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IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN

After many years of modern investigation the transi-
tion from mainly hunter-gatherer Mesolithic to pre-
dominantly farming Neolithic societies still remains
embedded in the context of a succession of periods,
a linear evolution and cultural development, which
linked mobile hunter-gatherer groups with the Meso-
lithic, and sedentary farmers with the Neolithic. The
dominant model depicted hunter-gatherer social sys-
tems as rigid patrilocal, exogamous and territorial
band organizations, and related this to a scarcity of
resources and the importance of hunting. Farming,
on the other hand, would imply, at the first sight,
different relations of production, with cultivation re-
moving many of the risks and uncertainties of hun-
ter-gathering, allowing accumulation, and thus ma-
king reciprocity far from desirable. Although it is
broadly accepted that early farmers still made exten-
sive use of hunted and gathered resources, it remains
the paradigmatic view that the hunter-gatherer and
early farming communities can be distinguished from
one another in their forces of production, including

the technological sets that they employed. It still
maintains the premise that hunter-gatherer’s (i.e.
late Mesolithic) and farmer’s (i.e. early Neolithic) ar-
tefact sets, being deposited in cave sites in southeast
Europe and the Mediterranean mainly, by definition
belong to different (mutually exclusive) stratigra-
phic, chronological and cultural contexts.

The interpretation of the transition to farming in Eu-
rope is linked to the assumption that farming emer-
ged in the context of four critical innovations – do-
mestic plants and animals, polished stone tools, and
ceramics. The typological determinations and spati-
ally restricted distributions of different pottery types
(the normative identification) supposed to correlate
with the genesis of Early Neolithic cultures on the
regional level on the one hand and, the migration of
farmers bringing in all the concomitant knowledge
and skills of farming (in accordance with Childean
cultural and revolutionary approaches) on the other.
Several mutually exclusive regional pottery distribu-

ABSTRACT – The transition to farming in the Balkans, Ionia and the Adriatic is discussed as the
palimpsest relates to artefact assemblages, subsistence and archaeogenetic data. It is argued that it
marks a dispersed and selective route towards farming adaptation in the regions. The incoming near-
eastern lineages and the difference in values for the Balkans (~20%) and Mediterranean coastal
(~10%) area are linked to a network of the circulation of goods and people over long distances
which was established after the incipient adoption of farming.

IZVLE∞EK – V ≠lanku analiziramo process neolitizacije na Balkanu ter vzhodni jadranski in jonski
obali. Prehod h kmetovanju obravnavamo kot palimpsest (zapisov) povezanih z oblikovanjem ar-
tefaktnih zbirov, paleogospodarstev in arheogenetskih sekvenc. Zadnje povezujemo z vzpostavitvijo
sistema menjave blagá in ljudi na Balkanu in Mediteranu.

KEY WORDS – transition to farming; archeogenetic data; pottery



Mihael Budja

28

tions – the “Balkan-Anatolian complex of painted
pottery” in Southeast Europe, the “Cardium-impres-
so Pottery Culture” in Mediterranean and the “Linear
Pottery Culture” in Central and West Europe – were
used to objectify the gradual colonisation of Europe.
The first and the second have been recognized as
the “secondary centres of the neolithisation of Eu-
rope”, that most direct link to the cultural traditions
of Asia Minor. The rate of spread of newcomers ac-
ross Europe, and the colonisation of the continent,
was objectified by a suggestive pattern of hundreds
of radiocarbon dates relating to the earliest Neoli-
thic settlement strata comprising pottery and domes-
ticates. When those dates are plotted on the conti-
nental map, a south-east to north-west gradient be-
comes evident, suggesting that it may have taken
about 2500 years for the agricultural frontier to
reach the ends of the continent and to complete the
process of the transition to farming in Europe (Clark
1965.58–73; Lüning 1988(1991).29–30; Breunig
1987; Parzinger 1993; Müller 1994; Ammerman,
Cavalli-Sforza 1984.58–62, Fig. 4.5).

IINNTTEERRPPRREETTAATTIIVVEE  BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDDSS

Although it is broadly accepted that the process of
neolithisation of Europe was related exclusively to
the change from food collection to food production,
it still remains a controversial question whether this
change in the palaeoeconomy was the consequence
of cultural diffusion or demic expansion. The first
hypothesises that it was farming that was diffused
and adopted by local foragers. The latter states that
there were farmers, and their language radiated
from the Middle East toward Europe, Central and
South Asia, and to some extent North Africa. Perhaps
the most popular recent interpretation is based on
the model of an “isochronic line of agricultural ex-
pansion in Europe” (Ammerman, Cavalli-Sforza
1984.58–62, Fig. 4.5; Cavalli-Sforza and Cavalli-
Sforza 1995; Cavalli-Sforza 1996; Cavalli-Sforza,
Menozzi, Piazza 1993.639–646). Using the concepts
of “demic expansion”, “wave of advance” and “agri-
cultural frontier zone” they suggest a slow expan-
sion of people into Europe driven by population
growth resulting from agricultural surpluses, and
either the displacement or absorption of the less nu-
merous hunter-gatherer populations. Thus the rate
of advance of agriculture into Europe is held to be
compatible with the estimation that the farmers
spread, hypothesising fertility rates and mobility of
early farmers comparable to those observed in eth-
nographically similar situations. In correspondence

with the relocation of the agricultural frontier, shif-
ting at a rate of 1km per year across the continent,
demic expansion is supposed to have had a drama-
tic effect on the European gene pool. The most im-
portant consequence is that the major component of
the modern European gene pool derives from Near-
Eastern Neolithic farmers rather than indigenous Me-
solithic foragers. In other words, the Eurasian neo-
lithisation process in the period 9500–5500 BP was
exclusively the domain of Near-Eastern farmers who
were allowed to plant their genes and farming prac-
tices across Europe, Central and South Asia, and pre-
serve their ethnic, cultural and social identity.

It is important to note here that the evidence provi-
ded by the sites where the elements of a farming
economy in the contexts of typologically determined
“Late Mesolithic (culture)” is rarely discussed, whe-
ther because of taphonomic filters operating in a
framework of unsystematic and inconsistent research
procedures and interpretative postulates which main-
tain that Mesolithic stone tool assemblages and ele-
ments of the “Neolithic package” are culturally, chro-
nologically and spatially mutually exclusive, or be-
cause of prejudices toward hunter-gatherers in gene-
ral and Mesolithic peoples in particular. What I would
like to suggest here is that it is no longer sufficient
to use the modified “Three-Age” typological para-
digm as a heuristic device to direct our interpretatio-
nal modelling or to minimize the social context of
the agricultural transition by such claims as that
“…local groups also hunted goats, probably derived
from coastal herders, before the former adopted do-
mestication…” (Chapman & Müller 1990.132).

A recent revival of interest in the transition to far-
ming has brought about the understanding that agri-
culture developed independently in several areas of
the world and that clear-cut shifts from dependence
on hunting, fishing and gathering to dependence on
agriculture depended on a number of particular con-
junctions of circumstances in particular places at par-
ticular times (Harris 1996b.553, 557), and it de fac-
to remains a problem to recognise the processes by
which agriculture and pastoralism became establi-
shed throughout Eurasia.

It is important, however, to stress the significance of
pre-Neolithic adaptations for the development or
adoption of incipient agriculture, since small-scale
cultivation of (mainly) wild plants and animals is
practised by indigenous foragers in the context of a
“continuum of people-plant-animal interaction” (Har-
ris 1989.11–26; 1996a.1–9). Therefore, it is a choice
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of manipulating resources rather than the actual fact
of substituting wild resources with domesticates. It
was suggested that instead of conceiving the transi-
tion from hunting and gathering to herding or culti-
vation as an evolutionary progression from one di-
stinct type of society to another we have to be aware
of the usefulness of treating hunting and gathering,
herding and cultivation as alternative strategies
which are, separately or in combination, appropriate
to particular social or natural environments (Lay-
ton, Foley and Williams 1991.255–274; Hawkes,
O’Connell 1992.63–65). It is useful to remember that
the questions of “when”, “where”, “why” and “who”
(Halstead 1996.296–309) are still of basic interest
in the “late Mesolithic and early Neolithic” palim-
psests in Southeast Europe and the Mediterranean.
Was “Neolithic man … the first human producer”,
and was there “no other before him”, as Cauvin
(2000.207) recently claimed? Was the origin of Neo-
lithic plant and animal packages exclusively in the
Near East, which then spread throughout Anatolia
and Europe (Zohary and Hopf 2000)? Was the Me-
solithic population sparse throughout Europe (Mei-
klejohn et al. 1997; Jackes et al. 1997) and was it
really genetically replaced by different mechanisms
of population diffusion that correlate with agro-pas-
toral dispersals (Zvelebil 2000.57–79)? And finally,
the question that might have been asked in the tra-
ditional interpretative contexts from the very begin-
ning: was it “cardial” and “monochrome” pottery that
marked the initial Neolithic cultures in the Balkans
and Mediterranean, or does it, in fact, represent a
widely distributed set of shapes and motifs, symbols
which were recognized and used by members of dif-
ferent groups and served to signify specific social in-
teractions, power relations and exchange networks
(as containers for foods) within and between the late
hunter-gatherer and early farming communities?

TTHHEE  TTRRAANNSSIITTIIOONN  TTOO  FFAARRMMIINNGG  IINN  EEUURROOPPEE  AANNDD
TTHHEE  GGEENNEETTIICC  PPAALLIIMMPPSSEESSTT

We have already mentioned that perhaps the most
popular interpretation recently is represented in the
work of Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza. They intro-
duce into archaeology the principle of synthetic ge-
netic maps – geographical maps of isopleths (lines
of equal value) of principal component values, calcu-
lated as optimised linear functions of all available
gene frequencies of modern Eurasian populations
(Menozzi, Piazza, Cavalli-Sforza 1978.786–792).
Seven principal components were listed, while the
first three are recognized as the most significant and

are rather arbitrarily linked with specific historical
events and processes. There is no doubt, however,
that “a principal components analysis represents a
palimpsest of all the processes which have taken
place, from the earliest human settlement to the pre-
sent time.” (Renfrew 2000.5).

Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza based the interpreta-
tion of the transition to farming in Europe on ana-
lyses of correlations of “contour maps” for the first
principal component from 95 gene frequencies with
the southeast (Levant) – northwest (Europe) gradi-
ent and maps of the “latest” Mesolithic occupation
and the “spread of early farming to Europe” which
is an updated version of the distribution of radiocar-
bon dated early Neolithic sites published by Clark in
1965 (Ammerman, Cavalli-Sforza 1984.Figs. 4.5–6,
Fig. 6.10; Cavalli-Sforza 1996.61, Fig. 4.1a). They
believe that the “extraordinarily high” resemblance
of the maps demonstrates:
● there was “no prolonged chronological overlap

between Mesolithic occupation and the onset of
early farming” in Europe (Ammerman, Cavalli-
Sforza 1984.60) and,

● the pattern of temporal and spatial distribution
of early Neolithic settlements corresponds well
with the contour map of the distribution of the
first principal component of gene frequencies in
modern European populations (Cavalli-Sforza
1996.53).

However, the frontier lines of the 500 year tempo-
ral intervals of spatial distribution of early Neolithic
sites that run parallel to one another over much of
Europe were determined as “an isochronic line of
agricultural expansion in Europe” (Ammerman, Ca-
valli-Sforza 1984.Fig. 4.5; Sokal, Oden, Wilson 1991.
Fig. 1; Cavalli-Sforza, Menozzi, Piazza 1993.Fig. 2a;
Cavalli-Sforza 1996.Fig.4.1). In accordance with “the
wave of advance model” they hypothesised the in-
creased population densities within the agricultural
frontier zones, causing demic expansion into new
territory at an average rate of 1 km per year and a
diffusive gene flow between the Neolithic farmers
and Mesolithic hunter-gatherers. In consequence,
there would be less expectation of continuity be-
tween the two, and the contribution of the latter to
the subsequent development of the genetic and cul-
tural history of Europe is supposed to be insignifi-
cant.

Although the archaeological data cannot directly ad-
dress the question of demic expansion and genetic
replacement, the estimation of the dynamics at the
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agricultural frontier is directly linked to the identifi-
cation of the distribution of Early Neolithic sites in
“time and space”. It is hypothesised that there is a
relationship between the distribution and density
of archaeological sites and the distribution and den-
sity of human populations in the selected regions.
An old idea that was revived recently holds that, be-
cause of an almost total lack of evidence of Mesoli-
thic sites in both Central and Southeast Europe and
the Iberian Peninsula, the Mesolithic population
must have been very sparse and, in consequence,
this would have allowed farmers to expand and co-
lonise the regions rapidly (Pinhasi, Foley, Mirazón
2000.50, 54; see also Trinhgam 1968.46–53, 67.
Fig.7). It was already evident that the present distri-
bution of (late) Mesolithic (early) Neolithic was very
much affected by the processes (long-term and cata-
strophic) that restructured the geomorphology and
reshaped the relief of the regions in the Holocene.
In plotting sites on a general map of Eurasia and in
hypothesising a spatial discontinuity between Meso-
lithic and Neolithic settlements, we have to take into
consideration the fact that the patterns available to
research are the various outcomes of consecutive
cycles of alluvation, erosion, and sedimentation of
valleys and the rise in Mediterranean, Marmara and
Adriatic sea-levels (Chapman 1989; 1994; van An-
del, Gallis and Toufexis 1995.131; Lambeck 1996.
588–611; Ryan et al. 1997.119–126; Okay et al.
1999.129; see Kotsakis in this volume). With this in
mind, I would argue that many coastal or inland ri-
verside sites of the Mesolithic or, more importantly,
many short-term Early Neolithic sites still remain un-
available, buried under alluvium or covered by sea.

Some further thoughts on the restrictions connected
with the selection and formation of artefact sets
should also be considered. The distinction between
Neolithic and Mesolithic sites was based on general
typological categorizations, which were used to ob-
jectify hunter-gatherers and farmers “cultural” se-
quences. This objectification maintains the paradig-
matic perception that farming practices could only
be embedded in Neolithic “cultural” contexts (Zil-
hão 1993.47–49; 1997.19–42; Budja 1996a.61–76).
From this point of view it is impossible to ignore the
fact that an analysis of spatial distribution of early
Neolithic settlements may not reflect the actual diffu-
sion of farming practices and changes in subsistence
strategies. However, the story was recorded in the
genetic pattern produced by DNA from Y (male)
chromosomes (Cavalli-Sforza and Minch 1997.274–
251; Sykes & Renfrew 2000.13–15). The map for the
First Principal Component, representing 28.1% of

the modern genetic variance of Europe, showed a
clear gradual distribution in values between the
Near East and Northwest Europe; however, it was re-
cently realised that:
● a principal components analysis is a palimpsest of

all the processes that have taken part in the histo-
rical process it accounts for;

● a large part of the first principal component – the
classic markers – may have been due to earlier
gene flow processes and that the overall genetic
impact of the Neolithic in Europe with a greater
emphasis on is now being correlated to the initial
colonization in the Palaeolithic and subsequent
colonization episodes in the Mesolithic;

● the low proportion of variance associated with
the first principal component for classical markers
(28.1%) indicates a minor input by the Neolithic
newcomers and the great significance of the Me-
solithic contribution to later European prehistory
(Renfrew 2000.5, 9; Sykes & Renfrew 2000.17;
Sykes 2000.26).

A much more precise story is found in the pattern of
mitochondrial DNA genetic gradients, giving us the
female (X) picture. Before we continue, a word about
the human genome – the collective name for the en-
tire DNA in each cell. It is organized into separate
volumes – chromosomes deposited in the cell nucle-
us. There are twenty-four different chromosomes in
the human genome, but we have two sets of most of
them, one from each parent. Twenty-two of them
are known as autosomes, the other two X and Y-
chromosomes determining sex. Males have both X
and Y-chromosomes, but females have a pair of X-
chromosomes only. The human genome contains
one other, very special piece of DNA – mitochondri-
al (mt) DNA – embedded in the cell cytoplasm. Un-
like nuclear DNA, it is inherited from one parent
only, the mother. This means that at any time in the
past only one woman alive at that time was the ma-
ternal and hence the mitochondrial DNA ancestor
of a particular person, which is definitely not the
case with nuclear DNA, where the number of poten-
tial nuclear ancestors doubles at every generation
(Sykes & Renfrew 2000.14). So far, in archeogenetic
studies relating to the origins of the Neolithic and
the agricultural transition in Europe, the DNA as it
survives in the genes of living people has been used
in sampling, sequencing, geographically patterning
and interpreting events and processes in the remote
past in spite of critical limitations. The methodologi-
cal topics have already been discussed (Richards et
al. 2000.1251–1276). But as a non-geneticist I would
suggest we remember that the reconstruction of ge-
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netic history and its explanation through migration
or demic diffusion relates to the survivors, existing
descent lines, whether represented in male (Y chro-
mosomes) or female (mtDNA) markers and, that
those numerous lineages which became extinct are
by definition not recorded in the living record – the
extant genetic palimpsest (Richards et al. 1996.185–
198; Sykes & Renfrew 2000.16).

However, the “founder analysis” of mitochondrial
DNA seems to be more reliable in identification and
dating of migrations into new territory and in the
evaluation of the suggested Neolithic demic diffu-
sion and population replacement. The analysis con-
firmed the southeast-northwest spatial gradient on
the one hand, but showed the low values obtained
for the demic component of the Neolithic expan-
sions on the other. It was suggested that “…most of
the modern European mtDNA landscape was formed
neither in Early Upper Palaeolithic colonization …
not as a result of demic diffusion from the Near East
… but rather in Late glacial re-expansions within Eu-
rope itself.” (Richards & Macaulay 2000.148). Based
on the results of the founder analysis of mtDNA, Ri-
chards et al conclude that <10% of extant lineages
date back to the first colonization of Europe by ana-
tomically modern humans, and that on the order of
10–20% arrived during the Neolithic, but most of
the other lineages “seem most likely to have ar-
rived during the Middle Upper Palaeolithic and to
have expanded during the Late Upper Palaeolithic”
(Richards et al. 2000.1272). It is interesting that
Neolithic contributions to extant mtDNA evidently
vary regionally and that the incoming lineages, at
least on the maternal side,
were in the minority, in com-
parison with indigenous Me-
solithic lineages, even in
those regions where centres
of secondary neolithisation
and the pioneer colonization
of uninhabited areas have
been suggested. Regional ana-
lysis shows the Neolithic con-
tribution – the incoming line-
ages with the values of ~20%
for Southeast, Central, North-
west and Northeast Europe.
In the Mediterranean coastal
area it is even lower than

~10%, similar to that in Scan-
dinavia (Richards et al. 2000.
1271). On the explanatory le-
vel, recognizing the major sig-

nificance of the indigenous Mesolithic lineages, they
also suggest that:
● acculturation occurred principally in Southeast

Europe;
● the expansion of the LBK (Linearbankeramik) cul-

tural complex through Central Europe did indeed
include a “substantial demic component”, which
in consequence means that there was a “conside-
rable replacement” of population;

● the transition to farming in the Mediterranean
and Scandinavia was very late and “the impact of
newcomers likely very slight” (Richards et al.
2000.1271).

We have to note some salient points in this interpre-
tative context concerning the results of recently
available genetic studies of domestication of emmer
wheat that “appears to have expanded from the
Near East on two occasions, correlating closely with
the observation by Richards et al. (1996)” of the two
incoming and chronologically distinctive Neolithic
lineages (Allaby 2000.323). It is broadly accepted
that wild emmer, tertraploid wheat (Triticum dico-
coides) is endemic to the Near Eastern “arc” where
its domestication could only have taken place and
Neolithic agriculture have originated. It was sugges-
ted also that genetic comparisons between the foun-
der crops and their wild progenitors suggest that the
wild ancestors of most of them (except for barley)
were introduced into cultivation only once and at
only one location (Zohary & Hopf 2000.243). How-
ever, the results of the molecular phylogenetic stu-
dies of modern plants suggest that emmer wheat
may have been domesticated more than once, and

Fig. 1. The Neolithisation of Europe. Primary (Thessaly) and secondary
(Balkans and western Adriatic coast) centres of colonisation (after Lü-
ning 1988(1991).Abb.1).
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that hexaploid wheats (e.g. Triticum spelta and Tri-
ticum aestivum), which arose from a hybridisation
of emmer and the wild grass Aegilops squarrosa,
have multiple origins (Brown 1999.89–98).

Genetically-driven explanations are usually used to
argue that the biogeography of plant domesticates
can indicate “expanding populations” or a “record of
human movement” (Harris 1996b.569; Allaby 2000.
321), although it is well known that genetic analysis
is unable to determine whether the movement of a
domesticate from one location to another was due
to its being carried by group of migrating humans or
if it resulted from trade between two static commu-
nities (Brown 1999.89–98). Discussing the archaeo-
logical data in the western Mediterranean we have
already pointed out that no direct or indirect evi-
dence of cereal agriculture has yet been found that
could have correlated with the hypothesised initial
colonisation and, with all due respect to the motto
absence of evidence is not evidence of absence, on
the Iberian Peninsula crop-husbandry appeared a
few hundred years later than animal-husbandry (Bu-
dja 1999.122–128; cfr. Zilhão 1997.23–26; Berna-
beu Aubán 1997.11–12). In the eastern Mediterra-
nean, in contrast, on the tip of the Balkan Peninsula
in the Grevena region, the present-day habitats for
wild einkorn exist (Zamanis et al. 1988). It is per-
haps no coincidence that among the archaeobotani-
cal remains collected from the Mesolithic deposits in
the nearby Theopetra cave wild einkorn wheat (Tri-
ticum boeoticum) has been repor-
ted (Kyparissi-Apostolika 2000.137).
But the Balkans region seems to re-
main excluded as an area of primary
domestication of wild einkorn (Heun
et al. 1997.1312–1314; 1998.65–69;
Zohary & Hopf 2000.36–42, 243;
Gopher et al. in this volume). It is
worth mentioning that einkorn
wheat “appears to be less frequent“
than two other founder cereals (em-
mer and barley) in the Levantine
Neolithic, which is certainly not the
case in the Balkans where much ri-
cher remains of einkorn wheat are
available. Einkorn prevails over em-
mer wheat in “the frequency of pure
hoards”, retaining its principal role
throughout the Neolithic and even
later periods (Zohary & Hopf 2000.
38–39). It has been demonstrated in
Southeast Europe that the evident
impact of the first farmers on vege-

tation was neither on a landscape scale nor in the
form of a time-transgressive wave of forest clea-
rance (Willis & Benett 1994.326–330; Willis 1995.
9–24). But small-scale forest clearance, burning, and
coppicing, however, predate the earliest Neolithic
sites in the regions (Andri≠, in this volume). It is my
belief that the application of the concept of a “con-
tinuum of people and plant interaction” such as that
mentioned above in the context of pre-Neolithic
adaptations for the development or adoption of in-
cipient agriculture should definitely be taken into
consideration in the Balkans.

An analysis of strontium isotope deposited in human
skeletal material confirmed recently the human mi-
gration in the context of the genesis of the LBK cul-
tural complex and the dispersion of agriculture in
Central and West Europe. The strontium isotope in
human teeth and bones provides separate geoche-
mical markers of the place of birth and the place of
death. This means that a difference in the isotope
ratio provided by the two samples of the same in-
dividual indicates a change in residence during the
lifetime (Price at al. 1994.315–330). Sampling the
middle and the late LBK cemeteries in the Upper
Rhine Valley, Price and his group found proof of
“substantial migration” (Price et al. 2001.601). The
results in the middle Neolithic cemetery in Flom-
bron indicate a high proportion of migrants (64%)
of both sexes had moved there from some distance
away. However, a substantially different pattern ap-

Fig. 2. “Centres of the Balkan Monochrome Neolithic” (after Vajsov
1998. Map 1).
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peared in a late Neolithic cemetery in Schwetzingen.
A smaller proportion (33%) of the sampled popula-
tion were migrants, the majority of them younger
women. It was hypothesised in this case that migra-
tion may have primarily been a result of residential
changes upon marriage, and that these females may
have come from neighbouring farming areas or ac-
ross the agricultural frontier zone from hunter-gathe-
rer communities (Price et al. 2001.589–601). Migra-
tion and frontier mobility are linked, however, to
the pattern of temporal and spatial distribution of
the earliest LBK settlements, and it was suggested
that the sequence from 5700 BC to 5500 BC of the
earliest radiocarbon dates within the normative de-
termination of the earliest LBK cultural phase, de-
monstrates a rapid expansion of
farming communities over hun-
dreds of kilometres from the
central Danube and Carpathian
basin to the Rhine in the west.
Price et al hypothesised on the
base of the high proportion of
migrants and the appearance of
the spondylus shell (artefacts),
originating in the Aegean, in
Flombron graves, that the “local
individuals in the cemetery” re-
present the descendants of the
original farming population of
the earliest LBK who initially
migrated from the southeast
and colonised the central part of
Europe. Even more, they believe
that the correlation of the stron-
tium isotope results and the ori-
entation of sampled burials in
Flombron indicate the westward
trend of population movements
(Price at al. 2001.600–601).
However, in my opinion, there
are uncertainties regarding the
understanding and interpreta-
tion of strontium evidence. First
of all, the local geology is an es-
sential ingredient in understan-
ding variation in strontium iso-
topes, which means that the
identification of human mobility
between the two supposed, eco-
nomic or social entities is being
speculated on the base of geo-
chemical variation in the selec-
ted (micro) regions. And, it also
means that the short-distance va-

riation in the regional geomorphology, embedded in
strontium isotope signal could be interpreted as the
long-distance cross regional migration. However,
Price at al. “suspect” that the geochemicaly distinct
uplands on either side of Rhine were occupied by
Mesolithic foragers and that the river valley was co-
lonized and settled by the lowland farming commu-
nities. Individuals from these groups who may have
migrated to lowland farming settlement should be
identifiable by local strontium isotope signal (O. c.
597–598). Finally, some evidence for pre-Neolithic
cultivation and for small-scale animal husbandry
and horticulture in the region became available re-
cently (Erny-Rodmann et al. 1997.27–56; Price et
al. 2001. cfr. Schweizer 2000).

Fig. 3. Early Neolithic ornamental sequence in Eastern Adriatic (after
Müller 1991.Abb. 8).
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Although aware of our own incomplete understan-
ding of methodological approaches involved, as well
as of the broader interpretative implications of hu-
man lineage patterns, I would point suggest the re-
sults of the mtDNA analysis has revised the interpre-
tation of the transition to farming and the neolithi-
sation of Europe. It is broadly accepted that the over-
all genetic impact now being placed on Palaeolithic
and Mesolithic events and neolithisation processes
played a minor role in shaping the current European
gene pool (Renfrew 2000; Sykes, Renfrew 2000;
Sykes 2000; Richards et al. 2000; Richards & Ma-
caulay 2000). It is our belief, however, that the dis-
persal of farming was embedded in the existing, pre-
Neolithic social contexts, economic parameters, pat-
terns of mobility, and the palaeoenvironmental con-
ditions of each geographical entity in Southeast Eu-
rope. With the growing body of data from different
(micro)regions, it has become apparent that the in-
troduction of farming to Europe was not the mono-
thetic consequence of the “wave of advance” and de-
mic expansion as a mean of “an actual colonisation
by real people (always without faces, gender, age,
etc.)” as was, for example, ironically indicated Ruth
Tringham recently (2000.31), but the clusters of “se-
veral related but different processes, spanning seve-
ral millennia, and following distinctive regional and
local trajectories” (Halstead 1996.306). It is worth
noting that in order to examine the interactions of
communities with different modes of subsistence
(foraging and farming respectively), non-metric ana-
tomical variants of the skull and post-cranial bones
were examined on sites with the largest number of
individuals buried, and where the coexistence of Me-
solithic and Neolithic modes of subsistence in the re-
gion was demonstrated as having been over one
thousand years (Voytek & Tringham 1990.492–499;
Radovanovi≤ 1996.39–43; Radovanovi≤ & Voytek
1997.21). In view of a proposed porous frontier be-
tween Mesolithic and Neoli-
thic cultures in the region
(sensu Dennell 1985 and
Zvelebil 1996), osteological
material does not exhibit si-
gnificant differences be-
tween Lepenski Vir Mesoli-
thic and Balkan-Anatolian
complex of Early Neolithic
(Star≠evo Culture). Further-
more, the data presented by
Roksandi≤ (2000.1–100) ar-
gue strongly against the
wave of advance model that
proposes the supplanting

of local foragers by incoming farmers, even if the
substitution is understood as partial and continuous.

PPOOTTTTEERRYY  IINN  TTHHEE  CCOONNTTEEXXTT  OOFF  TTHHEE  NNEEOOLLIITTHHII--
SSAATTIIOONN  OOFF  EEUURROOPPEE::  TTHHEE  BBAALLKKAANNSS  AANNDD  TTHHEE
AADDRRIIAATTIICC

There is no doubt, however, that the pottery in most
interpretative contexts was primarily used as a chro-
nological and ‘ethnic’ marker in determining the ge-
nesis of Early Neolithic cultures at the regional le-
vel. In the ex oriente lux model its symbolic status
and social role in farming societies in the Balkans and
the Aegean have been limited to the identification of
“indisputable typological similarities” with the cultu-
ral traditions of Asia Minor. Many authors have tra-
ced similarities between the Balkans and Anatolia,
and the dependence of the former on the latter has
never been questioned. The Aegean and the Balkans
were hypothesised as recipients “of repeated waves
of migrations from Anatolia and Syro-Cilicia in parti-
cular, as well as of cultural influence that came inde-
pendently, or actual migrations” (Weinberg 1965.
308). On the other hand, the pottery was recognized
as the “backbone of archaeology” and “the most ob-
vious diagnostic element” in the context of a cultu-
ral continuum from east to west. Although at first it
was “secondary rather than an indispensable ele-
ment of the Neolithic”, or of the food-producing eco-
nomy, it nonetheless becomes predominant amongst
all the finds from the moment that its use becomes
widespread in an Early Neolithic stage” (Theocharis
1973.39). It is not surprising that the virtually para-
digmatic status of spatially restricted distributions of
selected pottery types and ornaments has been used
to mark the boundaries of the primary and secon-
dary centres of neolithisation, as well as the sequen-
tial colonization of Southeast Europe.

Fig 4. Early Neolithic sequence in Eastern Adriatic (after Müller 1994.Abb. 74).
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Contemplating the dawn of
the Aegean and the Balkan
Neolithic, Miloj≠i≤ and Theo-
charis hypothesised an Early
Neolithic relative chronologi-
cal and cultural sequence of a
“pre-ceramic”, “monochrome”
(Achilleion or EN I), “red-on
white” painted pottery (Pro-
tosesklo or EN II) and “im-
presso” pottery (Presesklo/
Magulitca EN III) (Miloj≠i≤
1959.1–56; 1973a.248–251;
Theocharis 1967; Breunig
1987.93–101; Müller 1991.333–340; 1994.205,
215–221; Parzinger 1993). Having correlated the
Thessalian, Çatal Höyük and Haçilar sequences, they
objectified a paradigmatic mirror chronological
scheme equating the Aegean Early Neolithic towards
“the short Neolithic” and Middle and Late Neolithic
towards “the long Chalcolithic” periods in Asia Mi-
nor (Schachermeyr 1976.174–176). However, al-
though stressing the contemporaneity, similarity
and primitiveness of the earliest Thessalian and
Çatal Höyük (East, levels XII–IX) monochrome pot-
tery, Theocharis made the point that “… we do not
believe that this primitive pottery was introduced
from Asia Minor.” (Theocharis 1967. 173).

It was hypothesising that the confinement of the re-
gion to be settled by Anatolian migrants first, the
primary centre of neolithisation in Europe, corre-
spond with the spatial distribution of settlements
comprehending “pre-ceramic” and “monochrome”
pottery layers in Thessaly. The common marker of
the demic expansion, “a breakthrough of the ele-
ments of the Balkan-Anatolian complex of the Early
Neolithic” towards the Danube and of the creation
of secondary centres of neolithisation was determi-
ned by the distribution of pottery with white pain-
ted decoration. Moreover, in combination with im-
presso and barbotine pottery it is being used as the
determinative element in correlating the Presesklo/
Magulitca and initial phases of Karanovo and Star≠e-
vo-Körös-Çris complexes. This made it possible to
equate the initial phase of the Early Neolithic in the
northern Balkans and Carpathian with its end in
Thessaly and the formation of an agricultural fron-
tier zone in the Danubian zone. In diffusionistic per-
spective the “indisputable typological similarities” of
painted pottery distributed between Anatolia, Bal-
kans and Carpathian is recognized as the constitu-
tive “Anatolian” element of the Balkan-Anatolian
complex, as well as an “ethnic” marker in the gene-

sis of a koine among the first farmers in the Balkans
and Anatolia (Miloj≠i≤ 1952.313–318; 1956.208–
210; 1959.1–56; 1960.320–335; Nandris 1970.192–
213; Benac, Gara∏anin, Srejovi≤ 1979.27; Gara∏a-
nin 1979.84–106; Gara∏anin, Radovanovi≤ 2001.
118–125; Nikolov 1987.8–19; 1990.63–69.Abb.7;
1998.82–83; Lüning (1988)1991.27–93; Todorova
1989.14–15; 1998.27–54; Todorova and Vajsov
1993; Demoule and Perlès 1993.355–416; Parzin-
ger 1993.254–255; Gallis 1994.58; van Andel and
Runnels 1995.481–500; Tringham 2000.23–29; Per-
lès 2001) (Fig. 1).

However, emphasis has been laid recently on the
fact that the growing evidence of the pottery de-
posited in the so-called aceramic layers in Argissa,
Sesklo, Soufli Magula, Gentiki and Achilleion in Thes-
saly, Franchthi and Dendra in the Argolid, and at
Knossos in Crete strongly suggest that the Pre-pot-
tery Neolithic in Greece did not exist (Bloedow 1991.
1–43; Gallis 1994.58; 1996.32; Perlès 1990. 130–
137; 2001.64–97).

Miloj≠i≤’s successive phasing of Early Neolithic in
Thessaly and the sequential diffusion of mono-
chrome, painted and impresso pottery concerns, for
the time being, has no chronological value although
they maintain “a critical place because of its impor-
tance for dating” (Gallis 1994.58; 1996.120). It is
not only that impresso pottery (Presesklo or Vorses-
klo phase) occurred side by side with the red-on-
white painted pottery in the Protosesklo phase (This-
sen 2000a.164), as recent research in Thessaly has
shown, but the impresso decoration that “…was
made with the finger nail (nail impressions) or by
pinching clay between the finger and thumb, and
by deeper nail impressions (barbotine), known from
the early levels of the EN.” (Gallis 1996.120). It fol-
lows, then, that a “monochrome” phase of undecora-
ted pottery in sensu stricto in Thessaly did not exist

Fig. 5. Lepenski Vir I: Phase 2. A pots in houses 4, 28, 36 and 54, marked
with shaded house plans (after Radovanovi≤ 1996; Gara∏anin & Radovano-
vi≤ 2001.118–125).
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and in consequence all the cross-cultural correla-
tions based on the supposition of its appearance and
distribution in Southeast Europe must be reconside-
red.

However, the interpretation of the processes of neo-
lithisation in the Eastern Balkans is still closely con-
nected with the distributions of “monochrome” and/
or white painted pottery. Two alternative approaches
have been proposed recently. The first is based on
the premise that the sequence of Early Neolithic
phases in the central and eastern Balkans (Karano-
vo I–III) corresponds with the succession of the co-
lours that have been used in colouring the (tulip
beaker) pottery: white, wine red, brown and poly-
chrome. While white is the one and only colour that
marked the first phase, wine red and brown appea-
red in the second, and polychrome at the end of the
third phase (Nikolov 1990.63). The similarity to the
Thessalian sequence proposed by Miloj≠i≤ and Scha-
chermeyr is, of course, not coincidental, although Ni-
kolov hypothesised direct communication between
Karanovo and Haçilar and that groups of Neolithic
people migrated from the south (mainly
from Anatolia) along the Struma and
Mesta river valleys, settled in Upper
Thrace in the Early Neolithic and gradu-
ally colonised northern Bulgaria later
(Nikolov 1988.29–30; 1990.63–69; Ste-
fanova 1996.15–19). The initial Early
Neolithic phase Ele∏nica, identified in
the Mesta valley was recently correlated
with Haçilar IX–VI and Ilipinar X levels
(Nikolov 1997.140).

Todorova and Vaysov posited the se-
cond (1993; 1998). They believe the ini-
tial neolithisation is reflected in the di-
stribution of “monochrome” pottery in
the Balkans that is identified as the
“Balkan Monochrome Neolithic” and its
appearance in Europe has to be embed-
ded in the context of a Balkan-Anatolian
cultural koine and closely connected
with the “great migration” in mid se-
venth millennium BC that began from
south Central Anatolia, entering Europe
via Thessaly and on an estuary of the
Marica river. It is interesting to note
that the colonisation of the southern
and northern Balkans supposed to have
happened almost simultaneously in the
period between 6400 and 6100 cal BC
(Fig. 2). Todorova objectifyies the Bal-

kan Monochrome Neolithic as a package of mono-
chrome (undecorated) and impresso pottery, the
stone tool assemblage consists of “microliths and
typical trapezes”, “poorly developed agriculture” in-
dicated by the occurrence of lentils and einkorn and
the domesticated sheep and goats that have been
found in Poljanica, Orlovec, Koprivec and Obhodov
(Todorova 1989.11–12; 1998.27–36). Several pha-
ses of its development were assumed to be similar
to the development in Asia Minor. The latest is sup-
posed to correlate with the appearance of white pain-
ted pottery in the Karanovo complex (Todorova
1998.35–36; Vajsov 1998.108). According to the 14C
series from Poljanica the site is dated to 6180–6120
cal BC at 1σ (Nikolova 1998. 128).

It is worth remembering that the correlations with
the Impresso (cardium) complex in the Adriatic
were hypothesised in two interpretative contexts.
While the first, embedded in the concept of “east-
west” distribution in Eurasia, Anatolia and Greece
remains out of the main route, the “Syrian impres-
so technique” is supposed to have spread “from Asia

Fig. 6. Monochrome and impresso pottery in Lepenski Vir (af-
ter Srejovi≤ 1971.Tafel 8).
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Minor to the Dinaric-Adriatic
region first“ from where it dis-
persed to the Balkans, the Da-
nube region and at times to
northern Greece (Schacher-
meyr 1976.46). There are two
alternative chronological inter-
pretations of cross-cultural con-
nections available. Miloj≠i≤ him-
self favoured the idea of asyn-
chronous development in the
Balkans region and therefore
correlates the beginning of the
Neolithic in the Adriatic with
its end in Thessaly. Thus the
genesis of the Adriatic Impres-
so (cardium) complex was pa-
rallel to the late Presesklo and
Sesklo periods (Miloj≠i≤ 1973b.
6; Müller 1991.339; 1994.220–
221). Batovi≤, however, hypo-
thesised that the appearance of
pottery in Dalmatia (impresso-
cardium) and Thessaly (mono-
chrome) was coeval, although
it appeared in different regio-
nal cultural contexts (Batovi≤
1966. 122, 234–235).

However, Batovi≤’s basic idea
has been recently actualised in
the second interpretative con-
text favouring the concept of
“monochrome” pottery distri-
bution first. Its relative synchronous appearance,
objectified in “horizon Ib” (Parzinger 1993.253–
254), was postulated on the cross-regional axis from
Çatal Höyük in Central Anatolia across Thessaly (!)
to πkarin Samograd in the Eastern Adriatic (Müller
1988.233; 1991.338; Parzinger 1993.53, 254; Chap-
man 1994.133–156). Having analysed the stratigra-
phic sequences and corresponding pottery assembla-
ges in the region, they found monochrome pottery
in a cave site at πkarin Samograd deposited in the
lowest layer superimposed with a later one that con-
tains impresso-cardium pottery. Müller and Parzin-
ger applied the typological sequence to the whole
region, maintaining the concept of initial Neolithic
that has to be correlated with the appearance of mo-
nochrome pottery. Not for long; a year later, Müller,
when contemplating the Adriatic neolithisation pro-
cess and the genesis of Impresso culture pointed out
that in the micro region two incompatible sequences
are available and that, in fact, impresso-cardium pot-

tery is older than the monochrome. In πkarin Samo-
grad the monochrome pottery was indeed deposited
in an older layer (5730–5530(5630) cal BC at 1σ)
than the impresso-cardium (5620–5490(5540) cal
BC at 1σ) but on the flat, stratified site at Pokrov-
nik, located in close proximity, the later was recor-
ded in all the lowest, Early Neolithic phases I–III
and, according to available 14C dates (5970–5760
(5840) cal BC at 1σ) it is older (Müller 1994.112–
123, 125, 182–185, 347).

Finally, Müller in modelling the Early Neolithic typo-
logical sequence in the Adriatic, contrary to Parzin-
ger (1993), objectified the sequential phases in such
a way that impressed ornaments (shaped by finger-
tip, fingernail and awls) determine the initial phases
of Impresso A. Shell (Carduium sp.) impressions ap-
peared later, determining phases Impresso A2, B1–2
and C (Müller 1991.322–328; 1994.149–156) (Figs.
3 and 4). Thus the neolithisation of the Eastern Ad-

Fig 7. Vlushe (after Prendi 1990.Fig.2).
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riatic was consequently lin-
ked to:
● the secondary centre of

neolithisation hypothesi-
sed for eastern Sicily and
Southern Italy,

● the spread of the impres-
sed pottery, domesticates
and cultivates across the
Adriatic Sea, and along the
eastern coast towards the
northern Adriatic,

● the gradual colonisation of
the Eastern Adriatic coast
and its hinterland, suppo-
sedly based on an evalua-
tion of the difference in
the 14C the dates of the
earliest Neolithic deposits
in the region that matches
the two isochronal lines of
Neolithic expansion at a 500 year interval, as de-
fined in this part of Europe by Ammerman and
Cavalli-Sforza,

● postulates that the distribution of impresso-car-
dium pottery in Adriatic reflects the area of far-
ming colonisation and, its most northern exten-
sion represents the boundary to a refuge of hun-
ters which supposedly lay beyond (Müller 1991.
311–358; 1994; Chapman and Müller 1990. 127–
134; Forenbaher 1999.521–530; for comments
see Budja 1993.188–189; 1996.72–73).

PPOOTTTTEERRYY  IINN  TTHHEE  CCOONNTTEEXXTT  OOFF  TTHHEE  TTRRAANNSSIITTIIOONN
TTOO  FFAARRMMIINNGG  IINN  SSOOUUTTHHEEAASSTT  EEUURROOPPEE::  RREEAADDIINNGG
TTHHEE  PPAALLIIMMPPSSEESSTT

It is time, we believe, to point out some facts concer-
ning pottery appearance, its distribution and its tech-
nological as well symbolic meanings in the palimp-
sest of the transition to farming in Southeast Europe.

The pottery in so-called late Mesolithic contexts, al-
though being broadly accepted, still maintains mar-
ginal interpretative value thus on the regional as
well on the continental level. The demarcation be-
tween the “monochrome” and “impresso” pottery
distributions that objectifies two, by definition dis-
tinct, “cultural and ethnic” complexes in the Balkans
and the Adriatic is apparent. The boundary has been
set in the region, indeed, but its later appearance
correlates with the Early Neolithic painted pottery
distributions.

Furthermore, Thessalian pottery is considered either
a local invention (Thissen 2000a.305; 2000b.148–
149), or a result of the indirect diffusion of constitu-
tive Neolithic items such as painting, mud-brick hou-
ses and agriculture from Anatolia (Schubert 1999.
201). However, it is the fact as stated by Thissen,
that according to “… our calibrations the first pot-
tery Neolithic sites in Thessaly date to approxima-
tely 6200 cal BC”. These sites were settled two cen-
turies earlier than the first occupation at Ilipinar and
Fikirtepe in western Anatolia and the Marmara re-
gion and of Hoca Çesme in the Marica River delta in
southeast Thrace. Moreover, interpreting the results
of the analysis of pottery assemblages from western
Anatolia and the southern Balkans, he pointed out
that the similarities in pottery are too general to “at-
test for an Anatolian origin of the Thessalian cera-
mics” and that Thessalian pottery production was
developed on the spot and “not as part of the bag-
gage of the immigrants” (Thissen 2000a.133, 194–
195; 2000b.148–149). An “early monochrome” hori-
zon embedded in the context of “the earliest known
settlement of agriculturalist and pastoralist” was re-
cently identified at Asphaka in Epirus, and dated to
7380 ± 240 BP (Douzougli 1996.46, 117).

The situation in the Peloponnese is different as it
was contemplated recently. There “we have at least
two different pottery traditions: a Thessalian one
and a Southern Greek one, neither related in time
nor in origin.” These different traditions reflect sup-
posedly different patterns of neolithisation of both
regions (Thissen 2000a.193; 2000b.144–146).

Fig. 8. Monochrome-impresso pottery dispersal (after Müller 1988.Abb. 1;
Vajsov 1998.Map 1; Todorova 1998.27–36).
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We have already pointed out that the most nor-
therly and the most westerly distribution points of
monochrome-impresso pottery in southeast Europe
have been fixed in hunter-gatherer contexts (Budja
1996.73–74; 1999.134–136). The first is embedded
in the Lepenski Vir culture in the Danube Gorges re-
gion. Unfortunately, most of the pottery assembla-
ges are still scantily published and being discussed
from the very beginning as matters of taphonomic
filter and stratigraphic problems of vertical displa-
cement and post-depositional disturbance. The pre-
sence of in situ pottery was recently directly confir-
med inside Lepenski Vir: 4, 28, 36, 54 and Padina:
2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 12, 17 trapezoidal houses (Bori≤ 1999.
49–53; Gara∏anin & Radovanovi≤ 2001.118–125)
(Figs. 5 and 6). They have been recognized as Lepen-
ski Vir Ib–e or I/2–3 (e. g. IGM IV–V) Mesolithic pha-
ses (Srejovi≤ 1969.39; 1973.252–253; Radovanovi≤
1996.287–290).

Monochrome-impresso pottery appeared in the pac-
kage together with geometric microliths and a new
Montbani blades technique and, it was stratigraphi-
caly separated from the white painted pottery that
was recognised as the marker of the
Neolithic Star≠evo and Gura Baciului
cultures (i.e. the Balkan-Anatolian
complex of the Early Neolithic) (Ra-
dovanovi≤ 1996.287; Gara∏anin &
Radovanovi≤ 2001.121).

It was confirmed recently that the
pottery appeared in the context of
“an intermediate phase” from a Me-
solithic-type dietary regime, based
largely on aquatic resources and then
to one based largely on terrestrial re-
sources that “probably included a
major agricultural component” (Bon-
sall et al. 2000.119–132). While the
transitional phase was dated in the
period 6156–5720 cal BC (at 2σ),
the dating of house 36 (6390–6020
cal BC at 2σ) and 54 (6170–6130 cal
BC at 2σ) in Lepenski Vir seem to
predate the process. However, Bon-
sall et al. (2000.129) have pointed
out, the charcoal samples were from
long-lived tree species (oak and elm)
and, such samples can yield 14C ages
that are several hundred years older
than the archaeological events they
purport to date (the “old wood” ef-
fect).

Fig. 9. OxCal radiocarbon sequence of “incipient Neolithic” on
Balkans, Ionian and Eastern Adriatic.

Lepenski Vir pottery appearance chronologically cor-
responds well with pottery in Achilleion (6240–
6160 cal BC at 2σ), Nea Nikomedeia (6140–6080 cal
BC at 2σ) and Poljanica (6220– 6040 cal BC at 2σ)
as discussed above (Bonsall et al. 2000.128; Thes-
sien 2000b.147–148, Fig. 6, 8; Nikolova 1998.128).

The most westerly distribution point of monochro-
me-impresso pottery is fixed for now in Edera (Ste-
na∏ca) Cave in Trieste Karst. The context where the
pottery was deposited is described as a well-defined
fireplace in layer 3a. The monochrome (unornamen-
ted) pottery was associated with a flint assemblage,
“composed of 538 artefacts (shatter included), 61
microburins, 1 core fragment, 1 denticulated blade-
let, 1 short endscraper, 2 truncations and 2 trape-
zes” (Biagi, Starnini, Voytek 1993.48). Faunal re-
mains, besides a great amount of marine shellfish
remains, were ascribed to 14 individual mammals;
half of them belong to a group of domestics: capri-
nes (40.7%), cattle (4.4%) and domestic pig-wild
boar (5.9%) (Boschin and Riedel 2000.74, 83). The
assemblage is determined as a Mesolithic, Late Ca-
stelnovian hunter-gatherer complex and dated to



samples and artefact depositions (Budja 1996.72–
73). However, the excavator of the Vela ∏pilja de-
posit confirms recently the hypothesised correlation
of 14C dates (7300 ± 120 BP) and pottery assem-
blage, ornamented “exclusively by fingertip and
awls impressions” (∞e≠uk, Radi≤ 2001.88, 102, 108).
The available dates of Impresso A1 pottery assem-
blage in Gudnja cave are 7170 ± 70 BP and 6935 ±
50 BP (Müller 1994.348).

IINN  PPLLAACCEE  OOFF  CCOONNCCLLUUDDIINNGG  RREEMMAARRKKSS

It is shown in Figures 8 and 9 that monochrome-im-
presso pottery appeared in a wide area, but in a nar-
row time span in the Balkans, Ionian and Adriatic.
In many cases it was closely connected with hunter-
gatherers’ stone tool sets. There is no direct evidence
of pottery production available, but we have to take
into account the presence of some unbaked clay
masses, as well as some associated monochrome,
primitive and slightly baked pottery that has been
documented in late Mesolithic context in Theopetra
Cave (Kyparissi-Apostolika 2000.136). We pointed
out the well-grounded hypothesis “…that “Thessalian
ceramic procedures were developed on the spot and
not as part of the baggage of immigrants.” (Thissen
2000b.148; but see also Thissen 1999.29–40 and
2000a). The pattern of monochrome-impresso pot-
tery distribution, indeed, contradicts the concepts of
secondary centres of neolithisation and of the fertile
core area in Thessaly, where an integrated Neolithic
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6700 ± 130 BP (charcoal sample) (Biagi and Spata-
ro 2001.35).

There are two more sites we can take into conside-
ration: Sidari on Corfu, and Vlushe in Albania. In the
later (Vidhëz and Armeninë locations) the mono-
chrome pottery has been connected to Mesolithic
traditions in the production of geometric microliths
(Prendi 1990.401. Korkuti 1995.29–32) (Fig. 7). At
Sidari on Corfu, on the Ionian coast, a first Neolithic
phase (level C –base) with evidence of impresso pot-
tery, atypical microliths, as well as sheep and goat
and an Early Neolithic stratum (level C – top) con-
tain impresso-cardium pottery were separated by a
sterile layer. The lower context is dated to 7670 ±
120 BP and the upper to 7340 ± 180 BP (Sordinas
1967.64; 1969.407; Breunig 1987.91; Perlès 2001.
49).

We mentioned above Müller’s evolutionistic inter-
pretation of Early Neolithic sequence on the eastern
Adriatic coast based on the corresponding analyses
of pottery assemblages and available stratigraphic
(vertical and horizontal) sequences of cave and flat
sites in the regions. He objectified the sequence in a
way that impressed, nipped and stamped ornaments,
shaped by fingertip, fingernail and awls, determine
the initial phases Impresso A1. Shell-cardium im-
pressed ornaments constitute the successive phases
A2, B1–2 and C (Fig. 3 and 4). Interestingly, in Her-
cegovina, one of the Dinaric regions, the initial orna-
mental principle evidently maintains a longue durée,
as cardium impressed orna-
ments have never appeared
although regularly dispersed
some 30 km distance into the
Adriatic hinterland. The A1–2
phases are chronologically em-
bedded in the period 6050–
5850 cal BC at 1σ (Müller
1991.311–358; 1994.145–
162, 182–185).

The earliest impresso pottery
assemblages appeared in cave
sites at Gudnja on Pelje∏ac
peninsula and Vela ∏pilja on
Kor≠ula island. Having discus-
sed the relevance of the dates
in the context of the gradual
colonisation of the Eastern Ad-
riatic coast, we mentioned the
unreliable stratigraphic corre-
lations between the charcoal

Fig. 10. Impresso-cardium and “red painted” pottery distributions (after
Müller 1994.Abb. 81. and 92; Marjanovi≤ 2000.77, Sl. 7).



The transition to farming in Southeast Europe: perspectives from pottery

41

package is supposed to have
arrived first and exclusively
(van Andel et al. 1995.131–
144; van Andel and Runnels
1995.481–500). We mentio-
ned as well that the Balkans
Neolithic wheat harvesting
pattern differs from that of
the Levant. While emmer and
barley wheat prevailed there,
einkorn was more frequent
in the Balkans. Therefore the
presence of wild einkorn
wheat (Triticum boeoticum)
in a Mesolithic context in The-
opetra Cave does not seem
random because it is near its
present-day habitats in Gre-
vena region.

It was hypothesised that mo-
nochrome-impresso pottery in
hunter-gatherer contexts at the ends of its disper-
sal objectify a centralised, either gradual cultural dif-
fusion towards the marginal ends of the Early Neo-
lithic koine or sequential demic diffusion and colo-
nisation. I believe, on the contrary, that it marks a
dispersed and selective course toward a farming
adaptation in the Balkans, Ionian and Adriatic. While
being aware of taphonomic filters operating in the
contexts of unsystematic research procedures, incon-
sistent interpretative postulates and weak 14C data-
bases, it seems indeed the process in the Adriatic
differs from that in Ionia and the Balkans. In the
Corfu, Epirus, Thessaly, Thrace and Danube regions
the process of transition to farming was, according
to available data, simultaneous and correlative. In
the Adriatic the process seems to be unequal (Fig. 9).
The distinction between the two areas became ob-
vious when impresso cardium and painted pottery
were adopted. The spatial dispersals of two orna-
mental techniques do not overlap (Fig. 10). There-
fore, we may hypothesise the internal “border” for-
med not between hunter-gatherers and farmers, but
incipient farmers in the eastern Adriatic and those
in Ionia and Balkans. It seemed to be immediately
after the period of incipient regional farming adap-
tations.

Parallel with painted pottery, a discrete set of items:
anthropomorphic figurines, stamp seals, tokens and
stylised amulets (the so-called labrets/lobates and
earplugs) have been attested in the Balkans Early
Neolithic. It was embedded in a trans-Aegean net-

work, initially based on Melian obsidian transmits,
exchange networks and long-distance connections
and, Near Eastern origins, most of which have been
broadly accepted (Nandris 1970.192–213; Makkay
1974.131–154; 1984; Renfrew 1987.341–374; Mül-
ler 1991.337–338; 1994.218–219; 2000.151–159;
Perlès 1992.115–164; 2001.54–58, 78–79, 287–
288, 296–297; Onassoglou 1996.163–164; Vajsov
1998.108; Budja 1998.219–235). Some of them
have been interpreted recently as tokens – counters
used for calculating quantities of goods in systems of
exchange (Budja 1998.219–235) and messengers
between villages, particularly in times of crisis, or
even as markers of inter-village marital connections
(Talalay 1993.45–46).

However, almost none of the items have crossed the
border on the eastern Adriatic coast. There was a sin-
gle exception, a token found in the context of the
Impresso-cardium culture in Vrbica site (Budja 1998.
220–222) (Fig. 11). We can speculate therefore that
region after adopting incipient farming did not en-
ter a network of reliable integrative mechanisms
maintained through regional exchanges. We may
also presuppose society was self-contained and sta-
tic externally and, as Perlès argues, in such a society
there are social barriers to engaging and maintain-
ing the circulation of goods and/or people over long
distances (Perlès 1992.121).

It is not our intention to discuss the conceptualisa-
tion of “availability” and “substitution” phases of ag-

Fig. 11. The distributions of Early Neolithic “stamp seals” (●) and tokens
(▲) (after Budja 1998.219–235).
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