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Editor’s Foreword

Globular Amphora culture settlements make one of the most important systems
of circulation of cultural patterns in the border zone between the drainage areas of
the Baltic and Black Seas. One aspect of this problem, namely the ,eastern exodus”
mentioned in the title, has seemingly rich historiography. Under closer scrutiny,
however, it reveals many intuitive opinions based on weak and insufficiently explored
sources. This belief lay behind the present issue of the ,,Baltic-Pontic Studies”. The
papers presented in this issue open new areas of discussion of the problems in
question. For the first time, the discussion is set against an incontrovertible scale of
absolute chronology. This issue anticipates a broader synthesising presentation to
be published in the not too distant future.



Editorial comment

1. All dates in the B-PS§ are calibrated [see: Radiocarbon vol.28, 1986, and the
next volumes]. Deviations from this rule will be point out in notes.

2. The names of the archaeological cultures (especially from the territory of
the Ukraine) are standarized according to the English literature on the subject [e.g.
Mallory 1989]. In the case of a new term, the author’s original name has been
retained.

3. The place names located in the Ukraine have been transliterat from the
versions suggested by the author (i.e. from the Belorussian, Ukrainian, Polish or
Russian originals).
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Irina L. Serdyukowa

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ORIGIN OF THE BRONZE
AGE IN THE MIDDLE DNIEPER REGION

The subject of the present work was determined in connection with the lack of
investigation of the given problem on even a level of the statement of a question.

Since the appearance of I. Sveshnikov’s monograph [Sveshnikov 1983], it has
been recognised as containing the fullest description of the Globular Amphora
culture (GAC) objects to that time in the territory of modern Ukraine. Both a
qualitative and quantitative increase occurred, which served as a base for an attempt
to retrace the participation of GAC in the cultural genetic process that occurred in
the Middle Dnieper region in the Middle Bronze Age (following the terminology
employed by Ukrainian archaeologists). The presence of only indirect evidence of
this phenomenon, expressed in the presence of definite traditions in the ceramic
complex of late Catacomb culture (CC) and Middle Dnieper culture (MDC) objects
of the region under review, they may be connected only with a characteristic sign,
inherited in the ceramic of GAC, which in peculiar complicates the consideration
of the problem of the contribution of GAC into the stated processes. The finds of
new objects with ceramic of GAC in the territory of the Middle Dnieper region we
may consider positive initial data for considering such a problem.

Unfortunately, the lack of reliable dating of the newly found objects, which
contain the elements of GAC, prevents us from answering the question as to the
time of their origin. And the assumption about the presence of earlier burials and
settlements which could be synchronous to known burials and settlements of Vol-
hynia and Podolia and those which may be considered as forebears of the MDC
and Catacomb objects among them, must be left on the level of purely logical
consideration for the present.

Such a situation is a reflection of the problem of cultural investigations of the
Bronze Age in the Middle Dnieper region. In spite of a considerable number of
found objects, the base of sources has not hitherto been systematised. Narrow re-
gional investigations are absent from the literature. The consequence of this is the
presence of ,blank spaces” on the archaeological map. In particular, the objects in
the territory of the modern Zhitomir district, in general, are known for excavations
in the second half of the nineteenth and the first half of the twentieth century, while
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its situation is of undoubted interest. The impulses of Western influences — which
can be observed for a period of almost every primitive epoch — which reached
Middle Dnieper region, must one way or another be reflected on archaeological
objects of just that region.

But a principal complication in interpretation of the problem stated in title
of the present article, is a lack of division into periods of the GAC objects in the
Ukrainian territory. The conceptions ,early, middle, and late stages of GAC”, ,,the
phases of development of GAC”, and the ,late level of GAC” are clearly enough
defined in the investigations of Western archaeologists [e.g., WiSlafiski 1966; Cze-
breszuk 1990:149-168, etc.]. In the Ukrainian historiography the works establishing
the periods of GAC are absent (with the exceptions of private observations); hence,
it appears that regarding the criteria for chronological signs’ dismemberment, these
signs characterise the eastern group of GAC. This is connected with the fact that
settlements’ materials were published only selectively, due to the lack of extensive
investigation. This fact hampers one in carrying out a thorough qualitative analysis
of ceramic complexes.

Thus, the present work doe not aspire to the status of a generalised, syste-
matising investigation, and it must be considered only as a substantiation of the
statement of a question as to the contribution of traditional interment in GAC to
the material culture of Bronze Age tribes in the Middle Dnieper region. More-
over, these traditions are found first of all in ceramic. Proceeding from the stated
purpose, the tasks of the present article are seen as the publication of the objects,
which were not a part of the traits of the GAC ceramic complex, which are fixed
in ceramics of the Middle Bronze Age cultures in the territory under review. Ac-
cording to the thesis, the late signs of culture are, on the one hand, the elements
which we can clearly retrace in the material set of later cultures, while on the other
hand, they are not characteristic of its reliable early objects, an attempt was made
to plan a final period of the elements GAC existence in the Middle Dnieper region.
In this instance, one cannot speak of a late stage of culture, although it would be
convenient for establishing a generally accepted scheme of development in view of
the lack of the complex of cultural signs in the objects in which we are interested.

First of all, we will elaborate on the existing remarks, which are contained in
the literature, dealing with, first — the problem of GAC surviving until the Bronze
Age, second — this culture’s participation in the genetic process in those territories,
where its objects are represented either sporadically or quite absent. The question
of GAC components’ participation in the making of material culture of tribes in the
Middle Dnieper region is considered in just these aspects.
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1. EASTERN SETTLEMENTS OF GAC

The GAC objects, known on Ukrainian territory, are attributed to eastern cul-
tural group [Sveshnikov 1983]. The fullest description of eastern objects group are
in LK. Sveshnikov’s monograph. The following were taken into consideration: 116
cultural locations, including 7 settlements, 59 points, where burials are found (they
formed burial grounds in separate places), accidental finds of things and insufficien-
tly documented tombs.

The investigator has chosen two local variants of the eastern group of GAC —
Volhynia and Podolia, which differ in peculiarities of funeral constructions, funeral
ceremony, and accompanying stock, and ceramic in general.

The territory of the extension of the eastern GAC group constituted the western
regions of Belorussian Polesie, Volhynia, forest and steppe on the right bank of
the Dnieper, Podolia, northern Moldavia and eastern Rumania. A boundary line
between these areas may be drawn along the watershed of the Western Bug and
the Pripiat tributaries on the one hand and the Dniester and the South Bug on the
other hand.

GAC’s appearance in the territory of Ukraine is interpreted as a result of the
eastward settlement of Eneolithic peoples.

The chronological framework of eastern group was defined on the grounds of
a small amount of data of a joint finding of GAC ceramic with other cultures’ mate-
rials. In Volhynia it is synchronous to the Funnel Beaker culture and late Tripolye.
As to objects of Podolia, reliable chronological correlations are absent. Data about
a joint finding of GAC and Subcarpathian Corded Ware Culture materials in early
barrows of Subcarpathian culture [Sulimirski 1968: Figs.19, 21, 141, 142] may not
be considered as evidence of their synchronicity.

In the upper stratum of the settlement of the Pit- and Comb culture near
Grishevka in the Chernigov district, the vessels’ fragments of GAC were found. On
these grounds we can synchronise the objects of the eastern group of culture with
a late display of Pit- and Comb culture on the Desna [Berezanskaya 1975:148-167].
However, the ceramic fragment which was found, cannot belong to the so-called
,»lid”, which is known in the ceramic complex of GAC. This is, in fact, a fragment of
a vessel of a later period. We can assign it to late CC ceramic. This form is widely
produced in the settlements of state territory.

The Middle Dnieper region is not in the zone of the expansion of GAC objects.
The finds, except for the above-mentioned fragment, which was found in Grishevka,
are limited to a tomb in Losyatin in the Vasilkov district of the Kiev region, ceramic
fragments, which were found in the Kiev region in the settlement of Tripolye culture
and bone goods, probably, from a burial, which was destroyed through the presence
of the Kanev HEPS foundation pit.

Thus, the objects of the eastern GAC group were produced in general in bu-
rials in Volhynia and Podolia in Ukraine, but they are not found to the east, in
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the Dnieper region. The objects are dated within the limits of late Eneolithic, the
materials of a small number of settlements corroborate that.

On the other hand, we have data which permit us to suppose that the eastern
GAC group survived until a later period, namely the Bronze Age. Direct illustra-
tions are lacking in Ukraine. The burials are known in Moldavia, where they are
conducted according to a ceremony of the Yamnaya culture, but GAC pottery is in
funeral stock [Yarovoy 1984:35; Manzura, Klochko, Savva 1992]. Indirect evidence
may be considered to indicate that the tradition of burying the deceased in stone
boxes was retained. This tradition is known to Corded Ware culture (CWC) tribes
in Volhynia and Podolia. The genetic connection of separate vessels’ forms of CWC
in the stated territory with GAC ceramic is also indirect evidence. In Sveshnikov’s
opinion, the tribes of the eastern group of CWC assimilated into the GAC popu-
lation, but their cultural traditions and customs remained up to the Middle Bronze
Age [Sveshnikov 1957:42].

Opinions exist on GAC participation in the process of adding to Fatyanovo
culture [Tallgren 1926; Ayripaa 1933:96], but this problem has not yet been worked
out.

N. Nikolayeva and V. Safronov appear as the greatest proponents of GAC’s
contribution to a considerable extent to the cultural genesis of the northern region
of the Black Sea and also the north-west Caucasus. They hold that the appearance
of objects such as Novosvobodnaya of the Kemi-Oba culture, partly of the Kuban-
-Terskaya culture, which was distinguished by Nikolayeva and Safronov, is a result
of GAC tribes’ expansion in a south-easterly direction, under the western influence
of GAC.

In spite of this idea’s cause for amusement, however, the argument of the au-
thors does not stand up to criticism. The authors demonstrate not more than tactles-
sness of analogies, operating with the names ,,Saksonian-Turingian” and ,,Kuyavian
amphora” in conformity with an absolutely independent ceramic group [Nikolayeva,
Safronov 1974:31-42; Nikolayeva 1981:77-100].

And that is all, in fact, as to attempts to determine the GAC contribution to
cultural genesis in the territory of Ukraine. This problem is not well-enough defined
for the Volhynia and Podolia districts. But as is generally known, the Middle Dnieper
region was not at all considered in this light.

Now let us begin the examination of this question from the point of view of
the description of the new materials found on the eastern end of GAC and on the
Dnieper.

The materials can be divided into various groups. The first is the variant that
the settlements were found on the east end of Volhynian. Their availability proves
that GAC tribes cultivated the Volhynia lands. According to the small saturation
of cultural stratum the tribes lived briefly in one place that was connected with
seasonal cattle-breeding.

The descriptions of the ceramics are the main point because they represent a
culturally defined trait and phase in the construction of periodization and appor-
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tionment of local groups. The second group is to mark out as the result of cabinet
work, and consists of a number of potsherds which were found in the Middle Dnie-
per region. The distinguishing feature of are that the ceramic contains traits of GAC
and native cultures. The first group of the sites is situated in Eastern Volhynia, and
in the territory of the present Khmielnitsk and Zhitomir regions. The small num-
ber of these settlements do not reflect the real situation of settlement on the right
side of the Dnieper by the tribes of GAC. The main reason that the settlements of
GAC are poorly explored was the poor investigation of these regions. The poor and
small cultural stratum made the settlements subject to easy destruction by people
and nature. The sand dune were these sites are situated had been settled by late
cultures, which also contributed to their destruction.

Thus, the information about the settlement is incomplete.

Khmelnitsk region. In 1970 the site near Slavuta was found by V. Pyaseckiy.
It was situated on the right bank of the river Utka. Some potsherds of GAC (Fig.
1:1,3) and flint bits and part of a flint axe were found there [Berezanskaya, Pyaseckiy
1979:75-82].

Zhitomir region. In 1973-1974 the traces of four settlements were found by V.
Pyasetskiy.

Khichiv (Volodarsk-Voliynski district). The settlement was found one kilometre
to the west of the village on the lower part of a sand cape, that extended forward
to the bank of the right tributary of the river Irsha. The square where the cultural
stratum was discovered was approximately 100 m x 50 m. A pit (1 x 1 m) was made
where the largest number of artefacts were concentrated. The cultural stratum was
in grey sand with a small amount of ashes. at a depth of 0.3-0.4 m and in with
what appears to be slim tears dark-grey linse. Artefacts were presents of ceramic,
flint bits, and some small animal bones (Fig. 1:2, 4-10). 200 m up the river from
the named point some pieces of ceramic, similar to that described above, were
discovered in pits.

Neverovka (Volodarsk-Volinski district). Two kilometres to the east of the village
in the marsh’s lowest part some dunes are situated. A small number of ceramic
pieces (Fig. 2:1,3) and flint wares in particular, and the storage of a four-angle axe
were found on one of them, namely on the highest.

Vorovskoye (Volodarsk-Volinski district). The traces of the settlement were fo-
und 0.7 kilometres to the south of the central seat, on the south of a small elevated
slope of marshy lower land, today covered with drain channels. Some pieces of ce-
ramic, a large number of characteristic grey flint bits, a part of a grey flint axe and
an arrowhead were gathered (Fig. 2:2,4)

Gorbulov-2. The settlement is situated one kilometre to the east of the village
on a low sand dune. The cultural stratum is poor. Bits, plates from characteristic
grey flint, and some pieces of ceramic were found (Fig. 2:5, 6).

Gorbulov-4. The settlement is situated one-and-a-half kilometres to the east
wavelooking height is stretch. The village road crosses at this height. The square of
the height is 300 m x 100 m. During the brief excavation two pits, 1.5 m in diameter
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Fig. 1. Pottery from the eastern part of GAC territory. 1,3 - Slavuta, 2,4-10 - Khichiv
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Fig. 2. Pottery from the eastern part of GAC territory. 1,3 - Neverovka, 2,4 - Vorovskoye, 5-10 -
Gorbulov
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were uncovered. They were filled with sand, ashes, and charcoal. The pieces of GAC
vessels, flint axes, bits, and plates, were found in the pits. The half of a wheel, tooth-
-like in appearance, and made of clay (ceramic stamp) was found. The settlement
was investigated many times, so the ceramic, except the pits, were discovered in
weak cultural stratum, not more than 10 cm in strength.

The ceramic collection of the Gorbulov settlement although not large, but
make presentation about shape of vessels from one side and show the identifical
with materials of settlements, that were described before (Fig. 2:7,10;3).

All points settlements are situated in the same topographical conditions, in an
environment of meadows, marshes, peateries, near water and pasture. The small
number of cultural remnants and weak cultural strata prove that they were short-
-lived.

In terms of identification and chronology, the ceramics of the settlements di-
splay no discernible differences. Vessels are slim-walled, the thickness of walls usu-
ally being 0.3-0.4 cm. The admixture was quartzite and ilmenit, minerals that were
widely spread in this region, and that proved the ceramics were produced here.
Bare is unequal. The colour of the surface is from light-grey to black, although
there were present some pieces with a red surface.

All ceramic is clearly divided into two groups. One of them is well-represented
in the materials of graves and distinquished by its rich decorations. Most of the
pieces belong to the amphoraes and amphoraes-looking vessels with a high narrow
neck, convex body and flat bottom. The neck is usually sharpened. Many pieces
have handles with oval across orifices. As we can imagine, the neck and upper-part
of the vessel were covered with ornaments.

This ceramic group is decorated with imprints of a firmly straight-angle stamp
(wooden or bone). It has a strict size: width — 1.5 mm, length 1-2 cm. With this
stamp some (two-four) rows on the neck were decorated, parallel to the of neck.
Often rows are interchanged with zigzag-looking lines or circles, done with a round-
-ended stick.

The rarist finds are those pieces that are decorated with , fish-scales”, most part
of them having been found near the town Slavuta in the Khmielnitsk region.

The second ceramic group, initially called kitchen, is decorated monotonously,
with little pits under the halo and in the middle of the body. The pits have different
shapes, and were impressed with fingers or sticks. The surface of these ceramics is
rough, without any polishing [Berezanskaya, Pyaseckiy 1979:78].

It is necessary to dwell on the particular ceramic group decorated by a cord.
There are pieces of necks decorated by horizontal rows of slim cord imprint. The
walls of these pieces are a little thicker than others, the neck is decorated originally
(Figs. 1:6; 2:4, 6; 3:3). The structure of the dough and the treatment of the surface
are identifical to that of other items, but some morphological signs distinguish it.

This ceramic is representative of the contact area between the sites of the
Podolia and Dnieper, that would be described later. S. Berezanskaya considered
that this ceramic could not be included in the GAC ceramic complex.
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Fig. 3. Pottery from the eastern part of GAC territory. 1-10 - Gorbulov
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The settlements could not be dated by the artefacts but they were synchronous
with the cemeteries known in the Zhitomir region. Thus, this group of sites did not
exist in time with the Volhynian and Podolian variants of the eastern group of GAC,
which belongs to the late Neolithic period.

The settlement described above did not provide new information about the
eastern group of GAC in the context of basic knowledge of this problem. It is
interesting that the eastern part of the eastern group of GAC was well settled. This
region took an active part in the economic life of GAC.

The next sites group is unique. This uniqueness is explained by two things. First,
this group is situated in the main area of GAC — the northern part of the Zhitomir
region, the Chernigov region, and the Kanev district of the Cherkasy region. Second,
the features of pottery are distinguished and do not resemble classic GAC ceramic.

These sites were found in the territory of the Middle Dnieper region which was
settled by the Yamnaya culture in the Early and Middle Bronze Age. The settlements
of these tribes are unexplored, but sites with Yamnaya culture ceramic are well-
-known. Such a situation makes it impossible to describe the contacts of these tribes
and the GAC population and to synchronised them in time. The pottery of these two
cultures was never found together. The sites of this group are not well-presented
in terms of information. They are mixed and usually have materials of different
ages. Pottery that illustrates the independence of the named sites was chosen for
its similarity with the classic eastern group GAC ceramics. But the question of its
belonging to the GAC is open, so we may therefore label it ,ceramic with GAC
elements”. The eleven sites with this ceramic were explored.

Zhitomir region, Narodichi district.

Khristinovka. Potsherds of four vessels which belong to the GAC ceramic.

1. A fragment of amphorae with lug. The thickness of the wall is 0.6 cm. It is
pasty with a chamotte admixture. It was decorated with a classic right-angled stamp,
but with some changes (Fig. 4:1).

2. Potsherd of a neck. The thickness of the wall is 0.5 cm. It is pasty with a
chamotte admixture. It was decorated with right-angled stamp and prints of a round
stick (Fig. 4:2).

3. A potsherd of a bowl.The thickness of the wall is 0.3 cm. It is pasty with a
chamotte admixture. It is decorated with three rows of stamp that form a , fir-tree”
(Fig. 4:3).

4. A potsherd of the bottom part. The thickness of the wall is 0.4 cm. It is pasty
with a chamotte admixture. It is decorated with two rows of right-angled stamps
(Fig. 4:4).

Zvizdale. Two fragments of GAC ceramic.

1. A potsherd with bend. The thickness of the wall is 0.4 cm. It is decorated
with two prints of a cord and a row of stamps (Fig. 5:1).
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Fig. 4. Pottery with GAC elements. 1-4 - Khristinovka
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2. A potsherd of a neck. The thickness of the wall is 0.4 cm. It is decorated
with a right-angled stamp and a row of corded-crosses (Fig. 5:2).

Grezlya. Three fragments of GAC ceramic.

1. A potsherd of shoulder with lug. The thickness of the wall is 0.7 cm. It is
pasty with a chamotte admixture (Fig. 5:3).

2. A potsherd of a neck. The thickness of the wall is 0.4 cm. It is pasty with a
chamotte admixture. It is decorated with three rows of comb-stamps (Fig. 5:4).

3. A potsherd of the lid (?). It is pasty with a quartzite admixture. It is decorated
with a right-angled stamp. (Fig. 5:5).

Kiev region. Konche-Zaspa. Two fragments of one vessel.

1. A potsherd of amphora (?). The thickness of the wall is 0.3 cm. It is pasty
with a quartzite admixture. It is decorated with a right-angled stamp that forms the
»parquet” pattern (Fig. 6:1).

Starosele (Baryshev district). Fragments of five vessels.

1. A potsherd of a neck. The thickness of the wall is 0.4 cm. It is pasty with
a chamotte admixture, and 9 cm in diameter. It is decorated with a right-angled
stamp (Fig. 6:2).

2. A potsherd of a neck (amphorae). The thickness of the wall is 0.3 cm, 12
cm in diameter. It is decorated with a row of right-angled stamps, a row of zigzag
printed by a stamp, and on the body a row of right angled stamps (Fig. 6:3).

3. A potsherd decorated with rows of right-angled stamps, a round stick and
comb-stamp zigzag (Fig. 6:4).

4. A potsherd of a neck. The thickness of the wall is 0.4 cm. It is pasty with a
chamotte admixture. It is decorated with a right-angled stamp (Fig. 6:5).

5. A potsherd of a neck. The thickness of the wall is 0.5 cm. It is decorated
with a nail-print (Fig. 6:6).

Kozintsy. (Pereyaslav-Khmelnytski district). On the Zagay site were found two
potsherds of a vessel. The thickness of the wall is 0.3 cm. It is decorated with a
comb-stamp and a row of round-sticks (Fig. 7:1, 2).

Cherkasy region. Kanev. A potsherd of a vessel. The thickness of the wall is 0.3
cm, It is pasty with a chamotte admixture. It is decorated with right-angled stamps
and a comb-stamp zigzag [Bondar 1974] (Fig. 7:3).

Khmelna (Kanev district). On the Dubrovka site were found two fragments of
a vessel with lugs, decorated with a right-angled stamp. The thickness of the wall is
(0.5 cm. It is pasty with a chamotte admixture (Fig. 7:4).

Chernigov region. Obmachevo (Bakhmach district). Three fragments of GAC
ceramic.

1. A potsherd of a neck. The thickness is 0.5 cm, and it is 14 cm in diameter.
It is decorated with a row of right-angled stamps, zigzag with lines (Fig. 7:5).

2. A potsherd of a vessel decorated with rows of cord-stamps and right-angled
zigzag stamps (Fig. 7:7).

3. A potsherd of a neck. It is decorated with cord-lines. The thickness of the
wall is 0.4 cm (Fig. 7:6).
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One-and-a-half kilometres up the river on the left bank of the river Seym one
fragment of GAC ceramic was found. The thickness of the wall is 0.4 cm. It is
decorated with a right-angled stamp and drown-lines.

The new sites force us to re-examine the processes that took place in the
Middle Dnieper region during the Eneolithic-Bronze Age. All pottery was found in
the same topographical situation as the settlements of the eastern group of cultures.
But the character of these sites is not determined. Their context is also unknown.

Thus we could not name these sites settlements, but we can state that they
were well-known in the whole territory of GAC.

The named artefacts also belong to the ceramic tradition of GAC. But they
have some distinguishing features. Call them:

1. Moulding of the vessels: a/ Drawing off the end of the neck (Figs. 4:2; 6:2,
3, 5; 7:6); b/ Bend of the wall, forming the rib (Fig. 5:1); ¢/ Sadding of the neck,
which makes it salient (Fig. 6:3); d/ Bi-conic body (Fig. 5:1); e/ Socket-neck of the
vessel (Fig. 7:5).

2. Technique of decoration: a/ Comb-stamp (Fig. 5:4; 6:4; 7:1, 3); b/ Round-
-stamp with salient inside — ,,bird’s feather” (Fig. 6:5).

Decoration: a/ Chosen composition by transposition of the links (Fig. 5:2, 6:1);
b/ Horizontal fir-tree” ornament (Fig. 4:1; 7:4); ¢/ Rows of oblique stamps (Fig.
4:1,3); d/ ,,oblique cross” (Fig. 5:2); e/ ,,parquet” ornament (Fig. 6:1); h/ Vertically
drawn lines between squares formed with a right-angled stamp.

The technological features are present in a great number of vessels with cha-
motte admixture and red colour of pottery surface.

These materials very expressive, but not numerous, so any conclusions are
premature. These sites need thorough archaeological exploration. We can assume
that this ceramic represents the link between classic GAC and its ceramic tradition
in the time of Middle Bronze Age.

Concerning the graves, we have no information. Possibly, some graves in pits
did not belong to the Yamnaya culture (as we know in Moldavia). Only one GAC
grave is known in the steppe zone of Ukraine.

In the forest-steppe and forest Dnieper investigations leading to the appor-
tionment of different ethnic groups among the burials in its is only beginning. The
possibility of determining such groups of burials, which may be connected with
GAC’s bearers, is not excluded. The finds of the axes made of grey stone, cha-
racteristic for the GAC in the territory of this region, are positive data for such a
statement of the problem. Three such finds are known to the author: one axe is
from the Cherkasy region, two of them are from the Kiev region. Unfortunately, the
conditions of their discovery are not documented, goods are found by chance, and it
is impossible to connect them with any complex. But the fact finds in themselves is
evidence of the accuracy of the statement of the problem that the GAC’s elements,
probably, are not apportioned from the series of burials which are attributed to the
Yamnaya culture at present.
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2. ELEMENTS OF GAC IN THE BRONZE AGE STRUCTURES IN THE
MIDDLE DNIEPER REGION

We turn to the description of objects in the Middle Dnieper region, which in
our opinion have the elements inherent in the tradition of GAC in ceramic complex.

The question will be about numerous settlements of the Middle Bronze Age
known in the Middle Dnieper region (they belonged to the Early Bronze period in
the system of European chronology, according to dating of GAC in Europe).

The data about settlements were accumulated from the end of the last century,
and systematic excavations and prospects began in the forest-steppe of the Dnieper
region in 1945. T. Passek, investigating the locations in the Kanev area (Cherkasy
district), dated them to the time of CC, taking into account specific forms and
ornamentation of ceramic, with which one can consider Catacomb ceramic [Passek
1945:14-28]. At the same time, prudent opinion, obviously, was conditioned by the
presence of particular elements of forms and pottery ornamentation not connected
with the Catacomb tradition.

The number of those supporting the idea that the settlements belonged to the
Catacomb tradition increased along with the accumulation of materials. T. Popova
distinguished the particular Middle Dnieper variant of CC, where corded ceramic,
ceramic with multi-rolled ornamentation, and pottery with the impression of right-
-angled stamps was considered as an indivisible complex [Popova 1955:67-73].

From the beginning of excavations on a wide-scale in the Kanev area in the
nineteen sixties, the situation in the determination of the assignment of cultural
monuments was changed. Excavations made at the object Iskovshchina (in Kanev)
[Berezanskaya, Bondar 1964:32-51] served as a determinant in volte-face. In settle-
ments the fragments of several potteries among more than 200 ceramic units were
found. They are analogous to funeral stock sets of MDC, which were picked-out
according to the materials of graves on right side of the Dnieper [Gorodtsov 1914].
Based on the finds of such ceramic in the settlement Iskovshchina, the leaders of
excavations included this monument in the range of objects of MDC.

For the time being, the revision of cultural attribution of these monuments is
continuing. The works of S. Berezanskaya, I. Artemenko, and N. Bondar, dealing
with settlements such as Iskovshchina, are devoted to the evidence of their belonging
to MDC. A similar point of view, however, was accepted only later by investigators
of the Bronze Age in Ukraine.

O. Shaposhnikova did not agree with the unconditional assignment of monu-
ments such as Iskovshchina to CWC [Shaposhnikova 1971:28-42], and she offered
as a matter of fact a point of view aiming at a compromise. According to this point
of view, the Middle Dnieper region was occupied by tribes of the CWC and CC
during the Bronze Age. Paying attention to the similarity of several monuments and
materials of CC on the Middle Dnieper and materials of settlements such as Perun
in Nadporozhye, where the presence of Catacomb components is incontestable, the
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author points out the ceramic’s peculiarities in settlements of the Middle Dnieper
region. She connects them with the presence of MDC elements.

S. Bratchenko recognised the presence of a Catacomb population in the forest
Middle Dnieper region to a certain degree. This article dealing with the addition of
Mnogovalikovaya culture (Babinskaya, following the author’s terminology) is about
the participation of a Catacomb component in this process. This component is noted
for the monuments of the country between the Don and Dnieper. As a whole, the
article was not dedicated to the evidence of Catacombs belonging to the monuments
of the Middle Dnieper region and the author did not corroborate this thesis by
detailed argumentation [Bratchenko 1977:36].

After the article had appeared languid discussion was discontinued. The fol-
lowing works, dealing with archaeology and the history of the region, including
generalised editions and training aids, consider forest Dnieper as having been set-
tled by tribes of MDC. The forest Dnieper was found excluded from the territory
which the Catacomb population inhabited. The northern boundary of the CC was
drawn along the frontier of steppe and forest-steppe [Bratchenko, Shaposhnikova
1975:403-420].

I. Artemenko offered a scheme of adding stages of cultural development, deter-
mined the chronological framework of its existence, and considered economic and
social aspects of MDC tribes’ lives [Artemenko 1985:364-375; 1987:35-51] in his
concluding works dealing with the research of the monuments of the Early Bronze
Age.

As to noticeable Catacomb indications of ceramic in settlements, the author
settled the problem by means of choosing a contacting zone between Corded and
Catacomb tribes in the southern belt of the forest-steppe. Since that time such
a view has not been called into question, except for single corrections regarding
chronology, and the cultural assighment of the monuments.

But the paradox of the situation is that archaeological material decidedly con-
tradicts what previously seemed to be a harmonious and clear system of ideas about
the archaeology of Middle Dnieper region during the period of the Bronze Age. It
is necessary to revise almost all the field’s theses: a monument’s origin, chronology,
division into periods, even assignment to a culture of all similar settlements. The
task of investigators is one that can be worked out only by using new methods to
approach the problem.

The materials of the settlements of the Iskovshchina-type are divided into gro-
ups. Ninety percent of the vessels belong to the CC — historical community — and
the last group belongs to the MDC, pieces of which were found only in a few sites
[Serdyukova 1989:206-207; 1994:1-17].

The appearance of Catacomb tribes in the Middle Dnieper region is necessary
to make a connection with the population’s advancement from Nadporozhye, re-
serving the objects of the Perun type, up the Dnieper. The riverside regions and
left-bank tributaries are developed. The ceramic complex of the Catacomb popula-
tion occurs in an already formed appearance in the territory of the Middle Dnieper
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region, and it has no local prototypes. The funeral complexes which are found in
the region, and numerous accidental finds of Catacomb goods, do not contradict
the Catacomb categorisation of the objects under review. On the other hand, the
CWC objects in the Middle Dnieper region are heterogeneous. There are such
objects which may be attributed to the early CWC complexes among them. They
are: burial with amphora of type ,,A” in Grishentsy, the complexes with Strzyzow
ceramic, the burial of the Subcarpathian culture’s early period at Volodarka, and
also ceramic, found at the settlement, which may be attributed to the materials of
the MDC [Serdyukova 1994:8].

Thus, the picture of the settlement process in the Middle Dnieper region during
the time of our interest is more complicated than it seemed before. The complication
of its perception is connected with the fact that the traits, looking alien both to the
Catacomb, and to the MDC’s ceramic traditions, are in the ceramic complex of the
settlements. These traditions cannot be connected with Yamnaya culture, which is
considered as having been present previous to the objects of the Iskovshchina type
in the given territory. Some elements, inherent in Catacomb objects in the region
to the north of Kiev, may be considered Maryanovka, which appeared owing to
contacts of the alien Catacomb population and the Maryanovka tribes, living in
Desna.

The other specific traits which in our opinion must be carefully regarded in
light of the Catacomb interpretation of the objects should be connected, probably,
with ceramic traditions of GAC.

Let us consider how such traditions became apparent in CC ceramic.

Four types of vessels are distinguished. These vessels are inherent in the ceramic
complexes of settlements such as Iskovshchina: high-neck pots (the ratio of the neck
height to the diameter of the rim = 1:6, 1:7), middle-neck pots (the ratio of the
neck height to the diameter of the rim = 1:8 — 1:10), short-neck pots (the ratio of
the neck height to the diameter of the rim 1:11 — 1:20), without neck pots.

High-neck vessels have a three-part profile, socket neck, and salient sides. Such
pots are known in late Catacomb objects of the territory between the rivers Don
and Dnieper and are distinguished by specific ornamentation, made by single-line
and polyline cord, by different stamp impressions, pressing, and drawn lines. Their
ornament is also original: horizontal lines on their necks, triangles, zigzag, and semi-
circumference on the trunk. The vessels are often decorated by horizontal lines of
impressions of different stamps, disposed like a ,fir-tree” (Fig. 8:2). This system
of picture and method of an ornament’s placement are characteristic of all late
Catacomb potteries. However, we also meet other graphic devices on the vessels
of this type in the Middle Dnieper region, and these devices are not known in the
other territories occupied by Catacomb tribes.

The distinctive peculiarity is an application of a right-angled stamp, standing
vertically. It is also characteristic that the frequency of its placement on the pottery
reiterates the traditions, known in GAC ceramic. Both compositions, especially those
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peculiar to the Catacomb graphic style, and those which reiterate the peculiarities
of the GAC style, are imprinted with this stamp (Fig. §; 9:1-9).

Wide-spread composition of GAC amphorae — the alternation of vertically
standing impressions of a right-angled stamp and the lines of zigzags — both single
and double all become characteristic of the graphic manner of Catacomb objects
in the region. It should be noted that such a transmission of an imprint is taken by
Catacomb ceramic complex so much that the subject is implemented by a right-an-
gled stamp interwoven by thread, a comb-shaped stamp, or a so-called ,,caterpillar”.
The ornamentation with a vertically standing stamp is used for other subjects — all
surfaces of the pottery or part of it is covered with this stamp.

The same graphic methods become characteristic of other types of vessels,
especially for the pots with a short neck. We observe different modifications of
the subject which is popular in GAC — the alternation of vertically standing right-
angled stamps and zigzags (Fig. 9:1-8). It should be noted that the manner of
decoration by the stated subjects is not peculiar to Catacomb ceramic, and it has
the characteristic horizontal placing of elements alternating with the motif ,fir-tree”,
also disposed horizontally.

Some less but expressive-enough such methods of imprint are represented on
the short-neck and without neck (Fig. 8:7-10; 9:9).

The application of the graphic methods described above is distributed unevenly
throughout the Middle Dnieper region. It is represented to a lesser degree in the
objects of the Kanev group than in the objects of the Kiev group.

In the Kiev group we meet a modification of high-neck vessels’ type — these
pots have straight, at times somewhat salient sides. Vessels are ornamented also in
a manner which shows the development of graphic methods, ascending to the GAC
tradition (Fig. 8:5). As a rule, these pots are thin-walled (the wall thickness is less
thab 0.5 cm), and their surface is smoothed, at times to a polished state.

To a far less degree we meet another motif, characteristic of the GAC graphic
tradition: alternations of lines with vertically standing right-angled stamps impres-
sions below (Fig. 9:6).

MDC ceramics are found a little at the settlements of the Iskovshchina type.
However, we observe some elements of the GAC ceramic style on the glass-shaped
vessels found in the settlement Kozintsy and Trakhtemirov. Such an application of
a right-angled stamp, standing vertically, the character of the stamp’s dimensions
and impressions (their frequency) are those most closely co-ordinated with GAC
traditions (Fig. 9:10, 11).

There are such elements in the ornamentation of Catacomb ceramic which are
general for many Eneolithic cultures in the Bronze Age in Europe, including GAC
— these are triangles, the lines of inclined lines, framed by fringe. There is no point
in connecting them genetically, but the community of imprint, probably, reflects also
the community of ideology. Therefore, the adoption of seemingly alien subjects in
the ornamentation of pottery looks to be an organic occurrence.

Thus, on the one hand, we have substantial evidence as to the presence of
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GAC ceramic elements among a small number of finds in the Middle Dnieper
region (the second group of the objects, described above); on the other hand, we
see how graphic traditions of GAC are grasped and interpreted in the ceramic of the
settlements in the Middle Bronze Age in the region under review. The confusion
as to the concepts Early and Middle Bronze Age is connected with the fact that,
for the present, MDC objects are considered as having formed the range of GAC
objects, as they were included in the European system of division into periods, and
they should be attributed to the division into periods in Ukraine and included in the
middle period of the Bronze Age in the presence of the view of them as belonging
to the Catacomb culture-historical community.

3. CONCLUSIONS

The problem of the inclusion of GAC ceramic traditions into the ceramic com-
plex of cultures in the Middle Dnieper region is open for the present. The fortune
of GAC tribes living in on Ukrainian territory is not completely clear. As is gene-
rally known, GAC objects extended to the upper reaches the Dnieper [see in this
volume: Shmidt, Szmyt, Ritual. ..]. Probably, the influence on Ukrainian regions
should be connected with Belorussian territory, where the settlement of GAC were
found. The presence on the ceramic fragments of GAC elements of signs, known in
the ceramic complex of the Bronze Age cultures in the Middle Dnieper region (the
application of a comb-shaped stamp, the design of a halo’s brim by different bulges,
biconic form of the profile and the rest), is probably evidence of the coexistence of
separate GAC groups with bearers of the Middle Bronze Age cultures. In such a
case, subsequent efforts to solve this problem must be connected with the search for
criteria for the apportionment of the late period of GAC existence. It is necessary
to conduct systematic investigations of this type in the stated territory.

Translated by the author and James Grossklag
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ABBREVIATIONS

AAC — Acta Archaeologica Carpathica, Krakéw.

AO — Arkheologicheskiye otkrytya, Moskva.

BPS — Baltic-Pontic Studies, Poznan.

JIES — The Journal of Indo-European Studies, Berkeley.

KSIA — Kratkiye soobshcheniya Instituta Arkheologii, Moskva.

KSIA AN USSR - Kratkiye soobshcheniya Instituta Arkheologii AN USSR,
Kiev.
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