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Profesorul Vladimir Dumitrescu * 

Dr. Silvia Marinescu-Bîlcu 

Pentru a ajunge acolo, ca naJiunea noastră 
să trăiască universal-uman, confraternitatea 
UniversităJii noastre trebuie să convertească 
întreaga naJiune la cultul ideii pure. 
Dematerializare fără cruJare; spiritualizare 
entuziastă; cercetarea neobosită a realităJii 
naJionale pentru ce are etern în ea . . .  
lată uriaşa sarcină care apasă pe umerii noştri de 
adevăraJi părinJi ai naJiunii. 

Vasile Pârvan, 
Idei şi forme istorice. 

Pentru lecJii inaugurale. 
Bucureşti, 1920, p.35 

Istoria culturii româneşti numără figuri de savanti, care prin toată activitatea lor, prin 
puterea lor de muncă şi sacrificiu, prin verticalitatea lor, prin pasiunea şi devotamentul 
domeniului căruia i s-au consacrat, au reuşit-în pofida numeroaselor vicisitudini şi adversităţi 
- să realizeze monumentul, mai durabil ca bronzul, al unor opere care şi-au câştigat un 
binemeritat loc în ierarhia cuceririlor civilizatiei universale. 

Un astfel de savant este şi Vladimir Dumutrescu, care făcând parte din generatia de 
aur a intelectualitătii interbelice, luptând şi plătind tribut Canalului, Capului Midia, Aiudului, 
Gherlei, Jilavei şi anchetelor securitătii comuniste, şi-a consacrat întreaga viaţă idealurilor 
culturale şi crezului generatiei sale. 

Născut la 1 9  octombrie/! noiembrie 1 902 la Bucureşti, trecând în lumea umbrelor la 
11 aprilie 1 99 1  (într-o zi a săptămânii luminate), încă din copilărie a făurit din nisip 
inexpugnabile cetăţi antice. Urmează în oraşul natal Liceul Clasic "Sf. Sava", iar conferintele 

* Ţin să aduc cele mai călduroase multumiri colectivului Muzeului Dunării de Jos, şi în 
mod special donmului dr. Marian Neagu, singurul care pe lâng� piosul omagiu adus profesorului la 
împlinirea a 100 de ani de la naştere, publică şi un volum închinat memoriei marelui preistorician. 

Nu pot să nu-mi exprim stupoarea şi durerea legate de indiferenta totală a Institutului de 
Arheologie, care n-a găsit de cuviintă să onoreze în vreun fel (fie şi numai prin câteva pagini în 
acest volum), pe cel care i-a fost director 10 ani, şi mai apoi şef al diverselor secţii, i-a reînfiintat în 
două rânduri revista Dacia, punându-i în acelaşi timp bazele bibliotecii, dăruindu-i dragostea şi 
întreaga lui putere de muncă şi sacrificiu neprecupeţit. 
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lui Nicolae Iorga (de la Fundaţiile Regale) audiate chiar de pe băncile liceului, ca şi 
personalitatea viitorului său magistru Vasile Pârvan, îşi vor pune pecetea pe întreaga sa 
existenţă. 

Urmează Facultatea de Litere şi Filozofie a Universităţii din Bucureşti, secţia filologie 
clasică şi mai apoi istorie-geografie, obţinând în anul 1925 licenţa cu Magna cum laude. 
Pleacă în anul următor la Roma, ca membru al Şcolii Române de acolo, unde-şi continuă 
studiile, pregătindu-şi totodată şi doctoratul. Reintors în 1928 în ţară, îşi trece un strălucit 
doctorat (tot cu Magna cum laude) în Litere şi Filozofie cu teza L' etil delferro ne/ Pfceno, 
lucrare încununată cu premiul "Vasile Pârvan" al Asociaţiei Academice Vasile Pârvan a 
foştilor membrii ai Şcolii Române din Roma, lucrare, care potrivit specialiştilor italieni, 
continuă să fie o operă fundamentală a epocii fierului din nordul Italiei. 

Remarcat şi apreciat de magistrul Vasile Pârvan încă din studenţie, pentru lucrările 
de preseminar şi seminar, este numit (după prima campanie de săpături la care a participat 
ca student - Sultana 1 923) la 1 octombrie 1923, asistent la Muzeul Naţional de Antichităţi 
din Bucureşti. În anul 1 928 este înaintat conservator, iar din 1 935 devine directorul Muzeului 
Naţional de Antichităţi, pe care-I va conduce cu o scurtă (dar anulată) suspendare până în 
anul 1945. 

Parcurge, cu diverse întreruperi (independente de voinţa lui) toată istoria zbuciumată 
a Muzeului Naţional de Antichităţi până la transformarea acestuia în Institut de Arheologie 
( 1956), în cadrul căruia va conduce dealungul anilor diferite secţii (Muzeu, Paleolitic, 
Sclavagism) devenind din 1973 (data pensionării) Consultant ştiinţific al Institutului. 

Împărţindu-şi viata între omul de ştiinţă şi organizatorul de excepţie, în momentul 
preluării direcţiei muzeului ( 1935), majoritatea colecţiilor zăceau pur şi simplu în grămezi 
prin curtea şi anexele localului. El va ordona aceste colecţii, va organiza şi moderniza expoziţia 
muzeului, laboratoarele, sălile de lucru, lapidariul, îl va salva de încorporarea într-un proiectat 
Muzeu Naţional, se va lupta fără rezultate pentru echivalarea salariilor personalului ştiinţific 
cu cele ale universitatilor, va evacua din calea "hoardelor" sovietice la Deva colecţiile lui, 
va organiza un schimb de publicaţii cu toate marile reviste de specialitate din străinătate, 
punând astfel bazele actualei biblioteci a Institutului de Arheologie. De fapt, în paranteză 
fie spus, după 1 957 tot lui i se datorează reluarea schimbului de publicaţii cu străinătatea, 
întrerupt în 1 945. În egală măsură a obţinut fondurile necesare cercetărilor de teren, 
împărţindu-le echitabil tuturor arheologilor muzeului şi încurajând colaborările cu, pe atunci 
destul de modestele muzee din ţară, precum şi cu pasionaţii de arheologie. 

Dimensiunea dragostei pentru Muzeul Naţional de Antichităţi se va evidenţia din 
nou, când abia eliberat din închisoare, numit şef al Secţiei Muzeu (al nou-creatului Institut 
de Arheologie), va reorganiza în două rânduri expoziţia, îngrijindu-se în acelaşi timp de 
ordonarea depozitelor şi inventarierea tuturor colecţiilor. 

Poate însă cea mai dârză bătălie o va da pentru reapariţia revistei Dacia, una din 
marile realizări ale lui Vasile Pârvan. 

Revista Dacia îşi încetase apariţia cu nr. III-IV, 1930- 1932. Lovindu-se de refuzul 
Ministerului Cultelor şi Artelor şi al Comisiei Monumentelor Istorice de a o finanţa, face 
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apel la prietenul său Nae Ionescu şi cu ajutorul acestuia obtine de ministrul finantelor Mihail 

Cancicov aprobarea tipăririi voi. V-VI ( 1935-19 36) de către Imprimeria Statului, pe cheltuiala 

ministerului respectiv, ca mai apoi seria să continue sub îngrijirea şi tehnoredactarea lui 

până la vol. IX-X (1941-1944) oprindu-se iar la vol. XI -XII (1945-19 47). Şi din nou, în 

1957, nu va precupeţi nici-un efort pentru reaparitia acestei reviste. Ba mai mult, îmi 
reamintesc cum, chiar şi pe şantier i se trimitea întregul număr (ca de altfel şi al revistei 

SCIV) pentru a-i face (cu excepţia articolelor în limba rusă, incluse obligatoriu în revistă) 
cele două corecturi. 

Dar grija pentru valorificarea cercetării arheologice nu s-a limitat la revista Dacia, în 
anii '40 (ai secolului trecut) Vladimir Dumitrescu înfiintând şi seria Biblioteca Muzeului 
Naţional de Antichităţi şi făcând tot posibilul să vadă lumina tiparului şi lucrări cum a fost 

de pildă monografia Frumuşica a preotului Constantin Matasă. 
În 1935 cu colegi de generaţie, dar şi cu unii dintre colegii mai vârstnici, discutând 

grava situaţie a arheologiei româneşti ajung la concluzia necesităţii unei asociaţii profesionale, 
prilej cu care ia naştere Colegiul Arheologic Român sub preşedenţia lui Paul Nicorescu, 

avându-1 ca secretar general pe Vladimir Dumitrescu. Câţiva ani mai târziu el va încerca şi 
crearea unei Comisii Arheologice atât de necesară bunului mers al cercetării. 

Am schiţat sumar rolul lui Vladimir Dumitrescu în continuarea obiectivelor iniţiate 
de Vasile Pârvan şi poate chiar a idealurilor trasate de nescrisul testament al Magistrului 

său. 

Pe savantul Vladimir Dumitrescu, recunoscut ca atare de lumea arheol ogi că 

internaţională (membru din 1932 în Con siliul permanent al Uniunii /nterna]ionale de 
Preistorie şi Protoistorie, membru al Institutului Italian de Preistorie şi Protoistorie, ca şi 

al Institutului Arheologic German) l-am lăsat deliberat la finalul acestei evocări. 
După o strălucită docentură, în 1929 la nici 27 de ani, îşi începe şi cariera universitară, 

axată pe Preistoria sud-estului Europei, carieră ce-i va fi curmată brutal în 19 40. 
Prin concepţia asupra arheologiei în general, a metodologiei abordării unui obiectiv 

(metodologie ce-şi păstrează şi astăzi actualitatea, dovadă a adoptării ei pe numeroase 
şantiere) , a respectului pentru monument şi materialul descoperit, dar mai cu seamă a 

valorificării de înaltă ţinută a rezultatelor săpăturilor, Vladimir Dumitrescu s-a dovedit a fi, 
în domeniul preistoriei, cel mai strălucit elev al lui Vasile Pârvan. 

A întreprins şi condus, aproape an de an, săpături în toate zonele ţării, dar mai ales în 

zona extracarpatică, preocupat fUnd în special de problemele epocii neo-eneolitice, dar 
cercetând cu egală rigoare şi monumente ale epocii bronzului şi a fierului. 

Săpăturile de pe Măgura Gumelniţa (de la care în 193 0 a dat şi numele culturii) începute 
în tinerete -1925-le va relua în 19 60 pe baza vastei experiente acumulate. În 1926 întreprinde 
primele săpături sistematice româneşti din aria moldovenească a culturii Cucuteni la Drăguşeni 

(jud. Suceava) într-o aşezare a fazei B, cât şi la Bonteşti într-o statiune din faza A. Între 1929 -
1935 sapă locuirile suprapuse Boian-Gumelniţa din tell-ul de la Atmageana Tătărască (în 

Cadrilater), iar cu începere din 1936 se reîntoarce pe plaiurile moldave deschizând şantierul de 
la Traian Uud. Neamt) renumita statiune a fazei Cucuteni A-B. Cercetările vor continua aici, 
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în anii 1938 şi 1940, pentru ca începând cu anul 1951 să reia pe scară extinsă aceste 
săpături împreună cu Hortensia Dumitrescu (devotata tovarăşă de viată şi de muncă) 
încheiate în 1961, prin escavarea aproape completă a aşezării de la Dealul Viei (apartinând 
primei faze a culturii Precucuteni) şi prin cercetarea a mii de metri pătraţi a celei de pe 
Dealul Fântânilor, de altfel până în prezent cele mai ample săpături întreprinse într-o 
aşezare Cucuteni A-B din România. 

Rezultatele obtjnute în acest ultim punct, coroborate cu descoperiri din alte aşezări 
contemporane, sau relativ contemporane i-au permis precizarea etapelor de evoluţie a fazei 
respective precum şi subdivizarea, cât mai articulată a stilurilor picturale stabilite de H. 
Schmidt. 

În 1942 împreună (cu bunul său prieten C.l. Nicolăescu-Plopşor) şi în 1955-1956 
sapă necropola plană din epoca bronzului de la Câma Uud. Dolj), punând la dispozitia 
specialiştilor, printr-o lucrare de referinţă, o excelentă monografie exhaustivă (Cârna, singura 
de acest tip din România) ce contine rezultatele obţinute în marele cimitir al cârnpurilor de 
urne de tip Gârla Mare-Câma, tratând amplu problemele ridicate de această cultură, relaţiile 
cu zonele învecinate, cronologia, etc. De aceiaşi rigoare s-au bucurat şi rezultatele săpăturilor 
întreprinse în 1943 în necropola tumulară de la Basarabi Uud. Dolj). Prin publicarea 
rezultatelor, ca şi a altor studii dedicate aceloraşi probleme a demonstrat prezenţa unei 
enclave ilirice în sud-estul Olteniei şi nicidecum (aşa cum s-a susţinut de către unii) a 
culturii Basarabi. 

Şi săpăturile arheologice de la Rastu ( 1943) s-au bucurat de o tratare monografică 
(publicată la Oxford), prilej cu care a rezolvat multiplele probleme ale culturii Vin�a 
din sudul Olteniei. 

Pentru înţelegerea în toată complexitatea lui a fenomenului istoric, reprezentat de 
viaţa, organizarea socială, aspectele credinţelor şi practicilor magico-religioase, precum şi 
evoluţia comunităţilor eneolitice de pe actualul teritoriu românesc, între anii 1949-1950 a 
dezvelit în întregime (pentru prima dată în sud-estul european) o aşezare preistorică şi anume 
pe cea cucuteniană de pe Holmul Hăbăşeştilor Uud. Iaşi), reconstituindu-i planul cu 
diversitatea aspectelor ei şi cu cele două şanţuri de apărare. 

Efortul excepţional a fost răsplătit în 1951 cu Premiul de Stat pentru cel mai bun 
şantier, iar în 1955 pentru publicarea exemplară a monografiei Hăbăşeşti. 

Ironia sorţii a făcut însă ca despre apariţia acestei monografii (o alta dintre lucrările 
lui fundamentale), publicată sub ridicolul pseudonim D. Vlad, să ia cunoştinţă în beciurile 
securităţii roşii. 

Tot profesorului Vladimir Dumitrescu îi datorăm efectuarea celor mai ample săpături 
într-un tel/ gumelniţean. Între 1962-1963 este dezvelit în întregime stratul superior din 
Ostrovelul de la Căscioarele Uud. Călăraşi) obţinându-se astfel şi planul unei aşezări gumelniţene 
(singurul până în prezent de la noi) . Săpăturile continuate până în 1968, în cursul a peste 300 
de zile de activitate pe şantier, au scos la iveală, din aceleaşi tăcute arhive căsciorene, pe lângă 
o serie de piese remarcabile (spre exemplu macheta unui sanctuar) şi excepţionalul sanctuar 
cu pereţi pietati şi două coloane de cult, datând probabil din mil. V a.Cr. 

Proiectase să dezvelească strat cu strat toate locuirile suprapuse din Ostrovel, lucru 
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posibil cu începere din 1964, când a fost secat lacul Cătălui (în mijlocul căruia se afla 
Ostrovelul), dar din păcate reumplerea lacului (în 1968) şi popularea lui cu puiet piscicol 
a văduvit cercetarea arheologică poate de obtinerea celor mai spectaculoase rezultate 
într-o aşezare pluristratificată (Boian-Gumelnita) din valea românească a Dunării. 

În 196 2-1964 pune bazele unor explorări de asemeni exhaustive a aşezărilor neo
eneolitice/ şi nu numai de la Târpeşti (jud. Neamt), iar între 1970-1972 conduce săpăturile 
din Ostrovul de la Drăguşeni (jud. Botoşani). 

Problemelor neo-eneoliticului din România şi sud-estul Europei, precum şi legăturilor 
cu culturile Asiei Anterioare (era un excelent cunoscător al Orientului) le-a acordat o specială 
atentie şi numeroase studii. 

Pe de altă parte este primul cercetător care a stabilit cele trei faze ale culturii Precucuteni 
aducând totodată contributii esentiale la studierea originii şi periodizării culturii Cucuteni. 
Definind conceptul de Complex cultural Ariuşd-Cucuteni-Tripolie i-a stabilit totodată 
limitele culturale, teritoriale şi cronologia. A precizat de asemenea originile culturii Gumelnita 
şi (aşa cum aminteam mai sus) rolul jucat de culturile egeice şi microasiatice în zonele nord 
pontice, ca şi influentele lor asupra civilizatiilor dunărene/ şi nu numai. 

A consacrat o serie de studii şi problemelor de cronologie relativă şi absolută şi a 
demonstrat convingător inexistenta unui neolitic aceramic, atât în spatiul carpato-danubian, 
cât şi la nord de Balcani. 

Lui şi regretatilor lui colaboratori (Alexandra Bolomey şi Florea Mogoşeanu) datorăm 
singura preistorie modernă a României apărută atât în variantăprescurtată (în limba engleză) 
la Londra în The Cambridge Ancient History, cât şi la noi (pentru străinătate, în limba 
franceză) modest intitulată Esquisse d' une prehistoire de la Roumanie. 

Ca invitat al Academiei Iugoslave de Ştiinte din Zagreb, al Institutului Italian de 
Ştudii Preistorice şi Protoistorice, al Institutului Arheologoc German a tinut conferinte la 
Zagreb, Zadar, Firenze, Roma (la Academia dei Lincei), Frankfurt, Mi.inchen, etc., solicitându
i-se colaborări la periodice de prestigiu din diferite tări europene şi din S.U.A. A participat 
de asemenea la peste 30 de congrese şi simpozioane internationale, prezentând rapoarte sau 
comunicări, prezidând şedinţe, participând activ la dezbateri. Pasionat şi de studiile clasice 
(a predat o vreme limba greacă la Institutul Pompilian) a fost şi membru activ al Societătii 
de Limbi Clasice. 

Nu şi-a precupeţit niciodată eforturile dăruindu-se muncii şi împărtăşind cu generozitate 
colegilor mai tineri cunoştinţele şi experienţa acumulată şi nu a ezitat niciodată să renunte la 
un vechi punct de vedere, atunci când descoperiri noi sau argumente convingătoare dovedeau 
justetea altor opinii. 

Adept al metodelor moderne de cercetare, spre deosebire de mai toţi colegii săi de 
generatie, a promovat şi încurajat aceste metode dând uneori adevărate bătălii pentru 
crearea în Institutul de Arheologie a unor, dispărute azi, laboratoare poleofaunistice, 
paleobotanice etc. 

Din domeniul nostru de activitate (preistorie) a fost singurul savant, care şi-a onorat 
datoriile şi faţă de intelectualitatea din afara lumii arheologice, dacă n-ar fi decât să amintim 
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Arta preistorică în România (premiul Vasile Pârvan al Academiei Române, 1976) , 

Arta culturii Cucuteni, Arta neolitică, etc. În acelaşi timp un mesaj similar a purtat 
peste granite volumul L' arte preistorica in Romania fino al/' inizio de//' eta de/ ferro, 
apărut la Firenze. Volumul De la legendă la realitatea istorică îl poartă pe cititor în 
lumea spectaculoasă şi mirifică de la Troia, Micene, Ur, Babilon, Thera Akrotiri, Teba, 
Cnosos, Coloanele lui Hercule, etc. ,  iar traducerea cărţii lui Emil Ludwig despre 
Schliemann este un alt dar făcut lectorului român. Oameni şi cioburi reprezintă o 
adevărată frescă vie a istoriei arheologiei româneşti şi a truditorilor ei sfârşind puţin 
după mijlocul trecutului veac, când condeiul profesorului, om de înaltă ţinută morală, 
refuză să-şi mai taie cărări prin nebunia totalitarismului. 

Exigent, dar absolut corect, de o verticalitate, o devoţiune şi generozitate rar 
întâlnite, fire tumultoasă, complexă şi completă, vulcan în continuă efervescentă (a 
trăit pur şi simplu arzând), de o sensibilitate pe care puţini i-au cunoscut-o, rareori lăsa 
garda jos lăsându-se descoperit. L-a intuit se pare, în plimbările comune printre brazii 
Buştenilor sau la box, Ionel Teodoreanu care-i scria pe "Fundacul Varlamului": 
Domnului Vladimir Dumitrescu al cărui suflet are fine]ea ostenit ascetică a sfin]ilor 
bizantini . . .  ca mai apoi în dedicaţia de pe volumul "Tudor Ceaur Arcaz" să putem citi: 
Domnului Vladimir Dumitrescu pe care l-am văzut bărbat în adversitate, şi pe care-I 
văd acum om întreg în biruin]ă . . .  

Profesorul p e  lângă meserie a iubit oamenii, muntele şi marea, vântul ş i  viscolul, 
muzica şi literatura, i-au plăcut boxul şi fotbalul (l-am văzut fierbând la un meci România
Franţa), găsindu-şi timp şi energie pentru toate, iar timpul nu 1-a irosit zadarnic niciodată
nici nu o putea face. 

Dacă n-ar fi fost arheolog (dar eu cred că asta i-a fost vocaţia) mărturisea că i-ar fi 
plăcut să fie explorator- era o adevărată enciclopedie geografică. 

Rămâne însă, aşa cum am mai spus şi cu alt prilej,  ca generaţiile viitoare, la adăpost 
de încărcătura trăirilor pătimaşe şi îndoctrinate să-i poată judeca în mod obiectiv opera 
(amplă), munca şi viaţa, aşezându-le acolo unde-şi au locul, în istoria arheologiei şi culturii 
româneşti/ şi nu numai. În ce mă priveşte, eu cred că Vladimir Dumitrescu a fost exemplar, 
atât în ceeace a scris, cât şi în viaţa de fiecare zi. 
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85. Căscioarele. Un sanctuaire eneolithique en Roumanie, Archeologie, Tresors des 
âges, Paris, ianuarie-februarie 1970, p. 74-77. 

86. Note sur certains aspects de la plastique de la phase moyenne de la cu/ture de 
Vinca, a la lumiere des fouilles de Rast, Actes du premier Congres International des etudes 
balkaniques et sud-est eurpeennes, Sofia, 1970, p. 543-546. 

87. a Cu privire la cea mai veche cultură neolitică din România, SCIV, 1970, 21, 2, 

p. 187-199. 

87. b Ă.propos de la plus ancienne cu/ture neolitique de Roumanie, Studia Balcanica, 
5, Sofia, 1971, p. 37-50. 

87. c În legătură cu vechimea culturii Hamangia, Peuce, II, 1971, p. 3-9. 

88. Edifice destine au culte decouvert dans la couche Boian-SpanJov de la station 
eneolithique de la Căscioarele, Dacia, N.S., XIV, 1970, p. 5-24. 

89. Quelques aspects des synchronismes entre les cultures neo-eneolithiques et de la 
periode de transition vers 1' âge du bronze de 1' Europe sud-orientale d' une part et le monde 
egeo-anatolien d' autre part (coraport), Actes du nem• Congres International des etudes du 
sud-est europeen, Athenes, 1970, voi. II, 1972, p. 25-51. 

90. Santierul arheologic Traian (în colaborare cu Hortensia Dumitrescu), Materiale, 
IX, 1970, p. 39-50. 

91. Apropos de 1' origine de 1' ornamentation excisee de la cu/ture de Basarabi 
(Roumanie), Adriatica prehistorica et Antiqua, Zagreb, 1970, p. 235-240. 

92. The Chronological Relation Between the Cultures of Eneolithic Lower Danube 
and the Anatolia and Near East, American Joumal of Archaeology, 74, 1970, p. 43-50. 

93. L' importance des elements illyriens dans la civilisation de Basarabi (Hallstatt 
C) au sud-ouest de la Roumanie, Actes du VII• Congres International des Sciences 
Prehistoriques et Protohistoriques (1966), Praga, voi. 2, 1971, p. 856-861. 

94. Le debut du neolithique au nord du Danube, en Roumanie, Actes du VIII• Congres 
UISPP, Beograd, 1971, p. 85-96. 
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95. Câteva precizări pe nwrgiua unui articol, SCIV, 22, 1971, 1, p. 93-96. 

96. Prehistoric Art in Romani�, Treasures from Romania, London, 1971, p. 13-15. 

97. F ouilles archeologiques en Roumanie, Bulletin d' archeologie sud-est europeenne, 
II, 1971, p. 93-152. 

98. În legătură cu periodi:zarell [�zei Cucuteni A - B, SCIV, 23, 1972, 3, p. 441-448. 

99. Din nou despre sceptrele de piatră în formă de cap de cal, Pontica, 5, 1972, 

p. 45-52. 

100. L' arte neo-eneolitica de/la Romania, Colloqui del Sodalizio, Roma, 1968-1970. 

101. Turdaş-Mesopotamia. fnsern11ări pe marginea unui articol, SCIV, 23, 1972, 1, 

p. 93-109. 

102. La ceramique peinte erzeoii thique de Cucuteni, en Romanie, Archeologia, Tresors 
des âges, 49, au�. 1972, p. 38-44. 

103. Răspuns fără maxirne latinerti la o replică ce abuzează de ele, SCIV, 24, 1973, 

3, p. 469-475. 

104. La ceramica dipirzta dellt1 cultura eneolitica di Cucuteni (Romania), Atti delia 
Academia Nazionale dei Lincei, CCCLXIX, Roma, 1975, p. 295-305, pl. 1-III. 

105. Romania, în colaborare cu G. Bordenache, Enciclopedia Universale dell' Arte, 
vol. XI, Roma 

106. a Einige Fragen zur Cucllteni-Kultur im Lichte der Ausgrabungen bei Drăguşeni 
(NO der Moldau, SR Rumănien), ZfA, 7, 1973, p. 1-20. 

106. b Unele probleme ridicate de aşezarea cucuteniană de la Drăguşeni (jud. 
Botoşani), Din trecutul judeţului Boto!iani, Botoşani, 1974, p. 33-47. 

107. Încă o dată C 14 pentru cultura Cucuteni, Carpica, 1972, p. 79-81. 

108. a Apropos d'une nouve{/{e synthese concernant /' epoque neo-eneolithique du 
sud-est et du centre-est de /'Europe, Dacia, N.S, XV II, 1973, p. 293-310. 

108. b În legătură cu o nouă sinteză despre neo-eneoliticul sud-est şi central-est
european, Memoria Antiquitatis, IV-V (1972-1973), 1976, p. 25-45. 

109 a Cronologia absolută t1 eneoliticului românesc în lumina datelor C 14, Apulum, 
XII, 1974, p. 23-39. 

109. b La cronologia de//' Erzeo litico rumeno alia luce degli esami C 14, Atti del 
simposio intemazionale sulla Antica eta del Bronzo in Europa, Verona, 1972, Preistoria 
Alpina, 10, 1974, p. 99-105. 

110. Aspecte regionale în aria de răspândire a culturii Cucuteni în cursul primei sale 
faze de dezvoltare, SCIV, 25, 1974, 4, p. 545-554. 

111. Siidosteuropaische Ju11gsteinzeit, Propylăen Kunstgeschichte, vol. XIV, Berlin, 
1974, p. 283-290 + 18 pl. 

112. Siidosteuropaische Bronu:zeit, Propylăen Kunstgeschichte, vol. XIV, Berlin, 
1974, p. 299-304 + 11 pl. 

113. Probleme privind sincronisrnele unor culturi eneolitice, SCIVA, 27, 1976, 3, 

p. 355-362. 
114. Remarques a propos de certa ins aspects regionaux dans /' aire de diffusion de la 
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cu/ture de Cucuteni, pendant sa premiere phase (A), Festschrift fiir Richard Pittioni, zum 
siebzigsten Geburtstag, Wien, 1976, p. 167-176. 

115. Las relaciones entre la region carpato-danubiana y el Mediterraneo Oriental 
durante la Preistoria, Trabajos de Prehistoria, 33, Madrid, 1976, p. 291 - 304. 

116. Probleme de terminologie! Cucuteni A - B sau Cucuteni AB?, SCIVA, 27, 1976, 
2, p. 231-232. 

117. La Mediterranee et le Danube injerieur pedant la prehistoire (Coraport), Congres 
Intern, etudes sud-est europeennes, Bucarest, 1974, p. 49-63. 

118. Une enclave illyrienne au sud-ouest de la Roumanie, datan/ du premier âge du 
fer, Illyria, 4, Tirana, 1976, p. 223-228. 

119. Fragment de vase zoomorphe a statuette humaine sur la te te, decouvert a 
Căscioarele, Godi niak, 13, Sarajevo, 1976, p. 97-104. 

120. Despre un fragment de vas zoomoif de tip mai pufin comun de la Căscioarele, 
SCIVA, 28, 1977, 4, p. 577-583. 

121. Corta exposici?n sobre el origen y evolucion del Neolitico rumano, Trabajos de 
Prehistoria, 35, Madrid, 1978, p. 151-172. 

122. a Câteva observaJii în legătură cu prima migraJie a triburilor nord-pontice la 
apus de la Prut, Pontica, 13, 1980, p. 23-31. 

122. b Quelques remarques a propos de la " premiere vague" des tribus des steppes 
nord-pontiques a /' ouest du Prut, Revue Roumaine d'Histoire, 20, 1981, 4, p. 589-597. 

123. În legătură cu două fragmente de tip arka (?) descoperite la Rast, SCIVA, 32, 
1881, 2, p. 233-240. 

124. Însemnări în legătură cu unele sincronisme, Memoria Antiquitatis, VI-VIII, 
(1974-1976), 1981, p. 23-36. 

125. Însemnări privind unele afirmaJii în legătură cu anumite descoperiri de la 
Căscioarele, SCIVA, 33. 1982, 1, p. 63-69. 

126. Vasile Pârvan le jondateur de /' ecole roumaine d' archeologie prehistorique et 
protohistorique, Dacia, N.S., XXVI, 1982, 1-2, pag. 27-31. 

127. Une mise au point a propos de la station neolithique de Rast, Dacia, N.S., 
XXVIII, 1984, 1-2, p.149-151. 

128. Cucuteni, cent ans apres, Dacia, N.S., XXIX, 1985, 1-2, p. 35-43. 
129. Câteva observaJii în legătură cu o carte tratând despre problemele originii şi 

evolujiei diferitelor ornamente geometrice din epoca neolitică, SCIVA, 37, 1986,2, p. 163-
166. 

130. Stratigrafia aşezării tel/ de pe Ostrovul de la Căscioarele, Cultură şi Civilizaţie, 
Il, Călăraşi, 1986, p. 73-80. 

131. A doua coloană de lut ars din sanctuarul fazei Boian-SpanJov de la Căscioarele 
(jud. Călăraşi), Cultură şi Civilizaţie, Il, Călăraşi, 1986, p. 69-72. 

132. Plastica neolitică din aşezarea de la Rast (jud. Dolj), Acta Musei Napocensis, 
XXIV-XXV, 1987-1988, p. 29-68. 

133. Quelques remarques a propos de la datation de cultures eneolithiques du Bas
Danube et des Balkans, Dacia, N.S, XXXII, 1988, 1-2, p. 141-143. 
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Aparitii post-mortem: 
134. Amintiri despre Vasile Pârvan, SCIVA, 44, 1993, 1, p. 23-28. 
135. Noi descoperiri de la GumelniJa, Cultură şi Civilizatie, Călăraşi, 2001, p. 114-

144 (în colaborare cu Silvia Marinescu-Bîlcu). 
La acestea se adaugă contributii la Istoria României, Bucureşti, 1960, vol. 1, p. 40-

42,60- 71, numeroase voci laEnciclopedia Arheologiei şi Istoriei Vechi a României, zeci 
de recenzii, sute de note bibliografice, comunicări ştiintifice, articole de popularizare, 
conferinte la radio, televiziune etc. 

Traduceri: din limba engleză - Joseph Hergesheimer, Tampico, Bucureşti, 1974; 
din limba italiană- Emil Ludwig, Schliemann, Povestea unui căutător de aur, Brăila, 
2002. 

* Ca o simplă curiozitate dau şi o notă făcută de Vladimir Dumitrescu pe fila unui caiet. 
1 923 - Sultana. Periegheză Mostiştea-Călăraşi; 
1 924 - Zimnicea. Periegheză Teleorman; 
1 925 - Gumelniţa; 
1 926 - Drăguşeni, Ruginoasa, Histria, Bonteşti; 
1 927- Roma; 
1 928 - Frumoasa. Periegheză Cristeşti; 
1 929 - Horodiştea, Atmageaua Tătărască, Periegheză Cadri.later; 
1 930 - Cuneşti (cu Dody-Dorin Popescu); 
1 931-1935 - Atmageaua Tătărască; 
1 936 - Traian. Periegheză Neamţ, Dobreni; 
1 93 7 - Turdaş; 
1 938 - Traian; 
1939 - ;  1941 - Front; 
1 942 - Câma. Periegheză Oltenia; 
1944 - Periegheză Oltenia; 
1 945-1 948-; 1949-1950 - Hăbăşeşti; 
1951-1952 - Traian; 
1953-1954 - (de fapt câte jumătate şi din anii 1952 şi 1955) închisori comuniste; 
1955- Traian, Cârna (vizită la Histria cu care ocazie l-am cunoscut şi eu S.M.-8.); 
1956 - Câma, Traian, Visag; 
1957 - Remetea; 
1 957-1959 - Traian (Dealul Fântânilor, Dealul Viei); 
1960 - Traian, Gumelniţa; 
1961 - Traian, Târpeşti; 
1962-1963 - Căscioarele, Târpeşti; 
1 964-1 968 - Căscioarele; 
1 969 - Topite; 
1 970--1972 -Drăguşeni. 
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Hommes et pierres 
Pages de l'histoire de l'archeologie roumaine 

M. Brudiu 

Dans l'un de ses ouvrages memorialistiques - Oameni şi cioburi - Vladimir 
Dumitrescu notait les mots suivants sur la personnalite de C. S .Nicolăescu Plopşor: «Il 
possedait une energie hors du commun, une volonte de reussite presque sans limites et 
un devouement total pour les causes qu'il servait1». 

Il ajoute ensuite: «<l a fonde l' Institut Archeologique tout comme il a cree la 
Secteur Paleolithique . . .  ou il a mis toute son ârne, realisant ainsi une ecole roumaine 
d'investigation du paleolithique». 

Ces temoignages de Vladimir Dumitrescu sant en panait accord avec les affmites 
electives qui ont permis et maintenu la longue amitie des deux archeologues roumains. 
Les nombreuses references qu'ils ont faites sur leur jeunesse attestent qu' ils s'etaient 
connus au debut de la troisieme decennie du demier siecle, dans le milieu universitaire 
de B ucharest. 

Si Vladimir Dumitrescu faisait partie du groupe qui, par sa vocation pour 1' ar
cheologie, se rapprochait de Vasile Pârvan, C. S. Nicolăescu Plopşor s'oriente vers 
Simion Mehedinţi, evoluant ulterieurement dans une autre direction par rapport aux 
autres qui ont suivi un stage a l'Ecole Roumaine de Rome. 

Beaucoups des contemporains de la generation des emules de l'Ecole Rournaine de 
Rome savent qu'il n'y avait pas toujours de relation d'amitie entre ceux-ci, mais les conse
quences de tels aspects sur le domaine de 1' archeologie ne constitue pas 1 'objet de notre 
travail. 

Nous considerons qu'il serait quand meme utile de savoir ce que a represente, 
par exemple, l' amitie de C. S. Nicolăescu Plopşor et Vladimir Dumitrescu -deux 
personnalites representatives- et en quelle mesure ces affinites ont contribue a la 
fertilisation du domaine de 1' archeologie roumaine. 

Selon les affirmations de Vladimir Dumitrescu dans le volume mentionne, il 
resulte que, durant la periode d'entre les guerres, ses contactes avec C. S. Nicolăescu 
Plopşor ont ete dus au hasard, vu que celui-ci s'occupait exclusivement de la zone de 
l'Oltenie tandis que Vladimir Dumitrescu activait dans d' autres zones du pays; par 
consequent, ils ne se sant rencontres qu'occasionnellement, au cours d'un voyage au 
congress de prehistoire de 1932, a Londres. 

Pendant la deuxieme guerre mondiale leur amitie a connu un revirement qui 
s'est reflete aussi dans une ample activite. C 'est en 1942, 1943 qu'ils ont entrepris 
d'intenses recherches periegetiques dans la zone de sud de l 'Oltenie, lorsqu'ils ont 
commence les fouilles dans une serie de stations et de necropoles comme celles de 
Rast, de Câma et de Basarabi, ou ils allaient continuer aussi leur activite dans la periode 
d'apres la deuxieme guerre, surtout par la realisation d'impc;>rtantes monographies. 

Mais, au debut des annees d' a pres les guerres, tous les deux «ont joui» d' un 
ostracisme au caractere politique, «epures», n' ayant plus le droit de travailler ( 1945-
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1950). Lorsqu'on a discute le probleme de recuperer les ostracises, Vladimir Dumitrescu 
a propose Plopşor comme responsable a Rast. 

En 1965, quand j' etais etudiant et que je participais aux fouilles paleolithiques de Ceahlău, 
Plopşor nous avait annonce que nous irions a Traian, localite situee en aval, sur la Vallee de 
Bistriţa, pour faire la connaissance d'«une tete d'archeologue», le professeur Vladimir 
Dumitrescu. Il etait un homme grand, ayant quelque chose d'olympien dans le regard. Sa 
maniere de parler etait celle d 'un grand rhetoricien dont les convictions transgressaient, comme 
une eau douce mais profonde, dans la conscience de ceux qui 1' ecoutaient. 

J' avais appris que Vladimir Dumitrescu avait realise, dans un tempo etonnant de 
deux ans, l' investigation par des fouilles de l'etablissement de type Cucuteni de Hăbăşeşti 
tout comme la monographie de cet etablissement, que l 'on lui avait extrait un rein, qu'il 
avait ete ensuite, pendant trois ans, condamne politique et qu'il avait subi un regime d'ex
termination, par travail force, a la construction du Canal Danube-La Mer Noire. Plus de 
trois ans apres la mort de Stalin il a ete elibere. 

C'est alors qu'il y a eu lieu non seulement une rencontre entre ces deux distingues 
archeologues, mais aussi le premier contact des groupes des jeunes des deux renommes 
centres de recherches archeologiques, de Traian et de Ceahlău. 

On a visite l'etablissement de type Cucuteni ou se deroulaient les recherches archeolo
giques. Pendant la semaine suivante il y a eu Ii eu aussi une visite de documentation a Ceahlău. 

Apres avoir fini mes etudes universitaires, en 1957, j' ai traverse une peri ode de cinq 
ans de detention politique ( 1958-1963). Lorsque je suis rentre dans la societe on m'a  inter
dit de reprendre mon activite dans le domaine de l'archeologie, comme engage permanent. 
Dans cette situation j 'ai ete engage temporairement, seulement pour la periode des recher
ches dirrigees par C. S. Nicolăescu Plopşor sur la Vallee de Dârjov pour la «Pebble-culture» 
a Bugiuleşti. Pendant ces annees je revenais aussi de temps en temps a Bucarest, ou je 
rencontrais C. S. Nicolăescu Plopşor et, occasionnellement, Vladimir Dumitrescu aussi. 

Ce premier parcourait une periode d' activi te organisatorique a l' Institut, ou le secteur 
etait devenu une section paleolithique, et il avait repris a Craiova la Chaire d'histoire a 
l'Universite, recemment cree. C'est toujours a Craiova qu' il organisait le Centre de recher
ches de 1' Academie, en qualite de membre correspondent et de directeur. Son energie se 
distribuait aussi a la coordination des recherches de sauvetage dans la zone de «Clisura 
Dunării», jusqu' en 1968 quand il meurt. 

Vladimir Dumitrescu avait developpe une ample activite dans le cadre de quelques 
sections de l'Institut, mais il a coordonne surtout les recherches de Căscioarele, jusqu'en 
1968 lorsqu' il se charge aussi de la direction de la section paleolithique, apres la disparition 
de Plopşor, aspect qui a eu deux significations. 

Avant tout, la gestion des problemes quotidiennes, durant une periode ou sont appa
rues de nouvelles tendances dans la structure organisatorique de l' institution, tendances qui 
auraient pu conduire a la scision des sections, a la disponibilisation des specialistes et 
a la diminution du potentiel de la recherche scientifique. Si dans la vision de Plopşor, 
la section pa leolithique de 1' Institut devait elaborer des etudes au cara ctere 
interdisciplinaire, le groupe des disciples de Plopşor, etant unique en Roumanie, devait 
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etre au moins conserve et, dans une situation heureuse, developpe. La meme situation 
s' imposait aussi pour les equipements necessaires. 

L'equipe des jeunes qui avaient travaille avec Plopşor au cours des recherches 
dans le terrain s' est formee durant plusieurs annees. En 1955, nos recherches dans la 
terrasse Dârţu-Ceahlău, effectuees sous la direction du professeur M.Petrescu
Dâmboviţa, passent sous celle de C. S. Nicolăescu Plopşor. Celui-ci avait fait des fouiles 
dans les grottes de I 'Oitenie, initialement avec les etudiants de la Faculte de Medecine 
(anthropologie), ensuite avec ceux des Facultes d'Histoire de Bucarest, Cluj et Iaşi. 

Ceux qui sont arrives en septembre 1955 et qui ont continue, en 1956 et 1957 ont ete, 
ainsi: Alexandru Păunescu (Bucarest), Alexandra Bolomey, paleonthologue (Bucarest), 
Anchidim Lazăr Valeriu (Cluj), Viorel Căpitanu (laşi), Lucian Roşu (Bucarest). C'est alors 
que je me suis integre aussi a la recherche du paleolithique. Pendant les annees suivantes, 
nous avons encadre dans le groupe du secteur Paleolithique Maria Bitiri, qui avait etudie en 
U.R.S.S. et Florea Mogoşanu. 

En 1964, apres une detention politique de 1 O ans a ete encadre aussi, dans le secteur 
paleolithique, Vasile Boroneanţ. Pendant la meme decennie on a engage aussi Marin 
Cârciumaru pour les recherches palinologiques, et, en 1970, Vladimir Dumitrescu a com
plete la recherche paleolithique interdisciplinaire par Alexandra Bolomey (paleonthologue). 

La deuxieme signification liee a 1 ' heritage de Plopşor, assume par Vladimir Dumitrescu 
a ete l 'accreditation du groupe des jeunes paleolithiciens du point de vue des titres scienti
fiques- situation qui conditionnait l 'existence du noyau de la recherche de ) 'Institut et des 
musees. Pendant les demieres annees de vie de Plopşor, la plupart de ces jeunes chercheurs 
faisaient leur doctorat ayant celui-ci comme coordonateur scientifique. 

En 1968, au mois du mai, quand C. S. Nicolăescu Plopşor est mort, j' avais reussi a 
decouvrir les deux premiers etablissements paleolithiques du departement de Galaţi, qui 
representaient 1 'elargissement inattendu de 1' oi'cumene paleolithique au sud-est de la Rou
manie. Cette decouverte a enthousiasme mes collegues de ! ' Institut, dans une seance de la 
section. Ulterieurement, le professeur Vladimir Dumitrescu m'a annonce, en mars 1969, 
que je pourrais partiei per au concours pour une bourse de doctorat offerte par 1' Academie 
Roumaine. 

J' ai effectue le stage a l 'Institut de 1' Archeologie de 1 mai 1969 a 30 avril 1972, 
quand j' ai soutenu le memoire «Le paleolithique Superieur et 1' epipaleolithique de Molda
vie>>, publie par I'Institut en 1974. 

En 1970 ont soutenu leurs doctorats Maria Bitiri et Al. Păunescu, et ulterieurement 
Florea Mogoşanu et Vasile Boroneanţ. 

En 1973 le professeur Vladimir Dumitrescu a ete retraite, mais il a continue, chaque 
jour, son activi te dans le domaine de 1' archeologie. Il a surveille 1' activi te des disciples de 
Plopşor avec la meme devotion, mais n' ayant plus la possibilite de partiei per effectivement 
a la coordination administrative. Cela a determine la desagregation de la cohesion du 
groupe, par des arangements egoi'stes, certains quittant meme 1' Institut, le probleme 
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capital de la rechercne interdisciplinaire demeurant au meme stade de souhait laisse 
par Plopşor. 

Par son activite decoordonnateur de la problematique du paleolithique en Roumanie, 
laissee par Plopşor, on peut cornpter Vladimir Dumitrescu aussi, pendant presque un siecle, 
parmi "les hommes et le!> tessons". 

A ceux qui ont directernent connu le professeur Vladimir Dumitrescu, a ceux qui 
vont lire ses memoires ou le retmaveront dans la memorialistique des autres, tout comme 
dans sa propre oeuvre scientifique, n otre inoubliable predecesseur leur offrira un modele de 
correctitude, de par sa maniere irreprochable de vivre, de se conduire du point de vue civi
que et professionnel, to11t au long des. neuf decennies de vie. La veritable estime de la part 
de la posterite ne pourra etie totale qu' alors ou la connaissance du trajet de sa vie ne se 
rapportera plus a des circonstances absurdes et abominables, telles que "l 'epuration" dans 
son activi te scientifiqae ( 1 945- 1 9  50), ensuite son arret politique, sans proces de condamna
tion ( 1 950-1955), q uancl il a res.iste avec un seul rein encore quatre decennies. 

Au debut de la h11itieme decennie, apres l 'extraction de la vesicule biliaire et apres 
deux infarctus consecutifs., il a ete pa.rfaiternent valide pour une robuste activite jusqu'a la 
fm de ses jours. Durant toute cette periode, aucune recidive des insuffisances anterieures 
ne s'est rnanifestee, insuffisances qu' il avait vaincues par une vertu de plus en plus rare 
dans notre monde conternporain: LA RIGUEUR. 

Note 
1 .  Vladimir Dumitrescu - Oameni Ş'i cioburi, Călăraşi, 1 993, p . 1 56. 

Fig. 1 .  A 1' occasion du doctorat de M. Brudiu, 25 janvier 1 973, de gauche a droite, Direc
teur adjoint Dorin Popescu, le professeur K. Horedt, dr. M. Brudiu, L. Brudiu, le professeur Vladi

mir Dumitrescu, secretaire Callornira Callomiriris. 
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Burial customs of the Lower Danube and Eastern Balkans 
in the Neolithic and Chalcolithic 

Clemens Lichter* 

The discovery of the rich copper age cemetery at Vama on the Bulgarian Black Sea 
Coast in the early seventies captured the attention of scholars throughout the world, most 
particularly because of the copious inventories of gold and copper irnplements in certain 
burials. The finds from the cemetery were introduced to archaeological scholars through 
several conferences (e.g. lvanov 1978; Foi, Lichardus 1988; Lichardus 1991a) and to a 
wider public though the exhibition ''The Oldest Gold of the World," which traveled around 
the globe (Biegel 1986; Eluere 1989; Tokio 1982). 

Various hypotheses were proposed to explain the distinct character of the Vama 
necropolis, distinguished from inland cemeteries not only by the richness of the burial gifts 
found here (Chapman 1990; Renfrew 1986), but also by the cultural features reflected in the 
burial custorns. Lichardus (Lichardus 1988; 1991b}-to sorne extent echoing the ideas of 
M. Gimbutas-referred to a strong influence from the North Pontic steppes on the West 
Pontic region, suggesting that this lay behind a shift in social structure from an egalitarian 
society (with status based on sex and age as well as personal attainment) to a ranked society 
(with hereditary social status based on farnily descent), accornpanied by a corresponding 
change in burial custorns. Lichardus argued that the differences between the burial customs 
at the coastal site of Vama and those of cerneteries further inland distinctly rnirrored an 
intensifying influence frorn the North Pontic steppes, an influence felt much more weakly 
in the inland regions of what is now northeastem Bulgaria Hăusler (Hăusler 1995) argued, 
that the dissirnilarity of burial custorns was caused by the geographical position of Vama at 
a border zone of the two big european burial custom areas. 

Bailey, on the other hand (Bailey 2000) presurned recently that the difference in the 
layout of the bodies in the burials near the Black Sea coast and those in inland cerneteries 
reflected nothing more than the absence of permanent settlernents associated with the latter. 

In the developped phase of the copper age-roughly the second half of the fifth 
millennium-we are dealing with a very broad geographical area represented by the 
Kod· aderrnen-Gumelnita-Karanovo VI cultural complex (KGK VI) that covered the whole 
of the eastem Balkans, reaching frorn the eastem lower Danube (Muntenia), Dobrudja and 
the Black Sea coast over northeastem Bulgaria and Thrace as far as the Rhodope rnoun
tains. It is obvious that over such a huge area (frorn the Danube delta to Thrace), the variety 
of landscapes, relief, and clirnatic zones-not to rnention the variety of earlier cultures 
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established here-would encourage tne formation of different cultural facies. Along with 

the so-called Kodjadennen facies in northeastem Bulgaria, the Gumelniţa group in Muntenia 

and the Karanovo VI culture in Thrace, the term "Vama culture" has been suggested for the 

cultural variant in the Dc)t:.rudj a aiJ.<I along the Black Sea coast (Todorova-Tonceva 1 97S; 

Todorova 1 978a; 1 978b; Todorov<t, Vaj sov 200 1 ;  for critical comments, cf. Lichardus 1 988; 

Simon 1 983). The term "Varna culture" is used in this paper. 
Characterizing burial customs within the KGK VI cultural complex (details and dis

cussion in Lichter ' 2001,  75-1 3 2 ), we have some 2SO burials from the lower Danubian 

cemeteries of Căscioarele D'a.iaParte, Chirnogi I and II, Radovanu (Comşa 199Sb), Ulmeni, 

and Vărăşti B (Comşa 1 995<�),1 as well as some 100 interments from the northeastem Bul

garian cemeteries of Goljarno Delce'Vo (Todorova et al. 1 97S), Omurtag, Radingrad, and 

Târgovişte (Angelova 1 98�).2 Wllereas not a single cemetery in Thrace3 has yet been 

uncovered, we have evidence frorn s.ome 6SO inhumations of the Vama culture excavated in 

the cemeteries of Devnja (Todorova.-Simeonova 1 97 1), Durankulak (Todorova, Dimov 1 989) 
and Vama (Ivanov 1 991) .  

Because none of  these cemeteries have been completely exposed, totals represent 

only minimum 'Values. A s  it woul d now appear, extramural cemeteries were generally 

established within a range of 500 m west of the settlement (Lichter 200 1 ,  80). Considerable 

regional variation is apparent in nearly all aspects of burial customs. Whereas the dead in 

Muntenia and northeastem Blllgaria were interred in simple pits, the inhumations near the 

Black Sea coast display greater effort, with burials in deeper and more expansive pits (Vama, 

Durankulak), some with wooden pot construction (Devnja; see Fig. 2A), and some.covered 

with stane slabs (Durankulak; see Fig .3). 

Along the lower Da.nube a.nd in northeastem Bulgaria the dead were laid to rest 

without any sex-differentiation, generally in a fetal position facing left (Figs. 4 and S). The 

legs were moderately or strongly flexed, and the arms bent the elbows so that the hands 

generally lay before the face. Orientation was E-W or SE-NW. 

Interment of the decease<l within the Vama culture, in contrast, was differentiated 
according to sex: men were interred stretched out on their backs (Fig. 2A; Fig.3) whereas 

women where buried in a fetal position, facing right (Fig. 2B). The orientation of both men 

and women was N-S or NE-SW. 

Differences between the coasta! a.nd inland graves extend to burial gifts as well. In 

both Muntenia and northeastern Bulgaria bowls and open vessels dominate the inventory 

(Fig. 4B, 2-6; SC, 3-4). Whereas in Muntenia only a few graves included pots-with three 

quarters of the deceased in the cemetery of Vărăşti B buried without any tomb gifts, the 

graves in northeastem Bulgaria contained an average of two vessels per burial, in most 

cases found near the pelvis or in the vicinity of the legs (Fig. SA, 1 ;  C, 1 ). 

Funerary gifts in the graves of the Vama culture, in contrast, display both a greater 
number of vessels (an average of three per burial) and a greater variety in vessel form 

(Fig. 2A, 2-4; Fig. 3 ,  5-10).  Male burials usually contain a potstand as well (Fig. 3,  10). 
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Some 90 o/o of ali vessels found in burials of the Vama culture had been placed near the 

head of the deceased, irrespective of body position. 
In both areas heavy tools of copper, antler or stone are restricted to male burials 

(Fig. 2A, 5). Most especially the sites of Vama and Devnja near Lake Vama are conspicuous 
for the great number of heavy tools found in the graves (Todorova 198 1).  Such a wealth 
of tools was not recorded in the cemetery of Durankulak, little more than 100 krn north 
of Vama. The difference is apparent in the ratios. Whereas at Vama every fifth burial 
contained a heavy copper tool, in Durankulak it was only every fiftieth! Golden jewelry 
and implements were-with a few exceptions-restricted to Vama and Devnja sites 
(Todorova, Vajsov 200 1 ). The great wealth typifying certain burials at Vama is thus by 
no means reflected in every burial of the Vama culture. The propitious strategic location 
of Vama near the lake and the Black Sea-with rivers providing natural access to the 
inland-must have made Vama a much-frequented point of transfer (Frey 199 1 ;  Todorova 
1 995) along the trade routes for copper,4 spondylus (Todorova 1 995; 1 997) and gold5 
during the second half of the fifth millennium. The wealth found in the graves might well 
be the result of this flourishing trade. 

The relative location of the burials within the cemeteries provides yet another 
criterion distinguishing the cemeteries near the Black Sea from those in northeastern 
Bulgaria. In the Vama culture, the dead were interred over the whole of the cemetery 
irrespective of sex and age, while in the cemeteries known from northeastem Bulgaria 
(Vinica, Goljarno Delcevo, and Târgovişte) there is a clear distinction: men were found 
interred in the northeastem reaches of the necropolis, with the remains of women and 
children distributed throughout the west of the cemetery. Here, however, we might add 
that this latter phenomenon was not apparent in Muntenia (Lichter 200 1 ,  1 25- 1 29). 

A certain degree of cultural interchange is evident, however. In the necropolis of 
Goljarno Delcevo in northeastem Bulgaria, we witness one interment (Grave 10; see Fig. 
5B) in hocker position, a female with her remains oriented N-S and facing right, with 
fragments of a vessel near her head, i.e. buried according to the "Vama tradition" (Todorova 
et al. 1975) and we encounter as well a handful of other skeletons-from sites such as 
Vără ti B-that were interred in a crouched position facing right. On the other hand, from 
three cemeteries within the Vama region, we can site some 25 skeletons (from Vama itself 
as well as Devnja and Durankulak) buried in the fetal position (men, women and children) 
with "inland" attributes; that is, they faced left and were accompanied by vessels situated 
near the legs. There is every reason to believe that an exchange of individuals (exogamy) or 
farnilies took place. This retention of native burial customs by emigrants might emphasize 
how important burial customs were to cultural identity. 

What the above tells us is that burial customs within the KGK VI cultural complex 
are by no means homogeneous; clear distinctions are obvious, differentiating the burials of 
the "Vama culture" near the Black Sea and the Dobrudja on the one hand from the cultures 
of northeastem Bulgaria (including Muntenia) on the other. These distinctions are basic, 

related to ali elements of burial customs, encompassing not only the position of the 
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skeleton, but the orientation of the bllrial as well as the inventory and location of the 
funerary gifts, not to mention discrimination by sex and age. These are all very 
fundamental tenets hardly likely ta be explained by deviation or by elements newly 
introduced to the culture. 

As G. Kossack points out ( Kossack 1974), one motive underlying a splendid burial is 
the effect it has upon the other rnembers of the community; the interred is obviously one of 
the elite. Kossack maintains that one factor significant here is the emulation of practices 
associated with "higher civilizations. " Contacts with any community exalted in the eyes of 
lhe populace will dictate new standards (in both goods and concepts) to their leaders, who 
henceforth employ these to demonstrate their personal importance and status within their 
own community. 

On the other hand, interna! developments, such as change and/or specialization in 
production, might also ha ve initiated new social ranking and differentiation in status. 

Referring to Kossack, Lichardus (1988, 100; 1991b, 189) has suggested that the rich 
burials of Vama were a result of contact between the local elite of Vama and the societies of 
the North Pontic steppe during the second half of the fifth millennium. This influence, he 
clairns, would explain why a new society based on heredity might have replaced one more 
egalitarian. Certain children buried with rich gifts reflecting status symbols may be taken as 
a sign of this change in the social system. One such burial is Grave 4 at Devnja (Todorova
Simeonova 1971 ), in which a child's sk.eleton is accompanied by a copper axe and spondylus. 
This axe, of the Coka-Vama type (Todorova 1981 ), is moreover a miniature replica, measuring 
only half the length of other recorded specimens of the type. 

Hăusler ( 1 966; 1 995)  points out, on the other hand, that similar phenomena
extraordinary gifts accompanying the burial of specific children-are known throughout 
prehistory, at least from late Palaeolithic tirnes onward. It would therefore not be logica! to 
interpret such gifts as an irrefutable sign of inherited status. Considering this, an alteration 
in the social system of the KG K VI Cllitures seems less likely. Parzinger ( 1998, 124)

. 
has 

also questioned Lichardus' assumption of the respect presumably felt for the foreign societies 
in the steppe; why should the people of the KGK VI culture in the eastem Balkans-already 
in possession of the most important copper mines of the period-look up to the peoples of 
the steppe? 

Thus, Kossacks' second suggestion would appear more probable. As demonstrated 
above, the rich graves were restricted to the cemeteries of Vama and Devnja (also within the 
Vama region). The wealth evidenced by certain of these burials may reflect nothing more 
than the important role the Vama region played in trade during the fifth millennium. 

It now seems clear that the changes in burial custom were the result of neither an 
invasion nor influence from the steppe region. To explain the obvious disparity between 
practices in the coasta! area and those in the inland, let us look more closely at the burial 
customs of the cultures formerly occupying the area. 

The archaeological sources for the burial customs of the Neolithic and early Copper 
Age cultures of the eastem Balkans are not as comprehensive as those revealing the 
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customs of the late Copper Age. From the early Neolithic period, we have as ye• 
discovered no cerneteries; the few burials known are intramural graves found withinl 
settlements (see Lichter 200 1 ,  37-43). 1 

In the Dodrudja, the time span from middle Neolithic to the early Copper Age i� 
represented by the Harnangia culture. The cemetery of Durankulak, cornprised of more than 
500 interments, and the necropolis of Cemavodă with some 400 individuals both belong td 
this culture. The graves at Muntenia often contain no funerary gifts at ali; without potteryJ 
chronological correlation becomes difficult. The cernetery of Cemica (Comşa 2001 ), thenJ 
can be correlated to a span between the middle Neolithic and the early Copper Age. From 
the Boian-culture of the late Neolithic and early Copper Age, we may refer to burial site� 
such as Andolina (Cornşa 1 96 1 )  and Valea Orbului (Şerbănescu 1 997). Sorne settlernents 
include intrarnural inhurnation as well (e.g. Vărăşti A). While in northeastem Bulgaria, 
early Copper Age burials of the Poljanica Culture are represented in the cerneteries o� 
Poljanica (Todorova 1 982, 1 63- 1 65) and Ovcarovo (Todorova et al. 1 983, 8-9), no cerneteries 
of the middle and late Neolithic have yet been discovered. 1 

Among the inhumations of the Hamangia culture at Durankulak, the extended supind 
position dominates; only one third of the burials here contained individuals in hacker position,i 
some facing left, some right. Significant here is the obvious differentiation in the positioning 
of the deceased that took place during the development of Harnangia culture. Some thred 

1 
quarters of the individuals buried during the early phases were found in an extended position; 
and arnong the remainder in crouched position, twice as many faced left ( 1 6%) as right 
(8 %). By the late Harnangia phases the pattern has changed. While skeletons stretched out 
on their backs still dominate (60%), those in hacker position demonstrate a reversal � 
position. Those facing right (25%) are now predominant-more than double those facing 
left ( 10%). Overall, this shows a decrease in number of individuals buried on their backs in 
an extended position, and an increase of individuals interred on their right in a fetal position. 
It is the anthropological data that clarifies the picture. The proportion of male skeletons 
found lying extended on their backs remains constant (ca. 90 %) within the whole of the 
Hamangia culture; the change in position within the development of the culture seems to 
have affected only females. The proportion of individuals interred in the extended supine 
position decreases frorn 57 % to 48 %; those buried on their left in hacker position decreases 
from 3 1  % to 2 1 %. Thus it is only the skeletons interred in a right fetal position that are seen 
to ha ve increased (from 12  % to 3 1 %  ). These individuals, furthermore, were women. This 
change in burial practice is reflected only in the interment of women. These observations 
demonstrate a development in burial practice from the Hamangia culture suggesting a 

continuity into that of the Vama culture (with its clear-cut differentiation between the sexes: 
males buried extended on their backs, and women in a fetal position facing right). Various 
other aspects of funerary ritual underline this continuous development; arnong these we 
may cite the preferred N-S orientation registered arnong the Harnangia burials and the vessels 
characteristically situated near the head of the deceased. 
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Among btuials of the northeastem Bulgarian Poljanica culture, only skeletons 
laid out E-W i11 hock:er pos.iti()ll are known (Poljanica, Ovcarovo); the same would 
appear to be true of tlle gr2"es. at Andolina (Fig. 6A) and Valea Orbului (Fig. 7 A) in 
Muntenia. 

It is evide11t tlu.t su(IJ distinctions differentiating the burial customs of the local 
populaces inhabiting the Black. Sea coasta! region from those of the inland residents (from 
those of nortlleastern Bulg ali. a  and from those of Muntenia) existed at least from the late 
Neolithic period ()nwarcl, i.e .  fmm the end of the sixth millennium. Moreover, within each 
of these tlrree regions it is JlOSs.ible to trace a continuous development in burial customs. 

At first �lance, evidence from the cemetery of Cemica in Muntenia would seem to 
disturb the pattern. This site, ex.cavated between 1 960 and 1970, yielded more than 300 
burials (Corn şa 2001). Most ali sk:eletons were found laid out extended on their backs (Fig. 
6B); only sorne 1 O %  were cli:scDvered in a fetal position (facing either left or right). Due to 
the sparse inventory of burial gifts, the chronology of the graves in this cemetery is still far 
frorn clear. In contrast to the cllronDiogical interpretation suggested to explain one hacker 
burial found above an inhurnation with the skeleton in an extended supine position6 , there 
are two fu.rt!J.er observatiom; we should keep in mind. The first is that at Cemica hacker 
burials were scatterecl throughout the necropolis. The second is that certain artifacts such as 
the spondylus spacer-beacls. (Fi�. 6B, 10-14) and the bone pendants 7 belonging to three 
individuals (nos. 37, S2 a.nd SS;  cf . Fig. 7B) found extended on their backs, have also been 
observed in the graves of illdividuals laid out in a crouched position facing left at Andolina 
(Fig. 6A) and Valea Orbului (Fig. 7 A). These observations suggest that both positions-the 
ex tended supine a11d tlle c o n  tracted hacker position-existed si de by si de and 
conternporaneously in Muntenia. 

The cornbination and the numerica! proportion of the two positions at Cemica, best 
parallel those we have observed above in the cemeteries of the early Hamangia culture in 
the Dobrudja. Burials withill the southeastem reaches of Muntenia and the Dobrudja, regions 
characterized by not only theex.istence, but also the domination of interment with individuals 
laid out in the extended supine position, demonstrate further elements in common. 
Considerillg the natural environment (Bolomey 1 978) of these areas-as well as the fact 
that they 1ie outside th.e distribution area of the early Neolithic Criş cu1ture (Comşa 1 987), 
we may deduce that these two regions were neolithicized during a more developed phase of 
the Neolithic (rniddle Neolithic), that means parts of Muntenia at the beginning of Dudeşti 
culture, and the Dobrudja at the beginning of the Hamangia culture. Although concrete 
evidence is still missillg, certain considerations suggest that during the Criş culture, Mesolithic 
groups were still inhabitillg parts of Muntenia and the Dobrudja. These considerations are 
based on a study of the lithic industries within the Dudeşti and Hamangia cultures. In 
contrast to the lithic inventories of the areas already occupied by the early Neolithic Criş 
eul ture, the lithic industry here exhibits Mesolithic tardenoisien traditions (Comşa 199 1 ,  
23 1 ;  1993, 152 u. 1 57; Gatso" 1 985; Păunescu 1 979; 1988; 1 990). These observations 
suggest that the neolithization of Dobrudj a  and Muntenia occurred not through an 
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influx of newcomers, but through a gradual change in the habits of the local population 
who carne into contact with the Neolithic farmers of the neighboring regions and slowly 
adapted themselves to the new life style. From this point of view, the existence of still 
further Mesolithic elements in these regions would hardly be astonishing. The pre
Neolithic inhumations thus far discovered at the Iron Gates (comprehensively treated 

in Radovanovic 1 996a and b; cf. also Letica 1 97 4 ), as well as the dominance of 
individuals buried in an extended supine position throughout areas first neolithicized 
only in the middle Neolithic period, increase the likelihood that extended interment 
represents a Mesolithic tradition. Subsequently, this older tradition was either gradually 
replaced (as in Muntenia), or further developed (as in the Dobrudja and toward the 
Black Sea coast), taking on new implications such as differentiation between the sexes. 

To summarize, the interpretation that the burial customs seen in the Vama cemetery 
are the result of strong influence from the steppe region during the second half of the fifth 
millennium BC can be refuted. The obvious differences between the burial customs practiced 
at this time by the inhabitants of the Black Sea coasta! region and those practiced by the 
inland populaces are a result of long lasting autochthonous traditions, which may prove 
trateable back into the early Neolithic and even Mesolithic periods. At present we might 
conjecture that this differentiation in custom is due to the different junctures at which 
neolithization reached the various geographical areas. 

Note 

1 The nine burials from Dridu (Comşa 1980}-without burial gifts-cannot be included in a 
characterization of the burial customs of the Gumelnita culture as their chronology remains inse-
cure. 

2 Inhumations at Kubrat (Mikov 1 927) and Ruse (Georgiev, Angelov 1 952; 1957) were 
intramural burials; found within the settlements, they have not been included within this survey of 
burial customs. As for the cemeteries mentioned at Kamenovo and Sava (Todorova 1 98 1 b, 1 7; 19) 
we await further information. 

3 The dead from Junacite (Merpert 1995), again buried within the settlement, probably do 
not reflect "typical" burial customs. 

4 Severa! studies (Cemych 199 1 ;  Pemicka et al. 1 997) show that Balkanic copper (Ai Bun ar) 
was exported to the North Pontic region. Copper from a source near Medni Rid (Burgas) can only 
be traced in artifacts near the Bulgarian Black Sea coast, but not in the inland. The people of Vama 
seem to have had access to both sources. 

5 Hartmann (1978; 1 982) has shown that those in the Vama area had access to two sources 
of gold (B and BP) whereas those in the inland used only one source (B). 

6 According to Comşa ( 1974), burials in the stretched out position belong to the Bolintineanu 
phase w hereas those in a crouched position belong to the Giuleşti phase of Boian culture. Another 
possibility (Comşa 1995b) would be that the former belonged to the Dudeşti culture, the Iauer to 
the Boian Bolintineanu. 

7 Identica! beads (Fig. 7 C) have come at Aşagi Pinar in Turkish Thrace (Ozdogan-Parzinger 

2000). These were reported from layer 3 (C 14 dates 5080-4900 BC cal.). 
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Fig. 1:  Important sites with burials mentioned in the text; 1 Andolina; Jud. Călaraşi, 
Rumania; 2 Căscioarele D' aia Parte, Jud. CălăraŢi, Rumania; 3 Cemavodă, Jud. Constanta, 
Rumania; 4 Cemica, Jud. Călăraşi, Rumania; 5 Chimogi, Jud. Călăraşi, Rumania; 6 Devnja, 
Okr. Vama, Bulgaria; 7 Dridu, Jud. Ialomiţa, Rumania; 8 Durankulak, Okr. Dobrie, Bul
garia;9 Goljamo Deleevo, Okr. Vama, Bulgaria; 10 Junacite, Okr. Plovdiv, Bulgaria; 11 
Kubrat, Okr. Razgrad, Bulgaria; 12 Liljak, Okr. Tărgovişte, Bulgaria; 13 Omurtag, Okr. 
Tărgovişte, Bulgaria; 14 Ovearovo, Okr. Tărgovişte, Bulgaria; 15  Poljanica, Okr. Tărgovişte, 
Bulgaria; 16 Radingrad, Okr. Razgrad, Bulgaria; 17 Radovanu, Jud. Călăraşi, Rumania; 18 
Ruse, Okr. Ruse, Bulgaria; 19 Tărgovi te, Okr. Tărgovişte, Bulgaria; 20 Ulmeni, Jud. Călăraşi, 
Rumania; 21 Valea Orbului, Jud. Giurgiu, Rumania; 22 Vărăşti B, Jud. Călăraşi, Rumania; 
23 Vama, Okr. Vama, Bulgaria 
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Fig. 2 Burials from Devnja (Vama culture) (after Todorova-Simeonova 197 1 ,  Taf. 

XI-XIII) 

A: Devnja burial 6 28: Devnja burial 2 1  

37 

www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



o 2 l 

\ 1 ;;t ( D 
4 

9 

Fig. 3 Burial 672 from Durankulak (Vama culture) (after Todorova., Dimov 1 98 
Abb.l2) 
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Fig. 4 Burials from Vărăşti B (Gumelnita culture) (after Comşa 1995) 

A: l burial 51; 2: burial 20; 3: buria1 46; 4: burial 1 7  
B :  buria1 6 1  
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Fig. 5 Burials from Goljamo Deleevo (Gumelnita culture) (after Todorova et al. 
1975) 

A: burial 25; B: burial 10; C: burial 8 
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Fig. 6A: Burial l from Andolina (after Comşa 1961 )  with adze and spondy1us spacer 
beads 

6B: Burial 292 frorn Cemica (after Cantacuzino 1969) and beads from buria1s in 
Cemica 
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Fig . 7 A: Burial 21 from Valea Orbului with bone pendants (after Şerbanescu 1 997) 
7B: Bone pendants fron Cemica burial 37; 88; 82 
7C: Spondylus spacer beads from Aşagâ Pânar (after Ozdogan, Parzinger 2000) 
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Some aspects of internat division into periods and 
relative and absolute chronology of the middle neolithic 

communities developed at the Lower Danube 

Marian Neagu 

1. Dudeşti Culture 

The most important criterion for the interna! division into periods is the stratigra
phy established throv gh arcbaeological research. In the present stage of research, w ithout 
denying the existence of more evolution phases of the Dudeşti culture, there are not suffi
cient stratigraphic al arguments proving the sequence of the three phases postulated by Eugen 
Comşa1• The typological criterion of comparing the pottery from various Dudeşti settle
ments in order to establish the evolution phases proves useless as the settlement of Cernica 
bas been researched only partially, and several surveys have been conducted at Malul Roşu 
and Fundeni. 

Stratigraphically one can fmd two Dudeşti dwelling layers only in the eponymous 
settlement2, at Radovanu3, and Drăghiceanu4• 

Malul Roşu bas been considered the oldest Dudeşti community in Wallachia follow
ing the analysis of just a few uncovered pottery fragments, that are the hasis for postul ating 
the phase by the same namel. [t was assigned to the Cleanov-Dudeşti-Kadikioi-Drăghiceanu 
chronological horizon (the first layer)6• The Fundeni phase is defined following the investi
galion on 1 1 7  pottery fragments, being included in the Dudeşti-Fundeni - Drăghiceanu II
Verbicioara7. The results of the surveys from Dudeşti, Radovanu or Drăghiceanu, settle
ments where two Dudeşti layers have been uncovered, are not convincing arguments for the 
existence of the three phases postulated by E. Comşa. The Dudeşti settlement from Cernica8 
is the only location w here a human community defined by the archaeological material found 
in more complexes was uncovered. The incipient stage of research on the Dudeşti culture in 
Wallac hia for the time being does not allow us to conduct an internat division into periods, 
or a correlation with the Dudeşti finds in Oltenia. The only community that in Wallachia 
could be identified by systematic researches is the Dudeşti-Cernica one9• The phases of the 
Dudeşti culture and the entire evolution of this population especially in Wallachia bring 
about confusions caused by the unclear dating (cultural synchronisms, chronology etc.), 
and defming of various characteristics of some stages or phases. Thus, future researches/ 
fmds will have to specify both tbe phases and their internat evolution. 

2.Bolintineanu Culture 

The interna! e volu tion of the Boian c ulture w as divided by E. Comşa into 4 

phases (Bolintineanu, Giuleşti, Giuleşti, V idra and the transition phase)10• Within the 
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same di"visi()n into periods, the Bolintineanu communities were the beginning of the 
Boian Cll]tllJe, th.eref()re its first evolution phase, designated by D. Berciu as Boian 1, 
()f Proto-8oiarr . 1 1 • 

This type ()f division int() periods is based less on clear stratigraphical arguments and 
more ()fi ty]Jological and comparative considerations. 

The str'lltigra.plty was revealed through archaeological researches in the settlements 
()f Aldeni-Gllrguiu l  Balaurului12 ,  Gălăţui-Movila Berzei13, and Cernica1\ where the 
Bolintilleanu layer overlaps the Giuleşti one. 

The typol<Jgical and comparative method used by E. Comşa was carried out on pottery 
fmm cha11.ce fmds, smveys, and less on material coming from systematic researches. 

The stratigraplty of the Bolintineanu settlements researched up to the present day is 
made up of a. single dwelling layer. This finding corroborated to the different evolution 
stage in cert3n Bolintineanu settlements allows us to state the hypothesis of some succes
sive pop11lation penetrations from Anatolia. 

The arcltae<J)()gical researches conducted in 1980-2000 in the settlements of Gălăţui
Movila Betzei, Lunea-La grădini, Piscul Crăsani or Grădiştea Coslogeni revealed clear 
differences, th.at carmot be explained but by a certain evolution of the Bolintineanu commu
nities. Eve11 E. Comşa used to remark and postulate different evolution stages for the 
Bolintillear1u communities. The settlements of Bucureşti-Floreasca or Grădiştea Ulmilor 
are C()nsiclered to date from the beginning of the phase, unlike the settlement of Radovanu 
II which is subsequ.ent to the classica/ stage15, and classified as end Bolintineanu. Also the 
Căjelu stage 15 belongs the last evolution stage. 

l. The rettlements that were probably formed following the penetration of the first 
Bolilltilleanucornrnunities were identified through the archaeological researches at Gălăţui
Movila Berzei, Bucureşti-Floreasca, Ciocăneşti-Grădiştea Ulrnilor. Following the study of 
archaeol<Jgica.l materia.ls (pottery fragments with a lot of dust and Dudeşti-Cemica type 
decoration) uncovered in these locations, we propose as work hypothesis the founding of 
the fJ.rst Bo lintineanu settlements, by the penetration of the population wave that entailed 
also the last Dudeşti-Cemica communities. 

2. Most settlements resulted from the second Bolintineanu population penetration. 
Of this seri.es of settlements with classical Bolintineanu material, significant are the re
searches at Aldeni-Gurguiul Balaurului and Lunea-La grădini. 

3. The evolu.tion of the Bolintineanu communities ends with the horizon of settle
ments at Piscul Crăsani, Copuzu-Deluş, Coroteni, Grădiştea Coslogeni and Rdovanu Il. In 
this last stage, the Bolintineanu communities reach lalomiţa to the east (Piscul Crăsani, 
Copuzu-Suvita Mică), and to the north-east Siret (Coroteni). The archaeological researches 
at Gălătui-Movila Berzei, Lunea-La grădini, Piscul Crăsani, as well as other Bolintineanu 
settlements proved the existence of more evolution stages characterized also by their 
own featu.res, greatly influenced by the contacts with various cultures. 
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Interesting s.eem tbe stratipaphic observations pointing to the Dudeşti-Cemica 
dwelling layers as overla.p pe<l by <lwelling layers belonging to the Bolintineanu com
munities, found in a final ev<llution sta.ge,  as proved by the finds in the settlements of 
Radovanu 111 7, lpoteşti18, Cor<lteni19 , and Căscioarele20• At the same time we remark 
the author's account on tbe arcltae()logical researches at Cemica21 or Grădiştea Ulrnilor2 
regarding tlle identica! perirneter of the e arly Bolintineanu settlements and Dudeşti
Cemica (!).  Even E. Ct>mşa. ma.intains. in a study that the Dudeşti-Cemica communities 
might be contemporary, in v arLt>as zones , with the beginnings of the Bolintineanu 
phase23• 

For the wbole period of ilie de"elope<l Neolithic at the Lower Danube we find a slow 
and progressive colrJn isatiorz, as J .  Lichar<lus remarked. 

Intercultural Relati()n.s. 
Relatiooship� lleb\'eeo the "B()Ii11tineanu and Boian-Giuleşti Communities 

The archaeologLcal fmds frorn tlle setllements of Piscul Crăsani, Coroteni, V adu Soreşti, 
Suditi revealed linear pottery influen.ces of the early Zeliezovce type, but above ali the 
presence of the Greaca t)'pe B t>ian-Gi11leşti communities in the late Bolintineanu settle
ments on IalomiJa, Buz:ău or Siret. 

As regards the chronologic al rel ati()ns between the late Bolintineanu and Giuleşti
Greaca communities , the finds in the C()mplexes at Piscul Crăsani, Coroteni and Căscioarele 
confum the partial C<lntemporaneity of these two communities. Benefiting from common 
roots, these two cornmunities coe x isted in certain enclaves in the eastem zone of the 
Bolintineanu are a, an archaeolo gical reality proved by the pottery finds in the settlements of 
CorotenF5 , Suditi26• Vadu S()reşti27 , an<! Piscul Crăsani28• We remark the discovery in ali the 
Bolintineanu settlements with Bt>ian-Giuleşti elements of the linear pottery culture with 
musical note ends.. 

This Bolintine anu-Giuleşti-••Greaca" -Zeliezovce cultural synchronism has important 
consequences on the f()mtation process of some communities on the brink of the developed 
Neolithic in the Lower Danabe area. 

Linear Pottery Influences 

Not by chance, the settlernents on lalomita (Piscul Crăsani, Copuzu-Suviţa Mică) are 
the only ones fitted witll defence ditches, which must mark the eastem birder of the 
Bolintineanu communities. The linear pottery influences have been identified also on the 
pottery in the settlements t>f Coroteni (an Siret), Sudiţi, Cemica, Aldeni-Gurguiul Balaurului, 
Piscul Crăsani. 

The archaeological researches and studies conducted lately have brought new argu
ments in favour of the importance of ilie linear factor in the evolution of the Bolintineanu 
communities. Thus, tlle occurrence ()f f()rtification elernents in the defence ditches of 
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tlle settlerne11ts. in the eastern area (Piscul Crăsani and Copuzu), as well as the uncov 
ering of C>bsidLan tools (Aldeni and Piscul Crăsani), characteristic of the linear potte 
bearers, ca� be assigned to the penetration of these tribes from northem Moldavia, bu 
also s o11th- ea�tern Transylvania. The influence of the late linear pottery with music 
note en.ds is more important in the east of the spread area of the Bolintineanu commu 
nities, by tlte fmds from Coroteni, Aldeni-Gurguiul Balaurului and Piscul Crăsani. O 
certa.in p()ttery fr41gments, the comers of the meanders or angles incised with groove 
or e"ell isC>sceles triangles with the tips downwards, stylisation of musical note ends 

Vladimir Durnitrescu noticed the synchronism of the Bolintineanu communitie 
e"olllticm 'VIitil a late stage of the linear culture with musical notes, but not with it 
end29_ 

The i111luences of the Vinca eul ture, phase B 1 - B2 are found in the eastem zone o 
tlle Bolintillemll spread area (Coroteni, Piscul Crăsani), where they coincide, not by chance 
with tlle occurrence of the linear pottery, but also on Mostiştea (Lunea-La grădini). Next t 
th.e "influe!lces" of tlte Dudeşti-Cemica culture, we do not exclude a direct contact on th 
D anube line be1wee11 the Bolintineanu communities and the Vinca B2 ones. Paradoxically 
tlle Vrnca <>marnents in the Bolintineanu pottery occur more often in the eastem part of th 
spread area_ The Vinca elements (the pottery decoration under the form of dotted bands, th 
srnall day pl a1e 3Ild the triangular mask of the Piscul Crăsani statuette, the vessel bottom 
w ith gr<>UJJS of incised signs from Lunea-La grădini, etc.) were probably "carried" to th 
east of  the Bolintineanu spread area by the late linear pottery tribes. The Bolintinean 
pottery fragrnents uncovered in the settlements of Vădastra 1, hypothetically should b 
chronolo g ica.lly JJaralleled with Vine a B 1 .  On the basis of the archaeological researches · 
TransylvaJlia, Gh. Lazarovici synchronises the "notenkopf' phenomenon with Dudeşti 1 
(Fundeni). Bolintineanu, Vădastra 1 and Vinca B2. The latest researches in the field o 
relative and absolute chronology determined F. Draşoveanu to draw a parallel between th 
evolution <>f the Vinca C phase and the Bolintineanu, Vădastra 1, Hamangia 1 phases take 
into accollllt the ex.istence of some "regional differences"30• Without denying the impar 
tance of the V!I1ca C cornmunities in the Danubian developed Neolithic, we consider tha 
the archaeological fmds in Wallachia, even corroborated with those in Transylvania for th 
tirne l>eing do !lot allow us to date the Bolintineanu communities but after the beginning o , 
the Vinca lJ 1 p1lase31 • 

· 

Vădastra Links 

In tlte Bolintineanu area we found also Vădastra 1 influences, both in the westem 
zone (the Argeş and Vedea rivers) and as regards the oldest Bolintineanu settlement situated 
on the west bank of Gălătui Lake, clase to the Danube. The Vădastra influences on the 
Bolintineanu communities were identified also on the pottery in the settlement at Cemica. 

The B olintineanu finds in the Vădastra 1 environment (the settlements of Slatina, 
Piatra Olt, Cruşovu, Vădastra-Măgura Fetelor, Măgura Cişmelei) prove the existing 
links betwee11 the two communities. These relationships continued to the end of the 
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evolu tion of tl!e Boli11tine�llll cC>mmuni ties. Then close contacts w ith the V ădastra 
populatio11 'V/ere found �y lhe fmds in the final Bolintineanu settlement at Radovanu 
1 132. 

The penetration Erom th.e S()lltlt must have tak.en place through Oltenia and Wallachia. 
These south.em wave> a-e mar:ked al:so by the Bolintineanu settlements uncovered in 
Bu lgaria at M alak P're:sla.vet, Dol>rici and Durankulak, or in the basin of Rusenski 
Lom. 

Cultural Linl\s aRd s,11tlleses with Hamangia-Golovita . 

Along the Lower Danube, the arcl!aeological researches between Călăraşi and the Pon
tic seaside revea.led a Cllltwal asf)ect made up of a mixture between the late Bolintineanu 
cornmunities and the H2111.aJI!ia.-GoloviJa. ones. The archaeological excavations conducted at 
Grădiştea Coslogeni33 loo t() tll.e identification of three Neolithic dwelling layers. Another 
Bolintineanu-Harnangia s:ynth.esis settlement was researched by Bulgarian archaeologists to 
lhe south oftlJ.e Danube, in a l�goon close to the Black Sea at Durankulak (Blatnica phase)34• 

An Îmf)()rtant corn ponent, 11ot sC> much of the genesis, but especially of the evolution of 
lhe Bolintinean11 cornmunities was tll.e Hamangia culture. During the Golovita phase, the 
Hamangia p<lpulation lllt!St have pas sed to the north of the Danube. There it founded a few 
settlements a.long the Borcea arm The most representative of them is the settlement of Grădiştea 
Coslogeni, art origina.l s}Tlthesis between the Hamangia-Golovita majority and the Bolintineanu 
minority. We remark also � certaill part of the inventory of the graves in the cemetery of 
Cemica with sure Haman11ia. inftuences 35• In Dobrudja the Bolintineanu pottery fmds in the 
Hamangia settlements at HinC>va, Cernavodă, Baia Hamangia and Goloviţa are known. 

The importance o f  the Hama.ngia elements for the origin and evolution of the 
Bolintineanll comrnunities was pr()ved a.lso by the results of the anthropological analyses in  
lhe Cemica cemetery, wh.ich shed li{lllt on the main southem component of the east-Medi
terranean type. 

Taking into account tllese reeval11ations and considerations we think that the further 
use of th.e CC>ncept of  Bolintineanu phase, as the first stage of the Boian cu/ture is not 
advisable. The present stage of the arch.aeological research of the Bolintineanu communi
ties allows us to put forwa:rd a new hypothesis that defines it as a linking culture, a natural 
consequence of the char�cteristic of its formation, spread and evolution area. 

The archaeological flnds in soutll.em Romania and north-eastem Bulgaria prove the 
existence of culturally related comrnunities that had clase links. Thus, along the Danube, 
Bulgarian archaeologists fC>llnd acltronological synchronism between Bolintineanu, Dudeşti
Cemica and V ădastra 1, considering that the settlements in  north-eastem Bulgaria are older 
than those in south-eastem Wallachi�. This hypothesis is supported by the systematic re
searches conducted at Hotnica36, but especially the archaeological excavations conducted 
by V. Popov in the Rusenski Lom basin37• 
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llelatio11ships with Anatolia 

C()llsidering the researches of !ater years conducted in westem Anatolia , these ob 
servati()Il.S an the C()mmunities in north-eastem Bulgaria dated to the developed Neolithi 
deserve tlte entire attentian. Thus, at Illipinar (layer V), Toptepe (V), Yarimburgaz ("0") th 
archaeological researches identified in the same layer Dudeşti-Cemica, (?) Harnangi 
and B o lintinea.nu, Karanovo III and Vinca B pottery38• 

3.Boian-Gillleşti Communities 

The Boia.n Clllture was frrst divided into periods intemally by D. Berciu in 1935, whe 
on the l>a.sis afthe archaeolagical excavations at Tangâru, who postulated the Boian 1 phas 
which lte subdivided into three sub-phases: Ia, lb and lc39• After E. Comşa has divided th 
Boian-Giuleşti evolution into two stages (Greaca and Aldeni)40, D. Berciu resumes the issu 
of the division into periods; synchronising the Giuleşti phase with the Boian 1141• 

The stratigraphy of the settlements researched by systematic archaeological excava 
tions and ilie spread area of the Giuleşti communities prove more the successive populati o 
penetraJi()ns than a praper evolution within the sarne Boian-Giuleşti settlements. All th 
Boian-Gi11leşti settlements frorn the frrst penetration stage (Greaca) in northem Danub 
have a siii�le layer. The only Boian-Giuleşti settlernents with more than one dwelling ar 
Ciulnita42 and Gălă.ţui ••Movila Berzei"43, for Wallachia lsaccea "Suhat"44, for the easte 
border and Piatra-Sat .. Vadul Codrii'"'5, for the westem border of the spread area. 

E"olution 

The settlernents frorn the beginning of the frrst penetration stage of the Boian-Giuleş · 
comrnunities were researched at Greaca, Budeşti, Bogata 1 and II, Gălăţui "Movila Berzei' 
(layer IIVl) ,  Rasa, Siliştea ··conac", Baldoveşti, Brăiliţa, Lişcoteanca "Movila din Baltă", 
Călăraşi • 'Măgureni", Grădiştea Roseţi, Ulmu ''La Cararnan", Bora. 

Frorn the second evolution stage were researched by systematic excavations the settle 
ments of Alexandria, Aldeni, Giuleşti "Sârbi", Ciulniţa, Gălăţui "Movila Berzei" (III/2) 
Lişcoteanca, Isaccea "Suhat". The end of this period is marked by the settlements of Gălăţu' 
(111/2), Ciulnita, Lişcoteanca or Isaccea. 

The systernatic researches in the last dwelling layer revealed a proper evolution o 
these settlements, due to a profound change of the habitat type. The previous layer of half 
sunken dwellings and huts was replaced with surface dwellings, some of them with plat
forms, as certain .concems with land planning ha ve been remarked. 

Following the archaeological researches in north-eastem Romanian Plain, the Gala · 
and Brăila specialists noticed a continuation in the evolution of the Boian-Giuleşti comrnu
nities up ta the chranological layer of the Boiari-Vidra46• 
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Intercultural R.elations 

During this developed Ne()litltic period, the researches revealed a dynamics of the 
links betwee11 variou s ltuman <:()mmunities. Thus, in the settlements from the first Boian
Giuleşti stage in the Rornmiu Fla.in uncovered at Chitila, Sudiţi, Greaca, Baldovineşti, 
Brăiliţa and Siliştea "Conac" influe11ces of the Zeliezovce type linear pottery culture were 
found. These frnds ue not C<)llfrned to the territory of the Romanian Plain, as they were 
found also 2t Vadu Screşti, Corcteni-Cetăţuia. 

The S()uthem elerne11ts ()[ tlle Ka.ranovo III - IV type were identified in the settlement 
of Siliştea "C()nac"47 p and ()th.eJ material with Dudeşti type decoration in the Boian-Giuleşti 
settlements of Greaca, R2Sa, Gălătu.i "Movila Berzei" (III/1 )48• 

The Hamangia lnfluences were detected in the settlements of Bogata49, Ciulniţa 
(Hamangia lib)so and Isa.ccea (Harnmgia lll)5 1 •  In Dobrudja the Boian-Giuleşti imports in 
the Hamangia settlements ()f Hârşcva, Cemavodă or Hinog52 are known. 

Links with Precucuteni 

The cultural linls with this j)()pulation were found in all the evolution stages, from 
the active mle of the B()ian-Gi11leşti C()mmunities in the Precucuteni formation until the end 
of this civilization53. [n th.e R()manian Plain, the frrst Precucuteni II imports in a Giuleşti 
settlement were uncovered at Tmgâru. At Gălăţui-Movila Berzei (111/2) they uncovered a 
few tens of pcttery fragments in the "shrine-dwelling" in the fmal Boian-Giuleşti layer, 
decorated with shields of tlle Precucuteni II type. Links between the Boian-Giuleşti and 
Precucuteni II commllllities were proved in Bărăgan, by the fmds in the Boian-Giuleşti of 
Ciulniţa55• 

On the Precucuteni I md II imports uncovered at Iclod I-II the evolution of the Boian 
culture (including the Boim-Gillleşti communities) was parallel to the Vinca C phase56• 

A few pottery fragments in tlte Boian-Giuleşti settlement of Coroteni-Cetăţuia and 
Giuleşti-Sârbi are decorated with dotted bands of Vmca tradition. 

4. Relative Chronology 

The relative chronclogy of tlle developed Neolithic populations confrrms J. Lichardus' 
theory of slow propagation and progressive spreading of Anatolian elements towards south
eastem Europe57• 

The cultural synchronism between the Balkan Peninsula population and the Anatolia 
ones were analysed and established by R. W. Ehrich58, K. Gallis59, and H. Parzinger60• The 
researches co11ducted by M .  Ozdogan61, who knows well the west-Anatolian archaeological 
realities gives to H. Parzinger's chronology a solid archaeological foundation. Thus, the 
linear pottery culture settlements, Dudeşti, Vine a, Precucuteni, Bolintineanu, Hamangia or 
Boian-Giuleşti are ordered md included in the chronological horizons 4-5 alb together with 
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the settlements ()f :some culturally contemporary populations in Bulgaria (Karanovo, 
Dur3.111111Clk:., Sborymovo-Ginina Mogila, Usoe, Kalojanovec, Nova Zagora, Hotnica, 
S amov()dene, Breaica, Ezero), Greece (Sitagroi, Dikili Tash), Anatolia (Roca Ceşme, Can 
Has m, Kumtepe, I lipinar. Y arimburgaz, Toptepe)62• 

Tht chronolorical 11orizon 4 groups the sites of Hoca Ceşme 1, Yarimburgaz "0",' 
llipin.o V, Can Hasaa (3?), with Sitagroi 1 and Karanovo III. To the same horizon belongs 
also ltle lmear potlery culture with the musical notes (Notenkopj) in the settlements of 
Perie11i ii , Glăvăne ştii Vechi B, Târpeşti 1 together with the Dudeşti settlements of Cemica 
1, D11�eşti Il, Dri:tghiceanu ][ and Radovanu 11 1 63• 

1'he horizor� Sa includes for north Danube the settlements of Fărcaşele II A, Leu III, 
V1i.dastra I. Padeil, Cemica ll, Radovanu 112, Aldeni l a, chronologically included in the 
lhlgarian :sites of U�oe 1, Ezero III, Nova Zagora 1, Hotnica 1, Samodovene I64• 

The horizon J b orders the settlements of Tărtăria 2b, Pianul de Jos, Hotărani 1, cruşovu 
1, Vă<i�tra Il, Cernica III. Tangâru II, Aldeni Ib, Lişcoteanca 1, together with Usoe II, 
lCa.loj 3.11ClVec I-III. Karanovo IV, Brenica 1/11, Sitagroi II, Dikili Tsh I, Can Hasan I (?), 
TClptepe II-IV65• 

lrt the case ()f the Dudeşti culture in Wallachia, H. Parzinger does not take into ac
«:ount the relative cbronology of interna! division into periods proposed by E. Comşa, as the 
�arne ch:ronological horizon 4 includes settlements belonging to the Dudeşti-Cemica phase 
(Cemica 1 and Ra�Clvanu) and Dudeşti-Fundeni (Drăghiceanu II and Dudeşti-Fundeni 
(Drăglliceanu II arid Dude�ti 11)66• 

The Bolintilleanu settlements (Cemica II, Radovanu 112, Aldeni 1 a) are synchronous 
witll V Adastra I an(f the linear pottery culture settlements are grouped by Parzinger into the 
l!ori:zon 5 a67• 

'The Boi an -Giuleşti settlements of Cemica III, Tangâru Il, Aldeni lb, Lişcoteanca 1 
were rertdered parallel to the Vădastra II settlements of Cruşovu 1, Hotărani 1, Vădastra Il, 
contemp()rary with Brenica. [/11 and Karanovo IV (the horizon 5b)58• 

Absolute Cllronology 

The radiocarbCln data have to be corroborated with the relative chronology data and 
the archaeological finds. In the case of the developed Neolithic in Wallachia there is no 
ra.diocarbon data. This unpleasant situation compels us to try an inclusion of the Dudeşti
Cemica, Bolintineanu and Boian-Giuleşti cultures in the European absolute chronology 
using the radiocarbon data obtained for the settlements of the cultures synchronous with the 
developed N eolithic communities at the Lower Danube. Thus, the chronological interval of 
the emergence and evolution of these populations are marked by the linear pottery cultures 
(Târpeşti 1, Glăvăne�tii Vechi B,  Perieni Il), Precucuteni I-11, Tisza (Hungary), Vinca B2, B/ 
C. C (Banat, Transylvania), Karanovo III, III-IV, Hotnica, Brenica (Bulgaria), Sitagroi III, 
Dikili Tash I-Ii (Greece), Ilipinar VII-X, V, Yarimburgaz 4-5, 1 -3, Hoca Ceşme 1, Toptepe 
II-V (Anatolia). 
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At the s.ame tirne, tb.e radi()CarOOil data confmns the synchronism between the Dudeşti 
culture, phase ri-III (Fă.rcaşu de Sus = 5 200-4900 Cal. B.C.)69, and the linear pottery culture 
(Târpeşti=5300-4950 ca.l. B.C. Y0• pmvecl illso by the archaeological fmds of pottery frag
ments witb. decoration specific of tl!e lin.ear pottery culture (phase IV - Glăvăneştii Vechi) 
from the settlement o f  Dude�ti (middle p:hase). The relations archaeologically proved be
tween the Dudeşti-Cemica c ommUIIities illl.d the Vmca B2 ones belong to the same chrono
logical horiz()n., confinned also by tb.e Cl4 el ating from Liubcova (5240-5000 Cal. Bc ). The 
radiocarbon data of the settlements ofD11deşti-Vmca B (5500-5000 cal. BC) and Dudeşti
Vinca C (4-940-4700 Ci\L BC) fr()m Oltenia correspond to the Vinca C layers from Banat 
(Hodoni=48904720 CAL � C) or Yugoslavia (4980-47 15  CAL BCf1•  

In Bulgaria, the Yadiocarbon da. ta interpreted by J. Boiadjiev assigns the evolution of 
the Kalojanovec, Hotnica Cllltllres as contemporary to the Karanovo III horizon, in the 
5300-4990 CAL BC interv aJ12. In the settlement of northem Bulgaria at Kacica, the Hotnica 
eul ture layers are dated to 5210- 5000 CAL BC 73, which corresponds to the Dudeşti eul ture 
dating. the final phases of n orth Danube. 

In Greece, the developed Neolithic period in Romania corresponds to the Middle 
Neolithic (54004900 CAL B C) ,  according to J. P. Demoulle74, or the Late Neolithic 1 
(5350-4-850 CAL BC). accoiding to K. Gallis7s, with the layers of Paradimini III, Sitagroi I
II, Dikili Tasb 1, contemporary w ith Karan.ovo III-IV, Yarimburgaz 1 -3. 

Reservedly, given the lack ofradiocarbon data for the Dudeşti-Cemica, Bolintineanu, 
Boian-Giuleşti settlements, aod their Yesearch stage, we propose a division into periods. 
Thus, the penetration of the Dudeşti-Cernica communities in Wallachia is synchronous 
with the linear pottery in Moldavia (Glăv ăneştii Vechi B, Târpeşti I), and with Vinca B2 
(Liubcova, Fărcaşu de Sus), probably dating from 5200-5000 CAL BC. In the context of 
the relative and absolute chronology, tbe first penetration of the Bolintineanu communities 
must have taken place about 5000 Ci\L BC, the last one, which included the frrst Boian
Giuleşti communities l ittle before 4850 Cal. BC, when the Karanovo V-Marica horizon 
began76. 
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An imported pottery fragmenţ of the Boian culture and i 
context in the Hungarian Mid�le Neolithic 

J. Makka 

!11 111:y L 99 3 paper1 a sli()rt reference was made to a small pottery fragment found · 
an initial t.tll settlement intbe Koros valley (SE Hungary) in 1976. The site lies on the b 
of the !lea� arm <l1 tbe Ktirds River in the outskirts of Szarvas, presently belonging to th 
village of Relc.essz:en.tand:râs., c alled Furugy (pronounced Furudj) by the villagers.2 Furth 
details and a lllore tllomllg;lt description then was kept for future publication. The purpo 
of this article is to publisl1 tl!e piece together with its con textual finds. 

The district of Sz11n' as is the area where the ground reconnaissance works of th 
Intens ive Pield S1ll'\ley <lf Hungary were made between 1974 and 1979. Good results3 of th 
surface sherding on site 1)28 suggested that a trial excavation was desirable if the fmd 
from this l<ey site were to be fu lly evaluated. The range of the surface fragments bas pro 
vided inva.luable typol()gi(� connections between the AlfOld Linear Pottery (abbreviated 
ALP) md Szakathii1 types wllich suggested that transitional types would be found betwee 
these two phases ()[ tl!e Lin.e a.J Pottery. The threat to the site posed by deep ploughing mad 
this work particularl:y urgent A trial excavation Wali undertaken jointly by the Institute o 
Archaeology and the M11sel!ms of Bekes County under the direction or

' 
J. Makkay. Tw 

short seasons of e:xc:a"ati()ll� were carried out in 1975- 1976. During the two seasons tw 
trenches II md Il[ (6x3_5 a��d 3x3.5 m2 respectively, with a 30 cms wide baulk betwee 
them) were e:xcavated ill arbitrary 20-centimetre spits to archaeologically sterile soil, whic 
lay c. 1 .6- 1 .9 m below the modem ground surface. Later the area of excavation was ex 
tended t() ex:p1ore surviv ing remains of an oven_ 

As already noted above, surface survey conducted prior to excavation produced bo 
ALP (i.e. earlier) a.nd S:zakathat (later) varieties of Linear Pottery ware. Within two excava 
tion sea.sons we estC!.I:>lislied that occupation at the Furugy tel/ spanned two main periods 
the Early Middle (i\LP) an!l Late Middle (Szakâlhat) Neolithic, without any further occu 
pation_ 

There are obvious distillctions between the two cultural phases which manifest them · 
selves botl1 in vessel shapes and decorative motifs. 1 plan to discuss in this paper onl 
a few illstances. B ()th ph a�es used globular/rounded shapes for bowls and spheric 
bowls for large C()Iltainers_ One of the main differences in pottery shapes is that as see 
from above, some vessel s of the ALP have a quadrangular construction: bases an 
rims are circular. the central l>ody of the bowls, however, is shaped in a quadrangul 
fashion_ This qua.drC!.IIgurality does not occur on the vessels of the Szakalhât group 
Pedestalled bowls with mid size and very high pedestals and high and wide conic 
upper parts were only characteristic of the ALP types (Pl. 2,2, Pl. 3, 1 -3, Pl. 4, 12, etc. 
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a.n(! are not pre&ent in �2akai.h.h il.s semt.lages. Necked and high-necked bottles are 
C()mmon amo11g the ALP featllres (Pl. 1, 3 ,  Pl. 6, 1), but they rarely occur in Szakâlhât 
c o11tex:.ts. 

Decorative moti:fs ()f rndsoo lines on the ALP vessels show a U in section while 
Szakalllât rMti.fs 2re characterized t.y ind&oo lines having a V-shape. The latter were made 
l>y 11sing a sharp m!l poin.ted b()IIC or sto11e tool and the lines were not polished over, while 
�VK-lines were made usillg blllnt tool s a.nd were polished over and/or the excess clay was 
rcrn()-ved ()1' smeared <Jil tlle slllface. 

L:ineu decorati()n.s ()f vessels ()f ALP type frequently consist of four fields separated 
from each ()tlter by vertic al li.lles <JI' -vertical fi.elds between parallel lines. This design is not 
chara.cteristic of the S:zakcill!ât -vesseb4 \PVhich (i.e. rounded bowls with lengthened upper 
pa.Its) ()ftell &how the nlllllin.g �pi.Jal pattern (running dogs, S-spirals): unpolished fields 
(band&) l>etween such puallel lines running around the body were painted red while sur
faces il.b()-ve 31ld belo\PV were kept unpaillted and finely polished (dark grey, even blackish in 
colollT: Pl. 2,3, Pl. 5, 1,2.,5, 7 -9, Pl. 6, 1 ). Yery rarely the opposite case can be seen: the 
rumti.ng !>mei� were p<1lished and 11eigh.boll1i.ng surfaces were painted. Paint of the Szakalhat 
p()tteiY w as al ways red crusted and aJlplied after burning while the ALP applied dark (black?) 
paint 011 brown, red. <Jr yell<1wish slipped background before buming. The running spiral 
rn<Jtiv is aiJ. e)tclusive and eX:.'J.llisite attribute of the Szakâlhat pottery industry together with 
the total. lack <1f med.ium high. an.d very h.igh pedestals. Such types are also not present in the 
assemblat:es <1f the ge11etic s11ccess<Jr <1f the Szakâlhat group i.e. in the Tisza culture. The 
densely incised meanders (PL 7,7-10, Pl . �. 1-8), on the other hand, show genetic descent of 
the Tisz.a p()ttery frorn its S:zakilbat predecessor. 

Altlt()llgh the full a11a.lysis of the Furugy pottery assemblage it not yet complete, my 
preliminary study lliLS ide11tifi.e(j three phases of occupation within the Middle Neolithic 
peri()d. The ubitrary layers on the top between 30 and 60 cms were characterised by devel
oped Sz.alcâlhat ware with occasiona.l presence of ALP sherds, which can also be considered 
stray fmds i.e. pieces in. secondaJY pcsition. These ALP-sherds often show somewhat dis
torted motifs a.s for example the irregular arrowhead pattern. 

Th.e seccnd straturn of arbitrary layers lay between 60 and 90 to 1 20 cms including 
mmy ALP fngments iLS well a.s the clistinctive Painted-Polished ware known to be Early 
anei Classic SzakaJ.h.ât ill date. The �emblage therefore is of mixed character with ALP and 
Szak.a.Ihă.t types. It can be argued thiLt the t\PVo cultural periods overlapped, but can also be 
see11 that th.e nurnber of ALP sh.erds gradully decreases in upper arbitrary layers. Or, in 
other words, the upper phases ()f the F11rugy tel/ are distinguished by an increase in typical 
Szaka.Ihă.t potteiY md the gradual decrease of the ALP style. 

The lower deposits below 90/120 crns revealed a surprising number of broken vessel 
fragrnents of ALP tyJles. This assemblage includes sporadic pieces of Szakâlhât vessel 
types, to<l. The incision techniqu.e of these rarely occurring sherds is of ALP character 
while th.e altemating crusted painted/dark polished bands within - and outside of 
parallel Lines are already present (Pl. 3,2,4, Pl. 4,2,7,9-1 2, 14, Pl. 5,2b). This decoration 
technique also appears ill trench III where below a thin (2-3 cms high) yellow deposit 
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a heavily tiampl�cl black surface was recorded in most part of the trench with a th" 
ash layer 011 its t():p .  Pottery below this undisturbed surface lying in a depth of 1 10 cm 
(which seale(J (Jel>ris between 1 1 0- 1 70 cms) yielded characteristic ALP-fragments, bu 
in a few cases sliaply (Szakâlhat-like) incised lines also appear on sherds which ar 
decorated with t!J.e alternating painted-polished technique (Pl. 3 ,7 ,  Pl. 4,2-3, 1 2, Pl 
5 ,3-5, Pl. 8,2). At the sarne time, there are typical ALP-sherds of ALP shapes whic 
show red crusted (i.e. Szak:alMt-type) paint between meandering or parallel incise 
lines (Pl. 3. 1 -4  ). Fr�gments of a ca. 35 cm high pedestalled bowJS (Pl. 2,2) also helon 
to this category. These two types clearly show that the origins of the Szak.cilhat ware g 
back to the pottery technology of the Middle or Developed Phase of the ALP pottery 
Both the introductio[J and use of red crusted paint and the fmely polished dark surfac 
treatment can be C()rrelated with the similar and contemporary pottery technology o 
the Vinca A p eriod. The appearance of this technology and style could be here th 
result of the northern distribution of an invention of hitherto unknown origin. 

Field notes ad photos made shortly after the excavations record the sporadic appear 
mce of different types of pottery: fragments of red slipped and finely polished vessels o 
Esztar type (Pl. 7, 2 -3). The Esztar pottery was a contemporary of the Classic and La 
Phase of the ALP 011 the eastem periphery of the Great Hungarian Plain and was strongl 
related to its eastem neighbour and variant: the Lumea Noa painted ware in Centr 
Transylvania. It applied fme dark red and intentionally coloured slip which usually w 
heavily polished, even burnished. Black painted strips were painted onto this fine surfac 
before burning, butoccasionally probably also after buming. Finely polished and black-on 
red painted Esztarsherds often occur in closed ALP (and also Early Szak.cilhat) contexts an 
most (but not all !) Esztar assemblages also include typically decorated ALP-sherds. Char 
acteristic Esz.tarfragments were found in trench II (in a depth of 60-90 cms), in context wi 
Classic Szaka.J.hat and ALP fragments (Pl. 7 ,2). Other pieces with worn surfaces carne t 
light in trench Ill!North, 100- 1 20 and 1 40- 1 70 cms and III/South, 90- 1 10 cms (Pl. 7 ,3). 
smal1 fragment from trench ll ( 1 20- 1 50 cms) is probab1y a part of a bowl of Bi.ikk type as i 
another fragment of a paint container with traces of red paint on the inner wall. lncise 
decoration of further fragments strongly resemble fme ware of the Btikk culture (Pl. 8 , 1 -7)., 
Some painted or ex:.tiemely fme polished black and dark-grey coloured fragments resemble 
the strange pottery e:xcavated on a nearby site of the Koros valley in Endrod, site 36, with its 
fme dark grey and black polished fragments belonging to high-necked rounded bottles (Pl. 
5,2a, Pl. 7, 1 a,4,6 ). As rny former analysis has shown, incised and painted decoration motifs 
suggest a contemporaneity of this fine dark grey and black polished ware of Endrod 
36 with Classic ALP and Esztâr types. Curiously enough, Szak.alhat fragments were 
not found in the assemblages of the hitherto excavated three features of Endrod 36.6 
This means that Endrod 36 was a site with a very short duration of occupation. 

The number of painted and incised types could be increased by going through 
ali of the existing sherds, but those described above suffice to mak.e the point that the 
Furugy layers represent the time of the ALP-Szakâlhat transition. The position of the 
imported sherd can be precisely fit into this sequential transition. 
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The piece u.ndeJ <li�cll�sion was found in trench II in a depth of 30-60 cms (Pl. 
1 , 1 ).7 Unfortu.utely, the site s11pervisor for that time did not record the exact context 
of the discove:ry, but 2eee>rdir1g to the field notes the excavator (J. Makkay) arriving to 
lhe site in the compa�� of. V S. Titov unanimously approved its context with Classic 
Szakalhat types and related it to typically decorated Boian or Vă dastra vessels. The 
piece is significan.t, because t<> my knowledge it is the first case when such a ceramic 
fragment was found in se<:l!Iely dated context of Neolithic pottery in Hungary: it is 
clearly an import from a.reas lying to the South of the Carpathian Range. S ince this 
type of decoration is otileN ise totally unknown on this part of the Great Hungarian 
Plain, it can be excluded tilat the piece once carne into this stratigraphical position as 
intrusive from the uppenn()�t (ploughed) soil. The wall fragment of a large coarse 
container is decorated with incrusted bead motif: a row of small plastic lentil-shaped 
knobs (made a� a sunken relief) is surrounded with white inlay (Pl. 1 ,2). This type is 
also totally llllknown iil the decorative repertoir of both the ALP and Szakathat wares, 
therefore it can. als() lle con.sidered as foreign in terms of decoration. 

Such ware may have ooen rnade locally by people originally from other regions, 
but can. also lle br<>llgltt to the site from distant places by itinerant tradesmen. Our 
present knowle<lge cannot provide data that would be helpful in determining the region 
in which these vessels were made, but they seem to be of foreign origin, not locally 
made. The clo�est parallels (){ the piece Pl. l , l  can be found amongst similar decorated 
vessels of the Giule�ti Pltase of the Boian culture.8 Undoubtedly, my Rumanian friends 
and colleag11es will have tlte fmal say regarding this problem. 

Chronological correlation between Classic Szak.alhât an.d the Giuleşti Phase of 
lhe Boian Cllitllre s11ggests that this contact was the result of regular trade bringing raw 
stone material of N. Balc anic sources an.d/or worked Spondylus to the Carpathian 
Basin. 

Notes 

1 J. Makkay: Pottery links between Late Neolithic cultures of the Pontic and Anatolia, and 
the origins of the Hittites. Anatolica 19, 1993, Special Issue on Anatolia and the Balkans, ed. by J. 
Roodenberg, 120, Fig . 1 ,l . 'Th.is time the piece was said to have come from a Vădastra cultural 
milieu. 

2 J. Makk:ay (ed.): Ma�yarorszag Regeszeti Topografiaja, a Szarvasi jaras. Budapest, 1989, 
76-78: site 1/28. 

3 Characteristic pottery fragrnents of both the Alfold Linear Pottery and the Szakâlhât group 
literally covered the surface of the site as a dense scatter. 

4 It rare1y occurs that small knobs are applied at the joins of the runnign spirals. This reminds 
us of the original division ofmotifs into four fields on ALP-vessels. 

5 Reconstructed h.eigh.t. The highest existing pedestalled bowl of the ALP-culture. 
6 Mak.kay 1993, op. cit., Fig. l ,4-20. 
7 The piece unfortunately cannot be located in the collections of the responsible museums 

(i.e.Bekescsaba and Sz.a.rvas). As I have pointed out, the excavated material was secretly moved from 
the Szarvas Museum a few days before 15. May, 1979. See Makkay op.cit. 1989, 78, note 4. 

8 E. Cornşa: Istoria comunităjilor culturii Boian. Bucharest, 1974, Pl. 8-9, Pl. 13 .  
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S em  -

Pl. I :l = trencll Il/30-60. - 2 = trench 11/30-60. - 3  = trench 111/North, 1 40- 170: oute 
wall was pai.n.ted l>lack between running spiral motiv of Szaka.lMt type, incised lines ar 
e:xecuted in ALP technique; grey polished inner surface. - 4 = trench 111/North, 140- 170 
bowl with incised motifs of ALP-Szaka.IMt transitional type. 
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a 3 b  

o 6 
Pl. II:l = trench. III: Late ALP shape. - 2 = trench 111/Southwest, 160-190: character

istic pedestalled bowl of the ALP decorated with ALP incision technique and with red 
crusted paint ( darker stripes on the drawing: 2b, lighter ones on the photo: 20). - 3 = recon
structed bowl of Szakalbat type frorn trenches II-III: decorated with dark polished rwming 
spiral pattern and accompanying running spirals painted in red. 
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PL lll:l = trenc:h Ili!N orth., 70- 100+ 100-120: rim fragments of the upper part of an 
ALP pedestalled bowl, outside (left) and inside (right) with ALP-pattern. - 2 = trench III/ 
N' orth, 70-1 00 :  ri.m frapnen ts from the upper part of an ALP pedestalled bow 1, outside (left) 
incised motiv with darle p ainted stripes in alternating fields, inside (right) dark (red?) painted 
stripes. - 3  = trench. IIJ!S()-150: fragrnents from the upper part of an ALP pedestalled bowl 
with characteri�tic merud.ri.c incised pattern of ALP style, with dark paint in alternating 
fields. - 4 = tre11ch lii/Nortll, 100-120:  th same vessel form, with alternating field between 
incised lilles of ALP �pe, painted red and polished dark (blackish). - 5 = trench 111/South, 
160- 190,  ALP pit. ALP incised fragment (from the upper pait of a pedestalled bowl) with 
incision md red crusted p aint. - 6 = trench 111/North, 70-100, painted rim fragment of an 
ALP pedestalled bowl: incised-painted pattern on the outer wall (left) and dark painted 
�tripes on the imler wa.ll (right). - 7 = trench 111/South, 140- 170, below sealing stamped 
noor: the lower part of an ALP bowl with incised arrowhead motiv. - 8-9 = trench 111/North, 
70-100: fra.gme11.ts of ALP vessels with incised motifs. 

Pl. IV: 1 = tre11ch IIIJNorth. 1 10- 140: red painted spiral motiv on a Szakâlhat sherd. 
- 2  = trenc:h Ill)North. 4(}-80: dark painted ALP rim fragment of a pedestalled bowl. - 3 = 

trench liiJSollth,140-170, below trampled floor surface at a depth of 110 cm: dark paint on 
the outer surface of t:he rim p art  of a pedestalled bowl. -4 = trench III/South, 160-190, ALP 
pit: incised sh.erd of the ALP with brown paint. - 5 = trench 111/North, 100-120: trench III/ 
North, l l 0-140: Alp black paint between ALP incised lines. - 6 = trench 111/North, 100-
1 20: ALP sherd with red crusted paint. - 7 = trench 111/South, 140-160: dark polished/red 
painted altema.ting fie1ds between incised lines of ALP-character. - 8 = trench III/South, 
1 40-160: rim fra.gme11.t of an ALP pedestalled bowl with dark red painted stripe on the inner 
surface. - 9  = trench III/S, 1 60-180: ALP sherd with anternating dark-light fields between 
incised lines. - lO = trench III/North, 1 10- 140: characteristic Szakâlhat fragment with alter
nating dark polished/crusted red painted running spirals. - 11 = trench 111/South, 160- 190: 
red crusted painted ALP sherd. - l2 = trench 111/South, 140-170: below tramped floor at a 
depth of 11 O crn: ALP pedestal fragment with dark (black) paint between incised lines. - 13 
= trench 11/31-60: fragment decorated with distorted ALP-motiv. - 14 = trench 111/North, 
70-100: lower part of a.n ALP bowl with incised ALP-type lines on the outer wall, and 
altemating fields of dark polished/red crusted painted fields (o uter wall), while polished on 
the inner wall. - 15 = trench 11/30-60: fragment of an ALP pedestalled bowl with incised 
arrowhea.d-motiv. 
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a 2 b 

Pl. V: painted and incised fragments of transitional type. 1 = trench 111/South, 1 60-
1 90, ALP pit: necked bowl incised with Szak.alhât-type loines, altemating black-polished 
and crusted red painted bCIIlds. - 2  = trench 111/North, 70- 100: rim fragment of the upper 
part of an ALP pedestalled bowl. Inside (left) painted stripes, outside (right) ALP lines, the 
fields between are polished or red crusted painted. - 3 = trench lli/South, 120-140, below 
Iram pled floor at 1 1  O cm: ALP incised sherd, dark paint. - 4  = trench 111/Southwest, 120140, 
below trampled floor at 110 cm: Szakalhât incised line, polished/red crusted painted. - 5 = 

lrench IIVSouth, 190-1 90, below trampled floor: Szak.âlhat-type polished/painted. - 6 = 

lranch III/20-50: Szakâlhat-type polished-painted. - 7  = fragments of a rounded Szak.âlhât
bow 1 from trench III/80- 150 wi th altemating dark polished/red crusted painted bands on the 
outer wall accompanied by incised lines of Szak.âlhât character. - 8 = trench 111/North, 40-
80: see no. 2. - 9 = trench 11/60-90: black polished spiral on a Szak.alhat fragment. 
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Pl. VI: l = trench III/house + trench Ill/6a: necked bottle of Szakâlhat type wttl 
handle and ""ith polished/painted running spiral motiv on the belly. - 2 = trench Il/30-60 

fragment of Classic Szakathât large container without painting. 
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Pl. VIJ: la-b = trench III}Ncrth, 140- 170: rim fragment from the upper part of an 
ALP pedestalled bowl with darle paint on the inner wall (a) and typical ALP incised motiv 
on the outer (b). - 2  = Esztar-type bla.ck-on-red painted fragment from trecnc h 11/60-90. -
3 = red painted and polished Esztar-type fragment with wom surfaces and ALP incised 
motiv from trench III/South, 90- 110. - 4  = trench 111/South, 1 60- 190: ALP pit, rim frag
ment from the upper part of a pedestalled ALP bowl with black painted stripe on the outer 
wall: crusted paint. - 5 = fragment of a similar vessel from trţnch ll/60-90: dark painted 
stripe on the outer wall. - 6  = trench III/South, 1 60-190, ALP pit: black painted stripes on 
both wall accompanying ALP incised lines. - 7-10 = Szakalhat-type geometric incised 
motifs from trench III/20-50 (7-8), trench 111/North, 40-70 (9) and 20-50 (10). 
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Pl. Vlii : 1-8 = S.zakalh.at sherds with incised geometric and spiral pattern from trench 
Il, 60-90 ( 1 • .5 .  6-8), trench liVSouthwest, 120-140, below trampled floor at 1 10 (2), trench 
IIIJNorth, 1 40- 171  (3), 211d trench 111/South, 140- 160 (4). 
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Observatii preliminarii asupra necropolei neolitice de la 
Sultana, jud. Călăraşi 

Done Şerbănescu 

Sa.tul 5tlltaJ!a, C()muna Mânl:lstirea este cunoscut în literatura arheologică încă 
din prinrul sfert al secolului al XX-lea Prima dată este mentionat de prof. Radu Vulpe 
c11 prilej11l perieghezei efectua.te Îll j urui Iezerului Mostiştea în anul 1923 şi publicată 
in 19241 . T()t în anul 1 9 2 3  î11 tefl-111 neolitic de la Sultana - Malul Roşu efectuează 
slpături I on Andrieşescu, aj11tat de Vladimir Dumitrescu, atunci student în anul Il. 
Rezultatele cercetărilor de la. Mal11 Roşu2• 

Cornplex.lll arlte()logic din p11n.ctul Sultana - Valea Orbului este mentionat de 
Radu Vt�lpe. care scrie c ă  a descoperit o aşezare getică3• 

Îll a1111l 1 971 , cân.d s-a anuntat în mass-media că perimetrul Văii Mostiştea va fi 
amenaj at pentru irigatii, pentru a fi salvate de la distrugere vestigiile din zonele ce 
urmau a. fi inundate, împre u n ă  cu stimatul coleg George Trohani am întreprins o 
periegheză pe întreag a vale. Rezul tatele cercetărilor de suprafată efectuate au fost 
publicate în revista. Ilfov - File de Istorie4• După ce s-au efectuat interventiile necesare 
pentru obţinerea fondurilor întreprinderii săpăturilor de salvare s-a alcătuit un colectiv 
larg de arheol()gi sub conducerea regretatului Sebastian Morintz, colectiv care a efectuat 
săpături la Mânăstirea5, S11ltana6• Valea ArgoveF, Săruleşti8, Măgureni9, Şeinoiu10 şi 
Mărit�ta1 1• Din plc ate 11nele rezllltate ale cercetărilor au rămas încă inedite. 

Colectivul din care am făcut parte a cercetat în satul Sultana punctele Valea lui 
Malciu, Ghetărie, Valea Sâ.rbilor, Grl:ldiştea Mică, Odaia Pisc, Valea Orbului şi Valea 
Curăteştiulu i1 2• În cadrul colectiVIllui din care am făcut parte mi-a revenit cercetarea 
cornplex.elor geto-dacice şi neolitice. 

în punctul Valea Orbului, sub conducerea şefului de şantier care era Sebastian 
Morintz , am cercetat cee a  ce mai rrunăsese din aşezarea getică semnalată de Radu 
Vulpe, iar Mihai Sâ.rnpetru a cercetat o aşezare din secolele IX - X e.n. 13• 

În. timpul săp ăturilor am făcut cercetări de suprafată pe versantul de vest al văii 
şi în unele locuri am descoperit resturi de oase umane. Mi-am dat seama că mă aflu în 
zona un.ei necropole, care d11pl aspectul oaselor găsite părea destul de veche. După 
scurt timp am gâsit şi două mârgele tubulare lucrate din cochilii de scoici marine 
(Spondylus gaederopu�) şi astfel am putut stabili că pe ambele versante şi pe terasa 
văii se află o necropolă neolitică Cercetarea necropolei am început-o în anul 1974, 
ajutat în perioada de începutul de regretatul coleg Mihai Sâmpetru. Pentru cercetarea 
necropolei s-au întreprills pânl:i acum opt campanii arheologice14• Au fost descoperite 
şi cercetate 121 de morminte de inhumatie din care 4 morminte duble. Cu toate că 
gropile ffi()rmintelor era11 sl:ipate în lut galben şi acoperite cu pământ de aceiaşi culoare, 
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l a  câtev a  morrn inte s-a. put11t stabili forma gropilor. Gropile erau de formă oval 
t:Japezoicl.ală s a11 dreiJtunghiu lară cu colturile rotunjite. uneori destul de scurte pen 
l11J1�:irne� cadavru.lui. Acesta era depus în groapă, astfel încât, în momentul înhum 
pe11tru a ÎilCllţ»e 1n groapă, lllleori i se curba coloana vertebrală . Adâncimea la care 
f� st descoperite &:heletele variază între 0,25 - 0,35 m la cele de pe pantă şi 1 ,80 - 2 
l� cele care a11 fost descoperite pe platoul terasei. Poziţia în care au fost depuşi c 
!lecedati ÎI1 moiTllinte variază astfel : 

t. Î11 !() morminte, din cauza conservării precare a scheletelor nu s-a putut stab" · 
ţ»CJ�itia Îl! care a11 fost depuşi cei decedati. 

2. 54 sc!J.elete zăceau în poziţie chircită moderat sau accentuat pe partea stâng 
cu. craniul orientat în general pe directia sud-est, cu mâna stângă puternic îndoită d" 
Cl)t şi Îll<ire p tati <:u palma spre faţă sau aşezată sub craniu, iar mâna dreaptă, puf 
Îllcloită din cot era aşezată cu palma pe femurul piciorului drept, sau cu antebraţu 
aşezat p a.r�lel <:11 femurele. ln câteva cazuri picioarele sunt puternic pliate, dar î 
majCJritatea cu.urilor femarele picioarelor formau unghi drept cu coloana vertebral 
T'itiile etau uneori aşezate paralele, iar labele picioarelor, în majoritatea cazurilor era 
s11 p rapuse. 

3. 47 !lin scltelete erau aşezate cu toracele în sus, cu capul întors spre stânga, i 
picioarele chircite pe aceeaşi parte. Mâna stângă era adusă spre craniu, iar mâna dreap 
îndoit� !lill cot en aşezat11 uneori pe bazin sau pe femurele picioarelor. Picioarele era 
pliate m()clerat. Orientarea acestor schelete era tot pe direcţia sud-est. 

4. În d()ll ă cazuri scheletele zăceau în poziţie chircită pe partea dreaptă. în c 
scheletulu.i nr. J J 1 acesta era chircit accentuat şi orientat cu craniul spre vest. 

5. Îl1 5 caz11ri sclteletele descoperite în morminte zăceau aşezate în pozitie chirci 
pe partea stângl:1, cu toracele întors în jos. 

Din cele 125 schelete descoperite în morminte, 106 au fost studiate antropologie, ş· 
anume: l ()l schelete la Centrul de Cercetări Antropologice din Iaşi de către Olga Necraso 
şi Dan Bote22tu şi 5 schelete au fost studiate de d-1 Nicolae Miriţoiu de la Centrul d 
Cetcetări An1ropologice ,,Fra�tcisc Rainer" din Bucureşti. Tot la Bucureşti au fost duse sp 
stu.d.iu şi cele LS schelete descoperite în campania arheologică din anul 2002. j Prin studiu.) antropologie a celor 106 schelete s-a stabilit următoarea compoziţiei 
a populaţi_ei neolitice ce s-a înhumat în necropola de la Valea Orbului: 

Copii l11janr; 1 25 de subiecţi ce reprezintă = 22,56 % 
C()pii J"fam; Il 5 subiecţi = 4, 70 % 
JullentliS 5 subiecţi = 4, 70 % 
Bărllati adulti şi maturi 45 subiecţi = 42,30 % 
Femei adulte şi mature 30 subiecţi = 28,20 % 
DCJi dintre subiecţii de sex masculin depăşeau vârsta de 60 de ani şi reprezintă 

un procent de l ,l!l! o/o. 
Din studiul antropologie elaborat de colectivul de la Iaşi condus de Olga Necrasov: 

s-a precizat că  mortalitatea copiilor între O - 14 ani era ridicată, de 18% 15, iar dup� 
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calculele no astre actuale când dispunem de toate datele mortalitatea este de 22,56 %. 
Acest procellt reprezint.ă cev-a mai mult decât la celelalte populatii neolitice studiate. 
Decesele în perioada ad())escenţei sunt rare (circa 4,7%). Frecvenţa creşte în perioada 
adultă, Îl1 special la femei �%. dar atinge max.imul în perioada matură 6 1 %. După 60 de 
ani flin.d atestati doar 2 subiecti. Durata medie de vârstă este relativ scurtă de 3 1  ani şi 5 
luni pelltnJ Îlltreaga serie, iar pentru eşantionul care a depăşit vârsta de 20 de ani, speranta 
de viaţă este de 37 ani �i 1;J luni. Speranţa medie de viaţă este de 3 1  ani şi 9 luni. 

Din punct de vedere 311tropologic majoritatea subiectilor sunt de tip dolicocran, atât la 
bărbap cât şi la femei, mergând de la forma hiperdolicocrană la aceea de brahicran moderată 

Statura, determinată după metoda Maneuvrier este la ambele sexe de acelaşi tip, 
mediile siruându-se la limita dintre categoria semimijlocie şi cea supramijlocie ( 1  ,65 la 
bărbaţi şi 1,5 3 la femei). 

Scheletul postcranian prezintă câteva particularităti: femurul este platimer cu 
pilastru în relief, iar t ibiile au ••fatete orientale". Antropologii consideră că populaţia 
din necropcb. neolitic! de b. Valea Orbului este de două tipuri principale: protoeuropoidă 
şi mediteran.oidă cu v aiimtele sale. Tipul protoeuropoid este caracterizat printr-o statură 
înaltă, sa11 semimijlocie, cu. scheletul destul de masiv, cu craniul de tip dolicocran sau 
mezocran (llmg şi nu. prea îngust), de înălţime mijlocie sau mare, cu occipitalul rotunjit 
şi relief cranian variabil Masivul facial este larg şi scurt, cu malare frontalizate, orbite 
comiconici şi nas camerin sau mezorin şi fose canine dezvoltate. 

Tipul mediteranoid este caracterizat printr-o statură mijlocie mică, schelet gracil, 
cu craniu de tip dolicocran sau mai rar mezocran. Nasul destul de lung şi mandibula 
îngustă, joasă şi grac iU.. Variantele sale sunt: paleomediteraniană şi mediteranoizi 
clasici cum ar fi varianta danubiană pontică. 

Din cele 1 2 1  morminte neolitice de inhumatie cercetate la Valea Orbului numai 
47 aveau inventar funerar, adică 38,82 %. 

Inventarul funerar constă în obiecte de podoabă şi idoli. Comunitatea neolitică 
care a folosit necropola de la Valea Orbului nu depunea ca ofrandă în morminte vase 
sau unelte. 

Idolii antropomorfi desc()periţi în morminte erau confectionati din os, stilizaţi 
excesiv, cu capul inelar şi corpul falic, iar într-un caz un idol antropomorf care are redate 
şi picioarele reprezintă probabil o femeie. Idolii erau purtaţi ca pandantive la gât. 

Obiectele de podoabă sunt confecţionate din cochilii de scoici marine (cochilii 
de Ortrea, Spondylus gaederopus sau Dentalium), din roci (şist de Dobrogea sau 
marmură), os  sau minereu de cupru (carbonat de cupru - rnalahit). 

Din C()chilii de scoici marine sunt confecţionate diferite forme de mărgele, brăţări, 
pandantive sau pectorale. Din carbonat de cupru sunt confecţionate mărgele în formă 
de rondele, din mannură sunt lucrate pandantive, din care unul în formă de bumerang, 
iar din şist verde de Dobrogea un pandantiv în formă de toporaş miniatura!. Din os sau 
descoperit câteva obiecte cilindrice cu o perforaţie laterală, a căror utilizare nu o putem 

intui şi inele care erau purtate pe deget. 
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Datuea necroJ>�lei nu o putem face decât cu o oarecare dificultate. Cele câtev 
fi<�gmente cerillilice de 111ic:i dimensiuni şi silex urile micro li te găsite în umplutura gropilo · 
Sllllt ati?ice � i  nu ne ? �t aj11ta prea mult. 

Rituallll funerar f()]osit în necropola de la Sultana - Valea Orbului îl înţâlnim însă şi A 
ILeaopola de ]a Cemica, unde câteva dintre mormintele considerate întinse pe spate câtev 
au totuşi caplll Îlltors pe par1ea stângă, sau spre dreapta, iar picioarele sunt uşor flexate16• 

Pe de <�ltă. parte ll� a. cum a subliniat şi cercetătorul german Clemens Lichte 
inventarul funeru des.c o?eJit în necropola de la Sultana îşi găseşte analogii în necropol 
de la Cemica Cum Jlecrop()lll de la Cemica a fost folosită atât în faza Cemica a civilizaţie 
Dudeşti c�t �i la.  începutu l civilizatiei Boian1\ considerăm că necropola de la Sultan 
p o a. te fi Îrlcadr<�ti Îil f22a Bolintineanu a culturii Boian sau în civilizatia Bolintinean 
a�a cum o defillesc cercetătorii Marian Neagu şi Stănică Pandrea18• 

Î11 sprijilllll ac:e�tei datări vine şi faptul că în campania arheologică din anu 
2002, s11b () gr() apă. menaj eră, în care pe lângă material ceramic neolitic atipic s
de�operit şi un fragme11t c:eramic dintr-un vas cilindric cu prag sub buză, care îl atribu · 
fazei Vidra. a culturii E o ian, a fost descoperit M. 1 14 . Individul �e afla la 20 cm su 
n ivelul gropi i, iar plimilltul din groapa mormântului avea pământul de altă culoar 
decât cel din gr�apa. men<�jeră. Deci, necropola de la Sultana - Valea Orbului este maij 
veche decât fa:ze� Vidra a Clllturii Boian. Pe de altă parte idolii de os cu cap inelar nu-ş� 
găsesc anal()gli pânli 1n prezent decât în necropola de la Cemica şi la Lepenski Vu, înj 
Cllltura Cri� , în cerc:etlirile făcute de Dragoslav Streiovic. Pe de altă parte, necropolai 
de la Su ltma. - Vale<� Orbului nu poate fi datată mai târziu de începutul neoliticulu� 
târziu din Grecia.. în �atlll Sitagroi din Câmpia Drama din estul Macedoni� pe coasta 
egeeană, sa.11 g!sit br�ări. din Spondylus asemănătoare cu cele descoperite la Sultana şi 
Cemica 20 • începutul neoliticului târziu din Grecia se datează pe la anul 5400 - 5300 
a.Chr. Obiectele de p ()doa.bă din scoici marine, considerate obiecte de prestigiu, erau 
C()llfectionate pe tlinr111l Mării Egee şi ajungeau pe calea schimbului la comunităţile 
ne()litice de pe terit()rilll de astăzi al Bulgariei, României, Ungariei şi Cehoslovaciei. 
Prin maliza iz;()t()picl:l ll o x.igenului din scoici, care este determinat de temperatură şi 
salinitatea apei de mare s-a stabilit că brătările şi mărgelele confectionate din Spondylus. 
,gtuderopus provin din Ma.rea Mediterană sau Marea Egee şi mai putin probabil din 
partea de su<l a Mării Negre 21 • 

După prezenţa !>ll.ll absenta inventarului funerar, şi bogăţia acestuia, s-a putut 
tra�e concluzia că în rân<lul comunitătii neolitice care folosea necropola de la Sultana 
- Valea Orbul11i exista () stratificare socială. Astfel, în grupul de morminte descoperit 
pe versantlll de vest al văii 50 o/o dintre morminte aveau inventar funerar, pe când din 
cele 24 mcnnillte desc()perite până în prezent pe versantul de nord-est al văii numai un 
�ing11r monnân t a avut inventar funerar şi acesta consta dintr-o mărgică tubular. 
confecţionată din cochllie de Spondylus Gaederopus. Deci, concluzia preliminară ar ij 
el:! populatia de rând se înhuma pe versantul de nord - est al văii, pe când cea avută s1 
înhuma pe versantul de vest. 
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O întrebare c are  se impllile este: de ce comunitatea neolitică de la Sultana şi-a 
ales ca loc de înhama-e cei <l()i versanţi ai văii denumită Valea Orbului? Răspunsul ar 
ri că valea reprezenta () cale de acces spre lumea de dincolo. 

O altă întrebare ar ti 1111<le se afla aşezarea comunităţii care şi-a înhumat morţii în 
această necr<>p()lă? Presu punem că aceasta nu se afla prea departe de necropolă, poate 
era chiar în c<>nul de d.ejectie al văii, care odinioară, pe la începutul secolului al XX
lea, înainta adânc Îll lunea râului Mostiştea, care pe atunci era o gârlă. Lunea era 
inundată de ap e le Dtm ării numai primăvara, când veneau apele mari. O aşezare 
aparţinând fazei Bolintineaaa a existat pe teritoriul satului Sultana, deoarece ea este 
menţionată fu lucrarea mon<>graficli. /storia comunităJilor culturii Boian, a cercetătorului 
Eugen C()mşa, apărută în anul 197422• 
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Fig.l Morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sultana Valea Orbului: M l OS 
M 109. MllO. Ml ll.  
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Fig.2 Morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sultana Valea Orbului: M1 12, 
Ml13 ,  M 1 14, M1 15. 
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Fig.3 Mo[1Jl.inte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sultana Valea Orbului: M l 16, 
Ml 17, Ml18,  M l l 9. 
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Fig.4 Monninte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sultana Valea Orbului: M120, 
M121. 
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Fig.5 Morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sultana Valea Orbului. 
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Fig.6 Morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sultana Valea Orbului. 
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Fig.7 Morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sultana Valea Orbului. 
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Fig. 8 Inventarul funerar al unor morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sul
tana Valea Orbului: M l ,  M2, M3, M8 , M9, MlO. 
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Fig.9 Jrrventarul fu11erar al unor morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sul 
talla Valea Orl>alui: M l 2, Ml3 ,  M l4, Ml5,  Ml8,  Ml9, M2 1 .  
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Fig.lO Inventarul funerar al lillor morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la Sul
tana Valea Orbului: M21, M23. M27, M30, M32, M34, M37, M38, M39, M40. 
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fjg. l l  Inventarul funerar al unor morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la S 
tana Valea Orbului: M44, M45, M46. 
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Fig .l2  Inventarul funerar al unor morminte din cadrul necropolei neolitice de la 
Sultana Valea Orbului: M47, M49, M53 ,  passim. 
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FiJl .l3 Statuetă de os descoperită la Lepenski Vrr asemănătoare cu unele din piesele 
descoperite la. Sultana - Valea Orbului (D. Srejovic ) . 
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A new perspective on Neolithic figurines 

Douglass W. Bailey 

I11trod uction 

We are in an unsa.tisfactory position in our understanding of Neolithic figurines. The 
ex.isting ex:.?lana.tions and engagements with these objects, my own previous work included, 
are misguided. We need a new vision of Neolithic figurines; indeed a new way of looking 
al objects such as figurines. This new way intends to challenge us over how we see figu
rines.. 

Prni()IIS approacltes to tigurines 

Wh:y do we need a 11ew vision of Neolithic figurines? A detailed assessment of previous 
research on figurines. from the Balkan Neolithic would require a book of its own. Even a 
descriptive review of the a.??earance of figurines in local and international publications ex
ceeds both the scape and purpos.es of this paper: to highlight the challenges that face figurine 
researcb a.nd to suggest how work can move forward. The trend in present research is 
historiographic: to study not the figurines themselves but to examine the studies of figurines, 
the sch.ools of interpretation and proposed interpretations. Important texts on figurine 
historiography include Richard Lesure's new article (Lesure in press), two papers by Meg 
Conlcey and Ruth Tringh.am (Conkey and Tringham (1995); Tringham and Conkey ( 1999)) 
and a collection of shortercomments in the Cambridge Archaeological Journal' s 1996 View
point section entitled "Can we interpret figurines" (Hamilton 1996; Bailey 1996; Ucko 1996; . 
Ha.ala.nd and Haa.land 1 996; Joyce 1996). Many analyses concentrate on Goddess interpreta
tions given life b:y Marija. Gimbutas1 (Ucko 1962, 1968; Fleming 1969; Haaland and Haaland 
1 995; Meskell 1 995). Sorne investigate the gendering of figurine studies, highlighting the 
dama.ge that Mother Goddessism ha.s done, paradoxically, to a feminist archaeology.2 

Be:yond historiogra.phies, the rnajority of figurine scholarship appears in excavation 
reports. and interpretive essa:ys. Of these, many propose specific meanings or functions 
for figurines. In addition to the Mother Goddess interpretations, the common references 
are to ritual, re1igion and spiritual life. Most propose anecdotal functions: figurines as 
dolls, toys., magica] items, afterlife accessories, sexual aids, fertility figures, effigies, 
talismans, ritual figures, concubines, slaves, puberty models, training mechanisms, votive 
and hea.ling objects, pa.rts of initiation ceremonies, contracts, territory markers, identity 
markers (Meskell 1 999). 

Few attributions of function offer substantial argument to support their interpre
tations. Man:y avoid ex.plicit discussion of the assumptions upon which preferred inter-

87 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



pretati()llS re st. Thc r-e�ults are evocative, (why else the success and continuity of Moth 
God d e�si._s mJ) but tl:tey are also simplistic. They offer anecdote in the place 
ex.plancttioll. The)' avoLd the transparency of approach required of a rigorous, reflectiv 
methoil or th..e theoretical reasoning that underpins modem archaeology. Worse sti 

tllis ll!lr e fle�t ive ap(lroach is exclusive; authors provide complete and seamles 
illterp ret�ti�11 s. Readers are not given the opportunity to trace the ways that the da 
are j ()ined ·�dtil �a..rti<ular interpretations. Because of this, anecdota} interpretation 
elimina.te the poten1i aJ  for criticism or for the development of alternative meanings � 
()CL.rticlllilr fi,gu.rines. Everything is presented as if it were sLrnple and clear. There · 
neitiler debate n o r  even any reason to stimulate debate. The worst news is that . 
maj()r:it}' af �r:imiLT)' publications of figurines follow the anecdota} approach. Why · 
tl:tis the case� Whal a..re the altematives? 

Wit.h very fe� e::xceptions, current and previous approaches are unsatisfying becau 
tlley a5k thevrong que�tions: questions about typology and chronology (what is the diffe 
ence betv�een figuriJJes of Harnangia Type A and Harnangia Type B?); questions about th 
gender i>C!laJLc-e of societies and the search for matriarchies and patriarchies (was the Vine 
clllture d�mi._n a.ted \)y rnen or women?); questions about the rosters of pantheons (was th 
Bird-Godde10.s ortlte B11ll Consort present?). These are important questions but they are th 
wmn.g one� t() ask ifw e  seek the meaning of anthropomorphic figurines. Why are they th 
wmn.g que!>ti()llS? llecause these questions betray a radical misconception or ignorance o 
the com�lexLties and d)'narnics of material col ture and, more critically, of visual eul ture. 
doing sa they di5ta.nce thernselves from a real understanding of figurine meaning. 

Even Ln stlld ies where archaeologists acknowledge the complexity and arnbiguity o 
life and of V'isuC!l ct�ltllre3• they fail to move beyond a preliminary, superficial level o 
understandLn g . llldeed many figurines probably did function as Lrnages of divinities or wo 
sllipped ances tars. These suggestions for figurine function, however, are not assessabl 
There ex ist na rneclla�isms for evaluating the accuracy of these anecdota! suggestion 
Ev aluatioll is nat simpl y a rnatter of developing a more complex set of hypotheses or apply 
ing a rnore rig oro11s statistica} analysis, or even of acquiring better contextual informatia 
durin.g ex.c av�tion, of sieving and of 100% sampling. In the end, our inability to assess thes 
propositions  is n()t important; even if you and 1 could prove (or even agree) that 
particular :figwine represents a goddess or an ancestor, both the proof and the equation 
are irreleva11t. T() determine what is represented by a figurine is not of primary 
irnporta.nce. ls it of interest? Yes. But, is it fundamental to a fuller understanding of 
prehist()ric figurilles? No. 

New IJIIestiolls 

We rnust ask more comrnitted questions about objects such as figurines. By 
askLng questions abo11t the character of objects and about representational objects in 
particll lar. It i s  rnore i mportant to understand the ways in which miniature 
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anthropom()Iphic represeJltati()llS sllcceeded in being the political tools, goddess images, 
votive offerings ()r ancestor p ortrait5 that each figurine analyst' has suggested. How 
and why could figmine5 play the roles that they did in domestic negotiations of identity, 
in the rnmife5tatio11 of til.e otheJW()rldly, in the presencing of the deceased? Why weren't  
these r())es filled by other ty:pes (){ rn2terial culture? Why not by oral culture? Why not 
by otber media of representatio11 ar other objects? Why not by objects made by different 
raw rn aterials? Wltat are tlle Jl()Wers a.nd consequences of representation in general 
and representation of the hl!mM. oody in particular? What is the significance of human 
representa.ti()llS made in rniniature? What is the significance of the fact that these 
Neolitbic Clfltllropomorphs are m()deled in three-dimensions? 

H()w sllall we try to a.11swer the�e questions? 

Let us begin by tllinking; i1l terms (){vis ual events, a term familiar to those engaged in 
the smdy of visual cultllre_ 4 At its core, visual culture is about the interaction between 
viewer and the viewed, the relationship between the person looking (i.e., the spectator) and 
the thillg that that person is looking at_ This interaction is a visual event. From this simple 
idea, new challenges arise f()r IlS i1l Ollr quest to better understand Neolithic figurines. We 
need ta is()late and to understmd four tlJ.ings: 1 )  the viewer, 2) the viewed 3) the conditions 
of the interaction ()f tbe viewer and tlJ.e viewed; and 4) the significance of that interaction in 
its social and politica.l C()ntex.:ts. 

For e:xarnple, we must a.sk what effects do the particular physical characteristics of a 
figurine have an the spectator? These Me questions about the medium, about the condition 
of a figurine and about the consequences of these conditions. In this sense you and 1, to
gether, need t() foc11s an understanding how people respond to different visual media. 

How shall we do this? We can begm by redefining the objects we call figurines. In 
this sense, a Neolithic figurine consists ()f three fundamental conditions. A figurine is a 
miniature: it is a small thing, it is a reduction in scale. Second, a figurine is anthropomor
phic; thus we are engaging ()Djects that represent of the human form. Third, a figurine is a 
three-dimensional abject; it is thus a small human representation that is modeled in the 
round_ On tbeir own, each of these conditions has important consequences for the way that 
figurines are, for the ways that we Ullderstand them, indeed for the ways in which they 
worked in southea.stern Europe during the Neolithic. Taken together these conditions evoke 

.
strong; feelillgs in you and 1 wlten we look at or, importantly, hold a figurine. 

Focus with me on o ne ()f these fundamental conditions, the three-dimensionality of a 
figurine. Let us ex.arnine what is significant about these objects' three-dimensionality. An 
ex.ammation of three-dimensionality will lead us. strangely perhaps, to recognize that, first, 
figurines confront the spectator with a paradox, second, that this paradox. is irresolvable, 
and third, and perbaps most bizarrel:y. that within the irresolvability of the paradox resides 
one of the fundaments of a better understanding of Neolithic figurines. 
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W h a  t haiJJEIIS when o11e engages a 3D object? 

'Illrce-<lim�Jlsjonaliry affects the spectator in ways that distinguish it from other m 
dj<t. Enga�eltlent v ith. a three-dimensional object demands a commitment of bodily mov 
ment. It el!�e�ges the l>od y of the spectator, mov ing her, attracting hirn, repelling the 
repo�iti()lliJlg; :he1. 'Tilis is true whether the object is representational, as is a figurine, o 

wllether il is 5omething else, as are many of the three-dimensional objects that engage us · 
e"'eryclil.y l ife (e.!l· · c a:rs, books, sculpture, buildings). Three-dimensional objects invite th 
spectatCJr (.:ampel b..e1 even) intD fuller, deeper, proxemic relationships. A three-dimension . 
ollject j)T()"'CJl<es the spectator to build up, to assemble, to collect, an understanding of the · 
thin!l being "jewecL The u11cierstanding that emerges is complex, multi-part and not fLXed o 

<lictated by the mak::er Dr artist. Three-dimensional objects seduce the spectator to find out, 
to see, to walk:-arouncl-the-back-and-see-for-themselves what is behind, to see what is be
bN, w hat i> above. 

VuslJS: the two-dimensional 

Whe11 )'()U artei 1 engage a tluee-dimensional representation that one can hold in the
. 

hand such as a fi!lUrime CJT when one encounters a more recent object such as Auguste 
Rociin' s Le P a1.s�ur which we walk around, we establish a radically different relationshiiJ 
with the thmg that we are laolcing at than when we engage a two-dimensional representa
tion, eve11 if it is a pll()tograph or a drawing of that same figurine or marble sculpture. Two-. 
dimensional representation is a prison for the spectator. Painters, photographers, cartogra
phers dicta.te the t:ype Df relationsllip that the spectator can have with the abject viewed; , 

they pre-detennine a.Jid fix tlle terms, conditions and consequences of the visual event. In · 
two-dimem;i()n.a.l repre sentation, the spectator oniy ever has one position from which to see Î 
the imag;e. Gr anted, tlle spectator may move around and change her position, she may peer ' 

cl()se-u p or back awa. y, but, so long as she stays in front of the image, the perspective o ne 
has of the painting, clrawing ()r photograph remains the same. The spectator is in perspectiva! 
prison. 5 

A three-dimen.siona.l abject is fundamentally different: it liberates the spectator. 
The spectatCJI is free to move around the three-dimensional abject (if the abject is 
larger) ()f to mCJve the abject itself, in one's hand for example, if it is small. The view . 
from tlle •rear' is "Very different then the one from the 'front' .  Equally different are the 
view s available from every different, almost infinite, nurnber of positions a spectator 
can occupy w hile moving; around an object. In this sense then, three-dimensional 
representati()Il allDws a complete and full comprehension of the abject. As a mediurn, 
it gives spectators tlle higllest degree of authority to change positions and viewpoint; 
every side can be seen, nothing is left to the imagination, nothing is hidden or left out. 
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"Tilree-dimen sional ity tlleref()re provi de s a freedom from the control and pre

determinati<>ll depl()yed by the mak:e ()f two-dimensional images. However, there are 
lroublillg dynamics a.t work witllin. th.e freer, more open and less authoritarian relationship 

lle!VIeen the spectator all(J 1he three-dimen:sional object. The most important of these is 
llle irresolva.ble p aradox ()f.cornprehension. 

rhe parado:" of «::m])rellellsion 

1\lthotlgh. the three-dirnensi<>nal medium frees the spectator, who can, for example 
m()ve around a Rodin sculpture or turn <>ver ill her hand a Neolithic figurine, the spectator 
can never h()]d tlle entire view at a�ty one time. She cannot be both in front and behind 
Rodin's .Ptnsertr, for example, nor can she be at both sides simultaneously. In this sense, 
tltree-dimensional objects escape complete comprehension. They can never be viewed in 
tlleir e11tirety at any <me time. In th.is sense, and unlik.e the engagement with two-dimen
�ional representations, th.e visual event of engaging the three-dimensional object is tempo
rally ex:.tended . Th.e spectator needs time in which to attempt her understanding of a three
dimensional object. During tlle e:xtended time of trying to collect a complete visual under
�tandillg of the sculpture or the figurille, the spectator accumulates numerous different views 
and nurnero11s different perspectives on the object. None of these views or perspectives is 
exactly tlle :same as the next one; each slightly contradicts the others. From these contradic
tions emerges a. paradox ()f comprehension for the spectator: a three-dimensional object is 
b<Jth ()pen to understanding (because of the freedom of perspective offered to the viewer) as 
well as closed to a complete llllderstandillg (because of the multiple, contradictory and 
competing perspectives available). From this paradox of comprehension comes the evoca
ti ve, attractive power of figurines. 

The power produced by tlle paradox of the three-dimensional, and the unbalance and 
unease that accompany it Ca!l be seen in many manifestations from modem and historic life. 
It is the power that draws tlle public to the dioramas of past worlds that one finds in museum 
galleries. It is the power that draws 2 million visitors a year to M adam Tussauds in London, 
lhe t()urist attraction that display s life-size, three-dimensional wax mannequins of famous 
(and infamous) individuals. It is the power that the Hollywood studios tumed to in the 
1 950s when tlle first television broadcasts threatened their hold on visual entertainment; 
they invested in the produc tion of "3D movies" such as the Creature of the Black 
Lagoon. It is the power that attracted early photographic viewers in the 1 840s and 
1 850s to stereoscopic views of far away places such as the pyramids at Giza. 

The power of the three-dimensional rests within these more modem examples, but 
also in the examples of sculpture and in the spectator' s engagement with a Neolithic 
figurille. It is a power that takes people out:side of their own worlds into other places, 
both real and mak:e-believe. These are the places that 1 visit when 1 hold a figurine 
from ()Uf excavations in Romania. There are the places that Neolithic women, children 
and men visited when they picked up this figurine, looked at it, tumed it over in their 
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ha1ds� llel<l it alld p11t it baei< down again. The power of the three-dimensional come 
:from tlte sllb·�()n SCil)llS paradox: that affects the spectator who is confronted with bo 
a whole-!le�s ()f -."j�ioll and th.e incomplete-ness of multiple perspectives. 

foJ 11 s tbe IllOSt important condition of the paradox of three-dimensional engagem 
is: that it �amot � r�:!lolv-ed. The subconscious fluctuation between complete and inco� 
pJete CI)Illpreh�nsi()IUJf a11 object that the spectator experiences unbalances her perceptia 
md llllieJsta�ding()ftbctt object. Such an instability of the spectator's engagement with 
fLgurine or tlte SClll]l11.lre rneans that the object is always active and in the process of bein 
l!Jiderstood� th.e spec tator is never completely at ease with it The energy that gives anthro 
p()morp h.ic fir;11rines. tbe p()wer to hold our attention in the same way that they held th 

attenti()ll l)f Neolitltil: P'eople comes from the unease, the instability, the unbalanc�, and th 
.inhereiii iJC!ril.d.() x: of tlle tltree-dimensional. 

1 
Wllen we tak.e tl!e J>erspective of visual eul ture, we ask new and radically transforme� 

<[1lestiom. a0011t figllrine!>.. We sh.ift from asking questions about what these objects are (is it �: 
man, a v.' ()IDClll, a !loddess ?) to questions about how these objects do what they do and why' 
they are sllccessful in d()ing what they do? What makes them work? Why are these objects 
ma.de in. th�re media �ben others are available? In terms of their three-dimensionality, figu· 
rines do tlle tlll.gs tllatthe:y do (and did the things that they did in the Neolithic) because they 
Ullbalilll<e the �pectabr md mak.e complete comprehension appear possible when it is not 1 

Rllt �llat d()es it mean to think in these ways about a prehistoric object such as a 
ftgurine? Ho\N doe!> it .hdp us tow ards a better understanding of them? What is the benefit o{ 
thinldng about figmiJJ.es in terrns of their material conditions of which three-dimensionalit)l 
is but one ex:a.mple? First, in doing so we open the debate to a new and larger range of 
analytic ahl)'llamics a11d variables. My goal in this paper, however, is not ·to suggest that by 
walking; aroll!ld a. fig11ri.n.e or tuming it over in your hand we will understand it better1: 
Rather th.e go<tl is to sllg;g;est that, when thought of anew in terms of the spectator and her 
position.ing(s ). ourunderstanding of figurines opens up to include a better understanding of 
h()W these () b jects �ork:ed in people' s Iives, the reactions that they evoked and how people 
perceived them. This is their real meaning. 

ln this pa.pe1, [ have suggested that the key to understanding representational objects 
such as Neolith.ic figurines rests in a new approach which focuses on the interaction be· 
Meen the spectator artd the object being looked at. 1 am interested in placing the spectator 
at the core of the investigation of images and representational material culture. 1 am excited 
about thinkillg about th.e different senses, dynamics, and ro les that a spectator can possess, 
about the even.ts a.nd co11ditions that affect the position and power of the spectator. 

l have also s11ggested in this paper that, as archaeologists, we will benefit from focus· 
ing; on the "Visllill e"Vellt, tllat we will benefit from examining the ways that people engage an 
image or element of material culture. Similarly we will refme oUI know ledge of the past by 
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inve�tigatin.g images in terms of tlteir Jllt�sical characteristics and the repercussions that 
these characteristics ltave ()n the spectatoJ and on how the spectator understands and reacts 
to images. Jrnp()rtant issues with.in thes.e in vestigations are the medium, size, fiX.idity and 
pennanence of IepresentCitional objects. 

The Jlrospects are exdtin.g not only f()r the study of the Neolithic. The precision of 
our understanding ofhurnaii beha"Vi()llr would be refined if we made similar examinations 
of ()th.ercategories of vi sua! Cll.ltu.re from the N eolithic or from other prehistoric and historic 
periods: investigations ()f sclllptu.re fmm the classical period, of imagery on coins and med
als, on Medieval wall puli.ngs and fresc()es, inter alia. 1 hope that in addition to provoking 
our discussi()n oveJ Neolithic fi.guri.nes. this paper has suggested a way of refining our 
u.nderstandings of these ()t!J.er visul phell()mena. 

E11clnotes 

1 The key Giml>11tas tex:ts are Tlr.e Goddesses and Gods ofOid Europe (1982), The Language 
ojtlr.e Goddtss ( 1989), and Tlle Civilization of tlle Goddess (1991). 

2 Tringlum and Collkey have arJlued convincingly that Mother Goddess interpretations of 
figurines (both. Palaeolithic a.nd Neolithic) reinforce modem sexist notions: the male-female sex 
and gender l>i-polarity, the primaxy C!Ssociation of the female with reproduction and fertility, the 
conflation of anatomical sex with gender, the assumption that these images are unambiguously 
about fem.ale-ness or a lirnited nature (Tringlum and Conkey 1999: 26). Meskell has criticized 
Mother Goddessism for the essentialism which a.llows it to ignore the large variety in figurine form 
and decoration ( 1995; 1 999). More j)OSiti ve elements of the Gimbutas appfoach are less frequently 
noted_ Haaland and Haaland arg11e that tbe questions that Gimbutas asked were of merit for their 
time, and are of note today, l>ecause they were an alternative to the sterile positivism of the 1970s 
and l 980s witb its aim for al>solute, q11antifiable truths (Haaland and Haaland 1995: 1 20). The 
Haaland's also argue tbat Gimbutas' objective has been misunderstood, that her goal was to project 
a picture of j)rehistoric society as a counterpoint to disagreeable tendencies in modem society, that 
she intended her reconstructions ta stim11la.te us to think about modem concems of sexism, vio
lence and inequality (Haaland and Ha.ala.nd 199 5 :  1 16-7). See also reviews by Talalay ( 1994) and 
Tringham ( 1993 ). 

3 Good examples can be fo1111d in the following studies: Tringham and Conkey ( 1999); Biehl 
( 1996); Pavolovic (1990); Marc11s ( 199S); Morris and Peatfield (2002); Conroy (1993); Langdon 
( 1999); Haaland and Haaland (1 995); McDennott ( 1996). 

4 Excellent introductions to the srudy of visual eul ture can be found in Evans and Hali (1999) 
and Mirzoeff ( 1998, 1 999). 

s There are of course numero11s attempts in modem art to break away from this tyranny of 
the imager. Cubism and Surrealisrn are two e�tamples: in both, artists fooled around with the number 
and orientation of the perspective and the point of view offered to the spectator. In doing so they 
created unl>ala.ncing images , images that though powerful on their own, in truth only worked when 

seen in relation to the traditional single perspective of two-dimensional representation. 
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Eine loomorphe statuette aus der jungsteinzeitliche 
�ie dlung Yon reussmarkt 1 Miercurea Sibiului 1 

Szerdahely-Petriş 
(kr. Hermannstadt 1 Sibiu 1 Nagyzszeben) 

Sabin Adrian Luca 

D ie -vorgescllidltliclle Siedlung von Reussmarkt 1 Miercurea Sibiului 1 Szerdahely
Pttrif wil"d d..em vo11 die�;en Zeilen visierten Leser mit der Erscheinung der vom Prof. I. 

Paul der Petre� ti- Kullm :ewidmeten Monographie bekannt. 1 Seine Herrschaft erwăhnt das 
V<Jrha��derue in ein i�er cler ăneolitischen Kulturen Turdaş und Petreşti zugehărenden 
archaolagi&:hell M aterial ien, als aus diesem auf dem Boden der Gemeinde ReuBmarkt 
befmdl icllen. Ort stamrne11«1. Die Gelăndeforschung, durch die der vorgeschichtliche Fundort 
entdeckt war«<e. wurde von dern erwăhnten Hermannstădter Professor zusarnmen mit D. 
Popa dmcllgeflihrt. Damals arbeiteten die beiden Forschem beim Brukenthal- Museum zu 
Herman11sta«<t 

Qje "V<JJgescllichtlicllen Bewohnungen aus dep-t Punkt Petriş befinden sich bei ca 
500 m C:istlic It vom IC.tu()rt ReuBmarkter Bad 1 Miercurea Băi und bei ca. 50-80 m nărdlich 
van der Nationalbalm Miilllbach 1 Sebeş 1 Szaszsebes - Hermannstadt, auf der Schnauze 
einer liing;licll.e.n Terrasse und auf einer leichten Neigung, die mit ca. 4-5 m oberhalb der 
i.ibersch'.Nemml>arell A11 des Baches Secaş liegt. 

Im Frullig des Jues 1 997 das Fundort wurde vom Kollege C. Roman, zur Zeit 
Archăologe beim Muse11m ,,Das Corviner SchloB•' aus Eisenmarkt 1 Hunedoara 1 Hunyad 
"wiederellt«ieckt'•2 • Die mit diesem AnlaB entdeckten Materialien, so wie diejenigen aus 
de11 fol gen«<e11 G elăndef<>rschungen, wurden schon verăffentlicht 3 •  Mit dem AnlaB der 
Veroffentlichung bernerkten wir, daB hier auch der fri.ihen und klassischen Phasen der 
Starcevo-Criş - Kultur Zllgehărenden Materialien vorkommen, so wie auch anderen, die 
der friihen Plu.se11 der Vmca- Kultur, des Ăneolithikums und der Bronzezeit zugehăren. 

M it dern Ja.lue 1 99 7  begann auch die systematische Untersuchung des 
archăolog;ischen Fundorte s, infolge der Entstehung einer Zusammenarbeit zwischen 
der Lucian Bl a,g a- Universităt und das Brukenthal- Nationalmuseum, Abteilung fi.ir 
Geschichte, bei de �us Herrnannstadt. 4 

Zwisclle11 den Jah1en 1 997 und 2000 wurden Probeschnitte zur Pri.ifung der 
Strati�raphie der vorgeschichtlichen Siedlungen und zur Analyse der dem Fundort eigenen 
wichtigste n.  Wo h11unge11kategorien, archăologischen Komplexe und Artefakten 
durchgeftihrt.5 Die Schnitte hatten je 20 x 1 ,5 m und ftihrten zur Entdeckung von einigen 
Wohngrube11, Obertlachewohnungen, Herdenstellen, vertieften archăologischen Komplexe 
(Abfallgruben, Ba11schan zen , Pfahlgruben und Pfăhle) und Grăber. 
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I m  J ahre 200 1 VI U rde ,  a.nl.dllic h  d er Entstehung einer interuniversităren 
rumănisch-k.a.nadiscilen Zasamrnenarl>e.it, eine Flăche von 20 x 20 m erăffnet, die 
durch die teilweise Fre:ilellllllll der Ol>erfl�chewohnungen aus dem Petreşti- Niveau, 
das ne\leste in der bei Rell.Cmarkt-Petrif aufbewahrten horizontalen Stratigraphie 
untersucht wurde.6 

Die sti lisierte Stat u ette, die. d iesen Artikel veranlaBt, gehort dem frtihen 
jungsteinzeitlichen Niveau a11s diesern Punkt zu. 

Das Sruck: von Abb. l ,  Pil()to 1 ,  ist ein "Bucranium- Idol". Das wurde in der 
Wohng;rube 81/ 1997 entdeclt. D er Wo hn komplex gehort dem ăltesten Niveau von 
hier zu, das in der Pluse Starce-v()-Criş lC ader - spatestens - in der II A- Phase dieser 
Kultur einzustufen ist. 

Das Idol hat eine Hohe V()ll 3 ,7 c m  und die maximale Breite von 2 cm. Die 
.J-I.omer" des Sttick:es silld seit dern Altertllm abgebrochen. Der Korper der Statuette ist 
abgerundet, ein wenig verdickt, aaf der V()rderen Seite mit tiefe, parallele, winkelformig 
angelegte Einkerbungen verziert. Die stilis:ierte Statuette ist von schwarzer Farbe, von 
feiner Faktur und S()rgfăltig geg;lăttet. Der Bra.nd, dem die Statuette unterworfen wurde, 
ist sehr EUl. 

[n der Fachliteratur finde.n wir diese Stiicke unter den Namen Bucranium- ldole 
(nach seiner symboliscilen Delltung;; das Stiick soli ein stilisiertes Rindkopf darstellen) 
oder Labre tte n (in Nordarnerik.a. b e i  der Vereinigung zwischen den Zăhne des 
Unterlciefers \Ind das Kinn getragener "Schmuck"7 ). 

Die stilisierten Statuetten dieses Ty p u s  kănnen aus Ton, Stein, Bein oder aus 
anderen Materialien dl!Ichgefiiilrt wenlen.8 Von der Anzahl her, tiberwiegend sind 
diejenigen a11s gebrann ten T()ll.. 

[n Rumiinien, die Stiicke dieser Art .kommen in Siedlungen, die dem kulturellen 
Kornplex Starcevo -Criş zugeiloren unei die in den frtihen Phasen dessen Entwicklung 
einzustafen sind. Die wichtiEsten Funde sind diejenige aus: 

1. Du bo'Va-Cuintz Turt:ullli (Kr. Mec:hedintz 1 Mehedinti V 
Hier Vlurde ein unverzierter Bucranium- Idol entdeckt. Der Entdecker behauptet 

daB das Niveau II- in dem das Sttick entde.ckt wurde- mit Lepenski Vir III zeitgenossisch 
sei. Nach allen Chara.kteristika dieses Ni veaus, dieses scheint in der Phase Starcevo
Criş II vom Anfang oder vom SchluB der I- Phase. 

2. Temeschwar f Timi�oara f Temesvar-Fratelia (Kr. Temesch 1 Timiş 1 

Temes). 10 
Aus diesem Fundort stamrnt ein m it einer Durchbohrung 1 Eindruck in der 

Mittelzone des Bauches verzierten Bucraniurn- Idol. Die Farbe des Sttickes ist rot
orange. 1 1 

Eine andere stilisierte, aber unverzierte Statuette dieser Art ist auch von rot-oranger 
Farbe. 12 

Aus chronologischer und k.llltureller Hinsicht ist in der II A- Phase des kulturellen 
Komplexes Starcev()·Criş.13  

3. Klausenburg 1 Cluj-Napoca 1 Koloznar-Gura Baciului (Kr. Klausenburg 1 

Cluj f Kol()zsvar)Y 
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Nach <ler 1l e scbrei1rung der Verfasser, das hier entdeckte Sti.ick dieser Art i� 
sorgfălti� aLJs feirtelll Ta11 modelliert. Auf der angefi.ihrten Tafel finden wir aber e · 
Bruchstiick emer �tatlle1te, besser gesagt ein sehr stilisierten Kopf, der einem Bucranium"' 
Idol g ar nicllt ă11nlid1 Lst Die Zeichnung ist von anderen Verfasser von N. Vlass 
i.ibemomrnc11.1j 111 ([<m�elben Artikel gibt es, tatsachlich, ein steinemen Bucranium16 ,1 
das aber in ..,()Il uns HlJgeschlagene Typologie schwer einzustufen ist. Es konnte, eher, 
von einer :;zaamorp lu11 5tatuette, von einern Rind, durch das Abbrechen des Kopfes 
entstamrn e11 . Au c.ll andere Autoren i.ibemehmen diese falsche Information aus dern 
al teren Art:ikel V<>ll N. Vla.ssa. 17 

4. Slll:zllu rg ( O�:llll Sibiului 1 Vizakna-Triguri (Kr. Sibiu 1 Hermannstadt).18 
Bei Sal�l>ur� gi b t es zwei Idolen van Bucranium- Typus 19 •  
Das e1ste ([]e�er Stiicke ist schlank20 und die zweite ist von einer bauchigeren 

Form.21 
FI. Dr�ovearJ bcmerlt daB 1. Paul diese als anthropamorpher Sti.icke beschreibt22 , 

wie es n\IJ a.as der Lej\<llcie der Tafeln dieses Verfassers herauskommt, nicht aber auch 
aus der Lektiire des Te 1 tes des Hermannstădter Professors. 23 Eigentlich, ist die 
Zeichnu11g�V' e ise de r Stiicke in dem erwăhnten Werk irrefi.ihrend, wie es auch dern 
Profess<>r 8. :Brulrner g;esd1ah, der, aufgrund der T. VIII/4-6 und XXX/1 -4 behauptet, 
daf3 hier e� clrei <Jcier S<>JlM vier Sti.icke van Bucranium- Typus gibt.24 

Wir �ollen, n ad1einander, die Salzburger Sti.icke betrachten. 
Bei T. V11I}4 l>efLn.det sich ein Sti.ick mit mehr als zwei Endungen. Die Zeichnung 

derselben stilisierten �tatllette, die bei T. XXXII a-b veroffentlicht wird, zeugt dieselbe 
Tatsache und zw2r da:s Varhandensein von drei Endungen, was das aus der Kategorie 
der Bucran.ium- Stat'uetten ausschlieBt. 

Bei 1'. VIIIIS u n.d XXX/3a-b befindet sich das einzige Salzburger Sti.ick, das 
zweifellos ein Bucra11ium- Idol darstellt. 

Bei T. Ylll/() und XXX/4a-b befindet sich ein Sti.ick, das, eher, ein Anker- Idol 
ist, wie auch ein a11deres, bei T. XXX/2a-b verOffentlichtes Sti.ick, das aber keine 
fotografisd1e Korres p o n.denz im angefi.ihrten Werk hat. 

Infolg;e gl aub en wir daB nur das Sti.ick von T. VIII/5 und XXX/3a-b den 
Kategorien der T-fărmige11 oder Bucranium- ldole zugehOrt. 

I. Pa11l stuft alle diese Sti.icke in der Precriş- Kultur ein, so wie Seine Herrschaft 
die Friihph a�e de� lculturellen Komplexes Starcevo-Criş hăufig beschreibt.25 

5. Foe11i 1 Fe11y-.S6Jaf (Kr. Temesch 1 Timiş 1 Temes).26 
In ein n  hier erf�rschten vertieften Wohnung wurde ein Idol von lănglicher, l 

stilisierten F<Jrm entdeck::.t, das - eber - die Form eines Nagels hatteY 1 A.us ([er KultUJsclli�ht 
.
stammt ein einfaches, unverz.iertes I�ol �erselben Art.2� 

Em ancleres, dets rmt Einkerbungen auf der AuBensette verztert tst, aber das mtlt 
einer stilisierten Bllcran.ium- Statuette nicht sehr viei ahnelt, wurde in einer sekundaren \ 
stratigraphischen Lage entdeckt.29 

Alle ([iese Stiicke sind vom Verfasser in der Fri.ihphase des kulturellen Komplexes 
Starcevo-Criş, die Il- Pllase eingestuft.30 
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&. Silc:llţt (Kr. Dolj). 31 
Gh. La:zamvici ist derjenige der d a� Vorhandensein einer stilisierten Statuette 

dieser An im  kleinw<llachischen. Fundort erwa.Jmt Wenn wir diese Idee vertiefen, stellen 
wir fes t, das l>ei der Vuăffentlic hun g der Ausgrabungen von D. Berciu von Piscul 
CorniJorulu i, die Starcev<>-Criş - Materialien friih eingestuft wurden (das Niveau 1, 
Starcevo-Cri�. "V()Il Sălcuta ist zeitEenăssisch. mit Verbita 1, Starcevo-Criş 1, Starcevo II 
aus Serl>ien tlllli die ălte�en Niveaus v o11 Sesklo, der Meinung des seligen Professors 
nach) .32 Die mit diesem A11la.S "er6ffe11tlidtte Keramik zeugt daB die Einstufung des 
Fundortes in der II A- Phase des kulturelle11 Komplexes Starcevo-Criş moglich ist, also 
konnen. auch Bucrallium- ldole zwi�che11 den archăologischen Materialien aus diesem 
Fundort vork<>mmen.. 

Zu den auf dem Boden RumăJJiells e11tdeckten Stiicke konnen auch andere, die aus 
dem Territ()rium Jug<lslawiens �tammen h.inzugefiigt werden. 

l. Blal()tÎ n . Hier wllrden eini!le Stiicke dieser Art aus Ton und Stein entdeckt.33 
Z. Donja Branjevina. A11s diesem Fu111iort stammt einer der groBten Gruppen von 

Bucranium- ldole. Praktisch., sie stammen au� allen Niveaus und widerspiegeln eine sehr 
unterschiedliche Typ()logie .34 

J. Leperuki Vir.35 
4. Divostin.36 
S. Grivac.17 
ti. Lug-Obren11vac.38 
7. Kozluk. 39 
8. D4>banovici -Cigllltall.40 
!J. K11jepiste.41 
Von hier stammt die diversifizierteste, aber - gleichzeitig - auch die kompakteste 

Gruppe von Idole dieser Art Neben diesen42 befmden sich auch auf Keramik angelegten 
Stierkopfe'B oder selbstandig m<>dellierte zoomorphe Figurinen.44 

Aus der Hinsicht der De11tung liieser Stiicke, die Meinungen der Forscher sind 
sehr unter:;chielilich, eille Tatsache, die die relative Unsicherheit beztiglich ihrer Rolle 
andeutet. Wir w ag ten die se Meinungen zu versammeln, bevor wir unsere eigene 
Meinun!l ausdriicken. 

Eine erste Grup pe von Meinungen bezieht sich auf der Moglichkeit, daB diese Stticke 
die Stell11ng des jungsteinzeitlichen Menschen gegentiber dem Kult der Fruchtbarkeit 
darstellt. 45 

Eine andere Meinung ist diej enige, laut der die "T"- formige ldole stellen die 
Stilisierung anthropornorpher Statuetten dar. 46 

Einige Verfasser behaupten da.B diese stilisierte Darstellungen anthropomorphisch 
oder, ausnahmsweise, als Kultgegenstănde stilisierte Bucrania seien.47 

[. Paul meint daS diese Stiicke mit den sogenannten, so wie so spătere, implizite 
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11nd nicht ex:.pli2Lte illlt1nopomorphe Statuetten mit beweglichem Kopf aus ander 
archăologischen lCtAitllrell verwandt seien.43 

Andere A111ore.n. s:illd der Meinung daB die erwăhnten Stticke keine genaue Benutzun 
ltaben.4� 

Eine interes:s UJte, aber pltitzlich schwer priifbare Meinung, ist diejenige, laut d 
,,T''-fănnige Amuletlen. die - als Schmuck oder fur einen anderen Zweck, der uns entkomm 
benutzt werden? - a11c.h.Labretten genannt sind und, laut volkerktindlichen Parallelen au. 
Nordamerika, Kamtschi<ttka und aus der pazifischen Gegend, auf dem Unterkiefer befestigl 
s:ind.so • ! 

Zurn Schlull ,  "''ie.le A11toren betrachten die stilisierten Bucrania als Verwesentlichunge!l 
1 von Stier- oder Rind ct"kdpfe. Fiii dieses konnten auch einige archăologischen Entdeckungen; 

darunter der bei Dollja Bnnjevina gefundene Stierkopf51 , diejenige aus Knjepiste52 od� 
aus Klausenbllrg-Glln� .Baciu/ui53 sprechen. In allen diese Fundorte gibt es auch eine seht 
variierte Kleinplasti.k , die Rinder darstellt. i 

U nserer Meii11J['lg lla.Cli, diese Serie von Entdeckungen stellt stilisierte Rinderkopfe ctarl 
die mit dem Kult cler Fruchtbarkeit verbunden sind Sie wurden als Arnuletten, an dern HaJt 
getragen, wie auch irlllner die Theorie der ,,Labretten" anlockend wăre. Wir mtissen festste�� 
dafi die Amulette aJs: soldtes gewohnlich ist, aber nur fiir einige Personen aus der Wohnung.ţ 
Dort wo stratigraJJhische Beobachtungen gemacht werden konnten, wurde festgestellt, d� 
diese Stiicke verein.zelt ooer, jedenfalls, nicht viele in einem Wohnkomplex vorkomrnen. Î 

Die Einstufu11� dieser Stticke wird, im allgemeinen, in der Starcevo-Criş- Kultur, diJ 
II A- Phase gemacht. M4111.chmal sie werden in der IC- Phase derselben Kultur eingestuft.54t 

Sei es wir sie ,,II /\.- Pha&e", ,,Precriş" ader ,,Protostarcevo" nennen, die stilisierten Statuetten 
von Bucranium- Ty p u s  gehoren einem Kulturhorizont, der einen neuen Eindrang durch 
Wanderung im si.id-osteuropeischen Raum darstellt. Ihre Omniprăsenz zu diesem 
chronologischen Moment macht uns zu vermuten, daB einer der totemischen Ahnen der 
Neuangekommenen <ler Stier, als Vertreter der urspriinglichen Fruchtbarkeit ist. Solche Stticke 
zu tragen gibt Kra.ft dern Individuum, der sie zeugt, bringt Gutes in der Gemeinde und in der 
Wohnung. die eine dere11 wichtigsten Bestandteile ist. 

In einem eil12i�en Fall fanden wir die Einstufung in der entwickelten Jungsteinzeit. ss 
Der Fonn nach, diese s:pii.tere Stticke konnen als ,,Labretten" gebraucht worden sein. 

Aus typologischer Hinsicht, die stilisierten Bucraniurn- Statuetten weisen, wie folgend, 
eine recht groCe Verschie<lenheit auf: 

a - Schlanker, lfuglicher, manchmal nagelformiger, unverzierter Korper, der sich im 
unteren Teil verjiingt56 ; 

a1 - S c hl anker, ]ănglicher, im unteren Teil verjtingter, mit winkelformigen :: 
Einkerbungen verzierter Korper7 ; 

a2 - Schlanker, im unteren Teil verjtingter Korper, mit einem kurzen Basisann 
des "T"58 ; 
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o - Schlanker, liin.glicher IC6rper, mit rechteckig endenden Unterteil59 ; 
1>1 - Schlanker, L ăJ!glicher K.6rper, mit rechteckig endenden Unterteil, mit einer 

eingekerllten Rille bei der Yereinigllllg zwischen dem Korper und die Ărme� ; 
c - Der JCorper mit abgerundetem, v-erdickten Unterteil des "T" - spezifisch fur das 

Gebiet n<irdlich der Donau6 1 ; 

c1 - Der Korper mit abgerundetem, verdickten, băuchigen Unterteil des "T'062 ; 
c2 - Der Korper mit abgerun detern , verdickten, mit tiefen, winkelformigen 

Einkerbungen verzierte11 Unterteil des "T" - ReuJ3markfi3 _ 

Die VerMfentlichung dieses Stilckes gal> uns den AnlaB zur Diskussion einer der 
Fri.iha.spekten des Ei.ndran.g der l'răger der jungsteinzeitlichen Kulturen im Donaugebiet. 
Der Augenblick. wan11 wir zurn Kenntnis der wissenschaftlichen Welt auch die tibrigen 
Mefakten des Niveaus J aus ReuBmarkt-Pe triş bringen werden, wird :z:q einem noch besseren 
K.enntnis der etlmokulturellen Ta.tsa.chen des Fri.ihneolitikums beitragen. 

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 

REZUMAT 

Autorul prezinti1 o piesll zoom<Jrfă stilizată de la Miercurell Sibiului-Petriş. Aceasta 
este caracteristică unuia dintre <Jrizonturile timpurii ale neoliticului din sud-estul E\U'opei. 
Ex.istenta acestei piese. dar şi a alt<lia ce vor publicate cu alt prilej, arată că neoliticul timpuriu 
din sad-vestul Transilvaniei este mult mai reprezentativ prin situri arheologice şi prin natura 
artefa.ctelor decât se ştia pân� în preunt. 

ZEITSCHRIFTEN 

AB(SN) - Analele Banarului (serie nou1i), Timişoara 
AdaMP - Acta Mvsei Porolissensis, Zallu 
Angvstia - Angvstia. Arheologie, Sfântu Gheorghe 
Ap"VIvm - Apvlvm. Acta Mvsei Apvlensis, Alba luli!J 
:Banatica - Banatica, Reşila 
:BHAB - Bibliotheca Historica et Aich.aeologica Banatica, Tunişoara 
BZS '- Beitrage zum Neolithikum in Stidosteuropa 
CCA - Cronica cercet1lrilor arheol<lgice 
Tibiscus - Tibiscus. Muzeul Banatului, Timişoara 
Starioar - Starinar 

Note 

1 Paul l992, p. 14-1 , pct. 29a. 
2 Luca et a/ii. 2000, p. 40; 2000a, p. 7. 

3 lbidem. 
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al!ch A. Gonciar (Uili"er�i.Jat Otlllwa - Kanada) an. 
5 Luca et afii. � ��8; 19CJ�; 2.000a; 200lb. 
6 Luca e t Il li i. 2002.. 
7 Karmansl<i. ���(;, p .  1:2,. prilog 1 .  
8 Ibidem., IL. 

9 Lazarovici l�79� Jl- 34; Pl1unescu 1979, p. 37, fig. 14/1 1 .  
10  Draşovea11 2.0� 1,. p. 3<1, pl. 4/4-5. 
I l  Ibidem., pL 4/4 . 

12 Ibidem ., pL 415 . 
13 Ibidem ., p. 3-5 . 
14 Lazarov:ici-Kalm.a:r ���5. p. 155, fig. 22/6. 
15  Vlassa 1 ? H, Jl- 211 , lig;. 14/4. 
!6 /bidem., p. 2.3�� :fi�- 14/3 . 
17 Brukner �00(), Jl- 2�g·299. 

U3 Paul l995, IJ'· 5 !, JJL VIII/5-6; XXX/3a-b-4a-b. 
19 Ibidem. 

20 Ibidem., I>L V][JIS -6; "X.XX/3. 
21 Ibidem., IJL VJIII6 ; XXX/4. 1 
22 Draşove2r1 20() 1,. p. 34. Eigentlich, sind die Stilcke, der Meinung des Verfassers nach, 

aufTaf. VIIU3-4, nicht a1.1f Taf. VII1(5-6; :XXX/3a-b-4a-b, so wie es im Werk von 1. Paul vorkomml 
Au.6erdem auch B .  Brlll<ner (11 rukner 2000, p. 298-299, n. 30) fiihrt Taf. VII/4-6 und XXX/1-4 an 
und vertieft noch melu d:ie K<lJtfusion. 

23 Paul 1 99 5, 1'· SL. 

24 Brukner 2000, p. 2 99,. r1. 30. 
25 Paul 1 98 9 , p. 3-2.7 ; 1995, p. 28-68. 
26 Ciubotaru l�9 8. Jl- 75, pl. III/6-7, 9. 
27 Ibidem. , Wahng;rube ll 23 ,  p. 75, pl. Ill/7. 
28 Ibidem. ,  p. 75, pl . IIW. 
29 Ibidem. ,  Pa$irnus · p. 7 5 ,  pl. Ill/6. 
30 /bidem. , p .  76. 
31 Lazarovici 1979, 1>· 34, n. 170. 
32 Berciu 1961, p. 2.9-30, 160, 161 ,  1 62, 167, 185-192. 
33 Ciubotaru 1 �98, p. 7 5. Dieser behauptet dafi die Stiicke in der Năhe eines Kultkomplexes 

entdeckt wurden und d aJ3  sie eine Gebrauchsverwendung, vielleicht in Verbindung mit diesem 
haben konnen. 

34 Lazarovici 1 979, p. 34, n. 1 66; Kannanski 1989, pl. 9/2-6, 10-12, 14; Brukner 2000, p. 309. 

35 Srejovic 1969 , Jl- 306, pl. 8; 85/2; Tasic 1973, p. 90; Lazarovici 1979, p. 34, n. 167. 
36 Kannanski 1988, p. 1 2 .  
37 Lazarovici 197�, p .  34, r1. 168. 
38 Jovanovic 1 967, p. 20; Tasic 1973 , p. 90; Lazarovici 1979, p. 34, n. 1 69. 
39 Tasic 1 9 7 3 ,  Jl- 90; Lazarovici 1 979, p. 34, n. 1 65 (19 Stiicke). 
40 Tasic 1 973, p. 89. 9 1 ,  T. XLV111( 1 86-1 87. 
41 Stankovic 1 �g5; Bruk.ner 2000, p. 309. 

102 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



42 Stankovic 1 9 8 5, T. r .  
43 1bidern. ,'T 11/ 1�. 
44 Ibidem.,  T JI/2()-22. 

45 Draşovean 2001 , 34; fiilui L32al'ovici-Kalmar 1 995, 1 55 an, wo das nicht behauptet wird. 
4ti P2ul 1 99.5, p. 5 l , pl . VJ[V3 -4bei Draşovean. Eigentlich VIII/5-6 und XXX/3a-b - 4a-b bei 

P.aul; Dra.şovean 20() 1 ,  p. 34-. 
47 R. Jovanovic 1967 . 
48 Paul 191)5 , p • .5 1 .  
49 Ciubotaru 19�8 , p.  75. 
50 !Ca.rrnansk.i l 9�8a, �· I l, 12; T Il/1>-j ; prilog 1. 

5 1 !Ca.rrnanslc..i 1 9 �(;. p. 1 3 ,  T. IUSa-b. 
52 S tankoviC 1�8 5 ,  1'. [1/1 9. 
53 Vl2Ssa 1 976, p. 21 5 ,  fiE- 14{6; 17/8, 10, p. 230; Latarovici-Kalmar 1995, fig. 23/1-5. 
54 Ciubotaru 1 9�8 , p. 75; Draşovean 2001; Lazarovici 1983, p. 1 3. 
55 Lazarovici 1984-, p. 79 - l>ei Parţa., in eillem Vmi!a C- Kulturmi1ieu. 
5(i D()nja Branjevina - !Ca.rrnanski 1988 , p .  1 1- 1 2; T 1/3-5, 7, 9; 1989, pl. 9/2, 10; Divostin 

- Ka.rrnanski 198Ba, T II/3-4, 6; 1 9  86, p. 1 3 ,  1' Ili/3, 6-8. 
57 D()nja Branjevina - ICmnmsk.i 1988, p. 1 1- 1 2; T l/8, 10; 1986, p. 13 ,  T III/4; 1989, pl. 

9/3-4. 
58 D()nja Branjevina - JCa.rrnansk.i 1988a , p. l l - 12, T 1/1-2; 1986, p. 13,  T III/2; 1987, T Il 

2; 1989 , pl. 9/l l - 12. 

59 D()nja Branjevina - JCmnmski 198Ba, p. 1 1- 1 2, T 1/6; 1986, p. 13,  T III/1 ;  1989, pl. 9/ 
5 -6, 14. 

60 Divostin - Karmansli 1988 , 1' 11{5. 
6 1  S a1zburg-Trigt�ri - Paul 1995, p. 5 1, pl. VIII/5 und XXX/3a-b; Dubova-Cuina Turcului 

- Păunescu 1978 , �· 37 , fiE. 14{ 1 1; se1ten in Serbien bei Divostin - Karmanski 1988, T 11/1-2. 
62 Salzburg -Triguri - Paul l9�5 . p. 5 1 ,  pl. VIII/6, XXX/4a-b. 
63 Abb. 1/2, PhotC> 2, irn V()rliegenden Artik.el. 

LITERA TUR 

Brukner 2000 - Bruk.ner B ., Beitrag zum Studium synchroner Beziehungen zwischen der 
ICaranovo 1 und der Protostarcevo (S tarcevo 1) Periode. BZS Karanovo 3, p. 287-3 10 (Wien 2000). 

Ciubotaru 1988 - Ciuootaru O. L., Plastica neolitică din aşezarea de la Foeni-Sălaş (jud. 
Timiş). AB(SN) 6, 1988, p. 73-82 

Draşovean 200 1 - Draşovean FI., Early Neolithic settlement at Timişoara-Frate/ia, 
Festschrift fur GheorEhe Lazarovici, .BH AB 30, p. 33-40 (Timişoara 2001). 

JC>vanovic 1 �67 - JovanC>vic B., Starinar 1 8 , 1 967, p. 19-20. 
Kannanski 1986 - Donja Brmjevina (Od!aci 1988). 
Kannanski 198 7 - Donja Brmjevina (Odbci 1 988). 
Kannanski 1988 - Nala.zi l abreta . .  (Odbci 1988). 
Karmanski 1 9�8a - Karmanski S . ,  Rezultati novijih istra�ivanja na lokalitetu Donja 

Branjevina (referati i izvcltaji), p. 1 1 -18 (Od�aci 1 988). 
Karmanski 1 989 - Donja Branjevina (Odzaci 1989). 
Lazarovici 1 979 - Neoliticul Banatult�i (Cluj Napoca 1979, l -2) 

103 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



Lazamvic:i 1983 - Neoliticul timpuriu din zona PorJilor de Fier (Clisură). Banatica 7, 1983� 
Lazamvic:i 1984 -fV.tofiticul timpuriu în România. ActaMP 8, 1984, i 
Lazarovici-!Ca.lnla- J995 - Gura Baciului. Monografie arheologică (Cluj Napoca 1995). .1 
Luca. et tzlii. J�!}� - Lu<:a S. A., Georgescu A., Miercurea Sibiului-Petriş. CCA, 1998, p. 44�1 
Luca et a /ii. 1�99 - Lu at S. A., Georgescu A., Miercurea Sibiului-Petriş. CCA, 1999, p. 44. 
Luca. et JJlii. l.()O� -Luca. S. A., Ciugudean H., Roman C., Dragotă A., Faza timpurie a culturii 

Ymca în Trarzs ifvania . .R tfJ�re ale orizontului cronologic şi cultural. Angvstia 5, 2000, p. 37-72. 
Luca. et alii. l.�O�� - L11ca S. A. , Georgescu A., Spânu A. L., Miercurea Sibiului-Petriş. CCA, 

2000, p. 86. 
Luca. et alii. l.()O()� - L11ca S. A., Ciugudean H., Roman C., Diefrufphase der Vin�a- Kultur in 

Siebenbi.i.r8erz. Anhalt.spr..mlcre .d€s chronologischen und ethnokulturellen horizontes. Apvlvm 37, 1 ,  
2000, p .  1 -5 0 .  

Luca. et tzlii. :200l!J - L11ca S. A., Georgescu A., Suciu C., Miercurea Sibiului-Petriş. CCA, 
200 1 , p. 143. 

Luca. er a/ii. 2001 � - Luca S. A., Georgescu A., Gonciar A., Batiuk S., Suciu C., Miercurea 
Sibiului-Petriş" . CC4, :200l., sub tipar. 

Pa11l 1 9�:2 - Faul [ ., Cr.�ltura Petreşti (Bucureşti 1995). 
Pa11l 1 9�5 - Vorg eJcliichtliche untersuchungen in Siebenburgen (Alba Iulia 1995). 
Pătlnescll 197!) - Păll!lescu AL, Cercetările arheologice de la Cuina Turcului-Dubova (jud. 

Mehedinţi). Tibiscus 5, 1!}7�. p. 1 1 -56. 
Srej()vi6 1969 - SrejoV"ic D., Lepenski Vir (Beograd 1969). 

Tasi� 1 !}73 - Tctsic N_, Neolitska plastika (Beograd 1973). 

104 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



Photo 1 .  Stilisierte zoomorphe Plastik. ReuBmarkt-Petriş. 
Fato 1 .  Plastică zoomorfă stilizată. Miercurea Sibiuiui-Petriş. 
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Abb. ]. ReuJ3marlct-Pel7iş. 1 - Idol von Bucraniurn- Typus, Starcevo-Criş- Kultur. 
Fig. 1 .  Miercurea Sil»iului-Petriş. 1 = idol de tip bucraniurn, cultura Starcevo-Criş. 
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Reprezentări a.ntropo-zoomorfe în cultura 
Gumelnita-Karanovo VI-Kodjadermen 

Radian-Romus Andreescu 

Î11tre culturile ne<l-elleolitic e ,  cu ltu.ra Gumelniţa-Karanovo VI-Kodjadermen se 
remarca prin. bogăţia şi diversitatea plasticii antropo şi zoomorfe. În acest articol ne-am 
4lprit asllpra unui aspect rnai deosel>it al acestei plastici, materializat în reprezentările 
mtrop�Z<>()morfe. 

Dese o peri te atât la sud cât şi la n<>rd de Dunllre aceste piese au fost catalogate iniţial 
ca reprezen.tând în general vue z.oomorfe. Analiza ansamblului plasticii antropomorfe şi 
zoornorfe g;11melniţene a releva.t fapt11l c ă  ele sunt piese de o factură complexă, care par a 
îmbina Îll rn<ld v�it elemente LJrnane cu cele animale, rezultatul fiind reprezentări stranii, 
unele dintie ele de 4l înalt� factllili artistic.-:!. 

O J>rirn� piesă., descoperită la Gll!l1eln.ita, are corpul oval sprijinit pe patru picioare, 
rupte din vechime. Capul este triu11ghiular, avâlld ochii figuraţi prin uşoare adâncituri în 
fonnă de arc de cerc , lustruite. Nasul este marcat de o creastă, iar gura printr-o adâncitură, 
părând a fi deschisă. B ăJbia ucutită este bine conturată. Lobii urechilor sunt străpunşi de 
câte o perforatie iar deasu.pra lor se aflaLJ proba.bil o pereche de coarne, rupte din vechime. 
Creştetul capului este modelat sLJb forma llnei buze de vas comunicând cu interiorul 
gol al vasului. CofJ>ul este decorat cu Linii g;rafitate combinate cu linii lustruite, dar din 
păcate decorul este în cea mai mare parte distrus. L= l 8  crn, Î= l 1 ,5 crn. (S. Marinescu
Bîlcu 1961 , fig. 1/1 , 2) . Pl.l/4 

A doua p iesă., descoperit[ la Hârşova, reprezintă un colac cu secţiunea concav
conved, având la partea superioară o bLJz.ă uşor răsfrântă în afară. Colacul se sprijină 
pe patru picioare Cll secţiun.ea ovală, putin lăţite la bază şi are ataşat un gât relativ lung, 
tenninat cu un cap discoidal. Acesta este modelat din două planuri, cu muchia mediană 
figurâncl nasul. Pe laturi are câte cinci perforaţii, gura este figurată printr-o crestătură, 
iar ocllii par a fi f1>st marcati cu vopsea r<lşie. Capul, partea de sub cap a colacului şi 
picioarele sunt vopsite cu alb. 1n partea dreaptă şi în partea stângă a capului, pe colac, 
sunt pictate peste culoarea albă benzi oblice de culoare roşie. Pe gât are benzi circulare 
trasate cu aceeaşi culoare. Pe corp are u.rme de vopsea roşie, iar la interior, cel putin în 
partea din fat1l, este pictat cu culo are albă (decorul este în parte şters, aşa încât nu se 
pot stabili cu exactitate m�tivele decorative). D=14,5 cm. Î=9,3 crn (D. Galbenu 1962, 
p. 294, fi.g;. 8/3). PL. 1/1  

Această piesă reprezintă până acum un unicat în cadrul civilizaţiei gumelniţene, 
dar câteva descoperiri din aşez.area eneolitică de la Borduşani, par să contureze o temă 
cultică materializată în astfel de piese (S. Marinescu-Bîlcu şi colab. 1997, p. 70-7 1 ). 
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Aici au fost descoperiţi citiva cob.c i-�u porti cu aceeaşi secţiune concav-convexă, caro 
stau pe patru p icioru._ş(� LJ!lele din.tre ele având reliefate şi labele. Piesele sunt însl 
fragmentare şi deCJca:n..b.tă nu a fost desc operită nici una care să ateste faptul că era 
prevăzută cu un capt atlrO(>Omorf IJiecum piesa de la Hârşova. 

De la Sultana p ro�ine un fre�gment de vas antropo-zoomorf având corpul bombat 
şi picioarele din fa!ă sc11rte şi ma.s]ve. Sub buza vasului este conturată cu linii albe o 

faţă um ană. Astfel s11 n t  clar trasaţ i ochi i şi sprâncenele în timp ce gura pare a fi 

reprezentată prin dou_ă. lin ii. Lillii c u.riJe pictate cu aceeaşi culoare se întâlnesc şi pe 
corp şi picioare. Î= 1 3 ,8 cm. PL 1)6. 

La Măriuţa a fost de�c o perit 11n fragment cerarnic care are pe el o faţă triunghiul ară, 
realizată prin uşoare 10-co b itu.ri lustru ite . S prâncenele şi urechile sunt puţin reliefate, iar ochii 
sunt marcati prill triunghiLJri 1\Iafitate. Este posibil ca şi această piesă să fi făcut parte dintr
o piesă de tip antropoz:.oomorf. Pl. 1/5 . 

Şi la �udul Dun�i. î11 aria cultllrii Karanovo VI - Kodjadermen au fost descoperite 
câteva piese deosebit !le illteresante. 

Un prim vas <lescotJerit la Goliamo-lzvor, Razgrad, are corpul masiv sprijinit pe 
patru picioare scurte. Ce�p11l este repre.zentat printr-un capac cu unele elemente antropomorfe. 
Astfel, ochii sunt fig;wa)i prin două proeminente alungite, cu câte o gaură figurând pupila, 
iar nasul este repre.zentat J>rilltr-o linie verticală în relief. Pe cap are modelată o pereche de 
coarne. Pe corp şi pe ce�p este decorat cu benzi trasate cu culoare albă şi roşie. Pe spate are 
câte două mici proemillente arcuite, parJial rupte, care sunt greu de interpretat Sexul masculin 
este reprezentat printr-un mic pha lus de lut. L=23,5 cm. Î=l6 cm. (Macht, Herrschaft 
und Gold 1988, AIJIJ. 64). Pl. 1/2. 

Un alt vas, descoperit la Ko<ljadermen, are corpul masiv, înalt, sprijinit pe patru 
picioare scurte, c11 o linie puternic reliefată pe spate. Capul, rotunjit la spate, are ochii 
romboidali figura)i tJrin incizii, i ar urechile prin doi mici lobi perforaţi. Gura, larg 
căscată, seamănă cu m ciCJc de pasăre, dând capului un aspect destul de straniu. Corpul 
acoperit cu vopsea ro ş]e este decmat cu incizii încrustate cu pastă albă. L= l 8 ,4 cm. 
Î=26,5 cm (Macht, Herrschaft und Gold 1 988,  Abb. 66). Pl. l/3.  

La Ruse a fost descoperită o piesă la care elementele antropomorfe sunt evidente, 

nasul fiind marcat printr-o muchie c11 două găuri figurând nările, gura este crestată iar ochii 
şi sprâncenele sunt reprezentate prin incizii. Urechile sunt figurate prin doi lobi laterali 
perforaţi. Fapt neobişnuit, deasupra lor par să fi fost modelate un fel de coarne, rupte din 
vechime. Î=5,8 crn. (Macht, Herrschaft und Gold 1988, Abb. 9). Pl. 1/7. 

Această categ<>tie de piese este extrem de spectaculoasă prin îmbinarea elementelor 
antropomorfe cu cele zoomorfe. Corpul este de animal, dar capetele, pe lângă elemente 
zoomorfe, cum su!lt coarnele, au în general detalii cum ar fi ochii, nasul, uneori gura şi 
urechile care sunt modelate în maniera celor specifice plasticii antropomorfe. Vasul de 
la Kodjadermen este destul de strartiu,  având corpul unui patruped, capul cu elemente 
antropomorfe, dar cu <> gură deschisă în formă de cioc de pasăre. 
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Origi.Ilea acest<>r repreze11tlri n11 e�te prea clară cu atât mai mult cu cât plastica 
ne�liticului timpuriu şi dez;v-�lta..t e�te destul de putin cunoscută. Câteva puncte de 
reper ar Jllltea fi furnizate de Cllltllrile Vm�a şi poate Vădastra. Astfel, în spectaculoasa 
Jllastid. vin.ciană. se gă.sesc şi câteva statuete feminine care dau impresia că au capul 
modelat în formă. de cap ele pasăre sau au fata acoperită cu un fel de mască reprezentând 
1()1 un cap de pa..să"e (M. Girn1lllta.s 1974-, Pig. 1 20-1 23). Un vas zoomorf al aceleiaşi 
cul turi, repreze11tând � p asăre, are fata mode lată după tipicul fetelor statuetelor 
altiOJ>Omorfe (M. Gimbutas 1974-, Pl . 1 16, 1667), iar o altă piesă reprezintă un cap cu 
trăsături urnaiJe, dar c are are modelate de o parte şi de alta un fel de coarne, fiind 
posibil s� reprezinte o masc ă ele ca..pr� (M. Gimbutas, 1974, Fig. 235) Extrem de sugestivă 
este o pies� reprezentând un patrllJled care are însă capul, disproporţionat de mare fată 
ele C<>rp, modelat d11pă canoanele figurinelor aiJtropomorfe (M. Gimbutas, 1974, Fig. 
235) . Cultura V ădastra a..re şi ea. câteva reprezentări interesante, între care statuetele 
care a..u de-o pa..rte şi de alta a capul11i elemente care au fost interpretate ca fiind urechi, 
u11 fel de C<lafur� dar şi c�arne (VI . Durnitrescu 1974, Fig. 203; M. Nica 1980, Fig. 9/ 
2a, 2b, 4a, 4b; 1 1/la, lb; 1 2/la., lb) 

Prin prisma acestor descoperiri este posibil să concluzionăm că o anumită temă 
cultica, care îmbina în reprezentările de cult elementele antropomorfe cu cele zoomorfe, 
s� se fi perpetuat prin intermediul Cllltaril<lr mai sus citate până în eneolitic, în mediul 
C\llturii Gurnelnita-Karanovo Vl -Kodjadermen . Nu este exclus ca această temă să fi 
fost mult mai timpurie dar cercetlirile pentru neoliticul timpuriu, extrem de reduse, nu 
m furnizat reprezentari plastice care s� ateste acest fapt. 

A vorbi de semnificatia acest<>r reprezenthi antropo-zoomorfe este un demers 
dificil şi, Îl! opinia 11oastr�, prematur în acest stadiu al cercetărilor, în care ştim destul 
de plltine lucruri desJJre civilizatia gumellliteană.. Articolul de fată şi-a propus doar să 
atragă atenţia asupra unor piese deosebite care fac dovada complexitătii vietii spirituale 
a. culturii Gumelnita-Karanovo VI -Kodjadermen . În ceea ce priveşte semnificatia lor, 
aceasta se poate descifra numai în C<lntextul general al plasticii gumelnitene în care 
aceste reprezentări par a ne dezvllui un aspect particular al vietii spirituale, un univers 
straiJiu rezultat din îmbinarea elementelor antropomorfe cu cele zoomorfe. 

ABSTRACT 

This article presents some SJlecials vosses belonging to Gumelnita-Karanovo 
VI-Kodjadermen C\llture. These vosses combine some zoomorphic elements such 

as the body of animal or homs with anthropomorphic elements such as eyes, nose or 
rnouth. 

The results a..re some very stra.nge and spectaculars antropo-zoomorphic vases. 
Such similar vases and figurines were found also in Vinca culture and Vădastra eul
ture. It is very difficult to know the signification of these vosses considering our knowl
eclge about Gumelnita soc iety. These vases are a convincing prove of a complexity 
spiritual life of Gumelnita-Karanovo Vl-Kodjadermen culture. 
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4 

6 

Pl. 1 Rerprezentări antropo-zoornorfe - cultura Gumelnita-Karanovo VI - Kodyadermen: 1 
Hârşova, 2 Goliamo Izvor, 3. Kodyadennen, 4. Gumelniţa, 5. Măriuţa, 6. Sultana, 7 Ruse. 
(diverse scări) 
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Ado ratia et invocatio. Gesturi religioase ancestrale 
rep re2entate pe vase de cult gumelnitene 

'· 
Valentina Voinea 

imi intind mâi n ife �pre Tine; 
im i .sc.tspi11ă �tifl!!'t!li �upă Tine ,  ca un pământ uscat. 

Psalmi 143: 6 

Dillcol() de piese arh.eologice, situatii stratigrafice sau faze culturale, cercetarea 
arhe<>logic ă se constituie ÎJt tr-o investigatie care depăşeşte cu mult sfera ştiinţificului (DEA 
1999, 76). Indiferent de tirnp şi spaţiu, spiritul uman a căutat să definească Absolutul, să 
găsească [()rrne de <()mlllli<are şi comuniune cu Divinul, transcendând limitele fizicului. 
Aceste fomte ele manife stare religioasă nu trebuie artalizate strict prin prisma gândirii logice 
sau a doctrinelor religi()il.Se contemporane. 

Dacii. problerntJ cr��inţei a fost atât de rău inJeleasă de către psihologi şi istorici -
scria Gusta ve Le Bo11 în "Opiniile şi credinJele" - • este pentru că ei au încercat să interpreteze 
cu resurs�le !lJ,gici i ra:.Jianale fenomene pe care aceasta nu le-a guvernat niciodată. 
( . .  .) toate elemen tele crec!inţei ascultă de reguli logice foarte sigu,.re, însă cu totul străine 
de llcelea u tiliwte r!e ,jQ�ant în cercetările sale(LE BON 1995, 8). 

Dese()ri s-a vorl>it despre "barbarismul" primelor comunităţi umane, tradus în 
acte canib alice ,  şamanism sălbatic , magie neagră, ignorantă, teamă de necunoscut, 
despre o e v olutie lini uă, fără sincope, de la animism la dualism şi monoteism, ca şi 
cum teoria de:zvoltării î11 trepte a umartitătii s-ar regăsi şi la nivelul psihicului umart, 
totul derulându-se dup ă 1111 mecanism simplist. 

Şi t()tu§i, cât de C()lllplexe şi greu de descifrat sunt primele manifestări religioase ! 
Fără a avea pretenţia unor afirmaţii filosofice ne oprim doar la una din întrebările acuzatoare 
pusă de marele om de Cllltură, Nae Ionescu, pseudonirnilor specialişti în istoria religiilor: 

. . . aum dreptl.ll ,jQ rugăm dintr-o dată sau să punem atribute peiorative la o 
intreaga suie de valtJri 5pirituale, avem dreptul să trecem dintr-o dată sub bănuia/a 
nebun iei o eflcrescenjă c!e villjă spirituală a omenirii ? (IONESCU N. 1994, 1 88). 

Studiate doar sub asJ>ect artistic, multe piese preistorice au fost încadrate în categoria 
manifestărilor artistice nai"ve. a primelor încercări stângace de a copia un arhetip. Dar, în 
lipsa unor izv<>are scris e ,  tocmai aceste forme artistice, care au irnortalizat trăiri şi 
aspiratii relig ioase, păs.trează cel mai bine frânturi din spiritul omului preistoric. De 
aceea, înserierea lor s.trict 1ipologică rămâne, cel mai adesea, un simplu reper cronologic, 
un limbaj m()rt. 

Repre:zentările arti stice identice, fără legături spatiale sau temporale între ele, se 
explică printr-o emotie comună, specifică structurii psihice umarte. 
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( . . . ) Credinţa Îfi schirnbă ()hiectul, in�ă nu p iere niciodată. Ea nu ar putea pieri, 
de()tuece n�l!oia de a crede constituie llll element psihologic tot atât de ireductibil ca 

ţJ{ ăcerea sa/4 Jurerul . S ujl et/4{ orn�ne�c are oroare de îndoială şi de incertitudine (LE 
IION 1995, 1 1). 

Aceastl! credintă se exprimă cel mai simplu prin încercarea de comunicare cu 
D ivillitatea s11b forma rugăciunii - individuale sau colective - însoţită de gestul ridicării 
lnlelClr. Mâin.ile concentrea2ă întreaga vointă a spiritului uman, fiind asociate, adesea. cu 
acţi11nea; direcţia lor asce[Jdentă, spre mediul cel est, sugerează căutarea energiei veşnice. 

Între .sufletul Î11cllis şi .s!4{letul deschis afli sufletul ce stă să se deschidă. Între 
lmobilitatea l!mului are:zat Ş"i mi�car�a tu:eluiari om care aleargă se află înăljarea, atitudinea 
luată când se ridica din imobilitate (BERGSON 1 992, 72 - 73). 

Selllllificatia acestui gest religi()S, reprezentat artistic sub formă de orantă, a fost 
m11lt discuta�, propu11ându-se diferite interpretări. Atunci când analiza s-a oprit doar la o 
perioadă istorică, simbolistica gestului s-a redus la Cl explicaţie strict legată de domeniul 
eslu.tologic. Vugil Vătăşianu C()nsidera că primele orante pictate pe pereţii catacombelor 
din perioadă pa.leocre§tină (sec. li - III p. Chr. ) ar înfăti§a sufletele defuncţilor mântuiţi şi nu 
portretele celor vii în momentul rugăci11nii . Originea simbolului s-ar afla în religia egipteană 
- Osiris a transmis omului sufletul - KA prin gestu.l magic al înălţării braţelor, hiereoglifa 
ICA reprezentârld schematic sil11eta unei oran.te (V ĂTĂŞIANU 1967, 20 - 2 1 ). Treptat, 
acest gest, adoptat de preot în curs11l liturghiei, şi-ar fi pierdut semnificaţia iniţială, 
tex.tele ap()crife interpretârld gestul ca pe o stare de extaz a sufletelor în Rai ce petrec 
sub forma unei rugăciuni C()ntinue. Prin urmare gestul orantei ar reprezenta la început 
mântuirea, îns11fleţirea defunctullli, ulterior gestul fiind asociat cu rugăciunea.Cum 
explicăm însă, reprezentările mult mai vechi, preistorice, ale aceluiaşi gest ? !  

D in mulţimea exemplelor, ne  vom ()pri , în  continuare, doar la o categorie de 
reprezentări plas tice din c adrul comp lexului cultural Kodjadermen - Gumelniţa -
Karar�ovo VI - vasele arJtropom()rfe cu braţe tubulare. Subliniem de la început, că 
toate piesele descoperite pârlă Îll prezent provin din aşezări - prin urmare fără nici o 
legătură cu d()meniul fu[Jerar. Ele au av11t o largă răspândire nedepăşind, însă, limitele 
arealului gumelniţean: din Tracia de Nord, - Karanovo, Zagorci - până în NE Bulgariei 
· Kamenar - şi Mu[Jtenia - Vidra (2), Siliştea Videle, Măgura Jilavei, Tangâru, Zâmbreasca, 
Căscioarele (pl. 1 ,  Il/ 1 - 9 ,  tab. 1 ). Cele 10  vase antropomorfe, încadrate în fazele 
Gurnelnita A2 şi 81,  au înălţimi de până la 20 cm. Cele mai mici exemplare de la 
Zagorci şi Tangâru măsoară în înăltime 5,5 cm, respectiv 6,9 cm. Majoritatea pieselor 
au fost modelate din pastă semifină, arse incomplet, decorul rezumându-se la linii 
incizate ce sugerează elementele de vestimentatie - o rochie largă, cu pliseuri verticale, 
intâlnită şi în cazul figurinelor gumelnitene cu vase pe cap (Gumelniţa - DUMITRESCU 
VL. , MJ\RINESCU-BÎLCU 200 1 ,  1 1 5 , fig 2/p. 1 27; fig. 1 6 - 1/p . 1 40). Atributele 
sexuale lipsesc sau sunt sugerate discret - mici proeminente pentru sâni. Asemănător 
ca tip de reprezentare umană este vasul antropomorf descoperit în regiunea Vama, la 
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Ezereţ (?L II!l l )  - ()rifici_i de turnat decupate mai jos de braţele 
"
ciuntite" (VAJSOVA 

1966, 39-40, iig. 20(2 ; HJŢU 1969, pl. 4(4 - p. 27). De asemenea, apropiată ca forml 
este şi fi.gurina de b. R:.ose (pl. I l/10)- în locul braţelor tubulare fiind modelate doul 
proeminente conic e (GF...ORGlEV, ANGELOV 1957, fig. 65 /p. 108) 

Deşi, în majorita.tea cuurilor, contextul stratigrafic este incert, totuşi, forma şi 
dimensitmile pi.esd()r Îll dLsc11tie n.e sugerează destinaţia lor cultică. După vestimentaţie şi 
dupămarcaeasâniJor,Ieprezelltările pot fi asociate cu personaje feminine. Interpretarea lor 
ca divini.tăti legate de �u hljertilitiiţii o considerăm, însă, neconvingătoare - lipsesc atributele 
dare, atât de frecvente ÎII p lastica neo-eneolitică: marcarea zonelor genitale prin pictură, 
incizie s.au hipertnfierea buinului şi a coapselor. Credem că aceste vase au fost utilizate 
pentru lil>a.ţii Îll caclrul llll () r procesiuni religioase legate de un cult al casei. 

în lucrarea consacr.atii Jllasticii a.ntropomorfe cucuteniene, Da.n Monah scrie că: 
O ten tati-vii de lmup,·etLire LI fiecărei atitudini ar fi inutilă şi imposibil de realizat. 

(. . .  ) discuţiile care �-a:tt pur lat în legătură cu personajele reprezentate - divinitii]i sau 
ador atari -s�Ant in ulUe, cie�arece adorant�Al care adopta gesta divina se confunda cu aceasta. 
(. . .  ) Reprt!zentiiTea vesmi"leltJr pe statuete .Ji mai ales în pictura ceramicii Cucuteni B ar 
putea fi expficate pri"t,--o �i accentuată antropomorfizare afiinJei sacre (MONAH 1997, 
19). 

Cu s igura.nţă pu1ern vorl>i de o antropomorfizare a divinităţii; nu întâmplător religia a 
fost considerată o rnanifestJire idealistă a confliinJei. Omul, gândindu-L pe Dumnezeu, se 

visează pe sine: fi8urile .sr.dJ care îşi reprezintă divinitatea nu sunt, în fond, decât mărturii 
pe care �i le dă despTe s ine însufi; �i. cu cât are mai multă pietate (. . .  ) cu atât aduce 
obiectultti cult�Alui �l'ilf ��8iul unor sentimente mai înalte , cu atât îl înconjoară cu 
mai multă poerie ri arta (PROUDHON 1987). 

În privinta interpretării personajelor reprezentate, nu considerăm însă inutile sau 
imposibile încercările de a diferentia adorantul de divinitate. Personajele reprezentate 
cu vestimen.tatie (ca Îll cazul vaselor antropomorfe cu braţe tubulare, a statuetelor cu 
vase pe c ap )  şi cele sub forma unei siluete umane schematizate aplicate pe suprafaţa 
interioară. sau exterioară a vaselor, le asociem cu imaginea omului în ipostaza de 
invocatio et adoratio Dâ Aceeaşi interpretare ne este sugerată de scena cultică de la 
Ovcearovo, nivel V, Poljanica IV - ală.turi 22 piese miniaturale de cult s-au descoperit 
patru orante (TODOROVA ET ALU 1983, pl. 89 - 90). Personajele pot fi asociate mai 
uşor cu patru adoratori decât cu patru divinităţi (pl. IV /1 ). 

Nu acela.şi lucru putem spune despre a doua categorie de vase - orante descoperite tot 
în arealul eul turii Gllmelnita, la Sultana, punctul ,,M alu/ Roşu" ( nr.inv. 4653, Muz. Olteniţa) 
şi în aşezarea eponimi:i (lONESCU 1974, fig. 1/2, p. 1 16; fig. 2/1 )  - vase antropomorfe 
schematizate, asexuate , cu fala supradimensionată, asemănătoare unei măşti şi ochii 
proeminenti sau chiar ()ubl ali, fără elemente de vestimentaţie (pl. 111/1 -2). Pentru aceste 
orante considerăm mul1 mai potrivită interpretarea lor ca reprezentări ale divinităţii, 
gestul ridicării bra1elor  sugerând în acest context binecuvîntarea, transmiterea unei 
energii creatoare. 
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Fie că înfăţişează a<I<Jrantul, fie că reprezintă imaginea simbolică a divinităţii 
binefăcătoare. tema orantei a cunoscut o mare frecventă în arta neo-eneolitică, formele 
de realizare artistică fiind f<Jarte variate: 

- figurine de lut (pl. IV: 2 - Durankulak., M.452, cultura Gumelniţa, VAJSOV 
1992, pl. 7/l p. 1 0 3 ;  3 - Gra.de8nica, NIKOLOV 1974, pl. 57a; 4 - Stepanovice - Moravia, 
NITU 1 9 70. fig . 13!1 ); 

- vase antropornorfe (pl. III: 2 - Krivodol, cultura Grade8nica, NIKOLOV 1984, 
p. 29; 4 - Svotin , LICHARDUS ET ALLI 1985); 

- siluetă de orantă inc izată pe o placă de os (pl. V/6 Koszylowce, Cucuteni -
MONAH 1997, fig. 232/p. 484); 

- decor în relief sau pictat pe vase (pl. V: 1 - Asmaska Mogila, cultura Marica III, 
LE PREMIER OR 1989, calalog; 2 - Gumelniţa, IONESCU B. 1974, fig. 1/1 - p. 1 16;  3 
- Bavaria, cultura ceramicii liniare, NITU 1970; 4 - Grade8nia, JUNSTEINZEIT 198 1 ,  
Catalog); 5 - Dumeşti, cultura Cucuteni, MONAH 1997, fig. 243; 7 - Sondershausen, 
cultura ceramicii liniare, NlŢU 1970); 

- pict11ră pe un model de sanctuar (pl. Vl/2 Slatina - cultura Grade§nica -
CHOKADZIEV, 1 995 ,  fig. 4/3, p. 145); 

- frescă la t;atal Hiiyuk VII - ,,zeita broască", sculptură în relief, pictată cu roşu, 
negru şi galben (pl. VVl - MELLAART 1967). 

Toate aceste ex.emple vin să demonstreze că simbolistica orantei este foarte bogată, 
neputând fi rezumată doar la. o reprezentare a divinităţii sau la o imagine paradisiacă a 
defunctului. Departe de a fi dat răspunsuri definitive la o problemă atât de complexă, 
considerăm demersul no stru drept o etapă de început în încercarea de a descifra 
seminificaţiile gesturilor religioase ancestrale codificate în piesele de artă preistorice, 
multe din aceste gesturi rămânând neschimbate până astăzi. 

Analiza formelor de comportament ale omului fafă de sacru, de rituri, de mituri, 
de credin]e, ca şi fajă de diferite tipuri de reprezentări, toate acestea trebuie să conducă 
la o meditajie a omului asupra lui însuşi (MESLIN 1993, 272). 
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Jllava Tangâru SIH$1U Vldele Zirnblealca 

Pl.I - Vase .,omate•• cu bra.te tubulare, tip 1 - cultura Gumelnita-Karanovo VI 
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VICRA ZÎMBREASCA 

a 

JUVA TANGÂRU SIU$TEA VIDELE 

�� w 1 0  
RUSE EZEREŢ 

PUI .. Orante" din cadrul culturii Gumelnita-Karanovo . 

1 19 

www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



2 

SULT.A.NA GUMELNIŢA 

l<lliVODOl SVODIN 

Pl.Ill Vase .. Orante", tip Il. 
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DURANKULAK 

OVCEAROVO 

3 

GRADESNICA SlEPANOVICE - MORAVIA 

Pl. IV - Figurine "orante" 
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Debuts de la culture Goumelnitsa 
Au nord - est de la plaine Roumaine 

Stănică Pandrea 

Un tel :sujet est de�tine a eveiller toujours des opinions divergentes et meme, des 

controverse s. La. polemi.q11e entre les archeologues depend du niveau auquel est arrivee la 
recherche hislorique. Le probleme le plus important est que certains archeologues considerent 
que c' est la  C:lllture Goume.lnitsa qui s' est manifestee au NE de la Plaine Roumaine, tandis 
que d' autre:s �en.sent qu'il s 'y a git d' un groupe culturel a part, appete Aldeni II, Stoicani
Aideni, ou bien. Bolgra<I-Aldeni. 

l. Hist()ire de:s redlerches. 
C'est G:h.  Ştefan qui_, apres les premieres fouilles a Aldeni-"Gurguiul Balaurului" a 

affinne avo ir identifie <l.a.Jts le second niveau de cet etablissement une civilisation toute 
particuliere, une syntllese e11tre les cultures Goumelnitsa et Cucuteni-Ariuşd, qu'il appelle 
«la civilisatio11 Aldeni>>- (Ştefan 1944). 

Depu 1s, 11ombre d' ucheologues ont soutenu ( avec certaines nuances) 1' existence d ' un 
aspect cult11rel de miH,g e ,  ou bien de synthese, entre les cultures Goumelnitsa et 

Cucute11i, a:spect qui �'esl manifeste au NE de la Valachie et S de la Moldavie. 
Eugen Comşa con.sd�re que «1' aspect culturel Aldeni Il» est un complexe culturel 

mixte issu du melan.ge intense entre les elements culturels de Goumelnitsa et ceux de 
Cucute11i qtie •'1' on ne ()eu t pas attribuer entierement a la eul ture Goumelnitsa, d' autant 
moins a la culture Vama" (Comşa 1963, p.7-26; idem 1987, p.5 1 ). Selon lui, cet aspect 
culturel corn mence a.ll ll iveau de la n· etape de la phase de transition de la culture 
Boian a la culture Goumelnitsa [etape Fântânele - n.n.S.P.] et au niveau de "l'epoque 
pre-cucutellienne ple inement developee" [Pre-Cucuteni III - n.n.S .P.] connaît deux 
phases d ' e"V o lutioll, contemporaines avec les phases A 1 , A2 et B 1 de la culture 
Goumelnitsa et cesse en meme temps que 1' extension de la eul ture Cucuteni vers le 
sud (Comşa 1 963, p. 2 3 -16). 

A pres des fouilles fa.ites dans 1 'etablissement de Stoicani-"Cetăţuia" (dep. de Galatzi), 
Mircea Petrescu-Dârnb<>.."jţa ( 1 950; idem 1953, p. l 3-1 55) pense que cet etablissement, 
aussi, s' inscdt d ans 1 'as()eCt culturel de mixage Goumelnitsa-Ariuşd. La consequence 
en est 1' idee q lle «1' aspect culturel Goumelnitsa-Ariuşd» occupe un espace plus vaste, 
aussi propose-t-il de 1' ap peler «l'aspect culturel Stoicani-Aldeni». 

D 'autre pa.rt, Ion T. Dragomir ( 1979; idem 1983; idem 1992), muni des resultats 
des fouilles faites dans la vallee du Danube et du Prout, emet une opinion a lui sur 
«l ' aspect cu ltu.rel Stoicani-Aldeni», le considerant un facies culturel de synthese entre 
la phase Goumelnitsa A1 et la phase Cucuteni A1 • A la difference de E.Comşa, qui liait 
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le debut de cet aspect culturel a la demiere phase de la culture Boian, I .T. Dragomir 
considere que la liaison entre la culture Boian et «1 ' aspect Stoicani-Aldeni» se fait au 
nivea.u de la phase Boian-Giuleşti qui a eu, au S de la Moldavie, une evolution plus 
longlle. L' affirmation de 1. T. Dragomir se fonde sur 1' identification des etablissements 
du type Boian-Giuleşti a la base des plus anciens niveaux d'habitation «Stoicani
Aldeni». 

Tout en analysant les vases ceramiques attribues a «1' aspect culturel Stoicani-Aldeni», 
Mihai Simon ( 1986) remarquait le fait que l'on ne pouvait pas y identifier des Mritages ou 
des survivances Boian-Spanţov. Par consequant, il soutient l' idee que «I'aspect culturel 
Stoicani-Aldeni» naît comme suite au contact entre les communautes pre-cucuteniennes et 
les communautes Goumelnitsa. vers la fm de la phase Goumelnitsa A1• L' argument essentiel 
en etait justement 1' absence des survivances ou des Mritages Boian-Spanţov que M. Simon 
considere indiquer l ' anciennete des etapes de la phase Goumelnitsa A1 • 

Tatiana Passek et Ecaterina Cemy! ont exprime 1 'o pin ion que les etablissements 
Goumelnitsa se trouvant entre le Prout et le Danube (Bolgrad, Vulcăneşti, Ozemoe) sont 
similaires aux etablissements de «l'aspect Aldeni II». Donc les chercheuses sovietiques 
croyaient que «1' aspect cui turei Bolgrad-Aldeni» se manifestait au S de la Moldavie et au S 
de l 'Ukra.lne (cf. Bejlekci 1978, p. 130- 135; cf. Sorokin 1994, p.72). 

Victor Sorokin ( 1994, p.72) a emis l 'ypothese de l'existence d'une «culture Bolgrad
Aldeni» qu' il la situe dans le grand complexe cui turei Goumelnitsa - Kodjadermen - Karanovo 
VI. Ce concept de «culture Bolgrad-Aideni» est destine a mettre en evidence 1 'unite culturelle 
des etablissements de ce type decouverts au S de la Bessarabie. 

D' autre part, Henrieta Todorova ( 1 979, p.32-33) a affirme que, au N du Danube, 
pres des lacs du S de la Bessarabie, s'est developpee la «variante Bolgrad de la culture 
Vama», comme resultat de la synthese culturelle entre la population locale Pre-Cucuteni 
- Tripolie et la population Vama, venue de la Dobroudja au bord de la Mer Noire. 
Malgre tout cela, meme la chercheuse bulgare affirmait qu' il y avait, au cadre de la 
«variante Bolgrad de la culture Vama» de nombreux elements classiques de la culture 
Goumelnitsa - Kodjadermen - Karanovo VI. 

* 

Il n'y a pas beaucoup d'archeologues qui rejettent l'exitence de «l'aspect culturel 
Stoicani-Aldeni ou Bolgrad-Aideni», mais leurs arguments sont rigoureusement fondes sur 
les resultats des fouilles archeologiques. 

Vladimir Dumitrescu ( 1963, p.62; Dumitrescu, Bolomey, Mogoşanu 1983, p. 102, 
104, 106) affurnait que !'aspect Stoicani·Aldeni est le resultat du contact etroit entre la 
culture Goumelnitsa et le debut de la culture Cucuteni, mais il ne s'agit, dans ce cas, 
que. "d'un aspect regional de la culture Goumelnitsa". Le meme VI. Dumitrescu ( 1963, 
p.62) considerait qu'il y avait 'des influences reciproques dans la zone de contact entre 
les cultures Goumelnitsa et Cucuteni, influences qui n' ont pas attenue le caractere 
Goumelnitsa des etablissements, fait prouve par 1 '  etablisseme.nt eponyme de Stoicani 
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(daJJ.:s !()liS les n.iveaw:: d._'I!Cibitation de cet etablissement, les elements culturels Cucuteni 
so11t faible s, c u  ICI phrp a.Jt en sont du type Goumelnitsa). 

Apres a.v oir f()tdl le les etablissements du type Goumelnitsa de Brăilita-"Vadul 
Cata.ga.Jei", Liicoteanca-"Movila Olarului", Lişcoteanca-"Moş Filon", Lişcoteanca
"Movila.  din Baltă'', Nic())ae HarJuche ( 1 983, p.29-30) a dit que l' on ne pouvait pas 
parler de l'existence cl'tlll <-<aspect culturel Stoicani-Aldeni». Mais, l' archeologue brailien 
accepte l' idee d' un cert ain specifique local des etablissements Goumelnitsa au NE de 
la Pla.ine Rouma.ine, Cjlli 11e change en rien les traits culturels du type Goumelnitsa. Il 
croy ait Cjlle cet aspect local de la culture Goumelnitsa est dO au fait que la culture 
Boian - plie1.se Gittl��ri, a.vec certaines contributions Pre-Cucuteni et Proto-Cucuteni 
co11stitue le fo11cl c11ltmel :sur lequel prend naissance la culture Goumelnitsa au NE de 
la Vala.ch.ie et SE de lil Moldavie. C'est bien une opinion fondee sur le fait que le 
niveau d' hilbitation G�11melnitsa A1 surmonte le niveau d'habitation Boian-Giuleşti 
dallS les eta.!.lis.semellt:s de Largu, Lişcoteanca-"Moş Filon", Lişcoteanca-"Movila din 

Baltă", Li§coteanca-'�Siltnoieni". 

L' arcbeologue V..S. Bejlekci considerait que dans le territoire entre le Prout et le 
Danube s 'est manifestee la culture Goumelnitsa; et, en effet, les elements culturels des 
etabliss.ements du type Go11melnitsa de Vulcâneşti Il et Lopăţica sont tout particuliers, par 
leurs nombreux. traits l>alkaniques de la eul ture Goumelnitsa representant une premiere etape 
des man.ifestati ons cullllrelles du type Goumelnitsa. Malgre ces caracteristiques, les 
etabliss.ements du S de la Republique de Moldavie se situent dans l 'aire de la culture 
Goumelnitsa du territoire ele la Roumanie (Bejlekci 1978, p. 125-129). 

* 

Quant a nous, no11s croyons que l 'on ne pourrait pas parler de l'existence d'un 
certa.in aspect culturel distinct. Ce qui est vrai est que, dans la phase Goumelnitsa A1, 
les etablisseme11ts situes au N de Călmăţui relevent de quelques traits culturels differents 
par ra.pport a.ux etablissements Goumelnitsa du reste de la Valachie. 

En voila une siruati()n dont les interpretations sont diverses: 
1 .  N. Har}Uche et I.T. Dragomir l 'expliquent par la manifestation du fonds culturel 

Boian-Giuleşti, qui s.urvit j11squ • au ni veau culturel-chronologique Goumelnitsa A 1 (Harţuche 
1 983 , p.29-30; Dragomir 1992, p.24). 

2. M. Simon ( 19S6) 1' explique par 1 '  absence des traditions/survivances Boian-Spanţov 
et la presence ex:clusive de la cultura Goumelnitsa A1 • 

3 .  Enfm, H.Todorova ( 1979, p.32) en trouve l'explication dans le deplacement 
de la pop11lation de la culture Vama vers le Danube. 

Il en ressort cl'11ne fa�on tres claire que les etablissements Goumelnitsa A1 du 
NE de la Valach.ie et S de la Moldavie sont caracterises justement par l' absence des 
traditions ou survivances du type Boian-Spanţov. 

En revanche, il est bien evident que de nombreux vases Goumelnitsa A1 ressemblent 
a ceux de la derniere phase de la culture Marica, manifestee au S du Danube, nous " 
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1 '  avons bien remarque en analysant les pieces decouvertes a Însurăţei-"Popina II" 
(Fig. 4/1-4 , 8) et Lişcoteanca -"Movila Olarului", "Moş Filon", "Mo\lila din Baltă" 
(Fig . 111; 2). I.T. Dragomir a remarque la meme ressemblance a Suceveni, ce qui l 'a  
fait synchroniser les etablissements de la premiere phase de "l 'aspect culturel Stoicani
Aldeni" avec les etablissements Marica-Karanovo V de Bulgarie (DragomiJ:· 1970, p.27; 
idem 1979. p.67-70). Il en est de meme pour Medgidia ou N. Harţuche a fouille un 
niveau culturel Goumelnitsa A1 qui ne contenait pas de pieces du type Boian-Spanţov 
(Harţuche, Bounegru 1 997). 

II. Realites culturelles et statigraphiques 
Il est bien malaise de mettre de concert toutes les opinions presentees 

ci-dessus, mais nous pouvons pourtant affmner que chacune contient quelque chose de vrai. 
Dans l'etablissement de Însurăţei-"Popina II" nous avons trouve dans un niveau 

d'habitation Goumelnitsa A1 de nombreux vases ceramiques qui sont analogues a ceux du 
type Marica-Karanovo V (Fig. 411-4, 8) et aussi des tessons ceramiques du type Pre-Cucuteni 
(Fig . 311 ;  415-7) et, aussi, du type Boian-Spanţov (Fig. 312-5). 

Dans les etablissements de Lişcoteanca-"Movila Olarului", Lişcoteanca-"Moş Filon", 
Lişcoteanca-"Movila din Baltă" Nicolae Harţuche a decouvert dans des niveaux d 'habitation 
Goumelnitsa A1 des vases ceramiques dont les formes et le decor sont analogues a ceux 
typiques pour l'horizon culturel Marica - Karanovo V (Fig. 111 ; 2) (Harţuche, Anastasiu 
1976, no. cat. 156- 161 ,  163, 1 70, 18 1 ). Mais a Lişcoteanca-"Moş Filon" et a Lişcoteanca
"Movila Olarului", on a trouve egalement des tessons ceramiques Pre-Cucuteni III (Fig. 11 
6) et quelques tessons ceramiques du type Boian-Spanţov (Fig. 112 -5). 

Au S de la Moldavie on a rencontre des situations pareilles a celle de Lişcoteanca et 
de Însurăţei: 

1. Â Stoicani-"Cetăţuia", dans un niveau bas (le sixieme) se trouvait des fragments 
de vases qui se rapprochent, par leur forme et decor, des vases ceramiques du type Marica
Karanovo V (Fig. 91 1-8); il y avait aussi des fragments ceramiques decores a excision, du 
type Boian-Spanţov (Fig. 919), et encore quelques fragments de vases du type Hamangia 
III (Fig. 9111) et du type Pre-Cucuteni III (Fig. 9110) (Petrescu-Dâmboviţa 1953, p.23-26; 
fig. 16; 17/1 , 3, 4, 8,  9, 1 6, 17, 19). 

2. Pendant les fouilles faites a Băneasa, Lişcoteanca -"Satnoieni" et Suceveni
"Stoborăni", I.T. Dragomir a decouvert toute une serie de vases ceramiques qu'il considere 
semblables a ceux trouves dans l' aire culturelle Marica-Karanovo V et a ceux du type 
Goumelnitsa A1 de Valachie (Fig. 8) (Dragomir 1970, p.26, 32; fig. 3/5; 5/1 -2; 9/1 ;  1 3/7). 

3. Dans les niveaux inferieurs de Vulcăneşti II et Lopăţica, V.S. Bejlekci a decouvert 
des vases ceramiques analogues, selon lui, a ceux du milieu culturel Karanovo V et au 
niveau Goumelnitsa A1 de Tangâru (Fig. 8) (V.S.Bejlekci 1978, p. 133- 135; fig. 1 2; 13/1 ; 
67/1-2). C 'est tou jours ici que l' on a trouve encore, dans les niveaux d 'habitation Goumelnitsa 
A1 , des fragments des vases "importes" du milieu culturel Tripolie A [Pre-Oucuteni III 
n.n.S.P.] (Bejlekci 1978, p. 15-16, 133-135). 
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4. Vll CJ.lle le ll1atbr:iel archeologique n 'a  pas ete publie, nous nous bomons a 
rappeler qu e dm1s l 'et alllis sement de Drăgăneşti-Tecuci (pris pour l 'un des plus an
ciens du ty�e «Aldeni U)Stoicani-Aldeni»), on a trouv6, a la base de la couche culturelle, 
des tessons ceramique s  Pre-Cucuteni III. 

* 

Pourcequi est de� Ju.bitats Goumelnitsa A1 du S de Valachie, la situation est differente 
et, e11 quelque sorte, sillletrique, car il y a un nombre predominant de vases ceramiques du 
type B oian-Spantov, tandis que les tessons ceramiques Marica-Karanovo V sont peu 
norn breux. 

De telles associatic11s entre des fragments ceramiques de tradition Boian-Spanţov et 
cellX. detradition Marica-Kuanovo V avec des "importations" du milieu culturel Pre-Cucuteni 
furent rell1arCJ.uees dan.s le� lubitats suivants: 

1.  A Tangâru, (lilns les couches culturelles Boian Ve et Goumelnitsa 1 ,  
D. Berciu a trouve de� fiagrnents des vases peints (avec des traits meridionaux evidents) 
(Fig. 514-6) .. associes avec des vases de tradition Boian-Spanţov (Fig. 511 -3, 5), mais aussi 
avec des •'importations·· ?re-Cucuteni III. (Fig. 517-8) (Berciu 1 963, p.67; fig. 180/1,  1 1 ;  
181/1 ; 232)1-2; 256-257). L a  ressemblance des fragments ceramiques de Tangâru (Fig. 5) 
avec ceux. decouverts a Lişcoteanca (Fig. / -2) et a însuraţei (Fig. 3 4) est bien evidente. 

2. D.V. Rosetti a decouvert, dans le niveau culturel Goumelnitsa A1 de Vidra, de 
nornbreux tessons de vases decores a graphite (facture meridionale certaine) (Fig. 61 / )  a 
cote de fragments de vases de tradition Boian-Spanţov (Fig. 613) et quelques fragments du 
type Pre-Cu.cuteni IIl (IJ/2) (Rosetti 1934, fig. 20-21 ,  25), qui ressemblent bien fort aux 
fragments de va.ses decouverts a Lişcoteanca et a însuraţei. 

3. Lasituation de Măgurele vient completer l' image d' ensemble. P. Roman considerait 
que 1' etablissement d' ici est 1 'un des plus anciens habitats Goumelnitsa A1, juste pour les 
nombreu){ fra.gments de vases de tradition Boian-Spanţov et ceux Pre-Cucuteni III trouves 
ici (Fig. 6/5) (P.Roinan. 1962; idem 1963). Mais il faut remarquer qu'il y avait aussi des 
fragrnents de coupes (ou ecuelles) polies et decorees au cou par des bandes de lignes peintes 
en grapllite, et sur 1' epaule par des alveoles (Fig. 614) (Roman 1962, p.265-268; fig. 5/4, 6; 
6/1). Or, ce rype de va.se est presque identique a certaines decouvertes a Lişcoteanca-"Movila 
Olarului" (Fi8 . 213 -4), ayant une origine meridionale certaine. 

Les donnees et les observations presentees ci-dessus mettent en evidence le fait que 
l'on trouve, a un moment donne, dans la plupart des. etablissements Goumelnitsa A1 du S et 
NE de la Va.lachie, aussi bien que du S de la Moldavie, des vases et fragments de vases de 
tradition Boian-SpanJov a.ssocies a ceux de tradition Marica-Karanovo V. Mais, pendant 
que les va.ses ceramiques de tradition Boian-Spanţov sont quantitativement dominants dans 
les etablissernents Goumelnitsa A1 du S de la Valachie, les vases de tradition Marica-Karanovo 
V sont plus nombreux dans les etablissements Goumelnitsa A1 du NE de la Valachie et S de 
la Moldavie. La presence des "importations" Pre-Cucuteni III temoigne d'une mixture de 
vases et fragments cerarniques Boian-Spanţov - Marica-Karanovo V qui caracterise un 
certain horizon chronolcgique et culturel. 
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* 

Afin de clarifier les rapports entre la culture Goumelnitsa et ses predecesseurs nous 
nous proposons de presenter aussi quelques donnees stratigraphiques. 

Au NE de la Valachie et S de la Moldavie on a fouille jusqu' a present 29 etablissements 
Goumelnitsa A1 (Annexe 1), dont 2 1  (72,41 %) sont edifies sur des endroits non-habites 
auparavant, et 8 (27 ,58 %) superposent directement les niveaux d 'habitation Boian-Giuleşti. 

Dans les habitats de Aldeni-"Gurguiul Balaurului" (Comşa 1963), Largu-"Popină", 
Suceveni-"Stoborăni", "Lişcoteanca-"Satnoieni" (Dragornir 1996, p. l0- 1 2), Lişcoteanca
"Moş Filon", Lişcoteanca-"Movila din Baltă" (Hartuche 1983), Însuraţei-"Popina 1" et 
"Popina II" le niveau d'habitation Goumelnitsa A1 surmonte un niveau d'habitation du type 
Boian-Giuleşti, qui a fait I.T. Dragomir et N. Hartuche affmner que, au NE de la Valachie et 
S de la Moldovie, la culture Goumelnitsa naît sur un fond culturel Boian-Giuleşti qui a eu, 
dans cette zone geographique, une existence plus longue (Harţuche 1983, p.29-30; Dragomir 
1992, p.24-25). 

Tout comme nous 1'  avons deja rnontre, la culture Boian - phase Giuleşti a eu une 
existence plus longue au NE de la Plaine Roumanie, en meme temps que les manifestations 
culturelles Pre-Cucuteni 1, Turdaş II, Vinca C1 , Boian - phase Vidra, Hamangia II (Pandrea 
1999, p.21-24, 27; idem, 2000, p.41 ,  43). Une question pourtant se pose: pourrait-on parler 
d'une participation de la phase Boian-Giuleşti (pour plus longtemps au NE de la Plaine 
Rournaine) a la genese de la culture Gournelnitsa dans cette zone geographique? 

Dans l' actuel stade de la recherche, nous ne saurons pas soutenir cette idee pour 
les raisons suivantes: 

a) 1' analyse typologique et stylistique des vases ceramiques Goumelnitsa A1 
decouverts dans les etablissernents du NE de la Plaine Rournaine n ' indique pas 
d'Mritages culturels Boian (des heritages Boian-Spanţov non plus et, d ' autant moins, 
Boian-Giuleşti); la plupart des vases et tessons ceramiques Goumelnitsa A 1 d ' ici ont 
d'etroites analogies avec ceux du type Goumelnitsa A1 decouverts dans les tells de 
Medgidia, Ovcarovo et Durankulak, avec ceux des niveaux culturels Sava - phase 
recente, trouves dans les tells de Sava et Goljamo Delcevo, de rneme qu'avec ceux des 
niveaux Marica - phase recente decouverts dans les tells de Drama-"MerdSumekja" et 
Azrna§ka Moguila; 

b) il n'y a aucune difference entre les pieces Gournelnitsa A1 des etablissernents qui 
surrnontent un niveau d'habitation Boian-Giuleşti et celles Goumelnitsa A1 des etablissements 
edifies sur des terrains vagues (Pandrea, Sîrbu, Mirea 1997, p.34); 

c) merne si la situation stratigraphique rnontre que, dans certains habitats, le 
niveau d'habitation Goumelnitsa A1 superpose directement un niveau d'habitatioil 
Boian-Giuleşti l ' on ne pourait pas parler d'une filiation entre les rnanifestatiorts 
culturelles Boian-phase GiuleŞti du NE de la Plaine Rournaine et la culture Goumelnitsa
phase A1 du meme espace geographique, car une analyse typologique et stylistique 
(rnerne superficielle) le contredit; 

d) les donnees dant nous dispons nous permettent a conclure que, entre la fm 
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des manifest:ati()ns c:tiiltlrelles Boian-Giuleşti du NE de la Plaine Roumaine et le corn 
men.c ement � e la c u  lttire Goumelnitsa-phase A1 , il y a un decalage chronolo giqu 
(Pa!ldrea, 5îrlloll, Mirea.. 1�97, p.34; Pandrea 1999, p.28); par consequent, nous pouvonJ 
considere. que l a  IJ():pu lation ay an.t fonde des etablissernents Goumelnitsa A 1 " 
colcnzise'' aussi le NE de la Plaine Rournaine, apportant aussi sa fayon de vivre 
specifiq ll.e. 

* 

A patir des rhlites mentionn.ees ci-dessus, nous avans analyse toute 1 ' aire de 
diffusion de la pha.se G oumelnitsa A1, la repartition zonale des habitats et les rapports 
de c e s  habilats avec les manifestations culturelles anterieures. 

Les restiltats de l 'analyse· statistique des etablissements Goumelnitsa A1 sont: 
1. Da..n.s t()llte 1 'aire de diffusi()n de la phase Gournelnitsa A1, a travers la moiti� 

orientale de 14 Peninsule B alcanique. on a fouille, jusqu' a present, 93 etablissements. Sur 
ces 93 babitats , 3 8 ( 4() ,86 %) sont edifies sur des endroits non -habites precedernment; dans 
8 (8, 6() %) le nivea11 d' lubitation Goumelnitsa A 1 superpose un niveau Boi an -Giuleşti, dans 
4 etablissements (4-,30 %) le niveau d 'habitation Goumelnitsa A1 superpose un niveau 
H41!langia, dans 12 ( 12,90 %) le niveau Gournelnitsa A1 superpose un niveau d 'habitation 
Ma.rica-Ka:ranovo V (phase fmale) et dans 3 1  habitats (33 ,33 %) le niveau d'habitation 
G<J\Imelnitsa A1 supel]l()Se un niveau Boian-Spanţov (Aimexe Il). 

2. Les IJ()tli'Celltages presentes relevent que: 
a) \lllgrand norn1J1ed' etablissements Goumelnitsa A1 ( 40,86 % � sont nouveaux, edifies 

da!ls des en.dr()its q 11 i  n 'avaient pas ete habites auparavant; si 1' on y ajoute les etablissements 
edifies au-dessus  des n.iveaux Boian-Giuleşti (qui, naturellement, sant toujours des habitats 
nouveaux, non-influences p ar les manifestations culturelles anterieures) on arrive a 
50% ; 

b) 1' aspect d ivers.ifie des pieces archeologiques trouvees dans d' innombrables 
etablissem en.ts Go\lmelnitsa A1 nous fait penser que les manifestations culturelles 
Goumelnitsa 1\ reposen.t sur de nombreuses autres manifestations de la sorte, a savoir 
Boian -Spant()v, Marica-Karanovo V, Haniangia. 

L' analyse de la re:partition geographique des habitats Goumelnitsa A1 met en evidence 
que: 

l .  L'aile de diffusion de la phase Goumelnitsa A1 comprend un vaste territoire, a 
savoir la m()itie orientale de la Peninsule B alkanique. Elle renferme les aires des cultures 
archeologiques anteriewes (Marica-Karanovo V, Hamangia, Boian-Spanţov, Vădastra Il) 
rnais aussi certain s territoires qui n 'avaient pas ete habites auparavant. 

2. Noll.s avons situe sur la carte (Fig. 10) les etablissements Goumelnitsa A1 
contenant de s materiels archeologiques de tradition Boian-Spanţov et aussi ceux a 
materiels de tradition Marica-Karanovo V et nous avons remarque deux situations: 

a) il y a une z.one de diffusion des rnateriels archeologiques de tradition Boian
Spanţov, a savoir NE de la Bulgarie, S de la Valachie , O de la Valachie, E de l'Oltenie, 
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zone q11i C()Jilcide a.vec celle <le la diffu sio11 des phases Vidra et Spanţov de la culture 
Soiart et avec une partie <le 1 'ait"e cultlll'elle Hamangia (Fig. 11);  

b) il  'Y a plusieurs 2ones. de diffusion des materiels archeologiques a tradition Marica
K.a.ranovo V, c' est- a-dire de la Thrace. la Dobroudza, NE de la Valachie et S de la 
Moldavie; ces zones comr-rerment 1' a11cienne aire de diffusion de la culture Marica
K.a.ranovo V, une pa.rtie de l'a.ire culturel le de Hamangia et des territoires inhabites 
auparavant (NE de la Va.lacbie et S de la Moldavie) (Fig. 11). 

III. C()Jisideratiolls finales. 
1. Debuts de la cu.lture Gournelllitsa au NE de la Valachie et S de la Moldavie. 
Deux situations S()nt issues de l'ana.lyse du materiei archeologique trouve dans les 

eta.bli�seme11ts Goumelllitsa A1 <iu NE de l a  Plaille Roumaine: 
a) la presence d 'une grand 11ombre de vase� et fragments de vases de tradition Marica

K.a.ranovo et un petit nombre de fragments de vases ceramiques de tradition Boian-Spanţov. 
b) l 'on ne peut pas parler d' u.ne contributi()n de la culture Boian-phase Giuleşti du 

NE de la Valachie et S de la Moldavie a la creation de la culture Goumelnitsa dans cette 
zone !leographique, bien que, dans certains habitats, le niveau Goumelnitsa A1 superpose 
un nivea.u Boian-Giuleşti et que les ma��ifestations culturelles Boian-Giuleşti aient survecu 
plus ((>ngtemps. au NE de la Plaine Rournaine. 

Les real ites culturelles llous montrent qu ' au NE de la Plaine Roumaine les 
etabli�sements Goumelnitsa sont nouvea.u - fondes, sans avoir de filiation avec les manifes
tations r-recedentes de cette zone. Cela. veut dire que les communautes humaines qui sont 
venues et s 'y sant etablies les ont edifies. Il est na.turel que les dates de la fondation des 29 
etabli�sements Goumelnitsa A1 sont differentes, et leur apparition ne saurait etre expliquee 
p ar la cro issance dern o g rapb ique natu rell e ,  m ais comme le resultat de vastes 
deplacements de popula.tions .  

La presence des ma.teriels archeologiques de tradition Marica-Karanovo V et les 
analog ies de ces vas e s  ceramiqu e s  avec ceux des habitats Goumelnitsa A1 de la 
Dobroud· a et NE de la Bulgarie (Medgidia, Durankulak, Vama, Sava, Goljamo Delcevo) 
indiquent la zone d 'ou sont venus les habita��ts des etablissements Goumelnitsa A1 du 
NE de la Va.lachie et S de la Moldavie (du Sud). 

Les vases et fragrnens de vases du type Boian-Spanţov, de meme que les "importa
tions" Pre-Cucuteni III trouves ici. nous montrent le moment ou les groupes humains 
fonda.teurs des premiers habitats Goumelnitsa sont arrives au NE de la Plaine Roumanie. 
Pour conclure, il faut dire que les etablissements Goumelnitsa A1 du NE de la Valahie et S 
de la Moldavie ne sont surement pas p lus recents que ceux du S de la Valachie, NE de 
la Bulgarie et la Dobroudja, ce qui veut dire que la phase Goumelnitsa A1 commence 
en meme temps dans toute son aire de diffusion. 

2. Qu'est-ce que c'est, en defmitive, «!'aspect culturel Aldeni III/Stoicani-Aldeni/ 
Bolgrad - Aldeni»? 

Â partir des donnees archeologiques deja presentees, l'on peut affirmer que les habi
tats Gollmelnitsa A1 du NE de la Va.lachie et S de la Moldovie sont specifiques par les 
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nombre11 x -va:ses et fra.gments de vases a origine meridionale, a la difference des 
etabliss.emen.ts Gollllleln..itsa A1 du S de la Valachie ou les vases sont du type Boian-Spantov. 

Certam arch«JI()�es ont conclu qu'au NE de la Plaine Roumaine s'est manifestee 
une cllltlll'e differellte de Goumelnitsa, appelee «l'aspect culturel Aldeni 11/Stoicani-Aldeni/ 
Bclgrad-Aldenh <:� ils cnt trouve des vases da type Marica-Karanovo dans la phase 
Goume!JJ.it:sa A1 et enc()re des motifs decoratifs Goumelnitsa A1 sur les vases GournelnitSa 
Ar EIL relllite, ces tJaLts specifiques ne changent en rien le caractere definitoire de la 
eul ture Goll!llellli 1sa. 

3. R emanr�Lrs stcr la genese de la cu/ture Goumelnitsa. . .  
Pcwcommencer, nous allons repeter quelques-unes des informations du chapitre II: J 
a) 1111 grand 11ombre des etablissements Goumelnitsa A1  (40,86 %) sont nouveau- } 

fondes, dms de:s end:roits inhabites auparavant; { 
b) les manifesta.tiolls culturelles Goumelnitsa A1 reposent sur de nombreuses autres, . 

telles Boia.Jl-Spant()v-, Mai.ca-Karanovo V, Hamangia ce qui explique aussi !'aspect com
posite de:s materiels arclteologiques trouves dans maints etablissements Goumelnitsa A 1 ;  

c)  il y a des .zolleS ()ii le:s niveau:x Goumelnitsa A1 contiennent une grande quantite de � 
piece:s arc!teo logiq u.es d.u. type Boian-Spanţov (a savoir les territoires ou auparavant s' etaient ' 
developpees les ph.a.ses Vtdra et Spantov de la culture Boian) et d'autres ou les pieces 
archeologicrue:s d()minmtes sont celles de tradition Marica-Karanovo V (les territoires ou . 
cette Clllrure :s' est mmifestee, mais aussi le NE de la Bulgarie, une partie de la Dobroud· a, 1 
NE de la \lllachie el S de l a  Moldavie) (Fig . 10-11). 

d) on a lf()IIV'e des fragments de vases Pre-Cucuteni In dans maints etablissements ; 
Goumelnitsa /\1 , J)a.J e::xemple a Vidra (Rosetti 1934, p. 17), Tangâru (Berciu 1961, p. 6 7, fig. f 
256-257), Migurele (Roman 1962, p.265 , fig. 7), Medgidia (Marinescu-Bîlcu 1 974, 
p.138), K()d · adei1Ilell (Marinescu-Bîlcu 1 974, p.28), Stoicani (Petrescu-Dâmboviţa 
1953 ,  fig. 1 7/1), Dră,g ăneşti-Tecuci (Comşa 1 963, p . 1 7), Lişcoteanca-"Moş Filon" 
(Haquche 1983, p.30), Vulcăneşti II et Lopăţica (Bejlekci 1978, p. 133-135), Drama
"Merd -umekja" (Licharcllls, Foi et alii 2000, p. 1 73-177, fig. 62). 

A notre a vis, le g;rand nombre d'etablissements Goumelnitsa A 1  nouveau - fondes, le 
caractere h.eterogene des. pieces archeologiques decouvertes dans la phase Goumelnitsa A1 
sant autant d 'illdices pour :soutenir un deplacement de population. 

La J)resence des '�importations" Pre-Cucuteni III dans des etablissements Goumelnitsa 
A1 repandus sllr line vaste aire geographique (S de la Moldavie, NE et S de la Valachie, S de 
la Dobro11d-a, NE de la Bulgarie) (Fig. ) temoigrnent de leur contemporaneite. 

Tout comme P. Haşotti et V. Voinea nous aussi croyons que l'on ne peut pas parler de 
zones ayant joue un râie primordial dans la naissance de la culture Goumelnitsa et que 
l'apparition de cette clllture archeologique a ete un phenomene eruptif, manifeste sur toute 
l'aire de diffusion de la phase Goumelnitsa A1 (Haşotti 1988-1989, p. 16-l7; Voinea 2001). 

En con:sequence, 1 'ancienne theorie de E. Comşa portant sur la phase de transi
tion de la culture Boim a la culture Goumelnitsa s ' avere etre une pure construction 
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tlte<>rique; <tu.tremen.t dit, 1' on ne pourrait pas soutenir que la eul ture Boian a ete l'unique 
element ge11etiqlle de la culture Goumelnitsa (Comşa 1974, p.40-42; idem 1987, p.43-
44, 50-5 1 ;  idern 1991 , p .227, 241 ;  idem 1 997, p . 148). 

La. presence des va.ses ceramiques du type Marie a-Karanovo V dans des etablissements 
G ol!melnitsa. Al ( les UI1S situes a grande distance des rivieres de Marica et Tundfa) 
coafirme 1' opinion de VI. Dwnitrescu qui mettait a la base de la culture Goumelnitsa 
deux elem e n ts g e n etiques - la culture Boian et la culture Marica-Karanovo V 
(Durnitresc u 1963, p. 6 1 -62; Durnitrescu, Bolomey, Mogoşanu 1983, p. 1 04 ). 

L<t naissaace de la culture Goumelnitsa nous apparaît dans l'actuel stade de la 
rec:herche, comme un phenomen eruptif dans lequel le deplacement des groupes humains 
2 joue 11n rGle fond<tmental. 

Pou.r le moment il n 'y a pa.s de reponse a la question sur les raisons de ce deplacement 
de p()pulati<m. Ce qui est sfir est que certaines transformations culturelles de l' Anatolie 
(rnises e11 eviden.ce pa.r les decouvertes faites aux niveaux 1 et 2 de Beycesultan, celles 
bites au:x niveau� VI et VII de Orman Fidanligi et celles du niveau 4 de Ilipinar) ont 
in.fltlence d'Wle f�oa decisive les cultures Marica-Karanovo V et Boian (cultures voisines 
et apparentees) determinaat d 'amples mou vements de population et menant, en fm de compte, 
a la 11aissa.nce de la eul ture Goumelnitsa (Haşotti 1997, p. 72). 
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ANNEXE I: Etablissements Goumelnitsaa A 1 au NE de la Plaine Roumaine 

No. Localite/Etablissement Niveau culturel Niveau culturel "lmportations" venues d'autres milieux 
avant Goumelnitsa cultureb 
Goumelnitsa dans des etabi.Wements Goumelnitsa A. 

� ""( � .. 
;:::-: � � ·- ..... ... c 

! ! 
..... c \1 .E - s:: s:: :::! � -� � � .... 

� .E .E � \J - - C>Q ;::;$ 
1 1 � � !ii; .... 1 !ii; !ii; § § � 

:::1 " .s .s t.J .s 
� � _c3 � :§ � � 

1 Aldeni - "Gurguiul * * * 
Balaurului" 

2 Bălăneşti - "Muchea Mare" • • 

3 Gherăseni - "Grindul * * 
Cremenea" 

4 
Gherăseni - ''Movila * * 
Cremenea" 

5 ILargu - ''Popină" * * 
6 Cii-eşu - Scărlăteşti * 

7 
Lişcoteanca - "Movila * • 
Olarului" 

8 ILiscoteanca - "Mos Filon" • • * • • 

9 
ILişcoteanca - ''Movila din • • • * 
Baltă" 

10 Lişcoteanca - Satnoieni * • 
1 1  Insurătei - ''Popina 1" • • • 
12 . Insurătei - ''Popina ll" • • • 
13  Însurătei - ''Popina li" • • 
14 9_&aţi____ _ _ _ _ _ _  • • 
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...... w � 

No. 

1 8  
1 9  
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Localite/Etabli§ement 

Stoicani - "Cetăţuia" 
Suceveni - "Stobodni" 
Băneasa 
Cocora (Cucoara) 
lgeşti -Scândureni 
Vulcăneşti 
Ozemoe 
Taraclia 
Lopătica 
Palanca -1'Titir" 
Mănăstioara - "Cetăţuia" 
Bolgrad 

Niveau culturel 
avant 
Goumelnitsa 

... ·-= IU c - ;;: 
::s � · - � (.!) 1 1 ;;: s:: 1::1 .!:l · -
� � 

• 

Niveau culturel ''lmportations" venues d'autrei: milieux 
Goumelnitml eultuP@I!I 
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"' 
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• • 
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Etablissements Goumelnitsa 

A l  

Etablissements Goumelnitsa 
A 1 noveau-fondes 

Etablissements Boian-Spanpov 
superposes par etablissements 

,.... Goumelnitsa A 1 
Vol 
VI 

Etablissements Marica
Karanovo V superposes par 

etablissements Gownelnitsa A 1 

Etablissements Boian-Giule"ti 
superposes par etablissements 

Goume1nitsa A 1 

Etablissements Hamangia 
superposes par etablissements 

Gownelnitsa A 1 

' ..... 

g "' 
"' o 3 o ::l 
ln 

..... N 
\o o 
� 

� 

� t'I'l 
--

tablissernents Goumelnitsa 

tablissernents Goumelnitsa 
1 nouveau - fonde s 

tablissernents Boian-
pant ov superpose s par 

tablissernents Goumelnitsa 

tablissernents Marica-
aranovo V superpose s par 

, 
tablissernents Goumelnitsa 

tablissernents Boian-
iuleş ti superpose s par 

' tablissernents Goumelnitsa 

tablissernents Harnangia 
uperpose s par 

' tablissernents Goumelnitsa 
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FIG. 1 Te�scns ceramiques d«ouvertes dans &ablissements Goumelnitsa A l .  
l .  - 3 .  Lişcoteanca - "Movila din Baltii" 
4. - 6. Lişe<>teanca - "Moş Filon'' 
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FIG. 2 Vases reramiques d�ouvertes dans �ablissernents Goumelnitsa Al 
1. - 4.  Lişcoteanca - "Movila Olarului" 
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FIO. 3 TesS()DS ceramiques d«:<Juvertes dans �tablissements Ooumelnitsa A l  
1. - 5 .  ÎBsurlJtei - "Popina II" 
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FIG. 4 Tessons c�ramiques d&=ouvertes dans �tablissements Goumelnitsa A 1 
1 .  - 8. însuriltei - "Popina II" 
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FIG. 5 Tcssons ceramiques decouvcrtes dans etablissements Goumclnitsa A 1 
1 . - 8. Tangâru (apud D. Berciu 196 1 )  
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IG. 6 Tessons ceramiques d&:ouvertes dans etablissements Goumelnitsa A l  
1 . - 3 .  Vidra (apud D.V. Rosetti 1934 ) 
4. - 5. Mâgurele (apud P. Roman l962) 
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FIG. 7 Tcssons ccram iqucs decouvertcs dans etablissements Goumelnitsa A 1 
l . - 6. Vulcăneşti (apud V.S. Bejlck6 1978) 
1. Lopăţica (apud V.S.  Bejlek6 1 978) 
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FIG. 8 Vascs ceramiqucs decouvertcs dans etablissemcnts GoumcJnitsa A 1 
l . - 5 .  Dodcşti (apud I .T. Dragornir 1983) 
6. Baneasa (apud I.T. Dragomir 1 970) 
7. Suceveni (apud I.T. Dragom ir 1 983) 
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FIG. 9 Tessons ceramiques decouvertes dans etablissements Goumelnitsa A l  
1 .  - I l .  Stoicani (apud M. Petrescu-Dâmboviţa 1 953) 

144 

9 

www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



LEGENDE 

1 • 

2 o 

l • 

4 • 

.5 ti 

FIG. 10 Etablissements Goumelnitsa Al au NE de la Plaine Roumaine. 
Legende: 1 etablissemcnt Goumelnitsa Al. 2 vases de tradition Boian-Spantsov, 3 vases 

de tmditiou Marica-Karanovo V, 4 tessons ceramiques du �·pe Hamangia, 5 tessons ceramiques du 
lype Pre-Cucuteni III, 6 NE de la Plaine Roumai ne. 

Liste des localites: 1 Aldeni, 2 BtUăneşti. 3 Glterăseni-"Grindul Cremenea", 4 Gherăseni
"Movila Cremenea", 5 Largu, 6 Cireşu,. 7 Lişcoteaoca-"Movila Olarului", 8 Lişcoteaoca-"Moş Filon", 
•J Lişcoteanca-"�ovi la din Baltâ", 10 Lişcoteanca· "SatiKlieni" ,  1 1  Însuratei-"Popina l". 12 Însurdţei
"Popina U", 1 3  lnsură�ei-"Popina III", 14  Galati� 15 Drăgăueşti-Tecuci, 16 Palanca, 1 7  Mănastjoara. 
18 Dodeşti, 19 Gura IdricL 20 Băneasa. 21 Stoicani. 22 Suceveni, 23 Cocora. 24 1geştL 25 Vuldineşti, 
26 OzenKle. 27 Taraclia, 28 Lopăţica, 29 Bolgrnd. 30 Borduşani, 3 1  Glina, 32 Radovanu. 33 Pietrele. 
l4 Comana. 35 Vlădiccsca. 36 Chitila 37 Bude�i. 38 Vlad Ţepeş, 39 Măgurele, 40 Petru Rareş, 
� 1  Tangâru, 42 Gura Vitioarei, 43 Căscioarelc-"D'lilll Parte", 44 Cuncşti"Măgură". 45 Chimogi-"Tell", 
�6 Vidm, 47 Uzunu, 48 Goljamo Delrevo, 49 Atmageaua Tătâreasc� 50 Tărgovi�te, 5 1  Poljanica. 

n Maluk Preslavets, 53 Sava, 54 Ovcarovo, 55 Russe, 56 Kubrat 57 Maluk Porovcc. 58 Levino, 
�9 Isperih-"Kamen Rid". 60 Radingrad, 6 1  Kodt.adenncn 62 E7..erovo, 63 Hârşova. 64 Baia. 65 Gura 
Dobrogei.  66 La Izvor, 67 La Baba, 68 Cheia. 69 L uncaviţa. 70 Sarichioi, 7 1  Ghindărcşti, 72Cemavoda
"Te ll " .  7 3  Medgidia . 7 4  Co nstan1a- " Lac 1L I  Tliblicări e" . 7 5 Cos t i ne şt i , 7 6  Dura nkulak. 
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FIG. 1 1  L'aire de diffusion de la phase Goumelnitsa A 1 
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A Few Observations on the Internat Organization of 
Gumetnita Communities on Lake Cătătui Istet* 

Silvia Marinescu-Bîlcu 

While trying to make out the life of prehistoric communities, the archaeological re
search focused on the issue of the interna! organization of Neo-Enaeolithic settlements, 
above ali of the rigorous partitioning of the dwelling place, as well as of the corresponding 
zones used for other needs than the domestic o nes. The data obtained corroborated with all 
the results from study of pottery, stone, bone or/and metal material, the ornaments, the 
interdisciplinary research elements will be likely to provide an irnage as complete as possi
ble - maybe true as well - on the day course of the community under research. 

However, for that it is necessary to conduct vast excavations and to uncover in 
extenso a village/villages during the studied period. 

Unfortunately, the Gumelniţa sites on Romania' s territory (dramatically different 
from those south of the Danube) exhaustively are reduced only to the very small ones 
at Teiu 1 , and at the upper layer (B 1 )  at Căscioarele -OstroveF . It seems that we shall 
be able add the settlement of Carcaliu, also small, and with at least two dwelling layers. 

In spite of the scarce information available it would be very important that, besides 
specifying the number and order of the dwellings one should establish the construction 
details, their interiors, the dwelling - pit direct link (whenever there is one - Gumelniţa pits 
being less than the Cucuteni ones, for instance). Or dwelling/dwellings - domestic zones, 
both on the hasis of its content, and on the stratigraphic one, a research badly in need of the 
direct participation of the specialists in the field of the interdisciplinary sciences. Obvi
ously, it is necessary to specify at the same time that ali the constructions functioned as such 
or had another destination, but above all whether ali were raised according to an 
established plan and simultaneously. That is unlikely in the case of settlements with a 
medium or large number of dwellings. 

Certainly, if one could specify the line of the streets, the access ways to the entrances 
to the dwellings, their entrances3 , the construction pattern with a certain specific of every 
settlement, or even of the dwellings or groups of dwellings, the presence or absence of 
an enclosing/protection system of the dwelling place, delirniting it from the outer world 
(maybe to a certain extent hostile) the research would be more rigorous. 

However, before trying to summarize the results obtained from Căscioarele, we 
shall present a few characteristics of the dwellings here, most of which are disturbed 
by Hallstatt pits, and by Cătălui Lake water. Most were large, had whole and partial 
platforms, and simple flooring/plastering, sometimes reddened by the fire that destroyed 
the walls (fallen down). Most had had ovens with three to five rows of chime, often 35-
40 cm high (both as against the fireplace and the floor) sometirnes raised directly on 
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the dwelling floor, with fireplace remaking, using pebbles. The adobe composition 
includes mostly straw and dust. That might prove a limited preoccupation w ith 
agriculture, although the uncovered coulter-4 , as well as the horn grubbing hoes would 
plead also for this preoccupation. Nevertheless, the main activity seems to be hunting, 
given the results obtained by the palaeo-fauna study5 • Equally, like in Bordusani6 , fish 
must have been prepared as winter food (dry and salty), but also for a possible exchange 
- the hundreds of net weights uncovered on the site prove an intense fishing activity. 
Besides, the large pear-shaped vessels, with channelling decoration at the upper part 
are a constant in ali the dwellings, and they must have helped keep the bare necessities 
of the inhabitants of the settlement. 

* 

Considering the land arrangement of the dwellings, we can see that some of those 
east-west oriented, or north-southwards are set in more or less parallel rows, that is 4, 8 

on one side, and 1 ,  3, 7, IOa - l Ob on the other. The latter group are not in a straight line, 
as the dwellings 4, 8 and IOa - l Ob form two pair groups, the same as the dwellings 
1 1 - 12  of the north-south group seem to be. Ali the other dwellings might have been 
arranged randomly, having rather varied orientations. The entrances to the dwellings 
were located on the opposite side of the fireplace or over, as naturally, but have in 
their turn rather varied arrangements. In spite of that, between and among the 
dwellings one may fmd a kind of small streets and passageways between some of 
them. 

However, also the west zone of the village is interesting, unoccupied by con
structions, situated at the limit of the dwellings 6, 9, l Ob, 16. It must have had a certain 
role to play - maybe animal breeding, gathering place and so on. Small free spaces are 
delimited also by the dwellings 4-5, 8 and 1 ,  7, 1 3 . (Fig. 1 ). Therefore, it would be 
reasonable to affirm that the village on Ostrovel was not raised in accordance with 
some set rules, and thus the "inner organization" depended on the needs or even fantasy 
and free choice of the small comrnunity here. That in spite of the fact that at least two 
(even three) constructions will meet certain requirements, as we shall see. 

As regards the moments of their raising, although grosso modo they are contem
porary, differences must have existed (hard to detect), as no community built their 
houses the very moment they set foot on the chosen place. As already stated, we might 
admit that the dwellings 5 ,  6, 9, 2, 14, 15 and 16 were built a little later than the others 
in order to meet the needs of the demographic growth. 

On the other hand, in our opinion, one can establish a rigorous space partitioning, 
with street drawing, size setting, land planning (rows, groups, simple, concentric or tangent 
circles etc.) provided a compact community settles in a given zone. The new couples move 
somewhere else, practically migrating to a few kilometres away from the primary settle
ment. But also in that case not ali the constructions could be raised at the same time. 
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In spite of our reserves, a certain rigor can be noticed by analyzing the settlement 
on Ostrovel. 

In the frrst place, we would single out the dwelling no. 8 situated (probably out 
of hygiene reasons) at the east end of the village (Fig. 1/8 ). Rectangular (like all the 
others) of large sizes, it must have had two fireplaces (and two rooms). Near one of 
them a true deposit of vessels was uncovered, piled on one another ( or one in another) 
of all the kinds and sizes, many of them being large provisions vessels and lids with 
channelling decoration. Among and under them (under the pottery fragments around 
as well) there was a huge pile of osteologie remains, that used to fill a small cell in the 
floor. Among them there were stag antlers (some of them tumed into artifacts). According 
to Alexandra Bolomey ' s  conclusions here must have been the "abattoir" of the 
settlement. The large number of vessels - over 20 could serve for the chopping and 
sharing of meat products. 

Only inside the same dwelling we uncovered also two large tesalian statuettes, a 
miniature throne with triangular back and four feet, an askos with two feet, decorated 
rectangular prisms, therefore also a series of "cult" artifacts, a subject we shall resume. 

Another dwelling with hunting tendencies/aspirations used to be in the close 
vicinity of the "abattoir" dwelling. 

It is the dwelling 4 (Fig. 1/4) near the large chime of the frreplace where they uncov
ered (as if laid for drying) over 100 clay weights, both prismatic and oval, all of them 
having at the base various signs: one or more small holes, spirals, crosses, triangles with or 
without dots on the inside, others with a cut and pierced tip, etc. 

Net weights with various signs (similar to those described above) were found also in 
other dwellings, but here we may presuppose the household of a/some fisherman/fishermen 
who used to hunt for the whole community. However, the tools were gathered from all over 
the village, bearing the "signature" of each owner. We mention the uncovering here of an 
impressive number of shells. While the pottery fragments were not numerous, instead the 
dwelling inventory included: the valves of a casting mould for bronze axes, silex tools, 
statuettes, pig slivers passed through fire (could they come from the neighbouring 
dwelling - the "abattoir"?) 

An important and interesting dwelling stood in the centre of the settlement, this 
time. We mean the dwelling no. 2 (Fig. 1/2) having itself a special nature, useful for the 
whole community. While under the wall debds there were not too many broken vessels 
in situ however they uncovered a silex processing workshop7 comprising over 1 30 
artifacts, such as: 1 2  finite axes; one under processing; another one (cut along a core) 
under repairing; 4 hammer - axes; 1 5  scrapers; 1 2  blades (with or without retouches); 
a knife ; a scraper; 1 2  cores (one of which is very large); 9 percussion artifacts; 60 
slivers of various sizes, many of them prepared in order to be tumed into tools. Next to 
them there were a lot of bone and horn artifacts that must have been used for processing 
silex, and maybe the other way around. We point out that all the types of silex axes 
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found in the Gurnelniţa B 1 layer on Ostrovel (with aU the variants resulted forrn the 
processing and finishing technique) were found often in the workshop of this dwelling. 
Thus we rnay rnaintain without fearing any rnistake that the craftsrnan/craftsmen here 
worked for the whole cornrnunity. 

But also in this dweUing they uncovered anthropornorphic and zoornorphic statu
ettes, large clay pearls, bronze aw 1, "rnonoxile" pattern, pendant of wild boar defence, 
weights with various signs at the base, nacre pearls etc. As a matter of fact, we know 
workshops of various types were uncovered both in the settlernents for instance 
Hotnitza8 , and outside thern, for instance Radovanu9 • 

Obviously, on Ostrovel we find various specific situations also in other dweUings 
such as that with hurnan skulls under the floor10 , or another one with a possible rebuilding1 1 

etc. However, we do not have in rnind a presentation of ali the constructions in the Gurnelniţa 
village. 

Retuming to the cult objects, that is the anthropornorphic and zoomorphic vessels, 
askoi, rytha and even a Cucuteni anthropornorphic vessel found in most dweUings (2, 
3, 4, 5, 7, 8, l Ob, 1 5) we rnay wonder (starting frorn these finds) to what extent for 
these people the ritual, spiritual life rneant something in their everyday life. They might 
have been interrningled and therefore hard to distinguish. Could it be an optic and 
apprehending misconception of the researcher because of what he uncovered at the 
beginning? More exactly because at Parţa (for instance) first the shrine was uncovered, 
it broke with everyday life, and linked to a "sacred zone". The latter included the 
weaving loorn while the cornmon dweUings had various "cult" objects. On the other 
hand, as on Ostrovel a quiet rural/hunting population was found, not everything or 
alrnost everything can be linked strictly to a comrnon day-to-day life, excluding the 
possibility of rituals of "holy" days or periods that might have left concrete traces. The 
rnultitude of cult objects obviously plead in favour of a rich spiritual life. 

However, the fact that in the waste pits or zones there are often anthropornorphic 
and zoornorphic statuettes proves at least a very modest worship for thern (a rernark 
valid in general for the Neo-Aeneolithic cultures). No matter how darnaged an icon 
rnight be, today no one would throw it to the garbage except for atheists. 

On the other hand, the uncovering of sorne adobe bits in a pit next to the statuettes 
can hardly be explained, if we rnean to assign to it a "cult" role. Unless once the frrst 
function is fulfilled, the zone in question transforrns, with no restrictions or prejudice, 
in a domestic pit. However, more often than not, the stratigraphic situation fails to clear 
up the issue. We consider that all that rnay constitute at least thernes for thinking over. 

At the end we should make another specification - in spite of the specific nature of 
sorne of the Ostrovel dweUings, aU of thern have preserved their individual nature, 
domestic as weU as personal belongings ( even if they borrowed thern for a cornmon 
usage and marked thern for an easy recovery). But as already mentioned, we are not 
going now to present the situation of the whole Gumelniţa village. 
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Notes 

* The paper is based on Vi. Dumitrescu's Studies, Căscioarele , a Late Neolithic Settle
ment on the Lower Danube, Archaeology, New-York, 18 ,  1965, 1 ,  pp. 34-40; idem, Principalele 
rezultate ale primelor două campanii de săpătură din aşezarea neolitică târzie de la Căscioarele, 
SCIV, 16, 1965, 2, pp. 2 15-237., as well as the personal observations and the author's drawings . .  

1 S. Morintz, Aşezări şi fortificaJii în cultura GumelniJa, SCIV, XIII, 1962, 2, pp. 278-280; 
idem, vocea Teiu, in Jan Filip, Enciclopedie, Praga, 1969, p. 1441 .  In the two tells of small sizes - no. 
1 of 40 m2 with the culture layer 1 .50 m thick; no. 2 of 50 m2 , with a dwelling surface of 30 m2 were 
researched from 1 to 4 dwellings, as also a cult construction was uncovered, assigned by the fmder to 
Gumelniţa III (therefore Gumelniţa B 1). We do not know if the dwellings were overlapped or not, 
how many were uncovered in each tel/ and above ali if the whole layer(s) was/were excavated com
pletely. Meanwhile, no plan was published which might reveal the dwelling arrangement on layers. 
The only construction that was published was the "cult" one - see 1. Nania, Locuitorii gumelniJeni în 
lumina cercetărilor de la Teiu, Studii 1 articole de istorie, Bucharest, 1967, pp.7-24. But the rather 
confusing unillustrated description failed to clear up the situatio� of the settlement. 

2 VI. Dumitrescu, Principalele rezultate ale primelor două campanii de săpătură din aşezarea 
neolitică târzie de la Căscioarele, SCIV, 16, 1965, 2, pp. 2 15-237. The only Gumelniţa settlement 
in Romania excavated completely. 

3 The issue of the access in and from the dwellings is in its turn very important. We could 
wonder where were the entrances to the dwellings 1 1  a- I l  b, 12a-12b, 13a- l 3b, 14a- 14b- 14c- 14d at 
Poljanica VII (V.H. Todorova, Kupferzeitliche Siedlungen in Nordostbulgarien, Munchen, 1982, 
Fig. 1 71 ), as they have no space between them. A similar situation can be found also at Parţa, 
where every three-four dwellings are bound to one another - for instance, the dwelling block 16, 
27, 18,  40-43, as they seem to have had just one entrance (see Gh. Lazarovici et alii, ParJa. 
Monografie arheologică, Timişoara, 2001 ,  voi. 1, 1 ,  Fig. 98), and the examples may go on. We do not 
think. that in our temperate zones the entrance was done through the roof. That is proved on the one 
hand by the Gumelniţa dwellings with gable roof, on the other by the existence of some one-floor 
dwelling. 

4 VI. Dumitrescu, T. Bănăţeanu, A propos d' un sac de charrue primitive en bois de cerf 
decouvert dans la site neolithique de Căscioarele , Dacia, N.S.,  IX, 1965, pp. 59-67. 

5 Al. Bolomey, Uber der Săgetierfauna der Neolitischen Sieldung von Căscioarele, Annuaire 
Roumain d'anthropologie, 5, 1968, p. 19 and next. 

6 V. Radu, Archaeozoology. 3.6.1. Pisces, in S. Marinescu-Bîlcu et alii, Archaeological 
researches at Borduşani-Popină, Cercetări arheologice, X, 1997, pp. 96-107. 

7 S. Marinescu-Bîlcu, Un atelier neolithique pour tai/le de haches en silex, Archaeologike 
Rozhledy, XVII, 1965, 1 ,  pp. 48-53. 

8 N. Angelov, Robotilnitsa za ploski Kosteni idoli v selişnata maghila pri s. Hotnitsa, Trnovsko, 
Archeologia, III, 1962, 2, p. 34-38. 

9 E. Comşa, Complexul neolitic de la Radovanu, Cultură şi civilizaţie la Dunărea de Jos, VIII, 
1990 (1992), p. 70 - talks about a "worshop zone" where just a construction was researched that 
comprised the "weaving loom". Also outside the settlement also a "mill-dwelling" was uncovered at 
Medgidia - see N. Harţuche, Agricultura gumelniJeană la Medgidia, Paper presented at the Museum 
Session in Constanta, 1979. 
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10 We deal with the dwelling no. 1 (see VI. Dumitrescu, Principalele rezultate ale primelor 
două campanii de săpături din aşezarea neolitică târzie de la Căscioarele, loc. cit. , pp. 223-234) 
under whose flooring, next to the place where a frreplace was to be built, two human skulls were 
deposited with a certain magic purpose. For sure we deal with magic practices performed before the 
dwelling began to be built 

1 1  That the dwellings were raised in successive stages is proved (among others) by the situation 
under the dwelling no. 3 .  For instance, inside it they uncovered a small bum area than that covered 
by the adobe from the debris of its walls. Here there was a cell of almost the same shape as that of the 
dwelling, being full of bum and black earth in the central zone where a hand-mill was found. In the 
south part a large amount of pottery and bones, and from the bottom a large stag antler. In the middle 
three pits with a diameter of 14-19 cm might have functioned as supporting forks of the gable roof 
top; in the east comer another pole pit of 1 5  cm in diameter. lf the depth in the middle of the cells was 
90-95 cm (as against the point 0), it went down in a totally irregular shape towards 1 .25 m. In our 
opinion it was the frrst dwelling overlapped (after dismantling) by the dwelling no. 3. We do not 
think that we deal with a dwelling on pillars of the type of those at Bucşani, as Ostrovel is not 
slanting, while other sunken dwellings do not exist at Căscioarele. For the Bucşani dwelling - see C. 
Bem, A special Type of Aeneolithic Dwelling. Unicum or Deficiency of Conservation, Studii de 

Preistorie, 1 ,  2001/ (2002) Bucureşti, pp. 153-173, Fig. 20 

152 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



Fig. 1 
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Archaeozoological researches in the eneolithical site from 
Drăgăneşti-Oit (Slatina Olt county) 

Georgeta El Susi 

Drăgăneşti-Olt is 35 km south of Slatina town and 65 km north of Tumu Măgurele 
locality, at the Iim it between the Boian Plain and the Olt Valley. The tell-site from Drăgăneşti
Olt lies on the right bank of Sîi rivulet (an old meander of the Olt river), in the midst of the 
flat alluvial plain, a swarnpy area in prehistory. 3645 faunal remains were recovered by the 
archaeological investigation in the Eneolithical site (Table 1 ). The analysed bones have 
been divided between three phases. The major phase of occupation (the lower layer 
(2-2,90 m depth) belong to Gumelnita A2; the next stratum developed during Gumelnita 
B 1 ( 1 -2 m depth) and the upper layer belongs to the third phase, corresponding to 
Sălcuta IV 1 • 

In tenn of specimen counts cattle were the most important taxon in the lower 
and middle levels. So, in Gumelnita A2 they account 27.8 %, a seemingly value (27.6 
%) is recorded during Gumelnita B 1. The quota sharply decreases towards the end of 
the habitation up to 2 1 . 1  %. The NMI (minim number individuals) quantification 
better illustrates the decline, from 24.2 % at 14.8 %. The sarne decline in irnportance 
starting with Gumelnita A2 is emphasised in case of caprovines. During the site func
tion their quota visible dirninishes from 21 ,8 % at 8. 1 % (as MNI) and 23.6 % - 8.9 % 
(as fragments). Surprisingly domestic pig is the next most common taxon accounting 
for 21 % of the MNI in the lower levels, the quota rising at 27.4 % in the upper levels. 
As fragments their quota is unchangeable ( around 17  % ). The descendent fluctuations 
of cattle and caprovines quota reflect upon the domestic/wild ratia. In this context the 
domestic species account 70-69.5 % in Gumelnita A2 decreasing at 5 1 -57.7 % at the 
end of the Eneolithic habitation. Among the hunted marnmals, red deer prevails in ali 
contexts, with 2 1  % (as fragments) in earlier levels, reaching 35,6 % up to the end. The 
wild swine records a visible increaseq percent, especially in the upper levels, when 
two-folds. 

It is worth mentioning the presence of the horse bones; domestic or wild fonn is 
difficult to suppose, its sample being extremely fragmented. Besides the above
mentioned species, roe deer, aurochs and a lot of small camivorous were hunted. 

Based on the aforementioned data, we may asume, purely hypothetically that, 
somewhere towards the end of the Gumelnita site function a retrogression in the animal 
husbandry would be happened. That is concretised in cattle and small ruminants declining 
and a greater interest in pig exploitation, a species that claimed not special conditions 
for feeding. In correlation, hunting gains in importance. Maybe clirnatic changes would 
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Table 1 - The species frequencies at Drăgăneşti Olt 

Phase 1 Phase II 
Frgm. % NMI % Frgm. % NMI % 

Bos taurus 200 27,8 3 1  24,2 419 27,6 48 2 1 ,8 
Sus domesticus 1 24 17,2 27 21  282 18,6 52 23,6 
Ovis/Capra 170 23,6 28 2 1 ,8 1 56 10,2 25 1 1 ,3 
Canis familiaris 14 1 ,9 3 2,3 35 2,3 9 4 
Domestics 508 70,6 89 69,5 892 58,8 1 34 60,9 
Cervus elaphus 156 2 1 ,6 20 15,6 450 29,7 48 2 1 ,8 
Sus ferrus 34 4,7 9 7 1 15 7,6 1 9  8,6 
Equus caballus 9 1 , 2  3 2,3 25 1,6 5 2,2 
Capreolus c. 7 0,9 2 1 ,5 6 0,3 3 1 ,3 
Bos primigenius 1 0, 1 1 0,7 15 0,9 3 1 ,3 
Lepus sp. 1 0,06 1 0,4 
Ursus arctos 1 0,06 1 0,4 
Meles m. 3 0, 1 2 0,2 
Martes m. 1 0, 1 1 0,7 
Castor fiber 2 0,2 2 1 ,5 5 0,3 2 0,2 
Vulpes vulpes 1 0, 1 1 1 ,5 2 0, 1 2 0,2 
Wilds 2 1 1  29,3 39 30,4 623 4 1 , 1  86 39 
DETERMINED 7 1 9  100 128 100 1 5 1 5  100 220 100 
Bos/Cervus 4 40 
Sus sp. 1 8 
Bos sp. 2 
Splinters 42 160 
MAMMALS 766 1 725 
Uni o 5 35 
TOTAL 77 1 1760 

Phase III TOT AL SAMPLE 
continued Frgm. % NMI % Frgm. % NMI % 
Bos taurus 210 2 1 , 1  20 14,8 829 25,6 99 20,4 
Sus domesticus 1 8 1  18,2 37 27,4 587 18,1  1 16 24 
Ovis/Capra 89 8,9 I l  8 , 1  4 1 5  12,8 64 13,2 
Canis familiaris 27 2,7 10 7,4 76 2,3 22 4,5 
Domestics 507 5 1  78 57,7 1 907 59 301 62,3 
Cervus elaphus 354 35,6 27 20 960 29,7 95 19,6 
Sus ferrus 88 8,8 14 10,3 237 7,3 42 8,6 
Equus caballus 25 2,5 5 3,7 59 1,8 1 3  2,6 
Capreolus c. 6 0,6 3 2,2 1 9  0,5 8 1 ,6 
Bos primigenius 7 0,7 2 1 ,4 23 0,7 6 1 ,2 
Lepus sp. 1 O,Q3 1 0,2 
Ursus arctos 2 0,2 1 0,7 3 0,09 2 0,4 
Meles m. 2 0,2 2 1 ,4 5 0, 1 4 0,8 
Martes m. 1 0, 1 1 0,7 2 0,06 2 0,4 
Castor fiber 1 0, 1 1 · 0,7 8 0,2 5 1 
Vulpes vulpes 1 0, 1 1 0,7 4 0, 1 4 0,8 
Wilds 487 49 57 42,2 1321 41 1 82 37,6 
DETERMINED 994 1 00  1 3'5 100 3228 100 483 100 
Bt/Cervus 7 5 1  
Bos sp. 3 1 4  
Splinters 75 277 
MAMMALS 1079 3570 
Unio 35 73 
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be partially responsible for this "crisis" in the economic system, even if it is known that 
Gumelnita Culture developed during the gently clirnate of the Atlantic2 • Notable changes 
appear in the kill-off pattems, too. In the frrst two phases bovines and small ruminants 
were mainly exploited for meat. In the last stage of settlement function a shift toward 
secondary product exploitation is emphasised in parallel with the drastic decreasing of 
their number. 

Exploitation of aquatic resources during the site function is related to the vicinity of 
the river Olt, irnprinting maybe a seasonal ro le to the economic activities. Fishing and gather
ing were not neglected having some contribution to the inhabitant diet No fish remains and 

Table 2 - Domestic species frequencies in Gumelnita sites (Frgm.) 

Bos Sus Ovis/C Canis Domes Wilds 
taurus domesticus apra familiaris. tics 

Drăgăne 25,6 18, 1  12,8 2,3 59 41 
!şti-Olt 

Borduşa 21 ,8 19,3 22, 1 19,3 82.6 17.4 
ni 

Bucşani 3 1 ,2 1 8,5 6,4 1 ,7 64.2 35.8 
Gumelni 61 ,2 9,4 1 1 ,2 6,6 87.9 12. 1  

lta . 
Taşaul 17,9 10,3 24 7,1  69.6 26.9 

only 73 snail shells (Unio sp.) were found, even if his number would had been greater. 
Taking into account the inaccurate method of bone collecting (hand picking) we suppose 
that aquatic resources would have been much more exploited as the statistics shows it. 

As for the synchronism with other Gumelnita sites ( conceming archaeozoological 
data), partially likenesses were established. The great part of the sites developed an 

economy focused upon cattle breeding: e.g. Drăgăneşti-Olt (phases I; Il), level Gumelnita 
A from Căscioarele3 , Gumelnita (all levels)4 , Bucşani 5 ,  Tangâru 6 •  The cattle quota 

fluctuates between 2745 %; sometimes pig or caprovines rank the second, connected to 
the local resources or the facilities offered by the biotop. Lower percentages in case of 

bovines are noted at Borduşani (2 1 ,8 % as fragments and 1 1  % as MNI) 7 • At Taşaul, 
sooner in Gumelnita A2, cattle record just 17 % (both quantification methods), exceeded 

by caprovines with 35 % 8 •  At Însurătei-Popină I caprovines are quoted with 17.3 %, 
slightly surpassing the cattle ( 1 6  %) 9 • In Gumelnita B or somewhere later (in case of 

Drăgăneşti-Olt) the aforementioned changes would happen. They are clear observed 
also in case of Căscioarele10 • Alexandra Bolomey argued for these changes the decreasing 

of bovines' tall due to the irrational exploitation during Neolithic. Their breeding became 
not advantageously, the meat supplying being counterbalanced by an intensifying of 

qeer exploitation (meat, hide and antler) 1 1 • For the moment this hypothesis seems to 
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provide good arguments even if it was elaborated more than fifteen years ago. Any time 

the phenomenon is not applicable in case of Gumelniţa site, where the animal economy 
is homogenous during the site function12 • 

Palaeofaunal data argue the existence of various biotopes in the surroundings of 
Drăgăneşti-Olt. Small ruminants preferred a dry environment with forested spots. Cattle 
had similarly requirements with a little more humidity and suids needed well-watered for
ested areas. Red deer needed forests; roe deer and horse preferred also the forest steppe and 
open lands. Wild swine, badger needed well-watered spots with forest galleries in the vicin
ity of the river Olt. Reiterating these data beside the mammal frequencies it would be sup
posed that a main part of the area was probably plain forests with spots of grassy steppe and 
forest galleries along the waters. 

Note 
1 Nica, Schuster, Zorzoliu, 1995, 1 1 ,  18 
2 Cârciumaru, 1996, 14  
3 Bolomey, 1968, 19-29 
4 Necrasov, Haimovici, 1966, 103- 104 
5 Bălăşescu, 1998 
6 Necrasov, Hairnovici, 1959, 561-570 
7 Moise, 1997, 1 14 
8 Bălăşescu, 1999 
9 Moise, 1999, 176 
1 O Bolomey, op cit. 
I l  Dumitrescu, Bolomey, Mogoşanu, 1983, 1 52- 1 53 

12 Necrasov, Haimovici, 1966, 103 
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Einige Erwăgungen beziiglich des Fischfangs 
in der Vorgeschichte an der Unteren Donau 

Cristian Schuster 

Selbstverstăndlich werden wir in unserem Streifzug nur teilweise die Problematik 
des Fischfangs an der Unteren Donau, und das ausschlieBlich beztiglich des linken Stromufers, 
anschneiden. Die archăologischen Grabungen fiihrten schon in ihrer Pionierzeit, und 
hier ist Professor Vladimir Dumitrescu zu nennen, der ein wahrer Bahnbrecher war, 
zur Entdeckung von Spuren, die den Fischfang als eine wirtschaftliche Tătigkeit, der 
in diesem Raum lebenden Gemeinschaften, bezeugt. 

Erfreulich ist, daB in letzten Jahren in Rumănien der ichtyologischen Studien, 
von der jtingeren Generation der Forscher eine wichtigere Aufmerksarnkeit geschenkt 
wird. Dadurch wird sich das Bild beztiglich des Siedlungstyps, der Wirtschaft, des 
alltăglichen Lebens der verschiedener Volkerschaften bereichert. 

Der Fischfang stellte angefangen mit Palăolithikum bis hin zur getischen Zeit eine 
mehr oder weniger wichtige wirtschaftliche Tătigkeit der Gemeinschaften an der Unteren 
Donau dar (IONESCU 1976: 150; SÎR.BU 1996: 98; RADU 1997: 102; HAIMOVICI 2001 :  
39; u.s. w.). Auch wenn diese Aktivităt eine nebensăchliche war, so wie E .  COMŞA 
(1990: 27) glaubt, ist die Hypothese, daB diese sich nur entlang der Donau, im Wasser 
des Schwarzen Meeres oder ausschlieBlich in den groBeren Fltissen abspielt, schwer 
zu akzeptieren (COMŞA 1996: 177). Dieses ist durch einige Fundumstănde (COMŞA 
1997: 147), kleine Siedlungen oder nur einzelne Komplexen (Hăuser, Gruben) am 
linken Donau-Ufer oder den Nebenfltissen dieser, deren Funktion eben die war, 
Unterkunft fiir kurze Zeit den Fischem und einen P1atz zum Bearbeiten des Fisches, zu 
bieten, bekrăftigt. 

Einige Ge1ehrten sind der Meinung (COMŞA 1 996: 1 88 ;  2000: 302-303;  
PAUNESCU 2000: 342), daB der Fisch stationăr gefangen wurde. Dazu wurden 
manchesmal Boote (Einbaumboote) oder einfache Flosser, verwendet. Der Fisch wurde 
mit der Hand, Angel, Angelhacken, Harpunen, Korb ohne Hinterteil, Netzen, 
Schleppnetzen, Săcken oder mit Hilfe eines Zaunes, der das Wasser abriegelte u.a. 
Werkzeuge und Methoden gefangen. Ein Beweis daftir wăre Grădiştea Coslogeni, wo 
der Fischfang mit der Hand, vielleicht auch mit Netzen, so wie uns die neolithischen 
Funde zeigen (RADU 200 1 :  1 87), praktiziert wurde. Die Gumelnita-Gemeinschaft, 
die die Insel La Ostrov bewohnte, fischte im Taşaul-See mit Netzen, die aus dem Boot 
geworfen wurden (DERS. 2000-200 1 :  1 68). Die Boian-Gemeinschaft von Hârşova
Tell (BALAŞESCU, RADU 200 1 :  78) hat mit Hilfe von Netzen mit breiteren Maschen 
groBere Karpfen (zwischen 1 , 1 -7 ,6 Kg), hauptsăchlich in ihrer Fortpflanzungszeit, 
fangen konnen. 
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Zu den Harpunen muB gesagt werden, daB diese aus Hirschgeweih, Knochen 
oder Metall angefertigt wurden. Nach ihrer Form, haben die neolithischen und 
ăneolithischen einen flachen, prismenforrnigen oder bogenartigen Korper und wurden 
mit einer oder zwei Reihen Zăhnen versehen (COMŞA 1 986: 43-44 ). Die bis jetzt 
entdeckte ălteste Harpune auf dem Gebiet Rumaniens, ist die aus der Gravette-Siedlung 
von Cotul Miculinţi-Gâr/a Mare (Bezirk Botoşani) (PAUNESCU 2001 :  93-94 und Abb. 
6,28-29) (Taf. 1, 2-3). Harpunen wurden nicht nur in Siedlungen an der Donau, sondem 
auch in anderen mesolithischen, neolithischen, ăneolithischen und bronzezeitlichen 
irn Banat, Oltenien, Muntenien oder Dobrogea, entdeckt 

Die Harpunen aus Rumănien sind gleich denen aus Jugoslawien (z.B. Gomolava, 
Vinca-Kultur), Bulgarien (z.B. Ruse, Gumelniţa-Kultur) oder Ungam (COMŞA 1986: 
48), um hier nur einige Bespiele zu erwăhnen. 

Der Fischfang in der Donau (und seinen Seen) ist in der Steinzeit durch mehrere 
Beispiele bezeugt. Hier sei die weltbekannte mesolithische Sied1ung an der Donau von 
Lepinski Vir, in der Gegend des Eisernen Tores, in Serbien (SREJOVIC 1 972;  
RADOVANOVIC 1996; 1 997; 1 998), zu nennen. Aber nicht nur dort oder in Vlasac 
(BONSALL et al. 1997) stellte der Fisch, wenn auch nur saisonartig (d.h. nur irn Sommer, 
denn den Winter verbrachten die Gemeinschaften wahrscheinlich in anderen Gegenden; s. 
WHITILE 1998 : 1 36), ein wichtiger Teil der N ahrung, dar. In derselben Zone, und zwar in 
der mesolithischen Siedlung der Schela Cladovei-Kultur von Ostrovul Corbului-Botul 
C liuciului (Bezirk Mehedinti) (PAUNESCU 1996), in den Komplexen des /. und Il. Niveau' s 
wurden auch Knochenreste von Fischen (3,76 % des ganzen Tierknochenmaterials 
der Siedlung) - Silurnus glanis (groBe und sehr groB Exemplare) und Cyprinus carpio 
(ein groBes Exemplar) (PAUNESCU 1 996: 144; 2000: 432; 200 1 : 103) - gefunden. 
Wenigstens einer der Welse hatte iiber 200 Kg, die anderen zwischen 20-100 Kg. 

In der epipalăolithischen Siedlung von Dobova-Cuina Turcului (PAUNESCU 
2000 : 342 und Abb. 1 37 ,  24) wurde eine Harpune (?)  aus Hirschgeweih und 
Knochenreste von (einige Exemplare hatten bis zu 15-40 Kg) Brachsen (Abramis 
brama), Sterleten (Acipenser ruthenus), Storen (Acipenser guldenstaedti), Dobeln 
(Leuciscus cephalus), Welsen (Silurus glanis), Karpfen (Cyprinus carpio), Hechten 
(Esox lucius), Zandern (Stizostedion lucioperca), Barschen (Perca fluviatilis) ans 
Tageslicht gefordert. 

Ein Hirschgeweihharpunfragment wurde in der tardigravette Siedlung in der 
Climente /l-Hohle bei Dobova (DERS. :  Abb. 156, 1 8) (Taf. I, 1 )  entdeckt, wăhrend 
in Ostrovu Banului (Gura Văii) Oberreste von Sterleten (Acipenser ruthenus), Hausen 
(Huso huso), Karpfen (Cyprinus carpio), Dobeln (Leuciscus cephalus), Welse (Silurus 
glanis), Zandem (Stizostedion lucioperca), Brachsen (Abramis brama) (DERS. :  387) 
identifiziert wurden. In Ogradena-/coana (DERS. :  407), war die Ichtyofauna durch 
Sterleten (Acipenser ruthenus), Hausen (Huso huso), Karpfen (Cyprinus carpio), 
Dobeln (Leuciscus cephalus), Welsen (Silurus glanis), Zandern (Stizostedion 
lucioperca) und Brachsen (Abramis brama) vertreten. 
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Die Fischknochenreste von Schela Cladovei-Drobeta-Tumu Severin starnmen 
von Acipenser gentilis, Cyprinus carpio, Leuciscus idus, Silurus glanis, Esox lucius, 
Stizostedion lucioperca, Abramis brama (DERS. : 449). 

Auch in der Zeit nach dem Mesolithikum stellte der Fischfang ftir einige 
Gemeinschaften der Region des Eisernen Tores und auch westlich und ostlich von 
diesem Gebiet eine schwertragende Rolle (BONSALL et al. 1997). Ftir das Neolithikum 
und Ăneolithikum an der Unteren Donau haben wir Funde in den IV.-/. Niveau '  s der 
Vinca C-Siedlung von Liubcova-OrniJa, woher 96 Fischknochenreste, d.h. 3 ,3% der 
geernteten Knochen, stammen (EL SUSI 1995:  Tab. 1 ;  1 996: 43). Die hier ălteren 
Grabungen ftihrten zum Entdecken einer Harpunspitze, eines Armreifes aus Spondylus 
gaederopus (DRAŞOVEAN 1 996 :  45 , 68  und Taf. · XIV,8 , 1 6) und 343 
Fischknochenbruchstticken (COMŞA 1996: 185). 3 1  Wels-, Karpfen- und Hechtwirbel 
und -grăten konnten aus der Siedlung der selben Kultur von Gomea-Locurile Lungi 
analysiert werden (EL SUSI 1996: 32). In Gornea-Căun iJa de Sus, (Bezirk Caraş
Severin), in einer Vinca-Siedlung, wurden 306 Wellswirbel und Karpfenzăhne gefunden 
(DIES. :  39). 

Der Fischfang wurde auch von den Starcevo III-Gemeinschaft Basarabi (Stadt Calafat), 
wie auch von jener Vmca von Rast (COMŞA 1996: 178-1 83), betrieben. 

In Căscioarele-Fântâna lui Brebu, am Ufer des Cătălui-Sees, in der Dudeşti-Siedlung 
(Cemica-Stufe), wurden Fischgrăten entdeckt (ŞERBANESCU 1997: 83). Wăhrend 10% 
der Tierknochen aus der Gumelnita-Siedlung auf der Insel, die sich in der Mitte desselben 
Sees befand, den Fischen gehort haben (DUMITRESCU 1965: 232). In Ostrovel wurden 
auch mehrere Harpunen gefunden, manche von diesen waren in verschiedenen 
Bearbeitungsstadien (COMŞA 1986: 43 und Abb. 3 , 1 - 13). 

Fischgrăten wurden sowohl in der Boian-Siedlung, der Vidra-Stufe, von Spantov, 
als auch in der des Obergangsphase von Boian zu Gumelnita (COMŞA 1996: 18 1), gefunden. 

Auch die Gemeinschaften des Kulturaspekts Aldeni von Stoicani und Suceveni, beide 
im Bezirk Galaţi, und Lişcoteanca I-III (Bezirk Brăila), die etwas weiter von dem Donau
Ufer lagen, haben gefischt (COMŞA 1996: 18 1 - 1 83). In Lişcoteanca I, III und Suceveni 
waren Harpune zu verzeichnen (DRAGOMIR 1983: Abb. 14,29, 18,2; COMŞA 1986, 44, 
46 und Abb. 4, 1 -2). 

In Grădiştea-Coslogeni, in der Grube CJG2 (RADU 200 1), die der Boian-Kultur 
angehorte, wurden Muscheln- (Unio sp, Dreissena sp),  Schnecken- (Viviparus sp),  
Krustentier- (Astacus sp), Schildkrotengehăuse (Emys sp), wie auch 3770 Fischgrăten, von 
denen 2389 Bruchstticke waren, identifiziert. Es wurden 14 Gattungen, von denen 8 Gattungen 
kleineren Ausmassen - Abramis brama, Alburnus alburnus, Scardinius erythrophthalmus, 
Rutilus rutilus, Pelecus cultratus, Blicca bjoerkna, Acerina cernua, Percafluviatilis, entdeckt 
Weiter wurde noch Esox lucius, Cyprinus carpio, Silurus glanis und Stizostedion lucioperca, 
gefischt. 

Fischfang wurde auch im Argeş von den Gemeinschaften des Obergangsaspekt von 
Boian zu Gumelnita und der Gumelnita-Kultur von Izvoarele (Bezirk Giurgiu) praktiziert -
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Wels (Silurus glanis) und Karpfen (Cyprinus carpio) (COMŞA 1999-2000: 107). 
Im Tell der Gumelniţa-Kultur von Borduşani-Popină (VOINEA 1997: 76 und Taf. 

36, 1 -3) wurden mehrere Harpunen (Taf. I, 5-6; Il, 4), von denen der aus dem Haus 19, 
Hirschgeweih gearbeitet wurde, gefunden. Es wurden weiter Silurus glanis- (Exemplare 
mit einem Gewicht von 300-400 Kg und 5 m Lănge), Esox lucius- (zwischen 1 -2 und 16 
Kg), Stizostedion lucioperca- (zwischen 1-15 Kg), Cyprinus carpio-, Abramis brama danubii
, Aspius aspius-, Leuciscus idus-, Rutilus rutilus carpathorossicus-, Huso- und Acipenser
Grăten (RADU 1 997) entdeckt. 

Die Gemeinschaft der Hamangia-Kultur (NECRASOV et all. 1958:  8) und die 
der Gumelnita-Kultur (COMŞA 1 996: 185) von Cemavodă haben auch gefischt, so 
wie uns die Fischwirbel und eine Harpune beweisen (HAIMOVICI 2000: 584 f.) .  

Im Gumelnita-Tell von Hârşova wurden einige Fischknochen identifiziert 
(COMŞA 1996: 1 85), wăhrend in den Gruben und Hăusem und auf und neben den 
ăuBeren Herdstellen der Siedlung von Carcaliu (dieselbe Kultur) Fischwirbel, 
Muschelgehăuse und Netzgewichte gefunden wurden (LAZURCA 1984: 24). D ie 
Fischknochenbruchstiicke gehorten den Silurus glanis, Cyrinus carpio, Esox lucius, 
Stizostedion lucioperca, Perca fluviatilis, A. ruthenus (HAIMOVICI 1996: 378 und 
Foto 1; HAŞOTTI 1997: 106-107; RADU 2000a) an. Zwei Harpunen aus Hirschgeweih 
wurden in Carcalia, weitere in Hârşova (POPOVICI und RIALLAND 1996: Abb. 4 1 ;  
HAŞOTTI 1997: 94 und Abb. 90,1 -4) (Taf. II, 3 )  entdeckt. 

In der Obergangsperiode zur Bronzezeit, in der Bronze- und Hallstattzeit stellte die 
donauischen Wassertiere ein Teil der Nahrung der verschiedenen Gemeinschaften, dar. In 
der Coţofeni-Siedlung von Moldova Veche-Ostrov, in ihren Gruben und Hăuser, wurden 8 
Fischknochenfragmente und 1 1 17  Weichtierreste gefunden (EL SUSI 1995: 72 und Tab. 1;  
CIUGUDEAN 2000: 20). Ein Angelhacken aus Kupfer stammt aus Ostrovul Corbului (RO
MAN 1976: 17 und Taf. 8,2 1), ein anderer mogliche aus Dubova-Ciuna Turcului (DERS.: 
Taf. 8/22). 

Vier Fischknochenfragmente (Welswirbe1) sind in der Vatina-Siedlung von 
Gomea-Păzărişte (EL SUSI 1995 : Tab. 1; 1996: 61) identifiziert worden. 

In der Coslogeni-Siedlung von Grădiştea-Coslogeni ist eine GuBform fiir 
Harpunenspitzen (Taf. II, 1 )  entdeckt worden (NEAGU, NANU 1986: 1 1 1 - 1 1 2  und 
Abb. 16a-b, 20). Eine so1che Art Fischfanggerăt ist eine Seltenheit unter den 
Bronzegegenstănden der Bronzezeit. Ăhnliche Artefakten sind in der gleichnarnigen 
Siedlung der Radovanu-Kultur und in Păcuiul lui Soare (DIACONU 1990: 1 22 f. und 
Abb. 2/1-2) zu verzeichnen. Eine weitere Harpune, aber anderen Typs, wurde in Satu 
Mare (Bezirk Arad), a1s Teil eines Bronzehortes aus der Mittleren Bronzezeit III des 
Banats (GOGÂLTAN 1999: 159 und Abb. 25,5) gefunden (Taf. II, 2). Vergleichstiicke 
fur das letztgenannte Objekts sind in Pecica, T6szeg, Vărşand, Jaszd6za, zu suchen. 

Prof. Petre Roman teilte uns mit, daB in den Hăusern, Gruben und in der 
Kulturschicht der Cemavodă I-Siedlung in Cemavodă eine groBe Menge Fischknochen 
zu fmden war (s. auch COMŞA 2000: 303; ROMAN 2000-2001 :  174). 

Der Fischfang wurde auch im Schwarzen Meer praktiziert. In der Harnangia
Siedlung von Techirghiol wurden 17 Fischgrăten von 13 Fischen, untere denen auch 
Reste von Sparus aurata und Delfmen (NECRASOV und HAIMOVICI 1962; COMŞA 

162 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



199 1 :  1 70; 1 994: 75-76; HAIMOVICI 2000: 584), entdeckt. In der gleichnamigen 
Siedlung der Hamangia-Kultur wurden Reste von Unio, Emys orbicularis, Wels und 
Karpfen (HAIMOVICI 2000: 587) ans Tageslicht gefordert. 

In der Gumelnita A2-Siedlung auf der Insel La Ostrov (Bezirk Constanta), auf 
der ostlichen Wand des Hauses Nr. 1 hingen zu Lebtagen seiner Bewohner die 
Fischemetze (MARININESCU-BÎLCU et ali. 2000-2001 :  126). Es wurden auch Grăten 
von 8 Fischarten gefunden (RADU 2000-200 1 :  1 65- 1 70 und Abb. 1) :  Meeres- (StOr 
und Sparus aurata) und SiiBwassertiere (Karpfen, Wels, Rutilus rutilus, Esox lucius, 
Perca fluviatilis und Stizostedium lucioperca). Die SiiBwassertiere stellen 96% dar, 
wăhrend die Sparus aurata 1 8 ,248 Kg schwer war. Auf dem ersten Platz zwischen 
den SiiBwassertieren war der Cyprinus carpio mit 70,208 Kg (DERS.: Abb. 2). 

Auch in den Siedlungen, die sich an den Ufem der Nebenfliisse der Donau 
befanden, gibt es Entdeckungen die Beweise fiir den Fischfang liefern. In der 
gleichnamigen Siedlung der Vădastra-Kultur, wie auch in Cruşovu, beide im Bezirk 
Olt, die am FluB Olt lagen, wurden Grăten gefunden (COMŞA 1996: 183). Wăhrend in 
Fărcaşul de Sus, ein Angelhacken zum Vorschein kam (DERS. :  Abb. 9 , 1 ). 

Ein weiterer Angelhacken wurde in Vădastra, aber in Siedlung der Sălcuta-Kultur 
und in Şirnnic (DERS. :  1 85), Munizipium Craiova, entdeckt. 

Fischknochenbruchstiicke waren auch der Boian-Siedlung von Izvoarele (Bezirk 
Giurgiu), die am Argeş-FluB lag, und in der Siedlung Boian-Giuleşti von Greaca, am Ufer 
des gleichnamigen Sees, eigen. 

In Vidra (Bezirk Ilfov), am Sabar, und Pietrele (Bezirk Giurgiu), beide Gumelnita
Siedlungen, wurde je ein Kupferangelhacken (COMŞA 1 996: 1 84) gefunden. Im 
letztgenannten Ort und in Petru Rareş (Bezirk Giurgiu) (COMŞA 1996: 1 84), am Ismar
Ufer, wurden auch Fischgrăten und Netzgewichte gesichtet. 

In der Gumelnita-Schicht des Tells von Tangâru (Bezirk Giurgiu), Ort der sich 
im Câlniştea-Tai befindet, wurden Netzgewichte und eine Harpune entdeckt 
(DERS. 1986: 47; 1996: 1 85). 

Netzgewichte, eine Harpune (DERS. 1996: 1 8 1 - 1 82 und Abb. 10) und Knochen 
von Cyprinus carpio L. , einige Exemplare hatten ein Alter von 9 Jahren, und von 
Sylurus glanis, Exemplare, einige von ihnen mit einem Alter zwischen 7 und 14 Jahren 
(COMŞA 1 990: 27 f.), wurden in der Siedlung der Obergangsperiode von Boian zu 
Gumelnita in Radovanu (Bezirk Călăraşi), gefunden. 

Auch von Radovanu, aber diesmal aus einer Siedlung der Dudeşti-Kultur, die 
sich am Argeş befand, stammen einige Fischwirbel (COMŞA 1996: 188). 

Der Fischfang wurde auch im Gălătui-See, so wie es die Funde von Bogata 1 und 
Bogata II bezeugen, betrieben. Die erste der Siedlungen gehort der Boian-Kultur, Giuleşti
Stufe, an und in ihr wurden 19 Fischgrăten, gefunden. In der zweiten Siedlung, der Boian
Vidra-Phase angehorend, sind 123 Karpfen-, Wels-, Hecht- und Zandergrătenfragmente 
(COMŞA 1996: 1 80 f.) entdeckt worden. 

Die Gumelniţa-Gemeinschaft von Vărăşti (Bezirk Călăraşi) hat sich am Ufer des 
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Boian-Sees niedergelassen. Auch sie betrieb Fischfang, so wie uns einige Grăten und 
Netze beweisen (COMŞA 1 996:  1 84).  Im se1ben Bezirk und derselben Kultur 
angehărend, sind die Funde von Cuneşti: Fischwirbeln, - unterkiefer, - rippen (DERS.: 
1 996, 1 84). Anderseits in Ulmeni-Gumelniţa wurde ein Angelhacken und mehrere 
Grăten entdeckt (DUMITRESCU 1925: 99 und Abb. 74; COMŞA 1996: Abb. 9,3). 
Harpunen waren in den Siedlungen von Cuneşti, Ulmeni, Chiselet (Bezirk Călăraşi) 
(DERS. 1986: Abb. 4,3-4) zu verzeichnen. 

In der Gumelniţa-Siedlung von Măriuta (Bezirk Călăraşi) wurden die Knochen von 
einem Wels (Silurnus glanis), der liber 1 ,87 1 m Lănge und 44 Kg schwer war (MOISE 
2001 :  207), gefunden. 

Ein Bruchstiick einer Harpune wurde in der Gorgana von Pietrele (Bezirk Giurgiu) 
(COMŞA 1986: 47 und Abb. 4,5) ans Tageslicht gefărdert. 

In Brăiliţa (Munizipium Brăila) wurden Fischgrăten und verschiedene Materialien, 
die den Fischfang bezeugen (HARTUCHE 1968: 9; COMŞA 1996: 180) identiftziert. In 
der Grube 7 von Siliştea (Bezirk Brăila) ist eine Geweihharpune (Taf. I, 4) entdeckt worden 
(SÎRBU und PANDREA 1994: 28 und Abb. 7 ,2). 

In der Dobrogea, sind SiiBwasserfischknochenbruchstiicke, aher auch aus dem 
Schwarzen Meer (Sparus aurata), in den Gruben 2-3, 5, 12, 15, 18, 20 etc., der Hamangia
Siedlung von Ceamurlia de Jos, Bezirk Thlcea (BERCIU 1966: 139 ff. ; COMŞA 1996: 
1 79), zu nennen. 

In der Gumelniţa-Siedlung von Medgidia (Bezirk Constanta), im Carasu-Becken 
befindent, in dem Zimmer A des Hauses·1 wurden Netzgewichte, wăhrend im Zimmer B 
Grăten, entdeckt (HARTUCHE, BOUNEGRU 1997: 32 und Abb. 28, 1 ). 

Auch in der Obergangsperiode vom Ăneolithikum zur Bronzezeit, in der Bronze
und Hallstattzeit war der Fischfang in den Gemeinschaften, die an den Ufem der 
lnnengewasser des Gebietes an der Unteren Donau hausten, im Gange. Hier nennen wir die 
bekannte hallstattliche Siedlung von Babadag (Bezirk Tulcea), wo entlang der 
Grabungenkampagnen eine wichtige Menge Fischreste entdeckt wurde. So waren es z.B. 
die Gruben, die in den Jahren 199 1-1992 erforscht wurden (MORINTZ, JUGANARU, 
MUNTEANU 1995; MORINTZ, JUGANARU 1995: 178). 
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Taf. 1. 1 = Dubova-Climente /1-Hohle; 2-3 = Cotu Miculinţi-Gâr/a Mare ( 1 -3 
nach PAUNESCU 2000; 200 1) ;  4 = Siliştea (nach SÎRBU, PANDREA 1994); 5-6 = 

Borduşani (nach VOINEA 1 997). 
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Taf. Il. 1 = Grădiştea-Coslogeni (nach NEAGU, NANU 1 986); 2 = Satu Mare 
(nach GOGÂLTAN 1 999); 3 = Hârşova (nach HAŞOTTI 1 997); 4 = Borduşani (nach 
VOINEA 1 997). 
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General Considerations Concerning the Funerary 
Practices in the Iron Age Between the 

Carpathians and the Danube* 

Valeriu Sirbu 

Introduction 
We intend to refer to a geographical area that lays between the Carpathian Mountains 

at the north, and the Danube, at the south, the Siret river at the east and the Banat 
region, until the Mureş river, at the west (Fig. 1 ). 

The period. We'll analyse the funerary discoveries between 1 100 B.C. - 106 A.D.; 
without making any comments about the beginning of the Iron Age (useless here), we have 
opted for the 1 1  m century B.C., and 106 A.D. is the dale when the Romans conquered Dacia. 

The structure. We are going to analyse the Thracian findings, although sometimes 
it' s difficult to defme them, especially for the early Hallstatt. 

We must say that the inforrnation available are not always complete neither in 
space, nor in time, as there are periods of time and areas with no funerary discoveries 
known. We' Il see if we are dealing just with a stage of the research or there have been 
"discreet", unusual funerary practices that let very few traces. 

The archaeological discoveries made so far call for an analysis of the funerary practices 
in the following periods of tirne: a) Early Hallstatt - Ha A-B ( 1 100 B.C. 850 B.C.), b) 
Middle Hallstatt - Ha C, the Basarabi Complex (850/800 B.C. 650/600 B.C.), c) Late 
Hallstatt - Ha D, Ferigile - Tigveni - Bârseşti groups (650/600 B.C. 450/400 B.C.), d) 
Early and Middle La Tene A-B (450/400 - 200 B.C.) and e) Late La Tene C-D (200 B.C. 
- 106 A.D.). 

First Iron Age (1100 - 450 B.C.) 
1 .  Ear/y Period - Ha A-B ( 1100 - 8501800 B.C.) 
The available inforrnation are not only very few and spread almost ali of them on the 

left bank of the Danube, but they are, mostly, unpublished. Moreover, the discoveries known, 
no matter their nature, don't contain useful data in order to establish a coherent historical 
evolution along this period in the area between the Carpathians and the Danube. That's 
why the scholars speak about cultural groups, established in certain zones, during 
certain periods, either with grooved pottery (Susani - Bobda, Ticvaniul Mare - Karaburma 
III, Hinova · Moldova Nouă, Balta Verde - Vârtop), or with incised and irnpressed one 
(Gornea - Kalak.aca, Insula Banului, Babadag 1, Tămăoani). 

As many as 1 2  discoveries, containing more than 100, tombs are known, which 
is not at ali enough for such a large area (between the Carpathians and the Danube) 
and for three centuries of tirne. 
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Moreover, almost a half of these tombs are still unpublished (for example, the 
necropolis of Hinova with 45 tombs). 

Most of the tombs (over 95%) are on the left bank of the Danube and 90% of 
them were situated in three necropolises (Hinova - 45 tombs, Balta Verde - 22 tombs 
and Zimnicea - 1 3  tombs); besides, there are practically, only single tombs. The great 
majority of the discoveries (8 out of 12) and the tombs (almost 90 out of mor� than 
100) come from Oltenia region (Fig. 1 ). 

Usually, there are necropolises or flat tombs (Hinova, Balta Verde, Zimnicea etc .. ), 
but at Meri is tumulus. 

The tombs are mostly, of cremation (90) and a few of inhumation ( 15). We are deal
ing here either with cremation necropolises (Hinova, Balta Verde) or inhumation ones 
(Zimnicea - 1 3  tombs, out of which one is of cremation). 

Because the cremation necropolises are either unpublished (Hinova), or incompletely 
published (Balta Verde), we couldn 't make detailed considerations. The only thing we could 

say about it. is that there are, as a rule, flat tombs with the dead remains put in ums that, 
sometirnes had a hale in the bottom. 

Containing 1 2  inhumation tombs and a cremation one, the necropolis of Zimnicea 
has been published (Alexandrescu 1978, p . 1 15- 124), so we can make a few remarks 
about it (Fig. 3). In the inhumation tombs the dead (12 adults and a child) lay on the 
back, the head to the west (with one exception); the cremation tomb (G13) w as in an 
um with a lid and contained also a knife,  a necklace and a fragmentary bracelet, ali of 
them in bronze. Only 9 inhumation tombs had funerary inventory, usually cups, and 
also a few bronze knives and a whetstone (Alexandrescu 1 978, p. 1 1 7 - 1 2 1 ). 

In the tumulary tomb of Meri were buried, probably, two adults and a child, while the 
funerary inventory contained 1 1  complete or completable vessels, an item made of golden 
bronze and meat offerings - horse, bovines, ovine, goats (Moscalu 1976, p.77-87) (Fig. 4). 

Most of the discoveries have been, culturally and archaeologically, placed in the 
grooved pottery - groups (Hinova - Moldova Nouă and B alta Verde - Vârtop) and, 
chronologically, in the 11'" - 9th centuries B.C.). 

After the fmdings are completely published, one could establish more detailed chro
nologies. 

We don't know, for the tirne being, any funerary discovery made in the central and 
central-eastem part of the area, belonging to Babadag 1 - II, Tămăoani, Insula Banului 
cultures. 

2. The Middle Period - Ha C (8501800 - 6501600 B.C.) 
Corresponding to the manifestation of the "Basarabi phenomenon" this period 

bas supplied much material, but unequally spread out. 
For instance, from Moldova Veche to Basarabi, in the Danubian area of the Iron 

Gates, one can find more than 95% of the funerary discoveries concentrated in great 
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tumular necropolis, while in the central Wallachia or in the Carpathians curve, there 
are o11ly sing1e tombs; no funerary discovery is known in the Danube Plaill (Fig. 1 ). 

On the whole, most of the funerary discoveries were made near the left bank of 
the Danube and this could be a historical reality and not just a stage of the research. 
That's why we'll have to find the historical and ritual explanation for this archaeological 
situation, where almost ali the funerary monuments are concentrated in the area between 
the rnouths of Cema and Argeş rivers. On the left bank of the Danube, between Gogoşu 
and Balta Verde, along 1 5  km, there have been at least 9 groups of tombs, most of 
them turnular. 

The tumular necropolises are ali over this area between Moldova Veche and Basarabi, 
but with a great variety of rites and rituals. For instance, while in the "banatian" zone 
of the Danube there are tumular necropolises of cremation and inhumation (Moldova 
Veche) or only of cremation (Iaz, Ieşelniţa), in the region that lays between Balta Verde 
- Gogoşu - Basarabi, were revealed exclusively tumular necropolises of inhumation 
with a rich and varied inventory, made of weaponry and hamess gear, jewellery and 
pottery. 

At B alta Verde 27 tumuls have been excavated with 66 tombs of inhumation; the 
analysis of the funerary inventory led to the conclusion that 70% of the dead were 
warriors and 30% "civilians" (Berciu, Comşa 1956, p.320-398) (Fig. 5). 

55 twnuli with 7 1  dead have been excavated in the tumular necropolis of Gogoşu 
where two phases of burial have been identified. From the first phase - Basarabi culture 
- there are approx. 55 inhumation tombs with a rich and varied inventory; in 1 1  of 
them the dead were warriors (Fig. 511 ). From the second phase - Ha D - there are 
approx. 1 7  cremation tombs in ums, dug in tumuli of the previous phase (Berciu, 
Com] a 1956, p.407-459) . 

At Basarabi, 6 tumuls with inhumation tombs were excavated, in which the skel
etons laid on their back and the arms along the body, sometimes raised from the elbows to 
the head, but in T. V was found a feminine skeleton beheaded; on the hasis of the rich 
and varied funerary inventory, the necropolis can be dated in the 8lh century B .C .  
(Dumitrescu 1 968, p. 1 77 -260). 

In 1975, at Ostrovu Mare, E. Moscalu excavated another important necropolis where 
he uncovered 1 1/ 12  tumuls with 18/20 inhumation tombs with a quite rich and varied in
ventory (Ciocea - Safta 1 996, p. 1 59- 190). 

The conclusion is that on the left bank of the Danube, between Balta Verde -
Gogoşu - Basarabi, were made a lot of funerary discoveries, some hundreds of tumu1s 
presenting similar features all along a century and a half (800 B.C. - 650 B.C.), lik.e the 
following: a) there are tumular necropolises, with small mounds, covered by stones 
where 1 -4 people have been buried; in some cases, the remaills of the dead are covered 
with ground; b) exclusive practice of inhumation; usually the dead lay on the back, 
different orientations; c) about 30% of the dead were warriors; d) most of them were 

172 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



adults; e) the funerary inventory is rich and varied, containing weaponry and hamess 
gear, made almost exclusively of iron (spear heads, swords, daggers, knives, bridles 
etc.), jewellery (fibulae, bracelets, saltaleoni etc.), most of them made of bronze, and 
a wide range of pottery vessels, some with a Basarabi decoration (Berciu, Comşa 1956, 
p.230-398; 407-459; Dumitrescu 1968, p. 1 77-260; Ciocea - Safta 1996, p. 159- 1 90). 

Due to the fact that most of the weaponry, hamess gear and jewellery are very 
similar to those of the Illyrian civilization (Popovic, Vukmanovic 1998) it was concluded 
either we are dealing with an Illyrian enclave (for ex. Dumitrescu 1968, p. 1 77-260), 
or they are Thracian who imported such objects from the Illyrians (Berciu, Comşa 
1956, p.483-486). 

As for the rest of the Basarabi culture area in central - eastem Wallachia, only iso
lated flat tombs were uncovered, either of inhumation, such as Bujoru (Fig. 6) (Moscalu, 
Beda 1988, p.23-48), Căscioarele (Sîrbu, Damian, Safta 1 993, p.207-2 15) ,  Matca 
(Brudiu 1985, p.3 1 -36) or of cremation, such as B1ejeşti, Ciurelu (Rosetti 1935, p.53-
57), Izvoru Dulce (Constantinescu 2002). 

The funerary discoveries made in the north-Danubian Basarabi area are different in 
their exterior form (tumular or flat), as well as in the rites (cremation or inhumation) or 
the funerary inventory. 

The so-called necropolises were found only in the south - eastem part (lron 
Gates) or north-eastem, on the Upper Dniestr, at Sălişte and Şoldăneşti (Levi{ki 1994, 
p. 1 84- 1 87); besides, only very seldom isolated tombs were found, of cremation or 
inhumation. 

In the north - Danubian Banat were, usually discovered, cremation tombs, tumular 
or flat, such as at Moldova Veche (Fig . 7), Berzasca, Sviniţa, Iaz, Ieşelniţa, Rogova 
etc. 

We think that the tumular tombs of inhumation in the south-eastem Oltenia are the 
consequence of some south - Danubian Illyrian communities that inhabited here with the 
local ones, because otherwise it would be difficult to explain this fact only by ritual 
influences or exchanges of goods between the two peoples. 

3. Late Period - Hallstatt D (650/600 - 450!400 B.C.) 
Ferigile - Tigveni - Bârseşti - Te/eşti Group 
The documentation available is rich and bas some specific features: a) almost alt 

the discoveries, except that of Gogoşu, are in the hills and depressions, from the Curve 
Sub-Carpathians to the Iron Gates; b) there are tumular necropolises, sometimes covered 
by mounds of stone; in some cases, the remains of the dead are covered with ground; 
c) the funerary rite is exclusively the cremation, but sometimes there are cenotaphs; c) 
as a rute, the cremated remains were put on the ancient ground; e) the funerary inventory 
is often composed of weaponry, hamess gear and jewellery, plus a wide range of 
pottery vessels, with offerings or from the "funerary banquet", f) they are dated between 
625 - 400 B.C. 
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Another mystery stiH hard to decipher is the presence of all these discoveries in 
the sub-Carpathian zone (ex.cepting one), they are totally absent in the southem regions 
where settlements of this period are known. This fact is more surprising as, for now, 
there are few settlements in the sub-Carpathian area, while here almost 20 necropolises 
have been identified, all of them situated in the sub-Carpathian valleys and depressions, 
with more tl!an 400 tumuls (300 of them have been already ex.cavated). 

The representative necropolis for this period, totally ex.cavated and published is Ferigile, 
149 tu.muli with almost 200 tombs (Vulpe 1967, p. 14-74). Having diameters of 3-6 m, the 
tumuli were gro11ped in clusters, with mounds of stones and contained only cremated dead, 
put usually on tbe ancient ground, and sometimes in ums too; most of them were adults, but 
children and teenagers were too (Fig. 8/1 ). The funerary inventory was usually rich and 
varied, formed by weaponry and hamess gear, exclusively of iron (ax.es double bladed 
and, seldom, hammer type, spear and arrow heads, fight knives, akinakai, bridles etc.), 
jewellery, most of them in bronze (pierced belt items, saltaleoni, fibulae, bracelets, link.s, 
glass beads etc.); being numerous and varied, the pottery vessels were, as a rule, in 
fragments, but one could see that only part of them, broken probably at the funerary 
pyre, were put in tombs - 1570 of them have been identified (Vulpe 1967, p.37) (Fig.81 
2-5;  9). 

The necropolis had three phases of evolution, as established by statistica! methods 
corroborated with the analysis of the inventory, the horizontal chronology of the tumuli 
and the dating of some material: a) south ( 7m century B.C.) with obvious features of 
the ceramic types inherited form the Basarabi culture, b) north (6m century B.C.), with 
objects and Scythian north-Pontic influences; c) central (51h century B.C.), with dominant 
influences corn ing from the Low Danube region (Vulpe 1 977, p.8 1 - 1 1 1  ). It was 
considered tbat this organization of the tumuls in groups is a reflection of the community 
structure; relying on the funerary inventory, 17 riders out of 52 warriors have been 
identified. Thus, one could state that the Ferigile necropolis is the chronological "ax.is" 
as well as the interpretative one, of all the funerary discoveries from the 7m - sm centuries 
B.C. 

Similar necropolises that could be connected to the evolution phases of the 
Ferigile were excavated in the curve zone of the Carpathians, at Bârseşti (Morintz 
1 959, p.355-36 1 ;  1 960, p.23 1 -235), in the South of the Meridional Carpathians, at 
Tigveni, Cepari, Curtea de Argeş (Vulpe 1 967, p. 19, pl. 16) and Teleşti - Drăgoieşti 
(Calotoiu 1986, p. l l -88) in the south-westem Oltenia, at Gogoşu (Berciu, Comşa 1956, 
p.453-457), or in the Iron Gates zone, at Ieşelnita (Nica 1974, p.7-42). 

In such necropolises the burials are made in the 4m century B.C. too, either as main 
tombs (for ex.. Teleşti - Drăgoieşti), or ulterior burials in the tumuli of the frrst stage, 
when the cremated remains are put in ums (for ex.., Bârseşti). 

The Second Iron Age - La Tene (450/400 B.C. - 106 A.D.) 
1 .  Early and Middle Period (450/400 - 200 B.C.) 
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Although there is a great number of monuments - about 440 in 15  places, they 
are situated only in certain regions, most of them in the Danube valley and others at 40 
km at most from the big river; so, we don't know, for the time being, any tomb in the 
hilly and depression zones, just where all tombs were situated in the 6th - 5th centuries 
B.C.! (Fig. 1 ). But for the area between the Cema and Olt rivers (in Oltenia) where 
there is only one necropolis excavated (Cemele, with 8 tombs) (Gherghe 1984, p. 1 67-
170), we can speak about a lack of research because in this region there are a lot of 
fortified settlements (Sîrbu, Trohani 1997, p.5 1 2-539). 

Another zone where there is no necropolis dated in the 4th century B.C. - 1 "  
century A.D. i s  the Romanian region of Banat, between the Danube and Mureş rivers; 
the only funerary vestiges we know are very rare tombs, as at Cuptoarele (Oprinescu 
1987, p. 1 27-129), but on the left bank of the Mureş at Săvârşin, eight cremation tombs 
dated in the 
4th - 3n1 centuries B.C. have been uncovered (Barbu, Htigel 1999, p. l08-109). 

The Zimnicea - 1 6 1  tombs, 1 36 flat and 25 tumular (Fig. 12) necropolis is the only 
one that is formed of tombs from the middle of the 2nd century B.C. ,  while all the 
others are dated in the 4th - 3n1 centuries B.C. 

The necropolis of Stelnica - about 260 tombs, is the only one dating from this period 
where the significant number of inhumation tombs is almost equal with the cremation 
ones; it ' s  important to specify that the inhumation tombs are not concentrated in a 
certain area, they contained men as well as women, seldom children, and the inventory 
is similar with the cremation tombs, so we could state that these tombs belong to the 
sarne community (Conovici, Matei 1 999, p.94- 144). 

Besides the royal tumular tombs (Peretu, Găvani, Chimogi) the inhumation tombs 
are very rare in the other necropolises. 

The main characteristics of the cremation tombs, flat or tumular, are: a) the cremation 
was usually made outside the tomb, b) most of them are in ums, usually with a "lid", c) a 
few cremated bones have been buried, coming from all the body, d) we could see there was 
a selection of the human bones, as they were very seldom mixed up with the remains 
of the pyre, e) not too many meat offerings, f) the pottery vessels are a sign of a food 
offering, g) the cenotaphs are rare. 

Where the pits could be seen, they were round or oval, not too deep, with rare fitting 
ups, usually stones; there were also some long, rectangular or oval pits, more than 
2,00 m, like the ones for the inhumation, but there were only cremated bones or funerary 
inventory especially pottery vessels. 

One could remark the burial of the kings and highest aristocrats under impressive tumuls, 
with rich o:fferings and inventory, sometimes precious metals, together with the hamessed 
battle horses, as it happened at Peretu - Fig. 11 (Moscalu 1989, p. 129- 190), Găvani -
Fig. 10 (Sîrbu, Harţuche 2000, p. 139-153), Chimogi (Şerbănescu 1999, p.23 1 -244). 

In most cases, the aristocracy cremated their dead and put them in tumuls with a 
relatively rich inventory, like iron weaponry, and vessels, sometimes Greek, containing 
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offerings, lik.e in the Zimnicea necropolis (Fig. 12 ). Excepting the Stelnica cemetery 
the average people practiced, a1most exclusively, the cremation and they buried the 
remains in flat necropolises with very poor inventory; these differences in the quantity 
of goods between certain tombs cou1d be the expression of their welfare or even their 
special care for some individuals, due to their sex, age, affection, social status etc. 

The occultation of the ordinary tombs takes place at the same time with the 
increase of the non-cremated human bones found in non-funerary contexts; for instance, 
we know, dating from the 4th century B.C. - 1"'  century A.D., 45 cases with 2 10  dead, 
out of which 35 with 180 dead are dated in the 2"d century B.C. - 1 '1 century A.D. 
Between the Carpathians and the Danube there is a region where, until now, have been 
made 4 discoveries with 10 individuals, from the 4th - 3"' centuries B.C. and 1 4  p1aces 
with 90 dead, from the 2"d century B.C. - 151  century A.D. (Sîrbu 1997, p. 1 96-201 ). 

The reasons why these discoveries cannot be ordinary tombs are: a) they were found 
in non-funerary context-settlements, iso1ated pits outside the settlements or sacred enclo
sures, b) in most cases, there are skeletons found in non-anatomic positions, parts of skel
etons or even isolated bones, c) o ne couldn' t observe any rule in the burial and the orienta
tion of the dead; d) the majority of them are children, the aged people are missing, e) there 
are pits with many individuals, sometimes put in an random manner, t) one could observe, 
in many cases, traces of violence (strikes, cuttings) on the dead, g) the ordinary funerary 
inventory is  missing, especially the weaponry and military gear, the offerings vessels) (Sîrbu 
1 993, p.31 -37; 1 997, p. 1 96-198) (Fig. 15). 

The anthropo1ogical analyses made on a great number of dead cou1d establish if and 
at what extent, we are dealing here with: a) human sacrifices, mentioned also by the written 
sources ( Sîrbu 1 986, p. l05-106), b) corpse exposure/decomposing, c) corp se cutting/dis
membering and d) getting rid of certain dead (outcasts, prisoners, foreigners etc.) 
(Sîrbu 1 997, p. 1 96- 1 98; 2000, p. 1 70- 1 7 1 ). 

2 .  Late Period (200 B.C. - 106 A.D.) 
The discoveries made in this region are a part of the general phenomenon of the 

Geto-Dacians universe, characterized by the drastic decrease to the disappearance of the 
ordinary tombs and the progressive increasing of the human bones in non-funerary con
texts. 

Ali the flat tombs known, on1y 75 in more than 30 places are cremation ones and 
situated exclusively in the south-westem part of the country, near the Danube river (Fig. 2 ). 

Excepting for the Turburea - Spahii necropolis - formed by 29 tombs (Gherghe 1 978, 
p. 15-3 1 .), we are dealing with tombs, iso1ated or in small groups, many of them found 
accidentally; the inventory consists mainly in equipment and weaponry for defence as well 
as for attack, in hamess gear, some Dacian (brid1es, curved daggers), others, Ce1tic (long 
swords, belt chains) or without an ethnic "mark"; the ceramic vessels are usually Dacian 
(Nicolăescu - Plopşor 1 948, p. 17-33, Zirra 1 97 1 ,  p. 1 7 1 -238; Sîrbu, Rustoiu 1 999, p. 77-9 1 )  
(Fig. 14). 
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The cremated bones were, usually, put directly in the pit, very rarely in ums. 
The Dacian graves of the South-Westem Romania (the Padea - Spahii group) have 

been discovered in a certain geographical area south - westem Romania, especially Oltenia 
and are dated between 150-50 B.C.; afterwards, until the Roman conquest of Dacia ( 106 
A.D.), no other tomb has been identified in this region! (Fig. 2). 

The funerary inventory found in these tombs is characteristic to warriors, probably 
riders; as they were found at the north of the Danube where the settlements belonged to the 
Dacians, we may conclude that the dead were Dacians too. 

Tumular tombs dated in the 1" century B.C. have been excavated only in central -
southem Wallachia, at Orbeasca de Sus and Lăceni (Moscalu 1977, p.239-340), Popeşti, 
Radovanu - Fig. 13, and Piscu Crăsani (Vulpe 1976, p. 193-215). They are ali cremation 
tombs, with the bones buried in pits (in T4 at Popeşti, in a helmet), coming from adults 
men, and the main inventory consists of equipment and weaponry for defence as weli as for 
attack (helmetl!, mai! shirts, shields, swords, curved knives, spear and arrow head, hamess 
gear etc.) (Vulpe 1976, p.2 10-215;  Sîrbu 1994, p. 123-1 59). 

If we tak:e into account the tumular funerary building, the warrior-type inventory, the 
anthropological analyses, - adults males, the autochthonous or Greek pottery vessels, as 
weli as the neighbourhood of the davae, we could conclude that they were Dacian aristo
crats, mainly riders. 

There are a lot of analogies between the group of flat tombs, Padea - Spahii type and 
the tumular tombs of the central Wallachia; usually, they cremated their dead and put them 
in pits, the weaponry is similar, although richer and more varied in the tumular tombs, but 
also different, as the former are flat with Dacian and Scordiscian vases, while the latter are 
tumular with Dacian and Greek vessels. 

Due to the standardization of the weaponry (for defence or attack as weli) on larger 
areas and to different peoples, we consider that these tombs belonged, according to the 
ethnic character of the settlements near which they have been found, to the Dacians, 
Scordicians or Illyrians (Sîrbu, Rustoiu 1999, p.86-88). 

The Burebista - Decebalus period, so for a century and a half, no tomb has been 
found in this zone. As a matter of fact, very few tombs have been identified in ali the Getae 
- Dacians regions dating from this period of high development of their civilization, with 
tens of cities and hundreds of settlements (Sîrbu 1993, p. 139-140). 

If we draw a parallel we could say that for the same period of time (almost three 
centuries), the situations are very different, as follows: for the 5m - 3n1 centuries B.C. there are 
1 10 discoveries with more than 1900 tombs, out of which 1600 of cremation, while for the 2"d 
century B.C. - 1 SI century A.D. almost 50 discoveries with only 173 tombs (6 of inhumation! )  
(more expressively said, from the Burebista - Decebalus period we have today only 3 discov
eries with 9 tombs, 8 tumular and one flat, of cremation!) (Sîrbu 2000, p. 162, 165). 

After mak:ing the analysis of ali the human bones found, in funerary as well as in non
funerary contexts (from the 2"d century B.C. - 1 SI century A.D.) one could draw the foliow
ing conclusions: a) inhumation in ordinary necropolis wasn 't practiced in almost ali the 
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period and in all the area inhabited by the Geto-Dacians; b) the aristocracy practiced 
exclusi-vely the cremation in tumular tombs; and one could see that the ordinary funerary 
norms were 11radually depreciated and the inventory buried by the dead was poorer 
until it disappeared completely, c) autochthonous necropolises are known only at the 
north - eastem (Upper Dniestr) or north - westem (Upper Tisza) of the area inhabited 
by the Geto-Dacians, during certain periods and certain areas where they co-inhabited 
with other pe<>ples (Celts, Bastarns), d) the exposing/decomposing of the corpses practice 
is probable for some people, e) the human sacrifices are certified by the written sources, 
as well as by the archaeological ones, f) if the cremation was the common rite, the 
remains <>f the pyre and of the dead must have been buried in "discreet" places -
waters, swamps, grottoes (Babeş 1998, p.20-21 ;  Sîrbu 1993, p. 1 29-1 30). 

Final Considerations 
The dClcumentation available to us allows us to draw a series of conclusions concern

ing the funerary practices of the Thracian peoples in the 1"'  millennium B.C., although 
there are stiU periods and zones for which the information are either missing, or very 
poor. 

Certainly, in our survey we have referred only at the region between the 
Carpathians and the Danube, but in our final considerations we took into account the 
disco-veries ()f the Carpato-Danubian territory as a whole. 

It will be the duty of the future archaeological research to confmn or refute the 
analyses and conclusions of the present stage of research. Nevertheless, at this moment 
we ma.y conclude that the lack of funerary discoveries for certain periods of time is 
due either !Cl the insufficiency of excavations or to a historical reality. 

Obviously, when there are no funerary discoveries in a certain area, we have to ana
lyse this phen()menon according to the information about other types of sites - settlements, 
cities, sacred enclosures, hoards etc. For instance, if we have more in formation about settle
ments and fortresses, but no tombs, then it is less probable a stage of the research, and 
not funerary practices hard to be archaeologically detected. 

What is beyond any doubt is the fact that most of the funerary discoveries of the 1 1  lh 

- Slh centuries B.C. are situated near the left bank of the Danube, mainly near the lron Gates 
region, while those form the 6lh - Slh centuries B.C., in the depression regions of the 
Meridional Carpathians, form the Curve to the Iron Gates. 

The early and middle Hallstatt discoveries, on one hand and the late Hallstatt ones, 
on the other hand, are situated in different regions, which expresses not only archaeological, 
but also historical realities. 

Funerary discoveries dated all along the 1 "1 millennium B.C. were made only 
near the Danube, while in the area between the Carpathians and the Danube, there is 
no funerary discovery from the 1 "1 century A.D. 

In the pre-Carpathian and hilly regions covered by forest it is, of course, hard to 
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identify the tombs, especially the flat ones, which explains their absence for some 
periods. It's ali the sarne a research deficiency that in certain areas (for ex., Oltenia) no 
funerary monument from the 4m - 3n1 centuries B.C. has been revealed, although these 
regions are full of settlements and fortified cities for a period of tirne when the ordinary 
funerary practices are attested for the rest of the Geto-Dacians territory. 

We are going to put down a few remarks by epochs conceming the human 
bones found in funerary and non-funerary contexts. 

For the J]'h - 9'h centuries B.C. the greatest number of discoveries are placed in 
the south-westem Romania, mainly along the Danube and the preferred rite is the 
cremation with the burial of the remains of the pyre in ums and flat necropolises. 
There are still areas, like the central - eastem Wallachia, or archaeological cultures (for 
ex. ,  Babadag, Insula B anului, Tămăoani) that haven ' t  supplied yet any funerary 
monument. 

The funerary discoveries of the Basarabi complex are, during the 8'h - 7'h centuries 
B.C., concentrated in the Iron Gates region, very scarce in the central - eastem Wallachia 
and none in the Danube Plain. Inhumation in tumuli is typical to the south - westem 
Oltenia, particularly in the Danube Valley, while cremation, either in tumuls or in flat 
tombs, is specific to Banat and single flat tombs in the rest of the territory. 

In the 6'h - 5'h centuries B.C. almost all the funerary monuments are situated in 
the depression or sub-Carpathian zones and they are practically missing in the rest of 
the territory. The dead have been, exclusively, cremated and the remains of the pyre, 
buried (with a few exceptions) in tumular necropolises. Relying on the archaeological 
inventory, one could state that the majority of them were warriors, a third of them, 
riders. 

In the 4'h - 3n1 centuries B .C. almost all the funerary discoveries were on the Lower 
Danube, practically missing in Banat and Oltenia. The characteristic funerary rite was the 
cremation and the bumt bones put in ums, usually in great flat necropolises. Inhumation is 
specific for the aristocratic elite (for ex., Găvani, Peretu, Chimogi) and, exceptionally 
practiced by certain communities (for ex., Stelnica). 

It has been ascertained that in the 2"d century B.C. - 1" century A.D. ( 150 B.C. -
106 A.D.) the graves almost miss in all the area that the Geto-Dacians inhabited. 

The Zemplin necropolis (1"' century B.C. - 151  century A.D.), on the Upper Tisza 
(Budinsky-Kricka, Lamiova - Schmiedleva 1 990, p . 245 -354) or the Padea -
Panaghiurski Koloni - Spahii group ( 1 50-50 B.C.  approx.) of the South - western 
Romania (Sîrbu, Rustoiu 1999, p.77-91) could stand for the idea that necropolises and 
groups of tombs where cremation was the only rite, were found only at the outskirts of 
the Dacian territory, in certain periods and in the contact zones with other peoples. 

For a century and a half (50 B.C. - 106 A.D.) there is no tomb in the area that we are 
analyzing. How can we explain this? By the Dacians funerary practices that couldn't 
be apprehended by the archaeology classic methods. 

179 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



Cremation is the funerary rite attested ali along the 1 st millennium B.C., dominant 
obviously in the l lth - 9lh centuries B.C. and 4th - 3n1 centuries B.C., exclusive during the 61h 

- 51h centuries B.C. and 2nd century B.C. - 1 51  century A.D. 
Inhumation was very often practiced in certain zones and periods of time, as the 

south-western Oltenia and the Sth - ?lh centuries B. C., or by the high aristocracy, no matter 
the period, as, for instance, at Meri - Fig. 4 ( IOih century B.C.), Bujoru - Fig. 6 (Sih century 
B.C.), or Găvani (Fig. 10), Peretu (Fig. 11) and Chirnogi (41h - 3n1 centuries B.C.); no 
ordinary inhumation tombs are known from the 151 century B.C. - 151  century A.D. 

Human bones in non-funerary contexts, that is in settlements, "fields of pits" or 
isolated pits are extremely rare in the First Iron Age (only at Tămăoani, Locusteni and 
Insula Banului), rare in the 41h - 3n1 centuries B.C. and numerous in the 2nd century B.C. 
- 1 Sl century A.D. 

We are dealing mostly with individuals in unnormal positions, with skeleton 
parts or single bones, very often with traces of  violence, most of them infants, no 
orientation or burial norms observed and, almost in any case, the ordinary funerary 
inventory is missing (weaponry and harness gear, jewellery, offering vessels). 

One major remark: the occultation of the normal tombs leads to an increased 
number of such d iscoveries, and during the B urebista-Decebalus epoch, such 
discoveries outnumbered the ordinary tombs. 

* A  version of the study, with text and illustration, more complete, will be published in the volume Burial 
Practices in rhe Bronze and lron Age in the Moravia Valley, Eaeak (Yugoslavija), 4-8 September 2002. 
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V î.e.n. în spaJiul carpato- dunărean), Mem Antiq, Il, 1 970, p. 1 1 5 - 2 1 4. 

Vulpe 1976 = Al. Vulpe, La necropole tumulare gete de Popeşti, Thraco-Dacica, 1 ,  1 976, 
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ABREVIATIONS 

Apulum = Apulum . Acta Musei Apulensis, Alba-Iulia. 
Banatica = Banatica, Reşita. 
CCDJ = Cultură şi Civilizaţie la Dunărea de Jos, Călăraşi. 
Dacia, N.S. = Dacia. Nouvelle Serie. Revue d'archeologie et d 'histoire ancienne, Bucarest. 
Historica = Historica, Craiova. 
lstros = lstros. Muzeul Brăilei, Brăila. 
Litua = Litua, Studii şi Comunicări, Târgu-Jiu. 
MCA = Materiale şi Cercetări Arheologice, Bucureşti. 
MemAntiq = Memoria Antiquitatis. Acta Musei Petrodavensis., Piatra-Neamt 
PMMB = Publicaţiile Muzeului Municipiului Bucureşti 
SCIV(A) = Studii şi Cercetări de Istorie Veche (şi Arheologie), Bucureşti. 
Thraco-Dacica = Thraco-Dacica, Bucureşti. 

Tibiscus = Tibiscus, Caransebeş. 
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Fig. 1 .  Map of thc funerary discovcrics in the First lron Agc. 
Legend: 1 .  Early Period (Ha A-B), 2. The Middle Period (Ha C), 3 .  Late Period (Ha D). 
List of/ocalities: 1 Alimpeşti, 2 Balta Verde, 3 Basarabi, 4 Berzasca, 5 Bîrseşti, 6 Blcjeşti, 7 Brebu, 8 Brezoi, 

9 Budureasca, 1 0  Bucureşti - Ciurelu, I l  Bujoru, 1 2  Căscioarele, 1 3  Celei, 1 4  Ccpari, 1 5  Cemeţ, 
1 6  Cârna, 1 7  Curtea de Argeş, 1 8  Bobda, 1 9  Ferigile, 20 Gătejeşti, 2 1  Ghidici, 22 Gogoşu, 
23 Gura Padinci, 24 Hinova, 25 Iaz, 26 Ieşclniţa, 27 lzvoru Dulce, 28 Matca, 29 Mcri, 
30 Moldova Veche, 3 1  Năeni, 32 Ostrov11 Mare, 33 Oteşeni, 34 Piscu Vechi, 35 Ploieşti, 
36 Radovanu, 37 Rîureni, 38 Rogova, 39 Smeeni, 40 Sviniţa, 4 1  Ticvaniul Mare, 42 Tigveni, 
43 Teiu, 44 Tcleşti-Drăgoieşti, 45 Văidceni, 46 Vâlcele, 47 Vîrtop, 48 Zimnicea. 
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Fig. 2. Map of the funerary discoveries in the Second Iron Age and non-funerary discoveries of the First and Second 
Iron Age. 

Legend: 1 .  cemeteries and gravcs of the 4th - 3rd c. BC; 2. turnul ar royal graves of the 4th - 3rd c. BC; 3. tumular 
graves of the l st c. BC; 4. Dacian graves of the south-westem Romania (± 1 50 - ± 50 BC); 
5 non-cremated human bones in non funerary contexts ( I l  th - 5th c. BC); 6. non-cremated human bones 
in non funerary contexts (4th c. BC - l st c. AD). 

List of localilies: l Balta Verde, 2 Băbcni, 3 Brăiliţa, 4 Căciula ta, 5 Călăraşi, 6 Căscioarele, 7 Cepari, 8 Cerne le, 
9 Cetate, 1 0  Chimogi, I l  Ciuperceni, 1 2  Corcova, 13  Corlate, 14 Comeşti, 1 5  Coslogeni, 
1 6  Dobrosloveni, 1 7  Dorobanţu, 1 8  Dubova, 1 9  Dudcscu, 20 Ostrovu Şimian, 2 1  Făcău, 
22 Fântânelc, 23 Găvani, 24 Gogoşiţa, 25 Grădiştca-Călăraşi, 26 Gropşani, 27 Gruia, 28 Lăccni, 
29 Orbeasca, 30 Orodel, 31 Padea, 32 Peretu, 33 Perişor, 34 Piscu Crăsani, 35 Plosca, 36 Popeşti, 
37 Radovanu, 38 Rastu, 39 Siseştii de Sus, 40 Slatina, 4 1  Spahii, 42 Stelnica, 43 Turnu Severin, 
44 Urdiniţa, 45 Valea Teiuşului, 46 Vârtop, 47 Vârţ, 48 Vela, 49 Viaşu, 50 Viişoara, 5 1  Zimnicea, 
52 Bâzdâna, 53 Borduşani, 54 Budeşti, 55 Căţelu Nou, 56 Celei, 57 Cetăţeni, 58 Cândeşti, 
59 Dulceanca, 60 Grădiştea, 6 1  Locusteni, 62 Ocnita, 63 Olteniţa, 64 Orlca, 65 Ostrovul Corbului, 
66 Siliştea, 67 Sprâncenata, 68 Tămăoani, 69 Unirea. 
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Fig. 3 .  ZIMNICEA-flat ccmetcry ( 1 -4) Gravcs no. 2 ,  5, 9 and 1 1 .  2- 1 4  Gravcs goods no.8 
(5, 1 3  ). 5 (6, 1 5), 7 (7, 1 6). 6 (8), 3 (9), 1 O ( 1 0), 1 2  ( I l ), 1 3  ( 1 2), and 4 ( 1 4) 
(apud A.D. Alexandrescu 1 978). 
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FIG. 4. MERI. Plan (1)  and goods (2-7) of the tumular grave. 

(apud E. Moscalu 1 976). 
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FIG. 5. BALTA VERDE - turnul ar cemetery. Grave goods of the T. II  (5, 1 O ,  1 1 - 1 2), 
T. X II G2 (3) and G4 (4, 7), T. XX (6, 9), T. XXI G2 (8) and passim (2). 
GOGOŞU - turnular cemctery ( 1 )  (apud D. Berciu. E. Comşa). 
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FIG. 6. BUJORU - Plan ( l )  and goods (2-7) of the tumular grave. 
(apud E. Moscalu, C. Beda 1 988). 
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FIG. 7. MOLDOVA VECHE - tumular cemctery. Goods of the tumulus VI 

(apud M. Gumă 1 993). 
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FIG. 8. FERIGILE - tumular cemetery. 1 Plans of tumuli .  Goods ofthe tumuli 
73 (2), 1 07 (3), 1 (4) and 3 1  (5) (apud AI. Vulpe 1 967). 
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FIG. 9. FERI OILE - tumular cemetery. Goods of the tumuli 97  ( 1 ,  8), 40 (2), 

71 (3, 5), 69 (4). 90 (6), 44 (7), 77 (9), 7 ( 1 0) (upud Al. Vulpe 1967). 
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Fig. 1 0. Goods of the tumulus from GĂVANI (apud B.Kull l 997; V.Sîrbu, N.Harţuche 2000). 
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Fig. I l . Goods of the tumulus from PERETU (apud E.Moscalu 1 989; B.Kull 1 997). 
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Fig. 1 2. ZIMNICEA. Plan ( 1 )  and grave good.-.; (2- 1 3 )  of thc T. 7 G. 3. 

(apud A.D. Alexandrescu 1 980). 
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Fig. l 3. RADOVANU. Goods ofthe tumular grave (apudAI. Vulpe 1 976). 
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Fig. 14. CORCOVA. Goods ofthc flat grave. 

(apud V. Sîrbu, A. Rustoiu, G. Crăciunescu 2000). 
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Fig. 1 5. Human skelctons in non-funerary contexlt�: 1 CĂSCIOARELE, 2 DULCEANCA, 
3 ORLEA. (apud V.Sîrbu 1 993; S.Dolinescu-Ferche 1 974; E. Comşa 1 972). 

1 98 
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



Digital Archiving in Archaeology 
Speaking about the Past to the Future 

Irina Oberlănder-Târnoveanu 

The amazing progress of the information and communication technologies during 
the past few years is going to change entirely the way we work, write, communicate, 
and publish. We also have changed, whether we recognised it or not. Computers have 
become a familiar working tool in recent years, even if most of the users know little 
more than to type a text, use a mouse, and click on screen buttons. Is it too little? lf we 
think what the spread of these basic skills means, the answer is 'no' .  We probably live 
the greatest revolution since the invention of printing. The range of opinions goes 
from proclairning a 'Post-Gutenberg Era' to minimising the impact of digital media 
upon traditional academic research and publishing. Technology is not cheap, and it 
requires specific skills. In a way, digital information is closer to audio compact disk 
than to print material: it needs a device to be accessed. People do not like to read long 
texts on screen. Therefore information technology will never entirely replace the book, 
the most genial storage medium for the dissemination of information. It offers a 
complementary instrument: the digital medium. The new technology is both an 
opportunity and a challenge. We have to learn to use it. One of the most interesting 
application areas is the digitisation of archival material. 

Archaeological Archives 

Archaeological archives are recent, as recent as archaeology as a scientific discipline. 
We can speak of archives beginning with the second half of the 1 9th century, when 
systematic archaeological excavations, surveys, catalogues and inventories replaced 
the antiquarian interest for collecting artistic objects from the past. In some countries 
archive means both material finds and accompanying documentation. 1 will use the 
term 'archive' only for information on any support. 

There are at least three main types of archaeological archives: private archives; or
ganisational archives of research institutes, universities and museums; and national 
archives, as a result of the development of national or regional inventories of sites, 
monuments and collections during the 20th century. 

The development of the scientific research methodologies and techniques towards 
the end of the 1 9th century and the beginning of the 20th century went hand in hand with the 
growing interest to the context of the fmds, for the sites and cultural landscape, for the study 
of the past societies and for their economic, social and intellectual achievements. In institu-
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tions and private collections, the finds were more and more often accompanied by 
documentation material: inventories, excavation diaries, notes on field walks, corre
spondence, drawings, plans, maps, and photos. We have not preserved much. Many 
things were lost because of wars, fire, bad management, neglect, censorship, improper 
storage space, and lack of conservation. Time erosion added its contribution. Only a 
part of those early archives have been studied or even known. 

The largest part of the archaeological material in our county museums - most of 
them created after the Second World War - started to be gathered in the 1950s and the 
1 960s. The growing number of excavations and the new requirements for the 
management of the collections resulted in a growing number of publications and an 
even greater quantity of paper archives. In general, the archaeological archives are 
badly preserved, difficult to access, and the cost of publishing is high. It is improbable 
for small and medium-size museums to have staff dedicated to the care of their archives. 
Therefore we risk loosing a lot of valuable information. 

Since the mid 1 980s we have started to write and process data and information 
on computer, producing text files, tables, databases, spreadsheets, digital maps, and 
v�al reconstruction. A lot of information is stored in computer; searched, analysed, 
combined, sorted, using the specific software . facilities. Only a selection of those data 
is printed on paper. The amount of digital resources will grow year by year. Digital 
files are not as stable as paper support because they need a certain computer machine 
to be accessed. Due to the rapid technological evolution, hardware and software are 
changing every five years. It becomes difficult to use older files with more recent 
programrnes. How are we going to preserve them? 

Digital archives can be either digitised paper documents or digital files. Long 
term archiving is necessary for both. For how long ? For as long as we can. 

Ideally an excavation archive bas four layers: 

• the basic layer are the paper archives and the collections of fmds; 
• the second layer is the digital archive (inventories, data bases, text files, reports, 

images, with the possibility to search, browse electronically large amount of data for 
better understanding, alternative ideas, comparisons and checking); 

• the third layer is the monograph of the site; 
• the fourth layer is the popular book, for the curiosity and enjoyment of the 

public. 

AU represent the publication, not just the monograph. Publishing a monograph 
or a final report of the results of the archaeological researches is a selective process. A 
lot of material will remain outside the publication, sometimes forever. Because of the 
limited space and the time to process the discoveries, the researcher prefers to select 
those finds that better confmn his or her ideas, to avoid things difficult to explain, and 
to postpone an entire publication for a later date. 
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Archaeological uchiv-es a.-e importa11t for severa! reasons, apart from the 
sentimental one, to pay Ie�ped for lhe h istCJJy ()f the discipline: 

• they contain valuallle :p:rimary illf<>rrn.ation about field researches; 
• they were llatllered a.t 11 time when archaeological remains were much more 

visible than today; 
• the inforrnati<>ll ca.n be revised, re malysed and compared in accordance with the 

progress of th.eory, exca'\'ation tech.nique and n.ew archaeological discoveries. 

We should net fcrget tiut a.rchaeol o g ical excavation is a destructive research. 
AU that remains from an eJtcav1ltioll is lhe inf()rmation. Often you cannot go anymore 
in the field, because nothin� is left th.eie. Ally organisation should have responsibilities 
towards the infonnatioll it creates and maintains. The archaeological archives represent 
a significant investment of fillanc ial , illtellectual, time, and staff resources, and this 
engenders a responsibilit� to maximise the benefits which can be <;lerived· from that 
investment by ensuring their p reserV"ilt ioll. providing appropriate access,  and 
encouraging their reuse1 • As it happens often in life, what should be dane is not being 
dane. The excuse is alway� lael of resol!Ices , while it is, in fact, lack of discipline and 
professional standa.rrls. 

The rapidly increasing quan.til)' an.d rmge of data being produced require an inte
grated, comprehensive uchiving saatell�· usin§ standards in order to make ali this material 
available. Data standards state w!J.at informati<>n to record, in what way, in order to 
ensure that ncthing im})()rtant a.bout a researcll is left apart and that inforrnation retains 
its full original meaning in time. T<><> often documents related to former excavations 
and surveys are inc()mprellen sible to ct!J.er archaeologists (when they do not entirely 
miss) : strange codificati()n md syrnb<>ls, ornissions, personal abbreviations, lack of 
graphic material. Sorne archae()l<>!lists are against the standards of content, considering 
them a limitation of the creative interpretation of the archaeological discoveries. They 
favour only standards of fonns2 • D ata stan.dards are, in fact, the most efficient means 
by which to maxirnise the C<>llsistency. c<>mpatibility and retrievability of information. 

One of the acute })roblems of archaeolcg� is that we excavate more than we can 
process and publish. Onl� recently documentation and long terrn storage of infonnation 
related to archaeological diggi11gs llas becorne a hot topic of both debate and action. 
Important archaeologic al sites baV"e been poorly documented and information is lost 
in great part. Unfortun ately. few Romaaian archaeological publication projects were 
accomplished as planned. We can cornpile a long list of eponymous sites excavated 
for many years and not having yet a complete monograph: Boian, Gumelniţa, Hăbăşeşti, 
Tărtăria (Neolithic period); Glina, Monteoru, Otomani, Wiettenberg, Verbicioara, Tei, 
Noua (Bronze Age); Babadag, Bârseşti-Ferigile (Hallstatt) ; great sites from Latene 
period; Greek and Romaa cities and fortifications, as well as those for the Byzantine 
and mediaeval periods. 
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A general irnage of Romanian archaeology would be full of 'black holes' . Even 
the monographs are only a severe selection, often one-sided and influenced by both 
the cultural and ideological background of the tirne and by the personal qualities of the 
author. 'Fashion' and the knowledge level of the period might also have influenced 
selection. Some categories of objects are eliminated just because either their significance 
was not known or because they have been considered unimportant. Only full access to 
archaeological excavations archives and complete and illustrated inventories could 
assure periodica} reconsideration of earlier researches and new connections, which 
leads to an entire new vision on some archaeological cultures. 

Archaeological maps published during the communist period need careful revision 
too. During the Cald War, Eastem European countries adopted very severe regulations 
conceming the use and publishing of maps. Any plan beyond the scale 1 :500 was consid
ered potential military secret, as well as the indication of hights and topographic details. 
The maps published during that long period, at a time when archaeological excavations 
were done on a large scale, are incomplete and even false. Cultural areas were sometimes 
drawn without any real base (e.g. lpoteşti-Cândeşti). They need revision in accordance with 
archaeological reality. 

Neither archaeological collection is properly documented. In many museums and 
research institutes, archaeological collections are not fully registered and lack photo docu
mentation. The problems 1 mentioned are general problems worldwide. Should we invent 
archaeology for 'digging' for archaeological information? 

Romanian archaeology is still little known abroad. Few publications in foreign lan
guages appeared, with modest issues and poor distribution abroad. There are relatively 
many local museums periodicals, but most of them in Romanian and almost unknown 
(even in Romania those publications are not found in book shops.) People interested hardly 
fmd the information they needed. The common feature of older Romanian publications -
with few exceptions - is the scarce and poor quality illustration. It is sad to see recent 
archaeological books, published abroad, with very few and sometimes obsolete information 
about Rornanian archaeological reality. Rornanian archaeologists are poorly informed too. 
Many books and papers begin with deploring the lost material, the unpublished earlier 
excavations, etc. 

1 do not imagine it will be easy to surpass so many problems accumulated in time. 
Still, there is sornething we can do: digitisation and electronic publishing. 

Digitisation of Archaeological Information 

The digitisation of documents and images - through either scanning, Optical Charac
ter Recognition (OCR) or data entry - and publications on CD-ROMs and the Internet is a 
way to save, preserve, catalogue, and facilitate access to such resources. 

By digitisation, the border between archive and its publication is removed. A CD-
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ROM is a catalogue, <� oook ar ajoliTll.al on aJ\ alternative support: less expensive, smaller, 
and easier to circulate. At present, the low 11re ()f archives is due not to a lack of demand but 
to a lack of accessibility. The lr!temet, a g Iabal virtual library, allows consultation of digital 
archives stored on a computer server from 311)' place, at any time. Although the Web access 
is still restrictive outside the deve)()ped C()lll1tries of the world - which ha ve 80 per cent of 
the Internet users - we Cal\ e�pect a gr()wth iri the near future. How can we achieve that? 1 
will refer to some prillci))les and tec hnica.I iss11es. and then exemplify by describing under
going and finished project5 of the lnstirute (()r Cultural Memory (ciMeC). 

Principles of Selec:tiCIII 

The question of whlch. critena sltoll ld be applied, and by whom, in the selection of 
material for digitisation a!ld preservation aught to concern scholars. Criteria, which might 
be used to govem the selection of materi.al for digitisation, include: 

• where the informa.tion C()lltent is lliJlll; 
• where signific2r1t research a.nd teaching benefits would accrue from its conversion; 
• where material is at risk; 

• where the benefit of digitisatio11 is grea.ter than the risk to which it subjects the 
material being digitised ; 

• where the existillg storage mediurn is 110 longer suitable (e.g., nitrate ftlm, photo
graphic prillts); 

• where digitisation would 5ignifica!ltly increase resource accessibility; where 'rights' 
issues are not a barrier to dissemina.tion a11d re11se; 

• when it enh2r1ces tlte w ays in whicll the content of collections can be studied, 
manipula.ted or accessed. 

Preservation Strategies 

Scanning can digitise the origilla.l n<m-digital material (texts, photos, plans, and maps). 
Digital archiving projects are not very expe11sive at institutional level. To scan, to rename 
the image files in a clear wa.y, to orga.nise them in directories, to record basic identification 
information for each item and to illscribe the files on CD-ROMs require a personal compu
ter and a scanner, plus one or two persons ta do the job. More important are careful planning 
and good will as well <�s the commitrnent to fulftl the task. 

The resulting ima.ge files, TIFF format, must ha ve a high resolution. The files will be 
organised in directori.es an.d subdirectories, renamed following established rules, and cop
ied on CD-ROMs, in several copies, for long tenn preservation. CD-ROM copies must be 
stored in different loca.tions for safety reas<>ns. A copy of the image files in JPEG format is 
more suitable for daily bT<>wsing, and can be kept on the hard disk (if there is enough space). 
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Ali excavation-related data must be stored in a project directory with a relevant 
name (site name, or site name and year). The subdirectories include: 

• Data sets (databases, spreadsheets); 
• Correspondence; 
• Project management; 
• Reports; 
• Images. 

Files must be given meaningful titles, which reflect their content. In order to 
ensure that files are titled in a structured and predictable manner, the file names must 
include either the relevant project/site identification (e.g. site code, site acronym, project 
number, accession number) or a unique reference number. The file name must include 
version number when necessary. A hyphen must be used between the number and the 
year (e.g .  1 5 3-2002). The 3-letter extension is reserved for application-specific 
extensions only (DOC for Word documents, RTF for Rich Text Format, TIF for Tagged 
Image File Format developed by Adobe for raster irnages, JPEG for Joint Photographic 
Ex:perts Group, a compressed Format). 

Digital file preservation strategies include technology preservation, migration, 
interoperability and standard formats. 

Techno/ogy preservation is a strategy based upon the preservation of the original 
hardware, operating system, and application software required accessing a digital 
resource. A person must know to use them. That can be only a short-term solution. The 
effort is unreasonable in the long term. 

Data migration is the most widely adopted strategy. It is a transfer of a digital re
source from one hardware and software environment to another. Many common 
software packages allow files created using a previous version to be converted to the 
latest version format. The backward compatibility is usually lirnited to the most recent 
previous version. 

lnteroperability is a capability of reading and converting files formats created 
by a similar software package into another, or of converting ftles to common interchange 
formats (e.g. comma delimited export format). 

The use of widely acceptable standard formats, software independent, is a good 
solution for certain types of data (e.g. HTML for text and TIFF for irnages). The use of 
such international formats has the advantage to allow the access on any kind of 
computer, digital resource being no more dependent on any particular software package. 
The challenge is to maintain the authenticity of the original digital resources during 
any of the chosen procedures (e.g. to avoid loosing or changing data in a non-controlled 
way). 

. .  
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Cataloguing 

For the retrieval of information, digital f!.les must be catalogued using metadata 
Metadata means 'data about data' . It is a cataloguing technique for the information files, 
whether digital or paper based. A library catalogue is a good example of metadata The 
reader can look for a topic, author or title without having to browse through the books or 
periodicals themselves. Also related resowces can be more easily linked. One of the most 
popular metadata standards is the so-called Dublin Core Metadata Standard3 • It is a 
simple and useful system for archaeology files. It provides an easy and concise 1 5  
elements core designated to describe any type o f  information: 

1 .  IDENTIFIER (unique identifier for a resource) 
2. TITLE (name given to a resource; if title information does not exist, it can be 

concatenated form other elements, e. g .  Poiana Settlement) 
3. DESCRIPTION (free text description of a resource) 
4. SUBJECT (keywords classifying theme or concept of a resource, e.g. Crema

tion cemetery) 
5. COVERAGE (concerned with spatial and temporal characteristics of the intel

lectual content of a resource, e.g. the Iron Age 
6. CREATOR (people/organisations primarily responsible for creating intellec

tual content of a resource; There can be multiple creator roles associated with a resource, 
also archival information - finds, paper, microfilm, etc.) 

7. CONTRIBUTOR (minor intellectual input) 
8. DATE (dates associated with creation, validity maintenance and availability 

of a resource, e.g. project start: 1965) 
9. FORMAT (data format) 
10. LANGUAGE (language of the intellectual content of a resource - generally 

represented by ISO 639 two letter codes, e_g. RO for Romanian) 
1 1 . PUBLISHER (entity responsible for making a resource available in its present 

form, e.g. CIMEC) 
12. RELATION (related resources - identifiers, bibliographic references, etc.) 
13 .  RIGHTS (rights management statement - intellectual property rights, copy

right, access conditions, etc-) 
14. SOURCE (information about a resource from which the one being cata

logued is derived - e.g. books, archives, detests, record - normally references by an 
ISSN, ISBN, URL) 

15.  TYPE (resource type - the nature of a resource or object (book, article, dataset, 
collection, digital archive, etc). 

AU elements are repeatable in Dublin Core except IDENTIFIER, which is neces
sarily unique. 
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Long Term Preservation 

There are three basic principles for preserving electronic media: 

1. First, they should be stored in a proper storage environment, which is different 
from that of paper-based material: 1 8-22'C temperature, 35-45% humidity, without much 
fluctuations in both, no magnetic fields, kept in cases, no direct sunlight, contact with 
dust, smoke or liquids and not left in drives unnecessarily. 

2. Second, more than one copy should be made and stored separately. 
3. Third, their conditions should be monitored regularly, by sampling, to check the 

information is still intact and accessible. If any problems are encountered, new copies 
should be made immediately. 

The two main types of media used today are magnetic, which relies on a pattern 
of magnetic impulses to store data, and optica/, which relies on a pattern made by laser 
light. The latter have a greater capacity and more stability in time. The CD-ROM 
(Compact Disk Read Only Memory) was developed from the audio CD, one of the 
most successful consumer products since television. It is a plastic disk coated with a 
reflective aluminium surface and sealed by a protective clear lacquer, in which 
sometimes product information is printed. It offers 600 megabytes of storage, equivalent 
to 200,000 pages of text or 1 5,000 images. Accelerated ageing tests have led to a 
claim that average disks will last as long as 1 ,()()() years.4 The real problem lies not so 
much in preserving media as in ensuring that the information they contain will remain 
accessible. The drive mechanism for accessing the CD-ROM and the software or 
programmes used to control it do not survive 1 ,()()() years, or even 100 years. With an 
average hardware and software life span of five years, it is a formidable challenge to 
tackle the problem. 

Any organisation can digitise its archive, but the long-term preservation should be 
the responsibility of a special national body, funded for this purpose, and able to fulfil more 
complicated technical operations. The frrst such service in the world is the Archaeology 
Data Service (ADS), established in 1996 and located at the York University, England. 
The aims of the ADS are defmed as follows: 

• to collect, describe, catalogue, preserve, and provide user support for digital 
resources that are created as a product of archaeological research; 

• to promote standards and guidelines for best practice in the creating, description, 
preservation, and use of digital archaeological research data within the UK archaeological 
community; 

• to facilitate access to existing archives, and offer Web access to such resources 
(http://ads.ahds.ac.uk)5 • 

The work of ADS is a model for other countries. In Romania, the Institute for 
Cultural Memory is the most experienced organisation in preserving digital resources, 
providing access on-line, and assisting other institutions in developing their own 
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projects. The archaeologica.l community must be aware of the irnportance of preserving 
digital archives. and join. fm<:es t() estai:Jlish it in a coherent way. 

Electronic Publis1Ii11� 

Publishing a large aJTl()lln t <>f <iata. rnain.ly in digital format becomes more and more 
appealing, as complicated and unpractical cu it seemed until recently - 'Who will read?' 
'How would that I:Je acc e)lted I:Jy the academic system?' Information technology is 
cheaper and rn<>re available. CD-<iri ve is il :;ta.ndard component of any new computer. 
Internet is accessible even in less developed countries (see the spread of Internet cafes). 
Archaeologists a.nd ()ther profes.si()n.als. are JII()re familiar with computer use. The prestige 
of paper catal()gues monogra)lhs a.nd reports remained intangible, despite the high 
costs, distribution difficulties ilnd low number of issues. Can we replace them entirely 
or in part with electronic editions (We� JlUblishing and CD-ROMs)? 

The Institute for Cultural Memory (ciMeC) is already well known for its com
mitment to the dissemination of C()mputer ase in cultural heritage sector. The Web site 
of the institute, opened in May 1 996 (http:Owww.cimec.ro) remains the main gateway 
to Romanian cultural heritage infonnation_ A dedicated site for archaeology (� 
archweb.cimec.ro). <ieveloped 11nder the ArchTerra European Project, is a useful and 
generous host for RomaniaiJ archaeology. What are the main chapters of information 
we bring to the pu�lic , either specialists ()r only arnateurs? 

• Sites 
• Archaeological eJCcavations 
• Bibliography 

• Legislation a.nd regulati()ns 
• Virtual eJChibi tions 
• Archaeological j oumals inde:x_ 

We discover, assist and publi sh electronically what otherwise would have 
remained inaccessible. We are currently involved in severa! digitisation projects. One 
project is the digitisati()n of the c ard archive of the 'Vasile Pârvan' Institute of 
Archaeology in Buchares.t, kn()wn under the name of Archaeological Repertory of 
Romania. 

The Archaeological Repertory of Romania Archive Digitisation Project 

The 'Vasile Pârvan' [nstitute of Archaeology in Bucharest started half a century 
ago (in 1949 - 1950) the documentation for the Archaeological Repertory of Romania · 
(RAR). It resulted in an important amount of paper cards bound together in files, 
arranged topographic ally on region s, districts and loc alities, according to the 
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administrative organisation of tbe time. Tbe activity stopped in 1 956 due to lack of 
funding. Tbe paper arcbive bas never been publisbed, althougb scbolars working for 
territorial arcbaeological repertories consulted the arcbive during tbeir preliminary 
documentation. The project bad the ambition to record any mention of arcbaeological 
discovery in the known literature back to the 18th century as well as the unpublisbed 
field surveys. Tbe result was a ratber beterogeneous buncb of information. Despite 
tbat, the Arcbaeological Repertory of Romania bas become a myth. The legend of a 
unique and valuable information content together with the very restricted and selective 
access to it induced tbe idea tbat tbe arcbive is a must for any attempt to do an 
arcbaeological inventory, in any part of the country. 

During the past fifty years, tbe only intervention upon the arcbive was done in 
1968, wben the director of tbe Institute, tbe late Professor D.M. Pippidi initiated the 
up-dating of tbe location information according to the new administrative organisation 
of Romania (from 1 965), in forty one counties instead of districts and regions. Tbe 
manuscript cards were typed - with no further cbecking of the quality and correctness 
of the content. Tbe regions and districts for eacb locality or place of discovery were 
converted into the correspondent counties. Tben, silence again, altbougb from time to 
time the idea of bringing up to date and publisbing the repertory carne into discussion, 
with no further action. Tbe cards yellowed, the ink paled, and passing of time made 
the up-dating and critical interpretation of tbe archive more and more difficult. 

In tbe meantime, the county museums started to publisb county repertories - a 
valuable undertake, altbougb tbe metbodology, content and illustration quality was 
sometimes to be blamed. Many of them included information extracted from the RAR 
arcbive, eitber citing it or not (as in tbe Arcbaeological Repertory of Cluj county). 
Only one third of the Romanian territory was covered. For the older ones, publisbed in 
tbe 1 970s, up dating is needed. Tbe future progress in the development of a modem 
National Arcbaeological Record cannot be dane without including previous undertaking. 
Being responsible for tbe National Arcbaeological Record of Romania, we proposed 
to tbe management of the Institute of Arcbaeology to digitise the arcbive and make it 
available for· further researcb by publisbing in digital format. 

The project of digitising the RAR archive started in 2001 ,  following a co-operation 
agreement between the Institute for Cultural Memory and the Institute of Arcbaeology. It 
aims at critically extracting the basic information out of the manuscript into a database 
(location, site type, period, and bibliograpbic reference), and scanning the originals for 
digital arcbiving. A working group proposed the data model. A database application (Ac
cess 2000) was designed for the aims of the project. The Institute of Arcbaeology is respon
sible for cataloguing, and CIMEC is responsible for the database maintenance, scanning 
of tbe original cards, image processing, and inscribing them on CD-ROMs. At least 
one copy is stored in eacb location. 

Tbe database will act as a searcb index, and the user bas also the possibility to 
read tbe original cards on screen. A team of young researchers of tbe Institute of 
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Archaeology6 extract and enter the information into the database, while the equipment, 
the software application, the technical assistance and the scanning of cards is provided 
by CIMEC. The result of this enterprise will be a digital archive with searching facilities, 
on CD-ROMs, suitable for reference, research and further study, updating and 
dissemination. An index of the RAR archive is going to be published in a volume. The 
Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs, through the Archaeology Direction, finances 
the project as part of the National Archaeological Record. At present (November 
2002) there are over 5,500 records in the RAR database (5,522 site records, 4,62 1 
localities, 1 ,  769 assemblies, 8 3 1  complexes, 6,970 finds, 14,954 bibliographic 
references) and 3,000 cards are scanned, which represent some 40% of the archive. 

The project followed severa! stages. The first operation was to inventory the 
archive. Nobody knew before if we have 1 00,000 or 50 ,000 pages. After the 
identification and recording of the localities for each county, we could establish the 
volume of information: there were 32,000 documents, covering 4,600 localities. A 
general statistica! table allowed for the frrst tirne to get an irnage of the content of the 
archive, on counties and localities. Two months after the work started, we solved the 
enigma of the arnount of cards and gave identification numbers to each card page, for 
reference. At CIMEC, the localities and areas of discoveries were identified in the 
official file of the administrative organisation in Romania (SIRUTA), and unique 
administrative entity identification codes were provided. 

The second operation was to start, in parallel, the scanning of the text archive 
and the extraction and recording of its basic content, with the purpose of creating an 
index database. What are the expected results? 

• Saving the archive and facilitate access to it in digital format; 
• Providing search indexes on location, period, site type; 
• lncluding the information into the National Archaeological Record Database; 
• Providing a bibliographic reference index; 
• Creating a searchable digital resource with a friendly user interface for searching, 

browsing, zooming and printing; 
• Publishing in digital format. 

The project is neither spectacular nor a masterpiece of technology. It rather illustrates 
what we should do and could do with a low budget in order to sa ve, bring back to the public 
eye and facilitate contemporary access to a work done long ago, with public money too. 

Other documents in the historical archive of the Institute wait for digitisation. 
Most of them have never been published, are difficult to study, and in a poor state of 
conservation. We scanned selected text documents, drawings; museum inventories, 
and surveys information such as: 
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• lnventories from the mid 19lh century of the National Museum of Antiquities; 
• Joumals of surveys from 19lh century - beginning of the 20lh century; 
• Drawings, paintings, plans of sites and fmds; 
• Old photos from the late 19lh century excavations at Tropaeum Trajani (Adamclisi, 

Constantza county) and Suceava mediaeval city. 
They belong to the history of Romanian and European archaeology. They are 

also a source of information for reference and present days research. 

National Cultural Heritage Database: A Recovery Success Story 

Managing large databases over long time periods, in a changing technological 
environment is a huge task. If you work with such electronic information resources, 
you know what 1 mean. If you do not, or have just started a database project, try to 
imagine your database in twenty or thirty years from now on. Our projects are usually 
planned for a period of three to five years. Our databases must live much longer. 

Databases initiated years ago are getting old. The question is: what should we do 
with them? Should we abandon them, or should we try to recover the information? The 
bigger the effort involved in the development of the database, the stronger the desire to sa ve 
the information. The fast technological evolution during the past few years bas brought 
problems which few people had envisaged only ten years ago: how to provide access 
to electronic information depending on programs or hardware platforms obsolete today? 
How to preserve the electronic information in time? 

A research database is never complete. There will be always new data or new 
angles to revise data. The same with cultural heritage databases, like those for museum 
collection management or national records. The latter are active for a long period of 
time, need important human and material resources to develop and tend to become 
inertial (like banking or other extensive information systems). Because of both their 
complexity and the amount of data stored in the databases, it is more and more difficult 
to keep up with technological changes. Some older databases were simply abandoned. 
Other data sets are preserved together with the software, which assures the access. 

When having to upgrade a database, there are at least three aspects to take into con
sideration: the software recipient, the formal aspect of data and the quality of the content. 

We have to migrate the old database into new software and, sometimes, on another 
hardware platform. The rapid changes in modem technology - which created the 
problem, together with new opportunities - have determined the software vendors to 
offer the required update software tools, even if those tools are not entirely satisfactory. 
As you know, conversions not only from one software to another, but also from the old 
to the new version of the same program recover well data but loose programmes, and 
user developed applications. 

It is equally difficult to get rid of the database 'wrinkles' .  What are the signs of 
data old age? The text is written in capitals, with no diacritics (for languages like 
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Romanian or French, these are Jligbiy significant for pronunciation and may even 
change the meaning of the word ). Da.ta are rigidly aggregated in fields with visible 
fixed length. No field descri()tion is l()nger than 256 characters (memo-type fields are 
a more recent invention). D ata structllre often reflects the requirements of the initial 
software, even if the records ue n()W in a relational database application: flat unique 
table, several different data in the sa.me field ( like period and author) ,  many 
abbreviations and codes. The ccmtent is still valuable but the form obsolete, difficult to 
read, and to use. When, wheth.er a.nd how should we change that? 

Database conten t need� o n ·g() ing improvement. That means information 
updating, formal errors checlcing - ali usual operations in database administration. In 
many old systems, limitations <lf disk:. �pace and other technical restrictions imposed a 
fragmentation of database recC>rds either in several databases, according to thematic or 
data entry period criteria, or on severa! information supports. Only later, when technology 
and hardware resources of the instituti()n allowed that, various parts have been united 
in the same databa�e (brougi:Jt under the same roof) and ali kinds of mistakes carne to 
light. 

Database content irnprovement also means rethinking the development of the data
base in light of present trends: images. large descriptions, multiple use, on-line access on 
the Internet. 

Database Decisions: to CJw.11gf! or ll()t to Change? 

The option to make irn)Jrovements to a da.tabase depends very much on whether the 
data set is an open or closed one . For an archaeological excavation inventory, electronic 
archiving of the database and tlle preserving ofthe original software is often enough. We are 
aware of the importance of lcee)Jing tlle original archaeological fmds digital inventories, 
as well as the paper archives d()cumenting the archaeological excavations, either 
published or not. 

On the contrary, if the data set is a.ctively used, growing or envisaged for new goals, 
we must seriously think to improve it. Tiut is our case at CIMEC with the national database 
of movable cultural heritage. 

The Romanian Database for National Movable Cultural Heritage (SI-PCN) started 
more than twenty years ago (in 198 1) and bas 760,000 records, 40 per cent of them 
being of archaeological interest. It was based on a French documentation software package 
(MISTRAL 2 of Bull Company), on a rnainframe produced in Romania, FELIX - a French 
licence of IRIS-50 mainframe modeL It is a historical information resource, with contri
butions from many institutions. It is ··rustorical" also because the information is 12  years 
old or more. The growth rate of the number of records declined abruptly after 1990, 
when the information system for the inventory of the national cultural heritage was severely 
troubled by the political changes following the fali of the comrnunist regime. Museums 
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have stopped sending new object cards (or electronic records) ta the national database. 
That was bad in one way but good in another because we gat the tirne ta enter the tones 
of cards gathered at CIMEC. The database was migrated form the old technological 
support to the new one, based an personal computers. At the sarne time we entered some 
500,000 object cards sent in the previous period. Mter 1996 the national database could 
have become a closed archive if new developments would not have rnade the national 
database a project underway again. Not only because new records are going to be added 
and catalogues to be extracted (like the series dedicated ta the gold coins in Rornanian 
musewns) but also because Romanian musewns only recently have started to cornputerise 
their collections inventories. There are few computers and limited data entry capacity in 
museums. Under these circumstances, a copy of the museum records from the national 
database is valuable: saves time, offers a data standard model, and a core infonnation ta 
begin with (large museums have up to 80,000 records). Many Romanian museums asked 
for copies of their records from the national database. A third of the database records is 
going ta be distributed that way. It would have been a pity to give the copies of the 
records in an old-fashioned format. The database was poorly used because of its rigid 
format and unfriendly user interface. That is why we decided to irnprove the content of 
the records, to normalise, correct and up-date the information. 

Database Changes: What, How, Who? 

You need a lot of courage to start a project of radical irnprovements. Today, halfway 
in this undertaking, we can present results and solutions, which could be useful for others 
too. 

The work has been carried out in steps: 

a.) Change of the software recipient'and hardware platform 
The frrst stage (1990 - 1993) was dedicated ta data migration onto a new hardware 

and software platform, in parallel with adding new records: from Mistral on mainfrarne to 
Paradox, FoxPro and later Access on server and PCs network. Now the database is in 
Access 2000. Several databases were merged into a unique one. 

b.) Change of the formal aspect of data and global corrections 
The second stage was dedicated to formal changes and spelling corrections: 
• changing automatically the text in the main fields - abject type, period, material and 

technique, place of discovery, site type, description - to small case, title case or sentence 
case; 

• adding diacritical signs (manually and with facilities like Find/Replace); 
• normalising the terminology; 
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• identifying good infonnat:io11 wbich llave been placed in the wrong field (e.g., 
date in the "Author" field) etc. 

The work was done in J>a!t alltoma.ticăl� - using a module designed to extract unique 
occurrences from a database field into a t�ble with three fields: old term, count of term in 
records, new term. The e:xtractio11 can be a..p p lied to any table and any field. We ha ve the 
option of parsed ex:traction (eacll valtJe e:xtracted separately from multi-value fields - or not 
(the field content taken as a s:Îllgle stdng). }()l' exarnple: Archaeology: Type: 1 ,629 terms; 
Period: 725; Place of discovel)': 7, 3CJ4 terms; Materials and techniques: 2,646 terms; Site 
types: 5 1 3. In total 146,256 terms were ex::ll'ac ted in parsed mode (otherwise, the combina
tions of terms in the same fiel!l vt()lJ)cl llave lead to much more records). 

The next operation was to challJ:le globally the case, by copying automatically the 
initial term into a .. New Tenn" fLelcl, with 1ower case, title case or sentence case, depending 
on the meaning of the fie1d. The11, we J>U.I cliacritics with the aid of a spelling checker. 
One by one case, spelling mistake� a.nd u�e1ess variants of a term corrected; are marked 
bya special sign (#) errors whicll C()ll]d n ot be solved out of their context. Counting 
occurrences of each single term :Îl1 a data field is a useful guidance for fmding mistakes 
(one or two occurrences for a term is s11spect). 

A team of six analysts worlced f()r 4- months with 150,000 terms and variants. An
other person verified each field three tirnes, each tirne. The last checking was done by 
experienced archaeologists. 

The third iteration was for C()rrection s in the context: 

• irnporting new terms in tlle database by replacing old occurrences with new ones; 
• extracting by query recorcls marked (with #) in various fields and correct them in 

the context; 
• updateing record� in the database.  

Then, unique occurrences were extracted again, in order to make a second 
revision, as well as to put muks in a spec ial marking field, and to allow splitting of 
aggregated information. We pla.n t() �plit into elementary fields: 

• by position; 
• by terms list; 
• by marking; 
• by prefixes. 

Not only that aspect and d ata quality irnproved, but so did the resulting indexes 
for each field as well. 

c.) National Database lnde.x 
The third round was for extracting statistical access index of the database. They 

are available on the Web too (http:Uwww.cirnec.ro/scripts/pcn/indexD. 
Adding irnages will further improve the usefulness of the database. We started to 

2 1 3  
www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



scan photos of objects recorded into the database, preserved in a photo archive of 
140,000 items at CIMEC. Some 4,000 photos are already in digital format (November 
2002). 

National Database Before and After the Treatment: Results and Benejits 

Efforts to give a new life to an ageing information resource are to the benefit of the 
museum community. The database can be more actively accessed. It is more suitable 
for producing catalogues. We can extract copies for the implementation of local 
databases. An on-line content index is available. 

We cannot preserve the entire cultural heritage for the future, but we may try to 
preserve the information about it. Databases for cultural heritage are precious docu
mentation resources, which deserve proper care. We also have to leam from these 
painful upgrading efforts to insist for the use of data standards, to be as close to "future
proof' as possible. 

Our mission is to assist digitisation inside a comrnunity still very shy in matters of 
new technology, and disseminate the results for a wider public, at home and abroad. The 
obstacles are not so much money but the organisation. At the sarne tirne a new attitude 
towards opening the locks of 'hidden' archives is needed. 

European Projects in Digital Archiving 

In Europe, the active policy for encouraging the development of e-content and the 
inforrnation society was favourable to digital archiving initiatives. Severa! prograrnmes 
and projects of the European Commission and the Council of Europe deal with digital 
archiving. 

AREA (Archives of European Archaeology) is a research network dedicated to the 
history of archaeology, with particular emphasis on the archives of the discipline, their 
promotion and preservation. Now entering its third phase of activities with the support of 
the European Comrnission (Programrne Culture 2000), the AREA databases are freely ac
cessible on the website (http:Uwww.area-archives.org). The main database concems archi
val resources relevant to the history of archaeology (over 3000 records in some 300 reposi
tories across Europe). A second database is being elaborated on another prirnary source: 
early antiquarian books. This will combine bibliographic details on rare pre- 19th century 
books with their attached iconography in digitised format. 

ERPANET (Electronic Resource Preservation and Access Network) is funded by 
the European Commission under IST prograrnme. The project is going to build an 
active community of members to enhance the preservation of cultural and scientific 
digital objects through rising awareness, providing access to experience, sharing policies 
and strategies, and improving practices (http:Uwww.erpanet.o[i). 
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ARENA (Archaeological Records of Europe - Network Access) is a three-year 
project (CULTURE 2000 Programme), co-ordinated by the Archaeology Data Service, 
and dedicated to extending on-line access and digital preservation of European 
archaeological archives. CIMEC is a partner in this project (http://www.cimec.ro/Arena/ 
Arena en�/index.htm). 

ARENA brings together six European co-organisers and three associated partners 
in Denrnark, Iceland, Norway, Poland, Romania, and the United Kingdom, in order to 
develop a framework to protect and prornote digital cultural archives of European 
significance (ARENA Homepage: http:l/ads.ahds.ac.uk/arenal). Each of the partners 
bas a regional or national responsibility for the management of cultural archives (either 
digital or paper) and each has existing strengths as regards the protection or promotion 
of digital data. It is intended that the co-operation agreement will develop and strengthen 
co-operation between the partners in a structured and long-lasting way and will be 
extensible to allow additional partners to participate beyond the lifetime of the funded 
start-up phase. 

Aims of the ARENA Project are: 

• To allow the partners to share and extend their existing expertise and experience 
within a structured and sustainable framework; 

• To make expertise and experience gained through the project available to other 
European agencies; 

• To develop and promote digital archival file format and metadata standards and 
communications protocols; 

· • To identify areas where there is a need for Guides to Good Practice, to translate 
existing Guides, and to seek to develop projects for the creation and promotion of new 
Guides; 

• To promote scholarly and public access to selected digital archive data sets and 
archaeological texts of international significance; 

• To develop a system of interoperable map-based searching which allows users to 
cross-search the archives of severa! partners, with an easy to use and intuitive user-inter
face, for public use; 

• To agree metadata standards for the description of cultural archives; 
• To investigate the use of rnultilingual thesauri in cross-searching; 
• To irnplement interoperability using http and/or Z39.50 protocols and SGML/XML 

or other emerging technologies; 
• To create a framework for a European Archaeological Archives web-based portal. 

Over the course of the agreement we intend to undertake a number of distinct but 
interrelated activities, within the framework of a European digital archiving cultural herit
age network: 
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( 1 )  Organisatiorz of initiatives for exchange of experience and the further training 
of professiorzals. 

It is intended to develop a programme of European seminars and workshops on the 
preservation and promotion of digital cultural heritage data The workshops will allow the 
partners to share their existing expertise and experience and to make it available to all 
European countries. The partners will also develop and promote guidelines for digital archi
val file format and metadata standards and communications protocols translated into local 
languages and disseminated in paper format and/or on the Internet, as appropriate. 

(2) Promoting elements of the heritage concerned includ ing important archaeologi
cal texts (books, papers, catalogues) made available in digital format. 

Each of the partners is responsible for the protection and promotion of significant 
archaeological archives. As part of the co-operation agreement they will make a number of 
key archaeological archives and cultural heritage data sets available to the profession and 
the general public. 

(3) The adapted and innovative use of new technologies, to the benefit of partici
pants, users and the general public. 

Archaeological data always have a geospatial component in that the location 
and various attributes of sit,es, monuments or finds can be mapped according to grid 
reference co-ordinates. Many of the partners already have some experience in the use 
of map-based searching and web-delivered clickable maps. For example, since 1997 
the DKC at the National Museum of Denmark has operated an interactive map-based 
web site with access to the Danish National Monuments Record. The ADS has also 
recently provided map-based searching for its catalogue. This approach provides a 
very intuitive interface to cultural data, for academic, professional and public audiences. 
Such spatial interfaces are particularly important at European level, where a true 
understanding and appreciation of past cultures and societies (such as Celts, Romans, 
Slavs, VIkings etc) depends upon map-based searches which transcend modem politica! 
boundaries. 

(4) Organising research projects to raise the public' s awareness and to teach 
and disseminate knowledge. 

Web-based technologies for the documentation and preservation of digital data are 
developing rapidly. The ADS has substantial experience in the Dublin Core metadata scheme 
and Z39.50 communications protocols which have already been adopted by a number 
of bodies across various disciplines and in different European countries. For these to 
work at a transnational level it is necessary to investigate the application of multilingual 
thesauri. The Norwegian Museum Project has extensive experience in the application 
of SGML/XML to archaeological archives: Such standards are essential in order to 
develop interoperability and integrated access and resource discovery for the scholarly 
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cornrnunity and general public alike. Under the co-operation agreernent the partners 
will research and irnplement th.ese standards and develop research projects to enable 
interoperable access to distributed arch.ives frorn a European heritage web portal. 

Digital archiving is a new field of activity with a great potential. Research and co
operation at a national and international scale is going to irnprove the rnethods, the tools, 
and the standards needed ta gain the expected benefits for archaeology in saving, 
preserving, facilitating access, and publishing the rnost significant archives. 

Notes 

1 A. Brown, Digital Archiving Strategy, English Heritage Centre For Archaeology, 2000. 

2 T. Madsen, Digital Recording of Ex.cavations - Do we need standards and common 
strategies?, in Our Fragile Heritage. Documenting the Past for the Future, Copenhagen, 1999, pp. 
1 3 1 - 1 37. 

3 The Dublin Core Metadata Initiative (DCMI) is an open forum engaged in the develop
ment of interoperable online metadata standards (http://dublincore.oq�D . Initiatives include the 
development of the Dublin Core (DC) 1 5  element metadata set. Many govemments are now 
adopting DC as a rnetadata standard. 

4 G. Mackenzie, Preservation of Electronic Media, in Library Conservation News, no. 38, 
January 1993, p. 1; New Scientist, 4th April, 1992, p. 19. 

s J. Richards, P. Miller and A. Wise, Digital Archives in Archaeology, in Our Fragile 
Heritage. Documenting the Past for the Future, pp. 1 23- 1 30. 

6 Roxana Dobrescu, Adina Boroneant, Andrei Măgureanu, Adriana Panaite, under the 
supervision of Dr. Alexandru Păunescu. 
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Fig. 1 .  Prof. Vladimir Dumitrescu (from the archive of Dr. Silvia Marinescu-Bîlcu). 
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Fig. 2. The manuscript of a course on prehistory taught by Prof. Vladimir Dumitrescu 
at the Bucharest University, in the 1 930s (from the archive of Dr. Silvia Marinescu-Bîlcu). 

The original manuscript was scanned and the content transcribed on computer. Both were 
published by CIMEC on the CD-ROM with the title • An Unknown Culture: Gumelnita' 
(2002). 
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Extras d intr-un curs ţinut în cmii 30 111 
Unlversit11tell din Bucureşti, 

de clitre profesor dr. docent Vl11dimir Oumitrescu 

E in genere cunoscut� constatarea c� manie cursuri de ap� care str�bat 
continentele au avut aproape intotdeauna un rol la desvoltarea civilizaţiilor, !ne� 
din cele mai vech1 trmpurl. Acest renomen a fost verificat în chip str�luclt atât In 
ceiace priveşte civilizaţia egipteanll, cat şi Tn ceiace priveşte civilizaţiile din 
Mesopotamia, ca sll citllm numai dou� exemple mai cunoscute ŞI incontestabil 
concludente pe deplin. f!ltreaga civilizaţie eg•pteanll - ale cllrei Tnceputun 
preistorice se urcl! la cel puţin SOOO de ani inainte de Chnstos, nu poate fi 
explicat:! şt inţeleasll deciit prin valea Nilului, Poir� de care toatli regiunea ar fi fost 
un pustiu şi n'ar fi putut JUCa nici un rol In istoria civilizaţiilor omeneşti. oeace1a 
cand Herodot povesteşte di «'H A1yunro«; Owpov rou NaiAou tOriJO - adie� "Egiptul 
este un dar al Nilului" - nu face nicidecum o floare stilistic� ci e�primll ln ch1p 
lapidar un adevlir lstonc mcontestabll. 

Fig. 3. Digital documents published on theCD-ROM: 'An Unknown Cui ture: 
Gumelniţa' . 

Fig. 4. Cascioarele - Ostrovel: scanned photo of the excavations in 1963-1965 (Dr. 
Silvia Marinescu-Bîlcu' s archive). 
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Fig. 5. Căscioarele - Ostrovel today (digital photo, November 2002).  

- Il C ,, �r • (/ J. f... • .4(,.,� '\'� \ 1� \ \ - • 
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. ".t.rc -iia 4I'Ual Uaţn .. tlita t1 :lffUa,JAasl, pe4 , 1' au 4eaooperU aal IUllte 

• .. lte ti u.e• lunte tUa oora, :pncn. tl pop� 4• pn-ri.a11 , !1l  ouoe 

•' a aaau P Il OU'�aa•.J»o• uoli 11.•• -2 .Pe ten '\ol'lal - aul 
a• aa Ml ttLoat ....a1oaHle eaoeoperil'i • a) DepoaU ooapu ua....ao1 
ţop0an ... laptl oa 41110 Ua brcuul.:tpO .. l)rCiiiRJ.Id .  b) hb'-foo 
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lOT ... .._ laoe 4e Up ti.Up tt ( 40 ta lla h4ap .. ta, t'Hl Sa • l •  

De••· .. « �  ,eo? ) • 

l.B�Ul'CM�f , a-..,'75.  •2 .a)I • .Bnoili. ,Apala, l . 19.,9-1942) , ,, . li 5 .0UJ. 
,nu '> . �n-n • .t.:llaahe,, mu,u , 461J ••• ,p�..xnn ,44'5-444 ,pl.  

JJI111 , 80Tt�•:I�•!IP'P"«<!•t82 , 8, l1)4 tAl'o 9 o  

Fig. 6.  Medieşu Aurit - scanned card for the digital archive of the Archaeological 

Repertory of Romania (archive of the 'Vasile Pârvan' Institute of Archaeology Bucharest). 
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:, 1 '' ''1111 • 
Fig. 7. Archaeological Repertory of Romania (RAR) digitisation project: the team at 

work (from left to right: Roxana Dobrescu and Adina Boroneant from IAB; Alina Gheorghe 
and Irina Oberlănder-Târnoveanu from CIMEC). 

"\ MltiOlofl Accen · IApiiC�ha do teadualtrt1lo d doscopennlor Arheolog1ce vechtl IIQ 13 

Fig. 8. The RAR Database designed by CIMEC: main screen. 
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1 J t . 

�",__.:...- ,.,�.-- f"-.(,. � t�i· J- . 
' '"_,.,,_ , ,,. - ,",J . 

Fig. 9. The Coloured Drawings ("Desemnurile colorate") of archaeological fmds by 
1. Butculescu, 1 868 - 1 876; prehistoric fmds (from the archive of the 'Vasile Pârvan' Insti
tute of Archaeology, Bucharest). 

223 

www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



�xrl.t��o.t_.u. 1hit t••..t< t.,bt. f;..,.,.. . 
1 16B - tf6J -tfj'o 

Fig. 10. The Coloured Drawings ("Desemnurile colorate") of archaeological finds by 
1. Butculescu, 1868 - 1 876; prehistoric finds from "Măgura Calomfuescu" (from the archive 

of the 'Vasile Pârvan ' Institute of Archaeology, Bucharest). 
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' 

- . -

Fig. 1 1 . National Museum of Antiquities: Inventory from 1 870: the famous Treasure 

of Pietroasa (from the archive of the ' Vasile Pârvan' Institute of Archaeology, Bucharest). 
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Fig. l2. Pamfil Polonic - plan of the Roman Camps at Jidava (from the archive of 
the 'Vasile Pârvan' Institute of Archaeology, Bucharest; the original is at the Library of the 
Romanian Academy). 
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Referinta Cod detina Tip categ Titlu # Tezaur Autor 1 Epo • 
ARH4AB0015 801003 CELT;" OEP.FilESU GHERLII IU1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
ARH4AB0016 801003 CEL T;• OE P .FIZESU GHERLII IU1894 HALLSTA TT; 82 

801003 CELT;• DE P.FIZESU GHERLII IV1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
801 003 CELT;" OEP.FilESLJGHERLII IV1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT;" DEP.FilESLJ GHERLII IU1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT;" OEP.FIZESLJ §HERLII IU1�.�4 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT;" OEP.FIZESLJ GHERLII IV1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT�· DEP.FIZESLJGHERLII IU1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT;" · DEP.FIZESlJGHERLII IU1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT;" DEP.FIZESLJ GHERLII IU1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT;" OEP.FIZESlJGHERLII IU1994 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT;" i OEP.FIZESlJ GHERLII IU1894 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003, CELT;" . OEP.FIZESlJ GHERLII IU1994 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CEL T;" : DE P.FIZESUGHERLII IU1894 i HALLSTATT; B2 
801003. CELT;: :oeP.FIZESU GHERLII IU1994 HALLSTATT;B2 
801003 CELT;" � DEP.FIZESLJ GHERLII IU1994 'HALLSTATT; B2 

ARH4AB001 5  801003 CELT;" ; oeP.FIZESUGHERLII IU1994 HALLSTATT;B2 
ARH4AB0016 801003 FIBULA; ; FIBULA OCHELARI;DEP.FIZESU GHERLII IU1 HALLSTATT; B2 
ARH4AB001 5  801003 FIBULA; ". FIBULA OCHELARI;DEP.FIZESU GHERLII IU1 HALLSTATT;B2 J 

Roco<d ..!.!..G.Jr---'6 � .. 117250 ..!1 _j � 
001:- -

Fig. 13 .  National Cultural Heritage Movable Database: records before migration . 

Old term 

AKINAKES 

ALABASTRON 

ALABASTRU 

ALMANDINA 

ALMANDINE 1 
ALTAR 36() 
ALTAR DE JERTFA 3 
ALTAR MINIATURAL 6 
ALTORELIEF 1 
AM FORA 1 322 
AMFORA DE LUX 3 
AMf?�CTJ\MDil ATA A 

Jhtcu'd. 14 i 67 -!l!l..1!!J d IQ6 4"[ 
pot.Y.hcct V.:.. 

..Jtl >c  

alabastron 

alabastron 

almandină 

almandine 

altar 

altar de jertfă 

altar miniatura! 

altorelief 

a mforă 

amforă de lux 

_j 
NJM 

Fig. 14. Unique terms extracted from the database, and changed/ corrected. 
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NATIONAl A RCHAEOLOGICA L DATABASE 

1 .&.RH2CS001611 

L-����s�e=c�.��-�=-----------------� 
101 

Archaeologlcal Reoortl after treatment. 

C5;0:BIIIe Herculone;L :Siablllmentul de 
hldroter•ple . rldlt In peretele vestle 

j Plml; sculptlltl 

.....:===::..:....�1 Hercull lnvlcto Luciu• Pompelu• 
celtr prsefectu• Cohortt• 1 
Ublorum votum •olvlt. 

Altarul voUv prezintA om111nente la 
1----..J c•pltel ll bul fntr-4 tehnici 

rudlmentarl, cu linii ,1 brlle ln 
forml de ,nur. Lltsrele Inalte de 8 
cm. 

Fig. 1 5 .  U�tabase records atter migration: new torm. 

" 

Nr lnwrnur 
Nr •rw..-chl 
Nr irw colt C)e 
Coltc:fe 

lmcss Fişa de obiect arheologic 

rlp cat•go<i&l: jSt10chinl [j Tezaur: 
��----����------

rop 6fl 1 ndMdUII� (1) :.:J 
Rcfeuntl 

Cod de\JPkor liiiî ;;:;=,'"'oo=------

jâ501900 · G5().QJ) a Chr 

An inceput fâS& 
p.asarabt fJ Autor: 

Fig. 16. DOCPAT application for museums:data entry screen. 
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IUnlu 

1 On-llna ArchlvaJ 

2000 
"Culture 2000' European Programme 

ARENA 
Archaeologlca l Records of Europe 

Network Access. E:xtandlng Online Access 
and Dlgltz!l Preservl!ltlon of European 

Archl!leologiCl!ll Archlves 
Ref. No. 430 CLT2011l/ �ctlo,. : 2  

Porood' 3 vean (Dec . 2001 - Ncav. 1004) 

Fig. 1 7. ARENA European Project - Web Homepage on CIMEC web server. 

1 I!DLtll.lu.i 
1 Alo:u 

I Linl!'.l  
! 1 <.L"!Jtl; [•;orr:l;'liArchiyc, 

� • Edv<atioo and Cuflu� Culture 2000 
� r l  1 1� d • .. ,  r '  1 1 · ' 11 1 1 ,  r l  r r .  1 1  1 f r c 1 1 o  , ,  r J 1 (JI pr Ld l\ 1 1 l , r .1 •  • ...., 

[) r 1 1 l  r l l l •  J r  ' l l l l • ' r r h 

!. Butculescu, Colout·ed Ot·awings of Archaeological Finds 
- 1868 - 1876 

Inventory of the National Museum of AntJquities, 1870 -Anclont Colluctlon 

� 
1 

Fig. 1 8. Documents from the digital archaeological archive made available on-line 
on the Internet (ARENA European Project) 
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Fig. 1 9. Suceava Mediaeval Fortress, digital image of the original photo dating 
froml900 (from the archive of the 'Vasile Pârvan' Institute of Archaeology , Bucharest). 
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Conferinţă ţinută la radio de Vladimir Dumitrescu în anul 1935 
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În ani i  l iceu l u i  

Î n  curtea Institutului cu Dorin Popescu şi 
Hortensia Dumitrescu. 1 958 

Împreună cu profesorul Schahermeier 
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Căscioarele - Ostrovel - cu P. Dam ian , 
S. Mar inescu - Bîlcu şi V. Sârbu 

Pop ino Burd u şa n i, jud. l a lomita c u  Gh. Mate i , 
D. Popovici, S .  Marinescu-Bîlcu şi G. Trohoni 
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În curtea Institutu lu i  de Arheologie 

Căscioarele, 1 968. Echipa 

www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



243 

www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



244 

www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



245 

www.cimec.ro / www.mdjcalarasi.ro



Habăşeşli, 1 949 - la l ucru 

La laşi cu M. Petrescu-Dâ mbovita şi 
p rof. Scho hermeier 

1 986. Chartres 

Cârna, jud. Dolj 

Noiembrie 1 98 3 .  Încadrat de Alexandra 
Balomey şi Si lvia Marinescu-Bîlcu 

Noiembrie 1 983 .  Acasă la biroul de lucru 
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AB(SN) 

ActaMN 

ActaMP 

Alu ta 

Angvstia 

Antiquity 

Apulum 

Archaeology 

Balcania 

Banatica 

BAR 

BCMI 

BHAB 

BMJV 

BRGK 

BZS 

Carpica 

CCA 

CCDJ 

Dacia 

Dacia (NS) 

en 

Danubius 

Germania 

LISTA ABREVIERILOR 

- Analele Banatului (serie nouă), Timişoara. 

- Acta Musei Napocensis, Muzeul National de Istorie al 
Transivaniei, Cluj-Napoca. 

- Acta Mvsei Porolissensis, Zalău. 

- Aluta, Sfântu Gheorghe. 

- Angustia. Arheologie, Sfântu Gheorghe. 

- Antiquity, A quarterly reviw of archaeology, Gloucester. 
- Acta Musei Apulensis, Alba Iulia. 

- Archaeology, A magazine dea/ing wth the antiquity of the world, 

Archaeological institute of America, New York. 

- Balcania, Revista Institutului de Studii şi Cercetări Balcanice, 

Bucureşti. 

- Banatica, Muzeul de Istorie al Judejului Caraş-Severin , ReşiJa 

- British Archaeological ReportsOxford. 

- Buletinul Comisiunii Monumentelor Istorice Bucureşti, Craiova, 

Vălenii de Munte. 

- Bibliotheca Historica et Archaeologica Banatica, Timişoara 

- Buletinul Muzeului Judejean Vlaşca .,Teohari Antonescu" , Bucureşti. 

- Bericht der Romisch-Germanischen Kommission des Deutsche 

Archiiologischen Instituts, Frankfurt am Main. 

- Beitriige zum Neolithikum in Siidosteuropa. 

- Carpica, Bacău. 

- Cronica cercetărilor arheologice 

- Cultură şi CivilizaJie la Dunărea de Jos, Călăraşi. 

- Dacia, Recherches et Decouvertes Archeologiques en Roumanie, 

Bucureşti. 

- Dacia, (Nouvelle Serie), Recherches et decouvertes archeo/ogiques 

Roumanie, Bucuresti 

- Danubius, PublicaJia Muzeului JudeJean de Istorie GalaJi, GalaJi. 

- Germania.Anzeiger der Romisch-Germanischen Kommission des 

Deutsche Archiiologischen Instituts, Berlin. 
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Istros - T.stros. Revue roumaine d' archeologie et d' histoire ancienne, 

Bucureşti. 

Istros - Tstros, PublicaJia Muzeului Brăilei, Brăila. 

Izvestiia-Institut - lzvestiia-Bulletin de l' lnstitu Archeologique Bulgare, Sofia. 

JPEK 

Materiale 

MemA11tiq 

NEH 

Oltenia 

PBF 

Peuce 

Po11ti«:a 

PZ 

- lahrbuch fur Priihistorische und Ethnographische Kunst, Berlin 

- Materiale şi Cercetări Arheologice, Bucureşti. 

· Memoria Antiquitatis, Muzeul de Istorie, Piatra-NeamJ 

· Nouvelles Etudes d'Histoire, Bucureşti. 

- Oltenia. Culegeri, cercetări, documente privitoare la pământul şi 

locuitorii Oltenie,  Craiova. 

-Priihistorische Bronzefunde, Frankfurt am Main . 

- Peuce, Studii şi Cercetări de Istorie şi Arheologie, Tulcea. 
- Pontica, Studii şi Materiale de Istorie, Arheologie şi Muzeografte, 

ConstanJa. 

- Praehistorische Zeitschrift, Berlin. 

RIR - Revista Istorică Română, Bucureşti. 

SCIV(A) - Studii şi Cercetări de Istorie Veche şi Arheologie, Bucureşti. 

Slovenska Ardtrologia - Slovenska Archeologia. Casopis Archeologickeho ustavu 

S tarinar 

Swiatowit 

Tibiscus 
UISPP 

Vrancea 

ZfA 

JPEK 

Materiale 

MemAntiq 

NEH 

Oltenia 

PBF 

Peuce 

Pontica 

PZ 

Slovenskej Akademie vied v Nitre, Bratislava. 

- Starinar, Arheoloski Institut, Belgrad. 

- Swiatowit, Varşovia. 

- Tibiscus. Muzeul Banatului, Timişoara. 

- International Union of Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences. 

- Vrancea. Studii şi comunicări, Focşani. 

- Zeitschrift fur Archiiologie. Institut for Ur- und Fruhgeschichte der 

Deutschen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Berlin. zvestiia-

Bulletin de /' lnstitu Archeologique Bulgare, Sofia. 

- Jahrbuchfor Priihistorische und Ethnographische Kunst, Berlin 

- Materiale şi Cercetări Arheologice, Bucureşti. 

· Memoria Antiquitatis, Muzeul de Istorie, Piatra-NeamJ 

· Nouvelles Etudes d' Histoire, Bucureşti. 

· Oltenia. Culegeri, cercetări, documente privitoare la pământul şi 

locuitorii Oltenie, Craiova. 

· Priihistorische Bronzefunde, Frankfurt am Main. 

- Peuce, Studii şi Cercetări de Istorie şi Arheologie, Tulcea. 

- Pontica, Studii şi Materiale de Istorie, Arheologie şi Muzeografte, 

ConstanJa. 

- Praehistorische Zeitschrift, Berlin. 
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RIR - Revista Istorică Română, Bucureşti. 

SCIV(A) - Studii şi Cercetări de Istorie Veche şi Arheologie, Bucureşti. 

Slovenska Archeologia - Slovenska Archeologia. Casopis Archeologickeho 

ustavu 

Starinar 

Swiatowit 

Tibiscus 

UISPP 

Vrancea 

ZfA 

Slovenskej Akademie vied v Nitre, Bratislava. 

- Starinar, Arheoloski Institut, Belgrad. 

- Swiatowit, Varşovia. 

- Tibiscus. Muzeul Banatului, Timişoara. 

- International Union of Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences. 
- Vrancea. Studii şi comunicări, Focşani. 

- Zeitschrift for Archiiologie. Institut fur Ur- und Fruhgeschichte der 

Deutschen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Berlin. 
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