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I 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. Babovi}, 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.1 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 III,2 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.3
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Fig. 1. Situation plan of the 
area investigated in 1966.

Sl. 1. Situacioni plan 
– istra`ivawa 1966. godine
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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
1965.4 Trench I was marked as block A, while trenches
II, IIa 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 A1 and ), 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.5 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.6 The length of block A1 was 3.5 m. At the begin-
ning of the autumn campaign 5 m long blocks were set.
Blocks , G and H also varied in width since their
northeast side was “the bank of the Danube that un-
equally enters the land”.7 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 28th June to 13th July, and the autumn campaign,
which lasted 15 working days from 4th October to 20th

October. Blocks A, A1, B, C, D and F were examined
during the summer campaign, while blocks , 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

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
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4 An area of 51 m² 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 Srejovi}, 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.9

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.10 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. SREJOVI]’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

on the results of 1966 excavation.12 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.13

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”.14

The older cultural stratum (stratum II), which was
from 0.25 to 0.50 m thick, also contained two dwelling
horizons (3 and 4).15 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”.16 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.
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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 Excavation journal 13. 7. 1966, p. 13.
11 Excavation journal 18. 10. 1966, p. 22.
12 Srejovi} 1966.
13 Srejovi} 1966.
14 Srejovi} 1966.
15 Srejovi} 1966.
16 Srejovi} 1966. The house investigated in 1965 in trenches

II and IIa 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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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.17

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.18

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.19

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)20 “with the same
forms of dwelling structures and almost uniform mo-
vable archaeological materials”.21 According to D.
Srejovi}, 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-

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 IIIa
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 II 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.23

The character of the youngest cultural stratum (Le-
penski Vir III) remained unchanged. It was interpreted
as a settlement of the Star~evo 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 Srejovi} 1968.
20 Marked as cultural stratum II in the previous report.
21 Srejovi} 1968, 158.
22 Srejovi} 1968, 158.
23 Srejovi} 1968, 158.

Fig. 2. Lepenski Vir before excavations, view of the Danube profile 
Fig. 3. Blocks C–F during excavations,view from southeast

Sl. 2. Lepenski Vir pre iskopavawa, dunavski profil
Sl. 3. Blokovi C–F tokom iskopavawa, sa jugoistoka



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).24

One may notice from this review of D. Srejovi}’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. Srejovi} articulated his view of the cultural
events at Lepenski Vir,25 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-

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 Srejovi} 1968, 162.
25 Srejovi} 1966a; Srejovi} 1968.
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Fig. 4. Northwest profile in block F

Sl. 4. Severozapadni profil bloka F



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”.26 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.27 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.

3. The layer defined as sandy “Lepenski” cultural
layer was illustrated in all profiles of the area excavated
in 1966, but also in 1965.28 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 ), which were almost archaeologically sterile.29

On the other hand, the layers above subsoil and struc-
tures with trapezoid bases in blocks A–D were described
as brown sand.30 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

26 Excavation journal 7. 10. 1966, p. 3.
27 Excavation journal 6. 10. 1966, p. 3.
28 Peri}, Nikoli} 2004, Fig. 3–5. 
29 Excavation journal 10. 10. 1966, p. 6.
30 Excavation journal 5. 8. 1966, p. 7.
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Fig. 5. Legend for the layers in profile drawings

Sl. 5. Legenda za profile
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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 9th excavated layer in blocks
C and D, where “occurrence of the subsoil (yellow
sand)” was noted.31

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

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
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31 Excavation journal 9. 7. 1966, p.10.

Fig. 6. Block F – northwest profile

Sl. 6. Blok F – severozapadni profil
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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,

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.34

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}.35 This stratigraphic unit between
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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 Srejovi} 1969, 161.

Fig. 7. Block A1 – southeast profile

Sl. 7. Blok A1 – jugoisto~ni profil



PERI], NIKOLI], A Contribution to Understanding Stratigraphy of Lepenski Vir (33–59)

the layers of the Lepenski Vir I phase and later Neo-
lithic settlements should be identified with the layer of
greyish sand, which in Srejovi}’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.36

Contrary to Srejovi}’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”.38 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-
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37 Excavation journal 8. 10. 1966, p.5.
38 Excavation journal 8. 10. 1966, p. 4.

Fig. 8. Blocks G and H – southwest profile

Sl. 8. Blokovi G i H – jugozapadni profil
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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 , 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-

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 , 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. 
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Fig. 9. Block F1 – northwest profile

Sl. 9. Blok F1 – severozapadni profil
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Fig. 10. Blocks A1, A, B and C 
– southwest profile
Fig. 11. Blocks D, E and F 
– southwest profile

Sl. 10. Blokovi A1, A, V i S 
– jugozapadni profil
Sl. 11. Blokovi D, E i F 
– jugozapadni profil
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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 SREJOVI]’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 Srejovi}’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,
Srejovi}’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,39 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 Srejovi}’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

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
Srejovi}’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
Srejovi}’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 Srejovi}’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”.40 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 Srejovi}’s report, where the most notable dif-
ference has to do with the definition of the layer in
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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 Srejovi}’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.41 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 Ia–e, Lepenski Vir
II, and Lepenski Vir IIIa 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.

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
0.81 to 1.15 m in 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. 
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Fig. 12. Blocks G and H 
– ground plan in 3rd excavated layer

Sl. 12. Blokovi G i H – osnova u 3. otkopnom sloju
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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}-Marjanovi}, which
were published in two publications.42 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.43 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.44 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.45 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.46 This means that layer 3 should correspond
to the layer which, according to Srejovi}’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.47 On the
other hand, layer 3 in the profile drawings from 1966

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.48

1 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.49 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.50 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. 

42 Markovi}-Marjanovi} 1969; 1978.
43 Markovi}-Marjanovi} 1969, 184.
44 Markovi}-Marjanovi}, 1969, 185. 
45 Markovi}-Marjanovi}, 1969, 186.
46 Markovi}-Marjanovi}, 1969, 186.
47 Srejovi} 1968, 158.
48 Excavation journal 6. 7. 1966, p. 7.
49 Markovi}-Marjanovi}, 1969,187.
50 Srejovi} 1966; Srejovi} 1968.
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Fig. 13. Houses 1 and 2 – view from southeast 

Sl. 13. Ku}e 1 i 2, sa jugoistoka
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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.51 This layer could not be
brought into relation with any layer described in the
journal, nor layers in profiles, or layers described in
Srejovi}’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 Srejovi}’s
reports either. 

Layer 7, 1 m thick, was described as typical conti-
nental loess of buff colour, with matching gastropod
fauna.52 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.53

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,54 which cannot be connected to
any layer in the journal, profile drawings or Srejovi}’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.55

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, II and III, i.e. layers 4, 3 and
2, were formed. It was emphasized that Lepenski Vir I
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.56

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-
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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. 

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

STARINAR LXI/2011

49

Fig. 14. Geological profil of the site (after Markovi}-Marjanovi} 1969, sl. 56)

Sl. 14. Geolo{ki profil lokaliteta (po Markovi}-Marjanovi} 1969, sl. 56)
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taken inside the settlement, and given the terrain incli-
nation, this level could be lowered for no more than
four metres on the opposite side, which was the altitude
difference between the houses on the bank and those in
the settlement southwest periphery. However, even then
we could reach the altitude of 61.50 m, where floor
bases should have stood on the bank, while the lowest
structures excavated in 1966 actually stood at the alti-
tude of 60 m or some ten centimetres below 60 m. This
means that between the solid ground of red porphyry and
the lowest floor bases in the riverside strip hardly might
there have been a layer thicker than 0.60 m, let alone
several geological layers reaching the maximal thick-
ness of 5.75 m, and the minimal thickness of 1.50 m.
If we add another three meters of the cultural layer and
1.10 m of the surface layer, we end with the figure
which exceeds all surface levels in the whole excavated
area, which would mean that the cultural layers in this
stratigraphic picture were, in fact, a surplus. 

Therefore, it is necessary to analyse the second
profile of the same author.57 The layers were presented
in the sequence from the oldest layer to the youngest

one, while the view of layers was given in the form of
a cross-section (Fig. 15). 

In this second profile, dark red porphyry, corre-
sponding to layer 12 in the first profile, was marked as
level 1. 

Jurassic limestone forming the lateral sides of the
terrace on which the layers deposited on porphyry sat
was marked as layer 2. This layer was not shown in the
first profile. 

Layer 3 is fluvial quartz, terrace gravel, and layer 4
is recent multicoloured Danube gravel created during
the high water level. (The numbers denoting these layers
were permuted in the profile drawings.) These two layers
correspond to layers 10 and 11 in the first profile, with
the remark that all the layers in the first profile were one
above the other, while in the second profile one next to
the other, in other words on the same plane, since it was
emphasized that the layer of multicoloured gravel was

57 Markovi}-Marjanovi}, 1978, 17, Fig. 2.
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Fig. 15. Cross-section of the site (after Markovi}-Marjanovi} 1978, sl. 2)

Sl. 15. Popre~ni profil lokaliteta (po Markovi}-Marjanovi} 1978, sl. 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.58

The text that followed referred to three cultural
layers above layer 10: Lepenski Vir I was marked as

layer 11, Lepenski Vir II as layer 12, and Lepenski Vir III
as layer 13. The surface 1.10 m thick layer was marked
as layer 14 in the text.59

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.60

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. Srejovi}, the structures of the Proto-Lepenski Vir
phase were concentrated exactly on the lowest bank ter-
race in a 0.50 m loess layer.61 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
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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. Srejovi}. 

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 Srejovi}’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

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,62 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}-
Marjanovi}) 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-
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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. Srejovi}’s reports from 1966 and 1967, and his
publication from 1969, and finally, the geological pro-
files made by J. Markovi}-Marjanovi}. 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 I.

None of the five stated stratigraphic units is inter-
preted in an indisputable manner. As for 1966, the least

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”.63 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. Srejovi}’s reports was named subsoil, proto-
humus or simply a layer of yellow sand, which was the

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 Marko{
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Posledwe decenije objavqen je ve}i broj radova sa namerom
da se razre{i nekoliko va`nih pitawa, otvorenih od po~et-
ka istra`ivawa Lepenskog Vira, pre svega pitawa kultur-
ne stratigrafije i hronologije, koja su od kqu~nog zna~aja
sa razumevawe mezolitske kulture na eponimnom nalazi{tu
i wenog mogu}eg odnosa sa populacijom koja tokom neolita
nastawuje istu lokaciju. Dokumentacija sa iskopavawa Le-
penskog Vira, na `alost, uglavnom nije publikovana, kao
ni najve}i deo pokretnih nalaza. Stoga su i svi dosada{wi
zakqu~ci o hronologiji i stratigrafiji Lepenskog Vira
daleko od kona~nih. Zbog suprotstavqenih stavova o karak-
teru i kulturnoj pripadnosti objekata trapezoidnih osno-
va i svih drugih elemenata kulture koji se vezuju za faze
Lepenski Vir I i III, analizirali smo dokumentaciju sa is-
kopavawa 1966. godine i wenu usagla{enost sa odgovaraju-
}im izve{tajima sa iskopavawa i geolo{kim analizama.

Istra`ivawe Lepenskog Vira u 1966. godini nasta-
vqeno je iskopavawima priobalnog pojasa izme|u i pored
sondi istra`enih 1965. godine. Kao i prve godine istra-
`ivawa, primewivan je isti metod iskopavawa – ve{ta~-
kim horizontalnim otkopnim slojevima, koji je neprime-
ren konfiguraciji terena i karakteru objekata gra|enih
na Lepenskom Viru. U takvoj situaciji, gde je visinska raz-
lika izme|u jugozapadne i severoisto~ne strane bloka pone-
kada iznosila i preko 1 m, prilikom skidawa tzv. nivela-
cionog sloja, debqina otkopnog sloja na delu bloka bli`e
Dunavu iznosila je oko 0,20 m, a na suprotnoj strani blo-
ka, prema padini, i do 1 m.

U ovom radu predmet analize su samo kulturni i geolo-
{ki slojevi konstatovani prilikom istra`ivawa 1966. go-
dine, zbog ~ega treba ista}i da su, s obzirom na istra`enu
povr{inu, dve istra`iva~ke kampawe 1966. godine najboqe
dokumentovane crte`ima kontrolnih profila izme|u is-
tra`enih blokova. Kada je u pitawu vertikalna stratigra-
fija, posmatrana u celini ili pojedina~no po blokovima,
prvi zakqu~ak koji se name}e je da se karakter, pa i broj iz-
dvojenih slojeva prikazanih na crte`ima profila ne po-
klapa sa slojevima opisanim u dnevniku. Detaqna analiza
dokumentacije pokazuje, me|utim, da je, kada su u pitawu
stratigrafske celine, situacija gotovo identi~na na celoj
istra`enoj povr{ini.

Povr{inski sloj humusa je na svim profilima prika-
zan kao ujedna~en sloj debqine oko 0,30 m. U dnevniku se
taj sloj ~esto poistove}uje sa nivelacionim slojem, koji je
u ve}em delu svih blokova bio mnogo debqi od stvarne de-
bqine humusa i zbog toga naj~e{}e obuhvatao tri, po struk-
turi i sadr`aju razli~ita sloja.

@uta glinasta zemqa, ispod humusa, prikazana je na
svim profilima kao sloj debqine 0,30 – 0,60 m, bez pokret-
nih nalaza. S obzirom na to da se ovaj sloj u terenskom
dnevniku veoma retko pomiwe, on je o~ito bio sastavni deo
tzv. nivelacionog sloja. Mogao bi se identifikovati sa
slojem tvrde zemqe za koju se navodi da se u pojedinim blo-
kovima javqa u okviru prvog, re|e drugog otkopnog sloja.

Ispod sloja `ute glinaste zemqe na svim profilima
prikazan je sloj za koji u legendi za profile na postoji od-
govaraju}i simbol. Analiza dokumentacije pokazuje da se u
okviru tog sloja nalaze, u stvari, dva – po strukturi, boji
i sadr`aju potpuno razli~ita kulturna sloja. Sloj nepo-
sredno ispod glinovite zemqe se zbog wegove osnovne ka-
rakteristike – neolitske keramike, mo`e definisati kao
neolitski, a konstatovan je u jugozapadnim delovima bloko-
va ve} u prvom i drugom otkopnom sloju. Razli~ite debqi-
ne na pojedinim delovima lokaliteta (0,30 – 0,80 m), neo-
litski sloj je najizra`eniji u jamama, u kojima je i najve}a
koncentracija keramike. Taj sloj se u dnevniku opisuje kao
rastresita zemqa tamnomrke, crno-mrke, crne ili pepeqa-
sto-crne boje, sa obiqem kerami~kih nalaza. Dowa grani-
ca neolitskog sloja na profilima nije jasno uo~qiva, a u
dnevni~kim bele{kama se mo`e prepoznati u opisima ot-
kopnih slojeva za koje se navodi da zemqa gubi pepeqasti
ton i me{a se sa mrkim peskom, odnosno sa otkopnim slo-
jevima ~ija struktura nije opisana, a kao wihova najuo~qi-
vija karakteristika istaknuto je da se nalazi keramike gu-
be, ili da wihov broj naglo opada.

Sloj ispod neolitskog u dnevniku iskopavawa se opi-
suje kao mrki pesak, rastresita mrka zemqa sa peskom, ili
kao svetlija zemqa sa primesama peska, u kome osim `ivo-
tiwskih kostiju i retkih okresanih kamenih alatki gotovo
da nema pokretnih nalaza, zbog ~ega se ~esto nagla{ava da su
ti otkopni slojevi arheolo{ki skoro sterilni. Za taj sloj
se, prema postoje}oj dokumentaciji, ne mo`e vezati ni jedna
vrsta nepokretnih objekata ni tipolo{ki karakteristi~-
nih pokretnih nalaza. Prema situacijama prikazanim na
profilima, taj sloj predstavqa najmo}niju stratigrafsku
celinu. Na osnovu crte`a profila i opisa u dnevniku, ja-
sno je da su sve neolitske jame ukopane upravo u taj sloj ze-
mqe pome{ane sa mrkim peskom i da je na delu nalazi{ta
istra`enom 1966. godine neolitsko naseqe formirano na
ve} postoje}em peskovitom kulturnom sloju.

Sloj definisan kao „peskoviti lepenski kulturni
sloj“ ilustrovan je na svim profilima kao sloj debqine
0,30 – 0,50 m, koji pokriva podove objekata sa trapezoidnim
osnovama. U terenskom dnevniku je taj sloj te{ko identifi-

Kqu~ne re~i. – Lepenski Vir, mezolit, neolit, stratigrafija, kulturni sloj, geolo{ki sloj.
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kovati, a mogao bi se dovesti u vezu sa otkopnim slojevima
u nekim blokovima koji su opisani kao peskovita `uta ili
`u}kasta zemqa, arheolo{ki gotovo sterilna. Na crte`i-
ma profila je granica izme|u tzv. lepenskog i mrkog pesko-
vitog sloja iznad wega jasno uo~qiva, iako se u dnevniku
wihova struktura i arheolo{ki sadr`aj opisuju na sli~an
na~in.

Prahumus se u terenskom dnevniku ne pomiwe, iako je
prikazan na svim crte`ima profila, gde je predstavqen
kao najdubqi sloj, u koji su bili ukopani objekti trapezo-
idnih osnova. Na profillima je prikazan na na~in kako se
obi~no prikazuje zdravica. U dnevniku se zdravica, ina~e,
pomiwe samo na jednom mestu, a opisana je kao `uti pesak.

Osim navedenih slojeva, u terenskom dnevniku i teh-
ni~koj dokumentaciji dokumentovan je i sloj naplavine,
koji pokazuje da su svi objekti priobalnog dela nalazi{ta
povremeno bili plavqeni, {to je za posledicu moglo ima-
ti razli~ite oblike stratigrafskih poreme}aja.

Stratigrafska zapa`awa D. Srejovi} o istra`ivawi-
ma 1966. godine delimi~no se razlikuju od podataka koje
pru`a terenska dokumentacija. U prvom izve{taju o rezul-
tatima iskopavawa 1966. godine izdvojena su tri kulturna
sloja ispod humusnog sloja debqine 0,40 m. Sloj sa ostaci-
ma neolitskog naseqa, sa obiqem pokretnih nalaza, spu-
{tao se do dubine 1,20 m. Sloj sivkastog peska, debqine
0,40 m, gotovo bez pokretnih nalaza, razdvajao je neolitski
sloj od najstarijeg sloja u kome su konstatovani objekti tra-
pezoidnih osnova, ukopani oko 0,30 m u zdravicu. S obzirom
na to da je maksimalna debqina sloja bila 2,10 m, debqina
najstarijeg sloja iznosila je oko 0,50 m. U odnosu na crte`e
kontrolnih profila, u tom izve{taju nedostaju sloj `ute
glinaste zemqe ispod humusa, ̀ uti peskoviti sloj – „steril“
i prahumus. Tako|e, u tako prikazanom vertikalnom prese-
ku ostalo je nejasno u koji sloj su bile ukopane neolitske
jame. Ako je, kako se navodi, neolitski sloj od tzv. lepenskog
sloja bio odvojen posebnim slojem, sledi da su se u okviru
0,80 m debelog neolitskog sloja nalaze i jame, odnosno da
su one bile ukopane u ve} formirani neolitski sloj, {to
se na ovom delu nalazi{ta nikako ne mo`e dokazati.

U drugom izve{taju D. Srejovi}a o istra`ivawima u
periodu 1965–1967. godine stratigrafska zapa`awa su u iz-
vesnoj meri dopuwena, a u kulturnom sloju debqine 2,15 –
3,50 m definisane su tri kulturno-stratigrafske celine:
Lepenski Vir Ia–e, II i IIIa–b. Konstatovano je da je naseqe
Lepenski Vir I formirano na kre~wa~kim stenama koje po-
kriva tanak sloj nestratifikovanog `utog peska. Taj sloj
peska, koji u prethodnom izve{taju nije pomenut, u dnevni-
ku bi odgovarao sloju peskovite `ute ili `u}kaste zemqe,
u okviru koga su se nalazili objekti sa trapezoidnim osno-
vama, a na crte`ima profila sloju prahumusa. S obzirom
na to da se u izve{taju iz 1967. godine on opisuje kao tanak
sloj koji je prekrivao stenovitu podlogu, postavqa se pita-
we u koji sloj su bili ukopani objekti na vi{im delovima
padine, ~ije je za~eqe bilo ukopano i do 1 m. O~ito je da to
nije mogao biti tanak sloj `utog peska iz navedenog izve-
{taja, ve} sloj koji je samo u uskom priobalnom pojasu bio
tanak, dok je u unutra{wosti padine bio znatno debqi, a u
dowem nivou verovatno i razli~it po boji i strukturi.

Sloj koji pokriva Lepenski Vir I definisan je kao
drugi kulturni stratum (Lepenski Vir II) i opisan kao le-

soliki sme|i pesak nejednake debqine, sa jednim stambe-
nim horizontom. On odgovara slojevima koji su u dnevniku
opisani kao mrki pesak ili kao mrka zemqa sa peskom. Ka-
ko prilikom iskopavawa u osnovama otkopnih slojeva nisu
izdvajane celine razli~ite po boji i sadr`aju, a u dubqim
otkopnim slojevima se poja~avao intenzitet prisustva pe-
ska, prelaz iz tamnog sloja sa keramikom u svetliji, pesko-
viti sloj bez keramike, kao ni prelaz iz tog sloja u najdu-
bqi sloj `utog peska, koji se nikako nisu mogli de{avati
u istoj ravni, nisu ni mogli biti detaqno i na vaqan na-
~in opisani u dnevniku. Pogotovu {to su u dubqim sloje-
vima bile slabo izra`ene razlike u boji peska, koji se pri
tome i brzo su{io, pa su razlike u strukturi, sadr`aju i
boji slojeva bile te{ko uo~qive. Sasvim je izvesno da ni-
{ta boqa situacija nije bila ni prilikom izdvajawa i
snimawa tih slojeva u profilima. S obzirom na to da tzv.
lepenski sloj u terenskim opisima fakti~ki i ne postoji
u obliku u kome je nazna~en na profilima, postavqa se pi-
tawe da li se i u kolikoj meri mo`e, kao na profilima,
uop{te povu}i jasna granica izme|u tzv. lepenskog i sloja
iznad wega, odnosno da li su ispod neolitskog sloja zaista
postojala dva jasno razgrani~ena kulturna sloja, ili se mo-
`da radi samo o jednom sloju, gde tzv. lepenski sloj pred-
stavqa samo wegov dowi nivo sa neznatnom razlikom u bo-
ji i strukturi. Zbog toga, za razliku od stava D. Srejovi}a,
smatramo da peskoviti sloj kome je pripisana faza Lepen-
ski Vir II ne predstavqa posebnu kulturnu i stratigraf-
sku celinu, ve} da on zajedno sa tzv. lepenskim slojem is-
pod wega dokumentuje celokupan period trajawa objekata sa
trapezoidnim osnovama i verovatno kratak period koji je
protekao od potpunog napu{tawa objekata Lepenskog Vira
I, odnosno ga{ewa kulture Lepenski Vir, do osnivawa neo-
litskog naseqa.

U istom izve{taju je navedeno da je najmla|em stratu-
mu (Lepenski Vir IIIa–b) pripadao sloj ispod humusa de-
bqine 0,30 m i da se spu{tao do dubina 1,11 – 1,45 m. Na-
gla{eno je da je stratigrafsko preklapawe nekih objekata
Lepenskog Vira I i III rezultat ukopavawa mla|ih, neolit-
skih objekata, i da pe}i na nekim trapezoidnim podovima
pripadaju znatno mla|im objektima koji su ukopani do po-
dova ku}a Lepenskog Vira I. Ni u ovom izve{taju, me|utim,
nije razja{weno u koji sloj su bile ukopane neolitske jame.
Osim toga, ni na jednom crte`u profila iz 1966. godine,
izuzev u jamama, ne mo`e se dokazati da je neolitski sloj
bio debqi od 0,30 – 0,40 m.

Da bi se do{lo do uverqive slike vertikalne strati-
grafije prostora istra`enog 1966. godine neophodno je osvr-
nuti se i na izve{taje o geolo{ko-stratigrafskim zapa`a-
wima J. Markovi}-Marjanovi}. U monografiji o Lepenskom
Viru geolo{ki profil (13,85 m) zemqi{ta najni`e re~ne
terase Lepenskog Vira prikazan je u vidu tabelarnog pri-
kaza redosleda i debqine slojeva sa prate}im podacima. U
tom profilu izdvojeno je 12 slojeva, a redosled wihovog
prikaza je od najmla|eg ka najstarijem.

Kao rezultat analize prikazanih slojeva J. Markovi}-
Marjanovi} izdvojila je ~etiri faze u stvarawu tog pro-
fila, isti~u}i da je prva faza eroziona i da woj odgovara
~vrsta podloga terase (sloj 12 – nadmorska visina 59,40 m)
od crvenog porfirita permskog porekla. Drugoj fazi odgo-
vara fluvijalna akumulacija Dunava sa slojevima (11 –
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grubi {qunak i pesak; 10 – fini muqeviti pesak) koji su
nastali u poznom glacijalu, kada je Dunav tekao preko ste-
novite terase. Tre}a faza predstavqa period nastanka
kontinentalnih sedimenata, prete`no eolskih. Toj fazi
odgovaraju slojevi 9–5, uz nagla{avawe da su slojevi 8 i 7
(naslage ̀ ivog peska i lesa) ~isto eolski sedimenti, ukup-
ne debqine 3 m. Pri tome je napomenuto da se za peskoviti
sloj 8 vezuju stani{ta naseqa Proto-Lepenski Vir. ̂ etvr-
ta faza je vreme formirawa kulturnih slojeva Lepenski
Vir I, II i III (slojevi 4–2, ukupne debqine 3,0 m) i povr-
{inskog zemqi{ta (sloj 1 debqine 1,10 m).

U prikazima stratigrafije geolo{kih i kulturnih
slojeva Lepenskog Vira tako|e se uo~avaju odre|ene nelo-
gi~nosti, kao i neslagawa sa terenskom dokumentacijom i
nekim konstatacijama u izve{tajima D. Srejovi}a. Pre
svega, iznena|uje ~iwenica da su po opisu sastava, boje, pa
i debqini, slojevima ispod neolitskog naseqa, opisanim
u dnevniku i prikazanim na profilima, najbli`a dva geo-
lo{ka sloja (7 i 8), ~ija ukupna debqina iznosi 3 m, {to
donekle odstupa od ukupne debqine navedene u izve{taju iz
1966. godine, ali je to odstupawe razumqivo jer je geolo-
{ki profil sniman u unutra{wosti nalazi{ta. Zbog toga
je potrebno razjasniti me|usobni odnos dve grupe slojeva:
3 i 7, odnosno 4 i 8. Ovo utoliko pre, jer su na geolo{kom
profilu objekti faze Proto-Lepenski Vir povezani upra-
vo sa slojem koji je opisan kao peskoviti – u gorwem nivou
kao `uti lesoliki, a u dowem kao ~ist `uti eolski pesak.
Taj opis neznatno razli~itih nivoa jednog istog sloja u
potpunosti odgovara opisima zdravice (`uti pesak) i tzv.
lepenskog sloja u terenskom dnevniku, koji su na crte`ima
profila prikazani kao prahumus i tzv. lepenski sloj. Pri
tome je va`no naglasiti da su u prikazu geolo{kog profi-
la objekti Proto-Lepenskog Vira oko 1,30 m ispod sloja 4
kome je pripisano naseqe Lepenski Vir I, {to je apsolutno
nemogu}e dokazati. Naime, prema navodima D. Srejovi}a,
objekti faze Proto-Lepenski Viri bili su koncentrisani
upravo na najni`oj priobalnoj terasi, u sloju lesa debqine
0,50 m. Pri tome ne treba zaboraviti da su u izve{taju iz
1967. godine i objekti faze Lepenski Vir I povezuju sa tan-
kim slojem nestratifikovanog `utog peska. Sasvim je jasno
da su objekti koji se pripisuju fazi Proto-Lepenski Vir
bili u istoj ravni, odnosno na pribli`no istim kotama, uko-
pani u isti sloj kao i objekti faze Lepenski Vir I, istra-
`eni 1965. i 1966. godine. Time se u velikoj meri dovodi u
pitawe stratigrafski polo`aj kulturnih slojeva prikaza-
nih na geolo{kim profilima J. Markovi}-Marjanovi}.

Zbog toga je potrebno tazmotriti da li izme|u ~vrste
osnove od crvenog porfirita i povr{inskog sloja ima me-
sta za deset slojeva prikazanih na geolo{kom profilu, od-
nosno da li su slojevi 7 i 8 upravo oni slojevi u koje su
ukopani objekti kulture Lepenski Vir i u kojima su sa~u-
vani tragovi `ivota na prostoru ispod, iznad i oko tih
objekata. S obzirom na to da se ~vrsta podloga dunavske te-
rase nalazi na koti 59,40 m, a da ukupna debqina geolo{-
kih slojeva ispod sloja faze Lepenski Vir I iznosi 5,75 m,
sledi da je u zale|u naseqa kulturni sloj te faze formi-
ran na koti 65,15 m. Imaju}i u vidu pad terena i ~iweni-
cu da visinska razlika izme|u ku}a u pribalnom pojasu i
onih na jugozapadnoj periferiji naseqa iznosi oko 4 m,
sloj faze Lepenski Vir I bi u priobalnom delu trebalo da

se nalazi na koti 61,50 m. Najni`i objekti istra`eni
1966. godine podignuti su, me|utim, na kotama oko 60 m ili
nekih desetak centimetara ispod 60 m, {to zna~i da se iz-
me|u ~vrste podloge od crvenog porfirita i najni`ih ~vr-
stih podova u priobalnom pojasu mogao nalaziti sloj deb-
qine jedva 0,60 m, a nikako nekoliko slojeva ~ija je
maksimalna debqina iznosila 5,75 m, a minimalna 1,50 m.
Kada se na sve ovo doda i 3 m kulturnog sloja i 1,10 m po-
vr{inskog sloja, kako je prikazano na geolo{kim profili-
ma, dolazi se do broja koji nadma{uje sve povr{inske kote
ukupno istra`enog prostora, tako da su, na izgled, kulturni
slojevi vi{ak u toj stratigrafskoj slici. Zbog svega toga se
sti~e utisak da su na geolo{kim profilima, uz realnu sli-
ku geolo{kih slojeva, podaci o kulturnim slojevima, bez
kriti~kog osvrta, jednostavno preuzeti od D. Srejovi}a.

Crte` popre~nog geolo{kog profila pokazuje da su na
povr{ini terena pre formirawa najstarijeg naseqa u ma-
woj ili ve}oj meri bila vidqiva tri peskovita sloja, kao
i masivni kameni blokovi, za koje J. Markovi}-Marjanovi}
navodi da su ih osniva~i naseqa zatekli in situ, a vidqivi
su i na fotografijama uz trapezoidne osnove istra`ene
1966. godine. Na takvom terenu, relativno ravnog priobal-
nog pojasa, podignuti su prvi objekti. Na tom delu terase
sloj `utog peska (sloj 8 na geolo{kom profilu), s obzirom
na apsolutne kote objekata i ~vrste stenovite podloge nije
mogao biti debqi od 0,60 m. Objekti udaqeni od obale Du-
nava, na vi{im delovima padine, gra|eni su, odnosno use-
cani za~eqem u taj isti sloj, koji je na tim delovima padi-
ne verovatno dostizao maksimalnu debqinu od 2 m, ali i u
sloj iznad wega, tako|e `ute boje i peskovit (sloj 7 na pro-
filu), ~ija me maksimalna debqina iznosila 1 m.

Analiza razli~itih interpretacija rezultata istra-
`ivawa Lepenskog Vira 1966. godine pokazuje da postoje
dve grupe dokumenata na osnovu kojih se mogu izvesti za-
kqu~ci o vertikalnoj i kulturnoj stratigrafiji na prio-
balnom delu nalazi{ta. S jedne strane je terenski dnevnik,
koji se ~ini najverodostojnijim dokumentom, jer su u wemu
opisivani kulturni slojevi onako kako su vi|eni o~ima
istra`iva~a, odnosno direktnih svedoka onoga {to se de-
{avalo na terenu. S druge strane su tehni~ka dokumentaci-
ja, u prvom redu crte`i profila, zatim izve{taji D. Sre-
jovi}a iz 1966. i 1967. godine, kao i wegova publikacija iz
1969. godine, i na kraju geolo{ki profili J. Markovi}-
Marjanovi}. U drugoj grupi dokumenata, osim odre|enih
neslagawa sa onim {to je opisano u terenskom dnevniku,
uo~avaju se i neka me|usobna neslagawa o pojedinim stra-
tigrafskim celinama i wihovom kulturnom opredeqewu,
pa ~ak i odre|ene kontradiktornosti.

U svim navedenim dokumentima, me|utim, u sli~noj
ili istoj formi konstatovano je pet osnovnih stratigraf-
skih celina. Ispod povr{inskog sloja (humus i `uta gli-
nasta zemqa) nalazi se neolitski sloj koji je kao zasebna
celina izdvojen u svim dokumentima, osim na crte`ima
profila. Taj sloj je najrealnije predstavqen u terenskom
dnevniku jer se, bez obzira na neadekvatan metod iskopava-
wa, na osnovu dnevni~kih bele{ki sasvim pouzdano mo`e
rekonstruisati debqina neolitskog sloja na pojedinim de-
lovima povr{ine istra`ene 1966. godine, a postojawe jama,
i pre nego {to se to u dnevniku jasno naglasi, mo`e se pret-
postaviti na osnovu zapa`awa o koncentraciji keramike.
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Analazama pojedinih dokumenata nedvosmisleno je utvr|e-
no da je ovaj sloj u mawoj ili ve}oj meri bio zastupqen na
celoj istra`enoj povr{ini, kao i da je neolitsko naseqe
formirano na peskovitom sloju koji je, osim na crte`ima
profila, prikazan kao zasebna stratigrafska celina. Stam-
beni objekti i jame neolitskih stanovnika Lepenskog Vira
ukopavani su upravo u taj sloj koji je prekrivao objekte
trapezoidnih osnova, a zavisno od nagiba terena i debqi-
ne sloja ispod neolitskog, ponekad je dolazilo i do direkt-
nog kontakta kulturno-hronolo{ki sasvim razli~itih
objekata – neolitskih ukopa i ~vrstih podova objekata tra-
pezoidnih osnova.

I na kraju, registrovani su slojevi koji se odnose na
kulturu Lepenski Vir. U tu grupu spadaju sloj mrkog peska
(definisan kao Lepenski Vir II, u kome nisu konstatovani
nepokretni objekti niti karakteristi~ni pokretni nala-
zi), zatim tzv. peskoviti lepenski kulturni sloj (~iji su
sastav, boja i debqina predstavqeni na razli~ite na~ine
u analiziranim dokumentima) i sloj koji se defini{e kao
zdravica, prahumus ili kao `uti pesak na kome je formi-
rano naseqe Proto-Lepenski Vir, odnosno Lepenski Vir I.
Zajedni~ka odlika ta tri sloja je wihov peskoviti ili leso-
liki karakter, sasvim razli~it od neolitskog, znatno kas-
nije formiranog sloja. Nedoumice o definisawu, razgra-
ni~ewu i kulturno-hronolo{kom opredeqewu tih slojeva
uslovqene u upravo wihovim slabo izra`enim me|usob-
nim razlikama.

Analizom svih dokumetana, posebno geolo{kih pro-
fila, dolazi se do zakqu~ka da su nosioci kulture Lepen-
ski Vir, do{av{i na tu lokaciju, zatekli teren u vidu ne
tako strme padine, ~ije je podno`je ~inila uska i relativno
ravna terasa. Prirodnu podlogu koju su zatekli graditeqi
prvih objekata ~inila su dva, odnosno tri peskovita eolska
sedimenta: najni`i sloj tzv. ̀ ivog peska, koji je prekrivao
celu povr{inu terase. Wegova maksimalna debqina, na vi-
{im delovima padine, iznosila je 2 m, a minimalna, u pri-
obalnom pojasu, oko 0,50 m. Iznad wega su bili sloj `utog
kopnenog peskovitog lesa i kestewastog peskovitog step-
skog zemqi{ta, koji nisu dopirali do podno`ja padine, od-
nosno uskog priobalnog pojasa. Formirawem tih slojeva
tokom poznog glacijala, najni`a terasa Lepenskog Vira je
transformisana, stekla izgled pseudo-plavine i potpuno
izgubila terasni oblik. Svoje prve objekte nosioci kultu-
re Lepenski Vir podizali su upravo u priobalnom pojasu,

a kasnije i na padini. Zbog konfiguracije terena objekti
su u`om stranom, odnosno za~eqem usecani u padinu. Na
taj na~in, u priobalnom pojasu, gde je teren bio ravniji i
na povr{ini samo jedan geolo{ki sloj, objekti su bili
plitko ukopani u taj najstariji eolski sediment. U teren-
skoj dokumentaciji i izve{tajima D. Srejovi}a on se pomi-
we kao zdravica, prahumus ili kao sloj `utog peska koji je
poslu`io kao podloga za podizawe najstarijeg naseqa. Na
vi{im kotama, zbog izra`enijeg pada terena, za~eqe obje-
kata je bilo ponekada i vi{e od jednog metra ispod povr-
{ine terena, tako da su prilikom gradwe objekata preseca-
na dva ili sva tri geolo{ka sedimenta koja su prekrivala
najni`u terasu. Na taj na~in i ti objekti su bili ukopani u
najstariji eolski sediment, ali u wegov gorwi nivo – `uti
lesoliki pesak, dok su mla|i eolski sloj (kopneni pesko-
viti les) i sloj peskovitog stepskog zemqi{ta iza za~eqa
objekata ostajali „iznad“ ukopanih podnih osnova i na taj
na~in stvarali utisak razvijene vertikalne stratigrafije.
Naime, ̀ ive}i u tim objektima, kao i na prostoru oko wih,
nosioci kulture Lepenski Vir su, u stvari, istovremeno
boravili na sva tri navedena sedimenta, a svojim objekti-
ma, sahrawivawem pokojnika i svim drugim artefaktima
koji su bili sastavni deo wihovih aktivnosti oplemenili
su i „obojili“ te slojeve i vremenom ih pretvorili u antro-
pogene, odnosno kulturne slojeve, koji u kulturno-hronolo-
{kom smislu predstavqaju jednu celinu. Wihove prirodne
osobine, struktura, sastav i boja, uz pokretne nalaze i
ograni~enost nepokretnih objekata samo na najstariji se-
diment, doprineli su da se u vertikalnom preseku stvori
prividna slika razvijene vertikalne stratigrafije. Me-
|utim, upravo elementi materijalne, ali i duhovne kultu-
re sadr`ani u tim slojevima pokazuju da se ne mo`e doka-
zati wihova kulturna raslojenost, ve} nasuprot tome
wihovo kulturno jedinstvo.

Na kraju, mo`e se zakqu~iti da u vertikalnoj stratigra-
fiji Lepenskog Vira, na delu nalazi{ta istra`enom 1966.
godine, izme|u sloja sa ostacima neolitskog naseqa i eol-
skih sedimenata nastalih u vreme poznog glacijala nije
bilo posebno natalo`enih kulturnih slojeva formiranih
za vreme egzistirawa kulture Lepenski Vir, ve} su za vreme
wenog trajawa eolski sedimenti postepeno pretvoreni u
kulturne slojeve. Wihova ukupna masa vremenom je pove}a-
na zahvaquju}i nepokretnim i pokretnim arheolo{kim na-
lazima, ali i delovawu razli~itih oblika erozije.


