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Editor’s Foreword

The articles presented in vol. 19 Baltic-Pontic Studies (BPS) continue the
discussion on ‘Pontic Early Bronze Age Civilisations’ and their role in the cultur-
al development of prehistoric communities in the Baltic drainage basin or more
broadly speaking, present-day central-eastern Europe at the turn of the 3rd mill.
through to the 2nd mill. BC. Related issues have been examined in depth in previ-
ous BPS volumes, notably 11, 14 and 18 respectively.

The scholarly discussion that constitutes this publication can be divided into
two major research questions:

1) evidence of hypothetical markers of Pontic cultures and their attempts at an
autogenetic interpretation:

Late Eneolithic and Early Bronze Age taxa for Tripolie culture, Phase CII and
Early Bronze Age cultures such as Pit Grave, Catacomb and Babyno in the Baltic
basin. These in turn may be divided geographically: physiographic-cultural, Old
Upland (Piotr Wlodarczak) and Lowland — Silva (Aleksander Kosko)

2) the adaptation of Pontic cultural models in terms of differentiated forms of
‘neighbours’ cohabitation’:

taxonomically differentiated communities from the Baltic and Black Sea bor-
derlands (Jerzy Libera, Jan Machnik, Marzena Szmyt, Halina Taras, Stanislaw
Wilk and Anna Zakoscielna).

The present volume of BPS l9 was made possible due to the generous nan-
cial support given for undertaking scholarly investigation and associated editing,
as well as administration under the aegis of grants from the National Science
Centre (no. 2011/01/M/HS3/02142) and the National Programme for the Devel-
opment of the Humanities (no. (108/NPH3/H12/82/2014).

Professors Viktor I. Klochko and Przemyslaw Makarowicz kindly reviewed
this publication.



Editorial comment

All dates in the B-PS are calibrated [BC; see: Radiocarbon vol. 28, 1986,
and the next volumes]. Deviations from this rule will be point out in notes
[be].
The names of the archaelogical cultures and sites are standarized to the
English literature on the subject (e.g. M. Gimbutas, J .P. Mallory). In the
case of a new term, the author’s original name has been retained.
The spelling of names of localities having the rank of administrative cen-
tres follows of cial, state, English language cartographic publications (e.g.
Ukraine, scale 1 : 2 000 000, Kyiv: Mapa LTD, edition of 1996; Réspublika
BELARUS’, REVIEW-TOPOGRAPHIC MAP, scale 1:1 000 000, Minsk:
BYELORUSSIAN CARTOGRAPHICANGEODETIC ENTERPISE, edition
1993)
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Piotr Wlodarczak

THE TRAITS OF EARLY—BRONZE PONTIC CULTURES
IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF OLD UPLAND CORDED

WARE (MALOPOLSKA GROUPS) AND ZLOTA
CULTURE COMMUNITIES

1. INTRODUCTION

In Malopolska (south-eastern Poland)‘, Final Neolithic nds (Fig. 1) illus-
trate a rich and unique set of funerary rites unknown in any other region of the
south-eastern branch of the Corded Ware culture complex (CWC)? Moreover, the
nds from cemeteries are numerous and meaningful enough to allow their cor-
relation with the rites of Early Bronze communities, settling the steppes and for-
est-steppes north of the Black Sea in the 3rd millennium BC. More such com-
parisons were made prior to the Second World War when archaeologists often
conducted excavations both in Malopolska and on the Podolia forest-steppe with-
out drawing any signi cant distinctions between prehistoric societies settling these
two areas [e.g. Antoniewicz 1925]. Beginning with the middle of the 20th century,
publications on the Malopolska Final Neolithic chie y focused on the dynamics
of internal processes, leaving relations with distant regions aside [Machnik 1966;
1979b; Kempisty 1978; Wlodarczak 2006]. Over a decade ago, this perspective
was changed by Jan Machnik’s studies that stressed the presence of grave assem-
blages with pottery displaying traits characteristic of the Middle Dnieper culture
in Malopolska [Machnik 1999; Machnik ez‘ al. 2009]. The monographs drew at-
tention to the possibility of long-distance migrations of groups of humans from

I The terms ‘south-eastern Poland’ and ‘Malopolska’ are used interchangeably. The area is also held to in-
clude east-central Poland, in particular the Lublin Upland. The consideration of these regions as a single unit, in
conformity with many traditional historical divisions, is justi ed with respect to Late Neolithic nds.

2 Abbreviations used in this paper: GAC — Globular Amphora culture, CWC — Corded Ware culture, FBC —
Funnel Beaker culture, YC — Yamnaya culture, CC — Catacomb culture, ZC — Zlota culture.
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Fig. 1 Grave nds and Final Neolithic settlements in Malopolska: a — Zlota culture cemeteries
and single graves, b — Corded Ware culture barrows, c — Corded Ware culture cemeteries and single
graves, d — Corded Ware culture settlement sites

the middle Dnieper drainage basin to the uplands of south-eastern Poland. Further
studies aimed at determining the relationships holding between central European
and northern Pontic communities are currently justi ed by a general accretion of
knowledge on the prehistory of these regions (see part 2), including the discovery
of new, intriguing sources (see part 3).

In the last several decades, the studies of the Final Neolithic as a rule have not
covered all of south-eastern Poland. Separate studies were devoted to loess up-
lands west of the Vistula River [Kempisty 1978; Wlodarczak 2006]. In the late 20th
century, the view prevailed that cultural development there clearly differed from
the situation recorded in Sub-Carpathia and on the Lublin Upland. The differences
supposedly re ected discrepancies in settlement and economic systems adopted by
the communities settling these regions [Machnik 1994; 1997a]. This thesis under-
scored the respective separateness of the phenomena of niche and barrow graves,
with the former representing the younger period of CWC development only on the
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Vistula’s left bank [Kempisty 1978; Machnik 1998]. The model of funerary behav-
iour shared by the Krakow-Sandomierz group was considered local at that time and
clearly different from patterns recorded in eastern Malopolska. In the discussion
below, all CWC materials from south-eastern Poland were considered together — as
a group of nds standing out from adjacent regions and comparable to the model
shared by the YC and CC.3 The main reason behind this approach was the signi -
cance of new discoveries made in the Carpathian foothills [Machnik 2011] and on
the Lublin Upland, but especially on the Sokal Ridge (Grzgda Sokalska) [Machnik
et al. 2009] and the Naleczow Plateau. These allow a more comprehensive and
slightly modi ed view of the Final Neolithic societies in Malopolska. Currently, it
can be held that individual local nd clusters from this area make up a group whose
cultural character differs from the picture recorded for adjacent areas. Interestingly
enough, the dissemination limits of the Malopolska CWC variety are more clearly
marked in the north, south and west, while they are harder to delineate in the east.
The reason behind this is the very distribution itself of the known sites of this cul-
ture: clusters in the eastern fringes of Malopolska continue further east, into west-
ern Ukraine. This can be seen in the similar character of the Final Neolithic barrow
funeral rite there [Sulimirski 1968; Machnik 1979a; 1979b; Wlodarczak 2014].

Zlota-type grave nds — so far known only from the Sandomierz Upland and the
east of the Nida Basin (Niecka Nidziariska) [Krzak 1976; Machnik 1979b; recently:
Witkowska 2013] — are considered here a manifestation of the transformation of
the Late Neolithic system (GAC) into the Final Neolithic one (CWC) in agreement
with the pattern outlined earlier [Wlodarczak 2008a]. The rite components nding
analogies in the phenomenon of Final Neolithic CWC communities include above
all: (a) new grave-good rules, (b) typological traits of some grave goods, corre-
sponding to examples known from the CWC circle, and (c) arrangement of some
bodies, emphasizing the individual character of a burial in a peculiar way.

Materials from cemeteries are primary sources for the study of Final Neolith-
ic communities in Malopolska. Any information on settlements continues to be
scarce, although some more has become recently available, owing to large rescue
excavations preceding the construction ofmotorways. What emerges is the connec-
tion between CWC settlement and large river valleys such as the Vistula, Raba and
Dunajec [summaryz Wiodarczak 2013b]. However, no traces of settlements have
been found on the uplands (apart from a few int-working workshops), from where
most grave nds originate.

Comparisons drawn here refer to YC and CC rite traits. Comparative materi-
als come from western groups located in the North Pontic Area. They represent
south-western and south-eastern varieties of the YC distinguished by N.Ya. Mer-
pert [1968; quoted after Rassamakin 2013]. In addition, comparative materials

3 The discussed group of materials includes also nds collected from sites in the border zone, located already
in western Ukraine, northwest of the upper Dniester (e.g. barrows from Balice, Mirzyniec and Nowosiolki).
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Fig. 2 Location of Malopolska Corded Ware culture sites in the context of Yamnaya culture and
Catacumb culture nds: a — Malopolska Corded Ware culture, b — clusters of west-Pontic Catacumb
culture graves, c — major communication routes between Yamnaya culture-Catacumb culture and Ma-
lopolska Corded Ware culture communities

come also from the western portion of the CC complex range [Toschev 1991].
Among them, a prominent position is occupied by relatively rich YC nds, coming
from the area between the Dniester and Danube rivers, sometimes referred to as
the ‘Budzhak culture’ [Ivanova 2013]. The area is worthy of note because of its
tradition of contacts with lands lying further west (Carpathian and north Balkan
zones) and north of it (area occupied by GAC settlement). These extraneous ties
and connections to the patterns of the late phase of the Tripolie culture (mainly to
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the Usatovo group) have produced a peculiar model of cultural behaviour, different
from that observable in YC groups lying further east.

The major emerging question therefore is the permanence and signi cance of
communication with CWC communities, settling the Podolia Upland and lands ly-
ing further west (including Malopolska discussed here). In turn, the north-western,
‘forest-steppe’ YC variety appears to be an inspiring object of comparison because
of its relation to Middle Dnieper culture communities neighbouring on it in the
north. In recent years, the traits of the last-mentioned culture have been revealed in
Final Neolithic assemblages in Malopolska [Machnik 1999; Machnik et al. 2009].
The emerging, ever stronger, ties between the communities of the CWC circle (in-
clusive of the Middle Dnieper culture), settling the eastern and western portions
of the Volhynia Upland as well as Malopolska Sub-Carpathia, help take a different
view of the ties with the cultural groups known from the steppes and forest-steppes
north of the Black Sea. The question of these ties must be viewed in a broad per-
spective; from the middle Dnieper area as far as Podolia on the Dniester. Further-
more, it is important to observe that the ties extended along two major directions
(in other words: two communication routes = Kosko, Klocko 2011: 14-16): (a)
latitudinal — from the middle Dnieper area across Volhynia to Malopolska and (b)
southeast — northwest, following the convenient arteries of the Boh, Dniester, Prut
and Seret rivers (Fig. 2). A separate question, which is not discussed here, con-
cerns the longitudinal ties related to the presence of YC communities on the upper
Tisza [Wlodarczak 2010] and Prut rivers [see comments on the relations between
the Podolia CWC and nds from northern Moldavia: Burtanescu 2002a: 205-212].

2. COMPARISON OF FUNERARY RITES

In Malopolska, the Final Neolithic (ca. 2800-2300 BC) is associated with the
domination of the ‘Beaker culture’ model (CWC and Bell Beaker culture). A clear
change in belief systems taking place at that time can be seen above all in a new
funerary rite. The question of its connection with the spreading of the ideology of
steppe communities has been discussed in European archaeology for many years
[e.g. Hausler 1981; 1992]. The resultant comparisons point to both similarities
and differences, while conclusions derived from them are a recurrent subject of
debates. In the on-going discussion, Malopolska merits attention because of its
relative proximity to lands settled by steppe circle communities. Materials origi-
nating from there are included in the south-eastern part of the complex of cultures
with corded ware, forming a relatively well-explored group of nds among them.
Moreover, the peculiarities of funerary rites recorded there differ from patterns
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found in other CWC regions, while some elements (e.g. catacomb grave structure)
nd close analogies in YC and CC materials. Hence, a comparison with the North
Pontic cultural circle may prove to be an inspiring endeavour. From this perspec-
tive, the following seem important: (a) nature of the barrow, (b) grave structure
traits, (c) burial arrangement, (d) quality of grave goods, and (e) selected artefacts
discovered in CWC features (with special prominence given to new discoveries).

Idea of the barrow
In the Late and Final Neolithic in Malopolska, barrows were part of the CWC

funerary ritual. So far, no connection has been found, linking them to GAC and ZC
rites. Barrows are not known from the period immediately preceding the rise of the
CWC model, either, i.e. a period dominated by the Baden cultural model (ca. 3300-
-2800 BC). However, a few circular mounds are documented for the Middle Ne-
olithic and, being a component of the FBC ritual, are dated to ca. 3650-3350 BC
[Tunia, Wlodarczak 2011: 209, 210]. Tracing the concept of the CWC barrow to
that tradition which is older by several hundred years can by no means be corrob-
orated at present. The Final Neolithic ritual in south-eastern Poland is, therefore,
a new phenomenon whose allochthonous origin is very likely as is its association
with the North Pontic ritual. In a similar time horizon (perhaps a little older than
the rise of the CWC complex), in central Europe north of the Carpathians, the con-
cept of the barrow was to a limited degree adopted only in the ritual of the Polish
GAC group [Wislanski 1966: 56; Szmyt 2011]. It cannot be ruled out that this was
also an effect of new ‘eastern European’ traditions spreading into central European
cultural complexes. Around 2800-2700 BC, the dissemination of the barrow ritual
marks a clear dividing line in the whole region, while the customs of Malopolska
communities illustrate a marked change in funerary rites.

The cycles of barrow cemetery use in Malopolska and the North Pontic Area
follow a similar rhythm. In the latter area, an increased activity of building tombs
with circular mounds is dated to the rst half of the 3rd millennium BC (to be more
speci c: 2900-2600 BC) and associated with the older phase of the YC and the old-
er development stage of Malopolska CWC. The mounds built at that time formed
clusters — ceremonial centres. In successive centuries, the number of new barrows
dropped dramatically and burials were instead dug into mounds built earlier. More-
over, at cemeteries are also recorded in Malopolska. The trend to reuse tombs
built earlier was strong enough to make the name ‘barrow communities’ adequate
for population groups settling Malopolska until the end of the Final Neolithic, that
is to about 2400/2300 BC [Wlodarczak 2013b]. As in the North Pontic Area, in
south-eastern Poland, burials were sunk also into tombs dating back to the older
periods of prehistory (FBC megalithic features). However, any attempts to remodel
such older structures by adding earth and building circular mounds have as yet
not been documented well. That such attempts could have been made is attested
by investigation results in Malice Koscielne and Zagaje Stradowskie [Wlodarczak
2008c:158]. These are, however, rare instances — unlike in the North Pontic Area
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where the incavation of YC graves was often accompanied by the enlarging of
older Eneolithic barrows.

As a rule, a 3rd millennium BC barrow was built over a single grave pit hold-
ing a single burial. Exceptions to this rule (mounds over a pair of graves) are rare
(none has been recorded so far in Malopolska). In the case of the CWC, a barrow is
usually a one-off structure if one ignores the fact - hard to prove — that the mound
over the central grave could have been raised in stages. Sometimes this can be seen
in hearths found on various barrow levels. With the YC, it was a frequent practice
to expand a tomb when secondary burials were dug in. Hence, special attention is
merited by few multi-stage Malopolska barrows. Examples include some barrows
from the Sokal Ridge [Fig. 3; Machnik er al. 2009: 74, Fig. 53:1; 140, Fig. 110:1]
and barrow 2, Miernow, western Malopolska [Kempisty 1978: 10]. In these cases,
barrows were expanded when successive burials were incavated.

CWC barrows had become a distinct and signi cant landscape element in Ma-
lopolska and were used for burial purposes by various communities for centuries.
In no case, however, did they start any larger cemeteries.‘ The number of Final
Neolithic and Early Bronze graves sunk into barrows is smaller than in the North
Pontic Area. Also east of Malopolska, in western Ukrainian CWC barrows, only
single secondary burials are recorded. The custom of digging successive burials
into existing mounds is closely associated in the case of the YC with the North
Pontic Area though (in particular its steppe part), while in the Danube groups of
this culture, the number of secondary burials is considerably lower. On the Tisza
River, as a rule no such features are recorded [Ecsedy 1979]. Interestingly enough,
in the contact zone with the CWC complex, namely in Podolia and on the middle
Prut River, the number of secondary burials is much lower than on the Budzhak
steppe [Dergachev 1982; Wlodarczak 2014]. It can be assumed, therefore, that the
idea of using barrow cemeteries by CWC communities and by the adjacent groups
of YC populations was similar. Its detailed rules (above all connections between
individuals buried in particular barrows) have not been traced yet. What seems es-
tablished is the fact that barrows were not regularly used as multi-generation burial
places in which all family members were buried. Selection is observable in the case
of both graves under barrows (in Malopolska, exclusively male burials have been
unearthed so far) and secondary graves.

In the regions compared here, there were rules for digging secondary buri-
als into mounds and their rims. Secondary burials form arches or rings surround-
ing the central grave. In Malopolska, as a rule they were placed in the eastern
or south-eastern parts of the mound (Fig. 4). This rule is less clear in the North
Pontic Area where a considerable number of YC graves are found also in other

4 The only larger cemetery — in Zerniki Gorne - in the opinion of the author of excavations — was a flat
feature located underneath a Trzciniec culture barrow [Kempisty 1978]. A de nitive assessment of its nature is
prevented by modern damage to the central part of the mound and dense clusters of features from various periods
of prehistory.
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portions of the mound. What draws attention, however, is a similarity in placing
CWC catacomb graves and CC features within mounds. In the case of the latter,
the similarity holds in most of its regional groups, including the north-westernmost
cluster in northern Moldavia [Kaiser 2003: 36, 37, Fig. 5, 6].

The details of barrow design differ between Malopolska and the North Pontic
Area. First, in south-eastern Poland, no large barrows have been identi ed so far,
i.e. ones with a diameter of more than 30 m. All barrows known from the region are
small and very small when compared to YC features. Second, the traces of borrow
pits show that the features were of different construction. In Malopolska, regular
extensive ring-shaped depressions encircling the barrow (typical of YC cemeter-
ies) are very rare (Fig. 3:2; 5:1). They were encountered only when investigating
some barrows from the Sokal Ridge [Nedez6w, site 20, barrow 1; Wierszczyca,
site 30, barrow 1; Machnik er al. 2009, Fig. 951A; 151, Fig. 119:1]. By contrast,
CWC borrow pits were crescent-shaped (Fig. 3:1), irregular (Fig. 5:2, 3) or no
traces of them have been recorded in the immediate vicinity of the barrow. Fur-
thermore, Malopolska sites lack another element characteristic of most YC bar-
rows: embankments encircling central graves, consisting of the earth excavated
while digging these features. The only instance of such an embankment comes
from the site in Nyzhni Hayi, near Drohobych, Ukraine [Machnik et al. 2011: 39,
Fig. 5].

A frequent element of the Malopolska barrow design, a narrow circular ditch,
usually ran along the mound rim (Fig. 3: 1-3; 5: 2, 3). The idea of hemming in the
barrow perimeter in this way can also be seen on YC sites, although less often than
around central-European barrows [Ivanova 2001: 26, 30]. Besides ditches, there
were also stone structures used for this purpose on YC sites (cromlechs) — a legacy
of the preceding Eneolithic period — which are absent from Malopolska CWC sites.
In the case of the YC, the purpose of enclosing the barrow space could have been
served by the ring-shaped ditches mentioned earlier.

In terms of design therefore, barrows from south-eastern Poland resemble
much more closely the contemporary structures found in the adjacent regions of
central Europe (Polish Lowland or Moravia) than North Pontic Area mounds. If
their ‘eastern’ origins were assumed, it would have to be accepted that Malopolska
became home to a model selected from a much broader cultural assortment. The
overall design of barrow structures in the two areas under comparison is, however,
the same. Considering the contrast with earlier, Late Neolithic funerary rites, it
is possible to better appreciate the role of YC models in the emergence of a new
central European ritual.

Idea of the grave
Any discussion of the nature of the grave shared by the North Pontic Area

communities in the 3rd millennium BC (YC and CC) necessarily concentrates on
its permanent element: the burial is not placed in a lled pit to be subsequently
buried but in an empty chamber where the walls, oor and ceiling are variously
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ski, Jarosz 2006]: 1 — grave 1 (central, pit), 2 — grave 2 (secondary, catacomb)


























































































































































