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Earliest pottery in Eurasia continent

Nejstarsi keramika na eurasijském kontinentu

lvan Pavl( - Tereza Machova - AlZzbéta Pchalkova

This paper presentsan overview of the latest information about the beginnings of the technology of pottery
making in the area of the forest-steppe belt in Sberia and the Russian part of Eastern Europe all the way
to the Ural Mountains. Froma continental point of view, a brief spatiotemporal diagram presentsa com-
pletely different background of the beginnings of pottery in our lands and also in corresponding parts of
Southeast Europe, wherethe origin of pottery hastraditionally been linked to the Neolithisation of Europe.
Theearliest pottery technology in China dates back to 20 000 BP, followed by all the subsequent data from
the Far East areato Lake Baikal. The earliest pottery culture, Jomon, which had been devel oping in Japan
for more than ten thousand years, is not included here. In the Russian part of Eastern Europe, pottery
technology starts devel oping only after 8 000 BP. Typologically uniformand mostly unchangeabl e devel op-
ment of beaker -shaped pottery, mostly with a pointed bottom, iscommon for both these areas. Thisdevel op-
ment continuesin Scandinavia and adjacent areas of the Baltic and in Atlantic Europe. In the central parts
of Europe, similar shapes only occur sporadically in the earliest period. However, the earliest Eurasian
pottery had influenced the development of later prehistoric periods. Numerous settlement groups on the
Eurasian continents were characterised by two traditions that are archaeol ogically recognisable. In simple
terms, one of the traditions was agricultural, the other conservative.

Neolithic — Mesoneolithic — Palaeoneolithic — Pleistocene — Holocene — Siberia — Eurasia

Prdce predkladd prehled nejnovéjsich informact o pocdtcich technologie vyroby keramiky v oblastech leso-
stepniho pdasma Sibire a ruské vychodni Evropy aZ k Uralu. Data nejstarsi keramické technologie v Ciné
presahuji ¢islo 20 tis. BC. Na iizemi ruské vychodni Evropy zacind vyvoj keramické technologie vétsinou
aZ po roce 8000 BC. Obé oblasti spojuje typologicky jednotny a malo proménlivy vyvoj kotlovitych tvarii
prevazné se Spicatym dnem. Na tento vyvoj navazuje srovnatelné kulturni posloupnost ve Skandindvii
a v prilehlych oblastech Baltu i Evropského pobrezi Atlantiku. V centrdlnich oblastech Evropy se podob-
né tvary vyskytnou v nejstarsim obdobi zcela ojedinéle. Eurasijskd nejstarsi keramika vsak nepochybné
ovlivnila vyvoj i v pozdéjsich pravékych obdobich. Pocetné skupiny osidleni na evropském i eurasijském
kontinentu se vyznacovaly dvoji tradici hmatatelnou archeologicky nejen v keramice. Zjednodusené rece-
no, jedna byla zemédélskd, druhd konzervativni.

neolit — mesoneolit — paleoneolit — pleistocén — holocén — Sibif — Eurasie

Introduction

It has become apparent that the existing view of the archaeological area of Neolithised
Central Europe, which seemingly comesfrom theinside, will get a completely new mean-
ing once we situate it in a considerably wider and more globa background. This back-
ground has, as usual, an expected time frame, which is broadened by several millenniato
encompass the period of Late Pleistocene and upcoming Holocene. The second dimen-
sion — space — has not been taken into account yet, for reasons that were mostly insignifi-
cant. Lack of information was one of the factors, but there were also conceptual reasons.
It is obvious that the background of European Neolithic can be displayed on the col ossal
area of the Eurasian continent; this is only the first step towards understanding its global
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significance. A few decades ago, the literature on the areas of forest-steppe in Siberia and
on the Far East was very sparse; the Chinese and Japanese works on the Far East were
inaccessible for language reasons (cf. Jordan — Zvelebil eds. 2009). The transcontinental
link is surprisingly constituted by the technology of pottery making rather than the means
of subsistence. The conceptsin Russian literature are not the most up-to-date (Okladnikov
1941); rather, they are more traditional, since the findings of pottery always implied Neo-
lithic dating regardless of the archaeological contents found alongside the technology. It
was only the radiocarbon dating method that has shown that the earliest pottery in the Far
East and in China came along much earlier than was thought, with data now pushed to up
to 20 000 years before present. Some authors only accept these facts with utmost scepti-
cism; nevertheless, these facts have brought about a necessary change in the overall con-
cept of the Eurasian archaeology. That iswhy, in thiswork, we present some of the prin-
cipal points of this new concept, which connectsthe origins of pottery on the axis starting
at the Pacific and going all the way to the Baltic and the Atlantic. We use this as an oppo-
site axis to the so far preferred connection of Near East devel opment.

The beginnings of the Neolithic and the earliest pottery

The historical period of the Nealithic is currently well known not only to experts but also
to the public. It isuniversally agreed that the Neolithic was the period in which the earliest
farmersand earliest settlements emerged in the most fertile lands of the wider area of Cen-
tral Europe. However, several outdated notions still circulate today that are quite difficult
for archaeol ogists to replace with new ones. These are the notions of earliest manufactured
products such as pottery, fabrics and polished axes and adzes; notions of cyclic agriculture;
and the notion of the density of population in Bohemia, in accordance with which settle-
ments with large houses filled the entire area just like today. Now we know that pottery
emerged in the Far East, earlier than 10 000 BC; in the Far East it is not strictly connected
to either permanent settlements or agriculture (Rice 2015, 9). The weaving of fabricsfrom
nettle fibres is evidenced in Dolni Véstonice in the Upper Palaeolithic (26 000 cal BC;
Adovasio et al. 1999) and polishing of stonetoolsis, albeit sporadically, present already
in the Preneolithic. There is also evidence that Jistebsko-type metabasite was exploited
for the purpose of making these tools already in the Mesolithic (Sida 2014, 99). Agricul-
ture did not have any stabilised system of land cultivating; mixtures of crops were grown
in small patches near the houses (Boggard 2004, 159). Large houses of several types are
found in numerous settlements whil e settlements with tens of houses grouped together are
very rare, and represent only afraction of al known sites (Pavlii 2012, 99). The number of
settlements existing in the first 300 years of the Neolithic is not much higher than 25 and
only in delimited regions of Bohemia. This period was grandly denominated as “Neolithic
revolution” (Barker 2006, 10); however, it took at |east two thousand yearsto formin the
Near East (Pavlii 2005; 2012).

The fundamental historical importance of this period is not questioned but its mani-
festation cannot be followed all over the world within one time horizon. Its form differs
at least within the continents. The European approach to the Neolithic as the period of the
earliest farmers with al its elements and time-space relations as we understand it today
represents only one of the possible manifestations of changes to various societies at the
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time starting in the Late Palaeolithic and culminating after the beginning of the Holocene
(compare below). The content of a new approach to the whole term will have to be widen-
ed by various, so far uncompared, forms of subsistence and settlement.

Eastern Mediterranean

At the turn of the eighth and seventh millennium BC the several centuries long devel-
opment of aceramic Neolithic in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Levant, culturally de-
scribed as Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (PPNB), came to an end. The subsequent archaeolog-
ical complex in the southern part of thisareaisthe fully ceramic Yarmukien with awide
range of shapes created using relatively developed technology. The large settlements of
the PPNB end perished (Rollefson et al. 1992) and their inhabitants moved to more ad-
vantageous areas (Asouti 2006) seemingly according to various methods of subsistence
(‘Ain Ghazal). Some farmers moved to the west, some to the east and some looked for
even more advantageous areas further north in modern Anatolia (Pavlii 2008).

This development is supported today in the details of the situation in the Eastern Med-
iterranean. The entire process of domestication of wild plants and animalsis accompanied
by archaeologically visible development of pyrotechnologies (Rice 2015, 12) starting with
badly fired wares up to faultless painted ware. One of the first commodities used in trade
exchange between remote regions was created in this manner. At the same time, the tradi-
tion of the archaeological research of Neolithic ceramic culturesin Central Europe to use
a simplified scheme, i.e. pottery = agriculture = Neolithic, as the image of the cultural-
historical interpretation, took root. As is the case of other basic archaeological terms, this
image has to be considered as too simplified. That is easy to support if we leave the re-
strictive borders of Central Europe and our home countries and compare with the known
archaeological situation in other parts of the Eurasian continent.

During the seventh millennium BC, the aceramic Neolithic within various regions of
Anatolia was replaced by geographically delimited groups of settlements characterised by
fully evolved, mostly painted ceramic ware. Only after several centuries of further develop-
ment did the idea of Neolithic farming spread to other territories together with the entire
complex of the Neolithic lifestyle. Gradually new cultural centres come into existence on the
Aegean peninsula, in the northern Balkans and in the Carpathian basin. The development
isarchaeologically well trackable with changeabl e styles of pottery shapes and decoration
(Mazurié de Keroulain 2003, 55).

If we compare the devel opment of domestication of agricultural crops and animalsand
the development of ceramic technology in the Near East then we can see certain inde-
pendence to both processes. In the former case, the domestication developed logically in
places where the wild predecessors of crops and animals existed. In the case of cereals,
we consider the hilly area in the north between rivers Euphrates and Tigris (Kara Dag), in
the case of sheep and goats these were domesticated mostly in the foothills of the north-
east edge of Mesopotamia. There could have been more centres for cereal domestication,
while pigs, for example, were probably domesticated separately. On the other hand, cera-
mic technology developed in the wider space of Levant within the context of wooden and
stone vessels. It is possible to observe relations between these preceramic products and
late Palaeolithic ways of subsistence, while significant disruptions to hunter-gatherers’
mobility appeared together with the creation of social centres of Gobekli Tepe type. In
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this manner, we can follow various and slightly overlapping processes in the Near East,
in different areas of settlement and subsistence, which after some time led to the creation
of the Neolithic complex of the post-Palaeolithic society.

Thishistorical development led to the establishment of a new system based on domes-
ticated sources of subsistence and at the same time to corresponding changesin the social
life of large regions of the Near East and gradually in Central Europe. Within the whole
concept, we cannot leave out research on the people who carried out this process. These
were members of populationswho lived in the centres of these processes from early times
and which probably individually took part in spreading the new ways. Only with new
methods of molecular biology isit possible to follow the variability of Neolithic popula
tions, which often vanishes below the unity of pottery ware (fig. 1). The situation of the
Carpathian basin amongst the populations of Star¢evo—K&ros—Cris, Linear Pottery culture
and the earlier inhabitants has been evaluated for the first time from the view of spreading
Neolithic technologies.

Specific forms of Neolithic spread today oscillate between direct demic diffusion of
agriculturalists from the Near East and mediated form of cultural diffusion of new forms
(Budja 2013). The progress in the research of in-detail classified groups of mitochondrial
DNA (mtDNA) and non-recombining region of the Y chromosome (NRY) allows us to
observe the proportion of defined groups of these characteristics in different regions based
on fossil sources and modern materials. The results show arelatively identical history of
mixing for both men and women and also their differing demographic history (Rasteiro —
Chikhi 2013, 7). Despite the fact that the data is not based on representative sample num-
bers, it is already possible to show the growing role of men in the process of sedentarisa-
tion and occupation of given regions. It isalso showing that Transdanubiain west Hungary
was an important corridor for prehistoric migration (Szécsényi-Nagy et al. 2015, 7).

Central Europe

Although the genetic studies support some form of demic diffusion on the Aegean —
Carpathian Basin axes as a suitable form for Neolithic spreading from the Near East to
Europe, it seems that the spread of Neolithic farming and neolithisation of prehistoric
societies occurred in someregionswas more likely dueto cultural diffusion from the Car-
pathian basin further into central Danube, Central Europe and west to the Rhine valley. In
the earliest period (56005300 cal BC) there are 680 sites listed (Fisher — Hilpert 2016),
although not contemporary. Thisrepresentsavery low population density, probably single
microregions, which were gradually settled from the pioneer phase of the Earliest Linear
Pottery culture (fig. 2).

Thewhole process of Central Europe Neolithisation took place gradually over severa
centuries, as represented in the culture by linear pottery (Zvelebil et al. 2010). At the mo-
ment we cannot determine the ratio of single population groups more accurately, as the
results of the DNA studies are ambiguous. They do allow estimating a bigger or smaller
share of earlier local Mesolithic population. The exception could be the detailed analyses
of data from the cemetery in Vedrovice which show great mobility of inhabitants and gen-
der differentiated life experiences (Zvelebil — Pettitt 2008).

These original inhabitants are presumed in three different situations. First, in the mar-
ginal regions, where they create contact zones with very close contact of two different ways
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Fig. 1. Forms of the earliest period of Linear Pottery culture. 1-2 Balatoszarszé (Hungary; according to
Marton - Oross 2012); 3—8 Bicske (Hungary; according to Makkay 1978), feature no 1-I11/76. Drawings in
figs. 1-3 by A. Pchalkova.

Obr. 1. Tvary nejstarsiho obdobi linedrni keramiky. 1-2 Balatoszérsz6 (Madarsko; podle Marton - Oross
2012); 3-8 Bicske (Madarsko; podle Makkay 1978), feature no 1-111/76.

of settlement and subsistence. One example could be the settlements in northern Poland
(Nowak 2009), separated from each other only by narrow streams. Second, in the Rhine
area, there are settlements with the earliest linear pottery features with two distinct types
of LaHoguette ware (Liining et al. 1989), asif two different societies were present toge-
ther in one settlement, each with its own equipment. Thethird situation could show eviden-
ce of different ways of subsistence, on some settlements with linear pottery, which have
buildings of various sizes, different plan and different content of accompanying artefacts
and ecofacts (Pavlii 2013).

Bohemia

Since Bohemia and Moravia are relatively small in terms of area, we tend to observe
the expansion of new ways of agriculture, means of subsistence and technology on an axis.
With the starting point somewhere in the north of Mesopotamia, the axis then went through
the Balkans and the Carpathian Basin until it reached our lands and continued to the west.
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The Neolithic as an economic and social system, with corresponding technology, was
considered to be a closed historical unit that came after the Mesolithic and was replaced
by the Eneolithic. These historicising coordinates were seldom disputed or criticised until
recently, even though the boundary of new findings and occasional new theories about
the beginning of the Neolithic system and the contribution of new technologies has been
crossed many times. We are aware that trying to pinpoint the beginning of anything is
merely an illusion that draws us deeper and deeper into the uncertain nooks of the past.
This applies not only to the beginnings of the Nealithic but also to the origin of pottery
making and all the other origins that archaeology likes to study. After 6200 cal BC, a wid-
er society of people of different genetic origins settled in Central Europe and established
asimple form of apermanent though unstable settlement. These inhabitants used their
early experience with farming to grow cereals and breed cattle, sheep, goats and pigs.
Undoubtedly out of keeping with the traditional interpretation, they must also have coop-
erated with those groups of inhabitants who refused to try and overcome the obstacles of
farming and kept to the tried and tested techniques of hunting and gathering.

Chronology of the Earliest LBK in Central Europe

Today, the centre of the origin of the Earliest LBK is distinguished as a formative region
with several sitesin two smaller areas (compare map on fig. 6). The first one is situated to
the south of the Balaton Lake in current Hungary (Makkay 1978; Marton 2000; Oross —
Bdnffy 2009) and the second one in southwest Slovakia (Paviik 2014). The excavated
settlement Wien — Brunn is one of the characteristic sites (Stadler — Kotova 2010). In more
detail we can differentiate between the Earliest Linear Pottery culture (Earliest LBK:
5600-5300 cal BC), Classical LBK (5300—4900 cal BC) and the following development
of groups with Stroked Pottery Ware (SBK: 4900-4500 cal BC), which continued into the
Enealithic during the changing cultural conditions in the wider region of Central Europe.
It is necessary to point out that this depiction of the development of the LBK within the
wider geographical view is more complex and differs within the specific developments in
the eastern part of the Carpathian. In the early part of the Neolithic, this style reached its
eastern limit (fig. 2) in Moldova (Sakarovka: Dergachev — Larina 2015). Later, stylesthat
originated in Transdanubia (Music Note Pottery) spread into this eastern region, probably
by away to the north of the Carpathians (Bardeckyj et al. 2013).

Archaeological characteristics of Earliest LBK

The Earliest LBK is the most important for the beginnings of the Neolithic within Cen-
tral Europe. It was not archaeologically defined until the 1960°s (Quitta 1960). Settlements
were usually situated on the borders of two ecological zones; they comprise several con-
temporary buildings (Rulf 1983). They are often in places which remind us of thetraditions
of earlier Mesolithic settlements (Pavlii 2005). It was afarming society with both cered
production and cattle herding. It is possible that the inhabitants of single houses only
practised a restricted range of farming. The gains were then shared with others within the
settlement. This system is partially similar to farming activities in PPNB settlements in
the Levant (Rollefson et al. 1992).
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5660-5510 cal BC
SAKAROVKA 51

Fig. 2. Forms of the Starchevo-Kords culture at its most eastern area: Sakarovka (Moldavia), feature no 51
(according to Dergachev - Larina 2015).

Obr. 2. Tvary z obdobi kultury Starcevo-Kri$ na jeji vychodni hranici: Sakarovka (Moldavie), objekt 51
(podle Dergachev - Larina 2015).

Houses are at the beginning roofed, post-built structures. They have typically three
deep postholes on the north end of the living area with grooves for roof-supporting posts
outside (fig. 3). These details do not repeat in the following period of classical linear pot-
tery. The buildings are accompanied by characteristic building pits, which contain arte-
facts usually assigned to the find assembly of the given building. These types of houses are
in groups of up to three units, which probably have an agricultural role (Lenneis 2004).
From the earliest period thereis practically no evidence of cemeteries with ritual burials
(Pavlii 2013). The single finds come from various regions and are very rare mostly crou-
ched inhumations (Zdpotockd 1998, 18).

Pottery is presented by three basic shapes — bowls, semi-spherical vessels and bottles.
These can al be placed on a hollow foot. The technology is characterised by strong orga-
nic tempering, the result of mixing cow dung into the ceramic mixture (Neumanova et al.
2016). Mineral temper is not often used at the beginning. Pottery is decorated mostly by
strong grooved lines, occasionally other methods are used, such as polishing and finger-
prints or barbotine imitation on rough ware (Stadler — Kotova 2010). Other artefacts such
as chipped polished or bone industry are also characterised by chronological rarities
which in the course of later development disappear or change (Mateiciucova 2008, 79).
In addition to other standard shapes, these are trapeze arrowheads and asymmetrical adz-
es spatul ae.
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Fig. 3. Houses of the Earliest period of Linear Pottery culture. 1 Bylany (Czech Republic), house 2197; 2 Schwan-
feld (Germany), house 16; 3 Wien Brunn Il (Austria), house 21 (according to Pavii 2000; Lenneis 2004).
Obr. 3. Typy dom nejstarsiho obdobi linearni keramiky. 1 Bylany (CR), dtim 2197; 2 Schwanfeld (Némecko),
diim 16; 3: Wien Brunn Il (Rakousko), diim 21 (podle Pavii 2000; Lenneis 2004).

Eurasian geography

Geographically, Europe and Asia are divided by the Ural Mountains that run approx-
imately from north to south along the 60" meridian east. The northern part of the Asian
continent is now Russian Siberia bordering to the south with Kazakhstan and, as the case
may be, with Mongolia and China. Three great rivers run through the area from south to
north: the Ob River (with the Irtysh River as a tributary), then more to the east the Yenisei
River (with the Angara as a tributary) and in the Far East the Lena River (with the Vitim
as a tributary). The eastern part of the border with Mongolia is constituted by the Amur
River and the border with China by the Ussuri River. The great West Siberian Plain lies
between the Yenisei and the Urals; the landscape is jagged in the east and mountainous in
the south where the Central Siberian Plateau lies, comprising a number of vast plateaus and
low mountain ranges separated by rivers. To the east of Lake Baikal, plateaus alternate
with long mountain ranges all the way to the Sea of Okhotsk.

Europeisapart of the Eurasian continent but because of its structure and natural con-
ditions, it has been treated as an independent continent. Its surface is very rugged with
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several mountain ranges but does contain the East European Plain, the Polish Plain and
the North German Plain. The largest rivers are Volga and Danube. The former runs from
North to South to the west of the Ural Mountains and flows into the endorheic basin of the
Caspian Sea, while the latter runs from the West to the East as if through the centre on
the continent and flows into the Black Sea. The coastline of Europe is also very rugged.
The division of Europeinto the east, central and west or alternatively north and south has
historical origins; these are mostly political divisions which do not have stable natural
borders. From the point of archaeological Neolithisation of the continent, it is possible to
differentiate continental settlement of Central and Southeast Europe, East European set-
tlement including North Europe and settlement of the Mediterranean coast including both
the Apennine peninsula and Atlantic coasts.

The East European Plain comprises most of the European part of Russia. In the south,
it subsides into the steppes of Azov-Kuban Lowland demarcated by the Caucasus Moun-
tains. All the hills are lower than 500 metres a.s.l. The southwest comprises the vast and
low Central Russian Upland. Several rivers run from north to south in the European part of
Russia: from the east, it is the Volga River that runs into the Caspian Sea; the Don River;
the Dnieper; and the Bug and the Dniester that flow into the Black Sea. The latter forms the
border between Moldova, Ukraine and Russia. Russia and Ukraine border lies to the south.

Climatically, 21 thousand years ago the Earth was in the middle of the last glacial
period, known as the Last Glacial Maximum (LGM). Analyses of the ice cores in the
Antarctic, in Greenland and several places in sea and lake bottoms, show that the average
global temperature was more than 5 Kelvins lower compared to today’s temperatures.
A number of variables can be observed in deep boreholes in glaciers: the *O isotope;
electrical conductivity; yearly changes of glacier layers; Na+ concentration; dust; and
deuterium (Walker et al. 2009). The beginning of the Holocene, which marks geological
present, was set as 11 700 yr b2 k (before AD 2000).

Before 16 500 — 13 070 cal BP, in the period of Bolling and Allerdd, there was a short
warm spell, which separated the short cold period of late Dryas from the actual beginning
of the Holocene (Stuiver et al. 1995). This first warm spell probably caused melting of the
Arctic glacier, which led to arise in the water level at the confluence of the Amur and
Usuri thereby creating a large inland lake. The oldest sites were found on the northern
edge of the island elevations in this lake (Shevkomud — Janshina 2012, 61). The rise of
water level happened also in the West area of the Baikal Lake at the end of Sartan cooling.
Its late stage is characterised as a period of water disasters, showing in the typical strati-
fication of corresponding sediments (Levi et al. 2015, 66).

Earliest pottery technology

The technology of pottery making originated independently in the earliest period,
in several regions of the Far East during the warm interstadial period of Bolling-Allerod
(14 700 — 12 900 cal BP). In accordance with one hypothesis, pottery came as a response to
new sources of vegetable food that needed to be cooked or stewed (Kuzmin 2015). So far,
four areas with the presence of earliest pottery (from before the beginning of Holocene,
i.e. in the cultural context of late Palaeolithic) have been processed (Bar-Yosef — Wang
2012, 330; Li et al. 2016; Morisaki — Sato 2015). Dating in these areas observes the grad-
ually descending time of the origin of pottery technology in the direction from the east of
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Chinaand Japan (Habu 2004, 32) to the lower Amur and further towards the upper Amur.
The earliest technology of pottery making in hunter-gatherer environmentsis represented
by simple, not too varying shapes. Thelocalitiesarefound in an extensive areaand far apart.
Culturally, they belong to the late Palaeolithic and Mesolithic.

The basic sequence of Neolithic cultures in the lower Amur region is represented by
Mariinskaya culture (8" — 7" millennium BC), Kondon culture (7" millennium — first half
of the 5" millennium BC) and Malyshevo culture (second half of the 7" millennium —turn
of 4", 3" millennium BC). These cultures follow after a lengthy period of Neolithic be-
ginnings, which is represented mostly by single sites (Medvedev 2010; 2015). It is assu-
med that during the maximum of the last glaciation the Siberian area became depopulated
and was re-inhabited only at the end of the Pleistocene. The Europid inhabitants moved
both ways through the step regions. The modern genetically varied settlement did not emer-
ge until 3 400 BC in the Early Bronze Age. In the Far East, there is evidence of genetic
movements from the South, to the West and from Central Asia. Even after these changes,
there is evidence of some European ancestors within the population representing the ear-
liest share of European predecessors in the mixed population (Pugach et al. 2016, 1788).

Eastern Siberia and the Far East

The Osipovka culture (12 330 — 16 450 cal BP) represents the earliest archaeological
find in the Russian Far East. The cultural complex was uncovered in several dozen localities
where a small number of fragments with Mesolithic laurel leaves were found. The pots
are organically tempered, but there is no trace of sand in other localities. The Osipovka
culture might have also affected the Japaneseisles. It belongsto late Palaeolithic, whileit
is sometimes also labelled as Neolithic (due to the occurrence of pottery) or Mesolithic.
However, evidence of Neolithic agriculture does not exist. The means of subsistence of
the bearers of the culture was changing only very gradually; millet growing isonly eviden-
ced in the 4" millennium.

The Goncharka locality (12 000 — 10 000 mil. BP) lies on the right bank of the Amur,
approximately 20 km southwest of the city of Khabarovsk which lies on the confluence of
the Amur and Ussuri rivers. In the years 1995-1999 and in 2001 approximately one tenth
of the locality (cca. 500 m?) was excavated, affecting alayer of hillside soils. Cryogenic
wedges were embedded into the bedrock to form asystem of rectangular intersecting
grooves. One of the embedded objects was interpreted as a burial with the use of fire. This
is evidenced by burned out areas that formed a part of a silhouette of a buried body in the
northern part and other artefacts amassed in another part of the embedded area. In addition
to stone artefacts, a pot was reconstructed from several dozen fragments. It is a beaker-
shaped pot with a flat bottom and sand tempering, of a light grey to ochre colour. A deco-
rative punctured rhombic shape is discernible on the surface. A large flat bowl completes
the set of shapes of pottery found at the locality (fig. 4: A).

The Gasya locality (15 150 — 15 920 cal BP) with multiple layering of cultural horizons
lies on the right bank of the Amur River close to the Malyshevo area north of Khabarovsk.
It was examined in 1975 and 1970-1980 (Medvedev 1995). The pottery from this area
comes from the deepest layer of the Mesolithic Osipovka culture, is of grey to black col-
our, lightly fired (in temperatures of 350 to 500 degrees Celsius) with an organic additive,
and shaped on some kind of plant underlayment. On the inside of the surface, there are
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Fig. 4. Forms of the ealiest pottery at the eastern Amur and Baikal area. A Goncharka 1; B Gasya; C Groma-
tukha; D Ust-Karenga; E Studenoje; F Cisbajkal. (according to Shevkomud - Janshina 2012; Medvedev 2010;
Kuzmin - Vetrov 2007; Razgiljeva et al. 2013).

Obr. 4. Tvary nejstarsi keramiky v oblasti vychodniho Amuru a Bajkalu. A Goncarka 1; B Gasya; C Groma-
tucha; D Ust-Karenga; E Studenoje; F Cisbajkal (podle Shevkomud - Janshina 2012; Medvedev 2010; Kuz-

min - Vetrov 2007; Razgiljeva et al. 2013).
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horizontal imprints, while on the outside, there are vertical imprints or gouges and other
imprints, such as imprints of plants or maybe reed. The earliest pottery was found in the
5" and 6'" layers. The 5" layer, recorded in probes 1 and 2, was dated by radiocarbon meth-
od to 10 875+/-90 BP (A13 393) a 11 340+/-60 BP (GEO1413), from the deepest part of
the layer we get the date of 12 480+/-120 BP (Zhushchikhovskaya 2005, 126). We can see
three types of pottery there (fig. 4. B): the earliest type is the pot found in the deepest layer
by probe 1, followed by fragments of potsin probe 2 and latest pot fragmentsin probe 1
which can be compared to pots found in the layer Goncharka 3B (Shevkomud — Janshina
2012, 199). The pot from layer 1 had a flat bottom and organic additive was found in a shard.
The pottery representsalonger time period, from 11" to 10" millennium BC (Shevkomud —
Janshina 2012, 196). The chipped industry dates these layers to the Osipovka culture. It is
characterised by arrowheads and spearheads with surface retouch.

The Khummy locality was discovered and explored in the 1990s. It lieson an elevation
at the confluence of the Khummy creek and the Amur River, approximately 20 km north
of Komsomolsk-on-Amur. Five layers were discovered, created by a complex process
at the end of the Pleistocene. There are perceptible cryogenic rifts in the deepest layers,
similar to the Goncharka 1 locality. Several radiocarbon data give us a wide range of the
42" to 7" millennium BP, but the context of the layers and pottery finds have not been
securely determined. The pots have flat bottoms and contain organic sands and also addi-
tives such as fireclay and other minerals in various proportions (Shevkomud — Janshina
2012, 205). The earliest can be dated to 12" millennium BP, the latest to the 10" millen-
nium. The locality is one of the northernmost places where the Osipovka culture has been
discovered.

On the Chernigovka River, in the western Primorsky Krai, approximately 600 km from
the city of Khabarovsk, the Chernigovka 1 locality lies (10 770 — 7475 BP), where exca-
vation was carried out in the years 1980-1990. Pottery with mineral and organic additives
was found there in the context of early Holocene stone industry. Another locality, Ustinov-
ka 3 (9360 BP) characterises the earliest pottery technology in the Primorsky Krai area.
Pottery was found in the | ate Pleistocene and early Holocene horizons. The fragments are
decorated both on the inside and outside. There is also evidence of moulding, probably
into baskets. The Gromatukha culture has been documented by excavation carried out in
1960 at the confluence of the Gromatukha and Zeya rivers (the latter is a tributary of the
Amur). Tents dwellings have been uncovered there (Shevkomud — Janshina 2012, 207).
Pottery with organic lightweight materials, or with inserted wool, was found in the excava-
tion. The surface of the pots is rough, with imprints of plants. The pots have flat bottoms
and punctured rims (fig. 4: C). Chipped industry contained large symmetrical spearheads
with retouching on both sides. This culture is contemporary to the Osipovka culture. The
subsequent cultures in the area were Novopetrovka 9765 — 12 720 BP and the Osino Lake
3470-4300 BP.

The Ust-Karenga locality (12 180 — 10 600 BP) lies at the confluence of the Karenga
and Vitim rivers. The Vitim is a right bank tributary of the Lena River (Vetrov 1985). Since
1976, multiple culture layers divided by sterile sediments have been explored on site 12
on the right bank of the Karenga River, approximately 200 metres from the confluence
with the Vitim River, 600 metres above sea level, and approximately 20 to 25 metres abo-
ve the surface level of the Karenga. Horizontal layering is evidence of regular depositing
of cultural remainsin river sediments. The earliest layer with pottery, layer 7, approxima-
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tely 10 to 20 cm thick, was separated from later Late Palaeolithic layers by 1-metre-thick
sediment (fig. 4: D). Radiocarbon data obtained from samples of carbon gave us arange
of 12 180 — 10 600 BP. The pottery is unique, egg-shaped, 17 to 35 cm tall, with a rim
diameter of 12 to 20 cm. It is decorated by a comb or by imprinting a cogged wheel. Zig-
zag and fishbone motifs on the surface are divided into stripes. The outside and the inside
of the pots show evidence of modification done by strawing. The materials show marks
of organic lightweight material. The chipped industry has either pebble or flake forms
(Kuzmin — Vetrov 2007).

The Studenoye site (12 056 — 11 322 cal BC) is in the southern area of the Transbaika-
liaregion. There are 19 sedimentary layers documented, two of which contained pottery
sherds (Razgildejeva et al. 2013). Similar finds were provided by the layers on the Ust-Men-
za site. The earliest pottery comes from layers 9G and 8. It is beaker-shaped, with a point-
ed bottom and with organic lightweight material (fig.4: E). There are imprints of astring
on the surface (Kuzmin 2015).

West Siberian Plain

On the eastern side of the Baikal, there are the last localities where the earliest pottery
from the period prior to the beginning of the Holocene was found (McKenzie 2009). These
localities form avery sporadic series of places far apart, in the direction from the eastern
coast of the Primorsky Krai, which seem to give evidence of a gradual expansion of pottery
technology in the forest-steppe belt of southern Siberia from the east to the west. No such
evidence is found in the area further west in the southern part of the West Siberian Plain.
In this belt, which is at least 3 thousand kilometres long, the apparent expansion is inter-
rupted and only resumes in an area west of the Urals in 7" millennium BC, i.e. at least three
thousand years after the beginning of the Holocene (11 700 b2k 2000 — before 2000 AD,
Walker et al. 2009).

The area of the Upper Angara River, where a nearly continuous sequence of pottery
since the end of the 6" millennium BC was processed (Berdnikov et al. 2017) is an excep-
tion. It represents regionalised pottery in the subsequent three millennia. Egg-shaped pots
of various sizes underwent avery limited spatiotemporal evolution of both shapes and
decoration. Individual types often occur continuously next to one another, for along time
(fig. 4: F). At the beginning, the shapes had next to no decoration; there was often only
arow of dents under the rim or aplastically emphasised rim. The earliest pots are deco-
rated with imprints of akind of fabric (setchataya) pottery. Only later does come pottery
with a shaped upper part, decorated with imprints of string or various stamps names asthe
Khajtinski type (Berdnikov 2013).

East European Plain

East European pottery appears for the first time (Tsybrij et al. 2016) in the second half
of the 8" millennium (BP) on the lower Don, upper Dnieper and the Dvina (Serteja area)
(Mazurkevitch — Dolbunova — Kulkova 2013). The earliest locality, Rakushechnyi Yar
(Tsybrij et al. 2014), lies on the bank of the lower Don. Its profile consists of typical layers
of cultural sediments. The pottery found in the deepest layers tends to be egg-shaped and
beaker-shaped and is seldom decorated. Layers of river shellswere found in the sediments.
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Fig. 5. Forms of the ealiest pottery at the European part of Russia. A Kair-Shak; B Jelshany culture; C Raku-
shechnyj Jar; D Serteja; E Soroki (according to Mazurkevich et al. 2013; Markevich 1974).

Obr. 5. Tvary nejstarsi keramiky evropského Ruska. A Kairsak; B jelSanska kultura; C Rakusecnyj Jar; D Ser-
teja; E Soroki (podle Mazurkevich et al. 2013; Markevich 1974).
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On the lower Volga, close to where it flows into the Caspian Sea (Vybornov 2008, 45),
there are several localities dating to the beginning of the eighth millennium uncal BP. The
pottery found there (fig. 5: A) is more diverse in terms of its shape and is decorated by
carving or puncturing (Kair Shak III). On the middle Volga (Vybornov 2016; Vybornov
et al. 2016) a Yelshan culture region is documented, dating also to the beginning of the
eighth millennium uncal BP (fig. 5: B). Beaker-shaped pottery with indentations under
the rim and pointed bottomswas found at several dozen localities. It is sporadically deco-
rated by punctures. The earliest pottery in context of shellmidden was found on the lower
Don in Rakushecsnyj Jar (fig. 5: C). Several localities around the upper Dnieper, the Dvina
(Mazurkevich et al. 2016) and Serteja rivers also date to the first half of the eighth millen-
nium uncal BP (fig. 5: D). These have a similar character of settlement on the banks of the
river. During the seventh and sixth millennia, the eastern area of the European part of Rus-
siawas more densely populated by other groups with beaker-shaped pottery with pointed
bottoms (Lykhagina 2016; Zhilin 2016).

Pottery typical for the Bug-Dniester culture (Potushnjak 1996) isfound in several pla-
ces around the village of Soroka (Markevich 1974). An evolution of pottery starting with
the local Neolithic (Telegin et al. 2003) is documented there. The pottery was probably
influenced by the earliest Starcevo-Cris culture, which extends from the Carpathian Basin
over Transylvania to western Moldova. Excavations carried out in the locality of Sakarov-
ka in the years 1979-1997 has uncovered a number of embedded objects that correspond
in character to the settlements in the Danube area (Dergachev — Larina 2015, 12). Some
of the objects were interpreted as embedded houses. Pottery is rich in terms of its shapes,
comparable to Crig pottery in both shapes and technology. The chipped industry is Neo-
lithic, with blades with a smaller share of trapeze arrowheads. The share of hunted and
domesticated animals is approximately 70 % : 30 % (Wechler 1998).

Crig pottery reaches all the way to the Dniester in the east. The area of the Bug-Dniester
culture beginsto the east from there, which belongs amongst the Eurasian cultures both in
terms of pottery and the character of settlements. The settlement of the Crig culture is dis-
tinctively separated from the Bug-Dniester culture area (Manko 2016). Thereisadistinct
borderline between two contemporary populations (Dergachev — Larina 2015, 341).

It corresponds to the border between the earliest agricultural cultures of the Danube
area and the non-agricultural cultures of the eastern Eurasian forest-steppe belt. Charac-
teristic for both is pottery specific in terms of both shape and decoration; however, these
cultures influenced each other in terms of types of pottery. The borders between the sett-
lements of the Balkans, the Danube area and Eurasia are also evident in the robust display
of palaecogenetic haplogroups according to yDNA.

Eurasian pottery on the European coast

In Scandinavia and on the Baltic Sea coast, specific groups with beaker-shaped pottery
with egg-shaped bottom appear in various cultural groups during 6" and 5" millennia BC:
i.e. Sperrings; (Hallgren 2009) Sérdisniemi; Narva; Neman; Ertebolle. These groups fol-
low the local Mesolithic development and continue even into later periods. The western
Atlantic coast and the western Mediterranean coast underwent their own specific develop-
ment. The pottery ismorelocal in character. The Iberian Peninsula coast saw an evolution
of regional groups of Cardia Pottery synchronousto the lingering Mesolithic groupsinland
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(Willingen 2006, 35). Further inland, in Central Europe, La Hoguette and Limburg pottery
are present (Liining et al. 1989). In terms of shape, these two types of pottery are compa-
rable to other groups of non-agricultural settlement in the north. However, they meet in
the same localities with Linear Pottery, especially in the earliest period in the first half of
the 6" millennium cal BC.

An island-like Neolithic settlement is best evidenced in today’s Poland (Nowak 2009).
The areas between those “islands” are filled with post-Mesolithic cultures of hunters and
gatherers (post-Maglemose, Janislawice, Komornica), which document the long-term co-
existence of different populations in one area. Beaker-shaped pottery with pointed bottom
only appears sporadically in the western part of the Danube area (Alsace: Jeunessee 1986,
41). In exceptional cases, specific pottery with comb and dent decoration appears in Bohe-
mia too. Pottery with puncture decoration was found, in isolated cases, at the fortified sett-
lement of Hrazany (Ptibram District). In literature, it has been compared to the pottery of
Neman culture (Dobes — Koreny 2011). Additional known findings in Bohemia come from
the Bohemian Karst. Fragments of pots typologically dated to the Bronze Age (Vencl 1978)
were found in the Koda cave but it could be even later.

Concluding remarks

The stylistic range to the East and West of the Ural

The pottery of the Eurasian area to the East and to the West of the Ural Mountains
occupiesalargeterritory of forest-steppe belt, in two units (fig. 6). The first unit comprises
the Far East, from the confluence of the Amur and the Ussuri to Lake Baikal. It is connec-
ted to the evolution of technology in eastern China, south of the Y ellow River, and Japan,
and dates back to the late Pleistocene. It lasted for several millennia from the first signs of
warming in 21 mil BP until the beginning of the Holocene (11 700 BP b2k). It comprises
very sparse mobile Palaeoneolithic settlement of hunters and fishermen. The typological
evolution of the goods with the preval ence of beaker-shaped pots of various sizeswasvery
slow. The pots served mainly for storage, which can be seen on pots with a flat bottom; or
for large-scale cooking on the open fire, as evidenced by pots with an egg-shaped or pointed
bottom. There are technical details to the shapes: a reinforced rim or a row of punctures
below the rim. The surface of the pots tends to be modified in various ways, on the inside
and the outside, but a decoration of ornaments cannot be detected.

The second unit occupies the area of Eastern Europe from the Dniester to the Urals.
To the west of the Ural Mountains, it is possible to add the development in the East Euro-
pean Plain to these regions, where a second pottery area devel oped from the beginning of
the Holocene. This region’s character is typologically connected to the previous region in
the Far East.

It appears shortly before the year 8000 BC in isolated regions, but before 6000 BC it
quickly spreads throughout the whole area. It continues into the Baltic and Scandinavia.
It comprises mostly semi-settled Mesoneolithic inhabitants linked to the rivers, who in
select cases gradually adopted elements of Neolithic farming. Pottery ismostly egg-shaped
with the pointed bottom; in time, pots become decorated with various types of imprints and
simple ornaments. The development in the area of West Siberian Plain east of the Urals
and towards Lake Baikal had a similar course, but it is documented several centuries later
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Fig. 6. Sites with the earliest pottery in the forest-steppe area of the Eurasian Continent (compiled by I. P.).
Obr. 6. Lokality s nejstarsi keramikou v lesostepni oblasti eurasijského kontinentu.

(Chairkina —Kosinskaja 2009). This is evidenced by localities in the Angara River region
to the west of Lake Baikal, where development is recorded after 7800 BP.

The stylistic rangein Eastern Europe

The earliest pottery of the east European range can be, from the chronological point
of view, compared to the development to the west of Baikal (Vybornov et al. 2015). The
earliest radiocarbon dates North of the Caspian Sea and on the lower Don moved identi-
cally after the year 8000 cal BC and are connected to beaker-like shapes with flat bottoms
(Zajtseva et al. 2016, 213). This morphology of the earliest pottery could indicate the
remote contacts with the environment in upper Mesopotamia (Brunet 2004). Over most
of the area of the East European Plain, there are the earliest shapes present of conical or
ovoid form with round pointed bottoms. Similar developments can be observed further
north in the Upper Volga and the Baltic. Later pottery of comparable characteristics devel-
oped in several cultural groups still further North in the whole area of modern Scandinavia
(Hallgren 2009).

Archaeological data in the delimited belt from the Pacific all the way to the west coast
of the Atlantic document a wide time span of individual centres where the earliest techno-
logy of pottery making originated. It was mostly linked to societies that based their means
of subsistence on hunting and fishing (Kuzmin 2013). It seems that pottery technology
originated independently in different centres, given the large spatiotemporal distance be-
tween those centres. Even though the origin of pottery technology was undoubtedly influ-
enced by general factors of the natural environments, society needs, and ideology, in the
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ultimate moment it was determined by the intended function for processing and storage
of food (Hommel 2014, 681). The existing notion of a discontinuous evolution of pottery
shapes could be changed by way of new findings to one of a continuous, uninterrupted
evolution, which is evidenced by a striking long-term tradition of shapes corresponding
to an archaeological model of long duration.

The stylistic range of Eurasian pottery occupied alarge territory during several mil-
lennia in a unified typological rhythm. During the whole evolution, in the whole area, we
observe only one simple beaker-like shape, later also a beaker shape with awide mouth
and flat or egg-shaped bottom. On the other hand, the Danube range, which follows the
Balkan and undoubtedly also Western Asian development, occupied a much smaller ter-
ritory; however, it ismuch moreregionally and typologically varied according to the silex
artefacts (Mateiciucova 2008, 78). There are three shapes of ceramic containers that can
be observed at the beginning: dishes, bowls and bottles. The different forms are evidence
not only of functional differencesin both types of pottery but probably also of the differ-
ence in the technology of shaping. As is evident on the eastern border of the Danube area,
the delimitation of each group was stable in the long term, not only territorially, but also
in terms of typology of pottery and the contents of the stone industry. The cause of thisis
probably the difference in ways of settling and farming, as well as genetic differences of
the bearers of the culture.

Main Neolithic regions of Europe and Eurasia

The earliest pottery in Central Europe is connected to the beginning of early Linear
Pottery culture of the first half of the sixth millennium BC. Its eastern limits lay in Moldova
on the Dnieper River from the time of the preceding Star¢evo-K4ros—Cris culture (fig. 7).
This population represents the earliest agricultural people connected to settlement in the
Balkans. Further to the East in the European part of Russia, there were a number of pottery
groups from the seventh millennium BC, as stated in the most recent available literature.

The characteristic groups with the earliest pottery in Eastern Europe are stylistically
very varied and at the beginning do not create any bigger, either in time or space, delimited
groups which can be described within the usual archaeological culture terms. Nowadays
we have enough radiocarbon data but they do not allow us to solve uneguivocally the ori-
gin and development of single pottery groups.

These groups are characterised mostly by hunter-fishing settlements of a late Palaeolithic
tradition. Both differ from the archaeologically well determined types of early pottery ves-
sels. At the same time, there is evidence for two different populations; the first (Neolithic)
contained amix of genetic elements from Near East, while the second (Mesoneolithic) is
the genetically varied continuation of the long Palaeolithic tradition. In the following fifth
millennium BC new archaeological cultures developed on the basis of the Danube Neo-
lithic in Central Europe. The current groups created there a nearly continuous settlement
of the whole region. The limits of the two different traditions stayed apparent before sub-
stantial cultural changes happened to both sides from the fourth millennium BC onwards.

From the time of the earliest Danube Neolithic in the seventh and sixth millennia BC,
it is possible to describe the Dniester as a border between the world of Central Europe
developing on the different foundations and the world of East European Neolithic which
developed within the context of new methods of subsistence of populations within late



Archeologické rozhledy LXXI-2019 607

13 054-12 230 ELNL-102 169)

5 920-5 k50 [BInls8s ?B(‘!O-ESUD{SOAN--IIES ]
Somare e kairsakn Baikal-Angara area Gontarka 1
Serteia Rakusetnyj Jar Ust Chaita
7 550-7 290 (Ua-37099) S 55_0 i 12 250-11 500 (AA-$3040) Cosya
w= = o [imits of early farming Studenoie

Gromatukha

eastem limits of Danubian Neolithic Ust Karenga

Fig. 7. Central and Eastern Europe in the period of the ealiest Neolithic pottery (compiled by I. P.).
Obr. 7. Stfedni a vychodni Evropa v dobé nejstar3i neolitické keramiky.

Palaeolithic traditions. The Neolithic settlement of Central Europe presents genetically
related populations of agriculturalists, which have limited connections to the inhabitant of
the Balkan and the Near East. Similarly, it is possible to prove relations to the original
Preneolithic inhabitants of continental Europe.

From the perspective of the whole continent, the traditional region of the European
Neolithic presented by the earliest pottery creates a certain genetic, culturally and econo-
mically limited unit. During the entire Neolithic development, this unit was surrounded by
other populations whose historical centre lied in subsistence provided by coastal regions
of Europe in the South, West and North of the continent. At the same time, this Neolithic
settlement bordered in the north and especially in the East with Mesoneolithic popula-
tions with a long lasting tradition of hunter-gatherer-fisher settlements. Their pottery tra-
ditions were fundamentally different. The ways of using ceramic vessels and their cultur-
al importance reflected in the different long term development of technology, shapes and
decoration. Tens of archaeological groups over the vast space of both continents are char-
acterised by two traditions tangible in archaeology and not only in terms of pottery. One
was the new, agriculturalist, and the other conservative. Despite that they both present
new ways of cultural-social response to climate changes from the end of the Pleistocene
and beginning of the Holocene. It remains to determine as to whether they should be both
included in the wider approach to the Neolithic.

Appendix: Proposal of terminology

At the time of the earliest pottery, there are asynchronous archaeological groups on the
Eurasian continent that differ in terms of the knowledge of pottery technology (present —
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. Pottery
Stone industry
absent present
middle size blades ACERAMIC NEOLITHIC NEOLITHIC
microlithic MESOLITHIC MESONEOLITHIC
flakes and cores PALAEOLITHIC PALAEONEOLITHIC

Tab. 1. Proposal of the terminology (compiled by I. P.).
Tab. 1. Navrh terminologie.

absent) in various typological contexts of the stone industry. At the same time, this situa-
tion does not correspond to the previous development of the subsistance of prehistoric
communities and the accompanying archaeological content (Jordan — Gibbs 2019, 5).
Therefore these communities run counter to the established terminology (Palaeolithic —
Mesolithic — Neolithic) of archaeological stages in the Old World and across continental
Eurasia. With the emergence of ceramic technology, these groups are ranked in the Neo-
lithic period, athough it is a hunting-gathering society dated deeply before the end of the
Pleistocene.

Individual proposals for the creation of compound terms, such as “Mesolithic with
pottery”, may not be the most appropriate solution. Therefore, we present a simple paradig-
matic terminology (Palaeoneolithic — Mesoneolithic — Neolithic) which combines different
values of two nominal features: pottery and stone industry (tab. 1). In this proposal, how-
ever, the notion of Neolithic is understood in a broader sense than usual. Neolithic is not
just an expression of new archaeological manifestations: polished stone industry, pottery,
agriculture, permanent settlements, as they are known from the development of the Near
East from the Holocene (after 11 700 BP). It would have to be perceived as a concept for
adeeper change in the way of life of prehistoric people, which occurred much earlier in
the climatically very fluctuating period at the end of the Last Glacial Maximum (LGM).
It manifested itself in different placesin the continent in various ways and therefore it did
not always|ead to the development of agriculture. The very old beginnings of pottery tech-
nology can be perceived as one of the first steps of this change, or as a promise of a new
era that has been reflected in some places several millennia later.

This article was made with the institutional support of the Specific research in the University of Hradec
Krdlové. We are thankful to A. A. Vybornov (University of Samara), N. |. Berdnikova and |. M. Berdnikov
(University of Irkutsk) who were kindly helpfull with the introduction to the problems of Eurasian Neolithic.

Translated by R. Bicikova and J. K. Dvordkova
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Nejstarsi keramika na eurasijském kontinentu

Vseobecné je prijimédno, Ze obdobi neolitu je dobou prvnich zeméd€lct a nejstarSich osad, které
poprvé zaujimaly nejurodnéjsi oblasti SirStho tzemi stfedni Evropy. Traduji se i nékteré dnes jiz
zastaralé predstavy, k nimz patifi ta o sou¢asném objevu nékterych nejstar$ich artefaktt, jako jsou
keramika, textilie a brousené nastroje, nebo cyklické zemé&délstvi a husté osidleni Cech, kde osady
s velkymi domy zapliiovaly celé tzemi témér jako v dne$ni dobé. Dnes jiz vime, Ze keramika se
objevila témér pred 20 tisici lety na Dalném vychodé a nenf striktné vazana ani na usedlé osidlent,
ani na zemédélské hospodareni. Tkan{ jednoduchych latek z koptivového vldkna je doloZeno z Dol-
nich Véstonic okolo 26 tis. pf. n. 1. Doklady brouseni kamennych néstrojt pochéazeji, byt sporadicky,
jiz z doby predneolitického mezolitu, na fadé mist jsou v pozdné paleolitickém obdobi zabruSovédna
ostif silicitovych seker. Zemédglstvi jesté nemélo na pocatku zadny ustdleny systém obdélavani ptidy:
smési plodin se béhem dlouhodobého nevédomého lechténi péstovaly na zahradkéach pobliZ domti.
Velké domy zndmé v centru Evropy nachdzime jako jednotlivé stavby v radé lokalit, ale soucasnd
seskupeni domu v rozsahu desitek staveb byvaji zcela vyjime¢na jako disledek dlouhodobého oby-
véni ur¢itych mikroregiont, a predstavuji jen zlomek ze v§ech zndmych lokalit.

Obdobi vzniku neolitu podle vyvoje na Pfednim vychodé¢ bylo nadnesené nazvéano jako neolitickd
revoluce, prestoze v dobé svého formovani trvalo nejméné dva tisice let. Jeho projevy nelze v glo-
balnim méritku sledovat v jednom ¢asovém horizontu. Také formy se 1iS{ na rozsahlych tzemich
v souvislostech eurasijského kontinentu a jsou vyrazné odli$né i na dal$ich kontinentech. Evropské
pojeti neolitu jako doby nejstarSich zeméd€lct se v§emi jeho znaky a ¢asoprostorovymi analogiemi
chdpeme dnes jen jako jeden z moZnych projevi zmén riiznych spolecenstvi, které se odehravaly na
eurasijském kontinentu v dobé prvnich klimatickych zmén od maxima pozdniho glacidlu a vrcholici
po pocatku holocénu. Obsah nového pojeti celého obdobi bude nutno rozsitit o rizné dosud nesrov-
ndvatelné formy obzivy i osidlent, které kombinuji pozdné paleolitické lovecko-sbéracské zpiisoby
Zivota a vznikajici méné mobilni zptusoby doprovizené nékdy domestikovanymi druhy obZivy.
Archeologicky se vyznamné rozriziuji dosud ustalené zptisoby spoleéenského Zivota, které jsou
zahrnuty do ustdlenych pojm, jako jsou paleolit — mezolit — neolit. Nova archeologicka data v od-
borné literatuie vedou i k novému pojeti uvedenych pojmu a preformulovani jejich obsahu.

Historicky vyvoj vedl k ustaveni nového hospodateni zaloZeného na domestikovanych zdrojich
obzivy a soucasné k odpovidajicim zméndm spolecenského Zivota v rozsahlych regionech Predniho
vychodu a postupné i centrdlni Evropy. V celé nasi predstavé nelze vynechat zkoumani lidi, kter{
tento proces uskuteciiovali. Byli to samoziejmé ¢lenové populaci, které v ohnisku tohoto déni Zili
z predchozich dob a které se podilely i na Sifeni novych zpasobu. V §ir§im dzemi stiedni Evropy se
ustavilo po roce 6200 cal BC spolecenstvi obyvatel nestejného genetického ptivodu, ktei{ vytvorili
jednoduchou formu usedlého, ale nestalého osidleni. Praktikovali poc¢atecni zkuSenosti s péstova-
nim obilnin a chovu domdciho skotu a bravu. Nepochybné také v rozporu s tradicnim vykladem
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spolupracovali se skupinami obyvatel, které odmitly piekondvat obtiZe péstovani potravy a zlistava-
ly u ovérenych technik lovu a sbéru.

Pro pocatky keramického neolitu ve stiedni Evropé je nejvyznamnéjsi nejstarsi linedrni kerami-
ka, kterd byla archeologicky definovédna az v 60. letech 20. stoleti a vzhledem ke genetické podob-
nosti s klasickou linedrni keramikou oznacena jako jeji prvni vyvojovy stupen. Hospodateni jejich
nositelt bylo typicky zemédé€lské, zahrnuje jak obilnarstvi, tak dobytkar'stvi. Neni vylouceno, Ze oby-
vatelé jednotlivych typt domi praktikovali jen omezeny druh hospodateni, jeho vysledky potom
sdileli spole¢né s ostatnimi v raimci jednoho sidlisté. Domy jsou od pocatku slozZeny z jednoho, dvou
nebo tif dild, které maji ziejmé hospodarskou tlohu, patrné v kontextu ptivodniho hospodateni jejich
obyvatel. Z nejstarSitho obdobi nejsou prakticky doloZena pohtebisté s ritudlnimi pohiby. Keramiku
reprezentuji tfi zakladni tvary — misky, polokulovité nddoby a ldhve. Vyzdoba keramiky byla pro-
vadéna predevsim silnymi zZldbkovanymi liniemi, vyjime¢né se vyskytuji i jiné techniky.

Stredoevropsky neolit byl dosud vniméan jako vyvoj v centralni oblasti Evropy s kontextem v Kar-
patské kotlin€ a na Balkanu a jako vzdaleny ohlas na predovychodni kofeny tohoto vyvoje. Evropa
vSak tvorf soucdst obrovského eurasijského kontinentu, kde se ve vzdalenych casoprostorovych sou-
vislostech vyvijely archeologicky svébytné oblasti. Jejich nejviditelné&jsi charakteristikou je samo-
statnd aplikace pyrotechnologie pfi vyrobé nddob. Zatim byly vypracovany Ctyfi oblasti s vyskytem
nejstarsi keramiky jiZ z doby pred po¢atkem holocénu. Staif nejstarsi keramické technologie v Ciné
dosahuje k 20 tis. let. Datovani téchto oblasti sleduje postupné se ménici dobu po&atki technologie
keramiky smérem od vychodni Ciny, Japonska k dolnfmu Amuru a dile na zapad k pramentim hor-
niho Amuru. Nejstarsi technologii vyroby keramiky v prostiedi lovct a sbéract predstavuji jedno-
duché a mélo variabilni tvary. Lokality jsou nalézdny na velkém tzemi daleko od sebe. Kulturné
spadaji podle dosavadniho pojeti do mladého paleolitu azZ mezolitu. Zdanlivy trend $iteni této tech-
nologie ukazuje podle radiokarbonovych dat smér od vychodni Ciny aZ po Ukrajinu. V oblasti dol-
nitho Amuru a Piimof{ se uvadi celd sekvence néslednych kultur, které tvori dalsi archeologické celky
charakterizované riizné zdobenou keramikou s kotlovitymi tvary.

Na vychodni strané Bajkalu jsou zatim posledni lokality, na kterych se nachdzi nejstarsi kera-
mika, z obdobi pred poc¢atkem holocénu. Tyto lokality tvoii sporadickou sérii mist velmi daleko od
sebe vzddlenych smérem od vychodniho pobrezi Primotské ruské oblasti, jez jakoby dokladaji po-
stupné $iteni keramické technologie v lesostepnim pasmu jizn{ Sibife smérem od vychodu na zapad.
V oblasti dale na zdpad, na jihu Zapadosibirské niZiny, podobné doklady chybégji. V tomto pasmu
od Uralu v 7. tisicileti pt. n. 1. Vyjimkou je Gzemi na horni Angare, kde je vypracovana témér sou-
visla keramickd sekvence od pocatku 8. tisicileti. Predstavuje regionalizovanou keramiku v nasle-
dujicich trech tisiciletich. Keramika rtizné velkych ovoidnich forem prodélava ziejmé velmi ome-
zeny Casoprostorovy vyvoj jak tvart, tak vyzdoby, jednotlivé typy se ¢asto vyskytuji dlouhou dobu
prubézné vedle sebe. Zpocitku zustdvaji tvary témér nezdobené, Casto mivaji jen fadu dilkt pod
okrajem nebo plasticky zdlraznény okraj. Nejstarsi jsou zdobeny otiskem tkaniny. Pozdéji byva hor-
ni ¢ast nadob tvarovana a zdobena otisky Stitiry nebo ruznymi kolky (chajtinsky typ).

Keramika vychodni Evropy se objevuje poprvé ve druhé poloviné 6. tisicileti pt. n. 1. na dolnim
Donu (Rakusecnyj Jar), v Prikaspi (Kair$ak III), na stfedni Volze (jelSanska kultura) a hornim Dnépru
a Dviné (Serteckd oblast). Nejstarsi lokalita, RakuSecnyj Jar, m4 typicky vrstveny profil kulturnich
sedimentd. Keramika z dolnich vrstev se vyznacuje vejéitymi, kotlovitymi tvary a byva ziidka zdo-
bend. V sedimentech se nalezly vrstvy fi¢nich musli.

Na dolni Volze pfi jejim usti do Kaspického jezera je nékolik lokalit datovanych na pocéatek
nou jednoduchym taZenym vpichem. JelSanska kultura je datovand také na pocatek 7. tisicileti.
V nékolika desitkdach lokalit se nachazi kotlovita keramika s diilky pod okrajem a se Spicatymi dny.
Byva jen sporadicky zdobena vpichy. Z prvni poloviny 6. tisicileti pochdzi také nékolik lokalit
v okoli Serteji na hornim toku Dnépru a Dviny. Maji podobny charakter osidleni na brezich rek.
Béhem 6. a 5. tisicileti je oblast vychodniho evropského Ruska osidlena hojnéji dalsimi skupinami
s kotlovitou keramikou, kterd ma vétSinou Spicata dna.
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Typicka keramika kultury Bug-Dnéstr se nachdzi na fadé mist v mezi obéma tekami. Je zde
dolozen vyvoj od mistntho neolitu. Keramika je patrné ovlivnéna jiZ nejstarsi Staréevsko-kriSskou
kulturou, jejiz osidleni presahuje z Karpatské kotliny pres Sedmihradsko do zdpadni Moldavie. Vy-
zkum lokality Sakarovka v letech 1979-1997 odkryl fadu zahloubenych objekti, které odpovidaji
charakterem sidli$tim v podunajském okruhu. Kri§ska keramika dosahuje na vychod¢ az ke Dnéstru.
Vychodné odtud za¢ina oblast bugo-dnéstrovské kultury, ktera pati jiz do okruhu eurasijskych kultur
podle keramiky i charakteru sidlist. Predstavuje velmi zfetelnou hranici dvou soucasnych populaci.
Odpovid4 hranici nejstarSich zemédélskych kultur Podunaji a nezemédélskych kultur vychodniho
eurasijského lesostepniho pasma. Charakteristickd je pro oboji tvarové i vyzdobou specificka kerami-
ka, kterd se vSak typologicky vzdjemné ovliviiovala. Hranice mezi osidlenim Balkdnu, podunajské
oblasti a eurasijskym tGzemim se projevuji i ve zfetelném zobrazeni paleogenetickych haploskupin
podle yDNA.

Stru¢ny prehled navzajem vzdalenych archeologickych oblasti, kde se setkdvaji dosud asynchron-
ni formy Stipané industrie a keramické technologie, vedl k riznym variantdm jejich terminologické
klasifikace. Jednotlivé navrhy na vytvoreni sloZenych vyrazt, napf. ,,mezolit s keramikou® apod.,
nemuseji byt tim nejvhodnéjsim feSenim. Jednim z moZnych feSeni je kombinace tradi¢nich termint
podle dokladanych typt dvou vadcich archeologickych druht artefaktd.
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