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Abstract. – Systematic archaeological excavations at the multicultural site of Foeni-Sălaş in the Romanian Banat conducted during
the first half of the 1990s uncovered evidence that the site was inhabited during the Early Neolithic, Copper, Bronze, Early Iron,
Late Antique and Medieval Ages. This paper summarises the cultural history of the settlement at the site and describes the relevant
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I

n 1992, as the embargo on the former Yugoslavia
was imposed, the joint excavations at Blagotin by
Dr. Svetozar Stanković and Haskel Greenfield were
interrupted (even though we continued to work as private
individuals with the Blagotin team through 1992–95).
As a consequence, Greenfield was forced to work outside of the country. He was very fortunate to be able to
find an archaeological site across the border in Romania,
due to the good graces of Florin Draşovean and Horea
Ciugudean, that was comparable in size (small), shape
(round), and time period (Early Neolithic) to Blagotin.
By moving to Romania, he was able to test the model
that he and Stanković developed, based on the results
of the Blagotin excavations, that Early Neolithic settlements were spatially organised as a series of pit houses
around a larger, more central one. The results of the two
excavations have largely been supported and changed
the way in which the organisation of settlements in Early
Neolithic society are viewed.1
As discovered during the excavations at Blagotin,
Early Neolithic settlements are best understood when
investigated with large horizontal excavations. One has to
focus on excavating the areas between pit houses (not only
on the pit houses) in order to recover the larger pattern of

21

settlement at the site, even within a single period. Since
most stratigraphy at such sites is laterally displaced over
time, there tends to be little build-up of superimposed
strata. As a result, the site of Foeni-Sălaş was extensively investigated within a spatial framework. It is a relati
vely small and shallow site with no evidence of lateral
displacement of stratigraphy within each period.
The site of Foeni-Sălaş in southwest Romania, almost
on the border of Serbia, is best known for its Early Neo
lithic occupation, which has been reported upon elsewhere.2 It was originally thought that the occupational
sequence at Foeni-Sălaş largely consisted of an Early
Neolithic settlement. However, during surface collections and excavations, evidence for various other settle
ment phases was uncovered, albeit of a more ephemeral
nature. These are presented here. In this paper, we present for the first time the entire culture historical sequ
ence at the site. First, the location and environment surrounding the site of Foeni-Sălaş are described. Second,
1 Greenfield 2000; Greenfield, Jongsma-Greenfield 2014;
2018; Greenfield, Jongsma 2006.
2 Greenfield, Draşovean 1994; Greenfield, Jongsma 2008;
Greenfield, Lawson 2020.
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Fig. 1. Banat region and geographic
location of the Foeni Sălaş site
Сл. 1. Област Баната са позицијом
локалитета Фоени Салаш

the history of research, and methods and techniques of
excavations are presented. Third, each period and the
associated deposits (loci and pits) are described. Fourth,
some of the more important artefacts are presented and
described. Finally, the significance of investigating
small sites such as Foeni-Sălaş in the larger region is
discussed.
Site location and environment
The archaeological site of Sălaş is located in the
Romanian Banat, approximately 2.4 km north of the
centre of the modern village of Foeni (hence, the name
Foeni-Sălaş) and the Romanian border with Serbia
(20°51´32.05˝ long. east, 45°31´13.76˝ lat. north, and
80 m ASL) (Fig. 1). It is southwest (45 km) of the capi
tal of the county, Timişoara.
The site is located in the Torontal Plain, which is a
broad alluvial plain between the Timiş and Bega Rivers.
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It is situated on the right bank of the Timişat stream,
which is a tributary of the Timiş (Fig. 2). Surrounding
the site are low lying wetlands and old stream meanders
and channels. The Timişat has been straightened and
channelled and lies roughly to the east of the site. It used
to bend around the southern edge of the site. Mostly
sandy, loamy, clay soils heavily affected by the fluctuating water table are superimposed over Pleistocene
loess across the plain surrounding the site. The culturally sterile loess underlies all cultural deposits at the
site. With the draining of the wetlands in the 19th century, the area was transformed into a region dominated
by modern agricultural activities, which ultimately impacted preservation at the site.3 There is little to none of
the indigenous vegetation preserved surrounding the site.

3

Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 47.
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Fig. 2. Google earth ortogonal photo of the location of Foeni Sălaş site (red arrow)
Сл. 2. Google earth ортогонална фотографија са позицијом локалитета Фоени Салаш (црвена стрeлица)

Modern agriculture has also transformed the site in
recent years. Not only was the site continually under
cultivation throughout the 20th century,4 deep ploughing (30–50 cm) by the Romanian State occurred in the
1970s that mixed most of the upper strata at the site,
creating a thick plough zone (30 cm). Based on plough
marks found to a depth of 50 cm, it is clear that the deep
ploughing affected some parts of the site to a great
depth.5 It is also clear that the elevation of the site was
higher before the modern era of ploughing sheared off
the topmost occupational deposits.
The site can be characterised as a roughly circular,
low-lying (tell-like) mound that is visible even in satellite photos (Figs. 2, 3). The accumulation of superimposed strata is a depositional pattern reminiscent of the
many larger tell sites in the region.6 The mound is slightly elevated above the level of the rest of the plain since
it is on a low natural hill that rises above the surrounding plain. The mound gently slopes down to the plain
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to the north and west, while more rapidly into the
Timişat stream channel that borders it to the east. At
one point in the past, the stream bent around the southern edge of the site. While the site is relatively flat,
there is a slight dip between the north-eastern and
south-western parts of the site. The occupational area
on the rise covers an area c. 2,000 m².
The modern climate of the region can be characterised as warm continental with hot and wet summers and
cold and drier winters. The winter is relatively warm
(in comparison to points farther north) because the
damp warm winds from the Mediterranean offset the
cold and dry winds from the east and north.7

4
5
6
7

Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 46.
Greenfield, Draşovean 1994.
Hofmann et al. 2012; Schier, Draşovean 2004.
Pounds 1969.
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Fig. 3. Topographic map of Foeni Sălaş
Fig. 4. Quadratic grid system employed at Foeni Sălaş
Сл. 3. Топографска мапа локалитета Фоени Салаш
Сл. 4. Квадаратна мрежа која се користила приликом истраживања локалитета Фоени Салаш

History and nature of research
Florin Draşovean (Museum of the Banat) was the
first to investigate the site when he noticed two concen
trations of surface remains: 1) Metal Ages and 2) Early
Neolithic Starčevo-Criş.8 It was on his recommendation
that we embarked upon our research at the site. Haskel
Greenfield, in collaboration with Florin Draşovean, directed the large-scale spatially-oriented excavation at
the site from 1992–1994 to investigate the StarčevoCriş settlement at the site. A consequence of this excavation was the discovery of many deposits from later
periods. This report describes the entire sequence for
the first time.
Prior to and during excavation, several techniques
were used to discern the extent of settlement in each
period. These included surface collection, coring/auguring, and geomagnetic surveys. Each of these allowed a glimpse into the nature and extent of the settlement history in general, but also individual deposits.
For example, towards the completion of the excavation,
coring identified the location of the final and unexcavated Early Neolithic pit house (Locus 50) at the site
(Fig. 17).
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The surveys and excavations ultimately allow us to
demonstrate that Foeni-Sălaş is a multi-period site with
occupations or uses that include Modern (19–20th cent.
AD), Medieval (10–11th and 14–15th cent. AD), Late
(Daco-) Roman (2–5th cent. AD), Early Iron Age (Hallstatt B and D), Middle Bronze Age (Verbicioara), Eneolithic (Cernavodă III – Baden and Kostolac), and Early Neolithic (Starčevo-Criş) deposits. All deposits,
except for the Early Neolithic, were dated with respect
to the local culture historical sequence.9
For provenance purposes, the site was divided into
a nested quadratic block system (Fig. 4). The larger
Block (e.g., 150) measured 20x20 m, within which were
a series of 5x5 m Trenches (A-P), within which were
1x1 m Quads (1–25), starting at the north-western corner
and moving from left to right. Each 1x1 m unit can be
identified to an exact spatial coordinate (e.g., excavation unit 150C2 represents Block 150, Trench C, and
Quad 2).

8
9

Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 48.
Dumitrescu et al. 1983; Luca et al. 2011.
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Fig. 5. Stratigraphic section of Loci 0, 1,2,4,5 and 12 in sequence at Foeni Sălaş
Сл. 5. Стратиграфија локуса 0, 1, 2, 4, 5 и 12 на делу локалитета Фоени Салаш

Each quad was excavated down to the sterile Pleisto
cene loess soil and, at times, deeper. The heavily distur
bed plough zone was shovelled as 1x5 m units, as the
cultural debris was mixed and the primary context lost.
All artefacts were recovered and catalogued. Natural,
undisturbed soils were excavated using shovels and
trowels when finer work was required. Excavators followed the natural stratigraphy as much as possible, but
used arbitrary levels when soil changes could not be
discerned or where deposits became too thick. Artefacts
were pedastaled in situ as much as possible and were
collected only after being drawn and photographed
(Fig. 25). Soils were dry sieved using a 0.5 cm² mesh
(1992), but this was later replaced by a larger 1 cm² mesh
(1993–1994) since the soil was very clayey and clogged
the smaller mesh. Numerous soil samples were taken for
water sieving and flotation, particularly when charcoal and
ash deposits were noticed, but also when there were none,
to ensure that there was little bias in deposit selection.
The term locus (pl. loci) is used here as a depositi
onal unit with sedimentary and/or cultural/behavioural
integrity. Each major deposit (e.g., pit, pit house, pansite stratum, etc.) is assigned a unique Locus number
(e.g., Locus 1 is the plough zone). These may be subdivided if there are separate phases or episodes discernible in the deposit (Locus 7.1/upper; Locus 7.2/middle,
Locus 7.3/basal deposits within Locus 7).
Site taphonomy
Two major sources of disturbance exist at the site,
modern ploughing and rodents. All loci had evidence
of extensive rodent activity, especially those with high
organic content. Rodent disturbances were recorded
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and potentially intrusive artefacts that had drifted down
into earlier deposits were removed from the analysis as
much as possible.10
The second major disturbance was modern and ancient ploughing. As noted above, this mostly extended
to 30 cm below the surface, but occasionally extended
to 50 cm. It sheared off the top of the mound. The site
continued to be under cultivation during the period of
our research. These activities destroyed and/or disturbed much of the post-Neolithic deposits since they
were higher up. The deeper Early Neolithic cultural layer was fortunately mostly undisturbed by ploughing.11
As a consequence of the ploughing, the post-Neolithic
deposits are largely preserved as in situ hot spot concentrations just beneath the plough zone. Since the storage and/or midden pits and pit houses extend deeper
than the plough zone, they are better preserved and discussed here (Figs. 6, 12).
The third major disturbance source is later occupations. Later pits and other features intruded into and destroyed parts of earlier deposits.12 The EIA is the second most extensive settlement at the site since it
completely overlies the earlier settlements. In turn, the
Medieval ploughing, fortification, and pits also destroyed anything earlier that lay beneath. Only the Late
(Daco‑) Roman pit house (Locus 38) at the northern
end of the site did not destroy anything since it was beyond the limits of the earlier settlements (Fig. 11).

10
11
12

Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 56.
Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 57, 60–63.
Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 71–72.
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Fig. 6. Location of excavated Medieval features (lower) and photo of Medieval fortification ditch
with postholes (Locus 8) and outline of Daco-Roman pit features 4, 5, and 8 in Trench 130A (upper) at Foeni-Sălaş
Сл. 6. Позиције истражених целина из средњег века (доле), фотографија одбрамбеног рова са стубовима
(Locus 8) и границе Дачко-римског укопаног објекта 4,5 и 8 у сонди 130А (горе) на локалитету Фоени Салаш
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Cultural horizons
There are five pan-site horizons in descending order
from the surface: Locus 1 (plough zone), 4 (Medieval
plough zone), 2 (Early Neolithic Starčevo-Criş), 5 (postPleistocene humus), and 12 (sterile Pleistocene loess).13
Each are described separately within their relevant temporal contexts (Fig. 5). There are no pan-site horizons
from the intervening periods (Eneolithic, Bronze Age,
EIA, and Late Roman).
Their deposits and remains are incorporated into or
truncated by the Medieval Locus 4, and the artefacts
are not in primary contexts, except in pit features that
survived below them. The only features to remain intact
from the earlier periods are found below the Medieval
plough zone.
Cultural deposits by period
All deposits were assigned to a period based on
their stratigraphic connections and position, as well as
the typo-chronological analysis of associated artefacts.
In some cases, the majority of artefacts would suggest
that the deposit belonged to an earlier period. We generally used the latest artefact found in the deposit’s assemblage as a key to its dating. However, given the
presence of rodent activity, some of the later artefacts
were removed from the analysis since they clearly did
not belong to the layer in which they were found (e.g.,
EIA material in Early Neolithic deposits). The advantage of a spatially oriented excavation is that strata
could be directly and physically traced from trench to
trench across the excavation area.
A. Modern era
The modern era is represented by two loci (0 and 1).
Locus 0 is the surface of the site and is the phase from
which all surface collections were made. Locus 1 is the
thick (30cm) pan-site modern plough zone horizon and
overlies all earlier deposits The latest material in these
deposits is from the 19th and 20th centuries AD, but a
mixture of cultural debris from all periods is present in
both deposits.14
B. Medieval (Fig. 6)
The Medieval occupation extends across the site
with a pan-site locus, two houses, and several pits. It
was approximately 10–20 cm in thickness. The material culture of some of the deposits suggests a date in the
10–11th century AD for the major Medieval occupation
at the site, but there is a hint also of a later Medieval
occupation (14/15th century).
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Locus 4 was likely created through Medieval ploughing. The characteristic greyish colour of the sediment
is likely caused by the mixing of whitish ash and black
soot from the burning of crops in fields, which was then
ploughed under. It contains a mixture of all the postNeolithic deposits on the site. All of the deposits from
this period are linked to Locus 4, as it is the Medieval
pan-site locus. In some places, Locus 4 could be subdivided into an upper (Sub-Locus 4.1) and lower locus
(Sub-Locus 4.2).15 Any features within this locus were
destroyed and the remains scattered by Medieval
ploughing, as occasional plough marks are discernible.
All of the features in it were destroyed and the remains
are not in the primary context.
Locus 8 is a Medieval fortification ditch that extends across the site in an east-west direction and then
turns to the south at a right angle to continue in a northsouth direction to the westernmost edge of the site (Fig.
24).16 There is evidence that the ditch is actually a foundation trench for a wooden stockade, since wooden post
holes of regular size have been found systematically
spaced inside along its length, as well as large pieces
of carbonised timber segments (Fig. 6).17 It is clear that
the ditch was created as part of a large wooden palisade, the posts of which were placed upright in the
ditch, which was then filled. Many of the large wooden
posts burned down, leaving carbonised remains of their
form. The ditch disturbed all earlier deposits beneath it.
The ditch is divided into 2–3 phases of fill. The lower
two sub-loci are found throughout the spatial extent of
the locus. The uppermost sub-locus is largely confined
to the area around Trench 131F. Sub-locus 8.1 is the upper fill (greyish brown); Sub-locus 8.2 is the basal fill
(brown); and Locus 13 is a thin yellowish brown sediment that was found immediately above Sub-locus 8.1
at the eastern end of the site, but without any associated
ceramics. It was not observed anywhere else and may
be more modern in origin.
Locus 21 is a semisubterranean structure (house)
with straight walls, a 90o corner, and a line of postholes
around the perimeter that marked the location of wooden (wattle and daub) walls along the sides. No interior

13

Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 62–64.
Greenfield, Jongsma 2008.
15 Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 62–63.
16 Locus 8 was incorrectly assigned to the Early Iron Age in
the Greenfield, Draşovean 1994 publication, p. 72.
17 Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 64–65.
14
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Fig. 7. 1) Grave 2; 2) Grave 3
Сл. 7. 1) гроб 2; 2) гроб 3

division was observed. There are some associated remains (ceramics, bone, shell, etc.). The few Medieval
ceramics clearly indicate its period of occupation.
Locus 27 is a late Medieval semisubterranean structure surrounded by post holes and there are two parts:
a bowl-like and elliptically-shaped fired (burnt) daub
floor and a hearth area. There is a series of possible post
holes surrounding the perimeter (but these could be rodent holes). The superstructure is largely destroyed. The
few ceramics point to a Late Medieval occupation.
There are also animal bones and daub.
Locus 29 is a small storage pit that extends down
from Locus 4. There are no associated ceramics. Based
on its stratigraphy and differences in shape to earlier
pits, it is considered to be Medieval in origin.
Locus 42 is a semisubterranean house complex
with associated postholes and a fired clay floor similar
to that in Locus 38. Its complete shape was not determinable since only a section was excavated in a transect
that cut through the deposit.
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Locus 43 is a small pit that cuts through the centre
of Locus 42 that may have been initially used for storage, but later filled with rubbish debris.
Locus 55 is a large unfired clay base that may have
served to anchor a post for a small pit. It is tentatively
assigned to the Medieval period based upon its stratigraphy, architecture, and association with Medieval artefacts. It has been given a separate locus designation from
the surrounding Locus 4 based on the digital analysis
of daub remains in the lab.18
Locus 58 is a small pit dug through Loci 24 and 30.
It was also not recognised as a separate locus during
excavation. It contains a cluster of Medieval ceramics
and a very large round grindstone.
Feature 7 is a rectilinear bedding trench with very
few associated remains.

18

Jongsma 1997.
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mostly facing straight upwards, but learning slightly in
the direction of true east. The area where the feet were
located was disturbed by rodents, who dragged part of
the foot bones for a small distance into a rodent tunnel.
These were, however, recovered as well.
Grave 3 is a burial located very close to Grave 2, on
the eastern edge of the site. The skeleton was laid in a
manner that was very similar to that of Grave 2 (Fig.
7/2). It was heavily disturbed since some of the elements
were not fully articulated. The burial is thought to be
that of an adult woman who was possibly pregnant at
the time of death, since some infant remains were found
within the thorax. The skeleton was oriented with the
feet pointing toward grid west and the head toward grid
east, or true northwest (head) to southeast (feet). The
direction of the face appears to have been oriented toward true east.

Fig. 8. Detail of grave 2 with metal finds
Сл. 8. Детаљ гроба 2 са прилозима од метала

Two Medieval graves were found on the eastern
edge of the site. Grave 2 is very close to the modern
surface (Figs. 7/1, 8). Erosion and ploughing brought
it close to the surface, since it is on a sloping surface.
The grave is dug into the post-Pleistocene sterile soil
horizon (Locus 5) and filled with very dark brown sediment. It contained the osteological remains of a fully
articulated middle-aged male skeleton, possibly someone with martial roles since weapons were buried with
him, lying on his back. The feet were pointed northeast, but some bones were disturbed by rodents. The
grave goods include weapons (metal spear and dagger)
and metal clothing paraphernalia (a metal fibula, belt
buckle, and a strip of metal around the waist that may
have been from a belt) (Fig. 8). All of the grave goods
are in the Museum of the Banat (Muzeul Banalui,
Timişoara) depot and we have yet to observe the results
of their conservation. The grave was oriented southwest (head) to northeast (feet) in terms of the site grid,
or east (head) and west (feet) for true north. The face was
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C. The Late Roman period (Fig. 9)
The Late Roman (also known as Daco-Roman)
occupation is small and mostly limited to the southwestern quarter of the site. These deposits appear to be
from a 3–5th century AD occupation. There was no
clear Late Roman horizon as it was incorporated into
and disturbed by the Medieval plough horizon (Locus
4). A number of Late Roman loci were preserved below Locus 4, which were identified and excavated.
Locus 35 is deep bell-shaped storage pit with a
shelf or ledge around the bottom (as if to support some
kind of wooden base) that was 15 cm above the bottom, clay-lined floor. Ceramics, a metal knife and a circular object, mammal and fish bones, snail shells, and
charcoal were found within.
Locus 38 is a small square-shaped semisubterranean house with a clay floor, with postholes around the
perimeter and an oven in the southern end. There was
a low density of remains (including ceramics, bone,
carbonised wood, and metal – Fig. 12).
Locus 46 is a deep bell-shaped storage pit with very
few remains and a concentration of carbonised soil at
the bottom.
Feature 4 is a circular bell-shaped storage pit that
is cut by Feature 5. It was used secondarily as a midden after the initial function was abandoned. A metal
bell and bobbin were recovered from the fill along with
Daco-Roman ceramics (Fig. 6).
Feature 5 is a circular bell-shaped storage pit that
intrudes into Feature 4. It was used secondarily as a
midden after the initial function was abandoned. The top
was destroyed by locus 4 (Fig. 6). It contained mostly
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Fig. 9. Daco-Roman loci at Foeni Sălaş
Сл. 9. Локуси са дачко-римским налазима на локалитету Фоени Салаш
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Daco-Roman (and a few EIA and Early Neolithic) ceramics, and animal bone.
Feature 8 is a circular bell-shaped storage pit
with an infant burial in the fill (Grave 1) (Fig. 10). It
was used secondarily as a midden after the initial
function was abandoned. It is partially cut by Locus
8 (Fig. 6).
Grave 1 is an infant human burial found in the bottom of a bell-shaped storage pit (Feature 8). The skeletal remains of the infant were found two-thirds of the
way down the pit (Fig. 10). The bones of the skeleton
were in proper anatomical position. The child was laid
on its right side, in an extended position. The face was
turned to face downwards. The right arm was extended. The left leg was also extended, but the right leg was
bent. The skeleton was oriented toward the northeast,
but the skull was face-down. The top of the cranium
pointed towards the north. While no grave goods directly accompanied the burial, the usual range of discarded artefacts (pottery, intact grindstone, etc.) were
found inside the pit. A large shed red deer (Cervus elaphus) antler was carefully placed on the very bottom of
the pit, below the level of the juvenile burial. A large
grindstone was found above the level of the burial inside the pit. No remains were found directly on the level of the burial. However, this careful placement of objects both above and below the burial suggests a ritual
or cultic character for the deposit in general.
D. Early Iron-Age (Hallstatt) (Fig. 12)
The Early Iron Age occupation is represented by
the Hallstatt B culture complex (1000–800 BCE). It extends across the entire southern half of the site. The entire Early Iron Age Horizon was incorporated into, and
the top of the Early Iron Age pits was cut off by, Locus
4, the Medieval plough zone. Some of the Early Iron
Age pits that intruded into and disturbed the Early Neolithic horizon included some Starčevo-Criş ceramics.
The Early Iron Age is the second largest occupation at
the site. The following loci were identified from the
Early Iron Age.
Locus 11 is a small storage pit. A large ceramic vessel was found in the bottom.
Locus 15 is a small (1 m diameter) circular pit that
extends down through the earlier Early Neolithic deposits (Locus 7) and into the Pleistocene loess (Locus
12) (Fig. 2).19 It was sealed by Locus 4. White lines of
ashy clay were found inside the pit. Carbonised animal
and plant remains indicate that it was used for heating
objects to high temperatures (Fig. 23). It was original-
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Fig. 10. Daco-Roman pit and Grave 1
Сл. 10. Дачко-римска јама са гробом 1

ly reported as a Vatin culture feature (Greenfield and
Drasovean 1994), but reanalysis of the ceramics (below) suggest that it belongs with the Iron Age part of
the settlement.
Locus 18 is a large pit, probably used as a semisubterranean house with two rooms, since the floor appears
to have been divided into two sections. It is associated
with a storage pit (Feature 3).
Locus 22 is a small pit. Its function is ambiguous.
Locus 28 is a small circular storage pit surrounded
by postholes. The postholes indicate that it may have
been for a small superstructure. There are few ceramics
in this locus.
Locus 30 is a large semisubterranean house dug
into the centre of a Starčevo-Criş pit house (Locus 24).
It is filled with occupational debris (ceramics, bones,
grindstones, etc. – Fig. 22).
Locus 31 is a small circular bell-shaped storage pit
with mostly carbonised remains. It was probably used
for grain storage.
Locus 32 is a small oval storage pit with very few
remains associated with it. It is filled with a series of
micro-strata of blackened soil, probably indicating the
presence of burnt grain.
Locus 33 is a small oval storage pit for a large pithos on the bottom. It is filled with ceramic and other
remains. The top was disturbed by ploughing as only
the base remains.

19

Greenfield, Jongsma 2008, fig. 10.
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Fig. 11. Position of Eneolithic, Bronze and Iron Age features and loci at Foeni Sălaş
Сл. 11. Позиције објеката из енеолита, бронзаног и старијег гвозденог доба на локалитету Фоени Салаш

Locus 36 is a very small oval and shallow pit with
few remains, probably used as a midden.
Locus 37 is a small pit with few remains and was
probably used as a midden.
Locus 39 is a small circular pit filled with an assortment of different artefact types including wall daub,
animal bones, Hallstatt ceramics, and a small grindstone, which were thrown in haphazardly. It probably
had a secondary use as a midden.
Locus 40 is a large semisubterranean house with
several associated postholes, an oven, and concentrations of wall and floor daub.20 This locus is cut by Lo-
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cus 8, the Medieval fortification ditch. While there are
mostly Hallstatt remains in this locus, there are also a
number of Starčevo-Criş ceramics as it intruded into
the western edge of Locus 23. This locus was divided
into 2 sub-loci. Sub-locus 40.1 is the upper stratum,
possibly wall and roof spills, and light grey in colour.
Sub-Locus 40.2 is the lower stratum and floor level.
The remains of collapsed (wall?) daub separates the
two sub-loci.
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Jongsma 1997.
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Fig. 12. Daco-Roman pit house (Locus 38)
Сл. 12. Дачко-римска полуземуница (локус 38)

Locus 44 is a large semisubterranean house. As
with Locus 40, there are some intrusive Starčevo-Criş
remains because it disturbed an underlying Starčevo-Criş deposit (Locus 41). There are two sub-loci:
Sub-locus 44.1 is the upper and is probably the remains
of the fallen roof and wall. Sub-locus 44.2 is the basal
fill. The loci are separated by fallen wall daub.
Locus 45 is a small storage pit that cut into Locus 40.
There are few remains and it is likely a slightly later EIA
storage pit.
Locus 47 is a small midden filled pit found beneath
and pre-dating Locus 40.
Locus 48 is a small midden filled pit that extended down from the base of Locus 40.2. It was likely
originally a storage pit associated with the overlying
structure.
Locus 54 is a small ellipsoid storage pit that had a
secondary use as a midden. It is filled with a concentration of ceramic and animal bone remains.
Locus 56 is a small, but deep, midden filled pit that
extends down into the underlying Starčevo-Criş depos-

33

it (Locus 23). It is filled with burnt debris (ceramics, animal bone, and charcoal) and is interpreted as a fire pit.
Feature 3 is a small pit (0.5 m wide) containing the
base of a very large pithos (storage jar). The base was
placed in a shallow hole, likely for stability, at the eastern
edge of Locus 18 (too small to be illustrated on plan).
E. Middle Bronze-Age (Fig. 11)
The Bronze Age is represented by a small number
of finds characteristic of the Early and Middle Bronze
Age. Some of the finds lay mixed in with the pre-Classical Metal Age cultural layers on the site. There was
no clear Bronze Age horizon.
In previous reports, the ceramics from this horizon
were originally identified as from the Vatin culture.21
However, we now think that it is more appropriate to
assign this material to the Verbicioara cultural complex,
since the potsherds have characteristic decoration found
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Greenfield, Draşovean 1994, 64.
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Fig. 13. 1–4) Verbicioara pottery; 5–14) Kalakača pottery; 15) Hallstatt D pottery
Сл. 13. 1–4) Вербичоара керамика; 5–14) Калакача керамика; 15) керамика финалног Халштата
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on Bronze Age Verbicioara ceramics. For example, a
fragmented conical bowl decorated both on the inner
and the outer surface (Fig. 15/1) with motifs that are
well known from the Early Bronze Age Makó culture.22
There are also parts of vessels whose shape suggests that
they were lids of urns for incinerated deceased, typical
of the Late Bronze Age.23 These vessels are decorated
with incisions and one of the most dominant motifs are
hatched triangles (Fig. 15/4). The remaining Bronze
Age finds are represented by a typical potsherds decorated with rows of incised lines (Fig. 15/2) and finger
imprints (Fig. 15/3).
F. Eneolithic (Fig. 11)
The Eneolithic is represented by a few ceramics of
the Cernavodă III–Boleráz complex (Figs. 15, 16).
There was no clear Eneolithic horizon. While there
were some scattered remains found in Loci 1 and 4,
only a single small feature was eventually identified
and excavated – Locus 57. It is a small Černavodă III–
Boleráz pit in the north-western peripheral corner of
Locus 30 (Fig. 22), which was identified during postexcavation laboratory analysis of the cluster of distinctive ceramic finds. No sedimentary distinction could be
made from the surrounding soil.
G. Early Neolithic (Fig. 17)
The earliest evidence of occupation at the site derives from the Early Neolithic Starčevo-Criş occupation. The largest number of loci were identified from
this phase of occupation.
Locus 2 is a Starčevo-Criş cultural horizon outside
of structures and pits. It is the first cultural horizon on
the site and ranges from 20 cm in thickness, and usually extends c. 40–60 cm below the surface. The Starčevo-Criş occupants of the site changed the colour and
texture of Post-Pleistocene Locus 5 horizon to become
Locus 2.
Locus 7 was the first pit house complex to be discovered on the site (Fig. 24). The structure appears to
enclose a trapezoidal area about 5x4 m and is dug into
Locus 5. This locus seems to be a combination of three
stratigraphically differentiable sub-loci (7.1/14, 7.2/16
and 7.3/17), each of which is discussed below. Stratigraphically, it is possible to reconstruct the following
sequence within locus 7. Locus 17 represents the initial basal occupation. Then the pit was abandoned and
filled with locus 16 refuse. Locus 14 probably represents the final silting in of the pit, with washed in cultural residue, after site abandonment.
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Fig. 14. 1) Stone casting mould; 2) La Téne fibula;
3–4 ) Daco-Roman pottery
Сл. 14. 1) Камени ливачки калуп; 2) Фибула из Ла Тена;
3–4) Дачко-римска керамика

· Sub-Locus 7.1 (originally Sub-locus 14) – This
is the upper fill of the Locus 7 pit house complex.
Stratigraphically it connects to Locus 2 and is
sealed by Locus 4. Sub-locus 14 represents the upper fill of the locus 7 pit complex. The nature and
density of remains in this level seems to represent
the collapse of the superstructure after abandonment
and the disposal of new material into the still open
depression. It eventually filled up and the top is
truncated by Locus 4.
· Sub-Locus 7.2 (originally Sub-Locus 16) – This
is the middle fill of the Locus 7 pit house complex.
It is a rubbish fill level. It is found stratigraphically
below Locus 14 and above Locus 17. It is a kidney
bean-shaped midden deposit, distinguishable by its
unique fill – a large quantity of snail shells (almost
10,000), mixed with a smaller percentage of mussel
shells, Starčevo-Criş ceramics and mammal and
fish bones. This deposit appears to be the phase after
abandonment when the depression was colonised by
snails going through the aestivation phase.24 This
pattern is seen in almost all of the other pit house
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Kalicz 1984, 96, taf. XX.
Kapuran 2019, 15.
Evans 1972.
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Fig. 15. 1–11) Černavoda III – Boleraz Pottery; 12–14) Kostolac pottery
Сл. 15. 1–11) Чернавода III – Болераз керамика; 12–14) Костолачка керамика
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deposits (Loci 10, 23, 24, 50), but to a lesser extent
in Locus 41. The shells are almost always unbroken
and they are stuffed into every corner of the dwellings and often extend deep into the dirt sides of the
structure and into rodent holes. They are concentra
ted in the middle horizons of the pit houses. All of
this suggests that it is unlikely that people ate them
and then discarded them within the pit-houses, and
then continued to walk on the shells without breaking them. As is well known, snails will aestivate in
nutrient rich deposits.25 Pit houses are an ideal microenvironment for snails to aestivate.
· Sub-Locus 7.3 (originally Sub locus 17) – This
is the basal fill of the pit house feature. It represents
the floor and living horizon of the pit house complex.
There is a bench cut into the side of the structure on
one side, a ramp going down into the pit house from
the surface, a hearth, post holes and other features
associated with this horizon (Fig. 24).
Locus 10 is the second trapezoidal shaped pit house
complex that is dug into Locus 5. It is without any perceptible micro-stratigraphy. This is probably because it
was relatively shallow and most of the upper deposits
were cut off by Locus 4.
Locus 23 is the largest Starčevo-Criş pit house complex on the site (Fig. 21). It is in the centre of the semicircle of peripheral Early Neolithic pit houses on the
site. It is much larger than all the rest. It is a large circular structure, 12 m in diameter, with postholes around
its perimeter and within. The internal stratigraphy follows the same tripartite pattern to that already discussed
for Locus 7 (Locus 23.1/upper; Locus 23.2/middle; and
Locus 23.3/basal). The locus was disturbed near the
centre by an EIA pit (called the Locus 23 hearth in the
notes – Locus 56) and the Medieval fortification ditch
(Locus 8). Within the pit house, a large dome-shaped
oven and a large central fire pit were part of the basal
horizon (Locus 23.3). It is filled with an abundance of
ceramics, loom and other weights, stone tools, faunal
remains, and snail shells (Figs. 18, 20, 25). There is a
large shelf area toward the northern side of the pit
house, where large numbers of vessels were likely kept.
Locus 24 is the third peripheral pit house complex
(Fig. 22). It was also trapezoidal in shape, with a hearth
or fire pit at the southern end. It was partially mixed
and heavily disturbed by an EIA pit house (Locus 30)
and an Eneolithic pit (Locus 57). It is also trapezoidal
in shape, 7 x 6 m., aligned N-S x E-W.
Locus 25 is a small (c. 1 m diametre) storage pit
filled with storage ceramic vessels. It was found in a
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small depression in the middle of the open area on the
southern half of the site. It is stratigraphically connected to Locus 2, but it extends deeper into Locus 5.
Locus 41 is the fourth peripheral pit house complex
discovered at the site. It was badly disturbed by EIA
pits. It had a very low density of remains within it. A
few postholes and a central fire pit were observed. This
is the only one of the Starčevo-Criş pit houses not to be
filled completely and intensely with debris.
Locus 50 is the remains of the fifth peripheral
Starčevo-Criş pit house. It was not excavated because
it was found on the last day of the final field season during auguring of the area between Loci 10 and 41, where
it was suspected that another structure would be located, based on the distance between each of the peripheral pit houses. Its shape (trapezoidal), depth (2 m), date
(Starčevo-Criş), and contents (snail shells, animal
bones, and Starčevo-Criş ceramics) were determined
through the recovery of artefactual remains and sediments in the auger. It contains snail shells, animal
bones, and ceramics. It is, thus, similar in size, shape,
and content to the best preserved of all the peripheral
pit houses (i.e., Loci 7 and 10).
Locus 51 is the remains of a large circular-shaped
feature with postholes around its perimeter located in
the middle of the settlement. It contains a small concentration of daub, ceramics and loom weights, but with
very few animal bones. It was found within Locus 2 and
is, in effect, a surface deposit. Even though a number of
possible post holes were associated with it, it was not
given a separate locus designation at the time since the
data were collected as part of Locus 2. The presence of
loom weights and absence of food debris suggests that
it may have possibly functioned as a weaving hut. If
surface huts are from a later phase of the Early Neolithic,
then this structure may be from a slightly later Starčevo-Criş occupation on the site. However, its presence
within the single Early Neolithic pan-site horizon argues
against this. Also, there is no evidence of reoccupation
of the pit houses or of any overlap in the construction
of later Early Neolithic pit houses with earlier ones.
Locus 52 is the remains of a possible livestock enclosure. It is in the southern half of the open area south
of Locus 23. It includes a perimeter line of post holes
on the eastern and northern edges of the extremely
compacted light coloured soil surface. It is rectilinear
in shape. We interpret it as a possible livestock enclosure
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Ellis 1969; Zhadin 1952.
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Fig. 16. 1–3, 8) Černavoda III – Boleraz Pottery and figurine; 4–7) Kostolac pottery
Сл. 16. 1–3, 8) Чернавода III – Болераз керамика i figurin; 4–7) Костолачка керамика
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Fig. 17. Early Neolithic loci at Foeni Sălaş
Сл. 17. Локуси из раног неолита на локалитету Фоени Салаш

because of the extreme compaction and very uneven
surface (with large up and down pockets, as if cattle
were trampling within it) of the sediment within the
perimeter of post holes. While it was originally excavated as part of Locus 2, it is now recognised as a separate locus.
Locus 53 is an ellipsoid surface concentration of
daub without any associated architectural features or
other artefact concentrations, also in the southern half
of the settlement. It is thought to represent the remains
of a surface or above-ground small wattle and daub
structure, possibly for storage, because there is very little evidence of food remains associated with the locus.
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It was originally excavated as part of Locus 2, but it is
now recognised as a distinct locus.
Feature 6 is a small (50 cm wide) circular (possible)
storage pit associated with and at the edge of Locus 10
(too small to be illustrated).
H. Post-Pleistocene
Locus 5 is the early post-Pleistocene humus that
formed during the Mesolithic. It is found across the site
and is always stratigraphically beneath Locus 2. A low
frequency of Starčevo-Criş ceramics filtered down into
this locus through rodent activity and other natural
processes.
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I. Pleistocene
Locus 12 is the culturally sterile Pleistocene loess
that underlies the post-Pleistocene Locus 5. This stratum is found across the site. There is no evidence of occupation at the site in this period.
Ceramics and other material culture
In this section, the important ceramic finds from
the Eneolithic, Bronze and Iron Ages are presented and
discussed.
A. Medieval (Fig. 6)
The youngest cultural horizon at the site most likely belongs to the Medieval period. Locus 4 (Medieval
pan-site plough zone horizon) and various storage pits
contain material that suggest a 10–11th century date.
However, there is also evidence of a later Medieval occu
pation (14–15th cent.) at the site, based on two graves
on the eastern periphery of the site (Graves 2 and 3)
(Fig. 7). Grave 2 belongs to a middle-aged male. Weapons (metal spear and dagger) and metal clothing paraphernalia (two iron belt buckles and a strip of metal
around the waist, probably from a belt) are interred
with him (Fig. 8). It is likely that he had a martial role,
considering the weapons buried with him. There are
clear analogies for the pieces of weaponry, especially
the spear, that suggest that the grave dates to the 14–
15th century AD.26
Grave 3 is very similar to Grave 2, except that it be
longs to a woman and foetus/new born infant. It was
disturbed, since some osteological elements are not
fully articulated (Fig. 7). Few objects were found in the
grave that can be assigned to more than a general Medieval date. However, given the stratigraphic position,
and similar orientation and location of the two graves,
they probably date to the same occupation at the site.
The fortification ditch (Locus 8) appears to date
from this period (Figs. 6, 21 and 24). The presence of
four bricks (three in Trench 130A and one in 129C at
the top of the locus) and late Medieval ceramics (e.g.,
in Trench 130G, quads 1–5) all point to a Late Medieval
date for this locus.
B. Late Roman (Fig. 9)
The Late (Daco-) Roman cultural horizon belongs
to the Common Era (AD) and contains archaeological
material characteristic of Daco-Roman dominance in
the territory of south-eastern Pannonia. The bulk of the
pottery is characteristic of classic Late Roman wares
that would date to the 3rd–5th centuries (Figs. 14/3, 4).
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In this phase of occupation, at the northern end of
the site, there is a rectangular semi-subterranean structure (Locus 38; Fig. 12). It is a pit house with a superstructure made of wattle-and-daub and a gabled roof
since there are vertically positioned post-holes around
the perimeter and supporting the interior as well. A
domed oven was erected on one side at the level of the
sunken portion of the house. The geomorphology and
the types of soil within the Pannonian Plain favours the
construction of such semisubterranean structures. They
are found also at Bregovi–Atovac in Kuzmin,27 in Čela
revo,28 Bečej29 and the site of Ušće Jakomirskog Potoka
in the Iron Gates.30 Such dwellings are distributed in a
wide area across Eastern Europe in regions settled by
Slavic populations during the Late Classical and Early
Medieval periods.31
In the south-western section of the site, a number
of Daco-Roman pit features were uncovered. They were
originally bell-shaped storage pits, since some were
lined with clay (Figs. 6, 9, 10). They contained typical
later Classical remains, including broken ceramic vessels, grindstones, and a metal bell. However, they are
largely filled with rubbish (bones and carbonised remains). In general, they are thought to date to the Late
Classical period.
However, there are hints of an earlier Late Roman
presence at the site. In this horizon, a fragment of a red
bowl with an emphasised rim was found (Fig. 14/4),
that is made according to La Téne period standards.32
Such a dating is in accord with the presence of the infant burial (Grave 1 in Feature 6) (Fig. 10). Skeletal
burials of infant and juvenile humans are especially
common within Early Classical or Daco-Roman settlements from the 2nd and 1st centuries BC. This practice
continued until the 2nd century AD.33 The careful placement of the infant burial in Grave 1 with its face down
in the storage pit at Foeni-Sălaş with goods above and
below it suggests a careful mortuary ritual. It may be
argued that the taphonomy of the skeleton suggests that

26 Lalović 1982, t. I/2; Peković 2006, 123, и.б. 26838; Vetnić
1983, 141, t. II/116.
27 Brukner 1995, 144, Пл. 145.
28 Stanojević 1987, 122–123, t. 127.
29 Milošević 1997, сл. 72, сл. 210/d.
30 Stanojević 1986, 238, fig. 237/236.
31 Šalkovský 2001, karte 6.
32 Brukner et al. 1987, t. 26, 21–29.
33 Popović, Kapuran 2011; Sîrbu 2003, 145; Sîrbu, Dăvîncă
2014, 295.
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the individual was thrown next to one of the pit walls
rather than laid in it as in a grave, which is the case at
the site of Mokranjske Stene.34 Within the Dacian culture region, the sacrifice of children is recorded at numerous sites. Sîrbu and Dăvîncă consider this phenomenon to be a “sacred area of the field-of-pits type”.35
This suggests that both a slightly earlier and later Dacian occupations existed at the site.
C. Iron Age (Fig. 11)
At least two phases of the pre-Classical Iron (Early
and Late) Age are present at the site. The earlier phase,
with the most intense occupation, is represented by
finds of the Early Iron Age Gornea-Kalakača (Hallstatt
B/C, Bosut III) cultural group.36 Coarse ware vessels
and pottery with highly polished surfaces are particularly noticeable. The pottery of the Kalakača group is
primarily characterised by fine ware decorated with
channels or a combination of channels and incised motifs (Fig. 13/13). In terms of types of vessels, conical
bowls with an inverted rim decorated with channels are
dominant (Figs. 13/10, 11), followed by rims of pots
decorated with channels on the inner surface (Fig.
13/9). Some of the beakers and pots are likewise decorated with channels (Figs. 13/13, 14). The coarse ware
pottery is represented by bell-shaped pots decorated
with incisions (Figs. 13/5, 6) or modelled and decorated bands (Fig. 13/6).
A fragment of a large ceramic pot is decorated with
four tongue-shaped handles on the lower cone and
could belong to the final phase of the Early Iron Age
(Hallstatt D?) (Fig. 13/12). A second large ceramic vessel fragment of a rim and vertical neck at the lower level could also belong to the final phase of the Early Iron
Age. It is similar to the previously described vessel
with four tongue-shaped handles (Fig. 13/15).
A portion of a copper or bronze casting mould was
found in the Early Iron Age horizon that was most likely used for the production of a cylindrical spear-butt
(for balance) with hafting perforation (Fig. 14/1). An
almost identical find of a spear-butt was found within
Grave 2 of Mound 1 at the Sinjac Polje necropolis, near
Bela Palanka.37
Forms and the manner of pottery decoration suggest that the genesis of the Kalakača culture is based
on pottery in the Late Bronze Age Gava culture complex.38 Tasić considers that the origin of the Kalakača
cultural complex was from a Thraco-Cimmerian influence from the East.39 Kalakača settlements are found
in the territories of Srem, south-western Bačka, central
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and southern Banat, Iron Gates, and part of the Serbian
Danube Region.40 The finds from Foeni-Sălaş indicate
it was most likely part of the Kalakača cultural complex. In Serbia the complex is characterised by the appearance of cross-shaped axes (Ärmchenbeil) made of
iron and the emergence of new technologies in the production of iron objects (iron axes within the mass grave
at the site of Gomolava and Layer IIa at the site of
Bosut-Gradina).41
A piece of jewellery recovered at the site suggests
that the site was briefly occupied during the Early/Middle La Téne period (4th–3rd century BC). It is an iron
fibula with a back-bent foot decorated with a thickening (a pearl) of the Duchcov-Münsingen type (Fig.
14/2). During the 4th century BC, Celtic tribes from
Central Europe settled the Carpathian Basin, eastern
Transylvania, and the Danube Region.42 Such fibulae
are similar to numerous finds at the Pişkolt and Pećine
necropolises that have been dated to the end of the 4th
and beginning of the 3rd centuries BC.43
D. Middle Bronze Age (Fig. 13)
Several decorated potsherds indicate that the site
was also utilised during the Middle Bronze Age or the
Verbicioara culture. The Middle Bronze Age is represented by ceramics decorated significantly differently
than the Eneolithic. The Bronze Age period is represented by a fragmented conical bowl decorated both on
the inner and outer surfaces (Figs. 13/1, 3). This type
of ceramic find is characteristic of the Early Bronze
Age Makó culture, although similar vessels have been
recorded within the Late Bronze Age context as well.44
It has been suggested that such vessels were utilised as
lids for urns containing cremated human remains.45 The
decoration is comprised of incised motifs of straight and
wavy lines, as well as the dominant motif of hatched
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Popović, Kapuran 2011.
Sîrbu, Dăvîncă 2014, 295.
36 Greenfield, Draşovean 1994; cf. Gumă 1983; Gumă 1993;
Medović 1988.
37 Kapuran et al. 2015, fig. 7/5.
38 Medović 1994, 46.
39 Tasić 1983, 114–115.
40 Medović 1988, 429.
41 Medović 1990, 27.
42 Jovanović 2010, 165.
43 Jovanović, Kapuran 2018, 17–19; Zirra 1991, 179, fig. 171.
44 Kalicz 1984, 96, taf. XX.
45 Kapuran 2019, 15.
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inverted triangles (Figs. 13/1, 3) and finger impressions
(impresso) (Fig. 13/3).
While Gumă considers that the Verbicioara culture
from the Middle Bronze Age is undefined in the Banat
and that it most likely represents a variant of the Crvenka-Corneşti or Vatin culture,46 our opinion is different.
We think that there is a cultural connection between
Phase II of the Verbicioara culture47 and the Iron Gates
Region and its hinterland, especially with the regions
of the Negotin and Timok river valleys.48 For example,
an almost identical bowl decorated with incised motifs
both on the inner and the outer surface was recorded at
the site of Kot I in Metovnica, near Bor,49 while the finger impressed decoration and decoration with rows of
incised lines is quite common for the Timok Valley during the Middle Bronze Age.50
E. Eneolithic (Fig. 12)
The Eneolithic horizon at the site of Foeni-Sălaş is
mostly represented by ceramics typical of the Cernavodă III–Boleráz complex. However, one has to recognise the difficulty of identifying small numbers of loose
ceramic fragments to specific archaeological cultures.
Furthermore, when trying to identify the cultural groups
of the Middle Eneolithic within the southern parts of
the Carpathian Basin, there is the issue of permeation
between ceramic forms and ornamental techniques represented in finds of the Cernavodă III-Boleráz, Baden,
and Kostolac cultural groups.51 The problem is made
even more difficult to resolve considering that only one
sealed context was recognised from the Eneolithic at
the site of Foeni-Sălaş and that most of the Eneolithic
finds were found mixed in with material from the later
stages of prehistory at the site. Some scattered remains
of Eneolithic pottery were found in Loci 1 and 4. Only
one small Cernavodă III–Boleráz feature was eventually identified and excavated – Locus 57. It is a small pit
in the north-western peripheral corner of Locus 30, which
was identified during post-excavation laboratory analy
sis of a cluster of distinctive ceramic finds (Figs. 11, 22).
No sedimentary distinction could be made from the surrounding soils.
Based on the stylistic and typological characteristics
of the Eneolithic pottery found at Foeni-Sălaş, two different regional cultures characteristic of the second phase
of the Eneolithic period in this region are present – the
Cernavodă III–Boleráz and Kostolac cultures. We assign
the material to these cultures based on the significant
similarities in forms and decorations to the aforementioned cultural manifestations. Considering that none of
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the most characteristic elements of the Baden culture
vessels were found in the assemblage (e.g., amphorashaped pithoi, one-handled cups with an emphasised
lower portion of the recipient (onion-shaped) or vessels
such as sosieras or askoi), we consider that the material
is from the second phase of the Eneolithic at the site
(i.e., the Kostolac culture).
Ceramics of the Cernavodă III–Boleráz culture at the
site are represented by globular cups with one handle
that can be decorated with vertical or oblique channels
and incised lines (Figs. 15/1, 2, 6, 7). Cup handles are
commonly rectangular in cross-section and undecorated. One almost completely preserved cup represents a
typical example of vessels common for the culture (Fig.
15/4).52 Save for the cups, finds of storage pots represented by amphora-type pots and S-profiled pithoi are
also characteristic for the Cernavodă III–Boleráz cultu
ral group (Figs. 16/1, 2). The pithoi are usually decorated with cork-like applications and modelled bands
decorated with incisions or impresso ornaments (Figs.
16/1, 2, 8). Among other finds common for the Cernavodă III–Boleráz culture are tunnelled handles that can
be either undecorated or decorated with grooves (Figs.
16/3, 7). Biconical bowls with thickened (Fig. 15/11)
and wide everted rims are uncommon and, unlike the
examples typical for the Cernavodă III–Boleráz horizon,
do not possess inner surfaces decorated with vertical
channels (Fig. 15/11).53 Biconical bowls with wide
everted rims usually possess an emphasised junction of
cones on the belly (Fig. 15/8–10). Bearing in mind that
the decorated vessels are more suitable for cultural attri
bution, the number of bowls decorated with imprints on
the rim or on the junction of the cones is higher.54 Such
bowls are characterised by the decoration of the lower
cone with vertical strips of incised lines (Fig. 15/9).55
Only one fragmented anthropomorphic figurine
(Fig. 16/2) was recorded within the Eneolithic horizon
at the site of Foeni-Sălaş. Judging by the flat cross-section and the representation of extremities and sexual
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Gumă 1997, 120–121.
Crăcuinescu 2004, 216–218.
Kapuran 2009.
Kapuran, Jovanović 2013, 4, cл. 3/2.
Kapuran et al. 2016, t. 3/5,7; 5/9.
Tasić 1994, 30.
Ecsedy 1978, taf VII/1, taf. XI/2; Tasić 1995, 48, XV/43.
Krstić 1986, 150, fig. 110.
Bulatović, Milanović 2020, fig. 189.
Tasić 1983, сл. 3/6.
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Fig. 18. 1–2) Early Neolithic finger tip impressions; 3) bas-relief of wheat motif; 4, 5, 9, 10, 11) finger tip and nail
impressions; 11) shell incision prints; 6) rough decorated surface; 7–8) incised parallel lines; 12–13) herring bone;
14) rosetta style base; 15–16) horizontal lug handles; 17–18) vertical perforated lug handles
Сл. 18. 1–2) Рано неолитска керамика украшена штипањем; 3) мотивом класа; 4, 5, 9, 10, 11) штипањем
и утискивањем ноктом; 11) украшавање шкољком; 6) прстима огрубљена површина посуде; 7–8) урезане
паралелне линије; 12–13) мотив рибље кости; 14) розета декорација дна посуде; 15–16) хоризонтално
моделоване дршке; 17–18) вертикално моделоване и бушене дршке
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Fig. 19. 1–2) Early Neolithic white painted ware; 3, 4, 10) finger indentations on rims;
9) horizontal lug handle; 5, 6, 7, 8) undecorated pottery
Сл. 19. 1–2) Рано неолитска бело сликана керамика; 3, 4, 10) штипање прстом по ободу;
9) хоризонтално постављене дршке; 5, 6, 7, 8) недекорисана керамика
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characteristics, the figurine can be attributed to the Cernavodă III–Boleráz culture.56
A younger phase of the Eneolithic at Foeni-Sălaş
is represented by a few ceramics attributable to the Kostolac or Coţofeni culture group. These include vessels
decorated with pricks or incisions filled with white incrustation (Figs. 15/12, 13). Some of the ceramic wares
are decorated with zig-zag grooving, an incised netshaped motif, or the so-called pine-twig motif (Figs.
16/5,6), which possess analogies found within the
preceding Cernavodă III–Boleráz-Baden culture.57 Two
items of ceramic found at the site are characteristic of
the Kostolac culture – a pot sherd fragment decorated
with rectangular metopes filled with horizontal rows of
incised lines (Fig. 16/7) and a small and sharp S-profiled cup (Fig. 15/3).
F. Starčevo-Criş (Fig. 17)
The Early Neolithic occupation at Foeni-Sălaş is
represented by the Starčevo-Criş culture. Stylistically, the
site has connections with other Starčevo-Criş sites from
the area: such as Timişoara-Fratelia, Cuina Turcului I,
Gura Baciului, Ocna-Sibiului, and Lepenski Vir IA.58
Ceramics from the Early Neolithic horizon have
been typologically dated to the Starčevo-Criş IIA phase
based on the presence of white painted wares typical of
this phase present in the assemblage (Fig. 19/1–2). Painted ware is typologically associated with the IIA phase.59
Further, most of the ceramics contain Starčevo-Criş IIA
stylistic motifs, although possibly some IIB stylistic
motifs are present. The lack of barbotine decoration implies a relatively early date for the ceramic assemblage
in the traditional Starčevo-Criş chronological system.60
Recently, it has been suggested that Foeni-Sălaş should
be attributed to the preceding Starčevo-Criş IC (and possibly earlier), since such motifs are also present in earlier phases of the culture.61
In recent years, the Starčevo-Criş culture from this
region has been dated much earlier. Based on calibrated
radiocarbon sequences, it appears to now date from 6100
to 5400 cal. BC,62 which is much earlier than previous
analyses.63 While later dates were originally published
for the site,64 it is thought now that the Early Neolithic
occupation at Foeni-Sălaş dates to the very end of the
8th and beginning of the 7th millennium BP.65 and different than earlier analyses.
The pottery contained chaff or sand temper, but not
mixed together. The archaeometric analyses showed
only ceramics tempered with plant matter, and very occasionally not tempered at all.66 In general, the ceram-
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ics are monochrome, red-slipped, globular in shape,
with pseudo-barbotine decoration on vessel bodies and
fingernail impressions and pinches on the rims (Figs.
19/4, 5, 9–11). There is a limited range of decorations
and shapes, which is typical of such Starčevo-Criş
settlements.67
Wide-mouth globular vessels dominate the assemblage (Fig. 19/3). The most diagnostic shapes are open
bowls, wide-mouthed jars, and narrow-necked globular pots. Bowls appear to dominate (Figs. 19/5, 6) followed by open-mouth jars (Figs. 19/3, 4). There are
very few plates, which are, in reality, nothing more than
shallow bowls. Most of the assemblage is highly fragmented. Only a single complete vessel was recovered.
Some of the pottery is very well burnished and very
well fired with chaff and sand tempers, but most are
simple and undecorated (Fig. 19/6).68 Bases can be simple globular, flattened, or more fancy, such as the rosetta-shaped (Fig. 19/14).
Most of the Early Neolithic ceramic wares are simple undecorated red-painted monochrome wares (Figs.
18/4–7, 9). Many also have a simple roughened surface
as decoration (Fig. 19/6). There is a limited repertoire
of decorative motifs, including finger-nail impressions
on the body or rim (Fig. 18/3), finger pinching in the
shape of wheat (Fig. 22/3), finger pinching on a roughened surface (Fig. 18/10), finger pinching in parallel
lines (Fig. 18/1, 2), finger pinching in the shape of
wheat and with crossed vertical and horizontal lines
(Fig. 18/3), finger-nail impressions (Fig. 18/1, 2), incised parallel lines (Fig. 18/7, 8), punctates (Fig. 18/9),
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Roman 2001, taf. ½.
Uzelac 2002, T. 48/44; T. 25/41,43,44.
58 Ciută 2005; Lazarovici 1984, 62; Lazarovici, Maxim 1995;
Paul 1995; Păunescu 1979; Spataro 2004; 2011a; b; Srejović 1972;
Vlassa 1980.
59 Lazarovici 1977; 1979; 1984; Milojčić 1949; 1950.
60 Arandjelović-Garašanin 1954; Dimitrijević 1974; Garašanin 1973; 1983; Lazarovici 1984; Spataro 2019c, 45.
61 Meadows 2019, fig. 1.7; Spataro 2019b, 91, table 93.15, fig.
91.97.
62 Meadows 2019, 38–40; Spataro 2019b, 91, table 93.15, fig.
91.97.
63 Biagi, Spataro 2005; Ehrich, Bankoff 1992; Manson 2008;
Whittle et al. 2002.
64 Greenfield, Jongsma 2008, 117–118.
65 Spataro 2004, 42.
66 Spataro 2019a, 93–98.
67 Greenfield, Draşovean 1994; Spataro 2019b; c.
68 Greenfield, Draşovean 1994; Spataro 2004.
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Fig. 20. 1–2) Early Neolithic zoomorphic figurines; 3–4) altars; 5–6) amulets; 7) weight; 8–9) bollas
Сл. 20. 1–2) Ранонеолитске зооморфне фигурине; 3–4) жртвеници; 5–6) амулети; 7) тег; 8–9) калеми
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herring bone (Figs. 18/12, 13), shell incisions (Fig.
18/11), and plastic ribs with finger impressions and a
roughened surface with a spout at the rim (Fig. 19/8).69
Most handles on the ceramic wares are in the form
of lug handles. They are very functional since they enhance carrying or suspending pots. They are designed
to stabilise hanging a pot from a post or for carrying. A
piece of rope can be easily strung through a vertical
hole (Figs. 18/17. 18) or between two horizontal lugs
(Fig. 18/15), or as part of a net between three vertically oriented bumps (Figs. 19/8, 22/16). The chronological differences (if any) between each of these decorative motifs is still to be worked out.
A study of the ceramic fabric from the Early Neolithic ceramics at the site suggests that they were produced from local clay sources70. There were various
other kinds of Early Neolithic artefacts found in this
horizon. Some examples include zoomorphic figurines
(20/1, 2), altars (Figs. 20/3, 4), amulets (Figs. 20/5, 6),
weights of varying kinds and sizes (Fig. 20/7), and bolla-shaped objects (Fig. 20/8, 9). The function of such
objects is still under investigation.
Discussion
In this section, each of the settlement phases at
Foeni-Sălaş will be discussed in their larger regional
context.
A. Medieval
The entire site was occupied during the Medieval
period. Several features were found during this period
on the northern half of the site, outside of the stockade,
including several houses, both above and below ground
(Loci 21, 27, and 42), some kind of bedding trench
(Feature 7), a few storage pits (Loci 29, 43, and 58),
and a large unfired clay base (Locus 55).
The presence of a stockade and a warrior burial in
the southern half of the site suggests that the Medieval
period in this region was a time of stress and instability. A large stockade was built across the southern half
of the site, as evidenced by the foundation ditch and
large postholes within it. While only the northern and
western sides of the ditch were excavated, it clearly
continued beyond the excavation area. The presence of
two burials at the eastern edge of the site, just outside
of the stockade, one of which is clearly that of a warrior (Grave 2), considering the elaborate grave goods
(metal spear, sword, knife, buckle, belt, and fibula), and
the presence of the stockade, suggest that the site was
a small fortification during this period.
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The evidence from the pit houses, storage pits, burials and the like all suggest that families were present
on the site during the Medieval occupation. Whether the
stockade was a place to retreat to or live within is not
clear, or even if it was for keeping livestock safe from
marauders. The presence of families is likely given that
the second burial (Grave 3) is thought to be that of an
adult woman, who was possibly pregnant at the time of
death, since it also includes the remains of an infant. In
this period, the site was probably an important bastion
against the instability sweeping through the region.
The occupants supported themselves by herding
domestic livestock, fishing, and grain cultivation, as
evidenced by faunal remains, grindstones and the like.
B. Late (Daco-) Roman
By the time of the Late Roman occupation of the
region, the local population had been assimilated, laying the groundwork for the continued use of a Latinbased language (Romanian) into modern times. The site
was occupied during the 3–5th centuries AD, and overlapped with the period when the Roman Empire withdrew to the south.
The Dacian occupation at Foeni-Sălaş is small and
concentrated into two sections of the site: The southwestern quarter seems to be an area that was used initially for grain storage and subsequently for rubbish
disposal, and even a burial. A number of bell-shaped
storage pits were found (Loci 35 and 46, Features 4, 5,
and 6). After their function as storage pits ended, they
were filled with rubbish of various kinds, including ceramics, metal and other objects, mammal and fish bones,
snail shells, and charcoal, and even an infant burial
(Grave 1). In contrast, the only house found was at the
northern end of the site (Locus 38), which was a semi
subterranean wattle-and-daub rectilinear structure with
a clay floor and an oven in the southern end.
Give the presence of only a few storage pits, a single structure, and the low density of remains, the site
appears to have been occupied at this time by what
might have been a single family or household. It
would appear that they supported themselves by herding domestic livestock, and cultivated grains in the
69 While the ceramic analysis of the Early Neolithic assemblage was supposed to be conducted by the Romanian team, unfortunately, it was never conducted. This is a summary description of
the wares, based on our observations and previous publications (e.g.,
Greenfield, Draşovean 1994).
70 Spataro 2019:46
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surrounding fields, given the faunal remains and artefacts (grindstones).
C. Early Iron Age
The Early Iron Age occupation at Foeni-Sălaş is
represented by the mature Hallstatt C culture complex
(800–600 BCE). The Hallstatt settlement covers most of
the southern half of the mound. It covers the same area
that is covered by the Early Neolithic settlement. It was
heavily disturbed by modern and Medieval ploughing,
except for some of the deeper pits and pit houses filled
with ceramics, animal bones, and grindstones.
It extends across most of the site, except for the far
northern part where there is only Medieval. It is clearly a settlement since there are several semisubterranean houses (Loci 18, 30, 40, and 44) with subdivisions
and wattle-and-daub walls and built features (e.g., internal walls, internal posts, and hearths) spread across
the site. In addition, there are a number of small circular storage/ rubbish pits (Loci 11, 15, 22, 28, 32, 33, 36,
37, 39, 45, 47, and 48; Feature 3) ellipsoid (Loci 54 and

56), and bell-shaped pits (Locus 31). They were filled
with all kinds of artefactual and ecofactual remains afterwards. Agriculture was an important part of the economy, as reflected in the fauna and the presence of
grindstones.
Given their widespread distribution across the site
with no evidence of one Iron Age pit cutting into another, it is unlikely that they were sequentially occupied. Furthermore, there is no evidence of laterally displaced stratigraphy in this stratum, thereby suggesting
that this was a relatively brief occupation by only a few
families. We might suggest that this was a small settlement with buildings for four families during this period, who were herding livestock, cultivating grain, and
occasionally fishing or shellfish collecting to feed their
families.
D. Early and Middle Bronze Age
There is no evidence of permanent settlement at
Foeni-Sălaş during this period. The overall dearth of
remains from this period suggest that the site had been

Fig. 21. Early Neolithic pit house (Locus 23) and Medieval fortification ditch (Locus 8)
Сл. 21 Ранонеолитска земуница (локус 23) и средњевековни фортификациони ров (локус 8)
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Fig. 22. Photograph of Early Iron Age Locus 30 being excavated within the Early Neolithic Locus 24
(outlined in sediment)
Fig. 23. Basal sediment and remains in Middle Bronze Age Locus 15
Сл. 22. Фотографија локуса 30 из старијег гвозденог доба истраживаног унутар рано неолитског локуса 24
(границе се виде у седименту)
Сл. 23. Дно јаме из средњег бронзаног доба са налазима у локусу 15

visited, albeit only briefly, and probably by a very small
group or just an individual.
There is no other evidence of other Bronze Age occupation at the site, although there is a large contemporary settlement only 500 m to the north.71
E. Eneolithic
The situation at Foeni-Sălaş during the Eneolithic
period is similar to that of the Bronze Age. There are
very few ceramic remains and these are mostly scatte
red in Loci 1 and 4. Only a single small pit (Locus 57)
from the Cernavodă III–Boleráz culture was found in
the north-western corner of Locus 30 (Fig. 22), and it
was only identified during post-excavation laboratory
analysis of the cluster of distinctive ceramic finds. No
other features were found.
The small number of finds and single intact deposit from the Eneolithic found at Foeni-Sălaş that can be
attributed to the Cernavodă III–Boleráz (i.e. Kostolac
or Coţofeni) cultural horizon suggests that there was no
significant occupation at the site. It was probably visited a few times as pastoralists moved across the region
during their seasonal rounds. Although it was considered that the Baden and Kostolac cultures represent mutually related manifestations,72 Nikolić suggests that
they are quite different in terms of material culture.73
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Within the Balkan Peninsula, the Kostolac culture encompasses the regions to the west (the courses of the
Drava, Sava, Danube, and the Great, and South Morava Rivers), while the Coţofeni culture encompasses the
areas farther east (Transylvania, Banat, Oltenia, and
parts of Muntenia).74 At one point during the second
half of the 4 th millennium BC, the bearers of the
Coţofeni culture began settling into the region that extended from Transylvania to the south-eastern parts of
the Carpathian Basin and north-eastern Serbia.75 N. Tasić
proposes that the Cernavodă III culture extended across
Muntenia and Oltenia to the southern Banat region,
probably along the Danube drainage.76 Furthermore,
he considers the territory of north-eastern Serbia as the
point of symbiosis between the Kostolac and the
Coţofeni cultures.77 However, as previously noted, the
small number of potsherds that could be attributed to
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Florin Draşovean, pers. comm. year 1992.
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Fig. 24. Basal horizon of Early Neoltihic Locus 7 pithouse (bottom-middle), Middle Bronze Locus 15 pit (middle),
and Medieval Locus 8 fortification ditch (top)
Fig. 25. Artefact density in locus 23
Сл. 24. Дно локуса 7 са полуземуницом из раног неолита (на средини слике), локус 15 из средњег бронзаног
доба (средина слике) и средњевековни одбрамбени ров локус 8 (на горњем делу слике)
Сл. 25. Распоред артефаката у локусу 23

both cultures recorded at the site of Foeni-Sălaş does
not provide sufficient evidence for a precise attribution
to either the Kostolac or Coţofeni culture.
The Cernavodă III–Boleráz culture, which Nikola
Tasić considers to be the substrate for the later development of the Baden culture,78 is found across a broad
swath of Central and South-eastern Europe. Its disposition in the Vojvodina region extends across the eastern parts of the Serbian Banat region to the Romanian
border, which is in direct proximity to the site of Foeni-Sălaş. To a certain degree, the culture exists in the
central Bačka and Srem regions.79 Medović is one of
the pioneering researchers of this culture in Serbia, as
a result of his research at the settlement site of Brza
Vrba near Kovin (1969–1971). This initiated the discovery of several finds attributed to this culture in the
depot of the Vršac museum.80
Save for the Vojvodina region, finds attributed to
the Cernavodă III culture have been recorded in the
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Iron Gates, in Korbovo,81 the site of Bubanj-Staro Selo
near Niš,82 and Kosovo (the site of Gladnice near Priština). The new phase of research at Bubanj (2008–2014)
resulted in the in situ discovery of a completely preserved Cernavodă storage pot in Cultural Horizon IV
possessing characteristics of the Cernavodă III–Boleráz-Baden culture,83 which is almost identical in size
and decoration to the example from Foeni-Sălaş (Fig.
16/1). The absolute date for this phase of the eponymous site is c. 3400 BP.84 Aside from the territory of
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Serbia, this cultural group extended across the Romanian Banat, Lower Danube region in northern Bulgaria,
and the Struma Valley.85
F. Early Neolithic
The Starčevo-Criş occupation is the most extensive
and intense, other than the Early Iron Age at the site.
The Starčevo-Criş settlement covers most of the site,
with the exception of the northern plateau, where only
a Dacian house was found. For the most part, the settle
ment faces south toward the old stream channel that ran
along the southern perimeter of the site. Most features
are large pits, which are interpreted as semisubterranean
houses, though some appear to be remains of surface
structures. Five of these large pit features (Loci 7, 10,
24, 41, and 50) are mid-sized and arranged in a semicircle around the perimeter of the settlement. Each of
the pit house features had peripheral and internal post
holes and a hearth. One also had a domed oven toward
the north-western corner (Locus 23). In the centre of
the semi-circle of pit house features, there is a large open
space filled with another, even larger, semisubterranean
house (Locus 23), a small pit (Locus 25), a large surface
feature surrounded by post holes with a low artefact
density and packed dirt (Locus 52), and a large surface
concentration of bone and ceramics (Locus 51).
There is only a single Early Neolithic pan-site stratum, and it stratigraphically connects to all the Early
Neolithic features on the site. The presence of only a
single Early Neolithic pan-site horizon and the absence
of any evidence of reoccupation of any of the pit houses (such as hearths in the middle or upper horizons) or
overlap in the construction of later Early Neolithic pit
houses with earlier ones argues against multiple occupations during this period at the site. There is also evidence that the site was not occupied year-round or for
any great length of time. The fauna and the absence of
significant quantities of charcoaled grains suggest that
it may have been a winter occupation at the site. Consequently, it is suggested that the site was a single limited occupation.86
Each of the pit houses has a similar stratigraphic
sequence: a basal (living) horizon with a lower density of debris, a middle fill with dense debris, and an
overlying deposit with lower densities of remains. All
of the features are associated with the basal horizon
(e.g., postholes, hearths, ovens, etc.). Interestingly, the
density of remains in the living horizon tends to be the
lowest. After the abandonment of the living horizon,
the pits were filled with a middle horizon consisting of
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refuse and superstructure collapse. The pit then became
the focus for rodents and other scavengers. The end of
the middle horizon probably represents the collapse of
the roof. This was followed by a final silting in of the
pit (with washed in cultural residue) which occurred after site abandonment. Similar sequences are seen at
Blagotin87 and much further afield.88 Thus, the multiple
horizons within the pits represent living, abandonment
fill, and subsequent architectural collapse rather than re
occupations from a slightly later settlement during the
Early Neolithic.
The shapes of the mid-sized pit-houses are relatively constant, enclosing 5 x 4–6 m (20–30 m²) trapezoidal
areas. The location of perpendicular postholes in the
walls of the pits implies the presence of low walls that
would have met low, sloping roofs. The size of each of
the smaller pit-houses implies that they were occupied
by a nuclear or small extended family.89 Each structure
would have housed no more than a single nuclear family, except for the large central pit house which might
have housed two such families. Thus, the settlement is
likely to have been occupied by 50 or fewer people.
The Early Neolithic occupation at Foeni-Sălaş has
a single, thin pan-site occupation stratum (Locus 2).
There is no evidence of later Starčevo-Criş structures
cutting into earlier ones. Daub architecture and the construction of durable structures are almost completely
absent. Simple semisubterranean huts were constructed
and occupied for a short period of time. Floors were not
specially constructed or plastered. Floors were simply
the bottoms of the pits dug into the post-Pleistocene
and Pleistocene sediments. The people of Foeni-Sălaş
invested little time or effort in modifying or improving
their living areas. The settlement seems to have been
abandoned relatively soon (likely a few months only)
after the pit houses were constructed. After the pit-dwellings were abandoned, the area between the pit houses
was mostly cleaned up and the pit houses were filled
up with this debris and that from the collapse of the superstructure. Given there is no evidence of stratigraphic accumulations of multiple occupation levels above
the basal level, it is likely that they were not reoccupied
nor used as middens by neighbouring structures, since
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they all seem to have been abandoned around the same
time. There is no evidence of subsequent occupation of
the site during this period, since none of the pit houses
overlap. This suggests that it was a relatively short-term
occupation, probably only of a season or two.
Conclusion
Our research at Foeni-Sălaş demonstrates that it
was occupied intermittently and probably only briefly
at various times over the past 8,000 years. Occupation
began during the Early Neolithic (Starčevo-Criş, c.
6100 BC), it was then abandoned until the Eneolithic
(Cernavodă III–Baden and Kostolac, c. 3000 BC),
abandoned again until the Middle Bronze Age (Verbicioara, c. 1600 BC), abandoned yet again until the Early
Iron Age (Hallstatt C, c. 600 BC), and again abandoned
until the Late Roman period (3–5th cent. AD), and again
until the Medieval (10–11th and 14–15th cent. AD). It
was finally abandoned as a settlement afterwards, and
only used for agricultural purposes in the modern era
(19–20th cent. AD). It was occupied initially (Early Neo
lithic) and probably only for a few seasons as an early
farming settlement by several families living in pit
houses, herding domestic livestock (cattle and sheep,
primarily), hunting and fishing, but only a little, and
gathering wild plants. In the Eneolithic and Middle
Bronze Age, it was likely only briefly visited, given the
paucity of material and deposits (one pit in each and
some sporadic finds). During the Early Iron Age, it once
again became a settlement where several families likely
lived in semisubterranean dwellings. Similarly, during
the Late Roman period, it was a small settlement where
only a few families likely lived, given the number of
bell-shaped storage pits and semisubterranean dwellings. During the Medieval period, it appears to have become some kind of fort since a stockade was built on the
southern half of the site and much of the site was levelled by ploughing (both of which destroyed much of
the earlier settlements). Two burials, of which one was
certainly a warrior, are associated with this phase of occupation. In the modern era, it was used for agriculture
by the inhabitants of the village of Foeni, but was severely impacted by the modern ploughing regime that
extended to a depth of almost 50 cm in places.
The importance of the various occupations at Foeni-Sălaş is that:
1. It teaches us about the spatial and economic organisation of early farming communities (Early Neolithic) – that we should not use a Mediterranean or Near
Eastern model. They lived in semisubterranean (pit)
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houses that were spatially distributed around a larger
central one, a pattern unique to the Central Balkans.
There is no longer a debate about the existence of pit
houses in the literature.90 Their presence in not only the
Early Neolithic91 but also in later periods extending almost up to modern times is now an accepted fact. This
stands in contrast to the debate that continued throughout the 1990s about the nature of the earliest architecture in the region.92
2. It teaches us about the economic organisation of
early farming communities. In the Central Balkans, an
essentially Near Eastern/Mediterranean complex of domestic plants and animals were readapted to a temperate Central European environment.93 As part of that,
the animal and plant spectra changed from a Near Eastern to Central European pattern. This set the stage for
the next phase of European colonisation by early farmers, since food producing economies rapidly spread
throughout much of the rest of temperate Central, Western and Northern Europe following the conclusion of
this process.94
3. It teaches us that to reconstruct the internal social and economic organisation of a single settlement,
large horizontal excavations are required. Only by docu
menting the in situ distributions of features and artefacts can their spatial relationships begin to be interpre
ted. Before the work at Foeni-Sălaş, such a programme
had never been undertaken at a Starčevo-Criş-Körös
culture early agricultural site, where 75% of the site was
investigated. It requires the excavation of not only the
features filled with artefacts, but also the empty spaces
in between, in order to see the exact boundaries within
and around the settlement area. The excavations at Bla
gotin had this important goal originally in mind, but the
depth of the stratigraphy (and the cultural embargo)
made this impossible.
4. It teaches us that a good place to live in the Early
Neolithic continued to be a good place to live in later
periods. The slight rise on which the Early Neolithic
settlement was constructed provided not only better
drainage and viewpoints than in the surrounding plain,
but also a close proximity to a running water course
(Timişat). The small area at the top of the natural mound
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restricted the spread of the settlement in all periods,
which led to the creation of stratigraphically superimposed deposits (or a small tell-like feature). This is very
different to the pattern described for many settlement
areas in the plains, where there is a laterally displaced
stratigraphy on terraces overlooking water courses.
5. It teaches us that even small insignificant sites
can yield important information about the history and
nature of settlements in a region, which have far reaching implications. Through the investigation of the single phase of Early Neolithic occupation at Foeni-Sălaş,
it has been possible to delineate and finally understand
the spatial organisation of an Early Neolithic settlement. The Early Neolithic settlement was spatially organised as a peripheral semi-circle of semisubterranean dwellings around a larger semisubterranean dwelling
and other open-air features (e.g., livestock enclosure).
This circular pattern around a larger pit house is a pattern that we have long argued was the case with other
sites, such as Blagotin and Vinča,95 but the deep stratigraphic sequence covering half of Blagotin and all of
Vinča defeated even the most valiant attempt to excavate it thoroughly enough to confirm this hypothesis.
This is a completely different settlement pattern than one
sees in the more Mediterranean littoral of South-eastern Europe or in Central Europe, where buildings were
rectilinear and above ground, for the most part. Similarly, the presence of a Medieval fortification at Foeni-Salas shows that it was likely an important way-station and redoubt that does not show up in any historical
texts. The ephemeral presence of the Eneolithic and
Bronze Ages at the site are just as revealing with regard
to the absence of permanent occupation at the site.
6. It teaches us that flat sites, as opposed to those
with a thick and deep stratigraphy, are just as, if not
more, important to investigate, since they allow for
large-scale horizontal exposures, where the entire settlement system can be delineated. Most research on intra-settlement organisation in this region has focused
on reconstructing culture historical sequences that rely
upon the stratigraphic sequences found in tell-like sites.
However, flat, open sites, when exposed in large horizontal excavations, allow for the systematic investigation of spatial relationships. The entire settlement can
be sampled or exposed in each phase of occupation.
Consequently, the spatial distribution of activity areas
within sites becomes apparent. Excavation in small or
large isolated trenches never allows for stratigraphic
relationships or behavioural interpretations to be adequately established. Unfortunately, flat sites are dis-
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turbed by later processes, such as ploughing and rodent
activity, not to speak of later occupations. Archaeologists must learn to recognise and account for such process if they wish to reconstruct the spatial processes of
behaviour within a settlement. Only afterwards, can
they begin to generalise and compare the results with
the wider region.
In conclusion, Foeni-Sălaș is a small multi-period
site located in the Romanian Banat, near the border
with Serbia. Despite its small size, it has allowed us to
understand the evolution of human settlement in this
region, from the first farmers until nearly modern times.
Small settlements can provide complementary information regarding the larger, better known settlements
that archaeologists often prefer to investigate. However, one should not judge the importance of settlements
based on their size. It is not the “size that matters”, but
the quality of information that can be gleaned to increase our understanding of human adaptations to a
region.
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Резиме: Х АСКЕЛ Ј. ГРИНФИЛД, Универзитет у Манитоби и Колеџ Св. Павла,
Департман за антропологију и јудаистичке студије, Винипег
АЛЕКСАНДАР КАПУРАН, Археолошки институт, Београд

ВЕЛИЧИНА НИЈЕ ВАЖНА: ФОЕНИ САЛАШ,
МУЛТИКУЛТУРНИ ЛОКАЛИТЕТ У РУМУНСКОМ БАНАТУ
Кључне речи. – рани неолит, енеолит, бронзано доба, старије гвоздено доба, Римско-дачки период, средњи век

Након што су бившој Југославији уведене економске санкције и санкције у научној сарадњи (1992. година), заједнички
пројекат Благотин, којим су руководили Проф. Хаскел Гринфилд и Др. Светозар Станковић, морао је званично бити преки
нут, мада је незванично сарадња трајала све до 1995. године.
Због таквих околности Х. Гринфилд је средства за истраживања усмерио на територију румунског Баната, где је захваљујући Флорину Драшовану (Музеј Баната) и Хореи Ћигудеану пројекат настављен на локалитету који је такође имао
ранонеолитски хоризонт, а који је у литератури одраније познат као Фоени Салаш. Овај тел налази се неких 45 км југозападно од Темишвара, непосредно уз границу са Србијом.
Иако веома обећавајући, локалитет је у прошлости највише девастиран земљорадњом и нивелацијом земљишта у
периоду након II светског рата. Док су остали културни хоризонти већином претрпели знатна уништења, слој старијег
неолита је остао готово неоштећен. Културна стратиграфија
осим раног неолита (Старчево–Криш) обухвата и енеолит
(Чернавода III – Болераз и костолачка култура), бронзано
доба (Вербичоара), старије (Калакача) и млађе гвоздено доба
(Латен), римско-дачки хоризонт и средњи век. Ради лакшег
сналажења локалитет је подељен системом квадрата на блоковe 20 х 20 м, који су пак подељени на мање квадрате, сонде димензија 5 х 5 м (и даље на 1 х 1 м). Истраживане целине документоване су системом локуса и јунита, а земља је
приликом ископавања просејевана, док су одређене целине
и флотиране.
Треба нагласити да се према очуваности културних хоризоната локалитет слободно може поделити на ранонеолитски хоризонт, који је добро очуван, и постранонеолитске
хоризонте, који су откривени у веома лошем стању. Период
средњег века представљају два гроба и један угао одбрамбеног рова са стубовима, док је из периода касне антике документовано неколико затворених целина (јаме, од којих је
у једној откривен скелет детета) и једна правоугаона полуукопана земуница. Старијем гвозденом добу припада убед
љиво највећи број затворених целина у постранонеолитским
хоризонтима локалитета. Материјал из млађег гвозденог
доба, енеолита и бронзаног доба, осим у ретким затвореним
целинама, местимично је налажен и у оквиру осталих културних хоризоната.
– Хоризонту средњег века припадали су локуси 4, 8 (одбрамбени ров), 21, 27, 29, 35, 38, 42, 43, 46, 55, 58, и гробови 2 и 3.
– Римско-дачком хоризонту припадали су локуси 35, 38,
46 и објекти 4, 5, 8 и гроб 1.

59

– Старијем гвозденом добу припадали су локуси 11, 18,
22, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 36, 37, 39, 40, 44, 45, 47, 48, 54, 56 и
објекат 3.
– Средњем бронзаном добу припадао је локус 15.
– Енеолитском периоду припадао је локус 57.
– Раном неолиту припадали би локуси 2, 7, 7.1, 7.2, 7.3,
10, 23, 24, 25, 41, 50, 51, 52, 53 и објекат 6.
– Постплеистоценски хоризонт је формиран током мезолита и припадао би му локус 5.
– Плеистоцену припада локус 12.
Судећи према налазима материјалне културе, средњем
веку припада мањи број керамичких уломака, за које су румунске колеге на основу прелиминарног увида у материјал
сматрале да се могу сврстати у 10–11 век. Гроб у коме је сахрањен мушкарац, према аналогијама наоружања и опреме
може да припада периоду 14–15. века, што се вероватно може
рећи и за суседни гроб 3, у коме је сахрањена трудна жена. Нажалост, предмети од гвожђа из гробова однети су у Музеј у
Темишвару, тако да никада нисмо ни били у могућности да
видимо резултате конзервације.
Римско-дачки хоризонт је нешто боље сачуван, односно
поред налаза керамике откривена је и једна правоугаона полуукопана земуница са калотастом пећи на једној њеној
страни. Током касне антике на територији Панонске низије
постоје бројни налази оваквих станишта, током различитих
периода. Поменутом хоризонту припадала и једна култна
јама на чијем се дну налазио цео јеленски рог а поред керамике и костију била је запуњена и фрагментима жрвњева,
док је на средишњем нивоу откривен скелет детета, највероватније жртвованог, судећи по његовој тафономији и контексту налаза. В. Сирбу сматра да је жртвовање деце код Дачана трајало од 2. века пре н. е. до 2 века н. е.
Хоризонт млађег гвозденог доба на локалитету Фоени
Салаш представљао је само један налаз, и то гвоздене фибуле типа Душов, која се датује у рани Латен, односно половину 4 века пре н. е. Хоризонт старијег гвозденог доба знатно
је више заступљен, и то вероватно у две фазе: старијој, која
припада Калакача култури, и млађој фази (Халштат Д). Осим
што је налажена у слојевима са измешаним налазима, керамика овог периода претежно је откривена у оквиру мањих
укопа, јама. Керамика је претежно добре фактуре, много
више украшена канеловањем, а у појединим случајевима и
урезаним мотивима, од којих издвајамо низове шрафираних
троуглова. Груба керамика је припадала оставинском посуђу.
За хоризонт Халштата Д везујемо и налаз калупа за ливење
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перфорираног баланса за копље, који је, судећи према блиским аналогијама, највероватније био ливен у бронзи.
Због веома малог броја налаза, није било лако дефинисати хоризонт средњег бронзаног доба на локалитету Фоени
Салаш. Њему припада само један укоп као затворена целина, а према начину украшавања керамике овај хоризонт највероватније можемо везати за Вербичоара културу.
Хоризонт енеолита поред дислоцираних налаза керамике
у разним деловима локалитета био је највише заступљен у једној од јама (Локус 57). Као и у случају старијег гвозденог доба,
налази керамике указују нам на постојање две фазе насељавања током бакарног доба. Старија је припадала култури Чернавода III – Болераз, док млађа фаза показује карактеристике костолачке културе. Најатрактивнији налаз из овог периода
представља једна фрагментована антропоморфна фигурина.
Старији неолит на локалитету Фоени Салаш представља
керамика са елементима карактеристичним за Старчево–
Криш IIА и IIБ фазе, док барботин као декоративни елемент
не постоји на керамици. Х. Гринфилд и Т. Јонгсма сматрају
да се хоризонт старчевачке културе на овом локалитету односи на сам крај 8. и почетак 7. миленијума пре н. е. Керамика је претежно монохромна, грубе површине, лоптасте форме са ретким елементима псеудобарботина, утискивања или
штипања прстима. Ретко су у декорацији посуда заступљене
и танке урезане линије. Штипањем је формиран и рељефни
мотив класа житарица, а неке од посуда су украшене и утискивањем шкољком као инструментом. Дршке су пластично
моделоване као паралелно постављене траке, или су изву-
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чене из масе и перфориране. Осим обода или трбуха чак су
и дна посуда била декорисана у неким случајевима. Од објеката из ранонеолитског хоризонта на локалитету, најважније откриће представља овална полуукопана земуница. Према
резултатима геофизичке проспекције и археолошких ископавања на Фоени Салашу, организација насеља из овог периода на централном Балкану подразумева једну централну
структуру око које се подижу и други стамбени објекти. Према траговима зооархеолошких и палеоботаничких налаза,
јасно је да у економији заједница постоји доместификација
животиња и биљака, која варира у зависности од географске
позиције локалитета, од блискоисточног/медитеранског комплекса до централноевропског комплекса. Између ова два
комплекса такође је приметна и разлика у доместификованим
врстама животиња, током брзог ширења ранонеолитских
фармера кроз Европу. Наша искуства са истраживања локалитета Благотин и Фоени Салаш уче нас да су за најбоље
разумевање Старчево–Криш–Кереш локалитета неопходна
истраживања у широким ископима да би се ухватила хоризонтална стратиграфија, а таква методологија није упражњавана пре истраживања на Фоени Салашу. Због тога се као
исправан начин истраживања намеће методологија по којој
се не истражују само стамбени објекти већ и простор око њих
како би се утврдиле разлучите зоне унутар и око неолитског
насеља. Требало је да и претходно предузета истраживања
на Благотину имају овакав карактер, али су дубина културног слоја и културни ембарго међународне заједнице осујетили ова истраживања.
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