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387Fieldwork

Minoanisation, Acculturation, Hybridisation:  

the Evidence of the Minoan Presence  

in the North East Aegean  

between the Middle and Late Bronze Age

LUCA GIRELLA – PETER PAVÚK

Abstract
The identification of Minoan presence in the Eastern Aegean in-
creased in the recent years thanks to accumulation of fresh bits of 
archaeological information. The evidence encouraged scholars 
to formulate several interpretive models encompassing different 
frameworks often unified under the recently label of ‘Minoani-
sation’. More recently, it has been proposed to investigate this 
phenomenon in a ‘more multivariate terms’ (Broodbank 2004), 
as well as to evaluate the possibility that intraregional contacts 
would have fostered the assimilation of Minoan cultural traits 
with the result of building a ‘more globalized setting’ defined 
as ‘new environment’ (Davis – Gorogianni 2008). The paper 
will discuss the evidence from the NE Aegean (with special 
regards to the islands and Troy), less rich in Minoan cultural 
traits compared to the southern Aegean, but still very stimulating. 
Particular attention will be paid to Mikro Vouni (Samothrace), 
thanks to an ongoing program focused on publishing the ce-
ramic material. The evidence collected will allow us to explore 
the different degrees of cultural contacts with Minoan world 
and to investigate the validity of other interpretative models, 
such as the acculturation and hybridisation.

Part 3A
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The paper aims to address the varying perspectives upon, and 
problems related to the Minoan presence in the northeast Aegean. This work, 
which naturally builds upon previous scholarship, is enriched by our field and 
museum research on Lemnos, Lesbos, Chios, and at Troy, and received further 
impetus through working on publication of the Middle and early LBA pottery 
from the site of Mikró Vouní on Samothrace.

The Debate on Minoanisation
The majority of the Southern Aegean islands, some of the Northern ones, and parts 
of the adjacent mainland coast on both sides of the Aegean, witnessed during 
the MBA and in the beginning of the LBA, a cultural process, which has come to 
be termed Minoanisation; a process, wherein many sites across Aegean started 
sharing a whole set of specific cultural traits, individually or in combination, 
within the context of a growing scale of interaction. 1 Since many of these traits 
originate on Crete, the island itself, and especially its palatial site of Knossos, 
were considered a driving force behind such a process. The debate on the Minoan 
presence outside Crete is an old one that started already with Arthur Evans but 
received a particular impulse during the 1980s, oscillating over the years between 
various interpretative models, ranging from forceful colonisation to a more active 
role of the local cultures. 2

The first model tried to identify Cretan colonial activity all over Aegean: with 
a clear colonialist background and a top−down approach. 3 When not directly 
speaking of colonisation, one spoke of acculturation, a term open to many inter-
pretations, 4 but one which usually assumed that less complex societies tend to lose 
their cultural traits once their members become acculturated to dominant society’s 
structures. However, both concepts basically implied a rather passive role of the 
receiving population. On the other hand, a second group of papers, represented 
mainly by the analyses conducted by Jack Davis and Elizabeth Schofield on the 
Cyclades, has tried to go beyond the passive acculturation model and focused on 
the active role of local communities, and principally on the cumulative increase 
of Minoan traits through the time. 5 Such perspectives have recently addressed 
how areas interacting with Crete in the Neopalatial period functioned as “new 

1	 Broodbank 2004.
2	 Evans 1935, 283, 754–5; Furumark 1950; Rutter and Rutter 1976; Branigan 1981; 

1984; Cherry 1981; Davis 1979, 1980; 1984; Schofield 1984; Wiener 1984.
3	 Branigan 1981; 1984; Niemeier 1998; 2009.
4	 Attoura 2002.
5	 Davis 1979; 1980; 1984; Schofield 1984.
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environments,” a sort of “more globalized setting in which competition between com-
munities or groups within communities encouraged emulation of Minoan material 
and non−material culture.” 6

New approaches to analysis of technologies, production traditions and their 
transmission, have explored yet other paths, especially in terms of emerging 
elites. 7 The introduction of potter’s wheel at Phylakopi on Melos, for instance, is 
a valuable case study investigated by Ina Berg to demonstrate how it was only its 
introduction that permitted participation in Minoan style drinking and feasting 
habits by increasing the output of drinking vessels, mostly conical cups. This 
cultural dimension of technology has turned out to be quite useful to explore af-
filiation networks in the Cyclades at the very end of MBA. Carl Knappett and Irini 
Nikolakopoulou have noted that local production and imitation of Cretan shapes 
and decorations during Middle Cycladic III at Akrotiri (Thera) are very selective 
and fully integrated with local traditions. Therefore, they argue that Akrotiri “is 
gradually culturally colonialized, without postulating colonists per se.”

A significant contribution to the study of interaction among islands came 
also from scientific analyses. 8 Based mostly on petrography, these contributions 
have given a new direction to the study on material culture, most clearly ceramic 
products, moving from the stylistic analysis (not always trustable alone) to the 
characterisation of their substance. Finally, past and recent studies made also 
use of a network analysis, focusing mainly on the southern Aegean, to explain the 
growth of certain sites in terms of their interaction. 9

The Problem of the Northeastern Aegean
The aforementioned network analysis has not been applied to the northern Aegean 
so far. Once it does, it will have to take into consideration not only the interaction 
between the individual islands, but also within them, and between the islands and 
the littoral mainland. Unlike the southern Aegean, with proper archipelagos such 
as Cyclades and Dodecanese, the northern Aegean is geographically composed of 

6	 Davis and Gorogianni 2008, 379. See also Vitale and Hancock Vitale (2010) for 
similar ideas concerning the SW Aegean.

7	 Berg 2007a; 2007b; Knappett and Nikolakopoulou 2005; 2008. But even this does 
not seem to be the final word, since the term colonisation is still being declined by 
some researchers: Niemeier 2009, 20–1.

8	 Marthari 1993; Marthari et al. 1990; Kiriatzi 2003; Marketou et al. 2006; Brood-
bank and Kiriatzi 2007; Knappett et al. 2011.

9	 Already Davis (1979) and Berg (1999), although the explanatory model does not 
make use of nodes and links. Knappett et al. 2008.
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few big islands, most of them having several contemporary settlements (Fig. 1). 10 
Noteworthy is also the distance from the “miniature continent” of Crete and the 
relative vicinity of coastal Thessaly, Macedonia, and Thracia, as well as their Bal-
kan background.

As for the Minoan influence on Eastern Aegean, two explanatory models have 
been developed, each placing the NE Aegean in a subordinate role. Within the first 
one, the already existing colonial model was enriched through an attempt at mea-
suring the grade of Minoanisation by means of check−lists, used for the first time at 
Miletus by Wolf−Dietrich Niemeier. 11 Such an approach implies that higher scores 
for a given site or region indicate more complex Minoanisation, linked almost by 
definition to the actual presence of “Minoan people.” A similar checklist applied 
by Marta Guzowska to the Northern Aegean, led her to conclude that the identi-
fied “behavioural patterns create a strong argument for at least short−lived Minoan 
settlement somewhere in the area.” 12 We feel a bit uneasy about this approach, since 
both studies produced a rather heterogeneous picture. Only few sites showed a high 
score, with most showing one or two “Minoan” traits. But how do we explain such 
variation in the archaeological record? Can it be understood as representing a site’s 
hierarchical position within a given network? More importantly, such variability 
must be measured also in time and space, in order to take account of more com-
plex scenarios involving movements of people and networks of power. To use an 
example: are we getting a true picture through the tale of conical cups? Why should 
the superabundance of this type of vessel be automatically considered “the better 
evidence for the actual presence of significant numbers of Minoans or descendant of 
Minoans,” 13 or to be “essential to the well−being of any Minoan society?” 14

The second model was suggested by Penelope Mountjoy. Using largely the 
occurrence of Mycenaean decorated pottery, she defined the so called Upper and 
Lower Interface. 15 Whereas the Lower interface is characterised by a high pro-
portion of Mycenaean pottery, the Upper Interface consists largely of local wares. 
This model viewed Mycenaean culture in the eastern Aegean as a peculiar entity, 
producing a “hybrid culture” by gradually adopting Mycenaean burial customs 
and pottery. Subsequent research on local cultures has shown that Mountjoy 
managed, in fact, to grasp a much broader phenomenon, and there was definitely a 

10	 On the concepts and meanings of Greek island worlds, see Kopaka 2008.
11	 Niemeier 1998.
12	 Guzowska 2002, 591.
13	 Wiener 1984.
14	 Coldstream and Huxley 1972, 285.
15	 Mountjoy 1998.
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Fig. 1 Map of the NE Aegean with sites discussed in the text.
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cultural border somewhere around Ephesos. 16 She spoke mainly of acculturation, 
as opposed to direct colonisation, but also introduced the term hybrid, which we 
will discuss in a moment.

From Minoanisation to Acculturation and Hybridisation
The process of acculturation, however, often implies a distinct unidirectional and 
top−down replacement of material traits. The definition of the term acculturation is 
far from being uniform but the one−dimensional characterization of the interaction 
between dominant and less complex societies, and especially the passive role of the 
receiving side, seems to prevail. For this reason, it is important to register isolated 
voices, such as Michael Dietler, who has stressed the importance of the consumption 
context, which will play a role in our discussion. 17 Regarding the role of foreign 
objects, in particular, Dietler shifts the attention from their “society of origin” to the 
new “context of consumption,” when objects from site A gain a different meaning in 
site B. The transformative process of this operation is the basic ingredient of a par-
allel branch of research, one that explores the effects of cultural and social mixture.

The need to stress the more active role of the receiving culture has led propo-
nents of post−colonial theory to coin a whole range of terms such as creolisation, 
pidginisation or hybridisation, which have become prominent in material culture 
studies. 18 Although hybridisation is basically derived from biological and evolu-
tionary debates, it has also been applied to archaeology. 19 The concept implies 
creation of new trans−cultural forms after the interaction of two or more cultures. 
As a material, cultural, or social mixture, hybridisation does not fuse colonial and 
indigenous cultures, but represents a transformative process whereby new creations 
(either material or social) gain their own coherence. As Robert Young noted, “hy-
bridity works in different ways at the same time, according to the cultural, economic, 
and political demands of specific situations. It involves processes of interaction that 
create new social spaces to which new meanings are given.” 20 This concept, and its 
application to prehistoric societies, also has its limits, such as defining the relation-
ship between the object itself and its meaning. 21 Following this vein, the study of 

16	 For Ephesos see Kerschner 2006, 367–8, Büyükkolancı 2007, as well as Pavúk in 
this volume. For Kaystros valley in the Ephesos hinterland, see Schachner and 
Meriç 2000, as well as Meriç 2009.

17	 Dietler 1998.
18	 Hannerz 1987; Burke 2009.
19	 Antonaccio 2003; Voskos and Knapp 2008; Stockhammer 2012.
20	 Young 2003, 79.
21	 Thomas 1991, 7–34.
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Nicholas Thomas on the introduction of European material into tribal societies of 
Pacific is a remarkable example on how, when dealing with exchange, manipulation 
and transformation of objects, one should take into consideration the full range of 
transaction forms, instead of only those according with the Maussian stereotypes 
of gift economy (gift, reciprocity, gift exchange). One of the central ideas of the 
book by Thomas is that objects are not what they were made to be, but what they 
have become in their new environment. The famous “Minoan” juglet found at Troy 
can be very instructive in illustrating the debate over whether an object’s original 
cultic meaning remained the same once it had been incorporated into new space 
at Troy, or whether it acquired a different significance. 22

The key concept in this transformative phenomenon is the one of appropriation: 
before a foreign object can be transformed, it must be appropriated and incorporat-
ed into local culture. Studies by Hans−Peter Hahn have distinguished four stages 
of this process: appropriation, objectivisation, incorporation, and transformation. 
Whereas the first two stages work at the level of materiality (easily identifiable in 
the archaeological record), the others concern social practices, which is much more 
difficult to reconstruct. 23 Hence, the problems for archaeologists, since objects can 
be better detected than social practices in the material record.

The perspective we would like to adopt considers Minoanisation as a process 
comprised of several stages by which material culture – at least in the NE Aegean 
– exhibits a mixture of cultural similarities and differences with the Cretan world. 
This, in turn, reflects different degrees of network interactions and/or the selective 
use of objects and ideas.

Among the problems derived from past interpretative models, two basic 
ideas should be mentioned: the first is that Minoanisation reflects one−way cul-
tural transfer from Crete to a given community, and the second is that the whole 
phenomenon was chronologically monolithic. Unfortunately, both of these as-
sumptions have led to misconceptions. The first idea not only conflicts with the 
great diversity of Minoanised objects spread throughout the east Aegean, but also 
ignores the paradox that objects and their related ideas may have come not from 
Crete, but from some already Minoanised centres outside of it. Likewise, a more 
precise chronological assessment of NE Aegean cultural development is critical to 
our research. The data at our disposal (Fig. 2), though discontinuous, enables us to 
sketch a preliminary synchronisation, which, for the first time, helps to guide the 
research towards a more diachronic perspective. This aspect has proved crucial 
for understanding Minoanisation as a cumulative series of events that gradually 
emerged in our area as early as MM II, but continued down to LM I. It has also 

22	 Girella 2014.
23	 Hahn 2005, 102–4.
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shown that influences could have come not only directly from Crete, but also from 
“stepping−stones” along the way.

The Evidence
The following data, although not uniform, illustrates a degree of variability that 
sheds light on issues of population mobility, spheres of consumption, and the 
transmission of technologies. Regardless of the insufficient state of the research, 
one can now say that the NE Aegean islands lack three specific Minoan traits: 
special architectural features (like ashlar masonry, polythyra, lustral basins), wall 
paintings, and burial customs. Our approach, therefore, will focus largely on ce-
ramic products. Whereas the Samothracian evidence will be presented separately, 
we shall try to summarize the relevant information concerning the other islands, 
complemented by Troy on the mainland. The sites will be discussed roughly from 
North to South, from Samothrace down to Chios (Fig. 1).

Samothrace
The northernmost island in our group, Samothrace, offers the best and most complete 
picture so far. The tell settlement of Mikro Vouni on the SW coast of the island seems 
to have had an uninterrupted sequence from the EBA to the early LBA, possibly even 
later, but the upper levels are now eroded. The site is well−known for its Minoan 
administrative documents, 24 absolutely unique this far north, but also for other 

24	 Matsas 1991, figs. 5, 8, 15–17; 1993; 1995, pls. XXXIV, XXXV e, XXXVI–XXXVII 
a–c; 2004.
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Fig. 2 Comparative chronology of the crucial sites discussed in text.
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finds including stone vessels, 25 discoid loom weights, 26 a lead weight, 27 fragments 
of white plaster, crucibles, and a schist mould, 28 all of which seem to reflect a whole 
range of industrial activities. Minoan and other ceramic imports are also known. 29

The MBA period covers roughly three major phases, 30 which we have decided 
to name pre−contact phase of a local MBA character, followed by a dynamically 
developing contact phase, with Cretan imports and new shapes within local wares, 
clearly betraying a Cretan connection and called Minoanising here, which is later 
superseded by yet another phase, with fewer Cretan imports but a whole range of 
new shapes, which are not exactly like anything known from Crete, but seem to be 
a free creation of the local potters. It is this last one that we consider a hybrid phase.

Imbros and Tenedos
The nearby islands of Imbros (Gökçeada) and Tenedos (Bozcaada) remain still in a 
shadow. At Imbros, the Minoan connection is related to the production of pottery 
similar to that from Samothrace, as well as to a single, supposedly, Minoan sherd 
reported from a promising site of Yuvalı (Pyrgos), situated in the SW part of the 
island on a small promontory flanked by two harbours. 31 Another crucial site must 
have been Yeni Bademliköy (Aghios Floros), originally an EBA tell controlling a 
deep valley in the opposite NE part of the island, but the 2nd millennium levels are 
almost completely eroded away. 32 A Late Mycenaean deposit has been excavated 
on the highest (preserved) point of the tell in square F10, 33 laying directly on an 
EBA ramp, but scattered unpainted LBA sherds on the surface hint that there might 
have been a proper 2nd mill. occupation on the site.

As for Tenedos, almost nothing is known; but Ch. Boulotis has recently drawn 
attention to a neglected find coming reportedly from Tenedos: a Protopalatial 
hematite seal with a herringbone motif f lanked by two quadrupeds. 34

25	 Matsas 1995, pl. XXXV b.
26	 So far unpublished, loom weights from Samothrace belong to the disc–shape type, 

with and without side grove, well known in southern Aegean.
27	 Matsas 1995, pl. XXXVII d–e.
28	 Matsas 1995, pl. XXXVIII.
29	 Matsas et al. (in preparation).
30	 More detailed information will be offered in Matsas et al. (in preparation).
31	 Harmankaya and Erdoğu 2003, 463 fig. 1; Matsas 2006.
32	 Andreou and Andreou 1991; 2001; 2002; Harmankaya and Erdoğu 2003, 463; 

Hüryılmaz 2008; 2014.
33	 Hüryılmaz 2000, 249; 2002, 89 fig. 15.
34	 Boulotis 2009, 177; Cook 1925, 663 fig. 602.
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Lemnos
On Lemnos, three sites are of interest: Myrina, Poliochni, and Koukonisi. The 
context of the Minoan stone vase from Myrina is again not clear but would sug-
gest a Protopalatial date. 35 At Poliochni, unlike with the famous EBA settlement, 
the 2nd mill. levels dated to periods Bruno and Violet are severely eroded by now. 
Whereas Poliochni Bruno seems to be well–rooted in the local ceramic development 
related with Troy V type of cultures, Poliochni Violet seems to show more south-
ern influences. The relevant deposits come mainly from a well in Square 106, but 
also from a house east of the Square 106, from Street 105, and from new trenches 
(H−West) in the north of the site.  36 Some of these contexts yielded Minoanising 
shapes but none are completely secure and all need a serious re−examination. 37 
Hole−mouthed jars, conical cups, and technical shapes, such as scuttles, all in local 
wares, seem to belong to the same package of Minoanised shapes already attested 
on Samothrace. A recent assignment of these to a newly defined second phase of 
Poliochni Bruno would possibly fit the proposed synchronisation with Troy V/VI 
Early, 38 but closer reading of the original publication reveals that the pottery from 
the well in square 106 assigned to this phase also includes items from deeper and 
higher levels, not to mention vessels of a typologically and decoratively clearly later 
date (Troy VI Middle/Late). 39

35	 Bernabò Brea 1965, 304 fig. 175; Cultraro 2005, 243 pl. LXIII b.
36	 Bernabò Brea 1976, 315–39. See also Cultraro 1997; 2001; 2007.
37	 The crucial material recovered from the fill of the well in Square 106 is considered 

by Bernabò Brea (1976, 335–8) non−stratified, since pottery of mixed dates occurs 
along the whole depth of the well. Cultraro (2001, 215–8), on the contrary, believes in 
the existence of three chronologically distinctive strata within the fill: 0.00/−2.40, 
−2.40/−5.65, and −5.65/−6.50. This distinction of the strata is based on the published 
section of the well, which indeed seems to imply three different types of fill. The 
question however remains what taphonomical processes are behind these three 
types of fill. Rather than accumulation over time, they could have represented dump 
from three different locations thrown in at the same time, explaining thus the mixed 
nature of the recovered material therein.

38	 Cultraro 2001, 222–9; 2007, 329–30 fig. 5.
39	 That is for example the case with the Neopalatial type of scuttle coming from 

depth −3.85/−5 (Bernabò Brea 1976, 338 pl. CCLXXXII b), while a hole−mouthed 
jar with collared neck, typologically more akin to later examples from Troy VI 
Late, came from deeper levels −5/−7.30 (Bernabò Brea 1976, 337, fig. 178), as did also 
a clearly late kylix fragment from level −5.65/−6.50 (Bernabò Brea 1976, 338 pls. 
CCLXXXII a, CCLXXXIV i). In addition, whereas Bernabò Brea (1976, 338 pls. 
CCLXXXII g–i, CCLXXXIV o–p) reports conical cups similar to the MM III/LM 
IA ones from Crete from level −5.65/−8.25, later conical cups, likely datable to LM I 
(Bernabò Brea 1976, 339 pls. CCLXXXI j, CCLXXXIV n) and LH II (Bernabò Brea 
1976, 339 pls. CCLXXXI k–l, CCLXXXIV m) are not represented in the well, but 
come from a house east of the Square 106.
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In any case, from the scanty evidence it seems wise to state that the degree and 
character of Minoan influence on the local culture of Poliochni still needs to be ver-
ified. Its date seems rather late, assignable between MB and the beginning of LBA. 40 
The possibility of hybrid shapes and a hybrid phase remains open. One such hybrid 
shape may be a complete tea−pot published from “the area of Square 106.” 41 Of possible 
interest are also the non−Cretan and non−Mycenaean matt−painted imports assigned 
by Bernabò Brea to his Violet period. 42

What MBA and LBA Poliochni and Myrina might have looked like is perhaps best 
illustrated by Koukonisi, situated on a small island in the Moudros bay and standing so 
far as the most promising Lemnian settlement with stratified deposits of this period. 43 
Most of MBA falls with the period IV, destroyed by a massive earthquake, whose material 
resembles that one of Poliochni Bruno (at least as published by Bernabò Brea), with 
typical Red Slipped Burnished wares. 44 Foreign contacts have been postulated with 
Ayia Irini on Kea, as well as with Central Greece and coastal Thessaly. 45 From Koukonisi 
period III, which covers mostly the end of the MB and the beginning of the LBA, 46 
a wide spectrum of artefacts betray generally Aegean, but in several cases explicitly 
Minoan, connections. 47 Household and industrial activities are evidenced by stone 
vessels and tools, clay loom weights, and a stone mould for casting axes. These objects 
together with pieces of hearths, crucibles, slags, and tuyères attest the presence of a 
metal workshop in the settlement that was active at the very beginning of the LBA. 48 
Minoanising pottery is represented by several shapes (conical cups, semiglobular cups, 
lamps, scuttles), complemented by a fair number of imported decorated wares, for 
which Boulotis has pointed out connections with Crete, the Southern Aegean, and the 
Greek Mainland. Hybrid shapes are represented as well, but are not published so far. 49

40	 Van de Moortel 2010, 779–80.
41	 Mendoni 1997, 152 fig. 1.
42	 Bernabò Brea 1976, 338 pls. CCLXXXIII d–i, k–l; Cultraro 2005, 240 pl. LXIIIa. 

Note, however, that the matt−painted pottery from Poliochni does not necessarily 
come from mainland Greece.

43	 Boulotis 1997; 2009; 2010.
44	 Boulotis 2009, 182–3 fig. 8; 2010.
45	 Boulotis 2009, 182–3; 2010, 899 fig. 3, 5–8. The matt−painted goblet on Boulotis 

(2010, Fig. 6) would fit very well matt−painted Yellow Minyan goblets of roughly 
MH III date. See also Petrakis and Moutzouridis (2010) for imported Grey Wares.

46	 Boulotis 2009, 184.
47	 Boulotis 2009.
48	 Boulotis 2009, 195–202 figs. 20–4.
49	 Boulotis 2009, 183–95 figs. 8–19. The local pottery has not been published suffi-

ciently yet, but thanks to the kindness of Christos Boulotis, we can say that it 
betrays many similarities to the finds from Samothrace, including the hybrid ones.
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Special attention should be given to a distinctive ware characterised by white 
patterns painted on plain (burnished) ground, which imitates some Cretan MM 
II and III prototypes but lends itself also to new shapes. 50 Worth noting is the fact 
that while similar white painted ware occurs also on Mikro Vouni, at Troy and in 
Thermi (see below for both latter sites), the range of shapes and decorative motifs 
is not the same. Such a pattern can demonstrate how possible diverse drinking 
etiquettes lie behind different technical choices.

In short, we see a switch from a local MBA island culture, linked culturally 
rather to Western Anatolia (Troy V), with imports from mainland Greece, to a new 
phase, showing distinctly southern influences. Not enough has been published 
so far to tell, whether this was a gradual process, as on Samothrace, or not. Since 
Period IV was of a considerable length and had several architectural sub−phases, 
there is enough “space” for some ceramic development as well. The earthquake, 
and the transition to period III, might have happened already during MM III, but 
the majority of published Minoan imports seems to be of a LM I date.

Troad
Facing directly Poliochni, Troy on the Anatolian mainland, stands out for a rather 
limited character of any Minoan influence. 51 Troy V, very Anatolian in character and 
with few external contacts, is followed by Troy VIa, showing a surprisingly strong 
influence from the MH III−Central Greece, an influence which however seems to 
have bypassed the islands discussed here, and leave them largely untouched. 52 
It is in this phase that we see first imports of Minoan pottery, which – with the 
notable exception of the MM IIIA Creamy−bordered Style juglet 53 – pertains only 
to semi−coarse and coarse medium sized transport vessels. 54 Minoan import does 
not increase or change considerably in subsequent Troy VIb/c, but we see an inter-
esting double development. On the one hand, the local culture becomes strongly 
Anatolian once again, but at the same time almost 10 percent of the pottery is now 
being imported partly directly from Samothrace (confirmed by NAA analysis), 55 

50	 Boulotis 2009, fig. 15.
51	 There are two views: A more optimistic one in Guzowska (2002; 2009) and a more 

minimalistic one in Pavúk (2005; 2012).
52	 Pavúk 2007; 2010.
53	 Korfmann 1997, fig. 37; Girella 2014. For the re−dating of the juglet from Troy V 

to Troy VIa, see Pavúk 2007, Postcript; 2014.
54	 Relevant results of the new excavations will be published in Pavúk 2014. Imports 

in general are being prepared in a joint publication by M. Guzowska and P. Pavúk.
55	 This is especially the case with white painted semiglobular cups and tea−pots, as well as 

other unpainted shapes. Painted motifs are rather limited: mostly chevrons, occasion-
ally also dots, dashes and wavy−line. See Pavúk 2005, 271–2 pl. LXVa; 2014.



Minoanisation, Acculturation, Hybridisation |  399

1 2 3 4 

5 
6 

7 

8 9 

10 

11 12 

13 

14 15 

Fig. 3 Hybrid shapes of “island” wares from Troy VIb/c, after Pavúk 2014.
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partly from some of the other island sites (so far unidentified, but macroscopically 
none of the known ones). All of these island imports show a distinctive range of 
shapes and production techniques, which are alien to Western Anatolia, but which 
(as we know now) fit very well with the hybrid shapes postulated above (Fig. 3). So 
interestingly, we do not have a proper contact phase at Troy, but a rather massive 
invasion of the hybrid one.

Concerning Troy, Minoan influence has previously also been related with the 
presence of flat discoid loom−weights, including the typical groove on the top. 56 
Despite years of excavation, only ca. two dozens have turned up, including the 
Schliemann finds, with overwhelming majority of those that can be stratigraphically 
assigned being LH IIIA and later in date! The single earlier example is from a LH 
IIB context, which virtually removes the whole loom−weight issue at Troy from any 
kind of MM III/LM I−Minoanisation discussion, and one needs to find a different 
kind of explanation for the spread of this technology to Troy. 57 The periods during 
which one would expect the Minoan influence, namely MM III and LM I, yielded 
at Troy only spools, which are on the contrary related with the Greek mainland 
and with the horizontal, rather than the vertical, loom. Likewise problematic, in 
our view, is the supposed Minoan influence behind the first occurrence of crushed 
Murex shells used quite plausibly for textile production in earliest Troy VI, contem-
porary to MH III. 58 Small scale production of purple−dye is evidenced at this time 
also elsewhere in the northern Aegean (Toumba Thessalonikis, Agios Mamas, or 
even EBA Poliochni) and seems to be rather a local development, unrelated with 
anything Minoan. 59

In short, Troy must have been aware of Minoan presence in the NE Aegean 
and vice versa, but the “Minoan people” decided not to interact too much with it; 
certainly not during the early contact phases. It is only during the subsequent 
hybrid phase that we see seemingly quite vivid communication between Troy 
and the island communities, whoever that was by then. This possibly applies not 
only to Troy but also to some other sites in coastal Troad, which equally yielded 
island−style pottery. Singular but very diagnostic pieces come from Çoban Tepe 
and Işıldak Tepe in the north, and Asarlık Tepe in the southern Troad (Fig. 1). 60

56	 Becks and Guzowska 2004; Guzowska and Becks 2005.
57	 For a differing perspective on Trojan textile production, see Pavúk 2012.
58	 Çakırlar and Becks 2009.
59	 Full discussion of the problem, as well as further bibliographic links, can be found 

in Pavúk 2012.
60	 Discovered in course of surveys done by the Troia Project: Aslan et al. 2003; Pavúk 

and Schubert 2014.
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Lesbos
Going back to the islands, the evidence from Lesbos comes from at least two sites: 
Thermi and Perama. Thermi is the best known and has not been considered overtly 
Minoan so far. 61 However, taking a renewed look at the local pottery, certain resem-
blances do occur. 62 Problematic is their stratigraphic date, which remains rather 
sketchy in the publication. A re−study of the 2nd millennium material from Thermi 
is currently on the way and should eventually lead to a clearer picture. 63 For the time 
being, one can say that after a hiatus of almost half a millennium, the EBA tell is 
resettled at some point during the MBA, more likely towards its end. What follows is 
a stylistically unified phase, corresponding especially to Lamb’s Well Bowl Class, but 
containing also some of her Developed Red and Grey Vases, 64 which in its character 
also fits very well with our hybrid phase. 65 One should stress especially the presence 
of tea−pots, some of which are decorated by white matt paint, encountered already 
in Mikro Vouni, Troy, and Koukonisi. 66 Here, however, we reach the limits of any old 
material re−study, and the exact process of any eventual Minoanisation cannot be 
followed step by step in Thermi. Likewise, no Minoan or other related imports were 
known until recently from the site. This has changed in December 2009, when one 
of the authors (P.P.) was able to identify two imports among the unpublished sherds 
kept in the Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology, University of Cambridge. 
Lamb obviously recognized them as strange, since she took them home with her, but 
in the end decided not to publish them. One of them is a fragment of a semicoarse 
transport vessel of likely central Cretan origin (or at least manufactured in such 
manner), with the other one being an import from elsewhere. 67

Also, Thermi yielded discoid loom−weights, unclear whether with or without 
a groove, but all of them seem to be of EBA date, belonging to Towns III to V. 68 One 
exemplar, however, kept in the sherd collection in the Museum of Classical Archae-
ology, University of Cambridge, does seem to have a groove and according to trench 
and relative depth stencilled on it; it might very well come from the hybrid phase.

61	 Lamb 1936. But see remarks in Merousis (1991; 2001).
62	 Lamb 1936, 146–8 pls. XVIII 635, 636, 627, 610, 614–5, pl. XIX 642.
63	 P.P. would like to thank the British School at Athens for the permission to study 

the finds and to access the BSA archive. The results of the work will be presented 
in a separate article in Annual of the BSA.

64	 Lamb 1936, 137–8.
65	 The hybrid shapes are for example: Lamb 1936, fig. 40: 5, 12, 13, 15, 17, pl. XVIII: 

610–15.
66	 Lamb 1936, fig. 41, 6–9. The white paint has not been noticed by Lamb. See also 

Pavúk 2005, 271–2, n. 19.
67	 These finds will be included in the planned Thermi publication.
68	 Lamb 1936, 163 fig. 44: 31.31.
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The site of Perama was never properly excavated and is known only from 
surveys by J. Cook and N. Bayne. 69 It is situated on the western coast of the gulf of 
Gera and was supposed to be a major mound, with thick levels attributable to the 
end of LBA and transitional to EIA. Today, the site is possibly already destroyed. 
The Minoan link consists of a few almost complete rounded and straight−sided cups 
published by Bayne and stored now in the Study Collection of the British School at 
Athens. 70 They seem to be pre−LH III but look a bit too late for MM II or III, which 
leaves LM I−II as the only plausible date. Some have parallels at Thermi, some 
rather resemble profiles known from Emporio on Chios. 71 They are produced in a 
local reddish fabric, of a surprisingly coarse texture for being drinking cups. The 
surface is eroded, but must have been slipped and burnished, given the coarseness 
of the clay. No other information is available.

Finally, we would like to point out one more site on Lesbos: Kourtir. This site 
has never been properly explored either, but several small excavations, surveys, as 
well as personal inspection make it clear that this must have been one of the major 
MBA/LBA sites on the island, if not the biggest of all. 72 It is situated on the eastern 
shores of the larger of the two Lesbian bays, the Gulf of Kallone, not unlike the site of 
Koukonisi on Lemnos, except that Kourtir is properly on the “mainland.” No Minoan 
or related finds are known so far from Kourtir, but with several hundred meters in 
diameter, the site could very likely offer a key to understanding Lesbian position in 
the game called Minoanisation, once excavated. But maybe also not, since Lesbos 
seems to have stood slightly aside the main Minoan interest and the few currently 
known hybrid innovations could have reached the island in a second wave, so to say, 
radiating maybe from Chios, rather than coming directly from the southern Aegean.

Chios
Chios, in this period, is represented largely by the poorly stratified finds from 
Emporio, found mainly in Area F on a rather steep northern slope of the Acropolis 
hill and on its lower western slopes, in Area D. 73 The relevant sequence has two 
fixed endpoints: EBA 2 levels (Troy IIg/III) at the bottom and LH IIIC levels on 
the top. The few and rather disturbed strata in between (Pre−Stage I in Area D 
and Stages 5 and 6 in Area F) yielded material, which S. Hood attempted to date 
mainly stylistically. In absence of proper stratigraphy, he made a brave attempt to 

69	 Cook 1951, 247; Bayne 1963 (2000), 104–9 fig. 30–31; Spencer 1995, 13–4.
70	 Bayne 1963 (2000), fig. 30: 3, 31: 5–8.
71	 Lamb 1936, pl. XVIII: 610, 627; Bayne 1963 (2000), fig. 32: 3–8; Hood 1982, 599 fig. 

269.
72	 The relevant bibliography is summarised in Spencer 1995, 20.
73	 Hood 1981, 147–50, 158–64.
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spread the available material and cover all the missing periods (Troy IV, V and VI). 
However, restudy of the material showed that much of it in fact belongs together 
and can be dated contemporary to the beginning of the LBA. This would include 
some of the grey wares, most of the matt−painted wares, as well as all of unpainted 
“pre−Mycenaean” finds. 74 Having said this, one also has to say, that the site now 
seems to have been deserted in the MBA and possibly also at the end of the EBA.

The presence of loom−weights, stone vessels, clay lamps and moulds hint again 
at similarities with Koukonisi and Samothrace, but the pottery tells a slightly dif-
ferent story. 75 The unpainted pottery is very fine, plain, and repetitive, consisting 
mainly of deep semiglobular cups, straight−sided handleless cups, shallow bowls 
with horizontal rim, bridge−spouted jars or dinoi, accompanied by Anatolian shapes 
such as bead−rim bowls and other carinated bowls with upright shoulder. 76 Of 
special importance for our discussion, however, is the charming local matt−painted 
bichrome style, which does not resemble that of the Middle Helladic period from 
Greece. 77 The Emporio matt−painted ware can be interpreted as another nice 
example of hybrid production, which mixes Cycladic elements (specifically the 
Black−and−Red style pottery from Phylakopi) 78 together with the dark−on−light 
production in Crete starting from MM IIIB (mostly horizontal bands, single or 
multiple wavy−bands, running spirals, and cross−hatchings; more rarely vegetal 
motifs and foliate bands). A further link, anchoring this style more in early LBA 
then in late MBA, are the finds from Ayios Stephanos in Laconia, a mainland site 
which likewise shows a strong connection with the island of Crete. 79 Further con-
nection with the Cyclades is visible in the above mentioned plain wares. Handless 
cups of at least three types (ovoid, hemispherical, and straight−sided) 80 have clear 
comparisons with similar cups from Periods VI and VII at Ayia Irini (Keos). 81

74	 Hood 1982, 571–3 fig. 255 pl. 113 (Grey Wares), 573–8 fig. 256–7 pl. 114–16 (Matt−
Painted Wares), 599–600 fig. 269 pl. 123 (pre−Mycenaean). For further discussion 
of the issue see Pavúk 2010, 939 fig. 3.

75	 For the loom−weights, see Hood 1982, 632–3 fig. 285: 28–29 pl. 132: 28–29. There is a 
fragment of blue−grey marble lamp of a Cretan type: Warren (1962, 52–3), Hood (1982, 
646 fig. 289). The remarkable stone mould for making butterfly−shaped ornament 
is datable to the very beginning of LBA: Hood (1982, 654 fig. 293: 39 pl. 137: 39). Clay 
lamp is preserved in three fragments, possibly represent two specimens: Hood (1982, 
619 pl. 123: 2969).

76	 Combination of the following figures gives a good impression of what the local 
assemblage might have looked like: Hood 1982, fig. 254, 269−70.

77	 Hood 1982, 573–8 figs. 256–7 pls. 114–6.
78	 Atkinson et al. 1904, pl. xxiii.
79	 Zerner 2008, 252–3 fig. 5.27 (no. 1594–1602), 5.52 (no. 2239–44).
80	 Hood 1982, 600 fig. 269 (no. 2804–11).
81	 Cummer and Schofield 1984, pl. 47.
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Emporio thus seems to have been re−settled at the end of the Aegean MBA or 
early in the LBA. It shows an interesting mix of island cultures with Anatolian ele-
ments, visible also on Lesbos, but not so much on Lemnos and Samothrace. Chios does 
show links with the above discussed islands, but there are also differences, especially 
in the quite different way of preparing clay paste, which is otherwise surprisingly 
similar among the other NE Aegean islands. Looking at the map of Aegean, Chios 
can be viewed either as the southern most of the NE Aegean, or the northernmost 
of the SE Aegean. In terms of Mountjoy’s Interface, it does belong to the Upper In-
terface, but the proximity of the Lower Interface might have lead to other ways of, 
and reasons for, Minoanisation on the island. It is likely that Chios was in its own 
way, already part of the “new environment” as defined by Davis and Gorogianni. 82

Urla Peninsula
With Chios facing the Urla peninsula, we have reached the southern edge of the 
Upper Interface (Fig. 1). While the evidence for any Minoanisation at Limantepe is 
currently limited only to presence of several loom−weights, 83 and possibly a deep 
spouted bowl, with parallels on Crete in late Pre− and Protopalatial periods, 84 the 
finds from the recent excavations at the site of Çeşme−Bağlararası do provide us with 
important new data on the relations between this region and the Cretan world. 85

The Minoanising aspects from the site concentrate mostly in Phase 1 (ÇB 1), 
contemporary to LM IA in Crete. Proper imports from Crete are not so numerous 
and are represented mostly by dark−on−light fine wares. 86 The rest of the imports 
should rather be termed Minoanising, such as the light−on−dark jug−handles be-
longing possibly to the east Aegean LOD/DOL Wares, 87 or various semiglobular cups 
with dark−on−light (bichrome) running spirals that betray the same Cycladic spirit 
already observed at Emporio. 88 Some may in fact be actual imports from Emporio, 89 
since the site is situated just across the strait between Chios and the Urla Peninsula. 
The architectural layout of Çeşme−Bağlararası in this phase is unclear, due to bad 
preservation from proximity to surface, but majority of local pottery seems to be 

82	 Davis and Gorogianni 2008, 383.
83	 Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 105 fig. 15.
84	 Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 105 fig. 14. Actually, Cretan specimens have always had 

horizontal handles, while on the vessel from Liman Tepe they are vertical.
85	 See Şahoğlu (in this volume) for the most recent summary on the site.
86	 Şahoğlu 2007, 317–28 figs. 10; Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 103 fig. 10.
87	 Şahoğlu 2007, 317–28 figs. 11. For the LOD/DOL east Aegean Ware see Davis 1982, 

Vitale 2006, or Momigliano 2007.
88	 Şahoğlu 2007, fig. 12; Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 103 figs. 11–2.
89	 See especially Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 103 fig. 11.
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in the standard West Anatolian wares, including also Anatolian Grey Ware. As for 
the shapes, not much has been published, but quite popular seem to be S−shaped 
cups with deep lower body and very good parallels from Koukonisi, but also from 
Kos. 90 These are certainly not Anatolian, and would fit well in the hybrid category.

The preceding phases (ÇB 2a−2b), which the excavators consider contempo-
rary to MM III on Crete, 91 are much better preserved and show an insular layout, 
which immediately reminds one of EBA settlements, such as Poliochni and Thermi. 
However, since we do not have many other excavated contemporary sites in the 
area, it is hard to interpret the layout so far. 92 The local pottery, at least, fits very 
well the Central West Anatolian pottery spectrum, with numerous trefoil−mouthed 
jugs, hemispheric bowls, and large jars with human faces. 93 However, imports 
are very few in these phases and the Minoan character seems to be limited to a 
cylindrical ivory stamp seal, from ÇB 2a. 94 Intriguing is also the almost complete 
footed vessel with mottled flaking black slip and four horizontal handles on the 
belly found in ÇB 2b phase. 95 Fragments of other vessels with similar fabric and 
surface treatment came to light in the same context. Along with these, a group of 
perforated “lids for incense burners” was found, which if indeed of such function, 
would possibly also point to some Minoan influence. 96 The shape of the footed 
vessel is highly unusual and since no other closely datable imports belonging to 
phase ÇB 2 were presented so far, 97 its date contemporary with MM III is possibly 
based on the flaking quality of its surface.

Conclusions
The above presented outline of developments and changes in the material culture on 
the NE Aegean islands is not exhaustive and should be corroborated in the future by 
closer study of small finds, as well as the architectural remains. In terms of pottery, 
we would need exact numbers, context by context, stratum by stratum, in order 

90	 Şahoğlu 2007, 317 Fig. 9; Boulotis 2009, fig. 9: h; Morricone 1967, 37 fig. 10: inv. no. 
315 (Eleona, Tomb 4). The latter seems to be later but nevertheless constitutes an 
interesting link.

91	 Şahoğlu 2007, 310; Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 99 Table 1.
92	 Contemporary Liman Tepe (Levels III−4 and III−3) seems to be, rather, about 

free−standing oval buildings: Günel 1999, 44–5 fig. 2–6.
93	 Şahoğlu 2007, figs. 4–6.
94	 Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 102 n. 10, fig. 7.
95	 Şahoğlu 2007, 316 Fig. 7; Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 101 fig. 5.
96	 Şahoğlu 2007, 316; Erkanal and Keskin 2009, 102 fig. 9.
97	 The “dark faced incised” lid imported from the Cyclades and found in ÇB 2b 

context cannot be dated this closely, and rather seems to be even earlier.
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to be better able to grasp the process of Minoanisation, especially since it seems 
to have been different at different sites. Whereas at the end of the EBA and in the 
beginning of the MBA, the NE Aegean islands share cultural similarities with Troy 
IV and V (best exemplified by Poliochni Bruno), all of them witness a major change 
somewhere during the mature and late stages of MBA (corresponding roughly to 
MM II and MM III on Crete), leading to emergence of a new “island culture.” This 
culture, which is now quite different from the Anatolian mainland, instead shows 
a growing influence from the Southern Aegean. This process continues also at the 
beginning of the LBA but it is unclear for the time being when and how it ends. 
Open to further research is also the question of when and how these island cultures 
come under the next influence, that of the Mycenaeans. 98 For the time being, let 
us summarise what we do know, and what we would need to know.

1. Chronology. The evidence is not uniform also in chronological terms. The earliest 
evidence so far comes from the northernmost site, Mikro Vouni on Samothrace, 
dating to MM II in Cretan terms. The administrative documents, the Minoan im-
ports as well as the imitation of Minoan shapes in local ware appear to be a sudden 
and striking phenomenon in the island, especially when compared to the previous 
local character of material culture. The end of MB continues to be rich in Minoan 
aspects but these are now so deeply incorporated into the local culture that they 
lead to new creations – what we have defined as hybrid – and indicate another 
turn in the development of the settlement. On the other hand, the evidence from 
Emporio, Koukonisi, and Çeşme−Bağlararası shows a clear impact of the Minoan 
culture on the local one only later on, at the very end of MBA and beginning of 
LBA, more or less contemporary with MM IIIB and LM IA.

2. Diversity. The evidence of Minoan imports in the NE Aegean islands is not 
uniform and each of the islands tells a slightly different story (Fig. 4). Some sites 
have more imports, some have less. Although this may be due to limited state of 
the research, one cannot exclude that it can indeed reflect the reality. In addition, 
it seems that different Minoanisation processes have been on the way in the Cy-
clades, 99 in the Dodecanese, 100 and in the NE Aegean. As we already mentioned, 
there can be a geographical explanation behind it: being characterised by few big 
islands, the NE Aegean area may have shown different inner dynamics. A future 

98	 It will be interesting to compare the two processes, and especially to compare 
both with the parallel developments in the SW Aegean (Vitale and Trecarichi, in 
this volume).

99	 Davis 1979; 1980; Wiener 1984; 1990.
100	 Girella 2005; Marketou 2009; Vitale and Hancock Vitale 2010.
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network analysis can eventually suggest which site or island – if any – had a cen-
trality or a prominent role in the regional interaction.

Certain diversity in the area, however, goes all the way back to the EBA. While 
all of the mentioned islands had a similar culture, bearing mainly Anatolian and 
Balkan features, each of them showed also local specifics. 101 Therefore, as much 
as the Minoan presence in the area might have triggered a change towards a more 
Southern Aegean character in the second half of the MBA, it led almost inevitably 
to differing results island by island, even site by site; not to mention that the process 
did not happen simultaneously in the whole of NE Aegean. Especially the last point 
makes one wonder, whether this change between Anatolian and southern Aegean 
character of the local island culture was not further enhanced through the interac-
tion between the islands themselves, which brings us back to the networks and the 
question: which of the islands or sites might have played a leading role in this respect.

3. Matter of choice. A better look at the interaction of these islands, therefore, will 
explain in the future the mechanism through which only some traits of Minoan 
culture were transmitted and how only some were closely reproduced and others, in 
turn, were transformed. It is doubtless that the variables noted in the previous analysis 
can be explained at the level of ‘individual’ choices. For this reason, it is likely that, 
aside from the inherent attractiveness of a given Minoan cultural trait, these islands 
show different degrees of receptiveness. For instance, whereas there is a general 
uniformity – also with the southern Aegean – when one looks at functional shapes 
(such as scuttles, lamps, plates, loom weights, grill stands, cooking pots), it is in the 
tableware that major differences arise. We believe that this is the realm where key 
choices operated at local level, likely driven by drinking and banqueting etiquettes 
and possibly controlled by emerging elites. Interesting aspects of local choices can 
be found in other fields. Sealing practices on Samothrace have been already dis-
cussed, 102 but it is worth stressing for the present purpose that at Mikro Vouni local 
stamp/seals are also attested, mostly from the uppermost settlement phase. 103 This 
point prompts the observation that the two systems (Minoan and local) co−existed 
at some point, but it is clear that the local people own only clay seals which belong 
to an Anatolian tradition but that seem to imitate hieroglyphic seals. 104

4. Metals. Evidence of rather extensive smelting and metallurgy on some of the 
island sites is certainly not coincidental. Although the research on this side remains 

101	 Kouka 2002.
102	 Matsas 1995.
103	 Matsas 2004, no. 334–40.
104	 Matsas 2009, 261.
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inadequately investigated, the establishment of relations for the procurement 
of raw materials is so far the most satisfying answer to the question of what the 
Minoans were looking for up there. The lack of copper sources on Crete must have 
motivated the Minoan controlling elites to start an active search. Stemming from 
a possible EBA memory, the notion of their relative abundance in the Troad, 105 
southern Balkan, and Bulgaria 106 might have led to large scale investment into 
their procurement. 107 Of the three chains of island sites comprising, according to 
M. Wiener, 108 maritime routes sailed by Minoans in search for copper and tin, the 
third one, running along the west coast of Anatolia and comprising Knidos, Iasos, 
and Miletus, can likely be extended up to Samothrace. In this sense, the geograph-
ical position of Samothrace would have favoured its role as natural stepping stone 
to a ‘mainland’ rich in metal ores. As far as the northern coast of Greek mainland 
is concerned, central and eastern Macedonia, together with the island of Thasos, 
are rich metalliferous areas, exploited since the Middle Neolithic period. 109

5. Hybridisation. Lastly, the Minoanisation process in the NE region of the Ae-
gean underwent relatively rapidly an unexpected transformation. We have tried 
to explain the phenomenon as hybridisation, meaning that in this area it implied 
not only the adoption and imitation of certain aspects of the Minoan material 
culture, but also the active selection and adaptation of such innovations and 
their following incorporation into the local landscape. Although the tenuous and 
exiguous evidence was considered a sign of less integration into the social and 
economic system of the southern Aegean, differences between settlements in 
NE Aegean can depend also on the composition of social communities. It is hard 
to trace social and political relations in the archaeological record, but, following 
Young’s definition of hybridity in our introduction, it has been possible to show 
that varieties in Minoanisation are visible, frequently on the local level, and that 
they depend on negotiation between different social strata in a given community. 
The analysis of communities’ size and social stratification, therefore, will be an 
essential component of the future research.

105	 Stos−Gale and Gale 1984; Gale and Stos−Gale 1986; Pernicka et al. 1984; Pernicka 
1987; Wagner et al. 1986; Pernicka et al. 2003; Begemann et al. 2003.

106	 Černych 1978; Pernicka et al. 1997. See also Chernykh 1992.
107	 On this point, see also Wiener 1990, 146–7.
108	 Wiener 1990, 146–7. The first one ran north through Thera, Naxos and Kea to 

Laurion; the second one ran eastward to Cyprus and the Levant.
109	 See, for this point, Matsas 1995, 243–4.
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Postscript
The discussion concerning various aspects of acculturation and hybridisation has 
moved forward considerably since the submission of the original manuscript in 
late 2011, highlighting especially the term “entanglement.” Since none of this could 
be incorporated and reflected upon anymore for the present paper, the reader is 
referred especially to the following study:

Stockhammer, P.W. 2013: “From Hybridity to Entanglement, from Essentialism to 
Practice.” Archaeological Review from Cambridge 28(1):11–28.

Further aspects of the problem were the theme of a Workshop Minoanization vs. 
Mycenaeanization: Two Sides of the Same Coin?, held at the 2013 Annual Meeting 
of the American Archaeological Institute in Seattle, WA, to be published soon as an 
edited volume by E. Gorogianni, P. Pavúk, and L. Girella at the Oxbow Publishing 
House.
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