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This paper offers a brief overview of the flint assemblages
from the Neolithic period in Bulgaria (VI mill. cal BC) by fol-
lowing their ‘evolution’ that depending on the context could
also be called innovation, retardation or simply modification.
The flint assemblages have never been taken into considera-
tion in the establishment of the prehistoric periodization in
Bulagaria, that is only partially based on absolute chronol-
ogy, the main method being relative synchronization of cul-
tural events. Certain aspects of the material culture and pot-
tery paraphernalia provoked different approaches to cultural
differentiation and subdivision. The aim of this paper is to
rehabilitate the chipped-stone industry into the Neolithic life-
ways. The empirical corpus of the study contains assemblages
coming from 18 sites (fig. 1). Most of them have been studied
personally by the author and are already published [1; 2; 3; 4;
5; 6; 7]. These assemblages, in particular the Early Neolithic
ones, have been considered in a broader spatial-temporal
scale and thus have been included in regional and sub-re-
gional contexts with emphasis on various aspects as follows:
1) raw material provenance and distribution [8; 9; 10; 11;
12]; i1) techno-typological features in diachronic perspective
[13; 14; 15]; iii) functional connotation of the distinguished
toolkits with trajectories to subsistence and household ac-
tivities [16; 17; 18; 19; 20]; iv) the flint assemblages as an
inherent component of the identity of first farmers and the
Neolithic social dynamics [21; 22; 23].

None of these aspects, however, will be discussed exhaus-
tively. Rather a summary of the present day research will be
briefly presented and commented. The studied assemblages
come from different settlements — from large and well known
multilayer tells as Karanovo, Azmak and Kapitan Dimitrievo;
through flat sites as Slatina, Kovacevo, Yabalkovo and
Harmanly; to the cemetery of Durankulak and the recently
identified category of the so-called pit-sanctuaries of Sarnevo
and Lyubimets [24; 25]. The excavation strategy and re-
search design of the various sites is also very different: some
of them have been submitted to long time-term planned inves-
tigations (Karanovo, Kovacevo, Drama, Slatina, Durankulak
etc.), while others are the result of short salvage excavations:
Harmanli, Sarnevo, Lyubimets, Ezero. The empirical dataset
does not allow a relevant comparative analysis as the number
of artefacts varies from 7 (Apriltsi) to 1445 (Harmanli), but
their multifaceted study permits some general observations

to be made about the cultural events and processes that took
place in the VI mill. cal BC during the remarkable cultural
development of the Neolithic period.

Chronological framework of the Neolithic

There are multiple approaches to the cultural subdivi-
sion of the Neolithic, based both on absolute and relative
chronology. In the early 1960s, G. 1. Georgiev offered the
first chrono-cultural sequence of the Karanovo Tell and ever
since, the site has become the main and irreplaceable pil-
lar of the prehistoric cultural periodization in Bulgaria and
Southeast Europe [26]. Decades later H. Todorova offered
a detailed and well-argued subdivision of the Neolithic in
Bulgaria by integrating different cultures and local events
into a sub regional cultural block: Balkan-Anatolian cultur-
al block/complex within which the so-called Balkan Early
Neolithic (with 4 phases) and Balkan Late Neolithic (with 2
phases) are distinguished [27]. In terms of absolute chronol-
ogy, the following Neolithic phases (to which all discussed
sites are assigned) are more or less accepted:

- Early pottery (‘monochrome’ phase) — 6300/6200 —
6000/5900 cal BC;

- Early (‘classical’ phase) — 6000/5900 — 5500/5450 cal BC;

- Middle phase — 5500/5450 — 5200/5100 cal BC;

- Late phase — 5200/5100 — 4900/4850 [28].

The earliest “C date from Polianitsa-Platoto — 6420-6230
cal BC [29] is not taken into consideration, since there is no
published evidence from the site with direct concern to our
topic.

Kovacevo has two early dates of 6159 — 5926 cal BC and
6064-5808 cal BC and a cluster of three date’s ca 5980 — 5730
cal BC [30].

Their excavators interpret two sites in northern Bulgaria
as belonging to the so-called ‘monochrome phase’ of the
Neolithic. Ohoden, near Vratsa (northwest Bulgaria) is con-
sidered to belong to a ‘monochrome’ (i.e. earliest) Neolithic
phase on the basis of a comparative pottery study with sites
of the Staréevo culture in eastern Serbia and Southwest
Romania, and has a date of 5710+40 cal BC (with details
KN-5655, 6830+45 BP) [31]. This date incidentally does not
fit with the claim of ‘monochrome’ affiliation and rather be-
longs to the classical early stage of the Neolithic. Some dates
from Dzhuljunitsa (north central Bulgaria), according to its
excavator, fall in the last two centuries of the VII millen-
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nium BC. The pottery features confirm the attribution of the
site to the earliest Neolithic in Bulgaria [32]. The cluster of
14C dates suggests a relatively later start of the Neolithic se-
quence — ¢ 6000 cal BC —1i. e. Synchronous with Karanovo
I beginning [33].

As far as the Neolithic chronological sequence and cul-
tural periodization are concerned, the dates from the em-
blematic Tell Karanovo should be pointed out. The mul-
tilevel stratigraphy of this site covers the completely pre-
historic sequence (from the Early Neolithic to the Bronze
Age). According to the '“C dates, the following distinction
has been suggested:

- Karanovo I — 6000 — 5750 cal BC;

- Karanovo II — 5750 — 5500 cal BC;

- Karanovo III — 5500 — 5280 cal BC [34].

The subsequent new excavations and detailed research
on the pottery assemblages from Karanovo led to further
precision of the cultural periods identified at this tell. In par-
allel with the Karanovo Tell stratigraphic differentiation, a
concept of dynamic development of the Neolithic cultures
(particularly in Thrace) has been promoted and the final
scheme can be summarized as follows:

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

- Karanovo II culture (Early Neolithic) = Karanovo II
period/ layer;

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

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

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

- Karanovo IV culture (Late Neolithic) = Karanovo IV
period/ layer [35; 36; 37].

This too complicated cultural periodization is recently
getting progressively used as a referential corpus. In terms
of absolute chronology, there are no new available dates
for the periods from Tell Karanovo itself, but in a broader
context of Turkish Thrace, Southeast Europe end Northwest
Anatolia a comparative chronology offers the following se-
quence of the Karanovo periods:

- Karanovo III — ¢ 5400 — 5300 cal BC;

- Karanovo III-IV — 5300 — 5050 cal BC;

- Karanovo IV — 5050 — 4900/4800 cal BC [38].

There is obvious discrepancy of the position of post-Ear-
ly Neolithic periods in the offered chronological schemes. In
order to illustrate the chrono-cultural affiliation of the pro-
cesses and phenomena discussed here, we will refer to the
cultural periodization used in Nokolov’ publications.

Neolithic flint assemblages in a diachronic perspective

The sites that are the focus of this paper have different cul-
tural belonging. The ratio between the Early and Late Neolithic
sites is 8:8; 3 sites reveal both early and late Neolithic features
(fig. 1). The key site that provides the opportunity for dia-
chronic analysis in evolutionary terms of the material culture
(including flint industry) is Tell Karanovo. I was involved in
the study of the flint assemblages from all layers — from the
Early Neolithic to the Late Chalcolithic — that derive from
excavated S and NS sectors of the site, as well as from the pre-
viously excavated trench O19 (Karanovo II-III to Karanovo
IV layers) [3; 4; 19]. This very useful experience and accu-
mulated observations were helpful in the subsequent work
on new assemblages from various contexts. Thus, additional
aspects/details of the general and evolutionary determined de-
velopment of the Neolithic flint industry have become known
and have contributed to a comprehensive, but ever growing,
concept for the role of this industry in the past.

Raw material provenance and distribution

The raw material of the early Neolithic flint assemblages
represents one of the most peculiar characteristic of these
assemblages (fig. 2). Among these assemblages a significant
number of artefacts (not necessarily the majority) consist of
the so-called formal toolkits (vide infra).They are made of
yellow-honey (waxy) coloured, white spotted high quality

flint called in the literature ‘(Pre-) Balkan platform flint’,
‘Dobrudzha flint’ or simply ‘Balkan flint’ (BF). The research
conundrum of the Balkan flint inevitably attracts the atten-
tion of anyone involved in the study of the Early Neolithic
in the Balkans due to its presence (in some cases massive)
in early farming sites. The present author has been deeply
involved in the BF research agenda and several conference
presentations and papers have already been made [10; 6; 11,
2013). The geological aspect of the BF problem was eluci-
dated by Ch. Nachev who had offered an adapted map and
comprehensible description of the sediment logical context
of flint outcrops in Bulgaria [39; 12, fig.5 ]. According to
Nachev significant accumulations of siliceous/flint concre-
tions are located in the Moesian Platform and adjacent parts
of the Balkan Alpine Orogen. Two main flint strata are con-
sidered as promising from an archaeological point of view
for resolving the problem of the BF provenance: Moesian
(primarily!) and Ludogorie flints. The silica concretions
of the Moesian flint are hosted in the Upper Cretaceous
(Campanian) chalk, chalk-like limestones and fine-grained
biomorphic limestones (Maastrichtian) [12]. The consecu-
tive collaborative pilot-studies were initiated by the author
seeking for the BF identification and provenance. After
the inconclusive results from the comparative thin section
analyses of BF made by Ch. Nachev and M. Gurova, a new
analytical approach was considered. A series of archaco-
logical samples from Early Neolithic sites and geological
samples from outcrops of Moesian and Ludogorie flints
have been analyzed by C. Bonsall using laser ablation in-
ductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS)
and electron probe micro analysis (EPMA) [9].The results
were more promising but not exhaustive. The last project
entitled “Prehistoric flint sourcing in NW Bulgaria and NE
Serbia: Field survey and laboratory analyses” was carried
out in 2011/12 with large scale survey and sampling for
petrographic and chemical analyses. The region between
Pleven and Nikopol was identified as the most probable BF
proven acing area. The Ludogorie flint outcrops have been
discarded as possible sources of BF. The possible routes of
distribution of the BF nodule from the source to the rest of
the Early Neolithic oikoumene, are summarized in Gurova
[11], but of course a further application of GIS methods and
models are required. Without a doubt one of the most crucial
aspects in our search for the BF provenance, supply patterns
and distribution, is the identification of the workshops of the
first Balkan farmers. Apart from a couple of workshops near
the BF source area (with uncertain attribution to the early
Neolithic time), there is still a lack of reliable archaeological
evidence. The only workshop in settlement context is identi-
fied in Slatina but unfortunately the fatal damages on flints
caused by the destructive fire do not allow relevant recon-
struction of workshop functioning [40; 41]. Nevertheless,
the wide distribution of the BF among the Early Neolithic
sites all over the Bulgarian territory is an indisputable fact,
which is still awaiting a satisfactory explanation.

Another question that needs further investigation and
relevant answer concerns the shift in raw material (BF) ac-
quisition and network distribution, which took place in the
beginning of the second half of VI mill. BC. After its re-
markably important role in the Neolithisation process and
its wide distribution in the Early Neolithic cultural complex
in Southeast Europe, BF declined in use and significance
in post-Early Neolithic time, most probably during the
Karanovo III (III-IV?) period. According to the Bulgarian
chronological framework the process of this disintegration is
ca 5500-5280 cal BC [34] and can be regarded as a terminus
ante quem for the significant and vital presence of formal
toolkits and, ergo, for the importance and use of the BF.

Most of the Late Neolithic flint assemblages studies
show a variability of raw material used for debitage and
tool production. The raw materials are mainly local, coming
from secondary placer deposits of siliceous rocks and allow-
ing easy access. For the numerous sites in Thrace (located
at different distance from the Maritsa tributaries) the range
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of raw materials can be associated with the Eastern Rhodope
volcanic rocks, rich in jasper and chalcedony veins, which
were the focus of a specialized geological-archaeological
study [42; 43]. The Maritsa River catchment basin contains
alluvial-deluvial sediments with easily accessible re-depos-
ited materials from Paleogenic flint rock masses which are
widely spread in Plovdiv district and the Eastern Rhodopes.
This particular gradual shift in raw material procurement
and distribution strategy has an effect over the global chang-
es that have occurred during the Middle and Late Neolithic
phases and whose origin and operation principles are still
unclear.

Early Neolithic flint assemblages — diagnostic features
(formal toolkits)

As explained and argued in more detail in some previous
works [21; 22; 6; 11] and as it is mentioned above, the BF is
attributable to a particular category of flint artefacts (constitut-
ing formal toolkit) that belong to the full Neolithic package
of the Early Neolithic Karanovo I and II cultures. Previously,
I have drawn attention to a broad range of problems relating
to the earliest Neolithic flint tools (toolkits) from Bulgaria: 1)
the typological repertoire of the formal toolkits; ii) the cohe-
sion with the white-on-red painted pottery of the Karanovo
I culture; iii) their temporal and spatial distributions; iv) the
technological background of the “macroblade” industry [22;
23]. The term ‘formal toolkits’, as defined by Andrefsky, is
considered here as most appropriate and stands for: standard-
ized form, additional effort in manufacturing, potential for re-
sharpening, use of special raw material, advance preparation,
anticipated use and transportability. The term formal tool-
kits is much more meaningful that the terms ‘macroblades’
or ‘Karanovo type’ blades whose recurring use is based on
Gatsov’s publication [44; see also 22].

These toolkits are attested in different proportion
among the assemblages of the largest Neolithic Tell settle-
ments like Karanovo, Azmak and Kapitan Dimitrievo (in
Thrace), as well as from other important Early Neolithic
sites (Kovacevo, Yabalkovo, Slatina, Rakitovo and Sedlare
etc.) (fig. 3). Typologically, these toolkits consist mostly
of medium to long (the longest are in the range of 12-15
cm), regularly shaped blades, frequently with (bi-) lateral
semi-abrupt retouch (from marginal to high and steep), and
sometimes with rounded or pointed ends. Most of the arte-
facts in these toolkits possess macro- and micro-wear traces
of use with predomination of the sickle inserts among the
functional categories. There is also strong evidence of mul-
tiple re-sharpening and sickle re-use, which is the reason to
assign to this toolkit the sickle inserts (even on unretouched
blades) with visual polishes and heavily used working edges
(fig. 4). From a technological point of view, this industry
indicates application of indirect percussion (punch tech-
nique) with pressure flaking applied for the high and steep
retouching. It must be stressed that no, or very few, cores
and core-preparation debitage are attested among the assem-
blages. In this sense, no opportunity for any diacritic con-
cept of ‘chaine opératoire’ reconstruction is available. The
complex of distinctive traits of these toolkits permits their
identification as diagnostic feature/hallmark of the Early
Neolithic in Bulgaria [44; 13; 22, 18, 23]. Moreover, this
particular toolkit represents one of the characteristics of the
supra-regional techno-complex of Karanovo I-Staréevo—
Crig—Kords cultural complex.

As mentioned above the formal tools (toolkits) are an
inherent part of the EN assemblages and a kind of sign of
affiliation/attribution to Karanovo I cultural alliance. They
are most numerous and representative as series among
the assemblages of Tells Karanovo and Azmak, followed
by the sites of Yabalkovo, Slatina and Kovacevo (fig. 5).
Normally the formal toolkits are virtually absent from the
north Bulgarian early Neolithic contexts represented by the
two sites assigned to the ‘monochrome’ phase — Ohoden
and Dzhuljunitsa. Both sites have a rich flint industry with
abundance of BF artefacts but without typical formal tool-
kits. The study of the Dzhuljunitsa flint assemblages is still

in progress and as a working hypothesis it was argued that
this site with probably the earliest so far known Neolithic
occupation (6100-6000 cal BC) was the first centre for BF
acquisition, blade manufacture, consumption and distribu-
tion of BF in different forms of nodules and/or blanks. BF is
attested in significant proportions among all debitage groups
and even prevails among the blades. Blade production shows
advanced knowledge of debit age (and particularly punch)
techniques. The flint workers from Dzhuljunitsa were prob-
ably not particularly interested in formal toolkit utilisation
and preferred another strategy — acquisition and distribu-
tion of the raw material (BF), through network of intra- and
inter-regional exchange. The real producers of the formal
tools could be the enclaves of the (pre-?)Karanovo I culture
in Thrace with whom the central north Bulgarian population
established contact at the time of, or rather before, white-
painted pottery was locally “invented” and largely distrib-
uted... “ as a result of the need for consolidation and self-
identification of the newly formed community whose immi-
grants probably had come from various sites in the original
Anatolian area” [45].

Apart from the formal tools the Early Neolithic flint in-
dustry offers examples of expedient production of debitage
and tools made of local raw material, practice attested at
Yabalkovo, Kovacevo and Sedlare. The typological reper-
toire beyond the formal toolkit consists of retouched blades
and flakes, random endscrapers, spintered and notched piec-
es, truncations, simple perforators etc. In two cases (Ohoden
and Kovacevo) the industry contains a series of geometric
microliths. In the Kovaéevo assemblage, around a dozen
pieces are attested to consist of trapezes and segments the
majority of which is made of dark-greyish (to black) flint
of Rhodopes origin (fig. 6, 1). This is one of the very rare
cases of geometric flints in the Early Neolithic strata. This
tools category, together with a large number of micro pierc-
ers occur before the appearance of the formal toolkits in the
Kovacevo sequence (fig. 6, 2). The exact appearance of this
microlithic set is not clear from the stratigraphic evidence
of the site (probably at Kovacevo Ia and Ib phases), where-
as the BF toolkit is certainly attested in the later stage of
Kovacevo Ic-Id [6]. The origin of the geometric microliths
in Kovacevo relates to the very challenging problem of pre-
Neolithic features/substratum alongside the fully developed
Neolithic package brought by the first farmers reaching the
Struma valley. The problem is waiting for further research
and solution being far beyond the scope of the paper.

The second site with geometric microliths is Ohoden,
where 5 trapezes and 2 segments are attested among large
spectrum typological tools [46]. As mentioned above, there
is an attempt to interpret this site as belonging the earliest
‘monochrome’ Neolithic [31]. Formally the geometrics
match perfectly this intention. The problem, however, arises
from the “C date of the stratum falling into the third cen-
tury of the VI mill. BC which fits better to the middle of
the classic phase of the Early Neolithic. Rather, the Ohoden
geometrics could be related to the Late Neolithic microlithi-
zation which will be discussed below.

Late Neolithic flint assemblages. decline or continuity

Thefirst observations and comments about the evolutionary
changes in the Neolithic flint industries from western Bulgaria
was made by Gatsov [44]. Based on typological parameters of
different assemblages (of them 6 Early Neolithic and 4 Late
Neolithic) he suggested a kind of technological degradation
in flint industries due to the lack of yellow flint (i.e. BF in fact
— MGQG) and a general discontinuity with the Early Neolithic
traditions, expressed by typological changes. The reason why
this raw material became inaccessible for the Late Neolithic
groups is not addressed [44].

My study of the sequences from Tell Karanovo and
Kapitan Dimitrievo with well presented early and late
Neolithic strata led to some further precision and adjust-
ments of the current knowledge about late Neolithic degra-
dation in flint production. The comparative analysis between
the assemblages from both tells, in addition to the data pub-
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lished by Gatsov, have allowed to conclude that Kapitan
Dimitrievo development shows more affiliations both dia-
chronically and typologically with the materials from west-
ern Bulgaria [20].

It is noteworthy here the main observations made on the
basis of the diachronic comparative analysis of the Karanovo
Tell flint assemblages [14, figs. 1, 2]. During the Karanovo
I-1I periods the virtual ‘chaine operatoire’ was orientated to-
wards the production of ‘macroblades’, consequently trans-
formed to a formal tools, diagnostic for Karanovo I period
and culture. During the next Neolithic periods, sporadically
in the Karanovo III and mainly in the Karanovo IV period,
changes in the technology and morphometric characteris-
tics of the flint industries occurred; some tendency towards
microlithization took place, attested by the appearance of
some unique microliths: two trapezes in the Karanovo III-
IV period and one segment in the Karanovo IV period [4].
In the view of the unequivocal evidence of a new chaine
opératoire consisting of small cores for blades (bladelets),
a probable technological link with the production microliths
is suggested [4, taf. IX, 4]. The typological ‘evolution’ is
expressed by the progressive decrease of these Karanovo I
type tools, which practically existed as reminiscent forms
until the Karanovo III-IV period (fig. 7). And vice versa:
a progressive increase of endscrapers had started in the
Karanovo IV period and reached its developed stage in the
later Chalcolithic periods (Karanovo V and VI). To sum-
marize — detectable and consecutive changes have led to
smooth modification in raw material supply strategy, tech-
nology and typological repertoire.

The observations formulated above have various ex-
planatory projections: i) the assemblages from the Tell sites
were submitted to the same cultural periodization and their
comparison is more adequate whereas (western Bulgarian
sites were classified according to the classic Georgiev’s con-
cept); ii) the lifeways on flat sites (the majority of western
settlements) significantly differ from the settlement patterns,
social organization and dynamics on the Tell sites in Thrace
(Karanovo and Azmak); iii) the subsistence strategy and
decision-making of different Neolithic groups responds to
different factors and challenges (paleoenvironmental and
social); iv) even in conditions of continuous lifestyle de-
velopment, some traditions and/or innovations in technol-
ogy (chaine opératoire) unavoidably have led to know-how
changes and adaptations; v) whatever changes are attested
as occurring alongside the evolution on the Tell settlements,
there is no striking rupture and discontinuity in the flint in-
dustry as claimed on the basis of fragmentary assemblages
coming from different sites belonging to different cultural
stages/periods of the Neolithic.

Let us now turn to the other sites that are subject of this
paper. How do the diachronic evolutionary observations
listed above deal with the data from other sites on the map?
Which features of the flint industries gain importance and
become diagnostic during the Late Neolithic? Current ob-
servations and assessments have been mentioned that had
been formulated during my studies of various Late Neolithic
collections [47]. In general they can be summarized as the
following significant characteristics: i) arising role of flake
debitage and subsequent transformation to tools (mainly
endscrapers) on flakes; ii) continuous but decreasing blade
production and use with prevalence of simple retouched
blades; iii) large diversity of endscrapers both in typo-
logical and morphometrical parameters, but with obvious
shortening of proportions and increasing shape variety; iv)
the microlithization is represented by micro core for blade
(bladelets) and two categories of artefacts: (very) small
endscrapers on flakes with oval (semicircular) shape and
geometric microlliths sensu strico (trapezes, segments and
pentagrams. The microlithization has been stated as a diag-
nostic feature of the late Neolithic industries [13; 15]. Some
of these observation and statements will be better illustrated
below using concrete case studies.

- Apart from the Tells discussed above, the multilayer

site of Balgarchevo in Southwest Bulgaria has an assem-
blage with both early and late Neolithic artefacts and the
mixed character of the industry is obvious in the co-exist-
ence of formal tools with simple retouched blades and vari-
ous endscrapers (including small on flakes) (fig. 9, 3).

- The site of Apriltsi belongs to Karanovo III and IV
periods. The flint assemblage is very scarce but significant:
there are 4 artefacts of BF and 3 formal tools, suggesting af-
filiation with the counterpart periods of the Tell Karanovo or
at least its cultural alliance (fig. 9, 1).

- As for the new and diagnostic Late Neolithic flint tools,
it is noteworthy some main observations on the material
from the site of Harmanli. It belongs to Karanovo IV pe-
riod [48] and offers extremely rich flint assemblage which
is very significant for the Late Neolithic flint industry. The
industry is based on flakes with enough recognizable chaine
opeératoire based on local raw materials and small size cores
for blades and flakes [5, figs. 8-10]. The typological reper-
toire has well-defined characteristics of Late Neolithic as-
semblage: prevalence of small size endscrapers (including
those on flakes), high percentage of retouched blades, three
geometric microliths (including a pentagram) and individual
reminiscent forms of Early Neolithic formal tools, which
sporadic appearance is rather atypical than inherently linked
with the assemblage as a whole (fig. 8). The more plausible
explanation lies in the random introduction of these tools
into the assemblage from the remains of the Early Neolithic
sites in the region.

- As far as the geometric microliths are concerned, they
appear in different late Neolithic context as follows: Tell set-
tlements — Karanovo, Drama-Gerena; flat sites — Harmanli,
Ussoe [; cemetery — Durankulak (Hamangia culture phases
I-1I); pit structures (Ezero, Sarnevo and Lyubimets). The
most representative collection of geometric microliths (24
ex.) is known from Drama-Gerena (fig. 10, 1). Their appear-
ance in the Late Neolithic is well argued by Lihardus as “...
much more a response to a specific function or activity than
a result of certain cultural scheme or tradition” [30]. In con-
trast to this interpretation, the geometrics from Durankulak
cemetery are defined by Sirakov as points of Vielle type
and are viewed as arguments for the presence of a local
Mesolithic substratum that had participated in the Balkan
Neolithiszation [49].The sites containing pit structures
(Ezero, Sarnevo and Lyubimets) are interpreted recently as
Neolithic complexes with dig-out features or pit sanctuar-
ies [25]. My study of the flint assemblages of two of these
sites — Ezero (fig. 9, 2) [50] and Sarnevo (bvuBapoB u mp.
2009; Gurova forthcoming) does not stimulate me to em-
brace such an interpretation, but more relevant conclusions
should be drawn after the publication of the sites. Lyubimets
is a very interesting site containing a large collection of flint
artefacts (more than 10000) belonging to the Late Neolithic
— Karanovo III-IV and IV periods. Apart from 14 geometric
microliths (fig. 10, 2) there are micro cores, small endscrap-
ers, a splintered piece, etc. [24].

- The site of Ussoe I should be underlined as a typical ex-
ample of the late Neolithic flint assemblage. It is located to the
Northeast of Thrace and does not belong to its cultural back-
ground. The assemblages are studied and published by both
Gatsov and Skakun [51; 52]. The site is defined as belonging
to the complex of Vinca type cultures and could be synchro-
nized with Kaloyanovets (Karanovo IV) in Thrace [27]. The
flint assemblage is extremely numerous (ca. 20 000 artefacts)
with significant prevalence of flakes and a rich repertoire of
endscrapers (including regular, fan-like, semicircular etc.).
Apart from the dominating endscrapers that represent more
than half of all the tools, there are retouched blades and flakes,
perforators/borers, notches and geometric microliths [51pwuc.
2, 3, 12]. The particularities of this assemblage and the strik-
ing dominance of endscrapers provoked a special study by
Tsonev [53], who subsequently enlarged the technological as-
pects of his study including assemblages from Central North
Bulgaria pointing the similarity between the assemblages of
Ussoe I and Kachitsa — Late Neolithic stratum [54].
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Functional connotation of the Neolithic flint assemblages

There is no need to argue for the importance of use-wear
analyses in determining the functions of prehistoric artefacts
and in revealing the functional aspects/characteristics of the
assemblages as a whole. A short synopsis of the results of the
specialized ivestigation will be offered here. The first real use-
wear study of Neolithic flint assemblages was done by the
Russian specialist N. Skakun on the assemblages from west-
ern Bulgaria [55] and the early Neolithic site of Slatina [41].
Later, the assemblage from Ussoe I was published as well [51].
Skakun’s works reveal an exhaustive range of subsistence and
household activities of the Neolithic groups from the very begin-
ning of the first farming occupation: agriculture, stock-breading,
wood, bone, stone processing etc. [55].

The succession of functional studies was continued by my
research, that combines techno-typological approach with use-
wear analysis of the artefacts [2; 3; 4; 18; 14; 19; 20; 5; forth-
coming]. There is no way to make a relevant comparison either
diachronic or synchronic between the assemblages because they
are too different in quantity, preservation and representatively.
As far as the transition between the Early and Late Neolithic
strata in Tell Karanovo sequence is concerned, the observations
and conclusions could be summarized as follows:

- The first and main conclusion is that during the entire
sequence the typological tools have prevailed. Particularly
heavy use is attested among the formal toolkits. Their re-sharp-
ening and reuse is a common observation. This process often led
to an exhaustive stage of their morphology when they became
too narrow or with too steep working edges (with obtuse angle)
preventing any further use;

- No ‘excessive’ preference or need for usage of some
special tool types for some specific functions has been proved.
The highest use frequency is attributed to retouched blades,
followed by perforators, truncations and end-scrapers. Most
multi-functional were the retouched blades, which is not
surprising but rather an ordinary situation. However, it must
be stressed that despite the evidently increased number of
endscrapers in the Late Neolithic their utilization is moderate
in comparison to the other tools. It is also interesting to note
that their use varied substantially and was not at all limited to
the usually presumed hide processing functions. The exotic and
extremely rare geometric microliths are presumably linked to
the projectile points function but there are not enough diagnostic
micro-wear traces for that. The only certain function for one of
the trapeziums was as a sickle inserts;

- The morphological and typological spectrum of the used
toolkits varies diachronically. The sickle inserts, for example,
are predominantly typological tools (as compared to the non-
retouched blades) throughout the Neolithic sequence but in
the later periods more typological categories refer to this func-
tion (apart from formal toolkit, there are other retouched and
truncated blades, end-scrapers etc.). It should be stressed how-
ever that almost all sickle inserts have oblique polish/work-
ing parts which suggests that the traditional and well known
Neolithic ‘Karanovo type’ sickle continues to be the main agri-
cultural instrument (fig. 4).

- The distribution of the worked materials reveals a slight
domination of plants (including cereals) and wood, reflecting
the main subsistence activity carried out by the Tell inhabitants.
However, the primary role of agriculture among the subsistence
activities should be underlined [18].

The listed observations are valid for all assemblages in south
Bulgaria, with some unavoidable variations. This conclusion
contradicts Skakun’ results about the Ussoe I assemblages. Her
statistics shows a predominance of tools used in processing of
secondary animal products [51]. Unfortunately, it is difficult
to distinguish the functions in relation to typology among the
19 functional categories. Presumably some of these categories
were used in hunting and the geometric microliths are the best
solution.

Discussion

There is certainly some discrepancy in terms, observa-
tions and conclusions when considering the evolutionary de-
velopment of each element of the material culture. The flint

industries represent one of the most conservative features
of the prehistoric materiality (particularly in comparison
with pottery) and challenge their researchers with a series
of questions.-

Challenging questions can be formulated on different
levels: What is the origin of these industries? To what in-
fluences (and from where) were they subjected during their
evolution? What zones of cultural interactions can they be
associated with? To what extent do they reveal and repre-
sent certain traditions and innovations in material culture?
To what degree do they respond to palacoenvironmental and
social conditions and need? ....etc., etc.

One of the most important and still enigmatic problems
refers to the origin of the early Neolithic formal toolkits
(or ‘macroblades’). This industry is still conceived as “...
one of the most puzzling questions of the Balkan pottery
Neolithic” [56]. It is stimulating, but not realistic, to expect
to find a direct connection between the macroblade industry
from the Balkans and some desirable Anatolian “homeland”
area. In combination with the emblematic and slowly ad-
vancing ‘Balkan flint” problem, the phenomenon of the early
Neolithic formal toolkits remains a challenge.

There is no satisfactory explanation of the big changes
taking place during the Middle and Late Neolithic phases
in the second half of VI mill. BC. The transformations con-
cern every aspect of material culture and indicate some se-
rious demographic and social processes which remain still
unclear. Probably the strongest evidence for the changes
came from the new pottery (black-burnished), occurring in
the middle of the VI mill. BC and defined as Karanovo II1
culture in Thrace [35]. The changes are thought in the con-
text of migrations and multidirectional cultural influences,
but the problem is still unresolved. Insufficiently involved
into explanatory models are the data and interpretation of
the multidisciplinary research exploring palacoenvironmen-
tal conditions.

Within the range of functional studies and problems
various challenges should be listed: from the very banal
and unresolved questions about the creation of a functional
typology, through the disproportion between the mass of
finished tools and the restricted range of their utilization, to
the functions of particular categories gaining importance
dring the Late Neolithic as micro endscrapers and microliths.
There are important questions demanding further investiga-
tions and answers such as: 1) what were the priorities of the
ancient flint craftsmen: trade demands, concrete functional
needs, formal typological representativity or some raw
materials supply restrictions?; ii) to what extent the link
typology/function is preconditioned, or not, by settlement
particularities and intersite contacts, etc.?

I tried to present different interpretative issues in inves-
tigating different flint assemblages from the same perspec-
tive — their evolution ... whatever that could mean... The
Neolithic Tells displays a various representations of con-
tinuative changes (modifications, innovations, retardations
etc.) alongside the cultural process. Flint assemblages com-
ing from single layer sites could differ strikingly to each oth-
er even belonging to some cultural period, just because they
come from different context and could represent a peculiar
local variant (facies) of a known culture. On the other hand,
the questions arising are unavoidable and demanding...
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Fig. 1. Map of Bulgaria with sites mentioned in the text: 1 — Slatina-Sofia; 2 — Kovacevo, 3 — Rakitovo, 4 — Sedlare,
5 — Yabalkovo,; 6 — Azmak; 7 — Dzhuljunitsa; 8 — Ohoden; 9 — Balgarchevo, 10 — Kapitan Dimitrievo, 11 — Apriltsi;
12 — Karanovo, 13 — Sarnevo, 14 — Ezero; 15 — Harmanli; 16 — Lyubimets; 17 — Drama-Gerena; 18 — Ussoe I; 19 —

Durankulak. Legend: triangle — Early Neolithic site; circle —

Early and Late Neolithic site; square — Late Neolithic site;

pink — site’ assemblage studies by the author; bleu — site’ assemblage used by publication. The zone rich of Balkan flint
outcrops is marked in black. Figure by M. Gurova.
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Fig. 2. Early Neolithic flint artefacts (formal toolkit) made of ‘Balkan flint’ from the sites: 1 — Yabalkovo; 2 —
Slatina. Photo by M. Gurova.
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Fig. 3. Early Neolithic site of Rakitovo: 1 — white-painted pottery decoration: A — Rakitovo style; B — mixed style;
C — Thracian style (according to A. Raduncheva et al. 2002, figs. 86-88), 2 — formal flint toolkit; 3 — microphotograph of
the cereal polish (x 100), the artefact’ place is fixed by arrow on the drawing bellow; 4 — flint artefacts (tools). Figure by
M. Gurova.
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Fig. 4. 1 — microphotographs of typical cereal polish (x 100); 2 — sickles from Tell Karanovo,; 3 — sickle inserts from
Kovacevo site; 4 — sickle inserts from Yabalkovo site. Figure by M. Gurova.
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[ features of Early Neolithic flint assemblages (and prticularly formal toolkits)from the

Fig. 5. Typologica

2 —Slatina; 3 — Rakitovo. Drawings by M. Gurova.
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Fig. 6. Early Neolithic artefacts from the site of Kovacevo: 1 — geomethic microliths, 2 — formal tools of ‘Balkan
flint’. Drawings by M. Gurova.
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Fig. 8. Late Neolithic flint assemblage from the site of Harmanli (Karanovo IV period) and microphotographs of use-
wear tarces (x 100). Drawings and photo by M. Gurova.
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Fig. 9. Late Neolithic flint assemblages from the following sites: 1 — Apriltsi (Karanovo Il and 1V); 2 — Ezero
(Drianova Tell — Karanovo 1V); 3 — Balgarchevo (Karanovo Il and Ill). Drawings by M. Gurova

Fig. 10. Late Neolithic geometric microliths: 1 — from the site of Drama-Gerena (according to Lichardus et al. 2000,
4); 2 — from the site of Lyubimets (according to Anacmacosa 2012, 21, m.2)
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HEOJMTUYECKHUE KPEMHEBBIE AHCAMBJIN BOJITAPUU: OB30P NPOBJIEMBbBI
©2014

M. I'toposa, KanauaaT HayK, JOLEHT
Unemumym apxeonozuu u myseii HAH boneapuu, Coghus (boneapus)

Annomayus: CTaThsi CONEPKUT KPATKUH 0000maimmii 0630p KpeMHEBBIX aHCaMOJIel HEOJIUTHYECKOTO Mepruoja B
Bonrapun (VI ThIC. 10 H.3.). [IpocnexuBaeTcss UX BOJIOIHS, KOTOPas B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT KOHTEKCTa HMEET pa3HbIe Mpo-
SIBJICHUSI M MOXKET OBITh Ha3BaHa 110 Pa3HOMY — HHHOBAIMS WK TpaHchopmaryst. B Teuenne HeonnTa oOHapysKeHbI HEKO-
TOpBIE CYIIECTBEHHBIC N3MEHEHHS], KOTOPBIE KACAIOTCS BCEX ACTIEKTOB KPEMHEBOM MH/TyCTPUH: TPOUCXOXKICHUS, TOOBIIH
U UCTIOJIb30BaHMSI KPEMHEBOTO CBHIPHsI; TEXHUKO-TUIIOJIOTHYECKUE MMapaMeTpbl HHAYCTPUH; (YHKIHOHAJIBHBIC XapaKTe-
PHUCTHKH OT/ENIBHBIX KaTteropuil apredakroB. OCHOBHOE MPOSIBIICHHE ITUX M3MEHEHUH COCTOUT B MUKPOJIMTH3ALNU WH-
JTyCTpHid. DMIupuueckas 6a3a UCCIEOBaHMS COCTOUT M3 KOJICKIMH, MPOUCXOAAIINX ¢ 18 HEONMMTHYECKNX MOCENCHUH.
BrIsBIeHHBI 0COOEHHOCTH 3BOJIIOIMOHHOTO Pa3BUTHS KPEMHEBBIX aHCaMOJIel U3 TeJulel M OTMEUYCHBI OTJINYHNS 0 CPaB-
HEHHUIO C KOJUIEKIIMSMH U3 KPAaTKOBPEMEHHBIX 00bEKTOB MHOIrO TpeHa3HaueHus. Ha 0a3e mmpokol OCHOBBI ITpeaCTaB-
JICHHOTO MaTepuayia B CTaThe B (popMe AUCKyCCHU c(HOPMYITUPOBAHBI HEKOTOPHIE CYIIECTBEHHBIE BOIPOCH! OTHOCUTEIHHO
HAIIIeT0 3HAHMS M OCMBICICHHS HEOJTUTUIECKOTO 00pa3a KU3HH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: HeONnT; KpeMHEBBIE aHCAMOJTH; XapaKTepHbIE THITbI OPYANIT; MUKPOIUTH3ALMST; bankaHCKuit KpeMeHb.
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MAJTEOSKOJIOTMYECKHUE YCJIOBUSI OBUTAHUS IVIEMEH 3T1OXW HEOJIUTA U

9HEOJIUTA B IIECKAX BOJITO-YPAJIBCKOI'O MEXIYPEUbS
©2014
H. B. Heanoe, nokTop reorpaduuecKux HayK

Hnemumym guszuxo-xumuueckux u ouonocuneckux npoonem nousogedenusi PAH, Ilywurno (Poccus)

HU.B. Bacunves, KaHAUIAT HCTOPUYCCKHUX HAYK, TOIEHT KadeIphl OTCUCCTBCHHON HCTOPUH U apXEO0JIOTHH
Tosondccras cocyoapemeennas coyuanvro-eymanumaphas akademust, Camapa (Poccus)

Annomayus: B cratbe npeacTaBieHa peKOHCTPYKIMS NAJIE0dKOJIOTUYECKUX YCIOBUH 110 IPEBHUM MTOYBAM, OTIOKEHH-
SIM, JaHHBIM NAJIMHOJIOTMM U ajeo300yi0ruu. [Ipupoaa pasBUTOro u mo3qHEro HEOJIUTa COOTBETCTBOBAIA COBPEMEHHOM
MOJIYITyCThIHE, TIOXU YHEOJIUTA — O0JIee BJIaKHBIM CyXUM cTersiM. Pa3Burue nanamadToB u odniectsa B PeiH-TIeckax Ha
MPOTSHKEHUH TOJIONIEHA OBUIO MPEPBIBUCTO-IEIISIIMOHHBIM, HEOJHOKPATHO TPEPHIBAsICh IIEPHUOIAMU KPU3UCOB apUIn3a-

A C aKTUBHBIMHA 30JIOBBIMH ITPOILIECCaAMMU.

Kniouesvie crosa: HEOINUT; YHEOINT; IATCOIKOJIOTHS; AJICONOUYBbI; IPEPHIBUCTO-ACILIIUOHHOE PA3BUTHE MPHPOBI

u o0IIecTBa.

PeKOHCTPYKIMS TAICOIKOIOTMIECKUX YCIIOBUI M BITUSTHHS
TIPHPOJTHBIX YCIIOBUI MPOIIIBIX 3MOX Ha *KU3Hb APEBHUX 00-
IIECTB — aKTyaJbHbIE BOIPOCHI apXEOJIOTHH U APEBHEN HCTO-
pum, maneoreorpauu M ManeornovYBoBeNiCHHs. TeppuTOpus
PrIH-TIECKOB — yIOOHBIN OOBEKT IUI TAaKUX PEKOHCTPYKITHH.
Pabota noxrorosnena M.B. MBaHoBbIM 10 MaTepuanam KHU-
ru: 1.B. Banos, M.b. BacumbeB «Uenoek, npupoja v MoYBbI
Prm-nieckoB Bonro-Ypansckoro Mexaypeuns B roomese [1].
Apxeonor Urops bopucosnu Bacuibes (1948-2004) sisisercst
TIOJTHOTIPABHBIM COABTOPOM JIAHHOM CTaThH, HECMOTPSI Ha TO,
YTO €r0 CETOIHS HET C HaMH.

O0masi  XapaKTepUCTHKAa  TeppUTOpPUH.  PbIH-
MIECKH PACHOJIOKEHbI B HM30BBAX pek Boarm m Ypama B
[Ipukacnuiickoil HU3MEHHOCTH. BOJBIIMHCTBO UCCiEen0Ba-
Tesieil OTHOCAT coBpeMeHHbIe PhIH-Tiecku K JjaHamadram
TIOJYIYCTBIHHON 30HBI C OYpBIMH IyCTHIHHO-CTEIHBIMU
MOYBAMH TIOJ JIMIIAHHHUKOBO-3/1aKOBO-TIOJIBIHHOW T1CaMMO-
(UTHOH pPACTUTEIBHOCTBIO, HEKOTOPbIE — K JlaHqmadTam
MyCTHIHb. VccienoBancs MOJCIbHBIA Y4acTOK KBaJpaTHON
¢dopmsr 100x100 kM co cTopoHoii Mexkay cenamu CenToBKa
— Tam0oBKa Bosb pekn AxTy0a. bosbinas yacTe MOJIeNb-
HOTO y4acTKa pacIiojioKeHa HbIHE B AcTpaxaHCKOi o0ia-
ctu P®, npyras, MeHbIas - B ATBIpayccKoil o0macT pe-
cry6nuku KazaxcraH.

CoBpeMeHHBII KIIMMAT - CyXO0i, KOHTHUHEHTAIBHBIN C KO-
POTKHM BECHOH M OCEHBIO (110 1,5-2 MecsIa) U JUTNTEeTbHBIM
neroM W 3uMmoit. KommuectBo atMocdepHsix ocajkoB 120-
150 mm, ucnapsiemocts okono 1000 MM, cpeqHue Temmepa-
TypHI Hiois +25°, sHBaps -8°, roga +7°. Ocaaku 9acTo UMEIOT
JIMBHEBOU XapaKTep, CHEIKHBIN [IOKPOB HEYCTONYUBBIIA, B OT-
JIeTIbHBIC 3MMBI 00Pa3yIOTCsl CHEXXHBIN HACT, JIe0Basi KOPKa,
MIPUBOIAIINE K THOCN JKUBOTHBIX (SIBICHHUE «IDKYT).

Ha nporsxennn rosnonena 3a 11500 neT KOHTUHEHTAb-
HOTO pa3BUTHs B PhIH-TIecKax CMEHHIIOCH, depeaysich, 14
Pa3INYHBIX KIMMATHYECKUX 310X (10 MOA30HAIBHON MpH-
HAJUIEKHOCTH) CO CIEAYIOIEH UX CyMMapHON JUINTEIbHO-

CTBIO B TOJIaX M yBJIKHEHHOCTBIO: CTECITHBIC ¥ CYyXOCTEITHBIC
- 4,1 teIC. NNeT (4 ’10XM), 36% Bpemenn, ocaaxos 400-500 u
200-400 MM/roa: modyImycThIHHBIE — 3,5 ThIC. JIeT (5 31oX),
30% Bpemenu, ocaakos 150-200 Mmm/rof; MycTHIHHBIE - 2,4
ThIC. €T (4 smoxwu), 21% Bpemenu, 100-150 mm/rox; mepu-
rnuaneHeie - 1,5 teic. et (2 snoxu), 13% BpemeHun

Penbed PbiH-eCKOB — BOJHHUCTO-PaBHUHHBIN, Cpel-
HSS BBICOTA HAJ yPOBHEM MHpOBOro okxeana -10, -11 m
(coBpemenHbIit ypoBeHb Kacnuiickoro mops — 26 M).
PacmipocTpaneHsl NPOTsKEHHbBIC TIOHMKECHUS C COJIOHYAKa-
MH; 30JI0BbIE KOTJIOBUHBI PA3IMYHBIX Pa3MePOB U IryOuH. B
HanOoJiee aKTHUBHBIX KOTJIOBHHAX BCTPEYAIOTCSI MHOTOUYMC-
JICHHBIE TPUOOBH/IHBIC Y0JIOBBIE OCTAHIIBI — CTOJIOBI, /10 3 M
BBICOTHI U | M IMpHHBL. AMIUIMTYZa KOoJleOaHHH Me3ope-
abeda B LEJIOM COCTaBIIslIa MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO OKOJIO 5 M
(o 10 m). ITecku ©oraThl MPEeCHBIMU TPYHTOBBIMH BOJIAMH,
PAacIIoNIOKEHHBIMY B IOHIKEHUSAX Ha TTyOnHax 2-3 M.

Menko3epHHUCTBIE IECKHU U CYIIECH, Cararoline noBepx-
HOCTb, MICXOIHO UMEIOT MOPCKOE U aJUTIOBHAJIBHOE IPOUC-
XO0KJIEHUE, TMOJIEBOIINATOBO-KBAPIEBBIH COCTaB (TIOJIEBBIX
mmnartoB 8-23%). IloJIMMHUKTOBOCTh NECKOB OJaronpusT-
CTBYET II0YBOOOPA30BaHMIO.

Ha Oompieit yacTé TEppUTOPUHU MECKH HEOTHOKPATHO
nepeBesiHbl. B cpeljHeM B 10JIOBUHE MOYBEHHBIX Pa3pe3oB
riryouHoi 6onee 1,5 M (M3 ABYXCOT pa3pe30B) BCTPEUAIOTCS
TIOYBBI, MOTPEOCHHBIE 30JI0BBIMHU TTeCKaMu. BOIBIIMHCTBO
apXeoJIOTMYECKUX MaMITHHUKOB OOHapy»eHbl OJiarojaps
nedrsiuny, 1Mo 3TOW XKe NMPUYMHE MaMATHUKHA HMEIOT pas-
HYIO COXPaHHOCTb. [IepeBeBaHne 1 MepeoTIoKeHNE TECKOB
MPOUCXOJUIIO B apUJIHBIE SIOXH, MOYBOOOpa3OBaHUE — B
Oosiee BITaXKHBIE KIIMMaTHYecKne smoxu. M3 obmero uncia
MECTOHAXOKICHUH ¢ apXeoJormuecKuM mMarepuaiom (183)
0OBEKTHI C OTHOCUTEIBHO COXPAHUBIIUMHUCS KYJIbTYPHBIMU
CJIOSIMH ¥ TIOTPEOCHHBIMY MOYBaMH cOCTaBISIOT 11% oT nx
yrcna. OTHOCHTENBHO Jy4IIE€ COXPAHMINCH KYJIbTYpHBIE
ciou smoxu Heonuta (20% OT MECTOHAXOXKACHUI) U XyxKe
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