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PROSLOV

S velikim zadovoljstvom i u ime cijelog urednistva pred-
stavijamo dvobroj 37/38 casopisa Opuscula Archaeologica
koji je utemeljen 1956. godine, te s vise ili manje poteskoca
izlazi vise od pet desetljeca. Usprkos trenutnim financij-
skim poteskocama pred nama je casopis koji i ovoga puta,
i to sa 19 clanaka od 25 autora, na preko cetiri stotine stra-
nica, objavljuje znanstvene, pregledne i strucne tekstove vi-
soke kvalitete.

No, ovaj dvobroj casopisa Opuscula archaeologica se razli-
kuje od prethodnih izdanja jer se sastoji od dva tematska
poglavija. U prvom poglaviju je jedanaest radova koji su,
u skladu s tradicijom naseg casopisa, posveceni razlicitim
arheoloskim problemima koji ce kako znanstvenicima, tako
i drugima, dati mogucnost dobivanja uvida, ne samo u ne-
poznatu arheolosku gradu, nego i mogucnost upoznava-
nja s najnovijim razmisljanjima o odredenim problemima
kao i njihovim mogucim rjesenjima. Drugi dio broja 37/38
casopisa Opuscula archaeologica nas posebno raduje jer
se sastoji od osam radova posvecenih 30-godisnjici smrti
uglednog hrvatskog profesora prapovijesne arheologije Sto-
jana Dimitrijevica. Radovi su prezentirani na skupu po-
svecenom Stojanu Dimitrijevicu na Filozofskom fakultetu
u Zagrebu 13.12.2011.

Napor koji je urednistvo casopisa uloZilo u izlazak ovoga
broja nije nas obeshrabrio nego potaknuo da i dalje cinimo
sve potrebno da bi autori i dalje imali priliku objavijivati
clanke za koje smatraju da doprinose arheoloskoj znano-
sti. Za kvalitetu objavljenih priloga brinuo se cijeli tim re-
cenzenata, cije je misljenje i omogucilo da svaki prilog ima
onu kvalitetu kakvu nas casopis i zasluzuje. Stoga na kraju
svim autorima i suradnicima najsrdacnije zahvaljujemo
na prilozima tiskanim u ovome broju ¢asopisa Opuscula
archaeologica.

Glavni i odgovorni urednici

IX

PROLOGUE

We are proud to present a double volume 37/38 of Opuscus-
la archaeologica on behalf of the Editorial board. Since its
Sfirst volume in 1956, journal Opuscula archaeologica has
been publishing scientific articles in the field of archaeology
and other historical disciplines. Despite current financial
challenges we were able to publish 19 articles by 25 authors
on more than 400 pages containing high quality original
scientific articles and professional papers.

The structure of this double volume differs from previous
ones because it is divided into two sections. The first sec-
tion consisting of 11 articles that are, in the tradition of
this journal, facing specific archaeological issues. We hope
that these articles will provide information to readers on
new, unpublished material and current debates. The sec-
ond section contains 8 papers dedicated to the 30th anni-
versary of death of Professor Stojan Dimitrijevic, a distin-
guished professor of Prehistoric Archaeology at the Uni-
versity of Zagreb. These papers were originally presented
at the conference organized by the Faculty of Humanities
and Social Sciences, University of Zagreb on December
13th 2011.

Various challenges presented to us during the preparation
of this volume were not discouraging, but, on the contrary,
gave us the additional motivation to secure the future of
this journal as a platform for publication of quality scien-
tific and professional papers by fellow scholars. Extensive
team of domestic and international reviewers is the qual-
ity assurance of the published articles, and the journal as
a whole.

We would like to express our gratitude to all contributors
whose articles are published in this double volume.

Editors
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Rad se bavi pregledom doprinosa S. Dimitrijevica pozna-
vanju kasnoga neolitika istocne Hrvatske kroz aspekt nje-
gova rada u Bapskoj. Taj je rad povezan sa cjelokupnim
opusom Dimitrijeviceve arheoloske aktivinosti u Slavoniji i
zapadnom Srijemu, koji je iznjedrio, izmedu ostalih, kro-
nologije starcevacke i sopotske kulture.

Kljucne rijeci: Stojan Dimitrijevi¢, Bapska, kasni neolitik,
sopotska kultura

Stojan Dimitrijevi¢ jedna je od najistaknutijih osoba
hrvatske prapovijesne arheologije. Istrazivanja mno-
gih nalazi$ta koja je obavio, od krajnjeg istoka do
sjeverozapada Hrvatske, pa ¢ak ponesto i na njezinu
jugu, do danas su cCesto ostala polazi$na toc¢ka mno-
gim istrazivanjima. Od pedesetih godina proslog sto-
lje¢a, kada je stupio na stru¢nu i znanstvenu scenu,
sve do svoje prerane smrti na samom pocetku osam-
desetih, preoblikovao je prapovijest ovog podruc-
ja i udario temelje prvim ozbiljnim kronologijama.
Bas su one njegova najvaznija ostavstina, no danas
i predmet najvecih rasprava. Neumorni radoholicar,
erudit, sposoban da iz mnos$tva fragmenata primijeti
i izolira bas onaj najvazniji, bio je jedan od onih pro-

Marcel Buric¢

Odsjek za arheologiju
Filozofski fakultet
Sveuciliste u Zagrebu
Ivana Lucica 3
HR-10000 Zagreb
mburic@ftzg.hr

The paper discusses the contribution of S. Dimitrijevic to
our knowledge of the Late Neolithic in eastern Croatia
through his work at Babska. The research he conducted
there is connected to the entire opus of Dimitrijevic’s ar-
chaeological activities in Slavonia and western Syrmia
and which yielded, among other things, the chronology of
the Starcevo and Sopot cultures.

Key words: Stojan Dimitrijevi¢, Bapska, Late Neolithic,
the Sopot culture

Stojan Dimitrijevi¢ is one of the most prominent
figures of Croatian prehistoric archaeology. The re-
search he conducted and published about numer-
ous sites, ranging from eastern to northwestern
Croatia, even some parts of the south, is a common
starting point for new research to this day. Since the
1950s, when he appeared on the professional and
scientific scene, until his untimely death in the early
1980s, he reformed the prehistory of this area and
created the foundation for the first serious chronol-
ogies which are his greatest legacy, and the topic of
many discussions even to this day. A tireless worka-
holic and erudite, capable to notice and isolate the
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fesora kakvih vise nema ili su u najboljem slucaju vrlo
rijetki. Enciklopedijsko znanje kojim je vladao bilo je
i ostalo nadahnuce njegovim ucenicima, a preko njih
i onima koji nisu imali zadovoljstvo slusati o arheolo-
giji od covjeka koji je o njoj toliko mnogo znao.

Djetinjstvo, koje je porodenju, proveo u Vinkovcima,
u ovom volumenu detaljno opisano iz pera njegovih
ucenika i suradnika (Tezak-Gregl, Durman), na neki
ga je nacin predodredilo da se bavi arheologijom. U
doba njegove mladosti Vinkovci su, predvodeni gla-
sovitom Gimnazijom, vrvjeli od inteligencije, tako
da je i Dimitrijevi¢, ¢esto u drustvu svog ujaka, zna-
menitog kipara i pjesnika Vanje Radausa, zarana bio
odusevljen bljestavilom kulturne bastine i arheolos-
kog naslijeda svoga grada. Mnogi su djecarci lunja-
ju¢i obalama Bosuta prikupljali fragmente o (pra)
povijesti svoga grada koje im je, ispiranjem obale,
izdasno nudila rijeka. Vjerojatno su mnogi tim pri-
kupljenim fragmentima sastavljali kolaze gradske
proslosti, medutim, samo je jedan od njih slozio
takav kolaz da ¢e o njemu Citati generacije prapovi-
jesnih arheologa cijele Europe. Jedan dio kolaza koji
je stvarao za najvedi dio isto¢nohrvatskog podrucja
predstavlja njegov rad na lokalitetu Gradac, nado-
mak danasnjeg sela Bapska. Iako nesto udaljeniji od
Vinkovaca, Gradac ¢e se pokazati vrlo vaznom stra-
nicom Dimitrijevi¢eva profesionalnog zivota.

Lokalitet Gradac u Bapskoj jedan je od vaznijih na-
lazista kasnog neolitika na tlu Hrvatske. Iako je u
posljednjih stotinu godina dozivio nekoliko razli¢itih
istrazivanja, ono koje je obavio Dimitrijevi¢ sredi-
nom $ezdesetih godina proslog stoljeca jo$ je i danas
najsveobuhvatnije (Buri¢ 2009: 489 i dalje). Svojim
smjestajem na krajnjem istoku Hrvatske lokalitet je
odigrao vaznu ulogu u formiranju sopotske kultu-
re, a taj je faktor bio jedan od onih presudnih koji su
Dimitrijevica doveli u taj udaljeni kutak Hrvatske.

Kao i mnogi njegovi suvremenici, Dimitrijevi¢ je
za Bapsku znao iz arhiva Arheoloskog muzeja u
Zagrebu u kojemu podaci o lokalitetu potjecu iz 19.
st., te publikacija c¢iji su autori bili jo$ J. Brunsmid i
V. Hoffiller (CVA). Prekretnica u njegovu bavljenju
s Bapskom nastala je kada se vratio sa jednogodis-
njeg boravka u Heidelbergu kao stipendist prestiz-
ne A. von Humboldtove stipendije (tijekom 1963.).
Tamo je, naime, intenzivno suradivao sa svojim pri-
jateljem i kolegom, Vladimirom Milojc¢i¢em, tada
najveéim autoritetom prapovijesne arheologije u
Europi. Miloj¢i¢ je kao student prve godine studija
arheologije sudjelovao na prvim sustavnim istrazi-
vanjima na vucedolskom Gradcu. Ta je iskopavanja,
kako je poznato, vodio R. R. Schmidt, koji je u sklo-
pu istrazivanja, zaintrigiran podacima i nalazima iz
zagrebackog muzeja, obavio manje iskopavanje u
Bapskoj. Krajem 1940-ih Miloj¢i¢ pise svoj glaso-

most important out of many fragments, he was the
kind of professor it would be difficult, if not impos-
sible, to find today. The encyclopedic knowledge he
had was and remains an inspiration for his students,
and, through them, to those who did not have the
pleasure of hearing about archaeology from a man
who knew so much about it.

His childhood, described in this volume by his stu-
dents and associates (Tezak-Gregl, Durman), spent
in Vinkovci, in a way predetermined him to go into
archaeology. When he was young Vinkovci teemed
with intellectuals, primarily those from the noted
Gimnazija, so Dimitrijevi¢, often communing with
his uncle, the noted sculptor and poet Vanja Radaus,
was impressed by cultural heritage and archaeologi-
cal legacy of his city from early on. Many boys col-
lected fragments about the (pre)history of their city
while roaming the shores of the Bosut River which
offered a plentitude of washed out finds. They prob-
ably put together patchworks of the city’s past from
the numerous fragments but only one of them put
together one which will be read by generations of
European prehistoric archaeologists. Part of the
patchwork he created about the biggest part of east-
ern Croatia contains his work on the Gradac site,
not far from today’s Bapska village. Although some-
what farther from Vinkovci, Gradac will prove to be
an important page in Dimitrijevi¢’s professional life.

The site of Gradac in Bapska is one of the more im-
portant Late Neolithic sites in Croatia. Although in
the last hundred years it saw several different re-
searches, the one conducted by S. Dimitrijevi¢ in
the mid-1960s still remains the most comprehen-
sive (Buri¢ 2009: 489 and on). Being placed in the
far east of Croatia, the site played an important role
in the formation of the Sopot culture, and this fact
was one of those which drove Dimitrijevi¢ to that
distant corner of Croatia.

Like many of his contemporaries, Dimitrijevi¢ knew
about Bapska from the Archaeological Museum
in Zagreb archives which contained informa-
tion about the site dating back to the 19" century,
and publications by J. Brunsmid and V. Hoffiller
(CVA). A turning point in his work on Bapska hap-
pened when he returned from a one-year stay in
Heidelberg which he earned as a winner of the pres-
tigious A. von Humboldt scholarship (during 1963).
Namely, while there he worked hard with his col-
league Vladimir Milojci¢, the then most noted pre-
historian in Europe. As a first year student, Milojci¢
participated in the first systematic excavations car-
ried out at Gradac in Vucedol. The research, as we
know, was led by R. R. Schmidt who, as part of his
research, interested by data and finds from the mu-
seum in Zagreb, conducted smaller excavations in
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viti rad o neolitiku srednje i jugoisto¢ne Europe u
kojemu je obuhvatio i krajeve Slavonije i Srijema te
barem djelomi¢no interpretirao slojeve u Bapskoj
(Milojci¢ 1949: 82-90). Od kraja pedesetih godina,
a poglavito u Heidelbergu, Dimitrijevi¢ se zna¢ajno
bavio pitanjima kasnog neolitika isto¢ne Hrvatske,
kada je ve¢ bilo jasno da je Bapska jedan od naj-
vaznijih lokaliteta toga razdoblja u Hrvatskoj. Prije
Dimitrijevica, a osim Schmidtovih istrazivanja, o
lokalitetu se u stru¢nim krugovima znalo relativno
malo, iako su prva iskopavanja obavljena jos 1911.
god. (Buri¢ 2009a: 493; Buri¢ 2011: 34-40). Vrlo
oskudna objava nalaza koji su ipak prili¢no redovi-
to stizali u zagrebacki muzej, primarni su razlog $to
Bapska nije dozivjela slavu nekih drugih hrvatskih
prapovijesnih nalazista. Schmidt i njegova arheo-
loska aktivnost za Dimitrijevica su zacijelo bili vrlo
vazni, iako je, kao $to ¢emo vidjeti, u znacajnoj mje-
ri korigirao Schmidtove interpretacije. Prije no $to
je smogao sredstva za vlastita istrazivanja, Stojan
Dimitrijevi¢ je u ,rukama“ imao samo dvije ozbilj-
nije publikacije o prapovijesnoj arheologiji naseg tla
koje su u to vrijeme zadovoljavale znanstvene stan-
darde struke: Schmidtov Die Burg Vucedol (Zagreb
1945.) i spomenutu Milojc¢icevu Chronologie der
jiingeren  Steinzeit Mittel- und Siidosteuropas
(Berlin 1949.). Te su monografije izmedu ostalih
koji se u njima spominju, imale dva lokaliteta kao
izraziti zajednicki nazivnik: Gradac na Vucedolu i
Gradac u Bapskoj. Bududi da je na istrazivanjima
obaju Gradaca Milojci¢ osobno sudjelovao (iako
valja napomenuti kao vrlo mladi student), nije tes-
ko pretpostaviti da je o upravo ta dva lokaliteta
bilo najvise govora tijekom njihovih susreta 1963.
godine u Heidelbergu. U Njemackoj Dimitrijevi¢
nije bio Miloj¢i¢ev pasivni slusac. Stigao je tamo
ve¢ opremljen spoznajama o neolitiku i eneolitiku
iz nekolicine vlastitih iskopavanja u Slavoniji, te je
osnovne obrise sopotske kulture ve¢ imao sistema-
tizirane u doktorskoj disertaciji (1959.). U nekim
svojim ranijim radovima ve¢ je naglasavao problem
neistrazenosti toga podrucja, poglavito sjeveroza-
padne Hrvatske (Dimitrijevi¢ 1956; 1959; 1961).
Znacajna je gotovo antologijska, a u nasoj stru¢noj
javnosti gotovo nepoznata, zustra rasprava o spiral-
nom ukrasu na vin¢anskoj i sopotskoj keramici, te
argumentaciji o dijeljenju kasne vincanske D faze na
dva podstupnja (usm. priop. N. Majnari¢-Pandzi¢).
Time je stekao povlasten polozaj da, kao jedan od
rijetkih, brojnim objavljenim raspravama direktno
polemizira s Miloj¢i¢em o pitanjima nastanka ka-
snog neolitika JI Europe.

Ipak, spomenuta su dva rada, ma koliko se osob-

no s nekim njihovim dijelovima nije slagao, bila
Dimitrijevicev spiritus movens, jer su pokazala

Bapska. In the late 1940s Milojci¢ wrote his noted
work on the Neolithic of central and southeastern
Europe, including parts of Slavonia, Syrmia, with
partial interpretations of the layers established
at Bapska (Miloj¢i¢ 1949: 82-90). Since the late
1950s, especially in Heidelberg, Dimitrijevi¢ tack-
led the questions of the Late Neolithic of eastern
Croatia, and it became clear that Bapska was one
of the most important sites dated to that period in
Croatia. Before Dimitrijevi¢, apart from Schmidt’s
research, the site was poorly known in scientific
circles, although the first excavations were done in
1911 (Buri¢ 2009a: 493; Buri¢ 2011: 34—40). Scanty
publications of finds which kept coming to the mu-
seum quite regularly are the primary reason Bapska
did not see the fame of some other Croatian pre-
historic sites. Schmidt and his archaeological activi-
ties must have been very important for Dimitrijevi¢
even though he, as we will see, changed Schmidt’s
interpretations quite significantly. Before he could
afford his own research, Stojan Dimitrijevi¢ “Held”
only two serious publications about prehistoric ar-
chaeology on our soil which, at the time, satisfied
the scientific standards of the profession: Schmidt’s
Die Burg Vucedol (Zagreb 1945) and the above
mentioned Milojci¢’s Chronologie der jiingeren
Steinzeit Mittel- und Siidosteuropas (Berlin 1949).
These monographs featured, among others, two
sites as a common denominator: Gradac at Vucedol
and Gradac at Bapska. Since Miloj¢i¢ personally
participated in the excavation of both sites (nota-
bly, as a very young student), it is not difficult to
assume that these two sites were the topic the two
discussed the most when they met in Heidelberg
in 1963. Dimitrijevi¢ was not Miloj¢i¢’s passive ob-
server while in Germany. He arrived there armed
with knowledge on the Neolithic and the Copper
Age obtained through his own excavations car-
ried out in Slabovia, and the basic outlines of the
Sopot culture were already systematized in his PhD
thesis (1959). In some of his earlier works, he had
already emphasized the problem of some areas, no-
tably northwestern Croatian, not being researched
enough (Dimitrijevi¢ 1956; 1959; 1961). His almost
anthological discussion, and mostly unknown to our
expert public, about spiral decorations on the pot-
tery of the Vinca and Sopot cultures and his argu-
ments for dividing the late Vinc¢a D phase into two
sub phases (verbal account, N. Majnari¢-Pandzi¢).
This put him in a privileged position to, as one of
only few, discuss the questions of the formation
of the Late Neolithic in southeastern Europe with
Miloj¢i¢ through publications.

However, the two mentioned papers, no matter how
much he did not agree with them, were Dimitrijevi¢’s
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osnovni smjer kretanja u interpretaciji prapovije-
sti tog podrudja, ali mu i istovremeno pruzila je-
dino stru¢no uporiste na koje se mogao osloniti.
Jednostavno su bili jedino s ¢ime je mogao uspore-
divati vlastite rezultate i spoznaje. Dok je Schmidt u
prvome radu sopotsku kulturu samo spomenuo kao
lokalni ogranak trakastog kompleksa te varijantom
butmirskog izri¢aja, s velikom slicnos¢u s Bukk i
potiskom keramikom (Schmidt 1945: 121), Miloj¢i¢
je znacajnije uocio sopotsku kulturu!, povezao ju s
vincanskom, te joj dao ime. Spominje ,stariju sla-
vousko-srijemsku kulturu koja ima isto podrijetlo
kao i starija vincéanska kultura®, ¢ime ju je posredno
i datirao. Drugi naziv koji je koristio Bapska-Lengyel
Kultur jest onaj koji je u prvom trenutku svojih in-
terpretacija preuzeo i Dimitrijevi¢ (Dimitrijevi¢
1968: 8). Za nju Milojc¢i¢ govori kako ima sli¢nosti
i s inventarom lengyelske kulture i time odmah uo-
cava dvije klju¢ne komponente sopotske kulture:
vincansko podrijetlo i geneticku vezu s lengyelom.
Definirao ju je kao jedinstvenu cjelinu post-star-
¢evackog neolitika Slavonije i Srijema, te ju tako i
nazvao: slavonsko-srijemska kultura (Milojci¢ 1949:
82, 83). Jasno je stoga da je Dimitrijevi¢ imao zna-
¢ajnih motiva, po povratku iz Njemacke, zapoceti
iskopavanja bas u Bapskoj.

Nakon vlastitog iskopavanja sonde na Gradcu
(1964.), Dimitrijevi¢ se vrlo kriti¢ki osvrnuo na re-
zultate kako ih je prezentirao Schmidt, tvrdeci da
je u usporedbi s njegovim istrazivanjem, rezultat
stratigrafije posve oprecan. Schmidt se u svojoj
objavi koristio modificiranom kronologijom koju
je predstavio von Tompa 1940. godine s kojom se
Dimitrijevi¢ nije u potpunosti slagao (Dimitrijevi¢
1968: 13, 14; Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 264). Obradom ma-
terijala, Bapska se pokazala kao jedan od klju¢nih
lokaliteta za formiranje kronologije kasnog neoliti-
ka Slavonije i Srijema, ali se otkrilo da lokalitet po-
sjeduje znacajniji sloj vincanske kulture, $to je dove-
lo do promjene imena u sopotsko-lendelska kultura
(1966.), koje ¢e se u skoroj buduc¢nosti opet pokazati
kao neprikladno (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 264).

Kriticki osvrt na Schmidtov i Milojc¢icev rad izasao
je u obliku ve¢ spomenute monografije ,,Sopotsko-
lendelska kultura®, koja je dala temeljne obrise i
osnovni relativno-kronoloski profil sopotske kul-
ture. Temelji spoznaja o njezinu razvoju i kronolo-
giji koje je formirao Dimitrijevi¢ ostali su takvima
i danas, u prvom redu $to se tice isto¢nih predjela
njezina rasprostiranja. Na ogranicenoj kolicini ma-

Sopotski materijal iz Bapske i njegovu vezu s lengyelskom pro-
storom zapravo je prvi uoc¢io Childe 1929. godine (Childe 1929:
82), no on te nalaze pogresno navodi kao nalaze iz grobnih kon-
teksta (Buri¢ 2011: bilj. 78)

spiritus movens because they showed the basic di-
rections in the interpretation of prehistory in the
region and, at the same time, they provided the only
professional foundation he could count on. They
were simply the only things to which he could com-
pare results and insight. While Schmidt only men-
tioned the Sopot culture as a local manifestation
of cored ware and a variant of Butmir expression
resembling Biikk and Tisa pottery (Schmidt 1945:
121), Milojc¢i¢ put more emphasis on the Sopot cul-
ture!, connecting it to the Vinca culture and nam-
ing it. He mentions ‘an older Slavonian-Syrmian
culture originating from the same place as the older
Vinca culture”, thereby dating it. He also used the
term Bapska-Lengyel Kultur which was also used by
Dimitrijevi¢ in his first interpretations (Dimitrijevi¢
1968: 8). Milojci¢ said that it resembled the material
of the Lengyel culture and immediately noted two
key components of the Sopot culture: Vinca origins
and a genetic relation to Lengyel. He defined it as
a unique whole of the post-Star¢evo Neolithic of
Slavonia and Syrmia, and called it the Slavonian-
Syrmian culture (Miloj¢i¢ 1949: 82, 83). It is clear,
therefore, that Dimitrijevi¢ had significant motive
to, on his return from Germany, start excavating
precisely at Bapska.

After excavating part of Gradac (1964), Dimitrijevi¢
critically reflected on the finds presented by
Schmidt, claiming that, in comparison to his exca-
vations, the stratigraphy was completely opposite.
In his first publication, Schmidt used a modified
chronology proposed by von Tompa in 1940, and
Dimitrijevi¢ did not entirely agree (Dimitrijevi¢
1968: 13, 14; Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 264). After be-
ing analyzed, Bapska proved to be one of the key
sites for the formation of the chronology of the late
Neolithic of Slavonia and Syrmia, but the site also
has a significant layer of the Vinca culture which
resulted in a name change to the Sopot-Lengyel
culture (1966), which would soon prove to be inap-
propriate (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 264).

A critical approach to Schmidt’s and Milojci¢’s
work was published in a monograph Sopotsko-
lendelska kultura, which gave the basic outlines and
a basic relative chronological profile of the Sopot
culture. The basic insights on its development and
chronology formed by Dimitrijevi¢ stayed the same
to this day, primarily when it comes to the eastern
parts of its territory. On a limited quantity of finds
he mostly found himself, he almost prophetically

! The Sopot material from Bapska and its relation to Lengyel
were first noted by Childe in 1929 (Childe 1929: 82), but he, by
mistake, published the finds stating they were found in graves
(Buri¢ 2011: note. 78)
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terijala, koji je vec¢inu osobno iskopao, gotovo je pro-
rocki definirao regionalne tipove sopotske kulture u
zapadnijim predjelima njezina rasprostiranja. Time
je, iako to nikada nije doslovno napisao, jasno nagla-
sio podrucje istocne Hrvatske kao jezgru podrucja u
kojemu je sopotska kultura formirana, $to je danas
jedno od gorucih pitanja problematike kasnoneoli-
tickog razvoja velikog dijela kontinentalne Hrvatske
(Buri¢ 2015). Nakon njegove smrti nije bilo i jo$ uvi-
jek nema vecih sinteza koje bi raspravljale o proble-
matici faza i apsolutno-kronoloskom polozaju so-
potske kulture. Posljednji veéi rad koji je napisao na
temu sopotske kulture i kasnog neolitika, sastavni je
dio velikog korpusa Praistorija jugoslavenskih zema-
lja u cijem je drugom svesku (neolitik) jo$ jednom
obradio tu problematiku. Pogled na formiranje so-
potske kulture posredstvom dvaju kulturnih valova
iz prostora vincanskog kulturnog kruga bili su osno-
va za interpretaciju nastanka kasnog neolitika istoc-
ne Hrvatske (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 294). Kako rekosmo,
Hotel u Vinkovcima kljucan je polozaj za spomenu-
to videnje nastanka sopotske kulture, ali i za relativ-
no-kronoloski odnos kasnog starCeva i rane vince
o ¢emu smo nedavno pisali (Buri¢ & Tezak-Gregl
2009. Sva iskopavanja, od njegove smrti do danas,
nisu iznjedrila ¢vrste argumente, odnosno oni jo$
nisu napisani, kojima bi se pobila takva slika nastan-
ka kasnog neolitika. Bez znacajnog broja interdis-
ciplinarnih metoda kojima mi danas raspolazemo,
Dimitrijevi¢ je svojom imaginacijom imao sposob-
nost ,vidjeti“ i neke znac¢ajne momente unutarnjeg
razvoja sopotske kulture, kao $to je njezin klju¢ni
utjecaj na formiranje lengyelskog kompleksa (Bicske
tip,) koji je svojim istrazivanjima jo$ pocetkom 1970-
ih u madarskoj Transdanubiji dokazao N. Kalicz
(Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 297-299). Vazno je takoder reci
da je upravo Dimitrijevi¢ ra$c¢lanio posljednju fazu
vinc¢anske kulture na dva podstupnja (D1 i D2) i to
bas na temelju istrazivanja u Bapskoj. Vrlo odreden
zakljucak da je sopotska kultura u istocnoj Slavoniji
i zapadnom Srijemu zavrsila svoj Zivot istovremeno
sa vinc¢anskom (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 72) posljednjih je
godina dobila potvrdu nizom radiokarbonskih datu-
ma iz stratificiranih kasnovinéanskih telova zapadne
Srbije, te iz same Bapske (Bori¢ 2009; Buri¢ 2011:
77), dakle iz citave lepeze metoda koje su njemu bile
nedostupne ili nisu bile razvijene u dovoljnoj mjeri.

KASNI NEOLITIK NAKON
DIMITRIJEVICA 1 MILOJCICA

Apsolutni datumi za kasni neolitik odavno su po-
maknuti iz prijelaza Cetvrtog u trece tisucljece pri-
je Krista u prvu polovinu petog tisucljeca, takoder,
danas je jasno da je sopotska kultura svojim punim

defined regional types of the Sopot culture in the
western areas of its presence thereby, although he
never explicitly expressed it, clearly emphasizing
eastern Croatia as the core where the Sopot culture
was formed, which stills remains one of the biggest
issues about the development of the Late Neolithic
in the majority of continental Croatia (Buri¢ 2015).
After he died there were and are still no syntheses
discussing phases and the absolute chronology of
the Sopot culture. The last bigger paper written
on the subject of the Sopot culture and the Late
Neolithic is part of the large corpus Praistorija ju-
goslavenskih zemalja where he tackled the topic
yet again, in the second tome (Neolithic). Looking
at the formation of the Sopot culture through the
presence of two cultural waves from the Vinca cul-
tural circle were the basis for interpreting the de-
velopment of the Late Neolithic of eastern Croatia
(Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 294). Like we said, the Vinkovci
Hotel position is key to the described develop-
ment of the Sopot culture, but also to the relative
chronology of late Starc¢evo and early Vinca, as was
recently discussed (Buri¢ & Tezak-Gregl 2009. All
excavations from his death to this day did not yield
firm arguments, that is, they have not yet been writ-
ten, to overthrow such a vision of the development
of the Late Neolithic. Without a significant num-
ber of interdisciplinary methods we have today,
Dimitrijevi¢ had the ability to use his imagination to
‘see’ some noted moments within the development
of the Sopot culture, like its key influence on the
development of the Lengyel complex (Bicske type,)
and which were confirmed in the early 1970s by N.
Kalicz (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 297-299). It is also impor-
tant to state that precisely Dimitrijevi¢ divided the
last phase of the Vinca culture into two sub phases
(D1 and D2) and did so based on his research at
Bapska. The very precise conclusion that the Sopot
culture in eastern Slavonia and western Syrmia end-
ed along with the Vinéa culture (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968:
72) has been confirmed in recent years by series of
radiocarbon dates from stratified late Vinca tells in
western Serbia and Bapska itself (Bori¢ 2009; Buri¢
2011: 77), that is, from an entire array of methods
not available to him or undeveloped at the time.

LATE NEOLITHIC AFTER
DIMITRIJEVIC AND MILOJCIC

The absolute dates of the Late Neolithic have long
moved from the transition from the 4" to the 3™
millennium BC to the first half of the 5% millen-
nium BC. Also, today it is clear that the Sopot
culture with its full chronological profile belongs
exclusively to the Late Neolithic. Recently, pieces
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kronoloskim profilom sastavni dio samo kasnog ne-
olitika. U novije su vrijeme otkriveni komadi¢i ba-
kra u kontekstima sopotskih slojeva (Simi¢ 2006: 42;
Simi¢ 2007: 10; Simi¢ 2012; Buri¢: u tisku), stoga se
ta kultura pridruzuje velikoj skupini kulturnih mani-
festacija koje su suvremenice osvita rane metalurgi-
je. Tinalazi bacaju novo svjetlo na gospodarstvo i tr-
govinu sopotskih zajednica s metalurski razvijenim,
susjednim, podrudjima. Iako je Dimitrijevi¢ pisao da
se u slucaju sopotske kulture radi o jednoj ,,prosjec-
noj pojavi“ (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 293), niz c¢injenica
ipak pokazuju da se radi o jednom jasnom i ¢vrstom
kulturnom identitetu. To se posebno moze reci sto-
ga $to je u njezinu neposrednu susjedstvu zivjela
vin¢anska kultura ¢ija su snaga i utjecaj u potpunosti
obiljezili kasni neolitik JI Europe. Smatramo da se i
u slucaju kasne starcevacke kulture, barem one koja
se nalazila na tlu Hrvatske, takoder radi o prilicno
kompaktnim drustvenim zajednicama, koje nisu asi-
milirane u vincansko podrucdje, nego su bile dovoljno
jake da ,filtriraju” novi vincanski utjecaj. Preuzele su
vinc¢anski keramografski izrazaj i superiorniju teh-
nologiju pecenja keramike, no duhovna im je kultura
ostala temeljena na starcevackoj bazi iz Cega se so-
potska kultura zapravo stvorila (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968:
57, 58, 63, 90; Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 293, 294). Razvoj
sopotske kulture na njezinu mati¢cnom podrudju,
iako iniciran, nije tekao pod isklju¢ivim patronatom
vin¢anskih zajednica. Sopotski samostalan ekonom-
ski i duhovni razvoj jasan je indikator da je ona sa-
stavni dio dogadanja koja se zbivaju u prvoj polo-
vici 5. tis. pr. Kr. na prostoru od Blatnog jezera do
Grcke. Formiranje telova, koji su u kasnom neolitiku
istocne Hrvatske svojstveni sopotskoj kulturi, pro-
izvodnja viskova, intenzivirana trgovina na udalje-
nosti (long-distance trade) luksuznim materijalima
kao $to je spondilus, metal, te opsidijan, indikator su
socio-ekonomske samostalnosti, dakle kulturne sta-
bilnosti sopotske kulture. Trgovina na daljinu je dio
temeljitih promjena, $to je najlakse i najbolje vidljivo
upravo u trgovini luksuzom, te novim odnosima u
regionalnim mrezama razmjene. Onim putom ko-
jim je pocetkom neolitika prolazio neoliticki paket u
smjeru jugoistok-sjeverozapad, u kasnome neolitiku
struje statusni simboli poput spondilusa (Séfériades
2010: 181). Predmeti visokih vrijednosti indikator su
ekonomske snage kojom si zajednica moze priustiti
takve proizvode, a sopotski ih telovi uz glavne rijec-
ne komunikacije redovito imaju. Iako smo ih prestali
gledati samo kao objekte prestiza (Gaydarska et al.
2004: 11), a moderna istrazivanja s pravom propitu-
ju da jesu li samo prestiz (Séfériades 2010: 179), oni
ipak u svojoj konacnici predstavljaju luksuznu robu.
Medu spondilusom najbogatijim nalazistima spo-
minju se glasoviti telovi kao npr. Dikili Tash, Varna,
Durankulak, Hirsova itd., a poneki kao Omurtag

of copper have been found in the context of Sopot
layers (Simi¢ 2006: 42; Simi¢ 2007: 10; Simi¢ 2012;
Buri¢: forthcoming), making this culture a part of
a large group of manifestations contemporary to
early metallurgy. These finds throw a different light
on the economy and trade of Sopot communities
with metallurgical neighboring societies. Even
though Dimitrijevi¢ wrote about the Sopot culture
being an “average occurrence” (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979:
293), a line of facts show that we are, in fact, dealing
with a strong and clear cultural identity. This can
especially be said because the Vinca culture was its
first neighbor. Its power and influences completely
marked the Late Neolithic of southeastern Europe.
We feel that the late Starcevo culture, at least in
Croatia, is also a pretty compact complex of social
communities which were not assimilated into the
Vinca regions, but were strong enough to “filter”
the new Vinca influences. They took over Vinca’s
pottery expression and superior pottery mak-
ing technology, but their spiritual culture was still
based on the Starcevo basis, creating the Sopot cul-
ture (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 57, 58, 63, 90; Dimitrijevi¢
1979: 293, 294). The development of the Sopot cul-
ture in its originating region, although initiated, did
not go on exclusively under the protection of Vinca
communities. The independent economic and spir-
itual development of the Sopot culture is a clear in-
dicator that it took part in the events of the 1 half
of the 5™ millennium BC from the Balaton Lake to
Greece. The formation of tells, marking the Sopot
culture in the Late Neolithic in eastern Croatia, the
production of access goods, intensive long-distance
trade with luxury goods like spondylus, metal and
obsidian are an indicator of the economic inde-
pendence, that is, cultural stability of the Sopot
culture. Long distance trade is part of thorough
change, easily seen in the trade of luxury goods and
new relations in the regional exchange networks
The route which was used to spread the Neolithic
package southeast-northwest in the Early Neolithic
was now used to spread status symbols like spon-
dylus (Séfériades 2010: 181). Highly valued objects
are an indicator of the economic strength allowing
the community to afford such produce, and Sopot
tells placed along main river communication routes
usually have them. Although they are no longer
seen only as prestigious objects (Gaydarska et al.
2004: 11), and modern research rightfully question
if prestigious is all they are (Séfériades 2010: 179),
they do, after all, belong to luxury goods. Among the
most spondylus-rich sites, e.g. Dikili Tash, Varna,
Durankulak, Hirsova and so on, some like Omurtag
and Karbuna hold a special place. The “Ormutag
treasure” (N'W Bulgaria) (Séfériades 2010: 183,
fig. 8-3) is a hoard with a Karanovo-Gumelnita-
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i Karbuna zauzimaju posebno mjesto. ,Blago iz
Ormutaga“ (SZ Bugarska) (Séfériades 2010: 183, fig.
8-3) ostava je u kojoj biljezimo posudu Karanovo-
Gumelnita-Kodzadermen VI kompleksa u kojoj je
otkriveno mnostvo skupocjenih predmeta. Sjeciva i
glacane sjekirice, ugla¢ano ukrasno kamenje u obli-
ku oblutaka i alatke od svinjskih kostiju nalazili su
se u spomenutoj posudi uz dvadesetak fragmenata
spondilusa (Gaydarska 2004: 15). Medutim, podruc-
je SZ Bugarske i tamosnjih telova bogato je spon-
dilusom, pa se s pravom mozemo zapitati o njego-
voj pravoj vrijednosti u toj mikroregiji. Medutim, u
sjeveroisto¢noj Rumunjskoj, u podrudju Cucuteni-
Tripolje kulture, gdje tradicionalno imamo malo
nalaza spondilusa, na lokalitetu Karbuna otkrivena
je velika ostava sa 444 bakrena predmeta i 270 ko-
mada spondilusa (Séfériades 2010: 183). Dakle, i u
podrudju gdje je znatno rjedi, spondilus je cuvan uz
toliki imetak kao $to su stotine bakrenih predmeta -
jasna ilustracija vaznosti trgovine tom skoljkom kao
prestizom.

Gdje je tu sopotska kultura?

Prije nekoliko godina jedna takva ostava otkrivena
je na nalazitu Ovcara-Tursko groblje kod Cepina
(Osijek). U velikoj ljusturi skoljke, kao u posudi, na-
lazilo se 460 predmeta od spondilusa i dentalija (ro-
$¢ic¢a). Od toga preko sedamdeset komada pripada
predmetima od spondilusa razlicite velic¢ine i stup-
nja dovrdenosti (Simi¢ 2012: 100). Bapska takoder
ocito obiluje spondilusom jer se on, osim u slojevi-
ma kasne vinc¢anske kulture, nalazi u velikom broju
razbacan po povrsini jos neistrazenih dijelova tela.
Sli¢na je situacija i na nekim drugim sopotskim te-
lovima (Sopot, Herrmannov vinograd, Cepin itd.). S
druge pak strane, veliki broj najkvalitetnijeg opsidi-
jana (tip C1) (Rosania et al 2008) sa Sarvasa, Cepina,
Kolodvara, Sopota, Bapske itd., a prvom redu ve-
liki radionicki centar u Samatovcima, pokazuju da
spondilus kao luksuzni materijal u sopotskoj kulturi
nije usamljen. Kako rekosmo, navedeno jest indika-
tor stabilnosti jedne arheoloski snazne pojave kao
$to je sopotska kultura. Nove, ve¢ spomenute spo-
znaje o prvim nalazima metala u sopotskim slojevi-
ma pokazuje da sopotska kultura stoji ravnopravno
uz kasnoneoliticke, odnosno, ranobakrenodobne
zajednice srednjeg i donjeg Podunavlja polovine 5.
tis. pr. Kr. koje bastine tekovine razdoblja osvita me-
talurgije i novih socio-ekonomskih odnosa na tlu ju-
goisto¢ne Europe. Dimitrijevi¢ nije na ovakav nac¢in
mogao vidjeti sopotsku kulturu jer svih ovih nalaza
u njegovo vrijeme nije bilo. No i bez njih ispravno
je pretpostavio intenzivna kulturna strujanja koja
su se odvijala Dunavom kao komunikacijom koja je
jednim svojim dijelom, kao svoju sastavnicu, u ka-
snom neolitiku imala sopotsku kulturu.

Kodzadermen VI complex pottery vessel contain-
ing many pricy objects. Blades and polished stone
axes, polished decorative stones shaped like peb-
bles, and pig bone tools were found in the vessel
along with around twenty spondylus fragments
(Gaydarska 2004: 15). However, NW Bulgaria and
tells placed there are rich with spondylus, so we can
discuss its true value in the micro-region. On the
other hand, northeastern Romania, in the area of
the Cucuteni-Tripolje culture traditionally has few
finds of spondylus. The site of Karbuna yielded a
large hoard with 444 copper objects and 270 pieces
of spondylus (Séfériades 2010: 183). Hence, in an
area where it rarely appears, spondylus was kept
along a treasure consisting of hundreds of copper
objects, clearly proving the importance of this shell
as a prestigious trade good.

But what about the Sopot culture?

Several years ago, such a hoard was found at Ovcara-
Tursko groblje near Cepin (Osijek). A total of 460
objects were found made of spondylus and denta-
lium shells in a large shell used as a vessel. Over 70
finds are made out of spondylus and are of different
size and processing stage (Simi¢ 2012: 100). Bapska
is also teeming with spondylus because it, apart
from in the layers of the late Vinca culture, can be
found on the surface of unexcavated parts of the tell.
A similar situation was noted on some other Sopot
tells (Sopot, Herrmannov vinograd, Cepin and so
on). On the other hand, a large number of high-
quality obsidian (Type C1) (Rosania et al 2008) from
Sarvas, Cepin, Kolodvar, Sopoa, Bapska and so on,
and primarily the big workshop in Samatovci, show
that spondylus was not the only luxury good in the
Sopot culture. As stated previously, the listed are
indicators of the stability of a strong archaeological
occurrence like the Sopot culture. New, already dis-
cussed insight into the first finds of metal in Sopot
layers show that the Sopot culture is equal to Late
Neolithic, that is, Early Copper Age communities
from the central and lower Danubian region of the
1% half of the 5™ millennium BC which preserve the
legacy of metallurgy and new socio-economic rela-
tions in southeastern Europe. Dimitrijevi¢ could not
see the Sopot culture in this way because the listed
finds were not yet known. However, even without
them, he correctly assumed there were intensive
cultural streams along the Danube communication
route which partially, as a component, included the
Sopot culture in the Late Neolithic.

Recently it is not uncommon to hear criticism of
Dimitrijevi¢’s periodizations which are more than
founded. While Dimitrijevi¢ emphasized their hy-
pothetical and problematic aspects (e.g. the mono-
chrome phase of the Star¢evo culture in Croatia),
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U novije se vrijeme prili¢no ¢esto mogu cuti kritike
na racun Dimitrijevicevih periodizacija, koje su vise
nego utemeljene. Dok je sam Dimitrijevi¢ pri kre-
iranju nekih od njih naglasio njihove hipoteti¢ne i
problematic¢nije dijelove (npr. monokromni stupanj
starcevacke kulture u Hrvatskoj), tijekom vremena
sve su one neizbjezno zastarijevale. Sto neto¢nim
izvornim pretpostavkama, temeljenim na malom
uzorku nalaza, a §to prirodnim razvojem i napret-
kom znanstvene spoznaje, odredeni segmenti nje-
gove periodizacije sve su se teze uklapali u krono-
loske okvire koji su dolazili iz modernih istrazivanja
pretezito iz okolnih zemalja. Kriti¢ara, poglavito
medu nadolazeé¢im mladim generacijama, s vreme-
nom je bivalo sve vise. Medutim, broj onih koji su
kritiku argumentirali ponudom nove, cjelokupne,
periodizacije nekog dijela neolitika, koja je k tomu
prihvacena u Sirem krugu struke, ve¢ je pedeset go-
dina isti: jedan — Stojan Dimitrijevi¢. Dok je pisao
svoje kronologije nije ih formirao kao nepromje-
njive kanone, ve¢ je samo postavio temelje da se
na njima nastavi raditi (Dimitrijevi¢ 1969: 53-54;
Dimitrijevi¢ 1974: 93). Nas$ je, nikako njegov pro-
blem, sto to nije ucinjeno.

BAPSKA I KRONOLOGIJA SOPOTSKE
KULTURE DANAS

Danasnje iskopavanje u Bapskoj koncipirano je u
dva osnovna smjera: a) testiraju se Dimitrijevi¢eve
teze o sukcesivnosti gradevinskih slojeva koje je on
podijelio u deset internih horizonata (A do H sa
podfazama) (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 13, 14). Kako je po-
znato, od povrs$ine nalazi$ta? do 1,95 metara dubine
njegova iskopa, na temelju statistickog uzorka u ko-
jemu prevladava vincanska keramika, naselje pripa-
da ziteljima te kulture. Bapska je u tome pogledu je-
dinstvena jer sadrzi slojeve obiju kultura, a ako se u
obzir uzme Milojciceva izjava da pola metra najdo-
njih slojeva pripadaju starcevackoj kulturi (Miloj¢i¢
1949: 83), taj se lokalitet profilira kao jedini u koje-
mu je potencijalno mogucde vidjeti upravo trenutak
stvaranja sopotske kulture, odnosno transformaciju
star¢evackih oblika u sopotske. Nazalost, revizija
Dimitrijeviceve sonde u ovome trenutku nije mo-
guca zbog vlasnickih odnosa na samome lokalitetu.
Njome bi se doslo do podataka o apsolutnim datu-
mima gradevinskih horizonata iako on nije isko-
pavao po zatvorenim cjelinama ve¢ po dubinama.
Ovdje treba naglasiti ¢injenicu da je Dimitrijevic¢ev
materijal iz Bapske gotovo u potpunosti izgubljen
za Domovinskog rata u Hrvatskoj. Sacuvan je samo

2 Nazalost, nije nam poznata njegova pocetna apsolutna visina.

through time they inevitably became outdated.
This happened due to incorrect original hypotheses
based on a small number of finds and the natural de-
velopment of scientific insight, making some parts
of his periodizations harder to fit into the chrono-
logical framework set up by modern research car-
ried out in our neighboring countries. The number
of critics grew, especially with new generations.
However, the number of those who could support
their criticism by suggesting new, all-encompassing
periodizations of any part of the Neolithic which
could be accepted by the wider professional public
remains the same: one — Stojan Dimitrijevi¢. When
he wrote his chronologies, he did not shape them
like unchangeable canons, but set the basis for on-
going work (Dimitrijevi¢ 1969: 53—54; Dimitrijevi¢
1974: 93). It is our, and not his, problem that noth-
ing has been done.

BAPSKA AND THE CHRONOLOGY OF
THE SOPOT CULTURE TODAY

Today’s excavations at Bapska have two basic direc-
tions: a) to test Dimitrijevi¢’s thesis on the succes-
siveness of building layers which he divided into
ten internal horizons (A to H with sub phases)
(Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 13, 14). As is known from the
surface of the site? to the depth of 1.95 meters which
he excavated, and based on a statistical sample
dominated by Vinca pottery, the settlement is as-
cribed to carriers of that culture. Bapska is a unique
site in that respect because it contains layers of
both cultures and, considering Milojci¢’s statement
that the deepest half a meter contained fragments
of the Starcevo culture (Miloj¢i¢ 1949: 83), the site
becomes the only one which could potentially show
the precise moment of the formation of the Sopot
culture, that is, the transformation of Starcevo ele-
ments into Sopot ones. Unfortunately, a revision of
Dimitrijevi¢’s excavations is currently not possible
due to issues over the ownership of the land at the
site. It could give us information about the absolute
dates of building horizons although he did not exca-
vate based non closed units, but on depth. It should
also be stressed that most of the finds Dimitrijevi¢
excavated were lost during the Croatian War of
Independence. Only material from pit 305 was par-
tially preserved because it was in a separate box.
The material is dated to phase I-B/II (Buri¢ 2009:
85), so there is no chance for a full typological revi-
sion of the excavated material.

2 Unfortunately, we do not know its original absolute height.
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djelomic¢no materijal iz jame 305 koji je bio u jednoj
posebnoj kutiji, a datirana je u stupanj I-B/II (Buri¢
2009: 85), tako da moguénosti za tipolosku reviziju
iskopanog materijala nema.

b) Drugi aspekt istrazivanja je stvaranje cvrste
kronologije koja se temelji na ve¢em broju radi-
okarbonskih datuma koji pripadaju iskljucivo za-
tvorenim kontekstima. Radi tocnosti i buduéih
statistickih modeliranja, kad god je to moguce,
koriste se tzv. short-life uzorci analizirani AMS
metodom i Bayesianskim modeliranjem, koji sta-
tisticku pogresku smanjuju na najmanje moguce
vrijednosti. Budu¢i da je Dimitrijevi¢ utvrdio na-
stanak sopotske kulture direktnim djelovanjem
vincanske, smjestajem Bapske na samoj zapadnoj
granici rasprostiranja vinc¢anske kulture, ispravno
je pretpostaviti da je taj lokalitet, bez sumnje, jedan
od klju¢nih polozaja gdje bi se taj nastanak mogao
arheoloski potvrditi, kako je ve¢ ranije naglaseno.
Zbog toga je Dimitrijevi¢ Bapsku i tretirao kao je-
dan od instrumenata pomocu kojih je radio tipo-
losko-kronolosku podjelu keramickih nalaza kako
su nalagali tadasnji standardi arheoloske metode
(Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 20). Iako je kao supstrat sopot-
skoj Dimitrijevi¢ utvrdio kasnu starcevacku kulturu
na koju djeluje vinc¢anska iz smjera istoka (danasnje
Srbije) (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 56, 57), ostaje nejasan
model kako je definirao stupanj I-A koji je izdvojio
u udaljenom Klokoceviku (kod Slavonskog Broda,
iskopavanje 1962.) i Otoku kod Vinkovaca (isko-
pavanja 1957. i 1970.).> Stvaranje sopotske kulture
karakterizirao je ,etnickom simbiozom®“ domicil-
ne starcevacke i doseljenic¢ke vinc¢anske populacije
(Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 58; Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 293), $to
podrazumijeva isto takve neposredne kontakte u
podrudju razgranicenja, odnosno spajanja tih dvi-
ju kultura. Taj se kontakt morao dakle ostvariti na
podrudju zapadnih granica rasprostiranja vincan-
ske kulture, a to je podrucje Zapadnog Srijema, od-
nosno prostor izmedu Iloka i Vinkovaca (Sopota).
Klokocevik se nalazi pedesetak kilometara isto¢no
od eponimnog naselja i jedino je nalaziste (uz Otok
u verziji iz 1968.), koje je po Dimitrijevicu, sadrza-
valo keramiku najranijeg stupnja (I-A) (Dimitrijevi¢
1968: 31, Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 268). Isto tako, nalazi
se gotovo stotinu kilometara od Bapske, jednog od
lokaliteta na kojemu se spomenuta ,etnicka sim-
bioza“ i stvaranje sopotske kulture moglo odigrati
iz gore navedenih razloga. Vrlo ograniceno isko-

U knjizi Sopotsko-lendelska kultura Dimitrijevi¢ pise da je za
determinaciju stupnja I-A koristio Klokocevik i ,prethistorij-
ski humus” iz Otoka (s rezervom ostavlja Sarvas) (Dimitrijevi¢
1968: 31), dok u Praistoriji jugoslavenskih zemalja za definiciju
istog stupnja koristi ,iskljuc¢ivo Klokoc¢evik* (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979:
274).

b) The second aspect of research is to create a
chronology based on a larger number of radiocar-
bon dates belonging to closed contexts. Because of
precision and future statistical models, whenever it
is possible, we use the so called short-life samples
dated by the AMS method and Bayesian modeling,
thereby reducing the chance of statistical mistakes
down to a minimum. Since Dimitrijevi¢ confirmed
the appearance of the Sopot culture was a result of
direct influences of the Vinc¢a culture, and placed
Bapska on the western border of the Vinca culture, it
is safe to conclude that the site is undoubtedly one of
the key positions where the emergence of the Sopot
culture could be archaeologically validated, as was
stated above. This is precisely why Dimitrijevi¢ con-
sidered Bapska to be one of the instruments he used
to create the typological and chronological division
of pottery finds as enforced by the then standards
of the archaeological profession (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968:
20). Although Dimitrijevi¢ thought that the Sopot
culture developed from the late Star¢evo culture
under the influence of the Vinca culture coming in
from the east (today’s Serbia) (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 56,
57), the model he used to define phase I-A remains
unclear. The phase was defined at the far Klokocevik
(near Slavonski Brod, excavations in 1962) and Otok
near Vinkovci (excavations in 1957 and 1970).2 The
formation of the Sopot culture is characterized by
a n “ethnic symbiosis” of the native Starcevo and
foreign Vinc¢a populations (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 58;
Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 293), which means that the same
kind of indirect contacts had to have existed in
bordering regions where the two cultures merged.
This contact could, therefore, have been achieved
in the area of the western regions of the Vinca cul-
ture, in the area of western Syrmia, that is between
Ilok and Vinkovci (Sopot). Klokocevik is situated
about 50 kilometers east of the eponym site and is
the only site (along with Otok in the 1968 version)
which, according to Dimitrijevi¢, contained pottery
of the earliest phases (I-A) (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 31,
Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 268). Equally, finds from almost
a hundred kilometers from Bapska, one of the sites
mentioned in the context of the “Ethnic biocenosis’,
the creation of the Sopot culture could have went
on from the above listed reasons. Very limited ex-
cavations and lack of documentation and publica-
tions of the excavations in Klokocevik do not give
us the opportunity to determine Dimitrijevi¢’s

In his book Sopotsko.lendelska kultura, Dimitrijevi¢ wrote that
to define phase I-A he used finds from Kloko¢evik and the “pre-
historic hummus” from Otok (he lists Sarva$ but notes that it
is uncertain) (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 31), while in Praistorija jugo-
slavenskih zemalja he used exclusively Klokocevik to define the
same phase (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 274).
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pavanje i nedostatak dokumentacije i samog pu-
bliciranja iskopavanja u Klokoceviku, ne daju nam
mogucénost za poblize utvrdivanje spomenutog
Dimitrijevicevog datiranja. Sasvim je vjerojatno da
se radi o jednom skupu nalaza koji su bili vrlo grubi,
s temeljnim tipoloskim obrisima sopotske kulture,
koje je Dimitrijevi¢, u nedostatku radiokarbonskih
analiza i ve¢eg volumena radova interpretirao kao
materijal koji pripada najranijoj, formativnoj fazi
kulture. Isto tako, iskopavanja i materijal iz Otoka
nisu nikada publicirani, tako da je o svemu tome
bez revizijskih radova, vrlo tesko donositi bilo ka-
kav sud.

Ono $to se u tom smislu jo$ treba razmotriti jest
osjetljivo pitanje podrudja koje pokriva jezgra so-
potske kulture. Starc¢evacka kultura je na podruc-
ju od Vinkovaca na zapadu do Obreza u isto¢nom
Srijemu (barem koliko nam je do sada poznato), za-
biljezila jedinstvenu spiraloidnu fazu koja je, na te-
melju nalaza na Hotelu u Vinkovcima, upravo onaj
horizont starceva koji se transformirao u sopotsku
kulturu (spiraloid B po Dimitriejvicevoj podjeli)
(Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 258; Buri¢ 2009: 30, text fig. 6).
Stanovnici tog podrucja svjedocili su nastanku so-
potske kulture (Buri¢ & Tezak-Gregl 2010), pa tako i
¢ine jezgru u kulturnom i geografskom smislu, a ka-
snije ju prenose dalje na zapad. Iz tog ¢e zapadnog
podrucja medu najvaznijim lokalitetima biti Slav¢a
i Ravnja$ sa svojim sopotskim horizontima i njiho-
vim datumima (Mihaljevi¢ 2013). Ti se lokaliteti na-
laze preko 150 km zapadno od Bapske i ne ¢ine teri-
torijalnu jezgru u kojoj je sopotska kultura nastala,
iako ocito imaju vrlo kvalitetan materijal. Prilicno
rane apsolutno-kronoloske vrijednosti s tih lokali-
teta pokazuju da je sopotska materijalna produkci-
ja ve¢ oko 4800. pr. Kr. stigla u relativno udaljena
podrucja (Nova Gradiska) na zapadu rasprostiranja
kulture. No, i za to im je trebalo Cetiristotinjak go-
dina, ako se vezemo na apsolutne datume rane vin-
canske kulture uz koje tipoloski vezemo formativne
faze sopotske kulture, onako kako je to definirao
Dimitrijevi¢. Poseban problem ovdje predstavljaju,
pored malog broja datuma, vrste uzoraka. Bududi
da se radi o uzorcima drveta, ti datumi nemaju pre-
ciznost kao $to to imaju oni iz kosti ili tzv. short-
life materijala. Kao istaknuti primjer tog problema
mogu se uzeti apsolutni datumi, takoder iskljucivo
iz drveta, koji dolaze s lokaliteta Dubovo-Kosno sje-
verno od Zupanje (Obili¢ et al. 2004). Medutim, to
je tema za $iru raspravu koja Ce biti prezentirana na
drugome mjestu (Buric¢ u tisku).

Kad ve¢ spominjemo apsolutnu kronologiju, zani-
mljivo je reéi da je Dimitrijevi¢ apsolutne datume
pocetka i kraja, tj. trajanja sopotske kulture, unutar
razdoblja od sedam godina (1961. do 1968.), poma-

mentioned datation with more certainty. It is very
probable that we are dealing with a group of finds
which were coarse and had basic typological char-
acteristics of the Sopot culture which Dimitrijevi¢,
lacking radiocarbon analyses and a bigger volume
of published works, interpreted as material belong-
ing to the earliest, formative phase of the said cul-
ture. Additionally, excavations and material found
at Otok were never published so it is very hard to
make any kind of conclusion without thorough re-
vision work.

The thing we still have to observe in this regard is
the sensitive question of the area which served as
the core of the Sopot culture. The Staréevo culture
in the area between Vinkovci in the west and Obrez
in eastern Syrmia (at least from what we know so
far), was marked by a unique spiraloid phase which,
based on finds from Hotel in Vinkovci, represents
the precise horizon of the Starcevo culture which
got transformed into the Sopot culture (spiraloid B
according to Dimitrijevi¢) (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 258;
Buri¢ 2009: 30, text fig. 6). The inhabitants of this
area were witnesses to the creation of the Sopot cul-
ture (Buri¢ & Tezak-Gregl 2010), and are therefore
the core in a geographical and cultural sense, later
spreading the culture westward. In this western
area, the sites of Slavca and Ravnja$ will prove to
be most important due to their Sopot culture ho-
rizons and dates (Mihaljevi¢ 2013). These sites are
situated over 150 km west of Bapska and do not fall
into the territorial core where the Sopot culture de-
veloped, although they clearly display high-quality
material. Quite early absolute chronological values
from the mentioned sites show that the material
production of the Sopot culture reached very dis-
tant areas already around 4800 BC (Nova Gradiska)
on the western part of its territory. However, even
this move took them about four hundred years, if
we connect these to the dates for the early Vinca
culture which are typologically connected to the
formative phases of the Sopot culture, based on
how Dimitrijevi¢ defined them. Certainly, a special
problem occurs, apart from the small number of
samples, with the kind of sample available. Since we
are dealing with samples of wood, the dates are not
as precise as they would be if taken from bones or
other, so called short-life materials. An emphasized
example of this problem are the absolute dates, also
taken exclusively from samples of wood, taken at
the Dubovo-Kogno site situated north of Zupanja
(Obili¢ et al. 2004). However, this topic requires a
bigger discussion which will be presented elsewhere
(Buric¢ forthcoming).

When it comes to absolute chronology, it is inter-
esting to see say that Dimitrijevi¢ moved the dates
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knuo za Sestotinjak godina. U tekstu o problemu
neolitika i eneolitika u SZ Hrvatskoj (1961.) trajanje
sopotske kulture okvirno je postavljeno u razdoblje
od 2450. — 1950. pr. Kr. (Dimitrijevi¢ 1961: 65), dok
je u monografiji o sopotskoj kulturi, objavljenoj na-
kon iskopavanja Bapske, smjesteno u razdoblje iz-
medu 3100. — 2450. god. pr. Kr. (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968:
89). Radiokarbonski datumi iz Bapske, koje je kori-
stio kao prvi u Hrvatskoj, s vrijednostima oko 4000.
godine pr. Kr.,, na njega kao ni na Miloj¢ica, nisu
ostavili dublji dojam, jer je, kao $to je poznato,ta me-
toda tada bila predmetom velikih rasprava (Milojci¢
1958: 409 i dalje).

S. Dimitrijevi¢, iako znac¢ajno ogranicen sredstvima
i nedostatkom interdisciplinarnih pristupa kojima
mi danas raspolazemo, postavio je kronologiju pra-
povijesti kontinentalne Hrvatske iz razdoblja prije
pojave metala na nacin da je ona u odredenoj mje-
ri u upotrebi jo$ i danas. Njegove interpretacijske
greske koje su postale sve vidljive s odmakom vre-
mena, napretkom struke i primjenjivanih metoda,
nisu ni veée ni manje od onih koje su imali njegovi,
znacajno bolje financirani, suvremenici. Medutim,
kako smo vidjeli, op¢i stavovi koje je iznio o sopot-
skoj kulturi, pogotovo $to se tice njezine geneze u
okvirima kasnog neolitika regije, jo$ su uvijek ak-
tualni. To su oni istinski temelji, njegova ostavstina,
koja je svima koji se bave tim razdobljem polazna
tocka u radu. Na njima je da te temelje nadopune,
a jo$ vise nadograduju. Sir M.Wheeler, ugledni bri-
tanski arheolog iz ranih dana arheoloske struke,
otac metode iskopavanja s kontrolnim profilima
(Wheeler-Kenyon method) u jednoj je svojoj knji-
zi sjajno napisao: “.. Cinjenica je da arheolozi ne
iskopavaju stvari, vec ljude. Ako mu <arheologu>
komadici i fragmenti s kojima se bavi nisu Zivi, ako
nisu temelj svega, onda neka potrazi nesto drugo
Cime Ce se baviti“ (Wheeler 1956: 13). Nacin na koji
je Dimitrijevi¢ radio, biljezio i neumorno fotogra-
firao komadice i fragmente opisuje onog pravog,
idealnog Wheelerovog arheologa. Bez obzira na
pogreske koje su bile prisutne dok je djelovao, kao
i one koje su se iskristalizirale tijekom vremena,
Dimitrijevicev rad jo$ je uvijek nenadmasen korpus
ispisanog znanja bez kojega nema ozbiljnog posla
na neolitickom materijalu kontinentalne Hrvatske.

for the beginning and end of the Sopot culture for
about six hundred years in a seven year period
(1961 to 1968). In his text about the problem of
the Neolithic and the Copper Age in northwest-
ern Croatia (1961), he wrote that the Sopot culture
lasted from 2450 until 1950 BC (Dimitrijevi¢ 1961:
65), while in his monograph about the Sopot cul-
ture, published after he conducted excavations at
Bapska, he placed the culture between 3100 and
2450 BC (Dimitrijevi¢ 1968: 89). The radiocarbon
dates from Bapska, which he was the first to use in
all of Croatia, falling around 4000 BC, did not leave
a deeper mark either on him or Milojci¢ because, as
is known, the viability of the method was a matter of
discussion at the time (Miloj¢i¢ 1958: 409 and on).
S. Dimitrijevi¢, although significantly limited by
funds and lack of interdisciplinary approached
available to us today, set up the chronology of pre-
history in continental Croatia including the periods
before the appearance of metallurgy and did it so
well that it can still be used today to a certain extent.
His interpretational mistakes which became more
evident with the passage of time, due to scientific
breakthroughs and applying new methods, are nei-
ther greater nor smaller than those of his better fi-
nanced contemporaries. However, like we saw, the
general opinions he expressed about the Sopot cul-
ture, especially regarding its genesis in the frame-
work of the Late Neolithic, are still applicable. They
are the true foundations, his legacy which serve as
the starting point for everyone who tackle the same
periods. It is up to these people to complement and
add on to his chronology. Sir M. Wheeler, a respect-
ed British archaeologist from the early days of the
profession, the father of the excavation method with
control profiles (the Wheeler-Kenyon method) wrote
in one of his books: .. an insistence that the archae-
ologist is digging up, no things, but people. Unless
the bits and pieces whith which he deals be alive to
him, unless he have himself the common touch, he
had better seek out othe disciplines for his excercise”
(Wheeler 1956: 13). The way in which Dimitrijevi¢
worked, wrote down and tirelessly photographed
the pieces and fragments describes Wheeler’s true,
ideal archaeologist. Despite the mistakes he made
while working, as well as those which became ap-
parent over time, the work of Stojan Dimitrijevi¢ is
still an unsurpassed corpus of written knowledge
without which there can be no serious work on the
Neolithic material from continental Croatia.

<417 -



Marcel BURIC KOMADICI I FRAGMENTI: BAPSKA NAKON STOJANA DIMITRIJEVICA Opusc. archaeol. 37/38, 407-418, 2013/2014 [2015].

Bori¢ 2009

Buri¢ 2009a

Buri¢ 2009

Buri¢ 2011
Buri¢ 2015

Childe 1929

Rosania et al. 2008

Dimitrijevi¢ 1959

Dimitrijevi¢ 1956

Dimitrijevi¢ 1961

Dimitrijevi¢ 1974

Gaydarska et al. 2004

Miloj¢i¢ 1958
Schier 1996
Seferiades 2010
Simi¢ 2012

von Tompa 1940

Wheeler 1956

LITERATURA /7 BIBLIOGRAPHY

D. Bori¢, “Absolute dating of metallurgical innovations in the Vinca Culture
of the Balkans”, in: T. K. Kienlin & B. W. Roberts (ed.), Metals and Societies.
Studies in honour of Barbara S. Ottaway (Universititsforschungen zur
prahistorischen Archédologie), Bonn, 2009, 191-245.

M. Buri¢, “Crtice o povijesti istrazivanja Gradca u Bapskoj i njegovih
istrazivaca (Notes on the History of Archaeological Excavations on Gradac
at Bapska and its Excavators)®, Vjesnik Arheoloskog muzeja u Zagrebu, ser.3,
XLII, Zagreb, 2009, 489-507.

M. Buri¢, Utjecaj vincanske kulture na kasni neolitik istocne Hrvatske
(neobjavljena doktorska disertacija, Sveuciliste u Zagrebu / unpublished
PhD thesis, University of Zagreb), Zagreb, 2009.

M. Buri¢, Gradac u Bapskoj — slika Zivota istocne Hrvatske prije 7000
godina, Zagreb, 2011.

M. Buri¢, “Problems of the Late Neolithic Absolute Chronology in Eastern
Croatia’”, Eurasia Antiqua, Berlin (u tisku / in press).

G. V. Childe, Danube in Prehistory, Oxford, 1929.

Corinne N. Rosania, Matthew T. Boulanger, Katalin T. Biro, Sergey Ryzhov,
Gerhard Trnka & Michael D. Glascock, “Revisiting Carpathian obsidian®,
Antiquity 82/318, Durham, 2008, http://antiquity.ac.uk/projgall/rosania/
index.html#author (posjet / accessed 05.11.2012.)

S. Dimitrijevi¢, Problem neolita u Slavoniji i Srijemu (neobjavljena doktorska
disertacija, Sveuciliste u Zagrebu / unpublished PhD thesis, University of
Zagreb), Zagreb, 1959.

S. Dimitrijevi¢, “Prilog daljem upoznavanju vucedolske kulture, Opuscula
archaeologica 1, Zagreb, 1956, 1-67.

S. Dimitrijevi¢, “Problem neolita i eneolita u sjeverozapadnoj Jugoslaviji®,
Opuscula archaeologica 5, Zagreb, 1961, 5-78.

S. Dimitrijevi¢, “Problem stupnjevanja starcevacke kulture s posebnim
obzirom na doprinos juznopanonskih nalazista rjeSavanju ovih problema®
Poceci ranih zemljoradnickih kultura u Vojvodini i srpskom Podunavlju
(Materijali 10), Beograd, 1974, 59-121.

B. Gaydarska, J. Chapman, I. Angelova, M. Gurova & S. Yanev, “Breaking,
Making and Trading: The Miloj¢i¢ Omurtag Eneolithic Spondylus Hoard",
Archaeologica Bulgarica V111/2, Sofia, 2004, 11 — 34.

V. Miloj¢i¢, “Zur Anwendbarkeit der C 14-Datierung in der
Vorgeschichtforschung, II. Teil", Germania 36 (3/4), Berlin, 1958, 409—418.
W. Schier, The Relative and Absolute Chronology of Vinca, in: The Vinca
Culture, its role and cultural connections, Timisoara, 1996, 141-163.

M. L. Seferiades, “Spondylus and Long-Distance Trade in Prehistoric
Europe®, in: D. W. Anthony, & J.Y. Chi (eds.), The lost world of Old Europe.
The Danube Valley, 5000 — 3500 BC., New York, 2010, 179-190.

J. Simi¢, Setnje slavonskom i baranjskom prapovijeséu, Osijek, 2012.

F. von Tompa, “Neolitische Kulturen in der Draugegend", Hoffillerov zbornik
(VHAD, n.s. 18-21), Zagreb, 1940, 7-10.

M. Wheeler, Archaeology from the Earth, Oxford, 1956.

<418 -



