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Abstract. — The study addresses an imprecisely defined period between the end of the Neolithic and the beginning of the Eneolithic
in the Central Balkans. The study primarily refers to the characteristic ceramic forms common to both the Vinca culture and

the Early Eneolithic groups, especially the Bubanj—Hum I group. The pottery under consideration originates exclusively from
absolutely dated sites, single-layered sites, and sites that possess a well-defined vertical stratigraphy. The analyses of pottery,
combined with brief reviews on economic strategies, the chipped stone industry, settlement topography and the process of
metallurgy indicate that the transitional period from the Vinc¢a culture to the Bubanj-Hum I group was a gradual process in the

Central Balkans, without major external factors, yet continuous cultural contacts with the neighbouring communities, especially

into the east. This gradual process of vertical genetic transmission between the 47" and the 45 century calBC resulted in the

formation of the Bubanj—Hum I group.
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absolute dates

ach transition, whether it concerns an indivi-
dual or community is difficult, not only for the
turbulent process of the transition itself but
also for the effects that such a transition implies. The
social changes are complex processes of shifts in the
social structure of a community and, therefore, have
short and long term effects on each individual, as well
as on the entire society. The short term effects caused
by such changes are usually distinguishable, while, on
the other hand, the long term effects are more difficult
to notice, yet cause lasting and intensive changes in the
social structure of a community. Certainly, the intensity
and character of the effects caused by changes are de-
pendent on the conditions in which they took place.
One such tradition occurred during the 5™ millen-
nium BC, when a vast prehistoric “proto-civilization”,
the Vinca culture, ceded its centuries-old place on the
historic stage of the Balkans to the Copper Age com-
munities. Those communities were interpreted by

several authors as intruders with different degrees of
social awareness, originating from foreign territories.!
However, the question remains; was that the case?
The zenith of that transition, meaning the end of the
second and the beginning of the third quarter of the 5t
millennium BC is one of the least addressed prehistoric
periods in the Central Balkans. The period in question
remains under-researched in almost all of its aspects: the
material culture, which was usually primarily defined,
the spiritual culture, economy, settlement topography,
architecture, and other aspects of everyday life, as well
as chronological frameworks. Recently, however,
based on new data, the absolute dates, and research
into metallurgy, papers regarding the subject have
been published, actualizing this problem once again.

I Garaganin 1979, 204-205; Tasi¢ 1995, 28-29; Cpejosuhi
1998, 223-224.
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Late Neolithic — Transitional Phase/Kacuu eonut — [Ipenasna ¢aza: Early Eneolithic / Paun eneomnur:
1. Gomolava 8. Grivac 15. Gumniste a. Jurjevac h. Velika Humska Cuka
2. Spasovine 9. Divostin 16. Gradeshnica b. Gomolava i. Bubanj
3. Rumska 10. Rudna Glava 17. Slatino c. Vinca
4. Kormadin 11. Supska 18. Srebrne Rupe d. Livade
5. Banjica 12. Nisevac 19. Prohor P¢&injski e. Bodnjik
6. Vinca 13. Plo¢nik f. Ostrovul Corbului
7. Selevac 14. Donje Vranje g. Salcuta
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Vinca culture sites

Bubanj—Hum I group (BSK) sites
Panonian groups Early Eneolithic sites
Srebrne Rupe
Gradeshnica—Slatino—Dikili Tash 1T sites
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Fig. 1. Sites mentioned in this study (background of the map is provided courtesy of M. Milinkovic)

Cn. 1. Hanasuwitia iiomenyiia y iwiekcily (Ha iozagunu maiie 3axeansyjemo M. Mununkosuliy)
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The study of Neolithic cultures of the Central
Balkans has always been the focus of archaeologists,
as the research regarding the Vinca culture started
quite early, at the beginning of the 20t century, and
with almost the same intensity continues even today.?
The phenomenon of Vinca culture has intrigued and
still intrigues both domestic and foreign archaeolo-
gists, which has proved valuable for the international
renown of the Vinca culture and its continued scientific
popularity.’

The long term research of the culture has defined
its chronological framework and the characteristics of
its material and spiritual culture.* Still, its cultural and
chronological relationships with the preceding Starce-
vo culture and the following Early Eneolithic cultural
groups remain unclear. This especially refers to the
reasons behind the gradual disappearance of the Vinca
culture, a problem addressed in particular by numerous
domestic and foreign professionals.’ There are several
different opinions regarding the disintegration of the
Vinca culture. M. GarasSanin considers that the develop-
ment of the Vinca culture was interrupted by the com-
munities identified as the bearers of the Bubanj—Hum
group, who penetrated the southern Morava Region.
The same author highlights the penetration of Bubanj—
Salcuta—Krivodol (BSK) elements from Oltenia.® A
similar opinion is shared by N. Tasi¢ and D. Srejovi¢,
who connect such population shifts with Indo-Europe-
an migration.” R. Tringham considers profound social
changes within the Vin¢a community as the key rea-
sons for the disintegration of the culture. Namely, due
to the low level of staple resources, communities were
unable to function within the vast social network that
Vinca settlements represented. That led to the fractio-
nation of large settlements and the dispersal of small
groups of individuals that formed new settlements
and settlement networks.®

Chapman shares this opinion and highlights the
decrease of soil fertility and deforestation as key factors
which led to the unsustainability of the ever-growing
population.’

The main focus of this paper will not be on the
development and disintegration of the Vinca culture,
which has been thoroughly discussed,'? but the chara-
cter of relationships between the late Vinca culture
and Early Eneolithic groups that took its place in the
Central Balkans, as well as the process of formation of
those groups. Research of Early Eneolithic sites has
recently yielded new results that deserve a thorough
archaeological interpretation. The analysis primarily

11

refers to the characteristic ceramic forms common to
both the Vinca culture and Early Eneolithic groups,
and especially the Bubanj—Hum I group. The study
exclusively addresses pottery from dated sites, except
for single-layered sites and sites that possess a well
defined vertical stratigraphy. The pottery in question
is represented by plates with a thickened inner side of
the rim, carinated bowls, slightly biconical bowls,
bowls with an inverted rim, beakers with two handles
(kantharoi), etc. Besides the characteristic stylistic and
typological elements of the material culture, the paper
will also address the settlement topography and the
economy of those communities, as well as other rele-
vant aspects of life in this turbulent period. Due to the
specific geographic characteristics of the Central Bal-
kans and in order to make the following of the paper
easier, the territory of the Central Balkans has been
interpreted through two separate geographic regions —
the Transitional Region and the Mountainous Region.
Unfortunately, the study does not include the sites from
the Morava Region (Supska, Drenovac, Motel Slati-
na, etc.), which was one of the most densely inhabited
regions at the time, since, despite the intensive research
conducted in past years, there are no absolute dates
for those sites.

The Transitional Region

This region encompasses the territory between the
Drina River to the west, the Sava and Danube rivers
to the north, the mountain massif comprised of the
Gucevo, Sokolske, Povlen, Maljen, Suvobor and Rud-
nik mountains to the south and the Homolje mountains
to the east. In geographic terms, aside from the parts of
the Sava and Drina valleys, this region is comprised of
the valleys of the Jadar, Kolubara, and Tamnava rivers
and the lower course of the Velika (Great) Morava
River, Mt Cer, and the mountainous area to the south
and the east, which is bordered by the mentioned

2 Vasié 1902; Fewkes 1936; Holste 1939; Miloj¢i¢ 1950 and
other.

3 Tringham 1992; Schier 1996; Chapman 1981; Bori¢ 2009
and other.

4 Garaganin 1979; Bori¢ 2015; Tasi¢ et al. 2015 and other.
lapamanun 1973; Tasi¢ 1995; Bankoff, Winter 1990.
GaraSanin 1979, 204-205. Hereinafter BSK.

Tasi¢ 1995, 11; Srejovic¢ 1987, 45-49.
Tringham 1992, 137-138.

Chapman 1981.

10 Bori¢ 2015, 158—162 with cited literature.
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mountains. The region is suitable for agriculture, with
composite river valleys comprised of alluvium domi-
nated areas and highly fertile chernozem.

Since there is abundant data from the Neolithic
sites in the eastern part of this region (the sites of Vinca
and Banjica), the focus will be directed towards its
western parts — the Macva and Jadar regions.

According to the earlier researchers who addres-
sed the Late Neolithic of the Central Balkans, this re-
gion falls within the domain of the Vin¢a culture,!!
although it is the opinion of some authors that other
elements are represented, such as the Butmir and
Tisza culture elements.!? The research of Neolithic
cultures in the regions of Macva and Jadar, besides
the site of Gomolava,!? was intensively conducted by
M. Vasiljevi¢ and V. Trbuhovi¢, !4 who coined the term
“Benska Bara III phase” for the Late Neolithic in this
region. In the latest monograph that deals with the pre-
history of the Sabac region, the phase is completely omit-
ted, 1 while Bulatovi¢, Filipovi¢, and Gligori¢!® high-
light it to a certain degree, considering that the authors
have properly argued the separation of such a phase of
the Late Neolithic and the Early Eneolithic, although
they did not define it through all of the aspects.

According to Trbuhovi¢ and Vasiljevié, the Benska
Bara III phase is defined based on the stratigraphy of
the multilayered settlement at the site of Jela—Benska
Bara, in the present-day city of Sabac. The settlement,
excavated during the ‘60s and ‘70s, was located on a
slight elevation, surrounded by water, in the marshy
terrain within the former centre of the city of Sabac.!”
In the course of the excavations, a total of three phases
of the Neolithic were separated, of which the youngest
was marked as the Benska Bara III phase. Unfortuna-
tely, the authors do not highlight the stylistic and typo-
logical characteristics of pottery attributed to that phase,
save for the appearance of pseudo-barbotine wares
(the site of Kik in Svileuva).'® Based on the charac-
teristic pottery recorded at the sites attributed to the
Benska Bara III phase, which is presented in mono-
graphs on prehistory in Sabac and Loznica, the main
stylistic and typological characteristics of pottery
from this phase were established. Those are primarily
slightly biconical bowls, bowls with an inverted rim,
which are sometimes on a hollow conical foot, with
modelled tongue-shaped or circular handles, conical
plates, occasionally with a thickened inner side of the
rim, shallow bowls with a thickened belly and funnel-
led neck, deep carinated bowls, globular vessels with a
short cylindrical neck and narrow mouth, beakers with
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two handles in line with the rim, high narrow vessels
(amphorae) with arched, button-shaped or wart-like
handles, pyraunos pots, etc.!’

The phase was incorporated into the Vinca culture
by Trbuhovi¢ and Vasiljevi¢, with one of the charac-
teristics being the copper axe-adze,2? which would in
fact position the phase into a later period, the Early
Eneolithic.2! On the other hand, the authors attribute
the site of Bodnjik in Druzeti¢ to the same phase,??
which, based on absolute dates, falls within the Early
Eneolithic.?3 Such a different chronological and cul-
tural perception of the Benska Bara III phase indicates
that the authors have separated it rationally, yet did not
completely define it.

In the course of the recent archaeological excava-
tions at the site of Spasovine in the village of Milina
(Fig. 1/2), located on a hill above the right bank of the
Milina River, not far from its estuary with the LeSnica
River, two enclosed archaeological features were re-
corded — a shallow circular feature in Trench 1, filled
with daub, and a portion (approximately a quarter) of
an oval feature in Trench 2, filled with daub, soot, and
portable archaeological material.>* Judging by the
thick layer of burnt shaped daub in the lower portion
and the layer of ashy soil mixed with soot in the upper
portion, the feature in Trench 2 could represent a semi-
sunken dwelling with the above-ground portion built
using the wattle and daub technique (Fig. 2). The feature
contained several typical and numerous atypical pot-
sherds and chipped stone tools. The ceramic forms are
represented by slightly biconical bowls with an inver-

11" Garaganin 1979, 146 with cited literature.

12 Crojuh, Leposuh 2011, 23-34

13 Brukner 1988.

14 Tp6yxosuh, Bacumesuh 1983, 27.

15 Crojuh, Leposuti 2011.

16 Bulatovié ez al. 2017, 43—47.

17 Tp6yxosuh, Bacusbesuh 1983, 26.

18 Tp6yxosufi, Bacusmesuh 1983, 73.
) 19 Crojuh, Ileposuh 2011 (the sites of Rumska, Janjiéi,
Sevar, Provo, Nakucani, Desi¢, Ridake, etc.); Bulatovi¢ ef al. 2017
(the sites of Jerinin Grad, Boji¢a Ada, Lipovica, etc.).

20 TpGyxosuh, Bacusbesuh 1983, 85-86.

21 Compare Antonovié 2014, Taf. 60; Bulatovié¢ et al. 2017,
42-47.

22 TpGyxosuh, Bacusbesuh 1983, 74.

23 Tlanasectpa et al. 1993; Zivanovi¢ 2013, 54.

24 The excavations were conducted in 2018 as a part of the
Jadar Project, realised by the Institute of Archaeology, in Belgrade
and Brooklyn College, in New York (Mladenovi¢ et al. 2020).
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Fig. 2. Milina, the site of Spasovine, ground plan and cross-sections of Feature 3 in Trench 2

Cn. 2. Mununa, nanazuwitie Ciiacosute, ocnosa u upeceyu oojexiua 3 y congu 2

ted rim, often with modelled tongue-shaped handles
on the shoulder (Fig. 3/1, 2), globular vessels with a
narrow mouth (Fig. 3/4, 5), vessels (bowls) with a
funnelled neck (Fig. 3/3), vessels on a foot (Fig. 3/7) and
short arched horizontally perforated handles (Fig. 3/6).
The layer surrounding the feature yielded fragments of
a beaker with a handle in line with the rim (Fig. 3/12),
bowls identical to the examples from the feature (Fig.
3/8,9), a globular vessel with a short cylindrical neck
(Fig. 3/10, 11), and a large barrel-shaped and slightly
biconical vessel with modelled application on the bel-
ly (Fig. 3/13). The ornamentation is represented by
modelled applications and shallow vertical parallel in-
cised lines (Fig. 3/13—15). The potsherds from the
feature in Trench 1 correspond to the stylistic and ty-
pological characteristics of pottery from Trench 2,
with the occurrence of bowls with an inverted rim,
which are numerous, and plates with a semi-circularly
thickened inner side of the rim (Fig. 3/16, 17).

13

A sample of soot from the feature in Trench 2 dated
the feature into the period between the 46 and the
45%_century calBC (Fig. 8/11).25 This also dates the
archaeological material from the layer, and most likely
from Trench 1, since this part of the site is single-
layered.

Identical ceramic forms are recorded on the sites
in the nearby territory of Macva, especially at those
sites which Trbuhovi¢ and Vasiljevi¢ attributed to the
Benska Bara III phase (the sites of Rumska, Janjiéi,
Sevar, Provo, Naku¢ani, Desi¢, Ridake, etc.),2 but

25 The analysis was conducted by the University of Arizona
AMS Laboratory (Lab. nr. AA 113502), with the result 5706+25 BP,
which is calibrated to 4611-4461 calBC (95% probability).

26 Tp6yxosuh, Bacumesuh 1983, 46/15, 56/103, 63/159,
70/11, 71/15, 73/21. Compared the illustrations from these sites
from: Crojuh, leposuh 2011 and Bulatovi¢ et al. 2017.
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Fig. 3. Spasovine: 1-7) Feature 3 in Trench 2; 8—13) Layer around the feature; 14—17) Feature in Trench 1.
Vinca: 18-22) The youngest Neolithic horizon (Tasic et al. 2015)

Cn. 3. Ciiacosune: 1-7) objexaini 3 y congu 2; 8—13) croj oxo oojexinia, 14—17) oojexain y congu 1.
Bunua: 18-22) najmnahu neonuiiicku xopuszonii (Tasic et al. 2015)
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also at sites within the Loznica Region, such as Jerinin
Grad, Boji¢a Ada, and Lipovica.?” Such forms have
also been recorded in the surroundings, within the
youngest Vinca layer at the site of Gomolava,?® at the
site of Mali Borak,2? and the sites within the Morava
and Sumadija regions (Supska, layers 3—1; Divostin
I1b; Grivac, horizon VI)3? and the Danube Region
(the youngest burnt Neolithic layer at the site of
Vinéa).3! Interestingly, a copper axe of the Jdszladdny
type was recorded at the nearby site of Crkvine in
Rumska (Fig. 1/3),32 and the pottery from the site
bears similar stylistic and typological characteristics
as that from the site of Spasovine (Fig. 4/1-9).

Some of the highlighted stylistic and typological
elements of the final phase of the Late Neolithic are
recorded within the Early Eneolithic groups in the re-
gion and, therefore, the differentiation between the
Late Vinc¢a and the Early Eneolithic sites can some-
times be marked solely by the accompanying archae-
ological material, such as forms and ornaments which
are characteristic exclusively for one of the periods.
Bowls with an inverted rim are recorded in both periods,
as well as small vessels (beakers) with handles (or
handle) in line with the rim or directly below the rim.
It is exactly those ceramic forms within the feature
and the cultural layer that are dated to the 46™ century
calBC at the site of Spasovine, to the 46145 century
calBC at the site of Gomolava, to a period between
the 48t and the 46'-century calBC at the site of Divo-
stin (ITb)33 and between the 45™ and the 44 century
calBC at the site of Bodnjik (Fig. 8/16, 17).3* Almost
identical forms from the sites of Velika Humska Cuka
and Bubanj are dated to the period between the 45t/44th
and the 43" century calBC (Fig. 8/18).3% According
to the current chronology of the Neolithic and the
Eneolithic in Serbia, the mentioned dates fall between
the final phase of the Late Neolithic, the Vinca culture
(Vinca D), and the developed phases of the Early
Eneolithic.

It is important to highlight that three copper axes,
two of the Jaszladdny type and one of the Kladari type
were recorded at the site of Staro Selo—Detinji Potok
(the name varies in publications) in the region of Mili-
na.3¢ Unfortunately, the site was never precisely loca-
ted, and its spatial relationship with the site of Spaso-
vine remains unknown.

In contrast to sites in the western part of the Tran-
sitional Region, the eponymous site of Belo Brdo in
Vinca (Fig. 1/6) is one of the best researched and most
scientifically renowned Neolithic sites in the Balkans.

15

For this study, the importance lies in the youngest Neo-
lithic phase at the site, which, according to a series of
new absolute dates, ends during the mid-46™ century
calBC,?” which approximately corresponds to the set-
tlement at the site of Spasovine. During this phase of
the Neolithic at the site of Vinca, carinated bowls from
the earlier phase are represented (Fig. 3/18, 21, 22),
with the appearance of slightly biconical bowls (Fig.
3/19, 20), which is also the case in other regions of the
Central Balkans during the later phase of the culture.
This form is one of the most common forms within
the Early Eneolithic cultural groups in the Central
Balkans, especially the variant with a short upper cone
(the so-called bowls with an inverted rim).

A total of five housing layers were recorded at the
site of Banjica in Belgrade (Fig. 1/5), of which the
two youngest layers (layers I and II) have not been pre-
served to a great degree.>® The slightly biconical bowls
and bowls with an inverted rim appear within horizon
I11, which is dated between the 44 and the 42" cen-
tury calBC.3? Such an early date most likely represents
contamination from the upper layers. However, the site
of Banjica yielded two absolute dates which could,
according to the vertical stratigraphy of the site and
the stylistic and typological characteristics of the pot-
tery from features of horizon III, correspond to that
horizon. Those absolute dates position horizon III bet-
ween the 471 and the 45™ century calBC (Fig. 8/10),40
a period corresponding to the settlements at the sites
of Spasovine, Divostin IIb, Gomolava II, and the final
Neolithic settlement at the site of Vin¢a.*!

27 Bulatovié et al. 2017, T. XXXII-XXXIII, XLIX-LI, LXIII.

28 Brukner 1988, Taf. 4/1-4.

29 Cnacuh 2011, T. III-V, VII, XIX/4, XXI/5, 8, 9, XXVI/1—
3,8.

30 (Fapamanmn M., lapamanms JI. 1979, T. V1, 7, /1, 111/1-4,
VI/1-4; Madas 1988, figs. 6.2—6.4, 6.6—6.7 and other; Nikoli¢ 2008,
fig. 9.70,9.71)

31 Tasié et al. 2015, Fig. 6; Bori¢ 2015, Fig. 5.

32 Atonovié 2014, 74.

33 Madas 1988, fig. 6.21; Bori¢ 2009, tab. 4.

34 Kusamosuh 2013, 54, fig. 2.

35 Bulatovié¢, Vander Linden 2017; Bulatovié et al. 2018.

36 Antonovié 2014, 66—82; Bulatovié et al. 2017, 46-47.

37 Tasié et al. 2015, 1077; Whittle ez al. 2016, 19.

38 Tpumxosuh 2007, 45-46.

39 Tpunkosuh 2007, 46.

40 Bori¢ 2009, Appendix 1with cited literature.

41 Madas 1988, fig. 6.21; Bori¢ 2009, tab. 4; Tasi¢ et al. 2015.
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Fig. 4. 1-9) Rumska, 10—13) Gomolava (after Brukner 1988);
14-19) Grivac, horizon VI (after Bogdanovi¢ 2008)

Cn. 4. 1-9) Pymcka,; 10—13) T'omonasa (Brukner 1988);
14-19) I'pusay, xopusoniu VI (Bogdanovi¢ 2008)
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At the site of Selevac near Smederevska Palanka,
located within the central part of the so-called Transi-
tional Region of the Central Balkans (Fig. 1/7), bowls
with an inverted rim (occasionally with oblique chan-
nels) have been recorded mostly within the latest ho-
rizon IX, which is dated to the second quarter of the
5™ millennium BC (5670+80 BP and 5750+80 BP,
calibrated to 4618-4424 calBC and 4693-4515 calBC
with a probability of 68%) (Fig. 8/12).42 In terms of
the ceramic elements characteristic of the Early Eneo-
lithic in the region, vessels on a tall, hollow foot are re-
gistered from the earliest horizon II at Selevac, as well
as bowls and plates with a thickened rim, which appear
from horizon II1, which is chronologically positioned
into the final quarter of the 6! millennium calBC.*?

The Mountainous Region

The Mountainous Region is comprised of mounta-
inous areas of the Central Balkans, which are divided
by large Velika Morava (Great Morava), Ibar, Zapadna
Morava (West Morava), etc. and other smaller rivers.
It can be further divided into eastern, western, and
south-eastern zones. The eastern zone is comprised of
volcanic Carpathian-Balkan mountains that represent
one of the largest ore mineralisations in South-eastern
Europe. The western zone is comprised of fold moun-
tains rich in forests and tin and copper ores. The south-
eastern zone is comprised of the Serbian-Macedonian
mountain massif. Within the Mountainous Region, the
soil is of the forest type and erosive, and soils suitable
for agriculture are represented in a few basins and
within the areas of milder slopes and lower altitudes.

A total of four absolute dates originate from the
Neolithic layer at the well stratified Neolithic site of
Grivac in the western zone of the Mountainous Region
(Fig. 1/8). According to M. Bogdanovié,** none of the
dates originate from the youngest Neolithic horizon,
horizon VI, which would be the most suitable for this
study, since it hosts ceramic forms similar to those
from the sites of Spasovine, Divostin IIb and Gomola-
va II and other sites of the Late Vinca culture (Fig.
4/14-19), and which continue into the Early Eneolith-
ic. However, absolute dates from earlier periods allow
for a presumption that horizon VI at the site of Grivac
falls after the 48™/47t century calBC.*> The date pub-
lished in Srdo¢ et al.,*® separately and significantly
earlier than the monograph on the site of Grivac, is
quite baffling.#” The date allegedly originates from
horizon V (Fig. 8/14) and yielded a value of 5600140
BP, which is calibrated to 4557-4367 calBC with a

17

probability of 68%.4® However, the date and, espe-
cially, its upper border (the 46/45™ century calBC)
would rather correspond to the youngest horizon VI,
which is also indicated by the stylistic and typological
characteristics of pottery from this horizon and the
mentioned concurrent sites in the region. It is interest-
ing that certain ceramic forms characteristic of the
Early Eneolithic in the area, especially the Bubanj—
Hum I group, such as plates with a thickened rim, ap-
pear in horizon V at the site of Grivac, which is dated
to the end of the 6! and the first quarter of the 5" mil-
lennium calBC.

Approximately 10 km east of the site of Grivac, the
site of Divostin (Fig. 1/9), within the housing horizon
IIb,*® dated to the second quarter of the 5 millennium
calBC,*° finds characteristic of the Early Eneolithic,
such as bowls with an inverted rim, are complemented
by a pear-shaped beaker with two handles (kantharos
type), bowls with a short cylindrical neck and a round-
ed and thickened belly, often decorated with channels,
and a hollow conical foot, and a large amphora with a
narrow mouth (Fig. 5/1-9).3! The shape of the figu-
rine head from the site of Divostin IIb (Fig. 5/10)
somewhat resembles a figurine head attributed to the
Bubanj—Hum I group from the site of Velika Humska
Cuka.?

A significant number of Early Eneolithic sites, all
attributed to the Bubanj—Hum I group, have been re-
corded within the western and eastern zones of the
Mountainous Region.3? Numerous elements charac-
teristic of that group, such as plates with a thickened
rim, vessels on a hollow foot, slightly biconical bowls
and bowls with an inverted rim (often decorated with

42 Tringham, Krsti¢ 1990, 50. The calibration was conducted
using the CalPal online calibration programme, http://www.calpal-
online.de/, on 21.04.2020.

43 Tringham, Krsti¢ 1990, 50.

44 Bogdanovi¢ 2008, 460.

45 Bogdanovi¢ 2008, 457-459, Fig. 15.5.

46 Srdo¢ et al. 1987, 140.

47 Bogdanovié¢ 2008, 441-460.

48 The calibration was conducted via CalPal online calibration
programe, http://www.calpal-online.de/, on 20.04.2020.

49 Madas 1988, 143.

50 Bori¢ 2009.

51 Madas 1988, fig. 6.21/9.

52 Bogdanovi¢ 1990, Abb. 7.

53 Key-sites: Panjevacki rit, Blagotin, Mokranjske stene,
Cetace. The complete overview of the Bubanj—Hum I sites in the
Central Balkans is presented in Kapuran ef al. 2018, Fig. 7.3.
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Fig. 5. 1-10) Divostin horizon IIb (after Madas 1988; Bogdanovi¢ 1990),
11-19) Prohor Pcinjski

Cn. 5. 1-10) Queociiun, xopusonii IIb (Madas 1988; Bogdanovic¢ 1990);
11-19) Ilpoxop uurscxu
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channels) and carinated bowls existed in the region
within the preceding period, meaning the Late Vinca
culture. The exception is the Timocka Krajina Region,
where numerous Bubanj—Hum I sites have been regi-
stered, yet no Late Neolithic Vinca sites have been re-
gistered, despite the high degree of research.>

Although several Neolithic sites have been inten-
sively excavated within the south-eastern zone of the
Mountainous Region, as well as several Early Eneo-
lithic sites, none of the sites possessed horizons from
both periods, which could potentially determine their
stratigraphic and cultural-chronological relationships.
This is similar to the western and eastern zone of the
region.

The highest degree of research of the Neolithic
sites within the south-eastern zone was conducted at
the site of Plo¢nik (Fig. 1/13). According to the authors
of the excavations, D. Sljivar and J. Kuzmanovi¢
Cvetkovié, several cultural layers, representing the
phases of the Vinca culture, have been recorded at the
site, starting from the earliest Vin¢a—Tordos I phase,
to the Gradac phase.’> The series of published abso-
lute dates from the site does not correspond to the
aforementioned chronology of the site.>® According to
those dates, the life at the settlement started somewhat
later than previously suggested, during the Vinca—
Tordos II phase (the final quarter of the 6™ millenni-
um calBC, the Vin¢a B phase) and also ended later,
during the Vin¢a—Ploc¢nik II phase (the second quarter
of the 5™ millennium calBC, the Vinga D phase). The
text which presents trench VIII/A, excavated in 1978,%7
points to a clear stratigraphy of the trench and the con-
text for the find of a copper chisel, with the accom-
panying pottery from that housing horizon. This hori-
zon will be addressed in the paper, as it represents the
best stratified and presented context from the young-
est layer at the site of Plo¢nik. Besides the usual forms
of the so-called southern variant of the Vinca culture
(plates with a thickened rim, which occur from the
earliest layers together with carinated bowls), the pot-
tery from the context is represented by slightly biconi-
cal bowls, meaning bowls with an inverted rim, which
were not recorded in earlier layers.’® Another copper
chisel, almost identical in form and dimensions to the
example from the site of Plo¢nik, was recorded in a
similar housing horizon at the site of Velika Humska
Cuka, together with typical material of the Bubanj—
Hum I group and dated to a period between the 44t
and the 43" century calBC (Fig. 8/20).>° The housing
horizon with a copper chisel at the site of Plo¢nik is
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not dated, yet, based on the find of a similar chisel
and the analogy from the site of Velika Humska Cuka,
as well as the occurrence of bowls with an inverted
rim within the same context, the horizon could corre-
spond to the youngest published date from the site.%"
The date in question originates from a context in which
a similar copper chisel was recorded in 2000 and falls
within the second quarter of the 5" millennium calBC
(Fig. 8/5), which corresponds to dates from other sites
in the Central Balkans in which similar bowls have
been recorded (Spasovine, Vinca, Divostin, Grivac
and Selevac).®! Besides the aforementioned bowls,
beakers with two handles in line with the rim (the so-
called kantharoi), characteristic of the Early Eneo-
lithic in the area, were recorded within the youngest
layer at the site of Plo¢nik. However, it remains un-
clear whether those originate from this layer dated to
the second quarter of the 5" millennium calBC, or a
younger layer that is, for the time being, stratigraphi-
cally and chronologically undefined.®?

Of all of the excavated Early Eneolithic sites with-
in the south-eastern zone of the Mountainous Region
of the Central Balkans, only the sites of Bubanj and
Velika Humska Cuka have been absolutely dated (Fig.
1/1, h). The stylistic and typological characteristics of
pottery from those sites can be completely attributed
to the Bubanj—Hum I group, as a regional variant of a
wider BSK (Bubanj—Salcuta—Krivodol) cultural com-
plex. The earliest date originates from the site of Velika
Humska Cuka, from the earliest floor of a residential
structure located on a solid rock foundation. The date
indicates that the site was primarily settled between
the mid-45™ and the mid-44™ century calBC,% which
is almost identical to the date from the site of Bodnjik
(Fig. 8/15 and 16). Material typical of the Bubanj—

54 Compare Bulatovi¢ et al. 2013 and Kapuran et al. 2014.
55 1sugap, Kysmanosuh-Igerkosuhi 1997; Imusap 1999.
36 Bori¢ 2009, 211-215, Tab. 3.

57 susap 1999.

38 lmusap 1999, T. /7, T. 11/9, 11.

39 Bulatovi¢ et al. 2018, 21, Fig. 2, P1. I/1-8; P1. TII/1.

0 Bori¢ 2009, 211-215, Tab. 3.

61 Bori¢ 2009, 211.

2 Based on the oral account by the author of the excavations,

D. Sljivar, to whom we are grateful. However, N. Tasi¢ points to
the existence of a Bubanj—Hum I horizon at the site of Plo¢nik,
which was largely destroyed by farming (Tasi¢ 1995, 29). If that is
correct, the beakers could originate from that horizon.

63 The date was aquired in the Isotoptech ZRT, Laboratory in
Debrecen.
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Fig. 6. 1-9) Velika Humska Cuka, feature 2/S1/19;
10-14) Druzeti¢, site of Bodnjik (after Ilanaseciupa et al. 1993; JKusanosuh 2013)

Cn. 6. 1-9) Benuxa Xymcka Uyka, objexaiu 2/S1/19;
10-14) HApyoceiuuh, noxanuitieiti bogroux (Ilanaseciupa et al. 1993, Kusanosuh 2013)
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Hum I group was recorded in this horizon, such as
bowls with an inverted channelled rim (Fig. 6/3, 4),
short beakers with two handles in line with the rim
(Fig. 6/6), bowls with an inverted and channelled rim
on a hollow foot (Fig. 6/1), plates with a thickened in-
ner side of the rim (Fig. 6/2), large biconical vessels
with arched handles and arched channels on the neck
(Fig. 6/5), etc. The dominant ornamentation is repre-
sented by channels (Fig. 6/1, 2, 4-7), and a sort of
shallow and narrow groove-like ornament (Fig. 6/1—
3). It has been noticed that the plate with the thicke-
ned and channelled rim resembles examples from the
Late Vinca culture, which will be further discussed.
The remaining dates from the site of Velika Humska
Cuka correspond to dates from the nearby site of Bu-
banj and the other sites of a BSK complex in western
Bulgaria (Krivodol) and Oltenia (Ostrovul Corbului,
Salcuta) (Fig. 8).94

DISCUSSION

The Transitional Region

Based on the presented data regarding the result
of the latest research, and short reviews of necessary
previous results, it can be noted that, in terms of chro-
nology, the late phase of the Vinca culture, dated at the
sites of Spasovine and the site of Gomolava, and the
Early Eneolithic, dated at the site of Bodnjik, are pra-
ctically concurrent in the territory of western Serbia.
The eventual difference could be within a scope of
several decades, comparing the highest range of dates
from the sites of Gomolava and Bodnjik (Fig. 8/9,
16). Such chronological continuity between the Late
Neolithic and the Early Eneolithic cultures in this area
is further supported by the stylistic and typological
characteristics of the pottery, such as slightly biconi-
cal bowls, bowls with an inverted rim, plates with a
thickened inner side of the rim, beakers with one or two
handles in line with the rim (kantharoi), vessels on a
hollow foot, etc. Such forms occurred during the Late
Neolithic at numerous sites in the area and in other re-
gions of the Central Balkans (the sites of Spasovine,
Gomolava, Vinca, Banjica, Divostin, Grivac, Plo¢nik,
etc.) and also represent one of the main characteristics
of the Early Eneolithic ceramic inventory, especially
the Bubanj—Hum I group (Figs. 6, 7).%° Plates with a
thickened and mostly channelled rim are recorded
within the earliest settlement (horizon V) at the site of
Banjica,% which is unfortunately undated, yet, accord-
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ing to the ceramic finds, is attributed to the late Vinca
— Tordo$ phase of the Vinéa culture.®” However, such
plates occur from horizon III at the site of Selevac,
which is dated to the final quarter of the 6™ millenni-
um calBC.%8 Interestingly, such forms have not been
recorded within the horizon III at the site of Banjica,
and a similar lack has been noted for the site of Kor-
madin, likewise dated to the Vinc¢a—Plo¢nik phase of
the Vinéa culture.®® On the other hand, such forms
have been recorded at the site of Spasovine (Fig. 3/16,
17), which is approximately concurrent with the set-
tlements of Banjica III and Kormadin II. Carinated
bowls occur from horizon V at the site of Banjica and
continue throughout later horizons,’® and similar
bowls have been noted for Selevac, where they occur
sporadically within horizons III-V and become more
common within the later horizons.”!

Slightly biconical bowls appear later within the
Vinca culture in the Transitional Region and stand
connected with the Divostin IIb horizon, the youngest
Neolithic layer at the site of Vinca, horizons II and I1I
at Kormadin,’? and layer IX at Selevac, which corre-
sponds to the youngest phase of the Vinca culture,
meaning the second quarter of the 5™ millennium cal-
BC in absolute dates.”®> A beaker with two handles
(kantharos) has also been recorded within the horizon
III at Kormadin.”*

Early Eneolithic finds from the Macva Region
and the transitional area between the Pannonian Plain
and the mountainous regions of the Central Balkans in
general, are usually defined within the inventory of the
Bubanj—Hum I group (or BSK complex), with certain
elements of Pannonian groups such as the Tiszapol-
gar—Bodrogkeresztur, the Lasinya, and the Sopot—

4 The second date for the site of Velika Humska Cuka (Fig.
8/17) was also acquired in the Isotoptech ZRT. Laboratory in De-
brecen. For further reading on the absolute dates from those sites,
refer to Boyadzhiev 1995, Bulatovi¢, Vander Linden 2017 and Bula-
tovi¢ et al. 2018.

5 Brarojesuh 2005.

6 Tpumnxosuhi 2007, 147, 155, 161.

7 Tpumrosnh 2007, 45.

68 Tringham, Krsti¢ 1990, 50.

9 Bynarosuh et al. 2010, 11-42.

70 Tpunkosuh 2007, 135, 136, 143, 179, 184.

71 Tringham, Krsti¢ 1990, Fig. 9.3/307, 373, 370, 389.

72 Bynarosuh et al. 2010, T. I11/7-9, T. V/7-10.

73 Tringham, Krsti¢ 1990, 50.

74 Bynarosuh et al. 2010, T. V/15.
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Lengyel,”> which is not unexpected considering the
geographic position of the region. At some of the
sites, such as Vinca, a Bodrogkeresztir necropolis was
registered,”® and further to the east, a BSK complex
grave was registered at the site of Lepenski Vir,”” which
all illustrate the directions of the process of cultural
transmission at the southern fringe of Pannonia during
the beginning of the Eneolithic period.

Speaking of changes, a specific distribution of
axes of the Jdszladdany type in a relatively small area
of the Cer and Macva regions is notable. Namely, on
the south-eastern slopes of Mt Cer and its immediate
vicinity, in an area covering approximately 50 km?, a
total of seven such axes have been recorded (Milina,
Tekeris, Pomijaca, Gornja Sipulja and Rumska).”8
Similar finds have been noted in the neighbouring re-
gion of Macva, which continues to the northeast of
the Cer Region, comprising one wider area. A total of
18 such axes (complete and fragmented) have been
recorded within the Mac¢va Region, with the majority
(10 examples) being registered in the Stitar hoard.” A
large number of axes in this relatively small area
could indicate the possibility of their production with-
in the mentioned area. However, there is currently no
evidence that could confirm this thesis, such as traces
of metallurgy in settlements, although M. Stoji¢ and
M. Cerovi¢ mention certain “ceramic moulds” from
the sites of Dipovi in Ridake and Benska Bara in
Sabac.8? The same authors also note that the analyses
of some of the axes have pointed out that they were
made from the local copper ore from Mt Cer.8! It is
important to highlight that possible surface exploita-
tion of copper was recorded within the region, at the
location of Srebrne Rupe (Fig. 1). Allegedly, copper
was extracted from this location in the narrow canyon
of the Kramska River,3? some 1.5 km east of Tekeri$
and 4 km west of the site of Crkvine in Rumska,
meaning between two sites at which copper axes of
the Jaszladany type were recorded. According to
Vasiljevi¢, who cites the data from Maszek, Preuse-
hen and Pittioni, it is a sulphide ore of chalcopyrite.®3
Deep and wide pits cut into the riverbank, connected
to the riverbed with channels, are visible at the loca-
tion even today. The walls of the pits consist of greasy
greyish-green rock.34

Likewise, such a large number of axes recorded
within a relatively small area could indicate a trade
zone between the populations in Pannonia, where
such axes are numerous, and the Mountainous Region
of the Central Balkans, with sporadic finds of such
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axes. The highest distribution of such axes is recorded
in the Carpathian Basin, and it can be assumed that
the production centres were located within this area,
yet again without finds of moulds and metallurgical
activities connected with those objects. From this
point, such axes could have reached the southern fringe
of Pannonia through cultural interaction, and were
then distributed further to the south. Contacts between
the Pannonian populations and the populations that
inhabited the Transitional Region of the Central Bal-
kans are also reflected in the stylistic and typological
characteristics of pottery from the Early Eneolithic
sites in this area, such as the sites of Livade in Kaleni¢,
Velimirovi Dvori, and Bodnjik, which correspond to
the Pannonian Eneolithic groups such as the Lasinya
and the Tiszapolgar-Bodrogkeresztur.3>

The chronology of those axes also remains un-
clear, especially the time of their initial occurrence.
According to most authors, they are dated to the Early
Eneolithic, meaning the period after the mid-5t
millennium calBC.8¢ However, at the site of Rumska,
where a similar axe was recorded several decades
ago, no Early Eneolithic material was recorded during
several surveys, only Late Neolithic material (Vinca
D), which could be dated to the second quarter of the
5™ millennium calBC, based on numerous analogies
(Fig. 4/1-9).87 Ceramic material with identical stylistic
and typological characteristics to the sites of Spaso-
vine, Rumska, and other mentioned sites was also re-
gistered at the site of Jasupovac in Velika Vranjska,®®
together with a copper axe of the Jaszladany type,
which could provide yet another argument for the

75 Blagojevi¢ 2005, 66-72; Bulatovié et al. 2017, 45.
76 Jemruh 1986.

77 JTeruma 1970.

78 Compare Antonovié 2014.

79 Antonovi¢ 2014, 66-82.

80" Crojuh, eposuh 2011, 30.

81 Maczek et al. 1952.

82 Bacuspernh 1967, 133.

83 Maczek et al. 1952.

84 Bulatovié ez al. 2017, 236.

85 Blagojevi¢ 2005; Bulatovi¢ et al. 2017, 45; Stevanovié
1998, Sl. 4/a—c; YKusanosuh 2013, 54. Compare the Lasinya mate-
rial from Jurjevac in eastern Srem in Balen ef al. 2017, PI. 5/8; PL
6/7, Pl. 7/1 and Raczky et al. 2014, 331-337, Figs. 5 and 6.

86 Todorova 1981; Boroffka 2009; Antonovié 2014.

87 Crojuh, Heposuh 2011, T. CXVIIL

88 Crojuh, Ieposuh 2011, 190, T. CCIX.
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possibility of the earlier occurrence of such axes than
previously thought. The site of Spasovine in Milina,
dated to the final century of the third quarter of the 5t
millennium calBC, could serve as an additional argu-
ment, as a hoard comprised of three such axes was re-
corded in the same village (the site is not precisely lo-
cated). If data on the chronological determination of
the sites of Rumska and Velika Vranjska is correct (it
would appear, according to the material, the both sites
are attributed to the Late Vinca culture), those would
represent the earliest axes of the mentioned type.

All of the presented arguments indicate the possi-
ble production of the Jdszladany type of axes in this
region, but without interdisciplinary analyses and the
comparison of the physical-chemical composition of
the copper and lead isotopes of the copper axes and
the ore from the Srebrne Rupe location, which remains
the only hypothetical outcrop of copper in the area,
the subject remains in the domain of assumptions.

The eastern and western zones

of the Mountainous Region

All of the registered Early Eneolithic sites within
the eastern and western zones of the Mountainous Re-
gion of the Central Balkans are attributed to the Bubanj
—Hum I group. The largest number of sites in this re-
gion is located within the Timoc¢ka Krajina Region and
the wider confluence area of the Zapadna Morava (West
Morava) and Velika Morava (Great Morava) rivers. A
significantly lower distribution of sites is registered
within the Iron Gates (Perdap) and Klju¢ regions and
the upper course of the West Morava River, while only
one site has been registered within the Velika Morava
Basin.% A ceramic inventory characteristic for Bubanj
—Hum I group was recorded at all of the sites, such as
slightly biconical bowls, bowls with an inverted rim
(often vertically or obliquely channelled), plates with
a thickened inner side of the rim, kantharoi, vessels
(mostly bowls) on a hollow foot, carinated bowls with
a funnelled neck, etc.

Plates with a thickened rim, the carinated form of
bowls, and hollow feet of vessels have been recorded
in the eastern and western zones of the Mountainous
Region of the Central Balkans, within the early phases
of the Vinca culture. The carinated form of bowls oc-
curs at the site of Grivac from horizon IV,%° although
positioned on the shoulder of the bowl, while bowls
with a thickened belly and carinated form are record-
ed in horizon V and continue through horizon VI.°!
Plates with thickened rims, often decorated with chan-

23

nels, were recorded in horizon V, and in horizon VI,
where such forms were less emphasised and mostly
undecorated.”? At the site of Supska, which is, unfor-
tunately, undated, yet possesses a solid stratigraphic
determination, carinated bowls, and plates with a
thickened rim have been registered from the 8™ layer,
continuing up to the youngest layers.”?

Besides those forms, vessels with a hollow foot
were recorded at the site of Supska, starting from the
earliest 9" layer* and starting from horizon IV at the
site of Grivac.”> According to the absolute dates from
the site of Grivac, the occurrence of such forms in this
area can be connected with a period not later than the
final quarter of the 6" millennium calBC.%

The south-eastern zone

of the Mountainous Region

A similar situation occurs within the south-eastern
zone of the Mountainous Region of the Central Bal-
kans. In the course of excavations of the Antique town
of Timacum Maius in NiSevac, a portion of a Neolithic
Vinc¢a settlement was recorded. Aside from globular
bowls decorated with shallow channels, meaning bur-
nished narrow strips, the characteristic forms were re-
presented by plates with a thickened rim and carinated
bowls.?” The absolute date from one of the pits from
this site is unpublished and falls within 6240436 BP,
meaning 5303-5207 calBC, with a probability of 65.2%,
which positions the site into the 53™ century calBC,
slightly earlier than settlement IV at Grivac.”® Save for
globular bowls decorated with oblique channels, plates
with a thickened rim, often decorated with channels, a
hollow vessel foot, and a few carinated bowls with a
less emphasised belly have also been recorded at the
Neolithic site of Donje Vranje, in the upper course of

89 Kapuran et al. 2018.
90 Bogdanovi¢ 2008, Fig. 9.14/j, f, Fig. 9.15, 9.16 and other.

91 Bogdanovié 2008, Fig. 9.23/g, j, 9.24/a, c, Fig. 9.28/h, j,
Fig. 9.7419.75 and other.

92 Bogdanovi¢ 2008, Fig. 9.24/j, k, Fig. 9.26/b, £, Fig. 9.77/
a—c and other.

93 lapamanun /1., Fapamanna M. 1979, T. XXIX/3-5.

94 Tapawmanun JI., Tapamanus M. 1979, T. XXXVII/6.

95 Bogdanovi¢ 2008, Fig. 9,19/c, f, i.

% Bogdanovi¢ 2008, 459.

97 Bymarosut et al. 2014, T. 1.

98 The lab-code of the sample is SUERC 54882. The date

from NiSevac was provided by the ERC-funded research project
Eurofarm (Stg-313716) directed by M. Vander Linden.
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the South Morava River.”” An absolute date from this
site positions the settlement into the final quarter of
the 6t millennium calBC.'% Plates with a thickened
rim have also been recorded within the Gumniste 11
horizon in Pavlovac, together with globular vessels
characteristic for the Vinca—Tordos$ II phase, which
remained in use within the younger Gumniste III hori-
zon, together with slightly biconical bowls and cari-
nated bowls. 10!

All of the absolute dates indicate that the plates
with a thickened rim, bowls with a carinated form and
vessels on a hollow foot were common for the Vinca
culture within the so-called Mountainous Region of
the Central Balkans during the final quarter of the 6th
millennium calBC, which corresponds to the Vinca—
Tordos II phase, according to M. Gara$anin and Vinca
B phase, according to V. Miloj¢i¢. Contrary to the
other regions of the Central Balkans, plates with a
thickened rim occur earlier and represent a preferred
ceramic form in the south-eastern zone of the Mounta-
inous Region.!%2 On the other hand, such plates were
mostly not utilised in the north of the Mountainous
Region or the Transitional Region, and even disap-
peared during the Vinc¢a—Plo¢nik phase at numerous
sites, or sporadically appear with mild thickening and
no ornamentation.

Interestingly, plates with a thickened rim have
been recorded at the site of Karanovo in Thrace, start-
ing from horizon I11,'% which is radiocarbon dated to
the 55154t century calBC,'%4 meaning slightly ear-
lier than at the settlements in the Central Balkans.
Also, those plates lasted through all of the horizons at
Karanovo, including horizon VI, which belongs to the
Eneolithic period, although such plates are sporadic
after horizon III and the thickening on the rim is mild
and usually undecorated. !5

A similar situation has been noted for the so-
called carinated bowls (thickened and acutely profiled
belly), which, as previously mentioned, occur at the
site of Supska from the 8™ layer and horizon IV at
Grivac. They are also recorded within settlements in
the southeast of the Mountainous Region, at the sites
of Nisevac, Donje Vranje, and Plo¢nik.!% Such a form
occurs at Banjica from horizon V and lasts throughout
the younger horizons.!?” Based on the absolute dates,
this form, possibly the most dominant and long-lasting
ceramic form of the Vinca culture, occurs in the Cen-
tral Balkans starting from the Vin¢a—Tordos II phase,
according to M. Gara$anin (Vincéa B, according to V.
Miloj¢i¢), meaning the final quarter of the 6 millen-
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nium calBC. This bowl profile, although slightly
modified (acute profile, less emphasised thickening
positioned on the funnelled neck of the vessel) pre-
vailed within the Bubanj—Hum I group.!08

In terms of slightly biconical bowls, especially
bowls with an inverted and often channelled rim, and
kantharoi, meaning beakers with handles in line with
the rim, which are, beside the plates with the thick-
ened rim, the most dominant ceramic forms of the
Bubanj—Hum I group, it is noticed that those forms
also appear in the south-eastern zone of the Moun-
tainous Region within the Vinca culture, but, in con-
trast to carinated bowls and plates, during its later
phase. Similar to the Transitional Region, slightly bi-
conical bowls, meaning bowls with an inverted rim,
occurred during the Vin¢a—Plo¢nik II phase within the
Mountainous Region of the Central Balkans. This is
indicated by finds from Divostin IIb (Fig. 5/1, 2), layer
II at the site of Supska, horizon III at the site of Gri-
vac (Fig. 4/15), the context with copper chisel in
trench VIII/A at Plo¢nik, horizon Gumniste III at the
site of Pavlovac and at Prohor P¢injski (Fig. 5/1-5),
some of which possess a channelled rim (Fig. 5/14,
15).199 According to the absolute dates for horizons
with such bowls at the sites of Grivac and Divostin,
they could be positioned within the second quarter of
the 5 millennium BC. There are no absolute dates for
the Gumniste III horizon in Pavlovac, and the authors
position it into the end of the Vin¢a—Plo¢nik I phase,!°
which approximately corresponds to the mentioned
chronology. The finds from Prohor P¢injski, which
originate from the same horizon, represent a sort of

99 Kapuran et al. 2016, T. 1/4, 7, T. 11/9, T. I11/2, 3.

100 Kapuran et al. 2016, 125.

101 Peri¢ et al. 2016, T. 111/4, 10; T. V/1, 3, 5, 6.

102 Schrier 2000.

103 Hiller, Nikolov 2005, Taf. 19/2, 10, Taf. 22/5-10.

104 Thissen 2000, Tab. 7

105 Hiller, Nikolov 2005, Taf. 42, Taf. 43/1, 2, Taf. 52/2, Taf.
67/6, Taf. 124.

106 Tmusap 1999, T. 11/7, 8, T. V/4; Bynarosuh et al. 2014;
Kapuran et al. 2016.

107 Tpunkosuh 2007, 135, 136, 143, 179, 184.

108 Crojuh, Jouuh 2006, T. LXV/40; Bynarosuh, Munanosuh
2015, T. I/1; Bynarosuh ef al. 2013, T. XXXVI/1, 3, T. XXXVI-
11/2, T. LXXV/12-14; Kanypau et al. 2014, T. VI1/49, T.
LXXVI/16-23.

109 peri¢ et al. 2016, T. V/2, 11, 12; Bynarosuh 2007,
244-247.

110 Peri¢ et al. 2016, 262-263.
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mixture of the Late Vinca culture and the Bubanj—
Hum I group.!!!

Beakers with two handles in line with the rim
(kantharoi) have also been recorded within the late
phase of the Vinéa culture at Divostin IIb (Fig. 5/3),!12
within layer 2 at the site of Supska,!!3 the youngest
layer at the site of Plo¢nik!!* and the sites of Spaso-
vine (Fig. 3/12) and Kormadin II1. Based on the abso-
lute dates from Spasovine and Divostin (Fig. 8), they
can be positioned within the second quarter of the 5™
millennium BC.

Interestingly, beakers with two handles in line
with the rim (kantharoi) primarily occur within the
ceramic inventory of the Gradesnica—Slatino—Dikili
Tash II and the Akropotamos—Topolnica groups in the
territory of present-day western Bulgaria, in the Stru-
ma Valley and lower Vardar Region!!3 during the first
quarter of the 5™ millennium calBC,'¢ approximately
concurrent with the appearance of bowls with an in-
verted rim in the same region.!!” Beside those forms,
bowls with a triangularly thickened belly and a cylin-
drical or conical neck (carinated bowls), '8 similar to
the Late Vinca examples from the sites of Vin¢a, Gomo-
lava and Grivac VI (Fig. 3/21, Fig. 4/12, 17), appear
in these groups as well. Bowls with a thickened rim
have also been recorded within the ceramic inventory
of those groups,!'? which is, in general, similar to the
ceramic inventory of the Vinca culture. Slightly bi-
conical bowls also occurred in Oltenia during the Rast
III phase, which corresponds to the Vinca—Plocnik II
phase.!20 Painting as a pottery decoration technique,
which was quite common for the Gradesnica—Slatino—
Dikili Tash II and the Akropotamos—Topolnica group,
has only been sporadically recorded within the Late
Vinéa culture,!?! yet it represents one of the most
common decoration techniques of the Bubanj—Hum |

group.

% ok 3k

From all that has been presented above, it can be no-
ticed that certain ceramic forms characteristic of the
Early Eneolithic Bubanj—Hum I group, such as plates
with a semi-circularly thickened inner side of the rim,
bowls with a triangularly acute thickening on the bel-
ly or shoulder (the so-called carinated profile),'%? as
well as vessels on a tall hollow foot (Fig. 6/1, 2, 11,
Fig. 7/1, 3, 11) are represented in the ceramic inventory
of the Vinca culture and, more precisely, the earlier
phases of the culture, in all of the regions of the Central
Balkans. According to the available absolute dates,
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such ceramic forms are represented in this territory
from the final quarter of the 6" millennium calBC,
which corresponds to the Vin¢a—Tordos II phase, accor-
ding to M. GaraSanin or Vinc¢a B phase, according to
V. Miloj¢i¢. It has been noted that the same ceramic
forms were represented in Thrace during approxi-
mately the same period,'?3 which used to be explained
by contacts between the Vinca culture and the Neo-
lithic cultures of Thrace, through the existence of a
unique Balkan—Anatolian Neolithic complex that
originated in south-eastern Thrace and western Anato-
lia.!24 The appearance of new elements within the
Vinca culture, represented by plates with a thickened
rim, which prevailled within the ceramic inventory of
the Bubanj—Hum I group, is defined as the Gradac
phase of the Vin¢a culture.'?> According to M. Ga-
rasanin, the phase can be observed at a depth of be-
tween 6 and 6.5 m at the site of Vinca, and at the
eponymous site of Gradac near Zlokuéani. In terms of
cultural and chronological aspects, the phase is quite
similar to the Karanovo IV horizon in Thrace.!2¢

111" A portion of the finds originates from excavations in the
1980s and a smaller portion originates from the excalvations con-
ducted in the early 2000s, which were directed by T. Cerskov from
the Institute for Cultural Heritage Preservation, in Nis. I would
like to take this opportunity and thank him for the insight into the
material.

112 Madas 1988, Fig. 6.21/9.

113 Tapamanun JI., Tapamanus M. 1979, T. T11/4.

3 114 Based on the oral account by the author of excavations,
D. Sljivar. The question remains whether the youngest layer be-
longs to the bearers of the Bubanj—Hum I group, as N. Tasi¢ (1995,
29) considers.

115 Tonoposa 1986, 46/6; Pernicheva 1995, Fig. 6/191, 193,
194, Fig. 8/259, 266, Fig. 9/297, Fig. 12/418; Treuil (ed.) 2004, P1.
4/1, PL. 5/4, P1. 59/1, P1. 81/2.

116 Boyadzhiev 1995, 182, Tab. 5.

17 Tomoposa 1986, 46/12; Treuil (ed.) 2004, P1. 13, 58, 62,
68, 71.

118 Tonoposa 1986, 46/1; Treuil (ed.) 2004, P1. 69/2, P1. 84/4,
5,PL.97/3, 4.

119 Treuil (ed.) 2004, PL.91/1, 2, P1. 101/3, P1. 104/4-7.

120 Tapamanun 1973, 11.

121" Bynaropuh et al. 2011, T. VI/10-12. Bacufi 1936, cx1. 281,
283. Compare with Vajsov 2007.

122 According to M. Garaanin (Garaganin 1979, 166), the
carinated vessels appear during the Vinc¢a-Tordos I phase, but
without the characteristic thickening.

123 Hiller, Nikolov 2005.

124 Tapamanun 1973, 122.

125 Garaganin 1979, 151-152.

126 Tapamanun 1973, 122-124; Garasanin 1979, 151-152, 174.
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A

Fig. 7. Characteristic pottery of Bubanj—Hum I group: 1-9, 11-15) Velika Humska Cuka, 10) Bubanj

Cn. 7. Kapaxinepuciiuune tiocyge Byoar — Xym [ ipyiie: 1-9, 11—15) Benuxa xymcka uyka, 10) Bybars
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Without addressing the origin of the Vinca culture,
these elements, especially the plates with a thickened
rim, occur in Karanovo from the earliest Late Neolithic
horizon (Karanovo III), which is chronologically cor-
related with the third quarter of the 6" millennium BC.
Interestingly, without the absolute chronology and
solely based on the material culture, certain authors
have determined the origin point for the Gradac phase
in the east, in Thrace, and on the shores of the Sea of
Marmara.!?” On the other hand, S. Peri¢ criticises the
previous definition of the Gradac phase and considers
that it should be defined as a “turning point” within
the Vinca culture when hilltop settlements appeared
together with lowland settlements. 28

As the subject of this paper is not exclusively the
Vinca culture, but rather its role in the genesis of the
Bubanj—Hum I group, its origin and development
phases will not be further addressed. It was important
for this study to point to the fact that the connection
between the Vinca culture and Thrace was also high-
lighted by previous colleagues and that they have
built a solid relative chronology of those contacts, de-
spite the lack of absolute dates. The present absolute
chronology indicates that certain ceramic forms (plates
with a thickened rim) occurred in Karanovo during
the earliest phase of the Late Neolithic (Karanovo III),
dated to the third quarter of the 6™ millennium calBC,
somewhat earlier than the examples in the Central
Balkans (the final quarter of the 6" millennium calBC).
It is peculiar that such forms, especially plates with a
thickened rim, were more represented within the
south-eastern zone of the Mountainous Region of the
Central Balkans (in which the characteristics of the
so-called Gradac phase are most represented), in
which they prevail into the youngest phases of the
Vinca culture, although with less emphasised thicken-
ing and usually without ornamentation (channels),
common for the earlier phases. In the north, their re-
presentation within the ceramic inventory of the Vinca
culture decreases, but they are still occasionally repre-
sented within the later phases of the Vinca culture.
Judging by their distribution, it seems that the most
intensive transmission with the territory of Thrace
was through the Nisava Valley.

The process of cultural transmission with the pop-
ulation which inhabited the territory east of the Vinca
cultural domain continued in the later phases of the
Late Neolithic, which is illustrated by the appearance
of few kantharoi and the massive representation of
slightly biconical bowls in the Vin¢a D phase, meaning

27

during the third quarter of the 5™ millennium calBC.
Identical forms occurred during the first and became
common during the second quarter of the 5™ millen-
nium BC in the lower Vardar Basin, Struma Basin,
and at the sites located on the northern slopes of the
western portion of the Balkan Mountains.'?? As the
distribution of kantharoi and slightly biconical bowls
was more or less equal in all of the regions within the
territory of the Vinca culture (from Gumniste in Pavlo-
vac, to Spasovine in the Cer Region and Vinca in the
Danube Region), and sites attributed to the Vinca cul-
ture have not been recorded in eastern Serbia, it is as-
sumed that the communication route of cultural trans-
mission was through the NiSava Region and possibly
the Danube transversal. Finds from a house at the site of
Poduen, in the Sofia Basin, which represents a certain
mixture of Vinc¢a and Karanovo V elements, is one of
the most discernible examples of evidence for those
contacts and their communication routes.!3% An addi-
tional argument supporting Late Vinca contacts with
the cultural groups from the Struma Valley and lower
Vardar Region is painted pottery, which is sporadically
represented at Vinca sites in the Central Balkans, but
became a common ornamentation technique for the
Bubanj—Hum I group and the entire BSK complex.
Besides the aforementioned ceramic forms com-
mon for both the Vinca culture and the Bubanj—Hum I
group, one should also highlight the semi-globular
bowls with a thickened belly, often decorated with
channels, and a modelled handle with arched incision
or a channel above it (Fig. 4/11, 16, Fig. 5/5, Fig 7/2,
Fig. 7/6 — handle with an arched channel above),!3!
large ovoid amphorae with a narrow mouth with small
horizontally perforated arched handles on the belly
(Fig. 7/13), or a large arched handle that connects the
vessel rim and shoulder,'32 and also the figurine head

127 Jovanovié 2006, 225.

128 Peri¢ 2006, 244.

129 Tonoposa 1986; Pernicheva 1995.

130 Todorova 1990, 165, T. I-IIL.

131 Such vessels have also been recorded at the sites of
Ploénik (ssusap 1999, T.I1I/1, T. V/7), Belovode, but without the
arched ornament (IllspuBap, Jantanosuh 1997, T. 11/4), Grivac V,
without arched ornament (Bogdanovi¢ 2008, Fig. 9.31/e), Grivac
VI (Bogdanovi¢ 2008, fig. 9.71/g), Kormadin (Bynarosuh et al.
2010, T. I/7, T. IV/6) and numerous other sites.

132" Similar amphorae have also been recorded at the sites of
Banjica (Tpunxosuh 2007, 186, 187); Divostin IIb (Madas 1988, Fig.
6.2/2, 6.6/10), Vinca, at a 4 m depth (Bori¢ 2015, Fig. 5) and other.
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Nr Site Context (Culture) Lab.code BP calBC Published
(Acropotamos- . 49834855 .
1 | Strumsko Topolnitsa) Bln-2612 6020+50 (68% CalPal) Boyadzhiev 1995
. (Gradesnica-Slatino- 4823-4623 .
2 Slatino Dikili Tash IT) Bln-3350 5860+80 (68% CalPal) Boyadzhiev 1995
Ttrench 7, spit 4 4764-4545 -
3 | Belovode (Late Vinca) OxA-14628 5800+36 (95%) Bori¢ 2009
. . House 13, feature 21 4720-4530 -
4 Divostin (Late Vina) OxA-14694 5775434 (95%) Bori¢ 2009
burnt building debris,
5| Plotnik | Trench 16, spit 7 OxA-14685 | 576535 47 (1905;‘5)30 Bori¢ 2009
(Late Vinca) °
6 | Gomolava |Burial 21 (Late Vinca)|  OxA-14708 573935 46?55\;)‘;98 Bori¢ 2009
House 6, sector 11,
7| Vinta segment IIT OxA-16597 572834 46?96;,/“;91 Bori¢ 2009
(Late Vinca) o
. House 1/06, sector 11 46304518 .
8 Vinca (Late Vinéa) UBA-22024 5720437 (68% CalPal) Tasi¢ et al. 2015
House 9/80, block VII,
9 | Gomolava | sq. E3, 4, spits 17/18 |  GrN-13160 571060 47(1;;/“;01 Bori¢ 2009
(Late Vinca) °
.. . 4670-4468 Vogel, Waterbolk
10 Banjica (Late Vinca) GrN-1542 5710£90 (68% after CalPal) 1963
trench 2/feature 3 45774509
11 | Spasovine (Late Vinca) AA 113502 5706+25 (68% CalPal) This study
4611-4461 (95%)
horizon IX(?) 4618-4424 Tringham,
12| Selevac (Late Vinca) HAR 3218 >670+80 (68% after CalPal) Krsti¢ 1990
House 01/06,
13| Vinta | the uppermostburnt | NOSAMS-67686 | 5650+30 4519-4463 Tasic et al. 2015
. - (68% after CalPal)
horizon (Late Vinca)
. Charcoal from trench 4557-4367 "
14 Grivac A, level 5 (Late Vinca) Z-1507 5600£100 (68%, CalPal) Srdoc¢ et al. 1987
Ostrovul 4519-4371 -
15 Corbului (Salcuta I1Ib) SMU-585 5591482 (68% after CalPal) Lazarovici 2006
. Below house floor in
Bodnjik, 4468-4347 (95%) .. .,
16 Druzetic House IV, qv- J8/1994 OxA-? ? 44484369 (68.2%) Zivanovi¢ 2013
(Bubanj—Hum I)
Velika | ench /L9, feature 44654342 (99%),
17 | Humska q the bedrock DeA 21482 5571439 4447-4373 This study
Cuka oor on the bedroc (68% CalPal)
(Bubanj—Hum I)
Velika Trench 1/19, 4375-4253 (91%),
18 Humska feature 2/S1/19 DeA 21483 5481+40 4360-4282 This study
Cuka (Bubanj—Hum I) (68% after CalPal)
4377-4275 Echrich and Bankoff
19 Salcuta (Salcuta I1b) GrN-1990 5475+55 (68% after CalPal) 1992
Velika
Trench 111/16, feature 4352-4326 (51.0%) .
20 H(gjﬁll(si(a 2 (Bubanj—Hum 1) AA 109498 5473431 4365-4259 (95.4%) Bulatovi¢ et al. 2018
. feature 69 4343-4266 (68.2%) Bulatovié,
21 | Bubanj (Bubanj-Hum I) SUERC 50666 | 5452428 4351-4257 (95.4%) | Vander Linden 2017
Burial 1,
-y female 20-30 years 4344-4263 (68.2%) .
22 Vinca (Tiszapolgar- OxA-24922 5451+35 4354-4244 (95.4%) Bori¢ 2015
Bodrogkerestur)
. . 4338-4266 .
23 | Krivodol (Krivodol I) Bln-2114 5445+45 (68% after CalPal) Boyadzhiev 1995
24 | Bubanj feature 37 Lyon 13690 544030 4346-4246 Bulatovié et al. 2018

(Bubanj—Hum I)

Fig. 8. Absolute dates for the Late Vinca and the Early Eneolithic sites in the Central Balkans

Cn. 8. Aiiconyiminu gamiymu 3a KACHy 8UHYAHCKY KVIHYPY U JOKaIuiliellie panol eneonutlia Ha yeniupannom bankamny
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from the site of Velika Humska Cuka (Fig. 7/8), which
rather resembles Vinéa examples (Fig. 5/10),'33 as
well as zoomorphic figurines and altars (Fig. 7/14, 15),
which differ little from the Vin€a examples. The latter
indicates a certain continuity in the spiritual life, which,
based on those relics as parts of a ritual, did not change
compared to the Late Neolithic. However, a differ-
ence in pottery surface treatment and quality has been
noticed — during the Early Eneolithic, pottery pos-
sessed a burnished slip, mostly brown, while Vinca
pottery was mostly black polished or grey without
slip (especially during the late phase). However, this
could possibly be explained by the shift in settlement
topography and with that the selection of clay sources,
as well as by different affinities of the Bubanj—Hum I
population. Channels and polished bands represent a
common ornament in the Vinca culture which prevailed
within the Bubanj—Hum I group, although combined
with incisions. Unlike Vinca pottery, vessels of the
Bubanj—Hum I group were often decorated with paints
of various colours and with graphite.

The two earliest sites of the Early Eneolithic,
meaning the Bubanj—Hum I group, are interestingly
recorded in different regions of the Central Balkans —
the Transitional Region (Bodnjik) and the Mountain-
ous Region (Velika Humska Cuka) — at a distance of
more than 250 km apart. The absolute dates from
those sites are almost identical and correspond with the
latest dates for the Vinca culture from the sites of Vinca,
Spasovine, Grivac, and Selevac (Fig. 8). According to
those dates and the common stylistic and typological
characteristics of pottery at these two sites, the stylis-
tic and typological characteristics of pottery of the
Late Vinca culture and the Early Eneolithic, as well as
according to approximately the same territories in
which the Vinc¢a culture and the Bubanj—Hum I group
were represented, it seems that the group originated
from the Vinca culture.

The territory in which the BSK complex was
formed with the Bubanj—Hum I group as a regional
variant matches the territory of the Late Vinca culture.
Therefore, besides the Central Balkans, the Late Vinca
culture has also been recorded in Oltenia and the Sofia
Basin, which would later fall under the domain of the
BSK complex. This also indicates that the traditions
of the Late Vinca populations were involved in the
formation of the BSK complex. One of the earliest abso-
lute dates for the Salcuta group (a regional variant of
the BSK complex) from the site of Ostrovul Corbului,
dates the group slightly earlier, concurrently with the
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settlements at Bodnjik and Velika Humska Cuka (Fig.
8),134 and indicates that the BSK complex was formed
approximately simultaneously in all of its geographi-
cal regions. This is also confirmed by an absolute date
for the Suplevac—Bakarno Gumno group, which repre-
sents a regional variant of the BSK complex in Mace-
donia, from the site of Spancevo in eastern Macedonia,
which is concurrent with the previously mentioned
dates.!33

Although the territories of the Vinca culture and
the Bubanj—Hum I group and BSK complex mostly
match, the topography of Bubanj—Hum I settlements
is significantly different when compared to the topog-
raphy of the Vinca settlements in the Central Balkans.
The habitation horizon of the Bubaj—Hum I group has
not been recorded at Late Vinca settlements within the
Mountainous Region of the Central Balkans, which
complicates the determination of their relations. The
Early Eneolithic settlements in this region were not
established even in the vicinity of previous Vinca settle-
ments, and the reason for that probably lies in certain
climate changes during the second quarter of the 5t
millennium BC, as noted by Todorova.!3¢ Namely,
the temperature rise started around 4700/4600 BC and
caused the intensive dry period and the depopulation
of the area south of the Rhodope Mountains, northern
Greece, and the Struma Region, where the Slatino—
Dikili Tas$ II and the Akropotamos—Topolnica groups
existed. It could be the case that the depopulation is
directly reflected in the appearance of new ceramic
elements from these groups within the ceramic inven-
tory of the Late Vinca culture, which would imply not
only direct or indirect contacts of these populations
with the Vinc¢a culture, but also certain population
shifts from these regions towards the north and north-
west. This climate shock most likely influenced the
Central Balkans as well and could be the reason be-
hind the transformation of settlement topography,
meaning the selection of settlement locations of the
Bubanj—Hum I group. The Vinca settlements were
mostly established on mild slopes and lowlands close
to rivers (68%) and rarely on barely accessible and
dominant elevations (16%) which is usually the case
within the south-eastern and western zones of the

133 Bogdanovi¢ 1990, Abb. 7; Urmarosuh 2008, kar. 6p. 41, 63.
134 Lazarovici 2006.

135 3npaskoscku 2009, 20.

136 Todorova 2007.
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Mountainous Region, as well as on elevations along
the Danube within the Transitional Region.!37 The
percentage of settlements located on dominant eleva-
tions rises to 35% within the Bubanj—Hum I group,
while settlements established on mild slopes and river
terraces are represented with 43%. Interestingly, only
in extraordinary cases do the populations of the
Bubanj—Hum I group inhabit Vinc¢a sites and usually
hilltop sites. The reason for the abandonment of low-
land Vinca sites could lie in the exhaustion of fertile
soil surrounding those sites, since those were usually
inhabited for a longer period. On the other hand, the
reason for the emergence of a larger number of sites
located on dominant and sometimes inaccessible ele-
vations on the fringe of valleys and basins could be
sought in various threatening factors (anthropogenic
or natural), which endangered the existence of the
population. A similar pattern has been noted for the
Carpathian Basin during the transition from the Neo-
lithic to the Eneolithic when, despite the overwhelming
Neolithic tradition in culture, Eneolithic populations
abandoned long-lasting tell settlements and estab-
lished settlements in new locations.!3%

A series of absolute dates from both lowland and
hilltop settlements could eventually provide interest-
ing data and answers regarding the possibility that the
hilltop settlements are older than lowland settlements,
as indicated by the available dates, or whether such
settlements are contemporaneous and the topography
is based on the economy of the population and other
factors.

The thesis that the territories of the Late Vinca cul-
ture and the Bubanj—Hum I group are mostly matching
is, however, completely contradicted by one region.
In the region of Timocka Krajina, which is relatively
well researched in the field, and where the complete
prehistoric corpus from local museums was recently
published, not a single Vinca site was recorded, besi-
des the site of Rudna Glava, which served exclusively
for the exploitation of copper ore.'3 The fact that this
region was utilised for the exploitation of copper ore
and not for settling indicates that it was, for some rea-
son, undesirable for settlement. One of the reasons
could be climate-related: the rise of temperature and
humidity, and the formation of dense forest and low
vegetation during the Late Neolithic, which made this
terrain impassable and unsuitable for settling. If that
was the case, the question is how did the Late Neo-
lithic population discover the outcrops of copper ore
in the first place, without a lengthly and detailed
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prospection of the terrain, which would in such a set-
ting be completely impossible? The argument which
could indirectly support such a thesis is the climate
change that was recorded after 4700/4600 BC, caus-
ing deforestation and making the terrain suitable for
occupation.!4? The other possible reason behind the
depopulation of the Timocka Krajina Region during
the Vinca culture could be sociological, concerning
the relationship between humans and the natural phe-
nomena, which were of great significance in life. A
good example of this is found in Late Bronze Age nat-
ural sanctuaries in the north of Macedonia (the sites
of Pelince and Kokino), whose wide surroundings
were completely uninhabited as they represented a
“forbidden” sacred space.!#! This could be the reason
why the Vinca settlements are not represented in the
Timocka Krajina Region, as settlements from the pre-
ceding Early Neolithic and later Early Eneolithic were
recorded in numbers. The thesis that this territory was
uninhabited and utilised solely for the exploitation of
copper ore, thus a significant and “forbidden” sacred
space, is supported by the youngest date from the site
of Rudna Glava, which indicates that the mine was
utilized up to the 47™ century calBC.'42 The region
was uninhabited in the period of copper exploitation,
and a dense occupation of the region occurred after
this period, in the time of the Bubanj—Hum I group.
In terms of copper exploitation and metallurgy in
the Central Balkans, several papers have been pub-
lished recently that unequivocally indicate that the
process of copper exploitation and processing in the
area was utilised since the Vin¢a—Tordos II phase,
which is confirmed by portable finds and absolute
dates.!*3 Radivojevi¢ et al. argue for the utilisation of
copper during the end of the 6™ millennium calBC by
two different techniques — cold bead making and cop-
per smelting.!#* Interestingly, save for lumps of slag,
direct evidence of copper smelting, such as crucibles,
blowpipes and smelting kilns are lacking, which is ex-

137 Kapuran et al. 2018.
138 Raczky et al. 2014, 339.

139 Bynaroeuh et al. 2013; Kanypawu et al. 2014; Kapuran
2014.

140 Todorova 2007.

141" Stankovski 2007, 11; Bynarosuh, Crankoscku 2012, 269
with cited literature.

142 Bori¢ 2009.
143 Kamypan et al. 2014, 28-29, Figs. 22-35; Bori¢ 2009.
144 Radivojevi¢ et al. 2010.

CTAPUHAP LXX/2020



Aleksandar BULATOVIC, H. Arthur BANKOFF, Wayne POWELL, Vojislav FILIPOVIC
Some Remarks on the Genesis of the Early Eneolithic in the Central Balkans (9-40)

plained by the fact the copper smelting took place in
pits.!#5 As opposed to the Neolithic, copper objects
are more numerous and typologically diverse during
the Early Eneolithic and objects which were suppos-
edly used within the metallurgical process, such as ce-
ramic blowpipes and possible crucibles, were recorded
at the sites of Bubanj and Kmpije.!® This is also con-
firmed by numerous copper objects found at Bubanj—
Hum I settlements, such as chisels, pins, axes, etc.,
unfortunately, usually without a context. Such objects
are significantly more numerous at the Early Eneo-
lithic sites in Pannonia and the Transitional Region
than in the territory of the Bubanj—Hum I group with-
in the Mountainous Region of the Central Balkans.'4’
It is important to highlight that the process of copper
metallurgy initiated during the Neolithic did not stop,
but evolved during the Early Eneolithic, which indi-
cates a certain vertical transmission within the Neo-
lithic and Eneolithic society in the area, and the tran-
sition of (metallurgical) information within several
generations of one population. Such knowledge was
utilised during the Early Eneolithic, as even certain
types of tools prevailled from the Late Neolithic, such
as a type of chisel (schmale keile according to D. Anto-
novi¢).!#8 Such a chisel was dated to the 47%/46t cen-
tury calBC at Plo¢nik!'4 and to the 44%/431d century
calBC at the site of Velika Humska Cuka.!5? Despite
the evolution of copper metallurgy and the technology
of production of copper objects, the Early Eneolithic
population exploited the same oxidic or mixed oxid-
ic-sulphidic copper outcrops in the Central Balkans'>!
and utilised the same technological knowledge inheri-
ted from the preceding period.

Interesting conclusions can be highlighted by
comparing the economic affinities of the Neolithic
and the Early Eneolithic. From the archaeozoological
aspect, the analyses of small samples indicate that
there was no interruption in the representation of do-
mestic species within the Bubanj—Hum I group, com-
pared to the Late Neolithic sites. The relationship of
species is slightly different, and the dominant role of
domestic cattle during the Late Neolithic was distort-
ed by the presence of ovicaprines, which were equally
represented during the Early Eneolithic, while the
representation of domestic pig rose during the Early
Eneolithic.!32 In terms of the representation and rela-
tionship of crop spectra, the data is similar for the
Late Neolithic and the Early Eneolithic, with the un-
derrepresentation of certain types of wheat during the
Eneolithic compared to the Neolithic in the same area
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(the samples originate from the sites of Plo¢nik and
Bubanj, separated by less than 50 km). This could be
explained by the regional distribution of certain spe-
cies.!33 Certainly, the samples were not in relevant
numbers, or from a large number of sites, and, there-
fore, the results should be considered with caution
and not as definite conclusions.

A similar observation has been made in terms of
the chipped stone industry. By comparing the samples
from multiple Neolithic sites (the final Neolithic hori-
zon at Vinca, Crkvine in Mali Borak, Plo¢nik, and the
final phase at the site of Divlje Polje near Kraljevo)
and samples from two Early Eneolithic houses at the
site of Velika Humska Cuka, it can be concluded that
the production of blades and end-scrapers on blades
continued in a similar way to the final phases of the
Vinéa culture (ca. 4500 BC),!5* yet with less detailed
treatment, and a similar trend is noted in terms of the
procurement of raw materials, as the tendency for the
utilisation of high-quality cherts and cherts that attest
to less regular knapping properties have been record-
ed. There were no major oscillations after 5000 BC,
when a significant shift in the production of lithic raw
materials had already occurred at the break of the mil-
lennium, reflected in the higher production of tools
based on flakes, even though the trend of the stand-
ardised blade production prevailed.!

Based on analyses of finds from two houses at the
site of Velika Humska Cuka, it is not unusual that a
spectrum of higher to lower quality raw material is
represented, which is understandable considering that
the Kremenac flint outcrop is located less than 3 km
from the site. The outcrop was most likely exploited
during the Early Eneolithic at the site of Velika Hum-
ska Cuka. Hence, during the Early Eneolithic, it is
possible to follow the continuation of Vinca’s techno-
logical package, but also the deterioration of criteria —

145 Radivojevié et al. 2010, 2785.
146 Jopamosmh 2006, Fig. 3; Bulatovi¢, Milanovi¢ 2020, PI.
28/, 8.
147 Compare: Todorova 1981; Antonovié 2014.
148 Antonovié¢ 2014.
149 Bori¢ 2009.
150 Buylatovi¢ et al. 2018.
151 powell et al. 2017.

152 Filipovié et al. forthcoming.

133 Filipovié et al. forthcoming.
154
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the selection of raw materials of different quality, the
variety of knapping techniques, swift adaptation, and
the occasional revival of the simplest knapping with
the use of direct percussion with a hammerstone.
Aside from the raw material from Kremenac and the
so-called Balkan Flint, obsidian tools have been re-
corded to a lesser degree at the sites of Velika Humska
Cuka and Bubanj.!%¢ The selection of obsidian, as well
as the selection of Balkan Flint for chipped stone tools,
also represents the heritage of the Vinc¢a culture.

As obsidian outcrops have not been recorded in
the area, it is clear that the obsidian (or finished prod-
ucts) was brought to the area through contacts and
connections with populations outside the Central Bal-
kans. Contacts between the Central Balkan popula-
tions with populations that inhabited the territory of
Pannonia during the Early Eneolithic (the Bubanj—
Hum I group) are illustrated by numerous finds. Espe-
cially in the north, in the so-called Transitional Region
of the Bubanj—Hum I group, ceramic finds typical of
the Early Eneolithic of Pannonia occur together with
Bubanj—Hum I finds. This phenomenon is particularly
characteristic for the Bubanj—Hum I sites within the
Transitional Region, such as Bodnjik and Livade, but
also within the ceramic inventory of the Early Eneo-
lithic cultural groups in Pannonia, where finds charac-
teristic of the Bubanj—Hum I group, such as beakers
with two handles (kantharoi), have been recorded.!>’
Contacts are also confirmed by certain “Pannonian”
stylistic and typological features within the ceramic
inventory of the Mountainous Region of the Central
Balkans (Fig. 7/11) and numerous finds of axes of the
Jaszladany type, with the highest distribution in the
Carpathian Basin, from where they spread towards
the Central Balkans and especially the Transitional
Region.

The brief review of all of the essential parameters
of the Late Vinca and the Early Eneolithic life in the
Central Balkans conducted in this study affirms the
thesis that the Early Eneolithic in the area, meaning
the Bubanj—Hum I group, likely formed from the tradi-
tions of the Vinca culture, although gradually through-
out the final quarter of the 5™ millennium calBC.
Based on the relationship of the represented stylistic
and typological characteristics of ceramic inventory
within the dated settlements, such as Spasovine, Gri-
vac (horizon VI), Divostin (horizon IIb), and Banjica
(horizon III), a transitional phase from the Vinca cul-
ture to the Bubanj—Hum I group could be defined. De-
spite the lack of absolute dates and a smaller scope of
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research, this was highlighted decades ago by M. Ga-
rasanin, who defined the phase as Vinc¢a—Plo¢nik IIb,
and by V. Trbuhovi¢ and M. Vasiljevi¢, who defined it
as the Benska Bara III phase, within the Jadar and
Maéva regions.!>8

A similar peaceful and gradual transition has been
recorded in Pannonia, between the Vinca culture and
the early Tiszapolgar group,'>® which calls for a re-
evaluation of the previous interpretation, which con-
sidered that the process of the disintegration of the
Vinca culture and the formation of the Early Eneolithic
groups in the Central Balkans unquestionably includ-
ed potential migrations, usually from the east.!®0

CONCLUSION

Following the disintegration of the Vinca culture
in the Central Balkans, the Bubanj—Hum I group was
formed as a part of a larger Bubanj—Salcuta—Krividol
complex, named after the eponymous sites. The precise
period of this transition and its character has remained
without an answer, despite the continuous and inten-
sive research into the Vinca culture. This study pre-
sents certain characteristic ceramic forms and abso-
lute dates for the Late Vinca culture, the Bubanj—Hum [
group, and several related groups that took part in the
formation of the Early Eneolithic in the Central Bal-
kans. The numerous stylistic and typological charac-
teristics highlight the numerous common forms that
occur both in the Vinca culture (especially the Late
Vinéa culture) and the Bubanj—Hum I group.!¢! The
differences are represented by the surface treatment,
pottery quality, and ornamentation. Aside from the
channels inherited from the Vinca culture, Bubanj—
Hum I pottery is often painted with different colours
and with graphite.

The territory of the Bubanj—Hum I group matches
the territory of the Late Vinca culture to a great extent,
while the BSK complex surpasses the territorial reach

156 Sari¢ 2020.

157 Balen et al. 2017, P1. 6/7; Sava 2015, PL. 118/3.

158 Tapamanun 1973, 94-95; TpGyxosuh, Bacusesnh 1983,
27.

159" Schrier 2008, 61.

160 Garaganin 1979, 204-205; Tasi¢ 1995, 28-29; Cpejosufi
1998, 223-224.

161 Tn the recent study, Whittle et al. suggested that the chara-
cteristic shapes of the Vinc¢a pottery remained relatively stable in
Vincéa D phase (2016, 44) which indicates certain cultural continuity
till the very end of the Vinca culture.
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of the Vinca culture, although Vinca sites have also
been recorded in the Sofia Basin, Bregalnica Valley,
and Oltenia.

Interestingly, the earliest dates for the BSK com-
plex, including the Bubanj—Hum I group, originate
from the peripheral areas of its territory (Spancevo in
the Bregalnica Valley, Bodnjik in the so-called Transi-
tional Region of the Central Balkans and Ostorvul
Corbului in Oltenia), indicating that the complex orig-
inated from the Vinca culture and developed relative-
ly simultaneously in all of the regions around 4450—
4400 calBC. This data negates the previous thesis on
the disintegration of the Vinca culture and the forma-
tion of the Bubanj—Hum I group, which emphasised
the role of migrations of populations from the east in
this process, but rather indicates that the complex was
formed almost simultaneously within its entire territo-
ry, upon a unique cultural base.

It is difficult to precisely determine the period of
the beginning of a certain cultural group, especially if
such a large territory is in question. However, it seems
that certain sites with elements characteristic of the
Bubanj—Hum I group, which appear together with
Vinca material, and considering the absolute dates
from those sites, could be attributed to the “transiti-
onal” phase of the gradual process between the Vinca
culture and the Bubanj—Hum I group. The phase,
which approximately took place between 4650 and
4450 calBC (according to the available absolute dates),
marked by the abandonment of long-lasting Vinca set-
tlements and the utilisation of different topographic
positions, is well illustrated by the sites of Spasovine,
Grivac (horizon VI), Divostin (horizon 1Ib), Banjica
(horizon III), Kormadin (horizon III), Prohor P¢injski,
Supska (horizons 1 and 2), etc.

The formation of the Early Eneolithic culture,
meaning the Bubanj—Hum I group, was gradual and
lasted for almost two centuries. It was marked by the
abandonment of large settlements and the formation
of smaller settlements in other locations, compared to
Vinca settlements. The population of the period still
utilised “Vinca“ ceramic forms, yet some new forms
appeared, which would be characteristic of the Early
Eneolithic and the Bubanj—Hum I group. The gradual
transition did not interrupt the life of the “Vinca”
population and, besides the process of cultural trans-
mission with neighbouring regions, especially to the
east, no intensive social processes have been noted.

This is the phase, or the transitional phase (peri-
od) within the transition between the Vinca culture
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and the Eneolithic groups (in this case the Bubanj—
Hum I group) that was marked as the Benska Bara III
phase decades ago by V. Trbuhovi¢, and M. Vasiljevic,
and which M. GaraSanin defined as the Vin¢a—Plo¢nik
IIb phase.

Such a gradual transition allowed a certain cultur-
al uniformity in this territory, which could already be
noted during the developed Vinca culture, in the final
quarter of the 6™ millennium calBC. A cultural con-
nection with populations east of the Vinca territory
was achieved, especially in Thrace, which formed a
sort of “similar” cultural basis in this territory, based
on the intensified processes of horizontal cultural
transmission. This similar cultural base, which would
develop into the Early Eneolithic Gumelnita—Kodja-
dermen—Karanovo VI and BSK cultural complexes,
prevailed within the later phases of the Neolithic, dur-
ing the first half of the 5™ millennium calBC. In that
period, those contacts became more intensive, espe-
cially with the population of present-day western and
south-western Bulgaria and the lower Vardar Region.
This interaction resulted in a sporadic occurrence of
painted pottery in the Central Balkans at the end of the
second quarter of the 5™ millennium calBC, within
the so-called transitional phase of the Vinca culture.
Painted pottery would later be well represented within
the Bubanj—Hum I group, at least at the sites in the
Morava Region and the Timoc¢ka Krajina Region.

Besides the material culture, the Bubanj—Hum I
group inherited other knowledge and experiences
from the Vinca culture through the process of so-called
vertical genetic cultural transmission.!%2 These were
related to the metallurgy, and chipped stone industry,
and, based on numerous finds of altars, spiritual life
during the Eneolithic did not differ from the preced-
ing period. The general economic strategies remained
more or less the same, with small regional variations,
despite the shift in settlement topography. The reasons
for such a shift remain unclear, yet it can be assumed
that the exhaustion of fertile soil surrounding the long-
lasting Vinca settlements or climate change during the
second quarter of the 5™ millennium calBC played an
important role.

At the same time, similar changes occurred in Pan-
nonia, where the Tisza culture, with some regional Late
Neolithic groups (Proto-Tiszapolgar phase of Herpaly
group, Csoszhalom-Oborin group, etc.) gradually

162 Eerkens, Lipo 2007, 243.
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developed into the early Tiszapolgar group.!6? Like-
wise, the Eneolithic population abandoned long-stand-
ing Neolithic settlements, which was one of the few
changes within this transition. Such a character of
transition indicates a peaceful, long-lasting and grad-
ual shift, without the significant impact of external
factors, which is completely opposed to previous the-
ses, which considered the migrations from the east as
one of the key factors for the disintegration of the
Vinca culture and the formation of the Eneolithic

groups in the Balkans. Therefore, it seems as though
there was no disintegration of the Vinc¢a culture, but
rather its transformation into the Early Eneolithic
groups, the Bubanj—Hum I group in our case.

At the end of the 5™ and the beginning of the 4t
millennium BC, certain changes took place in the Cen-
tral Balkans. Those changes could partially represent
the result of potential migrations within the Lower
Danube Region, but such a subject surpasses the chron-
ological framework of this study.
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Pesume: AIEKCAHJIAP BYJIATOBI'h, Apxeonomku HHCTUTYT, beorpan
APTYP BAHKO®, [lemapTMaH 3a aHTPOIIOJIIOTH]Y U apXeoIoTHjy, bpykiiH koxen
BEJH ITAVYEJI, Onememe 3a HayKy 0 3¢MJbH M )KUBOTHO] CPEIMHH, bpyKIINH Kosren
BOJUCIIAB ®UJIUTIOBU'R, Apxeonomku HHCTUTYT, beorpan

HEKE 3ABEJIEHIKE O 'EHE3U PAHOI' EHEOJIUTA

HA HEHTPAJTHOM BAJIKAHY

Kmyune peuu. — nentpaniu bankan, KaCHOBUHUaHCKA KyATypa, paHu eHeonut, bybam — Xym [ rpyma,

KapaKTEPpUCTUIHU KEPAMUYKHU €JIEMEHTH, allICOJIYTHU AaTyMU

Y 0BOj CTyIUjH ped je 0 HEAOBOJHHO jacHO Je(HHUCAHOM Tie-
pHOY Ha Kpajy HEOJIUTa U IOYETKY CHEOJIMTa Ha LIEHTPAJIHOM
Bankany. [71aBHa TeMa OBOT TEKCTa HHUCY pa3Boj U Ie3UHTErpa-
11ja O03HE BUHYAHCKE KYJITYpe, O YeMY je J0CTa MUCaHO Y I10-
CIIC/IIbe BPEME, HEro KapakTep M XPOHOJIOruja oxHoca usmehy
TI03HEe BUHYAHCKE KYIType U paHOECHEOIHUTCKe TpyTe Koja he je
HacJeIUTH Ha 0BOj Teputopuju (bydam — Xym I kao perrnonaHa
BapujaHTa Komiutekca bybam—Cankyna—Kpusonon — ckpaheno
BCK), kao u nporec Hactanka Te rpymne. OBa cTyauja, cTora,
aHanu3upa oapelheHe KapakTepUCTUUYHE KepaMHuuke Gopme
KOje IIOTUYY HCKJbYYHBO Ca allCOIyTHO AaTUPAHUX JOKAINTETa,
JEIHOCIIOJHUX WIH OHHX ca A00po 1e(hUHICAHOM BEpPTHKAJ-
HOM cTpaturpadujom, Kao ¥ XpOHOJIOTH]Y (aIllCOIyTHE IaTyMe)
KaCHOBHMHYAHCKE KyaType u rpyne bybam — Xym | Ha nenTpai-
HoM bankany.

300r cnennpUIHUX reorpapCcKux KapakTepUCTHKA LICH-
TpanHor baskana, anu u paau nakuier npahemwa n3narama, Tepu-
TopHja neHTpanHor bankana HHTEpIpeTHpana je y pamy ImyTeM
IiBe 3aceOHe reorpadceke peruje — npenasne peruje (neo [loca-
puHe u [logpuma, 6acenn Janpa, KomyGape, TamHaBe u nomer
Toka Benuke Mopase, miianuna Llep, kao u nobphe Ha jyry u
UCTOKY OrpaHuyeHo IiaHnHaMa ['yueBo, [losnen, Mamen, Cy-
B0oOOp M PynHuk) u ruranuHCcKe peruje (IUIaHWHCKa 00JIacT
neHTpanHor bamkana).

AHaJi3a CTHICKHMX M TUIIOJOUIKUX KapaKTepPUCTHKA Kepa-
MHKE yKa3ala je Ha OpojHe 3ajeTHHYKe KepaMuike popMme Koje
Cce jaBJbajy Kako y BUHYAHCKO] KyNTypH (OceOHO KacHOj BUH-
YaHCKOj KyATypH), Tako U 'y rpynu bybam — Xym 1. Paznuke ce
youaBajy y MOBPIINHCKO] 00pajin, KBAIUTETY IPHYAPH]C U TCX-
HHIM ¥ MOTHBHMA YKpalllaBarba.
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Tepuropuja rpyne bydam — Xym I, Takohe, y Bennkoj mepu
Hojtyziapa ce ca TepUTOPUjOM KaCHOBUHYAHCKE KYJITYpE, a 3a-
HUMJBHBO je Ja HajpaHuju qatymu 3a BCK komIuieke, yKkipyay-
jyhu rpyny By6am — Xym I, motudy ca nepudepuux noapydja
werose Teputopuje (CnanueBo y nonuau bperannune, box-
BUK y TaKO3BaHO] NPEIa3HOj peruju neHrpanHor baikana n
Ocropsyn [opOyyn y Ontenujn), mTo MoXe 1a yKasyje Ha TO
J1a je 0Baj PAHOCHEOIUTCKU KOMILIEKC POUCTEKA0 U3 BUHYAH-
CKe KYITYpe U Jia c€ Pa3B1jao NPUOIHIKHO HCTOBPEMEHO Y CBUM
peruonnma noyeBuu o oko 4450-4400. npe H. e. OBu noxa-
11 OM MOIVIM 13 JIOBEIy Y IIMTae IPETXOAHY Te3y O paciaiy
BHUHYAHCKe KyIType u Gopmupamy rpyne bydam — Xywm I, xoja
je MCTHILaa YIOTY MUTpalija CTAHOBHHUIITBA Ca HCTOKA y TOM
IpoLecy, Te 1a yKaXy Ha TO [ je PAHOCHEOIUTCKH KOMIUIEKC
HacTao MPUOIMKHO HCTOBPEMEHO Ha LIEJIOKYITHOj CBOjO] TepH-
TOPHjH, HA Make-BUIIE jeIMHCTBEHNM, a Hajsehum nenoM ayTo-
XTOHHMM KyJITYPHHM OCHOBaMa.

PesynTary aHanmM3a CTUIICKO-TUITOJOMIKHAX OJIMKA Kapak-
TEPHCTHYHUX KEPAMHUUKUX (OPMHU BUHYAHCKE KYJITYpe U KyJI-
TypHe rpyne bybam — Xym I, y3 0cBpPT Ha IBHXOBE EKOHOMCKE
CTpateruje, JyXOBHY KyITYypy, HHIYCTPH]y OKPECaHOT KaMeHa,
Tonorpadujy ¥ apXUTEKTYpy Hacesba Kao U MPOLEC METaTypru-
je, oKasyjy Ja je Tpelia3Hu MepUoj O Kpaja BUHYAHCKE KYJITY-
pe 1o nojase kinacuuHe bybam — Xywm I rpyrme 6uo nocreneH u
KOHTHHYHPAH MPOLIEC KOjU e Ha MPOCTOpY LieHTpaiHor baka-
Ha OJIBHja0 y3 U3BECHE KYATypHE KOHTAKTE ca CyCETHHUM 3ajeI-
HUIlaMa, moce6HO Ha ncToky. OBaj KynTypHH npolec uzmelhy
47.u 45. Beka npe H. e. pe3yarupao je popmupamem rpymne by-
6am — XyM I, koja he ersucTupary TOkoM Jpyre 1ojoBuHe V MU-
JIeHUjyMa Ha HajBeheM neiy Tepurtopuje reHTpanHor bankana.
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