H. Piezonka

MESOLITHIC — SUB-NEOLITHIC — NEOLITHIC:
THE PROBLEM OF DEFINING NEOLITHIZATION
BETWEEN EAST AND WEST

X. IIuenonka. Mezonum — cydoneonum — Heonum: npoodnema
onpeoenenusn Heonumuzayuu mexicoy Bocmoxom u 3anadom

B nacmoswee spemsa 6 apxeonozuu kamernnozo eexa Eepasuu cyujecmey-
FOM 08a COBEPUIEHHO DA3TUYHBIX ONpedeleHuss NOHAMUsA «Heoaumy. B mo
epems kak 6 Llenmpanvrou, 3anaonou u FOoxcrnoui Egpone nepexoo Kk HOOMY
KAMEHHOMY €KY MPAOUYUOHHO CEA3bIBACMCS C NOSABIEHUEM NPOU3BOOAUIe20
xosaucmsa, 8 Poccuu u ¢ opyeux uacmsax ovisueco Cogemckoeo Corosa u Ha
MeppuUmopusx, HaxoOUWUXcs noo e2o éiuaHuem (om banmutickux cmpan
0o Llenmpanvrou A3uu), npeobnadaem cogepuieHHo Opy20e NOHUMAHUe MO-
20 mepMuHa. 30ecb OCHOBHBIM Kpumepuem nepexood K Heoaumy cuumaemcs
nosenenue enuHAHOU nocyovl. CoomeemcmeeHHo, epynnvl OXOMHUKOG-COOU-
pamerneil, 3HAKOMble € KEPAMUUECKUM NPOUIBOOCHIBOM, COCMABIAION OOb-
WUHCIMBO HeONUMu4ecko20 Hacenenus. B makux pecuonax, kaxk QuHAAHOUA
u bammuiickue cmpanvi, Komopwie eeoepaguuecki pacnonoNHceHbl MexHcoy
IMUMU O8YMS MUPAMU, UCNOTbIVIOMCS NOHAMUS «CYOHEOTUumy, «napaHeo-
AUM» U KKePAMUYECKUL ME30TUM» KAK HeKue KOMNPOMUCCHbIE 6aPUAHNIYL.
B Dcmonuu 6 nocieonee epems mepmuronozus cogepuiuia opetigh om «soc-
mouHo20» eapuanma K «3anaowomy». B.U. Tumoghees maxoce obpawanca
K 3motl npobieme u UCNOTb306a] MEPMUH «IeCHOU» Heonum. B doxnade
Oyoym npedcmasneHvl pasiuyHble OnpeoeieHus, UCIopuiecKoe pasgumie
U CMaHoBNIeHUe MEPMUHONOSUY, UCNOTb3YeMble 6 HACMOosujee 8peMs No-
HAMUSA, a Makdxce npeodiaeaemvle aPUAHMbL PeUUEeHUs. OAHHOU NPodLembl.
Taxkoice 6yOem Oan 0030p «HEONUMUUECKUXY KVIbIMYPHBIX COCMABIAIOUUX,
MAKUX KaKk Kepamuxa, 0ceoilocmo, 3emiedenue U CKomosooCcneo, 8 Nepuoou-
SAYUOHHBIX CXEMAX OPY2ux KOHMUHEHMO8.

Introduction

Since the 1980s, Vladimir I. Timofeev of the Institute of the History
of Material Culture, AS USSR/RAS in St. Petersburg has been one
of the most influential bridge-builders between eastern and western
scientific circles concerning the Neolithic period, publishing crucial
supra-regional overviews on the neolithization in the Eastern Baltic
region and Fennoscandia which were also accessible to non-Russian
speaking scientists (Timofeev, 1984; Timofeev, 1998).
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One aspect that was also addressed by Timofeev concerns the fact
that in Eurasian Stone Age archacology, two fundamentally different
understandings prevail as to what is meant by the term “Neolithic”
(Tumodees u ap., 2004, c. 8-11): in central, western and southern
Europe, the onset of the New Stone Age is seen as being demarcated by
the transition from a foraging to a producing economy with agriculture
and animal husbandry. In the Russian Federation and further parts of
the former Soviet Union and neighbouring regions from the Baltic to
Inner Asia, the main criterion for the beginning of the Neolithic period
is the onset of ceramic vessel production, and therefore hunter-gather-
er groups with pottery make up the majority of Neolithic groups.

Up until today, this terminological problem prevails and continues
to be discussed. This short overview summarizes the current situa-
tion and sheds light on various attempts to address the terminological
discrepancies. It also regards the subject against a more global back-
ground where in large regions completely different systems of archae-
ological periodization without any ‘“Neolithic” exist.

The “western” concept

Originally, the term “Neolithic” has been coined in 1865 by Sir
John Lubbock for the period of “ground stone tools” (Lubbock, 1865).
In the first half of the 20" century, the Neolithic gained increasing im-
portance in the culture-historical narrative due to Vere Gordon Childe’s
influential concept of the “Neolithic revolution” (Childe, 1936). Based
on this concept, the neolithization of Europe is, in western archaeo-
logical thought, regarded as being connected to the spread of a set of
Neolithic cultural traits including as the main criteria agriculture and
animal husbandry, which are accompanied by a variety of other traits
such as sedentism, the development of social inequalities, new crafts
and technologies such as ceramic vessel production, the use of copper,
ground stone tools, the emergence of monumentality, new ideologi-
cal systems, etc. The connected concept of an actual “Neolithic pack-
age” of these traits is nowadays seen more critical, as various stud-
ies have shown that almost nowhere, not even in south-eastern and
central Europe, the traits actually coincide (Cilingiroglu, 2005). This
is in particular true for the connection of ceramic vessels and other
Neolithic traits such as agriculture/animal husbandry, and sedentism
(Budja, 2016; see also already Smolla, 1960, p. 45). Instead, pottery
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is in some regions associated to foraging, pre-agricultural communi-
ties (i.e. Lepenski Vir) while in others it appears only millennia after
the domestication of plants and animals (i.e. Levante) (Budja, 2009,
p. 518).
The “eastern” concept

In Soviet and Russian archacology, the main criterion for the be-
ginning of the Neolithic period in the Eurasian forest zone is the ap-
pearance of pottery vessels. In the introduction to her seminal edited
volume on the Neolithic of northern Eurasia, Svetlana V. Oshibkina ex-
plained the background of this definition: As investigations in Northern
Europe have shown, stone working techniques including grinding and
drilling were known already in the Mesolithic, and certain types of
drilled stone tools are characteristic for cultures of the Bronze Age.
“Therefore, the only remaining indicators for the identification of sites
of'the Neolithic period are ceramic vessels, the emergence of which has
to be regarded as the beginning of the Neolithic.” (Ommubkuna, 1996,
c. 6). Likewise, the term ,,Neolithisation* is understood as follows:
»Summing it all up, we must say that ,,Neolithization“ in the forest
zone of Eurasia means only the spreading of earthenware, borrowed,
as it is supposed, mostly from neighbouring peoples* (Omubxuna,
2006). In addition to the main criterion of pottery, other innovations
such as new lithic types, an increase in pit houses, economical changes
within the foraging spectrum, and ideological changes are sometimes
identified as supplementary traits connected the onset of the Neolithic
(Chairkina, Kosinskaya, 2009).

Attempts to address the terminological problem

Various attempts have been made over the last decades to address
the terminological discrepancy that exists between the “eastern” and
“western” archaeological schools in the understanding of the term
“Neolithic” across Eurasia. They can be grouped into four categories:

1) Compromise labels: In regions such as Finland, the Baltic States
and Poland which are geographically located between the two spheres
of the “eastern” and the “western” definition, compromise labels such
as “Sub-Neolithic” (i.e. Pesonen, Leskinen, 2009; Pilickauskas et
al., 2017), “Paraneolithic” (i.e. Guminski, 2011), “aquatic Neolithic”
(Oras et al., 2017) and “ceramic Mesolithic” are often employed for
pottery-producing hunter-gatherers. Vladimir I. Timofeev himself
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also addressed the problem by coining the term “’forest’ Neolithic”
(Tumodees u ap., 2004, c. 8).

2) Search for early evidence of farming: Especially in the inter-
mediate regions mentioned above, intense debates are on-going about
possible indications of an earlier onset of farming than currently estab-
lished, which would push the beginning of the (agricultural) Neolithic
in the “western” sense back in time and thus reduce the time span in
which terminologically ambivalent hunter-gatherers with pottery ex-
isted. In Finland, this discussion can be exemplified by publications
such as Alenius et al. (2013) which argues for an early onset of farm-
ing, and the critical replies by Lahtinen, Rowley-Conwy (2013); for
Lithuania, Pilickauskas et al. (2017) aim to deconstruct the “concept
of Subneolithic farming”.

3) Postulation of two Neolithic processes: Over the last 15 years
an assumption has been put forward by scholars rooted in the “east-
ern” school of thought that two forms of the Neolithic existed, an ag-
ricultural and a non-agricultural: ,,This leads us to suggest that the
Neolithic as a pan-European phenomenon resulted from at least two
processes, one of which involved primarily farming, and another, pot-
tery making. The two processes had apparently different centres of
origin and were not simultaneous.* (Dolukhanov et al., 2009; see also
Tumodees u np., 2004, c. 9). This is a problematic approach because
there is a danger to mistake the terminological discrepancies rooted
in two different schools of thought for culture-historical facts, and
to then “translate” them into archaeological narratives. An elaborat-
ed version of this understanding of the terminology was proposed by
Mazurkevich and Dolbunova (2015) for Eastern Europe, describing a
model of “primary” centres of Neolithization (where several parts of
the “Neolithic package” including agriculture and pottery are present)
and “secondary” centres further north where pottery is the only re-
maining aspect of the spreading Neolithic.

4) Revision of periodization terminology: A forth way to deal with
the terminological discrepancy is to adjust the existing periodization.
In Estonia, the terminology has recently been changed for the “east-
ern” to the “western” variant: The pre-agricultural phase of the Narva
culture in which pottery was made by hunter-gatherer-fisher com-
munities has been re-named from Early Neolithic to Late Mesolithic
(Kriiska et al., forthcoming).
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“Neolithic” cultural traits in a global perspective

When widening the view to a global perspective, it becomes evi-
dent that early pottery and early agriculture in many parts of the world
did not coincide (Fuller, Rowlands, 2011) and that cultural traits such
as pottery, agriculture, animal husbandry and sedentism have almost
nowhere appeared as a “Neolithic package” (Gronenborn, Scharl,
2015, figs. 1, 2). In other regions of the world, the archaeological peri-
odization is based on other points of reference than the Three-Age-
System of Stone, Bronze and Iron Age, and the concept of a “New
Stone Age” is not established. In North America, for example, the
pre-colonization Holocene history is divided into a Paleoindian, an
Archaic and a Woodland period, with early plant domestication start-
ing in the middle of the Archaic period and pottery appearing towards
the end of it, while animal domestication set in much later and was
restricted to the turkey.

Implications and outlook

Altogether, what is referred to by the term ,,Neolithisation® in
northern Eurasia covers a variety of multi-facetted and often very
gradual processes which by their very nature defy any clear-cut, sim-
ple definition. In the west, with its prevailing idea of a “Neolithic rev-
olution” connected to the spreading of agriculture and animal hus-
bandry (Meller, 2015), there are also regions where foraging subsist-
ence strategies continued to play a role for a long time even in spheres
regarded as already “Neolithic”, and the adoption of the new, farming
way of life by local groups took many centuries. There is also growing
evidence of long-term co-existence of hunter-gather communities and
farming groups in closely neighbouring territories (e.g., Bollongino et
al., 2013). On the other hand, pottery as a period-defining criterion is
very attractive to archaeologists because of its good visibility in the ar-
chaeological record and of the fast typological changes which make it
an ideal tool for tracing prehistoric developments. However, pottery is
possibly over-estimated in its actual importance as an innovation with-
in a given cultural setting. This idea has recently been contemplated
by Oras et al. (2017, p. 112) for the Eastern Baltic: “Indeed, [...] there
seems to be little evidence for dramatic changes in the subsistence
economies or settlement patterns following the first appearance of ce-
ramic vessels [...] and an alternative hypothesis is that pottery made

101

OnekTpoHHas 6ubnuoteka Myaesi aHTpononorum n atHorpacdum um. Metpa Benukoro (KyHctkamepa) PAH
http //www kunstkamera ru/lib/rubrikator/05/978-5-00105-138-1/
© MA3 PAH



a rather ‘silent” impact despite their visibility in the archaeological
record. Instead of transforming prehistoric societies and economies,
pottery may have merely represented a small step in container evolu-
tion fulfilling niches already occupied by perishable containers.*

For the time being, there does not seem to be a simple practical solu-
tion for the definitory discrepancies concerning the term “Neolithic”
between east and west. It remains therefore important to provide clear
definitions of the terms used, bearing in mind the terminological in-
consistencies caused by the breaks in Eurasian research history.
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