THE ANGLO-UKRAINIAN PROJECT
“EARLY URBANISM IN PREHISTORIC EUROPE?”
SENDS ITS TRAVELLING EXHIBITION TO CHISINAU

Introduction to the Exhibition

One of the principal goals of the Anglo-Ukraini-
an inter-disciplinary Project, “Early urbanism in
prehistoric Europe?: the case of the Trypillia me-
ga-sites, Ukraine” was the dissemination of the
results of the Project’s research through an inter-
national travelling exhibition. The exhibition is
structured around research questions rather than
the artifacts which the Project made during its
excavations. The exhibition has been designed by
Christina Unwin, who sought to make the exhibi-
tion as accessible and interesting to members of
the public as to Trypillia — Cucuteni specialists.
The most obvious way of improving accessibil-
ity to the exhibition was to translate the text of
the exhibition into all of the languages of the host
museums and universities.

The exhibition was first opened at the Project’s
first international Conference — “At the Eastern
frontiers of Old Europe” — in Kirovograd (Kirovo-
grad Oblast, Ukraine), 12% - 14" April 2015. The
exhibition then moved to the Varna Archaeologi-
cal Museum , Bulgaria, for July and August be-
fore moving to Chisindu, where it was opened on
Wednesday 9™ September by the Director, Dr.
Eugen Sava in the presence of Dr. Igor Manzura,
High Anthropological School and colleagues from
State University of Moldova and State Pedagogi-
cal University of Moldova. At the end of October,
the exhibition will move to Budapest, where the
School of Archaeological Sciences (Professor Pal
Raczky), E6tvos Lorand University, will host the
exhibition until the start of the New Year. In the
penultimate move, the exhibition travels to the
Christian-Albrechts University in Kiel, where it
will be displayed in the Graduate School ‘Human
development in Landscapes’, courtesy of Profes-
sor Johannes Miiller until March 2016. The exhi-
bition finally comes ‘home’ to Durham University
in April 2016, when it will be opened in the Pal-
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ace Green Library to coincide with the Project’s
second International Conference, on the theme of
“First Cities”, 15% - 17" April 2016.

In this short article, we present the results of the
research project on Trypillia megasites through
the medium of the text of the brochure which
accompanies the exhibition. As with the exhibi-
tion, the brochure seeks to make this research
as accessible as possible to general readers of
‘Tyragetia’, as to the professional archaeologists
who make up an important part of its reader-
ship. Readers will therefore need to exercise tol-
erance with the over-simplifications in the bro-
chure text, while hopefully benefitting from our
general, and we believe innovative, approach to
European urbanism well before the first cities of
the Near East.

The Trypillia - Cucuteni groups (fig. 1)

The Trypillia-Cucuteni groups have been called
‘the last great Chalcolithic civilization of Europe’
(Monah 1997). Most other people in South East
Europe were living in more mobile smaller com-
munities with burial grounds and votive depos-
its of elaborate metalwork. Dating from 4800 to
2800 cal BC and extending for over two thousand
square kilometres, Trypillia-Cucuteni was one
of the largest and most enduring Old European
groups (Mantu et al. 1997; Menotti, Korvin-Pi-
otrovskiy 2012; Buzeiiko 2004).

From the Carpathian Mountains to the River
Dniepr, for two thousand years the Trypillia peo-
ple maintained their traditions of house-building
and house-burning, making anthropomorphic
and zoomorphic figurines and fine ceramic wares.
The Trypillia-Cucuteni group continued these
clay-based practices to reinforce their strong
sense of individuality long after other peoples of
the Balkan-Carpathian region had ceased to use
them (Monah 2012).

79



II. Materiale si cercetari

UKRAINE

FOLAND

CZECH

REFUBLIC |I el

HUNG

ROMANIA E

CROATIA

DOBNIA
HERZEGOVINA

SERBIA

P wonTEnEERD,
-
G BULGARIA

(o

TURKEY

Fig. 1. Location map of Trypillia-Cucuteni groups, with
some important sites (source: C. Unwin).

The house, the figurine and decorated pottery
were the dominant themes of Trypillia everyday
visual culture for two millennia. Houses were
made to different scales and in different combi-
nations, giving rise to the development of massive
sites, or ‘megasites’, in certain areas of the Trypil-
lia group (Burdo et al. 2013).

Pottery was produced on a larger scale in the
late 5% millennium BC. Individual households
contributed to the village economy, with com-
munities co-operating in the production of ce-
ramics (Ellis 1984). A standard dwelling house
could be converted into a pottery workshop, as at
Varvareuka (Mapkesuu 1981). In this way, spe-
cialized trades combining the work of many peo-
ple were integrated into the domestic sphere. At
Nebelivka, each neighbourhood may have made
their own pottery, or perhaps several neighbour-
hoods formed a ‘potting village’ for the whole set-
tlement. The potters of Trypillia made decorated
pottery in both fine and coarse wares. In the West
of the region they painted fine wares in different
colours, while in the East they incised their de-
signs in the clay. Coarse wares were mostly deco-
rated with incised and impressed designs. Most of
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the objects used in the mortuary house-burning
ceremonies were pottery.

The people of Trypillia expressed their world-
view through the design of their houses. Com-
fortable and secure, their decorated homes were
used to ritualize and monumentalize their sense
of place for more than seventy successive genera-
tions (Burdo et al. 2013).

Over thirty thousand fired clay human and ani-
mal forms have been found in the Trypillia-Cu-
cuteni group. Rare sets of complete figurines were
placed in buildings interpreted as shrines, while
fragmentary figurines — often deliberately broken
— were deposited in houses, pits and elsewhere in
the settlement (Monah 2012).

In contrast, very few metal objects of copper,
silver or gold were deposited or discarded at
megasites. The small gold hair ornament, found
in the megastructure at Nebelivka during the 2012
excavation season, is a rare exception (Buzetiko u
IIp. 2013, puc. 22/1).

Two international inter-disciplinary research
projects are under way. Durham University and
the Kyiv Institute of Archaeology are conduct-
ing a joint project (Chapman et al. 2014; 2014a),
and a large-scale prospection project in Ukraine
and Moldova has been initiated by the Romano-
Germanic Commission in cooperation with both
the Kyiv Institute of Archaeology and Christian-
Albrechts University at Kiel in Germany (Rass-
mann et al. 2014). The research strategy of these
projects provides a platform from which to inte-
grate and interpret a large quantity of new data.
The Kyiv-Durham Project’s archaeology of the
megasites has raised four crucial questions:

e What does a complete megasite plan look like?

e What role did houses play in Trypillia society?

e How did megasite plans develop through time?

e Can we detect a trajectory towards local, Euro-
pean urbanis

Towards a revolutionary methodology

Megasites were first discovered by aerial photog-
raphy during the late 1960s (Videiko 2012). Sub-
sequent excavations revealed burnt houses dated
to the Trypillia cultural group. Since 2009 the
results of more refined, larger-scale geophysical
surveys have been combined with satellite imag-
ery and reconstructions of the natural environ-
ment.
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This new research has revolutionary implications
for our understanding of megasites and sets an
exciting new research and excavation agenda for
the next twenty-five years (Chapman et al. 2014a).

Images taken from aerial photographs have been
improved by data captured by WorldView-2 sat-
ellites. Details can now be seen below one metre
at ground level. Potential archaeological features
are identified within 25 kilometres of the Nebeliv-
ka megasite and then checked for datable pottery
on the ground. This has enabled us to build up a
sequence of settlement patterns in the immediate
area of Nebelivka.

Multi-sensor gradiometers can now detect ar-
chaeological features over large areas. During the
2009 summer field season at Nebelivka the Dur-
ham team carried out a gradiometer survey over
15 hectares that identified new features in addi-
tion to all the main features of the megasite plan
(Hale et al. 2010). A detailed geophysical plan of
the entire 236-hectare settlement has now been
produced (fig. 2). The Frankfurt—Kiel team be-
gan their research on Cucuteni Trypillia sites in
Moldova in the same year. Both teams have dem-
onstrated the structural similarities between the
largest settlements of Nebelivka, Talianky and
Majdanetske.

South-central Ukraine is now a dry forest-steppe
zone with few wetlands suitable for the preserva-
tion of pollen. New insights into stream catch-
ment areas mean that Durham University envi-
ronmental scientists have been able to find pollen
in sediments within two kilometres of Nebelivka.
By concentrating the pollen grains in alluvial sed-
iments our team has produced a diagram that has
revealed the natural vegetation of the area before
people arrived to settle there, the scale of the im-
pact of their megasite, and how the vegetation re-
covered after they abandoned the settlement (fig.
3).

The Nebelivka plan (fig. 2)

The geophysics team from Archaeological Ser-
vices, Durham University, have produced the first
complete plan of a substantial megasite (Chap-
man et al. 2014). Nebelivka, which extends over
an area of 236 hectares, is the third largest mega-
site known after Talianky and Majdenetske. The
plan has revealed that the internal space was or-
dered in a far more complex way than was detect-

able before. It provides new information on the
entire megasite, the quarters of its settlement, its
neighbourhoods and its individual houses.

The plan shows that the megasite of Nebelivka
was defined by a perimeter ditch. Excavation has
shown that it was shallow in depth and was prob-
ably a symbolic enclosure (fig. 4). The 55-hectare
area at the centre of the megasite may have been
used by the people of Nebelivka for the mainte-
nance of their animals. They may have cultivated
garden plots in the 60 to 125 metre-wide space
between the two main building circuits. The area
between the outer main circuit and the perimeter
ditch may have been where houses and pits were
planned and built in a less formal arrangement.
Nebelivka has a total of 1,370 houses and 22 larg-
er buildings constructed over the 236 hectares,
an average of between six and eight buildings per
hectare.

The megasite has been divided into ‘quarters’, a
model used in Near Eastern cities, based on the
location of the assembly houses (Fig. 5). The
quarters developed in markedly different ways
with regard to their composition, size and spac-
ing between assembly houses (fig. 6).

The neighbourhood was the basic building block
of Nebelivka society. Over 160 neighbourhoods
created the more intimate social spaces within
the settlement, with smaller ones comprising
three houses and larger ones made up of twenty-
five buildings (figs. 7 - 8).

Houses, Assembly Houses and the mega-
structure

Trypillia archaeology is dominated by houses.
Instantly recognizable on the ground by their re-
mains of massive quantities of burnt daub, hous-
es are the most frequently excavated features at
megasites. The house was multi-functional and
monumental — how it was built, how it was used
and how it came to be burned down tell us a great
deal about Trypillia society.

Trypillia households had crucial roles within their
neighbourhood and their quarter, contributing to
the provisioning and maintenance of the huge
megasites. People collaborated in ritual practic-
es and household leaders may have met in local
groups to take important decisions and to resolve
disputes.
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Figure 2: Geophysical interpretation

Fig. 2. Simplified interpretative geophysical plan of the Nebelivka mega-site (source: D. Hale).
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Fig. 3. Interpretative pollen diagram, with charcoal counts, for the Nebelivka 1B core
(source: pollen counts: B. Albert; design: C. Unwin).

Fig. 4. Perimeter ditch, North East part of the Nebe-
livka megasite (source: V. Cherubini).

The inhabitants also shared household practices.
Residents, visitors, ritual occupants and ances-
tors were all involved in the making of tools, food
preparation, consumption and ceremonial activi-
ties. Such widespread and long-lived rituals often
included the use of figurines and models of hous-
es. This was crucial for the social integration of
households within both their own neighbourhood
and the entire megasite.

Dramatically, houses were deliberately burned at
the end of their use. A common ‘death-of-house’
ritual was conducted by placing a ‘dead house as-
semblage’ of objects within the house before it
was set alight. House-burning may have formed
part of a complex mortuary rite for a person of
significance within the community. During the
course of this ritual other families placed objects
within the house that reflected the status of the
dead within wider Trypillia society. The Project
built and burned down an experimental Trypil-
lia house in 2014-2015 in order to understand
the processes of house-burning in more detail

(fig. 9).

The larger buildings at Nebelivka would have
been ‘Assembly Houses’ where people gath-
ered for public meetings. They were constructed
around the two principal house circuits, either
singly or in groups of two or in three, with floor
plans ranging from 120 to 1,320 square metres in
size (fig. 2).

In 2012, the largest house at Nebelivka was exca-
vated (Chapman et al. 2014b; Videiko et al. 2013).
This ‘megastructure’ was 22 metres wide and over
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Fig. 8. Neighbourhoods in Quarter , Nebelivka
(source: Y. Beadnell).

3om long, with an outdoor courtyard to the East
(fig. 10). Objects placed within the house before it
was burned included a set of twenty-five minia-
ture vessels containing foodstuffs (fig. 11). A rich
cultural layer including broken pottery, animal
bones and clay figurines, was found around the
building.

The Ukrainian interpretation of this megastruc-
ture comprises a fully roofed two-storey temple
with timber walls. There were seven altars on the
ground floor, and a podium the largest room on
the upper floor. The rituals organized within the
temple were reflected in the rich deposits of ma-
terial.

The Durham side’ interpretation is that the mega-
structure was a one-storey public building, par-
tially roofed and with wattle-and-daub walls.
There was a range of rooms at the west and the
east end, with a central open space for assemblies
(fig. 12).

Both interpretations agree that the megastructure
was a larger expression of the household and that
it co-ordinated the practices of its quarter. The la-
bour required to build the megastructure was fif-
teen times that required for the construction of a
standard dwelling house. The building was fitted
with larger versions of the benches, platforms and
bins to be found in most of the houses.

Fig. 9. The experimentsal burning of a Trypillia house
reconstruction (photo: M. Nebbia).
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Fig. 10. Kite photo of the Nebelivka mega-structure during excavation (photo: M. Houshold).

About time

The Project has posed three specific questions
about the time of the Nebelivka mega-site:

¢ How long did people live at the megasite?
e Did they burn houses of the same age at the
end of their use and replace them with others?

e Or were most of the houses occupied together?

Finding answers to these questions will allow us
to determine the population size of a megasite

Fig. 11. Miniature vessel, found near the East end of
the Nebelivka mega-structure (photo: M. Videiko).
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and to show how people lived there through time.
To interpret the megasites, it is crucial to estab-
lish when the circuits, the radial streets, quarters
and neighbourhoods were constructed and for
how long each continued to be used.

Radiocarbon dating provides absolute dates for
different parts of the megasites. Many samples
are needed to date an entire megasite. The AMS
(Accelerator Mass Spectrometry) technique can
date very small samples, such as charred seeds
or animal bone, usually to within sixty or seven-
ty years. The Kiel team has excavated long, thin
trenches across circuits of houses and their pits to
date each house circuit.

An idea that is new to megasite studies suggests
that Nebelivka may not have been permanently
occupied. Thousands of people journeying from
other places may have gathered there at particu-
lar seasons, probably from April to September,
for both secular and ritual purposes. They may
have exchanged pottery, personal ornaments and
gossip, arranging marriage partners and conduct-
ing group ceremonies. Perhaps a small number
of people remained at Nebelivka to maintain the
megasite throughout the year.

Although the main features of the megasite seem
to have been deliberately planned, at a smaller
scale there are irregularities and quarters and
neighbourhoods differ from each other. This sug-
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Fig. 12. Reconstruction of the Nebelivka mega-structure according to the Durham view
(plan: S. Johnston; design: C. Unwin).

gests that small groups of people may have con-
tributed to the overall plan of Nebelivka in their
own way during seasonal gatherings.

This idea is supported by the pollen record. There
is no evidence for the large-scale felling of trees
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Fig. 13. Location of samples for AMS dating, Nebe-
livka megasite (source: M. Nebbia).

that would have been required to build the 1,370
houses at Nebelivka at the same time (fig. 3).
Charcoal analysis also suggests that people car-
ried out house-burning ceremonies throughout
the life of the megasite and did not burn all the
houses together at the end of their use.

The results of the AMS dating programme and
pollen analysis for Nebelivka make us question
whether megasites were permanently occupied
by thousands of people.

At Nebelivka we have collected samples for AMS
dating from different locations to give an over-
all picture of how the megasite developed. Over
eighty test-pits were excavated where houses had
been plotted on the geophysical plan (fig. 13).
Deposits were sampled from before the houses
were built, from their latest use, and from their
destruction by fire. This should enable us to date
many of the houses within the life of the mega-
site and to find out how long people lived in
each. When people built and lived at Nebelivka
has been calculated using mathematical model-
ling. The site is most likely to have been occupied
for one hundred and seventy years, from around
3970 BC until 3800 BC (fig. 14).

Urbanism and megasites

For at least five thousand years, urbanism has
been at the core of human development, yet the
study of the subject is in crisis (Gaydarska, sub-
mitted). Specialists in geography, anthropology,
history and archaeology cannot agree on the rea-
sons for calling a site ‘urban’, which is how classi-
cal Graeco-Roman cities are defined. Alternative
concepts such as the ‘low-density city’ may be
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Fig. 14. Modelling of the start and finish of the occupa-
tion at the Nebelivka megasite (source: A. Millard).

useful for thinking about megasites (Fletcher, in
prep.).

Our research has yet to produce a definitive an-
swer to the number of people living at Nebelivka
at any one time. The modelling of all the AMS
dates, combined with architectural analysis of
the Nebelivka plan, is still in progress. There may
have been a few thousand seasonal inhabitants or
up to nine thousand people living at the megasite.
This large community may have been organized
into a hierarchical society based on the thirteen
quarters, 160 neighbourhoods and up to 1,370
households.

Leaders of these different groups would have
emerged to organize the major logistical effort

Fig. 15. Communal cooking facility, Nebelivka
megasite (photo: M. Videiko).
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required to acquire and distribute resources for
such a large population. Elite individuals and
groups at urban sites generally displayed their
status with special objects or by building monu-
mental buildings. However, at the megasites, the
pottery, figurines and the houses are very similar
and there are no prestigious metal objects. Per-
haps the metal objects of the Trypillia popula-
tions were placed in an as yet undiscovered extra-
mural mortuary domain?

There is little archaeological evidence so far
from Nebelivka that the inhabitants specialized
in crafts, but a very large area of the site is still
to be excavated. In 2013, the Ukrainian side ex-
cavated an unusual fired clay feature which they
interpreted as a pottery kiln (Videiko et al. 2015)
but the alternative function which explains more
of the form of the feature was that this was a com-
munal cooking facility (fig. 15).

Community leaders may have placed objects in
the ground in the same way as other people, but it
is more likely that the whole community agreed to
limit how hierarchy was expressed in accordance
with their ancestral or religious beliefs.

Trypillia megasites can therefore be called ‘com-
plex non-hierarchical low-density settlements’. If
their populations were made up of seasonal sum-
mer visitors or immigrants arriving at different
times, then the megasites were not truly urban. If,
however, their populations generally numbered
up to nine thousand, then this would mean that
the Trypillia megasites were the first examples of
low-density urbanism in the world.
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Proiectul anglo-ucrainean ,,Urbanismul timpuriu in Europa preistorica?”
aduce expozitia itineranta la Chisinau

Rezumat
Proiectul anglo-ucrainean ,,Urbanismul timpuriu in Europa preistoricd?: cazul mega-siturilor tripoliene” (2012-
2016), finantat AHRC, este un proiect comun organizat de catre Universitatea Durham (prof. dr. John Chapman)
si Institutul de Arheologie din Kiev (dr. Mihail Yu. Videiko). Expozitia itineranti internationala care a ajuns acum
la Chiginau a fost deja expusa in Ucraina (Muzeul de Istorie din Kirovograd) si Bulgaria (Muzeul Arheologic din
Varna), apoi se va deplasa in Ungaria (E6tvos Lorand University Campus, Budapesta) si Germania (Universitatea
din Kiel) inainte de a ajunge acasa, in Anglia (Universitatea Durham), in aprilie 2016.

Lista ilustratiilor:
Fig. 1. Harta de localizare a grupurilor Trypillia - Cucuteni cu unele situri importante (sursa: C. Unwin).
Fig. 2. Planul geofizic interpretativ simplificat al mega-sitului Nebelivka (sursa: D. Hale).

Fig. 3. Diagrama interpretativa a polenului, cu calcularea carbunelui, pentru centrul Nebelivka 1B (sursa: calcule
polen: B. Albert; design: C. Unwin).
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Fig. 4. Perimetrul santului, partea de nord-est a mega-sitului Nebelivka (sursa: V. Cherubini).

Fig. 5. Impirtirea mega-sitului de la Nebelivka in ,cartiere” (sursa: Y. Beadnell).

Fig. 6. (a) Spatiul si (b) marimea Casei Adunarii, Nebelivka (sursa: J. Chapman).

Fig. 7. Cartierul N, Nebelivka (sursa: Y. Beadnell).

Fig. 8. Cartierul L, Nebelivka (sursa: Y. Beadnell).

Fig. 9. Arderea experimentald a casei tripoliene (reconstruite) (foto: M. Nebbia).

Fig. 10. Fotografia aeriana a mega-structurii de la Nebelivka in timpul sapéturilor (foto: M. Sali).

Fig. 11. Vas miniatural descoperit 1anga extremitatea de est a mega-structurii de la Nebelivka (foto: M. Videiko).

Fig. 12. Reconstructia mega-structurii de la Nebelivka, interpretarea britanica (plan: S. Johnston, design:
C. Unwin).

Fig. 13. Locul de amplasare a probelor pentru datarea AMS, mega-situl Nebelivka (sursa: M. Nebbia).

Fig. 14. Modelarea inceputului si sfarsitului ocupatiei mega-sitului Nebelivka (sursa: A. Millard).

Fig. 15. Facilititi comunale de gitit, mega-situl Nebelivka (foto: M. Videiko).

IIepeaBu:xHas BBICTaBKA B pAMKaX aHIVIO-YKPAUHCKOTIO IIpoeKTa «PaHHAA ypOaHU3aNA
B Joucropudeckoii EBpone?» B Kuimmunnese

Pe3stome

AHIJI0-yKpauHCKUH IpoekT «PanHAA ypbaHU3anusa B JoucTopudeckold EBpone?: hbeHOMEH TPUIIOJIBCKUX Mera-
roceJieHui» (2012-2016), duHaHcupyeMblid COBETOM II0 UCCJIEIOBAHUSAM B 00JIaCTH UCKYCCTBA U TYMaHUTAPHBIX
Hayk (AHRC), siByisieTcst coBMecTHBIM IIpoekToM Jlapemckoro yHuBepcurera ([[:x. YenmasH) u VHCTHUTYTaA apXxeo-
noruu HAH Ykpauns!r (M.JO. Buzetiko). MexayHapogHas nepeiBUKHAsS BBICTaBKa B pAMKAaX IIPOEKTa, KOTOpast
ceituac nmpubsuta B Kuinnnes, yxe 6bu1a npezicrasieHa Ha YkpauHe (KupoBorpaickuii HCTOPHUYECKUN My3€ii) U B
Bonrapuu (BapHeHCKHi apxeoyioTnyecKuii My3ei), a 3aTeM oTupaBuTcs B Benrpuio (ByamemTckuii yHUBEpCH-
ter uM. Jlopanna Iteema) u I'epmanuio (Kuiabckuii yausepeuret). B JlapeMCKUE YHUBEPCUTET BBICTaBKA BEPHET-
cd B atipesie 2016 roza.

Cnucox urntocmpauuii:

Puc. 1. KapTa paciosioskeHus IpyI KyabTypbl KykyTeHb-TpHIIOJbE C YKa3aHMEeM HECKOJIbKUX BOSKHBIX [TOCETEHII
(ucrounuk: C. Unwin).

Puc. 2. HebeseBKka. YIpoIleHHbIH reodusndeckuil miaH Meramocesnenus (uctounuk: D. Hale).

Puc. 3. IIpUiblieBas AuarpaMma C yUeToOM COJIeprKaHMs KaMeHHOTO YIUis, mocTpoeHHasi aa HeGenesku 1B (uc-
TOYHUK: MBLIbIIeBOM aHanmu3: B. Albert; mocrpoenue: C. Unwin).

Puc. 4. PoB o nepumMetpy, ceBepo-BOCTOUHAA YacTh MeranocesieHus HebeneBka (ucrounuk: V. Cherubini).

Puc. 5. Paznenenne meramocenenus HebeneBka Ha «kBapTaibl» (ucrounuk: Y. Beadnell).

Puc. 6. HebeneBka: (a) pacmosioskenrie u (b) pazmep «obirenoceieH4eckux 7o0MoB» (ucrounuk: J. Chapman).

Puc. 7. HeGeneBka. Paznenenue B npefenax kBapraia (uctounuk: Y. Beadnell).

Puc. 8. HeGenerka. Pazzienenue B npezesax kpapraia (ucrounuk: Y. Beadnell).

Puc. 9. DKCIIEPUMEHT 110 COMOKEHHIO PEKOHCTPYKIIUU TPUITIOIbCKOTo foMa (dporto: M. Nebbia).

Puc. 10. HeGeneBka. PacKOIKy «MEracTpyKTyphI», a3pOCheMKa ¢ Bo3ayutHoro 3mest (hoto: M. Houshold).

Puc. 11. Heb6eneBka. MUHUATIOPHBIN COCY/I, 0OHAPYKEHHBIN Y BOCTOYHOM CTEHBI « METACTPYKTYpbI» (poro: M. Bu-
JIEHKO).

Puc. 12. HeGeneBka. PEKOHCTPYKIIUS «METaCTPYKTYPhI», BHIIIOJHEHHAS CIIENMAINCTaMU J[apeMCKOro YHIUBEPCH-
tera (mwian: S. Johnston; mocrpoenue: C. Unwin).

Puc. 13. HeGenepka. Pacnosiokenune o6pasios 1151 AMS-natupoBanus (ucrounuk: M. Nebbia).

Puc. 14. MogenupoBaHre Hadaja U KOHIA IepUO/ia 3aceJIeHHOCTH Merarnocesienusi HeGeneBka (MCTOUHUK: A.
Millard).

Puc. 15. He6eneBka. O61iee coopy:keHHe /i purotoaeHus nuinu (poro: M. Buzeiiko).

10.09.2015

Prof. John Chapman, Durham University, South Road Durham DH1 3LE Great Britain, Durham, UK, e-mail:
j.c.chapman@durham.ac.uk

Dr. Bisserka Gaydarska, Durham University, South Road Durham DH1 3LE Great Britain, Durham, UK, e-mail:
b_gaydarska@yahoo.co.uk

90



