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REZUMAT

Cuvinte cheie: cultura Gumelnita, sudul Romaniei, Dundrea inferioard, societate,
economie, paleomediu, cultivarea plantelor, cresterea animalelor, vanatoare, pescuit, unelte

agricole, unelte de vanatoare, unelte de pescuit.

Interesul si preocupdrile noastre permanente cu privire la evolutia comunitatilor culturii
Gumelnita de la nord de Dunare au dus la elaborarea tezei de doctorat cu titlul Societate, economie
si mediu natural in mileniul V a.Ch. Cultura Gumelnita in bazinul inferior al Dunarii.

Tema aleasa reprezinta prima incercare de definire a “societatii” preistorice, din punct de
vedere economic si al mediului natural, din bazinul inferior al Dunarii. Subliniem faptul ca, daca
in urma cu mai multe decenii un astfel de demers ar fi fost practic imposibil de realizat datorita
numarului restrans al cercetarilor, in prezent, prin extinderea acestora §i imprimarea unui caracter
interdisciplinar, devine realizabil chiar dacad informatiile raman insuficiente si trunchiate, ceea ce
a limitat intr-o oarecare masura, investigatia noastra.

Noutatea pe care consideram ca demersul nostru o aduce este incercarea de a crea a imagine
de ansamblu, coerentd, cu privire la economia comunitatilor gumelnitene si la influentele pe care
conditiile de mediu le-au avut asupra acestora, iar Intr-o a doua etapa, de a identifica modul in care
aceste doud componente interconectate (mediu-economie) au influentat trasaturile evolutive ale
comunitatilor gumelnitene, avand in vedere faptul ca pana la acest moment nu exista nicio sinteza
care sa fi tratat aceastd problematicd pentru un areal atat de mare, existand doar studii punctuale
care prezinta diferite aspecte cu privire la economia comunitatilor din anumite situri gumelnitene
din bazinul Dunarii inferioare. Astfel, prin reunirea in teza noastra a tuturor informatiilor de care
am dispus, am reusit, speram noi, sa avem un tablou complet asupra economiei acestor populatii,
la care se adauga repertoriul descoperirilor locuirilor gumelnitene, un alt element nou pe care il
aduce demersul nostru.

Metodologia de studiu este inovatoare in peisajul arheologic roménesc prin faptul ca
investigatia noastra urmeaza o abordare antropologica, urmarind relatia complexa dintre conditiile
de paleomediu, strategiile adaptative prezente la nivel economic si diversitatea culturala
caracteristicd comunitatilor preistorice. Tema tezei 1si propune sd coreleze seriile existente de
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geografiei, biologiei si arheologiei. Este, de fapt, si o pledoarie pentru Imbunatatirea comunicarii
interdisciplinare, ce va asigura progresul in domeniul arheologiei.

Teza noastra de doctorat este structurata in trei capitole.

In primul capitol, Coordonate generale ale evolutiei eneoliticului final in bazinul Dundrii
inferioare, prezentam, prin patru subcapitole, in linii generale, istoricul cercetdrilor asezarilor
culturii Gumelnita din Romania, problematica rolului, dar si a locului pe care arheologia le-a
ocupat in istorie, elemente cu privire la arealul ocupat de comunitatile gumelnitene la nordul
Dunarii si a evolutiei acestora, urmarind geneza si fazele lor de dezvoltare, precum si aspecte cu
privire la cronologia relativa si absoluta a culturii Gumelnita.

Istoriografia cu privire la cultura Gumelnita isi are inceputurile inca din a doua parte a
secolului al XIX-lea, cand o serie de pionieri ai arheologiei romanesti fac referiri, in diverse studii,
cu privire la descoperiri deosebite din diferite asezari gumelnitene. Dintre acestia, amintim pe C.
Bolliac care a facut cercetari la Zambreasca si Balaci, iar in 1876 la Ciolanestii din Deal (jud.
Teleorman), D. Butculescu care a cercetat, in 1870, situl de la Calomfiresti, in anii 1871-1872 pe
cel de la Balaci-Padureti, din judetul Teleorman sau in 1873 la Cascioarele, judetul Calarasi.
Acestora se adauga 1. Provianu, care vorbeste despre situl arheologic Bordusani-Popina, jud.
lalomita, Tn anul 1897, sau I. Andriesescu.

Dupa 1920, cercetarile vor avea un caracter sistematic, rand pe rand fiind cercetate
numeroase situri, mai ales cd in timpul Primului Razboi Mondial au fost identificate o serie de
situri pe Valea Dunarii de catre specialisti germani veniti pe teritoriul romanesc odata cu trupele
germane. Muzeul National de Antichitati, avandu-l la conducere pe Vasile Péarvan, va coordona
cercetarile arheologice. Se remarcd I. Andriesescu, care va cerceta valea lalomitei si Valea
Mostistei, Gh. Stefan care a descoperit asezarea de la Cascioarele ”Ostovel”, pe care a cercetat-0
din anul 1925, VI. Dumitrescu care a condus sapdturile de la Gumelnita, V. Christescu care a
coordonat cercetdrile de Gradistea Ulmilor (judetul Célarasi), I. Nestor care a facut sapaturi la
Glina, Dinu V. Rosetti care a condus cercetarile de la Magura Jilavei (1929-1931) sau Vidra (1931-
1933), D. Berciu cu sapaturi la Tangaru, Petru Rares sau Pietrele, jud. Giurgiu.

Dupa ce in anul 1941 Academia Romana va prelua activitatea de coordonare a cercetarilor
arheologice, in 1956 Muzeul National de Antichitati devine Institut de Arheologie. Este perioada
in care vor fi reluate sapaturile de la Cunesti (1954) de catre N. Anghelescu, Tangaru (1955-1956)
si Petru Rares (1957) de catre D. Berciu, Gumelnita (1960) si Cascioarele-Ostrovel (1962-1968)



de catre V1. Dumitrescu, dar vor fi puse pe harta arheologica din Romania noi situri precum
Liscoteanca, Briilita (judetul Brdila), Radovanu, Teiu (judetul Arges), Seinoiu, Mariuta (judetul
Calarasi) s.a.

Dupa anul 1989, se vor crea o serie de programe de cercetare cu participare internationala
prin care vor fi dezvoltate si aplicate metode si tehnici noi de sapatura. De asemenea, este perioada
in care arheologia primeste ajutor din partea unor domenii noi cum ar fi sedimentologia,
arheozoologia, carpologia s.a, care vor avea un rol foarte important in reconstituirea vietii
comunitatilor preistorice de la nordul Dunarii.

Analiza noastra a avut in vedere si incercarea de definire a rolului, dar si a locului pe care
arheologia le-a ocupat in istorie. Perioada de inceput a arheologiei, definitd de interesul pentru
colectionarea obiectelor si nu de aflarea contextului in care au fost ele produse, ocupa un loc timid
in cadrul discursului istoric.

Mai tarziu, dupa Primul Razboi Mondial, arheologia din Romania se va transforma intr-o
adevaratd miscare stiintifica. Totul s-a datorat celui care coordona activitatea stiintifica
romaneasca, Vasile Parvan, cel care a sustinut importanta arheologiei ca ramura complementara
istoriei. Am putea afirma cd perioada romantica, cea a colectionarilor si anticarilor, este acum
depdsita, trecandu-se intr-o noua etapa, consideratd ca fiind perioada scolii de arheologie a lui
Vasile Parvan, in sprijinul acestei afirmatii venind numerosii arheologi care s-au format in aceasta
perioadd, precum I. Andriesescu, V1. Dumitrescu, I. Nestor, Radu Vulpe.

Dupa Al Doilea Razboi Mondial, unele dintre personalititile importante ale arheologiei si
culturii din Romania interbelica vor fi scosi din viata universitara sau vor fi inchisi, unii dintre ei
murind intemnitati. Pentru a compensa lipsa elitelor, regimul comunist va finanta arheologia prin
alocarea de fonduri dedicate cercetdrilor de teren, in acelasi timp fiind sprijinita cresterea
publicatiilor arheologice, rezultatele obtinute fiind introduse chiar si in manualele scolare. In fapt,
regimul comunist a folosit arheologia pentru a controla problema nationala.

Demersul nostru a fost completat cu analiza datelor privind arealul ocupat de comunitatile
gumelnitene la nordul Dunarii si a evolutiei acestora, urmarind geneza si fazele lor de dezvoltare.
Cultura Gumelnita, parte a impresionantului complex eneolitic Gumelnita-Kodjadermen-
Karanovo VI, a ocupat un teritoriu vast in Muntenia si Dobruja, zona orientala a Bulgariei, la nord

si sud de Balcani, pand in zona Marii Egee. La nord de Dundre, comunitatile culturii Gumelnita s-



au asezat, in general, pe spatiile ocupate anterior de comunitatile Boian, in timp ce in Dobruja s-
au asezat pe teritorii ale comunitdtilor Hamangia.

Analiza cu privire la fazele de evolutie ale comunitatilor gumelnitene din sudul Romaniei
a prezentat, In linii generale, diferitele propuneri de periodizare. Prima propunere a apartinut lui
V1. Dumitrescu, care vorbea de fazele Gumelnita A si Gumelnita B, fiecare cu cate doud etape
evolutive (A1 si A2, respectiv B1 si B2, ultima dintre acestea (Gumelnita B2) nefiind inca definita
clar). Cu toate ca ulterior au mai fost cercetatori care au propus diferite periodizari, precum D.V.
Rosetti, D. Berciu, I. Nestor si E. Comsa, periodizarea propusa de V1. Dumitrescu a fost imbratisata
de catre cei mai multi arheologi.

De asemenea, am considerat necesar sa prezentam, pe scurt, aspectele cu privire la
cronologia relativa si absoluta a culturii Gumelnita. Asezari din faza Gumelnita A1 sunt la Vidra,
Tangaru, Medgidia, Magurele, Stoicani, Ciresu — Scarlatesti, Igesti — Scandureni s.a. Faza
Gumelnita Al, ale carei comunitati s-au aflat In contacte stranse cu cele Precucuteni III din
Moldova si care a fost contemporana cu faza Cucuteni A1, a evoluat foarte probabil Tn intervalul
cronologic 4650-4500 cal BC.

Asezari din faza Gumelnita A2 sunt atestate la Brailita, Liscoteanca — Movila Olarului,
Carcaliu, Harsova, Igesti — Scandureni, Insuritei — Popina I s.a. Faza Gumelnita A2, ale cirei
comunitdti au fost contemporane cu cele cucuteniene din fazele A2 si A3, a evoluat probabil n
intervalul cronologic 4500-4250 cal BC.

Asezari din faza Gumelnita B1 sunt la Céscioarele — Ostrovel, Bucsani — La Pod, Mariuta
— La Movila, Sultana — Malu Rosu s.a. Datele radiocarbon obtinute din analizele facute pentru
Mariuta — La Movila, plaseaza nivelul superior, Gumelnita B1 la 4208-4154 cal BC, Sultana —
Malu Rosu, plaseaza nivelul superior, Gumelnita B1, in intervalul 4302 — 4123 cal BC., iar pentru
Bucsani — La Pod, data in jurul careia s-a constituit nivelul superior B1 este 4150 cal BC.

In capitolul al doilea, Repertoriul asezirilor, prezentim stadiul actual al cunoasterii
raspandirii comunitatilor culturii Gumelnita in spatiul nord-dunarean prin elaborarea unui
repertoriu al asezdrilor gumelnitene.

Cercetarile arheologice desfasurate de-a lungul timpului in Muntenia au pus in evidenta
evolutii culturale deosebit de importante pentru Intelegerea transformarilor care au avut loc la

sfarsitul epocii eneolitice in sud-estul Europei.



O parte dintre comunitatile complexului Gumelnita-Kodjadermen-Karanovo VI au evoluat
in Campia Romanda, zona a Dunarii Inferioare, zona care prin conditiile oferite a influentat
dezvoltarea culturala a acestora. Un exemplu este oferit de numeroasele tell-uri dezvoltate pe
diferite forme de relief (promontorii de terase, martori de eroziune, grinduri) ca urmare a locuirilor
succesive pe acelasi amplasament, Tntr-un interval de timp indelungat.

Cercetarile arheologice asupra eneoliticului din Romania au inceput in a doua parte a
secolului al XIX-lea. De atunci si pand in prezent am constatat descoperirea unui numar foarte
mare de asezari gumelnitene, cercetate, integral sau partial, sau doar semnalate.

Pentru ordonarea informatiei din acest repertoriu am folosit un sistem ce are la bazd codul
SIRUTA (Sistemul Informatic al Registrului Unitétilor Teritorial — Administrative). Judetele,
comunele si satele sunt ordonate alfabetic, iar comunele si satele au primit codul SIRUTA
corespunzitor din baza de date. In prezentarea fiecirei descoperiri, includem sintetic datele
referitoare la aceasta. De asemenea, am considerat ca este important sa addugadm fiecarei
descoperiri codul RAN, acolo unde existd, prin consultarea bazei de date din Repertoriul
Arheologic National. Prezentarea acestor descoperiri este completatd cu ajutorul hartilor pentru
fiecare judet. Astfel, fiecarui judet 1i corespunde o plansa, numerotata cu cifre arabe. De asemenea,
fiecare descoperire este numerotatd pe plansd cu cifre arabe, in ordinea prezentdrii in textul
corespunzator fiecarui judet.

In capitolul al treilea, Bazinul inferior al Dundrii, analizim, prin doud subcapitole, atét
cadrul natural actual al arealului pe care il vom supune demersului nostru, alaturi de elemente de
paleomediu, cat si caracteristici ale economiei comunititilor gumelnitene de la nord de Dunire. In
realizarea acestui capitol prezentam toti factorii care alcatuiesc cadrul geografic, precum relieful,
solurile, reteaua hidrografica, clima, flora si fauna, facand apel la studii de palinologie, carpologie,
arheozoologie, ihtiologie sau sedimentologie. In subcapitolul in care analizim aspectele economiei
gumelnitene, am avut in vedere atdt descoperirile cu privire la semintele plantelor din siturile
atribuite culturii Gumelnita, dar am urmarit sa identificam si uneltele pe care comunitatile acestei
culturi le foloseau la practicarea agriculturii. Un alt aspect pe care il discutdm este acela cu privire
la cresterea animalelor, pe care il analizam din perspectiva speciilor de animale identificate
arheologic. In acelasi timp, prezentim descoperirile materialului faunistic provenit de la animalele
salbatice, precum si tipurile de unelte care erau folosite la vandtoare. La acestea, se adduga resturile

osoase de pesti, moluste sau reptile, descoperite in asezdrile pe care le-au locuit gumelnitenii.



In capitolul final, la Concluzii, prezentim rezultatele analizei noastre cu privire la
activitatile de baza ale gumelnitenilor de la Dunarea de Jos.

De mai bine de 100 de ani, bazinul inferior al Dunarii si, in special, Campia Munteniei, au
fost cercetate intens din punct de vedere arheologic. Cu scurgerea timpului, dar si cu intensificarea
cercetarilor, s-a reusit conturarea unor ipoteze cu privire la evolutia comunitatilor preistorice din
sud-estul european.

Prin demersul nostru, am incercat s sintetizdm informatiile oferite de numeroasele lucrari
publicate de-a lungul timpului, fie cd au fost materiale ce prezentau rezultatele unor sapaturi de
salvare sau ale unor cercetari de teren, fie ca au fost studii ample, intentia noastra fiind aceea de a
prezenta, atat viata sociald a comunitatilor gumelnitene care au ocupat teritoriul de la nord de
Dunare, cat, mai ales, viata economica a acestora.

Problematica cu privire la economia comunitatilor Gumelnita a preocupat arheologii inca
de la debutul cercetarilor din asezarile acestor comunitati. Cu toate cd la acel moment interesul
stiintific era indreptat catre elementele de cronologie sau succesiune stratigraficd ori spre
analizarea obiectelor descoperite si punerea lor intr-un context, au existat totusi si preocupari
pentru ilustratrea vietii economice a locuitorilor gumelniteni, chiar daca timid, cum este cazul
siturilor de la Sultana-Malu Rosu, Gumelnita sau Cascioarele ”Ostovel”.

Dupa Al Doilea Razboi Mondial, creste interesul specialistilor pentru intelegerea vietii
comunitdtilor culturii Gumelnita din toate punctele de vedere, un exemplu in acest sens fiind situl
de la Pietrele-Magura Gorgana.

Dupa anul 1989, se vor crea o serie de programe de cercetare cu participare internationala
prin care vor fi dezvoltate si aplicate metode si tehnici noi de sapatura care au dus la dezvoltarea
reald a cercetarii arheologice din Romania si amintim aici Southern Romanian Archaeological
Project — colaborare roméno-engleza prin care s-au adus contributii importante asupra cercetarilor
micro-zonale, proiectul romano-francez de la Harsova care a venit cu metode noi de sapatura si a
dezvoltat domeniul cercetarilor pluridisciplinare, proiectul romano-german de la Pietrele sau cel
romano-francez de la Luncavita, care au adus informatii importante asupra paleomediului. De
asemenea, este perioada in care arheologia primeste ajutor din partea unor domenii noi cum ar fi
sedimentologia, arheozoologia, carpologia s.a, care vor avea un rol foarte important in

reconstituirea vietii comunitatilor preistorice de la nordul Dunarii.
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Ca urmare a parcurgerii materialului bibliografic, am constatat existenta unui numar de
211 asezari gumelnitene, tell-uri sau asezari “de suprafatd”. Astfel, din totalul asezérilor ocupate
de comunitatile culturii Gumelnita, un numar de 128 este reprezentat de tell-uri, iar restul, de 83,
il reprezintd asezarile ”de suprafata”.

Prin teza noastra am incercat o definire a “societatii” preistorice, din doua perspective
importante, consideram noi: mediului natural si economia. In prezent, dispunem de o serie de studii
importante din domenii conexe arheologiei, precum palinologia, carpologia, arheozoologia,
ichtiologia sau sedimentologia, care ne-au ajutat in “creionarea” vietii economice a comunitatilor
gumelnitene de la nord de Dunare.

In ultimii ani, arheologii au inceput si acorde o importantd deosebitd cercetirilor
interdisciplinare, prin implicarea specialistilor din domeniile amintite mai sus in cercetarea
paleomediului in care diferitele agezari si-au cunoscut evolutia.

Astfel, am considerat oportun sa analizdm toti factorii care alcdtuiesc cadrul geografic, fie
ca este vorba de cei orografici (relief), edafici (soluri), hidrografici (reteaua hidrografica si panza
freaticd), climatici (umiditate, temperatura, regimul eolian) sau biotici (flora si fauna). Din
cercetarile noastre si urmarind plansele cu dispunerea siturilor gumelnitene, rezultd o concentrare
mare a locuirilor, de la vest la est, pe valea raului Vedea, valea Teleormanului, valea raului Nanov,
valea raului Burdea, valea Neajlovului, valea Mostistei.

Studiile cu privire la semintele descoperite in unele situri gumelnitene ne-au ajutat in
incercarea noastra de reconstituire a paleoeconomiei comunitatilor gumelnitene. Prin analiza
noastra, am reusit sd identificam o serie de plante care erau folosite in trecut in alimentatie: grau
(Triticum sp.), orz (Hordeum sp.), secara (Secale cereale) s.a.). Desi analiza probelor de seminte
descoperite in asezare constituie o dovadd concludenta pentru monoculturd, ea sugereaza si un
accent sporit pus pe tratamentul cerealelor dupa recoltare. In acest sens, stau dovadi atat marile
vase ceramice folosite la depozitare, cat si instalatiile de procesare (rasnite, frecatoare etc.).

O dovada clara a intensificarii productiei agricole este constituita de descoperirile frecvente
de rasnite si frecdtoare, care de multe ori ocupau un loc anume in interiorul locuintei, erau
Tncastrate n socluri de lut, Tn apropierea vetrei, in directa legatura cu aceasta.

Cresterea animalelor este clar demonstratd de analizele resturilor osoase de mamifere
domestice descoperite in diferite situri gumelnitene. Prin analiza noastrd am identificat putine

asezari (15) din aria culturii Gumelnita de la nord de Dunare pentru care s-au facut determindri
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osteologice. Dintre speciile identificate (porcul, vita, oaia, capra si cdinele), se pare ca vita
domestica era cel mai mult consumata, dovada stand 1n acest sens resturile osoase provenite in
majoritate de la acest animal.

Din diversitatea speciilor identificate, cele mai frecvente si cu cele mai multe resturi osoase
determinate sunt acelea de mistret, cerb, cal si bour. In functie de resursele mediului, comunititile
Gumelnita au practicat vanatoarea intr-o masura mai mica sau mai mare. Vanatoarea nu asigura
doar completarea alimentatiei, fiind practicata si pentru produsele secundare, 1ana, piele etc.

Se pare ca gumelnitenii foloseau orice resursa pe care o aveau la dispozitie, idee sustinuta
de resturile osoase de pesti, moluste sau reptile descoperite in asezarile pe care le-au locuit. Dintre
pesti, au fost identificati somnul, crapul, stiuca, salaul, bibanul, babusca, platica, vaduvita, avatul,
linul, sturionii, dorada argintie si rosioara. Dintre acestia, somnul, crapul si stiuca sunt cei mai bine
reprezentati.

O alta sursa de hrana au reprezentat-0 bivalvele. Dintre acestea, au fost identificate scoica
de rau (Unio sp.) si scoica de lac (Anodonta sp.). In cele mai multe dintre asezarile analizate de
noi, speciile de Unio sunt cel mai numeroase.

Uneltele folosite de comunitatea gumelniteand, precum harpoanele din corn de cerb,
carligele de os sau cupru, uneltele de os destinate probabil si curatarii pestelui de solzi, ancorele

de piatra, sugereaza un pescuit intens.
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SUMMARY

Keywords: Gumelnita culture, Southern Romania, The Lower Danube, society, economy,
paleoenvironment, plant cultivation, animal husbandry, hunting, fishing, agricultural tools,

hunting tools, fishing tools.

Our ongoing interest and concerns about the evolution of the Gumelnifa culture
communities north of the Danube led to the development of the PhD thesis entitled Society,
economy and natural environment in the 5th millennium BC. The Gumelnita culture in the lower

Danube basin.

The chosen topic represents the first attempt to define the prehistoric "society™ in terms of
economy and the natural environment in the lower Danube basin. We emphasize that, if several
decades ago such an approach would have been practically impossible due to the limited number
of research, nowadays, with their extension and interdisciplinary character, it becomes feasible
even if the information remains insufficient and truncated, which has somewhat limited our

investigation.

The new aspect that we believe our approach brings is the attempt to create a coherent
overview of the economy of the communities in Gumelnita and the influences that environmental
conditions have had on them, and in a second stage, to identify how these two interconnected
components (environment-economy) have influenced the evolutionary features of the
communities in Gumelnita, given the fact that there is no synthesis to date that has dealt with this
issue for such a large area, with only occasional studies presenting different aspects of the economy
of communities in specific sites in Gumelnita in The Lower Danube basin. Thus, by bringing
together all the information available to us in our thesis, we have succeeded, in having a complete
picture of the economy of these populations, to which is added the repertory of dwelling finds in

Gumelnita another new element from our thesis.

The study methodology is innovative in the Romanian archaeological landscape because

our investigation follows an anthropological approach, following the complex relationship
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between palaeoenvironmental conditions, the adaptive strategies present at the economic level and
the cultural diversity characteristic of prehistoric communities. The thesis theme aims to link the
existing series of hitherto disparate information, recovered following different methodological
approaches, in the fields of geography, biology and archaeology. It is, in fact, also a plea for

improved interdisciplinary communication that will ensure progress in the field of archaeology.
Our PhD thesis is structured in three chapters.

In the first chapter, General coordinates of the evolution of the Late Eneolithic in the Lower
Danube Basin, we present, through four sub-chapters, in general lines, the history of the research
of the Gumelnita culture settlements in Romania, the problematics of the role, but also of the place
that archaeology has occupied in history, elements concerning the area occupied by the
communities of Gumelnita in the north of the Danube and their evolution, tracing their genesis and
phases of development, as well as aspects concerning the relative and absolute chronology of the

Gumelnita culture.

The historiography of the Gumelnita culture has its beginnings in the second half of the
19th century, when several pioneers of Romanian archaeology made references in various studies
to special finds from various Gumelnita settlements. Among them, we mention C. Bolliac who
made research at Zambreasca and Balaci, and in 1876 at Cioldnestii din Deal (Teleorman county),
D. Butculescu who investigated in 1870 the site of Calomfiresti, in 1871-1872 the one of Balaci-
Padureti, Teleorman county or in 1873 at Cascioarele, Caldrasi county. To these, we can add I.
Provianu, who speaks of the archaeological site of Bordusani-Popina, lalomita county, in 1897, or

I. Andriesescu.

After 1920, the research will be systematic, and one by one many sites will be investigated,
especially since during the First World War a series of sites were identified in the Danube valley
by German specialists who came to Romanian territory with the German troops. The National
Museum of Antiquities, headed by Vasile Parvan, will coordinate the archaeological research. The
most outstanding are I. Andriesescu, who will investigate the [alomita valley and Mostistei valley,
Gh. Stefan, who discovered the settlement of Cascioarele "Ostovel", which he has been researching
since 1925, V1. Dumitrescu who led the excavations at Gumelnita, V. Christescu who coordinated

the research at Gradistea Ulmilor (Calarasi county), I. Nestor who excavated at Glina, Dinu V.
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Rosetti who led the research at Magura Jilavei (1929-1931) or Vidra (1931-1933), D. Berciu with

excavations at Tangaru, Petru Rares or Pietrele, Giurgiu County.

After the Romanian Academy took over the coordination of archaeological research in
1941, the National Museum of Antiquities became the Institute of Archaeology in 1956. It was
during this period that the excavations at Cunesti (1954) by N. Anghelescu, Tangaru (1955-1956)
and Petru Rares (1957) by D. Berciu, Gumelnita (1960) and Cascioarele-Ostrovel (1962-1968) by
V1. Dumitrescu, but new sites such as Liscoteanca, Brdilita (Braila county), Radovanu, Teiu (Arges

county), Seinoiu, Mariuta (Céldrasi county) etc. will be put on the archaeological map of Romania.

After 1989, a series of research programmes with international participation will be
created, developing and applying new excavation methods and techniques. This is also the period
when archaeology receives help from new fields such as sedimentology, archaeozoology and
carpology, etc., which will play a very important role in reconstructing the life of prehistoric

communities north of the Danube.

Our analysis has also sought to define the role and place of archaeology in history. The
early period of archaeology, defined by an interest in collecting artefacts rather than finding out

the context in which they were produced, occupies a tentative place in historical discourse.

Later, after the First World War, archaeology in Romania would develop into a true
scientific movement. All this was due to the coordinator of Romanian scientific activity, Vasile
Parvan, who argued for the importance of archaeology as a complementary branch of history. We
could say that the romantic period, that of the collectors and antiquarians, is now over, passing
into a new stage, considered as the period of Vasile Parvan's school of archaeology, in support of
this statement coming from the numerous archaeologists who were trained in this period, such as

I. Andriesescu, V1. Dumitrescu, I. Nestor, Radu Vulpe.

After the Second World War, some of the important personalities of archaeology and
culture in interwar Romania were removed from university life or imprisoned, some of them dying
in prison. To compensate for the lack of elites, the communist regime would finance archaeology
by allocating funds dedicated to field research, while at the same time supporting the growth of
archaeological publications, with the results even being included in school textbooks. In fact, the

communist regime used archaeology to control the national problem.
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Our research has been completed with the analysis of data on the area occupied by the
communities of Gumelnita north of the Danube and their evolution, tracing their genesis and
phases of development. The Gumelnita culture, part of the impressive Gumelnita-Kodjadermen-
Karanovo VI Eneolithic complex, occupied a vast territory in Wallachia and Dobruja, eastern
Bulgaria, north and south of the Balkans, up to the Aegean Sea area. North of the Danube, the
Gumelnita culture communities generally settled on areas previously occupied by the Boian

communities, while in Dobruja they settled on the territories of the Hamangia communities.

The analysis of the phases of evolution of the communities of Gumelnita in southern
Romania has presented, in general terms, the different periodization proposals. The first proposal
belonged to VI. Dumitrescu, who spoke of the Gumelnita A and Gumelnita B phases, each with
two evolutionary stages (Al and A2, respectively B1 and B2, the last of these (Gumelnita B2) not
yet clearly defined). Although later researchers have proposed different periodizations, such as
D.V. Rosetti, D. Berciu, 1. Nestor and E. Comsa, the periodization proposed by V1. Dumitrescu

has been embraced by most archaeologists.

We have also found it necessary to present, briefly, aspects of the relative and absolute
chronology of the Gumelnita culture. Settlements of the Gumelnita A1 phase are at Vidra, Tangaru,
Medgidia, Magurele, Stoicani, Ciresu - Scarlatesti, Igesti - Scandureni etc. The Gumelnita Al
phase, whose communities were in close contact with the Precucuteni 111 communities of Moldavia
and which was contemporary with the Cucuteni Al phase, most probably evolved in the
chronological interval 4650-4500 cal BC.

Settlements of the Gumelnita A2 phase are attested at Brailita, Liscoteanca - Movila
Olarului, Carcaliu, Harsova, Igesti - Scandureni, Insuritei - Popina I, etc. The Gumelnita A2 phase,
whose communities were contemporary with the Cucuteni of the A2 and A3 phases, probably
evolved in the chronological interval 4500-4250 cal BC.

Gumelnita B1 phase settlements are at Céscioarele - Ostrovel, Bucsani - La Pod, Mariuta
- La Movila, Sultana - Malu Rosu, etc. Radiocarbon data obtained from analyses made for Mariuta
- La Movila, place the upper level, Gumelnita B1 at 4208-4154 cal BC, Sultana - Malu Rosu, place
the upper level, Gumelnita B1, in the range 4302 - 4123 cal BC., and for Bucsani - La Pod, the
date around which the upper B1 level was formed is 4150 cal BC.
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In the second chapter, The Settlement Repertory, we present the current state of knowledge
of the spread of the Gumelnita culture communities in the northern Danube area by elaborating a

repertory of Gumelnita settlements.

Archaeological research carried out over time in Wallachia has revealed cultural
developments that are particularly important for understanding the transformations that took place
at the end of the Eneolithic era in south-eastern Europe.

Some of the communities of the Gumelnita-Kodjadermen-Karanovo VI complex evolved
in the Romanian Plain, an area of the Lower Danube, an area which the conditions it offered
influenced their cultural development. An example is provided by the numerous tell developed on
different landforms (promontories of terraces, erosion markers, ridges) as a result of successive

settlements on the same site over a long period.

Archaeological research on the Romanian Eneolithic began in the second half of the 19th
century. Since then and up to the present, we have found a very large number of Gumelnita

settlements, which have been fully or partially investigated or only reported.

To order the information in this directory we used a system based on the SIRUTA code
(Information System of the Register of Territorial - Administrative Units). The counties,
communes and villages are ordered alphabetically, and the communes and villages were given the
corresponding SIRUTA code from the database. In the presentation of each finding, we briefly
include the data relating to it. We also considered it important to add the RAN code to each find,
where it exists, by consulting the National Archaeological Record database. The presentation of
these finds is supplemented with maps for each county. Thus, each county has a corresponding
fig., numbered with Arabic numerals. Each find is also numbered on the board with Arabic

numerals, in the order of presentation in the text corresponding to each county.

In the third chapter, the Lower Danube Basin, we analyse, through two sub-chapters, both
the actual natural setting of the area we are going to study, together with elements of the
palaeoenvironment and features of the economy of the communities of Gumelnita north of the
Danube. In this chapter, we present all the factors that make up the geographical framework, such
as landforms, soils, hydrographic network, climate, flora and fauna, making use of studies in

palynology, carpology, archaeozoology, ichthyology and sedimentology. In the sub-chapter in
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which we analyse aspects of the Gumelnita economy, we have taken into account both the
discoveries of plant seeds from sites attributed to the Gumelnita culture, but we have also sought
to identify the tools that the communities used in their agricultural practices. Another aspect we
discuss is that of animal husbandry, which we analyse from the perspective of archaeologically
identified animal species. At the same time, we present finds of faunal material from wild animals,
as well as the types of tools that were used for hunting. To these, we add the skeletal remains of

fish, molluscs or reptiles discovered in the settlements where the Gumelnita inhabitants lived.

In the final chapter, in the Conclusions, we present the results of our analysis of the basic

activities of the Lower Danube inhabitants of Gumelnita.

For more than 100 years, the Lower Danube Basin and, in particular, the Wallachian Plain
have been intensively investigated archaeologically. Over time and with the intensification of
research, hypotheses about the evolution of prehistoric communities in south-eastern Europe have
emerged.

In our approach, we have tried to synthesize the information provided by the numerous
works published over time, whether they were materials presenting the results of rescue
excavations or field research, or extensive studies, we intend to present both the social life of the
communities of Gumelnita that occupied the territory north of the Danube and especially their

economic life.

The issue regarding the economy of the communities of Gumelnita has preoccupied
archaeologists since the beginning of the research in the settlements of these communities.
Although at that time the scientific interest was directed towards chronology or stratigraphic
sequence elements or towards the analysis of the discovered objects and their contextualization,
there were also concerns for the illustration of the economic life of the inhabitants of Gumelnita,
even if tentatively, as is the case of the sites of Sultana-Malu Rosu, Gumelnita or the Cascioarele

"Ostovel".

After the Second World War, the interest of specialists in understanding the life of the
Gumelnita cultural communities from all points of view increased, an example being the site of

Pietrele-Magura Gorgana.
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After 1989, a series of research programmes with international participation were created,
through which new excavation methods and techniques were developed and applied, leading to
the real development of archaeological research in Romania, and we mention here The Southern
Romanian Archaeological Project - a Romanian-English collaboration which made important
contributions to micro-zonal research, the Romanian-French project at Harsova, which brought
new excavation methods and developed the field of multidisciplinary research, the Romanian-
German project at Pietrele or the Romanian-French project at Luncavita, which brought important
information on the palaecomedium. It is also a period in which archaeology is receiving help from
new fields such as sedimentology, archaeozoology, carpology, etc., which will play a very

important role in reconstructing the life of prehistoric communities north of the Danube.

As a result of the bibliographical material we found 211 settlements in Gumelnita, tell or
"surface"” settlements. Thus, out of the total number of settlements occupied by Gumelnita culture

communities, 128 are tell settlements and the remaining 83 are "surface" settlements.

With our thesis, we have tried to define the prehistoric "society” from two important
perspectives, we consider: the natural environment and the economy. Today, we have a number of
important studies from archaeologically related fields, such as palynology, carpology,
archaeozoology, ichthyology or sedimentology, which have helped us in "mapping" the economic

life of the Gumelnita communities north of the Danube.

In recent years, archaeologists have begun to attach particular importance to
interdisciplinary research, by involving specialists from the above-mentioned fields in research

into the palaeoenvironment in which the various settlements evolved.

Thus, we considered it appropriate to analyse all the factors that make up the geographical
setting, whether orographic (landforms), edaphic (soils), hydrographic (hydrographic network and
groundwater table), climatic (humidity, temperature, wind regime) or biotic (flora and fauna).
From our research and by looking at the figures showing the layout of the Gumelnita sites, we can
see a high concentration of settlements, from west to east, in the Vedea river valley, the Teleorman

valley, Nanov river valley, Burdea river valley, Neajlov valley, Mostistei valley.

Studies on the seeds found in some sites in Gumelnita have helped us in our attempt to

reconstruct the palacoeconomy of the communities of Gumelnita. Through our analysis, we have
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been able to identify a number of plants that were used in the past for food: wheat (Triticum sp.),
barley (Hordeum sp.), rye (Secale cereale) etc.). Although the analysis of the seed samples found
in the settlement provides conclusive evidence for monoculture, it also suggests an increased
emphasis on the treatment of cereals after harvesting. This is evidenced by both the large ceramic

vessels used for storage and the processing facilities (grinders, mills, etc.).

Clear evidence of the intensification of agricultural production is provided by the frequent
discovery of grinders and milling machines, which often occupied a specific place inside the

dwelling and were embedded in clay sockets near the hearth, in direct connection with it.

Animal husbandry is clearly demonstrated by the analysis of domestic mammal bone
remains found at various sites of Gumelnita. Through our analysis we have identified few
settlements (15) in the Gumelnita culture area north of the Danube for which osteological
determinations have been made. Of the species identified (pig, cattle, sheep, goat and dog), it seems
that domestic cattle were the most consumed, as evidenced by the bone remains mostly from this

animal.

Of the diversity of species identified, the most common and most bone remains determined
are those of wild boar, deer, horse and donkey. Depending on the resources of the environment,
the communities of Gumelnita practiced hunting to a greater or lesser extent. Hunting was not only

used to supplement food but also for by-products such as wool, leather, etc.

It seems that the inhabitants of Gumelnita used whatever resources were available to them,
an idea supported by the remains of fish, molluscs and reptiles found in the settlements they
inhabited. Among the fish, Catfish, Carp, Pike, Pike-perch, Perch, Roach, Bream, Orfe, Asp, Tinca
tinca, Sturgeon, Silver bream and Red mullet have been identified. Of these, Catfish, Carp and
Pike are the best represented.

Another food source was represented by bivalves. Of these, the river clam (Unio sp.) and
the lake clam (Anodonta sp.) were identified. In most of the settlements we analysed, the Unio

species were the most numerous.

The tools used by the community of Gumelnita, such as deer antler harpoons, bone or
copper hooks, bone tools probably also intended for cleaning fish from scales, stone anchors,

suggest intensive fishing.
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