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Abstract. – Relying on indicative finds of clay rods, the article examines different aspects of pottery production in the Studenica
Monastery. Apart from identifying the pottery kiln and manufacture area, several questions are raised concerning the organization
of pottery production and its users. Explanation of the production context enables us to understand the place of this monastery
in the economy of the early Nemanji} state.
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hanks to recent analyses of representative sets
of vessels from the reference sites, the study of
Mediaeval pottery in Serbia regained its place
in the focus of research. After publishing the results of
the excavations at Stala}, a fortified town at the turn of
the fifteenth centuriy,1 and the Magli~ Castle,2 certainly
one of the most successful examples of Serbian military architecture of that time, the research potential of
Late Mediaeval pottery is best underlined by the finds
from the Studenica Monastery, the well-known endowment by the founder of the dynasty, Stefan Nemanja
(1166–1196, †1199), and the most respected Serbian
monastery.3 In the context of the overall results of the
excavations at the monastery complex, dating from the
1180s, the study of this assemblage has significantly
helped us to understand various aspects of pottery,
including its production. A reliable delineation of two
Mediaeval horizons – one from the late twelfth and the
thirteenth centuries, and the other from the fourteenth
and the first half of the fifteenth – with pottery assem-

blages illustrating the consumption models, enables the
study of Mediaeval Serbian pottery production in its full
complexity, including technological aspects and the
issues of standardization and specialization. Several
related research projects have been launched, archaeometric examinations among them. On the other hand,
while preparing the publication of archaeological
excavations at the monastery, construction parts of a
pottery kiln have been identified, indicative for the discussion of its production. Those finds are the first of
their kind to come from the territories of Mediaeval
Serbia, and for that reason their meaning in wider social
and economic milieus should be examined. Apart from
identifying the location of the workshop, the aim of
this article is to discuss the character of the products
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Mini}, Vukadin 2007.
Popovi}, M. 2012.
Popovi}, M. 2015.

* The paper results from the research project of the Institute of Archaeology in Belgrade, Urbanization Processes and Development of Medieval
Society (no 177021), funded by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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Fig. 1. Clay rods from Studenica (photo: Institute of Archaeology)
Sl. 1. Glinene {ipke iz manastira Studenice (foto: Arheolo{ki institut)

themselves and the issues of production organization
and its context, bearing in mind the specific nature of
the site.

cisely. This is particularly true for the curved pieces.
On the other hand, it can be presumed that cylindrical
rods were between 30 and 35 cm long. One can further
observe the difference in quality of the construction
pieces. Compared to the curved finds, the clay rods
were made in a much rougher fashion. It is noteworthy
that there is a certain regularity in the fragmentation of
the finds. If we put aside very small points, massive fragments are larger, between 10 and 15 cm in length. The
curved kiln elements are preserved to the length span-

IDENTIFYING THE POTTERY KILN
Among the objects found in the monastery complex, parts of clay rods and small, curved construction
elements in the form of the Latin letter S merit special
attention (Fig. 1). These were carefully collected during
the excavations, but their function was not explained
in the report.4 Out of the total of 90 fragments, there
are 74 massive cylindrical pieces and 16 curved ones.5
As the fragments did not match each other, their original shape and dimensions could not be determined pre-

4

Popovi}, S. 1994, 286–287, n. 195.
Most of the rods are 3.4–3.7 cm in diameter, and the largest
one is 4.2 cm wide. The longest rod measures 14.5 cm, and the
diameters of the curved finds are between 1 and 1.8 cm.
5
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ning from 2.6 to 8.6 cm. Small stains from green glaze
are visible on some of them.
It is obvious that these finds were part of a kiln.
Pottery kilns with clay rods had been in use since the
Bronze Age, more or less frequent in different periods.
The basic principle of firing with the help of radially
distributed rods is attested in Namazga-depe (Ahal,
Turkmenistan), in the first half of the second millenium
BC. Similar constructions were also used throughout
the Antiquity and the Middle Ages, up until the present
time.6 The spatial distribution of Mediaeval kilns and
their parts, as presented by Jacques Thiriot, shows the
concentration of finds in the East and in the Mediterranean.7 From what we know so far, the earliest Mediaeval
kilns with clay rods come from ninth-century Samarkand. In the following centuries and up to the present,
the basic construction of such a kiln has remained the
same,8 so that the suggested reconstructions of their
original shape differ only in details. The main body of
the kiln includes two parts: above a dug-in firebox, there
is a cylindrical chamber with shelves made up of rows
of clay rods, to encircle the empty space in the middle
for the circulation of air (Fig. 2).9 The best description
of kilns comes from the beginning of the fourteenth
century, from Abu’l-Qåsem Kå{åni’s manuscript on
minerals and precious stones ‘Arå ‘es al-jawåher wa
nafå ‘es al-atå ‘eb. Its last chapter, entitled The Art of
Ceramics and regarded as the best source for the study
of Islamic pottery production, states that “… These
(vessels) are placed in the kiln, called in Arabic shakhureh and locally dam [and dasht]. This is like a high
tower, and inside it has row upon row of fired earthenware pegs, each an arsh [or: a dhira’] and a half long,
fitted into holes in the wall. The vessels are placed on
them and fired for twelve hours with a hot even fire, with
this stipulation: that no wood be put on until the smoking has stopped, so that the smoke does not ruin or
blacken the pots. In Kashan they burn soft wood [like
hyssop and walnut], and in Baghdad, Tabriz and other
places the wood [of the willow] is stripped of its bark so
that it does not smoke. The vessels are removed from
the kiln after a week [after they have cooled].”10
The early date of the Samarkand kilns and a similar
chronology of other finds from the East, from Persia
(Iran), together with the overall simplicity of the construction with clay rods, allowed for the conception of
their eastern origin.11 As yet, this hypothesis is not disputed, but the transfer across the Mediterranean of both
the construction of such kilns and the firing technique
was not explained sufficiently. According to the estab-

STARINAR LXV/2015

Fig. 2. Reconstruction of the kiln
with clay rods from Serres
(after: Papanikola-Bakirtzi & Zekos, 2010, p. 13)
Sl. 2. Rekonstrukcija pe}i
sa glinenim {ipkama iz Sera
(prema: Papanikola-Bakirtzi & Zekos, 2010, p. 13)

lished development and distribution patterns, changes
in the layout of clay rods and shelves, influencing the
circulation of hot air and, therefore, the quality of firing,
occurred already in the next century with the transfer of
technology to the west coast. Finds from Zaragoza are
dated to the tenth-eleventh centuries, and the later stages
saw the degradation of the kiln construction. This was
said to be a consequence of efforts to attune the firing
technique to the rather complicated kiln construction.12
Findings from the Balkans, from Corinth in the Peloponnese (eleventh-twelfth centuries), Serres in Macedonia, and Massinopolis in Thrace (late thirteenth and

6

Thiriot 2009, 390–391.
Naumann 1971; Thiriot 1994; 1997, 346–362, Fig. 290;
Aubert, Nikolaðdès 1995, 242, Fig. 3; Francois et al. 2003, 326–327,
Figs. 1, 2; Francois, Shaddoud 2013, 25–27.
8 Thiriot 1997, 346–365.
9 Naumann 1971, Abb. 3; Thiriot 1997, 363–365; Konstantinidou, Raptis 2015, Fig. 13.
10 Allan 1973, 114.
11 Thiriot 1994, 787–790; 1997, 346–365.
12 Thiriot 1994, 792; 1997, 366; Thiriot 2009, 393–402.
7
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the fourteenth centuries) have been analyzed in such a
context.13 These kilns were studied in more detail, and
two additional finds are known. The kiln from Preslav
in Bulgaria is dated to the ninth-tenth centuries,14 while
the finding from Coconi in Romania dates from the
first half of the fifteenth.15 The presented assumptions,
especially those regarding the chronology and spatial
distribution, have influenced the view that pottery
kilns with clay rods were introduced to the Byzantine
world only after the Latin occupation of Constantinople
in 1204, and precisely in the areas ruled by the Latins.16
However, archaeological findings from the Middle
Byzantine Period, the above-mentioned kiln from
Corinth and new finds from Thessaloniki and Ierissos
allow for questioning of that conception. Moreover, they
unambiguously point to a direct taking over of both the
construction and the firing technique from the East.17
In the light of this discussion, the Studenica find
and its thorough interpretation gain in importance. One
may first ask exactly why a kiln with clay rods should
have been chosen for firing pottery. And, perhaps more
importantly, was this choice somehow connected to
the general plan of the monastery? While analyzing its
rampart construction, with the layout of towers deviating
from the usual practice of fortification, Marko Popovi}
concluded that Studenica was built according to a predefined plan whose author had no clear picture of the
configuration of the terrain.18 It is further believed that
in the course of construction works the plan had to be
changed and adjusted to the topographical conditions.
Based upon these deliberations, questions may be raised
regarding the kiln find in the monastery complex. First,
did the model of an ideal monastery, i.e. the pattern
according to which Studenica was built, include a pottery workshop with the specific type of kiln, or was it
chosen only to conform to a general idea that a monastery should produce all goods for monastic community,
including pottery? Perhaps this particular kiln construction was suggested by the mason himself, drawing on
his personal experience and skills? As for now, these
issues cannot be resolved on the basis of the abovelisted analogous finds of the same date from the lands
of the Byzantine commonwealth. Due to the well-known
architectural features of the complex, the dilemma of
the origin of the template for such kilns is particularly
striking in the case of Studenica. On the one hand, there
are uncontested Byzantine influences on the conception of the monastery, and on the other the architecture
of the Virgin Evergetis church interweaves Romanic
with Byzantine art.
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IDENTIFYING THE MANUFACTURE AREA
Although Mediaeval potters usually worked in the
villages within monastic properties – the examples from
fourteenth-century Serbia include Banjska, St Archangels
and Kon~a – pottery craft could have been organized
within the limits of a walled monastery as well.19 Some
examples from the earlier Middle Ages, like the ones
from Egypt – Kellia and Saint-Jeremia, and Bulgaria,
around Preslav,20 may perhaps also be regarded as a
model for this trade in the following centuries. Judging
by them and by archaeological finds from the site, localization of the workshop and its characteristics could
be determined with a greater level of certainty.
In the course of the decades-long excavations of the
Studenica monastery complex, no architectural remains
of a pottery kiln were uncovered, but the described finds
pointed to its existence. Without firm material evidence,
one can discuss the dimensions and capacity of the kiln
only conditionally, through analyses of stratigraphic
data and the characteristics of vessels.21 To that end,
we should first identify the manufacture area, and the
archeological record can help us resolve that issue.
Almost thirty years ago, excavations in the eastern part
of the monastery churchyard revealed a complex stratigraphy and the remnants of buildings, which was largely
confirmed in the course of the recent revision works.22
To summarize the results, two buildings come from the
earliest construction phase in the sector of the East Gate
– one with a porch, leaning on the rampart and named as
Eastern monastic building, and the nearby building XI,

13 Morgan 1942, 14–22, Fig. 17/j–l; Papanikola-Bakirtzis et al.
1992, 31–32, Figs. 21–22; Zekos 2010, 53.
14 Totev 1976.
15 Constantinescu 1964, 272–273.
16 Raptis 2011, 190; Konstantinidou, Raptis 2015.
17 Konstantinidou, Raptis 2015, in the earlier bibliography.
18 Popovi}, M. 2015, 257–259.
19 Popovi}, S. 1994, 112.
20 Dvor`ak Schrunk 2003; Totev 1976.
21 e.g. Rice 1987, 176–180; Arnold 1991, 87–91; Costin 2005,
1055–1064.
22 Field documents from the 1982–1985 excavations, organized by the Republic Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments, Belgrade, and led by Milica Jankovi} MA, are missing. The
stratigraphy of cultural layers and archaeological contexts are reconstructed according to the annual reports and a synthetic article by
Milica Jankovi} (Jankovi} 1985; 1986a; 1986b), and according to the
results of the 2013 revision excavations (Popovi}, M. 2015, 162–185,
Fig. 99, and references therein).
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Fig. 3. Schematic cross-section including layer
of burning debris with clay rods (A) of the trench 2/1982

rampart 1839

Sl. 3. Sonda 2/1982, crte` profila ukqu~uju}i
sloj po`ara sa nalazima glinenih {ipki (A)

rampart – the later renewal

402,60

rampart – the end of the 12th c.
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building. Because the field documents are missing, the
distribution of clay rods could not be reconstructed.
Yet, on the basis of some more recent finds, the zone
of their most intense distribution can be localized, as
mentioned, between the East Gate and St Demetrios’
Chapel. As confirmed by recent archaeological excavations, fragments of the rods were also found north of
this zone, in the area of future buildings III, V, and VII,
but in small numbers. This can be explained by subsequent leveling of the terrain, preceding the construction
of new buildings. The original ground surface in the
eastern part of the churchyard was somewhat lower then
in the rest of the complex, so it had to be filled with
earth prior to further building works.25
As shown in earlier studies, the spatial organization of Mediaeval Serbian monasteries followed the
Byzantine model. Places of cult, i.e. the churches and
monastery refrectory, were built in strictly defined intramural spaces, which was not the case with housing and
economic areas.26 Such activities were usually organized within the same buildings: kitchens, bakeries, various storage rooms, and workshops were situated on the
ground floors, while storeys were used for residential

a temporary wooden chapel. Further to the west, in the
area of the future Southeast Palace, above the original
terrain the remains of an oven and traces of a firepit were
found.23 Together with postholes, these finds clearly
indicate that in the first century of the monastery’s existence there were some wooden buildings. The next
stratigraphic layer was formed soon after the Eastern
monastic building was burnt down in the first third of
the thirteenth century. St George’s Chapel was built on
its ruins, and in the second half of that century two
more spacious buildings (VII and V respectively) were
erected to the north. Soon after that, at the beginning of
the fourteenth century, the already-mentioned Southeast
Palace was constructed. A century later, St Demetrios’
Chapel was added to this complex, while building VIII,
erected between the two chapels, comes from the last
construction phase in this area, i.e. from the sixteenth
and the first half of the seventeenth centuries.
The majority of the fragments of clay rods were
found in the layer of burning debris above the original
ground surface in the area between the East Gate and St
Demetrios’ Chapel (Fig. 3). This substantial layer, thick
between 0.40 and 0.50 m (402.22–402.72 m above sea
level) contains burnt beams, plenty of sleg, animal bones
and pottery, owing to which its upper chronological
limit may be set around the middle of the thirteenth
century.24 Without any doubt, this would mean that the
pottery kiln was constructed already in the first construction phase, at the time of the establishment the
monastery and the erection of the Eastern monastic

23 Radan-Jovin, Jankovi}, Temerinski 1988, 54; Popovi}, S.
1994, 286–287.
24 Jankovi} 1985, 162–163; 1986a, 18–19.
25 Popovi}, S. 1994, 287.
26 Popovi}, S. 1994, 71–80.
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purposes.27 Unlike other activities, pottery production
requires a great amount of space, and it had to be organized in a particular way. Even if we put aside a pottery
kiln, special compartments are needed for every single
stage of the production process, first of all for forming
and drying vessels.28 Regrettably, these last operations
are in most cases hard to prove by archaeological means,
as they do not leave any material traces.29 This fact
adds to the importance of the painted ware workshop
in the Tuzlal’ka Monastery near Preslav. Dated to the
ninth-tenth centuries, the workshop produced ceramic
icons, tablets and vessels for the Bulgarian capital. This
building had separate rooms for keeping raw materials
and clay preparation, for cutting the tablets and for the
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second firing (after painting the ware), as well as for
stocking final products, while the kiln for the first firing
was situated next to the river, some 60–70 m north of
the monastery.30
All the presented results allowed for setting up the
basic assumptions about the Studenica pottery workshop, unique in the lands of Mediaeval Serbia.31 On
the basis of the exhaustive archaeological analysis by
Marko Popovi} on the spatial setting of buildings in
the thirteenth-century monastery complex32 we are
close to the conclusion that the pottery production area
was situated between the Eastern monastic building
and building IIIa. Precisely in that area, almost 400 m²
large, there was a concentration of clay rods (Fig. 4).

Fig. 4. Plan of the Studenica monastery in the first half of the thirteenth century:
The Church of Virgin Evergetis (1), Refrectory (2), The Church of St Nicolas (3), East gate (4),
Eastern monastic building (5), building III (6), presumed manufacture area (7)
Sl. 4. Plan manastira Studenice u prvoj polovini 13. veka (prema: Popovi} 2015, sl. 168):
Bogorodi~ina crkva (1), trpezarija (2), Crkva sv. Nikole (3), Isto~na kapija (4), isto~ni konak (5),
gra|evina III (6), pretpostavqena zona proizvodne aktivnosti (7)

136

Vesna BIKI], Pottery manufacture in the Studenica Monastery: Preliminary considerations (131–144)

STARINAR LXV/2015

sgraffito and painted vessels, undoubtedly imported
from Byzantium (Fig. 5).38 Vessels of the first group,
among all the pots, share a common clay composition
with the coarse-grained sand-temper fabric. They were
made on a slowly rotating potter’s wheel and fired in
reducing atmosphere; therefore their colour is chestnut,
ranging from reddish-brown to greyish-brown. The
pots were produced in two sizes. Smaller pots are less
than a litre in volume, and the medium ones between a
litre and two, with only a few larger pots. Baking covers also display uniformity. All of them are conical in
shape, bearing rows of finger-impressed decoration
above the rim.
Tableware consists exclusively of bowls, coming in
several calotte-shaped varieties on a short ring foot; the
products of Byzantine workshops will not be studied in
this article. Potters clay for tableware was tempered with
the sand of varying fineness, and all the bowls were

The intensity of the activities therein is also illustrated
by pottery shards, mostly of hearth pots.33
However, two questions remain open concerning
the function of the kiln and, consequently, the organization of pottery production. First, was the kiln with clay
rods used to fire vessels from both functional groups,
hearthware and tableware? Secondly, did it perform
both firings, the biscuit firing and the second one, after
glazing? Taking into account both possibilities, i.e. firing unglazed and glazed ware,34 and firing glazed vessels only, previous research of such kilns did not resolve
this issue either. Traces of green glaze, although quite
sporadic, point to the firing of glazed ware, but this
cannot be used as grounds for further suggestions. Also,
one can assume that the S shaped devices could not be
used as hangers unless the wares have already been
fired once. The latter options suggest that only the second firing was performed, usually executed at a lower
temperature.35 This possibility is backed by the already
mentioned Tuzlal’ka find.
When judging a spatial model, one should consider
that production intensification would lead to the displacement of a workshop, or at least some of its units.36
This matter is worthy of future study on a larger sample. If a hypothesis is to be advanced that all pottery
groups were produced within the monastery complex,
and confirmed afterwards by archaeometric analyses,
then we might reckon with the displacement of a part
of the activities outside the fortification. This might
even broaden the chronology of the workshop and result
in setting somewhat different research goals: in that
case, additional surveys of the monastery surroundings
should be undertaken, first of all along the Studenica
Rivulet.

27

Popovi}, S. 1994, 80.
Rice 1987, 176–180; Arnold 1991, 105.
29 Costin 1991, 18–20.
30 Totev 1976.
31 A while ago, the same purpose was proposed for a high,
two-storey kiln from the fourteenth century Namasija Monastery,
near the town of Para}in, but one should not take this without caution. The kiln was situated next to the Refrectory, and consisted of
a ground floor and an upper storey with a wooden floor. It had two
fireboxes, one at each level. According to preliminary field information, Marin Brmboli} (1981, 134–135) supposed that the kiln
may have served to dry food. Much later, the author significantly
broadened the description, stating that “the space at the ground floor
level was partly divided into two unequal sections” and that “a large
quantity of prepared clay has been found, as well as specialized
tools and color and glaze stains on pebbles, allowing to suppose that
vessels were formed in the ground floor [one of its sections?] and
fired in the kiln”. It is further stated that this monumental kiln was
multipurpose: “Among other functions, the ground floor of the
building and the kiln were probably used for modeling and firing of
pottery vessels, while on the upper floor there was a monastery
kitchen” (Brmboli} 2011, 40–41). Beyond a doubt, a detailed analysis
should be undertaken to resolve the issue of this important kiln’s
function. There is also a kiln at the Manasija Monastery, coming
from the sixteenth-seventeenth centuries. For this information I
wish to thank Gordana Simi} and Marko Popovi}.
32 Popovi}, M. 2015, 259–260, Fig. 168.
33 Popovi}, M. 2015, Figs. 81, 94, 131.
34 Naumann 1971, 180.
35 Papanikola-Bakirtzis et al. 1992, 31; Konstantinidou, Raptis
2015.
36 Arnold 1991, 105; Sinopoli 1991, 101–103.
37 Arnold 1991, 87; Blackman et al. 1993, 61–73.
38 For the results of archaeological analysis of pottery cf. Popovi}, M. 2015, 211–215; Biki} 2015.
28

WHO MANUFACTURED POTTERY,
AND FOR WHOM?
Before I try to answer this question, the characteristics of pottery vessels from the presumed Studenica
workshop should be described. The features of final
products, in the first place their uniformity, provide an
important source for the estimation of the production
process. This uniformity refers to raw material composition, technology, shape, and volume.37 For such a
discussion, pottery assemblages dated to the first century of the monastery’s existence are of immense importance. Ceramic contexts comprise vessels of both
groups, hearthware and tableware, including a few
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Fig. 5. Thirteenth-century pots from Studenica (photo: Institute of Archaeology)
Sl. 5. Lonci iz manastira Studenice, 13. vek (foto: Arheolo{ki institut)

glazed in almost the same nuance of green (Fig. 6).39
A local origin for the hearthware was suggested above
with a higher level of certainty, which is in line with
the usual Mediaeval practice. On the other hand, as the
archaeometric survey has just started, the issue of localization of tableware production remains unresolved.
Although one cannot argue against its Byzantine manner, other questions concerning the organization of pottery production in the turbulent thirteenth century prevent us from taking a firm stand on this issue.40 Not
forgetting traces of green glaze on construction parts of
the kiln – its curved elements but also clay rods – a final
assessment could be made only after conducting petrographic and physical-chemical analyses of the finds.
The general features of the pottery point to the work
of a skilful craftsman. One can study the clear choices
he made throughout the process of pottery making,
concerning above all standardized clay quality, firing

0

procedures and vessel shapes. Thus, we have to pose the
question: Who was in charge of pottery production in
the monastery, a monk or a professional potter? Or perhaps a former apprentice in some workshop turning to
a monk? To answer this, we should first remind ourselves of common knowledge about monastic life. Apart
from the spiritual practice, everyday life in a monastery
is filled with various economic activities, and all of them
actually reflect spiritual efforts and discipline. Since
all the aspects of pottery production in a monastery are
intimately connected with the economy, there are no
explicit proofs that the monks were engaged in this
labour.41 On the one hand, there was a real and justified
need of a brotherhood for such production, not only for
consumption, but for possible exchange as well, and
on the other, this craft is not fully in line with everyday
life in such an environment. Tasks like weaving ropes
and baskets, or spinning wool, can satisfy spiritual needs
and be among the obediences,42 and because of their
rhythmic repetition they can be seen as being in harmony with the concept of monastic silence. In sharp
contrast, pottery production is a social activity, dynamic
in all its aspects, and it also implies a division of labour.43
For these reasons, and because of the seasonality of this
craft, it would be a more realistic scenario that potters
from nearby villages or, periodically, professionals from
the outside were engaged for this purpose.

2 cm

39 Technological markers may also be useful for the study of the
organization of pottery production, cf. Santacreu 2014, 245–249.
40 Biki} 2015.
41 Dvor`ak Schrunk 2003, 89.
42 Dvor`ak Schrunk 2003, 89.
43 Rice 1987, 182.

Fig. 6. Green glazed bowl from the East gate area,
thirteenth century (photo: Institute of Archaeology)
Sl. 6. Zeleno gle|osana zdela sa prostora isto~ne
kapije, 13. vek (foto: Arheolo{ki institut)
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the research there are still numerous blanks in our
knowledge of pottery production in the Studenica
monastery. For this reason the paper cannot end with a
proper conclusion, but rather with some closing remarks. To that end, it seems appropriate to discuss the
production context of these activities in Studenica,
which „…refers to the general conditions or circumstances in which production occurs, including the
physical environment in which production takes place
and the social, political, economic, and ideological
milieus that structure relations among producers and
between producers and consumers.”48
Given its political and ideological meaning,
Studenica provides an inspirational platform for such
deliberations. As a church mausoleum of the founder
of the Nemanji} dynasty, Studenica was not only first
among Serbian monasteries, but was an institution in
itself.49 It was founded as an independent monastery,
and its prior was given the highest rank, even to become
the head of the Church in Serbia, enjoying the full protection of the Great Zupan.50 The monastery was built
at the time of Serbia’s greatest political prosperity; its
organization and overall appearance mirror the complexity of political and cultural realities of the time.51
The status of the first endowment and the new center of gatherings (not only religious) of the subjects of
a newly independent state must have reflected on the
economic situation of Studenica. Founded in the place
of the once “desolate hunting ground for beasts”,52 with
very little arable soil and economic resources, the monastery was certainly planned to become a kind of economic center for the population in its immediate and
more distant vicinity.
From what is known so far, apart from the more
remote domains the large landed estate of Studenica
comprised several nearby villages as well. These provided craftsmen for the monastery’s needs, and were

It can be further noted that the quantity of vessels
is relatively large as seen against a modest level of
exploration of the units dating from the first century of
the monastery’s history. Together with this, there are
only a few forms in the pottery repertoire: pots in three
sizes – the largest for storage, the medium-sized for
cooking, and the smaller for drinking from – then baking
covers, and several mutually very similar green-glazed
bowls. This is almost identical to the general picture of
ceramics in Early Mediaeval Orthodox monasteries,
where there were three main groups of pottery: dishes
(bowls), cooking pots, and drinking vessels, cups or
jugs.44
The described features of pottery from Studenica
and its uniformity lead to certain assumptions regarding
the production organization model. To approach that
issue, and given the lack of other sources, we have to
lean on previous typologies, including the cause-consequence relationship between demand, production,
and distribution.45 Although the studies of this model
were not based on Mediaeval samples, in pottery production there are common parametres which can be
applied in this particular case as well. So, considering
the characteristics of ceramics from Studenica, displaying clear technological choices regarding the raw
material composition, firing procedures, and uniformity
in shapes and sizes, one may first think of the concept
of a workshop in a rural area sattisfying the needs of its
founders and supplying close surroundings. Among
the models already suggested, several can be seen as
matching what this author believes was the case with
the production organization model in Studenica, and the
closest one would be the conception of dispersed corvée,
which, according to Cathy Lynne Costin, includes „parttime labor producing for elite or government institutions within a household or local community setting“.46
Unlike the case of the production organization model,
an estimation of the production scope cannot be presented here, as there are no reliable quantitative data,
either for Studenica or for the sites in its vicinity. We
can only suppose that the workshop activity was seasonal, which could imply occasional work of specialized potters, who must certainly have lived within reach
of the monastery.47
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46 Costin 1991, 8 Sinopoli 1991, 99–100.
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48 Costin 2007, 150–155.
49 Blagojevi} 1988, 51–54.
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51 Ferluga 1988, 17–24; Kali} 1988, 25–34; Maksimovi} 1988,
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52 Life of St Simeon, 97.
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CLOSING REMARKS
The phrase preliminary considerations in this article’s title was chosen because at this opening stage of
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part of the whole economic complex.53 One can further
speculate that there were active relationships between
Studenica and the other monasteries, not only the villages, and in that context it is easier to understand the
setting up of the pottery trade there. Constructing the
kiln within the limits of the monastery, and in the early
stages of its history, can testify to the will of the founder
to support one of the activities important to the local
community. If this was so, the consumers of the workshop’s products were the locals as well, and in the case
of Studenica it can be supposed that the exchange was
taking place with the other centres, like Stara Pavlica,
Djurdjevi Stupovi, and St Peter’s Church, which would
encircle the area gravitating towards the capital in
Ras.54 Given the level of research, there is no decisive
archaeological confirmation of pottery distribution in
the early thirteenth century, but bearing in mind the situation from the end of the thirteenth and the fourteenth
centuries, when pottery of the same formal and stylistic features occurred throughout the region,55 we may
suppose with considerable certainty that the settlements in the Ras area were interconnected through the
trading channels in the earlier period as well.
At any rate, the very existence ot the workshop in
the monastery is one of the significant markers of the
inclusion of Studenica in the economy of the early
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Nemanji} state, differentiating it from the endowment
monasteries built by other rulers. Added to previous
knowledge, the results of the study of pottery production and distribution present Studenica as having been
shaped according to an ideal conception of the sacral
central place, which included ideological (religious and
political), cultural, and economic aspects. It remains to be
seen whether there were other such models, or whether
Studenica was an exception.
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IZRADA KERAMIKE U MANASTIRU STUDENICA:
PRETHODNA RAZMATRAWA
Kqu~ne re~i. – glinene {ipke, grn~arska pe}, proizvodni prostor, potro{a~i, proizvodni kontekst.

jalnih dokaza (arhitektonskih ostataka kerami~ke pe}i), o
dimenzijama i kapacitetu pe}i mo`e se govoriti posredno,
analizom raspolo`ivih nalaza stratigrafskih podataka,
kao i osobina samih posuda. Najve}a koli~ina delova glinenih {ipki poti~e iz sloja paqevine nad prvobitnim terenom, koji je istra`en u isto~nom delu manastira (sl. 3).
Na osnovu otkrivene grn~arije je odre|ena gorwa hronolo{ka granica ovog mo}nog sloja po`ara, oko sredine 13. veka.
To bi zna~ilo, bez mnogo sumwe, da je kerami~ka pe} podignuta u prvoj etapi, u vreme zasnivawa manastira, istovremeno sa isto~nim konakom. Zona sa najgu{}om koncentracijom indikativnih nalaza se jasno ome|ava izme|u isto~ne
kapije i paraklisa Sv. Dimitrija, a delova {ipki je bilo
i na povr{inama severno od ove zone, odnosno na prostoru
kasnijih gra|evina III, V i VII.
Stratigrafski podaci i utvr|ena distributivna shema
nalaza glinenih {ipki vode ka razmatrawima o mestu radionice za izradu keramike. Za pretpostavku o prostoru
gde je mogla biti organizovana proizvodwa keramike veoma
je re~ita analiza rasporeda objekata u manastirskom kompleksu u razdobqu 13. veka, koju je uradio M. Popovi} na
osnovu svih raspolo`ivih arheolo{kih podataka. Oni bez
mnogo sumwe usmeravaju na prostor izme|u isto~nog konaka
i gra|evine IIIa, povr{ine od gotovo 400 m², gde su aktivnosti vezane za izradu keramike potvr|ene delovima glinenih
{ipki (sl. 4). Tako|e, ovo je zona najve}e aktivnosti, koja je
dodatno posvedo~ena ulomcima posuda, prete`no ogwi{nih
lonaca. U smislu organizacije proizvodwe ostaju, me|utim,
nere{ena dva osnovna pitawa u vezi funkcije same pe}i,
odnosno, da li je pe} sa glinenim {ipkama kori{}ena za pe~ewe posuda iz obe funkcionalne skupine, ogwi{ne i trpezne, i da li je slu`ila za oba pe~ewa, prvo biskvit i drugo
sa glazurom. Tragovi zelene gle|i, iako sasvim sporadi~ni,
upu}uju na pe~ewe gle|osanih posuda, ali ne daju smernice
za daqe pretpostavke. Ni prethodna istra`ivawa pe}i sa
glinenim {ipkama nisu decidirana u tom smislu, otkrivaju}i obe mogu}nosti, kako pe~ewe negle|osanih i gle|osanih posuda, tako i pe~ewe gle|osanih posuda, sugeri{u}i
samo drugo pe~ewe koje se po pravilu obavqa na ni`oj temperaturi.

Gra|a iz manastira Studenice, sakupqena u toku {ezdeset
godina istra`ivawa manastirskog kompleksa, donela je veoma zna~ajne pomake u sagledavawu razli~itih aspekata
kerami~kog materijala, ukqu~uju}i i proizvodne. Pouzdano izdvajawe dva sredwovekovna horizonta – stariji iz poznog 12. i 13. veka, odnosno mla|i iz 14. i prve polovine
15. veka – sa skupovima kerami~kih posuda koji ove naseobinske horizonte ilustruju u smislu potro{a~kih obrazaca, omogu}ava da se proizvodwa keramike u sredwovekovnoj
Srbiji sagleda u wenoj kompleksnosti koja podrazumeva
tehnolo{ki aspekt, kao i pitawa standardizacije i specijalizacije. Tome u ve}oj meri doprinose i konstruktivni
delovi grn~arske pe}i. Ovi nalazi, prvi te vrste na podru~ju sredwovekovne Srbije, imaju veliki zna~aj za razumevawe proizvodwe keramike, ali i {ireg privrednog miqea.
Stoga je ciq ovog rada, da pored identifikacije mesta radionice, razmotri pitawa u vezi sa organizacijom proizvodwe i karakterom samih proizvoda, tj. posuda, kao i proizvodni kontekst, s obzirom na specifi~nu funkciju
nalazi{ta.
Identifikovawe kerami~ke pe}i
Tokom arheolo{kih iskopavawa u manastiru Studenici delovi glinenih {ipki i sitnih zakrivqenih elemenata u vidu latini~nih slova S i C (sl. 1) su bri`qivo sakupqani i kao predmet prepoznati, ali wihova funkcija i
zna~ewe tada nisu bili detaqno ramatrani. Re~ je o ukupno
90 fragmenata, od toga 74 masivnih cilindri~nih komada
i 16 sitnih zakrivqenih elemenata. Na pojedinim delovima su vidqive male mrqe zelene glazure.
Otkriveni delovi jasno upu}uju na pe} sa glinenim
{ipkama, kakve su podizane za pe~ewe keramike po~ev od
bronzanog doba, mada sa razli~itom u~estalo{}u. Osnovni
korpus pe}i ~ine dva dela: nad ukopanim lo`i{tem podi`e
se cilindri~na komora, sa policama sa~iwenim od nizova
glinenih {ipki koje su u sredi{tu tvorile kru`ni prostor za protok vazduha (sl. 2). Pored distribucije na Istoku
i {irom Mediterana, nekoliko nalaza poti~e i sa Balkana. U hronolo{kom sledu najraniji su nalazi iz okoline
Preslava (9–10. vek), zatim iz Korinta, Soluna, Jerisosa
(11–12. vek), Sera i Masinopolisa (13–14. vek) i sa lokaliteta Coconi u Rumuniji (prva polovina 15. veka).

Ko je proizvodio kerami~ko posu|e i za koga?
Gotovi proizvodi prestavqaju zna~ajan izvor informacija za procenu proizvodnih aktivnosti, pri ~emu presudan
kriterijum predstavqa uniformnost posuda, koja se iskazuje kroz uniformnost sastava sirovine, tehnologije i forme,
odnosno metrike (zapremine). U tom smislu, kerami~ko posu|e iz celina opredeqenih u prvo stole}e `ivota u kompleksu manastira Studenice pru`aju dragocene informacije, u

Identifikovawe proizvodnog prostora
Na osnovu primera iz ranijih razdobqa sredweg veka,
poput onih iz Egipta ili okoline Preslava, kao i raspolo`ivih arheolo{kih podataka iz same Studenice, mogu}e je
pretpostaviti, sa dosta sigurnosti, poziciju kerami~ke radionice i utvrditi neke wene odlike. U nedostatku materi-
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ma, ve} je prakti~no svojevrsna ustanova. Osnovana je kao
samostalan manastir, a wen iguman je dobio najvi{i rang,
kao neka vrsta poglavara crkve u granicama srpske dr`ave,
pod punom za{titom velikog `upana. Izgra|ena u vreme najve}eg politi~kog uspona Srbije, Studenica svojom organizacijom i ukupnim izgledom odra`ava slo`enost politi~kih i kulturnih prilika tog vremena.
Pozicija prve zadu`bine i novog (ne samo verskog) sredi{ta okupqawa podanika mlade samostalne dr`ave nesumwivo se odrazio na ulogu Studenice i u ekonomskoj sferi.
Kako je zasnovan na mestu „koje be{e pusto lovi{te zverova“, sa veoma malo plodne zemqe i bez znatnih ekonomskih
resursa, manastir je svakako trebalo da bude i neka vrsta
ekonomskog sredi{ta za `iteqa iz bli`e i daqe okoline.
Prema dosada{wim saznawima, veliko studeni~ko vlastelinstvo je obuhvatalo, pored udaqenih poseda, i grupu
obli`wih sela koja su zajedno sa manastirom ~inila zaokru`en kompleks u ekonomskom smislu, sa seoskim zanatlijama koje su obavqale neophodne poslove. To je, prirodno, podrazumevalo aktivnu interakciju sa okolinom, ne
samo sa naseobinama, nego i sa manastirima. U takvom ekonomskom kontekstu okolnosti koje su uticale na uspostavqawe kerami~ke radionice postaju jasniji. Podizawe pe}i unutar ogra|enog manastirskog naseqa, i to u vreme
zasnivawa manastira, pretpostavilo bi inicijalnu `equ
samog ktitora da se tu, pored ostalog, organizuje izrada kerami~kog posu|a, kao jedne od delatnosti koja je od zna~aja
za lokalnu zajednicu. Tako bi osim manastirskog doma}instva potro{a~i kerami~kog posu|a bili i `iteqi okolnih
naseobina. U slu~aju Studenice se mo`e pretpostaviti
razmena u {irem okru`ewu, ukqu~uju}i pre svih Staru Pavlicu, ali i \ur|eve Stupove i Petrovu crkvu, ~ime se
prakti~no zaokru`uje zona koja gravitira ka stolnom mestu dr`ave u Rasu. Iako eksplicitne arheolo{ke potvrde o
distribuciji kerami~kih posuda u ranom 13. veku za sada
nedostaju – prvenstveno zbog nedovoqne istra`enosti –
povezanost naseobina u Ra{koj oblasti mo`emo pretpostaviti sa dosta sigurnosti, oslawaju}i se na situaciju iz ne{to kasnijeg vremena, kraja 13. i 14. veka, kada se u ~itavom regionu uo~ava pojava kerami~kih posuda sa istim
formalno-stilskim odlikama.
U svakom slu~aju, ve} samo postojawe radionice za izradu keramike unutar manastirskog kompleksa predstavqa,
smatram, jedan od zna~ajnih pokazateqa ukqu~enosti Studenice u privredne tokove rane dr`ave Nemawi}a. To je jo{
jedna od wenih osobenosti u odnosu na sve druge manastire,
vladarske zadu`bine. Uz sve od ranije poznato, iznete ocene
o proizvodwi i distribuciji keramike otkrivaju manastir
Studenicu kao jedan idealan koncept ustrojstva centralnog sakralnog mesta, koje objediwuje ideolo{ke (verske i
politi~ke), kulturne i privredne obrasce. Ostaje da se vidi
da li za turbulentno razdobqe 13. veka to mo`e predstavqati jedan od modela ili tek izuzetak.

smislu uniformnosti sirovine, procedura izrade i formalnih osobina (sl. 5). Dok je za ogwi{ne lonce s velikom
sigurno{}u pretpostavqeno doma}e poreklo, s obzirom na
ustaqenu sredwovekovnu praksu, mesto izrade zeleno gle|osanih trpeznih zdela (sl. 6) ostalo je otvoreno, budu}i da su
planirana arheometrijskih ispitivawa na samom po~etku.
S druge strane, iako wihov vizantijski manir nije sporan,
druga pitawa koja se ti~u organizacije proizvodwe keramike u turbulentnom 13. veku ne dopu{taju zauzimawe ~vrstog
stava u vezi s mestom izrade. Tako|e, u ovim razmatrawima
treba imati na umu tragove zelene gle|i na konstruktivnim delovima pe}i, pre svega na krivim elementima, ali i
na pojedinim glinenim {ipkama. O svemu ovome kona~ni
sud bi}e mogu} tek nakon obavqenih petrografskih i fizi~ko-hemijskih analiza.
Ukupne odlike kerami~kog posu|a otkrivaju rad iskusnog grn~ara, koji se iskazuje kroz jasne izbore u procesu
izrade, pre svega stabilnom kvalitetu gline i procedurama pe~ewa, ali i u jasnom standardu u oblicima posuda. U
razmatrawima o mogu}nosti da je to bio neki od monaha, mo`da prvobitno {egrt u nekoj grn~arskoj radionici, mora se
po}i od op{tih znawa o organizaciji `ivota u manastiru,
gde je svakodnevica obele`ena, pored duhovnih, i razli~itim aktivnostima ekonomske prirode, s tim da je svaki posao zapravo pitawe duhovnog zalagawa i discipline. Budu}i
da sva pitawa u vezi s proizvodwom keramike u manastiru
imaju jako ekonomsko opravdawe, nema eksplicitnih dokaza da su monasi bili grn~ari. Tako|e, izrada keramike je
dru{tvena delatnost koja podrazumeva podelu rada i, uz to,
dinami~na u svim svojim vidovima. Stoga se, kao i zbog sezonalnosti samog posla, ~ini realnijim scenario po kome
su za izradu keramike bili anga`ovani grn~ari iz obli`wih sela ili povremeno anga`ovani specijalisti.
Ukupne odlike posu|a, pre svega wihova uniformnost,
vode ka pretpostavkama koje se odnose na model proizvodwe
u manastiru Studenica. Prema ustanovqenim odlikama keramike, koje pokazuju jasne tehnolo{ke izbore u sastavu sirovine i procedurama pe~ewa, kao i uniformnost u oblicima i dimenzijama, ovde bi se moglo pomi{qati najpre na
radionicu u ruralnom podru~ju koja proizvodima zadovoqava sopstvene potrebe i snabdeva neposrednu okolinu.
Tako|e, mo`e se samo pretpostaviti da bi wena aktivnost
bila sezonska, {to bi podrazumevalo rad povremenih grn~ara specijalista, kojih je svakako bilo na manastirskim
vlastelinstvima.
Zavr{ne napomene
Zbog samog koncepta, pre svega politi~kog i ideolo{kog zna~aja, Studenica predstavqa idealan primer razmatrawa {ireg politi~kog, dru{tvenog i privrednog konteksta u kojem se odivija izrada keramike. Kao hram-mauzolej
rodona~elnika vladarske dinastije Nemawi}a, Stefana Nemawe, Studenica ne samo da ima prvo mesto me|u manastiri-
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