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ABSTRACT

The Peraia of Samothrace Project (HFRI-FM17-750) is a multi-disciplinary archaeological fieldwork project to investigate
the diachronic settlement patterns from Prehistory to the Modern Era of the coastal and inland landscape opposite the island
of Samothrace in the northern Aegean Sea. It uses integrated and non-invasive methods such as remote sensing, geophysi-
cal prospection, and intensive pedestrian field walking to explore the regional topography and the diversity of human oc-
cupation. One important aspect of the project addresses the question of Samothracian settlements mentioned in the written
sources. This paper presents the results of the 2020-2021 fieldwork campaign, including the methodological framework of
the survey, an overview of ancient literary sources and previous archaeological work in the region, and a preliminary report
of the archaeological survey as well as a general discussion of the combined outcome of the results.
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Introduction

The Peraia of Samothrace Project (PSP) is a multi-disciplinary archaeological fieldwork pro-
ject to investigate the diachronic patterns of human occupation within the coastal and inland land-
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Fig. 1. Map of the coastline opposite the island of Samothrace in the northern Aegean Sea. PSP survey areas
are indicated in red (figure by J.C. Donati)
O6p. 1. Kapma Ha 6pezosama auHust cpewjy ocmpos Camompaku 8 cesepHo Ezelicko mope. IIpoyugaHume
patioHu ca nocoueHu 6 uepeeHo (aesmop J.C. Donati)

scape opposite the island of Samothrace in the northern Aegean. In classical antiquity, this region
was known in the literary sources as the Peraia of Samothrace because of the fortified settlements of
Zone, Drys, Mesemvria, Sale, Tempyra, and Charakoma established there by the island beginning in
the sixth century BC. Compared to other Greek colonies in the northern Aegean (e.g., Abdera, Ainos,
and Maroneia), the settlements of the Peraia did not have large commercial harbours nor an extended
chora for agricultural exploitation. On the other hand, they were located at strategic points leading
into the Thracian hinterlands, controlling large stretches of wooded forestry, natural resources (e.g.,
stone quarries, minerals, and precious metals), water sources, and passageways to the sea including
the eventual locale of the Roman Via Egnatia. Of the six settlements mentioned in the literary sourc-
es, only Zone has been securely identified based on excavations carried out at the fortified harbour
town 20 km west of Alexandroupoli. The remainder of the settlement landscape in the Peraia remains
poorly understood up through the Roman period (Lazaridis 1971; Meyer 1976; Markov 1980; Isaac
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1986, 125-140; Loukopoulou 2004; Loukopoulou, Psoma 2008; Zahrnt 2008; Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi
et al. 2015; Vlachopoulos, Tsiafaki 2017, 474-547. On Aegean Thrace, e.g., Bakalakis 1959; 1961;
Samsaris 1980; Triantafyllos 1991; Tiverios 2008; Tsiafaki 2020; Porozhanov 2021).

The purpose of PSP is to initiate an intensive archaeological survey that will help us gain a bet-
ter understanding of the region’s human presence, settlement patterns, and land use from Prehistory
to the twentieth century (fig. 1). In the broader context of Thrace, the Peraia served as the crossroads
between Europe and Asia and the Northern Aegean and the Black Sea. It became a melting pot of
prehistoric populations, local Thracians, Greek colonists, Persian soldiers, Macedonian and Roman
victors, and Christian and Muslim inhabitants. On a more targeted level, the project aims to provide
insights into the Thracians and their habitation patterns in the Peraia, as well as their relationships
with the Greek colonists. It is hoped that we can contribute to the long-standing issues concerning
the identification of Samothracian settlements mentioned in the written sources and the confusing to-
pography between Mt Ismaros and the Evros river (Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 39-67; Gary-
fallopoulos 2022). Lastly, another goal is to develop an appreciation of the Byzantine and Ottoman
landscape of the Peraia.

The fieldwork adopts an integrated approach in the use of various non-invasive methods of
archaeological exploration. Our main approaches comprise satellite and aerial remote sensing, geo-
physical prospection, and intensive pedestrian field walking. In our inaugural year, the 2020 field-
work campaign was severely curtailed by the COVID-19 pandemic. We managed to complete a brief
preliminary survey of the area from 27 June to 2 July 2020, but the pedestrian campaigns planned
in autumn 2020 were limited to a single day before the enactment of a general pandemic lockdown;
geophysics had to be rescheduled altogether. The second half of the following year proved to be
better. The 2021 pedestrian survey took place over three weeks spread into three campaigns: 27
June 2021 to 2 July 2021, 17-27 October 2021, and 19-26 November 2021. Geophysical prospec-
tion was carried out in one week from 21-28 October 2021. The project is a collaboration between
the Democritus University of Thrace, the Ephorates of Antiquities of Rhodope and Evros, and the
Laboratory of Geophysical — Satellite Remote Sensing & Archaeoenvironment of the Foundation
of Research and Technology, Hellas (FORTH). During the first two years, the Peraia of Samothrace
Project included almost 30 staff members, postdoctoral and doctoral researchers, and student partici-
pants mainly from Greek universities but also from the United States.

In the following sections, we provide a short description of the landscape and topography of
the areas surveyed, along with an overview of previous archaeological work and relevant literary
sources. The main part of this article presents the methodologies used and offers a preliminary report
on the 2020-2021 fieldwork campaign along with a discussion of the current results.

The landscape and environmental context

The area under examination stretches approximately from the ancient city of Maroneia to the
modern city of Alexandroupoli and from the Northern Aegean Sea to the southern extension of the
Rhodope mountains. The natural environment is incredibly diverse and alternates between narrow
coastal zones with small coves, highland streams that feed into river gorges, rugged hills covered
with dense vegetation, and a limited number of upland plateaus (Astaras, Lambrinos 1988) (fig.
2). Before the middle of the twentieth century, much of the mountainous landscape framing the
Peraia was covered with thick forests (Triantafyllos 1991, 292; Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015,
17-18). Today, the landscape opposite Samothrace remains undeveloped compared to elsewhere in
the Northern Aegean (itself an underdeveloped part of Greece) and the region is largely rural with
a scattering of villages inland and pockets of tourist development along the coast. Arable fields are
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Fig. 2. The rugged landscape around Area 1 looking north towards the outcrop of Ai-Giorgis Petrota
(photo J.C. Donati)
O6p. 2. [IpeceueHusim mepeH OKOMO 30HA 1, enedawy Ha ceeep KoM o2oneHama ckana Ha Ai-Giorgis Petrota
(cHumka J.C. Donati)

interspersed within the hilly terrain and intermittingly along the shoreline, providing better opportu-
nities for pasture rather than agriculture. Where available the arable land produces cotton, tobacco,
and wheat, but also certain fruits and vegetables. Olive groves, vineyards, and orchards complete the
agricultural landscape, but they are predominately limited to certain coastal areas.

The Zonaia mountains define the southern extension of the Rhodope range in the region, end-
ing quite abruptly into the Northern Aegean Sea. The land is geologically rich and variable and stone
quarries have been in use since antiquity notably for building material at ancient Zone, the most well-
documented colony of Samothrace (Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 18-27; Kokkorou-Alevra et
al. 2014, nos. 280-282 [Zone]; nos. 278-279, 283 [Maroneia]; no. 277 [Makre]; no. 294 [Petrota]).
A prehistoric flint quarry has been identified near the village of Petrota (Fotiadis et al. 2014; Foti-
adis 2016. On the petrography of Petrota, see Astaras, Lambrinos 1988; Arikas et al. 2004). In more
recent times, the Petrota quarry was exploited for the production of millstones in the early twentieth
century and gold mines are currently marked for development near the village of Perama by the
Eldorado Gold Corporation and Thracean Gold Mining S.A. Natural harbours along the seashore
are scarce and Zone arguably has the most favourable setting. Although today largely underwater
(Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 26-27, 67-103), Zone’s harbour contributed significantly to its
commercial growth in the middle of the first millennium BC. Smaller bays can be found today at
Petrota beach and further east at Dikella, but they are not hospitable for docking without artificial
harbour installations.
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Literary sources

The Samothracian Peraia is a rare topic in Greek and Roman literary sources, epigraphical
testimonia, and ancient prosopography. In general, any topographical references appear coincidently
woven into the description of important historical events. The sources consist of works dating to the
Late Archaic and Classical periods, of accounts describing events of the Hellenistic period until the
appearance of Rome, and of Late Antique sources, including Roman itineraria. The identification
of settlements is a complex issue because of the varied dates of our sources, the rather contradictory
topographical references, and the lack of securely recognized archaeological sites in the region.!

The oldest reference to the Peraia comes from Hekataios of Miletus (F160-161), quoted by the
much later Stephanos of Byzantion. In the corresponding entries, the lexicographer describes Drys
as a Thracian polis and Zone as a polis of the Thracian tribe of Kikones. That the coastline oppo-
site Samothrace was populated by Greek settlements as early as the sixth century BC is made clear
by Herodotus (7.59; 7.108), who narrates how Xerxes’ army sidestepped the ‘Samothracian forts’
while marching through Northern Greece. It is generally accepted that the Greek term forts (teichea)
by Herodotus indicates the defensive character of these settlements which presumably had circuit
walls. The historian also mentions Sale and Zone as coastal settlements; Mesemvria as the western-
most foundation of Samothrace; and Drys as being near Cape Serrheion, identified today with the
southern extension of Mt Ismaros (Triantafyllos 1987-1990; Mottas 1989, 88; Parissaki 2000-2003,
353-354). Following Herodotus, Skylax (69) reports that the island of Samothrace had trading posts
(emporia) on the opposite coast and specifically mentions Drys and Zone. Of all these sites, only the
fortified town of Zone has been identified with certainty through systematic excavations (see below).
Furthermore, Mesemvria is mentioned only by Herodotus with no other topographical indication that
would allow us to place the town either on the coast or further inland, leading some scholars to doubt
its existence and attribute the reference as a mistake by the historian (Zahrnt 2008; cf. Tsatsopoulou
1996; Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 59-61 for an overview of the debate and a new suggestion,
away from the coast).

Another significant piece of evidence comes from the Athenian Tribute Lists of 421/20 BC (IG
I3 77 V 27-31). In the document, Drys and Zone, both allies of Athens in the fifth century BC, are po-
sitioned by [Cape] Serrheion and they are mentioned along with Sale. From the same period around
the Peloponnesian War, an honorary decree found at Zone describes how a certain Polyaratos, son of
Histiaios, was granted free docking and setting off (eisploun and ekploun) from Drys (Loukopoulou
et al. 2005, 502-504, E400; Psoma 2008, 121-122). This information unambiguously places Drys, if
not a harbour city, near the coast. Much later, Polyainos (Strategemata 2.22.3) describes a bold move
by the Spartan general Ischolaos when he was under siege at Drys by the Athenian Chavrias in 375
BC. To urge his men to fight courageously and defy the Athenian battering rams, Ischolaos inten-
tionally dismantled part of Drys’ fortification walls. Based on the above sources, Drys was likely a
fortified town near Cape Serrheion with direct access to a commercial harbour.

Besides Drys and Mesemvria, the identification of Sale and another city called Orthagoreia
is equally challenging. Strabo (7.1.48) locates Sale somewhere between Maroneia and [Cape] Ser-
rheion, but it is not mentioned in the account of Herodotus. In the past, scholars have identified Sale
with the modern port city of Alexandroupoli, while nowadays an identification with Makre seems
more plausible (Kazarow 1918; Muller 1975, 3; Pantos 1983, 173; Isaac 1986, 131; Avramea, Kara-

1 Thrakikos Elektronikos Thesauros is an indispensable tool that includes all sources and bibliographical refer-
ences on Thracian sites; for discussions, see Loukopoulou 2004; Tsatsopoulou 2007; Loukopoulou, Psoma 2008; Tsatso-
poulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 39-67; Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi 2017, 543-544; Triantafyllos 2017, 531-533; Garyfallopoulos
2022). For a detailed list of publications, see the project’s webpage: www.peraiasamothraceproject.gr.
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nastassi 1993, 51; Mottas 1989; cf. Loukopoulou et al. 2005, 129-132; Psoma 2008, 125-126; Tsat-
sopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 46-48; Parissaki 2020, 193—194). The earliest evidence of Orthagoreia
comes from its own silver and bronze coinage dating to the middle of the fourth century BC discov-
ered at Zone, Abdera, and Maroneia (Gaebler 1935, 92-93; Head 1977, 203). Pliny (NH 4.11.43)
identifies Orthagoreia with Maroneia, while later sources place it further east at Makre or even as
far away as Stageira in Chalkidike (Hierokles Synekdemus App. 1.17; 3.114). Some scholars have
suggested a location between Mt Ismaros and Zone, while others have argued that Orthagoreia was
not part of the Peraia of Samothrace but an autonomous city (Lazaridis 1972, 45-47 [Vrysi Mousa];
Isaac 1986, 123; Samsaris 1980, 168 [emporio or kome]; Saba 2018).

The Samothracian Peraia continues to appear in Hellenistic and Roman literary and epigraphic
records, but compared to earlier sources, the coastal towns are rarely referenced by name. For exam-
ple, in a third-century BC decree from the Sanctuary of the Great Gods, the Samothracians honour
king Lysimachos of Macedon for having restored to them lands on the coast, originally a gift by
Philip II (or IIT) and his son, Alexander III (or IV) (McCredie 1968, 220-221, no. 65.843). Two
more Samothracian honorary decrees mention a fort and a settlement (ochyroma and chorion) on the
opposite coast. Land ownership of Samothrace on the Peraia is further attested by a Roman horos
stone found at the harbour of Alexandroupoli, describing the territory as the ‘sacred land of the gods’
(Loukopoulou et al. 2005, 106-109, TE 63, TE 64).

The absence of named settlements in the Samothracian Peraia in the Hellenistic and Roman
sources is quite noticeable and indicative of the changes that must have occurred over time. Selene
Psoma (2008, 127-134) has convincingly argued that Zone and Drys were probably destroyed by
Gallic incursions between 280-278/7 BC. Indeed, Strabo (7.48) associates Samothrace with two
new settlements, Tempyra and Charakoma, calling them ‘settlements of Samothrace’ (polichnia
ton Samothrakon). Charakoma is mentioned only by Strabo, who locates it between Tempyra and
Doriskos (Loukopoulou et al. 2005, 136). On the other hand, Tempyra is encountered in the account
of Titus Livius (38.41.1-12), a poem by Ovid (Tristia 1.10-19-21), as well as in Roman itineraria.
It is also described as a station on the Via Egnatia approximately 8-9 miles west from Adrianopolis
(Itinerarium of Antoninus 320-322, Hierosolymitikon 602-603), which is why scholars have identi-
fied it in the past at Alexandroupoli (Mottas 1989, 94; Zahrnt 2008, 98).

Overall, the literary and epigraphical evidence allows us to discern a shift in the lands con-
trolled by Samothrace from the Classical through the Hellenistic periods. The island’s influence no
longer extended westward from Zone to Mt Ismaros; instead, it shifted eastwards to the territory be-
yond the Cape of Makre where scholars usually place ancient Sale. This shift probably took place by
the second century BC, since Sale belonged by that time to the chora of Maroneia according to Titus
Livius (31.16.1-7; 38.41.1-12). As argued by Gabriella Parissaki (2018), the area from Mt Ismaros
to the Cape of Makre (Sale) was under the influence of Maroneia and not of Samothrace during the
Late Hellenistic and Roman era. She further suggests that the passage at Mt Zonaia, between the
modern villages of Meste and Dikella, should be identified with the Straits of the Korpilloi, a Thra-
cian tribe mentioned several times in the Roman sources. Parissaki (2020) argues further that the
Korpilike Strategia of the Thracian client state extended from Mt Zonaia to the Northern Aegean Sea
and to the Evros River, reaching all the way up to Didymoteichon to the north, and did not include
the Samothracian Peraia.

Medieval and Ottoman traveling accounts of Aegean Thrace are few and rarely contain infor-
mation on the Peraia of Samothrace. The first such account dates to 1433 and includes sites visited
by the Duke of Burgundy Bertrandon la Broquiére. Among various settlements, he mentions Makre
(Macry) and its destroyed Byzantine castle (La Broquiére 1892, 167-203), a landmark also men-
tioned by Lorenzo Bernardo in 1591 (Cavazza 1886, 33—45) and Evliya Celebi in his travel logs of
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1667-1670 (Spatharis 1934; on the traveller, see Dankoff, Sooyong 2011). Makre (Macry) appears
again in the 1665 account of Robert de Dreux (1925, 17-90), where the traveller notes an inscribed
Roman sarcophagus and a cult stone also mentioned by Evliya Celebi. In 1470, Giovan-Maria An-
giolello visited Aegean Thrace and made a brief mention in his itinerary of Maroneia (Mercano-
vo), Komotini (Gumulgina), and the ‘Mountain of God’ or Monte Dedio (i.e., modern Mt Papikion,
known colloquially then as Despotska Planina and Despot Dagi), where ‘silver is mined in quantities’
and two large villages inhabited by ‘Macedonians’ are located (Reinhard 1913, 37; Voyatzis 1996).
Over a century later, the French geographer Nicolas de Nicolay documented the daily activities and
customs of the people in the region, preserving valuable information on the rural life in the Ottoman
era (Nicolay 1577, 262-264).

Of particular interest is the account of Evliya Celebi, who contrary to western travellers does
not choose the coastal route but moves parallel to the Via Egnatia in the hinterland, occupied in his
day primarily by Muslim populations. Evliya Celebi’s eighth travel book is an invaluable source of
information on seventeenth century Thrace as a whole, while, in reference to our project, it offers
important insights for the village of Musa Celebi in the hinterland of the Samothracian Peraia. The
traveller reports that the village was named after the son of Bayezid I (1389-1402), who was killed
by the locals to earn the favour of the new sultan, Mehmed I. Their behaviour had the exact opposite
effect: the sultan was appalled by their actions and ordered the killing of the villagers. Musa Celebi is
identified today with the village of Komaros, known before as Musa Kéy or Mousakion (Parartema
tes Efemeridos 1921, 11), and is included in our archaeological survey (see below Area 3).

Previous archaeological fieldwork

Archaeological fieldwork in and around the Samothracian Peraia has documented a diverse
range of material culture representative of the important role the area served through the ages. Most
prominent are the excavations at Makre, Maroneia, and Zone with finds ranging from Prehistoric to
Roman and Byzantine. Occupation near the cave of Makre dates to the Neolithic period, followed
by an Iron Age settlement tell, a Greek trading post and traces of Roman and Byzantine activity (Ef-
stratiou, Kallintzi 1996; Efstratiou 2017; Matsas 2017, 527-528). Excavations at Maroneia, west of
Cape Serrheion, have revealed numerous finds dating to the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine eras
(Bakirtzis, Chatzimichalis 1991; Psoma et al. 2008; Karadima 2017, 517-522; Matsas 2017, 512—
515;), including a theatre, large houses, harbour facilities, and a basilica. In addition, several sites
have been documented on the slopes and hilltops of Mt Ismaros, such as the Iron Age settlement at
Kremasto (Assar-Tepe) on the northwest side of the mountain. Of importance is also the site of Agios
Georgios with habitation from the Neolithic to the Byzantine era (Triantafyllos 1991, 284-289; Mat-
sas 2017, 478-479, 506-511, 526-530; Marke 1989, 343—-358 on Early Christian and Gothic burials;
Soustal 1991 on the Church of Ai-Giorgis. For surveys north of Petrota, see Ammerman et al. 1994).

The most thoroughly studied site in the area is Zone, a Greek colony preserving houses, sanc-
tuaries, burials, and impressive fortifications, confirming the importance of the site from the Archaic
through the Hellenistic periods (Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015). Of note is also the site of Vrysi
Mousa, 1 km west of Zone, which produced pottery from at least the eighth century BC onwards,
with the remains of a medieval tower still visible on the coast (Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015,
51-52). Lastly, one should mention that the landscape of the Peraia of Samothrace, as most of the
Northern Aegean region, was affected by the events of World War I and the Balkan Wars, including
the opening of trenches, excavations by military personnel, and the removal of antiquities (Tsatso-
poulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 67-68).
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Fig. 3. PSP Area 1 (orthophoto J.C. Donati)
O6p. 3. IIpoyusaHa 3oHa 1 (opmocpomo J.C. Donati)
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Topography of areas surveyed

The project has marked four areas of interest of varied size and diverse topographical char-
acteristics from which to carry out archaeological investigations. One issue in determining the most
appropriate places to examine is the overall ruggedness of the region characterized by precipitous
hills and oftentimes covered with dense vegetation. For practical reasons, such terrain would not
have been appropriate for pedestrian field surveying and geophysical prospection. For this reason,
we chose to target predominately agricultural zones. A brief description of each area follows below.

Areal

The westernmost of the study areas, Area 1 is located 1.5 km southwest of Petrota village on an
upland plateau (90—135 masl) which inclines gradually southward towards the sea (fig. 3). The local
toponym of the plateau is sometimes referred to as Exochi or Elaionas. Though olive trees are rarely
found here today, the latter toponym in Greek (Elaionas = olive orchard) implies the presence of olive
cultivation in the past. The location is rather isolated and only accessible by 4x4 vehicle on a coarse
dirt road. Area 1 is approximately 0.49 sq km in size and includes most arable fields in the vicinity.
The plateau comprises one large open area subdivided into irregular plots (wheat and cotton) with a
solitary farmhouse used today as a storage facility for farming equipment (see fig. 2). The clusters of
cultivated (wheat and cotton) and fallow fields below the plateau (60-85 masl) are also included in
Area 1. These are scattered among hills covered in shrubs and the convergence of seasonal streams.
From the plateau, the sea is clearly visible — but not the shoreline — at around 2 km.

Along the eastern slopes of Mt Ismaros and the Chlomo and Odontoto hills, previous field-
work around Area 1 has brought to light Thracian sites, collapsed fortification walls, and pottery
(Triantafyllos 1973-1974, 814-815; 1987—-1990, 303—-304; 1991, 291-292; Skarlatidou 1980, 433).
Investigations at the difficult-to-access acropolis of Ai-Giorgis Petrota have produced indications for
cult activity and continuous occupation from Prehistory through the Ottoman period (Triantafyllos
1991, 293-294). On the eastern slopes of Mt Ismaros, at a site known as Mikros Elaionas, short exca-
vation campaigns brought to light a cluster of Classical era structures, identified as a small settlement
(Pentazos, Triantafyllos 1978, 308; Pantos 1983, 171 [suggesting Orthagoreia]; Tsatsopoulou-Ka-
loudi et al. 2015, 52—-54), while about 1 km inland from Petrota beach, Roman buildings and burials
have been noted (Triantafyllos 1973—-1974; Pentazos, Triantafyllos 1978, 308). North of Area 1, the
impressive rock formations of Petrota and the acropolis of Ai-Giorgis have produced significant finds
related to prehistoric and Thracian activity, as well as Byzantine remains (Tsimpidis-Pentazos 1971;
Triantafyllos 1973-1974; Triantafyllos 1987-1990, 304-306; Fotiadis et al. 2014 on the Petrota pre-
historic pyrite quarry).

Area 2

At Petrota beach, Area 2 is the smallest of the four study areas (0.17 sq km) (fig. 4). It is located
approximately 2 km southeast of Area 1 and around 2.5 km west of Zone. The area is isolated being
accessible only from an unpaved (and rough) coastal road or a circuitous, yet much better inland pass
through the Zonaia foothills via Petrota village. The locale is characterized as a narrow fertile plain
no more than 600 m wide formed by the Yialou Rema river that runs south from the acropolis of Ai
Giorgis Petrota into the Northern Aegean Sea. The terrain is mostly flat except for a small plateau
(17-20 masl) 350 m from the seashore at the northeast which rises as much as 10-15 m above the
plain. Small summer residences and agricultural fields (wheat, olive, some fallow) comprise the area
today. Previous roadworks destroyed significant sections of the hillsides surrounding Petrota beach
and much rock debris has since fallen at the eastern side.
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Fig. 4. PSP Area 2 (figure by J.C. Donati)
O6p. 4. IIpoyusaHa 3oHa 2 (aemop J.C. Donati)
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Fig. 5. Structure (perhaps a temple) atop the plateau of Area 2 (orthophoto J.C. Donati)
O6p. 5. Cmpykmypa (8eposimHo Xpam) Ha 8s6pxa HA naamomo 8 30Ha 2 (opmogomo J.C. Donati)

In 1976, Pantos Pantos discovered pottery and wall remains of a prehistoric installation on the
cliff west of Petrota beach, while on the small plateau at Yialou Rema, he noted worked stones and
assumed the existence of a building (Pantos 1976). This was further investigated two years later by
Evangelos Pentazos, who revealed the western side of a rectangular two-roomed structure (width:
7.91 m; partial length: 9.32 m) with an east-west orientation and fragmentary walls of other buildings
during rescue excavations in 1978. The small finds recovered included Hellenistic and Roman pot-
tery and rooftiles, but few diagnostics were found to adequately date the buildings or determine their
function(s). Because of its size and orientation, Pentazos (Pentazos, Triantafyllos 1978) tentatively
suggested that the rectangular structure could be a temple. Today, the putative temple building is still
visible as well as the scattered remains of other structures and architectural members both in situ and
disturbed (fig. 5). Elsewhere in Area 2, a section of a wall was found near the shoreline during rescue
excavations in the previous century, while various finds have been discovered by the locals in the sea,
such as millstones and even a marble statue of Eros housed today at the Archaeological Museum in
Komotini (AT'K 3085).

Area 3
Area 3 is a much larger area (5.75 sq km) located 5 km inland from Zone within the Zonaia
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Fig. 6. 1. PSP Area 3; 2. PSP Area 4 (figures by J.C. Donati)
O6p. 6. 1. IIpoyusaHa 30Ha 3; 2. TIpoyusaHa 30Ha 4 (aemop J.C. Donati)
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mountains (fig. 6.1). Though hilly with a range of elevations (128—-300 masl) and pocketed by stream
beds and ravines, the terrain is nevertheless intensely cultivated for a variety of crops including cot-
ton, wheat, and tobacco. Two farming villages, Perama and Komaros, attest to the agricultural ex-
ploitation of the land. The topography is dominated by three summits: (i.) Mavropetra hill (248 masl)
southwest of Perama also known as Acropolis 4; (ii.) Hill 319 or Sykorachi (319 masl) between the
two villages also known as Acropolis 5; and (iii.) Hill 339 (343 masl) directly east of Komaros also
known as Acropolis 6. In previous reports these hills are sometimes labelled as acropoleis, a term
which implies the existence of a settlement below; however, there is thus far no clear indication for
such activity prior to our fieldwork project. Excavations on Mavropetra hill in anticipation of the ex-
pansion of gold mining in the area, produced mostly Thracian pottery and material related to the cult
of the Thracian Horseman, but no recognizable architecture. On the other hand, in situ architecture
and collapsed walls on the summit of Hill 319 are likely from structures and/or fortifications. This ev-
idence along with the absence of Thracian pottery has led some scholars to see a possible connection
with one of the Samothracian settlements mentioned in the sources or even a later Macedonian fort
(Pantos 1974, 7-17; Triantafyllos 1973-1974, 825, figs. 612a-b). Recently, Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi
(Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 55-61) suggested that the zone between the villages of Perama
and Komaros, framed by the three hills, could be identified with the elusive, westernmost colony of
Samothrace, Mesemvria (see above Literary Sources).

Elsewhere in Area 3 sections of the Via Egnatia, the Roman road that connected Dyrrachium
on the Adriatic Sea to Byzantium have been exposed east of Komaros and north and southeast of
Hill 339 (Tsatsopoulou 2004; 2005; Lolos 2008; Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 44-59). Hill 339
itself has a commanding view of the terrain to the north and west but rather poor visibility towards
the sea. Sections of walls and fallen stone debris are preserved on the hilltop, as well as fragments of
Thracian and plain pottery.

Area 4

This area is an expansive and arable coastal plain (8.31 sq km) between Zone and the village
of Makre (fig. 6.2). The hilly northern rim of the survey area (30-90 masl) is defined by the agri-
cultural communities of Mesemvria and Dikella which command the coastal plain and shoreline ap-
proximately 1 km away. The remainder of the plain is rather flat as it gradually descends southward
to Dikella beach; the only topographical anomalies here are a group of four rounded and oblong
knolls which rise 5-10 m above the valley floor. The Monastery of the Dormition (Koimisis Theo-
tokou) frames the eastern end of Dikella beach. In the middle of the twentieth century the coastline
was virtually unspoiled being used almost exclusively for cultivation, but in recent years summer
houses and tourism businesses have altered the landscape. Where arable land is available now, olive
orchards predominate.

Along the coastal zone between Zone and Dikella, the Ephorate of Antiquities has documented
some sites with Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine material, of which Sidiropigado stands out, as
it has been tentatively identified with the Roman station Melalico (Tsatsopoulou 1987-1990, 329;
2004, 13; Loukopoulou et al. 2005, 502, no. 3; cf. Kazarow 1918, 33, 52-55; Avramea, Karanastassi
1993). Portable Roman antiquities have also been unearthed near Dikella, including a Hero-Rider
relief (Kokkotaki 2005, 884, fig. 10).

Methodologies

From the beginning, the Peraia of Samothrace Project adopted a hybrid approach to study-
ing the landscape of the Samothracian Peraia through non-destructive fieldwork. The aim was to
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Fig. 7. Survey grids in the northern section of Area 1 (top) (figure by J.C. Donati); fieldwalkers in formation
(bottom) (photo A. Avramidou)
O6p. 7. KeaOpamHa Mpedtca Ha npoyusaHemo & cegepHama uacm Ha 3oHa 1 (2ope) (asmop J.C. Donati);
obxodicoaHe Ha mepeH (0ony) (cHumka A. Avramidou)
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combine complimentary methods of research, carried out both onsite and remotely, while embracing
and streamlining born-digital systems of data collection and artefact analysis within a finite budget.
Large-scale and rapid methods of landscape analysis, such as remote sensing and geophysics, were
combined with intensive pedestrian field walking. All survey data, whether collected in the field or
analysed off-site, were combined in the project’s geographic information system (GIS) database. A
brief description of our methods is summarized below.

Geodatabase

Prior to onsite fieldwork, various datasets were consolidated in the project’s geodatabase using
ESRI ArcGIS Pro. These include the following: (i.) a high-resolution (0.5 m) multispectral World-
View-3 satellite image from 10 June 2020 covering over 100 sq km of the Peraia; (ii.) CORONA
satellite imagery of the same area from 23 July 1970 at a resolution of 1.80 m; (iii.) historical aerial
photographs from the archives of the Hellenic Military Geographical Service (GYS) and the British
School at Athens (BSA): the earliest of these photographs are from 1938 and they are of particularly
high quality, considering their age, at a scale of 1:20000; other datasets include (iv.) 1:5000 scale
topographical maps from GYS; and (v.) a digital elevation model (DEM) from the TanDEM-X radar
imaging satellite with a horizontal resolution of 12.5 m, and a second DEM from the Hellenic Na-
tional Cadastre (Ktimatologio) with a horizontal resolution of 5 m. Many additional datasets were
created in GIS based on the terrain models. These comprise hillshade and slope models, cost surface
and aspect models, contour lines, and hydrological features by calculating parameters such as flow
direction and flow accumulation.

In addition, several new vector datasets were added to the geodatabase. These include: (i.) the
four areas of interest (i.e., Areas 1-4), the location of known prehistoric and historic settlements,
as well as other features of archaeological interest, such as ancient quarries; (ii.) modern roadways,
railways, and settlements in the region, and (iii.) polygons that indicate the current land division and
land use. The latter is important for assessing recent anthropogenic land-use patterns like the clas-
sification of crops and vegetation. A digital format of field boundaries is also critical for the practical
implementation of the pedestrian and geophysical surveys.

Remote Sensing

The identification of surface anomalies from satellite and aerial remote sensing is important
for gaining a more complete picture of the wider historical landscape. Various image enhancement
and processing techniques, such as the calculation of vegetation indices, were applied to the multi-
spectral bands of the WorldView-3 satellite image to contribute to the detection of ground features.
By visual analysis, dozens of surface anomalies were identified in the study area, generally consist-
ing of (i.) paleochannels, (ii.) former field boundaries, (iii.) terracing walls, and (iv.) features of po-
tential archaeological interest. In some cases, clusters of linear anomalies are perhaps the residues of
buried structures or roadways, which need to be confirmed with geophysical prospection or another
method of ground truthing. In general, the dense ground vegetation, steep topography, and limited
areas of flat arable land, present challenges in satellite and aerial remote sensing in the Samothracian
Peraia. In a future phase of the project, LIDAR or Aerial Laser Scanning (ALS) would likely be a
good option in these conditions. For now, the high cost of LIDAR was the main determining factor
in not implementing this method in the project’s initial workflow.

Supplementing the satellite and aerial datasets, an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) or drone
was used onsite for recording the landscape regime at a high ground resolution and in the creation
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)4 PSP Survey Form iPad T —
6. Total Results 1059

Pottery (count) Pottery (weight) (kg)

- I 1.44 I
Tile/Brick (count) Tile/Brick (weight)

329 I 7.63 I
Diagnostics (collected) * Lithics (count)
Count all material taken from the field

19 0
Coins (count) Other small finds (count)

0 4

Other finds in survey unit
Check all that apply

% 60f7 >

Fig. 8. PSP Survey123 form used for data collection in the field (figure by J.C. Donati)
O6p. 8. Dopmynsp 123, uznonzea 3a cebupaqe Ha daHHu Ha meper (aemop J.C. Donati)

of orthophotos and DEMs of specific areas of interest. UAV surveying also proved quite useful for
ground reconnaissance during the pedestrian field survey since it provided quick real-time imagery
of the ground conditions and crops of nearby fields without having to mobilize the survey team to
check beforehand. This saved precious time and allowed the survey team to maximize the number of
survey units covered per day.

Pedestrian field survey

The practical aspects of the pedestrian field survey (survey units, walker lines, stakeout points)
were prepared beforehand using the project geodatabase in consultation with satellite and aerial
imagery and terrain models. The standard survey unit (SU) in Areas 1 and 2 is a grid of 50 m x 50
m (2,500 sq m) to accommodate five field walkers spaced 10 m apart (fig. 7). SUs on field edges
might be modified but none is more than 3,000 sq m to maintain a consistent sampling resolution.
The diversity of field systems in Area 3 and Area 4 requires SUs adapted to the morphology of fields
for up to seven walkers spaced 10 m.? Here, units were subdivided into smaller SUs if the field was
larger than 6,000 sq m. In Area 3, for example, the average SU is 3,397 sq m. Once finalized in the
geodatabase, the survey data was then transferred to mobile devices for use in the field. Onsite, Em-
lid Reach RS2 GNSS receivers are employed for quickly laying out the survey grids as well as the
precise positioning of fieldwalkers. The Reach units are linked to a CORS network, Metrica HXGN,
which provides a Real Time Kinematic (RTK) survey with centimetre accuracy. The efficiency of the
RTK GNSS setup makes it possible for the survey team to focus on fieldwalking and data recording

2 In tree orchards, the spacing of fieldwalkers was sometimes reduced to better accommodate their positioning
between rows.
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and not the time-consuming task of onsite planning and manual layout of SUs. The GNSS receivers
also are used for recording features discovered during surveying (e.g., stone architecture, millstones,
wells) as well as for extracting ground control points (GCPs) used in the processing of drone imagery.
Fieldwalkers collected all ceramics, tiles, small worked stones, and other material of poten-
tial interest within a two-metre-wide tract. After completing the SU, the material was then carefully
examined, counted, and weighed by the field supervisor(s). Any diagnostic finds were collected and
stored at the Archaeological Museum of Komotini for analysis while anything remaining is discarded
in the field. For data recording, we created customized XLS survey forms using ESRI Survey123 (fig.
8). The forms document everything from field conditions, location and elevation of survey units, and
ceramics and tile counted and collected by each walker. Any photographs taken on site were directly
added to the relevant SU entry. The born-digital approach has the added advantage of being directly
integrated into the geodatabase and our custom-built FileMaker Pro database. Therefore, spatial, and
quantitative calculations of the data can be analysed the same day they are collected in the field.

Geophysics

To compliment the remote sensing and pedestrian field survey, magnetics and ground-pene-
trating radar (GPR) are employed to detect and map buried archaeological features in a non-destruc-
tive manner by measuring differences in the physical properties of the Earth’s subsurface. For rapid
and large area coverage, we use a multi-sensor magnetometer (SENSYS Magnetometer MX) with
an array of eight fluxgate gradiometers spaced 50 cm apart that is towed by a quad bike. Attached to
the frame of the magnetometer, a Javid GNSS receiver (rover) communicates with a stationary Javid
GNSS receiver (base) linked to a CORS network for centimetre accuracy RTK surveying. For more
targeted investigations, we use a single channel GPR (Sensors and Software NOGGIN Plus-Smart
Cart) fitted with a 250 MHz antenna. The GPR is light weight, operated by a single person, and flex-
ible in demanding topographical conditions. However, survey grids must be laid out with additional
personnel which reduces the speed of data acquisition.

Fieldwork results

Area 1

Linear anomalies between 30-100 in length are visible in the WorldView-3 satellite image
and the related products (fig. 9). They are predominately confined to the southern edge of the plateau
(SU1145-1147, SU1152-1153, SU1155, SU1169, SU1172); elsewhere, a solitary anomaly nearly 75
m long is found in the west-central area (SU1142, SU1125).2 The rectilinear nature of the features is
suggestive of something anthropogenic beneath the ground, but a natural occurrence such as a paleo-
channel cannot be excluded. Based on historical aerial photographs from the middle of the twentieth
century, the solitary anomaly at the centre is likely from an old field boundary. In a 1945 photograph
one notes around six field subdivisions demarcated with stones and/or vegetation at the western
side of the plateau, none of which are visible today on the surface. The group of anomalies at the
southern end are less likely attributed to old field boundary systems because they do not correspond
to field subdivisions in the historical aerial photographs. Most interesting are the shared alignments
and spacing of three parallel anomalies: (i.) orientations are close to true north, and (ii.) spacing is
regular at ca. 35 m intervals. Far from being conclusive, such anomalies could plausibly be the partial

3 For the location of SUs see the interactive WebGIS database from the project’s main webpage: www.per-
aiasamothraceproject.gr.
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(figure by J.C. Donati and N. Papadopoulos)

O6p. 9. Peayimamu om MazHUmMHo u3caed8aHe U cameaumHo OUCMaHyuoHHO HabmooeHue 8 30Ha 1
(asmopu J.C. Donati u N. Papadopoulos)

Fig. 9. Results of magnetics survey and satellite remote sensing from Area 1
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remains of a buried road system (although the geophysical results suggest otherwise; see below).

The magnetic survey in Area 1 covered more than 11 ha on the northern part of the site and
a smaller section of about 1.5 ha at the southern end. The unharvested cotton fields between the
northern and southern sections prohibited the complete coverage of Area 1 during the first phase of
geophysical investigations in October 2021. The magnetics data were subjected to a systematic pro-
cessing workflow by removing the extreme high and low magnetic gradients due to scattered metallic
fragments, the overlapping points, and the equalization of the magnetic values of the adjacent grids.
The magnetic map distinguishes areas of highly disturbed magnetic signals in relation to the rela-
tively stable background which indicates minimum subsurface magnetic activity, as we move from
the eastern side of the plateau towards the northwest along the northern section. Features related to
long linear and curvilinear negative magnetic anomalies suggest an intense past superficial activity
of streams. The water flow accumulates magnetic soil along preferential paths, which are attributed
in the respective map as intense magnetic gradients. However, these discrete magnetic signatures
seem to fade towards the northwest probably due to surface erosion episodes. Clusters of magnetic
dipolar features to the central-west and central-east sections, occupying an area of ~5,000 sq m (see
fig. 9, no. 1) and ~1,000 sq m (see fig. 9, no. 2) correspondingly, are indicative of the accumulation
of magnetic rocky fragments that could suggest workshop activities. The southern section of the
plateau shows a similar magnetic image consisting of several linear magnetic anomalies that fade out
towards the northwest. Two of these anomalies are the same ones identified in the satellite imagery
(see fig. 9, no. 3). Most form a parallel system along a southeast-northwest direction. Although the
anomalies could represent the outline of roads owing to their strict linear character and shared ori-
entations, the fact that they exhibit comparable magnetic signatures with the respective anomalies to
the north hints that they are related to the flow of superficial streams.

On the pedestrian field survey in Area 1, we intensively studied 78 SUs covering an area of al-
most 16 ha. Ceramic finds and tiles were widely scattered throughout the survey area with chronolog-
ical horizons stretching from the Iron Age through the Byzantine era. No in situ architectural features
or built remains were noted, although a handful of cut blocks and grinding stones were identified as
discarded material along the field edges. At the southernmost section of Area 1, between SU1213
and SU1215, we found traces of round cavities carved into the natural rock, a feature common at
Thracian sites. Also of note was the high concentration of flints, blades, and stone-cores which likely
attest to prehistoric activity in Area 1. We recorded a diverse assortment of stones and minerals, such
as pyrites and quartz, especially in the southern end (SU1077, SU1085, SU1155, SU1199, SU1202,
SU1208, SU1213-1216). The collected tools and processed stones are indicative of how people ex-
ploited the natural resources of the region, and such activity should be investigated in conjunction to
the known flint quarry near Petrota village.

The overall density of ceramic surface finds (represented as sherds per square metre) indicates
concentrations of material at the northcentre of the survey area, around the modern farmhouse, and
at the southern periphery of the plateau, extending into the smaller fields, further south (fig. 10).
The tile density map diverges somewhat from the ceramics data. There is still a high concentration
of tiles at the northcentre of the site, but we documented noticeably less tiles towards the south (fig.
11). In terms of the kinds of material collected, Thracian pottery was present in the majority of SUs
with concentrations especially south and west of the farmhouse and at the southern region of the
survey area (e.g., SU1078-1979, SU1083-1085, SU1091, SU1120-1121, SU1150, SU1152-1155,
SU1200-1205, SU1207-1208, SU1210, SU1213-1218). Quite significant was the discovery of fine,
black-glaze pottery, such as fragments of classical cups and kraters, albeit much worn, at the south-
western part of the plateau (e.g., SU1139, SU1145, SU1151-1152, SU1155).

In general, nodes of classical and Hellenistic pottery were limited to the southern region of the
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Fig. 10. Ceramics density map (sherds per square metre) from Area 1 (figure by J.C. Donati)
O6p. 10. Kapma Ha kKoHyeHmpayusma Ha kepamuka (¢ppazmenmu Ha keadpameH memasp) 6 30Ha 1
(asmop J.C. Donati)

plateau, an area that overlaps with the linear anomalies identified by remote sensing and geophysics.
A limited amount of classical and Hellenistic material was also observed within the smaller fields to
the south. Note that these areas lie in proximity to Mikros Elaionas, where earlier investigations re-
vealed possible structures and pottery dating to the Classical period. Early Roman pottery appears in
larger numbers and is found approximately in the same SUs as the classical and Hellenistic material.

300



The Peraia of Samothrace project: report on the 2020-2021 fieldwork campaign

Fig.11. Tile density map (tiles per square metre) from Area 1 (figure by J.C. Donati)
O6p. 11. Kapma Ha koHyeHmpayusama Ha kepemudu (Ha keadpameH memaop) 8 30Ha 1 (aemop J.C. Donati)

Of interest is the shift that occurs with the Late Roman and Byzantine finds, as they clearly cluster
at the north-centre of the plateau around the farmhouse. This is the same location where the highest
density of tiles was observed.

Area 2
The area around Petrota beach was reserved in part for defensive military positions in the first
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Fig. 12. Results of magnetics survey from Area 2 (figure by J.C. Donati and N. Papadopoulos)
O6p. 12. Pezynmamu om mMazHumHo u3scaedsaxe 8 3oHa 2 (aemopu J.C. Donati u N. Papadopoulos)
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half of the twentieth century before the Second World War. Aerial photographs from 1938 show an
extensive network of zig-zag trenches in the rugged terrain west of Petrota beach as well as within
agricultural fields of the coastal plain (SU2025-2027, SU2042-2043). Although less clear in the
photographs, there appears to be a related enclosure approximately 2,000 sq m in size on an outcrop
(81 masl) some 500 m northwest of Petrota beach. These military constructions probably date from
the First World War and today they are no longer visible. It is known, for example, that the Bulgarian
Army carried out a project of digging up the Thracian coastline to repel an Allied sea-invasion during
the War (Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi et al. 2015, 67). Elsewhere, the satellite imagery shows undulating
anomalies around the Yialou Rema river which are indications of previous paths of the river and/or
past flooding episodes. One such anomaly is noticeable in fields more than 60 m to the west of the
current course of the river. The evidence gives some indication of the greater impact the river once
effected on the plain of Petrota beach than would appear today.

Geophysics in Area 2 was undertaken on the small plateau where the putative temple stands,
as well as within fields along the western and eastern banks of the Yialou Rema. Magnetics covered
more than 2 ha around the river, but it was not employed on the plateau because of the unevenness
of the terrain. GPR grids were distributed in different parts of the site, including around the putative
temple, to enhance the subsurface information context and retrieve extra insights on any anthro-
pogenic properties. In general, the fields below the plateau produced no clear traces of buildings,
despite the large concentration of ceramics and tiles discovered here during the pedestrian survey
(fig. 12). The soil deposits covering the large field at the west of the river resulted in relatively quiet
magnetic gradients with small variations of the local magnetic field ca. 80-100 m from the Yialou
Rema. However, the southwest and northwest corners of the field exhibit intense magnetic values
that are probably related to the igneous rocky outcrops (see fig. 12, nos. 1-2). The magnetic map east
of the river is again relatively quiet except for a faint anomaly exhibiting a stepped-pattern following
an east-west direction (see fig. 12, no. 3). This specific magnetic signature is an eastern continuation
of the same military trench noted west of the river in the 1938 aerial photograph. The quiet magnetic
background at both sides of the Yialou Rema may be indicative of colluvial deposits in the region
due to past flooding episodes.

On the small plateau, GPR horizontal depth slices show structural elements and building foun-
dations around 1 m below the surface (fig. 13). A large building or complex of adjoining buildings is
located north and northeast of the putative temple. The northern complex at an east-west orientation
is nearly 30 m in length and almost 9 m in width, being subdivided into three or more rooms of vari-
ous sizes (see fig. 13, no. 1). It is joined to an eastern complex with a north-south orientation that is
approximately 15 m in length and 7 m wide (see fig. 13, no. 2). Although less clear in the GPR slices,
the eastern complex also seems to have internal subdivisions. It is notable that both the northern and
eastern complexes share the same alignment of the putative temple, and they seemingly are meant
to partly surround it. Further to the east, there appear to be other (faint) structural elements (see fig.
13, no. 3). Elsewhere, a rectangular reflector (ca. 6.5 m x 3.0 m) is noted approximately 20 m east-
southeast from the putative temple (see fig. 13, no. 4), as well as another square anomaly (ca. 4.0
x 3.5 m) at the extreme northwest corner of the survey (see fig. 13, no. 5). The terrain immediately
around the putative temple was difficult to completely survey; however, a reflector about 3.5 m in
length may reasonably be interpreted as an eastern extension of the building’s southern wall (see fig.
13, no. 6), providing an estimation of ca. 18 m for the complete length of the structure.

During the pedestrian survey, architectural blocks both roughly hewn and well-cut, and many
in situ or collapsed, have been noted around the small plateau. Using the GNSS receivers, these archi-
tectural members were carefully mapped and documented to help visualize their spatial distribution
(fig. 14). Although more blocks remain to be mapped, the initial results show that the small plateau
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Fig. 13. Results of GPR survey (depth slice 0.80-0.90 m) on plateau of Area 2 (top); interpretation of the
results showing possible buried architecture (bottom) (figure by J.C. Donati and N. Papadopoulos)
O6p. 13. Pesynmamu om GPR npoyugaHe (0wv160uuHa 0,80—-0,90 m) Ha nnamo 6 30Ha 2 (eope);
UHmMepnpemayusi Ha peyamamume, NOKA38awjd 863MOXCHA 3ampynaHa apxumexmypa (dosay) (aesmopu J.C.

Donati u N. Papadopoulos)
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Stone; worked
Stone; un-worked
‘Other

Fig. 14. Location of stone material, both worked and un-worked, around the plateau of Area 2 (top); group of
stones possibly from a peribolos wall (bottom) (figure and photo J.C. Donati)
O6p. 14. PaznonosiceHue Ha 0bpabomeH u HeobpabomeHx kameHeH Mamepuan 0KoA0 NAAMOMmMo 8 30Ha 2
(20pe); epyna KameHu, 6eposimHO om nepubonoc — oepadHa cmeHa (0ony)
(umocmpayus u cHumka J.C. Donati)
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Fig. 15. Ceramics density map (sherds per square metre) from Area 2 (top); tile density map (tiles per square
metre) from Area 2 (bottom) (figure by J.C. Donati)
O6p. 15. Kapma Ha KoHyeHmpayusima Ha kepamuxkama (Ha keaopameH memsp) 8 30Ha 2 (2ope); Kapma Ha
n1smHocmma Ha kepemuou (Ha keadpameH Memasp) 8 30Ha 2 (dony) (aemop J.C. Donati)
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| :

1

Fig. 16. (1) Neolithic ceramics from SU3187 in Area 3; (2) Pointed amphoriskos from SU2028 in Area 2 (A);
stamped amphora handle from SU2018 in Area 2; (B); (3) Roman terra sigillata fineware from SU3279 in
Area 3 (photos A. Avramidou)

O6p. 16. 1. Heonumna kepamuka om SU3187 @ 30Ha 3; 2. OcmpodsHeH amcpopuck om SU2028 6 30Ha 2 (A);
wjamnogaHa opwicka om amgpopa om SU2018 6 30Ha 2; (B); (3) Pumcku ¢uHa terra sigillata om SU3279 e
30Ha 3 (cHumku A. Avramidou)

at its north-western, western, and southern limits was surrounded by a peribolos or retaining wall;
however, it cannot be dismissed that some blocks come from buildings. Judging from the location
of the architectural members, we estimate the preserved perimeter of the wall to be approximately
180 m. Unfortunately, the northern and eastern sections of the small plateau are disturbed due to the
construction of the roadway that was never completed. It is therefore not possible to know whether
such a peribolos wall, if we are correct to interpret it as one, surrounded the plateau. The study of
orthophotos, historical aerial photographs, and satellite images provides no secure indication on
whether sections of this wall continued south towards the water.

The intensive survey completed 29 SUs in Area 2 covering some 5.8 ha. Most areas west of the
Yialou Rema were surveyed, as well as a large field being cultivated for watermelons east of the river
and below the plateau. In addition, the survey team was able to complete a few areas of the plateau
itself around the putative temple and some residential plots along the waterfront. High vegetation from
fallow fields prevented us from completing the remaining survey units during the 2021 campaign. The
highest concentration of both ceramics and tiles was found in the watermelon field below the plateau
(SU2017-2020), although material was still well-distributed in SUs west of the river (fig. 15).

One clear distinction between Area 2 and Area 1 is that here there is sparce evidence for Thracian
pottery, limited to only three SUs (SU2004, SU2018, SU2032). Moreover, only one tool (SU2013) and
no flints have been recovered here to date. Equally notable is the near absence of Byzantine and later
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ceramics. Instead, the survey has found large amounts of Hellenistic and Roman pottery. Among the
finds, noteworthy are the considerable numbers of transport amphoras, storage vessels (e.g., pithoi),
and cooking, serving (e.g., oinochoai), drinking and dining wares (plates, bowls, cups). We have docu-
mented both plain and fine local and imported wares (e.g., black-glaze, West Slope, ‘Megarian,’ terra
sigillata). The Hellenistic and Roman chronology of the diagnostic ceramics agrees with Pentazos’
(Pentazos, Triantafyllos 1978) finds from the excavations on the plateau, namely what he referred to
as ‘Hellenistic and Arretine pottery.” Of interest is a stamped amphora handle (SU2018), while the
discovery of a pointed amphoriskos (SU2028) and a (possible) stone relief fragment (SU2020) are
indicative of the existence of the Hero-Rider cult during the Roman period (fig. 16.2A-B). Isolated
earlier fragments do exist, such as a black-glaze handle (SU2016), but, compared to Area 1, there is
little evidence so far of much activity at this location prior to the Hellenistic period.

Area 3

Remote sensing has identified only a limited number of potential features of interest to date.
In fields (SU3044, SU3045) approximately 1 km north of Perama, the WorldView-3 satellite im-
age identified a series of parallel linear anomalies with northwest-southeast orientations. Of these
anomalies, one has a three-sided rectilinear outline. The features are unlikely from twentieth century
field boundaries since aerial photographs do not show any changes in the field systems. In a future
fieldwork campaign, these anomalies will be a target of geophysical prospection.

Intensive pedestrian surveying was conducted at 80 SUs dispersed around the village of Pera-
ma amounting to about 29 ha (fig. 17). In general, ceramics and tiles were noted in most fields
surveyed, but there were several nodes of denser material at various locations: (i.) 600 m northwest
of Perama (SU3169, SU3177, SU3187); (ii.) 400 m north of Hill 319 (SU3276-3279); and (iii.) a
scattering of fields 700—-1000 m north of Perama (SU3017, SU3030, SU3032, SU3250). Survey
units produced ceramics largely of the Late Roman and Byzantine era, but also material extending
into the Ottoman period. A concentration of Neolithic pottery was identified in a field northwest of
Perama (SU3187) and it is the earliest ceramics material recovered by the survey (fig. 16.1). In SUs
investigated near Hill 319 between the villages of Perama and Komaros, we documented significant
quantities of pottery, flints, and tools (e.g., SU3030, SU3250, SU3279), and even a snail-fossil from
SU3276. Considerable numbers of Thracian and Roman pottery were found around Hill 319 (e.g.,
SU3272-3281) and comprised primarily of cookware, storage, and terra sigillata, the latter dating be-
tween the second and sixth century CE (fig. 16.3). Unique so far, is the discovery from the same sur-
vey area of an inscribed pottery sherd (SU3279) and the graffito of a worn pithos fragment (SU3278).

Discussion

Based on our current fieldwork data, we can proceed to some preliminary observations regard-
ing the archaeological landscape of the Peraia. Starting with Area 1, we find clear traces of Thracian
material in most areas surveyed. Towards the southern end of the plateau and around Mikros Elaio-
nas, Thracian finds overlap with a concentration of Greek and Early Roman material. This indicates
that there was recurrent use of the southern region of Area 1 for much of the first millennium BC
and into the first few centuries of the Common Era.* Besides the classical walls previously identi-
fied at Mikros Elaionas, there are no clear architectural remains from a settlement in areas surveyed
beyond some blocks left aside at field edges; if such remains are to be found, then they are probably

4 A detailed study of the pottery and the stratigraphy of future test-trenches will help finetune the chronological
span of the ceramics, especially the relation between Greek and Thracian.
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Fig. 17. Ceramics density map (sherds per square metre) from Area 3 (top); tile density map (tiles per square
metre) from Area 3 (bottom) (figure by J.C. Donati)
O6p. 17. Kapma Ha KoOHYyeHmpayusma Ha kepamuxa (Ha keadpamen memesp) 8 3o0Ha 3 (2ope); kapma Ha
n1smHocmma Ha kepemuou (Ha keadpameH Memasp) 8 30Ha 3 (dony) (aemop J.C. Donati)
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within the surrounding hills and knolls covered by vegetation, including Mikros Elaionas. Moreover,
geophysics has yet to survey much of the southern end of the plateau, and future results may provide
clearer evidence of buried structures. During the Late Roman and Byzantine periods, the concentra-
tion of finds indicates that activity in Area 1 transferred some 300—400 m towards the north around
the modern farmhouse. The distribution of this later material is still uncertain because other areas
of the central and northern portions of the plateau remain to be surveyed, including the ~5,000 sq m
cluster of magnetic dipolar features identified with geophysics.

In Area 2, the quantity and the type of pottery collected, along with large amounts of tiles, sup-
port the likelihood of a Hellenistic and Roman harbour settlement between the putative temple and
the coastline. The fact that geophysics produced no traces of structures in fields below the plateau
can be explained by a series of natural causes from flooding episodes, which have disturbed the ar-
chaeological layers. The large numbers of amphora fragments collected and the proximity of the site
to the sea, enhance the site’s commercial character. Between Cape Serrheion and Zone, Petrota beach
is the only shoreline where a small harbour could be located thanks to the small fertile plain created
by the Yialou Rema. In the twentieth century, Petrota beach was used as a harbour when millstones
and large blocks were laden onto ships docked off the coast. Several of these millstones are displayed
today in the gardens of waterfront houses. The geophysical survey on the small plateau reveal that
the putative temple was not an isolated structure but accompanied by additional buildings. A large
stoa-like complex seems to surround the possible temple along its northern and eastern sides. Even
though the true nature of these buildings and their chronology and usage can only be confirmed with
excavations, the preliminary evidence suggests that a sanctuary surrounded by a peribolos wall was
located at the highest point of the settlement.

A combined overview of Area 1 and Area 2 indicates that the main Thracian settlement be-
tween Ai-Giorgis Petrota and Petrota beach was located at the upland plateau east of Mt Ismaros,
where prehistoric activity has also been attested. A possible Greek settlement seems to have existed
by the slopes of Mt Ismaros at Mikros Elaionas, on either side of the stream that runs along Area
1; activity lasts through the Hellenistic and Early Roman period. Elsewhere, a second Hellenistic
and Roman settlement developed on the coast at Petrota beach, only a few kilometres west of Zone.
Whether there was an earlier phase to the harbour settlement remains open as the collected finds are
not enough to support a pre-Hellenistic phase. In the Late Roman and Byzantine periods, activity
seems to shift exclusively to the central and northern regions of the plateau in Area 1.

Fieldwork in Area 3 is still in its initial stages; however, the types of ceramics indicate the
existence of a Roman installation (perhaps a farmhouse) north of Hill 319, a hypothesis further sup-
ported by its location overlooking the valley to the west and in proximity to the Via Egnatia to the
east. The finds suggest occupation at the same location during the Byzantine period as well. Apart
from the discovery of Neolithic pottery northwest of Perama, fields around the periphery of the vil-
lage produced exclusively later material (Late Roman and after). Finds were sparce in certain areas
and more concentrated elsewhere, indicating the diachronic agricultural character of the area with
occasional occupation during the Late Roman, Byzantine, and Ottoman periods. Preliminary visits to
the three hilltops in Area 3 west of Perama and east of Komaros (Mavropetra Hill and Hill 339) were
instructive of the interconnectedness of the hills and the differences within the local topography, i.e.,
mountain setting vis-a-vis coastal zone. Hill 319 has good visibility of the valley to the north and
west, as well as to the east towards Hill 339. Both hills are oriented towards the interior, focusing
on the protection and control of the valley and the passages to and from the sea. In this respect, the
earlier interpretation of Hill 319 by Pantos and Triantafyllos as a Greek fortified outpost of a coastal
settlement seems to be confirmed (Pantos 1974, 7—17; Triantafyllos 1973—1974), especially, if we
consider its location right between the Thracian sites of Mavropetra and Hill 3309.
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Turning to the question of Samothracian settlements, based on our research and the local
topography, there are two sites eligible for identification with Greek settlements between Cape Ser-
rheion and Zone: (i.) the area around Mikros Elaionas in Area 1, and (ii.) the small coastal plain at
Petrota beach in Area 2. Whether either of them could be identified with the mysterious Mesemvria
of Herodotus, the better attested harbour settlement of Drys, or the elusive Orthagoreia is a ques-
tion to be answered through future excavations. The settlement at Area 2 extends over a stretch of
land parallel to the territory of Zone, bridging the Thracian hinterland with the Northern Aegean
Sea, while shielding at the same time the larger harbour city of Zone from the west. This formation
potentially creates a multi-layered fortification system that expands from core/large settlements to
satellites/smaller ones. This co-dependence and interconnectivity of the coastal sites acts as a buffer-
zone, formed through settlement arrangement and the integration of the local topography.

The study of the literary sources leads to similar observations: (i.) Samothracian foundations
had to be built by necessity along the coast to maintain a desirable distance from the Thracian hilltop
settlements to the north and to safeguard the connection to the sea; (ii.) the choice of words in Hero-
dotus’ passage (7.108) (teichea, i.e., forts) implies on the one hand that the Samothracian settlements
were fortified but also that their close formation along the coast resembled a fortification wall. Such a
tight web of settlements aimed to increase their defensiveness and capitalize on the local topography
and its rather limited coastal space. Their setting recalls Herodotus’ metaphor of teicheon kithones
(7.139.3), i.e., layers of fortifications resembling the folds of a chiton. The metaphor describes the
multiple walls of the Corinthian Isthmus and creates a powerful image that could also be applied to
the Peraia and the ‘Samothracian forts.’

Conclusion

Overall, the 2021-2022 fieldwork campaigns of the Peraia of Samothrace Project were suc-
cessfully concluded, and our team managed to overcome the limitations imposed by the COVID-19
pandemic. The results of the pedestrian survey, geophysical prospection, and remote sensing pro-
duced significant data on the local topography, the archaeological record, and the diachronic land
use of the region. In 2022, we plan to return to Area 1 with another round of intensive pedestrian
and geophysical surveys, investigating the remaining survey units. Furthermore, our research will
expand to additional sections of Area 3, while we will pursue a more targeted approach for Area 4.
Upon completion of our project, we hope to have highlighted the diversity of the landscape and the
rich history and archaeology of this unique region of Aegean Thrace.
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[MpoekTbT CamoTpakuiickata nepea: oT4YeT 3a TepeHHaTa
pabota npe3 2020-2021 r.

Amanuna Aspamuay, xkeinmncbH K. oHaTtn, Hukoc Managonynoc,
Anoctonoc Capuc, Xpuca Kapagmma, XpucadgeHnus Napganngy,
AnocTtonoc Mapudanonynoc, dunnokceHn Aintarorny, MapmHa Tacaknaku

(pe3tome)

[MpoekTsT ,,CamoTpakuiickara Tepea“ e MyITUAUCLIUIIIMHADEH apXeoyioTHYecKu TIPOeKT 3a
W3C/e[iBaHe Ha [JMaXPOHHU CeJUIIHM MOJe/X OT IPaucTopUsTa /0 CbBpEMeHHara eroxa 1o Kpawu-
Ope)XHHETO W XMHTep/laHza cpeily octpoB Camorpaku B ceBepHO Ereficko mope (06p. 1). Toit us-
T0/13Ba MHTErpUpaHyd ¥ HeMHBA3WBHM MeTO/M KaTo JWUCTAaHLMOHHO HabmofieHne, reopu3nvHO 3a-
MepBaHe ¥ MHTEeH3WBHO TepeHHO 00XOXK/jaHe, 3a ZIa M3C/ie[jBa perMoHaiHara Tororpadus u Gpopmu-
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A. Avramidou, J. C. Donati, N. Papadopoulos, A. Sarris, C. Karadima,
C. Pardalidou, A. Garyfallopoulos, P. Aitatoglou, M. Tasaklaki

Te Ha YOBeIIKO oOuTaBaHe. Ba)keH acIieKT Ha MPOEKTa e BBIIPOCHT 3a CAMOTPAKMICKUTE CeNuIIa,
CMOMeHATH B MUCMeHNTe U3TOYHULIM. Ta3u cTaTus rpefCcTaBs pe3yaTaTuTe OT TepeHHaTa KaMIaH!s
npe3 2020-2021 r. T« BK/IFOUBa MeTOAMYeCKaTa paMKa Ha IIpOy4BaHeTo, [pervie]] Ha peBHUTe JIuTe-
paTypHU W3TOUHULIM U MPeJUIIHNA apXeoJIornyeCcKy Mpoy4YBaHUs B PervoHa, NpeJjBapyuTesieH OTueT
Ha TepeHHara paboTa, KaKTo 1 0011[a AUCKYCHsI BbPXY Pe3y/ITaTUTe OT MPOBeAEHNUTE U3C/Ie/IBaHMSI.

Pa3riexx1aHUAT PaiioH ce TIPOCTHPa NMPUOIM3UTETHO OT PeBHMUS I'paj, MapoHes 10 CbBpeMeH-
HUsI TPaJ, AseKcaH/pyTIO/IMC U OT CeBePHOTO Kpaiibpekue Ha Erelicko Mope [10 F0)KHOTO MPOABII-
>keHre Ha Pogorute. TIpupogHaTa cpefia e U3KJIFOUMTETHO pa3HooOpa3Ha M BK/IHOYBA TeCHU Kpaii-
Ope)XkH! 30HU C MaJIK{ 3a/MBU€Ta, BUCOKOIJIAHWHCKY IOTOLM, KOUTO Ce B/IMBAT B PEUYHU K/WCYPH,
CKaJIMCTU Xb/IMOBE, IOKPUTH C I'bCTa PACTUTETHOCT U OrpaHUUeH Opoii mylaHUHCKY 1171ata (06p. 2).

Camorpakuiickara 1epea e psiika TemMa B IPBLIKUTe U PUMCKUTe JIUTepaTypHU U enurpagcky
M3TOYHUIM. KaTo L1710 BCHUKY TOorpadCcky Mperparky ce MosiBsiBaT C/IyyaliHO M ca BILIETEHU B
OIHMCaHUeTO Ha BaKHU MCTOPUUECKU ChOWTHS. VI3TOUHMIMTE BK/IIOUYBAT MPOM3BE/EHUs], JaTHpaLy
OT KbCHHS apXanyeH U KacuuyeCKy Nepro/, pa3kasH, ONMCBaIlY CbOUTHS OT e/TMHUCTHUEeCKUS TTepu-
0/l [lo rosiBaTa Ha PUM 1 KbCHOAHTUYHU U3TOYHULM, BK/IFOUMTETHO PUMCKU ITbTeBOAWTeNN. M 1eHTu-
¢buLMpaHeTo Ha ce/uIIaTa e CI0XKeH BBIIPOC 10paJji pa3HO0OpasHUTe JJaTH Ha U3TOUHULIUTE, J0CTa
MpPOTHBOpeUMBUTe TororpadcKu NpenpaTrky U JiMrcaTa Ha CUI'YPHO pasIo3HaTh apXeosoruuecky
00eKTH B peryoHa.

Apxeosioruuecky TepeHHU INpoyuBaHUsl B U 0koj0 CamoTpakuiickaTa Iepea ca JOKYMeHTH-
pamu Gorara ¥ pasHOoOpa3Ha MaTepuasHara KyaTypa, CBHUZETe/ICTBALA 3a Ba)KHATa POJs Ha TO3U
paiioH nipe3 BekoBeTe. Hali-u3BeCTHH ca pa3kornkute B Makpu, MapoHes 1 30He ¢ HaXOZKH OT Tpa-
WCTOpUATA [0 PUMCKHA U BU3aHTHUMCKU MTEPUOJ.

[TpoexTsT HAeHTHULMPA UeTUPH ITOTeHLMAIHM PaliOHa C Pa3/IMuHU pa3sMepHt U Tornorpadcku
XapaKTePUCTHKH, B KOUTO OMXa MOTJIM /la Ce M3BBLPIIBAT apXeooruueCKy rpoyuBanus (06p. 3—4, 6).
OT caMoTO Hauaso Be3MpUexMe XHUOpH/IeH MOAX0/ B U3yuaBaHe Ha jaH/madTa Ha CaMOTpaKuiicKa-
Ta repea, KOMTO BKJ/IOYBA HeJleCTPYKTUBHO TepeHHO MpoyuBaHe. LlenTa e a ce chbueTasiT B3aMHO
JIOMBb/IBALLM Ce MEeTOJY Ha U3C/iefiBaHe, U3BbPIIBaHU KaKTO Ha MsCTO, TaKa M JUCTAHLIMOHHO, KaTo
CBIIEBPEMEHHO Ce Bb3MpHeMaT U PALHOHAIM3UPAT Ch3/a/leHU JUTHTaTHU CUCTEMH 3a ChOMpaHe
Ha JJaHHYW U aHa/iu3 Ha apTe(akTH B paMKUTe Ha OrpaHuueH OropkeT. MamjabHuTe u 6bp3u MeToaU
3a aHa/iM3 Ha JaHAmadTa, KaTo AUCTAHIMOHHO HabsmogeHre U reodusmka, Osixa KOMOMHHMPAHU C
WHTEH3MBHO TePeHHO 00X0k/jaHe. BCUUKM JaHHKM OT MPOYYBAaHETO, HE3aBUCHUMO /M ca ChOpaHu
Ha MSICTO WIM aHa/JW3WpaHu U3BbH 00eKkTa, Osixa KOMOMHMpaHUW B 6a3ara JaHHU Ha reorpadckara
uHdopmMarronHa cuctema (I'VIC) Ha npoekTa (006p. 5, 7-8).

Bb3 0cHOBa Ha TeKyIL{1Te HU JJaHHU OT TepeHHaTa paboTa, MoyKeM Jia Ipe/IJIOKUM HSIKOU TIpe-
BapuTe/HU Ha0/IIoZleH!st OTHOCHO apxeosiornyeckusi naHAmagT Ha Ilepas. 3anouBaiiku oT 30Ha 1,
Kb/IeTO OTKpUBaMe SICHU C/1efid OT TPaKUMCKU MaTepuasl B IIOBEUETO U3C/le/iBaHU /10U, KbM K-
HUs1 Kpail Ha I171aToTo U 0Kos1o Mukpoc EjleoHac TpakuiicKUTe HaXOZKU Ce IIPUIIOKPUBAT C KOHL|EH-
TpaLusi Ha IPBLKU M pAHHOPUMCKY MaTepuall. ToBa 11oKasBa IpO/b/DKaBall{0 M3I10/13BaHe Ha FOyKHUS
pervoH Ha 30Ha 1 rpe3 rosisiMa 4acT OT [TbPBOTO XWJ/IsiI0JIETHe T1P.H.€. U [Ipe3 II'bPBUTE HSKOJIKO BeKa
oT Haiuara epa. OCBeH aHTUUHUTe CTeHH, UleHTU(rLMpaHHy 110-paHo B Mukpoc EjneoHac, Hsima sicHu
apXUTeKTYPHU OCTaHKU OT Ce/IMLLa B U3C/le/iBaHUTe I/I01IM. Bee olije Hsima reor3nyHoO rpoyyBaHe
Ha roJisiMa yacT OT FO)KHHS Kpal Ha TIaToTo U ObJeryTe pe3y/iTaTi MOraT Jia TIpeJjoCTaBsT M0-5ICHU
JIOKa3aTesiCTBa 3a eBeHTYyaIH! apXeoJIornuecku cTpykKrypu (06p. 9). IIpe3 KbCHOPUMCKHS M BU3aH-
TUICKUSI TepUOo/, KOHLIeHTpaLMsiTa Ha HaX0KH NT0Ka3Ba, e 1eMHOCTTa B 30Ha 1 ce e IpexBbp/Iv/a Ha
okono 300—400 m Ha ceBep OKoJsi0 CbBpeMeHHa (epma (06p. 10-11).

B 30Ha 2 KO/IMUYeCTBOTO M BUABT Ha CbOpaHaTa KepaMHKa, 3ae/IHO C TOIeMH KOJTMUeCTBa Kepe-
MU/H, TTOJKPENAT BepOATHOCTTA 3a eJIMHUCTUYECKO U PUMCKO MPUCTAHHUIIHO CeUILe MeXXIy Mpej-
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riojiaraemMusi XxpaMm 1 OperoBara iuHus. PaKThT, ue reopU3NIHUTE 3aMepPBAHUS He OTKPUBAT CJIe/IU OT
CTPYKTYPH B MOAHOKMETO Ha TUIATOTO MOXKe /ia Ce OOSICHU C TIOpeAMIia OT TIPUPOJHU eU30/1 KaTo
HaBOZHEHMsI, KOUTO Ca HapYyLIUIH apXxeojoruueckure cioese (06p. 12—14). TonemusaT 6poit crObpaHu
¢bparmeHTH OT amdopu 1 611M30CTTa Ha 06EKTa /10 MOPETO MOKa3BaT ThPrOBCKUS XapakTep Ha 00ek-
Ta. Mexkay Hoc CepelioH 1 30He TIaXbT [1eTpoTa e eiMHCTBeHaTa OperoBa IMHUSI, KbJETO MOXKe /ja
Ob/1e pa3noJIoKeHO MaJIKO TIPUCTaHuILe O1arofapeHre Ha MajiKaTa IyI0/j0poJjHa PaBHUHA, Ch3/lafieHa
ot SInoy Pema (06p.15). Feodu3ruHOTO MPOyUBaHe Ha MajKOTO TUIaTO Pa3KpH, Ue TPe/rno/iaraeMusT
XpaM He e U30/MpaHa CTPYKTYpa, a e IPUPY’KeH OT JOITbJIHUTEHU Crpaju. Bhnpeku ue ecTecTBOTO
Ha Te3W Crpajiy, TSXHATa XPOHOJIOTHSI U yrorpeba Morar jja ObJar MoTBbP/EHH CaMO C Pa3KOIIKH,
Tpe/iBapUTeTHUATE CBeJIeHHsI CouaT, ue Ha Hail-BHCOKaTa TOUKa Ha CeJMILeTO Cce e HaMUpaso CBeTH-
nvie, 3a00MK0JIEHO OT reprubosioc (orpajiHa cTeHa).

TepenHara paboTa B 30Ha 3 Bce oOllje e B HayaJieH eTarl, HO KepaMUKaTa TI0Ka3Ba ChIIleCTByBa-
HeTO Ha pMMCKa MHCTasalys Ha ceBep OT Bb3BuIlleHre 319. Ta3u xuroTesa e JOMbIHUTETHO TO/-
KperieHa OT MeCTOITO/IOKEHHETO U C U3IVIe[l KbM Jl0/IMHaTa (Ha 3araj) U B m3oct Ao Via Egnatia (Ha
n3ToK). Haxozkute mipe/inosiarat o6rMTaBaHe Ha ChII[OTO MSICTO U TIPe3 BU3aHTUHCKUs riepuo/]. OcBeH
OTKpUBaHeTO Ha HeOJIMTHA KepaMuKa ceBepo3arnaziHo oT [lepaMa, B HUBUTe OKOJIO TiepudepusitTa Ha
CeJIOTO Ce OTKPYBA U MO-KbCeH MaTepuas (KbCHOPUMCKH M TiociezBaiiy) (06p. 16—17). Haxoxkure ca
OCKB/IHU B OTIpe/iesieH! PalioHU U MO-KOHLIEHTPUPaHU Apyrafie, KOeTo MoKa3Ba AuaxpoHeH 3eMe/ien-
CKU XapakKTep Ha palioHa CbC CTy4aliHU 0OUTaHUs TIpe3 KbCHOPUMCKUSI, BU3aHTUHMCKUS Y OCMaHCKUS
nepuog,. IIpessapuTesiHUTe MoCellleHNs HAa TPUTe Bb3BULLIEHUS B 30HA 3, 3anajHo ot [lepama u us-
TouHO 0T Komapoc (pecriekTuBHO MaBporeTpa, Bb3BuileHus 319 u 339), 6sixa moka3are/iHu 3a B3a-
MMOCBBP3aHOCTTA MeXK/y MJIAHUHCKUS JaHmadT U KpabpexkHata 30Ha. Te ca OpUeHTHPaHU KbM
BBTPELIHOCTTA C OKYC BbPXY 3alllMTaTa ¥ KOHTPOJIa Ha [J0JIMHATA U MPOXOAXTE KbM U OT MOPETO.

3aKsmounTeHU Oesie’KKH TI0 BBITPOCA 38 CaMOTPaKMHACKHUTe cesvia. B3 0cHOBa Ha HamuTe
W3C/Ie/[BaHUST M MeCTHaTa tonorpadus uMa /iBa 00eKTa, KOUTO Morar Aa ObJaT MHTeprpeTHpaHu
KaTo IPbhLKU cenuilia Mexxay Hoc CepelioH 1 30He: a) paliloHBT 0Koi0 Mukpoc EneoHac B 30Ha 1;
0) Masnkara Kpaiibpe)kHa paBHMHA Ha Iiaxka [TeTpora B 30Ha 2. lany HSIKOe OT Te3W Ce/rIIa MOXKe
Ja ObJe ueHTUPHULMPaHO KaTo MUCTeprUo3HaTa MeceMBpusi Ha XepogoT, Zo0pe 3acBUIeTe/ICTBA-
HOTO TIPUCTaHMILHO cenuile Jpuc unni HeynoBuMaTa Opraropesi e BBIIPOC, UMHTO OTTOBOP 3aBUCH
ot ObemuTe pa3konku. CesuineTo B 30Ha 2 ce MPOCTHpa BbPXY TePeH, yCIopejeH Ha TepUTOpHUsiTa
Ha 30He, CBbP3Baliky TPaKWMCKWS XHMHTep/aH[, ChC CceBepHO Ereiicko Mope, KaTo B ChILIOTO BpeMe
3alUTaBa IMo-To/ieMusi IPUCTaHUILeH Tpaf 30He OT 3amaf. Ta3u dopmalus noTeHMalHO Ch3/laBa
MHOTOIIJIaCTOBA YKPeNnuTe Ha CUCTeMa, KOSITO Ce pa3llupsiBa OT S4p0/To/IeMH CeJuIla [0 caTesTuTH/
no-Masiky cenmija. KpaliOpexkaute cenuia (C perucTpyupaHara 3aBUCHMOCT W B3aUMOCBBP3aHOCT
Me>XXy TsX) fieficTBaT Kato OydepHa 30Ha, popMupaHa upe3 rojipesk/iaHe Ha Ce/UIIaTa C afjaniTipaHe
KbM MeCTHara Tororpagus.
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