(pa),
ovpmepilapPavopévav twv eppnveidv pas (Snpooievoes). Yo avorypa s
apxaioléyou mpos v Korvwvia v ouyxpévev s (BA. Kristiansen, 2021),
éva aképn koppdau mouv dev Oa mpémer va {exvape, eival o1 TOMKES KOIVWVIES,
OTOXEVOVIAS O€ pia amokevipmwpévin apxatoloyia, n omoia Oa Pper poémous va
EMKOIV@WVACEL TO Avakatackevuaopévo mapedov tou kdbe témou (BN, Gianniri,
2022), Sikaidvovias Ty epmeIpiki yveon avti va v aviaymvierar.

H apxaiodoyikn epyaleiofnkn eivar yepdmn aAAd yia va tmy xpnotpomnomoou-
pe owotd mpéner va yvopilovpe oe fabos tms Suvardintes Kar us MPOOIUKES
tou kabe epyaleiov. (Os mpdraon yia my amepmlokn amd o pikpo- vs pakpo-
dimodo xai to SidAnpa efe1dikevon 1 yevikn emormteia mpoteivoupe, 6nws o
DeLanda (2006), tnv oxéyn péow ouvappoyov (assemblages) (BA. Deleuze kai
Guattari, 1980; DelLanda 2002; 2018; McFarlane xar Anderson, 2011; Hamailakis
kai Jones, 2017). H Be@mpnon tov moAamlav emméSmv kar tov Siktimv, mou
dnpioupyovviar petally v empépous ovotauk®dv kabe ouvélou, ws ouvap-
poyov pmopei va ddoet t Avon oto npoéPAnpa s anolévwons pas amd my
apxaiodoyikn papwpia. H amofévwon exteiverar mbavds kar popootd, om
oxéon pas pe v kKAado kat tous ouvadédgous pas, alld katr mpos ta miow, otm
oxéon pas pe to mapeAfov kai tous gopeis tou. Tows xperdletar va opiotei Lava
10 avukeipevo ms pedéms: amd vhikn kai xpovikn amoyn. Ioia eivar ta mo
Baoikd otoixeia s kGbe ouvappoyns; Kar moios o pdlos wms apxaiodoyikns
d1adikaoias; To id10 to apxaiodoyiko mpotoés eivar n ouvappoyn twv pebddwy,
OV TEXVIKGV, TOV Ipakuk®v, ms pedododoyias, tns Oewpias, 1 kaldtepa, kau
ou pAaAAov Katoikel otov evOIapeco Xdpo petaly OAmv autdv twv Topémy.

‘Eva evdeikukdé mapaderypa Oa Atav n npooéyyion twv epeimmy, ev yEVel, ape-
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vOs s Sopikd otoixeio s apxaioloyias aldd tavtdxpova kai ws enavainiru-
ki Siadikaoia Siapéoou tou xpévou. H atimon tns mpooéyyrons twv epetmiov
amokAeloukd ev ovopau pias akadnpaikns/emotnpovikns avbeviias ayvoei
Kai akup®vet us moddamdés npooeyyioes mou dnpoupyolv to maAipynoto s
KG0e Oéons, us S1apopes mo1dntes movu €xouv kard kaipovs avatebei ota epei-
A TV KAtaotpoen, vy Aendaoia, v mpoyovikn Aarpeia, m vopiponoinon
Sikaiwpdrmv vopns s yns, tnv enavdaxpnon, v allayn Aertoupyias, t Aifo-
\6éynon, t Anbn, tv avapvnon, v ané8oon PETaQUOIK®Y 1810tATmV, Tov (e)
popavuopo Kt (B}\ Dressen, 2013; Haggis, 2013; Borgna x.a., 2019).

‘Ero1 xat n id1a n avaokapn eivai pia mpooéyyion v epeimimVv PETAPOVIEPVA
KAl VEOTEPIKA, KAl ®S TETO1a CUPTAEKETAL TOOO € TV aviAnyn TV TOMmK®OV
KOIVOTAT®WYV y1d ToV 10110, ty aiodnon tou tomiou, tou Xpdvou Kat Tou XHPou
600 Kai pE TV avulnyn, s IPOKATAAAYPELS, TNV MIPOCMOINKOTNTA KAl TS G1AO-
Soies tns apxaioddyou (BA. Connerton, 1989; 2011; Wright, 2019). [Tépa Se ané
my 10e0 oy1KN VIIOOTAon TWV SIEPYAOIMV IOV EMPEPOUV AUTES 01 (UPMOELS, N
UVAIKA vndotaocn 1600 TV EPEIi®V 600 KAl TV VIOM®V ouvavtd my vAiKn
vndotaon v apxaioddymv. Or apxatoddyoi, ouxvdtepa Eéves mapd viomes kat
OUXVA AIootac1onoimnpéves Kat apxds amod us Tomkes Kovmvies e€artias s
akadnpaikns tous mopeias, TEIVOUV va emotpéPpouv N va HEVOUV GTOUS TOTIOUS
mou peAetoly, va KATo1kovv, va Snpioupyouv KOIvmViKoUs Kai O1KOVOPIKOUS
Seopovs kat tautéxpova va aldoidvouv/aldalouv m popen opiopévmy tori-
v, N tonéonpmy, dnprovpydvias pia véa moddamddmnrta, pia véa apxaioto-
noypagia. O1 paprupies dAote avadeikvuoviar kar dAdote 6x1. Lxedov mavia
IIPOKUITOUV Véa apnynpara and auvtés Us ouvavinoels Kalr Tavims navia véa
epwIpara.

‘Eva 0épa mou avagépOnke pévo axpobiyds eivar n xpnparoddtnon s ap-
xatodoyikns épevvas (BA. Flexner, 2020). Avta eivar pia axépn eubivn mou
enopiletar ouvnbws n apxaroldyos kar pdliota kard kavova kartalapPaver
Kar peydlo pépos tou xpovou ws. Xus diapopes Deopobetnpéves arnoers mou
amarteital va karatebovv yia akadnpaikés vmotpogies, xopnyies kair epeuvn-
ukd mpoypdppara, n apxatoloyos gpovtiler va ovpmeptdapPaver kat ta é€o-
8a pias opdadas e181KMV TEKPNPIOGVOVIAS TAUTOXPOVA KAL TNV AvayKAIGTITd ms

ouvdpopns tous otny ekdotote épeuva. To nds katompiletar n tafikétnta oy
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akadnpaikn {wn kai to katd mécov eivai opi{dvua n 6x1 n npéoPfacn otous moé-
pOUS TToU amaitovvtal yia vy épeuva eivar {nthpata mou omavims Oiyovrar (BA.
Artur and Giamakis, 2023), napdu eivar kevepikd. Onms kevipikd eivar kat 1o
600 ennpedlovial tedikd ta oupmepdopara s épeuvas Kai ta apnynpara arod
us Kovwvikeés KataBoAés twv apxaiodéywyv, étav to endyyedpa amaitei mepio-
00TEPO TPOOWIIIKOUS Tdpous rapd evdeikvutar yia Bromopiopd, «coptdpovias»
€101 KOIVWVIKES Opdades pe ouykekpipéva oikovopukd xapakmpioukd. H ou-
(htnon auti 6ev avuoToIXei 0N OTOXEVON TOU CUYKEKPIPEVOU KeEIPEVOU, aldd
a&iler va onpeiwei mws o poévos, yia v dpa, dSiabéorpos Beopds mou éxoupe
va avutdfoupe omy apeiliKta aviaymvioukn Kai ouppikvoUpevn ayopd ep-
yaoias, oto avfavopevo k6otos twv avaluukav pedodmv kat s S10yKoUpEVEs
anaitoess yia 1o eminedo v dnpooiedoewy eival 1o Snpdo1o mavemotio.
Exei o1 Saokdles pas Ppiokouv éva mAaioto acpalés kat éva Ko1vo etepOKANTo
Kar prropovv va 618afouv doa o1 id1es kpivouv xpioipa amd my epnepia tous
oto medio kai otn BiRAiobBakn (BA. Huxley, 2006) oe maidid ané 6Aa (h oxeSov
6\a) ta KovmVIKG otp@paTa.

Qs telik6 ox6ho, Oa mpéner va toviotei 6u oiyoupa mapélerfa va avapépm ts
e181kotntes moA@v ouvadédgmv kai Avmapar yi' avtd. Qotoéoo, n mapdenpn
avtn efunmpetei évav Sittd okond, apevos va katadeier 6u does 1616tntes ka
va evOubei n apxaioddyos dev Oa vmokataotioer us €101K0US KAl APETEPOU va
e€ayer v mepIEPYEIA TOV AVAYVOOTOV yid T urdloia — Kai mo €181Kd — Ke-

¢dlaia tou topou.

Evuxapioties

To apBpo autd dev Ba ypapdrav moté xwpis mv evldppuvon kar tn ovvexn
otmpi&n tou I'avvn Xatlnkwvotavtivou, o onoios enéperve ot xpnoipoétntd
tou kabe popa mov 1o eykatédeina. To keipevo enwpelnOnke ta péytota anéd
v npovoia tou kal. Arapavin IMavayiwténovlou, o onoios diéyvwoe amnd
vpis ta dopikd touv mpoPAnparta. Eipar emions evyvopmv otov D.C.H. nou
€0TPEYPE TNV IPOCOXA POU OUS OUVAPHOYES KAl IIOU UIEPEIVE ATEAEIMTES GU-

(ntnoess kat otov A. I1. mou pe enavégepe otov ioto Spdpo kar otnv aralia.
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Abstract

Looking for alternative approaches to the Paleolithic past, and the foraging lifestyle
(Binford, 1978), it is attempted to record the practices of modern foragers and compare
them with organic finds in Mediterranean archacological sites. The collection of snails,
salt, herbs and seafood is one of the traditional practices of the Greek countryside and

may have been foods collected by prehistoric foragers.

Introduction
HISTORY OF PALAEOLITHIC RESEARCH IN GREECE

The archaeology of the early Stone Age in Greece has a clearly shorter history than
the corresponding research in Africa and Eurasia. The earliest finds assigned to the
Mesolithic date back to the 1930s as part of Markovits’ speleological research (Markovits,
1932; Galanidou, 2003), and the first systematic Palacolithic and Mesolithic research
programs in the 1960s and 1980s were led by British and American archacologists in
caves and open-air sites in Epirus and the Franchthi cave in the Peloponnese and
formed the starting point for a whole generation of archacologists to deal with the
Palaeolithic and Mesolithic period. Early prehistory research has since been steadily
developing over the last decades, with reference points being the publication of the
conference proceedings on the Palacolithic Archaeology in Greece and neighboring
areas (Bailey et al,, 1999) and the publication of the round table meeting on the

Greek Mesolithic (Galanidou and Perlés, 2003). Since then, several terrestrial and
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underwater investigations have revealed new aspects of early prehistory and raised
multidimensional research questions about the habitation and movements during
the Pleistocene and early Holocene era in the wider Greek area (e.g., Ammerman et
al,, 2011; Sakellariou and Galanidou, 2016; Efstratiou et al., 2022; Biagi et al,, 2023).

Research on food gathering in Greece in early prehistory isan important part of archaeological
research (e.g., Efstratiou and Kyriakou, 2011, Galanidou, 2000; 2009; Starkovich, 2014,
Elefanti and Marshall, 2018). However, few publications about Greek prehistory specialize
exclusively in foraging practices. Usually, food gathering is inextricably linked to hunting
or fishing (Mourtzopoulou, 2004), as a general survival strategy of populations without
a permanent settlement (Christoforidis, 2006) or rather the transition to a productive
economy is the main focus, as is the case in the thorough archacobotanical study on the

domestication of plants from the Paleolithic to the Neolithic in caves (Kotzamani, 2010).

HISTORY OF ETHNOARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH IN GREECE

Ethnoarchacological research in Greece began at the onset of the 20th century with
the recording of ethnographic data with the aim of interpreting archaeological objects,
structures, or processes and saw development during the 1960s and 1970s when the
framework for ethnoarchaeology in Greece was defined. Some of the most important
investigations of this period took place in Messenia, Milos, Argolis, Corfu, Tzia, Grevena,
and Rhodope, most of which focused on parallels with Bronze and Iron Age archaeology
(for an extensive record of the ethnoarchaeological research in Greece up to 2000 see
Efstratiou, 2002; 43-64). Stone Age archaeology and ethnoarchacology have ‘met’ directly
or indirectly on several occasions, either by using the research tools of ethnography to
interpret certain aspects of closed archaeological assemblages such as caves (Galanidou,
1997; 1998; 2000) or by conducting ethnographic research alongside archacological
research programs (]acobsen, 1984; Van Andel and Runnels, 1987; Efstratiou, 2007).

Methodology

The object of this research is the ethnoarchaeological and ethnohistorical study of foraging

35



PANAGIOTIS ZERVOUDAKIS

practices in the Aegean. Starting from the literature review on the archaeological finds of salt,
wild edible plants, terrestrial mollusks and coastal crustaceans, it covers the contemporary
foraging activity in terrestrial and coastal areas using the techniques of qualitative research
(open—ended interviews instead of questionnaires, emphasis on participatory observation,
and focus on the biographies of the research subjects, see Pourkos and Dafermos, 2010;
31-35) for the collection and analysis of the data. Field research is conducted in rural
areas where there is a stronger connection to rural life, but also in peri-urban and urban
environments to make comparisons and to look for ways in which foraging practices
survive or revive. At the same time, historical sources and folklore testimonies describing

such foraging activities during the 19th and 20th centuries are studied.

Results
THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE FOR FORAGING PRACTICES

Salt, edible plants, herbs and shellfish have been dictary staples, possibly remedies, or
used for food preservation in the prehistoric societies of the Mediterranean basin for
many thousands of years (Miracle, 2002). Some of these finds are more common in the
archaeological record due to their preservation in acidic environments, while others are
quite rare. Throughout the Mediterranean, a number of sites have been found with
traces of consumption of terrestrial mollusks (mainly Helix lucorum, Helix pomatia and
Helix mperm) during the late Pleistocene and early Holocene (Lubell, 2004). The shells
of terrestrial mollusks and oysters are the most durable organic remains due to their
hard and compact shell, which saves them from the acidity of the soil while they are
buried and protects them from shattering and breaking. In several cases, land and sea
snail shells can be revealed in archacological layers intact or without serious alterations
and changes (Mourtzopoulou, 2004; 8). These finds are studied as a possible indicator of
the transition from the Mesolithic to the Neolithic era, as in some cases, they ceased to
be a significant part of the diet of people after the beginning of the Neolithic, and are
considered as a possible indication of increased resource exploitation during the Late
Paleolithic and early Mesolithic (Lubell, 2004). Tt is argued that land snails were being

farmed in prehistoric times and date their “domestication” to the Mesolithic (Bahn, 1983;
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Ferndndez-Armesto, 2002; Lubell, 2004; 78). Salt has historically been equally important,
as apart from being a taste supplement, it was also necessary for food preservation
(Alexianu et al., 2008). Direct evidence for the collection and use of salt in prehistory is
attested in Zakros, where a significant amount of salt was collected dating to the Minoan
Bronze Age (Kopaka and Chaniotakis, 2003) and indirect evidence for the use of salt as a
preservative was suggested in the Mesolithic Youra Cave (Sampson, 2006). Recently, salt
has been proposed as a good reason for foragers based on the mainland to voyage out to
Cyprus in the summer months (Ammerman 2020, 431). The archaeological finds for the
collection and consumption of wild edible plants during antiquity are clearly less, but
through archaeobotanical research, we have evidence, mainly dating to the Neolithic in

open-air sites (Tsartsidou, 2009), and caves (Kotzamani, 2010) in Greece.

THE ETHNOARCHAEOLOGICAL FINDINGS

Through ethnoarchaeological research, differences in the use of space have been
observed between groups of foragers who focus on the collection of herbs and edible
grasses, with corresponding groups who focus on the collection of gastropods and
shellfish, such as snails, barnacles, and seashells. A greater care is observed in the
shaping of the space by the groups of horticulturalists, possibly related to the more
permanent establishment that results from this practice (Galanidou, 2000; 271).

Field ethnoarchaeological research and archival research have provided interesting
insights into relevant foraging practices. Snail collectors (chochlidologoi or mazefies) used
to be mainly women and children, while today almost all age groups are represented,
collecting snails mainly after rainfall (protovrexia). Often, however, the collection is also
carried out in the summer months, collecting snails (chochlious as they are called in Crete,
from the ancient Greek kochlias, which is another indication of the timelessness of the
practice in Crete) hidden under stones or rocks. The seasonality of the collection is
accompanied by a good knowledge of the annual cycle of the species (plant and animal),
the special conditions for their collection, and the awareness of the need to protect them
during the reproductive period. Also, depending on the season of collection and the
species, the storage and food preparation process is modified (e.g., boubouristoi chochlior, the
budded snails, are considered a summer delicacy; the fugaristochoria, wild edible plants

suitable for sizzling in a pot, a winter food).
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Figure 1 Land snails foraging (Helix mperm) in Athanasiana, Kissamos, 2004 (P. Zervoudakis)

The special vocabulary of the foods that are collected testifies to the specialization of the
practices. Various snail species are called chrondrochochlioi meaning fat snails (Helix
aspersa, lucorum, pomﬂtiﬂ), lianochochlioi meaning thin snails (Eobania verniculata),
liparoudia or chochlidakia meaning small snails (Littorina littorea), papitses, papad-
ulas and many other names depending on the region. Wild edible plants also have a
number of names, often different for the same species (e.g. lagoudochorto, rabbit grass,
or melissochorto, bee grass, for Prasium ma ]'m). The broad categorization of wild edible
plants by chortarades (wild plant foragers) is done according to their suitability for a
specific way of cooking: vrastochorta (wild edible plants to be boiled) and tsigarochorta

(wild edible plants to be sizzled). Wild edible plants and herbs are of such importance

for foragers that often, the great majority of place names in Greek provinces are phyto-

nymic and often associated with wild species (Makrakis, 2014; 365-378).
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Figure 2 Lefe: Foraging Prasium majus ‘lagoudochorto’ (Greek: rabbit herb). Right: Foraging Sinapis ‘viastakia
vrowvas’ (Greek: sprouts). Kissamos province. February 2021 (P. Zervoudakis)
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Salt collection is not described in such rich vocabulary, but the processes vary consid-
erably locally. The pure salt from Gramvoussa, sought after throughout the island and
today known outside the island, was for centuries a source of livelihood for the locals.
Alatsi (salt) is collected from the steep rocks, even through caves. After a storm, the
cavities in the rocks are filled with seawater and when it gets hot, the locals know that
in two days, it will have enough salt. These rocks and caves are still approached today
by boats. A few decades ago, many locals used to go to Gramvoussa to collect salt with
donkeys, organized in small groups that camped for a few days on the deserted cape.
Collectors’ strong preference and ties to specific locations go far beyond notions of land

ownership or origin and often connect collectors to distant or even unknown destina-

tions, which nevertheless become reference points for individuals or groups.

Figure 3 Left: Salt collection from coastal rock cavities. Right: ‘Early” salt from the Gramvoussa cape, July 2021 (N.

Paterakis.)

Narratives often link the collection of snails and grasses to conditions of poverty, which
forced the expansion of the diet or the intensification of foraging. Wild edible plants
were consumed in large quantities to create a feeling of satiety (the modern Greek verb
for satiate is chortaind which shares the same root with chorta, edible plants) while
chochlior (land snails) might even be consumed as breakfast (Zografakis, 2008; 41-42).

Snails, salt and wild edible plants became objects of trade, sometimes of exchange, and
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especially for women in the 1950s and 1960s, an aid to livelihood as well as a way out
of the domestic space to the market of the village, the nearest town, or even the city.
The collection of snails and their trade peaked in the 1970s (Makrakis, 2014; 446) and in
recent decades, their cultivation has grown significantly, to the detriment of their tra-
ditional foraging. The commercialization and over-exploitation of the available food for
collection are echoed in most modern foragers’ comments, which attribute their decline
to environmental factors and social changes (e.g., an influx of immigrants). Population
movements have also been associated in the past with changes in the intensity of gath-
ering specific foods. A typical example was the 3500 Turkish Rethymnians who fled to
Asia Minor in 1925 and caused the Turkish newspapers to write articles describing how
they “were cating the food of donkeys” because they were gathering all the wild grasses,

according to an anecdotal story by Mustafa Papyrakis (Stratidakis, 2018; 107).

Discussion

Ethnographic research of hunter-gatherer populations for more than a century has fo-
cused on populations that have not partially or fully adopted the Western way of life
in South America, Africa, and Oceania in environments such as tropical rainforests,
steppes, and savannas. The preference for studying foraging practices in ‘exotic’ loca-
tions continues to this day and is reflected in numerous publications (e.g., Lane, 2014;
Yu, 2015), leaving out of the discussion about modern foraging Europe and the Medi-
terranean. An interesting anthropological study focused on field research in Athenian
communes on the notions of collaborative society and immediate return economy. This
research compared urban communes to foraging societies and innovated by exemplify-
ing a set of research subjects from the urban present, but ultimately did not avoid the
comparison with ‘exotic’ forager populations such as the Hadza and Yolgnu (Hatzidiak-
ou, 2005). In addition to archaeological observations and their comparison with ethno-
graphic data, the research of foraging in the Aegean aims to capture the stories of people
who have not been ‘heard’ by society and have not been ‘written’ in the history of the
formation of the modern Greek world. In addition, it formulates the opinion that food

gathering is not an earlier stage of humanity that was once abandoned, as suggested by

40



ARCHAEOZOOMS: ASPECTS AND POTENTIAL OF MODERN ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

the theories of social evolutionism (Tylor, 1869; Karavasileiou, 2017; 12), but a practice

that survives with different conditions in many societies.
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Abstract

The intensification of contacts between the Cyclades and Crete during the Early Bronze
Age led to the creation of a space in the broader region of the southern Aegean, where
many cultural traits were communicated and exchanged. The transcultural character of
these contacts is attested mainly by the influence of the Cyclades on Crete, which was of
a varied degree in terms of space and time. The imports and then the local copies man-
ufactured on Crete argue for a selective adoption and adaption of different off-island

ideas while using local technological skills and processes of production.

Introduction

The excavations in various sites on Crete (Fig.l) have brought to light many objects
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Figure 1: Map of Crete with sites mentioned 1n the text, based on d-maps.com and modified by the author.
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(figurines, stone vases, pottery, jewelry, tools, Weapons) and raw materials (metals, ob-
sidian, and stones), which are related to the Cyclades. The artifacts are either imports
(‘Cycladic’) or local copies, characterized by a mixture of local and off-island features
(‘Cycladicizing’).

At the beginning of the archacological research, Colin Renfrew (1964) was the first to
study the Cyclades’ influence on the Aegean systematically. Renfrew interpreted the
various common characteristics and technologies in the broader area of the southern
Aegean during the EB 11 (the ‘International Spirit’ as defined by him; for extensive
discussion, see Catapoti, 2011; Vavouranakis, 2020) as a phenomenon being motivat-
ed mainly by the acquisition of metals and obsidian (Renfrew, 1972, p- 453). During
these carly years, the rescarch focused mainly on subjects regarding the provenance,
the typology (Getz-Preziosi, 1987), and the chronology of the objects (Renfrew, 1969;
Branigan, 1971; Mac Gillivray and Barber, 1984) found in and outside the Cyclades.
Since only a few artifacts deriving from Crete have been found in the Cyclades, many
hypotheses have been suggested regarding the movement of population from the Cy-
clades and the creation of colonies on Crete (Doumas, 1976; 1979; Sakellarakis, 1977a;
1997b; Zapheiropoulou, 1984). In recent years, the need for a better understanding of
the complex mechanisms relating to the nature of transcultural contacts and inter-
relations has become more urgent in archaeological studies (Clarke, 2005; Papadatos,
2007b; Karantzali, 2008; Wilkinson et al., 2011; Panagiotopoulos, 2011a; 2011b; 2012;
2013; Vavouranakis, 2011; 2020; Stockhammer, 2012; Steel, 2013; Abu-Er-Rub et al.,
2019; Autiero and Cobb, 2022; Vavouranakis and Catapoti, 2021), the research started
to examine more closely the role of these objects, both imports and local copies, in
the social practices.

The present paper will discuss the contacts between Cyclades and Crete (mainly
north-central, southern, and eastern). Within the framework of transculturality, the
character of the relations and the interactions that were created during the long pe-
riod of the Early Bronze Age will be analyzed. The primary purpose is not to detect
the differences between imports and local creations in Crete but to try to grasp at
least some of the mechanisms involved in transmitting ideas and technologies in the
broader region of southern Aegean. Many questions arise concerning the way of per-
ception, adoption or discard, and adaption of various cultural characteristics related

to the Cyclades by the local communities on Crete.
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Theoretical and
methodological framework

It is essential to follow multiple perspectives to avoid discerning between different cul-
tural traits, namely between ‘Cycladic’ and ‘Minoan’ ones. The asymmetry in power
relations does not necessarily mean that the less powerful side has a passive role (Maran,
2011; Wagner, 2019, 17-25). On the contrary, it is the one that chooses the elements for
integration according to the already established cultural setting and the current theories
and views of the world (Phillips, 2005, 40; Papadatos, 2007b, 422-4; Michaels, 2019,
9-12; Maran, 2019). Concerning an import’s entry, its non-local character would be-
come readily apparent, making it different from other objects. Through regular imports
and use in social practices, the object would gradually become part of the local way of
life (Panagiotopoulos, 2012, 53-8). One point that should be emphasized is that the
perception of an object (or an idea) and its use in the social sphere are two notions that
cannot be separated (Stockhammer, 2019, 269; Vanzetti, 2020). In other words, through
the constant use of an object in social practices, its values would become negotiated, and
new meanings and significance may also come.

Over time, a new creation could occur, following essentially the local preferences. One
can assume that in prehistoric societies, the knowledge related to producing artifacts
and skills of neighboring areas should have met some restrictions. Therefore, whereas
an object’s ‘foreign’ character could be recognized, the exact place of origin would
probably remain obscure (Panagiotopoulos, 2012, 52-3; 2013, 160; 2017, 280). As a
result, a copy could be seen as an original, and in some cases, it could gain more value
in the new context than it had in its primary (Stockhammer and Forberg, 2017, 6). It
could be argued that those who had the skills and ability to copy the original may also
have had the privilege to control the production (Stockhammer, 2017, 180).

The parameters considered referring to the materiality of the artifacts are suggested as
follows: dimensions, surviving part(s), raw material, type (and its developing stages),
state of preservation, traces of repair, way of manufacture, technological tradition, and
traces of tools, and when available and published petrographic analysis and chemical
analysis for the pottery and XRF-analysis and isotope analysis for the metal artifacts.

Also, except for the materiality of the objects, what is mainly examined is the archae-
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ological context and the geographical distribution. After collecting a broad array of

published data, it was possible to come to some preliminary results.

Results

The first contacts between the Cyclades and Crete have been established since the
Final Neolithic period, as evidenced in the research for the first time by the discovery
of obsidian in Knossos (Evans, 1964, 233; 1968, 270). Later, the coastal site of Kephala
Petras was also added to the list, and it was addressed as one of the securely earliest
sites being in direct contact with the Cyclades already since the Final Neolithic IV
(detailed documentation concerning Lavrion and Euboca-Kea area in Papadatos
and Tomkins, 2013; 2014). In Petras, besides the import of obsidian in the form of
raw nodules and blade manufacturing technology, imported pottery, although in a
small percentage, and newly introduced pottery shapes and objects (including spindle
whorls and pendants) were found (Papadatos and Tomkins, 2013, 358, 363; 2014:
336). Also, indications for metallurgical production (smelting of copper ores) on site
were detected for the period spanning from FN IV to EM 1 (most likely already in
EN 1V, Papadatos, 2007; Papadatos and Tomkins, 2013, 367).

However, it was only at the beginning of the Early Bronze Age that these contacts
became more intensive. Mainly during the transitional Early Minoan I-II, the so-
called ‘Kampos culture’, the ‘Cycladic’ presence was mostly traced in northern
Crete, such in Hagia Photia (Day et al., 1998; Davaras and Betancourt, 2004; 2012),
Gournes (Galanaki, 2006; 2021), Pyrgos (Xanthoudides, 1918), Poros Katsambas
(Dimopoulou - Rethemiotaki, 1998; Wilson et al., 2004, 2008; Dimopou-
lou-Rethemiotaki et al., 2007), Krasi (Marinatos, 1929a), Kanli Kastelli (Alexiou,
1951) and Amnisos (Marinatos, 1929b; 1930). Tekes (Marinatos, 1993), also located
on the N coast, had connections with the Cyclades (as long daggers and figurines
suggest) but lacked an archaeological context.

Concerning Hagia Photia and Gournes cemeteries, the tomb architecture, namely
the rock-cut chamber tombs, which has not been found elsewhere in Crete, shows

close affinities with Ano Kouphonisi in the Cyclades and mainland Greece (for more
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details see Zapheiropoulou,
2008, Sbonias, 2021). Further-

more, most of the pottery in these

two cemeteries, 1.c., 94.3% of the overall
assemblage in Hagia Photia (Davaras and
Betancourt, 2012, 94-5) and 86% in Gournes
(Papadatos, 2021, 118), presents parallels with the
Cyclades, mostly with Ano Kouphonisi. The set-
tlements of Poros Katsambas, Pyrgos, and the
Kanli Kastelli burial caves also display
many pottery sherds with solid connec-
tions to the Cyclades. Although there
is an apparent influence in the typol-
ogy with the originals being outside
Figure 2: Chalice from Pyrgos Burial Cave. of Crete, at the same time, there have
Archacological Museum of Heraklion (H. 15- been different local versions of a ves-
20 cm). Photo of the author. sel. Such examples are the ‘jars with
fenestrations’ (or incense burners),
the chalices (Fig.Z), and the frying pans (the latter ones found only in Hagia Photia
and Poros), which diverge in terms of style and form from those found in the Cy-
clades. In some cases, imports and their local variations are unearthed in the same
context. For example, in a few cases in Gournes and Hagia Photia, both the local and
non-local types of chalices were found together in the chamber of the tombs (Papa—
datos, 2021, 190).
Furthermore, not only the pottery types but also the technology and materials often
suggest the local tradition of production, and many similarities can be noticed be-
tween different regions of Crete (Wilson et al.,, 2008, 262; Davaras and Betancourt,
2012; Papadatos, 2021). Apart from specific categories, for example, the “bottles” in
Hagia Photia (Day et al., 2014, 136), there is nothing to suggest that these vessels are
imports, while instead, a center of manufacture in north-central and north-eastern
Crete is suggested. This is also confirmed by the petrographical (Day etal., 2014, 119-
130, 136-7; Papadatos and Nodarou, 2018, 289-293; Nodarou, 2021, 143-146) and
chemical analysis that was conducted (Day ct al, 2014, pp. 130-5). Although Knossos
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is located close to Poros Katsambas (5 km apart), no ‘Cycladic-related’ pottery was
found during this period. This starts to appear later in Knossos during EM IIA, also
in the form of imports (Wilson et al., 2004, 69, 71).

In all the sites mentioned above located on the northern coast, several metal arti-
facts (copper, bronze, silver//lead, and gold) have been unearthed. Besides copper,
silver is detected in many sites, such as in Krasi, Kanli Kastelli, Gournes, Amnisos,
and Hagia Photia. Since only a few and not remarkable metal sources have been
revealed in Crete (Chrysostomos and Sklavopoulou for copper and a minor lead
source at Ano Valsamonero), the central provenance of these metals appears to be
the Cyclades and the Lavrion (Legarra Herrero, 2004, 43; Gale and Stos-Gale, 2007,
104-5). The lead isotope analysis of the copper artifacts in Hagia Photia mainly
pointed to two primary sources, namely Skouries on Kythnos and Aspros Pyrgos on
Siphnos (Stos-Gale and Macdonald, 1991, 267; Gale and Stos-Gale, 2003, 91; 2007,
106-7) and partly to Seriphos. Although the results for silver did not point to any
specific known source in the Aegean, the absence of silver sources on Crete, the ev-
idence of exploitation of lead/silver ores in Attica already since the 4th millennium
BCE (Maran, 2021), and in addition the procurement of early Egypt of the material
from the Cyclades (and in a lower degree Lavrion, see Sowada et al., 2023) suggest
a provenance of silver most probably from Siphnos or/and Lavrion (Stos-Gale and
Macdonald, 1991, 270-1, 280).

An exceptional common characteristic of Gournes, Hagia Photia, and Poros Katsam-
bas is their active role in metallurgical processes, as indicated by the metallurgical
tools and byproducts found in those sites (Dimopoulou -Rethemiotaki, 1998; Betan-
court and Muhly, 2007; Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki et al., 2007, 91-3; Doonan et al,
2007; Wilson et al., 2008, p. 268; Bassiakos et al., 2021). Kephala Petras must have
also been involved in the metallurgical production since the FN, more securely be-
fore the ‘Kampos group’ horizon (see Papadatos, 2007a). In Poros Katsambas, there
is evidence that besides smelting, the casting of metals was taking place in both the
EM I and EM 1I periods, and there are also signs of silver working. The finished
objects were probably further distributed inland (Doonan et al., 2007, 104-110),
which has also been suggested for Hagia Photia (Betancourt and Muhly, 2007, 152).
In addition, a large amount of obsidian found in Poros Katsambas shows that ob-

sidian production was taking place on-site, which was not only to meet the needs
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of the local community but was also distributed in other areas
(Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki et al., 2007, 91).
In the following Early Minoan IIA period, the relations between
Cyclades and Crete followed a completely different scheme. The
amount of ‘Cycladic-style’ pottery at Poros Katsam-
bas during this period was considerably smaller and con-
sisted of 2% or less of the overall assemblage, in contrast
to the 25% of the previous period (Wilson et al., 2008, p-
262). Additionally, for the first time, many imports start-
ed to appear in southern Crete, including Hagia Kyriaki
(Blackman and Branigan, 1982), Moni Odigitria (Vasilakis
and Branigan, 2010), Koumasa and Platanos (Xanthoudides,
1924). However, their number is limited and cannot be com-
pared with the large amount of the ‘Cycladic’ objects found
in the previous period on the northern coast. This time, the
character of the imports is also different. Namely, the assem-
blages comprise not pottery but figurines, stone vases, jewel-

ry, weapons, and obsidian. These artifacts influenced the local

production and triggered the design and development of local
types. One characteristic example is the figurines, which often
present characteristics that are not usual in the Cyclades, such
as relief lips (Papadatos, 2003, 278-81; 2006, 13-15; 2007b, 425-
429; Marthari et al., 2017; 2019; Stampolidis and Sotirakopoulou,

2017) and besides marble they are made of various materials (ivo-

Figure 3: Ivory figu-
rine Tholos Gamma
in Phournt cemetery

in Archanes.
ry, shell, bone, steatite, and calcareous stones). An exceptional case

is the cemetery of Phourni in Archanes because there have come to
light plentiful objects with parallels to the Cyclades and the largest
number of figurines that have been found on Crete in total (Fig.3)

(Sakellarakis, 1972; 1977b, 100; Panagiotopoulos, 2002, 115; Papa-

Archacological Mu-
seum of Heraklion
(EM IIA, H. H.
85 cm, W. max. 2

cm, Th. 09 cm).
Photo of the datos, 2005, 29-31; Sapouna-Sakellaraki, 2017, 169-90). However,
uthor. this ‘Cycladic’ connection of the cemetery is mainly demonstrated

by only one of the two tholos tombs (tholos tomb Gamma; see details

in Papadatos, 2005, 2007b; Legarra Herrero, 2012). In the cemeteries
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of southern Crete (Messara and Asterousia) with similar tholos tombs, there is a uni-
formity in the distribution of these objects between the different cemeteries. Also,
Kyparissi presents one of the largest assemblages of figurines found on Crete, all local
creations with different individual characteristics (Serpetsidaki, 1994; 2006; 2017),
together with other ‘Cycladica’ such as two marble vases and blades of obsidian.
Most figurines found in Crete are of the so-called Koumasa variety, a type not iden-
tified outside the island. The examination of a large corpus of figurines concluded
that most of them belong to a type of marble that predominates on Crete. It has
been found in the Cyclades only in a few cases (less than 1% of the total, compared
with the rest of the corpus) (Tambakopoulos and Maniatis, 2017, 510-14). Another
type of marble, with many but fewer examples than the former, was related to the
Cyclades. However, a similar type was also detected on Crete (in the outcrops north
of Lentas and west of Pachia Ammos). For the rest, a specific marble source could
not be determined. In general, except from five figurines found in Phourni cemetery
in Archanes (Sakellarakis, 1972, pl. 288b; Papadatos, 2005, pl.18, fig. 20; 2007b, 426),
two from Tekes (Marinatos, 1933, 298-304, fig. 9:1 and 9:4), which are also made of
Cycladic marble and possibly one figurine from Koumasa (Xanthoudides, 1924, pl.
XXI, no.122; Kanta et al,, 2017, 254, fig.29 - the marble type here could not be clas-
sified, but maybe also come from Cyclades—), the rest of the figurines found on Crete
appear to be local creations.

Betancourt (2017, 60) suggested that the occurrence and repetition of the same char-
acteristics mean that there is a specific image whose main features were already estab-
lished before the recognition in Crete. If this assumption is correct, one must consider
the moment of the entry of this image in a different cultural setting. This should be
when this image’s ‘foreign’ character could be immediately recognized. Then, after
producing several copies, the artifact’s ‘foreign’ character would start to fade (Panagi—
otopoulos, 2017, 281).

The local creativity and adaptivity were also expressed through metallurgical pro-
duction, where some types of metal jewelry pieces and implements have parallels in
the Cyclades. As it has already been noted in the case of the figurines, the material
selection, namely the type of metal here, varies on Crete. One prominent example

is the gold bead found in Phourni in Archanes, which has obvious parallels in the
Cyclades, but there it is made of silver (Papadatos, 2005, 36, Nr. A20; 2007, 431;

57



AIKATERINI VRETTOU

Vavouranakis, 2011,: 105-6). The same phenomenon is attested in manufacturing the
diadems, which are consistently made of gold in Crete and silver in the Cyclades
(Vavouranakis, 2011, 105-6). In general, gold is absent in the Cyclades (Gale & Stos-
Gale, 1981, 181), and silver and lead are used for different objects than those in Crete
(Branigan, 1968; Legarra Herrero, 2004, 45; 2014; Papadatos, 2005, 35-6).

It is most likely that gold and silver had different social values in Crete (Legarra
Herrero, 2014; Legarra Herrero and Martinén-Torres, 2021). This is attested by the
fact that the gold artifacts are manufactured uniformly around the island concerning
their typologies (for example, diadems made of gold) in opposition to silver and lead
ones, whose typologies vary in every site (Legarra Herrero, 2004, 46). For example, a
silver cup has been found in Mochlos (Seager, 1912, 52), while silver daggers (Kouma-
sa, Xanthoudides 1924, 47), rivets, and a fragment of a pin (Platanos, Xanthoudides,
1924, 110) have been unecarthed in the Messara.

Generally, in opposition to the scarcity of metals in the previous period, there is a wide
distribution of metal objects around the island (details in Legarra Herrero, 2004, 34, 45;
contra to Nakou, 1995, who argues that the lack of metals results from the consump-
tion and depositional practices of the period). While gold is primarily concentrated
in the more extensive cemeteries, such as Mochlos, Koumasa, Platanos, Hagia Triada,
and Archanes, copper objects (except for Koumasa and Platanos cemeteries with 20
and more than 70 dagger blades, respectively) are more equally distributed between
the different sites (Legarra Herrero, 2004, 42; Xanthoudides, 1924, 25, 106). Although
the provenance of silver (see above) and gold (for possible sources, see Legarra Herrero,
2014, 4-6) cannot be securely recognized, at least for copper, it was proved through lead
isotope analysis that the metal used for the manufacture of 58% of the copper-based ar-
tifacts that analyzed, originates in Kythnos, Siphnos, Seriphos and possibly Keos, while
26 % comes from Cyprus (in an unknown form) (Gale and Stos-Gale, 2007, p- 107).
In addition, while there seems to be a local ore in the Messara in Chrysostomos (Gale,
1990, 313; Gale and Stos-Gale, 2007, 107), its use was very limited and as confirmed
through analysis of the copper for most of the weapons in the Messara is consistent
with ore deposits from Kythnos (Gale, 1990, 313-4).

Regarding obsidian production and consumption, two different systems were op-
erating on Crete. The one with fine and long blades is related to the Cyclades, a

production already attested in the previous period in Poros Katsambas and Hagia
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Photia, and the other with shorter, narrower, and thinner obsidian blades with cen-
tral-south Crete (Carter, 1998, 69-71; 2010, 164). The latter pressure-flaked technol-
ogy, which Carter describes as a “technological koine,” runs from the south coast to
Archanes, Knossos, and across Malia (Carter 1998, 70). Moni Odigitria in the Messara
presents an exceptional assemblage of 474 pressure-flaked prismatic blades (over 95%
originating from the Sta Nychia quarry in Melos), which is a significant amount in
comparison to the neighboring sites (Carter, 2010, 151-2). However, no cores were
found here, as seen in Lebena Papoura 11, Marathokephalo II, Koumasa, Platanos B,
and the Area of the Rocks in Phourni in Archanes. The number of tweezers probably
for depilation, found in the cemetery, comprising 1/3 of the metal finds, indicates that
the local population might have been engaged in modification practices, as it has also
been suggested for similar finds in the Cyclades (Carter, 2010, 166).

Nevertheless, no palettes, pestles, or pigments have been found, as seen in the Cyclades.
Therefore, a selective adaption of the social practices related to the transformation of the
human body is suggested. The features, which concern not only the dimensions and the
preparation of the obsidian blades but also their use and the associated materials and
tools, probably were perceived as non-identical in the Cyclades and Crete.

In the same context of local production of obsidian, Mochlos (Seager, 1912; Branigan,
1991; Soles, 1992) seems to be primarily involved not only in the procurement of the
raw material and its processing but also in its further distribution inland as only a
limited number of finished products was present on site (Carter, 2004). The assem-
blage, which also included exhausted cores, is the largest deposit found outside Melos,
and all stages of production were documented (Carter, 2004,: 293), while at the same
time, a local distinct technology of production concerning preparation and reduction
could be determined (Carter, 2004, 298). Branigan’s characterization of Mochlos as a
‘gate community’ (Branigan, 1991) seems appropriate primarily. However, it should
not be confused with the role of Poros Katsambas as a contact zone in the previous
period. The main reason is the lack of evidence in Mochlos of any other form of in-
teraction with the Cyclades (Carter, 2004, 296), in contrast to the many imports and
local copies found in Poros Katsambas.

At the end of the Early Bronze Age, the ‘Cycladic presence’ on Crete was not that
strong, a phenomenon that continued with greater intensity during the Middle and

Late Bronze Age.

59



AIKATERINI VRETTOU

Discussion

Despite the regularity of these contacts, there have been found only a few artifacts (see
Warren, 1984; Sotirakopoulou, 2008, 84; Renfrew, 2010) in the Cyclades, whose origin
could be placed on Crete. This asymmetrical relationship can only be explained if the
objects transported to the Cyclades were of perishable materials, such as wood, leather,
and/or food products, something that cannot be proved easily in archaeological contexts.
It seems more probable that regular population movements would occur from the Cy-
clades to Crete, which would not be of an extensive character (Todaro, 2020, p- 68).

The character of contacts with the Cyclades followed a different pattern during EM
I-1I and EM IIA, and these could be considered two different facts (Papadatos and
Galanaki, 2021, 193). The strong ‘Cycladic’ influence on the northern coast of Crete
during the transitional period of EM I-II seems to be an exceptional and restricted
phenomenon (Wilson et al., 2008, 262; Papadatos and Galanaki, 2021, 193), and it is
not related with objects of any specific social status or with luxury. Also, this phe-
nomenon lasted only for a limited range of time during the ‘Kampos period’ and
was prominently related to the southeastern Cyclades, especially Ano Kouphonisi
(Karantzali, 2008, 259; Papadatos and Galanaki, 2021).

In general, the archacological data indicate a selective adoption and adaption of var-
ious cultural characteristics and their adjustment to the local traditions and social
practices. The cross-craft interaction, which takes place during production processes,
the circulation of patterns, and the consumption of the final product would promote
the manufacture of local copies of different materials with various characteristics,
which would not be necessarily present in their ‘prototypes,” as, for example, the case
of the figurines indicates—following the suggestion of Vickers and Gill (1994, 189;
see also Brysbaert, 2007), the word ‘evocation’ and not ‘imitation’ should be used
when talking about characteristics that are transferred from one medium to another.
A series of innovations are likely to occur through this transfer, and new technologies
may come. In other words, even if the image of the figurines were already a fixed im-
age with specific features, the use of different materials other than marble would lead
to various new ways of depicting this image, which would evoke and pinpoint the

original image using at the same time different processes in the production. The same

60



ARCHAEOZOOMS: ASPECTS AND POTENTIAL OF MODERN ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

selective character in social practices and local manufacture of objects was also seen in
the cases of metallurgy and obsidian production and consumption.

A significant impact on these complex processes must have also had the nature and
extent of networks between the different regions in Crete itself. The regions in the
North would provide the areas in the South with the desired objects through a dis-
tributive system (Carter 1998, 70-73; Serpetsidaki 2006, 252-3; 2017, 211; Papadatos,
2007b, 438-40). In such a system, some sites in the North, such as Poros Katsambas
during EMI-1I and Mochlos later from the EM II period, seem to act as contact zones
(‘gate communities’, as defined by Branigan, 1991), where first the off-island ideas and
technologies would become transmitted and then further distributed inland. One can
imagine that Knossos (and/or Phaistos) or Archanes could have played an intermedi-
ary role. Also, Kyparissi, which presents connections with Messara and Krasi during
EM II (Serpetsidaki, 2006, 245-250; 2017, 211) and from EM III also with Archanes
and Knossos, secems to be involved in the processes of exchange of ideas and products.
The artifacts would not necessarily be perceived as imports from the Cyclades but as
something not local or simply as products from the North or Knossos. One can also
imagine that Archanes, with its numerous ‘Cycladic’ objects, may have had the skills
and/or the means to make copies and local variations and then redistribute them
throughout Crete while taking advantage of its proliferous geographical position.

It is not easy to assert that the acquisition of off-island objects was related to any state-
ment regarding identity. At least for the cemeteries of Gournes and Hagia Photia, it
can be argued that whether the groups of people buried there were coming originally
from the Cyclades or not, they differentiated themselves from the nearby communi-
ties by choosing a non-local burial architecture and objects (Galanaki and Papadatos,
2021). In addition, for Phourni in Archanes, it has been proposed that the distinc-
tion in two separate groups buried in the two tholos tombs of the cemetery, with
those included in tholos tomb Gamma having more accessible access to ‘Cycladica’
in striking contrast to those in tholos tomb Epsilon, manifests a claim of only a part
of the community in participating in the trading networks related to the Cyclades
(Papadatos, 2007b). As mentioned above, this preferential access could also be due to
other reasons, such as (also noted above) inclusion to a group with probably specific
knowledge of processing non-local materials, which would enable the control over

the manufacture and/or distribution of the ‘Cycladica’ further inland. For southern

61



AIKATERINI VRETTOU

Crete, considering that they were the last recipients in the long chain of transactions
and the limited knowledge of people of that time regarding distant regions, one can
imagine that (if ever possible) only a glimpse of the original perception and even
evaluation of an artifact would reach its way till the South coast.

To conclude, the close contact between the Cyclades and Crete set in motion a
space of cultural exchange in the southern Aegean. During these processes, every
region on Crete had been under a varied degree of off-island influence, which was
not the same intensity during the long period of the Early Bronze Age. Therefore,
Crete does not constitute a homogeneous cultural entity but consists of various sets

of material culture.
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YTIX ITAPYOEY. TON MYKHNAIQN KAI TON XETTAIQN;
H AYTIKH ANATOAIA YTHN YXTEPH EITOXH TOY XAAKOY

Antonis Kourkoulakos: Xus mapugés twv Muknvaiov ka1 tov Xertaiov; H Sutixa Avarodia kai ta vnoid tou Boperoavarodikon
Atyaiou otnv Yotepn Enoxn tov Xalkov, in: Yannis Chatzikonstantinou (ed.) (2024): Archaeozooms: Aspects and potential of

modern archaeological research. Heidelberg: Propylacum 2024, 78-101. https://doi.org/10.11588/propylacum.1319.c19006

ITepiAnyn

H Suuxn Avarodia xai n mepioxn tou avatodikod Atyaiouv katd mv Yotepn Emoxn
tou Xahkov (1600-1200 m.X.) Atav to Onpeio oUVAVINONS TPIOV TOAUCHGMYV, TOU TO-
KOV, TOU XETUTKOU KAt tou puknvaikoy. Méxpt mpduvos n mepioxn Bewpovtav ws
évas xdpos aviaywviopou twv Muknvaiov kat tov Xeuaiov. Tis tedevtaies Sexaeties
auti n aviidnyn éxer apxioer va avabewpeitar kar otadiakd avayvopiletar n onpaocia
mou eixav o1 tomkoi mAnBuopoi ous SiamoAruopikés emagés s eupUTEPNS MEPIOXTS.
To mapdv apbpo Oa emixelpioer va avadeifer nds pia oupmepiAnmruki apxatoAoyikn
kar gprdodoyikn épeuva yia tm Suukn Avatodia poopei va odnynoer oe pia mo ouve-
kukn eppnveia. [poxkeipévou va vnoypappiotei o evepyods pdAos tou tomkov mAnbu-
opov ous Sramodruopikés avialdayés, Ba mapovotaoctei ouvonukda n mepimwon U
Panaztepe. H e€apdavion s puknvaikis kepapikis ota veKpotageia tou o1K1opou
katd mv Yotepoeddadikn I11B (1300-1200 r.X.) eivai éva ¢gaivépevo 1d1aitepns onpa-
oias, to omoio Oa eppnveutei pe m Ponbera twv xetuukdV Ketpévmv, avadeikviovias

0V Kataluuko tous pdlo oy e€aymyn mo oAoKANP@HEV®V 10TOPIKMV EPHPNVEIDYV.

Eioaymyn

H'Yotepn Emoxn tou Xalkoo (YEX) otnv avarohikn Meooyeto propei edAoya va Oe-
wpnbei pua mepiodos mpmropavols alAndenidpaons xar afioonpeinns eunpepias, mouv
npoxAnOnke and to S1ebvés epmdpio, tn 61a8oon 18edv Kkat teExvoloyidv Kat v évio-

vn xivnukdnta. Ta keipeva s emoxns avagépouy 6t onpavukd pépos tms avatoi-
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ks Meooyeiou edeyxdtav and éva pikpoé apifpéd peydlwv modrukadv oviotitmv (rx.
to Pacileto ts Aryvrrou, 1o Paoileto twv Xettaiov kAm). Ta kpdtn autd amotelov-
viav ouvnBms and évav kevipikd mupnva, padi pe pia oe1pd vnotaypévey mepioxav.
2e autd 1o 10top1kd mAaioto Eexwpiler n Sutukn Avarodia 6x1 pdvo eneldn o1 ypamtés
Raptupies vmoSnAdvouv mms n meEP1OXA ATav, TOUAGXIOTOV TIEPIOTACGIAKA, €VA GUVOV-
OuAeupa Aydrepo 1 meproodrepo avefapmimv Paotdeimv, aAdd xar Aoy s 1816pop-
¢ns yeoypagias s, kabds exteiverar tooo oto Aryaio oo kar otnv Eyyds AvatoAn.
AbY® 10T0pIKGOV KAl EMOTNPHOVIK®V 1810H0pP1dV, 01 Korvevies tns Sutikns Avatolias
Sev éxouv avupetomotel and my €peuva ws evepyoi «maikies» ous S1amoduopukés
avraAlayés s avatohikns Meooyeiou, aAAd ws mabnukés kar Arydtepo mponypéves
KO1VOTNTES GUYKPITIKA € TOUS YEIToviKoUs tous moAitopots. Exovtas vnéyn ta napa-
navew, to napdv apbpo avadeikvier s n apxaiodoyikn épevva «epyaletonombnke»
pe amotédeopa yia moddés Sexaeties n Suukn Avarodia va Oempeitar pia «evoidpeon»
neproxn. Mdhiota, oe pia npoondBeia va vnoypappuiotei n avaykn va mpooeyyiotei n
Suukn Avarodia and pia cupmepidnmuxn oxkomid, avayvwpilovias tavtéxpova tmy
evepyo ouppetoxn v vidmmv mAnfuopdv ous Sianodruopikés avradlayés, mapou-

o1alerai ovvorrukd n nepinmtwon tou Panaztepe.

Iotopikd mAaioto

H Suukn Avatodia yerviale pe 8o moAiuopous, tov puknvaikd ota Sutkd kat tov
xetuuk6 ota avarohikd. To kévipo tou tedeutaiov Ppiokérav omv kapdia wms Ava-
toAias kat xdpn ous XETUTKES TINYES EXOUE Pia eKTEVA €1KOVA Y1a TOV MOMUOPO Kat
myv 1otopia tous. Ta xettukd keipeva avagépoviar kar ot Suukn Avatodia, 6mou
ws gaiverar vnmpxav Sidgopa Pacideiq, dnms n Arzawa, n xdpa v TOTAPOy Seba,
n Wiluta x.a. Ta Baoileta ts xdpas tou motapot Seha kar ts Arzawa eppaviloviar
®S Ta 10 CNPAVUKA 0TV IEPIOXA KAl ®S AUTA IIOU EVAVUMVOVIAV IEPICOOTEPO GTOUS

Xettaious padi pe tn S6vapn s Ahhiyawa.
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Xdpws 1: H mohukn yewypagpia ts kevepikns kar duukis Avatolias kai tou Alyaiou c0pgwva pe Us XETUTUKES

mnyés katd v YEX.

Atiler va avagépoupie, oe autd to onpeio, oe 1 akpiPds avapéperar o XETUUKES GPos
Ahhiyawa. To 1924 o Emil Forrer (1924) unootiipi€e 6t o 6pos Ahhiyawa twv xetuu-
K@V ypamév mnyédv ouvdéetat pe tov 6po Axaioi mou Ppioxoupe ota’Ernn tou Opnpou
Kai, CUVEN®S, pe tous Muknvaious ts nnelpwuxns EAAGSas. Ané téte Aoy to {An-
pa ws yeoypagikns tonobeoias tms Ahhiyawa kévipioe to eviiagépov tov epeuvnidv
kar odiynoe o€ évav éviovo emotpovikéd Sidloyo, amd tov omoio Spws dev Elerpav
o1 efdpoets kar ta nddn. O1 mpotdoers tou Forrer anoppipOnkav (Sommer 1932), xat
éxrote vnmpéav Siagpopes mpotdoets yia v tonobeoia ms Ahhiyawa. O1 mpotervépeves
neproxés nepidapPavav myv Kompo (Schaeffer 1952), v Kidikia kai tv IMapguia
(Sommer 1932 Cornelius 1955 Kosak 1980), tnv TpodSa (Mellaart 1958 Macqueen
1968), tn Opdxn (Mellaart 1984- Easton 1984), ta AwSexdvnoa (Lehmann 1985 Benzi
1996: Mountjoy 1998), tn Suukn Avatodia (Bittel 1950 Lloyd and Mellaart 1955), v
Kpntn (Forlanini 1988). H avactotaon tns Aey6pevns moArukns yewypagias ts Suti-
kns AvatoAias a6 tov David Hawkins to 1998, odnynoe ka1 o€ pia eupeia ouvaiveon
oty emotnpoviki kowvénta oto Oépa tns Ahhiyawa, kabos n mlelognegia twv epeuv-

vty §éxetat my oUvSeon tou 6pou autoy H€ TOV puknvaixé K6opo n ToUAdx10TOV pe
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tpipatd tou. Qotdoo, auth n ouvaiveon yia n yewypagikn tonobeoia s Ahhiyawa
odnynoe o€ pia véa emotnpovikn «Siapdxn», dndadn motous Muknvaious evvoouv ta
xetuukd keipeva ws Ahhiyawa. Yndpxouv opiopévor gpeuvntés mou motevouv du o
Opos avagépetat o€ £va CUYKEKPIpEVO peydlo oikiopd tns nueipoukns EAAadas, énws
o1 Muknves, n Onfa i n ITudos (BvSeikukd, BA. Lehmann 1985 Niemeier 1998° Bryce
2018, 195- Blackwell 2021, 198), evé> dAdo1 gpevvntés vmootnpilouvy vy vnapfn evos
mo eviaiou faocideiov ms Ahhiyawa n touldxiotov pias ouvopoomovdias o1KIOpGV,
mou Oa meprddpPave éva peydlo tpApa s «pUKNVAIKAS EMKPATEIAs» (BEvSerxuixa,
BA. Kelder 2005- 2010, 118- Beckman et al. 2011, 6- Eder xa1 Jung 2015). ITap6Ao nou
n Bewpia evos mo eviaiouv Baoileiov kepdiler odoéva kair nepioodrepo £5agos ta te-
Aeutaia xpdvia, n kupiapxn avidlnyn mapapéver du o PUKNVAIKOS KOOPOS NTAV X~
piopévos oe exmpiotés pikpés ovidmntes (Shelmerdine kai Bennet 2008 Bryce 2018,
194 Dickinson 2019) (Yl(] pia avdluon v Pacik®V KEIPEVIKOV KAl APXAIOAOYIK®V

emxXeIPNpPAT®V yia my vnapén evos eviaiou puknvaikou Paocteiou, BA. Eder kai Jung

2015 Kelder 2018).

H AYTIKH ANATOAIA Q¥ MIA ENAIAMEYH ZONH;

O otyxpovos epeuvnuis ts Suukns Avatodias cUvavider pia KAtAKEPPATIOPEVN €1KO-
va e€attias tou yeyovoros ou n mepioxn amotelei to onpeio ouvavinons S1apopeuxdv
OUYXpPOVOV EPEUVNTUKGOV IAPASOCEMY, ONIWS N AlyAlaKn KAl N XetiukA apxaioloyia
f n kAaoikn @iloloyia kar av s Eyyus AvaroAns. H vnap&n §vo mohiuopikav
nupivev oty nepigpépera ms Suukns Avatodias oe ouvSUaopo pe s XETUTKES INyEs
Kai My napouocia puknvaikoy ulikol oty mepioxn eppnvevetal os pia ovykpouon
peraly Xeraiov xar Muknvaiov (Vaessen 2018, 61). Eto, o1 tomkés korvomntes xa-
pakmpiloviar ms oudétepes {dves mou xmpilouvv tous Xettaious and tous Muknvai-
ous (evéeixuxda Miiller Celka 2005, 256 Pieniazek xar Kozal 2014, 192) xar n Suuxkn
Avatodia ws ouvOetkos Kpikos, 0 omoios yepupdver éva unoubépevo xdopa petall
AvatoAis xat Avons. Qotdoo, vnd autd to mpiopa Sev AapPdvetar vnéyiv o evepyos
polos twv viommv mAnBuopdv odte n 1kavéntd tous va viobetovv, va petaoxnpati-
{ouv ka1 va amnoppimrouy {¢va modruopikd ororxeia, oUte n Suvardmria WV TOMIKOV
KoIvotht®y va mapayouv Sikn tous mohruopikh mapadoon (Greaves 2007, 2-3).

H apxatodoyia ané wyv idpuon s mpoopildtav va avadeifer tnv korvin tavtdétnta
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evos éBvous (Diaz-Andreu 2007). Etor ouxva xpnotponiomnfnke oto mapedov ws
péoo yia ebvikés SiexSiknoets xapévov i veoamokmBéviov eSapapv (Diaz-Andreu
kar Champion 1996, 19). Xapakmpiotkéd mapaderypa amotedei n Sutiki Avarodia,
610U petd v vnoypagn s Luvinkns tov Xefpdv to 1920 Lexivnoav avaokapés
oty mepioxn vné ty okénn s Apxatodoyikns Eraipeias ABnvav, pe otéxo v
avevpeon apxaloloyik@v ekpnpiov tou lovikod Anoikiopot, mov Oa vopipomnoi-

otoav tov eAAnvik6 €Aeyxo s MEPIOXNS.

M ‘é/Oé/’n/a 7 'éfa;oféwu~ (5‘-1/-o?ﬂ,

Eixéva 1:'EXAnves a§iopauxoi ota epeima tv Zdpdewv kard t didpkeia ms Mikpaoiaukis ekotpateias, Ampi-

Aos 1921. Me ddeta ané mv ouddoyn A. Kavedomoudov, Dwtoypagixé Apxeio EAIA-MIET.

ITapopoia mpaktikn akodotOnoe kar n Toupkia yia tn voprponoinon twv Sik®v s
Siexdixnoewv (Davis 2000, 83-84, 86, 89- Mac Sweeney 2012, 65-66, 67). Katd m 8i-
dpkeia avtov v edvikioukdv Siekdiknoewy, n Suukn Avarodia mapouoiomke ws
pa yn xopis avtéxBoves (Vaessen 2018, 77), aAda TAuUTGXpPova s avamdornaoto Tn-

pa tns oupkikns n ms eAAnvikns napidas. Xrov andénxo avts ms epyaletonoinons
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s apxatoloyikns épevvas Ppiokoupe t Suukn Avatodia ws pia nepipepeiaxn {ovn
(Mangaloglu—Vortruba 2018, 61-62) xar pdhiota Sixotopnpévn oe Svo akadSnpaikd
nedia. O Christopher Mee (1978) fAtav amé tous mp@tous epeuvntés TOU cucTnpa-
ukd katéypape o puknvaikd vhiko o Suukn Avarodia. Xin dnpooievon tou, n
Stakpavon mou mapovosiale to puknvaikd VMG oty mepiox anotédece évoein
yia mBavoss puknvaikoUs oikiopoUs ot duukn Avatodia. 2to mépacpa v xpovey,
n peldém tou puknvaikoy vlikoU s Suukns Avartodias éyive 101aitepa Snpo@idns,
odny@vtas otn ouyypagh evés eviunmoiakol dykou Snpootevoemy (evSerkuxd BA.
Niemeier 1998 2005+ Georgiadis 2003+ Kelder 2004/2005) (to i810 10x0e1 ka1 amd tous
EPEVVATES TIOU aoxoAoUvial P tn Xetuukn apxatoloyia kar grioloyia, evoeikuxda PA.
Bryce 2005 Glatz 2020). H tmap€n puknvaixot uAiko extés ts eAAnvikis emkpd-
TE1As OUXVA EPPNVEUSTAV MS TO AMOTEAEoHA tns APiEns AmoiKmV N PETavactdV amod tny
nnepoukn EAAGSaq, to Aeyopevo anokiokpauxoé poveédo (Benzi 1996 Niemeier 1998-
2005). Auth n QIOIKIOKPATKNA IPOoEyy1on Kat N andéAutn napaykdvion v Viommy
minBuopdv anotedei avamdonaocto otoixeio Gpwv 6nws Mivoikomoinon kar Mukn-
varkoroinon (ayy\. Minoanisation xai Mycenaeanisation) mou xpnoipornoiotvrai yia
10 mpoiotopikéd Aryaio (Voskos kxat Knapp 2008, 660-61* Knapp ka1 Van Dommelen
2010, 3). O1 épor autoi avaSeikviouy eukpives pia eAAnvokevipiki mpooéyyion, n
omoia Oewpei m Suukn Avartodia ws pra omoBodpopiki mepioxn, n omoia tedikd
«Muknvalonoimbnke» and mv «mo 10xuph kar nponypévn» nnepwuxn EAAada. Ei-
vai onpavuko oe auto to onpeio va avagepei 6u auvtd mov oupPaukd ovopdlovpe ws
HUKNVAiké apopd Kupims avukeipeva Kai Us IPAKUKES mou Propouvv va ouvdedovv
pad tous. I'ia autév to Adyo, Sev mpéner va vnobétoupe du n epgpdvion pias opiopévns
moodNTas puKNvaikou vAikol onparodotei avtdpata vy napovoia mAnBuopou otnv
nepioxn ané mv nneipouxhn EAMGSa (Eagle 2015, 376). Eva ané ta xpia mpoPAipata
NS PUKNVOKEVIPIKNAS MPooéyytons eivar 6u eivar mold duokolo va Siaxmpiotei oto
apxatoloyikd apxeio av to Aropo mou XPNolponoinoe éva OUYKEKPIIEVO AVIIKEIPNEVO
Atav mpdypau «puknvaios» A veémos. Akopn kar av e€aipécoupe tv mpoPfAnpauxn
pebododoyikn xpnon tou apxaiodloyikol vAikoU ws Seiktn yia my mapouvoia «Eévmv»
mAnBuop®v, n pébodos auvtn ayvoei mavieAds v ikavontd v omkov TAnbuopav
va emAéyouv ouverdntd u Ba xpnotponoioouy, u Ha viobetioouvy, u Ba avuypapouy
kat u Oa anoppigouy.

Tis tedeutaies Sexaeties éxouv yiver opiopéves npoondDeies mpoxepévou va avader-
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x0ei n onpaocia s Suukns Avatolias, pe otoxo va e£eractovy autoteA®s o TOMmKOS
minBuopds kat o vAikds tou moAMUopOs (evSerkuxd PA. Greaves 2007- Pavak 2015).
Qotooo, e€axodoulei va Aeiner pua evOelexns, ouykpiukn, apxatoloyikn kar ¢p1Ao-
Moyiknr pedétn yia v neproxn. H mlelovomta tov epeuvdv emKevipdvewal o€ ou-
YKeKpipéves apxatoloyikés Oéoets kar o1 oUYKpITKES Siamepipepelakés avalyoets me-
propilovtar ouvibws oe (ntipata xpovoldynons 1 ot pedém pias pdvo karnyopias
vlikoU (eveixuxd Pavik 2015 Pienigzek 2018). Emm)\éov, n péxouca €peuva ot
Suukn Avatodia Sev ouvduddler ous avalioers tns 1o Tomko pe 1 {Evo apxaioloyiko
UAik6 (evSeikuxda Bayne 2000- Paviik 2015), yeyovés mou epmoSiler kabe mpoomddeia
ovvdeons tns Suukns Avatolias pe v vndlomn avarodikn Meodyero.

H vunepPorikn eotiaon ous «Hochkulturen» tou puknvaikot xat Xetutkol KGopHOU
éxe1 odnynoet otn Snprovpyia evos peydlou kevou avdpeoa oe autols tous SV upA-
VEes, 610U, PéxpL onpepa, Oev undpxer Kavéva ouvorruko eyxeipidio mouv va aoxoleitat
anokAe1ouKkd pe v 1otopia, v apxaiodoyia kat tous moAruopikous Seopous twv fa-
otkeiov s Suukns Avatodias (BA. Kourkoulakos 2023 yia pia mpéopatn mpoondeia
pias téroia npooéyylons). Me 1o va ¢pépoupe ta tomkd Paocideia s Suukns Avatodias
010 MPOOKNVIO, Gpws, Sev mpérmel va gpracoupe otnv eviedds aviibem Oéon, SnAadn va
e€etdooupe us tomkés Kovdntes oe anopdvmon, eoudlovias Aok Ae1ouKd 010 TOIKGO
vAik6. Auti ntav pua ouvnOns npakukn oto napeldov, mou Sikaims éxer emkpiOei,
kaOds avayer us TomKés KOIV@VIES o€ QUTOTEAE]s ovidttes (Maran ka1 Stockhammer
2012, 1). Avtifeta, okomés tou mapdvros apbpou eivar va oupmepiddfer us tormkés Koi-
vvies omyv «efiowon» tns modruopikns aAdAnAenidpaons ws kévipa ions onpaoias pe

toUs KaAd peletnpiévous yertovikoUs moAMuopous.

‘Eva evdeikuxkd mapdderypa

As efgtdooupe oto onpeio autd nes poopei pia oupnepiAnmukn avaluvon yia m Suukn
AvatoMa va pas odnynoet oe eppnveies mov Ba afronotovv 6Aa ta d1abéopa Sedopé-
va (apxatoloyikd kar gpiloloyikda) avayvepilovias tautdxpova v evepyd cUppETOXN
wv tomkev mAnbuopdv omv viobémon «{évou» ulikou, pe otéxo n Snpoupyia,

avadeifn N kar anéppiPn MOMUCHKAY TAUTOTAT®V.
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Xdpws 2: Znpavukoi oikiopof s YEX mou eite avagépovrai oto dpBpo eite oxetiovrar dpeoa pe to 8épa mou

npaypateveta

H Penelope Mountjoy (1998) Atav n mpatn nmou mpétetve pia evaAlakukn eppn-
veia yia v napouvoia tou puknvaikot vAikol otn Suukn Avatodia, SnAadn péowm
Sradikaoimv pipnons n anopipnons. Auti n npooéyyion avutifetar oto poviédo s
napovoias Muknvaiwv tns nnelpotkns BAAaSas (BA. mapanavm) ot Sutikn Ava-
toMa. Avtileta to povtédo autd vmoowmpiler du 1o Muknvaiké vAiké s Suukns
Avatolias kai tou avatodikot Aryaiou napouoidler tomkés Siapopés and mepioxn
0€ TEPLOXN KA1 6T AUTES 01 S1aPOPOIOINTELS TIPOEKUYPAV Péom €mAoyGV pipnons
A viofémons puKNVAiKOV avVUKEIPEVOY KAl TEXVOTpom®V and tov tomko nAnbu-
opo. Zro apbpo s, n Mountjoy xwpiler v meproxn oe §Uo tpApata: oto Ave Kai
oto katw (ayy\. upper and lower interface). ITapédo Spws, mov avayvopiler évav
optopévo Pabpd auvtovopias otous karoikous s meproxns katd myv YEX, n mpo-
oéyylon s dev AapPdaver vnéyn 1o tomkd UMKO KAl EMKEVIPOVETAL AIOKAEIOTI~
kG o puknvaikn kepapikn. ITio ovykexpipéva, n avdlvon ws kupiws Paociferar
ous S1aKUPAVOELS TS PUKNVAIKAS KEPAPIKNAS 0NV IEPIOXA, O1 OIOiEs CUPPOVA e
v Mountjoy vnoSnA@vouv diapopeuxd emineda DoAUcpIKNS apopoinons (ay’y}\.

acculturation) (Mountjoy 1998, 36-7). To Paciké emxeipnpa tou dpbpou ws yia
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v Unap€n/viobétmon peyalitepns moodntas puknvaikoy vAkoU oto Kdtw tpapa
ToU povtélou s kar ouvenes oagns évleln (cuppmva pe exeivn) peyalvtepns
MOMUOPIKNAS APOPOimons ToU TPAPATOs autol opeiletal oty mpoyevéotepn €viovn
Hivelkn moMuopikin napovoia oto id1o tpnpa (Mountjoy 1998, 37). Eto1 Aomév, to
povtélo autd mpooeyyilet tous viémous mAnBuopous kat tv emloyn wus va viobe-
tioouv/ppnfouvv tuApa tou puknvaikoy vAikou uno to mpiopa s §évns emppons.
Avubéwws, autn n npooéyylon ayvoei 6u n Suukn Avatodia xai to avatodikéd Ai-
yaio Aitav évas kdopos pe us S1kés tou Lexwprotés mapaddoets mou Srapoppdmbnkav
npoa and 6Aa péow tomkdV 8§1ad1kacidv ka1 o€ petayeveéotepo otddio péom tov
enap®v pe dAlous mAnbuopovs.

ITapoAn v xpruxkn mov éxer aoknBei oty mapandve dnpooievon s Mountjoy
Sev pmopel xaveis va mapayvepioer 1o yeyovos 6u autd o dpbpo é0eoe m Pdon
yia us perayevéotepes pedétes -petay avtdv kar ms 61K1ds HOU- moU OTOX0 €X0UV
va avadeiouv m Suukn Avarodia kai to avarodiké Aiyaio ws pias avtévopns
moMuopikd Tmeploxins, n omoia Ae1toupyoloe ota MOMUCHIKA TAAicIA TNS €MOXNS.
Yxeukd npoopara n Naoise Mac Sweeney (2008, 108-9) éxer mpoteiver v vmap€n
€vOs mavaryarakol S1ktdou elit, pe mapdpora moAuopikd xapakmploukd Kar ta
omoia anotelovoav éva mo ko1véd aryaraké modruopikod vnoBabpo. Exovias vnéyiv
10 VAKO TIou mpoépxetat and ta vekpotageia tou Popeiov kar KeVIPIKOU tpApatos
tou avarodikot Atyaiou/Suukns Avatolias ([3}\ napaxkdte avdiuvon yia Panaztepe)
npoteive v vnap&n evos fexmpiotot diktdou elit, Aoyw tov 181aitepov aPikdv
XAPAKTNPIOUK®V TS MEPLOXAS, 10 omoio ovopdlw oupPaukd «eAit diktwo tou ave
avatodikov Atyaiou/Suukins Avatodias». Ta xapakmpiotikd autov tou Siktdou elit
propovv va cupnukvembouv oty vnapén Siapépov tinmv tdpwv (Be§ik Tepe (BA.
Snpooievon twv avackapav Basedow 2002), Apxovtiki (BA. Snpooievon tov ava-
okapav Apxovtidou-Apyipn 2006) ka1 Panaztepe ([5}\ dnpooievon twv avackapmv
Erkanal-Oktii 2018), ou Hepleixav €ite KAUOEIS eite eviapiaopouvs (m.x., Besik Tepe
(BA. dnpooievon twv avackapdv Basedow 2002), Panaztepe (BA. dnpooievon twv
avaoxapev Erkanal-Oktii 2018), Tpoia ([3)\ dnpooievon twv avaockagov Blegen et
al. 1953, 370-72) xa1 Apxovtiki ([3}\ Snpooievon twv avackapmv Apxoviidou-Ap-
yopn 2006), ouvoSeudpeves oe KGmoles mepITIMOeLs amd Eévo apxaioloyiké vAiké
(ouxvd puknvaik6). Madi pe to mapandve Eévo vliké vmpxe ndvia Kar onpavikés

ap10pos tomkou moditiopikoy vAikoU, to onoio vnepéBarve kard Moy to puknvaikd
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(extos amé to Apxovtikr' to Apxovtiki Ppioketar oto vouo tpnpa v Papov, kar
oty tonofeoia auth éxouv avaokagei onpavukd tagikd evpnpata tms YEX pe
cageis ouvSéoers pie v eupltepn mepioxn tou Aryaiou) (ApxovtiSou-Apyipn 2006).
Aut6 1o g)it diktuo mouv mpoteivw, opupnAambnke kar SieupvvOnke and dropa mou
Spaotnpromorovvray oto Aryaio katd v YEX. Qotéoo, S¢ 0a mpéner va exdafoupe
us Tomkeés €Mt ws mabnukous amodéktes v puKNVAikdv i omotwvénmote ‘efwti-
KOV avukeipévov: avubétws, paiveral mms o1 VIOMmor eVoOmpAtwvay pe evepyo Kat
Karvotopo tpdmo ta avukeipeva avtd ota tagikd tous €0ipa pe otéxo v avaden
s Ko1vwvikaAs tous Oéons. Auti n evepyds ouppetoxn, oe ouvluaopd pe v éviovn
KIVATKATNTA 0TOUS 01KIoPoUs tou avatodikou Atyaiov/Suukns Avatolias odnynoe
otadiakd v eAit ws mepioxns oe pia korvn moliuopikn 18eodoyia, n omoia amotu-
IMOVETAL 01a TaPiKd oUuvola.

Ta xUpia xapaxmpioukd touv Siktiou autol ameikoviloviar EUKPIVAS OTA VEKPO-
tapeia tou Panaztepe. O oikiopds tou Panaztepe Ppiokerar kovia owm onpepivn
moAn Menemen, otnv ko1ddda tou Eppot (tOUpK. Gediz) notapov. ITapélo mou o
onpeprvos emokémms Oa Pper tov apxarodoyikd xopo 10 xthidperpa pakpid amd
us aktés tou Aryaiou, otnv Emoxn tou Xalkou to Panaztepe ntav éva owmv mpay-
paukémnta vooi (Erkanal 1998, 463 Erkanal-Oktii 2016, 209- Cinardali-Karaaslan
2008, 58- 2012, 124-25). O oikiopés tou Panaztepe eivar kopfikis onpaocias yia tmy
Kkatavonon v noMuopik®v allnlemdpdoewy owmyv meproxn mou odiynoav otn
opupnAdmon aAld kai oty katdppevon tou elit S1KTYoU oU TPGTEIVA TAPATTAVE
kabos anote)ei évav and tous mAéov avaoka@évies Kar KA TEKPNPIOPEVOUS ap-
xaioloyikous x@pous otn Suukn Avarodia. O1 avaokagés oto Panaztepe S1e€nx0n-
oav yia mpédtn ¢opd to 1985 uné tnv kabodniynon tou Armagan Erkanal (1986- 1987
1992). O1 avaockagés mpayparorombnkayv oe tpia Siapopetikd pépn 10U 01KI01OV,
omv akpdémoln, oto Apdvi kat oto Sutikd kar Bépero vekporapeio (Aykurt 2010, 3
Cinardali-Karaaslan 2012, 125). Onws avagépOnke vopitepa, ta dvo vekporagpeia
tou Panaztepe aneikoviouv eukpivds ta xapaxkmpiotukd tou S1ktjou elit mou mpo-
teive yia v nepioxn ms Bépeias Suukns Avarodias xair fépeiov avarodikov Ai-
yaiou kai yia autd to enélefa oav éva evieikukd napdderypa oto ev Aéym GpOpo.
As Sovpe Aoimby Aiyo mio ouyKekpipéva mes motelom 60U tEKPNpIdveal n vnapén
tou e)it S1ktUoU «tou Ave avatodikol Atyaiou/Suukns Avatolias» mou mpoteive

oto apxaioloyikd vAiké tou Panaztepe. H xpnon Siagopeukdv tinov tdgmv oto
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Panaztepe napdAAnla pe nv emdoyn avapeoa oe kavon kai eviagiaocpd vmodniom-
vet mpdlets korvwvikns Stapopomnoinons tou tomkoV mAnBuopot. Autd unoypappi-
{era1 mepartépw amd to yeyovos 6u o1 Bodwroi tagpor tou Panaztepe Sev mepieixav to
i810 eninedo mAovtou petald tous (Girella ka1 Pavtik 2016, 30, 33). @aivetar, Aoimdv,
nws ta péAn s elit tou Panaztepe nBedav va avadeifouv tnv xorvwvikn tous Béon
xpnotponoipvias e€mukd avukeipeva (Erkanal-Oktii 2018) kar evamoBérovids ta
0ToUs tapous tou oikiopou. (Qotdoo, 01 KATO1KOo1 TV 01K10p0U Sev viobétoav tupAd
&éva otoixeia, Omws paptupei n pipnon ms puKNVaikns KEPApIKMS, n omoia mapou-
o14le1 onpadia karvoropias (Giinel 1995; 1999). Tlapopoims, o1 pikpoi Bodwroi tagor
Sev akolouBolv tn pvnpelaxkénta s nnepoukins EAAGSas, aAld npooappdlo-
VIal oS TOMIKES MPOTUPNOELS (Erkanal-Oktii 2008, 74). Té)os, n €\it oto Panaztepe
8ev mepropildrav pévo oe atyatakd avukeipeva, apol otous BoAmtous tdgpous éxouv
Bpebei avukeipeva and v Aiyvnto, tn Xuponalaiotivn,  Balukn ©dlacoa kai
tov Kavkaoo. Ola ta napandve, pavepmvouv v évtovn mpoonddeia tns tomikns
elit yia tav avaBdOpion xar avddern tns kotvovikas tns Béons péow s evamod-
Beons «Eévov kar e€ntikdv> (Kupims pUKNVAIKGV) QVIIKEIPEVOY 6TOUS TAQOUS Tou
o1k10p00 aAAd tautéxpova kar pia korvotnta mpdBupn va Siapopemoer diapopa
é01pa, mapadodoets, texvoloyies ous S1kEs s IPOTUPNOELS (Mokrigova 2016, 50).

Katd n petaPauxn nepiodo ané mv Yotepoeddadikn (YE) IIIA (1400-1300 m.X.)
owv YE IB (1300-1200 r.X.) mapatnpeitar onpavuxkn allayn ota tagikd é0ipa
tou diktvou autou. H e€élifn auth eivar xupioms aioOnn oto Panaztepe, 6mouv n pu-
KNvaikA Kepapikn ota vekpotageia tou xpovoloyeitar péxpr tnv YE IITA2 (Erkanal-
Oktii 2018, 159, 164-65). Ta vexpotageia oto Panaztepe, ootéoo, Sev eykataleipOn-
kav, al\d napépervav evepya péxpt v YE IHT (Erkanal-Oktii 2008, 77). Meta
wmv YE IITA2 nepiodo Aoimdv, Siapoppaverar pia véa katdotaon oto Panaztepe,
dnladn n e€apavion tou puknvaikol vAikol and ta tagikd cuvola. Onws avépepa
napandve to Panaztepe Sev eivar o povadikos o1ki1opds 6mou pmopolUpe va evtormi-
ooupe autn m diadikaocia, kabds mapdpories allayés pmopovpe va mapatmpnoovpe
ota vekpotageia s Tpoias (Blegen et al. 1953, 377) ka1 tou Besik Tepe (Basedow
2002, 469), ta omoia eykataleipbnkav v iS1a xpoviknh mepiodo, aAdd xai otn Yapo
(Mountjoy 1999, 1146) ka1 omnv ‘E¢eoco (Kelder 2004-2005, 68, 70). ITapéro mou yia
tous otdxous tou apbpou enéde€a va emxevipwbd oto Panaztepe, pmopei evkola

Kdrmo1os va kataldfer 6u avtn eivar pia e€€Mn mov pmopei va mapatnpnOei oe on-
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HaVUKA VEKPOTAPEIQ KAl OIKIGPHOUS IIOU avKOUV o€ autd mou oupfauxd ovopdlm
«gMt 8iktuo tou dve avatodikol Aryaiou/Suukns Avatoas».

IIés pmopei 6pws va eppnveubei autd n apvikn allayn ota apxaioloyikd xard-
Moima tns meproxins; Xe autd to onpeio eivai mou ta Xetuukd Kefpeva pmopovv va
pas ddoouv kdmotes evdeifers yia us 1otopikés e€edifers mov AdpPavav xdpa oty
nepioxn. 'Bro1 doinév, n évapén s anovoias tou puknvaikoy vAikol amd ta vekpo-
tageia tou Panaztepe (ka1 YEVIKOTEPA AMG TA VEKPOTAPEIQ TOU €AIT Sixtoou) ovpmi-
mter pe v exorpateia tou Xerraiou Bacihid Murdili IT (1321-1295 m.X.) ot Suu-
kn Avatodia. Katd to tedevtaio térapro tou 14ou aidva m.X., ta xetuukd keipeva
pas mAnpo@opolv yia évav cuvacmopd avapeoa ot X@pa tou motapou gefm, oty
Arzawa xai owv A pliiyawa (Bryce 2005). O Mursili exotpdrevoe exei, katéotpeye to
Baoileto tns Arzawa, evér n xdpa v motapot Seha mapadédnke (Bryce 2005, 193,
195-96). Katd o S1dpkela pdhiota s exotpateias n npwtevovoa s Arzawa mou
ovopalétav Apasa (kar mou éxer eiomBei pe tnv petayevéotepn E¢eoco) kataotpd-
¢nke and ta xetuukd orpatevpata.'Etor poopei va e€nynbei n anovoia puknvaikou
vAiko¥ petd tnv YE IITA2 ané v neproxn tns Eéoou (Kelder 2004-2005, 70).

H exotpateia avtn dAAafe Spacuxd to modiukd tomio s mep1oxAs KAl TOV OUOXE~
uopd Suvapemv. Auto yiverar gavepd amé 1o yeyovos ou tooo n Ahhiyawa 6o xai
n neproxn ws Millawanda (Mi\ntos) éyvav exOpikés évavu tou foppd. Evleixuxn
eival pua emotoAn tou Baocihid s xdpas tou motapov ge[m (Beckman et al. 2011)
mou avagéper pia emibeon tou Piyamaradu oto Pacideid tou. Znv idia emotodn
mAnpogopovpaocte 6u n nepioxn s Lpoias yvapioe avtiotoixn enibeon amd tov

Piyamaradu, o oroios kar katéAaBe to Bacileto tns Wilusa (Bryce 2005, 225).

(CTH 191)

§3 (obv. 3-6)

[O Kassu] npbe (e56) ka1 épepe ta orpatetpata twv Xetraiov.
[Kar 6tav] avtoi enéotpeyav yia va emteBovv otn Wilusa,
[apouv] dppwotos. H acBéveia pou eivar tpopeph n aoBéveia
P €xe1 VIKNOEL [ooﬁapd].

§4 (obv. 7-36)

‘Otav o Piyamaradu pe taneivooe, eykatéotnoe otn Oéon pou
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tov Atpa. Téte emtéOnke o Lazpa. [Kai] arodvtws 6ot

o1 Bageis mov avakav oe péva myav [oe autév]. Exeivor mou
[aviikav] otny Meyaleidtnta oas [Atav...] Bageis, kar 6lot
ave€aipétos mhyav exei. [Kai] o pédos tou oikou,

évas oepPitépos, [amé tov oiko tou] Huha mou eixe Stopiotei
yia tous Pageis kavovioe v amnootacia tous.

O1 Bageis [tou oikou] tou Huha éKavav[napdotaon] otov
Atpa ws €€ns: «Bipaote Gropa mou vnékerviai oe ¢popo,

[kai] éxoupe épBer mépa aré t Balacoan.

Orav ékavav v napdotacn tus [oxetkd pe tov gopo,

o Atpa [Sev] tous amédaoe.

Quoikd, autés o1 1otopikés e€edifers 6 Oa propovoav va aghiicouv avennpéactous
tous katoikous tou Boppd. H Mac Sweeney (2011, 120) peAetdvias tov 01ki1opd tou
Beycesultan otnv evloxdpa tns Sutkns Avatodias vnootipife éu n korvénta wu
Beycesultan Pimoe exOpikt oupmepipopd amé tous Xertaious kat €tor amékAeioe
avukeipeva mou npoépxoviav and my exOpikn mepioxn kar mpoopiloviav yia mpa-
Kkukés dSnpootas enidei€ns xkUpous kar 1oxvos. H id1a S1adikaocia motevw édaPe xmpa
kat oto Panaztepe xat oty gupltepn mep1oxn tou Kevipikol kat Bépetov tpnpatos
s Suukns Avarodias / avatodikou Aryaiouv. Eror domév Bewpd du n Siaxomn s
evanoleons puknvaik®v avukelpévmv ous tagés tou Panaztepe, fitav pia diadika-
oia ouveldntis andéppIPns PUKNVAIKOV avukepévmy amé tny tomkn At Adywm s
exOpikns oupmepipopds téoo s Millawanda doo xat tns Ahhiyawa. IIpogpavéds autd
8¢ onpaiver 6u o1 epmopikés Spaotnpidtntes orapdoav, aAld éu, oto Poppd, éva
olo{dvravo Siktuo elit otapdnoe va emdeikvier to KUpos tou ota aPpikd £0ipa oe

oxéon Je tov Tpomo mou to ékave katd v YE IITA.
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Yupmnepdopata

Ytoxos autou tou dpbpou eivar va katadeifer v avaykaidmra yia pia otpoen tns
épevuvas o Suukn Avatodia mou péxpr onpepa npooeyyiletar ws pia evoidpeon mept-
oxn. Mia oAioukn kar OUpIEPIANIIUKN TIPOOEYYI0N PE EMIKEVIPO TOUS TOMKOUS mMAn-
Buopovs xar us emagés tous Ba péper o Kovid v apxatodoyia tou Atyaiou kat tyv
kAaoiki griodoyia tnv Eyyus Avatolns, addd Ba odnynoer kai otnv kaditepn xata-
vonon ovvletmv moluopikav Siepyacidv.

H povadikn yewypagikn Oéon tns Suukns Avatodias tn petétpefe oe éva onpeio
eragns, omou S1agopa diktua petakivoipevov atdpmv padl pe tous vidmous opupn-
Adwmoav, ennpéacav xar dAlaav tavtomtes, oupfarlovias ot Snproupyia Korvév
ebipwyv, 181opopimv, aképn kai pias Koivis eAit 10eodoyias. Autd ta kivntd dikrua,
wot6oo, Oev Aitav povolBixkd, aAdd dldalav Siapkds, mpooappdloviay, akopn xai
adpavomoiovviav, avaloya pe us 1otopikés e€ediers. Avtd ta vPpndd enineda kivnu-
kétntas Srtapodppwoav to ‘edit diktuo tou Ave avarodikou Aryaiov/Sutikns Avarodias’
omyv YE IIIA, 6mou 81dgopor tomor tdpwv, S1apopes taPpikeés mpakukes Kar n evamo-
Oeon Evov avukelpévov vnodnAdvouy v napouvoia evos Siktiou )it mou aviaym-

vilérav yia v avadeitn Suvapns, mloUtou Kal KOoIveVIKAS onpaoias.
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Vasia Frontzou: Neo Assyrian Rock Monuments: A new approach into their sociopolitical complexity and context, in: Yannis
Chatzikonstantinou (ed.) (2024): Archacozooms: Aspects and potential of modern archaeological research. Heidelberg: Propylacum

2024, 102-117. hteps://doi.org/10.11588/propylacum.1319.c19007

Abstract

The Neo Assyrian Empire flourished from the 10th to 7th century B.C.E. and expanded
its borders to an area covering modern-day Iraq, Syria, Turkey, Israel, Lebanon, and
Iran. Almost all Neo Assyrian kings conducted military campaigns in order to increase
the empire’s territories and founded new cities or restored existing ones. These cam-
paigns were documented in detail on various media, among others, on stone stelae and
rock reliefs located in different areas of the empire. Until very recently, the academic
research of rock monuments constituted mainly of typological treatises and generalized
catalogues which clustered the objects largely under the same type and treated them as
one material corpus based on iconography, technique, chronology, and geographical
distribution. In this way, the interpretations of the reasons behind the construction
of each monument, its function, and its socio-political role remained superficial and
one-dimensional, resorting to propagandistic explanations. Modern research, however,
approaches rock monuments anew under the scope of multifunctional objects that offer
distinct experiences, materialize, and express complex human thoughts, social aspects,
and motives by being incorporated into a wider and unique environment with which
they interact and converse. This article aspires to be the springboard to shedding light
on the complexity, uniqueness, and intertemporal character of the construction and
installment of each rock monument by underlining the main principles and the appro-

priate methodological tools of research.

104


https://doi.org/10.11588/propylaeum.1319.c19007%20

ARCHAEOZOOMS: ASPECTS AND POTENTIAL OF MODERN ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Introduction
NEO ASSYRIAN EMPIRE: GEOGRAPHY,
HISTORY, AND CHRONOLOGY

The Neo Assyrian Empire is the last imperial phase of the Assyrian civilization, cover-
ing the periods from the 10th to 7th century B.C.E. At its maximum extent, the empire
incorporated in areas of modern-day Iraq, Syria, Turkey, Israel, Lebanon, and Iran. The
imperial core was located in northern Mesopotamia, nowadays Iraq, where most impe-

rial capitals were unearthed (Assur, Nineveh, Nimrud). (Map 1,2)

Map 1: The Neo Assyrian Empire in the 7th century B.C.E. (image created by the author)
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= Nineveh
Nimrud

Map 2: The cities of the empire mentioned in the text. (image created by the author)

The Assyrian civilization is conventionally divided into three chronological periods:
the Old Assyrian (ca. 2025-1720 B.C.E.) (Veenhof & Eidem, 2008), the Middle Assyrian
(1350-1180 B.C.E), (Dﬁring, 2020) and the Neo Assyrian (934-609 B.C.E) (Liverani, 2014).
Assur (modern Qal’at Sherqat) on the west bank of the Tigris River in modern-day north
Iraq was the Assyrian civilization’s uninterrupted political, cultural, and religious center.
It seems that the city was already inhabited from the 3rd millennium B.C.E (for the first
excavations of the city, see Andrae, 1909; 1922), while during the Old Assyrian period,
Assur evolved into some sort of a city-state with essential commercial activity and strong
presence in northern Mesopotamia and eastern Anatolia (modern Turkey) (Liverani, 2014:
212; Veenhof & Eidem, 2008). This complex trade network collapsed during the 18th cen-
tury, while over the following centuries, the shrunk Assyrian civilization fell under the
influence of the Mitannian kingdom (For more information on the kingdom of Mitanni,
see Liverani, 2014: 290-302). In the 14th century, the Assyrians became independent un-
der the king Assur-uballit I (1363-1328 B.C.E.), the first important Middle Assyrian king.
It was not until king Tukulti-Ninurta I (1243-1207 B.C.E.) that the Middle Assyrian state
reached its peak by conquering even Babylon in south Mesopotamia for a short period of
time (Dﬁring, 2020: 43-7; Liverani, 2014: 347-63). Over the following centuries, due to
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internal issues but also because of the collapse of other civilizations of the Ancient Near
East and the more significant crisis in the region, the Middle Assyrian state, even though
it continued to exist in some form, did not manage to maintain its sovereignty.

During the 10th century B.C.E, the Assyrian kings, such as Assur-dan II (934-912
B.C.E.) and Adad-ninari IT (911-891 B.C.E.), focused on reclaiming the lost territories
of the empire, marking the beginning of the Neo Assyrian period. Crucial kings of
this period, such as Assurnasirpal II (883-859 B.C.E.), recorded in detail their military
campaigns as well as their infrastructure projects, documenting comprehensively in this
way the restoring of the empire to its Middle Assyrian and the founding of new capitals
or the renovation of existing cities on the other (Liverani, 2014: 475-81).

The empire reached its maximum extent during the 7th century B.C.E. under king
Esarhaddon (680-669 B.C.E.), who marched and conquered Bgypt even for a short
while (Liverani, 2014: 491-3). His successor, Assurbanipal (668-629 B.C.E.), known for
creating the so-called library in his palace in Nineveh, was the last significant king of

the empire before its decline and final collapse at the end of the century.

THE MAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NEO ASSYRIAN EMPIRE

Religion and the memory of the Middle Assyrian state were the two pillars of the de-
velopment and growth of the Neo-Assyrian Empire. The Assyrian pantheon comprised
many traditional Mesopotamian gods, such as Ishtar, Shamash, and Adad, with the
god Assur at the top of the pantheon. Each king functioned as Assur’s human “proxy”,
designated to convey god’s mandate and execute his command during his kingship
(Liverani, 2014: 510; 2017: 12).

The divine mandate and, therefore, each king’s mission was the expansion of Assyria’s
land, as it was revealed in a hymn used possibly during the coronation of the Middle
Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser 1 (1114-1076 B.C.E.), and with a similar phrasing in the
coronation ritual of the Neo Assyrian king Assurbanipal (Liverani, 2017: 12-3). By
projecting as their obligation to impose the divine order, stated already in the Middle
Assyrian period, the kings would frequently organize military campaigns for territorial
expansion. The same practice was passed down to the next period as well, since all Neo
Assyrian kings, to revive the Middle Assyrian state and to execute Assur’s command,
would carry out multiple military campaigns, even after regaining a large part of the

Middle Assyrian territories (Liverani, 2014: 476).
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ROCK MONUMENTS: RELIEFS AND STELAE

The Assyrian kings would document in detail in cuneiform writing their achievements,
from a successful military campaign to the construction of a new palace, as a kind of an-
nals. These recordings were primarily kept as a continuous text, mainly on clay objects
such as tablets and prisms, or accompanied by an iconographic depiction of some sort,
on stone objects in principle.

Stone stelae and rock reliefs are part of the latter category, constituting a large part of the Assyr-
ian material culture. Almost all Neo Assyrian kings constructed stelae and reliefs, either at the
core or at the periphery of the empire, usually after the end of a successful military campaign.
Stone stelae stand free in space and are located primarily in urban locations, such as the
so-called “Great Monolith”, a stele of Ashurnasirpal II set up in his royal capital, Nimrud
(anc. Kalhu) in modern Iraq. The stele was erected on a podium at the northern entrance
of the Ninurta temple, which Ashurnasirpal built or restored as part of his extensive con-
struction program in Nimrud (Mallowan, 1966: 87). Rock reliefs, on the other hand, are
engraved on natural rock and are found in rural settings, such as the reliefs at the “source
of the Tigris” or “Tigris tunnel” which were carved in
an upper cave area, as well as in a lower tunnel, close
to where the river flows (Harmansah, 2007). When
looking at a stone stele or a rock relief, in most cas-
es, the viewer would view one or more male figures
(the king, the king, and a god, the king with captives,
the king with successors, etc.) in the middle, various
divine emblems on the top and a descriptive cunei-
form inscription, which would describe in detail the
successful military campaigns of the portrayed king,

but also his greater achievements in public and civil

life. (Fig, 1, 2)

Figure 1: The stele of Ashurnasirpal at the temple of Ninurta in Nimrud. (© The Trustees of the British Museum. Shared
under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 International (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0) licence.)

108


http://Creative%20Commons%20Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike%204.0%20International%20(CC%20BY-NC-SA%204.0)%20licence

ARCHAEOZOOMS: ASPECTS AND POTENTIAL OF MODERN ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Figure 2: The relief of Tiglath-pileser I in a cave at the Tigris river. (Schachner, 2009: 175)

HISTORY OF PAST RESEARCH

Certain rock reliefs and stone stelae are already briefly mentioned by Sir Austen Hen-
ry Layard, an expeditionist and amateur archaeologist of the 19th century, during his
excavation expeditions in Nineveh and Nimrud (Layard, 2002: 207-16, 351-6). How-
ever, for a long time, they were outshined by the Assyrian palace reliefs, considered
more spectacular to the western public then. These reliefs were carved panels decorat-
ing the walls of the palaces, portraying an elaborate narrative and decorative program
on the military achievements and the sociopolitical deeds of the kings (for more
information, see, for instance, Cohen and Kangas, 2010). Since then, more rock reliefs
and stelae have surfaced, leading to relevant academic treatises, including examina-
tions of such monuments investigating them separately or in subgroups depending
on their geographical location (Levine, 1972; Tagyiirek, 1975; 1979). In the meantime,
certain scholars noticed the exterior similarities between reliefs and stelae. They took
the initiative in categorizing them mainly under the same type and treating them as
one material corpus, heavily decontextualizing the monument in question as a result,
either from a textual point of view (see, for example, the study of Genge, 1965) or
from an archacological one (see Borker-Klihn, 1982).

Over the past few years, the holistic approach has prevailed in the studies of the archae-
ological material corpus, with researchers becoming more inclusive and emphasizing
the multifunctional character of the rock monuments. For example, several studies by

Harmansah have made an essential contribution in pointing out the deep connection
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of the rock monuments to their surrounding environment (Harman§ah, 2007; 2015),
be that an artificial construction or a natural setting, as well as the intention and the
motive of their creator in placing them or constructing them in this particular location
in this specific moment.

As it becomes evident, rock monuments are not treated anymore as decontextualized
objects, placed arbitrarily in a generic setting, but rather as objects that incarnate, ex-
press, and materialize thoughts, motives, and sentiments from their creator to their
recipient, utterly intertwined with their wider surroundings.

A representative example of this approach is the research by Porter (2000), which focuses on
two secemingly identical and contemporary stelae placed in two different provincial capitals
of the Neo Assyrian Empire, modern Zincirli Héyiik and Tell Ahmar. (Map 2, Fig. 3, 4).

Nineveh
Nimrud

Map 2: The cities of the empire mentioned in the text. (image created by the author)
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Figure 3: Esarhaddon’s stele in Zincirli Hoytk
(Staatliche Museen zu Berlin - Vorderasiatisches Museumn,

Photo: Olaf M. TeBmer)

Figure 4: Esarhaddon’s stele in Tell Ahmar.
(Porter, 2000: 149)
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In the cross-examination of the stelae carried out by Porter (Porter, 2000: 143-76),
she illustrated that even though the stelac appeared to share the exact iconographic
depiction, namely king Esarhaddon and two smaller figures, possibly captives, a closer
look at the individual features of each stele brings to light essential differences in the
composition of the scene in both cases. For example, the scenes differ in the garments of
the figures in a way that one stele stresses more than the other the cultural background
and political identity of each figure. At the same time, there are differences in the tone
of the inscription, which, in one case, is entirely threatening and foreboding,

In contrast, in the other case, it expresses the prosperity and the good grace a loyal
subject enjoys from his king. This contrast proves how Esarhaddon would adjust both
the visual and textual details and context of his stelae to convey a suitable message
depending on the prior relationship of the two cities with the empire. In this example,
Esarhaddon reserved a more moderate message for the city, which probably remained
loyal to the empire throughout the years. In contrast, he addressed a hostile message
to the city for which there is evidence of local uprisings. Overall, this study illustrates
that the composition of each stele was not random or entirely standardized but was
instead subject to adjustments by the creators depending on its location and the specific

audience of this particular historical moment.

IMPERIAL PERIPHERY AND ROCK MONUMENTS

The Neo Assyrians, until the middle of the 8th century B.C.E,, did not fully incor-
porate the conquered territories outside of the so-called Assyrian core. Still, instead,
they turned them into vassals by forcing them to pay tribute, allowing, however, in a
way, their autonomy and independence. This situation changed after the reforms of
Tiglath-pileser III (744-727 B.C.E), who expanded the provincial system outside the
Assyrian core and transformed those previously independent kingdoms into provinces
(Liverani, 2014: 505). This meant that the newly conquered territories were now Assyr-
1an provinces with capitals and an appointed Assyrian governor in charge of the private
and public affairs of the province (Liverani, 2014: 505).

Until recently, scholars recreated the political, economic, and social structure of ancient
empires, such as the Neo Assyrian, heavily influenced by recent European colonialism

and imperialization. As a result, generalized interpretational models of sorts in order to
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explain ancient imperialism and how, as a consequence, imperial expansionary ambi-
tions have affected the annexation of other nearby regions (for example, see Miinkler,
2005; Wallerstein, 1974). These models presented the imperial core as the protagonist,
an influential, powerful, and superior political and cultural center, which exercises ab-
solute control over the newly annexed regions, rendering, thus, the regions of the “pe-
riphery” subordinate, dependent, underdeveloped victims of great power.

In the same line as the above, the discovery of rock monuments far from the imperial
core was partly interpreted as additional evidence for the powerful Assyria’s political
superiority and cultural dominance over an inferior territory, which became the latest
victim of the Assyrian mightiness. In several modern publications, many of these rock
monuments were even clustered all together under the broad term “Assyrian periph-
eral monuments” or “Assyrian royal monuments on the periphery”, (sec Shafer, 1998;
2007), eliminating as a result any possible diversity among the monuments and the
respective locations they were discovered.

Current studies, however, under the light of new archaeological evidence or in the pro-
cess of re-examining older findings and re-considering outworn theories, have become
more inclusive by adopting a more decentralized approach and stressing, even more, the
fluid dynamics and the significant variation among the annexed regions across the em-
pire. In this way, imperial studies have overturned the polar opposites of a loud active
core and a silent passive periphery to a relationship of mutual support, cooperation, and
co-dependency between the center of the empire and the newly incorporated regions

during what could be now seen as the co-creation of an empire (see for example Diiring,
2020; Tyson and Herrmann, 2019).

Conclusion

The present article is a brief version of the basic principles of my doctorate thesis, which
examines the complexity and the multifunctional character of the Neo Assyrian rock
monuments, contrary to the dominant and unilateral point view as imperial and prop-
agandistic constructions. More specifically, the rock monuments in this study are ap-

proached under the scope of inclusivity and uniqueness, following modern research
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methods. Every selected object is examined in its original location, firstly in connection
with its direct surroundings, such as an adjacent gate or a river, and secondly, on a mac-
roscopic level, focusing on the different areas hosting the monuments, taking as a given
that these selections were not random, but rather constitute parts of the same unique
and multisensory experience. The approach mentioned above, in the same line with
current researchers, is being practiced for the first time on this specific material corpus
and aims at constituting a vital part of this new holistic approach and examination of
the ancient material culture. By being part of this collective publication of Archaco-
zooms, I intended to present a modern and multidimensional methodological approach

to the remains of an ancient civilization.
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Abstract

The attempt to reproduce objects related to the material culture of past societies or even
practices that took place in them through experimental processes is a field that has contrib-
uted significantly to archacological thinking. The initial origins of experimental studies can
be traced back to the 19th and early decades of the 20th century, while the first attempts
to focus on the importance of experimental archaeology date back to shortly after the mid-
20th century. Nowadays, current research activity, within the framework of interdiscipli-
narity, considers experimental protocols an integral part of its work, as they can provide
further evidence on various archacological issues but also reconstruct, to a certain extent,
phenomena belonging to past societies. It is worth noting that the application of experi-

mental methods is inextricably linked to both archaeological theory and ethnography.

Analogy 1n archaeology

The use of analogies is a common and generalized practice, even in modern archaeo-
logical science, and involves the process of comparison or a rather comparative point of
view. The more simplistic, coherent, yet widely accepted definition of analogy indicates
a similar event observed and recorded in the present, leading to contemporary observa-
tions of a past phenomenon or practice (Ascher, 1961; Morwood, 1975). Archaeologists,
in their attempt to decipher more comprehensive issues and straightforward questions,
resort to the use of analogies in order to gain a more diverse view and broaden their
interpretive palette. Research from other disciplines, such as ethnography, folklore, and

anthropology, can also serve as sources of analogies.
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Of course, the use of analogy, and its related subject of homology, before being applied to
archacology, first appeared in disciplines such as philosophy, mathematics, and evolution-
ary biology. These disciplines, as is widely known, have, to varying degrees, influenced and
shaped, both in the past and in modern times, tendencies in archaeological science (Trig—
ger, 1989). Concerning analogy, it is now accepted that there is no single kind of analogy
but that it can be categorized according to the needs it serves. The type of analogy most
used is that of the ‘single analogy.” As is evident from the aggressive definition, the term
refers to a comparison between two pairs/cases, while some subcategories of individual
analogies are known as ‘numerical,’ ‘percentage,’ or ‘proportional’ analogies (Lloyd, 1966;
Shelley, 1999: 581). Analogies, in addition to the other disciplines, are widely used, as men-
tioned above, in cognitive science, which in turn influenced archacological studies. Simi-
larly, the concepts of analogy and homology, excluding their Pythagorean and Aristotelian
origins, were also inextricably linked to the movement of evolutionists such as Darwin, a
movement which inspired the pioneers of the ‘New’ Archacology (Lloyd, 1966).

With respect to the emergence of analogies in archaeological studies, it seems that their
first confirmed application in archaeological contexts dates to the end of the 19th cen-
tury in the field of interdisciplinary research of prehistoric stone tools, while over the
decades, their implementation became more established (Morwood, 1975; Grayson,
1983). However, the utilization of this conceptual framework has diminished to some
extent after the 1970s, as the notion of analogy in the service of archaeological science

was heavily criticized.

The prejudice against the use
of analogy 1n archaeology

A notable criticism was made of analogies employed in studies involving cross-cultur-
al comparisons since, according to critics, they deprive interpretation of the particular
cultural characteristics of each ‘sample” and lead to sterile generalizations (Spencer,
1992: 163-164). One such example of a researcher is Gould, who strongly criticized
analogy. In contrast, later researchers, such as Shelley and Wylie, considered the rea-

son for criticism of analogy to be its ineffective use by scientists, avoiding invalidat-
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ing the value of the concept itself (Wylie, 1982; Shelley, 1999: 580-598). Likewise,
although the leading opponents of the above conceptual definitions are considered
post-processual archaeologists, one of the most fundamental processual archaeolo-
gists, Lewis Binford, was also skeptical about their effectiveness. In particular, he
argued, the analogy could trigger some interesting research questions but needed to
be adequately explored (Binford 1967: 235, 1993). Nevertheless, he extensively used
the analogy in his work, associated with deductive reasoning in archaeology, of which
he was a proponent. Indeed, these concepts influenced his study of regularities in past
societies (Binford, 1967; Morwood, 1975).

The use of analogy as an interpretative tool in archaeological research has been par-
ticularly strongly criticized by the pioneers of post-processual archaeology, such as
Ian Hodder, Michael Shanks, and Christopher Tilley. These scholars believed that
analogies were contracted to a procedural approach to archaeological science (Hod-
der, 1986; Shanks and Tilley, 1988). They also argued that analogies detached the
phenomenon or object from its ‘historical’ context and archaeological characteristics,
thus removing its ‘uniqueness.” Ultimately, even Hodder accepted that analogies are
necessary, especially for objects or phenomena associated with prehistoric societies
and cultures. Of course, he went on to argue that they had to be treated in a different
way than procedural archaeologists did (Hodder, 1986). Finally, unlike the post-pro-
ceduralists, who opposed the use of analogies, there were scholars, such as Colin Ren-
frew, who, wanting to study broader archacological issues, felt that using analogies
was inevitable (Renfrew and Cooke, 1979).

Beyond the viewpoint mentioned above, some researchers took a more moderate stance
and tried to apply this conceptual framework by suggesting modifications or point-
ing out the limitations of the research. One such example was Spencer, who, in his
attempt to investigate the origins of Mesoamerican cultures, argued that the use of
analogies and homologies in combination with archacological-historical contexts, de-
spite the “evolutionist” echoes, can offer a broader view of the past phenomena being
studied (Spencer 1990, 1992). Equally, Heider, in his research, pointed out that the use
of a single, analogous paradigm, primarily through ethnoarchacological research, can
lead to a misleading picture of past socicties. At the same time, however, he advocated
using models or interpretive frameworks when they are based on multiple parallels or

analogies (Heider, 1967). The latter’s view was considered correct by researchers such as

122



ARCHAEOZOOMS: ASPECTS AND POTENTIAL OF MODERN ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Shelly, who pointed out the absence from Heider’s text of any example studied under
the above methodological-interpretative approach (Shelley, 1999).

Nevertheless, Shelley, taking his cue from Heider’s work, attempted to demonstrate
that the theory of ‘multiple analogies’ could be applied by analyzing in his work a
multitude of archacological objects that were interpretable through this theoretical re-
search background (Shelley, 1999). Similarly, in his introduction to an article discussing
the investigation of cutting traces through experiments, Dominguez-Rodrigo points to
analogy as a non-objective entity involving a series of assumptions and syllogisms. The
hypotheses-conclusions, according to him, are partly chosen by the researcher, pointing
to the existence of a dialectical dynamic between the ideas under investigation and the
way they are ultimately explored. In this context, he elaborates that the proper use of
analogies implies a high degree of comparison between experiment and archacological
data and that any research derives its scientificity from the conceptual presuppositions
it sets a priori (Dominguez—Rodrigo, 2005). Seetah has a similar perception, arguing that
analogies are helpful in ‘experimental contexts,” but analogies without experimentation

are finite and limited (Seetah, 2008).

Detining experimental archaeology

Experimental archacology is a specialized discipline of archaeological research that ap-
plies a variety of methods, techniques, analyses, and perspectives within a controlled
imitative experimental framework that secks to approach past phenomena in an at-
tempt to generate and test hypotheses, as well as to provide or enrich analogies in sup-
port of archaeological interpretation (Mathieu, 2002).

As evident from the above definition, experimentation is vital to this research field.
Experimentation in the sciences is seen as part of a hypothetical-conceptual process,
as Outram underlines in his introductory article for issue 40 of the scientific journal
World Archaeology, reiterating a view of the Austrian philosopher Popper. Therefore,
a hypothesis is formulated at the outset of this operation, which is then tested as to its
correctness, resulting in its confirmation or refutation. If the first possibility is genu-

ine, the hypothesis can be considered valid, but this does not exclude the possibility
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of its validity being questioned in the future (Popper, 1959; Outram, 2008). Likewise,
according to Seetah, experimentation involves the feasibility of testing. It contributes
to developing appropriate research designs, with their principal characteristic being re-
peatability, thus making them suitable for answering research questions (Seetah, 2008).
Furthermore, another term of experimental archaeology that is worth analyzing is that
of ‘actualism.” The ‘actualistic approach’ has been associated as a term and method with
the proponents of New Archaeology, while Binford, in his work, identifies it as essen-
tial to archacological research (Binford, 1981). As a terminology, it is also found in other
disciplines, such as geology, ethnography, and anthropology, by describing the studies
of phenomena that occur in real-world settings rather than as the aftermath of labora-
tory experiments. Often, the ‘actualistic approach’ is interpreted as a modern form of
homomorphism and recommends that the processes that took place in the past are the
same as those in the present but are being operated at different degrees and frequencies
(Gould, 1987).

In addition to the three fundamental concepts and definitions mentioned above, the
terms independent variable, dependent variable, and fixed parameter are significant. All
of them are on loan from the natural sciences, and their existence is crucial for a correct
experimental approach to be considered proper. According to the study hypothesis, the
main subject under investigation is the dependent variables. In contrast, the independ-
ent variables consist of the factors that are not being explored but affect the dependent
variables. More precisely, independent variables are defined as the causes or situations
the researcher manipulates or identifies to ascertain a process’s results. Fixed parameters

are elements not being altered in an experiment (Christidou, 2013).

Integrating experimental
approaches in archaeological studies

Turning attention to issues beyond terminology or borrowings from other disciplines,
however, by referring to literature from the last few decades, it becomes clear that ex-

perimental methods have been fully integrated into archaeological research since the
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1960s (Seetah 2008: 135). Over the years, studies have attempted to summarize what has
been implemented in the discipline and grouped experimental methods and research
into categories (Ingersooll et al,, 1977; Coles, 1979). More recent volumes, such as those
by Mathicu (2002) or Ferguson (2010), also try, through the presentation of studies ad-
dressing different research questions, to redefine the role of experimental archaeology,
set experimental protocols, but also to broaden the scope of its implementation. More
specifically, Mathieu, based on his definition of experimental archaeology, argued that
an essential component of research in the field is the control of variables, although
this can vary correspondingly. Also, the concept of replication is of great significance,
as, in essence, phenomena are reproduced in a potentially controlled environment to
generate and test hypotheses with the ultimate goal of generating analogies that will aid
archacological interpretation (Mathieu, 2002). Similarly, Outram, in his preface to the
issue of World Archaeology devoted to experimental archaeology, vigorously defends
its value, considering that it can offer the most to contemporary archacological research.
Moreover, he believed that the obstacles created by the influence of post-processual
archaeological thinking must be overcome (Outram, 2008).

One researcher who has strongly advised using experiments to understand the past
better and has made some categorizations is Peter John Reynolds (Reynolds 1974, 1979,
and 1994). He emphasized the value of studies conducted in research centers in England
and the Scandinavian countries and grouped this type of research into five main topics.
More precisely, according to Reynolds, experimental studies can be separated into stud-
ies of constructions (buildings), those related to the production process and use (crea-
tion of ceramics, tools, kilns, etc.), simulation tests, probability experiments, and projects
of technological novelty or innovation. Despite his attempt to group them, he points
out that there are no clear boundaries between the various categories and highlights
that they are intertwined and complementary (Reynolds, 1999: 393). Furthermore, a
fundamental notion in his work is that experimentation can pioneer new directions
in archaeological interpretation. It is a pivotal way to challenge, overturn, and verify
theories, meanings, and hypotheses.

Equally, he points out that without experimentation, archaeology will be dominat-
ed by sterile reformulations and typological classifications (Reynolds 1994: 14, 1999:
394). Outram, in contrast to the theme-based grouping proposed by Reynolds, with-

out rejecting it and classifying it as one of the most acceptable, separates the meth-
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ods differently. More specifically, he groups experimental approaches into those in a
well-controlled laboratory environment and those in conditions similar to those of
the past by using raw materials identical to those found in archaeological contexts.
However, he also underlines that both categories are necessary and complementary
(Outram, 2008).

Conversely, Mathieu (2002) developed a “hierarchical” classification of experimental
methods. His main criterion was the range of the subject that each study was trying
to investigate. He, therefore, formed his groupings using the following calibration
criteria: objects, behaviors, processes, and systems. Consequently, he considers that
these four broad clusters can be further subdivided. Things can be divided into visual
and utilitarian replicas, where the former are for learning purposes. At the same time,
the latter is used to function like the archacological artifacts on which their con-
struction was based. The behavior-related experiments are divided into functional,
comparative, and phenomenological studies. Utilitarian experiments are the most fre-
quent, involving the control of using a specific category of objects in one particular
case-study context. Comparative experimental studies entail the analysis of several
functional studies. At the same time, phenomenological investigations describe the
attempt to explore sensory perceptions by reproducing what a subject felt, perceived,
or sensed. However, these kinds of sensory studies are not, in many ways, counted
among archaeological studies.

Correspondingly, Mathieu divides process-related experiments into those investigating
formation processes, such as how archaeological deposits are created, and those dealing
with simulation studies. The only category not grouped further 1s that of examinations
that involve the assessment of social systems and essentially involve the study of mul-
tiple communal processes. Finally, a critical view of his effort to categorize the exper-
imental approaches leads to the assumption that these groups are unclear and do not
constitute norms that can be followed with absoluteness (Mathieu, 2002).

Concerning Greek literature, only recently, a similar attempt to categorize the exper-
iments was made by Christidou (2013), dividing studies in the field of experimen-
tal archaeology into three categories; those that analyze contemporary examples in
order to trace them back to past societies, those that are combined with ‘actualistic
research’ and especially ethnography, and those that relate to natural processes and

non-anthropogenic activities. A common feature among the subcategories is the a
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priori knowledge of the phenomenon being analyzed and the result that is eventually
confirmed or disproved. However, following the researchers’ caution, as mentioned
carlier, Christidou also points out that her triadic categorization is not absolute and is

open to criticism (Christidou 2013: 15).

Discussion

The main benefits of experimental approaches could be summarized, as made evident
through the various studies so far. These constructive features comprise the observation
under controlled conditions of specific variables, the methodological scientificity by
applying a particular protocol, the prospect of repeatability, the variation of parameters
in case of experimental repetition, and the production of both qualitative and quan-
titative data, depending on the method adopted (Reynolds 1994: 2, Seetah 2008: 135,
Christidou 2013: 14, 19). Furthermore, the precise formulation of the research questions
should be highlighted beforehand by defining possible outcomes and systematic errors
(Christidou 2013: 14). Similarly, regarding the experimental outcomes in this kind of
research, all the generated results should be assessed as part of the explanatory narrative
even when they are not compatible with the broader idea that the researcher would
like to present initially (Reynolds 1994: 2). Moreover, the experimental results should
be considered as only a part of a range of probabilities (Wylie, 1982).

Therefore, contemporary researchers seek to combine theoretical interpretive tools,
modern analogies, and experimental methodologies that can be replicated while believ-
ing that theoretical manifestations and perspectives can be derived from experimental
processes. Eventually, all phenomena studied must be interpreted in the light of social
and technological forms so that scholars do not limit themselves to simply repeating
and reconstructing ‘traces’ found within archaeological remains (Seetah, 2008).

Despite its numerous merits, like any trend in archacology, experimentalism has been
criticized for going beyond the theoretical framework of analogy. The criticism has been
made by scholars who either do not view the results of this type of study with any cred-
ibility or who still need to believe in the existence of a separate discipline that should

be called experimental archaeology. For this group of scholars, experimental protocols
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combined with other archaeological and non-archacological methods are sufficient to
approach broader phenomena without being able to focus on the individual charac-
teristics of each archaeological paradigm they are trying to interpret (Pelegrin, 1998;
Christidou 2013: 19). Moreover, Christidou underlines that experimentation was over-
estimated in the 1960s and 1970s due to the theoretical approaches of the time, which
favored positivism and did not recognize the multidimensional character of archaeolog-
ical deposits and the material culture of past societies. It also questions the interpretive
capacity of many researchers who conducted such studies (Christidou, 2013). Still, many
researchers applying the methods discussed above highlight the lack of standardization
and the absence of common terminology, at least in experimental protocols investi-
gating similar questions, and point out that many studies in the past did not consider
the experience of the person conducting each experiment (Seetah, 2008). The overhead
view on the absence of skilled scholars in some studies 1s reinforced by Outram, who
highlights the inherent dangers. His remarks are related to the relatively vague objec-
tives, the lack of a detailed description of the materials and methods used, the ‘trade-offs’
affecting the hypothesis being tested, the inappropriate variables-parameters, and the
incomplete academic documentation (Dominguez—Rodrigo, 2005; Outram, 2008).

In any case, selecting experimental archacology to a holistic interpretive approach is
essential. Despite the difficulties and limitations, it gives the researcher the opportunity
for an experiential and sensory analysis of archacological data, particularly in matters of
technological expertise. Through a comprehensive exploration of all the various stages
of an experiment, the researcher becomes an active member of the interpretative pro-
cess, approaching the data not from a distance but from the perspective of the active

subject.
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Abstract

Geographical Information Systems are digital tools derived from the combination of
different technologies in application fields related to data management, digital design,
automated cartography, and image processing that enable the creation of new spatial
information. The evolution of archacological thought and the availability of new tech-
nologies led to their utilization by the archaeological world. G.LS. manages spatial prop-
erties by using space as the common denominator for connecting the data, thus offering
the possibility to connect archaeological data with the spatial features of a map and
explore new correlations. The spatial analysis tools of the G.LS. allow complex spatial
and statistical analysis to be carried out, creating new data in terms of exploring spatial
relationships between archacological data and understanding complex archacological
phenomena. The combined approach of landscape, archacological finds, and geospatial
data through the tools and applications of G.LS. is applied to a case study in a group of

Neolithic sites in Thrace focusing on the distribution and density of surface finds.

Introduction

Geographical Information Systems (GIS) are digital tools that derive from the combi-
nation of different technologies applied in fields related to data management, digital de-
sign, automated cartography, and image processing (Wheatley and Gillings 2002, 9-10).
Essentially, a GIS is a database system with specific capabilities for spatially referenced

data but can also carry out a set of functions aimed at analyzing the data (Wheatley and
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Gillings 2002, 9). Their use extends to different disciplines as their software develops,
providing new opportunities for further development (Katoidvns 2009, 69) creating
new spatial information (Savage 1990, 23).

The operation of GIS is based on the data input mechanisms that transform the raw
information into digital form and suitable for processing (map digitization), the infor-
mation storage units that govern the retrieval and updating of the database, the data
management tools that perform the spatial analyzes and essentially produce the new
information and in the data visualization environment which allows the visual exami-
nation of the analysis through the form of a map (Marble 1990, 12).

Using the GIS, it is possible to link the graphical cartographic representation of each
spatial object with additional information related to the object’s thematic charac-
teristics or the researcher’s observations stored in a database. Specific spatial analysis
techniques were developed and integrated into these systems, giving the ability to
retrieve spatial relations by formulating spatial and topological queries. The particular
needs of specific research fields have caused the development of many different spatial
analysis tools. Based on the above, the user of the GIS actively participates in all stages

of the cartographic process, from the processing of information to the final use of the

digital map (Tomidns 2009, 18-9).

Data and GIS

The data entered into a GIS application is distinguished into attribute, spatial, and
graphic data. The attribute data is the information related to the spatial data. In order
to use them through the application, the information is stored in a database system
connected with the GIS application (Kapavm(’)}\as 2007, 9). This data is usually num-

bers, words, texts, drawings, and symbols (Figure 1).
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Figure 1 : Attribute table in the digital environment of ArcGIS software. (Chrysafakoglou Deriklis)

Spatial data (geometry data) describes geographic features of the real world. The cor-
relation of individual points, lines, or areas in digital form with objects of the real
world is usually done through their incorporation into a coordinate reference system
(Kapavikédas 2007, 7). Spatial data imported into a GIS is mapped to a geographic,
cartographic, or cartesian coordinate system (Marble 1990, 20).

Spatial data is in the digital form, either in mosaic format (raster) or in vector format as

polygons, lines, or points (Figurc 2). These two kinds of computer files differ in how

they store, process, and display spatial data and the type of data each one represents
(Conolly and Lake 2006, 24).

Figure 2: Discrete and continuous
display of geographic entities
in GIS (Katoiavns 2009, 156).
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The digital data in raster format depicts an area on the ground, structured in a table
as tiles. Each tile has a value that represents some feature (color, temperature value).
The setup of raster spatial data in a mosaic format allows the application and analysis
of remote sensing data of aerial photographs and satellite images. This structure is
advantageous over vector models as it is more suitable for computer calculations. The
user can perform complex analysis relatively quickly and with high accuracy, limiting
computational errors (Conolly and Lake 2006, 28). Disadvantages of the raster digital
data are the large memory and computing power requirements for their processing,
but also the inability to render proximity correlations between the geographic fea-
tures attributed (Kapavn«')}\qs 2007, 7-8).

Digital data in vector format is used to render geographic features using points for
point features, lines for linear features, and polygons for surfaces. The spatial infor-
mation that makes up the points, lines, and polygons is registered in the vector digital
file with their coordinates in a particular geographic reference system (Kapavmé}\as
2007, 8). Thanks to cartesian coordinates, the features are depicted with great preci-
sion in space (Conolly and Lake 2006, 25). Each object in vector format representing
a geographic feature can be associated with attribute information (Kapavmé}\as 2007,
8). With this capability, vector files can be associated with object properties that
contain qualitative and quantitative information (Conolly and Lake 2006, 25). Vector
files are characterized by low memory requirements and lower computing power for
their processing compared to raster digital files. In contrast to digital raster data, vec-
tor data is registered information on the proximity correlations between the rendered
geographic features (Kapavm(’)}\as 2007, 8-9).

The spatial and attribute data combination is based on the relational or object-orient-
ed data model. In the relational model, attribute data is organized into tables and later
associated with spatial data through unique values common to both data types. In the
object-oriented model, spatial and attribute data are merged into objects that model

some other objects or natural features with a spatial dimension (Kim 1990, 327-39).
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GIS Software

The first commercial software of GIS was created at the end of the 1980s (Katoidvns
2009, 135). The available GIS software sets are divided into closed-source and open-
source or free software.

Closed Source Software is a commercial package published by specific companies and
marketed as executable files. The software user cannot intervene, format, or develop
them further. The Closed Source Software is advantageous in terms of support from
the company by ensuring a level certified to international standards. On the contrary,
the high cost and the inflexibility in matters of development act as a deterrent to their
choice (Kapavixélas 2007, 1). The most common of this type is the ArcGIS software
of the ESRI Company.

Open Source Software or Free Software is software that anyone can use, distribute,
copy, and modify according to specific needs without requiring the acquisition of a
license. Through the free availability and source code of the Open Source Software, the
user is provided with the possibility of changes and improvements. The disadvantages
of this type of GIS are the lack of certification by a global standard as well as the absence
of support from a provider (Kapavn(('))\as 2007, 1-3). More known Open Source Soft-
ware is GRASSGIS and QUANTUMGIS (Kapavn(é}\as 2007, 5).

GIS 1n Archaeology

The GIS was initially applied to archaeological research in the mid-1980s (Katotavns
2009, 135), with the first attempts being made in North America and Europe (Kvamme
1983; Harris 1986; Wansleeben 1988; Murray 1995). In Greek projects, the use of the
GIS became more popular in archaeological research in recent years, which were un-
dertaken by universities, research institutions, and state agencies (AXe€axns 2009, 95).
The interest of the archaeologist in the use and application of the GIS was also expressed
by the writing of manuals on their use in archaeology (Wheatlcy and Gillings 2002;
Conolly and Lake 2006).
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Advances in spatial technologies have offered new opportunities to upgrade archaco-
logical records from earlier research. Therefore, the GIS contributed to geometric mod-
eling processes, integrating and managing spatial data produced using different tech-
niques and transcribing information in conventional or digital documentation. At the
same time, the user can use a set of ancillary spatial data, such as the topography of the
site, aerial photographs or satellite images of an area, geoarchaeological information,
data from archaeological surface surveys, test sections, or even past excavations (Pessina
2001, 179-84), evidence from geophysical survey and soil analyses (Neubauer 2004, 159-
66). New dynamic ways of interacting with the content of an archacological archive
in the context of a cartographic environment are thus formed, making it possible to
understand the correlations and differences at the level of space and time. At the same
time, the grouping of the data and the quantitative analysis facilitate the extraction of
additional results (Katsianis et al. 2014, 46).

The use of GIS in a wide range of archacological applications and the functionality they
have demonstrated are primarily related to how spatial data is managed. Their purpose is
not only the organization of data but also the creation of new information through ques-
tions and correlations (Katoiavns 2009, 75). GIS manages spatial properties using space as
the common point in connecting the data, thus offering the possibility of linking archae-
ological data with the spatial features of a map and exploring new correlations (Neubauer
2004, 161). The spatial analysis tools of the software allow complex spatial and statistical
analysis to be carried out, creating new data in terms of investigating spatial relations
between the archacological data that lead to the understanding of complex archaeological
phenomena (Toirtidns 2009, 40). The different applications of GIS in archeology rely on

their software’s ability to perform specific processes in dealing with particular issues.
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Forms of application and use of GIS
SITE PREDICTION MODELS

One of the first applications of GIS was its use as a tool for creating site prediction
models, mainly in North America (Kvamme 1995). The creation of a prediction model
is applied to the attempt to locate archaeological sites in a region through the similarities
of the characteristics already present in known archaeological sites in another similar
region (Conolly and Lake 2006, 179). The site prediction model approach has been
criticized, and archaeologists gradually reduced its use quite a bit (Conolly and Lake
2006, 180). In recent years, however, a new approach has been attempted due to the

availability of new data, such as satellite images.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES MANAGEMENT

The application of GIS has also found productive ground in the management of cultural
heritage. The basic principle of their use is the creation of databases with features of in-
terest to the user (e.g., archaeological sites, cultural monuments) and their integration into
the applications and tools of the GIS. As a result, the spatial rendering of cultural heritage
features occurs in a cartographic environment without losing their attribute information.

It thus becomes possible to create correlative questions about archaeological sites, enabling

them to be studied within a broader social context (Conolly and Lake 2006, 33-4).

FIELD RESEARCH

In field archaeology, the use of the GIS is separated into two categories depending on
the scale of the analysis. The first category is related to investigations of an area at a large
scale, such as an archaeological surface survey, the extent of which can vary according to
cach rescarch subject and aims, while the second is to investigations of a limited scope,
such as excavations. In the former, using GIS proved very useful from an early use stage.
On the contrary, in the latter, the GIS application was initially characterized as insuffi-

cient but has gradually been applied more often as techniques and technology advance

(Katsianis and Tsipidis 2005).
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Figure 3: Distribution of pottery finds from a surface survey on the island of Kithira (Bevan and Colony 2004, 130).

In the cases of the first category, the researchers take advantage of the analytical possi-
bilities of the GIS to create applications that cover different issues related to the interac-
tion between humans and landscapes (Figure 3). The user/archacologist has the ability
and flexibility to adapt the digital cartographic data and shape its structural elements
(scale, symbolism) by constructing thematic maps that respond to research questions
(Tormidns 2009, 40). By mapping the under-study areas by creating multi-level spatial
data and suitable visualizations, it becomes possible to display the complexity of spatial
information in a modern and comprehensible way. The connection of the archaeologi-

cal monuments with a small or medium-scale geographical relief highlights the relation
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of the ancient constructions with their natural environment, the geographical relief,
as well as the natural or artificial formation of the surface (ITamaxwvotavtivou et al.
2014, 11). Attempts were made to approach the landscape from different theoretical
perspectives with various analytical methods from other fields of application. However,
the inability to guide the use of GIS in a more theoretical and cultural direction led to a
partial questioning of their appropriateness in such cases (Katsianis and Tsipidis 2005).
In the intra-excavation application, the GIS was initially utilized to store and manage
the information produced by an excavation and its presentation. Through the digital
environment, the spatial analysis of various uncovered finds, including stable features, is
also possible (Katsianis and Tsipidis 2005; Katsianis et al. 2008). Essentially, the GIS was
initially used as a mapping tool that allows better management of the excavation design
file at discrete levels of relevant information (Katoiavns 2009, 70). According to the
latest studies, it appears that by applying different configuration processes and utilizing
existing information, it is possible to integrate spatial data and the process of creating
standards. The combination of the above with post-excavation studies of stratigraphy
and finds and their depiction in a three-dimensional cartographic environment leads
to the understanding of stratigraphic sequence and spatiotemporal patterns (Figure 4).
Data clustering and quantitative analytical techniques enhance information extraction

processes (Katsianis et al. 2014, 47).
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Figure 4: 3D distribution model of excavation finds (Kawowdvns 2009, 259).
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Advantages and disadvantages

of the GIS

Using GIS applications, the creation of two-dimensional and three-dimensional maps
becomes more accessible and less expensive. After the maps are completed, correcting and
adding new data and viewing the map information at different levels and scales is possible.
At the level of the digital map, it is possible to accurately calculate a series of questions
(e.g., the density and the distance of finds), which in a conventional form of visualization
would be difficult or even impossible. Perhaps the most essential advantage is the accuracy
of the geographic information provided through applications and georeferencing systems.
At the same time, the interaction with databases provides data entry reliability and thus
avoids errors. In more practical matters, the storage and transfer of digital data used by the
GIS is much easier and faster than the corresponding conventional methods.

The main disadvantage of the GIS is the high cost of acquiring and maintaining equip-
ment support. At the same time, the need for specialized staff makes their access and use

problematic for the general public.

Case study: Prehistoric Thrace

The interest in the systematic study of prehistoric Thrace has dramatically increased in
recent decades (Euotpatiou and KaAAvia 1994, 7). However, specific references to the
region of Thrace are lacking in the literature, despite the pivotal geographical position
of the Rhodope plain and the Evros valley between the Aegean, the Balkans, and Ana-
tolia during the significant changes of prehistory (Andreou et al. 1996, 591). Among
the research carried out during the last century, those of G. Bakalakis, D. Theoharis, D.
French, and D. Triantafyllos stand out. From the first studies, it was realized that the
prehistoric communities, which developed in Aegean Thrace from the end of the 6th
millennium B.C,, had close cultural relations with the settlements of southern Bulgaria
and eastern Macedonia, having nevertheless formed cultural characteristics indicative

of a separate geographical area. Prehistoric sites were identified in all three regional
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units (R.U.) of the Aegean Thrace (Xanthi, Rodopi, Evros), with most of them located
on low hills, along the rivers and in coastal areas, but also in two caves (Buotpartiou
and Kad\ivtla 1994, 7-11). Few were investigated by excavation or with geophysical
methods: Paradimi, Krovili and Proskinites (Rodopi R.U.), Makri (Evros R.U.), Lafrou-
da and Diomedia (Xanthi R.U.) (Ammerman et al. 2008; Andreou et al. 1996, 591-3;
Bakalakis and Sakellariou 1981; Ka\ivta and Iana86moudos 2007).

In the rest of this article, I'll present the application of GIS in a systematic archaeolog-
ical surface survey of selected prehistoric settlements, which was carried out within the
Mapfarm project. The settlements included are Diomedeia, Paradimi, Yfantes, Krovili,
Nea Santa, and Mylon Mana. Most included sites have not been excavated or were in-
vestigated by trial trenches of a limited extent, which didn’t provide information on the
spatial organization of the settlements or for other aspects of their residents’ lives except

for some attributes of their material culture.

v

Xanthi &5
‘Amp B
o “_‘ Sostis- Yfa Mnotini
Diomideia S 4 =] g Rodopi  Voidolivado(NeaSanta)
i | Paradimi ‘llesochori
Amarintos
Melissa e B Sapad
Anavra _H
Lafrouda Fanari 330 Strimicave. PaP3
L 2 5 % Ampelia(Krovili)
Proskinites 7
Y ylon Mana Petrota
aroniaCave
666 m ‘
@ Selected Neolithic Sites ‘ i
e '

4 Neolithic Sites

0 45 9 18 Kilometers

I T T | Esri, CGIAR, USGS; Esri, HERE, Garmin, FAO, METI/NASA, USGS
Figure 5: Selected sites in Thrace examined by the Mapfarm program (https://mapfarm.hc.duth.gr/nodc/s5).

METHODOLOGY

Research of selected prehistoric settlements in the area of Aegean Thrace included the

collection of available published information for those settlements from the literature,
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alongside the utilization of the results of an intensive field survey carried out on each of
them (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2022, Yyoupémoudos et al. 2022). Information collected from
literature and fieldwork concerns the topography of the settlements, the distribution
of the archacological finds on the ground surface, and their chronology. A key detail
in the process of recording findings in the field is the use of a highly precise Global
Positioning System (GPS) (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2022, Yyoupomoulos et al. 2022). All
data collected during the archaeological surface survey were stored and organized in a
single digital database, processed, and studied using GIS applications. The archacological
and geospatial information was imported into the digital environment of the software,
allowing the combined observation and study of the data, giving evidence related to the
size and the extent of the settlements, the use of space, the distribution, and the density

of archacological finds.

FINDS DENSITY

Basic questions that concern a large part of archaeological studies, especially research
that focuses on prehistoric settlements, are related to identifying and determining
the size of the settlements and human activities outside the residential areas. The
identification of human activity in the natural landscape is mainly achieved through
the archaeological remains found during field research in an area, either through an
excavation or a surface survey. It is generally accepted that the quantitative and qual-
itative distribution of archaeological finds on the surface has the potential to define
the extent of the site and the type of activities that took place in the past (Renfrew
and Bahn 2001, 85-7). Using GIS in conjunction with the archaeological record can
significantly assist in answering the questions related to the settlements’ identifica-
tion and extent. Visualization of the distribution pattern of surface finds analytical
methods for identifying concentrations of characteristic archaeological finds and their
clustering, which indicate the use of space and thus define the sites, and “interpo-
lation methods to help understand off- and on-site distributions” are some of the
methods that have been applied (Bevan and Conolly 2004, 129-30).

In the case of the selected prehistoric settlements in Thrace investigated within the
MapFarm project, a new approach in the recording of surface finds in the field was

applied, which is based on the digital recording that ensures the high accuracy of
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their distribution and thus of the results of the surface survey (Urem-Kotsou et al.
2022, Yyoupémoulos et al. 2022). Through the variety of GIS applications and tools,
specifically the ArcGIS Pro software, digital files were created in raster format, in-
dicating the degree of density of archaeological finds in the areas under study. The
calculation of the density of archacological finds results from the relationship of the
location of each individual recorded find compared to the other recorded in the field,
comparing the distance between them and their position in the field.

The application of the GIS in the density calculation of surface finds and the ap-
proach briefly described above was carried out on the sites of Paradimi, Krovili, Nea
Santa, Mylon Mana, and Yfantes in the Regional Unit of Rodopi and the site of Di-
omedia in the Regional Unit of Xanthi (Figure 5). Of the above sites, Nea Santa and
Mylon Mana do not have morphological features that characterize tell settlements
and, for this reason, are considered flat-extended settlements. The other four belong
to tell-type sites. The study’s first results indicate differences in the distribution pat-
tern and the density of surface finds between different types of settlements, but also
some common characteristics. The common feature observed at all sites is the absence
of a high density of finds at the peripheral areas of the sites, regardless of the type of
settlement. However, some settlements like Yfantes were affected by natural changes
in the landscape where the nearby river had cut off part of the settlement. In such
cases, the finds from the settlement’s periphery are missing. On tell-type sites that in-
clude Krovili, Yfantes, Paradimi, and Diomedeia, two different patterns are observed
in the distribution of archaeological finds. Investigations at Krovili (Figure 6: C) and
Yfantes (Figure 6: F) show an increased density of finds in the higher altitude areas.
At the same time, gradually, as we move away from the top of the tell, it decreases.
On the contrary, at Paradimi (Figure 6: B) and Diomedeia (Figure 6: A), the con-
centrations of archaeological finds cluster in different areas without having a smooth
fluctuation. Especially at Diomedia, a site with a reasonably large area with surface
finds, and the most extensive set of recorded finds, the highest density of finds is ob-
served in the southwestern and northeastern parts of the site without corresponding
values in the center of the tell. Finally, at Nea Santa (Figure 6: D) and Mylon Mana
(Figure 6:E), a high frequency of recorded finds is observed in patchy form in arcas
of small extent, which could be related to the different intra-site distribution of ac-

tivities at these two flat-extended sites than may have been at tells.
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Figure 6: Density distribution of surface finds from A) Diomedeia, B) Paradimi, C) Krovili, D) Nea Santa, E)
Mylon Mana and F) Yfantes. (Mapfarm, Chrysafakoglou Periklis)
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Discussion-Conclusions

The use of GIS in recording and processing surface finds applied in archaecological
surface surveys at the selected Neolithic settlements in Aegean Thrace allowed fast
and precise recording of surface finds distribution and data processing. The immediate
visualization of the surface finds’ distribution is realized through the combined use of
satellite photos and the creation of different digital backgrounds from high-resolu-
tion orthophotos and 3D models of the archeological sites using an uncrewed aircraft
(drone) and Ground Control Points, whose coordinates were measured with high
accuracy RTK GPS receiver (Urem-Kotsou et al. 2022). These offered a more straight-
forward reading of the diversity in the density of surface finds recorded during the
field survey and have indicated some differences between the settlements of different
types. The distribution and density of finds tend to be higher in the center of the tell
sites and gradually decrease as we move away from the top of the tell, though some,
like Diomedeia, deviate. At the two flat-extended sites, the concentration of finds was
patchier than at tells. Observed differences between tell and flat-extended sites could
reflect the diversity in the spatial organization of activities in the most recent phases of
habitation of the two different site types.

However, additional factors could influence the reliability of the results to a certain
degree. One of these is the variability in the visibility of investigated fields at the time
of the surface survey, which may have affected the recording rate of the findings.
Also, the particular morphology of the landscape of each site is a factor that may have
affected the interpretation of the finds’ distribution. These factors will be checked in
the next stage of this research, which will include a surface survey of the same areas
in different seasons that GIS will further process to enrich the information on the

distribution and the density of finds.
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ITepidnyn

H napakdwe pedém mpoteiver pia véa pebododoyia yia tn Siaxeipion kar emave-
&értaon puas adnpooievtns extetapévns em@aveiakns €PEUVas amod Ty MEPIOXN OV
IpeBevav (Avukn MakeSovia), pe tn BorBeia ynprakdv epyaleiov kai véas erm-
omas epyaoias. Apxika avagépetat oto nedio tns épevvas emeaveias onms drapop-
¢oOnke otnv EAAGSa, vnoypappilovias s mo npéo@ates epeUVNTIKES TAOELS KAl
ouykekpipéva avtés mou eoudlouv oty emavafioddynon madaidtepov deSopévov.
AxolouOei n meprypagpn tou guoikou mepifdllovios kar n avaokdmnon s tomi-
kns apxaiodoyikns épevvas ota Ipefevd oe ovvieon pe v mapovoa epyaoia. Xto
Baoiké koppdu tou Gpbpou oxiaypageitar n pon epyactdV yia v eVIOmopd kat
wn ovotnpaukn avdlvon apxatoloyik®v Oéoemwv mou mapapévouv oto peyalitepo
REpOs TOUS AyvmOTEs @S MPOS TOV XApaKtipa kai m xpovoddynon tous. Eidikdrepa,
nepthapPaver v eéraon tou malaidtepou empavelakol VAIKOU, n omoia otn ou-
VEXEIQ OUPIANPAVEIAL PE TN PEAETN APXEIAKADY KAl TNAEMOKOMKAOY INYDY, EVA
olokAnpdverar pe tn Sie€aymyn véas emromas épevvas kar tm ocudlloyn eupnpdtmv
yia vy tavuon v 0éoewv oto tomio. Ola ta mapandve deSopéva evowpardvoveat
ka1 avalvovtar gngiakd oe Yvowmpa leoypagikav [MAnpogopiav (XTTI). KAeivo-
VIas, EMIXEIPEITAL [l1A IP@TN ATOTUHINON TS YEVIKAS TOIoypapias tmv apxatoloyikav
O¢oewv mou éxouv epeuvnOei péxpi topa ota I'pePeva, pe mapadAnin avagopd oty

anotedeopaukotnta s pebodoloyias mouv avamtuxOnke.
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Abstract

The following study proposes a new methodology for the management and re-eval-
uation of an unpublished extensive archaeological survey from the region of Grevena
(Western Macedonia, Greece), using digital tools and new fieldwork. It begins with a
short overview of the surface survey in Greece, highlighting the most recent trends of
the research focusing on the study of older survey datasets. Furthermore, it introduces
the physical setting and the past archaeological research of Grevena, where the current
research is undertaken. The main body of the article includes an outline of the workflow
established for the relocation and systematic review of archaeological sites that remain
largely unknown in terms of activity and dating. In detail, the workflow involves the
study of all previously collected material, which is later supplemented by archival and
remote-sensing research, and finally completed by new fieldwork and artefact collection
for the validation of the sites in the landscape. All data is integrated and analysed digitally
through a Geographic Information System (GIS). As concluding remarks, a first attempt
to describe the general topography of the archacological sites surveyed so far in Grevena

is made with a reference to the importance of the presented methodology.

EIXATOT'H

2wy eddnvikn adAd kai eupUtepa pecoyelakn apxaioloyia, n empaveiakn peu-
va éxer kabiepwbei ws to xupiapxo pebodoloyikd poviédo yia tov eviomopd kat
m pedém apxaroloyik®v Oéoewv, oe kAipaka mdvia peyaliiepn tns avackagpns
(Bindliff, 2012; Bevan ka1 Conolly, 2013; Arrington k.d., 2016; Attema x.a., 2022;
Georgiadis x.d., 2022; Knodell x.d., 2023). H e€¢M&a s oupPadiler pe us Bewpn-
uxés avalntioeis ndn and v Sexaetia tou 1960, 6tav xar n Néa n Aralikaouxn
Apxatodoyia emonetdet tnv eroaymyn Oeukdv emotmpov otny épevva, e1odyovias
napdAAnla v évvola tou «ouotiparos» kai ms noAruopikais diadikaoias otnv ep-
pnveia tou napeABovros (Renfrew ka1 Bahn 2016, 40-1). Kau této1o ypiiyopa otpé-
@et tous apxatoddyous mediov otn cuotnpaukn efegpevvnon tou cuvélou, Snladn
Vv moAuopik®dv kat nepiPalloviuk®dy 51a81kacidv KAt 6x1 povo pas «Kevipiks»

O¢ons yia wmv efaywyn ovpmepaopdiwv. Xmv EAAGSa 1o mpwipétepo mapdderypa
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anotelei n Siemotnpovikn anootodn tov Iavemotnpiou tns Miveséta otn Meoon-
via (University of Minessota Messenia Expedition — UMME, 1958-69), éva otépeo
onpeio avagopds yia Sexaeties (McDonald, 1972; Vance Watrous 1974, 86).

2w ovvéxelq, 1o Aeyopevo «Néo Kopa» emeaveiakov npoypappdimy, xatd m Siap-
kewa v Sekagudmv tou 1980 kar 1990, owmpiletar oty évvoia s Siaxpovikdintas pe
kevipikn 10éa to longue durée (Braudel, 1958), xat petaxetpilerar o torio ws to movot-
otepo Srabéorpo andBepa, ws éva malipynoto dndadn s avhpdmvns Spactnpidntas
(Cherry, 1994). I'a wv avdluvon tou vioeted, perafy AAov, m ovotnpaukn neormopia
HE YPAPPIKA TIOPEiq, TNy MOCOUKN KAtaypapin OAmV v eMQAveiak®v eupnpdimv Kat
tov oxolaopd tou nepiBdAlovios xdpou (Bintliff xat Snodgrass, 1985, 129-37; Bintliff
kat Snodgrass, 1988; Wright x.d., 1990, 604-19; Cherry k.., 1991, 13-35; Davis k.., 1997;
Alcock kai Cherry, 2004). Yo e€as, n épeuva emgaveias a Siaxopiletal oe extetapié-
VI KAl EVIAUKA, [E KPIP10 10 10000td KdAugns tou eddpous aldd xat tn ouxvomta
ouldoyns mnpogopimv kai eupnpdrwy. Ooov apopd mv epeuvnukn ws atlévia, n ep-
pnveia v o1kioukol diktvou kat s aAAnlenidpaons tou avBpaomou pe to mepiPdiiov
Oa exmwpioovy ws avavukardotaror otdxo1 GAwv v npoypappdrov. Tis tedevtaies pers
Sekaeties n erloaywyn texvoloyik®v péowv, onms to Ilaykéopio Xoompa Oeorbeoias
(GPS) ka1 ta l'ewypagpixd Yuotpara [Mnpogopiav (GIS/TETT), oty anottnoon Kar
oy vnoloyloukn av@duon tou tomiou éxer odnynoer oe véous pebododoyikous opilo-
vies. ['1a nmapdaderypa, diverar épgaon oty napaywyn 6o Kai mo avaAutuKk®V X®pIK@OV
dedopévarv, pe tov tepaxiopd tou e8apous KAAUYPNS o€ PIKPES EVOTNTES KAl TNV TIEPICUA-
Aoyn mepioodtepou emavetaxot vhikot (Broodbank, 1999; Lolos k.., 2007; Whitelaw
k.4, 2007; Whitelaw, 2012; Bintliff, 2013; Attema k.., 2020; Knodell x.a., 2023).

ITapd tov oxetikd eviaio epevvnukoé mpooavatoAiopo, o peyalos 6ykos twv dedopévav
Aertoupyei katd kavéva avactalukd oy tedkn dnpooievon v GUVOMKGOV armote-
Aeopdrtwv, n6co pdAdov tou id1ou tou vAikoy ()\.y. ms KSpCl}llelS). 2wy em@aveiakn
ws Nepéas (The Nemea Valley Archaeological Project), yia mapdadetypa, o1 mparot
topot mpoéxupav 20 xpdvia petd tnv oAoKAAP®ON WV EPYACIAV Ki apopovoay ou-
ykekpipéves Oéoets 1 katnyopies eupnpdrov (Pullen ka1 Allen, 2011; Athanassopoulos,
2016; Wright ka1 Dabney, 2020). To np6PAnpa PéPaia Sev eivar eAdnvikéd garvopevo.
Evleikukd oe mpdoparn avackdémnon 167 oAokAnpopévmwy emepaveiakmy mpoypap-
partov ané 6An m Meodyeto, pdlis 1o 27% eixe mpoxwpnoer oe telikn Snpooievon

(Knodell k.4., 2023). Mupootd owmv éXAergn téroimv Snpooieboemy, ta tedevtaia xpo-
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via apxiler va diapaiverar pia mpoondbeia yia tn Siaxeipion ki1 emaveféraon nalaié-
EpoV SeSopévmwV amo emPaveiakés PEVVES, Ta Omoia eite SNPOCIEVTKAY GUVOITTKA
eite mapapévouv adnpooieuta (Witcher 2008). Tétotes mpooeyyioeis Bacilovrar cuvii-
Ows otnv unoloy1oukn evompdtmon XwpiKdY avagopdy Kai m otauoukn enelepya-
oia twv Nén Karayeypappévemv eupnpdtmy (Farinetti, 2011; Jazwa ka1 Jazwa, 2017;
Spencer kar Bevan, 2018; Bonnier k.., 2019; Knodell x.4., 2023).

H napovoia evés aviiotoixou adnpooieutou vhiko0 unnpe kar n apoppit va emke-
vipwBoupe oto apxatodoyikoé tomio wv pefevdv. H extetapévn emeaveiaxn épeu-
va otov mpédny vopoé pe tov titho Grevena Project xai umé m S1e60uvon s Nancy
C. Wilkie (Carleton College, HITA) petalt tov etov 1986-94 xpnorponombnke s to
vn6Pabpo yia n ovotaon tou véou apxarodoyikol xdptn s nepioxns. Qotdoo, ta épia,
0 xpovoloyikds opilovias Kai 0 xapakmpiopos v apxatodoyikav Béoemv amouvoialay
oxed6v odokAnpoukd, pe efaipéoets kdnolous Snpootevpévous xdptes Kar emAeypé-
va 60TpaKa Kepapikns (Rosser, 1999; Wilkie, 1989; 1990; 1991; 1992; 1993; 1994; 1999;
Wilkie kai Savina, 1997). Ero, to 2021 €exivnoe n ulomoinon evés véou epeuvntukon
npoypdppatos oe ouvepyaoia s Egopeias Apxarotitwy I'peBevav pe to Institut Catala
d’Arqueologia Classica (ICAC, Tappayéva/lonavia), pe titho «Apxaiodoyiké [Tpdypap-
pa Ipefevarv». Ipokertar yia éva meviaetés mpoypappa mou gidodolei va ixvndatioet
KAt va mapouotdoet tov pdlo kat onpaocia mou €ixe n OXeukd Ayvoom mEPIOXA tiv
T'pefevarv katd mv apxardmra, pe tn pedém kai Snpooievon twv apxaiodoyikav Oéoe-
v aAAd kar tny TepaItépe Karavonon tous o€ Xmpikn Kat xpovikn kAipaka. [a avtév
tov A6yo uvioBetiBnkav Siapopenxés pébodor épevvas mediou, o1 omoies meprdapfavouy
EKTETAPEVN KA1 EVIAUKI EMPAVEIAKNA EPEUVA, AVAOKAPIKES TOPES Ot emleypéves Oé-
oets, Kat o€ ukpdtepn kAipaka kar dmou autd kpibei avaykaio madaronepifarlovixés
Kai yewapxaioloyikés pedétes (Anpdakn x.d., v €k8.).

2to 810 mhaiolo, otdxos s napakdiw epyaocias eivar va kartadeifer to nws adnpo-
oleuta N PePIK®S ONPOOIEVHEVA AMOTEAE0PATA EMPAVEIAKADY EPEUVAV PIOPOUV VA
emavaxpnotponomnfouv kar va emavafioloynbovv onpepa pe m Bonbeia Ynpiakdv
KA1 UMOAOYI0UK®V Péowv Kai, OUPHANpmpaukd, pe véa extetapévn épeuva mediou.
Y& avtnv v katevBuvon, avanti€ape pia noAvdidotamn, evornomnpévn pebodoloyia,
OIIoU €UPNPATA, APXEIAKES TINYES Kat XWpikd dedopéva ouyxpovilovtai pe emromes
Kataypagés apxaloloyik®y onpeimyv, pe my mnpn evowpdtwon 6Amv twv Sedopé-

vov oe Lvowmpa Fewypagpixedv ITAnpogopidrv (2. .JI/GIS). Eto1, n IIPOTEIVOPEVN PO
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gpyactav dSnpioupyndnke dote va Aettoupynoer anoteAeopankd 6xt povo yia tmy me-
proxi v I'pePevidv aldd, eupUtepa, va xpnotpeloer os éva mpotumo yia mapOpoies
HEPIITMOOELS OIOU aAaidtepes épeuves Sev poopépouv n Sev €xouv dnpooievoer ap-

Ketd Sedopéva ws IPos v OUCIACTIKNA KATAvONon evos apXalioAoyikoU Tormou.

TA I'PEBENA: TENIKA XAPAKTHPIXTIKA KAI APXAIOAOI'TKH EPEYNA

H Iepipeperaxn Evomra IpePevidv pe éxtaon 2.296 xAp2 amotedei 1o vouoduukd akpo
s yewypapikns meproxns s Makedovias, evd ouvopever duukd pe my Huepo kat
voua pe tn Oeooalia. H mepioxn Siakpiverar amd 1o éviovo opetvd kat npiopetvé avd-
yAugo xat opoBeteitar amé v opooeipd ws ITiviou ota Suukd kar tou Bovpivou ota
avatohkd. Tnv evdidpeon éktaon katalapBaver pua vpinedn yovipn Aekdvn, mlovola

oe udduvous mopous, n onoia xapaxtnpilerar amd my evallayn xapnddv Aopooeipdv

Kai pepdrov mou amootpayyilouy otov Alidkpova kai tous mapanotdpous tou (eix. 1).

Eikéva 1: Tevikés toroypagikds xdptns ['peevav.
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H tonoypagikn Sidkpion wv [pefevirv oe vpineda (péxpl nep. 1.000 }1.) Kat opeva
(péxpt mep. 2.220 p.) eivar 1o arotéeopa pas ovvBetns yewdoyikns Siadikaoias, n omoia
éxe1 and vopis mpooeAkUoeL 10 evO1APEPOV TV E101KADV. LUYKEKPIPEVA, O1 OPELVOL GYKOL
v [pefeviv exOétouv petal GAwv akddvma ogrohibikd nerpodpara, ta onoia Oe-
wpovviar Bpavopata tou pAo10l kat U avETEPou pavdva amd v aApxaio KKeavo ms
TnOvos (Brunn, 1956; Rassios, 2002; 2004), evé» n Aexdvn oto péoo, mou ovopaletat kat
MeooeMnvikn AvAaka, vnp€e kdnote Oaldooro mepiPdAlov 1o onoio otn cuvéxela
ka\pOnke ané amobéoers (Vamvaka x.a., 2006). To paxpoxpoévio mépaopa tou AAidk-
Hova €xe1 agnoet oto Torio mpooxwpaukés avaPabpides kat tavtdxpova Guoikés Tops,
ouxvd nave and 100p. Babos, mou tepaxilouv wa vyineda opilovias wa Guoikd mepd-
opata petafi wus. [Tapdna, ané 1o élos s Teraproyevous mepiodou kat e€ns oto
OMékaivo (mep. 11.700 mX.—onpepa), n AekGvn axoloubei pia Babpiaia avipoon amd
aMdolPies kar koAAouPies amobéoess, ever mapaAAnda napawnpeitar éviovn emeaveiaxkn
S1afpwon (e1x. 2) (Rassios, 2004, 19; Doyle, 2005; Doyle xat Savina, 2014, 187-89).

op: 4310 6p- Bovpwo,.

Eixéva 2: Tpiodidoram eneikovion wu Popetoavatodixkot tuipatos v ['pePevov, ot ovvdeon ws npuoperviis Ae-

Kkavns anopporis v ANidkjiova kai v mapanotdpey v e ta Bouvd tou Aokiou (BaBos apiotepd) xar tou Bou-
pivou (Babos Se€i). Toviletai n xapaktnpiotki evalAayh paxdv kai pepdmv, oe piia éktaon mou ofpiepa Karhi-
epyeita extetapéva. Me xpopauotd noAvyova onpeidvoviar evdeiktikd n torobeoia emAeypévav apxaiodoyikdv
Béoewv us mepioxits. To poviédo dnproupynfnke oto ArcScene® pe Sopugopikd SeSopéva eddpous TanDEM-X

ka1 Google Satellite. Xwpis kAipaka.
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H apxaioloyikn épeuva ota I'pePeva Sev éxer AaPer péxpr onipepa vy idia éxraon pe
GMes mepioxés tns Avukns MakeSovias, 6riws n Kolavn (Kapapntpou-Mevteoidn,
2016). Tlapéda autd, otous opetvous, Katd don KTnvotpopikols 6ykous tns Bopeio-
avarohikns ITivSou kai yopw and tn Xapapiva, pia npwromnopiakn yia ta eAAnvikd
dedopéva empavelakn épevva avalnnoe evdeifers malaioMBikdv opddwv xuvn-
YOV Kar tpogoouldektav, pe moAld evhappuvukd amotedéopata, xaproypapmvias
tavtéxpova us mbavés Sradpopés mou akolovbovoav (Efstratiou, x.d. 2006; Evotpa-
tiou, 2008; Efstratiou xar Biagi, 2013; Biagi x.a., 2017; Biagi x.4., 2022). EmmAéov,
10 extetapévo motdpo diktvo tou AMdkpova npooédxkuoe malaroavBpmmoloyikés
épeuves, o1 omoies xar eviomoav avOpomvn napovoia om Méon ITalaioAOikn
nepiodo, mep. 100.000-40.000 m.X. (Havaymnoﬁ}\ou x.d., 2004; Harvati x.4., 2008;
T'aaviSou kar Buotpatiou, 2014). H emgaveiaxn épeuva s Wilkie, av kar adn-
pooievtn, vmnple n npdn cuvioviopévn mpoonddeia xataypapns tou S1axpovikoy
apxaioAoy1kov tomiou og 0AokAnpn v nepioxn twv I'pePevav, pe Oéoers mou xpo-
voloyotvtar aré tv [alaioAiBixn péxpt tov 200 arwva (Wilkie, 1993, 1999; Wilkie
kat Savina, 1997). Ocov agopd tis avackapikés épeuves mou éxouv mpayparonoinfei
ota I'pePevd, Arav katd xavova owoukol xapakupa kar oxetiloviav pe peydla
texvika épya, 6nws n Sidvoi€n s Eyvatias O800 (Kapapntpou-Mevteoidn, 2005,
2007) kat n kataokevn tou ppayparos tou Ihapimva (Kapapitpou-Mevieoidn, 2004;
2006; 2009; 2011; Kapapntpou-Mevteoidn kar Oeodmpouv, 2011). Méxp1 ofipepa n
povadikn cvotnpaukn avaokapn otny 0éon Kaotpi [ToAuvepiou-Adlatdmerpas, and
10 Apiototédeto [avemotipio Oeooalovikns, épepe 010 pws v oxupwpévn akpod-
moAn puas apxaias moAns (40s—20s ar. m.X.) tns xopas v Tuppaiov, tpipatos tou
BaoiAeiov tns Makedovias (Apot’]you, 2015).

To opervé mepiBddlov kar n 181aitepn yeomodiukn 0éon tov Ipefevirv ws Siavdos
emkorvmvias petafy s Makedovias ka1 s Hueipou adlld xar ws vouas EAAG-
das pe ta BaAkdvia anotedovv otabepés mapapérpous ota epwmpara mouv tibeviai
Y1d TV IEPIOXM, TA Omoia WOTO00 APOPOUV POVO OUYKEKPIPEVES TTOMUOPIKES (A~
oets. H vnap&n evos onpavuxot apiBpov Oéoewv Ipompns NeoliOixns (6700/6500
- 5800/5600 m.X.) popodotnog, yia napaderypa, pia ouv{itnon yipw amd tn «veo-
MBikomoinon» tns Maxedovias kat us mbavés emagés pe tn Oeocoalia, pe eXhmeis
mpos to mapév ovoxeuopots (Wilkie xar Savina, 1997). Kai evé to umddoiro tns

npoiotopias kai npwroiotopias anmovoidlovv tedeims amd tov epeuvnukd xdpin, n
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emkpdmon tou Makedovikot Baoikeiov xatd tov 50-40 ardva n.X. owmv mepioxn
Kat o1 avagopés KAaoikdv ouyypapémv oe «pakedovikda €é0vn» onpatoddtnoe évav
Seltepo, exteva dfova oulntiocewv ou agpopd akpifds m Siepevdivnon ns moAru-
OHIKNAS TAUTOINTAS WV KATOIK®V (P1laxns kat Touparcoydou, 1985; Hatzopoulos,
2003; Eudémoulos, 2012). TlapaMnda efetdotnkay mruxés Tns 1GTOPIKAS TOTIOYPA-
¢ias s Avukns MakeSovias oe oxéon pe 1o Baoideio s Hueipou kar peténerta
s tpnpa-pepida s Popaikns Avtokpatopias (Eapodpns, 1989; ITixoulas, 2002;
2003; 2004; Xat¢nvikoAdou, 2009; Apovyou, 2015). Eexivdvias amé us napandve
kateuBuvoets, o peddovukods otdxos s mpoxeipevns epyaoias eivar pra odoxAnpm-
pévn eppnvevukn mpooéyyion yia myv avlpomvn Spacmpidmra diaxpovikd oty
nepioxn twv I'pefevdv, pe ta véa Sedopéva mouv Ba mpoxiyouv ouvolika perd tn

Siexnepaimon wwv epyactdv mediou.

YAIKA KAI ME©OOAOAOITA:

H pebodoloyia yia v enavaxpnon twv dedopévmv tou Grevena Project xwpiotnke
o€ tpia pépn: a) v moooukh Kai moloukn avaluon tou Stabéotpou apxaioloyikou
vlikoU, [3) N CUYKEVIP®ON APXEIaKoU (xaptoypaq)n(of) Kai q)o)toypa(pn(oﬁ) uliKoU
Kat Y) v avtoyia pe véa meprovdloyn vlikov, oe emdeypéves Oéoets twv I'pefevav
(e1k. 3). Baoikn emSimén tns mpotervépevns pons fitav n mAApns xpAon Pneiakdv
péowv yia tnv mpwroyevi kataypapn kar aioddynon twv apxatotitewv. Etot, 6Aa ta
dedopéva evompatdOnkav oe modudidotates yemPdoeis Sedopévmv oe Luowmpa e~
oypapikav [TAnpogopiav, ouykekprpéva oto QGIS 3. H popen s yeoPdons éxet
Snpioupynbei pe tpdémo dote va amotedei éva Aettoupyikd epyaleio yia ty aneubei-
as eyypapn kdbe onpeiou apxaioloyikol evdiapépovros eite kard tn Sidpkeia pias
autoyias eite Katd m pelétn apxetakov vhikov. [Iavew otnv id1a yewPdon epap-
poéotnkayv, otn CUVEXELd, TNAEMIOKOMIKES TEXVIKES KAl XWPIKES avalUoets yia v
katavénon s opyavwons s avipomvns Spactnpiétntas o oxéon pe 10 PUOIKO
tomio twv I'pefevirv. Me Sedopévo du o1 epappoyés mAemokonnons otov eAAadiko
X®po apopovv ouvibos medivés extdoers f pepovopéves Béoers (Alexakis k.., 2009;
Orengo k.4., 2015; Donati xau Sarris, 2016), ot Sikh pas mepimwon afilel, aképn, va

e€etaobei n anotedeopanxkoéntd tous oto npiopervo Kat opervo tomio v [pefevav.
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1. Euipavelakd ap)XotoAoyLka

sUpApOTa (1986-94) Koraypadr
2. Qwroypadikd kat l
Xaptoypadikd apxeio i
¢  lotopikég agpodwroypadieg Wneronoinan
(1944, 1945, 1960, 1968, 1969, Quwroypauuetpia
1984)
+  Bopudopikd SeSopéva rewavagopd
(TanDEM-X, Google Earth Images, Ne EPMHNEIA
CORINE Land Cover) U l
*  Torukoi Bepatikoi xapteg
(romoypagpikol, KtnuatoAoyikoi, lfewBaon rzn
yewAoykol, ebapoloyikoi)
Xwpikr avéiuvon
3. Emtéma épeuva rewpoppoloyia
. . STOTOTKGE
Ontikornoinon
g i 'Q~ ? Sedopévwv
N= ¥

Eikéva 3: Pont epyaocidv yia v enavetéraon v dedopévov ou Grevena Project.

MeAétn malaiov

EMIPAVEIAKDV EUPNPATOV

H xatadoyoypagnon kar pedétn tov eupnpdrov tns emeaveiakns épevvas tns Wilkie
AmotéAeoe 10 mPMTO 0Ttdd10 Y1a T PETENEIA TAUUON TV AVIHOTOIXMV APXAI0AOYIKDY
O¢oewv oto tomio. Me tv olokAnpwon s kataypaens, n kabe Oéon onukomnoiov-
av s éva diavuopauké onpeio, xwpikd mpoodiopiopévo oto LITL Xe autd, dnpi-
oupynOnke pia Pdon Sedopévev mou mepidapfdver t6oo molouxkd 6oo ka1 MOoouKd
Xapaxkmploukd — 6nms n afivopnon v eupnpdtov ot Baoikés kawmyopies ulikos
(mx. Kkepapuikn, petdAiva avukeipeva, Aibiva epyaleia k.d.) kar n d1akpion tou oe
xpovoloyikés ep16Sous. O Baoikés dykos fitav kepapikn (21.959 kepapikd éotpaka
11 89,4 % tou cuvéAou), n omoia Sraxwpiomke pe fdon ta Siayveouxd otorxeia (xeiln,
Aafés, Baoers ka1 Siakoopnpéva (')otpaKa) ka1 ta andd oopata ayyeiov. H xpovodé-
ynon tou UAikoU Baociotnke ous eupltepes moruopikés mep16Sous (IMalaiohiBikn,
NeoM0ixn, Enoxn tou XaAkod, Ilpodmpn Enoxa tou Xidnpou, Apxaikn, KAaoikn,
EMnviouxn, Popaikn, Yotepn Apxaidnta, Bulavuva, OBwpavika, Ne()tepn) xa-
Ods ka1 ous umo-mep16dous avtary, 6mou katéomn duvard. [Tapdddinda npootéBnkav

npoonmikés napampnoess, PifAioypapikés mapamopmnés xar poroypagpies. Lupmepie-
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AgOnoav, télos, 6Aa ta oxolia kar o1 evieilels mou eppaviloviav ota kapteddxia ms

apepikavikis amootolfs kai Bpédnkav pali pe 1o vAikoé (eix. 4).

Eikéva 4: [TapdSerypa eyypagns pias apxaiodoyikis Béons oty eviaia yewBdon SeSopévav (gpkg) mou Siapoppddnke
o0 QGIS. Or eroaydpeves minpogopies xwpiotnkav oe tpeis kaptédes («Site info», «Caralogue», « Date») he Eexaprotd
nedia (fields) yia kdBe idos dedopévou mou erodyetar (mx. «Box_num», «Pottery» «Elevation» K.G.). Zxomés autis s
Siapdppwons ftav n dnpioupyia evés prAikou mpos v xpotm nepiPdAlovios Pdons dedopévav, n omoia propel va
xpnotporionBei areubeias kai oto nedio pe  Ponbeia v Qfield (B)\ 3.3). Té\os, ndvw oy idia Sopn, npayparoroni-

Onkav otauoukés avalioers pie  xpion v eVOWHATWHEVWY EKPPACEDV-EVIOADV (cxprcssions) riou d1abéter 1o QGIS.

Apxerako vAiko

To Setvtepo otadio s €peuvas apopolioe  pedém xaproypagikol KAt pwToypapikov
vhikd. Baoikds oxomods fitav n xepiki tavuon wv 0éoemv pe m Ponbera agpopm-
TOYPAPIAV, TOTIOYPAPIKGV S1aypappdtmy, TOMOVURIOV KAl IPIYMVOHEPIK®Y ONPEImV.

Yuykekpipéva, xopnyndnkav o1 tomoypagixoi xdpres xdipakas 1:50.000 kar pali wa

165



GIANNIS APOSTOLOU, SOFIA DIMAKI, MERCOURIOS GEORGIADIS, ARNAU GARCIA-MOLSOSA, HECTOR A. ORENGO

tonoypagikd Siaypappata 1:5.000 wns I'ewypagikns Yrnpeoias Xiparou (TYY), xaOds
Kar evaépies Anyers and us oeipés tou 1945, 1960, 1968, 1969, 1984 (am6 15.000 ws 42.000
n681a vos). [Mapaxwphndnkav, akdpn, agpopwtoypagies tou 1944 (20.000 kar 25.000
n681a) ané t Baoihixn TToAepixn Aeponopia (RAF) tou Hvopévou BaoiAeiov, péow
s oulloyns mou Siabéter n Bpetavikh Yxohn AOnvav (BSA). H xpnon v 1oto-
PIKOV AEPOPMOTOYPAPLOY AMOKAAVIITEL, OE MEPIITMOELS, APXALOAOYIKA KATAAOIIA IOV
éxouv mAéov kartaotpagei n kalupOei and avBpmmoyeveis mapepPdoess, dnws eivai o1
Siadikaoies avadaopdv kai 10oneddoewv yns, alld kai Adym QUOIKGY Kataotpopdv
kai petaol@v otnv empaveiakn PAdotnon (Stoker, 2010; Orengo k.4, 2015).’Erot ota
T'pePeva to vhikd xpnorponoinOnke kai y1a va eviomioe: aviioTOIXES MEPIITMOOELS.

Ta potoypagikd kai xaproypapikd apxeia ntav 6Aa ocapwpéva oe vPnin avdlvon
(rouléxiotov 600 dpi). To mparo Brpa yia v evoopdtmon tous otn yeofdon XTTI
QMOTEAECE N POTOYPAPPEPIA KAl N yemwavapopd Pe T Xpron tou mpoypdpparos
Metashape®, n onoia otoxeve otn Snproupyia opBopwroxaptav (orthomosaic maps)
nou Ba kd\uray us mepioxés épeuvas (Orengo k.4, 2015). I'ia t yemavagopd twv
opBopmtoxaptdv, oy mepintwon vV TOIOYPAPIKOV XAPTOV Xpnorponoindnkay
s potootalepd o1 CUVIETAYPEVES TV YVOOTOV IPIY®VOREIPIK®OV otabp®y mou xo-
pnyouvtar ané m ['YX, evd yia us 10topixés agpoportoypagpies emAéxOnkav ws on-
peia o1 ouvtetaypéves GPS eite ané opatd apxitektovikd otoixeia mouv nmapépervav
anapdAlakta oto népacpa tou xpdvou (m.x. exxAnoies, oxoleiq, yéq)upes) eite and
o81kd mepdopata (kupios Siaotavpaoets Spopov). H eaymwyn tov teMkov mpoio-

VIOV éy1ve oto tomkd ovotnpa cuvietaypévov ts EAaSas ETYXAS7 (eix. 5).
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Eikéva 5: Tlapaserypa yewavagopds opBopwroxdptn faciopévou ot 10topikés agpopwroypagies (Se€id) oe oxéon

e olyxpova Sopugopikd dedopiéva (apiotepd). O kukAikés Saomdns AGpos 010 Gvw KeVIpIKG eival n apxaiohoyikn

B¢on Ayios Nikélaos otov Ayio Ledpyto I'pefevarv.

Eticou onpavukn pe t yemavagopd apxelakdv ¢oroypaidv vmnple kat n to-
noypaikn épeuva pe ovyxpova Sopugopikd Sedopéva. I'a auvtdév tov Adyo ali-
omomOnkav o1 Anyers twv Google Earth, Esri World Imagery xai Open Street
Map, ta omoia amotelouv elelfepa Sedopéva kar mapéxoviar ws xdptes vmoPd-
Bpou (basemaps) oto QGIS. TMapdAinla, amoktibnke o Pneiaksé poviélo eda-
pous (DEM) ané v amootodst tns TanDEM-X (Krieger k.d., 2007), HE eukpivela
kdAuyns ota 12 pépa ava eikovoororxeio. Térora poviéda xpnorpomnorovval yia
v onukomnoinon kai e€étaon S1apdpwV TomoypaPIK®V napapérpwy, Sums givat ot
uoperpikés Siapopés, n kAion, o mposavatodiopds k.4., o€ oxéon Kar pe us idies us
apxatodoyikés Oéoets (Argyriou k.4, 2017; Spencer Bevan, 2018). I'a tnv rpokarap-
Kukn tonoypagikn efétaon wv Oéoemv ota Ipefeva xpnotponoindnke, pali pe ta

napandve, o alyopibpos Geomorphons mou éxer t Suvardinta va katnyop1omnoi-
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ei 8eSopéva DEM oe mpoxabopiopéves yeopoppoloyikés taters empénovias pia
anoteleopaukn d1dxpion petafl Oéoewv mou Ppiokoviar oe Kopugpés Aopmv 1 pa-
x®v, oe mhayiés kar e8apn pe xapnés kAioets, n oe mio emimedes extaoers (Jasiewicz
kar Stepinski, 2013) (e1x. 6). IIpoéxertar yia pra afiémon Aon oe nepimdoers mov,
onws ta IpePeva, agopoiv tnv efétaon exatovtddwv adnpooicvtwv Béoewv o pia
oAU peydAn meproxn, kai pe moikilo avaylugo. ITapdAinda, pia téroia avdluon
HIopei va xpnoipedoer oto oxeS1a0p0 EMPAVEIAKAS £PEUVAS L€ OUYKEKPIPEVA pLE-
BoSoAoyikd epwtipata, émws yia mapddetypa v kdAuyn Béoewv mov amavidvat

HOVOo oty KopuPn AdQwv KATL.

mAayLeg & KOW\ASEC &
TPOTOSEC enineda

KOPUDEC & paxeC

Eikéva 6: Aneikévion tou épetou guipartos twv [pefevirv petd m xpiion tou Geomorphons oto apxeio TanDEM-X.
O yeopopgodoyikés tters mou mpoékupav opadorombnkayv oe tpeis Pacikés katnyopies avdloya pe my kAion tou
QUOIKOU avayAlgou yia kaAUtepn orrkonoinon tu anoteAéopatos. Me ta Aeukd onpeia onpeidvovial apxaioloyikes

Oéoels s mepioxns.
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Emitéma Epeuva

To Paociké otddio epyaocidv nepredapPave tov akpiPfn evromopd kai tm ovortnpa-
ukn afioddynon Oéoewv oto medio. Eyive ex véou emtoma épeuva oe emdeypéves
toroOeoies tou Grevena Project mou eixav nén xataypagei ws emeaveiakd vAiké
oy npé ¢don s pebododoyias (3.1). O)es o1 emtdmies Kataypagés n mapatn-
phceis kataxopnOnkav ms onpeia GPS ot yeoBdon (BA. eik. 4) péoo tns epap-
poyns QField, to omoio arotelei mpéobeto (plug-in) tou QGIS. To QField eivai
oupPartod pe wmy meroPneia Kivntdv mAepdvmv tonouv smartphone alld xar pe
tablets, mpoo@épovtas emions Aertoupyia oe végos (cloud). Me autév tov tpémo Sn-
proupyeitai éva apxeio aopaleias kai 1aUTOXpova tpoPodoteital Kar avavedverat
n kevipikn Pdon Sedopévmv oe mpaypaukd xpovo.

Me tov evtomopd s apxatodoyikns Béons, pia opdda 2-4 atdpwv emxeipovoe va
poodiopicer ta 6pia tou x@pou pe Pdon tm Siacnopd tou em@paverakoy UAKoU
ka1 tou avayAigpou (Cherry k.4, 1991, 22; Cavanagh x.4., 2002, 34-40). Avalvu-
KOTEPA, N OUYKEVIpOON Twv eupnpdtov kataypaporav kabe mepimou déxa pérpa
pe Eexmprot €véeifn GPS otov xdpn, yia xalitepn omukomnoinon twv opiwv s
Oéons o ouvéxera. And ta em@avelakd kardlowma nouv napawnpndnkav, oul-
AéxOnke éva avunpoowmnevuxkd Seiypa amd kepapikn, kepapides xar o1kodopikd
UMKS, Kai 6les o1 umdlormes kKatnyopies eupnpdrwv (mx. Aifiva kar petdAiva
epyaleia, e16dMa). Tnv nepimtwon ns Kepapikais, npayparomomnke pia Sia-
Aoynt twv «S1ayvemouk®v» ootpdkmv, dnladn ekeivov mou npoopépouv evieiles
oxApatos, xpovoldéynons kat xpions twv okevmv. Etol, n véa oulloyn uvlikou
anookomnovoe otn Sigpedivnon dx1 povo tou xpovoloyikoU eupous (wns pras 0é-
ons, aAld ka1 otnv katavénon s avOpomvns Spaoctnpidntas otov xmpo (m.x.
OIKIOTIKA €yKATAGTAON, £PYAcTNPIaksds Xmpos n 1epd) — mAnpogopia mou éeire
tedeims and us Snpoorevoers kar to apxeio. Ta evphApata kataxwpndnkav oto
id10 mpérumo pe ta vmdpxovia and to Grevena Project, dote va Aertoupyncouv
ouykprukd. MeyalUtepes kataokevés, onms vmoAeippata kMfavev n (Aibiva) ap-
XITEKTOVIKA pédn, pwroypapndnkav eni témou AapBdavovias exwpiom pérpnon
GPS (eix. 7). Emions onpei@Onkav perafAntés énws n opardinta tou £54pous, to

eiSos tns kal\iépyeias kar dAAa poppoloyikd yvopiopata (mx. Siafpwon, puoikéds
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Bpaxos, mnyés vepot']). 2 Op1Op€VES MEPIITAOOELS Tpayparonoindnkav mroeis pe

Yvotapata pn Enavlpopévev Aepookapdv (anEA, YVoototepa ws drone), ta

omoia xai mpoypappatioctnkav va kaAiyouv pe endAAndes poroypapikés Anyets

€KATOOTOPETPIKNS eUKpiveias tn Oéon evdiapépovios. H enelepyacia avtav tov

SESOPévmV £YIVE OTN OUVEXELA PE PWOTOYPAPPETPIKES }189(’)8005 p€ otéx0 Vv mapa-

yoyh yngiakev poviélov edapous (DEM), ta omoia ouvéSpapav otn Aerropepn

eféraon s ronoypagikot vnoBdadpou.
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Eikéva 7: [TapdSerypa aneikovions twv npotevépevav opiov (mpdoivo moAbywvo) pias apxaioloyikis Béons otn

yewBaon QGIS/Qfield. Tepihapfavel, emmAéov, tv meprypagpn s Béons (mévw 8e§id), us katnyopies eupnpdrwv

mou éxouv oulexBei (ypdpnpa ndve apiotepd), Kai poTOYpa@IKé UMKS MOV QVUGTOIXET 08 GUYKEKPIPEVO XWPIKO

onpeio GPS (apxitextoviké pédos kdrw Se€id).
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ITPOTA ATTIOTEAEXMATA KI EITOMENA BHMATA

ITapoéu to Oépa ws epyaocias amookomotoe ot pebodoloyikn mpooéyyion evos
naliol em@aveiakoly vAikol kai dx1 otnv gppnveia twv dedopévmy, eivar Suvamn
n mapouociaon pias MPOKATAPKUKAS £1KGVAS Tou apxatodoyikol tomiou ota Ipefe-
vd, 6mws mpokvmter touddxiotov amé t oudloyn tou Grevena Project. Yuvolikd
avayvepiomke n tonmobeoia xar n Sidpkeia xpnons 339 Oéoewv mou xpovolo-
youvtar ané v Avatepn [TaaiohiBixn (mep. 100.000-40.000 m.X.) péxpt xai
otyxpovn enoxn (200s aidvas) (erx. 8). H peydAn mietoyngia (mep. 80%) mepi-
AapPaver evupApata mou avAKouv Og MEPICOOTEPES TNS J1AS XPOVOAOYIKES MEP1IO-
Sous. Kpivovtas pévo amé tous ap1Bpots tov Béoewv, mo éviovn xapaxtnpiletat
n avbpemvn mapovoia amé to télos s [poiotopias (Yorepn Emoxn tou Xalkow)
péxpt tv [pdipn Emoxn tou X16Apou kar and ta edAAnvioukd xpévia s to téAos
s Yotepns Apxaidtntas.

Ané us avayveopiopéves Oéoers éyrve emtoma épevva oe 80, pe ts mepioodiepes va
Bpiokovtar otnv eupltepn mepioxn tou Ayiou 'ewpyiou, oto Popeto tpapa ws ILE.
I'pefevarv. H mlerovémtd tous mapanépner mbavémra oe oikioukd ovvola Sia-
Popwv meEP16dwv Kat evtomi{oviar oty KopuPA paxdv Kat XAPnADV AoPoseipdY.
H emdoyn wu onpeiou yia eykardotaon @aiverar va yiverar oxeddv ndvrote pe
KPITAPIa Ty opardéinta ot yvpe MePIoXn Kai my dpeon npoéofaon oe nnyés vepou,
onws epgpavifoviar oy amdinfn moddev mhayidv kat pepdrwv. ITio Sucavayve-
o eival, and mv dAAn, n tonobesia WV VEKPOIAPEIMV TOV 10TOPIKDOV XPOVDY,
ta onoia dAlote Ppiokoviar oe oxeukd enimedes extdoers kai dAote oe mAayiés n
A6@ous. Le 0pIOpEVES MEPITIMOELS IPOUPAVTAL O1 pepaués N omavidtepa ta aAlov-
Biakd mepiBallovia (6mws o1 avaBabpides), motéoo exei n mapovsia twv Oécewv
napamépmer Kard kavéva oe €101k€s Aertoupyies, 6nms eivat o1 epyaotnpiakoi xdpot
(mx. ta kepapapid v obwpavik®dv kai vedtepmv Xpo'vu)v). Mia €exmpiota, tédos,
kawnyopia Oéoewv nepihlapfaver puoikd oxuvpopéva onpeia n Béoers pe oxupwpau-
KA épya 10topik@v kat vedtepwv xpévev. Ta vpopara ws ITivéou cuykevipovouv
ta neproodtepa napadeiypara katr n emoyn tous ouvdéetal pe pia npoonddeia eXéy-
xou ka1 S1axeipions v facikdv opervdv nepacpdtwy and ta I'pefeva onv Huepo
kat tn Oeooalia, addd kar avuotpéPws.

Yupnepaopaukd, n npon eikéva s avipomvns napovoias ota I'pefeva péoa
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and v emaveféraon pras malaidtepns emeaveiakns épevvas nmapovotdler Evav
peyddo apiBpéd apxatodoyikav Béoemv OAmV TV TPOIGTOPIK®OV KAl 10TOPIKAOV
nep16dmv mou dev éxouv amotvnmbei 1 epeuvnei S1e€odika ous S1abéoipes Sn-
poo1evoeLs (Rosser, 1999; Wilkie, 1989; 1990; 1991; 1992; 1993; 1994; 1999; Wilkie
kat Savina, 1997). Tlapéla autd, n mpotervépevn peboSoloyia ouvéSpape ovora-
OUKA otnV tekpnpioon kar avaluon ayvootwy, péxpt tdpa, Xmpik@dV OTOIXEimv
Kai em@averakdv eupnpdrov mov agopovv 6An v I1LE. Ipefevav. Opws to
mo onpavuko eivar 6u tédnkav o1 fdoets yia v «avdktnon» kai perétn evos
OoUVOAOU moU mapépeve oty apdvera kat mAéov pmopei va xpnotponomnOei afio-

mota oa Pacikd vndPabpo yia ts vées empaveiakés 1 AaVAOKAPIKES EPEVVES 0TV

ep1oxXn.

Eixéva 8: O1 enaveviomopéves Béoeis s apepikavikns emeaveiaxns épevvas tou Grevena Project omv [LE. I'pefevav.
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EYXAPIXTIEY

Oeppés euxapioties opeiloupe otov apxaropulaka tns EQ@A TI'pefevov k. Xavpo
Toaxkotdpa, yia tnv modvupn Bonbeid tou otov eviomopd twv apxatoloyikmv 0é-
oewv tou Grevena Project adldd ka1 ous ouvadédgous epeuvirpies Kwvoravtiva
Beviépn, I'ewpyia Kédpou xai Yulia Agafonova yia 6An tn ouvepyaoia oto medio
kat us oulnnoess mouv akodovBnoav. Eva aképn peydlo euxapiotd nnyaiver otous
katoikous tou Ayiou L'ewpyiov I'peBevirv mou eivar exei yia epds, and tnv apxn wu
npoypappatos. O I'A eivai, téAos, eVyVOP®V 0TOV €mpeAnt autoy ToU TOHOU yia

v npoéokAnon, S1dfeon kai empovil tou péxpi to TEAoS.

XPHMATOAOTHXH

H napandave épevva anotedel pépos s Si8aktopikns Siapifns tou mpdrou ava-
ypagopevou ovyypagéa, I'A, n omoia xpnpatodotnbnke ané wmv KufBépvnon tns
Katalwvias péow s emxopnynons 516aKTopIK®OV EPEVVAOV (FI-AGAUR, ap. vrmo-
tp. 2020 FI_B 01013), o I8pupa Qvéon (ap. vmotp. F ZS 004-1/2022-2023) xat o
T8pupa A. T. AeBévn (ap. vrotp. 2020_17529).
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Abstract

An archaeological site is a fragment of a past reality in the modern world. A contemporary
visitor without a relevant background can hardly understand its function or perceive
how it initially looked like, especially in places where the environment has changed dra-
matically, either because it has converted into a modern metropolis or because of changes
in the natural landscape. The architectural design of historical landscapes, when it results
from the collaboration of Archeology with other scientific fields, depending on the case,
can lead to a deeper understanding through the spatial experience of visiting and touring,
This article investigates the relationship between Architecture and Archaeology in three
axes. First, at a theoretical level, examining the relationship of human construction with
the place, then through an example of inquiry and analysis, using media and terms related

to space, and finally a successfully constructed example of landscape architecture.

The Building and the Place

It all started from Earth,

‘the mother of all beings, the oldest of all...

mother of the gods and wife of the starry sky’ (Stevenson Smith, 1958: 227)
as the ancient Greeks attributed to her and other ancient cultures.
The architect Dimitris Pikionis describes civilization as the creation that was built when
man was called to respond to nature: the difficulties, the needs, the opportunities. Every
civilization was dictated by nature (Pikionis, 2014: 55-57). The human constructions,

the accommodation, the path, and the utilitarian object are transitional objects between
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man and nature. They define how man inhabits and experiences the place and their
relationship with the earth, the sky, the elements of nature, and the world by defining
movements, protecting, or even serving an activity (Norberg—Schulz, 1979: 10).

In the first years of human history, man, being alone and entirely dependent on nature,
sought solutions and ways to ensure their well-being. The world of animals and plants
is not used simply because it exists but suggests to man a way of thinking (Levi-Strauss,
1977: 61). Stone Age human gives more importance to things outside of them, seeing
themselves simply as part of a whole, one of many beings to whom the earth, as a moth-
er, provided and provides life. According to the anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss
(1977: 37), wild thinking is constantly looking for messages in the world around be-
cause it perceives the world using “imagenes mundi”, that is mental constructions that
Jacilitate the understanding of the world to the extent that they resemble it.

Thus, man gives meaning to the world around him based on nature. This is related
to many levels of perceiving and understanding space, both morphologically and ex-
istentially: not as a set of information perceived intellectually, like location, but expe-
rientially, therefore with a physical and symbolic substance (Norberg— Schulz 1979: 6;
also Tilley, 1994). Pikionis (1989: 7) refers to the locality as that which nestles in the
techniques and forms of folk architecture, which, being far from everything superflu-
ous and pretentious, preserves the ancient virtues, without copying anything, in an

authentic and sincere relationship with nature.

Buildings are always built somewbere. (Leatherbarrow, 2015: 30)
Perceiving the pre-existing is the starting point for any design process. The man-made
space reflects the conditions of the place and the time frame in which it was created.
Pikionis (2014, 55-58) talks about the peasant, the non-citizen, the person who lives
close to nature, who empirically knows what is useful and what is necessary, builds
their bouse by themselves, without anyl‘bing superfluous, with materials of nature, in
the shape that fits its geometry, without any plans, just with their body inside nature
and the perception of the landscape around them. They bave an instinctive perception
of barmony. The shape is irregular, yet both the house and the sum of several bouses
reflect a barmony, which could not bave arisen if they bad been composed far from the
place. The emotional perception of the landscape and this harmony inspires what the
architect calls natural architecture, reminiscent of the architecture that nature applies

in its inorganic creations and only exists in ancient and medieval architecture.
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Today, at a scientific level, the characteristics of a place are the subject of different
scientific disciplines, such as geomorphology - which deals with the shape of the
formations of the earth’s surface, as well as their origin and characteristics, orogra-
phy - which specializes in mountainous volumes, and topography - as derived from
the greek words témos+ypagn / topos (place/locus) +graphy (scripture, Writing), and
deepens at the perception and recognition of the morphological features of places,
as well as their recording on maps. The place, however, in addition to location and
geometry, has a physical substance with materiality, color, texture, orientation, degree
of brightness, and temperature. These characteristics, constantly changing, each with
a different life cycle and on a perpetual path to deterioration, constitute a dynamic
system in constant motion (Leatherbarrow, 2015: 31).

All these physical and symbolic elements collectively make up the overall feeling that
man has for a place, sometimes involving metaphysical symbolism, which in ancient
Rome was described as Genius Loci or Spirit of the place. Something similar happens
in the case of identifying deities with forces of nature, as happened in ancient Egypt. In
a more modern conceptualization of Genius Loci, architect Norberg-Schulz argues that
the essential act of architecture is to perceive the call of place (1979: 23). Architecture
serves the purpose of inhabiting. It is realized not when it simply creates buildings
and cities but when it perceives the place and produces space in continuity and rela-
tionship with what previously existed and/or with what will exist. In 18th-century
English garden design, a similar concept refers to the distinct atmosphere of a place

rather than a spirit or an entity: a self-reliance of nature over artifice.

From Words to Images

Drawing is the primary, two-dimensional architectural expression (“The language of design
15 the language of architecture”, Schon, 1983: 80-81), both for recording information and for
processing ideas, and the first step for architectural composition, as the creator selects
and visualizes the elements that interest him. For philosopher Donald Schén, verbal
description, and design are parallel ways of design composition and constitute what he

calls the Tanguage of design” (Schon, 1983: 80-81); however, in drawings, the information
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acquires spatial dimension, qualitative characteristics and specific relationships among
them. The creator necessarily needs to define them all while drawing. In other words,
it is an eminently creative act on an intellectual level beyond the physical nature of the
creation. Schén describes the process as a conversation between the creator and the situ-
ation. The creator gives shape based on his original idea, the situation responds, and the
creator responds by editing the drawing. This conversation is reflective in a good design

process (Schon, 1983: 79); therefore, drawing is a valuable research tool.

THE ANCIENT LANDSCAPE OF A CONTEMPORARY CITY [2013]

In the following example, drawing is used as a research tool to lead to conclusions: a
series of plans and collages transforms the historical and theoretical background into
spatial information to be the springboard for a supervisory approach to the history and
identity of the city and its natural landscape, through the experience of its archacological
sites. This material is a potential base and background for a modern design project and
connection of the spaces in a single, more comprehensive proposal.

This paper investigates how three Greek archaeological sites were integrated into their
landscape environment at the time of their construction and examines whether and
to what extent this is perceptible today in the urban environment of a modern city.
Therefore, the title refers to the attempt to trace, in a contemporary city, the elements
of the natural landscape that once affected its architecture. The case of Athens is
chosen, and precisely three archeological sites, the Acropolis, the ancient Agora, and
the temple of Olympian Zeus. Two critical theoretical works, «The Earth, the Temple,
and the Gods: Greek Sacred Architecture» by the American historian Vincent Scully
and «Architectural Space in Ancient Greece» by the Greek urbanist Konstantinos
Doxiadis, served to build the theoretical background. They both argue that the
architecture of the ancient Greek complexes was not just about their building design
but was connected to a significant degree to their relationship with the surrounding
landscape. The works mentioned above refer to prehistory and antiquity; thus, the maps
and plans corresponding to each work are on different scales, as they try to highlight
different types of relationships at the time of the construction of the monuments. The
photo-collages and accompanying sketches are used to conclude the evolution of the

relationships perceived in the plans, in the modern urban environment.
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Figure 1: The archeological sites of Acropolis, Agora, and Olympian Zeus temple in Athens
(Collage by Eva Andronikidou)

A_ Vincent Scully «The Earth, the Temple, and the Gods: Greek Sacred Architecture»
The work was published in 1962 and examined the relationship of construction in
Greek territories with its surrounding landscape since the Stone Age when the main
religious worship referred to Earth as a mother and source of food and survival. There-
fore, the caves were considered sacred places within the body of the Great Mother and
housed the first places of worship. The animal murals inside the caves exude gratitude
for the animals since hunting is the only hope for survival. Several herbivorous ani-
mals - except the horse - have horns, considered a sacred worship symbol. The march
through the cave’s labyrinthine passages was part of a more extensive ritual, which used
the sculptures of female figures discovered there, depicting Mother Earth, full of curves,
with well-formed breasts and the mount of Venus. The topography and the formations
on the body of the earth were seen as symbols on the body of the Great Mother. Thus,
the places of worship were not located in the landscape incidentally; the landscape was

not treated as a tabula rasa. Instead, they depended directly on it (Scully, 1962: 4).
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Figure 2: Minoan statues of women with their hands raised towards the sky, Archeological Museum of Herakleion,

Crete (Photo by Eva Andronikidou, 2021)

Figure 3: Horns sculpture in the archeological site of Knossos, Crete. At the back in the middle and behind the tree,

mount Youchtas. (Photo by Eva Andronikidou, 2021)

The primal symbols of the Mother-Goddess and their physical expression

According to Vincent Scully, in buildings dating to the Bronze Age, almost 2000 B.C.,
particular features that have their roots in the Stone Age are recognized.

1_ an enclosed valley (which gives the observer the feeling of being enclosed by the
Earth, the mother-goddess, like a child in a mother’s arms or womb),

2_ a cone-shaped hill (considered the mother form of the earth),

3_a mountain with two peaks (topography that refers to horns- the symbol of ener-
getic power, to raised hands or wings, to the mount of Venus or two breasts, without
this involving any sexual symbolism in the Freudian sense). Because of the specific

topography, these landscapes were considered closer to the center of life and power

(Scully, 1962: 11-16).

T Ve, S

Figures 4, 5, 6: Skylines of landscapes considered sacred according to Scully (sketches of Eva Andronikidou based on
Vincent Scully’s photos)

Figures 7, 8, 9: Landscape formations considered sacred according to Scully (Scully, 1962)
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The ancient Greek temple
In antiquity, beliefs of previous eras continue to exist or survive by selecting sights that
have already occurred. The ancient temple inhabits its place exclusively with its external
presence: it is intended to house the god and not man, the immortal, who cannot fit
inside an interior - their power spreads over the entire landscape. Sacred symbols as nat-
ural elements or combinations are found in the landscape and associated with specific
gods. The relationship of the buildings with them can be complementary, empowering,
and even contradictory. The sanctity of the place does not come from the temple.
On the contrary, it was the reason the place was chosen since the divine presence al-
ready existed there as a physical force. The temple is the sculptural embodiment of the
divine presence recognized by man in nature. The temple and the landscape are the
essential components of ancient Greek worship architecture (Scully, 1962).
An attempt to investigate the relationship of the selected archaeological sites with the
surrounding landscape of Attica follows in maps, plans, and collages. The plans and
maps refer to the -possible- relations in the past, whereas the collages present the cur-

rent situation in the modern city of Athens.

INDEX

o | The site or the most important monument of the site
Visual connections
Important topographical elements / hills
A Access
Main temenos axis
Axis
NG Topography visual limits
Skyline of the modern city
Place where buildings were standing that are not there anymore

Landscape or building elements referred to, on the texts, plans and maps
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Figures 10, 11, 12: Spatial relations between the buildings of the Acropolis complex and the surrounding natural landscape

at the time it was built (Sketches by Eva Andronikidou, maps — bases of Athens of figure 11 and 12 Travlos, 1960)



Figures 13, 14, 15, 16: Spatial relations between the buildings of the Acropolis complex and the surrounding natural

landscape, as they can be perceived nowadays (Collages and sketches by Eva Andronikidou)

194



_—

woNTARA oS I ARIEOS NEOS ———

Figures 17, 18, 19: Spatial relations between the buildings of the Acropolis complex and the surrounding natural

landscape, as they can be perceived nowadays (Collages and sketches by Eva Andronikidou)
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Figures 20, 21: Spaual relations between the buildings of the Olympian Zeus temple complex
and the surrounding natural landscape at the time it was built (Sketches by Eva Andronikidou,

maps — bases of Athens of figure 21 by Travlos, 1960)
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4_ROCA DE LA TIERRA OLIMPICA

Figures 22, 23: Spatial relations between the buildings of the Olympian Zeus temple complex and the surrounding

natural landscape, as they can be perceived nowadays (Collagcs and sketches by Eva Andronikidou)
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TEMPLE OF OLYMPIAN ZEUS
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Figures 24, 25: Spatial relations between the buildings of the Agora complex and the surrounding

natural landscape at the time it was built (Sketches by Eva Andronikidou, map — base of Athens

of figure 24 by Travlos, 1960)
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P
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Figures 26, 27: Spatial relations between the buildings of the Agora complex and the surrounding natural landscape,

as they can be percerved nowadays (Collagcs and sketches by Eva Andronikidou)
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Figures 28, 29, 30, 31, 32: Spauial relations between the buildings of the Agora complex and the surrounding natural
landscape, as they can be perceived nowadays. (Collages and sketches by Eva Andronikidou)
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B_ Constantinos Doxiadis «Architectural Space in Ancient Greece»

The dissertation of the Greek urban planner was published in 1937 in Germany and
includes his research and theories about the organization of the ancient Greek public
complexes that also contained worship buildings, the so-called temenos. He argues that
ancient Greek architecture obeys the Pythagorean and Platonic rules of universal har-
mony and proportion and is the creation of a man who acted driven by necessity and
perceived the geometry of the landscape with great sensitivity. The architects of the
time did not draw on paper. Instead, they composed in situ within the existing, tangible
natural landscape, utterly incompatible with the straight and perpendicular lines of the
Hippodamian grid.

Practically, an observer standing in the landscape and looking around will not automat-
ically identify the locations of elements based on a global abstract coordinate system, as
it is impossible for them to perceive this in space. Instead, they will form a coordinated
system by and for themselves, of which they are the center and where all points are
defined in relation to them. In this way, they perceive additional relationships and
proportions based on those already formulated, such as double distances, opposite di-
rections, or equal angles. It is a “system of relative coordinates”, with the determining
factor being the viewing of space concerning the environment-existing landscape and
geometric relationships related to the conceptions of the time in philosophy, math-
ematics, physics, and cosmology. For example, in Greek antiquity, great importance
was attached to numbers, especially to some specific ones such as 12 and 10; almost all
philosophers mention the second in particular.

Doxiadis studies the organization of the complexes based on a point he calls the ‘advan-
tageous point of viewing” and often places it at the propylon (the entrance) so a visitor
can perceive the space upon entering. The spatial relations between the buildings are
sought to be as simple as possible, while the lines in the observer’s visual field are as few
as possible. The so-called system avoids visual gaps that disrupt unity and continuity,
and each boundary of one building visually coincides with that of the next, resulting in
the viewing of each building in its entirety or not at all, and in contours of all buildings
being treated as a whole, as parts of a single, unique contour. The space is harmoniously
divided, and the design is anthropocentric. The parts of the buildings appear to the
human eye in simple proportions, the angles are measured from the point of view, the

length of the streets depends on how far the observer’s gaze reaches, the average height
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of human eyes determines the line of perspective, and foot is the metric system. It is a
space made by man for man (1937). The visitor is free to follow his own path: The gaze
of the visitor, artfully guided (1937).

The conscious or unconscious attachment of modern man to the orthogonal coordinate
system, which has to do with planning on a scale away from the landscape, makes it
challenging to recognize the design thinking of the urban structures of antiquity, which
were inextricably linked to their “here and now”. In continuation, an attempt is made
to explore the geometrical relationships mentioned by Doxiadis in plans. At the same
time, in the photo collages, the same axes are marked to compare the initial conditions

and their evolution.

INDEX

In plan:
° Advantageous point of viewing
Building corners marking angles
° Building corners — same distance from specific points

— Axis

Angles’ sides seen from APV (plan)

Angle

/—\ Arc to mark same distance

Important/central visual axis of the temenos

T Angles of the plan, as perceived in today’s urban environment
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ACROPOLIS

Figures 10, 11, 12: Spaual relations between the buildings of the Acropolis complex and the surrounding natural
landscape at the time it was buult (Acropolis was among the original cases studied by C. Doxiadis, therefore the above

plans are his, colorized to match the common index)
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PUNTO A

PUNTO K

Figure 34, 35: Spatial relations among the buildings of the Acropolis complex, as they can be perceived nowadays.

(Collages and sketches by Eva Andronikidou)
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Figure 36: Spatial relations among the buildings of the Agora of
Athens complex at the time they were built, in 3 different phases of
its use (Sketches by Eva Andronikidou, plans - base of the Agora
complex by Travlos, 1960)

205



Figure 37, 38, 39, 40, 41: Spatial relations among the buildings of the Agora complex, as they can be perceived
nowadays. (Collages and sketches by Eva Andronikidou)
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Figure 42: Spaual relations among the buildings of the Olympian Zeus
temple complex at the time they were built (Sketches by Eva Andronikidou,
plans - base of the complex by the website Archacology of the city of Athens

heep:// archacologiaticgn)
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Figure 43, 44, 45, 46: Spatial relations among the buildings of the Olympian Zeus temple complex, as they can be
perceived nowadays. (Collages and sketches by Eva Andronikidou)
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The Attic landscape, the urban landscape. Then, now.
Historically, the social needs of humanity that pushed it to co-existence and cohabita-
tion led to the formation of settlements (Aravantinos, 2007). In the history of the urban
phenomenon, these changes were slow and, at some rate, assimilable until the Industrial
Revolution (1760-1840), when the sizes of the cities changed at an explosive rate. This
results in new problems arising that are directly related to the structure of the space.
The era of industrialization is pivotal in defining the modern urban phenomenon and
the science of urbanism (Sarigiannis, 2000). In urban environments, spatial and tempo-
ral discontinuities are frequent since the city is a living organism. This dynamic system
is constantly being reshaped by social, economic, and cultural processes (Despotopou-
los, 1997). These forces interact with each other, and the result is expressed dynamically
in space as a situation, a habitation model that evolves and changes over time at rates
proportional to the magnitude of the intensity of this interaction.
Since the end of the 19th century, there has been an ever-growing interest in the history
and protection of monuments. The excavation creates new landscapes characterized and
organized by historical fragments in asynchronous environments. In urbanism, the per-
ception of the city as a result of successive layers, which over time are superposed one to
another and are partially visible in its current image, is described by the term Urban Pal-
impsest (Genet, 1997). Therefore, every city is potentially an urban palimpsest. The urban
palimpsest plays a significant role in shaping the local and historical identity of the city

and the collective memory, and it is, therefore, an essential parameter in urban planning.

Figure 47: Urban “void” in Athens, Ermou street; due to the discovery of antiquities during the excavations for
construction, an archacological excavation had to be carried out, and proved the findings of great importance, therefore

the terrain remained unbuilt. (Photo by Eva Andronikidou, 2018)
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By comparing the plans and the photos, conclusions are drawn about the design
and integration of the complexes in their environment and the evolution of these
relationships over time. In summary - since the present paper focuses on the meth-
odology and not the conclusions, the geometrical relationships between the ancient
buildings testify to the existence of an internal planning logic, which, however, is
constantly in a dialogue with the surrounding landscape, with which the archaco-
logical sites were inextricably linked. However, the Athenian urban environment,
combined with the current state of the antiquities, which are mainly preserved in
foundations, dramatically affects the perception of this relationship in the eyes of the
modern visitor. The dense and high-rise urban construction almost erases the relief of
the topography and limits the vision. Below, the presentation of an architectural in-
tervention in the surrounding landscape of archacological sites and not within them
is used as an example of how architecture and design can propose solutions to such

problems in collaboration with Archaeology.

Shaping a Landscape by (its) History

The architectural intervention in the landscape around the Acropolis is undeniably
an architectural work that connects the city and modern life with the natural relief,
landscape, and history with simple gestures and a deep understanding of the place. The
project began in 1954 and consisted of a system of routes in a landscape of particular
topography: the hill of the Nymphs, the Muses, the Acropolis, and the Areopagus.

The Greek architect and painter of the so-called Generation of the ’30s, Dimitris
Pikionis, formulates his unique vision of perceiving and understanding the place with
his «<Emotional Topography» concept. In his so-called text of 1935, he explains how the
human body, through the simple act of walking, experientially discovers the geometry
of the earth, the sculpture of the landscape, and how this physical (trans)motion leads to
the alternation of emotions, along with the variations of the landscape. Pikionis himself,
since a young age, has deeply loved the Attic landscape and explored it on long solitary
walks in his paintings and writings. He writes: «Man gets tired on the uphills, rejoices

in the beautiful views, calms down on the borizontal planes, meditates in the glade,
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fears on the edge of the cliff, feels awe in the caves, which are also the first prebistoric
sanctuaries. This is bow be follows the graphic representation of Space and Time,
tunes in with the seasons and the changes that make up the mystery of life, and finds
bis place in the material World: be realizes that be is part of the Harmony of the
Whole, together with the Earth, with every stone, obeys the same secret geomeiry of

numbers as music, language, sculpture and architecture, all buman creations born of

the rhythm of nature. (2014)

Figures 48, 49, 50, 51: Dimitris Pikionis” pavement in the Acropolis area (Photo by Eva Andronikidou)

Pikionis was inspired by the particular morphology of the landscape and the theories of
Konstantinos Doxiadis, mentioned in the previous chapter. The level differences creat-
ed by the topography of the hills give excellent possibilities for visual connections. Thus,
Pikionis establishes a system of routes, using the vision as the primary synthetic tool and
guide of the body in space (Tsiambaos, 2017). The architect works here like the ancient
and the folk craftsman, in situ, in the field, and not in some distant office - the shaping
of the routes is done experientially and empirically, as well as by tracing old or even
ancient paths. He spends long hours on the construction site daily with his collabora-
tors. For the pavements, he used materials scattered in the surrounding area, fragments
of ancient marble and pottery, and building materials from the mass demolitions of
buildings in the 19th century. Some of the architectural fragments are recognizable and
decorated with sculpted figures, as are the ceramics.

The drawings, sketches, and croquis produced during this work do not create/propose
a new reality. On the contrary, they follow reality and study its order and harmony -
they seek to understand, manage, rearrange, not create something new. For Pikionis,

the material is the landscape and the physical testimony of its history: the remains. He
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does not construct the landscape but shapes it with its materials, sculpts it, searches
for the perfect new location of the findings, and studies the dynamics and relation-
ships between them. The work presents the fragments of a bygone era. It forms with
them the continuity of the history of the place through a constant reference to its
past, the city, and the Greckness that the architect sought in nature, materials, plants,
and techniques deeply rooted in tradition. The rest of the points, the dimensions, the
views, and the covered spaces are not chosen but discovered by walking in the land-

scape. The sensory and emotional experience of the earthly sculpture dictates them.
As in ancient times.

In this way, Pikionis gave a new and, at the same time, the pre-existing image of the
city a starting point for the redefinition of its collective identity and future through
a more conscious and exploited relationship with its past. The modern walker has a
comprehensive, deep experience of the landscape and the ancient world before enter-

ing the archaeological site.

‘Natural is all ancient architecture whose creations seem to be a continuation

of nature.” (2014)

Pikionis summed up in this distinguished work the whole essence of his teaching
about architecture that is born by the emotional experience of the topography, by
the history of the place, by the cooperation of nature and man, by what our ancestors
were pushed by nature to create intuitively, with their body, with which they perceived
and experienced the place,

an architecture of the Whole, archetypal, eternal. (Pikionis, 1935)

Figures 52, 53, 54, 55: Dimitris Pikionis” pavement in Acropolis area (Photo by Eva Andronikidou)
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Abstract

Archacology, apart from its scientific and anthropocentric role, is responsible for commu-
nicating its scientific conclusions to the wider society in the context of “Public Archaeol-
ogy”. This communication can take different forms, such as Museum education, resulting
in the creation of archacological education programs with an emphasis on the public’s
needs, education, and entertainment. Through the educational activities of archaeological
museums, the public is encouraged to actively participate, draw personal conclusions, and
form connections with their previous experiences. Creating museum education programs
to approach the material culture can be a complex process influenced by the archaeolog-
ical content, various scientific interpretations, the target audience, and the hosting venue.
In this article, an educational program’s design and individual parts are analyzed in detail
to present its creation. The temporary museum exhibition “Figurines. A Microcosmos of
Clay”, held between April 3, 2017, and December 31, 2018, at the Archacological Museum
of Thessaloniki, is used as a case study. The following analysis highlights the mutually
beneficial relationship that the public and archaeology can build during their communi-

cation, putting the human factor at its very center.

Introduction

Archacology, as an academic discipline related to humanities, consists of two pillars. Archae-
ologists are responsible for identifying and analyzing archaeological sites and finds, associ-
ating them with past civilizations, and consequently understanding and interpreting past

societies. Beyond scientific research, archacology also maintains a close relationship with
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society. ‘Public Archacology’ focuses on this field, analyzing the interaction of archacology
with society and the individual (Matsuda & Okamura, 2011; Skeates et al,, 2012). As mul-
tiple audiences are interested in archaeology and its scientific research over time, commu-
nication between the two sides is essential to meet specific requirements (Grima, 2009, 54).
Archacology, committing to satisfy different social groups, plans thematic activities to
present its research, adapting the content to the particular characteristics of each tar-
get group. Museum education promotes the communication between archaeology and
various audiences, as visitors take part in activities that do not strictly intend to educate
but also to entertain (Ndxkouv, 2001, 184; Nikovavou & KaoPikns, 2008, 15). Programs
vary according to the target groups and participants’ age, gender, socio-economic and
educational background, the organizing parties (museums, Ephorates of Antiquities,
educational institutes), and the included activities (Merriman, 2004, 90-2).

Creating a museum education program requires a combination of archaeological, ed-
ucational, and communication theories and material culture approaches (Nixovdvou,
2011, 16). Such programs focus on the visitors joining in, their active participation, and
engagement in the activities (Keen, 1999) while educating, entertaining, and making the
most of their skills (Csikszentmihalyi & Hermanson, 1995, 70). Visitors are encouraged
to explore the exhibition without following a specific path to reflect and draw their
conclusions (Davis, 2005, 22-5; Black, 2009; Nixovavou, 2011). Therefore, museum ed-
ucation programs include various activities to engage the participants (Gardner, 1993a),
focus on examining archacological finds, and present multiple research methods and
interpretive approaches (Copeland, 2004, 134).

Every museum education program intends to fulfill educational and recreational ob-
jectives, combining various methods. Among the most frequent methods is storytelling
(Nikovavou, 2015, 53-6), which can take multiple forms such as the maieutic method,
educational guided tours (Czech, 2007) and scientific presentations (Nixovavou, 2015,
64). Also, discovery learning encourages visitors to interact directly with the artifacts
(Hein, 1998, 38) and to explore freely the exhibition (Nikovavou, 2015, 66). Moreover,
experiential methods encourage visitors to collaborate with the museum, acquire new
experiences, and form personal views and interpretations (Simon, 2010; Gesser et al.,
2012). During the educational programs, activities can include theatre, dance, music,
creative writing (Xupewvaxn, 2013, 48), and archaeological research practices such as

documenting, excavating recording, and conservation of artifacts (Sturm 1990, 99-114).
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Activities often focus on material culture and artifacts analysis, intending to introduce
the public to past socicties and to create an experiential approach to archaeological
research (Weschenfelder & Zachariah, 1992, 39-40; Merriman, 2004, 93-5). A muse-
um education program’s content and final form are determined by factors such as the
presented subject, the museum exhibition, a specific artifact type, various target groups,

and, in particular cases, archacological theoretical approaches to the material culture.

Methodology

Regarding the current study, the process of creating a museum education program is

presented below through the case study of the following educational activity. The given

educational program is based on the temporary exhibition “Figurines. A Microcosmos
of Clay’, hosted at the Archaeological Museum of Thessaloniki between April 3, 2017
and December 31, 2018 (ASGpu-Behévn, 2017, 12) (Figure 1).

Figure 1. First room of the exhibition «/dol. A Microcosmos of clay» (Mnovlotka, 2020, figure 54)
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To present an alternative approach to the exhibition, the following educational pro-
gram was formed targeting a specific audience group in the context of my master’s thesis
(Mmoulovka, 2020). Through its analysis, we attempt to highlight the main components
of a museum-pedagogical activity. Initially, such activities focus on a specific type of ma-

terial culture, in this case, the prehistoric figurines of the museum exhibition (Figure 2).

Figure 2. The first part of the exhibition prehistoric section (Mnoulouka, 2020, figure 59)

Moreover, the theoretical approach of the figurines as artifacts is based on the archaeology
of the body, emphasizing the possibilities they offer to examine subjects related to the
body. The archacology of the body analyses the significance of the body in the past, com-
bining various theoretical approaches, such as the division of the body into biological and
social (Thomas, 2007; Robb & Harris, 2013). More recently, according to post-processual
archacological approaches, the body as a concept varies according to the social, economic,
and ideological context (Shanks & Tilley, 1987; Pluciennik, 2002, 174). Moreover, consid-

ering perspectives such as constructivism and feminism, the body is addressed as a socially
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constructed concept, which avails to the archaeological research (Robb, 2016), incorporat-
ing terms such as gender and sexuality (Koloski-Ostrow and Lyons, 1997). Furthermore,
under the influence of phenomenology (Frank, 1991), ontology (Robb, 2016), and person-
hood (Fowler, 2004), emphasis has been placed on individuals’ subjective experiences with
their bodies (Meskell & Joyce, 2003; Robb, 2016). More specifically, the body, according to
the Western perspective, is often divided into biological and social aspects. The biological
body is regarded to be stable. At the same time, the social is linked to the construction
of various social, gender, sexual, and age-related identities (Sofaer, 2006; Diaz—Andreu &
Lucy, 2007; Meskell, 2007). Constructing an identity is influenced by gender, age, sex-
uality, education, personal experiences, family, and social context (Robb, 2002; Meskell,
2007). The body can be adorned with clothes and jewelry to express the preferred identity
or adopt various postures and movements (Serensen, 2000; Diaz—Andreu & Lucy, 2007).
Considering the above perspectives, prehistoric figurines are used to approach intertem-
poral social issues about body manipulation and identity construction in the education
program to be presented. The third component that contributes to the program’s form
1s its target group, which, in this case, is teenage high school students. This age group was
selected, as it was considered that intense psychosomatic changes, questions related to the
body, and identity formation are common occurrences during this age.

To create a museum-pedagogical program, detailed planning must outline its theoret-
ical and pedagogical framework and incorporate communication theories and activity
forms. Also, throughout planning, details of the program, such as the objectives, subject,
structure, target group, required supplies, evaluation process, and suggested follow-up
activities, are determined.

Initially, the program’s theoretical framework includes the archaeological interpreta-
tions that will be embedded into the program. For example, in the case under consider-
ation, the theoretical approach to the archacology of the body is analyzed and paralleled
with the concerns of teenagers. Concepts such as the body changing, different body
types depicted on figurines, and factors of identity construction, such as disability, age,
and body manipulation, are analyzed throughout the program. More specifically, the
program examines themes such as expressions of gender, sexual and social identities, the
homogeneity or heterogeneity of identities within groups, the connection of different
body postures, clothing, or activities with social roles and identities, and finally, express-

ing identity through clothing and jewelry. Examining these issues can result in compar-
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ing social roles and stereotypes between the present and prehistory. Furthermore, the
pedagogical framework is determined based on the target audience and the theoretical
approach to the subject. It also includes the educational theories and supplies used dur-

ing the program, such as photographic material and worksheets (Figure 3).

Work Sheet 1. Body.

Choose three figurines with an interesting body depiction:

Figurine number: Description:
Figurine number: Description:
Figurine number: Description:

1. How is the body depicted in figurines compared to today? Are there any particular

features emphasized?

3. What could the postures of the figurines mean?

Example 1. Interpretation:
Example 2. Interpretation:
Example 3. Interpretation:

4*. Optional activity: Explain or dramatize the expression and/or posture of a figu-rine.
* Why do you think this expression was used?
* Why was it important enough to be depicted?

Figure 3. Example of the worksheet with the theme “Body” (Mmnoulouka, 2020, 180)
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Various educational theories are incorporated to adapt the program to the needs of the
selected target group. Constructivism can be characterized as the most criti-cal theory, as
during the program, the participants are expected to form personal conclusions depending
on their experiences, socio-economic background, and educa-tion level (Black, 2009). In
addition, the theory of multiple intelligences is essential (Gardner, 1993a) to bring out the
participants’ various interests, skills, and talents. This approach recognizes that different
imntelligence types often coexist in the mind of the individual without being equally devel-
oped (Gardner, 1993b). Also, regarding the educational methods included in the program,
through the “discovery learning” method, the participating teams focus on the most excit-
ing artifacts, or the ones relevant to the topic of their worksheets, and wander freely in the
exhibition (Hein, 1998, 38) (Figure 3). Moreover, the program focuses on material culture
as an es-sential source of information. Consequently, by examining the artifacts closely, the
participants can focus on their specific characteristics to consolidate new infor-mation and
approach deeper the theoretical concepts (Naxou, 2001, 231; Nikovavou, 2011) (Figure 2).
Different activities are included in the program, intended to fulfill the program’s main
objectives and incorporate the participants’ various skills, talents, and interests. Thus,
the activities promote teamwork, intending to introduce cooperation and mutual assis-
tance. Among the groups, the participants are expected to express their points of view
and discuss the program’s main concepts with the archacologist/coordinator and among
each other. At the end of the program, the various teams aim to present their conclu-
sions and form their own ideas about prehistory. Finally, the program design refers to
the needed educational resources used during its implementation. In this particular
case, worksheets and photographic material are used to introduce the basic concepts of
the program and partially to guide the participants (Figure 3).

When planning a museum education program, it is essential to include the features and
concerns of the participating target group. Thus, in the presented case study, common
questions of the participating group, teenage high school students, are considered to
compare social issues regarding the body throughout the present and prehistory. For
example, during the museum educational program, students are encouraged to observe
the depiction of the human form in the prehistoric figurines to spark their interest and
express their thoughts. The prehistoric figurines are used to analyze various aspects of
the body and appearance, such as their social aspect, their connection to the cultural

and social belief systems of the Neolithic, Bronze, and Iron Age, the embodiment of
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identities or roles and the person’s personal or social status (Mina, 2007, 265).

In addition, the activities of the educational program aim to fulfill its general objectives.
The objectives are analyzed during the initial planning and specify what the partici-
pants are expected to achieve by completing the program. In the present-ed case, the
aim is for participants to get acquainted with prehistory, the variety of identities in
different contexts and cultures, their construction and expression through the body,
to increase their awareness about current social issues, following a different approach
of the museum exhibition. Therefore, the program’s planning determines the included
activities, the place and time it will be implemented, the educational material, the ob-
jectives, and the description of each part. After com-pleting the program, a final activity
often summarizes the program’s main points. Such activities allow one to approach the
subject through material means like creat-ing a vase or figurine, presenting and discuss-
ing the participants’ conclusions, or dramatizing the subject they examined.

Finally, participants evaluated the program regarding elements that should be added,

removed, or improved.
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Student evaluation sheet

Gender: ....couviviieeinn, AQE! o,
School: ..., CIaSS: oottt
Address: ....ocovcuereccenennn. City of residence: ....oeumueceecenerecicesenrecienenes

1. Do you think the program helped you to approach the analyzed concepts from a differ-

ent perspective?

Strongly
ly agree

disagree

Disagree

Neither
agree nor

disagree

Agree

Strong

Provide some examples:

2. Which other concepts, regarding gender and identities would be interesting to include

in the program?

3. Do you think the program was:

a) tiring

b) difficult

c) easy

d) interesting

e) casy to understand
f) complicated

g) age-appropriate
h) long and time

consuming

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither
agree nor

disagree

Agree

Strongly

agree
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4. What did you like the most about the program?

5. What elements did you dislike or would prefer not to be included in the program?

Figure 4. Student evaluation sheet. (Mmoulovka, 2020, 188-189)
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Abstract

The recovery of archacobotanical assemblages preserved under anoxic conditions (in
waterlogged environments) is a rare phenomenon in the Mediterranean, as opposed to
central and northern Europe. One of the few sites in the western Mediterranean that
offer such contexts is the site of Guissona (Catalonia, Spain), dated to the Roman period.
This article presents the preliminary archacobotanical findings from one of the wells
excavated at this site. Other Roman sites with waterlogged preservation in the area are
also presented to provide an adequate framework for the contextualisation of the results.
The study of the assemblage indicates that fruits and nuts were part of the diet of the
Roman population, even if they are not common archacobotanical finds. The species
that are detected in archaeobotanical assemblages are the result of several factors. There-
fore, this paper concludes with an exploration of the reasons behind the relative rarity

of certain taxa in Roman assemblages.

Introduction

Although archaeobotanical studies have developed and significantly evolved, many ar-
chaeological sites do not benefit from the information the study of archaeobotanical
remains can provide. While there is a legal requirement to take archaeobotanical sam-

ples in all northern Buropean excavations, the situation is different in the northern
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Mediterranean. In the excavations of several prehistoric sites in Greece, especially those
that are systematically studied, the sampling and study of archacobotanical remains is
foreseen, mainly due to the efforts of archacobotanists. In recent years, an increasing
number of archaeobotanical studies have been carried out at Classical and Roman sites
in Greece (e.g., Megaloudi et al., 2007; Margaritis, 2016; Douché et al,, 2021), although
there is still a long way to go towards the incorporation of archacobotanical studies in
excavations of historical periods. In Italy and Spain (e.g., Murphy et al., 2013; Mariotti
Lippi et al,, 2020), many sites of historic periods provide archaeobotanical data, partly
due to the research interests of local archaeobotanists. Indeed, in the Iberian Peninsula,
in recent years, the collection and study of archacobotanical remains from Roman and
medieval sites has increased substantially (Pefia Chocarro et al., 2017).

For the Roman period, texts and other sources are also available, reporting events and
activities related to diet that were considered important by the historiographers of the
time. However, often, important details are missing, and information is selective. Not
all social groups were using a writing system, and as a result, many aspects of their
daily lives could not be retrieved from sources (Van der Veen 2018, 53).

During the Roman period, there were frequent population movements, and new
cities were founded throughout the empire. Because of these population movements,
certain new food habits spread throughout the Roman Empire (e.g., Garnsey, 1999;
Bakel and Jacomet, 2003; Erdkamp, 2005; Van de Veen et al., 2007; Livarda, 2011). As
a result, the culinary map across the Empire started changing (Greig, 1983). Archae-
obotanical studies showed that during the 1st and 2nd centuries AD, the Romans
introduced a series of products across the Roman Empire and the Iberian Peninsula
in particular that were not widely available before (e.g., Pefia-Chocarro et al., 2017).
Gradually, the demand for certain imported products increased and, as a result, some
of them were taken up for cultivation in the Iberia peninsula (e.g., ihid.). In contrast,
others that could not be cultivated in areas with specific environmental conditions
had to be transported from further afield. This gave these products an ‘exotic flavor’,
as they were not easily accessible (Livarda, 2011; 2018). Exotic or valuable products
were defined as those that were not essential for survival and were consumed on spe-
cific occasions and/or by specific groups of people (Bakels and Jacomet, 2003).

This paper adds to these discussions and presents the preliminary data from the archae-

obotanical study of one of the best-studied contexts, the well 4, of the Roman settle-
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ment of Guissona (Catalonia, Spain) dating to the mid-1st century AD - 2nd century
AD. Guissona is one of the few sites in the Mediterranean that preserves archacobotan-
ical material in the anaerobic preservation of permanent moisture (henceforth referred
to as waterlogged), while charred remains are also present. To illustrate why it is rare
to find sites with waterlogged material in the Mediterranean, but also their importance
for obtaining more information, a brief discussion of the types of preservation of ar-
chaeobotanical remains is made. Furthermore, the archaeobotanical finds from other
Roman sites on the Iberian Peninsula with waterlogged assemblages are summarised to

highlight any similarities and/or differences in the dietary habits of the period.

Types of preservation
of archaeobotanical remains

The principal forms of preservation of archacobotanical material are a) carbonization/
charring, b) waterlogging, ¢) mineralization, or d) desiccation (e.g., Van der Veen,
2007, 968).

The most common type of preservation of archacobotanical remains is by charring. This
means that a prerequisite for the preservation of plant parts is their exposure to fire. The
temperature of the fire and the length of time the plant remains were exposed to the fire
(Boardman and Jones, 1990), as well as post-deposition conditions (e.g., pH of the soil),
can affect the preservation of charred plant remains (Braadbaart et al., 2009). At the same
time, the natural characteristics of the remains (c.g., their size, shape, moisture content,
etc.) have a crucial role in determining whether they will be preserved and how (e.g.,
Boardman and Jones, 1990; Wright, 2003; Livarda, 2019). It should be noted that fruits,
nuts, and spices are not often found charred as they are consumed fresh, unlike cereals
and pulses, which normally need to come into contact with fire to be turned into food
(e.g., Jacomet, 2013; Van der Veen, 2007; Livarda, 2011; Margaritis, 2011). In contrast,
such remains are quite common in waterlogged deposits.

The term waterlogged refers to archaeological contexts below the groundwater table.
Deposits with anaerobic preservation can be found in areas with a dry climate where

structures, such as wells, reach the height of the underground aquifer (Jacomet, 2007;
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2013). In addition, they can be found in sites where the stratigraphy descends to a
great depth or in sites where the water table rises to a greater height (]acomet, 2007;
Livarda, 2019). If the water level has remained the same from the time of deposition
until the time of excavation, the preservation of organic remains (e.g., wood, fruit,
seeds, etc.) will be better (]acomet, 2013). It should be noted that archacobotanical
remains conserved under anaerobic conditions are generally better preserved and can,
therefore, provide more information (]acomet, 2007). Indeed, a characteristic of better
conservation is the fact that waterlogged sites usually have a larger number of finds
(]acomet, 2013). Additionally, more categories of plant remains (e.g., aromatic plants,
oil-rich plants, fruits, and spices) are found compared to charred archacobotanical
assemblages (Livarda, 2019). Plant parts recovered from waterlogged sites keep better
their natural characteristics (McCobb et al., 2001).

The archaeobotanical assemblage of Guissona consists of both waterlogged and car-

bonized material, allowing a more holistic view of its plant dietary resources.

Roman Guissona (Iesso)

The modern town of Guissona (Roman Iesso) is located in the region of Segarra
(Catalonia, Spain), in the province of Lleida (Figure 1). The Roman town was founded
in 120 BC and was inhabited at least until the 7th century AD. In total, it occupied
an area of about 15-18 hectares and was surrounded by a wall of about 2.5-3m width
(Romani et al., 2022) (Figure 2). Iesso was one of the most important sites in the
region. It was a Roman municipium and had a significant role in territorial control,
establishing road connections between the mainland and the coast in the northeast of
the peninsula (Pera, 2016). The fact that the modern town has not completely covered
the previous remains allowed the retrieval of a significant amount of information

about its historical past (Guitart 1996-1997, 815).
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Figure 2. Aerial view of the Archacological Park of Guissona (Photo by lesso Team)
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A total of five wells have been identified and excavated. All of them yielded waterlogged
and charred archacobotanical material. Of these, two have been studied and published
(Bux6 et al,, 2004), and the other two are currently under study in the context of the
Research Project ‘Urbanisation, commerce and foodways in the Roman world’. For
the purposes of this paper, the data obtained from the study of the well 4 are reported.
As mentioned, waterlogged sites are rare in the Mediterranean, while Roman sites in the
Iberian Peninsula with this type of preservation are limited (Pefia-Chocarro et al., 2017). In

the Catalan territory, Guissona is one of the first Roman sites reporting waterlogged remains.

Excavation methodology
of well 4 in Guissona

In 2021, the fourth well in Guissona was excavated. The archaeological works of this well
were divided into two phases following the same system of the previous wells (see Buxo et
al,, 2004). The excavation process was divided into two stages. The first stage involved the
removal of the dry soil that was inside the well, following standard procedures. During
the archacological works, water gushed from the well. From the level of water occurrence
downwards, the material removed from the well remained in the water (Guitart Duran
et al, 2021, 25). The well reached a depth of 4 meters and had a diameter of 90-100cm.
During the sampling process, the procedure should be as systematic as possible in
order to collect all the necessary information in the field, which will then help better
understand and interpret the material. Regarding the sampling of the wells at Guissona,
it was difficult to identify excavation layers. Therefore, the excavators chose to divide
the well into artificial levels, each of which had an average height of 50cm. However,
when they detected any variation in the composition of the soil during the excavation,
they changed the layer. In total, four layers were excavated.

The material was removed from the well in volumetric buckets (Figure 3); the number
of the buckets and their volume were recorded, and then it was taken for wet sieving.
During the processing of the material, three sieves of 5mm, Imm and 0.5mm mesh
opening were used to ensure that all possible residues were recovered (Figure 4). After

cleaning, the material was placed in plastic bags and covered with deionized water.
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Figure 4. Cleaning of the material (Photo by Guissona Museum)
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The material was transferred to the Catalan Institute of Classical Archacology (ICAC)
where it is currently under study by the author. During the sorting process, all mate-
rial coming from the 5Smm sieves was sorted, while the material deriving from smaller
sieves was sub-sampled, as the liters collected from each layer were very rich in ar-
chacobotanical material. In the laboratory, for better material handling, a column of
different sizes of sieves was used with mesh sizes ranging between 4mm and 0.25mm.
Sorting of the samples was conducted using a stercoscope with magnifications of
10x/23x. The collected material was placed in deionized water and stored in a refrig-
erator at 4°C. Atlases and comparative collection with species of the area were used
for the identification of the seeds (e.g., Sabato & Pefia Chocarro).

The first two wells of Guissona are located in a residential area of the town, and
they have been studied by R. Buxé and D. Canal. They are only 2 meters apart, but
the archacological data indicates that they were in use in different periods (Bux6 et
al., 2004, 214). When well 1 was constructed, well 2 was already abandoned. More
specifically, well 1 is estimated to have been used in the Ist century AD while it was
abandoned and completely covered in the second half of the 2nd century AD. Well 2
is earlier and was in use between the Late Republican period and the first half of the
Ist century AD, when it was abandoned (Bux et al., 2004, 214).

Well 3 is located near a building outside the city, next to the fortification wall, which
has been interpreted as a possible inn for travelers who would have enjoyed accom-
modation and meals in this area (Romani and Rodrigo, 2020, 51). The inn dates to
between the first half of the 1st century AD and the end of the 2nd century AD/be-
ginning of the 3rd century AD, when the use of both the building and the well ceased
(Romani and Rodrigo 2020, 42). Well 4, which is the focus of study in this paper, is
located north of the public baths, within a garden (Figure 5). It was in use from the
middle of the Ist century AD until the 2nd half of the 1st century AD when it was
abandoned (Guitart Duran et al., 2021). It is not possible to distinguish different ep-
isodes of use of this well. All the material dates back to the same period. It is possible
that the finds inside the well are the result of people trying to seal the well by filling
it to the brim with material from the surrounding environment. It should be noted
that the enumeration of the wells refers to the order in which they were excavated,

and it is not indicative of their chronological sequence.
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Figure 5. Well in the public baths (Photo by lesso Team)

Results: The archaeobotanical
remains from Guissona and other
Roman sites in the Iberia peninsula

In the first two wells of Guissona, most of the finds come from the lower layers. The
findings show that fruits (e.g., cherries, peaches, plums, grapes, melons, figs, and olives), but
also nuts (e.g., walnuts, almonds, hazelnuts, and acorns) were consumed (Bux6 et al., 2004).
Concerning cereals and pulses, their presence is very limited. Few cereal grains of Triti-
cum aestivum/durum, Hordeum vulgare, and Triticum dicoccum were retrieved from
the two wells, while few Triticum aestivum/durum rachis fragments were detected.
Concerning pulses, only one seed of Vicia sativa and Pisum sativum were identified
(Bux et al., 2004).

From the examination so far of the archaeobotanical material from well 4, a variety of

fruits and nuts have also been recorded, similar to those found in the other two wells,
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suggesting a continuity in the eating habits of the inhabitants of the site. More precisely,
the species represented are mainly fruits, dominated by figs (Ficus carica) (Figure 6) and
grapes (Vitis vinifera), represented both by pips and pedicels (Figures 7 and 8). So far,
cherries (Prunus avium/cerasus), plums (Prunus domestica), peaches (Prunus per;im)

(Figure 9), and olives (O/ea europaea) have been identified (Figure 10).

2 mm ]

Figure 6. Ficus carica (Photo by Th. Baniou)
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2 mm I

Figure 7. Vitis vinifera pips (Photo by Th. Baniou)

2 mm I

Figure 8. Vitis vinifera pedicels (Photo by Th. Baniou)
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2 mm I

Figure 10. Olea europea (Photo by Th. Baniou)
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In addition, several wild species have been found, including species of the families of
Polygonaceae, Asteraceae, Chenopodiaceae, and Lamiaceae, which are mainly associ-
ated with the vegetation surrounding the well. The presence of cereals is limited. All
cereals have been found in charred form. Finally, in comparison with the findings
of the two aforementioned wells, a new species has been identified from the study of
well 4, Lagenaria siceraria, which is the earliest find in the Iberian Peninsula. More
detailed identifications will become available as the study of the material is completed.
The evidence so far suggests that many of the archacobotanical finds originate from
the environment around the well, as the location of the well was within a garden. The
few cereals that have been found within the well may represent food waste.

As mentioned above, in the Iberian Peninsula, there are only four other cases of Ro-
man sites with waterlogged preservation (Pefia-Chocarro et al., 2017), three of which
date back to the Ist and 2nd centuries AD, similar to the fourth well of Guissona.
More specifically, the Calle Tadeo Murgia and Calle Santiago sites in the modern city
of Irun (Basque Country, Spain) have produced archacobotanical finds, which were
recovered from harbor structures and represent cither the waste of different activities
or are plant remains of species that grew in the surrounding area (Pefia Chocarro
and Zapata, 2005, 167). The archaeobotanical study showed the presence of mainly
fruits (cultivated or wild) and other wild species. Regarding fruits and nuts, hazelnuts
(Corylus avellana), acorns (Quercus sp.), walnuts (Juglans regia), blackthorn (Prunus
spinosa L), pine nuts (Pinus JpA), almond (Amygdﬂlm communis), cherries (Prunus
avium/cerasus), plums (Prunus domestica/insitititia), peaches (Persica vulgam}), ol-
ives (Olea europaea), figs (Ficus carica), blackberries (Rubus agg. fruticosus), Fagus
sylvatica and wild grapes (Vitis xylvextm&) were present, with cherries (Prunus avium/
cerasus) dominating the assemblage. Concerning cereals, only one Triticum sp. grain
has been identified so far (Pefia Chocarro and Zapata, 2003, 168).

The O Areal site (Galicia, Spain) is a saltwork area, which was in use between the
Ist and 2nd centuries AD and was abandoned at the end of the 3rd/ 4th century AD
(Teira Brion 2010, 200). The majority of archaeobotanical finds come from waste
related to human activities. Among others, hazelnuts, walnuts, chestnuts (Castanea
sativa), pine nuts (Pinus pinm), olives, figs, wild cherries (Prunus avium), cherries,
peaches, and cultivated and wild grapes have been found (Teira Brion 2010, 202).

Most of the taxa recovered are species that can be consumed by humans apart from
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Rbamnus frangula, which is toxic, although it could be used to produce vegetable dye
(Teira Brién 2010, 203). After the site was abandoned, the site was used as a dumping
ground by the surrounding areas. Cultivated and wild species were also collected
from this period of use (Teira Brién 2022, 600-603).

In excavations outside the walls of the town of Idanha a Velha (Monsanto e Idanha-
a-Velha, Portugal), a well was found dating between the Ist and 2nd centuries AD
(Almeida and Ferreira 1967, 57). The archacobotanical remains provide evidence of
the diet of the inhabitants of the area, which included walnuts, olives, pine nuts,
plums, pomegranate (Punica gmnatum), grapes, and peaches, among others (Almeida
and Ferreira 1967, 59-60). It should be clarified that the aim of the study was simply
to identify the species found in the well, and the identification of the species was
carried out by an agronomer (Almeida and Ferreira 1967, 59; 63), separating the finds
from their archaeological context.

Finally, the site Aquae Flaviae (Chaves, Portugal), a healing spa with different struc-
tures, allowed the waterlogged preservation of archaeobotanical material. It was in use
from the Ist century AD until the 4th century AD (Vaz et al. 2016, 87; 89). Six struc-
tures related to water (pools, cloaca, castellum aquae, and conduit) have been excavat-
ed, and fruits and nuts (e‘g‘, walnuts, olives, wild cherries, peaches, plums, blackthorn,
chestnuts, and pine nuts) have been identified. The finds belong to species that were
growing or cultivated in the surrounding area (Vaz et al. 2016, 88, 95-96). The absence
of several other species can possibly be explained by the fact that the archaeobotanical

material was collected only by hand during excavation (Vaz et al,, 2016, 99).

Discussion

Opverall, based on the archacobotanical studies of the Iberian Peninsula of both waterlogged
and charred material, it appears that during the Roman period there was a wide variety
of cultivated fruits available for consumption. Some of them were even introduced to the
region in this period; these species are Prunus domestica, Prunus persica, and Cucumis
melo/sativus (Pefia Chocarro et al,, 2017, 13, 15-16). It should be noted that the Iberian

Peninsula is characterized by a diverse ecological environment and landscape, resulting in
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an abundance of flora varieties (Pefia Chocarro et al,, 2017, 2). This probably explains the
presence of species (e.g., chestnuts) in only some of the mentioned sites. People must have
exploited the wild resources in the surrounding areas while at the same time they were
cultivating or importing other species that were part of their diet.

From the archaeobotanical data presented above, the dominance of fruits and nuts in
waterlogged samples is evident. From these sites, it appears that during the 1st and 2nd
centuries AD, walnuts and olives were part of people’s diet, as they were found in all
sites. From the wells of Guissona and the harbor structures in the town of Irun, sites
from which the archacobotanical material was collected and studied extensively, there
is a strong presence of figs, grapes, and cherries. It is worth noting that only in the wells
of Guissona and at the site of Irun cereals were present, albeit in small quantities. Their
limited presence may be due to the fact that in order to be eaten, cereals, like pulses, need
to be cooked. On the contrary, fruits and nuts are eaten raw and are easier to consume on
the street or during work, which could justify their presence in these specific contexts of
wells and harbor structures.

The archaeobotanical remains retrieved from the excavation works at the sites of Idanha
a Vella and Aquae Flaviae are particularly limited, which is justified mainly by the way
the materials were sampled and studied. The absence of certain species, therefore, does not
automatically mean that they were not consumed/used.

It is a fact that the role of wild plants is very important for the survival of individuals
over time. Although in Roman times cultivated species were the main source of food,
wild fruits (such as wild grapes) and nuts must still have been an important element for
the survival of the population, as they are edible and could be consumed. Many of the
wild species could be used as seasonings, ingredients for medicinal preparations, and for
consumption (Pefia Chocarro and Zapata 2005, 169), and their importance is yet to be
studied at Guissona.

To sum up, this brief review highlights the great potential these exceptional preservation
conditions offer in shedding light on aspects of diet and revealing the use of food
items that are otherwise rarely found archaeologically, but also the need for systematic
and careful collection of samples for the study of the archacobotanical material. The
identification of seeds, of course, depends largely on the experience of the researcher
studying the archacobotanical material, on the access to comparative collections, and on

atlases containing the species found in each region. Historical sources and ethnographic
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observations can complement our knowledge of the ways in which food was cultivated,
processed, and consumed, but under no circumstances can replace archacological
observations. With the completion of the study of the archacobotanical remains from the
wells of Roman Iesso, it is expected that important new information on Roman dietary

practices in the area will be added.
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