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NOI CONSIDERATII PRIVIND GRUPUL CIOMORTAN.

Descoperit acum mai bine de patru decenii
si definit ca o entitate culturald distinct3,
grupul Ciomortan (SzEKELY 1970, p. 71-88;
SzEKELY 1971, p. 391-392), in comparatie cu
alte manifestari ale epocii bronzului din bazi-
nul carpatic, rdimane cunoscut incd extrem de
precar. Rezultatele cercetérilor au fost publi-
cate sumar. Rdman neprecizate pozitia crono-
logica, arealul, originea si raporturile cu mani-
festdrile culturale adiacente. Desi in repetate
rinduri s-au facut referiri la asemanirile
importante dintre vestigiile de tip Ciomortan si
cele apartinand culturii Costisa (SZEKELY 1971,
p- 392; SzekELy 1970, p. 74; LAszLO, 1994, p.
303; VULPE, 1995, p. 164), raportul dintre aces-
te manifestari culturale, rimane inca nedefinit.
Aceasta stare de lucruri a generat uneori inter-
pretari eronate, printre care cea conform careia
grupul Ciomortan ar fi reprezentat un aspect
local al fazei arhaice a culturii Wietenberg
(CHIDIOSAN 1980, p. 71-85), sau cd ea ar fi
reprezentat o sinteza intre culturile Costisa si
Wietenberg (CavRuC 1996, p. 67).

Cercetarile reluate in utimii ani in estul
Transilvaniei, la Pauleni-Ciomortan (CAvRUC
2000; CavruC & 2000; Cavruc & 2000 a;
ROTEA 2000; CavRUC & 2001; CavRuC & 2002
a), in Moldova: la Silistea (BoLOHAN & 2001),
Costisa (PopEscu 2001) si Lunca (DUMITROAIA
2000; DuMITROAIA 2001), aparitia in ultimii ani
a unor publicatii mai ample (SzEKELY 1997;
Cavruc 1999; DumiTroAalA 2000; CAVRUC
2000; Cavruc & 2000; Cavruc & 2000 a;
RoTEA 2000; COSTISA 2001; Cavruc 2001;
Cavruc & 2001 a; Cavruc & 2002), organi-
zarea unei expozitii itinerante si dezbaterile in
cadrul unui colocviu international Carpatii
Rasariteni in epoca bronzului (Piatra-Neamt —
Miercurea Ciuc, 12-15 septembrie 2001), au
sporit semnificativ premisele pentru o mai
buna cunoastere a grupului Ciomortan.

Unul dintre rezultatele majore al dezbate-
rilor din ultimii ani este consensul cu privire la
apartenenta descoperirilor atribuite pana acum
culturilor Costisa si Ciomortan la o singura cul-
turd, pentru care, avand in vedere si unele ele-
mente specifice locale, ar fi potrivitd probabil
denumirea ,,Costisa-Ciomortan”. Acestei cul-
Luri in sud-estul Transilvanici ii apartine cu cer-
Litudine, deocamdati, doar un singur sit, cel de
la Pauleni-Ciomortan, aflat langa situl Soimeni
(Csikcsomortan), comuna Paulcni, jud. Ilar-
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ghita. Elemente izolate au fost semnalate si pe
teritoriul judetelor Covasna si Brasov: un mor-
mant de la Poian (SzZEKELY 1997, p. 80); un vas
ceramic din asezarea de la Peteni (SZEKELY
1997, p. 80); fragmente ceramice izolate de la
Santionlunca (SZEKELY 1997, p. 82); un frag-
ment ceramic din asezarea Turia, care ar fi
provenit din ,stratul de cultura din perioada
mijlocie a epocii bronzului, care nu a apartinut
culturii Wietenberg” (SzZEKELY 1988, p. 159;
PLIV. 6); ceramica de la Zoltan, dintr-un strat
ce suprapunea locuirea din finalul bronzului
timpuriu (Cavruc 1997; Cavruc 2001, p. 50-
53; Fig. 14/3; Fig. 15; Fig. 16/6,7); fragmente
ceramice de la Rotbav (FLOREscu 1991, p.
187); un vas ceramic intreg de la Brasov (PROX
1940, Taf. VI, 82). In stadiul actual al cerce-
tarilor este greu de apreciat daca tot sud-estul
Transilvaniei la inceputul bronzului mijlociu
apartinea grupului Ciomortan, sau daca este
vorba doar de patrunderi, izolate si in faze
diferite, in aceastd zond a unor comunititi sau
doar a unor elemente specifice de dincolo de
Carpati. Prezinta interes faptul ca majoritatea
descoperirilor din sud-estul Transilvaniei cu
elemente ale culturilor Costisa-Ciomortan si
Komarov se afld in proximitatea arterelor
hidrografice ce leaga acest teritoriu cu
Moldova: Trotus, Oituz si Raul Negru (CavRUC
1999, p. 22, fig. 1).

O privire de ansamblu asupra materialelor
atribuite culturilor Costisa si Ciomortan releva
deosibiri semnificative intre siturile ce le apar-
tin si totodata permite gruparea unora dintre
ele din punct de vedere al morfologiei cera-
micii. in prealabil, in cadrul acestei culturii se
pot evidentia patru aspecte: Ciomortan,
Costisa, Lunca, Zoltan. Aceste aspecte reflecta
diferentele determinate, deopotriva, de pozitia
lor geografica si cronologica.

Aspectul Ciomortan ocupa partea sud-ves-
tici a arealului culturii Costisa-Ciomortan si
este reprezentat, deoacamdata, doar din doua
situri: Pauleni-Ciomortan in Depresiunea
Ciucului si Poduri in Subcarpatii Moldovei,
ambele aflindu-se in bazinul Trotusului, dis-
tanta dintre ele fiind de cca. 40 km. Prczenta,

mai putin siguré, a clecmentelor de tip Ciomor-
tan este atestatd si la mormantul de la Poian

(SZEKELY 1997, p. 80 200, PLLXXIX, 2; p. 201,
PLLXXX, 7) aflat in nordul Depresiunii Targu
Secuiesc, in dreptul Pasului Qitux.
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Unul dintre elementele specifice ale acestui
grup, il reprezintd predilectia pentru oma-
mentarea vaselor fine si semifine cu triunghiuri
umplute cu impunsaturi (Costisa 2001, PL
32/2; 33/1; 34; DUMITROAI1A 2000, fig. 113/2).

Pentru incadrarea cronologica a acestui grup
cele mai relevante repere le constutuie obser-
vatiile de ordin stratigrafic: pe de o parte, la
Poduri, la baza locuirii din bronzul mijlociu se
aflau vestigiile de tip Jigodin, iar pe de alta par-
te, la Pauleni-Ciomortan, locuirea Ciomortan a
fost suprapusa direct de complexele culturii
Wietenberg, faza a Il-a, asociate cu fragmente
ceramice de tip Monteoru (dupa toate proba-
bilitatile IC2). Astfel se constatd cd terminus
post quem pentru acest aspect il reprezinta
grupul Jigodin, iar terminus ante quem, faza a
II-a a culturii Wietenberg.

Relatia cronologicd Jigodin — Ciomontan. in
Depresiunea Ciucului si in vestul Moldovei nu
se cunoaste, deocamdata, nici o manifestare
culturald care sa ocupe intervalul de timp intre
sfarsitul grupului Jigodin si grupului Ciomor-
tan. In aceste conditii putem admite posibili-
tatea unui contact cronologic intre sfarsitul
grupului Jigodin si inceputul grupului
Ciomortan. in favoarea unui astfel de contact
pot fi invocate si o serie de similitudini morfo-
logice dintre cele doua grupuri. Astfel, amfore-
tele de la Pauleni sunt similare celor pe care
Alfred Prox le-a atribuit perioadei Schnecken-
berg C (PrOX 1941, Taf. XXIV, 2, 4, 5); o serie
de motive si compozitii ornamentale specifice
celor doud grupuri sunt practic identice: tri-
unghiul, rombul, precum si combinatiile ase-
mandtoare dintre aceste figuri geometrice.
Uneori amforetele de la Pauleni sunt decorate
cu buline in relief aplicate pe umeri sau pe
partea cea mai larga a corpului, maniera speci-
ficd si unor tipuri de vase ale culturii Schne-
ckenberg (PrROX 1941, Taf. XXII, 6; SZEKELY
1997, p. 174, PLLIII).

Una dintre deosebirile dintre grupurile men-
tionate o reprezinta lipsa la Pauleni si Poduri a
ceramicii decorate prin imprimarea sforii
rdsucite, tehnica de decor caracteristicd grupu-
lui Jigodin. in schimb, in cadrul grupului
Ciomortan estc frecvent decorul realizal prin

impunsaturi succesive, tehnica ce pare sa
reprezintc imitarea celei de imprimare a sforii
rasucite.

Relatia cronologica Zoltan — Ciomortan. Cer-
cetiirile din anii 1996-2001 la Zoltan (CAVRUC
1997, p. 97-133) si in 2001-2002 la Olteni
(CAvruC, BuzEa 2002), ambelce in jud. Covas-
na. au scos in evidentid un aspect cultural din
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finalul bronzului timpuriu caracterizat prin
ponderea ridicata a ceramicii striate si a celei
cu amprente textile. Initial, materialele de la
Zoltan au fost puse. in legdtura cu ,grupul
Iernut” (Cavruc 1997, p. 101). Trebuie insa
avut in vedere ci ,,grupul Iemut" rdméne docu-
mentat insuficient, in asezarea eponima
existand doar citeva fragmente ceramice cu
suprafata striata. in aceste conditii — avand in
vedere cd ceramica striatd, fard s fie asociata
cu cea cu amprente textile, este raspanditd mult
prea larg in spatiu si timp - locuirea de la
Iernut nu poate fi incadratd catusi de putin
exact. Prin urmare, pand la noi descoperiri
privind finalul bronzului timpuriu in centrul
Transilvaniei, cred ca insdsi existenta ,,grupului
cultural Iemut” ramane sub semnul intrebarii.
Materialul ceramic de la Zoltan are cele mai
apropiate analogii in Oltenia si Banat, respec-
tiv in grupul Gomea - Orlesti (GOVORA 1995,
p. 3841, fig. 1-8; GUMA 1997, p. 26-32, Pl
VI-VII), entitate culturald de certd sorginte
central-europeand inruditd cu manifestarile
culturale din bronzul timpuriu din estul Unga-
riei si Slovacia. Deocamdati asezarea de la
Zoltan ramane cea mai reprezentativa pentru
finalul bronzului timpuriu din Transilvania. Asa
cum se prezintd lucrurile astdzi, ea pare si
indice patrunderea in sud-estul Transilvaniei a
unui grup de la sud de Carpati, pe valea Oltului.
In perioada imediat urmitoare ceramica
striatd se raspandeste larg in aproape toate cul-
turile ,.clasice” ale epocii bronzului din tot
bazinul carpato-dunidrean, ajungind in nord
pana in Subcarpatii Ucrainei. De remarcat in
acest sens orizontul pre-Komarov de la Loeva
(Kru$elnickaja 1991, p. 37-53; Kruselnicka
2002) care prezind puternice similitudini fata
de ceramica de la Zoltan. Atat cat cunoastem
epoca bronzului timpuriu din Ucraina Subcar-
paticd si teritoriile adiacente din Polonia,
aspectul documentat la Loeva este striin fon-
dului local, iar aparitia lui pare sa se fi datorat
unor pdtrunderi de populatii din spatiul
intracarpatic, din sfera manifestarilor culturale,
carora le apartin si descoperirile de la Zoltan.
Aidoma grupului Zoltan, grupul Ciomortan
sc incadreaza in cele mai timpurii manifcstari

culturale ale epocii bronzului din sud-estul
Transilvaniei caraclerizatc prin ponderea ridi-
cati a ccramicii striate. Nu este lipsit de interes
si faptul cd un fragment ccramic dc la Zoltan
este decorat, asemcni ceramicii de tip Ciomor-
tan, cu triunghivri umplute cu impunsaturi
(Cavruc 1997, p. 124, fig. 14/13). Atat cat per-
mitc stadiul actual al cercetarii, se constata ca
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grupul Zoltan este imediat ulterior culturii
Schneckenberg (Cavruc 1997). in lumina
acestor observatii pare plauzibild ipoteza de
lucru, conform céreia, grupul Ciomortan este,
cel putin in parte, contemporan grupului Zoltan.

Relatia cronologica Ciomortan — Monteoru.

Nu o data manifestarile culturale ale epocii
bronzului din sud-estul Transilvaniei au fost ra-
portate la periodizarea culturii Monteoru. S-a
acrediat la un moment dat ideea sincronismu-
lui dintre fazele IC4 si IC3 ale acestei culturi si
cultura Schneckenberg (FLORESCU 1971, p. 67;
ZAHARIA 1990, p. 34-35), in sprijinul acestei
sincroniziri invocandu-se fragmente ceramice
de factura Monteoru timpurie in asezarea
Sfantu Gheorghe-Orko (ZAHARIA 1990, p. 34-
35). Prezenta elementelor Monteoru in aceasta
asezare nu poate fi contestatd, insa trebuie
avuta in vedere incertitudinea contextului stra-
tigrafic din care acestea provin. Descoperirea
in subcarpatii Buzdului a aspectului Naeni
care, pe de o parte, prezinta caracteristici ap-
roape identice celor ale culturii Schneckenberg
din Transilvania, iar pe de altd parte — fapt
demonstrat stratigrafic —, este anterior culturii
Monteoru, a impus urcarea cronologiei culturii
Schneckenberg in raport cu inceputul culturii
Monteoru (VULPE & 1981, p. 171-193; VULPE
1991, p. 105-111).

Pana acum, grupul Ciomortan era conside-
rat contemporan cu nivelul Costisa din ase-
zarea Costisa si respectiv, cu Monteoru IC3,
sincronizarea argumentatd, pe de o parte de
situatia stratigraficad surprinsa la Costisa, iar pe
de altd parte, de informatii neconfirmate vreo-
data, precum ca la Pauleni s-ar fi descoperit
ceramica de tip Monteoru (SZEKELY 1970, p.
71-76; SzEKELY 1997, p. 55). Ceramica de tip
Monteoru (dupi toate probabilititile, din faza
IC2) intr-adevar s-a gasit la Pauleni, in 2001,
insd nu in context Ciomortan, ci intr-o locuinta
a culturii Wietenberg.

Trebuie amintit cd din depunerile ce co-
respund fazei IC4 a culturii Monteoru din
asezarea eponima a acestei culturi, provine, asa
cum a observat cu ani in urma Eugenia Zaharia
(ZaHAR1A 1970, p. 65), ceramica decorati, aido-
ma celei de la Pauleni-Ciomortan si Poduri, cu
triunghiuri umplute cu impunsaturi (ZAHARIA
1987, fig. 6/13, 15). Din acelasi context provine
si ceramica decorata cu incizii verticale flancate

de siruri de impunsaturi (ZAHARIA 1987, fig.
6/17; 7/9; 13/7), specie des intalnita la Pauleni-
Ciomortan. Aceste observatii fac posibila sin-
cronizarea grupului Ciomortan cu fazele IC4 si
IC3 a culturii Monteoru.

Relafia cronologica Ciomortan - Wietenberg.

S-a stabilit ca nivelul de locuire Wietenberg
de la Pauleni-Ciomortan il suprapune pe cel al
grupului Ciomortan. Ceramica Wietenberg de
la Pauleni prezinta similitudini foarte apropiate
cu materialul ceramic din asezarea Oarta de
Sus*, necropola Turia (SZEKELY 1995) si altele
din faza a doua, dupa N. Chidiosan (CHIDIOSAN
1980), sau A2 dupa N. Boroffka (BOROFFKA
1994) a culturi Wietenberg. Prin urmare,
incadrarea nivelului de locuire Wietenberg de
la Pauleni-Ciomortan in aceasta faza a culturii
Wietenberg pare evidenta. Atribuirea acestui
nivel finalului primei faze a culturi Wietenberg
a fost argumentata de lipsa la Pauleni-Ciomor-
tan a ceramicii decorate cu spirala (ROTEA
2000), considerent care — in urma descoperirii
in aceasta asezare a unui numdir considerabil
de fragmente ceramice decorate cu spirald, in
tehnicci diferite — s-a dovedit a fi depasit.
Descoperirea unor frafmente ceramice de tip
Monteoru, probabil IC2, intr-o locuinta a cul-
turii Wietenberg, vine sd confirme sincronismul
intre a doua fazi de evolutie a culturii
Wietenberg si faza IC2 a culturii Monteoru
(FLorEScU 1971, p. 67-72).

Nu se stie insd cdt timp a durat de la
pdrdsirea asezarii de citre purtatorii grupului
Ciomortan pana la ocuparea acesteia de catre
comunitatea Wietenberg. S-a constatat - in
urma celor mai recente cercetiri — ci, inainte
de a parasi asezdrea, purtdtorii grupului
Ciomortan au practicat un ritual soldat cu pu-
ternicele urme de ardere si astuparea portii
(Cmp. 13). Astfel, urmele de ardere surprinse
in asezare nu s-au datorat asediului acesteia de
catre purtdtorii culturii Wietenberg, asa cum
am considerat anterior (CAVRUC & 2001, p.
158). In aceste conditii, nu exista nici o dovada
a contactului cronologic dintre cele doua
grupuri culturale, Wietenberg si, respectiv,
Ciomortan. Posibilitatea unui astfel de contact
insa nu este exclusa.

Grupul Costisa. Acest grup este constituit,
atat cat se poate judeca in stadiul actual al
cercetirii, din asezirilec Costisa, Silistea si

* D¢ citeva ori am avut privilegiul si admir materialul arheologic din acest extrem de important sit, in cea mai marc parte
incd nepublical, alat in depozitul Muzeului Judetean Maramures in u. 1993, cit si in cadrul celor doua expozitii tematice viga-
nizatc la aceasti institutic cn acazia unar manifestiri stiintifice internationale, in a. 1998 si 2001. i datorez acest privilcgiu
autorului sapiturilor, colegului dr. Kacsé Carol, cdruia 1i aduc multumiri si pe accasté cale.
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Deleni si altele din vestul Moldoveli, situate in
principal intre raurile Moldova si Bistrita. In
ceea ce priveste similitudinile pronuntate din-
tre asezarile Costisa si Silistea, trebuie preciza-
td proximitatea lor geografica (distanta dintre
ele fiind de cca. 6 km).

Relatia cronologica dintre grupul Costisa i
Monteoru. La Costisa, asa cum, pornind de la
observatiile stratigrafice, a demonstrat Al.Vul-
pe (VULPE 1961; VULPE & 1962), iar recent a
confirmat si Anca Popescu (Popescu 2000, p.
204; Popescu 2001 a), nivelulul de locuire
Costisa se afla sub depunerile cu ceramica de
tip Monteoru IC2. Aceasta observatie a impus
sincronizarea nivelul Costisa, din asezarea
eponim3, cu faza Monteoru IC3 sau cu
inceputul IC2 (VuLpE 1995, p. 164-165).
Aceasta relatie este confirmata de recentele
cercetdri in asezarea Silistea, unde, alituri de
ceramica de tip Costisa, a fost descoperita, in
cantitdti apreciabile, si ceramica de tip
Monteoru IC2 (BoLoHAN & 2001, p. 46, PL
39/1,2; Pl nr. 41; PL. nr. 42/4), precum si un
fragment ceramic de tip Monteoru IC3
(BoLOHAN & 2001, PIL. nr. 42/1). Dupa toate
aparentele, ceramica MIC2 din aceasta asezare
apartine unui nivel de locuire ulterior celui de
tip Costisa, iar fragmentul ceramic specific
MIC3, nivelului de locuire Costisa. Un reper
cronologic pretios din aceasta asezare il repre-
zintd cele trei ,bratari” de cupru sau bronz
descoperite la Silistea in campania din anul
2001 (BoLOHAN & 2001, p. 46; Pl. nr. 40/1-3).
Aceste piese au analogii foarte apropiate in
cadrul culturii Nitra (FURMANEK & 1991, p. 55,
Obr.1/15). Astfel sincronismul semnalat pentru
prima data de Anca Popescu (PopPescu 2000, p.
204) si-a gisit, cred, o foarte buna confirmare.
In termenii cronologiei relative, aceasti sin-
cronizare plaseaza grupul Costisa la nivelul Br
Al Reinecke, respectiv FD 1II Hansel
(FURMANEK & 1991, p. 20).

Aspectul Lunca.

Acest aspect este documentat de primele
doua depuneri din epoca bronzului din zona A
a statiunii Lunca-Poiana Slatinei. Autorul sapa-
turilor, Gh. Dumitroaia, destinge aici doua
depuneri succesive ale epocii bronzului mijlociu
si sustine ca ele rcprezinta doua etape succesive
dc locuire. Aritand nuncroasele analogii pen-
tru ceramica dc la Lunca in mediul culturii
Kormarov, dautorul sincronizeazia ccle douvi
depuncri cu etapele succesive in cadrul fazei 11
(dupa SwCSNIKOW 1967; SVESNIKOV 1976) a
culturii Komarov (DumMitroara 2000, p. 146).

92

Trebuie adaugat acestor constatari si ana-
logiile foarte apropiate in cadrul ariei culturale
Trzciniec din Polonia. Astfel, ceramica de la
Lunca (Costisa 2001, Pl. 43-45; DUMITROAIA
2000, fig. 95-98) poate fi comparatd cu cea
atribuita fazei clasice a culturii Trzciniec
(Makarowicz 1998, fig. 2; TARAs 1998, fig. 2;
3; 5). Conform cronologiei elaborate de cétre
specialistii din Polonia, faza clasicd a culturii
Trziniec nu poate fi mai veche decdt Reinecke Br.
A2 (Makarowicz 1998, p. 30, fig. 3; TARAS
1998, p. 45, fig. 10). De aici, in mod inevitabil,
se desprinde concluzia ca aspectul Lunca este
ulterior grupului Costisa. Mai trebuie precizat
cd in general ceramica de la Lunca prezinta
deosebiri evidente fata de cea de la Costisa si
Silistea. Asa cum mentioneaza Gh. Dumitroaia
(DuMiTROAIA 2000, p. 146), pe teritoriul
Moldovei cele mai apropiate analogii ceramicii
de la Lunca sunt la Mihoveni, jud. Suceava si la
Corléteni, jud. Botosani, teritoriu unde nu au
fost consemnate pana acum descoperiri de tip
Costisa, ci doar cele de tip Komarov.

Datele de care dispunem in prezent indrep-
tatesc atribuirea materialelor de la Lunca cer-
cului cultural Trziniec-Komarov. Raportul cul-
tural dintre aspectul Lunca si grupul Costisa
ramane inca nelamurit, motiv pentru care con-
sider folosirea termenului de ,,complex cultural
Costisa-Komarov” (DUMITROAIA 2000, p. 127-
156) inca prematura.

Aspectul Zoltan (?). in Depresiunea Brasov
inceputul bronzului mijlociu pare s fi fost usor
diferit fata de cel din Depresiunea Ciucului si
Moldova. La Zoltan ceramica asemanatoare
celei atribuite culturii Costisa-Ciomortan a fost
gasita intr-o depunere ce suprapunea un complex
din finalul bronzului timpuriu si suprapusi de o
vatrd a culturii Noua (CAVRUC 1999, p. 15-17).
Aici, alituri de elementele de factura Costisa-
Ciomortan, sunt prezente si cele cu analogii in
culturile Monteoru, Tei si Wietenberg. Trebuie
precizat insa c3, privitd in ansamblu, ceramica de
la Zoltan nu-si gaseste analogii in nici una dintre
culturile mentionate si nu exista certitudinea ca
ea apartine unui singur orizont cronologic.

Ceramica asemanatoare celei de la Zoltan a
fost semnalati si la Rotbav (FLORESCU 1991).

La Brasov, in context neclar, a fost glsitd o
ccascd cu analogii apropiate cclor din cadrul
grupului Costisa, insd cu dccor ce include tri-
unghiuri umplute cu puncte, aidoma dccorului
specific grupului Ciomortan (CosTisa 2001, PL
nr. 74, 3). Este greu de uprecial daci acest vas
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apartine unei locuiri apartinand culturii
Costisa-Ciomortan sau daca el reprezintd un
import sau o imitatie.

*

Consideratiile de mai sus sugereaza ci
aspectul Ciomortan este anterior aspectului
Costisa. Aceastd concluzie are implicatii
importante asupra interpretarii originii culturii
Costisa-Ciomortan. Opiniile ce s-au emis pe
aceastd temd, intr-un fel sau altul puneau for-
marea ,,culturii Ciomortan” pe seama aportu-
lui ,,culturii Costisa”. Astfel, dupa Székely
Zoltan, ,,cultura Ciomortan” reprezinti rezulta-
tul sintezei Glina—Monteoru—Costisa (SZEKELY
1971), iar dupa P. Roman, Monteoru—Costisa
(ROMAN & 1973, p. 474; MuscA 1979). in
conditii in care, pe de o parte, aspectul
Ciomortan este apropiat in timp grupului
Jigodin si este anterior aspectului Costisa, iar
pe de alta, nici un grup cultural din bronzul
timpuriu din Moldova nu poate fi pus in lega-
tura cu aparitia aspectului Costisa, in timp ce in
Transilvania faza finald a culturii Schnecken-
berg precum si aspectul acesteia, Jigodin, pre-
zinta afinitati graitoare cu aspectul Ciomortan,
in stadiul actual al cunoasterii, pare mai plau-
zibild ipoteza desprinderii acestuia din urma
direct din grupul Jigodin.

Aspectul Costisa s-a format, probabil, in
urma extinderii grupului Ciomortan spre est,
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pana la r. Bistrita. in acest sens merita amintit
ca in ceramica culturii Costisa-Ciomortan un
loc important il ocupa diverse tipuri de reci-
piente ceramice, cu suprafata striatd
(Popescu 2000), maniera de tratare a supra-
fetelor vaselor ceramice care, pare sa fi
pitruns in Moldova din sud-estul Transil-
vaniei, unde este bine reprezentat in grupul
Zoltan din finalul bronzului timpuriu
(Cavruc 1997, p. 97-133).

Apoi, la un moment dat, vestul Moldovei a
fost afectat de patrunderi de populatie sau de
impulsuri culturale din mediul Trzciniec-
Komarov, probabil din Ucraina Subcarpatica
sau Polonia de sud. Cultura Trzciniec-Komarov
a parcurs pe teritoriul Romaniei mai multe
etape. Cea mai timpurie a fost documentata la
Lunca, urmand ca in perioada urmatoare ea sa
se extinda pe toatd Moldova de nord, in princi-
pal intre Siret si Nistru, unde a persistat pana in
pragul bronzului tarziu (SAvA 1994, p. 144).
Elementele acestei culturi patrund si in estul
Transilvaniei, unde sunt atestate in contextul
ultimelor doua faze ale culturii Wietenberg
(VULPE 1995, p. 390, supra 13; FLORESCU, 1991,
p. 187; CavrRUC 1999, p. 14, 18).

Inchei aceste randuri cu precizarea carac-
terului, in mare masurd, ipotetic al inter-
pretarilor de mai sus, fapt datoratstadiului inca
precar al cercetérilor.
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Abstract

Few Ideas About the Ciomortan Group

The Ciomortan group was discovered more than four decades ago, after the excavations performed in ‘1950 - '60 in the
Pauleni-Ciomortan settlement (SzZEKELY 1970; SzEKELY 1971) situated in the Ciuc Depression (Eastern Transylvania). This
cultural manifestation is still insufficiently known. Thus the chronological relation between the Ciomortan and Wietenberg
laycrs from this site could not be certainly established. In spite of the numerous references upon the major similarities
between Costisa and Ciomortan “cultures” (SzEkeLy 1971, p. 392; SzEKELY 1970, p. 74; LASZ1L0, 1994, p. 303; VULPE, 1995,
p. 164) this rclation was not clarified. This situation sometimes generated erroneous interpretations, as for example, that the
Ciomortan “culture” represented an archaic and local variant of the Wietenberg culture (CHIDIOSAN 1980) or a kind of
Costisa-Wietenberg amalgam.

The excavations taken again in 1999-2002 in the Pauleni-Ciomortan and those from Moldavia: Silistea, Costisa and
Lunca, as well as the appearance in the last years of some extended publications (SZEKELY Zs. 1997; CavRuc 1999;
DUMITROAIA 2000; Cavruc 2000; CavRuc & 2000; CAvRuC & 2000 a; ROTEA 2000; CoTisa 2001; Cavruc 2001;
Cavruc & 2001 a; Cavruc & 2002), as well as the organisation of an itinerant exhibition and international conference con-
cerning the MBA in the Eastern Carpathians (The Eastern Carpathians in the Bronze Age, Piatra-Neamt-Miercurea-Ciuc,
12-15 september 2001), significantly increased the possibilities of the definition of this group.

The majority of scholars arrived to a consensus that, the Costisa and Ciomortan sites belong to the same archaeological
culture. It seems that the most suitable term for this culture - taking into account some distinctions existing between its con-
stitutive parts — would be ,,Costisa-Ciomortan”.

To this culture in the south-eastern Transylvania, for now, certainly belongs only one site — that near the Soimeni village
(Csiksmortan), Pauleni parish, Harghita county. Isolated vestiges attributed to this culture have also been signalled on the
territory of Covasna and Harghita counties: a grave from Poian (SzZEKELY Zs. 1997, p. 80), the vessel from the Peteni site
(SzEKELY Zs. 1997, p. 80), some potsherds accidentally found in Santionlunca (SzEKELY Zs. 1997, p. 82), a potsherd from
Turia (this settlement was attributed to the Wietenberg culture, but the named potsherd, according to Székely Zoltan, belongs
to the previous habitation) (SzEkeLy 1988, p. 159; Pl. IV.6), some potsherds from the pre-Wietenberg layer of the Rotbav
settlement (FLORESCU 1991, p. 187) and the two-handled jug from Brasov. In the actual stage of research it is impossible to
cstablish if the entire south-eastern Transylvania belonged to the Costisa-Ciomortan culture, or we deal with some isolated
penetrations and the cpisodic presence here of some groups which came from beyond the Carpathians.

The majority of the sites from south-eastern Transylvania attributed to the Costisa and Komarov cultures are situated
along the rivers which connect this territory to Moldavia: Trotus, Oituz and Raul Negru (Cavruc 1999, p. 22, fig. 1).

In Moldavia thisculture is better known. About 60 sites were attributed to thisculture. Among them the better researched
are: Costisa, Deleni, Poduri, Lunca, Silistea and Borlesti.

Onc could easily observe some morphological particularities of every site attributed to the Costisa culture. In the actual
stage of the research it can be concluded that the sites attributed until now to this culture seem to form at least four variants,
as follows: Ciomortan; Costisa-Silistea; Lunca; Zoltan. These groups reflect differences caused both by their geographical and
chronological position.

The Ciomortan variant covers the south-western periphery of the Costisa-Ciomortan culture area. It is composed of two
sites: Pauleni-Ciomortan (south-eastern Transylvania) and Poduri (western Moldavia). Both of them are situated in the pro-
ximity of the Trotus River, the distance betwcen them being of about 40 lam. One of the characteristic features of this group
represents the predilection for the decoration of the fine and half-fine pottery with triangles filled up with pricks (CosTisa
2001, pl. 32/2; 33/1; 34; DuMITROALA 2000, fig. 113/2), while other groups show often the hachured triangles. For the dating of
this group the stratigraphical observations are relevant. Thus, in the Pauleni-Ciomortan settlement the Wietenberg culture (its
2" phasc by Chidiosan or A2 phase by Boroffka) complexes which contain also some Monteoru IC2 (?) potsherds, overlap the
Ciomortan layer. In the Poduri settlement the MBA layer overlaps the Jigodin one. Thus the 2nd phase ofthe Wietenberg cul-
turc represents the terminus ante quem, but the Jigodin group marks the terminus post quem for the Ciomortan group.

The chronological relation Ciomortan - Jigodin. In the Ciuc Depression and in western Moldavia no cultural group is
known to cover the time distance between Jigodin and Ciomortan groups. In these conditions, the possibility of the chrono-
logical contact between the end of the Jigodin group and the beginning of the Ciomortan one is not to be excluded. In the
favour of such a contact a series of the similarities could be appealed to. For example, the amphoretas from Pauleni-
Ciomortan are similar to those, which Alfred Prox attributed to the Schneckenberg C period (PrROX 1941, Taf. XXIV, 2, 4, 5).
A series of the decoration motifs and their compositions within the Schneckenberg-Jigodin culture are practically identical
to those specific to the Ciomortan group: trianglc, rhombus and similar combinations between them. Sometimes, the
amphoretas from Pauleni are decorated with tablets in relief on the shoulders or on the largest part of the body, the manner
in which some Schneckenberg typc pots arc decorated (Prox 1941, Taf. XXII, 6; SZEKELY Zs. 1997, p. 174, pl. LIII). Within
the Ciiomortan group, unlike the Jigodin onc, thec ornamentation through the twisted cord imprinting is not met, but the tech-
niquc of the successive pricks is widcly sprcad. The latter could be considered as an imitation of the twisted cord prints.

All these supgest that the Ciomortan group comces immecdiatcly next after the end of the S¢hneckenberg ¢ulture and té its

Jigodin group.
The: r:hmnulusicul relation Zoltan - Ciormonan.
I'he rescurch in 1996 2001 in Zoltan and in Olteni in 2001 -2002, both in Covasna county, provided the discovery of a new

EBA cultural manifcstation in south-castern Transylvania. It is characteriscd — among the others ~ by the pottery with ridged
or/and textile printcd surfacc. At first, thc matcrials from Zoltan were put in conncction with the so-called ,,lcrnut group”.
It must he taken into account that, the ,,Jernut group” remains insufficiently documented yet, in the ephonimic settlement
existing a very small numbcr of potsherds with ridged surface. In these conditions — taking into account that this kind of potte-
ry, without being associatcd to the onc with textile prints, is spread too largely in space and time — the setticment from Iernut
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cannot be attributed to a certain archaeological group. In this way, before new discoveries concerning the end of the EBA in
the centre of Transylvania willbe performed, the existence itself of the ,,Jernut cultural group” remains quite doubtful. The
pottery from Zoltan shows the closest similarities with that from Gomea-Orlesti group from Oltenia and Banat. For now, the
settlement from Zoltan remains the most represcntative site for the end of the EBA in whole Transylvania. As the things
stand today, they secm to suggest the penetration in the south-eastern Transylvania of some groups from the lands south the
Carpathians, probably through the Olt River valley during the final EBA.

It is important to underline the fact that soon after, the ridged pottery was spread in almost every MBA cultures from
Carpatho-Danubian Basin. It would be worthy to mention the pre-Komarov layer in the Loeva settlement from the Ukrainian
eastern subcarpathians, which shows the remarkable similarities with the Zoltan pottery. As much as the EBA from subcar-
pathic Ukraine and the adjacent Poland lands is known in the present, the mentioned Loeva materials seem foreign to the
local cultural fond. Its appearance in Subcarpathian Ukraine might be caused by the penetration of new groups from the
Carpathic Basin.

The final EBA layer from Zoltan, as far as the whole known context allows, seems to be framed between the end of the
Schneckcnberg culture and the beginning of the Wietenberg one. If the Ciomortan-Poduri group comes immediatelly after
the Jigodin group, it would mean its synchronism with the Zoltan EBA group. By that, the fact that one potsherd from Zoltan,
discovercd in a complex from the end of the EBA, decorated just like the Ciomortan type pottery, i.c. with triangles infilled
with pricks (CAvRuc 1997, p. 124, fig. 14/13), could be taken into account.

The chronological relation Monteoru - Ciomortan.

The chronology of the Montcoru culture is considered as the most important reference point for the chronology of the
BA of Romania. That is why the BA vestiges from south-castern Transylvania often were referred to the Monteoru culture
chronology. At one point, scholars belicved that the Schneckenberg culture was contemporary with the early stages of
Monteoru (IC4, IC3). To sustain this the pottery of early Monteoru type from the Sfantu Gheorghe — Orkd settlement
(Schneckcnberg culture) was cited. The presence of carly Monteoru elements in this settlement is indisputable, but the uncer-
tainty of the stratigraphic context, in which they were found, must be taken into account. The ideea of such a synchronism
was broken by the discovery of the Naeni group in the Buzdu Subcarpathians. The Néeni group on the one hand presents
almost identical characteristics with those of the Schneckenberg culture from Transylvania, but on the other hand it precedes
Monteoru, as has been proven by stratigraphical data. In this way, it has been shown that the Schneckenberg culture was car-
lier than Montcoru one.

Long time it was believed that Ciomortan group is contemporaneous with the IC3 phase of the Monteoru culture. This
conclusion comes from the idea that the Ciomortan settlement is contemporancous with the Costisa layer from the Costisa
site, which in its turn, as A.Vulpe showed (VuLPE 1961), is contemporaneous with Montcoru IC3. To sustain this synchro-
nism, some authors wrote that in Pauleni-Ciomortan the Monteoru type pottery was found (Sz£keLy 1970, p. 71-76; SzEKELY
Zs. 1997, p. 55), information that had never been confirmed by adequate illustrations. Indeed, the Monteoru type pottery
(after all the probabilities IC2) was found in Pauleni-Ciomortan, in 2001, but in the Wietenberg context, not the Ciomortan
one. In my opinion, the Ciomortan group is rather contemporary with the IC4 phase of the Monteoru culture. In the favour
of this synchronisation would come the pottery similar to the one from Pauleni-Ciomortan and Poduri (the one decorated
with triangles filled up with pricks and also the decorated species with vertical flanked incisions, with rows of pricks found in
the layer IC4 from the Monteoru settlement. Eugenia Zharia was the first to observe it (ZaHARIA 1970, p. 65).

The chronological relation Ciomortan — Wietenberg. 1t was stratigraphically established that the Wietenberg level from
Pauleni-Ciomortan overlaps the Ciomortan one. However it was not stated how much time has passed since the end of the
Ciomortan habitation until the beginning of the Wictenberg one. Recent rescarch established that the bearers of the Ciomor-
tan group, before leaving the settlement, practiscd a ritual of human sacrifice within the burnt gate. This means that the bur-
ning remains within thc settlement werc not determined by the Wictenberg culture bearers's asiege, as it was considered
before (Cavruc & 2001, p. 158). So, the remains of burning do not mark thc Ciomortan-Wietenberg chronological contact.

The Costisa group. This group includs the Costisa, Silistea, Dcleni and other settlements situated mainly in the western
Moldavia, between the Moldova and Bistrita rivers.

T he chronological relation Costisa - Monteoru. In the Costisa settlement, as A. Vulpe demonstrated (VULPE 1961; VULPE
& 1962), and Anca Popescu recently confirmed (Popescu 2000, p. 204; Popescu 2001a), the Costisa culture layer is over-
lapped by the one belonging to the IC2 phase of the Monteoru culture. This observation determined Al.Vulpe to synchronise
the Costisa level with the Monteoru IC3 phase or with the very beginning of the IC2 one. These were confirmed by the recent
research in the Silistea settlement, where, next to the Costisa type pottery, the one of the Monteoru IC2 type was found
(BoLOHAN & 2001, p. 46. pl. 39/1.2: pl. nr. 41; pl. nr. 42/4). In the same context a Monteoru IC3 type potsherd was found also
(BoLoian & 2001, pl. nr. 42/1). It scems that the MIC2 pottery from Silistca belongs to a layer postcerior to the onc of the
Costisa type. ‘The MIC3 potsherd, to all the probabilitics, belongs to the Costisa culture laycr. Three copper or bronze

; thin (h¢ Nitra ¢ulture  (FURMANEK & 1991, p. 55, Obr.1/15) dated in Br Al Rcinccke or FD 11 Hansel
(I'URMANLK & 1991, p. 20).

The Lunca aspect. This is known from the two BA depositions in the A zone from the Lunca-Poiana Slatinei site. The
author of the excavations, Gh. Dumitroaia, sustains that these depositions corespond to two succcssive and rclatcd habita-
tions. Showing numerous analogics to the pottery F'rom this site within the Komarov culture, he synchronizes BA habitations
with the 2 phasc (by SwesnIKOw 1967; SWESNIKOW 19706) of the Komarow culture (DUMITROAIA 2000, p. 146).

For better chronological framing the analogics from Treciniec cultural area should be mentioned (to be comparced the pot-
tery from Lunca: CosTisa 2001, pl. 43-45; DUMITROAIA 2000, fig. 95-98 with thc pottery attributed to classical phasc of the
‘Irzciniec culture: MAKAROWICZ 1998, fig. 2, TARAS 1998, fiy. 2; 3; 5). According (o the chronology claborated by the Polish
specialists, the classical phase of the ‘Irziniec culture cannot be older than the Reincecke Br. A2 (Makarowicz 1998, p. 30,
fig. 3; TARAS 1998, p. 45, fig. 10). This mcans that the Lunca habitation is younger than Costisa group, which as far as the
bracelets from Silistea show, belongs to Rr. Al It should be specified also that the pottery from Lunca is quit different from
that of the Costisa type. Gh. Dumitroaia mentions that in Moldavia the cluoscst to analogics the pottery from Lunca arc known
in northern Moldavia: Mihoveni, Suceavi county and Corldteni, Botosani county (DumMiTRroAIA 2000, p. 146), situated on the
territory, where the Costisa type vestiges were not found, but only thosc of thc Komarov type.
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The available information about the materials from Lunca suggests that theyratherbelong to the Trziniec-Komarov cul-
tural arca than to the Costisa-Ciomortan culture. The cultural relation between Costisa - Ciomortan and Komarov cultures
is still unclear, the reason for which I should consider the use of the term ,,Costisa-Komarov cultural complex” (DUMITROALA
2000, p. 127-156) as a premature one.

The Zoltan Aspect (2). The beginning of the MBA in the Brasov Depression was rather different than that in the Ciuc
Depression and Moldavia. In the Zoltan settlement the pottery similar to that attributed to the Costisa-Ciomortan culture
was fond in the deposition which overlapped the final EBA complex and was covered by a Noua culture fire-place (CAVRUC
1999, p. 15-17). Togethcr with Costisa-Ciomortan type pottery there were found also the elements with analogies within
Monteoru, Tei and Wictenberg cultures. It should be mentioned that, looked as whole, the pottery from Zoltan is quite diffe-
rent from the pottery within the mentioned cultures. More than that, it is not sure that it belongs to the same chronological
horizon of the settlement.

In Brasov, within an uncertain context, a cup with very close analogies to the ones from Costisa was found (CosTisa 2001,
Pl nr. 74, 3). It was decorated with triangles infilled with pricks, identical to those specific to the Ciomortan group. It is diffi-
cult to say if it belongs to the Costisa-Ciomortan culture or if it represents an import or imitation.

»

The above observations suggest that the Ciomortan group is anterior to the Costisa one. This conclusion has important
implications above the problem of the origin of this culture. The opinions on this subject reffered to the contribution of the
»Costisa culture” to the formation of the ,,Ciomortan culture”. Thus, Székely Zoltan considered that the “Ciomortan culture”
reprezents a rezult of the Glina — Monteoru — Costisa sincretism (SZEKELY 1971), while P. Roman beleved that it represen-
ted the result of the Monteoru — Costisa contact (ROMAN & 1973; MuscA 1979). In the present stage of the research the most
plausible assumption is that it was formed on the base of the Jigodin group.

The Costisa group resulted probably from the extension of the Ciomortan group to east, up to the Bistrita River.

After that, the west of Moldavia was affected by the penetration of the population from the Trzciniec-Komarov cultural
arca, probably from Shubcarpathian Ukraine or southern Poland. The Lunca site represents probably one of the earliest
stages of this culture in Romania. Gradually the Trzciniec-Komarov unit covered all the nortern part of Moldavia. Its ele-
ments penetrated also eastern Transylvania. In this province the Trziniec-Komarov elements are associated with 3* and 4*
phase of the Wietenberg culture (VULPE 1995, p. 390, supra 13; FLOREscU, 1991, p. 187; CAVRUC 1999, p.14, 18).

To large extent, because of the precarious stage of the research, the above conclusions have pronounced hypothetical cha-
racter.

Translated by Liliana Lazea

Valeriu Cavruc
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