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Abstract: This paper presents the characteristics of several houses from three
sites in the Lower Danube area — the tell settlements at Ruse, Tangaru and Cascioarele
— Ostrovel. These houses are considered among the earliest documented structures
dated during the transition from the Late Boian to the Gumelnita Culture. Comparing
their geographical, cultural, chronological and architectural aspects, this paper traces
changes occurring in the household tradition and possible settlement interactions. The
architectural details and the house inventories show similarities that differ from those
of the Late Gumelnita structures. Some of these have been previously interpreted as
“temples” due to their rich painted and plastic interior decoration. Since the structures
from the Romanian sites are well-known, the Ruse houses and their inventories are
described in greater detail. Special attention is given to pottery as a main cultural and
chronological landmark, but also as evidence for the range of everyday activities and
their manifestation during the entire KGK VI period.

Rezumat: Aceasta lucrare prezinta caracteristicile mai multor locuinte din trei
situri din zona Dunarii de Jos - asezarile de la Ruse, Tangaru si Cdscioarele - Ostrovel.
Aceste locuinte sunt considerate printre cele mai vechi structuri documentate, datate in
timpul tranzitiei de la cultura Boian tdrzie la cultura Gumelnita. Compardnd aspectele
lor geografice, culturale, cronologice si arhitecturale, aceasta lucrare urmareste
schimbarile care apar in traditia gospodariei si posibilele interactiuni din asezare.
Detaliile arhitecturale si inventarele locuintelor aratd asemandri care difera de cele
ale structurilor tarzii din cultura Gumelnita. Unele dintre acestea au fost anterior
interpretate ca ,,temple” datorita bogatelor lor decoratii interioare plastice si pictate.
Fiindca structurile descoperite in siturile din Romdnia sunt mai bine cunoscute,
locuintele de la Ruse si inventarele lor sunt descrise mai detaliat. O atentie deosebita
este acordata ceramicii ca reper cultural si cronologic principal, dar si ca dovada
pentru gama de activitati cotidiene si manifestarea lor pe intreaga perioadda a KGK VI.

* Rousse Regional Museum of History, Ruse, Bulgaria.
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Introduction

The significance of the Lower Danube area during the Chalcolithic period has
been acknowledged since the first official excavations on important sites such as
Gumelnita®, Ciscioarele?, Pietrele®, Ruse* and Hotnitsa®. Thanks to these and to other
well-documented tell settlements on both banks of the river, it has been ascertained that
the local Chalcolithic societies enjoyed a long, flourishing and uninterrupted
development during the second half of 5" millennium BC®.

The transition

The culture that developed in the middle of the 5" millennium BC, known as the
Kodzadermen-Gumelnita-Karanovo V1, emerged following the gradual consolidation of
several previous cultures on the territory of Romania and Bulgaria— Maritsa in the south
of this area’, Polyanitsa® and Boian in the north®, all of them with four developmental
phases. The latter phase marks the period when local cultural differences slowly
disappeared and the area merged into one uniform culture. This transition was so
imperceptible that archaeologists experience difficulty in determining whether a structure
should be dated to the Maritsa/Polyanitsa/Boian IV phase or to the first stage of the KGK
VI Culture. As a result, they were attributed either to the very end of the Boian/Maritsa
IV, the very beginning of the Gumelnita Culture®® or the Ia phase of the Gumelnita
Culture'. The similarities in the ceramic shapes and the graphite decoration between the
Boian and the Early Gumelnita pottery are the reason a larger phenomenon should be
suggested — namely, the Boian-Gumelnita Culture. In fact, all three earlier cultures
mentioned above lost their own local characteristics during the first phase of the KGK VI,
so it is unclear whether any of them had a leading role in this process.

According to the accepted prehistoric chronology of the region, this transition
occurred, according to certain scholars, during the short timespan from 4600/4550 to
4500/4400 BC*?, while recent studies reveal slightly different and not so clearly fixed
dates. On the basis of some samples from Ciscioarele — Ostrovel and Radovanu, the
Boian-Spantov phase is dated to a wider time range spanning the 4900-4500 BC
interval, but ending no earlier than 4600 BC. The Al phase of the Gumelnita Culture
falls between c. 4470 and 4360 BC®3. Another paper groups the existing *C dates from
the entire territory of the KGK VI and sets the Boian Spantov and Polyanitsa IV phases
into the timeframe of 4700-4600 BC and all the KGK V1 in 4600-4250 BC interval'*.
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Since the matter concerns a process and not a sudden event, it is not completely clear if
this transition happened at the same time in all three regions. Hopefully, the quick
development of the dating methods and possible new samples will specify and clarify
the matter in the future.

One of the major questions is whether something special occurred at the middle
of the 5" millennium or whether the change was due to natural consequences of social
development. Using the ‘burnt horizon’ factor as a landmark for some tell settlements
in northeast Bulgaria as evidence for probable warfare, Henrieta Todorova assumed that
there was an inner conflict among different groups during this period, perhaps due to
increasing population density and need for new territory®. However, the ‘burning’ itself
cannot serve as sufficient proof for indicating a change, as the motives behind the fire
might be diverse. Deliberate house burning as a social practice is well-demonstrated in
neighbouring areas and is regarded as having been widespread in Central and Eastern
European prehistory®®. Setting fire to the whole settlement at tell sites, such as
Ciscioarele — Ostrovel, is also considered a ritual or intentional repeated action rather
than evidence of warfare. The idea would have been to set the memory of the place into
a durable material — such as ceramics — and transform it into a visible monument in the
landscape!’. There are also opponents of the deliberate burning theory who emphasise
the many details which were not taken into consideration by its supporters, stating that
such social practice did not exist in Southeast European prehistory?®.

Since there are various cases of burnt houses — with different chronologies,
cultural affiliations, locations (at tell sites or open settlements), number of inventory
items, sometimes even with human remains in between debris®® — a certain pattern
cannot be defined. It would therefore be too simple to state that all of them are
consequences of the same cause (ritual, accidental, sanitary, battle, etc.). What is
important is the fact that Balkan prehistory is full of examples indicating that burnt
houses were a common phenomenon during the Neolithic and the Chalcolithic periods.
For instance, at the Ruse tell settlement, more than thirty burnt houses were identified,
dating from the very beginning of the KGK VI Culture until its end?°. A significant
consequence of this is that the well-preserved structures were sealed by fire — including
their architectural details, inventories and ceramic assemblages — which provide the best
opportunity for observing the differences between various chronological, territorial and
cultural groups.

Unfortunately, this opportunity has never been sufficiently used, as only a few
houses have been properly published for the entire KGK VI period and the later part of
the earlier period. These are mainly buildings with extraordinary elements®! and rich
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inventories??; on the other hand, the complete number of houses from particular sites
have been published only in exceptional cases®.

Inventories and interpretation

Interpretation is both the strongest and the weakest feature of contemporary
archaeology. For prehistory, a lot has been written about everyday life, cult practices,
funerary customs and social development, with papers contradicting one another or
supporting each other at times, but all aiming to interpret the present data in the best
possible way. Reaching a conclusion is influenced by many factors, but the context,
insofar as it is attainable, must first be taken into consideration. Artefacts from houses
are indicative of everyday activities and were seen as complete assemblages, the way
tools associated with a certain group of people at a specific moment (usually the time
of the fire) form our perception about their lives and thus their entire society.

To achieve that, however, there are many details in need of exploring. Starting
from a large-scale and moving to a small-scale standpoint, we should treat the house as
an item first integrated to a larger system —e.g. within its cultural and regional place,
then as part of a certain settlement (its location, probable relations with coexisting
structures, etc.), and finally as a micro-context. For the latter elements, significant
features can also be the house dimensions, the architectural specifications (building
techniques, horizontal and vertical plans, plastic and paint decoration) and, of course,
its inventory.

The inventory includes all the artefacts found in between the house walls:
furniture items (though very rare), tools made of any material, adornments, floral and
faunal remains and, most importantly, ceramic assemblages. Other than being a
chronological and cultural landmark, pottery fragments found in the same context can
also serve as evidence of function. One of the most obvious correlations is that between
the number of vessel types and the number of the different activities taking place within
the house. The more diverse the range of vessels appearing in a structure, the more
varied the household activities, and vice-versa: the more homogenous their types were,
the more specialised their production was?*.

This, however, raises the question as to their function and how this could be
defined, especially regarding vessel shapes. Usually, the main functional categories —
defined based on the vessels’ dimensions — are storage, cooking and transportation?®®.
Some authors distinguished a fourth category, i.e. those of the vessels in graves?. The
ability to determine function lies in precise field documentation, comparison between
different contexts, and observations on the correlations among the vessels within the
same complex?’. Such examples are already known from Pietrele?® and Sultana®.

22 Berciu 1956; 1961; Dumitrescu 1966; Dumitrescu, Marinescu-Bilcu 2001; Reingruber 2010, Reingruber
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Sites and boundaries

For the period spanning the end of Middle Chalcolithic period® to the very
beginning of the Gumelnita Culture, there are three relatively well-preserved and
documented buildings — House 2 from Tangaru, House 12 from Ciscioarele — Ostrovel
and the so-called ‘temple’ from Ruse (House 2). Their chronology is based mostly on
the specifics of their ceramic assemblages, but a few absolute dates were obtained from
the earliest layers in Cascioarele — Ostrovel®!. Other than the fact that they are the only
published structures for the discussed period of time®2, they are suitable for comparative
analysis for several reasons.

The sites (fig. 1) were occupied for almost the entire 5" millennium BC with a
few gaps. The stratigraphic profile of Tangaru shows continuous activity on the tell from
the very first phase of the Boian to the very end of the Gumelnita Culture®, In
Ciscioarele — Ostrovel, the earliest layers belong to the Boian-Spantov phase, and the
upper ones to the last two phases of the Gumelnita Culture®*. It is possible that earlier
phases of the Boian Culture are represented there as well, but the rising waters of the
Danube did not allow for further excavations.

Although Ruse is situated south of the river and should be associated with the
Polyanitsa Culture, pottery there reveals tight connections with the culture on the
opposite bank. These similarities are observed at other sites in the valleys of Rusenski
Lom River (the Vodna cave)® and Yantra river (Petko Karavelovo tell site)® , which
raises the question as to whether prehistoric settlements in these regions of Bulgaria
should better be considered as part of the Boian community. The earliest settlement on
the Ruse tell also dates from the second phase of the Boian Culture; the site was later
abandoned for a while and resettled again during the Middle Chalcolithic, with
uninterrupted occupation until the last phase of KGK VI*7 .

Bearing in mind that the rivers represent natural paths of population, products,
and idea dispersion, the location of the three tell sites also plays an important role in
tracing possible transformation. Ruse and Cascioarele — Ostrovel are located directly on
the banks of the main water road in the region — the Danube—thus exploiting the
benefits of its nutritional, strategic, trade and cultural advantages. Tangaru is nowadays
situated further away from the river but still close (a couple of hours walking distance).
Although there is no true scientific evidence that the tell was part of the large lake
settlement system already located to the east®, it can be suggested that the then-villages
were part of a small settlement system, reachable by water (sailing?) or on foot
(walking), all existing within one cultural unit during a short chronological period.

30 According to the accepted Bulgarian periodisation.
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The structures from the Ruse tell settlement

The Ruse tell site is one of the many sites whose potential has not been fully
exploited. Much has been done over the years since the first excavations took place®,
mostly on empirical material and its chronology, but quantitative and qualitative
analyses of the features uncovered have not been conducted. Most of the topmost houses
were initially published with their inventories, including all complete and restored
vessels*® which, however, never went beyond a mere description, although a large
number of features were uncovered as a result of this contribution. Unfortunately, the
situation in the lower levels is very different. Not even one actual house, either burnt or
unburnt, was identified during the excavations, despite the few references to their
existence*. In order to re-identify what was not properly documented, a new approach
has been attempted which led to 19 ‘newly’ discovered burnt structures*?. During the
last two excavation seasons, the last four burnt houses were uncovered, one of them
being interpreted as a temple®,

The published data about the latter building is sparse. What is surely known is
its location — in the central zone of the settlement (fig. 2.2), developing further into both
the eastern and western sectors which were separated by the main stratigraphic profile.
As aresult, a full cross-section of the house exists. The part located in the eastern sector,
and an area with a width of 0.20 m from the debris in the western sector, had seemingly
been excavated during the 1988 season but without any published information. Further
field work during the following two years documented only building foundations and
the rest of the debris*. House 2, as it was later numbered, had a rectangular shape, 8-
10 m in length, and judging by the plan, was oriented northeast-southwest*. Some of
the preserved wall fragments were decorated with white and red paint. The floor was
uneven and dug into the ground in the southern part of the house.

The location of the house allows us to observe not only the horizontal plan, but
its stratigraphy as well (fig.2.1). According to the director of the excavations, a thin
layer of ash and charcoal (6 cm) separated the debris into two levels, suggesting a two-
storey building“. This was entirely excavated in 1990, together with the last preserved
part of the site — the central profile.

Besides the wall decoration suggesting the building was a temple are the
fragments from a large clay relief found scattered over a clay bench and three vessels,
all found in the southern sector. Although broken, the clay relief represents the frontal
view of a pregnant woman, whose abdomen and thighs were covered with red and white
meander motifs, restored three times. The face was covered with a thin white layer, the
eyes were encrusted with blueish river shells and the eyebrows, the nose and the mouth
were formed through sculptural techniques. The carving was meant to be placed
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vertically, since its back preserves the imprint of wooden planks*’. The inventory of
House 2 consists of three vessels, a flint hoard found inside one of the pots, and stone
tools. Except for the aforementioned pottery from the profile, the general absence of
ceramics in the entire building®® is striking. Unfortunately, there is not enough
information on the other three houses attributed to the same phase.

The existing information tells of the existence of a large area of burnt debris,
located (on the basis of the scarce data from field diaries from the 1988 campaign) in the
western sector of the tell; this area was labelled for convenience as Structure 174°. Later,
after revision of the data and the ceramic assemblages, it was clarified that it represented
two overlapping burnt houses, the upper one attributed to the second phase of the KGK
VI Culture (re-labelled Structure 15), and the lower to the end of the Middle Chalcolithic
period (re-labelled Structure 20). The recorded measurements of Structure 20 indicate 6
m in length and 5 m in width, oriented northeast-southwest (fig. 2.3). Although the
architectural details and inventory remain unknown, the ceramic assemblage shows
similarities with House 2 and could perhaps be assigned to the same phase.

In order to follow the natural development of the household ceramic
inventories, two more buildings will be presented, dated to the first phase of the KGK
VI Culture. Structure 19 belongs to the upper habitation level, if we trust the profile
plan overlapping the ruins of House 2 (fig. 2.1). Its debris covers a large area in the
western sector, measuring 10 x 10 m, and continues into the profile (fig. 2.3). Despite
its large size, only seven complete vessels were found there.

Another contemporary burnt house existed north of Structure 19 and was
labelled Structure 16. Part of it fell within the old soundings in the western sector of
the tell (fig. 2.3), with the preserved dimensions of c. 8 x 7 m. Seven vessels and two
lids were found in the 0.65 m-thick burnt debris.

Although there is much information missing about the structures from Ruse,
they convey some of the required elements for our analysis, especially concerning the
everyday activities connected to pottery. The preservation of successive features,
evidenced in the profile as well, was very fortunate, allowing for their comparison with
later burnt house inventories (from the second and the third phase of the KGK VI). The
latter, unfortunately, are impossible to compare with those of other contemporary sites,
given the current state of publication.

The architectural specifics

The location upon which prehistoric people chose to erect a building is
considered as an important act with practical and symbolic meaning. Usually, the large
central houses seem to be part of the public life of the settlement and are used either as
storage areas for the pottery vessels and grains of the entire village®, or as temples such
as at Parta and a few Cucuteni sites®’.

47 [Monos 1993, p. 20-21.
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The latter function seems to be the case of the so-called sanctuary at Cascioarele
— Ostrovel. Although there are only three (published) houses from the same occupation
phase, all located along a northwest-southeast line according to the existing soundings,
it was stated that the temple was placed at the centre of the settlement®2. At Ruse there
is a similar situation, as the house with the anthropomorphic relief falls under the central
stratigraphic profile. However, since there are only a few concurrent buildings
excavated and we do not know if the centre of the mound was the centre of the village,
any postulation regarding their location is debatable.

House dimensions most probably also played a role in household organisation
or even differentiation. The Cascioarele — Ostrovel building was c. 16 m long and 10 m
wide>® and those in Tangaru reached 13.50 m in length® . Although not as large, the
Ruse structures also exceeded 8-10 m in the case of the house in the lower level.
Radovanu and Petru Rares provide a different image with a few houses with lengths of
6 m®. There was apparently a normal variety of house sizes, such as in the next
occupation levels, but still some of them seem extremely large. Their internal space is
organised differently, by separation in two rooms connected through a door like in
Ciscioarele — Ostrovel®® or by constructing two floors, which is the case in Ruse®. In
addition, the walls in both houses were likely partially covered with red and white
painted motifs.

However, what is really distinctive in the Boian-Spantov structures is the
presence of finely decorated plastic architectural details. The famous columns from
Ciscioarele — Ostrovel, found in room 1, were hollow inside, with lengths of ¢. 2 m and
diameters of 10 cm and 41-43 cm, respectively. They showed traces of linear and
geometric yellowish-white patterns, and had been restored and repainted with different
motifs at least three times®. Another specific plastic decoration is constituted by the
female clay reliefs, fragments of which were found both in Ruse (House 2) and Tangaru
(House 2)*°. In Ruse they were preserved well enough for a partial reconstruction (fig.
3). In both cases a common feature is the plank imprint on their backs, indicating they
were placed vertically adjacent to a wall. The presence of such plastic elements in the
interior of the buildings is the reason they were interpreted as sanctuaries. An exception
is House 2 in Tangaru, where the large amount of inventory items did not allow it to be
defined as a cultic building.

To see why some buildings were considered sanctuaries, while others — simple
residential houses even though they had similar architectural characteristics, we should
also note the other objects in the buildings and how they correlate with the whole
complex.
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House inventories

As expected, the pottery represents most of the house inventories. Complete
assemblages, together with other small finds, are known from House 2 in Ruse and
House 12 from Cascioarele — Ostrovel. The rest could be presented only with the
complete vessels which give partial but nevertheless informative views on the used
pottery types.

House 12 (Cascioarele — Ostrovel). The inventory items were mostly
fragmented and they consisted of a storage vessel, a fine plate, two big coarse bowls, a
fine lid and two stands. The coarse ware is decorated with the typical excised and white-
encrusted motifs, or with knobs, as well as with fine graphite patterns (covering the
inside of a plate). There were also a grinding stone, a painted clay medallion and one
small copper tool broken in two®.

House 2 (Ruse). The structure yielded a large vessel, a plate and a bowl, all
decorated with the same shallow, horizontal cannelures on their middle or upper part
(fig. 3). Thin, positive graphite motifs, though poorly preserved, covered the inside of
the wide-open plate. Small finds were represented by flint and stone tools only.

Structure 20 (Ruse). The similar set of a fine plate, two fine bowls, and a large
fine vessel like that in House 2 appeared in the contemporary Structure 20 (fig. 4). In
this case, however, the structure yielded also two fine pots, a cup, a stand and a miniature
vessel. The coarse ware is represented by a large vessel and a pot. The horizontal
cannelures again represented the main fine ware motifs, covering more than half of the
vessels, but graphite was also used, in the case of a pot. Barbotine appeared as vertical
lines, e.g. forming a concentric curved pattern.

Structure 19 (Ruse). The ceramic assemblage (fig. 5) is represented by coarse
ware vessels — two wide trays (one with a spout), two large biconical vessels - almost
identical, a similar one with a polished upper part, a bowl and a cup. The only decoration
is the unorganized and vertical barbotine, sometimes with knobs, and oblique plastic ribs.

Structure 16 (Ruse). The complete vessels (fig. 6) form a homogenous group,
including five bowls and a lid from the group of fine ware and a large vessel, a pot and
a coarse lid from the coarse pottery. The bowls are decorated either with cannelures or
with graphite. The coarse ware shapes are decorated with barbotine or shallow incisions.

House 2 (Tangaru) yielded the richest published assemblage of all for this
period®. It included both fine and coarse ware shapes — two storage vessels, large bowls
(both fine and coarse), two fine and one coarse pot, five coarse trays, twelve fine plates,
fifteen fine and one coarse bowl, four fine cups, a sieve-vessel and four stands. In what
decoration is concerned, graphite appears mostly on the inside of plates, sometimes on
bowls and pots. Cannelures are used on the upper part of bowls, plates and pots. Excised
patterns are few, covering the middle part of a large vessel, the collar of the
corresponding lid and huge areas on a storage vessel. The usual barbotine appears only
organized vertically.

The fewest types actually appear in the so-called temple of Ruse, where only
three vessels were found on a clay platform, and in Structure 19 which overlaps it. The

60 Dragoman 2016, p. 102-103.
61 Berciu 1961, fig. 199-223.
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former is the only structure with fine pottery. On the contrary, the assemblage from the
upper structure consists of extremely coarse vessels. All the other structures contain
both fine and coarse wares in different ratios.

Of course, the amount of complete vessels in the structures do not provide
reliable information, due to them only representing a portion of all the un-restored
vessels. Their morphological characteristics, however, can be used as markers of a
preferred house ceramic inventory during a certain period, especially if followed by a
comparison with the succeeding structures. For this purpose, sealed later features were
taken into consideration (Table I): — six from Ruse, eight from Pietrele®?, two from
Sultana®®, and one each from Omurtag®, Smyadovo®, Hotnitsa®, Blejesti®’, Ciscioarele
— Ostrovel®, and Gumelnita®.

The most persistent types in the earliest houses are large, coarse vessels, pots,
fine plates and lids, with storage vessels, trays, cups, closed vessels and stands not as
well-represented. When found in a house, the coarse and fine bowls are the most
numerous. Storage vessels appear in two of the structures — at Cascioarele — Ostrovel
and Tangaru — showing the need for large vessels for storing food for the community.
The same type appears at the Ruse tell as well, but not in house contexts. The most
common large open vessels probably served as cooking pots for the household™ so their
presence is not surprising. The ordinary assemblages also include plates and bowls, but
the rich graphite decoration inside them raises some questions about their actual use.
The low representation of cups and coarse pots is interesting, as these types are
otherwise the most numerous in the late stages. The stands, characteristic for the
previous culture (Boian), also appear in a satisfying number in the features rich in finds.

Concerning their typological categories, there is little variation. The plates are
always of the same type — wide-open, with a strongly everted upper part; the bowls are
of cylindrical-conical or slightly open/closed shapes, decorated with horizontal
cannelures, but rarely with graphite. Fine pots appear in two types — with convex middle
part and relatively long neck, all covered with graphite, cannelures or impressed motifs,
and with a straight middle part with horizontal cannelures. The large variety of shapes,
dimensions, volumes and decoration techniques and motifs, typical for the developed
Gumelnita Culture, do not occur yet in their full potential.

Discussion
Despite being few, these buildings represent the initial step in the formation of
the Gumelnita Culture as a large, uniform and flourishing phenomenon. They emerged
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following a pit-house period™ with extremely fragmented ceramic inventories, so these
are the first well-documented and published structures.

Though the inventories differ from those of the Late Gumelnita stages, they
show a certain standardisation of the household assemblages. The usual combination
includes large vessels, plates, bowls, lids, sometimes stands, of course with a wider
variety in the richer structures. For the later stages, the presence of other types such as
cups, different sized pots, special shapes such as strainers and storage vessels, etc.,
increase. On the other hand, some types such as trays with a wavy rim obviously appear
for a short time at very few sites — such as in Ruse and Tangaru. Closed, small vessels
were typical only for Ruse, as well. Among the structures discussed above, only two
differ by a few yet very fine vessels — House 2 from Ruse and House 4 from Hotnitsa.
Most of the other assemblages consist of different pottery items, thus suggesting various
household activities. Therefore, as far as it can be observed, there was a slow
transformation from a relatively monotonous assemblage with similar shapes and
decoration in several sites to another one, with varied and typologically distinctive
pottery types with painted and plastic motifs.

The significant feature for the period, however, is the presence of large
buildings with rich interior plastic elements. The existence of such edifices at the three
discussed sites allow us to speculate that, at this time, a particular type of public
buildings of communal importance existed in the Lower Danube area, perhaps mainly
at central, contemporary settlements. Their purpose is debatable due to the lack of
information, the scarce number of small finds and the apparently heterogeneous
household inventories, similar to contemporary structures without those peculiarities.
Besides, the specific architectural elements, with no analogies both in the previous and
the later local traditions, suggest that they were not designed to fulfil the role of a
household of smaller size, but to serve the specific needs of a larger group of people —
a community. The large, anthropomorphic reliefs also resemble the masks from the
Varna cemetery, with the dimensions of the latter similar to those of Ruse’. Since their
chronologies almost coincide™, it appears that the anthropomorphism (and not only the
figurines) had a strong, but not as persistent, manifestation in the area. Probably the
river and the easy navigation access to such sites also contributed to the quick exchange
of ideas, beliefs and to their regional manifestation. All these details define the
beginning of the KGK VI and the importance of the Lower Danube and of the Black
Sea coast during the Chalcolithic period.

"l Comsa 1974, p. 143-159.
"2 Tlonos 1993, p. 22-23
3 Higham et alii 2007, p. 646, fig. 3; KrauB et alii 2017, p. 297
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Fig. 1. Location of the main sites mentioned in the text.




Fig. 2. Burnt structures from the Ruse tell:

1. The central stratigraphic profile (1986-1990) (after Popov 1998, fig.
2; the author); 2. The location of House 2 (after [Tlonos 1996, o6p. 8);
3. Location of structures 16, 19 and 20.

Fig. 3. House 2 — inventory (after Yepnakos 2009, p. 65; the author).
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Fig. 4. Structure 20 — inventory.
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Fig. 5. Structure 19 — inventory.

Fig. 6. Structure 16 — inventory.
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