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Kyrylo Gorbenko, Oleksandr Trygub

History of Exploration of Final Bronze Age Fortified Settlement (Hillfort) ‘Dykyi Sad’
(Mykolaiv, Ukraine)

Keywords: fortified settlement, Final Bronze Age, ‘Dykyi Sad, Mykolaiv, hillfort, material culture.
Cuvinte cheie: asezare fortificatd, epoca tarzie a bronzului, ‘Dykyi Sad, Mykolaiv, agezare anticd, cultura materiald.
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Ky/IbTypa.

Kyrylo Gorbenko, Oleksandr Trygub
History of Exploration of Final Bronze Age Fortified Settlement (Hillfort) ‘Dykyi Sad’ (Mykolaiv, Ukraine)

The history of exploration of the fortified settlement (hillfort) of the Final Bronze, Age Dykyi Sad, located in the center of
the modern city of Mykolaiv (Mykolaiv oblast, Ukraine) is presented in the paper. Results of 30 years of systematic excavations
of the archaeological site are summed up. The authors show the changing dynamics of the site concept, uncover the peculiarities
of the settlement planning and building, highlight the finds of material culture in various categories — ceramics, metal objects,
lithic and bone produced items.

Based on the whole complex of artifacts found at the fortified settlement (architectural structures, material and votive
items), it can be argued that the Dykyi Sad arose because of the need to control the trade routes that connected the north-south,
east-west of the ecumene. Thus, from the end 13th till the 10th century BCE the settlement fulfilled the function of the econom-
ic, cultural, religious, and political center of South-Eastern Europe, remaining the only Black Sea port settlement of the times of
the legendary Troy and the Trojan War in the region of the steppe area of the Northern Black Sea region, and which population
maintained a close relationship with the surrounding territories.

At the time of the fortified settlement flourishing, a clear system of unified settlement planning and development was
formed within its territory: a citadel surrounded by a moat, suburbs in the hemisphere of the outer moat, and posad. Thus, we
are dealing with a structure that corresponds to the classical concept of ‘urbs’ - ‘city’

The historical phenomenon of the Dykyi Sad goes far beyond the traditional perception of both Bilozerka culture itself
and the entire era of the Final Bronze Age in the south of modern Ukraine. In many respects (material culture, economy, crafts,
architecture), the Dykyi Sad differs from the concepts that have been developed in science so far.

It should also be noted that no traces of the combat assaults on the fortifications and any destruction of its structures as a
result of hostilities have been found at the settlement. This fact indicates the military-fortification innovations of the inhabitants
of the fortified settlement and the strong fortifications of the Dykyi Sad.

Given all the above facts, the fortified settlement of Dykyi Sad can be described as the most striking phenomenon among
the archaeological sites of the Final Bronze Age in the south of Ukraine. Undoubtedly, the Dykyi Sad was an important strategic
center of the Final Bronze Age in the steppe zone between the Prut and Don rivers.

Kyrylo Gorbenko, Oleksandr Trygub
Istoria studiului asezarii fortificate (fortificatie) din epoca tirzie a bronzului ‘Dykyi Sad’ (Mykolaiv, Ucraina)

Articolul publici istoria studierii asezarii fortificate (fortificatiei) din epoca tarzie a bronzului ,,Dykyi Sad” (,,Gradina sélbaticd”),
situatd in centrul orasului modern Mykolaiv (regiunea Mykolaiv, Ucraina). Sunt rezumate rezultatele a 30 de ani de sapéturi sistematice
ale sitului arheologic. Autorii aratd dinamica schimbarii ideii de monument, dezvéluie trasaturile planificirii si constructiei asezarii,
evidentiaza descoperirile culturii materiale in diverse categorii - ceramici, produse din piatra, obiecte metalice, produse din os.

Pe baza intregului complex de artefacte ale asezérii fortificate (structuri arhitecturale, lucruri materiale si votive), se poate
sustine ca ,,Dykyi Sad” a aparut ca urmare a necesititii de a controla rutele comerciale care legau nord cu sud, estul cu vestul de oi-
cumendi. In perioada de la sfarsitului secolelor al XIII-lea — al X-lea i.Chr. asezarea a servit drept centru economic, cultural, religios
si politic al Europei de Sud-Est, ramé4nénd singurul oras-port al Marii Negre din vremurile legendarei Troia i Razboiului Troian
in regiunea fasiei de stepa de pe coasta nordica a Marii Negre, a carei populatie a mentinut legaturi stranse cu teritoriile din jur.

In perioada de glorie a unei ageziri fortificate, pe teritoriul siu s-a format un sistem clar de planificare si dezvoltare unifi-
catd: o cetate inconjuratéd de un sant, o suburbie in emisfera santului exterior si o suburbie. Astfel, avem de a face cu o structurd
care corespunde conceptului clasic de ,,urbs” - ,,oras”.

Fenomenul istoric al ,,Dykyi Sad” depiseste ideile traditionale atat despre cultura Bilozerska in sine, cét si despre intreaga
epoci a ultimei epoci a bronzului din sudul Ucrainei moderne. In multe privinte (culturd materiald, economie, mestesuguri,
arhitectura), ,Dykyi Sad” diferd de ideile care s-au dezvoltat in stiinta.

Revista Arheologicd, serie noud, vol. XVIIL, nr. 2, 2022, p. 17-34
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7540950
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De asemenea, trebuie mentionat ca pe aceasta suprafatd nu au fost inregistrate urme ale atacului asupra fortificatiilor si
ale distrugerii structurilor acesteia ca urmare a ostilitatilor. Acest fapt indica inovatiile militar-defensive ale locuitorilor asezarii
fortificate si puterea fortificatiilor ,Dykyi Sad”.

Avand in vedere toate faptele de mai sus, asezarea fortificatd ,Dykyi Sad” poate fi descrisi ca fiind cel mai izbitor fenomen
dintre siturile arheologice ale ultimei epoci a bronzului din sudul Ucrainei. Fara indoiald, ,,Dykyi Sad” a fost un important cen-
tru strategic al epocii tarzii a bronzului in zona de stepa dintre raurile Prut si Don.

Kupunn Iop6enko, Anexcandp Tpuey6
Vicropus uccnegoBaHMs yKpeIUIEeHHOTO oceeH s (ropopuia) snoxu mosgHei 6ponssl «Juxmit Cagy» (Hukomaes, Ykpanua)

B crarbe my6MMKyeTCs NCTOPYS MCCIIeFOBAHMA YKPeIUIEHHOTO [OCeeHNs (TOPOAMILA) SIIOXY TO31Helt 6pOH3bI «IuKuit
Caji», pacronoXXeHHOr o B LieHTpe coBpeMeHHOro ropoaa Hukomaes (HukonaeBckas o6mactb, Ykpanta). [Togsopsrcs utoru 30
JIeT CUCTEMATUYeCKIX PACKOIIOK apXe0J/IOrYeCKOro IIaMATHNMKA. ABTOPbI IIOKA3bIBAIOT AVHAMIKY MI3MEHEHN A IPeCTaBIeHA
0 MaMATHMKE, PACKPBIBAIOTCS 0COOEHHOCTH IUIAHUPOBKI VM CTPOUTENBCTBA ITOCETEHNS, OCBELIAI0TCS HAXOKI MaTepuanbHOl
KY/IBTYPBI IO Pa3/IMYHBIM KaTerOpyAM — KePaMIKa, M3Je/s 3 KaMHA, IIPeMEeThbI U3 MeTa/l/Ia, KOCTAHbIE U3/IeNA.

Omnupasich Ha BeCh KOMIIIEKC apTe(aKTOB YKPEIUIEHHOTO IIOCeeHNs (apXUTEKTYPHbIE COOPY>KEeHMs, MaTepuasbHble U
BOTMBHBbIE Belll}) MO>KHO yTBEP)KAATh, 4To [lvkuit CaJi BOSHNUK BCIEACTBIE HEOOXOAMMOCTI KOHTPOJIA 38 TOPTOBBIMI Ty TAMIU,
KOTOpBIe COeAMHSIN CeBep-10T, BOCTOK-3aIIaj] 0iikyMeHbl. To ecTh, B TedyeHue KOHIIA 13 — 10 BeKOB /10 H.9. TOCeTIeHNe BBIIIONI-
HAJIO PO/Ib SKOHOMUYECKOTO, KY/IbTYPHOTO, PEIUTMO3HOrO U MOMUTHNYecKoro 1enrpa IOro-Bocrounoit EBpombl, ocraBasch
eIVHCTBEHHBIM YePHOMOPCKMM TOPOJIOM-TIOPTOM BpeMeH ylereHfiapHoi Tpon n TposiHCKoIT BOJHBI B perMoHe CTEIHON II0-
nocsl CeBepHoro ITpudepHOMOpDs, HaceleHVe KOTOPOTO MOAAEPXKIBAJIO TeCHble KOHTAKTBI C OKPECTHBIMY TEPPUTOPUAMI.

B nepuox paciiera yKpeIIeHHOTO ITOCe/IEHN B IIPefieNiaX ero TeppUTOpuu GopMUpyeTCcs YeTKas CUCTeMa eYHOI IIa-
HMPOBKIU U 3aCTPOIKM: LIUTafelb, OXBaueHHas PBOM, IIPUTOPOJ B MOMYLIAPMM BHELIHETO pBa, mocaf. TakuM o6pasoM, Mbl

MeEEM 1I€/10 Co CprKTypOﬁ, KOTOpasA COOTBETCTBYET K/TACCUYIECKOMY ITIOHATUIO «urbs» — «ropop».

Vicropuyeckuit peromen [Jukoro Cajja BBIXOUT 32 IIPefebl TPAUIIMOHHBIX IPeICTaBIeHNUIT KaK O CaMoil 6e/103epcKoit

KYZIBTYpe, TaK U O Bcell a110Xe (pUHANIbHOI OPOH3BI Ha Iore COBpeMeHHOIT YKpanHsl. I1o MHOTMM IOKasare/siM (MaTepuaabHasa

KYZIbTYPa, X03AICTBO, peMeca, apxuTekTypa) Hukuit Cafi OTINYaeTCA OT CIOXKMBILMXCA B HayKe MpeACTaBIeHMIL.

CHenyeT TAaK)XXE OTMETUTD, YTO HA IIOCCTICHUN HE Sa(bI/IKCI/IpOBaHI)I cefpl ITypMa prel'[TIeHI/IIZ " paspyleHunsa €ro co-

OPY)XeHUIT B pe3y/IbTaTe BOCHHBIX NeilcTBIIL. JJaHHDIT aKT yKasbiBaeT Ha BOCHHO-(OPTH(UKALMOHHbIE HOBALIUM JKUTeIeil

YKPEIUIEHHOI'O ITOCENIEHNA U1 MOILIb 060pOHI/IT€HbeIX COOpy)KeHI/If/l ,HI/IKOI‘O Caua.

YuurbeiBast BCe BbIIIEN3TOKEHHDIE ('baKTbI, YKPEIVIEHHOE II0CEIEHNIE ,HI/IKI/IIZ Can MOJXHO OXapaKTE€p130BaTb KaK Hanbo-

Jlee sIpKOe sSIBIEHIE CPey apXeO0IOINYeCKIX IaMATHIKOB SII0XY (UHAIBHOI 6pOH3bI 10XKHOI YkpauHsl. HecomuenHo, [Iukuii

Cag 6bIT B&YKHBIM CTPATeIMYeCKIM LIEHTPOM II03[Hell OPOH3BI B CTEIIHOI IOI0Ce MeKAypeubs IIpyTa u JJoHa.

Introduction

In 2021, 30 years have passed since the begin-
ning of systematic excavations of the Dykyi Sad, cur-
rently the most famous Final Bronze Age archaeologi-
cal site of the Northern Black Sea region. The fortified
settlement (hillfort)" is located on a flat plateau upon
the confluence of the Pivdennyi Bug and the Ingul riv-
ers, in the very historical center of the city of Mykolaiv
(Ukraine). According to the settlement plan, the
Dykyi Sad is built in the form of an oval, elongated
along the South-East to North-West axis (Fig. 1).

The total area of the preserved territory is
over 4 ha (Fig. 2). From the south, the settlement is

1. In recent years, scientific disputes have been intensified
about whether the Dykyi Sad is a fortified settlement or a
hillfort (see, for example, about the first discussions [Otrosh-
chenko 2008]). Since this archaeological site is not unequivo-
cally defined as a hillfort, the authors will hereinafter use the
less controversial term ‘fortified settlement’.

protected by Naberezhna street and a modern em-
bankment that covered the drainage ditch, which
was formed in the first half of the 20th century in
the place of an ancient gully; from the north, it is
protected by modern structures that partially de-
stroyed the ancient cultural layer and the remains
of an ancient ravine adapted by the inhabitants of
the fortified settlement for defense needs (outer
moat); from the west, the Dykyi Sad is protected
by modern residential buildings, which obviously
destroyed the cultural layer in its western part;
from the east, a terraced slope steeping to the In-
gul river forms the natural boundary (Fig. 2).
During its existence (according to the results
of dating C14, the range is 1186-925 BCE, or 1186-
1126+80 - 925-920+50 BCE [Gorbenko 2007, 9])
the Dykyi Sad was situated on a high foreland of
the steep edge of the plateau left bank of the river.
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Fig. 1. Situation plan. Mykolaiv Peninsula. The historical part of the city of Mykolaiv. A confluence of the rivers Ingul and

Pivdennyi Bug.

The foreland from the direction of the steppe was
protected by gullies and two moats between them.
According to its design features, the fortified
settlement comprised a “Tsitadel’ (Citadel) sur-
rounded by a moat, a ‘Peredmistya’ (Suburbs), and
a ‘Posad’ (Posad) located behind the outer moat.
Architectural structures were disposed in lines
along the Ingul river and practically adjoined each
other, forming a single architectural complex.

As of 2021, 7,700 m?* of the Dykyi Sad area
had been excavated (55 archaeological sites).
Among them are 43 constructions with nearby
yard areas; 3 utility pits outside the ‘Peredmistya’
constructions (two pits near construction Ne 1 and
one pit near construction Ne 15); a moat around
the “Tsitadel’ and a moat around the entire forti-
fied settlement; a plot along the moat of the “Tsi-
tadel’ with the remains of defensive fortifications;
a ritual-cult ramp; a central plot of the “Tsitadel, a
utility and ritual plot opposite the moat of the “Tsi-
tadel, a utility plot near construction Ne 9, a cen-
tral plot of the distant ‘Peredmistya’ — 21 pits for
utility and ritual purposes, 1 pit behind the outer
moat (Fig. 5). The pits were located on a flat plot
between the houses, forming a kind of central util-
ity area of the ‘Peredmistya’ The shards of pottery,
bones of animals and fish, as well as the remains of
charred grains of common millet (Panicum mili-

aceum), barley, wheat, grape vine (Vitis vinifera),
and charcoal were found in them.

In the proposed paper, the authors” purpose is
to uncover the main stages of the fortified settlement
Dykyi Sad study and analyze the main results ob-
tained during the excavations. The authors are in an
attempt to trace how the accumulation of archaeo-
logical materials turned into the qualitative charac-
teristics of a fortified settlement, assessing its place
among time parallel sites and its role in the historical
development of the Circumpontic ecumene region.

In the furtherance of this goal, three main
periods of study of the site are distinguished: pre-
systemic (1927-1929, 1956), regular studies head-
ed by Yurii Grebennikov (1991-1998) and Kyrylo
Gorbenko (1998 - to the present) (at the same
time, there are alternative points of view on the
periodization of the site study?).

1st period - 1927-1929, 1956 (pre-systemic)

The first period, which the authors condi-
tionally called ‘pre-systemic, covers the time from
1927 to 1991. Two small stages can be distin-
guished in it: 1927-1929 and 1956.

The first stage (1927-1929) is associated with
the name of the famous Mykolaiv archaeologist

2. Kyrylo Gorbenko is of the opinion about 5 stages, but con-
siders his point of view not final [Gorbenko 2016a, 21-22].
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Fig. 2. Situation plan. Aerial view. The historical part of the
city of Mykolaiv, the plateau at the intersection of Naberezhna
and Artyleriiska streets.

and local history expert Feodosii Tymofiiovych
Kaminskyi (1888-1978), who could be named the
discoverer of the fortified settlement. From 1923
to 1929 he headed Mykolaiv State Historical and
Archaeological Museum, but at the same time
collected and studied materials from ancient set-
tlements located in the boundaries of the city of
Mykolaiv, and studied the history and culture of
his native land [Gorbenko 2017, 9].

ET. Kaminskyi began to explore the territory
of the Dykyi Sad urochyshche in 1926. In the re-
port on the activities of Mykolaiv State Historical
and Archaeological Museum for the 2nd quarter
of 1926, Feodosii Tymofiiovych wrote about an ac-
cidentally discovered burial (January 21, 1926), in
which there were two dead men without any items.
Kaminskyi dated that burial to the first half of the
19th century, noting that the burial was of no ar-

chaeological interest [Mykolaivs'kyj
muzej 1924-1927, 4]. In addition
to burials in 1926, nothing was
discovered on the territory of the
Dykyi Sad.

In August 1927, ET. Kamin-
skyi drew attention to the fragments
of ceramic dishes, and the bones of
animals washed out by rains in the
place of an ancient gully. According
to the researcher’s report, the first
material evidence of an ancient set-
tlement existence in the Dykyi Sad
urochyshche was found on August
15, 1927. At the same time, the re-
searcher attributed the first ceram-
ics to archaic times, considering the
settlement on the territory of the
Dykyi Sad as part of the settlement
system at the beginning of AD
[Mykolaivs’kyj muzej 1924-1927,
no paginations].

Following the historical to-
ponymy, Feodosii Kaminskyi re-
tained this name for a new ar-
chaeological site — the Dykyi Sad
settlement. During 1927-1929 ET.
Kaminskyi and his colleagues (the
circle ‘Friends of the Museum’) performed sur-
face sampling in the Dykyi Sad and collected
fragments of pottery, lithic objects, and animal
bones. The most significant finds of the first stage
of research were a Sabatynivka type bronze dag-
ger (Fig. 10, 17), a belt hook (Fig. 9, 14), and a
bronze two-handled riveted cauldron (Fig. 10, 28)
[Gorbinko 2017, 9]. A cauldron on a conical pallet
(height with parts 0.74 m; body height 0.5 meters;
capacity 86 liters) [Goshko, Agapov, Otroshhenko
2018, 96-104, fig. VII, 1-8] was found in the sheer
drop of the eastern plateau slope (materials are ex-
hibited in the exposition of Mykolaiv Museum of
Local Lore).

Unfortunately, the surface sampling did
not turn into excavations, because F. Kaminskyi
and many of his entourage were arrested in 1929
as members of a fictitious anti-Soviet Ukrain-
ian organization, the ‘Union for the Liberation of
Ukraine! E Kaminskyi was sentenced to 5 years
in the camps and returned to Mykolaiv only af-
ter the death of Stalin [Trygub, Vovchuk 2018].
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The fortified settlement
«Dykyi Sad»
Plan 1992 year

Fig. 3. Settlement plan 1956-1992. 1 - edge of the plateau (level 19.0 m) in 1956; 2 — digs in 1956; 3 — edge of the plateau (level
19.0 m) in 1992; 4 - territory covered with modern garbage; 5 - structures studied in 1991-1992.

Despite that, Kaminskyi and his colleagues from
the ‘Friends of the Museum’ circle, in those re-
mote and hard years, managed to take the first,
and probably the most important step - to find a
settlement of ancient people, collect the first as-
semblage of artifacts from a fortified settlement
(38 depository items), and initiate measures for its
preservation.

The second stage (1956) of the Dykyi Sad ex-
ploration is associated with the work of the Black
Sea archaeological expedition of Taras Shevchen-
ko National University of Kyiv in Mykolaiv oblast
in 1956. The expedition was headed by Lazar
Moiseiovych Slavin (1906-1971), the Head of
the Department of Archeology, and the excava-
tions of the Dykyi Sad were headed by Oleksandr
Mykhailovych Maliovanyi (1921-2001).

Field work on the territory of the Dykyi Sad
was carried out for about a month — from June 28
to July 24, 1956, with short breaks. The scale of
field work was limited and was largely of a survey
nature, and only partially of an excavation charac-
ter. Based on the analysis of excavation materials,
L.M. Slavin attributed the settlement to the era of
Sabatynivka archaeological culture (the 16th -
13th century BCE).

According to the field documentation of the
expedition, along the sheer drop of the eastern
plateau slope on which the settlement was located,
five digs were laid (today they are destroyed by
natural erosion) (Fig. 3). In the information about
the excavations, it was stated that little was left of
the settlement, since, being built on the very edge
of a high coastal sheer drop, for its most part, it
slipped down and collapsed into the waters of the
Ingul. In addition, modern buildings (military
warehouse) largely have blocked access to the sur-
viving remains of the settlement [Malovanyj 1956;
Malevanyy 1956].

During the excavations, a detachment head-
ed by O.M. Maliovanyi failed to find full-fledged
dwellings (semi-dugout or ground-based), how-
ever, indirect evidence showed the presence of
remains of dwellings (stone rubble of a collapsed
wall and stone foundations of the walls), espe-
cially in dig Ne 1 (Fig. 3), and to a lesser extent
in digs Ne 4, 5. The researchers of the Dykyi Sad
pointed out that in that settlement, as well as in
other settlements of Sabatynivka type, dwellings
had stone foundations, on which clay walls, in-
terspersed with sporadic stones, were carried up.
Those ground-based structures, apparently, were
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tion, a bone borer, as well as animal

PI«D?;zis sad» | and fish bones, were found at the set-
Y tlement.
. Material artifacts originating

from the Dykyi Sad settlement evi-
denced that the population that left it
was mainly engaged in cattle breeding
and fishing. L. Slavin concluded that
¢ | there was no information to speak
about agriculture, and that, apparent-
ly, it did not occupy a significant place
in the economy there, as evidenced by
the complete absence of agricultural
tools. Based on those facts, L. Slavin
and his colleagues dated the settle-
7 ment of the Dykyi Sad to the Late
Bronze Age, i.e. late 2nd - early 1st

Fig. 4. Settlement plan 1998. 1 - boundaries of probable ob-
jects; 2 —-boundaries of the fortified settlement; 3 - outlines of
the structures; 4 —central plot; 5 — pits; 6 — hearths; 7 - ma-
sonry; 8 — moat; 9 — contours of excavations in 1956.

summer dwellings, as evidenced by the absence of
hearths made of stone and clay in them.

Among the material objects in 1956, mainly
ceramics were found (over 1000 fragments of pot-
tery). The field documenta-

millennium BCE.

Thus, in 1956 the expedition headed by L.M.
Slavin carried out, albeit fragmentary, but, nev-
ertheless, the first excavations on the territory of
the settlement Dykyi Sad. During the research, a
significant assemblage of ancient artifacts (ceram-
ics, bronze, and lithic objects) was gained, and an
attempt was made to fill in the gaps in the region’s
history of the Late Bronze Age. But the general

tion tells that a significant part
of those dishes was completely
devoid of ornament, which in-
dicated that a series of dishes
mostly used in the household
prevailed there. At the site of the
settlement, they succeeded to | i,
find quite a lot of pots decorated
with molded rollers, some ones \
decorated with oblique cuts, \
indents made with the finger, \
hatched triangles, parallel lines, \
indents of a simple rope, rows of \
oblique indents, etc. \
L. Slavin focused on the
fact that the ceramics of the =
Dykyi Sad settlement had its
closest analogies in Sabatynivka
settlement, and was also very
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The fortified settlement
«Dykyi Sad»
Plan 2003 year

«Tsitadel»

«Peredmistya» |

similar to the ceramic complex-
es of the settlement near the Bilozerka estuary.

In addition to pottery fragments, two small
tetrahedral metal awls of relatively good preserva-

Fig. 5. Settlement plan 2003. 1 - boundaries of probable ob-
jects; 2 — boundaries of the fortified settlement; 3 - outlines
of the structures; 4 - central plot; 5 - pits; 6 — hearths; 7 — ma-
sonry; 8 — moat; 9 — contours of excavations in 1956.
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«Posad»

The fortified settlement
«Dykyi Sad»
Plan 2021 year

the late 1980s - early 1990s,
he began to collect material on
the territory of the Dykyi Sad,
which appeared after the site
was being eroded by rainwa-
ter from the storm drain. Thus,
apart from ceramics and bones,
a half-drilled stone axe, a sin-
gle-edged bronze knife, and a
stone grinder were found in the
washed-out dwelling [Greben-
nikov 1991, 21].

The return of attention to
the site occurred in 1991 when
part of its territory was freed
from the presence of a military
base and permission to carry
out the excavation was obtained
from the military authorities. As

Fig. 6. Settlement plan 2021. 1 - boundaries of probable ob-
jects; 2 ~boundaries of the fortified settlement; 3 —outlines of
the structures; 4 —central plot; 5 - pits; 6 — hearths; 7 — ma-
sonry; 8 — moat; 9 — contours of excavations in 1956.

conclusion about the Dykyi Sad was disappoint-
ing — the settlement is of minor importance Sa-
batynivka’s culture site, one of many in the North-
ern Black Sea region, moreover, almost completely
destroyed due to natural and man-made impacts
[Gorbenko 2013b].

It should be noted that in the second half of
the 1950s, the collection of materials from the ter-
ritory of the Dykyi Sad was resumed by Feodosii
Kaminskyi, who returned to Mykolaiv. Those sur-
face samplings (ceramic tableware, a bronze knife,
and a small awl, animal bones, etc.) were the last
studies on the territory of a fortified settlement
during the first period. They added nothing new
to the issue of the specificity of the site [Gorbenko
2018b, 8-9]. The Dykyi Sad has got a determinate
reputation as a settlement of minor importance,
almost completely destroyed by natural erosion.

2nd period - 1991-1998 (Yurii Grebennikov)

Since the beginning of the 1990s, the sec-
ond period of the fortified settlement exploration
began, and it was associated with the name of
Yurii Spyrydonovych Grebennikov (1947-2017),
a famous Mykolaiv archaeologist, researcher of
the Scythian period in the south of Ukraine. In

a result, the territory of the set-
tlement, which later got the name “Tsitadel, was
laid out in squares and the squares along the sheer
drop started to be excavated. There, two dwellings,
located in the collapse zone, were studied (Fig.
3), where about 250 fragments of ceramics were
found (of which about 20 were well preserved) —
goblet-shaped and jar-shaped vessels, a deep plate,
a large pot, frying pans (braziers), etc., a fragment
of a bronze fish hook, and also the masonry of the
ground-based wall was uncovered. The first year
of excavations made Yu. Grebennikov doubt that
the settlement belonged to the Sabatynivka cul-
ture, since the way of masonwork and the location
of dwellings were not typical for that culture [Gre-
bennikov 1991, 21-25].

In 1992-1994, the excavation area of the site
was increased (during that period, Oleksandr
Trygub participated in the excavations, and in
1994 Kyrylo Gorbenko joined in). Primary at-
tention was focused on the territory of the “Tsi-
tadel’ (structures Ne 3 and Ne 4), and also struc-
ture Ne 1 and part of the ‘Posad’ outer moat (Fig.
4) were studied’. The concept of the site gradually
changed. The new artifacts made it possible to re-
consider the cultural affiliation of the fortified set-
tlement (the Dykyi Sad began to be attributed to
the Bilozerka archaeological culture), its structure,
and nature. New residential, utility, and religious

3. Until 2003, the territory of the “Tsitadel’ was provisionally
named ‘excavation unit A, and ‘Posad’ - ‘excavation unit CK’



24 Kyrylo Gorbenko, Oleksandr Trygub

Hns

NAXR

Fig. 7. Ceramic vessels (‘Citadel’ and moat). 1, 2 — deep plates; 3 — goblet wall with an ornament; 5 - deep plate-frying pan; 4,
6,17, 18 — bowls; 7, 8 - bailers; 3, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 — goblets; 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30 - pots; 9, 10 - goblet-shaped
pots; 22, 23 - vessels with handles; 29, 31, 32 - large pots.

objects were found, and the assemblage of mate-  bronze, bone, horn, and stone) was significantly
rial objects (ceramic tableware, objects made of  enlarged and diversified.
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The most interesting object of that period
was the cult complex (structures Ne 3 and Ne 4).
The “Temple’ was a room 8.5x6.3 m with rammed
earth walls, in which there were 12 pits of various
shapes, located in a certain system, without over-
lapping each other. Also, there were a large num-
ber of hearths, all the ashes from which, probably,
were collected in certain pits. A tortoiseshell and
some human bones were found in the central part
of the room: a skull and jaw belonged to differ-
ent individuals. Those finds, the arrangement of
hearths and pits according to the points of solar
movement, prompted Yu. Grebennikov to think
that the construction was a temple with the prac-
tice of combining chthonic and solar cults [Gre-
bennikov 1994]. The discovery in 1996 of another
cult complex (IT-7), where a fragment of a clearly
recognizable stone phallus was found (Fig. 11, 12),
evidenced the presence of a phallic cult [Greben-
nikov, Gorbenko 1996, 4] in the religious practices
among the fortified settlement population (for de-
tails see [Grebennikov 2000; Gorbenko 1999; Ko-
zlenko 2016]).

An analysis of the cult structures of the set-
tlement allowed Yu. Grebennikov to conclude that
at the turn of the 2nd and Ist millennium BCE,
a system of rituals was formed among the local
population and the first structures for a targeted
cult purpose, associated with the worship of the
phallus, the sun, the moon, and fire, appeared. In
the settlement, the main rituals of the ancient man
associated with the chthonic and solar cults were
performed (ritual ramp, turtle burials, cult pits,
and hearths); the cult of fertility (phallic symbols,
ceramic loaves); the cult of ancestors (burials of
human skulls without a lower jaw in ritual pits).

Also, rather non-standard finds were found
in the structure Ne 4: a ceramic ‘disk’ with traces of
a sign system resembling the linear letter ‘B’ (Fig.
10, 1; see for more details [Kozlenko 2015; Gor-
benko 2014a, 29, fig. 9]) and a ceramic ‘incense
cup - an object with a complex profile in the form
of a shallow saucer with a bottom diameter of 10
cm, a rim of 12 cm, and a height of 2.0 cm. The
‘incense cup’ is a single whole with a saucer of 2.0
cm height, a rim of 9.0 cm diameter (Fig. 10, 6).
Yu. Grebennikov attributed this find to ritual and
cult objects.

Expedition headed by Yu.S. Grebennikov
studied 13 archaeological objects over seven years.

Among them - the northern boundary of the for-
tified settlement — a gutter, adapted by the inhabit-
ants of the Dykyi Sad to defense needs; a utility
pit for grain storage; 5 structures of different func-
tional affiliation - residential and utility (excava-
tion unit ‘BK’ Ne 1; excavation unit A’ Ne 1, 2, 5,
14); 5 places of worship, which made up two ritual
and cult centers of the fortified settlement (exca-
vation unit ‘A’ Ne 3, 4, 6, 7, 8); ritual descent-ascent
(ramp) [Grebennikov 1996].

The key finds of that period are the fragments
of closed and open ceramic vessels. Ceramic com-
plex is represented by the main forms associated
with the Final Bronze Age. Among them, there are
the following types of tableware: large earthenware
pots, pots of various types, goblets, bowls, bailers,
deep plates, frying pans, and braziers. Ornamen-
tal patterns are also diverse (incised lines, oval and
nail indentations, rollers, vertical grooves, figured
moldings, denticulated and rounded stamps) and
specific to the archaeological cultures of the Black
Sea ecumene (Fig. 7, 1, 2, 11, 20, 24, 26, 27, 30).
The tableware was both locally produced and im-
ported from Central and Western Europe.

The complex of metal produced items of
those years is represented by bronze knives, dag-
gers, saws, and a bracelet (Fig. 10, 10, 14, 18, 22).

Bone produced items belonged to the local
types and most likely were made in the workshops
of the fortified settlement. Bone and horn objects
are represented by: ‘skates’ - items for moving on
ice; blunt knives and shaving slickers - tools for pro-
cessing leather; arrowhead; handles for attaching
awls; knife, and spoon (Fig. 9, 1, 5, 10, 12, 15, 23).

For the first time, rigging tools were found
- ‘spikes; a device for cabling ropes (Fig. 9, 2, 3, 4,
6). This item is made of an animal horn and, most
likely, is not a work item, but a ritual-cult (votive)
one. Votive objects presuppose a certain cult, and
such a cult, after all, is more peculiar to peoples
whose basis of life is sea fishing.

Lithics found in the second period of excava-
tions are represented by paint grinders-hammers,
grinders, mealing stones, anvils, plummets, pes-
tles, anthropomorphic votive objects (a flint stela,
large limestone figurines of a stela, and a ritual ax)
(Fig.11,2,3,9,13, 14, 15, 16, 20-22, 23-25, 26-28).

Among the osteological materials, there are
the bones of large and small cattle, horses, pigs,
red deer, saiga, and wolverines.
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Fig. 8. Ceramic vessels (‘Suburbs’ and outer moat). 1, 3, 4, 5, 13, 14, 15, 17, 23 - goblets; 6 — jar-shaped pot; 7 — deep plate-
frying pan; 8 - flat brazier; 9 — smoothed goblet wall with grooves; 16, 20 — bowls; 2, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 34, 35, 36,
37 - goblet-shaped pots; 18, 19, 21 — deep plates; 10, 11, 12 - bailers; 31, 32, 33, 40, 41, 45, 47, 48, 49 - pots; 38 — urn; 39, 42, 43,

44, 46 - large pots.

Yu. Grebennikov unequivocally associated
the settlement Dykyi Sad with the late culture of
Bilozerka tribes. In the settlement’s history, he sin-
gled out two periods (construction-chronological
horizons) associated with the destruction of the set-

tlement due to burning and its subsequent rebuild-
ing and final disappearance. The first was dated
within the framework of Bilozerka culture, to the
11th - 9th century BCE, and the second - to the 9th
— 8th century BCE, and overlapped with the Cim-
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merian period in the Northern Black Sea
region [Grebennikov 2000, 29].

Unfortunately, almost all archaeo-
logical seasons (except for 1991) were not
funded. Excavations during that period
were carried out mainly by the student
of the Faculty of History of Mykolaiv
State Pedagogical Institute having prac-
tical training, as well as members of the
archaeological circle, established by Yu.
Grebennikov at the Faculty. Although all
that made excavations regular, but the
amount of work was clearly insufficient
to make a breakthrough in the study of
the archaeological site.

3rd period - 1998-2021 (Kyrylo
Gorbenko)

Since 1998, the modern (third)
period of the exploration of the Dykyi
Sad began. The expedition was headed
by Kyrylo Volodymyrovych Gorbenko,
who involved young archaeologists
Oleksandr Smyrnov, Leonid Smyrnov,
Oleh Trebukh, Denys Bondarenko, Ro-
man Kozlenko, Volodymyr Kuzovkov,
Dmytro Filatov, Oleksandra Apunevy-
ch, and others in the excavations.

During 1998-2003 the dire fund-
ing situation made it impossible to car-
ry out large-scale excavations. The work
was carried out by the students of the
Faculty of History within the frame-
work of archaeological practical train-
ing and student volunteers who were
passionate about archeology. By 2003,
19 archaeological objects had already
been studied - a gutter — the north-
ern boundary of the fortified settle-
ment, a utility pit, a ritual ramp, and 15
structures of various functional affilia-
tions — residential, utility, and religious
[Gorbenko, Grebennikov, Pankovs'kyj
2013]. They also started excavating de-

fensive fortifications (Fig. 5).

Since 2003, full-scale excavations have been
carried out on the territory of the Dykyi Sad,
which have become the largest and most sensa-
tional in the entire previous history of the forti-
fied settlement study (it became possible thanks

Fig. 9. Bone and horn of animals produced items. 1 - ar-
row; 2, 3, 4 — spikes; 5, 13, 19 - handles for awl; 6 - rigging
tool for cabling; 7, 8, 11 — harpoon heads; 9 - plate for a strap
bridle; 10 - blunt knife; 12 - knife; 14 - belt hook; 15 - spoon;
16 - button, 17 - blanks of cheekpieces; 18 — cheekpieces; 20
- spindle blocks; 21, 22, 23 - ‘skates.
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to the financing of the excavations by a private
person, and since 2016 to 2019 - by the city au-
thorities). New architectural structures (defensive
ditches, utility complexes) were discovered, which
made it possible to generalize the main material
on the features of the ‘urban planning’ of the Fi-
nal Bronze Age in the Northern Black Sea region
[Gorbenko 2013a; Gorbenko 2016b; Gorbenko
2019b; Gorbenko, Pistruil 2020; Gorbenko 2020;
Gorbenko 2021].

Completely new ancient objects were found
(Fig. 7; 8; 9; 10; 11) — elements of a horse bri-
dle (cheekpiece), casting molds, various bronze
(celts), and bone objects (rigging tools). Complex
analyzes of excavation materials (metal, stone, ce-
ramics, and samples of paleobotany [Gorbenko,
Pashkevych 2010]) were performed. New research
had significantly changed the concept of the ar-
chaeological site and allowed not only to take a
different look at the historical development of the
Bug Steppe region, but also at the nature and cul-
tural heritage of the entire Bilozerka culture of the
Northern Black Sea region. It was the research of
2003-2014 that allowed raising the issue of its mu-
seumification [Gorbenko 2014b].

A comparative analysis of the archaeological
material allows asserting that the fortified settle-
ment Dykyi Sad was founded in the late 13th -
early 12th century and functioned until the end
of the 10th century BCE. To clarify the absolute
dating, an analysis of the processed bone and ce-
ramic material was carried out in Kyiv Radiocar-
bon Laboratory (M.M. Kovaliukh). The obtained
dating fit into the following chronological frame-
work - 1186-1126+80 - 925-920+50 BCE. Thus,
L. Slavin’s assumptions about the belonging of the
site to Sabatynivka culture were completely dis-
carded and the preliminary dating by Yu. Greben-
nikov, who mistakenly believed that there was a
separate layer of the 9th — 8th century at the set-
tlement, was clarified.

By 2021, 27 constructions on the territory
of the “Tsitadel’ and the near ‘Peredmistya’ (three
constructions have letter numbering - II-13a,
I1-17a and II-24a), and 16 constructions of the
distant ‘Peredmistya’ had been studied (Fig. 6).
Most of the deepened constructions played the
role of dwellings. They were rectangular with oval
corners, long axis stretched along the Ingul river.
Their dimensions were from 4-6 to 7-8 m, depth

was 0.8-1.1 m. Ground-based and partially deep-
ened structures were probably used by the inhabit-
ants of the fortified settlement for utility purposes
— cattle pens, workshops, utility warehouses (util-
ity pit at the ‘Peredmistya, a stone building near
structure Ne 9, structures Ne 5, 11, 12 of the “Tsita-
del’). In most of the structures, the remains of the
stone foundations of the walls are preserved. The
foundations of the walls were made of local lime-
stone in one row, having from two to five courses
with binding elements. By the 2018 season, it had
become obvious that the buildings had a clear lay-
out and K. Gorbenko marked assumed streets on
the settlement plan.

One of the most interesting finds of the 2003-
2004 season was the founding of a defensive moat
with the foundation of the bridge (the second
bridge was discovered in 2009). The foundations
were built of large limestone slabs with binding ele-
ments and, almost in pristine condition, have been
preserved in the southern and northern parts of the
moat. In 2015, the foundations of defense towers
were also found near the bridges. Thus, the defense
fortifications of the settlement comprised a moat 5
meters wide and over 2.5 meters deep and a bul-
wark or clay-made wall built on a stone foundation.
Overturning bridges (width 2 m, length 4 m, height
1.7 m) marked the entrance gates to the settlement
from the north and south, which had defensive
towers [Gorbenko 2019a, 20-21].

By 2021, the material collection of the forti-
fied settlement had enlarged considerably. Ceram-
ic vessels are massively represented — about 2,000
rims, over 1,000 bottoms, and about 15,000 walls,
from which 200 with different ornaments, as well
as over 100 large and medium whole vessels in
parts of various shapes and types (Fig. 7; 8). The
analysis of the ceramic assemblage shows that, on
the one hand, it has genetic links with Sabatynivka
ceramics, and, on the other hand - a strong influ-
ence of the cultures of the early Thracian Hallstatt
(Babadag I) and Bilohrudivka and Chornolis-
sia culture of the northern forest-steppe zone of
Ukraine. In a cultural and chronological aspect,
the ceramics of Dykyi Sad fortified settlement in
general belongs to the post-Sabatynivka stage and
Bilozerka culture (late 13th — mid 11th century
BCE) [Gorbenko 2018a; Gorbenko 2019a].

The complex of metal produced items (Fig. 10,
7-28) includes 81 items (partially the complex was
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Fig. 10. Pottery and bronze produced items. 1-6: ceramic products. 7-28: bronze objects. 1 — ceramic disc with symbols;
2 — crucible, 3, 5 - spindle blocks; 4 — nozzle with bung; 6 - ‘incense cup’; 7 — spiral decorations; 8 — awls; 9 - fibulae; 10, 18,
20 - knives; 11 — small adze; 12 - fish hook; 13 — model of items from the casting mold; 14 - bracelets and earring; 15 - sickles;
16 - badges; 17, 21 - dagger; 19 - celt; 22, 23, 24, 25 - knife-saw blades; 26 — celt; 27 — hoard of bronze items (javelin head,

knife-saw blade, celts); 28 — cauldron.

analyzed and covered in publications [Gorbenko,
Goshko 2010; Gorbenko, Pankovskiy 2019]). These
are weapons, utensils, and jewelry: daggers, knives,
knife-saw blades, awls, fish hooks, a small adze,

hairpins, a large riveted cauldron, celts, a javelin
head, earrings, sickles, bracelets, badges (buttons?),
spiral decorations, and others. Finds of three stone
casting molds are directly related to the bronze
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Fig. 11. Lithic and flint produced items. 1 - flint arrowhead; 2 - flint stela (a) and sickle (b); 3 - paint grinders; 4, 5 - maces;
6, 7 — drilled axes; 8 — limestone figurine of the female with traces of ocher; 9 — plummet; 10, 11, 12 - stone phalluses; 13, 16 -
anthropomorphic figurines; 14, 15 — pestles; 17, 18, 19 - casting molds; 20, 21, 22 - large plummets or anchors; 23, 24 - grain
grinders; 25 — mealing stone; 26, 27, 28 — anthropomorphic stelas.

foundry (double-sided for casting a bronze javelin
head, a cheekpiece with three rings and a large ring
for a horse bridle, and two single-sided with celts
imprints) (Fig. 11, 17-19), a crucible, nozzles (slag,
unidentifiable fragments of metal) (Fig. 10, 2, 4).

Lithic produced items are represented by over
250 items. Limestone, sandstone, quartzite, gneiss,
granite, flint, basalt, marble, etc. served as raw ma-
terials for the production of lithic produced items.
Lithic objects are represented by different func-
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tional types. They can be preliminarily divided
into three groups: a) utility (tools for agriculture,
fishing, and crafts, primarily blacksmithing, weav-
ing, and pottery), b) weapons and prestigious
things, and c) ritual and cult items (Fig. 11) [Gor-
benko 2012].

Among them there are tools for agriculture
and grain processing (pestles, hoes, grain grind-
ers); fishing equipment (weights for fishing nets,
anchors for boats); craft tools (flint sickle, paint
grinders, grinders, pestles for processing grain,
paint and ores, grindstones (abrasives), spindle
blocks, hammers, holder-up anvils for cold and
hot metal working, casting molds, refining slabs
for grinding paints, passive abrasives scrapers for
leather processing, support ball bearings for rotat-
ing devices (drilling, turning) of vertical action;
mining tools; weapons and prestige items (maces,
battle axes, sling ammo, flint arrowheads, axes);
ritual and cult items (anthropomorphic stelae and
figurines, phalluses, ritual ax-hammer) [Gorben-
ko 2018b, 17].

Bone produced items (over 130 items) belong
to local types and were most likely produced in the
workshops of the fortified settlement. The entire pro-
duction cycle is traced: from bone, horn-blank to the
final produced item and the definition of the use of
the certain item (cheekpiece, front bridle) — elements
of a horse bridle, ‘skates’ — items for moving on the
ice, blunt knives and shaving slickers - tools for pro-
cessing leather, borers, handles for bronze awls, pol-
ishing tools made of hooves, spindle blocks, arrow-
heads, tools for fish processing, etc.) (Fig. 9). For the
first time, a rigging tool was found - ‘spikes, which
we have already mentioned above.

The performed analysis made it possible to
identify the main types of craft productions ac-
cording to the forms of activity. One of the main
ones is bone processing, and a large number of
not only final produced items but also blanks and
items with manufacturing defects were found.
Woodworking was a very important produc-
tion: numerous stone balls for flat horizontal
bearings, handwheel counterbalances for verti-
cal wood-turning lathes, grinders-hammers for
metal processing, or possibly for grinding paints,
were found. Actually, such craft activity had been
known in our region since the previous times
(Sabatynivka culture), but the appearance of new
types of produced items - cheekpieces, a plate for

a bellyband, a belt hook, rigging tools (spikes and
a plate for cabling ropes) hence, is associated with
introducing innovations in production techniques
(Fig. 9, 2-4, 6, 9, 14, 17, 18). The production of
cheekpieces arose, undoubtedly, on a local basis.
This is evidenced by a fully studied production
process: from the horn-blank to the finished pro-
duced item.

The complex of material culture, accumu-
lated over all stages of the exploration of the forti-
fied settlement, allows us to conclude that these
materials are syncretic in their nature. Undoubt-
edly, the material culture of the inhabitants of the
Dykyi Sad was based on local traditions geneti-
cally related to Sabatynivka tribes, but at the same
time, cultural influences and borrowings from
neighboring time parallel cultures of the western,
northern, and southern ecumene centers of the Fi-
nal Bronze Age could be clearly traced.

Conclusion

Today, 30 years after the beginning of sys-
tematic excavations, based on the entire complex
of artifacts of the fortified settlement (architectur-
al structures, material and votive items), it may be
affirmed that the Dykyi Sad was laid out because
of the need to control trade routes that connected
the north-south and east-west of the ecumene.
Thus, from the 12th till the 10th century BCE the
settlement fulfilled the function of the economic,
cultural, religious, and political center of South-
Eastern Europe, remaining the only Black Sea port
settlement of the times of the legendary Troy and
the Trojan War in the region of the steppe area of
the Northern Black Sea region, and which popula-
tion maintained a close relationship with the sur-
rounding territories. Undoubtedly, a tremendous
credit in obtaining these important results goes
precisely to the researchers of the first half of the
20th century, who discovered the site and laid the
foundations for further research. Their contribu-
tion to the study of the history and culture of the
fortified settlement of Dykyi Sad is enormous.

It can be argued that during the flourishing
of the fortified settlement, a clear system of uni-
fied settlement planning and development was
formed within its territory: a citadel surrounded
by a moat, suburbs in the hemisphere of the out-
er moat, and posad. Thus, we are dealing with a
structure that corresponds to the classical concept
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of ‘urbs’ - ‘city’

A similar situation is well known at the ar-
chaeological sites of Eurasia of the 2nd millennium
BCE, which indicates the awareness of the popula-
tion of the Dykyi Sad about a variety of traditions
and proves the existence of contacts between the
population of the Steppe Bug region and the re-
gions of the Circumpontic ecumene in the late 2nd
— early 1st millennium BCE. Based on the entire
complex of finds, it can be argued that the Dykyi
Sad arose as a result of the need to control both land
and water trade routes. Practically speaking, the
settlement was the northernmost point of the Black
Sea route, and its inhabitants controlled a very im-
portant transport hub in the form of river crossing
sites and a convenient harbor. Perhaps, in this place,
transshipment was carried out from sea to river
vessels with movement to the Bug rapids, where it
was more convenient to access the Bug-Dniester
interstream area in the north-western (Baltic and
Central European) direction. The entire route from
the Pivdennyi Bug to the upper reaches of the Zach-
idnyi Bug and the Yablunytsia Pass did not have any

river crossing, and was the shortest.

It should be noted that the historical phe-
nomenon of the Dykyi Sad goes far beyond the
traditional perception of both Bilozerka culture
itself and the entire era of the Final Bronze Age
in the south of modern Ukraine. In many respects
(material culture, economy, crafts, architecture),
the Dykyi Sad differs from the concepts that have
been developed in science so far.

In addition, it should be mentioned that no
traces of the combat assaults on the fortifications
and any destruction of its structures as a result of
hostilities have been found at the settlement. This
fact indicates the military-fortification innova-
tions of the inhabitants of the fortified settlement
and the strong fortifications of the Dykyi Sad.

Given all the above facts, the fortified settle-
ment of Dykyi Sad can be described as the most
striking phenomenon among the archaeologi-
cal sites of the final Bronze Age in the south of
Ukraine. Undoubtedly, the Dykyi Sad was an im-
portant strategic center of the Final Bronze Age in
the steppe zone between the Prut and Don rivers.
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