
Sprawozdania archeologiczne 68, 2016 
pl iSSn 0081-3834

Aleksandr Diachenko*, Thomas K. Harper**
 

The absoluTe chronology
of laTe Tripolye siTes:
a regional approach

 

AbstrAct

Diachenko A., Harper T. K. 2016. The absolute chronology of Late Tripolye sites: a regional approach. Sprawoz-

dania Archeologiczne 68, 81-105.

While numerous studies have attempted to reconcile the relative sequence of Late Tripolye sites with 14C data, 

results have generally conformed to the general, monolithic periodization of the Cucuteni-Tripolye cultural com-
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lopment of local groups assigned to the periods CI, CI-II and CII can be shown to have a high degree of spatio-
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InTroDucTIon

Significant changes in environment, economy and society in the second half of the 

fourth millennium BC are among the key topics of European prehistoric archaeology. 

However, analysis of the relationship between the different factors that caused these trans-

formations in Eastern Europe often remains mired in issues of radiocarbon dating. Such is 

the case with the sites of the Cucuteni-Tripolye cultural complex (hereafter CTCC), which 

are a subject of international interest due to their mutual imports and influences with ma-

terial complexes in archaeological cultures spreading from Polish Kujawy to the Sub-Cau-

casian Steppe. Such spatio-temporal diversity leads to overlapping and incongruent 

chronological schemes. This paper deals with the chronology of the Late Tripolye, 

addressing the general issues of absolute dating and the possibility of employing regio-

nally differentiated approaches for the development of related schemes. Beyond this we 

touch on the issue of synchronizing the Tripolye culture with the Funnel Beaker culture 

(hereafter FBC). We should, however, begin with a brief review of the chronological divi-

sion and spatial location of the Late Tripolye sites.

THe LATe TrIpoLye

Tripolye, even when separated from Cucuteni, is not recognized as a unified cultural 

group. Tsvek distinguished, initially as ‘the sites of the Eastern area of the Tripolye’ and 

later as the settlements of the ‘Eastern Tripolye culture’ (ETC), the settlements with ce-

ramics mostly characterized by incised ornamentation. The ETC settlements are also de-

noted by specific sets of clay figurines and dwellings of certain types (Tsvek 1980; 2006). 

Ryzhov (2007) proposed the term ‘Western Tripolye culture’ (WTC) for the settlements 

where ceramic assemblages are characterized by painted ornamentation. An alternative 

concept, focusing mainly on disparities in the formation of the Precucuteni and Cucuteni-

Tripolye complexes, was recently proposed by Burdo (2007). She proposes the terms ‘Tri-

polye-Precucuteni culture’ and ‘Tripolye-Cucuteni culture’ to highlight differences in the 

Tripolye development. This approach was heavily criticized by Tsvek, who noted that Bur-

do advocated ‘nothing beyond renaming the ETC to the Precucuteni-Tripolye culture’ 

(Tsvek 2012). It should be noted that Videiko and Tkachuk do not use the terms ‘ETC’ or 

‘WTC’, preferring the definition of ‘Tripolye culture’ in its traditional sense, which de-

scribes the Eastern part of the Cucuteni-Tripolye complex.

Thanks to the work of Zakharuk, Tsvek, Ryzhov, Tkachuk and – especially – Dergachev, 

the taxonomy of the Tripolye sites was precisely developed. Considering the relatively 

small number of multilayered sites, Dergachev proposed the procedure of chronological, 

territorial and ‘genetic’ analysis of settlements and their groups. By ‘genetic’ he means the 
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evolutionary trajectory of material culture that characterizes the development of a certain 

population group over time (Dergachev 1980). The sites, usually clustered spatially, that 

have similar materials are grouped into types. These types of sites compose the local 

groups that in turn form the genetic lines of development of the culture, with both the 

WTC and the ETC consisting of several genetic lines of development. As we ascend the 

hierarchy in this scheme the timespan and occupied area increases with each taxonomic 

tier, while the differences in material culture grow. It should be noted that Romanian 

scholars mainly do not use the taxonomic levels of ‘local group’ and ‘genetic line’.

The periodization of the Tripolye sites was proposed by T.S. Passek (1935; 1949), who 

divided them into three chronological groups – early, middle and late (correspondingly, A, 

B and C/γ). In the case of Tripolye C/γ this scheme was extended by both chronological 

sub-division and spatial separation (Tripolye B was sub-divided only chronologically). 

Sites located in the north – in Volyn and the Middle Dnieper region – were labeled ‘Tri-

polye C’, while sites located in the south – in the Prut, Dniester and Lower Southern Bug 

regions – were labeled ‘Tripolye γ’. This results in the sub-division of Tripolye CI, γI, CII 

and γII (Passek 1949). Contemporaneous sites in Romania are referred to Horodiştea-

Folteşti or, lately, Horodiştea-Erbiceni groups (or Horodiştea-Erbiceni/Gordineşti), and 

were considered at first as a separate chronological horizon and later as an individual cul-

ture or cultures (Dumitrescu 1963; Lazarovici 2010; Nestor 1950; Petrescu-Dîmboviţa 

1950).

Movsha (1972) proposed replacing the term ‘Tripolye CI’ with ‘Tripolye BIII’, and re-

lates only Tripolye CII sites (after Passek) to the latest period of the culture. Zbenovich 

(1974) and Dergachev (1980) also noted that the Tripolye CI (after Passek) settlements, 

dwellings, and ceramics are more similar to Tripolye BII materials than to the Tripolye CII 

data. Hence, Dergachev claimed that Late Tripolye corresponds exclusively to Tripolye 

CII/γII in Passek’s scheme. His concept of the development of the Tripolye suggests two 

dialectically related processes. The first is the permanent formation of new cultural and 

ethno-social units that was to a great extent caused by long-distance migrations and inter-

actions among the populations of the CTCC and their neighbours. The second process is 

the trend towards the unification of material culture that reached its peak in Tripolye CII 

with the formation of the ‘common Late Tripolye horizon’, represented by significant si-

milarity of material culture (Dergachev 1980). Late Tripolye sites were also divided into 

two sub-periods simply labeled ‘1’ and ‘2’ according to chronological ordering (Der-

gachev 1980).

Tkachuk and Ryzhov, considering different issues with the transition from Tripolye CI 

to Tripolye CII (after Passek), used more neutral terms like ‘late Tripolye CI – early Tri-

polye CII sites’ or ‘Tripolye CI-II’ (Ryzhov 2007; 2012; Tkachuk 2005; 2011). To some 

extent, these neologisms were caused by different rates of development in the material 

culture in different regions of the CTCC, which we attempt to address in the analysis pre-

sented here.
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More recently Ryzhov (2007; 2012) proposed applying a modified version of Movsha’s 

changes to the periodization. According to him, most of the Tripolye CI sites should equate 

to the Tripolye BIII period, while a new period designated CI should be limited to sites 

previously attributed to the final phases of Tripolye CI and the early phases of Tripolye CII; 

i.e. the sites of the Badrazhskaya, Koshilovetskaya, Lukashevskaya and Kosenovskaya lo-

cal groups and those contemporaneous with them (Ryzhov 2012). Tkachuk, meanwhile, 

continues to use the term ‘late Tripolye CI – early Tripolye CII’ (e.g. Tkachuk 2011; 2014). 

The idea of separating the latest Tripolye local groups into individual cultures has also found 

support recently (Burdo 2007; Petrenko 2009). Despite influencing highly generalized ac-

counts such as those in student textbooks, this idea was not accepted by all experts.

Now let us consider the structure of the Late Tripolye. Complexes of material culture in 

the sites of the Middle Dnieper region and Volyn developed primarily from the ETC, but 

also exhibit significant influences from the WTC populations (Dergachev 1980; Kruts 1977; 

Ryzhov 2011; Tkachuk 2011). The chronological sequence of the local groups in the Middle 

Dnieper region is represented by the Chapaevskaya, Lukashevskaya and Sofievskaya 

groups, respectively dated to Tripolye CI, CI-II and CII (Ryzhov 2007; cf. Kruts 1977; Vi-

deiko 2002; 2011), while the Trojanov group, originating from the late Tripolye CI – early 

Tripolye CII Kolodiazhnoe type, was replaced by the Gorodsk group in Eastern Volyn 

(Dergachev 1980; cf. Shmaglij 1971). The sequence for Western Volyn is represented by 

the Khorjev (Khoriv)-type and Listvin-type sites, with the addition of the Lozy-type, which 

has a somewhat unclear chronological position (Peleshchyshyn 1997a; 1997b). It should be 

noted that the eponymous settlement of Khorjev I includes materials typical for the Bryn-

zenskaya group of the WTC (Ryzhov 2007; cf. Dergachev 1980). Hence, Peleshchyshyn’s 

term ‘Khorjev type’ refers exclusively to other sites that he previously categorized as being 

of this type. Other settlements with materials originating from the Brynzenskaya group 

complexes were recently discovered in Western Volyn (Król et al. 2013; Pasterkiewicz et 

al. 2013; Rybicka 2015). It should be noted that most of these units are usually labeled 

with the term ‘type’, but we use ‘group’ after Dergachev to follow on of the general rules of 

taxonomy – such as the application of first-order terms to first-order processes and phe-

nomena. The geographic positioning and extent of the local groups addressed in this arti-

cle are presented in in Figure 1.

Dergachev identified two ‘genetic’ lines of development of the Late WTC, represented 

at their initial stages by the sites of the Vykhvatinskaya and Brynzenskaya local groups in 

the Prut-Dniester interfluve (Dergachev 1980). The Brynzenskaya local group influenced 

the formation of the Koshilovtsy group in the Upper Dniester region (Ryzhov 1998; 2007; 

cf. Tkachuk 1998; 2005) and became the basis for the formation of the Gordineshtskaya, 

Kasperovskaya and Horodiştea groups as well as several types of sites in the Upper Prut 

region, Upper and Middle Dniester, the northern part of the Southern Bug region and the 

Southern Bug-Dnieper interfluve (Dergachev 1980; 2004; Ryzhov 2007; cf. Tkachuk 2011; 

2014). These groups influenced the material culture of the Gorodskaya and Sofievskaya 
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groups and the Listvin-type sites (Dergachev 2004). Bicbaev (1994) identified the sites of 

the Kirilen-type in Northern Moldova with ceramic complexes that include both the Bryn-

zeni and Gordineşti traditions, interpreting the Kirilen group as intermediate in this 

chronological chain. The Vykhvatinskaya local group became the base for the formation of 

the Usatovskaya group in the North Pontic region and the Folteşti group in Romanian 

Moldavia. However, early sites of the Usatovskaya group are generally synchronous with 

early sites of the Vykhvatintsy group, with only a short delay in development (Dergachev 

1980; 2004).

Considering their lesser territorial extent and chronological span compared to local 

groups, several units are recognized as types. These include the Sandraki- and Pechora-

types in the northern part of the Southern Bug region, which formed under the influence 

of the Brynzenskaya and Gordineshtskaya groups, and the Kocherzhintsy-Shulgovka-type 

in the Southern Bug-Dnieper interfluve, which arose from the Kosenovskaya local group 

(Dergachev 2004; Ryzhov 2002; cf. Tkachuk 2008). The ceramic collection from Sandraki 

mainly contains Tripolye table pottery with geometric ornaments typical of the Gor-

dineshtskaya group. However, two fragments of ceramics with bichromatic ornamenta-

tion may be attributed as Brynzenskaya group ceramics. This allows a preliminary syn-

chronization of Sandraki with the Kirilen-type from the perspective of linear evolution, or 

its synchronization with the Gordineshtskaya group, as proposed by Tkachuk (2011), from 

the perspective of multi-linear evolution. In the former case the presence of fragments of 

Brynzenskaya pottery should be viewed as a result of a delay in the peripheral develop-

ment. Sites of the Lomachintsy-Vyshneva type were spread between the Prut and Dniester 

during late Tripolye CI – early Tripolye CII. Their populations were probably later in-

cluded in the formation of the Brynzenskaya group (Ryzhov 2007).

The chronological correspondence of these local groups, the interactions between them 

and the principles of their identification are actively debated (for instance, compare Ry-

zhov 2007; Tkachuk 2014 and Videiko 2011). Western readers may be misinformed by 

papers that identify some groups based upon principally different criteria. For instance, 

the Northern group and Middle Dniester groups of the Late Tripolye identified by Movsha 

(1971a; 1971b) are not recognized by other experts anymore. The so-called ‘Upper-Dniester 

group’ was identified by Konoplia based on the location of sites within a given area (Vasy-

lenko, Konoplia 1985), and labeled a ‘regional group’ instead of a ‘local group’ by Kruts and 

Ryzhov. In fact this is a set of sites that belong to different local groups during different 

times (Kruts, Ryzhov 1997).

THe overALL rAnge

How does it all look in terms of absolute dating? A significant increase in the number 

of radiocarbon dates within the CTCC during the past few years has led to many changes 

in related schemes (a detailed overview of the absolute chronologies proposed prior to 
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2004 may be found in Videiko 2004). Chronologies combining the relative sequence of 

sites with absolute dates have been advanced by a variety of authors. C.-M. Lazarovici pro-

posed limiting the ‘Horodiştea-Erbiceni/Gordineşti culture’ to the range of 3500–3150 BC, 

including two Moldovan sites into the sample (Lazarovici 2010: 74, fig. 7). It should be 

noted, however, that she dates the end of Cucuteni B to 3600–3500 BC (Lazarovici 2010: 74). 

Videiko currently places Tripolye CII into the interval of 3400/3200–2900/2800 BC, some-

what truncating the younger limits he proposed earlier (Videiko 2013: 6; cf. Videiko 2004).

Kadrow (2013) dated Tripolye CII to 3600–2700/2600 BC. The beginning of this 

range is proposed in consideration of dates obtained for the stratified site Bilche Zlote-

Verteba, as well as the overall Cucuteni-Tripolye absolute chronology and the numerous 

western influences found in ceramic complexes. Meanwhile, the younger limit of 

2700/2600 BC is based on Tripolye imports at the FBC settlement of Zimne II and the 

series of dates received for this settlement (Bronicki et al. 2003). A similar range of dates 

was also suggested in Dergachev’s latest overview of the Late Tripolye. He placed the first 

sub-period from 3500/3400–3100/3000 BC, while the second is limited by the range of 

3100/3000–2800/2700 BC (Dergachev 2004: 110). Manzura (2005) notes that Tripolye 

CII generally corresponds to Early Bronze Age I (3500–3100 BC). Tkachuk, meanwhile, 

dated the beginning of Late Tripolye to 3500–3300 BC and Tripolye CI-II to 3800–3700 BC, 

noting its overlap with the Tripolye CI (Tkachuk 2011; 2014). We expressed similar views 

on Tripolye chronology (c. 3600 BC for the transition from Tripolye CI to Tripolye CI-II 

and Tripolye CII), considering it in the context of climate change and population dynamics 

(Diachenko 2010; Harper 2013; Weninger and Harper 2015).

Rassamakin (2004) dated the Late Tripolye to the interval of 3500/3400–3000/2900 BC, 

with a possible extension to 2750 BC. However, he later gathered most of the available 

dates for all the Tripolye periods and presented the issues in their interpretation, avoiding 

designating intervals for each of these periods (Rassamakin 2012). Rassamakin noted that, 

to some extent, the significant disparity between dates obtained for Romania and Moldova 

with those of Ukraine may be caused by the relatively high number of questionable dates 

produced by the Kiev Laboratory of Radiocarbon Analysis after 1998. 

regIonAL cHronoLogIes

The issue of Late Tripolye absolute chronology has mainly been questioned in the con-

text of the overall culture area or in its Horodiştea-Folteşti and Tripolye CII sub-areas. The 

exception is Rassamakin’s recent paper, which analyzes radiocarbon dates while conside-

ring the regional distribution of sites (Rassamakin 2012). Different rates in the develop-

ment of Tripolye local groups, even those located within a similar regional context, have 

been noted in the literature (Dumitrescu 1963; Tsvek 1980; Mantu 1998; Ryzhov 2012; 

Tkachuk 2005; 2014). Employing a multi-linear approach to these spatio-temporal 

schemes is actively advocated by Tkachuk (2005; 2011; 2014), and has produced favorable 
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results; some of his conclusions are well-correlated with the results of recent mathematical 

simulations based upon the application of network analysis from epidemiology. According 

to these simulations, the temporal difference between the boundary of a certain period, 

identified via typo-chronologies, in the Dniester region and its peripheral areas may reach 

or even exceed 100–150 years. The duration of this is dependent upon the structure of 

settlement systems, the intensity of interactions and the ‘openness’ to innovations in cer-

tain Tripolye groups (Diachenko, Menotti 2015). 

However, can this idea be reconciled with the current understanding of the absolute 

chronology? Here we present a regionally differentiated analysis of radiocarbon data, 

comparing the probability distributions of individual dates and summed sets of dates with 

the relative sequence of material synchronizations, mainly developed by Dergachev, 

Ryzhov and Tkachuk (Figures 2a and 2b; Data Table 1). Based on how well the probable 

span of a relative period coincides with the area of its corresponding probability distribu-

tion, we make a qualitative assessment of agreement that may direct attention to impro-

bable and deficient areas of the absolute chronology. Dates were calibrated according to 

the IntCal 13 Northern Hemisphere curve (Reimer et al. 2013) in OxCal (Bronk Ramsey 

2009) version 4.2. We decided against the use of Bayesian sequencing owing to its gene-

rally poor applicability to single-layer sites (Bronk Ramsey 2015). In the few cases where 

some vertical stratigraphy is perhaps present, such as the Verteba Cave series, the small 

number of dates actually attributable to specific local groups (eight out of 37 dates) and the 

overlapping nature of the chronology – which is ill-suited for use of the boundary function 

in OxCal – confounded the results. 

The end of Tripolye CI in the Middle Dniester region is represented by dates obtained 

for Lacul Soroca, Vărvăreuca 8 and Ţipleşti (Markevich 1981; Ryzhov 2003; Tkachuk 

2005). Tkachuk regards Vărvăreuca 15, the eponymous settlement for the Vărvăreuca 15-

type sites, and the Cucuteni B2 settlement at Valea Lupului as synchronous with the sites 

of the first phase of the Badrazhskaya group (Tkachuk 2014). Thus, these settlements mark 

the beginning of Tripolye CI-II in the Prut-Dniester interfluve. Supplemented by four 

dates from the settlement Hancăuţi I, belonging to the second phase of the Badrazhskaya 

group (after Tkachuk), the beginning of Tripolye CI-II in this region may be dated in the 

range of 3800–3650 BC. This interval may be limited to 3700–3650 BC by considering 

several relative synchronisms at the CI/CI-II inferface (Ryzhov 1999; 2000; cf. Tkachuk 

2008; 2014). The Chechelnitskaya group settlement Stena 4 is characterized by the pre-

sence of pottery of the Petrenskaya, Shypenetskaya and Tomashovskaya groups alike, 

while some influences from Vărvăreuca 15 are also notable. Imports and influences from 

Stena 4 and Vărvăreuca 15 were also found at Majdanetskoe (Tomashovskaya group, Phase 

3, Stage 2), while the slightly earlier Talianki settlement, which mostly precedes the habi-

tation at Majdanetskoe, shows only weak influence from the Chechelnitskaya group 

(Ryzhov 1999; Tkachuk 2005). The series for Majdanetskoe is represented by approxi-

mately 30 dates, but their interpretation varies depending upon methodological approaches, 
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considerations of relative chronology, and the shape of the calibration curve during this 

time. In our opinion, Majdanetskoe should be dated in the range of c. 3750/3700–3650 BC 

(cf. Muller et al. 2016, table 1). Hence, 3650 BC may be considered as the probable end of 

the Chechelnitskaya and Petrenskaya groups, while the duration of the Tomashovskaya 

group should be tentatively extended to 3600 BC in order to accommodate Tomashovka 

and other late settlements that replaced Majdanetskoe chronologically and ‘genetically’ 

(Diachenko, Menotti 2012; Ryzhov 1999).

Considering the two phases of development of the Badrazhskaya group assumed by 

Tkachuk (2014), with sub-division of the second phase into earlier and later settlements 

and the presumed phase duration of 50 years (Kruts 1989; Markevich 1981), we may sug-

gest the dating of the Badrazhskaya group in the range of 3700–3550 BC. Hence, we pre-

sume that the Brynzenskaya group – which marks the start of the Tripolye CII period in 

the Prut-Dniester interfluve, begins c. 3550 BC. Unfortunately, the only sequence for the 

Brynzenskaya group in its ‘mother area’ is represented by five dates from Zhvanets, re-

turning a range of 3480–2700 BC. New data from Novomalin-Podobanka in Volyn allow 

us to date the ceramic complex of the Brynzenskaya local group to the range (2σ) of 3627–

3363 BC (Rybicka, Diachenko, in press). The older limit of this range may be revised in 

respect to our assumption regarding the Badrazhskaya-Brynzenskaya transition. The dates 

from Tsviklovtsy and Sandraki represent the absolute chronology of the Gordineshtskaya 

group sites between the Prut and the Dniester; however, both of them look ‘too young’. 

Meanwhile, ceramic imports from the Gordineshtskaya group in Sărăteni may be dated to 

the range of 3300–2900 BC, which corresponds to the dates from Horodiştea I and II 

(Levitski et al. 1996; Rassamakin 2012). Thus, the transition from the Brynzenskaya to the 

Gordineshtskaya group in the Prut-Dniester interfluve occurred no earlier than 3350 BC. 

This, however, does not mean that the related sites across all of the territory of the CTCC 

exhibited a synchronous transformation of material culture.

The Brynzenskaya group influenced the formation of the Koshilovetskaya group, 

which was an offshoot of the Shypinetskaya group formed in the Upper Dniester region 

during Tripolye CI-II. However, the co-existence of late Shypenetskaya and Koshilovet-

skaya ceramics is also notable (Ryzhov 1998; cf. Tkachuk 1998; 2005; 2011). The abso-

lute chronology of this group is represented by one date from Bilshivtsi (Ki-8273, 3695–

3370 BC; Tkachuk 2003) and a series of dates from Verteba Cave (Kadrow et al. 2003; 

Nikitin 2010). The nature of the latter site is completely different from most habita-

tional sites of the Cucuteni-Tripolye complex, and we may suggest that it was seasonally 

occupied over a long duration. Two dates obtained for ceramics of the Koshilovetskaya 

group suggest an interval of c. 3700–3350 BC, which may be somewhat limited according 

to our assumption regarding the transition from the Badrazhskaya to the Brynzenskaya 

group. This is in agreement with Kadrow’s suggestion, based on the dates from Verteba 

Cave, that the transition from Tripolye CI to Tripolye CII occurred c. 3600–3500 BC 

(Kadrow 2013).



Fig. 1. The general distribution of Late Tripolye local groups and relevant sites with 14C dating



Fig. 2a. Comparison of 14C data with relative chronology (Tripolye CI and CI-II). 
Colored rectangles indicate agreement: green – good agreement; yellow – partial agreement; 

red – little or no agreement



Fig. 2b. Comparison of 14C data with relative chronology (Tripolye CII). 
Colored rectangles indicate agreement: green – good agreement; yellow – partial agreement; 

red – little or no agreement



Figure 3. Proposed synchronizations and durations of local groups of the Late Tripolye culture. 
Colors indicate typo-chronological assignment: yellow – Tripolye BII; light green – Tripolye CI; 

dark green – Tripolye CI-II; blue – Tripolye CII
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In the Southern Bug-Dnieper interfluve, Tripolye CII sites of the Kocherzhintsy-

Shulgovka type (previously identified by Movsha as Phase 3 of the CI-II Kosenovskaya lo-

cal group) are represented by a series of ten dates from Sharin, with calibrated means 

spanning from 3470–3215 and a 2σ range of 3695–2930 BC (Kushtan 2015; Rassamakin 

2012). This provides a terminus ante quem for the first two phases of the development of 

the Kosenovskaya group, which we infer occurred during the range of 3500–3400 BC. 

Since Kocherzhintsy-Shulgovka ceramic complexes are not characterized with the latest 

Tripolye shapes and ornamentation schemes (Ryzhov 2002), their short duration may be 

preliminarily dated to 3390–3350/3300 BC.

The absolute chronology for the latter part of Tripolye CII in Volyn is limited to five 

dates from Trojanov and Gorodsk. In the relative sense, we would expect Trojanov, which 

is generally synchronous with the Lukashevskaya local group, to mostly precede the 

Gorodsk materials. However, three dates obtained for Trojanov and one from Gorodsk are 

dated very similarly, with a 2σ range of 3330–2880 BC, while the other date from Gorodsk 

is represented by the interval of 3520–3140 BC. Taken at face value, this would seem to 

invert the relative chronology of these groups, or at least allow for their synchronization. 

This leads to our acceptance of the date from Gorodsk with older results (GrN-5099; Mal-

lory 1977) as being more broadly representative of CII in the region, while questioning the 

absolute chronology of Trojanov. The second date from Gorodsk (Ki-6752; Videjko 1999) 

is consistent with the later part of CII (3360–3020 BC).

The duration of CII has much better definition in the southern region (Budzhak and 

the western Pontic Steppe), which is mostly represented by the sites of the Usatovskaya 

local group. Here, the beginning of Usatovskaya materials is established by two dates from 

the Aleksandrovka cemetery (Petrenko, Kovaliukh 2003) that provide a 2σ range of 3660–

3370 BC. In the relative sequence this is followed by the nearby settlements at Usatovo and 

Majaki; 26 older dates from these sites produce a wide range of uncertainty with poor 

constraint on the younger side, returning results as late as c. 2500 BC. However, five newer 

dates from Majaki processed by the Poznań laboratory (Ludwig et al. 2009) return a 2σ 

range of 3640–3030 BC, which tends to support the impression from Aleksandrovka that 

the Usatovskaya local group had an earlier beginning than many peripheral manifesta-

tions of CII, occurring c. 3550/3500 BC. The late Usatovskaya group site at Dancu 2 in 

Moldova has one date (Le-1054; Dolukhanov et al. 1976) returning a calibrated range of 

3620–3100 BC. Since this is but one date it is difficult to know whether it is more or less 

representative of the end of the local group sequence (and, in turn, the end of CII and the 

beginning of the Early Bronze Age) than the dates from Usatovo and Majaki. Regardless, 

estimates for the end of Usatovo and of Tripolye CII in general should take into account 

that there is little overlap between the Late Tripolye, Yamnaya and Globular Amphora 

cultures. Objects of Usatovskaya origin are very rarely found within Yamnaya contexts, 

which suggests a transition occurring no later than c. 3000/2900 BC (Patakova 1979; 

Szmyt 2010; Zbenovich 1974).
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In this analysis, the region we may say the least about is the Middle Dnieper. Though it 

has a series of 11 dates spanning three consecutive local groups belonging to CI, CI-II and 

CII, respectively (Chapaevskaya, Lukashevskaya and Sofievskaya), chronological boun-

daries between them are not at all clear. Two dates belonging to the Chapaevskaya group 

from the type-site Chapaevka-Tserkovshchina (Quitta and Kohl 1969; Telegin 1985) dis-

play a very long 2σ range, 3940–3130 BC. A further date from the site at Kiev-Lavra (Us-

penskij Sobor) coincides with the expected end to CI (Ki 7022: 3700–3530 BC; Kruts 

2008). The Lukashevskaya local group is defined by two dates from Evminka 1 (Mallory 

1977) and one from Kiev-Lavra (Uspenskij Sobor; Kruts 2008), which return results large-

ly contemporaneous with those of the Chapaevskaya group (3890–3360 BC). The older 

dates from Evminka 1 are much too early and fail to account for the fact that this site is 

typologically late, assigned to the transitional period between the Lukashevskaya and So-

fievskaya local groups. The date from Kiev-Lavra (Uspenskij Sobor) Ki-7022 provides a much 

more attractive terminus post quem, thus placing the span of Lukashevskaya group (‘pe-

ripheral’ CI-II) at c. 3550/3500–3300 BC. The results from the Sofievskaya local group 

(eight dates) are consistent with where we would expect to see the CI-II to CII transition 

in this region (c. 3300 BC) but are generally too late in the younger bound (2σ: 3330–

2460 BC) and must be constrained by the general assumed ending of Tripolye CII around 

3000/2900 BC (Kovalyukh et al. 1995).

On the western and northwestern edges of the Cucuteni-Tripolye culture area, mutual 

imports between different groups of the FBC and Tripolye have become a subject for re-

lated synchronizations of absolute chronology. Meanwhile, Baden-Boleráz influences on 

the FBC are associated with the time periods of Bronocice II-III up to the formation of the 

FBC-Baden horizon (Bronocice IV-V). In southeastern Poland and the FBC, this includes 

phases IVB, VA and VB (Kadrow 2013; Kośko, Szmyt 2014; Kruk, Milisauskas 1999; Szmyt 

2015; Videiko 2008; Zastawny 2015a; 2015b). Younger ranges suggested for the Late Tri-

polye, which are to some extent influenced by dates obtained by the Kiev Laboratory of 

Radiocarbon Analysis (e.g. Videiko 2008; 2013), notably correlate with the previous 

younger chronologies of the FBC assemblages in Poland (e.g. Kruk and Milisauskas 1990). 

Our results correspond well to the revised absolute scheme that dates Bronocice II-III in 

the range of 3650–3350/3300 BC (Nowak 2009; Włodarczak 2013) and dates the FBC 

phases IIIB-IIIC in Kujawy to the interval of 3650–3100 BC, including the 3500–3100 

range proposed for Mątwy group (Kośko 2003; Kośko, Szmyt 2014; Szmyt 2015). In the 

latter case, the spread of Tripolye traditions among populations of the FBC in Kujawy cor-

relates with the beginning of Tripolye CII in Prut-Dniester interfluve. The new chronology 

for the ‘Badenization’ of the FBC, including the Baden sites in southeastern Poland, agrees 

with the appearance of significant Baden influences during the second sub-period of Late 

Tripolye (after Dergachev), within the range of 3350/3300–2900 BC (Kośko, Szmyt 2014; 

Furholt 2009; Włodarczak 2013; Zastawny 2015a; 2015b).
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concLusIon AnD DIscussIon

Transformations of material culture during the transition from Middle to Late Tripolye 

may be considered as multi-linear processes that had different rates in different parts of 

the Cucuteni-Tripolye complex. The chronological overlap of material culture representa-

tive of the periods Tripolye CI, CI-II and CII is perceptible at the regional level and may in 

many cases be reconciled with available radiocarbon data (Figure 3). The delay in the de-

velopment of peripheral cultural units and the relatively short duration of transitional pe-

riod CI-II resulted in a chronological sequence where CII in the Prut-Dniester interfluve 

(Brynzenskaya local group) may be synchronized with the development of CI-II in the 

Southern Bug-Dnieper interfluve (Kosenovskaya local group) and the Middle Dnieper re-

gion (Lukashevskaya local group). Considering these trends, we find the model of chrono-

logy in centres, sub-peripheries and peripheries proposed by Kadrow (2001) to be the 

most appropriate for describing the Cucuteni-Tripolye sequences. This issue should be 

considered in studies focused on intracultural mutual influences; influences belonging to 

a particular Tripolye period from a particular place could represent, calendrically, diffe-

rent times.

The concept of archaeological culture and its structural components are useful tools for 

the systematization of data, but their explanatory capabilities regarding socio-economic 

development behind the changes in pottery styles remain an issue (Furholt 2009; 2009 

[2011]). Hence, the concept of ‘social fields’ or networks are considered an appropriate 

alternative to archaeological cultures when dealing with actual populations of the remote 

past (Wolf 1982; 1984; Müller 2001; Nakoinz 2005; Kohl 2008; Furholt 2009; 2009 [2011]).
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