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neolithization of the territory of Ukraine from the south-east,
namely from the Caucasus to the south-west from the Danube
region.
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Neolithic is a chronological period of emergence
and spread of food-producing economy, the ar-
chaeological feature of which is the oldest pot-
tery. In recent years, there has been a fundamen-
tal change in the vision of scientists on the issue of
the Ukrainian Neolithic origins and the time of the
region. There are three main versions of the Neoli-
thization of the Ukrainian territory:

1. Autochthonous

2. South-east (from the Caucasus and the Cas-
pian)

3. South-western (from the Balkans through the
Danube region) (Fig. 1)

The autochthonous version of the neolithiza-
tion of Ukraine

Adherents of the autochthonous version are mainly
patriot-minded amateurs, who believe that the
primary domestication of plants and animals
occurred in Ukraine, and hence farming and cattle
breeding have spread to other territories of the
Old World. According to one version, the Odessa
gulf at the beginning of the Holocene was a land,
on which, allegedly, the Pontic civilization was
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developing, the humanity of which was the first
one to domesticate wild animals and plants, when
in the VII millennium BC because of the sharp rise
of the Black Sea, the so-called Black Sea Flood
happened. The territories between the Crimea and
the modern mouth of the Danube were flooded,
and the inhabitants of the Pontic area moved to
east to Mesopotamia, to west to the Danube, to
the Balkans and the Northern Black Sea, spreading
the skills of food-producing economy and the
oldest domestic plants and animals. This fantastic
legend has been declared by American geologists
W. Ryan and W. Pitman, but for the lack of proof,
any professional researcher doesn’t consider it as
a serious scientific construction (Ryan, Pitman
1999; 3anizusak 2019, ¢. 155—159).

The argument of autochthonists in favor of the
emergence of the food-producing economy in the
south of Ukraine is the presence of wild ancestors
of some domestic plants and animals here: one-
grained wheat in the Crimea, wild grapes at the
mouth of the Danube, wild apples, pears, plums,
cherries, onions, garlic, carrots and etc. However,
there are no wild ancestors of the most ancient do-
mesticated plants and animals (sheep, goat, sev-
eral types of wheat, barley, peas) in the Black Sea
region. It has been proved that primary domesti-
cation of agricultural crops occurred in a limited
area, despite the spread of wild ancestors of these
crops in large areas.

The overwhelming majority, if not all, of the
plants and animals we know have been domesticat-
ed far beyond Ukraine and have already come to
us in a domesticated form. I will remind about the
homeland of some of them (BaBuiioB 1926; 1987):

1. America: sunflower, corn, potatoes, toma-
toes, soybeans, beans, pumpkin, capsicum (bit-
ter and sweet), tobacco, etc. Even the symbol of
Ukraine — marigold is originally from Mexico.
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Fig. 1. The migration of early mattock farmers from the
Near East to Europe in VII—V mil. BC

2. Mediterranean — the homeland of vege-
tables — several varieties of cabbage, carrots, beets,
onions, garlic, radish, parsley, dill, sorrel, salad.
About the borrowing of onion from the North-
ern Mediterranean is evidenced by its very name
in Ukrainian — onion (“tsybulia” as it is called in
Ukrainian), which comes from the Italian cippola.
Domestic grapes and oats come from the Balkans
and the Apennines, according to M. 1. Vavylov.

The primary domestication centers for wild
grapes, cherries, pears, plums, and apples, despite
their wild ancestors in Ukraine, were the Mediter-
ranean, the Middle East, and Central Asia. The
widely cultivated versions of these fruits and ber-
ries were imported to Ukraine from Europe quite
late in the 17"—19" centuries. It is not accidental
that the selected cherry version, which has a wild
ancestor in Ukraine, is derived from the English
cherry — sweet cherry (“chereshnia” as it is called
in Ukrainian). The monastery gardens of south-
ern Europe in the late Middle Ages and later were
centers of fruit and vegetable selection.

3. The Middle East was homeland to the most
ancient domesticated plants (wheatgrass, barley,
rye, peas, flax) and animals (sheep, goat, bull),
which are known in Ukraine since the Neolithic
in the materials of the Cris culture, Linear Pottery
culture, Cucuteni-Trypillia culture. Ancient Neo-
lithic wheatgrass known from the Neolithic (espe-
cially spelt, better known as German wheat) has,

over the past two millennia, supplanted bare-grains
varieties of wheat that, according to the famous
Ukrainian paleobotanist, H. O. Pashkevych, came
to Ukraine from the Mediterranean in Antiquity.

Wild buckwheat ancestors grow in the foothills
of Nepal, from where it was brought to Europe by
the Mongols or Arabs. The cucumbers come from
India, apricots come from China, watermelons and
melons from Africa (Basunos 1926; 1987).

Thus, the first domesticated plants and animals
of the Neolithic of Ukraine entered the region from
outside, which contradicts the autochthonous con-
cept of neolithization of Ukraine. Nowadays, the
local origins of the Neolithic of Ukraine are only
supported by adherents of quasi-scientific fantasies
such as “Pontic civilization” or “sacred Trypillian
Aratta”.

Ifthe first domesticated animals and plants came
to Ukraine from the Middle East, then when and
by what means (through the Caucasus or through
the Balkans) did it happen?

South-eastern version
of the neolithization of Ukraine

Itisoften featuredinthe literature under the name
“Eastern cattle breeding impulse”. “Parents” of
this concept were known Ukrainian scientists
V. M. Danylenko and I. H. Pidoplichko, thanks
to the efforts of whom the mentioned concept
was established in neolithic studies in the postwar
times. In the 1950—1960-ies V. M. Danylenko
explored the multi-layered settlement of
Kamiana Mohyla I in North Azov region or Cisa-
zovia and the Neolithic monuments of the
distinguished by him Bug-Dniesterculture (BDC)
of the middle reaches of the Southern Bug.
Namely on these materials he developed the
south-eastern version of the neolithization of
Ukraine, which came about as a result of the so-
called “Eastern cattle breeding impulse”. In his
main book, The Neolithic of Ukraine, in 1969,
V. M. Danylenko proposed the first concept of
the “Neolithic Revolution” at the territory of
Ukraine, in which he combined as successive
phases the south-eastern and south-western
versions of neolithization of Ukraine.

According to V. M. Danylenko, as a result of
economic crisis due to aridization of the climate in
the 7th millennium BC hunters of the Caspian and
the Ciscaucasia have tamed sheep, goats, aurochs.
These ancient pastoralists, who hadn’t known pot-
tery yet, searching for the best grasslands, moved
west to North Azov region. Their traces in Cisa-
zovia are the lower pre-ceramic layers of Kamiana
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Fig. 2. Kukrek flint end bone implement from Ohrin 8 site in Middle Dnieper region

Mohyla I settlement on the Molochna River that
contain bones of goats, sheep and cows, as well as
flint tools inherent in Kukrek archaeological cul-
ture (Fig. 2).

According to V. M. Danylenko, the Kukrek
pastoralists settled from North Azov region in
three directions: north along the Dnieper into the
Middle Dnieper, south to the Crimea and west
to the Bug region. In the Middle Dnieper region,
Kukrek migrants started the Dnieper-Donetsk cul-
ture (DDC), in the Crimea — the Tash-Air cul-
ture, and at the Southern Bug — the Bug-Dniester
culture (BDC). Thus, the first pre-ceramic stage
of the Neolithic of Ukraine began, whose bearers
were Kukrek herders, who had not known ceramics
yet. The second wave of migrants from the Caspian
region brought the oldest clay vessels with a “pin-
like” bottom of the Dzhebel type (JaxHmieHko
1969, c. 11, 176, 177, 186).

According to V. M. Danylenko, cattle breed-
ing in the south of Ukraine was brought from the
east as a result of the “eastern impulse”, while
later Neolithic colonists from the Danube spread
agriculture to the Bug region. The second stage
of the Bug-Dniester culture began with the arriv-
al of the Cris culture population at the Southern
Bug from the Danube region that, in addition to
agriculture, brought some kind of Cris pottery.
The movement of the Bug-Dniester culture pop-
ulation to the north-east into the Kyiv-Cher-
kasy Dnieper region led to the neolithization of
the Middle Dnieper region. Here a new phase of
the Dnieper-Donetsk culture emerged, the ce-
ramics of which have direct parallels in the Bug-
Dniester culture. V. M. Danylenko considered
the early phase of the DDC as “a kind of ethno-
cultural affiliation of the Bug-Dniester culture”
(Janumnenko 1969, c. 34).
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Fig. 3. Neolithic cultures of Ukraine: / — Volyn—Nieman (VNC); 2 — Dnieper-Donets (DDC); 3 — Sur-
sko-Dnieper (SDC); 4 — Pit-Comb Pottery (PCPC); 5 — Linear Band Pottery (LBC); 6 — Bug-Dniester

(BDC); 7— Cucuteni (CC); § — Trypillia (TC)

The regulations on the BDC formation under
the influence of the Cris culture and the leading role
of the BDC in the transmission of Neolithic inno-
vations to the north to the population of the Mid-
dle Dnieper region had been time tested (Fig. 3).
At the same time, the idea of an “eastern impulse”
that allegedly brought sheep, goats and cows from
the Caspian region to Ukraine, and later the oldest
eastern type of pottery, was not confirmed by fur-
ther research.

It should be noted that V. M. Danylenko in the
second half of 20" century was a leading ideologist
in the field of Neolithic and Chalcolithic studies in
Ukraine. His concept of neolithization of Ukraine
was followed by most Soviet researchers of the sec-
ond half of 20" century. The conceptual scheme
of V. M. Danylenko was the brainchild of his time
and bore traces of influence of both modern trends
and certain dogmas of Marxism.

In particular, he explicitly borrowed the con-
cept of pre-ceramic Neolithic from Gordon Child,
who at that time was developing the idea of the
“Neolithic Revolution”, an important component
of which, the pre-ceramic Neolithic, had just been
discovered in the Middle East. According to the
modern trend, a pre-ceramic Neolithic was found
in North Azov region on the settlement of Kami-
ana Mohyla I. However, unlike the Middle East,
which, according to G. Child, was based on primi-
tive forms of both cattle breeding and farming, the

economic basis of the Cisazovian pre-ceramic Ne-
olithic, according to V. M. Danylenko, was exclu-
sively cattle breeding.

The difference between the pre-ceramic Neo-
lithic of Kamiana Mohyla I and the Middle East
according to G. Child seems to be due to a cer-
tain influence on the constructions of V. M. Dan-
ylenko by Marxist dogmas, which was pointed out
by D. L. Haskevych (I'ackeBuu 2012). According
to F. Engels, the birth of cattle breeding preceded
the spread of agriculture. “In the east, the average
degree of barbarism began with the domestication of
animals that give milk and meat, while plant culture
remained unknown for a very long time during this
period” (Enrenbsc 1979, c. 228). This dogma seems
to have significantly contributed to the appearance
in the constructions of V. M. Danylenko an un-
natural, exceptionally cattle breeding pre-ceramic
Neolithic.

Co-author of V. M. Danylenko in the discovery
of the latter was the famous Ukrainian paleozoolo-
gist and academician I. H. Pidoplichko. At the time
of treating the osteological collection from Kami-
ana Mohyla, he, according to D. L. Haskevych
(FackeBuu 2012, c. 56), was involved into the po-
litically committed fight against “bourgeois theo-
ries..., which denied the role of Slavic, in particu-
lar Rus, tribes in domestication of wild animals and
breeding new strains” (Ilimoriuko 1952). The sci-
entist strongly argued for the possibility of early do-
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mestication of the bull, goat, sheep, pig and horse
in the south of the USSR. It is clear that such an
ideologically biased position of researchers when
working with Kamiana Mohyla materials did not
contribute to their objectivity and could not affect
the conclusions, including the very early spread of
cattle-breeding in the region.

Nowadays, the south-eastern version of neoli-
thization of Ukraine is being steadily developed by
N. S. Kotova. She is a long-standing and consist-
ent supporter of V. M. Danylenko’s oriental ide-
as, though she has quite fundamental differences in
her views on the periodization of the Neolithic pe-
riod of Ukraine. The researcher also believes that
the cattle breeding was brought to Ukraine from
the east, and the migrants from the Cris culture
moved from the Danube region to the already neo-
lithizied Bug region. She also recognizes the medi-
ating role between the Bug region farmers and abo-
rigines of the Dnieper region of the Bug-Dniester
culture (Kotosa 2002, c. 10).

N. S. Kotova substantially developed and even
hypertrophied the idea of “Eastern cattle breeding
impulse” of V. M. Danylenko, boldly claiming that
in the Ciscaucasia and Cisazovia as early as in the
8th millennium BC not only all the major domestic
animals of Ukraine — sheep, goats, bulls, horses,
pigs, dogs, but also cultivated plants, were domes-
ticated. In her opinion, it was from North Azov re-
gion that they spread throughout Ukraine. “... Cul-
tured plants were borrowed from the inhabitants of
Ukraine from the population of the Northern Cisazo-
via and the Ciscaucasia, not the Balkan-Carpathian
region” (Korosa 2002, c. 60, 75, 76, 82).

V. M. Danylenko and I. H. Pidoplichko initi-
ated among Soviet researchers in the second half
of the 20™ century a kind of fashion for the search
of the deep roots of wild animals’ domestication in
the south of the European part of the USSR.

Russian archaeologists D. O. Krainov and
O. L. Dmytriyeva on the faunistic materials of the
cave sites of the Crimea Tash-Air I and Zamil-
Koba came to the conclusion of domestication
of pigs, as well as sheep, aurochs and even hors-
es (Kpaitrnos 1960, c. 123—140). V. N. Stanko, on
the faunistic materials of the Myrne site in Odesa
region, concluded that domestication of aurochs
in the north-western Black Sea had already been
known in Mesolithic and the local roots of the Eu-
ropean cow population (Cranko 1991, c. 8, 14).
D. Ya. Telegin saw traces of domestication of wild
aurochs in the Mesolithic materials of Ohrin 8 site
in Nadporizhzhia (Tenerin 2002, c. 70). According
to N. S. Kotova, the bones of a sheep from the low-
er layers of Semenivka site near Kamiana Mohyla

are in favor of the early domestication of cattle in
Cisazovia. However, during the re-analysis of the
mentioned remnants, it was found that they do not
belong to the domestic sheep, but to the wild saiga
and are dated from by C-14, not VIII, but the mid-
dle of VI thousand BC (Motuzaite-Motuzeviciute
2012, p. 14—17).

The key argument in favor of early spread of
cattle breeding at the territory of Ukraine from
the east is the conclusions made by an academi-
cian I. H. Pidoplichko 60 years ago about numer-
ous osteological remains of cattle in the layers of
the pre-ceramic Neolithic of Kamiana Mohyla
(Migortiuko 1956, c. 54). However, the above-
mentioned definitions of the faunistic remains
from the excavations of V. M. Danylenko in 1947
raise doubts about the vast majority of specialists,
because of the high probability of mixing materi-
als of different layers of a multi-layered settlement
during the excavation process. The famous paleo-
zoologist O. P. Zhuravlov criticizes these paleozo-
ological definitions of 1. H. Pidoplichko on osteo-
logical materials from Kamiana Mohyla, up to their
complete denial (Kypasiaros, Korosa 1996, c. 5,
6). The author of these lines (3amizHsik, [TaHdeHKO
2007, c. 8, 9) and D. L. Haskevych (I'ackeBuu
2012) expressed doubts about the conclusions of
I. H. Pidoplichko about the presence of domes-
tic animal bones in the lower pre-ceramic layers of
Kamiana Mohyla.

In general, for the Neolithic researchers of the
second half of 20" century it was typical to suppress
the beginning of the spread of the food-producing
economy in Ukraine. If V. M. Danylenko the be-
ginning of the “eastern impulse” dated from the 7th
millennium BC (Danylenko 1969, c. 15), then his
successor N. S. Kotova lowered the beginning of
the Neolithization of the Ciscaucasia and Cisazo-
via to the 8th millennium BC (Kortosa 2002, c. 60,
75, 76, 82). Numerous prints of grains of cultivat-
ed cereals (wheat, barley, rye, millet, peas), which
various researchers of the Neolithic of Ukraine of
the 1980—1990-ies found on the ceramics of the
Bug-Dniester, Dnieper-Donetsk, Volyn, Surska
and other Neolithic cultures of Ukraine, allegedly
testified about the spread of agriculture at most of
the territory of Ukraine in the early Neolithic.

The illusion of extraordinary antiquity of the
Ukrainian Neolithic, in comparison with the Cen-
tral European at the turn of XX—XXI centuries
were also created by numerous early dates from
the Kyiv Radiocarbon Laboratory. In particular,
it dates back for 400—500 years earlier for the key
Neolithic regions the Bug-Dniester and Trypil-
lian cultures than the corresponding dates of vari-
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Fig. 4. Obsidian implement Koros culture. Mehtelek site, 5800—5600 BC (cal) (Starnini 1993)

ries of radiocarbon dates of different laboratories of

the world,

ous European laboratories. On the discrepancy of

has been repeatedly written by various

the Kyiv dates to the established provisions of the
Neolithic Europe chronology, based on large se-

researchers (bypmo 2003, c. 15; ToBkaiino 2004;
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2005, c. 45; 3anizaak 2005, c. 125; 2006, c. 15;
Tackesuu 2016).

The abovementioned raises doubt about the
widespread perceptions in the recent past about
the early transition to the food-producing econo-
my in Ukraine. Therefore, in recent years there has
been a kind of revision of the evidence on the early
spread of the food-producing economy in the Neo-
lithic of Ukraine. In 2012, search results for traces
of the food-producing economy were published at
the Early Neolithic sites of North Azov region, the
Seversky Donets Basin and the Lower Don. The
studies were conducted at 18 key Neolithic sites of
Eastern Ukraine and the Lower Don with wash-
ing the cultural layer in search of grains, examin-
ing ceramics for grain prints and examining fau-
nal remains. The author of the study convincingly
showed on a large mass of material that the ear-
liest traces of cultivation of cultural cereals in the
specified region are recorded only from the second
half of 5" — beginning of 4" thousand BC on the
Chalcolithic settlements of the Serednii Stig cul-
ture. By the same time, the oldest bones of domes-
ticated animals are dated (Motuzaite-Motuzevici-
ute 2012, p. 14—17).

Recent studies have raised serious doubts about
the abovementioned imprints of cultural cereals
on ceramics of the Dnieper-Donetsk, Bug-Dni-
ester, and Volyn Neolithic cultures of Right-Bank
Ukraine. No imprints of grains of cultural cereals
on the surface of ceramics of these cultures have
been found by the latest studies (Endo etc. 2019,
h. 27). The most ancient in Ukraine reliable prints
of grains of cultural cereals were recorded on the
pottery of the Linear Pottery culture (second half
of VI thousand BC) and Cucuteni-Trypillia (V—IV
thousand BC). There are also ceramics in the cul-
ture of Koros in Hungary, the eastern branch of
which is the Cris monuments of Ukrainian Ciscar-
pathia (Fig. 4).

Particularly surprising and embarrassing is
the lack of traces of cultural cereals cultivation at
BDC sites in the Bug region. It is a key culture
in the Neolithic of Ukraine, which was in direct
contact with the developed farmers of the Dan-
ube region (Cris culture, LBC) and was the con-
duit of Neolithic innovations to the north in the
forest of the Dnieper and Polissia region. After
that, there is no surprise at the lack of signs of the
food-producing economy at the sites of cultures
Dnieper-Donets (DDC), Volyn-Neman (VNC),
Pit-Comb Pottery (PCPC) of the Dnieper, Polis-
sia and the Desna region.

The absence of grain imprints of cultural cere-
als on ceramics of the forest Neolithic of Ukraine,

as well as the residue of grains in the cultural lay-
ers of the sites, casts doubt on the presence of cat-
tle breeding among the population of BDC, DDC,
VNC, SC. After all, the oldest cattle breeding is
known only in combination with early agriculture
(Iampensman 1980, c. 216).

V. M. Danylenko drew attention to the small
number of domestic animal bones at the BDC mon-
uments and concluded about “the dominant role of
hunting and the small role of cattle breeding” in the
economy of BDC. He wrote: “... the need for meat
from the tribes of the Bug-Dniester area was met at
the expense of intensive development of hunting, and
not at the expense of cattle breeding” (JanuneHko
1969, c. 165, 180). The fauna of domesticated ani-
mals at BDC sites is represented by a few bones of
domestic bulls and dogs. They were identified by a
well-known Ukrainian paleozoologist V. 1. Bibik-
ova, who, however, did not have full confidence
in the correctness of her definitions (?KypaBiboB,
KoroBa 1996, c. 5). She explained the doubtful
signs of domestication on the bones of bulls by “an
early form of domestication” (JanwnieHnko 1969,
c. 178). In addition, in the 1990-ies traces of do-
mestication on the bones of animals from the Bug-
Dniester settlements were unsuccessfully searched
for by a famous German paleozoologist, an expert
on domestication of animals, N. Benecke.

The findings of recent studies are quite impres-
sive, as they break the established stereotypes in the
ideas about the early spread of the food-produc-
ing economy in the region even at the stage of the
pre-ceramic Neolithic from the east, namely from
the Caspian, the Caucasus and North Azov region
(Janunenko 1969, c. 11, 176, 177, 186; Korosa
2002, c. 60, 75, 76, 82). The oldest reliable traces
of the food-producing economy in the region are
traced not in the south-east, but in the south-west
of Ukraine from the middle to the second half of
the 6th millennium BC in cultures of the Danube
origin (Cris, LBC, Trypillia).

The abovementioned gives a doubt not only
the possibility of cattle breeding in Eastern Europe
from the Caucasus and Cisazovia, but also the very
idea of an “Eastern impulse” as a catalyst for the
neolithization of Ukraine. At least the very exist-
ence of the latter at present requires further argu-
mentation. It is significant that the leading Neo-
lithic expert of Ukraine, N. S. Kotova, who for a
long time was the most consistent supporter of the
“Eastern impulse” concept of V. M. Danylenko,
has recently radically changed her scientific po-
sition. In her latest book of 2015, the research-
er derives the early Neolithic of Ukraine not from
the Caucasus as before, but from the Neolithic of
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Greece and the Danube region in the 7" millenni-
um (Korosa 2015, c. 62, 76).

Thus, with the south-eastern version of the ne-
olithization of Ukraine, which dominated in the
second half of 20" century, nowadays the south-
western or Balkan-Danube version competes suc-
cessfully.

South-western or Balkan-Danube version
of the neolitization of Ukraine

The origins of the Balkan-Danube concept of
neolithization of Ukraine reach the end of 19" centu-
ry, when V. Khvoika discovered the first Neolithic
culture at the territory of Ukraine, which was called
Trypillia. Leading Ukrainian (M. Grushevskyi,
M. Biliashevskyi, V. Scherbakivskyi, O. Kandyba-
Olzhych) and Russian (O. Spitsyn, O. Gorodtsov)
archaeologists and historians of the late 19" — early
20t centuries almost unilaterally linked Trypillia to
the Neolithic of the Danube region, the Balkans and
Asia Minor (3anmiznsik 2019, c. 427, 428).

M. Grushevskyii was one of the first to point the
analogies of the materials just explored by V. Kh-
voika among the “finds of the Middle Danube
lands”, in Thessaly and “among the monuments of
the old Aegean culture of pre-Mycenaean times”.
These parallels, according to the historian, “make
quite a plausible hypothesis of independence (of
Trypillia culture — L. Z.) and consider more hope
to resolve the case from further Asian finds” (Grush-
evskyi 1913, p. 45, 46).

The author of these lines has repeatedly ex-
pressed doubts about the pre-ceramic “Eastern cat-
tle breeding impulse”, and at the end of 20" cen-
tury formulated his own view of the south-western
version of neolithization of Ukraine. It took place
in the “balkanization” mode by successive waves
of Neolithic colonial migrants from the Balkans
through the Danube region — Hrebenyky culture
(HC), Cris culture (CC), Linear Band Pottery cul-
ture (LBC) and Cucuteni-Trypillia culture (CTC)
(Bamizask 1995; 1998, c. 231—235; 1999, c. 89,
90; 2006, c. 3—18; 3amizugak Tta iH. 2016) (Fig. 1;
3). It was also suggested that Neolithic innova-
tions could be spread from Anatolia to the north
by cabotage navigation along the western Black Sea
coast (3aniznHak 1998, c. 173). These waves of ne-
olithization of Ukraine are largely correlated with
the phases of neolithization of Europe by the an-
cient farmers and herders of the Middle East, the
main ones of which are the following:

1. The spread of flint lithic technology at first
and then the Neolithic package together with the
“Impresso” pottery at the Mediterranean coasts,

including the Balkan Peninsula, by cabotage navi-
gation along the coasts — VIII—VI thousand BC
(cal).

2. Colonization of the Balkan Peninsula from
Anatolia in VII thousand BC (cal) (Fig. 1).

3. Colonization of the Middle Danube by cul-
ture bearers of Staréevo-Koros-Cris — first half of
VI thousand BC (cal).

4. Colonization of the south of Central Europe
by the humanity of Linear Band Pottery culture
(LBC) in the second half of VI thousand BC (cal).

5. Colonization of the forest zone of Central Eu-
rope by the Chalcolithic Lengyel culture in V—IV
thousand BC (cal).

It is not difficult to notice that the abovemen-
tioned five successive waves of Neolithic colo-
nists from the Balkans and the Danube region to
Ukraine are in fact local manifestations of these
global phases of the neolithization of Southern and
Central Europe — marine, Hrebenyky, Staréevo-
Cris, Linear Band Pottery, Lengyel-Trypillia cul-
tures.

1. The spread of Neolithic innovations by sea route

In addition to land, the sea route for the pro-
to-Neolithic flint processing technique of Middle
Eastern origin to the Northern Black Sea and Cri-
mea was possible too. Twenty years ago, the au-
thor of these lines suggested that some Neolithic
innovations (techniques of flintknapping, “Im-
presso” ceramics) could be spread to the south-
west of Ukraine by sea route, that is, by means of
cabotage navigation along the western Black Sea
coast (Fig. 1). Such conclusions were prompted by
known facts of cabotage way in VIII—VI thousands
BC (cal) from the Middle East to the coasts of the
Balkans, the Apennines, the Iberian Peninsula and
the north coast of Africa, a package of Neolithic
innovations — flintknapping technique, domesti-
cated sheep, goats, wheat and barley, “Impresso”
ceramics, including imprints of Cardiidae shells.
In addition, the flintknapping technology and ty-
pology of the artifacts of the late Mesolithic monu-
ments of the Murzak-Koba Mountain in Crimea
are very reminiscent of the so-called Castelnovian
of the Mediterranean coast of France and Spain,
as well as of the Caspian monuments of the coast
of Morocco, Libya, and Tunisia. It does not seem
coincidental that the cultural layers of the Caspian
monuments of the Southern Mediterranean and
the Murzak-Koba in Crimea are connected by the
powerful clusters of mollusk shells (3amiznsk 1998,
c. 173, 229; 3aniznaax Ta in. 2013, c. 250).

A few years ago, D. L. Haskevych carefully ana-
lyzed the possibility of spreading the ceramics with
comb-stampted decorations to the North-west-
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ern Black Sea by transporting it by cabotage sail-
ing along the coast. The researcher believes that
the traces of colonization could appear underwa-
ter, since the sea level has risen by 10 meters in re-
cent millennia (I'ackesuu 2010).

M. T. Tovkailo found pottery with Cardiidae
shells imprints at the Gard settlement of the Bug-
Dniester culture, in the lower part of the South-
ern Bug. As an analogy, the researcher involves
the Neolithic Cardiidae ceramics of the Adriat-
ic and suggests its appearance at Gard by the set-
tling of the “Impresso” culture carriers along the
coasts not only of the Mediterranean, but also of
the Black Sea (Toskaiino 2012, c. 27—36).

Therefore, we have good reasons to believe
that Neolithic innovations could be spread to the
Northern Black Sea and Crimea from the Eastern
Mediterranean both by land and sea (Fig. 1).

2. Hrebenyky wave of the neolithization of
Ukraine

Monuments of the Hrebenyky culture (HC)
in Odesa region that are dated from the Late Me-
solithic, namely the second half of VII—VI thou-
sands BC (cal.), can be considered as traces of
the pre-ceramic wave of migrants from the Bal-
kans. According to the canons of traditional So-
viet autochthonous Ukrainian researchers view
of XX c. the culture was considered to be local
in origin (Janunenko 1969, c. 61, 176; Cranko
1991, c. 8, 14). The views of V. M. Danylenko and
V. N. Stanko on the origin of the Hrebenyky cul-
ture from the Osokorivka-Tsarynka type of mon-
uments were shared by other researchers of the
Black Sea Mesolithic: D. Ya. Telegin, S. P. Smo-
lianinova, and M. P. Olenkovskyi (OneHKOBCKUIi
1991, c. 184). From the monuments of Bilolis-
sia (Mykhailivka) type, I. V. Sapozhnykov derives
Hrebenyky culture (Canoxnaukos, CanoKHUKOBa
2005).

Author of these lines from 1990-ies has repeat-
edly argued for “Balkan-Danube origins or genetic
ties of Hrebenyky culture and BDC with the early Ne-
olithic of the Danube and the non-ceramic Neolith-
ic of Eastern Greece” (3anizusik 1995, c. 6, 11, 12;
1998, c. 183; 2005, c. 122—126; 2006, c. 11—14).

For flint inventory of HC is typical a proto-Ne-
olithic knapping technique (Fig. 5). With its help,
from single-platform cores blades of middle width
were made. Numerous trapezes were made from
the intersections of these blades. There are a lot of
scrapers on flakes, less end-scrapers and burins are
almost absent, in Hrebenyky culture.

Namely such kind of flint inventory is typi-
cal for Star¢evo-Cris culture of the Danube Riv-
er region and Romania in the end of VII—VI mil.

BC (Fig. 4) that is genetically linked to the most
ancient Neolithic of the Balkans. These include
the pre-ceramic and early ceramic layers of Nea
Nikomedeia, Argissa, Achilleion, Sesklo, Franch-
thi, and etc. in Thessaly in VII thousand BC (Per-
les 2001, p. 19—39, tabl. IV). (Fig. 6)

In other words, the direct analogies to the HC
flint inventory in the early Neolithic of the Dan-
ube region, namely in the Star¢evo, Cris, Kords
cultures, give reasons to speak about the genet-
ic connection of HC with the mentioned cultural
phenomena. And since the early ceramic Neolithic
of the Danube region, according to the vast ma-
jority of European researchers, is derived from the
pre-ceramic Neolithic of Thessaly (Whittle 1985,
p. 37—49; Perles 1985; Biagi 2005a; 2005b) there-
fore the genetic roots of Hrebenyky culture indi-
rectly are dated back to the ancient Neolithic of
Eastern Greece. This is also indicated by the direct
typological parallels to the Hrebenyky flint com-
plexes in the flint of the pre-ceramic Neolithic of
Greece (Argissa, Franchthi, Knossos) (Fig. 4—6).

In fact, the Hrebenyky culture flint inventory
is a striking example of the flint technocomplex of
the Balkan-Danube Neolithic that is typical for the
original Neolithic of Greece in VII thousand BC,
related to the cultures Karanovo I, Star¢evo, Cris,
Koros, of the end of VII—VI thousands BC, and
Linear Band Pottery cultures.

Due to the poor conservation conditions of the
cultural layers of Mesolithic sites in the North-
Western Black Sea region, the vast majority of HC
collections originate from surface finds. Therefore,
it is possible that a part of HC complexes of Odesa
region, as well as the so-called “Tardenoisian” of
Moldova and Romania, come from the destroyed
settlements of the Neolithic Cris culture.

The large number of HC sites with flint of
Balkan-Danube type in Odesa region contrasts
with their small number in Bulgaria and in adja-
cent territories. The question is: how did the bear-
ers of flintknapping tradition of the early Neolith-
ic of Eastern Greece get to the Northern Black
Sea? They may have passed along the west coast of
the Black Sea, and their abandoned sites were lat-
er submerged by sea transgression. It is impossible
to exclude maritime migration by cabotage sailing
along the coast, which was discussed in the previ-
ous section (Fig. 1).

3. Cris wave of Neolithic colonists from the
Danube region

Studies of the early Neolithic chronology of
the Balkans and the Danube region indicate an ex-
tremely rapid spread of the most ancient pottery on
the Lower and Middle Danube. It first appeared
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Fig. 5. Flint implement Hrebenyky culture. Hrebenyky (/) and Poznanka (2) sites

14 ISSN 0235-3490 (Print), ISSN 2616-499X (Online). Apxeonoeia, 2020, Ne 1



VII mil. BC

\
(S 4’7-/\$

N
N
x
X
=
3
N
N
=
IS

N
=
S

Franchthi
VII mil. BC (cal.)

Fig. 6. Flint and obsidian implement Neolithic of Balkan. Argissa settlement (7), Franchthi cave (2) (Perles 2001)

around 6500 BC (cal.) in Thessaly (Sesklo). To the
north in the valley of the Struma River, the oldest
pottery was found at the Gulubnik settlement, dat-
ed by 6100 BC. From the Strymon River basin in
Bulgaria, Neolithic peoples with monochrome ce-
ramics had settled in just 150 years in vast expanses
from the Tisa in the west and to the Prut in the east,
initiating the abovementioned Staréevo-Kords-
Cris cultural community (Biagi 2005a; 2005b).

In the first half of VI thousand BC (cal.) Cris
settlements appeared in Transcarpathia, and in
the second quarter of the same millennium, in the
Dniester River region — Sakarivka 1 type monu-
ments, dated by 6650 + 60 BP (Bln 2425) or 5480
BC (cal.) (Jlapuna 1999). The powerful Cris wave
of Neolithic colonists led to the spread of the cor-
responding pottery with the Cris decor not only in
the Dniester region (Sakarivka 1), but also in the
Bug River region. That is, it is impossible to ex-
clude the possibility of discovering monuments of
the Cris culture in the Bug-Dniester rivers inter-
fluve in the future. It was under the influence of
these people that the local Kukrek culture hunters
and fishermen of the Middle Bug came up with the
Bug variant of the most ancient Neolithic culture
of Ukraine — the Bug-Dniester (JTanwienxo 1969,
c. 57—61; 3anizasak 1995; 1998, c. 183) (Fig. 3).

As the Bug-Dniester culture of Ukraine was
formed under the influence of Moldova’s Cris, its
early Pechery phase cannot be older than the most

ancient Cris monuments of the Dniester River re-
gion. Thus, the beginning of BDC formation prob-
ably falls in the middle of VI thousand BC (cal.).
The current state of the Neolithic source base of
Ukraine gives grounds to consider the early Bug-
Dniester ceramics, which have direct parallels in
the ceramics of the 3™ and 4™ phases of the Cris
culture, as one of the oldest in Ukraine.

Initiated by the Hrebenyky culture bearers and
later continued by the humanity of the Cris cul-
ture, Linear Pottery and Cucuteni cultures, the
long-lasting demographic pressure from the south-
west on the aboriginal people of the Middle Bug
caused a constant outflow of the autochthonous
Kukrek population in the north-east direction
(Fig. 3). From the end of VII to V millennia BC
more and more waves of Balkan-Danube migrants
rolled from the south-west to the Bug region, dis-
placing to the Middle Dnieper at first the Meso-
lithic autochthons of the Kukrek culture, and then
the population, emerged under the Balkan-Dan-
ube (including Cris) influences, of the Bug-Dni-
ester culture. In fact, it was a synthesis of local
Kukrek (flint) and brought by Moldovan migrants
Cris (pottery, trapezes) traditions. At the devel-
oped Samchyn stage of the BDC (Fig. 7), these
migrants from the Southern Bug reached the Mid-
dle Dnieper (Velyka Andrusivka, Starosillia) and
Kyiv Polissia (Lazarivka, Krushnyky, Prybir 7a).
With their direct participation in the second half
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Fig. 7. Pottery of Samchinska phase BDC (Apxeosorist
VYxpaincekoi... 1985, fig. 31: 15)

of VI thousand BC, the neolithization of the Mid-
dle Dnieper and Kyiv Polissia began (3amni3Hsk
1998, c. 183, 231, 232; 2005; 3amizHsaxk ta iH. 2013;
BamisHsgk Ta iH. 2016), including the formation of
the Dnieper-Donetsk culture (DDC) of the Kyiv-
Cherkasy Dnieper River region (Fig. 3).

4. Linear Pottery culture wave of the neolithiza-
tion of Ukraine

The culture of Linear Pottery (LBC) was
formed in the middle of VI thousand BC (cal.) on
the Middle Danube based on the late phase of the
Koros culture. This culture played a leading role
in the neolithization of the middle zone of Europe
from the northern France to the western Ukraine
(Fig. 8). The magnitude of agricultural coloniza-
tion of the natural zone of deciduous forests of Eu-
rope by the tribes of the LBC was explained by a
fundamentally new method of slash-and-burn ag-
riculture at that time. Based on the latter Neolithic
farmers of the LBC advanced the Upper Danube
valley to Bavaria and further west to the Northern
France. The rest of the LBC people moved from
the Middle Danube to the north and through the
Moravian Gate reached the land of Southern Po-
land. From there they moved east and reached
Volyn, Upper and Middle Dniester, the territory of
Moldova, where numerous settlements of the LBC

Fig. & Pottery of LBC (Apxeosnoris YkpaiHcekoi... 1985,
fig. 31: 3, 11)

of the second half of VI thousand BC are known
(Fig. 3). Farmers of the LBC Volyn Highland sig-
nificantly influenced the neolithization of the Me-
solithic hunters of Western Polissia, the people of
the Janislawice culture, on the basis of which Volyn
Neolithic culture emerged at the beginning of V
thousand BC.

The pressure of the Linear Pottery culture bear-
ers from the west to the BDC people caused the lat-
ter to move in north-east direction to the Middle
Dnieper region.

5. Trypillia phase of the Neolithic revolution of
Ukraine

The true agrarian colonization of the forest-
steppe area of the Right-Bank Ukraine is relat-
ed to the promotion from Romanian Moldova to
the north-eastern direction of the mattock farm-
ers of Cucuteni-Trypillia culture (Fig. 9). Cucu-
teni culture originated in the Southern Carpathian
region at the end of VI thousand BC (cal.) Based
on the traditions of the Danube cultures of Cris,
Hamangia, Boian, LBC and etc. The colonization
of chernozem soil of Right-Bank Ukraine on the
boundary of VI—V thousands BC brought the Cu-
cuten people of Moldova at first to the Middle Dni-
ester and Podillia, and at the beginning of I'V thou-
sand BC to Kyiv and Cherkasy Dnieper (Fig. 3).
Mattock, and later plough farming (wheat, barley,
peas), supplemented with household cattle breed-
ing (sheep, goat, cow, pig) were the basis of the
Trypillian economy, the people of which spread
them across the forest-steppe area of Ukraine from
the Dniester to the Dnieper. Archaeologically, the
powerful influences of Trypillia on the autoch-
thonous population of the Middle Dnieper, South-
ern Polissia, forest-steppe and even steppe Left-
Bank Ukraine, have been traced.

The importance of solving the problem of
Ukrainian Neolithic origins had continued dis-
cussion between supporters of the autochthonous
nature of Trypillian culture and their opponents,
who genetically linked the latter with the Anato-
lian-Balkan Center of the Neolithization of Eu-
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Fig. 9. The clay ware and sculpture of Trypillia culture

rope. An important component of this discussion,
dating back to the early 1990-ies, is the issue of
the anthropological type of Trypillians, the solu-
tion of which is complicated by the small number
of their osteological remains. Therefore, the claim
about the southern genetic roots of Trypillians
and their Mediterranean anthropology (3ani3HsiKk
1998, c. 256) (Fig. 10) has not been accepted for
a long time by the Ukrainian Trypillia culture re-
searchers.

Recently, strong evidence has been obtained
about the genetic linkage of Trypillians with Neo-
lithic Asia Minor and Balkan populations. This is
evidenced by the results of the genome study of an-
thropological remains of Trypillians from the Verte-
ba Cave on the Dniester, which has numerous direct
parallels in the genome of Neolithic inhabitants of
Anatolia and the Balkans. These sensational results
were made public by the direct participant of an-
thropological research in Verteba I. D. Potekhina
(Nikitin, Potekhina 2017, p. 1—13). Therefore, the
Trypillian culture, leading in the neolithization of
Ukraine, is a direct genetic descendant of the Ne-
olithic colonists, who colonized Central Europe
from Anatolia through the Balkans and the Da-
nube region in VII—V thousand BC.

The process of final neolithization of the Right-
Bank Ukraine forest-steppe by Trypillians in the
Chalcolithic was in parallel with the strengthening
of the food-producing economy in the forest zone
of Central Europe by the Lengyel culture bearers in
V—IVthousands BC. Thus, further endorsement of
the food-producing economy’s positions in Right-
Bank Ukraine in the Chalcolithic by the popula-
tion of Cucuteni-Trypillia culture was an organic
part of the all-European process of neolithization.

The historical significance of Trypillian cul-
ture for the ancient history of Ukraine lies in the fi-
nal victory of the food-producing economy at first
in the Right-Bank Ukraine and later in the south
of the Left-Bank Ukraine. After all, the inhabit-
ants of the steppe of the Black Sea and the Cisazo-
via got their first cattle breeding and farming skills,
probably from the Trypillians. This is evidenced
by the materials of the so-called “steppe Trypil-
lia”. Meaning, Zhyvotylivka-Vovchanka group
type of burials dated by IV thousand BC, explored
in the Azov-Black Sea steppes and even in North-
ern Crimea. They contain Late Trypillian pottery
and, according to T. H. Movsha, M. Yu. Videiko,
Yu. Ya. Rassamakin (Paccamaxin 2004) were aban-
doned by the Late Trypillian population, which was
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Fig. 10. Trypillian farmers (/—3, 5, 6) and oldest Indo-
European stock-breeders (4). I—3, 5, 6 — Trypillian clay
sculpture; 4 — reconstruction based on the skull found in
Dnieper rapids

displaced into the steppes by new waves of farm-
ers, moving east from Prut-Dniester interfluve. Ap-
pearing in the steppe, the Trypillians were forced
to move to the early forms of transhumance, trans-
ferring the skills of the last local population of the
steppe Neolithic and the Chalcolithic — Mariupol,
Skelia, Kvitian, Stog cultures bearers. It is believed
that these cultures of the steppe Chalcolithic of
V—IV thousands BC were abandoned by the most
ancient Indo-Europeans of Eastern Europe.

Summary

The modern state of archaeological sources from
the Neolithic of Ukraine contradicts to popular
in the end of XX century statement about local
domestication of the oldest domestic animals
(sheep, goat, bull) and cultural plants (wheat,
barley, peas). Numerous facts convincingly testify
in behalf on their domesticating on Near East with
next distribution through Balkans and Danube
region to Central-East Europe, including Right-
Bank Ukraine.

The south-east version of neolithization of
Ukraine, which was well-known at the second half
of XX c. under the name of “eastern stock breeding
impulse”, was not confirmed. On the other hand,
there are numerous archaeological, paleozoologi-
cal and paleobotanic data in behalf of south-west-
ern variant of neolithization of Ukraine.

The food-producing economy came on the ter-
ritory of Ukraine by the same way like in Central
Europe from the Balkan Peninsula through the
Danube basin at the end VII—V mil. BC (cal.)
(Fig. 1). It happened in the mode of “balkaniza-
tion” due to five main waves of Neolithic farmers-
colonists which rolled from Danube region to the
Right Bank Ukraine from the end of VII mil. BC
(cal.): 1) Naval; 2) Hrebenyky (the end of VII mil.
BC); 3) Cris—Koros (the first half of VI mil. BC);
4) Linear Pottery (second half of VI mil. BC); 5)
Cucuteni-Tripillia (V mil. BC) (Fig. 3). The oldest
Bug-Dniester Neolithic culture of Ukraine aroused
on autochthonic Kukrek culture base under Cris
culture influences at the middle of VI mil. BC.

The earliest in Ukraine reliable traces of pro-
ductive economy traced in materials of the Koros
culture in Zakarpattia region (first part of VI mil.
BC (cal.)) and the Linear Pottery cultures of Volyn
and Dniester region (second half of VI mil. BC
(cal.)). Right-Bank Ukraine had been definitively
neolithizated in V mil. BC (cal.) by population of
the Cucuteni-Trypillia culture arriving to Neolith-
ic of Ukraine from south-west.

The Bug-Dniester culture developed under the
Cris culture influence from Moldova territory be-
tween Middle Dniester and the South Bug Rivers in
the middle of VI mil. BC (cal.). Passed by the new
migration waves of the farmers from the Danube
region (Linear Band Pottery and Cucuteni-Trypil-
lia). The Bug-Dniester culture bearers moved aside
in the north-east direction in Kyiv and Cherkasy
Dnieper region, where the Dnieper-Donets culture
appeared at the end of VI mil. BC (cal.) (Fig. 3).

The historical value of the Trypillia culture for
Pre-history of Ukraine is in final victory of produc-
tion economy on the Dnieper’s right bank first, and
later, on the south of Left-Bank Ukraine. In the fact,
the population of the Black Sea stepper region, the
Sea of Azov and Donbas regions obtained the first
skills of cattle breeding and agriculture certain from
the Trypillia culture in V—IV mil. BC (cal.). These
Neolithic innovations from Trypillia to steppe Ene-
olithic of the Black and Azov Seas regions were pro-
vided by so-called “steppe Trypillia”, known by the
burials of “zhyvotilov-vovcha type”.

Consequently, a Neolithic of Ukraine is not
an exception from the whole-European context.
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Right-Bank Ukraine was neolithizated synchro-
nously with Central Europe as a result of coloni-
zation by the oldest farmers-colonists from the
Danube region in the VI—V mil. BC (cal.). Later
Neolithic innovations from Right-Bank Ukraine
spread to northward to Polissia lowland and to the
east and south-east of Ukraine.

At the beginning of the XXI c., there was change
of conceptions of the neolithization of the region in
archaeology of Ukraine. The old south-east con-
ception was replaced by south-western one which
corresponds to the general-European vision of the
Neolithic revolution in Central Europe by its col-
onization in the VI—V mil. BC (cal.) by the Ne-
olithic farmers from Balkans through the Danube
region (Fig. 3).
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BAJIKAHO-JIYHAVICbKA BEPCIA HEOJIITU3ALLIl YKPATHU

Cy4JacHUIi CTaH apXeoJIOTiYHUX IKEPeJT 3 HEOJIITY YKpaiHU CylepeyuThb 1OCUTh MOMYJIIpHOMY HanpukiHili XX CT. TBep-
JIXKEHHIO TIPO MiCLIEBY JOMECTHUKALIiI0 HalJaBHILLIMX TOMAIIHIX TBAapUH (BiBIIsI, KO3a, OMK) Ta KyJbTYPHUX POCIUH (TTIIe-
HULS, TYMiHb, TOpoX). YKcleHHi (hakTu MEepeKOHJINBO CBiTYaTh HA KOPUCTH iX omoMaliHeHHs Ha biusbkomy Cxoni 3
HAacTyMHUM nourpeHHsM yepe3 bankanu i [TonyHar’a y LlentpanbHo-CxigHy €Bporty, y Tomy uuncii i Ha [TpaBoGepexHy
VYkpainy (puc. 1).

He nigrBepnuiacs niBaeHHO-CXiHAa Bepcisl HeOJIiTHU3allil YKpaiHu, 1110 OyJia MomyJsipHOIO Cepell paasiHCbKUX TOCITi-
HUKIB Yy IpyTiii MojgoBUHI XX CT. Mill HA3BOIO «CXilIHOTO CKOTAPCHhKOTO iMITyJibCcy». HaToMicTh MaEMO YMCIIEHH] apXeos0-
rivHi, aHTPOIIOJIOTIUHI, MaJe0300JI0TiYHI Ta Majiec000TaHiuHi CBiMUYEHHSI Ha KOPUCTD IiBIAEHHO-3aXiIHOTO BapiaHTy Heo-
JIiTU3allii perioHy.

Heonit Ykpainu He € BUHATKOM i3 3araibHOEBPOIEChKOro KOHTEKCTY. AK ycs LienTpanbHo-CxigHa €Bporna YKpaiHa, rne-
penycim [TpaBoOepeskHa, nepeliiiia 10 Heonity y VI—V Tuc. 1o H. e., 3aro3uuuBIiM iioro Hosallii 3 bankan yepes [TomxyHas’s.
Lle cranocs B pexxuMi «0aikaHizallii» 3aBASIKU 1’ITU MOCJTiIOBHUM XBWISIM HEOTITUMHUX 3€MJIEPO0iB-KOJIOHICTiB 3 bajikaH Ta
[MonyHaB’st — MopchbKa, TpeOeHUKIBCbKA, KPUILICHKA, JIIHIHHO-CTPIUKOBOI KepaMiKU, KYKyTeHi-TpUITIbChbKA (puc. 3).

[TpuHIMITOBI 3MiHM B KOHLEIILIiT HEOJIiTH3allii YKpaiHM, 1110 cTanucs Ha rmoyatky XXI CT., 1o cyTi, € BiIX0I0M BiJ1 cTa-
poro 0aueHHs «HEOJITUYHOI PEBOJTIOLLI» B perioHi. OcTaHHE (hopMyBasiocs y MOBOEHHI Yacu B YMOBAX iIcOJIOTiYHOTO MPO-
TUCTOSIHHS 3aXo[ly, 3HAYHOIO Mipolo, Mi/l BIUIMBOM BiJOMMX PaJSIHCbKUX ineosioreM. 3o0KpemMa HeMUMCAaHUM MPUHLIUIIOM
PaISTHCBKOI apXeoJiorii OyB MaTPiOTUYHUIA aBTOXTOHI3M, 1110 MPOTUCTABJISIBCS OypxKya3HUM ifessM 0e3pimHUX KOCMOTIOJITIB
MirpauioHicTiB. CdpopMOBaHa y TOBOEHHUIA YaC KOHUETILSI «CXiTHOTO CKOTAPChKOTO iMITYJIbCY» T€XX Hece MeBHUI HAJIIT pa-
JISTHCHKOTO MaTpiOTUYHOI0 aBTOXTOHI3MY. 3a B. M. JlaHuIeHKOM, CKOTapCTBO OYJ10 MTPUBHECEHO Ha IMiBAeHb YKpaiHU 3 1103a
ii Mex, aJte 3 pansgHebKoi TypkMeHii Ta [lepenkaBkas3ss, a He 3 kpaiH Bopoxoro HATO — Typeuuunu Ta ['pettii.

Binxin Big i1eos0TivyHOro MpOTUCTOSIHHS 3axo/y 3HSB 3a3HayeHi iIeoJIoriuyHi 0OMeXXeHHsI B Haylli, a pO3BUTOK ap-
X€OJIoTil MoKa3aB, 10 HEeOJIT YKpainu, nepiu 3a Bce [IpaBodepexHoi, € OpraHiuHow 4YacTUHOIO Heonity LleHTpaibHoi
€ponu. HeosnituuHi KyabTypu [1paBodepesks € JOKaIbHUMU MPOsSIBAMU KYJIbTYPHUX CIUIBHOT LleHTpasibHOT €Bpornu,
a MoCJIiI0BHI (ha3u HeomiTU3alii OCTaHHbOI (MOpPChKa, KPUIICHKO-KEPEIChKa, JIIHIHHO-CTPiuYKOBa, JICHIbEIbChbKa Ta iH.)
MPSIMO KOPEJIOIOTHCS 3i 3raflaHUMU XBWISIMUA HEOJIITUYHUX KOJIOHICTIB 3 bankan yepe3 [loayHaB’s Ha miBAEHHUM 3axia
Ykpainu (puc. 3).

Takum unHoM, [TpaBoOepexxkHa YkpaiHa nepeiliia 10 HEoliTy CMHXpOHHO 3 LleHTpanbHOI0 €BpONolo BHACTIIOK KO-
JIOHi3allii HalIaBHIIMMU HEOJITUUHUMMU 3eMiiepodamu 3 [TonyHa’s y VI—V tuc. no H. e. Ay V—IV Tuc. 1o H. e. HeoJti-
TUYHI HoBallil 3 [IpaBobepexcks nowmupuarcs Ha niBHiv y [losices, Ha cxif Ta MiBAEHHUH cXil YKpaiHu.

®akTuHo, Ha moyatky XXI cT. B apxeosorii YKpaiHu cTajacst TpUHIMIIOBA 3MiHAa KOHIIETIIii HEOJIiTU3allil perioHy.
Ha 3MiHy crapiii miBIeHHO-CXilHill Bepcil MPpUXOAUTh MiBAEHHO-3axXiAHa, 110 BiMOBiJa€E 3arajibHOEBPOIEICbKOMY Oa-
YEHHIO HEeOoJIiITUYHOI peBoolii B LieHTpanbHiil €Bporni HIIsSXOM 11 KOJIOHI3allii HeOJITUYHUMU 3emyiepodamu 3 bankaH
uyepes [MonyHas’s (puc. 1).

Katwuoesi cao e a:neonim, 8i0meopioganrvia ekoHomika, epebenukiecoka Kyasmypa, kyasmypa Kpuui, 6y2o-onicmposceka
Kyavbmypa, Kyasmypa AinitiHo-cmpiukoeoi kepamiku, kyasmypa Kykymeni-Tpuninns, dokepamiynuii Heoaim.
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BAJIKAHO-IYHAVCKAS BEPCUSI HEOJTUTU3ALUSA YKPAUHbBI

CoBpeMEeHHOE COCTOSTHIE apXeoJIOTMYeCKUX NCTOYHUKOB 110 HEOJTUTY YKPAaWHBI TPOTUBOPEUUT TOCTATOUHO TOITYIISIP-
HOMY B KOHIIe XX B. YTBePXKICHUIO O MECTHOI JOMECTUKAIINY TPEBHENIIINX JOMAITHUX XKUBOTHBIX (OBIIa, KO3a, OBIK) U
KYJTbTYPHBIX PaCTeHUI (IIIIEHUIIA, STYMEHb, TOPOX). MHOTOUNCIeHHBIe (DAKTHI YOSTUTETbHO CBUAETETbCTBYIOT B TIONB3Y
ux ogomauniHeHus Ha bivxnem BocToke ¢ nocnenyomnm pacnpoctpaHeHuem depe3d baikanbl u [logyHasbe B LleH-
TpaJIbHYIO U Ha roro-3amnaa Boctounoit EBporbl, B ToM unciie u Ha [1paBoOepekHyo YKpauHy (puc. 1).

He nonreepaniach 10ro-BOCTOYHAS BEPCUS HEOJUTU3ALMU YKPaUHbI, KOTOpast OblIa MOIMYJISIPHON Cpeau COBETCKUX
HccieaoBaresieil BO BTOpoil mojioBuHe XX B. MO Ha3BaHWEM «BOCTOYHOTO CKOTOBOMUYECKOTO MMITYJIbCa». 3aTO MMEEM
MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIE apXEOJIOTMYECKNEe, aHTPOMOJOTUYECKHUE, TAIe0300J0TMM U TNaJle000TaHUYEeCKUE CBUIETEIbCTBA B
MOJIb3Y I0r0-3anaJHoOro BApUaHTa HEOJIUTU3ALMU PETUOHA.

Heonut YkpanHbl He gBiseTCS UCKIIOYEHUEM U3 obleeBporneiickoro koHtekcra. Kak Bes LleHTpanbHasg u oro-
3anan Bocrounoit EBpornibl Ykpauna, ripexie Bcero [1paBobdepexkHast, nepeiuia K HeoquTy B VI—V TbIc. 10 H. 2., TO3aUM-
cTBOBaB ero HoBIIecTBa ¢ bankan yepes [MomyHaBbe (puc. 1). DTo cayunsioch B pexknme «barikaHU3aun» 6arogapsi msaTu
MOCJe10BATEIbHBIM BOJTHAM HEOJUTUYECKUX 3eMIIEEbLIEB-KOJIOHUCTOB U3 baskan u [lonyHaBbs — MOpCKOIA, rpebeHu-
KOBCKOI, KPUIIICKOM, KYJIbTYp JIMHEMHO-JICHTOUHOM KEPaMUKHU U KyKyTeHU-TPUITOILCKOM (puc. 3).

ITpyuHLMIIMAIbHBIE U3MEHEHUSI B KOHLENIMUA HEOJIUTU3ALMUA YKPauHbl, KOTOpbIe cayduwinch B Hayaine XXI B., mo
CYIIECTBY, SIBJSIIOTCSI OTXOJOM OT CTApOTO BUAEHBSI «HEOJUTHUECKOU peBoonnu» B pernoHe. [locnennee dopmupo-
BaJIOCh B TIOCJIEBOCHHBIE BPEMEHA B YCIOBUSIX MIEOJOTMUECKOTO TIPOTUBOCTOSIHUS 3amajy, B 3HAYMTETbHOU CTeTIeHH,
MOJ, BO3ACUCTBUEM U3BECTHBIX COBETCKUX UAEOI0reM. B yacTHOCTH, HEMUCAHBIM MPUHLIMIIOM COBETCKOW apXeoJIoruu
ObL1 NAaTPUOTUYECKUIT aBTOXTOHM3M, KOTOPBIi MPOTUBOIOCTABIISICSA OYpXKya3HbIM UAESIM Oe3POIHBIX KOCMOMOJIUTOB-
murpanonnctoB. ChopMupoBaHHasI B TIOCTEBOEHHOE BPeMsT KOHIIETIIIUST «BOCTOYHOTO CKOTOBOJYECKOTO WMITYJIbCa»
HecJia omnpee/ieHHBIN HaJIET COBETCKOTO MaTproTuieckoro apToxtoHnsMa. 3a B. H. JlaHuneHKo, CKOTOBOACTBO OBLIO
MPUBHECEHO Ha 10T YKpauHbl U3-3a ee rpeeios eile B VII Teic. 10 H. 3., HO Bce-Taku u3 coBetckoit Typkmenuu u [pen-
KaBKa3bs, a He 13 cTpaH BpaxkaeoHoro HATO — Typiuu u 'pertun.

OTXOM OT UAEOIOTUYECKOTO TTPOTUBOCTOSTHUS 3amaiy CHSUT OTMEUEHHbIE WAC0IOTUYecKre OrpaHNIeHUST B HayKe, a
pa3BUTHE apXeOJIOTMU MOKA3aJI0, YTO HEOJUT YKpauHbl, npexe Bcero [1paBodepexxHo, SBIseTCS OpraHUYecKoi yac-
Thto Heosuta LleHTpanbHoil EBponibl. Heonutuueckue KyapTypsl [IpaBobepexns SBISIOTCS JIOKAIbHBIMU MPOSIBICHUSI-
MU KyJbTYpHBIX coobiecTB LlenTpanbHoit EBporibl, a mociemoBatenbHble (ha3bl HEOMUTU3ALNY TTOCIeAHe (MopcKast,
KPUIICHKO-KePEeNIChKa, JIMHEIHO-IEHTOUHAs, IEHABETbChKA U AP.) TPSIMO KOPPEITUPYIOTCS C YIIOMSHYTBIMU BOJTHAMU
HEeOMUTUYeCKNX KOJTOHUCTOB 13 bankan uepes [1omyHaBbe Ha 10ro-3anan YKpauHsl (puc. 3).

Takum o6pasom, [IpaBobepexHas YkpauHa repelilia K HeoJauTy CMHXpoHHO ¢ LleHTpanbHoil EBporioii B pe3yibraTe
KOJIOHM3AIINY IPEeBHENIIIMMUI HeOTUTUUeCKUMU 3emitenenbiiamu u3 [logyHases B VI—V 1oIc. 10 H. 3. A B V—IV TBIC. 1O
H. 3. HEoJIUTUYeCKre HoBlecTBa U3 [1paBoOepexbs pacnpocTpaHUIuCh Ha cesep B [lonecke, a Takke Ha BOCTOK U I0ro-
BOCTOK YKpauHBI.

®akTruecku, B Hauase XXI B. B apxeosornuu YKpawHbl TPOU3OIIIIO MPUHIUTINATEHOE N3MEHEHE KOHIICTIIINY HEeo-
JIMTU3aLMU peruoHa. Ha cMeHy cTapoii 1oro-BOCTOYHOM BEpCUU MTPULLLIA FOTO-3aIaHAs, YTO OTBEYaeT 0011eeBpOIeicKo-
MY BUJEHBIO HEOJIUTUYECKOI peBostolnu B LleHTpanbHOI EBporie nmytem ee KOJJOHU3ALUKU HEOJIUTUYECKUMU 3eMIIeIe/Ib-
mamu u3 bankan yepes [logyHaBbe (puc. 1)

Kawueguwie caoea:Heorum, npouzsooau,as IKOHOMUKA, epebeHUK06cKas Kyabmypa, Kyabmypa Kpoiui, 6yeo-0necmposckas
Kyabmypa, Kyabmypa AuHeiHo-1eHmo4Hol kepamuku, kyabmypa Kykymenu-Tpunoave, dokepamuyeckuii Heoaum.
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