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ABSTRACT

The approach to the topic of tells in the North-Danube area, between 3500 and 2800 BC, corresponding to the Cotofeni
culture (in Bulgaria, Magura—Cotofeni, Tarnava culture) has been inconsistent. This study aims to clarify a series of ar-
chaeological and terminological aspects in direct relation to those Cotofeni sites that may or may not be included in the
category of tell settlements. The so-called tell settlements are also discussed and the term pseudo-tell is proposed. Sites at
very high altitudes (over 1000 m) or others related to salt exploitation have generated complex stratigraphies, consisting
of successive Cotofeni levels, but completely different from the types of sediments that led to the formation of “classic”
tells from the lowlands. The lack of fortifications is another feature of these settlements, which takes them away from the
classic definition of a tell.

Following this analysis, it can be summarized that the terminological problems or the established conventions are not suf-
ficient to define certain Cotofeni sites, such as those from Ostrovu Corbului, Basarabi or Moldova Veche. However, there
are arguments to speak of tell or pseudo-tell settlements in the Cotofeni area. Compared to the impressive number of known
sites in the area (over 1500), their percentage is only around 1%.
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Introduction

One of the challenges faced by the archaeology of the first half of the 3rd millennium BC is
the existence of tells or tell-type settlements in the Carpathian Basin at the end of the Eneolithic. In
the timespan between the two horizons of tell settlements in Europe, i.e., between 4500 and approxi-
mately 2400/2300 cal BC, this type of occupation was modified and tells completely disappeared
from many geographic areas (Kienlin 2020, 4, 9). This necessitates a discussion that focuses, in
particular, on certain terminological aspects and tries to define the multi-layered settlements from the
area of the most representative Danube—Carpathian culture: the Cotofeni culture.

Starting with Florin Gogaltan’s definition of a tell from the Carpathian Basin, seen as “a multi-
layered settlement, characteristic to a certain archaeological culture, that was formed by successively
accumulating the debris of some surface buildings made of clay and having wooden structures” (Gogal-
tan 2003b, 5), we shall also approach the issue of this type of settlement from the Cotofeni culture area.
When discussing the issue of tells from the Carpathian Basin, the same author proposed their division
into two main categories: genuine tells and tell-type settlements. Those of the former have a stratigra-
phy of over 1 m and at least three archaeological levels, while the latter have at least two archaeological
levels and a stratigraphy of up to 1 m (Gogaltan 2003a, 62; 2003b, 5; 2005, 80; 2014, 14; 2017, 30).
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Fig. 1. The site at Ostrovu Corbului (after Roman 1996, 609, fig. 3)
O6p. 1. Obekmom npu Ocmpogy Kopbyayti (no Roman 1996, 69, fig. 3)

The information presently at hand allows us to open a discussion about the tells and the tell-
type settlements from the Cotofeni culture area, which had already begun by incorporating three tells
belonging to this culture — Basarabi, Ostrovu Corbului and Seusa-Gorgan (Gogaltan 2005, 89-90)
— as well as other sites to the list of possible tells.

Cotofeni tells?

Referring to the proposed definition — a stratigraphy of over 1 m and at least three levels of
habitation — we must note that there are several Cotofeni sites that meet these criteria. We shall list
these settlements first, followed by their critical analysis.

1. Ostrovu Corbului—Botu Cliuciului/Cliuci (Mehedinti County).

One tell belonging to the Cotofeni culture was excavated on the island of Ostrovu Corbului, at
911 fluvial km, in Sector A (fig. 1). At this point located at the confluence of the Little Danube (the
arm that surrounds the island) and the (Great) Danube, called Botu Cliuciului/Cliuci, the terrain is at
the highest level and it is the only part that is non-floodable, having the appearance of a grid, com-
pared to the rest of the islet (fig. 2.2; 4.2). Here, on a surface of approximately 1 hectare, the largest
habitation concentration was identified. The exact landmarks provided by P. Roman are: “the eastern
end of S. XII 1, the milestone that indicates the 911th fluvial km and square 10 of section XVI” (Ro-
man 2010, 159). In the context of the successive habitations on the island, the Cotofeni settlement oc-
cupies the largest surface, estimated to around 650 m?, from the Botu Cliuciului and the old “canal”
(a Danube arm formed in a period that was contemporary with the Bodrogkereszttr culture), to the
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Fig. 2. Ostrovu Corbului. 1. The Cotofeni culture settlement (dense hachure — area with a habitation
concentration; thin hachure — area with isolated discoveries) (after Roman 1996, p. 93, fig. 28); 2. Ostrovu
Corbului—Cliuci, layout marking the Cotofeni buildings from sector A (after Roman 2008, p. 125, fig. 1) 3.

Ostrovu Corbului, layout of the Cotofeni (S XII) Dwelling 1 (could be a public forum?)
(after Roman 2008, fig. 14A)
O6p. 2. Ocmposy Kopbyayli. 1. Cenuwje Ha Kyamypama KoyocpeHu (2scma wjpuxoeka — mepumopusi ¢
KOHYeHmpayusi Ha 0bumasaHe; MesHKA WPUXOBKA — Mecma C u30AupaHu Haxooku) (no Roman 1996, p. 93, fig.
28); 2. Ocmposy Kopbynyti—Kntou, cxema, mapkupauwja koyogeHcku cepadu 8 cekmop A (no Roman 2008, p.
125, fig. 1) 3. Ocmpoegy Kopbyayii, niax Ha koyogeHcko (S XII) scunuwe 1 (663mM0cHO 0bujecmeeH popym ?)
(no Roman 2008, fig. 14A)
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Fig. 3. The Cotofeni tell at Ostrovu Corbului—Botu Cliuciului. 1. SI — southern profile: arable layer (1),
Daco-Roman layer (2), Bronze Age layer (3), no finds (4), Cotofeni culture layer (marked in blue) (5),
Sdlcuta culture layer (6), Starcevo—Cris culture (7), Schela Cladovei culture layer (8), ash (9) (after Roman
1996, p. 76, fig. 11); 2. S I — northern profile: Daco—Roman layer (1), Bronze Age layer (2), Cotofeni culture
layer (marked in blue) (3), no finds (4), Sdlcuta culture layer (5), Starcevo—Cris culture (6), Schela Cladovei
culture layer (7) (after Roman 1996, 77, fig. 12)
06p. 3. Koyogercka cenuwHa mozuna npu Ocmpogy Kopbyayli—Bomy Katouyayti. 1. SI — roxceH npocpun:
obpabomeaem cnoli (1), dako-pumcku naacm (2), naacm om 6pox3ogama enoxa (3), niacm 6e3 Haxooku (4),
naacm om kyamypa KoyogeHu (mapkupaH 8 cuHbo) (5), nnacm om Kyamypa Ceakyya (6), niacm om kKyamypa
Cmapueso—Kpuuwi (7), nnacm om kynmypa Ckena Kaadoeeli (8), nenen (9) (no Roman 1996, p. 76, fig. 11);
2. SI — cegepeH npogpun: dako-pumcku naacm (1), naacm om bpoHzoeama enoxa (2), naacm om Kyamypda
Koyogenu (mapkupat 6 cunbo) (3), nnacm 6e3 Haxooku (4), nnacm om kyamypa Ceakyya (5), nnacm om
kyamypa Cmapuego—Kpuuw (6), nnacm om kyamypa Ckena Knaadoeeli (7) (cned Roman 1996, 77, fig. 12)
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Fig. 4. 1. The Cotofeni tell at Ostrovu Corbului—Botu Cliuciului. S I — western profile: arable layer (1),
Daco—Roman layer (2), Bronze Age layer (3), no finds (4), Cotofeni culture layer (marked in blue) (5),
Sdlcuta culture layer (6), Starcevo—Cris culture (7), Schela Cladovei culture layer (8), shells (9) (after
Roman 1996, p. 75, fig. 10); 2. East-west section through the tell from Ostrovu Corbului—Botu Cliuciului with
the locations of sections XII-1, XII, I, XVII, X, II (after Roman 2008, 164, fig. 38)
06p. 4. Koyogpencka cenuwyHa moauna npu Ocmposy Kopbynyti—Botu Cliuciului. SI — 3anadeH npogpusn:
obpabomeaem cnoli (1), dako-pumcku naacm (2), nnacm om 6poH3oeama enoxa (3), niacm 6e3 Haxooku (4),
naacm om kynmypa Koyogenu (mapkupat 8 cunbo) (5), nnacm om kyamypa Ceakyya (6 ), naacm om Kyamypa
Cmapuego—Kpuuwi (7), nnacm om kyamypa Ckena Kaadoeeli (8), uepynku (9) (no Roman 1996, p. 75, fig. 10);
2. IIpogpun uzmok-3anad, muHasawy npe3 ceautyHama mozauna npu Ocmposy Kopbynyti—bomy Kaouyayti ¢
ombenszaHo mecmonosodiceHue Ha yuacmosyu XI1I-1, XII, I, XVII, X, II (no Roman 2008, 164, fig. 38)
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Fig. 5. 1. Layout-sketch of the Cotofeni settlement at Basarabi—Cetate (after Roman 1976, p. 109, pl. 4.4); 2.
Basarabi—Cetate. Western profile of S D2/1968 of the Cotofeni tell settlement (blue), and the debris of several
superposed dwellings (processed after Roman 1976, 110, pl. 5)

O6p. 5. 1. Ckuya Ha Koyoperckomo ceauwye npu Bacapabu—Yemame (no Roman 1976, 109, pl. 4.4);

2. Bacapabu—Yemame. 3anadeH npogua Ha S D2/1968 Ha KoyopeHckama ceauwjHa mMo2uaa (CUHbo) u
decmpyKyuu om HsIKO/KO NpUnokpugawju ce dxcuauuja (obpabomeru no after Roman 1976, 110, pl. 5)
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current village centre, on the opposite end of the island, in Botu Piscului (fig. 1; 2.2). The settlement
on Ostrovu Corbului is the best known from the entire area of the Cotofeni culture to this day and it
is certainly one of the best documented ones, too (Roman 2010, 159).

Petre Roman spoke of the existence of a tell in formation even from the time of the Salcuta
habitation (Roman 2008, 125), and he later stated that the entire settlement at Cliuci “was in the shape
of a tell” (Roman 2010, 131). The number of Cotofeni levels differ from one area to the other, but for
the central area (sector A) that is a genuine tell, we must note the great number of solid surface build-
ings with floors, which are superposed by following a certain rule (fig. 2.2) and apparently benefitting
from a “public forum” building (fig. 2.3). The settlement in its entirety belongs to the Cotofeni III
phase. The most recent levels are dated by Vuc€edol imports, but they also contain numerous southern
elements that gave this settlement a particular dynamic (Roman et al. 1992, 101, 104, 107; Roman
1996, 19-21, 23, 31, fig. 6; 9a, pl. 1.1-2, 4, T11.1; 1998, 17; 2008; 2010, 150-151, 159-160). The best
stratigraphy spanning over eight habitation levels was identified in S T in the highest area of the settle-
ment, where the depth of the Cotofeni deposits reached its maximum level between 1.20 m and 1.25
m. The numbers of occupation levels and the thickness of the Cotofeni deposits varied depending on
the development of investigations and the excavated sectors. Initially, “approximately seven levels of
constructions marked by the surface dwelling” were proposed, levels that would not have exceeded
1 m (Roman 1977b, 423, note 30; 1980, 223, note 31; 1996, 31, fig. 11; Paunescu 1996, 129; Roman
2008, 149-159, fig. 33; 2010, 132; Tutulescu 2012, 19; 2016, 104) (fig. 3.1-2; 4.1).

2. BASARABI-Cetate (Dolj County).

The Cotofeni settlement at Basarabi developed on the left bank of the Danube (fig. 5.1) and the
habitation space was expanded by creating anthropogenic terraces. The excvations that have not been
fully published reveal the existence of a Cotofeni tell, as shown by the profile published by Petre Ro-
man, with the debris of six surface dwellings with clay floors. Some of the dwellings were large (ca
7-8 x 3—4 m), superposed and with thickness that exceeds 1 m. A layer of ash can be seen over the
dwellings, which increases the total thickness of the Cotofeni layer to around 2 m. Moreover, Roman
mentioned at least seven Cotofeni layers that fully belong to the Cotofeni III phase (Roman 1976, 16,
44, pl. 5; 1977a, 190; Gogaltan 2005, 89-90) (fig. 5.2).

3. MOLDOVA VECHE-Humca (Caras—Severin County).

One important Danubian settlement of the Cotofeni culture from its late stage of development
is Moldova Veche—Humca. The deposits were formed in the high area of the Great Islet (or “Dece-
bal”) (Roman 1976, 16-17, 54-55, 62, pl. 8.1-2, 34, 7, 14, 20, 30). The cultural layer, containing
late Cotofeni culture materials, sealed by the Kostolac and Vucedol allogene elements, differs in the
studied sectors. The excavations from 1967—-1968 and 1970 revealed a layer thickness of ca 0.80 m
(Roman 1977b, 423, note 32; 1980, 224, note 33). The excavations conducted between 1986 and
1987 revealed a stratigraphy of the respective deposits with a thickness between 1.30 and 1.50 m
(Oprinescu 1989, 243). The layer with these deposits was perforated by several Vatina complexes
and was superposed by a layer of sand, over which there was a dwelling from the First Iron Age (El
Susi 1996, 58; Oprinescu, Bozu 1996, 76). There were also surface dwellings that showed signs of
multiple restorations, the development through the sublevels being marked by hearths and stake pits
(Oprinescu, Bozu 1996, 76). Three major constructive stages have been identified. The first two
occupation levels contained surface dwellings with rich inventories belonging to the late Cotofeni,
Kostolac and preponderantly Vucedol, while the upper level was rich in excised ceramics and the
complexes were with modest amount of materials (Roman 1977b, 423 and note 32; 1980, 224 and
note 33), belonging only to the Vucedol culture (Roman 1977b, 428, note 48; 1980, 224, note 35;
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Fig 6. The Cotofeni settlement at Cornereva—Piatra Ilisovii (1 — photo V. Jujea; 2 — ortophotoplan — source
Google Earth)
O6p. 6. KoyogpeHckomo ceauwje npu KopHepega—ITuampa Hauwosuu (1 — cHumka B. XKyaics; 2 —
opmogomonnaH — uzmouHuk Google Earth)
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Fig. 7. Cornereva—Piatra Ilisovii. The western profile of S1 from the Cotofeni settlement
(after Maxim 1993, 72, fig. 4.A)
O6p. 7. KopHepesa—TIuampa Wauwosu. 3anadHusm npogua Ha S1 om KoyogeHcKomo cenuuje
(no Maxim 1993, 72, fig. 4.A)

Oprinescu 1989, 243; Tasi¢ 1995, 79; Nikoli¢ 2000, 96). Within the settlement, the remains of metal-
lurgical activity were also discovered, consisting of pieces of slag and cuprite boulders which, to-
gether with a finished object (a chisel) and other metal items found in different contexts, attest to the
existence of copper metallurgy among the members of this community (Roman 1976, 16; Oprinescu
1987, 192; Ciugudean 2000, 33).

4. CORNEREVA-Piatra Ilisovii (Caras—Severin County)'

The Cotofeni occupation was on a slope of a plateau, at the foot of a cliff called Piatra Ilisovii
(fig. 6.1) and on the edge of a tall ridge (fig. 6.2) between the villages of Cornea and Cornereva.
The site is at the highest altitude ever inhabited by Cotofeni communities (1,156 m) and benefited
from excavations that revealed a maximum stratigraphy reaching 1.05 m (Maxim-Kalmar 1992,
78; Maxim 1993, 65, fig. 3.A; 4.A). Eight Cotofeni levels were identified, dated to the II-III phases
(three Cotofeni II levels, one considered to be Cotofeni II/I1I, and five Cotofeni III levels) (Maxim-
Kalmar 1992, 78; Kalmar-Maxim 1993, 11). The succession was marked through surface dwellings
with floors, both on the lower and upper levels (Maxim-Kalmar 1992, 78; Maxim 1993, 65, fig. 4.D;
Kalmar-Maxim 1993, 11) (fig. 7).

5. OCNELE MARI-Zdup (Valcea County).

The site is located at ca 300 m from the local swimming pool on a small conical-shaped hillock
and on the bank of a small saltwater river. The archaeological surveys from 1973-1975 revealed one
Cotofeni settlement and one belonging to the Early Bronze Age, only partially superposed, and stra-
tigraphy estimated, at that time, to be over 2 m thick (Petre 1976, 16 — in which the author states that
the settlements did not superpose; Petre-Govora 1982, 9-10, fig. 1-6; 8.9-10; 10; 11.1-15).

Unfortunately, we do not know the exact number of occupation levels. From the little informa-
tion published after this first report, a reconstruction of the complex stratigraphy of the site shows
at least four thick levels of habitation, corresponding to the three phases of the Cotofeni culture and
one most likely belonging to the beginning of the Bronze Age. The first and oldest occupation level

1 We must note that, after consulting several topographical maps, we opted for the localization of the site in
Cornereva and for the toponym Piatra Ilisovii, although the locals often use the name Piatra Elisovei. The settlement is
known in the archaeological literature to be located, generally, within the bounds of the Cuptoare village, but its centre and
the location under consideration here are 7 km apart and they are on different slopes. In other works, the remains appear in
the vicinity of the Domagnea village (Petrovszky, Cadariu 1979, 68; Oprinescu 1992, 18, no. 16; Luca 2006, 93, no. 208/b).
H. Ciugudean amplified the error by combining the finds of two different Cotofeni sites, one in Cuptoare-Piatra Ilisovei
(Ciugudean 2000, 69, no. 196) and another in Domasnea-Piatra Erisorii (ibid., 70, no. 247).
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Fig. 8. The tell habitation at Seusa—Gorgan. 1. The northern profile of SI/2000; 2. The south—western
stratigraphic profile of SII/2001 (the Cotofeni levels are marked in blue) (after Ciutd, Gligor 2003, 6, fig.
6a1; 10, fig. 10. 2)

O6p. 8. Ceauwgnama mozuna npu Illeywa—I'opean. 1. Cesepen npocpun Ha SI/2000; 2. FOz2o3anaden
cmpamuepacgcku npogun Ha SI1I/2001 (koyogpeHckume Huga ca mapkupaHu e cuHbo) (no Ciutd, Gligor
20036, fig. 6. 1; 10, fig. 10. 2)
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belongs to the Cotofeni I phase and it is between 3.60 and 2.80 m. The next level, mostly containing
Cotofeni IT materials, as well as materials from the following phase was approximately between 2.80
and 2 m. The stratigraphy of the site continues with a very consistent layer, between 2 and 0.40 m,
rich in Cotofeni III materials, some of which were influenced by Kostolac and Vucedol corded ware,
as well as Glina III ceramic fragments almost certainly coming from the upper level. The final level
of deposits is between 0.40 m and the current surface and contains Cotofeni III ceramics with rare
Glina III sherds (ibid., 9-10; 1988, 137; 1995, 18-19). Other more recent information has not been
published. The site is also discussed by Tutulescu (2012, 10-11, 19). Another work states that the
site at Zdup, together with Ocnele Mari—Cosota, “had the longest existence in the area (all the evo-
lutionary phases of civilization subject to our study are attested)” (Schuster et al. 2010, 263, pl. II.1).
Belonging to the occupation peak in Cosota, mentioned as being quite consistent, Dumitru Berciu
attributed “hundreds of tronconic ‘cup’ sherds used in the exploitation of brine” (Berciu 1981, 13, pl.
3.8), which is obviously linked to the exploitation of salt in the area.

Located in a saliferous area, the Cotofeni settlement at Zdup was strongly dependent on the
exploitation of salt on the spot (proof being the vessels specially modelled for briquettes) (Petre-
Govora 1982, 23-24; 1995, 18-19; Schuster et al. 2010, 262-263, pl. 1) — intense activities that
certainly generated the impressive stratigraphy, which totals over 3-3.50 m. Salt production struc-
tures are missing, but strong burn marks and layers of ash are identified as a result of these activities
(Petre-Govora 1982, 23-24). Even if the last stratigraphic level at Ocnele Mari belongs to the Early
Bronze Age, the thickness of the Cotofeni deposits still remains remarkable.

6. SEUSA-Gorgan (Alba County).

The systematic excavations conducted on Gorgan in Seusa have revealed the stratigraphy of
the site across its entire area. The richest habitation was recorded in the high levels of the settlement,
that is in the form of a mound (at an altitude of 463 m), and is situated on the western part of the
Secasului Plateau. The excavators suggested the existence of two occupation levels, called inferior
and superior, belonging to the Cotofeni III phase. The maximum thickness of the Cotofeni deposits
reached up to 1.80 m (Ciuta, Gligor 2003, 22) and the settlement was only a tell-type, according to
the classification proposed by Fl. Gogaltan, an author who emphasized the exceptional stratigraphic
situation, but without including it in one category or another (Gogaltan 2005, 90). However, the
descriptions of the stratigraphic successions and the published profiles (see the profiles of sections
VI1/2003-2004 — Ciuta 2008, fig. 14, and S 1X/2003) clearly show that the Cotofeni habitation had
many more than merely two levels (Ciuta 2010, 47). In this sense, the stratigraphic situation captured
in the campaign from 2005 is suggestive — it states that only the so-called upper Cotofeni level had
been investigated, the level on which a surface dwelling (L. 11) superposed a hut (L. 13) which, in its
turn, penetrated an older Cotofeni pit (G 18) (Ciuta et al. 2006a, 174; Ciuta et al. 2006b, 353). The
northern profile of S 1/2000 fairly clearly indicates at least 8 habitation levels of Cotofeni construc-
tions (fig. 8.1-2; 9.1-2). The existence of several Cotofeni occupation horizons is also indicated by
the presence, subsequent to the level of the large surface dwellings, of certain “later levels of habita-
tion that were successive and seasonal” (Ciuta, Gligor 2003, 22; Ciuta, Gligor 2006, 272).

Therefore, in Seusa—Gorgan we are faced with a Cotofeni tell with at least four levels of habi-
tation and constructive arrangements, and a first horizon of large surface dwellings superimposed by
different constructions (hut, shanty). It would appear that these constructions were concentrated in a
well-outlined space, since at ca 25 m from the maximum stratigraphic level of 1.80 m, the Cotofeni
deposits disappeared completely (Ciuta, Gligor 2003, 22; Ciuta 2004, 131, 133, fig. 2; Ciuta et al.
2005, 369; Ciuta et al. 2006a, 175; Ciuta et al. 2006b, 353; Ciutd, Gligor 2006, 272, fig. 9, 11-13). As
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Fig. 9. Stratigraphic profiles through the tell from Seusa—Gorgan
(after M. Ciutd 2008, 233, fig. 14 — 1; Ciuta 2010, 61, fig. 3.a.2)
O6p. 9. Cmpamuepacpcku npocpuau Ha ceauwyHama moeuaa npu Illeywa—Iopear (
no M. Ciuta 2008, 233, fig. 14 — 1, Ciuta 2010, 61, fig. 3.a.2)

Fig. 10. The tell settlement at Seusa—Gorgan (source Google Earth)
06p. 10. Ceauwynama moauna npu Illeywia—Topean. (usmounuk Google Earth)

suggested by certain aerial images, it is possible that the settlement was, in fact, surrounded by a de-
fensive structure (fig. 10). In the absence of an explanation for the legends of the published profiles,
it is difficult to establish the category/dating of certain site levels. Thus, we cannot correctly evaluate
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3 4

Fig. 11. Ardeu—Cetdtuie: 1. Overview of the higher area (the arrow marks the place of the slope from 2001,
2. The terraced area; 3. Trench I11/2001; 4. The sequence of Cotofeni deposits from the same place
(photo I. Ferencz)

O6p. 11. Apdey—Uemayylie: 1. I1o2ned KoM no-eucokama 30Ha (cmpeakama o603Hauaea MssCmomo Hd CK/AOHA
om 2001 2.; 2. TepacupaHa naouwy; 3. Condadic 111/2001; 4. CekeeHyusi Ha KoyogeHcKume niacmose 8
condadca (cHumka M. depenyy)

whether on the eastern profile of S 11/2000, the cut that starts from the final level and penetrates the
previous deposits to a considerable depth and length (Ciuta, Gligor 2003, fig. 10) is a ditch or merely
a large complex.

“Tell-type” (pseudo-tells) Cotofeni settlements

According to the typology we already used in the present paper, the tell-type settlements
should have at least two archaeological levels and an up to 1 m thick stratigraphy (Gogaltan 2003a,
62; 2003b, 5; 2005, 80). For now, we can include with certainty three settlements in this category.

1. ARDEU-Cetatuie (Hunedoara County)

Cetatuia/Cetateaua is a peak formed of Jurassic limestone and located on the left bank of the
Ardeu Valley that has been intensely inhabited over the ages. Prehistoric settlements are found not
only in the uplands and on the plateau called Dealu Judelui, but also in the lower areas, particularly
downstream. Intensive occupation is found on the south-western side, over an area that descends
into the Gura Cheilor waterbed. In 2001, a slope (T III) on the bank of a road to the limestone quarry
located at the foot of the cliff allowed the establishment of an impressive stratigraphic sequence of
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Fig. 12. The Cotofeni site at Orlat—Cetatea Scurtd (1 — photo C. Popa; 2 — ortophotoplan 2005)
O6p. 12. Koyoetcku obexm npu Opram—Yemams Ckypma (1 — cHumka K. Ilona; 2 — opmogomonnan 2005 2.)
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over 4 m from the Cotofeni culture period to the Dacian period (Ferencz 2006, 70, pl. III) (fig. 11).
The Cotofeni deposits belonged to phase III and were ca 1.5 m thick, formed of two levels where
two hearths were found. The Cotofeni occupation was probably on an artificial or natural terrace (?)
and was more intensive towards the rocky slope. It is less intensive downstream towards the valley,
where the excavations in 2003 in the Gura Cheilor point revealed the existence of a single Cotofeni
level that was only 0.40 m thick, but in which there are two stages of arrangements in the Cotofeni
IIT phase (one surface dwelling that superposed a pit) (Ferencz et al. 2004, 44).

2. ORLAT—Cetatea Scurta (Sibiu County)

At approximately 1 km upstream from the confluence with the Cibin river, on the left bank of
the Sacel River, rises Cetatea Scurtd, a hill with very steep slopes connected with the Cetatea Lunga
Hill only through a saddle (fig. 12). During the archaeological excavations, which targeted the medi-
eval fortification, a consistent Cotofeni habitation from the third phase was also found, which occu-
pied the upper part of the hill. The thickness of the Cotofeni deposits varied, the most consistent ac-
cumulations being in S TV/1969, traced on the northern cornice of the hill. Although we do not have
enough data regarding the stratigraphy, we do know that it certainly exceeds 1 m for the Cotofeni
dwelling. Here is the description offered by the excavator: “the medieval deposits are located at a
depth of 0.40 m, and then, under a thick layer of soil, numerous ceramic materials belonging to the
Cotofeni culture emerged, at a depth of up to 2 m. Here, on the northern cornice, the ceramics and the
adobe that came from the huts form a thick, uninterrupted layer of at least 1 m” (Négler 1977, 29). In
another section (S VII), two levels of Cotofeni habitation are mentioned, with no information about
their thickness. The first level was located directly over the native rock and covered the entire length
of the section. On a length of over 5 m, this level superposed another, with a different colour and
consistency (ibid., 32). Unfortunately, the two profiles that were of direct interest to us have not been
published. Both excavated units approached the southern area of the plateau, probably artificially ter-
raced by the Cotofeni community (Lazar 1976, 28; 1979, 35-36, pl. 1.8; V/1; 1980, 11-12, 15-17, 19,
26) such that the two stratigraphic situations must be correlated. The occupation type is mentioned
in a few places, but somewhat ambiguously: “the adobe that came from the huts”, “«hearth» of un-
interrupted adobe” (Néagler 1977, 29, 34). The dating of the fortification made of ditches, waves and
a palisade at the time of the Cotofeni culture, as was suggested as some point (Lazar 1976, 28-29;
1979, 35-36; 1980, 11; Vulpe 2001, 229), cannot be supported now, since Thomas Négler brought
sufficient arguments based on stratigraphic observations that date the fortification to the Middle Ages
(Néagler 1977, 29-35, pl. III-V).

A Cotofeni habitation was revealed on a neighbouring peak in Orlat as well, called La Zid.
The surveys, which targeted another medieval fortress, led to the unveiling of a consistent Cotofeni
layer in the upper area of the hill. The greatest thickness was observed on the ridge in S I, “at the
western end, reaching up to 1.20 m”. The excavator goes on to state that: “the Cotofeni culture layer
continues with a considerable thickness on the outside of the enclosure wall, thinning downhill until
it disappears”, where the remains of several dwellings are also mentioned (ibid., 40-41). However,
we do not have any precise data regarding the stratigraphy of the prehistoric occupation, regarding
other possible complexes or the dating of the settlement. We must note the presence of two occupa-
tions nearby, probably with a similar dynamic, and by publishing them, we shall clarify a series of
aspects regarding the habitation type, the dwelling structures and their chronology.

3. SINCAI—Cetatea Paganilor (Mures County)

On the Cetatea Paganilor hill (fig. 13.2), Valeriu Lazar surveyed one of the most important
and well-known settlements from the Cotofeni culture area. Though during the first excavation cam-
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Fig. 13. Sincai—Cetatea Pdganilor. 1. The layout of dwellings L 8-11 and pits G 16-20; 2. An aerial image of
the Cotofeni settlement (after Baldsz 2010, 9, fig. 2.1; 16, pl. 1-2)
O6p. 13. IlIuHkali—Yemams IazoHunop. Inaw Ha scunuwya L 8—11u smu G 16-20; 2. Bo30ywHa CHUMKA Ha
uoyocgperckomo cenuwye (no Baldsz 20109, fig. 2.1;. 16, pl. 1-2)
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paigns only a single Cotofeni layer was mentioned on the lower terrace in the north-western sector of
the site (sections D, E, G,) with a thickness between 0.30 and 1.00 m, two Cotofeni levels were out-
lined later (Lazar 1978, 1; 1980, 16; 1995, 252; Vulpe 2001, 229). They were both described in one
of V. Lazar’s studies, who mentioned that they had a total thickness of approx. 1 m (Lazar 1980, 16;
1995, 252; 1997, 11). However, there are still areas of the settlement where the stratigraphy showed
an intense Cotofeni habitation leading the excavator to state that “in some sections, the Cotofeni
deposits reach a thickness of 2 m” (Lazar 1976, 29, note 15). In his doctoral thesis, the excavator con-
tinues with “the vestiges of the two levels cannot be separated stratigraphically” and provisionally
attributed the hut-type dwellings to the first level, dated to Cotofeni II, while the surface dwellings
were assigned to the upper level (Cotofeni IIT) (Lazar 1978, 15) (fig. 13.1). Although the informa-
tion regarding the stratigraphy of the site is contradictory, it facilitates the inclusion of this site in the
category of tell-type settlements.

Discussion

We have identified several issues (e.g. some settlements have stratigraphies of over 1 m and at
least three levels of habitation) that require either an adjustment or a reformulation of the convention
established by Fl. Gogaltan, or the exclusion of the Cotofeni sites from the tell category.

The formation of the deposits

First, we shall discuss the formation of the occupation levels on a tell. One of the defined rules
is the formation of the deposits by superimposing certain surface buildings at the same place, the
levels being marked by the clay floors or by another material. Currently, the Cotofeni settlements
of Basarabi, Ostrovu Corbului, Moldova Veche, Cornereva and partially Seusa fall in the same cat-
egory. It is noteworthy that from an architectural point of view, these buildings (usually houses, but
other types of buildings as well) are usually examples of the “peak” reached in the technology of
constructing surface buildings in their region (in this case, the area north of the Danube). The absence
of other materials for walls (sunburnt bricks, stones) is the main difference between the ways in
which the Anatolian tells and the tells from the Carpathian Basin were formed (Gogaltan 2003a, 48).
Without a doubt, as we have already emphasized, the first habitation stages were not genuine tells
(Kienlin 2020, 57). Therefore, the definition of a tell can only be valid for the final occupation of the
Cotofeni settlements when the thickness of the deposits and possibly the structure of the settlements
corresponded to the convention.

The second issue regards the appearance (the shape) of the settlement within its natural envi-
ronment. Even if some of the Cotofeni settlements presented above have a consistent vertical stra-
tigraphy, on multiple levels (some up to eight), formed by the successive surface dwellings with
clay floors, they did not generate a mound (emphasis mine). This is the case with the Basarabi and
Cornereva—Piatra Ilisovii sites.

A particular issue is the vertical stratigraphy that formed through the accumulation of various
deposits and not as a result from the superposing of dwellings. Here, we draw attention to the situ-
ation revealed by the cross-section of the Ocnele Mari—Zdup site, where the rich sediments are due
to activities other than living and are connected to the exploitation of salt deposits from the nearby
source. To some extent the situation is the same in Seusa where the base levels (?) are with surface
dwellings, but the consistency of the Cotofeni layer is in the upper part, with its numerous ash lay-
ers indicating light dwellings, although the sedimentation of these late sequences would probably
require a reinterpretation. A similar situation was observed in the upper levels of the tell at Celei
(Nica 1982, 18, fig. 1).
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Thickness of the | Levels of Cotofeni Relief form/ Restorat!ons/ Lot el
NN culture layer habitation appearance SUPETposIng o from qt.her
surface dwellings activities
Basarabi-Cetate approx. 2m <7 terrace X -
Cornereva-Piatra .
lisoviiElisovei 1.05m 8 high plateau X -
Ocnele Mari-Zdup <2m >3 mound - X
Ostrovu Corbului- .
Botu Cliuciului 1.20-1.25m 8 islet/mound X -
Moldova Veche- :
Humca 1.30-1.30m <3 islet/mound X -
Seusa-Gorgan 1.80m >7 mound ? -

Table 1. Summary data for the Cotofeni tell settlements.
Tabauya 1. O6obweHu OaHHU 3a KoyogeHcKume cenuwHu Mo2uaU

The Danubian tells

Therefore, this analysis (Table 1) suggests that only the settlement on Ostrovu Corbului meets
the criteria of a genuine tell. The absence of defensive elements, which are characteristic for the tells
in the plains, is justified by the natural defences of the site located on an islet. A good analogy, in
many respects, is the settlement Moldova Veche—-Humca, but on the levels that also contain Cotofeni
ceramics, the Vucedol and Kostolac materials are predominant.

It would appear that the Cotofeni settlement on Ostrovu Corbului—Cliuci also had a minimal
formalization by arranging dwellings to a certain rule — with east—-west direction and parallel to
the Danube (Roman 2008, 162). The thickness of the Cotofeni culture layer, consisting of several
levels marked by surface constructions with floors, some with visible traces of repairs (Roman
2010, 150-151), offers all the characteristics for including this settlement among the tells. The
existence of a certain settlement organization is suggested also by the presence of a large L-shaped
building (15 x 5 m), excavated in S XII, which could have had a communal function. This building
(fig. 2.3), whose north-eastern end had a porch or outbuildings (suggested by the stake pits) with
an area of 2 x 2 m (Roman 2008, 136-138, fig. 14A; 2010, 132, 159), points to a construction with
special purposes. Petre Roman wondered whether it was a public house or a place of worship (Ro-
man 1977b, 423, note 30; 1980, 223, note 31). The building could have played a similar role as the
apse building of Vucedol (Gogaltan 2005, 90, fig. 8). Naturally, the identification of a “megaron”
type layout of this building would be an exaggeration. There have been attempts in the past by
Fr. Roth to interpret certain dwellings he discovered in Céalnic as having the same layout, with a
porch, which he connected to the “northern” world (Roth 1942a, 22; 1942b, 210-211, 214, Abb.
1, 4; 1943, 448-452, 459, Abb. 2). We maintain our reservations regarding the true compartmen-
talization with a porch in the case of these buildings. Only P. Roman has expressed doubts in this
sense, namely about the existence of a porch on the Cotofeni dwellings of Calnic (Roman 1976,
15), but generally the data published by Roth was not critically assessed, even by more recently
published works (Lazar 1980, 17-18; Comsa 1991, 21, fig. 1; Ciugudean 2000, 18; Vulpe 2001,
229). The issue remains open. Roth’s reconstructions are perfectly analogous with the megaron
types (Miiller 1944, 342-348, fig. 1) from Troy II (Miiller 1944, 344, fig. 1.8) that are contempo-
rary with the Cotofeni phenomenon. Much closer, on the opposite bank of the Danube, on the Ko-
stolac level at Vucedol, a building of quadrilateral shape or a megaron similar in length to the one
on Ostrovu Corbului (15.40 x 9.50 m) was excavated and interpreted as a construction with sacred
function, perhaps related to the processing of copper (Tasi¢ 1995, 52, 77, 170-171). Other similar
later buildings are known from the same site at the time of the Vucedol culture (Gogaltan 2005,
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90). Megaron-type dwellings are also present in the IV horizon of the Sarvas settlement, recently
attributed to the Kostolac culture (Tasi¢ 1995, 169). This evidence deserves further attention, that
is connected on the one hand to the birth of tells in the Cotofeni—Kostolac—Vucedol horizon, and
on the other hand to the appearance of monumental architecture with particular layout and special
purpose. Together with the apse buildings encountered in the area of the Kostolac culture, they
illustrate the links with the southern cultural circles, from the Balkans to Anatolia (Nikoli¢ 1996,
373-381, fig. 2-3).

The Cotofeni habitation at Basarabi can also be considered a tell. What distinguishes it, how-
ever, is the relief form on which the site was founded — the Danube terrace, and its appearance, since
it is not a mound. However, it has already been pointed out that the “classic” tells of the Carpathian
Basin formed on the high terraces of certain rivers and without the appearance of mounds were con-
sidered as tells (Gogaltan 2003a, 49). Therefore, the Cotofeni site at Basarabi must be considered a
tell.

A complex occupation, somewhat similar to the Cotofeni settlement at Basarabi, is located
south of the Danube, in the Kostolac settlement at Gomolava (level III b), where three construction
horizons are mentioned with two superposed houses (Dwellings VI a and b). Two chronological hori-
zons were distinguished containing the mentioned dwellings. The first horizon is characterized by the
complete lack of décor in the Furchenstich technique, and the second by its dominance (Tasi¢ 1995,
64). A similar case of rebuilding and superposition of two Kostolac houses is Pivnica, where the char-
acteristics of the former phase had been kept (ibid., 154). These situations allow certain comparisons
between the two neighbouring and contemporary cultures, as well as the hypothesis of a possible
Kostolac—Cotofeni influence, with respect to the building of dwellings. Moreover, we must mention
that few settlements of the Vucedol culture show several phases of reconstruction (ibid., 78). How-
ever, there are no tells in the Cotofeni-Kostolac environment in Serbia (Kapuran et al. 2018, 84-87).

Tells or pseudo-tells on the tops of hills and mountains?
Starting from the rule given by a certain convention, strictly from the perspective of the strati-

graphic deposits, the natural question is whether the Cotofeni dwellings of Cornereva—Piatra Ilisovii
can be considered to be a tell, given that the tell with the highest altitude recorded so far in the east
of the Carpathian Basin, the Wietenberg one at Dersida—Dealu lui Balotd, is only at 342 m! (Gogal-
tan 2014, 17). Its features are close to those of Basarabi, but the relief differs fundamentally. As
mentioned, it is located at the highest altitude in the entire known area inhabited by Cotofeni com-
munities (over 1100 m). The dwelling could have a double function, secular and magical-religious,
possibly directly linked with the processing of copper (Maxim 1993, 67). A fragment of flat axe, a
needle, a piercer and several grains of molten copper were found on a Cotofeni hearth, a situation
that suggests metallurgical activity of the hot metal beating (Kalmar et al. 1987, 68; Maxim 1991, 16;
Maxim-Kalmar 1992, 78; Kalmar-Maxim 1993, 13). Gheorghe Lazarovici interprets the evidence
from Piatra Ilisovii/Elisovei as metalworking “workshop” and thinks that one of the rock depressions
could even be a well-made in search of cupriferous sources. It is unclear why all these discoveries
(including the level with the “workshop” and the metal pieces found in certain Cotofeni contexts) are
associated, obviously erroneously, with the Salcuta culture (Lazarovici et al. 2010, 37-38, fig. 7-8).
Thus, the situation at Cornereva—Piatra Ilisovii must have been somewhat similar to the examples
known from the late Baden area, where the only known tells of this culture, Salgétarjan—Pécskd,
Vinkovci (Hungary) and Vucedol-Gradac (Croatia), have evidence of certain local metallurgical
activities (Gogaltan 2005, 89).

Before ending the discussion on Piatra Ilisovii, noteworthy is the similarity of this settlement
to others that cannot be included in the tell-type category due to the thickness of their deposits. This
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is, for instance, the case with Ampoita—La Pietri (Alba County), that has a similar habitation type
(settlement developed behind a cliff) and where a Cotofeni culture layer was found in 2001, with
a thickness of ca 0.90 m, merely 10 cm below the conventional limit. The layer consisted of five
Cotofeni occupations, two from the second phase, followed by three levels from phase III, each
documented by house complexes: level I Cotofeni (Cotofeni IT) — 0.30 m thick; level IT Cotofeni (Co-
tofeni IT) — 0.20 m; level IIT Cotofeni (Cotofeni IIT) — 0.20 m; level IV Cotofeni (Cotofeni IIT) — 0.20
m (Ciugudean, Gligor 2002, 40; Ciugudean, Gligor 2003, 40; Ciugudean et al. 2005, 12). Moreover,
both settlements began their development in the second phase and continued intensely in the follow-
ing phase. Even if the evidence no longer needs to be demonstrated, it emphasizes the limits of a
convention, no matter what “mathematical” data we use.

However, at the sites of Seusa and Ocnele Mari with their impressive stratigraphies, standing
out in the landscape with the appearance of a mound (in the case of Seusa, with the eloquent toponym
of Gorgan), their formation is due either only partially to overlaps of some surface dwellings, or to
other occupational activities. Ocnele Mari is a typical case of the habitation of communities whose
activity was closely linked with the exploitation of salt present in the area (Petre-Govora 1995,
18-19). The impressive stratigraphy accumulated on that place (without having dwelling structures!)
illustrates a special dynamic and occupational intensity. Special vessels intended for briquetting, ash
lenses and the absence of dwellings could be interpreted as evidence for the specific activities of a
prehistoric salt mine, not of proper settlement. Such activities carried out in similar saliferous areas
led in other periods to the establishment of dwellings with long development and an impressive stra-
tigraphy (see Lunca, Sarata Monteoru, etc.) (Cavruc, Dumitroaia 2006, 37-40; Cavruc et al. 2006,
41-43).

The dwelling at Seusa—Gorgan is located on a peak on the western edge of the Secagelor Pla-
teau in a low hilly area. Taking into account the existence of religious structures in both the Eneo-
lithic Decea Muresului type (an altar with grains) and the Cotofeni dwelling (bothroi — well with
the remains of bucranium type altar) (Ciuta, Gligor 2003; Ciuta, Gligor 2006; Ciuta 2008), we can
conclude that the site was related, even if not all the time, to some worship activities and practices. In
both horizons, rich reserves of carbonized cereals were discovered, which must be interpreted along
the same lines. Probably the area was consecrated from the first stage of Decea Muresului habitation,
and this status was acquired also during the Cotofeni habitation.

Apart from the sites mentioned above, less than ten are known to have two or more levels of
habitation in the area of the Cotofeni culture. They are as follows:

1. Ampoita—Pietri (Alba County). The Cotofeni occupation formed a layer of five levels with
a total thickness of 0.90 cm: two from phase II and three from phase III. Each level was documented
through complexes of dwellings: level I Cotofeni (Cotofeni IT) — 0.30 m thick; level II Cotofeni
(Cotofeni IT) — 0.20 m; level IIT Cotofeni (Cotofeni III) — 0.20 m; level IV Cotofeni (Cotofeni IIT) —
0.20 m (Ciugudean, Gligor 2002, 40; Ciugudean, Gligor 2003, 40; Ciugudean et al. 2005, 12).

2. Branet—Piscu Rusului (Olt County). The site includes two Cotofeni IT-TII levels, comprising
archaeological complexes (pits, dwellings) (Ulanici 1975a, 45-46, 57; 1975b, 245, 255; 1976, 33,
48).

3. Bretea Mureseana—Magura Sarbilor (Hunedoara County). There are two Cotofeni levels,
dated to the Cotofeni IlIc substage (Rotea 1993, 66; Vulpe 2001, 229).

4. Metes—La Pestera (Alba County). The layer of Cotofeni culture from this settlement is
0.35-0.40 m thick. In the surveyed area of the southern part of the site, two (Ciugudean 1997, 36)
and three successive occupation levels of the Cotofeni culture have been identified. In the upper part
of the culture layer, there were materials specific to the Early Bronze Age (Moga, Ciugudean 1995,
126; Ciugudean 1996a, 55, fig. 44.1-2; 1996b, 77; 1998, 43; 2001, 77).
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Fig. 14. Map with the discussed Cotofeni settlements: tell (1-6) and pseudo—tell (7-9): 1. Ostrovu Corbului;
2. Basarabi; 3. Moldova Veche; 4. Cornereva; 5. Ocnele Mari; 6. Seusa; 7. Ardeu; 8. Orlat; 9. Sincai
(figure by C. Popa)

O6p. 14. Kapma c obcwicoanume koyogeHcku cenuwjHu mo2unu (1-6) u ncegdocenuwjHu mozunu (7-9): 1.
Ocmposy Kopbynyli; 2. Bacapabu; 3. Mondoga Beke; 4. KopHepeea; 5. OkHene Map; 6. Illeywa; 7. Apoey;
8. Opnam; 9. IlIunkati (uzeomesun K. ITona)
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5. Poiana Ampoiului—Piatra Corbului (Alba County). Three Cotofeni III levels were identified
in the settlement here on terrace I (Ciugudean 1996a, 63, fig. 56). In the campaigns of 1992—-1993,
only two Cotofeni levels were identified (Ciugudean, Boroffka 1994, 50; Ciugudean, Boroffka 1995,
18; Ciugudean 2001, 77).

6. Savarsin—Cetatuie (Arad County). On an anthropic terrace on the northern side of the upper
plateau, a 1 m thick Cotofeni dwelling was found, between the depths of 1.60 and 2.60 m (Hiigel et
al. 2009, 192; Sava 2015a, 165-166, pl. 7.4; 2015b, 47-48, fig. 14.5; 45/2; 2015c, 50-51, fig. 29.5).
During the 2009 campaign, four Cotofeni III levels were outlined, in which the contacts with the
Baden and Kostolac cultures were obvious (Hiigel et al. 2010, 170).

7. Sebes—Papuc (Alba County). The settlement contains two Cotofeni III levels, with a total
thickness between 0.50 and 0.75 m (Aldea 1968, 92, 95, 98, 100-101, fig. 3).

8. Sebes—Rapa Rosie (Alba County). There is a settlement with a stratigraphy that is similar
and contemporary with Papuc (unpublished excavations Cristian I. Popa, 2001).

9. Zlatna—Coltul lui Blaj (Alba County). On the terrace numbered by Ion T. Lipovan Terrace
I1, there was a stratigraphic sequence of three levels of habitation, the last subdivided into three sub-
levels. The first two levels belong to the Cotofeni culture. According to the observations made by
the excavator, the first sublevel (I1Ia) of level three contains Cotofeni materials, the following (IITb)
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contains Cotofeni materials mixed in the upper part with materials from the Early Bronze Age, while
the third and last sublevel (ITIc) contained only deposits from the Early Bronze Age. We must note
the large number of Cotofeni levels, as well as their average thickness: level I — 0.35 m, level IT - 0.22
m, sublevel II1a — 0.15 m, while level IIIb (mixed with the Early Bronze Age) — 0.30 m under the
first level, as well as under the three levels of habitation, levels of facilitation are improved (Lipovan
1983, 30-32, 40, fig. 2.2).

Conclusions

A few points are noteworthy in the end regarding the spatial distribution and the possible fac-
tors that determined the formation of the multi-layered Cotofeni settlements (fig. 14). First of all, we
must note their location on the left bank of the Danube (Basarabi) or on a Danube island (Ostrovu
Corbului). Cornereva—Piatra Ilisovii is located in the mountain area, in open through valleys leading
to the Danube. Naturally, in comparison to the number of over 1500 Cotofeni sites, these few settle-
ments are completely isolated examples. However, we cannot overlook the fact that Cotofeni sites
also participate, albeit modestly, in what can be called the “revival” of the stable tell-type occupation
along the Danube. Stemming from the convention embraced in this study, it is difficult to establish a
satellite system of occupations (Gogaltan 2017, 30) that would gravitate around these tells. Moreo-
ver, it is possible that what we call Cotofeni tells could, in some cases, merely represent settlements
with a particular stratigraphy with none of the economic, spiritual and social characteristics which
the “classic” Neolithic, Eneolithic or Bronze Age tells hold. They can be suspected to be proto-urban
settlements even less so. The absence of fortifications for these Cotofeni settlements, an indispen-
sable element in the definition of a tell, which determines its formation in a limited space (Gogaltan
2014, 13; 2016, 102), represents another impediment for a complete definition of a tell. In the ab-
sence of other data, the circular fortifications identified in Plenita or Castrele Traiane (Roman 1976,
14, 84), north of the Danube, represent isolated and uncertain examples. Despite these observations,
the Cotofeni sites under consideration are among the most important and the information provided
by the investigations confirm their particular status.

Overall, the Cotofeni tells and the pseudo-tell settlements represent a phenomenon that is
characteristic of the Cotofeni III phase, although as indicated by the situation (whether accepted or
not) of Piatra Ilisovii, its beginnings can be traced to phase II, contemporary with the formation of
the Baden culture tells. The reason for their appearance must obviously be linked to certain activities
and practices that go beyond the sphere of daily life, but in all the examples it denotes the existence
of long-term dwellings.

In fact, during the period of contemporary development of the Cotofeni culture in the Car-
pathian Basin and the Lower Danube area the tells are no longer a common settlement type; on the
contrary, we are witnessing only isolated examples. The climate change at the beginning of the fourth
millennium BC, prior to the Cotofeni culture, had drastic consequences for the cultural development
in the Balkans and south-eastern and southern Europe, which is especially visible in the abandon-
ment of the Eneolithic tells (Raczky 1995, 54). Fl. Gogaltan considers that the possible internal
causes that affected huge areas were due to the disappearance of tells in the Carpathian Basin (Gogal-
tan 2005, 86-87). These sites and the tell-type settlements begin to disappear almost simultaneously
with the cessation of the painted ceramics, both to the north and south of the Danube (ibid., 85-88,
for examples and discussion). However, there is a tradition of tells or tell-like settlements related
to communities of northern Pontic origin arriving to the Lower Danube, the latter reoccupying old
tells. The site of Cernavoda—Dealul Sofia is relevant in this sense — the Cernavoda I communities
contributed to the birth of a tell (Hasotti 1997, 125-126). Then, another occupation contributed to the
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“growth” of the tell in the northern and middle part of the site, belonging to the Cernavoda III culture.
The consistent deposits with an average thickness of up to 2 m consisted of some superposed houses
with clay floors (Morintz, Roman 1968, 566; Roman 1989, 50-51; 2001, 15, Abb. 5). Another case,
contemporary this time with the beginnings of the Cotofeni culture is Celei located on the Danube
line — the area of future Cotofeni sites distribution. The excavations of the Roman-Byzantine fortress
captured what was left of the settlement, a tell with a maximum length of 25 m and width of 6 m,
located on the bank of the Danube. The stratigraphy is impressive, the 2.50-2.80 m of deposits con-
taining 11 levels of dwellings belonging to the Celei type communities. They are very well outlined
“by the succession of floors with hearths, in some cases preserving the traces of vertical poles, upon
which the rubble of the walls with burnt wicker splices” belonging to dwellings with lengths of over
8 m (Tudor et al. 1961, 480-481; Bujor 1967, 211, 213-216; Nica 1982, 15-16, fig. 1-4; Morintz
2007, 88). Thus, we have a settlement that has all the characteristics of a tell, developed by a cultural
group with an important southern component.

Therefore, in the mid—4™ millennium, populations of different origins re-establish a tradition
in a specific type of habitat that had been somewhat lost even in the Lower Danube. However, at the
turn of the 473" millennia BC, the tells no longer exist. Perhaps the social structures and economic
needs capable of coalescing such centres had not yet appeared. Even if for another half a millennium
in different areas of the Carpathian Basin settlements with similar features to tells appear, their pres-
ence must be regarded only as an accidental one. This is also the case with the discussed Cotofeni
settlements discussed.The Iron Gates area contained the mounds of the old tells and this is w where
they reappeared before the Bronze Age. Therefore, the habitat type and the final evolution of the
Cotofeni culture suggest the existence of gradual changes towards forms specific to the future epoch.

As a conclusion, only the Ostrovu Corbului site can fully be understood as a tell, to which we
could add the Basarabi site, if we were to ignore the detail regarding the relief form on which it ap-
pears.

As for the tell-type settlements, the examples included here in the Cotofeni culture area, name-
ly Sincai—Cetatea Paganilor, Ardeu—Cetatuie and Orlat—Cetatea Scurtd, can be criticized or not. The
classifications for which we have opted through the presented arguments must necessarily reflect the
sedimentation differences in certain Cotofeni sites, the dynamics of the habitation and, in the end, a
certain position occupied by the settlement within the space and territory controlled by the respective
communities. Through the definition given to the tell-type settlements, if we were to consider certain
elements, such as the occupied relief form, the appearance of the site, the nature of the deposits etc.,
both discussed examples move further away from the genuine tell settlement. Only the stratigraphy
and the number of levels that apply for the Cotofeni sequence allow to affiliate such sites to the tell-
type. Their existence is, however, justified for another more or less conventional reason. They quite
obviously differ from the tell settlements and from the single layer settlements. Moreover, they do
not form mounds and the debris from which the culture levels are formed are merely partially formed
from the surface dwellings (Sincai, Orlat) or from other habitat structures (Ardeu); in the latter case,
we must mention that there is no proper research. Considering this information, the settlements under
discussion do not essentially differ from the habitations with two culture layers, other than through
the thickness of the stratigraphy. However, settlements like Savarsin—Cetdtuie or Ampoita—Pietri,
which have stratigraphy very close to the required thickness (1 m) but not exceeding it, once again
reveal the limits of conventions.

Based on the close relationship between economy and habitat, the Cotofeni II phase is charac-
terized by settling at all relief forms and the frequent seasonal occupation of the heights, some reach-
ing as far as 2000 m, like the Cuptoare—Piatra Ilisovii site. The caves are highly sought after, their
habitation or their pursuit for cultic deposits being attested in the areas of Banat, Transylvania and
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northern Oltenia. The settlements are long-lasting, proven by the stratigraphy of the sites in Oltenia,
Banat and Transylvania. Some of the tells were formed at that time.

The settlements that are considered to be regional centres and containing several Cotofeni
layers, are known to the south of the Danube and in north-western Bulgaria (Alexandrov 1990, 3).

In conclusion, we can state that the Cotofeni III phase represents the moment a stable habitat
was consolidated, reflected by the persistence of multi-layered habitations, as well as the appear-
ance of certain settlements that can be considered tell-types or tells. Viewed as part of the cultural
development of the Cotofeni I phase, there are no two-layered or multi-layered settlements. They are,
however, attested to at a later time on the entire north-Danubian area of the culture beginning with
the end of the Cotofeni I phase, but the most consistent stratification period occurred in the Cotofeni
ITTa and ITIb phases, since tells appeared along the Danube line until the final moments of the exist-
ence of the culture.

Regarding the Cotofeni settlement t at Gligoresti-Holoame in Transylvania, (Popa, Gogaltan
2014), the tern “tell” was used even before conducting any excavations (Vlassa 1965, 31-32; Crisan
et al. 1992, 228). It is obvious from all of the above that the term is improper in this case. Here we
must point out another important aspect of the issue of multi-layered settlements. How do we use the
term tell? Could we use it for a layered settlement accumulated over several epochs and having spe-
cific features, but in which, for certain sequences of habitation, there is a single level of a particular
culture? Naturally, no. In such situations, its use will be correct only to the extent that it applies to
chronological-cultural sequences whose stratigraphy and successive habitations on the same place
lead to the appearance of a mound. Therefore, a settlement as a whole may be a tell, but certain se-
quences of its habitation are not.

Another conclusion that can be drawn is that not every multi-layered settlement can be called
a tell or tell-type. Certain conditions must be met, conditions expressed in certain definitions and
conventions (!) (for Romania, they were elaborated by Florin Gogaltan); otherwise, this type of
habitat would be obsolete and it would be difficult to distinguish from others, be they related or not.
In the given situation, it would be more appropriate that we give up the phrase tell-type settlements,
in favour of pseudo-tells. Thus, the possible confusions between tells and tell-types can be elimi-
nated andan archaeological reality would be more correctly expressed — which is often merely visual
[pseudo = “false”, “(apparently) similar”, “outer similarity”] (Marcu, Maneca 1986). Moreover, the
scholarly literature uses the term “pseudo-tell” type settlement.

For the Mures Valley, Horia Ciugudean uses it, in 1996, for the sites of Gligoresti-Holoame
and Aiud—Cetatuie (Ciugudean 1996a, 47, 30; Ciuta, Gligor 1999, 66, note 64), and we used it for
the Bronze Age settlement of Deva—Dambul Popii (Popa 1998, 52). In his synthesis on the Cotofeni
culture, Ciugudean includes the only two settlements identified in Transylvania in the category of
those placed on beams, while also pointing out that they “had sometimes been improperly regarded
in the scholarly literature as tells, due to the appearance of artificial mounds” (Ciugudean 2000, 16).
Moreover, after the publication of the first salvage excavations at Aiud, the aforementioned author
firmly manifested his opinion that the Cetatuia, despite its appearance, cannot be viewed as a tell
(Ciugudeanu 1978, 49), an opinion with which we obviously agree.

Obviously, it is wrong to admit the existence of a single tell phenomenon. However, in all
cases, a unilateral view, summarized only by the development of stratigraphic deposits, would be
incorrect. This is especially true that the definition of tells must include entire systems of settlements,
societies, population growth, techniques, materials and specific architectural forms (Hofmann 2012,
18; Bailey 2013, 94-95). Therefore, our review highlights the elements of a controversial discus-
sion from which the cultural phenomenon Cotofeni was discreetly omitted, in some cases perhaps
unjustly.

52



Were There Any Tells in the Cotofeni Culture Area?

Acknowledgements

This study was accomplished as part of a project financed by the Ministry of Education, CNCS
— UEFISCDI, no. PN-II-ID-PCE-2012-4-0020 entitled Living in the Bronze Age Tell Settlements. A
Study of Settlement Archaeology at the Eastern Frontier of the Carpathian Basin.

References

Aldea, I. A. 1968. Asezarea Cotofeni de la Rapa Rosie-Sebes. Apulum VII/I, 91-101 (in Romanian
with French abstract).

Alexandrov, S. 1990. Cultura Cotofeni in Bulgaria (Unpublished PhD Thesis). Bucuresti: Institutul
Roman de Tracologie (in Romanian).

Bailey, D. 2003. What is a tell? Settlement in fifth millenium Bulgaria. In Briick, J. Goodman, M.
(eds) Making Places in the Prehistoric World. London: Routledge, 94-111.

Balazs, A. C. 2010. The Cotofeni Site from Sincai—Cetatea Paganilor (Mures County). The 1996—
1997 Campaigns. Marisia XXX, 7-24

Berciu, D. 1981. Buridava dacicd. Bucuresti: Editura Academiei R.S.R.

Bujor, E. 1967. Asezarea de la Celei din perioada de tranzitie spre epoca bronzului. Revista Muzeelor
3, 211-216.

Cavruc, V., Dumitroaia, Gh. 2006. Vestigii arheologice privind exploatarea sarii pe teritoriul Roma-
niei In perioada neo-eneolitica. In Cavruc, V., Chiricescu, A. (eds) Sarea, timpul si omul. Sfantu
Gheorghe: Editura Angustia. 37-40.

Cavruc, V., Ciugudean, H., Harding, A. F. 2006. Vestigiile arheologice privind exploatarea sarii pe
teritoriul Romaniei in epoca bronzului. In Cavruc, V., Chiricescu, A. (eds) Sarea, timpul si omul.
Sfantu Gheorghe: Editura Angustia. 41-49.

Ciugudeanu, H. 1978. Sapaturile de salvare de la Aiud—,,Cetdtuie”. Acta Musei Napocensis XV, 49-
62.

Ciugudean, H. 1996a. Perioada timpurie a epocii bronzului in centrul si sud-vestul Transilvaniei.
Bibliotheca Thracologica XIII. Bucuresti: Institutul Roman de Tracologie.

Ciugudean, H. 1996b. Metes ,,La Pestera”. Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice. Campania 1995, 77.

Ciugudean, H. 1997. Metes—, Piatra Pesterii”, jud. Alba. Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice. Campa-
nia 1996, 36.

Ciugudean, H. 1998. Metes—,,L.a Pestera”, jud. Alba. Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice. Campania
1997, 43.

Ciugudean, H. 2000. Eneoliticul final in Transilvania si Banat: cultura Cotofeni. Bibliotheca His-
torica et Archaeologica Banatica XXV. Timigoara: Editura Mirton.

Ciugudean, H. 2001. Asezarile culturii Cotofeni de pe Valea Ampoiului. Patrimonium Apulense 1,
71-81.

Ciugudean, H., Boroffka, N. 1994. Poiana Ampoiului, jud. Alba. Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice.
Campania 1993, 49-50.

Ciugudean, H., Boroffka, N. 1995. Poiana Ampoiului—Poiana Corbului, com. de Metes, dép. de Alba.
Bulletin de Thracologie 11, 18.

53



Cristian loan Popa

Ciugudean, H., Gligor, A. 2002. Ampoita, com. Metes, jud. Alba. Punct: La Pietre. Cronica Cercetd-
rilor Arheologice. Campania 2001, 39-41.

Ciugudean, H., Gligor, A. 2003. Ampoita, com. Metes, jud. Alba. Punct: La Pietri. CCA. Campania
2002. Covasna, 40 (in Romanian).

Ciugudean, H., Roman, C., Diaconescu, D., Luca, S.A. 2005. In Luca, S. A., Roman, C., Diacones-
cu, D., Ciugudean, H., El Susi, G., Beldiman, C. Cercetdrile arheologice in Pestera Cauce (II)
(sat Cerisor, comuna Lelese, judetul Hunedoara). Bibliotheca Septemcastrensis V. Sibiu: Editura
Economica, 9-40.

Ciuta, M. 2004. Cercetari arheologice sistematice la Seusa—,Gorgan”, com. Ciugud, jud. Alba). Pa-
trimonium Apulense 1V, 129-137.

Ciuta, M. 2008. A Chalcolithic Cultual Pit (Bothroy) discovered at Seusa—Gorgan (Alba county).
In Cotiuga V., Tencariu, F. A., Bodi, G. (eds) Itinera in praehistoria. Studia in honorem magistri
Nicolae Ursulescu. lasi: Editura Universitdtii Alexandru Ioan Cuza, 101-120.

Ciuta, M. 2010. Despre o groapa de fundare a unei locuinte Cotofeni descoperita la Seusa-Gorgan
(com. Ciugud, jud. Alba). Terra Sebus 2, 47-69.

Ciuta, M., Gligor, A. 1999. O descoperire apartinand culturii Cotofeni in situl arheologic de la Lim-
ba-In Coasta (jud. Alba). Apulum XXXVI, 55-80.

Ciutd, M., Gligor, A. 2003. Descoperiri arheologice in situl de la Seusa-,,Gorgan” (com. Ciugud, jud.
Alba). I. Apulum XL, 1-37.

Ciuta M. M., Gligor, A., Daisa-Ciutda, B., Rabsilber, T., Kolbe, E. 2005. Seusa, com. Ciugud, jud.
Alba. Punct: Gorgan. Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice. Campania 2004, 367-369.

Ciuta, M., Gligor, A. 2006. Neue Funde aus Seusa—,Gorgan” (Gemeinde Ciugud, Kreis Alba) in
Siebenbiirgen. Das Altertum 51.4, 251-279.

Ciuta, M. M., Marc, A., Gligor, A., Daisa Ciuta, B. 2006a. Cercetdri arheologice sistematice la Seusa-
,Gorgan” (com. Ciugud, jud. Alba) — campania 2005. Patrimonium Apulense V-VI, 173-179.

Ciuta, M. M., Marc, A., Daisa Ciutd, B., Gligor, A. 2006b. Seusa, com. Ciugud, jud. Alba. Punct:
Gorgan. Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice. Campania 2005, 352—354.

Comsa, E. 1991. Unele date despre tipurile de locuinte din epoca bronzului de pe teritoriul Romaniei.
Peuce X, 21-31.

Crisan, I. H., Barbulescu, M., Chirila, E., Vasiliev, V., Winkler, 1. 1992. Repertoriul arheologic al
judetului Cluj. Bibliotheca Musei Napocensis V. Cluj—Napoca.

El Susi, G. 1996. Vandtori, pescari si crescdtori de animale in Banatul mileniilor VI i.Ch.—I d.Ch.
Bibliotheca Historica et Archaeologica Banatica III. Timisoara: Mirton.

Ferencz, 1. V. 2006. Doua fibule cu resort bilateral mare si coarda Infasurata de arc, provenind din
asezarea dacica de la Ardeu, com. Balsa, (jud. Hunedoara). Brukenthal 1.1, 67-76.

Ferencz, 1. V., Castdian, M., Bodd, C., Andrei, St., Stancescu, R., Popa, C. 1., Ardeu, com. Balsa,
jud. 2004. Hunedoara. Punct: Cetatuie (Cetateaua). Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice. Campania
2003, 43-45.

Gogaltan, F. 2003a. Tell-urile epocii bronzului Tn Bazinul Carpatic. Probleme de terminologie. Acta
Terrae Septemcastrensis 11, 45-93.

Gogaltan, F. 2003b. Aparitia tell-urilor epocii bronzului Tn Bazinul carpatic. Probleme de cronologie.
Ephemeris Napocensis XIII, 5-40.

Gogaltan, F. 2005. Tell-uri in Orientul Apropiat si Bazinul Carpatic. O scurtd privire comparativa
asupra habitatului preistorice (II). Acta Terrae Septemcastrensis 1V, 79-129.

54



Were There Any Tells in the Cotofeni Culture Area?

Gogaltan, F. 2014. Bronze Age tell, tell-like and mound-like settlements on the eastern frontier of the
Carpathian Basin. History of research. In Gogaltan, F., Cordos, C., Ignat, A. (eds) Bronze Age Tell,
Tell-Like and Mound-Like Settlements on the Eastern Frontier of the Carpathian Basin. History
of Research. Cluj-Napoca: Mega, 13-23.

Gogaltan, F. 2016. Building power without power? Bronze Age fortified settlements on the Lower
Mures Basin. In Gogaltan, F., Cordos, C. (eds) Prehistoric Settlements: Social, Economic and
Cultural Aspects Seven Studies in the Carpathian Area. Cluj—Napoca: Mega, 87-113.

Gogaltan, F. 2017. The Bronze Age Multilayered Settlements in the Carpathian Basin (cca. 2500—
1600/1500 BC): An Old Catalogue and Some Chronological Problems. Journal of Ancient His-
tory and Archaeology 4.3, 28-63.

Hasotti, P. 1997. Epoca neoliticd in Dobrogea. Bibliotheca Tomitana I. Constanta: Muzeul de Istorie
Nationala si Arheologie.

Hofmann, R. 2012. Tells: Reflections of Social and Environmental Spaces — an Introduction. In
Hofmann, R., Moetz, F.-K., Miiller, J. (eds) Tells: Social and Environmental Space. Proceedings
of the International Workshop “Socio-Environmental Dynamics over the Last 12,000 Years: The
Creation of Landscapes II (14th—18th March 2011)” in Kiel. Volume 3. Bonn: Rudolf Habelt
GmbH, 15-18.

Htigel, P., Pascu Hurezan, G., Sava, V., Sirbu, V., Bodo, C., El Susi, G. 2010. Savarsin, com. Sa-
varsin, jud. Arad. Punct: Cetatuie. Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice. Campania 2009, 169-170.

Kalmar, Z. Bagozki, C., Lazarovici, G. 1987. Cercetari etno-arheologice si sondaje in Muntii Banatu-
lui (1986). Banatica 9, 65-85.

Kalmar-Maxim, Z. 1993. Prelucrarea datelor arheologice de la Piatra Ilisovii cu ajutorul calculatoru-
lui. Ziridava XVIII, 11-20.

Kapuran, A., Bulatovi¢, A., Milanovi¢, D. 2018. Settlement pattern changes during the Central Bal-
kans Copper Age. In Dietz, S., Mavridis, F., Tankosi¢, Z., Takaoglu, T. (eds) Communities in
Transition: The Circum-Aegean Area During the 5" and 4™ Millennia BC. Oxford: Oxbow Books,
7-88.

Kienlin, T. L. 2020. Bronze Age Tell Communities in Context: An Exploration into Culture, Society,
and the Study of European Prehistory. Part 2: Practice — The Social, Space, and Materiality.
Oxford: Archaeopress.

Lazarovici, G., Guma, M., Taroslavski, E. 2010. Cercetarile arheologice de la Cuptoare-Sfogea. Cam-
paniile 1976-1977. Banatica 20.1, 31-48.

Lazar, V. 1976. Asezari de Tnaltime cu terase ale culturii Cotofeni in Transilvania. Marisia VI, 27-35.

Lazar, V. 1978. Contributii la cunoasterea perioadei de trecere de la epoca neoliticd la epoca bronzu-
lui pe teritoriul Transilvaniei (Asezdri de indltime cu terase ale culturii Cotofeni). Unpublished
PhD Thesis, summary, lasi.

Lazar, V. 1979. Asezari de inaltime cu terase Cotofeni In Transilvania. Marisia IX, 27-38.
Lazar, V. 1980. Asezari de naltime cu terase Cotofeni in Transilvania (III). Marisia X, 11-30.
Lazar, V. 1995. Repertoriul arheologic al judetului Mures. Targu Mures: Casa de Editura “Mures”.

Lazadr, V. 1997. “Cetatea Paganilor”-Sincai, jud. Mures. Cronica Cercetdrilor Arheologice. Campa-
nia 1996, 11.

Lipovan, I. T. 1983. Asezarile purtatorilor culturii Cotofeni din bazinul Ampoiului (IT). Apulum XXI,
29-48.

Luca, S. A. 2006. Descoperiri arheologice din Banatul romdnesc — repertoriu. Bibliotheca Septem-
castrensis X VIII. Sibiu: Altip.

55



Cristian loan Popa

Marcu, F., Meneca, C. 1986. Dictionar de neologisme. Bucuresti: Editura Fundatiei Culturale Ro-
mane.

Maxim, Z. 1991. Cercetarile etno-arheologice din Muntii Cerna—Var. Sargetia XXI-XXIV, 15-24.
Maxim, Z. 1993. L’habitation Cotofeni de Piatra Ilisovei. Banatica 12.1, 65-74).

Maxim-Kalmar, Z. 1992. Locuirea Cotofeni de la Piatra Tlisovii (altit. 1990 m). Symposia Thraco-
logica 9, 78-79.

Moga, V., Ciugudean, H. 1995 (eds). Repertoriul arheologic al judetului Alba. Bibliotheca Musei
Apulensis II. Alba Iulia: Altip.

Morintz, A. 2007. Forme de habitat ale eneoliticului final si perioadei de tranzitie la Dundrea de Jos.
Targoviste: Cetatea de Scaun.

Morintz, S., Roman, P. I. 1968. Asupra perioadei de trecere de la eneolitic la epoca bronzului, Studii
si cercetdri de istoria veche X1X.4, 553-573.

Miiller, V. 1944. Development of the “Megaron” in Prehistoric Greece. American Journal of Archae-
ology 48.4, 342-348.

Nagler, T. 1977. Cetatile feudale de la Orlat si continuitatea romanilor in sudul Transilvaniei. Studii
si comunicdri 20, 27-49.

Nica, M. 1982. Locuirea preistorica de la Sucidava-Celei din perioada de trecere de la neolitic la
epoca bronzului. Arhivele Olteniei IV, 15-38.

Nikoli¢, D. 1996. Arhitecture of the Kostolac Settlements. In Nikolova, L. (ed.) Early Bronze Age
Settlement Patterns in the Balkans (ca. 3500-2000 BC, Calibrated Dates). Reports of Prehistoric
Research Projects 1, Part 3. Sofia: Agatho, 373-383.

Nikoli¢, D. 2000. Kostolacka kultura na teritoriji Srbje. Centre for Archaeological Research 19.
Beograd: Univerzitet u Beogradu, Filozofski fakultet.

Oprinescu, A. 1987. Scurte consideratii asupra activitatii metalurgice a comunitatilor culturii Coto-
feni. Studii si cercetdri de istoria veche si arheologie 38.2, 192—193.

Oprinescu, A. 1989. Descoperiri apartinand culturii Vatina pe ostrovul de la Moldova Veche. Sympo-
sia Thracologica 7, 242-243.

Oprinescu, A. 1992. Aspecte ale eneoliticului din judetul Caras—Severin. Symposia Thracologica 9,
15-19.

Oprinescu, A., Bozu, O. 1996. Moldova Noua, Hunca, jud. Caras—Severin. Situri arheologice cerc-
etate in perioada 1983-1992 1, 76-77.

Paunescu, A. 1996. Ostrovul Corbului. Istoricul cercetarii. Locuirea mezolitica de tip Schela Clado-
vei. In Roman, P., Paunescu, A. (eds) Ostrovul Corbului 1.1. Bucuresti: Caro, 117-153.

Petre, G. 1976. Aspecte ale inceputului epocii bronzului in nord-estul Olteniei. Buridava 2, 7-33.

Petre-Govora, G. 1982. Noi descoperiri apartinand culturii Cotofeni Tn nord-estul Transilvaniei. Bu-
ridava 4, 9-26.

Petre-Govora, G. 1988. Descoperiri arheologice din Oltenia privind epoca timpurie a bronzului.
Thraco—Dacica 1X.1-2, 137-147.

Petre-Govora, G. 1995. O preistorie a nord-estului Olteniei. Ramnicu Valcea: Petras.

Petrovszky, R., Cadariu, S. 1979. Asezari ale culturii Cotofeni Tn judetul Caras—Severin. Banatica 5,
35-609.

Popa, C. 1. 1998. Noi descoperiri apartinand bronzului timpuriu in bazinul mijlociu al Muresului si
cateva consideratii privind etapa finala a acestei perioade 1n Transilvania. Apulum XXV, 47-85.

56



Were There Any Tells in the Cotofeni Culture Area?

Popa, C. 1., Gogaltan, F. 2014, Locuirea Cotofeni de pe grindul de la Gligoresti—-Holoame (jud. Cluj).
Un studiu arheologic privind agezdrile multistratificate de la cumpdna mileniilor IV-III a.Chr.
Cluj—Napoca: Mega.

Raczky, P. 1995. New Data on the Absolute Chronology of the Copper Age in the Carpathian Basin.
In Kovacs, T. (ed.) Neure Daten zur Siedlungsgeschichte und Chronologie der Kupferzeit des
Karpatenbeckens. Inventaria Praehistorica Hungariae 7, Budapest: Magyar Nemzeti Muizeum,
51-60.

Roman, P. I. 1976. Cultura Cotofeni. Biblioteca de arheologie XXVI. Bucuresti: Editura Academiei
R.S.R.

Roman, P. I. 1977a. Die Cotofeni—Kultur. Prdhistorische Zeitschrift 52.2, 189—198.

Roman, P. I. 1977b. Notiunea de ,,cultura Kostolac”. Studii si cercetdri de istoria veche si arheologie
28.3, 419-429.

Roman, P. I. 1980. Der ,,Kostolac-Kultur”-Begriff nach 35 Jahren. Prdhistorische Zeitschrift 55.2,
220-227.

Roman, P. 1. 1989. Fenomenul indoeuropenizarii si constituirii neamului tracic la Dunarea inferioara
Tn lumina cercetarilor arheologice. Symposia Thracologica 7, 49-55.

Roman. P. 1996. Ostrovul Corbului. Istoricul cercetarii. Sapaturile arheologice si stratigrafia. In Ro-
man, P., Paunescu, A. (eds) Ostrovul Corbului 1.1. Bucuresti: Caro, 11-33.

Roman, P. 1998. Aufzeichnungen aus den Grabungsheften zu den Forschungen in den bronzezeitli-
chen Ansiedlungen von Ostrovul Corbului und Ostrovul Moldova Veche. In Schuster, C. (ed.) Die
Kulturen der Bronzezeit in dem Gebiet des Eisernen tores. Kolloquium in Drobeta-Turnu Severin
(November 1997) 11. Bucuresti: Vavila Edinf, 17-31.

Roman, P. 2001. Die Cernavoda III-Bolerdz—Kulturerscheinung im Gebiet der Unteren Donau. In
Roman, P., Diamandi, S. (eds) Symposium Cernavodd I1I-Bolerdz. Bucuresti: Vavila, 13-59.

Roman. P. 2008. Asezarea culturii Cotofeni. In Roman, P., Dodd Opritescu (eds) Ostrovul Corb-
ului intre km. fluviali 911-912. Morminte si asezdri preistorice. Bucuresti: Editura Academiei
Romane, 125-168.

Roman, P. 2010. Sapaturile de la Ostrovul Corbului (comuna Hinova, jud. Mehedinti). In Roman, P.
(ed.) Sapaturi arheologice in bazinul dundrean al Portilor de Fier. Bucuresti: Editura Academiei
Romane, 131-168.

Roman, P., Dodd Opritescu, A., Dogaru, M., Simion, M. 1992. Descoperirile de la Ostrovul Corbu-
lui, jud. Mehedinti. Materiale si cercetdri arheologice (Partea I). Bucuresti, 101-107.

Rotea, M. 1993. Contributii privind bronzul timpuriu In centrul Transilvaniei. Thraco-Dacica XIV.1-
2, 65-86.

Roth, F. 1942a. Nordische Baukunst im vor— und friihgeschichtlichen Siidosteuropa. Deutsche
Forschung im Siidosten 1, 17-33.

Roth, F. 1942b. Das nordische der Steinzeit von Kelling Ausgrabungen der Forschunginstituts bei im
Gebiet Bergland. Deutsche Forschung im Siidosten 2, 199-214.

Roth, F. 1943. Abschlul§ der Ausgrabungen im nordischen Steinzeitdorf von Kelling. Deutsche For-
schung im Siidosten 2, 440—459.

Sava, V. 2015a. The Cotofeni settlement from Savarsin “Cetatuia”, Arad County. Acta Terrae Sep-
temcastrensis XIV, 163-235.

Sava, V. 2015b. Eneolticul tdrziu in Bazinul Inferior al Muregului. Cluj—Napoca: Centrul de Studii
Transilvane.

57



Cristian loan Popa

Sava, V. 2015c. Neolithic and Eneolithic in the Lower Mures Basin. Cluj—-Napoca: Mega.

Schuster, C., Tutulescu, I., Dumitrescu, I., 2010. Cateva ganduri cu privire la exploatarea sarii n
nord-estul Olteniei. Din preistorie si pana In epoca moderna. Angustia 14, 261-270.

Tasi¢, N. 1995. Eneolithic Cultures of Central and West Balkans. Belgrade: Draganic.

Tudor. D., Bujor, E., Matrosenco, A. 1961. Sucidava V. A noua (1956), a zecea (1957) si a unspre-
zecea (1958) campanie de sapaturi arheologice la cetatea de la Celei (r. Corabia, reg. Craiova).
Materiale si cercetdri arheologice VII, 473-494,

Tutulescu, I. 2012. Forms of Habitat belonging to Cotofeni Culture in the Hill and Mountain Area of
Oltenia. Buridava X, 7-23.

Tutulescu, 1. 2016. Perioada de tranzitie spre epoca bronzului in zona deluroasd si montand a Olte-
niei. Targu Jiu: Maiastra.

Ulanici, A. 1975a. Sapaturile de la Branet, jud. Olt. Cercetdri arheologice 1, 45-76.
Ulanici, A. 1975b. Asezarea de tip Cotofeni de la Branet, judetul Olt. Muzeul National 11, 243-255.
Ulanici, A. 1976. Noi cercetari arheologice la Branet. Cercetdri arheologice 11, 33—-72.

Vlassa, N. 1965. Cercetari arheologice Tn regiunile Mures—Autonoma Maghiara si Cluj. Acta Musei
Napocensis 11, 19-38.

Vulpe, A. 2001. Epoca bronzului. Bronzul timpuriu. In Petrescu-Dimbovita, M. (ed.) Istoria Roma-
nilor 1. Bucuresti: Editura Academiei Romane, 225-237.

ima nn cenuiiHM MOTnIM B apeasla Ha KynTypaTa
KouodpeHn?

KpucTtuaH lNona
(pe3tome)

B nepuoga mexxay 4500 1. u npubnusutenHo 2400/2300 T. TIp. H. €. CeTUIIHUTe MOTHIN W3-
ye3Bar ceBepHO OT [TyHaB. OOHOBEHUSAT KPUTHUEH aHaIM3 Ha apXeoiorHueCcKrTe JaHHW, TePMUHO-
JIOTUsITa U KOHBEHLIMWTE, HaJIOKeH! 3a TO3U paiioH oT ®nopuH ['orbitaH, HY M0O3BOJIsIBA /la U/leH-
TU(ULIMPpaMe TIopeAuLia OT CeuIla, KOUTO OTrOBapsT Ha OIpeje/leHNeTo 3a ceuiiHa Moruna. [lpu
00CHKIaHeTO Ha BBIIPOCA 3a CeUIIHUTe MOruau oT Kaprarckusi 6aceliH ChIIMAT aBTOp Mpejara
TSIXHOTO pas/ieIsiHe Ha /iBe OCHOBHU KaTeropyuu: NCTUHCKW/CHIIMHCKY CeIMIIHUA MOTW/IU U Ceullia —
TUII Cce/vIIIHA Moruna. ITepBuTe nmar crparurpadus Hag, 1 m U roHe TPU apXeoyIorMuecKy I1/1acra.

3a 7ia pa3bepeM HaCTBHIWIWTE NPOMEHU U Jlaly CUTyalMsiTa € peasiHa, HUe U3M0J/3BaMe 3a
npumMep MectoobuTanueTo Ha Kyntypara Korjodenu (B Bvarapusi, Marypa—Korjodenu, TrpHasa),
Hali-3HaUMMOTO KYJTYDHO siBjieHHe B WHTepBana Mexzay 3500—2800 r. mp.Xp. M3BecTHUTE [aHHU
0Ka3BaT oueBM/HA JiMrica Ha MHGopMaLus. JlokasaresncTBo e U (akTbT, Ue BbB Ba)KHU MOHOIpa-
¢uM 3a KyaTypara JMIicBa TePMUHBT CeMllHa Morua. [Ipeocmuc/siHeTo Ha crpaturpadusiTa Ha
HSIKOU CeJvIlia M Ha BU/I0BeTe oTiaraHus, (popmupany crpaturpadckara ceKBeHLWs1, 1I03B0JIsiBa Jla
ce naeHTU(UIMPaT 006€KTH, KOUTO XapMOHHMPAT C KOHBEHLUATA, ycTaHoBeHa oT ®yopuH orantas.
IckycusTa 3acsra npoyuenurte Korodercku cenuia B OctpoBy KopOynyii—bory Kntouynyii, KbM
KOUTO ce Jo0aBaT Te3u oT bacapabu, MongoBa Beke—Xymka, OxHene Map—-3aym, [leymia—Topran
u Kopuepesa—IIuarpa Mnuiosuu.
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OueBHIHO e, ue Te3MW Ceuila ca 0Opa3yBaHU BbPXY HAITBJHO PA3IMYHH JaHAWA(GTH — OT
Nynasckute octpou (OctpoBy Kop6ynyii, MonzoBa Beke) no Hag 1000 m B rlaHMHCKUTE paliOHU
(ITuatpa MnvioBuu). Taka ue ¢opMasmHOTO CHOTBETCTBHE Ha KpuTepus (MoHe 3 HUWBA/ TIacTa, C
nebenmHa Hag 1 m) He mpejyiara AbJro0YaKBaHHsl 0TroBop. C/I0XKHOCTTA Ha TpobsieMa cTaBa siCHa
Mpy aHa/m3a Ha cenuieto B OkHesie Map c BrieuatsisiBaiia crpaturpadus ot Haz 3 m. JIurcara Ha
JKU/IWIIA Ha obeKTa MoKa3Ba, ye borararta crpaturpadus e popMupaHa camo OT HaTpPyIBaHETO Ha
ceJVMEeHTH, CBbP3aHH C 100MBa Ha COJI, KOMTO e 00pe I0KyMeHTHpaH B paiioHa. OTuacTu rnogobeH
e pobsiembT Ha obekTa Ileyma—T'opraH, KbAeTO OTCHCTBAT XWIHILLA, a cTpatTurpadusTa Ha Korjo-
(henU ce CbCTOU OT MHOXKECTBO CeAUMEHTHU (PPaKLUH.

@. T'oranTaH KU30/3Ba TePMUHA ‘THIN Ce/MIL{HA Morusa’ 3a 00eKTH C Hal-Majko /iBe apxe-
o7orMueck HYBa U ctparurpadus fo 1 m. Criopes Tasu Knacudurkauys 6uxMe MOIVIM Jja pasiie-
name Hskosko KorjodeHcku obekra: Apgey—Yersiiyite, Opnar—Yetars: Ckypra u [lTunkaii—Yerats
[NarsHun0p. Beuuky Tesu cenuiija ca pasno/iokKeH! B JOMUHUPALLY TepeHa palioHu, KOUTO ce cpe-
mar npeguMHo B TpaHcunBaHus. 3a Te3u 00eKTH IpejjaraMe TepMUHA 1CEBJ0 CeWIIiHA MOTHIIa.
V3BecTHM ca U pejulia IDyTH CeNuilja, KOUTO UMaT rofobHa crparurpadusi, HO He OTTOBapsT Ha
KOHBEHIUATA (BMXKTE CITMCHKA Ha M30poeHuTe 9 obekTa).

Cnep To3u aHaM3 MOXKe Jla ce 00001IH, Ye TEPMUHOIOTUYHUTE TIPOO/IEMU U yCTaHOBEHUTE
KOHBEHIIUY He ca JjocTarbuHu ja gedunupar KorjodeHncku obexry, karo Te3u npu Octposy Kop-
Oyny#i, bacapabu wmm MongoBa Beke. Beripeku ToBa, OC/IaHSIMKK Ce Ha HSKOM KOHBEHIIMU MEXIy
apxeoJ/i031Te, MOXKe /la Ce TOBOPHM 3a CeJvIla OT ‘T CeJMLHA MOTW/a’ WY MICeB/0 Ce/Ull{Ha MOo-
ria B paiioHa Ha pasnpoCTpaHHKeTOo Ha KypTypa Korjodenu. B cpaBHeHue ¢ Brieuat/isBaiyist Opoit
n3BeCTHH 00eKTH B 1isyiata obact (Hazg 1500), Te3u 00eKTH MpejcTaB/siBaT Ccamo OKomo 1%.

Vimame manko uH(oOpMaLys 3a Jpyrd KpUTEPUH, KOUTO Ca ClieUpUUHA 3a HAKOW CeUILHA
MOTHWJ/IM: YKPeIJIeH!s, CaTeJIMTHU Ce/nIlla, UKOHOMAYeCKa, COLMasTHa, OJMTUYeCKa M BOeHHa poJid,
30HA Ha B/WSHUE U T. H. JIurcara Ha U310 MyO/IMKyBaHU CUCTeMAaTUYHU U3C/iejBaHus, obaue, He
MpeJj0CTaBs MTbJIHA KapTHHA 3a Te3U SIBJIEHUS.

B KoHTeKcTa Ha poMeHHTe B MecToobutanusTta o CpezieH u [oneH [yHaB, MOXeM /ia BU-
M, de rosiBaTa Ha KorjoeHCKH ceNUIIHA MOTH/IU U TICEBA0 CeTULHU MOTHIIX e ()eHOMEH, KOUTO
3anoyBa 0ko0J10 3000 r. ip.Xp. ¥ MOCTEeNeHHO BOAM [0 MOBTOPHATA T0siBa Ha CEJIULLHU MOTHJIA CJief,
cpegara Ha I xunsgonerue np. Xp.
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