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ABOUT THE BEGINNING OF GUMELNITA CULTURE
IN NORTH-EAST OF BALKAN PENINSULA

Abstract: Articolul de fata reprezintd o abordare noua a unui subiect complex si discutat intens in
literatura de specialitate: inceputul culturii Gumelnita. Sunt prezentate ipotezele despre geneza, evolutia
si sincronismele civilizatiei gumelnitene, insistandu-se asupra variantelor regionale si aspectelor locale,
in special asupra aspectul cultural Stoicani-Aldeni. Studiul se concentreazé asupra descoperirilor din
republica Moldova si din sudul Ucrainei. Este aboradata problema importurilor gumelnitene descoperite
in asezérile Precucuteni III final de la Rusestii Noi I si Holercani I (Fig.1). Vasele gumelnitene
descoperite la Holercani I, sugereazd contacte pe termen lung intre cele doud culturi. Sincronismul
dintre Gumelnita Al si prima jumdtate a fazei Precucuteni III este demonstratd de figurinele
antropomorfe de lut si vasele tipic gumelnitene, descoperite in asezarea de la Aleksandrovka. Plecéqd
de la aceste importuri se discuta posibilitatea unor contacte anterioare intre cele doua zone culturale. In
opinia noastra, la acest moment ipoteza lui Eugen Comsa, conform cdreia cultura Gumelnita evolueaza
exclusiv din cultura Boian este greu de acceptat. Este clar cd aparitia complexului cultural
Kodjadermen—Gumelnita—Karanovo VI este consecinta unui semnificativ proces de integrare culturald,
care are loc in peninsula Balcanica si in zone adiacente acesteia. La actualul stadiu al cercetdrilor, este
foarte clar ca geneza culturii Gumelnita reprezintd un proces lung si complex, originile acesteia trebuind
cautate cu precautie in toate fenomenele culturale anterioare. Studiul de fata sugeraza doar o altd zona
n care pot fi cautate originile acestei culturi.
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The periodization of the initial stages of Gumelnita culture in the northeast part
of Balkan Peninsula — along the right bank of the river Prut and the areas of
Danube lakes on the territory of modern Southwest Ukraine and Southern Moldova
— is widely discussed problem. On the right bank of the river Prut there is a group
of settlements dated to the beginning of the late Eneolithic! which is known under
different names: “cultural aspect Aldeni II “(Stefan 1944: 78), "Gumelnita-Ariusd"
(Dumitrescu 1964: 53-66), "Stoicani-Aldeni" (Dragomir 1983). E. Comsa’s opinion,
that it is necessary to allocate them as an independent culture, has been heavily
criticized and currently is not accepted (Cy66otnH 1983: 6-7). All the researchers
agree that is a local variant of an early stage of the Gumelnita culture Dumitrescu
1964: 63; YepHbiw 1962: 27; 1965: 6; Dragomir 1983: 9-15).

The discovery of the Gumelnita type monuments on the left bank of the river
Prut and in the area of the lakes Kagul, Kugurlui, Ialpug and Katlabukh has caused
a heated debate. According to E. Comsa, they belong to cultural aspect Aldeni II
(Comsa 1963: 8). I. T. Dragomir (1977: 482-486; 1983) and V. Bejlekchi (1978:
15-16) have the same opinion. E. Chernysh unites them in “Bolgrad-Aldeni culture”
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(YepHbiw 1982: 253-356). In S. Bibikov's opinion it is possible to allocate these
monuments into an independent variant of Gumelnita culture (bibikos 1971: 213).
The identification of such variant called Bolgrad, is proved by L. Subbotin
(Cy66oTtnH 1978: 36—41; 1983; 1992: 19-21). The opinion of the later scholar is
maintained by the author of the present article as the only example of completely
and scientifically argued hypothesis supported by concrete archaeological material,
which is profoundly and effectively analyzed. H. Todorova holds a different
position. She claims that the settlements of this area belong to the independent
Bolgrad culture representing a northern variant of the Varna culture (Togoposa
1979: 32-33, 70; 1986: 122). However, it is clear that the carriers of this
phenomenon appear in the steppe areas North from the Danube delta and East
from the river Prut as a separate cultural entity with quite developed material
culture, with domesticated animals and cultural plants (see beinekun c. 135-138;
Cy660TmH 1983: c. 119-129). According to V. Bejlekchi (Beiinekun 1978: 135) and
H. Todorova (TomopoBa 1979: 32-33, 70; 1986: 122 ) they come here from the
South, and in L. Subbotin’s opinion it is possible to trace two streams of migrants —
from the right bank of the Prut river (Western) and from the northwest Dobrudja
(Southern) (Cy660TtnH 1983: 120-122).

There were some attempts of periodization of the settlements belonging to
Alden and Bolgrad variant of Gumelnita culture (Comsa 1963; Beinekun 1978;
Cy660TnH 1983; Dragomir 1983). If we examine them, I.T. Dragomir’s division is
unsuccessful, since in the monograph dedicated to “cultural aspect Stoicani-
Aldeni”, he illustrates its development by numerous finds from Vulcanesti II and
Lopdtica settlements, belonging to Bolgrad variant but at the same time the
characteristics of the Aldeni variant are unclearified. According to him, on Ozernoe,
Vulcanesti II and Bolgrad settlements it is possible to track three stages of their
development (Dragomir 1983: 22-23), and their researchers clearly documented
only two building horizons, precisely emphasizing the uniformity of the material
(Bennekun 1978: 27-87; Cy660TnH 1983: 120-124). E. Comsa has identified two
phases of development in Aldeni variant on the basis of the stratigraphy of Stoicani
settlement and the characteristics of the material from Aldeni, Brdilita and
Draganesti-Tecuci settlements (Comsa 1963: 7-26). L. Subbotin’s periodization of
Bolgrad variant is very well argued, it is based on the mutual occurrence of
different types of vessels in the settlements (Cy66otmH 1983: 119-125). All
researchers agree that, Bolgrad variant, as well as Aldeni variant are short-term
phenomena which has disappeared quickly. Therefore, it is very difficult to define
clear sub-periods, having in mind that this is the time of the formation of
Gumelnita culture, when the processes are very intensive, the tendencies are still
beginning, and any suggestion for chronological sequence of the settlements in
such short interval of time would have number of disputable moments and risks.

Many works are devoted to the synchronization of Aldeni and Bolgrad
settlements with Precucuteni—Early Tripolie settlements. This problem is a key
point in the identification of relations and chronological conformity of Gumelnita Al
and A2 stages with Precucuteni III and Cucuteni A. Although the problem seems
very well-studied, there are, however, some issues that were not fully clarified
(Berciu 1961: 67; Roman 1963: 45-46; Dumitrescu 1964: 53, 63)°. A large number
of mutual imports, found on these settlements, repeatedly drew attention of the
scholarss and as a result of their research the synchronism of early stages of
Aldeni and Bolgrad variants with the end of the phase Precucucteni III can be
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accepted as firmly proved. Some fragments of Gumelnita pottery, found on
settlements of the final Early Tripolie (the end of Precucuteni III) Rusestii Noi I
(from the hut and the storage pit of the bottom horizon) and Holercani I are
shown on Fig.1. However, the occurrence of special Gumelnita forms (vessels that
are connected by the crosspiece) in Holercani I suggests long—term contacts
between the two cultures which would facilitate the production of such product
and its occurrence in early Tripolie environment — the tradition of using of double
vessels starts exactly towars the end of Tripolie A 3. But many strong arguments
suggesting earlier contacts between Gumelnita culture and Precucucteni culture
can be achieved after the recent discoveries in Moldova and Romania.

Fig.1

For a long time it had been considered, that settlements Traian-Dealul
Fintinilor and Tirpesti are the reference sites for the end of the Precucucteni
culture in Romania, and their difference from the settlements of the final early
Tripolie from the area East of Prut (Cdrbuna, Rusestii Noi I, Lenkovti, Luka-
Vrublevetskaya, etc.) was explained by the earlier beginning of the Cucucteni—
Tripolie culture to the west of this border (see Marinescu-Bilcu 1981: 137-138).
This position has been criticized by V. Zbenovich who considers, that there are
similar (and synchronous!) settlements are in Romania, but they are either poorly
investigated, or unpublished (36eHoBuy 1989: 135-141). He points Bosanci as one
of these monuments (36eHoBny 1989: 137).

During the last two decades many settlements were found between the East
Carpathian Mountains and the river Prut that contain pottery with the same
characteristics as the pottery found on the above marked territory of modern
Moldova and Ukraine. Unfortunately, most of them are unpublished®, but their
presence unequivocally testifies that the cultural development within the last phase
of the Precucuteni—Tripolie A culture is similar and with equal pace that passes
through the same stages both to the East, and to the West of the river Prut. Even
more, in addition to the already discussed sites, the top Precucuteni level of the tell
Poduri-Dealul Ghindaru which V. Zbenovich’s monograph synchronizes with Tirpesti
(Monah 2001-2002: 3) should be dated to the last phase, too. At such
synchronization it appears, that Precucuteni level of Tirpesti, as well as Traian-
Dealul Fintinilor belong to the first half of the Precucuteni III phase, and
consequently also all repeatedly described and quoted in the literature Gumelnita
imports, found on these settlements.
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However, such “heretic” opinion is quite justified if it was to address the
ceramics found on the settlement Cosernita I. In 1986, V. Markevich excavates
there a ground dwelling (MapkeBnu 1990: 28-45). According to his opinion this
settlement belongs to an unknown type, which in the periodization of E. Chernysh
(YepHbiw 1982: 172-174, 177-190) stands at the beginning of the late stage of
the Early Tripolie or to the fourth or the fifth step (Mapkeesuy 1990: 44). Only V.
Markevich's long-term experience would be sufficient to trust his dating of a
monument — he took part and carried out independent excavations of early Tripolie
monuments since the 1950s. In addition, the detailed publication of the materials,
as well as my work with the material entirely® confirms such conclusion - it is
possible to think that Cosernita I is a reference monument for the beginning of
Precucuteni III between Prut and Dnestr. A special attention deserve some
fragments of vessels found during the excavation of the settlement. They are
made according to the characteristics of Precucuteni—Tripolie pottery tradition, but
their forms have no analogies both in earlier, and in later Precucuteni monuments,
and find further development in Gumelnita environment (Fig.2). Moreover, the find
of a vessel, which body shape reminds a body of a duck strongly testifies for the
relation of these products to the early Tripolie culture, rather than for the
considered so far link to Gumelnita traditions — it is decorated with combination of
channeling and stamp prints typical for the Early Tripolie®.

Fig.2.

The synchronization of the first half of Precucuteni III with the beginning
Gumelnita Al can explain, at last, the occurrence of the anthropomorphic clay
figurine (MaTtokosa et al. 1989: 22, pnc.8/11) and a large amphora with handles
(3uHbkoBCckas 1981: 17, puc.3/3), typical for Gumelnita monuments on such
disputable settlement from chronological point of view, as Aleksandrovka which,
despite these finds, majority of authors date to the beginning, instead of the end
of the last phase of early Tripolie. Moreover, such opinion allows relevant
consideration of the seemingly improbable finds of Precucucteni II sherds in early
Gumelnita dwelling investigated at a settlement near Braila’.

Having in mind the considerable set of vessel forms common for the ceramic
assemblages of the last phase of Hamangia culture and the "pontic" (Berciu 1966:
41; Marinescu-Bilcu 1972: 29-38), the "Dobrudjean" (Pippidi, Berciu 1965: 42—43)
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or the "pontic-dobrojean" (Berciu 1961: 75; 1966: 17) variant of the Gumelnta
culture or Varna culture (Todorova 1978: 136-145), as well as the full continuity
between the Karanovo V and Karanovo VI cultures, it is possible to conclude that
the hypothesis that relates the origin of Gumelnita culture only with Boian culture
(Comsa 1961: 58-62; 1974: 245-251) is unacceptable It is obvious, that the
addition of cultural complex Kodjadermen—Gumelnita—Karanovo VI is a
consequence of significant integration processes, which took place over the East
half of Balkan Peninsula and some parts of this big area have thier own specificities
about which D. Berciu wrote earlier (Berciu 1961: 75-79). Also it is clear, that the
genesis of this cultural phenomenon is long enough process and traces of it should
be sought very carefully in the areas of all previous cultures. Here we only have
marked one of the possible directions of this search which continuation would give
even more important and interesting results.

Notes

1. Here the culture Gumelnita is named the Late Eneolithic phenomenon as it used accepted in
Bulgarian periodization of prehistory. In Romania it is named Neolithic, and in Moldova and in
Ukraine — Early Eneolithic.

2. Also see the last review of a problem in B. CopokuH, K rpobrieme Ky/ibTypHbIX CBA3EH
TIPEKYKY TEHCKO-PaHHETPHITONBECKUX M/IEMEH C 0OLYECTBaMU KYJ/IbTYD basikaHo-LyHavickoro
pernora, B: V. A. Dergaciov (red.), Vestigii arheologice din Moldova, Chisindu, 1997:
138-154.

3. See W. B. MenbHWJyK, MccieqoBanmns Ha paHHETPUIONbCKOM riocesieHm barpuHels! VII, B:
Apxeonornqeckme nccneqosarmns 8 Mongose 3a 1986 r., Kuwnnes, 1990, c. 51, puc. 6 56.

4.  The number of the unpublished finds from the different places is displayed in the exhibition of
the Museum of History and Archaeology in Piatra-Neamt.

5. I would like to thank Dr. habil. V.A. Dergaciov and V. Bikbaev for the possibility to work with
the finds found during the excavations of the settlement that are kept in the museum of the
Institute of Archaeology, Ancient History and Ethnography of the Academy of Science of
Republic of Moldova.

6. Later Gumelnita examples are ornamented by white and incised lines and by pricks with
round form.

7. The monument was noticed by S. Pandrea in October, 2004 on a symposium in Piatra-Neamt,
devoted to the 120-anniversary of opening of Cucuteni culture.
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