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Editor’s Foreword

The Tizciniec Culture, Trzciniec Cultural Circle and Trzciniec Horizon are the
names of a cultural area in the borderland of Western and Eastern Europe at
the 2nd millenium BC. For over half a century a discussion has been going on
over the taxonomic identification (chronological and spatial) and genetic and ethnic
interpretation of this cultural unit.

In the debate, the 1980’s and 1990’s mark a significant cognitive turn caused
by the growth of the corpus of sources, the use of systematic methods for the study
of mobile sources and the proliferation of regional *C datings.

The present volume of ”Baltic-Pontic Studies” is an attempt to register this
breakthrough and a proposal for a new fitting of the Tizciniec phenomenon into
the synthesis of Early Bronze Age Europe. The records include rudiments of new
regional systematizations, foundations of their chronologies based on radiocarbon
datings and a discussion of the mechanisms of socio-cultural changes which gave
rise to the Trzciniec cultural area and later contributed to its disintegration.

A long-term intention of this volume giving a multifaceted view of the effects
of the said cognitive breakthrough is to encourage a careful scrutiny of the deve-
lopment mechanisms of the European Early Bronze Age Civilization, in particular
the role played in them by the societies inhabiting the drainages of the Baltic and
Pontic Seas.



Editorial comment

1. All dates in the B-PS§ are calibrated [see: Radiocarbon vol.28, 1986, and the
next volumes]. Deviations from this rule will be point out in notes.

2. The names of the archaeological cultures (especially from the territory of
the Ukraine) are standarized according to the English literature on the subject [e.g.
Mallory 1989]. In the case of a new term, the author’s original name has been
retained.

3. The place names located in the Ukraine have been transliterat from the
versions suggested by the author (i.e. from the Belorussian, Ukrainian, Polish or
Russian originals).
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Janusz Czebreszuk

“TRZCINIEC”. AN ALTERNATIVE VIEW

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

A traditional definition of archaeological culture refers to taxonomic characte-
ristics of material artifacts. Specifically, it is based on the recurrence of a set of traits
in a given territory in a precisely defined period of time [cf. a review of definitions
in Patubicka, Tabaczyfiski 1986:58].

The definition of the “Tizciniec phenomenon”, the widely accepted model of
which came into being under a profound influence of Aleksander Gardawski [1959,
cf. general discussion: Gardawski 1959:10], is close to the cultural brick theory of
David L. Clarke [Clarke 1968:246ft.]. Browsing through literature, one may conclude
that the “Trzciniec brick” is made up of the following traits: in technology — an
admixture of coarse broken stone, in morphology — a large, sinuous-profile and
slender pot with a relatively small bottom, in micromorphology — slanted, widened
and flared rims and in ornamentation — usually single relief strips where the neck
joins the belly. It is also commonly accepted that the traits listed above are the most
“Trzciniec-like” if they occur simultaneously on the same vessel. A large, sinuous-
-profile pot with a relatively small bottom and a slanted, flared and widened rim,
decorated with a single relief strip where the neck meets the belly and made of clay
containing a high amount of coarse broken stone is then an ideal “Trzciniec” type.
Actually, the only “Trzciniec” ideal type.

Published some time ago, the research done in this area by Wojciech Bla-
jer [1987] was highly instructive. He had carried out considerable work reviewing
“Trzciniec” source materials and presented his results in the form of cartograms
illustrating the dispersion of funerary rite traits [Blajer 1987:map 3] and selected
traits of pottery and metal goods [Blajer 1987:map 4]. In addition, he delineated the
range of pottery decorated with relief strips. Wojciech Blajer, however, did not draw
any conclusions from his own findings whether it was justified to establish a separate
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unit called the Trzciniec Culture. It has to be stressed here that the “ammunition”
that he collected in his work would be, indeed, of great caliber. The conclusions
following from his work are as follows:

Firstly, the only taxonomic indicator of the “Trzciniec” territory is pottery decorated
with a relief strip.

Secondly, other pottery traits, flint goods and extremely rare metal goods [cf. recen-
tly Blajer 1998], settlement organization and funerary rites make up a true mosaic
in the “Tizciniec” oecumene. This mosaic is better suited to identify regional diffe-
rences than to search for a uniform system of supraregional links.

A question thus arises which I asked already in 1996 [Czebreszuk 1996:155],
namely, how it is possible that an idea not meeting basic requirements set by classic
archaeological taxonomy with respect to the category of archaeological culture has
been taken to be exactly that for so many years and has taken root in all synthetic
works ? [e.g. Sherratt 1994:247].

Hence it is indisputable that abandoning the cultural brick theory in defining
the Tizciniec Culture is absolutely necessary. However, it remains to be discussed
how deep and extensive the suggested reform should be.

On may part, I suggest to look at the “Trzciniec phenomenon” from a broad
time and space perspective. This view opposes Aleksander Gardawski’s model, espe-
cially with respect to the broadly understood archaeological taxonomy closely related
to an entirely new methodological framework [Czebreszuk 1996; 1998a; Makarowicz
1998b]. The Trzciniec issue may be divided into two fundamental levels: first of in-
terregional similarities and the second of regional peculiarities.

A. INTERREGIONAL DIMENSION OF TRZCINIEC

The radical taxonomic assessment, expressed above, should not be taken to
mean a rejection of the whole legacy relating to the “Trzciniec phenomenon”. It
cannot be denied that there exists a small set of traits that occurs in various mutual
arrangements and in regionally different contexts in the whole area considered as
“Trzciniec’s”. Among them are forms of a large sinuous-profile pot with a relatively
small bottom, frequently (but not always) decorated only with a relief strip where
the neck meets the belly. Less frequently among these traits are slanted and wide-
ned rims and a peculiar technology of vessel manufacture (based on adding coarse
broken stone).

Worth giving a thought is the regional variety of contexts in which the said
traits occur. Already Aleksander Gardawski himself stressed this fact which, in his
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opinion, usually reflected the significance of chronologically older groups [Gardaw-
ski 1959:111-129]. Credit goes to Wojciech Blajer for the observation that such local
peculiarities include so fundamental a cultural trait as funerary rites [Blajer 1987].
We must be dealing with a similar situation in the case of settlement systems and
ways of finding subsistence; cf. two examples: loess of Matopolska [Gorski, Kadrow
1996] and sand of Kujawy [Makarowicz 1998b].

A.l. TRZCINIEC PACKAGE — INTERPRETATION ALTERNATIVE

I would like to suggest now to call the set of interregionally “Trzciniec” traits a
package (specifically Trzciniec package) by analogy to the concept of Beaker package
known from the literature which was proposed by Colin Burgess in 1976 to explain
the phenomenon of Bell Beakers (BB) [Burgess 1976]. I am convinced that the
suggested term reflects better, than both “culture” and “horizon”, the peculiarity of
the phenomenon under investigation.

The definition of package (specifically Beaker package) suggested by the quoted
author read as follows: “This (i.e. Beaker phenomenon — J. Cz.) would see Beakers
as something extra-cultural, connected with some sort of activity which was taken up by
societies throughout Europe. Together with the artefacts with which they are regularly
associated they could be said to form a ’Beaker package’, which would be merely the
outward manifestation of whatever international phenomenon is involved” [Burgess
1976:309]. A (Beaker) package would thus be understood “. . .as part of an artefact
assemblage rather than a cultural assemblage. . .it represents no more than a fashion”
[Burgess 1976:310]. Being archaeologically inspiring, this definition is nevertheless
quite general.

In order to facilitate further discussion, it is desirable to make the definition
of cultural package more specific by listing its basic characteristics.

1. Identifying a phenomenon by calling it a package does not predetermine its cul-
tural character (as is the case with many other archaeological categories, a package
does not connote one and only one trait of a living culture); in this sense the concept
of package refers to the form and not to the subject-matter of a given phenomenon.
2. A package has narrow cultural meaning, i.e. it concerns only one custom, institu-
tion or subpopulation in a given cultural group; the remaining elements of a given
culture do not undergo any radical modification when a package appears.

3. The set of traits making up a given package must have been significantly culturally,
which is evidenced by broad geographical ranges of individual packages.

4. It is possible to find the place (region) where a given package came into being.
5. A package is subject to dissemination, the mechanism of which is based primarily
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on cultural contact; thus it spreads in societies that in one way or another are in
contact, i.e. its ways of expansion reveal traditional channels of cultural contact;
only secondarily can they be considered as creators of new spatial relations.
6. It is a taxonomically (formally) dynamic phenomenon and most probably cul-
turally (content-wise) as well. It changes from region to region: a given cultural
package in different regions is similar but never the same.
7. The final stage of investigation of a given package should be an interpretation of
its cultural character, i.e. an answer to the question what cultural trait the package
reveals.

Going back to the Tizciniec package, it should be observed at the outset that
it was relatively meager in comparison to the preceding Beaker package, both in
terms of constituting traits and in their formal richness.

A2, TRZCINIEC PACKAGE. CONSTITUTING ELEMENTS

I shall briefly discuss now the three elements of the Trzciniec package mentio-
ned above beginning with “Trzciniec technology” and slanted and widened rims and
ending with the form of the “Trzciniec pot”.

The concept of “Irzciniec technology” is known especially from the Polish lite-
rature [Gardawski 1959:90; MiSkiewicz 1978:176]. It stands for a manner of vessel
manufacturing based on the addition of coarse broken stone in thick-wall vessels
with their surface smoothed out with a hard slick. The coarse admixture protrudes
from the surface causing numerous fractures around such places. There are a few
potential sources where it may have come from. To one of such sources, namely
the Globular Amphora Cultur (GAC), attention was drawn by Aleksander Ko§ko
in the 1970’s [Kosko 1979; Czerniak, Ko§ko 1980:259]. In the case of “Tizciniec” in
Kujawy this source continues to be the most probable one [Czebreszuk 1996:158;
Makarowicz 1998b].

Another source points out to a potential significance of the tradition of the
Comb-like Pottery Culture which expanded to the south, as far as today’s northern
Belarus towards the end of the Neolithic. One trait characterizing the pottery of
this culture is a technology based on the use of coarse broken granite and flint
[Kryvaltsevich 1991; 1997; Czebreszuk 1996:158].

The last tradition that can be taken into account in the search for the origins
of the “Trzciniec technology” is the Single Grave Culture (SGC). Only in the 1980’s
and 1990’s could more information be gathered on the settlement pottery of this
group. It turned out then that there were clear differences in the technology of
making settlement and grave vessels. The former, specifically large vessels, were
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most often made with the use of coarse broken stone technology [Stegen 1954;
Liversage 1987; Mertens 1998].

To sum up, it can be claimed that regardless of the fact which of the above
groups played a decisive role in the development of the “Trzciniec technology” one
thing is now absolutely clear: the “Trzciniec” tradition of pottery technology has
clearly its roots in the north, on the Lowland. It is worth mentioning here that the
technological standard of the “Trzciniec” pottery in Malopolska, hence in the South,
departs significantly from the formula recognized by Aleksander Gardawski to be
characteristic of the said group, which has been made absolutely clear by the recent
research by Jacek Goérski [1981:24-25].

For the study of the origins of widened and slanted rims, the most complete
set of data comes now from the Pripets drainage. Owing to the studies of Mykola
Kryvaltsevich there has been registered a complete sequence of stylistic transforma-
tions of rims from the Middle Dnieper Culture to local varieties of the “Trzciniec”
tradition. An initial appearance of widened rims has been recorded, too. In the end
of the sequence classical, “Tizciniec”, widened and slanted rims have been placed
[Kryvaltsevich 1991, Fig. 57:10, 17; 58:1; Czebreszuk 1996:158].

The crucial issue in the study of the origins of individual traits of the Trzciniec
package is the form of the “Trzciniec pot”. Recently, its ties with the traditions of the
Single Grave and Bell Beaker Cultures have been discussed [Czebreszuk 1996:157;
1998a; Makarowicz 1998b]. In the German literature this issue is closely related
to the question of the so-called Riesenbecher which calls here for a more detailed
discussion.

A.3. RIESENBECHER. DIAGNOSTIC VALUE

This concept was introduced into the literature by Karl H. Jacob-Friesen [1939].
However, it was only Kurt Stegen who defined this form and whose definition be-
came a point of departure for studies of many German researchers [Struve 1955:132-
-133; Uenze 1961; Harck 1971/72; Lichardus 1979/80; Nelson 1988:161-173; Moser
1994; Mertens 1996; 1988]. According to Kurt Stegen Riesenbecher “sind alle von
einer groben Machart (wandstirke bis zu 2 cm), der Ton ist oft sehr stark mit kleinen
Steinchen durchsetzt. Die Grifie schwankt zwischen 30 und 50-55 cm (...). Ein Be-
sonders charakteristisches gemeinsames Kennzeichen aller Riesenbecher ist der winzig
kleine Boden. (...) Die Form des Riesenbechers wird durch das S-formige Profil in
seiner ganzen Variationsbreite bestimmt. (...) Der Hauptantil an der Variierung des
S-Profiles, die bei den kleinen Bechern auf die mannigfachste Art. erreicht wird, kommt
beim Riesenbecher der Gestaltung des Randes zu. In allen Fillen handelt es sich um
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einen kurzen, meist scharf abgesetzten Rand, der steil (...) bis trichterformig (...)
sein kann. Die Nahtstelle zwischen Rand und Korper wird oft durch einen Wurst oder
Wellenleiste betont (...)" ...A detailed review of both the history of research and
the current state of knowledge has been recently done by Andrea Moser [Moser
1994:3-5] and Kathrin Mertens [Mertens 1996; 1998]. Hence, I shall focus here on
a summary of issues that are important for our discussion.

From the point of view of typology, forms included among Riesenbecher in
the original definition are currently divided into two basic categories. The first
comprises all-over decorated vessels called potbeker (a Dutch term adopted in the
German literature) [cf. main source: Lehman 1965; Lanting 1973] which I shall
ignore in further discussion, whereas the second consists of Riesenbecher proper,
undecorated or with a relief element in the place where the neck meets the belly
(one or two relief strips, or possibly a few handles placed symmetrically around the
circumference).

Among the Riesenbecher five basic types are distinguished at present: (a) unde-
corated, (b) with several horizontal lines incised in the place where the neck meets
the belly, (c) with a relief strip bearing undulating fingertip impressions, (d) with a
single or double simple relief strip and (e) with a row of handles (buttons) [cf. the
most comprehensive review: Moser 1994; Mertens 1996].

Relying on the comparative data and information on the contexts of occurrence
of individual Riesenbecher types, each of the above types should be assigned a slightly
different cultural and genetic position.

Owing to recent results of research into the settlement aspect of the Corded
Ware Culture (CWC) in Central Europe, the variety with a relief strip bearing un-
dulating fingertip impressions (type c) can be now dated to the early development
phases of the CWC encompassing without doubt the pan-European horizon (A)
and quite probably the whole old Corded Ware stage. This type of large (storage)
vessels is now believed to be the most important indicator of the oldest CWC set-
tlement materials [Buchvaldek 1986; Liversage 1987:120-121; Czebreszuk 1996:82;
Wolf 1997].

Undecorated Riesenbecher (type a) do not have so unequivocal cultural and
chronological connotations. Of crucial importance are in this case the contexts
of their occurrence, for instance urns in a SGC cremation cemetery (e.g. Sande
in Hamburg-Lohbriigge) [Schwantes 1936:791ff.], co-occurrence with type K axe in
compact assemblages (Mannhagen, Kreis Lauenburg) [Kersten 1966:77{f.]. They
also occur in megalithic monuments, usually in stratigraphically youngest positions
(e.g. Oldendorf Kreis Lineburg) [Kérmer, Laux 1980:173]. Of great importance
are ornamentation traits of many vessels from the already mentioned cemetery at
Sande, namely zone patterns made with the use of the knurling technique [Schindler
1960:Taf. 87:4-6], showing affinity with the tradition of BB. The above observations
justify the inclusion of the undecorated variety of the Riesenbecher in the developed
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stages of the SGC and the beginnings of the so-called dagger period (in Danish
nomenclature LN I), i.e. the period with BB.

The Riesenbecher with a row of handles (type e), called Hitzacker by Ole Harck
[Harck 1971/72] was related by him to the Unétice tradition. Recently, exhaustive
works by Bernd Zich have appeared discussing the north-western frontier of the
Unétice Culture [Zich 1986] and the whole northern zone of that culture [Zich
1996]. However, there is no mention in these works about the Riesenbecher. Only
in the case of type 20C storage vessels does the quoted author see any similarity
of that form with the Riesenbecher of the Hitzhacker type [Zich 1996:187, footnote
665]. The issue of the origins of the pottery with handles is not a simple one at all,
nevertheless there is no doubt that these forms occurred in the area in question
at the same time as old-Unétice finds. Furthermore, grave finds from Frauenmark,
Kreis Parchim [Jacobs 1991:53 and Taf. 26:26, 27] and from Lanz, Kreis Ludwig-
slust [Jacobs 1991:57 and Taf. 27:14-17] indicate that the type under discussion was
contemporaneous with the stage when BB traits occurred.

The type decorated with several horizontal, incised lines (type b) was identified
by Hildegarde Nelson as type 3 [Nelson 1988:162]. In Laave, Kreis Hagenow, site
1 [Jacobs 1991:56], two vessels decorated in this way together with a specimen of
a variety close to potbeker were found, which testifies to the contemporaneity of
the discussed type with BB. While the studies of Erwin Strahl prove that multiple
incised line decorations are known from the interfluvial area between the Lower
Elbe and Weser throughout the SGC development [Strahl 1990:204].

The type of the greatest interest to us, type d, with a single relief strip (or
possibly two) will be discussed in greater detail, separately for each region of the
western North European Plain.

North-west Germany (Lower Saxony and Schleswig-Holstein), Fig. 1.

The discussed form of vessels is certainly contemporaneous there with the
Riesenbecher with handles (type e), which is evidenced by finds from Rebenstorf,
Kreis Liichow-Dannenberg and from Templingen, Kreis Liichow-Dannenberg. On
the basis of an amphora also found there, these finds are related by Andrea Moser
to the older stages of the Unétice Culture (UC) development [Moser 1994:14-16].
In Jeersdorf, Kreis Rotenburg, site 18, a fragment of a large sinuous-profile vessel
with a double relief strip was found together with a container decorated with a
“barbed wire” ornament [Strahl 1990, Taf. 52:3-4] which is dated to the decline of
BB in Jutland and on the Lower Rhine. In Central European categories this is
equivalent to the very beginning of BA1 according to P. Reinecke. Thus, generally
speaking, in the said area, the forms under discussion are dated to the period from
the SGC [Struve 1955:133], through the period of BB influence [Struve 1955:133fF,;
Schirnig 1972:66; Lichardus 1979/80:357] until the beginnings of the stage revealing
Unétice impact [Voelkel 1963:104; Harck 1971/72:22fF.].
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Fig. 1. Selected examples of type “d” Riesenbecher from Lower Saxony and Schleswig-Holstein. 1 -
Rebenstorf, Kreis Liichow-Dannenberg [Moser 1994:Abb. 2:5], 2 - Jeersdorf, Kr. Rotenburg, stan. 18
[Strahl 1990:Taf. 52:4], 3-5 - Hitzacker, Ldkr. Liichow-Dannenberg [Moser 1984:Abb. 2:1-3], 6 - Borg-
dorf, Kr. Rendsburg [Struve 1955:Taf. 24:1], 7 - Hannover, Gr. Buchholz [Struve 1955:Taf. 24:5], 8
- Gross-Holzhausen, Kr. Osterburg [Moser 1994:Abb. 3:2], 9 - Elstorf, Kr. Harburg [Strahl 1990:Taf.

19:12].
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Fig. 2. Selected examples of type “b” and “d” Riesenbecher from Denmark. 1-2 - Myrhgj [Jensen
1973:Fig.27 and 40], 3 - Sebberup [Glob 1952:70], 4-7 Tastum [Simonsen 1983:Fig.6], 8 - St. Valbyvej
[Schiellerup 1992: Fig.28], 9 - Vorbasse [Hvass 1986:Fig.11].
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Fig. 3. Myrhgj, Northern Jutland, joint calibration of a series of seven *C dates from the settlement.

Values of individual dates according to H. Vandkilde [1996].
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Fig. 4. Selected examples of type “b” and “d” Riesenbecher from north-eastern Germany. 1 - Lanz
[Jacobs 1991:Taf. 27:17], 2 - Settin [Jacobs 1991:Taf.20:12], 3 - Rothenklempenow [Jacobs 1991:Taf.38:30],
4 - Griinhof [Jacobs 1991:Taf.30:11].
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Jutland, Fig. 2.

From the chronological point of view, this is the most import of all the analy-
zed regions. The pot forms of interest to us here are known there from well-dated
settlement assemblages. They appear already in the settlement at Myrhgj [Jensen
1973:92, Fig. 27] (cf. Fig. 2:1-2), eponymous for the group which represents a lo-
cal variety of the BB in northern and central Jutland [Liversage 1987]. We have
in respect of this site a series of seven “C dates [Vandkilde 1996:372], the joint
calibration of which shows that the settlement existed before the end of the 3rd
millennium BC (Fig. 3). Next, these forms are known from settlements throughout
the LN period, e.g. St. Valbyvej [Schielllerup 1992:44, Fig. 28, 29], Vorbasse [Hvass
1986:333, Fig. 11], Tastum [Simonsen 1983:Fig. 6], only to disappear in the Early
Bronze Age there, ie. ca 1700 BC.

North-eastern Germany (Mecklenburg, Vorpommern and Brandenburg), Fig. 4.

This is an area which has not been studied much, which is reflected is the
amount of sources published. Of fundamental importance in this respect is the
work by Jorn Jacobs who has published a number of examples of relevant forms
[Jacobs 1991:Taf. 20:8, 11, 12; Taf. 27:17; Taf. 28:30; Taf. 30:11] generally dating
them to the whole period of development of the SGC.

The above review leads to several conclusions. The first and most important one
concerns the validity and further use of the concept of Riesenbecher in the hitherto
typological formula. In the light of the above comments there is no justification for
it. Individual types of the Riesenbecher are related to different cultural traditions and
are assigned different chronological positions (from horizon A of the CWC, through
the SGC and BB until the stage of Unétice influences, hence from ca 2900/2800
BC until the beginnings of the 2nd millennium BC). This does not mean, however,
that one should abandon altogether to define such a category of artifacts. Such an
opinion has been recently voiced in the German literature by Erwin Strahl [1990].
He does not set up the Riesenbecher as a separate category [Strahl 1990:56-57]
and claims that until recently settlement pottery of various SGC phases has been
mistakenly assigned to it [Strahl 1990:204]. It would be advisable to use a more
precise definition of the Riesenbecher which would include only such varieties of it
that are primarily related to a single stage of prehistory (development of the SGC
and LN) and a similar genetic relationship (SGC, BB, possibly Unétice influences).
Taking this into account, I suggest to reserve the Riesenbecher appellation for types
’a’, ’b’, ’d’ and ¢’ only.

The second conclusion concerns the issue of the spreading of these varieties of
the Riesenbecher that are of the greatest interest to us, namely type b with multiple,
incised lines and type d with one or two relief strips. They occur in the vast, lowland
area of Western Europe, from the mouth of the Rhine in the west, through Lower
Saxony, Schleswig-Holstein and Jutland as far as Brandenburg and Mecklenburg in
the east.
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The third conclusion concerns the chronological and cultural position of these
Riesenbecher types which formally most closely related to “Trzciniec” patterns types
b and d). They are associated with the tradition of the developed SGC and local
BB while the chronology of their occurrence covers in total the period from ca
2500 BC (beginnings of the developed phase of the SGC and the dawn of the
“North European BB province” [Czebreszuk 1996:250] until about 2000 BC (i.e.
contemporaneously with the old-Unétice stage of the UC).

A summary of the above discussion, encompassing criticism of the hitherto
model of “Tizciniec” and the digression on the Riesenbecher as well, should include
a few statements of a general nature. The first of them pertains to the basic element
of the Trzciniec package, namely the slender, sinuous-profile pots with a characte-
ristic ornament. They are genetically related with the SGC tradition and the North
European BB province, hence with the orientation of cultural ties which has been
completely ignored in the studies of the origins of “Tizciniec”. The question of the
“Trzciniec technology” does not exclude the north-western “trace” in the search for
the origins of the Trzciniec package, either. Only the third element believed to be
an interregionally “Trzciniec” trait, i.e. slanted and widened rims, in the light of our
knowledge does not bear any relation to the SGC tradition. Owing to its genetic
connections, it leans rather towards the Middle Dnieper Culture. This situation re-
flects the dynamics of a cultural package. A broader presentation of the dynamics
shall follow below.

A4. “TRADITIONAL TRZCINIEC”. LINES OF REVISION

Let’s confront now the above conclusions concerning the western portion of
the European Plain with our knowledge on the areas traditionally believed to be
the “Tizciniec” oecumene.

First, we should consider whether it is possible to date the moment of ap-
pearance of “Tizciniec pots” there with a greater accuracy or, more precisely, to
establish that moment for individual regions within the “Trzciniec” territory. A pre-
cise placement in time of the beginnings of the said form is possible in the case
of the Kujawy (broadly meant, including the Chelmno District, Krajna and Patuki)
and Matopolska centers.

In the first of the mentioned centers, the prototypes of “Trzciniec pots” (of
both types: those decorated with relief strips and those with multiple, incised lines)
appear in Bialy B6r, commune of Grudziadz, site 17 [Bokiniec 1987:Fig. 2:11; 5:10),
Narkowo, commune of Dobre, site 16 [Czebreszuk, Przybytek 1997:Fig. 8:8; Przy-
bytek 1996] (Fig. 5:1, 5), Deby, commune of Dobre, site 29A [Czebreszuk 1996:Fig.
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Fig. 5. Selected examples of Riesenbecher from Kujawy and the Chelmno District. 1,5 - Narkowo, gm.
Dobre, stan. 16 [Przybytek 1996], 2,3 - Potok, gm. Wioctawek, stan. 1 [Bokiniec 1989], 4 - Chlewiska, gm.
Dabrowa Biskupia, stan.56 [Czebreszuk 1996], 6 - De¢by, gm. Dobre, stan. 29A [Czebreszuk 1996], 7.8 -
Grudziadz-Mniszek, stan. 3 [Bokiniec, Marciniak 1987], 9 - Smarglin, gm. Dobre, stan. 53 [Makarowicz
1993], 10 - Bialy Bor, gm. Grudziadz, stan. 17 [Bokiniec 1987], 11 - Mszano, gm. Brodnica, stan. 7
[Bokiniec 1987].
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Fig. 6. Narkowo, commune of Dobre, site 16. Results of le dating for a sample of charcoal from
feature 23. According to J. Czebreszuk [1996].
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Fig. 7. Dating of the Tizciniec package in selected regions of Central Europe.

48:11] (Fig. 5:6), ToruA-Grebocin, site IIT [Bokiniec 1995:Table XVI], Grudziadz-
-Mniszek, commune of Grudziadz, site 3 [Bokiniec, Marciniak 1987, Fig. 9:3, 4]
(Fig. 5:7, 8), Modliborzyce, commune of Inowroclaw (“vase-like” form) [Knapow-
ska-Mikolajczykowa 1957:64, Fig. 68b], Korzecznik, commune of Klodawa, site 14
[Czebreszuk 1996:Fig. 53:30, 54:1, 17] and quite possibly in Brze$¢ Kujawski, com-
mune of Brze§¢ Kujawski, site 4, pit 738 [Grygiel 1987:Fig. 2:2], Chlewiska, com-
mune of Dabrowa Biskupia, site 56 [Czebreszuk 1996:Fig. 45:15] (Fig. 5:4) as well
as in Smarglin, commune of Dobre, site 22 [Czebreszuk 1996:Fig. 35:27, 31, 40] and
Smarglin, site 53 [Makarowicz 1993:Fig. 8:22, 23; 9:19, 26; 10:2] (Fig. 5:9). The set-
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Fig. 8. Spreading routes of the Tizciniec package in Central Europe.

tlement in Narkowo has one dating reporting the age of 3930+£70 BP (Ki-5604) that
sets an approx. interval of 2440-2300 BC (Fig. 6) [cf. Czebreszuk 1996:119-121 and
Tab. 26]. Recently, another *C dating has been obtained for the materials from the
settlement in Smarglin, site 22, which reported the age of 3950+45 (Ki-6885) (kind
information from prof. Aleksander Kosko for which I am very grateful). The dating
sets a period of time which is generally concurrent with that from Narkowo, namely
from 2550 to 2350 BC. The mentioned finds, in particular from Bialy Bor, Deby,
Narkowo and Smarglin (site 22 and 53), show that the beginnings of the presence
of “Trzciniec pot” prototypes in the Kujawy center are tied to the appearance of
the pottery ornamented with zone patterns utilizing the knurling technique which
is characteristic of the oldest stage of the BB tradition influences. This process
has been recently tentatively dated to the beginning of the second half of the 3rd
millennium BC [Czebreszuk 1996:191-192].

In Malopolska we are faced with a very clear situation. “Trzciniec pots” with
widened and slanted rims appear there as an element of a greater cultural whole,
believed to be a culture of migrants, ca 1900 BC [Kempisty, Wiodarczak 1996:132;
Gorski, Kadrow 1996; Gorski 1997; 1998; Wlodarczak 1998].

When comparing the time of occurrence of “Trzciniec pots” in different regions
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of Central Europe (Fig. 7), it can be observed that they appear first along the
western limits of the area of distribution, i.e. on the Lower Elbe and in Jutland,
then in Kujawy and only later in Malopolska. Assuming that we deal here with one
cultural process, a later chronology can be adopted for the “Trzciniec pot” in regions
located east of Kujawy (Fig. 8). This conclusion is borne out by the first series of
14C dates obtained for the materials of the so-called East Trzciniec Culture from the
cemetery in Malopolovecke in Ukraine [Kovalyukh et al., Absolute (Radiocarbon)
Chronology. . ., in this volume]. The finds obtained there can be dated to ca 1600
BC at the earliest. In sum, it can be plausibly claimed that the origins of the form
in question can be related to the local SGC and BB groups from the western part
of the North European Plain. While looking at the cartogram (Fig. 8) it can be also
observed that the “Trzciniec pot”, or the most important element of the Trzciniec
package, spread from the west to the east and from a certain moment (ca 1900 BC)
also from the north to the south.

The “Trzciniec phenomenon” displays in this respect a trait that is characteristic
of all packages. What is meant here is occurrence at different time in individual
regions which can be linearly ordered. It is possible to indicate the region where
a given phenomenon began and to show the lines, along which it spread. As an
analogy may serve the dynamics of the BB which, for instance, ca 2300 BC withdraw
from the areas on the Upper Danube (covered by Blechkreiskulturen) and from the
Bohemian Basin and Moravia (occupied already by the UC) while at the same time
develop on the south-western Baltic [Czebreszuk 1996; 1998; Czebreszuk, Szmyt
1998; Vandkilde 1996].

Another important issue is the end (“decline”) of the Tizciniec package. In Ju-
tland it takes place in LN II hence after 1950 BC [Vandkilde 1996]. Unfortunately
we do not have such accurate dates for the regions of northern Germany. The chro-
nology of the end of the Tizciniec culture is slightly better grounded in data in the
case of Kujawy and Malopolska. The first and surprising observation in both cases
is the fact that the end of the Tizciniec package cannot be identified with the end of
the Tizciniec “culture” or “horizon”. In Kujawy, out of seven groups [Makarowicz
1998b; 1998¢] of the “Tizciniec horizon” only the first three rely taxonomically on
the Trzciniec package traits. Almost the same is true for Matopolska. In the sequ-
ence of stylistic changes traced by Jacek Goérski, only the assemblages of types Al,
A2 and A3 can be considered to be based on Tizciniec package traits while all the
remaining ones (assemblages of types B, C and CD) can be called “post-Tizciniec
package” [Gorski 1997]. Projecting the said state of affairs on the time scale, it can
be claimed in conclusion that the Trzciniec package ended in Kujawy ca 1600 BC
[Czebreszuk 1996:Tab. 29] and in Malopolska ca 1400 BC [Goérski 1997:Fig. 4]. It
follows that not only the dates of the beginning of the Trzciniec package but also
those of the end of it keep the same regularity, namely that the package ends first
in the west and last in the South (Fig. 7).



183

This is then the general outline of the taxonomy of the interregional aspect of
“Trzciniec”, i.e. what I suggest to call the Trzciniec package. The above proposals
make for a radically different picture than that which can be found in the literature.
In them, “Tizciniec” is generally a lowland phenomenon rooted in the areas on the
south-western Baltic and developing between the Elbe and Dnieper and not — as
it has been believed so far — between the Vistula and Dnieper.

B. THE ASPECT OF LOCAL VARIETIES OF “TRZCINIEC”

The other side of the “Trzciniec coin” is formed by its local varieties. In this
respect, attention should be drawn to the special characteristics of “Trzciniec” in
particular areas of the Lowlands as well as to the fundamental opposition of “low-
land” and “highland” “Trzciniec”, or rather northern and southern.

B.1. “LOWLAND TRZCINIEC”

The Trzciniec package, like all other packages, particularly a beaker one, is
a dynamic phenomenon changing taxonomically from region to region, to put simply,
drawing on local traditions. I shall use here the changes visible on “Trzciniec pots”
as an example (Fig. 9). Reaching as far west as the mouth of the Rhine one should
start with zone with potbeakers only [Lehmann 1965]. Next, in the area between
the Lower Rhine and Elbe a clear decrease in the number of potbeakers can be
observed while the main role is played by forms decorated with a relief strip and
multiple, incised lines [Strahl 1990]. In Mecklenburg and Brandenburg there are no
more potbeaker [exception: Wetzel 1976] while the varieties with relief strips and
incised lines continue to be found [Jacobs 1991; Rassmann 1993]. In the interfluvial
area between the Oder and Vistula, the gamut of ornaments expands to include
zone patterns often separated by a vertical element (heritage of the Kujawy BB
variety, known as the ITwno Culture) [Czebreszuk 1996; Makarowicz 1998b]. Farther
east (Mazowsze), next to still numerous ornaments with vertical elements, there
emerge patterns of even more complicated structure (heritage of the Linin group
of the Nemen Culture) [cf. review of sources in Gardawski 1959] which cover not
only the upper zone of the belly but also lower portions of a vessel. Finally in
Polesie, the rich ornament frequently covering “Tizciniec pots” is related to Middle



Fig. 9. The dynamics of stylistic changes of the form of the “Trzciniec pot” in the lowland regions of
Central Europe.
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Dnieper roots and the cultures of the Comb-like and Stroked Circle [Kryvaltsevich
1991; 1997:91-93].

The zones within the “Trzciniec oecumene”, outlined here along the west-east
axis, generally reflect the differences from the previous periods by continuing the
zones of the BB, SGC, SGC-BB (covering the area between the Lower Oder and
Vistula) and the Linin group (or type) of the Nemen and Middle Dnieper Cultures.
In this respect, “Trzciniec” does not change any boundaries set by a long Neolithic
tradition. On the contrary, it continues the Neolithic division of the Lowland into
cultural regions.

B.2. THE NORTH-SOUTH OPPOSITION WITHIN THE “TRZCINIEC” OECUMENE

To begin with I shall define more closely the opposition mentioned in the he-
ading. It is based on ecology, precisely on the fact of existence of two opposite
ecosystems. The first consisted of sandy, poorly diversified lowland areas whereas
the second was characterized by lush vegetation growing on loess covered high-
lands. Curiously enough, this ecological opposition is not equally clear geographi-
cally. There are lowland enclaves of abundant ecosystems (e.g. Kujawy) but there
are also sandy areas within the highland belt (e.g. Niecka Nidziafska). This fact
is of great significance for the cultural plane. The fact that Kujawy often served
as the “outpost of the South” in prehistory is rather universally accepted [lately:
Kosko 1996]. Less prominence is given in the literature to a hypothesis which
would stress the importance of places like Niecka Nidziafiska as an “extension”
of the Plain.

Let’s go back, however, to the main subject. The opposition is clearly visible
in settlement rules. “Trzciniec” on the Plain is in most cases made up of relics
of small dune settlements, usually poorly preserved and with a small number of
artifacts [Czebreszuk 1996; Makarowicz 1998b]. In features that survived in a bet-
ter condition, for instance in Borowo 12 [Ignaczak 1996; Czebreszuk 1996:159-162;
Czebreszuk, Ignaczak 1997], the settlement consisted practically of one house (ho-
usehold cluster). It is worth noticing that such a settlement model has a very long
tradition on the Plain, going back to Mesolithic societies and continued by the Fun-
nel Beaker Culture (TRB) or the CWC. In this respect, “Trzciniec” practically does
not change anything ideally fitting into the hitherto rules of settlement organization.

In a specific moment of the cultural evolution of the system, i.e. ca 1900 BC, its
traits become visible in the South, specifically in the immediate vicinity of Matopol-
ska loess soils [GOrski, Kadrow 1996]. After some time, on loess areas, a network of
stable “Trzciniec” microregions develops with orderly central settlements comprising
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a number of household clusters [Gorski 1997], thus fitting ideally into settlement
rules prevailing on Malopolska loess soils practically from the beginning of the Neo-
lithic [Kadrow 1991; Kruk 1993]. This dynamic cultural success of “Trzciniec” in the
south is commonly believed to be an effect of a migration of relatively large groups
of humans from rather indefinite areas of the Plain to the south [see recent mature
interpretation in Goérski, Kadrow 1996]. A distinctive, worth mentioning charac-
teristic of the process, peculiar not only to “Trzciniec” but also to other, earlier
Lowland groups which emerged in the south in a specific moment of their deve-
lopment (I specifically have the TRB in mind here), is the fact that the movement
to the south (interpreted as relatively large migrations) is closely connected with
a radical change of the settlement system. The group that appears in the South
takes on characteristics of stable microregional and village settlement, “peasant”
all in all, which makes it fit well into the traditions of local societies. Thus it is
also in this respect that “Trzciniec” did not differ from groups on previous stages.
However, let us ask a question: What were the reasons of those putative migrations
from the north to the south? Did among Lowland societies exist a certain “southern
attraction” making them travel south in larger groups from time to time?

Jacek Gorski and Stawomir Kadrow, who devised the most comprehensive mo-
del of Mierzanowice Culture (MC) — Tizciniec Culture (TC) relations, put forward
a solution which does not pose any of the above questions. The model may be
reconstructed in the following points:

1. A migration of a “Trzciniec” population from the Lowland takes place; this is
a premise not subject to any discussion,

2. Initially the migrants occupy in the south only those ecological niches which they
know from the Lowland,

3. The migrants come into contact with local settled farmers represented by the
MC, which was then in a crisis; they adopt traits that will enable them to exploit
loess niches,

4. The migrants take over the loess areas adapting to their purposes the model of
stable farming settlements with a microregional settlement structure and assimila-
ting the remnants of local populations (MC).

Jacek Gérski and Stawomir Kadrow, in their model of MC-TC relations, as-
sume the existence of a specific reason why late MC societies acquired “Trzciniec”
characteristics. The reason was a structural crisis of the former [G6rski, Kadrow
1996:26]. Hence, they look at the situation as a unique occurrence and not as an
example of a more general rule (the “southern attraction”). This model, however,
should be discussed further. The phenomenon of Malopolska traits being superse-
ded by northern ones is not, as has already been observed, exclusively connected
with that moment in prehistory when the MC and TC came into contact. This state
of affairs should make us consider an entirely different hypothesis from the previo-
usly discussed one to be able to provide a culturally plausible explanation of all the
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facts. Specifically, one should consider a hypothesis attaching much less importance
to migrations (continuous or periodical) from the Lowland onto the Highlands at
the same time, however, adopting periodical spreading of new cultural ideas (in
the archaeological form of a package) as the main mechanism of the observable
changes. The ideas that were disseminated were born from time to time on the
“Lowland cultural hotbed” stretching from the Lower Rhine through Jutland and
Mecklenburg to Kujawy. Under this hypothesis there would not be any “expansion
of Trzciniec populations” from a rather indefinite “north” to Malopolska [cf. GOr-
ski, Kadrow 1996:22]. Emerging from the new hypothesis, the new model can be
described in the following points:

1. A premise is adopted maintaining that in certain enclaves in the south there
always existed populations following a Lowland cultural model; the enclaves roughly
corresponded with ecological niches in which natural conditions were similar to
those on the European Plain,

2. The said communities were characterized by the absence of cultural barriers that
would separate them from Lowland societies, contrary to loess area communities,
3. In the period when the early and classic phases of the MC developed in lo-
ess areas, the said communities must have displayed, broadly speaking, “corded”
tradition traits [Budziszewski 1998],

4. The “Trzciniec” traits appear in the south first among the post-Corded societies
occupying sandy niches to transform certain aspects of their culture; the societies
“become” “Trzciniec-like”,

5. To overcome the barrier separating the societies of sandy and loess oecumenes,
“Trzciniec” traits needed more time but it happened ca 1700 BC at the earliest
[G6rski, Kadrow 1996, Fig. 2],

6. Finally, the Tizciniec package is shared also by the communities of settled farmers
of loess areas.

However, acceptance of this model entails adoption of an assumption about
considerable differences in the chronologies of identical or very similar stylistic states
in individual regions and in different ecological niches within the same region. I shall
indicate a few analogies being in point here. The long co-occurrence of TRB and
CWC societies and the contemporaneity of old and classic “corded” patterns have
been rapidly gaining ground in the literature both in respect of the Plain [Czebreszuk
1996; Kosko 1997] and the highlands [Machnik 1997]. In the case of Matopolska, the
ecological opposition: loess plateaus vs. sandy troughs had had a cultural dimension
since the Early Neolithic [Kruk 1980]. In the above outlined context, the date of
appearance of “Trzciniec” traits, i.e. 1900 BC, may be adopted as the wane of CWC
societies in the sandy ecological niches of the region [Budziszewski 1998]. We would
then deal with a situation in which a new cultural package (specifically the Trzciniec
package) from the “Plain hotbed” spreads according to the fundamental principles
of a culture: first among the societies cultivating the way of life which is the closest
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to that of the Plain. The surmounting of the ecological barrier of loess areas takes
time, which has been very well depicted in detail by Jacek Gorski and Stawomir
Kadrow [1996].

Adopting one of the outlined hypotheses is unequivocally related to the way the
“Trzciniec” phenomenon is perceived. A cultural interpretation prefers the former
while an interpretation in terms of a package prefers the latter.

CONCLUSION

What was “Trzciniec” then? It was a cultural package or a phenomenon of a
limited scope on the scale of a culture; changes that it brought affected only certain
segments of the culture. I would like to repeat here the observation relating to the
relations between the Trzciniec package, Trzciniec culture and Trzciniec horizon.
We have observed that the Trzciniec package is related to the older stages of both
the culture and horizon. However, more profound processes of cultural integration
originating with early Lusatian sources, especially visible in the spreading of cre-
mation funerary rites [Czebreszuk 1997; Gérski, Kadrow 1996:20] (so-called second
cremation horizon), are related to the younger groups of the Trzciniec horizon in
Kujawy and the younger assemblages of the Trzciniec Culture in Malopolska. As
long as in both regions we deal with the Trzciniec package (TH1-3 in Kujawy and
assemblages of types Al, A2 and A3 in Malopolska) one can only try to find local
peculiarities in the funerary rites in the whole “Trzciniec” zone [e.g. Malopolska,
Gorski, Kadrow 1996:20-21]. “Trzciniec” as a whole remained then in this respect
a mosaic [Blajer 1987].

The Tizciniec package must have been a single rite, a single institution or
a ritual type which, while moving from community to community, from region to
region, evolved and acquired new elements or lost others. Here again I shall cite
the example of the Beaker package. It modified only a certain aspect of a cul-
ture, specifically it was an outward manifestation, most probably in the form of
spontaneous ranking, of aspirations of the nascent higher stratum (forerunners of
present-day aristocracy). At the same time, other areas of the culture remained un-
changed either for all (e.g. rules of settlement and subsistence) or for some people
(e.g. the phenomenon of the parallel use of single graves and megalithic tombs in
Jutland and northern Germany throughout the “Beaker age.”). The same must have
happened to the Trzciniec package. It was a limited scope cultural proposition. The
area of what was local in the “Tizciniec” times was rather vast, which I tried to
stress earlier. In particular, in individual Lowland “provinces” of “Trzciniec”, under
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a thin layer of similarities one can observe abundance of regional characteristics
reflecting a division into cultural regions from earlier periods.

I will repeat the question: What was “Trzciniec”? On the taxonomic scale it was
a phenomenon which took a very different course from the model hitherto accepted
in the literature. With its roots it reached to SGC and BB societies from the north-
-eastern end of the European Plain, namely from Jutland and northern Germany
where since the middle of the 3rd millenium BC early forms of basic “Tizciniec”
characteristics had been known. Hence, the main direction of expansion of the
package runs from the west to the east. However, this is not a process of moving
the same, constant set of traits in that direction. The Trzciniec package, while moving
from region to region, changes drawing on local traditions. However, the amplitude
of these changes does not oscillate in any significant manner throughout the whole
expanse of the European Plain, from Holland as far east as Belarus and Russia.
What we see is a continuum of cultural changes with two extremes: BB in the west
and the Middle Dnieper Culture and forest communities in the east. The western
limit of the Trzciniec Culture which has been recognized in the literature so far is
rather evidence of the failure of German and Polish archaeologists to communicate
on this issue rather than any form of boundary in prehistoric Europe*.

Translated by Piotr T. Zebrowski

* This paper was written during my stay in Aarhus on a scholarship from the Conference of Danish University
Presidents and in Kiel on a stipend from the Konferenz der Deutschen Akademien der Wissenschaften, Volkswagen
Foundation. I would like to express my gratitude to both institutions. I would also like to express my appreciation to
Marzena Szmyt, Ph.D., Jacek Gorski, M.A., Prof. Stawomir Kadrow, Ph.D. and Prof. Aleksander Kosko, Ph.D. for their
valuable comments they shared with me having reviewed the typescript.



ABBREVIATIONS

AP — Archeologia Polski, Warszawa

APL — Archaeologia Polona, Warszawa

AR — Arkheologia, Kiev

BPS — Baltic-Pontic Studies, Poznan

ESA — Eurasia Septentrionalis Antiqua, Helsinki

KSIA AN USSR - Kratkiye Soobshcheniya Instituta Arkheologii AN USRR,
Kiev

MANH — Materialy Archeologiczne Nowej Huty, Krakéw

MIA — Materialy i Issledovaniya po Arkheologii SSSR, Moskva

PBF — Praehistorische Bronzefunde, Miinchen

SA — Sovetskaya Arkheologia, Moskva.

SPA — Sprawozdania Archeologiczne, Krakéw.

REFERENCES

Abramek B.

1971 Cmentarzysko kurhanowe kultury trzcinieckiej w Okalewie, pow. Wielui.
Sprawozdanie za lata 1966-1968. SPA 23: 67-77.

Andronovskaya kultura
1966 Arkheologia SSSR. Svod istoricheskikh istochnikov. Vol. 3 (2). Moskva-Le-
ningrad.

Artemenko LL
1961 Poselenie bronzovogo veka na Kuzinoi gore. SA 2: 232-236.
1967 Plemena verkhnego i srednego Podneprovia v epokhu bronzy. MIA, No.
148.
1987 Kultury pozdnego bronzovogo veka yuzhnoi polosy lesov evropeiskoi chasti
SSSR. In: Epokha bronzy lesnoi polosy SSSR, 106-119. Moskva.

Bader O.N.
1970 Bassein Oki v epokhu bronzy. Moskva.

Bader O.N., T.B. Popova
1987 Pozdnyakovskaya kultura. In: Epokha bronzy lesnoi polosy SSSR, 131-135.
Moskva.

Bandrivsky M.S.
1997 Vidkryttya pamyatok kultury bahatovalykovoi keramiky na Lvivshchyni. AR
1: 138-142.



204

Barford P.
1996  Aspects of cultural definition in Central European prehistory. AP 34: 33-
-57.

Bartkowski T.
1970 Wielkopolska i srodkowe Nadodrze. Warszawa.

Berezanskaya S.S.
1957 Pamyatky periodu serednioy bronzy na Desni ta Seimi. AR 11: 87-94.
1972 Sredniy period bronzovogo veka Severnoi Ukraine. Kiev.
1972a Kultura trzciniecka na Ukrainie. AP 17: 259-305.
1974 Pustynka. Poselenie epokhi bronzy na Dnepre. Kiev.
1982  Severnaya Ukraina v epokhu bronzy. Kiev.
1985 Vostochnotshineckaya kultura. In: Arheologiva Ukrainskoi SSR, 437-445.
Kiev.

Berezanskaya S.S., G.V. Okhrimenko, V.K. Piasetskiy
1987 Novi pamiatki skhidnotshinetskoi kultury na Volyni. AR 60: 50-58.

Bintliff J.
1984 The Neolithic in Europe and social evolution. In: J. Bintliff (ed.) European
Social Evolution. Archaeological Perspectives, 83-121. Bradford.

Blajer W.

1985 Stan badan nad poludniowym zasiegiem kultury trzcinieckiej. Acta Archae-
ologica Carpathica 24: 61-88.

1987 Problematyka zréznicowania terytorialnego kultury trzcinieckiej. In: Kul-
tura trzciniecka w Polsce, 19-33. Krakéw.

1989 Kultura trzciniecka. In: J. Kmiecifiski (ed.) Pradzieje ziem polskich. Vol. 1
(2), 441-454. Warszawa-L.6dz.

1992 Ze studiéw nad skarbami okresu halsztackiego w Polsce. In: Ziemie pol-
skie we wczesnej epoce Zelaza i ich powigzania z innymi terenami, 101-108.
Rzeszow.

1998 Przyczynek do duskusji nad znaczeniem metalurgii brazu w zachodniej
kulturze trzcinieckiej. In: A. KoSko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Trzciniec: system
kulturowy czy interkulturowy proces?, 337-342. Poznan.

Blajer W., S. Czopek, A. Kostek
1991 Poczatki grupy tarnobrzeskiej nad §rodkowym Sanem. In: Die Anfinge der
Urnenfelderkulturen in Europa. Archaeologia Interregionalis 13, 265-295.
Warszawa-Krakow.

Bochkarev V.S.
1972 Kimmeriyski kazany. AR 5: 63-68.
1995 Karpato-dunayskiy i volgo-uralskiy ochagi kulturogeneza epokhi bronzy.
In: Konvergenciya i divergenciya v razvitii kultur epokhi eneolita — bronzy
Sredniy i Vostochnoy Evropy, 19-29. Sankt-Peterburg,



205

Bochkarev V., A. Lescov
1979 Jung und Spétbronzezeitliche Gussformen in Nordlichen Schwarzmeerge-
biet. PBF 19 (1).

Bodyansky A.V., LN. Sharafutdinova
1967 Bronzoliteinaya masterskaya u s. Zlaopol na Nizhnem Dnepre. In: Arkhe-
ologicheskie issledovania na Ukraine v 1965-1966 gg, 90-93. Kiev.

Bokiniec A.

1987 Schylkowy neolit i wezesny okres epoki brazu na ziemi chelminskiej. In:
T. Wislaniski (ed.) Neolit i poczgtki epoki brazu na ziemi chetmiriskiej, 207-
-221. Torufi.

1989 Préba interpretacji kulturowej osady z przetomu neolitu i epoki bragzu w Po-
toku, gm. Wiloctawek na podstawie ceramiki naczyniowej. Acta Universitatis
Nicolai Copernici. Archeologia 16: 45-71.

1995 Poczqtki epoki brgzu na Pomorzu Wschodnim, manuscript. Warszawa.

Bokiniec A. Z., M. Marciniak
1987 Wstepne wyniki badaf na wielokulturowym stanowisku Grudzigdz-Mni-
szek 3, woj. torunskie. In: T. WiSlafiski (ed.) Neolit i poczqtki epoki brgzu
na ziemi chetmirskiej, 223-247, Torun.

Bradley R.
1998  Passage in Arms, 2nd edition. London.

Braudel F.
1992 Kultura materialna, gospodarka i kapitalizm XV-XVIII wiek. Vol. IIl. Czas
Swiata. Warszawa.

Bronicki A.
1997 Kurhan kultury trzcinieckiej(?) w miejscowoéci Haliczany, woj. chetmskie.
In: Archeologia Polski Srodkowowschodniej 2, 56-59. Lublin.
1997a Drugi sezon badafi kurhanu kultury trzcinieckiej — “Szwedzka Mogila”
w miejscowosci Zienki, woj. chetmskie. In: Archeologia Polski Srodkowo-
wschodniej 2, 53-55. Lublin.

Buchvaldek M.
1986 Zum gemeineuropdischen Horizont der Schnurkeramik. Praehistorische
Zeitschrift 61: 130-151.

Budziszewski J.
1998 Krzemieniarstwo spolecznosci kultury trzcinieckiej z Wyzyny Srodkowo-
malopolskiej. In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Tizciniec: system kulturowy
cz interkulturowy proces?, 301-328. Poznan.

Burgess C.
1976 The Beaker Phenomenon: Some Suggestions, Part I: General Comments
and the British Evidence. In: C. Burgess, R. Miket (eds) Settlement and



206

Economy in the Third and Second Millennia B.C. British Archaeological
Report 33: 306-323. Oxford.
Cabalska M.

1961 Stan badan nad IT okresem brazu w Polsce. Zeszyty Naukowe UJ. Prace
Archeologiczne 3: 17-37.

Case H.

1987 Postscript: Oxford International Western Mediterranean Bell Beaker Con-
ference. In: W. H. Waldren, R. C. Kennard (eds) Bell Beakers of the Western
Mediterranean. The Oxford International Conference 1986. British Archa-
eological Report. International Series 331: 115-128. Oxford.

Charniavski M.M., V.I. Kudrashou, V.L. Lipnitskaya
1996  Starazhytnyia shakhtsyory na Rosi. Minsk.

Chelyapov V.P.
1992 Zasechenskiy kurgannyi mogilnik. Ryazan.

Cherednichenko N.N.
1980 O stanovlenii i osnovnykh etapakh razvitia proizvodiashchikh khoziaystva
w Severnom Prichernomore. In: Arheologicheskie issledovania na Ukraine,
43-45. Dnepropetrovsk.
1986 Srubnaya kultura. In: Kultury epokhi bronzy na territorii Ukrainy, 44-82.
Kiev.
Cherniavskiy M.M.
1979  Nealit Belaruskaga Panyamonniya. Minsk.

Chernykh E.N.
1970 Drevneishaya metallurgia Urala i Povoizhia. Moskva.
1976  Drevniaya metalloobrabotka na Yugo-Zapade SSSR. Moskva.
1983 Problema obshchnosti kultur valikovoi keramiki v stepyakh Evrazii. In:
Bronzovyi vek lesnoi polosy Uralo-Irtyshskogo mezhdurechia, 81-99. Chely-
abinsk.

Clarke D.L.
1968 Analytical Archaeology. London.

Czebreszuk J.

1987 Osada z potowy II tys. p.n.e. w Goszczewie, gm. Aleksandréw Kujaw-
ski, woj. wloctawskie, stan. 14. Z badan nad rozwojem kulturowym spo-
feczefistw Kujaw na przelomie epok neolitu i brazu. Folia Praehistorica
Posnaniensia 2: 199-138.

1988 Wplyw spoleczefistw Kotliny Karpackiej na proces integracji kulturowej
w okresach BB-BD na Kujawach. In: A. Cofta-Broniewska (ed.) Kontakty
pradziejowych spoleczeristw Kujaw z innymi ludami Europy, 197-217. Ino-
wroclaw.

1996  Spotecznosci Kujaw w poczgtkach epoki brgzu. Poznaf.



207

1997 Krag mogilowy i popielnicowy na Kujawach. Przyczynek do badaf nad
regionalna zmiang kulturowa. In: W. Blajer (ed.) Brgzy i ludzie u progu
okresu pol popielnicowych we wschodniej czesci Europy Srodkowej, 91-107.
Krakow.

1998 The North-Eastern Borderland of the Bell Beakers. The Case of the Polish
Lowland. In. M. Benz & S. van Willigen (eds) Some New Approaches to
The Bell Beaker “Phenomenom” Lost Paradies...? British Archaeological
Report. International Series 690: 161-174. Oxford.

1998a Tizciniec - koniec pewnej tradycji. In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Tizci-
niec: system kulturowy czy interkulturowy proces?, 411-429. Poznafi.

Czebreszuk J., M. Ignaczak
1997 Osadnictwo neolityczne i wczesnobgzowe na stanowisku 12 w Borowie,
woj. wloctawskie. Zapiski Kujawsko-Dobrzyriskie 11: 67-83.

Czebreszuk J., M. Ignaczak, J. £.o§
1997  Osadnictwo wcezesnej kultury tuzyckiej w Narkowie, gmina Dobre, stanowisko
9. Z badan nad kultura tuzyckq na Nizu Polskim. Poznan.

Czebreszuk J., M. Ignaczak, P. Makarowicz
1998 Schylek §wiata trzcinieckiego w miedzyrzeczu §rodkowej Wisty i Warty. In:
International Conference: Zmierzch kompleksu trzciniecko-komarowskiego
i sposoby ksztaltowania sie nowej rzeczywistosci kulturowej w Srodkowej i
miodszej epoce brgzu (Summary of the reports), 5. Zamo§¢.
Czebreszuk J., P. Makarowicz, M. Szmyt
1998  Sie¢ powigzan genetycznych spolecznodci trzcinieckiego kregu kulturowego
na Kujawach. In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Trzciniec: system kulturowy
czy interkulturowy proces?, 121-134. Poznan.
Czebreszuk J., M. Przybytek
1997 Osadnictwo neolityczne na stanowisku 16 w Narkowie, gm. Dobre, woj.
wloctawskie. Zapiski Kujawsko-Dobrzyriskie 11: 53-65.

Czebreszuk J., M. Szmyt
1998 Cultural importance of the Bell Beaker tradition on the North European
Plain. In: F. Nicoli (ed.) Bell Beakers Today. Trento (in print).

Czerniak L.
1996 Archaeological cultures and reality. AP 34: 83-96.

Czerniak L., A. Kosko
1980 Zagadnienie efektywnoSci poznawczej analizy chronologicznej ceramiki na
podstawie cech technologicznych. AP 25: 247-279.

Czopek S.
1996  Grupa tarnobrzeska nad srodkowym Sanem i dolnym Wistokiem. Rzeszow.



208

Danilenko W.N.
1969  Nealit Ukrainy. Kiev.

Dabrowski J.

1972 Powigzania ziem polskich z terenami wschodnimi w epoce brgzu. Wroclaw-
-Warszawa-Krakéw-Gdafisk.

1987 Stan i potrzeby badaf nad kulturg trzciniecka. In: Kultura trzciniecka w
Polsce, 5-18. Krakéw.

1991 Uwagi o powstawaniu kultur tuzyckich. In: Die Anfinge der Urnenfelderkul-
turen in Europa. Archaeologia Interregionalis 13, 195-215. Krakdéw-War-
szawa.

1993 O podstawowych pojeciach chronologii wzglednej (na przyktadzie epoki
brazu i wezesnej epoki zelaza). AP 38: 201-228.

Dyadenko V.D.
1957 Slidy srubnoi kultury bilya s. Richky Sumskoi oblasti. AR 10: 154-155.

Dolukhanov P.M., W.P. Tretiakov
1979 Neolit dniepro-doniecki i kultura pucharéw lejkowtych na péinoc od Kar-
pat. Acta Archaeologica Carpathica 19: 37-50.

Eliade M.
1993 Kowale i alchemicy. Warszawa.

Forenbaher S.
1993 Radiocarbon dates and absolute chronology of the Central European Early
Bronze Age. Antiquity 67: 218-256.

Furmamek V., L. Velia¢ik, J. Vladar
1991 Siovensko w dobe bronzovej, Bratislava.

Gajewski L.
1969 Fin du néolithique - début de la période de Hallstatt. Inventaria Archa-
eologica Pologne 22, Plates 130-136.

Gancarski J.
1988 Wstepne sprawozdanie z badaf osady trzciniecko-otomanskiej na stanowi-
sku nr 29 w Jasle, wojewddztwo kro$niefiskie. Acta Archaeologica Carpatica
27: 61-83.
1994 Pogranicze kultury trzcinieckiej i Otomani - Fiizesabony — grupa jasielska.
In: Problemy kultury trzcinieckiej, 75-101. Rzeszow.

Gardawski A.
1959 Plemiona kultury trzcinieckiej w Polsce. Materialy Starozytne 5: 7-189.
1969 Kultury srodkowo-wschodniej Europy w starszej i Srodkowej epoce brazu
(XVI-XII stulecie przed n.e.). Studia i Materiaty Lubelskie 4: 7-54.
1971 Zagadnienia fazy t6dzkiej. AP 16 (1): 151-165.



209

Gardawski A., J. Dabrowski, R. Miklaszewska, J. Miskiewicz
1957 Kraal z wezesnej epoki brazu w Biskupinie, pow. Znin. Wiadomosci Arche-
ologiczne 24 (1-2): 189-208.
Gasior M.
1975 Kultura trzciniecka na obszarze Polski srodkowej. Prace i Materialy Muzeum

Archeologicznego i Etnograficznego w Lodzi. Seria Archeologiczna 22: 101-
-120.

Gediga B.

1978 Starszy okres epoki brazu na zachodnich ziemiach polskich w zasiggu “kul-
tury przedtuzyckiej”. In: A. Gardawski, J. Kowalczyk (eds) Prahistoria ziem
polskich. Vol. III. Wczesna epoka brgzu, 137-172. Wroctaw-Warszawa-Kra-
kéw-Gdansk.

Gedl M.

1975 Kultura przedhuzycka. Krakéw.

1982 Periodyzacja i chronologia kultury tuzyckiej w zachodniej Matopolsce. In:
Poludniowa strefa kultury tuzyckiej i powiqzania tej kultury z potudniem, 11-
-33. Krakéw-Przemysl.

1989 Weczesna epoka brazu. In: J. Kmiecinski (ed.) Pradzieje ziem polskich 1 (2),
393-440, 455-487. Warszawa-L.odz.

1983  Die Nadeln in Polen I (Frithe und dltere Bronzezeit). PBF 13 (7).

Gerloff S.
1993 Zu Fragen mittelmeerléndischen Kontakte und absoluter Chronologie der
Frithbronzezeit in Mittel- und Westeuropa. Praehistorische Zeitschrift 68:
58-102.

Gimbutas M.
1956 Borodino, Seima and their Contemporaries. Proceedings of the Prehistoric
Society 22: 143-158.

Glob P.V.
1952  Danske Oldsager. Yngre stenalter. Kgbenhavn.

Gosik B.
1997 Osadnictwo z epoki brgzu na stanowisku 25B w Tyszowcach, manuscript,
Lublin.

Gorski J.

1991 Osada kultury trzcinieckiej w Jakuszowicach. Krakow.

1992 Uwagi o schylkowych fazach kultury trzcinieckiej i poczatkach kultury tu-
zyckiej na terenie Nowej Huty. MANH 15: 63-72.

1993 Osada kultury trzcinieckiej i tuzyckiej w Nowej Hucie-Mogile, stanowisko
55. Analiza materialéw czesé I. MANH 16: 55-102.

1994 Z badan nad periodyzacja kultury trzcinieckiej na lessach podkrakowskich.
In: Problemy kultury trzcinieckiej, 23-49. Rzeszéw.



210

1994a Osada kultury trzcinieckiej i tuzyckiej w Nowej Hucie-Mogile, stanowisko
55. Analiza materiatéw, cze§é II. MANH 17: 65-113.

1997 Gléwne etapy rozwoju kultury trzcinieckiej na obszarze Nowej Huty na tle
przemian tej kultury w zachodniej Malopolsce. MANH 20: 7-37.

1998 Kultura trzciniecka i kultura tuzycka. Problem zmiany kulturowej w za-
chodniej Malopolsce. In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Trzciniec: system
kulturowy czy interkulturowy proces?, 361-378. Poznan.

Gorski J., S. Kadrow

1996 Kultura mierzanowicka i kultura trzciniecka w zachodniej Matopolsce. Pro-

blem zmiany kulturowej. SPA 48: 9-32.
Grossman A.

1995 Biskupifiski mikroregion osadniczy w poczatkach epoki brazu (I, IT i II/III
okresy epoki brazu). In: W. Niewiarowski (ed.) Zarys zmian Srodowiska
geograficznego okolic Biskupina pod wplywem czynnikdéw naturalnych i an-
tropologicznych w péznym glacjale i holocenie, 65-77. Torufi.

1998 Kto uzytkowal wczesnobrgzowy Biskupin? In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk
(eds) Tizciniec: system kulturowy czy interkulturowy proces?, 179-192. Po-
znafi.

GroBler H.

1907 Das Fiirstengrab im groB3en Galgenhiigel am Paulsschachte bei Helmsdorf
(im Mansfelder Seekreise). Jahresschrift fiir die Vorgeschichte der sichsisch-
-thiiringischen Linder 6: 1-87.

Grygiel R.

1987 Z badan nad kultura trzciniecka w rejonie Brze$cia Kujawskiego. In: Kul-

tura trzciniecka w Polsce, 73-88. Krakéw.
Guminski W., J. Fiodorczuk

1988 Badania w Dudce, woj. suwalskie a niektére problemy epoki kamienia w

Polsce péinocno-wschodniej. AP 33: 113-150.
Gurba J., J. Kutylowski
1970 Zurawce, pow. Tomaszéw Lubelski. Informator Archeologiczny. Badania
1969: 105-106.

Gurina N.N.

1976  Drevnie kremnedobyvaiushchye shakhty na territoryi SSSR. Leningrad.
Hammond N.G.L.

1977 Drzieje Grecji. Warszawa, 2nd edition.
Harck O.
1971/72 Die Riesenbecher von Hizacker. Hannoverisches Wendland 3: 21-30.
Harding A.

1984  Aspects of Social Evolution in the Bronze Age, (w:) red. J. Bintliff, Euro-
pean Social Evolution. Archaeological Perspectives, Bradford, s. 135-145.



211

Hinsel A. i B., eds
1997 Gaben an die Gétter. Schitze der Bronzezeit Europas, Berlin.

Hvass S.
1986 Enkeltsgravskulturens regionalgrupper i Vejle amt. In. C. Adamsen, K. Eb-
besen (eds) Stridspksefid i Sydskandinavian. Beretning fra et symposium 30-
-31.X.1985 i Vejle, 108-125. Kgbenhavn.

Harrison R.J.
1980 The Beaker Folk. Copper Age Archaeology in Western Europe. London.

Hauser A.
1974 Spoteczna historia sztuki i literatury. Warszawa.

Ignaczak M.
1996  Osadnictwo neolityczne i wezesnobrgzowe w Borowie, woj. wloctawskie, sta-
nowisko 12, manuscript. Poznad.

Ignaczak M., P. Makarowicz

1998 Krag trzciniecki i krag mogitowy. Problem zmiany kulturowej na Kujawach
i w dolinie §rodkowej Warty. In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Trzciniec:
system kulturowy czy interkulturowy proces?, 379-396. Poznan.

Innerhofer F.

1997 Friihbronzezeitliche Barrenhortfunde - Die Schitze aus dem Boden keh-
ren zurlick. In: A. und B. Hénsel (eds) Gaben an die Gétter. Schiitze der
Bronzezeit Europas, 53-59. Berlin.

Isaenko V.F.

1976  Nealit Pripiatskogo Polesia. Minsk.
Jacob-Friesen K.H.

1939  Einfiirung in Niedersachsens Urgeschichte 3 Auflage. Hildesheim.
Jacobs J.

1991 Die Einzelgrabkultur in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern. Schwerin.
Jensen J. A.

1973 Myrhgj, 3 hustomter med. Klokkebaegerkeramik. KULM (1972): 61-122.
Jazdzewski K.

1948 O zagadnieniu poczatkow kultury tuzyckiej. Slavia Antiqua 1: 94-151.
Jézwiak B.

1997 Gospodarka zwierzeca péinoneolitycznych spolecznosci rejonu Pagorkéw Ra-
dziejowskich (Wzgorze Prokopiaka), manuscript. Poznan.

Kadrow S.

1991 Iwanowice, stanowisko Babia Gora, cz. 1. Rozwdj przestrzenny osady z wcze-
snego okresu epoki brgzu. Krakow.

1995  Gospodarka i spoteczeristwo. Wezesny okres epoki brgzu w Matopolsce, Kra-
kéw.



212

Kaszewski Z.

1966 Osada kultury tuzyckiej z III i IV okresu epoki brazu na stanowisku 13
w Brzesciu Kujawskim, pow. Wioctawek. Prace i Materialy Muzeum Arche-
ologicznego i Etnograficznego w £odzi 14: 159-229.

Kempisty A.

1967 Wyniki badan kopca I w Miernowie, pow. Pificzow. In: Rozprawy Zespolu
Badari na Polskim Sredniowieczem UW i PW 4, 149-175. Warszawa.

1978 Schylek neolitu i poczqtek epoki brgzu na wyzynie Matopolskiej w §wietle
badar nad kopcami. Warszawa.

Kempisty A., Wlodarczak P.
1996 Chronologia absolutna cmentarzyska w Zernikach Gérnych. In: W. Nowa-
kowski (ed.) Concordia. Studia ofiarowane Jerzemu Okuliczowi-Kozarynowi
w szesédziesiqtq pigtq rocznice urodzin, 127-140. Warszawa.
Kempisty E.
1973  Kultura ceramiki “grzebykowo-dotkowej” na Mazowszu i Podlasiu. Wiado-
mosci Archeologiczne 38: 3-76.
1983 Neolityczne kultury strefy lesnej w péinocnej Polsce. In: Problemy epoki
kamienia na Pomorzu, 175-199. Stupsk.

Kersten K.
1966 Ein spitneolithischer Riesenbecher aus Mannhagen, Kr. Herzogtum Lau-
enburg. Offa 23: 77-78.

Klengel A.
1995 Handel und Tausch in den Schriftquellen des Alten Orients. In: B. Hénsel,
(ed.) Handel, Tausch und Verkehr im bronze und fritheisenzeitlichen Stidost-
europa, 39-48. Miinchen-Berlin.

Klochko V.I.

1987 Sistema vooruzhenia Loboikovskogo ochaga metalloobrabotki. In: Pro-
blemy okhrany i issledovania pamyatnikov arkheologii v Donbasse, 73-75. Do-
netsk.

1993 Weapons of the Tribes of the Northern Pontic Zone in the 16th - 10th
Centuries B.C. BPS 1.

1994 Metallurgicheskie proizvodstvo v eneolite-bronzovom veke. In: Remeslo
epokhi eneolita-bronzy na Ukraine, 96-132. Kiev.

1996 Novye aspekty sviazey Severnovo Prichernomoria s Vostochnom Sredizem-
nomoriem v pozdnem bronzovom veke. In: Mir Olvii. Materialy iubileynykh
chtenii, posviashchennykh 90-letiyu professora L.M. Slavina, 129-131. Kiev.

Klosifiska E.
1987 Kurhan kultury trzcinieckiej w Zemborzycach-Dabrowie, woj. Lublin. SPA:
38: 201-207.



1994

1997
Koj J.
1987

213

Kultura trzciniecka w miedzyrzeczu Prosny i Warty. In: Problemy kultury
trzcinieckiej, 7-22. Rzeszow.
Starszy okres epoki brqzu w dorzeczu Warty. Wroclaw.

Wyniki badan osady kultury trzcinieckiej we Wronowicach-Paprzycy, stan. 5,
woj. zamojskie. In: Kultura trzciniecka w Polsce, 193-204. Krakow.

Kolev Y.I.

1991

Novyi tip pamyatnikov kontsa epokhi bronzy v lesostepnom Povolzhie. In:
Drevnosti vostochnoevropeiskoy lesostepi, 162-206. Samara.

Kostrzewski J.

1924

1958
1961

Z badan nad osadnictwem wczesnej i §rodkowej epoki brgzowej na zie-
miach polskich. Przeglad Archeologiczny 2: 161-218.

Kultura tuzycka na Pomorzu. Poznan.

Uwagi o pracy Aleksandra Gardawskiego: Plemiona kultury trzcinieckiej
w Polsce. AP 6: 127-135

Kosko A.

1979

1981

1990

1991

1992

1994

1994a

1996

Rozwdj kulturowy spoleczeristw Kujaw w okresach schytkowego neolitu i wcze-
snej epoki brgzu. Poznafi.

Udzial potudniowo-wschodnioeuropejskich wzorcow kulturowych w rozwoju
nizowych spoleczeristw kultury pucharéw lejkowatych. Poznan.

The Migration of Steppe and Forest-steppe Communities into Central
Europe. The Journal of Indo-European Studies 18: 309-330.

Specyfika rozwoju kulturowego spoleczefistwa Nizu Polski w dobie schyl-
kowego neolitu i wczesnej epoki brazu. Zarys problematyki. In: J. Gurba
(ed.) Schylek neolitu i wczesna epoka brgzu w Polsce srodkowowschodniej.
Lubelskie Materialy Archeologiczne 7, 23-37. Lublin.

Z badan nad tzw. horyzontem starosznurowym w rozwoju péZnoneolitycz-
nej kultury spoleczefistw Kujaw. Acta Universitatis Lodziensis. Folia Archa-
eologica 16: 85-95.

A chapter in the research on the South-Baltic cultural context in the de-
velopment of the Great Poland-Kuiavia communities from the time of the
horizont of the “classical” corded ware culture. In: Gyvenvieciy ir keramikos
raida balty Zemése, 153-161. Vilnius.

Perspektywa “wschodu” w rozwoju osadniczo-kulturowym batkafisko-§rod-
kowoeuropejskiego kregu spoleczefistw wczesnoagrarnych. In: L. Czer-
niak (ed.) Neolit i poczqtki epoki brazu na ziemi chetmiriskiej, 189-197. Gru-
dziadz.

The Origin of the Vistula-Dnieper Development of the Community of Sub-
-Neolithic Cultures. In: The Indo-Europeaization of Northern Europe. The
Journal of Indo-European Studies. Monograph No. 17, 78-88. Washington.



214

1997 Chronological-genetic framework ot the “A horizon” features in the deve-
lopment of the Kuiavian FBC. In: Early Corded Ware Culture. The A-Ho-
rizon - fiction or fact?, 125-133. Esbjerg.

Kosko A., W.I. Klochko.

1991 Bozejewice, gm. Strzelno, woj. Bydgoszcz, stanowisko 8. Kurhan z p6Znego

okresu epoki neolitu. Folia Praehistorica Posnaniensia 4: 119-143.
Kosko A., M.Y. Videiko

1995 The origins of neolithic-eneolithic cremation rites in Europe and Sofievka

type rituals. BPS 3: 247-258.
Kosko A (ed.)

1996  Z badari nad genezq regionalizmu kulturowego spoteczeristw Kujaw. Poznan-

-Kruszwica-Inowroctaw.
Kovaliukh N., V. Skripkin

1997 Application of a Statistical Method for Radiocarbon Analysis. In: Interna-

tional Conference. June 16-20. Abstract Book, 99.
Kovalyukh N., V. Skripkin, E. Sobotovich

1996 Peculiarities of Carbon Behavior of the Reactor Graphite of the Chernobyl
Fallout. In: Third International Symposium and Exhibition on Environmental
Contamination in Central and Eastern Europe. September 10-13, 731-733.
Warsaw.

Koztowski J.K., J. Machnik

1996 U zarania kulturowej jednosci w Europie Srodkowej (V-II tysiaclecie przed
Chr.). In: Polska Akademia Umiejetnosci. Prace Komisji Srodkowoeuropejs—
kiej 4, 7-26. Krakow.

Koztowski L.

1920 Wielkopolska w epoce kamiennej. Przeglad Archeologiczny 1 (2-3): 1-51.
Koérner G., Laux F.

1980 Ein Konigreich an der Luhe. Liineburg.
Krause R.

1996 Zur Chronologie der Frithen und Mittleren Bronzezeit Siiddeutschlands,
der Schweiz und Osterreichs. Acta Archaeologica 67, Supplementa I: 73-86.

Krauss A.

1977 Poglady na ksztattowanie sie kultury tuzyckiej w potudniowo-wschodniej

Polsce. Materialy Archeologiczne 17: 5-51.
Krivtsova-Grakova O.A.

1955 Stepnoye Povolzhie i Prichernomorie v epokhu pozdnei bronzy. MIA 46.
Moskva.



215

Kristiansen K.
1994 The Emergence of the European World System in the Bronze Age: Diver-
gence and Social Evolution during the First and Second Millennia BC in
Europe. In: K. Kristiansen, J. Jensen (eds) Europe in the First Millennium
B.C., 7-30, Sheffield.

Kruk J.
1980 Gospodarka w Polsce potudniowo-wschodniej w V-11I tys. p.n.e. Wroclaw.
1993 Rozwdj spoleczno-gospodarczy i zmiany §rodowiska przyrodniczego wyzyn
lessowych w neolicie (4600-1600 bc). SPA 45: 7-17.

Kryvaltsevich M.
1988 Keramika bronzovaga veku iz paselishcha Staryia Iurkovichy 1 na reke
Arese. Vestsi Akademii Nauk BSSR. Seryia gramadskikh navuk 1: 75-85.
1991 Bronzovyi vek centralnoi chasti belorusskovo Polesia, manuscript. Minsk.
1997 Z badan nad kultura trzciniecka na Polesiu Biatoruskim w dorzeczu Pry-
peci. Folia Praehistorica Posnaniensia 7: 69-97.
Kukawka S.
1991 Kultura pucharéw lejkowatych na Ziemi Chelmiriskiej. Torun.
Kurylenko V.Y., V.V. Otroshchenko
1996 Mezin na Desni. Dynamika zminy arkheolohichnykh kultur. Siveryanskyi
litopys 2-3: 27-32.
Kuzminykh S.V.
1981 Metalloobrabotka srubnykh plemen Zakamia. In: Ob istoricheskikh pamy-
atnikh po dolinam Kamy i Beloi, 41-70. Kazan.
Lanting J. N.
1973 Laat Neolithicum en vroege Bronstijd in Nederland en N.W.-Duitsland:
continue ontwikkelingen. Paleohistoria 15: 215-317.
Larsson T.B.
1986 The Bronze Age Metalwork in Southern Sweden. Aspects of Social nad Spatial
Organization 1800-500 B.C. Umea.
Lehmann L. T.
1965 Placing the Pot Beaker. Helinium 5: 3-31.
Lescov A M.
1981 Jung und Spdtbronzezeitliche Depotfunde im Nordlichen Schwarzmeergebiet.
PBF 20 (5).
Lichardus J.
1979/80 Zur problem der Riesenbecher und der frithen Bronzezeit im Hessischen
Burgland. Fundberichte aus Hessen 19/20: 327-368.
Liversage D.
1987 Mortens Sande 2 - A Single Grave Camp Site in Northwest Jutland. Journal
of Danish Archaeology 6: 101-124.



216

Luce J.V.

1987

Homer i epoka heroiczna. Warszawa.

Lysenko S.D.

1996

1998

Keramichnyi kompleks mohylnyka Malopolovetske-3. In: Severo-Vostoch-
noye Priazovie v sisteme evraziyskikh drevnostei (eneolith-bronzovyi vek).
Chapter 1, 108-110. Donetsk.

Rezultaty issledovania mogilnika Malopolovetskoye-3 na Kievshchine
v 1993-1997 godakh. In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Tizciniec: system
kulturowy czy interkulturowy proces?, 95-117. Poznafi.

Lytvynenko R.O.

1994

Srubna kultura baseinu Siverskoho Dintsya (za materialamy pokhovalnykh
pamyatok). Avtoreferat dysertatsii kand. Ist. Nauk. Kiev

Machnik J.

1960

1972

1978

1984

1997

Kurhan kultury trzcinieckiej z Dominikandwki, pow. Zamo§¢. Materialy
Archeologiczne 2: 79-83.

Die Mierzanowice-Kost’any-Kultur und das Karpatenbecken. Slovenskd
Archeoldgia 20: 177-188.

Weczesny okres epoki brazu. In: A. Gardawski, J. Kowalczyk (eds) Prahi-
storia ziem polskich. Vol. 1II, 9-136. Wroclaw-Warszawa-Krakow-Gdanisk.
Frihbronzezeitliche Kulturen in Kleinpolen. In: N. Tasi¢ (ed.) Die Kultu-
ren der frithbronzezeit des Karpatenbeckens und des Nordbalkans, 341-376.
Beograd.

Zwei Entwiklungswege der Schnurkeramikkultur in den Flussgebieten der
oberen Weichsel Bug und Dnestr. In: Early Corded Ware Culture. The A-
-Horizon - fiction or fact?, 147-156, Esbjerg.

Makarowicz P.

1989

1993

1995

Osada kultury iwieriskiej w Rybinach, woj. wloctawskie, stanowisko 14. Ino-
wroclaw.

Osada ludnoéci z poczatkdw interstadium epok neolitu i brazu w Smargli-
nie, woj. wloctawskie, stan. 53. SP4 45: 113-146.

Osada ludno$ci kultury trzcinieckiej w Babiej, woj. konifiskie, stanowisko 6.
SPA 47: 157-188.

1998a The Early Bronze Age Settlement on Site 14 at Rybiny, Wloclawek Pro-

vince, Kuiavia, Northern Poland. In: Materialy z miedzynarodowego sympo-
zjum w Supraslu (in print).

1998b Rola spotecznosci kultury iwieriskiej w genezie trzcinieckiego kregu kulturo-

wego (2000-1600 BC). Poznan.

1998c Kujawski nurt trzcinieckiego kregu kulturowego - podstawy taksonomiczne.

In: A. Kosko, J.Czebreszuk (eds) Trzciniec: system kulturowy czy interkultu-
rowy proces?, 33-60. Poznaf.



217

Matoga A.

1985 Wstepne wyniki badan na cmentarzysku z III-V okresu epoki brazu w Bo-
cheficu, woj. Kielce. SPA 27: 81-109.

1987 Problem przynalezno$ci kulturowej grobéw szkieletowych z Bochefica, woj.
kieleckie. In: Kultura trzciniecka w Polsce, 119-131. Krakéw.

1991 Uwagi o poczatkach kultury tuzyckiej na KielecczyZnie na tle problematyki
tzw. fazy przejSciowej trzciniecko-tuzyckiej. In: Die Anfinge der Urnenfel-
derkulturen in Europa. Archaeologia Interregionalis 13, 217-245. Warszawa-
-Krakéw.

Malmberg B.
1969 Nowe drogi w jezykoznawstwie. Warszawa.

Matkowski S.
1931 Z geologii Wolynia. Rocznik Wolyriski 2: 385-391.

Mertens K.
1996  Das Endneolithicum in Nordostniedersachsen und in der Altmark. Forschungs-
geschichte und Forschungsstand, manuscript. Kiel.
1998 Die nordostniedersidchsischen Riesenbecher. Fin lokales Phénomen mit
iiberregionaler Bedeutung? In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Trzciniec:
system kulturowy czy interkulturowy proces?, 193-202. Poznan.

Milewski T.
1965 Jezykoznawstwo. Warszawa.
Miskiewicz J.
1978 Kultura trzciniecka. In: A. Gardawski, J. Kowalczyk (eds) Prahistoria ziem
polskich. Vol. III. Wczesna epoka brgzu, 173-196. Wroctaw-Warszawa-Kra-
kéw-Gdansk.

Molodtsov V.A.
1994 Keramika kak istochnik periodizatsii vostochno-tshinetskoi kultury? In:
Drevneishie obshchnosti zemledeltsev i skotovodov Severnogo Prichernomoria
V tys. do n.e., 122-124. Tiraspol.
1997 Pamyatki epokhi bronzy u s. Kharievki. In: Arkheolohichni doslidzhennya
v Ukraini 1993 roku, 85-89. Kiev.
Moser A.
1994 Zur zeitlichen Stellung der “Riesenbecher” des Hannoverschen Wendlan-
des. Nachrichten aus Niedersachsens Urgeschichte 63: 3-38.
Multanen V.V., A.O. Multanen
1997 Arkheolohichne obstezhennya okolyts Sednieva ta Chernihova. In: Arkhe-
olohichni doslidzhennya v Ukraini 1993 roku, 92-93. Kiev
Miiller-Karpe H.
1980 Handbuch der Vorgeschichte. Band 4. Miinchen.



218

Nelson H.
1988  Zur inneren Gliederung und Verbreitung neolithischer Gruppen im stidlichen
Niederelbegebiet, Téil 1-2. British Archaeological Report. International Se-
ries 459. Oxford.

Niedzwiedz J., W. Panasiewicz
1994 Wyniki nadzoréw archeologicznych na osadzie wielokulturowej w Hrubie-
szowie-Podgorzu, stan. 5. In: Sprawozdania z badari archeologicznych w wo-
jewddztwie zamojskim w 1993 roku, 52-58. Zamos§¢.

Nikolova A.W.
1992 Khronologicheskaya klassifikasiya pamiatnikov yamnoy kultury stepnoy zony
Ukrainy, manuscript. Kiev.

Nosek S.
1948 Zagadnienie Prastowiafiszczyzny w §wietle prehistorii. Swiatowir 19: 1-177.

Olsen B., Z. Kobylifiski
1991 Ethnicity in anthropological and archaeological research: a Norwegian-
-Polish perspective. APL 29: 5-27.

Olszewski P.A.
1987 Osadnictwo epimezolityczne w Korzeczniku, woj. konifiskie stanowisko 6/7.
Inowroctaw.

Otroshchenko V.V.
1994 O dvukh liniakh razvitia kultur plemen srubnoi obshchnosti. In: Problemy
skifo-sarmatskoi arkheologii Severnogo Prichernomoria 2, 150-153. Zaporo-
zhie.

Otroshchenko V.V., Y.Y. Rassamakin
1997 Z pryvodu kulturnoi nalezhnosti kompleksiv Loboikivsko-Derbedenivskoi
zony metaloobrobky. In: Sabatinovskaya i srubna kultury: problemy vzaimo-
svyazi Vostoka i Zapada v epokhu srednei bronzy, 23-25. Kiev-Nikolayev-
-Yuzhnoukrainsk.

Padin V.A.
1963 Kurgany epokhi bronzy okolo Trubechevska. SA 1: 289-293,

Patubicka A., S. Tabaczyfiski
1986 Spoteczenstwo i kultura jako przedmiot badafi archeologicznych. In:
W. Hensel, G. Donato, S. Tabaczyfiski (eds) Teoria i praktyka badari ar-
cheologicznych. Vol. I. Przestanki metodologiczne, 57-183. Wroclaw.

Prinke D., M. Szmyt
1990 From Studies of Development of the so-called Refugial Ecumene of Neo-
lithic Communities in the Zielona Struga Catchment Area. In: New ten-
dencies in the Globular Amphora Culture. Archaeologia Interregionalis 11,
63-101. Warszawa-Krakow.



219

Pryakhin A.D., A.T. Siniuk, Y.P. Matveev
1981 Tereshkovsky klad epokhi pozdnei bronzy v Srednem Podonie. SA 3: 281-
-285.

Przybytek M.
1996  Osadnictwo neolityczne i wezesnobrgzowe w Narkowie, woj. wloctawskie, sta-
nowisko 16, manuscript. Poznad.

Rachwaniec A.
1982 Problematyka wczesnej fazy kultury tuzyckiej w rejonie Nowej Huty. In:
Poludniowa strefa kultury tuzyckiej i powiqzania tej kultury z potudniem, 59-
-72. Krakéw-Przemysl.
Randsborg K.
1992 Historical Implications. Chronological Studies in European Archaeology
¢. 2000-500 B.C. Acta Archaeologica 62: 8§9-108.

Rassmann K.
1993 Spitneolitikum und friihe Bronzezeit im Flachland zwischen Elbe und Oder.
Lubstorf.
1996 Zum Forschungsstand der absoluten Chronologie der frithen Bronzezeit
in Mitteleuropa auf der Grundlage von Radiokarbondaten. Acta Archa-
eologica 67, Supplementa I 199-210.

Rassmann K., U. Schoknecht
1997 Insygnien der Macht - die Stabdolche aus dem Depot von Melz II. In:
A. und B. Hénsel (eds) Gaben an die Gotter. Schiitze der Bronzezeit Europas,
43-47. Berlin.

Renfrew C.
1986 Introduction: peer polity interaction and socio-political change. In: C. Ren-
frew, J. F. Cherry (eds) Peer Polity Interaction and Socio-Political Change,
1-18. Cambridge.

Rogozifiska R.
1961 Sprawozdanie z badafi kurhanéw trzcinieckich w Guciowie, pow. Zamo$¢.
SPA 13: 45-50.
1963 Sprawozdanie z badan stanowisk kultury trzcinieckiej w Guciowie i Bon-
dyrzu, pow. Zamo§¢ w 1961 roku. SPA 15: 84-93.

Rowlands M.

1984 Conceptualizing the European Bronze and Early Iron Ages. In: J. Bin-
thiff (ed.) European Social Evolution. Archaeological Perspectives, 147-156.
Bradford.

1984 Social Evolution: Europe in the Later Neolithic and Copper Ages. In:
J. Bintliff (ed.) European Social Evolution. Archaeological Perspectives, 123-
-134. Bradford.



220

Rudynsky M.Y.
1928 Arkheolohichni zbirky Poltavskoho muzeiu. Zbirnyk Poltavskoho Muzeiu 1:
1-12. Poltava.

Rybakov B.A.
1979  Gerodotova Skifia. Moskva.
1981 Yazychestvo drevnikh Slavyan. Moskva.

Rydzewski J.

1983 Przemiany w zasiedleniu zachodniomalopolskich wyzyn lessowych w cza-
sach od kultury tuzyckiej do kultury przeworskiej. In: Przemiany ludno-
Sciowe i kulturowe I tysigclecia p.n.e. na ziemiach miedzy Odrq a Dnieprem,
177-185. Wroctaw-Warszawa-Krakéw-Gdansk-£.6dz.

1991 Poczatki kultury uzyckiej w okolicach Krakowa. In: Anfinge der Urnenfel-
derkulturen in Europa. Archaeologia Interregionalis 13: 247-262.

1992  Organizacja sieci osadniczej ludnosci kultury tuzyckiej na terenie Nowej
Huty. In: Problemy badari nad osadnictwem pradziejowym, 177-185. Wro-
ctaw- Warszawa-Krakow.

Ryndina N.V.
1980 Metall v kulturakh shnurovoy keramiki ukrainskovo Predkarpatya, Podolii
i Volhyni. S4 3: 13-32

Samokvasov D.Y.
1908 Mogily russkoi zemli. Moskva.

Schiellerup P. S.
1992 St. Valbyver et senneolitisk hojkompleks ven Himmelev, nord for Roskilde.
Aarboger for Nordisk Oldkyndighed og Historie (1991): 21-56.

Schindler R.

1960 Die Bodenfunde der Freien und Hansestadt Hamburg. Verdffentlichungen
des Museums Hamburg. Geschichte, Abteilung Bodendenkmalpflege 1. Ham-
burg.

Schwantes G.

1936 Der neolithische Urnenfriedhof von Sande. Festschrift der Hundertjahrfeier

des Museums des vorgeschichtlichen Altertum zu Kiel, 79-92. Neumlinster.
Shaposhnikova O.G.

1985 Yamnaya kulturno-istoricheskaya obshchnost. In: Arheologiva Ukrainskoy

SSR, 336-352. Kiev.
Sharafutdinova LN,

1960 Liteinye matritsy na poseleniyakh epokhi pozdnei bronzy v nizhnem Pod-
neprovie. KSIA AN USSR 10: 62 - 70.

1973 Bronzolyvarna maisternya z Holovurova na Kyivshchyni. AR 12: 61 - 70.



221

Shennan S.

1986 Interaction and change in third millennium BC western and central Eu-
rope. In: C. Renfrew, J.F. Cherry (eds) Peer polity interaction and socio-po-
litical change, 137-148. Cambridge.

1989 Introduction: archaeological approaches to cultural identity. In: S. J. Shen-
nan (ed.) Archaeological Approaches to Cultural Identity. One World Archa-
eology, 1-32. London-Boston-Sydney-Wellington.

1991 Some current issues in the archaeological identification of past peoples.
APL 29: 29-38.

1993 Commodities, transactions, and growth in the Central-European Early
Bronze Age. Journal of European Archaeology 1(2): 59-72.

Sherratt A.
1984 Social Evolution: Europe in the Later Neolithic and Copper Ages. In:
J. Bintliff (ed.) European Social Evolution, 123-134. Bradford.
1994 The Emergence of Elites: Earlier Bronze Age Europe, 2500-1300 BC.
In: B. Cunlifee (ed.) The Oxford Illlustrated Prehistory of Europe, 244-276.
Oxford - New York.

Simonsen J.
1983 A late Neolithic house site at Tastum, Northwestern Jutland. Journal of
Danish Archaeology 2: 81-89.

Stegen K.
1954 Der nordwestdeutsche Riesenbecher der jiingeren Steinzeit. Germania 32:
269-284.

Strahl E.
1990 Das Endneolithikum im Elb-Weser-Dreieck. Hildesheim.

Struve K. W.
1955 Die Einzelgrabkultur in Schleswig-Holstein und ihre kontinentalen Beziehun-
gen. Neumtinster.

Skripkin V., N. Kovalyukh
1998 Recent Developments in the Procedures Used at the SSCER Laboratory
for the Routine Preparation of Lithium Carbide. Radiocarbon 40(2): 171-
-177.

Sommerfeld K.
1994 Gerdtegeld Sichel. Studien zur monetdren Struktur bronzezeitlicher Horte im
nordlichen Mitteleuropa. Berlin, New York.

Sveshnikov LK.
1967 Kultura komarowska. AP 12 (1): 1-36.
1974  Istoria nasielienia Peredkarpatya, Podilia i Volhyni w kinci Il - pochatku I1
tysiachletia do nashoj ery. Kiev.



222

1990 Kultura mnogovalikovay keramiki. In: Arkheologia Prikarpatya, Volyni i Za-
karpatya, 74-77. Kiev.

1990a Sredniy period bronzovogo veka Prikarpatya i Volyni. Tshinecko-koma-
rovskaya kultura. In: Archeologia Prikarpatya, Volyni i Zakarpatya, 78-88.
Kiev.

Surys J.

1985 Problematyka pogranicza kultur trzcinieckiej i przedhuzyckiej. In: J. Gurba

(ed.) Lubelskie Materialy Archeologiczne 1, 31-50. Lublin.

Szulczyniski R.
1986  Osadnictwo w Pradolinie Srodkowej Warty w II okresie epoki brgzu, manu-
script. Poznan.

Szmyt M.
1996 Globular Amphora Culture in Eastern Europe. Present state of research
and possibilities for future studies. BPS 4: 3-27.

Scibior .M.
1993  Groéb szkieletowy z 111 okresu epoki brazu odkryty w Ziotej k. Sandomie-
rza. SPA 45: 147-153.
Scibior .M., J. Scibior
1990 Obiekt schytkowej (16dzkiej) fazy kultury trzcinieckiej w Dwikozach, woj.
Tarnobrzeg. SPA 41: 95-124.

Tallgren A.M.
1926 La Pontide prescythique apres 'introduction des métaux. ESA 2: 5 - 246.

Taras H.
1995  Kultura trzciniecka w miedzyrzeczu Wisty, Bugu i Sanu. Lublin.
1997 Schylek kultury trzcinieckiej na LubelszczyZnie w §wietle dotychczasowych
badaf. In: Archeologia Polski Srodkowowschodniej 2, 368-375. Lublin.
1997a Krzemieniarstwo kultury trzcinieckiej na Wyzynach Wschodniomalopol-
skiej i Zachodniowolyfiskiej oraz zachodnim Polesiu. In: Z badari nad krze-
mieniarstwem epoki brgzu i wczesnej epoki zelaza, 163-183. Warszawa.

Tatarinov S.I.
1977 O gorno-metallurgicheskom tsentreepokhi bronzy v Donbasse. $S4 4: 192
- 207.
1979 Metalloobrabotka v epokhu bronzy na Severnom Dontse. $4 4: 258-265.
1993  Drevniy metall Vostochnoi Ukrainy. Artemovsk.
Telegin D.Y.
1968 Dnipro-Donetska kultura. Kiev.
Tobolski K.
1966 Péznoglacjalna i holocefiska historia ro§linno$ci na obszarze wydmowym
w dolinie §rodkowej Prosny. In: Prace Komisji Biologicznej PTPN 32 (1),
3-68. Poznafi.



223

Uenze O.
1961 Neue Riesenbecher aus Nordhessen. Fundberichte aus Hessen 1: 1-9.
Vandkilde H.

1996 From Stone to Bronze. The Metalwork of the Late Neolithic and Earliest

Bronze Age in Denmark. Moesgard.
Vladar J.

1973 Osteuropéische und Mediterrane Einfliisse im Gebiet der Slowakei wéh-

rend der Bronzezeit, Slovenskd Archeologia 21: 253-357.
Voelkel G.

1963 Riesenbecher aus dem Kreise Liichow-Dannenberg. Nachrichten aus Nie-

dersachsens Urgeschichte 32: 97-104.
Werbart B.

1996 All these fantastic cultures? Concepts of archaeological cultures, identity

and ethnicity, APL 34: 97-128.
Wiklak H.

1963  Poczatki kultury tuzyckiej w Polsce Srodkowej. Acta Archaeologica Lodzien-

sia 12.
Widlafiski T.

1979 Krag ludéw subneolitycznych w Polsce. In: W. Hensel, T. WiSlanski (eds)
Prahistoria ziem polskich. Vol. II. Neolit, 319-336. Wroctaw-Warszawa-Kra-
kéw-Gdansk.

Wetzel G.

1976 Ein “Pot Beaker” aus der Altmark (?). Jahreschrift fiir mitteldeutsche Vor-

geschichte 60: 247-251.
Wilodarczak P.

1998 Groby kultury mierzanowickiej oraz kultury trzcinieckiej z Zernik Gor-
nych. In: A. Kosko, J. Czebreszuk (eds) Tizciniec: system kulturowy czy
interkulturowy proces?, 161-177. Poznah.

Wolf C.

1997 Der A-Horizont in der Schweiz: Historische Realitit oder archéologische
Konvention? In: Early Corded Ware Culture. The A-Horizon - fiction or
fact?, 243-266. Esbjerg.

WoZniak M.

1988 Osadnictwo z interstadium epok neolitu i brazu. In: M.A. Andratojé, M.
Wozniak, Osadnictwo neolityczne i wczesnobrgzowe w Opokach, woj. wilo-
clawskie, stanowisko 7, 36-67. Inowroclaw.

Zich B.

1986 Zur Nordwestgrenze der Aunjetizer Kultur. Praehistorische Zeitschrift 62:
52-71.

1996  Studien zur regionalen und chronologischen Gliederung der nordlichen Aun-
jetitzer Kultur. Vorgeschichtliche Forschungen 20. Berlin-New York.



LIST OF AUTHORS

Janusz Czebreszuk

Institute of Prehistory

Adam Mickiewicz University
Sw. Marcin 78

61-809 Poznari

Poland

E-mail: jancze@main.amu.edu.pl

Jacek Goérski

Archeological Museum of Nowa Huta
Os. Zielone 7

31-968 Krakéw-Nowa Huta

Poland

Marcin Ignaczak

Institute of Prehistory
Adam Mickiewicz University
Sw. Marcin 78

61-809 Poznan

Poland

Stawomir Kadrow

Institute of Archaeology and Etnology
Polish Academy of Sciences
Stawkowska 19

31-016 Krakow

Poland

Victor I. Klochko

Institute of Archaeology
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
Geroiv Stalingrada 12

254655 Kiev

Ukraine

Aleksander Kosko

Institute of Prehistory

Adam Mickiewicz University

Sw. Marcin 78

61-809 Poznan

Poland

E-mail: antokol@main.amu.edu.pl

Nikolay Kovalyukh

Department of Environmental
Radiogemistry

Institute of Geochemistry

and Physics of Minerals
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
Palladina 34

252142 Kiev

Ukraine

Mykola Kryvaltsevich

Institute of History

Academy of Sciences of Balarus
F. Skaryna 1

Minsk 220072

Belarus

Vasyl Y. Kurylenko

Institute of Archaeology
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
Geroiv Stalingrada 12

254655 Kiev

Ukraine

Sergyey Lysenko

Institute of Archaeology
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
Geroiv Stalingrada 12

254655 Kiev

Ukraine

Vitaliy V. Otroshchenko
Institute of Archaeology
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
Geroiv Stalingrada 12

254655 Kiev

Ukraine

Przemystaw Makarowicz

Institute of Prehistory

Adam Mickiewicz University

Sw. Marcin 78

61-809 Poznafi

Poland

E-mail: przemom@main.amu.edu.pl

Vadim Skripkin

Department of Environmental
Radiogemistry

Institute of Geochemistry

and Physics of Minerals
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
Palladina 34

2521142 Kiev

Ukraine

Halina Taras

Chair of Archaeology

Maria Curie-Sklodowska University
Curie-Sktodowska Square 4

20-031 Lublin

Poland



Vol.1: Weapons of the tribes of the Northern Pontic zone in the 16th—10th
centuries B.C., by Victor 1. Klochko.

Vol.2: Nomadism and pastoralism in the circle of Baltic—Pontic early agrarian
cultures: 5000-1650 BC, edited by Aleksander Ko§ko

Vol.3: Cemeteries of the Sofievka type: 2950-2750 BC, edited by Aleksander
Kosko

Vol.4: Eastern exodus of the Globular Amphora People: 2950 - 2350 BC, edited
by Aleksander Kosko.

Vol.5: Beyond balkanization, edited by Lucyna Domanska, Ken Jacobs and
Aleksander Ko§ko.

Orders regarding B-PS should be adressed directly to the Editorial Office
(Baltic-Pontic Studies, Institute of Prehistory, Sw. Marcin 78, 61-809 Poznan,
Poland).

The publications is carried out within the research project No 1TH01G05912
financed in the years 1997-1999 by Committee for Scientific Research and
supplied with funds of Ministry of National Education and Adam Mickiewicz
University Foundation.



ISBN 83-86094-05-2
ISSN 1231-0344





