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Settlements of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture in Banat

Keywords: Banat, Late Bronze Age, Cruceni-Belegis culture, settlements, fortifications,
pit-dwelling houses, storage pits, hearths, ovens, ceramic tipology.

I. Introduction

I.1 Geographical landscape of the Banat

From a geographical point of view, Banat is delimited by the Mures river in the north, by the Tisa
in the west, by the Danube in the south, and by the western side of the Meridional Carpathians. From a
geomorphological point of view, the relief is disposed in three levels from east to west: plain, hill,
mountain.

Banat is situated on the axis of four important migration routes. One of them, following the Sava
river, reaches the north of Italy. The second way, constituted by the Morava-Vardar corridor, that
penetrates into the Balkanic area from north-west to south-east, makes the connection with the north of the
Aegean Sea. The third way is the Danube course that is the link between the Pannonian Plain and the Low
Danube Plain, and the fourth way is the Tisa that links the Danube area to the north-western Carpathians.
These are lines from which several secondary routes that connect Transylvania appeared. But, the valley
and the Bega are among the most important ones.

1.2 Paleoclime and vegetation in the Bronze Age

According to the periods proposed by A. Blytt and R. Sernander (Blytt-Sernander periodization),
the Holocene is divided in several climatic periods. The Bronze Age developed from the end of the Atlantic
(5500-2250 BC) to the end of the Subboreal (2250-700 BC).

At the end of the Atlantic period, a gradual cooling occurs reaching minimum temperatures at the
middle of the 3™ millenium B.C.!, after which the temperature became stable. In Subboreal, the climate
became drier. In the second half of the 2™ millenium B.C. a significant climatic deterioration took place.
The causes of this deterioration are debatable, but the volcanic eruptions from Santorini (1628 BC) si Hekla
3 (1159 BC) are among the spreaded hypotheses beside the massive deforestation as a result of
metallurgical activity. The climatic extremes determined changements both at the level of the ground-water
layer, and in the hydrologic flow of rivers, that led to numerous floods of the low grounds’.

The cultural landscape changes during from the second half of the Bronze Age changes. The
ancient fells characteristic to the Middle Bronze in the south-east of Europe are abandoned’ and seasonal
settlements with relatively circular pit-dewelling houses appear. It was ascertained new subsistence
strategies based on breeding of domestic big animals (cattle), and the ovicaprines®, big grass consumers
and, at the same time, even injurious in the process of regeneration of the young shoots.

The Subboreal climate became drier, but milder.

I1. History of investigations and terminology of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture

I1.1. History of the archaeological investigations of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture

Among the early discoveries are those from Checea, Livezile (ex- Tolvadia), Timisoara-Parcul
Central, Sag, Vatina, Jimbolia, Munar—Bezdiner Weingdrten/Wolfsberg, Jasa Tomi¢ (fostul Modos),
Dubovac-Kudeliste, Nerau-Hunca Mare etc.

In Srem, the most important archaeological investigations achieved in the second half of the 20th
century-beginning of the 21st century were those from Belegis-Stojica Gumno, Beograd-Rospi Cuprija,
Beograd-Karaburma, Hrkovci—-Gomolava, Jakovo-Kaluderske livade, Surcin etc.

In the Serbian Banat, among the most important Cruceni-Belegis$ sites, are those discovered at
llandza-Stojkova Zagrada, OreSac-Proletarska ulica, Kovacica-Vinogradi, Vojlovica—Rafineria nafte
(necropolis I-1T), Opovo-Beli Breg (Silos) and Beli Breg — Utva’s yard.

In the Romanian Banat, the archacological investigations, especially the rescue excavations,
pointed out the existence of several settlements and necropoles as for example those from Cruceni, Bobda,
Timisoara-Fratelia, Voiteni-Ciacova, Peciu Nou-/n Irigat and at Bociar, Hodoni—Pustd, Ticvaniu Mare—
Ferma nr. 2, Foeni—-Gomila Lupului 11, Giroc-Mescal.



In Backa, among the important archaeological investigations in Cruceni-Belegi$ sites, there are
those from MoSorin-Feudvar and Stubarlija Surduk/Dukatar Surduk, Kaé-Popov Salas (sites no. 1 and 2).

In Oriental Slavonia (the north-east of Croatia), the most important are the archaeological
excavations from Dalj-Livadice, Sarvas-Gradac, Osijek (Krcevine, Retfala, Turda) and Vinkovci (Trznica
tell, Brodska imovna opcina, Marica).

In the superior valley of the Morava (Pomoravlje), the most relevant archaeological results for the
expansion of Cruceni-Belegi$ are those from Leskovac—Hisar.

I1.2 Problems of terminology

Discoveries of Cruceni-Belegi§ type were known in the archaeological literature under different
forms: ,,urn fields™®, ,,protovillanova™, or ,,pseudo-protovillanova”8.

Utilization of the names of .,Vatina culture”/..VrSac culture” and ..Gérla Mare culture”

Since the second half of the 20th century,it is generalized the assignment of the discoveries typical
to the Cruceni-Belegi§ I phase to a late phase of the Vatina culture’, successively names ,,Vattina III""°,
“Vattina-Vrsac”''/Verse g-Vatina” 2>V atina-Vrsac™"? s ., Vatin-Vriac”/,,Vriac-Ilandza™' 4, “Belegis-
Ilandza”"’, Late VrSac (,,Spétvrsac”)'’, "Late Vatina (Belegis I)”', ,,Vatina-Belegis” (of the Vatina culture
in Srem and Slavonia)ls, ,,Late Pecica-Vatina group”19 and even ,,Vatina-Dubovac/Géarla Mare complex”zo.

There were denominations defining other ethnical-cultural manifestations, but which are related to
the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture. The term of ,,Late Virseg-Dubovaf’21 or even ,,the Garla Mare culture”are an
example in this sense™. Associated to the discoveries from Vriac, other denominations were those from
»Virsat-Cruceni” and Versec-Kubin®*,

Utilization of the term of ,, Urnfield Culture”

Discoveries of ,,Late Vatina” or ,,Vatin-VrSac” types were included, initially, in the civilization of the urn
fields from Hungary25 . N. Tasi¢, in a first stage, uses the term of ,,Urnfield Culture with flat surface”, term
that was abandoned as a consequnce of the confusion concerning utilization of the term of
Urnenfelderkultur/Urnfield Culture for the ethnical-cultural manifestations from the central Europe®. The
term of ,,Urnfield Culture” seems to be edifying for M. GaraSanin who names the second stage of the
cremation necropoles from Belegis, Ilandza and Cruceni using the term of ,,vojvodanska grupa prelaznog
perioda” that would correspond to the beginning of the first Iron Age*’. But, the most often, the discoveries
of the second stage of the Cruceni-Belegi culture were associated with the term of ,,Urnfield Culture”*®.

Utilization of the term of ,, Tolvadia”

Analysis of the ceramic material from Livezile (ex- Tolvadia, Timis county) made by A.
Mozsolics determined her to use the term of ceramics of ,, Tolvadia” typezg, term that would be used,
initially, also by other archaeologists®.

Utilization of the term of ,, Belegi§ group” or ,, Belegis cultural group”

After abandoning the term of ,,Urnfield Culture with flat surface”, N. Tasi¢ mentions the existence
of the Belegis I and Belegis II groups®'. As a result of the internal periodization of this culture®, the two
major stages were used by certain specialists independently one by the other so that, beside the incorrect
term of ,,Belegis I group” and ,,Belegis II group™’ it was gotten to that of ,,the Belegis I culture” and ,,the
Belegis 11 culture™”.

Utilization of the term of ,, Belegis”in association with other archaeological research stations

Wishing to define the discoveries that have similarities, in the archaeological research also
penetrated the terms of ”Suréin cultural group” or “Suréin-Belegis’, ,,necropoles of Belegis-Ilandza II
type36, »the Versec-Belegi§ 1 culture™’, ,the Pécska-(Pecica)-Belegis culture™®, | fluted ceramics of
Suréin-Belegis-Dubovac type”™’.

Utilization of term of ,,the Belegis culture” and ,,the Cruceni-Belegis culture”

N. Tasi¢’s incontestable merit is that of defining the discoveries assigned to the end of the Bronze
Age from Srem and Banat with the term of ,,the Belegis culture™, even if it is proper to mention the fact
that Z. Benkovsky-Pivovarova is among the pioneersof utlization of this term*'. The term of ,Belegis
culture” will be gradually introduced in the archaeological Serbian literature™, being permanently
promoted by N. Tasi¢ in his subsequent studies®.

Analysis of the inventory of the cremation graves from Cruceni, still partly published by
nowadays, determined S. Morintz to consider that the term of ”Cruceni-Belegi§ culture” is more suitable
for denomination of this ethnical-cultural manifestation®. This term will be accepted by the Romanian
archaeology®’ and it would be partly taken over by the foreign archaeological literature®.

There were also tendencies of simplification of this denomination of Cruceni-Belegi$ culture. In
the same year with the publishing of S. Morintz’s monograph, M. Petrescu-Dimbovita uses the term of




,,Cruceni culture™’, a term that was then taken over by D. Berciu®, L. Mérghitan”, N. Gudea and 1.

Motu™, A.S. Luca’'.

The existing similarities in shape and flutted decoration of certain of the archaeological
discoveries from Banat and from the regions in the close vicinity, determined the appearance of some
denominations as ,,Belegis-Bobda culmre”sz, ,,Bobda—Susani”53, ,,Bobda II-Susani-Belegis 11 complex”54.

Utilization of the term of ,, Belegis”’in association with the Gdva culture

Starting from division of the first two stages of evolution of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture in two
distinct ethnical-cultural manifestations, the term of ,,Belegis [I-Gava™ and even of ,Gava cultural
complex”® appeared in the archaeological literature. The term of ,,Belegis II-Gava” would be taken over by
the archaeological literature from Serbia, among the archaeologists who would use this denomination being
also N. Tasi¢”".

Utilization of this improper terminology by Pr. Medovi¢ was also pointed out by Szabd G., who
was emphasizing that, south to the Mures-Aranca line, the Gava culture was presented only through the
influences of this culture **.

I11. Opinions concerning the Bronze Age chronological systems

I11.1 Chronological systems of periodization of the Bronze Age

Within this subchapter, there were presented the main chronological systems used by the
archaeological investigation. These systems were grouped by geographical regions taking into account
thatsome earlier periodizations (ex. Montelius) continue to be used even today59. In Central and South-
Eastern Europe, it is still used the chronological system of P. Reinecke (1872-1958) for the south of
Germany®. This periodization will be modified by K. Willvonseder, F. Holste, W. Torbriigge and K.
Ritttershofer so that the correct term of the chronological system used today by the archacological
investigation is ,,Reinecke-Willvonseder-Holste-Torbriigge-Ritttershofer™'.

FI. Gogaltan uses the same tripartite system of division of the Bronze Age (Early, Middle and Late
Bronze). The Late Bronze is subdivided in three phases: Late Bronze I, I and III. Late Bronze I is
equivalent with Bz. B, and C stages of the central-European periodization. The beginning was placed
before 1500 B.C. The Late Bronze II covers the Bz. D period, and the Late Bronze III comprises the Ha. A
period, the end of this last stage being determined by the appearance and spreading of the Gava-Holihrady
complex®.

On the basis of the concise, but comprehensible analysis of the elements of connection between
the Aegean-Anatolian area and the south-East of Europe, Al. Vulpe considers that the beginning of the Late
Bronze took place about in 1600/1500 B.C., the lower limit being placed about 1200/1150 B.C.%. The
tendency of placing the beginning of the Late Bronze at a much earlier date (1700/1500 B.C.) is proposed
also by other specialists®. On the base of the new data '*C from the pit-dwelling house L.2/2006 from
Giroc-Mescal (1743—1531 calBC in 2 Sigma) and from the pit-dwelling house L. 13/2004 from Foeni-
Gomila Lupului 11 (1687-1496 calBC in 2 Sigma), it can be considered a possible moment of beginning of
the Late Bronze I an earlier date than Fl. Gogaltan anticipated, respectively the half of the 16th century
B.C. or, the earliest, sometime in the first half of the 16™ century B.C.. The moment coincides with the
population movements in the Central Europe (Hiigelgrdberkultur) and in the South-Eastern Europe (the
bearers of the north-Pannonian incrusted ceramics, communities of Litzzenkeramik type) and with cooling of
the climate in the second half of the 2" millenium B.C., probably one of the factors that determined
modification of the alimentary economy of the Middle Bronze cultures.

Chronologically, the Late Bronze II starts in Reinecke Bz. D (13th century B.C., maybe earlier),
and the end of this period can be placed at the middle of the 12th century B.C., respectively at the middle of
the Ha. A;stage.

The Late Bronze III represents the period of transition at the first Iron Age covering the interval
between the second hald of the Ha. A, stage and the end of the Ha. A stage.

I11.2 Data concerning absolute chronology of the Cruceni-Belegis culture

The incipient stage, less systematic, of investigation of the settlements of the Cruceni-Belegis
culture reflects also in collecting radiocarbon proofs, necessary to an absolute chronological periodization.

Beside the sample from Gomolava, taken in 1972, other samples of burnt wood were collected
from the Cruceni-Belegi§ settlements from Foeni-Gomila Lupului II (campaigns 2000 and 2004)°° and
Giroc-Mescal (campaign 2006)°, as well as from the structure of burnt wood of the wall of the Enclosure I
(phase B) of the earthen fortification from Cornesti-/arcuri (campaign 2008)®’.



It is evident that this database (Fig. 1) is, for the moment, statistically insignificant, but it offers
the first absolute chronological reference points for the archaeological complexes at the end of the Bronze
Age in Banat.
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Fig.1: Table with the results of radiocarbon samples taken from Foeni, Giroc and Gomolava.

IV. Cruceni-Belegis$ culture

IV.1. Genesis of the Cruceni-Belegis culture

In the genesis of Cruceni-Belegi$ culture the contribution of the incrusted Transdanubian pottery,
was observed, as well as influences of the tumular graves culture from the Central Europe
(Hiigelgriberkultur) with which Cruceni-Belegi$ culture was partially contemporaneous®.

IV.2. Evolution of the Cruceni-Belegis culture and internal periodization

On the base of the actual stage of investigation, it can be asserted that the beginning of the
Cruceni-Belegi$ culture marks the beginning of the Late Bronze period characterized by radical changes as
concerning:

a. — type of habitation (the te// type habitation are abandoned for pit-dewelling settlements),

b. — type of alimentary economy (a certain option for the big herbivorous animals),

c. — spiritual life (adoption of cremation, generalization of the votive depositions of bronze

objects).

d. — amplification of the economical-cultural contacts on large areas.

e. — development of the bronze metallurgy.

The Cruceni-Belegis culture will developed in an area which, at large, controls part of the Middle
Danube course (to Backa region), as well as the communication junctions (Sava, Drava, Tisa and Morava).

The end of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture was assigned, for a while, in a cliche repetition, to the
Csorva cultural group, considered the vanguard of the Géava culture . Evolution of the Csorva group, in the
south of Hungary, was placed between Bz. D and Ha. A;, being followed then by the Gava culture that
appeared only in Ha. A; Here we have to mention here a new perspective in the Hungarian archaeology,
respectively inclusion of the Géva culture in the cultural complex from the south-east of Europe, different
from the civilizations of Urnfield Culture from the Central Europe™. In Szabé G.’s opinion, the Géava
culture would not cross the Mures-Aranca, its presence being at level of influences’’. This assertion
correspondsalso with the opinion of several Romanian specialists who consider that penetration of this
culture took place through repeated infiltrations not earlier than Ha. A,, the most probably in Ha. B,”
(respectively, on the brink of 1000 B.C.).

A far off effect of the ethnical-cultural dynamics from Banat at the end of the Bronze Age and the
beginning of the first Iron Age is the appearance of the Chisinau-Corlateni culture in the east-Carpathian
region. The line covered by these communities is asubject still disputed”.



IV.3 Internal periodization of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture

Within this subchapter, the main proposals of internal periodization of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture
were reviewed.

K. Horedt divided the necopoles from Cruceni and Bobda in two major stages (Cruceni I-II and
Bobda I-II)’*. Between the two necropoles, the ceramic analogies allowed to point out a chronological
syncronism, Bobda I evolving in parallel or, more probable, just intersecting the Cruceni II stage. The
Bobda II stage will develop along the whole Ha. A period, that M. Guma determined to consider Bobda II
as a distinct cultural group”.

N. Tasi¢ divided ,,Belegi§ group” in two phases: Belegi$ I-II. The Phase Il was divided in the
Belegis Ila and IIb phases’®. In the subsequent periodizations, N. Tasi¢ returns to the evolution of the
,,Belegis§ culture”, that he divides in two major stages of evolution (Belegi§ I and II), each of them, at its
turn, being divided in three subphases (Belegis-Cruceni Ia-c and Belegi§-Bobda Ila-c)’”’. Within these
periodizations, there were noticed mistakes that were at large discussed, emphasizing especially the
synchronizations among subphases and the final moment of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture, which culminates
with the association of the Susani group with the Gava culture in the last periodization ’*.

Lj. Bukvi¢ opts for a new denomination of the Phase II of the Cruceni-Belegis culture, naming it
,,Gava complex of the flutted pottery””, divided in two main phases (I and II). In the actual stage of
knowledge concerning the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture, it can certainly assert that this ethnical-cultural
manifestation is a unitary one. The care taken so not to derrange the previous burrials, as well as the long
evolution of necropoles, in which the graves seem to have been disposed in clans, indicate a population
with the cult ancestors. This population centred its existence around the sacred area constituted by the
necropolis.

Another proposal of periodization of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture was that of J. Simi¢ who
proposes a periodization in three major stages:

1. Belegi$ I -, Reinecke” Bz. B1/B, and Bz. C;.

2. Belegis Il —Reinecke Bz. C and Bz. D.

3. Belegi$ IIl -Ha. A, and Ha. A)/Ha. B;.

In the end of this succint presentation of the periodizations proposed for the evolution of the
Cruceni-Belegi$ culture, it is proper to mention that the term of Belegi$ III is not a new term. M. Giri¢
divided the evolution of the Bronze Age necropolis from Idos-Livade (Budzak) in three stages. The third
stage was ,,Urnfield of Belegis III type” (,;aux champs d’urne du type Belegis 111")*.

As we have already mentioned some other times®', the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture, in my opinion, can
be divided in three major stages characterized not only by the technique in which the vesselornaments are
achieved, but also thier shape:

1. Cruceni-Belegis I phase, characterized by the ornaments achieved in the pseudo-corded and
incision technique. The vertical or oblique wide groove on the belly of the small cups or of
the vessels of kantharos type added to them. From the point of view of the chronological
assignment, this stage places between ,,Reinecke” Bz. B, and Bz. C. In the absolute
chronology, the Cruceni-Belegis I phase can be surely placed at the middle of the 16th
century B.C..maybe even in the first half of this century.

2. Cruceni-Belegi§ II phase, characterized through generalization of groove and a certain
preference for the bitronconical vessels. Nevertheless, there were encountered also amphora
with globular trunkdecorated with oblique or vertical grooves. The Cruceni-Belegis II phase is
dated to the period between Reinecke Bz. D and the first half of the Ha. A; period. In the
absolute chronology, the beginning of this stage is placed about in 1300 B.C. and its end is
sometime at the middle of the 12th century B.C.

3. Cruceni-Belegi$ III phase, characterized through generalization of the neckless bitronconical
amphora with a low maximum diameter, decorated exclusively with circular or garland
grooves on the neck or obliquely (,, turban motif”’) on the occasionally rounded bottom of the
maximum diameter. Bobda II/Bobda-Csorva, Ticvaniul Mare-Karaburma III, Moldova Noua-
Liborajdea si Hinova-Mala Vrbica transition groups can be assigned to this period. The
Cruceni-Belegi§ culture had an essential contribution to the genesis of them®. These
transition groups represents, also in my opinion, regionalizations of the Cruceni-Belegi$
culture, whose causes can be also the exterior pressions or influences®. The Cruceni-Belegis
IIT phase can be placed starting from the second half of the Ha. A; period. The end of the
culture took place at the end of the Ha. A, period (about in 1000 B.C.*).



IV .4 Spreading of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture

The boundaries of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture are relatively well delimited. The bearers of this
ethnical-cultural manifestation were spread on a large area that comprises, generally, Slavonia Orientala,
Backa, Srem and Banat (excepting the north-western corner), and then, during the 3rd stage, the Cruceni-
Belegi§ communities go down along the Morava, to the south of the Balkanic Penisle stoping close to the
Vardar (in the repertory of discoveries with items typical to the Cruceni-Belegis culture were identified 295
sites). The next archaeological investigations will confirm whether this pression exerted by the
communities from Alfold are at the base of forming the manifestations of Bobda II, Susani, Ticvaniul
Mare-Karaburma III, Moldova Noui-Liborajdea, Hinova-MalaVrbica types®’.

The interest of the Cruceni-Belegi§ I communities was not directed only towards the AAegean
world, but also towards the central Europe as a discovery from Slovakia proves. Within the archaeological
investigations from Muzla—Vilmakert, in pit no. 66, there was discovered a deposition of ceramic vessels
decorated in the pseudo-corded technique (Litzen). The amphora with broken neck from ancient times has a
perfect analogy in the necropolis from Peciu Nou.

The relations of the Cruceni-Belegi§ commmunities with those ones situated north to the
Carpathain Bassin is demonstrated by the vessels discovered in the south-west of Poland within the area of
the Lausitzer culture®.

V. Settlements of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture

V.1. Types of settlements

A feature of the Cruceni-Belegis settlements is their location on a higher hill which should protect
them against possible floods, as well as the presence of only one culture layer, most of them belonging to
the second phase of this culture®’. An explanation for the Late Bronze settlements would be the seasonal
character dictated by the new climatic realities (clime cooling) that determined a new type of alimentary
economy in which breeding of high animals, providers of meat and milk, develops. This seasonal character
is probably determined by the practised type of agriculture and by the importance of breeding of cattle and
ovicaprines that were vegetation consumers. This fact determined a periodical changement of habitation.

On the base of what we have already known by now, the settlements of the Cruceni-Belegis
culture can be classified in open settlements (A) and fortified settlements (B).

A. Open settlements are located on higher hills, protected against floods or on the margin of high
terraces from the eastern part of Banat. From this point of view, the open settlements can be classified in:

A.1. — settlements on non-flooded hills (e.g. Cruceni-Mddosi ut, Deta-Dudarie, Foeni-Gomila

Lupului 11, Peciu Nou-Bociar, Timisoara-Fratelia, Hodoni-Pusta etc.)

A.2.— settlements located on high terraces (e.g. Cornesti-larcuri (Enclosure 1), Pischia-dealul

Cocor, Vizma).

B. Fortified settlements can be classified in two types:

B.1.— Naturally fortified settlements, on the high terraces of the rivers (e.g. Belegis-Gradac,

Hrtkovci-Gomolava, Zidovar, MoSorin-Feudvar, probably Giroc-Mescal).

B.2.— Fortified settlements with beaten clay walls (e.g. Cornesti-larcuri).

V.2 Spatial arrangement of settlements and the rapport between settlement-necropolis

The settlements of Cruceni-Belegi$ type indicate a rural population of sedentary farmers and
cattle and ovicaprines breeders, who also practised hunting®®. S. Forenbaher considers that these settlements
were situated, generally, at about 10 km one by the other,maybe more®, but the distance between them
could have been also shorter.

V.3 The characteristic houses of Cruceni-Belegi§ culture

The pit-dwellings houses have relatively medium dimensions that indicate their utilization by a
reduced number of people (very probably families with a reduced number of members). In the Cruceni-
Belegis settlements from Foeni-Gomila Lupului 11 (e.g. pit-dwellings houses L.3/2004 and L.5/2004) and
Timigoara-Fratelia (pit-dwellings house L.VIII/1977) there were found traces of pillar pits with diameter
between 10 and 15 cm, that could have been the trace of some wooden poles driven to support not only the
roof structure, but also the dwelling wall.

The roof of the pit-dewelling houses was built in several ways, which was proved by the presence
of a central supporting pillar. Such a roof is suggested by the central pillar pit from the houses L.1/1997 and




L.2/1999 from Peciu Nou-Bociar and L.2/2000 from Deta-Dudarie. This pillar for supporting the roof
could be placed also in the margin of the dwelling. This fact certainly affected the conical shape of the roof
putting it out of centre. An example of such a pit-dwelling house is L.3/2002 from Peciu Nou-Bociar.

Their floor is covered by a carpet of ceramic fragments that probably had the role to fortify the
sterile clay of which most of floors were made preventing water infiltration.

V.4 Pit-dwelling houses tipology

From a typological point of view, the pit-dwellings houses are divided, according to their shape,
in:

I. - quadrilateral pit-dwelling houses with rounded corners (Vinkovci-Trznica tell, Giroc-

Mescal, Hodoni-Pustd, Jabuka-Leva obala Nadele). According to the a pit-dwelling house
bottom, this type can be divided in:

— variant Ia — a pit-dwelling houses with flat bottom Vinkovci-TrzZnica tell, Hodoni-Pustd,
Jabuka-Leva obala Nadele).

— variant Ib — a pit-dwelling houses with deepened bottom in one side (Giroc-Mescal).

II. - ellipsoidal pit-dwelling houses, more or less regular (Deta-Dudarie, Foeni-Gomila Lupului
II, Peciu Nou-Bociar, Timisoara-Fratelia, Belegis-Gradac, Beograd-Karaburma etc.). This
type can also be divided according to the dwelling bottom.

— variant [la — a pit-dwelling houses with flat bottom (e.g. Foeni-Gomila Lupului 1I,

Timisoara-Fratelia, Giroc-Mescal (L.1/2006), Deta-Dudarie.).

— variant [Ib — pit-dwelling houses with deepened bottom in one side (e.g. dwellings L.1 and
L.2/2000 from Foeni-Gomila Lupului 11, dwelling L.3/2002 from Peciu Nou-Bociar,
dwellings L.II, L.III si L.VII/1977 from Timisoara-Fratelia, dwelling/’complex la” from
Kuzmin-Bregovi-Atovac).

A possible explanation of this deepeningin one side of the dwelling bottom could be that of
hydroimprovement where the cell had the role to collect humidity.

V.5. Ovens and fireplaces

The most numerous pit-dwelling houses did not have fireplaces inside, probably as a result of
minimum precaution. The lack of such fireplaces suggests the fact that the warming up would be done also
with help of vessels filled with embers. Nevertheless, some fragments of plasture with applied spiral motifs
at Hodoni-Pusta and Timisoara-Fratelia (L.II/1977) suggests the existence of some ovens with walls built
of clay rough cast.

The presence of the firepleces of large dimensions arranged among the pit-dewelling houses (e.g..
Timisoara-Fratelia, Hodoni-Pusta, Perlez-Batka) could suggest that food was cooked in common. The
absence of systematic investigations done on large areas does not allow to be verified these hypotheses.
Thus, this objective constitutes a purpose of the future archaeological investigations.

On the other side, fireplaces of large dimensions were discovered also inside of some pit-dwelling
houses (e.g. Timigoara-Fratelia, dwelling L.VIII/1977). This fact raises the problem of interpretation of
these archaeological complexes.

V.6. Storage pits

In the Cruceni-Belegi$ settlements, there were identified several types of storage pits. Their
dimensions are, very probably, dictated by the necessities of stocking food. The storage pits can be
classified in:

I - deep storage pits (over 1 m in depth).

I1 — less deep storage pits (under 1 m in depth).

According to the pit shape in profile, the storage pits can be divided in:

a. cylindrical pits (Foeni-Gomila Lupului 11, Hodoni-Pusta, Deta-Dudarie)

b. Tronconical/bell shaped pits (Timisoara-Fratelia, Deta-Duddrie)

c. Globular shaped pits (Timisoara-Fratelia, Deta-Dudarie).

d. Ellipsoidally dug inside and alveolate bottom (Foeni-Gomila Lupului 11, Deta-Dudarie).



VI. Archaeological investigations in the Cruceni-Belegis settlements from the Romanian Banat

VI.1 Archaeological investigations at Cornesti-larcuri (Enclosure I)

The archaeological investigations, started in autumn of 2007 and continued in 2008, pointed out
the existence of a fortification of platured clay in rectangular compartments obtained by fastening the
resistance structure with branches or trunks of young trees. The Enclosure I had two phases and two
defending ditches (in the 2nd phase, the closest ditch to the wall was rapidly filled).

Following just the inferior limit of the absolute data '*C, calibrated in 2 Sigma, with the biggest
probability (Fig. 31), it can be noticed that the chronological moment where the fortification setting on fire
can be placed does not go low under the 12th century B.C., a chronological level which would correspond
to the end of the Bronze Age. Construction of this fortification is placed, certainly, at the beginning of the
second half of the 2nd millenium B.C., the most probably at the end of the Bz. C period — beginning of the
Bz. D period of P. Reinecke’s modified system (Late Bronze II)

V1.2 Archaeological investigations from Cruceni—-Maddosi it

On the elongated hill, situated south-west to the necropolis, there were done two archaeological
sondaje without being discovered any archaeological complex. The ashy layer of culture with Cruceni-
Belegi$ ceramic fragments indicates the existence of a setting on fire that could be associated also with
prehistorical clearings.

V1.3 Archaeological investigations salvare from Deta—Dudarie.

The prehistorical discoveries in the park of Deta have been known for a long time in the
archaeological literature”. By occasion of the rescue investigations, there was discovered a Cruceni-
Belegis I-1I settlement. The materials indicate the transition to the 2nd stage. The numerous Zuto Brdo-
Garla Mare imports were found.

V1.4 Archaeological investiogations from Foeni-Gomila Lupului 11

On the hill situated at about 2.2 km north to the Foeni-Gomila Lupului 11 locality, there took place
two archaeologicalcampaigns (2000 and 2004). They pointed out the existence of a Cruceni-Belegi§ I-11
settlement, that superposed a settlement from the Cernavoda III-Boleraz horizon. There were discovered
bronze objects and some ceramic fragments of Zuto Brdo-Gérla Mare type.

VL5 Archaeological investigations from Giroc-Mescal

The site was investigated in summer of 1992, 1993 and 2006. The Cruceni-Belegi$ settlement is
dated to the phases I and II of its evolution. The prehistorical settlement is superposed by a thin layer of
Gornea-Kalakaca type, as well as by few graves from the 18th-19th centuries. There were discovered
several pit-dwelling houses from which two were dated to the 16™-15" centuries B.C.

VL.7. Archaeological investigations from Peciu Nou—Bociar

The archaeological station is situated at 1.7 km west to the communeof Peciu Nou and at about 0.7
km south-west to the necropolis Cruceni-Belegis’'. The archaeological investigations in 1997, 1999 and
2002 uncovered three Cruceni-Belegis 11 pit-dwelling houses and few provisions pits.

V1.8 Archaeological investigations from Timisoara-Fratelia

The archaeological site from Timisoara-Fratelia, situated in the yard of the Prefab Factory and of
the TCMT Store, was investigated along several campaigns of rescue investigations that took place
between 1976-1978. they uncovered a cremation necropolis and 20 pit-dwelling houses belonging to the
Cruceni-Belegi$ culture. Within this area, there were found also the vestiges of an eneolithical settlement.
These archaeological complexes date to the phases I and II of the Cruceni-Belegis$ culture.

V1.9 Archaeological investigations from Voiteni-Ciacova — Groapa cu vulpi

The cremation necropolis belonging to the bearers of the Cruceni-Belegis culture is situated at 4.5
km north-west to the railway station of the Voiteni locality, in the site known by natives under the name of
Groapa cu vulpi (The pit with foxes), where even nowadays clay is exploited for household workings. The
Cruceni-Belegis settlement is situated in the close vicinity of the necropolis, west to it. In the culture layer,
there were found archaeological materials belonging to the phase I of the Cruceni-Belegis culture.

VII. Analysis of the archaeological material discovered in the Cruceni-Belegis settlements

VIL.1 Ceramics of the Cruceni-Belegis culture

Within the characteristic shapes, several categories of vessels could be distinguished. Among
them, we mention globular and bitronconical amphorae’ (one of the most characteristic vessel shapes of
this culture), dishes, bowls with straight and inward rim, cups of different dimensions, sack-vessels, double




vessels — salt cellars and pyraunoi-vessels. This uniformity within the ceramics discovered in settlements
and necropoles seem to indicate the existence of some centres of potters who served several rural
communities.

Paste and burning technique

The analysis of the ceramics indicates several types of paste and burning. The experiments done
by the prehistorical potters were also evident. The decoration typical to the phase I of the Cruceni-Belegis
culture (incision, pseudo-cord and the broad groove) is gradually replaced with the oblique groove on the
belly and horizontal and in garland groove on the neck.

Problems concerning typologies established for the ceramics of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture

Within the typologies established for the vessels discovered in several necropoles of the Cruceni-
Belegi§ culture, the main argument was the decoration technique. The exception is made by the S.
Forenbaher’s typology for the ,,pseudoprotovillanova” urns”. Even if it refers more to the amphorae of the
phase II of the Cruceni-Belegis, it is unfortunately much more summary in comparison with the existent
variety in the necropoles investigated by now.

In consideration of the relatively large number of entire vessels published, we considered
opportune elaboration of a typology which have at its base only morphological criteria of ordering
artefacts.

Method and objective of the vessels typology from the sites o fthe Cruceni-Belegis culture.

Analysis of entire or getting entire artefacts discovered in the sites of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture,
had at its base the vessel shape leaving any type of decoration aside.

Typology has at its base a pyramidal structure in which the vessels were grouped in ceramic
categories (defined through a letter), their division being in types (defined through a Roman figure),
subtypes (defined through an Arab figure), variants (defined through a small letter), subvariants (defined
through a small letter with a dot between it and that one defining the variant) and sub-subvariants (defined
through an Arab figure). Where it is possible and necessary, the subvariants were divided in groups
(defined also through a small letter).

It is obvious that the character of unique items that the hand made vessels hold, the manufacturing
accidents or typological “experiments” made by the potter, as well as the inherent subjectivism to a far-
reaching analysis, permits correction/completion of this typology.

VIIL.2 Metal objects

In the incipient stage in which there is the investigation of the Cruceni-Belegi$ settlements, it can
be noticed a certain abundence of metal.

Statistical analysis of the discoveries of metal objects in the settlements of the Cruceni-Belegis
culture points out the large number of jewelry, and a certain preference for macehead jewelry decorated
with fine incisions shaped like ,,a firtree” (Keulenkopfnadeln)

VIL.3 Bone objects

The bone objects are extremely few, probably as a result of the incipient stage of the investigation
of the Cruceni-Belegis settlements.

VII:4 Stone objects

In the context of the outburst of the bronze metallurgy in the second half of the 2nd millenium
B.C., the stone tools continue to be used but on a small scale.

VIII. Contacts of the Cruceni-Belegis culture

VIIIL.1 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture to the Zuto Brdo-Gérla Mare culture

Vicinity between the Cruceni-Belegi§ and Zuto Brdo-Garla Mare cultures determined achievement
of cultural contacts. This fact was emphasized by the imports discovered within the spreading areas of the
two cultural manifestations. These contacts were encountered in several necropoles and settlements from
Banat and from the region of the Middle Danube (in Srem and Backa).

On the basis of the archaeological discoveries done both in the area held by the bearers of the
incrusted pottery of Szeremle-Bijelo Brdo type and Zuto Brdo-Garla Mare type, and within the area of the
Cruceni-Belegi$ culture, can be formulated few conclusions concerning the relationship between the two
ethnical-cultural manifestations:

- Communities of Szeremle-Bijelo Brdo type participate to the formation of the Cruceni-Belegis
culture.
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- Within the area of the Cruceni-Belegi§ and Zuto Brdo-Garla Mare cultures there are common
ceramic shapes (kantharos-vessel and amphorae).

- Archaeological discoveries in the south-eastern area of Banat (Dubovac-Kudeliste, Vatin-Bele
Vode, Vr$ac-At and VrSac-Ludos, Liubcova-Tiglarie) suggest the existence, in the Cruceni-Belegi$
I phase, of an interference zone with the Zuto Brdo-Gérla Mare culture, area that will be
subsequently occupied during the Cruceni-Belegis II phase.

- Cultural contacts between the Cruceni-Belegis and Zuto Brdo-Garla Mare cultures are pointed out
also by the appearance of the Bistret-Isalnita group formed on the Zuto Brdo-Géarla Mare
background, on which the influences of Cruceni-Belegi$ type were grafted.

VIII.2 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture with the Tumulus Culture

(Hiigelgrdiberkultur)

Certain ceramic shapes, as for example the amphora, suggest influences from the area of the
Tumulus Culture (Hiigelgréberkultur)™.

Relations between the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture and the tumular culture was not unidirectional. The
artefacts assigned to the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture were discovered within the area controlled by the tumular
communities (MuZzla-Vilmakert, Battonya—Vadaszan-tanya, Tapé).

VIIL.3 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture with the Urnfield Culture

(Urnenfelderkultur)

Manifestations of Cruceni-Belegi§ type get ahead of those conventionally denominated
Urnenfelderkultur from the region of the central Europe and the superior area of the Middle Danube.

VIIIL.4 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture with the Virovitica cultural group

In the actual stage of investigation, there are not known direct contacts, but contemporaneousness
and long evolution of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture within this area suggest the existence of peaceful
relations whose traces will be noticed, very probably, in the future archacological investigations.

VIILS Connections of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture with the Zagreb group

One of the earliest cremation grave belonging to this group was discovered at Nemetin-Kucka®.
The vessel with globular trunk (slightly ellipsoidal in profile), cylindrical neck and flared rim is
characteristic to the Baierdorf-Velatice cultural area, the urn from Nemetin having analogies even in the
eponymous station’®. Within the area of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture (phase II), at Erdut-Veliki Varod there
were found vessels whose analogies are found also in the Baierdorf-Velatice area.

Another cremation grave was discovered at Dalj-Studenac in whose inventory there was found
also a bronze needle with lens-shaped ending. The urn has analogies in the necropolis from Zagre-Vrapce
and Novigrad-Podravski. In the grave from Dalj-Studenac there was discovered a bronze needle with lens-
shaped ending.

Discoveries assigned to the Zagreb group (Nemetin-Kucka, Erdut-Veliki Varod, Dalj-Studenac)
within the area of the Cruceni-Belegis culture are isolated and singular discoveries (imports from the area
of Urnenfelderkultur)’’.

VIIL.6 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture with the Csorva cultural group

The bearers of this ethnical-cultural manifestation were considered, by recent time, the vanguard
of the movement towards the south of those communities of the Gava culture who determined later the
appearance of the settlement from Remetea Mare-Gomila Iui Pitut (Ha.B1). M. Guma considers that these
communities, mixed with those of Bobda I type, will be those ones that will determine the appearance of
the Bobda group (Bobda II), specific to the transition period towards the first Iron Age.

VIII. 7 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegis§ culture with the Gava culture

In the actual stage of investigation, without excluding the hypothesis of massive movements of
populations from the Pannonian Plain, it is possible that many impulses that generated changements in the
contact area between the urn field cultures from Central Europe and those from the Middle Danube area
would have started from the area of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture, because it allowed influences. The
appearance of the Cruceni-Belegis$ culture and of the grooved pottery of Cruceni-Belegis$ type, excludes any
influence or presence in Banat of this culture earlier than the end of the Ha. A, period— beginning of the Ha
B, period.

VIIL.8 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture with the Brnjica cultural group

Recent archaeological investigations at Leskovac-Hisar Nis-Mediana, Pirot-Madjilka, Konculj-
Gradiste, Citluk—Konopljam, Krsevica-Kale etc., indicate not only an evident influence of ,,Belegi§ II-
Gava” type, come from the north, but also the effective presence of some communities from the phase I11
of the Cruceni-Belegis culture close to Macedonia.
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VIIL9 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture with the Paracin culture

The connections of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture with the Paracin culture are relatively less known.
Within the Cruceni-Belegi§ necropolis from Beograd—Rospi Cuprija, the amphora used as an urn in the
grave G.13 is similar to the urn of grave 2/1962 belonging to the phase II of the Paraéin ,,group”.”®

VIII.10 Connections of the Cruceni-Belegis culture with the Balta Sarati cultura group

Archeological investigations from the Timis valley-Rovind, and the cave from Romanesti pointed
out the existence of some archaeological materials that denoted cultural contacts, even the spreading to the

east of the Cruceni-Belegis culture in the Late Bronze I II (,,Reinecke” Bz. D stage— beginning of Ha. A,).

IX. Conclusions

The Cruceni-Belegi$ culture was formed on the base of a mixture of elements of Gumtransdorf-
Drassburg type (Litzenkeramik) and incrusted pottery of Szeremle type, grafted on the Vatina local
background that remains the determining element in the formation of the Cruceni-Belegi$ culture.

The causes of these movements of populations in the period of the Middle Bronze are not
completely known. Beside the pression of the bearers of the tumulartombs culture from the central Europe,
certain causes of climatic order are not excluded when the effects of droughts or clime cooling over the
communities of farmers were known. A series of interdisciplinary researches pointed out that climatic
changements took place during the 16th century B.C.. they could have been caused also by the eruption of
the Thera volcanoes (VEI 6,9) and the so-called Avellino eruption (VEI 6). They should have had a
devastating effect on the clime. Hot gases emanated in the atmosphere and enormous quantities of
sulphuric acid particles freed in the stratosphere created a shield which reflected solar radiations along
many years. Lowering of temperatures affected crops and obliged the populations to search new types of
alimentary economy, to which are ranged the way of life and habitation. This could be one of explanations.

In some specialists’ opinion, the climatic changements could have been determined also by the
massive clearings as a direct result of development of mining and metallurgical activities. We can add to
these breeding of certain species of animals (e.g. ovicaprines), which even if they assured a certain
independence towards the time caprices, they destroyed young vegetation on long term affecting the cycle
of regeneration of woods.

No matter of the explanation, what we certainly know is the fact that the ancient civilization of
tell-s from the Bronze Age disappears without any traces of violence or of massive and sudden migrations.
These populations should be found somewhere at some time. In the Sirmio-Slavon area of the Middle
Danube, we find them under the form of a new culture in which its communities adopted a new way of
habitation different from the early houses (seasonal pit-dwelling houses), a new type of alimentary
economy (preponderantly, high animals breeding), a new funerary rite and ritual (cremation), as well as
new ceramic types (bitronconical amphorae) and ornaments (pseudo-cord). All these elements define
terminologically a new culture, respectively the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture. The area of spreading of this
ethnical-cultural manifestation comprises the north-east of Croatia (probably, the origin place of this
culture), the Sirmio-Slavon corridor, Backa and Banat. In the same time with this culture started also the
beginning of the Late Bronze.

From a chronological point of view, the most of specialists accept the Bz. B, period of P.
Reinecke’s modified system as the beginning moment. On the base of the data '*C, this chronological
system is permanently subjected to slight rectifications. Synchronizations and dendrochronological
gradings convincingly plead for establishing the moment of beginning of the Cruceni-Belegis culture in the
16th century B.C. This absolute date is in correlation also with the archaeological discoveries on whose
base, in the relative chronology, the first communities of the Cruceni-Belegi§ culture are certainly
archaeologically attested in Banat before 1500 B.C., maybe even at the middle of this century.

Historical evolution of this culture develops on a long time period. The end is marked by the
important transformations from the end of the 2nd millenium B.C. (Ha. A;) that culminate with the huge
migrations toward the south. Taken over from the local background or from Anatolia, cremation will
characterize the populations of the Bronze Age from this area at the middle of the 2nd millenium B.C.,
moment when central Europe was dominated by the tumular tombs culture.
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Considered farmers and animal breeders, the Cruceni-Belegis populations seem to prefer the
seasonal settlements which,at a more attentive analysis, indicate also another economical perspective,
respectively a strategical control of the main cruxes of prehistory. These commercial channels that followed
the bassins of the main rivers of Europe linked the centre of Europe by the Aegean world always looking
for copper, tin and horses. Despite the sequential habitation, the necropoles remain axis mundi of the man
of the Bronze Age. These archaeological stations illustrated surprisingly long evolutions (e.g. Beograd-
Karaburma).

Undoubtedly, beside copper, tin, amber (e.g. bronze hoard from Zagujeni II’°), salt played a role in
establishing relations with Transylvania.

Even if these cultural-economical contacts are archaeologically attested on long distances, I
consider that the cliche interpretation of appearance of the grooved motif as an influence come from the
west, they can represent at most an interpretation tributary to an investigation stage somehow surpassed. I
do not exclude that some types of grooved decoration should be the result of some contacts with the world
of the Urnfield Culture, but their importance and the role played by the communities of the Urnfield
Culture (Urnenfelderkultur) remain to be established in the future.

The typology elaborated is just an instrument that I intended to usein parallel with a future
typology of the ornamental motifs. Associated with the types of vessels, I am sure that the result of these
statistics will point out not only the centres of pottery manufacture that served more communities (that
explains also the relative uniformity of the Cruceni-Belegis vessels), but also the commercial directions that
those centres had.

The end of the Cruceni-belegi$ culture marks also the end of the Bronze Age, a chronological
moment in which the iron metallurgy, announced by the slag from Susani and the piece of jewelry from
Bobda, gets generalized, and the old ceramic traditions would be found also in the artefacts of the new
Gornea-Kalakaca cultural group that developped in the old area of the Cruceni-Belegis culture.

Note

! Gyulai F.,1993, 16-17, the author advances the date of about 2600 BC.

? Gyulai F.,1993, 18.

3 Gogéltan Fl., 1999, 209; Gogaltan FI., 2005, 98; O’Shea J.M., Barker A.W., Sherwood S., Szentmiklosi
Al., 2005, 87.

*El Susi G., 2006, 341-353.

> Gyulai F.,1993, 18-19.

5 Milleker B., 1905, 34-35; Milleker F. (Mileker B.), 1938, 166; Parvan V., 1982, 176-177.

" Patek E., 1961, 66-65, nota 91.

¥ Foltiny S., 1968, 333-339; Foltiny S., 1970, 5.

° Horedt K., 1967a, 17-20; Horedt, K., 1967b, 147-149; Foltiny, St., 1967, 49-71; Hénsel, B., 1968, vol. I,
133-134 si notele 6-7; Radu O., 1973, 506-507; Kiss, V., 1998, 172.

10 Zotovié M., 1985, 55.

" Todorovié J., 1956, 60; Garaanin, D., Vinski-Gasparini, K., 1971, 308.

12 Foltiny St., 1955, 125.

B Krsti¢ D., 1962, 90-91.

4 Grbi¢ M., 1957, 148-149.

15 Garaganin, M., 1973, vol. 1, 324, 328-329; vol. II, 403; Garasanin, M., 1983, 506.

' Foltiny St., 1985ab, 264.

17 Garaganin M., 1973, 328-329; Forenbaher, S., 1988, 24, 26, 32; Forenbaher, S., 1994, 58.

¥ Simi¢, J., 1987, 22-23; Majnari¢-Pandzi¢, N., 1984, 88-89; Loznjak, D., 2001, 43; Dizdar M., 1999, 26-
27, 31-32; Markovi¢, Z., 2003, 134.

' Foltiny St., 1968, 348-353; Kemenczei T., 1971, 53; Laszl6 A., 1973, 596-597, 604-605.

20 Alexander J., 1972, 82.

2! Balaguri E.A., 1990, 122.

22 Nestor ., 1960, 109, 125; Hansel B., 1976, 62.

3 Vulpe, Al., 1974, 253.

13



* Bona 1., 1975a, 190-191.

» Childe V. G., 1929, 268, 287-290; ** Todorovié J., 1956, 60-61.

%6 Tasié, N., 1962a, 127.

*7 Garaganin M., 1973, 409, 407; Garasanin M., 1983b, 668-669.

28 GaraSanin D., 1972, 33; Zotovi¢ M., 1985, 55; Andeli¢, D., 1995b, 80-81; Medelet F1., 1995, 289, 302;
Medelet, Fl., 1996, 231, 244; Furmanek V., 1996, 129; Falkenstein F., 1997, 553, 554-555; Simion G.,
2002, 71, 73-74, 76.

) Mozsolics A., 1942, 48-50; Mozsolics A., 1943, 40.

30 Garaganin, M., 1959, 79, 82; Foltiny, St., 1983, 172; Lérinczi G., Torgmayer O., 1995, 61;*° Majnari¢-
Pandzi¢ N., 1990, 50, 54 .

3! Tasié N., 1968, 23; Tasi¢ N., 1971b, 33.

32 Tasié N., 1974, 462-464; Tasié¢ N., 1984a, 33-44.

33 Vinski-Gasparini K., 1983a, 555; Forenbaher S., 1988, 29, 33-34; Forenbaher S., 1990, 65-66; Levitki
0., 1994, 58, 83, 90, 93, 99, 103, 152-153; Andeli¢ D., 1995, 14; Gaci¢ b., 1995, 54-55; Falkenstein F.,
1997, 553.

3% Petrovié¢ J., 1986, 32-34; Levitki O., 1994, 82-83, 153; Tasi¢ N., 1995, 203; Boroffka N., 1997, 570, nr.
8; Jacanovi¢ D., 2000, 50-51; Iskra-Janosi¢ 1., 2001, 31, 34; P. Fischl K1., Kiss V., Kulcsar G., 2001, 86-87;
Potrebnica H., Dizdar M., 2002, 91; Uzelac J., 2002b, 50-52, 56; Przybyla M.S., 2005, 231-232.

3 Vinski-Gasparini, K., 1973, 198-200.

3¢ Garasanin M., 1983, 671-682; Medovi¢ Pr., 1988, 423-424.

37 Trogmayer, O., 1992, 353-354.

¥ Kemenczei T., 1984, 31.

%% Smirnova G.1., 1990, 80.

* Tasi¢, N., 1973, 32.

4 Benkovsky-Pivovarova, Z., 1972, 209.

2 Todorovi¢, J., 1977, 149, 152; J. Simi¢, 1987a, 16-17; J. Simi¢, 1987b, 64-65; Simi¢ J., 1998, 236-239,
242; .

“ Tasi¢ N., 1984a, 33-44; Tasi¢, N., 1984b, 59, 62-64, 73-74; Tasi¢, N., 1988, 51-52; Tasi¢ N., 1989, 97-
99; Tasi¢ N., 1991, 16, 25; Muzej Vojvodine..., 1997, 44, 49-50, 59, unde alaturi de termenul de ,,cultura
Belegis” sunt utilizate si cele de ,,grup Belegi$” si ,,Belegis II-Gava”; Tasi¢ N., 1997b, 291-292; Tasi¢ N.,
2002, 190-195; Tasi¢ N.N., Tasi¢ N., 2003, 106-107; Tasi¢ N., 2006, 11.

* Morintz, S., 1978, 40-45 si 187; Morintz S., 1980, 52, 54.

4 Guma M., 1981, 63; Petrescu-Dimbovita M., 1981, 341; Dumitrescu V1., Bolomey Al., Mogosanu Fl.,
1983, 195; Padureanu E., 1987-1988, 514; Guma M, 1992, 29-30; Guma M., 1993, 150-157, 173-179;
Gogaltan, Fl., 1993, 63-72; Ciugudean H., 1994, 69, fig. 7; Gogaltan Fl., 1994, 17-21; Chicideanu 1., 1995,
167-169; Guma M., 1995, 99-119; Leahu V., Rotea M., 1995, 67; Medelet Fl., 1995, 289; Petrescu-
Dimbovita M., 1995, 86-87, fig. 26/6-7, 89, 101-102; Szentmiklosi Al., 1995; Vulpe Al., 1995b, 394-395;
Gogaltan F1., 1996a, 34; Guma M., 1997, 55-57, 65-67; Medelet Fl., 1996, 231; Nica M., 1997a, 11; Nica
M., 1997b, 19; Boroneant V., Miu St., 1998, 106; Gogaltan FI., 1998, 184; Szentmiklosi Al., 1998;
Gogaltan Fl., 1999, 209; Gogaltan Fl., 2001, 293; Medelet Fl., Szentmiklosi Al., 2003; Szentmiklosi Al.,
2004a; Szentmiklosi Al., 2004b; Gogaltan FI., 2004a, 81-82, 85, 100, 131; Szentmiklosi Al., 2005a;
Szentmiklosi Al., 2005b; Szentmiklosi Al., 2005¢; El Susi G., 2006, 341, 345; Gogéltan FI., Szentmiklosi
Al., Cedica V., 2006; Luca A. S., 2006a, 80-81; Szentmiklosi Al., 2006; Usurelu, E., 2006, 22-23, 40.

* Kallay Sz. A., 1983, 57-59; Stoji¢ M., 1986, 117, where M. Stoji¢ uses the term ,,Cruceni-Belegis II-
Lapus”, putting in parallel discoveries from this area with those of Gava-,,Vartop” type and Mediana II-I11
but he uses also the term of ,,Stufe Belegis II” (pp. 119-120); Gréki-Stanimirov S., 1991, 116; Tasi¢ N.,
1991, 16-17, 19; Tasi¢ N., 1997a, 52; Tasi¢ N.N., Tasi¢ N., 2003, 105.

7 Petrescu-Dimbovita M., 1978, 87.

* Berciu D., 1980, 59; Berciu D., 1982, 37.

* Marghitan L., 1979, 96.

%% Gudea N., Motu 1., 1987, 161.

' Tuca A. S., 2006a, 70-71.

52 Foltiny St., 1985a, 112, 114, 118-119; Foltiny, St., 1987, 78-79..

>3 Kemenczei T., 1991, 36, 38, 44.

 Laszlo A., 1994, 127-128, 157, ,complexul Bobda I1.Belegis 11”.

14



3> Medovié¢ Pr., Hansel B., 1989, 67; Jacanovi¢ D., 1995, 111; Medovi¢ Pr., 1995, 209, 217-218; Uzelac J.,
1996, 33-34; Jevti¢ M., 1997, 45-46; Muzej Vojvodine..., 1997, 59; Stoji¢ M., 2001, 28-29, Stoji¢ M., 2002,
238; Vukmanovi¢ M., 2002, 31; Stoji¢ M., Joci¢ M., 2006, 269, 290; Przybyta M.S., 2005, 221; Stoji¢ M.,
Cadenovié¢ G., 2006, 258; Medovié Pr., 2007, 79-81, 85.

% Medovi¢ Pr., 1988-1989, 48, 57; Bukvié, Lj. 2000, 35.

57 Tasié N., 1989, 97-98; Tasi¢ N., 1991, 19, 21; Tasi¢ N., 1995, 197, ,, Komplex Belegis II-Gava-Kultur”;
Tasi¢ N., 1997¢, 86-87; Tasi¢ N., 1998, 98; Tasi¢ N., 2001, 313; Tasi¢ N.N., Tasi¢ N., 2003, 103, 108.

58 Szabo, G., 1996, 41, nota 82.

> Harding A., 2000, 11-12; Guma M., 1993, 113; Gogaltan F1., 1999, 15-16.

% Reinecke P., 1924, 43-44; Reinecke P., 1933, 11-33.

6! Gogaltan FI., 1999, 43 si nota 204.

62 Gogaltan F1., 2000, 44.

% Vulpe Al., 2001b, 18.

% Andreou S., Fotiadis M., Kotsakis K., 1996, 538, Table 1; Kuniholm et alii, 1996, 782.

6 Beta — 256557 (L.1), Beta — 256558 (L.2), Beta — 256559 (L.13) si Beta — 25660 (L.7).

% Beta — 256561 (L.1) si Beta — 256562 (L.2).

7 Beta — 258645 (AU.327), Beta — 258642 (Barna nr. 11), Beta — 258641 (Bérna nr. 7) si Beta —
258640 (Barna nr. 6).

88 Tasi¢, N., 1974, 462-463.

% Guma M., 1997, 66, 73-74.

0 Szabo, G., 2003, 163.

"1 Szabo, G., 1996, 41.

2 Vasiliev V., 1983, 40-41, 53-54; Vasiliev V., Aldea L. Al., Ciugudean H., 1991, 107-108.

 Guma M., 1997, 69; Smirnova G.I., 1990, 20-33, 116; Smirnova G.I., 1997, 627-637; Laszlo, A., 1994,
157-158; Levitki O., 1994, 83, 152-153; Dergacev V., 1997, 158-159, 161-61.

" Horedt K., 1967a, 18-20; Horedt K., 1967b, 147-149.

> Guma M., 1993, 171-173; Guma M., 1997, 66.

7 Tasi¢, N., 1984a, 33-44.

" Tasi¢, N., 2001, 311-321; Tasi¢ N., 2002, 195.

78 Tasi¢ N., 2002, 195.

7 Bukvi¢ Lj., 2000, 35, 223-224.

80 Giri¢ M., 1965b, 39-45, 182, 210, T.IV.

81 Szentmiklosi Al., 2006, 233-234.

82 Guma M., 1993, 178-180, Guma, M., 1995, 103-109; Guma M., 1997, 62-63.

% GumaM., 1997, 73.

8 Guma M., 1993, 180.

% Guma, M., 1993, 168-179; Gumi, M., 1995, 103-110; Guma, M., 1997, 61-67, 73-74.

% Przybyta M.S., 2005.

87 Tasi¢, N., 2002, 191.

% Medelet, 1995, 292; El Susi G., 2006; El Susi G., 2007.

% Forenbaher S., 1994, 50.

% Milleker B., 1897, 34; Milleker B., 1905, 34; Milleker B., 1906, 26-27; Guma M., 1993; 252, 288; Guma
M., 1997, 55; Gogéltan Fl., 1998, 205, Pl. 10/11; Gogaltan Fl., 1999, 93-94; Mare M., 2000, 820;
Szentmiklosi Al., 2005a, 637-656; Szentmiklosi Al., 2005b, 615-616; Luca A.S., 2005, 121, nr.197, pct.
2/a; Luca A.S., 2006bb, 89, nr. 197, pct. 2/b; El Susi G., 2007, 33-34.

o Medelet Fl., Szentmiklosi Al., 2003, 227-228, nr. 141; Luca A.S., 2005, 281, nr.428, pct. 1/a; Cod RAN
158074.01

%2 Forenbaher, S., 1988, 23.

% Forenbaher S., 1988, 23-24.

% Tasi¢, N., 1974, 461; Todorovi¢, J., 1977, 150; Berciu, 1982, 38; Foltiny, St., 1983, 166; Guma, M.,
1995, 100; Tasié, N., 1998, 99.

% Vinski-Gasparini K., 1973, 73-74, P1. 25/3; Simi¢ J., 1994, 200.

% Simi¢ J., 1994, 200.

7 §imi¢ J., 1994, 200 ; Simi¢ J., 1998, 242.

15



% Stefanovich M.R., 1973, 153

%% Szentmiklosi Al., Drasovean F1., 2004, 129, nr. 84.

Alexander J., 1972

Andeli¢, D., 1995a

Andeli¢, D., 1995b

Balaguri E.A., 1990

Benkovsky-Pivovarova, Z., 1972

Berciu D., 1980

Berciu D., 1982

Boénal., 1975a

Boroftka N., 1997

Boroneant V., Miu St., 1998

Bukvi¢, Lj. 2000

Chicideanu I., 1995

Childe V.G., 1929

Ciugudean H., 1994b

Comsa, E., 1987

Dergacev, V., 1997

Dizdar M., 1999

BIBLIOGRAFIE

Alexander J., Jugoslavia Before the Roman Conquest, Thames and Hudson,
1972

Andeli¢, D., Praistorijskog doba (Prehistoric Periods) in Arheoloska
istrazivanja..., Novi Sad, 1995, pp. 13-15.

Andeli¢, D., Tralovu bronzanog i starijeg gvozdenog doba (Bronze and Iron
Age Settlements), in ArheoloSka istrazivanja..., Novi Sad, 1995, pp. 73-89.

Balaguri E.A., Procesele cultural-istorice din zona Tisei Superioare din a doua
jumatatea a mileniului Il i.e.n. pe baza materialelor expeditiei transcarpatice a
Universitatii de Stat din Ujgorod, in SympThrac, 8, 1990, pp. 121-122.

Benkovsky-Pivovarové, Z., Zur Problematik der Litzenkeramik in Osterreich,
in PZ, 47, 1972, pp. 198-212.

Berciu D., Quelques problemes de I’dge du bronze thrace dans le [’espace
carpato-danubian, in Actes du II° Congrés..., Bucuresti, 1980, pp. 57-61.

Berciu D., Quelques problemes de l'dge du bronze thrace dans le [’espace
carpato-danubian, in Le Monde Thrace..., 1982, pp. 35-39.

Bona 1., Die mittlere Bronzezeit Ungarns und ihre siidostlichen Beziehungen,
Akadémiai Kiado6, Budapest, 1975.

Boroffka N., Rasiermesser der Bronze- und Hallstatzeit aus Rumdnien, in
Xpovog..., Espelkamp, 1997, pp. 563-576.

Boroneant V., Miu St., Bronze Age in the Iron Gates Region, in Die
Kulturen..., Bukarest, 1998, pp. 105-114.

Bukvi¢, Lj. Kanelovana keramika Gava komplexa u Banatu, Novi Sad, 2000.

Cultura Cruceni-Belegis, in Comori ale epocii bronzului din Romdnia.
Treasures of the Bronze Age in Romania, Bucuresti, 1995, pp.167-169.

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

Ciugudean H., The Hallstatt A Period in Central Transylvania, in The Early
Hallstatt Period ..., Alba Iulia, 1994, 25-40.

Comsa, E., Neoliticul pe teritoriul Romdnie. Consideratii, Bibl.Arh., XLVIII,
Ed. Academiei, Bucuresti, 1987.

Dergacev, V., Piesele de metal — referinte la problema genezei culturilor
Hallstattului timpuriu din regiunea carpato-danubiano-nord-pontica (The Role
of the Metal Wares in the Genesis of Early Hallstatt Cultures in the
Carpathian-danubian-North-Pontic Region), in Thraco-Dacica, XVIII, 1-2,
1997, pp. 135-205.

Dizdar M., Broncano doba. Bronze Age, in Vinkovci u svijetu arheologije
(catalog), Gradski Muzej Vinkovci, Vinkovei, 1999, pp. 31-37.

Dumitrescu V1., Bolomey Al., Mogosanu F1., 1983 Dumitrescu V1., Bolomey Al., Mogosanu Fl., Esquisse

d’une préhistoire de la Roumanie jusqu’a la fin de 1’dge du bronze, Editura
Stiintificasi Enciclopedica, Bucarest, 1983.

16



El Susi G., 2006

El Susi G., 2007

Falkenstein F., 1997

El Susi G., Cercetdri arheozologice preliminare in asezarea de epoca
bronzului (cultura Cruceni-Belegis) de la Foeni-Gomila Lupului II (jud. Timis).
Campaniile 2000, 2004, in Corviniana-Acta Musei Corvinensis, X, 2006, pp.
341-353.

El Susi G., Raport preliminar asupra resturilor faunistice de la Deta-Duddrie.
Campania 2005 (Preliminary report of the faunal remains from Deta-Dudarie.
The 2005 campaign), in AnB, S.N., XV, 2007, pp. 33-40.

Falkenstein F., Eine Katasprophen-Theorie zum Beginn der Urnenfelderkultur,
in Xpovog..., Espelkamp, 1997, 549-561.

P. Fischl K1., Kiss V., Kulcsar G., 2001 P. Fischl Kl., Kiss V., Kulcsar G., Beitrdge zum Gebrauch der tragbaren

Foltiny S., 1955

Foltiny S., 1967

Foltiny S., 1968

Foltiny S., 1970

Foltiny S., 1983

Foltiny, St., 1985a

Foltiny, St., 1985b

Foltiny, St., 1987

Forenbaher S., 1988

Forenbaher S., 1990

Forenbaher, S., 1994

Furmanek, V., 1996

Gaci¢ b., 1995

Feurherde (pyraunoi) im Karpatenbecken II. (Spditbronzezeit-Friiheisenzeit), in
Der Nordkarpatische Raum in der Bronzezeit. Symposium Baia Mare, 7.-10.
Oktober 1998 (Hrsg. C. Kacsd), BiblIMarm. I, Baia Mare, 2001, pp. 125-156.

Foltiny S., Zur Chronologie der Bronzezeit des Karpatenbeckens, Rudolf
Habelt Verlag, Bonn, 1955.

Foltiny S., Neue Angaben zur Kenntnis der urnenfelderzeitlichen Keramik im
stidlichen Teile des Karpatenbeckens, in Apulum, V1, 1967, pp. 50-71.

Foltiny S., Zum Problem der sogenannten ,, Pseudo-Protovillanovaurnen”, in
Origini, 11, Roma, 1968, pp. 333-356.

Foltiny S., Ka poznobronzanodobskoj  keramici  Vojvodine  (Zur
Spdtebronzezeitlichen Keramic in der Vojvodina), in RVM, 15-17, 1966-1968
(1970), pp. 5-15.

Foltiny S., Zwei inkrustierte Gefifle im RGZM und die Problematik des
mitelbronzezeitlichen Typus Szeremle, in JRGZM, 30, 1983, pp. 161-173.

Foltiny, St., Zur urnenfelderzeitlichen Keramik im Banat, in WAB, 71, 1985,
pp. 111-120.

Foltiny, St., Bemerkungen zur Frage der mittleren Bronzezeit in Ungarn und in
zentralen Mitteleuropa, in Anz.Osterr.Akad. Wiss, 121, 10, (1984), Studien zur
Ur- und Friihgeschichte des Donau- und Ostalpenraumes, 3, (Hrsg. R. Pittioni,
H.Vetters), Wien, 1985, pp. 236-265.

Foltiny, St., Ein Beitrag zur Frage der transdanubischen inkrustierten Keramik
in Nordost-Jugoslawien, in PZ, 62, 1987, pp. 78-86.

Forenbaher S., On ,, pseudoprotovillanova” urns in Yugoslav Danube area (O
. pseudoprtovillanova”  urnama u  jugoslavenskom  podunaviju), in
Opusc.archaeol, 13, 1988, pp. 23-41.

Forenbaher S., Vucedol — Streimov vinograd: horizont kasnog broncanog doba
(Vucedol — Streimov vinograd: Late Bronze Age Horizon), In Opusc.archaeol,

14, 1989 (1990), pp. 55-66.

Forenbaher, S., The ,, Belegis 11 Group in Eastern Slavonia, in The Early
Hallstatt Period ..., BibLMA, 1, Alba Iulia, 1994, pp. 49-62.

Furmének, V., Urnfield Age in Danube Basin, in The Colloquia..., Forli, 1996,
pp- 127-149.

Gaci¢ DPorde, Lokaliteti bakarnog i bronzanog doba. Copper and bronze age
settlements, in Arheoloska istraZivanja ..., 1995, 51-63.

17



Gara$anin, D., Vinski-Gasparini, K., 1971 Garasanin, D., Vinski-Gasparini K., Age du Bronze, in Epoque

Garasanin, M., 1959

Gara$anin, M., 1973
1973.

Gara$anin M., 1983a

GaraSanin M., 1983b

M., 1965

Gogaltan, F1., 1993

Gogaltan, Fl., 1994

Gogéltan, F1., 1996a

Gogaltan FI., 1998

Gogaltan F1., 1999

Gogaltan F1., 2000

Gogaltan FL., 2001

Gogaltan F1., 2004

préhistorique..., 111, 1971, Beograd, 1971,pp. 305-323.

Garasanin, M., Neolithikum und Bronzezeit in Serbien und Makedonien, in
BRGK, 39, 1958 (1959), 1-130.

Garasanin, M., Praistoria na tlu SR Srbij, vol. I-11, Beograd,

Garasanin, M., Vatinska grupa, in PJZ, IV, Bronzano doba, Sarajevo, 1983,
pp. 504-519.

Garasanin D., Period polja sa urnama Vojvodine, in PJZ, vol. IV, Bronzano
doba, Sarajevo, 1983, pp. 668-683.

Giri¢ M., Istorijat dosadasnjih iskopavanja na Gomolavi (History of
Investigations at Gomolava), in RVM, 14, 1965, pp. 109-111.

Gogaltan, Fl., Materiale arheologice apartindnd culturii Cruceni- Belegis (The
Archaeological Objects Belonging to Cruceni- Belegis Culture), in Tibiscum,
VIII, 1993, pp. 63-73.

Gogaltan, Fl., Materiale arheologice apartinand culturii Cruceni- Belegis (The
Archaeological Objects Belonging to Cruceni- Belegis Culture), in Studii...,
Cluj, 1994, pp. 17-22.

Fl. Gogaltan, Die spdte Gornea-Kalakaca Siedlung von Giroc und die
Frage des Beginns der Basarabi-Kultur im Siidwesten Rumdniens, in
Der Basarabi-Komplex..., 1996, pp. 33-51.

Gogaéltan Fl., The Cruceni-Belegis Cemetery of Livezile (Tolvadia), Commune
Banloc, District Timis (Romania), in The Thracian World ..., 11, Bucuresti,
1998, pp.181-205.

Bronzul timpuriu si mijlociu in Banatul romdnesc si pe cursul inferior al
Muresului. Cronologia si descoperirile de metal, BHAB, XXIII, Timisoara
(1999).

Gogaltan Fl., Aspecte privind metalurgia bronzului in bazinul carpatic.
Ciocanele si nicovalele cu toc de inmanusare din Romdnia (Aspekte der
bronzeverarbeitung im Karpatenbecken. Die Tiillenhdmmer und Tiillenambosse
aus Rumdnien), in Ephemeris Napocensis, IX-X, 1999-2000 (2000), pp. 5-59.

Gogaltan Fl., Le Bronze Ancien et le Bronze Moyen du sud-ouest de la
Roumanie: un perspective critique sur les system chronologiques, in Festschrift
fiir Gheorghe LazaroviciZum 60. Geburstag, BHAB, XXX, Ed. Mirton,
Timisoara, 2001, pp. 281-310.

Gogaltan Fl., Bronzul Mijlociu in Banat, Opinii privind grupul Cornesti-
Crvenka (Middle Bronze Age in Banat. Opinions concerning the Cornesti-
Crvenka group), in Festschrift fiir Florin Medelet Zum 60. Geburstag, BHAB,
XXXII, Ed. Mirton, Timisoara, 2004, pp. 79-153.

Gogaltan FI., Szentmiklosi Al., Cedica V., 2006 Giroc, com. Giroc,jud. Timis, Punct: Mescal, in Cronica Cercetarilor

Grbi¢ M., 1957

Arheologice — campania 2006, Bucuresti, 2006, pp. 163-165.
Grbi¢ M., Preclassical Pottery in the Central Balkans: Connection and

Parallels with the Aegea, the Central Danube Area and Anatolia, in AJA, 61,2,
1957, pp. 138-149.

18



Grcki-Stanimirov S., 1991

Gudea N., Motu 1., 1987

Guma M., 1981

Guma M., 1992

Guma M., 1993

Guma, M., 1995

Guma M., 1997

Gyulai F.,1993

Harding A., 2000

Hansel, B., 1968

Hénsel B., 1976

Horedt K., 1967a

Horedt K, 1967b

Iskra-Janosi¢ 1., 2001

Jacanovi¢ D., 1995

Jacanovi¢ D., 2000

Jevti¢ M., 1997

Kallay Sz. A., 1983

Greki-Stanimirov S., Eine bronzezeitliche Vorratsgrube, in Vorbericht iiber...,
1991, pp. 110-117.

Gude I., Motu N., Observatii in legdtura cu istoria Banatului in epoca romana
(Bemerkungen zur Geschichte des Banats in der Romerzeit), in Banatica, VI,
1987, pp. 151-202.

Guma M., Cdteva observatii asupra grupului Bosut (Some Remarks on the
Bosut Group), in SCIVA, N.S., 32, 1, 1981, pp. 43-66.

Guma M., Prima epocd a fierului in zona de sud a Banatului (jud. Caras-
Severin), in SympThrac, 9, 1992, pp. 26-37.

Guma M., Civilizatia primei epoci a fierului in sud-vestul Romdniei, BiblThr.,
IV, Bucuresti, 1993.

Guma, M., The end of the Bronze Age and the beginning of the Early Iron Age
in south-western Romania, western Serbia, and north-western Bulgaria. A
short review, in Thraco-Dacica, XV1, 1-2, 1995, pp. 99-137.

Guma M., Epoca bronzului in Banat. Orizonturi cronologice si manifestari
culturale. The Bronze Age in Banat. Chronological Levels and Cultural
Entities., BHAB, V, Timisoara, 1997.

Gyulai F., Enviroment and Agriculture in Bronze Age Hungary, Archaeolingua
Series Minor, Budapest, 1993.

Harding A., European Societies in the Bronze Age, Cambridge University
Press, 2000.

Hansel, B., Beitrdge zur Chronologie der Mittleren Bronzezeit im
Karpatenbecken, vol. I-11, Bonn, 1968.

Hinsel B., Beitrdge cziir regionalen und chronologischen Gliederung der
dlteren Hallstattzeit an den unteren Donau, Teil I-1I, Bonn, 1976.

Horedt K., Probleme der Jiingerbronzezeitlichen Keramik in Transsilvanien
(Promlemy ceramiki mtdszego brazu w Transilwanii), in ActaArchCarp, 1X, 1,
1967, pp. 5-27.

Horedt K., Problemele ceramicii din perioada bronzului evoluat in
Transilvania(Probleme der Jiingerbronzezeitlichen Keramik in Transsilvanien),
in StComsS, 13, 1967, pp.137-156.

Iskra-Janosi¢ 1., Vinkovci — zastitno iskopavanje u Dugoj ulici 20 (Vinkovci —
Rescue Excavation ai 20 Duga ulica), in Obavijesti, 1, XXXIII, 2001, pp. 31-
34.

Jacanovi¢ D., Metallgefifie aus der spiiten Bronzezeit und friihen Eisenzeit in
Serbien, in Starinar, XLV-XLVI/1994-1995 (1995), pp. 101-112.

Jacanovi¢ D., Praistorijska ostava metalnih predmeta iz Klicevca (Prehistoric
Hoard of Metal Objects from Klicevac), in Viminacium, 11, 2000, pp. 35-56.

Jevti¢c M., in Zidovar in the Early Iron Age, in Zidovar..., Belgrade-Vriac,
1997.

Kallay Sz. A., A késé bronzkori halomsiros kultira idoszakinak leletei
Battonya hataraban. Die Funde der spdtbronzezeitlichen Hiigelgrdberzeit in
Battonya, in ArchErt, 110, 1983, pp. 42-60.

19



Kemenczei, T, 1971

Kemenczei T., 1984

Kemenczei T., 1991

Kiss V., 1998

Kirsti¢ D., 1962

Kuniholm et alii, 1996

Laszlo A., 1973

Laszlo, A., 1994

Leahu V., Rotea M., 1995

Levitki O., 1994

Loznjak, D., 2001

Lérinczi G., Torgmayer O., 1995,

Luca A.S., 2005

Luca A. S., 2006a

Luca A. S., 2006b

Majnari¢-Pandzi¢ N., 1984

Majnari¢-Pandzi¢ N., 1990

Kemenczei, T, A Gava kultura leletei a Miskolci muzeumban (Funde der Gava
Gruppe in Miskolcer Museum), In HOME, X, 1971, pp. 31-86

Kemenczei T., Die Spdtebronzezeit Nordostungarns, Akadémiai Kiado,
Budapest, 1984.

Kemenczei T., A Pécskai/Pecica masodik bronzlelet (Der zweite Depotfund von
Pecica/Pécska), in FoliaArch, XLII, 1991, pp. 27-48.

Kiss V., Data to the Eastern Relations of Transdanubian Incrusted Pottery
Culture, in The Early and Middle Bronze Age ..., Bib.MA, VIII, Alba lulia,
1998, pp. 161-189.

Krsti¢ D., Tri praistorijske nekropole u OreSacu (Trois necropoles
prehistoriques a Oressac prés Vrsac), In ZborNM, 111, 1961-1962 (1962), pp.
75-91.

Kuniholm P.I., Kromer B., Manning S.W., Newton M., Latini Ch.E., Bruce
M.J., Anatolian tree rings and the absolute chronology of the eastern
Mediterranean, 2220-718 BC, in Nature, vol. 381, June 1996, pp. 780-783.

Laszlo A., Consideratii asupra ceramicii de tip Gava din Hallstattul timpuriu
(Btrachtungen iiber die Keramik vom typ Gava der friithen Hallstattzeit), in
SCIV, 24, 4, 1973, pp. 575-609.

Laszld, A., Inceputurile epocii fierului la est de Carpati. Culturile Gdva-
Holihrady si Corlateni-Chisindu pe teritoriul Moldovei, BiblThr, VI, Bucuresti,
1994.

Leahu V., Rotea M., Depozite. Deposits, in Comori ale epocii bronzului din
Romania. Treasures of the Bronze Age in Romania, Bucuresti, 1995, pp. 63-
108.

Levitki O., Cultura Hallstattului canelat la rasarit de Carpati, Bibl.Thr., VII,
Bucuresti, 1994.

Loznjak, D., Nalazista broncéanog doba na Vinkovackom prodrucju (Bronze
Age sites in Vinkovci region), in Pril.Inst.arheol.Zagrebu, 18, 2001, pp. 33-61.

Lérinczi G., Torgmayer O., Biritudlis vatyai temetd Csanytelek-Palén
(Birituales Grdberfeld der Vatya-Kultur in Csanytelek-Palé), in MFME-
StudArch 1, 1995, pp. 49-90.

Luca A.S., Arheologie si istorie (II). Descoperiri din Banat, Bibl.Septem. X,
Ed. Economica, Bucuresti, 2005

Luca A. S., A Short Prehistory of Transylvania (Romania). Lectures given
within the Erasmus Program at Tiibingen University, Germany, May 5-7, 2006,
Bibl.Septem., XVI, Heidelberg-Sibiu, 2006.

Luca A. S., Descoperiri arheologice din Banatul romdnesc- repertoriu — (Cu
contributii de: C. Suciu si S. 1. Purece), Bibl.Septem., XVIII, Ed. Altip, Sibiu,
2006.

Majnari¢-Pandzi¢, Srednje broncano doba u istocnoj Slavoniji (Die Mittlere
Bronzezeit in Ostslawonien), in Izdanja HAD-a (Arheoloska IstraZivanja u
istocnoj Slavoniji i Baranji), 9, 1984, pp. 63-90.

Majnari¢-Pandzi¢ N., Tri neobjavijena srednjobroncanodobna groba iz Oresca

u Banatu (Drei Bisher nichtverdffentlichte Mittelbronzezeitliche Griber aus
Oresac im Banat), in Opusc.Archaeol, 14, 1, 1989 (1990), pp. 43-54.

20



Mare M., 2000

Markovi¢, Z., 1984

Markovié, Z., 2003

Martinec, M., 2002

Marghitan L., 1979

Medelet F1., 1995

Medelet, F1., 1996

Medelet F1., Szentmiklosi Al., 2003

Medovi¢ Pr., 1988-1989

Medovi¢ Pr., 1995

Medovi¢ Pr., 2007

Medovi¢ Pr., Hinsel B., 1989

Milleker B., 1897

Milleker B., 1905

Milleker B., 1906

Milleker F., 1938

Morintz S., 1978

Morintz S., 1980

Mare M., Activitatea de cercetare arheologica a Muzeului Banatului in anul
1999 in AnB, VII-VIIIL, 1999-2000 (2000), p. 820.

Markovi¢, Z., Neka pitanja neolitika, eneolitika I broncanog doba nasickog
kraja i Pakovstine (Zu Einigen fragen des Neolithikums, Aneolithikums und der
Bronzezeit im gebiet von NaSice und Pakovo), in Izdanja HAD-a, 9, 1984,
pp-13-29.

Markovié, Z., O genezi i pocecima licenskokeramicke kulture u sjevernoj
Hrvatskoj (On Genesis and Appearance of the Litzen-pottery Culture in
Northern Croatia), Opusc.archaeol, 27, 2003, pp. 117-150.

Martinec, M., Broncanodobna naseobinska jama s lokaliteta Grabrovac (The
Bronze Age Pit Swelling from the site of Grabrovac), in Opusc.archaeol, 26,
2002, pp.275-312.

Marghitan L., Banatul in lumina arheologiei (paleoliticul-cucerirea romana),
vol. I, Ed. Facla, Timisoara, 1979.

Medelet Fl., Campurile de urne funerare din Banat (Unele probleme ale ritului
st ritualului funerar la tracii nordici timpurii de la sfarsitul epocii bronzului gi
inceputul epocii fierului)(Les champs d’urnes funéraires de Banat), in ActaMN,
32,1, 1995, 289-302.

Medelet, Fl., Die Urnengrdiberfelederim Banat — Fragen des Bestattungsritus
und —rituals bei den friithen Nordthrakern am Ende der Bronzezeit und am
anfang der Eisenzeit, in The Yugoslav..., 1996, pp. 231-245.

Medelet Fl., Szentmiklosi Al., Peciu Nou, com. Peciu Nou, jud. Timis.
Punct: Bociar, in CCA — campania 2002 (2003), 2003, pp. 227-228.
Medovi¢ Pr., Kanelovana keramica prelaznog perioda u Vojvodini
(Kannelierte Keramik der Ubergangsperiode in der Wojwodina), in RVM, 31,
1988-1989, pp.45-57.

Medovi¢ P., Die Waage aus der friihhallstattzeitlichen Siedlung Bordjos
(Borjas) bei Novi Becej (Banat), in Handel, Tausch und Verkehr ..., PAS, 11,
Miinchen-Berlin, 1995, pp. 209-218.

Medovi¢ Pr., Stubarlija. Nekropola naselja Feudvar kod Mosorina (Backa),
Muzej Vojvodine, Novi Sad, 2007.

Medovi¢ Pr., Hansel B., Mosorin / Feudvar, Utvrdeno naselje bronzanog i
gvozdenog doba (Fortified Settlement of the Bronze and Iron Ages), in AP/AR,
28, 1989, pp. 65-68.

I\{Iilleker B., Délmagyarorszag régiségleletei a honfoglalas eldtti idékbdl, 1,
Oskori leletek, Temesvar (Timigoara) (1897).

Milleker B., A vattinai éstelep, Temesvar (Timisoara), 1905.

Milleker B., Délmagyarorszag régiségleletei a honfoglalas eldtti idékbdl, vol.
III, Temesvar (Timisoara) (1906).

Milleker F., Vorgeschihte des Banats, in Starinar, X111, 1938, pp. 102-166.

Contributii arheologice la isotria tracilor timpurii, vol 1, Epoca bronzului in
spatiul carpato-balcanic, Ed. Academiei, 1978.

Morintz S., Uber die abstammung der Thraker, in Actes du II° Congrés...,
Bucuresti, 1980, pp. 49-56.

21



Mozsolics A., 1942

Mozsolics A., 1943

Muzej Vojvodine..., 1997

Nestor, 1., 1960

Nica M., 1997a

Nica M., 1997b

Patek E., 1961

Padureanu, E., 1987-1988

Parvan V., 1982

Petrescu-Dimbovita M., 1977

Petrescu-Dimbovita M., 1978

Petrescu-Dimbovita M., 1995

Petrovi¢ J., 1986

Potrebnica H., Dizdar M., 2002

Przybyta M.S., 2005

Radu, O., 1973

Reinecke P., 1924

Reinecke P., 1933

Mozsolics, A., Zur Frage der Schnurkeramik in Ungarn, in WPZ, 29, 1942, pp.
30-50.

Mozsolics A., A magyarorszdagi bronzkor kronolégardl, in Erdely Tudomdnyos
Fiizetek, Nr. 169, Kolozsvar (Cluj-Napoca), 1943.

Muzej Vojvodine. Stalna Postarka. The Muzeum of Vojvodina. Permanent
Exhibition (catalog), Novi Sad, 1997.

Nestor, L., Inceputurile societdtii gentilice patriarhale si ale destramarii
orinduirii comunei primitive. Epoca bronzului, in Istoria Romaniei, vol. 1, Ed.
Academiei, Bucuresti, 1960.

Nica M., New data regarding the end of the Bronze Age and the beginning of
the Iron Age in Oltenia, in Premier Age du Fer..., Tulcea, 1997, pp. 11-17.

Nica M., Date noi cu privire la sfarsitul epocii bronzului si inceputul epocii
fierului pe teritoriul Olteniei, In Premier Age du Fer..., Tulcea, 1997, pp. 19-
41.

Patek E., Die Siedlung und das Griberfeld von Nesymély, in AAH, X111, 1961,
pp. 33-82.

Padureanu, E., Noi asezdari din epoca bronzului in judetul Arad (Nouveaux
habitats de I’epoque de bronze dans la dép. Arad), in Acta MN, XXIV-XXV,
1987-1988, pp. 507-528.

Parvan V., Getica. O protoistorie a Daciei, Ed. Meridiane, Bucuresti, 1982.

Petrescu-Dimbovita M., Depozitele de bronzuri din Romdnia, Ed. Academiei,
Bucuresti, 1977.

Petrescu-Dimbovita M., Scurta istorie a Daciei preromane, Ed. Junimea, lasi,
1978.

Petrescu-Dimbovita M., Inceputul civilizatiei tracice pe teritoriul Daciei
(epoca bronzului), in Istoria Romdnei de la inceputuri pand in secolul al VIII-
lea, Ed. Didactica si Pedagogica, R.A., Bucuresti, 1995.

Petrovié¢ J., Bronzano doba. The Bronze Age, iIn Gomolava od praistorije do
srednjeg veka. Gomolava. Prehistory — Middle Ages. Catalog, (Ed. Dalmacija
M.), Novi Sad, 1986, pp. 31-35.

Potrebnica H., Dizdar M., Prilog poznavanju naseljenosti Vinkovaca i okolice u
starijem Zeljeznom dobu (A Contribution to Understanding Continous
Habitation of Vinkovci and its Surrounding in the Early Iron Age), in
Pril.Inst.arheol. Zagrebu, 19, 2002, pp. 79-100.

Przybyta M.S., Die Spdtbronzezeitlichen Inventare mit kannelierter Keramik in
westlichem Kleinpolen und ihre verbindungen mit siidlichem Teil des

Karpatenbeckens, in SlovArch, LII1-2, 2005, pp. 219-236.

Radu, O., Cu privire la necropola de la Cruceni (jud. Timis)(A propos de la
nécroplole de Cruceni (Dép. Timig), in SCIV, 24, 1973, 3, pp. 503-520.

Reinecke P., Zur chronologischen Gliederung der stiddeutschen Bronzezeit, in
Germania, 8, 1, 1924, pp. 43-44.

Reinecke P., Zur Chronologie des friihen Bronzealters Mitteleuropas, in
Germania, 17, 1, 1933, pp. 11-13.

22



Simion G., 2002

Smirnova G.I., 1990

Smirnova G.1., 1997

Stefanovich M.R., 1973

Stoji& M., 1986

Stoji¢ M., 1996

Stoji¢ M., 2001

Stojié M., 2002

Stoji¢ M., Cadenovié G., 2006

Stoji¢ M., Joci¢ M., 2006

Szabo, G., 1996

Szentmiklosi Al., 1995

Szentmiklosi Al., 1998

Szentmiklosi Al., 2004a

Szentmiklosi Al., 2004b

Simion G., Un nouveau point de vue sur la théorie de Vasile Pdrvan
concernant le rapport entre la civilisation du Fer au nord de I'ltalie et celle des
region carpato-danubiennes,in Studia Antiqua et Archaeologica..., VIII, lasi,
2001 (2002), pp. 67-76.

Smirnova G.1., Pamjtniki tipa Kisinev-Korlatenj v dnestro-siretskom mejdurcje
i gruppa Belegis 1l v Jugoslavskom podunavije (Sites of the Kishinev-Korlaten
type in the interfluve of Dniester and Siret and Belegish Il group in the
yugoslavian Danube Basin), in ArhSbornik, 30, 1990, pp. 20-33, 116.

Smirnova G.I., Skytische kannelierte Keramik im Waldsteppengebiet des
nordlichen Pontus und ihre Beziehungen zum hallstattzeitlichen Donau-
Karpaten-Raum, in Xpovog..., Espelkamp, 1997, pp. 627-637.

Stefanovich M.R., Some Elements in the AAegean Migrations, in Actes du VIII®
Congres ..., 111, Beograd, 1973, pp. 148-159.

Stoji¢ M., Gvozdeno doba u basenu Velike Morave, Beograd-Svetozarevo,
1986.

Stoji¢ M., Le Bassin de la Morava a l’dge de bronze et a la periode de
transition de 1’dge de bronze a celui de fer, in The Yugoslav Danube Basin...,
1996, pp. 247-256.

Stoji¢ M., The Brnjica cultural group in the South Morava Basin. Genesis,
development and chronology, in Starinar, L, 2000 (2001), pp. 9-59.

Stoji¢ M., Najstariji  nalazi  gvozdenih  predmeta u  Srbiji, 1in
Godisbjak/Jahrbuch, XXXII, Sarajevo-Frankfurt am Main-Berlin-Heidelberg,
2002, pp. 235-249.

Stoji¢ M., Cadenovié¢ G., KruSevac. Kulturna stratigrafija praistorijskih
lokaliteta u zoni stava Zapadne Morave i Juzne Morave. KruSevac. Cultural
Stratigraphy of Prehistoric Sites in KruSevac Region, Belgrade-Krusevac,
2006.

Stoji¢ M., Joci¢ M., Nis. Kulturna stratigrafija praistorijskih lokaliteta u Niskoj
regiji. Nis. Cultural Stratigraphy of Prehistoric Sites in the Nis Region,
Beograd-Nis, 2006.

Szabd, G., 4 Csorva-csoport és a Gava-kultura kutatasanak problémai néhany
Csongrad megyei leleltegyiittes alapjan (Forschungsprobleme der Csorva-
Gruppe und der Gava-Kultur aufgrund einiger Fundverbdnde aus dem Komitat
Csongrdd), in MFME-StudArch, 11, 1996, pp. 9-109.

Szentmiklosi Al., Celtul de tip transilvanean in Banat, in BCSS, 1, 1995, pp.
83-86.

Szentmiklosi Al., Cdteva morminte plane de incineratie de la sfarsitul epocii
bronzului din hotarul comunei Voiteni (Some Flat Cremation Graves from the
End of Bronze Age Unhearthed within the Voiteni Commune Bounderies, Timis
County), in AnB, VI, 1998, pp. 197-207.

Szentmiklosi Al., Un mormdnt de incineratie apartindnd culturii Cruceni-
Belegis descoperit la Sag (jud. Timis). A Cremation Grave Belonging to
Cruceni-Belegis Culture Discovered at Sag (Timis County ), in AnB, X-XI,
2004, pp. 81-92.

Szentmiklosi Al., Cdmpurile de urne funerare din Banat. Cronica expozitiei
pemanente, In AnB, X-XI, 2003-2004, pp. 555-568.

23



Szentmiklosi Al., 2005a,

Szentmiklosi Al., 2005b

Szentmiklosi Al., 2005¢

Szentmiklosi Al., 2006

Szentmiklosi Al., Drasovean Fl., 2004

Simié¢ J., 1987a

Simi¢ J., 1987b

Simi¢ J., 1994

Simi¢ J., 1998

Tasi¢, N., 1962a

Tasi¢ N., 1968

Tasi¢ N., 1973

Tasi¢ N., 1974

Tasi¢, N., 1984a

Tasi¢, N., 1984b

Tasi¢, N., 1988

Szentmiklosi Al., Cercetarile arheologice de salvare de la Deta-Dudarie.
Raport preliminar de sapdturd (Rescue Archaeological Excavations at Deta-
Dudarie. Preliminary Report of Excavation), in AnB, XII-XIII, 2004-2005
(2005), pp. 637-656

Szentmiklosi Al., Cercetarile arheologice de salvare de la Deta-
Dudarie.Exporzitie temporarad, in AnB, XII-XIII, 2004-2005 (2005), pp. 615-
616.

Szentmiklosi Al., Materiale apartindnd culturii Cruceni-Belegis descoperite in
hotarul localitatii Dragsina (jud. Timig),Materials belonging to the culture
Cruceni-Belegis discovered in the boundaries of the locality of Dragsina (Timig
County), in AnB, XII-XIII, 2004-2005 (2005), pp. 111-125.

The Relations of the Cruceni-Belegis Culture with Zuto Brdo-Gérla Mare
Culture, in AnB, SN., XIV/1, 2006, pp. 229-269.

Szentmiklosi Al., Dragsovean Fl., Arta prelucrarii bronzului in Banat, Ed.
Solness, Timisoara, 2004.

Simi¢ J., Dalj-Livadice, naselje iz bronc¢anogdoba. Istrazivanje 1979. godine.
Polozaj lokaliteta i historijat istraZivanja (Dalj-Livadice; eine bronzezeitliche
Siedlung. Untersuchungen im J. 1979), in Osjecki Zbornik, XVIII-XIX, 1987,
pp- 7-35.

Simi¢ J., Sarvas / Gradac. Propovijesno viSeslojno naselje. Prehistoric
Multistrata Settlement, In AP/AR, 27, 1986 (1987), pp. 64-65.

Simi¢ J., Early Hallstatt Horizon in North-Eastern Slavonia, in The Early
Hallstatt Period ... (Ed. H. Ciugudean, N. Boroffka), Alba Iulia, 1994, pp. 197-
218.

Simi¢ J., Istrazivanje lokaliteta Retfala u Osijeku. Kasno broncano doba
istocne Slavonije (Explorations of Retfala locality in Osijek. The Late Bronze
Age in Eastern Slavonia), in Izdanja HAD-a, 19, 1998, pp. 235-242.

Tasi¢, N., Naselja kulture polja sa wrnama u Vojvodini (Siedlungen der
Urnenfelderkultur im dstlichen Teile Syrmiens), in RVM, 11, 1962, pp. 127-
144.

Tasi¢ N., Die Vinkovci-Gruppe — eine neue Kultur der Friihbronzezeit in
Syrmien und Slawonien, in Archaeologia lugoslavica, IX, 1968, pp. 19-29.

Tasi¢ N., The Problem of ,,Mycenean Influences” in the Middle Bronze Age
Cultures in the Southeastern Part of the Carpathian Basin, 1973, pp. 19-37.

Tasi¢ N., Bronzano doba, in Praistorija Vojvodine, Novi Sad, 1974.

Tasi¢, N., Mlada faza Belegis kulture i njen polozaj u raznogu kultura poznog
bronzanog doba u yugoslovenskom podunavlju (Die jiingere Phase der Belegis-
Kultur und ihre Lage in der Entwicklung der Kulturen der Spditbronzezeit im
Jjugoslawischen Donaugebiet), in Balkanika, XV, 1984, pp. 33-44.

Tasi¢, N., Die Vatin-Kultur, in Kulturen der Friihbronzezeit..., Beograd, 1984,
pp. 59-82.

Tasi¢, N., Bronze — und dltere Eisenzeit auf Gomolava (Bronzano i gvozdeno
doba na Gomolavi)), iIn Gomolava, 1, 1988, pp. 47-58.

24



Tasi¢ N., 1989

Tasi¢, N., 1991

Tasi¢ N., 1995a

Tasi¢ N., 1995b

Tasi¢ N., 1997a

Tasi¢ N., 1997b

Tasi¢ N., 1997¢

Tasi¢, N., 1998

Tasi¢ N., 2001

Tasi¢ N., 2002

Tasi¢ N., 2006

Tasi¢ N.N., Tasi¢ N., 2003

Todorovié¢ J., 1956

Todorovié¢ J., 1977

Trogmayer, O., 1992

Uzelac J., 1996

Uzelac J., 2002b

Tasi¢ N., Mittlere Bronzezeit im Jugoslawischen Donauraum (Srednje
bronzano doba u Jugosloveskom Podunavlju), in Godisnjak Sarajevo, 25, 1989,
pp- 91-102.

Tasié¢, N., Précis du développment des cultures de la zone carpato-danubienne
au II° millénaire avant notre ére ("age du bronze), in Balcanica, XXII, 1991, 7-
29.

Tasi¢ N., Fernbeziehungen im bronzezeitlichen Serbien, in Handel, Tausch und
Verkehr ..., PAS, 11, Miinchen-Berlin, 1995, pp. 197-207.

Tasi¢ N., ,,Die Donaustrasse” im 3. und 2. Jahrtausend v.u.z., in Kulturraum
Mittlere und Untere Donau..., Resita, 1995, pp. 15-21.

Tasi¢ N., Niederdsterreich und der jugoslawische Donauraum in der Friih- und
Mittelbronzezeit. Relativ chronologische Verhdltnisse, in Starinar, XLVIII,
1997, pp. 41-52.

Tasi¢ N., Einige Fragen iiber die Chronologie und Genese der Brnjica-Kultur.
Neki problemi hronologije i geneze Brnjica kulture, in Uzdarje Dragoslavu
Srejovicu..., Belgrade, 1997, pp. 287-299.

Tasi¢ N., Eneolit i bronzano doba severoistocne Srbije. Eneolithic and Early
Bronze Ages in North-East Serbia, in Arheologija isto¢ne Srbije ..., Beograd,
1997, pp. 79-90.

Tasi¢, N., Mittlere Bronzezeit im Jugoslawischen Donauraum, in Godisnak
Sarajevo, 25, 1998, pp. 91-107.

Tasi¢ N., The problem of the Belegis (Belegis-Cruceni, Belegis-Bobda)
Culture. Genesis, Duration and Periodization, in Festschrift fiir Gheorghe
LazaroviciZum 60. Geburstag, BHAB, XXX, Ed. Mirton, Timisoara, 2001, pp.
311-321.

Tasi¢ N., The Necropolis at Belegis and Issue of the Belegis Culture, In Vrani¢
Sv., Belegis, Stojica Gumno — nekropola spaljenih pokojnika. Belegis. Stojic¢a
Gumno — A Necropolis of Cremation Burials, Beograd, 2002, pp.190-195.

Tasi¢ N., Bronze and Iron Age Sites in Srem and the Stratigraphz of Gomolava,
in Balcanica, XXXVI, 2006, pp. 7-16.

Tasi¢ N.N., Tasi¢ N., Serbian Prehistoric Archaeology in the 1990s. State of
Research, in Recent Research ..., Thessaloniki, 2003, pp. 73-128.

Todorovi¢ J., Praistoricka nekropola na Rospi Cuprij kod Beograda, in
Godisnjak, 3, 1956, 27-62.

Todorovi¢ J., Praistorijska Karaburma II — necropola bronzanog doba,
Dissertationes et Monographie, XIX, Beograd (1977).

Trogmayer, O., Csorva-Belegis-Gava, in Balkanika, XXI1I, 1992, pp. 351-357.

Uzelac J., Bronze Age in the South of the Yugoslavian Banat. History and the
Present State of Research, in The Yugoslav Danube Basin..., 1996, pp. 23-42.

Uzelac J., Praistorjiski odsek-zbirke metalnog doba. (The Prehistoric
Department — Collections of Metal Age), in Gradski muzej Vrsac 1882-2002.
The Town Museum of Vrsac 1882-2002 (Ed. J. RaSajski), Gradski Muzej Vrsac,
2002, pp. 43-61.

25



Vasiliev V., 1983

Vasiliev V., Probleme ale cronologiei Hallstattului in Transilvania (Einige
Probleme der Hallstattzeit-Chronologie in Siebenbiirgen), in ActaMN, XX,
1983, pp. 33-57.

Vasiliev V., Aldea I. Al.,, Ciugudean H., 1991 Vasiliev V., Aldea 1. Al., Ciugudean H., Civilizatia dacica timpurie

Vinski-Gasparini K., 1973

Vinski-Gasparini K., 1983a

Vulpe AL, 1970

Vulpe Al, 1974

Vulpe AL, 1974

Vulpe Al, 1995b

Vulpe Al., 2001b

Vukmanovi¢ M., 2002

Zotovi¢ M., 1985

in aria intracarpaticd a Romaniei. Contributii arheologice: asezarea fortificata
de la Teleac, Ed. Dacia, Cluj-Napoca, 1991.

Vinski-Gasparini K., Kultura polja sa zarama u sjevernoj Hrvatskoj. Die
Urnenfelderkultur in Nordkroatien, Zadar, 1973.

Vinski-Gasparini K., Kultura polja sa Zarama sa svojim grupama, in PJZ, IV,
Bronzano doba, Sarajevo, 1983, pp. 547-646.

Vulpe Al., Die Axte und Beile in Rumdnien, PBF, 1X/2, Miinchen, 1970.

Vulpe Al., Probleme actuale privind metalurgia aramei §i a bronzului in epoca
bronzului in Romdnia (Problemes actuels concernant la métallurgie du cuivre
et du bronze a l’époque du bronze sur le territoire roumain), in Revista de
Istorie, 2,27, 1974, pp. 243-255.

Vulpe Al., Probleme actuale privind metalurgia aramei si a bronzului in epoca
bronzului in Romdnia (Problemes actuels concernant la métallurgie du cuivre
et du bronze a l’époque du bronze sur le territoire roumain), in Revista de
Istorie, 2,27, 1974, pp. 243-255.

Vulpe Al., Stand und aufgaben der Urnenfelderforschung im Karpatenbecken,
in Beitrdge zum Urnenfelderzeit..., Bonn, 1995, pp. 389-397.

Vulpe Al., The AAegean-Anatolian and South-Eastern Europe in the
Light of Revision of the Bronze Age Chronology, in Der
Nordkarpatische Raum..., Baia Mare, 2001, pp. 9-21.

Vukmanovi¢ M., Iron Age Collection, in From Lepenski Vir to Modern Art.
Treasures of National Museum-Belgrade (catalog) (Ed. N. Tasi¢), Belgrade,
2002, pp. 31-34.

Zotovi¢c M., Arheoloski i etnicki problemi bronzanog i gvozdenog doba
Zapadne Srbije, Beograd, 1985.

CURRICULUM VITAE

http://www.muzeulbanatului.ro/istorie/specialisti/aszentmiklosi.htm

NUME:  Szentmiklosi
PRENUME: Alexandru

DATA SI LOCUL NASTERII: 27 Septembrie 1971, Timisoara

ADRESA / TELEFON: Timisoara, 300545, str. Tigrului, nr. 46, ap.1

LOCUL ACTUAL DE MUNCA:

Din 1996 muzeograf-arheolog in cadrul sectiei de istorie a Muzeului Banatului Timisoara, Piata Huniade nr.1,
300.002, Timisoara, e-mail : szentmiklosi@yahoo.com

Din 2007 seful Sectiei de Arheologie din cadrul Muzeul Banatului Timisoara
Din 2009 cercetator principal III al Muzeului Banatului din Timisoara

STUDII:

26



- 1991-1996 - Universitatea de Vest Timisoara, Facultatea de Litere, Filosofie si Istorie, sectia Istorie-Engleza.

- 1997 - specializare in domeniul arheologiei subacvatice la Padova (Italia).

- 1997 - curs de specializare “Bazele muzeografiei”, Bucuresti.

- 1998 - am fost admis la doctorat Universitatea “Babes-Bolyai” din Cluj-Napoca cu subiectul Asezarile culturii
Cruceni-Belegis in Banat (sub indrumarea Prof. Univ. Dr. Tuliu Paul).

PREMII / BURSE:

1993 — Locul I la Simpozionul National de Comunicari Stiintifice Studentesti “Unitate si continuitate in istoria
poporului roman” (dedicata Zilei Nationale a Romaniei la aniversarea a 75 ani de la Marea Unire din 1918).

2001 — Diploma Consiliului Judetean Timis Pro Juventute pentru profesorii care au obtinut performate deosebite cu
elevii participanti la concursurile si olimpiadele scolare in anul 2001 (locul IV la Istoria Artei - faza nationald).

2003 — Bursa doctoralda DAAD (Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst / German Academic Exchange Service) la
Univeristatea Julius Maximilians din Wiirzburg (Germania).

2007 — Bursa doctorala DAAD (Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst / German Academic Exchange Service) la
Freie Universitét din Berlin (Germania).

ACTIVITATE DIDACTICA:

1990 — 1991 — profesor suplinitor la Scoala Generala Giarmata (jud. Timis).

1997 — 2000 — Universitatea de Vest Timigoara, Facultatea de Litere, Filosofie si Istorie, seminariile de Preistorie si
Bazele Arheologiei.

2000 — 2002 — profesor de Istoria Artelor (cumul de ore) la Liceul de Arte Plastice Timisoara (diploma ProJuventute
2001 pentru activitatea didactica).

Din 2009 - Universitatea de Vest Timisoara, Facultatea de Litere, Istorie si Teologie, Masterat Arheologie
Interdisciplinara (cursul de Arheometalurgie).

ACTIVITATE STIINTIFICA:

1986 — 1991- 1n perioada liceului am partcipat la santierele arheologice conduse de Dr. Ion Horatiu Crisan, Florin
Medelet, Alexandru Radulescu, Petru Rogozea (Timisoara-Strada Lunii, Remetea Mare-Gomila lui Gabor, Peciu Nou
— Bociar, Cugir-“Cetate).

1991 — 1996 — in facultate am participat la santierele de la Foeni-Cimitirul Ortodox, Sanandrei (Dr. Florin Drasovean),
Parta (Dr. Gheorghe Lazarovici, Dr. Florin Drasovean), Faget-Cetate (Alexandru Radulescu), Divici-Grad (Dr. Marian
Guma). Intre 1992-1994 am participat la cercetirile arheologice de la Hodmezévasarhely-Gorzsa si Parcul National
Opusztaszer (Ungaria), cu Dr. Horvéth Ferenc, Dr. Vély Katalin.

1996 — in ultimul an de facultate am fost angajat in calitate de colaborator extern la Muzeul Banatului din Timisoara iar
dupa avsolvire, muzeograf-prestari sevicii.

1996 — dupa absolvire, am fost invitat de Universitatea Foscari din Venetia pe santierul arheologic de la Grotta dell
Edera — Aurisinia (condus de Dr. Paolo Biagi - Venetia si Dr. Barbara Voytec - Berkeley University).

1997 — din luna ianuarie, prin concurs, am devenit titular pe postul muzeograf-arheolog epoca bronzului al Muzeului
Banatului, sectia de istorie-arheologie.

1997 — am participat in Italia (Padova, Vicenza) la un curs intensiv de arheologie subacvatica subventionat de firma
Metamauco-Padova (cercetarea arheologiccd efectuata in situl arheologe de la Laghetto del Frassine), in vederea
relizarii proiectului international de cercetare a necropolei de epoca bronzului de la Liubcova-Tiglarie (jud. Caras-
Severin). In cadrul acestei specializri, am efectuat cercetari arheologice subacvatice la Laghetto del Frasine (Mantova,
Italia).

1997 — 1998 — am facut parte din colectivul de cercetare a necropolei Liubcova-Tiglarie (jud. Carag-Severin), in
colaborare cu Caius Sacérin - responsabil de santier, Walter Signorelli.

1997 — 2001 — am inceput cercetarea agezarilor culturii Cruceni-Belegis de la Cruceni-Modos ut, Peciu Nou- “Bociar”,
Foeni-Gomila Lupului, Deta-Dudarie.

1998 — am participat, in calitate de membru al colectivului de cercetare, la sapaturile arheologice de la Voiteni (in
colaborare cu Florin Medelet, responsabilul de santier, Petru Rogozea, Nicoleta Toma Demian, Daniela Tanase)

1999 — am participat la cercetarile arheologice de salvare de la Deta-Dudarie (in colectiv cu Petru Rogozea).

2000 - am inceput cercetarile arheologice in agezarea de tip Cruceni Belegi§ de la Foeni — Gomila Lupului II $i am
participat, in cadrul colectivului de cercetare, la sapaturile arheologice de la Susani-Delut (in colectiv cu Petru
Rogozea, Razvan Pinca).

1999-2002 si 2004-2007 — am participat la cercetéarile arheologice de la Uivar (jud. Timis), efectuate de Muzeul
Banatului si Universitatea Julius Maximilian din Wiirzburg (Dr. Wolfram Schier, Dr. Florin Dragovean).

27



2003 - am participat la cercetdrile arheologice de la Bartholoméberg (Schruns-Tschaguns, Austria) si din valea
Gafluna (Silbertal, Austria).

2004 — am participat in cadrul colectivului roméano-maghiar la prospectiunile interdisciplinare de la Sannicolau Mare-
str. Comorii nr.19 (in colaborare cu Dr. Csanad Balint, Dr. Mircea Mare).

2005 — 2009 — am participat la cercetarile arheologice de la Pecica (jud. Arad) efectuate de catre Muzeul Banatului si
University of Michigan.

2005 - am realizat 1n colaborare cu Christopher Papalas (Arizona University) un proiect de cercetare si prospectare a
principalelor zacaminte de cupru din Muntii Banatului si Zarandului, in vedera coroborarii amprentelor metalografice si
spectrografice dintre posibilele surse de cupru in preistorie si cele rezultate in urma analizei zgurii descoperite in
agezarile culturii Mures, din perioada Bronzului Mijlociu.

2006 — am participat la cercetarile arheologice de la Giroc-Mescal (in coelctiv cu Dr. Florin Gogéltan, Valentin Cedica)
si am coordonat cercetarile arheologice de salvare din sectorul str. 9 Mai — V. Alecsandri, in cadrul sapaturilor
arheologice de salvare din Timisoara-Piata Libertdtii (Dr. Florin Dragsovean — responsabil, Daniela Tanase, Alexandru
Flutur, in colectiv).

2007-2009 — am participat la cercetarile arheologice de la Cornesti-Iarcuri (in colectiv cu Dr. Riidiger Krause, Dr.
Florin Gogaltan, Bernhard Heeb, Julia Wiecken).

2008 — am participa la cercetdrile arheologice de salvare de la Lugoj — varianta ocolitoare Il (Dr. Fl. Dragovean —
responsabil, colectivul MBT).

PROIECTE DE CERCETARE INTERNATIONALE

Uivar — Gomild (Muzeul Banatului Timisoara, Freie Universtdt Berlin-Germania, membru in colectivul de cercetare).
Liubcova — Tiglarie (Muzeul Banatului Timisoara, Muzeul Banatului Montan Resita, Metamauco Padova-Italia,
membru 1n colectivul de cercetare).

Sannicolau Mare — str. Comorii nr.19 (Muzeul Banatului Timigoara, Institutul de Arheologie al Academiei Maghiare-
Ungaria, membru in colectivul de cercetare).

Cornesti-larcuri (Muzeul Banatului Timisoara, Johan Wolfang Goethe Universtdt-Germania, Dickinson College-USA,
co-director din 2007).

Pecica — Sanful Mare (Muzeul Banatului Timisoara, Michigan University-USA, membru in colectivul de cercetare
intre 2005-2008 si co-director incepand din 2009).

ARTICOLE PUBLICATE:

1. Celtul de tip transilvanean in Banat, in Buletinul Cercurilor Stitntifice Studentesti, 1, Alba lulia, 1995, pp. 83-86.
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the Area Between Susani and Jupani (Timis County), in Cercetari arheologice in aria nord-traca, 111, Bucuresti, 2002,
in colaborare cu P. Rogozea si R. Pinca.

13. Peciu Nou, com. Peciu Nou, jud. Timis. Punct: Bociar, in Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice — campania 2002,
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17. Materiale apartindnd culturii Cruceni-Belegis descoperite in hotarul localitatii Dragsina (jud. Timig) (Materials
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19. Cercetarile arheologice de salvare de la Deta-Dudarie. Expozitie temporard, in Analele Banatului, S.N., XII-XIII,
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22. Die ersten archdologische Ausgrabubgen von Foeni, Ort ,,Seliste”, in Banatica, 17, 2005, pp. 59-73 (in colaborare
cu C. Timoc).

23. Materials belonging to the Culture Cruceni-Belegis discovered in the Boundaries of the Locality of Dragsina
(Timis County), in Banatica, 17, 2005, pp. 75-88.

24. Arta prelucrarii bronzului in Banat (mileniul al Il-lea in.Chr.). Expozitie internationald itinerantd, in Banatica, 17,
2005, pp. 615-616.

25. Archaeological investigations at Pecica-, Santul Mare”: the 2006 Campaign, in Analele Banatului, SN., XIV/1,
2006, pp. 211-227 (in colaborare cu J. M. O’Shea, Al. W. Barker, A. Nicodemus, S. Sherwood).

26. The Relations of the Cruceni-Belegis Culture with Zuto Brdo-Garla Mare Culture, in Analele Banatului, SN.,
XIV/1, 2006, pp. 229-269.

27. Giroc, com. Giroc,jud. Timis, Punct: Mescal, in Cronica Cercetarilor Arheologice — campania 2006, Bucuresti,
2006, p. 163-165 (in colaborare cu Florin Gogaltan si Valentin Cedicd)

28. Pecica. com Pecica, jud. Arad, in Cronica Cercetarilor Arheologice din Romdnia. Campania 2007. A XLII-a
Sesiune Nationala de Rapoarte Arheologice, Bucuresti 2007, pp. 129-134.

29. Cornesti. comuna Ortisoara, jud. Timis, iIn Cronica Cercetarilor Arheologice din Romdnia. Campania 2007. A
XLII-a Sesiune Nationald de Rapoarte Arheologice, lasi, 14-17 Mai 2008 Bucuresti 2008, pp. 114-115 (in colaborare
cu Fl. Gogaltan, B. Heeb, J.M. Wiecken).

30. Pecica. com Pecica, jud. Arad, in Cronica Cercetarilor Arheologice din Romdnia. Campania 2007. A XLIl-a
Sesiune Nationala de Rapoarte Arheologice, lasi, 14-17 Mai 2008, Bucuresti 2008, pp. 222-224.

31. Zu den Wallringen von Cornesti-larcuri, Jud. Timis, Rumdnien — Forschungsgeschichte und neueste
Untersuchungen, in Praehistorische Zeitschrift, 83/2, 2008, pp. 179-188 (in colaborare cu B. Heeb, J.M. Wiecken).

32. Cateva date despre ceramica descoperitd la Foeni-Seliste (jud. Timis)(Ceramics from Foeni-Seliste), in AnB, S.N.,
XVI, 2008, pp. 101-134, (in colaborare cu C. Timoc).

C;&RII / PUBLICATII ISBN

1. Sapaturile arheologice preventive de la Dumbravita (jud. Timig). DN6 — varianta ocolitoare Timisoara, km.
549+076 — DN 69, km. 6+430. The rescue excavation from Dumbravita (Timis County)(Summary), Ed. Waldpress,
Timisoara, 2004, 220 ISBN 973-8453-89-5 (in colaborare cu Fl. Drasovean, D.Benea, M.Mare, M.Muntean, D.Tanase,
M.Crangus, F1.Chiu, D.Micle, S.Regep-Vlasici, A.Stefanescu, C.Timoc).

2. Arta prelucrdrii bronzului in Banat (mileniul al II-lea in.Chr.). The art of bronzeworking in Bnaat (II' millenium
BC), Ed. Solness, Timisoara, 2004, 133 p., ISBN 973-729-017-8 (in colaborare cu Fl.Dragovean).

3. Umetnost obrade bronze u Banatu. Drugi milenijum pre Hrista, Gradski Musej Vrsac, 2004 ISBN 86-83911-15-2
(in colaborare cu Fl.Dragovean).

4. Timisoara in amurgul Evului Mediu. Rezultatele cercetarilor arheologice preventive din centrul istoric, Ed. Mirton,
Timisoara, 2007, 368 p. si 15 plange (in colaborare cu Fl. Dragovean, C. Fenesan, Al. Flutur, G. El Susi, Zs. Kopeczny,
H. M-Kiss, R. Septilici. N. Dinu, 1. Popa)

COMUNICARI LA SESIUNI STIINTIFICE:
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- Cdteva consideratii privind caracterul i cauzele ascunderii depozitelor de bronzuri de la sfarsitul epocii bronzului si
inceputul epocii fierului, Sesiunea stiintifica anuald a Muzeului Banatului, in colaborare cu Directia Judeteana a
Arhivelor Nationale si Biblioteca Judeteana Timis, editia a VI-a, Timisoara, 28 noiembrie 1996.

- Descoperiri fortuite in hotarul comunei Voiteni, “Permanente Istorice”, simpozion dedicat Zilei Nationale a
Romaniei, Resita, 25-26 noiembrie 1996.

- Comertul cu metale in epoca bronzului, Sesiunea anuald de comunicari stiintifice a Universitatii de Vest din
Timigoara, 14 decembrie 1996.

- Cdteva morminte de incineratie de la sfarsitul epocii bronzului de la Voiteni, Sesiunea de comunicari stiintifice la 125
de ani de la infiintarea Muzeului Banatului din Timisoara, 24-26 septembrie 1997.

- Tehnici de prelucrare si ornamentare a bronzului la inceputul primei epoci a fierului, Sesiunea de comunicari
stiintifice dedicata aniversarii a 60 de ani de la infiintarea Directiei Regionale Banat a Arhivelor Statului, Timisoara, 8-
10 octombrie, 1997.

- Un inel de tampla cu capatul terminat in forma de “S”, din aur, gdsit la Foeni (jud. Timis), Sesiunea anuala de
comunicdri stiintifice a Universitatii de Vest, Timisoara, 12 octombrie, 1997.

- O podoaba din Evul Mediu timpuriu, descoperita la Foeni (jud. Timis), Simpozionul “In Memoriam Constantini et
Hadrian Daicoviciu”, Caransebes, 31 octombrie-1 noiembrie 1998.

- Un topor de cupru eneolitic gasit la Semlac (jud. Arad), , Sesiunea stiintificd dedicata Zilei Nationale a Romaniei,
Marea Unire, idealul secular al tuturor romdnilor — editia a VIII-a , Timisoara, 19 noiembrie 1998.

- Gesta Hungarorum, Simpozionul “Societate si civilizatie in Banatul istoric”. “Zilele Academice Timisene”,
Timisoara, 28 mai 1999.

- Despre localizarea depozitului de bronzuri de la Sandra (jud. Timis), Simpozionul “In Memoriam Constantini
Daicoviciu, Hadriani Daicoviciu et Marian Guma”, Caransebes, 25-26 octombrie 1999.

- Cercetarile arheologice de salvare de la Deta — “Dudarie”, (jud. Timis). Camapania 1999, Simpozionul “Marea
Unire — Idealul secular al tuturor romanilor”, Timisoara, 19 noiembrie 1999.

- Asezarile preistorice de la Deta — Dudarie, (jud. Timig), Simpozionul aniversar al Muzeului Banatului Montan, 1959
— 1999, Resita, 9-10 decembrie 1999.

- Cercetarile arheologice de la Peciu Nou, jud. Timis (campaniile 1997-1999), A XXXIV sesiune anuala de rapoarte
arheologice. Campania 1999, Deva, 24-28 mai 2000.

- A fényi (Foeni) S-végii aranyi haijkarika (XI-XIl.sz.), Temes és Csongrad megyei régié fiatal torténészek talalkozdja
(intalnirea tinerilor istorici din judetele Timis si Csongrad), Szeged (Ungaria), 9-11 iunie 2000.

- Cercetarile arheologice de salvare de la Deta — “Dudarie”. Campania 2000, Simpozionul Societate si civilizatie in
Banatul istoric. Sesiunea anuald de comunicari stiintifice a Universitatii de Vest din Timisoara, Facultatea de Litere,
Filosofie si Istorie, sectia Istorie (editia a V-a), Timisoara, 11 noiembrie 2000. (in colaborare cu P. Rogozea de la
Institutul Roman de Tracologie, filiala Banat).

- Contributii privind cunoasterea metalurgiei cuprului din eneolitic in Banat, Simpozionul “Societate si civilizatie in
Banatul istoric. Zilele Academice Timigene” organizat de Facultatea de Litere, Filosofie si Istorie din cadrul
Universitadtii de Vest, Muzeul Banatului si Arhivele Nationale-Directia jud. Timis, Timisoara, 24-25 mai 2001.

- Discutii privind localizarea chorografica a localitatii medievale timpurii Fuen (Févény, Fény, Foeni — jud Timis),
Sesiunea stiintificd de comunicari Satul romdnesc si Marea Unire, organizata de Consiliul Judetean Arad si Complexul
Muzeal Arad, Arad, 9-10 noiembrie 2001.

- O spada de bronz de tip Reutlingen descoperita la Mosnita Veche (jud. Timis), (in colaborare cu Raoul-M. Septilici),
Simpozionul International “In Memoriam Constantini Daicoviciu, Hadriani Daicoviciu et Marian Guma, Caransebes,
16-17 noiembrie 2001.

- Descoperiri izolate apartindnd epocii bronzului in aria comunei Peciu Nou (jud. Timis), Simpozionul Permanentd si
continuitate in zona Lugoj — Faget, Lugoj, 24-25 noiembrie 2001.

- Trasaturi caracteristice ale culturii Cruceni—Belegis in Banat (Timigoara, 28 noiembrie 2001, simpozion dedicat
Zilei Nationale a Romaniei, in organizarea Bibliotecii Judetene Timis, Muzeul Banatului Timisoara si Arhivele
Nationale Timis).

— Cercetarile arheologice din asezarea de tip Cruceni-Belegis de la Peciu Nou (jud. Timis) (Simpozionul stiintific
Permanenta i continuitate in spatiul cultural hunedorean, Hunedoara, 19 octombrie 2002, )

— Elemente definitorii ale culturii Cruceni-Belegis (Sesiunea stiintifica anuala dedicatda Zilei Nationale a Romaniei,
Editia a XII-a, Timisoara, 28 nov. 2002).

— Contributii la cunoasterea spadelor din bronz cu limba la mdner in Banat ( Simpozionul Permanentd si continuitate
in zona Lugoj-Faget, Lugoj, 7-8 decmembrie 2002).

— Asezarea de tip Cruceni-Belegis de la Peciu Nou, jud. Timis (simpozionul stiintific Zilele Academice Timisene, editia
a VIlI-a, Timisoara, 22-23 mai 2003).

— Consideratii privind topoarele de cupru cu bragele in cruce de tip Jaszladanyi (Sesiunea stiintifica anuala dedicata
Zilei Nationale a Romaniei 1 Decembrie, Editia a XIII-a, Timisoara, 28 Noiembrie 2003).

— Cercetarile arheologice de la Foeni-Gomila Lupului II. Campania 2004 (Simpozionul stiintific Permanenta si
continuitate in spatiul cultural hunedorean, Hunedoara, 16 octombrie 2004).
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— Asezarea de secol III-IV de la Foeni-Seliste (Simpozionul international Constantin Daicoviciu, Hadrian Daicoviciu,
Marian Guma — In Memoriam, Muzeul Judetean de Etnografie si al Regimentului de Granita, Caransebes, 12-14
noiembrie 2004).

— Raspdndirea culturii Cruceni-Belegis in sud-estul Europei (Zilele academice timigene, Editia a IX-a, Timigoara, 26-
27 mai 2005).

— Sapaturile arheologice de salvare de la Deta-Duddrie 2005 (Simpozionul International Cercetdrile arheologice din
Banat, Pancevo, 9-11 noiembrie 2006).

— The Cruceni-Belegis Culture in Romanian Banat (Doktorand(inn)enkolloquium, Freie Universitét Berlin, 2 februarie
2007).

— Sistemul de fortificatie si organizare internd a tellului neolitic de la Uivar (in colaborare cu W.Schier, Fl. Dragovean,
D.Diaconescu, si Fl. Martis, comunicare la Conferinta stiintifica Arheologia Banatului. The Banat Archaeology.
Scientifique conference, Biile Herculane, 10-12 octombrie 2007).

— Cercetarile arheologice din asezarea de epoca bronzului de la Giroc-Mescal. Campaniile 1992-1993 si 2006 (in
colaborare cu Fl. Gogaltan si V. Cedica, comunicare la Conferinta stiintificd Arheologia Banatului. The Banat
Archaeology. Scientifique conference, Béile Herculane, 10-12 octombrie 2007).

— Cercetarile arheologice preliminare in asezarea de epoca bronzului de la Giroc-Mescal. Analiza materialului
ceramic din campania 2006 (Simpozionul Arheologia in Oltenia, Al IX-lea Colocviu, 2-3 noiembrie 2007, Muzeul
Regiunii Portilor de Fier, Drobeta Turnu-Severin).

— Sondajul arheologic din asezarea fortificata de la Cornesti, jud. Timis (Unitate, continuitate si independentd in istoria
poporului roman, 23-24 noiembrie 2007, Muzeul National al Unirii Alba Iulia).

— Raport preliminar privind cercetarea sistemului de fortificare a Incintei I de la Cornesti-larcuri (Simpozionul
stiintific Permanenta si continuitate in spatiul cultural hunedorean, Hunedoara, octombrie 2008).

EXPOZITII

Expozitia temporara Eclipsa de soare, 1999 (Sala de Marmurd, Muzeul Banatului), in colaborare cu Radio Analog
(redactor Viorel Screciu).

Expozitia temporara Inter arma silent Musae, Expozitie de arme si carte veche, 2000 (Sala de Marmura, Muzeul
Banatului).

Expozitia internationald itinerantd Dubovac — o necropola preistorica din Banat, (noiembrie, 2001- iulie 2002),
expozitie de vase ceramice funerare aflate in colectiile Muzeului Banatului din Timisoara si cele ale Muzeului National
Vrsac (Iugoslavia), 2001, vernisata la Vrsac (2001), Timigoara, Resita i Drobeta Turnu-Severin (2002)

Expozitia permanentd Campurile de urne funerare din Banat (cultura Cruceni- Belegis), Etajul I, Muzeul Banatului
Timisoara (2003).

Expozitia internationald itinerantd Arta prelucrarii bronzului in Banat, in a Il-a jumadtate a mileniului II a.Chr., in
colaborare cu Prof. Dr. Fl. Drasovean.

Expozitia temporara Cercetarile arheologice de salvare de la Deta-,, Dudarie” — 2005, vernisata in 14 septembrie
2005, cu ocazia inaugurdrii corpului social si a noii hale de incarcare din incinta fabricii Eybl Textile, Deta.

PLIANTE DE EXPOZITIE

1. Alexandru Szentmiklosi, Dubovac — o necropold preistorica din Banat/Dubovac — a Prehistoric Necropolis from
Banat, pliant expozitie temporard, in colaborare cu Jovan Uzelac, 31ian-28 febr. 2002, Timisoara.

2. Alexandru Szentmiklosi, Campurile de urne funerare din Banat/Urn Fields Culture in Banat, pliant expozitie
permanenta, Timisoara, 2003.

3. Alexandru Szentmiklosi, Arta prelucrarii bronzului in Banat (mileniului al Il-lea in.Chr. ), Timigoara, 2004.

ALTE ACTIVITATI:

Membru al colectivului de redactie de la Analele Banatului, S.N. (incepand cu numarul X-X1/2002-2003, ISSN1221-
678X) pana 1n 2008.
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