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Abstract. — This paper presents the results of the analysis of the documentation from the excavations at the site

of Lepenski Vir during two investigation campaigns in 1966. The focus is on the analysis of the vertical stratigraphy

and stratigraphic interrelations between the elements of the Mesolithic culture of Lepenski Vir, i.e. the layers associated
with the Lepenski Vir I and II phases and the Neolithic settlement, in other words, the elements
of the Lepenski Vir III phase.
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n the last decade a number of papers have been

published for the purpose of providing a solution

to several important questions which have remained
opened since the beginning of the excavations at Lepen-
ski Vir — cultural stratigraphy and chronology in the
first place, given their crucial importance for under-
standing of the Mesolithic culture of Lepenski Vir and
its possible relation to the population who was occu-
pying the location of the eponymous site during the
Neolithic. Unfortunately, most of the documentation
from the excavations at Lepenski Vir has not been pub-
lished. The same applies to small finds. Consequently,
all the past conclusions on the chronology and stratig-
raphy of Lepenski Vir cannot be taken as final. They
have been mostly based on the publications by D. Sre-
jovi¢ and Lj. Babovic¢, in which cultural stratigraphy
and chronology were treated as elements of secondary
importance for understanding the art and character of
the Lepenski Vir I phase.! Considering conflicting opi-

nions of the character and cultural affiliation of the
structures with trapezoid bases and all other elements
of culture associated with the Lepenski Vir I phase, as
well as unresolved cultural and chronological relations
between the phases of Lepenski Vir I and I11,% and aim-
ing at contributing to understanding of stratigraphy
and complex processes of deposition, we have ana-
lyzed the documentation from the excavation of the
riverside section of the site in 1966 and the extent to
which it corresponds to the matching excavation reports
and geological analyses.>

' Cpejosuh 1969; Srejovi¢, Babovic 1983.

2 Radovanovi¢ 1996a; Radovanovic, Voytek 1997; Budja 1999;
Chapman 2000; Garasanin, Radovanovi¢ 2001; Bori¢ 2002; Boric¢,
Dimitrijevi¢ 2009; Thissen 2009.

3 On the analysis of stratigraphy and 1965 excavation results,
see: Peri¢, Nikoli¢ 2004.

* The article results from the project: Archaeology of Serbia: Cultural identity, integrational factors, technological processes and role of Cen-
tral Balkan in evolution of European prehistory (no 177020) funded by Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Serbia.
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EXCAVATION METHODOLOGY
AND FIELD DOCUMENTATION

Excavation at Lepenski Vir in 1966 was continued in
the riverside section between the trenches excavated in
1965.# Trench T was marked as block A, while trenches
I, ITa and III, as well as a small part of the area which
was not excavated, were marked as block E (Fig. 1).
Three blocks (B, C and D) were set in the area between
them. In addition to that area, the area lying southeast
of block A (blocks Al and B), and the area north and
northwest of block E (blocks F, G, H, F1, G1, H1),
were investigated. The excavation report states that the
dimensions of all the blocks were 5 x 5 m.> However,
the field journal of the summer campaign informs that
the length of blocks B, C, D and F was 5 m, while they
varied in width, due to the line of the Danube profile
(Fig. 1), in such manner that the mean width of block
B was 3 m, block C 2 m, block D 3.50 m, and block F
7 m.% The length of block A1 was 3.5 m. At the begin-
ning of the autumn campaign 5 m long blocks were set.
Blocks B, G and H also varied in width since their
northeast side was “the bank of the Danube that un-
equally enters the land”.” Block F1 measured 5 x 6 m,
and blocks G1 and H1 5 x 5 m.

The excavation was conducted in two campaigns:
the summer campaign, which lasted 13 working days
from 28 June to 13™ July, and the autumn campaign,
which lasted 15 working days from 4" October to 20™
October. Blocks A, Al, B, C, D and F were examined
during the summer campaign, while blocks B3, F1, G,
G1, H and H1 were examined in the autumn campaign,
which made the total investigated area of 275 m2.8

The area where excavation was resumed, as well
as the area excavated in 1965, had been constantly
exposed to river erosion, which resulted in massive de-
vastation of the layers above the building floors of the
Lepenski Vir culture, along the riverside in front of the
line of the Danube profile (Fig. 2).

In 1966, like in the first year of excavations, the
same excavation method was applied — namely, the
method of artificial horizontal excavated layers, which
was totally inappropriate given the terrain features and
the character of structures constructed at Lepenski Vir.
The use of this method made it impossible to gain an
objective insight into the interrelation of the stratigra-
phic units during the excavation, as it prevented better
understanding of a number of issues related to recon-
struction of life at this site. In such a situation, with the
difference in height between southwest and northeast
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side of the block sometimes reaching more than one
meter, when the levelling layer was removed, the width
of the excavated layer at the section of the block lying
closer to the Danube was about 0.20 m, while the width
at the opposite side of the block toward the slope was
even up to one meter (Fig. 3). For this reason, one ex-
cavated layer may have encompassed two, often three
layers with different characteristics and contents, which
resulted in having culturally and chronologically dif-
ferent units along the same horizontal base (Fig. 4). In
such conditions it was impossible to distinguish layers
and consequently their contents in due time. Because
of this excavation method, when the base was levelled,
certain displacement of finds along the horizontal line
must have occurred, resulting in mixing of finds from
different layers, which automatically meant their ver-
tical shift, both in terms of stratigraphy and culture and
chronology.

Perhaps the most salient consequence of such an
excavation method is that the reconstruction of the ter-
rain features in specific phases of life at that site, espe-
cially at the time when the structures with trapezoid
bases existed in the Lepenski Vir I phase, has become
virtually impossible. For the same reason, the pits from
the Lepenski Vir III phase were noted only in their lower
sections. What were the levels from which the pits were
dug and how deep they were, we can only guess based
on the profile drawings and some remarks in the jour-
nal regarding the distribution of the small finds and a
distinct difference in colour and composition of soil at
certain levels.

The documentation from 1966 excavation consists
of excavation journal, level book, plans and photographs.

The excavation journal provides records and de-
scriptions of the main characteristics and specific fea-
tures of the excavated layers. The position of observed
phenomena and structures was defined in relation to
the edges and angles of blocks which, however, were
not marked in accordance with the actual direction of
north. In 1966 summer campaign the northeast edges
of the blocks were marked as eastern, but in autumn

4 An area of 51 m? was investigated in 1965. Four trenches
marked with Roman numbers were opened (Peri¢, Nikoli¢ 2004,
fig. 2).

5 Srejovi¢, 1966, 94.

6 Excavation journal 28. 6. 1966, p. 1.

7 Excavation journal 5. 10. 1966, p. 2.

8 Srejovic, 1966, 94.
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campaign they were referred to as northern. Thus, when
reading the excavation journal one has to “interpret”
those positions. Failure to notice this would make
establishing of connections between excavation jour-
nal and technical documentation almost impossible.”

The level book comprises some data on measure-
ment of the excavated layers, which, due to the absence
of the absolute value of a secondary benchmark, can
only be expressed as relative depth. Measurements were
taken at two or all four angles of the block, on the surface
and on the base of the excavated layer. Due to a sharp
slope of the terrain and horizontal excavated layers,
the difference between the relative depths measured
along the northeast profile and those measured along
the southwest profile was about one meter, so that their
mean value is of no importance. However, it is menti-
oned in the journal as the relative depth of the excavat-
ed layer base. Consequently, an impression is created
that when the depths of individually measured points,
mostly the subsoil, were stated, it must have been a mis-
take, or in other words it seems as if the measured struc-
ture did not lie within the mentioned excavated layer. The
data on the measurements of immovable structures
(floor bases, stone blocks) can be found in the details.

The technical documentation consists of 20 sket-
ches (including 10 details of the house bases or their
hearths), six profiles, one situation plan of the area
investigated in 1966, excavation plan and a few dozen
photographs. Detail no. 18 does not exist in the preser-
ved documentation. There are two details no. 1, with one
of them written to have been drawn in 1965. North is
not marked on any detail, while the angles of blocks
are sometimes wrongly marked, very much like exca-
vated layers and dates.

A few dozen photographs document 1966 excava-
tion. All photographs from 1966 summer campaign
were taken after completion of the excavations.!? Seve-
ral photographs were taken during the autumn campaign,
but most of them, like in the summer campaign, were
taken on the last working day, when the excavation had
already been completed, and a photographer arrived to
take pictures of the structures discovered in 1966.11

D. SREJOVIC’S OBSERVATIONS
WITH RESPECT TO ARCHAEOLOGY
AND STRATIGRAPHY

The main elements of stratigraphy in the area inve-
stigated in 1966 are shown and defined in a short report
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on the results of 1966 excavation.'? According to that
report, in a cultural layer, with the depth varying from
1.85 m to 2.10 m, there were two cultural strata where,
in each of them, two dwelling horizons were noted.

Down below a 0.40 m thick humus layer there was
a younger cultural stratum (stratum I, with dwelling
horizons 1 and 2) which extended to the depth of 1.20 m.
The house bases in that stratum, without preserved floors,
were not clear. Only rows of crushed stones following
the house bases, as well as stoves and hearths made of
stone blocks and slabs, had been preserved. That stratum
contained an abundance of movable archaeological
objects — animal bones, bone and stone tools, as well as
a great number of whole and fragmented vessels.!3

A layer of greyish sand, with an average depth of
0.40 m, separated the younger cultural stratum from
the older one. Movable finds were few in number in
that layer. There, “only animal bones and scarce cera-
mic shreds were found sporadically”.!#

The older cultural stratum (stratum II), which was
from 0.25 to 0.50 m thick, also contained two dwelling
horizons (3 and 4).1> 17 houses, dug some 0.30 m into
the subsoil, in regular rows on the terraces along the
bank of the Danube were noted. In the houses with
trapezoid bases there were rectangular hearths made of
stone blocks, “as well as some circular and horseshoe-
shaped structures of unclear purpose”, while in houses E
and F/1 (houses 5 and 8), in addition to the stone hearths,
there were horseshoe-shaped stoves “that were probably
used for firing pottery”.!® Although the house bases
were preserved, the report referred to above stresses
that there were few movable archaeological objects in
the older stratum — in addition to some animal bones,
only bone and stone tools were found in a greater num-
ber, while pottery fragments were extremely scarce.

9 In this paper the position of all the phenomena and structures
noticed in the blocks is defined in relation to the actual direction of
north.

10

11

Excavation journal 13. 7. 1966, p. 13.
Excavation journal 18. 10. 1966, p. 22.
2 Srejovic 1966.
Srejovic 1966.
4 Srejovic 1966.

5 Srejovié 1966.
6
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Srejovi¢ 1966. The house investigated in 1965 in trenches
II and ITa was marked as house E in 1966. It was renamed again in
1967 when it was marked as house 5. The house investigated in
1966 in block F was marked as house F1. It was renamed in 1967
when it was marked as house 8.
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Fig. 2. Lepenski Vir before excavations, view of the Danube profile
Fig. 3. Blocks C—F during excavations,view from southeast

Ca. 2. Jletiencku Bup tipe uckotiasarwa, gyHascku upogpu.i
Ca. 3. baokosu C-F mmiokom uckotiasamwa, ca jyioucimoxa

In spite of obvious differences in the character and
content of the described cultural strata, Lepenski Vir
was defined as a settlement belonging to the earliest
phase of the Neolithic culture in the Danube Basin.!”

The report on the first excavation in 1965 provides
similar interpretation of Lepenski Vir, assuming, based
on the stratigraphic situation in trench III, even the exi-
stence of a separate pre-ceramic phase at Lepenski Vir.!8

Cultural determination of the stratigraphic units
noted during 1966 excavations was defined with more
precision after 1967 excavation. In that report, sum-
marizing the results of three years of excavation, the
oldest stratigraphic unit — the layer with structures fea-
turing trapezoid bases — was defined, for the first time,
as a settlement of fishermen and hunters.!®

On that occasion, the observations regarding strati-
graphy were supplemented with new elements, and the
cultural character of the stratigraphic units was rede-
fined. All three units, defined in the previous report,
were characterized in 1967 report as three separate cul-
tural units lying within a layer with the thickness vary-
ing from 2.15 to 3.50 m. It was noted that on limestone
rocks covered with a thin layer of non-stratified yellow
sand the first settlement was established, i.e. the oldest
cultural stratum (Lepenski Vir I layer)?® “with the same
forms of dwelling structures and almost uniform mo-
vable archaeological materials”.2! According to D.
Srejovic, this stratum was documented in the depths
between 3.50 m and 1.95 m. The layer covering
Lepenski Vir I was defined as the second cultural stra-

37

tum (Lepenski Vir II) and described as “loess-like
brown sand of unequal thickness, with one dwelling
horizon”.22 A layer below a 0.30 m thick humus layer,
which stretched to the depths of 1.45 m and 1.11 m,
belonged to the youngest stratum (Lepenski Vir Illa
and IIIb). Thus, layers Lepenski Vir I and II were sep-
arated from the youngest cultural stratum (Lepenski
Vir III) in terms of stratigraphy and culture, although
their cultural meaning at that moment was not precise-
ly defined. The question as to whether layers Lepenski
Vir I and Lepenski Vir Il represented a completely new
and until then unknown form of the Star¢evo culture or
basic elements of an earlier prehistoric culture in the
Danube Basin, noted for the first time at Lepenski Vir,
remained open.?3

The character of the youngest cultural stratum (Le-
penski Vir III) remained unchanged. It was interpreted
as a settlement of the Starcevo group with a clearly de-
fined stratigraphic and cultural position in relation to
the structures of the Lepenski Vir I phase. It was also

17" Srejovi¢ 1966, 96.

18 Srejovi¢ 1965. Stratigraphic situation in trench III, where
house 6 was noted, is described in detail (Peri¢, Nikoli¢ 2004, 174—
175).

19" Cpejosuh 1968.
20

21

Marked as cultural stratum II in the previous report.
Cpejosuh 1968, 158.
22 Cpejosuh 1968, 158.
23 Cpejosuh 1968, 158.
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emphasized in this report that stratigraphic overlapping
of some structures of phases Lepenski Vir I and III were
the result of digging of younger Neolithic structures.
The horseshoe-shaped stoves on some floors of the tra-
pezoid bases of Lepenski Vir I houses were explained
as belonging to considerably younger dwelling struc-
tures dug to the extent of the floors of Lepenski Vir I
houses (meaning houses 5 and 8).2*

One may notice from this review of D. Srejovic’s
first impressions and approaches to the cultural char-
acter of Lepenski Vir that the results of the first two years
of excavation raised huge dilemmas, which is under-
standable considering a completely unknown cultural
content found in the oldest layers. In the following
articles D. Srejovic¢ articulated his view of the cultural
events at Lepenski Vir,> which he would uphold basi-
cally throughout his work on the later defined culture
of Lepenski Vir and the character of the eponymous
site itself.

ANALYSIS OF LAYERS BASED ON
PROFILE DRAWINGS AND FIELD JOURNAL

In comparison to 1965 excavation, the excavation
carried out in 1966 was documented in a relatively satis-
factory way. It should be specially noted that, conside-
ring the investigated area, two campaigns in 1966 were
best documented by drawings of control profiles bet-
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ween the excavated blocks, which is of significant
importance for gaining a realistic insight into vertical
stratigraphy.

Based on the analysis of specific stratigraphic ele-
ments and the stated documentation, we have noted
that a number of elements, such as recognized cultural
and geological layers, then immovable structures within
those layers and, undoubtedly, movable finds, are of the
greatest importance for reconstruction of the stratigraphy
of the excavated area and determination of the cultural
character and chronological position of individual
stratigraphic units. In this paper we analyze only the
cultural and geological layers which were noted during
1966 excavation.

The data available in the field journal are used,
along with profile drawings and photographs, in order
to determine to which extent the data from the journal are
consistent with the data from the technical documenta-
tion. In this respect, we start from the legends in profile
drawings, where the following layers are marked:

1. Humus

2. Layer of yellow clay soil

3. Sandy “Lepenski” cultural layer

4. Yellow sandy layer — “sterile”

5. Proto-humus (Fig. 5)

24 CpejoBuh 1968, 162.
25 Srejovi¢ 1966a; Cpejosuh 1968.
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1. Works in all blocks started with removal of a
humus layer, which is shown in all drawn profiles as a
uniform layer with thickness of some 30 cm (Fig. 6-11).
The humus layer was usually identified with the level-
ling layer. The levelling layer was explained in the
journal in the light of the necessity to level the terrain
having a sharp inclination. Based on level measure-
ments and entries in the journal with respect to the
thickness and relative depth of the layer, it seems obvi-
ous that the levelling layer in most of the blocks was
much thicker than the actual thickness of the humus. In
some cases, the thickness of that so-called humus
layer, i.e. the levelling layer, reached even one meter in
the southwest sections of the blocks. Thus, that thick
excavated layer must have encompassed three, in terms
of their composition and content, different layers:
besides the humus layer and the yellow clay layer (to
which the journal makes almost no reference) also the
youngest cultural layer. Such situations were regularly
noted with a remark that in the northwest section of the
excavated area work was being carried out “already in
the cultural layer, while in the northeast section humus
is still being removed”.2® Looking at the lines of the
excavated layer bases projected onto the drawn profiles,
one may conclude that, due to the slope of terrain, the
levelling layer did not always encompass the entire
surface of the block. In such situations, in the northeast
sections of the blocks, the humus layer was actually
removed with the subsequent excavated layers (Fig. 4).

2. Yellow clay soil, under the humus layer, was
shown in all profiles as a 0.30-0.60 m thick layer. This
layer is the most pronounced in profile 6 (Fig. 11).
However, this layer was not described in the journal,
but it could be identified with the layer of hard compact
soil which was said to have occurred in some blocks
within the first, more rarely the second excavated layer,
but only in specific block sections, as was the case of
the first and second excavated layers in block H, where
uniform and compact brown-yellow soil mixed with
pebbles was noted along the whole surface below the
humus layer.2” Since this layer was not mentioned in
the field journal, it must have been an integral part of
the so-called levelling layer. A conclusion can be made,
based on the drawn profiles, that the layer did not con-
tain any small finds. However, if the opinion that the
layer can be recognized in some descriptions of the
character of the first and second excavated layer is
accepted, then the possibility of the first occurrence of
pottery finds, at least in the lower levels of yellow clay
soil, must not be excluded.
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3. The layer defined as sandy “Lepenski” cultural
layer was illustrated in all profiles of the area excavated
in 1966, but also in 1965.2% The “Lepenski” layer is
difficult to identify in the descriptions found in the
journal, though. It could be connected only with the
layers described as “sandy yellow” or buff soil (blocks G,
H and B), which were almost archaeologically sterile.?
On the other hand, the layers above subsoil and struc-
tures with trapezoid bases in blocks A—D were described
as brown sand.3? Nevertheless, “Lepenski” layer was
shown in the profiles as a layer of uniform thickness
ranging between 0.30 m and 0.50 m, and in the blocks
where structures with trapezoid bases were noted as
covering floors of those structures. The boundary bet-
ween the Lepenski layer and the layer above was clearly
visible in the profiles (Fig. 6—11). However, the jour-
nal gives similar descriptions of the structure and con-
tent of these layers, although it emphasizes the diffe-
rence in colour, noting the colour of the Lepenski layer

Excavation journal 7. 10. 1966, p. 3.
Excavation journal 6. 10. 1966, p. 3.
Peri¢, Nikoli¢ 2004, Fig. 3-5.
Excavation journal 10. 10. 1966, p. 6.
Excavation journal 5. 8. 1966, p. 7.
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as yellow or buff, and the colour of the layer above it
as brown or greyish.

4. Yellow sandy layer — “sterile” was not mentioned
anywhere in the field journal, but it is possible to iden-
tify it on the basis of the legend only in a part of profile
6 illustrating the southwest profile of block F (Fig. 11).
In that profile, this layer separated the bottom of a pit
from the “Lepenski” layer which covered house 15.

5. Proto-humus, as an individual separate layer,
was not mentioned at all in the field journal, but it was
shown in all profile drawings, though. That was a layer
in which floors of the structures with trapezoid bases
had been dug and it was the deepest layer shown in
1966 profiles. Proto-humus was shown in the way a
subsoil layer is usually shown in profiles (Fig. 6-11).

As we can see, a legend for the layer shown in the
profiles under the layer of yellow clay is missing,
although that layer contained all admixtures stated in
the legend (stone, ceramics, animal bones, char, ash,
snails and shells) (Fig. 6-11). A legend is also missing
for the subsoil layer, which was not shown in any pro-
file, but was mentioned in the field journal for 1966,
only in the description of 9" excavated layer in blocks
C and D, where “occurrence of the subsoil (yellow
sand)” was noted.3!

In this case, it is important to determine the char-
acter of the layer which, according to all the profiles,
lay between clay soil and the “Lepenski” layer, given that
that layer did not have a corresponding symbol in the
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legend. Since the total thickness of the layer stretching
across the area investigated in 1966 was 1.80 —2.10 m,
the conclusion may be drawn that this layer was the most
powerful in the vertical stratigraphy of the excavated
zone. Its thickness varied between 0.40 and 1.30 m.
The top boundary was defined by the layer of yellow
clay soil, almost free of finds, while the bottom boundary
was a loose sandy layer, so-called Lepenski cultural
layer. Only in one case, in a section of profile 6, bet-
ween the “Lepenski” layer and this layer, a yellow
sandy layer — “sterile” is marked (Fig. 11).

However, the analysis of journal entries and pro-
files has shown that between the layer of yellow clay
and the so-called Lepenski cultural layer, there were
actually two layers completely different in composition,
colour and content.

The stratigraphically and culturally younger layer
can be defined on the basis of its main feature — Neo-
lithic pottery, as a Neolithic layer. It appeared already
in the first and second layer, but only in the southwest
sections of the blocks. The Neolithic layer was described
in the journal as loose soil, dark brown, black brown,
black or ash-black in colour, with an abundance of pot-
tery finds. That layer varied in thickness in individual
sections at the site as it varied in the intensity of small

31 Excavation journal 9. 7. 1966, p.10.
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finds. It was the most noticeable and thickest in profile
1 — about 0.80 m (Fig. 6), but much thinner in other
profiles — from 0.30 m to 0.50 m. On the other hand, in
profile 2 (Fig. 7), where a digging with Neolithic pot-
tery dominated, this layer was not observable outside
the pit, which means that it was barely distinguishable
in that area. Unfortunately, the excavated layers in block
A1 were not described, so that the situation shown in
profile 2 (Fig. 7) cannot be compared to the notes in
the excavation journal. It has to be emphasized that in
the area excavated in 1965 and 1966 the Neolithic
layer was the most distinguishable in the pits with the
highest concentration of pottery.32

The bottom boundary of the Neolithic layer was
not easily observable in the profiles, so that the line to
which pottery finds extended (the lower level of the
pottery zone) can be taken as the line marking the bot-
tom boundary of that layer. However, according to the
journal, the lower boundary of the Neolithic layer, i.e.
the line separating the Neolithic layer from the layer
below it, could be identified with the excavated layers
which were described as “soil loses its ash colour and
mixes with brown sand”, that is with the excavated lay-
ers whose composition was not described, but whose
most prominent feature was said to be the absence of
pottery finds or a sharp decline in their number.33

The layer below the Neolithic layer was described
in the journal as a “layer of dark brown sand”, then as
“loose dark brown with sand”, or “a layer of lighter soil,
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with sand admixtures”, where, apart from animal bones
and scarce chipped stone tools, almost there were no
other small finds, because of which it was stressed that
the excavated layers in this layer were almost archae-
ologically sterile.3*

Based on the situations shown in the profiles (Fig.
6-11), this layer appears to be the most powerful strati-
graphic unit of the vertical stratigraphy in the whole
area excavated in 1966. The thickness of the layer,
however, was not uniform. It was the least distinguish-
able in profile 1 (Fig. 6), most probably because in that
section the Neolithic layer, with a pit described in the
field journal, was the most distinct. In the southeast
section of the investigated area, judging from profile 2
(Fig. 7), its thickness was about 0.80 m. Using the same
profile, it seems obvious that all the Neolithic pits were
dug in the layer of soil mixed with dark brown sand.

The existence of such a layer provides evidence
that the Neolithic settlement, in this section of the site,
was established on the already existing sandy layer
which covered the structures of Lepenski Vir I and II,
according to Srejovi¢.? This stratigraphic unit between

32 Excavation journal 6. 7. 1966, p. 7.
33 Excavation journal 2. 7. 1966, p. 4.
34 Excavation journal 8. 7. 1966, p. 9.
35 Cpejosuh 1969, 161.
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the layers of the Lepenski Vir I phase and later Neo-
lithic settlements should be identified with the layer of
greyish sand, which in Srejovic¢’s report from 1966
separated the older cultural stratum from the younger
one, i.e. with loess-like brown sand of unequal thick-
ness, to which the dwelling horizon of the Lepenski
Vir II phase was later assigned.3°

Contrary to Srejovic’s approach, we are of opinion
that this layer and the one below it document both the
whole period in which the structures with trapezoid
bases existed and, probably, a short period after the struc-
tures of Lepenski Vir I were completely abandoned,
that is from the extinction of the Lepenski Vir culture,
until the establishment of the Neolithic settlement.

It is important to note that in the field journal,
where layers were being described, the term “layer of
loose soil”, meaning a layer of soil free of sand, was
used only to describe the character of the Neolithic
layer, while the layers below it were described as brown,
light, yellow or buff in colour, with emphasized pre-
sence of a remarkable quantity of sand, or were simply
referred to as layers of dark brown, yellow or buff sand.

Having in mind that during excavation in the bases
of excavated layers no units different in colour or content
were distinguished and that in the deeper excavated
layers an intensified presence of sand was noted, neither
the change from the dark layer with pottery to the lighter
sandy layer without pottery, nor the change from the
lighter sandy layer without pottery to the deepest layer
of yellow sand, which could not occur at the same level,
could have been properly and meticulously described
in the journal. Especially so, if we take into considera-
tion that the difference in colour in the deeper layers

must have been hardly observable, and the sand was
quick to dry, so that the differences in composition,
content and colour of the layers were difficult to notice.
Certainly, the situation regarding recognition and cap-
turing these layers in profiles was not any better.

In addition to the above stated cultural layers in the
vertical stratigraphy of the area investigated in 1966,
an alluvial layer can also be identified. This layer was
documented in the field journal, where the situation in
the third excavated layer inside blocks G and H was
described. In block G “in the northeast section of the
block, along the control profile near the shore at the
level of 1.35 m, a layer of alluvium consisting of peb-
bles and sand was noted” (Fig. 12).37 Alluvium can
also be recognized in block H from the description of
the situation in the base of the third excavated layer:
“In the northern part of the block earth is compact,
hard and mixed with pebble, while in the south part it
is softer and mixed with sand”.?® In addition to being
documented in detail 10 (Fig. 12), the alluvial layer is
visible in several photographs (Fig. 13). It is quite
clear that all structures along the river bank must have
been flooded temporarily, which has to be taken into
consideration when stratigraphy is interpreted, espe-
cially when it comes to certain disputable situations at
this section of the site.

As regards vertical stratigraphy taken as a whole
or partially in blocks, the first conclusion which pre-

36 Cpejosuh 1968; 1969.
37 Excavation journal 8. 10. 1966, p.5.
38 Excavation journal 8. 10. 1966, p. 4.
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sents itself is that the character, but also the number of
the cultural layers distinguished in profiles, does not
correspond to the layers described in the journal.

The youngest layer, i.e. the layer with the Neolithic
pottery, as we have seen, was not specifically distin-
guished in the profiles, but was recognizable in the
journal in the descriptions of the layer of loose black or
dark brown soil. Given the pottery fragments which
make its main features, this layer can be recognized in
profiles based on higher or lower concentrations of
pottery fragments. Except for block B, where soil is
getting lighter from the first excavated layer, the Neo-
lithic layer is evident in all other blocks and mostly
occurs in the first three excavated layers.

Below the level of the third and fourth excavated
layer, the layer of dark brown soil remained only in those
sections where Neolithic pits were noted. Judging by
the profiles, the layer where the Neolithic pits had been
dug was actually the most prominent layer in the area
investigated in 1966. It can be recognized in the jour-
nal immediately after the third and fourth excavated
layer where the layer of loose black and dark brown
soil changed to the layer of brown sand without pottery
in which, along with scarce finds of stone or bone
tools, the finds of animal bones dominated. That is the
layer which was often said to be almost sterile and
which, based on the documentation, cannot be con-

CTAPUHAP LX1/2011

nected with any kind of immovable structures or typo-
logically characteristic small finds.

Unlike in the profiles, the “Lepenski” layer is more
difficult to identify in the journal, since it was, in the
way it was marked in the profile, in fact absent from
the descriptions in the journal. This raises questions
about the extent to which a clear boundary between the
“Lepenski” layer and the layer above it can be fixed.
Furthermore, may we assume that below the Neolithic
layer there were two clearly defined cultural layers, or
it was only one layer, where the so-called Lepenski
layer was actually its lower level with less emphasized
difference in colour and composition, as was the case
in blocks A-D?

The identification of the alluvial layer is important
for several reasons. Namely, if the layer of alluvium
extended to blocks G, H and B, it would mean that all
houses on the bank had been exposed to flooding, which
may have resulted in different forms of stratigraphic
disturbances, from erosion and collapse of layers to dis-
location of small finds, but also of some construction
elements belonging to immovable structures. Flooding of
the terrain may have had a special impact on the finds of
organic origin, given that with every flood those finds
were exposed to excess moisture, in other words, to addi-
tional contamination which may have had an effect on
the results of possible absolute dating of such samples.

Fig. 9. Block F1 — northwest profile

Ca. 9. baok F1 — cegepo3satiaghu apoguaa
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THE RELATION BETWEEN THE
LAYERS AS SHOWN IN THE PROFILES
OR DESCRIBED IN THE FIELD JOURNAL
AND THE LAYERS AS NOTED

IN SREJOVIC’S REPORTS

When the conclusions drawn on the analysis of the
data from the journal and profile drawings are com-
pared to Srejovi¢’s observations regarding 1966 exca-
vation, a certain discrepancy appears. We have already
stated that D. Srejovic, in his first report on the 1966
excavation results, recognized another three cultural
layers under the humus layer. The layer containing
remains of a Neolithic settlement ran to the depth of
1.20 m and it was 0.80 m thick. A 0.40 m thick layer of
greyish sand was said to be lying below it, separating
the Neolithic layer from the oldest layer with the struc-
tures of trapezoid bases. Since the maximum thickness
of the layer was 2.10 m, and considering the fact that
the structures were dug into the subsoil, the thickness
of the oldest layer must have been about 0.50 m.

As we can see, here, compared to the layers recorded
in the profile drawings, the layer with yellow clay un-
der the humus layer, the yellow sandy layer — “sterile”,
and the proto-humus layer are missing, but the subsoil
in which, contrary to the situation presented in the pro-
file, the structures with trapezoid bases were dug, is
mentioned instead.

If we tried to bring the layers referred to in Srejo-
vi¢’s report into relation with the layers marked in the
profiles, we could claim that below the humus layer,
which in this case would also include the layer of yellow
clay, three layers appeared. Two layers from Srejovic’s
report — the Neolithic layer and the layer of greyish
sand, with the total thickness of 1.20 m, would corre-
spond to the layer between yellow clay and the sandy
Lepenski layer in the profile drawings. At the end,
Srejovic’s report informs on a layer of the older hori-
zon, which would correspond to the sandy “Lepenski”
layer in the profiles. In Srejovi¢’s report, the structures
of the older horizon, i.e. the structures with trapezoid
bases, were noted as being dug into the subsoil to the
depth of 0.30 m,? while in the profiles, as we have
seen, those structures were depicted as being dug into
the proto-humus layer (Fig. 8, 10, 11).

The vertical cross-section, as presented in Srejovic’s
report from 1966, in which the Neolithic layer and the
Lepenski layer were separated from each other by a
0.40 m thick layer of greyish sand, not marked as a se-
parate stratigraphic unit in the profile, did not provide
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a clue as to which layer the Neolithic pits were dug in.
If the Neolithic layer was said to be separated from the
Lepenski layer by another layer, then the logical con-
clusion would be that the Neolithic pits were within
0.80 m of the Neolithic layer. This would mean that the
pits had been dug into the already formed Neolithic
layer, which cannot be confirmed in the section of the
site investigated in 1966 by any means.

By comparison between the stratigraphic picture
from the first 1966 report and the descriptions of lay-
ers in the journal, it appears that the humus layer in
Srejovic’s report would correspond to the levelling layer
in the field journal, and that neither document refers to
the layer of yellow clay as a separate layer. According
to the descriptions in the field journal, a layer of dark
brown, black or ash-black and loose soil with Neo-
lithic pottery lay below the humus — that is, levelling
layer. That layer occurred in the first three excavated
layers across almost the whole excavated area and it
would correspond to the younger cultural stratum in
Srejovic¢’s report. The layer which was described in the
journal as a “layer of brown sand”, “loose brown with
sand”, or a “layer of lighter soil with sand admixtures”
with sporadic small finds would correspond to the
layer of greyish sand in Srejovi¢’s report. As we can
see both in the field journal and Srejovic’s report, two
cultural layers (the Neolithic layer and the layer sepa-
rating the Neolithic layer from the settlement with the
structures with trapezoid bases) were recognized
between the humus layer and the structures with trape-
zoid bases. On the other hand, as we have seen, these
two layers were shown together in the profiles.

At the end, the journal provides descriptions of the
layer of yellow or buff sandy soil, where the structures
with trapezoid layers were, with few finds outside the
structures. The layer below floor bases of certain struc-
tures was described in the similar manner and noted as
“sandy cultural layer with animal bones”.*? As already
stated, proto-humus was not described in the journal as
a separate layer, and the subsoil is mentioned in one
instance only as a layer of yellow sand. All this actual-
ly refers to the third and fourth dwelling horizons of
the older cultural stratum and the subsoil layer men-
tioned in Srejovic’s report, where the most notable dif-
ference has to do with the definition of the layer in

3 Srejovic¢ 1966, 95
40 Excavation journal 11. 7. 1966, p. 10.
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which the structures of trapezoid bases had been dug:
in the journal it was the layer of yellow and buff soil,
in the profiles it was the proto-humus layer, while in
Srejovi¢’s report it was the subsoil layer.

In the second Srejovic’s report regarding the exca-
vations between 1965 and 1967, the previous ideas
were modified to a certain extent in the light of the
1967 excavation results, or, in other words, were sup-
plemented and made more precise.*! In that new
report, the cultural layer with the thickness between
2.15 and 3.50 m was divided, on the basis of culture
and stratigraphy, into Lepenski Vir la—e, Lepenski Vir
II, and Lepenski Vir Ila and IIIb.

Lepenski Vir I settlement was said to have been
formed on a thin layer of yellow sand covering limestone
rocks. The thickness of the cultural layer of the oldest
settlement was not equal everywhere, so that its remains
were noted at the depths between 3.50 and 1.95 m,
which means that the thickness of the Lepenski Vir I
layer ranged between 0.20 and 1.55 m. Above Lepen-
ski Vir I settlement, there was a 0.50 m layer of loess-
like brown sand, containing the remains of the younger
settlement of Lepenski Vir II. And at the end, a layer
with the thickness varying between 0.81 and 1.15 m
corresponded to Lepenski Vir III settlement.

Based on the given data, we may see, that contrary
to the approach expressed in the 1966 report, Srejovi¢
now recognized a new layer — a thin layer of yellow
sand covering limestone rocks, in which, although it
was not explicitly said, the structures of Lepenski Vir
I phase were dug, and which was not calculated in the
total cultural layer thickness. In comparison to the lay-
ers described in the journal, the thin yellow sand layer
in the new report would correspond to the layer of sandy
yellow or buff soil, where the structures with trapezoid
bases were, with few finds outside the structures, that
is, to the proto-humus layer in the profiles and to the
subsoil in the 1966 report. The thickness of the yellow
sand layer on which the oldest settlement had been for-
med remained unclear in the 1967 report. However, the
statement that the yellow sand layer, which covered
the rocky base, was thin raises the question as to which
layer the structures extending deeper to the slope had
been dug in, notably those excavated in 1967, the back
of which was dug as deep as 1m. Clearly, it may not have
been the thin layer of yellow sand that was referred to
in the mentioned report, but the layer which was thin
only within a narrow strip along the river, while get-
ting much thicker inside the slope, with the lower level
probably different in colour and composition.
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In the new report, the situation is completely dif-
ferent regarding the thickness of the layer of Lepenski
Vir I settlement, which is probably understandable in
the light of 1967 excavation which went much deeper
into the slope. However, in the journal description we
do not have a stratigraphic unit corresponding to this
layer. As for the profiles, the sandy “Lepenski” cultur-
al layer could correspond to it, but only in terms of
stratigraphy, not in terms of thickness.

On the other hand, in the new report, the layer which
earlier was characterized as the layer separating the
youngest cultural layer from the oldest cultural layer
was now ascribed to Lepenski Vir II settlement. Its
thickness was slightly increased, while the description
of the layer remained the same. The positions of this
layer in the field journal and the profiles have already
been stated.

The youngest cultural stratum, that is the layer to
which Lepenski Vir III settlement belonged, was enlarged
from earlier 0.80 m of thickness to the range between
0.81to 1.15 min the new report. This, as well as the 1966
report, prompts the conclusion that thus presented Neo-
lithic layer must have implied pits, the issue we discus-
sed above. The humus layer became thinner from earlier
0.40 m to 0.30 m in the new report, while the yellow clay
layer under the humus layer was again passed over.

41 Cpejosuhi 1968.
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In such a stratigraphic situation, firstly, it remains
unclear in which layer the Neolithic pits were dug, and
secondly, it is impossible to prove in any profile drawings
from 1966 that the layer with the Neolithic pottery,
except in the pits, was thicker than 0.30 to 0.40 m.

GEOLOGICAL AND
STRATIGRAPHIC OBSERVATIONS

In order to get a convincing picture of the vertical
stratigraphy of the area investigated in 1966, it is neces-
sary to look at the reports on the geological and strati-
graphic observations by J. Markovi¢-Marjanovic, which
were published in two publications.*? In the first report
the author presented the geological profile of the ter-
rain on the lowest river terrace at Lepenski Vir, in the
form of a table with the sequence and thickness of the
layers and auxiliary data.*3 12 layers were recognized in
that 13.85 m thick profile, and they were shown in a se-
quence from the youngest layer to the oldest one (Fig.
14). It should be noted that this profile was recorded
after 1966, so that the thickness of the layers refers
more to the space deeper inside the slope.

What is today surface ground, marked as layer 1,
was divided into two parts, the upper part with the
thickness of 0.50 m and the lower part with the thick-
ness of 0.60 m.** These two parts of layer 1 correspond
to the humus layer and the yellow clay layer in the pro-
file drawings from 1966. The total thickness of this sur-
face layer was 1.10 m, which is some twenty centimetres
more than shown in the archaeological profile.

1.50 m thick layer 2 was denoted as Neolithic and
described as a layer of light reddish-brown colour, which
resembled the layer above it.*3 In comparison to the
descriptions in the journal and to the layer which we
characterized as Neolithic in the profile drawings, this
layer is different in colour and is much thicker, since
the field documentation from 1966 makes it clear that
the thickness of the Neolithic layer together with the
pits could not exceed 1.10 m.

Layer 3, 0.50 m thick, which was described as a
layer which was barely coloured with humus, being
almost buff in colour, was assigned to Lepenski Vir II
settlement.*® This means that layer 3 should correspond
to the layer which, according to Srejovic’s report from
1966, separated the Neolithic layer from the layer with
trapezoid bases, and which in his later report was de-
fined as a layer of the Lepenski Vir II phase.*’ On the
other hand, layer 3 in the profile drawings from 1966
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Fig. 13. Houses 1 and 2 — view from southeast

Ca. 13. Kyhe 1 u 2, ca jyiouciioka

should correspond to the layer we marked as a layer
below the Neolithic settlement, in which the Neolithic
pit had been dug, with the maximum thickness of about
0.80 m. That layer was described in the journal as a
“layer of brown sand”, then as “loose brown soil with
sand”, or as a “layer of lighter soil, with sand admixtu-
res”, where apart from animal bones and rare chipped
stone tools there were almost no other small finds.*®

I m thick layer 4 was described as a layer of brown
colour similar to chernozem and Lepenski Vir I settle-
ment was assigned to it.*? Neither so called Lepenski
layer in profiles nor the layer described in the journal
as being connected with the structures with trapezoid
bases cannot match this layer in volume or colour. On
the other hand, in Srejovi¢’s report from 1966, its thick-
ness was 0.50 m, while in the later 1967 report it was
said to be varying from 0.20 to 1.55 m.30 It is interest-
ing to note that the layers assigned to the phases of
Lepenski Vir I, II and III, do not correspond in their
colour or composition to the cultural layers described
in the journal, or to the layers drawn in the archaeo-
logical profiles.
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Layer 5, with the thickness of 0.70 m, was described
as a layer with massive stone blocks scattered across
the whole site, which the founders of Lepenski Vir I
settlement had found in situ.>' This layer could not be
brought into relation with any layer described in the
journal, nor layers in profiles, or layers described in
Srejovic’s report.

0.30 m thick layer 6 was described as a layer of
steppe or forest-steppe soil of light brown colour, to
which we cannot find a corresponding layer in the
journal descriptions, profile drawings, or Srejovic’s
reports either.

Layer 7, 1 m thick, was described as typical conti-
nental loess of buff colour, with matching gastropod
fauna.” Based on the description of its composition
and colour, and to some extent thickness, this layer could
be connected to the layer we have said to have been the
most powerful in the profile drawings from 1966, to
have been lying below the Neolithic layer and that the
Neolithic pits had been dug in it. By accepting this
opinion, we get closer to the conclusion that, on a cer-
tain basis, layers 3 and 7 could be equated, or in other
words, the existence of one of these two layers could
be questioned.

Layer 8, 2 m thick, was described as a layer with
two levels, the upper level being a yellow loess-like
layer which in the lower level changed to clean yellow
eolic sand, and as a layer in which the structures with
hearths of the Proto-Lepenski Vir phase were noted.>
Based on the description of the colour and composi-
tion, the lower level of this layer could be connected to
the layer of the original humus or the subsoil layer in
the journal and profiles, while the upper level in this
case would correspond to the Lepenski layer, i.e. the
layer of Lepenski Vir I settlement. In this instance, as
in the previous case, we may draw the conclusion that
layers 4 and 8 can be equated, which is to say that one
of these two layers can be eliminated from the vertical
stratigraphy.

1 m thick layer 9 was described as chestnut colo-
ured sandy fossil soil,** which cannot be connected to
any layer in the journal, profile drawings or Srejovié’s
reports.

Layer 10, with the thickness of 0.50 m, was descri-
bed as grey fluvial terrace silty sand, which together
with layer 11, which was 0.25 m thick in a form of multi-
coloured terrace gravel, covered layer 12, i.e. volcanic
rock — red porphyry, whose upper level was at 59.40 m
and which was the base of the lowest Danube terrace
at Lepenski Vir.>?
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Based on the results of the analysis of the presented
layers, J. Markovi¢-Marjanovi¢ distinguishes four pha-
ses in formation of this profile, emphasizing that the first
phase was erosive and that the solid terrace base of red
porphyry of Permian origin corresponds to it.

Fluvial accumulation of multicoloured gravel and
silty sand, originated in the Late Glacial period, when
the Danube ran across the rocky terrace, corresponds to
the second phase.

The third phase is a period when continental sedi-
ments of quicksand and loess were formed. Layers 5 to
9 correspond to this phase, with purely eolic sediments
making layers 7 and 8 with total thickness of 3 m, out of
which the layer of quicksand deposits was 2 m thick and
the loess layer stretching over it 1 m. It is important to
note that the dwellings in Proto Lepenski Vir settlement
are associated with the sand layer.

The fourth phase is the period when the cultural
layers of Lepenski Vir I, IT and 111, i.e. layers 4, 3 and
2, were formed. It was emphasized that Lepenski Vir |
settlement had existed in unfavourable climate condi-
tions, where the main source of substance was fishing.
The unfavourable, cold and humid climate conditioned
the construction of structures with a solid floor base on
otherwise porous sandy ground.>®

This insight into the stratigraphy of geological and
cultural layers at Lepenski Vir also holds certain illogi-
cality as well as discrepancies in relation to the field doc-
umentation and some descriptions of the cultural layers
given in the reports, especially the one from 1966. First
of all, it is surprising that in terms of composition, colour,
and thickness, the layers described in the journal and
shown in the archaeological profiles are most closely
related to the two geological layers with the total thick-
ness of 3 m, which to a certain extent is inconsistent with
the total thickness stated in the 1966 report. This incon-
sistency, as we have already noted, is understandable
taking into account that the presented geological profile
was recorded deep inside the site, while the structures
excavated in 1966 were on the very bank of the Danube.

Nevertheless, the most important issue in the ana-
lysis of that profile is addressing the mutual relation-

Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 187
Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 187.
Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 188.
Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 188.
Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 188-189.
Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 190-191.
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ship between two groups of layers: 3 and 7, and 4 and
8. Namely, it is necessary to answer the question as to
whether there was enough space for so many layers
between the hard ground of red porphyry and the sur-
face layer; that is to say, whether layers 7 and 8 were
those layers in which the structures of Lepenski Vir
culture had been dug and in which traces of life had
been preserved in the space below, above and around
those structures.

CTAPUHAP LX1/2011

In this respect, it may be interesting to see what
would happen if all geological layers running below
the oldest cultural layer were put at the upper level of
the solid ground of the lowest Danube terrace, i.e. at the
altitude of 59.40 m. When 5.75 m, which is the thick-
ness of all geological layers, are added to 59.40 m, it
appears that the cultural layer with the structures of the
Lepensti Vir I phase began at the altitude of 65.15 m.
Taking into consideration that the layer samples were

Fig. 14. Geological profil of the site (after Mapxosuhi-Mapjanosufi 1969, ca. 56)

Ca. 14. T'eonowku tpopua aokaauimieiia (io Maprkosuhi-Mapjanosuhi 1969, ca. 56)
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Fig. 15. Cross-section of the site (after Mapkosuhi-Mapjanosuh 1978, ca. 2)
Ca. 15. Houpeunu tpogpua aokaautteiia (o Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh 1978, ca. 2)

taken inside the settlement, and given the terrain incli-  one, while the view of layers was given in the form of
nation, this level could be lowered for no more than  a cross-section (Fig. 15).
four metres on the opposite side, which was the altitude In this second profile, dark red porphyry, corre-

difference between the houses on the bank and those in ~ sponding to layer 12 in the first profile, was marked as
the settlement southwest periphery. However, even then ~ level 1.
we could reach the altitude of 61.50 m, where floor Jurassic limestone forming the lateral sides of the
bases should have stood on the bank, while the lowest  terrace on which the layers deposited on porphyry sat
structures excavated in 1966 actually stood at the alti- ~ was marked as layer 2. This layer was not shown in the
tude of 60 m or some ten centimetres below 60 m. This  first profile.
means that between the solid ground of red porphyry and Layer 3 is fluvial quartz, terrace gravel, and layer 4
the lowest floor bases in the riverside strip hardly might  is recent multicoloured Danube gravel created during
there have been a layer thicker than 0.60 m, let alone  the high water level. (The numbers denoting these layers
several geological layers reaching the maximal thick-  were permuted in the profile drawings.) These two layers
ness of 5.75 m, and the minimal thickness of 1.50 m.  correspond to layers 10 and 11 in the first profile, with
If we add another three meters of the cultural layer and  the remark that all the layers in the first profile were one
1.10 m of the surface layer, we end with the figure = above the other, while in the second profile one next to
which exceeds all surface levels in the whole excavated  the other, in other words on the same plane, since it was
area, which would mean that the cultural layers in this ~ emphasized that the layer of multicoloured gravel was
stratigraphic picture were, in fact, a surplus.

Therefore, it is necessary to analyse the second
profile of the same author.%’ The layers were presented
in the sequence from the oldest layer to the youngest 57 Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1978, 17, Fig. 2.
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closer to the terrace section. Both layers, according to
the first profile, originated in the Upper Pleistocene,
while, according to the text in the second profile, the
layer of multicoloured gravel was connected with the
time of “Djerdap” power plant construction.

Layer 5, 0.50 to 1 m thick, was described as a layer
of chestnut colour sandy loess-like soil with concre-
tions. This layer, in its description and position, corre-
sponds to layer 9 in the first profile.

Layer 6, without information about thickness, was
described as a layer of massive limestone blocks, in other
words, as rockslide on limestone ground. This layer did
not exist in the previous profile, and it should repre-
sent, in fact, the solid ground, so-called live rock that
had been reached here and there when structures with
trapezoid bases, and sometimes graves, were dug.

Layer 7, 2 m thick, was described as loess-like and
pure eolic sand or quicksand, in which, as emphasized,
dwellings of the Proto-Lepenski Vir stage were dug. With
respect to the thickness of this and other layers, it is
likely that the maximum value, which could only be re-
corded at the part of the profile closer to layer 2, since,
due to the terrain features, the thickness of the layers was
not equal. Layer 7 corresponds to layer 8 in the first
profile, although they do not lie on the same ground.

Layer 8, 1 m thick, was described as yellow sandy
continental loess. Judging from the drawing of the pro-
file cross-section, this layer did not occur across the
whole slope area. (In the profile drawing, this layer
was wrongly marked with number 9). Layer 8 would
correspond to layer 7 in the first profile.

Layer 9, 0.30 m thick, was described as chestnut-
colour, sandy steppe soil, which was only sporadically
preserved below the blocks of the following phase.
(This layer was wrongly marked with number 8 in the
profile drawing). Layer 9 would correspond to layer 6
in the first profile, marked as a steppe soil layer.

Layer 10, in fact was slide of massive stone blocks
scattered all over the site. The layer with massive stone
blocks was marked in the first profile as 0.70 m thick
layer 5. On the other hand, in the second profile mas-
sive stone blocks were associated with layer 9, which
was only partly preserved, mostly below the blocks.

In the second profile drawing itself, the layer of
stone blocks was shown together with the structures of
Lepenski Vir I settlement, which is consistent with the
remarks that the founders of Lepenski Vir I settlement
must have found the stone blocks in situ.>®

The text that followed referred to three cultural
layers above layer 10: Lepenski Vir I was marked as
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layer 11, Lepenski Vir Il as layer 12, and Lepenski Vir 111
as layer 13. The surface 1.10 m thick layer was marked
as layer 14 in the text.””

As for the cultural layers, there is a discrepancy in
the way they were marked in the text and in the drawing.
In the drawing, as we have already stated, the cultural
layer of Lepenski Vir I was, in fact, within layer 10
with massive stone blocks, so that Lepenski Vir II was
marked as layer 11, Lepenski Vir III as layer 12, while
the two parts of the surface layer were marked as lay-
ers 13 and 14.

At the end of the text about the profile at Lepenski
Vir, it was concluded that Lepenski Vir and Padina II
had been erected on the identical ground — quicksand
and loess, and that it was suitable ground for house
construction and shaping of floors.%°

Through comparison of the data from the first and
second text, and of the first and second profile, certain
differences can be noted. Firstly, in the second profile
there was no information on the total profile thickness,
or on the thickness of the cultural layers. On the other
hand, in the first profile there is no layer representing
the solid limestone ground, which was reached in some
places at the site when structures were dug in. At the
end, the layer with massive stone blocks was shown
differently.

The fact that the thickness of the cultural layers
was not given in the second profile is very significant,
since any comparison to the field journal or technical
documentation is impossible. At the same time, the in-
formation was provided that the structures of the Proto-
Lepenski Vir phase were dug into layer 7, which is
1.30 m below layer 10 or 11, with which the structures
of the Lepenski Vir I phase were associated. This is
absolutely impossible to prove. Namely, according to
D. Srejovic¢, the structures of the Proto-Lepenski Vir
phase were concentrated exactly on the lowest bank ter-
race in a 0.50 m loess layer.®! We should not forget that
almost the same opinion was expressed in the 1967
report, but then it had to do with the Lepenski Vir I
layer. In the light of this and some other data regarding
the levels at which the structures of the Lepenski Vir
culture, excavated in 1966, had been constructed, there

38 Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 187.
59 Mapkopuh-Mapjanosuh, 1978, 16.
%0 Mapkosuth-Mapjanosuh, 1978, 18.
61 Cpejosuh 1969, 30.
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is no doubt that the structures assigned to the Proto-
Lepenski Vir phase were actually on the same plane, in
other words at approximately the same levels and dug
into the same layer as the structures of the Lepenski
Vir culture excavated in 1965 and 1966. If this opinion
is accepted, then the stratigraphic positions of the cul-
tural layers shown in the geological profiles by J. Mar-
kovi¢-Marjanovi¢ must be questioned.

The fact that the accurate location where the profiles
were recorded is unknown poses a big challenge to under-
standing of the situation shown in the profiles. However,
after summing up the content of the first and second text,
the situation shown in the profiles and all discrepancies
mentioned above, one gets an impression, especially
when observing the second, i.e. cross-section profile of
the site, that J. Markovi¢-Marjanovi¢ gave a realistic
picture of the natural layers formed on the ground of red
porphyry, but just borrowed, without a critical look,
the picture of the cultural layers from D. Srejovic.

In the previous part of the text, we have shown that
there was no enough room for all geological and cul-
tural layers in the site vertical stratigraphy, so that it is
necessary to revise the first and second geological pro-
file, in addition to Srejovic¢’s cultural stratigraphy, and,
consequently, the corresponding layers.

Speaking about geological profiles, with all presen-
ted remarks, it seems that a sound approach to sandy
layers is critical for the correct interpretation of the ver-
tical stratigraphy. We have seen that there were three
(7, 8 and 9) sandy layers in the second profile and two
(7 and 8) sandy layers in the first profile. The thickness
of layers 7 and 8 in the first profile was 3m, while in
the second profile the thickness of layer 7 was also 2m,
and the thickness of layers 8 and 9, wedged one under
the other so that they can be considered one layer with
uniformed thickness, was about 1m. This would mean
that layers 7 and 8 in the first profile, and layers 7, 8
and 9 in the second profile had approximately the same
thickness of about 3 m. Based on what we have said
about the profiles by J. Markovi¢-Marjanovi¢ so far,
we think that the second profile provides a more real-
istic picture of the natural ground as it was on the
arrival of the first inhabitants of Lepenski Vir.

Since we do not know the thickness of layers 3, 4,
6 and 10, we cannot, as in the previous case, calculate
precisely the thickness of the layers below the oldest
cultural layer. Nevertheless, judging from the cross-
section profile drawings of the site, layer 7, where the
riverside structures were dug in, began immediately
from layers 3 and 4, which undoubtedly could not be

52

CTAPUHAP LX1/2011

above the altitude of 60 m, the fact consistent with the
field situation in 1965 and 1966 excavations.

At the same time, the cross-section profile drawing
allows us to conclude that on the ground surface prior
to formation of the oldest settlement, to a bigger or
lesser degree, three sandy layers (7, 8 and 9) were visible
—layer 7 immediately along the Danube, layer 9 in the
central section of the slope, and layer 8 only in a narrow
strip in the southwest section.

If we add the fact that massive stone blocks, noted
justly to have been in situ when the founders of Lepen-
ski Vir I arrived, and visible in the pictures along the
trapezoid bases excavated in 1966, were scattered across
the whole area of the site, then we reach the conclusion
that after deposit formation in the Late Glacial period,
the lowest terrace at Lepenski Vir may have lost the form
of a terrace,%? gradually transforming to a slope with
three sandy layers in its base. Certainly, at the time the
slope was not as steep as when excavation at Lepenski
Vir was conducted.

This was the terrain where the founders of the set-
tlement of the Lepenski Vir culture came, and quite
logically they constructed their first structures on more
or less flat terrain on the bank. In this section of the ter-
race they found a layer of yellow sand, whose thick-
ness, given the absolute altitude of the structures and
solid ground on which they were constructed, may not
have been more than 0.60 m. That layer, marked as
layer 7 in the second profile and as layer 8 in the first
profile of J. Marjanovi¢-Markovi¢, was described as a
layer with the upper level of yellow loess-like sand,
and the lower level of yellow eolic sand. The structures
at a distance from the Danube shore, on higher sections
of the slope, were built, actually carved into that layer,
which in those section might have reached the maxi-
mum thickness of 2 m, but also in the layer above it,
which was yellow in colour and sandy (layer 8 in the
second profile, i.e. 7 in the first profile by J. Markovi¢-
Marjanovic) too and 1m thick.

CONCLUSION
The analysis of the different interpretations of the

1966 excavation results from Lepenski Vir reveals that
there are two groups of documents based on which cer-

2 Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 185.
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tain conclusions about the vertical and cultural stratig-
raphy of the river bank section can be made. On the
one hand, we have the field journal, which seems to be
the most reliable document, since there the cultural
layers were described as seen with the researchers’ own
eyes, that is, by the immediate witnesses of what was
going on in the field. On the other hand, there is techni-
cal documentation, profile drawings in the first place,
then D. Srejovic’s reports from 1966 and 1967, and his
publication from 1969, and finally, the geological pro-
files made by J. Markovi¢-Marjanovic. As we have sta-
ted earlier in this text, there are certain discrepancies
between the second group of documents and the descrip-
tions given in the field journal, but, even more impor-
tantly, there are disagreements with regards to specific
stratigraphic units and their cultural association — to
the extent of certain contradictions.

However, all the documents have a fairly unified
approach when it comes to the vertical stratigraphy,
which is the main topic of this paper. Namely, in all the
mentioned documents, in the same or similar form, the
following stratigraphic units are continuously present:

Surface layer which would comprise the layers of
humus and yellow clay.

Neolithic layer, which is emphasized to be a sepa-
rate unit in all the documents except the control profile
drawings. Its thickness varies from one document to
another, but this is because of the different time when
the document was made rather than because of differ-
ent opinions regarding the thickness of the layer.

Layer of brown sand, which is characterised in the
journal as a layer where ceramics is lacking and as a
layer with scarce small finds. This layer may be the
most problematic, since most concerns have to do with
the determination of its character. On the other hand,
this layer and the Neolithic layer are especially singled
out in all the documents, except in the control profile
drawings, although no kind of immovable structures or
characteristic type of small finds can be reliably con-
nected to it.

Sandy Lepenski cultural layer is mentioned in all
the documents, but it is presented in different manners,
in terms of its composition, colour or thickness.

At the end, there is a layer defined in one of the
documents as subsoil, and in the other as proto-humus,
or simply as a layer of yellow sand on which the oldest
settlement at Lepenski Vir was founded. In one case it
is Proto-Lepenski Vir, and in other Lepenski Vir L.

None of the five stated stratigraphic units is inter-
preted in an indisputable manner. As for 1966, the least
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disputable layers are those creating the surface layer.
Here, the layer of yellow clay, whose main character-
istic was the presence of tiny pebbles and absence of
archaeological finds, was often left out. Regardless of
being differently presented, these two layers are the
least contentious and can be accepted as a fact in the
vertical stratigraphy of the area excavated in 1966.

In our opinion, the Neolithic layer, also mentioned
in all the documents, is presented in the most realistic
way in the field journal. Namely, in spite of an inappro-
priate excavation method, based on the entries in the
journal, it is possible to make a reliable reconstruction
of the Neolithic layer thickness at specific points of the
site. It is especially important that, on the basis of pottery
concentration and the description of other parts of in-
vestigated blocks, the existence of pits can be assumed
even prior to the explicit statement in the journal.

The main contentious issue concerning this layer
was the way it was defined in the control profile draw-
ings and its relation with the layer below it. However,
the analysis of specific documents has undoubtedly
shown that this layer ran, to a higher or lesser degree,
across the whole investigated area, documenting the
period of the existence of the Neolithic settlement at this
location. Furthermore, the Neolithic settlement was
formed on the layer shown only in the profile drawings
together with the Neolithic layer as one stratigraphic
unit, while in all other documents this layer was pre-
sented as a separate stratigraphic and cultural unit. Our
analyses have demonstrated that the layer of “brown
sand”, as described in the journal, was separated from
the Neolithic settlement in terms of stratigraphy, culture
and chronology, but they were, in a way, connected by
the Neolithic pits which were dug into this layer. And,
as perhaps the most important conclusion regarding the
Neolithic layer, it seems that the dwelling structures of
the Neolithic settlers of Lepenski Vir were dug into a
layer which covered the structures with trapezoid bases
and that, depending on the slope inclination and the
thickness of the layer below the Neolithic settlement,
occasional direct contact between the Neolithic struc-
tures and the structures with trapezoid bases did occur,
although they belong to essentially different and chro-
nologically non-contiguous cultures.

At the end, we get to the most contentious layers.
Those are three layers related to the Lepenski Vir cul-
ture, regardless whether that culture had one, two or
three phases, as D. Srejovi¢ defined it. This group con-
tains the previously mentioned layer above which the
Neolithic layer was formed and in which the Neolithic
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pits were dug, then the so-called sandy Lepenski cul-
tural layer and the layer defined as subsoil, proto-humus
or yellow sand, on which Lepenski Vir I settlement
was formed.

The common feature of all three layers is their
sandy or loess-like character, by which they are distin-
guished from the Neolithic, much later formed layer.
At the same time, the doubts about the definition, mu-
tual boundary determination and cultural and chrono-
logical associations of these layers, result from poorly
marked mutual differences.

Through the analysis of all the documents, and
especially on the basis of the geological profiles, we
have reached the conclusion that upon arrival at this
location the members of the Lepenski Vir culture must
have found an area with a not very steep slope whose
foot was a narrow and relatively flat terrace. The natural
ground found by those who built the first structures at
Lepenski Vir consisted of two, or three sandy — eolic
sediments: the lowest yellow layer of so-called quick-
sand, which covered the whole surface of the terrace.
Its maximum thickness, at the higher section of the
slope, reached 2 m, while the minimum thickness was
about 0.50 m on the riverside. Above it, there were a
layer of yellow continental sandy loess and chestnut-
colour sandy steppe soil, which did not extend to the
foot of the slope, i.e. the narrow strip along the river,
with the total thickness of 1 m. By formation of these
layers in the Late Glacial period the lowest terrace of
Lepenski Vir was transformed to a slope, i.e. through
“subsequent processes of accumulation it increased in
height and got a look of a pseudo-alluvium loosing
completely its terrace-like shape”.%> The creators of
the Lepenski Vir culture erected their first structures
on the riverside in particular, but later also on the
slope. Due to the terrain features, the structures were
cut with its narrower side, i.e. the back of the structure,
into the slope. In this way, on the riverside with a flat
terrain where there was only one geological layer on
the surface, the structures were dug shallowly in that
oldest eolic sediment, which in the field documenta-
tion and D. Srejovic’s reports was named subsoil, proto-
humus or simply a layer of yellow sand, which was the
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ground on which the oldest settlement was constructed.
At higher levels, due to an excessive inclination of the
slope, the backs of the structures were sometimes more
than one meter below the ground, so that during con-
struction of the structures two or three natural sediments
running over the lowest terrace were cut through. In
this manner, those structures were dug into the oldest
eolic sediment, in its top level — yellow loess-like sand,
while the younger eolic layer — continental sandy loess
and the layer of chestnut coloured sandy steppe soil
behind the backs of the structures remained “above”
the floor bases, creating an impression of a well devel-
oped vertical stratigraphy. Thus, the members of the
Lepenski Vir culture, while living in those structures
and around them, were simultaneously occupying all
three stated sediments. In their structures, by burials
and all other artefacts which were integral part of their
activity, they enriched and “coloured” those natural
layers and in the course of time turned them to anthro-
pogenic, i.e. cultural layers, which in terms of culture
and chronology represent one unit. Their natural prop-
erties, structure, composition, and colour, along with
small finds and movable structures being restricted to
the oldest sediment, added to creation of a false picture
in the vertical cross-section of a well developed vertical
stratigraphy. However, it was the elements of material
as well as spiritual culture which those layers contained
that provide evidence that their cultural diversity can-
not be proved, contrary to their culture unity that can,
which is the topic of another paper.

At the end, we can draw the conclusion that in the
vertical stratigraphy of Lepenski Vir, in this case, the
section of the site investigated in 1966, between the layer
with the remains of the Neolithic settlement and the
eolic sediments formed during the late glacial period,
there were no specific cultural layers formed during the
existence of the Lepenski Vir culture, but in that period
eolic sediments gradually transformed to cultural layers.
Their total mass increased in the course of time due to
immovable and movable archaeological finds and the
effects of different forms of erosion.

Translated by Marin Markos

63 Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh, 1969, 185.
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INPUJIOI IIOBHABABY CTPATUT'PAOUIE
JIEIIEHCKOI' BUPA

Kawyune peuu. — Jlenencku Bup, Me301UT, HEOIUT, cTpaTUrpaduja, KyJTypHU CJI0], TEOJNOMIKU CJIOj.

Iocnenme neuenuje objaBsbeH je Behu Opoj pamoBa ca HaMepoM
Jia ce pa3pely HEKOIMKO BaXKHUX MUTamba, OTBOPEHUX Off OYeT-
Ka ucTpaskuBama Jlenenckor Bupa, ripe cBera murama KyJITyp-
He cTpaTurpaduje U XpoHoJIoruje, Koja cy ofl KJby4HOr 3Hauaja
ca pa3yMeBame Me30JIMTCKE KyJIType Ha eMOHMMHOM HaJIa3UIITy
1 BeHOT Moryher ofHOca ca MOITyJIaIijoM KOja TOKOM HEOJIUTa
HacTamyje UCTy Jokaiujy. JJokyMeHTanuja ca uckonanama Jle-
neHckor Bupa, Ha ’kajocT, yrJlaBHOM Huje MyOJIMKOBaHa, Kao
HU HajBehu 1e0 mokpeTHUX Hasaza. Ctora cy v CBU 10CaIalllibu
3aKJbY4IM O XPOHOJIOrUju U cTparturpacduju Jlenenckor Bupa
TaJIeKo Off KOHAYHUX. 300T CyIPOTCTaB/LEHUX CTABOBA O KapaK-
Tepy U KyJTYPHOj PUNAAHOCTU 00jeKaTa Tparne30nIHnX OCHO-
Ba U CBUX JIPyIMX eJIeMEeHaTa KyJType Koju ce Be3yjy 3a ¢ase
Jlenencku Bup I u 111, ananusupa cMo IOKyMEHTalM]jy ca uc-
konaBama 1966. ronuHe 1 mbeHy ycaryaneHoCT ca OroBapajy-
hyM 13BemTajuMa ca MCKOoMNaBama 1 reoJIONIKAM aHaJI3aMa.

HUctpaxuBame Jlenenckor Bupa y 1966. ronuan Hacra-
BJCHO j€ MCKOIaBambUMa MPUOOATHOT Nojaca usmehy u nopen
coHzu uctpakeHux 1965. ronune. Kao u npBe roguse ucrpa-
JKHUBaha, IPIMEHUBAH je MICTU METON MCKOIaBamba — BellTay-
KM XOPHM30HTAJIHUM OTKOITHUM CJIOjeBHMa, KOjU je Herpume-
peH KoH(pUTypalju TepeHa U KapakTepy objekaTta rpahennx
Ha JleneHckom Bupy. Y TakBoj cuTyanujy, rae je BUCUHCKA pas-
JIKa u3Mehy jyrosamnaziHe v ceBepOUCTOUHE CTpaHe 0J10Ka MOHe-
Kajla U3HOCWJIA U MpeKo 1 m, MPWJIMKOM CKulakha T3B. HUBEJIa-
LIMOHOT CJ10ja, 1eOJ/b1HA OTKOIHOT ¢JI0ja Ha ety Osioka Osrxe
IynaBy usHocuia je oko 0,20 m, a Ha CyNnpoOTHOj CTpaHu 6J10-
Ka, IpeMa NaauHy, U 1o 1 m.

Y oBOM pamy ImpeaMeT aHaJIn3e Cy CaMo KYJITYPHU U Te0JI0-
IIKU CJIOjeBY KOHCTATOBAHU MIPUJIMKOM UCTpaXkuBama 1966. ro-
I1He, 300r yera Tpeda ucrtahu fa cy, ¢ 003MpoM Ha UCTPaskeHy
[OBPLLVHY, IBE UCTPA’KUBAUKe KaMmamwe 1966. ronuxe Hajoosbe
DOKYMEHTOBAHe LIPTEeKMMa KOHTPOJIHMX Npoduita mmehy nc-
TpaxkeHUX Os10Kk0Ba. Kazia je y nuramy BepTUKajHa CTpaTurpa-
¢uja, mocMaTpaHa y LEJIMHU WM M0jeIMHAYHO TI0 6JIOKOBUMA,
MIPBU 3aKJby4aK Koju ce Hamehe je 1a ce kapakrep, a 1 6poj u3-
IIBOjeHMX CJIOjeBa MPUKA3aHUX Ha LPTEXRMMa Mpoduia He Ho-
KJIala ca cJIOjeBMMa ONMCaHUM Y IHEBHUKY. JleTasbHa aHaim3a
DOKyMeHTaluje rokasyje, Mehytum, zna je, kajga cy y nuTamy
cTpaturpadCke LHeJlrHe, CUTyalrja TOTOBO MASHTIYHA Ha LIeJIOj
HCTPa’kEHOj MOBPIIUHU.

[ToBpiumHCKY €J10j XyMyca je Ha CBUM Npoduuma rnpuka-
3aH Kao yjefiHaueH coj nedsbrHe oko 0,30 m. Y nHeBHUKY ce
Taj cJ10j YyecTo noucropehyje ca HUBEIALIMOHUM CJIOjeM, KOjU je
y BeheM pmesty cBux 0J10K0Ba GHO MHOTO 1Ie0JbU OJI CTBapHE Jie-
OJsbuHE XyMyca U 300r Tora Hajyenthe o0yXxBaTao TpH, IO CTPYK-
TYpU U CAfIPIKajy pPas3inyuuTa cjoja.
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AKyra rimHacra 3emiba, UCION XyMyca, IpUKa3aHa je Ha
cBUM npodmmma kao cioj nebspune 0,30 — 0,60 m, 6e3 mokpeT-
HUX Hasnasza. C 003MpoOM Ha TO 1a ce OBaj CJIOj y TEPEHCKOM
THEBHUKY BEOMa PETKO MOMHUE, OH j& OUUTO OMO CACTaBHU €0
T3B. HUBEJIAIIMOHOT cyoja. Morao 6u ce MueHTU(UKOBATH ca
€J10jeM TBpIE 3eMJbe 32 KOjy C€ HaBOIM [ia ce Yy M0jeAUHUM OJ10-
KOBHMa jaBJba Y OKBUPY IIPBOT, pehe Apyror oTKOIHOr ¢Jioja.

HWcnon cinoja skyTe rimMHacTe 3eMJbe Ha CBUM Ipodummma
MIPUKA3aH je CJI0j 32 KOj! y JIETeHIU 3a po(uie Ha IIOCTOj! Ol
roBapajyhu cumbos. AHan3a JOKyMeHTanyje rnokasyje ia ce y
OKBHpY TOT CJI0ja HaJjlase, y CTBApH, JIBa — [0 CTPYKTYpH, 60ju
U cazipxajy MOTIYHO pa3jM4uTa KyaTypHa cioja. Cioj Hero-
CPEIHO UCHOJ INIMHOBUTE 3€MJbE CE 300T IeroBe OCHOBHE Ka-
PaKTepHCTHKE — HEOJIUTCKE KepaMuKe, Moxke JepuHIcaTi Kao
HEOJIUTCKH, & KOHCTATOBAH j€ Y jyro3amagHuM JeJIoBUMa 6I0K0-
Ba Beh y MPBOM U IpyroM OTKOITHOM cJ10jy. Pasimuunre ne6smu-
He Ha nojenuHuM fesopuma Jokanurera (0,30 — 0,80 m), Heo-
JIUTCKH CJI0] je HajuspakeHnju y jamama, y KojuMa je 1 Hajseha
KOHIIEHTpaluja kepamuke. Taj cjoj ce y IHEBHUKY OIUCYje Kao
pacTpecura 3eMiba TAMHOMPKE, LIPHO-MPKe, [IPHE WIIH TTeNesba-
cTO-1IpHE 00je, ca 00MIbeM KepaMUUKMX Haja3a. [Joma rpaHu-
LIa HEOJIUTCKOT ¢JI0ja Ha MpoduiMMa HUje jaCHO yOusbUBa, a y
IHEBHUUKMM OeJlellkaMa ce MOXe MPErno3HaTy y OMucuMa oT-
KOITHUX CJI0jeBa 3a KOje ce HaBOIM Jia 3eMJjba TYOM HernesbacTu
TOH M Mellla Ce ca MPKHUM IIECKOM, OJTHOCHO Ca OTKOITHUM CJIO-
jEeBUMa YHja CTpyKTypa HUje OMMCaHa, a Ka0 BIUXOBa HajyOouJbu-
BHja KapPaKTEPUCTHKA UCTAKHYTO je la Ce HaJla3u KepaMUKe Iy-
0e, WM 1a BUXOB OpOj HAIJIO OMaja.

CJ10j MCMOJ, HEOJIUTCKOT Y IHEBHUKY MCKOIaBamwa ce OMU-
Cyje Kao MPKH Iecak, pacTPeCUTa MpKa 3eMba Ca MEeCKOM, WIn
Kao0 CBETJIMja 3eMba ca IpuMecaMa IecKa, y KoMe OCUM JKHBO-
THICKUX KOCTHUjY Y PETKUX OKPECAHNX KAMEHHUX aJTaTKU TOTOBO
Tla HeMa IOKPETHHX HaJla3a, 300r Yera ce 4ecTo HarlallaBa Jia cy
TH OTKOITHU CJIOjeBU apXEOJIOIIKU CKOPO CTEPUJIHU. 3a Taj cJloj
ce, npema nocrojehoj nokymeHTauuju, He MoXe Be3aTH HU jeHa
BPCTa HEMOKPETHNX ofjexaTa HY THIOJIONIKY KapaKTepHUCTHY-
HUX TIOKpeTHUX Haja3a. [Ipema cuTyanujama npHUKa3aHUM Ha
npodwInMa, Taj CJ0j MpencTaBba HajMohHU]y cTpaTurpadCcKy
uenuHy. Ha ocHOBY nprexa npoduna u onuca y JHEBHUKY, ja-
CHO je [1a Cy CBE HEOJIUTCKE jaMe YKOIIaHe YIIPaBo Y Taj ¢JIoj 3e-
MJbE MOMelllaHe ca MPKUM MEeCKOM U Jia je Ha JieJly HaJla3uIITa
ucrpaxkeHoM 1966. rofuHe HEOIUTCKO Hacesbe (POPMUPAHO HA
Beh nocrojehem neckoBUTOM KyJITYpPHOM CJIOjY.

Cioj nedumHHCAH Kao ,,JIECKOBUTH JIETICHCKU KYJITYpPHU
€J10j“ WIYCTPOBAH je Ha CBUM NPO(UINMa Kao CJI0j NeObuHe
0,30 — 0,50 m, koju mokpuBa MoJOBe OOjeKaTa ca TPAre30MIHIM
OCHOBaMa. Y TepEeHCKOM [JHEBHUKY j€ Ta]j CJIOj TELIKO UIEHTU(U-
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KOBAaTH, a MOTao Ou ce IOBECTH y Be3y ca OTKOITHUM CJIOjeBUMa
y HEKMM OJIOKOBMMA KOjU CY OITMCAHU Kao MECKOBUTA JKyTa WM
xyhkacTa 3eMsba, apXeoJOIIKU ToToBO crepuiHa. Ha nprexu-
Ma npocduia je rpaHuia u3Mehy T3B. JIETIEHCKOT ¥ MPKOT ITECKO-
BUTOT CJIOja U3HAJ Hera jaCHO yOuJbHBa, MAKO CE Y JTHEBHUKY
IX0BA CTPYKTYPa M apXEOJIOLIKH CaapkKaj OMUCYjy Ha CIIMYaH
HauuH.

IIpaxymyc ce y TepeHCKOM JIHEBHHKY He NOMHUE, NaKo je
MIpUKa3aH Ha CBUM IIpTeXuUMa Npoduiia, Iie je MpencTaBibeH
Ka0 Hajay0JbH CJI0], Y KOjU Cy OUJIM YKOTIaHU 00jeKTH Tpare3o-
UIHUX ocHOBA. Ha mpoduiimma je npuka3aH Ha HAYMH KaKo ce
00MYHO MpUKa3yje 30paBulia. Y IHEBHUKY ce 3[IpaBUlla, MHAYe,
MOMUEE CaMO Ha jeIHOM MECTY, a OIMCaHa je Kao JKYTH IeCakK.

OcuM HaBe[eHNX CJI0jeBa, Y TEPEHCKOM JHEBHUKY U TeX-
HUYKO] NOKYMEHTAIWji NOKYMEHTOBAH je W CJIO] HaIlJIaBUHE,
KOjU MOKa3yje a Cy CBU 00jeKTH MPUOOAJHOT Jiesla Hala3nIITa
TOBPEMEHO OUJIN IJIaBJbEHH, MITO j€ 3a MOCJEqUIy MOTJIO UMa-
TH pasauuure o0srKe crpaturpadcekux nopemehaja.

Crpaturpaccka 3anaxama [I. CpejoBuh o ncTpaskuBamu-
Ma 1966. ronquHe AEJUMUYHO ce pas3jivKyjy Ol MojaTaka Koje
MIpy’Ka TepeHCKa JOKyMeHTaluja. Y IIPBOM U3BEIITajy O pe3yJ-
TaTUMa MCKomaBama 1966. roquHe U3aBojeHa Cy TpU KyJITypHA
cJ10ja ucnop XxyMmycHor cioja aedssune 0,40 m. Cioj ca ocranu-
Ma HEOJMTCKOI Hacelba, ca OOMJbEM TOKPETHUX Hallasa, CIIy-
mrao ce no ayoune 1,20 m. Croj cuBKacTor necka, nedspuHe
0,40 m, roToBO 63 MOKPETHHX HaJa3a, pa3aBajao je HeOIMTCKU
CJI0j 071 HajcTapujer cjioja y KoMe Cy KOHCTATOBaHH O0jeKTH Tpa-
Me30MIHMX OCHOBA, yKomaHu oko 0,30 m y 3npasuity. C 003upom
Ha TO [1a je MakcuMaJiHa 1ebsprHa cioja ouma 2,10 m, nebsbuna
Hajcrapujer cjioja usHocuia je oxko 0,50 m. Y onHocy Ha Liprexe
KOHTPOJIHUX MpOUia, y TOM U3BEIUTA]y HENOCTajy CJIOj JKyTe
IJIMHACTE 3eMJbE HICTION XyMYCa, )KYTH IIECKOBUTH CJI0j — ,,CTEpHI
n npaxymyc. Taxohe, y Tako IprKa3aHOM BEPTUKAIHOM IIpece-
Ky OCTaJIO je HejacHO Y KOjH CJI0j cy Omiie yKoIaHe HEOJIUTCKe
jame. AKO je, Kako ce HaBOZIM, HEOJIUTCKHU CJIOj Off T3B. JIETIEHCKOT
cJ10ja OUO OJIBOjEH MOCEOHNM CJI0jeM, CJIENHN [ia Cy Ce Y OKBUPY
0,80 m nebesior HEOJIMTCKOT €JI0ja Hajla3e U jame, OIHOCHO Ja
cy oHe 6mie ykomase y Beh hopMupaHy HEOIUTCKH CJIOj, IITO
ce Ha OBOM JIeJly HaJIa3UIINTa HUKAKO He MOXKE TOKa3aTu.

Y npyrom usBemrajy . CpejoBuha o ucTpaskupambuma y
nepuony 1965-1967. ronuHe ctpaturpadcka 3anaxama cy y us-
BECHOj MepH [OIyHEHa, a y KyJITYPHOM cJlojy nebsbune 2,15 —
3,50 m nedpuHMCaHe Cy TP KYJITYpHO-CTpaTUrpadCke 1esnHe:
Jlenencku Bup la—e, IT u [Ila—b. KoncraToBaHo je na je Hacesbe
Jlenencku Bup I popmupano Ha kpeumbauykuM CTeHaMa Koje 1Mo-
KpHUBa TaHAK CJIOj HECTPaTU(UKOBAHOT JKYTOT necka. Taj ciioj
ecKa, Koju y peTXO0JHOM U3BELITajy HUje IOMEHYT, Y IHEBHU-
Ky 61 OfIroBapao cIiojy MecKoBUTe KyTe Win skyhkacre 3emibe,
y OKBUPY KOT'a Cy Ce HaJIa3U/I1 00jeKTU Ca TPare3oMIHUM OCHO-
BaMa, a Ha IpTekuMa npocuia ciojy npaxymyca. C o63upom
Ha TO Jla ce y u3BemTajy u3 1967. ronuse oH onmcyje Kao TaHaK
€JI0j KOjH je MPeKpPHUBA0 CTEHOBUTY MOAJIOTY, TOCTAaBJba CE MUTA-
e Y KOjU CJI0j Cy OMJIM YKOITaHU 00jeKTH Ha BUIIUM JIEJIOBUMA
najivHe, yuje je 3auesbe 0110 ykornaHo U 1o 1 m. Ouuto je na to
HHje MOrao OWTH TaHaK CJIOj JKyTOT TIecka 13 HaBeJeHOT M3Be-
mraja, Beh ¢J10j Koju je caMo y YCKOM MPUOOATHOM I0jacy O1o
TaHaK, 0K je y YHYTPaIIbOCTH NaguHe OMO 3HATHO ne0sbu, a y
IIOHEM HUBOY BEPOBATHO U PA3JIMYUT MO O0jU U CTPYKTYPH.

Cnoj xoju nokpusa Jlenencku Bup I nedunucan je kao
npyru kyntypHu crpatyM (Jlenencku Bup II) u onmcan kao Je-
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commky cMehy necak HejenHake NeOJbHHE, ca jeIHUM cTambe-
HIM xopu3oHToM. OH 0OfroBapa cjojeBrMa KOju Cy y JTHEBHUKY
OMMCaHN Kao MPKH Tecak MM Kao MpKa 3eMJba ca reckoM. Ka-
KO MPUJIMKOM UCKOMaBamba y OCHOBAMa OTKOITHUX CJI0jeBa HUCY
M3BajaHe LieJIMHe pasuyuTe 1o 00ju U cafipikajy, a y 1yoJbuM
OTKOITHUM CJIOjeBHMa Ce TI0jayaBao MHTEH3UTET IPHUCYCTBA Te-
CKa, TIpeJia3 U3 TAMHOT CJI0ja ca KEPAMHKOM y CBETII)H, IIECKO-
BUTHU €JI0j 6e3 KepaMuKe, Kao HU MpeJia3 U3 TOr ¢JIoja y Hajmy-
0JbU CJI0j XKYTOT MeCKa, KOjU ¢ HUKAKO HUCY MOIJIM JieIaBaTH
y WUCTOj paBHH, HUCY HU MOIJIM OMTH IETaJbHO U Ha BaJbaH Ha-
YMH ONMUCaHM y IHeBHUKY. [ToroToBy 1mTo ¢y y ny0spuMm croje-
BUMa G1JIe c1ab0 U3pakeHe pasimke y 00ju recka, Koju ce Ipu
TOMe ¥ 6p30 CyIIMo, Ma Cy pas3iiiKe y CTPYKTYpH, CaipikKajy U
00ju ciojeBa Ouie Tenko youwbrse. CacBUM je M3BECHO Na HU-
mra 0o/ba CUTyallMja HUje OMIa HM NPWIMKOM H3IBajama U
CHUMama THX cjiojeBa y npoguianma. C 063upoM Ha TO f1a T3B.
JIETICHCKH CJI0j Y TEPEHCKUM OIcUMa (haKTHIKU U He TT0CTOj!
y 06JIMKY y KOMe je Ha3Ha4yeH Ha MpoIIIMa, IOCTaBJba Ce MH-
Tame 1a J1 ce U Y KOJIMKOj MepU MOJKe, Kao Ha Mpoduma,
yommirte noByhu jacHa rpanuia usMehy T3B. JIEIEHCKOT U CJI0ja
W3HaJ Bbera, OTHOCHO f1a JIM Cy UCIOJ] HEOJIUTCKOT CJIoja 3aucTa
0CTOjaJ1a JIBa jaCHO pa3rpaHUyeHa KyJITypHa CJIoja, WK Ce MO-
JKIIa palii caMo O jeHOM CIIOjy, Tl T3B. JICIIEHCKU CJIOj Tpefi-
CTaBJba CaMO FETroB O HIBO Ca HE3HATHOM Pa3JIMKOM y 00-
ju U cTpyKTypu. 300r Tora, 3a pasymky of ctasa Jl. CpejoBuha,
cMaTpamo 1a IeCKOBUTH CJI0j KOMe je mpunucaHa dasa Jlenen-
cku Bup Il He npencraBsba noceGHy KyJITYpHY M cTpaTurpad-
CKY LieJIHY, Beh 1a OH 3aje[]HO ca T3B. JISHEHCKHUM CJIOjeM HC-
O] ’era JJOKYMEHTYje LIeJIOKyIaH epuo Tpajama objekara ca
Tpamne30NIHIM OCHOBaMa M BEPOBATHO KPaTaK MEPUOT KOjH je
MPOTEKA0 Off MOTITYHOT HaIyITama odjekara Jlenenckor Bupa
I, onHoCHO ramema kynarype Jlenencku Bup, 10 ocHuBamba Heo-
JIUTCKOT HaceJba.

¥ ucroM u3sBellTajy je HaBeleHo Ja je HajmuiabeM cTpary-
My (JIenenckn Bup Illa-b) mpumnanao cioj ucron xymyca ae-
osune 0,30 m u na ce crymrao no ngyouna 1,11 — 1,45 m. Ha-
[JIAIIEHO je /1a je cTpaTurpadcko mpekianame HeKux odjekara
Jlenenckor Bupa I u III pesyarat ykonaBamwa Miaahux, HeoauT-
CKHUX O0jekara, 1 ia ieh Ha HEeKMM TParie30MIHUM MOJOBIMA
npunajajy sHaTHo MulahuM 06jeKTHMa KOjU Cy YKOIAHU 10 I10-
noBa kyha Jlenrenckor Bupa 1. Hu y oBom u3BernTajy, mehytum,
HUje pa3jallibeHo Y KOjH CJI0j Cy O1yIe YKOIaHe HEOJUTCKE jaMe.
OcuM Tora, HA Ha jeOHOM LIpTexRy npoduia u3 1966. ronune,
13y3eB Y jaMaMa, He MOXKEe Ce 0Ka3aTH J1a jeé HEOJUTCKU CJIOj
6uo ne6ssu ox 0,30 — 0,40 m.

Jla 6u ce 10110 N0 YBEpJbUBE CJIMKE BEPTHKAJIHE CTPaTH-
rpacuje pocTopa UCTpaskeHor 1966. ronyHe HEOXOIHO je OCBp-
HYTH C€ 11 Ha M3BEIITaje O Fe0JIOMIKO-CTPATUrpapCKUM 3amaxa-
wuMa J. Mapkosuh-Mapjanosuh. Y moHorpacdwuju o JleneHckom
Bupy reomnoriku npocun (13,85 m) 3emibuInTa HajHUKE peyHe
Tepace Jlenenckor Bupa npukasas je y Buny TabesiapHOr Mpu-
Ka3a pefociena u ie6ibuHe ciojeBa ca nparehum noganuma. Y
TOM TIpoIiTy M3IBOjeHO je 12 ciojeBa, a pemociel] BIXOBOT
MpuKasa je of HajMaaher ka HajcTapujeMm.

Kao pesynraT anasimse npukasaHux ciojesa J. Mapkosuh-
Mapjanosuh usnBojuna je uetupu dase y cTBapamy TOT MPO-
¢ua, ucrnuyhu na je npea ¢asa epo3uoHa u 1a b0j oiroBapa
yBpcTa rnojiora Tepace (cioj 12 — Hanmopcka Bucuna 59,40 m)
oI IpBeHoT nopcupuTa nepMcKor nopekia. [Ipyroj dasu onro-
Bapa (uiyBujanHa akymynanuja lyHaBa ca ciojeBuma (11 —
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rpyou mbyHak u necak; 10 — ¢ouHM MyJBEBUTU TECAK) KOjU CY
HaCTaJIM y TIO3HOM IVIalujay, kana je JlyHaB Tekao MpeKo cre-
HoBuTe Tepace. Tpeha ¢asa mpencraBiba mepuoyn HacTaHKa
KOHTHMHEHTAJIHUX Ce[IMeHaTa, MpeTeXHO eosckux. Toj ¢asu
OIIroBapajy cj1ojeBu 95, y3 Haryamasame a Cy c1ojeBu 8 u 7
(HacJsiare sKMBOT IIECKA U JIECA) YUCTO €0JICKU CEAUMEHTH, YKYII-
He ne6sbuHe 3 m. [Ipu ToMe je HaroMeHyTO [a ce 3a IECKOBUTU
cJioj 8 Be3yjy cranuiira Hacesba [Iporo-Jlenencku Bup. Yersp-
Ta paza je BpeMe popMUpama KyJITYpHHX cliojeBa JlenmeHcKn
Bup I, II u Il (cnojeBu 4-2, ykynae nedsbune 3,0 m) U MoBp-
MIMHCKOT 3eMibHiTa (c10j 1 nedsmune 1,10 m).

Y npukasuma crpaturpaduje reosomKUX U KyJITYPHUX
ciojeBa Jlenenckor Bupa takobe ce youaBajy onpehene Heiso-
TMYHOCTH, KA0 Y HecJlarama ca TepeHCKOM JIOKYMEHTALUjOM 1
HeKUM KoHcTaTanujama y mssemrajuma JI. CpejoBuha. Ipe
cBera, M3HeHahyje unmbeHunIa 1a Cy 1Mo OMHUCY cacTasa, 0oje, rma
U 1e0JbUHY, CJI0jeBUMA MCIION HEOJMTCKOT HAaceJba, ONMMCAHUM
y IHEBHUKY U IIPUKA3aHUM Ha Npoduanma, Hajoaka nBa reo-
Jiouika ciioja (7 u 8), unja yKynHa neGsbuHa M3HOCHU 3 m, LITO
TOHEKJIe OZICTYTIa Off YKYITHE 1e0Jb1He HaBeIeHe Y U3BEITajy 13
1966. ronune, anu je TO OACTYIambe Pa3yMJbHBO jep je reoso-
KU PO CHUMAH Y YHYTPAIIHOCTH Haslasumra. 300r Tora
je moTpeOHO pa3jacHUTH MehycoOHM OIHOC IBE TpyIIe CJIojeBa:
3 u 7, onHocHO 4 1 8. OBO YTOJIMKO Ipe, jep Cy Ha Ie0JIOIKOM
npocuiy objextu case IIporo-Jlenencku Bup nosesanu ympa-
BO Ca CJIOjeM KOjH je OTFCaH Kao MECKOBUTH — Y TOPHEM HUBOY
Ka0 JKYTH JIECOJIUKY, A Y IOEM Ka0 UHCT JKYTH €0JICKH I1eCaK.
Taj oruc HE3HATHO PA3IMYUTUX HUBOA jEOHOT MCTOr CJioja y
MOTIYHOCTH OIroBapa OMKUCUMAa 30paBulie (3KyTH MECaK) U T3B.
JITICHCKOT CJI0ja Y TEPEHCKOM THEBHUKY, KOjH Cy Ha LPTEKIMa
rpocuiia MpuKa3aHu Kao rpaxymyc U T3B. JierieHCckH c¢Jioj. [lpu
TOME je Ba)KHO HAIJIACUTH J1a Cy y IIPHKa3y Ie0JIOMIKOr IPou-
na o6jextu [Iporo-Jlenenckor Bupa oko 1,30 m ucnon cinoja 4
KOMe je MmpunucaHo Hacesbe JleneHcku Bup I, mito je ancomyTHO
Hemoryhe nokasatu. Haume, npema HaBopuma 1. CpejoBuha,
o0jextH dase ITporo-Jlenencku Bupu 6umm cy KoHUEHTpUCaHN
YIIPaBO Ha HajHMKO]j MIPUOOAJTHOj TepACH, Y CJI0jy Jieca ieO/brHe
0,50 m. ITpu Tome He TpebGa 3a60paBUTH Na Cy Y U3BEIITAjy U3
1967. ropune n ob6jextu da3se Jlenencku Bup I mosesyjy ca tan-
KUM CJI0jeM HeCcTpaTU(UKOBAHOT JKyTOT recka. CacBUM je jacHO
na cy o0jekTu koju ce npunucyjy ¢asu IIporo-Jlenencku Bup
OWJIM Y FICTOj PaBHM, OZJHOCHO Ha IPUOJIMIKHO UCTUM KOTaMa, YKO-
[aHW y UCTU €J10j kao 1 o0jekTu dase Jlenencku Bup I, ucrpa-
skeHH 1965. u 1966. ropune. Tume ce y BeJMKoj Mepy 1I0BOIU y
MUTalke CTpaTUrpaccK MoJoKaj KyJTypHHX CJI0jeBa IPHUKa3a-
HUX Ha reosomkuM npogummma J. Mapkosuh-MapjanoBuh.

3060r Tora je noTpeGHO Ta3MOTPUTH Jia JI1 u3Mehy uBpcre
OCHOBE OJ1 IIPBEHOT MOPGHPUTA 1 OBPIIMHCKOT CJI0ja UMa Me-
CTa 3a IeCceT CJI0jeBa NPUKA3aHUX Ha IeoJIOIKOM POy, Ol-
HOCHO J1a JI1 Cy CJIOjeBU 7 U § yIpaBoO OHU CIIOjEBU Y KOje Cy
yKOMaHu 00jexTH Kyarype Jlenencku Bup u y kojuma cy cauy-
BaHM TParoBM XKMBOTA HAa MPOCTOPY UCIIOA, M3HAI M OKO THX
objekaTa. C 0031pOM Ha TO Jia ce YBPCTA MOJJIOra 1yHABCKeE Te-
pace Hasasu Ha Koty 59,40 m, a na ykynHa ne6JbuHa reoJon-
KUX cJI0jeBa ucrop cioja ¢ase Jlenencku Bup I m3nocu 5,75 m,
cienu na je y 3anebhy Hacesba KyJITYpHH ciioj Te dase popmu-
pas Ha kotH 65,15 m. Mmajyhu y Buny nan tepeHa u YMmbeHU-
LIy 1a BUCHHCKa pasirka usMmeby kyha y npubassom nojacy u
OHUX Ha jyrosananHoj nepudepuju Hacesba U3HOCU OKkO 4 m,
cJioj aze Jlenencku Bup I 6u y npuobanHom neny tpedaso na
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ce Hamasu Ha kot 61,50 m. HajHmku 00jeKTH MCTpakeH!
1966. romuHe mogurHyTH Cy, MehyTiM, Ha koTama oko 60 m um
HEKHUX JieceTak LieHTMeTapa ucron 60 m, mTo 3Hauu aa ce u3-
Mehy uBpcTe nozsiore off PBEHOT MOPGUPUTA U HAJHUKUX YBP-
CTUX MOJI0BA Y NPUOOAIHOM I10jacy MOrao HaJla3UTH CJl0j 1eo-
sbune jemsa 0,60 m, a HHMKAaKO HEKOJIMKO CJiojeBa uHja je
MakCcHMaJHa f1ebJbruHa u3HocuiIa 5,75 m, a muanmasaa 1,50 m.
Kapna ce Ha cBe 0BO tona u 3 m KyaTypHor cioja u 1,10 m mo-
BPLIMHCKOT €JI0ja, KaKo je MPUKa3aHO Ha TeOJIOIKUM MPOpHIII-
Ma, 1oJ1a3u ce 1o Opoja Koju Haamallyje cBe MOBPIIMHCKE KOTe
YKYITHO MCTPA’KEHOT MPOCTOPA, TAKO J1a CY, Ha M3IJIel, KYJITypHH
CJIOjeBY BHIIAK y TOj cTpaTurpadckoj cavim. 360r cBera Tora ce
CTUYE YTUCAK 1A Cy Ha FeOJIONIKAM NMPOQHUINMAa, Y3 peasHy CJIH-
Ky T€OJIOIIKUX CJI0jeBa, MOJaly O KYJITYPHUM CJI0jeBUMa, 0e3
KPUTUYKOT OCBPTA, jenHocTaBHO npeyseru of 1. Cpejouha.

LIpresx nonpeyHOr reosIoIKOr Npouia nokasyje na cy Ha
MOBPIUMHY TepeHa npe (popMupama HajcTapujer Hacesba y Ma-
10j wm Behoj Mepu Onta BUIJbMBA TPU MECKOBUTA CJIOja, Kao
Y MaCHBHH KaMeHH OJIOKOBH, 3a Koje J. MapkoBuh-Mapjanosuh
HaBOJM Jla Cy X OCHUBAYM HaceJba 3aTEKJIN in Situ, a BUIILUBU
cy U Ha ¢ororpacujama y3 Tparne3ouaHe OCHOBE HCTPasKeHe
1966. ronune. Ha TakBoM TepeHy, peslaTUBHO PaBHOT IIpUO0aJl-
HOI I0jaca, NONUTHYTU cy npBU objexT. Ha ToM mesty Tepace
CJI0j JKYTOT HecKa (CJ0j 8 Ha IeoJIOmKOM Mpoduity), ¢ 063upomM
Ha aTcoJIyTHE KOTe 00jeKaTa 1 YBPCTe CTEHOBUTE TOJJIOTe HITje
Morao 6utu nedsbu o 0,60 m. O6jexktu ynabenu ox odase Jly-
HaBa, Ha BUIIMM JIeJIOBUMa MajiuHe, rpahenu cy, OfHOCHO yce-
LIaHU 3a4€JbEM Y Taj UCTH CJI0], KOjU je Ha THUM JIeJIOBUMA Majiu-
HE BEpPOBATHO JOCTU3a0 MaKCUMaJIHy Ne0JbUHY Ofl 2 m, ajli U Yy
CJI0j M3HAJl IeTa, Takohe JKyTe 60je 1 MecKOBUT (¢J10j 7 Ha Mpo-
(uny), unja Me MakcumManHa ne0JbMHA 3HOCHIA 1 m.

AHasm3a pas3yIMuUTUX MHTEpHpeTanuja pesyarara ucTpa-
xuBamwa Jlenenckor Bupa 1966. roguHe nokasyje fa nocroje
IBE Tpyre NOKyMeHaTa Ha OCHOBY KOjUX C€ MOI'y M3BECTH 3a-
KJBYYIIM O BEPTUKAJIHO] U KYJITYPHOj CTpaTUrpaduju Ha MpHO-
6asHOM feity HasasumTa. C jenHe cTpaHe je TepeHCKU THEBHHUK,
KOjH C€ YMHU HAjBEPOIOCTOJHUjUM TOKYMEHTOM, jep Cy Y BeMy
ONUMCHMBAHU KYJTYPHHU CJIOjeéBU OHAKO KaKo Cy BUbeHM ounma
MCTpa’kMBaya, OHOCHO MPEKTHUX CBEIOKa OHOra IITO Ce Ie-
maBasio Ha TepeHy. C ipyre CTpaHe cy TEXHIUKA JOKYMEHTaIH-
ja, y mpBoM pefy upTesku rnpocuiia, 3atum nssemraju 1. Cpe-
josuha n3 1966. u 1967. ronune, Kao 1 HEroBa MyOJMKaIMja 13
1969. ronune, u Ha Kpajy reosouku npoduan J. Mapkosuh-
MapjanoBuh. ¥ gpyroj rpynu mokymeHaTa, ocuM onpeheHux
HecJlaramba ca OHUM INTO je ONMMCAHO Y TEPEHCKOM JTHEBHUKY,
youaBajy ce 1 Heka MehycoOHa HecJiarama o MojeuHIM CTpa-
TUrpad)CKUM LIeJIMHAMA U IBbUXOBOM KYJITYPHOM OIpeesberby,
Ma 4yak u ofpehene KOHTPaTUKTOPHOCTH.

Y cBUM HaBe[EeHUM NOKyMeHTHMa, MehyTuM, y CIM4HOj
WM UCTOj (hOpMIU KOHCTATOBAHO j€ MET OCHOBHUX CTpaTUrpad-
CKUX IleJIMHa. VIcron MOBPIIMHCKOT ciioja (XyMycC U JKyTa IJIH-
HacTa 3eMJba) HaJla3u Ce HEOJIMTCKU CJI0j KOjU je Kao 3aceOHa
LleJIHA M3[IBOjeH y CBUM IOKYMEHTHMa, OCUM Ha LIpPTEeKMMa
npodwmia. Taj cioj je HajpeasHMje MPEACTaBbEH Y TEPEHCKOM
IHEBHUKY jep ce, 6e3 0031pa Ha HealeKBaTaH MeTO]| UCKOoIlaBa-
Ha, HA OCHOBY THEBHMYKHX OEJICHIKM CACBUM I10Y31aHO MOXKe
pEeKOHCTpyHCcaTH 1eGJbHHA HEOIUTCKOT CJI0ja Ha TI0jeAMHUM Jie-
JIOBMMa TIOBpIIMHE HCTpaxkeHe 1966. roauHe, a MocTojame jama,
1 TIpe Hero IITO Ce TO Y THEBHUKY jaCHO HATJIach, MOXKe Ce IpeT-
MOCTAaBUTH Ha OCHOBY 3ara)karba O KOHLEHTPAINji KepaMUKe.
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AHana3zama rnojeirHUX JOKyMeHaTa HeIBOCMUCJIEHO je yTBphe-
HO J1a je 0Baj €J10j y Maw0oj Wi Behoj Mepu 01O 3aCTyIJbeH Ha
LIeJI0j UCTPa’KeHOj MOBPIINHY, KA0 U J1a je HEOJIMTCKO Hacelbe
opMUpPaHO Ha MIECKOBUTOM CJIOjy KOjU je, OCUM Ha IPTEKIMa
npocuiia, MprKa3aH kao 3acebHa crpaturpagceka nemmxa. Cram-
0OeHM 00jeKTH 1 jamMe HEOJMTCKUX CTaHOBHMKa Jlemenckor Bupa
YKOIAaBaHU Cy YIPABO Y Taj CJI0j KOjU je MPEeKpuBao objeKTe
Tparne3oMIHUX OCHOBA, a 3aBUCHO OJ] Harnba TepeHa u 1e6sbu-
He cJI0ja UCTIOJ] HEOJIUTCKOT, TIOHEKAJ] je IOJIA3UIIO U 10 TUPEKT-
HOT' KOHTAKTa KYJTYPHO-XPOHOJIONIKM CACBUM Pa3JIMUUTHX
objekaTa — HEOJIUTCKUX YKOIIA U YBPCTUX MOJ0OBA 00jekaTa Tpa-
ME30MIHUX OCHOBA.

W Ha xpajy, perucTpoBaHU Cy CJI0jeBU KOjU c€ OfIHOCE Ha
kyarypy Jlenencku Bup. ¥ Ty rpyny cniagajy cJioj MpKoOr ecka
(nedunucan kao Jlenencku Bup 11, y kome HUCY KOHCTAaTOBaHU
HETIOKPETH! 00jeKTH HUTH KapaKTePUCTUYHN MOKPETHH Haja-
31), 3aTUM T3B. IECKOBUTHU JIETIEHCKH KYJITYPHHU CJI0j (Uuju cy
cacTaB, 00ja U 1e0Jb1HA MPEJICTaB/LEHU Ha PA3JIMUUTE HaurHe
y aHaJIM3UPaHUM JIOKYMEHTHUMA) U CJI0j KOjuU ce NeUHUIIE Kao
37paBuIIa, MPaXyMyc WM Kao JKyTH Mecak Ha KoMe je (hopMu-
pano HaceJsbe [Ipoto-Jlenencku Bup, onnocno Jlenencku Bup 1.
3ajenHuuKa OIJIMKA Ta TPH CJI0ja je ’bUXOB MECKOBUTH WJIH JIECO-
JIMKU KapaKTep, CACBUM PA3JIMUUT OJ HEOJUTCKOT, 3HATHO Kac-
HUje popmupaHor cioja. Hegoymune o nedunucamy, pasrpa-
HUYCHY U KYJITYPHO-XPOHOJIOIIKOM OIPENesbelby THUX CJIojeBa
YCJIOBJbEHE Y YNPAaBO HBUXOBUM CJIa00 M3paskeHUM Mehycoo-
HHM pa3jiiKama.

AHamM30M CBUX JOKyMeTaHa, MOCEOHO TEeOJIOMKUX Mpo-
¢una, nonasu ce 10 3aK/byuKa 1a Cy HOCHOLM KyaType Jlenen-
cku Bup, omaBim Ha Ty JIOKAIMjy, 3aTeKJIM TepeH y BUILY He
TaKo CTPMe TaJIfHe, YHje je TIOAHOXKje YMHIIA YCKa U PEIaTUBHO
paBHa Tepaca. [IpuponHy momJiory Kojy cy 3aTeKju rpaauTesbu
MIPBHX OOjeKkaTa YNHIIA Cy IBa, OTHOCHO TPU MECKOBHUTA €0JICKA
CeIMMEHTA: HAjHIKH CJIOj T3B. JKUBOT M1ECKA, KOjH je TIPEKPUBAO
LieJly OBPIIMHY Tepace. Hberosa makcuMasHa ne6/buHa, Ha BU-
[IMM JeJI0BUMa MaJiuHe, N3HOCKIIA je 2 M, 8 MUHVMAJIHa, y IPH-
obasiHoM 1ojacy, oko 0,50 m. M3Han mera cy OWiu ¢Jioj xKyTor
KOITHEHOT TTECKOBUTOT Jieca M KECTEHhACTOr' MIECKOBUTOT CTEl-
CKOT 3eMJBHIIITA, KOjU HUCY TOTMPAH JO TIOJHOXK]a MaIIHe, OfI-
HOCHO yCKOI' mpro0ajHor mnojaca. @OpMUpakEeM THX CJIOjeBa
TOKOM IO3HOT IVIalujasa, HajHusKa Tepaca JleneHnckor Bupa je
TpaHcgopMUCaHa, CTEKJIa U3IJIe]| NCeyn0-TINIABUHE U MOTITYHO
u3ryousa repacuu oosuk. CBoje rpBe 06jekTe HOCUOIU KYJITY-
pe Jlenencku Bup nogusanu cy ynpaBo y Ipro0aIHOM T1ojacy,
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a KacHuje U Ha naguHu. 300r KoHpUrypauuje TepeHa 00jeKTu
Cy Y’KOM CTPaHOM, OTHOCHO 3a4esbeM ycelaHu y maauny. Ha
Taj HAYMH, Y TPHOOATHOM I10jacy, I7e je TepeH OMo paBHUjU 1
Ha TMOBPILIMHM CaMO jeaH TeOJIOIIKU CJIOj, 00jeKTH cy Oum
TUJIUTKO YKOTIAHU Y Taj HajCTapUju €0JICKU CEIUMEHT. Y TepeH-
CKOj IOKyMeHTaluju 1 ussewrajuma [I. Cpejosuha oH ce momu-
e Kao 3[paBHIla, IPaxyMyc WIN Kao CJIOj KYTOT TlecKa Koju je
TMOCJTY?KMO Kao TMOJJIOra 3a MoAM3ame HajcTapujer Hacesba. Ha
BUIIIUM KOTaMa, 300T U3pa’keHMjer Majia TepeHa, 3auesbe 00je-
Karta je OWIO MOHEeKaja M BUIIE Off jeIHOI METpa UCMOJ MOBp-
IIMHE TePEeHa, TAKO J1a Cy TPUIIIKOM Ipajiibe o0jekara npecera-
Ha [IBa WIK CBa TPY reoJIomKa CeJIMEeHTa Koja Cy MpeKprBasia
HajHIDKY Tepacy. Ha Taj HaunH 1 T 00jeKTH Cy OWIM yKOTIaHU Y
HajCcTapyjy €0JICKH CEIUMEHT, aJIi Y HeTOB FOPH-H HUBO — JKYTU
JIECOJIVIKM TIECaK, IOK Cy Milabu eosicKu ¢J10j (KOTTHEHHU MEeCKO-
BUTH JIEC) U CJIOj IECKOBUTOT CTENCKOT 3eMJBUILTA U3a 3a4esba
o0jekaTa ocTajasu ,,d3Hal" yKOIAHUX MOJHUX OCHOBA U Ha Taj
Ha4MH CTBapaJlil yTUCAK pa3BUjeHe BEPTUKAJIHE CTpaTurpaduje.
Hawnwme, sxuBehu y TUM 00jeKTHMa, K20 ¥ Ha IPOCTOPY OKO IbUX,
Hocuouu Kyatype Jlemencku Bup cy, y cTBapu, HCTOBpeMeHO
0OpaBU/IM HA CBA TPU HaBe[EHA CEOUMEHTa, a CBOjUM 00jeKTH-
Ma, CaxpamUBaKBEM MOKOJHUKA U CBUM JAPYrMM apredakTUMa
KOjY Cy OMJIM CaCTaBHU JIeO IbUXOBHX aKTUBHOCTH OIJIEMEHWIIN
Cy 1 ,,000jWII" Te CJI0jeBe ¥ BpEMEHOM HX IIPETBOPWIN y aHTPO-
TIOreHe, OJHOCHO KYJITYpPHE CJI0jeBe, KOjH! Y KyJITypPHO-XPOHOJIO-
IIKOM CMUCITY TIPEACTaBIbajy jenHy 1euHy. Hbuxose npupongue
ocoOuHe, CTPYKTypa, cacTaB M 00ja, y3 MOKpPETHE Hajase U
OrpaHUYEHOCT HEIIOKPETHUX O0jeKkaTa caMo Ha HajcTapuju ce-
IMMEHT, JOTIPUHENV Cy [ja Ce y BEPTHKAJIHOM IPECEKy CTBOPH
MIPUBH/IHA CJIMKA pa3BHjeHe BepTHKajHe cTpaturpaduje. Me-
byTum, ynpaBo eeMeHTH MaTepujaliHe, ajid U TyXOBHE KyJTY-
pe caipikaHU y TUM CJIOjeBUMA MOKa3yjy Aa ce He MOJKE JIOKa-
3aTH HUXOBa KYJITypHa pacijiojeHOCT, Beh HacympoT Tome
IbUXOBO KYJITYPHO jeIMHCTBO.

Ha kpajy, Moxe ce 3aKJby4nTH [1a Y BEPTUKAJIHOj CTpaTUrpa-
¢uju Jlenenckor Bupa, Ha ety HanasumTa nuctpaxeHom 1966.
roauHe, n3Mehy ci1oja ca ocraryMa HEOJIMTCKOT HAacesba U €0JI-
CKUX CeIMMEHATa HAacTaluX Yy BpeMe MO3HOI Iialujajia Huje
OMJI0 MOCEOHO HATAJIOXKEHUX KYJITYPHUX cJlojeBa (POPMUPAHUX
3a BpeMe ersucTupama Kyarype Jlenencku Bup, Beh cy 3a Bpeme
IEHOT TPajarba €0JICKM CEIMMEHTH IOCTEIIeHO MPETBOPEHU Y
KyJTypHe ciiojeBe. EbrxoBa ykyrnHa Maca BpeMeHOM je noseha-
Ha 3aXBaJsbyjyhy HEMOKPETHNM 1 TOKPETHUM aPXEOJIONIKIM Ha-
Jla3uMa, ajid ¥ JeJIoBakby Pa3IMuuTUX 00JIMKa epo3uje.



