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Figures without attribution are original work by the author
PREFACE

Fig. 1. Map of Bulgaria with locations of the Neolithic sites mentioned in the text: 1. Varbitsa;
2. Dzhulyunitsa; 3. Yarlovitsa; 4. Slatina—Sofia; 5. Negovantsi; 6. Dzherman; 7. Drenkovo; 8.
Brezhani; 9. Ilindentsi; 10. Kovachevo; 11. Rakitovo; 12. Yabalkovo; 13. Azmak; 14. Karano-
vo; 15. Musovitsa; 16. Balgarchevo; 17. Kapitan Dimitrievo; 18. Apriltsi; 19. Harmanli; 20.
Sarnevo; 21. Ezero (Dryanova mogila); 22. Drama—Gerena; 23. Sozopol; 24. Durankulak; 25.
Tash Bair; 26. Brankovtsi; 27. Koprivets; 28. Orlovets; 29. Plochite—Samovodene; 30. Ohoden;
31. Gradeshnitsa; 32. Pernik; 33. Galabnik; 34. Topolnitsa; 35. Lyubimets—Dana bunar 2; 36.
Hadzhidimitrovo; 37. Usoe; 38. Provadia—Solnitsata. Legend: cyan circle — Early Neolithic
site; black circle — Early & Late Neolithic site; red circle — Late Neolithic site; circles — site
assemblages studied by the author; triangles — site assemblages used by publications (figure by
N. Kecheva)

PART I

Fig. 2. Map of the expansion of farming in western Eurasia, 9600—4000 BCE. Source:
Gronenborn et al. 2025, accessed at 12.09.2025; https://www.academia.edu/9424525/Map

Expansion_of_farming_in_western_FEurasia_9600_4000_BCE_update_vers_2025_1

Fig. 3. Balkan Neolithization via the sub-Mediterranean-Aegean vegetation zone during the 8.2
ka event (1); Zoning of the radiocarbon dates in Southeast Europe (2) (after Krauss, R. 2023,
figs 63 & 199, original maps — courtesy of R. Krauss)

Fig. 4. 1. Location and view of Pobitite Kamani (Dikilitash); 2. Flint industry from Dikilitash
(after ViBaHoBa, Llanosa 2001, fig. VI) (reproduced fig. 2 from Gurova, Bonsall 2014a)

Fig. 5. Map of Bulgaria with the Early Neolithic sites mentioned in the text: 1. Varbitsa; 2.
Dzhuljunitsa; 3. Ohoden; 4. Yarlovitsa; 5. Slatina (Sofia); 6. Ilindentsi; 7. Kovachevo; 8 . Raki-
tovo; 9. Kapitan Dimitrievo; 10. Yabalkovo; 11. Azmak; 12. Karanovo. Legend: Black arrows
indicate routes of Neolithization proposed by various authors. Yellow arrows mark Balkan flint
distributions. The red ellipse marks the Pleven—Nikopol Balkan flint cluster; the red, dashed
line circle shows the Shumen flints outcrop area; yellow ellipses indicate the hypothesized me-
diating centres of Balkan flint distribution

Fig. 6. Regions with the locations of our field surveys (in different colours). The Pleven—Niko-
pol cluster of Balkan flint outcrops is marked by a pink ellipse (1); Upper Cretaceous Mezdra
(siliceous-carbonate) Formation near Gortalovo and flint concretion from there in primary po-
sition (2); Flint concretions (primary deposits) in the southern part of Nikopol, near Ali Koch
Baba Teke (3)

Fig. 7. Raw material samples (A) and archaeological artefacts from Early Neolithic sites in Bul-
garia (B) subjected to a combined analytical procedure — micropetrography and geochemistry
via LA-ICP-MS. A — 1. Debovo; 2. Zhernov, 3. Mouselievo; 4. Ali Koch Baba Teke; 5. Danube;
6. Gortalovo; 7. Bohot Lake; B — 1. Karanovo; 2. Yabalkovo; 3. Slatina; 4. Kovachevo; 5. Sed-
lare; 6. Dzhulyunitsa; 7. Ohoden (reproduced fig. 7 from Gurova et al. 2016)



Fig. 8. Ludogorie flint secondary deposits: 1. Kriva reka; 2. Ravno; 3—4. Tetovo. Artefacts of
Ravno flints from: 5. Kamenovo; 6. Ravno; 7. Chalcolithic Tell Kosharna (reproduced fig. 6
from Gurova et al. 2025)

Fig. 9. Shumen cluster of raw materials outcrops marked by a purple ellipse (1). Secondary
deposits of flints type Shumen I from the town of Shumen (c, d) and flint type Shumen II from
Mogila village (a) and Markovo village (b); 3. Raw material samples subjected to analytical
procedure (adapted from figs 6, 8-9 in Gurova et al. 2022a)

Fig. 10. Flint outcrops in northwest Bulgaria: Map with points of interest as raw material out-
crops and archaeological sites during the 2020 survey marked by white ellipse (1); Geological
map and the parcel of West Balkan Carbonate Group (blue coloured layers in the black ellipse
(2); Oreshets quarries (3); Raw material outcrops near Granitovo (4); Raw material outcrops
near Replyana (5) (collage of figs 4.1; 7-10 from Gurova et al. 2021b)

Fig. 11. 1. Map of Bulgaria with the archaeological sites (red circles) and raw material out-
crops (yellow triangles). Sites: A. Yarlovitsa; B. Dzhulyunitsa; C. Varbitsa; D. Karanovo; E.
Yabalkovo; F. Kovachevo; G. Ilindentsi; H. Drenkovo; I. Brezhani; J. Slatina; RM outcrops:
1. Granitovo; 2. Gortalovo; 3. Bohot Lake; 4. Mouselievo; 5. Zhernov; 6. Danube; 7. Ali Koch
Baba Teke; 8. Varbovka; 9. Lozen; 10. Shumen; 11. Panayot Volov; 12. Markovo; 13. Izbegli
(figure by N. Kecheva); 2. Adapted geological map with the archaeological sites (red circles)
and raw material outcrops (black triangles), described in the legend of map 1. Geological map
(background — according to Nachev 2009, fig. 1; additions by N. Kecheva) (maps reproduced
from Gurova et al. 2022b, figs 1-2)

Fig. 12. Thin sections of samples with all microphotographs in cross-polarized light: 1. Balkan
flint from Bulgarian outcrops and archaeological sites: a) raw material, Gortalovo village; b)
artefact from Ali Koch Baba Teke; c) artefacts from Sedlare; d) artefacts from Ohoden; e: raw
material from Pelishat; f) artefacts from Yabalkovo; g—h) raw material from Bohot lake; 2.
Flint group I (Balkan flint) from the Early Neolithic sites: a) Slatina, S21; b) Yabalkovo, S43;
¢) Yarlovitsa, S31; d) Dzhulyunitsa, S64; e) Kovachevo, S14; f) Slatina, S28; g) Karanovo,
S71; h) Karanovo, S76 (collage of fig. 9 in Gurova et al. 2016 and fig. 8 in Gurova et al. 2022b,
figures by P. Andreeva)

Fig. 13. Trace element content (Al, Mg and Ca) in all analysed artefacts from this study, com-
pared to different flint raw materials (reproduced fig. 13 from Gurova et al. 2022b, figure by E.
Stefanova)

Fig. 14. Archaeological samples analysed and discussed from the following Early Neolithic
sites: 1. Dzhulyunitsa; 2. Yarlovitsa; 3. Varbitsa; 4. Slatina; 5. Drenkovo; 6. Brezhani; 7. Il-
indentsi; 8. Kovachevo; 9. Yabalkovo; 10. Karanovo. Coloured marks show grouping of the
artefacts according to analytical results

Fig. 15. Clustering of raw material samples (1); Scatter plots of Na/Al for Balkan flint from
selected early Neolithic sites displayed against the variation of Balkan flint raw material and
Shumen types in comparison (collage of figs 10 and 12 from Gurova et al. 2025, figures by C.
Bonsall)

Fig. 16. Map of possible paths between raw material outcrops (yellow triangles) and archaeo-
logical sites (red circles): from the Nikopol cluster (4, 5, 6 and 7) to all ten archaeological sites
(red line), from Gortalovo (2) to Dzhulyunitsa (B) and Karanovo (D) (light green line), from



Varbovka (8) to Dzhulyunitsa (B) (blue dashed line), from Shumen I (10) to Varbitsa (C) (green
dashed line), from Shumen II (Markovo) (12) to Dzhulyunitsa (B), Varbitsa (C) and Karanovo
(D) (black line), from Lozen (9) to Dzhulyunitsa (B), Varbitsa (C) and Karanovo (D) (yellow
dashed line). Blue circles with blue arrows — possible redistribution of RM from site to site;
White double arrow — possible inter-site reciprocal RM distribution (reproduced fig. 11 from
Gurova et al. 2025 — original map by N. Kecheva with additions by M. Gurova)

Fig. 17. Formal tools of Balkan flint from: 1. Karanovo II; 2. Yabalkovo; 3. Kovachevo; sickle
inserts from: 4. Kovachevo; 5. Yabalkovo; visual appearance of Balkan flint formal toolkits
from: 6. Yabalkovo; 7. Rakitovo.

Fig. 18. Balkan flint at the inter-regional scale: 1. Formal tools from the Early Neolithic site
of Ugurlu (Gokgeada) (after Erdogu 2014, fig. 14); 2. Formal tools from Asagi Pinar (eastern
Thrace) (after Ozdogan 2011b, fig. 6); 3. Balkan flint raw material from Murfatlar and Ovidiu,
Romania (after Crandell 2013, fig. 5); 4. Formal tools from Zuniver and Tumba Madzhari
(after JumuTpoBcka 2013, fig. 22); 5. Balkan flint artefacts from Grivac, TeCi¢ and VrSac—At
(Starcevo culture, below) and Belovode (Vinca culture, above) (after Bogosavljevi¢-Petrovic,
Markovi¢ 2012, fig. 6)(reproduced fig. 6 from Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, with authors’ permis-
sion)

Fig. 19. Source area and directions of the Balkan flint distribution (reproduced fig. 16.B from
Gurova, Bonsall 2014a)

Fig. 20. Raw material outcrops and workshop of Zhernov (on the route Pleven and Nikopol):
1. General view of the artificial profile and the Balkan flint concretions (secondary deposits in
situ). 2. Artefacts from the workshop

Fig. 21. Formal tools (sickle inserts) from the sites of Yabalkovo (1) and Kovachevo (2); 3 —
Karanovo I sickle. Photomicrographs (x100) of typical cereal polish are taken at the points
marked by an arrow (reproduced fig. 2 from Gurova 2018b)

Fig. 22. Slatina: 1 (A—C) white-painted pottery style decoration (according to Hukosos 1992,
figs. 61, 63, 64); 2. Formal flint toolkit; 3. Photomicrograph of the cereal polish (x100), see the
arrow on the drawing below; 4. Flint artefacts (blade and tools) (reproduced in colour fig. 3
from Gurova 2012b)

Fig. 23. Kovachevo: 1. White-painted pottery shapes and decoration (according to Demoule,
Lichardus-Itten 2001, fig. 7); 2. Photomicrograph of cereal polish (x100), see the arrow in pic-
ture 5; 3. Flint artefacts (debitage and tools); 4. Photomicrograph of cereal polish (x100), see
the arrow on the photo below; 5. Formal flint toolkit (including sickle inserts) (reproduced in
colour fig. 4 from Gurova 2012b)

Fig. 24. Rakitovo: 1. White-painted pottery decoration: A. Rakitovo style; B. mixed style; C.
Thracian style (according to Raduncheva et al. 2002, figs. 86-88); 2. Formal flint toolkit; 3.
Photomicrograph of cereal polish (x100), see the arrow on the drawing below; 4. Flint artefacts
(tools) (reproduced in colour fig. 5 from Gurova 2012b)

Fig. 25. Yabalkovo: 1. Pottery shapes and white-painted decoration (according to Leshtakov et
al. 2007, fig. 10, scale 1:4); 2—-3. Formal flint toolkit (2 — sickle inserts); 4. Flint hammerstone
resharpened in ‘discoid’ form; 5. Photomicrograph of cereal polish (x100), see the arrow on the
drawing below; 6. Flint artefacts (tools) (reproduced in colour fig. 6 from Gurova 2012b)

Fig. 26. Artefacts and Balkan flint formal tools from Kovachevo
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Fig. 27. Artefacts and Balkan flint formal tools from Kovachevo (3 — sickle inserts)
Fig. 28. Kovachevo — micropiercers/borers

Fig. 29. The necklace(s) from Galabnik

Fig. 30. Ilindentsi: Balkan flint tools (1) and example of the typological repertoire (2)

Fig. 31. Brezhani — Balkan flint tools: from the new excavations (1, 3), from the surveys in 2009
2
Fig. 32. Balgarchevo — flint artefacts

Fig. 33. Geometric microliths from: 1. Kovachevo; 2. Dzhulyunitsa; 3. Ohoden (3 — after Zla-
teva-Uzunova, 2009, fig. LIII, 1-7)

Fig. 34. Artefacts (1) and present raw materials from Dzherman: obsidian (2); Balkan flint (3);
jasper (4) and quartzite (5)

Fig. 35. Dzherman — quartzite (1-3) and coarse rock hammerstone/grinder (4)

Fig. 36. Dzherman — obsidian blade with photomicrographs (x20, x80) of the used edges and of
the significant surface wear (reproduced fig. 17 from Bonsall et al. 2017)

Fig. 37. Negovantsi: artefacts (1) and Balkan flint blades and tools (2)

Fig. 38. Negovantsi: raw material variety (1) and single-platform flake core (2)

Fig. 39. Artefacts, Balkan flint blades and formal tools from Rakitovo (1) and Slatina (2)
Fig. 40. Balkan flint formal tools from Yabalkovo

Fig. 41. Dzhulyunitsa: artefacts and Balkan flint tools and blades

Fig. 42. Varbitsa: artefacts of Balkan flint and dark-grey white-spotted flint

Fig. 43. Yarlovitsa: reused core of Balkan flint (1); Balkan flint blades (2); artefacts (3)
Fig. 44. Late Neolithic site of Harmanli — typological tools

Fig. 45. Tell Karanovo artefacts from: Karanovo periods II and II-1III (1); period IT1I-1V (2)
Fig. 46. Artefacts from the Late Neolithic site of Apriltsi

Fig. 47. Late Neolithic site of Sarnevo: Balkan flint artefacts and formal tools (1) and geometric
microliths (2)

Fig. 48. Sozopol: artefacts (1) and raw material variety (2)

Fig. 49. Late Neolithic assemblages from Tash Bair: from the surveys (1, 3); from the excava-
tions (2)

Fig. 50. Late Neolithic site of Brankovtsi: raw material variety (1) and artefacts (2)

Fig. 51. Late Neolithic geometric microliths from: 1. Drama-Gerena (rearranged/adapted from
Lichardus et al. 2000, 4); 2. Ezero (Dryanova mogila) (drawings by M. Gurova); 3. Lyubimets—

Dana bunar 2 (rearranged after Anastassova 2012, 21, fig. 2) (reproduced fig. 3 from Gurova
2017b)

Xil



PART II

Fig. 52. Map of Bulgaria with locations of the sites presented as Case studies: 1. Varbitsa; 2.
Dzhulyunitsa; 3. Yarlovitsa; 4. Ilindentsi; 5. Yabalkovo; 6. Harmanli; 7. Sarnevi; 8. Brankovtsi.
Legend: cyan circle — Early Neolithic; red circle — Late Neolithic (figure by N. Kecheva)

1. Case study no. 1

Fig. 53. Visual appearance of the raw materials represented in the assemblage: A — blades and
typological tools; B — flakes (1-9) and a core (10). Contextual data (containing layer): A: 1 —
surface; 2 — layer VIII; 3 —I; 4 — surface; 5 — Trench 2; B: 1-4 — layers IX—XV; 5-9 — [IA-C;
10 — surface

Fig. 54. Flint artefacts macroscopically resembling Balkan flint (with contextual data): 1 —IV;
2 —VI; 3 —surface; 4 — Trench 2; 5 - IIA; 6 = ITIA; 7—-X; 8 —I; 9 —I; 10 — XII; 11 — VIIB; 12
— VIIA; 13 - VIIB

Fig. 55. Artefacts of Ludogorie flint, Ravno type (with contextual data, last two artefacts are
affected by heat alteration): 1 — surface; 2 — VIII; 3 - I; 4 — XIV; 5 — 17/1; 6 — surface; 7 — VI,
8 —surface; 9 — 1

Fig. 56. Artefacts analysed for raw material identification (with contextual data): 1 — XII; 2 —
TIA; 3— XIL; 4— VI; 5—TIA; 6 —1I; 7~ V; 8 — VI

Fig. 57. Blades (2, 7, 9) and typological tools (1, 3-6, 8). Used edges are marked by dashed
lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 60. Contextual data: 1 — XII; 2 — XIII; 3 - V;
4 - VIIB; 5-1IC; 6 — VI; 7 - VI; 8 — Trench 2; 9 —VI

Fig. 58. Blades (1, 4-5) and typological tools (2—3, 6). Used edges are marked by dashed lines.
Contextual data: 1 —1I; 2 —I; 3-6 — surface

Fig. 59. Blades (1, 3) and typological tools (2, 4-9). Used edges are marked by dashed lines; the
arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 61. Contextual data: 1 — VIIB; 2 — ITA; 3 — XII; 4 — IIIA;
5-X; 6-150/X; 7 —1IIA; 8 — VIII; 9 — XTIV

Fig. 60. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces on artefacts illustrated in fig. 57: a — cutting dry
hide (x80); b — cutting fresh hide (with residue) (x80); c — relict traces of cutting plants (x100);
d-f — cereal polish (x100)

Fig. 61. Photomicrographs (x100) of use-wear traces on artefacts illustrated in fig. 59: a — saw-
ing of bone/antler; b — cereal polish (initial stage); c — fresh hide scraping; d—f — cereal polish

2. Case study no. 2

Fig. 62. 1. Map of Bulgaria with important sites mentioned in the Case study’s text: 1. Dzhuly-
unitsa; 2. Yarlovitsa; 3. Slatina—Sofia; 4. Ilindentsi; 5. Kovachevo; 6. Yabalkovo; 7. Karanovo;
8. Varbitsa. Flint outcrops are marked in pink: A — Shumen cluster of outcrops; B — Varbovka; C
— Lozen; D — Pleven—Nikopol cluster of Balkan flint outcrops; 2. Geological map by C. Nachev
with the same sites and outcrops (first published in Gurova, Nachev 2008, fig. 5, here with ad-
ditions by M. Gurova)

Fig. 63. Raw materials in the chipped-stone assemblages from Dzhulyunitsa

Fig. 64. Cores of dark-grey flint: 1 and 2 from Dzhulyunitsa I; 3 — from Dzhulyunitsa II; dou-
ble-platform/bipolar naviform-like core (2)
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Fig. 65. Artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa I: blades and bladelets; two geometric microliths (tra-
pezes) in the middle

Fig. 66. Blades of Balkan flint and dark-grey flint from Dzhulyunitsa IT (Trench XII)
Fig. 67. Blades and typological tools from Dzhulyunitsa II

Fig. 68. Flakes, blades and typological tools from Dzhulyunitsa II: 1 and 3 — from structure/pit
104; 2 — from the layer

Fig. 69. Artefacts of Balkan flint and grey flint from the sites of: 1 — Karanovo; 2 — Kovachevo;
3 — Varbitsa

Fig. 70. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa I: tools (1-3, 6, 10-11), blades (5, 7-9, 13—-15) and
blade-like flakes (4, 12). Used edges are marked by a dashed line; the arrows show photomi-
crographs in fig. 76

Fig. 71. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa I: tools (4-5, 7, 10), blades (1-3, 6, 8-9). Used edges
are marked by dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 76 and 77

Fig. 72. Cores: from Dzhulyunitsa I (1-2); from Dzhulyunitsa II (3—4). Single-platform cores
(1, 3—4; bipolar naviform-like core (2).

Fig. 73. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa II: cores (1-2); tools (3, 5, 8, 11-12), blades (4, 6-7,
9-10). Used edges are marked by dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 76
and 78

Fig. 74. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa II: tools (1-3, 6, 9-10), blades (4-5, 7-8). Used edges
are marked by dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 7778

Fig. 75. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa II: tools (5-12) and blades (1-4; 13—15). Used edges
are marked by dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 76-78

Fig. 76. Photomicrographs (x100 except 1, 3, 4 — x80) of artefacts in figs 70-71, 73, 75. Virgin
edge (3), PDSM (1-2), uncertain use (4); beginning of use (5-8)

Fig. 77. Photomicrographs (x100) of artefacts in figs 71, 74-75. Cereal polishes of artefacts
used as sickle inserts

Fig. 78. Photomicrographs (x100) of artefacts in figs 73-75. Relict/abraded cereal polish by
undetermined reutilization (17), dry hide (18), soaked bone (?) (19-20), hard abrasive material
(21), soft stone (22), bone (23), silica-rich plants (24)

3. Case study no. 3

Fig. 79. Colouristic varieties of Balkan flint recorded within typological tools

Fig. 80. Blades (including retouched) of Balkan flint

Fig. 81. Blades (including retouched) of Balkan flint with one piece of black exotic flint

Fig. 82. Blades and tools of Balkan flint with two artefacts of its ‘grey variety’ with uncertain
provenance

Fig. 83. Small bladelet core (1); Balkan flint cores (2-5); 3 and 5 — reused as hammerstones

Fig. 84. Pre-cores (A) and cores (B—D) for flakes; C3 — for bladelets; various raw materials: A
—local flint; B-D — imported flint
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Fig. 85. Nodules of local (Oreshets) raw material with testing exploitation scars (photos M.
Gurova)

Fig. 86. Blades (2, 5, 7, 9) and typological tools (1, 3—4, 6, 8). Used edges are marked by dashed
lines

Fig. 87. Blades (1, 7, 9), core (10) and typological tools (2-6, 8). Used edges are marked by
dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 91

Fig. 88. Blades (6-8, 12) and typological tools (1-5, 6, 9—11). Used edges are marked by dashed
lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 92-93

Fig. 89. Blades (1-2) and typological tools (3-9). Used edges are marked by dashed lines; the
arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 94

Fig. 90. Cores: microcore for bladelets (1); single-platform blade cores of Balkan flint (2-3)

Fig. 91. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts in fig. 87: cutting plants (a—b, x80);
sawing bone (c, x100); cutting and scraping dry hide (d, x100); sawing fresh wood (e—f, x100)

Fig. 92. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts in fig. 88: cereal polish with varying
degrees of abrasion (a—f, x100); cereal polish with subsequent smoothing of hafting (?) (g-h,
x80)

Fig. 93. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts in fig. 88: cereal polish (1-2, x100);
cutting plant (beginning of sickle) (3—4, x100); drilling stone/mineral (5-6, x80)

Fig. 94. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts in fig. 89: cereal polish with varying
degrees of abrasion (a-b, e—f, x100); cutting meat/fresh hide (c—d, x80)

4. Case study no. 4
Fig. 95. Artefacts (diagnostic formal tools) of Balkan flint. No. 8 is dark due to a heat alteration
Fig. 96. Raw materials: A—C — quartzite; D — fine and cryptocrystalline rocks

Fig. 97. Raw material varieties: 1 — Balkan flint; 12 — quartzite; the rest — silicite varieties —
coarse to fine and cryptocrystalline with different knapping properties and unknown provenance

Fig. 98. Typological tools: formal tools of Balkan flint (1-4, 7, 10-12); micropiercers/borers
(13-22); other tools 5-6, 8-9); the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 104-105

Fig. 99. Artefacts of various technological groups: cores (15-16); debitage (1, 4, 14); typologi-
cal tools (2-3, 5-13); the arrow shows photomicrograph in fig. 104

Fig. 100. Typological tools (1-3, 5-7, 9-12) and debitage products (4, 8, 10); the arrows show
photomicrographs in fig. 106

Fig. 101. Micropiercers/borers
Fig. 102. Micropiercers/borers
Fig. 103. Micropiercers/borers

Fig. 104. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces: a—d (cutting cereals — harvesting, x100), e—f
(scraping hide, x60 1 x80), g (sawing hard material — mineral?). Utilized artefacts in figures as
follows: 3, 6-7, 10 in fig. 98; 2 in fig. 99

Fig. 105. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces on sickle inserts (x100). Utilized artefacts in
figures as follows: 1-3 in fig. 100; 8 in fig. 98
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Fig. 106. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces: a—b (cutting cereals — harvesting, x100 — relict
sickle), c—d (undetermined material, possibly plants), e—f (sickle reutilized for working plastic
silica-rich material — pottery clay?). Utilized artefacts (11-13) in fig. 100

Fig. 107. Photomicrographs of micropiercers/borers with use-wear traces: A —item, no. 9 in fig.
101; B —item no. 16 in fig. 98 and no. 9 in fig. 102; C — item no. 18 in fig. 98 and no. 3 in fig.
103; D —item no. 14 in fig. 98 and no. 8 in fig. 101. A, B, D —x40; C — x50

5. Case study no. 5

Fig. 108. Flint artefacts from the 2003 season. 1-4 — formal tools of Balkan flint; 5 — products
of the local expedient industry

Fig. 109. Formal tools: blades with high, steep retouch (1-3, 7-9); borers on retouched blades
(5-6); retouched lightly denticulated blade (4). Used edges are marked by dashed lines

Fig. 110. Formal tools: blades with high steep retouch (1, 4, 7-9); endscrapers (2—3); burin (5);
blade with bifacial flattening on the proximities (6). Used edges are marked by a dashed line

Fig. 111. Flint artefacts with traces of utilization: Used edges are marked by dashed lines;
photomicrographs show a series of cereal polishes (x100) with variation of microfeatures and
remains of post-depositional modifications (6d and 7a)

Fig. 112. Spatial distribution of different categories of artefacts in the squares
6. Case study no. 6

Fig. 113. Typological tools; used edges are marked by a dashed line; the arrow shows photomi-
crograph in fig. 122

Fig. 114. Typological tools (1, 3-7) and an unretouched blade with use-wear traces (2); the ar-
row shows photomicrograph in fig. 122

Fig. 115. Typological tools (1-4, 6-16) and an unretouched blade with use-wear traces (5).
Used edges are marked by dashed lines

Fig. 116. Typological tools without use-wear traces

Fig. 117. Typological tools without use-wear traces (1-2, 4-11) and an unretouched blade with
use-wear traces (3). Used edges are marked by dashed lines

Fig. 118. Typological tools (3—4, 7, 9, 11) and unretouched blades (1-2, 5-6, 8, 10). Used edges
are marked by a dashed line; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 122—-124

Fig. 119. Cores: single-platform core for blades (3); core with changed orientation for blades
and bladelets (1-2)

Fig. 120. Single-platform cores: for blades and bladelets (1-3), and for blades and flakes (4)
Fig. 121. Cores for small flakes on flat concretions

Fig. 122. Photomicrographs (x100) of sections with use-wear traces marked by arrows on the
artefact drawings: 1(MLIT) — fig. 113.8; 2 (cereal polish) — fig. 114.2; 3 and 4 (cereal polish) —
fig. 118.11

Fig. 123. Photomicrographs (x100) of cereal polish on sections with use-wear traces marked
by arrows on the artefact drawings: 1 and 2 — fig. 118.10; 3 and 4 — fig.118.5; 5 — fig. 118.4;
6 —fig. 118.2
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Fig. 124. Photomicrographs (x100) of cereal polish on sections with use-wear traces marked by
arrows on the artefact drawings: 1 — fig. 118.1; 2 — fig. 118.3; 3 and 4 — fig. 118.8

7. Case study no. 7

Fig. 125. Tools (1-8, 10) and cores (9, 11-12). From pits: 1, 9, 11; from layer 2: 4, 5-6, 8, 12;
from layer 1: 2, 3, 7, 10. Zones of use-wear traces are marked by a dashed line

Fig. 126. Unretouched blades (6-8, 12), tools (1-5, 9—11). From pits: 4, 5, 8, 10, and 12; from
layer 2: 2, 6, 9, and 11; from layer 1: 1, 3, and 7. Zones of use-wear traces are marked by a
dashed line; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 132133, 135

Fig. 127. Unretouched blades (1, 4), tools (2—3, 5-14). From pits: 1-2, 4, 7-9, 12, and 14; from
layer 2: 5; from layer 1: 3, 6, 10, 11, and 13. Zones of use-wear traces are marked by a dashed
line, the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 132-134

Fig. 128. Unretouched blade (5), tools (1-4, 6-12). From pits: 3—12; from layer 2: 1; from layer
1: 2. Zones of use-wear traces are marked by a dashed line, the arrows show photomicrographs
in figs 132-135

Fig. 129. Tools, 16 of which have a microlith appearance (1-16) and 4 typological perforators
(17-20). From pits: 9-12, 17-18; from layer 2: 5, 13-16, and 19; from layer 1: 1-4, 6-8, and
20. Zones of use-wear traces are marked by a dashed line; the arrows show photomicrographs
in figs 131-132, 135

Fig. 130. Single-platform cores for blades and bladelets. From pits: 1-2, 4, 7-8; from layer 2:
3 and 6; from layer 1: 5

Fig. 131. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1 and 2 (x100): postdepositional surface chang-
es (artefact: fig. 129.16); 3—8: micronotches from use as transverse arrowheads (x50) (artefacts,
respectively: 3 — fig. 129.14; 4 — fig. 129.9; 5 — fig. 129.10; 6 — fig. 129.8; 7 and 8 — fig. 129.11)

Fig.132. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1-6 (x100): cereal polish of sickle inserts (arte-
facts, respectively: 1 — fig. 129.6; 2 — fig. 126.4; 3 and 4 — fig. 128.6); 5 and 6 (x150); 7 (x100):
bone-cutting (artefact: fig. 126.9); 8 (x100): hide-scraping (artefact: fig. 127.14)

Fig. 133. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1 (x75) and 2 (x100): cutting of reed (artefact:
fig. 127.1); 3 (x100): cutting of silica-rich plants (artefact: fig. 126.1); 4—6 and 8 (x100): cereal
polish of sickle inserts (artefacts, respectively: 4 — fig. 127.6; 5 — fig. 127.13; 6 — fig. 127.2; 8 —
fig. 127.3); 7 (x100): cutting of bone/antler (artefact: fig. 127.8)

Fig. 134. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1-6 (x100): cereal polish of sickle inserts (arte-
facts, respectively: 1 and 2 — fig. 127.4; 3 and 4 — fig. 127.5; 5 and 6 — fig. 128.8)

Fig. 135. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1, 3-5 (x 50), 2 and 6 (x100). 1, 3—6: points
of tools used as borers for hard materials, e.g., ceramics or minerals (artefacts, respectively:
1-fig. 129.19; 3 — fig. 129.17; 4 — fig. 128.10; 5 and 6 — fig. 129.18); 2 (x100): hide-scraping
(artefact: fig. 126.2)

Fig. 136. Chipped stone artefacts: 1-5, and 7: cores for blades and bladelets; 6: hammerstone on
a flint nodule from local raw material; from pits: 1, 4-5, and 7; from layer 1: 2-3, and 6

Fig. 137. Cores for blades and bladelets; from pits: 2—4; from layer 1: 1

Fig. 138. Chipped stone artefacts: 1 and 3: geometric microliths (trapezes and a segment);
2: chalcedony bladelets (from pits)
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7. Case study no. 8

Fig. 139. Flakes of various raw materials (1 — layer, 3 — house1), bladelet core (2 — pit), Balkan
flint nodule, used as hammerstone (4 — layer)

Fig. 140. Artefacts of various raw materials (1 — layer), Balkan flint (2 — house 3) and ‘grey ver-
sion’ of Balkan flint with uncertain provenance (3 — between house 2 and oven, 4 — oven area)

Fig. 141. Artefacts of various raw materials (1, 3—4) and Balkan flint (2), all coming from the
layer, except the endscraper of Balkan flint — last artefact, which is from the pit

Fig. 142. Blades (2—4), bladelet core (14) and typological tools (1, 3—13, 15). Used edges are
marked by dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 144

Fig. 143. Blades (8-9, 12-13) and typological tools (1-7, 10-11, 14). Used edges are marked
by dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 144

Fig. 144. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts on figs 142—-143: cereal polish (a—d,
x100); drilling stone (mineral) (e—h, x80)

PART III

Fig. 145. The modes of pressure flaking as defined by J. Pelegrin (fig. 1 reproduced from Guil-
beau, Perles 2019, 42)

Fig. 146. Blade lengths in mm per sites presented as Case studies: 1. Varbitsa; 2. Dzhulyunitsa;
3. Yarlovitsa; 4. Ilindentsi; 5. Yabalkovo; 6. Harmanli; 7. Sarnevo ; 8. Brankovtsi (valid for all
diagrams)

Fig. 147. Blade width in mm per site presented as case studies
Fig. 148. Blade thickness in mm per site presented as case studies
Fig. 149. Tool repertoire per site presented as case studies

Fig. 150. Selected tools per site presented as case studies

Fig. 151. Sickle insert frequency per site presented as case studies
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PREFACE

The Neolithic in Bulgaria, recognized for its significant technological and cultural achieve-
ments, as well as its artistic depictions, established the region as a key area within the Balkan
Early Neolithic oikoumene and contributed substantially to the spread of the Neolithic into
Europe. Each aspect of the multifaceted Neolithization process warrants thorough research and
publication, including the pre-Neolithic background, the emergence and diversification of ‘Ne-
olithic packages’, raw material provenance and distribution, chronological frameworks, mani-
festations of material culture and regional variation, and evidence of ritual and sacred patterns.
Further research should also consider the evidence provided by ancient DNA analysis and the
reconstruction of human group mobility.

The Bulgarian prehistoric ‘archaeological archive’ contains rich information on various as-
pects of the Neolithic lifestyle. Recent extensive and intensive rescue investigations of many
sites offer more and more evidence of known and new aspects of our ancestry during the 6
millennium cal BC. Our role as scholars is to assimilate the new gnoseological challenges based
on a solid empirical and theoretical corpus of knowledge, accepting, rejecting, or revising them
reasonably and intelligently, if possible.

My objective in compiling analytical results from almost three decades of research, focusing
on Holocene chipped-stone assemblages, stems from an appreciation that there is sufficient new
knowledge that deserves to be shared. For many decades, in the Bulgarian specialized literature,
flint assemblages have been treated as less informative than pottery styles and as less significant
compared to other ‘social proxies’ in the mainstream literature on Neolithization.

In 2009, I wrote a paper entitled “The flint factor on the Neolithization debate”. I had no illu-
sions that something dramatic would change in the attitudes of many scholars toward prehis-
toric flints. I hope, however, that the new, professional way I approached Balkan flint — as just
one type of flint, but the one that was undoubtedly intertwined with the transformative processes
of prehistoric life, and I have tried in a series of publications to promote its crucial role and
importance. I also hope that the new dataset presented in this manuscript will facilitate further
advances in Neolithic studies, while maintaining appropriate analytical standards and require-
ments.

Neolithic chipped-stone assemblages (below often referred to simply as flint assemblages)
were, for a long time, not sufficiently attractive (hence systematically underestimated) in the
discourse on Neolithic themes and problems. My ambition (NOT pretension) is to share my
thoughts on some of the crucial questions concerning the Neolithic in Bulgaria, to share serious
analytical results in the scope of raw material problems, techno-typological characteristics of
the flint assemblages, emergence and development of the main agricultural toolkits and prac-
tices, and regional and supra-regional mobility, based on the supply and distribution of flint
resources.
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Fig. 1. Map of Bulgaria with locations of the Neolithic sites mentioned in the text: 1. Varbitsa; 2. Dzhulyunitsa;
3. Yarlovitsa; 4. Slatina—Sofia; 5. Negovantsi; 6. Dzherman; 7. Drenkovo; 8. Brezhani; 9. Ilindentsi; 10.
Kovachevo; 11. Rakitovo; 12. Yabalkovo; 13. Azmak; 14. Karanovo; 15. Musovitsa; 16. Balgarchevo; 17.
Kapitan Dimitrievo; 18. Apriltsi; 19. Harmanli; 20. Sarnevo; 21. Ezero (Dryanova mogila); 22. Drama—Gerena;
23. Sozopol; 24. Durankulak; 25. Tash Bair; 26. Brankovtsi; 27. Koprivets; 28. Orlovets; 29. Plochite—
Samovodene; 30. Ohoden; 31. Gradeshnitsa; 32. Pernik; 33. Galabnik; 34. Topolnitsa; 35. Lyubimets—Dana
bunar 2; 36. Hadzhidimitrovo; 37. Usoe; 38. Provadia—Solnitsata. Legend: cyan circle — Early Neolithic site;
black circle — Early & Late Neolithic site; red circle — Late Neolithic site; circles — site assemblages studied by
the author; triangles — site assemblages used by publications (figure by N. Kecheva)

During my research, I had the opportunity to study more than forty Neolithic assemblages
from settlements identified through field prospections, regular and rescue excavations. Most of
the assemblages are considered in the text below, and they are presented in Fig. 1. Apart from
those assemblages studied by me, there are some that are mentioned in my comments and in
a comparative perspective with the sites presented in more detail. A general overview of the
Neolithic chipped-stone assemblages from Bulgaria is presented in Part I of this work, where
the assemblages are assessed and interpreted in a conceptual and contextual perspective. In Part
11, eight sites are presented as case studies in greater detail, following a conventional structure.
The arguments for the selection of these sites are presented in the introduction to Part II.

I am aware of the differences in scholars’ opinions on various topics in the Neolithic research
agenda, such as chronology, periodization, nomenclature (terminology), the interpretation of
artefacts and site characteristics, continuity, transition, and even the distinction between sacred
and profane. My purpose is not to criticize self-serving hypotheses and/or theses, but to con-
front arguments that I consider serious and introduce some knowledge and evidence from the
analysis and careful interpretation of flint assemblages.



PART | - GENERAL OVERVIEW

Regarding the culture-historical approach and the terminology associated with it, I sym-
pathize with some ‘innovative’ ideas; for example, Watkins’ ideas for overcoming the para-
digm and outdated constructs surrounding Neolithization, and, in general, the old-fashioned
conceptualism of the culture-historical approach. However, I am not fully prepared to replace
archaeological cultures with “nested networks”, although I would prefer “community” instead
of “villager” (cf. Watkins 2013). Without any preconditioned enthusiasm, I am using labels,
constructs and concepts related to networks, interactions, exchange, transition, transformation,
etc., as well as traditional terms such as cultures and cultural periodization, which, at this stage
of archaeological theoretical creativity, are still useful instruments of contextualization and
temporal-spatial markers. Such a ‘dualism’ of using old-fashioned culture-historical labels with
refreshing nuances of (post-)processual vocabulary and meaning is useful and justifiable. A
similar conceptualization was formulated by D. Bori¢, who suggested: “Instead of abandoning
... the notion of archaeological culture, it is suggested that the redefined ontological status of
this entity, seen as a complex assemblage of interpersonal social networks, can take it beyond
the essentializing tendencies of older scholarship. In this way, the notion of archaeological
culture can be meaningfully connected to complexities and intricacies of social life” (Bori¢
2015, 194).

The research methods are sufficiently clear and well presented in my previous publications.
They will be recalled briefly in the relevant parts of the text.

My understanding of the necessary quality of a recent scientific publication on lithics/flints
encompasses several key requirements: high-quality coloured images, high-quality artefact
drawings, multidisciplinary analyses and results, interpretations consistent with the archaeolog-
ical evidence, and a sufficiently comprehensive reference corpus. This manuscript is far from
optimal, but at least it represents a challenging attempt to produce scientifically sound research.

Throughout my extensive studies, I was pleased to collaborate with many colleagues and
achieve mutually satisfactory outcomes in our shared experience. Many colleagues offered me
their Neolithic collections to study, while with others I engaged in discussions on various pre-
historic topics. Some simply sympathized with my efforts and openly appreciated the results I
produced. Together with others, we worked hard to create publications and promote innovative
geoarchaeological research methods.

It is my pleasure to mention the names of the colleagues to whom I am grateful (in alpha-
betical order and hoping not to omit anyone): Andreeva, Polina; Bacvarov, Krum; Bakamska,
Aneta; Bonsall, Clive; Bori¢, DuSan; Boyadzhiev, Kamen; Brandl, Michael; Chakarov, Kalin;
Chapman, John; Chohadhiev, Alexander; Demoule, Jean-Paul; Dimitrov, Kalin; Duru RefikT;
Dzhanfezova Tanya; Elenski, Nedko; Ganetsovski, Georgi; Gaydarska Bisserka; Grebska-
Kulow, Malgorzata; Grigorov, Valeri; Ignatova, Stoilka; Ivanov, Georgi; Ivanova Stefanka;
Jovanovi¢, Ivana; Kancheva-Ruseva, Tatyana; Kecheva, Nadezhda; Kostov, Ruslan; Krauss,
Raiko; Leshtakov, Krasimir; Lichardus-Itten, Marion; Marinova, Elena; Mateva, Boryana;
Nachev, Chavdar; Nikolov, Vasil; Panayotova, Krastina; Pawlikowski, Miacej; Peri¢ SlaviSa;
Perles, Catherine; Popov, Hristo; Pristavova, Stefka; Roodenberg, Jacob; Rosen, Steven; Ste-
fanova, Elitsa; Stefanova, Tatiana; Slavchev, Vladimir; Todorov, Vladimir; Umurtak, Giilsiin;
Vagalinski, Lyudmil; Venelinova, Svetlana; Zidarov, Petar.

Profound gratitude to Professor Clive Bonsall for his critical reading of the manuscript and
for suggesting improvements to the English.






“Neolithization implies diffusion of an innovative technology
originating in a different region and earlier time”

Wolfram Schier

PART I - GENERAL OVERVIEW

1. CHRONO-CULTURAL FRAMEWORK OF THE NEOLITHIC AND
PROXIES FOR THE ‘REGIONAL’ NEOLITHIZATION

Absolute chronology as determined by radiocarbon dating (preferably in convincing series) is
crucial for placing prehistoric events and processes in a reliable temporal framework as well as
for reconstructing their development, dynamics and evolution vs retardations. The chronologi-
cal framework of the Neolithic in Bulgaria, as presented in published sources, is outlined be-
low. Despite apparent discrepancies across publications, I believe the presented chrono-cultural
framework is necessary as a general temporal framework for all cultural processes and events
discussed in my study, given that dating and references to the chronology are provided. The first
is the conventional chronology, published long ago. Although it has not been updated, there is
still no alternative general chronological scheme. It should be stressed that I did not make any
calibration updates or additional Bayesian interpretative modelling. All dates are taken as pub-
lished by the cited authors, not always containing radiocarbon BP age range:

NEOLITHIC: Phase Date ranges (cal BC)

Early Pottery 6300/6200—-6000/5900

Early 6000/5900-5500/5450 (classical)

Middle 5500/5450-5200/5150

Late 5200/5150-4900/4850 (Boyadziev 1995, 179).

Boyadzhiev provided this summary of the prehistoric chronology based on '“C BP dates of
the following Neolithic sites: Polyanitsa Platoto, Chavdar, Karanovo, Azmak, Stara Zagora,
Galabnik, Slatina, Eleshnitsa, Dobrinishte, Kremenik, Ovcharovo—Gorata, Kachitsa, Topolnit-
sa, Strumsko, and Balgarchevo.

The traditional chrono-cultural division of the Neolithic period is based on the sequence at
Tell Karanovo, and '*C dates for the part of the sequence suggest the following chart:

- Karanovo I — 6000-5750 cal BC;
- Karanovo II — 5750-5500 cal BC;
- Karanovo IIT — 5500-5280 cal BC (Gorsdorf 1997, 379).

The entire Neolithic sequence of Karanovo is later presented in two *C databases compiled
by Reingruber and Thissen (Reinbruber, Thissen 2005; Thissen, Reingruber 2017). The latter
is used in the chronological framework presented here:

- Karanovo I — 7090-6730 BP, 6060/5850-5720/5640 cal BC 1o0;
- Karanovo II — 6807-6490 BP, 5810/5620-5610/5320 cal BC 1o;
- Karanovo III — 6590-6350 BP, 5610/5480-5470/5220 cal BC 1o;
- Karanovo III-IV — 6430-6415 BP; 5470/5370-5360 cal BClo;
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- Karanovo IV — 6180-5960 BP; 5220-5060/4910-4780 cal BClo (Thissen, Reingruber
2017, 159).

The interruption in the sequence between Karanovo III-1V and IV is partially resolved by
the new series of dates from the “pit field” site of Sarnevo, giving a time span of 5375-5320 cal
BC to 5335-5290 cal BC for the Karanovo III-IV (Cook et al. 2017, 509).

Durable and detailed research on the pottery assemblages from Karanovo further refined the
conventional periodization, and the cultural periods identified by V. Nikolov are summarized
here because the routine parallels of pottery assemblages are made by site excavators (including
in some of the Case studies I present), referring to the detailed Karanovo periodization:

- Karanovo I culture (Early Neolithic) = Karanovo I period/layer at the eponymous Tell;
- Karanovo II culture (Early Neolithic) = Karanovo II period/layer;

- Proto-Karanovo I1II cultural event (Middle Neolithic) = Karanovo II-III period/layer;

- Karanovo III culture (Late Neolithic) = Karanovo III period/layer;

- Karanovo III-1 V culture (Late Neolithic) = Karanovo III-1V period/layer;

- Karanovo IV culture (Late Neolithic) = Karanovo IV period/layer (Hukonos 1998; Nikolov
1998; 2004, 20-22).

A similar chronological framework of Neolithic “phases” in Bulgarian Thrace has been pre-
sented based on pottery repertoire analysis (Nikolov 2017). I should stress that the Karanovo
chronology and periodization are a suitable and workable tool for synchronizing of cultural/
social events and processes at local, regional and supra-regional scales. In this role, I employ
the aforementioned chronology and cultural division without absolutizing the meaning and
epistemological limits of the notion and the content of ‘culture’. Challenging thoughts about
the scales of periodization and their cohesion/collision with ‘culture’ are presented in a recent
paper (Demoule, Manolakakis 2022, 348).

Two crucial clarifications are needed here — the first is that the author intentionally avoids
going deeper into the distinctions between the various Neolithic cultures and their subdivisions,
based mainly on the pottery assemblages. Summarized views on cultural periodization and
synchcronization (both relative and absolute) are well presented by other researchers, given
their consideration and conceptualization of prehistoric processes and community interactions
based on the pottery assemblages. They can be read for a deeper understanding of the topic.
Apart from Nikolov (vide supra), an understandable scheme of cultures, (cultural) complexes
and blocs is presented in Table 4 of Todorova and Vajsov’s book on the Neolithic (Tomopoga,
BaticoB 1993, 71, tabn. 4), followed by a general chronological table of the Neolithic cultures
in different areas of Bulgaria (ibid., 98, Table 10). Another more recent source of detailed in-
formation on the periodization of the Early Neolithic cultures in Bulgaria is Y. Boyadzhiev’s
detailed study (Boyadzhiev 2009). Starting with a retrospective view on the various optional
periodizations/synchronizations the author emphasizes that they have always been established
on an “overestimation of the pottery as a chronological indicator” (ibid., 8). Introducing serious
dataset of *C dates, Boyadzhiev is offering a table correlating stratigraphic contexts of the main
multi-layer settlements in southern Bulgaria alongside with the pottery styles they are associ-
ated with (ibid., 9, Table 2) More complex synchronization of the main Early Neolithic sites is
offered — completed with the main sites from northern Bulgaria and again with the distinct pot-
tery styles as follows: monochrome, white painted, dark painted and dark burnished (Karanovo
IT) (ibid., 38, Table 5). The overview of the Early Neolithic cultures concludes with a Table
synchronizing the conventionally known cultures in Bulgaria, Greece and Serbia (ibid., 39,
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Table 6). Boyadzhiev’s construct of the transformation from the Early to the Late Neolithic and
the massive spread of the latter across the country is in partial disagreement with V. Nikolov’s
scenario of the cultural processes dynamics in Neolithic Thrace (Nikolov 2004; Boyadzhiev
2009. 40). However, both publications would be very useful for anyone willing to understand
the complexity of inter-community life (and mobility) of the Neolithic population through the
lens of pottery studies.

The second important clarification concerns the terms I am using in the text as synonyms
—Karanovo I-II cultural alliance/milieu/koiné’. With these terms, I am NOT referring to a
cultural complex with a unified pottery style whose temporal-spatial determination belongs
uniquely to the eponymous Tell Karanovo. Based on my observations on chipped-stone as-
semblages from numerous sites in southern Bulgaria, I am using the terms to refer to the two
Early Neolithic cultures and periods in Tell Karanovo where they originate from (the first half
of the 6" millennium cal BC), and from there (and particularly Karanovo I culture) expand in
various directions. My primary consideration is that, in the sense of diagnostic formal tools of
Balkan flint, this ‘label’ of Karanovo I-II cultural alliance is reasonable and instructive, and
does not extrapolate any ‘common pottery characteristics’ into the sites whose assemblages I
am commenting on. The durability of the diagnostic features of the formal tools (ca 5 centuries)
contrasts with the ‘ephemeral’ pottery fashion and changes. Still, both elements of the mate-
rial culture and social interactivity (flints and ceramics) have their own value, significance and
meaning.

Turning again to the chronological background in my focus, it can be stated that there are
four dated sites with an earlier beginning of the Neolithic sequence than at Tell Karanovo. In
southern Bulgaria, earlier than Karanovo I is Kovachevo (in the Middle Struma valley), where
the oldest phase (Kovachevo Ia) has dates of 6159-5926 cal BC and 6064-5808 cal BC (Lich-
ardus-Itten et al. 2006, 85). The earliest published date falls to 6130 + 58 cal BC (Lichardus-
Itten 2022, 306, Table 18.1). On the other hand, the Kovachevo Ia dates are included in the
database of Thissen and Reingruber as 7245/7222 and 7180 BP; 6210/6050-6080/6000 cal BC
1o (Thissen, Reingruber 2017, 138) and in the Krauss updates of 7245 BP, it is 6123.5 cal BC
(vide infra).

There is the site of Galabnik in the Upper Struma valley with a date of 7140 BP (6031.5 cal
BC) and the earliest levels at Tell Azmak in Thrace — 6172 BP (6172 cal BC) (vide infra, Krauss
dataset — 2023, Table 7). The respective earliest dates in the Thissen, Reingruber dataset are: for
Galabnik — 7120 BP, 6070/5910 cal BC 1o and for Azmak — 7303 BP, 6360/6020 cal BC 1o,
with a note that the Quercus charcoal used for measurement could be older than the settlements
(Thissen, Reingruber 2017, 158).

The confusing discrepancy in BC dates based on radiocarbon ages of the sites is beyond the
scope of my study, and I am not competent to delve deeper into '“C dating modelling. Instead,
in the text below, I have relied on the dates as published by Raiko Krauss in his book “The Dy-
namics of Neolithization in South-Eastern Europe” (Krauss 2023).

On the other hand, several sites in northern Bulgaria have remains attributable to the so-
called ‘monochrome phase’ of the Early Neolithic or ‘pre-Karanovo’ stage. Without delving
into the terminological or semantic relevance of the term “monochrome”, it should be empha-
sized that only three sites have dates earlier than 6000 cal BC; these are Dzhulyunitsa, Orlovets,
and the oldest layers of Koprivets. They belong to the earliest phase of the Neolithic in northeast

1  See the text from the section 2.3.3 and further on.
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Bulgaria, corresponding to the period ca 6100-5700 cal BC, with the most reliable *C series
coming from Dzhulyunitsa (Krauss et al. 2014; Marinova, Krauss 2014). As for the latter site,
the beginning of the sequence and the time span of the lowermost layers I and II can be reliably
dated to between 6050-5950 cal BC (Krauss et al. 2014, 63). Interestingly and somewhat ques-
tionably, in a later publication, the Early Neolithic sequence of Dzhulyunitsa, based on the cited
Krauss et al. 2014 paper, is considered to have started ca 6200 cal BC (Kamjan et al. 2021). To
the chronological time span of early Dzhulyunitsa could also be added some recently published
dates: 6005 cal BC (on directly-dated bone samples — Krauss 2023, 238, Table 5) and 7599 BP
or 6446 cal BC as a selected single date on a Sus bone (vide infra, Krauss 2023, 244, Table 7).
The previous radiocarbon calibration model (based on Krauss et al. 2014) provides the bound-
ary model for Dzhulyunitsa I and II as 6020-5970 cal BC (10), despite the earliest date of 7588
BP (6470/6420 cal BC [10]) (Thissen, Reingruber 2017, 161).

1.1. NEOLITHIC DIFFUSION: SELECTED MODELS AND TIME SPAN

This apparent discrepancy in dates requires a more comprehensive framework for Neolithi-
zation. In my view, a good starting point is the 2025 edition of the map of the expansion of
Farming in Western Eurasia by Gronenborn et al. (fig. 2). For a regional (Balkan) perspec-
tive, the book by R. Krauss on the Dynamics of Neolithization in Southeastern Europe, cited
above, provides the most recent and detailed dataset to which I shall refer in this study (Krauss
2023). It is far beyond my goal to go into the details of the viral Neolithization debate, which
becomes increasingly complex and perplexing the more archaeological evidence is acquired
and the more specialists feel inclined to contribute to it. My concern with the problem is to
find a satisfactory explanatory model for the Neolithic expansion into the Balkans, and particu-
larly Bulgaria, which does not contradict the radiocarbon dates and the established corpus of
analyses and interpretations of the relevant sites, and which harmonizes with the issues raised
by the chipped-stone assemblages, and especially with the questions raised by the Balkan flint
investigations.

Such a model is represented by R. Krauss (and team) as a rapid spread of early farming
from the Aegean into the Balkans via the Sub-Mediterranean-Aegean (SMA) vegetation zone
following the climatic fluctuations during the 8.2 ka event (Krauss 2023; Krauss et al. 2017).
This biogeographic region “...covers the northern and northwestern edge of the Aegean, in-
cluding Thessaly, Greek Macedonia and Greek Thrace, and extends further into the Balkans,
but only along the valleys of the Vardar (Axios), Struma (Strymon) and Mesta (Nestos) rivers.
Surprisingly, although Thrace is the nearest landscape to Anatolia, it does not contain any sites
of the earliest phase of the Neolithic beyond the narrow zone of northern Marmara” (Krauss
et al. 2017, 1). The easily anticipated route out of northwestern Anatolia is conceived of as
compromised because of the late establishment of a Neolithic population in Thrace (ibid., 3). It
is noteworthy that this statement, based on objective evidence, is not inconsistent with a north-
ward movement along the Black Sea coast, establishing settlements that are now submerged
(vide infra).

The SMA zone and the clusters of sites derived from its spread along the three river valleys
(above-mentioned) northwest of the Aegean are presented in fig. 3. The map with the earliest
14C dates illustrates the Neolithic dispersal in fig. 3.1. The regional dispersal of the Neolithic by
subdivision of 9 geographic units (zones) is presented in fig. 3.2. The largest cluster embraces
the northeastern Serbian sites (including those in the Iron Gates); the second, smaller cluster
further to the east comprises the earliest Neolithic sites in north-central and northeast Bulgaria,
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Fig. 2. Map of the expansion of farming in western Eurasia, 9600—-4000 BCE. Source: Gronenborn et al. 2025,
accessed at 12.09.2025; https://www.academia.edu/9424525/Map_Expansion_of farming_in_western

Eurasia_9600 4000 BCE update vers 2025 1

Dzhulyunitsa, Polyanitsa, Orlovets and Koprivets. It is unclear how the colonists reached this
locality; the itinerary extends further south than the Danube, but following the river down-
stream is also easily envisaged. In any case, this presumption revitalizes Todorova’s scenario of
an Iron Gates origin for the first settlers of northern Bulgaria and the secondary Neolithization
of Thrace (Todorova, Vajsov 1993). The zones with Bulgarian sites are as follows:

- Zone 3 encompasses the modern countries of Albania and North Macedonia, along with the
catchment area of the Struma in southwest Bulgaria, bordering in the east;

- Zone 4 comprises the historical territory of Thrace;

- Zone 6 describes the regions along the lower course of the Danube, namely northern Bul-
garia and Wallachia (Krauss 2023, 239).

Based on the selected single radiocarbon date for the beginning of the Neolithic per site
(ibid., 242, 244, Table 7), the following dataset is suggested (only sites associated with the cur-
rent research are presented here):

Zone 3

Galabnik (wood) — 7140 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 6031.5 cal BC
Kovachevo (seed/fruit) — 7245 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 6123.5 cal BC
Zone 4

Azmak (charcoal) — 7303 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 6172 cal BC
Karanovo (charcoal) — 7130 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 6028.5 cal BC
Nova Nadezhda (bone) — 6979 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 5866 cal BC
Slatina (charcoal) — 6970 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 5857.5 cal BC
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Fig. 3. Balkan Neolithization via the sub-Mediterranean-Aegean vegetation zone during the 8.2 ka event (1);
Zoning of the radiocarbon dates in Southeast Europe (2) (after Krauss, R. 2023, figs 63 & 199, original maps —
courtesy of R. Krauss)
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Yabalkovo (bone) — 7040 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 5916.5 cal BC

Zone 6

Dzhulyunitsa (bone, Sus) — 7599 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 6446 cal BC
Varbitsa (bone, Ovis/Capra) — 6895 BP, Krauss book (source), 2sigma 5799 cal BC
Ohoden (bone, Homo) — 7060 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 5931 cal BC

Koprivets (bone, Bos) — 7090 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 5920.5 cal BC

The earliest date of Dzhulyunitsa is strikingly early compared to other sites, and this could
be explained by the fact that the sample is a pig bone. I also include the published date of Nova
Nadezhda as evidence that there are still no surprisingly early (earlier than Tell Karanovo) new
dates from Thrace.

Some clarification of the ambiguous term ‘pre-Karanovo’ is warranted, both in terms of
the lithic assemblages and more broadly. It implies a period earlier than the beginning of the
Karanovo cultural sequence (i.e. older than 6000 cal BC) with distinctive technological and
social characteristics. It extends beyond arguing for the absence of an initial “monochrome”
stage in the Balkan Neolithic (in its conventional sense of “before painted pottery”). This term
has been criticized as ‘erroneous’ in relation to the earliest pottery in the Lower Danube region
(Thissen, Reingruber 2017, 160). However, the term is still widely used, and no more appropri-
ate and accurate label has been suggested.

How do I assume the proxies for further research?

- The intensive research of the last few years has revealed significant new evidence for Early
Neolithic settlements in various landscapes and environmental niches, which could undoubt-
edly be reflected in a more active and timely publication of a new series of radiocarbon dates
(including in the Excel spreadsheet www.14SEA.org) to make them usable in the Neolithiza-
tion debate;

- The traditional scenarios of the Bulgarian Neolithic (based mainly on 20"-century pottery
studies) are no longer unambiguously supported by the available radiocarbon data (hence the
importance of the previous paragraph), nor by the serious analytical research on Balkan flint,
which does not lose its reliability and significance and should not be ignored or marginalized;

- There are several promising trajectories in desirable and necessary further research: a con-
sideration of the new radiocarbon dates from sites in northwest Bulgaria (e.g., Ohoden, Mayor
Uzunovo), from Kovachevo (in the Middle Struma Valley) and from Nova Nadezhda (in Bul-
garian Thrace). These regions are deeply involved in at least one of the conventional scenarios
of Bulgarian Neolithization. They may have played a crucial role in rethinking the first and
successive demic migrations of Neolithic newcomers from their Anatolian homeland and sec-
ondary residential colonies along their remarkable agropastoral journey.

2. LITHIC TRAJECTORIES TO NEOLITHIZATION

2.1. EARLY NEOLITHIC FLINT ASSEMBLAGES: BACKGROUND AND EMERGENCE

The emergence of Neolithic flint assemblages in Bulgaria corresponds to the earliest evidence
of the Neolithic lifestyle and of other elements of the variable and flexible Neolithic “package”.
Many previous publications on the earliest chipped-stone assemblages highlight their first man-
ifestation within the already developed Neolithic features and without any captive relation with
a presumed/preconditioned pre-Neolithic substratum (I'aijoB 1992a-b; I'topoBa 2005; Gatsov
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1993; 2006; Gurova 2005a; 2008a, c—d; 2009; 2018b; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a). This convincing
and indisputable fact does not disregard but, on the contrary, provokes the unequivocal question
of the missing Mesolithic in Bulgaria.

In the 1970s and 1980s of the 20" century, the Group for Palaeolithic Research at the Archae-
ological Institute in Sofia conducted surveys (primarily in caves) to identify reliable Pleistocene
sequences for subsequent Palaeolithic research. Many caves and some open-air sites have been
discovered and registered as potential archaeological sites; however, none have yielded traces
of Mesolithic occupation. Thus, the practical issue of the extensive search for the Mesolithic
in Bulgaria remains negative, although Gatsov has addressed the problem of the non-existent
Mesolithic in several early publications (I'auoB 1984, 1992; Gatsov 1982, 1984, 2006). The
study of the surface collections (consisting primarily of microlithic artefacts) of the Dikilitash
complex (Dekilitazh in his writings)? led him to conclude that the collection belongs to various
periods and that the northeastern Bulgarian coastal area has been in the sphere of Tardigravet-
tian/possibly Epi-Tardigravettian techno-complexes and represented its easternmost barrier
(Gatsov 1982, 120). Furthermore, Gatsov presumed that the microendscrapers of the Usoe cul-
ture could be matched by indigenous counterparts in the Dikilitash microlith assemblage (ibid.,
126). The origin of the bearers of the microlithic component, according to Gatsov, lies in the
migration of groups from the Iron Gates region, which movement extended to the east, reach-
ing “... Romanian Moldavia and the northeastern Bulgarian coast” (ibid., 129). Presumably and
somewhat curiously, this Usoe, interpreted in the context of the earliest Neolithic assemblages
in northeastern Bulgaria, is the ‘Ousoe’ later published as a Late Neolithic complex with very
peculiar typological characteristics (Gatsov 1990). Pobitite Kamani (also known as Dikilitash),
a numerous assemblage (numbering ca 12,500 artefacts) is treated in more detail in two publi-
cations (I'ajoB 1984; Gatsov 1984). More than half of the cores are described as being double-
platform with bipolar debitage on a common removal surface. The predestination of the cores
is evident in the removal of bladelets and microbladelets, which were subsequently transformed
into microlithic tools, represented by variously backed bladelets, which are treated as common
in the European Mesolithic and the Tardigravettian complex (I"atioB 1984, 15). Considering the
parallels between the Dikilitash cores and those from Usoe in northeastern Bulgaria, Gatsov
concluded that the Dikilitash complex could be dated to the beginning of the Atlantic period
and may be synchronized with the Late Mesolithic of Southeastern Europe (ibid., 16). Gatsov’s
‘remarkable capacity’ to demonstrate parallels of artefacts of Dikilitash with Mesolithic assem-
blages from Vlasac and Cuina Turcului, and on the other hand, with Late Neolithic collections
such as Usoe and Kachitsa in north Bulgaria, is recently recalled by R. Krauss (Krauss 2023,
46-47).

As it was already stated in a previous publication (cf. Gurova, Bonsall 2014a), Pobitite
Kamani (Dikilitash) is generally regarded as a complex of sites, with material from various
periods (fig. 4). Among the artefacts from Dikilitash is a series that has been attributed to a
Levalloiso-Mousterian (Middle Palaeolithic) industry (Ivanova, Sirakova 1995, 44). Later, the
collection from Dikilitash housed in the depositary of the Archaeological Institute in Sofia was
studied by S. Ivanova and Ts. Tsanova (VMBaHoBa, LlaHoBa 2001). Judging from illustrations in
Ivanova and Tsanova (2001, PI1. VII), there are also several fragments of bifacial arrowheads,
which in the Bulgarian prehistoric sequence cannot be earlier than late Chalcolithic and which

2 Gatsov studied the assemblages of the private collection of Ara Margos, completed by his surveys in
the region and identifying 11 points of scatters (see I'arjoB 1984).
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became a diagnostic type in the Bronze Age (cf. ['topoBa 2005). Most interest, however, has
focused on the presence of microliths, which include trapezes, triangles, segments, and backed
and truncated bladelets. Gatsov (1982) compared the straight- and arch-backed microliths with
the material from Cuina Turcului in the Iron Gates, concluding there was a ‘Tardigravettian’ or
‘Epi-Tardigravettian’ component among the Dikilitash finds. Ivanova and Tsanova (VBaHoBa,
LlanoBa 2001, 50) described the same material as ‘Tardigravettian’, while Koztowski (1982,
149) defined it as ‘early and middle Epipalaeolithic’. While there may be differences in termi-
nology, all these authors seem to agree that the straight- and arch-backed microliths from Pobi-
tite Kamani are Late Pleistocene and/or very Early Holocene in date. Of more immediate inter-
est is whether the Dikilitash ‘palimpsest’ has a Late or Final Mesolithic component. Among the
microliths illustrated by Gatsov (1982, pl. II) are some symmetrical trapezes made on blades,
which he interpreted as Late Mesolithic. Although blade and trapeze industries are known from
very late Mesolithic (post-6700 cal BC) contexts along the Adriatic rim of the Balkans (Perrin
2012) and in the steppe zone to the northwest of the Black Sea, especially the Late Mesolithic
Grebenyky culture (Biagi, Kiosak 2010), in the Balkans east of the Dinaric mountains (includ-
ing the Iron Gates) symmetrical trapezes made on blades are only well documented in the early
and middle Neolithic (more details on the microliths in Bulgarian Neolithic assemblages can be
found below — in the sections 3.1.1 and 4.2.1 of Part I, and 1.2 of Part III). In light of recent re-
search on Late Neolithic assemblages, neither small bladelet cores nor the geometric microliths
can be securely attributed to pre-Neolithic periods. Ergo, part of the Dikilitash collection can be
affiliated with the Late Neolithic industry/technocomplex.

It is noteworthy here that in his later works on assemblages from northwestern Anatolia,
Gatsov does not omit to address the problem of the Mesolithic-Neolithic transition, postulating
the specificity of the Bulgarian Early Neolithic industry from Thrace as ‘macro blade technol-
ogy’ with unknown origin against assemblages from northwestern Anatolia with a different
typological repertoire (Gatsov 1995; 2005; 2007). Later on, this Mesolithic-Neolithic transition
and the “technological gap” between the Epipalaeolithic/Mesolithic assemblages from Bulgaria
(Dikilitash) and the Turkish Black Sea shore, and from them both and the Early Neolithic Up-
per Thrace assemblages have repeatedly been interpreted (unavoidably!) through the lens of
the bullet core reduction sequence (e.g., Gatsov 2005). As the essence of his reasoning and
conclusions on this priority topic, two sentences could be cited: “Based on the occurrence of
bullet cores, it could be presumed that more or less similar technological features in core reduc-
tion processes were practiced in the 7"—6" millennium cal BC in the northwest Pontic region,
eastern Thrace, and the south Marmara region”... “The only exception is the Bulgarian Black
Sea shore and northern Thrace, whereas in the regions of eastern Thrace and south Marmara
this technique is dominant. The occurrence of bullet core techniques therefore suggests the ex-
istence of some local element in the formation of the Neolithic flint industries” (Gatsov 2007,
126). In fact, the bullet core reduction system goes far beyond Gatsov’s focus. It traces its origin
not in local pre-Neolithic backgrounds but in pressure-blade technology, which most probably
emerged in eastern Mesopotamia at the end of the 10" millennium cal BC, and through eastern
Anatolia and Cappadocia reached central Anatolia and the Lake District, around the middle of
the 7" millennium cal BC (Baykal-Seeher 1994; Balkan-Ath 2005; Binder 2007). Regarding
the ‘local’ Mesolithic character of pressure-knapping in northwestern Anatolia, the lack of a
secure context has led some specialists to suggest its central Anatolian (Lake District) origin
(Altinbilek-Algiil et al. 2012, 177; Binder et al. 2012, 214).
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Fig. 4.1. Location and view of Pobitite Kamani (Dikilitash); 2. Flint industry from Dikilitash (after HeaHosa,
Lfanoea 2001, fig. VI) (reproduced fig. 2 from Gurova, Bonsall 2014a)

2.2. MESOLITHIC: VIRTUALLY PRESENT OR ABSENT ... AND NEOLITHIZATION

Gurova and Bonsall addressed the Mesolithic problem in a publication that has had a strong
echo within the Mesolithic scholarly community (Gurova, Bonsall 2014b). The leading argu-
ment behind this paper is based on the idea that “absence of evidence is not evidence of ab-
sence”, bearing in mind the relative nature of the notions in this wordplay. Two crucial datasets
are taking into consideration: i) the very instructive mapping of Mesolithic and Upper Palaeo-
lithic sites in the Balkans showing strikingly different distributions — extensive dispersal of the
Upper Palaeolithic settlements in caves and rockshelters, including deep into the mainland/
interior against the peripheral location of the Late Mesolithic sites, most being near the sea or
the Danube (ibid., 97, fig. 2); ii) palaeovegetation records for the region suggesting ecosystem
fluctuation and significant expansion of temperate forest and canopy cover during the Early
Holocene. In these circumstances, where reduced biomass unavoidably affects the hunting ca-
pacity and relative efficiency of aquatic resources, fishing emerges as an alternative subsistence
activity, predetermining the relocation of sites and facilitating intergroup communication (cf.
Gurova and Bonsall 2014b, 97-98 and references therein). In this context, “The Iron Gates sites
have tended to be regarded as exceptional, yet paradoxically they may have been typical of
Mesolithic and Early Neolithic coastal adaptations in Southeast Europe”... “Many Mesolithic
coastal sites would have been inundated by the Holocene marine transgression. But sites like
Schela Cladovei and Vlasac in the Iron Gates were perhaps typical of the Late Mesolithic fish-
ing villages that once existed along the length of the Lower Danube and the Black Sea coast”
(ibid., 99, 104). Theoretically, e.g. “beyond the boundaries of empirically-based hypothesis”,
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fishing villages or hamlets like those in the Iron Gates likely existed along the Bulgarian sec-
tion of the Lower Danube, as well as in protected embayments, lagoons and river estuaries
along the Black Sea (in the concrete case). And if we want to seriously search for the remains
of pre-Neolithic (Late Mesolithic) and very early newcomers/farmers, we should explore the
submerged Black Sea coastal plain and sloping southern banks of the Danube, as suggested by
D. Bailey (2007, 521).

Within the framework of Neolithization, the model of interactions between the small dis-
persal clusters of Late Mesolithic sites in the Balkans with the expanding farmers coming from
Anatolia varies from region to region. Far away from the territory in question, but well docu-
mented and discussed by J.K. Kozlowski, is the openly maritime aspect of Aegean Mesolithic
communities who were involved in contacts with PPN populations on Cyprus (that is factually
questionable!) resulted in the appearance of a complete Neolithic package in some of the groups
as Franchthi, phase X and Knossos Layer X. Apart from diversity, the Mesolithic communi-
ties were united by Melian and Ghiali® obsidian distribution and use, and subsistence activities
based on foraging, fishing, small game hunting, and plant collecting (Koztowski 2016, 61).

Further northeast, a complex and complicated interaction between Mesolithic and Neolithic
communities is recorded in the Circum—Pontic region (southern Ukraine) (Kiosak 2016). The
author proposes a conceptual and interpretive reconsideration of the Mesolithic—Neolithic tran-
sition, along with more adequate terminology to reveal various ‘interfaces’ between Mesolithic
communities, particularly the riverine ones (Bug-Dniester and Kukrek cultures, for example),
with migratory phenomena such as Cris and LBK (ibid., 143—144).

In the Balkans, the most notable and enlightening phenomenon is, of course, the Iron Gates,
where Mesolithic evidence and the emergence of Neolithic cultures are best presented, yet
some discussion points remain. The opportunity to use various lines of archaeological evidence
(burials, architecture, pottery, lithics, artistic depictions) and to conceive the evolution of the
material culture and social organization diachronically (based on sites with Mesolithic and
Neolithic sequences) offered possibilities for multidisciplinary analytical research and concep-
tual interpretive publications (Bonsall 2007; 2008; Bonsall et al. 2008; 2000; Bori¢ 1999; 2005;
2007; 2011; Bori¢, Miracle 2004; Ciocani 2016; Brami, Diekmann 2024). The critical issue of
the latest revisiting of the Iron Gates as a ‘hybrid cultural world’ is the statement confirming
cited above from Gurova & Bonsall that “Rather than seeing this region as an exception to the
general rule of Mesolithic—Neolithic transformation processes in Southeast Europe, we argue
that it probably represents a rare window of opportunity for understanding the typical process
of transformation characteristic” (Bori¢, Cristiani 2022, 336).

In the early studies of chipped-stone assemblages from Lepenski Vir and Vlasac, there are
many postulates (some already anachronistic) that dominate(d) the prehistoric Balkan lithic
agenda (Koztowski, Koztowski 1982; 1984). These studies introduced some conventional
conceptualizations of the Mesolithic and early Starcevo complexes in terms of chipped-stone
assemblages, which focus mainly on standardization and typological grouping, and are con-
sidered applicable to a broader complex of assemblages, such as Divostin, Anzabegovo and
Golokut. Lepenski Vir layer I is distinguished as the Lepenski Vir culture with an undoubtedly
pre-Neolithic character and includes the industries of Vlasac, Schela Cladovei and Ostrovul
Corbului. The origin of this culture is rooted in the local Late Palaeolithic and Epipalaeolithic

3 Ghiali obsidian is reported by Kozlowski as found at some Cyclades and northern Sporades sites
(Koztowski 2016, 51).
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industries. Chronologically, Vlasac and Lepenski Vir I date to the end of the 7" millennium BC
and “sprang up within the widespread Epigravettian tradition of the Balkan type (Kozlowski,
Kozlowski 1982, 106). Lepenski Vir III is described as being closer to the StarCevo—Koros
complex (Koztowski, Koztowski 1984, 275). As for the Lepenski Vir sequence, there is confu-
sion in the chronological position of these distinct Lepenski Vir units. On the one hand, a hia-
tus is noted between them, and Lepenski Vir I is pre-Neolithic. On the other hand, it is stated
that it should be synchronized with the StarCevo complex because raw material was brought
to Lepenski Vir I “by the population of StarCevo culture” (Koztowski, Koztowski 1984, 278).
The last decade of re-examination and re-evaluation of the Lepenski Vir archaeological records
has shown that Lepenski Vir phases I and II correspond with the start of the Meso—Neolithic
transition period, followed by a break (hiatus in Koztowski & Koztowski’s understanding) and
resettling of the site between 6170 and 6017 cal BC (Bori¢, Cristiani 2022, 324). Whatever dis-
crepancy may emerge between the time of publication of the chipped-stone assemblage from
Lepenski Vir and subsequent reinterpretation, the forager community of the transitional phase
I-1II had already been in contact with the Neolithic community (Starcevo bearers of Balkan flint
to Lepenski Vir I in Koztowski’s narrative). A critical issue in the Lepenski Vir research is the
presence of high-quality exotic flint from the beginning of the sequence. This flint is referred to
as Balkan flint, and its proportion in layer I is 5.39% (ibid., 261, Table I). Its origin is presumed
to be... “in the region of Mesozoic sediments of pre-Balkan Platform” (ibid., 260). This wax-
coloured flint attains a proportion of 65.73% in Lepenski Vir III (ibid., 271, Table VI). Thus,
Balkan flint ‘occupied’ its crucial place in Balkan prehistory narratives and will reasonably be
presented in more details in the text below.

Here, I will be satisfied to highlight one work focused on a ‘hidden reflection of Mesolithic
continuity’ in Serbia (Bogosavljevi¢-Petrovi¢, Starovi¢ 2016). Relict traces of the preceding
Mesolithic human groups are evident in the plant economy, livestock/herding mobility, in the
dichotomy of the bone/antler industry and in raw material distribution and use. Within the tra-
ditionally rooted Early Neolithic chipped-stone industries, Balkan flint is a new raw material,
with significant implications for the Neolithic chaine opératoire, as recognized at Lepenski Vir
IIT and Padina B. In this role, Balkan flint... “presents an important potential “filter” for the
recognising interactions between traditional foragers and newcomers to the Iron Gates region’
(ibid., 34). This is one of the most meaningful contextual descriptions of Balkan flint. Renewed
research on the chipped-stone assemblages from Lepenski Vir has reopened the question of the
presence of Balkan flint artefacts in Mesolithic and Neolithic phases of the site, suggesting a
“newly emerging identity shaped through ...the co-existence of hunter-gatherer and farming
communities in Lepenski Vir” (Kacar 2025, 23). And it is reasonably noted in the cited paper
that the Bulgarian provenance of the “Balkan flint” from different strata of Lepenski Vir should
be established analytically, at least to shed light on the long-lasting narrative of its inherent as-
sociation with Starcevo farming communities.

As for the Bulgarian lands, which by definition were treated as deprived of a pre-Neolith-
ic substratum, the main and still conventional Neolithization scenarios suggested an inland
spread from the northern Aegean following the Struma and Vardar River valleys with subse-
quent multidirectional dispersal (Hukonos 1987; 1990; Nikolov 2003; Lichardus-Itten 1993;
Todorova, Vajsov 1993; Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002, 2006). Only a few researchers (e.g., Bailey
2007; Ozdogan 2006; 2011a-b) seem to have considered the possibility of a maritime spread
along the (now submerged) Black Sea coast. However, in favour of this eventual Neolithiza-
tion pathway there are lines of evidence, presented in the above-mentioned paper by Gurova
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& Bonsall, which deserve to be recalled: i) the actual lack of Early Neolithic sites along the
Black Sea results from geomorphological processes; it is a question of time, teams and new
technologies to be discovered through underwater archaeology; ii) in neighbouring parts of
western Anatolia (Fikirtepe, Yesilova) and in the southern Balkans (Franchthi) the communities
combine farming with the exploitation of coastal resources (see During 2011, Derin 2007 and
Perles et al. 2013); iii) according to radiocarbon records, most of the earliest known Neolithic
sites in the Balkans (6100—6000 cal BC) are several centuries younger than the sites in Greece
and the Aegean and on the other hand, they are similar to the '“C dataset across the Balkans
to Transylvania (from here the concept of ‘cul-de-sac’ about Bulgaria in the Neolithization).
Thus, a presumed expansion along the Black Sea littoral with subsequent inland penetration
via rivers — simultaneous with the Struma and Vardar River Valleys movement starting from
the north Aegean — would fit better with the available radiocarbon dataset (cf. Gurova, Bonsall
2014b, 100). The direct route of Neolithic spread from northwestern Anatolia is proposed by J.
Roodenberg, who viewed the Marmara region no longer as “a cul-de-sac, but as a passageway
employed by migrating agriculturalists” (Roodenberg 2016, 4). In considering a marine expan-
sion of the Black Sea as mediating contacts between northwestern Anatolia and the Danube,
Ozdogan has stated that this option is seriously overlooked and that “regardless of the discus-
sion on whether or not the Bosporus existed at that time, a sea route from the Istanbul region,
going into the Danube by following the coastal strip along Bulgaria and then possibly going
up to the Hungarian plain, has to be considered as one of the main routes for the Neolithization
of Central Europe” (Ozdogan 2022, 412). Let us consider that before reaching the Hungarian
Plain, the migrants had many opportunities to make brief turns into the Bulgarian interior and
to find a suitable econiche for settling. The traces of their initial establishments, as highlighted
above, could be on the actually submerged sea shoreline.

From a purely lithic point of view, it should be recalled that flint macroscopically similar to
what was long considered and is already proven to be Balkan flint, is recorded among Gravet-
tian and Epigravettian layers in Temnata Cave (Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, 110, fig. 3). Let us
recall: “The detailed study of raw materials from the Gravettian sequence of Temnata Cave was
undertaken by Maciej Pawlikowski. His conclusions about flint types were summarized thus:

“The source of the wax-yellow BG-Te-F4 flints remains unknown. Field studies and the
distribution of artefacts during the Early Neolithic allow us to suggest its origin from
northwestern Bulgaria, southwestern Romania, or northeastern Yugoslavia (Iron Gates
area). This hypothesis must be supported by more detailed field investigations (Paw-
likowski 1992, 286)” (Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, 111).

Speculative, but not a priori rejectable, is the possibility that, still mysterious and unearthed,
there existed a Mesolithic substratum that inherited and continued to operate with the Balkan
flint network, acquiring and (why not?) distributing nodules and artefacts upstream along the
Danube to Lepenski Vir. I partially agree with Demoule & Manolakakis’ statement that “There
is therefore nothing in the earliest Neolithic of the Balkan Peninsula that explicitly indicates
contributions from the local Mesolithic. The only potential exception to this rule is the way Ne-
olithic colonists obtained obsidian, which was already in use during the Mesolithic at Franchthi.
It is therefore conceivable that there was some transfer of information and knowledge between
Mesolithic and Neolithic groups” (Demoule, Manolakakis 2022, 355). I argue that, rather than
obsidian, which is exceptionally scarce in the archaeological record in Bulgaria, the first Neo-
lithic settlers may have opted for peaceful interaction with groups operating within pre-existing
Balkan flint exchange networks. Once again, absence of evidence is not evidence of absence.
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Two recent discoveries relate to the topic of the ‘missing” Mesolithic and the potential of
submerged sea coast exploration. R. Krauss recently published three radiocarbon dates from a
peculiar find of three red deer antlers deposited in a pit at Ohoden (I'anerioBcku 2012). Dates
calibration “... indicates the 67" century BCE as having been the period in which the animals
lived”. According to the author, this is “... the clearest find comparable to those of the Meso-
lithic on structural grounds” (Krauss 2023, 45). Being for the moment a Late Mesolithic feature
unrelated to the explored Early Neolithic on the site, as further priority research by the excava-
tors will be to look for the contextual background of the red deer antler structure and eventually
— for some evidence of the relation between the Mesolithic structure and the Early Neolithic oc-
cupation of the site, which actually is more than 1000 years younger than the structure context
(T"anerjoBcku 2009). A serious challenge remains — to explain the fragment of Early Neolithic
pottery and the zoomorphic figurine found in this pit/structure 18, as described by Ganetsovski
(2012, 43-44). R. Krauss is convinced that “... Despite this, there is clear evidence for earlier,
pre-Neolithic occupation of Ohoden on account of the deposited deer antlers” (Krauss 2023,
234).

The second discovery remains unpublished. “C dates falling in the 59 century cal BC came
from the underwater settlement of Ropotamo®. The existing publication (Dimitrov et al. 2024)
gives information on the intriguing features of the site. The forthcoming publication is eagerly
awaited and will include a series of AMS dates and a more secure contextual interpretation.
This site, as well as many others, remaining submerged, could (hopefully) offer even more
convincing and challenging evidence of very early Neolithic habitations on the now inundated
portion of the Black Sea coastal plain.

And last but not least, there is particularly intriguing evidence of hunter-gatherer-related an-
cestry in the individuals from Malak Preslavets (Mathieson et al. 2018, 199), a site considered
as belonging to the Early Neolithic (ITanatioroB u ap. 1992) with only a brief and confusing
rather than informative information on this ‘heterogeneous’ flint collection, based on compari-
son of the assemblages with Dikilitash and the Iron Gates area (attributed to the Epigravettian
technocomplex of Balkan type) and on the other hand, with the Late Neolithic assemblage from
Usoe. However, the problem is correctly formulated, as there is still no clear evidence or inter-
pretation of how the Epigravettian traditions reflect/influence the flint industry of later periods
(TamoB 1992, 199). No illustration is provided for this contradictory description (possibly part
of the gnoseological insignificance is due to the poor Russian translation of the text). Unfortu-
nately, it does not seem realistic to expect new insights into the archaeological finds from this
settlement, beyond the adjustment of the AMS dates.

2.3. BALKAN FLINT: SCIENTIFIC CHALLENGE AND TRAJECTORY TO
NEOLITHIZATION

2.3.1. CONSOLIDATION OF BALKAN FLINT RESEARCH

More than a decade ago, I published the paper “‘Balkan Flint’ — fiction and/or trajectory to
Neolithization: Evidence from Bulgaria” (Gurova 2012a). The paper was derived directly from
an EAA session in Riva del Garda (Italy) entitled “Balkan Flint” in SE European Prehistory:
Chronological, Cultural and Social Perspectives™. The session aimed to clarify as much as pos-

4 Personal communication by the Director of the excavation Dr Kalin Dimitrov.

5 The session was organized by M. Gurova (Bulgaria), Clive Bonsall (UK), B. Voytek (USA) and D.
Bori¢ (Serbia/UK).
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sible the ambiguity and speculation arising from the sporadic macroscopic descriptions used to
determine this type of flint and the consequent indiscriminate, repetitive use of the term. Some
aspects of this ‘mythologization’ were discussed. Some evidence of Balkan flint in the Balkan
countries was presented and approved, and new research directions were formulated to turn
the mythology into reality using reliable scientific methods. It should be recalled that in my
previous research, the formal tools/toolkits fashioned on Balkan flint blades were defined and
explained (Gurova 2008a) and that the role of flints in the general conceptualization of the Neo-
lithic spread into the Balkans/Bulgaria is undeniably important and should not be marginalized
anymore (Gurova 2009).

The paper focuses on the current state of research and knowledge about ‘Balkan flint’ and
the trajectories stemming from the Balkan flint problem into the broader, increasingly complex
issue of the Neolithization of the eastern Balkans. Upon re-reading this work, I cannot help but
acknowledge that most of the complex Balkan flint enquiry is well presented, serving as a solid
starting point for further long-term, serious research, whose analytical and conceptual results
were summarized in the recently published paper “Balkan Flint in Perspective: Ten Years of In-
terdisciplinary Research” (Gurova et al. 2025). In the first paper (Gurova 2012a) a retrospective
introduction briefly traced the emergence and consolidation of the Balkan flint problem within
the research agenda of specialists working on Balkan prehistory: from Comsa who introduced
the term “silex balkanique” (Comsa 1976, 240) through the 80s of the 20" century when the
Balkan flint label largely appeared in the specialized literature, and especially in the publica-
tions of J.K. Koztowski, who was at that time involved in different research projects in the Bal-
kan area (Koztowski 1982, 150; 1988, 561; Koztowski, Koztowski 1984, 260, 267). From there
(as mentioned above), Balkan flint is thought to have originated in the pre-Balkan Platform/
Plateau. B. Voytek assumed Shumen as the origin area (Voytek 1987, 293). Both suggestions
were, in fact, correct, but from there to the secure identification of the Balkan flint source, there
was still a long way to go...

What should be stressed is the terminological clarification which was provided in the paper
(2012a) about the use and meaning of the French terms “silex blond”, “honey flint” and “honey-
brown flint”, used for ex. by C. Perlés and L. Manolakakis (Gurova 2012a, 16-17 and literature
therein). The latest justification of the ambiguous term of “honey flint” appears in a paper of
C. Perlés, accompanied by contextual data on Early and Middle Neolithic blades from Greece,
made of exogenous raw materials (incl. “honey flint”), with sufficient and till now missing
colour illustrations, and a clearly defined future research agenda (Perlés 2026). The reflection
of the Balkan flint problem in the more recent specialized literature took place in the paper
(Gurova 2012a), together with a brief, but necessary, review of the Bulgarian geoarchaeologi-
cal research on prehistoric raw materials mentioning the studies of the team of K. Kanchev & 1.
Nachev, the important for Palaeolithic research contribution of M. Pawlikowski (1992) and the
very instructive and practically relevant paper of C. Nachev (Hauer 2009).

Approaching one of the crucial problems — the provenance of Balkan flint, the paper correct-
ly reflects the currently uncertain situation due to insufficient results from the first petrographic
analysis (collaboration with C. Nachev) and the present author’s (MG) supposition that Balkan
flint may have sources in Ludogorie as well, based on the macroscopic similarity between the
Balkan flint and Kriva Reka flint. The next step in methodological and practical search for
better results led to collaboration with C. Bonsall for more reliable characterization of Balkan
flint sources through trace element analysis using laser ablation inductively coupled plasma
mass spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS) and electron probe microanalysis (EPMA). Samples con-
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Fig. 5. Map of Bulgaria with the Early Neolithic sites mentioned in the text: 1. Varbitsa; 2. Dzhuljunitsa; 3.
Ohoden; 4. Yarlovitsa, 5. Slatina (Sofia); 6. Ilindentsi; 7. Kovachevo; 8 . Rakitovo; 9. Kapitan Dimitrievo;
10. Yabalkovo; 11. Azmak; 12. Karanovo. Legend: Black arrows indicate routes of Neolithization proposed by
various authors. Yellow arrows mark Balkan flint distributions. The red ellipse marks the Pleven—Nikopol Balkan
flint cluster; the red, dashed line circle shows the Shumen flints outcrop area; yellow ellipses indicate
the hypothesized mediating centres of Balkan flint distribution

tained Moesian and Ludogorie flints as well as artefacts from seven Early Neolithic sites: five
in Bulgaria (Ohoden, Slatina, Dzhulyunitsa, Yabalkovo and Kovachevo), plus Schela Cladovei
in Romania and Aria Babi in Serbia. The results suggested that more than one source of Balkan
flint had been used and that most of the geological samples (particularly those from Ludogorie
flint differ from the artefacts. The most important conclusion was that “The results suggest that
successful provenancing of flint artefacts is unlikely to be achieved through chemical analysis
alone, and future research on the ‘Balkan Flint problem’ will doubtless require the use of other
techniques, such as petrographic and micropalaeontological analyses, in combination with trace
element studies” (Bonsall et al. 2010, 13).

The Balkan flint paper (Gurova 2012a) was important because it consolidated thoughts, ide-
as and trends that fuelled further research on Balkan flint. Its enquiry included not only specific
identifications of the sources, but also the incorporation of the results into the viable Neolithi-
zation debate, based on the fact that Balkan flint certainly appeared and played a role in the es-
tablishment and operation of the Early Neolithic Balkan oikoumene and its networks. And now,
having many crucial results available, I cannot deny that my anticipation about Balkan flint
provenance in general and its distribution among the known Early Neolithic sites containing
its artefacts was quite correct. From the outset, it was clear that the Balkan flint outcrops were
located in north Bulgaria, whereas the Thracian plain, which is devoid of flint that competes
with Balkan flint, represents the largest arena for the Early Neolithic manifestation of Balkan
flint formal toolkits and other Early Neolithic material culture paraphernalia.
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At the end of the paper, the main Neolithization scenarios are summarized and commented
upon: i) diffusion of farming from the north Aegean via the Struma River Valley (the scenario
with most proponents); ii) via the Vardar and Morava to the Iron Gates and then along the
Danube downstream movement to north Bulgaria, before Thracian colonization by the same
enclaves, and iii) northward spread from northwestern Anatolia, penetrating the Ludogorie re-
gion and turning west up the river, bypassing the interior of Bulgaria (see details in Gurova
2012a, 40-41). Apart from the Struma pathway, in both others, in my view (at the time of paper
writing, more intuitively than seriously argued), I presumed a crucial mediating role for the
site of Dzhulyunitsa in the acquisition and subsequent distribution of Balkan flint to many site
consumers. This hypothesis remains vital and has been shared in other publications (Gurova
2012b, Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, etc.) (fig. 5). However, the question I addressed at the end of
the paper in 2012 remains challenging and unresolved. Who were the new flint knappers, and
from where did they come, bringing the know-how of quite large Early Neolithic Balkan flint
blade production? With further research, this question has been explored through several prox-
ies, some of which will, hopefully, be answered in the exposé below.

2.3.2 BALKAN FLINT PROVENANCE STUDIES: AN INNOVATIVE
INTERDISCIPLINARY APPROACH

Between 2011 and 2023, five field surveys were carried out, accompanied by consecutive Labo-
ratory analytical procedures. Very helpful in our geological prospections were the unpublished
notes of K. Kanchev and I. Nachev, which we were allowed to use and which we always cited in
our publications. This innovative and promising approach was initiated and carried out with the
fruitful collaboration of colleagues from the Geological Institute, BAS: Dr Polina Andreeva and
Dr Elitsa Stefanova, who performed the entire analytical procedure using facilities in their In-
stitute. From the NAIM, apart from me as the leader, others who contributed at different stages
of the work were Dr Andrei Aladzhov and Dr Nadezhda Kecheva. An external member of the
team was Professor Clive Bonsall from the University of Edinburgh. Together, over more than a
decade, we practised a pioneering approach leading to notable advances in Bulgarian raw mate-
rial studies. This approach combined fieldwork sampling, macro- and micropetrography, with
geochemical (LA-ICP-MS) analysis of raw material samples and flint artefacts. Based on five
systematic field surveys to identify and record raw material outcrops, we selected 64 geological
samples for comparison with 166 artefacts from archaeological sites (Table 1). All stages of our
analytical procedure — from fieldwork to the combined analytical results and database creation
were meticulously documented. The results of this research have been presented in open-access
publications and constitute a coherent corpus of analytical data that can be integrated into fu-
ture collaborative research projects (Andreeva et al. 2014; Gurova et al. 2016; 2021b; 2022a-b;
2024; 2025).

- Our first survey in north-central Bulgaria was the most productive and resulted in detailed
documentation and identification of clusters of Balkan flint outcrops in the Pleven—Nikopol
region (I'topoBa u fp. 2012 a—c; Gurova et al. 2016). The Upper Cretaceous flint-rich rocks
formed large areas of outcrops in north Bulgaria (the Moesian Platform and adjacent parts
of the Balkan Alpine Orogen, but only in the Pleven—Nikopol region is Moesian flint (sensu
Nachev 2009) hosted in non-deformed rocks. The most securely identified outcrops occur in
chalky limestones of the Upper Cretaceous Mezdra (siliceous-carbonate) Formation (fig. 6).
Secondary eluvial, diluvial and alluvial flint deposits in the area were formed due to destruction
and disintegration of the same limestones, which contained flint concretions. The latter are of-
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Table 1
Campaign | RM samples | Artefacts | Total Location
2011 11 21 32 North-central Bulgaria
2012 10 21 31 Northeastern Bulgaria / Ludogorie
2018 20 10 30 Northeastern Bulgaria / Shumen district
2021 8 22 30 Northwestern Bulgaria / Vidin district
2022 5 77 82 NAIM Project
2023 10 15 25 North-central Bulgaria
Total 64 166 230

Table 1. Number of samples subjected to petrographic and geochemical analysis

ten visible as flint pebbles and cobbles within slightly consolidated or unconsolidated breccias
and conglomerates. We visited numerous secondary and primary deposits of the Mezdra sili-
ceous-carbonate Formation in the Pleven district with high-quality flint raw material. This flint
type displays mostly irregular shapes and is characterized by various colours (beige, yellowish-
light brown, rarely dark brown) and nodule sizes (mainly 10 to 40 cm). The geological samples
from the most prominent outcrops and artefacts from seven archaeological sites, compared to
the selected raw materials, were subjected to archaeometric study (fig. 7). Of the Balkan flint
outcrops identified, the most promising are Zhernov (vide infra) and the chalk deposits to the
west and southwest of Nikopol along the road (II-34) to Pleven and upstream to the Danube,
where many geological exposures with flint concretions were recorded. Numerous secondary
placer deposits of flint nodules on the Danube bank near Nikopol were recorded too (Gurova
2012a, fig.13). Despite the recognition of at least one outcrop with unmistakable evidence of
exploitation during the Holocene (Zhernov outcrop, near the eponymous village), no workshop
site with characteristic debitage of Balkan flint procurement and artefact production has been
identified so far.

- Our second campaign extended the survey to northeastern Bulgaria — the Ludogorie region,
where the best quality Ludogorie flint is located, hosted in Lower Cretaceous micrite limestones
with many different types of placer deposits (fig. 8). The flint raw material occurs predominant-
ly in secondary eluvial, diluvial and (paleo)alluvial deposits (I'topoBa u zp. 2013; Andreeva et
al. 2014). Apart from two well-known flint types, Ravno and Kriva reka, our analysis allowed
the distinction of a new flint type (Krasen type with poor knapping properties) and two subtypes
of Ravno flint. Micropetrography and trace element analysis unequivocally demonstrated dif-
ferences between Balkan flint and the Ludogorie flints as well as between the Ravno type (with
subtypes) and the Kriva reka type, which macroscopic features initially led me to suspect a Lu-
dogorie origin for Balkan flint. Ludogorie flint is distinct from Balkan flint in both sensu stricto
& lato. Still, there are consistent mistakes in the archaeological literature, particularly among
scholars working in Romania (for more details, see Gurova et al. 2025, 20).

- Apart from the Pleven—Nikopol outcrops cluster, another part of what Nachev called Moe-
sian flint remained insufficiently studied in northeastern Bulgaria — Shumen district, southeast
of the principal area of the Lower Cretaceous Ludogorie flint where our third campaign was
carried out (Gurova et al. 2022a). To reiterate, a retrospective examination of the various hy-
potheses regarding the yellow, white-spotted flint, recognized among assemblages of the supra-

22



PART | - GENERAL OVERVIEW

*Kpanoea

Coghua

Cf'\noaﬂua

=

Fig. 6. Regions with the locations of our field surveys (in different colours). The Pleven—Nikopol cluster of
Balkan flint outcrops is marked by a pink ellipse (1); Upper Cretaceous Mezdra (siliceous-carbonate) Formation
near Gortalovo and flint concretion from there in primary position (2); Flint concretions (primary deposits) in
the southern part of Nikopol, near Ali Koch Baba Teke (3)
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Fig. 7. Raw material samples (A) and archaeological artefacts from Early Neolithic sites in Bulgaria (B)
subjected to a combined analytical procedure — micropetrography and geochemistry via LA-ICP-MS. A - 1.
Debovo; 2. Zhernov, 3. Mouselievo; 4. Ali Koch Baba Teke; 5. Danube; 6. Gortalovo; 7. Bohot Lake; B — 1.

Karanovo; 2. Yabalkovo; 3. Slatina; 4. Kovachevo; 5. Sedlare; 6. Dzhulyunitsa; 7. Ohoden (reproduced fig. 7
from Gurova et al. 2016)
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regional Early Neolithic complex in the Balkans (i.e., Balkan flint), reminds us that B. Voytek
presumed the Shumen region to be the likely provenance area of this type of flint. Another chal-
lenge is that the Early Neolithic site of Varbitsa (Shumen district) produced artefacts similar
to Balkan flint formal tools. Geologically, several Upper Cretaceous limestone units contain
flint concretions (including the Mezdra siliceous-carbonate Formation). Two new types of flint
(Shumen I and II) were distinguished and described. Visually, Shumen I closely resembles Bal-
kan flint, but geological and LA-ICP-MS analyses suggest that they have different petrographic
and geochemical profiles (fig. 9).

- Our fourth campaign took place in northwest Bulgaria, which remained largely unexplored
in our previous survey (Gurova et al. 2021a-b). Recently, newly discovered archaeological
sites have yielded abundant chipped-stone assemblages in a variety of raw materials, including
Balkan flint. On the other hand, the archaeological sites are located on Neogene rocks devoid of
flints (fig. 10). There is limited use of the local raw materials; none of them resembled Balkan
flint, but not surprisingly, a large proportion of the artefacts from the Early Neolithic settlements
(particularly Yarlovitsa) originated from Balkan flint sources in the Pleven—Nikopol cluster.

- Our most recent campaign was carried out in 2023 in north-central Bulgaria (Lovech and
Veliko Tarnovo districts), which was only partially surveyed in our previous fieldwork in 2011
(Gurova et al. 2024). A new series of 10 raw materials and 15 archaeological samples was col-
lected and subjected to an analytical procedure combining macro- and micropetrography with
LA-ICP-MS geochemical analysis. One of the purposes was to collect samples, facilitating our
attempt to distinguish between raw materials from two partially overlapping Late Cretaceous
formations — Mezdra and Rumyantsevo — containing macroscopically similar flint concretions
(ergo similar to Balkan flint). Another goal was to reliably discriminate between the outcrops
and the artefacts/assemblages affiliated to them and originating from later prehistory, especially
the Chalcolithic and Bronze Age periods. The results showed that samples from the Rumyant-
sevo limestone formation are very similar to some previously studied Upper Cretaceous flint
(Balkan flint) samples from the Mezdra siliceous-carbonate Formation. However, it could be
noted that carbonate deposits of the Rumyantsevo limestone Formation have relatively small
thickness (only 2—4 m) and restricted local occurrence in comparison to the Mezdra siliceous-
carbonate Formation. For now, flint assemblages from the later prehistoric periods (Bronze
Age, Early Iron Age) show affinity with the Rumyantsevo Formation.

Meantime, thanks to a grant-aided project of the Archaeological Institute in Sofia, we en-
larged our sample corpus with several additional raw materials to be compared with the Bal-
kan flint database and with 77 artefacts from 10 Early Neolithic sites {5 previously studied
but now with more representative sampling (Slatina, Kovachevo, Dzhhulyunitsa, Varbitsa and
Yabalkovo), three new sites in the Struma Valley (Ilindentsi, Brezhani and Drenkovo) as well
as Tell Karanovo and the site of Yarlovitsa in northwestern Bulgaria)} (fig. 11). The analytical
procedure involved comparing the new series of artefacts with the Balkan flint raw materials
recovered from all survey seasons. Our last results are very informative and, in some respects,
unforeseen. They demonstrate a relevant way and opportunity to relate and distinguish between
artefacts and raw material outcrops as well as between artefacts themselves and sources them-
selves, which is a condition for reliable reconstruction of raw material distribution (Gurova et
al. 2022b).

All geological samples acquired during the surveys were described macroscopically (colour,
size, shape, texture, cortex, etc.). Thin sections were prepared and examined under a standard
petrographic microscope. The aim was to describe their microscopic characteristics (mineral-
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Fig. 8. Ludogorie flint secondary deposits: 1. Kriva reka; 2. Ravno; 3—4. Tetovo. Artefacts of Ravno flints from:
5. Kamenovo; 6. Ravno; 7. Chalcolithic Tell Kosharna (reproduced fig. 6 from Gurova et al. 2025)
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Fig. 9. Shumen cluster of raw materials outcrops marked by a purple ellipse (1). Secondary deposits of flints
type Shumen I from the town of Shumen (c, d) and flint type Shumen II from Mogila village (a) and Markovo
village (b); 3. Raw material samples subjected to analytical procedure (adapted from figs 6, 8-9 in
Gurova et al. 2022a)

ogy, rock texture, limestone relics and fossil assemblages, and relative proportions of siliceous
and carbonate components, etc.) to distinguish petrographically the various flint types (fig. 12).
Trace element analysis was performed using laser ablation inductively coupled plasma mass
spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS), which is particularly suitable for the analysis of archaeological
materials, being minimally destructive and requiring little sample preparation. We recorded
concentrations of 45 elements. Of these, Al, K, Na, B, Mg, Ca and Fe were found to be the most
useful for discriminating between different types of flint. The concentrations of these elements
in many of the raw materials analyzed from north-central Bulgaria (our first campaign) overlap
with those of most artefacts made of visually distinctive Balkan flint (fig. 13). This integrated
laboratory investigation of raw materials and archaeological artefacts was applied to all sam-
ples presented in Table 1.

The results of the petrographic and geochemical analyses are presented in detail in the 2022
publication (Gurova et al. 2022b) and summarized in our most recent publication (Gurova et
al. 2025). However, their selective synopsis/recalling here is noteworthy because they concern
some crucial aspects of Balkan flint from which serious questions and conclusions are derived.

1. The combined petrographic and geochemical analytical results of the artefacts identi-
fied two groups of flint: the First group is represented by Balkan flint, with its typical visual
appearance — yellowish-brown (occasionally beige or light-grey) groundmass with variable
white spots — correlated with outcrops of the Pleven—Nikopol cluster and represented in all
Early Neolithic assemblages studied (fig. 14). There is an additional subgroup, identified by
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Fig. 10. Flint outcrops in northwest Bulgaria: Map with points of interest as raw material outcrops and
archaeological sites during the 2020 survey marked by the white ellipse (1); Geological map and the parcel
of West Balkan Carbonate Group (blue coloured layers in the black ellipse (2); Oreshets quarries (3); Raw

material outcrops near Granitovo (4); Raw material outcrops near Replyana (5) (collage of figs 4.1; 7-10
from Gurova et al. 2021b)

28



PART | - GENERAL OVERVIEW

elevated concentrations of Ca and Mg, which is observed only in artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa
and Karanovo; the Second Group consists of dark-grey (to black) white-spotted flint — its pe-
trography and geochemistry show a degree of correlation with newly analyzed raw materials
from near Tarnovo and with previously studied raw materials of the Shumen II type, but it is
not identical. Some grey-spotted flint artefacts are petrographically similar to flint group II, but
their trace element composition resembles that of the Balkan flint raw materials. Currently, the
provenance of group II (dark-grey flint) is unknown but may be resolved by further surveys,
sampling and analyses;

2. The concentration values of some elements (Na, Al and K) allow distinction of two groups
of raw materials (fig. 15) with clear distinction of Shumen I and II types and a smaller portion
of Balkan flint falling into group B (among them Mouselievo and Ali Koch Baba Teke (see no.

4 below);

3. The macroscopic similarity of some artefacts from Varbitsa and the raw materials of the
Shumen I type to Balkan flint is not reflected in their micropetrography and geochemistry. It fol-
lows that a strong visual resemblance alone could be misleading for our attempts to reconstruct
the provenance and distribution of Balkan flint-like raw material. This conclusion applies to
most of the raw material studies and interpretations of prehistoric assemblages from Bulgaria
(cf. my comments on Case study no. 5 — Yabalkovo). Our research has shown that visual in-
terpretation of raw material can be unreliable and should be avoided, as it risks becoming pure

speculation;

4. Surprisingly, the flints from some of the main Balkan flint outcrops identified (Ali Koch
Baba Teke, Mouselievo 3 and Bohot Lake 1) are not represented among the artefacts analyzed,
which is intriguing in light of the discovery of alleged Balkan flint workshops near Nikopol.
The existence of Balkan flint outcrops at Ali Koch Baba is incontestable, but their extensive
use by Early Neolithic people has yet to be demonstrated. Here, I do expect that the far-fetched
interpretations of “‘workshop(S)’ for Balkan flint at Ali Koch Baba Teke as claimed by Biagi and
Starnini (Biagi, Starnini 2010a-b; 2011) and some of their unconditional adherents (Gatsov et
al. 2017; Gatsov, Nedelcheva 2019) should hopefully end;

5. GIS modelling helps identify possible pathways for flint distribution between sources and
sites of consumption, showing that the distances between them range from 23 to 314 km — as-
suming direct distribution from the outcrops to the sites. Extrapolation of arbitrary boundaries
of raw material distribution (local distribution — over distances of 0 to 20 km; meso-local — 20
to 50 km; regional/extra-local — 50 to 100 km; and supra-regional/long-distance — over 100 km)
suggests a procurement strategy based on very few meso-local and regional exchanges, and
predominantly on long-distance raw material distribution (Table 2 — taken from Gurova et al.
2022b, 22, Table 2).
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Table 2
Raw material outcrop Archaeological site Distance (in km) Map colour
line- fig.16
Nikopol cluster (4, 5, 6, 7) Yarlovitsa (A) 168 Red
Dzhulyunitsa (B) 102
Varbitsa (C) 176
Karanovo (D) 165
Yabalkovo (E) 199
Kovachevo (F} 314
llindentsi (G) 308
Drenkovo (H} 272
Brezhani (1) 283
Slatina (J) 180
Gortalovo (2) Dzhulyunitsa (B) 13 Light green
(Pleven cluster) Karancvo (D) 153
Varbovka (8) Dzhulyunitsa (B) 60 Blue dotted
Shumen | (10) Varbitsa (C) 39 Green dotted
Shumen Il (Markovo) (12) Dzhulyunitsa (B) 17 Black
Varbitsa (C) 51
Karanovo (D) 149
Lozen (9) Dzhulyunitsa (B) 23 Yellow dotted
Varbitsa (C) 83
Karanovo (D) 105

Table 2. Estimated distances between outcrops and archaeological sites-consumers of raw materials
(reproduced Table 2 from Gurova et al. 2022b)

As for the mediating points and inter-site connections, in my personal opinion, as a working
hypothesis, the site of Dzhulyunitsa could have mediated the distribution of Pleven—Nikopol
Balkan flint to the sites on the Upper Thrace (Karanovo and Yabalkovo); the site of Slatina
might have been involved in the southward distribution of Balkan flint to sites in the Middle
Struma Valley (Kovachevo, Ilindentsi, Drenkovo and Brezhani). The site of Varbitsa seems
suitable as a redistribution point for Shumen I and II flints to the Thracian sites in the Early Ne-
olithic. On the other hand, Dzhulyunitsa and Varbitsa are well situated for the mutual exchange
of Balkan flint and Shumen I-II during those periods when their occupations overlapped. The
people who travelled between the Balkan flint outcrops and the sites of consumption, whether
they were groups from the redistribution/secondary centres of Balkan flint or specialized groups
of travelling traders/itinerant knappers, practising down-the-line exchange, remain “beyond the
boundaries of empirically-based hypothesis”. Rigorous scientific analyses suggest that one or
more sources were used to meet the demands of site consumers (fig. 16).

The Balkan flint issues mentioned above, extrapolated to the Neolithization discourse — ar-
guments and causality, suggest that none of the conventional scenarios and paradigms of the
Neolithization of Bulgaria is workable without taking into consideration the Balkan flint out-
crops and their accessibility to the first Neolithic settlers. The repetition of the Balkan flint for-
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Geological map of main types of flint-bearing rocks in Bulgaria. 1 — Upper Jurassic limestones with siliceous concretions (J3);
2- Low Cretaceous (Aptian) limestones with siliceous concretions (K1); 3 — Upper Cretaceous chalk and chalk-like limestones
with siliceous concretions (K2); 4 — Upper Cretaceous volcanogenous rocks with chalcedony veins in Sredna Gora Zone;

5 - Oligocene volcanogenous rocks with chalcedony veins in Rhodope Zone (Pg3); 6 — Boundary between tectonic zones.

Fig. 11. 1. Map of Bulgaria with the archaeological sites (red circles) and raw material outcrops (yellow
triangles). Sites: A. Yarlovitsa; B. Dzhulyunitsa; C. Varbitsa; D. Karanovo; E. Yabalkovo; F. Kovachevo; G.
Ilindentsi; H. Drenkovo; I. Brezhani; J. Slatina; RM outcrops: 1. Granitovo; 2. Gortalovo; 3. Bohot Lake; 4.
Mouselievo; 5. Zhernov; 6. Danube; 7. Ali Koch Baba Teke; 8. Varbovka; 9. Lozen; 10. Shumen; 11. Panayot

Volov; 12. Markovo; 13. Izbegli (figure by N. Kecheva); 2. Adapted geological map with the archaeological sites
(red circles) and raw material outcrops (black triangles), described in the legend of map 1. Geological map
(background — according to Nachev 20009, fig. 1; additions by N. Kecheva) (maps reproduced from
Gurova et al. 2022b, figs 1-2)
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Fig. 12. Thin sections of samples with all photomicrographs in cross-polarized light: 1. Balkan flint from
Bulgarian outcrops and archaeological sites: a) raw material, Gortalovo village; b) artefact from Ali Koch
Baba Teke; c) artefacts from Sedlare; d) artefacts from Ohoden; e: raw material from Pelishat; f) artefacts from
Yabalkovo; g—h) raw material from Bohot lake; 2. Flint group I (Balkan flint) from the Early Neolithic sites: a)
Slatina, S21; b) Yabalkovo, S43; c) Yarlovitsa, S31; d) Dzhulyunitsa, S64; e) Kovachevo, S14; f) Slatina, S28;
g) Karanovo, S71; h) Karanovo, S76. (collage of fig. 9 in Gurova et al. 2016 and fig. 8 in Gurova et al. 2022b,
figures by P. Andreeva)

mal toolkits over a large territory and their co-occurrence with other distinctive socio-cultural
traits in the first half of the 6™ millennium cal BC implies the existence of a sophisticated
exchange network with a high degree of interaction, elements of which are still invisible, but
which requires detailed systematic research. Let us see what can be stated in the current stage
of knowledge...

The first hypothetical issue concerns the lack of the pre-Karanovo distribution of Balkan flint
from north Bulgarian outcrops to the sites of Karanovo I milieu in south Bulgaria. On the other
hand, it is possible to envisage some Balkan flint exchange between pre-Karanovo communities
around the Dzhulyunitsa site with the eventual pre-Karanovo substratum in Thrace, for which
no archaeological evidence is expected.

2.3.3. BALKAN FLINT NETWORK DISTRIBUTION: A MAJOR EXCHANGE SYSTEM

Balkan flint formal tools (mainly retouched blades often with variably fashioned ends and sickle
elements) appear in representative series among Early Neolithic assemblages with white-on-red
painted decoration, which is the hallmark of the Karanovo I culture in Thrace together with its

32



PART | - GENERAL OVERVIEW

300

250 -

200 X X
* o o

150 ¢

Mg ppm

o
X

X

o X

100 - e
9)(

300

3000

4000

250 -
X
X

200 | >§\$. X X x

150 - XX

Mg ppm

104—4
Cappm

1 095

Raw materials

S78 Varbovka

S79 Lozen 1

S80 Lozen 2

S83 Granitovo

S84-89 Balkan flint
S90-91 Shumen Il type
S92 Shumen | type

Artefacts

S1-2 Brezhani
S3-4 Drenkovo
S5-10 llindentsi
S11-20 Kovachevo
S12 Kovachevo
513 Kovachevo
S17 Kovachevo
$21-30 Slatina
$31-36 Yarlovitsa
S37-42 Varbitsa
S41 Varbitsa

842 Varbitsa
S43-52 Yabalkovo
S47 Yabalkovo
S53-67 Dzhulyunitsa
S53 Dzhulyunitsa
854 Dzhulyunitsa
856 Dzhulyunitsa
S58 Dzhulyunitsa
S59 Dzhulyunitsa
S60 Dzhulyunitsa
S61 Dzhulyunitsa
S63 Dzhulyunitsa
868-77 Karanovo
S68 Karanovo
S69 Karanovo
S70 Karanovo
S72 Karanovo
873 Karanovo
S74 Karanovo

(oNoNoNoNoNoNoJo L X N-N Nol R NoNoN NeX J XXX XAKX

e90 0000

Fig. 13. Trace element content (Al, Mg and Ca) in all analysed artefacts from this study, compared to different
flint raw materials (reproduced fig. 13 from Gurova et al. 2022b, figure by E. Stefanova)

south/southwestern variant (including the Sofia plain) and sites in the upper and middle Struma
Valley (fig. 17). In this sense, the formal tools made of Balkan flint are and should be treated
as cultural marker of the Karanovo I complex as well. They continue to be abundant during the
Karanovo II culture and persist in the chrono-cultural Neolithic sequence during Karanovo III
and IV as a retardation/reminiscent form. In the latter part of the sequence, they lose their diag-
nostic character but, given their quality, continue to be reshaped and reused in both utilitarian
and possibly symbolic aspects. It should be emphasized that formal toolkits sensu stricto are
attributable to the Karanovo I-II cultural alliance. Still, Balkan flint as raw material and debit-
age products have a much broader distribution. They are abundant among the assemblages from
north Bulgaria, which is logical and expected due to the location of the outcrops in the Pleven—
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S46
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Fig. 14. Archaeological samples analysed and discussed from the following Early Neolithic sites: 1.
Dzhulyunitsa; 2. Yarlovitsa; 3. Varbitsa; 4. Slatina; 5. Drenkovo; 6. Brezhani; 7. Ilindentsi; 8. Kovachevo; 9.
Yabalkovo; 10. Karanovo. Coloured marks show grouping of the artefacts according to analytical results

Nikopol area and in a small cluster around Shumen, where the Shumen I type of flint originated,
which, as mentioned above, is (only!) the macroscopic equivalent of typical Balkan flint.

Early Neolithic sites with Balkan flint artefacts among their chipped-stone assemblages are
widely distributed in Southeastern Europe (fig. 18). They occur throughout Bulgaria, as debit-
age and in smaller quantities as formal tools in Serbia including Vojvodina (Koztowski 1982;
Kozlowski, Koztowski 1984; Sari¢ 2003, 2004; Bori¢ 2007; 2008; Bogosavljevi¢-Petrovic,
Markovic¢ 2012; Bogosavljevi¢-Petrovi¢, Starovi¢ 2013; Horejs et al. 2022; Brandl et al. 2025;
Jovanovic¢ 2022), North Macedonia (JumuTtpoBcka 2013; Biagi, Starnini 2010b; Dimitrovska
2012); southern Romania (Dinan, Nica 1995; Bonsall 2008; Crandell 2008, 2013), and the Car-
pathian basin (southeast Hungary) (Biagi, Starnini 2010b; 2013).

Of particular interest is the presence of formal tools of Balkan flint among some Early Neo-
lithic assemblages in Turkish Thrace. At Hoca Cesme, Balkan flint formal tools occur in phase
I (Ozdogan 2008, 154; Gatsov 2009, 77-78), and at Asag1 Pinar in layers 6 and 7 (Ozdogan
20114, fig. 6) (fig. 18.2).

However, the most surprising find of Balkan flint is the formal toolkit repertoire from the site
of Ugurlu on the island of Gokgeada (Imbros) (Guilbeau, Erdogu, 2011; Erdogu, 2014; 2017;
Ozbek, Erdogu 2014). Among the approximately 1000 lithics from phase IV, 11 are Balkan flint
formal tools (‘Karanovo blades’) (fig.18.1). Most likely, the formal tools at these sites were
imported as finished products of special value.

Recently discovered Early Neolithic sites in the Republic of North Macedonia have pro-
duced an impressive series of AMS dates (notably from Vlaho, cf. Naumov, Reingruber 2024),
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Fig. 15. Clustering of raw material samples (1); Scatter plots of Na/Al for Balkan flint from selected early
Neolithic sites displayed against the variation of BF raw material and Shumen types in comparison (collage of
figs 10 and 12 from Gurova et al. 2025, figures by C. Bonsall)
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Fig. 16. Map of possible paths between raw material outcrops (yellow triangles) and archaeological sites (red
circles): from the Nikopol cluster (4, 5, 6 and 7) to all ten archaeological sites (red line), from Gortalovo (2) to
Dzhulyunitsa (B) and Karanovo (D) (light green line), from Varbovka (8) to Dzhulyunitsa (B) (blue dashed line),
from Shumen I (10) to Varbitsa (C) (green dashed line), from Shumen II (Markovo) (12) to Dzhulyunitsa (B),
Varbitsa (C) and Karanovo (D) (black line), from Lozen (9) to Dzhulyunitsa (B), Varbitsa (C) and Karanovo (D)
(yellow dashed line). Blue circles with blue arrows — possible redistribution of RM from site to site; White double
arrow — possible inter-site reciprocal RM distribution (reproduced fig. 11 from Gurova et al. 2025 — original map
by N. Kecheva with additions by M. Gurova)

suggesting the establishment of Neolithic farming settlements several centuries before 6000
BC. However, there are no suitable published illustrations of the flint artefacts. On the other
hand, the data from Govrlevo and Vibjanska Cuka reveal examples of individual but typical
Balkan flint formal tools used as sickle inserts (Mazzucco et al. 2022, 21, fig. 3).

Balkan flint has come to be regarded as a key marker of the spread of the Neolithic across
Southeastern Europe, with some authors (e.g., Biagi, Starnini 2013) suggesting that the archae-
ological distribution reflects the main Neolithization routes. The reality is more complex, as
indicated by the dating evidence. To the south of the Balkan Mountain range — in southern Bul-
garia, Turkish Thrace and on the island of Gokgeada in the northeast Aegean, the appearance
of Balkan flint in Neolithic contexts seems to have been somewhat later than in the Danube
catchment, after 6000 cal BC (Table 3). There are no more recent dates that would necessitate
revision of the chronology of Balkan flint emergence and spread over a large territory, and its
co-occurrence with other distinctive socio-cultural traits in the first half of the 6™ millennium
cal BC. This implies the existence of a sophisticated exchange network with a high degree of
interaction.
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v

Fig. 17. Formal tools of Balkan flint from: 1. Karanovo II; 2. Yabalkovo; 3. Kovachevo; sickle inserts from: 4.
Kovachevo; 5. Yabalkovo; visual appearance of Balkan flint formal toolkits from: 6. Yabalkovo; 7. Rakitovo.
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Table 3
Site Phase Approximate age range (cal BC)
Karanovo (BG) [.1 5850-5675
Azmak (BG) I-1 5900-5700
Slatina (BG) 5780-5680
Kovachevo (BG) Ic—d <5900
Hoca Cesme (TR) II 5890-5700
Asagi Pinar (TR) layers 6-7 5750-5600
Ugurlu (Gokgeada, TR) v ca 5880

Table 3. Earliest occurrence of Balkan flint artefacts in Neolithic sites south of the Balkan mountain
range. The age ranges shown are based on Bayesian modelling of available 14c dates, allowing for a possible ‘old
wood effect’ in bulk charcoal dates (e.g. BIn-4339, BIn-4336 from Karanovo I.1; BIn-293, BIn-291 from Azmak
I-1). Data from: Gérsdorf, BoyadZiev 1996; Evin 2002; Gérsdorf 2005; Reingruber, Thissen 2005; Higham et al.
2011; Erdogu 2011) (reproduced Table 1 from Gurova, Bonsall 2014a)

The Balkan flint distribution system was one of two major lithic exchange networks oper-
ating in Southeast Europe (together with the Melian obsidian distribution) during the Early
Neolithic, which were symptomatic of interaction spheres that probably played a crucial role
in the Neolithization of their respective regions. It is noteworthy here that because of the very
scarce quantity of obsidian artefacts in Bulgaria and their demonstrable Carpathian origin (Bon-
sall et al. 2017), the competing (with obsidian) raw material from our lands could be and have
undoubtedly been the Balkan flint (fig. 19). To the south of the Balkan flint province, obsid-
ian from outcrops on the island of Melos was traded throughout the Aegean and neighbouring
coastal areas of mainland Greece and western Anatolia. Perles (1990, 2004, Perles et al. 2011)
and Reingruber (2011) have highlighted some of the key features of the Melian obsidian net-
work: (i) the system was already in place well before the Neolithic, although it seems to under-
go significant expansion during the Early Neolithic; (ii) obsidian from Melos was transported
over distances of up to 300 km, and necessarily involved water transport; and (iii) the obsidian
trade probably involved specialist knappers who acquired the material from its sources on Me-
los and distributed it mainly in the form of blades and bladelets. Beyond the rational questions
and possibilities within this obsidian network, a deeper understanding of mobility could be
implemented in this exchange/trade with an inevitable trajectory to the complex transformation
which took place during the interactions between Mesolithic fisher-traders and the Neolithic
farmers (movements and transformations here seen in the sense of Reingruber’s understanding
(Reingruber 2018).

Did the Balkan flint network share these same characteristics? Material was certainly moved
over considerable distances, comparable to (or even greater than) those of the Melian obsidian
network; the straight-line distance from Nikopol to the Aegean Island of Gokceada, for exam-
ple, is ca 400 km. More intriguing and important were itinerant flint knappers involved in the
production and distribution of Balkan flint artefacts, or was the movement of raw material and

artefacts part and parcel of normal social relationships between households and communities?
These questions, however, remain unresolved.

Water transport likely played a lesser role in the Balkan flint network; nevertheless, larger
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Fig. 18. Balkan flint at the inter-regional scale: 1. Formal tools from the Early Neolithic site of Ugurlu
(Gékceada) (after Erdogu 2014, fig. 14); 2. Formal tools from Asadi Pinar (eastern Thrace)(after Ozdogan
2011b, fig. 6); 3. Balkan flint raw material from Murfatlar and Ovidiu, Romania (after Crandell 2013, fig. 5);
4. Formal tools from Zuniver and Tumba Madzhari (after Jumumpoecka 2013, fig. 22); 5. Balkan flint artefacts
from Grivac, Teci¢ and Vrsac—At (Starcevo culture, below) and Belovode (Vinca culture, above)

(after Bogosavljevic-Petrovi¢, Markovi¢ 2012, fig. 6)(reproduced fig. 6 from Gurova, Bonsall 2014a,
with authors’ permission)

rivers (especially within the Danube catchment) and the Black Sea coast may have been im-
portant distribution routes (HaueB 2009; Gurova, Bonsall 2014b). Equally important for our
understanding of Neolithization, did the first farmers in the Lower Danube catchment discover
the north Bulgarian outcrops for themselves, or was there an existing Balkan flint exchange
network operating among Late Mesolithic fishing communities along the Bulgarian section
of the Lower Danube and the Black Sea coast (Gurova, Bonsall 2014b)? As the authors have
observed, the answer to this and other questions regarding the Mesolithic-Neolithic transition
in Southeast Europe must await systematic archaeological surveys of the Lower Danube Valley
and the submerged Black Sea coastal plain.

One crucial question is which Bulgarian sites were involved in the network and what role
they played in intra- and inter-community exchange? This question inevitably raises the next
— about the Balkan flint procurement and artefact production workshops. On the Balkan flint
outcrops identified, the most promising workshops are:

- Zhernov, south of Nikopol on the River Osam (Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, fig.12) (fig. 20),
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Fig. 19. Source area and directions of the Balkan flint distribution
(reproduced fig. 16.B from Gurova, Bonsall 2014a)

where abundant flint nodules occur in a secondary position together with artefacts. Evidently,
the site functioned as a large workshop, with uncertain dating, but undoubtedly related to the
extraction and processing of secondary flint deposits (derived from the Mezdra siliceous-car-
bonate Formation) at some stage of the Holocene;

- Mouselievo, primary flint deposits are located south of the eponymous village and belong
to the Upper Cretaceous Mezdra Formation (Gurova et al. 2016, fig. 3b). Macroscopically, the
raw material from Mouselievo corresponds to the Balkan flint type of material. Significantly,
at the foot of the hill, a Middle Palaeolithic site and workshop for bifacial leaf points were ex-
cavated in the 1970s and 1980s (Sirakova 1990; 2020). Bronze Age workshop Osama (nearby)
was also identified and published (Cupakosa 2006), but as mentioned above, none of the Early
Neolithic artefacts analyzed corresponds analytically to the flint samples from Mouselievo;

- Ali Koch Baba Teke, in the south of Nikopol, has primary deposits of Balkan flint nod-
ules. These occur in chalky limestone, also belonging to the Upper Cretaceous Mezdra For-
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mation (Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, fig. 13) (fig. 6.3). Artefacts were also found adjacent to the
outcrop; they lack diagnostic cultural characteristics, although the site was published by Biagi
and Starnini as a source and workshop(s) of Balkan flint with evidence of Neolithic exploitation
(Biagi, Starnini 2010a, 2010b, 2011; see also Gurova 2012a, 37-8)°. There are good arguments
for excluding the site from the label Neolithic workshop(s) for the reasons mentioned above.

Regarding workshops at some Early Neolithic sites, the only site with a production zone/
atelier is Slatina, but only three cores were recorded. Unfortunately, most of the artefacts were
heavily affected by heat during the burning of the “big house”. The flint assemblages were pub-
lished in Nikolov’s book as short reports written by I. Gatsov (techno-typological description)
and N. Skakun (functional analyses of the artefacts) (I'atjoB 1992b, 99-101; Ckakyn 1992, 101-
107). Gatsov mentions about 285 artefacts suitable for analysis, selected from 3000 “burnt”
pieces coming from the workshop area of the burnt “big house”. Among the sample studied,
there were three cores (maximum length 5.8 cm), one retouched tool, and the rest comprising
blades and flakes in an uncertain ratio. Thus, not even the fragmented chaine opératoire of the
Balkan flint could be reconstructed based on the heat-altered assemblage.

In such a relatively simple situation, with two Neolithic sites, whose establishment occurred
at the very end of the 7" millennium cal BC — Dzhulyunitsa in north-central Bulgaria and Ko-
vachevo in the Middle Struma valley in the southwestern corner of the country, indisputable
priority in the process of first adoption and (eventually) developing Balkan flint supply and
distribution is more than obviously Dzhulyunitsa with its pre-Karanovo substratum and mate-
rial culture patterns. Kovachevo, which is (one of) the first ‘colonies’ of the earliest farmers-
migrants from Anatolia (directly or via north Aegean waves of Neolithic dispersal), does not
reveal any Balkan flint presence before phases Ic & Id when the site was integrated into the
Karanovo I cultural koiné. I have already expressed my hypothesis about Dzhulyunitsa’s key
role in Balkan flint networking with full consciousness of the anticipatory character of my sug-
gestions. The earliest securely dated occurrence of Balkan flint in an Early Neolithic context is
at Dzhulyunitsa in northern Bulgaria, where artefacts of Balkan flint occur from the beginning
of the occupation sequence before 6000 cal BC.

I accept the fact of the prior date of Dzhulyunitsa’s establishment, together with several sites
in the cluster of ‘monochrome’ pottery settlement in the lower Danube course in north-northeast
Bulgaria, such as Koprivets, Polyanitsa, Orlovets (see Krauss 2023, fig. 199; Krauss et al. 2017,
fig. 4). I cannot approve or reject the probability of either theory of SMA Neolithic spread (in
the sense of Krauss et al., ibid.) or the idea of Ozdogan (with its controversial evolution) of
northward movement from northwestern Anatolia following the coastal plain and occupying
Ludogorie with gradual inland invasion. Thus, Koprivets was settled by the monochrome pot-
tery bearers (Ozdogan 2011a, 26). It should be stressed that both scenarios presume the una-
voidable impact of the cooler “8.2 ka event” in the Neolithic spread. I am simply arguing that
the Dzhulyunitsa site is more or less equidistant from both the Nikopol and Shumen outcrops
(between 60 and 90 km — see fig. 11) and this type of site seems to be (one of) the key sites for
Balkan flint blank (mainly blade) manufacture and distribution among the settlements in Bul-
garia during a pre-Karanovo I phase of the Neolithic. The hypothesis is based on the assumption
that the settlement of Dzhulyunitsa (and other, as yet undiscovered, sites in the vicinity of the

6 More thoughts about the “study trip” of Biagi & Starnini in Bulgaria (in fact illegal geo-archaeological
survey, followed by taking the artefacts and repeatedly publishing them with over-fetched interpretation see in
Gurova 2012a, 37-38.
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Fig. 20. Raw material outcrops and workshop of Zhernov (on the route Pleven and Nikopol): 1. General view of
the artificial profile and the Balkan flint concretions (secondary deposits in situ). 2. Artefacts from the workshop
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Balkan flint outcrops) was not based on a typical subsistence agricultural economy (reflected
in the scarce sickle inserts), but rather craft specializations such as flint knapping. The fact
that there is no substantial quantity of cores to indicate active exploitation, and thus the chaine
opératoire is incomplete, does not suggest the absence of on-site knapping. As stated by Perles
& Papagiannaki, “Even when in situ production is attested, the chaines opératoires are very
incomplete: the flakes corresponding to the cores, or, conversely, the cores corresponding to the
flakes are missing from our samples. Inevitably, this raises the question of the representativity
of our samples” (Perlés, Papagiannaki 2022, 270).

Once the settlers from Dzhulyunitsa recognized the advantages of these flints for domestic/
household needs, they could capitalize on this acquisition by incorporating their products into
the network of intra- and inter-regional exchange of goods, exotica, and social messages (cf.
Gurova 2012a-b, Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, Gurova et al. 2025). An additional argument could
be the analytical results from the Balkan flint artefacts of Dzhulyunitsa and Karanovo, which
show that only the assemblages from these two sites (in the current state of research) affiliate
to a subgroup of Balkan flint, based on the elevated concentrations of Ca and Mg (vide supra).

To conclude: the section above is based on long-term interdisciplinary research on Balkan
flint (with outcrops in north-central Bulgaria), emphasizing its emergence and repetition over a
large territory, and its co-occurrence with other distinctive socio-cultural traits in the first half of
the 6" millennium cal BC. This implies the existence of a sophisticated exchange network with
a high degree of interaction, suggesting that none of the conventional scenarios and paradigms
of the Neolithization of Bulgaria is viable without taking into consideration the Balkan flint
outcrops and their discovery by the first Neolithic settlers or negotiating access to pre-existing
Balkan flint exchange networks.

3. REGIONALITY VS UNIFORMITY IN EARLY NEOLITHIC FLINT
INDUSTRIES

3.1. THE EARLY NEOLITHIC ASSEMBLAGES OF THE KARANOVO I CULTURAL
ALLIANCE

This section includes data derived from 17 Early Neolithic assemblages that have been stud-
ied (including four which show Late Neolithic strata) (fig. 1). I have studied them over a long
period of time and using different approaches, conceptual premises, and publication strategies.
The following site assemblages have been published: Karanovo (Gurova 1997, 2002a); Azmak
(partially — Gatsov, Gurova 2001); Yabalkovo (Gurova 2014a, Case study no. 5); and the case
studies Slatina, Kovachevo, Rakitovo (Gurova 2011b; 2012b). A representative sample of the
sites was used to distinguish the formal tools of Balkan flints and to support the suggestion that
flints play a role in the Neolithization debate (Gurova 2008a; 2009; 2018b; Gurova Bonsall
2014a). Many of the studies are included in a short article in the Archaeological Discoveries
and Excavations series. Some of the more recent research and from the most important sites is
published as case studies here in Part I — Varbitsa, Dzhulyunitsa, Yarlovitsa and Ilindentsi. My
observations on all the assemblages studied have helped me to provide an overview of the main
characteristics of the flint industry and to define some regularity vs singularity/specificity. All
the studied sites in south Bulgaria eventually became peripheral parts of the broader Karanovo
I culture area. In line with this cultural complex, the dynamic model of cultural processes in
Thrace is used (Nikolov 2004). A peculiar cluster of the southwest variant of the Karanovo I
culture is the set of sites in the Struma Valley (mainly the middle and, to a lesser extent, the up-
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per reaches of the valley) — Kovachevo, Ilindentsi, Brezhani, Drenkovo, Balgarchevo, Dzher-
man and Negovantsi. Some comments will be offered on the last-mentioned site, compensating
for the lack of flints at Galabnik’. The other sites in south Bulgaria are geographically closer
to the core area of the classical Karanovo I culture — Rakitovo, Kapitan Dimitrievo, and Ya-
balkovo. Tell Karanovo and Azmak were studied long ago, and my research on them lacked the
later crystallized focus and cannot be compared with the more recently studied assemblages.
However, they offer perhaps the most representative (at least, the most consistently used as la-
bels for the “macroblade” industry) assemblages of formal tools made of Balkan flint. I found
the Tell Kapitan Dimitrievo study to be both informative and insightful. The newly excavated
Tell Musovitsa, marked on the map in fig. 1, is a promising site for shedding light on the Early
to Late Neolithic transition®. The Early Neolithic sites from north Bulgaria — Varbitsa, Dzhulyu-
nitsa and Yarlovitsa are presented in Part II as Case studies (nos 1-3). To further elucidate flint
industries as a factor in the socio-cultural processes of the first half of the 6" millennium cal BC,
those flint assemblages studied by me are presented here more coherently (with an accent on
still unpublished/new assemblages) but tend to be interpreted and commented on in comparison
to other Early Neolithic sites studied and published by other scholars.

Let’s not forget that Gatsov published the first summary of the flint assemblages from west-
ern Bulgaria in 1993. Based on artefacts from seven Early Neolithic sites (Gradeshnitsa, Slati-
na, Pernik, Galabnik, Sapareva Bania, Balgarchevo and Kovachevo) and four Late Neolithic
sites (Strumsko, Sapareva Bania, Damyanitsa and Topolnitsa), Gatsov came to the following
conclusions: i) typical of the early assemblages, macroblades (mostly retouched) are made of
high-quality yellow flint probably originating in northwest Bulgaria (this is Balkan flint in its
true meaning); ii) during the Late Neolithic, raw material and technological degradation oc-
cur leading to abandonment of the high-quality flint (explained as “isolation” of people from
the outcrops) and the microlithization of the industry is observed (Gatsov 1993, 41). From the
instructive drawings, it is possible to identify the series of formal tools (presumably made of
Balkan flint) and to follow the typological transformation from retouched blades (in the Early
Neolithic) to a series of endscrapers (in Damyanitsa and Topolnitsa in the Late Neolithic). More
information on this stage of interpreting the flint assemblages can be found in Gurova 2008a
(p. 117).

Much later, based on numerous personally studied flint assemblages, coming from the most
important Early Neolithic sites south of the Balkan mountains, such as Tells Karanovo, Azmak
and Kapitan Dimitrievo, and the ‘flat’ sites of Kovachevo, Yabalkovo, Rakitovo and Slatina, I
have argued for the recognition of a category of formal tools/toolkits (Gurova 2008a). The term
‘formal tools/toolkits’ is commonly used in the specialized literature. A definition is provided
by Andrefsky, which reflects tools that possess or embody one or more of the following attrib-
utes: standardized form, additional effort in manufacturing, potential for resharpening, use of
special raw materials, advance preparation, anticipated use and transportability (cf. Andrefsky
1994, 22).

Since then, in my study of other (Early) Neolithic assemblages from different regions, the
concept of formal tools has been used as a discriminatory feature within all parameters of analy-
sis and interpretation of the flint assemblages. Thus, this diagnostic feature of the assemblages

7  After their publication in the 90s, the flint artefacts from Galabnik, Eleshnitsa and Sapareva Bania are,
unfortunately, no longer accessible for study.

8 Istudied the assemblage from the first season of excavation, but it remains unpublished.
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Fig. 21. Formal tools (sickle inserts) from the sites of Yabalkovo (1) and Kovachevo (2); 3 — Karanovo I sickle.
Photomicrographs (x100) of typical cereal polish are taken at the points marked by an arrow (reproduced fig. 2
from Gurova 2018b)

serves as a reliable criterion for comparative analysis in both synchronic and diachronic aspects.

The formal tools comprise blades of visually similar yellow-brownish-greyish white-spotted
Balkan flint, with continuous (sometimes partial) semi-abrupt to abrupt high retouch along
one or both lateral edges, sometimes with pointed or rounded retouched ends, as well as sickle
inserts related to the well-known Karanovo type of sickle (figs 17, 21). From a technological
perspective, this industry indicates the application of indirect percussion (punch technique).
Pressure flaking with an organic stick was used for the characteristic high, steep retouching®.
It must be emphasized that neither cores nor common debitage linked to their preparation are
attested among the assemblages; the chaine opératoire remains fragmented with no possibility
for diacritical reconstruction.

9 A representative series of formal tools was co-examined with J. Pelegrin in 2006 in Sophia Antipolis,
France.
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It is noteworthy that characteristic Early Neolithic Karanovo I and II flint toolkits from
Bulgaria are recognized among different sites (cultural groups) of the supra-regional Karanovo
[-Star¢evo—Cris—Koros cultural technocomplex, as finished tools or simply as artefacts made
of the Balkan flint (vide supra in paragraph 2.3.3).

The formal tools are a diagnostic feature of the Early Neolithic flint assemblages and a sign
of affiliation with the Karanovo I-II cultural koiné. They are usually most numerous and rep-
resentative among the assemblages from Tel Karanovo and Azmak (where the formal tools are
dominant), followed by the sites of Yabalkovo, Rakitovo, Slatina, Kovachevo, Ilindentsi and
others (Gurova 2008a; 2011a; 2012b; 2014b). It should be emphasized that the formal toolkits
are present within Early Neolithic flint assemblages in varying proportions and at different
stages of their evolution (well documented within the sites of the Middle Struma Valley). At
Tells Azmak and Karanovo, they prevail and are evolved techno-typologically from the begin-
ning of the respective cultural sequences.

As mentioned above, the formal tools are a diagnostic feature and hallmark of the Early Neo-
lithic Karanovo I and II cultures and, as such, they accompany the pottery assemblages with the
emblematic for Karanovo I white-on-red painting, illustrated in figures 22—25.

Apart from the formal tools, the Early Neolithic assemblages of all the above-mentioned
south Bulgarian sites provide, of course, examples of expedient production of blanks (flakes
and blades) and tools made of local, easily accessible raw materials. And while the presence
of Balkan flint and the formal tools introduce elements of uniformity/homogeneity into the as-
semblages, the features of the expedient assemblages introduce specificity and regionality into
the Early Neolithic flint industry. The local raw materials in different parts of the country vary
(see fig. 11.2). A particularly rich spectrum of raw materials is found in the Rhodope mountains,
which were accessible as secondary (placer) deposits in the river valleys.

3.1.1. THE STRUMA VALLEY SITES

The numerous (29) Early Neolithic sites of the Middle and Upper Struma Valley have been
in the scholars’ focus for decades, thanks to the most solid and provable scenario of an early
wave of Anatolian migrants bearing the Neolithic package(s) from the Central Anatolia (Lake
district) directly, or occasionally from northwestern Anatolia via Aegean seafaring. Moving
northward along the Struma River, then turning east, the farmers reached the Upper Thrace
(Nikolov 2017). Wherever the farmers originated, from the north Aegean to Bulgarian terri-
tory, their easiest pathway followed the Struma Valley, reaching what is still the earliest-known
settlement — Kovachevo. This site is one of the most important Early Neolithic establishments
in Bulgaria. As already shown, the beginning of the Kovachevo sequence falls around 6100
cal BC (Lichardus et al. 2006, 85; Lichardus-Itten 2022, 306, Table 18.1). This first occupa-
tion represents a local cultural facies with connections to Greek western Macedonia and Ovce
polje, preceding the appearance of the Karanovo I cultural features, which start to emerge at
Kovachevo in phases Ic and Id (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2002, 128; Grebska-Kulow 2024, 37). In
the preceding phases of Kovachevo, no Balkan flint artefacts or formal tools are attested; they
appear when the site became part of the southwest variant of the Karanovo I culture, in phases
Ic—Id. Kovachevo Ia and Ib precede Karanovo I and represent a colonization event by Anatolian
migrants (Lichardus et al. 2006, 86—-88).

Thus, the wave of movement of the Kovachevo first farmers was not the origin of the later
west-east spread of the bearers of the Karanovo I culture. Additional arguments against the
Struma River as (one of) the main corridors linking the north Aegean with the interior of the
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Fig. 22. Slatina: 1 (A—C) white-painted pottery style decoration (according to Huxonos 1992, figs. 61, 63, 64);
2. Formal flint toolkit; 3. Photomicrograph of the cereal polish (x100), see the arrow on the drawing below; 4.
Flint artefacts (blade and tools) (reproduced in colour fig. 3 from Gurova 2012b)
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Fig. 23. Kovachevo: 1. White-painted pottery shapes and decoration (according to Demoule, Lichardus-Itten
2001, fig. 7); 2. Photomicrograph of cereal polish (x100), see the arrow in picture 5; 3. Flint artefacts (debitage
and tools); 4. Photomicrograph of cereal polish (x100), see the arrow on the photo below; 5. Formal flint toolkit

(including sickle inserts) (reproduced in colour fig. 4 from Gurova 2012b)
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Fig. 24. Rakitovo: 1. White-painted pottery decoration: A. Rakitovo style; B. mixed style; C. Thracian style
(according to Raduncheva et al. 2002, figs 86-88); 2. Formal flint toolkit; 3. Photomicrograph of cereal polish
(x100), see the arrow on the drawing below; 4. Flint artefacts (tools) (reproduced in colour fig. 5 from
Gurova 2012b)
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Fig. 25. Yabalkovo: 1. Pottery shapes and white-painted decoration (according to Leshtakov et al. 2007, fig. 10,
scale 1:4); 2—-3. Formal flint toolkit (2 — sickle inserts); 4. Flint hammerstone resharpened in ‘discoid’ form;
5. Photomicrograph of cereal polish (x100), see the arrow on the drawing below; 6. Flint artefacts (tools)
(reproduced in colour fig. 6 from Gurova 2012b)
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Balkan Peninsula were presented in a recent publication offering rich evidence of Neolithic
sites in the Struma valley subjected to a regional diachronic and synchronic analysis in the
context of supra-regional contacts of Early Neolithic Middle Struma settlements. The authors
conclude that the “mountain passes channelled the contacts while the watercourse of the Struma
functioned as a barrier to movements rather than as a highway” (Grebska-Kulow, Zidarov 2021,
1012). Ergo, an impediment arises in the axiomatic view of Struma theory proponents that
Neolithization began via the Struma pathway, followed by an eastern movement into Thrace.
However, this hypothesis is still officially dominant.

The Balkan flint formal toolkit and blades appear in Kovachevo as a novelty, together with
the Karanovo I pottery decoration system (Gurova 2011b; 2012b) (figs 23, 26-27). Balkan
flint artefacts represent ca 5% of the entire chipped-stone assemblages from the site'’, but that
does not mean they are negligible — first because they occur at a later stage in the sequence and
second, because they are very representative by themselves, combining the best examples of
typological variety and sickle-insert repertoire. Here, it is worth noting that early in the site’s
habitation, the raw materials were primarily based on the geological diversity in the Rhodope
volcanic zone. A large portion of the artefacts is made of a dark grey to black variety of atypi-
cal flint (chert?) from the western Rhodopes, investigated in the past by M. Pawlikowski in the
context of open-air Late Palaeolithic sites in the region'. One of the best manifestations of this
raw material is the series of more than 100 micropierces/borers showing a broader range of
morphometric characteristics, with short to medium tips (3—9 mm) not always clearly separated
by the body, fashioned by semi-steep to abrupt lateral retouch (fig. 28). The functional predes-
tination and efficacy of such microborers (reproduced experimentally) were tested in a drilling
experiment with fascinating results (Gurova et al. 2013). It is questionable if the purpose of this
remarkable toolkit was to be involved in the craftsmanship on the site, because no significant
quantity of perforated personal ornaments was discovered in situ.

At Ilindentsi (northwest of Kovachevo), another smaller series of micropiercers/borers was
recorded (vide infra). Again, the evidence of adornment from the site was too scarce to corre-
spond to the potential of the toolkit. On the other hand, far to the north of both sites in the Upper
Struma Valley is the intriguing site of Galabnik, where an incomparable series of bead neck-
laces'? with a reconstructed combined length of 14 m (!) was found (Paviik, Bakamska 2021).
X-ray analysis revealed the mineral composition of the beads as marble, limestone schists,
serpentinite and nephrite (jadeite?), whose origin remains unknown (KocrtoB, bakbsmcka 2004)
(fig. 29). The most remarkable feature is that the perforations consistently have a diameter of
1.2 mm, which is challenging to reproduce in experimental work. Here is the place to note, as-
suming the existence of workshops for micropiercers/borers at both Kovachevo and Ilindentsi,
although their respective chaines opératoires remain incomplete, that their products were made
for export to another site, such as Galabnik, where no toolkit is recorded. Regardless, a remark-
able amount of personal ornaments was present. There is an apparent discrepancy between
the production area/workshop and the final product — an all-too-common occurrence in the
archaeological archive of Bulgarian prehistory. A typical case study of a workshop of micro-

10  The chipped stone industry from Kovachevo remains unpublished. I was allowed to present some
aspects of the typological repertoire in the context of specialized research. I respect these restrictions here as well.

11  His research, unfortunately, remained unpublished.

12 The site was excavated by M. Chahadzhiev. Information about the necklace and permission to photo-
graph it was provided by A. Bakamska.
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Fig. 26. Artefacts and Balkan flint formal tools from Kovachevo
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. 2

Fig. 27. Artefacts and Balkan flint formal tools from Kovachevo (3 — sickle inserts)

piercers/borers, associated with onside cockle shell beads, comes from Franchthi cave (Argolid,
Greece), where the toolkit shows evident standardization in form and technique in support of
the hypothesis of craft production of beads, going even beyond the needs of the local com-
munity (Perlés 2023). In our case of the above-mentioned discrepancy, two explanations are
possible: i) very active contact and exchange between inhabitants of the Struma valley sites in
both directions — export of drilling toolkits northward and southward import (from an unknown
centre) of Balkan flint blades and formal tools; ii) the micropiercers/borers are just a fragment
of an apprenticeship process which corresponds to their heterogeneity and lack of metrical,
technical and functional standardization.

Among the cluster of Early Neolithic sites in the Middle Struma Valley, the site of Ilin-
dentsi (on the left side of the River) represents an interesting case study of a chipped-stone
assemblage. The site sequence belongs to the second half of the Early Neolithic, synchronous
with Kovachevo Ic-1d (Grebska-Kulow 2017, 250; 2024) and was plausibly founded by people
from Kovachevo during its Ic phase (Grebska-Kulow 2024, 39). The close similarity with Ko-
vachevo is well demonstrated by the chipped-stone assemblage in raw material variety as well
as in the typological repertoire, including micropiercers and a small series of artefacts (mainly
formal tools) of Balkan flint (fig. 30). The assemblage is presented in detail in Part II of the
book (Case study no. 4).

Furthermore, to the north is the Brezhani site at an elevation of 650 m above sea level.
The village was established (like Ilindentsi) ca 5900 cal BC and shows clear elements of the
Karanovo I culture, as well as contacts with the Galabnik group (I'pebcka-Kymnos u ap. in press;
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Fig. 28. Kovachevo — micropiercers/borers
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Fig. 29. The necklace(s) from Galabnik

Grebska-Kulow 2017, 253; 2024, 39). The flint assemblage from the site is very scarce, com-
prising 10 pieces, four collected during a previous survey in 2009 and six during the excavation
in 2023. Most of the artefacts are visually of Balkan flint, and four of these are formal tools (fig.
31).

Northwest of Brezhani is the site of Drenkovo, with a very early date of establishment, dat-
ing back to the final two centuries of the 7" millennium BC. A small-scale trench excavation in
2003 revealed pottery similar to that of Kovachevo Ia and Ib, with close parallels to Anzabe-
govo (Grebska-Kulow 2017, 253-254; 2024, 40). The excavator did not see any indication of
Karanovo I cultural elements. However, among the ten flint artefacts, there are three of Balkan
flint, which were certainly imported to the site. It should be emphasized here that the sites of
Brezhani and Drenkovo are included in our multidisciplinary research on Balkan flint and have
confirmed the affiliation of their artefact inventories with north Bulgarian sources of Balkan
flint (Gurova et al. 2022b) (see fig. 14.5-6).

The last site in the Middle Struma valley — Balgarchevo — emerged in the Early Neolithic
and shows an apparently continuous sequence till the late Chalcolithic, followed by discontinu-
ous habitation phases in the LBA and Antiquity (Pernicheva et al. 2011). The Early Neolithic
at Balgarchevo does not exhibit features characteristic of the typical Karanovo I culture, but
instead shows close parallels with sites in North Macedonia. These features in the pottery as-
semblage are attributed to the emergence of a new Starcevo population at the end of the Early
Neolithic (Grebska-Kulow 2024, 41). I was provided with the flint collection from Balgar-
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Fig. 30. Ilindentsi: Balkan flint tools (1) and example of the typological repertoire (2)
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chevo, which lacked a clear distinction between Early and Late Neolithic assemblages'®. There
was a difference in how the post-Early Neolithic strata of the site and their synchronization with
Karanovo periodization were treated by L. Pernicheva and V. Nikolov (Hukonos 1998, 301,
contra Perniceva 2002, 301). Part of the assemblage (40 artefacts) has been studied and pub-
lished by Gatsov, and they all were attributed to the Early Neolithic (?) (Gatsov 1993, 32-33).
The assemblage I worked on contained 69 artefacts, of which 22 were tools. Retouched blades
are most common, followed by endscrapers and single examples of a splintered piece, a trunca-
tion, a perforator and an atypical segment (fig. 32). Despite the mixed character of the assem-
blage there are three Balkan flint formal tools (fig. 32.5-7) which can be attributed to the Early
Neolithic, but equally could be reminiscent forms of the diagnostic Karanovo I tools among the
Late Neolithic assemblage. The endscrapers, as a series, at least suggest the Starcevo influence
(for the characteristics of Star¢evo assemblages, see the Discussion section in Case study no. 3).

Among those specialists with the longest and most profitable research on the Middle Struma
Valley sites, M. Grebska-Kulow has provided the most instructive information and insights on
the Middle Struma cluster. She distinguishes four stages in the Neolithization of the region,
which can be summarized as follows:

- Stage 1 (6200-6000 cal BC) — establishment of Kovachevo Ia and Drenkovo I with con-
nections to northern Greece, Thessaly and Pelagonia;

- Stage 2 (6000-5900 cal BC) — appearance of farming settlements in the Upper Struma
belonging to the Galabnik and Nevestino groups, contemporaneous with the Kovachevo Ib
period);

- Stage 3 (5900-5700 cal BC) — more intensive contacts along the Struma Valley; establish-
ment of Brezhani and Ilindentsi; Kovachevo Ic and contacts to the east — to the Mesta, Maritsa
and Karanovo I culture;

- Stage 4 (5500-5450 cal BC) — appearance of new settlements with different cultural fea-
tures: Drenkovo II, Kalimantsi, Pokrovnik — founded by people from StarCevo cultural com-
munities (Grebska-Kulow 2024, 41-42).

In her interpretation, the River loses its “pathway” role in favour of the mountain passes,
which became the main communication and control points. During the long Early Neolithic
period in the region, many multidirectional movements were carried out alongside the tradi-
tionally assumed (and overestimated) north-south axis. Of particular interest is the supposition
that local Mesolithic groups interacted with the new farming communities during the period
between the first migrant wave to northern Greece and the next one, leading to the foundation
of Kovachevo (ibid., 44). In this respect, it should be recalled that the most numerous series
of Early Neolithic geometric microliths (10 items) comes from Kovachevo, compared to nine
from Ohoden, five from Yabalkovo and three from Dzhulyunitsa (fig. 33).

The site of Dzherman in the upper Struma Valley was excavated as part of the rescue infra-
structure project of the “Struma” highway. Thanks to the interdisciplinary studies carried out
on-site and subsequently on the finds, a range of interesting information was gained, from geo-
morphology to the exotic obsidian blade (MBanoB u zp. 2016). The site was subjected to severe
geomorphological impact during and after the cooling event at the end of the 7" millennium cal
BC. Due to massive mud and stone flows from the surrounding hills, all Early Neolithic features
were found translocated, often redeposited in negative features/pits. The pottery exhibits poor

13 Publication of the results is awaiting for finalization of the volume 2 of the Balgarchevo series.
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Fig. 31. Brezhani — Balkan flint tools: from the new excavations (1, 3), from the surveys in 2009 (2)

preservation without clear parallels with the Middle Struma assemblages. Unfortunately, AMS
dating was unsuccessful. As for the chipped-stone assemblages, they were not numerous, but
intriguing. Among the raw materials, quartzite is noticeable (and easily accessible within the
gravel deposits along the Struma River and its tributaries, as well as a jasper variety from the
Rhodopes, and a smaller quantity of recognizable Balkan flint (fig. 34.3-5). The chipped-stone
assemblage contains four categories of artefacts: 21 flint (sensu lato) artefacts, one obsidian
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Fig. 32. Balgarchevo — flint artefacts

blade, artefacts of quartzite and coarse-grained rocks obtained from river gravels. Among the
flint artefacts are six typological tools (retouched blades and flakes and one endscraper), 11
blades, two flakes, one fragment and one retouched flake/spall (fig. 34.1). Eleven artefacts
(two of which are retouched plus nine virgin blades) are made of Balkan flint. There are 29
quartzite debitage products (small flakes) (fig. 34.5) and three quartzite hammerstones (fig.
35.1-3). A third group consists of four rocks (from river gravels) used on the convex surfaces
for different functions (fig. 35.4). Apart from the primary function of the hammerstone in the
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knapping process, very often (as in the concrete case) they are reused as pestles/broyons, in-
volved in household activities such as food production (cereal grinding), mineral crushing, or
even polishing (Hamon 2014; Vuckovi¢, 2019). The presence of hammerstones corresponds
to the very high concentration of grinding stones on the site, the study of which has not been
completed. Undoubtedly, the most exotic and rare artefact is the mid-fragment of an obsidian
blade with matte utilization retouch and microwear traces — matte lateral bands with fine stria-
tions and microchipping, suggesting plant cutting, possibly cereal harvesting (figs 34.2, 36).
Portable XRF analysis identifies the source as the Carpathian 1 (Cejkov-Vinicky) source area
in Slovakia (Bonsall et al. 2017, Table 2). The obsidian blade from Dzherman is significant in
its own right, given the scarcity of obsidian artefacts from Bulgaria, and also because it is cur-
rently the southernmost point (considering Bulgaria and Serbia) of Carpathian obsidian occur-
rence. Its Carpathian vs Melian provenance is significant and may mark the northern frontier of
the broader Aegean obsidian network. A deeper look into the dataset of the latter is needed to
confirm/deny this supposition.

The last two sites in the Upper Struma valley to mention here are Galabnik and the nearby
tell settlement of Negovantsi. As mentioned above, the flint assemblage from Galabnik was
briefly published by Gatsov (1993). Sixty-three artefacts from three phases are attributed to
the Early Neolithic sequence (17 typological tools and 46 blades, mostly fragmented). The tool
repertoire consists of retouched blades — 14, perforators on blades — two; backed blade — one;
truncation — one. The blades are defined as massive with irregular, marginal, and high retouch.
The raw material is exclusively a waxy-yellow, high-quality flint (Gatsov 1993, 30). From the
description and the 13 drawings (Plate 1), it seems that a hallmark of the assemblage is a repre-
sentative series of formal tools of Balkan flint. Galabnik is very important in the Early Neolithic
sequence in Bulgaria (giving its name to the specific western pottery style group) and offering
very early dates for its establishment, 6070/50-5910/20 cal BC (Thissen, Reingruber 2017,
138) and 6031,5 cal BC (Krauss 2023, 242, table 7).

I studied a small assemblage of flint artefacts discovered at the Negovantsi site during the
trench excavations in 1996 (Zidarov, Bakamska, in press). The pottery typochronology from
Negovantsi shows parallels with Galabnik, both in its first phase and in the later stages of the
extended Starcevo tradition (ibid., 18). The flint assemblage comprises 21 artefacts: eight ty-
pological tools (seven retouched blades and one atypical endscraper), 12 debitage products
(four blades, four flakes, four fragments) and a single-platform flake core with two adjacent
removal/debitage surfaces (figs 37-38). Twelve artefacts are made of Balkan flint — all tools
among which is one retouched blade belonging to the formal tools category, three blades, and
one indeterminate fragment (fig. 37.2). Among the raw materials, apart from Balkan flint and
quartzite, there are two raw material varieties with unknown origins (the core is made of one
of them). It is noticeable that the only core is the product of opportunistic production using (lo-
cal, regional?) raw materials, while the Balkan flint chaine opératoire remains allochthonous/
introduced. The proximity of Negovantsi to the Slatina site, where the only securely identified
flint production workshop is located, makes it possible to envisage export from the workshop to
neighbouring sites with subsequent involvement in the north-to-south Balkan flint provisioning
network, which reached the southernmost Middle Struma Valley Early Neolithic sites.

To sum up, the Struma Valley assemblages demonstrate common features from Kovachevo
to Negovantsi — namely the presence of Balkan flint artefacts and formal toolkits (typically re-
touched blades and sickle inserts). Chronologically, at Kovachevo this process starts in phase Ic
(ca 5900 cal BC — Stage 3 according to Grebska-Kulow 2024 (vide supra), while in the northern
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Fig. 33. Geometric microliths from: 1. Kovachevo; 2. Dzhulyunitsa; 3. Ohoden (3 — after Zlateva-Uzunova,
2009, fig. LI, 1-7)

part (Galabnik and Negovantsi) approximately a century earlier, which corresponds to the pre-
sumption (and seemingly the unique practical possibility) that the Balkan flint ‘package’ was in-
troduced from the north (via or bypassing the Slatina workshop). If and when Balkan flint -like
sources are discovered in North Macedonia, then other distribution scenarios will be possible.
Apart from the Balkan flint acquired here through supra-regional distribution (over 100 km), lo-
cal and regional network-operated provisioning of raw materials from the Rhodopes, quartzite
was available along the entire river course as gravels/placer deposits. A peculiar techno-cultural
facies is represented by the abundance of micropiercers/borers (at Kovachevo and Ilindentsi),
suggesting predetermined production of toolkits for specialized craftsmanship related to per-
sonal adornments.

From a subsistence economy perspective, developed agricultural practices are confirmed by
the presence of sickle inserts, particularly at Kovachevo and Ilindentsi. It is notable that from
the earliest phase at Kovachevo, there are sickle elements with diagonal polish, indicating the
use of the Karanovo type of sickle before its appearance in the eponymous tell in Thrace, as
noticed years ago (Gurova 2012b). The presence of geometric microliths in the earlier strata of
Kovachevo suggests a pre-Neolithic substratum marginally introduced into the adoption of the
Neolithic lifestyle. This statement accords with Grebska-Kulow 2024 (vide supra), and contra
R. Krauss, who postulates that ... “If a pre-Neolithic population had lived within the region, then
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Fig. 34. Artefacts (1) and present raw materials from Dzherman: obsidian (2); Balkan flint (3); jasper (4) and
quartzite (5)
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Fig. 35. Dzherman quartzite (1-3) and coarse rock hammerstone/grinder (4)

63



Maria Gurova

Fig. 36. Dzherman — obsidian blade with photomicrographs (x20, x80) of the used edges and of the significant
surface wear (reproduced fig. 17 from Bonsall et al. 2017)

this played no demonstrable part within the transmission of Neolithic cultural elements into the
Balkans. Only groups already fully versed in the Neolithic economic model and accompanying
their herd animals can plausibly be considered to have been agents in the Neolithization of the
Struma Valley”(Krauss 2023, 97). Whether the first farmers came from the Lake District via
direct maritime seafaring [as in the case of Greece — see Lichardus-Itten 2022 and Perlés 2005]
or via northwest Anatolia is still difficult to say.

3.1.2. THE SOFIA PLAIN AND UPPER THRACE

There are no objections against the fact (even in controversial scenarios) that the archaeologi-
cal evidence suggests a secondary Neolithization of Thrace. “It is quite possible that the broad
floodplain of the Maritsa may conceal even earlier Neolithic settlements beneath its sediment
deposits. Nevertheless, according to the current state of research, Thrace is depicted as a zone of
secondary Neolithization, while regions such as the Struma Valley and northern Bulgaria show
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Fig. 37. Negovantsi: artefacts (1) and Balkan flint blades and tools (2)
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Fig. 38. Negovantsi: raw material variety (1) and single-platform flake core (2)
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earlier Neolithic settlement, despite being geographically further afield. As a result, the ques-
tion as to the identity of the carriers of the Neolithization process into Thrace remains difficult”
(Krauss 2023, 130-132). This statement aligns well with my ideas of pre-Karanovo contacts
between north Bulgarian sites, which transferred to Thrace or at least mediated the provisioning
of Thracian sites with Balkan flint and its products.

As for the flint assemblages, Slatina and Rakitovo were partially studied and published by
Gatsov (I"ayjoB 1992; PapynueBa u ap. 2002). Yabalkovo has been studied and published by R.
Zlateva-Uzunova (Zlateva-Uzunova 2014; 3nareBa-Y3yHoBa 2025). All three sites were also
studied by me (Yabalkovo, as selected material) and were presented and commented on in
some of my previous publications (Gurova 2012b; 2014a; Gurova, Bonsall, 2014a). Yabalkovo
is presented here in Part II as Case study no. 5. The assemblages from Karanovo and Azmak
were studied by the team of Gatsov and Gurova, with subsequent publications. What is worth
recalling here is that these sites provide one of the most representative examples of formal tool-
kits — in both quantitative and qualitative senses (figs 17; 22—-27; 39—40). In retrospect, the first
highlights of the Balkan flint formal tools led Gatsov to promote the term ‘Karanovo blades’,
embracing abruptly-retouched blades, based on the ‘macroblade’ technology. Gatsov defines
the Karanovo and Azmak area as the “centre” of this ‘macroblade’ production (Gatsov 1995,
157; 2009). Thus, he started to promote the so-called ‘Karanovo blades’ as a counterpoint to
the overall variability of the northwest Anatolian techno-typological complex. From a techno-
typological viewpoint, given the representativeness in terms of both quality and quantity of
this tool category, referring to them as Azmak tools/blades would be more appropriate. The
term Karanovo blade, as such, refers to the eponymous site and/or to some of the distinguished
Karanovo cultures, and there are too many, at least two for the Early Neolithic; however, this
label does not seem unequivocal. It should be remembered that these Balkan flint formal tools
survive a retardation and reappear under a reminiscent form until Karanovo III-IV and IV at
Tell Karanovo itself and in almost all sites with Late Neolithic strata. Although his approach
was restricted to a relatively small area of the Early Neolithic cultural background, Gatsov’s
general observations nevertheless provided a basis for further interpretation. The Balkan flint
formal tool distinction that I made represents the next step in the conceptual interpretation of
the Neolithic flint inventories. It is worth recalling that for the origin of both yellow and grey-
ish white-spotted flints, which are the most numerous among the flint assemblages of Tells
Karanovo and Azmak, a locality near the St. Iliya Hills in Thrace was proposed as the source
area (Gatsov, Kurcatov 1997). This geologically unproven supposition was not supported by
specialized analysis. In light of recent interdisciplinary research on Balkan flint, this repeatedly
quoted assumption could be considered as firmly disproved. The fact that in both tells (as well
as at Rakitovo and Yabalkovo) the Balkan flint formal toolkits appear in a perfectly evolved
form — without a preceding stage of the chaine opératoire and as relatively narrow, abruptly-re-
touched blades, evidently subjected to multiple resharpenings/rejuvenations with both utilitar-
ian and stylistic intentions. This suggests that at some stage in the site’s functioning, a shortage
of blanks (hence Balkan flint as raw material) occurred, leading to further overuse of the tools,
including some cases of secondary debitage of Balkan flint blanks. This brings us back to the
Balkan flint networks.

In the interdisciplinary research on Balkan flint, the archaeological samples from Slatina,
Yabalkovo, and Karanovo have contributed much to the scientifically-based and analytically
proven links between these sites in the invisible yet incontestable networks connecting the
Thracian site consumers with the Balkan flint source areas, with a potential mediating role for
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Fig. 39. Artefacts, Balkan flint blades and formal tools from Rakitovo (1) and Slatina (2)

some nearby settlements in north Bulgaria. Here (once again) the particularity of the Balkan
flint variant represented only in Dzhulyunitsa and Karanovo should be stressed (see Gurova et
al. 2022b, 18, and above — in section 2.3.2).

It has already been stated that there are only two sites that can be accepted as workshops —
Zhernov, on secondary Balkan flint deposits concerned with primary procurement of Balkan
flint nodules, with an unclear but envisageable spectrum of activity and distribution (fig. 20)
and Slatina, a settlement with an atelier for flint production as household activity (I"arjoB 1992b;
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Huxkonos 1992; Ckakyn 1992). At Slatina, some of the largest blades of Balkan flint are record-
ed (see fig. 39.2). Other sites with noticeably large blades potentially suitable for fashioning
into formal tools occur at Dzhulyunitsa and Yarlovitsa (Case studies nos 2—3). Unfortunately,
research on the Big Slatina house has been completed with no possibility for further work due
to the drastic heat impacts on a significant portion of the flint assemblages.

How do the observations on the flint assemblages and the Balkan flint distribution scenarios
correspond to the chronological evidence? Let us recall the dates published by R. Krauss for his
zone 4 of the regional Neolithic dispersal (Krauss 2023, 242, Table 7):

Azmak (charcoal) — 7303 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 6172 cal BC
Karanovo (charcoal) — 7130 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 6028.5 cal BC
Slatina (charcoal) — 6970 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 5857.5 cal BC
Yabalkovo (bone) — 7040 BP, CalPal (source), 2sigma 5916.5 cal BC

The late dating of Slatina, confirmed by the most recently published dates (Hukonos, Tako-
poBa 2021), is surprising. A date for the Slatina workshop 100-200 years earlier would better fit
the processes of supplying and distributing Balkan flint to the site, as well as further redistribu-
tion by travelling knappers to the consumer sites along the Struma Valley and across the Upper
Thrace to the east. However, there is a lack of concordance between our preferred hypothesis
and the archaeological evidence!

Ultimately, the typical characteristics of the assemblages are the presence of representa-
tive series of Balkan flint formal tools (most abundant at Azmak, followed by Karanovo and
Yabalkovo) as well as their excessive use and transformation. All sites are characterized by
opportunistic production, based on other locally and regionally available raw materials used
in the debitage production (mainly flakes and fragments). Unsurprisingly, these sites reveal a
completely evolved sickle of Karanovo type with remarkably intensively used, resharpened,
reversed and reused sickle inserts based mainly on retouched blades, but with a strong element
of unretouched blade fragments used for this purpose (figs 17, 21).

To summarize this brief section, I would like to turn to an original “post-processual” inter-
pretation of the Early Neolithic macroblades and their circulation, offered by T. Tsonev: “... the
social model of tell settlements also influenced the composition and the raw material distribu-
tion of flint assemblages... Thracian tells relied on powerful metaphors that underpin much
larger and more distant exchange mechanisms with flint raw materials” (Tsonev 2004, 261).

3.2. EARLY NEOLITHIC SITES IN NORTHERN BULGARIA

I think it is logical to start this paragraph by recalling the scenarios presented by Krauss et al.
(2017) regarding Neolithization via the Sub-Mediterranean-Aegean biogeographic zone during
the 8.2 ka event. It covers the northern and northwestern edge of the Aegean, including Thessa-
ly, Greek Macedonia and Greek Thrace, and extends further into the Balkans, but only along the
valleys of the Vardar (Axios), Struma (Strymon) and Mesta (Nestos) rivers (Krauss et al. 2017,
1). At the end of the first wave of Neolithization, “before moving further to the north along the
north-south oriented river systems of the Central Balkans, the Neolithic economy based on
agriculture and stockbreeding would first have to be adapted to the relatively harsh winters in
the Balkans. Consequently, it would have been possible to apply the new Neolithic lifestyle in
the neighbouring areas of Thrace, Wallachia, Dobrudzha, and the Carpathian Basin only after
a certain period of adaptation. Available *C data show that the adaptation period was identi-
cal to the time span of the Rapid Climate Change (RCC) event (6550—6050 cal BC) as defined
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Fig. 40. Balkan flint formal tools from Yabalkovo

in previous studies” (Krauss et al. 2017, 1). As shown on the maps illustrating this dispersal
(Krauss et al. 2017, fig. 4; Krauss 2023, 84, fig. 3), the northern areas of this second wave led to
the establishment of the Proto-Star¢evo complex in the central Balkans and the pre-Karanovo I
complex (Dzhulyunitsa/Koprivets) in northern Bulgaria. Krauss places the site of Dzhulyunitsa
at the centre of this pre-Karanovo enclave/cluster, affirming that “...the Early Neolithic settle-
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ment of Dzhulyunitsa is currently proving to be a key site in determining the characteristics of
the earliest Neolithic within the Balkans” (Krauss 2023, 141). This site is of great importance
in my quasi-intuitive (in the past) and better argued (now) thoughts and hypotheses about the
supply and distribution of Balkan flint as a developed and efficiently functioning raw material
network in the Balkans (at least!). Dzhulyunitsa, with sufficient background information, a
detailed study, results, comments, and discussion, is presented in Part II as Case study no. 2. In
this part, I will share my comments on sites belonging to the same early Neolithization stage,
such as Koprivets and Orlovets.

Ovcharovo—Gorata is not included in my comparative perspective because I judged it from
different sources with no clear chrono-cultural context for the flint assemblages and a very
different approach to its research and interpretation: N. Van Binh’s description and instructive
drawing in R. Krauss publications (Krauss 2014; 2023) and, on the other hand, the research on
the same assemblages by Skakun et al. (Ckakyn u gp. 2018), which do not correspond to my
scientific approach either in techno-typological or functional aspects. The impression I gained
from these different sources is that the Ovcharovo assemblages resemble those from Late Neo-
lithic Usoe (I)'* as published by Gatsov and Skakun (Ckakyn 1994; Gatsov 1990). Both sites
are located in Dobrudzha (Ludogorie), with various Lower and Upper Cretaceous flint deposits,
and no specific research has been conducted on the raw materials. The observation on the ty-
pological repertoire presented suggests that a large proportion of the tools are small endscrap-
ers made on fragmented blades, but mainly on flakes, abrupt truncations and less frequently
retouched blades (it is however essential to know from which type of flint they were made —
Balkan, Shumen I and II types, or Ludogorie types of flint?!)

The possibility that the Ovcharovo culture could be plausibly established as a ‘reneolithiza-
tion” process by migrating groups from the Karanovo II chrono-cultural background (cf. To-
dorova, Vajsov 1993, 118-120) seems unlikely based on a comparison of the flint assemblages.

It is worth noting that we are now in the area of Dzhulyunitsa—Koprivets, where the earliest
pre-Karanovo Neolithic manifestations are found — both in pottery and flint assemblages.

It sounds strange to articulate it directly, but outside the Karanovo I-II cultural milieu
(which is in fact a unique milieu favourable for the complete and evolved occurrence of the
Early Neolithic formal toolkits) are the sites in northern Bulgaria, some of which have strata de-
nominated as a “monochrome” phase of the Neolithic (a topic inherently related to an ongoing
debate which is beyond the scope of the present study). According to the updated version of the
14C database, the following sites in north Bulgaria belong to the Early Neolithic (or possess EN
strata) — Ohoden, Dzhulyunitsa, Koprivets, Ovcharovo—Gorata, and Samovodene (lower hori-
zon A) (Marinova, Krauss 2014; Thissen, Reingruber 2017; Kraus 2023). Unfortunately, none
of these sites can be shown to be substantially earlier than Karanovo I. There is a remarkable
discrepancy in the arguments for the “monochrome” pottery on the sites, and two examples will
be listed: Ohoden has been interpreted as belonging to the Proto-StarCevo culture or Western
Balkan cultural zone (I'anerioBcku 2009, 2018); On the other hand, at Dzhulyunitsa, convincing
parallels for assemblages from western Anatolia, the Aegean and the Marmara Sea are attested
(Enencku 2006; Elenski 2008; Krauss et al. 2014; Kraus 2024), assigning the site to the eastern
Balkan cultural zone.

Whatever cultural affiliations can be listed, it is a fact that a cultural group with similar ce-

14 The site appears differently named (Usoe and Usoe I) in various publications, including in those com-
mented on here.
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Fig. 41. Dzhulyunitsa: artefacts and Balkan flint tools and blades
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ramic features could be established, including the early pottery assemblages from Koprivets,
Pomoshtitsa, Orlovets and Polianitsa—Platoto (Krauss et al. ibid., 58). What is known about the
flint assemblages from these sites and what cultural affiliations they reveal, and how much the
flint assemblages from Ohoden and Dzhulyunitsa differ, based on the substantially different af-
filiation zone to which they belong?

As a working hypothesis in the past (based on my pilot study), it was tentatively suggested
that Dzhulyunitsa acted as a “... potential centre for Balkan flint blank (mainly blade) manufac-
ture and distribution among the settlements in Bulgaria at a pre-Karanovo I phase of the Neo-
lithic (Gurova, Bonsall 2014b, 123)*. Actually, the full publication is available in this volume
and I can say there are sufficiently serious arguments to sustain, rather than deny my hypothesis
(fig. 41). The Case study no. 2 on Dzhulyuinitsa reveals a very intriguing assemblage with an
abundance of Balkan flint products and, in a smaller but still representative portion, dark grey
white-spotted flint. To recall that this type of flint (visually resembling a dark grey version of
Balkan flint, but differing from the beige-greyish colouristic variants of the Balkan flint) is also
present in other Early Neolithic assemblages with Balkan flint formal tools, such as Varbitsa,
Karanovo and Kovachevo (cf. Gurova et al. 2022b, 23). Despite some resemblance of this flint
to raw material from the Kovachevo Formation and Shumen II type, its specific provenance can
be considered as still unknown (ibid., 24). The evidence from Dzhulyunitsa indicates on-site
knapping and recognizable blade production based on both flint types. The typological spec-
trum is dominated by retouched blades followed by retouched flakes, endscrapers and splin-
tered pieces; three trapezes are also recorded. Based on the tool repertoire, the Dzhulyunitsa
assemblages show sufficiently close parallels with the Ohoden assemblage.

According to the detailed publication of the Ohoden assemblage, there was an in situ func-
tioning chaine opératoire based on the supply of local raw materials, as well as evidence of an-
other production using imported cores or blanks. Within 11 distinct types of raw materials, two
types theoretically could correspond to Balkan flint: beige-wax to yellow with whitish spots
(respectively BG.Oh.F5 and BG.Oh.F6), which are mainly represented by tools and blades and
originate from the Razgrad region in Dobrudzha (Zlateva-Uzunova 2009, 72). Flakes domi-
nate the assemblage, but blades (up to 7.5 cm long) are also present. Precisely half of the 60
cores are described as nodules with test flaking. The tool repertoire includes retouched blades,
endscrapers, retouched flakes, denticulates, truncations, perforators, and a series of geometric
microliths (7 trapezes and two segments) (Zlateva-Uzunova 2009). Examination of a part of
the assemblage by the present author confirmed the presence of Balkan flint artefacts within
the collection, and this was further demonstrated by analysis of two flint samples from the site
(Gurova et al. 2016, fig. 7) (fig. 7.7).

The Early Neolithic assemblage from Gradeshnitsa with prevailing endscrapers and a series
of retouched blades (Gatsov 1993, Table 8, Pl. VII-VIII) shows an apparent similarity to the
Ohoden assemblage, where the retouched blades are followed by a solid series of endscrap-
ers. The site of Koprivets is commonly characterized as displaying an archaic and amorphous
flake-oriented industry with a sparse tool repertoire mainly on flakes, as illustrated by the brief
comparative analysis between Koprivets and Ohoden (Zlateva-Uzunova 2009, 74). 1. Gatsov
pointed out the striking difference between the Koprivets assemblages and those from the Up-
per Thrace and Sofia plain, both in techno-typological and raw material characteristics. Ko-
privets is based on multidirectional core exploitation mainly for flakes and irregular blades.

15  This hypothesis was not shared by the paper’s co-author C. Bonsall.
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Gatsov identified some parallels between this assemblage and the industry from Hoca Cesme,
primarily based on their amorphous character (Gatsov 2009, 121). This conclusion goes in ac-
cordance with M. Ozdogan’s opinion of similarity in pottery assemblages between both sites,
ergo, suggesting migration groups’ itinerary from Hoca Cesme northward via Maritsa, Tundzha
and Sazlyika River Valleys and through Stara Planina passes to northeastern Bulgaria (Ozdogan
1997; 1999, see also Boyadzhiev 2006, 9 for this Neolithization pathway). It is a case of tracing
parallels based on a lack of diagnostic features, i.e., on the amorphous character of the assem-
blages, which, I think, is less gnoseologically valuable and approvable than to base the analogy
on the shared diagnostic features.

T. Tsonev emphasized the same difference compared to Thracian Early Neolithic assem-
blages. His focus mainly on debitage technology and the number and variety of cores in Ko-
privets (especially microcores and single-platform cores for small blades) led him to argue for
a (virtual!) microlithic aspect of the industry. Looking for parallels, based on features such as
the irregularity of blanks and occasional retouch, he drew comparisons with Lepenski Vir I
and Romanian assemblages belonging to the StarCevo—Cris complex (Tsonev 2000, 33). Rein-
gruber interprets this fact as a clear indication that Koprivets is comparable to the Mesolithic
from Lepenski Vir (Reingruber 2017, 101). This clearly far-fetched assumption (though attrac-
tive and convenient!) is based on Tsonev’s suggestion that the group of small cores must be
connected with microlith (sensu stricto) production. We should also consider the uncertainties
surrounding the security of the association between the architectural remains and the lithic as-
semblage assigned to the Lepenski Vir I phase (Bori¢ 1999, 53).

My personal visual impression of the Koprivets assemblage is based on a brief examination
of a small number of artefacts after the study done by R. Zlateva. I was impressed by the domi-
nance of flakes, mostly dark grey. A year later, during the field survey for mapping flint outcrops
in the Russe region, we located near the site low-quality, silicified Aptian limestones from the
Upper Cretaceous Kovachevo geological formation, which appeared to have been used for
mass production on the site (I'topoBa u ap. 2013). It is worth noting that recent fieldwork on the
site (Baticos, IToroB 2014) has revealed an abandoned flint assemblage (debitage), indicating a
local flint workshop with sporadic visually distinct Balkan flint artefacts.

Small assemblages from the Early Neolithic site of Plochite (near Dzhulyunitsa) and Or-
lovets were studied by Tsonev and Gurova, and the results were later incorporated in the text
published by Cranes (2008, 78-80). The Plochite inventory is dominated by flakes, with a
small series of exhausted cores, relatively short and not numerous blades and only seven typo-
logical tools, most of which are on blades (Gurova 2018b, fig. 7). Tsonev reported two blades
with polish (Lloner 2007, 38). On the other hand, use-wear analysis by the present author (MG)
identified three sickle inserts (Cranes 2008, 80, fig. 69) (Gurova 2018b, fig.7.1 — middle row).

The assemblages from Orlovets (with no clear stratigraphic distinction between early and
late phases of the Neolithic) are certainly quite elaborate from a techno-typological perspec-
tive. This was emphasized by Tsonev, who pointed out the differences between the expedient
flake-based industry of Koprivets and the blade-oriented production (using the punch removal
technique) at Orlovets. The blades are regular and medium to large; the tools consist of two
endscrapers and a multiple burin on truncation (LJones 2007, 41-2; Tsonev 2000, 33, fig. 2.2).
My interpretation of the tools differs slightly — I would argue for truncated blades instead of
endscrapers. Still, the general impression is that the small tool repertoire from Orlovets is no-
ticeably different from other sites belonging to the regional Neolithic (Gurova 2018b, fig.7.2).
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Fig. 42. Varbitsa: artefacts of Balkan flint and dark-grey white-spotted flint
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Fig. 43. Yarlovitsa: reused core of Balkan flint (1); Balkan flint blades (2); artefacts (3)
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Beyond the cluster with the earliest Neolithic sites, Varbitsa and Yarlovitsa remain; both
revealing very interesting flint assemblages, first published here in Part II as Case studies nos
1&3.

The Early Neolithic site of Varbitsa (Shumen district) exhibits a thick cultural layer with
finer stratigraphic subdivisions. The earliest pottery exhibits an affiliation with early Koprivets.
At the same time, the subsequent layers have ceramics belonging to the Ovcharovo culture and
could be contemporaneous with Karanovo II and II-IIT in Thrace (Benenunosa u zap. 2018).
The only published (from a series) date falls to 5799 cal BC'® (Krauss 2023, 244 Table 7). What
should be stressed here is the appearance of Balkan flint formal tools with proven attribution
of the raw material to Balkan flint from Pleven—Nikopol cluster (Gurova et al. 2022b, 19) (fig.
42). This site is promising as a missing ‘link’ between the rare Early Neolithic sites in northeast
Bulgaria and the flint assemblages in the southern part of the country, belonging to Karanovo I
and II cultures.

The site of Yarlovitsa in northwest Bulgaria surprisingly offers a very rich (dominating) Bal-
kan flint presence in the raw material spectrum. It is the site with the most distinct Balkan flint
component (Balkan flint formal tools — retouched blades and sickle inserts) and most evident re-
mains of Balkan flint core exploitation and reuse (fig. 43). The site is attributed to stage II of the
StarCevo culture, which gave me more motivation and reason to compare its flint assemblage
with what is traditionally and conventionally (BUT should not be axiomatically) considered as
a typical Starcevo industry (see the Discussion section in Case study no. 3). The site, located
in the northwest corner of the country, became important, at the very least, as a (re)distribution
centre of Balkan flint raw materials and by-products. In comparison with Dzhulyunitsa and
Varbitsa, the Yarlovitsa assemblage contains many more sickle inserts in the toolkit, indicating
agricultural practices and an unexpectedly small number of tools for animal product processing.

To sum up the evidence from the sites in northern Bulgaria: i) apart from the scarce num-
bers from Varbitsa and even fewer from Dzhulyunitsa, Yarlovitsa and (ultimately Ohoden) the
occurrence of Balkan flint formal tools is less well attested among these assemblages in com-
parison with the assemblages from the Karanovo I-II cultural milieu; ii) there are sites with
evidence of a chaine oprératoire based on local raw material supply and flake production (Ko-
privets, Ohoden) and an incomplete chaine oprératoire of Balkan flint at Dzhulyunitsa and Yar-
lovitsa (in the former — accompanied by dark-grey white-spotted flint production); iii) Balkan
flint products in general are primarily attested in the Yarlovitsa, Dzhulyunitsa, Varbitsa and,
potentially, Ohoden (?) assemblages with the proviso that for Varbitsa Balkan flint and Balkan
flint-like artefacts (those made of Shumen I flint) coexist; iv) Balkan flint outcrops sensu stricto
(Pleven—Nikopol cluster) and sensu lato (Shumen I type of flint from Shumen) were nearer to
Ohoden and Varbitsa, but Dzhulyunitsa and particularly Yarlovitsa demonstrate an abundance
of Balkan flint as a result of regional and superregional distribution (as measured from Nikopol
cluster — see Table 2 and fig. 16); iv) as for the subsistence activities, studies at Dzhulyunitsa,
Varbitsa and Yarlovitsa have revealed (contrary to my observations in 2018, based on pilot
studies of Varbitsa and Dzhulyunitsa) sickle inserts of Balkan flint (i.e. formal tools) which are
contextually presented in each of the case studies. Dzhulyunitsa shows a prevalence of imple-
ments used in animal product processing; at Varbitsa, the ratio of animal products to cereals is
more-or-less equal, whereas at Yarlovitsa, agricultural activity prevails noticeably.

16  '“C Age BP - 6895, bone of ovis/capra, source in the cited book, 2sigma 5799 cal BC.
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4. LATE NEOLITHIC ASSEMBLAGES

4.1. GENERAL BACKGROUND NOTES

The Early Neolithic life-ways, including the important role of Balkan flint in subsistence and
household activities, as well as in resource distribution networks and the exchange of social
messages and symbols, gradually changed in the second half of the 6™ millennium BC with the
onset of the Late Neolithic. This was part of a general, significant shift in material culture and
social organization. There are changes in site location (topography), settlement patterns, build-
ing strategy and architecture, as well as in the characteristics of pottery assemblages (HukosioB
1998; Tomopora, BaiicoB 2003; Nikolov 2004). The significance of the different features and
multi-faceted progressive changes between the Early and Late Neolithic cultures has led some
scholars to distinguish the so-called ‘Early’ and ‘Late Neolithic’ cultural blocks with additional
subdivisions. In Thrace, a discontinuity between these two blocks is affirmed; the relocation of
the population from tells to the plateaus is explained by climatic change with increasing humid-
ity (Togmopoga, Baiicos 1993, 125).

The research on the Neolithic in a diachronic perspective in southwest Bulgaria is presented
by M. Grebska-Kulow, who identified a well-defined transformation occurring during the Late
Neolithic in the Middle Struma Valley. She identified a cultural group with a short time span
(the Balgarchevo II-Dolna Ribnitsa ceramic complex) corresponding to the transition between
the Early and the Late Neolithic on a regional scale. As for the Late Neolithic, “several new
phenomena” are identified with the following features: i) an increase in the number of settle-
ments across the entire region as the new sites are single-layer and short-term; ii) the shift to
higher locations and terraces led to considerable change in the size and location of the settle-
ments, some of which became very large (Grebska-Kulow 2017, 260).

On the other hand, a continuous development with smooth transformations in post-Early
Neolithic Thrace was proposed by V. Nikolov based on a meticulous analysis of pottery shapes,
style and decoration (HukonoB 1998). The hallmark of the Late Neolithic ceramic complex —
black burnished pots — appears in the Karanovo III period, followed by the gradual evolution
and increasing spatial distribution of this ceramic style during the successive Late Neolithic
periods. This pottery embodies the dichotomy of retaining key features of its Anatolian roots
whilst incorporating elements of local diversification and variation, maintained through a con-
tinuous process of interaction (Hukonos 1998, 222).

More recently published is research devoted to a more in-depth examination of the transition
from the Early to the Late Neolithic in Upper Thrace (Boyadzhev 2022). The author highlights
some significant changes during the Late Neolithic (second half of the 6™ millennium cal BC)
such as a doubling in the number and character of settlements with different landscape settings
(on previously uninhabited large flat terrain, with dispersal plans, “often consisting of dug-in
features interpreted in some cases as pit-dwellings and in others as ritual pit complexes™ (ibid.,
45). Contrasting (semi)subterranean dwellings with the concept of the ritual pit field, the au-
thor argues that these sites are long-lasting (not seasonal), typical of, and existing only during
the Late Neolithic. Arguments for the transformation are evident in the faunal assemblages, as
reflected in the increasing importance of cattle over caprines and the rise of hunting during the
Late Neolithic. The most noticeable changes in the pottery are smoother in the northwest part
and more abrupt in the western part of Upper Thrace (ibid., 55). The reason for the large-scale
transformation processes is looked for in the Holocene climatic fluctuations and unavoidable
impact of the series of RCC between 5800 and 5100 cal BC (ibid., 53), the mechanism of
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the transformative process is presumed as diffusion (demic or endemic) from an unidentified
area, but involving “people with a similar culture, economy, and belief system that quickly and
peacefully interacted and mixed with the local ones” (ibid., 55).

Further afield, around the same time (ca 5500 BC), all sites in the Iron Gates area are aban-
doned for more than a millennium. The StarCevo groups were gradually replaced by Middle/
Late Vinca groups, characterised by dark-burnished ware, which emerged around 5400 BC.
The fully developed agricultural and stock-breeding economy that characterized Vinca ignored
riverine resources and established new settlements (Bori¢ 2011, 183).

Similar site abandonments are documented in central-west Anatolia around 5700 cal BC
(Cilingiroglu 2011, 75). Generalizing the changes in the pottery style in the Balkan-Anatolian
koiné in the second half of the 6" millennium BC, Ozdogan noticed that the black-burnished
ceramic (sporadically appearing in Anatolia and the Balkans during the first half of 6% millen-
nium BC) became dominant in the Balkans in the mid-6" millennium (with the stage of Vinca A
and Karanovo IIT) and “reflects all over the Balkans a certain measure of concordance, and local
variations in pottery styles can be better defined than in previous periods” (Ozdogan 2017, 24).

4.2. TRANSITION AND TRANSFORMATION IN NEOLITHIC FLINT INDUSTRIES

4.2.1. TECHNO-TYPOLOGICAL CHANGES

As mentioned above, Gatsov (1993) presented evolutionary changes in the Neolithic flint in-
dustries from western Bulgaria, highlighting technological degradation during the Late Neo-
lithic. What is important, too, is that endscrapers became the dominant typological group in
Late Neolithic assemblages (Gatsov 1993, 51). The endscraper prevalence is best represented
in the assemblages from Topolnitsa and Damyanitsa. Further consideration of the transforma-
tion of flint assemblages in post-Early Neolithic times was provided by the current author with
additional data, new ideas and overviews based on a diachronic comparative analysis of flint as-
semblages from many different types of Neolithic settlements (Gurova 2002a—b; 2004a; 2005b;
2010; 2011a; 2014b; 2017a—b; 2018b; 2023).

In general, the argument for a significant transformation is supported by: i) the increasing
role of local raw materials (expedient industry) and limited demand for Balkan flint, ergo — a
decline of the Balkan flint distribution system; ii) a decrease in ordinary blade production (in
number and dimension of the blades) and consistent prevalence of flake debitage with subse-
quent transformation into tools on flakes (mainly endscrapers, followed by retouched flakes);
iii) an increased diversity of endscrapers both in typological and morphometric parameters, but
with noticeable reduction in length and increasing shape variation; iv) evident microlithization,
represented by small and microcores for blades (bladelets) and two categories of retouched ar-
tefact: very small (micro)endscrapers on flakes (typically semicircular in shape) and geometric
microliths sensu stricto (trapezes, crescents/segments and rare atypical shapes); v) persistence
of rare but recognizable Balkan flint formal tools, representing a retardation/reminiscent ele-
ment of the flint industry. All these features are well illustrated at the site of Harmanli (see fig.
44).

Only two tell sites (Karanovo and Kapitan Dimitrievo) offer the possibility of studying flint
assemblages in a direct diachronic perspective across different environmental settings. During
the Early Neolithic Karanovo I-II periods at the eponymous tell site, a clear orientation toward
the production of medium to big blades (‘macroblades’) from Balkan flint occurs, which were
subsequently transformed into diagnostic formal tools with evidence (in some cases) of multi-
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Fig. 44. Late Neolithic site of Harmanli — typological tools
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ple rejuvenation. It is unclear where precisely the manufacture of formal tools took place — on
site or in specialized workshops. In the Late Neolithic, sporadically in Karanovo III and mainly
in the Karanovo III-IV and IV periods, changes occurred in the technology and morphometric
parameters of the lithics; medium to big blades decrease in number, some tendency towards
microlithization occurred, attested by the appearance of small cores for blades (bladelets) and
three geometric microliths (2 trapezes in Karanovo III-IV and a segment in Karanovo IV) (fig.
45). Typological ‘evolution’ is expressed in the progressive decrease of formal tools, which
survived as reminiscent forms until the Karanovo III-IV period. In contrast, there was a pro-
gressive increase in the frequency of endscrapers, which appeared during the Karanovo IV
period and reached their developed stage in the later Chalcolithic Karanovo V and VI periods
(Gurova 2002a, 2004b, 2005b). These developments in the flint assemblages (which are con-
servative rather than very flexible and easily changeable) are smooth and gradual. In this re-
spect, they are in accordance with the gradual but smooth transformative changes in the pottery
style (HukonoB 1998 — vide supra).

The assemblages from Tell Kapitan Dimitrievo are interesting because they reveal the rec-
ognition of a particular final phase of the Late Neolithic. My observations regarding the typo-
logical spectrum (which is not abundant or rich) allowed me to conclude that the development
of Kapitan Dimitrievo shows closer affiliations, both diachronically and typologically, with the
materials from Thrace rather than with the western Bulgarian model of Neolithic development,
marked by perceptible technological degradation (I'topoBa 2001, 40).

The aforementioned changes are evident in all Late Neolithic flint assemblages to varying
degrees, due to the differing settlement patterns and social structures that existed at the time.
The changes are smooth with clear evidence for continuity in the characteristic traits between
the Early and Late Neolithic assemblages on tell sites, where the continuity of life is inherent
and coherent per se. In contrast, among strictly Late Neolithic assemblages from flat or ‘thin
layer’ newly established settlements, the industry can be mixed. Still, it is dominated by the
Late Neolithic diagnostic features as described above. In the second category are the flint as-
semblages from sites such as Balgarchevo?, Apriltsi, Ezero'®, Sarnevo, Harmanli, Sozopol,
Tash Bair, Usoe, and Brankovtsi, with the most important examples presented briefly below.

The site of Apriltsi is located in western Thrace, northwest of Kapitan Dimitrievo. The site
time span starts with Karanovo III and continues with a gradual transformation into Karanovo
I'V. According to the excavator, it belongs to an ethno-cultural group that “settled into the area
at the time of the transition between the Early and Late Neolithic (Boyadzhiev, Slavchev 2011,
38). The settlement patterns suggest this is the earliest settlement in Thrace with semi-subter-
ranean dwellings (ibid., 37). The flint assemblage is very scarce — 7 artefacts, some of which,
fortunately, have diagnostic features (Terziiska-Ignatova, Gurova 2011). Five of the artefacts
are made of Balkan flint, and three of them (at least) represent Balkan flint formal tools diag-
nostic for the Early Neolithic assemblages (fig. 46.1-3). These artefacts do not reveal any of
the features diagnostic of the Late Neolithic industry. Their incorporation into the functioning
of the Late Neolithic settlement can be explained by their import from the areas surrounding

17  The site of Balgarchevo is important for demonstrating the transformation between Early and Late
Neolithic in the Middle Struma valley (vide supra). The small assemblage studied by the author was not strati-
graphically distinct, which diminishes its significance. Further precision of the artefacts’ context (in publication)
will hopefully reinforce my preliminary observations which were presented in the previous paragraph 3.1.1.

18  The small assemblage from Dryanovo Tell (Dryanova mogila) near Ezero is briefly presented in
Corupos u ap. (2010) and presented here with a small series of geometric microliths.
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Fig. 45. Tell Karanovo artefacts from: Karanovo periods II and II-1II (1); period II1I-1V (2)

Fig. 46. Artefacts from the Late Neolithic site of Apriltsi
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Early Neolithic sites, such as Kapitan Dimitrievo and Rakitovo. The statement that the changes
between the Early and Late Neolithic in the western part of Thrace are ‘more abrupt’ cannot be
confirmed by the case study of the Apriltsi flint assemblage.

The site of Sarnevo, interpreted as a “pit-field”, was part of a recently published large-scale
rescue excavation (Bacvarov et al. 2017), where a prehistoric stratum belonging to the Karano-
vo III-IV period in Thrace was uncovered. The flint assemblages were studied and published
by the author (Gurova 2017a). My assessment of the assemblages is based on a detailed study
and subsequent comparative analysis, yielding very intriguing observations. Due to the site’s
unique character (“pit-field”) and the intriguing repertoire of flint assemblages, an updated
version is presented here as Case study no. 7 in Part II. In general, endscrapers prevail (most
of them with Late Neolithic characteristics) (vide supra), followed by retouched blades and
flakes, and there are 15 geometric microliths. Within the tool repertoire there is, however, clear
evidence of Early Neolithic formal tools (fig. 47). Their occurrence within the particular “pit-
field” structure could refer to a documented but unexcavated Early Neolithic tell nearby, from
where these attractive artefacts could have been taken and reused by the creators and consumers
of the ritual practices that were performed at Sarnevo according to the discoverers (Bacvarov
et al. 2017, 237).

The site of Harmanli belongs to the Karanovo IV period (bsuBapor u gp. 2005; Bacvarov
et al. 2010) and has a rich flint assemblage (more than 1400 pieces) that is very important
for characterizing the Late Neolithic flint industry (Gurova 2010) (fig. 44). This is the reason
why the assemblage is presented here as Case study no 6 in Part II. The typological repertoire
exhibits well-defined characteristics of a Late Neolithic assemblage, including the prevalence
of small endscrapers (including those on flakes), a high frequency of retouched blades, and
three geometric microliths: a trapeze, a crescent, and a pentagonal tool. Several artefacts of
the Early Neolithic formal tool category are present. Their presence, given the existence of an
Early Neolithic layer on the site, could be interpreted as the reuse of formal tools found in the
surroundings.

Interesting case studies of the Late Neolithic industry relate to two sites on the south Black
Sea coast — Budzhaka (Sozopol) and Akladi Cheiri (Chernomorets), approximately 10 km
apart. The first is not published, but in 2023, during a small-scale rescue excavation in Sozopol
(on the borders of the Ancient Apolonia Acropolis complex), redeposited remains of the Late
Neolithic site (supposedly from the Budzhaka site) were found (ITanatioroBa, leBnoBa 2024).
The flint assemblage (61 artefacts) was provided to me for study. Apart from dominating debit-
age products (27 flakes, 7 blades and 11 fragments), 8 typological tools and 2 small bladelet
cores are recorded. The poor repertoire includes small endscrapers on flakes (4), a splintered
piece, a combined tool — endscraper/truncation, a retouched flake and a backed tool (unfinished
segment?) (fig. 48.1). Among the raw materials macroscopically recognized yellow and greyish
versions of Balkan flint are recorded, as well as the dark grey white spotted flint with uncertain
provenance and a flint variety with unknown origin (fig. 48.2).

Northwest of Sozopol, near Chernomorets, is the multilayered site of Akladi Cheiri, which
reveals structures (mainly pits) from the Late Neolithic, Chalcolithic, and EBA periods (Leshta-
kov et al. 2020). Very rich flint assemblages are found, and fortunately, they have been published
(Zlateva-Uzunova 2020). Noticeable are the diagnostic features of the late Neolithic industry:
striking dominance of small endscrapers (294 — most on flakes), small size cores on “concre-
tions” (presumably small nodules — MG) for bladelets and flakes and respresentative series of
geometric microliths variety (two trapezes, three triangles and 24 segments) (Zlateva-Uzunova
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Fig. 47. Late Neolithic site of Sarnevo: Balkan flint artefacts and formal tools (1) and geometric microliths (2)

2020, 126-127; Table 8, fig. 2). Just a general notes on Black Sea chipped-stone assemblages —
one of the standard features for them in a broader chronological time span (from Dikilitash to
the Early Bronze Age site of Ropotmo) is the fact that small size flint (or fine crystalline rocks)
nodules are usually knapped using the splintered technique (see, for ex. Dimitrov et al. 2024).

A site of interest in many respects is Tell Provadia, the first inhabitants of which have been
identified as originating from Thrace, bearing cultural features characteristic of the Late Neo-
lithic Karanovo III-1V period (Hukonos 2009). Particularly intriguing is how the flint assem-
blages of this migrating population changed after adapting to the new environmental and cul-
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Fig. 48. Sozopol: artefacts (1) and raw material variety (2)

85




Maria Gurova

tural conditions. The question remains open because only two assemblages (from the central
trench and dwelling 4) have been published. Flake-based production is attested by the pres-
ence of flake cores and small cores used for blades and bladelets. Tools are limited in number,
with a small repertoire that consists of endscrapers on shortened blades and retouched blades
(AnacracoBa 2009a-b). A further diachronic and comparative analysis of flint assemblages
from the Late Neolithic and Chalcolithic layers of the tell will undoubtedly contribute to the
problem of continuity and adaptation of the Late Neolithic lifestyle. Another aspect of interest
is the discovery of 4 sickles (with antler handles and partially preserved flint elements). This
intriguing ‘sickle hoard’ was presented and compared with the well-preserved sickles from Tell
Karanovo in a previous publication (Gurova 2016a) and will be discussed further below.

The Usoe site should be highlighted as a typical example of a Late Neolithic flint assemblage
north of the Balkan Mountains. The assemblage was studied and published by both Gatsov and
Skakun (CkakyH 1994; Gatsov 1990). The site is considered part of the Vinca-type cultural
complex. It could be synchronous with Kaloyanovets (Karanovo IV) in Thrace (Tomopoga,
BaticoB 1993, 98, Tabs. 10). The flint assemblage is very large (more than 20,000 artefacts)
with a marked prevalence of flakes and a rich repertoire of endscrapers (including regular,
fan-like and semicircular forms), which are the predominant typological category (represent-
ing more than half of all tools). In addition, there are retouched blades and flakes, perforators/
borers, notches and several geometric microliths. The particular features of this assemblage,
along with the striking dominance of endscrapers, prompted Tsonev to conduct a special study
that included assemblages from north-central Bulgaria. In this study, Tsonev noted the similar-
ity between the Usoe assemblage and the Late Neolithic stratum at Kachitsa (Llones 2007, 65).

It is worth noting the Late Neolithic assemblage from the culturally multi-sequenced mi-
croregion of Tash Bair (near the village of Novgrad, Ruse district). The last collaborative in-
vestigation in the region (which dates back to 1959) resulted in a Bulgarian-German research
project with extensive surveys in 2018 and 2019, followed by trench excavations in 2019 and
a complete publication of this fruitful collaboration (Vagalinski et al. 2023). A long chrono-
cultural sequence is recorded in different loci of the research area, spanning from the Late
Neolithic to the Early Medieval Ages. The flint assemblages were provided to me for study and
were published (Gurova 2023). The flint collection comprises two main components: assem-
blages from surveys and those from excavations, with a noticeable quantitative predominance
of prospection artefacts (1171) over those from excavations (255). Relevant to the concrete case
is the assemblage from Site 1 (identified and documented during the surveys), the artefacts from
which can be attributed to the Late Neolithic. The typological repertoire reveals a dominance
of endscrapers on flakes (32), followed by retouched blades (21) and 10 more tool categories
with a small number of pieces each (ibid., 442) (fig. 49.1, 3). A similar prevalence of endscrap-
ers on flakes is recorded among the assemblages from the trench excavations (fig. 49.2). As for
the raw materials — macroscopically recognizable are Ludogorie flints (Ravno and Kriva reka
varieties), black low-quality flint from Aptian limestone sequence, Balkan flint with its yellow,
and beige-greyish white spotted variants and some unknown infrequent flints (ibid., 434-435,
for the flint varieties see Andreeva et al. 2014; Gurova et al. 2025) (fig. 49.3). It is noteworthy
that the Ludogorie flint types are not recorded among the Late Neolithic assemblages — but are
found among artefacts of morphometric and typological features of the Chalcolithic industry.

The last site to be mentioned here — Brankovtsi — is located in the northwestern part of the
country, near the Early Neolithic site of Yarlovitsa. There are several reasons I have chosen to
present it as Case study no. 8 in Part II: i) the closeness to Yarlovitsa offers the opportunity for
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Fig. 49. Late Neolithic assemblages from Tash Bair: from the surveys (1, 3); from the excavations (2)
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Fig. 50. Late Neolithic site of Brankovtsi: raw material variety (1) and artefacts (2)
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an instructive multifaceted comparative analysis in a diachronic perspective (vide infra in the
next section); ii) the site possesses detailed spatial records of all finds, which is a rare case in
our archaeological practice; iii) the site has '“C dates, ergo — does not rely on relative chronol-
ogy; iii) the site (as Yarlovitsa) offers an opportunity to confront Balkan flint (as long-distance
import material) and its by-products (blades and tools) to the debitage and rare tools made of
local flint from the deposits of the West Balkan Carbonate Group (see Gurova et al. 2021b). The
site reveals an interesting typological repertoire, characterised by small endscrapers on flakes,
which dominate the small number of tools (fig. 50).

As far as the geometric microliths sensu stricto are concerned, they appear in different Late
Neolithic contexts as follows: Tell settlements — Karanovo (Gurova 2002a; 2005b), Drama—
Gerena (Lichardus et al. 2000); multilayered pit site Acladi Cheiri (Zlateva-Uzunova 2020);
flat sites — Harmanli (Gurova 2010), Usoe (CkakyH 1994; cemetery — Durankulak (Hamangia
culture phases I-IT) (Gurova 2002b; Sirakov 2002), and the so-called pit field/complexes — Sar-
nevo (Gurova 2017a-b); Lyubimets—Dana bunar 2 (AHactacoBa 2012; Anastassova 2009) and
Hadzhidimitrovo (ITetpoBa u gp. 2024). The Late Neolithic microliths are the most numerous
and typologically variable among all Holocene geometric microliths from Bulgaria; however,
trapezes predominate (fig. 51). Late Neolithic assemblages with microliths are intrinsic to the
radical changes in material culture that occurred after 5500 BC. The microlithization of the flint
industry is just one aspect of this transition. Thus, they could be considered one of the peculiar
and even diagnostic features of the transformation of the Late Neolithic flint industry. Micro-
lithization is a phenomenon provoked either by an adaptive strategy to altered environmental
circumstances, by the establishment of new communities with different ancestral traditions and
latent technological and craft apprenticeships, or by a combination of factors. Thus, they could
be considered one of the peculiar and even diagnostic features of the transformation of the Late
Neolithic flint industry. More details about geometric microliths from the Neolithic period,
presented in their comparative and diachronic perspectives, are provided in Gurova (2017a).
There is, however, a consideration that should be taken seriously in the context of the Holocene
manifestation of geometric microliths. Although they are most numerous in Late Neolithic as-
semblages, their temporal and spatial distribution is erratic, which cannot be overlooked. Still,
it is a fact that this random presence/absence can only be partially attributed to the excavation
techniques (some of which did not permit the recovery of microliths).

4.2.2. CHANGES IN RAW MATERIAL SUPPLY AND USE

Apart from the techno-typological split of the flint industry, another question that requires fur-
ther investigation concerns the shift in the procurement and distribution of raw material (no-
tably Balkan flint), which occurred at the beginning of the second half of the 6™ millennium
BC. After playing a fundamentally important role in the Neolithization process and having a
wide distribution in the Early Neolithic of Southeast Europe, Balkan flint use and significance
declined after the Early Neolithic, most likely during the Karanovo III or ITI-IV period (Gurova
2011b).

Regarding the apparent and gradual decrease in Balkan flint circulation and use during the
Late Neolithic, several interpretive trajectories are related to broader cultural changes, includ-
ing the contentious issue of demographic growth. This is presumed for the Struma Valley region
(Grebska-Kulow 2017), but the abandonment of multilayered sites in northern Bulgaria also
occurs (Reingruber 2017, 107). So, there should be no natural constraint on access to Balkan
flint sources in the Late Neolithic. Still, it seems that the profound transformation in settlement
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Fig. 51. Late Neolithic geometric microliths from: 1. Drama-Gerena (rearranged/adapted from Lichardus et al.
2000, 4); 2. Ezero (Dryanova mogila) (drawings by M. Gurova); 3. Lyubimets—Dana bunar 2 (rearranged after
Anastassova 2012, 21, fig. 2) (reproduced fig. 3 from Gurova 2017b)
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patterns and social structures led to a new decision-making strategy and to the degradation/
abandonment of traditional networks — first the Balkan flint one, but also the long-distance im-
port (random but existing in the Early Neolithic) of obsidian artefacts.

Most Late Neolithic flint assemblages show variability in the raw materials used for debit-
age and tool production. The raw materials are mainly local, coming from secondary placer
deposits of siliceous rocks. The needs of the numerous Neolithic sites in Upper Thrace were
met by easily accessible raw materials within the Maritsa River catchment (containing alluvial-
colluvial sediments), rich in re-deposited materials from Palaeogenic flint rock masses that are
widely distributed in the Plovdiv district and the Eastern Rhodopes. More information on the
Early vs Late Neolithic raw materials will be presented in the following sections.
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INTRODUCTION

The overview presented in Part I is based on a synthesis of more than forty Neolithic sites —
which differ in several aspects: i) the type and duration of investigation — prospections, regular
excavations, or rescue excavations; ii) the character of the stratigraphic sequence — multilayer
(tells) vs single-layer (flat) sites; iii) settlements vs so-called pit-fields/sites; iv) the chrono-cul-
tural background — Early Neolithic and Late Neolithic sites. My intention was to combine ex-
amples of the various ‘types’ of sites to compare their particularities and common features. Tak-
ing into consideration various arguments, characteristics, and site patterns, I have attempted to
create a balanced, if not optimal, site sampling (fig. 52). An additional, but important argument
in case study selection lies in the fact that some emblematic sites were studied and published
long ago, when the conceptual, interpretative and technical meanings of the research were dif-
ferent. Last, but not least from the point of view of the raw material/Balkan flint perspective is
the focus on the sites in north Bulgaria and those belonging to the beginning of the Neolithic
sequence — the strategic placement of Varbitsa, Dzhulyunitsa, and Yarlovitsa is ideal because
their locations in the northeastern, central, and northwestern sectors of the regional Neolithic
oikoumene, respectively, provide an excellent basis for a broad comparative analysis of regional
cultural trends and developments.

The Struma River Valley, as the most likely corridor for the first Neolithic migration groups,
is represented by the site of Ilindentsi, which postdates Kovachevo but is sufficiently close to
it and with similar regional characteristics. The Thracian Early Neolithic (Karanovo I-II) pe-
riods in the famous eponymous Tell and the broadly accepted chrono-cultural complex of the
Karanovo I and II cultures are shown by the representative selective assemblage from the Ya-
balkovo site. Late Neolithic sites are presented by three examples: a typical site of the Karanovo
IV period in Thrace — the site of Harmanli; one example from the fully published pit-field/site
of Sarnevo, belonging to the Karanovo III-IV period, closer to Karanovo Tell; and finally, the
recently discovered site of Brankovtsi in northwestern Bulgaria, closer to the Early Neolithic
site of Yarlovitsa and offering an opportunity to compare diachronically both sites in raw mate-
rial and typological perspectives.

Three of the sites used as case studies are already published: Yabalkovo, Harmanli and Sar-
nevo (Gurova 2010; 2014a; 2017a). However, their inclusion among the case studies is una-
voidable, and all three include essential updates. The other case studies represent the first pub-
lication of the results of my research there, and I hope their interpretation and inclusion in the
vital Neolithization debate will be instructive.
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Fig. 52. Map of Bulgarla with locations of the sites presented as case studles 1. Varbitsa; 2. Dzhulyunitsa;
3. Yarlovitsa; 4. Ilindentsi; 5. Yabalkovo; 6. Harmanli; 7. Sarnevo; 8. Brankovtsi. Legend: cyan circle — Early
Neolithic; red circle — Late Neolithic (figure by N. Kecheva)

94



PART Il - CASE STUDIES

1. EARLY NEOLITHIC

1.1. CASE STUDY NO. 1: FLINT ASSEMBLAGE FROM VARBITSA

Introduction

Excavations at the Varbitsa site, conducted in two small surface trenches over two seasons (2015
and 2017), revealed an impressive array of finds. These allowed the excavators to perform com-
parative analyses with contemporaneous sites in north-central and northeastern Bulgaria and
Thrace, focusing exclusively on ceramic production and pottery (BenenuHosa, I['puropog 2017,
2019). The site is intriguing and important for its representative Neolithic sequence, including
the Karanovo I to Karanovo III cultures, according to V. Nikolov’s periodization (HukosioB
1998; Nikolov 2004, 14-17; 2017). The C dates for the entire sequence corroborate the perio-
dization of the cultural and stratigraphic strata presented by the excavators'. Therefore, Varbitsa
cannot be overlooked as an important point in the debate on Neolithization, both regionally and
supra-regionally. A significant contribution to the general representation of the site is offered
by the analysis of its flint assemblage, which is still available in the form of short reports in the
series Archaeological Discoveries and Excavations (BenenvuHnosa u ap. 2018; I'puropos u jp.
2016) and as mentioned in specialized archaeometric studies on the flint raw material in north
Bulgaria (Gurova et al. 2022a-b).

The flint assemblage comprises 108 artefacts, most of which have individual identification
numbers. Contextually, the following grouping of the artefacts can be made:

- from the surface — 20 ex.;
- from trench 2 — 9 ex.;
- from trench 1 — 79 ex.

The general structure of the assemblage in terms of the techno-typological differentiation is
presented in Table 4.

Table 4
Context Tools Blades Flakes | Fragments | Cores Total
Surface 9 6 1 3 1 20
Trench 2 1 1 6 1 9
Trench 1 22 19 24 14 79
Layers I-I1I/ K III " 12 10 5 | 8 45
Layers IV-VI/ K II—II} 4 3 3 | | 1 1
Layers VII-X/ K II " 4 4 > | > | 1 2
Layers XI-XV/ K1 2 2 4 3 11
Total 32 26 31 18 1 108

Table 4. General structure of the assemblage by techno-typological categories and context

1  Until now, only one date (5799 cal BC) from the earliest layer has been published by R. Krauss and is
mentioned here in Part I, section 1 (Krauss 2023, 238, Table 5).
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The stratigraphic layers distinguished by the excavators are referred to the Neolithic cultures
in northeastern Bulgaria and then to the conventional updated version of the Karanovo chrono-
cultural periodization (HukonoB 1998, Nikolov 2004, vide supra). Such contextual incorpora-
tion at regional and supra-regional scales is reasonable and beneficial, allowing deeper and
broader comparative analysis of the material culture features, and, thus, more reliable interpre-
tative discourse and issues.

The assemblage is analysed and presented through the lens of: i) available raw materials;
ii) techno-typological characteristics of the artefacts; iii) functional connotation, based on the
use-wear analysis of selected samples.

My study suggests there are no significant differences within the flints assemblages of the
presented Neolithic sequence in any of the gnoseological aspects of the research — no evidence
and arguments for intra-cultural differentiation are recorded. The assemblage as a whole reveals
features characteristic of the Early Neolithic flint industry (including the transition to the Late
Neolithic?). Still, it does not contain any diagnostic features of the Late Neolithic industries
that would be theoretically expected in the Karanovo II-III layers, particularly in the Karanovo
IIT period. On the other hand, there is a small series of unstratified (and a posteriori intrusive)
artefacts with unambiguously Chalcolithic parameters which cannot be related to any known
context in the site vicinity. Taking into consideration the aforementioned reasoning, the assem-
blage is presented not according to the layers listed in Table 1, but rather in two general groups:
artefacts without context and artefacts from explored and distinct layers, with a focus on their
specific and diagnostic features in raw material, morpho-technological, and typological aspects.

Raw materials: characteristics and procurement strategies (figs 53-56)

The assemblage contains two primary and macroscopically recognizable groups of flint: Lu-
dogorie flint (Ravno type) (figs 53.A1-2; 55) and flint visually identical or very similar to the
Balkan flint provenanced to north-central Bulgaria (Gurova 2012a; Gurova et al. 2016) (figs
53.A4-5, B3—4; 54). As usual in all studied Early Neolithic sites, typical Balkan flint (yellow-
brownish-beige with white spots) appears alongside its grey variant (grey to dark grey white-
spotted flint) (Gurova et al. 2022b, figs 3—4) (figs 53, 56). There are artefacts of flint with an
unidentified but supposed local origin.

Until recently, the publication of C. Nachev (2009) was the primary source of systematized
and practically useful information on the geological aspects of flint, which is frequently found
in prehistoric and protohistoric chipped-stone assemblages. This work is based on personal
research and previous extensive studies by the geologist I. Nachev and the archaeologist K.
Kanchev.

C. Nachev argues that the first Neolithic migrant communities in northeastern Bulgaria came
from the west along the Danube and subsequently started to use and distribute high-quality Lu-
dogorie flints within Neolithic communities (Haues 2009, 11-12).

The second major type of flint in north Bulgaria, termed “Moesian” by C. Nachev, has sev-
eral principal outcrop clusters: Vratsa—Montana, Pleven—Nikopol and Shumen—Provadia. Due
to its poorer knapping (mechanical) properties, the Moesian flint attained a more restricted
distribution — as a local raw material (Haues 2009, 14).

As mentioned in Part I, my research into the role and importance of flint as a raw mate-
rial and its derivative assemblages in the Neolithization process led to systematic, intensive,
long-lasting, multidisciplinary and innovative research on Balkan flint. The provenance, supply
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8

Fig. 53. Visual appearance of the raw materials represented in the assemblage: A — blades and typological
tools; B — flakes (1-9) and a core (10). Contextual data (containing layer): A: 1 — surface; 2 — layer VIII; 3 — I;
4 —surface; 5 — Trench 2; B: 1-4 — layers IX—XV; 5-9 — [IA-C; 10 — surface
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10

Fig. 54. Flint artefacts macroscopically resembling Balkan flint (with contextual data): 1 —1V; 2 - VI; 3 —
surface; 4 — Trench 2; 5—1IA; 6 —11I1A; 7—X; 8 —1; 9—1; 10 — XII; 11 — VIIB; 12 — VIIA; 13 — VIIB
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Fig. 55. Artefacts of Ludogorie flint, Ravno type (with contextual data), last two artefacts are affected by heat
alteration: 1 — surface; 2 — VIII; 3 —I; 4 — XIV; 5 — 17/I; 6 — surface; 7 — VI; 8 — surface; 9 — I

and distribution of Balkan flint became the focus of our team’s research programme, with Var-
bitsa flint samples representing an integral and important part of it (Gurova et al. 2016; 2021b;
2022a-b). The Varbitsa flint assemblage is also important because it contains tools closely re-
sembling the typical formal tools of Balkan flint. The latter can be unequivocally defined as the
hallmark of Early Neolithic industries in Bulgaria, particularly those included in the Karanovo
I-II cultural koiné. Furthermore, formal tools and artefacts made from Balkan flint are distrib-
uted across a vast territory in the central and eastern Balkans and the Carpathian Basin during
the Early Neolithic, thus tracing the network distribution of Balkan flint (Gurova 2008a; 2009;
2011a; 2012a-b; 2018b; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a).

The systematic field surveys, followed by the implementation of a new analytical procedure
combining micropetrography with geochemical (LA-ICP-MS) analysis of raw material samples
and flint artefacts, enabled the reliable identification of flint outcrops and their relationship to
the archaeological samples.

Our first survey in north-central Bulgaria was the most productive, yielding detailed docu-
mentation and the identification of clusters of Balkan flint outcrops in the Pleven—Nikopol re-
gion. The most securely identified outcrops occur in chalky limestones of the Upper Cretaceous
Mezdra siliceous-carbonate Formation (Gurova et al. 2016). Analyses of the raw material sam-
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Fig. 56. Artefacts analysed for raw material identification (with contextual data): 1 — XII; 2 —IIA; 3 — XII; 4 - VI;
5-1IA; 6-1I; 7-V; 8-VI

ples revealed a correlation with most visually recognizable Balkan flint from the assemblages
at all investigated Early Neolithic sites (Gurova et al. 2022b). Apart from the Pleven—Nikopol
outcrop cluster, there was a challenging situation in the Shumen district: the Early Neolithic
strata of Varbitsa site produced artefacts similar to Balkan flint formal tools. An additional
motivation for conducting a survey here was Nachev’s observation that there are Moesian flint
outcrops southeast of the massive Ludogorie flint cluster, and the fact that the Shumen region
has been considered a potential provenance area for pre-Balkan Platform flint (Voytek 1987).
We identified two new types of flint (Shumen I and II). Visually, Shumen I closely resembles
Balkan flint, but geological and LA-ICP-MS analyses showed they had different petrographic
and geochemical profiles (Gurova et al. 2022a). Thus, the Shumen—Provadia cluster (following
C. Nachev) is represented by at least two different flint types, and Shumen I (with its subtype
defined by the sample from Panayot Volov village) is macroscopically very similar to the typi-
cal Balkan flint. In contrast, the raw materials of the Shumen II type consist mainly of grey
flints, and the variant of the Markovo village sample resembles the grey version of Balkan flint
(see Gurova et al. 2022a, 24, fig. 6).

How can the Varbitsa assemblage be integrated into the Balkan flint research? The samples
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from the site have been analysed twice — once in the context of the regional investigation in
Shumen district, and later in the context of the large-scale comparative research of a collection
of artefacts from Neolithic (predominantly Early Neolithic) flint assemblages from 10 archaeo-
logical sites and their comparison with the samples of all the flint outcrops visited in north Bul-
garia (except the Ludogorie flints). In the first case, one artefact (macroscopically identical to
Balkan flint and one dark grey white-spotted artefact were analysed and respectively attributed
to the Shumen I type (the Balkan flint-like one) and to the Shumen II type (the grey artefacts)
(Gurova et al. 2022a, 24, fig. 7.1a-b; 30, fig. 12) (fig. 56.1-2).

In the second case, six artefacts were analysed — four visually similar to Balkan flint and two
dark grey white-spotted (Gurova et al. 2022b, 3, fig. 3.3) (fig. 56.3-8). Intriguing results were
obtained: the artefacts macroscopically similar to Balkan flint correlated with the Balkan flint
raw material and its outcrops, to which the majority of analysed archaeological samples from
all over the country belong (ibid., 18); as for the two grey artefacts, they show some similarity
with flints of the Shumen II type, but also with samples from the Kovachevo Formation (Guro-
va et al. 2022b, 15, 20, fig. 11.3). GIS modelling of distribution pathways suggests procurement
of local and meso-local sources (up to 40-50 km from the settlement) — i.e. Shumen cluster
outcrops. On the other hand, the supply of Balkan flint from the outcrops of the Nikopol cluster
suggests a procurement strategy based on supra-regional/ long-distance raw material distribu-
tion (170-180 km) (ibid., 22, Table 2, 23, fig. 15).

The outcrops of Ravno-type flint in Ludogorie are located at ca 100 km, which is feasible
within a regional distribution network. However, the question of the true context of the Ludo-
gorie flint artefacts from the Varbitsa’ Neolithic sequence remains unresolved. Also still open
is the question of the presence of Ludogorie flint of Kriva reka type within the Varbitsa assem-
blage. It was not identified macroscopically among the artefacts. Still, laboratory analyses are
required for a reliable discrimination of this type of flint among the available series of artefacts
of unknown origin.

Techno-typological analysis

The structure of the assemblage, as presented in Table 1, shows a significant number of typo-
logical tools (n=32), more than any other artefact category. However, the debitage products
combined (n=75) prevail and comprise 69% of the entire assemblage.

The techno-typological descriptions and analyses are based on the following classification/
differentiation:

- typological tools (n=32);

- debitage products (n=75) consisting of:
a) blades (fragments included) (n=26);
b) flakes (only entire pieces) (n=31);

¢) fragments (n=18) — distinguished as flake fragments (pieces with morphological pa-
rameters suggesting fragmented flakes, but without butts or proximal parts), and indeterminate
fragments/chunks (in some studies, such pieces are termed debris).

- core (n=1).

As mentioned above, the assemblage will be presented in two parts: unstratified artefacts,
followed by those recovered from secure contexts in the excavated trenches.

The tools’ repertoire in the entire assemblage is presented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Tool category With context Without context Total
Retouched blades 11 5 16
Retouched flakes 1 1
Endscrapers on blades 2 2
Endscrapers on flakes 1 1
Truncated blades 7 2 9
Splintered pieces 1 1
Perforators/ borers 2 2
Total 23 9 32

Table 5. Tool categories by artefacts’ context

1. Artefacts without context

These artefacts, collected mainly from the surface, number 20 items: nine typological tools, six
blades, one flake, three fragments, and the only core in the assemblage. Among the artefacts are
some with diagnostic features of the Neolithic flint industry, as well as artefacts corresponding
to the Chalcolithic raw material preference, knapping traditions and typological repertoire.

Typological tools (n=9), consisting of five retouched blades (four with bilateral retouch and
one with unilateral retouch — fig. 58.6); two truncated blades; one endscraper (figs 55.8; 58.3)
and one retouched flake. Two of the tools (the endscraper and a retouched blade) are of the
Ravno type of flint (fig. 55.6, 8), while two retouched blades and one truncated blade are made
of Balkan flint, indicating an Early Neolithic origin (fig. 58.6).

Debitage products (n=75), including:

- blades (n=6) are represented by two proximal and four medial fragments; the ratio of trap-
ezoidal to triangular sections is 5:1. Both preserved butts are flat, ovoid and compact, and sug-
gest the punch technique of removal. Dimensions vary as follows: length — from 2.1 to 7.1 cm;
width — from 1.1 to 2.8 cm, and thickness — from 0.3 to 1.1 cm. Two of the most representative
blades in the assemblage are the proximal fragments that possess diagnostic features. One is of
a large blade with an appearance typical of a Chalcolithic blade, a product of specialized do-
mestic blade production using the punch technique (figs 53.A1; 55.1; 58.5). The second blade
shows affiliation to an Early Neolithic industry in terms of the raw material (Balkan flint) and
common morphometric parameters (figs 53.A4; 58.4);

- the flake is in the category up to 4 cm and represents a rejuvenation piece of the core re-
moval surface. The raw material is a dark grey, white-spotted flint, frequent within the debitage
products;

- all three fragments are indeterminate, one being smaller than 1.5 cm.

The core is for blades and flakes with changed orientation of flaking (multiple cores) of dark
grey white-spotted flint (a grey version of the Balkan flint ?). No direct refitting with debitage
products of the same raw material is feasible (fig. 53.B10).
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2. Artefacts with stratigraphic position

This portion of the assemblage includes the artefacts from both trenches revealing stratigraphi-
cally determined layers. Only nine artefacts were recovered in trench 2; they belong to me-
chanical layers IV-VI, which the excavators attributed to the middle phase of the Neolithic
sequence. The structure of this assemblage is as follows:

- typological tools (n=23);

- debitage products (n=65) consisting of:

a) blades (n=20);
b) flakes (n=30);
c¢) fragments (n=15).

The typological repertoire comprises 11 retouched blades (seven with bi- and four with
unilateral retouch); seven truncated blades; two endscrapers; two borers, and one splintered
piece. The retouched blades are prevalent, a common feature of the Early Neolithic industry.
The high steep retouch, diagnostic of the formal tools of the Karanovo I-II cultural milieu, is
rare; most frequent are discontinuous marginal retouches, rarely alternating (figs 57.3; 59.4-5,
7). Micro-scarring and utilization retouches are also recorded (fig. 57.1, 4). One of the tools,
with ventral semi-steep retouch, is made of Ravno-type flint (vide infra; fig. 55.7). Among four
distal truncations, two typical Early Neolithic diagnostic tools are present — with steep lateral
retouch and distal truncations (figs 57.8; 59.6). There are two double truncations (figs 58.2;
59.2) and one on the proximal part (fig. 57.5). The endscrapers and one of the borers possess
a typical Chalcolithic appearance (fig. 55.2—4) (vide infra). The second borer is the only tool
made of dark grey white-spotted flint, the tip being fashioned in the bulb area (fig. 57.6). The
splinter is unifacial and bipolar.

It is noteworthy that there are typological tools diagnostic of different chrono-cultural con-
texts and flint industries. Four of the six tools made of Ravno-type of flint can be attributed to
the Chalcolithic tradition: a large blade with unilateral retouch from layer VI (fig. 55.7); two
endscrapers on large blades from layer I (fig. 55.3) and layer VIII (figs 55.2; 58.8), respectively;
and an atypical borer (with ventral covering retouch in the distal part) from layer XIV (figs
55.4; 59.9). Two remaining tools of Ludogorie flint (retouched and truncated blades) are from
the mixed layer I. To the formal toolkit of the Early Neolithic industry can be attributed some
of the retouched and truncated blades, made of visually Balkan flint (-like) materials. Some of
them were used as sickle inserts (figs 54.3-7; 57.3, 8; 59.2, 4-6). They appear in layers IIA to
XII with no noticeable concentration in any layer. This symbiotic coexistence of artefacts with
different contextual attributions is intriguing. One explanation could be that the Chalcolithic ar-
tefacts from the surface (belonging to some undetermined local Chalcolithic occupation) were
subjected to a mechanical intrusion into the stratified layers in the trenches.

The debitage products include:

- blades (n=20), of which eight are proximal, eight mesial, and two distal fragments, and two
complete pieces. The ratio of trapezoidal to triangular sections is 15:5. All preserved butts are
flat and compact, indicating punch percussion technique. Dimensions vary as follows: length —
from 2.8 to 8.8 cm, width — from 1.0 to 2.5 cm, and thickness — from 0.3 to 1.0 cm (figs 57.2, 7,
9; 59.1, 3). In terms of raw materials, the visually recognizable Balkan flint (-like) prevails (fig.
54.1-2, 8-9, 12-13); single pieces are made of dark grey white-spotted flint (treated by us as
grey version of Balkan flint) (fig. 53.A3). There are two blades of Ravno-type flint — two from
layer I and one from layer III (fig. 58.1). One blade has traces of substantial heat impact (fig.
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Fig. 57. Blades (2, 7, 9) and typological tools (1, 36, 8). Used edges are marked by dashed lines; the arrows
show photomicrographs in fig. 60. Contextual data: 1 — XII; 2 — XIII; 3-V; 4—VIIB; 5-1IC; 6 - VI; 7 - VI;
8 —Trench 2; 9-VI
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Fig. 58. Blades (1, 4-5) and typological tools (2-3, 6). Used edges are marked by dashed lines. Contextual data:
1-1;2-1; 3-6 — surface

55.9). Among the blades, there is one crested piece and no cortical piece. It should be stressed
that Balkan flint blades are present from the earliest layers of the site, and some of them have
impressive dimensions (fig. 54.1-4). The largest blade came from layer IV and represents an
ideal blank for fashioning a typical Balkan flint formal tool (figs 54.1; 57.9). This blade has
several recent negative findings/damage in the proximal part and micro-pedollization in the dis-
tal part. The butts of the blades indicate indirect percussion as the primary removal technique.
Small blades and bladelets, which could be affiliated with a microlithization that appears in the
Late Neolithic, are virtually absent, with one exception — a mesial blade fragment with dimen-
sions of 3 x 1 x 0.3 cm, which was found in layer ITA, but it is still an isolated case;

- flakes (n=30) are noticeably heterogeneous in colour and dimensions. Very few pieces ex-
ceed 4 cm in length. There are two massive flakes from Trench 2, and both are cortical. Eight
more flakes preserve cortical remains on their surfaces, suggesting their involvement in core
production and initial exploitation. All flakes were removed from single-platform cores by di-
rect percussion (fig. 53.B). Among the flakes, the dark grey, white-spotted flint is more frequent
than in other artefact categories. There are only 2 ex. of Ravno-type flint; one (from layer I) is
a massive burin spall, while the second is a Janus flake from Trench 2;

- fragments (n=15) include seven flake fragments and eight indeterminate items, of which
three could be classified as chips (with dimensions < 1.5 cm).
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Fig. 59. Blades (1, 3) and typological tools (2, 4-9). Used edges are marked by dashed lines; the arrows show
photomicrographs in fig. 61. Contextual data: 1 — VIIB; 2 —IIA; 3 — XII; 4 —IIIA; 5 — X; 6 — 150/X; 7 — I1IA;
8- VIII; 9 - XIV
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Functional connotations

A representative sample of artefacts was subjected to use-wear analysis: 28 typological tools,
18 blades and 10 flakes. The selection was based on preliminary macroscopic observations of
artefact preservation, surfaces, and edges, and on morphometric parameters that suggested and/
or excluded possible use. The functional interpretation is based on a complex of macro- and
microstigmata of utilization because the micro-scarring can result from both utilization and
taphonomic/pedolization impact. In cases where undeniable use-wear traces were revealed,
they are considered as such even if they might not be indicative of the worked material. The
primary purpose was to detect and record secure traces of use, indicating various subsistence
and household activities of the village community, rather than to draw a general palaeoeco-
nomic profile listing numerous activities with detailed functional determinations and propor-
tions between them. Research of the latter kind presupposes a different approach, requiring
exhaustive analysis of the archaeological complexes/assemblages. Furthermore, such research
usually involves a different approach to use-wear analysis and interpreting the results obtained
(cf. CkakyH u ap. 2016; 2018).

The traceological observations were conducted using an MBS 10 stereomicroscope (x100)
and a Keyence VHX-100 digital microscope (with a magnification range from x25 to x150).
The latter was used for the photomicrographs.

The results of the traceological analysis are presented in Table 6.

Table 6
Used artefacts | Cereals Plants | Meat/hide | Hide Bone/ | Indeterm. Total
antler

Debitage 12
Blades 2 2 1 2 4 11
Flakes 1 1

Tools 14

Endscrapers 1
Truncations 3 1 4
Retouched 3
blades x1
Retouched 2 1 1 1 5
blades x2
Borer — relict 1 1
traces
Total 7 2 3 7 2 5 26

Table 6. Distribution of used artefacts according to the worked material (numbers in italics refer to
tools made of Balkan flint)

The results (despite their incompleteness) suggest a low prevalence of activities related to
the treatment of animal products. A similar trend is observed at other north Bulgarian sites,
such as Dzhulyunitsa (Case study no. 2), whereas the data from sites in south Bulgaria (see
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Fig. 60. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces on artefacts illustrated in fig. 57: a — cutting dry hide (x80); b —
cutting fresh hide (with residue) (x80); ¢ — relict traces of cutting plants (x100); d—f — cereal polish (x100)

Case studies nos 4-5, Ilindentsi and Yabalkovo) are contradictory, with a clear dominance of
sickle inserts (cereal harvesting) recorded. At Varbitsa, blades and typological tools were both
involved in animal product processing, with typological tools predominating; the same holds
for the proportion of artefacts serving as sickle inserts. As for the last-mentioned, their small
number can be explained by the fact that some of them, after damage to the sickle, fell on the
field, and also by the fact that each sickle, as a composite tool, has a long-lasting use, includ-
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Fig. 61. Photomicrographs (x100) of use-wear traces on artefacts illustrated in fig. 59: a — sawing of bone/
antler; b — cereal polish (initial stage); c — fresh hide scraping; d—f — cereal polish

ing regular resharpening of the inserted elements. It should be stressed that all sickle inserts
from the assemblage have angular polish, suggesting oblique insertion in a curved handle; so,
again, the use of the classical Early Neolithic Karanovo type of sickle is recorded. Other direct
evidence for that consists in two fragments of antler sickle handles (layers VIIA and VIIB) with
preserved parts of the grooves, in one of which an adhesive residue is preserved. Unfortunately,
no residue analysis was undertaken.
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The typological tools were primarily engaged in various activities at the site (in total, 14
identified functional tools), among which are eight retouched blades, four truncations, and sin-
gle examples of an endscraper and a borer. Among the sickle inserts, those with unilateral use
prevail (figs 57.5; 58.6; 59.2; 60d; 61b). In two other cases, the blades were reversed in the
handle (with plausible resharpening of the working edge) (figs 57.3; 59.5; 60e—f; 61d-f). It is
noteworthy that four of five sickle inserts belong to the Early Neolithic formal toolkit of Balkan
flint(-like) and are represented at the beginning of the sequence (layer X) and in its final phase
(layers IIC and IV) (figs 57.3, 5; 59.2, 5). One blade with fine retouch was used bilaterally for
meat/fresh hide cutting and bears residues (figs 57.1; 60b). Three retouched blades were en-
gaged in dry hide cutting (fig. 57.4). The only used endscraper with a Chalcolithic appearance
served for frontal scraping of hide (figs 59.8; 61c). There is one blade with longitudinal use on
indeterminate material and an a posteriori fashioned borer exhibiting relict traces of plant cut-
ting (fig. 57.6);

The used blades show no noticeable morphometric variability but span a wide range of ac-
tivities. Two blades were used as sickle inserts with, respectively, one and two working edges
(fig. 55.9). Two blades show bilateral sawing of fresh bone/antler (figs 58.1; 59.1; 60a). Their
lengths and discontinuous use-traces suggest the blades were longer before and during use, and
were subsequently broken. Two blades (including the larger one) were used for meat/hide pro-
cessing (fig. 57.9; 59.3); another served for dry hide cutting (fig. 57.2; 61a). Four blades show
a longitudinal cutting kinematic on indeterminate material;

A flake, the largest in the assemblages (from Trench 2) has utilization traces of (non-cereal)
plant cutting with a lateral, slightly concave edge.

General observations and discussion

The Varbitsa assemblage allows some observations and raises questions that will be discussed
below.

- In general, two heterogeneous assemblages/components (in raw material and techno-typo-
logical aspects) are present. One came mainly from the surface and corresponds to the charac-
teristics of a typical Chalcolithic flint industry. Several artefacts in this small assemblage belong
to the distinct Neolithic strata, and an explanation of this contextual ‘discrepancy’ may relate to
the pit-dwelling (with reworked material) dug during Late Antiquity. The second assemblage/
component comprises artefacts from layers XV to IIA. It can be defined as Early Neolithic,
revealing typical formal tools/toolkit characteristic of the Early Neolithic koiné of Karanovo
I-1II. The characteristics of this cultural unit are durable and persist until the end of the Varbitsa
sequence, which, theoretically, should belong to the transition to, and the first phases of, the
Late Neolithic. As mentioned, among the artefacts from Varbitsa, no trend towards microlithi-
sation is evident: no small or microcores, series of bladelets, micro-endscrapers, or geometric
microliths are present. In this sense, the Varbitsa assemblage noticeably differs from the stud-
ied assemblages from northeast Bulgaria and particularly that from the Late Neolithic site of
Usoe (CkakyH 1994; Gatsov 1990). Comparison with the recently published assemblages of
Ovcharovo—Gorata and Durankulak—Blatnitsa, dated? to the second phase of the Early Neolithic
(CkakyHn u gp. 2018, 28) and the “early phase of the Hamangia culture” (Ckakyn u zp. 2016,
83) further confirms this observation. On the other hand, a comparison with the Early Neolithic

2 The interpretation is provided by N. Skakun, B. Mateva, T. Dimov and I. Angelova
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assemblages from Koprivets would be challenging. Still, the lack of publication of the flint as-
semblages from old and new investigations of the sites creates uncertainty and confusion. This
is based on an unpublished PhD thesis by R. Zlateva, with later interpretations by I. Gatsov and
T. Tsonev (for more details on this topic, see Gurova 2018b, 122-123);

- The assemblage from Varbitsa raises thoughts on the question of the emergence of Ludo-
gorie flints in a clear Neolithic context. For decades, the so-called “Dobrudzha flint” has been
a kind of mythology, based on a superficial or incorrect reading of the term, used by E. Comsa
(Comsa 1976)°. In various publications, the term is interpreted differently, with the most fre-
quent meaning being that flint originates in the Bulgarian Dobrudzha (Ludogorie region) and,
ergo, is referred to as the Ludogorie flints (described by C. Nachev) (Haues (2009). The spo-
radic appearance of Ludogorie (Dobrudzha) flint in the Early Neolithic flint assemblages from
western Bulgaria was noted by N. Skakun, who, however, emphasized that this flint exploitation
and distribution began in the Chalcolithic (Skakun 1993, 54). The origin of the large Neolithic
blades from Thrace (mainly from Tells) was viewed by T. Tsonev as an import of Ludogorie raw
materials (Tsonev 2004, 262). The macroscopic similarity of Kriva reka type flint with typical
Balkan flint also led me to this hypothesis, presented in early research (Gurova 2008a). Later
meticulous multidisciplinary analyses of the raw material varieties convincingly disproved this
hypothesis, but the visual resemblance between Balkan flint and the Kriva reka type continues
to fuel speculation. Nevertheless, the question of the earliest recorded (pre-Chalcolithic) ap-
pearance of Ludogorie flint in the prehistoric assemblages remains open and demands relevant
analyses to be conducted on artefacts with secure Neolithic contexts and compared to the Lu-
dogorie flint samples;

- The Varbitsa and Neolithization debate is a topic to be addressed with the expectation of
providing new insights into the emergence of the first farmers in northeastern Bulgaria. Even as
a preliminary observation, it can be affirmed that the site occupies a strategic location vis-a-vis
the provenance and distribution of raw materials involved in the full Early Neolithic ‘package’.
There is no evidence of workshops for the initial production of either Balkan- or Shumen-type
flints. On the other hand, there are formal tools of Balkan flint(-like) material, similar to those
from the Karanovo I-II cultural milieu, suggesting interactions between these areas in the Early
Neolithic. Based on GIS analyses of raw material distribution pathways, it can be assumed that
the Varbitsa site was suitable as a redistribution point for Shumen I and II flints to the Thracian
plain in the Early Neolithic. On the other hand, Dzhulyunitsa and Varbitsa are well situated for
the mutual exchange of Balkan flint and Shumen I-II flints when the sites were inhabited simul-
taneously (Gurova et al 2022b, fig. 15; 2025, 31, footnote 46, fig. 11). It should be stressed that
the results from micropetrography and trace element analysis have shown similarities between
artefacts from Varbitsa, Dzhulyunitsa and Karanovo, particularly in grey white-spotted flints
with no precisely identified provenance (Gurova et al. 20226, 21, 23). Varbitsa is undoubtedly
one of the critical sites in northern Bulgaria. Its role in establishing the Early Neolithic lifestyle
both regionally and supra-regionally should be seriously reconsidered, which I hope will hap-
pen once the site has been fully published, with all finds meticulously analysed and C dates
included.

3 See more in Gurova 2011a, 104-5.
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1.2. CASE STUDY NO. 2: FLINT ASSEMBLAGE FROM DZHULYUNITSA

Introduction

This Case study provides new data from one of the most important Neolithic sites in Bulgaria
— Dzhulyunitsa—Smardesh (known as Dzhulyunitsa). The importance of this site has been em-
phasized in my previous publications, based on the results of a pilot study of 178 artefacts from
the earliest phases, which highlighted the potential role of Dzhulyunitsa in the procurement of
Balkan flint and its subsequent distribution to pre-Karanovo enclaves in south Bulgaria (Gurova
2012b; 2018b, 121-123; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, 123—124). In this detailed study, I present ad-
ditional evidence to test this hypothesis (see also section 2.3.3 in Part I).

The site has been excavated since 2001 by the archaeologist Nedko Elenski from the Re-
gional Museum at Veliko Tarnovo. Annual reports on the fieldwork are published by the Nation-
al Institute of Archaeology and Museum—BAS in a series entitled Archaeological Discoveries
and Excavation. In addition to these regular reports on the site investigations, several analytical
papers on the pottery assemblages have been published by the excavator (Elenski 2006, 2008).
Additionally, there is a significant series of publications presenting various aspects of the multi-
disciplinary research on the finds and offering general and conceptual overviews (Dzhanfezova
et al. 2014; Krauss et al. 2014; Marinova, Krauss 2014; Weninger et al. 2014; Groene et al.
2018; Kamjan et al. 2021).

Dzhulyunitsa in its chrono-cultural context

The site represents a large but low tell, lying on the Yantra River terrace, ca. 6 km south of
the river itself (fig. 62.1). The site has been excavated in numerous, mainly small, trenches. The
location of these trenches aimed to determine the inhabited areas and their succession in the
entire sequence of this large, multilayer settlement (see Krauss et al. 2014, 53, fig. 2).

The cultural sequence of the site comprises four phases of Early Neolithic strata, with spo-
radic post-Neolithic disturbance by Late Iron Age, Late Antiquity and Early Middle Ages pits.
In some trenches, in the eastern part of the settlement, a significant accumulation of Chalco-
lithic and Early Bronze Age remains has been revealed. The focus of the excavations is the
exploration of the Neolithic layers, within which four Neolithic phases have been distinguished,
representing an “entire Early Neolithic sequence of the eastern Balkans” (Krauss et al. 2014,
54, 57). Among the Neolithic strata, the most important and best documented are layers I (the
oldest, lying directly on the loess) and II, both of which offer a variety of finds and house struc-
tures. Despite its thicker deposits, layer II yielded a significant accumulation of finds and pot-
tery assemblages. Dark-painted wares dominated the first layer (phase), but white painting was
evident in the pottery repertoire of the later phase (Krauss et al. 2014). Based on comparative
analyses of the pottery, several key observations and conclusions can be drawn.

In a regional context, the earliest phase (Dzhulyunitsa I), with its monochrome, dark-bur-
nished wares (and scarce dark-brown and black-painted pottery), is attributed to a cluster of
Early Neolithic sites in the catchments of the Rivers Yantra and Rusenski Lom. These sites
include Dzhulyunitsa, Beliakovets—Plochite, Orlovets, Koprivets, Pomoshtitsa, and Hotnitsa—
Pesherata/Iztok. Culturally, this cluster represents a new regional cultural koiné with a recog-
nizable identity, based exclusively on pottery characteristics (Elenski 2008, 96; Krauss et al.
2014; 2017; Krauss 2023). On a supra-regional scale, convincing parallels are attested with
West Anatolia, with Classical Fikirtepe and Ilipinar IX—VIII (in the Marmara area), as well as
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with Ulucak Va and IV, Cukurici Hoyiik, Ege Giibre and Yesilova (Krauss et al. 2014, 2017;
Krauss 2023). In Dzhulyunitsa II, the appearance of white-on-red painted pottery connects this
phase with the Karanovo I culture in Thrace and its cultural alliance in the Struma Valley and
Sofia Plain. Parallels with Asag1 Pinar 7 in Turkish Thrace and Ulucak IV h-1 are recognized
(Krauss et al. 2014, 59). According to the excavator, the earliest regional identity corresponding
to Dzhulyunitsa I and II shows direct connections with Anatolian sites such as Hoca Cesme,
[lipinar, Kurugay, Hacilar, Hoyiicek, Bademagaci and Mersin (Elenski 2008, 102).

An innovative archaeometric study of painted pottery sherds from Dzhulyunitsa suggested
that dark-coloured sherds from the earliest phase (Dzhulyunitsa I) are rather burnished than
painted, thus reinforcing the arguments in favour of a monochrome phase distinct in the Dzhu-
lyunitsa Early Neolithic sequence (Dzhanfezova et al. 2014, 148). Another significant finding
of this study is the highly advanced pottery technology from the earliest Neolithic phase of the
site, which retained an ideal fabric from the west Anatolian homeland but adapted perfectly to
the loessic clay of central north Bulgaria (ibid., 2014, 154-155).

All *C dates from Dzhulyunitsa I and IT were submitted to Bayesian modelling. Thus, the
beginning of the sequence and the time span of lowermost layers I and II can be reliably fixed
between 6050-5950 cal BC (Krauss et al. 2014, 63). In the context of the high-resolution cali-
brated radiocarbon chronology of the Aegean, and west and northwest Anatolia, Dzhulyunitsa
is considered a key site for the Neolithic spread into Central Europe, being “... not only one of
the oldest Neolithic sites in the Balkans, but also remained inhabited throughout the entire pe-
riod of the neolithization process, offers a key to understanding this development in the Balkans
(Krauss 2023, 12). Another radiocarbon calibration model gives the time span of Dzhulyunitsa
I and IT as 6020-5970 cal BC (Thissen, Reingruber 2017, 161).

Interestingly, later publications based on the same dating assign the Early Neolithic se-
quence of Dzhulyunitsa to around 6200 cal BCE (Kamjan et al., 2021). However, the exact
beginning of the Early Neolithic sequence remains a matter of debate. In the latest report by the
discoverer, the earliest phases I and II of Dzhulyunitsa are dated to 6200—5959 cal BC (Elenski,
2020). The discrepancy regarding the beginning of the strata continues with the recently pub-
lished dates: 6005 cal BC (based on dated bone samples — Krauss 2023, 238, Table 5) and 6446
cal BC (based on bone samples as well — Krauss 2023, 244, Table 7).

Chipped-stone assemblages

In addition to the small sample of 178 artefacts mentioned above, a further 1318 artefacts from
the Early Neolithic strata have been studied and are presented below. The chipped-stone assem-
blages came from different years and trenches/contexts. Given that the explored area represents
only a small part of the large Early Neolithic settlement, the assemblages are treated without re-
gard for the excavated units; the only distinction made is their attribution to the phases Dzhuly-
unitsa I and II. The excavator made this distinction based on sedimentological and stratigraphic
observations and a detailed comparative analysis of finds (mainly pottery).

The studied assemblages have been subjected to macropetrographic raw material distinction
and grouping, as well as techno-typological and use-wear analysis. The latter was carried out
in two steps: a preliminary microscopic observation at the Museum of Veliko Tarnovo, using a
Zeiss SMXX stereomicroscope at magnifications up to x80. All typological tools, most blades,
and selected flakes were microscopically observed, and a series of artefacts with detectable
utilization traces were subsequently separated. These were further analysed in Sofia using an
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Geological map of main types of flint-bearing rocks in Bulgaria. 1 - Upper Jurassic limestones with siliceous concretions (J3);
2- Low Cretaceous (Aptian) limestones with siliceous concretions (K1); 3 - Upper Cretaceous chalk and chalk-like limestones
with siliceous concretions (K2); 4 - Upper Cretaceous volcanogenous rocks with chalcedony veins in Sredna Gora Zone;

5 - Oligocene volcanogenous rocks with chalcedony veins in Rhodope Zone (Pg3); 6 - Boundary between tectonic zones.

Fig. 62. 1. Map of Bulgaria with important sites mentioned in the Case study’s text: 1. Dzhulyunitsa; 2.
Yarlovitsa; 3. Slatina-Sofia, 4. Ilindentsi; 5. Kovachevo; 6. Yabalkovo; 7. Karanovo; 8. Varbitsa. Flint outcrops
are marked in pink: A — Shumen cluster of outcrops; B — Varbovka; C — Lozen; D — Pleven—Nikopol cluster
of Balkan flint outcrops; 2. Geological map by C. Nachev with the same sites and outcrops (first published in
Gurova, Nachev 2008, fig. 5, here with additions by M. Gurova)
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MBS-10 stereo microscope (up to x100) and a Keyence VHX-100 digital microscope (x25-
x150). The latter was used for the photomicrographs taken at x100 (with 3 at x80).

The assemblages will be presented below, following a traditional structure and (apart from
the raw material section) keeping the distinction between the Dzhulyunitsa I and II phases.

Raw materials: characteristics and procurement strategies (figs 62—69)

The raw material of Dzhulyunitsa has already been included in an interdisciplinary study of
archaeological and geological samples from Bulgaria to relate the artefacts to their geological
source. From the first innovative study, combining micropetrography with geochemistry us-
ing LA-ICP-MS and trace element analysis (EPMA), the yellow, white-spotted artefacts from
Dzhulyunitsa were found to be distinctive compared to other Balkan flint artefacts from Early
Neolithic sites in south Bulgaria (Bonsall et al. 2010, 13). Later, alongside more intensive
raw material prospections in north Bulgaria, a larger series of archaeological and geological
samples were subjected to combined archaeometric analyses. The artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa
fit perfectly with the clusters of the Mezdra Formation Upper Cretaceous outcrops and with
artefacts from Early Neolithic sites in south Bulgaria (Gurova et al. 2016, 433, 435, fig. 10, SI
Appendix fig. 6) (fig. 62.2).

The raw material spectrum of the Dzhulyunitsa I and II assemblages is illustrated in fig. 63.
Dzhulyunitsa is one of the very few Neolithic sites to display isolated obsidian finds, which
represent exotica in the context of prehistoric chipped-stone assemblages from Bulgaria. Two
obsidian artefacts, respectively from phases I and II, were analysed using non-destructive ED-
XREF. They both originated from the Carpathian 2E source area in Hungary (Bonsall et al. 2017,
55). Apart from the obsidian, there are a limited number of artefacts of white quartzite (21
pieces) and two pieces of rock crystal.

All other artefacts (macroscopically) represent various types of flint (figs 64—68). Visually
they could be separated into five categories: i) typical Balkan flint — yellow (yellow-beige) with
white-spotted inclusions, which is present in both phases with slightly increasing importance
into the second phase; ii) macroscopically distinguishable colouristic variations of the Balkan
flint (more beige and greyish) with white inclusions as well; iii) grey-beige, creamy white-spot-
ted flint; iv) dark-grey white-spotted flint; v) varia — items of presumably local flint — yellow
with violet concentric intrusions.

Formally, most of the varieties (i to iii) could be interpreted as colouristic varieties of Bal-
kan flint (see, for ex., the yellow-grey zonation of flint concretions from Muselievo, Zhernov,
Nikopol and Beglezh in north Bulgaria (Gurova et al. 2016, figs 3.b, g; 4.f, g; Gurova et al.
2022b, fig. 6.1). As for the dark-grey, white-spotted flint at Dzhulyunitsa, it represents the sec-
ond most common type in the raw material spectrum. This type of flint occurs among all catego-
ries of artefacts, including formal tools (figs 64—68). It is noteworthy (and it was mentioned in
Part I) that the combination of Balkan flint and white-spotted dark-grey flint is common among
the Early Neolithic flint assemblages from sites in north Bulgaria, as well as among assemblag-
es from sites in south Bulgaria, belonging to the Karanovo I techno-cultural complex (Gurova
et al. 2022b, fig. 4). Both flint types are represented among all artefact categories, including the
formal tools, but in a much lower proportion than the Balkan flint (fig. 69).

Among common raw materials, Balkan flint is crucial owing to its role in Neolithization and
in the diagnostic Early Neolithic assemblages from sites of the Karanovo I cultural alliance.
Its provenance in the Pleven—Nikopol source cluster is proven (Gurova et al. 2016; 2022b).
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Fig. 63. Raw materials in the chipped-stone assemblages from Dzhulyunitsa
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Fig. 64. Cores of dark-grey flint: 1 and 2 from Dzhulyunitsa I; 3 — from Dzhulyunitsa II; double-platform/bipolar
naviform-like core (2)
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Fig. 65. Artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa I: blades and bladelets; two geometric microliths (trapezes) in the middle
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Fig. 66. Blades of Balkan flint and dark-grey flint from Dzhulyunitsa II (Trench XII)

However, very similar flint was identified in Shumen and nearby (Gurova et al. 2022a). As for
the dark-grey flint, well represented within the Dzhulyunitsa I-II assemblages, its significance
remains uncertain. The latest analytical studies suggest that its potential outcrops are in the
Shumen region (Shumen II flint type) and /or in the Lower Cretaceous Kovachevo Formation
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near the villages of Lozen and Vinograd, in the Veliko Tarnovo district. Still, this raw material
type needs further investigation — both geological survey and laboratory analyses (Gurova et
al. 2022b, 23-24).

Regarding the yellowish flint with violet zonation found in a secondary deposit near the vil-
lage of Varbovka, micropetrographic and geochemical analyses of a sample of this flint have
shown its similarity to Balkan flint (ibid., 17, fig. 5.1). Our latest raw material (particularly
Balkan flint) provenance studies have recently been published, based on 77 artefacts from the
emblematic Early Neolithic sites of Bulgaria (including 15 items from Dzhulyunitsa) and some
new geological samples from the above-mentioned Lozen and Varbovka sources (Gurova et
al. 2022b). The publication offers a solid geochemical dataset for further comparative analy-
ses. The results allow the following observations: i) most of the Dzhulyunitsa artefacts exhibit
Balkan flint characteristics; ii) there is a subgroup of Balkan flint, consisting of artefacts from
Dzhulyunitsa and Karanovo only, which possess distinctive micropetrographic and trace ele-
ment signatures; iii) some grey flint samples resemble the Lozen and Shumen II (Markovo)
raw materials; iv) two artefacts do not match any of the raw materials analysed (Gurova et al.
2022b, 20-21, figs 3.1; 11.2). The results (and the observations and conclusions based on them)
are instructive for raw material procurement and consumption in Dzhulyunitsa I and II, and for
the subsequent transmission of raw materials and secondary knapping products to other Early
Neolithic communities in south Bulgaria.

Techno-typological analysis

The techno-typological descriptions are based on the following classification/differentiation:
- typological tools (n=73);
- debitage products (1211) consisting of:
a) blades (fragments included)(n=234);
b) flakes (only entire pieces)(n=615);
) fragments (n=362) — distinguished as flake fragments (pieces with morphological
parameters suggesting fragmented flakes, but without butts or proximal parts) and indetermi-

nate fragments, including chips (pieces smaller than 1 cm) and chunks — bigger fragments. In
some studies, such pieces are referred to as debris.

- cores (n=15);
- varia (n=19) (including pieces outside the groups mentioned above).

The general structure of the assemblages is presented in Table 7. The descriptions, notes, and
correlative observations within each assemblage and between them are presented in the sections
below.

Table 7
Phase Tools | Blades | Flakes Frag- Cores Varia Total Used
ments
DZH1 24 87 253 181 4 9 558 31
DZH 11 49 147 362 181 11 10 760 49
TOTAL 73 234 615 362 15 19 1318 80

Table 7. General structure of the assemblages by techno-typological categories
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I. DZHULYUNITSAI (figs 64.1-2; 65; 70-71; 72.1-2)

The structure of the Dzhulyunitsa I assemblage shows significant differences among the
various categories of artefacts; debitage pieces (n=521) overwhelmingly predominate and com-
prise 98.7% of the assemblage.

Typological tools (n=24) of which: eight retouched blades, four splintered pieces, two
trapezes, two retouched flakes, two endscrapers, two truncated blades, one simple burin, one
notched blade and two undetermined tool fragments. The retouched blades are most numerous;
only one has unilateral retouch, and seven are bilaterally retouched. Among the latter, signifi-
cant variability is noticeable — from small bladelets to sufficiently representative blades with
marginal and alternate retouch (figs 70.6; 71.4, 10). The most significant is one real formal tool
in the pure sense of its diagnostic features (except the size) — a blade of Balkan flint with steep
bilateral retouch (fig. 70.3). Two trapezes are present: one with small abrupt retouch only on the
non-parallel sides (fig. 70.1), and the second thinner with no-parallel sides and a shorter base
fashioned by small abrupt retouch (fig. 70.2). The splintered pieces are well represented (fig.
71.5). Both endscrapers are on flakes (fig. 70.10). Among the retouched flakes, there is a small
piece with bifacial partial retouch (fig. 71.7) and a robust cortical flake with high, slightly den-
ticulated retouch, which could be mistaken for a flake with initial removals/core exploitation
(fig. 70.11).

Debitage products

- blades (n=87), represented by fragments: 35 proximal (figs 70.9, 14; 71.3, 16); 27 mesial
(figs 70.5, 7-8, 13; 71.2, 8), seven distal (fig. 71.9), and 18 entire blades (figs 70.15; 71.1).
Technologically, all blades most likely were removed by punch technique, based on the large
single blow butts of many of the proximal fragments and entire specimens. It is not impossible,
but neither provable to suppose the use of the pressure technique of blade detachment. The ratio
of trapezoidal to triangular sections is 49:38, indicating an evolved stage of the core reduction
sequence. The dimensions of the blade vary significantly: length between 1.8 and 12.6 cm,
width between 0.8 and 3 cm, and thickness between 0.3 and 0.8 cm. The largest blade in the
whole assemblage is a second trimming blade of 12.6 cm in length (fig. 71.2). This blade sug-
gests that blade production using large cores took place somewhere on the site, or that massive
blades were transported to the site for subsequent breakage and use, and/or for fashioning into
tools;

- flakes (n=253) with a strong prevalence of pieces between 1.5 and 4 cm (n=202), followed
by 31 items between 4 and 6 cm, two massive flakes exceeding 6 cm in length and 18 small
flakes (up to 1.5 cm). The butts are mainly large and flat, indicating a flat (single-blow) striking
platform on the cores from which the flakes were removed by direct percussion; sporadic linear,
broken, and natural butts are present. Cortical flakes number 56 and could be related to the ini-
tial stage of core maintenance and exploitation, activities that most likely had been carried out
in the unexplored part of the settlement;

- fragments (n=181), of which 125 are flake fragments, and 56 are undeterminate fragments
or chunks with prevailing dimensions between 1.5 and 4 cm. There are eight pieces over 4 cm
and 14 chips (up to 1.5 cm). Fragments retaining cortex are 23.

Cores (n=4) are represented by two single-platform exhausted flake cores of Balkan flint
(less than 3 cm in removal surface length) and two quite big cores of dark-grey flint with par-
tially remaining cortex on the lateral sides and the back. One of the cores is a single-platform
core for flakes and blades with dimensions 6.6 x 8.6 x 5.8 cm (figs 64.1; 72.1). The striking
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Fig. 67. Blades and typological tools from Dzhulyunitsa IT
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3

Fig. 68. Flakes, blades and typological tools from Dzhulyunitsa II: 1 and 3 — from structure/pit 104; 2 — from the
layer
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Fig. 69. Artefacts of Balkan flint and grey flint from the sites of: 1 — Karanovo; 2 — Kovachevo; 3 — Varbitsa
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platform is flat/single-blow with no traces of rejuvenation. The core is not exhausted, and a
tentative attempt to prepare a new striking platform is evident. The second core is a well-known
type of double-platform/bidirectional core for blades with a common/shared removal surface
(bipolar unifacial convergent debitage). Its dimensions are 8.6 x 5.8 x 5 cm, with a maximum
blade negative length of 5.5 cm and maximal width of the removal surface/platform of 6 cm
(fig. 64.2; 72.2). Both striking platforms are flat (single-blow) and show a noticeable inclina-
tion toward the core back, ensuring continuous knapping. This example resembles a naviform
core and, to my knowledge, represents a unique example of this type among the Early Neolithic
assemblages from Bulgaria (quite possibly unique in the whole of the Balkans). In general, the
double-platform cores are rare among the assemblages from north-central Bulgaria and west-
ward at the site of Ohoden (Tsonev 2007, 63; Zlateva-Uzunova 2009, 64). This core differs
from the known Balkan flint single-platform cores from the Early Neolithic site of Yarlovitsa,
most of which were reused as hammerstones (Gurova et al. 2021, 263, fig. 3; see here Case
study no. 3).

Varia (n=9), of which four are flint concretions with tentative initial exploitation or just
testing of the raw material. Four flakes show relicts of the core removal surface on their dor-
sal faces, indicating a technological accident in some preceding core reduction sequence. One
piece of rock crystal is also present.

2. DZHULYUNITSA 1I (figs 64.3; 66-68; 72.3—4; 73-75)

The structure of the Dzhulyunitsa IT assemblage also shows marked disproportions between
the categories of artefacts; debitage pieces (n=690) far outnumber all other categories and con-
stitute 90.7% of the assemblage for the Early Neolithic phase II. Their potential export could
explain the large quantity of blades and supports the hypothesis that the site played a role in
Balkan flint networks by distributing blanks.

Typological tools (n=49) of which: 20 retouched blades, nine endscrapers, nine retouched
flakes, seven splintered pieces, one trapeze, one perforator, one combined tool — truncation/
endscraper, one undetermined tool fragment. The blades with unilateral retouch number 8 items
and demonstrate noticeable variety: from fragmented blades up to 5 cm long with marginal,
sometimes ventral retouch (figs 73.8, 12; 75.8) to a blade of 11.5 cm with irregular, semi-steep
retouch on the proximal part (fig. 74.3). The blades with bilateral retouch exhibit a rich spectrum
of fashioning: simple marginal (including alternate) retouch (fig. 75.11-12); a combination of
simple continuous/discontinuous and irregular ventral retouch (figs 73.5); and ventral plus al-
ternate retouch on the second edge (fig. 74.2). One of the blades has bilateral high and steep re-
touch, a slightly convex distal part and ventral proximal and distal retouch (fig. 73.3). The tool
matches perfectly the criteria of a formal tool, diagnostic of Early Neolithic assemblages of the
Karanovo I-II cultural milieu with the only difference being that this artefact is made of a grey,
high-quality, white-spotted flint. It was most likely a borer on a bilaterally retouched blade, but
the tip of the potential borer is broken. The endscrapers are very heterogeneous; only two are on
blade-like flakes (fig. 75.9), and seven are on diverse blades. One of the endscrapers is double
and on a massive blade (fig. 75.5). The fronts and lateral edges are variously fashioned with
no sign of standardization. The retouched flakes are somewhat amorphous (fig. 75.7), the most
interesting item being a small, backed, kombewa/janus flake (fig. 74.9). Splintered pieces, as
expected, are well represented with variations of uni- and bipolar, and uni- and bifacial remov-
als (figs 73.11; 74.10). One trapeze is present, with a backed, slightly concave, small base (fig.
75.10). A second formal tool (of Balkan flint) represents a perforator on a blade with bilateral
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Fig. 70. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa I: tools (1-3, 6, 10-11), blades (5, 7-9, 13—15) and blade-like flakes
(4, 12). Used edges are marked by a dashed line; the arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 76

high and steep retouch on the right edge (fig.74.6). The last tool is a combination of an oblique
distal truncation and an endscraper fashioned on the proximal part of the blank (fig. 74.1).

Debitage products
- blades (n=147), represented by fragments: 65 proximal (figs 73.4; 74.7; 75.1, 4, 13); 49
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Fig. 71. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa I: tools (4-5, 7, 10), blades (1-3, 6, 8-9). Used edges are marked by
dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 76 and 77

mesial (figs 73.6-7, 10; 75.14-15), 18 distal (fig. 74.8), and 15 entire blades (figs 73.9; 74.4-5;
75.2). Like the blades of phase I, the great majority of the butts are flat and not inclined, the
bulbs are prominent, and the overhang is not abraded — all stigmata indicating indirect percus-
sion using punch as the primary debitage technique. Some butts are broken, but no dihedral
or faceted butts were observed. The ratio of trapezoidal to triangular sections is 90:57, with
a prevalence of the former, in comparison with the blades of phase I. The dimensions of the
blades vary significantly: between 0.8 and 9.3 cm long, between 0.7 and 2.8 cm wide, and be-
tween 0.2 and 1.2 cm thick. No blades exceed the dimensions of the largest blade from phase I,

127



Maria Gurova

Fig. 72. Cores: from Dzhulyunitsa I (1-2); from Dzhulyunitsa II (3—4). Single-platform cores (1, 3-4; bipolar
naviform-like core (2).

but noteworthy is a series of regular blades up to 7 cm long (as illustrated above);

- flakes (n=362) with a substantial prevalence of pieces between 1.5 and 4 cm long (n=293),
followed by 56 items between 4 and 6 cm, two massive flakes exceeding 6 cm, and 11 small
flakes (up to 1.5 cm). The butts are predominantly flat, occasionally linear, and broken and natu-

128



PART Il - CASE STUDIES

ral butts are present. There are 101 cortical flakes, and as a proportion of all the flakes, they are
more numerous than in phase I, which could indicate more intensive core preparation;

- fragments (n=181), of which 112 are flake fragments, and 69 are undeterminate fragments
or chunks with prevailing dimensions between 1.5 and 4 cm. Eleven pieces exceed 4 cm, and
there are six chips (up to 1.5 cm). Eighteen fragments retain cortex.

Cores (n=11) are represented by only single platform cores exhibiting an advanced stage
of reduction. Cores for flake removals prevail (n=7), and they are all exhausted and small (figs
63.3; 72.3—4). There is one core for bladelet removal, fashioned on a flake, two cores for blade
and flake removals, one of which is in a good condition for continuing debitage: its dimensions
are 4 x 3.8 x 3.3 cm, (fig. 73.1). The last core is a fragment (possibly the result of a knapping
accident) of a single platform prismatic core for blades, the maximum length of the blade nega-
tives being 5.3cm. Its removal platform is, in fact, the dorsal surface of a flake (fig. 73.2).

Varia (n=10), of which there is one massive flake with initial negatives, suggesting tentative
exploitation as a core; three core rejuvenation tablets; four flakes with remaining negatives of
the core removal surface on their dorsal parts. One piece of quartz and one piece of rock crystal
are also present.

Functional connotations

As mentioned above, all typological tools, most on blades (apart from pieces with unsuitable
morphometric parameters and those with heavy surface deposits) and selected flakes (with
visual polishes and smoothed edges) were subjected to microscopic observation and use-wear
analysis. In general, the artefacts have well-preserved edges, with rare taphonomic damage.
Apart from detectable traces, there were ambiguous traces that could not identify the material
worked. Twenty-four photomicrographs illustrate various microtraces, including the absence of
use and postdepositional surface modifications (PDSM) in figs 76—78. Each photomicrograph
has a number corresponding to those on the equivalent artefact in figs 70-71, and 73-75. A
summary of the functional interpretation of the artefacts by phase is presented in Tables 8 and
9, and is commented on below.

1. Dzhulyunitsa I

There are three categories of artefacts with traces of use. The used tools and blades represent,
respectively, 20% and 26% of the tools and blades in the Dzhulyunitsa I assemblage.

Table 8
Worked material Tools Blades Flakes Total
Cereals 1 3 1 5
Other plants - 6 - 6
Bone 1 1 - 2
Hide - 1 - 1
Meat/fresh hide 1 8 1 10
Undetermined hard material 1 1 - 2
Undetermined soft material 1 3 1 5
Total 5 23 3 31

Table 8. Worked materials by artefact category
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- Used tools (n=5): two retouched flakes were used as follows: one for cutting meat/fresh
hide and the other as a sickle insert (figs 71.7; 77.9). The burin had been used in bone process-
ing; a truncated blade for cutting undetermined hard material, and a blade with bilateral retouch
for bilateral cutting of soft material (fig. 70.6). A blade with bilateral retouch displays only
ventral microchipping — an initial longitudinal operation is not excluded, but is not certain (figs
71.4; 76.4);

- Used blades (n=23): the most frequent use of the blades relates to butchering. Eight of them
have weak traces of cutting meat (fresh hide) (fig. 70.5, 14). Plant processing is exhibited by six
blades, used for cutting plants (silica-rich vegetable tissues) (figs 70.7-8; 71.6). In one case, an
initial stage of cereal processing is not excluded (figs 70.13; 76.7). Three blades show typical
cereal polish and served as sickle inserts (figs 71.8-9; 77.10-11). Use on an undetermined soft
material was ‘detected’ on three blades. Single blades were used for cutting hide, hard material
and fresh bone (fig. 70.15; 76.5);

- Used flakes (n=3), of which one was used for soft material, one likely for cutting meat/fresh
hide (fig. 70.12). A third flake was a sickle insert (fig. 70.4).
2. Dzhulyunitsa II

There are only tools and blades with traces of utilization. They represent, respectively, 30%
(for the tools) and 23% (for the blades) of the tools and blades in the Dzhulyunitsa II assem-

blage.
Table 9
Worked material Tools Blades Total
Cereals 3 1 4
Other plants 1 3 4
Wood 1 1 2
Bone 3 2 6
Hide 2 5 7
Meat/fresh hide 1 10 11
Silica-rich material 1 - 1
Stone - 1 1
Combined function 1 - 1
Undetermined hard material 2 3 4
Undetermined soft material - 8 8
Total 15 34 49

Table 9. Worked materials by artefact category

- Used tools (n=15): 11 retouched blades (four with bilateral retouch), two retouched flakes,
one endscraper and one combined tool (truncation/endscraper). The sickle inserts are repre-
sented by two retouched flakes (figs 74.9; 75.7; 77.12—14) and one bilaterally retouched blade
(figs 75.6; 77.15-16). All three tools have angular polish, with the blade showing more pro-
nounced striations. Three tools were involved in bone processing— two retouched blades (figs
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Fig. 73. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa II: cores (1-2); tools (3, 5, 8, 11-12), blades (4, 6-7, 9-10). Used
edges are marked by dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 76 and 78

73.8; 75.11; 78.20, 23) and the double endscraper, used bilaterally (figs 75.5; 78.19). Hide
treatment is attested on two retouched blades, in one case an abrasive additive is indicated (figs
73.12; 78.18). The use wear on two retouched blades suggests sawing of an undetermined hard
material, in one case with a strong abrasive component (figs 75.8, 12; 76.2; 78.21). The remain-
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(4-5, 7-8). Used edges are marked by

Fig. 74. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa II: tools (1-3, 6, 9-10), blades

dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 77-78
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Fig. 75. Flint artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa II: tools (5-12) and blades (1—4; 13—15). Used edges are marked by

dashed lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 76-78
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ing functions were fulfilled by retouched blades, as follows: sawing wood, cutting plants, cut-
ting meat/fresh hide (fig. 74.3), and working Si-rich material (pottery clay?) (figs 74.1; 78.24).
A retouched blade was used in two operations: sawing bone (right edge) and cutting plants (left
edge) (fig. 74.2);

- Used blades (n=34): like the assemblage from phase I, the most frequent use relates to
butchering — 10 blades were involved with mainly unilateral utilization (figs 73.4; 75.3). Eight
blades display weak polish, which was difficult to identify, and they are considered to have been
used for soft material treatment (fig. 73.4); one of these blade has local ventral recent damage
near the used edge (figs 73.7; 76.1, 3). Five blades were involved in hide-processing: four for
cutting hide (fig. 75.1, 4) and one for cutting and piercing hide (fig. 73.9). Cutting plants is
attested on three blades (fig. 12.6). Three blades were used for hard material treatment (figs
73.10; 75.13—14). Sawing bone was detected on two blades; two other blades were used for
sawing wood (figs 75.3; 76.6) and working soft stone (figs 74.7; 78.22). Surprisingly, no blades
were used as sickle inserts, and only one blade shows relict cereal polish and was additionally
abraded by hard abrasive material (figs 74.8; 78.17).

General observations

Several important observations can be made about the structure of the flint assemblages from
Dzhulyunitsa I and II in a diachronic perspective, given that the assemblages represent only a
fragment of the lifestyle of the first farmers in a very large settlement, with only a small portion
explored. The observations will be presented following a diacritic chaine opératoire.

The raw material varieties illustrated in fig. 63 are recognizable from the earliest Early
Neolithic strata (phase I). Very few quartzite artefacts are attested: 12 in Dzhulyunitsa I and
9 in Dzhulyunitsa II; two obsidian artefacts, and two pieces (one per phase) of rock crystal
are also notable. Two types of raw material predominate. Balkan flint with its varieties (easily
distinguishable macroscopically) and the (dark-)grey, white-spotted flint. They occur in similar
proportions in Dzhulyuinitsa I and II.

Nevertheless, in Dzhulyunitsa I, in the trenches excavated in 2002-2004, grey flint predomi-
nated among flakes and fragments, and was proportionally more common than Balkan flints
among the blades and tools. It is worth noting that both raw material types are represented
among all categories of artefacts — from cores to typological tools and varia. The most repre-
sentative large cores are of the grey flint variety (figs 64.1-2; 72.1-2; 73.1), but exhausted Bal-
kan flint flake cores are more numerous, as well as the fragment of a prismatic blade core (fig.
73.2). There are representative series of blades of both flint types, but with a slight prevalence
of Balkan flint (figs 65-68). As for the formal tools (in their techno-typological and functional
aspects), despite their scarcity, both Balkan flint (figs 70.3; 74.6) and dark-grey flint (figs 73.3;
75.6) are represented.

The small number of cores (15) and cortical flakes (20% of all flakes) does not suggest
intensive core preparation and maintenance (workshop) at a some particular place on the site.
However, the largest blade and series of blades, and the double-platform (naviform-like) blade
core from Dzhulyunitsa I indicate on-site knapping on some scale. It would be speculative to
propose household-specific blade production, but the blade chaine opératoire is recognizable
and relates to the subsequent fashioning of blades into typological tools. Well represented (and
on a larger scale) is the flake-based expedient industry.
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Fig. 76. Photomicrographs (x100 except 1, 3, 4 — x 80) of artefacts in figs 70-71, 73, 75. Virgin edge (3), PDSM
(1-2), uncertain use (4); beginning of use (5-8)
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Fig. 77. Photomicrographs (x100) of artefacts in figs 71, 74-75. Cereal polishes of artefacts used as sickle
inserts

136



PART Il - CASE STUDIES

23 24

Fig. 78. Photomicrographs (x100) of artefacts in figs 73—75. Relict/abraded cereal polish by undetermined
reutilization (17), dry hide (18), soaked bone (?) (19-20), hard abrasive material (21), soft stone (22), bone (23),
silica-rich plants (24)
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The typological tools from both phases vary in number and slightly in range: burins and
notched blades are present only in phase I, while perforators and combined tools occur only in
phase II (Table 4). Noteworthy are the trapezes, which, despite their scarcity, bring the Dzhu-
lyunitsa assemblages closer to those of the Early Neolithic sites of Kovachevo, Yabalkovo
and Ohoden (3nareBa-Y3yHoBa 2025; Zlateva-Uzunova 2009; Gurova 2017b). It is beyond the
scope of this study to discuss in detail the techno-typological and contextual parameters of the
Early Neolithic geometric microliths from Bulgaria and their origin. For the moment, the tra-
pezes from Dzhulyunitsa could be considered the earliest and so, possibly, a direct proxy for
their pre-Neolithic ‘milieu favourable’.

The dominance of retouched blades in both phases is expected, but the high and equal num-
bers of retouched flakes, endscrapers, and splintered pieces are surprising. The tool repertoire as
a whole is strikingly different from those of the emblematic Early Neolithic sites in south Bul-
garia, belonging to the Karanovo I cultural milieu (Gurova 2008a; 2012b; 2014a; 2018b). The
main difference lies in the scarcity of formal tools among the Dzhulyunitsa assemblages. For
comparisons with other Early Neolithic tool repertoires from north Bulgaria, two assemblages
are available — those from Yarlovitsa and Varbitsa (Case studies nos 1, 3). The assemblages dif-
fer significantly in the number of tools, but in all assemblages retouched blades prevail (with
very few formal tools); among the less numerous groups are endscrapers, splintered pieces,
truncations, perforators, etc. The closest similarity (at least formally) to the Dzhulyunitsa tool
repertoire is shown by the tool component of the Ohoden flint industry (Zlateva-Uzunova 2009,
66, Table 19). Unfortunately, there has been no opportunity to compare the assemblages from
Dhulyunitsa phases I and II with the tool repertoire from the most similar site culturally (based
on the pottery), Koprivets. My opinion of Koprivets in this context has been formulated in pub-
lication (Gurova 2018b, 123-124), with comments on previous statements about the Koprivets
assemblage (Tsonev 2000).

Table 10

Tool category DZH 1 DZH 11 Total
Retouched blades 8 20 28
Retouched flakes 2 9 11
Endscrapers on blades

Endscraoers on flakes 2 2 4
Truncated blades 2 - 2
Splintered pieces 4 7 11
Trapezes 2 1 3
Burins 1 - 1
Notched blade 1 - 1
Perforators/ borers - 1 1
Combined tool - 1 1
Tool fragments 2 1 3
Total 24 49 73

Table 10. Tool categories by phases
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The functional connotations of the artefacts in terms of subsistence activity suggest that
livestock and animal products and sub-products were more important (or as important) com-
pared to crop husbandry (Table 11). This balance in the functional attribution of artefacts is re-
flected in zooarchaeological data, suggesting the prominence of domestic animals, particularly
cattle, with an emphasis on cattle herding (Kamjan et al. 2021).

Table 11

Worked material DZH 1 DZH 11 Total
Cereals 5 4 9
Other plants 6 4 10
Wood - 2 2
Bone 2 6

Hide 1 7 8
Meat/fresh hide 10 11 21
Si-rich material - 1 1
Soft stone - 1 1
Combined function - 1 1
Undetermined hard material 2 4 6
Undetermined soft material 5 8 13
Total 31 49 80

Table 11. Worked materials by phases

There are no published analyses of fish remains from the earliest strata of Dzhulyunitsa.
Fishing is a likely activity given the site’s proximity to the Yantra River and its tributaries, and
among microtraces on some used implements are those (fig. 78.20 for ex.) resembling experi-
mental and archaeological implements linked to fish processing (Soares et al. 2016, 257, fig.
8; Clemente-Conte et al. 2020, 145, fig. 2; 147, fig. 5). More analyses are needed to test this
hypothesis.

Agriculture and cereal harvesting, as important economic activities, are underrepresented in
the use-wear results, despite the archaeobotanical evidence from Dzhulyunitsa I and II. Various
crops are attested with a prevalence of barley (Hordeum vulgare), in contrast to Early Neolithic
sites in south Bulgaria ... “where hulled wheats (einkorn and emmer) have a leading role”
(Marinova, Krauss 2014, 182, Table 1, 184). Sickle inserts are few at Dzhulyunitsa, a surpris-
ing finding that was previously highlighted by the author (Gurova 2012b, 8). Nevertheless,
the sickle inserts suggest the use of the well-known Karanovo I type of sickle with obliquely
inserted elements, which was a basic agricultural tool in Bulgaria and beyond — in the broader
Balkan Early Neolithic oikoumene (Gurova 2006; 2018a). Everyday household processing in-
cluded various activities related to butchering and food processing. Many utilized implements
in the Dzhulyunitsa assemblages were used in this context, as described in the previous section.
Given the provisional nature of the current results, the data in Table 11 suggest a slight decrease
in cereal/plant processing and an increase in secondary animal product processing from phase
I to phase II.
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Very few Early Neolithic sites are published in a way that allows comprehensive compari-
son between the flint assemblages. Often, functional analysis of the artefacts is lacking. In this
respect, the assemblages from Ilipinar and Mentege' are suitable for comparison with Dzhulyu-
nitsa I and II. Apart from differences in the typological repertoire, there are obvious similarities
in the technologically evolved blade production; the prevalence of animal product processing
among the used implements (despite the strong representation of sickle elements within the as-
semblage from the Marmara region) (Gurova 2001; 2006).

Dzhulyunitsa in the Neolithization debate: discussion and conclusions

Several points (some presented in previous sections of the text) should be emphasized in the
context of the following discussion:

1. Dzhulyunitsa has the earliest dates of establishment of any Bulgarian Early Neolithic site
which “... is currently proving to be a key site in determining the characteristics of the earliest
Neolithic within the Balkans” (Krauss 2023, 141). The site belongs to the pre-Karanovo I com-
plex in northern Bulgaria, which Neolithization follows the trajectory of the Sub-Mediterrane-
an-Aegean vegetation zone during the 8.2 ka event (Krauss et al. 2017; Krauss 2023, fig. 63);

2. The Dzhulyunitsa I and II pottery assemblages show closer parallels not with the Starcevo
cultural complex (as for other Early Neolithic sites in central-north and northwest Bulgaria)
but with sites in Anatolia, with the strongest affiliations to sites from western Anatolia and the
Marmara region (vide supra);

3. Archaeobotanical evidence from Early Neolithic sites in northeast Bulgaria shows similar
crop compositions to those in Early Neolithic Thessaly and Anatolia. The peculiarity of the
northeast cluster of sites lies in the fact that, unlike the Thracian sites where Triticum varieties
prevail, here the most important was Hordeum. In the forest-steppe landscape, the earliest sites
were established in more open (less forested) areas with better conditions for farming and pas-
turage (Marinova, Krauss 2014, 191);

4. The Dzhulyunitsa archaeozoological assemblage shows similarities in taxonomic com-
position (prevalence of cattle and underrepresentation of pigs) with three sites in the Marmara
region (Bar¢in, Fikirtepe and Mentege) (Atici et al. 2017, 12, 14, fig. 7; Kamjan et al. 2021). Ad-
ditionally, it has been clearly stated that the regions with limited interactions with pigs (suids)
during Neolithization “...are along the Continental Route (Central Anatolia, via the Marmara
Region, the eastern and northern Balkans)” (Groene et al. 2018, 45).

5. For the past decade, I have expressed my opinion on the role of Dzhulyunitsa in the spread
of the Neolithic from the Anatolian homeland and its subsequent role in lithic raw material (Bal-
kan flint) procurement and distribution south to the pre- and earliest Karanovo culture province
(Gurova 2012a, 41; 2012b, 19; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a, 122-123). The working hypothesis
(still more theoretically and intuitively than empirically) can be summarized as follows: i) the
Dzhulyunitsa inhabitants and the pre-Karanovo substratum in general founded settlements in
northeast Bulgaria after their expansion from northwest Anatolia via the Bosporus and along
the Black Sea coastline ca 6400 BC (Ozdogan 2006; 2011a-b); ii) the movement west from
the sea coast inland may have been prompted by a search for the best land for farming and
acquisition of suitable raw material for flint knapping. Most likely, the migrants reached the
sources of high-quality Balkan flint (like) raw material in the Shumen cluster, and they would

1  The assemblage from Mentese was studied by the author but remain unpublished
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have known of the dark-grey flint with numerous secondary deposits in the catchment of the
Rusenski Lom River. Dzhulyunitsa lies 20 km from the Lozen source of dark flint, 60 km from
the Shumen outcrops cluster, and 80 to 100 km respectively from the Pleven—Nikopol cluster
of Balkan flints outcrops and could serve (as hypothesized) as a mediating site in the distribu-
tion of raw material nodules from flint outcrops in northern Bulgaria and consumption sites of
the Karanovo I-II cultures in Thrace (cf. Gurova et al. 2022b, 25). This network has certainly
been known and used by the putative Mesolithic/pre-Neolithic communities living most likely
near the Danube and its tributaries (as suggested by Gurova, Bonsall 2014b); iii) bearing the
technological know-how of blade manufacture from the Marmara region (an observation based
on the Ilipinar and Mentege inventories) they could advance successfully in blade production
in some still unknown workshops near the outcrops or the settlement. Assuming there was pre-
Neolithic procurement and distribution of Balkan flint (the best sources of which are located
in the Pleven—Nikopol cluster/region) the settlers of Dzhulyunitsa could decide to incorporate
blade production in the network of regional and supra-regional exchange of goods; iv) being not
particularly interested in the fashioning and use of formal tools, the flint workers from Dzhulyu-
nitsa may have decided to focus their efforts on knapping for subsequent circulation of Balkan
flint artefacts (most likely series of blades) to the (pre-?)Karanovo I enclaves in Thrace, which
seemingly became the primary consumers of the flint production from north Bulgaria.

This hypothesis, and the many additional arguments presented in the previously cited pub-
lications (including the new insight brought by genetic studies — see Gurova 2018b, 136-137),
seems even more relevant to me now, after studying the representative flint assemblages of the
Dzhulyunitsa I and II inhabitants. Further research on flint assemblages from Early Neolithic
sites in north Bulgaria and interdisciplinary analyses of raw material provenance and distribu-
tion will undoubtedly contribute to more robust and detailed scenarios and conceptualization
of Neolithization.
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1.3. CASE STUDY NO. 3: FLINT ASSEMBLAGE FROM YARLOVITSA

Introduction

The archaeological site of Yarlovitsa (near the village of Yarlovitsa, municipality of Dimovo,
Vidin district, northwestern Bulgaria) was investigated in two stages in 2019, as part of the
infrastructure project during the expansion of the gas transmission infrastructure of Bulgar-
transgaz EAD parallel to the northern (primary) “Balkan Stream” gas pipeline route to the Bul-
garian—Serbian border, i.e., the territories of Montana and (mainly) Vidin district. During the
same infrastructure project, several other archaeological sites were investigated in 2019-2020.
From east to west, these were: Rasovo (Ivanov et al. 2020), Yarlovitsa (Todorov et al. 2020;
Vasileva et al. 2021), Gramada (Alexandrov et al. 2020), Brankovtsi (Kecheva et al. 2020), and
Kosta Perchevo (Georgiev et al. 2020). They were recorded during extensive field surveys in
2012 (bosimxues, Mapkor 2013; KeueBa 2013) and 2019 (Alexandrov et al. 2019). The site of
Brankovtsi (located ca 30 km northwest of Yarlovitsa) is presented as Case study no. 8.

The archaeological investigations at Yarlovitsa revealed a single-layer site which lies on a
high overflow terrace on the left bank of the Mechkobor River, a tributary of the Skomlya River,
which flows into the Danube. The northern part of the site lies in arable land on nearly level ter-
rain, while the southern part is situated on a steep slope leading down to the river. The northern
section was initially investigated through 31 trenches. The main excavations were carried out
on the cleared slope, which was divided into sectors (Todorov et al. 2020, fig. 1).

The site is characterized by sloping terrain and poorly preserved pottery, which makes in-
terpretation difficult. The pottery is highly fragmented, with a destroyed surface and smoothed
edges. The rare decoration features an embossed edge with small pits and an embossed rosette.
The pottery assemblage is considered to resemble that from Ohoden, which is assigned to the
Starcevo IIB phase (Todorov et al. 2020, 220). Probably during this period, a settlement existed
on the habitable overflow terrace, the remains of which were destroyed in antiquity and bur-
ied under later deposits. Most likely, the few structures uncovered belong to the settlement’s
periphery. The flint assemblage is rich and representative but, unfortunately, it is re-deposited
on the slope and thus deprived of its primary context, occurring in a layer of brown-black soil
(Todorov et al. 2020, fig. 2). Despite this gnoseological disadvantage, the assemblage deserves
to be presented because of its significance in at least two important aspects: raw material and
typological repertoire.

The flint assemblage from Yarlovitsa comprises 974 artefacts, coming from trenches and
sectors unattributed to specific features. The secondary contextual data refers to various tapho-
nomic factors that led to the complete redistribution of artefacts. This is why the assemblage is
treated as a whole, with an attempt to reveal its significant characteristics without speculating
on spatial and temporal (eventually diachronic) patterns.

The general structure of the assemblage according to techno-typological differentiation is
presented in Table 12, convincingly showing the solid prevalence of debitage products and nu-
merous cores, which is, in general, unusual for Early Neolithic assemblages.

Table 12

Entire assemblage | Tools | Blades | Flakes | Fragments Cores Varia | Total

Total 84 177 310 355 25 23 974

Table 12. General structure of the assemblage by techno-typological categories
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Following the routine procedure, the assemblage was analysed, focusing on the following
points: i) raw materials and supply system; ii) techno-typological characteristics of the arte-
facts; iii) functional connotation, based on use-wear analysis of selected artefacts.

Raw materials: characteristics and procurement strategies (figs 79-85)

The abundance of Balkan-like flint among assemblages of newly discovered and excavated
Neolithic sites in northwestern Bulgaria (vide supra) represented a surprise and challenge be-
cause the archaeological sites are located in a Neogene rock sequence that is devoid of flints
except the limited unit of the Upper Jurassic—Lower Cretaceous carbonate sediments of the
West Balkan Carbonate Group, which contains flint concretions (Angelov et al. 2006; Gurova
et al. 2021b, fig. 4.1). This situation provided a particular motivation to fulfil a field survey for
raw material identification. The field prospections and associated analytical work were carried
out in 2020 with the following purposes: i) identifying flint raw material outcrops in the region;
ii) collecting suitable raw material samples from discovered outcrops and flint artefacts from
newly excavated archaeological sites; iii) integrated laboratory analyses of the samples (micro-
petrography and geochemistry) using the innovative and methodologically relevant approach
of combining micropetrography with trace element analysis; iv) GIS analysis and predictions
(least-cost path models) of a possible raw material procurement system, based on similarities
between samples from different archaeological sites and flint outcrops. The results of this inves-
tigation were published in 2021 as a preliminary paper (Gurova et al. 2021a) and as a complete
publication representing another case study of a multi-scalar characterization of the flint raw
materials from north Bulgaria — identified, documented and published — with an additional GIS
component, shedding light on raw material distribution patterns, based on landscape and envi-
ronmental data (Gurova et al. 2021b).

One of the goals was to check if a Balkan flint source(s) could be found in northwest Bul-
garia among Upper Jurassic Formations, or whether the Neolithic population procured their
flint from known Balkan flint outcrops 100-200 km away, in the Pleven—Nikopol region, where
two main clusters of Balkan flint outcrops are located (see Gurova et al. 2016, fig. 1). We col-
lected eight samples of raw materials from four primary and two secondary flint outcrops (Gara
Oreshets quarries, Replyana and Granitovo) and 22 artefacts from the sites (mostly Neolithic),
mentioned in the Introduction (Gurova et al. 2021b, figs 5-10, Table 1).

The assemblage from Yarlovitsa gave the general impression of being dominated by macro-
scopic varieties of Balkan flint. At the first stage of my study, five artefacts (identified visually
as Balkan flint) were selected from the inventoried pieces. They were analysed micropetro-
graphically, indicating their affinity with previously studied Balkan flint samples from Pleven—
Nikopol outcrops (Todorov et al. 2020, 220). They were subsequently included in the special-
ized multidisciplinary study of the artefacts and raw materials from northwest Bulgaria, which
is now discussed in more detail (Gurova et al. 2021b; figs 14—15).

It is noteworthy that after the excavation of Yarlovitsa in 2019, in 2020 the remains of a part
of the same Neolithic site were recorded on the right bank of the Mechkobor River. The site was
named Yarlovitsa 2 to distinguish it from the main site, published as Yarlovitsa (Yarlovitsa 1) in
the discussed paper (ibid., Table 1). Thus, the assemblage from Yarlovitsa was included in the
multiproxy analysis with six artefacts (samples S18-23), plus two additional pieces taken from
the area of Yarlovitsa 2 (samples S12—13), and four of the previously studied items (Gurova et
al. 2021b, figs 5.4-5; 6.1-6).
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Fig. 79. Colouristic varieties of Balkan flint recorded within typological tools

Two groups of flint samples were distinguished, based on the micropetrographic and geo-
chemical data: the first group included flints from all local outcrops and some artefacts, among
which was one from Yarlovitsa 2 (Gurova et al. 2021b, fig. 5.4). All raw materials originated
from Upper Jurassic—-Lower Cretaceous limestones of the West Balkan Carbonate Group. The
second group consists only of flint artefacts from all the mentioned sites, the flints originating
mostly from “bioclastic limestones and exhibit some petrographic and geochemical similarities
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Fig. 80. Blades (including retouched) of Balkan flint

with Upper Cretaceous Balkan flint (raw material and artefacts) from previously studied locali-
ties near the town of Nikopol (Zhernov, Danube, Mouselievo, Osam, Ali Koch Baba)” (Gurova
et al. 2021b, 250). These raw materials belong to the Mezdra siliceous-carbonate Formation (cf.
Gurova et al. 2016) and could be considered as long-distance in terms of provenance and pro-
curement. (Gurova et al. 2021b, 249-252). It should be stressed that among this second group
of flint, the best represented were the samples from the site of Yarlovitsa.
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Fig. 81. Blades (including retouched) of Balkan flint with one piece of black exotic flint

GIS analysis based on similarities between the artefacts and the geological samples yielded
least-cost path models for the distribution of raw materials between sources and consumer sites.
Concerning Yarlovitsa, two applicable models suggest: i) a distance for local raw material ac-
quisition, Yarlovitsa — Oreshets — two possible paths between 16 and 19 km; ii) the distance to
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Fig. 82. Blades and tools of Balkan flint with two artefacts of its ‘grey variety’ with uncertain provenance

the Balkan flint outcrops (Nikopol cluster), following two different path estimates is 160-200
km (Gurova et al. 2021b, 255, figs 18-19).

Most of the artefacts from the Yarlovitsa assemblage belong to the typical Balkan flint (col-
ouristic) variety, suggesting that the site was part of the distribution network for Balkan flint,
sourced from the Pleven—Nikopol area. This network would have been supra-regional, requir-
ing a well-developed strategy for procuring the preferred raw material, particularly from the
outcrop cluster around Nikopol.

Additional confirmation of these results came from a later study of 77 artefacts from 10
Neolithic (mainly Early Neolithic) sites and several new raw materials (Gurova et al. 2022b).
Six new samples from Yarlovitsa were analysed using the combined laboratory analytical pro-
cedure described above. The results showed that all samples belonging to flint group I have
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similar petrographic and geochemical profiles to the Balkan flint raw materials from the Up-
per Cretaceous Mezdra siliceous-carbonate Formation in the Pleven—Nikopol area (Gortalovo
1 and 2; Bohot Lake B, Zhernov 1, 2A, 2B, Danube A, B) (Gurova et al. 2022b, 18, figs 3.2;
11.1). The new GIS estimates suggest provisioning of Balkan flint for the Yarlovitsa community
from the Nikopol cluster at a distance of ca 168 km (ibid., Table 2, fig. 15). An interesting de-
tail is that an artefact from Yarlovitsa shows a clear bicolour aspect, confirming nuances in the
Balkan flint, including yellow-brownish, beige and light grey with white spots. Such nuances
are also documented from some primary outcrops such as Girtalovo and Muselievo (ibid., fig.
6). The unambiguous match of Balkan flint artefacts from Yarlovitsa with the securely identi-
fied Balkan flint outcrops in the Pleven—Nikopol cluster could be characterized as secure and
obvious, allowing acceptable confidence in the macroscopic distinction of non-analysed arte-
facts that are visually identical to proven Balkan flint.

Significantly, Balkan flint prevails across all techno-typological groups of artefacts in the
Yarlovitsa assemblage, as shown in figures 79-83. There is, however, a trend to using small
nodules/concretions of the local (Oreshets type) flint for flake debitage in the context of an
expedient industry (figs 84.A; 85). As for the Balkan flint chaine opératoire, it was most likely
introduced via ready-made blanks and prepared cores, whose initial stage (mise en forme) is
virtually absent, but whose exhaustion and reuse on the site is apparent. No Balkan flint nodules
or concretions are recorded; there are 3 massive flakes of Balkan flint with traces of secondary
debitage, suggesting once again the precious value of this material.

The importance of imported Balkan flint in the everyday life of the site’s inhabitants is
underlined below, showing the proportion of Balkan flint artefacts within the typological rep-
ertoire and the pieces used for subsistence and household activities (see Tables 13—14 below).

Techno-typological analysis

The imbalance between the techno-typological groups (Table 12) is obvious: debitage products
account for 86.4% of the assemblage, while tools account for 8.6%. The techno-typological
description and analysis are based on the following differentiation:

- typological tools (n=84);

- debitage products (n=842) consisting of:
a) blades (all fragmented) (n=177);
b) flakes (only entire pieces) (n=310);

c¢) fragments (n=355) — distinguished as flake fragments (pieces with morphological

parameters suggesting fragmented flakes, but without butts or proximal parts) and indetermi-
nate fragments/chunks (in some studies, such pieces are termed debris).

- cores (n=25);

- varia (n=23).

Typological tools

The typological repertoire is quite rich, with a significant imbalance between the various
groups, as shown in detail in Table 13. The presence of Balkan flint among the tools is notice-
able, as demonstrated in figures 79—-82. There is no differentiation of the other raw materials
(apart from the Balkan flint) because they represent several flint (chert) types with unknown
sources, and the tools made from the local Oreshets-type of flint are very few. To make a mac-
roscopic description of flints without proper geological analyses is not appropriate in my under-
standing of raw material consideration and knowledge.
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Fig. 83. Small bladelet core (1); Balkan flint cores (2-5); 3 and 5 — reused as hammerstones
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Fig. 84. Pre-cores (A) and cores (B-D) for flakes; C3 — for bladelets; various raw materials: A — local flint;
B-D — imported flint
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Fig. 85. Nodules of local (Oreshets) raw material with testing exploitation scars (photos M. Gurova)
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Table 13
Tool category Balkan flint Other flints Total
Retouched blades x 1 10 5 15
Retouched blades x 2 12 1 13
Truncated blades 6 - 6
Endscrapers on blade 6 4 10
Endscrapers on flake 4 3 7
Perforators and borers 3 6 9
Retouched flakes 4 5 9
Splintered pieces 2 6 8
Truncated flakes 2 - 2
Burin 1 - 1
Notched blade - 1 1
Fragment of tool - 3 3
Total 50 34 84

Table 13. Tool categories by general raw materials

It is worth noting that in most groups, Balkan flint artefacts prevail, especially among tools
on blades, particularly retouched and truncated blades. The opposite ratio is exhibited by the
perforators and borers, retouched flakes, splintered pieces and fragments of tools, which are
mostly made of other flint types. The preference for Balkan flint in tool manufacture is well
demonstrated and was based on a chaine opératoire involving a Balkan flint core-reduction
system, blade production, and subsequent tool fashioning.

The retouched blades are the most numerous group, with a slight dominance of blades with
unilateral retouch (ratio 15:13). There are no typical formal tools on blades with high steep
retouch, which are characteristic of the Early Neolithic assemblages from the Karanovo I-II
cultural milieu, even though there are series of blades with suitable morpho-metrical param-
eters suitable for such retouching (figs 86.2, 9; 87.1; 88.12). The retouch on the blades is mostly
discontinuous, marginal to semi-steep, in some cases alternate (figs 87.2, 4, 8; 88.1, 3-5, 10).
There is one interesting tool on the largest blade in the assemblage, with irregular bilateral
retouch, which was a posteriori fragmented into two pieces with accidental pseudo-truncation
and several scars made during the excavations (fig. 86.8). In some cases, there are blades with
microscarring on the edge(s) that could be mistaken for intentional retouch, but the ‘pseudo
retouch’ is due to utilization or some taphonomic alterations or just recent damage (see for ex.,
figs 86.9; 87. 5; 88.2, 9, 12). However, some confusion between microscarring and intentional
retouching cannot be completely ruled out. All_truncated blades (n=6) have oblique to straight
distal fashioning. More intriguing are two flakes (one cortical) with double truncations, a tool
type that is quite rare in the Bulgarian Early Neolithic industry (fig. 86.4, 6). Endscrapers are,
in general, the second major group of tools after retouched blades. The endscrapers on blades
(n=6) are dominant, with fronts ranging from convex/arched to quasi-straight, and most fre-
quently with semi-steep retouch (fig. 89.3—4). The endscrapers on flakes (n=4) are very diverse
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Fig. 86. Blades (2, 5, 7, 9) and typological tools (1, 34, 6, 8). Used edges are marked by dashed lines

in terms of shape, dimensions and retouching. Three of them are on rather large blanks — a mas-
sive blade-like flake (fig. 86.3), large flakes (fig. 89.5-6), and only one is on a small flake (fig.
89.9). The group of perforators and borers contains five perforators, three evident borers (figs
86.1; 87.6; 89.7), and one piece with a broken tip, which presumably fits better with borer mor-
phology, but the preserved part is typologically a perforator (fig. 88.11). Three of them are on
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Fig. 87. Blades (1, 7, 9), core (10) and typological tools (2-6, 8). Used edges are marked by dashed lines; the
arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 91

massive blades of Balkan flint (grey in one case) with high steep retouch, and they are affiliated
with the known pointed Early Neolithic formal tools. The retouched flakes (n=9) possess dis-
continuous retouch on their lateral edges and vary in dimensions, shape and raw material. The
splintered pieces are four on blades and four on flakes. Most of them are unipolar and bifacial.
There are also single examples of a simple burin on a broken blade and a blade with a lateral
notch (fig. 89.8). Fragmented tools (n=3) are undeterminable.

Debitage products

- blades (n=177) are represented by fragments: 60 proximal (figs 86.2, 5, 9; 87.1, 7; 88.8;
89.1-2); 85 mesial (figs 87.5, 9; 88.6—7, 12); 18 distal; and 14 entire blades (fig. 86.7). Techno-
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logically, most blades indicate removal by the punch technique, based on the wide, flat butts of
many of the proximal fragments and entire specimens (68 flat butts). It should be noted that the
butts vary in shape and inclination, suggesting a lack of standardization and uniformity of the
debitage technique used. However, the use of pressure blade detachment is inferred from the
available blade microcore and a few fine, small blades and bladelets (figs 86.5; 90.1). There are
3 blades with partial cortex, including one plunging piece (fig. 86.7). The ratio of trapezoidal
to triangular sections is 132:45, indicating an evolved stage of the core reduction sequence.
The dimensions of the blades vary significantly: in length between 1.1 and 10.8 cm; in width
between 0.5 and 3 cm; and in thickness between 0.2 and 0.8 cm. The largest blade in the as-
semblage is a proximal fragment with partial pseudo-retouch (recent damage) on the proximal
part of the left edge; its dimensions are 10.8 x 2.6 x 0.7 cm (fig. 86.9);

- flakes (n=310) with a clear prevalence of pieces between 1.5 and 4 cm (n=243), followed
by 28 items exceeding 6 cm in length; 20 flakes between 4 and 6 cm, and 19 small flakes (up
to 1.5 cm). The butts are mainly flat, indicating a flat striking platform on the virtually absent
cores from which the flakes were removed; sporadic linear, broken, and natural butts are pre-
sent. There are 57 cortical flakes, which could be related to the initial stage of core maintenance
and exploitation. These activities were most likely carried out in an unknown area of the site;

- fragments (n=355) represent the most numerous group in the assemblage. They consist of
209 flake fragments and 146 undetermined pieces/debris of various stages of knapping produc-
tion. There are four cortical flake fragments; only seven items are over 4 cm, and 11 are chips
(< 1lcm).

Cores (n=25) are represented by 11 multiple cores (with changed removal orientation); eight
single-platform cores; one double-platform core with bipolar debitage; one single-platform mi-
crocore, one fragmented single-platform blade core and three single-platform blade cores re-
used as hammerstones (figs 83; 84.B—D; 87.10; 90). Of the multiple cores, nine are for flakes,
and two are for blades and flakes; eight cores are of Balkan flint (three of its grey variety) and
one of Oreshets type flint. The lengths of the negatives vary between 3 cm (for flakes) and 5.7
cm (for blades and flakes). Single-platform cores include: five flake cores; two blade cores,
and one for blades and flakes (figs 83.2; 87.10; 90.3); four are of Balkan flint (fig. 83.2) and
one of Oreshets type flint. The lengths of the negatives range from 3.5 cm (for flakes) to 6.7
cm (for blades). The only double-platform core is for bladelets and shows traces of accidental
heat impact, such as from fire, rather than intentional heat treatment for technological purposes
(fig. 84.C3). A microcore for unipolar bladelet debitage has a rejuvenated striking platform
and dimensions 1.6 x 1.7 x 1.2 cm (figs 83.1; 90.1). There are no bladelets in the assemblage
that could relate to this microcore. An impressive fragment of a single-platform blade core is
recorded, with a preserved part of the removal surface and negative impressions of detached
blades between 5 and 8.5 cm long (figs 83.4; 90.2). There are three single-platform blade cores
reused as hammerstones, with preserved parts of the removal surfaces; they are all of Balkan
flint (fig. 83.3, 5).

Varia (n=23) consist of 14 small Oreshets flint nodules with sporadic negatives of initial
exploitation or testing of knapping properties (fig. 85). Two other pieces of the same raw mate-
rials have more systematic negatives and are determined as pre-cores (fig. 84.A). Initial traces
of exploitation, as sporadic negatives are recorded on four flint concretions and three massive
flakes (in their case, a kind of secondary debitage was initiated).
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; the

12) and typological tools (1-5, 6, 9—11). Used edges are marked by dashed lines

Fig. 88. Blades (6-8,

arrows show photomicrographs in figs 92-93
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Fig. 89. Blades (1-2) and typological tools (3-9). Used edges are marked by dashed lines; the arrows show
photomicrographs in fig. 94

Functional connotations

A selection of artefacts was subjected to use-wear analysis: 25 tools, 40 blades and 10 flakes
— based on macroscopic observation on the artefacts’ surfaces and edges. The analysis was per-
formed using a stereomicroscope MBS 10 (x100) and a digital microscope Keyence VHX-100"
(with a magnification range of x25 to x150). The latter was used for the photomicrographs. The

1 Auvailable for use in the Conservation and Restoration Laboratory of NAIM-BAS.
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Fig. 90. Cores: microcore for bladelets (1); single-platform blade cores of Balkan flint (2-3)

functional determination combines macro- and microtraces of utilization with emphasis on the
latter, because the macrochipping could be due to various taphonomic factors. There are 40
artefacts with identified functions — 17 typological tools and 23 blades. Their distribution by
categories and material worked is shown in Table 14.
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Table 14

Worked material Tools / of BF Blade / of BF Total / of BF
Cereals 8 /6 9 /7 17 / 13
Other plants 2 /2 5 /4 7 | 6
Wood 1 1

Meat/fresh hide 2 /1 2 /1
Hide 2 /2 2 /1 4 / 3
Bone /antler 1 /1 3 /1 4 / 2
Stone/mineral 3 /2 3 /2
Undetermined material 2 2

Total 17 / 13 23 /14 40 /27

Table 14. Distribution of used artefacts by categories according to the worked material (numbers in
italics refer to used tools made of Balkan flint)

- The typological tools with identified functions consist of 13 retouched blades (seven with
bilateral and six with unilateral retouch), three pointed tools, one endscraper on blades and the
burin. The retouched blades cover four different functions: sickle inserts (n=8), cutting other
silica-rich plants (n=2), cutting hide (n=2) and wood (n=1); all pointed tools are functional bor-
ers used for drilling stone/soft mineral; the endscraper served as a sickle insert, and the burin
was used for sawing bone. It is noteworthy that with one exception (vide infra), all longitudinal
gestures/operations are unilateral. The sickle inserts are most numerous, with diagonal cereal
polish, and there are seven tools — five bilaterally retouched blades, one unilaterally retouched
blade, and an endscraper (figs 88.1, 3, 5, 89.3; 92.a, c, e—f; 94.e—f). Only one retouched blade
possesses parallel polish along the working edge with utilization microchipping (figs 88.4;
92.d). The use of a sickle with axial hafting, unlike the traditional Karanovo type, is very rare
among Neolithic harvesting tools (Gurova 2005, 3; 2018a, 195). The cereal polish is typical,
with varying intensities of striations caused by abrasive agents. Drilling stone/mineral is ex-
pectedly referring to tools with solid tips (one of them is broken, apparently during use (figs
86.1; 88.11; 93.5-6). The microtraces consist mainly of tip smoothing, microtopography with
polish spots, and a few linear components (fig. 93.5-6). Plant possessing was identified on two
unilaterally retouched blades (figs 87.2; 91.a). Hide cutting is represented on two unilaterally
retouched blades, one of which is the only tool used bilaterally (fig. 88.10). One large bilateral-
ly-retouched blade (with alternate retouch) served for sawing wood (figs 87.8; 91.e—f). The only
burin in the assemblage was used for bone processing. It is worth stressing that the majority of
the tools used are made of Balkan flints, as shown in Table 14.

- The used blades number 23 — eight proximal, 14 mesial and one distal fragments. Like the
used tools, most blades used for cereal harvesting and other plant processing are of Balkan flint,
but unlike the other tools, the dominance of Balkan flint is less clear. Nine blades were used
as sickle inserts — 8 of them with unilateral utilization and diagonal cereal polish with varying
presence of striation/abrasion (figs 88.2, 7-8; 89.1; 92.b; 93.1-2; 94. a—b). One mesial fragment
shows bilateral use as a sickle insert, with strong subsequent posterior smoothing of one of the
working edges due to hafting impact after reversing the insert (figs 88.6; 92.g—h). Five blades
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Fig. 91. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts in fig. 87: cutting plants (a—b, x80); sawing bone (c,
x100); cutting and scraping dry hide (d, x100); sawing fresh wood (e—f, x100)

were involved in plant processing (figs 86.5; 87.5; 88.9; 93.3—4). Two of these blades possess
macrochipping — one bilateral (fig. 87.5) due to the utilization of the right edge and some tapho-
nomic alteration on the left edge (fig. 91.b); in the second case, the microchipping is ventral and
slightly denticulated during the use — most likely cutting reeds (fig. 88.9; 93.3—4). Two blades
were used for cutting dry hide (figs. 87.9; 91.d); two others were involved in butchering (figs
89.2; 94.c—d). Three blades were used in bone processing (figs 87.1; 88.12; 91.c). There are two
blades with unilateral use on some undetermined material (figs 86.2; 87.7).

The prevalence of sickle inserts is high, suggesting the importance of agriculture in the
subsistence economy. On the other hand, the minimal proportion of tools for animal products
processing is striking and surprising. Unfortunately, there is no specialized palaeobotanical
study for Yarlovitsa, but plausibly, the results of the archaeobotanical study of Structure 1 and
Grave 1 from Ohoden could be extrapolated. That analysis reveals the following cereal taxa:
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Fig. 92. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts in fig. 88: cereal polish with varying degrees of
abrasion (a—f, x100); cereal polish with subsequent smoothing of hafting (?) (g—h, x80)
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Fig. 93. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts in fig. 88: cereal polish (1-2, x100); cutting plant
(beginning of sickle) (3—4, x100); drilling stone/mineral (5-6, x80)

Triticum monococcum, Triticum dicoccum, Triticum sp. (hulled emmer) and Hordeum vulgare
(Marinova 2009, Table 21). The prehistoric crop inventory includes leguminous plants, among
which the most important are Pisum sativum (pea) and Lens culinaris (lentil), which are the
most common pulses in the Bulgarian Early Neolithic (ibid., 78-79). The same five crops are
present in the archaeobotanical assemblages from Neolithic sites in Serbia (Filipovi¢ 2014,
209). Present in both regions, cerealia taxa and pulses represent a sufficient crop spectrum,
ensuring efficient agricultural practices, as confirmed by the functional analysis of selected
artefact samples from Yarlovitsa.
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Fig. 94. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts in fig. 89: cereal polish with varying degrees of
abrasion (a-b, e—f, x100); cutting meat/fresh hide (c—d, x80)

General observations and discussion

The assemblage of Yarlovitsa is intriguing in the lens of the following points: i) abundance
of Balkan flint giving an aspect of relative homogeneity of the raw material present; ii) the
affiliation of pottery features to Star¢evo IIb and Ohoden requires a comparison between Yar-
lovitsa and Ohoden assemblages from one side, and Yarlovitsa and assemblages referring to
the Starcevo cultural group in Serbia — from the other side; iii) a comparison with Dzulyunitsa
is very challenging because the Dzhulyunitsa I and II pottery assemblages show closer paral-
lels not with the StarCevo cultural complex (as for other Early Neolithic sites in central-north
and northwest Bulgaria) but with sites in Anatolia, with the strongest affiliations to sites from
western Anatolia and the Marmara region. Thus, the Yarlovitsa assemblage is intriguing for po-
tentially possessing dualistic features between two profoundly different Early Neolithic cultural
milieux — the StarCevo cultural complex and northwestern Anatolia.
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The only assemblage from the Star¢evo technocomplex that I studied is from the Drenovac
site in the Middle Morava Valley (seasons 2005-2006) (Gurova 2016b). The study attempted
to distinguish between StarCevo and Vinca features of the assemblages in a diachronic perspec-
tive, based on previous studies that introduced conventional conceptualizations on the Star¢evo
and Vinc¢a complexes in terms of chipped-stone assemblages (Koztowski, Koztowski 1984;
Kaczanowska, Koztowski 1990). There is no similarity between earlier Drenovac and Yarlo-
vitsa in terms of raw material or typological repertoire: Drenovac is strongly dominated by end-
scrapers, followed by truncated and retouched blades, and perforators/borers. There is one geo-
metric microlith — a trapeze (Gurova 2016b, 35, Table 2). As for Yarlovitsa, its repertoire (see
Table 13 above) suggests dominance of retouched blades, followed by endscrapers (most on
blades), perforators/borers, truncations, retouched flakes, etc., and no geometric microliths. The
Yarlovitsa typological spectrum matches Group 1 of Starcevo culture assemblages (with notice-
able prevalence of endscrapers), as defined by Kozlowski & Koztowski based on known as-
semblages, such as Anzabegovo, Divostin, and Golokout. Group 2 embraces assemblages with
high frequencies of microliths (rhombs and trapezes), which “...falls between retouched blades
and retouched flakes, next to them in number are splintered pieces, truncations and scrapers”
(Koztowski, Koztowski 1984, 275). A striking similarity with the Early Neolithic assemblage
of Lepenski Vir III, which belongs to the Star¢evo culture, is the importance of Balkan flint
(65,7% of the whole assemblage of Lepenski Vir III), imported to the site from the Pre-Balkan
Plateau (ibid., 267). It is presumed and stated that this flint, appearing in small quantity in the
pre-Neolithic Lepenski Vir I “...was brought by the population of Star¢evo— Kérés complex”
(ibid., 263). This chrono-cultural inconsistency, whereby people from a Neolithic background
brought raw materials to a community with a pre-Neolithic character at Lepenski Vir I, is con-
fusing. However, this also suggests that the network of Balkan flint supply from the outcrops
in northern Bulgaria may have been operating during the pre-Neolithic. Still, the relevant in-
troduction of Balkan flint into the narratives of Pre- and Early Neolithic supraregional raw
material networks is a significant merit. Forty years later, we, fortunately, know with certainty
where in north Bulgaria Balkan flint outcrops are located, and it is a problem of high importance
now to enlarge our empirically relevant analytical results on Balkan flint from other sites and to
reconstruct the origin, pathways and timing of Balkan flint distribution in the Balkans.

An important and more recent study of the Mesolithic—Neolithic transition in Serbia, with
a focus on the raw material problem, underlines the considerable role of Balkan flint from the
beginning of the Lepenski Vir sequence (cf. Koztowski, Koztowski 1984) and then for other
Serbian Early Neolithic sites where the Balkan flint percentage within the assemblages varies
from 65.7% (Lepenski Vir III) to 5.9 % at Blagotin (Bogosavljevi¢-Petrovi¢, Starovic¢ 2016, 21—
23, Table 4). As for the typological spectra, no strict regularity is evident; however, retouched
blades, splintered pieces, and, less commonly, endscrapers are the basic types, with geometric
microliths present sporadically. It is noteworthy that steeply retouched Balkan flint blades are
found at sites such as Velesnica, KnjepiSte, and US¢e Kamenickog Potoka. As for Lepenski Vir
111, Balkan flint tools prevail and are classed as “formal tools”. Also, a complete reduction cy-
cle/sequence of Balkan flint is detected except for the initial nodule decortications (ibid., 24-26,
34). Balkan flint is considered as imposing a new technological standard through the production
of long blades and is interpreted as an “... important potential “filter” for the recognition of
interactions between traditional foragers and incomers into the region of the Iron Gates” (ibid.,
34-35). Thus, the role of Balkan flint is convincingly demonstrated as an inevitable factor in the
Neolithization of the Central Balkans (or, more precisely, northeastern Serbia incorporating the
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unique Iron Gates cluster). Taking into account the fact that the only securely identified Balkan
flint provenance area is in central northern Bulgaria, the role of Bulgarian Early Neolithic sites,
including those equidistant from the potential outcrops, such as Dzhulyunitsa, and those in the
northwest corner, such as Yarlovitsa, became potentially important as redistribution centres of
Balkan flint raw materials and by-products. Other scenarios are, of course, admissible as well,
such as the hypothesis that itinerant specialists distributed the Balkan flint. None of these pos-
sibilities can be rejected or verified.

As for the comparison between Yarlovitsa and Ohoden, the raw material comparison is im-
possible because of the completely different approaches to the topic. My reasoning on how
Ohoden’s raw materials were “analyzed” and presented by R. Zlateva-Uzunova is clearly ex-
pressed in the above-quoted paper. Just to reiterate: “Although the cited publication of the
Ohoden flint assemblage contains instructive data about the techno-typological characteristics
of the artefacts, no sufficiently usable and unambiguous information about the raw materials
could be gained, and thus the material remains out of any reliable comparative analysis” (Guro-
va et al. 2021b, 238). Based on macroscopic descriptions without any geological context, sam-
pling, or subsequent proper analyses, the suggested provenance and procurement strategies are
irrelevant. There are, however, some coded types that could refer to Balkan flint (BG.Oh.F5 and
F6). Still, their provenance is based on Zlateva’s assumption that they came from the Razgrad
region (ergo, they are part of the Ludogorie flint unit!) rather than on a relevant geological
study. Typologically, some similarity can be traced in the dominance of retouched blades, fol-
lowed by endscrapers. At Ohoden, in contrast to Yarlovitsa, retouched flakes and notched tools
are numerous. Also, seven geometric microliths are recorded from Ohoden against none from
Yarlovitsa (for the Ohoden data, see Zlateva-Uzunova 2005, 66, Table 19).

Seemingly, the most convincing and empirically proven similarity is between the assem-
blages of Yarlovitsa and Dzhulyunitsa (see Case study no. 2). Concerning the raw material, the
similarity lies in the Balkan flint frequency across all techno-typological categories of artefacts,
especially among tools. There is, however, a difference in the fact that at Yarlovitsa the dark-
grey white spotted flint (visual grey version of Balkan flint, still unprovenanced) is virtually
absent, contrary to other light greyish-beige colouristic variants of Balkan flint. As for the typo-
logical spectra, the similarity lies in the prevalence of retouched blades, followed by endscrap-
ers (mainly on blades), retouched flakes, and splintered pieces. Burins and notched items are
minimally represented. At Yarlovitsa, more perforators/borers and truncations are recorded than
at Dzhulyunitsa. At the latter site, three trapezes are present, while Yarlovitsa is entirely devoid
of geometric microliths. Another difference lies in the functional connotations of the toolkits.
Unexpectedly, at Dzhulyunitsa, few sickle inserts are recorded, in contrast to artefacts involved
in the processing of animals — butchering, and hide and bone working. At Yarlovitsa, sickles
dominated, while treatment of animal by-products was minimal. This raises questions, but it
should be kept in mind that the use-wear analysis involved selected representative samples
from both assemblages.

In summary, despite the lack of absolute dating and specialized research (in palaeobotany
and archaeozoology), Yarlovitsa is critical in terms of its flint assemblages and its potential role
in reconstructing the distribution network of Balkan flint in the Balkans.
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1.4. CASE STUDY NO. 4: CHIPPED-STONE ASSEMBLAGE FROM ILINDENTSI

Introduction

The two-stage excavations of the Early Neolithic site of Ilindentsi, conducted between 2004—
2009 and 2011-2018, resulted in a chipped stone assemblage of 230 artefacts. The raw material,
techno-typological analysis, and brief functional assessments are presented below.

The chronological and cultural context of the settlement was revealed through detailed pot-
tery analysis, which dated it to the Early and Middle Neolithic periods in the Middle Struma
Valley. This analysis aligns with findings from various other sites, including well-known lo-
cations such as Kovachevo and Balgarchevo (Pernicheva-Perets et al. 2011; Grebska-Kulow
2017; 2024). Ilindentsi is part of a cluster of Neolithic sites in the Middle Struma Valley that
provides opportunities for both regional and supra-regional diachronic analysis, highlighting
the dynamic cultural and social interactions and networking between sites (Grebska-Kulow,
Zidarov 2020; 2021). The relative chronology of the findings was supported by radiocarbon
dating.

The Early Neolithic at Ilindentsi is represented by its later (upper) phase, which is contem-
poraneous with Kovachevo Ic and Id, and is associated with the cultural koiné of the Karanovo
I culture (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2006, 87; Grebska-Kulow 2017, 250). Features attributed to the
middle phase of the Neolithic (5450-5300 BC) suggest a local variant identified as the cultural
group Balgarchevo II-Dolna Ribnitsa (I'pe6cka-Kynos u ap. 2019, 32; Grebska-Kulow 2017,
255, 258). A statistical analysis of the pottery assemblages from the excavated units enabled
an intra-site chrono-cultural distinction between two phases, Ilindentsi I — Early Neolithic and
Ilindentsi II — Middle Neolithic, with a seamless transition between the two. This distinction
further splits into Ilindentsi Final Early Neolithic (FEN) I and II (Grebska-Kulow, Zidarov
2020, 172). The research conducted at Ilindentsi is crucial for understanding the transition from
the Early to Middle Neolithic on a regional scale, as well as the interactions with neighbouring
Early Neolithic cultures such as Galabnik and Anzabegovo—VrSnik. How does the chipped-
stone assemblage respond to this cognitive challenge? Does the assemblage provide significant
insights from a diachronic perspective? Furthermore, how does it fit within the broader context
of Early Neolithic regional and supra-regional events in the Balkans, particularly as evidenced
by the distribution of Balkan flint in various forms, including the signature ‘package’ of a for-
mal toolkit? The following account seeks answers to these research questions.

Raw materials: characteristics and procurement strategies (figs 95-97)

Similar chipped-stone assemblages are commonly referred to as ‘flint’ assemblages by research-
ers, which includes not only flint in the strict sense but also other crypto-crystalline and coarser
crystalline rocks. In this study, we differentiate the raw materials into three categories whilst
acknowledging that only a series of Balkan flint artefacts underwent thorough petrographic and
trace element analyses: i) Balkan flint (fig. 95); ii) other silicite varieties and crypto-crystalline
rocks (figs 96.D; 97); and iii) quartzite (figs 96.A—C; 97.12). The identification of Balkan flint
is based on numerous specialist analyses of this widespread and macroscopically distinctive
raw material found in the regional Early Neolithic context (Bonsall et al. 2010; Gurova 2011;
2012a-6; Gurova et al. 2016; 2022b). A cluster of Balkan flint outcrops has been identified and
documented in the Pleven—Nikopol region. The most reliably identified outcrops occur in the
chalky limestones of the Upper Cretaceous Mezdra (siliceous-carbonate) Formation (cf. ibid.,
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Fig. 95. Artefacts (diagnostic formal tools) of Balkan flint. No. 8 is dark due to a heat alteration
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Fig. 96. Raw materials: A-C — quartzite; D — fine and cryptocrystalline rock
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and Gurova, Bonsall 2014a). In the Shumen district, outcrops of the newly identified Shumen I
type of flint, which visually resembles Balkan flint, were also discovered (Gurova et al. 2022a).
The analysed (micropetrographically and chemically) artefacts from Ilindentsi show close simi-
larity to the Pleven—Nikopol outcrop cluster of Balkan flint. Clearly, the site was integrated into
the well-established network of Balkan flint distribution, representing one of the longest supra-
regional distribution itineraries, covering 308 km, as indicated by GIS modelling (Gurova et al.
2022b, figs 13, 15, Table 2).

The other raw materials show a wide variety of characteristics. Some are composed of
crypto-crystalline chalcedony (fig. 97.5), while others feature a coarser quartz groundmass (as
shown in fig. 97.7-10). Additionally, there are non-translucent, multi-coloured varieties (cf. fig.
97.2-4, 6, 13—14) that may be related to the atypical cherts found in the volcanic rocks of the
Rhodopes (see Nachev 2009). Overall, the raw material composition from Ilindentsi closely
resembles that of Kovachevo. However, aside from the Balkan flint samples, no specialized
petrographic studies have been conducted.

It is essential to note the presence of quartzite artefacts, which highlight a significant simi-
larity to the abundance of quartzite found in Kovachevo, with numerous white and grey vari-
ations. Quartzite is commonly observed in the Early and Middle Neolithic assemblages of the
Middle Struma Valley, particularly at sites such as Kovachevo and Balgarchevo. Local outcrops
of quartzite, characterized by “metamorphogenic diagenesis,” have been identified near the
Strumeshnita River, originating from the Belasitsa Mountains (KmimoB u ap. 2009, 32)'. Ad-
ditionally, quartzite nodules are readily accessible within the gravel deposits along the Struma
River. The overall structure of the assemblage, along with the differentiation of raw materials,
is summarized in Table 15.

Table 15
Raw Tools | Blades | Flakes | Fragments | Chips | Cores | Varia | Total
material
Balkan flint 14 14
Others 58 18 60 63 59 6 4 268
Quartzite 3 3 25 7 1 39
Total 75 21 85 70 59 7 4 321

Table 15. General structure of the assemblage by typological categories and raw materials

Techno-typological analysis

The structure of the assemblage presented above reveals significant differences among the vari-
ous artefact categories. Debitage pieces (n=235) are predominant, accounting for 73% of the
entire assemblage.

The techno-typological description and analysis are organized according to the following
differentations:

- typological tools (n=75);
- debitage products (n=235) consisting of:

1 Detailed geological information was provided by Prof. S. Pristavova (University of Mining and Geol-
ogy, Sofia).
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Fig. 97. Raw material varieties: 1 — Balkan flint; 12 — quartzite; the rest — silicite varieties — coarse to fine and
cryptocrystalline with different knapping properties and unknown provenance
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a) blades (including fragments) (n=21);

b)_flakes (only entire pieces) (n=85);

) fragments (n=70) divided into flake fragments (pieces that exhibit morphological
features suggesting they are fragmented flakes but lack butts or proximal parts) and indetermi-
nate fragments or chunks (referred to as debris in some other studies);

d) chips (chunks smaller than 1 cm) (n=59).
- cores (n=7);
- varia (n=4).

The typological tools comprise a diverse repertoire, summarized in Table 16.

Table 16
Tool category Balkan flint Other Quartzite Total
silicites

Retouched blades x 1 1 4 - 5
Retouched blades x 2 6 - - 6
Truncated blades 2 - - 2
Backed blade - 1 - 1
Endscraper 1 1
Perforators and borers 3 3 2 8
Micropiercers and borers - 33 - 33
Retouched flakes 1 12 - 13
Splintered pieces - 3 1 4
Notched tools - 1 -

Fragment of tool - 1 - 1
Total 14 48 3 75

Table 16. Tool categories by raw materials

Several observations can be made from Table 16: i) Balkan flint occurs exclusively as formal
tools, which are characteristic of the Early Neolithic ‘flint package’ found within the Karanovo
I and II cultural alliance (see fig. 95); ii) tools made from other types of silicite are more numer-
ous and do not overlap with the repertoire of Balkan flint tools. This disparity is primarily due to
a collection of 33 micropiercers and borers. Additionally, although quartzite tools are recorded
as individual pieces, they underscore the importance of this raw material within the assemblage
as a whole.

Attention should undoubtedly be focused on the Balkan flint tools (fig. 95), as they serve as
a chrono-cultural marker of supra-regional significance (cf. Gurova 2012b; Gurova, Bonsall
2014a). The representative diagnostic toolkit from Ilindentsi includes all typological variations:
unilaterally and bilaterally retouched blades with (semi) abrupt retouch, where the distal ends
are sometimes shaped as endscrapers (fig. 98.3) or pointed like perforators (figs 98.11; 100.12)
and borers (fig. 98.4). In some instances, the formal typological characteristics are not clear,
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leading to arbitrary classifications; for example, retouched blades with atypical distal transverse
negatives (resembling endscrapers) may be interpreted as retouched blades within the broader
context of diagnostic formal tools (fig. 100.1, 13). It is noteworthy that Balkan flint tools are
most frequently and consistently used as sickle inserts, which is a common feature of Early
Neolithic toolkits (figs 98.7, 10; 100.1-3). The second category of tools, which holds regional
and contextual significance, consists of micropiercers/borers that dominate the typological rep-
ertoire. These tools show a strong affinity with the assemblage found at Kovachevo, where
approximately 100 micropiercers/borers have been discovered in significant concentrations?.

The typological categories are presented below, organized by the number of artefacts:

- micropiercers and borers — a total of 33 micropiercers and borers were discovered, along
with many other small artefacts, through sediment flotation conducted for palaeobotanical stud-
ies. Thirty-one of these tools were found in flotation samples from square C5, which is associ-
ated with dwelling remains, and are illustrated in figs 101-103. Two additional tools were later
added, one of which likely comes from the same household context (see fig. 99.11). Except for
one piercer made of yellow jasper (fig. 103.3), all the other tools are crafted from chalcedony,
varying in translucency and ranging in colour from white to beige. The tools are made on small
blade fragments and, occasionally, flakes. There is no noticeable standardization in both the
shapes and styles of these tools. Eighteen complete pieces are documented (figs 98.17-20, 22;
101.2-3, 7, 11-12; 102.2-3, 6, 10-12; 103.1, 3, 5-7). The fragmented items can be categorized
into two groups: those with broken tips (n=9) (figs 98.15; 101.5, 6, 10; 102.1, 4-5, 8; 103.2, 4)
and those with broken proximal parts (n=6) (figs 98.13-14, 16, 21; 101.1, 4, 8-9; 102.7, 9). The
dimensions of these tools vary: lengths from 0.9 to 1.2 cm, widths from 0.5 to 0.8 cm, and thick-
nesses from 0.2 to 0.5 cm. The retouch on the tools is generally abrupt and bilateral, primarily
concentrated from the middle to the distal end of the edges, with continuous retouch along
entire edges occurring infrequently. Instances of both abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch were re-
corded. In two cases of abrupt and alternate retouch, the tools represent typological borers (fig.
102.6). In three cases, there are superficial distal negatives on the ventral surface — suggesting
that these tools functioned as borers (figs 98.14, 16, 18; 101.8-9; 102.9; 103.3). An interesting
technological technique was used in three cases, comprising micro-retouch on the proximal
dorsal part (fig. 98.15, 17). It is logical to assume a deliberate accommodation treatment, but
no use-wear traces were identified on the tips. The retouched (potentially working parts) of the
tools are short and asymmetrical; the proximal parts (presumably hafted) are very short and too
amorphous to be easily hafted;

- retouched blades (n=11), the majority of which feature bilateral retouch — all made from
Balkan flint (figs 98.1, 2, 10; 100.1, 13). Among the blades with unilateral retouch, there is one
made of Balkan flint (fig. 100.2) and four with discontinuous retouch, which are made from
other types of silicite (fig. 97.2-3);

- retouched flakes (n=13), of which only one is made from Balkan flint and features bifa-
cial retouch (fig. 100.5). The remaining tools exhibit various shapes, dimensions, and styles of
retouch. Some of these tools are made on blade-like flakes with well-defined working edges
(figs 98.5-6, 8). The types of retouch range from marginal (figs 99.7, 9; 100.9) to abrupt and
continuous (fig. 99.13);

- perforators and borers (n=8), being the only typological category represented among all
three raw material groups. Three tools are made of Balkan flint and were shaped by bilateral
retouch (figs 98.4, 11; 100.12). Two of the perforators are made of quartzite: one is shaped on
the proximal part of a flake (fig. 100.6), while the other shows partial alternate retouch (fig.
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Fig. 98. Typological tools: formal tools of Balkan flint (1-4, 7, 10-12); micropiercers/borers (13-22); other tools
5-6, 8-9); the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 104—105

99.8). The remaining three tools are morphologically diverse: two are complete with differently
shaped tips (fig. 99.5-6), and the other is a tip that features bilateral abrupt retouch (fig. 99.10).
This last tool is somewhat ambiguous and could also be classified as belonging to the microp-
iercer group. Of these three tools, two are interpreted as borers: one is a typical borer made of
Balkan flint (fig. 98.4), and the other is a distal fragment, which exhibits ventral negatives pos-
sibly resulting from use (fig. 99.10);
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Fig. 99. Artefacts of various technological groups: cores (15-16); debitage (1, 4, 14); typological tools (2-3,
5-13); the arrow shows photomicrograph in fig. 104
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Fig. 100. Typological tools (1-3, 5-7, 9—12) and debitage products (4, 8, 10); the arrows show
photomicrographs in fig. 106

- splintered pieces (n=4) represent the following kinds: bipolar and bifacial; bipolar unifa-

cial; and two unipolar bifacial (fig. 100.7). All splinters are from flakes, and one of them be-
longs to a relatively large tool, measuring approximately 4 cm in length;
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Fig. 102. Micropiercers/borers

Fig. 103. Micropiercers/borers
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- truncated blades are two, made of Balkan flint blades and characterized by proximal trunca-
tions (fig. 98.7, 12);

- other tools (n=4) include: (i) a backed blade (fig. 98.9); (ii) an endscraper made on a bilat-
erally retouched blade of Balkan flint (fig. 98.3); (iii) a tool featuring two retouched notches on
the right edge, along with partial ventral distal retouch (fig. 99.12); and (iv) a fragment of an
indeterminate tool.

Debitage products

- blades (n=21), three of which are made from quartzite (figs 96.B; 97.12). Among these,
there are three complete blades, each measuring no more than 3 cm in length. The remaining
blades are fragments, categorized as follows: nine proximal fragments (fig. 97.2-3), six mesial
fragments (figs 99.4; 100.4), and three distal fragments. The dimensions of these blades vary:
their lengths range from 1.5 to 4.3 cm, widths from 0.4 to 1.7 cm, and thicknesses from 0.2 to
0.5 cm. The butts are mainly flat (n=6), with one linear butt and one broken butt also identified.
The ratio of trapezoidal to triangular sections is 13:8, indicating an advanced stage of blade
debitage. All blades were removed from single-platform cores using either direct percussion or
the punch technique. No standardization in technology or raw materials used is evident;

- flakes (n=85), which represent the most abundant category within the debitage (figs 97.4,
6-10; 99.1; 100.10). Among these, 25 pieces (29.4%) are made from quartzite (figs 96.A;
99.14; 100.8). Only three flakes retain cortex. The flakes are generally amorphous in shape and
small, primarily ranging between 2 and 3 cm, with three exceptions: the largest flake, made of
quartzite, measures 4.1 x 3.2 x 2.6 cm. Additionally, there are six small flakes measuring less
than 1.5 cm. Regarding the butts, flat (single blow) butts are the most common, with only a few
instances of linear and broken butts. All flakes were produced by direct percussion from single-
platform cores, without any notable trend toward standardization;

- fragments (n=79), among which 48 are flake fragments, which include six made of quartz-
ite. All of these flake fragments lack their proximal parts. The remaining pieces are indetermi-
nate chunks that represent various stages of flint knapping. The dimensions of these fragments
range from 1.5 cm to 3 cm, with one notable exception being a significant flake fragment that
exceeds 4.5 cm;

- chips (n=59) consist of small, undetermined fragments and chunks that resulted from ac-
cidental damage during knapping and artefact use, as well as from the resharpening of artefacts.
It is important to note that no retouch spalls, in the strict sense, were recorded, indicating that
no active toolmaking or resharpening took place on site.

Cores (n=7) are all relatively small, with the maximum length of the removal surfaces reach-
ing 4.3 cm. Two of the cores can be categorized as microcores (fig. 99. 15-16), with removal
negatives measuring 2.2 cm, the final series of removed blanks are bladelets. One of the micro-
cores exhibits removal surfaces along its entire length and has a rejuvenated striking platform
(fig. 99.15). The second microcore exhibits a change in removal orientation. These two cores
were not intended to be used as microcores; rather, they likely represent the final stage of long-
term blade core reduction. In addition to the microcores, there are two flake cores (one of which
is made of quartzite), one core designed for producing flakes and blades, one specifically for
blades and bladelets (fig. 97.13), and one fragmented core intended for bladelets. Unfortunately,
none of the surviving blanks could be refitted to any of the cores, and thus the chaine opératoire
remains fragmentary.

Varia comprise four flint concretions, with sporadic negatives resulting from raw material
testing or initial exploitation attempts.
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Functional connotations

A selection of artefacts was subjected to use-wear analysis: 50 typological tools, 10 blades and
10 flakes. The pilot study was conducted using the microscope available in the archaeologi-
cal field house, an Olympus SZ61 zoom stereomicroscope (maximum magnification of x100).
More detailed observations were made with an MBS 10 stereomicroscope (x100) and a Keyence
VHX-100 digital microscope?, which has a magnification range from x25 to x150. The Keyence
VHX-100 was also used for taking photomicrographs. Use-wear analyses were performed on
70 tools, 15 blades, and 8 flakes that exhibited promising morphometric characteristics.

At the interpretative level, artefacts are considered to have been used if they display unam-
biguous micro-stigmata of utilization, such as polish, striations, and microtopographic smooth-
ing. In some cases, these microtraces complement macrotraces like edge scarring, pseudo-
retouch, and PDSM (Post-Depositional Surface Modifications). If convincing use traces are
observed, they are deemed significant, even if they are not diagnostic of the material worked.

Table 17
Worked material Tools/of Balkan flint Blades Flakes Total
Cereals 10/6 2 12
Other plants 2 /1 2 4
Hide 2/ 1 2
Meat/fresh hide 1 1
Stone/mineral 5 1 6
Undetermined 4/1 4
Reutilization 1 1
Total 24/9 3 3 30

Table 17. Distribution of used artefacts by categories according to the worked material (numbers in
italics refer to used tools made of Balkan flint)

It is essential to highlight that the used artefacts (Table 17) represent only 9.3% of the entire
assemblage. In contrast, the proportion of used tools comprises 32% of all tools from the site.
Furthermore, Balkan flint tools account for 37.5% of all utilized tools. Another significant ob-
servation is the predominance of sickle inserts among the artefact functions. This is not surpris-
ing given the likelihood that agriculture was the primary subsistence activity. This is supported
by a preliminary palaeobotanical study, which revealed crops that were primarily dominated
by Triticum monococcum and Hordeum vulgare (I'pebcka-Kysnos et al. 2017; 2018, 29). The
sickle inserts indicate the use of the well-known Karanovo type of sickle, characterized by
obliquely inserted flint elements. A similar feature can be observed in the harvesting toolkit
from Kovachevo (cf. Gurova 2006, diag. 2), reinforcing the argument for the close relationship
in material culture and agricultural practices between the two sites. It is surprising, however, to
find only a limited number of tools designed for processing animal by-products. Notably, the
data in Table 17 are comparable to those from the Early Neolithic assemblage at the Yabalkovo
site in Thrace (Gurova 2014a, Table 3).

2 Available for use in the Conservation and Restoration Laboratory of NAIM-BAS.
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A more detailed description of the used artefacts is presented below.

The typological tools were used for various tasks across the site, yielding a total of 24 identi-
fied functional tools. These tools belong to several distinct typological groups:

- retouched blades (n=8), of which five are made from Balkan flint. Four of these tools were
employed as sickle inserts and showed signs of intensive use: two were utilized bilaterally (figs
98.10; 100.3; 104.d; 105.a—b), while two exhibited unilateral use (figs 100.1-2; 105.c—f). The
remaining Balkan flint retouched blade shows relict traces of plant cutting and evidence of post-
utilization resharpening, which removed some of the plant polish from the working edge (figs
100.13; 106.c—d). Additionally, one blade made of chalcedony (fig. 97.11) was initially used as
a sickle insert and later repurposed for working an abrasive plastic material (with a low silica
content), likely pottery clay (figs. 100.11; 106.e—f). This tool is the only one identified with
signs of reutilization. Furthermore, two unilaterally retouched blades were utilized for specific
tasks: one for cutting hide (fig. 99.3) and the other for sawing hard abrasive materials such as
stone or minerals (figs 99.2; 104.g);

- micropiercers/borers (n=5 — figs. 98.13—14, 16, 18, and 107). Only pieces that exhibit diag-
nostic use-wear traces at both the macro and micro levels are considered tools. These features
include smoothing of the lateral edge in the distal parts, polish spots, local concentric striations,
and ventral negatives resulting from rotational kinematics. Some of these utilization features
can be seen in fig. 107. A fine carbonate deposit is present on the working parts of the tools; it
was not removed to allow for potential residue analysis, which complicated the use-wear diag-
nosis. In three cases, the tools were used for drilling soft stones or minerals (figs 98.14, 16, 18;
101.8; 102.9; 103.3; 107.B—D). However, in two instances, the material being worked could not
be identified (figs 98.13; 101.1, 9; 107.A). Further observations regarding the micropiercers/
borers and their uses are presented in the Discussion section;

- retouched flakes (n=4), of which three are blade-like flakes used unilaterally as sickle in-
serts (figs 98.5-6, 8; 104.c; 105.e). The fourth tool had been used for cutting plants (fig. 99.7);

- perforators and borers (n=4): two are fashioned on retouched blades of Balkan flint. One
perforator is a remnant of a sickle insert, featuring partially preserved cereal polish along the
right resharpened edge. Another, a typological borer made of Balkan flint, appears to have been
used for cutting through hard, undetermined materials (fig. 98.4). The remaining tools comprise
a perforator used for piercing soft, non-diagnostic materials (fig. 99.8) and a borer with a pre-
served tip that was used for drilling into stone or minerals (fig. 99.10);

- endscraper: the only one made from Balkan flint was used for hide scraping using the
worked front and the distal part along the right edge (figs 98.3; 104.e—f);

- truncated blade: it is made of Balkan flint and was utilized as a sickle insert, featuring two
working zones on the right edge (figs 98.7; 104.a—b);

- backed blade: it represents a relict sickle insert that has partially preserved polish on the
right edge, indicating that it was backed after its initial use (see fig. 98.9).

The used blades are three: two of these served as sickle inserts, each with one working edge
(fig. 99.4), while the third was utilized for cutting meat or fresh hide (fig. 100.4);

The used flakes are three in total: one was used for sawing soft stone, while the other two
were used for cutting plants (fig. 100.10).
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Fig. 104. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces: a—d (cutting cereals — harvesting, x100), e—f (scraping hide, x60
u x80), g (sawing hard material — mineral?). Utilized artefacts in figures as follows: 3, 67, 10 in fig. 98; 2 in

fig. 99
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Fig. 105. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces on sickle inserts (x100). Utilized artefacts in figures as follows:
1-3in fig. 100; 8 in fig. 98

Spatial distribution

Some spatial information about artefact distribution can be examined at the scale of individual
squares and, in specific cases, archaeological features in the site planigraphy, such as dwellings,
pits, ditches, and ovens. It is important to note that not all artefacts were accompanied by infor-
mation about their association with features. In this respect, the most insightful findings come
from the collection of 32 micropiercers/borers, all retrieved from the flotation of sediments near
the destruction of House 1 (squares C5 and D5). The concentration of such a large number of
uniform pieces can be interpreted in several ways: i) they could have been produced on-site; ii)
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they could have been used at that location; or iii) they may have simply been stored there. How-
ever, the absence of evidence for a workshop or atelier for bladelet production and microtool
manufacture argues against the first hypothesis. The second hypothesis cannot be verified due
to the absence of beads or other jewellery found in the vicinity. Therefore, the most plausible
explanation is that this compact toolkit was stored where it was discovered.

The spatial distribution of the diagnostic Balkan flint formal toolkit reveals that these tools
were found across multiple explored squares. Specifically, three tools were discovered in square
D5, two in square D4, and single Balkan flint tools were found in eight other squares. This sug-
gests there is no reason to consider them as particularly valued and separately stored objects.
Overall, the highest number of tools (7) came from square B5, followed by square C5, which
contained four tools. Squares A5, B4, and C4 each had 3 tools.

In terms of quartzite artefacts, the greatest quantity was found in square C4 (10 artefacts),
followed by squares I5 and B4, with five artefacts in each square. Debitage products, including
fragments and chunks, were most numerous in squares C5 and H5, while flakes were found in
squares I5 and H5. In summary, only the micropiercers and borers suggest intentional deposi-
tion or storage, which could potentially be interpreted as a collection of valuable objects or
‘hoard.’

General observations and discussion

The first observation to make is that the detailed chronological and cultural division of the
sequence, derived from the statistical analysis of pottery, is not reflected in the chipped-stone
assemblage. It is challenging to identify diachronic changes or transformations in the chipped-
stone assemblage. Micropiercers made from local materials, such as chalcedony and quartz, ap-
pear simultaneously with formal tools made from Balkan flint. This indicates an evolved phase
of the Early Neolithic when the Karanovo I culture reached its southwestern variant. Compared
to the Kovachevo sequence, this Early Neolithic level should correspond to Kovachevo Ic and
Id, as confirmed by pottery analysis (see Grebska-Kulow, Zidarov 2020, 198).

The assemblage from Ilindentsi is informative and significant for several reasons: i) the pres-
ence of a formal toolkit of Balkan flint; ii) the presence of 33 micropiercers/borers; and iii) the
notable presence of quartzite artefacts, including three typological tools.

The Balkan flint diagnostic toolkit, including characteristic tool types and widely used sickle
blades, is represented in the Ilindentsi assemblage. This assemblage is significant in understand-
ing the temporal and supra-regional distribution of this unique toolkit (Gurova 2008a; 2011b;
2012a-b; 2014a; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a). It is essential to note the similarities between the Bal-
kan flint formal toolkit found at Ilindentsi and that at Kovachevo, which suggest a synchroniza-
tion of Early Neolithic cultural events. Both sites showcase these toolkits during the developed
phases of the Early Neolithic: phases Ic and Id at Kovachevo and phases I and II at Ilindentsi.
During this time, the region became part of the southwestern variant of the Karanovo I culture
(Hukonos 1996). A pertinent question arises: does the pottery assemblage from Ilindentsi ex-
hibit features that precede the phases Ic and Id at Kovachevo, thereby indicating the influence
of Karanovo I on the regional Early Neolithic? To address this question, a deeper understanding
of the Neolithization stages in the Middle Struma River Valley, as well as cultural interactions
with the Ovche Polje and Anzabegovo—Vrsnik cultures, is necessary. However, a genuine com-
parison of the Balkan flint formal toolkits with those from these neighbouring regions is not
feasible without thorough geological investigation and laboratory analyses. V. Dimitrovska has
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f

Fig. 106. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces: a—b (cutting cereals — harvesting, x100 — relict sickle), c—d
(undetermined material, possibly plants), e—f (sickle reutilized for working plastic silica-rich material — pottery
clay?). Utilized artefacts (11-13) in fig. 100

published a limited number of Balkan flint artefacts from six prehistoric sites in the Republic
of North Macedonia, including Anzabegovo. These artefacts are macroscopically identical to
the diagnostic Early Neolithic formal tools found in Bulgaria (JAumuTtpoBcka 2013, 78, ci. 21;
Dimitrovska 2012). The provenance of these North Macedonian artefacts remains unclear, as
their origin is hypothetically considered local rather than imported from northern Bulgaria.
However, no convincing arguments have yet been presented to support this hypothesis.

Recently discovered Early Neolithic sites in the Republic of North Macedonia have yielded
an impressive series of AMS dates, particularly from Vlaho, indicating the establishment of Ne-
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Fig. 107. Photomicrographs of micropiercers/borers with use-wear traces: A — item, no. 9 in fig. 101; B — item
no. 16 in fig. 98 and no. 9 in fig. 102; C — item no. 18 in fig. 98 and no. 3 in fig. 103; D — item no. 14 in fig. 98
and no. 8 in fig. 101. A, B, D — x40; C — x50
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olithic farming settlements several centuries before 6000 BC. However, there is a lack of suit-
able published illustrations of the flint artefacts from these sites (Naumov, Reingruber 2024). In
contrast, data from Govrlevo and Vrbjanska Cuka provide examples of individual, yet typical,
formal tools used as sickle inserts (Naumov et al. 2018; Mazzucco et al. 2022). It is hoped that,
alongside significant advances in Early Neolithic research, proper investigations into lithic raw
materials will also be conducted.

The collection of micropiercers and borers (also functioning as drills) can be interpreted on
two levels: first, as a functional toolkit incorporated into specialized craft production on-site,
and second, as part of bead manufacture (likely related to the microdrills) within the broader
context of Neolithic cultural diffusion from Southeastern to Central and Northern Europe. A
close parallel to the microdrills from Ilindentsi is found in the significantly more extensive col-
lection of micropiercers and borers from Kovachevo (Gurova 2006, Pl. 4; Gurova et al. 2013,
fig. 1; Gurova, Bonsall 2017, fig. 12.3). Both collections exhibit similarities in morphology and
technology. However, there are notable differences in the characteristics of the raw materials
used. The microtools from Kovachevo are crafted from dark grey to black flint sourced from
the western Rhodopes®. In contrast, the tools from Ilindentsi are primarily made of chalcedony
and quartzite/quartz,* with one item made of yellow jasper (figs 101-103). Another significant
difference lies in their contextual appearance within the cultural sequence. At Kovachevo, these
tools are part of the earliest habitation phase, while at Ilindentsi they emerge within a heteroge-
neous context belonging to the final phase of the Early Neolithic.

Several clarifications are needed regarding the functional identification of these microtools.
Morphologically, typologically, and in terms of nomenclature, their function is predetermined—
they are designed to perforate and/or drill various materials and are commonly associated with
bead manufacture. Typical examples of such tools have been found in Early Neolithic contexts
in Greece, including Franchthi (Perlés 2001; 2004). In the cases of the sites discussed, specifi-
cally Kovachevo and Ilindentsi, there is an insufficient quantity of beads that can be technologi-
cally linked to the microdrilling toolkit. At Ilindentsi, there are 41 very fine beads, of which
36 are miniature clay beads, and 5 are made from various materials such as shell, bone, and
mother of pearl (Grebska-Kulow et al. 2021, figs 9-12). All of these beads are too small to be
made using the available microdrills, which, when rotated, would produce holes no smaller than
3 mm. Theoretically, all micropiercers and borers could be used to perforate and drill various
materials without necessarily leaving detectable microtraces of use. Traceological observations
can identify only those artefacts that exhibit clear use-wear traces, such as matte smoothing,
shiny polishing, or circular striations. Although the specialized literature contains numerous
publications on beads and other drilled ornaments, there is relatively little research on the tech-
nological and manufacturing aspects of bead production. The author’s experiments provide an
empirically grounded perspective on the use of microtools from Ilindentsi. These tools are too
small and amorphous to be effectively integrated into a mechanical pump drill, which is known
for its efficiency (Gurova et al. 2013; Gurova, Bonsall 2017). It is evident that these microtools
were not produced as standardized series with uniform applications. However, they could be ef-
fectively utilized in handheld applications or in drilling with a bow. This latter method has been

3 This information is based on unpublished research by geologist M. Pawlikowski on Palaeolithic assem-
blages near Devin, which identifies the raw material as macroscopically identical.

4 The macroscopic description of microgranular quartz and cryptocrystalline chalcedony is provided by
geologist R. Kostov from the University of Mining and Geology in Sofia.
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experimentally illustrated in the large-scale production of shell beads in Southern California
(Nigre, Arnold, 2013, figs. 3, 5). Experimental studies indicate that specific actions yield clear
and reliable microtraces: i) during prolonged drilling of hard minerals (rated 4.5 to 5.5 on the
Mohs scale), the tips of the drills become coated with a shiny concentric polish (Gurova et al.
2013, figs. 12-14; Gurova, Bonsall 2017, fig. 12.6); ii) perforators and borers of varying mor-
phologies, when used continuously, develop detectable traces, as shown by R. Yerkes (Yerkes
1983, figs. 2, 3, and 4); iii) the most commonly used material for bead production in prehistory
— shells — can be perforated using a different technique. The most effective of these techniques
involves applying internal pressure with a suitable organic punch, such as antler or bone, as
demonstrated in the experiments by R. Tata (Tata et al. 2014, 36).

The emergence of micropiercers, borers, and drills as distinct components in the typologi-
cal repertoire of Early Neolithic assemblages raises an intriguing question: do these tools serve
specific functional needs, such as the manufacture of beads and other ornamental items? Or do
they represent the natural and inevitable spread of Neolithic groups and artefacts — from south
to north — bringing with them new knowledge, skills, beliefs, and symbolism? Alternatively,
could it be a combination of both factors? Research based on a vast empirical collection of
beads from across Europe supports these considerations. As noted by Rigaud et al. (2015),
“Cultural items fulfilling exclusively symbolic functions are generally considered more useful
than functional artefacts for detecting cultural affinities between populations and patterns of
cultural change over time.” In light of this quotation, bead types and personal ornaments trace
the pathways of Neolithic lifestyles from Anatolia through the Balkans to Central, Western,
and Northern Europe, similar to other elements of the material culture, often referred to as the
“Neolithic package”. This presents a new challenge for scholars: to enhance our understanding
of bead and personal ornament production in Bulgaria during the Early Neolithic, thereby inte-
grating our territory more deeply into the complex process of Neolithization.
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1.5. CASE STUDY NO. 5: FLINT ASSEMBLAGE FROM YABALKOVO

Introduction

The large settlement of Yabalkovo is located on the south bank of the Maritsa River in Upper
Thrace, thus geographically, palaeoenvironmentally, and culturally affiliating with the broader
and dynamic cultural milieu of the Early Neolithic Karanovo I culture. Its long-lasting in-
vestigations, conducted within the context of various infrastructure projects, culminated in an
exhaustive volume on the Early Neolithic strata from the site, which includes a chapter by the
present author (Gurova 2014a; Roodenberg et al. 2014). The text presented here is an updated
version, with full awareness that Yabalkovo represents a ‘pearl’ from the perspective of the
representative formal tool component, one of the most significant and distinctive features of the
Karanovo I-II koiné in the Early Neolithic industry.

According to its investigators, the cultural assemblage from Yabalkovo suggests a cultural
attribution to the Early Neolithic Karanovo I horizon with a clear Anatolian influence (Leshta-
kov 2006; Leshtakov et al. 2007, 208). The absolute dates (published later) suggest the Early
Neolithic occupation spanned the first three centuries of the 6™ millennium cal BC (Roodenberg
2014, 448, fig. 2). Thus, the site has proven to be one of the most important, intriguing and
rich (in material culture diversity) Early Neolithic sites in Thrace. The present author, based on
personal research on important Early Neolithic flint assemblages from Bulgaria, has had sev-
eral opportunities to highlight the significant role of the representative flint industry of the Ya-
balkovo site in the supra-regional context of Neolithization (Gurova 2008a, c; 2009; 2012a—b;
2018b; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a). A key feature of the site is that it possesses one of the richest
and best assemblages of so-called formal tools (toolkits), which represent a hallmark of the
Early Neolithic flint assemblages of the Karanovo I and II cultures in Bulgaria, as well as one
of the characteristics of the supra-regional technocomplex of the Karanovo I-Star¢evo—Cris—
Kords cultural complex. The toolkits are characterized by long, regular blades with (bi)lateral,
semi-abrupt to abrupt, high retouch and sometimes with rounded or pointed ends, as well as
highly (re-)used sickle inserts. As noted in my publications, one of the most striking features of
Early Neolithic formal toolkits is the uniform raw material from which they were made: the aes-
thetically pleasing Balkan flint, a high-quality, yellow-honey-brownish-greyish, white-spotted
flint. Over a decade, interdisciplinary research focused on Balkan flint has gradually built a
solid corpus of empirical data, based on archaeometric analyses of geological and archaeologi-
cal samples. Yabalkovo’s role in this analytical research will be summarized below. I had the
opportunity to apply my conceptual approach to a small, yet representative, assemblage from
the 2003 excavations in the Northeast sector, provided to me by the site’s excavators. Due to
the undoubtedly important aspects/nuances of this limited study, its results are presented here
in more detail and with necessary updates, especially vis-a-vis the Balkan flint problem. On the
other hand, the chipped-stone assemblage has been partially and later entirely published by R.
Zlateva-Uzunova (3naTeBa-Y3yHoBa 2025; Zlateva-Uzunova 2014), and some references to her
descriptions and interpretations are necessary.

Use-wear analysis was accomplished with MBS 10 (x 100) and Leitz Orthoplan (Carl Zeiss
Germany — x200) microscopes. The latter was used to take photomicrographs (at a magnifica-
tion of x100) with an Olympus C50-60".

1  Photomicrogrpahs was accomplished in the University of Mining and Geology, using the available
equipment. My gratitude to Dr S. Pristavova for this generous help.
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The assemblage is considered and interpreted as a whole, despite several elements that ap-
pear to be exceptions to its homogeneous Early Neolithic character. These exceptions consist of
the following: uncertain context (1 piece from the spoil heap and 2 from the survey); artefacts
with contextual data, but made of Ludogorie flint and with morphometric and typological fea-
tures intrinsic to a Chalcolithic flint production: three endscrapers on Chalcolithic blades (fig.
4.11-12), one retouched and one unretouched blade; two artefacts recovered from later struc-
tures (pits) but having diagnostic characteristics of Early Neolithic formal tools.

The general structure of the assemblage shows a disproportionate ratio between different
flint categories, with a strong predominance of tools and a virtual absence of cores (Table 18).

Table 18

Entity Tools Blades Flakes Fragments Varia Total
Total 120 24 45 46 9 244

Table 18. General structure of the assemblage by techno-typological categories

Raw materials: Characteristics and procurement strategies

The formal tools of Balkan flint from Yabalkovo represent one of the best examples of such
tools, being noticeably homogeneous and coherent in their macroscopic aspect, which aligns
with the traditional description of Balkan flint (fig. 108.1-4). Together with other similar tools
from Early Neolithic sites, they were used to argue that the category of formal tools is a hall-
mark of the Early Neolithic flint industry, as clearly stated in the first publication with this focus
(Gurova 2008a). Since then, the Yabalkovo samples have been regularly used in the analyses
aimed at shedding light on the provenance of the almost mythological Balkan flint. The first
analyses revealed methodological limitations and suggested that more reliable, multidiscipli-
nary research be conducted (Gurova, Nachev 2008; Bonsall et al. 2010). These initial studies
also indicated that my intuitive impulse (based on visual resemblance) to envision Kriva reka
flint in northeastern Bulgaria as a potential provenance area of the Balkan flint was incorrect,
and the sources should be sought in the Moesian (sensu Nachev 2009) geological background.
As mentioned in Part I, since 2011, several geological field surveys and systematic multidis-
ciplinary laboratory analyses (macro- and micropetrography, as well as trace element analysis
via LA-ICP-MS) have been undertaken, resulting in a series of publications with reliable data
on the provenance and association of raw materials (including Balkan flint) with archaeological
artefacts. It was undeniably geologically established that the Balkan flint originated in the chalk
and limestone of the Upper Cretaceous Mezdra siliceous-carbonate Formation, with a signifi-
cant outcrop cluster in the Pleven—Nikopol region (Gurova et al. 2016). Samples from Ya-
balkovo were regularly analysed in the context of scalar advancement of our empirical research
and conceptual assessments (Gurova et al. 2016; 2022b; 2025). The analysed artefacts from
Yabalkovo (Gurova et al. 2016, fig. 7.2; 2022b, fig. 4.5) have shown clear micropetrographic
and geochemical affinity with the raw material from Balkan flint sources in the Pleven—Nikopol
cluster and more precisely with the outcrops named Bohot Lake, Danube, and Zhernov (Gurova
et al. 2016, fig. 14; 2022b). The Yabalkovo samples belong to flint group I distinct within 77 ar-
chaeological and 15 geological samples, and showing “...similar petrographic and geochemical
features to the Balkan flint raw materials from the Upper Cretaceous Mezdra siliceous-carbon-
ate Formation in the Pleven—Nikopol area (Gortalovo 1-2; Bohot lake B, Zhernov 1, 2A-2B,
Danube A, B)” (Gurova et al. 2022b, 18, fig. 12.1). The pathways of Balkan flint distribution
from the supply area to the Yabalkovo site were estimated and visualized by GIS application at
c. 200 km (ibid., Table 2, fig. 15).
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In her last publication on Yabalkovo flint assemblages (2025), Zlateva-Uzunova aimed to
present the raw material spectrum and the main distribution patterns. However, she failed to
acknowledge the limited number of serious analytical studies of prehistoric raw materials in
Bulgarian literature, despite their close relevance to her research theme. It is also surprising
that none of her descriptions of flint types implies Balkan flint, which is presumably well rep-
resented in the entire assemblage, at least in the typological repertoire. As for the other raw
materials used in the context of an opportunistic chaine opératoire (fig. 108.5), they should be
much more diverse than I had the opportunity to see, and a geologist should confirm them. The
fact that the site location is in the proximity of the “Maritsa riverbed and at the foot of a hill of
Palaeogenic volcanic rocks” (Vangelov et al. 2014, 54) suggests easily accessible derivatives of
volcanic rock genesis, such as chalcedony, quartz, and jasper.

Techno-typological analysis

The imbalance between the techno-typological groups (Table 18) is evident, contrasting with
the normal empirical data from Neolithic settlements (see other case studies, for example). The
typological tools account for half of the entire assemblage, while the debitage portion accounts
for 47.1%. The techno-typological description and analysis are based on the following differ-
entiation:
- typological tools (n=120);
- debitage products (n=115) consisting of:
a) blades (all fragmented) (n=24);
b) flakes (only entire pieces) (n=45);

c) fragments (n=46) — distinguished as flake fragments (pieces with morphological pa-
rameters suggesting fragmented flakes, but without butts or proximal parts) and indeterminate
fragments/chunks (in some studies, such pieces are termed debris).

- varia (n=9).
Typological tools

The typological tools (n=120) constitute a highly representative category of the entire flint
assemblage. The typological subdivision is summarized in Table 19.

The typological tools make up almost half of the studied assemblage. Of the 120 tools, 105
(87.5%) are made of Balkan flint, and 68 (56.6%) belong to the formal toolkits spectra (fig.
108.1-4; 109-110). The formal toolkit from this site is among the richest and most impressive
known Early Neolithic assemblages (comparable to the collections from Tell Azmak levels
I-V). And we should keep in mind that this approach/analysis is applied to one portion of the
whole assemblage, which, according to R. Zlateva, numbers 4683 artefacts (31aTeBa-Y3yHoBa
2025). Unfortunately, there is almost no rational way of comparing the formal tool assemblage
with the analyses of Zlateva-Uzunova, who used macroscopic descriptions of the raw materials
and did not recognize either the formal tools as such, or even identify them by using the term
‘Karanovo blades’, introduced by Gatsov (2009).

The formal tools from Yabalkovo reveal one of the best examples of punch technique for
detaching blades of 10 cm or more in length. The semi-abrupt to abrupt retouching is achieved
by applying pressure with a soft, organic stick. Apart from formal tools, there are tools made
of Balkan flint but without the typical features of formal tools, as well as a small group of tools
made of other raw materials. For clarity, the three ‘categories’ of tools are presented separately
in the table below.
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Fig. 108. Flint artefacts from the 2003 season. 1-4 — formal tools of Balkan flint; 5 — products of the local
expedient industry
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Table 19
Category Formal BF tools | Other tools Total
tools
Blades with bilateral retouch /RB2 46 21 4 71
Blades with unilateral retouch/RB1 4 7 13
Perforators/borers on RB2 9 9
Endscrapers on RB2 6 1 7
Truncated blades 1 1 2
Simple endscraper 1 1
Burins on RB2 2 2
Notched blade 1 1
Double-pointed blade 1 1
Backed and truncated piece 1 1
Splintered tool 1 1
Retouched flake 1 1
Tool fragments 4 3 7
Chalcolithic endscrapers 3 3
Total 68 37 15 120

Table 19. Typological repertoire of the flint assemblage; RB2 — bilaterally retouched blade; RB1 — blade
with unilateral retouch; BF — Balkan flint

The most frequent tool type in the entire assemblage is retouched blades — 84 examples.
Most of them could be grouped in the category of formal tools/toolkit — blades with (bi)lateral
semi-steep to abrupt retouch (50 items) (figs 109.1, 4, 7-9; 110.1-3, 7-9; 111.1, 3, 9). One of
the bilaterally retouched blades possesses bifacial fashioning at the proximal and distal ends
— the ventral bilateral retouch (with pressure flaking mode in the distal part) (fig. 109.6). The
formal tools are followed by ‘subproducts’ of blades with high retouches: perforators/borers
(nine ex.) (fig. 109.5-6), endscrapers (seven) (figs 110.2-3; 111.6, 8) and two accidental simple
burins (fig. 110.5). It should be stressed that among the formal tools, endscrapers are usually
fashioned on bilaterally-retouched blades and just front retouching is the criterion of their ty-
pological distinction. Among the rest of the typological spectrum, retouched blades of Balkan
flint are well represented, followed by single examples of tools on blades such as truncated,
denticulated, notched, double-pointed (fig. 111.2, 4, 10) and some more rare tools made of
local raw materials: a backed piece, a splintered piece and a retouched flake. As mentioned at
the beginning, there are three endscrapers with Chalcolithic features (high-quality raw material
from Ludogorie), as well as morphometric parameters of the blanks—blades with Chalcolithic
silhouettes and proportions (fig. 111.11-12).

Debitage products

- blades (n=24), they have all been removed from single-platform cores. There is only one
intact specimen, and the ratio of fragments is as follows: proximal — eight, mesial — 14, distal
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— two. Trapezoidal cross-sections predominate significantly over triangular ones. The blades’
butts are usually flat/single blow and indicate indirect percussion by punch as well as direct
percussion (presumably using a soft/organic) hammer. The dorsal ridge patterns and trapezoidal
sections suggest advanced, well-maintained exploitation of single-platform cores, which are
virtually absent. Among the blades, there is one made of Ludogorie flint with typical parameters
of the Chalcolithic blade production — a large proximal fragment with a flat butt, regular parallel
edges and ridges. The blade comes from square 137;

- flakes (n=45) are variable in shape and dimensions. As a whole, ‘amorphous’ flakes pre-
dominate with metrical parameters mainly between 1.5 and 4 cm, with one specimen larger than
6 cm and one smaller than 1.5 cm. The butts are large and flat, suggesting direct percussion with
a hammerstone in the context of expedient production. There are 12 cortical flakes indicating
involvement in a primary stage of the core preparation sequence (mise en forme);

- the group of fragments (n=46) comprises 22 flake fragments — pieces without proximal
parts but with morphological data (shape and thickness) fitting to flake parameters, and 24 un-
determinate fragments and debris. This group includes amorphous fragments whose association
with a particular debitage category is unreliable.

As for the chaine opératoire, there is no evidence of in situ preparation of blanks (blades) of
Balkan flint, which subsequently might be transformed into formal tools. According to the 2003
season assemblage, the chaine opératoire for formal toolkit production is entirely extrinsic for
the site activity and knapping know-how. It is noteworthy that debitage categories include very
few implements made from Balkan flint. This, as well as the considerable number of flakes
and fragments of raw material variety, supports the hypothesis of expedient and opportunistic
production, with a high consumption of the available medium-quality raw material (fig. 108.5).
This conclusion is supported by Radka Zlateva’s general observation on the chaine opératoire
of the chipped stone assemblage from the site (Zlateva-Uzunova 2014; 3nareBa-Y3yHoBa 2025).

The category of varia (n=9) comprises a discoid resharpened hammerstone and 8 siliceous
rock concretions with initial removals — unsuccessful exploration and/or knappable capacity
testing.

Functional connotations

The use-wear analysis of all tools and blades identified 51 artefacts with microwear traces of
use. The summary results are presented in Tables 20 and 21. It is striking and quite surprising
that there is only one unretouched blade with an identified function (sickle insert) (fig. 111.7,
7a).

The most frequent use is attested on the formal tools/toolkit — 32 specimens (64% of all used
items). Less numerous are other tools of Balkan flint — 15 pieces. Among the used tools, the
most common are the blades with bilateral retouch — both formal tools and ordinary retouched
blades of Balkan flint. In general, the used retouched blades number 34, which is more than half
of all the used tools. In second place are the endscrapers and perforators/borers on blades with
bilateral, steep, high retouch.
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retouched

—6);

-3, 7-9); borers on retouched blades (5
lightly denticulated blade (4). Used edges are marked by dashed lines

Fig. 109. Formal tools: blades with high, steep retouch (1
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blade with
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7-9); endscrapers (2-3); burin (5);
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Fig. 110. Formal tools: blades with high steep retouch (1

bifacial flattening on the proximities (6). Used edges are marked by a dashed line
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Table 20

Used tools

Formal
tools

BF tools

Other tools

Total

Blades with bilateral retouch /RB2

19

28

Blades with unilateral retouch/
RB1

Perforators/borers on RB2

Endscrapers on RB2

Truncated blades

Simple endscraper

Burins on RB2

Backed truncated piece

Tool fragments

W (=== (N BB

Tota

32

15

Table 20. Frequency of used tool categories

Table 21

Worked material

Formal
tools

BF tools

Other
tools

Blade

Total

Cereals

10

j—
[==]

Other silica-rich plants 1

Wood 6 1
2
5

Bone

Hide
Meat/fresh hide 2

Soft stone/mineral

Combined function/reutilization

1
3
Total 32 15 3 1

Table 21. Distribution of used artefacts by categories according to the worked material

Relict polish

NN | = NININNINN DN

A= N

Undetermined material

1
o

The used implements reveal a broad range of worked materials, presented in Table 21. The
prevalence of implements for cereal processing is pronounced and indicates that harvesting/
crop husbandry was the main, or one of the primary, subsistence activities. Palaeobotanical
analyses reveal a rich cereal crop complex, similar to and transferred from the Anatolian one
(Popova 2014, 416). Barley (Hordeum vulgare vulgare and Hordeum vulgare var. nudum), as
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Fig. 111. Flint artefacts with traces of utilization: Used edges are marked by dashed lines; photomicrographs
show a series of cereal polishes (x100) with variation of microfeatures and remains of post-depositional
modifications (6d and 7a)
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well as einkorn (Triticum monococcum), three types of emmer (Triticum dicoccum, Triticum
aestivum compactum and Triticum sp.), and millet (Panicum milaceum) have been identified
among the crop remains, indicating a high level of agricultural activity practised by the farmers
of Yabalkovo (ibid., 418). Sickle inserts are abundantly represented among the tools (mainly
retouched blades) and are almost absent within the other flint categories. This fact is quite unu-
sual compared with the harvesting toolkit of northwestern Anatolian sites, where sickle inserts
consist mainly of unretouched blades, and even compared with other Early Neolithic Bulgar-
ian sites, where the slight prevalence of retouched implements is attested (Gurova 2006, 160;
2008b). The sickle inserts have polishes ranging from long and slightly oblique (fig. 111.3-5)
to typically angular, a characteristic feature of the Early Neolithic sickle of Karanovo type (fig.
111.2, 7, 9) (Gurova 2004b; 2012b; 2018a). Only two implements were used bilaterally. The
microfeatures of the cereal polishes demonstrate a variability of microtopography, striation,
smoothing and brightness likely due to the duration of use, condition of the crops and the vari-
ability of the Cerealia taxa, attested on the site (fig. 111.2a—7a). In some cases, a postdeposi-
tional chemical alteration is assumed, resulting in small chaotic pitting of the polish’s surface
(fig. 111. 6a—7a). It is worth emphasizing that some of the sickle inserts on retouched blades
(formal tools) have been resharpened after their primary use in sickles. In some cases, the re-
newed edges remain unused, but the tool continues to be used in the same function despite the
progressive dulling of the edges (fig. 111.3).

Considerably fewer are the tools possessing traces of wood and hide processing (7:7). Wood
is attested on 6 formal tools with the following operations: drilling (x2), sawing (x2) and scrap-
ing (x2) (figs 109.7; 110.7). Very few tools reveal traces of other material, such as bone, meat,
mineral, etc. It is worth emphasizing that functional interpretation of typical formal tools con-
sisting of blades with bilateral high semi- to abrupt retouch is often difficult. This is due to
successive resharpening, making the blades narrower and progressively removing the primary
use-wear traces on their lateral edges. In the final stage of their ‘biography’, some of these tools
appear irrationally transformed, i.e. exhausted.

Spatial distribution

An attempt to present the spatial distribution of formal tools, other tools of Balkan flint and
other used implements is shown in figure 112, including some squares from the central part
of the Northeast sector (Leshtakov 2014, 128, fig. 8.3). The data presented suggest 2 clusters/
concentrations of tools in squares F—-H 20-24 and I-J 31-37. There is no reliable evidence of
specialized places for a particular activity or for storing a toolkit. The sickles, which are the
most numerous tool category, are quite dispersed over the excavated area with only two vague
concentrations — in squares H22-H23—-G21-G22, where 5 sickle inserts are attested. Very
few tools with use are clearly related to the Early Neolithic dwellings, which is an obstacle to
eventual implications for the household system and organisation. More information is required
to shed light on this problem.

General observations and discussion

The studied and briefly presented above assemblage is, of course, only a representative sample
of the entire flint industry discovered on the site and presented recently in the way of tradi-
tional techno-typological descriptions, macroscopic qualification (incl. claims of provenance)
of the raw materials and quite general, unargued and unproven cultural affinity with Anatolia,
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in the most general sense (3nareBa-Y3yHoBa 2025). It is surprising and sad that in this last pa-
per, a decade after the primary publication in 2014 by the same author (Zlateva-Uzunova), no
consideration of the significant advances in raw material research (and of accessible related
publications) was incorporated, understood, or applied. Apart from the simplistic and practi-
cally useless descriptions and the far-fetched interpretation about supra-regional influences and
interactivity, the assemblage remains deprived of its intrinsic background of the Early Neolithic
koiné. In this sense, the sparse assemblage presented by me (Gurova 2014a) and updated here
can be used as an additional and relevant trajectory to the Neolithization debate, at least through
the lens of Balkan flint, which was an integral part of the extensive distribution network, as
evidenced by Yabalkovo (vide supra).

Despite the clear awareness of the limited empirical basis of this study for whatever conclu-
sions, some issues merit comment.

- The results suggest an expedient/opportunistic chaine opératoire based on local and re-
gional raw materials, which Zlateva-Uzunova described in her exposé but without a clear dis-
tinction in the scale of this ‘regionality’.

- The topic of raw material supply and distribution should be separated into two lines/levels
of analysis and interpretation. The first concern is the Balkan flint and the sequence of advanc-
ing and increasing multidisciplinary geoarchaeological research on it, which is regularly pub-
lished with open access (Bonsall et al. 2010; Gurova 2012a; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a; Gurova et
al. 2016; 2022a—b). In most of these publications, Yabalkovo is identified as artefacts (samples)
and is incorporated into the conceptual framework. Additionally, GIS application, based on
analytically demonstrated similarity/discrimination between the raw materials and artefacts,
suggests distances between the geologically identified sources and the sites consumers, and
Yabalkovo, which is concretely 119 km approximate distance from the Nikopol cluster of the
Balkan flint sources (Gurova et al. 2022b, Table 2, fig. 15). In Zlateva-Uzunova’s text, the prov-
enance areas of the visually identified raw materials are mentioned: Upper Thrace, northern
Bulgaria, Sredna Gora, the eastern and western Rhodopes. However, no geological evidence or
analyses are provided, and it is noted that the distribution of raw materials in the Neolithic is
rarely considered in specialised research (Zlateva-Uzunova 2025, 337)! None of the seven flint
types described by Zlateva-Uzunova closely resembles Balkan flint varieties, and the absence
of coloured images (which are ultimately required for documenting raw materials) means the
raw material descriptions and codings are of minimal practical use.

- In contrast, the mass of typological/and functional tools are made of Balkan flint, and
most of them could be assigned to the category of formal tools/toolkits. These toolkits from
Yabalkovo are certainly an ‘imported’ phenomenon. As a consumer site, Yabalkovo imported
Balkan flint blanks and finished formal tools. However, reading Zlateva-Uzunova’s (2025) de-
scriptions, it seems there is no indication of on-site Balkan flint core reduction.

- The functional analysis of flint artefacts demonstrates quite particular results with some
affiliation/similarity with the functional data of the assemblages from the site of Kovachevo
and divergence vis-a-vis some northwestern Anatolian studied sites (Gurova 2006). The field of
functional connotations of the flint artefacts and the site’s overall functionality requires further
detailed examination and interpretation.

- Yabalkovo is the fourth Early Neolithic site where geometric microliths are recorded. Apart
from this, Ohoden (Zlateva-Uzunova 2009) and Dzhulyunitsa (see Case study no. 2 in this
book) in north Bulgaria possess geometric microliths, as does Kovachevo in the Struma Val-

199



Maria Gurova

ley (Gurova 2017b; fig. 33 here). It will be essential to compare these finds with their reliable
contextual data and chronology to shed light on one of the ‘pre-Neolithic’ (at least theoretically)
components of the flint industry and to attempt to explain their erratic appearance in the Early
Neolithic. On the other hand, it will be a challenge to compare them with the much more numer-
ous series of geometric microliths coming from secure Late Neolithic contexts (Gurova 2017b).

- Finally, the flint discs, to which Zlateva-Uzunova refers, represent scarce and significant
artefacts with (still) no analogue in Bulgarian Neolithic assemblages. Seeking their Anatolian
archetypes, she unfortunately failed to quote two sites in the Lake District where such finds
are well presented: Hoyiicek (Balkan-Atli 2005) and Kurucay Hoyiik I (Baykal-Seeher 1994).
These discs, as well as the so-called “heavy” endscrapers (mentioned for comparison with
[hpinar assemblages; 3nateBa-Y3yHoBa 2025, 340), have their precursors in the Lake District
Anatolian koiné. Thus, Yabalkovo may indirectly be involved in the broader puzzle of Ana-
tolian Neolithic diffusion from southwest Anatolia northward to northwest Anatolia and ulti-
mately to the southeastern Balkans (Europe) — a problem that has engaged scientific discourse
(Karul 2022).
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2. LATE NEOLITHIC
2.1. CASE STUDY NO. 6: FLINT ASSEMBLAGE FROM HARMANLI

Introduction

The chipped-stone assemblage from Harmanli was published in 2010 together with the general
contextual presentation of the site (Gurova 2010; Bacvarov et al. 2010). The site was excavated
in 2004 as part of the rescue excavation campaign in advance of railway line construction. The
settlement is located between two right tributaries of the Maritsa River, on the first terrace. The
only archaeological features identified were three pits, suggesting to the excavators that the ex-
ploration had been done in the peripheral part of the site (Bacvarov et al. 2010, 135). The three
stratigraphic layers, as well as the pit backfills, contained pottery dating to the Karanovo IV pe-
riod — the final phase of the Neolithic cultural sequence. However, in the upper two stratigraphic
layers, later material (seemingly from the transitional phase to the beginning of the early Chal-
colithic Maritsa culture) was recorded (bruBapoB 2005; Bacvarov et al. 2010, 138-140). The
chipped stone assemblage comprises 1445 artefacts and has fundamental characteristics of the
Late Neolithic industry, which is why it is presented here in a slightly restructured version (for
easy comparison with the other case studies). In terms of horizontal stratigraphy, the material
from the cultural deposit in 11 investigated squares prevails (94.5% of all finds), in contrast to
the limited finds from two pits: Pit 1 (n=23), Pit 2 (n=35), and from the surface (n=21). The sur-
face material contains four typologically characteristic tools, typical of the Late Neolithic flint
industry, which have not been excluded from the total number of tools in the general statistics.
The same applies to two endscrapers from Pits 1 and 2. Two artefacts from Pit 1 are morpho-
metrically different from the remaining “flint fill”: this is a tool fragment — a transversely and
longitudinally fractured Chalcolithic blade of a raw material which undoubtedly originated in
northeastern Bulgaria (Ludogorie flint), as well as a fragmented blade (sickle element) whose
raw material has no direct relation to northeast Bulgaria; however, according to its morpho-
metric parameters the blade is indicative of Chalcolithic debitage technology. These several
artefacts could belong to the beginning of the Chalcolithic Maritsa culture.

Table 22
Artefact categories From sectors Pit1 | Pit2 | Surface Total
Typological tools 89 2 1 4 96
Blades 86 1 1 88
Flakes 353 5 1 4 373
Fragments 647 6 15 8 676
Small flakes and retouch flakes 105 3 3 4 115
Cores 11 1 12
Varia 74 6 4 1 85
Total 1365 24 35 21 1445

Table 22. General structure of the assemblage by techno-typological categories
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The chipped-stone assemblage was subjected to techno-typological and functional analyses
and interpretation. Use-wear analysis was conducted with microscopes MBS 10 (x100) and
Leitz Orthoplan (Carl Zeiss Germany — x200). The latter is equipped with a digital camera
(Olympus C50-60), which was used to take the photomicrographs at a magnification of x100'.

The general structure of the assemblage by context is presented in Table 22 above, showing
the clear dominance of debitage products, among which blades are surprisingly scarce.

Raw materials: characteristics and procurement strategies

The raw materials from the site were distinguished based on the routine practice of the time (be-
fore the author initiated the rigorous scientific approach to raw material study) — macroscopic
descriptions of features such as texture, colour, transparency, compactness and homogeneity,
presence of inclusions, and fracture type. Among 30 types superficially distinct with no need to
be described here, it was highlighted that the typological tools and blades vary within the broad-
est range of raw materials; less varied but more comparable are the raw materials of the cores
and the other groups of debitage products (except for the blades). Consultation with a mineralo-
gist? led to the unification of the raw materials into several main groups: flint (sensu stricto),
opal-chalcedony, chalcedony, jasper, quartz, effusive rock and volcanic tuffs. Chalcedony and
jasper (in green and yellowish-brown colours) are the most common among the artefacts of
the collection. The range of raw materials corresponds to the Eastern Rhodope volcanic rocks,
rich in jasper and chalcedony veins, which were the focus of a specialized geoarchaeological
study (KvHueB u ap. 1981; HaueB, KbHueB 1990). In more recent publications, they are quali-
fied as “atypical flint from south Bulgaria”, whose genesis and outcrops are associated with the
Rhodopes and Sredna Gora tectonic zones (Hauer 2009, 14—15). As far as the strategy of raw
material procurement of the investigated site is concerned, the location of the site on a terrace
between tributaries of the River Maritsa, whose catchment basin contains alluvial-diluvial sedi-
ments with easily accessible redeposited materials from Palaeogenic flint rock masses, which
are widely spread in the Plovdiv district and the Eastern Rhodopes?. Theoretically, this suggests
a direct, local and regional system for the supply and distribution of raw materials suitable
for expedient industries. For the sake of simplicity, the widely accepted (among prehistoric
archaeologists) term “flint” is used for the raw material characteristics of the whole artefact
assemblage. An additional disadvantage for the raw material part of the study was that the pub-
lisher’s restrictions permitted only black-and-white photographs, thereby preventing adequate
presentation of the raw material in colour.

Techno-typological analysis

As mentioned, there is a severe imbalance between the techno-typological groups (Table 22);
the debitage products account for 86.6% of the assemblage, compared to tools (6.6%) and
blades (6%). The techno-typological description and analysis are based on the following clas-
sification:

1 Twould like to thank my colleagues from the University of Mining and Geology-Sofia who offered me
the opportunity to use their technical equipment.

2 T am indebted to Chavdar Nachev for his valuable and competent information.

3 The author works with materials from a number of Eastern Rhodopes sites with a different cultural af-
filiation, and gained the impression of a consistent and similar approach of the later prehistoric inhabitants to their
regional natural resources and use.
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- typological tools (n=96);

- debitage products (n=1252) consisting of:
a) blades (all fragmented) (n=88);
b) flakes (only entire pieces) (n=373);

) fragments (n=676) — distinguished as flake fragments (pieces with morphological
parameters suggesting fragmented flakes, but without butts or proximal parts) and undetermi-
nate fragments/chunks (in some studies, such pieces are termed debris);

d) small flakes and retouch spalls (n=115).
- cores (n=12);
- varia (n=85).
Typological tools

The typological repertoire is quite rich, with a significant imbalance among the various
groups, as shown in detail in Table 23.

Table 23

Tool category From sectors | Pit 1 Pit 2 Surface | Total
Endscrapers on blade 16 1 1 1 19
Endscrapers on flake 13 3 16
Retouched blades x 1 14 14
Retouched blades x 2 10 10
Retouched flakes 10 10
Perforators/borers 4 4
Truncated blades 2 2
Truncated flakes 2 2
Combined tools 3 3
Geometric microliths 3 3
Notched blade 1 1
Fragment of a tool 9 1 2 12
Total 87 2 1 6 96

Table 23. Tool categories by context differentiation

- endscrapers (n=35), of which 19 are on blades, 16 (including three semicircular) on flakes
(figs 113.3, 9-11; 114.1, 3-7; 115.11-16; 116.1-6, 8-9; 117.5, 8, 10; 118.7). Most of the end-
scrapers on flakes, and some on blades, are small, measuring less than 2 cm long. Their fronts
range from semi-convex to almost straight and in some instances resemble a museau (fig. 113.9.
11). There is one double endscraper of small size (fig. 113.3). The small endscrapers represent
one of the diagnostic features of the microlithization of the Late Neolithic flint industry. Ac-
cording to the morphometric indices of the blanks on which they were shaped, at least two
tools resemble endscrapers on Chalcolithic blades (figs 114.1;118. 5). They originate from the
squares but were found in the plough zone: the endscraper in fig. 114.1 is from sq 11, found at
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Fig. 113. Typological tools; used edges are marked by a dashed line; the arrow shows photomicrograph
in fig. 122

a depth of 30 cm and the tool in fig. 6.5 is from sq 10 found at a depth of 10-20 cm. Although
the first find probably comes from the second stratigraphic layer, the affiliation of both artefacts
to the Karanovo IV culture is problematic; more likely, they belong to the Chalcolithic context;

- retouched blades (n=24) with a ratio of bilateral to unilateral retouch of 10:14. All blades
are fragmented, and the retouches vary from fine marginal and irregular to continuous, semi-
abrupt and almost lamellar (figs 113.2; 115.2, 4, 6-10; 116.12; 117.1, 2, 4; 118.4, 9, 11). In rare
cases, the retouch is on the ventral surface and only in one case is it alternating (fig. 118.4).
Although it will be discussed later, here it should be pointed out that some of the retouches
are irregular and resemble the cases of ‘outil a posteriori’, i.e. a retouch acquired as a result
of blade utilisation. In these cases, microscopic observation showed no detectable use-wear
traces on the edges. Therefore, it is more reasonable to interpret them as intentionally shaped.
It is interesting to note that one of the blades with bilateral retouch (fig. 113.2) is made of Bal-
kan flint and typologically can be associated with the diagnostic formal tools attributed to the
Karanovo I and II cultures in Thrace (see I'topoBa 2005; Gurova 2002a; 2004a; 2008a, c; 2012b;
2018b; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a; also Part I in this book). The fact that it was discovered in this
assemblage points to possible connections with the contemporary cultures in northwest Thrace,
where such tools were encountered as reminiscent forms until the Late Neolithic phase (Gurova
2004a). The other possibility is that the tool was introduced into the layer from the surface and
is associated with an Early Neolithic site in the region. Whatever the explanation, it has no “ge-
netic” relationship to the mass elements in the assemblage;

- retouched flakes (n=10), varied in shape and type of retouch (figs 116.7; 117.6; 118.3);
- perforators (n=4), three on blades (figs 113.1; 115.1, 3) and one on a flake (fig.117.7). The
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Fig. 114. Typological tools (1, 3-7) and an unretouched blade with use-wear traces (2); the arrow shows
photomicrograph in fig. 122

above-mentioned observation regarding the formal tools of Balkan flint applies to the perfora-
tors in figures 113.1 and 115.1: namely, the similarity of raw material and typological features
to the characteristic repertoire of the Early Neolithic cultures in Thrace, as well as the comment
on their possible occurrence in the assemblage under study. One of the tools is an atypical borer
(made on a second series trimming blade) with several flat ventral negatives at the distal end
(fig. 115.3);

- truncations (n=4), two on blades (figs 116.11; 117.11) and two on flakes (fig. 116.10). The
truncated edges are differently shaped: in one case, with a high retouch resembling the front of
an endscraper but more oblique (fig. 116.10), and in another with fine semi-abrupt retouch (fig.
116.11);

- combined tools (n=3), two of which combine a perforator and truncation (fig. 113.4) and a
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Fig. 115. Typological tools (1-4, 6-16) and an unretouched blade with use-wear traces (5). Used edges are
marked by dashed lines

perforator and endscraper (fig. 113.5), respectively. The divergence in the metrics of the two ty-
pologically similar tools is astonishing. In both cases, the retouches are abrupt and cover almost
the entire longitudinal edges, and the working parts are at the tips of the perforators and not the
truncated opposite ends. The third tool combines an endscraper front in its distal part with an
oblique, abrupt truncation at the proximal end of the blade;

- geometric microliths (n=3). This small series of microliths is highly diagnostic for both the
cultural-chronological affiliation of the assemblage and the supposed availability of hunting
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Fig. 116. Typological tools without use-wear traces

weapons in the settlement’s arsenal. The segment and the trapeze are shaped with fine, abrupt
retouch (fig. 113.6, 8). The third microlith is interesting and somewhat unique as it represents
a tool with continuous semi-abrupt retouch along the entire perimeter, forming a pentagon/
pentahedron (fig. 113.7). Given the evidence (mainly in Upper Thrace) of series of geometric
microliths in Late Neolithic cultural assemblages, they can be considered an element/feature of
the microlithisation of the flint industry during the Late Neolithic. My opinion on the Late Neo-
lithic microlithic components (T'topoBa 2005; Gurova 2004b; 2017b) aligns with the concepts
of other investigators of Neolithic culture in Thrace (see, for example, Lichardus et al. 2000);
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- notched blade (n=1) — it is a delicate notch made on the proximal part of the blade (fig.
117.9);

- tool fragments (n=12) — they mainly comprise tool parts with clear retouches, but it is im-
possible to determine the tool shape and type.

Debitage products

- blades (n=88) — all removed from single-platform cores (figs 114.2; 115.5; 116.3; 117.1-2,
5-6, 8, 10). There are only three intact specimens, and the fragment ratio is as follows: proxi-
mal — 36, mesial — 44, distal — five. The intact three blades are about 3 cm in length (the largest
measures 3.5 x 0.9 x 0.5 cm). The width varies from 0.5 to 0.9 cm, and the thickness from 0.1
to 0.8 cm. The ratio of trapezoidal to triangular cross-sections is 59:29. The butts are broadly
similar: in 30 cases, they are flat (single blow), unreduced and with a ventral angle of < 90°.
These parameters, such as the regularity of edges and the parallel dorsal negatives and arises,
indicate the use of debitage produced by the punch technique. Unfortunately, no bladelet series
with preserved butts is available to demonstrate the presumed pressure technique used in the
bladelet core reduction system. There is no unequivocal evidence for the use of direct percus-
sion with a soft organic hammer and even less for the pressure technique (Inizan et al. 1995,
75—77). Single blades have prepared (three), broken (three), natural (two) and linear (one) butts;

- flakes (n=373) with a clear dominance of specimens 1.5 to 4 cm* long (n=351). The corti-
cated flakes number 83, of which 17 have an overall cortex covering, while 50 have patinated
surfaces. The flakes vary in shape, but the category as a whole can be termed ‘amorphous’. The
butts are flat, followed by natural, broken and, rarely, linear butts, while the prepared butts are
isolated cases. The various butt types and the fact that most ventral angles are > 90° are clear
indicators of the direct percussion technique using a hammerstone, characteristic of flake debit-
age and, more broadly, of industries with opportunistic and expedient production, as discussed
further below. It is worth noting that even without conducting a special investigation, five cases
of refitting in squares 4, 7, 8, 10 and 11 were identified,;

- fragments (n=676) of which 251 are flake fragments. Within this group, the number of
specimens with patina and cortex is very small. The undeterminate fragments (chunks and
chips) are numerous (n=425) and comprise unified amorphous fragments whose association
with a particular debitage category is unreliable. Their considerable number supports the hy-
pothesis of expedient, opportunistic production, with high consumption of the available medi-
um-quality raw material;

- small flakes and retouch flakes/spalls (up to 1.5 cm) — (n=115 with a ratio of 83:32). This
category unites artefacts according to their metric characteristics. However, as elements of
chaine opératoire, they constitute a non-homogeneous group: the small flakes are the product
of debitage during the process of maintaining and optimizing core parameters, but could be
produced purposefully (for subsequent use?). As is evident in the studied assemblage, there
are cores specifically adapted for the production of small flakes (fig. 121.1, 2). Unfortunately,
there are no indications of the use of this artefact category, although 30 were microscopically
analyzed. The retouch spalls (tiny flakes produced by retouching) are the final products of tool
fashioning and resharpening. They are evidence of on-site production or, at least, of repairing
and resharpening the tools during their use.

4 To recall that the metric approach to flakes was adopted from the precise and effective method of in-
vestigation applied by my colleague Dr Stefanka Ivanova.
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11

Fig. 117. Typological tools without use-wear traces (1-2, 4-11) and an unretouched blade with use-wear traces
(3). Used edges are marked by dashed lines

Cores (n=12) — most are in an advanced stage of exploitation, but with a properly main-
tained core angle and debitage edge, making them potentially usable. Six cores are for blade-
lets, four with a single striking platform (fig. 120.2, 3) and two with multiple platforms (with
changed orientation) (fig. 119.1, 2). Two of the cores are metrically on the borderline between
blades and bladelets as the lengths of the negatives are ~3 cm, and the widths are < 1 cm. The
small bladelet cores are another indicator of the general microlithization of the flint industry, al-
though the removal technique is difficult to reconstruct from the core parameters and stigmata.
However, pressure blade debitage is theoretically recognizable. The other six cores are single-
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Fig. 118. Typological tools (34, 7, 9, 11) and unretouched blades (1-2, 5-6, 8, 10). Used edges are marked by a
dashed line; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 122-124

platform: one for blades (fig. 120.1); two for blades and flakes (figs. 120.3—4); two for flakes,
as one is on a flake, and the other on a flat concretion of the types mentioned below (fig. 121.1).
Particularly interesting is a core for small flakes with a striking platform on a natural surface
and a circular removal/flaking surface (fig. 121.2). This artefact could be characterized as a kind
of raclette but its singularity and the observations on the assemblage as a whole (especially the
large number of concretions in the group of varia) point to its interpretation as a small core, if
an unusual one.
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Fig. 119. Cores: single-platform core for blades (3); core with changed orientation for blades and bladelets

(1-2)

Varia (n=85) include flint concretions that show evidence of the initial stage of the chaine
opératoire within the site (in fact, on its periphery according to the excavators’ observations).
The flat flint concretions obtained from the river beds were subjected to raw material testing and
the beginning of knapping, but did not reach the stage of pre-cores. The possibility of special
expeditions to extract chalcedony from the massive volcanic rocks on the Rhodope slopes is
neither improbable nor easily provable.
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Fig. 120. Single-platform cores: for blades and bladelets (1-3), and for blades and flakes (4)

Functional connotations

Following a detailed visual analysis, 320 artefacts were subjected to specialized microscopic
observation: all typological tools and blades, as well as 100 flakes and 36 flake fragments
whose morphological features did not preclude their use and eventual hafting. Use-wear traces
were identified on 35 artefacts: 20 typological tools, 13 blades and two flakes. Their distribution
by type of worked material is presented in Table 24.
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Fig. 121. Cores for small flakes on flat concretions

Table 24

Worked material Tools Blades Flakes Total
Cereals 5 9 14
Other plants 2 2
Meat/fresh hide 2 2
Hide 8 8
Bone 3 3
Wood 1 1
Pottery (clay) 1 1
MLIT® 1 1
Hammer stone 2 2
Undetermined m-1 1 1
Total 20 13 2 35

Table 24. Distribution of used artefacts by categories according to the worked material

The typological tools with identified functions consist of seven endscrapers of which five
are made on blades, and two on flakes. Their functional identification is as follows: four tools
were used for hide processing: scraping — two (fig. 114.3, 6); scraping and bilateral cutting (fig.

5 MLIT — Micro Linear Impact Traces on projectile points.
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113.10); and cutting (fig. 114.1). Local bone scraping has been recorded on two specimens (figs
113.11; 114.4). One endscraper on a blade was a sickle element — its working part is the proxi-
mal end of the right edge. The retouched blades with use-wear traces also number seven. They
can be distinguished as follows:

- blades with bilateral retouch (n=3) used for cutting hide (fig. 115.4); as a sickle insert (figs
118.11; 122.3-4); and as a tool for wood sawing (fig. 113.2). The latter is interesting for two
reasons: typologically and in terms of raw material it can be related to the diagnostic repertoire
of Early Neolithic Karanovo I and II cultures in Thrace; the proximal breakage occurs after the
primary use and partly removes the use-wear traces;

- blades with unilateral retouch (n=4), with the following functions: sickle inserts — two ar-
tefacts (figs 115.2; 118.4; 123.5); lateral hide scraping — two, in both cases the working edge is
the retouched one.

Geometric microliths (n=2) with the following use-wear traces: the segment shows the typi-
cal MLIT set of traces (see footnote 8) and most probably served as a transverse arrowhead
(figs 113.8; 122.1). The second artefact is of a rarely encountered type, a pentahedron retouched
along the entire perimeter (fig. 113.7). Notably, the exposed point was not used, and there is
non-diagnostic polish on two of the surrounding edges. The worked material cannot be deter-
mined.

Combined tools (n=2); the identified function of the perforator/endscraper is hide perfora-
tion (fig. 113.5); the perforator/truncation shows wear from pottery perforation (fig. 113.4).
There are no signs that the truncated edges opposite to the tips were put in a handle or hafted.

Atypical borer is used for drilling bone, and the ventral distal negatives may be due to its use
(fig. 115.3).

A retouched flake was used as a sickle insert with one working edge (figs 118.3; 124.2).

Debitage products

- blades (n=13). All used blades were fragmented before use; 12 of them are mesial frag-
ments, and only one is a proximal fragment. Only two blades were used bilaterally and were
components of composite knives for cutting meat/fresh hide. Two artefacts were used unilat-
erally for cutting plants but not cereals; one of the blades is slightly smoothed along the right
edge, which may relate to fixing it into a straight axial handle (fig. 117.3). The other 9 mesial
fragments served as sickle inserts. The working sections are elongated-angular and in 7 cases
are located distally on the left edge (figs 114.2; 115.5; 118.5, 8, 10) and in two cases on the right
edge proximally (fig.118.1, 2). In one case of a blade with patina on the left negative dorsally,
there are noticeable ventral use-wear negatives that only appear to resemble irregular retouch
(fig. 118.8). Within the studied collection, this is a rare case of unambiguous identification of
use-related chipping, in contrast to artefacts with irregular micro-retouch where intentionality
is inferred from the absence of diagnostic use-wear traces. Morphometrically, only one blade
differs from the others in its large dimensions, resembling those of Chalcolithic blades (fig.
114.2). It originates from Pit 1, which is an additional argument against its possible affiliation
with the cultural identity of the materials from the site. The range of cereal micropolishes (figs
122.2; 123.1-4, 6) and 124.1, 3-4) shows variations in the polish’s texture itself and the degree
of its linear features (striations). The polish nuances may be due to the cereal type, its ripeness,
the raw material type (cryptocrystallinity of artefacts) or the position of the flint element in the
curved sickle handle.
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Fig. 122. Photomicrographs (x100) of sections with use-wear traces marked by arrows on the artefact drawings:
I1(MLIT) — fig. 113.8; 2 (cereal polish) — fig. 114.2; 3 and 4 (cereal polish) — fig. 118.11

- flakes (n=2), showing traces of use as hammerstones. The working surfaces are their dorsal
parts (in one case fully corticated, in the other a natural surface of a quartz flake), with chipping
in the form of chaotic, round depressions.

General observations and discussion

Without drawing firm conclusions, some admissible characteristics of the assemblage may be
formulated from the observations made during the study.

- The structure of the assemblage suggests a well-organized and operating expedient-type
industry, as evidenced by the use of a wide range of local raw materials of medium quality. At
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Fig. 123. Photomicrographs (x100) of cereal polish on sections with use-wear traces marked by arrows on the
artefact drawings: 1 and 2 — fig. 118.10; 3 and 4 — fig.118.5; 5 — fig. 118.4; 6 — fig. 118.2

least partial knapping (debitage) was carried out in situ with testing of different raw materials
and techniques.

- At least two forms of chaine opératoire can be reconstructed: i) debitage by direct percus-
sion with a hammerstone, aimed at producing flakes, some of which were shaped into tools (the
scarcity of flake cores suggests that they should be sought in other parts of the site); ii) debitage
of blades by the punch technique, and iii) a new chaine opératoire, related to microlithization
— consisting of bladelet production from small single-platform cores, presumably by pressure
(modes 1-3 after Pelegrin 2012; see fig. 145 in Part III). The blades were used directly, as evi-
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Fig. 124. Photomicrographs (x100) of cereal polish on sections with use-wear traces marked by arrows on the
artefact drawings: 1 — fig. 118.1; 2 — fig. 118.3; 3 and 4 — fig. 118.8

denced by the large number of unretouched blades with use-wear traces, or were reshaped into
tools, only a few of which were used.

- The typological repertoire exhibits well-defined characteristics of a Late Neolithic assem-
blage: a prevalence of small endscrapers (including those on flakes), a high percentage of re-
touched blades, the presence of geometric microliths and individual forms reminiscent of Early
Neolithic formal tools (in this case, two perforators on blades with high bilateral retouch and
one retouched blade of Karanovo I type). General parallels for the studied collection can be
found in flint assemblages from across the country: central-north Bulgaria — the Late Neolithic
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assemblages from Samovodene and Kachitsa (LJoneB 2007); the Late Neolithic assemblages
in western Bulgaria (Gatsov 1993), the Late Neolithic Usoe I culture (Kamchia River Valley)
(Ckakyn 1994), and the assemblages from Thrace — the sites of Karanovo and Drama—Gerena
(Karanovo III-IV cultures, especially Karanovo IV) (Gurova 2002a; 2004a; 2019). The flint
assemblage shows its closest parallels in the materials from the Neolithic pit sites, such as Sar-
nevo (Gurova 2017a; here Case study no. 6) and Lyubimets—Dana Bunar 2 (AHactacosa 2012;
Anastassova 2009).

- The results of the use-wear analysis indicate the range of used tools and provide for the pos-
sible reconstruction of the subsistence and household activity of the community. They undoubt-
edly reveal agricultural practices and operations that were part of the population’s overall way
of life. These results might be even more convincing if archaeobotanical data were available.

In the Bulgarian specialized literature on flint industries, some novelties (both hypotheses
and concepts) are not readily accepted or applied, while others remain marginalized. An exam-
ple of the former type is the hypothesis regarding the differentiation and more serious interpre-
tation of the two opposing kinds of industry: those directed towards the production and con-
sumption of “formal tools” and the opposite ones, called “expedient or opportunistic”, based on
the production of simple (informal) tools. This topic has been developed and discussed in the
Western literature for decades. However, one of the most successful applications is associated
with Andrefski (cf. Andrefski 1994). French prehistorians, intensely focused on the concept
of chaine opératoire and its possible trajectories in both practical and theoretical contexts,
dedicate scientific forums to clarifying the nomenclature for the two aforementioned types of
chipped stone (flint) industries (for example, Astruc 2005).

Assemblages like the one from Harmanli, originating from sites along the river terraces of
the Maritsa and its tributaries are potentially very interesting for interpretation in terms of: the
definition of the expedient industries that supply raw materials from the Rhodopes’ volcanic
rocks in the context of embedded/incidental procurement of flint nodules alongside other (sub-
sistence) activities and their differentiation from industries based on imported raw materials,
with a reduced and reproduced typological repertoire and intensive use of “formal tools” of
Balkan flint which persist as reminiscent forms from the Early Neolithic background.

In light of the reliable and well-established dataset and knowledge of Balkan flint provenanc-
ing, supply strategy and distribution, the provisioning of this raw material can be assumed to
follow the network distributions in which Tell Karanovo and Yabalkovo were involved — either
a direct procurement strategy from the outcrops in northern Bulgaria or supplying Balkan flint
via the mediating role of sites such as Dzhulyunitsa (or Karanovo?) (see more in the Discussion
section).
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2.2. CASE STUDY NO. 7: FLINT ASSEMBLAGE FROM SARNEVO

Introduction

Sarnevo is the first (and still the only) site of the “pit-field” type to be fully published in the
series of rescue excavations in the context of NAIM—BAS infrastructure projects (Bacvarov et
al. 2017). These peculiar sites were introduced into the Bulgarian prehistory agenda as agglom-
erations of pit features, interpreted as being related to the ritual rather than domestic sphere
(Hukonos 2011; bruBapoB 2017; ITerpoBa u zp. 2024). The chrono-cultural affiliation of the
site is specific — Late Neolithic (Karanovo III-IV periods in Thrace) — established through ma-
terial culture (mainly pottery) correlations and confirmed by '*C dates, suggesting a time span
of 5355/5320-5335/5290 cal BC (Cook et al. 2017, 509).

The relatively large flint assemblage (n=1091) was published by the author in Bulgarian,
with an English summary (Gurova 2017a). The assemblage is fascinating and instructive in
revealing the coexistence of heterogeneous (in their diagnostic attributions) characteristics and
is presented here in a more general aspect. The assemblage comes mainly from negative fea-
tures (pits); from layer 2, treated as stratigraphically reliable and containing materials identical
to those from the pits; and from layer 1, with compromised stratigraphy combining finds from
the surface, ploughing and redeposited levels. According to the explorers, “Layer 1 is formed
from the soil accumulated throughout the millennia after the Late Neolithic and from the re-
mains of human activities in the Early and Late Iron Age and the Late Roman period. Layer 2
is formed from the Neolithic palaeosol and from the remains of human activities related to the
Late Neolithic pit deposition” (Bacvarov, Tonkova 2017, 18). This assumption made the results
of the flint assemblages from different contexts particularly challenging and interesting in a
comparative perspective. As the results below show, there is no significant difference in the flint
assemblage composition between the two layers, which supports the compromised character of
layer 1.

The assemblage is presented according to this general contextual distinction, and visualized
in Table 25.

Table 25
Artefact category Structures Layer 2 Layer 1 Total
Typological tools 92 60 76 228
Blades 115 58 59 232
Flakes 139 93 80 312
Fragments 82 63 87 232
Cores 28 9 8 45
Varia 19 13 10 42
Total 475 296 320 1091

Table 25. General structure of the assemblage by techno-typological categories and context

It is striking how high the proportion of the typological tools is within the whole assemblage
—20.8%. The number of tools is comparable to that of blades and fragments. The proportion of
the cores is also very high — 4.12%. As usual, the debitage products are most numerous and rep-
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resent 71.1% of the total artefacts. It is not relevant to compare the assemblage with any other
case studies because of its peculiar profile — ritual “pit-field”. However, the flint assemblage
deserves closer attention as the tool repertoire, Balkan flint presence and functional connota-
tions together open interesting interpretative trajectories.

The assemblage was subjected to techno-typological and functional analysis. Use-wear
analysis was undertaken using a stereomicroscope MBS 10 (x100), metallographic microscope
METAM P 1(x200) and digital microscope Keyence VHX-100" (with a magnification range
from x25 to x150). The latter was used for the photomicrographs. All typological tools, most
blades and selected flakes and fragments with suitable morphometric parameters and poten-
tially working edges were subjected to microscopic observations and documentation. The data
on microscopically observed artefacts and the results of the functional analysis are presented in
the tables below and briefly commented on. The functional determination combines macro- and
microtraces of utilization with emphasis on the latter, because the macrochipping could be due
to various taphonomic factors.

In the beginning, some general reasoning on the distinct techno-typological categories/
groups will be provided to facilitate the description. Part of the debitage products — flakes and
fragments — are presented in a more generalized way (in comparison with the debitage from the
site of Harmanly, for example — see Case study no. 7). Because of the small number of small
flakes (< 1.5 cm) and chips, in the general statistics they are attached to the groups of flakes and
fragments, respectively. The fragments traditionally contain flake fragments and undetermined
pieces (debris/waste and chips).

As for the typological repertoire, it is interesting for the eclectic symbiosis of tools with
recognizable chrono-cultural attributes (i.e. different diagnostic tool types). There are tools
with unambiguous origins and belonging primarily to the Karanovo I and II Early Neolithic ty-
pological koiné — called by the author “formal tools/toolkits” — variously retouched (often with
high steep retouch) blades of Balkan flint, including sickle blades and elements (Gurova 2008a;
2012a-b; 2018b; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a; etc.). This category is mentioned below as an abbrevi-
ation (ENFT — Early Neolithic formal tools). On the other hand, the prevailing tool category in
the assemblage is represented by the endscrapers with shortened proportions (when they are on
blades) or fashioned on small flakes (sometimes circular, ovoid or fan-shaped). These endscrap-
ers relate to the trend of microlithization across the industry, as already mentioned in the texts
concerning the Late Neolithic. In this exposé, these tools are marked as LNDT (Late Neolithic
diagnostic tools). The third, and undoubtedly interesting, tool category comprises the geometric
microliths. Among the prehistoric flint assemblages from Thrace, this tool category emerges in
the Late Neolithic strata as an aspect of the industry’s microlithization, which as such should
be subjected (but is still NOT!) to an innovative re-examination and re-reading of the Late
Neolithic culture in general as an element of the paleoenvironmental and social transformation
starting in the middle of the 5" millennium cal BC. Promising (though so far unachieved) was
the multidirectional investigation of the Drama micro-region (see, for example, Lichardus et al.
2000). Some assessment of geometric microliths in Bulgarian prehistory has been presented in
several publications by the author (Gurova 2004a; 2010; 2014b; 2017b).

Raw materials: characteristics and procurement strategies

The author’s approach to the raw material topic followed the old-fashioned approach to raw

1 Available for use in the Conservation and Restoration Laboratory of NAIM-BAS
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material ‘study’, presented in the Harmanli case study. Based on macropetrographic character-
istics, 26 raw material variations were distinguished. They showed some associated grouping
(with the cores, for example), but no preferential use of a particular raw material for the produc-
tion of any specific artefact category was recorded. The artefacts selected as representing differ-
ent raw materials were not done in consultation with a geologist-petrographer, and the distinc-
tion was made based on available publications and the author’s personal experience. Among
the artefacts, the most frequent are the variants of the atypical Rhodope flints (chalcedony and
jasper). These raw materials originated in the regional Oligocene volcanic rocks (rich in jasper
and chalcedony veins), primarily distributed in the Rhodope Mountain massif (and particularly
in its central and eastern parts) (KsHueB u ap. 1981; HaueB, KsHueB 1990; Hauer 2009).

Regarding the raw material procurement strategy from the Rhodopes, it is plausible and re-
alistic to assume that the populations of settlements near the Maritsa river basin utilized easily
accessible, redeposited materials from the Paleogene flint rock formations in the Eastern Rho-
dopes, which are available in the river’s alluvial-diluvial deposits. On the other hand, the wide-
spread occurrence of the atypical Rhodopean flint (particularly from deposits near Haskovo and
Chirpan) suggests — and to some extent determines — its broad distribution among the flint as-
semblages of Thrace (Gurova, Nachev 2008, 34). In fact, within the assemblage from Sarnevo,
the bulk of the production (small cores and debitage products) is made of atypical Rhodopean
flints, chalcedonies, and to a much lesser extent, jaspers (figs 136—137). There are also elements
of ‘exotica’ even among the locally available raw materials — namely, rock crystal (fig. 138.2)
and some particularly beautiful transparent, fibrous chalcedonies.

Among the distinctive raw materials, particular attention is paid to the Balkan flint, easily
recognizable, especially after the focus by the author and a small team of geologists and col-
leagues on this raw material — its provenancing, distribution and use (for more details, see Part
I). It is unfortunate that the site’s excavators conducted no specific geological analyses, and that
site samples (including the Balkan flint) were not included in the samples subjected to multi-
disciplinary research. The presence of artefacts and formal tools of Balkan flint in the Sarnevo
assemblage does not suggest direct import of Balkan flint, but rather reutilization of artefacts
functioning and circulating within the Early Neolithic cultural milieu. It is worth recalling that
such formal tools appear as reminiscent forms during the Karanovo III-IV and IV periods in the
eponymous tell (Gurova 2004a). The grey version of Balkan flint (the same as its appearance
in the Karanovo, Dzhulyunitsa and Varbitsa assemblages — according to micropetrographic and
trace-element results) and macroscopically identical with the flint type B from Tell Karanovo
(after Gatsov, Kurcatov 1997) is the second high-quality raw material recorded in the Sarnevo
assemblage. As the latest combined geological investigation shows, there are some similar raw
materials among the identified and documented ones. Still, its outcrops are not known for cer-
tain but are likely to be found among other Upper Cretaceous flint-bearing limestones in north
Bulgaria (Gurova et al. 2022a-b).

Flint artefacts from the structures/pits

Because, contrary to the author, the excavators placed gnoseological emphasis on the pits and
their backfills, in the original publication, all pits with flint artefacts recorded in them are pre-
sented individually. Here, the flint assemblage from the pits is summarized. For details, the
reader can refer to the original publication (Gurova 2017a). My focus here is to show the com-
positional similarity/diversity between the assemblage from the pits and especially those from
layers 2 and 1, which were, in my view, equally significant as accumulations of material/flint
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artefacts which subsequently were deposited as components of “ritual packages”.

Flint artefacts were discovered in 81 structures/pits, and the number of artefacts varies as
follows:

- over 40 artefacts — 1 structure;

- from 20 to 30 artefacts — 3 structures;

- from 10 to 19 artefacts — 11 structures;

- from 1 to 9 artefacts — 66 structures.

The summarized data on artefact presence in the structures are given in Table 26.

Table 26
Structure no. Artefacts’ Structure no. Artefacts’ Structure no. Artefacts’
number number number
1 2 34 18 68C 1
1A 3 36 1 70 1
1 37 5 71 4
1 37A 1 72 19
3 38 1 72A 6
9 20 40 7 72B 11
9A 6 41A 1 73 2
10 10 44 12 74 4
11 18 44A 1 78 2
13B 1 45 5 80 1
13D 5 45A 1 81 3
13E 1 48 4 83 7
13F 2 49 7 85 1
13G 4 49A 1 86 4
13H 10 50 3 87 1
15 1 50A 1 88 23
17 3 51 2 88A 1
21 1 51A 4 89 11
25 4 53 2 93 1
25A 1 54 8 99 3
26 2 57 1 102 2
27 17 58 17 104 14
28 28 60 6 108 3
28A 5 62 16 108A 6
29 3 63 1 108B 1
30 3 65 7 109 3
30A 2 66 45 340 5

Table 26. Flint artefacts in the structures/pits
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General observations on the flint assemblage from the structures/pits

The summarized data on the structure of the flint assemblages from pits are presented in
Table 25 above. This assemblage is the most numerous, containing 92 tools, 115 blades, 139
flakes, 82 fragments, 28 cores and 10 items defined as varia. A summary and statistical data on
the assemblage are presented in Tables 27-29 and could be formulated as follows:

- The typological repertoire is sufficiently rich (10 tool categories) (figs 125.1; 126.5; 127.2,
14; 128.3-4; 129.9-12, 17-18). The dominance of two typological categories — endscrapers
and retouched blades — is striking, with a small but unusual (for the Late Neolithic industry)
prevalence of retouched blades. It is noteworthy that the endscrapers with typical Late Neolithic
characteristics (LNDT) total seven, for example, which is almost the same as the number of
Early Neolithic formal tools (ENFT). The geometric microliths (four trapezes) come from dif-
ferent pits. The presence of a notched blade and a burin is interesting because these types are
absent from the assemblage in the layers. The entire typological spectrum is presented in Table
27 below;

- The number of cores is impressive (n=28, see Table 25 above). They came from 15 pits, of
which pit 11 contained four cores, while pits 62 and 66 each contained three cores. The remain-
ing 12 pits had one or two cores. The cores are mainly of local raw materials, in an advanced to
exhausted stage of exploitation, and with very few exceptions do not exceed 3 cm in length (i.e.,
the length of the last blades removed) (figs 130.1-2, 4, 7-8; 136.1, 4-5, 7; 137.2—4). All cores
are single-platform — 13 for bladelets, seven for flakes, and the rest for both flakes and blades/
bladelets. Some of them reveal a reduction system characteristic of opportunistic production
without systematic core maintenance features. No refitting between the cores and the blanks
(blades) was possible;

Table 27
Tool category Total
Endscrapers 26
Early Neolithic formal tools 6
Retouched blades 27
Truncated blades 7
Geometric microliths 4
Perforators/borers 5
Retouched flakes 6
Combined tools 3
Notched blades 2
Burin 1
Tool fragments 5
Total 92

Table 27. Typological repertoire of the assemblage from the pits

- The large number of debitage products found in pits is not surprising because of the preva-
lence of the debitage over the rest of the artefact categories (vide supra). Due to the comparable
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Fig. 125. Tools (1-8, 10) and cores (9, 11-12). From pits: 1, 9, 11; from layer 2: 4, 5-6, 8, 12; from layer 1: 2, 3,
7, 10. Zones of use-wear traces are marked by a dashed line
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Fig. 126. Unretouched blades (6-8, 12), tools (1-5, 9—11). From pits: 4, 5, 8, 10, and 12; from layer 2: 2, 6,
9, and 11; from layer 1: 1, 3, and 7. Zones of use-wear traces are marked by a dashed line; the arrows show
photomicrographs in figs 132-133, 135
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Fig. 127. Unretouched blades (1, 4), tools (2-3, 5-14). From pits: 1-2, 4, 7-9, 12, and 14; from layer 2: 5;
from layer 1: 3, 6, 10, 11, and 13. Zones of use-wear traces are marked by a dashed line, the arrows show
photomicrographs in figs 132—-134
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aspect between the debitage products from all contexts, those from the pits will not be presented
descriptively — in fact, as all “deposit elements”, they were most likely collected from the layers
on the sites, which are described below in more detail;

- Use-wear analysis includes all tools (n=92), 80 blades, 40 flakes and 14 fragments. The
identified worked material and functions are presented in Table 28. A small percentage of the
tools (30%) and a negligible number of blades possess identifiable functions (figs 131.4-5, 7-8;
132.2, 3-4; 133.1-2, 6; 134.1-2; 5-6; 135.3-6). Artefacts involved in the processing of animal
products are more numerous than sickle inserts, which are indicators of crop husbandry;

Table 28

Worked material Tools Blades Total
Cereals 7 2 9
Other plants/reeds 3 3
Wood 1 1
Bone/antler 4 4
Hide 9 1 10
Stone/mineral 4 4
Undetermined material 2

Projectile point/arrowhead 3 3
Total 33 3 36

Table 28. Used artefacts by categories according to the worked material

- Among the geometric microliths (presumably frequently associated with a projectile point
function), 3 items show traces of use as transverse arrowheads or as elements of composite
arrowheads with laterally inserted flint elements (so-called barbelure in French). The precise
type of arrowhead composition is difficult to define due to the ambiguous character of the scars/
fractures on the angles and the lateral edges of the microliths;

- As shown in Table 29, the artefacts of Balkan flints do not refer only to the ENFT groups.
Still, they are even better represented across other artefact categories, suggesting that this raw
material was known and deliberately supplied via one or more of the developed networks for
distribution. Another explanation (more plausible for the author) is that the inhabitants/consum-
ers of the Sarnevo site searched for Balkan flint products in the multilayer tells in the surround-
ings (as Tells Azmak and Karanovo, for instance) or brought ready produced from preceding
Early Neolithic settlements nearby (as the remains of site no. 4, recorded during the field survey
in the area).

Table 29
Artefact category | ENFT* | Tools (other) Blades Flakes Cores Total
Artefact number 6 11 16 6 6 45

Table 29. Artefacts of Balkan flint; * Early Neolithic formal tools
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Flint assemblage from layer 2

The inventory from layer 2 numbers 296 artefacts, including: 60 tools, 58 blades, 93 flakes,
63 fragments, nine cores and 13 varia. The following short descriptions of the material and the
Tables with summarized data make the assemblages easily comparable.

The typological tools’ spectrum is presented in Table 30. The following notes can be for-
mulated:

Table30
Tool category Total
Endscrapers 22
Early Neolithic formal tools 3
Retouched blades 12
Truncated blades 6
Geometric microliths 5
Perforators/borers 1
Retouched flakes 5
Tool fragments 6
Total 60

Table 30. Typological repertoire of the assemblage from layer 2

- most numerous are the endscrapers (n=22) of which 15 are fashioned on flakes. Seven
tools can be defined as LNDT with dimensions from 1 to 2.5 cm (fig. 125.8). There are tools
on cortical flakes (fig. 125.6). Very few endscrapers have bigger dimensions, such as the one
that is a double endscraper with the distal end close to truncation (fig. 126.11). Five tools have
detectable use-wear traces;

- among the retouched blades (n=12), unilaterally-retouched examples prevail (n=7). Mar-
ginal discontinuous retouches are the most frequent. In one case, the retouch is steep at the limit
to form a backed blade(let) (fig. 125.5). Six blades were used, of which only one served as a
sickle insert with bilateral utilization (figs 127.5; 134.3—4). Four blades were used for cutting
hide and other undetermined materials, one tool served for bone sawing with the virgin edge,
which acquired sporadic utilization micro-scarring (figs 126.9; 132.7);

- among the truncated blades (n=6), three have straight distal truncation, two are fashioned
proximally, and one has a double straight truncation. One tool has use-wear traces of hide scrap-
ing (figs 126.2; 135.2);

- the geometric microliths are represented by four trapezes and one segment. All trapezes
have fine bitruncation on the lateral edges, two are on blades with trapezoidal sections (fig.
129.13-14), and one is on a partially cortical blank (fig. 129.15). The last tool is of transparent
chalcedony with crossing negatives on the dorsal surface and noticeable taphonomic smoothing
and polishing on the edges and surfaces (figs 129.16; 131.1-2). Only one tool had been used
as a transverse arrowhead (figs 129.14; 131.3). The crescent/segment has an arched right edge
with fine, steep retouch (fig. 129.5);
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- there are five retouched flakes with retouches varying from fine discontinuous to continu-
ous and steep. One of the tools (with convergent lateral edges) possesses traces from scraping
wood;

- the tools from the ENFT category number only three: a blade with bilateral retouch (fig.
125.4); and a perforator on a bilaterally retouched blade, used for wood drilling (figs 129.19;
135.1). The third tool combines a truncation/perforator. The pointed tip is on the proximal part
of the blade. There are no detectable utilization traces, but multiple resharpenings have been
done, possibly removing some relict traces of preceding use;

- there is one perforator on the proximal part of the blade, fashioned by ventral retouch and
used for soft stone drilling;

- the tool fragments remain undetermined.
As for the debitage products, they can be briefly described as follows:

- blades (n=58) containing 25 proximal fragments (fig. 126.6); 23 mesial, five distal and five
intact blades. The measurable dimensions are: 1.3 to 4 cm in length; 1 to 1.7 cm in width, and
0.1 to 0.7 cm in thickness. Three of the intact blades are plunging ones with triangular sections.
The ratio of trapezoidal to triangular sections is 37:21; the preserved butts are mainly flat, indi-
cating punch technique; some small compact butts and parallel ridges and lateral edges suggest
pressure removal. Eight blades have been used for: harvesting (one); plant cutting (three), fig.
126.6), meat/fresh hide cutting (three) and bone scraping (one);

-flakes (n=93) are mainly in the range of 4 cm in length. There are nine exceeding 4 cm and
2 exceeding 8 cm. Significant in number (n=40) are the cortical pieces; all flakes are the result
of direct percussion. One item has been used for scraping undetermined material;

-fragments (n=63), of which 28 are flake fragments, and 35 are undetermined; there are two
chips.

The cores are nine, with lengths from 2 to 5.4 cm and widths of the removal/flaking surface
from 1.9 to 2.9 cm. There are eight single-platform cores (two for flakes and six for a blade
and bladelets (figs 125.12; 130.3; 136.2). Three of the cores show rejuvenation of the striking
platform (figs 130.6; 136.3).

Varia are represented by 13 artefacts: nine flint concretions with sporadic testing negatives;
an oval concretion with traces of grinding hard material; one hammerstone; a nodule used as a
hammerstone around its perimeter (fig. 136.6), and a fragment of a massive flake with indica-
tions of secondary debitage.

General observations on the flint assemblage from layer 2

- In comparison with the assemblage from the pits, the number of cores is three times less,
the typological repertoire shows a more significant imbalance between the tool categories with
a noticeable prevalence of endscrapers, and a relatively scarce number of retouched blades and
ENFT (see Tables 25 and 30).

- Microscopic observations were made on all tools (n=60), 45 blades, 30 flakes and 10 frag-
ments. The observation already made on the pit assemblages about the scarce number of used
pieces is valid — artefacts with detectable functions are not numerous. Still, the range of opera-
tions/functional connotation is quite large (see Table 31).
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Fig. 128. Unretouched blade (5), tools (1-4, 6-12). From pits: 3—12; from layer 2: 1; from layer 1: 2. Zones of
use-wear traces are marked by a dashed line, the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 132—-135
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Fig. 129. Tools, 16 of which have a microlith appearance (1-16) and 4 typological perforators (17-20). From
pits: 9—-12, 17-18; from layer 2: 5, 13—16, and 19; from layer 1: 1-4, 6-8, and 20. Zones of use-wear traces
are marked by a dashed line; the arrows show photomicrographs in figs 131-132, 135
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Fig. 130 Single-platform cores for blades and bladelets. From pits: 1-2, 4, 7-8; from layer 2: 3 and 6;
from layer 1: 5
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Table 31
Worked material Tools Blades Flakes Total
Cereals 1 1 2
Other plants/reeds 2 3 5
Wood 2 2
Bone/antler 1 1 2
Hide 7 7
Meat/fresh hide 3 3
Stone/mineral 1 1
Undetermined material 1 1 2
Projectile point/arrowhead 1 1
Total 16 8 1 25

Table 31. Used artefacts by categories according to the worked material

- Despite its smaller number among the artefacts from layer 2, there are items made of Bal-
kan flint, and the ENFT are about half of the Balkan flint artefacts in total (Table 32).

Table 32

Artefact category | ENFT* | Tools (other) | Blades | Flakes Fragments Total

Artefact number 3 6 4 2 1 16
Table 32. Artefacts of Balkan flint; * Early Neolithic formal tools

Flint assemblage from layer 1

The inventory from layer 1 numbers 320 artefacts, including: 76 tools, 59 blades, 80 flakes, 87
fragments, eight cores, and 10 items of varia. The following short descriptions of the material
and the Tables with summarized data make the assemblages easily comparable.

The typological tools’ spectrum is presented in Table 33 and can be summarized as follows:

- as expected, the most numerous are the endscrapers (n=28), of which 10 are fashioned on
blades and 18 on flakes. The dimensions vary between 1.7 and 3.7 cm, and seven tools can be
classified as LNDT (figs 125.7; 126.3). Only two tools were used for hide scraping (figs 125.10;
128.2);

- retouched blades (n=16) are half and half with uni- and bilateral retouch, which is fine and
marginal, continuous and discontinuous, slightly denticulated and alternate. Six tools have been

used: three blades as sickle inserts (figs 127.6; 133.4), one for cutting plants (figs 126.1; 133.3);
and two tools served for bone treatment — scraping and cutting;
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Table 33
Tool category Total
Endscrapers 28
Early Neolithic formal tools 10
Retouched blades 16
Truncated blades 1
Geometric microliths 6
Perforators/borers 1
Retouched flakes 7
Splintered pieces 1
Combined tools 1
Tool fragments 5
Total 76

Table 33. Typological repertoire of the assemblage from layer 1

- the group of ENFT is most representative compared to the other contexts. This group is
relatively homogeneous — it contains only blades with bilateral retouch (from semi-abrupt to
steep) and with lengths from 2.7 to 4.3 cm. One of the tools has convergent edges, and the dis-
tal fracture suggests the tool was a perforator/borer. This presumption corresponds to the relict
traces of hard material (stone/mineral) drilling on its edges (fig. 129.20). One of the retouched
blades has its proximal part resembling an endscraper front. This tool served for hide scraping
with the front and one of the lateral edges (fig. 127.10). Four more tools possess use-wear traces
related to: sickle insert (figs 127.13; 133.5); bilateral scraping of hide (fig. 127.11); sawing of
bone (fig. 125.3), and cutting of undetermined material (fig. 125.2);

- the geometric microliths are represented by six trapezes, of which one has a more elongated
proportion and can be qualified as a double-backed bladelet. This tool served as a sickle insert
(figs 129.6; 132.1). A similar function is known from the series of geometric microliths from
Drama—Gerena and Tell Karanovo (trench O19, period Karanovo I1I-V) (Lichardus et al. 2000;
Gurova 2002a; 2017b; 2019). Of the other trapezes, two have MLIT complex indicating their
use as transverse arrowheads (figs 129.7-8; 131.6), and three are without diagnostic utilization
traces (fig. 129.1-3);

- retouched flakes (n=7) with dimensions between 2 and 3 cm. Four of the tools were used
as sickle inserts (figs 127.3; 133.8);

- the only _truncated blade is on a massive blade of Ludogorie flint, and its presence in a Late
Neolithic context is problematic;

- a borer on a blade of Ludogorie flint was used for drilling pottery (clay), and for this piece,
the above-mentioned comment about the Late Neolithic context is equally valid;

- there is one splintered piece and an interesting combined tool of endscraper and truncation.
This tool has very small dimensions (1.1 x 1.2 x 0.5 cm) and was used for hide scraping with 3
of its retouched edges (fig. 129.4);

- the tool fragments offer little prospect of recognition of their initial type.
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Fig. 131. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1 and 2 (x100): postdepositional surface changes (artefact: fig.
129.16); 3-8: micronotches from use as transverse arrowheads (x50) (artefacts, respectively: 3 — fig. 129.14;
4—fig. 129.9; 5 — fig. 129.10; 6 — fig. 129.8; 7 and 8 — fig. 129.11)
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Fig.132. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1-6 (x100): cereal polish of sickle inserts (artefacts,
respectively: 1 — fig. 129.6; 2 — fig. 126.4; 3 and 4 — fig. 128.6); 5 and 6 (x150); 7 (x100): bone-cutting
(artefact: fig. 126.9); 8 (x100): hide-scraping (artefact: fig. 127.14)
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Fig. 133. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1 (x75) and 2 (x100): cutting of reed (artefact: fig. 127.1);
3 (x100): cutting of silica-rich plants (artefact: fig. 126.1); 4—6 and 8 (x100): cereal polish of sickle inserts
(artefacts, respectively: 4 — fig. 127.6; 5 — fig. 127.13; 6 — fig. 127.2; 8 — fig. 127.3); 7 (x100): cutting of bone/
antler (artefact: fig. 127.8)
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As for the debitage products, they can be briefly described as follows:

- blades (n=59) are represented only as fragments: 29 proximal fragments (fig. 126.7), 27
mesial and three distal. The measurable dimensions are: 1.6 to 6.8 cm in length; 0.7 to 2.7 cm in
width, and 0.2 to 0.5 cm in thickness. The ratio of trapezoidal to triangular sections is 38:21; the
preserved butts are mainly single-blow/flat, and several are linear or broken. The most frequent
removal technique (according to the available stigmata) is the punch technique. One blade was
used for hide cutting (fig. 126.7);

- flakes (n=80) are mainly in the range of 4 cm in length. There are 12 exceeding 4 cm and 6
exceeding 6 cm. The cortical pieces number 40 examples. One item with naturally convergent
edges had been used as a sickle insert with one working edge;

- fragments (n=87), of which 19 are flake fragments, and 42 are undetermined, of which 26
are chips. There are 25 cortical fragments.

There are eight cores: six single-platform, one double-platform (with bipolar removals), and
one multiple (with changed orientation). The single-platform cores include one for blades (figs
130.5; 137.1), two for bladelets, one for flakes and bladelets, and two for flakes. The length of
the blade/bladelet negatives varies from 2.8 to 3.3 cm, and the width from 0.3 to 0.9 cm.

Varia are represented by 10 artefacts: six flint concretions with initial testing scarring; a
fragment with multiple steep negatives resembling notches; a quartzite fragment (most likely
natural), a burin spall and a small fragment with bladelet negatives (microcore fragment ?).

General observations on the flint assemblage from layer 1

- In comparison with the previous assemblages, it is obvious that the assemblages from both
layers are suitable for comparison. The number of cores is very close to that of layer 2. The
general structure of the typological spectrum is also similar, with a significant difference — the
compact group of formal tools (ENFT), which is three times bigger compared to the layer 2’
assemblage (see Tables 33 and 30).

- Microscopic observations were made on all tools (n=76), including 40 blades, 30 flakes,
and 15 fragments. The above-mentioned observations regarding the limited number of used
pieces and the extensive range of operations/functional connotations are valid. However, it is
evident that the sickle inserts became the most numerous (see Table 34).

- The number of Balkan flint artefacts is greater than in layer 2, with particular emphasis on
the ENFT (Table 35);

- In general, the layer 1 assemblage reflects that of sedentary farmers (such assemblages are
common in the Neolithic of Thrace). This may be explained by the fact that layer 1 is closer to
the surface and contamination of “inner” settlement finds and features is easily envisageable.
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Fig. 134. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1-6 (x100): cereal polish of sickle inserts (artefacts,
respectively: 1 and 2 — fig. 127.4; 3 and 4 — fig. 127.5; 5 and 6 — fig. 128.8)
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Fig. 135. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces. 1, 3-5 (x 50), 2 and 6 (x100). 1, 3—6: points of tools used as
borers for hard materials, e.g., ceramics or minerals (artefacts, respectively: 1 — fig. 129.19; 3 — fig. 129.17; 4 —
fig. 128.10; 5 and 6 — fig. 129.18); 2 (x100): hide-scraping (artefact: fig. 126.2)
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Table 34
Worked material Tools Blades Flakes Total
Cereals 9 1 10
Other plants/reeds 1 1
Bone/antler 3 3
Hide 5 1 6
Stone/mineral 1 1
Pottery clay 1 1
Undetermined material 1 1
Projectile point/arrowhead 2 2
Total 23 1 1 25

Table 34. Used artefacts by categories according to the worked material

Table 35
Artefact category ENFT* | Tools (other) Blades Flakes Total
Artefact number 10 9 8 7 34

Table 35. Artefacts of Balkan flint; * Early Neolithic formal tools

Final notes and discussion

I have no ambition to make any particular interpretation of the site, different from the excava-
tors’ concept (despite my deep scepticism about its ‘ritual’ character), not least because the
fragmentary information we have (in spite of its diverse aspects) and the lack of comparable
assemblages would inevitably lead to a speculative interpretation.

Although no serious analytical research on the raw material spectrum of Sarnevo has been
conducted, some general observations are apparent: the raw materials are quite diverse (figs
136-138). Among them are ‘exotica’ such as the Balkan flint (fig. 137.3), grey-black high-
quality flint (fig. 137.4), and rock crystal (fig. 138.2). The range of raw materials is similar to
those found in most prehistoric archaeological sites in Thrace (including Upper Thrace as in
this case) and had presumably been accessible due to the secondary/placer deposits of the East-
ern Rhodope volcanic rocks accumulated by the tributaries of large rivers.

The flint assemblages studied and presented above are just a part of a larger, partially inves-
tigated complex, and all comparisons between assemblages from different contexts are relative.
However, some comparisons of components of the empirical dataset could be instructive. Table
36 presents the artefact categories as percentages of the total number of specimens in the whole
assemblage.

To some degree, surprisingly, the general proportion of and the balance between techno-
typological categories in three assemblages are quite close and comparable. There are two re-
spects in which the assemblage from the pits differs from the assemblages from the layers:
i) the cores from pits are much more numerous; ii) conversely, the used pieces are much less
numerous.
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Table 36
Artefact category Structures Layer 2 Layer 1
Tools 19 % 20 % 23 %
Blades 24 % 19 % 18 %
Flakes 29 % 30% 25 %
Fragments 29 % 21 % 27 %
Used artefacts 7.5 % 8.4 % 7.8 %
Artefacts of Balkan flint 9. 4% 5.4 % 10 %
Cores 5.8 % 3% 2.5%

Table 36. Artefact categories in per cent from the whole assemblage

It is interesting to anticipate the principle of selectivity that users of ritual sites employed in
choosing which artefacts to include in special, deliberately prepared ritual packages — the basic
element in the semantic significance of pit backfills. What an initial reading of the table data
suggests is the apparently ‘preferential’ positions of the cores (which are the most volumetric
artefacts, suitable to serve as backfill), and the Balkan flint artefacts (which are the most aes-
thetically attractive and potentially valuable). It is difficult to imagine an alternative scenario, as
flint artefacts are considered marginal within the deposit package. Their role is seen as binary —
as exotic raw material and as artefacts made especially for pit deposition (Bacvarov 2017, 235).
The former, in the case of Balkan flint and rock crystal, is reasonable, but the latter strikes me

as purely speculative.

Table 37

Tool category Structures | Layer 2 Layer 1 Total
Endscrapers 26 22 28 76
Early Neolithic formal tools 6 3 10 19
Retouched blades 27 12 16 55
Truncated blades 7 6 1 14
Geometric microliths 4 5 6 15
Perforators/borers 5 1 1 7
Retouched flakes 6 5 7 18
Combined tools 3 1 4
Notched blades 2

Burin 1 1
Splintered pieces 1 1
Tool fragments 5 6 5 16
Total 92 60 76 228

Table 37. Typological categories according to their context
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Fig. 136. Chipped stone artefacts: 1-5, and 7: cores for blades and bladelets; 6: hammerstone on a flint nodule
from local raw material; from pits: 1, 4-5, and 7; from layer 1: 2-3, and 6
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Fig. 137. Cores for blades and bladelets; from pits: 2—4; from layer 1: 1
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Fig. 138. Chipped stone artefacts: 1 and 3: geometric microliths (trapezes and a segment); 2: chalcedony
bladelets (from pits)
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Comparison of the typological repertoires of the three assemblages creates the impression
of relative homogeneity (Table 37). This is especially relevant for two typological categories
that are among the most diagnostic characteristics of the Late Neolithic flint industry: the small
endscrapers and the geometric microliths. The latter, it is worth recalling, appear in Thrace in
the Late Neolithic (Karanovo III-1V period at the eponymous Tell) and belong to sites (such as
Drama—Gerena and Tell Karanovo) but also to other ‘ritual” “pit-field” complexes like Lyubi-
mets—Dana bunar 2 (Anacracosa 2012; Anastassova 2009). There are some differences, how-
ever. The pit assemblage is the only one in which retouched blades predominate, and the only
context where notched blades and a burin were recorded. The composition of the pit assem-
blage does not support the interpretation of a “deliberate placing of specially selected diverse
materials in pits in a certain mode, order and connection to each other”, as the ritual package is
understood and described by the excavator (Bacvarov 2017, 237).

An observation that is not visualized in the text, but should be emphasized, is that the tech-
nological parameters of the cores and the debitage products allow me to assume at least three
removal techniques: i) direct percussion with hard hammerstones for flake removals mainly;
ii) punch technique for most of the blades with flat and large butts; and iii) pressure technique
for small blades/bladelets with compact or linear butts and parallel ridges and edges. Which of
the three pressure modes, according to Pelegrin’s (2012) scheme, was applied is difficult to say.

Intriguing is the presence in two structures (54 and 72A) containing double endscrapers with
morphometrical parameters that are consistent with Chalcolithic large blade production (fig.
128.11). Their presence in closed contexts with a Late Neolithic character can only be explained
by the presence of later (Chalcolithic) flint artefacts among the material available for deposi-
tion in the pits at some stage of the functioning of this peculiar site complex OR if we assume
movement of this artefact from the surface by bioturbation (again, with available Chalcolithic
artefacts!).

The conceptual and interpretative problems posed by the so-called “pit-field” complexes
remain unresolved and await further empirical data (e.g., the discovery of similar sites in other
regions) and more convincing arguments to support their ‘ritual’ character. At “pit-field” sites
such as Sarnevo, whether people lived there engaging in routine everyday tasks (the flint as-
semblage does not exclude this possibility), or visited the site to practise special rituals, filling
the pits with materials that constitute a “ritual package”, they left traces of their activities there.
In terms of the flint industry, the “pit-field” sites contain remnants of everyday household prac-
tices: people producing, consuming, and discarding their tools, balancing between formal and
ad hoc tool manufacture and use.

I conclude with the hope that, in the light of the forthcoming exhaustive publications on Late
Neolithic “pit-field” sites, such as Hadzhidimitrovo (Thrace) and Kovachevets (north Bulgaria,
Bacvarov et al. in press), and hopefully Lyubimets—Dana bunar 2 and Kapitan Andreevo, the
prehistoric research agenda will identify positive and promising conceptual issues.
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2.3. CASE STUDY NO. 8: FLINT ASSEMBLAGE FROM BRANKOVTSI

Introduction

The site of Brankovtsi (near the village of Brankovtsi, municipality of Gramada, Vidin dis-
trict, northwest Bulgaria) was first recorded in the Archaeological Map of Bulgaria system
in 2012 by N. Kecheva in the context of the South Stream gas pipeline infrastructure project
(Keuesa 2013). Two campaigns of archaeological rescue excavations were carried out in 2019
in the framework of the “Balkan Stream” gas pipeline route. The archaeological investigations
revealed a single-layer, site, the finds from which indicated a Late Neolithic affiliation, with
pottery characteristics of the Vinca and Gradeshnitsa cultures (Kecheva et al. 2020). Chrono-
logical attribution has been confirmed by a series of 5 '“C dates on charcoal, from the Poznan
Laboratory, indicating a chronological context from 5500 to 5000 cal BC (Kecheva et al. 2023,
272). General information on the site, its structures, and features is presented in the last cited
publication (ibid.). The meticulous records of all finds allowed for a detailed spatial distribution
within the general plan of the site, where six main features were identified on the geophysical
map (Kecheva et al. 2023, fig. 3).

The flint assemblage from the site comprises 311 artefacts, 122 of which have GPS coor-
dinates and relate to some of the features identified. The remainder come from the excavated
squares without specific contextual associations.

The general structure of the assemblage, based on techno-typological differentiation and
principal features, is presented in Table 38. Structure 3 (not described in the Tables below) is
defined as a light construction located to the northwest of the pit in the northern part of the site
(Kecheva et al. 2020, 266).

Table 38
Context Tools | Blades | Flakes | Fragments | Core | Varia | Total
House 1 4 3 6 11 24
House 2 1 4 1 5 11
House 3 2 4 5 2 1 14
Between house 2 and the oven 3 3 2 8 16
Oven area 5 1 1 7 14
Dug-in /negative feature 1 3 17 21
Pit 2 2 2 1 7
Structure 3 4 4 7 15
From the squares 13 16 14 144 2 189
Total 34 32 38 203 1 3 311

Table 38. General structure of the assemblage by techno-typological category and context

The assemblage has been analysed, focusing on the following characteristics: i) available
raw materials; ii) techno-typological characteristics of the artefacts; and iii) functional con-
notation, based on use-wear analysis of selected samples. To avoid repetitive descriptions, the
assemblage will be presented by its techno-typological groups, without distinguishing between
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archaeological features. Observations and conclusions on the spatial/contextual distribution
will be provided as comments along with typological descriptions, and in the discussion sec-

tions below.

Raw materials: characteristics and procurement strategies

Basic macroscopic observations of the Brankovtsi flint assemblage allowed several types of
flints to be recognized, among which are variants of Balkan flint (Gurova 2012a; Gurova et al.
2016) (figs 139-141). The reliable geological identification of flints prompted a survey in north-
west Bulgaria, which offered the opportunity to undertake multidisciplinary analyses of new
raw materials and an extensive series of archaeological samples. Its goals are recalled in Case
study no. 3, above — on the Early Neolithic assemblage from Yarlovitsa (see also Gurova et al.
2021a-b). The Brankovtsi assemblage contributed four artefacts to that study, selected for their
macroscopically distinct features (Gurova et al. 2021b, fig. 5.7-10, Table 1, Samples 14-17).
The results of micropetrography and trace element (LA-ICP-MS) analysis led to the conclu-
sion that two of the samples from Brankovtsi belong to the First group of flints distinguished,
including almost all local raw materials (easily accessible in local outcrops — within 50 km) and
sample S17 of the studied assemblage; the second sample S15 resembles the raw material from
Replyana, which constitutes a subgroup of the First group (Gurova et al. 2021b, 249, figs 14,
18). Two samples (S14 and S16) belong to the Second group of flints, which consists only of ar-
tefacts with various colouristic nuances of creamy-grey and yellowish-brown, with white spots.
These flints exhibit petrographic and geochemical similarities with Upper Cretaceous Balkan
flint of the Mezdra siliceous-carbonate Formation with outcrops cluster in the Pleven—Nikopol
region, and were involved in a supra-regional distribution network with distances between the
sources and the sites of ca 150—180 km (Gurova et al. 2021b, 249-250, 255-259; fig. 19). The
analyses of flint raw materials from Brankovtsi are of interest from at least two standpoints: i)
GIS reconstruction of the supply zones of local raw materials versus Balkan flint in northwest-
ern Bulgaria (valid for all site samples that were subjected to multiscalar geological analyses;
ii) consideration vs eventual reconsideration of the hypothesis of Balkan flint network disinte-
gration during the Late Neolithic. As for the second, although Balkan flint is represented in the
Brankovtsi assemblage (among different techno-typological groups of artefacts), it accounts for
only 23.5% of the tools. Moreover, the diagnostic formal tools are mainly Early Neolithic in
character (which likely originated from some of the Early Neolithic sites in the surroundings),
and only two of the endscrapers on flakes, representing diagnostic tools from the Late Neolithic
industry, are made of Balkan flint. The comparison between the assemblages from Yarlovitsa
(Early Neolithic) and Brankovtsi (Late Neolithic), which are ca 30 km apart, clearly favours
the hypothesis of the decline in Balkan flint provisioning during the Late Neolithic, even in the
area that was intensively involved in an established Balkan flint network recorded from the very
beginning of the Neolithic sequence, as has been shown in the case of the Yarlovitsa site (see
Case study no. 3).

Techno-typological analysis

The structure of the assemblage presented in Table 38 shows a significant imbalance, with a
clear prevalence of fragments (65% of the assemblage) and similar numbers of tools, blades,
and flakes. The unique core is not a big surprise, considering the small number of cores in
all known Neolithic flint assemblages from Bulgaria. The techno-typological descriptions and
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Fig. 139. Flakes of various raw materials (1 — layer, 3 — house1), bladelet core (2 — pit), Balkan flint nodule,
used as hammerstone (4 — layer)
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3

Fig. 140. Artefacts of various raw materials (1 — layer), Balkan flint (2 — house 3) and ‘grey version’ of Balkan
flint with uncertain provenance (3 — between house 2 and oven, 4 — oven area)

analysis are based on the following classification:
- typological tools (n=34);
- debitage products (n=274) consisting of:
a) blades (all fragmented) (n=32);
b) flakes (only entire pieces) (n=38);
¢) fragments (n=204) — comprising flake fragments (pieces with morphological pa-

rameters suggesting fragmented flakes, but without butts or proximal parts) and indeterminate
fragments/chunks (in some studies, such pieces are termed debris).

- core (n=1);

- varia (n=3).

As mentioned above, the assemblage will be presented en bloc, with specific comments on
the typological repertoire, as shown in Table 39.
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Fig. 141. Artefacts of various raw materials (1, 3-4) and Balkan flint (2), all coming from the layer, except the
endscraper of BF — last artefact, which is from the pit
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Table 39
Context RB | TrB | ScrF | ScaB | PrBr | Spl | RF | Br | Nch | total
House 1 1 3 4
House 2 1 1
House 3 1 1 2
Between house 2 1 1 1 3
and the oven
Oven area 2 2 1 5
Pit 2
Structure 3 1 1 1 1 4
From the squares 1 1 7 1 1 2 13
Total 5 1 16 1 3 1 5 1 1 34

Table 39. Tools categorized by context. Legend: RB — retouched blades; TrB — truncated blade; ScrF —
endscraper on flake; ScrB — endscraper of blade; PrBr —perforator/borer; Spl — splintered piece; RF — retouched
flakes; Br — burin; Nch — notched tool.

Typological tools

As presented in Table 38 and in more detail in Table 39, most of the tools (n=21) belong
to the features identified. Only in the dug-in lower part of the negative feature located in the
southernmost part of the site (see fig. 3 in Kecheva et al. 2023) are there no typological tools.
Most tools are found in the oven area — in the northern part of the site, east of houses 2 and 3,
followed by house 1, where four tools were found. The most diverse typologically are the tools
belonging to structure 3 (light construction) — four different types, followed by the tools from
the space between house 2 and the oven (Table 39). From this area came a borer of Balkan flint
(grey version) that can be attributed with certainty to the category of formal tools of Balkan
flint, diagnostic of the Early Neolithic industry (fig. 142.15). Another similar tool (perforator of
Balkan flint) came from house 3 (fig. 142.1). Their association with the Late Neolithic context
of the site is not intrinsic, but not surprising either, because reminiscent Early Neolithic formal
tools are frequent within the Late Neolithic assemblages, as shown in Part I above, and in a pre-
vious publication (Gurova 2018b). Among the houses, in house 1, three typical (and diagnostic
for the Late Neolithic industry) endscrapers were found (fig. 142.5-6, 8). In house 2, only one
tool was found, but it is a very peculiar, high, semicircular endscraper resembling a small flake-
and-bladelet core (fig. 142.11). Eight of 34 tools are made of Balkan flint: two pointed tools
(perforator and borer); two flake endscrapers; two retouched blades, one truncated blade, and
the burin. Five of them show signs of use. The borer is from what we have called the ‘(dark-)
grey version’ of Balkan flint, the outcrops of which have not been identified with certainty (see
Gurova et al. 2022a-b).

The typological spectrum is dominated by endscrapers on flakes (16 of 34 tools or 47%) (figs
142.5-6, 8-12; 143.2, 4, 6, 10-11). These tools (with one exception — fig. 143. 6) are fashioned
on small flakes with various shapes (including semicircular fan-shaped). They are considered a
diagnostic feature of the Late Neolithic chipped-stone industries, as part of the microlithization
that took place in the second half of the 6™ millennium cal BC in the Bulgarian prehistoric se-
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Fig. 142. Blades (2—4), bladelet core (14) and typological tools (1, 3—13, 15). Used edges are marked by dashed
lines; the arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 144

quence. Apart from their common features, made mostly on small flakes and having shortened
proportions, these endscrapers are quite variable in shape and front fashioning. No noticeable
standardization of their production could be defined. Quite unusual is the atypical endscraper
on a massive flake, which differs drastically from the small flake endscraper, but its affiliation
with the endscraper group and not the retouched flakes is based on the fact that the retouched
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Fig. 143. Blades (8-9, 12—13) and typological tools (1- 7, 10-11, 14). Used edges are marked by dashed lines;
the arrows show photomicrographs in fig. 144

flakes have only lateral retouch. The other typological groups are represented by retouched
blades (n=5), of which three have bilateral and two have unilateral retouch (figs 142.7; 143.5).
One of the blades with partial distal bilateral retouch is fashioned on the largest blank (blade)
in the assemblage (7 x 1.8 x 1.4 cm), representing the local raw material — Oreshets type (fig.
141.4 — last artefact). The retouched flakes (n=5) possess discontinuous retouch on their lateral
edges and vary significantly in dimensions and shapes. There are three tools with pointed ends:
one perforator on the proximal part of a blade of Balkan flint (fig. 142.1); a borer on a Balkan
flint bilaterally retouched blade (fig. 142.15), and a micro piercer with broken tip (fig. 143.1.).
This is the only typological group in which all tools are used (vide infra). There are also single
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examples of: endscraper on blade; truncated blade; burin; splintered piece; notched blade (figs
142.13; 143.14).

Debitage products

- blades (n=32), all occurring as fragments: eight proximal, 21 mesial and three distal (figs
142.2-4; 143.8-9, 12—13). The ratio between trapezoidal and triangular sections is 23:9, sug-
gesting an advanced stage of blade debitage. The dimensions vary as follows: length — from
1.5 to 5.8 cm; width — from 0.8 to 2.4 cm, and thickness — from 0.2 to 0.7 cm. The butts are flat
(n=7) and one is broken. All blades were removed from single-platform cores using the punch
technique, direct percussion, and, eventually, pressure for a few bladelets (fig. 143.13). The
bladelet core, unfortunately, has a refreshed striking platform that prevents examination of the
removal stigmata on the points of detachment (fig. 142.14). No standardization in blade pro-
duction is noticeable — neither in the technology nor in the raw material used (only four blades
are of Balkan flint). Most of them are made of various raw materials, including the local one of
Oreshets type (Gurova et al. 2022b). As for the blade provenance context, half came from dis-
tinct features and the other half from the squares/layer of the site (Table 38). Most of the blades
belong to the houses and the area between them and the oven. No blade was found in the pit or
the light structure;

- flakes (n=38) are scarce, with numbers comparable to those of the tools and blades rather
than the fragments. Only five flakes retain cortex. The flakes are amorphous in shape and small
in dimensions (mainly between 1.5 and 4 cm), with four exceptions exceeding 4 cm (fig. 139.1).
There are four small flakes of < 1.5 cm. Of the butts, flat (single-blow) butts prevail, with rare
cases of linear and broken butts. All flakes were removed by direct percussion from single-
platform cores;

- fragments (n=203) are the most numerous among the debitage products. Ninety-two are
flake fragments and 111 indeterminate chunks, of which a significant number (n=63) are chips
under 1.5 cm. Eight pieces are longer than 4 cm. Most of the fragments are from the squares,
and only 59 came from features: 17 belonging to the dug-in structure, 11 to house 1, and eight
to the space between house 2 and the oven.

Core (n=1), single-platform (with rejuvenation removal) bladelet core of Balkan flint, with
removal/knapping platform on the narrow side of a flint concretion. Maximum preserved length
of the negatives — 3 cm, and width — between 0.2 and 0.9 cm. No bladelets were found that
could be related to the exploitation of this core. The unique core in the assemblage was found
in the pit.

Varia (n=3) consist of a massive Balkan flint nodule, used as a hammerstone (fig. 139.4), a
flake fragment with cortex and sporadic negatives of secondary debitage (both artefacts coming
from the layer). The third piece belongs to house 3 and represents a flint concretion with traces

of initial exploitation.

Functional connotations

A selection of artefacts was subjected to use-wear analysis: 20 tools, 16 blades and four flakes
— all chosen based on macroscopic observations of the artefacts’ surfaces and edges. The tra-
ceological observations were undertaken using a stereomicroscope MBS 10 (x100) and a digital
microscope Keyence VHX-100'! (with a magnification range from x25 to x150). The latter was

1 Awvailable for use in the Conservation and Restoration Laboratory of NAIM—BAS.
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used for the photomicrographs. The functional determinations were based on secure evidence
of macro- and microtraces of use with an emphasis on the latter, because the macrochipping
could be due to various taphonomic factors. There are 13 artefacts with identified functions —
seven typological tools and six blades. Their distribution by category and worked material is
shown in Table 40.

Table 40
Used artefacts Cereals | Meat/hide Hide Stone/mineral Total
Debitage 6
Blades 4 1 1 6
Tools 7
Endscrapers 1 1
Retouched blades x1 1 1 2
Retouched blades x2 1 1
Perforator/borer 3 3
Total 6 1 3 3 13

Table 40. Distribution of used artefacts by categories according to the worked material

The typological tools involved in identifiable activity consist of all three pointed tools — the
borer, used for drilling some mineral (fig. 142.15); the same function in an initial stage is de-
tected on the tip of the micropiercer (figs 143.1; 144.e); and the perforator was used for dry
hide-processing (fig. 142.1). There are two blades with unilateral retouch used, respectively,
as sickle insert x1 and for bilateral cutting of hide (fig. 143.5). One bilaterally retouched blade
served as a sickle insert x1 (fig. 142.7). One fan-shaped endscraper had been engaged in hide
processing (scraping) (fig. 142.9). It is noteworthy that only the micropiercer came from the
squares/layer of the site; the other used tools belong to distinct structures as follows: the per-
forator and one of the sickle blades were associated with house 3 (fig. 142.1, 7); the borer and
another sickle blade came from the area between house 2 and the oven (figs 142.15; 144.f-h);
in the oven area was found the blade for bilateral hide-cutting (fig. 143.5), while the endscraper
for hide-scraping belonged to the pit inventory. From the used tools, four are made of Balkan
flints — two pointed tools: the perforator and the borer (grey colouristic version); the fan-shaped
endscraper on a flake; and two retouched blades serving as sickle inserts.

There are six used blades — two proximal and four mesial fragments, all quite regular and
straight in profile. Four blades (two of which are of Balkan flint) had been used as sickle in-
serts with one working/cutting edge and diagonal (figs 142.3; 143.9, 12; 144a—d). The diagonal
cereal polish suggests the use of a Karanovo-type sickle with an oblique insertion in an antler
handle. One small blade shows traces of unilateral cutting of meat/fresh hide and, probably, was
used as an element of a composite knife for butchering (fig.142.2). The last-used blade (of grey
Balkan flint) indicates unilateral cutting of dry hide (fig. 142.4). This blade and one of the sickle
blades (figs 142.3; 144.c—d) came from the area between house 2 and the oven; the butchering
blade belonged to the inventory of house 3. Two sickle inserts came from the squares/layer of

the site (fig. 143.9, 12); one belonged to the dug-in structure.
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Fig. 144. Photomicrographs of use-wear traces of artefacts on figs 142—143: cereal polish (a—d, x100); drilling
stone (mineral) (e—h, x80)
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General observations and discussion

The pottery from Brankovtsi suggested affiliation to the Vinc¢a and Gradeshnitsa cultures (Ke-
cheva et al. 2023, 272). Once again (as in the case of Yarlovitsa), a general comparison with
flint assemblages from the Serbian Neolithic sequence will be taken into account, as will the
short overview of the north Bulgarian chipped-stone assemblages by Gatsov decades ago.
The Vinca world has been an attractive topic for researchers for at least half a century. There
was a particular focus on chipped-stone assemblages, combining the efforts of many scholars
(Radovanovic¢ et al. 1984), etc. Without going into the details of this research, some highlights
will be presented, including from my study of the Drenovac (2004 season) assemblage, which
belongs to the post-StarCevo—Vinca early phases culture (Gurova 2016b). The later assemblage
from Drenovac corresponds to the conventional model of the Vinca culture tool repertoire (ends
crapers>truncations>retouched blades) (Kaczanowska, Koztowski 1990, 44). This convention-
al model was not entirely proven by later studies of some sites attributed to the Vin¢a—Ploc¢nik I
phase (Bogosavljevi¢-Petrovic¢ 2001). The site of Divnja Pole, for ex., reveals a spectrum differ-
ent from the mentioned convention: retouched blades/endscrapers — truncations — denticulates
—retouched flakes — side scrapers (Bogosavljevi¢-Petrovi¢ 2001, 38).

The assemblage from Brankovtsi matches perfectly with the axiomatic convention of end-
scraper prevalence. The high frequency of endscrapers on blades is the hallmark of the assem-
blages, as seen at Vinca Tordo$ II and Vinca Plo¢nik (Radovanovi¢ 1984, 46, 61), as well as
at Gomolava with the same cultural affiliation (Kaczanowska, Koztowski 1984, 64; 1990, 44).
A similar trend occurs in the assemblage from Gradeshnitsa in northwest Bulgaria. The entire
sequence of Gradeshnitsa is dominated by endscrapers, in contrast to the other Early Neolithic
sites in western Bulgaria, studied by Gatsov (1993). Gradeshnitsa level C is marked by a change
in the typological repertoire and prevalence of endscrapers on flakes, thus resembling the as-
semblage from Vinca A (ibid., 33). As it was clearly mentioned and shown above, the domi-
nance of endscrapers on flake is one of the secure indicators of Late Neolithic characters of the
flint industry in Bulgaria.

Switching the focus to broader issues than typological comparisons, the character of the
transformation between the Early and Late Neolithic is crucial and is detectable in various
aspects of material culture and social life. The complex transformation in the middle of the
6" millennium cal BC is a multifaceted problem with local and regional characteristics and an
unresolved origin, although new explanatory hypotheses are forthcoming (Boyadzhiev 2020).
Apart from the changes in raw material supply strategies — a decline in Balkan flint provisioning
and an increasing role for local flint sources assuring the sustainability of small-scale expedient
production, a marked change in the typological repertoire appears based on microlithization
of the industry, one aspect of which is the increasing number of small (ovoid and fan-shaped)
endscrapers on flakes. The comparison between the assemblages from the Early Neolithic site
of Yarlovitsa and the Late Neolithic inventory of Brankovtsi is a good example of this change
in the chipped-stone industry.

As for Brankovtsi itself, the flint artefacts came mainly from the strata in general, but also
from all specific archaeological features, with a more obvious presence of typological tools
in house 1, the place between house 2 and the dug-in negative feature, where only debitage
products were found. There is no evidence in the flint artefact inventories to identify a location
associated with a particular activity.

The remnants of developed agricultural practice in the region (attested at Yarlovitsa) persist
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during the Late Neolithic, as shown by the number of sickle inserts. As in the case of Yarlovitsa,
the lack of palaeobotanical studies can be partially compensated for by data from the adjacent
regions in Serbia, where enlargement of the crop range is recorded, with an increased role for
emmer (Triticum dicoccum) and einkorn (Triticum monococcum) (Filipovi¢ 2014, 206-207).
The comparative diagram of the ubiquity of crop types from Early and Late Neolithic sites from
Serbia (ibid., 200, fig. 1) is particularly instructive. A similar diachronic comparative study,
based on Neolithic sites in Bulgaria, would be beneficial and enable palaeoeconomic recon-
structions by integrating the functional analysis of flint toolkits.

Brankovtsi represents a small but instructive Late Neolithic assemblage, allowing us to delve
deeper into the social transformation between the Early and Late Neolithic sequences and shed
light on the flint assemblages as one of the factors testifying to these changes.
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PART III - DIACHRONIC PERSPECTIVE, DISCUSSION, AND
CONCLUSIONS

1. DIACHRONIC COMPARATIVE OBSERVATIONS

1.1. RAW MATERIAL (D)EVOLUTION

Overall, I suggest that the theme of raw material procurement systems in Bulgarian prehistory
has long been underestimated, with few publications properly addressing this important is-
sue, even though much useful information on the geological settings of flint-bearing rocks and
numerous flint outcrops has been published (Nachev 2009; Gurova, Nachev 2008). A simple,
abstract theoretical model and scheme of raw material procurement and supply were presented
in the brief overview of Early Neolithic chipped-stone production (Gatsov, Nedelcheva 2009).
Unfortunately, it lacked even minimal information on the raw materials present, descriptive,
analytical, or geological. In this regard, recent publications have provided valuable insights into
the role of supply strategies in the lithic industries across various areas of the Linear Pottery
Culture (LBK). These insights have been gained through detailed technological analyses and
the use of advanced programmes and models (Allard, Denis 2021; Denis et al. 2021; Kempf,
Denis 2024).

Several publications (on the Ohoden and Yabalkovo assemblages) focus on the raw material
aspect of the flint industries, offering exhaustive macroscopic descriptions of the various raw
materials. The procurement strategy is based on selected sources of raw material (without refer-
ence to their geological settings) that exhibit macroscopically similar materials to those of the
artefacts. Again, there is no specialized geological analysis nor visualization of the distinct raw
materials (Zlateva-Uzunova 2009, 2014; 2025).

Approaches to the problem of raw material supply and distribution should be based on re-
liable geological and, where possible, analytical data, or at the very least, on adequate mac-
rophotographs corresponding to visually distinct raw materials among artefacts. Our team’s
publications provide such a dataset for Balkan flint that conforms to scientific standards, ensur-
ing a sound analytical corpus that can be used in future national and international projects (see
section 2.3 in Part I).

The study of each flint assemblage should optimally be focused on reconstruction of the
chaine opératoire, “from the acquisition of the raw material to the discarding of the tools, and to
address questions about the techno-economic organization of raw material acquisition and tool
production” (Perles, Papagiannaki 2022, 198). How can this statement be applied to the supply,
distribution and use of Balkan flint?

It has already been stated in section 4.2.2. that Balkan flint supply and distribution decreased
during the Late Neolithic. It is difficult to trace the origin of this process, and any simplistic ex-
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planation would be speculative, as the origin of the radical change in social structure and mate-
rial culture in the mid-6™ millennium cal BC is not unequivocal. The ratio between the ‘special’
raw material (in the sense of preferred, frequent, and typically supplied by long-distance dis-
tribution) and the readily available local raw materials used in opportunistic production varies
significantly. The reason is that in evaluating raw materials, it is not the number of pieces that
is most important, but the investment of human effort and the complexity of decision-making
in the raw material procurement strategy.

Although Balkan flint outcrops have been identified, we do not know who first exploited
them for direct consumption, trade, or exchange. We have evidence of a workshop in secondary
deposits of Balkan flint, with remains of nodule extraction and primary core exploitation — the
Zhernov workshop. But we do not know whether a settlement with local experts-knappers
existed nearby, whether itinerant specialists visited the workshop to procure raw materials and
prepare cores, or if both activities were carried out. Workshops at the outcrops could be special-
ized only for raw material nodule/concretion extraction and core preparation (and eventually
exploitation), with a later stage of blank removal and tool fashioning at other workshops — usu-
ally near or on sites. As has been observed, apart from Slatina, with three known blade cores
and a significant quantity of evidently heat-altered artefacts, we have no other recorded on-site
workshop.

A crucial question is when the Balkan flint distribution system began operating and supply-
ing the first farming sites in north Bulgaria. It seems logical that it happened BEFORE the es-
tablishment of Neolithic sites, because they display incomplete but well-represented fragments
of the Balkan flint chaine opératoire. Balkan flint was present in Upper Palaeolithic assem-
blages in northern Bulgaria (e.g., the Gravettian sequence at Temnata Cave), indicating that this
raw material was distributed and used long before the Neolithic. In other words, the Balkan flint
supply and distribution functioned successfully in the pre-Neolithic period, raising the question
of whether this exchange continued in some form until Neolithization (Gurova, Bonsall 2014a,
110-111). Recently, the role of Balkan flint (referred to as ‘Mezdra flint’) in the social network
of phases 1 and 2 of Prehistoric Old Europe was discussed by J. Chapman in a wider contextual
and conceptual study (Chapman 2020, 323-327). Chapman considers ‘Mezdra flint’ (meaning
the Balkan flint embedded in the chalk/limestone of the Mezdra Carbonate Formation of Upper
Cretaceous geological age) as participating in the social inter-site networks of Phase 1 (Meso-
lithic stage) (Chapman 2020, 21, table 1.1, 323).

Regarding how the Early Neolithic Balkan flint distribution system operated, GIS analysis
used in our Balkan flint studies has proven instructive for reconstructing potential pathways of
raw material circulation from outcrops/workshops to site consumers. For practical purposes,
the following arbitrary boundaries for raw material distribution were accepted and applied: lo-
cal source distribution — within 0 to 20 km distance; meso-local — within 20 to 50 km distance;
regional/extra-local — within 50 to 100 km distance; and supra-regional/long-distance — beyond
100 km. The data are instructive for the Balkan flint networks in Table 2 and the map in fig. 16
in Part I (Gurova et al. 2021b, 2022b). Based on the affiliations of artefacts to raw materials
(Balkan flint in this case), the Shumen I type (which is macroscopically similar to Balkan flint
and can be found in some assemblages) might have served as meso-local flint for the Varbitsa
site. In all other cases of Balkan flint distribution from the Nikopol cluster (persistent among
the used sources) and from Gortalovo (where the Balkan flint has distinctive chemical charac-
teristics, and so far has been found only among artefacts from Dzhulyunitsa and Karanovo),
the distance between the outcrops and the sites is over 100 km (supra-regional/long distance),
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reaching 314 km in the case of Kovachevo.

This network supplied Balkan flint products to all Early Neolithic sites (at least those un-
der discussion). For consumers in northern Bulgaria, the supply included cores and debitage,
whereas for sites in the Karanovo I-II cultural milieu, the supply probably focused on blades
and finished tools. Using the classification based on raw material circulation in the LBK context,
the sites in northern Bulgaria fall into the producer and intermediate site group, whilst those in
southern Bulgaria are primarily consumer sites (apart from Slatina) (Kampf, Denis 2024). What
is clear, however, is that the formal tools of Balkan flint, represented by blades with semi-steep
to steep/high retouch, required regular resharpening, thus becoming progressively narrower.
It is difficult to determine when and why this network ceased operating, as most sites with
Balkan flint formal tools do not contain later sequences. It was most probably not related to
source accessibility (as hypothesized by Gatsov), but rather to a new decision-making process
oriented towards local, easily accessible resources, as a consequence of bigger changes in the
social structure. Tell Karanovo, however, is an example of continuous habitation, and the fact
that formal tools decreased in quantity but continued to be used suggests a provisioning crisis.

The decline in the regional Early Neolithic oikoumene (with many sites abandoned) and
re-establishment in a new landscape (see Boyadzhiev 2020, Grebska-Kulow 2017; 2024) in-
evitably led to adaptations to new circumstances and changes in decision-making across many
aspects of everyday life, including the supply of raw materials. At that time, people seemingly
turned to opportunistic production, driven by the easier acquisition of raw materials from read-
ily available local sources (mainly secondary deposits). The local and meso-local distributions
are based on more readily accessible outcrops/deposits than in the previous Balkan flint net-
works. Thus, local raw materials started to dominate over the reminiscent Balkan flint products,
which remained valuable and used in all Late Neolithic sites studied by me, with a particular
presence and significance in Sarnevo (Case study no. 7). I hypothesize that people from the
Early Neolithic sites with Balkan flint formal tools and other products brought these artefacts
with them when leaving their settlements/villages ca 5500 cal BC. It is not a great labour to
bring several kg of precious objects. They continued to use them at their new places of resi-
dence (such as in Apriltsi, why not at Harmanli too) or at new ritual sites (such as Sarnevo, as
interpreted by the discoverers). Changes in site locations may partially explain why artefacts
(including Balkan flint formal tools) are scarce in some newly established Late Neolithic sites,
such as Apriltsi, and virtually absent from some large, abandoned Early Neolithic sites, such as
Mursalevo in the Struma Valley'.

A very instructive example of the functioning of Balkan flint vs local raw material supply
and distribution is the comparison of the assemblages from the Early Neolithic site of Yarlovitsa
and the Late Neolithic site of Brankovtsi — both sites (ca. 30 km apart) are located in northwest
Bulgaria, in a Neogene rock sequence devoid of flints. There were, however, sedimentary car-
bonate strata of the Upper Jurassic-Lower Cretaceous West Balkan Carbonate Group, where
several outcrops of low-quality local flint were identified during our fourth survey (see section
2.3.2). The analyses of sampled artefacts and the local raw materials, compared to the results
from the Balkan flint outcrops in the Pleven—Nikopol cluster of sources, yielded interesting re-
sults (Gurova et al. 2021b). The artefacts from Yarlovitsa show affiliation to the Balkan flint mi-

1 My thoughts about the prehistoric inhabitants of Mursalevo, taking with them their formal toolkits after
deliberately burning the houses, were shared in a personal communication with one of the excavation directors,
Prof. V. Nikolov.
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cropetrographic and chemical characteristics, while the Brankovtsi samples are associated with
local deposits as well as with Balkan flint sources. GIS analysis has facilitated a preliminary
reconstruction of the supply zones of local raw materials vs Balkan flint in northwest Bulgaria.
Consequently, the distances of the site to local outcrops varied from 16 to 50 km, while the
distances to the Balkan flint outcrops varied between 145 and 211 km (ibid., 255-256). The as-
semblages from Yarlovitsa and Brankovtsi are clearly different from a raw material standpoint
— Yarlovitsa with a much more homogeneous assemblage characterized by a strong dominance
of Balkan flint in all artefact categories and a drastic difference of a series of local small nodules
with testing removals (fig. 85 contra figs 79—-83) and Brankovtsi, with a heterogeneous assem-
blage of various raw materials (figs 139-141).

A good example of a raw material with an exotic and sporadic appearance in the Early Neo-
lithic but not later in the Neolithic sequence (in the current state of knowledge), is obsidian.
There are two sites (Dzhulyunitsa and Ohoden) that have yielded, respectively, two and six
obsidian artefacts, and only one site in southern Bulgaria (Dzherman) with a single piece. Five
of the pieces (four from Ohoden and one from Dzherman) came from the C1 (Slovakian) source
area in the Carpathians, while four (Ohoden and Dzhulyunitsa x 2 ex.) came from the C2 (Hun-
garian) source area (Bonsall et al. 2017, 51). The obsidian artefacts among the Early Neolithic
assemblages are too scarce to yield meaningful insights into their purpose and function in the
households of the communities where they occur. Most likely, their sporadic appearance is re-
lated to the exchange of goods and exotica between the groups, and did not rely on fundamental
needs for community life.

As for the Late Neolithic flint assemblages, they exhibit variability in raw materials across
all aspects of chipped-stone production and use. As mentioned above in section 4.2.2, the raw
material provisioning was based on readily available local siliceous rock deposits, mainly sec-
ondary and accessible in river gravel accumulations and/or in accessible quarries within lime-
stone formations.

1.2. TECHNO-TYPOLOGICAL FEATURES IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

The Neolithic flint industry is marked by two extremes — from macroblade production in the
Early Neolithic to microlithization in the Late Neolithic. It is a very impressive transition with
an impact on all aspects of techno-typological parameters of the assemblages. The macroblade
chaine opératoire is a problem that occasionally mobilizes the brainstorming efforts of some
specialists but remains enigmatic. Here, I will focus on a couple of points (touched on in pre-
vious publications (Gurova 2008a, 135; Gurova 2012b, 18, 21). It is cognitively stimulating,
but not realistic, to expect evidence of a direct connection between the Balkan flint macro-
blades from Bulgaria and some desirable Anatolian ‘homeland’... not least because, as stated by
Ozdogan, any comparison between Anatolian and Balkan assemblages should be done “without
overstating the presence or the absence of selected objects” (Ozdogan 2006, 23). As another
theoretical framing concept about what and how was transferred during Neolithization mobil-
ity, it is noteworthy that the opposite approach (focused on elements that were not transferred)
is demonstrated by C. Perlés (Perleés 2005). A similar approach involving the selective diffusion
of social practices (particularly residential and construction practices) has been successfully ap-
plied within the broader context of Neolithic discourse by M. Brami (Brami 2017).

The origin of the Balkan macroblades is a topic that intensely engaged the attention of J.K.
Koztowski, who defined it as “one of the most puzzling questions of the Balkan pottery Neo-
lithic” (Koztowski 2007, 49). As possible areas of origin for this phenomenon, Koztowski men-

264



PART IIl - DIACHRONIC PERSPECTIVE, DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

tions the aceramic context in Thessalian tells, the PPN of Cyprus, and the obsidian industry of
Sykinos Island in the Cyclades (ibid., 49). Later on, he added to this hypothesis the possibility
of a trans-Aegean contact with western Anatolia, envisaging Ulucak and Cukurici (Gatsov et
al. 2017, 66). The question remains unresolved, and it is better to focus on the macroblades dis-
played in the Bulgarian Early Neolithic that enabled the fashioning of the Balkan flint formal
tools. Each macroblade debitage/removal depends on two main factors — suitable raw material/
flint for cores mise en forme and knappers with sufficient skills to maintain a successful core
reduction system. Balkan flint definitely responds to knapping property requirements. How-
ever, on the question of the identity of (itinerant) knappers, or people with ‘new personal skills’
(in the sense of Chapman and Gaydarska, 2011), there is no unequivocal answer. I see one
plausible origin of the know-how for detaching blades matching formal tools in the Marmara
milieu, based on my personal experience with the assemblages from Ilipinar and Mentegse.
There, a spectacular series of regular blades removed by pressure and indirect percussion is
found (Gurova 2012b, 20 and references therein; see also the discussion here). The solid know-
how of producing blades in series from high-quality flint (such as Balkan flint) could not be
easily achieved. Still, it can be successfully initiated and subsequently improved by adapting
knapping skills to the favourable mechanical properties of Balkan flint. Nevertheless, this was
accomplished, resulting in blades that met the standards of those from Dzhulyunitsa, Yarlovitsa
and Slatina. This led to the formal toolkits presented in the previous sections.

Articulated another way, the main problem for creating a plausible explanatory model con-
cerning the emergence and distribution of Balkan flint formal toolkits over a vast territory
has two aspects — the conjunction of the macroblade technology (including the typological
repertoire) with a successful procurement strategy assuring suitable nodules for preparation
and maintenance of cores about twenty cm long, and successive debitage of a series of regular
blades. In the context of the exchange networks of raw materials and precious products, it is
worth recalling the following: i) During the Neolithic, the prevalence of exogenous materials
was common, and their distribution became a structured network based on specialized produc-
tion and producers (Perles, 2007, 2012); ii) The acquisition of high-quality raw materials from
distances of 400—-500 km became common (Binder, Perles, 1990, 260). The following statement
by C. Perles is also noteworthy:

“Les parametres d’analyse peuvent étre regroupés autour de quatre themes: la distribution
des sources et les savoir-faire nécessaire a leur exploitation, 1’organisation de la production,
notamment en termes de savoir-faire, d’investissement technique, de degré de spécialisation,
d’investissement stylistique, etc., les paramétres de consommation des produits — origine et
quantité sur un site donné, répartition au sein du site, usage —, et, enfin, les paramétres de dis-
tribution des produits — connaissances et savoir-faire nécessaires a la distribution de produits,
quantité en circulations, distances maximales de circulation, décroissance des quantités quand
on s’éloigne des sources, etc.” (Perles 2012, 541).

In the Dzhulyunitsa repertoire, there are virtually no formal tools, despite the availability
of blanks for their manufacture. On the other hand, a few cores may be related to the Balkan
flint chaine opératoire. The intriguing bidirectional core (naviform-like) is made of dark-grey
white-spotted flint, from which blade removal was practised via direct percussion, perhaps
using a soft (antler) hammer and does not belong to the Balkan flint chaine opératoire (figs
64.2; 72.2). The site’s inhabitants seemingly produced and distributed blades made of grey,
white-spotted flint, as well as Balkan flint blades, despite the absence of the initial stages of the
Balkan flint chaine opératoire. They were also consumers of blades, some of which were used
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for household activities.

Another explanation could be that in some unexplored part of the site, there was a workshop
area for core exploitation and/or tool manufacturing. Probably not particularly interested in for-
mal toolkit use, the flint workers from Dzhulyunitsa may have decided later to devote their ef-
forts to acquiring and circulating high-quality raw materials (both Balkan flint and grey white-
spotted flint) and their by-products to site consumers. The real producers of the formal tools
could be the enclaves of the (pre-?) Karanovo I culture in Thrace with whom the north-central
Bulgarian population established contact at the time of, or rather before, white-painted pottery
was locally ”invented” and broadly distributed “... as a result of the need for consolidation and
self-identification of the newly-formed community whose immigrants probably had come from
various sites in the original Anatolian area” (Nikolov 2007, 187). Such a local invention of the
Balkan flint formal tools, whose appearance is sufficiently representative to serve as self-iden-
tification and evaluation, is easily envisageable. It seems to me very reasonable to expect that
white-painted pottery and Balkan flint formal tools (the main characteristics of the Karanovo I
culture) were invented together in a favourable milieu, and that both were embedded traits of
local identities and the self-affirmation of their bearers.

The sites of Yarlovitsa and Slatina could have been redistributors of Balkan flint products,
respectively, to the Iron Gates (Yarlovitsa) and the Sofia Plain and Struma Valley (Slatina), as
they likely needed primary distributors for their own provisioning with Balkan flint.

Once removed by indirect percussion (punch technique), the (macro)blades of Balkan flint
continued their biography, being used directly (mainly as sickle inserts) and undergoing se-
quential resharpening (also demonstrated on fig. 21), or modified into various types of re-
touched blades. The retouching was accomplished through pressure flaking using an antler
stick (retoucher). Apart from this optimal method, many incidental forms of ‘retouching’ are
plausible — scarring due to use or taphonomic alteration, or intentional retouch using an ad hoc
stick or simply pressing the blade against a hard platform. My macro- and microobservations
of numerous series of Balkan flint formal tools (retouched blades) unequivocally suggested
multiple instances of rejuvenation/resharpening of their lateral edges. Balkan flint sickle inserts
provide the clearest examples of this procedure. Starting with their use as virgin blades, their
edges required systematic reversal and resharpening. Thus, the edges became gradually abrupt,
and the retouch on them progressively (and unavoidably) higher and steeper. In this respect, we
can say that the formal tools reveal a technological dichotomy — apart from the initial, deliber-
ately abrupt retouch performed by the knapper, a significant part of them can be attributed to a
maintenance strategy consisting of systematic resharpening for utilitarian needs.

There is a crucial detail to be clarified: no evidence for lever pressure on relatively large
blades is recorded among the Early Neolithic assemblages from Bulgaria. The oldest European
lever pressure is known on Early Neolithic blades from Greece, in two examples: from stra-
tum 31c at Argissa in Thessaly (ca 6500 cal BC) and from Franchthi (Argolid), dated between
6600-6000 cal BC (Guilbeau, Perles 2019, 513). These examples are reported by the best spe-
cialist in lever technique experimentation, J. Pelegrin (Pelegrin 2006, 48). As for the pressure
technique sensu lato, my own observations suggest rare examples of entire blades with parallel
edges and ridges, prepared by abrasion overhang, with high-placed, prominent bulbs and small
butts, indicating pressure debitage. Such blade characteristics are sporadically attested in the
assemblages from Slatina (Gurova 2012b, 11-12), Kovachevo, Dzhulyunitsa, and Yarlovitsa
(see Case studies nos 2—3). However, the frequent use of the pressure technique still needs to be
confirmed based on a more detailed comparative analysis in further research.
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Mode 1 Mode 2 Mode 3

Mode 4 Mode 5 GMonthd 2008

Fig. 145. The modes of pressure flaking as defined by J. Pelegrin
(fig. 1 reproduced from Guilbeau, Perles 2019, 512)

On the other hand, the pressure technique can be attributed to the small cores and micro-
cores, which are common in Late Neolithic assemblages and represent one of the most notable
traits of microlithization in the industry. Many publications have addressed the origin, evolu-
tion, and distribution of pressure debitage, including morphological and metrical stigmata that
identify this technique (Astruc et al. 2007; Binder 2007; Binder et al. 2012; Pelegrin 2012). Our
assemblages provide rare examples of small, light blades with readable characteristics, facili-
tating the detection of reliable removal techniques. More instructive are the exhausted small
cores from Late Neolithic assemblages. They are not of the conical/bullet types, which are very
characteristic of the pressure debitage in the Near East and Anatolia. Our cores have various
shapes, with usually plain, striking platforms (varying in inclination), flat (to slightly convex)
removal surfaces, and relatively parallel arises. The widths of the blade/bladelet negatives vary
mainly between 0.7 and 10 mm, suggesting the use of Mode 3 of pressure, with a short crutch
in a sitting position (Pelegrin 2012, fig. 18.6). However, without overly relying on metrical stig-
mata, offered by the specialists, pressure by handheld stick and core (Modes 1 and 2) are also
applicable (ibid., figs 18.1-2; 18.4) (see figs 119-120; 125; 130; 136-137; 145; 147).
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Fig. 146. Blade lengths in mm per sites presented as Case studies: 1. Varbitsa; 2. Dzhulyunitsa; 3. Yarlovitsa; 4.
Ilindentsi; 5. Yabalkovo; 6. Harmanli; 7. Sarnevo ; 8. Brankovtsi (valid for all diagrams)
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Fig. 148. Blade thickness in mm per site presented as case studies
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To illustrate the change in blade parameters from Early to Late Neolithic, I present several
diagrams prepared from metrical data of the case studies (figs 146—148).

The diagrams suggest a significant variability in blade metrics, but it should be taken into
consideration that the lengths are relative, because they are based mainly on fragmented items;
also a peculiar assemblage such as Sarnevo, which is interpreted not as a settlement but as a
complex with ritual functions, shows more specific features, including a strong component of
Balkan flint artefacts and formal tools possessing the characteristics of the Early Neolithic in-
dustry from which they derive.

There is a conventional view that bladelet detachment and standardization are necessary for
the production of geometric microliths from the Mesolithic and later periods of prehistory. In
our series of geometric microliths, this concept seems more applicable to the Late Neolithic
(with many more microliths), rather than to the Early Neolithic microliths (figs 33, 51). In my
experience (and based on published accounts), there is only one microcore for bladelets within
the Early Neolithic assemblages, and it comes from Yarlovitsa (fig. 83.1). Comparing the mi-
croliths from the Early and Late Neolithic, no signs of standardization in any of the complexes
are evident. The most ‘elaborate’ technically seem the trapezes and segments from Drama—Ger-
ena (Lichardus et al. 2000) (fig. 51.1). Some of these trapezes, as well as examples of Early
Neolithic trapezes from Kovachevo and Ohoden are more than 12 mm wide, which means
they exceed the standards of Modes 1-3 of pressure debitage and did not require special blank
preparation. Currently, there is only one specialized publication on the geometric microliths
from Bulgaria (Gurova 2017b). The cited paper presents the heterogeneity of microliths from
both periods of the Neolithic sequence, along with brief technological notes and functional con-
notations of the artefacts that I have studied personally. From a chronological perspective, the
geometric microlith series can be seen as trajectories to different cultural contexts. They raise
various interpretative questions, which deserve to be cited, because the statements are still val-
id: “i) the Early Neolithic series (Kovachevo and Ohoden) could be linked to a still enigmatic
Mesolithic/pre-Neolithic stratum, which subsequently assumed a role in the Neolithization of
the Balkans. Unfortunately, no secure evidence of such a substratum is forthcoming and any
conceptualization in the current state of knowledge would be speculative; ii) to date, the numer-
ous series from the Late Neolithic have two different interpretations: J. Lichardus argued that
the appearance of microliths at Drama—Gerena was more “a response to a specific function or
activity than a result of a particular cultural scheme or tradition” (Lichardus et al. 2000.6). In
contrast, the multiperiod series of geometric microliths from Durankulak, viewed in a local and
supra-regional context, led N. Sirakov to assume similarities with the Dikilitash assemblages
(affiliated to the Tardigravettian and Mesolithic culture in Southeast Europe) and with the Tar-
denoisian assemblage to the northeast of the Black Sea. These cultural affiliations are cited as
evidence for the important role of a local Mesolithic substratum in the Neolithization of the Bal-
kans (Sirakov 2002, 228). The present author’s opinion is much closer to the first explanation,
which interprets the microliths (which occur in series rather than as single, accidental artefacts)
as an element of the adaptation and decision-making strategy of prehistoric populations. In this
respect, the Late Neolithic assemblages with microliths are intrinsic to the radical changes in
material culture that took place after 5500 BC, and the microlithization of the flint industry is
just one aspect of this change” (Gurova 2017b, 280).

The Early Neolithic microliths, despite their scarcity, could eventually compensate for the
lack of pointed arrowheads, which are typical of the PPN and the Neolithic in the Near East and
central Anatolia but are missing in northwest Anatolia and the Balkans (I'topoBa 2005). Typi-
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cal projectile points (with pointed tips designed for penetration) are also absent from the Early
Neolithic period in Greece, and C. Perlés mentions them among the non-transferred Neolithic
elements (Perles 2005, 283). Geometric microliths reappeared in the Late Neolithic with the
same anticipated projectile point function, as they were, in fact, the only known weapon ele-
ments among the local Neolithic groups.

To summarize: The geometric microliths from the Neolithic strata warrant further study,
shedding light on many technical details through time. The variability in morphometric param-
eters, retouched edges, and general shape (isosceles vs scalene) requires a more detailed techno-
typological analysis to shed light on the reasons for the variations in form and manufacture and,
lack of standardization. A thorough study based on uniform descriptive criteria, terminology,
and interpretation would be a significant contribution to the study of geometric microliths in
both local and broader contexts.

The typological changes taking place during the Neolithic sequence may be summarized as
follows:

- Early Neolithic: i) dominance of retouched blades, among which the most representative
are the formal tools (retouched blades and sickle inserts); variability in the proportion of other
typological groups derived from the regional patterns and specifics of household organization
(an example being the micropiercers/drills in the Kovachevo and Ilindentsi assemblages); iii)
marked preference of high-quality flint (Balkan flint) for toolkit manufacture;

- Late Neolithic: i) increased role of local raw materials and limited demand for Balkan
flint; ii) a decrease in large, ordinary blade production and the prevalence of flake debitage with
subsequent transformation into tools on flakes (mainly endscrapers); iii) the great diversity of
endscrapers both in typological and morphometric parameters, but with apparent shortening of
proportions and increased shape variation; iv) microlithization is represented by microcores for
blades (bladelets) and two categories of retouched artefact: (very) small endscrapers on flakes
with oval (semicircular) shape, and geometric microliths sensu stricto (trapezes, crescents/seg-
ments and rare atypical shapes).

The typological repertoire is visualized with the main types of tools and selected types (most
diagnostic) in the following two diagrams (figs 149—150). The dominance of retouched blades
at Yabalkovo and Sarnevo is extreme. In the case of Yabalkovo, this may be because I was
provided with only a subset of the entire assemblage, which may give a distorted impression.
As for Sarnevo, the particularity of its assemblage was mentioned above. What is well demon-
strated, however, is the significant increase of flake endscrapers and geometric microliths in the
Late Neolithic.

1.3. FUNCTIONAL CONNOTATIONS OVER A LONG TIME SPAN

Use-wear analysis of flint artefacts is an irreplaceable cognitive tool with significant informa-
tion value and utility for a better understanding of prehistoric toolkits, households, and sub-
sistence activities of human groups. From the very beginning of my research on the flint as-
semblages, I have systematically employed a traceological approach, combining macro- and
microobservations and applying primarily microtraces of use, followed by macrotraces, which
have formed the basis of my functional interpretations. The functional connotations of the flint
artefacts provide sensible additional information on the tools. They are instructive in the ongo-
ing discourse on typological vs functional nomenclature and classifications. It is difficult to give
an overview of the functional/utilitarian features of the studied Neolithic assemblages because
each case study is peculiar in many aspects concerning the artefacts themselves, as well as the
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Fig. 149. Tool repertoire per site presented as case studies
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Fig. 150. Selected tools per site presented as case studies

investigation conditions of the sites to which the studied samples belong: i) the completeness of
the studied materials — do they represent entire assemblages or selective representative samples;
the condition/preservation of the artefacts — in some cases, natural and/or taphonomic factors
hinder the analysis and make it incomplete; iii) the contextual background and value of the ar-
tefacts; iv) the excavation strategy practised on the sites, etc.

My dataset on the functional features of artefacts from the studied assemblages is instructive
for each concrete assemblage (see the Case studies section above) and, in general, for the main
trends in the use of the artefacts. Still, it does not allow for exhaustive and reliable diachronic
comparison between them. This is why I focus on selected tool categories, whose functional
analyses I consider the most trustworthy for interpretation and commentary here. These groups
of artefacts are: i) the sickle inserts because they are easily recognizable on the macro level, and
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no piece is omitted from my use-wear analysis; ii) the geometric microliths, whose scarce num-
ber and sporadic appearance allowed all items from the assemblages available to be observed.
Both artefact categories relate to the subsistence activities of Neolithic people and are treated as
“fossiles directeurs’ in a broader context of agriculture and hunting.

We have two excellent examples of toolkits that directly refer to a specialized production
type — the micropiercers/borers from Kovachevo and Ilindentsi, whose analysis here is limited
to the second site (Case study no. 4) and is aided by experimental work on prehistoric drilling
(Gurova et al. 2013). More meticulous analysis and comparisons between the toolkits from
both sites and their settlement contexts are needed to reveal the extent of specialization in their
production. Here, let us remember the definition formulated by C. Perlées: “Specialisation is
here defined as an activity done by a limited number of groups or individuals, to redistribute
the products (or services) within a wider community. It usually, but not necessarily, rests upon
knowledge, skills or equipment not possessed by the others. Craft specialisation, thus defined,
can go hand in hand with other subsistence activities and need not be full-time...” (Perles 2001,
208, footnote 19). Further research is required to fully integrate the nuances embodied in the
notion of “specialization” into the scholarly literature at a gnoseological level.

As for the sickles, they have always been in the focus of research on farming communi-
ties — from the PPN in the Near East (Cauvin 1983) till the detailed analysis of the changes in
harvesting (as a key activity of the new food-producing economy) in the Mediterranean — from
Knossos on Crete to the Vale Pincel 1 in Portugal (Mazzucco et al. 2020).

I was privileged to work with assemblages from Tell Karanovo, where several antler handles
were found, shedding light on the construction and style of the composite sickles with obliquely
inserted flint elements, thus forming a serrated, efficient working edge (see Gurova 2016a,
fig. 2). The best example from Tell Karanovo, belonging to the Karanovo I culture, became
famous as the Karanovo sickle (fig. 21). A significant part of my publications was devoted to
prehistoric agriculture and the sickle as one of the most important tools with a very prolonged
“life”, remaining in use well into, and even throughout, the Metal Ages. In particular, I was
concerned with the origin and dispersal of the sickle with a curved handle and serrated edges,
the morpho-typological characteristics of the sickle inserts, the microwear features of the used
sickle elements, etc. (I'topoBa 2001; Gurova 1997; 2002a, 2005a; 2006; 2008d; 2012b; 2014a;
2016a; 2018a).

The sickles appear at Early Neolithic sites in Bulgaria, fully evolved, as part of the Neo-
lithic package. They are present in the earliest strata of Kovachevo (before the adoption of
Karanovo I cultural traits). They are also present at Dzhulyunitsa, but they undoubtedly reach
their apogee during the Karanovo I culture, becoming one of its emblematic features. The sickle
inserts found at Early Neolithic sites are numerous and exhibit morphological and typological
variability. There is no evidence of morphometric standardization of sickle inserts; they con-
sist of virgin and variably retouched blades measuring 2-5 cm in length and 1-3 cm in width.
Of the sickle inserts made on typological tools, it is mainly (bi)laterally retouched blades that
predominate. In absolute numbers, sickle inserts are the most common Early Neolithic tools
with utilization traces. Among the sickle inserts, a particular category is the Balkan flint sickle
elements, which are a prominent part of the formal toolkits. They usually exhibit durable use
(obviously preferential) and shiny, angular polishes (from slightly oblique to diagonal) on the
working edges, which were resharpened (sometimes continuously) until the working edges
became abruptly retouched (see Gurova 2005a, 5, fig. 2). Sickle-blades with parallel lateral
polish are extremely rare. The Karanovo type of sickle is widely recognized as one of the most
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efficient prehistoric agricultural tools, with origins traceable to the Fertile Crescent, and close
parallels at Neolithic Hacilar in the Lake District of Anatolia. The Hacilar type of sickle was
recorded among the extensive series of blades with diagonal cereal polish in the assemblages
from Ilipinar and Mentege (Gurova 2001; 2006; 2008b).

During the Late Neolithic, the same type of sickle seems to have been used, despite changes
in the chipped-stone industry. Sickle inserts remain the most numerous category among the
used tools. More of them (particularly in the tell sites with noticeable continuity with the pre-
ceding Early Neolithic strata) are the same Balkan flint formal tools that persisted as a reminis-
cent form of the Early Neolithic formal toolkits. Another category of sickle inserts consists of
unretouched blade fragments, but soon after their use, utilization retouch appears, and/or some
resharpening is done. Therefore, the most common sickle elements remain the retouched blades.
Neolithic sickles can be reliably identified not only by the typical micro-use wear of their flint
inserts, but also by some complete or fragmented hafts made from Cervus elaphus antler. Frag-
ments of antler handles are found in the sites of Samovodene, Provadia and Ovcharovo—Gorata
(northern Bulgaria) as well as from the sites of Karanovo, Kazanlak, Chavdar, Kovachevo,
Sapareva Bania, and Stara—Zagora (Okrazhna Bolnitsa) (south Bulgaria) (see Gurova 2012b,
fig. 2). Unfortunately, some of these important finds remain unpublished. Wooden hafts are not
preserved or reported. It is noteworthy here that, according to C. Perles, the antler handle of the
sickle is part of the Anatolian Neolithic package; it is absent from the Near East and Greece, but
present in Bulgaria (Perles 2005, 278).

Of particular interest is the occurrence of four entire sickles with antler handles and inserted
flint flakes from the Late Neolithic at the Provadia—Solnitsata site. The sickles were found at the
bottom of the cereal storage bin in a house and possess a peculiar feature in the fashioning of the
handle (holes for suspension) as well as flint inserts, which are small flakes with initial use pol-
ish on some of them (Gurova 20164, figs 6-7). It is difficult to determine if these sickles were
used in harvesting due to the weak microwear traces. In any case, their appearance and utility
seem inferior to those of the Early Neolithic. According to V. Nikolov, groups of migrants from
the Karanovo III-IV cultural milieu in Thrace travelled to the northeast and founded the set-
tlement of Provadia—Solnitsata. The remains of this occupation phase represent the lowermost
and earliest layer of the tell’s stratigraphic sequence (Nikolov 2012). There are two plausible
scenarios: (i) migrant Thracian groups brought with them sickles from the Karanovo back-
ground (Early Neolithic types or their later replicas) and used these tools in their new habitat
(Late Neolithic preserved sickles from secure contexts are still not known from Thrace itself);
(ii) migrants from Thrace retained the knowledge of the Early Neolithic Karanovo-type sickle
(known for their efficiency) and adapted their manufacture to the local conditions at Provadia—
Solnitsata. This would explain the stylistic similarities and the ‘innovations’ (in the sense of a
drastic decline) in the selection and arrangement of flint inserts. Contrary to observations made
on Mediterranean assemblages with sickle inserts, which reveal a transformation from diagonal
polish (insertion) to parallel hafted inserts (Mazzucco et al. 2020), no change in the hafting of
sickle elements, and therefore in harvesting technique, is observed among Bulgarian Neolithic
assemblages.

The occurrence of the sickle insert component among the used artefacts from the Case stud-
ies presented is shown in fig. 151, below.

What should be stressed is the presence of sickle inserts in all assemblages, despite their
regional and other peculiarities.

Closely related to the sickle inserts are the tribulum (threshing sledge) inserts. The problem
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Fig. 151. Sickle insert frequency per site presented as case studies

of comparing cereal polish between these two types of agricultural elements has been exten-
sively discussed in the specialized literature. I contributed to this challenging discourse with
several publications, among which the most important are Gurova (2013; 2014c). I recorded
three examples of flint artefacts from a Late Neolithic context with a typical (for tribulum
inserts) microwear complex — two from the Drama—Gerena site and one from Tell Karanovo,
trench 019, Karanovo III period/culture (Gurova 2002a, Beil. IX.5.1; 2019, fig. 9). My use-
wear (functional) interpretation was correct, but I considered these artefacts rather more anec-
dotal than intrinsic to the Late Neolithic. A recent paper identified a small series of tribulum
inserts from the Early and Middle Neolithic strata at four Greek sites, dating to the last centuries
of the 7" millennium and the first centuries of the 6™ millennium BC. The inserts were identified
based on their microwear and on meticulous confocal microscopy. The morphometric charac-
teristics of the tribulum inserts resemble some of the sickle inserts found at the sites under study
(Mazzucco et al., 2024, fig. 3). While not disputing the authors’ results, I remain sceptical about
identifying tribulum inserts among cereal working toolkits, due to their scarcity. Expectedly,
tribulum inserts should far outnumber sickle inserts. Moreover, experimental sickles have never
been used for long enough to produce the abrasion aspect of cereal polishing (cf. Rosen et al.
2014). I will only be convinced of the correct interpretation of Neolithic tribulum inserts (in
Bulgaria and Greece) when further research reveals a substantial series of unequivocal tribulum
inserts.

The second group of artefacts to be presented briefly here are the geometric microliths,
which occur in both Early and Late Neolithic assemblages and are thought to have served as
transverse arrowheads, given the lack of typical pointed projectile tips in the tool repertoire.
There is a dichotomy in the functional connotation of the geometric microliths: on the one hand,
it is anticipated that they were used as projectile points (transverse arrowheads or barbs of com-
posite projectiles), but on the other hand, they often reveal traces of different functions, such as
sickle inserts and/or knife elements for cutting various materials. Apart from the distinct com-
plex of MLIT (microlinear impact traces), which is diagnostic of projectile point utilization,
it is equally possible that this mode of use would leave no microtraces at all. This conclusion
has been reached after decades of experimental work with replicas of various kinds of hunting
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weapons. It is sufficient to cite one of the first experimental works (Odell, Cowan, 1986) and
one of the last (Marko et al. 2025).

From the Early Neolithic microlith series, I analysed the examples from Kovachevo and
Dzhulyunitsa. Detectable use-wear traces were recorded only on the microliths from Ko-
vachevo: two used for Si-rich plant treatment and five microliths possessing stigmata of use as
projectile points (transverse arrowheads). These microfeatures could be included in the MLIT
complex, combining particular fractures, burin spalls, microscarring (spin-off) on lateral edges,
and linear striation bands (fig. 33.1).

The Late Neolithic microliths from Tell Karanovo and the sites of Drama Gerena, Dry-
anovo tell, Harmanli, and Sarnevo were analysed with the following results: one trapeze from
Karanovo III-IV was used as a sickle insert; one segment from Harmanli with MLIT traces;
five trapezes from Sarnevo showed transverse arrowhead fracture and spin-off scarring, and one
trapeze was used as a sickle insert. The site of Drama—Gerena, which yielded 24 microliths,
provided 15 tools with utilization traces: 12 microliths can be directly related to projectile point
use, 7 as transverse arrowheads and 5 as lateral barbs. Three single functions were attested: an
element of a composite meat knife, an element of a plant-processing knife, and a sickle element
(fig. 51.1). As mentioned above, the geometric microliths from Bulgarian Neolithic strata re-
quire more attention, taking into consideration the numerous publications with high-quality of
experiments in shooting arrowheads equipped with microliths, and very instructive descriptions
and illustrations of the hafting modes and utilization traces of the microliths.

In summary, the following general observations on the utilization of artefacts can be offered:

- typical Balkan flint formal tools (blades with bilateral steep retouch) suggest several steps
in their functional transformation: i) starting with sickle inserts as virgin blades, followed by re-
verse and resharpening for the same function (from there some relict cereal polish along the re-
juvenated lateral edges) and finally (after accumulation of various microwear stigmata and dull
edges) — discard; ii) another biography cycle recorded is the deliberate retouching and use for
hide and/or wood as a composite tool — the so-called ‘rukan’ with an arched handle and a blade,
axially inserted in the centre. This instrument is very efficient for scraping hide and wood?, and
its use is recorded among the formal tools from Tells Azmak and Karanovo (Gurova, Gatsov
2000, fig. 3.1-4). Many of the formal tools, which by resharpening became very narrow, reveal
relict ambiguous traces with no detectable character;

- most multifunctional tools comprise the variously retouched blades (except those described
above). We have, however, kept in mind that part of the retouches have utilitarian origin which,
after intentional rejuvenation, gains a dualistic feature and is typically treated as fashioning
retouch — from here arise these ‘discrepancies’ between the conventional typological classifica-
tion and the microscopic observation, correctly described by C. Perlées (Perles, Papagiannaki
2022, 213);

- even more apparent is the discrepancy between the endscrapers (anticipated to have served
for hide scraping) and the fact that most (in the cases I studied ) of the Late Neolithic small
endscrapers remained unused;

- some operations, such as wood and bone/antler processing, are weakly represented, which
is surprising because of the rich osseous industry and the broad application of wood in house-

2 The efficiency of these composite tools has been confirmed in many experimental programmes at the
Traceological Laboratory in St. Petersburg, Russia, in one of which I was fortunate to participate.
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hold life — some options as alternative toolkits, or some weakness in their traceological detec-
tion (my personal approach) should be considered.

The use-wear results unavoidably provoke questions about the correlation between the ty-
pological and functional features of the flint artefacts; how can we explain the variety of the ty-
pological repertoire vs the limited practical application of some of the types, and what could be
the tool producers’ priorities — intra-and inter-community exchanges, concrete functional needs,
or formal representation of raw material supplying restrictions? These questions I formulated
years ago are still awaiting satisfactory resolution (Gurova 2006, 161).

2. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Each case study in Part II includes a discussion and a conclusions section, as each case study
has both shared and unique characteristics. To compile these discussions/conclusions and pre-
sent a synopsis of them here is not warranted. I would rather finish with some thoughts that
have arisen in my mind during my research and my intention to assimilate the growing body of
literature on Neolithization, for ex. ...

Without having any intention to ‘invade’ the sacred area of the Iron Gates, logically divided
scientifically mainly between Serbian and Romanian scholars’ backgrounds, a couple of ‘rough
thoughts’ appear in my mind: the first is that the Iron Gates is a unique location in Southeast
Europe, where the Mesolithic substratum ‘meets’ the farmers, but apart from aDNA issues and
cultural grouping of the newcomers in the StarCevo complex, there is no clear or detailed sce-
nario wherefrom the Anatolian migrants reached the Iron Gates. At least we know and admit
that Starcevo groups were provided with Balkan flint from northern Bulgaria. Another chal-
lenging topic is the comparison between the Iron Gates and the eastern Marmara region in
northwest Anatolia, where the local Mesolithic Agacli group was present and met later with the
“Fikirtepe culture, representing the initial arrival of Neolithic culture in this region, evidently
originating from west-central Anatolia in around 6400 BC” (Ozdogan 2011a, 30). These are
two peculiar milieux, favourable to the meeting, transition, and transformation of two different
techno-complexes ... during the time span of Neolithization. And, taking into account that the
process refers to two areas of relatively late Neolithization, the scenario of “peaceful and har-
monious convergence of migrant farmers with the local hunter-gatherer fisher communities” is
envisageable (Ozdogan 2022, 410).

The second thought is that between these two phenomena lies a large zone of impressive
paraphernalia of Neolithic representations — the territory of Bulgaria. Bulgaria, with the famous
Karanovo Tell, whose periodization served for decades as a chrono-cultural marker/pillar for
the prehistory of Southeast Europe; Bulgaria, with an uncovered, but imposing itself indirectly,
pre-Neolithic (Mesolithic) substratum; the place where the white-on-red pottery appeared (per-
haps autonomously — see Nikolov 2007) before the “third wave” of the Anatolian Neolithic
package advanced into the Balkans; the area which in the Early Neolithic, “exhibits greater crop
diversity than is manifested in Southwest Asia and in other regions of the Balkans” (Colledge,
Conolly 2017, 30), and exhibits the emblematic Karanovo sickle. Last but not least is Bulgaria,
where the importance of Balkan flint is recognized. Many sources have been reliably identified
in northern Bulgaria and are associated with some of the most significant Early Neolithic sites.
This has led to the (partial) reconstruction of distribution networks (Gurova et al. 2022b; 2025).

There is no doubt that Bulgarian mediation involved demic (group movement and interac-
tions), cultural (artefacts, know-how and skills exchange) and natural (raw materials such as
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Balkan flint) factors, all of which played a significant role in the transformative processes in
Southeast Europe at the end of the 7" and the beginning of the 6™ millennium BC.

But let us recall Ozdogan’s concept that the “...neolithization process was a complex phenom-
enon, so multifarious that no single model would suffice on a supra-regional basis” (Ozdogan
2011a, 31). In this movement, each settled zone may be considered as a ‘core’ for those further
on the way. So there were many moving ‘cores’ (ibid., 31). My question is, what is the ‘core’
role of Bulgaria and in which process? I think I found my answer (within others) — it is at least
in the domain of Balkan flint supply and distribution from the outcrop clusters in north Bulgaria
into the surrounding Meso-Neolithic oikoumene in the Balkans at the boundary between the 7%
and 6™ millennia BC.

What stories did the flint assemblages tell me during my study? I will try to make my narra-
tive as short and instructive as possible. There are two Early Neolithic sites in Bulgaria which,
in the current state of knowledge and available chronological dataset, could be seen as the
earliest farming establishments — Kovachevo in the Middle Struma Valley and Dzhulyunitsa in
north-central Bulgaria, on the small tributary of the Yantra River. As stated clearly in the previ-
ous section, Kovachevo undoubtedly relates to one of the earliest migration waves to reach the
territory of present-day Bulgaria. Kovachevo demonstrates significant cultural development
before and after its incorporation into the Karanovo I cultural complex during Kovachevo pe-
riods Ic—Id, when Balkan flint appears at the site. Therefore, Kovachevo played no role in the
emergence of the Balkan flint network. However, its eventual role as a ‘core’ can be seen in its
complex interactions with the sites of Pelagonia in northern Greece, and those to the north along
the Struma Valley (Grebska-Kulow 2024).

On the other hand, Dzhulyunitsa, with its impressive Balkan flint blade production and for-
tunate location between the Pleven—Nikopol and Shumen clusters of Balkan flint (or Balkan
flint-like) sources is easily envisaged as a ‘core’ area for distribution of Balkan flint blanks after
the supply of flint nodules from the outcrops by groups dealing with the primary acquisition of
the flint and its subsequent trade/exchange. Apart from the exceptional flint core (the naviform-
like one), there is a series of blades which are metrically suitable for fashioning into formal
tools by various kinds of retouch and resharpening. Flint knappers from Dzhulyunitsa clearly
possessed the necessary know-how to remove blades successfully. The question is, where did
these knappers come from? Not many options could be listed. The closest route geographically
is from the Iron Gates region, along the Danube, reaching the high-quality flint source areas,
before establishing the Dzhulyunitsa site; another possibility, according to the theory of the
sub-Mediterranean-Aegean vegetation zone, is a shift of migrant groups from their northward
itinerary toward the north Bulgarian platform (see fig. 3.1). However, in this scenario, the first
site inhabitants supposedly immediately undertook expeditions for raw material provisioning.
In my view, the best match to the circumstances and the evidence of the pre-Karanovo en-
clave in north Bulgaria, comprising a cluster of sites (Dzhulyunitsa, Koprivets, Polyanitsa,
Orlovets, Samovodene — see fig. 3.1) is the hypothesis of a maritime spread of farming groups
from northwest Anatolia (including the Marmara region) along the (now submerged) Black Sea
coast, eventually reaching the Ludogorie Plateau (Ozdogan 2006; 2011 a-b). Here I can quote
Roodenberg’s statement: “The combined outcome of the radiocarbon dates and DNA analyses
clearly illustrates that from as early as the middle 7" millennium, northwest Anatolia must no
longer be perceived as a cul-de-sac but as a passageway employed by migrating agricultural-
ists” (Roodenberg 2016, 4). My research on the Ilipinar and Mentese flint assemblages led me
to presume such a transmission of knapping know-how and sickle style from these sites (Guro-
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va 2001; 2006; 2008b; 2012b); let us recall a statement on Ilipinar and Mentege assemblages
from a previous publication: “...excluding the bullet cores technique for bladelets production,
the chaine opératoire for ‘normal’ blades could easily be used and improved as know-how by
the moving enclaves after they reached the favourable (from a raw material point of view) mi-
lieu of north-central Bulgaria (Gurova 2012b, 20).

Another possibility is that at Dzhulyunitsa, mostly knappers and/or down-the-line traders
arrived to ensure flint production. This option doesn’t contradict a virtual scenario of pre-Ne-
olithic/Mesolithic groups deeply involved in the Balkan flint procurement strategy, which was
adopted by the ‘new’ knappers (with still enigmatic origin), mastering evolved core reduction
systems and advanced laminar debitage — i.e., practising a quasi-complete Balkan flint chaine
opératoire...

Another trajectory of my (more general) thoughts ....

During my long-term research on Neolithic assemblages, I sought to apply a multifaceted
approach through techno-typological and functional analyses. The former is the oldest, most
traditional, and conventional in flint industries research, for revealing their characteristics and
making them usable in a comparative (synchronic and diachronic) perspective. For a formal
glance at the assemblages, such an approach is workable and even satisfactory/exhaustive.
Technological and typological stigmata are relatively well defined and allow for flexible imple-
mentation. The vast literature on chipped-stone industries around the world is, and will remain,
carried out at this methodological and interpretive level.

A key advantage is to approach assemblages using use-wear analysis, which reveals the
functions of the artefacts and allows us to identify particular toolkits and ‘lift the curtain’ on
the real everyday household and subsistence activities practised by the human groups. The
functional connotations of the artefacts are not to create a supplementary (often confusing)
functional typology, which will inevitably confront the conventional typology based on a se-
ries of common features resulting from repetitive retouching/fashioning of blanks and their
transformation into typological tools. Knowledge of the functions of artefacts provides a new
perspective on the flint/stone implements, thereby gradually improving our understanding of
the tools. The functional parameters of an assemblage are not valuable and necessary only as
an instrument for palaeoeconomic reconstructions — for this purpose, they could and should
go together with all other proxies of the palaeoenvironmental investigation. In cases (such as
ours, for ex.) where palaeoenvironmental research is devoid of a solid base and consistency,
the functions of artefacts can serve as a trajectory to some human activity in the everyday life
of people, and to enrich our knowledge of their efforts to cope with everyday conditions and
to sustain their lives — no more, no less. As for the intention to use functional data for detailed
palaeoeconomic reconstructions at various scales, this could only be validated if all artefacts
from all sites in a microregion were analysed traceologically. Such cases are sporadic (if they
exist!), and it is certainly not the case of my research presented here.

My experience nowadays suggests that, in some cases, starting with a simple ‘label’ in the
specialized literature — ‘Balkan flint’, for example — and attempting to approach it scientifically
through relevant analytical procedures can itself become a trajectory for real scientific advance-
ment. In this sense, I think the most important part of my research consists of the analyses,
results and relevant interpretations that our team has produced on Balkan flint, converting it
from a confusing fiction to a real (and inescapable in passing) factor in the Neolithization de-
bate, thus ending the era of scenarios and paradigms mainly based on pottery. All aspects of the
Balkan flint query provoke new questions and open avenues for more specialized study, going
far beyond description and outcrop identification. Its network, both before and during Balkan
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Neolithization, is crucial. The results of our research over the past decade have provided new
evidence on the Neolithization of the eastern Balkans and the vital role played by lithic raw ma-
terials (notably Balkan flint) in the spread of farming. Trying not to be repetitive on this topic,
I would say that the conceptual significance of our team’s results on Balkan flint lies in Neo-
lithization, the pan-European spread of which is clearly illustrated by D. Gronenborn’s map,
introduced at the beginning of this book (fig. 2). If we focus on the Balkans, then all the Balkan
flint issues mentioned above (section 2.3) suggest that none of the conventional scenarios and
paradigms of the Neolithization of Bulgaria is workable without taking into consideration the
Balkan flint outcrops and their accessibility to the first Neolithic settlers. The repetition of the
Balkan flint ‘formal toolkit’ over a large territory and its co-occurrence with other distinctive
socio-cultural traits in the first half of the 6™ millennium cal BC imply the existence of a sophis-
ticated exchange network with a high degree of interaction, elements of which are still invisible,
but which requires detailed systematic research.

However, critical questions remain unresolved (Gurova et al. 2025):

- Did all the Balkan flint used in the Early Neolithic of Southeastern Europe originate from
the known sources in northern BG? To resolve this question, more geological surveys and stud-
ies in neighbouring countries are needed.

- When and how did the Balkan flint exchange network originate?;

- Were there Final Mesolithic populations living along the Lower Danube who already ex-
ploited the Balkan flint sources in northern Bulgaria ... and did they share that knowledge with
the first farmers?;

- Or did the first farmers to reach northern Bulgaria (re)discover the Balkan flint outcrops
themselves?;

- From which direction(s) did the first farmers come? Which of the various scenarios (based
mainly on 20"-century pottery studies) is best supported by the available radiocarbon data?

- How does Balkan flint acquisition fit within the traditional concept of the Neolithic pack-
age (it exists from the beginning of the Karanovo I culture), but which pre-Karanovo population
introduced it?

The questions listed above should be kept in mind by Balkan prehistorians, as resolving them
will require a collective effort and more rigorous analytical studies of Balkan flint by scholars
across all Balkan countries. Steps in this direction are already perceptible in the energetic and
enthusiastic activities of scholars in Serbia, including I. Jovanovi¢ and M. Brandl. In an ideal
scenario, future research would see an extension into other Balkan countries of the analytical
approach to flint provenancing that we have pioneered, which inevitably will improve the level
of discourse on the Neolithization by significantly advancing our understanding of Early Neo-
lithic exchange networks and social relations in the Balkans east of the Dinaric Alps.

As for the transformative changes in the chipped-stone industries during their long-lasting
biographies — despite being treated as very conservative and resilient — these changes are recog-
nizable and should be captured and revealed based on appropriately studied assemblages, the pub-
lication of which should transcend simplistic descriptions and offer high-quality analytical results
and illustrative material ... and the intention to accumulate existing knowledge and intelligently
implement it into everyone’s research. Bulgaria is rich in high-quality raw materials that were
used in prehistory. Still, the country is much richer in assemblages that contain a variety of these
raw materials in multiple configurations, each telling a different story about the people behind
them. We must read these stories accurately before incorporating them into our own narratives.

DOCENDO DISCIMUS!
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BAJTIKAHCKUA ®OJIMHT 1 HEOJIMTHY KPEM'BUH AHCAMBJIN
OT bBJITAPUA: MHOI'OACIIEKTEH IMAXPOHEH OB30P

(pe3tome)

HacrosiiioTo pe3toMe ce mpuabp>ka KbM CTPYKTypaTa Ha MOHOrpadusiTa: npejcTaBs OCHOBHU
YaCTH OT U3CJIe[BAHETO ChC ChOTBETHUTE MM 3ar/IaBUst; ChbpyKa MPerpaTkyi KbM TaOTULIUTE U
(burypute B TeKCTa, KaKTO U [IUTUPaHUs, CbOTBETCTBAII[M Ha OMOMMorpadckusi CrIMCHK.

I[MTPEAT'OBOP

BB/ITapCcKUsT MPaucTOPUUECKH ,,apXe0I0THYeCKd apXuB® Chbpyka OrpoMeH obem mH(opma-
L[UsI 3 Pa3/IMYHU acTIeKTH Ha HEeOJIUTHUSI HAYMH Ha >KUBOT. ChbBpeMeHHHTe MaljabHU Y UHTeH-
3UBHHM CIIAaCHUTE/THU MTPOYyYBaHUsI Ha MHOXKeCTBO 00eKTH TIPe/I0CTaBsAT BCe TOBeue JaHHU KaKTO
3a Beue M103HATH, TaKa M 3a HOBM aCleKTH OT KMBOTa Ha HawuTe npefuu npe3 VI xu. np.Xp.
Haiuara posist Karto usc/iefioBaTe/iv e ja OCMUC/IsIMEe HOBUTE FHOCEOJIOTUYHU TpeJu3BUKaTe/I-
CTBa, OCHOBABalKM Ce Ha CTabu/ieH eMIMpUYeH ¥ TeOpeTUYeH KOPITYC OT 3HaHUSI, KaTo TU MPH-
emMame, OTXBbpJISIME WIM peBHU3UpaMe 110 apryMeHTUpaH U UHTe/IMIeHTeH HaukH, KOraTo TOBa
e Bb3MOXXHO.

LlenTa Mu ipu 0000611]aBaHeTO HAa AaHAJTUTUYHUTE Pe3y/ITaTH OT TIOUTH TPU JeCeTH/IeTHS 13-
crieiBaHust, POKYCHMpaHU BbPXY XOJIOLIEHCKUTe KPeMbUYHM aHCaMOv, Tpou3ThYa OT yOexze-
HUETO, ue e HaTpyraHa JoCTaTbyHO HOBa MH(OPMaLMs U 3HaHUe BbPXY Hesl, KOUTO CJiefiBa Jia
ObaT criofieneHy. B npozb/pkeHre Ha fieceTrneTys B Ob/irapckara crielidaiu3ypaHa imrepary-
pa KpeMbUHUTe aHCcaMO/M ca OuIu pasryieXx/jaHu Karto 1o-c1abo nHPOpMaTHBHU B CpaBHEHME
C KepaMHUUYHOTO CTW/IOBO pa3HooOpasue U KaTo M0-Majko 3HaUMMH CHPSIMO JIPYTH ,,COL{aIHU
rapamMeTpu® B JJOMUHUPALLUA JUCKYPC 3a HeO/IUTU3aLUATa.

B xopa Ha n3cieBaHUATa CYM UMaX Bb3MOXKHOCT /la TIpOyua [oBeue OT YeTUPUeCeT HEOIUT-
HU KpeMbUYHU aHCaMObJIa OT CeJIla, UAeHTU(GULIMPAHN Upe3 TePeHH! W3UPBaHMUsl, PeIOBHU
apXeoJIOTMueCKy Pa3KOMKU U CIIaCUTeTHU NpoyuBaHus. [lo-ronsiMaTta 4act OT Te3u KOMIUIEKCH
ca pasr/ieflaHu B HAaCTOSALLMSA TeKCT U Ca MpeJCTaBeHU Ha MpU/ioKeHaTa KapTa. Hapep ¢ Tsx ca
CIIOMEHATH M [JPYT'y KOMIUIEKCH, U3M0/13BaHU B KOMEHTapuTe MU U B CDaBHUTEJ/THA [TePCIIeKTUBA
C pa3riefiaHuTe To-1oApoOHO M30paHy NpeJicTaBUTeHN pUMepH (case studies) (kapta). 0611
Tripersie]] Ha HEOJIMTHUTE KPeMbUYHU aHCAaMOJIA OT Teputopusita Ha Bbiarapus e mpejcTaBeH B
Yacr I Ha u3ceaBaHeTo, Kb/IeTO Te Ca OLeHEHU M MHTEePHpeTHpaHu B KOHLIENTyaleH U KOH-
tekcTyasieH riad. B Uacr I ocem obekra ca npefcTaBeHU B []eTal/Iv KaTo MPUMepPH Ha Mpoyy-
BaHe, C/ie[[BaliKU YTBBbPZEHA CTPYKTYpHA CXemMa. ApryMeHTHTe 3a 1moj0opa Ha Te3u 00eKTH ca
W3/10)keHU BbB BbBegeHueTo KbM Yact II. dunannara Yacr III npegara guaxpoHeH npervies
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Kapma Ha Beaeapus ¢ HeotumHume ceauwjd, usnonsgavu mekema: 1. Bepbuya; 2. [Ixcymonuya; 3. SIproguya;
4. CaamuHa—Codpus; 5. HeeogaHyu; 6. [xcepman; 7. IpeHkoeo; 8. Bpescanu; 9. Maundenyu; 10. Kosauego;
11. Pakumoeo; 12. S6wakoeo; 13. Aamak; 14. Kapanoeo; 15. Mycosuya; 16. bwaeapuego; 17. KanumaH
Jumumpueeo; 18. Anpuayu; 19. Xapmanau; 20. CopHego; 21. Ezepo (/IpsHoga mozuna) 22. /[pama—I'epeHa;
23. Co3onon; 24. Jlypankynak; 25. Taw Baup; 26. Bpankosyu; 27. Konpugey; 28. Opaosgey; 29. I1aouume—
Camoeooene; 30. OxodeH; 31. I'padewHuya; 32. TlepHuk; 33. ['ensbHuK; 34. TonoaHuya; 35. Jlrobumey—/lana
6yHap 2; 36. Xadacudoumumpoeo; 37. Ycoe; 38. [Tpoeadus—ConHuyama. JlezeHda: CuH Kps2 — pAHHOHEOAUMHO
ceauwye; yepeH Kpve — pPaHHO- U CPEOHOHEONUMHO ceauuje; YepgeH Kpve — KbCHOHeOAUMHO ceulye; Kpse —
aHcambs/1, NpoyyeH om asmopd; Mpus2sAHUK — AHCAMb®s/, Non38aH no nybaukayuu. Obekmume, npedcmageHu
kamo npumepu (case studies), ca ¢ yukaameHo obpamusare

Ha aHCaMO/UTe, ChbCPeZ0TOUeH BbPXY K/FOUOBU BBITPOCH, CBBP3aHU C TAXHATAa MHOTOACTIEKTHA
VMHTepIpeTaryst U BK/IIOUBA CHINO AUCKYCHsI, 3aK/TFOUE€HUS U TIepCTIeKTUBY 3a ObJely u3cie-
BaHUSI.

W3non3BaHUTe U3C/Ie[0BaTe/ICKA METOU Ca JOCTAaThbUHO SICHO U TIOAAPOOHO Tpe/iCTaBeH! B
MOU TIPeAXO/IHU MyOIMKaLK (BK/TFOUMTE/THO ChBMECTHU pa3pabOTKM) U TYK Ca CaMO HAaKpaTKO
CTIOMeHaTH B ChOTBETHUTE YaCTH Ha TekcTa. Moeto pa3bupaHe 3a He0OXOAMMOTO KaueCcTBO Ha
e/lHa CbBpeMeHHa HayyHa MyOsiMKalysi, TIoCcBeTeHa Ha TIPauCTOpUYeCcKUTe KpeMbUHU WHAYC-
TPUM KaTo LIsIJI0, BK/IFOUBA HSKOJIKO KJIFOUOBH (3a//b/DKUTE/THU) U3UCKBAHUS: BUCOKOKaueCTBe-
HU 1IBEeTHU M300pakKeHust; TIpeLM3HN PUCYHKU Ha apTedaKTH; MyATHAUCLUITMHADHA aHaTU3U
Y pe3y/iTaT; UHTeprpeTalyy, ChOTBETCTBAIIM Ha apXeo/iorHuecKUTe JaHHW; KaKTo U 0CTa-
THUHO M34epriaTesieH pedepeHTeH arnapar (bubmorpadcku criuchbk). Hacrosiiiara MoHOpadust
e/lBa /i1 e ONTHUMaJiHa, HO TOHe Tpe/ICTaB/IsiBa CePUO3Ha 3asiBKa 3a Ch3/laBaHe Ha CTOWHOCTHO
HayuHO M3Cjie/[BaHe.
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Summary

YACT I - OBIII [IPEIJIE]]

1. KYJIITYPHO-XPOHOJIOTUHHA PAMKA HA HEOJIUTA 1 CBUJETEJICTBA 3A
»PETMOHAJIHA“ HEOJIMTU3ALIVIA

Ab6contoTHaTa XpOHOJIOTHSI, OTIpeZiesieHa Uupe3 paIMOBBITIEPO/IHO AaThpaHe (3a MpeArournTaHe
ype3 COMUJHW CEPUU OT JlaTH), € OT K/IFOUOBO 3HaueHHe 3a CUTYWpaHeTO U OCMUC/ISIHETO Ha
MPauCTOPUUYECKUTe ChbOUTHS U TIPOLIECH B Ha/leXK/[HAa BpeMeBa paMKa, KaKTo M 3a PeKOHCTDY-
MPaHEeTO Ha TAXHOTO pPa3BUTHe, [TUHAMUKA U eBOJIOLUS Versus 3acToi 1 3abaBsiHe. XpOHOJIO-
ruyHaTa pamMkKa Ha Heonuta B bbirapusi e mpe/icTaBeHa Bb3 OCHOBA Ha pa3/MUHUA U3TOYHULIU.
Bbripeku NpuBUAHUTE pa3MUHABAHHUSI MEX/y XPOHOJIOTMUYHKTE TPAHULIA U TTePUOAU B OTAETHU
nyO/iuKau, cunTaM, e TIpeyioykeHaTa KyITypPHO-XPOHOJIOTHYHA cxeMa e HeoOXoZiMa Karo
00111 BpeMeBH KOHTEKCT 3a BCUUKH KY/TYPHHU TPOLIECH U CbOUTHSI, pa3Iyie)k/laHu B HACTOSILI[OTO
W3c/eBaHe, Thi KaTO B TeKCTa UMa MHOTOODOWHM TpernpaTtku KbM JIaTUPDOBKH U Bb3MPUETH
apXeosI0ruuecKu Ky/aTypH.

[TbpBa e T.Hap. KOHBEHI[MOHA/IHA XPOHOJIOTHS, My0O/IMKyBaHa Tpeau JeceThnieThs. Makap
ye TS He e aKTya/IM3upaHa, KbM MOMEHTA He ChII[eCTByBa aTePHAaTUBHA O0II0BaIM/HA XPOHO-
nornuHa cxema. CrefiBa fia ce rojgueprae, ue He ca MpaBeHW KaauOpaliOHHU KOPEKLUH WU
JIOITB/IHATE/THU OalieCOBM MHTEPIPETALIMOHHN MOJe/d. BCHUKKM aTh ca 3aeTh OT MyO/IHMKY-
BaHUTE TPY/IOBE Ha LUTMPAHWTe aBTOPU M He BHUHArM ChAbp)KaT opuruHaaHu BP gatu. Te ca
MIpe/ICTaBeHH TYK C LieJ1 y/leCHsIBaHe Ha BpeMeBaTa KOHTeKCTya/Tu3al[isi HA OCHOBHUTE Pa3UCK-
BaHU CHLOUTHS:

HEOJINUT: ¢a3a Xponosiornuen ooxsar (cal BC)
PaHHO-KepamuueH 6300/6200-6000/5900

PaneH 6000/5900-5500/5450 (classical)
Cpenen 5500/5450-5200/5150

KbceH 5200/5150-4900/4850 (Boyadziev 1995)

TPa,Z[I/IL[I/IOHHOTO KYJITYPHO-XPOHOJIOTUYHO [e/IeHre Ha HEOJIMTHUA T1epruo ce OCHOBABA Had
CTPHTI/IFPad)CKaTa mocjiea0BaTe/;IHOCT Ha KapaHOBCKaTa CeJIMliHa MOr'r/ja, KaTo cH AdaTuTe 3d
YUdCT OT CEKBEHLIUATA MMPEAIIojarar cjieHaTa CxXemMad:

— Kapanoso I — 6000-5750 cal BC;

— Kapaunogo II — 5750-5500 cal BC;

— Kapanogo III — 5500-5280 cal BC (Gorsdorf 1997);

— Kapanogo IV — 5220-5060/4910-4780 cal BC (Thissen, Reingruber 2017).

K®bM HacTosII1[1isi MOMEHT Ca U3BeCTHHU UeTUPH 00eKTa C 1o-paHHu oT KapaHoBcKaTa ceKBeH-
1M IaTH 3a Hauas0To Ha HeosuTa — KoBaueBo, ['bib0HMK 1 A3Mak B FOkHa Bbarapusi, KakTo
u [xymtonuiia B CeBepHa bbarapusi — KOUTO ca C pa3/iMuHa MHTepripeTaTHBHAa CTOWHOCT B
HeOIUTU3aL[MOHHUS JUCKYPC.

PA3IIPOCTPAHEHME HA HEOJIUTA: U3BPAHU MOJIE/IV I XPOHOJIOTMUEH OBXBAT (¢ur.
2-3)

MosT HNHTEepeC KbM HPO6J'IEM8 3d HEOJ/IMTU3alysATa He TIpe/Ariojiara HaB/IM3aHEe B AETaﬁHHTe
Ha HeCTUXBalllMd W pa3pdCTBall] Ce HEO/IMTHU3alJMOHEH ,I:[66<’:1T, d TbpCeHe Ha Yy/[0BJIETBOPUTE-
JIeH 00sICHUTe/IeH MOZeJT 3a pa3lIpOCTPAHEHHUETO Ha HEOJ/IUTAa Ha bankanwuTte, u o-crielia/iHO
B BLJ’[FapI/IH, KOMTO [ida He TMPOTHUBOpEYU Ha paUOBLIVIEDOJHUTE OdTH, HA €MIITMPDUYHATA Oa3a
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JTAaHHU, aHA/TU3¥ U UHTEPIPeTaIiii Ha CbOTBETHUTE 00EKTH, KaKTO U Jia € B Ch3By4He C rpobiie-
MUTe, TOCTaBeHU OT KpeMbUHUTE aHCaMO/IUH, U 0COOEHO C BBIIPOCHUTE, TTOBJUTHATU OT U3CTIe/-
BaHUATA Ha OanKaHCKUs (JIMHT.

TakbB Mozien e ripeyioxkeH oT P. Kpayc (11 KoleKTHB) M akLjeHTHpa BbpXy OBP30TO pasrpoc-
TpaHeHHe Ha paHHOTO 3eMe/iesie OT Erelickus peroH KbM bankaHure, ciefjBaiiki TpaceTo Ha
cybcpe3eMHOMOPCKO-ereiickata (SMA) BeretaijioHHa 30Ha U B KOHTEKCTa Ha (UTyKTyal[uu-
Te 110 BpeMe Ha KITMMaTUYHOTO choutre ripeau 8.2 ka (Krauss 2023; Krauss et al. 2017). Yuya-
BaIL[O e, ye BBIIpekH reorpadckara 6m3oct Ha Tpakus 10 AHATOMMSA, B TO3W PETMOH JIMIICBAT
00ekTH OT Hali-paHHara (a3a Ha HEO/IUTA M3BBH 30HaTa CeBepHO 0T MpamopHo Mope. JlecHH-
ST 110 TIpe3yMnus MapipyT ot CeBepo3ariagHa AHATO/HS Ce pasIyieXkJa Karo mpobiemaru-
YyeH N0pa/iv KbCHOTO yCsi/laHe Ha HEOIUTHO HacesieHWe B Tpakus (criopef; HaIMUHUTe JAaHHU).
CnepBa a ce oTbesnexxu, ue TOBa TBbP/eHHE, OCHOBAHO Ha apXeoJIoTMUeCKH CBU/IeTE/ICTBA, He
MIPOTHMBOPEYX Ha XUIIOTe3aTa 3a MPHU/BIKBaHe Ha ceBep 1o YepHOMOPCKOTO Kpaiibpexkuie ¢ 0c-
HOBaBaHe Ha CeJulla, KOWTO JiHeC ca Mof MOPCKOTO paBHHUIIle. [JUCKYpPCHT 3a HEOMUTHU3aLUsATa
Hen30e)KHO 3acsira BbIIPOCA 3a MPeJAHeOTUTHUTE U TIPeAKapaHOBCKUTE MePUOH, KOUTO KaTo
HayueH npo6sieM ca Bce ollje HeeJHO3HAaYHO MHTePIIpeTUPaHy B CrieljiaTu3rpaHaTa JuTepary-
pa. MoeTo Bwx/jaHe 3a ObZely U3c/ieJBaHNs, KOUTO OMXa JOTIPUHEC/N 3a U3sCHSIBaHe Ha TO3U
nipobsiem, e popmysupaHo B Kpasi HA HaCTOSIIIUS paszer.

2. KPEM'BYHATA NHYCTPUA KATO ®AKTOP B HEOJINTU3ALIUATA

PAHHOHEOJIMTHU KPEMBUHU AHCAMBJIN: ITPEATIOCTABKU I BE3HUKBAHE (dwur. 4)

[MosiBaTa Ha HEOTUTHUTE KPeMBbUHHU aHCaMO/M B Bbirapust chBIiazia ¢ Hal-paHHUTe CBUJETE]-
CTBa 3a HEOJIUTHHUSI HAUMH Ha ’KMBOT U C IDYTM KOMIIOHEHTH OT BapUaTHMBHUS U I'bBKaB ,,He-
onuUTeH TakeT“. MHOXeCTBO T0-PaHHU TTyOJIMKAIY, TIOCBeTeHW Ha Hal-paHHWUTE KPeMbUYHU
WH/YCTPUHM, MO/uepTaBaT TSIXHaTa M0siBa B paMKWTe Ha Bede HAllbJHO O(OPMEHU HEeOJIUTHHU
KOHTEKCTH, Oe3 Ha/IMuMeTo Ha SICHO TIPOC/IeiiMa Bpb3Ka C Mpe/irosiaraeM npeiHeouTeH Cyo-
cTpaT. BeIipeku 1je/ieHacOuUeHUTe U3AUPBaHYS Ha Me30/IMTHU 00eKTH B bbirapusi, ochiiecTse-
HU oT ['pynara 3a naneonuTHU uscaeaBanus npe3 70-te u 80-te rogrHu Ha XX Bek, MpakTUue-
CKHUTe pe3y/TaTh 0CTaBaT OTpHUIlaTe/IHHA. BbIpeky ToBa B pefuiia CBou myosukarmu U. Tarjos
Hee[HOKPATHO MoCTaBs TipobieMa 3a ,,HeChleCTByBal[us“ Me30/uT B bwsrapus. Tpsibea z1a ce
oT0esie>ky B Ta3u BPbh3Ka ChIIleCTBYBaHETO Ha KITbCTep 00eKTH 10 YepHOMOPCKOTO Kpanbpexxue
(B paiioHa Ha Bapna), HapeueHu [TobutuTe KamMmbHM ([IUKHUIMTALI), KBAETO TI0 ITOBBPXHOCT-
Ta Ca PerucCTpUpaHyd MHOXXeCTBO KPeMBbUYHU aHCAaMO/IM OT Pa3/IMUHN XPOHOJIOTUYHH TT€PUO/TH.
Bbrpeky W3KyIIeHHeTO YacT OT Te3W HaxOJKH Aia ObJjaT OTHeCeHU KbM Me30/IUTeH TEXHOKOM-
TIJTEKC, JIUTICBAT YOeqUTeTHU apryMeHTH B TIOJKperia Ha 1ojo0Ha uHTepriperalus. OCBeH TOBa
CKOPOLLIHUTe M3C/e/|BaHusl BbPXY KbCHOHEOJUTHU KOMILJIEKCU TOKa3BaT, ue sjjpara 3a Iiac-
TUHKU ¥ TeOMeTPUYHUTE MUKPOJIUTH He MOTaT ChC CUTYPHOCT Zia Ob/laT OTHECeHH KbM TIpe/-
HeoyIMTHU nepuoau. CriejoBaTe/THO YacT OT KOJIeKLIUATa OT JJUKUIUTAIll MO)Ke OCHOBATe/IHO Ja
Ob/le CBbp3aHa C KbCHOHEO/IMTHATa UH Y CTPHSI/ TEXHOKOMILIEKC.

ME3OJINT: HAJIMYEH WUJIN OTCBCTBAL] ... U HEOJIUTU3ALIUATA

[Tpo6s1eMBT C ,,/IUTICBAIIKS“ ME30/IUT B Ob/IrapCcKaTa MparCTOpHUeCcKa CeKBeHIMs Oellie pasriie-
naH ot Hactosiust aBTop v K. BoHcasn B mybiMKarusi, KosTo MoJTyYd CUJIeH OT3BYK B HayyHaTa
o6mmHoCT, 3aHMMaBaiia ce ¢ mesonuta (Gurova & Bonsall 2014b). BogemusTt aprymeHT B Ta3u
CTaTUsi Ce OCHOBaBa Ha yOeX/leHHeTo, ue ,,JIUTcaTa Ha [J0Ka3aTesICTBa He e /[0Ka3aTesICTBO 3a

310



Summary

nurica“. berre 3asBeHO, Ye TeOPETUYHO, HAlpUMep ,,M3BbH IPaHULIMTE Ha eMIHUPUUHO 000-
CHOBaHaTa XWIoTe3a“, pubapCKu CeJUITa WK Ma/IKU CEJTUIIHU eIMHUIIH, TOJ00HU Ha Te3u B
JKene3nu Bpara, Hail-BepOSATHO Ca CBIIECTBYBAJIH 10 ObArapcKus yuacTsk Ha omHus [lyHas,
KaKTO ¥ B 3all[UTeHU 3a/IMBH, JJATYHU U PeUHH yCTUs 110 UepHOMOPCKOTO Kpairbpeskue. U1 ako
HCKaMe CePUO3HO /Ia ThPCUM CJIe[JUTEe OT MPeIHEOTUTHU (KbCHOME30/TUTHU) OOI[HOCTH W Hali-
paHHHTe HOBOJOIIL/IM 3eMe/ie/Ly, TPsIOBa [ja M3c/ie[BaMe MOToTNeHaTa YepHOMOPCKA Kpaiopex-
Ha paBHMHA U HO)KHUTE OperoBe Ha /lyHas.

Cpe[ CbCeTHUTe PETMOHU C Me30JIUTHUA OCTaHKH JKesie3HW Bpara Ipe/CTaB/isiBa Haii-3a0e-
JIeKUTEJTHUST U COJTUTHO TIpOyUeH (heHOMeH Ha eMITUPUYHO U KOHLIeTITYaTHO- MHTePIIPeTaTHB-
HO paBHMII[e. boratusT perieproap apxeo/ioriyecKy CBUZIETeICTBA U apTedakTu (TiorpebeHus,
apXUTeKTypa, KepaMHKa, KpeMbUHa UH/[yCTPHSI, Xy 0XKeCTBeHU M300pakeHHs1) ca TIOZ/I0/KeH!
Ha MyJATUJUCLATTMHADHY aHAJTMTUYHU U3CTIeIBAHMUS C TTOC/Ie/IBaIlla Bb3MO)KHOCT /ia Ce PEKOH-
CTpyYpa JUaXpPOHHO eBOJIIOL[MSATA Ha MaTepHrasiHaTa Ky/ITypa U COolja/iHaTa OpraHr3anus (Bb3
OCHOBA Ha 00eKTH C Me30/IMTHU ¥ HeOJIMTHH TI0C/IejoBaTeTHOCTH). TyK ce JOoKycrpam BbPXY
PaHHUTe U3C/Ie[BaHUs Ha KpeMbUHUTE aHcaMO/u oT JlerneHcky Bup u Briacatl, Thii KaTo B TSX
Ce ChIbp>KaT MHOXKECTBO TIOCTY/IaTH (HSKOU OT KOWTO JHEC Beue M3IVIEXKJAT aHAXPOHWUUHH),
Oensi3a/ii AHEBHUS PeJl U TIPUOPUTETUTE B W3C/IE[BAHUATA Ha MPAMCTOPUUECKUTE KPeMbUYHU
uHaycrpuu Ha bankanute (Koztowski, Koztowski 1982; 1984).

KputrueH BBIIPOC B M3C/e[BaHUsATA Ha JlermeHCKU BUp e HanMuueTo Ha BUCOKOKaueCTBeH
€K30THYeH WM alioXTOHeH (IMHT/KPeMBK Ollje OT Hauaj0TO Ha CeKBeHIMsTa. To3U KpeMBbK,
HapuyaH OasnkaHcky ¢iuHT (BF), moka3Ba [pacTUUHO yBeluueHUe el KOHTaKTa Ha MecCT-
HUTe JIOBLIM-ChOMpaTe/M C HaB/IM3allUTe PAaHHOHEOIUTHU OOIIHOCTH Ha KysiTypara CtapyeBo.
B pamKuTe Ha TpPaJIMLMOHHO YTBbP/EHUTEe PaHHOHEOIUTHU KpeMbuHW MHAycTpuu BF Brio-
CJIeICTBHE e UHTePIIPeTHpaH KaTo HOBa CypOBHHA ChC 3HAUMMHU TIOC/IeJULIM 3a MPOM3BO/ICTBE-
Ha Bepura (chaine opératoire) B HEOJIUTHOTO KPEMBUHOTO MPOM3BOACTBO. B Tasu cu ponst BF
TIpe/ICTaB/IsIBa BayKeH MOTeHLManeH ,,GuIThp® 3a pa3ro3HaBaHe Ha B3aMMO/IeHCTBUSTA MEXIY
TPaJULIMOHHUTE JIOBLIU-CHOMPaTe/T U HOBOJOIIUIMTE B PervoHa Ha JKeJsie3HHU BpaTa 3eMeie/iu
(Bogosavljevi¢-Petrovi¢, Starovic 2016).

[To ce oTHacs 10 ObJITApCKUTE 3€MH, KOUTO IO AeUHULIMS ca OWIM TpeTUpaH| KaTo JIHiiie-
HU OT TIpeJHe0/TUTeH CyOCTpaT, OCHOBHUTE U BCe OIlle KOHBEHIIMOHA/IHU CLIeHapUH 3a HEeOTUTU-
3allys Mpe/rosiaraT BbTPeIIHOKOHTHHEHTA/IHO pa3npocTpaHeHue oT CeBepHOTO Ereticko Kpaii-
Ope>xxue 1o foMHKTe Ha pekute CTpyma u Bapzap, rociejBaHo OT MHOTOTIOCOYHO pa3ce/iBaHe
(Hukono 1987; Nikolov 2003; Lichardus-Itten 1993; Todorova, Vajsov 1993; Lichardus-Itten
et al. 2002, 2006 u zp.). Camo mamumHa uscaegosareny (Hanp. Bailey 2007; Ozdogan 2011b)
M3IVIeX/1a He W3K/TIOUBAT, a Mpe/rnosaratr Bb3MOKHOCTTA 3a MOPCKO pa3rpoCTpaHeHue 1o (JHec
1oTorneHoTo) YepHOMOPCKO Kpaiibpexkue. BCBIITHOCT Mpe/nosiaraeMa MUrparus Ha HeOJTMTHO
HacejleHWe TI0 YepHOMOPCKHUS OpsT C TI0C/IejBalllo MPOHUKBaHEe BbB BETPEIIHOCTTA 110 PeUHHU-
Te KOPUOPHU — eJHOBPEMEHHO C JIBWKEHHETO 10 AomHuTe Ha CtpyMa v Bapzap, 3arouBaiiio
ot CeBepHoTo Erelicko Kpaiibpexkue — 61 ce BIUCBaso Mo-106pe B HasMuHaTta 0a3a JaHHU OT
14C matu (BK. Gurova, Bonsall 2014b). [IupeKTHUST TIBT 3a HEOMUTHO pa3cesiBaHe oT CeBe-
po3ariajHa AHaTonus e TipeAjiokeH OT PofieHbOepr, KOWTO pa3riexzaa paiioHa Ha MpaMOpHO
Mope He Kato ,,cul-de-sac®, a Karo ,,J(poOX0/I, U3MO/I3BaH OT MUTPUpAILX 3eMe/|eICKA OOIIHO-
ctu“ (Roodenberg 2016). CriekysnaTvBHa, HO He U aripyopy 000puMa, € Bb3MOXKHOCTTA Jia e
ChHILeCTBYBAJI BCe OIlle eHUTMaTHUeH W Hepa3KpUT Me30/IMTeH CyOCTpat, KOMTO e Hac/iequn u
MPOAB/DKUT (DYHKIIMOHUPAHETO Ha MpekaTa 3a Pa3npoCTpaHeHue Ha Oa/KaHCKUs (PJIUHT, upe3
no6uB 1 AMCTPUOYIMS Ha KPeMbUYHU KOHKPeLUU 1 apTedakTy Harope 1o TeueHreTo Ha [lyHaB
Jio Jlenencku Bup.

311



Maria Gurova

Pa3zenbT 3aBBpILIBA C iBe CKOPOLLIHUA OTKPUTHSA, CBbP3aHU C TeMara 3a ,,/IIICBAaIuA“ Me30-
JIAT ¥ TIOTeHLIMasia Ha TIOABOJHUTE U3C/IeJBAHKS Ha MOPCKOTO Kpaibpeskue. R. Krauss my6sm-
KyBa TPH Pa/JMOBBITIEPO/IHU [JaTH OT CBOeoOpa3Ha HaX0/[Ka Ha TPH eIeHOBH POra, /IeTIOHUpPaHu
B ssMa B HeonuTHOTO cenvife OxozeH. Kambpanuysara Ha gatute mokasBa LXVII B. mp.Xp.
(Krauss 2023, 45). 3acera Haxo/ikaTa ce pasr/ex/a KaTo KbCHOMe30/IMTHa CTPYKTypa, HeCBbp-
3aHa C TIPOyYeHus1 PAHHOHEO/IUTeH XOPU30HT Ha 00eKTa, KaTo MPUOPHUTET 3a ObJeluTe U3Ces-
BaHUA Ha eKUIlAa 0CTaBa TbPCEHeTO Ha KOHTEKCTya/lHaTa paMKa Ha CTPYyKTypara OT e/leHOBU
pora u eBeHTya/IHU [j0Ka3aTe/ICTBa 3a BPb3Ka MeXX/ly Me30/IMTHaTa CTPYKTypa U paHHOHEeOJIUT-
HOTO oOMTaBaHe Ha 00eKTa, aTUpaHo KaTo rmoBeue oT 1000 roAuHU MO-KbCHO OT KOHTEKCTAa Ha
crpykrypara (I'anerjoscku 2009).

BTopoTo oTKpHuTHe Bce olije OcTaBa HermyO/IMKyBaHO. PagloBbIIepojHU [jaTH, TOTajariy
B LIX B. p.Xp., MPOU3XOKIAT OT MOABOAHOTO cesmire Pororamo. ChinjecTByBalara myo/m-
kaius (Dimitrov et al. 2024) npegocTraBst MH(OPMaLMs 3a MHTEpeCHUTe XapaKTepUCTUKH Ha
obekra. C HeTHpIIeHWe Ce OuyaKBa IMpeACTOsIaTa MyOIrKarysi, KOSTo IIe Chbp)Ka Cepusi OT
AMS fati ¥ MO-CUTypHa KOHTEKCTyaHa MHTepripeTarys. To3u 06eKT, KaKTo ¥ MHOTO JJPYyTH,
KOUTO OCTaBar IOToMneHy, Ouxa Moy (HafsgBaMe ce) [a MpeJsioXKar olle 1o-ybeauTeHu 0-
KasareJ/ICTBa U IIpeju3BUKaTe/ICTBa 32 MHOTO PaHHU HEO/IUTHH CeJIvILa B [TI0TOIeHara JiHeC 4acT
Ha YepHOMOpCKaTa Kpaiibpe)kHa paBHHHaA.

He Ha mocsefHO MSICTO ChIIleCTBYBaT 0COO€HO MHTPUTYBALLM TeHeTUYHU JAHHU 3a HaJlu-
yre Ha KOMIIOHEHT OT JIOBLIU-ChOMpaTesi B POU3Xo/a Ha MHAUBUANUTe oT Masbk [Ipecrager]
(Mathieson et al. 2018, 199) — 00eKT, pa3riexkjaH KaTo TIPUHA/IeKall] KbM PaHHUS HEOJIUT
(TTanaitoToB u zAp. 1992), 3a KOMTO 0Oaue CHIECTBYBA CaMO KpaTKa W MO-CKOPO 00BpKBAIIIa,
OTKOJIKOTO siCHa MH(OpMaIusi OTHOCHO ,,XeTeporeHHaTa“ My KpeMbUHa KOJTEeKLIUsI.

BAJIKAHCKU ®JIMHT: HAYYHO ITPEAV3BUKATEJICTBO 1 TPAEKTOPUA K'BM
HEOJIMTU3ALIUATA

KOHCOJIMIVPAHE HA VU3CJIEABAHUSITA BBPXY BAJIKAHCKUS ®TUHT (pur. 5-20; Tabm.
1-3)

[Tpeau moBeue OT /ieceT rofiMHYU MyO/IMKYBax CTaTUsATA ,,' BankaHCKUAT GMUHT’ — QUKL W/UIA
TpaeKTOpUsi KbM HeONMUTU3aLusATa: CBUeTenIcTBa oT bbarapusi“ (Gurova 2012a). CratusiTa ce
(hoKycrpa BbPXy CbCTOSSHUETO Ha W3C/Ie[iBaHUATA M 3HaHUWATA 3a OankaHckus ¢uuHT (BF) u
BBPXY aCIleKTUTe, TPOM3THUAIX OT Ta3u MpobjemMaTiKa, ChOTHECeHU KbM TO-IITMPOKUSI U BCe
T0-CJIOXKeH BBIPOC 3a HeonuTu3alusaTa Ha I3TounuTe baskanu. [TpounTaliku OTHOBO Ta3u CTa-
THsI, He MOra /la He TIpH3Hasi, ue T0-To/isiMaTta 4acT OT HayuHara rpobieMatvika 3a BF e jobpe
rpe/iCTaBeHa U peasHo MOCIY>KM 3a OTIIpaBHa TOUKa 3a MOC/e/IBally JbJITOCPOYHU U CEPUO3HU
W3C/Ie/IBAaHYST, YAUTO aHAJTMTUYHHU U KOHLIETITYa/THU pe3yaTaty 6sixa 060011jeHH B HaCKOPO ITy0-
JIMKyBaHaTa CTaTus ,,bankaHCKusT (GIMHT B MepCrieKTUBa: JeceT ToJUHU UHTepAUCLIUILIMHAD-
HU U3C/IeBaHUS .

CratusTta 3a BF (Gurova 2012a) Geliie Ba)kHa, 3alll0TO KOHCOJUAMPA MUC/IH, UJIeW U TeH-
JIeHLIUY, KOUTO CTUMYJ/TMpaxa Moc/e/iBallid U3c/ieJBaHusl BbPXY TO3U TUIT KpeMbUHa CypOBHHA.
[IpoyuBaHMsiTa BK/IFOUBaxa He CaMO UAeHTU(UKALIUS Ha reo/10orhye CKUTe U3TOYHULY, HO U UH-
TerpypaHe Ha pe3y/nTaTuTe B /lebaTa 3a HEOIUTH3ALMsATa, OCHOBAaBAIl| ce Ha (akra, ye BF cbc
CUTYPHOCT Ce TOsIBSIBa U UTpae poJisi B yCTAHOBSIBAHETO U ()YHKI[MOHUPAHETO Ha paHHOHEO/TUT-
HoTO GasikaHCKO oliKymeHe. Cera, KOrato ca HaJIMuHA MHOTO CBILIeCTBEHU pe3y/TaTH, He Mora
Jla OTpeKa, ue MOWTe Mpe/iBapyuTeHU NPe/CTaBK/XUIIOTe3u 3a rpousxo/a Ha BF u pasnpocTpa-
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HEHHEeTO MY CpeJi U3BeCTHUTe PAHHOHEOTUTHU 00eKTH, ChABbP)Kallld HeToBU apTedakTy, Osxa
TIPaBWJIHU.

Ote oT camMoTO Hauasio Oelrle sicHO, 4e Haxoguiata Ha BF ce Hamupar B CeBepHa bbra-
pus. B cpimoro Bpeme Tpakuiickara HU3MHA, KOATO e JIMIIeHa OT KpeMbK, KOHKypupauy BF,
TIpe/iCTaB/siBa Hau-rojisiMara apeHa 3a IposiBa Ha JUarHOCTUYHUTe PaHHOHEOJWTHU OPbIUS
oT 6ankaHcKW (IMHT, KakTo, pa3bupa ce, ¥ Ha JIDyTH eleMeHTH Ha MaTepuasHaTa KyaTypa
rpe3 TO3M Teprof. B kpasi Ha cTarusita ca 06001eH 1 KOMEHTHPaHH OCHOBHHTE CLieHapUn
Ha HeoJIMTH3alMATa: a) MPOHUKBaHe Ha 3eMezierieTo oT CeBepHoTo Ereiicko Kpaiibpexxve 1o
nJonvHata Ha p. CTpyMa — CrieHapyid C Hai-MHOTO TIOAIPBKHULM; 0) MUTpaLUs 10 JO/TMHUTE
Ha Bapzpap u Mopasa 10 JKene3Hu BpaTta v 1o TeueHureto Ha [lyHaB kbM CeBepHa bbirapus
— TOBA pasce/iBaHe MpeAXoXK/ja TPaKWUicKaTa KOJIOHU3aLMsl OT ChLUTe IPYIY; B) ABWKEHHe Ha
ceBep ot CeBepo3ariasiHa AHaTO/MWsI, IPOHUKBAHe TI0 Kpalbpe)xueTo /1o paiioHa Ha Jlymoropu-
€TO Y TOCJIe/IBaIll0 Pa3cesiBaHe B 3ara/{Ha MOCOKa, 3a00MKasiKy BbTPEIIHOCTTa Ha bbarapust
(Gurova 2012, 49-41). OcBeH MapiupyTa 1o peka CTpyma, JpyruTe /iBa CLieHapus MpezroJa-
rar criefiudyyHa MocpeiHUUecKa poss Ha obekra [KynaroHHMIlA B Tporjeca Ha cHabpsBaHe U
pasrnpocTpaHeHue Ha 6ankaHCKU GUHT (o7 pa3TuuH (GOPMU) 10 MHOXKECTBO TIOTPeOUTeNH.
ITo Bpeme Ha MMCaHeTO Ha CTATHSATA TOBA MOe BIDKZaHe Oellle TI0-CKOPO MHTYUTHUBHO, OTKOJKO-
TO apryMeHTHpaHo, HO Ta3u paboTHa XUIOTe3a OCTaBa BalWfHa U [0 AHeC. BBIpoChT, KOWTO
MOCTaBUX B Kpasi Ha crarusita rpe3 2012 r., obaye ocTaBa npefy3BUKaTesneH U HepeleH: Kou
ca 6UM HOBUTE MaliCTOPH Ha KPEMBUHOTO MPOU3BOZCTBO U OTKb/E Ca JOILIM, HOCEHKH T10-
3HaHWS ¥ yMeHus 3a Jo0MBaHe Ha TIpe/ICTaBUTE/THY T/IACTHHU OT Ha4a/I0TO Ha PAHHUS HEOJTUT?

TIPOYUBAHUSI 3A TIPOM3XO/IA HA BAJTKAHCKUS &JIMHT: UTHOBATHUBEH
VHTEPIUCLIUIIMHAPEH [TOJIXO/

Mexnay 2011 u 2023 r. 6sixa IpOBeZieHU TIeT M0JIeBU MPOYYBaHUs, IPUAPY’KEHH OT TOpeanLia
KOMIIJIEKCHU /1abopaTopHy aHamm3u. To3u MHOBAaTUBEH U MepCreKTUBEH 1Moxoy Oelile MHULUN-
paH U peasM3upaH C MOJI30TBOPHOTO CHTPYAHUYECTBO Ha KOJIeTU OT 'eosiornueckyst MIHCTUTYT
Ha BAH (I1. AugpeeBa u E. CredanoBa). BrHiueH ueH Ha ekurna 6ere nmpodecop K. Boncan
oT YHuBepcureta B EauHOypr.

[Tpe3 moBeue OT /ieceTUeTHe TIPAKTUKYBaXMe HOBAaTOPCKH IMOJXO0[, IOBe/ [0 3HAUUTesieH
HarpeabK B U3C/ie/IBaHUSTA HA KAMEHHUTE CYypPOBUHH B MpaucTopusiTa. [1ogxoabT KoMOMHMPa
CYpPOBHHHO OrpoOBaHe ¥ TpoboHabMpaHe Ha TepeH, MaKpO- U MUKpoOITeTporpadus C reoxu-
mudeH aHain3 (LA-ICP-MS) Ha nipobu oT cypoBUHHM U KpeMbuHU apTedakTy. B3 ocHOBa Ha
MeT CUCTeMAaTUYHU TepPeHHW W3IUPBaHUs 3a WAeHTHU(hUKAIMS U JOKyMeHTUPaHe Ha KpeMbUHU
HaxofuIla 6sixa ceyeKTHUpaHu 64 reosiornuecky MpobH 3a cpaBHeHHWe ChC 166 apTedakTa oT
apxeoJyioruuecku 00eKTU. BcruKy eTanu OT aHaJMTAYHATA TPOLelypa — OT TosieBata pabora
[0 KOMOMHMpAHWTE pe3y/lTaTh U Ch3/aBaHeTO Ha 0a3a JjaHHU — Osixa MOAPOOHO [JOKYMeHTH-
paHu. Pe3ynratuTe OT M3cieqBaHUsATa HU Osixa CBOeBPeMeHHO TyO/JMKyBaHU C OTBOPEH [10C-
TBIT U TIPEACTAB/ISIBAT COIU/IEH KOPITyC OT aHA/JIMTUUHU JIaHHHU, KOUTO MOTaT /la Ceé UHTeTrpupar
Y U3Mo/3Bar B Objelnu HayuHu ripoektu (Andreeva et al. 2014; Gurova et al. 2016; 2021b;
2022a-b; 2024; 2025).

TYK e rnmpeacTaBd ABe OT TepeHHUTE HU U3JHPBAHUA:

- [TbpBOTO MIpOyUYBaHe, ochillecTBeHO B LleHTpanHa CeBepHa bbirapus, Gelile Hali-TIPOyK-
TUBHO U JIOBeJie 10 MoApoOHa JOKyMeHTaIUst U UAeHTHU(hUKAIUSI Ha KIbCTEPU C HaXO/MIIa Ha
OankaHcku GuMHT B paiioHa [TneBen—Hukornon (I'topoBa u ap. 2012a—c; Gurova et al. 2016).
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[TOpHOKpeZIHNUTE BAPOBUIIM, ChbPKAIIM KpeMblii, 0Opa3yBar obmmpHu Haxozuila B CeBep-
Ha bwarapus (Musuiickata miaTdopma U Tipuiekallyre M yacTu Ha basnkaHckus AnmuiicKy
Oporen), HO caMo B paiioHa Ha [1neBeH—HuKomom MusuickusiT KpeMbK (B cMuchia Ha Nachev
2009) e pasrosioykeH B HeHapyllleHU cKaau. Hali-curypHo uieHTU(ULMpaHUTe HaXxo[ullla ce
cperiat BB BapoBUIUTe Ha [OpHOKpeHaTa Me3apeHcKa cuivieBo-kapboHaTHa cBuTa. Bro-
PUYHU eTyBHAJIHU, AeyBUATHA U ayBUa/IHU /IeTIO3UTH Ha KPEMBK ca ce o0pa3yBaiy BCIe-
CTBHE Ha pa3pyllaBaHeTO Ha ChIIWTe BAPOBULIY, ChAbP KAl KpEMBbUHU KOHKpeLd. Bbripeku
pervcTpupaHeTo Ha MOHe eJHO HaXOZMILe C KaTerOPUYHM Jl0Ka3aresiCTBa 3a eKCruioaTralys 1o
BpeMe Ha XonoreHa (Haxoguireto JKepHOB, 01130 /10 eJHOMMEHHOTO CeJo), BCe OIlle He e
UIeHTUDUIMPAHO aTesire C XapakTepHHUTe Oere3u Ha 00paboTKa Ha OanKaHCKU GUIMHT 3a HYX-
JIATe Ha HeOJIMTHOTO HacesleHue.

- Bropara o6sacT Ha pasnpocTpaHeHue Ha Musniicku (1o Haues) dmunT e B [llymeHcko, B
CesepoustouHa bbarapusi, KbieTo mpoBefioxMe ToseBy U3upBaHust. Tyk Osixa pasrpaHUYeHd
¥ OnvcaHy /iBa HoBY Tuna KpeMbK — [llymen I u I1. Busyanno Illymen I mHoro Hanogo6siBa BF,
Ho nietporpadckute 1 reoxummuueckute (LA-ICP-MS) ananu3u nokassaT pasjivyHy IPOQUIIH.

MexayBpeMeHHO Onaromapenue Ha (uHaHcupad or HAVIM-BAH rmipoekT pasimmpuxme
CYpPOBHHHATa HU KOJIEKLIMS C HSIKOJIKO JOMTBTHUTEIHU 00pa3iiy, 3a [ja TM CPaBHUM KaKToO C Ha-
nuuHaTa 6a3a manHu 3a BF, Taka u ¢ HoBu 77 apredakra oT 10 paHHOHeOMMTHU 00eKTa. AHa-
JUTUYHATA MpoLie/lypa BK/IKOUBAllle CpaBHEHWe Ha HOBaTa cepusi apTedakTy CbC CypOBUHUTE OT
OaKaHCKU (DIMHT, ChOpaHW OT BCUUKH T10JIEBU CE30HH.

[TocnegaUTe pe3ynaTaTty ca MHOTO MH(OPMAaTUBHU U B HIKOU OTHOIIIEHUs U3HeHaABaim. Te
JIEMOHCTPHUPAT Ha/le)KZIHA MeTO/IMKa 3a CBbpP3BaHe 1 pa3rpaHruaBaHe KakToO MeXy apTedakTu
Y Haxo/MIlja, Taka U MeXIy caMuTe apredakTv U MeXAy OT[e/THUTe CYPOBHHU U3TOUHHUIIA
— yCTIOBUE 3a HaZle)KHO Bh3CTAaHOBSIBAHe Ha Pa3MpPOCTPAHEHHETO Ha KPeMBUHUTE CYPOBUHU.
GIS mopenupaHeTo TIoMara Jia ce ueHTU(GULMpaT Bh3MOKHH ITHTHIIA 32 PA3MPOCTPaHeHue Ha
(dbnuHTa MEX/Iy HaxXoUII[aTa ¥ MecTaTa Ha oTpebieHre, KaTo pa3CTOSTHUSTA MeXY TSIX Bapy-
pat oT 23 fo 314 km, ripu yc/ioBue 4e pa3npocTpaHeHHeTo e qupekTHO (Gurova et al. 2022b).

[Tpo6nemute ¢ BF, crioMeHaTy Mo-rope, eKCTparoMpaHyd KbM JMCKYCHSTA 32 HEO/IUTH3a-
LUsITa — apr'YyMeHTU ¥ MPUUMHHOCT — N0Ka3BaT, Ye HUTO e/JMH OT KOHBEHL[MOHA/THUTe CLieHapuu
Y TIapaJJUurMH 3a HeoJIMTH3aIusATa Ha bbarapus He e paborel 6e3 oTuMTaHe U OCMUC/ISTHE Ha
Haxopauiara Ha BF v TsxHaTa JOCTBITHOCT 3a ITbPBUTE HEOJIUTHU 3ace/THULIU. [ToBTOpsieMocTTa
Ha JUaTHOCTUYHUTE OPBJUS OT Oa/TKaHCKHU (/IMHT Ha ToJiiMa TEPUTOPHS U TSIXHAaTa ChbBMeCTHA
TosiBa C IPyTy OTJIMUMTEHU COLIMO-KYJITYPHH UepPTU B ITbpBaTa 1oyioBMHA Ha VI xus. np.Xp..
TMpe/rioiarar ChileCTByBaHeTO Ha C/I0’KHA Mpe)ka 3a 0OMeH € BUCOKa CTeleH Ha B3auMOZenCT-
BUe€, eJIEMEHTH OT KOSITO Ca BCE Oll[e HeBUAWMH, HO U3UCKBAT MOJPOOHO U CUCTEMAaTHUUHO W3-
clefBaHe.

[TbpBUAT XUITOTETUYEH MPOO/IEM e JIUTICaTa Ha apXeo0THYeCcKy caeau 3a rpea-KapaHoBo
I pasnpoctpanenue Ha BF ot Haxoguijara B CeBepHa bbirapust KbM 00eKTHTe OT paHHOHEO-
JIMTHUA Ky/ATypeH KoMIuiekc Ha KapaHoso I B FOxxHa beirapus. Ot gpyra cTpaHa, e Bb3MOXKHO
Jla ce TIPe/ITIO/IOKH U3BecTeH oOMeH Ha BF Mexy mpeikapaHOBCKU OOIITHOCTH OKOJI0 06eKTa
JIKymoHWLIa U eBeHTya/IHUs TIpeJKapaHOBCKH cyOcTpar B Tpakws, 3a KOWTO (TIOpajiv Cepro3-
HUTe PeYHU pas3vBU B Tpakus) He ce OYaKBaT apXxeoJIOrMYeCcKy JloKa3aresCTBa.

PA3ITPOCTPAHEHUME HA MPEXATA HA BAJIKAHCKUA ®JIMHT: ITPOTUBOBEC HA
OBMEHA HA MEJIOCKM OBCUIVAH?

,Z[I/IEIFHOCTI/I‘—IHI/ITG PaHHOHEOJ/IMTHU OPBAUA OT BF (FJ'IaBHO peTylirpaHu IJIaCTUHH, YeCTO C pas-
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JIMYHO O(OPMEHM Kpawilla, U eJleMeHTH OT ChpI) ce CpellaT B MpeJCTaBUTe/THU CepPUr Cpef
PAHHOHEOJIUTHUTE KOMILIEKCH ¢ (Osiio)pricyBaHa KepaMHKa, XapakTepHa 3a KyaTypara Kapa-
HOBO | B Tpakusi, 3ae[HO C HelHUS KXKHO/IOT0O3arajieH BapuaHT (BkaounTenHo Coduiickara
paBHMHA) U 00EKTU B TOPHOTO U CPETHOTO TeueHHe Ha Jjo/rHaTa Ha CTpyma.

B 1031 cMuCBH iuarHocTHUHUTE OpbAMst OT BF ca v TpsibBa /a ce pas3riexkiaT KaTo KynTypeH
Mapkep Ha komriekca Kapanoso I. Te npogb/mkaBar fja Ob4aT JOMUHAHTHY TI0 BpeMe Ha KyJl-
typara Kapanoso II (oTTyk yectoTto ro3oBaBaHe Ha KapaHoBo I-II kynTypHa obmHoCT/koiné),
BHU3MPaVKU NIPOCTPAHCTBEHO-TeMIIOpa/HaTa Cpefja Ha MposiBa Ha JUarHOCTUYHUTE OpPbAUS OT
OankaHcku (IMHT, a He 3a crieli(UKN Ha KepaMUUYHOTO pa3ButHe. Te3u KpeMbUHU MapKepu
3arasBaT PUCBCTBUETO CY B KbCHOHEO/IMTHA CeKBeHLUA 1o Bpeme Ha Kapanoso III u IV karo
3aKbCHsJIa (peTapAMpallia) WiM ocTaTbuHa (peMUHUCLIeHTHA) (hopMa. [1pe3 KbCHUSI HEO/TUT Te
ry0siT [MarHOCTUYHMS CH XapaKTep, HO Bb3 OCHOBA Ha KaueCTBOTO UM TPOZb/KaBaT jja 6bar
1peo(OPMSIHU U MPEeU3oI3BaHy KaKTO C YTUJIMTApHA, Taka U C Bb3MO)KHA CUMBOJ/IMUHA LieJl.

KakTo cTaHa ICHO To-rope, AMarHOCTUYHY OPBAUS Sensu Stricto ce OTHACAT KbM KY/ITypHa-
ta obmHocTt Kapanoo I-II. Ot apyra cTpaHa 0a/KaHCKHUST (JIMHT KaTO CypOBWHA Y HETOBU-
Te MPOW3BOJHU MPOAYKTH UMaT MHOTO TO-IIIMPOKO pa3mnpocTpaHeHue. Te ca n300umHU cpep
KpembuHHUTe aHcambmu B CeBepHa bbirapusi, KoeTo e JIOTMUHO W OYAKBAaHO TOPAJy Pasrio-
JIO)KeHWEeTO Ha HaxojuillaTta B paiioHa [TneBeH—HuKomon u B MambK KibcTep okosio IlymeH,
OTKBJETO MPOU3XOKIa TUITBT KpeMbK [LlymeH I, koliTo, KakTo Oe crioMeHaTo, e MaKpOCKOTIUYeH
eKBUBaJIeHT Ha TUNMuHus BF.

PaHHOHeomUTHUTE 00eKTH C apTedakTu OT OanKaHCKU (UIUHT Cpefi CBOMTe KPeMbUHU aH-
cambnu ca mMpokKo pasnpoctpaHeny B FOrousrouHa EBpomna: Cbpbust (BK/tourTeiHO BoliBo-
nmuHa), CeBepHa Makenonus, FO>xHa PymbHusi, Kapriatckus 6acetiH, o6ekTu B Typcka Tpakus
1 eiuH 06eKT Ha ocTpoB ['bokueasa (Mmbpoc).

Cucremara 3a pasnpocTtpaHeHre Ha BF e Ouma egHa OT /BeTe OCHOBHU MpeXXHU 3a 00MeH
Ha cypoBuHu B FOromw3srouna EBpoma (3aeHO ¢ pa3npocTpaHeHHeTo Ha obcuauaH or Mesioc)
10 BpeMe Ha paHHHS HEOJIUT, KaTo M JIBeTe MPEXKU Ca CUMIITOMaTUYHM 3a chepr Ha B3aMMO-
JIeMCTBUE, KOUTO BEPOSITHO Ca WUIpajy ChIECTBEHA POJISi B HEOJUTH3ALUATA HA ChOTBETHUTE
PErHoHH.

EIUH OT K/TFOUOBUTE BBIIPOCH €: KoM ObrapCcKu 00eKTH ca yuacTBaId B MpeskaTa v KakBa e
Ouna TaxHaTa posist B 0OMeHa BbTpe ¥ Mexy obiHocTuTe? To3u BBIIPOC HEM30e)KHO TIOCTaBs
cieiBaIusi — 32 pabOTUTHULUTE 3a ZOOWB Ha CypPOBUHU Y TIPOM3BOZCTBO Ha apTedakTtu ot BF.
Ot upeHTH(UIpaHNTe HAaXOAMIIA, Hali-o0elaBamuTe KaTto pabotunHuy ca JKepHoB, My-
cemeBo 1 Ay Kou Baba Teke — BCcMuKky B K/TbCTepa HaxoAuilja B paiioHa IlneBen—Hukonos,
eKCIIoaTHpaly KpeMbUHHM HaxoAauIa ot [opHOKpegHaTa Me3apeHcKa CUIHLIMeBO-KapOoHaT-
Ha cButa. l1Jo ce oTHacs 0 pabOTUIHULMTE 32 KpeMBYHHU apTedakTH, PerMCTPUPAaHU B paH-
HOHEOJIUTHU CeJWIIa, eIMHCTBEHUAT 00eKT C MPOM3BOACTBeHa 30Ha/aTenve e CraTuHa, HO ca
JOKyMEHTHPAHU CaMO TPH si/ipa. 3a ChXXajieHHe TToBeueTo apTedakTy ca OMIi CHTHO yBpeleH!
OT TEPMHUYHU Bb3/|eMCTBUS 10 BpeMe Ha U3rapsiHeTo Ha ,,rosisiMara Kbia“. JIpyru Bb3MOXXHOC-
TH 3a MPOM3BOACTBO Ha n3enusi oT BF Ha MsicTO ca pa3riiejany upe3 npuMepure ¢ obekty 1-3
(8 Yacr II) u B pa3gena ,,/JJucKycus“ Ha OCHOBHHUS TEKCT.

B Tasu cutyaius C Ba KJIHOUOBU HEOJMTHU 00eKTa, OTHACSIM ce KbM Kpast Ha VII xui.
np.Xp. — [bxymonuua (B Llentpanna CeBepHa bbarapust) u KoBaueBo (B fonvHata Ha CpejHa
CrpyMa B rorosanaZiHis Kpail Ha CTpaHara), HeOCIIOpUM IIPUOPUTET B IIPOLjeca Ha TbpBOHavasl-
HO yCBOsSIBaHe U pa3BUTHe Ha Mperkara 3a J0CTaBKa U pasrpocTpaHeHue Ha BF uma JIXyntoHu-
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1]a C HeWHUS TIPeAIKapaHOBCKU CyOCTpaT ¥ MO/ie/Id Ha MaTepuasiHaTa Ky/Typa.

KoBaueBo, k0oeTo e efjHa OT bpPBUTE ,,KOJIOHUU“ Ha Hall-paHHUTe MUTpHUpaLyu (hepmepu OT
Awnaronmus (aupekTHO Wir ype3 BbjiHU 0T CeBepHOTO Erelicko Kpaiibpeskue), He MOKa3Ba MpH-
cberBre Ha BF nipeu dasute Ic v 1d, korato o6eKThT e MHTErpUPaH B Ky/ITYPHUS KPbI' Ha Ka-
paHoBo 1. Beue cbM HM3pasu/ia Xxuroresara CU 3a K/IH0UOBaTa poJid Ha JI)Ky/TIFOHULIA B cucTeMara/
Mpe)xaTa 3a Zlo0MB 1 pa3npocTpaHeHre Ha OaIKaHCKU QUIMHT C ITbJIHO Ch3HAHME 3a MpeJBapH-
TeJTHUs XapaKTep Ha NpeJIo/I0KeHUsITa MU.

Hatli-paHHOTO ¥ CUTYpPHO JlaTUpPaHO MpUCHCTBUe Ha BF B paHHOHEO/MTeH KOHTEKCT € B Ce-
nuiieto bxymonuija B CeBepHa bbarapus, KbjeTo apredakty ot BF ce cpeijat oT camoto
Hayas0 Ha CeKBeHLUsTa, gaTupaino npeayd 6000 r.op.Xp.

Hakpast TpsibBa Jja ce oTOesne)xu, ye TPeAXOAHUST pasfiesl Ceé OCHOBABA Ha [bJITOTOAMIITHU
WHTepAMCLUIUIMHAPHU u3cieBaHusi Bpxy BF (c Haxopuia B LlenTpanHa CeBepHa bbira-
pust), aKLieHTHpAaIlld BbPXY HErOBOTO Bb3HHWKBaHe Y MaCOBOTO MY Pa3rpoCTpaHeHHe Ha rojisima
TE€PUTOPHsI, KAKTO U BbPXY ChBMECTHAaTa MY TIOsiBa C PYTH OTIMUUTE/IHU COLIUO-KY/ITyPHHU Xa-
PaKTepPUCTHKH Tpe3 IrbpBarta nonoBrHa Ha VI xui. nip. Xp. ToBa mpegrosara ChlijecTByBaHETO
Ha CJIO)KHa Mpe’ka 3a 00MeH C BHCOKa CTeTleH Ha B3aMMO/IeMCTBHe, KaTo ce TpeAriosiara, ye
HUTO eIUH OT KOHBEHI[MOHA/IHUTE CLIeHapUM U TlapaJurMy Ha HeoJIMTH3alusATa Ha bbiarapus
He e MpUIoKUM 0e3 (Tipe)ocMHC/IsiHe Ha ¢aKTa 3a JIOKaM3al[ysiTa Ha KpeMbUHUTE HaXOZMIla
Y TSIXHOTO OTKpUBaHe W pa3paboTBaHe OT IMbPBUTe HEOJIUTHHU 3aCeHULM W/W, anTepHaTUB-
HO, OCUT'YPSIBAHETO MM Ha JJOCTBII /10 Bede ChIL[eCTBYBAIlY ¥ (GYHKL[MOHUPALLU TTPeJHEeOTUTHU
Mpexu 3a 06meH Ha BF.

3. PETMOHAJTHA CIIEHVU®UKA CPEIY YHUOUKALINA B PAHHOHEOJ/IMTHUTE
KPEM'BYHU MHAYCTPUN

PAHHOHEOJ/IMUTHUTE AHCAMBJIN HA KYJITYPHATA OBINHOCT KAPAHOBO I (dur. 21-40)

To3u pa3zen ce 6a3upa Ha JaHHU OT 17 PaHHOHEOJUTHA KpeMbUHU aHCaMO®bJ/ia (BKJTFOUHTETHO
YeTUPU C KbCHOHEOJIMTHHU IJIaCTOBE), U3C/Ie[jBaHU B MPOJ’b/DKEHHUE Ha Jb/IBI [I€PUOJ, OT BpeMe
(B Kaptara ro-rope). Te3u aHcaM0/M ca U3y4yaBaHU upe3 Pa3/IMUHM aHAJUTUUHHU TTOJXO/H,
KOHL[eTITya/IHU paMKH U CTpaTeryu 3a mybsukyBaHe. CrieiHATe 00eKTH ca MPoyuYeHU OT MeH U
BIocsieficTBre mybvkyBaHu: KapaHoBo (Gurova 1997; 2002a), A3mak (dactuuHo — Gatsov,
Gurova 2001), f6sakoBo (Gurova 2014a, npumep 5 B Yact II), Cnaruna, KoBaueBo u Paku-
toBO (Gurova 2011b; 2012b). IlpesacTaBuTe/iHa U3Ba/iKa OT Te3u 00eKTH Oellle U3I0JI3BaHa 3a
JeduHMpaHe Ha AMAarHOCTUUHUTE PAHHOHEOIMTHH OPBAUS OT Oa/KaHCKW (PJIMHT U 3a apryMeH-
THPaHe Ha TSIXHaTa poJis B HeodTH3aloHHUs Aebat (Gurova 2008a; 2009; 2018b; Gurova &
Bonsall 2014a). YacT ot Te3u u3c/ie[BaHus ca Myb/IMKyBaHU B KpaTka ¢opma B cepusita Apxe-
onozuuecku omkpumus u paskonku. [10-HOBU u3c/e/jBaHusl, KAKTO Y aHa/M3UTe Ha HAKOM OT
Hali-Ba)kHUTe 00eKTH, Ce MpeJCTaBsT 3a ITbPBU BT TYK KaTo Mpe/iCTaBUTe/THU NpuMepu B HacT
II (Bepbuna, Jxyntonulia, Apaosuiia u MnuHgenim). KymynatuBHuTe MU Hab/mo[jeHNsI Bbp-
Xy BCHYKHM M3yueHU aHCaMO/M TMO3BO/ISIBAT OUepPTaBaHETO Ha OCHOBHUTE XapaKTePUCTUKH Ha
PaHHOHEO/IUTHUTE KPeMbUHU UH/IYCTPUU U OTIpe/iesiTHeTO Ha Oesie3u Ha PeryisipHOCT U eHO-
oOpa3ue crpsiMO YHUKATHOCT U crieliruyHOCT. Bcruku 06ekTH, pasriieiaHu TyK, ca uacT (Hsi-
KOW KaTo TieprepHr KOMITIOHEHTH) OT 001{HOCTTa Ha Ky/iTypara KapaHoso I, uHTeprnipeTrpaHa
ype3 AMHAMUYHUSA MoJien Ha KynTypHuTe ripotiecy B Tpakus (Nikolov 2004). B koHTekcTa Ha
KpeMbUyHHUTe aHcamb/u Ta3u 0OIHOCT/KyATypeH Kpbr/koiné BkitouBa U Kynrypara KapaHoBo
11 B HeliHMsI NPOCTPAHCTBEHO-BpeMeBHU Auana3oH. OTze/Ha rpyna, pejcTaBssiiiia oro3anajHust
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BapuaHT Ha Kynrypara Kapanoso I, ce popmupa ot obekrure mo gomHata Ha peka Ctpyma
— MpeJuUMHO B CPeHOTO, a B I0-MaJika CTelleH B FOPHOTO TeueHue, BK/IOUUTENHO KoBaue-
BO, nuupenuy, bpexxany, JIpeHkoBo, beirapueso, [bxepman v Heroaniu. ToBa usnoxeHue
TIpe/iCTaBst KpaThbK KOMeHTap 3a HeroBaHiy, 3a /ja ce KOMIIeHCHpa JIMTICaTa Ha IMYHUA HaOmo-
JleHUs1 BbPXY He/IOCTBITHUSL KpeMbUeH Marepuasn oT ['babbHuK. [IpyruTte 00ekTu ca mo-6/1m3o
[l0 elnMLieHTbpa Ha Kjacuyeckara Kyatypa Kapanoso I — PakuTtoBo, Kanuran IumMuTpueBo u
s16bnkoBo. CenumHuTe Morwiyi KapaHoBo ¥ A3Mak ca M3yuaBaHU Ha PaHHMS eTarl OT MOUTe
HEeOJINTHY TIPOyYBaHMUs, MPeJy U3KPUCTATM3UPaHeTo Ha crieliiuuHus (GOKyC BbPXY OaskaH-
ckust piuHT (BF). TTopaau ToBa Te3u aHcaMO/i He Morar fia ObiaT AUPEKTHO CPAaBHSIBAHU Me-
TOZ,0/IOTUYHO C TI0-CKOPO U3yUYeHUTe KOJIeKLIMU. Bbrpeky ToBa Te ocTaBar cpef, Hau-IpescTa-
BUTEJIHUTEe NIPUMEPH 3a AUArHOCTUYHY PaHHOHEO/JUTHU opbaus oT BF u vecto ce usnonssar
KaTo pedepeHTHH, 0COOEHO TIPU JMCKYCUHTE 3a T.Hap. ,,MaKpOT/IaCTUHU .

PanHoHeonmuTHUTe 00ekTr Ha CeBepHa bwirapus — Bepbuija, [Kymonuiia u SproBuria —
ca npezcraseHu Karo npuMmepu NeNel-3 B Yacrt II. 3a fa ce U3SCHU AOMBIHUTETHO poJiATa Ha
KpeMbUHUTEe UH/YCTPUU B COLIUAIHO-KYJITYPHUTE MPOL{eCH TIpe3 IbpBaTa I10/I0BUHA Ha VI XUJL.
nip.Xp., aHcambrTe, POyYeHU OT aBTOPA, Ce TPEJCTaBAT TYK IMO-KOXePeHTHO, C 0COOeH aK-
L|eHT BbPXY BCe Ollle HeMmyO/IMKyBaHUTe WM HOBOAHA/TM3UPaHNUTe MaTepraii 1 B KOMITapaTHUB-
Ha MPOeKIUs CIPSIMO PAaHHOHEOIUTHY aHCaMOJ/T1, UHTePIPeTHPaHu OT APYTH U3C/Ie/|0BaTeH.

Ha 6a3aTa Ha CHCTeMAaTUYHOTO U3y4yaBaHe Ha MHOTOOPOWHH KpeMBbUHH aHCaMOJIH OT KJTIOUO-
BY PaHHOHEOJIMTHU 00eKTH 0ykHO oT CTapa MjiaHWHA — BK/TFOUMTETHO CeJTUIHUTe Mormin Ka-
paHoBo, A3Mak 1 Kanutan JIMMUTpHEBO, KakTo U ,,paBHUHHUTE 006ekTH KoBaueBo, S16B/1KOBO,
PakuTtoBo U CnaTvHa — CbM apryMeHTHpana 000cobsiBaHeTO Ha OT/e/THa KaTeropusi 0udeHoC-
MUYHU 0p®OUsl MITA KOMI/IeKMU 0ps0usl, HanpaseHu Heu3MeHHO oT 6ankaHcKu ¢yiHT (Gurova
2008a). TepMUHBT 3a TaKbB TUI XapaKTePHU OPBAUS € IIMPOKO W3MO0A3BaH B CbBPEMEHHUTe
W3C/Ie/IBaHusA U 10 AeUHULIMATA HAa AH/IpedCKU TOBa ca Opb/si, KOUTO MPUTEXXaBaT elHa UIn
roBeue OT CJIEJHUTe XapaKTePUCTUKU: CTaHJapTH3uvpaHa (opma, MoBuIlleHa (TeXHOJOTMYHA)
CJIOKHOCT Ha U3paboTKa, Bb3MOKHOCT 3a rpeodopMsiHe U MIOBTOPHA yTioTpeOa, U3ro/i3BaHe Ha
crielja/iHy CypPOBHHH, Mpe/iIBapuTe/IHa MOAT0TOBKA, OUaKBaHO Ipe/iHa3HaueHe U Bb3MO)KHOCT
3a TpaHcrioptypane (Andrefsky 1994, 22).

B moc/iezBaiiiTe MO U3C/Ie[iBaHMs Ha IpyTry (DaHHO)HEOUTHU aHCaMO/K OT pa3/iyuHU pe-
T'MOHU KOHLIEIIUSATA 3a AUarHOCTUYHUTE OPBAMS € U3M0/I3BaHa KaTo OCHOBEH IMCKPUMHUHATHBEH
KPUTEPUI CpeJ BCUUKU aHA/IUTHYHY Y MHTEPIPEeTaTMBHU KOMITOHEHTH. Taka Te MpeZCTaB/siBaT
Ha/IeXK/IeH MHCTPYMEHT 3a CUHXPOHHO U JIMaXPOHHO CPaBHEHWEe Ha KpeMbUHUTE aHCaMOJTH.

JlnarHoCTUUHKTE OpBAUS BK/IKOUBAT MPEJVMHO I/IAaCTUHU OT BU3Ya/lHO €JHOPOJEH KbJI-
TeHUKaBO-Ka(siBO-CUBKaB C Oeny BK/IOUeHUs] OasKaHCKU (IMHT, C HEeNPeKbCHATH (TTOHSKOTa
YaCTUYHM) TOAYCTPBMHHU 0 CTPbMHU M BUCOKHM PETYLIM Ha e[UHUS WU [iBaTa CTPaHUYHU
pb0Oa. Kpawuiiiara Moxke /ia ca 3aoctpeHu (Turn nephopaTopy) Wi 3aKpbI/IeHU (TUTT CTBPrasiku).
HeunsmeHeH KOMIIOHEHT Ha JUarHOCTUYHUTE OPBJUS Ca U e/leMeHTHUTe OT ChPIl OT U3BECTHUS
KapanoBcku tur. OT TeXHOJIOTWYHA I[VIeZiHA TOUKA MHAYCTPUSTAa MOKa3Ba CUCTEMAaTUYHO W3-
T10/13BaHe Ha UHJUPEKTeH yzap (TeXHHKA Ha OTJe/siHe C IOCPe/IHMK), @ XapaKTePHUAT CTPbMeH
PeTyIl e OChILeCTBEH upe3 HaTUCK C OpraHuyeH peTyuiop. BaxkHo e fa ce orbenexku, ye HUTO
s/Ipa, HUTO OTJIOMBLIM W OTTa/bLIM OT MOATOTOBKaTa UM Ca JI0OKyMeHTUpaHU cpeji apTedakTu-
Te, IOpPaJy KOeTo NPOU3BO/CTBeHara Bepura (chaine opératoire) ocraBa (pparmMeHTHpaHa U He
TIO/JIeXKU Ha LISJIOCTHO Bb3CTaHOBSIBAHe.

3a orbens3BaHe e, ue auarHocTuuHu 3a KapanoBo I-II opbausi oT 6ankaHcku GIMHT ca
uieHTU(UIMPAHU ¥ IOKYMEHTHUPaH! Cpefl aHCaMO/IH, TIPUHAZ/IEKAIM KbM Pa3/IMuHA KY/ITYP-
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HU I'PyIU B HaJjpernoHaHus TeXHOKoMIuIeKC Kapanoso [-CrapueBo—Kpuii—Kropou, KbeTo
Ce CpeljaT KaTo 3aBbpILIeHN OPBbAXS WK KaTo 001110 u3nonsBaHu apredakTtu oT BF.

Hanvurero Ha AMAarHOCTUUHU OPBAMS OT FOPeONMCaHus THI e Oesier 3a aduivalus KbM
KynTypHoTO koiné KapanoBo I-II. Te3u opbaus ca Hali-MHOTOOPOIHM U TIPe/ICTAaBUTE/IHH B Ce-
nuiHUTe Morud KapaHoBo v A3Mak, Kb/IeTO JOMUHHUPAT, CJie[BaHu OT S10b/1KOBO, PakuToBo,
Cnaruna, KoBaueBo, nungeHtm u apyru obektu (Gurova 2008; 2011a; 2012b; 2014b). Xa-
pakTepHUTe OPBbAUS Ce MOSIBABAT B PA3/IMUHU MPOMOPLIMU U Ha Pa3/IMUHU eTary OT PAHHOHEO-
JIMTHaTa CeKBeHLIMs1, KOeTo e 0cobeHo 00pe mpocsiefumMo cpe; 00eKTUTe 0 CPeJHOTO TeueHHe
Ha Ctpyma. B morumure Asmak 1 KapaHoBo Te ca JOMUHHUPALLYA U TeXHUKO-TUII0JIOTUUeCKU
HaITb/THO 3aBbPILIEHH Ollle OT HaYa/I0TO Ha HEeOJIMTHATa CEeKBEHLUS.

OcBeH [UarHOCTUYHUTE OPb/IUS, BCUUKA PAHHOHEO/IMTHU aHCcaMbu oT obektuTe B HOKHa
Bwarapusi chabpKat U Oesie3d Ha eKCreUeHTHO/OMOPTIOHUCTUYHO TIPOU3BOACTBO Ha TOJY-
(abpukaty (OT/IOMBLM U TIJIACTUHW) W TUIOJOTUUYECKU OPBAUS OT JIOKATHU (KPeMBUHHU) CY-
POBHHH. B TO3M CMUCBH/T HaTMUKETO Ha JUAaTHOCTUYHU OPBAUS OT OankaHCKU (GIMHT BhBEXA
eJIeMeHT Ha e[HOOOpa3ue, 0KaTo ekcriegueHTHara (ad hoc) mpoayKIysi, OCHOBaHA Ha JIOKAJTHU
CYpOBUHH Z00aBs crieljudrKa U PerdoHajHO pa3HOOOpa3ve B PaHHOHEOIUTHHUTEe KPeMbUYHU
WHAYCTPUH. BUABT U JOCTBITHOCTTA Ha T€3W MECTHH CYPOBUHU BapypaT 3HAUUTETTHO MEeXIy
OT/Ie/THUTEe PerOHM.

PervoHaiHOTO pa3mnpe/iesieHre Ha paHHOHEOJIMTHUTe KpeMbUHU aHCaMO/11, CBbP3aHH C KyJI-
TypHus Kpbr' Ha KapaHoBo I, e npefcraBeHo B cefiHaTa Noc/ie0BaTe/IHOCT: CeJULLa B [J0JIU-
Hata Ha Ctpyma, B Coduiickoro rosie U B Tpakubickara HU3uHa. KirbCcTepbT 00eKTH OT [10/TH-
Hara Ha CTpyMma BK/IHOYBa Cesuiliata ceBepHo oT KoBaueBo, a imeHHO VnnHzaeH1y, bpexanu,
[penkoBo u BbbarapueBo. CucrematnuHuTe u3cieBaHusi Ha M. I'pebcka-KymnoB ca cbcpefio-
TOYEHU BbPXY CpPeJHOTO TeueHHe Ha CTpyma, MpeJi0CTaBIMKKM M3uepriaTesieH KOHLIeNTyaneH 1
JIMaxpOHEH TIpersie]] Ha paHHO- U cpefiHOHeoMMTHOTO 3acenBaHe (Grebska-Kulow 2017; 2024).
T'opHoTO TeueHne Ha CTpyMma e mpezicTaBeHO OT obektuTe [I>kepMaH, ['b1bOHUK (criopes u3-
cnenBanusitTa Ha U. T'atjoB) u HeroBaHiju.

CymapHO ¥ cuHTe3upaHo aHcaMb/mTe oT CTpyMa ToKa3Bat 001U XapaKTepPUCTUKU Ha Kpe-
MbuHHUTEe aHCaMO/ oT KoBaueBo zi0 HeroBaHIM, Haii-Ba)kHAaTa OT KOUTO € HaJIMYMETO Ha ap-
Te()aKTH ¥ IUarHOCTUYHH OPBAUS OT OATKAHCKU (UIMHT — TUITUYHO PeTYIIMPAHU TUIAaCTUHU U
e/IeMeHTH OT CbpIl. XPOHOJIOTUYHO TO3U Oesler Ha KpeMbuHaTa MHAyCTpusi 3a KoBaueBo ca
cBbp3Ba ¢ ¢asa Ic (ox. 5900 BC criopes Grebska-Kulow 2024), nokato B ceBepHHTe 00€k-
T (['B1B0HUK 1 HeroBaHIM) ce TIOSIBSIBA MTPUOTM3UTETHO CTOJIETHE TI0-PAHO, KOETO TIOAKPerst
XUTIOTe3ara, Ye ,,[1aKeThT, ChAbpKalll 0anKaHCKU (UIMHT U HETOBHUTE JePUBATH, € BHECEH OT
ceBep, upe3 WM 3a00uKassiiiky paborunnuiiata B CiatuHa—Codust.

O6exTute ot Coduiickoro nosie v TpakuiickaTa HU3MHA, KOMEHTUPaHU TYK, BK/rouBar Cria-
THHA, PakuTOBO, S10B/KOBO, MOruMTe KapaHoBo 1 A3Mak. XapaKTepUCTUKUTE Ha Te3U aHCaM-
O/ BK/TFOUBAT HATMYMETO Ha 3HAUMTETHU CepUU AMAarHOCTUYHU OPBAUS OT OamKaHCKU (QIMHT
— Hali-MHOTO B CeJIMIIHaTa MOTr/Ia A3Mak, KakTo U B KapaHoBo 1 $10b/IKOBO — M MHTE@H3WBHATA
uM ynotpeba v TpaHchopmaryst. Bcruku 00ekTH feMoHCTpUpar U Oesie3n Ha eKcrieJieHTHa
npoAyKLusi, 6a3upaHa Ha MECTHU M PETMOHA/IHO JOCTBITHU CYPOBUHH, U CBbpP3aHa OCHOBHO C
MIPOAYKTHTE Ha [jebuTaka — OTVIOMBLI U ()parMeHTH, TIO-PsiAKO TiacTUHU. OUYaKBaHO B aHCAM-
O/MTe OT CriIOMeHaTHTe CeNuIla Ce OTKPUBAT HAIThJTHO €BOJTFOMpAasu ChprioBe KapaHoBcku Tur,
YuMTO enieMeHTH (TIpeo0/afiaBallio peTyIIMPaHHd M HePeTYIIMPaHHW TUIACTUHHU OT Oa/KaHCKU
¢GMHT) ce XapaKTepu3MpaT C MHTEH3WBHA YW TIPOJb/DKUTETHA YIOTpeba, MHOTOKPATHO TPeo-
¢bopmsiHe U peyTHIM3aLusl.
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PAHHOHEOJIMTHU OBEKTU B CEBEPHA BBJITAPUSA (pur. 41-43)

PaHHOHEO/IUTHUTE KPeMBUHH aHCcaMO/i oT 00ektu B CeBepHa bbirapusi ce pasnvuaBar 3Ha-
YUTEeJIHO OT Te3U B Ky/ATypHUs Kpbr' KapaHoBo [-1I, KOUTO CbABpIKAT TUITUUYHU JUATHOCTUYHU
opbusi OT OamKaHCKU (MHT. PaHHOHEoMMTHaTa KpeMbuHa uHAYyCTpusi B CeBepHa bbirapus
ce xapakrepu3upa c u3obume Ha apredakty ot BF, BKIHOUMTETHO TIPOJYKTU Ha Jaburtaxa,
TUTIONIOTMYeCKU OPBAUS U sifipa. BbeIipeku ToBa, TTpou3BoIcTBeHaTa Bepura (chaine opératoire)
Ha BF e (parmeHTapHa, a AMarHOCTUUHKTE OpbUs OT BF ca OT MUHHMMAa/HO Mpe/CTaBeHU /10
HaITb/THO OTChCTBAaIY. Hali-uHTepecHUTe W K/IFOUOBH PaHHOHEOJMTHU 00EKTH, TIPOyUeHH OT
MeH, ca Bopouria (CeBepousrouna bwarapus), [xymtonuna (Leatpanmta CeBepHa Bbirapust)
u fApnosuiia (CeBepo3anasHa bbiarapus), KouTo ca TpejicTaBeHU KaTto rpuMepy NeNel-3 B
Yact I Ha moHorpadusra. JIpyru 06eKTH, U3C/ieiBaHN OT Pa3/IMYHUA YUeHU U KOMEHTHPAHHU B
TO3U pa3zesn, BkiatouBatr Konpusel], Oxonen, I'pagerauiia, OBuapoBo—I opara 1 OpJioserl.

Cnepnpatiku crieHapusi Ha Krauss u kKonektuB (Krauss et al. (2017) 0THOCHO HaB/M3aHETO
Ha HeoJIMTU3aLMsATa 110 TPaceTo Ha cybcpeu3eMHOMOPCKO-erelickaTa 6roreorpadcka 30Ha 1o
BpeMe Ha KIMMaTU4YHOTO chbuTHe ot 8.2 ka, Krauss nocraest obekra [[)Ky/toHuIla B LeHTbPA
Ha Tpe/iKapaHOBCKU aHK/aB/K/ibcTep B LleHTpasiHa CeBepHa bbarapus, TBbpIeNKY, Ue ,,..paH-
HOHEOJIUTHOTO cenvilje /Ky/IrOHHUIIAa B MOMEHTa Ce OKa3Ba K/TFOUOB O0EKT 3a orpejiesisiHe Ha
XapaKTePUCTUKUTe Ha Hal-paHHUsS HeoyuT Ha bankanure“ (Krauss 2023, 141). To3u obekr
Wrpae ChllleCTBEHA POJIsi B MOUTE IMOUTH MHTYUTUBHU (B MUHAJIOTO) U I0-100pe aprymMmeHTHUpa-
HU (cera) MUC/IA U XUIOTe3u OTHOCHO /I00vBaHeTo, cHab/AsiBaHeTO W pa3npOCTpaHeHWeTo Ha
BF karo pa3BuTa u eheKTMBHO (PyHKIIMOHMpAIlla Mpeyka 3a CypoBUHM Ha basikaHute (moHe!).
JbKynoHWLa, € A0CTaTbUHO KOHTEKCTyaaHa UH(OpMaLUs, JeTalHO MpoyuyBaHe, pe3y/TaTu,
KOMeHTapH u 06cwxk/iaHe, e rpescraBeHa B Yact 11 kato ob6ekT/miprmep Ne2.

Karo kpatko 06001ieHre Ha iaHHUTe OT cesviata B CeBepHa Bbirapust Mmoxe a ce ¢op-
MyJIIpa CJIeJHOTO:

a) B ancamb6smute ot Bbpburja u Te3u ot kymonniia, pnosuiia 1 OXofeH MpUChCTBUETO
Ha IMarHOCTUYHU Opb/usi OT BF e MUHMMaIHO B CpaBHEHME C aHCaMOJ/IUTe OT KyITypHUST KPBbT
Kapanoso I-II.

0) Mima obekTH, CBUETeICTBAIIM 3a POM3BOACTBEHA Bepura, 6a3rpaHa Ha JIOKaJIHU Cypo-
BHMHU Y NIPOM3BOZCTBO Ha oyioMbL (Konpusew, OxozeH). Peructprpana e 1 HelrbJIHa IIPOU3-
BozcTBeHa Bepura Ha BF B JDxymtonuria u fpnosuria kato B JIKy/IrOHULIA € JOKYMeHTHpaHa U
00paboTka Ha TBMHOCHB C 0e/y BK/TIOUeHHS BUCOKOKaueCTBeH (PIvHT).

B) Ilpoayktu ot GankaHCKU (IMHT KaTo IS/I0 Ca PerucTpUpaHd OCHOBHO B SIp/ioBHIja,
Ixynrorniia, Bepbutia u noreHipanHo OxozeH. BsB Brp0Ouiia ChillecTBYBaT ChbBMECTHO apTe-
(akTH OT TUNIMUeH OasKaHCKK (UIMHT M TaKWBa OT MaKPOCKOTICKK O/m3kust My Tt [lymen I).

r) Haxoxuijata Ha BF sensu stricto (kmbctep [1neBen—Hukormon) v sensu lato (Tyr GuaHT
[ITymen I ¢ mectoHaxoguia B camus LllymeH) ca mpocTpaHcTBeHO mo-0mm3ku o OxofeH U
Bwp6uria. [Ixynroruiia 1 ocobeHo Spsosuiia obaue gemMoHCTpUpaT nu3obuiue ot BF karto pe-
3y/ITaT OT PerMOHA/IHO Y HaJ|perrMOHAa/THO pa3npoCTpaHeHre (M3MepeHo OT KibcTepa Hukonon
— Bk Gurova et al. 2022b, Table 2, fig. 15).

1) OTHOCHO T1a/Ie0CTOTIaHCKaTa akKTUBHOCT, TTpOyuBaHusATa B [KysmoHuila, Bepouria u fAp-
JIOBULIA Pa3KpPUBAT ejieMeHTH OT chprioBe oT BF (T.e. AMarHOCTUYHM OPB/AMS C KOHKPeTHAaTa UM
(dbyHKIMOHA/THa KOHOTaIus). ToBa He Oe OKyMeHTHpPaHO ITpU MouTe HabmogeHus mpe3 2018
r., 6a3vpaHy Ha MUJIOTHU MPOYYBaHUS Ha ABata obekTa. [I>Ky/IrOHMIIA TIOKa3Ba rpeobiajaBaHe
Ha CeuMBa, CBbP3aHH C 00paboTKa Ha )KUBOTMHCKH TIPOAYKTH. BBB BBpOHIja CHOTHOIIIEHHUETO
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ME>Ky YKUBOTUHCKHU TIPOJYKTH M 3bPHEHU KY/ITYPU € TIPUOIM3UTEHO eHAaKBO, JOKATo B SIp-
JIOBUL]A OTIpeiesieHo Ipeob/iaZiaBaT ChpIIOBeTe — T.e. U3[e/NsATa, CBbP3aHU ChC 3eMe/e/ICKUs
LUK BJI.

4. KbCHOHEOJINTHN AHCAMBJIN

OBIIIY BEJIEXXKU

HauuHbT Ha )KMBOT Npe3 paHHUS HEO/IUT, BK/IIOUUTE/THO BakHarta poss Ha BF B cronanckara u
JIOMallTHaTa IeHHOCT, KaKTO U B MPEXKUTe 3a pasripeZiesieHre Ha peCypcy ¥ 0OMeH Ha COL[Ua/THU
I0C/IaHUA U CUMBOJIM, Ce TIPOMeHs MIOCTeIeHHO Ipe3 BTopara osioBuHa Ha VI xuil. np.Xp. ¢
HaCTBIIBAaHETO Ha KbCHUSI HeonuT. ToBa e uacT oT 001ja ¥ 3HauMMa MPOMsIiHa B MaTepuaHaTa
Ky/JTypa U COLMajiHaTa OpraHW3alys Ha OOIIHOCTHTe, HacessiBa/IM TEPUTOPUSATA HA HallaTa
crpaHa. HabmropaBar ce MpoMeHH B PasriofioykeHWeTo Ha obeKTuTte (Tororpadusi), MOJeTITe
Ha Ce/MILaTa, CTpaTerusita B CTPOUTE/ICTBOTO U apXUTEKTypaTa, KakTO U B XapaKTepUCTHUKUTe
Ha kepamuuHuTe Komriekcu (HukonoB 1998; Nikolov 2004; Tonopoga, Baiicos 2003). 3Haue-
HUETO Ha pa3/IMuuaTa U MHOTOCTPaHHUTE NIPOrPeCHBHU MPOMEHU MeXXJy PaHHUTE U KbCHUTE
HEOJIUTHU KYJ/ITYpPH e MPeAIIoCTaBU/IO pasrpaHuyaBaHe Ha T.Hap. ,,paHHO-“ U ,,KbCHOHEOJIUTHU
KyITypHU OJIOKOBe C [JOITBJTHUTENHO Tofpa3zensiHe. B Tpakusi e perucTpupaHo MpeKbCBaHe
Me>kay aBara 0/10Ka, a MpeMeCcTBaHeTO Ha Hace/IeHWeTo OT CeTUIITHHATe MOTU/IX KbM I1j1aTara ce
00siCHsIBa C K/IMMAaTUYHU MMPOMEHM U yBesMuaBaHe Ha BiaxHocTTa (Tomopoea, BaiicoB 1993,
125).

[IpumepuTe 3a JUaxpPOHHU U3C/Ie/IBaHUS Ha HEOJIUTHATA MaTeprasHa Ky/aTypa U COLMaHa
CTPYKTypa Ca MaJiko, a IPUUYMHUTE U XapaKTepbT Ha IIMPOKOMaIlabHUTe TpaHC(hHOPMALIMOHHU
nporujecu okosio 5500 r. mp.Xp. ocTaBar Heu3sicHeHU. KakBa e Bpb3KaTra UM C KpeMbUHaTa HH-
AycTpus’?

[MPEXO 1 TPAHC®OPMALMA B HEOJIMTHUTE KPEMBYHU MHAYCTPUU (dur. 44-51)

W. TauoB (1993) npescTaBst eBOJIOLMOHHUTE TIPOMEHU B HEOIUTHUTE KPeMbUYHU WHIYCTPUU
oT 3anagHa bbarapusi, akieHTMpallKu Ha TexXHOJOrMYHaTa Jerpajalusi B KpeMbuHaTa WH-
JlyCTpUs TI0 BpeMe Ha KbCHHUS HeoIuT. BakHa e KOHCTaranusTa My, 4e CTbpPrajkdTe CTaBaT
JIOMUHHpaIIla TUTIOJIOTUYeCKa TpyTia B KbCHOHeO/IMTHUTe aHcambu. [1o-HaTaThIIHA U T10-3a-
[I'bJIOOUEHU TIPOyUBaHUs BbPXY TpaHCOpMaIUsiTa Ha KDeMbUHUTE aHCaMO/IH, JaTUPAaHU Cre]
PaHHUSI HEOJIUT, Ca MPeIOCTaBeHN B MOWTe TTyO/TMKaIuY C HOBU JJaHHU, WZied, HaOFoeHus 1
3aK/TFoueHusi, 6a3upaHy Ha IMaXxpOHEH CPABHUTEIEH aHa/IU3 Ha aHCaMOJIM OT Pa3/InyHU TUTIOBE
HeoNMMTHU cenmija. Haii-o011j0 aprymeHTHTe 3a 3HauMTe/HA TPaHC(OpMaIysi ce CBeXXAaT [0:
a) yBe/lryeHa poJis Ha JIOKATHUTe CypOBHUHHU (OMOpPTHOHMCTUUYHO ad hoc mpousBoAcTBO) U
OrpaHUYEHO ThpCeHe Ha Oa/lKaHCKUSl GIMHT — T.e. CMaj, B CHCTeMara 3a pa3lpoCTpaHeHue-
TO My; 0) perpec B MPOW3BO/CTBOTO Ha TJIACTUHHW W TIPOTPECUBHO HapacTBall] aKl[eHT Bbp-
Xy TIPOM3BOZACTBOTO HA MPOAYKTH Ha AebWTa)ka (OCHOBHO OTJIOMBI[M C TIOC/e[BallaTa MM
TpaHcdopMalUsi B Opbvsl Ha OTJIOMBLU (IJIaBHO CTHbPrajkiu M peTyLIMpaHu OTJIOMBLW); B)
HapacTBal[o pa3HooOpa3We Ha CThprajkure (MO TUTIOJOTHUECKA U MOP(OMETPUYHU Tiapa-
MeTpU) C BUJJUMO CKbCSIBAHE Ha TPOIOPLIMKTE U TIO-TO/IsIMa BapMaTUBHOCT BbB (hopMaTa; T)
sIBHA MUKDOJIUTU3ALS, TIPe/ICTaBeHa OT MaJIKM /10 MUKPOsiJpa 3a TJIaCTUHKU U [IBe KaTeropuu
peTyiivpaHu apTedakTy: MUKPOCTbPrajKyd Ha OTVIOMbLU (UeCTO MOMYKPBI/IA) U TeOMeTpUU-
HU MUKDOJIUTH Sensu stricto (Tparewy, rojiymecelji/CerMeHTH U PeJKA aTUMAYHU (hopMu);
[l) yCTOMYMBO MPUCHCTBUE Ha PeKU, HO pa3lo3HaBaeMU [AUAarHOCTUYHU 3a PAHHUS HEOUT
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opbausi ot BF, npefcraB/isiBallii peMUHHCLIEHTHU €/IeMeHTH Ha KpeMbUyHaTa UHAYCTPUSI.

[TpomeHuTe B KpeMbuHaTa MHAYCTPUS 10 BpeMe Ha KbCHUS HEOJIUT Ca PerMCTPUPAaHU BbB
BCUUKHM aHCaM0/11, MaKap Y B pa3/iMuHa CTeTleH, TOpaJy pa3MnyHKTe MO/Ie/TN Ha CeIUIIHA U CO-
LjajiHa CTPYKTypa Ipe3 pasmiexxjaHus rnepuoj. Ilpomenure ca riaBHH, C SCHU [OKa3are/CTBa
3a KOHTUHIOUTET MeXX/ly PaHHO- ¥ KbCHOHEOJIMTHUTe aHCaMO/u B cenmitHuTe Moruu (Kapa-
HOBO € TUIWYeH NpYUMep), KbZeTO IIPUeMCTBEHOCTTa ¥ KOXePEeHTHOCTTa Ca UMIUIMLJUTHO 3a/10-
»kenu. OT fipyra cTpaHa, B KbCHOHEO/IUTHUTe aHCaMO/ii Ha HOBOCh3/1aZleH! ¥ ThHKOCJIOWHHU Ce-
NWIIIa KpeMbyHaTa MHAYCTPUS e C XeTepOreHHH Oesie3u, HO C JOMUHHPaHe Ha AMarHOCTUUHUTE
YepTU Ha KbCHUS HEOJIUT, ONMCaHU no-rope. KbM BTOpaTa Kareropus ce OTHacAT [IPOyYeHuTe
OT MeH KpeMbUHM aHCaMbO/M OT cyiefHuTe 00ekTu: bbarapueBo, Anpuniy, E3epo ([psiHoBCka
Morusa), CbpHeBo, Xapmanau, Co3oros, Tain bavup v BpaHKOBIM, KOMTO ca MpeiCTaBeHU Ha-
KpaTko uau Kato o6ocobenn nmpumepu (NeNe6-8 B Uacr 1) B MoHOTpadusita. OCcBeH TAX Apyru
WMHTepeCHU aHCaMO/M, W3Ce[BaHu U MyOIMKYyBaHU OT JIDYTH YUeHH, CBILO Ca KOMEHTHPaHHU:
Ycoe, Aknagu Yevpu u cenuiiiHa morusa [Iposagus.

OcobeHO BHMMaHWe CbM OT/e/ii/Ia Ha TeOMeTPUYHUTe MUKPOJIUTH, KOUTO Ce TOSIBSIBAaT B
KbCHOHEOJIUTHUTE CeKBEeHLIMH Ha pa3/IMuHU cesuila. Te ca Hali-MHOTOOPOWHU U THUTIONIOTUYe-
CKU pa3HO0Opa3HU cpeji BCUUKHU XOJIOLIeHCKU reOMeTPUYHA MUKPOJTUTU OT bbrapusi Kato mpe-
obiajjaBaHeTO Ha TparelfuTe e 3a oToe/s13BaHe. KbCHOHEOUTHHUTE aHCAMOIM C MUKPOJIUTH Ca
CBBbP3aHU C IOBCEMECTHHUTE PAJIMKAIHUA TTIPOMEHY B MaTepuaHaTa KyaTtypa caen 5500 r. mp.Xp.
MukponutusalusaTa Ha KpeMbuHaTa UHAYCTPUS € CaMO e[JUH OT aclleKTUTe Ha TO3U IpPexof,.
[eoMeTpryHUTE MUKPOJIMUTH MOTar /la Ce CYUTAT 3a e[jHa OT AUArHOCTUYHUTE MPOSIBU B Ipe-
X0/la ¥ TpaHCopMalLusiTa Ha KbCHOHEO/IMTHaTa KpeMbuHa UHAYCTpUst. MUKpOIUTU3aLUsITa e
siB/IeHHe, TIPOBOKUPAHO WX OT aJlaliTUBHA CTpaTeryst KbM IPOMEHEeHU eKOJIOTMYHU YCI0BUS,
WA OT YCTAHOBSIBAHETO Ha HOBU OOII[HOCTH C Pa3/TMUHU MPELH U JIaATeHTHU TeXHOJOTUUHU U
3aHasITUMHCKU YMEHHs, a € Bb3MO)KHA U KOMOUHAIMS OT (haKTOPH.

I[MTPOMEHU B CHABJABAHETO CBHC CYPOBVHN 1 N3ITOJI3BAHETO M

OcBeH TeXHO-TUIIOJIOTUUeCKUTe MIPOMEHH B KpeMbUHaTa MHAYCTPUS, APYT BBIIPOC, KOUTO U3-
WCKBa JIOMTbJTHUTETHO W3CJIe/iBaHe, Ce OTHACs 10 MpOoMsiHaTa B CHab/siBaHETO W pasripezieie-
HUETO Ha CypoBUHH (0cobeHO Ha OGaKaHCKH (UIMHT), KOSITO Ce CTyYBa B HA4ajI0TO Ha BTOpaTta
rionioBuHa Ha VI xu. nip.Xp. Cnep kato BF usurpaBa dbyHaMeHTaIHO BayKHa PoJisi B TIpolieca
Ha HeoJIMTHU3alys U 00MBa MMPOKO pa3npoCTpaHeHHe 1pe3 paHHUs HeoyuT B FOrousTouHa
EBpora, HeroBoTo 13roJsi3BaHe U 3HaUeHWe HaMaslsiBaT, Hali-BeposiTHO rpe3 nepuoauTe KapaHo-
Bo III wu ITI-IV (Gurova 2011b). He 6u cieaBasio fa gomyckaMe, ue ca HACTBITWIN eCTeCTBe-
HU OTpaHUUeHUs 3a 0CThI /10 U3TOUHULUTe Ha BF mipe3 KbcHUsI HeonuT. Bbripeku ToBa [bJi-
6okara TpaHchopMalUsl B MOJ[e/TUTe Ha CeUII[HAaTa U COoL[Ma/iHaTa CTPYKTypa Ha OOIIIHOCTUTe
OYeBH/THO TIPOBOKHMPA HOBA CTpAaTervsi 3a CypOBUHHO CHab/sBaHe U rosi3BaHe.ToBa Boau [0
Jlerpa/lalvis/u30CTaBsiHe Ha TPAJULIMOHHNATE MPeXXH — ITbPBO HA Ta3W Ha OasKaHCKUs (UIMHT,
HO CBIII0 TaKa ¥ Ha TPaHCPervoHa/THaTa Mpeska 3a pa3rpocTpaHeHue Ha 00CHMaHOBH apTeda-
KTH (CrIOpa/inuHa, HO ChIIeCTBYBallla Mpe3 paHHUs HeOJIUT).

[ToBeyeTo KLCHOHEOIMTHU KPeMBbUYHM aHCaMOJ/T1 TIOKa3BaT pa3HooOpasue B CYpPOBUHUTE, U3-
T0/13BaHM 3a JiebuTtax 1 oopmsiHe Ha opbAusi. CypOBUHUTE Ca I7IaBHO JIOKATHU, HabaBsiHU OT
JIOCTBITHU BTOPUYHU/PA3CUITHYA HaXO/HWIIIa Ha CUIML[MEeBU CKamu. HyXuTe Ha MHOrOOpOMHKTE
HeoMUTHU 00ekTy B Tpakusi ca OM/IK 3a7l0BOJIEHU OT JIeCHO IOCTBITHU CYPOBUHU B OaceiiHa Ha
p. Mapuiia (ChABpsKalll anyBUaTHU-KOYBUATHA CeJUMeHTH), 6oraTi Ha TpPeoT/IoKeHU mare-
pUasM OT Ta/ie0reHOBU KPeMbUHH CKajiM, IIMPOKO pa3rpoCTPaHeHH B TUIOBAWBCKHUS palioH U
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N3Ttounu Pogoru. [ToBeue nHbOpMaIyis 3a CypOBUHMTE OT PAHHUS U KbCHUSI HEOJTHT I1ie Objie
Tpe/iCTaBeHa B C/lefiBallidTe pa3zeni.

YACT II - IPEJCTABUTEJ/IHU I[TPUMEPU (AHCAMBJIN)

BbBEJJEHNE

Cnepn obmmus npersieia B Yact I, 6a3upaH Ha CUHTe3 Ha TOBede OT YeTHUPHZECeT HEeOTUTHU
obekTa, rpoyuBaHeTo ripefoctass B Yact II ocem zeTaityiHO rpoyyeHu aHcamOb/ia (PUMepH)
OT 00eKTH OT pa3/nyeH ,,TUIT, TIO3BOJISIBSAII KOMIIAPaTUBHU Hab/MoieHNst BBPXY 0CO0eHOCTH
1 00IM YepTH B XapaKTepPUCTUKUTE Ha KpeMbuHWTe KomeKiud. IleT oT aHcambmute ca ot
PaHHOHEO/IMTHH 00eKTH, a 3 Ce OTHACAT KbM KbCHHUSI HeonmuT (¢wur. 52). [ombaHuTeNeH, HO
Ba)KEH apryMeHT 3a u300pa Ha aHCaMOJ/TU-TIPUMeEpPH € (aKThT, ue HAKOU eMOeMaTUuHU 00eKTH
ca u3c/ie/[BaHU U My O/IMKYBaHH OT/laBHA ¥ C Pa3/iMueH KOHLeTITyasleH, MHTePIIPeTaTUBeH U TeX-
HUYecKH (OKyC Ha rpoyuBaHusiTa. Ha mocieHo MsCTO, HO He U 10 BaXKHOCT, OT I7le/jHa TOYKa
Ha cypoBuHuTe/BF mipropuTet umar obektute B CeBepHa Bb/irapus v Te3u, OTHACSIIU Ce KbM
HayaJI0TO Ha HeOJIUTHATa CeKBeHLHs. B To3u cMuckn npedepeHnyanHara mo3unys Ha Bepou-
11a, /KyroHuIja U SIpsioBUIja e HaITbIHO 0cHoBaTeHa. KM ToBa ce 106aBs 1 pakThT, ue Te ce
HaMupar B Tasy 4aCT OT perMoHa HaTa HeoJIMTHA OMKYMeHa, KOATO ChJbpyKa OCHOBHATa 4acT
OT U3BECTHUTe HU KPEMBUHU CypOBHHH, a TOBA € 100pa Bb3MOXKHOCT 3a KOMIIApaTHUBHU Ha-
omopenus. Jommaata Ha p. CTpyMa, KaTo Hali-BeposiTeH KOPUZOP 3a ITbPBUTE HEOTUTHU MUT-
PaLMOHHU TPYITH, € TIpeZicTaBeHa OoT o0ekTa UuH/eHIIM, UMSITO paHHOHEO/IUTHA CEKBEHIUS e
npe/ixoXk/laHa oT Ta3u B KoBaueBo u aHcamOyiiTe UM pa3KpWBAT CH/THU PETHOHAIHU XapaKTe-
PUCTUKHM B KOHTUHIOUTHBEH acrekT. PaHHusT Heonut B Tpakus (KapaHoBo I) e nmokasaH upes
TIpe/ICTaBUTE/IeH CesIeKTHBeH KOMIUIeKC OT oOekta S10b1koB0. KbcHOHeonmuTHHTE 00eKTH ca
TIpe/ICTaBeH! upe3 TP MpHUMepa: CeUIIHUAAT 00eKT XapMaH/IM, OTHACAIL ca KbM nepuoza Ka-
paHoBo IV B Tpakusi; 00eKTHT OT T.Hap. TUI ,,iMHO 110/71e” CbpHeBO (Hezaneu ot KapaHoBckara
ce/MII{HA MOTW/Ia), npeAcTassiy nepruoga Kapanoso III-1V 1 Hakpast — OT HAaCKOPO OTKPUTHS
o6ekT BpankoBiu B CeBepo3ariasiHa bearapus, unsto reorpadcka 611M30CT 0 paHHOHEOJUT-
HUs 00ekT SIpnoBuia rpefocTaBs A00pa BB3MOXKHOCT 3a CpaBHEHHE Ha JiBaTa KPeMBbUHH aH-
caMm0Ob/1a B CypOBHHEH U T€XHO-TUTIOJIOTHYECKHU aCIIeKT.

Bcuuku aHcam6s1v, M30paHu KaTo TpeCTaBUTe/THA MPUMepH, Ca aHa/IM3UPaHU U OTTHMCaHU
C TIpWIaraHeTo Ha e[JUHeH CTPYKTypPeH U MeTO/0/I0THUeH MOAXOZ, BK/IIOUBALL| C/Ie[IHUTEe pa3-
Jlemnu:

- BpBeneHue;

- CypOBUHU: XapaKTepUCTHUKU U CTpaTeryu 3a 100uB;

- TexHO-TUIIO/IOTMUECKY aHa/IU3;

- OyHKIMOHA/IHUA XapaKTepPUCTUKW/KOHOTALUHY;

- O61M HaO/TIOIeHUST U IVCKY CHSL.

TexHO-TUIO/I0rMUeCKUTe ONMCAHKUS U aHa/IM3U Ce OCHOBABaT Ha CJlefiHaTa K/laCU(pUKaLYs:
- TUIIOJIOTUYeCKU OpPbAUS;

- IPOZIYKTH Ha JlebuTtaxka, BKIFOUUTEJTHO:
a) MJIaCTUHU (BK/IFOUMTETHO (parMeHTH);
0) oT/IOMBLIM (CaMO 11eJTH);
¢) parmMeHTH — pa3ziesieHu Ha: PparMeHTH OT OTJIOMBIM (C MOPGhOIOTHUYHU
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rapaMeTpH Ha OT/IOMbIIH, HO Oe3 3ara3eHy OCHOBH WU/IM TTPOKCUMAJTHU YaCTH) U HeoTIpe/e-
MUMU PparMeHTH/OTHaIbIU.

- A4pa;
- pa3HM.

AHcaMbiiuTe TYK ca TIpe[iCTaBeHU HAKPAaTKoO, C aKI[eHT BbPXY BbBEXKAAIUTE U 3aKTHOUUTEI-
HU pa3/ie/iv OT LSIZIOCTHOTO UM Tpe/iCTaBsiHe B JUCEePTal[MOHHUS TPY/I.

KPEM'BUEH AHCAMBBJI OT BEPEMLA (PAHEH HEOJIUT) (dur. 53-61; Tabn. 4-6)

Paskorikure Ha ob6ekta BbpOuija ca poBe/ieHH B Ba MajIKU COH/Ia)Ka B paMKHTE Ha JiBa Ce30Ha
(20151 2017 r.). OTKpPUTH Ca 3HAUMTETHU 110 KOJTMYEeCTBO U TIPe/ICTaBUTETHOCT HaXO/IKH, KOU-
TO TI03BOJISIBAT HA MPOYYBATE/IUTE []a U3BbPIIIAT CPABHUTETHY aHa/IU31 C 00eKTH KakTo B L{eH-
TpanHa CeBepHa U CeBepou3stouHa bbirapus, Taka u B Tpakusi, ¢ (OKyC BbpXy KepaMUUYHOTO
npou3BoACTBO U THrnosorus (BenemuHoBa, I'puropos 2017, 2019). OGeKTHT € MHTPUTYBAIL]
Y 3HaUMM CbC CBOSITA HEOJIMTHA CeKBeHLUs, BK/ItOuBalla nepuogure Kapanoso I-III criopen
nepuogu3anusita Ha B. Hukonos (HukonoB 1998; Nikolov 2004, 14—-17; 2017). PaguoBsbriie-
POJHUTE [laTH 3a 1LjsijlaTa MOoC/ae/l0BaTe/THOCT TIOTBbPXKAABAaT KyJATypHaTa U CTparturpadckara
nepyuou3alivs, pejcTaBeHa oT uscaenoparesute. CrefoBarenHo Bepouila He Moxe /ja Obzie
ripeHeOperHaTa KaTo BaJkHa OTITPaBHA TOUKa B fiebaTa 3a HEOIUTH3ALUATA KAKTO Ha perruoHal-
HO, TaKa ¥ Ha Ha/|perMoHaIHO paBHMUILe. ChbllleCTBEeH MPHUHOC KbM LISZIOCTHATa XapaKTepUCTHKA
Ha 00eKTa Tpe/icTaB/IsiBa MPe/ICTaBeHUST TyK aHa/Iu3 Ha KpeMbUHaTa UHYCTPHs, KaKTo e 0TOe-
JII3aHO U B CIleljuaiM3upaHuTe apXeoMeTPUUYHU U3C/1eIBaHKs BbPXY KPeMbUHUTE CYPOBHUHU B
CeepHa bbarapusi (Gurova et al. 2022a-b).

KpembunusT aHcaMOb1 BKtouBa 108 apredakra. Obirjata My CTpyKTypa, ChoOpa3HO Tpe/-
CTaBeHara I0-rope TeXHO-TUTIOIOTHYecKa JudepeHLiualys, e rpecTaBeHa B Tabmuria I'.

OO01M HaO/TIOeHUs U AUCKYCHS

AncambObbT OT BhpOWiia M0o3BosIsiBa 001[M HAOJTIOIEHUS 1 TIOCTaBs BBIIPOCH, KOWTO Iije ObaT
00CBeHH T0-70TY.

1 HomeparusTa Ha TabMLIUTE B PE3IOMETO € C PUMCKU LIMGPH, 3a Aia ce u3berHe 1ybavpaHe ¢ OpUrHHA-
Hata HoOMepalys Ha TaO/ULNTe B OCHOBHHUS TEKCT.

323



Maria Gurova

Tabsuria I
KonTtekct Opbaus | [Tnactuam | Oiombim | @parmentu | Aapa | 0610
[ToBbpxHOCT 9 6 1 3 1 20
ConHpax 2 1 1 6 1 9
Conpgax 1 22 19 24 14 79
TMnactose I KT | 12 10 15 8“ 45
Mnactose IV-VI/ | 4 3 3 1 ) 11
K -1
[TnactoBe VII-X/ K II I 4 4 2 2“ “ 12
[TnactoBe XI-XV/ K1 I 2 2 4 3“ “ 11
06110 32 26 31 18 1 108

- KaTo 151710 MpUCHCTBAT [jBa XeTeporeHHW aHCaMOb/1a/KOMITIOHeHTa (KaKTo 110 OTHOLLeHWe
Ha CypOBHMHAaTa, Taka U M0 TeXHO-TUIOJI0rMUeCK! XapakTepucTuku). EqnnHuaT e B apredakry,
TIPOU3XOXK/JALY [VIaBHO OT IOBBPXHOCTTA U CbOTBETCTBA HA XapaKTepUCTUKUTEe Ha TUIIMYHA
XaJIKOJIMTHA KpeMbUyHa UHy CTpHsi. HsIko/Ko apTedakTa OT TO31 MaTbK KOMITJIEKC PUHA//IeXar
Ha OT/le/THHA HeOJIMTHHM T/IaCTOBe, KaTo 00siCHEHWeTO Ha TO3U KOHTeKCTyasleH U CTpaTUrpadCcku
,»,JUCOHAHC" MOJKe /la Ce CBbPJKe C M0-KbCHO BKOIIaHa MOCTPOUKA (C peLuK/IMpaH Matepuai) OT
KbCHAaTa aHTUYHOCT. BTOpUST aHCaMOB/1/KOMIIOHEHT BK/TIOUBa apTedakTH ot coeBe XV no I[TA
U MOXKe Jja ObJie orpe/iesieH KaTo PAHHOHEOJIUTEH, C TIPUCHCTBHE HAa OT/IeIHU UarHOCTUYHU
opbausi (onvcaHu B ripeaxogHaTa Yact I) u xapaktepHu 3a KynTypHOTO koiné Ha Kapanoso I-I1.
XapakTepruCTUKUTE Ha TO3U KpeMbUeH KOMIIOHEHT ca YCTOMYMBU M JJOMUHUPAT [0 Kpasi Ha Heo-
JIUTHATa CeKBEHLUs Ha CeJUIIeTO, KOSITO TeOPeTUYHO Ou TpsiOBaso /la ChbpyKa U TIPeXo/; KbM
mbpBUTe a3y Ha KbCHUS HeonuT. Cpef| apTedakTuTe oT Bbp0Ouiia He ce Habsto1aBa TeH 1@HLUS
KbM MUKDPOJIMTH3aLIMS: HIMa MaJIKU U MUKDOSiZipa, CePUU OT IJIACTUHKU, MUKPOCTBPra/IkKu Uiv
reoMeTPUUHU MUKDPOJIUTU. B TO3M cMuCH/T aHCaMObIbT OT Bbpbulia ce oT/iMdyaBa 3HaUHUTETHO
OT TIO3HATHUTe T0 MyO/MKauyy aHcambiu ot CeBepor3TouHa Bbirapus, U ro-crieljaJHo OT
To3u 0T Ycoe (CkakyH 1994; Gatsov 1990);

- AHCaMOB/TBT OT BbpOulja MOCTaBsi BHIIPOCH OTHOCHO TIOSIBaTa Ha JIyAOTOPCKUST ()JIMHT B
sICeH HeolMTeH KOHTeKCT. B mpojb/okeHUe Ha JieceTuseTus: T.Hap. ,,J00pyI)KaHCKU KpeMbK"
felLie TTO-CKOPO MUT, OCHOBAaH Ha HEMPAaBU/HO ThIKYBaHEe Ha TePMHUHA, uU3mom3BaH oT E. Kom-
ma (Comsa 1976). B pa3nuuny ny0/IMKali TEPMUHBT € MHTePIIPEeTUPAH TI0 Pa3/MueH HaulH
KaTo Hali-ueCTo 03HauaBa KPeMbK C TIpou3xo/ oT Obrapckara JJobpyzaka (peruon Jlymnoropue),
CBHOTBETHO HapHUuaH JIyZJloropcku KpeMbK U onvcaH ot Y. HaueB (Haues 2009). CriopaguuHOTO
TIPUCHCTBHE Ha JYOrOPCKU (00pYy/IKaHCKU) KPEMBK B PAHHOHEOJIMTHUTE KDEMBUHU aHCAM-
6mu ot 3anagHa bearapus e ciomenato ot H. CkakyH, KosiTo obaue mofuepraBa, ue eKCIioa-
TalUsTa U pa3npoCTPaHeHWeTO Ha TO3U KPeMbK 3aroyBa npe3 xasnkonurta (CkakyH 1993). Ma-
KpOCKOTICKaTa 6/1130CT Ha Kpembka Tvr KpuBa peka ¢ TunuuHus 6ankaHcku pmvsT (BF) me
JloBeJle 10 MbpBOHAYa/HaTa XUIoTe3a 3a npousxoga Ha BF, npescraBeHa B 1o-paHHO U3ciie-
BaHe (Gurova 2008a). [To-KbCHUTe WHAEPAVCLUIIMHADHU aHa/IM3U Ha BUJIOBeTe CYpPOBUHU
ybeuTeTHO OnpoBepraxa Ta3u XUIOTe3a, HO BU3ya/IHOTO cxocTBO Mexxay BF u tuna Kpuea
peka NpojbJ/DKaBa Jja Mopakja criekynanuu. He3aBUCHMMO OT TOBa BBIIPOCHT 3a Hal-PaHHOTO
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perucTpupaHo (MpeAxankoJUTHO) NMPUCHCTBUE Ha TyLOTOPCKU KpPeMbK B MPauCTOpPUYeCcKUTe
aHcam0/1 ocTaBa OTBOpPEH M M3KMCKBa MPOBEXXJAHETO Ha CbOTBETHHU M3C/Ie[BaHMs Ha apTedak-
TH CbC CUT'YPEeH HeoJIMTeH KOHTEKCT, KOUTO [ja Ce CPaBHSAT C HaJTMYHUTE apXeoMeTPUUHH aHa-
JIU3U Ha JIyJ0rOPCKH KPEMBK.

- BepbOuria u fe6aThT 3a HEOUTH3ALUATA € TeMa, 3aC/Ty’>KaBallla HHTepeC B OOII[Us KOHTEKCT
Ha rosBaTa Ha MbpBUTe 3emezenuy B CeBepousTouHa buiarapus. [lopy Karo npeaBapuTeHO
HaOsrozieHre MOJKe /1a Ce TIOTBBPAM, ue 00eKTHT 3aeMa CTpaTeruvecko MoJIoKeHHe 110 OTHOLIIe-
HYe Ha MPOMU3X0/ja U pas3spOCTPaHEeHNeTO Ha CYPOBUHUTE, BK/IFOUEHU B ITbJIHUS PAHHOHEOJIN-
TeH ,,akeT”. HsiMa cBUzeTencTBa 3a pabOTH/THULIM 3@ TBPBUYHO MTPOM3BO/CTBO Ha Oa/KaHCKU
¢muHT ¥ cxopHus My BrusyanHo ¢ivHT Llymen 1. OT eqHa ctpaHa, B aHcamOb/ia ca perucTpupa-
HH IMarHOCTUYHU PAHHOHEO/IMTHY OPBMS OT TUTIMUeH OanKkaHCKH (UIMHT U JIOKATHWS KpEMBK
tun Llymen I, mogo6HM Ha Te3u OT KynTypHUs Kpbr Ha KapaHoBo I-I1, koeTo npezrmnosiara B3a-
MMO/IeHICTBUSI MKy Te3H PervoHu Tipe3 paHHus HeosuT. Ha 6a3ara Ha GIS pekoHCTpyKIjuM Ha
ITbTUILLIATA 3a Pa3NIPOCTPaHeHe Ha CypPOBMHU MOJXKe /la Ce IpeJriosara, ye rpe3 paHHHUsI HEOJIUT
06ekTbT Bbpbuija 6u 6w MOAXOASI IMyHKT 3a MpepasmpezesisiHe Ha KDeEMbUHH CYPOBHUHH OT
tumna [ymen I u II kM Tpakuiickata Hu3vHa. OT Apyra crpaHa, [kymonuiia u Bopburia ca
no0pe To3ULIMOHMPaHH 3a B3auMeH 06meH Ha BF u kpembiu [Iymen I-I1, koraro obektute ca
obutaBanu egHoBpemMeHHO (Gurova et al. 2022b; 2025). Cnenpa fa ce moguepTae, ue pesyi-
TaTUTe OT MUKpomeTporpadusta U reoOXMMA4YecKus (eJleMeHTeH) aHalau3 MoKas3BaT CXO/CTBa
Mexy apredakrute ot Bepowuiia, [xymonuiia 1 KapaHoBo, 0c06€HO OTHOCHO ThMHOCHBUTE
¢ Oesmu BKJTFOUEHUS] KPeMbIIY, YAHTO MPOM3X0/] He e HelThJHO u3sicHeH (Gurova et al. 2022b).
Bbpbuija e HeCbMHEHO eJiH OT BakHUTe 00ekTH B CeBepHa bbarapus. Herosara pons 3a yT-
Bbp)K/JjdBaHe Ha PAHHOHEOWUTHUsSI OMT 1 KyATypa KaKTO Ha perioHasHO, Taka U Ha HaJJpervo-
HaJIHO HUBO, C/efiBa /ja Ob/je Cepruo3HO MPeOCMHC/IeHa OT MPAauCTOpHUecKara Koerus, KOeTo
ce HaZsIBaM Jla ce CJIy4M Cjief| ITbJIHOTO MyO/MKyBaHe Ha 00eKTa, C BHUMAaTeTHO aHaIu3upaHu
HaXOZKH U BK/toueHu “C maTw.

KPEMBUEH AHCAMBBJI OT PKYJIFOHULIA (PAHEH HEOJTUT) (¢ur. 62—78; Tab.
7-11)

3HayeHHeTO Ha KpeMBbUHUTE WH/IYCTPUH 3a pa30rpaHeTo Ha Iporieca Ha Heo/IMTU3aLus e/jBa JIu
ce Hy)KJjae OT JIOITbJIHUTe/HA aprymMmeHTarnus. OT Apyra cTpaHa, BCe Ollie JIMTICBAT 3ab1004eHn
VHTEePIIPeTaTHBHY U3CJIe/JBaHKs, 0CHOBAHH Ha HaZleXK/|eH eMITUPHUYeH MaTepuall, KOUTO fia 000-
raTaT KOHLIeNTYa Ho JebaTa 3a HeoMMTH3aUsATa OT I7IeiHa TOYKa Ha KpeMbUHUTe aHCaMOIu.

Me>xyBpeMeHHO B CBeT/IMHAaTa Ha THOBaTUBHUTE UHTEPAUCLIMIT/IMHAPHY H3C/e/IBaHUs Bbp-
Xy CYypPOBUHHUTE, U3I0JI3BaHU OT pAaHHOHEOJIUTHUTE 3aceHULY B bbirapusi, paHHOHEOUTHUTE
KpeMbUHU aHcambiu obrxa HoBa MH(OpPMaTHBHA W THoceosiornuHa Texkect (Bonsall et al.
2010; Gurova et al. 2016, 2021, 2022a-b). /lorrbnHUTEEH IPUHOC KBM TeMaTa TIpe/iCTaB/IsiBa
JIeTAlTHOTO M3C/iefiBaHe Ha KPeMBUHUTe aHCaMO/M OT eWH OT Hal-WHTepeCHUTe HeOJTUTHHU
o6ekTtu B bbarapust — xymonuria—Cmbpzeln (3a mo-kpatko [Kymonuija). HeroBoro 3Haue-
HUe 3a HeoJIMTU3alusTa (MHOTOKPATHO TIO[UepTaHo B MpeJX0JHaTa uacT Ha Tpyza) Oerie 3a-
raTHaTo B TMO-paHHU MOU MyO/MKalMM, O0a3upaHu Ha pe3y/TaTUTe OT MUJOTHO MPOyYBaHe Ha
178 apredakra oT Hail-paHHUTe (ha3u, KOeTO ouepTa IMoTeHLyaaHara posis Ha [Ky/n1oHuLla B
nobuBa Ha GanKaHCKM KPeMBK U TI0C/Ie/[BAlllOTO My pa3NpOCTpaHeHWe KbM MpeJKapaHOBCKU
anksiaBu B FOxxHa Bwnrapusi (Gurova 2012; 2018b; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a). B HacTosiioro
noZipoOHO M3c/e[BaHe Ce TIPe/CTaBAT XapaKTePUCTHUKKTE Ha OoraTusi 1 MHOTO WH(GOPMAaTHBeH
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KpeMbueH aHCaMObJI, TIPeIOCTAaBSALL AOTBIHUTETHN [JOKa3aTesICTBa 3a MPOBepKa Ha Tas3u MOsI
paHHa XUTIoTe3a.

Crpykrypara Ha aHcamOBb1a e rpezictaBeHa B Tabimua I1.

Tabmuua I1
®aza |Opbausa |[lnactuau  |Otnombim | ®Pparmentd |Hgpa |Pasuu |O6mio | M3mos-
3BaHU
IDKT |24 87 253 181 4 9 558 31
DK T 149 147 362 181 11 10 760 49
O6mio |73 234 615 362 15 19 1318 |80

OO HaO/TIOieHUA U JUCKYCHUS

B®B dasute I v Il Ha Heo/TMTHaTa CeKBeHI[Hs ITpeobsIaiaBar 1Ba TUIA CypPOBHHA: OamKaHCKU-
at ¢bmuHT (BF) ¢ HeroBuTe pa3HOBUAHOCTU (JIeCHO pa3lo3HaBaeMH MaKPOCKOITUYHO) U (ThM-
HO-)CUB, C Oe/ MeTHUCTH BKJTFOUeHUs: KpeMbK. Te ce cpeljat B G/IM3KU MPOTOPIIMU U B JIBETE
¢a3u Ha obekTa. He ca peructpupaHu TUMAYHUA JUATHOCTUYHU OPBAUS OT OamKaHCKU (UIHHT,
Makap 4e peTyIIMpaHWTe TUIACTUHU JAOMUHHPAT B THUTIOJOTMUECKUs periepToap. 3abeeskumo
e MPUCBCTBUETO HA CTHPrasKu, JIOL[HULA U TPU FeOMeTPUYHU MUKPOIUTa. PyHKLIUNUTE Ha
W3M0/13BaHUTe apTeakTy B KOHTEKCTa Ha UJeHTU(PULIMPaHUTe 1eiHOCTU Mpe/Iiosiarar, ue >Xu-
BOTHOBB/ICTBOTO M >XMBOTUHCKWTE CYOMPOAYKTH Ca OWIM OT CBHILOTO (aKO He U TO-TOJISIMO)
3HaueHue KaTo 3emMe/le/IheTo.

B KOHTeKCTa Ha Mpo/b/DKaBaLL[|s HEOJTUTU3AL[UOHEH /lebaT [)Ky/TFoHHLA UTPae BayKHA POJIs,
KOSITO MOJKe /la Ce pe3toMHUpa TI0 CIeJHUsT HauKH:

- JKymroHULa peloCcTaBs Hali-paHHWTe [iaTy 3a Havyaslo Ha Heo/IMTHaTa CeKBeHLuUs B bbi-
rapus, Karo ,, ... B MOMEeHTa Ce OKa3Ba K/II0uOB 00€eKT 3a orpe/ie/isiHe Ha XapaKTepPUCTHKUTe Ha
Haii-paHHUs1 HeouT B bankanute” (Krauss 2023, 141). OGeKTHT e uacT OT MpeAKapaHOBCKUS
komIuiekc B CeBepHa bbirapus;

- Kepamuunure ancam6su ot xymronunia I u I1 moka3sart mo-6/113Kuy napaienu ¢ 00eKTH B
Amnarosnus, KaTo Hail-ybeiuTeTHUTe Mapasieny ca ¢ 06ekTH ot 3arnaHa AHatoust ¥ MpaMOpHO
Mope. Ta3u 6;IM30CT C paHHOHEO/IUTHUTE KyPTYPU OT CIIOMEHAaTUTe PErHOHU Ce TIOTBbPIK/aBa
OT pe3y/ITaTuTe Ha apxe000TaHNYeCKUTe U apXe0300/I0THUeCKU aHa/IU3Y;

- PaboTHaTa XUMoTe3a OTHOCHO POJisiTa Ha 00eKTa B IOeTarHuUs MPOLIeC Ha HeOJTUTH3al[UsI Ha
HalllMTe 3eMU MOXKe Zla ce 0000IIH 110 C/IeIHUST HAUWH:

a) OburarenuTe Ha [IXymoHuIIA (KaTo YacT OT TpeJKapaHOBCKUsI CyOCTpaT) OCHOBABAT ce-
svia B CeBepor3sTouHa bbirapus ciien Kato MPOHUKBAT B pervoHa oT (Cepepo3anajHa AHa-
Tous npe3 Bocdopa u no kpaiibpexxuero Ha YepHo Mope okoo 6400 r. BC (Ozdogan 2006;
2011a-b).

6) [BwkeHHeTO 3arajHoO OT Kpalbpe)xreTo HaBbTPe B CylllaTa BepOSITHO e OMJI0 TIPOBOKU-
pPaHO OT ThpPCeHe Ha HaW-TIOAXO/AIINUTE 3eMH 3a 3eMefiesie U A00UB Ha MOAXOASIIN KpeMby-
HU CypoBUHU. Hali-BepOSITHO MUTPaHTHTE Ca JOCTUTHA/NM HaxoAuillaTa Ha BUCOKOKaueCTBeH
KpembK (TiofobeH Ha GasmkaHckusi GvHT) B U okoso IllymeH ¥ ca mo3HaBau M3TOYHULIA Ha
THMHOCHBHSI KDeMBK C MHOYKeCTBO BTOPMUHHM HaxojuIlla B baceiiHa Ha peka PyceHcku Jlom.
Ixyntonuiia ce Hamupa Ha 60 km ot kbcTepa Ha Haxoauiata B Lllymen v Ha 80-100 km ot
K/IbcTepa Ha GankaHcKu QuiMHT B paiioHa Ha [lneBeH—Hukoron. TeopetnuHo cenuiiero 6u
MOTIJIO Jla UMa MoCpeiHAYecKa posis B pasnpocTtpaHeHueTo Ha BF (mog ¢opmara Ha KpeMbuHU
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KOHKpeL[MH 1 apTe(akTH) OT HaXOJuIljaTa ¥ pabOTH/THULIMTe (BCe olje ¢1abo WM Hempoyye-
HH) B CeBepHa bwirapus keM cenuirara-norpeburenu ot KyntypHausi Kper Kapanoso I-11 B
Tpakust. Tazu Mpeska e Ou/a TI03HATa M U3II0/I3BaHa OT MPeJTIo/iaraéMUTe Me30/TUTHU/TIpeiHe-
OJTUTHU OOIL[HOCTH, >KMBEeL[! Hail-BeposTHO 0130 f0 [IyHaB M HeroBwre MPUTOLH (KaKTO e
nipeasioxkeHo oT Gurova & Bonsall 2014b).

B) IlpuTexaBailki TeXHOJOTMUYHWUTE YMEHHsl 3a MPOM3BOJACTBO Ha TuactuHu (know-how,
MIPUBHECEHO OT peruoHa Ha MpaMopHO Mope — HabmoeHe, 6a3upaHo Ha MPOyYeHHUTe OT MeH
KpeMbUHHM MHBeHTapy oT VbbHap v MeHTertie), obutarennre Ha [I)Ky/IrOHHULIA Ca MOTJIM yC-
TeITHO /la Harpe/iHaT B MPOM3BOZCTBOTO HAa TVIACTHHU B HSIKOM BCe OIlle HeM3BeCTHU paboTui-
HULY 01130 ZI0 HaxoAuIIaTa Wi cenuireto. [Ipuemaiiky, ye e UMasio TIpe/IHEOTMTHA eKCIIoa-
Talysi ¥ pasnpocTpaHeHre Ha BF (Hail-no0puTe M3TOUHUIM HAa KOWTO Ceé HaMHpaT B K/IbCTepa
[TneBen—Hukormomn), 3aceHULiUTe Ha [IKy/mroHHUIIa 61Xa MOIJIM /Ia BK/IFOUAT MMPOM3BOZCTBOTO HAa
TJIAaCTVHY B Mpe)KaTa Ha pervoHajieH U HaJiperroHaieH 0OMeH Ha CTOKH.

r) B ciiyuaii ue He ca miposiBsiBa/ii 0cobeH UHTepeC KbM 0(hOPMSIHETO W M3TI0/I3BaHETO Ha JIU-
arHOCTUYHU OPB/IUS OT TUIACTUHU OT OasKaHCKU (GIMHT, MaiicTopuTe oT [)Ky/TFOHHULIA MOXe /ia
ca pelIWIu [ia Ce ChCPeAoTouaT BbPXY JebuTaxa Ha IIaCTUHU M ToC/ie/[Ballla TSIXHA JUCTPH-
Oyuwmst KeM (Tipesi-)KapaHoBo I aHk/iaBu B Tpakusi, KOUTO OUEBHIHO Ce TIPEBPBIIAT B OCHOBHU
KOHCYMaTopHy Ha KpeMbyHaTa npoaykuus ot CesepHa bbirapusi.

Ta3u xuroresa, KAKTO U MHOTOTO JOMBJHUTEIHU apryMEeHTH, TIpeCTaBeHu B M0-paHo Lu-
THUPAHU MyOMMKaK (BK/IFOUMTETHO HOBUTE IaHHU OT TeHeTHYHM U3ciiefiBaHus — BIK Gurova
2018, 136-137), Mu ce cTpyBar olije TI0-aKTya/IHu Cjie] 06CTOMHOTO TIpOyUYBaHe Ha KpeMbUHU
ancamb6mu ot [xymonutia I u I1. Bbaemy JOmbJIHUTEHN W3C/IeiBaHUS Ha KPEMbUHU KOJIEK-
[[UU OT paHHOHeo/UTHU 0bekTu B CeBepHa bbiarapus v peneBaHTeH WHTEepPAMCLIATIIMHAPEH
aHa/IM3 Ha TeXHUTEe CYPOBHHU 0e3CIOpHO IIie AOTPUHecaT 3a Mo-yCTOWUMBY U JIeTal/IHU Clie-
HapyU U KOHLIENTya/Iu3aLvsl Ha HeO/TMTHU3aL[MOHHHUS MPOLec.

KPEM'BUEH AHCAMBBJI OT APJIOBNLA (PAHEH HEOJIUT) (dwur. 79-94; tabn. 12-14)

ApxeosiornyeckuTe Npoy4BaHus B SIp/ioBHLia pa3Kpuxa eJHOC/I0eH 00eKT, pa3rosioXkeH BbPXY
BHCOKA 3a/IMBHA Tepaca Ha JieBusi Opsir Ha p. Meuko6op — puToK Ha p. CKOMJIs, KOSITO Ce BJIMBA
B [lyHaB. CeBepHara 4yacT Ha obeKkTa ce Hamupa BbpXy 06paboTBaema 3eMs C TIOUTH paBHUHEH
TepeH, /J0KaTo F0KHAaTa uacT e pa3rosioykeHa BbPXY CTPbMeH CKJIOH KbM pekaTa. [IbpBoHauar-
HO CeBepHMSAT CEeKTOp e u3creaBaH upe3 31 coHiaka. OCHOBHUTe Pa3KOIKU Ca MPOBe/ieHu T10
pa3uuCTeHus CKJIOH, pa3zesieH Ha cektopu (Todorov et al. 2020).

Kepamukara e CuyiHO (pparMeHTHpaHa, ¢ 00e3/1M4eHa MOBBPXHOCT U 3aryiazieHu proose. Ke-
PaMUYHUAT KOMILJIEKC Ce CUMTa 3a CXoJieH € To3u oT OxofieH, oTHeceH KbM (pa3ara CtapueBo
IIb (Todorov et al. 2020, 220). BeposiTHO npe3 TO3U MepHOJ, € ChLLeCTBYBA/IO Ce/MILe BbPXY
obuTaemara 3a/JMBHa Tepaca, YAUTO OCTAHKU ca OWIM pa3pyllieHy B APEBHOCTTA U MOrpedaHu
10/, TIO-KbCHU Hac/aaru. Pa3kpuTuTe CTPYKTYpH MPUHAJJIeXaT Hali-BeposiTHO KbM Trepudepu-
sTa Ha CeUILLETO.

KpembuHara nHAyCTpHs e Oorara v Mpe/iCTaBUTeIHA, HO 3a ChKaJlieHHe e TIPeoT/IoKeHa o
CKJ/IOHA U JIMIIIeHa OT TbPBUYHMS CU KOHTEKCT, CpeLaiiKu ce B CJIOM OT Ka(siBO-uepeH CeJUMeHT
(Todorov et al. 2020, fig. 2). Beripeku ToBa peajiHO KOTHUTUBHO 3aTpyJHEHHEe, aHCAMOb/IBT
3acykaBa Jja Ob/ie TpeJcTaBeH TIOPaZy Penpe3eHTaTUBHOCTTa My KaTo CYpPOBHMHHA XapaKTe-
PUCTHKA U TEXHO-TUIOJIOTHYECKU perepToap.

KpembuHuAT aHCcaMOBJ1 OT SIpsioBHIia BKIHOUBa 974 apTedakTa OT COH/IaXKH U CEKTOPH, KOH-
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TO He Morar Jla ObZIaT OTHECEHW KbM KOHKPETHHU apXeoJIorHuecku CTpyKTypH. Obiara CTpyK-
Typa Ha aHcaMmO®b1a e mpefcTaBeHa B Tabmuija 1. O4eBHUAHO ce OTKpOsiBa Tipeo0/ia/jaBaHeTo Ha
JebuTaxa, KakTo 1 HeoOMJaiHO roseMusiT Opoit sipa, KaTo MOC/eAHOTO OIpe/ie/ieHO e HeTH-
MIMYHO 3a PAHHOHEOJIUTHUTE aHCaMOJTH.

Crpykrypara Ha aHcamObJ1a e ripezictaBeHa B Tabmma I11.

Tab6muua I11

Ancam6b1bT  |Opbaus |Ilnactunu |Otiombiin | Pparmentu |fAzxpa |Pasam | 06110

B LSI7IOCT
060 84 177 310 355 25 23 974

OO HaO/TIOieHUA U JUCKYCHUS

AnHcamObBT OT SIpIIOBUIIA € UHTPUTYBAII] B C/IeJHUTE acTieKTH: a) U300umueTo Ha OaskaH-
cku Kpembk (BF), KoeTo ripujjaBa BrieuaT/ieHHe 3a OTHOCHTe/HAa CYPDOBUHHA XOMOTEHHOCT; 0)
rapasiesiuTe Ha KepaMU4HUs MaTepuar ¢ Kyatypara Crapueso IIb u OxofjeH n3rckBa CpaBHeHHe
MeXJy KpeMbUHUTe KoseKLMy Ha fpioBuija 1 OXozleH OT eflHa CTpaHa, ¥ Mexay fApsoBulia 1
uHAycTpunTe oT CTapueBcKaTa KyaTypHa rpymna B CbpOusi — OT ipyra CTpaHa; B) CpPaBHEHHETO
¢ [IKyntoHMLIa e MHOTO MPeJiu3BUKATeTHO, Thil KaTo KepaMuKara oT xymtonuna I u 11 mokassa
1o-6/3Ky mapasienu He cbC CTapueBCKUsSI KY/ITYPHUSI KOMIUIEKC (KaKTO e TIpU JIDyTUTe paH-
HOHeoMTHU 00eKkTH B LleHnTpanHa CeBepHa u CeBepo3ariagHa bbiarapus), a ¢ 00ekTr B AHa-
TOJTUSI, KaTO Hak-O/IM3KHU ca Tlapasienure ¢ 06eKTy oT 3aragHa AHaTo/aust 1 MpaMOpHO Mope.
CnenoBate/THO aHCaMOBIBT OT SIPIIOBHUIlA € UHTPUTYBAILl, Thi KaTo TIOTeHLIMaTHO TIPUTEeXXaBa
JyaJIMCTUUHU XapaKTepUCTHUKU MeXX/y [1Ba KODEHHO pa3/IMuHY PAHHOHEOJIUTHU KYJITYPHU KOH-
TekcTa — CTapueBCKUs KOMITIEKC M TO3U 0T CeBepo3ariafHa AHaATOJIUS.

B cpaBHUTe/Ha repcrieKTHBa ¢ aHcaMbuTe oT Kystypara CTapueBo Moxke fia ce oTOesnexu,
ye possita Ha BF e ybenurenHo u cepro3HO INpu3HaTa KaTo HeusOekeH ¢akTop B Tpolieca
Ha HeosiuTu3alus Ha LleHTpannute Bankanu (rmo-touno CeBepoustouHa Cbpous U eHOMe-
Ha ’Kene3nu Bpara). [IpeBuj 06CTOSTE/NICTBOTO, Ue eIMHCTBEHUSIT CUTYPHO UAEeHTUPULIMPaH
KJTbCTep C MeCTOHaxo/uila Ha 6amkaHcKu (GvHT ce Hamupa B LlenTpanHa CeBepHa Bwirapus,
TO OBJITAPCKUTE PaHHOHEOTUTHU 00eKTH KakKTo Te3u 01130 [0 HaxofuiaTa (kato KysmroHu-
1]a), Taka U rno-u3onvpanute B CeBepo3arnaziHa bbirapus (karo SlpsioBuiia) craBaT roTeHLMa-
HO 3HauMMM KaTo LIeHTPOBe 3a JAUCTPUOYyLMs U pegucTpubyLius Ha 6ankaHcku GuiuHT. Apyru
CLIeHapUH ChIL[0 Ca Bb3MOXKHH, KaTo HarlpuMmep Xuriore3ata, ye BF e Gus1 pa3npocTpaHsiBaH OT
CTPAHCTBAIM CITeL[Ha/IUCTU — YUATO MOOUTHOCT e obe3meuaBasa U 00vBa Ha CypOBUHH, U
LUPKy/IaliusATa Ha OankaHCKUst (JIMHT U HEroBUTe [IePUBATHU TMPOAYKTH. 3a ChXaJieHre HUTO
e/lHa OT Te3U Bb3MO)KHOCTU He MO)Ke Jia Ob/le U3K/II0UeHa U HUTO e/lHa He MoKe fia Objie ro-
TBbp/IeHa.

OueBuHO Hail-ybeUTeNHOTO ¥ eMIIMPUYHO [0Ka3yeMo e CXOJCTBOTO MeX/ly aHcambiuTe
Ha fIpnoBuna u xymonuna. [To oTHoIIeHHe Ha CypoBHHATa O/M30CTTa ce u3pa3siBa BbB BU-
cokara uyectoTa Ha BF cpefi BCHUKH TeXHO-THITOJIOTHUECKH KaTeropuy apredakTd, 0Co6eHo
cpen opbausTa. Mima obaue v passuka, KOSTO Ce ChCTOU B TOBa, Ue B SIp/oBUIja TBMHOCUBUST
c Oenu TleTHa KPeMbK MPAKTHUECKH JIUTICBA, 3a Pa3/vKa OT APYTUTEe CBETI0CHUBO-0€KOBU KO-
JIOPUCTUYUHHU BapyaHTU Ha b6ankaHckus GiuHT. 1o ce oTHACs /10 TUTIO/IOTUUECKUSI perepToap,
CXOZICTBOTO Ce CbCTOU B IIpeBeC Ha peTylUMpaHU IUIaCTUHM, C/le[jBaHH OT CThPrajiku Ha Ijiac-
THUHMU, PETYLLHMPAaHU OTJIOMbLY U JIIOIHULM. Pe3luTe 1 n3aenusiTa C peTylpaHy BATbOHATUHU
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ca MMHHMAJTHO TIpe/icTaBeHu. B SIp/ioBuija ca perucTpupanu moBeue repopaTopu/cBpeieniv u
OpPBAMS C HAIPeyHo 3aThIIsIBaHe, OTKOKOTO B [kymonuiia. OT Apyra cTpaHa aHCaMOBITBT OT
slpyioBHIja € HAITBJIHO JIAIIIEH OT FeOMeTPUYHN MHUKPOIUTH. [Ipyra pas/uika ce HaO/roaBa BbB
(GyHKIMOHATHNTE TIapaMeTpy Ha MHCTpyMeHTapuyMa. VM3HeHaziBaio B [I)Ky/IrOHHLIA ca pery-
CTPUpPaHU MajIKO elleMeHTH OT CBPII, 3a Pa3/ifKa OT apTedakTuTe, U3MOI3BaHH 3a 0OpaboTka
Ha KUBOTMHCKY TIPOAIYKTH — pa3dacoBka Ha Meco, 06paboTka Ha KOXKH 1 KocTH. B fIpioBuiia,
HAIpOTHB, eJIeMEeHTHUTe OT CHPIT ZJOMUHHUPAT APacTUYHO, AOKaTo 00paboTKaTa Ha )KUBOTUHCKU
MIPOAYKTH € MUHUMasIHa. To31 (haKT rMoBAura BBIIPOCH, HO CJiefiBa Jja Ce MMa MpeJBH/, ue aHa-
3BT Ha CIeAuTe OT yroTpeba oOXBalla camMo MpeACTaBUTeTHA U3BaJIKH OT /IBaTa aHCaMObJIa.

B 006006111eH1e, BBITPEKH UTICaTa Ha aOCOJTIOTHU aTH W HAKOU 3HAUMMM CTieldaiu3upaHu
n3ceaBaHus (1ae000TaHWKA U apXe0300J10THsl), 00eKTHT pyioBUIja ChC CBOETO KPAalHO Ce-
Bepo3ara/iH0 MeCTOIOJIOXKEeHHe Ha TePUTOPUSTA Ha Bbrapust e M3K/TFOUNTeTHO BaXkeH (BUIHO
OT KPeMBbYHHUSI My aHCaMObJ1) 3a pEKOHCTPYMPAHETO Ha MpeXKaTa 3a pasnpocTpaHeHue Ha Oar-
KaHCKU QuiUHT Ha baskanuTe.

KPEMBUEH AHCAMBBJI OT WIMH/EHLU (PAHEH HEOJTUT) (dur. 95-107; Ta6s.
15-17)

WnuHeHLIM e 4acT OT TpyIa HeOJIMTHH 00eKTH B CPeAHOTO TeyeHHe Ha p. CTpyMa, KOWTO Tpe-
JOCTaBST Bb3MOKHOCTH 3a perioHasieH ¥ HaflperioHasieH AMaxpoHeH aHa/n3, TIofuepTaBaiku
JVUHAMHUUHWUTE KY/ITYPHU M COLIMAJIHU B3aUMOJECTBUS M OOMEHHM MpPEeXHU MeXIy 00eKTHTe
(Grebska-Kulow, Zidarov 2020; 2021). OTHOCUTe/IHaTa XpOHOJIOTHsl HA CTPYKTYpUTe U HaX0/-
KUTe e MoJKpereHa OT pa/liOBbIVIEPO/IHY JIaTH.

PanHuaT Heonut B VINMMHAEHIM e TIpe/iCTaBeH OT Io-KbCHaTa (ropHa) ¢asa, CbBpeMeHHa C
KoBaueBo Ic-Id u cBbp3aHa ¢ kyntypHoTo koiné Ha KapanoBo I (Lichardus-Itten et al. 2006;
Grebska-Kulow 2017). U3cneaBanusTa B VIMMH/EHIM Ca OT K/IFOUOBO 3HaueHHe 3a pa3bupaHe-
TO Ha IMpexo/ia OT paHHUSI KbM CPeJJHUSI HEO/IUT Ha PerMOHAaTHO paBHUIIe, KAKTO U Ha B3aUMO-
JIeNCTBUATA CbC ChCEJHU PAaHHOHEOUTHH Ky/ITYpH Kato ['bTbOHUK 1 AH3a0eroBo—BpbIITHUK.
Kak pearupa KpembuHaTa MHAYCTPUs Ha TOBa KOTHUTHUBHO IpeAn3BUKaTencTBO? I1pegocrass
7Y TSI 3HAYMMU JIaHHU B [IMaXpPOHHA TepcrekTuBa? VM Kak ce BIMCBA B MO-IIMPOKUSI KOHTEKCT
Ha paHHOHEOJIMTHUTe PeruoHaTHU W Ha/[peruoHaHu Tipoliecy Ha basikanuTe, 0ocobeHo 110 OT-
HOILIIeHWe Ha pa3rnpoCTpaHeHHeTo Ha Oa/KaHCKUSI KPeMBK I10/] Pa3/inyHy (hopMU, BKITFOUUTE-
HO ,1aKeTa” AUarHOCTUYHU OpbAus OoT BF? AHanu3bt, npejcTaBeH B AUCEPTALIMOHHUS TPYL,
ThPCH OTTOBOP Ha Te3W BBIPOCH.

CrpykTypara Ha aHcaMObJ1a e Tipe/icTaBeHa B Tabiumiia V.

Tabmura IV

CypoBunu |Opsb- |[Inac- |Otnomb- |@par- |Munuariopau |fgpa |Pasau | OO1o
[Vsl  |TMHU  |1U MEHTH | OTHafbLy

bankancku |14 14
buHT
Hpyru 58 18 60 63 59 6 4 268
Ksapuur 3 3 25 7 1 39
O60 75 21 85 70 59 7 4 321

OO1U HAO/TIOEeHUA U JUCKYCHS

[TbpBOTO HAOMIOAEHUE e, YUe [eTalTHOTO XPOHOJOTWYHO W KYJATYPHO TOApa3jesisiHe Ha
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CeKBeHL[MATa, OCHOBAHO Ha CTaTUCTUYECKUs aHa/Iu3 Ha KepaMuKara, He ce /10/1aBsi B KpeMbu-
HUs aHCcaMOb1. ViieHTrdUIMpaHeTo Ha AMaXpOHHU ITPOMEHH UK TPaHC(HOPMAIY B CPaBHU-
TEJTHO MaJIoUKC/IeHaTa KpeMbYHa KOJIeKLMs e HeyCTaHOBUMO. Mukporipobou, n3paboTeHu ot
MeCTHU CypOBHMHHU KaTo Xa/leZloH U KBapll, Ce I0ABABAaT eJHOBPEMEHHO C JAUarHOCTUYHUTe
PaHHOHEOJIUTHU OpBAus oT bankaHcku ¢iuHT (BF). ToBa roka3Ba cpaBHUTETHO pa3BUTH (a3u
Ha paHHUS HeOJIUT, Korarto Kynrypara KapaHoBo I ce rposiBaBa pervoHa/iHO B l0rosarajHus Cu
BapuaHT. OTHeCeH KbM CekBeHLusiTa B KoBaueBo, TO3M paHHOHeo/nTeH c1od B VnuHzaeHLn
cboTBeTCTBa Ha ¢asuTe Ic 1 Id B KoBaueBo, koeTo ce MOTBBPsKZaBa OT aHa/IM3a Ha KepaMHKara
(Grebska-Kulow, Zidarov 2020).

AHCaMOBTBT OT VnHAeHIM e MH(OPMAaTHBEH U 3HAUMM 10 HSKOJIKO MPUUYMHU: a) HaJIMuHe
Ha JUarHOCTUYHU opbaus oT BF; 6) Hammuue Ha 33 MUKpomnpobosi/cBpesiena; B) 3HAUHUTETHO
NPUCHCTBUE HA KBapLIUTHU apTe(akTH, BKIOUUTETHO TPU THUIIOJOTMUECKU Opbus. JJuarHoc-
TUYHUTe OpbAus OT BF ca npezcraBeH B KonekuusATa OT VIIMHAEHIU B ITbJIHUSL CU periepToap
— peTyILIMpaHu MIaCTUHYU U eJIeMeHTH OT ChpIl. BaxkHO e fja ce oTOesne)kaT cxozCcTBaTa MEXIY
“HCTpyMeHTapuyma ot BF B MnunzeHuy v To3u oT KoBaueBo, KoeTo rpejrosiara CHHXpOHU3a-
L[1sl Ha Ky/TypHUTE CHOWTHS TIpe3 paHHKS HeOJIUT — U B JiBaTa 00eKTa TO31 MHCTPYMeHTapuyM
ca OTHacsl KbM pa3BUTUTe (pa3u Ha paHHUS HeoquT: (pa3ute Ic u Id B KoBaueBo u ¢asure I u 11
B Vnunpentu. I1pes To3u nepuoj MMeHHO perMOHBT CTaBa 4acT OT KrosarnaZiHus BaphaHT Ha
kynatypata Kapanoso I (Hukonos 1996).

Bb3HMKBa BBIPOCHT A/ KEPAMUYHUAT KOMILIEKC OT VIMHeHLM M0Ka3Ba YepTu, KOUTO
nipeaxoxkaar ¢asute Ic u Id B KoBaueBo, kK0eTo 6U XBBP/IWIO CBET/IMHA BBPXY IMOETAITHOTO/
TOCTBIIATEHO B/IMsAHUE Ha KynTypara KapaHoBo | BbpXy paHHHs HEOJUT B perdoHa. OTroBo-
PBT Ha TO3U BBIIPOC TIpeArioara rno-3a//bJ1004eHo MpoyyBaHe U pa3brpaHe Ha eTaruTe Ha He-
OJIMTU3aLUsl B CPEJHOTO TeueHWe Ha peka CTpyMa, KaKTo U Ha Ky/ITYpHUTE B3aUMOJeNCTBUS C
Kyntypute OBue 1osie U AH3aberoBo—BpwbiiHUK. OT I71eiHa TOUHA Ha KpeMbUYHATa UH/y CTPUS
pesieBaHTHO CpPaBHEHHe Ha JMarHOCTUYHUTE Opbauvs oT BF € Te3u oT chcepHUTE peruoHU He
e Bb3MO)KHO 0e3 crieljiasM3vpaHy reojorTMYecky U3Ce[BaHUsl U JlabopaToOpHU aHaiv3u. B.
IMMUTpOBCKa e MyO/MKyBaia orpaHuueH Opout apredakty ot BF oT 1iecT mpaucTopruueckd
obekra B Perny6siika CeBepHa Make/1oHUSI, BKITFOUUTETHO AH3a0eroBo W Te3u apTedakTy ca
MaKpPOCKOTICKA M/IEHTUYHU Ha JUArHOCTUUHWTE PaHHOHEO/IWTHU opbAusi oT bwarapus ([du-
mutpoBcka 2012; 2013). [IpousxoasT Ha huHTa Ha Te3u apTedakTu oT CeBepHa Make/oHUS
0CTaBa HesICeH KaTo XUIOTeTUYHO Ce CYUMTA 3a MeCTeH, HO 0e3 /la ca rpeJcTaBeHH yOeauTeTHA
apryMeHTH B IOJKperia Ha Ta3u XUIoTe3a.

Konekiusita 0T MUKpOTIpoO0U/CBpeiesIn MOXKe Jja Ce MHTepIipeTHpa Ha /[Be HUBA: ITbPBO,
Kato (pyHKI[MOHA/leH Habop Opb/usi, BK/IIOUEHU B CIelMaJu3MpaHo MPOM3BOZCTBO Ha CaMUsi
00eKT; BTOPO, KaTo uacT OT u3paboTKaTa Ha MbHUCTA, KOUTO CaMH T10 cebe CH ca UHJUKaTUBHU
3a MUTpAI[UUTe Ha paHHOHEO/IUTHU rpymH oT FOroustouna keM LleHTpanHa u CeBepHa EBporia
(vide infra, Rigaud et al. 2015). Bim3bK aHasor Ha MUKPOCBpeiesiuTe OT VITUHZAEHLIU Ce OTKPU-
Ba B 3HAUMTEJTHO I10-00IIMPHAaTa KOJeKI[|si OT MUKpOTipoOou u cBpeziesi oT KoBauero (Gurova
2006; Gurova et al. 2013; Gurova, Bonsall 2017). U nBeTe kKo/ieKLjuM MOKa3BaT CXO/ICTBA B MOP-
dosoruATa U TeXHOJIOTHATA, HO UMa ChII[eCTBEHU pa3/uuusl B XapaKTePHUCTUKUTE Ha W3II0JI3-
BaHHTE CYPOBHHU. MUKPOMHCTPYMeHTHTe OT KoBaueBo ca 13paboTeHH OT ThMHOCHB [I0 UepeH
KpeMBK, 00Ut oT 3aragHute Pojoru, J0KaTo MHCTPYMeHTHTe OT VITMHAEHIU ca MpeAuMHO
OT XaJIL|eZIOH ¥ KBApI[UT/KBapI], KaTO eHO U3/ie/IHe € OT XKb/T SCIHC. [Ipyro ChIljeCTBEHO pa3-
Uure e B KOHTEKCTya/THaTa UM TI0siBa B Ky/ITypHaTa rocieqoBareHocT. B KoBaueBo Te3u vH-
CTPYMEHTH Ca 4YacT OT Haii-paHHara ¢a3a Ha obuTaBaHe, 0KaTo B VIMMH/IEHIM Te Ce MOsBsSBaT
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B XeTeporeHeH KOHTEKCT, TIPUHA/|jIerKall] KbM KpaliHaTa (pa3a Ha paHHUS HEOJIHT.

[MosiBaTa Ha MUKpOTpoOOU/CBpeieNl KaTo OT/Ie/THU KOMIIOHEHTU B THUTIOJIOTUYHUS periep-
TOAp Ha PAHHOHEOJIUTHUTE aHCaMOJTH TIOB/IWTa UHTPUTYBAII] BBIPOC: /1a/iv Te3U WHCTPYMEHTH
CJTy>KaT 3a KOHKPeTHHU (DYHKIIMOHA/THU HY)KAW, KaTo M3paboTkaTa Ha MBHHUCTA U APYTH OpHa-
MEHTHU Y YKpallleH!s], yIIoTpebsiBaHu B PAMKHTe Ha OOIITHOCTTa, WK CBU/IETE/ICTBAT 3a MOOUJI-
HOCTTa Ha HEOJIMTHU TPYNH U apTe(akTh — OT IOT Ha CeBep, KOUTO HOCSAT ChC cebe CH HOBU
3HaHWS, YMEHUs], BAPBaHUS U CUMBOJIMKA? AJIETPHAaTUBHO — Bb3MOXKHA JIM € KOMOWHAIUsS OT
nBara akropa? V3cnensanus, 6a3upaHu Ha ToJisiMa eMITMPUYHA KOJIEKIHSI OT MBHUCTA OT Lisijla
EBpora, mogkpensr Te3u pa3cwxaeHus. Kakro orbensizBat Rigaud u chaBTopu (Rigaud et al.
2015) ,,...apTeakTy C U3KTHOUUTETHO CUMBOJIHU (DYHKLIUHM OOMKHOBEHO Ce CUMTaT Mo-uH(Op-
MaTHBHU U T10JIe3HU 3a TIPOCJIe/ITBAHETO HA KYJITYDPHHU BIUSHUS MEXXIY TIOMyJIallid U MOZe/H
Ha Ky/ITypHa TIPOMsIHA BB BPDEMETO, OTKOJIKOTO apTe()aKTH C YUCTO YTUIUTAPHO MpeHa3Haue-
Hue“ (ibid., 1).

B cBeT/iMHaTa Ha Ta3W KOHCTATAIUs TUTIOBeTe MBHHCTA M JTMUHU OPHAMEHTH Tpacupar Ha-
B/IM3aHETO Ha HEOJMTHUS HauWH Ha JKUBOT OT AHaTonus mipe3 bankanure o LleHTpasnHa, 3a-
naziHa u CeBepHa EBporia, 11o/j06HO Ha ApyTY eJleMeHTH OT MaTepuasHaTa Ky/iTypa, UecTo Ha-
pUYaHu ,,HeonuTeH nakeT”. OTTYK ¥ HOBO MpeAU3BHUKATE/ICTBO 3a M3C/IeI0BaTe/IUTe: /1a Ce pa3-
[IIMPY TIPOYYBAHETO U Zia Ce 3a//bJI00UM pa30MpaHeTo Ha IMMPOU3BOZACTBOTO Ha MBHHCTA U JTIMUHU
OpHaMeHTH B Bbjirapust 1pe3 paHHUsI HEOJIUT, KaTO acTieKT OT MHTerpUpaHeTo Ha TePUTOPHUSTA
HU B KOMITJIEKCHUS HEOJTUTH3aL[MOHEH Tpoliec.

KPEMBUEH AHCAMBBJI OT SIBBJIKOBO (PAHEH HEOJIUT) (dur. 108—112; Tabn.
18-21)

TonsimoTo cesuiie SIOBIKOBO e pasIoyioyKeHO Ha FKHUS Opsir Ha p. Mapuija B ['opHOTpakKuii-
CKaTa HM3MHA, KOeTO 0 BMMCBA reorpadCcku, rmaseoekosorMuyHo U KyJATYPHO B JUHAMHUUHAaTa
cpezia Ha paHHOHeo/IMTHaTa Kyntypa KapaHnoso 1. [IearoroguiHuTe npoy4yBaHusi, poBeeH!
B PaMKUTe Ha pa3/MuH{A UH(PPaCTPYKTypHHU MPOEKTH, 3aBbpILKXa C h3uepriaresieH TOM BbpXY
PAHHOHEO/IUTHUTE TJIACTOBe Ha 00eKTa, B KOWTO HACTOSIIUSAT aBTOP MMa CaMOCTOsITeJTHA I71aBa
(Gurova 2014; Roodenberg et al. 2014). I[IpeacTtaBeHUAT B MOHOTpausiTa TEKCT € aKTya/lnu3u-
paHa BepcHsi, Ch3HATeJHO OTUMTalla dakra, ye I0BIKOBO MpeZCTaB/sABa ,Iepyia“ oT IraeaHa
TOYKA Ha TpeJCTaBUTEe/THUSI Pereproap Ha JAUarHOCTUUHUTE OPBAUs OT OankaHCKU (PIMHT —
e/lHa OT Hali-3HAUMMUTE U OTJIMUMTE/THU XapaKTepHUCTHUKU Ha KoliHeTo KapaHoBo I-II B paHHO-
Heo/IUTHaTa UHyCTPHUS.

Criopesi u3c/ieioBaTeNiiTe KOMIUIEKCHT OT SIOBJIKOBO ce OTHAcsi KbM PaHHHUSI HEOJUT C
6m3oct mo kKyntypa KapaHoBo I ¢ sicHo u3paseHo aHatosuiicko BiusiHue (Leshtakov 2006;
Leshtakov et al. 2007). AbcomoTHuTe AaTH (MyO/IMKyBaHU MO-KBCHO) ITOKA3BarT, ue paHHOHe-
OJTUTHOTO oOHTaBaHe OOxBailja MEPBUTe TpU Beka Ha VI xus. mip.Xp. (Roodenberg 2014). Tlo
TO3U HauMH 00EKTHT Ce YTBbPIK/AaBa KaTo e[JUH OT Hall-3HaUMMUTe, UHTPUTYBAIIX U 6oraTu 1o
OTHOIIIeHVe Ha MaTepuasiHaTa Ky/lTypa paHHOHeOUTHU 06ekTu B Tpakusi.

KirouoBa xapakTeprcTrKa Ha 06eKTa e HaJIMuMeTo Ha eJJHU OT Haii-OoratuTte u f00pe npes-
CTaBeHH! JUarHOCTUYHU OpPbust OT HamKaHCKU (IMHT — 6esier Ha paHHOHEOTUTHUTE KpeMbUYHU
WH/JyCTpUM Ha KynTypHUs Kpbr' KapaHoso I-II B bbirapus u efHa oT XapakTepUCTUKWTEe Ha
HaJ|pernoHa/Hus TexHOKomIulekC KapanoBo [-CrapueBo—Kpui—Ksopou.

Moeto mipoyuBaHe oOxBaiija KosieKiysi OT pa3korkute mpe3 2003 r., KOSITO TIpe/iCTaB/sIBa
MaJiKa 4acT OT LSJIOCTHUSI KpeMbueH aHCcaMObJ1, IyO/IMKyBaH MoeTarHo oT Koserara P. 37ateBa
(Zlateva-Uzunova 2014; 3nareBa-Y3yHoBa 2025). MoHorpadusita My ChAbpyKa aKyaiu3upaH
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MIPOUUT Ha W3C/Ie[iBaHaTa KOJEKIUs C Hen30eXXHU KOMEHTapy U MperpaTki KbM ChII[eCTBYBa-
IUTe MyO/IMKALIWK.

CrpykTypara Ha aHcamObJ/1a e rpejcTaBeHa B Tabsuiia 1 ¥ rokasBa AWCIPONOPIIMOHATHOTO
CbOTHOIIIEHHE MEXX/y pa3/IMUHUTE KaTerOPUHU C sICHO U3pa3eHo rnpeobiaZiaBaHe Ha OPbAUSATA U
OTCHCTBUE Ha siApa (Tabmmuia V)

Tabmua V

AncaMOBbbT B 1socT |Opbaust |[Tnactuau | Otiombi | ®parmenTtr | Pasnu | Q6110
06110 120 24 45 46 9 244

OO Hab/TIOieHUA U JUCKYCUS

C sIcHOTO oCh3HaBaHe Ha OrpaHM4YeHaTad eMIMMPpUYHd OCHOBA HAd TOBa U3CJ/i€/IBAHE 3d KAKBUTO
U [1a € 3aK/IF04YeHHs, MMad HAKOUW aCIlIeKTH, KOUTO 3aC/1y>KaBdT KOMEHTAap.

- PeructpupaHo e eKCreJUTHBHO/OMOPTIOHUCTUYHO TIPOU3BO/CTBO, 6a3MpaHO Ha JIOKATHU
Y PervoHaIHM CYPOBHHH, KOUTO P. 351aTeBa-Y3yHOBa OMKCBa B CBOSI TPY/, HO Oe3 KpUTEPUU U
SICHO pa3rpaHUueHue Ha MPor3Xo/a UM B PaMKHUTe Ha Ta3H! ,,perMOHaIHOCT.

- Temata 3a jocTaBKaTa ¥ pa3rnpoCTpaHEHHETO Ha CYPOBUHMU CjefiBa Jja Obje pasriexjaHa
B /IBa OCHOBHH acrieKTa — 06aiKaHCKU (UIMHT M OCTaHaUTe JIOKaTHU cypoBUHU. OTHOCHO BF
c/iefiBa /ia ce TIPUTIOMHH, Ye ca MyO/MKyBaHH (C OTBOPEH /IOCTBIT) Cepusi OT WH/IePANCLIUILIH-
HapHU u3ciiefBaHus (Bonsall et al. 2010; Gurova 2012a; Gurova, Bonsall 2014a; Gurova et al.
2016; 2022a-b). B nmoBeueTo OT Te3u nmybmUKauu SOBIKOBO € UeHTU(DUIUPAaHO upe3 Ccepust
apTe)akTH ¥ e UHTeTPUPaAHO B KOHI[ENTYya/lHaTa paMKa Ha Oa/lkaHCKusl (PJIMHT ¥ MpeXXaTa My
Ha pa3rpocTpaHeHue Tipe3 paHHuUs HeonuT. OcBeH ToBa ¢ momoiTa Ha GIS v Ha 6a3ara Ha aHa-
JIMTAYHO JI0Ka3aHO CXOZCTBO/AVCKPUMUHALIMS MeXXy CyPOBHUHUTE U apTedaKkTUTe ca orpeje-
JIeHU Pa3CTOSIHUSITA MEX/y Te0JIOTUUHO HUAeHTU(HUIIMPAHHTe HaXOAMIIA Ha OaTKaHCKU (IUHT
U cenMiara-norpedureny. B ta3u cxema 16b/1k0BO ce Hamupa npubusuTenHo Ha 119 km or
K/IbCTepa CypOBUMHHU M3TOYHMLM B Hukoron (Gurova et al. 2022b).

- OCcHOBHAaTa yacT OT TUTIOJIOTHYeCKUTe U (DYHKLMOHATHN OpBbAMs e n3paboreHa ot BF, kato
TIOBEUeTO OT TAX MOraT ja ObJaT OTHeCeHW KbM KaTeropusrta AMAarHOCTUYHU opbaus. To3u
XapakTepeH MHCTPYMeHTapruyM e HeCbMHEHO ,,MMIIOPTHO siBjieHre 3a 16bikoBo. Kato cemm-
11le-T10/13BaTe//KOHCyMaTop SIOB/IKOBO e yuacTBasio B Mpe)kaTa 3a 00MeH Ha apTedakTu ot 6ar-
KaHCKU (JIMHT.

- @YHKIMOHATHUAT aHa/lW3 Ha KpeMbyHUTe apTe(akTy MOKa3Ba [0CTa CrHeLUUuuHu pe-
3yATaTH C HAKOW aHaJIOTHH C (DYHKI[MOHA/HUTE JJaHHU OT aHcaMObyia B KoBaueBoO W pas3/ivKu
CTIpsSIMO HSIKOMW u3cieaBaHu obekty B CeBepo3sarnazHa AHaronusi (Gurova 2006). ®yHKmo-
Ha/THUTe TapaMeTpy Ha KpeMbUuHaTa MHAYCTpUs B SI0BIKOBO KaTo Lis/10 U3UCKBA MO-TIOAPOOHO
W3C/e/iBaHe U UHTeprpeTaLys.

- S16B/IKOBO € YeTBBPTHUST PAHHOHEO/IMTeH 00eKT, Ha KOWTO ca peruCTpUpaHy TeOMeTPUYHU
MUKPOUTH. br 610 OT ChiljeCTBEHO 3HaUeHHe Te3W HaXOAKH OT BCUUKU 00ekTH (S16B/1K0BO,
KoBaueBo, OxozieH u [)Ky/tOHULIA) [la Ce CPaBHST C OIvie] KOHTEKCTya/lH! JJaHHU U XPOHOJI0-
T'Usl, 3a /la Ce OCBeT/IU e/IH OT ,,[IpeJHeOTUTHUTEe  (TIOHe TeOPETUYHO) KOMIIOHEHTHU Ha KpeMbU-
HaTa UHAYCTPUS U Jja ce 00sICHU TsIXHaTa Hepery/sipHa TosiBa Tipe3 paHHUs HeonuT. OT Apyra
CTpaHa, TpeJU3BUKAaTe/ICTBO I1le ObJie CPAaBHSIBAHETO MM C MHOTOKDATHO T0-OoraTute cepuu
reoMeTPUYHU MUKDOIUTH OT KbCHHSI HEOJTUT.
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KPEMBUEH AHCAMBTBJI OT XAPMAHJIU (KBCEH HEOJIUAT) (¢ur. 113-124; Tabi1.
22-24)

KpeMbuHUAT aHCaMOB/T 0T XapMaH/u Oeltie y6mvkyBaHa mipe3 2010 1. 3ae1HO ¢ 00III0TO KOH-
TeKCTYasTHO TIpe/icTaBsiHe Ha obekra (Bacvarov et al. 2010; Gurova 2010). Cesnuiiiero e pasro-
JIOKeHO MeX/ly /IBa [leCHU MPUTOKA Ha p. Mapuiia, BbpXy ITbpBaTa Ha/i3a/lMBHA Tepaca. OcBeH
TPH SIMU, He Ca Pa3KPUTH JIPYTH apXeoyIoTUYeCKH CTPYKTYPH, KOETO BOJM U3CJIe[j0BaTe/InTe 10
M3BOJIa, Ue TIpOyUYBaHMUsATa ca 00xBaHa/M neprdepHara uacT Ha ceuirieto (Bacvarov et al. 2010,
135). Tpure cTpaturpa)cKu 1aacta, KakTo U 3alb/IHUTE/IUTE Ha IMUTE, ChIbPKaT KepaMHuKa,
Jarupaiiia ot repuojia Kapanoso IV — dvHanHaTa da3a Ha Heo/IMTHATA Ky/ITypHA CeKBeHIHSsI.
KpemMbuHuAT aHCcaMOB1 e MHOToOpoeH (1445 apredakra) ¥ npUTeXXaBa OCHOBHUTE XapaKTe-
PUCTHUKM Ha KbCHOHEOIUTHaTa MHAYCTpUs. [1o oTHOIIeHWe Ha XOpH30HTaMHaTa cTpaturpadus
ripeo6/iaZiaBa MaTepya bT OT KY/ITYpHUS 1u1acT B 11 u3ceaBanu kBagpara (1365 i 94,5% ot
BCHUYKH HaXO/[KH), 3a pa3/iMKa OT OrpaHUUYeHUTe HaXOJKH OT iBeTe ssMu: 23 Op. ot fiIma 1 u 35
op. ot SIma 2 ., KakTo 1 21 6p.0T MOBBPXHOCTTA . [IOBBPXHOCTHHUAT MaTepHasl BK/IFOUBA YETUPH
THUTIOJIOTHUYeCKU OPBANS C KbCHOHEeO/IMTeH 00/MK, BKJTFOUEHH B CTaTUCTUUECKHUS aHaTU3.

O6i1maTa CTPyKTypa Ha KOMILJIEKCa 10 KOHTEKCTH € Mpe/JcTaBeHa B Tabimiia 1, KbAeTo ce OT-
KpOsIBa JOMUHUPAHETO Ha MPOAYKTHUTE Ha JebuTaxa, Cpei KOUTO TJIaCTUHUTE Ca M3HEeHa/Ball[0
Mai00pOMHM.

CrpykTypara Ha aHcaMObJ1a e mipeficTaBeHa B Tabsmia VI.

Tabsmura VI
Kateropusi apredaktu Ot cektopu [fIma 1l |fIma 2 [IToBbpxHOCT |OO6III0
Turnosornyecku opbaust 89 2 1 4 96
[TnacTuHu 86 1 1 88
OtoMbIM 353 5 11 4 373
PparMeHTH 647 6 15 8 676
JIrocnu OT peTyin 105 3 3 4 115
Anpa 11 1 12
Pa3Hu 74 6 4 1 85
06110 1365 24 35 21 1445

OO HAO/TIOeHUA U JUCKYCUS

Be3 /1a ce mpaBsAT KaTeropyuyHU 3aK/IIOUeHMs, Bb3 OCHOBA Ha HaO/IO/eHUsATa 110 BpeMe Ha
M3C/IeIBAaHETO MOraT Jia ce (hOpMy/IMpaT HAKOW ChIIECTBEHH XapaKTePUCTUKUA Ha KPeMbUHMUS
aHCaMOBJI.

- CTpyKTypaTa Ha KOJIeKIIMsITa Cb3/laBa BrieuaT/ieHue 3a 100pe opraHusupana v pyHKIMOHU-
pailja eKCcrieJUTHBHA MH/AYCTPUS, MOTBbP/eHa upe3 M3I10/13BaHeTO Ha IIMPOK CIIeKTbpP MeCTHU
CYPOBMHH ChC CpejHO KaueCTBO. Ha msicTo e Ouia MpakTUKyBaHa yaCTHYHA MPOU3BO/CTBEHA
Bepura CbC CjeJji OT TeCTBaHe Ha pa3/IMYHU CYPOBUHU U TEXHUKHU.

- Morar /ia ce peKOHCTPYHpAT IOHe /iBe HalpaB/IeHHs] Ha Npou36e0CMEUEeHUS YUK®:

a) [lebuTtaxk upe3 JUPEKTEH yAap C KaMeHHA YyKaJlka, HaCOueH KbM TIPOU3BO/ICTBO Ha OTJ/IO-
MBLIY, HAKOU OT KOMTO ca ohopMeHHU KaTo opbausi. OCKbAHUAT OpOii fpa 3a OTJIOMBbLIM CBU/IE-
TEJICTBA, Ue TO3M /1e0UTa)K € OCBILECTBSBaH B HEPAa3KPUTH YaCTH Ha 00EeKTa.

6) OTzensiHe Ha MJIACTHHU Upe3 WHAUPEKTEH y/iap C MOCPeJHYK.

B) OT,E[EJ'IH& MPOM3BO/ICTBEHA Be€pUI'd, CBbp3dHAd C MHUKPOJ/IMTHU3allKMATa, BK/IIOUBA OT/e/IsdHe
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Ha IJIACTUHKM OT MaJIKA e[JHOIIOLaJIKOBHU si/ipa, BEPOSITHO Upe3 HaTHCK (MeToau 1-3 criope,
Pelegrin, 2012). [TnacTUHKUTe Cca M3MO/I3BaHU JAUPEKTHO, KOETO Ce TIOTBbp)K/JaBa OT IrojeMust
Opoii HepeTyIIMpaHU TVIACTUHU CbC CIeJ OT yroTpeba, nin ca rpeOpMUPaHU B OPBAUS C
psigKa yrotpeba.

- TunonornueckusT perneproap e C SICHO U3pa3eHW KbCHOHEOJIUTHU XapaKTepPUCTUKU: J0-
MUHHpaHe Ha MaJIKy CThbPrajkyd Ha OTVIOMbLM, BUCOK MPOLEHT PeTyILIMpPaHU IJIaCTUHU, MPHU-
CbCTBUE Ha FeOMEeTPUUHU MUKPOJIUTU U JUHUUHN PEMUHUCLIEHTHU (OpPMU Ha AUarHOCTUYHU
PaHHOHEOJIMTHU Opbus (B ciiydas 2 nepdoparopa BbpXy peTyLIMpaHH IJIacTUHU U 1 MiacTu-
Ha CbC CTPBbMeH OunarepaneH petyu, Tun Kapanoso I). [Tapaneny Ha n3cneaBaHara KoeKIys
MOrar fia Ce OTKPUST B KbCHOHEOIUTHUTE KpeMbUHU aHCaMO/I1 OT 1isiyiata cTpaHa: LleHTpanHa
CesepHa bwirapusi — konekiuure ot CamoBozeHe u Kauuija (LJoneB 2007); ancambaute oT
3anagHa bwarapus (Gatsov 1993); ungycTpusita Ycoe B 6aceiiHa Ha Kamuusi (CkakyH 1994);
KakTo 1 aHcambiure ot Tpakusi — obekture KapaHoBo u [Ipama—TepeHa (Kapanogro III-1V,
ocobeno kyntypa Kapanoso IV) (Gurova 2002a; 2004a; 2019). Haii-6/m13ku napaseny Ha aH-
cambbJia ce TIPOC/IeAsIBAaT B HEOUTHUTE IMHU 00eKkTH KaTto ChpHeBo (Gurova 2017a; ipumep
Ne6 B Yacr IT) u Jlrobumeri—/lana ByHap 2 (AnacracoBa 2012; Anastassova 2009).

- Pe3ynratute OT TPACOJOTMYHMS aHA/IM3 Ca MOKA3aTe/HU 3a CTIeKThpa Ha W3IMO/I3BAHUTE
WHCTPYMEHTH U 3a Bb3MO)XHATa PEKOHCTPYKI[HMSI Ha TIOMMHBKA W [JOMAIITHO MTPOU3BO/ICTBO Ha
obiqHocTTa. Te 6e3CropHO MOKa3BaT Pa3BUTH 3eMe/IeICKU TIPAKTUKK U JeHHOCTH, CBbP3aHU C
burta Ha HacesleHHeTo. Te3u pe3ynTary 6uxa OUIM oITle TT0-yOeaAUTe/THH NPY Ha/IMUHe Ha apXe-
000TaHUUYEeCKH JJaHHU.

B Owsirapckara crielianu3vpaHa JIMTepaTypa, MocBeTeHa Ha KpeMbUHUTe MH/YCTPUH, Hsl-
KOU HOBOBBBEZIeHUsI (XMITOTe3U 1 KOHLIEMLMU) He Cce MpyUeMar M Mpuarar JieCHO, J0KaTo Jpyry
CU OCTaBaT MapruHanvsuvpanu. IIprMep 3a mbpBUs TUII € KOHLIEMLUATA 3a AU(epeHLalusaTa
Ha /[BaTa TIPOTHUBOTIONIOKHU BUJ]a UHAYCTPUH: Te3U, HaCOUeHU KbM TPOU3BOACTBO U TMOTpPeb-
JleHWe Ha ,,JMarHOCTUUHU U TUMUYHU opbaus” (T.Hap. formal tools) v MpoTHBOMOIOXKHHUTE,
HapeueHHU ,,eKCTieJUeHTHU WU/TA OTTIOPTIOHUCTUUHU“ TIPOM3BO/CTBA, Oa3upanu Ha ad hoc ceMIiu
opbjus. Tasu TeMa e AMCKyTHpaHa B 3amajiHaTa JMTeparypa JeceTUleTdsl Hapes, KaTto efuH
OT Hali-ycrieliHuTe TipuMepu e umoctpupad ot Andrefski (1994). dpeHckUTe MPanuCTOPUIIH,
(hoKycHpaHU BbpXYy KOHLIeNUuUsATa 3a chaine opératoire v BCUUKY HeMHY Bb3MOYKHH TPAaeKTOPUU
B EMIIMPUYEH M TeOpPeTUYeH acIekT, oCBeljaBaT HayyHd (JOPyMU Ha yTOUHsIBaHe Ha HOMEH-
KJ/laTypara, CBbp3aHa C JjBaTa ropecrioMeHaTy TMra KpeMbUYHU MHAYCTpUU (Harpumep Astruc
2005).

B HamiaTta apxeojioruuecka JMtepaTypa npob/eMbT e MOBAWTHAT U YCIEIIHO pellleH Ha pe-
ruoHaaHo HUBO OT L. IloHeB, KOWTO M3ydyaBa HEOJIMTHUTE U XaJKOJUTHUTe aHcambnu oT LleH-
TpanHa CeBepHa bwarapus (LloneB 2007). Konekijuu KaTo Ta3u OT XapMaH/IH, IPOU3XOK/ALH
oT 00eKTH M0 peyHuTe Tepacyd Ha Mapuiia ¥ HeMHUTe TIPUTOLIU, Ca TMOTeHI[Ma/IHO MHOTO WH-
TepPeCcHU 3a WHTepIIpeTalius 1o OTHOIleHWe Ha: 1) AedUHUpPaHeTO Ha eKCIieJUeHTHUTe UHJYC-
TpuM, Oa3upaHU Ha JOCTaBKa Ha CYPOBMHU OT BYJIKAHUUHWUTE CKa/lu Ha PoforuiTe upe3 MHO-
’KeCTBOTO JIeCHO/IOCTBITHM PA3CUITHU HaXO/UIL[a; U 2) TAXHOTO pa3rpaHAuaBaHe OT UH/AYCTPUH,
0a3vpaHy Ha UMIIOPTHU CYPOBMHH Upe3 pa3BUTH MPEXKH Ha I0CTaBKa U 0OMEH W Ha THUTIOJIOTH-
yeH perepToap, BK/IIOUBAIL] JUarHOCTUYHU OPbUs OT OasKaHCKUA (PIMHT, KOUTO MPOAb/HKaBaT
Jla ce MOSIBSIBAT KaTo OCTaTbuHU (POPMHU Ha PpAaHHOHEOJTUTHUSI UHCTPYMEHTapUyM.
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KPEM'BUEH AHCAMBBJI OT CBPHEBO (KBCEH HEOJIUT) (¢ur. 125-138; Tabu. 25—
37)

CbpHeBO e MbPBUSAT (M 3acera eJUHCTBEHUST) HAITBJIHO MyOMMKyBaH 0O€KT OT Turma ,,sMHO
niosie“ (Bacvarov et al., eds. 2017). Te3u cnieruduuny 06eKTH Osixa BbBeZieHH B Obrapckara
rparMcTopuyecka mpobieMaTrKa KaTo arjioMepalivy OT SSMHU CTPYKTYPU, UHTepIpeTUpaHU KaTo
CBBbP3aHM TI0-CKOPO C PUTyaJIHaTa, OTKOJKOTO ¢ butoBara cdepa (bbpuBapoB 2017; IletpoBa u
np. 2024; Nikolov 2011). O6eKThT € KbCHOHEOJIMTEH U Ce OTHAacs KbM TepuoanTe KapaHoBo
IIT-IV B Tpakusi. Ta3u PUHA/IIEKHOCT € yCTaHOBEHA Upe3 pejlaTUBHA U abCOMI0THA XPOHOJ/IO0-
rus (Hasmuaute C'* maTty ouepraBaTt BpeMeBH Auara3oH Mexay 5355/5320-5335/5290 calBC
(Cook et al. 2017, 509).

OTHOCUTETHO MHOTOOpPONHUAT KpeMbueH aHcaMOba (1091 6p.) e mybnuMKyBaH OT MeH Ha
Ob/IrapcKu e3uK C pe3tome Ha aHrmicku (Gurova 2017a). AHcamMOBIBT e 0cobeHO ToKas3a-
TeJieH, Thi KaTo pa3KpuBa CHMOMO3a Ha XeTeporeHHH (110 CBOSITA [UarHOCTUYHA TPUHA/|IeX-
HOCT) XapaKTepUCTUKH U e TIpeJiICTaBeH TyK B 1M0-000011eH BUJ. ApTredaKTUTe TIPOU3X0XK/AT
OCHOBHO OT HEraTUBHU CTPYKTYPH (SIMU), OT TJIaCT 2 — pHMeMaH 3a CTpaTurpadCKy HaZiexxjeH
Y ChAbpKall] MaTepuasy, UAEHTUYHH C Te3U OT IMUTe, KaKTO U OT I/1acT 1, XxapakTepusrpall]
ce ¢ HapylleHa cTpaturpacdusi, 0beuHsBaIlla HAXOJKH OT MIOBbPXHOCTTA, OPHUIIATa U MPeoT-
noxeHu Matepuanu. Criopef uscnejosarenure: ,[1nact 1 e popmupan oT moysara, HaTpyraHa
rpe3 XWIsiJo/IeTUsITa Ciefl KbCHUSI HEO/IUT, M OT OCTaHKWTe Ha YOBeLlIKa JeMHOCT Ipe3 paHHa-
Ta U KbCHATa >KeJsi3Ha ernoxa M KbCHOPUMCKUS repuog. Ilnact 2 e ¢popmupaH OT HeoIMTHATa
rajeoroyBa U OT OCTAaHKWTE Ha YOBeLIKa JelHOCT, CBbp3aHa C KbCHOHEOJIUTHUTE SIMHU [J1eT10-
sutn“ (Bacvarov, Tonkova 2017, 18). ToBa gudepeHLpaHe TpaBy pe3y/TaTUTe OT aHa/u3a
Ha KpeMbyHaTa WH/YCTPUS MO0 Pa3/MUHM KOHTEKCTH 0CO0eHO MHTPUTYBAL0 B CpaBHUTETHA
nepcrekTBa. KakTo rnokassar pe3yaTatvTe, Npe/iCTaBeHH M0-/0/y, He Ce YCTaHOBSIBA ChILeCT-
BeHa pa3/ivKa MeX/y MaTepuavTe OT JBara I1acTa, KOsiITO /ia MOJKPeny KOMIIPOMeTUpPaHus
XapakTep Ha riacrt 1.

AHCamMOBIBT € TIpeicTaBeH ChOOpa3HO ToBa OOII0 KOHTEKCTya/IHO AudepeHiupaHe B Tab-
quna VILL

Tabmuia VII
Kateropusi apredaktu Crpykrypu [Tnact 2 [Tmact 1 06110
Tumnosornyecku opbpaust 92 60 76 228
[TnacTuHu 115 58 59 232
OtoMbIM 139 93 80 312
PparMeHTH 82 63 87 232
Anpa 28 9 8 45
Pa3nu 19 13 10 42
060 475 296 320 1091

OO HaO/TIOeHUA U JUCKYCHUS

Hsimam ambuiusita fja 1ipaBsi KAKBUTO U /la € KOHKPeTHU WHTeprpeTaluy Ha obeKTa, pas-
JIMYHY OT KOHIIEMLIMATa Ha U3CiefoBaTenTe (BbIPeKH AbIOOKHUS MU CKENTHLIU3bM OTHOCHO
,»pUTyanHusi“ My xapakrep). He Ha mocsieiHO MsiCTO 3a1j0To pparMeHTapHaTa WH(OpMaLys, C
KOSITO pa3sriosiarame (BbITPeKH pa3HOOOpa3HUTe M acIieKTH), ¥ JINTICaTa Ha aHaJIOTUYHU Mpoyve-
HU aHcaMO/11 3a Kopesialisi 6vxa JJoBe/u /10 MPeAToIOKUTEe/IeH U CTIeKy/IaTUBeH XapakTep Ha
WHTeprpeTarusTa.
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Bbrpeku ue HiMa CepHO3HHU aHA/TMTUYHH M3C/Ie/IBaHUS Ha ITPeJiCTaBeHnTe B aHCaMOb1a Cy-
POBHHH, MOKe /la ce 000011, Ye CypOBUHHUSAT CIIeKTHP e Oorar u pasHoobOpaseH. Cperar ce
OankaHCKH (IMHT, CHBO-UepeH ¢ OeJi TeTHa BUCOKOKaueCTBeH KPeMBbK U TJIAHWHCKH KPUCTaJl.
OtaenHo ca rpefcTaBeHd Pa3HOOOpa3sHU CYPOBHHU C JIOKaJieH MPOM3X0/, PeTUCTPUPAaHUA Ha
TIOBEUETO MPANCTOPUUeCKH apXeosioruuecky obekTr B Tpakusi, KOUTO ca OUIM JOCTHITHHA Ype3
BTOPWYHU/a/TyBUA/IHU JETI03UTH OT BYJIKAHUYHWTE CKa/i Ha V3TounuTe Pogomny, HaTpymaHy ot
rojIeMUTe PeYHH TTPUTOLIH.

KpembuHUTE KOEKL[MN OT TPUTE OCHOBHU U Ipe/CTaBeHU TYK KOHTEKCTa NPeJoCTaBsT OT-
HOCUTE/THU [JaHHU 3a KopeJlaliiy U 3aK/roueHus. [1py Bce ToBa HAKOM CpaBHEHUsS Ha KOMITIOHEH-
THTe Ha eMIIMpUYHara 6a3a AaHHU Morat Ja Obaar nH(opMaTBHY U UHTpUryBalu. Tabmuia
VIII nipezcraBs Kateropunte apredakTy (B MIPOLIEHTH) CIIPSIMO L{e/TUsi aHCAMOBJI.

Ta6muua VIII
Kareropusi apredaktu CTpyKTypH ITnact 2 [Tnact 1
Turonoruyecky opbAust 19 % 20 % 23 %
[1nactuHn 24 % 19 % 18 %
OtnoMbL 29 % 30% 25 %
®parmeHTH 29 % 21 % 27 %
W3nion3Banu 7.5 % 8.4 % 7.8 %
ApredakTu ot BF 9. 4% 5.4 % 10 %
Anpa 5.8 % 3% 2.5%

,[[O H3BECTHA CTEIIEH € YUy[Balllo, Ue CbOTHOLIEHWATa U 0asaHCBHT MeXAy TEXHO-TUIIOJIOTH-
UECKUTE KaTeropyvun B TPUTE KOMILJIEKCa Ca AOCTd O/TU3KHU U CpPdBHHUMH. CLH.[ECTBYB&T ABa ac-
[MeKTd, B KOUTO MdTE€PUAIBT OT AMHTE Ce pa3/inidBd OT apTﬂbaKTHTe OT IJ7IaCTOBETE!: a) AApdara
B AMHTE Ca MHOT'O I10Beue; 6) H3I10/I13BAHUTE apTE(I)aKTI/I, HallIpOTHB, Ca 3HAYNUTE/THO I10-MdaJIKO.

WHTepeceH 61 OWT OMUTBT Jja Ce TIPeABUAAT KPUTEPUUTE 3a CEJIeKTUBHOCT, MPU/IaraHy OT
,T1I0TpeduTeMTe” Ha pUTyaaHUTEe 00EKTH TIpU MoAbopa Ha apTedakTH 3a CIeLUaTHO U Mpej-
BapUTEJIHO MOATOTBEHUTE ,,pUTya/THU TaKeTH". KOUTO Ca OCHOBHUST e/IeMEHT B CUMBOJIHOTO
3HaueHUe Ha SIMHUSA 3abJHUTe . [TbpBUUHUAT aHa/InU3 MO CKa3Ba ,,[IpUOPUTeTHA  MO3ULIUS Ha
spata (KOUTO ca Hal-o0eMHHTe apTedakTH, TOAXO/AAIIM 3a 3albjBaHe — BbB BOTyMeTPUUEH
CMHCBT) ¥ Ha apTedakTuTe oT 6anKaHCKU (GIMHT (KOMTO Ca Hali-eCTeTHUeCKU TPUBJIEKATeTHU
Y TIOTEHLIMA/THO 1IeHHH). HsiMa pa3yMHU apryMeHTH 3a KaKbBTO U /la € aJTepHaTUBeH Tozbop,
3al1[0TO KpeMbUHHTe apTeakTu ce TPeTupar Karo eJieMeHTU C He3HauuTeiHa/ MapryuHasiHa 3a
CBILHOCTTA Ha [|eNl031Ta, CTOMHOCT. TaXHaTa poJisi ce pasIyieXk/a [ByCTPaHHO — KaTO eK30THY-
Ha CypOBMHA Y eBEHTya/IHO KaTo apTe(akTH, Chb3[aZleH! CIleLjMasHo 3a Jlero3rpaHe B SIMUTe
(Bacvarov 2017). ITspBoTO, B Ccayuas ¢ BF v rnjlaHUHCKUSI KpUCTaJl, € JIOTUUHO U MPUEeMJIMBO.
BTtoporo criopes MeH e He3HauUWTeIHO U CIIeKy/1aTUBHO.

CpaBHeHHeTO Ha TUITOJIOTUYeCKHs periepToap Ch3/aBa BlleyaT/ieHye 3a OTHOCUTe/IHa XOMO-
TeHHOCT Ha aHCaMO/IiTe OT TpuTe KoHTeKcTa (Tabnuija [X). ToBa e 0cob6eHO Ba/TUIHO 3a [IBE TH-
T10JIOTUYeCKY KaTerOpUH, KOWTO Ca JUarHOCTUYHU 38 KbCHOHEO/IMTHATa KpeMbUHa UH/Y CTPUSI:
MaJIKUTe CThPrajiKu U TeOMeTPUYHUTE MUKPOJIUTH. ['eOMeTpUUHNTE MUKDPOJIUTH Ce TIOSIBSIBAT B
Tpakusi B KbCHOHeoMTHaTa cekBeHUs (repuog, Kapanoso III-IV B eqHOMMeHHaTa ceyuiHa
MOTHJIa) ¥ TIPUCHCTBAT Ha 00eKTH Kato cenuiiHa Moruia Kapanoeo, /Ipama—I'epeHa, [IpsiHoBa
MOTHJ/Ia U [IPYTH ,,UTYaTHU KOMILJIEKCH C siMH KaTo JIrobumeri—/lana OyHap 2.

3abesns3Bar ce obayue ¥ U3BECTHH Pa3/IMuKsl B TUTIOJIOTUYECKHS PETIepToap OT TPUTE KOHTEK-
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CTa — CaMoO aHCaMOBJIBT OT IMUTE MOKa3Ba MpeBeC Ha PeTYIIUPAHU IJIACTUHU U € eJIMHCTBe-
HUST, B KOWTO Ce CpelljaT MIaCTUHY C PeTYIIMPaHU BITLOHaTHHU U efvH pe3el]. ChCTaBbT Ha
KPeMbUHHSI aHCAMOBJT OT SIMUATE He JlaBa OCHOBaHKE Jia Ce TIPeArosiara ,,ipe[HaMepeHo MmoCTa-
BsIHE Ha CTIelMaIHO TIoAi0paHy pa3Ho00Opa3HU MaTepyaiy B IMUTE T10 OTIpe/ie/ieH HauMH", KaKTO
e onrcano oT K. bruBapos (Bacvarov 2017, 237).

Tabmwmia IX
Tunosioruuecka Kareropust Crpykrypu | [Tnact 2 | Tlnact 1 | O6mio
Crbpranku 26 22 28 76
PaHHOHEO/IUTHU IMaTHOCTUYHHU OPBbINS 6 3 10 19
PeTyimmpanu njiactTuHu 27 12 16 55
[1/1aCTUHM C HallpeyHo 3aTbIIsIBaHe 7 6 1 14
['eoMeTpUYHU MUKDOJIUTU 4 5 6 15
[Tepdoparopu/cBpesienu 5 1 1 7
PeTymmpanu oT1ioMbIIM 6 5 7 18
KomOUHUpaHu opbaust 3 1 4
[11aCTUHY C peTYIIMpPaHU BATbOHATHHU 2 2
Peser 1 1
JIrOLLHUK 1 1
@®parMeHTd OT OpbUs 5 6 5 16
06110 92 60 76 228

TexHOIOTUYHKTE TTapaMeTPH Ha siipaTa 1 Ha MPOAYKTUTe Ha eOuTa)ka UHAUKUPAT TPH TeX-
HUKU Ha OTZe/IsiHe: a) JUPeKTeH yAap C TBbpJa uyKaska — MpU OTJIoMbLUTe; 6) UHAUPEKTeH
yZap C MOCPeAHUK — MPH IJIaCTUHUTe U B) 1e0UTaXK upe3 HaTUCK 3a OT/e/IsiHe Ha MaJIKy Tiiac-
THHU Y TIJIACTUHKU C TIoMoliTa Ha onucaHuTe ot JK. [Tenerpen metoau 1-3 (Pelegrin 2012).

KoHLIeNTyaHUAT M UHTEPIpeTaTUBeH Mpo0/ieM Ha Taka HapeyeHUTe ,,KOMITIEKCH C MU
OCTaBa OTBOPEH B M3YaKBaHe Ha MOBeYe eMITMPUYUHM JaHHH (OT CXO[HHU 00eKTH B ZIPYTU PETHO-
HU) ¥ yOeuTeTHU apryMeHTH 3a TeXHUS ,,putyaneH” xapakrep. [1]o ce oTHacs 10 KpeMbYHaTa
UHAYCTpUsi Ha 00eKTH Kato ChpHEBO, OUeBH/HO e, ue OOIIHOCTTa/001HOCTHTe, 0OUTaBaIM
obeKTa e)XeZIHEBHO, U/IM TOCEI|aBa/M I'o 3a MPaKTUKyBaHe Ha OIpe/esieHd pUTyaau (BKII. 3a-
ITb/IBaHe Ha sIMUTe C pa3HO0OpasHM [Iero3WTH), ca OCTaBW/IM TPaWHU C/iefu OT CBosi OuT. B
KOHTEeKCTa Ha KpeMBbUHHTe aHCaMOJIi ToBa 03HauaBa, e Te Ca MPOM3BeX/a/lH, U3I0I3Band U
W3XBBPJIS/IM UHCTPYMEHTHTE CH, Oa/laHCUpaliKi MeX/y MiaHupaHo ¥ ad hoc Mpou3BO/CTBO U
yriorpeba Ha opbaUsTa.

KPEMBUEH AHCAMBBJI OT BPAHKOBIY (KBCEH HEOJTUT) (ur. 139—144; a6,
38-40)

I[Tpe3 2019 r., B paMKuTe Ha UHPPACTPYKTypeH MPOEKT 10 TPACETO Ha ra3orpoBoja ,,bankaHcku
noTok", O6sixa MpoBe/ieH! /iBe KaMIaHWHW CTIaCUTe/IHU apXeo/0rMueCKy Pa3KorKH Ha CeJUIIeTo
ripu bpaHKoBIM. ApXeosiornyecKUTe TIPOyUBaHUs pa3Kprxa e[HOC/I0eH 00eKT, UUITO MaTepu-
ajl ce OTHACsA KbM KBbCHUSI HEOJTUT U pa3KpuBa O/IM30CT C KepPaMUYHKTE KOMIUIEKCH Ha Ky/Ty-
pure Bunua u I'pagernnuiia (Kecheva et al. 2020). XpoHosioruueckara ro3uLys e rmoTBbp/eHa
ype3 cepus oT reT “C AaTH OT BbIVIEHU, KOUTO OUepTaBaT MHTePBaj Ha obuTaBaHe Mexay 5500
1 5000 1. ip.Xp. (Kecheva et al. 2023). O6111a uHbopMalus 3a 06eKTa, HerOBUTe CTPYKTYPU U
0Cco0eHOCTH e TIpe/iCTaBeHa B Moc/eHara uyutupaHa nybnvkanus (ibid.). Iperu3sHara npoc-
TpaHCTBeHa peructpauusi ¢ GPS Ha BCMUKM HaxOJKH T03BOJIM M3BBPIIBAHETO Ha JieTailjieH
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MPOCTPAHCTBEH aHA/M3 B PaMKUTe Ha OOIUs TUlaH Ha 00eKTa, B KOWTO upe3 reodusnyecka
KapTa ca ujeHTUUIMpaHu 1iect ocHoBHU cTpyKTypH (Kecheva et al. 2023).

OOb1jata cTpyKTypa Ha aHCcaMOb/a, 6a3vpaHa Ha TeXHO-TUTIONOTHUeCcKa AudepeHIralus B
KOHTEKCTa Ha OCHOBHHTE CTPYKTYPH, € MpejcTaBeHa B Tabmua X.

Tabmuna X
KoHTekcT Opwaust |ITnactunu | Otnombim | PparmenTH | Aapa |Paszau | 061110
Kusie 1 4 3 6 11 24
Kunuge 2 1 4 1 5 11
Kunuige 3 2 4 5 2 1 14
Mexny Xuil. 2 u 3 3 2 8 16
remjTa
Okor1o newra 5 1 1 7 14
BkonaHa CTpyKTypa 1 3 17 21
Ama 2 2 2 1 7
Crpykrypa 3 4 4 7 15
Ot KBagpaTuTe 13 16 14 144 2 189
06110 34 32 38 203 1 3 311

OO HaO/TIOieHUA U JUCKYCHUS

Kepamruikara or BpaHKOBLIM e OTHeCceHa OT CIeL[haJMCTUTe KbM KyaTypuTe Bunua u I'pa-
JemHuiia. [To Ta3u npuurHa, KaKTo B C/Tydasi C KpeMbUHUSI aHCaMObJ1 OT SIpJioBULIa, B U3C/Ie]]-
BaHeTo e TIpe/JIokKeHO O0I0 CpaBHEHWe C KPeMBbUHHTe KOMILUIEKCH OT CpbhOCKaTa Heo/lMTHA
CeKBEeHLIYsI, KaKTO U KpaThK Mperses Ha Konekiuute ot Ce3epo3anajHa bbarapus, npoyuBaHu
npegu paecetunetusi ot U. INaos. ,,CBeThT Ha BuHYa“ npepcraB/isiBa MHTEpPeCHA TeMa 3a U3-
C/lefioBaTesIUTe TI0Beye OT T0/I0BUH BeK. OcobeHO BHUMaHHe e OT/le/leHO Ha KpeMbUYHUTE WH-
[yCTPUH, KOUTO ca BbB (POKyCa KaKTO OT CPBOCKHTE, TaKa U OT Uy»K/[eCTPaHHU H3C/ie[joBaTe u.
be3 HaB/M3aHe B 1OJpPOOHOCTU MOXKe Jja ce 0TOesIe)KaT HSIKOM KJTFOUOBH acIieKTH, BKJTFOUHUTETHO
OT MOEeTO MpOoyuBaHe Ha MaTepuasa oT peHosaili (ce30H 2004), KOWTO KyATYPHO NPUHA/IIEXHU
KbM nocT-CtapueBo — paHHuTe (a3u Ha BuHua (Gurova 2016). ITo-KbCHUSIT XpOHOJIOTUUEeCKH
aHcamOb/1 oT [IpeHoBal] c/ie/iBa KOHBEHL[MOHATHUS MO/IeJ1 Ha perieproapa Ha BuHua (cTbpras-
KM > HallpeyHo 3aThleHU OpbAUs > peTyllrpanu ractuin) (Kaczanowska, Koztowski 1990).
CnenBa fa ce otbesiexku, ue TO3M KOHBEHL[MOHAJIEH Mo/iesl He Oe HalTb/IHO TOTBBPZEH OT I10-
KbCHHU MPOyYBaHUs BbPXy 00eKTH, OTHeceHU KbM (a3zata Bunua—ITnounuk I (Bogosavljevic-
Petrovic 2001).

AHcamOb/bT OT BpaHKOBLIM HaITb/THO CHOTBETCTBA Ha akKCHMOMaTUuHara 3a BuHua xapakre-
PUCTHKA 3a MPeBeC Ha CThPrajkuTe, KOETO € PerMCTPUPaHO Ha Oa3ara Ha pefiuiia aHcamOsTH, OT-
HaCSIIM ce KbM pa3/inyHu a3y Ha KynTypara Bunua (Radovanovi¢ 1984). ITogo6Ha TeHeHI1s
ce HaO/rOaBa 1 B aHCaMObi1a ot I'pazeriuiia B CeBepo3anagna buirapus. Lsiara cekBeHLUs
Ha ['pazienHuIIa € JOMUHUPAHA OT CThPTra/Ky (3a pa3/iMKa OT IPYTM PAaHHOHEOMTHHU 00eKTU B
3anazHa bearapus, usyuasanu ot 1. I'atios (1993). Huso C Ha I'pajelinuiia ce XxapakTepusypa
C TIDOMSTHA B THUTIOJIOTHUECKUS PeTiepToap | MpeBecC Ha CThPraJKUTe Ha OTJIOMBLH, O/IU3KO 710
aHcam6si1 ot Bunua A (ibid., 33). KakTo Beue Geriie oT6essi3aHo B npeaxogHara Yacr I, jomu-
HUPaHEeTO Ha CTBhPra/iKy Ha OTJIOMBLIU € e/IMH OT Ha/|eXK/JHUTe U AUarHOCTUUHU WHAWKATOPU Ha
KbCHOHEO/IUTHATa KpeMbUHa UHAYCTPUSI.

Heka HacourMM BHMMAaHMETO CHU OT THIIOJIOTHMUEeCKUTE MmapamMeTpu KbM HO-O6H_[I/IH HPOGJ'IEM
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3a psib0KaTa TpaHchopMaLs MeXy PaHHUS M KbCHUS HeonuT. To3u mpolec Ha Tpexof U
IIpOMeHH B cpefiata Ha VI xusi. p.Xp. e MHOroacIeKkTeH, C JIOKa/IHU U HaZIperiOHaIHU Xapak-
TEPUCTUKU U C BCe OIlle Hen3siCHeH npou3xo/. OCBeH MpoMsiHaTa B CTPaTeruuTe 3a CHaO/siBaHe
CbC CYPOBHHHM (BKJI. Craj B AWCTPUOYL[MOHHATa Mpeka Ha OankaHCKWs (GIUHT U yBemddyeHa
pOJIsl Ha JIOKQ/JIHA CYPOBMHHU W3TOUHMIM, 3aXpaHBall[i eKCIIeZJMEHTHOTO INPOU3BOJCTBO), Ce
HaOsTro71aBa IPOMSTHA ¥ B TUTIOJIOTUYECKUS periepToap Ype3 MUKPOIUTA3ALMS Ha UHYCTPHUSTA.
Te3u mpomenu u TpaHC(HOPMALIMK OTIMUYHO Ce OTKPOSIBAT ITPU CPABHEHUETO MeXKAy aHCaMO/IH-
Te Ha O/TM3K0o Hamupalure ce 06ekT HpsoBuiia (paHeH HeoMUT) U BpaHKOBIH (KbCEH HEOJTHT).

IIlo ce otHacs 0 aHcamOb/ia OT BpaHKOBLH, MPOCTPAaHCTBEHO apTedaKkTHUTe MPOU3XO0XKaT
OT BCUYKH PervCTPUpaHy KOHTeKCTH (Tabsuija 1), Ho ca 6e3 maHHM 3a 000COOsiBaHe Ha 30HH,
CBBP3aHHU C KOHKPETHU aKTUBHOCTH. CBHZETE/ICTBATA 3a Pa3BUTH 3eMeZle/ICKU MTPAKTHKH B pe-
rvoHa (perucTpypaHy B ciaydasi ¢ SIp/ioBuIja) MPOAB/DKABaAT U Mpe3 KbCHUSI HeOJUT, KOeTo ce
TOTBBPJK/laBa OT HAJIMUMETO Ha ejleMeHTH OT CbpIl. [1of006H0 Ha SpioBuIia, MmcaTa Ha mae-
000TaHNYeCKHY U3C/Ie/[BaHUsI MOYKE UaCTUYHO /la Ce KOMITeHCHPa C JAHHU OT ChbCEJHU PerHOHU
B CppOus, KbZeTo ce Hab/mozaBa pasiivpsiBaHe Ha KyATypHUsI CIIEKTBD C HapacTHaia posist
Ha aBy3bpHectara (Triticum dicoccum) u egHo3bpHecTara mniuenuua (Triticum monococcum)
(Filipovi¢, 2014). TTogo6Ho apxeob0oTaHUYeCKO JUAXPOHHO M3C/ieiBaHe, Oa3upaHO Ha HEOJTUT-
HUuTe 00ekTH B bbarapus, Oy 6mio mosie3Ho 3a Hali-001I[M MaTeOMKOHOMHUECKHA PEKOHCTPYK-
L[UM C UHTerpupaHe Ha JAHHUTE OT TPACOJIOTUYeCKHs aHaIM3 Ha KpeMbUHUTe apTedakTH.

BpaHKOBIM MpefoCcTaBs MalbK, HO MH(OPMaTHBeH KpeMbueH aHCaMOBJ, KOUTO [IOMb/BA
CBU/IETeJICTBAaTa 32 TPAHCPOPMALIMOHHUTE TPOLIeCH MeX/y PaHHUSI U KbCHUSI HEOUT U TMOJ-
yepTaBa poJsiATa Ha KpeMbuHaTa UHAYCTPUS KaTo (GakTop, MapKupaill Te3u MpoMeHHU.

YACT III - IMAXPOHHA IIEPCIIEKTUBA, IUCKYCHUA 1
SAKJ/IFOYEHUA

1. IMAXPOHHIN CPABHUTEJIHU HABJIFOOEHWA

[MoaxoauTe KbM npobieMa 3a JOOMBAHETO U Pa3NPOCTPAHEHUETO Ha CypPOBUHUTE CJie/[Ba Jja Ce
0a3upar Ha Ha/leXK/IHU Te0JIOTMUeCKH U, Kb/ETO € Bb3MO)KHO, aHa/IMTUYHU JIaHHH, WA TIOHEe
Ha TIOAXOASII MAaKPOCHUMKH, CbOTBETCTBAIL[M Ha BU3ya/THO pa3/TMuMMU CYPOBUHU CpeJl apTe-
dakTute. [TyOMKaMyuTe Ha HaIMSI €KUIT TTPeJOCTAaBAT TaKbB HAbOp OT JaHHU 3a OasKaHCKUS
¢dunT (BF), KOWTO OTroBapsi Ha HAyYHWTE CTaHZAAPTU U OCUTyPsiBa COJIM/IHA aHATMTUYHA 0a3a,
KOSITO MOJKE Jla Ce WU3I0JI3Ba B Ob/IEI[H HAl[MOHA/IHU U MeXXIYHAPOJHU TIPOEKTU (BWXK pa3ien
2.3 B Yacr I).

Iobpe e ma ce MPUIIOMHY, Ue B ONTUMAJTHUS CTyvaii M3yyaBaHETO Ha BCSIKAa KpeMbUHaA KO-
neKuusi cyiefiBa fa ObJie HACOYeHO KbM PeKOHCTPYKLIMSI Ha TIPOM3BOZCTBeHaTa Bepura (chaine
opératoire) ... ,,0T IpUJOOMBaHETO HAa CypOBMHATA /I0 M3XBBPJITHETO Ha OPBJUSATA, U 7l Ce
pasriefar BHIIPOCH OTHOCHO TEXHO-MKOHOMUYeCKaTa OpraHu3alys Ha Tpui00MBaHeTo Ha Cy-
POBHMHH U TTPOM3BOACTBOTO Ha ceunBa“ (Perles, Papagiannaki 2022, 198). Kak 61 morsio ToBa
TBbP/EHHe J]a Ce TIPIIOKU KbM JI0CTaBKaTa, pa3poCTpaHeHneTo U yrnorpebara Ha BF?

Kakrto Beue Gerrie orOesisi3aHO, JOCTABKaTa M pasnpocTpaHeHWeTo Ha BF HamansBa mpe3
KbCHUS HeonuT. TpyaHO e Ja ce mpoc/iefyd TeHe3UChT Ha TO3M IPOLieC U BCSKO ONPOCTEHO
obsicHeHue Ou OW/IO CIIeKY/IaTUBHO, ThH KAaTo W MPUYMHUTE, U apTyMEHTHUTEe 3a pajifKa/iHaTa
TpOMSIHA B COLMa/iHaTa CTPYKTypa U MarepuasiHara Ky/aTypa B cpezgara Ha VI xui. np.Xp. ca
HeeJHO3HaYHU U Heu3siCHeHU. ChOTHOILLIEHUETO MeXAY ,,Criel{dajHuTe CypOBUHU (B CMUCHII
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Ha MpeITOYNTaHH, YeCTO M3TOI3BAHU U PETY/ISIPHO JJOCTaBsIHE Upe3 TpaHCPernoHaieH 00MeH)
1 JIECHO [IOCTBITHUTE MeCTHU CypPOBUHHU, U3I0/I3BaHU NIPU eKcriejueHTHOTO (ad hoc) mpou3Boj-
CTBO, € TIPOMEHJIMBO U UH(opMaTrBHO. [IprunHara e, ue Npu OljeHKaTa Ha CYpPOBUHUTE He KO-
NUYeCcTBEeHUTe TI0Ka3aTesu ca Hal-ChIlleCTBEHH, a BJIO)KEHOTO UOBEIIKO YCH/IMe U CIOKHOCTTa
Ha B3eMaHe Ha pellleHus B CTpaTerusiTa 3a J00uB U CHabfisiBaHe CbC CYPOBUHH.

Hue cme HasicHO ¢ HaxofuIaTa Ha Oa/skaHCKY (JIMHT, HO He 3HaeM OT KOro M Kora 3aroysa
TSIXHATa eKCIUIoaTallys 3a JUpeKTHa yrorpeba, ThproBus 1 obMeH. Vimame cBuzeTesncTBa 3a
paboTUIHMIA TTPY BTOPUYHOTO HaxoAMile Ha OankaHCKu (uHT Tipu JKepHOB, C OCTaHKH OT
nobuBaHe Ha KOHKpeIUY U ITbpBUYeH febuTak. Ho He 3Haem zanu B 6;1M30CT e MMasio Cemuie
C MeCTHA MalCTOPY TI0 KPeMbUHO TIPOM3BO/ICTBO, MM ITBTYBALLM CIIEIUaIiCTH Ca TocelaBa-
i paboTunHUIIaTa 3a HabaBsiHe Ha CYpPOBMHU M 0OpMsiHe Ha siipa — WM (Hali-BepOSITHO) U
JiBeTe eHOCTH Ca Ce W3BbPILBa/IY eJHOBpeMeHHO. PabOTH/THULIMTE TIPH KPeMBbUHH HaXOMIIa
Orxa MOIJIM [ja ca Crierjiaan3upaHy eqUHCTBEHO B 100MBaHETO Ha KOHKPELUY U MOAr0TOBKATa
Ha si7[pa (M eBeHTyasIHO TsAXHATa eKCIIoaTalysi), KaTo Mo-KbCHUAT eTan — Ao0rBaHe Ha Ccepun
nosrycabpukaty (OT/IOMBIH Y TVIACTUHHN) ¥ 0hOpMsiHe Ha MHCTPYMEHTH — Ce U3BbPIIIBA B IPYTH
paboTH/IHUIM, 0OMKHOBEHO B CaMUTe CeuIlia Wir B 6im30cT 1o Tsax. Kakro Geriie 06sicHeHO, C
nsKaroueHre Ha CriaTiHA C HAJIMYHY TPU spa 3a M/IaCTUHU U 3HAYMTETHO KOJTMUeCTBO TePMUY-
HO flehopmMupaHu apTedakTH, HIMame ApPYTY JOKYMeHTHpPaHU PabOTUTHULM in Situ.

K/1touoB e BBITPOCHT KOTa CUCTeMara 3a pa3rpocTpaHeHue Ha Oa/kaHCKU (OIMHT 3ariouBa fia
(byHKLUHOHMPA U Zla 00C/Ty>KBa ITbpBUTeE 3eMeiesicKu 0b1iHocTH B CeBepHa bbirapus. JIoruuHo
M3I/IeX/la TOBA /la Ce e CJIyur/Io MPejH_yCTaHOBSIBAHETO Ha HEOJIMTHUTE CeJuIla, Thi KaTo Te
MOKa3BaT HeIbJiHU, HO /100pe rpe/cTaBeHH (hparMeHTH OT TPOW3BO/CTBEHA BepuUra Ha Tas3u
cypoBuHa. Ta3u cHabAWTe/IHA MpeXKa e 10CTaBsiyla TIPOAYKTH OT OasKaHCKW (DIMHT Ha BCUUKU
PaHHOHEO/IUTHU cenuila (TIoHe Te3u, 006CHKIaH! TYK). 3a moTpebutenute B CeBepHa bbarapus
JloOCTaBKaTa e BKJIFOUBAJa si/[pa U JebuTax, JOKaTo 3a CenuiljaTa B Ky/ITypHUs KpBI' KapaHOBO
I-1I Ts1 TI0-BeposATHO e Omia oKycHpaHa BbPXY IJIACTUHHA U TOTOBH OpPBAMS. M310/13BaiKu
Kacu(UKalusaTa Ha JBWKEHHETO Ha CYypPOBWHM, TPUIOXKEeHA B KOHTEKCTa Ha OOL[HOCTUTe C
nuHeliHO-/leHTecTa KepamuKa (LBK), cenuiijata B CeBepHa bbiirapus morajiaT B rpyrara Ha
TIPOM3BOAUTENIUTE U MEXIMHHUTE CeNullja, AoKaTo Te3u B FO)kHa bbarapus ca npegyvMHO Mo-
Tpeburencku (¢ u3kmoueHre Ha CiaruHa) (Kampf, Denis 2024). fIcHo e, ue JUarHOCTHUYHU-
Te pPaHHOHEOJUTHHU opbausi oT BF, ripecraBeHy oT pa3HOOOpa3HO peTyIIMpaHy IIaCTUHY, Ca
Tro/j/laraHy Ha peryJ/sipHoO jiaTepaaHo NipeodopMsiHe, KOETO BOJIY /10 IPOrPeCHMBHOTO UM CTeCHSI-
BaHe M e UHJUKAaTOP 3a HeJJOCTUT Ha U3zeus oT To3u (GpauHT. TpyaHO e fa ce ornpeseny Kora u
3al1l0 Ta3u CHabiMTe/THa MpesKa e TpecTaHasa Ja (yHKLIMOHUPA, Thi KaTo TIOBEeUeTO CeJTUILa, B
KOWUTO Ce OTKPWBAT JUarHOCTUYHU OpbAus OT BF, HAMaT 1no-KbCHU HaruiacTsiBaHusi. Haii-Bepo-
SITHO TOBA He Ce ['b/IKU Ha JOCTBIIHOCTTA Ha HaxoAuiara (cropef xuroTe3ata Ha W. Iaios),
a Ha HOB TpOoLieC Ha B3eMaHe Ha pelleHHs, OPUeHTHPaH KbM MeCTHH, JIeCHO OCTBITHU pecyp-
CH, C/Ie[ICTBHE OT MO-/[bJIOOKM TIPOMEHU B COIIMAa/IHaTa CTPYKTypa U opranu3saius. CenuiijHara
Mormia KapaHoBo e mpumep 3a roc/ieioBaTe/lHO oOuTaBaHe U (DaKThT, ue AUArHOCTUUHUTE
opbusi OT OasKaHCKU (UIMHT HaMasisiBaT KaTo KOJIMUeCTBO, HO TIPO/IB/KABAT /la Ce M3I0/I3BaT,
MoKa3Ba CUMINITOMU Ha Kpr3a B CHab/isiBaHeTO.

PerpechbT B paHHOHEOJ/IUTHATa OMKyMeHa 10 HallluTe 3eMU (C MHOTO U30CTaBeHU CeJTuIla) U
MHOT'O HOBOCh3/]aZleHU B pa3/IMuHa najeoekosioruyHa cpeja (Bx. Boyadzhiev 2020, Grebska-
Kulow 2017, 2024) Hen3be)xHO BOAW A0 afarTaldd KbM HOBUTe 0OCTOATENICTBA U TIPOMEHU
BBHB B3eMaHeTO Ha PelleHus TI0 Peulia >KU3HEeHOBAaXKHU aCTleKTH, BKIFOUUTETHO CHab/siBaHETO
CchC cypoBuHHU. 1o TOBa BpeMe xopaTa OUeBHHO Ce HaCOUBaT KbM eKCIle[JMeHTHOTO MPOX3BO/-
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CTBO, 6a3rpaHoO Ha T0-IeCHOTO HabaBsiHe Ha CypPOBWHH OT Ha/TMUHU MeCTHU W3TOYHUIIH (T/IaBHO
BTOPUYHM HaXOZIUITA) B CPABHEHHE C MO/ IbP>KaHeTO Ha CHaO[uTe/THaTa MpeXka Ha OaTKaHCKUST
GbuHT. MosiTa XWToTe3a e, ye oOUTaTe/TMTe Ha PAHHOHEO/IUTHUTE CEJUINA C JUArHOCTUYHU
opbausi oT BF u Apyru HeroBw ZiepuBaTHU MPOAYKTH Ca TIPeHeCn Te3u apTredakTy cbe cebe
CH IIPU HarycKaHeTo Ha cesuiara okosio 5500 r. ip.Xp. He e ronsiMo ycusve fa ce ripeHecar
HSIKOJTKO KWJIorpaMa LieHHU apTedaKTH, KOUTO Jia TIPOAB/KAT Jia Ce U3M0/3BaT Ha HOBUTE MeCTa
Ha oOuTaBaHe (KaTo B ATIpW/IIIY, 3aITj0 He U B XapMaH/IM) WIA Ha HOBUTE MeCTa 3a PUTYaTHU
MpakTUKK (Kato CbpHEBO, CIOpe/ UHTepIIpeTalysiTa Ha OTKPUBATEJINTe).

TEXHO-TUIIOJIOTMYECKU XAPAKTEPMCTUKY B KOMITAPATUBEH ACIIEKT (cpur. 145—
148)

HeonuTHata KpeMbuHa UHAYCTPUS e Oesisi3aHa OT /1Be eKCTPeMHU 0CO0eHOCTH —MaKpOIIIaCTH-
HUTe TIpe3 PaHHUS HeOJUT U MUKPOIUTH3aLUsITa Tipe3 KbCHUS. ToBa e Breuats/isiBall Ipexof,
KOWTO OKa3Ba B/IMsIHME BbPXY BCUUKM aCIIeKTH Ha TeXHO-TUIOJIOTMYeCKUTe rapaMeTpy Ha aH-
camb6sure. TIpon3BoACcTBeHAaTa Bepura Ha MakpOIUIACTUHUTE TePUOAUUYHO (DOKyCHpa BHHMaA-
HUETO Ha CreLMaJiCTH BbPXY KPeMbUHUTE TeXHOJIOTHUH, HO CH OCTaBa eHurmatuyHa. Tyk 1e
ce doKycupam BbPXY HSAKOJKO MOMEHTa (KOUTO Beue Osixa 00CHKIAHU B MPEUIIIHU TTyO/THKa-
uuu — Gurova 2008a, 135; Gurova 2012b, 18, 21). KorHUTHBHO e CTUMY/MpAIL0, HO Hepea-
JTMCTUYHO, Ia Ce OUaKBa [J0KA3aTesICTBO 3a AUPeKTHa BPb3Ka MeX/y MaKpPOIUIaCTUHUTeE OT Oar-
KaHCKU (UIHT B bbarapus 1 HAKaKbB ,,reHeTUUeH aHaTOJMMCKU KOHTEKCT... He Ha TI0C/IeJHO
MSICTO 3aI1{0TO, KakTo oT6ess3Ba Ozdogan, BCAKO CpaBHEeHHe MeXKly aHaTOIMMCKU U GajikaH-
cKM aHcambOsu TpsibBa /ia ce 1ipaBH ,,0e3 /1 ce MpeyBeMuaBa MPUCHCTBUETO WK OTChCTBUETO
Ha cenektuBHu apredakt® (Ozdogan 2006, 23). Pa3irMuyHa KOHIIENILKMSA OTHOCHO 3aeMKUTE U
B/IUSIHUSITA 110 BpeMe Ha HeOJWTHUTe MUTpaLiiM ce M3passiBa B MPOTUBOIIOIOXKHUS MOAXOM —
BU3upall esiemeHTH, kouto HE ca npeHecenu — u e aprymentupasa ot C. Perles (Perles 2005).

[Tpou3xobT Ha OaKAaHCKUTE MaKPOTJIAaCTUHHU e TTPOo0/1eM, KOMTO KMBO e aHTaKKpajl BHUMa-
Hueto Ha J.K. Kozlowski u e onipeziesieH oT Hero karo ,,e[JuH OT Haii-3araZ/buHuTe BbIIPOCU Ha
bankanckus kepamyudeH HeonuT (Koztowski 2007). TIpobieMbT ocTaBa HepellieH | e 1o-70-
Ope z1a ce CbCPeOTOUMM BbPXY MaKpOIJIACTHHUTE (e4UH OT ,,(peHoMeHnTe Ha ObArapCcKus pa-
HEeH HeOJTUT), KOUTO obe3reuaBar u3paboTKaTa Ha AMarHOCTUUHUTEe opbaus oT BF. ITpoussoj-
CTBOTO Ha MaKpOIJIACTUHU 3aBUCH OT /jBa OCHOBHM (haKTOpa — MOAXOASIA CYPOBHHA/KPEMBK
3a oopMsiHe Ha JOCTaTbYHO TOJIeEMU SiZipa ¥ MalCTOPU C AOCTaTb4YHM YMEHHs 3a MOJ/AbprKa-
He Ha yCIIelllHa CUCTeMa 3a eKCIloaralus/peayKius Ha sapara. BE onpezeneHo oTrosaps Ha
Te3u usncksaHus, HO BBIPOCHT 3a H@HTUYHOCTTA Ha (ITbTyBaLUTe?) MaliCTOPU HAa KDEMBYHO
MPOM3BO/JCTBO WM CIeLUaJUCTUTe C ,,HOBM MOXBAaTH M yMeHMs“(B cMuchbjia Ha Chapman u
Gaydarska, 2011) octaBa 6e3 efHO3HaYeH OTTOBOP.

Cren oTAensiHETO Upe3 UHAMPeKTeH yaap (TeXHHKA Ha yAap C MOCPeHUK), MaKpOIIaCTHHU-
Te OT OasIKaHCKK (JIMHT MPOAB/DKABAT CBOsiTa OMorpadus Kato U3Io/I3BaHu JUPEKTHO (T/IaBHO
KaTo eJleMeHTH 3a CbpIT), HO C MOC/Ie/IBALL[0 PeTYLIMPaHe/3a0CTPsiHe WX upe3 0OpMsiHe Ha pas-
JIMYHY BU/IOBE PETYyILIMpPaHu OpbAusi. PeTylIbT Ha MaKpOIJIaCTUHUTE Ce M3BbPILIBA Upe3 HaTUCK
C poroB UHCTpyMeHT (peTyiuop). OCBeH Ta3u ONTUMa/Ha METOAMKA Ca Bb3MOXKHU Pa3/IUYHU
BH/IOBe UHIIU/IEHTEH ,,peTyII" — C/ie/ii/HeraTUBU BCJIe[CTBHe Ha yroTpeba umm TadhOHOMUYHU
Bb3/IeMCTBUS, WU MHTEHLIMOHAJIEH PEeTYII C MOoAPbUeH UHCTPYMEeHT, WK MPOCTO Ype3 MPUTUC-
KaHe Ha pb0a BbPXY TBbp/ia TOBLPXHOCT. MoWTe MaKpO- U MUKPOHAO/THO[IeHHsI HA MHO>Ke CTBO
Cepyy peTyIIMpaHHu TJIaCTUHU OT Oa/lKaHCKU (DJIMHT SICHO TTOKa3BaT MHOTOKDATHU C/ydau Ha
rorpaBKa/mpeodopMsiHe Ha CTpaHUUHUTe phOOBe. Haii-ipKkuTe MpUMepHu ca eleMeHTHUTe OT
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cbprt. [TbpBOHAUYaMHO ca 6UIM U3MO/I3BaHU HEPeTYIIMPAaHH T/IAaCTUHM, TIOAJIEXKAIU Ha CUCTe-
MaTHYHO peTylIrpaHe Ha paboTtHuTe UM prOoBe. Taka prOOBeTe TIOCTENEHHO Ce 3aThIISABaT, a
PeTYIIBT BbPXY TSX ITPEMHHABA B [T0-BUCOK U MO-CTPBMEH. B TO31 CMUCH Te3u JUarHOCTUYHA
OpBbAMS TIPUTEXKaBaT CBOeoOpa3Ha TeXHOIOTUYHA AMXOTOMUS — OCBEH CepUH C MHTeHLIMOHATeH
Y ITbPBOHAYA/THO HaHeCeH BUCOK U CTPBMEH PeTYIII, 3HaUMTe/THa YacT OT TSX BEPOSTHO Ca U3Ha-
YasTHU elIeMeHTH OT ChPII, NOAJIOKEHH! Ha Pery/sipHO IpeodopMsiHe C yTUIUTapHa el

ChlIllecTBeH [ieTaill, KOUTO C/eJjBa /la Ce YTOUHM €, ue Cpe/i PAHHOHEOJUTHHUTEe aHCaMO/H
ot bbarapus HsiMa /0Ka3aTesiCTBa 3a M3M0/I3BaHe Ha OT/ie/isiHe Ha MaKpPOIJIACTUHU C TTOMOLITa
Ha T. Hap. HaTUCK C jocT. OT pyra cTpaHa, TeXHUKaTa Ha HaTUCK MOXe /la ce OTHece KbM U
e Tpe/irocTaBeHa OT MaJKUTe U MUKPOsiipaTta, KOMTO Ca YeCTO CpelllaHd B KbCHOHEOJUTHUTE
KOJIeKIIVU U TIPe/ICTaB/ISIBAT €[iHa OT Hali-3a0e/ie)KuTe/THUTe YePTH Ha MUKpOUTH3alusaTa. Ha-
UTe aHCAMOJTK TIpeZ0CTaBAT (Makap U peJiKi) pUMepy Ha MaJIK{ TIJIaCTHHU C UHAWKATUBHU
TeXHOJIOTUYHU XapaKTePUCTUKHU. 3HAUMTE/HO MO-UH()OPMATUBHU Ca MajKUTe siipa U MUKPO-
sjpaTa B Hampe/Hasa U mocyefHa (as3a Ha usnon3BaHe. Te He ca OT KOHYCOBUAHUS (T. Hap.
bullet — KypirymeH) Tur, XapakTepeH 3a JebuTa)ka C HaTUCK B TEXHOKOMITJIEKCUTE B Bim3Kust
13TOK U AHatosusi. HammmTe simpa umar pasnuuHu (OpMH, 0OMKHOBEHO C PaBHU (C pa3iuueH
HaKJIOH) y[ApHU TUIOIIAJKUA U TIJIOCKU ([0 JIeKO M3ITbKHAIN) OTJIOMbYHU MOBBPXHOCTU C OT-
HOCHTEJTHO Tapasie/iHd pbOoBe. [I1IluprHaTa Ha HeraTUBUTeE OT OT/ieJIeHU TIaCTUHU/TUIACTUHKH
TIpe/rioiara, ue ce Mpuiarat MeToiu Ha oTensiHe/qeburax ot 1 1o 3 criopes knacuduKausTa
Ha J. Pelegrin (Pelegrin 2012). CblijecTByBa KOHBEHLIMOHA/IHO CXBalljaHe, ue OTZe/ISIHeTO Ha
TJIACTUHKY W CTaH/apTH3al[usiTa UM ca HeoOX0MMO YCIOBHE 3a TIPOU3BO/ICTBOTO HAa TeOMeT-
PUUHK MUKPOJIUTU TIPe3 Me30/IMTa U Mo-KbCHUTE TIepPUo/iv Ha MpaucTopusTa. B HallvTe cepuun
reoMeTpPUYHU MUKDOJIUTH Ta3W KOHLIETLHS e TIO-TIPUI0)KMMa 3a KbCHUSI HEOTUT (C MHOXKeCTBO
MHKPOJIUTH), OTKOJIKOTO Ha CIIOpPaZIMUHO CpelllaHWTe PAaHHOHEOIUTHH TaKMBa.

PaHHOHEOUTHUTE MUKDOJIUTH, BBIPEKH OCKBAHOCTTa UM, OMXa MOITIM eBeHTYyasHO Ja
KOMIIEHCHPAT JIMIICaTa Ha K/IaCUYeCKU BbPXOBe 3a CTpPeJiv, KOUTO Ca XapaKTepHHU 3a MpejKe-
paMUYHUS U KepaMUueH HeouT B bimnskus mu3tok u LlentpanHa AHartosus, HO aurncsat B Ce-
Bepo3anajHa AHatonus U Ha bankanurte. TUNMUYHKM BbPXOBE Ha CTPE/M Ca Helo3HaTu U Cpef
paHHOHeo/UTHUTE aHcambsiu B ['bpiiyst, mopazau koeto C. Perlés ru criomeHaBa cpef ,,He-Bb3-
TIpUeTUTe" HeOIUTHU eJleMeHTU. ['eOMeTpUUHUTe MUKDPOJIUTU Y HaC Ce TOsIBABAaT OTHOBO Mpe3
KbCHHSI HEO/IUT C IpeAirionaraeMara GyHKLMS Ha BbPXOBe 3a MeTaTe/THO OpbKue (CTpesin), KaTo
Te ca eJUHCTBEHUTEe W3BECTHU ,,0PbXKEUHU” efleMeHTH CpeJ MeCTHUTe HeOJTUTHU TPYIIH.

B 3aksroueHure Moxe fja ce 000011, Ye: reOMeTPUYHHUTE MUKDOJIUTH OT HEOJUTHUTE TIia-
CTOBe 3aC/Ty>KaBar M0-HaTaThIIHO U3C/ie/[BaHe, KOETO OU XBBPJIU/IO CBET/IMHA BPXY MHOXKECTBO
TEeXHUUECKU [IeTal/Ii B JUaXPOHHA MepcrekTrBa. [IpoMeHIMBOCTTa B MOPGOMETPUUHUTE Tia-
pameTpw, peTyluMpaHuTe prboBe U obiata hopma (paBHOOEJPEHM Cpelily Pa3HOCTPaHHH Tpa-
Terv) U3UCKBA JIeTalyIHO TEXHO-TUTIO/IOTMUeCKO U3C/ie/IBaHe, 3a Zia ce oTKpHe 061110 know-how
WM TIOHE TEeHZEHIMsI B MPOU3BOACTBOTO Ha MUKPOUTH. [Togpo6HO u3csieBaHe Ha Oa3aTta Ha
yHU(DUIMPAaHU KPUTEPHH 3a ONTMCAHKEe, TEPMUHOJIOTHSI M MHTepIIpeTalysi 61 OU/I0 3HauuTe/IeH
MIPUHOC 3a U3y4yaBaHETO Ha FeOMETPUUHUTE MUKDPOJIUTH B JIOKA/IeH M Ha/[perioHa eH KOHTEKCT.

TumnonoruueckuTe IMPpOMEHHU Ipe3 KbCHUSA HEO/IUT MOT'dT [d Ce€ PEe3FOMHUPAT KAKTO C/IE€[ABA:

- PaHeH HeoJIMT: a) JOMUHUPaHe Ha peTyLIMpaHU TUIaCTUHH, CpeJ, KOWTO Hali-Tpe/iCTaBu-
TEJTHU Ca IMarHOCTUYHHUTE OPBbAUS OT OanKaHCKU (GMHT (PeTyIIMPaHU MJIACTHHU U eJIeMeHTU
OT cbpr); 6) BapUaTUBHOCT B TPOTIOPLIUKTE HA APYTUTE TUIIOJIOTHUECKHU TPYIIH, POMU3TUYA-
1112 OT peruoHaHMUTe MOJley U crieliM(urKaTa Ha J0MallHOTO CIleL[aJli3UpaHo MPOX3BO/CTBO
(mpumep: Mukporipobou/cBesieny B Konekuuute oT KoBaueBo u UuHeH1IN); B) IBHO TIPEATIO-
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yrTaHWe Ha BUCOKOKauecTBeHus1 KpeMbK (BF) 3a m3paboTka Ha yTuMTapHUst MHCTPYMEHTapH-
yM.

- K'bceH HeosmuT: a) HapacTBala posis U yrorpeba Ha JIOKaTHATe CYPOBUHU M OTPAHUYEHO
TbpceHe Ha BF; 6) perpec B mpon3BoACTBOTO Ha MAaKpOIUIAaCTUHU U TpeBeC Ha febuTaxka Ha
OTJIOMBLIM C TIOC/eBala TpaHchopmarusi B Opbusi (IJIaBHO CTHPrasiku); B) TOISMO Pa3HOO-
Opa3uie Ha CTHPraJKuTe KakTo B TUTIOJIOTUUECKH, Taka ¥ B MOP(OMeTpHYeH I/1aH, C 0YeBHUHO
CbKpalljaBaHe Ha TPOTIOPIMKTe 1 yBelr4yaBaHe Ha BapyaLusTa Ha (opmMHTe; T) MUKPOIHUTH3a-
L[UsITa Ce TIpe/[CTaBsl Ype3 MUKPOsiJpa 3a T/IACTHHU U TIACTUHKY U /IBe KaTeTOPUU peTyIInpa-
HU apTeakTh: MaJK{ (MUKPO) CTbPrajKi Ha OTJIOMbLIM (4eCTO MOyKPBIVIM) U TeOMeTPUYHU
MUKPOJIUTH Sensu stricto (TpamneLy, MosyMeceLd/CerMeHTU U peIK| aTUIMUYHU (POPMH).

OYHKIVOHAJIHUN XAPAKTEPUCTUKU B AMMAXPOHHA TTEPCIIEKTUBA (¢ur. 149-151)

Mosita 6a3a aHHM 3a (YHKIMOHATHWTE XapaKTePUCTUKUA Ha apTeakTuTe OT W3C/IefBaHUTe
aHcam6Osii e nH(MOpPMaTHBHA 3a BCSIKAa KOHKPeTHa KOJIEKIMSI ¥ TOBa e TpeactaBeHo B Yact 11
Ha JuceprayuoHHus TpyA. OT fgpyra cTpaHa, T He MpeAriosara u3vyepriaTeslHO U HaZeXIHO
[IMaxXpOHHO CpaBHEHHe MeXX/ly OTJieJTHUTe aHCcam0sii, Hali-MaJIKOTO TIOpaZii KoJIM4yecTBeHa He-
PaBHOMOCTaBEHOCT Ha TPacoJOrMuecKy U3cjie/iBaHUTe cepuu apTedakTu. 3aTtoBa ce (OKyCH-
paM BBbpXy U30paHH KaTeropuyd WHCTPYMEHTH, YMUTO (PyHKLIMOHA/IeH aHaIu3 CMsATaM 3a Haii-
Ha/leXX/leH 3a MHTeprpeTalys U KoMeHTap. Te3u rpynu apredakTH ca: a) eleMeHTHUTe OT ChpI
— JIeCHO pa3ro3HaBaeMH Ha MaKpOHMBO, KaTO HUTO ejUH apTe(akT He e MPOIyCHaT B aHa/I13a
Ha cjieuTe OT yrnotpeba; u 6) reoOMeTPUUHUTE MUKDPOJIUTH — TTOPa/id MaJIOUYUCIEHOCTTa UM U
CJTy4aliHOTO/HeTpe/iCKa3yeMo I0sIBSIBaHe Ha pa3/IMYHU eTarny OT HeOJIMTHaTa CeKBeHIINsI, BCUY-
K{ HaJIMYHU apTedakTH OT MpOydeHUTe aHCaMOi ca MUKPOCKOTICKA aHanu3upaHu. U nsere
KaTeropyy M3Jeus ca CBbP3aHU C OCHOBHUTE aCleKTH Ha I1aje0CTONaHCTBOTO U Ce pasIyiex-
JlaT Karo ,, fossiles directeurs “/aarHOCTUUHN HAXOAKU B KOHTEKCTa Ha 3eMe/|e/IMeTo U JIoBa.

VimMame [Ba OT/IMYHM MpHMepa 3a UHCTPYMEHTapUyM, IIPSKO CBbP3aH CbhC CIleLdaav3upaH
THUI TIPOU3BOACTBO — MUKPOTpoOou/cBpeiesii oT KoBaueBo 1 VIMMH/EHIM, YMITO aHaIU3 TYK
e orpannueH /10 Bropus 06ekT (mpumep Ned B YUacrt II) ¥ e moArmoMorHar ot eKCriepuMeHTaTH|
W3C/eJBaHUsI BbPXY TEXHUKH Ha NMPoOMBaHe Ha MUHEPA/HU U opraHnyHu Matepuanud (Gurova
et al. 2013). ITo-nopo6eH aHaM3 ¥ CpaBHEHUEe MeK/ly [iBaTa MHCTPyMeHTapuyMa e HeoO0xoju-
MO, 3a /la Ce yCTaHOBM Jja/IU TSXHATa poJis B MPAaKTUKYBaHUTE 3aHasITH JOCTUra HUBO Ha SICHO
yCTaHOBEHa CrieLjaanu3aLys.

EjleMeHTHTe OT CHPI Ce TOsIBSBAT B PAHHOHEOIUTHUTE KPeMbUHH aHCaMOJTi HaIThJIHO €BO-
JIFOMPAJIM U KaTo MHTErpasHa uyacT OT HeOJIUTHHUS NakeT. Te MpuChbCTBaT B HAl-paHHUTE MJ1aCTO-
Be Ha KoBaueBo (mpegu KynTypHuTe B/vssHUS Ha KapaHoBo I). IIpucbcTBar u B [Ky/nroHUIIa,
HO aroresaT UM HeCbMHEHO e I10 BpeMe Ha KyaTypara KapaHoBo I, KbjeTo cTaBaTr ejuH OT
embneMaTuHUTe 1 aTpubyTH. ENeMeHTHUTe OT ChpI, OTKPUTH B paHHOHEOTUTHUTe 00eKTH, ca
MHOTOOpOMHU 1 TT0Ka3BaT MOp(hO-TUIONIOTHYeCcKo pa3HooOpasue. HsiMa fokasaTesicTBa 3a MOp-
(omeTprUHa CTaHJApTH3aLMsl — CbCTAaBEHU Ca OT HepeTyLIMPaHU WX pPeTyIlIUpaHy M1aCTUHU
C Ab/DKUHA 2—5 cm U mrpuHa 1-3 cm. Cpef opbusiTa ¢ Ta3u yrorpeba ripeobajaBar pery-
IIMpaHuTe TacTUHU. B abconmoTHa Gpoiika eyleMeHTHTe OT ChPIT JOMUHUPAT B PETMCTbpa Ha
opbusiTa CbC cyieid OT yriorpeba. Cpes Tx ocobeHa KaTeropusi MpeZCcTaB/sBaT e/leMeHTHTe
OT CBPII, HarpaBeHH OT GankaHcKu GuHT. KakTo Oellie crioMeHaTo To-rope, Te rpejriosiarar
MPOB/DKUTENTHA U UHTeH3WBHa yrioTpeba, Bozela /0 3abesie)KuMo JIMaroHaHO U3/TbCKBaHe
ro pabotHute prboBe (Gurova 2005). [TnacTuHUTE € yCriOpeAHO Ha phOOBeTe U3/TbCKBaHe ca
W3K/TIOUMTENHO pe/iki. KapaHOBCKMST THIT ChpH € IIMPOKO MPH3HAT KaTo e[JuH OT Hal-edek-
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TUBHUTE MPauCTOPUYECKU 3eMe/le/ICKU MHCTPYMEHTH C MPOU3X0, OT NpeAiKepaMAYHUS HeO/IUT
B [1nogopogHus mosymecell, ¢ MHOTO OJIM3KH Tapasiesii B HeOJUTHUS Xa/pKuiap B AHATOMUs
(Gurova 2008d). CepribT TMI Xa/yKuiap e perucTpupaH Cpej CepuM PeryssipHy MIaCTUHU C
[IarOHa/IHO U3/TbCKBaHe OT )KbTBa B U3C/Ie[BaHUTE OT MeH KPEMbUHH KOJIEKLJUU OT paHHOHEO-
muTtHUTe cenuia NnbsnbHap 1 MeHTene (B paiioHa Ha MpamopHo Mope) (Gurova 2001; 2006;
2008b).

I[Tpe3 KbCHHUSI HEOJUT Ce W3MO0/3BA CHUIUAT TUIl ChPII, BEIIPEKHM KOMEHTHPAHUTe TIPOMEHU
B KpeMbyHaTa MHAYCTpusi. KpeMbuHHUTe e/leMeHTH OT ChPIl OCTaBaT Hall-BakKHaTa KaTeropus
cpef, U3Mo/I3BaHUTe ceurBa. [loBeyeTo OT TsX (0cOOEHO B MHOTOC/ONMHWUTE MOTW/IM C $SICHO
Mpoc/ieuMa Bpb3Ka C pAHHOHEOJIMTHUTE TI/IACTOBE) Ca ChHIIUTE JUArHOCTUUHU Opbusi oT BF,
KOWTO Ce 3ara3BaT KaTo pe/MKTOBU ()OPMHU Ha paHHOHEOIUTHUS] UHCTPyMeHTapuyM. [lpyra Ka-
TEropusi ca HepeTYIIMPAaHUTe TIaCTUHH, KOUTO CKOPO cjief yrorpebara ce rpeodopmsar (ergo
— petyiuupar). HeonutHuTe cbprioBe Morar jia ce UeHTU(ULMpaT HaJ|eXXJHO He caMo Ype3 TH-
MMUYHUTE MUKPOC/IEeJH OT yroTpeba Ha KpeMbUHHUTE UM eJIeMEeHTH, HO 1 Upe3 HSKOH Lie/IN Un
(bparmeHTHpaHM APBXKKH OT efieHOB por Ha Cervus elaphus. 3a pasnvika ot HaO/FOAeHUsATa TIPU
Cpe/iM3eMHOMOPCKUTe aHCAaMOJIM C e/leMeHTH OT CBhpII, KOUTO TIOKa3BaT TeMIIOpajHa TPaHC-
(opmaryis OT BITIOBO KbM YCIIOPeAHO Ha pb0a n3mbckBaHe (Mazzucco et al. 2020), cbprioBete
B ObJrapCcKUTe HEOJTUTHU KOJIEKIIMY OCTaBaT C HEITPOMEHMMO KOCO 3aKpelBaHe Ha KpeMbUHHUTe
e/IeMeHTH, TIPeATIOCTaBSHO OT JUArOHa/THOTO U3TbCKBaHe M TO/CKA3Balll0 TPAJAULIMOHHOCT U
KOHCepBaTHU3bM B TeXHHKATa 3a pUOVpaHe Ha peKosITara.

BropusT ¢okyc, KakTo Oellie ClIOMeHaTo T0-Tope, € BbPXY Te0MeTPUYHNUTE MUKDOIUTH, KO-
TO Ce TOSIBSIBAaT KAaKTO B PAHHO-, TaKa U B KbCHOHEOJIUTHUTE KOJIEKLIMK U Ce TIpeArionara, ue ca
(YHKIMOHMPAaIX KaTo HarpeuyHu BbPXOBE 3a CTPeJY M0opajJiv JIUcaTa Ha TUITMYHNA BbPXOBe 3a
ctpenu. ChillecTByBa JUXOTOMUS BbB (DyHKI[MOHATHOCTTA HA T€OMETPUYHUTE MUKDOJIUTH: OT
e/lHa CTpaHa e aHTULUMAaTUBHOTO UM TIpeJjHa3HaueHre 3a KOMIIOHEHTU Ha MeTaTe/IHO OpPbKHe,
KOETO YaCTUUHO € peasiM3vpaHo ype3 M3I0/I3BaHeTO UM KaTo TpaHCBepCalHU BbPXOBe Ha CTpe-
T WK eJIeMeHTH OT ChCTaBHU CTPEJIH C YCIIOPeAHO 3aKperieHH KpeMbUHM 3b01[H, a OT /IpyTra
— Te 4eCTO ChAbPXKaT CeJu OT JPyTU (PYHKLIMH, KaTo eJleMEHTH 3a ChPIIOBe W/WIU HOXOBE 3a
psi3aHe Ha pa3/IMYHU MaTeprai.

B 3akmoueHye morar ja ce popMy/vpaT HSKOMKO 00l HabmofieHus 3a ynorpebara Ha
apredakrure:

- TUTIUYHUTE AUArHOCTUYHU OpBAUS OT BF UWHAMKUpAT HSAKOJKO eTara Ha (YHKIIUO-
HanmHa TpaHcdopMalys: a) HauaaHa yrioTpeba Ha HepeTYyLIMPAaHU TIUIAaCTUHU KaTo ejie-
MEHTH OT CBLPI C MOC/e/Bal[0 MpeodopmsiHe (C PeMKTOBO M3TbCKBaHe OT 3bPHEHU KYIl-
Typu 10 OOHOBEHWTe CTpaHWYHU pBHOOBe) W Hakpas (ce[ TPOAL/DKUTETHA YIOTpe-
0a u 3aryba Ha e(eKTHBHOCT MOpaju 3aTbliiBaHe Ha PabOTHUTEe PBHOOBE) — WU3XBBPIISHE,;
0) Apyr 6uorpaduyueH MK/ BKIHOUBA W3HAYATHO UHTEHI[MOHAIEH CTPBMEH PeTYII U U3IT0/I3-
BaHe Ha TUIAaCTUHUTE 3a 00paboTKa Ha KOXKa M/W/IHM AbPBO KaTo ChCTAaBHO OpbAMe (,pyKaH®) C
M3BUTA APHXKKa U HAJ[/THKHO 3aKperieHa B IjeHTbpa M M/laCTHHa — MHOTO e(heKTHBHO H3/e/ue 3a
CTbpraHe Ha Koka ¥ /bpPBO, PETUCTPHUPAHO B aHCAMOJTUTe OT CeMMIHUTe MOruiyu KapaHoBo u
A3mak (Gurova, Gatsov 2000). 3HauuTe/IHa 4acT OT TeCHUTE CTPbMHOPETYIHMPaHU JIaCTUHU
OT JJUarHOCTUYHMUS perepToap MoKa3BaT PeJIMKTOBU HeeIHO3HAYHU ClIe/ld;

- TIOBeYeTO MOoMM(YHKIIMOHATHU OPB/IUS Ca pa3HOOOpa3HU PeTYIIUPaHU M/IACTUHHM (BKIT. W3-
BBH I'OPEOIMCaHnTe). B HAKOM C/lyyau peTyLIbT UMa YTUIUTapeH MPOU3XO0Z, KOUTO C/e[] TIpeo-
(hopMsiHe Ha OpB/[METO Beue ce TpeTHpa KaTto 0hopMsIL] — OTTYK Bb3HUKBAT ,,pa3MUHaBaHUsITa/
HeCHOTBETCTBUATA” MeX/y KOHBEHI[MOHA/THATa TUTO/IOTHYeCcKa KIaCcU(PUKaIUs U MUKPOCKOTI-

344



Summary

CKOTO Hab/Tto/ieHre, KOETO e OTUETEeHO U OT Apyru u3cienoBarenu (Perlés, Papagiannaki, 2022,
213);

- OlLle TO-SIBHO e TOBa HECHOTBETCTBHE TP CThPraKUTe, YHSITO aHTHULIUIIATUBHA QYHKIHS e
obpaboTka Ha Koa, HO de facto B 1oBeueTo ciiyuad (0COOeHO KbCHOHEOJIUTHUTE CThPrajky C
MaJIKi pa3MepH) Te 0CTaBaT HeW3I0/I3BaHM;

- HSIKOM OriepallyiH, Kato o6paboTKa Ha ABPBO M KOCT/POTI, ca c1abo IpejcTaBeHH, KOETO e
W3HEeHaZIBaIIlo Topaziv borarata KOCTHA MHYCTPHUS U IIIMPOKOTO M3I0J/I3BaHe Ha JBPBO B OUTa
— BB3MO)KHU OOSICHEHWSI Ca aITePHAaTWBHU WHCTPYMEHTH, W3M0J/I3BaHU 3a 00paboTKa Ha Te3u
MaTrepyaJii WA TPYJIHOCTH B TPACOJIOTHYHATA TUArHOCTHKA;

PesynraTuTe OT aHa/iM3a Ha cjieuTe OT yroTpeba HenM30e)KHO MOCTaBST BHIIPOCA 3a Kope-
narysTa MeXAy TUTIOJIOTUUeCKUTe U (PYHKI[MOHATHUTE XapaKTePUCTUKU Ha KpeMbUHHUTe apTe-
(hakTH; KaK MOXKe Jja ce 00sicHM pa3HO0Opa3neTo (B HAKOU C/yuau pa3TOUMTEHO) B TUIIOJIOTH-
YyeCKHsl periepToap CIpsiMO OrPaHUUYEHOTO YTUTUTAPHO TPUIOYKeHHe Ha HIKOU TUTIOBE U KaKBHU
ca OU/IM IPUOPUTETHTE HA TIPOU3BOIUTE/IUTE — BHTPE- U MEeXKAYTI/IeMeHHU 00MeHHU TPaKTHKH,
KOHKpPeTHH! (PYHKI[MOHA/THU HY>KW WIX 0OMKHOBEHA MPeCTaBUTETHOCT B CTydal Ha CypPOBU-
HeH fedurmt? Te3u BbIIpocH, HOPMY/IMpaHU OT MeH MPeAU FOWHHU, BCe OIlfe OYaKBaT 3a/[0BO-
nuTenHo paspeiieHue (Gurova 2006).

2. IUCKYCHUA U 3BAK/IFOYEHNE

Bceku oT u3c/ieiBaHUTe aHCaMOJT/TipuMepH, TipeictaBeHd B YacT 11, chabpika OT/AeHa JUC-
KYCHOHHA Y 3aK/IFOUYMTE/IHA YacCT, Thid KaTO BCEKU € YHUKAJIeH CbC CBOUTE CIO/|e/IeHU U UH/U-
BU/lya/THU XapaKTepUCTUKU. [la ce HarpaBU KOMIWIALIMSA Ha Te3W AUCKYCUM U 3aK/IHOUeHHUs U
Jla ce TIpeJICTaBU TyK B 000011IeH BH/ He OMI0 0COOEHO TIOCTIKeHHe. 3aToBa a3 Iije 3aBbpilla
C HSIKOM MHCJ/TM, KOUTO Bb3HUKHAaxa Y MeH MO BpeMe Ha TNPOAb/UKUTETHUS] U3CJ1e[0BaTe/ICKU
MIPOIieC, YaCTUYHO IMPOBOKUPAHU OT aMOMIIUATA MM Jla aCHMH/IMPaM HapacTBaIl[|us 06eM JiiTe-
patypa 3a HeoJIMTHU3aLusITa. . .

Ja npunomMaum koHuermara Ha M. Ozdogan, de ,,poLieChT HAa HEOUTH3ALMS € CIOKEH
(eHOMEH, TOJIKOBa MHOT0ACIIEKTeH, ue HUTO eJUH Mojies1 He Ou O focTaThyeH Ha Hazipe-
TMOHa/IHO HUBO“. B TO3M mporjec Bcsika 060co0OeHa 30Ha MOKe Zia Ce pasrieXkja Kato ,,aapo”
3a CefBaluTe 10 M0COKAaTa Ha Mpu/BIKBaHe. Taka ChIeCTBYBaT MHOXECTBO [JBIDKeIU Ce
Lanpa“ (Ozdogan 2011a, 31). MoAT BBIIPOC TyK e Gu/a /M e OTpe/eHa Ha HaIlI|Te 3eMHU PO/
Ha ,,Ap0“, B KAKbB aCIeKT U Ha KOW eTarl OT HeOJIMTHU3aLMOHHUS nporec? A3 UMaM U MOJIOKHU-
TeJIeH OTTOBOP Ha TO3U BBITPOC U TOH e (Hali-MaJIKoTo) B cdepaTa Ha CHaO/IIBAHETO U Pa3MpoC-
TpaHeHHeTO Ha OankaHCKu GMHT OT Haxoguiara B CeBepHa bbarapusi KbM 3a00mKassiara
Me30-Heo/IMTHa OMKyMeHa Ha bankanurte Ha rpanunara mexzay VII u VI xun. np.Xp.

Kakeu McTOpUM MU pa3ka3axa KpeMbUHHTe aHCaMO/IM 10 Bpeme Ha u3ciienBaHero? Ille ce
oruvTam Jla Ob/la KpaTka ¥ MakKCMMaiaHO WH(opMaTuBHa. MiMa Ba paHHOHEOUTHU OOeKTa B
bbarapus, KOMTO Ha TO3M eTal OT HAyYHOTO MO3HAHWE W M0 HaJW4YHU XPOHOJIOTUYHU JaHHU
(HagexxaHu “C gaTtu) MoraT /la ce CUMTAT 3a Hal-paHHUTE 3eMeie/iCKU cesuina — KoBaueBo
B cpefHOTO TeueHue Ha Ctpyma u [KymonHula B LlentpanHa CeBepHa bbirapusi, Ha MaiabK
MPUTOK Ha p. SIHTpa. KakTo sicHO Geliie mocoueHo ro-rope, KoBaueBo HECHBMHEHO € CBbp3a-
HO C e/JHa OT Hali-paHHWTEe MUTPALMOHHU BbJIHYU, JOCTUTHAIU TeputopusTa Ha bbarapus. Ce-
JIMILIETO IeMOHCTpHpA 3HAUWTE/THO KYJITYPHO pPa3BUTHe OT CaMOTO Hayaso Ha HeOJIMTHaTa CU
cekBeHLUs (da3a la), KakTo U c/iefi BK/IIOUBAHETO MY B KyATypHUs KoMiliekc KapaHoBo I no
BpeMe Ha nepuoguTe Ic—Id, Koraro Ha o6ekTa ce rosiBsiBa 0aKaHCKUAT (GuHT. CriejoBaTeTHO
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ponsaTa Ha KoBaueBo B Cbh3/jaBaHETO M Haya/IHOTO (PYHKI[MOHUPAHEe Ha CHaOAWTeTHaTa Mpexka
Ha BF e HyneBa. Herosara eBeHTyaiHa poJsis KaTo ,,S7p0‘“ MOXKe [ja Ce IpeBUXK/a B CJIOKHUTE
B3auUMO/IeliCTBUS ChC cenuiara B [lenaronus v B CeBepHa ['bp1jusi, KaKTO Y C T€3U Ha CeBep M0
nonuHata Ha Ctpyma (Grebska-Kulow 2024).

Ot gpyra ctpaHa, [)Ky/r0HHIa, C BITEUAT/IsSBAIlOTO IPOU3BO/CTBO HA IJIACTUHHU OT OasikaH-
CKU (O/IMHT ¥ yIoOHO pa3roioykeHre MeXKy ABaTa KiibcTepa Ha Haxoguina Ha BF (Tlnesen—Hu-
koron v lllymeH), MoxKe JieCHO Jja ce pasr/iex/ia Karto ,,spo“ 3a pa3npoCTPaHEeHHNEeTO Ha TOo/y-
¢abpukaty oT 6aKaHCKK (GAIMHT KaTo CrefBallia CThIKA c/ief 1001MBa Ha KpeMbUHHUTE KOHKpe-
LMY OT HaXOZMILaTa, OCBIeCTBeH OT ClleljiaJi3upaHy Py, 3aHUMaBalliy ce C TbPBUYHOTO
cHabgsBaHe ¢ 6asKaHCKM (UIMHT 1 1TOC/Ie/[BaljaTta Thprosusi/oomeH. KpeMbuHNTE MaiicTOpH OT
JKymroHHLIa OueBUHO ca MpUTeKaBaIi HeoOX0AMMOTO 3HaHHWe U CPBYHOCT 3a YCIIeIIHO OT/e-
JISTHe Ha IJIaCTUHU. BBIIPOCHT e OTKBb/Ae ca AOLUIM Te3U MauCTopu? Bp3MOKHOCTUTE He Ca MHO-
ro: Hail-6mmm3koTo (reorpad)ckv) MSICTO e pervoHBT Ha JKene3Hu Bpara, OTKBZETO CIIeLjasIu-
3MpaHWTe TPYIH Ca JOCTUTHA/IM HaxXojuIlara Ha O6ankaHcku ¢iuHT ot [1neBeH-Hukomnonckus
KJTbCTEp U Ca MO)KeJIY Jla TH eKCIUI0aTHhpar OlLje Ipeii 0CHOBAaBAHeTO Ha ceulleTo [HKymtoHn-
1]a; pyra Bb3MOXKHOCT, CIIOpe/| TeOpHsiTa 3a CybCper3eMHOMOPCKO-ereliCKUTe MUTPaLjiOHHN
VIMITYJ/ICH, TIpeAriosiara OTKJIOHeHWe Ha 4acT OT Murpupaiu Ha cesep 1o Bapzap u Ctpyma
TPYIH ¥ TIPU/BIKBAHETO UM KbM [lyHaBcKaTa paBHMHA. B TO3M cljeHapuii mbpBUTe obUTaTenu
Ha obeKTa e ciefBaa 6bp30 Jja peArnpreMar eKCrieJULy 3a CHab/siBaHe CbC CypOBHHM.

Criopesi MeH Haii-ZoOpe ChOTBETCTBA Ha 0OCTOsTE/ICTBATA M Jl0Ka3aTe/CTBAaTa 3a Ipe/Ka-
paHOBCKUs aHK/aB B CeBepHa bbarapus (c rpyna cenuiia: bxymonulja, Kornpusell, [TonasiHu-
1ja, OpsioBer], CaMOBO/IeHe) XUTIOTe3aTa 3a pas3fpoCTpaHeHHe Ha paHHO3eMe/1e/ICKU OOIITHOCTH
ot CeBepo3anasiHa AHatonusi (BKJ1. MpaMOpHO Mope) 10 (cera moTorneHoTo) YepHOMOPCKO
Kpalibpexxue, focturaiiku Hakpas Jlygoropckoro mnato (Ozdogan 2006; 2011a-b). Iutupam
J. Poozmenbepr: ,,Pesynrary ot paguoBbriiepoaauTe Aatyd U [JJHK aHamm3uTe sicHO TTOKa3Bart, ue
ot cpefata Ha VII xun. CeBepo3ariaziHa AHaToMMs He TPsiOBa /la ce Bh3IMPUeMa Karo 3a/ibHeHa
ynuia (cul-de-sac), a KaTo T, U3M0JI3BaH OT MUTpUpally 3emezeniu“ (Roodenberg 2016, 4).

Pa30upa ce, He e U3K/IIOUEHO JKy/IFOHMI]A [ja € Ouia Pery/sipHO ToceljaBaHa OT MbTyBally
MaKCTOpH, obe3reyaBally 1 C KpeMbUHH MPOAYKTH. To31 BapUaHT KOPECIIOH/Mpa C BUPTyaJl-
HUS CLIeHapUH 3a MTpeJHe0/TUTHU/Me30/IMTHU TPYITH, Beue aHra)KMpPaHH C Mpe)kaTa 3a CHab/isiBa-
He ¥ JUCTpUOy1LMs Ha Oa/KaHCKK (UIMHT, BK/I. M C TIOAFOTOBKATA Ha sifipa — T.e. TIPaKTHKYBaIIH
Haya/IHUTe eTary Ha IMPOM3BO/ICTBEHATa Bepura Ha Oa/lIKaHCKUsS ()JTUHT.

Jlpyra HacoKa Ha MOWTe MHUC/IH B IUCKYCHUOHEH PaKypcC ...

[To BpeMe Ha ZIbJTOTOAUIITHOTO MU U3C/Ie[iBaHe Ha HEOJTUTHU KOJIEKI[UM Ce OMTUTBAX /a MPH-
JlaraMm MHOTOIIJIaCTOB TIOZIXO/] Upe3 ChUeTaBaHETO Ha TEXHO-TUTIOJIOTMUECKH U (DYHKIIMOHAJIeH
aHau3. [TbpBUSAT e Hall-TPaIUIIMOHHUST, KOHBEHI[MOHA/IEH U MaCOBO M3I10JI3BaH B U3C/Ie/IBaHe-
TO Ha KPeMBUYHU UHYCTPUHU — ITO3BOJISIBA []a Ce PAa3KPUSIT TEXHUTE XapaKTePHUCTUKU U Jja Ce 13-
TIO/I3BAT 3a CPaBHUTe/IeH (CMHXPOHEH U IMaXpoHeH) aHanu3. 3a (hopMasieH mperyie] Ha KOJeK-
I[UUTE TaKbB TOZXO/ € TIPUIOKUM U ZIOPU 3a/I0BOJTUTE/IeH. TeXHOIOTMUHHUTE W THITOJIOTHYE CKH
Oesie3n ca oTHOCHUTENTHO J0Ope JeUHUPAHU U TT03BOJISIBAT I'bBKABO NpUsioykeHre. OrpoMHara
nTepaTypa 3a KpeMbUHHM UHAYCTPHH T10 CBeTa ce ba3upa U 11ie Mpob/DKY f1a ce 6a3upa Ha To3u
METO/I0JIOTUUEH W UHTEPIPeTAaTUBEH MOAXO/.

K1r040BO MpeArMCTBO e TIOAXOABT Upe3 aHaau3 Ha CIefiuTe OT yroTpeba, KOWTO pa3KpyBa
(GyHKUMUTe Ha apTe(akTUTe U M03BOJIsIBA U eHTU(DULMpaHe Ha KOHKPETHU UHCTPYMeHTapH-
yMH, MOBJWrallji 3aBecata KbM peajHUTe e)XeJHeBHU U OCHOBHMUTE CTOMAHCKU JeWHOCTH Ha
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yoBelIKuTe rpynd. @yHKIMOHAHUTE KOHOTAI[MM Ha apTedakTUTe HsMAT 3a LjeJl Ch3/aBaHe
Ha JIOMbJIHUTEMHA (UecTo o6bpKBaila) (GpyHKIMOHAIHA TUTIONOTHS, KOITO HEeM30eXHO IIie ce
cOMbCKa ¢ KOHBEHIIMOHA/IHATA TaKaBa, 0a3upaHa Ha cepusi OT O0OIIY XapaKTePUCTUKH, Pe3yJ/ITaT
oT oopmsiHe Ha 1oyhabpUKaTHTe B OPBUS U TIOC/IEABAIIOTO UM TpeodopmsiHe. DYHKIMATA
Ha apTeakTUTe [jaBa HOBO BB3MPUATHE 3a KPEMBbUHUTE W3/e/Hsl, TIOCTENIeHHO 000raTsBaiKu
pa3bupaHeTo HU 3a THX.

Mot onuT 1mokassa, ye IOHSKOra J0pY 3all0uBaHeTo C MPOCT ,,eTUKeT“ B Crieliaausupa-
Hara JUTepaTtypa — Harpumep ,,0aKaHCKH KpeMBK® — U OTUTHT Jja Ce TIOAX0AM HAyYHO Ype3
CbOTBETHH aHAJMTHUYHU TIPOL{eSyPH MOXKe caM 1o cebe CM [ja CTaHe ITbT 3a peasieH HayuyeH
HarfpeabK. B T03u cMUCBH/ Hali-Ba)KHAaTa 4acT OT U3C/le/IBAHETO MU Ca aHa/Iu3UTe, pe3yaTaTuTe
Y CbOTBETHHUTE MHTEPIIPeTaruy, /10 KOUTO HAIIMAT eKHIT JOCTUrHA B TIPOyUYBaHeTO Ha OaskaH-
ckusi (Q/IMHT, MPeBPBINANKY o OT HesicHa (UKIUS B peasieH (1 Hen3bexxeH) daktop B mebara
3a HeOIUTH3aLMATa, C KOeTO Ce TI0CTaBsl Kpail Ha epara Ha CLieHapyu U MapajiurMy, OCHOBaHU
I7IaBHO Ha KepaMUYHUTE KOMILTEKCH.

Bcuuku acriektd Ha BF mocTaBAT HOBU BBIIPOCH W OTBapAT I0Jie 3a MO-Cleruajan3upaHo
M3c/ie/iBaHe, KOETO HaJXBbpJisl OMMCaHUETO U UeHTU(UKalMATa Ha Haxoauijata. Herosara
MpeyKa TIpeJji ¥ 10 BpeMe Ha 0OaskaHCKaTa HeOJMTH3al[usl € OT K/IF0UOBO 3HaueHHe. Pe3yrnTa-
THTe OT U3CJIe[jBaHUsATA Tpe3 MOC/AeJHOTO JeCeTU/IeTre NpeJoCTaBiaT HOBU Jl0Ka3aresiCTBa 3a
HeoJIMTH3aI[UsATa Ha M3Tounnte baskaHu 1 possiTa Ha KpeMbUHHUTE CypoBHHU (0cobeHo BF) B
paspoCTpaHEHUEeTO Ha 3eMe/le/IheTo.

Axo ce dokycupame Bbpxy bankanute, Bcuuku Beripocu 3a BF (pasgen 2.3 ot MoHorpa-
(usiTa) MOKa3Bat, ye HUTO e/JMH OT KOHBEHLIMOHA/IHWTE CLieHapWH 3a HeoJuTh3aLusTa Ha bbi-
rapusi He e IpWIOKUM, Oe3 Jja ce B3eMar TpeJBu/ Haxoauiata Ha BF u TsxHaTa JOCTBITHOCT
3a MbpPBUTE HEOJUTHU 3acenHULU. [loBTapsiHeTO Ha periepToapa OT JUarHOCTUYHU OPbJAUS OT
BF Ha ronisima Teputopusi 1 cuMbro3ara My C Apyry XapaKTepHU COLIMaTHO-KYy/ITYpHU Oeie3n
Tpe3 IrbpBara rojioBMHa Ha VI xus1. np.Xp. npejrionara CbllleCTByBaHeTO Ha C/I0)KHa 0OMeHHa
MpeJka C BUCOKA CTeleH Ha MHTerpuTeT U B3aUMO/ENCTBHE, YacT OT eJIeMeHTUTe Ha KOSITO ca
BCe Ollle HeBUJUMHU U M3UCKBAT JeTal/IHA CUCTEMaTUYHU M3C/1e/IBaHUS.

HaKpaﬂ TMMPUITOMHSAM BA>KHUTE HAYUYHHW BBLIIPOCH, OUAKBAIIW 3dJOBOJIMTE/THO PpeLlIeHne:

- Mam Bcruky o6pa3uy v apTedakTy oT 6anKaHCKU (IUHT, PErUCTPUPaHU Cpefi PAHHOHEO-
matHATe aHcambOmm B FOronstouna EBporia, mpon3xox/ar ot u3BecTHUTe Haxoauia B CeBepHa
Bbarapusi? 3a pa3peliiaBaHeTo Ha TO3M BBIIPOC Ca HY)KHH TOBeue ClieLjuaari3ipaHy reojaoruye-
CKU TPOYYBaHMS B ChCeJHUTE OATKaHCKH CTPaHHU;

- Kora u kak e Bb3HMKHajIa Mpe)kara 3a CHab/siBaHe U AUCTPUOyIMs/00MeH Ha OGaTKaHCKH
GbnuHT?;
- CplIIleCTBYBaJIU JIM Ca KbCHOME30JIUTHU 00IHOCTH 110 loHus [JyHaB, KOUTO Beue ca eKC-

TJI0aTUpaIu Haxopuiata Ha OamkaHcku ¢yimHT B CeBepHa Bbarapust v ca CIIO[e/MId TOBA
know-how c mbpBUTE 3eme/ie/ICKU TPYTIN?;

- Vlnu mbpBUTe 3acenHULIU-3eMeienliy, AoctirHany Ao CeBepHa bwarapus, camu ca ,,0T-
KpU/IM“ HaxofuIIaTta Ha 6askaHCKU (GIMHT?;

- OTKBe ca oLy TbpBUTe 3eMezienin? Koli oT pa3mmuHuTe cleHapuu (0CHOBHO 6a3upa-
HU Ha U3C/ie[JBaHUs Ha KepaMrKa OT XX B.) e Hail-flo0pe MoKperieH OT Ha/IMYHUTe PaJiuOBbI-
JIepOIHU JJAaHHU U KaK HOBUTE MPOYUYBaHMsI BbPXY Oa/lKaHCKUS QUIMHT 1ije pedieKThpar BbpXy
JUCKypca?;

- Kak mobuBaHeTo u yrnorpebara Ha Oa/lKaHCKUS (OIMHT Ce BIMCBA B TPaIMI[MOHHATA KOH-
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LleNLys 38 HEeOJUTHUS MakeT (ChIeCTBYBall] OT Hauas0To Ha KyaTtypa KapaHoBo I) u oT kod
Tpe/iKapaHOBCKa OOII{HOCT TOM e BbBefieH?

M36poenHuTe BBIPOCH TPsiOBa [ja Cé OCMUCJIST OT OaTKaHCKUTE MParCTOPHUIIN, ThH KaTo THX-
HOTO paspelliaBaHe I1je M3UCKBA OO yCUIMs ¥ CepPUO3HU aHAIMTUYHU M3C/e/[BaHUs Ha Oar-
KaHCKU (UIMHT OT yUeHH BbB BCUUKU OankaHCKH cTpaHu. bbiarapus e 6orara Ha BUCOKOKaueCT-
BEeHU CYpPOBWHH, M3TI0/I3BaHM B TPAHCTOPUSTA, HO CTPAaHATa e oile mo-borara Ha aHcamO/H,
Cb//bpJKall[ Pa3HOOOpa3HN CYpOBHMHU B MHOYKECTBO KOH(HUIypaLMi ¥ pa3Ka3Ballld pa3ndyHu
MCTOPHUHM 3a XOpaTa, KOUTO TH ca u3rosn3Bany. Tpsbsa ja MokeM TOYHO Jia ,,[IpoueTeM” Te3u
WCTOPHH, TIPeJIU [1a TY BK/IFOYMM B JINUHUTE HY HAPATHBU.

DOCENDO DISCIMUS!
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