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Kostolacka kultura eneoliti¢cka je pojava datira-
na u kraj 4. i 3 tisucljece prije Krista, a nazvana je
prema eponimnom lokalitetu Kostolac u Republi-
ci Srbiji. Kao zasebna kulturna pojava definirana
je 1953. godine (Milojci¢ 1953), a prije toga je, na
temelju ukrasa koji se pojavljuju na keramickim
predmetima, Cesto povezivana s badenskom, vu-
¢edolskom i kulturom Cotofeni (Balen 2010: 85).
Kao 5to je slucaj i s mnogim drugim eneolitickim
kulturama, i kostolacka je definirana prema oblici-
ma i na¢inima ukrasavanja keramickih posuda, Sto
se u prvome redu odnosi na brazdasto urezivanje
i ubadanje, Cestoispunjeno bijelom inkrustacijom.

0d trenutka pojavljivanja pa sve do svojih zavrs-
nih faza, kostolacka je kultura bila rasprostranje-
na na Sirem prostoru. U poCetnim fazama bila je
prisutna na prostoru isto¢ne Slavonije, Srijema,
sjeverne Bosne, srediSnje Srbije i Pomoravlja, a
zatim se prosirila na podrucje Karpatske kotline,
srednjega Balkana i rumunjskoga Podunavlja, od-
nosno na danasnji prostor isto¢ne Hrvatske, sre-
disnjeiistoCne Srbije, sjeverne Bosne, Rumunjske,
Madarske i dijelove Slovatke (Balen 2010: 85). Tije-
kom vremena definirano je i nekoliko regionalnih
tipova gdje se kultura javlja ili kao samostalna, ili
pak kao pojava u okviru drugih kulturnih skupina
(Rumunjska, Slovacka) - slavonsko-srijemska regi-
ja, podrucje Banata i Backe, isto¢na Srbija, sredis-
nja Srbija, sjeverna Bosna, srednji tok Tise i pod-
ru¢je dunavskog koljena u Madarskoj te nalazista
na podrucju Slovacke i Rumunjske (Tasi¢ 1979: 237-
242; Balen 2010: 85).
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The Kostolac culture is a Copper Age phenomenon
dated to the end of the 4" and the 3 millennium
BC, named after the eponymous site of Kostolac in
the Republic of Serbia. It was defined as a separate
culture in 1953 (Milojci¢ 1953), and was, previous-
ly, often connected with the Baden, Vucedol and
Cotofeni cultures based on the decorations of ce-
ramic finds (Balen 2010: 85). As is the case with many
other Eneolithic cultures, the Kostolac culture was
defined based on the forms and decorations of
ceramic vessels, primarily furrowed incisions and
stabbing, often filled with white incrustation.

From the moment it appeared, until its final stages,
the Kostolac culture occupied a large area. In its
initial phases, it included eastern Slavonia, Syrmia,
northern Bosnia, central Serbia and the Pomorav-
lje region, and then spread to the Carpathian Ba-
sin, the central Balkans and the Romanian regions
around the Danube, i.e. today’s territory of eastern
Croatia, central and eastern Serbia, northern Bos-
nia, Romania, Hungary, and parts of Slovakia (Balen
2010: 85). Over time, several regional types of the
culture were defined, wherein the culture appears
in isolation, or within the context of other cultural
groups (Romania, Slovakia) - the Slavonia-Syrmia
region, the area of Banat and Backa, eastern Serbia,
central Serbia, northern Bosnia, the central flow
of the Tisza River, and the area around the Danube
bendin Hungary, as well as sites in Slovakia and Ro-
mania (Tasi¢ 1979: 237-242; Balen 2010: 85).
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Porijeklo, stupnjevanje i kronologija
kostolacke kulture

Porijeklom kostolacke kulture bavili su se mnogi
autori, a ve¢ina ih se slaZe oko toga da je nastala
djelovanjem badenske kulture na autohtonu neo-
litiCku osnovu na prostoru isto¢ne Slavonije i Sri-
jema (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 230; Durman 1988: 13) te da
je samostalno egzistirala do formiranja vucedol-
ske kulture kojoj je posluZzila kao temelj za razvoj
ornamentalnog stila (Balen 2010: 87-89).

Porijeklo kostolacke kulture od samoga je izdvaja-
njaproblemati¢no. U prvim pokusajimadefiniranja
i stupnjevanja, neki su autori nastojali dokazati da
se radiiskljucivo o razvojnoj fazi badenske kulture
i importiranom materijalu unutar vucedolske kul-
ture, kao i to da bi badensku kulturu trebalo dije-
liti na stupnjeve Baden-Pecel i Baden-Kostolac (Ga-
rasanin 1959: 37-45; 1959a: 23-27; 1973; Dimitrijevic
1956: 35, 36; 1962: 246, 250-251; Jovanovi¢ 1963: 19-
24; 1966: 1-11; Balen 2010: 87). Vec¢i pomak ucinjen
je nakon objave rezultata istrazivanja provedenih
na lokalitetu Pivnica kod Odzaka (Benac 1962) gdje
je otkriveno prvo samostalno naselje kostolactke
kulture, kao i rezultata sustavnih istrazivanja pro-
vedenih na Gomolavi gdje su prvi put ustanovljeni
stratigrafski odnosi izmedu badenske, kostolactke
i vucedolske kulture (Tasi¢ 1965; 1967; 1984) kojima
su se kasnije bavili mnogi autori (Miloj¢i¢ 1953;
Benac 1962; Tasi¢ 1965, 1966, 1970, 1979; Jovanovic
1966; Dimitrijevi¢ 1977-1978; Brukner 1979; Roman
1980; Bondar 1984; Stapelfeldt 1997; Nikoli¢ 2000;
Balen 2002; 2010; 2011). Nazalost, s obzirom na ¢i-
njenicu da potpune objave iskopanog materijala
s rastuceg broja istrazenih kostolackih lokaliteta
i dalje uglavnom izostaju, najopsirniji pregled kul-
ture potjece iz 1979. godine (Tasi¢ 1979), a u novije
jevrijeme dopunjen s nekoliko publikacijaipovre-
menih izlozbi.?

Relativno-kronoloski polozaj kostolatke kultu-
re na mnogim je nalazistima utvrden u odnosu
na kulturne pojave koje su joj prethodile, ili pak
one koje su se pojavile nakon nje. Na prostoru
isto¢ne Slavonije, kostolacka je kultura definira-
na s obzirom na badensku i vu€edolsku kulturu
na lokalitetima Vucedol i Sarvas (Tasi¢ 1979: 242,
243), s tim da je njezino postojanje na oba lokali-

Origins, phases and the chronology
of the Kostolac culture

The origins of the Kostolac culture have been dis-
cussed by many authors, and most agree that it de-
veloped under the influences of the Baden culture
on autochthonous Neolithic populationsin eastern
Slavonia and Syrmia (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 230; Durman
1988: 13), and that it existed independently until
the formation of the Vucedol culture that used it
as the base for the development of its ornamental
style (Balen 2010: 87-89).

The origin of the Kostolac culture has been prob-
lematic since the culture was defined. In the first
attempts to define and divide it, some authors
wanted to prove that it was exclusively a develop-
mental phase of the Baden culture and imported
material within the Vucedol culture, and stated
that the Baden culture should be divided into the
Baden-Pecel and Baden-Kostolac phases (Garasanin
1959: 37-45; 1959a: 23-27; 1973; Dimitrijevi¢ 1956: 35,
36; 1962: 246, 250-251; Jovanovi¢ 1963: 19-24; 1966:
1-11; Balen 2010: 87). A larger shift was made after
the results of excavations conducted at Pivnica
near OdZzak were published (Benac 1962), thereby
revealing the firstisolated settlement of the Kosto-
lac culture. Another shift was made after the pub-
lication of the results of systematic excavations
conducted at Gomolava, where, for the first time,
the stratigraphic relations between the Baden,
Kostolac and Vucedol cultures were defined (Tasi¢
1965; 1967; 1984), and which were later discussed by
many authors (Milojci¢ 1953; Benac 1962; Tasic 1965,
1966, 1970, 1979; Jovanovic¢ 1966; Dimitrijevi¢ 1977-
1978; Brukner 1979; Roman 1980; Bondar 1984; Sta-
pelfeldt 1997; Nikoli¢ 2000; Balen 2002; 2010; 2011).
Unfortunately, seeing as complete publications of
material discovered at the increasing number of ex-
cavated sites of the Kostolac culture are still lack-
ing, the most extensive overview of the culture was
published in 1979 (Tasi¢ 1979), which was, in recent
years, expanded by several publications and tem-
porary exhibitions.*

The relative chronological position of the Kostolac
culture has, at many sites, been defined in relation
to other cultural occurrences that preceded, or fol-
lowed, it. In eastern Slavonia, the Kostolac culture

1 Opseznije publikacije uklju¢uju Balen 2002, 2010 i 2011, a ostale
objaveodnose se na kratke izvjeStaje o istrazivanjima objavljene u
Hrvatskom arheoloskom godisnjaku te na izloZbeni projekt Arheo-
loSkog muzeja u Zagrebu (Tekuca arheolo$ka istraZivanja u Republici
Hrvatskoj) u sklopu kojeg su predstavljeni rezultati zastitnih istraZi-
vanja provedenih tijekom 2014. i 2015. godine na baranjskom dijelu
autoceste As.
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1The more extensive publications include Balen 2002, 2010 and 2011,
and the rest include short excavation reports from the Croatian Ar-
chaeological Yearbook, and the exhibition project of the Archaeo-
logical Museum in Zagreb (Current archaeological excavations in
the Republic of Croatia) which includes the results of rescue excava-
tions conducted in 2014 and 2015 at the part of the A5 motorway in
Baranja.
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teta naknadno utvrdeno, bilo revizijom i novijim
istrazivanjima (u slu¢aju Vucedola; Schmidt 1945;
Dimitrijevi¢ 1966:22-23; Durman 1984; 1982; Dur-
man & Balen 2005: 30-33; Balen 2010: 106; Durman
& Hutinec 2011: 97-100; Hutinec 2011: 95; 2012: 93),
ili pak iskljucivo revizijom materijala koji se ¢uva
umuzejima u Osijeku i Zagrebu (u slu¢aju Sarvasa;
Balen 2011; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016). Rezultati novi-
jih istrazivanja pokazuju da je kostolatka kultu-
ra, kao Sto su neki autori ranije sugerirali (Nikoli¢
2000: 78-79; Horvath 2012: 64), istovremena klasic-
noj badenskoj kulturi (Balen 2011; Horvath & Balen
2012; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 68) te da djelomic¢no
traje paralelno s vucedolskom kulturom (Brukner
1979: 8-13; Balen 2010: 88; 2016a: 68; 2018: 69).

Apsolutna kronologija

Dobiveni apsolutni datumi za kostolacku kulturu
krecu se u rasponu od 3300. do 2700. god. prije Kri-
sta (Balen 2011: tab. 6). Ipak, kao i u slu¢aju relativ-
ne kronologije, i ova je datacija problemati¢na jer
neki autori navode da je zbog dva vazna “koljena”
u kalibracijskoj krivulji (razdoblja izmedu 3300. i
3100. te izmedu 2900. i 2600. god. pr. Kr.) moguce
ocCekivati krace trajanje kostolacke kulture, (u vre-
menu izmedu 3000./2900. i 2800./2700. god. pr. Kr,;
Bankoff & Winter 1990: 186, 189, T.2; Forenbaher
1993: 246, 247: Bojadzijev 1992: 397; Balen 2010;
2011: 158; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 68).

Dobiveni apsolutni datumi kostolacke kulture u
isto¢noj Hrvatskoj potjecu s trilokaliteta: Vuc¢edol-
vinograd Streim (sonde V-85 i V-87), Dakovo-Franje-
vac te Kaznica-Rutak (Balen 2011).

Kalibrirani datum iz sonde V-85 s Vucedola krece
se urasponu od 3300. do 2900., a onaj iz sonde V-87
u rasponu od 3100. do 2880. god. pr. Kr. (Balen 2011:
tab. 6). S nalazista Dakovo-Franjevac datumi se
krec¢u u rasponu od cca 3340. do 2830. god. pr. Kr.
(Balen 2011: tab. 6; Horvath & Balen 2012: 18; Raj-
kovic¢ & Balen 2016: 69), a s nalaziSta Kaznica-Rutak
potjece jedan datum koji se krece se u rasponu od
3031. do 2910. god. pr. Kr. (Balen 2010: 89; 2011: tab.
6; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 69). Iz susjednih podrugja
valja spomenuti datume iz Gomolave koji se kre¢u
u rasponu od oko 3108. do 2877. god. pr. Kr. (Petro-
vi¢ & Jovanovic 2002: 298; Balen 2010: 89; 2011: 159),
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was defined in relation to the Baden and Vucedol
cultures at VucCedol and Sarva$ (Tasi¢ 1979: 242,
243), noting that its presence on both sites was
established subsequently, either through mate-
rial reevaluation, or new excavations (in the case
of Vucedol; Schmidt 1945; Dimitrijevi¢ 1966: 22-23;
Durman 1984; 1982; Durman & Balen 2005: 30-33;
Balen 2010: 106; Durman & Hutinec 2011: 97-100; Hu-
tinec 2011: 95; 2012: 93), or exclusively through the
reevaluation of material that is keptin museumsin
Osijek and Zagreb (in the case of Sarvas; Balen 2011;
Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016). The results of recent exca-
vations show that the Kostolac culture is, as pre-
viously suggested by some authors (Nikoli¢ 2000:
78-79; Horvath 2012: 64), contemporaneous with the
classic Baden culture (Balen 2011; Horvath & Balen
2012; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 68) and that it partially
lasted parallel with the Vucedol culture (Brukner
1979: 8-13; Balen 2010: 88; 2016a: 68; 2018: 69).

Absolute chronology

The dates obtained for the Kostolac culture fall in
the range between 3300 and 2700 BC (Balen 2011:
tab. 6). However, just like in the case of relative
chronology, this datation is problematic because
some authors suggest that it is possible to expect
a somewhat shorter duration of the Kostolac cul-
ture (the period between 3000/2900 and 2800/2700
BC) due to the two “bends” in the calibration curve
(periods between 3300 and 3100, and between 2900
and 2600 BC; Bankoff & Winter 1990: 186, 189, PI. 2;
Forenbaher 1993: 246, 247: Bojadzijev 1992: 397;
Balen 2010; 2011: 158; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 68).

The obtained absolute dates of the Kostolac culture
in eastern Croatia come from three sites: Vucedol-
vinograd Streim (trenches V-85 and V-87), bakovo-
Franjevac, and Kaznica-Rutak (Balen 2011).

The calibrated date from trench V-85 at Vucedol falls
into the range between 3300 and 2900, and the one
from trench V-87 between 3100 and 2880 BC (Balen
2011: tab. 6). The dates from Dakovo-Franjevac fall
into the range between approximately 3340 and
2830 BC (Balen 2011: tab. 6; Horvath & Balen 2012:
18; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 69), and the date obtained
from Kaznica-Rutak falls between 3031 and 2910 BC
(Balen 2010: 89; 2011: tab. 6; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016:
69). Noteworthy dates from the neighboring ar-
eas include those from Gomolava that fall into the
range between about 3108 and 2877 BC (Petrovi¢ &
Jovanovic¢ 2002: 298; Balen 2010: 89; 2011: 159), the
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zatim datum iz Rudne glave u rasponu od 2910. do
2880. god. pr. Kr. i datum iz Belovoda od 3130. do
2920. god. pr. Kr. (Bori¢ 2009: 198; Balen 2010: 89;
2011: 159), kao i neSto vise datume s Pivnice koji se
kre¢u u rasponu od 3356. do 2857. god. pr. Kr. (Pe-
trovi¢ & Jovanovic¢ 2002: 298; Balen 2010: 89; 2011:
159).

Radiokarbonski datumi prikazani u Balen 2011
(tab. 6), vaznisu iz nekoliko razloga:

1.datacijaiz1979. godine, koja je kostolacku kultu-
ru smjestila u vrijeme izmedu 2400. i 2200. godine
prije nove ere (Tasi¢ 1979: 266), znatno je pomaknu-
ta u vrijeme izmedu 3300. i 2700. god. pr. Kr. (Balen
2010; 2011: 158; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 68),

2. datumi s Vucedola potvrduju istovremenost
klasicne badenske i kostolatke kulture izmedu
3300./3200. i 3000./2900. god. pr, Kr. (Nikoli¢ 2000:
78, 79; Balen 2010: 91),

3. datumi s lokaliteta Dakovo-Franjevac pokazuju
da je rana faza kostolac¢ke kulture, suprotno dosa-
dasnjem misljenju (Nikoli¢ 2000: 78-79), prisutna i
na prostoru juzno Dunava (Balen 2010: 91; 2011),

4. datumi pokazuju djelomi¢no vremensko prekla-
panje kostolacke i vu¢edolske kulture, za koju se
datumi kre¢u od cca 3000. god. prije Krista (Balen
2010:91; 2011).

Nalazista

Popisi nalazidta kostolatke kulture objavljivani
su u nekoliko navrata, a valja istaknuti prvi popis
koji je ukljucio dva nalazista s prostora Republike
Hrvatske (Vucedol i Sarvas; Milojci¢ 1953: 157, sl. 2;
Balen 2010: 103), zatim nesto kasniji popis koji je
ukljucio i lokalitet Samatovci (Benac 1962: 31, sl.
5; Balen 2010: 103), kao i popis 34 nalazista (Balen
2002; Balen 2010) te posljednji objavljeni popis
¢ak 55 poloZaja na kojima je pronadena keramika
pripisana kostolackoj kulturi (Balen 2010). Od 55
prethodno registriranih poloZaja, istraZivanja su
vodena na njih 14, od toga na devet poloZaja (tri
na Vucedolu) s vertikalnom stratigrafijom. Na tri
istrazivana poloZaja otkriveni su pojedinacni nala-
zi kostolacke keramike u sklopu badenskih naselja
(Balen 2010: 103-106).

Posljednji popis ukljucuje sljedec¢a nalazista: Alj-
mas-Podunavlje (Simi¢ 2006; 2011; Balen 2010: 103),
ASikovci-Vrazjak (Dimitrijevi¢ 1966: 23; Balen 2010:
103), Bobota (Balen 2002: 37; 2010: 103), Bogdanov-
ci (Balen 2002: 37; 2010: 103), Bogdanovci-Vo¢njak

90

date from Rudna glava, between 2910 and 2880 BC,
the date from Belovode, between 3130 and 2920 BC
(Bori¢ 2009: 198; Balen 2010: 89; 2011: 159), and the
somewhat higher dates from Pivnica that fall into
the range between 3356 and 2857 BC (Petrovi¢ &
Jovanovic¢ 2002: 298; Balen 2010: 89; 2011: 159).

The radiocarbon dates collected in Balen 2011 (tab.
6) are important for several reasons:

1.The 1979 datation, which placed the Kostolac cul-
ture to the period between 2400 and 2200 BC (Tasi¢
1979: 266), was significantly shifted to the period
between 3300 and 2700 BC (Balen 2010; 2011: 158;
Rajkovic¢ & Balen 2016: 68),

2.The dates from Vucedol confirm the contempora-
neous existence of the classic phase of the Baden
and the Kostolac culture in the period between
3300/3200 and 3000/2900 BC (Nikoli¢ 2000: 78, 79;
Balen 2010: 91),

3. The dates from Dakovo-Franjevac show that the
early phase of the Kostolac culture, contrary to pre-
vious opinions (Nikoli¢ 2000: 78-79), was also pre-
sent on territories south of the Sava and the Dan-
ube rivers (Balen 2010: 91; 2011),

4. The dates indicate a partial temporal overlap of
the Kostolac and Vucedol cultures that was dated
to about 3000 BC (Balen 2010: 91, 2011).

Sites

Lists of sites of the Kostolac culture have been pub-
lished on several occasions, and several of them
should be noted: the first one, which included two
sites from the territory of Croatia (Vucedol and
Sarvas; Milojci¢ 1953: 157, fig. 2; Balen 2010: 103),
the somewhat later one, which also included the
site of Samatovci (Benac 1962: 31, fig. 5; Balen 2010:
103), the list of 34 sites (Balen 2002; Balen 2010), and
the latest published one that included a total of 55
positions that yielded pottery of the Kostolac cul-
ture (Balen 2010). Out of the 55 previously recorded
positions, excavations were conducted at 14, nine
of which revealed a vertical stratigraphy (three at
Vucedol). Three excavated positions yielded indi-
vidual finds of Kostolac pottery within settlements
of the Baden culture (Balen 2010: 103-106).

The last list includes the following sites: Aljmas-
Podunavlje (Simi¢ 2006; 2011; Balen 2010: 103),
ASikovci-Vrazjak (Dimitrijevi¢ 1966: 23; Balen 2010:
103), Bobota (Balen 2002: 37; 2010: 103), Bogdanovci
(Balen 2002: 37; 2010: 103), Bogdanovci-Vo¢njak (Hu-
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(Hutinec & Bunci¢ 2006: 25, 26; Balen 2010: 103),
Branjin Vrh-Okrugla meda 1 (LoZnjak Dizdar 2008:
8; Balen 2010: 103), Ceri¢-PlandiSte (Dimitrijevic
1979: 136, 138; Iskra-Janosi¢ 2005: 22; Balen 2010:
103), Dalj-Ciglana (Balen 2002: 37; 2010: 103), Dalj-
Lisova skela (Bulat 1975: 22; Simi¢ 1983; 32; Balen
2010: 103), Dalj-Savulja (Bulat 1973: 34; Balen 2010:
103), Donja Bebrina-Paljevine (Salaji¢ 1993: 91; Ba-
len 2010: 103), Donja Vrba-Salo$ (Minichreiter 1991:
183, 184, sl. 8; Lozuk 1995; Balen 2010: 104), Dako-
vo-Grabrovac (Pavlovi¢ 1984; Balen 2010: 104), Da-
kovo-Franjevac (Wiewegh & Revald-Radoli¢ 2007:
9; Balen 2008; 2010: 104; 2011), Erdut-Veliki Varod
(Balen 2002: 38; 2010: 104), Erdut-Pani¢a skela
(Bulat 1975: 20; Balen 2010: 104), Gornja Bebrina-
Okukalj (Dimitrijevi¢ 1971: 149, sl. 1: 2; Balen 2010:
104), llok-Tvrdava (Tomicic¢ et al. 2008; Balen 2010:
104), llok-Bozino brdo (LoZznjak Dizdar et al. 2004:
46; Balen 2010: 104; Boti¢ 2018: 37), Jaruge-Godevo
Berava (Balen 2010: 104), Kaznica-Rutak (Hrsak &
Pavlovi¢ 2007: 17; Balen 2010: 104; HrSak 2014: 47),
Klisa-Ekonomija (Bulat & Bojci¢ 1980: 198; Balen
2010: 104), Kozarac-Ciglana (Balen 2002: 39; Balen
2010: 104), Krdinci-Okruglica (Markovi¢ 1984: 22;
Balen 2010: 104; Markovi¢ & Boti¢ 2017: 135), Lovas-
Gradac (Kalvarija) (Dimitrijevi¢ 1962: T.III: 32; Balen
2010: 104), Nova Gradiska-Slavca (Skelac 1997: 220-
223; Vrdoljak & Mihaljevi¢ 1999: T.3, T.4; Mihaljevi¢
2000: T.1; 2004: 29; 2005: 39-40; 2006:54; 2007: 76;
2008: 94-95; 2009: 126-127; 2010: 88-89; 2011: 120-
121; 2012: 115; 2013: 126-127; 2014: 82; 2014a: 97, 98;
Balen 2010: 105), Orolik-Vinogradi (Balen 2002: 40,
2010: 105), Osijek-Retfala (Simi¢ 1995: 23-26; 2005:
12; Balen 2010: 105), Petrijevci-Verused (Filipec et
al. 2009: 47; Balen 2010: 105), Petrovci-Brodanka
(Markovi¢ 1994, Balen 2010: 105), Potocani-Mali
Grad (Potrebica & Balen 2003: 52-53; 2008: 116-118;
Balen 2010: 105), Razbojiste-Siroko jutro (Markovi¢
1975: 170; Balen 2010: 105, Markovi¢ & Boti¢ 2017:
135), Rokovci (Balen 2002: 40; 2010: 105), Samatovci-
Pusta (Drechsler-Bizi¢ 1956: T. II: 12, 13; Balen 2010:
105), Sarvas-Gradac (Schmidt 1945: 127-131; Balen
2005; 2010: 105; Rajkovi¢ 2014: 79; Rajkovi¢ & Balen
2016), Stari Jankovci-Gatina (Rapan Papesa 2007:
47; Balen 2010: 105), Sotin - nepoznati polozZaj (Ba-
len 2002: 41; 2010: 105), Sotin-Fancage (Dizdar et
al. 2009: 122; Balen 2010: 105), Sotin-Srednje polje
(Dizdar et al. 2009: 124; Balen 2010: 105; Ilki¢ 2011:
224; Botic¢ 2018: 34), Sarengrad - nepoznati poloZaj
(Balen 2002: 41; 2010: 105), Sarengrad-Adinac (Lo-
Znjak Dizdar et al. 2004: 46; Balen 2010: 105; Botic¢
2018: 36), Sarengrad-Bisket (Loznjak Dizdar et al.
2004: 46; Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢ 2018: 36), Sarengrad-
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tinec & Bunci¢ 2006: 25, 26; Balen 2010: 103), Branjin
Vrh-Okrugla meda 1 (LoZnjak Dizdar 2008: 8; Balen
2010: 103), Ceri¢-Plandiste (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 136,
138; Iskra-JanoSi¢ 2005: 22; Balen 2010: 103), Dalj-
Ciglana (Balen 2002: 37; 2010: 103), Dalj-Lisova skela
(Bulat 1975: 22; Simi¢ 1983: 32; Balen 2010: 103), Dalj-
Savulja(Bulat 1973: 34; Balen 2010: 103), Donja Bebri-
na-Paljevine (Salaji¢ 1993: 91; Balen 2010: 103), Donja
Vrba-Salo$ (Minichreiter 1991: 183, 184, fig. 8; Lozuk
1995; Balen 2010: 104), Dakovo-Grabrovac (Pavlovi¢
1984; Balen 2010: 104), Dakovo-Franjevac (Wiewegh
& Revald-Radoli¢ 2007: 9; Balen 2008; 2010: 104;
2011), Erdut-Veliki Varod (Balen 2002: 38; 2010: 104),
Erdut-Panica skela (Bulat 1975: 20; Balen 2010: 104),
Gornja Bebrina-Okukalj (Dimitrijevi¢ 1971: 149, fig. 1:
2; Balen 2010: 104), llok-Tvrdava (Tomicic¢ et al. 2008;
Balen 2010: 104), lok-BoZino brdo (LoZznjak Dizdar et
al. 2004: 46; Balen 2010: 104; Boti¢ 2018: 37), Jaruge-
Godevo Berava (Balen 2010: 104), Kaznica-Rutak
(Hrsak & Pavlovi¢ 2007: 17; Balen 2010: 104; HrSak
2014: 47), Klisa-Ekonomija (Bulat & Boj¢i¢ 1980: 198;
Balen 2010: 104), Kozarac-Ciglana (Balen 2002: 39;
Balen 2010: 104), KrSinci-Okruglica (Markovi¢ 1984:
22; Balen 2010: 104; Markovi¢ & Boti¢ 2017: 135),
Lovas-Gradac (Kalvarija) (Dimitrijevi¢ 1962: PI. Il
32; Balen 2010: 104), Nova Gradiska-Slav¢a (Skelac
1997: 220-223; Vrdoljak & Mihaljevi¢ 1999: PI. 3, Pl. 4;
Mihaljevi¢ 2000: Pl.1; 2004: 29; 2005: 39-40; 2006:54;
2007: 76; 2008: 94-95; 2009: 126-127; 2010: 88-89; 2011:
120-121; 2012: 115; 2013: 126-127; 2014: 82; 2014a: 97,
98; Balen 2010: 105), Orolik-Vinogradi (Balen 2002:
40; 2010: 105), Osijek-Retfala (Simi¢ 1995: 23-26; 2005:
12; Balen 2010: 105), Petrijevci-VeruSed (Filipec et
al. 2009a: 47; Balen 2010: 105), Petrovci-Brodanka
(Markovic¢ 1994; Balen 2010: 105), Potoc¢ani-Mali Grad
(Potrebica & Balen 2003: 52-53; 2008: 116-118; Balen
2010: 105), Razbojiste-Siroko jutro (Markovi¢ 1975:
170; Balen 2010: 105; Markovi¢ & Boti¢ 2017: 135),
Rokovci (Balen 2002: 40; 2010: 105), Samatovci-Pusta
(Drechsler-Bizi¢ 1956: PI. II: 12, 13; Balen 2010: 105),
Sarvas-Gradac (Schmidt 1945: 127-131; Balen 2005;
2010: 105; Rajkovi¢ 2014: 79; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016),
Stari Jankovci-Gatina (Rapan Papesa 2007: 47; Balen
2010: 105), Sotin - unknown position (Balen 2002:
41; 2010: 105), Sotin-Fancage (Dizdar et al. 2009:
122; Balen 2010: 105), Sotin-Srednje polje (Dizdar et
al. 2009: 124; Balen 2010: 105; Ilki¢ 2011: 224; Botic¢
2018: 34), Sarengrad - unknown position (Balen
2002: 41; 2010: 105), Sarengrad-Adinac (Loznjak
Dizdar et al. 2004: 46, Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢ 2018:
36), Sarengrad-Bisket (Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2004: 46;
Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢ 2018: 36), Sarengrad-Gradac
(LoZnjak Dizdar et al. 2004: 46; Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢
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Gradac (Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2004: 46; Balen 2010:
105; Boti¢ 2018: 36), Sarengrad-Kuruzeb (LoZnjak
Dizdar et al. 2004: 46; Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢ 2018:
36), Sarengrad-Luketinec zapad (LoZnjak Dizdar et
al. 2004: 46; Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢ 2018: 36), Saren-
grad-Renovo (Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2004: 47; Balen
2010: 105; Boti¢ 2018: 36), Tovarnik - nepoznati po-
loZaj (Balen 2002: 41; 2010: 105), Vinkovci-Marica
(Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: 138, T.2: 15; Balen 2010: 106), Vin-
kovci-Ervenica (Krznari¢ Skrivanko 1999: 22; 2006:
35-36; 2007: 61-62; 2008: 81-84; 2014: 80; Balen 2010:
106; Dizdar 2012: 91), Vukovar-BudZak (Dorn 1976:
13-14; Balen 2010: 106), Vukovar-Lijeva bara (Ba-
len-Letunic¢ 1996; Balen 2010: 106), Vu¢edol-Gradac
(Schmidt 1945; Balen 2010; Hutinec 2011: 95), Vuce-
dol-vingrad Streim (Durman 1984; Durman & Balen
2005: 30-33; Balen 2010: 106, Durman & Hutinec
2011: 97-100; Hutinec 2012: 93), Vucedol-kukuruzi-
Ste Streim (Dimitrijevi¢ 1966:22-23; Durman 1982;
Balen 2010: 106) i Zvizdan-Lovacka kuc¢a (Marijan
2002; Balen 2010: 106).

Novi polozaji kostolacke kulture definirani su re-
vizijom materijala iz starih istrazivanja s lokali-
teta Beli Manastir-Ciglana (Balen 2016). U novije
vrijeme, terenskim su pregledima i istrazivanjima
otkriveni tragovi naselja kostolatke kulture na
sljede¢im poloZajima: Osijek-Filipovica-Hermanov
vinograd (Hr3ak & Los 2014: 39), Orlinjak u opd¢i-
ni Bogdanovci (Hutinec 2008: 58; Hutinec 2009:
110-115), Josipovac-VeruSed (Filipec et al. 20009:
30-33), KeSinci-PoZarike (Balen 2010a: 14), Kruscik
(Mihaljevi¢ 2010a: 107), Vidovci-Rosulje (Mihalje-
vi¢ 2010b: 116, 117), Vucedol-vila Streim (Hutinec
2011a: 97), Rusdcica-Glogove-Praulje (Bednjanec
2012: 126-128), Beravci-Bris¢e-Gradina (Los 2013:
83-84), Gudinci-Jelas (Los 2013a: 99-101), Plandiste
u jugoistoc¢nom dijelu Sotina (Ilki¢ 2011: 224), Novi
Ceminac-Jauhov salas (Balen et al. 2015; Balen et
al. 2016; Dukic¢ 2016), Novi Bolman-Grablje (Nodilo
2016), Osijek-Frigis 1 (Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2014: 23-25),
Sotin Trojstvo (LoZnjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163),
Sotin Jakobovac zapad (LoZnjak Dizdar et al. 2014:
159-163), Sotin Dunavska ulica-M. Gupca (LoZnjak
Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163), Sotin Zmajevac istok
(Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163), Sotin Trstenik
(Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163), Opatovac So-
kolovac istok (LoZnjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163),
OpatovacSanacjug(Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-
163.; LoZnjak Dizdar & Dizdar 2015: 12), Opatovac
Sanacistok (Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163; Lo-
Znjak Dizdar & Dizdar 2015: 12), Sotin Srednje polje
VasariSte (LoZnjak Dizdar & Dizdar 2015a: 14), Vu-
kojevci-Antolovo Brdo/Zmajevac (Markovi¢ & Botic
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2018: 36), Sarengrad-Kuruzeb (LoZnjak Dizdar et al.
2004: 46; Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢ 2018: 36), Sarengrad-
Luketinec zapad (LoZnjak Dizdar et al. 2004: 46;
Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢ 2018: 36), Sarengrad-Renovo
(Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2004: 47; Balen 2010: 105; Boti¢
2018: 36), Tovarnik - unknown position (Balen 2002:
41; 2010: 105), Vinkovci-Marica (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979:
138, Pl. 2: 15; Balen 2010: 106), Vinkovci-Ervenica
(Krznari¢ Skrivanko 1999: 22; 2006: 35-36; 2007: 61-62;
2008: 81-84; 2014: 80; Balen 2010: 106; Dizdar 2012:
91), Vukovar-Budzak (Dorn 1976: 13-14; Balen 2010:
106), Vukovar-Lijeva bara (Balen-Letuni¢ 1996; Balen
2010: 106), Vucedol-Gradac (Schmidt 1945; Balen
2010; Hutinec 2011: 95), Vucedol-vingrad Streim
(Durman 1984, Durman & Balen 2005: 30-33; Balen
2010: 106; Durman & Hutinec 2011: 97-100; Hutinec
2012: 93), Vucedol-kukuruziSte Streim (Dimitrijevic
1966:22-23; Durman 1982; Balen 2010: 106) i Zvizdan-
Lovacka kuc¢a (Marijan 2002; Balen 2010: 106).

New positions of the Kostolac culture were de-
fined through a reevaluation of material from old
excavations conducted at Beli Manastir-Ciglana
(Balen 2016). In recent years, field surveys and ex-
cavations yielded traces of settlements of the Ko-
stolac culture at the following positions: Osijek-Fil-
ipovica-Hermanov vinograd (Hr8ak & Los 2014: 39),
Orlinjak in the Bogdanovci Municipality (Hutinec
2008: 58; Hutinec 2009: 110-115), Josipovac-Verused
(Filipec et al. 2009: 30-33), KeSinci-PoZarike (Balen
2010a: 14), Kruscik (Mihaljevi¢ 2010a: 107), Vidovci-
Rosulje (Mihaljevi¢ 2010b: 116, 117), Vucedol-vila
Streim (Hutinec 2011a: 97), Rus¢ica-Glogove-Praulje
(Bednjanec 2012: 126-128), Beravci-Bris¢e-Gradina
(Los 2013: 83-84), Gudinci-Jelas (Los 2013a: 99-101),
PlandiSte in the southeastern part of Sotin (Ilkic¢
2011: 224), Novi Ceminac-Jauhov sala$ (Balen et al.
2015; Balen et al. 2016; Duki¢ 2016), Novi Bolman-
Grablje (Nodilo 2016), Osijek-Frigis 1 (Tresi¢ PaviCi¢
2014: 23-25), Sotin Trojstvo (LoZnjak Dizdar et al.
2014: 159-163), Sotin Jakobovac zapad (LoZnjak
Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163), Sotin Dunavska ulica-
M. Gupca (LoZnjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163), Sotin
Zmajevac istok (Loznjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163),
Sotin Trstenik (LoZnjak Dizdar et al. 2014: 159-163),
Opatovac Sokolovac istok (Loznjak Dizdar et al.
2014: 159-163), Opatovac Sanac jug (LoZnjak Dizdar
et al. 2014: 159-163,; LoZnjak Dizdar & Dizdar 2015:
12), Opatovac Sanac istok (LoZnjak Dizdar et al.
2014: 159-163,; Loznjak Dizdar & Dizdar 2015: 12),
), Sotin Srednje polje Vasariste (Loznjak Dizdar &
Dizdar 2015a: 14), Vukojevci-Antolovo Brdo/Zmaje-
vac (Markovi¢ & Boti¢ 2017: 135), Sotin-zapad (Boti¢
2018: 34), llok-Stimovac (Dizdar & LoZnjak Dizdar
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2017: 135), Sotin-zapad (Boti¢ 2018: 34), llok-Stimo-
vac (Dizdar & Loznjak Dizdar 2009: 118, 119; Boti¢
2018: 36), KuSevac (Pavlovi¢, Bojci¢ 1981; Pavlovic
1984: 54; Simi¢ 1995a: 14, 15.) i Strbinci (Markovi¢
1982: 97; Simi¢ 1995a: 14, 15).

U novije vrijeme pronadeno je jos arheoloskih na-
laza i struktura kostolacke kulture na otprije po-
znatim polozajima Vucedol-Gradac (Hutinec 2011:
95), Vucedol-vinograd Streim (Durman & Hutinec
2011: 97-100; Hutinec 2012: 93), Vinkovci-Ervenica
(Dizdar 2012: 91) i Sotin-Srednje polje (llki¢ 2011:
224), a revizijom materijala iz starih istrazivanja s
lokaliteta Sarvas-Gradac izdvojeno je jos kostola¢-
kog materijala (Rajkovi¢ 2014: 79; Rajkovi¢ & Balen
2016).

Novim istrazivanjima i terenskim pregledima uku-
pan broj kostolac¢kih nalazista u Hrvatskoj pove-
¢an je s prethodno poznatih 55 na njih 85.

Naselja i stanovanje

S podrucja Hrvatske poznat je velik broj lokaliteta
kostolacke kulture. Medutim, sustavna su istrazi-
vanja vodena tek na nekima, uklju¢ujuci nekoliko
polozaja na Vucedolu, Sarvas, Vukovar-Lijevu baru
i Slav€u kod Nove Gradiske. U zastitnim istraziva-
njima na trasi autoceste Beli Manastir-Osijek-Svi-
laj takoder je istrazeno nekoliko kostolackih nase-
lja koja, nazalost, ve¢im dijelom nisu u potpunosti
objavljena.?

0d samih pocetka proutavanja kostolacke kulture
uocena je zajednitka znactajka naselja, a to je Zelja
daih se na neki nacin zastiti, bilo samim pozicioni-
ranjem ili dodatnim utvrdivanjem (Tasi¢ 1979: 247;
Balen 2010: 9). Sva poznata naselja na prostoru Hr-
vatske podignuta su uz vece ili manje vodotokove
koji su zadovoljavali osnovne uvjete za Zivot (Ba-
len 2002: 35; 2010: 91; 2011; Balen & Rajkovi¢ 2016;
Dbuki¢ 2014: 30), a njihova gustoca pokazuje da se
vjerojatno radilo o nizu manjih satelitskih naselja
koja su gravitirala veéim sredistima poput onih u
Sarvasu i Vucedolu (Balen 2010: 91). Sarvas i Vuce-
dol ve¢ u svojoj ranoj fazi zaposjeda vucedolska
kultura, Sto sugerira da su glavna “srediSta” kosto-
latke kulture najvjerojatnije bila naselja na nesto
udaljenijim lokalitetima na Gomolavi i Vinci, a sa
spomenuta Cetiri tela kostolactka je kultura, barem
u jednoj fazi svoga postojanja, imala kontrolu nad
Sirokim prostorom medurje¢ja Drave, Dunava i
Save (Durman 1995: 153-158; Balen 2010: 91, 92).

2 lzuzev nalazista Dakovo-Franjevac (Balen 2011).
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2009: 118, 119; Boti¢ 2018: 36), Kusevac (Pavlovi¢,
Boj¢i¢ 1981; Pavlovi¢ 1984: 54; Simi¢ 1995a: 14, 15.),
and Strbinci (Markovi¢ 1982: 97; Simi¢ 1995a: 14, 15).

Additional finds and structures of the Kostolac cul-
ture have recently been discovered at previously
known positions of Vu€edol-Gradac (Hutinec 2011:
95), Vucedol-vinograd Streim (Durman & Hutinec
2011: 97-100; Hutinec 2012: 93), Vinkovci-Ervenica
(Dizdar 2012: 91), and Sotin-Srednje polje (Ilki¢ 2011:
224). A reevaluation of material from old excava-
tions from Sarvas-Gradac also yielded additional
material ascribed to the Kostolac culture (Rajkovic
2014: 79; Rajkovic¢ & Balen 2016).

New excavations and field surveys increased the
number of Kostolac sites in Croatia from the previ-
ously recorded 55 to 85.

Settlements and habitation

The territory of Croatia yielded a large number of
sites of the Kostolac culture. However, systematic
excavations have only been conducted on a small
number of them, including several positions at
Vucedol, Sarva$, Vukovar-Lijeva bara and Slavca
near Nova Gradiska. The rescue excavations con-
ducted on the Beli Manastir-Osijek-Svilaj motorway
alsorevealedseveral settlement of the Kostolac cul-
ture that have, unfortunately, not been published.?

From their very beginnings, settlements of the Ko-
stolac culture displayed a common characteristic
- a desire to somehow protect the settlement, ei-
ther by the choice of position, or by additional for-
tification (Tasi¢ 1979: 247; Balen 2010: 9). All known
sites in Croatia are situated near larger or smaller
sources of water that provided basic living condi-
tions (Balen 2002: 35; 2010: 91; 2011; Balen & Rajkovi¢
2016; Duki¢ 2014: 30), and their density indicates
there was probably a whole series of small satellite
settlements that gravitated towards larger centers,
such as those at Sarvas and Vucedol (Balen 2010:
91). Sarvas and Vucedol were already inhabited dur-
ing the early phase of the Vucedol culture, which
suggests that the main “centers” of the Kostolac
culture were, most probably, at the more distant
sites of Gomolava and Vinca. The Kostolac culture
could, at least during one phase of its existence,
control thevast area of the Drava, Danube and Sava
interfluve from the four mentioned tell settlements
(Durman 1995: 153-158; Balen 2010: 91, 92).

2 Apart from the site of Dakovo-Franjevac (Balen 2011).
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Zahvaljuju¢i istrazivanjima nekih od vecih loka-
liteta kao $to su Gomolava i Vutedol, moguce je
utvrditi kako je kostolacka kultura gradila solidne
nadzemne objekte pravokutnog oblika, a zabilje-
Zeno je i stanovanje u zemunicama i poluzemuni-
cama (Tasi¢ 1979: 249; Petrovi¢ & Jovanovi¢ 2002;
Nikoli¢ 2000: 40-44; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 69). S
obzirom na ¢injenicu da najvedi dio materijala s
telova kostolatke kulture u Hrvatskoj (Vucedol
i Sarvas) nije odmah izdvojen vec je pripisan ba-
denskoj kulturi (Schmidt 1945), tek je revizijom
dokumentacije dobiven ograni¢eni uvid u stra-
tigrafiju (Dimitrijevi¢ 1962: 253; 1968: 26-27; Tasic¢
1970: 26-28; 1979: 243; Balen 2010: 92) koji sugerira
da nadzemne apsidalne objekte na polozaju Vuce-
dol-Gradac treba pripisati kostolackoj kulturi (Ta-
si¢ 1979: 249; Nikoli¢ 2000: 42-43, Balen 2002; 2010:
92). Samostalni kostolacki horizont izdvojen je na
lokalitetu Vucedol-vinograd Streim, u sloju deblji-
ne oko 80 cm koji je bio ispunjen garom i pepelom,
komadi¢ima ku¢nog lijepa i velikim brojem nalaza
keramike, rije¢nih Skoljki i litike (Balen 2010: 92).
Na tom je poloZaju, unato¢ mladim gradevinskim
djelatnostima koje su unistile kostolacke struktu-
re, ustanovljen intenzivan Zivot, a nalazi ukazuju
na postojanje barem dva gradevinska horizonta
u sondi V-87 (Balen 2005a; 2010: 93). Prema dosad
poznatim podacima, ponudene su dvije hipoteze o
izgledu spomenutog kostolatkog naselja:

a) unutar kostolatkog naselja pojedina su doma-
¢instva zauzimala puno vec¢u povrsinu od onih
vucedolske kulture, koja su u prosjeku zauzimala
manje od 100 m? (Forenbaher 1995: 22, 23; Balen
2005a: 34, 35; 2010: 93),

b) kostolacko je naselje bilo viSe orijentirano pre-
ma sredisnjem dijelu platoa, za razliku od vucedo-
Iskoga koje je tezilo njegovim rubnim dijelovima
(Balen 2010: 93).

Kostolacki sloj na Sarvasu nije definiran tijekom
prvih arheoloskih istrazivanja, ali je kasnije usta-
novljeno da bi mladi badenski gradevinski sloj (na
dubini od 4 do 3,20 m), koji je tom prilikom defini-
ran, u stvari mogao biti pripisan kostolackoj kul-
turi (Balen 2005; 2010: 93; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016).
U prilog postojanju takvog sloja svjedoce i nalazi
prikupljeni prije 1942. godine (Hoffiler 1938:T. 9; Ba-
len 2010: 93; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016), kao i nalazi ap-
sidalnih kuca kakve su na Vucedolu pripisane ko-
stolatkom horizontu naseljavanja (Tasi¢ 1979: 249;
Nikoli¢ 2000: 42-43, Balen 2002; 2005a; 2010: 92, 93).
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Thanks to the excavations of some of the larger
sites like Gomolava and Vucedol, it was possible
to establish that the Kostolac culture constructed
firm above-ground structures of rectangular shape,
but that it also kept using dugout and semi-dugout
dwellings (Tasi¢ 1979: 249; Petrovi¢ & Jovanovi¢ 2002;
Nikoli¢ 2000: 40-44; Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 69). Con-
sidering the fact that most of the material from
tells of the Kostolac culture in Croatia (Vu¢edol and
Sarvas)was notimmediately recognized, but was as-
cribed to the Baden culture (Schmidt 1945), only the
reevaluation of the documentation provided a lim-
ited view of site stratigraphy (Dimitrijevi¢ 1962: 253;
1968: 26-27; Tasi¢ 1970: 26-28; 1979: 243; Balen 2010:
92), which suggests that the above-ground apsidal
structures from Vucedol-Gradac should be ascribed
to the Kostolac culture (Tasi¢ 1979: 249; Nikoli¢ 2000:
42-43, Balen 2002; 2010: 92). An isolated phase of the
Kostolac culture was defined at Vucedol-vinograd
Streim, in alayer that was about 8o cm thick and full
of soot and ash, pieces of daub, and numerous finds
of pottery, river shells and knapped stone artifacts
(Balen 2010: 92). This position, despite the younger
phases of constructions that destroyed Kostolac
structures, revealed traces of intense habitation,
and the finds point to the existence of at least two
phases of construction in trench V-87 (Balen 20053;
2010: 93). Based on the data available so far, two hy-
potheses were developed about the organization of
the Kostolac settlement:

a) Within the Kostolac settlement, individual
households covered a significantly larger area than
those of the Vucedol culture that took up less than
100 m2 on average (Forenbaher 1995: 22, 23; Balen
2005a: 34, 35; 2010: 93),

b) The Kostolac settlement was orientated more
towards the central part of the plateau, unlike the
Vucedol one that gravitated towards its peripheral
parts (Balen 2010: 93).

The Kostolac layer at Sarva$ was not defined dur-
ing the first archaeological excavations, but it was
later established that the younger phase of the
Baden culture (at the depth of 4 to 3.20 m), which
had been recorded at the time, could, in fact, be as-
cribed to the Kostolac culture (Balen 2005; 2010: 93;
Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016). The existence of such a layer
is also attested to by finds discovered prior to 1942
(Hoffiler 1938: PI. g; Balen 2010: 93; Rajkovi¢ & Balen
2016), as well as by finds of apsidal houses the likes
of which were ascribed to the Kostolac phase of
habitation at Vucedol (Tasi¢ 1979: 249; Nikoli¢ 2000:
42-43, Balen 2002; 20053a; 2010: 92, 93).
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Na vecini lokaliteta pripisanih kostolac¢koj kulturi
otkrivene su strukture iz kojih je moguce is¢itati
isklju€ivo horizontalnu stratigrafiju naselja, a kao
jedno od najznacajnijih valja izdvojiti Slav¢u kod
Nove Gradiske gdje se ve¢ godinama provode su-
stavna arheolodka istrazivanja (Skelac 1997: 220-
223; Vrdoljak & Mihaljevi¢ 1999: T.3, T.4; Mihaljevi¢
2000: T.1; 2004: 29; 2005: 39-40; 2006:54; 2007: 76;
2008: 94-95; 2009: 126-127; 2010: 88-89; 2011: 120-121;
2012: 115; 2013: 126-127; 2014: 82). Ondje je, izmedu
ostalog, 1997. godine pronadena jama 1, nepravil-
nog trolisnog oblika, koja je sadrzavala vecu kolici-
nu kué¢nog lijepa s tragovima pruca, vjerojatno od
zidne konstrukcije koja nije o¢uvana (Skelac 1997:
220; Balen 2010: 94). U slu¢aju ostalih nalazista ko-
stolacke kulture, uglavnom se radi o sporadi¢nim
nalazima. Primjerice, na lokalitetu Vukovar-Lijeva
bara pronadeni su ostaci ognjiSta s grijalicama
koji bi mogli pripadati kostolackoj kulturi (Demo
1996: 29-31, sl. 15; Balen 2010: 93, 94).

U novijim istrazivanjima na trasi autoceste Beli
Manastir-Osijek-Svilaj otkrivena su tri poloZaja na
prostoru Dakovstine (Dakovo-Franjevac; Wiewegh
& Revald-Radoli¢ 2007: 9; Balen 2008; Balen 2010:
104; 2011; Kaznica-Rutak; Hrsak & Pavlovi¢ 2007: 17;
Balen 2010: 104; Hr8ak 2014: 47; i Petrijevci-Verused,
Filipec et al. 2009a: 47; Balen 2010: 105) te dva po-
loZaja u Baranji (Novi Ceminac-Jauhov salas; Balen
et al. 2015; Balen et al. 2016; Duki¢ 2016; i Novi Bol-
man-Grablje; Nodilo 2016).

Najvece istrazivano i u potpunosti objavljeno na-
selje definirano je na lokalitetu Dakovo-Franje-
vac (Balen 2011), stoga ono predstavlja najbolji
poznati primjer za proucavanje arhitekture i or-
ganizacije naselja kostolacke kulture. Naselje na
Franjevcu zauzimalo je povrsinu od 36,000 m? a
od arheolo$kih struktura kostolacke kulture defi-
nirani su uglavnom visecelijski objekti ovalnog ili
izduZenog oblika, zatim plitke okrugle ili ovalne
jame (primarno spremista, sekundarno otpadne
jame), dugacki i uski kanali te stupovi koji su mo-
gli sluziti za pridrZzavanje nadzemnih konstrukcija
(nadstreSnica?) ili su bili dijelovi ograda oko kuca
ili prostora namijenjenih za ¢uvanje stoke (Balen
2008; 2010: 94; 2011). Posebno su zanimljivi nalazi
vecih ukopanih prostora (zemunica?) nepravilna
ovalnog oblika s vise izdvojenih manjih prostora
(primjerice, S) 160/161, Sl. 1) ¢ija je namjena neja-
sna zbog izostanka rupa od stupova koje bi upu-
¢ivale na postojanje nadzemnih konstrukcija te
¢injenice da je u obje strukture ustanovljen veliki
broj jamskih prostora nejednake dubine i veli¢ine
$to, uz ljudske i Zivotinjske ukope pronadene uz S)
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Most sites ascribed to the Kostolac culture yielded
structures that only allow for the reconstruction of
horizontal settlement stratigraphy, and one of the
most important ones is Slav€a near Nova GradiSka
that has been systematically excavated for years
(Skelac 1997: 220-223; Vrdoljak & Mihaljevi¢ 1999:
Pl. 3, Pl. 4; Mihaljevi¢ 2000: PI. 1; 2004: 29; 2005: 39-40;
2006:54; 2007: 76; 2008: 94-95; 2009: 126-127; 2010: 88-
89;2011:120-121;2012:115;2013: 126-127; 2014: 82). In
1997, the site, among other things, yielded pit 1, of
anirregular trefoil shape, which contained a larger
amount of daub with traces of wattle, probably
parts of a wall that was not preserved (Skelac 1997:
220; Balen 2010: 94). In the case of other sites of the
Kostolac culture, mostly sporadic finds have been
discovered. For example, the site of Vukovar-Lijeva
bara yielded traces of a hearth with heaters that
could be ascribed to the Kostolac culture (Demo
1996: 29-31, fig. 15; Balen 2010: 93, 94).

The recent excavations conducted on the Beli Ma-
nastir-Osijek-Svilaj motorway revealed three po-
sitions in the area of Dakovo (Dakovo-Franjevac;
Wiewegh & Revald-Radoli¢ 2007: 9; Balen 2008;
Balen 2010: 104; 2011, Kaznica-Rutak; HrSak &
Pavlovi¢ 2007: 17, Balen 2010: 104; HrSak 2014: 47;
and Petrijevci-VerusSed; Filipec et al. 2009: 47; Balen
2010: 105), as well as two sites in the Baranja region
(Novi Ceminac-Jauhov salas; Balen et al. 2015; Balen
et al. 2016; Duki¢ 2016; and Novi Bolman-Grablje;
Nodilo 2016).

The largest, and fully published, settlement was
discovered at the site of Dakovo-Franjevac (Balen
2011). Hence, it is the best known example that can
be used to study the architecture and settlement
organization of the Kostolac culture. The settle-
ment at Franjevac spread over an area of 36,000
m2, and the archaeological structures ascribed to
the Kostolac culture mostly include multicellular
oval or elongated structures, shallow round or oval
pits (initially storage, later waste pits), long narrow
canals and post holes that could have supported
above-ground structures (canopies?) or were parts
of fences surrounding houses or areas where cat-
tle was kept (Balen 2008; 2010: 94; 2011). Finds of
larger dugout areas (pit-dwellings?) of irregular
oval shape with several isolated smaller areas are
especially interesting (for example, SU 160/161,
Fig. 1). Their function is unclear due to the lack of
post holes that would indicate the existence of
above-ground constructions, and due to the fact
that both structures contained large numbers of
dugout areas of uneven depth and size that, along
with human and animal burials from SU 160/161,
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160/161, u potpunosti ponistava mogucnost nji-
hova koristenja u stambene svrhe (Balen 2010: 94,
2011). Izuzev ovih velikih struktura zanimljivi su i
nalazi dugackih uskih kanala koji vjerojatno pred-
stavljaju ostatke samostojec¢ih drvenih ograda
koje sumogle sluziti za Stavljenje Zivotinjske koZe,
Stoukazujedajejuznidionaseljanalokalitetu Da-
kovo-Franjevac mogao biti koristen kao svojevrsni
radionic¢ki centar za provodenje specijalizirane
djelatnosti (Balen 2011: 86-87).

Pogrebni obicaji

Na prostoru Republike Hrvatske dosad je prona-
den samo mali broj grobova koji se sa sigurnoscu
mogu pripisati nosiocima kostolacke kulture. Radi
se o paljevinskom ukopu u loncu koji je poklopljen
zdjelom iz lloka (Tomici¢ et al. 2008: 12; Balen 2010:
98) te inhumacijskim grobovima na lokalitetima
bakovo-Franjevac (Balen 2010; 2011; Jankovi¢ &
Raji¢ Sikanji¢ 2011: 136-145) i Kaznica Rutak (Balen
2010: 98; 2011: 162) te Osijek (Simi¢ 1998: 235), Sar-
vas (Tasi¢ 1979: 250) i Vucedol (Tasi¢ 1979: 250; Dur-
man 1987: 24; 1987a: 35), gdje zbog konteksta nije
jasno radi li se o badenskim ili kostola¢kim grobo-
vima (Balen 2010: 95; 2011; Horvath & Balen 2012:
16). Biritualnost ukopa je, prema nekim autorima,
povezana s druStvenim promjenama i razvojem
metalurgije (Jovanovi¢ 1976: 140; Balen 2010: 96), a
prisutna je i na Sirem prostoru rasprostiranja kul-
ture (Nikoli¢ 2000: 45-47; Balen 2010: 95), kako poka-
zuju pojedinacni skeletni grobovi unutar naselja
na Gomolavi (Tasi¢ 1979: 250-251; Balen 2010: 95),
paljevinski grobovi na nalazistima Silajet kod Bije-
ljine i Padina u Gornjem Derdapu (Jovanovi¢ 1976:
132-133; Balen 2010: 95), kao i dvojni nacin ukopa
ustanovljen u grupi Cotofeni u Rumunjskoj (Dumi-
trescu 1960; Balen 2010: 95).

Kao i u slu¢aju organizacije naselja i arhitekture,
i o grobnim ritualima kostolatke kulture, najvise
podataka pruza lokalitet Dakovo-Franjevac, gdje
je pronadeno nekoliko grobova, ukopanih u tri
jame:

1) u cilindri¢noj jami, koja je vjerojatno izvorno
sluzila za odlaganje otpada, ukopan je muskarac
starosti izmedu 20 i 35 godina koji je poloZen na
bok u ispruzenom poloZaju, u smjeru istok-zapad,
a uz njega su pokopane i dvije svinje. Ljudski osta-
cidatiranisu uvrijeme izmedu 2890. i 2830. god. pr.
Kr. (Beta 241651; Balen 2011: tab. 6);
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completely negate the possibility that these were
used as residential areas (Balen 2010: 94; 2011). In
addition to these large structures, interesting finds
include long narrow canals that can probably be in-
terpreted as the remains of detached fences which
could have been used in hide processing, thereby
indicating that the southern part of the settlement
at bakovo-Franjevac might have been used as a
kind of workshop center for specialized activities
(Balen 2011: 86-87).

Burial rites

So far, the territory of Croatia has yielded only a
small number of burials that can definitively be as-
cribed to the Kostolac culture, including the incin-
eration grave that was discovered in a pot covered
by a bowl from Ilok (Tomici¢ et al. 2008: 12; Balen
2010: 98), and the inhumation graves from the sites
of Dakovo-Franjevac (Balen 2010; 2011; Jankovi¢
& Raji¢ Sikanji¢ 2011: 136-145), and Kaznica Rutak
(Balen 2010: 98; 2011: 162), as well as those from
Osijek (Simi¢ 1998: 235), Sarvas (Tasi¢ 1979: 250) and
Vucedol (Tasi¢ 1979: 250; Durman 1987: 24; 1987a: 35).
In the case of the latter, it is, due to the lack of con-
text, not clear if the graves should be ascribed to
the Baden or the Kostolac culture (Balen 2010: 95;
2011; Horvath & Balen 2012: 16). The dual nature of
burials is, according to some authors, connected to
social change and the development of metallurgy
(Jovanovi¢ 1976: 140; Balen 2010: 96). It has been re-
corded on the wider area occupied by the culture
(Nikoli¢ 2000: 45-47; Balen 2010: 95), as indicated by
individual skeletal burials found within the settle-
ment at Gomolava (Tasi¢ 1979: 250-251; Balen 2010:
g95), incineration graves from the sites of Silajet near
Bijeljina and Padina in the Upper Derdap region
(Jovanovi¢ 1976: 132-133; Balen 2010: 95), as well as
by the dualistic burial rites recorded in the Cotofeni
group in Romania (Dumitrescu 1960; Balen 2010: 95).

Just like in the case of settlement organization and
architecture, the burials rites of the Kostolac cul-
ture can also be studied in detail based on finds
from Dakovo-Franjevac, where several graves were
discovered in three pits:

1) A cylindrical pit, which was probably primarily
used as a waste pit, contained the burial of a man
between the ages of 20 and 35, who was laid on his
side in an east-west direction, and who was found
alongside two pig burials. The human remains were
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2) u dva odvojena jamska prostora iste zemuni-
ce pronadeni su parcijalni ukopi, kalota djeteta
starosti izmedu 5 i 10 godina, apsolutno datirana
u vrijeme izmedu 3090. i 3050. god. pr. Kr. (Beta
233118; Balen 2011. tab.) te lubanja Zene starosti iz-
medu 35 50 godina, apsolutno datirana u vrijeme
izmedu 2900. i 2840. god. pr. Kr. (Beta 241652; Balen
2011. tab.);

3) sekundarni ukop triju lubanja takoder je prona-
denujami,ajednaodlubanjadatiranajeuvrijeme
izmedu 2900. i 2840. god. pr. Kr. (Beta 241653; Balen
2010: 96, 97; 2011. tab. 6; Jankovi¢ & Raji¢ Sikanji¢
2011: 136-145).

COPPER AGE IN NORTHERN CROATIA BACK TO THE PAST

dated to the period between 2890 and 2830 BC (Beta
241651; Balen 2011: tab. 6);

2) Two separate dugout areas from the same large
pit contained partial burials, the skullcap of a child,
aged between 5 and 10, dated to the period be-
tween 3090 and 3050 BC (Beta 233118; Balen 2011:
tab. 6), and the skull of a woman, aged between 35
and 50, dated to the period between 2900 and 2840
BC (Beta 241652; Balen 2011: tab. 6);

3) Secondary burials of three skulls were also dis-
covered in a pit, and one of the skulls was dated to
the period between 2900 and 2840 BC (Beta 241653;
Balen 2010: 96, 97; 2011: tab. 6; Jankovi¢ & Rajic
Sikanji¢ 2011: 136-145).
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Kao 3to je vidljivo iz prvog navedenog primjera s
lokaliteta Dakovo-Franjevac, izuzev ljudskih uko-
pa, u naseljima kostolacke kulture Cesti su i ukopi
Zivotinja, bilo samostalno ili pak uz ljudske ostat-
ke. Na Vucedolu su tako ustanovljeni ostaci psa,
dva teleta te ovce ili koze (JuriSi¢ 1990: 21, 23-24;
Balen 2010: 98; 2011).

Materijalna kultura

Keramicki nalazi

Keramicki predmeti predstavljaju najbrojniju
skupinu pokretnih arheolo$kih nalaza na svim za-
biljezenim lokalitetima kostolacke kulture, a naj-
brojniju skupinu medu njima predstavljaju ulomci
keramickog posuda koji su posluzili kao temelj za
definiranje same kulture. Kao glavno obiljezje isti-
Ce se bogat dekorativni stil upotpunjen bijelom in-
krustacijom te motivi koji su izvedeni brazdastim
urezivanjem, urezivanjem, kra¢im zarezivanjem,
ubadanjem te Zigosanjem (koristenjem tupih alat-
ki ovalnog, kruznog, pravokutnog i/ili potkovastog
presjeka), a koji su grupirani u horizontalne i verti-
kalne zone i polja (Balen 2010: 98; 2011; Rajkovi¢ &
Balen 2016).

S obzirom na ¢injenice da gotovo nijedno nala-
ziSte kostolacke kulture na prostoru Hrvatske
nije sustavno istrazivano te da se najc¢esce radi o
slu¢ajnima nalazima ili nalazima iz starih istrazi-
vanja, do danas ne postoji usuglasena i dobro ra-
zvijena tipoloska i kronoloska razrada faza kosto-
lacke kulture. Naj¢esci problemi s kojim se istrazi-
vacli susrecu jest mijeSanje arheoloskih slojeva na
samom terenu ili pak materijal koji je iskopan prije
nego $to je kultura definirana kao samostalna po-
java. U velikom se broju slu¢ajeva radi o mijesa-
nom materijalu badenske i kostolacke kulture na
istom lokalitetu (Balen 2010: 100). Takva je situaci-
jazabiljezena na lokalitetima Osijek-Retfala (Simi¢
1998: 236), Donja Vrba (Minichreiter 1991: 183-184;
Lozuk 2000: 34) i Gornja Bebrina (Dimitrijevi¢ 1971:
149, sl. 1:1-2) kod Slavonskog Broda, Grabrovac kod
Dakova (Pavlovi¢ & Bojci¢ 1981: 28; Pavlovi¢ 1984:
54, sl.3:1-3), Aljmas (Simi¢ 2001: 74), na jednom dije-
lu lokaliteta Vutedol-vinograd Streim (TeZzak-Gregl
1985: 29; 1986: 59) te u Ku3evcu kod Pakova (Simi¢
1995a: 14, 15).
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As shown by the first example from Dakovo-
Franjevac, in addition to human burials, settle-
ments of the Kostolac culture also often contain
animal burials, either individual or placed along-
side human remains. Vucedol yielded the remains
of a dog, two calves and a sheep or a goat (Jurisic¢
1990: 21, 23-24; Balen 2010: 98; 2011).

Material culture

Ceramic finds

Ceramic finds are the most numerous group of mov-
able archaeological finds on all recorded sites of
the Kostolac culture, and the most frequent among
them are fragments of ceramic vessels that served
as the base for defining the entire culture. Its main
features are the rich decorative style filled with
white incrustation, and motifs made by furrowed
incising, incising, stabbing and stamping (by us-
ing blunt tools of an oval, round, rectangular and/
or cross-sections in the shape of a horseshoe), and
which are grouped in horizontal and vertical zones
and fields (Balen 2010: 98; 2011; Rajkovi¢ & Balen
2016).

Considering the fact that no site of the Kostolac
culture in Croatia has been systematically exca-
vated, and that chance finds and finds from old
excavations are the most common, there is, to
this day, no unified and well-developed typologi-
cal and chronological division of the phases of the
Kostolac culture. The most common problems en-
countered by researches pertain to the fact thatar-
chaeological layers at the sites are mixed, and that
the studied material originates from excavations
that took place before the culture was defined as
a separate occurrence. In a large number of cases,
material of the Baden and Kostolac cultures ap-
pears at the same site (Balen 2010: 100). Such cases
were recorded at Osijek-Retfala (Simi¢ 1998: 236),
Donja Vrba (Minichreiter 1991: 183-184; Lozuk 2000:
34) and Gornja Bebrina (Dimitrijevi¢ 1971: 149, fig.
1:1-2) near Slavonski Brod, Grabrovac near Bakovo
(Pavlovi¢ & Bojci¢ 1981, 28; Pavlovi¢ 1984: 54, fig.
3:1-3), Aljmas3 (Simi¢ 2001: 74), one part of Vuéedol-
vinograd Streim (Tezak-Gregl 1985: 29; 1986: 59), and
in Kusevac near Dakovo (Simi¢ 1995a: 14, 15).
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Osim mijesanja slojeva, i ukras na keramickim po-
sudama predstavlja svojevrstanizazov u odrediva-
nju kulturne pripadnosti materijala. Primjerice, na
zdjelama iz Sarva$a, Bogdanovaca, Grabrovca, Ce-
ri¢a te Vukovara-Lijeve bare (Balen 2002a: Sarvas,
T. 4:3; Bogdanovci, T. 9: 1; Grabrovac, T. 9: 2, 4; Ceri¢,
T.7:1-4; T. 8: 3; Vukovar-Lijeva Bara, T. 1. 2-7, T. 2: 5,
T. 3: 4, 5; 2010: 99) ukras je slican onome badenske
kulture, ali je izveden zigosanjem i/ili ubadanjem,
a ne dubokim urezivanjem (Balen 2010: 100), 5to
sugerira da se radi o ranoj fazi kulture kada su jaki
badenski utjecaji. Suprotno tomu, materijal s na-
lazista Slavca i ASikovci te dio materijala iz Dalja i
Cerica pripisani su kasnoj fazi kulture jer je ukras
pozicioniran unutar trake oko najsireg dijela po-
sude, a ucCestalo se pojavljuju bikoni¢ne zdjele i
Salice (terine) te Zigosane kruznice (minirozete)
kakve su karakteristi¢ne za keramografiju vucedo-
Iske kulture (Stapelfeldt 1997; Balen 2010: 99, 100).
U skladu s predloZenim stupnjevanjem kulture s
obzirom na badenske i vucedolske utjecaje, revizi-
jom materijala s lokaliteta Sarvas zaklju¢eno je da
je kostolacki horizont na Sarvasu prisutan od svo-
jih ranijih faza, kada je vidljiva povezanost s ba-
denskom kulturom, preko klasi¢ne faze te kasnih
stupnjeva koje karakterizira povezanost s vutedo-
Iskim nacinom ukrasavanja predmeta (Rajkovi¢ &
Balen 2016: 71). S druge pak strane, analize kera-
mictkog materijala s lokaliteta Dakovo-Franjevac i
Gomolava pokazuju da se niti tipologija oblika ke-
ramic¢kih posuda, niti na¢in ukrasavanja zapravo
nisu mijenjali kroz duze razdoblje (Petrovi¢ 1984:
33-34; 1986: 24; Balen 2010: 100; 2011), odnosno da
nisu dovoljno kronoloski osjetljivi da bi se isklju-
¢ivo na temelju njih moglo odrediti pojedine stup-
njeve kulture.

U novije vrijeme na eneolitickoj su keramici pro-
vodene analize sastava inkrustacije koje mogu po-
mociprikronoloskojdiferencijaciji kultura. Naime,
rezultati analiza pokazuju da postoje jasne krono-
loSke i prostorne razlike u odabiru primarnih ma-
terijala koristenih za inkrustiranje posuda - u ko-
stolackoj kulturi tako se koriste kalcit, vapnenac
i namjerno drobljeni kvarc, dok se u vucedolskoj
javljaju aragonit i ponekad kvarc (Sofaer & Rober-
ts 2016: 479-496). Ovim je analizama utvrdeno da,
u kontekstu kostolacke kulture, inkrustacija nije
umetana prije, ve¢ nakon pecenja posuda, ali da je
kalcit koriSten u njezinu sastavu mogao prethod-
no biti termic¢ki obradivan (Sofaer & Roberts 2016:
479-496), Sto pak ukazuje na potrebu za podrob-
nim planiranjem i provedbom procesa ukraSava-

BACK TO THE PAST

Apart from mixed layers, the decorations on ceram-
ic vessels pose a specific challenge in the cultural
attribution of excavated material. For example,
bowls from Sarvas, Bogdanovci, Grabrovac, Ceric
and Vukovar-Lijeva bara (Balen 2002a: Sarvas, Pl. 4:
3; Bogdanovci, Pl. 9: 1; Grabrovag, Pl. 9: 2, 4; Ceri¢, PI.
7:1-4; Pl. 8:3; Vukovar-Lijeva Bara, PIl. 1: 2-7, PI. 2: 5, PI.
3:4, 5, 2010: 99) have decorations similar to those of
the Baden culture, but which were made by stamp-
ing and/or stabbing, and not deep incising (Balen
2010: 100), suggesting that the sites should be dat-
ed to the early phase of the culture when Baden
influenced were strong. Contrary to that, the ma-
terial from Slavc¢a and ASikovci, and some material
from Dalj and Ceri¢, was ascribed to the late phase
of the culture because the decorations are placed
within a band that surrounds the widest part of the
vessel, and frequent vessel forms include biconi-
cal bowls and cups (the terina type) decorated by
stamped circles (mini rosettes) that are characteris-
tic of the pottery production of the Vucedol culture
(Stapelfeldt 1997; Balen 2010: 99, 100). In accordance
with the proposed classification of the culture with
respect to the Baden and Vucedol cultures, the
reevaluation of material from Sarvas revealed that
the Kostolac culture was present at the site from
its earlier phases, as indicated by similarities with
the Baden culture, during its classic phase, and dur-
ing its late phase that is characterized by similari-
ties to the decorative style of the Vucedol culture
(Rajkovi¢ & Balen 2016: 71). On the other hand, how-
ever, analyses of pottery material from Dakovo-
Franjevac and Gomolava show that neither the ty-
pology of ceramic objects, nor the mode of decorat-
ing, changed over a longer period of time (Petrovic
1984: 33-34; 1986: 24; Balen 2010: 100; 2011), meaning
that they are not chronologically definitive enough
to be used as the sole basis for determining individ-
ual phases of the culture.

In recent years, analyses of incrustation composi-
tion have been conducted on Eneolithic pottery
that can help with the chronological differentia-
tion of cultures. Namely, the result of the analy-
ses show that there are clear chronological and
spatial differences in the choice of primary mate-
rials used in the production of incrustation - the
Kostolac culture used calcite, limestone and inten-
tionally crushed quartz, while the Vucedol culture
used aragonite and occasionally quartz (Sofaer &
Roberts 2016: 479-496). These analyses helped es-
tablish that, in the context of the Kostolac culture,
incrustation was not inserted before, but after the
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nja posuda koji nije uklju¢ivao samo umjetnicko
osmisljavanje motiva, vec¢ i konkretna tehnoloska
znanja i vjestine. Sli¢na situacija zabiljezena je i
analizama materijala s neolitickog nalazista Vors
u Madarskoj (Gherdan et al. 2005: 103-108).

Prema namjeni posuda obi¢no se izdvajaju posu-
de za kuhanje (termicku obradu sadrzaja), posu-
de za skladistenje hrane ili tekucine te posude za
serviranje/konzumaciju hrane (Miloglav 2014: 205),
a tipoloskim analizama materijala s hrvatskih na-
lazista ustanovljeni su sljededi tipovi (Balen 2010:
98-100):

1.zdjele (posude za serviranje/konzumaciju hrane;
Nalazi potjecu s lokaliteta Dakovo-Franjevac; Ba-
len 2010: kalotaste zdjele, zdjele izvucena vrata: T.
24:1-5; T. 26: 1-3; T. 28: 1; T. 29: 2-3; izduZzene, ovalne
zdjele zaobljena tijela, blago uvucena rubairavna
dna: T. 28: 3; blago bikoni¢ne zdjele s trakastom
ru¢kom na prijelomu: T. 30: 4; Balen 2011):

a) kalotaste zdjele,

b) zdjele izvucena vrata,

c) izduZene, ovalne zdjele zaobljena tijela, blago
uvucenarubairavnadna,

d) blago bikoni¢ne zdjele s trakastom ru¢kom na
prijelomu;

2.izduzene posude (njem. Fischbutte; nalazi potje-
Cu s lokaliteta Vukovar-Lijeva bara, Ceri¢, Osijek i
bakovo-Franjevac (Balen 2002a: 155; 2010: 99; 2011);

3. lonci (posude za kuhanje i skladiStenje hrane;
Balen 2010:T. 30: 1):

a) zaobljeni lonci,

b) lonci S-profilacije,

c) posude s uskim otvorom i dvije ru¢ke na trbuhu
(amfore);

4. 8alice (posude za serviranje/konzumaciju hrane;
Balen 2010:T. 28: 2):

a) konicne Salice,

b) Salice konkavnog tijela s ru¢kom koja nadvisuje
rub.

0d svakodnevnih uporabnih predmeta u kontek-
stima kostolacke kulture pronadeni su razliciti
tipovi keramickih prsljenova, kalemovi, vedi utezi
kruznog ili piramidalnog oblika koji su ¢esto nala-
Zeni kraj ognjista (Markovic¢ 1994: 105, T. 31: 11; Ske-
lac 1997: T. 4: 1, 9) te Zlice s nastavkom za drzanje
(Balen 2010: 100).
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vessel was fired, but that the calcite used in its pro-
duction could have previously been thermally pro-
cessed (Sofaer & Roberts 2016: 479-496), suggesting
that there was a need for thorough planning and
executing the process of decorating vessels, which
required not only the artistic skill to develop the
motifs, but also precise technological knowledge
and skills. A similar situation was recorded through
analyses of material from the Neolithic site of Vors
in Hungary (Gherdan et al. 2005: 103-108).

When it comes to function, vessels are usually di-
vided into those for cooking (thermal processing of
the content), vessels used for storing solids or lig-
uids, and vessels used for serving/consuming food
(Miloglav 2014: 205). The typological analyses of
material from Croatian sites revealed the following
types (Balen 2010: 98-100):

1. bowls (vessels used for serving/consuming food;
Finds from Dakovo-Franjevac; Balen 2010: calotte-
shaped bowls, bowls with an outward-facing rim:
Pl. 24: 1-5; PI. 26: 1-3; PI. 28: 1; PI. 29: 2-3; elongated,
oval bowls with a rounded body, a slightly inverted
rim and a straight base: Pl. 28: 3; slightly biconical
bowls with aribbon-like handle on the transition of
the body: Pl. 30: 4; Balen 2011):

a) calotte-shaped bowls,

b) bowls with an outward-facing rim,

c) elongated, oval bowls with a rounded body, a
slightly inverted rim and a straight base,

d) slightly biconical bowls with aribbon-like handle
on the transition of the body;

2. elongated vessels (Ger. Fischbutte; finds from
Vukovar-Lijeva bara, Ceri¢, Osijek and BDakovo-
Franjevac (Balen 2002a: 155; 2010: 99; 2011);

3. pots (vessels for cooking and storing food; Balen
2010: Pl. 30: 1):

a)rounded pots,

b) pots with an S-profile,

) vessels with a narrow opening and two handles
on the body (amphorae);

4. cups (vessels used for serving/consuming food;
Balen 2010: PI. 28: 2):

a) conical cups,

b) cups with a concave body and a handle that goes
above the rim.

Everyday finds of profane character from sites
of the Kostolac culture include different types of
ceramic whorls, spools, larger round or pyrami-
dal weights that often appear next to hearths
(Markovi¢ 1994: 105, Pl. 31: 11; Skelac 1997: Pl. 4: 1,
9), and spoons with protrusions for hafting (Balen
2010: 100).

POVRATAK U PROSLOST



Slika / Figure. 2. Posude kostolatke kulture s nalazista Dakovo-Franjevac / Vessels of the Kostolac culture from the site of Dakovo-Franjevac

(foto/ photo: I. Krajcar).

Predmeti kultne namjene

Predmeta Cija funkcija bi mogla biti kultnog ili reli-
gioznog karaktera u kontekstima kostolac¢ke kultu-
re nema mnogo, ali valjaistaknutiidol iz Vukovara
(Dorn 1976: 13-14) te ulomke sedlastih Zrtvenika iz
Ceric¢a (Dimitrijevi¢ 1979: T.2:11), Dalja (Balen 2002a:
155), Franjevca (Balen 2011: T.30:3) i novoistrazenog
lokaliteta Novi Ceminac-Jauhov salas (Sl. 3) (Balen
et al. 2015; Balen et al. 2016; Duki¢ 2016), a koji uka-
zuju na moguce postojanje kulta plodnosti i Sto-
vanje rogatih Zivotinja (Balen 2010: 101). Raritet
predstavlja i nalaz Cetvrtaste posude s usicama za
ovjes te ulomak posude s likom oranta izvedenim
brazdastim urezivanjem s lokaliteta Dakovo-Fra-
njevac (Balen 2010: posuda, T. 29: 1; orant, T.30:2).

Stilski i geografski najbliza paralela ovom nala-
zu je prikaz na eneolitickoj Cetvrtastoj posudi s
nalazista Szelevény u Madarskoj (Balen 2011: 97,
Horvath & Balen 2012: 10). Neki autori smatraju
da se na spomenutom ulomku iz Franjevca nalaze
prikazi dvaju likova ¢iji se, dinami¢no prikazani,
poloZaji tijela mogu interpretirati kao plesni po-
kreti, $to pak otvara moguc¢nosti mnogo sloZenijih
razmatranja i interpretacija takvih pretpovijesnih
antropomorfnih prikaza (Turcin 2018).

COPPER AGE IN NORTHERN CROATIA BACK TO THE PAST

Cult-related finds

Finds whose function could be cult-related or reli-
gious are not frequently discovered in the contexts
of the Kostolac culture, but some are noteworthy -
a figurine from Vukovar (Dorn 1976: 13-14) and frag-
ments of saddle-like altars from Ceri¢ (Dimitrijevic¢
1979: Pl. 2:11), Dalj (Balen 2002a: 155), Franjevac
(Balen 2011: PI. 30:3) and the newly-excavated site
of Novi Ceminac-Jauhov sala$ (Fig. 3) (Balen et al.
2015; Balen et al. 2016; Duki¢ 2016), and which indi-
cate the possible existence of a fertility cultand the
worship of horned animals (Balen 2010: 101). More
unique finds include a square vessel with small tu-
bular handles for hanging, and a fragment of a ves-
sel depicting an orant made by furrowed incising
from Dakovo-Franjevac (Balen 2010: vessel, PI. 29: 1;
orant, Pl. 30:2).

The stylistic and geographically closest analogy for
this find is an Eneolithic square vessel from Szel-
evény in Hungary (Balen 2011: 97; Horvath & Balen
2012:10). Some authors feel that the fragment from
Franjevac contains a depiction of two characters,
whose dynamic positions of the body could be in-
terpreted as dance moves. This creates a possibility
to study and interpret such prehistoric anthropo-
morphic depictionsin asignificantly more complex
way (Turcin 2018).
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Slika/ Figure 3 Sedlasti kerami¢ki Zrtvenik s lokaliteta Novi Ceminac-
Jauhov salas / A saddle-like ceramic altar from the site of Novi Cemi-
nac-Jauhov salas (foto / photo: I. Krajcar).

Osim predmeta, i neke strukture na lokalitetu Da-
kovo-Franjevac ukazuju na moguce ritualne funk-
Cije, primjerice uz ukopanu strukturu S) 160/161
(SI. 1) pronaden je ukop Covjeka s dvije Zivotinje, a
u samoj zemunici, u dva odvojena jamska prosto-
ra, i dva ukopa lubanja (Balen 2008; 2010: 94; 2011).

Kameni nalazi

Lomljene kamene alatke predstavljaju Cest nalaz
na kostolackim lokalitetima, a detaljnije analize
napravljene su na materijalu s polozaja Vucedol-
vinograd Streim (Balen et al. 2015: sl. 1, 14; Balen
2005a: 33; 2010: 93), Dakovo-Franjevac (Buncic
2011) i Slav¢a kod Nove Gradiske (Sosi¢ & Karava-
nic¢ 2004).

U kostolackom sloju na lokalitetu Vucedol-vino-
grad Streim, a u blizini dvaju nadzemnih objekata,
pronadene su dvije ve¢e nakupine kamenih jezgri
za izradu sjeciva, od kojih neke jesu, a neke nisu
obradivane lomljenjem (Balen 2005a: 33; 2010: 93).
Samim svojim poloZajem, ovi skupovi nalaza uka-
zuju na mogucu obradu sirovine unutar jednog
domacdinstva, a Cinjenica da je pronaden i velik
broj oblutaka sugerira da nije koristen kamen iz
primarnog lezista te da se mozda radi o skuplja-
nju sirovine na jednom mjestu za daljnju obradu
ili transport (Balen 2005a: 33; 2010: 93 102). Za na-
laze s lokaliteta Slav¢a, koji ukljucuju jezgre, sjeci-
va, Sila/dubila, grebala i strugala (Skelac 1999: 15:
Vrdoljak & Mihaljevi¢ 1999: 46, T.4: 2-6; Balen 2010:
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Other than objects, some structures from bakovo-
Franjevac also indicate a possible religious func-
tion. For example, a human and double animal bur-
ial was discovered next to the dugout structure SU
160/161 (Fig. 1), and the pit itself also yielded two
skulls that were discovered in two separate parts of
the structure (Balen 2008; 2010: 94; 2011).

Stone finds

Chipped stone tools are a frequent find at sites
of the Kostolac culture, and more detailed analy-
ses were conducted on material from Vucedol-
vinograd Streim (Balen et al. 2015: fig. 1, 14; Balen
2005a: 33; 2010: 93), Dakovo-Franjevac (Buncic¢ 2011)
and Slav¢a near Nova Gradiska (Sosi¢ & Karavani¢
2004).

The Kostolac layer at Vu€edol-vinograd Streim, in
the vicinity of two above-ground structures, yield-
ed two larger concentrations of cores for blade pro-
duction, some of which were, and some of which
were not processed by knapping (Balen 2005a: 33;
2010: 93). By their position, these assemblages sug-
gest that raw material could have been processed
within a single household, and the fact thata large
number of pebbles was recorded suggests that the
used stone was not obtained from primary sources,
and was possibly collected in one place for future
processing or transport (Balen 2005a: 33; 2010: 93
102). The Neolithic and Eneolithic material from
Slavca (Skelac 1999: 15: Vrdoljak & Mihaljevi¢ 1999:
46, Pl. 4 2-6; Balen 2010: 100) was comparatively
analyzed, and the results show that Eneolithic
blades were made outside the settlement or were
obtained through trade (S03i¢ & Karavanic 2004: 37-
38). The material fits into the model which states
that easily available raw materials were used (re-
gardless of quality) during the Late Neolithic and
the Early Eneolithic of Transdanubia, and that a
wider range of raw materials from the broader
region was used during the Middle and the Late
Neolithic (Kaczanowska & Kozlowski 1997; Sosi¢
& Karavani¢ 2004: 38). The material from Dakovo-
Franjevac also fitsinto the described model, and an
emphasis should be put on the distinct sickle gloss
on chipped stone tools, which is created through
the cutting of plants, and which was recorded on
a total of 161 blades, i.e. blade fragments (Bunci¢
2011, Dukic¢ 2014: 32).

POVRATAK U PROSLOST BAKRENO DOBA U SJEVERNOJ HRVATSKO]



100), napravljena je komparativna analiza neoliti¢-
kog i eneolititkog materijala, a rezultati pokazuju
da su u eneolitiku sjetiva izradivana izvan naselja
ili da su pribavljana trgovinom (503i¢ & Karavanic¢
2004: 37-38). Sam materijal uklapa se u model pre-
ma kojem se, na prostoru Transdanubije, tijekom
kasnog neolitika i ranog eneolitika koriste lako
dostupne lokalne sirovine (bez obzira na kvalite-
tu), dok u srednjem i kasnom eneolitiku ponovno
dolazi do iskoriStavanja raznolikijih sirovina iz
Sire regije (Kaczanowska & Kozlowski 1997; Sosic¢
& Karavani¢ 2004: 38). Materijal s lokaliteta Dako-
vo-Franjevac takoder se uklapa u navedeni model,
a kao posebnu zanimljivost valja istaknuti karak-
teristi¢an sjaj srpa na lomljenim litickim orudima
koji nastaje sje¢om biljaka, a koji je ustanovljen na
¢ak 161 sjecivu, odnosno njihovim ulomcima (Bun-
¢i¢ 2011; Dukic 2014: 32).

Gla¢ane kamene alatke javljaju se u znatno ma-
njem broju od lomljenih i onih s abrazivnhom povr-
Sinom, a najcesce se radi o sjekirama s rupom za
nasad drika koje su, kako pokazuju analize, za vri-
jeme svojeg upotrebnog perioda vise puta preobli-
kovane i ponovno koriStene (Balen 2010: 100; 2011).

Medu kamenim alatkama s abrazivhom povrsi-
nom najcesce sejavljaju zrvnjeviirastiraci,a nesto
rjede brusovi (Balen 2011; Duki¢ 2014: 32).

Metalni nalazi

lako se radi o bakrenodobnoj pojavi, metalni na-
lazi kostolacke kulture nisu mnogobrojni. U prvoj
vecoj sinteziiz1979. godine navode se nalazi dvaju
bakrenih Sila s Gomolave te dvije cijele i nekoliko
fragmentiranih igala iz Pivnice (Tasi¢ 1979: 257-
258). U novijim istrazivanjima na prostoru isto¢ne
Hrvatske, na lokalitetu Dakovo-Franjevac prona-
deno je Sest bakrenih predmeta - tri Sila, dva mo-
guca ulomka Sila i jedan mogu¢i ulomak bodeza
(Balen 2010: 100). Spomenuta 3ila su Cetvrtastog
presjeka s kratkim trnom, a o¢uvani ulomak bode-
Za ima ocuvanu zaobljenu prikovnu plocicu s tri
zakovice (Balen 2011: 121).

Osim metalnih predmeta, posebno valja istaknuti
i nalaz cetvrtastog keramickog kalupa za lijevanje
metalnih dlijeta s lokaliteta Osijek-Frigis 1 koji je
pronaden na dnu jame, ispod vece koli¢ine uloma-
ka velikih keramickih posuda koji su bili horizon-
talno poslagani u dva reda kao neka vrsta obloge
(Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2014: 24).

BACK TO THE PAST

Polished stone tools are nowhere near as frequent
as knapped and abrasive ones, and most often in-
clude axes with holes for hafting that were, as in-
dicated by analyses, reshaped and reused several
times during their period of use (Balen 2010: 100;
2011).

Stone tools with an abrasive surface most often
include grindstones and handstones, and, seldom,
whetstones (Balen 2011; Buki¢ 2014: 32).

Metal finds

Although itis a Copper Age occurrence, metal finds
of the Kostolac culture are rare. The first large syn-
thesis, published in 1979, listed two copper awls
from Gomolava, as well as two complete and sever-
al fragmented needles from Pivnica (Tasi¢ 1979: 257-
258). The recent excavations from eastern Croatia,
i.e. the site of Dakovo-Franjevac, yielded six copper
finds - three awls, two possible awl fragments and
one possible fragment of a dagger (Balen 2010: 100).
The awls have a square cross-section and a short
tang, and the preserved dagger fragment has a
round hilt-attachment plate and three rivets (Balen
2011:121).

Other than metal finds, it is important to mention
the find of a square ceramic mold for casting awls
from Osijek-Frigis 1, which was discovered at the
bottom of a pit under a large amount of pottery
fragments that were horizontally arranged in two
rows as a sort of lining (Tresi¢ PaviCi¢ 2014: 24).

Slika / Figure 4. Kerami¢ki kalup, Osijek-Frigis / Ceramic mold, Osijek-
Frigis (foto/ photo: I. Krajcar).
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KosStani nalazi

KoStanealatke nisu Cestavrsta nalaza nakostolac-
kim lokalitetima, moguce zbog toga Sto ih je Cesto
moguce definirati tek podrobnom analizom Zivo-
tinjskog osteoloSkog materijala. Na lokalitetu Da-
kovo-Franjevac oCuvano je osam kostanih spatula,
Sila i ulomaka alatki te nekolicina alatki izradenih
od jelenjih rogova (Hincak & Miheli¢ 2011: 135). Ko-
StanaSila najcesdisu tip nalaza (Balen 2010: 100), a
jedno je pronadeno i na lokalitetu Novi Ceminac-
Jauhov salas (Balen et al. 2015: 14).

Privreda:s

Privredu kostolacke kulture moguce je prili¢no
jasno rekonstruirati analizom Zivotinjskih osteo-
loSkih te arheobotanickih ostataka pronadenih u
razli¢itim strukturama.

OsteoloSke analize provedene na materijalu s pro-
stora Republike Hrvatske pokazuju da se prehrana
kostolacke populacije na polozaju Vinograd-Stre-
im temeljila na uzgajanim Zivotinjama (goveda,
ovce/koze, svinje), te u manjoj mjeri, na divljim
Zivotinjama (jelen, srna) i pticama (Mis¢in 1986;
Jurisi¢ 1988: 20; Malez 1995: 28, tab. 1; Balen 20053,
2010: 101), ali da su koristene i slatkovodne ribe
(Saran, som, Stuka) i Skoljke (Paunovi¢ & Lajtner
1995: 34, sl.1; Balen 2010: 101). Sli¢na situacija za-
biljeZzena je i na lokalitetu Gomolava gdje su usta-
novljeni ostaci goveda, ovaca, koza i svinja (Tasic¢
1979: 260; Blazi¢ 1986: 42; Balen 2010: 101) te jelena,
divlje svinjeisrne (Blazi¢ 1986: 42; Balen 2010: 101).

Arheobotanicke analize provedene su na manjem
broju kostolackih lokaliteta. Na lokalitetu Bakovo-
Franjevac ustanovljeni su ostaci jednozrne p3eni-
ce (Tmonococcum), graska (Pisum sativum), kuka-
viice (Lathyrus sativus)idivljih vrsta poput ovsika
(Bromus), bazge (Sambucus sp.) i drijena (Cornus
mas), a koji se uklapaju u standardnu sliku eneoli-
ticke ekonomije srednje i jugoisto¢ne Europe (Ba-
len 2010; 2011; Dukic¢ 2014: 30, 31). Sli¢na je situacija
zabiljezena i na Gomolavi, gdje je ustanovljeno ko-
ristenje dvozrne psenice, jeCma i, nesto rjede, pro-
sa, mahunailece (van Zeist 1979: 16, T.1; Jovanovic
2004: 108-109; Balen 2010: 102).

Biljke su, osim u ljudskoj i Zivotinjskoj prehrani,
mogle biti koriStene i u druge svrhe. U tom je kon-
tekstu posebno zanimljiv nalaz drijena (Cornus
mas) koji predstavlja izuzetno otpornu, ali savit-

Bone finds

Bone tools are not a frequent kind of find on sites
of the Kostolac culture, possibly because it is often
possible to define them only through a more de-
tailed analysis of animal osseous material. The site
of Dakovo-Franjevac yielded eight spatulas, awls
and tool fragments, and several tools made of deer
antlers (Hincak & Miheli¢ 2011: 135). Bone awls are
the most common type of find (Balen 2010: 100), and
one was also discovered at Novi Ceminac-Jauhov
salas (Balen et al. 2015: 14).

Economys

The economy of the Kostolac culture can be quite
clearly reconstructed through the analysis of ani-
mal osseous and archaeobotanical remains discov-
ered in different structures.

Analyses of osseous material conducted on mate-
rial from Croatia show that the diet of the Kostolac
population at Vinograd-Streim was based on cul-
tivated (cattle, sheep/goats, pigs) and, to a lesser
extent, wild animals (deer, roe), birds (Mis¢in 1986;
Jurisi¢ 1988: 20; Malez 1995: 28, tab. 1; Balen 2005a;
2010: 101), as well as fresh water fish (carp, catfish,
pike) and shells (Paunovi¢ & Lajtner 1995: 34, fig.
1; Balen 2010: 101). A similar situation was also re-
corded at Gomolava, which yielded the remains of
cattle, sheep, goats and pigs (Tasi¢ 1979: 260; Blazi¢
1986: 42; Balen 2010: 101), as well as deer, wild board
and roe (Blazi¢ 1986: 42; Balen 2010: 101).

Archaeobotanical analyses were conducted on a
smaller number of sites of the Kostolac culture.
The site of Dakovo-Franjevac yielded remains of
einkorn (Pl. monococcum), peas (Pisum sativum),
grass peas (Lathyrus sativus), and wild species like
brome grasses (Bromus), elder (Sambucus sp. ) and
Cornelian Cherry (Cornus mas), all of which fit into
the known picture of Eneolithic economy of central
and southeastern Europe (Balen 2010; 2011; Duki¢
2014: 30, 31). Asimilar situation was recorded at Go-
molava, which yielded traces of emmer, barley and,
in smaller quantities, millet, green beans and len-
tils (van Zeist 1979: 16, Pl. 1; Jovanovic¢ 2004: 108-109;
Balen 2010: 102).

Apart fromin the diet of people and animals, plants
could also have been used for other purposes. In
that sense, the discovery of Cornelian Cherry (Cor-
nus mas) is especially interesting because the plant

3 Vise o eneoliti¢koj privredi vidi u Reed, ovo izdanje.
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ljivu iizdrzljivu sirovinu za izradu drzaka za razne
vrste alata. U Ljubljanskom Barju pronadena je
eneoliticka gla¢ana kamena sjekira-Ceki¢ s rupom
za nasad, a, zahvaljujudi izuzetno velikoj vlazi,
ocuvan je i ulomak drska, izraden upravo od drve-
tadrijena (Tolar et al. 2008: 49-56).

Zanimljive spoznaje o privredi kostolackih popu-
lacija dobivene su kemijskim analizama stijenki
posuda. Primjerice, analizom posude iz Franjevca
ustanovljeni su ostaci pcelinjeg voska (do kojeg
je, kako se pretpostavlja, populacija dolazila saku-
pljanjem iz prirode; eng. honey hunting; Needham
& Evans 1987: 26-27; Bogaard et al. 2005: 505; Balen
2010: 102), dok su u maloj posudici s uSicom za
ovjes ustanovljeni tragovi ulja ili masnoce biljnog
ili Zivotinjskog porijekla (Balen 2010: 99).

Na temelju dosad provedenih analiza biljnih i Zivo-
tinjskih ostataka, ¢ini se da su se eneoliti¢ke popu-
lacije na prostoru Hrvatske u jednakoj mjeri bavile
poljoprivredom i sto¢arstvom (Giblin 2009; Giblin
et al. 2013; Hoekman-Sites & Giblin 2012; Reed 2017:
1762), Sto sugerira da se odnos izmedu zemljorad-
nje i stocarstva nije znatno promijenio uslijed
druStveno-ekonomskih i klimatskih promjena koje
su se tada odvijale, iako su vjerojatno postojale
diferencijacije izmedu lokaliteta (Reed 2017: 1762).

BACK TO THE PAST

isaveryresilient, butalsoavery bendy and durable
raw material used in the production of hafts for dif-
ferent types of tools. Ljubljansko Barje yielded an
Eneolithic polished stone axe-hammer with a hole
for hafting and, due to the extremely humid condi-
tions, a fragment of the haft, made precisely from
the wood of Cornelian Cherry (Tolar et al. 2008: 49-
56).

The chemical analyses of vessel walls also provided
interesting insight into the economy of the Kos-
tolac populations. For example, the analysis of a
vessel from Franjevac revealed traces of beeswax
(which the population might have gathered from
nature, i.e. honey hunting; Needham & Evans 1987:
26-27; Bogaard et al. 2005: 505; Balen 2010: 102), and
an analysis of a small vessel with tubular handles
yielded traces of oil or fat of plant or animal origin
(Balen 2010: 99).

Based on the analyses of plant and animal remains
that have been conducted so far, it seems that
the Eneolithic populations from the territory of
Croatia equally engaged in agriculture and animal
husbandry (Giblin 2009; Giblin et al. 2013, Hoekman-
Sites & Giblin 2012; Reed 2017: 1762), which sug-
gests that the relation between agriculture and
cattle-breeding had not significantly changed due
to the social, economic and climate changes of the
period, although there might have been variations
between certain sites (Reed 2017: 1762).
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