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Nu se indoieste nimeni ca ampla problematica a tipologiei si organizirii inteme a
agezirilor neo-eneolitice in general si a celor din Romania in special este mult prea vasta
pentru a fi tratata - chiar foarte sumar - de catre un singur cercetator. De aceea am socotit ca
in aceastd succintd prezentare - pe linga unele consideratii de ordin general - si ne referim
cu precidere la agezirile culturilor Precucuteni si Cucuteni, doua dintre principalele culturi
ale neo-eneoliticului de pe teritoriul tarii noastre. Si aceasta cu atit mai mult cu cit o bund
parte a activititii de teren am desfasurat-o in directa legatura si cu aceste culturi. Vom avea
evident in vedere si agezérile mai importante, de la est de Prut, din aria tripoliana.

Potrivit unor opinii oarecum simpliste s-a incercat uneori acreditarea ideii ca triburile
neoliticului vechi s-au agezat in locuri joase de-a lungul apelor, ca apoi, evoluind, sa-si
inchege asezarile exclusiv pe terase din ce in ce mai inalte.'

Conformindu-ma unui principiu enuntat inca din anul 1974 si anume ci: ... date
fiind concluziile generale de geografie istorica ce se pot trage din analiza situatiilor
arheologice, este necesara o prezentare cat mai fidela a acestor situatif , - am aratat cit de
variate sunt locurile alese de triburile culturii Precucuteni pentru asezari:  din cele cinci
asezari cunoscute din faza Precucuteni I, patru sunt situate pe terase medii, iar una pe o
terasa foasa, in timp ce in fazele Precucuteni Il si Ill nu se remarca vreo preferinta in aceasta
privinta - si conchideam: ... se cunosc in Moldova, mai ales pentru cultura ceramicii liniare,
statiuni situate deopolriva in zone joase, cit si pe terase medii, asezate insa invariabil toate,
fie pe cursul apelor, fie in preajma izvoarelor. Aceasta este singura regula de la care triburile
neo-eneolitice nu s-au putut abate niciodata* De acord cu observatia noastra este si Iuliu
Paul ardtind ca §/ comunitatile culturii Petresti au respectat aceste reguli rezultate dintr-o
necesitate vitala - apropierea surselor de apa potabila pentru oameni si animalé’

Revenind asupra aceleiasi probleme, un an mai tirziu, subliniam, spre deosebire de
alte opinii’, instalarea comunitatilor StarCevo - Cris nu numai pe locuri joase, ci si pe mari
inaltimi, ca de pilda pe Cetatuia de la Vermesti ( Comanesti), pe platoul din fata Cetitii de
Scaun a Sucevei sau pe dealul de la Triguri - Ocna Sibiului.

Daci triburile cucuteniene s-au instalat la rindul lor in general fie pe boturi de
dealuri dominante de pe malurile raurilor, fie pe marginea teraselor medii sau inalte, se
cuvin si aici subliniate abaterile care nu ne permit generaliziri i judeciti - verdicte. Dacan-
ar fi si amintim decit agezarea de la Ghigoiesti ( Neamt ), pe aceea de la Dambul Morii,
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dominata de asezarea eponimi a acestei culturi, pe aceea de la Glavanestii Vechi, situata
chiar in lunca Jijiei, pe cea din turbaria de la Lozna si pe aceea de la Driaguseni (Botosani)
aflatd intr-un ostrov al paraului Podriga, si tot ar fi suficient pentru argumentarea concluziilor
la care am ajuns in urmi cu mai bine de 23 ani.

Am aminti n treacit ca si in Basarabia si Ucraina situatia este similara - locul
asezarilor aflindu-se in imediata apropiere a surselor de apd, in egald masuri pe locuri joase
sau pe il}ﬁlgimi, uneori destul de apreciabile.

In legitura directa cu problema organizarii interne a asezarilor neo-eneolitice din
Rominia ( deci cu o riguroasi si judicioasa partajare a spatiului locuibil ca si a  zonelor
aferente destinate altor necesitati decit cele casnice - vezi locuri de cult, locuinte - abator,
ateliere, chiar zone menajere etc.) o serie de rezerve rezida in insusi faptul ca statiunile din
aceastd epoci sapate n intregime sunt pe de o parte foarte putine - putind fi practic numarate
pe degete - iar pe de alta parte (cu citeva laudabile exceplii) inedite.

In plus pe linganumarul locuintelor (si ordonarea lor) al gropilor si al altor complexe
(anexe, zone de deseuri) ar fi necesar si se poata stabili raportul direct locuinta - groapa
(eventual chiar zone de deseuri menajere) atit pe baza continutului lor, cit si pe aceea
stratigraficd, sa se precizeze daci toate locuintele au functionat ca atare sau (aga cum am
mentionat mai sus) vor fi avut si o altd destinatie ( ne referim printre altele si la aceea de
cult) si mai ales daca toate vor fi fost ridicate in acelasi timp si dupa un plan prestabilit.
Dupipirerea noastrd, formata de-a lungul celor peste 38 de ani de activitate arheologica, nu
toate ingramadirile de chirpic de 2 X 2 msau gropile asa zise bordere cu diametrul de 2 - 3
m au adapostit o familie.

Ar fi deosebit de benefic sd putem preciza strazile din cuprinsul asezarilor, ca si
ciile de acces inspre ele. In egala masura se cuvin urmarite elementele constructive ca i (in
masura posibilitatilor) arhitectura (fig. 8) fiecarei agezri in parte. Intrebrile sunt numeroase
si suntem convinsi de multitudinea celor ce vor fi ridicate de viitoarele descoperiri. Totusi
unele date obtinute prin sdpaturi exhaustive, sau aproape exhaustive, ar putea fi, cu prudenta,
generalizate.

Ne vom limita aici la datele obtinute de sipaturile arheologice din asezirile
complexului Precucuteni - Cucuteni, pe de o parte din motivul indicat mai sus (ele faciand
deci obiectul principalelor mele preocupiri, inainte de revenirea in Cimpia din sudul tarii),
iar pe de alta intrucit aceste culturi se inscriu in seria celor mai spectaculoase culturi eneolitice
din sud-estul Europei (si nu numai).

Chiar daci respectind ad /iteram titlul temei puse in discutie, s-ar putea crede ca
lucrdrile de aparare ale agezarilor acestor culturi, executate de comunitatile respective, n-ar
privi direct organizarea interna si deci ar putea rimane in afara cadrului fixat, noi socotim,
dimpotriva, ca acest aspect al organizirii asezirilor neo-eneolitice nu poate fi trecut cu
vederea, deoarece nu exista nici o indoiala casanturile ca si orice alte lucrari de aparare fac
parte integranta din insdsi organizarea agezarilor, constituind una dintre caracteristicile lor,
putind in unele cazuri (exempli gratiae, santul mic precucutenian de la Tarpesti ) avea si o
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eventuald functie rituala - de delimitare a unui anumit spatiu intr-un prim moment al instalarii
pe terasa de la Rapa lui Bodai.

Fireste unele ageziri, instalate pe insule sau ostroave - ca aceea de la Draguseni
(Botosani), nu au necesitat astfel de lucrari de aparare, apa care le inconjura constituind ea
insdsi o apdrare eficientd, incercirile de apropiere ale eventualelor grupuri ostile putand fi
observate de la o departare suficient de mare si permitind implicit luarea din vreme a masurilor
de prevedere ce se addugau protectiei naturale oferite de apa.

Pe de alta parte n-ar fi lipsit de interes sa reamintim ca santurile de aparare ne
indreptatesc sa susfinem si noi cd diferitele comunitati ale acelor vremuri nu trdiau intotdeauna
in cele mai pagnice relatii. Atit aceste lucrari de aparare, cit si faptul ca aproape toate
agezarile culturilor la care ne referim au fost distruse de incendii putemice indici - cel putin
in unele cazuri - existenta conflictelor intertribale, desi este de la sine inteles cd multe dintre
agezari au putut cidea prada incendiilor provocate de scinteile focurilor casnice din locuintg,
sau din afara lor, si de ce nu si fenomenelor naturale (fulgere). Este suficient sa ne gindim
la structura lemnoasa (bime si nuiele) a peretilor, la grinzile acoperisului si stuful si paiele
lui usor inflamabile.

In schimb, pentru asezirile situate in vecinitatea limitelor ariilor de rispandire ale
diverselor civilizatii este sigur cd lucrarile de aparare erau destinate in primul rind impiedicarii
incursiunilor populatiilor strdine din preajma. In acelasi timp santurile de aparare, destul de
late la gura si adinci de peste 2 m, constituiau o stavila si impotriva patrunderii in agezare a
animalelor predatoare (scheletul unui astfel de animal fiind descoperit in fundul santului de
aparare de la Tarpesti) si totodata impiedicau fuga din agezare a propriilor animale domestice.
De altfel ,mai mult ca sigur, pe marginea interioara a santurilor de apirare, atunci cind nu
erau dublate de un val, ca si pe marginea ripei vor fi fost ridicate garduri inalte si chiar
palisade (urme ale acestora au fost descoperite intr-o serie de asezari apartinind insa altor
culturi).

Cait priveste situatia de la Cetatuia - Cucuteni si Traian - Dealul Fantanilor unde s-
au descoperit cite doua santuri de aparare, acestea nu au fost considerate drept o dublare a
sistemului de fortificare. Intr-adevar unul dintre santurile de la Cucuteni (fig. 3/4-5) dateaza
din faza A iar celdlalt din faza B a Culturii Cucuteni®, iar cele doud santuri de la Traian -
Dealul Fantanilor (fig. 1), chiar dacd ambele apartin fazei Cucuteni A-B au fost sipate in
doud etape diferite: santul mai scurt, care delimitaasezarea din imediata apropiere a bogatelor
izvoare de apd - Fantanile Doamnei - datind de la inceputul agezarii® fusese astupat intentionat
odati cu extinderea cladirilor dincolo de botul de deal, extindere datoratd desigur inmultirii
populatiei, sapindu-se cel de al doilea sant necesar incorpordrii noilor constructii.’

In schimb la Habasesti cele doud santuri de aparare (fig. 2/3) sunt strict contemporane?
in timp ce la Trusesti a fost fortificatda numai locuirea Cucuteni A (fig. 3/1-3) nu si cea
apartinind fazei B° De altfel obiceiul protejarii agezérilor pare a fi fost practicat si la Ariusd,
Frumusica, Polivanov Iar, Dimbul Morii etc., deci generalizat in vasta arie a complexului
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Ariugd - Cucuteni - Tripolie incepand chiar din faza Precucuteni 1, binecunoscut fiind cel
cercetat la Traian - Dealul Viei'® (fig. 1/1-2).

Merita totodata subliniat marele efort ce trebuia depus de intreaga comunitate apta
pentru o munci atit de grea cum era siparea si deplasarea cantititii uriagse de pimant scoasa
din §anguri, mai ales daci ginem seama cd el nu a fost intrebuintat pentru ridicarea unor
valuri de apdrare - exceptie facind numai santul cu val de la Cucuteni (fig. 3/4). Sigur, lutul
va fi fost - cel putin partial - folosit la construirea locuintelor, santurile de aparare fiind
desigur sapate in paralel cu cladirea acestora. lar daci se are in vedere ci santurile de pe
Cetatuia Cucutenilor au fost tdiate in roca durd sarmatiand, constind din calcare cochilifere
grezoase, stinci compacti de peste Im grosime'', intelegem si mai bine cantitatea de timp
si efort investitd, tindnd cont i de uneltele destul de rudimentare de care dispuneau locuitorii
asezirii. Potrivit estimarilor facute, pentru realizarea celor doua santuri de la Habasesti s-au
deplasat circa 2400m’ de pimant, dintre care 970m’ pentru santul interior si 1400m’ pentru
cel exterior."

La rindul nostru, cu ani in urmd, cel putin pentru santurile precucuteniene, am
calculat cantitatea de pamant deplasata, rezultatele fiind precum urmeaza: Traian - Dealul
Viei (Precucuteni I) sant lung de aproximativ 300 m - pimantul rezultat: 1490 = 2% m’®,
Tarpesti (fig 2/1-2) - santul mare Precucuteni II - paimént scos: 440 + 4% m’ Aici santul
cucutenian, urmind aproximativ acelasi traseu, pamantul deplasat va fi fost, din punct de
vedere cantitativ, aproximativ egal'® Pentru alte statiuni nu dispunem de astfel de date.

O problema de o deosebitd importanta ridica insd santul de aparare de la Calu (actuala
Piatra Soimului, judetul Neamt) unde el nu separa botul dominant al Horodistei de restul
terasei (cum se obisnuia la fortificatiile vremii) ci a fost sdpat in chiar extremitatea dinspre
rapa a agezirii, dealtfel destul de restransd. Nu ar fi exclus ca aici sa ne aflim fie in fata unei
acropole eneolitice (poate zona de refugiu in momente de mare primejdie), fie a unui punct
de observatie, datd fiind pozitia dominanta a Horodistei de la Calu, asupra unei intinse
portiuni din valea Bistritei.

Statiunile precucuteniene sipate in intregime sunt extrem de reduse numeric.
Mentiondm in primul rind Tarpesti-ul (apartinind fazei Precucuteni III) si Bernasevka (datind
din Precucuteni II), in agezarea de la Traian - Dealul Viei (fig. 4) nefiind degajate decit un
numir restrans de locuinte (ce par grupate), precum si santul de aparare la care ne-am referit
mai sus (fig. 1/1-2).

Laest de Prut par a se fi conturat trei moduri de dispunere a caselor: siruri paralele
( Luka - Vrublevetkaia, Bemovo Luka si Alexandrovka), cercuri sau ovale ( Bermasevka -
fig. 6, Slobozia - Zapadnaia); grupuri sau dispersate ( Floresti 1, Lencovti). Precizam insi ca
n majoritatea acestor statiuni s-au facut sipaturi de mica amploare sau simple sondaje, deci
datele de mai sus vor putea fi confirmate sau infirmate de viitoarele cercetari.

La Tarpesti, in nivelul Precucuteni III nuexista o regula de distribuire a constructilor
(fig. 5; 7/1), ele grupandu-se mai spre centrul si sud-vestul botului de deal'* Din cele 10
locuinte, indicind o comunitate restrans (fig. 7/1 ) doud (de mici dimensiuni) ar fi putut

168

Www.cimec.ro



avea eventual o alta functionalitate in cadrul agezirii. Supozifia noastra se bazeaza exclusiv
pe dimensiunile lor.

Se cer subliniate insa unele practici magico-rituale, cum ar fi de pilda incorporarea
in gardina vetrei locuintei nr.14 a unei statuete antropomorfe si depunerea unui vas de
fitndatie in locuinta nr. 14, practica pe care o vom regasi rar in faza Cucuteni A si frecvent in
faza mijlocie (A - B) a aceleiasi culturi.

Cit priveste cultura Cucuteni, dintre numeroasele ei aseziri de pe teritoriul Romaniei,
doar putine s-au bucurat de o cercetare exhaustiva i inca si mai putine de o publicare pe
masura. Prima dintre acestea a fost aceea de pe Holmul Habasestilor ( fig. 9; 10/1) cercetata
de un colectiv condus de Vladimir Dumitrescu, a doua, aceea de la Trusesti (fig. 11) unde
sapaturile s-au efectuat sub conducerea lui M. Petrescu - Dimbovita, si in sfarsit a treia -
aceea de la Tarpesti (fig. 5) sapata de noi, dar beneficiind in doua campanii de concursul
pretios al lui Vladimir Dumitrescu. Din statiunea de la Margineni (Bacau) s-a sapat ceea ce
se mai pastra din ea, dar noi nu ne vom putea referi decit la aseziri de unde avem publicat
cel putin un plan cu amplasarea locuintelor si a gropilor.

O alta asezare cercetata aproape complet este aceea de la Traian - Dealul Fantanilor
(fig. 14) sub conducerea Hortensiei si a lui Vladimir Dumitrescu, la care am adauga botul
inaltimii Horodistei (fig. 15/1) de la Calu (Piatra Soimului), sondat de Radu Vulpe si sipat
exhaustiv de citre un colectiv format din subsemnata, Stefan Cucos si Virgil Mihailescu -
Birliba. Se pare cii mai existd in Moldova cel putin doud (daci nu chiar mai multe) asezari
cucuteniene cercetate integral, dar din pacate nu dispunem de date asuprarezultatelor obtinute.

Asa cum aratam la inceput, si tipurile de aseziri cucuteniene sunt extrem de variate,
desi in numeroase cazuri se alegeau locuri inalte, usor de aparat, invariabil in preajma unor
bogatesurse de apa, si respectand cel putin 5-6 km distanta intre grupele umane ce apartineau
aceleiasi etape, respectiv terenul de exploatare a resurselor de hrand necesara fiecarei
comunitati in parte. La fel de variata este i intinderea statiunilor - de la cele mari, intre 2-
6 ha, pina la cele mici (poate satelit) de sub | ha, existind insd si exceptii - agezari ce
depagesc 10 ha.

Dupa cum se stie (am amintit §i mai sus) prima agezare cucuteniana cercetata
exhaustivin Romania (de fapt prima din intreag spatiul sud-est european) a fost aceea de pe
Holmul Habagestilor'®, iar cea mai mare dintre statiunile apartinind fazei Cucuteni A, sapatd
de asemenea exhaustiv in Moldova pini in prezent este aceea de la Trusesti, unde s-au
degajat 93 de locuinte, la care se adauga alte cinci apartinind fazei Cucuteni B'* Nu vom
mai reveni insd asupra santurilor de aparare intrucit le-am tratat in paginile anterioare.
Mentionam numai ca dintre sutele de asezari cunoscute in Moldova si Transilvania (apartinind
tuturor fazelor cucuteniene) in peste 20 a fost precizata existenta lor, iar in alte 20 se presupune
deasemenea existenta unor lucriri de aparare. Cercetarea sistematica a acestor fortificatii s-
a facut insi la Cucuteni - Cetatuie, Habasesti, Trusesti, Traian - Dealul Fantanilor, Cucuteni
- Dambul Morii, Tarpesti, Topile si Calu, in timp ce informatii incomplete privesc asezarile
de la Ariugd, Frumusica, Sf. Gheorghe - Cetatea Cocorului.
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In privinta organizirii interne a statiunilor Cucuteni A se poate vorbi, in general, de
existentaunui plan gandit de la inceput (preconceput). La Habasesti (fig. 9; 10/1) locuintele
au fost construite de-a lungul a doui cercuri alaturate, avind fiecare cite o locuinta mare in
centry, in timp ce altele formau un semicerc'” La Tarpesti cele 17 locuinte cucuteniene
erau dispuse deasemenea in cerc, cu o locuinti mai centrald, dar aici patru dintre constructii
sunt situate in afara limitelor santului de aparare (fig. 5; 7/2), lasindu-ne si presupunem
ridicarea lor la o data posterioara celorlalte si punind implicit sub semnul intrebarii planul
prestabilit. Nu ar fi Tnsd exclusa nici existenta unui cerc initial care s-a largit mai apoi
respectindu-se tot forma circulara'® La Trusesti locuintele - dispuse in siruri paralele (fig.
11) fusesera grupate in jurul unor curti centrale'” Se pare nsi cd aici nu toate locuintele
apartin aceleiasi etape, sau chiar faze si deci numai viitoarea monografie va fi de natura sa
aduca un plus de detalii. Si aceasta cu atit mai multcu cit, poate, pe baza inventarului (mai
ales ceramic) si a amplasarii in teren se va putea stabili si raportul locuinta-groapa menajera,
stiut fiind cd - spre deosebire de agezirile culturii Gumelnita, in cele ale culturii Cucuteni
gropile abunda. Dispuse in cerc au fost si locuintele de la Kolomiscina (fig. 10/2)

Locuintele de la Draguseni ( judetul Botosani) fusesera la randul lor grupate (fig.
12) aici locuirea extinzandu-se treptat, adeseori constructiile au acoperit partial sau total
gropi sau alveolari din primul moment al instalarii pe Ostrov. Uneori gropile erau adosate
locuintelor, asa cum s-a constatat la locuintele din aria culturii danubiene din Europa Centrala
si de Vest dar - in cazul acestora - tinind cont si de dispunerea gropilor de pari, s-a putut
conchide ca portiunea de groapa din afara suprafetei locuintei se afla in imediata apropiere
a intrdrii, fiind folosita ca groapa de gunoaie a acesteia. In unele cazuri la Driaguseni gropile
se giseau pe latura de sud-est a locuintei (exemplu locuinta nr. 12) o intrare pe aceasta latura
nefiind exclusi, dar nu exista nici un alt element ce ar putea-o confirma.

Si aici, ca si in alte statiuni neo-eneolitice mestesugarii isi lucrau uneltele in cadrul
asezarii - s-au descoperit locuinte-atelier, una de prelucrare a silexului, alta de prelucrare a
osului, a comului si in sfargit un atelier de confectionare a uneltelor de piatra slefuita.

Resturile de locuire de la Hangu - Chiriteni erau dispuse in trei sau patru siruri de-
a lungul terasei pe panta usor inclinata spre apa Hangului, dar se pare ci aici locuintele de
mici dimensiuni au suferit numeroase distrugeri si deci planul fiecireia dintre ele nu a putut
fi determinat®'

In faza urmitoare (A - B) a culturii Cucuteni constatim de pilda ca la Traian -
Dealul Fantanilor locuintele alcituiau grupe, iar despre unele asezdri s-a spus ca aveau piete
centrale destinate diferitelor ceremonii ale comunititilor respective si poate - dupa unii
specialisti - pentru addpostirea animalelor domestice in timpul noptii.

Agsezirile fazei B, mai ales acelea din Ucraina (dar si cele din Basarabia, cumar fi
aceea de la Petreni; (fig. 16/1) dintre Nipru si Bugul meridional sunt de dimensiuni
exceptionale. Maidanet-ul (fig. 17/1-6), Dobrovodi (fig. 17/7), Talianki etc. se intind pe
sute de hectare avind intre 1500 - 2000 de locuinte inscrise in cercuri concentrice - uneori
7 sau chiar 9 asemenea cercuri® Nici una dintre aceste statiuni nu a fost insa sapata in
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intregime, planurile lor fiind relevate prin fotografii aeriene sau si masuratori ale rezistentei
magnetice si deci nu se poate preciza daci toate locuintele apartin unuia si aceluiagi nivel
sau uneia si aceleiasi etape culturale (fig. 16/2-3).

Cit priveste asezarile de la Branzeni III i Costesti IV (fig. 18/1-4) potrivit planurilor
publicate?® nu putem preciza regula dupa care s-au condus in organizarea intema a lor. Ea
va fi existat desigur dar si in cazul acestor statiuni asteptim publicarea mai completi a
rezultatelor sapaturilor.

Referindu-se la marile asezari Cucuteni B -Tripolie Cl-gl, Linda Elis a vorbit chiar
de orage si de un anumit sistem de organizare prestatala, dar consideram excesiv acest punct
de vedere, combaterea lui intrind insa in altd zona a preocuparilor cercetatorilor. Dupa
parerea noastra intinsele si fertilele terenuri din Ucraina, prielnice agriculturii au favorizat
asezarea mai masiva aici a triburilor cucutenieno-tripoliene, mai ales ca acum se constata gi
o adevirati explozie demografica. Dar repetim, numai cercetari exhaustive in aceste agezari
vor fi in masurd sa raspunda problemelor ridicate de ele.

In orice caz in vasta arie a culturii Cucuteni Tripolie se remarci o mare varietate in
ceea ce priveste organizarea intema a asezarilor, si desigur ea nu poate fi intamplatoare,
fiind in functie de o anumita organizare sociald, de grade de rudenie, poate chiar de
configuratia terenului. Nu credem insa cd se poate vorbi in cadrul acestei diversitati de
aspecte sau variante regionale, intrucit dispunerea circulara o intilnim din centru-vest al
Moldovei pini in Ucraina, ca de altfel i pe aceea in siruri paralele.

Pe de alta parte sporul de populatie isi va fi avut si el rolul lui atit in organizarea
asezarilor (sau reorganizarealor), cit si la intemeierea altora noi, fapt urmarit in tara noastra
cu rezultate fructuoase pe valea Podrigdi, pornind de la Draguseni - Ostrov si sfarsind in
comuna Mileanca* (jud. Botosani).

Fara s fie prea numeroase s-au descoperit in unele asezari cucuteniene si asa numitele
anexe (dependinte). La Habasesti de pildd, locuinta nr. 42 avea chiar doua anexe situate la
doud dintre laturile opuse locuintelor; la Tarpesti si Draguseni am descoperit adevarate
bucﬁra"ri{' de vard, cu vatra interioard, adosate locuintelor, ele sunt prezente §i n alte sta!iuni.

In ceea ce priveste cuptoarele, acestea se aflau fie in locuinte, fie in preajma lor si
erau prea mici pentru a folosi la arderea ceramicii.

Contrar parerii exprimate de unii cercetatori, potrivit cireia fiecare femeie lucra
vasele necesare gospodariei proprii incd din 1974 scriam: Abundenta ceramiciicasi acuratetea
formelor si a decoratiel, ridica la randul ei, problema olaritului ca mestesug, dupa parerea
noastra deasemenea specializat. Confectionarea vaselor nu putea fi facuta decét in lunile in
care clima era caldi si relativ uscatd, adica tocmai cand o bunaparte din membrii comunitatii
erau ocupati cu muncile legate de cultivarea pamantului. Era deci necesar ca unii dintre
acesti membri sa se ocupe in exclusivitate cu modelarea, ornamentarea si arderea ceramicil.
Perfectiunea fonmelor, uneori identitatea lor, siguranta si uniformitatea decorului ’si a
elementelor folosite, unitatea arderii (valabile cu unele variatii pentru intreaga arie a culturii)
sunt tot atitea dovezi de existenta a unor mestesugari specializati. Este exclus ca olaritul sa
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fi fost un mestesug casnic practicat, asa cum se sustine adesea (si cum se pare a se fi dovedit
si etnografic) de femeile fiecarei locuinte. La argumentele de mai sus se adauga lipsa aproape
totala din asezari a cuptoarelor de ars ceramica. Potrivit unei presupuneri mai vechi a noastra
(publicata inca din 1968), intirita de descoperiri recente, este probabil ca vasele erau lucrate
inpreajma apei si a unor surse bune de materie prima (lut), in afara limitelor asezarir, printre
altele si pentru a se preveni incendjile ... Nu se poate deocarndati raspunde intrebarii daca
n-au existat cumva si anumite centre care lucrau ceramica pentru un numar mai mare de
asezari apropiate unele de altele

Descoperiri ulterioare, la Draguseni, dar mai ales larasarit de Prut aveau sa confirme
presupunerile noastre. Astfel, in afara limitelor unor asezari tripoliene din Ucraina s-au
descoperit cuptoare de ars ceramica, constituind adevarate ateliere in preajma apelor si a
depozitelor de lut. Aceasta atesti totodati o grija speciala in organizarea interna a asezirilor,
prin excluderea din cuprinsul lor a respectivelor ateliere.

Grija pentru spatiul afectat locuirii propriu-zise imbraca si alte aspecte. Asa cum
am amintit si Tn cuprinsul statiunilor cucuteniene se afli numeroase gropi, dintre care
majoritatea, sapate initial pentru nevoi casnice, au fost mai apoi folosite ca gropi de deseuri.

Pe linga acestea insa se gisesc si unele cu o functionalitate bine conturata.

Vom incepe cu gropile de fundatie, practica curenta in agezirile cucuteniene (posibil
pandant al inmormantarilor-sacrificu de copii din statiunile gumelnigene) observata pentru
prima datd de Vladimir Dumitrescu la Traian - Dealul Fantinilor. Inainte de construirea
locuintei, cam in mijlocul locului destinat ei se sipa (in lut) o groapa in care era depus un
vas de ofranda, insotit uneori de buciti de came si chiar de diverse obiecte® - gropi pe care
le-am putea asemui pietrelor de findatie ale cladirilor publice din zilele noastre. Astfel de
vase de findatie (am amintit mai sus) s-au descoperit si la Tarpesti in nivelul Precucuteni
1117, la Trusesti®® , Draguseni unde insa s-au descoperit si gropi de ofranda ceva mai bogate
si la Beresti*, in agezéri Cucuteni A. Avem deci si pe aceast linie o continuitate perfecta
Precucuteni III - Cucuteni A - Cucuteni A-B. Consideram dealtfel ca cel putin unele dintre
gropi (acelea care contin mai mult decat un simplu vas sau un goblet de tip A-Ba) avusesera
o dubla functionalitate - de fundatie si de ofranda adusa unei forte chtoniene.

Nu avem intentia de a inseria toate gropile rituale descoperite , dar nu putem trece
mai departe fard a le mentiona pe acelea de la Ghelaiesti** si Buznea’', ambele avind in
comun cite sase vase dispuse circular.

La Ghelaiesti s-a mai descoperit si o alta interesanta groapa de mari dimensiuni
plind cu ceramica de stil g, d si e considerata de autor groapa de ofranda pentru fondarea
asezarii®® Dupa parerea noastra ea nu poate data din primul moment al instalarii pe dealul
Nedeii de la Gheldiesti, deoarece contine si ceramicd de stil e specifica fazei Cucuteni B,
deci finalului locuirii de acolo.

Daca sanctuarele propriu-zise (nu locuintele in care se practicau anumite ritualuri,
sau descoperirile mai vechi interpretate acum drept sanctuare) par a fi pina in prezent mai
putin bine conturate, totusi cele citeva altare de lut ars descoperite la Trusesti, dintre care
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unul de dimensiuni apreciabile, pledeaza in favoarea existentei constructiilor speciale destinate
practicilor de cult si in mediul culturii Cucuteni. Sigur viitoarea monografie a statiunii
Trusesti ne va aduce deslusirile necesare.

In aceeasi ordine de idei - a practicilor magice, poate initiale, practicate cu prilejul
constituirii agezarilor, sunt de mentionat si gropile cu sacrificii umane de la Traian - Dealul
Fantanilor’> Astfel de practici se cunosc atit in paleoliticul superior al Europei, cit si in
Orientul Apropiat si Egiptul predinastic, ele fiind insd semnalate si la Turdag (in Transilvania).

Intreagi aceasti serie de sacrificii umane ca si cultul craniului sunt legate si de
cultul fertilitatii pamantului si al fecunditatii, caracterizat prin sacrificiul sacru al unor fiinte
umane, ca si prin mutilarea cadavrului, constituind o ofranda adusa puterii ce se degaja din
singele victimelor, destinat astfel marei forte a fecundititii.
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CONSIDERATIONS ON THE INNER ORGANIZATION OF
SOME SETTLEMENTS BELONGING TO CULTURES OF
PRECUCUTENI - CUCUTENI COMPLEXES

Nobody doubts that the consistent problem of typology and inner organization of
Neo - Eneolithical settlements in general and particularly of those in Romania is much too
large to be approached - as briefly as possible - by only one researcher. That is why we
consider that by this brief introduction - besides some remarks of general interest - we
should refer mainly to the settlements belonging to Precucuteni and Cucuteni Cultures, i.e.
two of the main Neo - Eneolithical cultures in our country’s area; especially as most of the
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outside activities we have developed directly connected with these cultures too. obviously
we are to consider the most important settlements eastwards to the Prut within the tripolyan
area as well.

According to some briefly-expressed opinions it was tried to give grounds to the
idea that Old Neolithical tribes settled on lower valleys along the rivers and then, as they
developed they exclusively established on higher and higher terraces'

Complying with a principle stated as early as 1974 that:  asto the general ideas of
historical geography that can be concluded to the analyse of archaeological situations, a
very accurate introduction of these situation is required - I underlined the great variety of
the places which the tribes of the Precucuteni cultures chose to settle - ... out ofthe 5 known
settlements of Precucuteni I stage, 4 are raised on medium terraces and one on a low terrace,
while for the settlements of Precucuteni Il and IlI stages there is no particular preference in
this respect - and I concluded that - in Moldavia there are known, especially within the field
of liniar pottery culture, spots settled both on low areas and medjum terraces, nowhere else
but either along the rivers or next to water sources. This is the only rule which the Neo -
Eneolithical tribes could never turn away® luliu Paul too agrees to our remark underlining
that: communities of the Petresti culture obeyed these rules coming out of a vital necessity
- the neighbourhood of fresh water sources for human beings and animals’

A year later, coming back on the same problem I underlined, in spite of other
opinions*, the settlement of Starcevo-Cris communities not only on low areas but also on
big heights, taking for instance the Citadel in Vernesti (Cominesti) on the plateau in front of
the Reigning Fortress of Suceava or on the hill in Triguri - Ocna Sibiului.

Although the Cucuteni tribes generally settled in their tum either on hill crests on
the waterbanks or onthe edge of medium or high terraces, we have to underline the deviations
which do not allow us to state or to generalize. We need only to mention the settlement at
Ghigoiesti (Neamt), the one at Dambul Morii which is overviewed by the eponymic settlement
of this culture; the one at Glavinestii Vechi located in Jijia river meadow; the one in Lozna
peat bog and the one at Driguseni (Botosani) on a eyot of Podriga rivulet to support the
conclusions reached on more than 23 years ago.

We would briefly underline that for both Bassarabia and Ukraine the situation is
similar as the settlements are located in the neighbourhood of water sources in equal
percentage on low or high places.

As regards the matter of inner organization of Romanian Neo-Eneolithical settlements
(there is an accurate partition of the inhabited space as well as of the areas for different
purposes than the domestic one - cult places, slaughter house, workshops, even domestic
spots) there are some limitations as the settlements of this age excavated on the whole are
on the one hand very few in number and on the other hand (besides some exceptions) they
are brand new.

Moreover, besides the number of the dwellings (and their order), of pits and of
some other complexes (annexes, waste areas) it would be necessary to establish the straight
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dwelling - pit connection (maybe even the domestic waste areas) according to both their
content and stratigraphy so that we could specify whether all dwellings were functional as
such (as above mentioned) or there could have been some other destinations (besides others
we also refer to the cult purpose) especially in case that they all were raised at the same time
according to a pre-established plan.

As to our viewpoint, which has been settled further to 28 years of archaeological
activity, not all adobe piles of 2 x 2 m or the pits which are so-called mud huts of 2 -3 m
diametre were shelters for families.

It would be highly necessary that we be able to settle the streets inside the settlements
and the accessing ways to them as well. Ofthe same importance must be viewed the building
elements and also (if possible) the architecture (fig. 8) of each settlement taken separately.
The questions are already numerous and we think of the the multitude of those raised by
future discoveries. However, certain data which are obtained further to exhaustive excavations
(or almost exhaustive) could be restrictively generalized.

At this extent we are to apply only to the data obtained by archaeological excavations
at the settlements of Precucuteni - Cucuteni complex, on the one hand because of the above
mentioned reason (they represent the main interest of my activity previous to my coming
back to the South Plain) and, on the other because these cultures range among the series of
the most spectacular Eneolithical cultures in the South-East of Europe (and not only).

Even if we comply ad literam with the thematic title of this topic it might be
considered that defence works within the settlements of these cultures, made by the relevant
communities, are not strictly connected to the inner organization therefore, they might be
set out of the frame, we believe that, on the contrary, this aspect of Neo-Eneolithical
settlements’ organization cannot be overviewed as there is no doubt that the grooves like
any other defence works are intrinsec part of the settlements’ organization itself, being one
of their features; sometimes (e.g. the Precucutenian small groove at Tarpesti) they may
have a certain ritual function - to give limits to a definite area on a first stage of their settling
on the terrace at Ripa lui Bodai.

Forsure, some settlements on islands or eyots - like the one at Driguseni (Botosani)
- needed no such defence workings since the water surrounding them would be an efficient
defending means as the attempts to get closer of some hostile groups could have been
noticed from a fairly good distance allowing that precaution measures be taken in due time,
added to the natural protection provided by the water.

On the other hand it could be less important to underline that the defence ditch let
us believe that those ages communities did not always live in peace. Both these defence
works and the fact that almost all settlements of the refered cultures were destroyed by big
fire show that- at least for some cases- the existence of inter- tribes conflicts although it
could be self- understood that many of these settlements couldhave been set on fire because
of domestic fire, or - why not - because of natural phenomena (lightning). It should be enough
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to think to the wooden structure (beams and rods) of the walls, of the roof girders, rush and
hay easy to be set on fire.

However, as to the settlements neighbouring the limits of various civilisations’
extension areas it is certain that the defence works were first meant to stop the forays of the
foreign surrounding populations. At the same time, the defence ditch that were fairly wide
at the upper part and of more than 2m depth represented an obstacle against prey animals
(the skeleton of such an animal was found at the defence ditch bottom at Tarpesti) and, at
the same time, they stopped the evasion of their own domestic animals. Actually, it is for
sure that on the inner part of the defence disch- whenever they were not doubled by an earth
wave- there would have been raised high fences or even palisades (there were found traces
of them within a series of settlements but they belong to the other cultures).

As regards the fact, at Cetatuia-Cucuteni and Traian-Dealul Fantinilor where 2
defence ditches were found for each they were not seen as a doubling of the fortification
system. It is true that one ditch at Cucuteni (fig3/4-5) dates at stage A and the other one at
stage B of Cucuteni Culture’, whole the 2 Ditches at Traian-Dealul Fantanilor (fig.1); even
if they both belonged to Cucuteni stage A-B they were dug in 2 different stages: the shorter
ditch bordering the settlement in the neamess of rich water springs - Fintinile Doamnei -
dating as early as the beginning of the settlement® was covered on purpose at the same time
with the extension of the building over the hill caused by the increase of population and the
second ditch was dug as it was necessary to surround the new buildings’

On the other hand, at Habasesti, the 2 defence ditches (fig.2/3) are strictly
contemporary® while at Trusesti only Cucuteni A settlement (fig.3/1-3) was fortified, but
the one of stage B® . However, the custom of settlement defence seems to have been applied
at Ariusd, Frumusica, Polivanov lar, Dimbul Morii etc. too, therefore, it was generalized
within the large area of Ariusd-Cucuteni-Tripolie complex starting with Precucuteni I stage
since the one studied at Traian-Dealul Viei'® is well-known (fig.1/1-2).

It is worth underlining the great effort of the entire community able to carry on
heavy works such as digging and removing huge amounts of earth taken out of the ditches
mainly if we observe that the earth was not used ti build up defence waves with the exception
of the waved ditch at Cucuteni (fig.3/4).

It is for sure that the clay had been used (at least parts of it) to build up dwellings as
defence ditches were certainly dug out at the same time with their raising. Should we consider
that the ditches at Cetatuia Cucutenilor were carved in hard Sarmatian rock consisting in
shelly- gritstone lime parts- compact rock of more than 1m thickness'' we can better
understand the time and effort spent there mainly observing the primitive tools which the
inhabitants had. According to estimations, to realize the two ditches at Habasesti; about 2
400m? of earth (out of which 970m> for the inner ditch and | 400cm? for the outer ditch)
were removed'?

In our tumn (years ago) we calculated the removed earth( at least for precucutenian
ditches) and the results are the following: Traian-Dealul Viei (Precucutenian I) a ditch of
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about 300m length- the removed earth: 1 490+2% m’, Tarpesti ( fig. 2/1-2)- a big Precucuteni
II ditch- the removed earth: 440+ 4% m?. Here, since the Cucuteni ditch follows fairly the
same trace the quantity of the removed earth should have been almost equal'’. As to other
spots we do not have such data.

A very important problem is the one of the defence ditch at Calu (nowadays Piatra
Soimului, Neamt District) where it does not separate the main top of Horodistea of the rest
of terrace ( as they used to for that time’s fortresses) but it was dug out in the very slope of
the settlement’s cliff, actually fairly limited. It is possible to face here an Eneolithic acropolis
(maybe a refuge area during dangerous moments) or an watching spot considering the
dominant position of Horodistea at Calu over a large part of Bistrita valley.

Precucuteni spots that are entirely excavated are fairly few in number. First we
mention Tarpesti (Precucuteni III stage) and Bemasevka (PrecucuteniIT) while in settlement
at Traian- Dealul Viei (fig.4) there are but a few dwellings excavated (which seem to be
grouped) and the defence ditch previously refered to as well (fig. 1/1-2).

In the east of the Prut we seem to have three types of dwelling’s displacement:
parallel rows (Luka- Vrublevetkaia, Bernovo Luka and Alexandrovka) circular or oval rows
(Bemasevka-fig. 6, Slobozia- Zapadnaia) grouped or spread ( Floresti , Lencovt‘). However,
we underline that at most of these spots the excavations were superficial or only more tests,
therefore, the above data may be confirmed or not by future research.

At Tarpesti, on Precucuteni III level there is no distribution rule for the buildings
(fig. 5; 7/1) as they are grouped to the centre and to the south-west of the hill’s slope'* Out
of the 10 dwelling which show a limited community (fig. 7/1) 2 of them (of small size)
could have had a different function within the settlement. Our supposition relies exclusively
on their size.

However, we need to underline certain magic-ritual aspects such as the incorporation
within the dwelling’s hearth of an anthropomorphic statuette and the placement of a foundation
vessel within no.14 dwelling as this aspect we can seldom find in Cucuteni A stage and
frequently on the middle stage (A-B) of the same culture.

As to Cucuteni Culture only few such settlements on Romanian territory had been
exhaustively studied and even fewer got a worthwhile publication. The first of them was the
one on Holmul Habasestilor (fig. 9; 10/1) studied by a team led by Vladimir Dumitrescu,
the second one is at Trugesti (fig. 11) where the excavation were led by M. Petrescu-
Dambovita and the third, at Tarpesti (fig. 5) was studied and excavated by ourselves but we
had twice the precious help of Vladimir Dumitrescu. At Margineni (Baciu) settlement only
the remains were excavated but we cannot make reference but to settlements for which there
is at least a layout published including the placement of dwelling and pits.

Another settlement almost completely studied is the one at Traian-Dealul Fantanilor
(fig.14) under the leadership of Hortensia and Vladimir Dumitrescu to which we should add
the top of Horodistea (fig.15/1) at Calu (Piatra Soimului) tested by Radu Vulpe and
exhaustively excavated by a team consisting of the undersigned, Stefan Cucos and Virgil
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Mihiilescu-Birliba. It seems that in Moldova there are at least two (maybe more) Cucuteni
settlements which are entirely studied but unfortunately we have no data about the results,.

The same we have pointed out at the beginning, Cucuteni types of settlements are
extremely various; although in many cases the chosen place was high, easy to be defended
and in the neighbourhood of rich water sources and at least 5-6km of the human groups of
the same stage, i.e. the crop area necessary to each community taken separately. The same
variation we find as regards the extension of the settlements- from the big ones of 2-6 ha to
the small ones (maybe satelite) of less than | ha; but there are exceptions too - settlements
of more than 10 ha.

As we mentioned above the first Cucuteni settlement exhaustively studied in Romania
(actually the first on the whole south-eastem part of Europe) was the one on Holmul
Habisestilor'® and the biggest settlement of Cucuteni A stage exhaustively excavated in
Moldova is so far the one at Trusesti since there are 93 dwellings unclosed to which we can
add other 5 of Cucuteni B stage'® We will not revert to the defence ditches as they were
approached within previous lines. But we mention that out of the hundreds of settlements
known in Moldova and Transilvania (of all Cucuteni stages) 20 of them show their presence
and other 20 supply traces of defence works as well. The organized research of these
fortifications aimed Cucuteni-Cetatuia, Habasesti, Trusesti, Traian-Dealul Fantanilor,
Cucuteni-Dambul Morii, Tarpesti, Topile and Calu, while incomplete information aim at
the settlements from Ariusd, Frumusica, St. Gheorghe-Cetatea Cocorului.

As regards the inner organisation of Cucuteni A spots we can generally find a
preconceived plan. At Habasesti (fig. 9, 10/1) the dwellings were built on two neighbouring
circles, each having a big dwelling in the centre while the others formed a semicircle'” . At
Tarpesti, the 17 Cucuteni dwellings were also set in a circle with a centred dwelling; but
here four of the buildings are set outside the limits of the defence ditch (fig.5; 7/2) allowing
us to suppose that they were built after the others and raising questions on the preconceived
plan. We cannot exclude the idea of the existence of an initial circle which enlarged later on
considering the circular form'® . At Trusesti the dwellings- set on parallel rows (fig. 11) had
been grouped around central courtyards'® It seems that here not all dwellings belong to the
same stage so the next monography will give extra details, especially that according to the
inventory (mainly the pottery) and the land placement the connection between domestic pit
and dwelling shall be settled since it is known that unlike Gumelnita settlements, for Cucuteni
settlements the pits are abundantly present. The dwellings at Kolomiscina were also placed
in a circle (fig. 10/2)*

Dragusesti dwellings (Botosani district) had also been grouped in their tum (fig.
12) as their usage was gradually extended as often the buildings covered partially or total
pits or cells dating as early as the first settlements on Ostrov. Sometimes the pits were
annexed to the dwellings- the same way as it was observed at Danubian dwellings in the
Central and Westem Europe but - in that case - taking also into account the placement of the
pole pits- it was possible to consider that the part of the pit found outside the dwelling was
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in the neamess of the entrance and it was used as waste pit. Some samples at Driguseni
show pits on the south-eastem part of the dwelling (e.g. dwelling no.12) while an entrance
on this side cannot be denied but there is no element to confirm this entrance as well.

Here, like in other Neo-Eneolithical settlements, the craftmen worked out their
tools within the settlement and there were found workshops-dwellings: one for the silex
processing, another for bone carving and at last a workshop for tools made of polished
stone.

The dwelling remains from Hangu-Chiriteni were placed in 3 or 4 rows along the
terrace on the slightly inclined slope towards the Hangului water but it seems that the small-
sized dwellings were destroyed several times, therefore, the plan of each of them could not
be determined?

For the next stage of Cucuteni Culture (A-B) we can notice for instance that at
Traian-Dealul Fantanilor the dwellings were grouped but some of them were said to have
central circus for various ceremonials of the communities and maybe -according to some
specialists- to give shelter to the domestic animals over the night.

Settlements of stage B, especially those in Ukraine but also those in Basarabia,
such as the one at Petreni (fig.16/1) towards the Dnieper and the meridional Bugul are of
exceptional size.

Maidanet (fig.17/1-6), Dobrovod (fig.17/7), Talianki a.s.o. cover hundreds of yards
with about 1500-2000 dwellings placed on concentric circles - there are 7 or 9 such circles
sometimes®> Neither of these settlements have been entirely excavated and their layouts
were shown by air photographs or by measurements of the magnetic resistance, therefore,
we cannot specify whether all dwellings are from the same level or of the same cultural
stage (fig.16/2-3).

As to the settlements at Brianzeni Il and Costesti IV (fig.18/1-4) - according to the
published layouts - we cannot specify the rule that governed their inner organisation. It is
sure that there had been one but we also need the publishing of the complete results of the
excavations.

With reference to the big settlements Cucuteni B-Tripolie ClI-gl Linda Elis even
mentioned a town and a certain system of pre-statal organisation but we think this is too
much while the arguments against this refer to other concems of the scientists. According to
our opinion the large and fertile areas in Ukraine madeeasier the massive settlement of the
Cucuteni- Tripolian tribes there, especially that there can be noticed an important demographic
outburst. But only exhaustive research within these settlements will allow a prompt answer
to these problems.

Atany rate, within the vaste content of Cucuteni Tripolie culture there canbe noticed a
large variety of the inner organisation of the settlements and it cannot be accidental for sure
depending on a certain social organization, relations or even on the ground aspect. But we cannot
consider within this variety regional aspects or variants since the circular placement we find
from the westem centre of Moldavia to Ukraine; and also the parallel rows placement as well.
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On the other hand, the population increase might have had its part both within the
settlement organisation (or their re-organisation) and within the foundation of new ones, as
successful proofs can be found on Podriga valley starting with Driguseni-Ostrov and ending
with Mileanca village?* (Botosani District).

There are - far from too numerous - found within certain Cucuteni settlements the
so-called annexures (outbuildings). For instance, at Habasesti, dwelling no.42 had even 2
outbuildings placed at the opposite sides of the dwelling; at Tarpesti and Dragusani there
were found genuine summer kitchens with inner hearth annexed to the dwellings; they are
also found within other settlements too.

As to the ovens, they were either within the dwellings or in their neamess but they
were too small to have been used for pottery bumning.

Against the opinion expressed by some of the researchers that each woman worked
out the vessels needed within proper house, i asserted as early as 1974: “The abundance of
pottery and the accuracy of forms and adormment raise in their tum the matter of pottery art
as a specialised trade, according to our opinion. The vessels production could not have
been made but during the months when the climate was warm and dry, i.e. exactly when a
good part of the population was busy with the agricultural work. Therefore, it was necessary
that some of these members deal only with modelling, adoming and burning of pottery. The
perfection of forms, their identity sometimes, the uniformity of adomment and of the used
elements, the ompact buming (vaolid for the entire area of the culture, with certain variations)
are all proofs for the existence of specialised craftmen. It is out of question that the pottery
art be a domestic trade practiced, as it is often asserted (and as it seems to be etnographically
proved), by the women of each dwelling. To the above arguments we can add the fairly total
lack of potery buming ovens within settlements.

According to an older assertion of ours (published as early as 1968) and consolidated
by recent discoveries it is likely that the vessels be worked out in the neighbourhood of
water with sources of raw others, at preventing fire as well... We cannot answer yet to the
question whether there might have existed certain centres to work out pottery for a larger
number of settlements close one to the other

Subsequent discoveries at Driaguseni, but mostly eastwards of the Prut would confirm
our assertions. Thus, outside the limits of same Tripolian settlements in Ukraine there were
found ovens for pottery buming being genuine workshops in the neamess of water and clay
supplies. This fact also certifies a special care for the inner organisation of the settlements
by leaving out of their area the mentioned workshop.

The care for the proper dwelled space also has some other aspects. Likewise we
have mentioned before, within the Cucuteni settlements there are many pits out of wich
most of them initially destined to domestic needs had been used as waste pits afterwards.

But next to these, there are some others with well-specified function. We have to
start with foundation pits, customary practice within the Cucuteni settlements (possible
counterpart of children sacrifice-burials in Gumelnita settlements) noticed for first time by
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Vladimir Dumitrescu at Traian-Dealul Fantanilor. Previous to the dwelling building, at
about its middle there was dug within clay a pit where an offering vessel was deposited and
sometimes it was accompanied by meat pieces or even various things?® - and these pits we
could compare with the foundation stones of present day’s public buildings. Such foundation
vessels (mentioned above) were found at Tarpesti in Precucuteni III level® , at Trusesti”’ ,
Draguseni where there were also found richer offering pits and at Beresti*® , within Cucuteni
A settlements. This way there is a perfect continuity of Precucuteni I1I- Cucuteni A- Cucuteni
A-B. We also consider that at least some of the pits (those that contain more than a mer vesel
or a goblet of A- Ba type) with double function: of both foundation and offering for a
Chtonian god.

We do not intend to make an inventory of all the ritual pits discovered, but we
cannot go further without mentioning those at Ghelaiesti and Buznea® both of them
having the common feature of six vessels placed circularly.

At Gherlaiesti, there was also found an interesting big- sized pit filled with pottery
of g, d and e types considered by the author “an offering pit for the foundation of the
settlement™' . According to our viewpoint it cannot be dated as early as the settlement on
the hill of Nedeea at Gheldiesti since there is also e type pottery which is specific to Cucuteni
B stage, the ending part of the dwelling there.

Should the proper sanctuaries (not the dwellings used for certain rituals or the older
discoveries considered now sanctuaries) be so far lessevident, yet theseveral clay sanctuaries
discovered at Trusesti out of wich one is of considerable size, plead for the existence of
special buildings destined to cult rites within Cucuteni Culture as well. It is for sure that the
next monography of Trusesti settlement will give us the necessary solutions.

Furthermore, as to the magic rites - maybe initial ones - occasioned by the settlements
foundation we have to mentionthe pits for human sacrifices at Traian- Dealul Fantanilor*
Such rites are known both in Superior Paleolithic Age in Europe and in the Near East or in
Pre-dynastic Egypt, but they are also noticed in Turdas (Transylvania).

The entire series of human sacrifices and the skul cult as well are related to the cult
of fecundity and earth fertility characterized by the sacred sacrifice of human beings and by
the mutilation of the corpse since they were offerings given to the power released by the
blood of the victims, destined to the huge force of fecundity.

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Fig. 1 - 1-2 Profile of the defence ditch at Traian - Dealul Viei (precucuteni I); 3-11 profile
of the defence ditches at Traian - Dealul Fantanilor (Cucuteni A-B) according to H. and V1.
Dumitragcu.
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Fig. 2 - 1-2 Profile of the defence ditches at Tarpesti (Precucuteni III and Cucuteni A); 3
profiles of the defence ditches at Habrasesti (Cucuteni A) according to Habasesti Monography.
Fig. 3 - 1-3 Profiles of the defence ditch at Trusesti (Cucuteni A); 4-5 profiles of the defence
ditches at Cucuteni-Cetatuie (Cucuteni A and Cucuteni B), according to A. Florescu.

Fig. 4 - Layout of the settlement at Traian - Dealul Viei (Precucuteni I), according to H. and
VI. Dumitrescu.

Fig. 5 - Layout of Precucuteni IIl and Cucuteni A dwellings at Tarpesti.

Fig. 6 - Layout of the settlement at Bernasevka (Precucuteni I1I) according to V.G. Zbenovici.
Fig. 7 - Tarpesti. | - Reconstitution of Precucuteni Il village; 2 - Reconstitution of Cucuteni
A village.

Fig. 8 - Tarpesti. 1 - Reconstitution of a dwelling with platform; 2 - reconstitution of a
dwelling without platform.

Fig. 9 - Layout of Cucuteni A settlement at Habaresti (according to V1. Dumitrescu).

Fig. 10 - 1 - Reconstitution of Cucuteni village on Holmul Habanestilor (according to V1.
Dumitrescu); 2 - reconstitution of Tripolyan village at Kolomiscina (according to T. Passek).
Fig. 11 - Layout of Cucuteni A settlement at Trusesti (according to M. Petrescu-Dambovita).
Fig. 12 - Layout of Cucuteni A dwelling at Draguseni-Ostrov.

Fig. 13 - Layout of Cucuteni - Cetatuie settlement (according to M. Petrescu-Dambovita).
Fig. 14 - Layout of Cucuteni A-B settlement at Traian - Dealul Fantanilor (according to H.
and V1. Dumittrscu).

Fig. 15 - 1 - Layout of the settlement on Horodistea at Calu (Piatra Soimului); 2 - layout of
the settlement at Podei (according to C.-Matasa).

Fig. 16 - 1 - Layout of Petreni settlement (according to E. Cernis); 2-3 layout of the settlement
at Brinzei III (according to V.I. Markevici).

Fig. 17 - 1-6 The settlement at Maidanet (according to M.M. Smagli and V.. Videiko); 2 -
the settlement at Dobrovodi (according to E. Cemnts).

Fig. 18 - 1-4 The settlement at Costesti IV (accordind to V.I. Markevici).
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Fig. 1 1-2 Profilul santului de aparare de la Traian - Dealul Viei (Precucuteni I); 3-11
profilele santurilor de aparare de la Traian - Dealul Fantanilor (Cucuteni A-B). Dupa H. si
V1. Dumitrescu.
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Fig. 2 - 1-2 Profilul santurilor de aparare de la Tarpesti (Precucuteni III si Cucuteni A); 3,
profilele santurilor de aparare de la Habagesti (Cucuteni A) - dupd Monografia Habasesti.
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Fig. 3 - 1-3 Profilele santului de aparare de la Trusesti (Cucuteni A); 4-5 profilele santurilor
de aparare de la Cucuteni - Cetatuie (Cucuteni A si Cucuteni B). Dupa A. Florescu.
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Fig. 4 - Planul asezarii de la Traian - Dealul Viei (Precucuteni I). Dupa H. si V1. Dumitrescu.
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Fig. 5 - Planul locuirilor Precucuteni III si Cucuteni A de la Tarpesti.
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Fig. 6 - Planul asezirii de la Bernasevka (Precucuteni III). Dupa V. G. Zbenovici.
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Fig. 7 - Tarpesti. 1 - reconstituirea satului Precucuteni III; 2 - reconstituirea satului Cucuteni A.

190

Www.cimec.ro



Fig. 8 - Tarpesti. | - reconstituirea unei locuinte cu platforma. 2- reconstituirea unei locuinte
fara platforma.
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Fig. 9 - Planul agezarii Cucuteni A de la Habasesti (dupa V1. Dumitrescu).
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Fig. 10 - 1 Reconstituirea satului cucutenian de pe Holm-ul Habasestilor (dupa VI.
Dumitrescu); 2 - reconstituirea satului tripolian de la Kolomiscina (dupa T. Passek).
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Fig. 11 - Planul asezirii Cucuteni A de la Trusesti (dupa M. Petrescu - Dimbovita).
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Fig. 12 - Planul locuirii Cucuteni A de la Draguseni - Ostrov.
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Fig. 13 - Planul agezirii de la Cucuteni - Cetatuie (dupd M. Petrescu - Dimbovita).

196

Www.cimec.ro



v~y asise

« \\

\
NN

(N

LT e
AN
frra

Fig. 14 - Planul asezarii Cucuteni A-B de la Traian - Dealul Fantanilor (dupa H. si VL.
Dumitrescu).
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Fig. 15. 1 - Planul agezarii de pe Horodistea de la Calu (Piatra Soimului); 2 - Planul asezirii
de la Podei (dupa C. Matasa).
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Fig. 16. 1 - Planul asezarii de la Petreni (dupa E. Cems); 2 - 3 planul asezirii de la Branzeni
III (dupa V. 1. Markevici).
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Fig. 17. 1-6 - Asezarea de la Maidanet (dupa M. M. Smagli si V. 1. Videiko); 2 - agezarea de
la Dobrovodi (dupa E. Cemis).
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Fig. 18 1-4 - Asezarea de la Costesti IV (dupa V. . M

arkevici).
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