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Abstract. The paper discusses the Early Neolithic pottery from the Western Belarus, pottery of Dubiciai type. The
set of its most distinctive features includes organic temper in clay mass, a belt of deep round pits under a rim edge,
strokes by round stick («hoofs»), slantwise thin grooved lines or slantwise net ornament of such lines. Hypotheses on
the origin of Dubiciai type pottery are under discussion as well. According to many scholars, the area of occurrence
of Dubiciai type pottery includes Belarusian part of the River Neman region (except the River Viliya basin), the left-
bank of the upper Prypiat River basin, the southern Lithuania, the part of the north-eastern Poland, and the northern
part of Volhynia. At the same time D.Ya. Telegin, E.N. Titova, G.V. Okhrimenko distinguish the Volhynian culture
in the region of the same name. It has many traits analogous to the Prypiat-Neman culture. The scale of differences
between the Early Neolithic pottery from Western Polesia and Volhynia and Dubiciai type pottery from the River
Neman region allows considering the Volhynian culture as not a separate culture but as a local variant of the Neman
culture. Sokotowek type pottery has been discovered at the sites in Podlasie and in Belarusian part of the River Bug
region. It is analogous to Dubidiai type pottery by morphology and ornamentation but has less of organic temper in
clay mass. Most probably, it is a result of local development of the Early Neolithic traditions in the western part of
Prypiat-Neman culture area.

Keywords: Prypiat-Neman culture; Neman culture; Volhynian culture; Dubiciai type; Sokotéwek type; Lysaja
Hara type; Dobry Bor type; Western Belarus; River Neman; River Prypiat; River Bug; Prypiat Polesia; River Bug
region; Podlasie; Early Neolithic; «forest Neolithic»; Neolithisation; comb-stroke pottery.
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Abstract. The origins of the Neolithic, understood as a phenomenon with food economy dependent on agriculture,
in east-central Europe are associated with the appearance of communities reflected by the Linear Band Pottery cul-
ture (LBK) in ca. 5500 BC. These communities settled only small enclaves, distinguished by ecological conditions
favourable to farming. Situation of this kind persisted in the 5" millennium BC, when territories under discussion
were inhabited by post-Linear groups. Consequently, at that time, hunter-gatherers still occupied ca. 70% of these
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territories. Such situation changed from 4200/4100 BC onwards, due to the formation and spectacular territorial «ex-
pansiony of the Funnel Beaker culture (TRB). This expansion covered both the areas previously inhabited by hunter-
gatherers and farmers. Around 3500 BC Neolithic formation encompassed virtually the whole of this part of Central
Europe. Parallel to the first and second Neolithisations, independent processes of «ceramisation» of the Late Meso-
lithic communities proceeded. While in the 5" millennium BC they were fairly selective, in the 4™ millennium BC
they were quite intensive. A new cultural model formed here which might be called «para-Neolithic». Archaeologi-
cal data indicate contacts between TRB and para-Neolithic communities. The latter phenomena (mainly the Neman

culture) show also a significant territorial development.

Keywords: southern Baltic; Neolithic; para-Neolithic; Funnel Beaker culture; Neolithisation; ceramisation;
Linear Band Pottery culture; agriculture; chronology; hunters and fishermen; Mesolithic; Ertebglle culture; forest

Neolithic.

Introduction

In this paper, several problems related to the Neo-
lithisation of the southern Baltic area, which term rough-
ly corresponds to present-day Poland, will be presented
as well as proposals for solving these problems. Particu-
larly, those processes that were not related to the first
Neolithic will be its topic.

The origins of the Neolithic, as in other parts of cen-
tral Europe, are associated with the appearance of the
Linear Band Pottery culture (henceforth LBK, after
German term Linearbandkeramik), in the mid-6"" mil-
lennium BC. These origins were associated with migra-
tions from the middle Danube basin, what is strongly
suggested by the genetic data which demonstrate basic
differences between the LBK and Mesolithic genetic
pools [1-4]. We should emphasize that the LBK, even in
its initial and early stages, contains all elements of the
so-called Neolithic package. On the other hand, it should
also be emphasized that communities of that culture set-
tled only small enclaves, distinguished by ecological
conditions favourable to farming (fig. 1).

Situation of this kind persisted in the 5th millennium
BC. Different Neolithic groups of the post-Linear char-
acter (Stroke Band Pottery culture and Lengyel-Polgar
complex) still concentrated within the same enclaves
(fig. 1). Undoubtedly, some areas outside these enclaves
were penetrated and even exploited by Neolithic groups.
That is why we have some Linear and post-Linear find-
ings there. Among such sites there are several ones, like
Réwnina Dolna (north-eastern Poland — [5; 6]), Deby-
Kaczynos (eastern Pomerania — [7]), Ostonino (eastern
Pomerania — [8, p. 1950, 1960-1961]), situated, surpris-
ingly, in the very northern regions. However, this does
not undermine the fact, that until the end of the 5th mil-
lennium BC, at least ca. 70% of the territory under dis-
cussion remained beyond the extent of the compact Neo-
lithic settlement (figs. 1, 2).

Hunter-gatherer communities in ca. 5500-4000 BC

So, the first problem occurs, what was going on out-
side enclaves settled by aforementioned Early Neolithic
groups? This problem concerns actually areas beyond
the Baltic coastal zone, because at present nobody
doubts that hunter-gatherer groups lived in that zone un-
til ca. 4000 BC, as evidenced by *C datings in Dabki [9]
and Tanowo [10, p. 49-52] (fig. 1).

It would seem logical that hunter-gatherer communi-
ties should continue to exist in these inland zones as
well. However, in fact this is not so obvious, since con-
nections between radiocarbon dates, later than mid-6%"
millennium BC, including also those of the 4" and 3™
millennia BC, obtained in non-Neolithic contexts, com-
prising the Late Mesolithic flint inventories and — in
some cases — pottery, which can be generally referred to
as «non-Neolitic/para-Neolithic (mostly it is pottery of
the Neman culture), are contested. The main reason of

that is suggested lack of homogeneity of sand and peat
sites [11; 12].

However, it is possible to put forward some argu-
ments for long chronology of hunter-gatherers in the ter-
ritory under consideration. Let us highlight three of them
[see 13, p. 242-246].

Firstly, the number of radiocarbon dates is fairly
high. We have over seventy such dates [13, fig. 40, fur-
ther literature there], most of them from contexts contai-
ning pottery, and some of them from the relatively strati-
fied contexts, like at Chwalim (south-western Greater
Poland) [14; 15] or Grady Woniecko (north-eastern Po-
land) (kind information by A. Wawrusiewicz). The gene-
ral sum of their probability distributions suggests chronol-
ogy until the end of the 3 millennium BC [13, fig. 40].

Secondly, as 40 years ago S.K. Koztowski observed
[16, p. 248], it is impossible to assume a preposterous
situation in which non-Neolithic ceramics would not be
accompanied by any flint inventory. At least a part of
such inventories, which we are not necessarily able to
distinguish, has to be connected with the pottery of e.g.
Neman culture. Hence, these flint inventories have to be
dated to the late 5" millennium BC and majority of them
most probably to 4" and 3™ millennia BC, like the
aforementioned pottery.

Thirdly, it is difficult to point out any real reasons for
the disappearance of hunter-gatherer groups outside the
traditional «Linear» and «post-Linear» enclaves between
5500 and 4000 BC. If so, we would have to assume that
these vast territories were basically deserted, and this is a
rather risky hypothesis.

Therefore, it seems more probable that in the second
half of the 6™ millennium BC and in the 5™ millennium
BC, practically in all southern Baltic territories forager
groups lived, parallel to Neolithic groups (fig. 2). These
groups belonged to the local Late Mesolithic flint tradi-
tions (i.e. Chojnice-Pienki and late Komornica in west-
ern Poland and Janistawice in central and eastern Po-
land).

Some of these groups underwent «ceramisation»,
which was independent of the Neolithic. Let us mention
here pottery from Tanowo [10, p. 39-48], which is more
similar to the Ertebelle pottery, and pottery from Dabki
[17], which has more specific characteristics but also re-
sembles the Ertebelle. The beginnings of this pottery can
be dated, based on recent publications, at around
4800/4700 BC. In the Masurian Lake District we also
have early-Zedmar ceramics, from about 4300 BC [18],
and probably single vessels of the early-Neman (Dubi-
¢ai) type in the north-eastern Poland (Wozna Wies?) that
can be situated somewhere within the second half of the
5" millennium BC [19].

It seems that contacts between hunter-gatherers and
farmers in the 6" and 5 millennia BC were rare [e.g. 20;
10; 21]. Certainly they did not cause major changes in
the cultural systems of both formations.
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Figure 1 — Southern Baltic area during the Neolithic with phenomena analysed in the article.
1, 2—- enclaves settled by communities of the Linear Band Pottery culture (LBK) and post-Linear units, from the
mid-6% to early 4 millennia BC (actual signature marks reflect the situation in the late period of the post-Linear
units; 7 — «Lengyel» complex sensu largo (Jordandw culture), 2— «Polgar» complex); 3 — the area of formation
of the Funnel Beaker culture (TRB), ca. 4200-4000 BC; 3, 4— range of the TRB c. 4000-3900 BC;
3, 4, 5—-range of the TRB, c. 3800/3700 BC; 3, 4, 5, 6 — range of the TRB after 3700/3600 BC;
7— sites with the Ertebglle and Ertebglle-like pottery (7— Tanowo 3, D— Dabki 9, KD — Koszalin-Dzierzecino,
Ch - Chobienice); 8- selected sites with the early TRB pottery (7— Tanowo 3, D— Dabki 9, £ — tacko 6,
SK - Strzelce Krzyzanna 56, RK— Redecz Krukowy, S — Sarnowo 1); 9- range of the Neman culture in the late 5t
millennium BC; 10— range of the Zedmar culture; 9, 11— range of the Neman culture in the 4% and 3" millennia BC

The Funnel Beaker culture

Complex cultural transformations in the Vistula and
Oder basins took place between ca. 4200 and 3500 BC.
They were associated with the spread of a new model of
Neolithic culture within most of the territories of this
part of Europe and not only above-mentioned fertile en-
claves. Despite singular pieces of evidence confirming
the Neolithic use of other environmental zones than
above-mentioned fertile enclaves before ca. 4200 BC,

this ecological, and probably also mental, barrier was
apparently not broken by the Linear and post-Linear
groups. This was achieved by the societies, whose ar-
chaeological legacy is known as the Funnel Beaker cul-
ture (henceforth TRB, after German term Trichterbec-
herkultur). In case of Poland we have to do mainly with
its eastern and south-eastern group [e.g. 22]. The spread of
the TRB in the basins of the Vistula and Oder rivers can
be called the «Second Stage of Neolithisation» [13]. As
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the final result of this process, Neolithic formation filled,
in a relatively compact and uniform way, majority of the
southern Baltic areas around mid-4" millennium BC [e.g.
23]. It should be emphasized that this phenomenon refers
also to the traditional enclaves of the Early Neolithic set-
tlement, even in the upland zone [e.g. 24] (fig.2). We
should add that with some exceptions agriculture was es-
sential element of food economy of TRB people.

The basic problem associated with the described pro-
cess is the genesis of TRB and mechanism of its spread.
It is our second key problem. As regards the territory
under consideration, it should be emphasized that two
very early dates obtained at Kuyavian sites Sarnowo and
Lacko (see fig.1), which point to approximately
4500/4400 BC are currently not treated as reliable [25;
13, p. 263-269]. Early pottery dates from Brandenburg
(Friesack, Rhinow) and Chetmno Land, of the 4400—
4200 BC [26; 27; 25], remain also controversial.

That means that the chronological antecedence
should be given to the zone of south-western Baltic
coast, because radiocarbon dates obtained recently at
several sites in northern Germany and Poland (Wangels,
Parow, Stralsund, Baabe, Tanowo and Dabki) point to
the period ca. 4200-3950 BC [28; 10, p. 49-65; 9; 26].
On several sites located there remains of the early TRB
were identified, which seem to appear in the context of
local hunter-gatherers. To the east of the lower Oder riv-
er these groups, from the point of view of flint knapping,
can be identified as belonging to the evolved Chojnice-
Pienki tradition (so-called Tanowo-Bobr assemblages),
while to the west of the said river they belong to the Er-
tebelle tradition. Therefore, the «Funnel Beaker» early
phases are logical continuation of the local, late phases

of development of hunter-gatherer culture. Pottery con-
taining features of both the Ertebolle or rather its local
derivative and the TRB, like so-called transitional ves-
sels in Dabki (fig. 3: 3), and perhaps some forms in Tan-
owo, are significant in this context (fig. 3: 1, 2).

Consequently, we assume that the zone extending
along the south-western coast of the Baltic Sea, from
eastern Holstein to central, perhaps even eastern Pomer-
ania, was the area in which the new cultural model was
formed (fig. 1: signature 3). From this zone the spread of
this model took place. One can notice in the recent litera-
ture that such a construction would be referred primarily
to the Northern TRB group [28]. However, we will take
the liberty of hypothesizing that this area was the centre
of the most original crystallization of Funnel Beaker pat-
terns on the scale of the whole TRB, including also TRB
in the Vistula and Odra river basins. First of all, it is hard
to imagine that a characteristic Funnel Beaker ceramic
stylistics would be invented independently in several
centres; there had to be only one such place. Secondly, it
is also difficult to imagine that such sites like Dabki or
Tanowo, situated on the south-eastern periphery of the
Northern group, played a decisive role in the genesis of
this group, but absolutely none in similar processes in
the nearer territories of the lower Odra and lower Vistula
rivers. We should note that some ceramic forms, de-
scribed as imports of the earliest pottery of the Eastern
TRB group, were discerned in Dabki [28, p. 215]. Why
could not we reverse the postulated relations and consid-
er these forms as the precursors of the pottery set of the
TRB Eastern group?
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Figure 2 — Archaeological cultures and main socio-economic formations in Polish territories
between 6000 and 2000 BC (based on: [40, fig. 7] and [13, fig. 114] with significant modifications).

1 — agro-pastoral and pastoral Neolithic; 2— agro-pastoral Neolithic with some contribution of hunting and gathering;
3 - pottery-using hunter-gatherers (para-Neolithic); 4— hunter-gatherers (Mesolithic); LBK — Linear Band
Pottery culture; SBK — Stroke Band Pottery culture; LPC— Lengyel-Polgar complex; 7RB - Funnel Beaker culture;
GAC - Globular Amphorae culture; CWC - Corded Ware culture; U— Uneticé culture; 58— Bell Beakers;

BC—- Baden culture; ZC—- Ztota culture; MC— Mierzanowice culture; JC— Iwno culture; DG — Dobre group;
RPC— Rzucewo/Pamariu culture; L — pottery of the Linin type
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This view certainly stands in strong opposition to the
hypothesis about Kuyavian origin of the TRB, common
among majority of Polish, «Lowland» archaeologists
[e.g. 29; 30; 25; 31].

One thing should be also added to this topic. Namely,
from the perspective of above-mentioned hypothesis the
term «proto-Neolithic», sometimes used with reference
to the Mesolithic with pottery in the south-western Baltic
zone [e.g. 10], seems to be justified, since the Neolithic
Funnel Beaker culture was formed on this base.

The appearance of the «Funnel Beaker», Neolithic at-
tributes (i.a. flexible agro-pastoral economy; relatively
stable but at the same time adaptable settlement; «Funnel
Beaker» pottery including the archetypical forms of fun-
nel beaker, amphora, collared flask and plate; «new» fu-
neral rite with its communal and monumental aspects) in
other areas was the result of leapfrog colonisation and
ecological infiltration [see 32]. However, not only these
processes were responsible for the spread of the «Funnel
Beaker» cultural model. As to the spread of the TRB pat-
terns, it must be underlined that due to its attractiveness,
they gained general acceptance within different cultural
backgrounds — both in the late post-Linear, Neolithic and
in the Late Mesolithic/proto-Neolithic, hunter-gatherer
ones. We could figuratively say that the TRB was a kind
of coat which wrapped various groups and different cul-
tural traditions. Mesolithic and Neolithic traditions and
echoes are in fact fairly well perceptible within TRB
flint industries. Besides, few genetic records also indi-
cate that the TRB is a specific blend of Early Neolithic
and Mesolithic inputs, even considering the relatively
late sites [1; 2].

The para-Neolithic communities

At about mid-4" millennium BC the TRB cultural
milieu ultimately dominated the region under our con-
sideration. However, prehistory of the southern Baltic
territories was more complicated in those days. Parallel
to the second Neolithisation, independent, non-Neolithic
ceramic phenomena grew in importance. As we already
know, phenomena of this kind were already present in
the 5™ millennium BC but they seem to be fairly selec-
tive. But in the 4™ millennium, particularly in the eastern
part of the southern Baltic area, they became quite inten-
sive. In archaeological terms they are represented mainly
by the Neman culture (fig. 3: 4) and locally by the Zed-
mar culture (figs. 1, 2); sometimes it has been symboli-
cally described in Polish literature as «Forest Pottery»
and the whole phenomenon as «Forest Neolithic» [33].
This so-called Forest Neolithic, amazingly and surpris-
ingly, is represented in vast areas, throughout of almost
all Poland (fig. 1).

Significantly, agriculture practically played no role
among Forest Neolithic until the end of their existence,
possibly in the Early Bronze Age. Pottery constitutes in
practice the only formal reference to the Neolithic. A
certain duality characterizes this pottery. On the one
hand, part of it is similar to the pottery of sub-Neolithic
groups in Eastern Europe, but on the other hand, another
part demonstrates mixing of features originating from
the Forest Neolithic and from the local Neolithic cul-
tures. This branch was discerned in the early 1970s by
E. Kempisty [34; 35] as so-called Linin type. Although
this type is most common in Masovia, in smaller quanti-
ties it also occurs in most regions within the eastern sec-
tion of the southern Baltic area. Interestingly, four sub-
types of the Linin pottery have been distinguished, due

to the presence of Funnel Beaker, Globular Amphore,
Corded Ware and Early Bronze elements there [19; 33].
This demonstrates that hunter-gatherer groups existed
still in the late 3" millennium BC and that some contacts
with Middle and Late Neolithic as well as Early Bronze
groups were kept. This is also demonstrated by the TRB
ceramic imports in some «Forest Neolithc» sites (Dudka
— [21]), as well as by «Forest» ornaments and vessels in
many TRB sites (fig. 3: 6, 7), particularly in the Chelm-
no Land.

Archaeological data of yet another kind also indicate
contacts between «expanding» TRB communities and
«non-Neolithicy communities. We are referring here to
the systematic presence of pottery with band-and-comb
ornamentation and with temper of broken shells (fig. 3:
5) (the so-called Matwy Cultural Component — [30; 36])
in almost all regional groups of the TRB in the Oder and
Vistula basins. It is impossible to decisively settle here
the dispute whether this pottery is of eastern origin
(hunter-gatherers of the middle Dnieper and the lower
Pripyat, with the agency of the Trypillia culture [30]), or
maybe rather of north-eastern one (the Narva culture —
[37; 27]), or of rather local one [38]. Undoubtedly, it is
the outcome of contacts and relationships between the
TRB farmers and para-Neolithic hunters-gatherers. Per-
haps, the fact of evident expansion of para-Neolithic cul-
tures (mainly the Neman culture) in the southern Baltic
area in the 4" and 3™ millennia BC (fig. 1), which has al-
ready been identified for a long time but somewhat over-
looked by the specialists of the «proper» Neolithic, re-
mains in a certain conjunction with this issue.

The fundamental problem (third one) is the genesis
of all para-Neolithic phenomena. Researchers of the For-
est Neolithic in Polish territories routinely seem to ac-
cept the idea of migration from the east and/or north-east
as a fundamental explanation of its genesis [19; 33].

However, in our opinion, these «Forest Neolithic»
groups could be of local origin; they would simply be an
extension of the local development of the native Late
Mesolithic. The patterns of ceramic production were on-
ly transmitted from the east and south-east («secondy,
so-called southern tradition acc. to H. Piezonka [39,
p. 566, fig. 13]). They were willingly adopted because of
the cultural closeness to the east-European sub-Neolithic
societies, in opposition to «foreigny», central European
Neolithic societies. These patterns were at the same time
adapted and changed on the spot to some extent, among
other things in effect of contacts with the said Neolithic
groups.

What corroborates such a hypothesis? The already
mentioned issue of flint inventories is of the utmost im-
portance. At archaeological sites, «Forest» pottery rou-
tinely co-exists with lithics of the late Janistawice cul-
ture. In the research practice this has been considered to
be a result of secondary mixing and consequently these
pottery fragments and flints were separated. Very often
they landed in separate sections of different regional or
even archaeological museums. It turns out, however, that
as a result of such approach, ceramic materials of the
Neman culture in Poland are practically devoid of flint
materials. In the light of current knowledge this is not
possible, so the described practice has been wrong. Con-
sequently, «Forest» pottery should be combined with lo-
cal late-Janistawice flint artefacts, what is — by the way —
demonstrated by some latest research in north-eastern
Poland, still unpublished (e.g. at Grady Woniecko).
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Figure 3 — Selected pottery of the early Funnel Beaker culture (TRB), proto-Neolithic and para-Neolithic;

1, 2— Pottery of the Ertebglle culture (1) and the early TRB (2) from the site in Tanowo 3 [10, plates LXIII, LXIV];
3— pottery referred to as a transitional between the Mesolithic pottery (Ertebglle?) and the TRB pottery (lamp
characteristic of the Ertebglle culture with an early TRB ornament) from the site in Dabki 9 [28];

4 - pottery of the Neman culture from the site in Sosnia (NE Poland) [33];

5— pottery with the band-and-comb ornamentation form the site in Tarkowo 23 [38];

6 — TRB pottery with Neman influences from the site in Brukniewo (eastern Pomerania) [19, plate 29];

7— TRB pottery with para-Neolithic elements from the site in Klamry 8 (Chetmno Land) [27, plate 8]
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In such a situation, a strict separation of the Late
Mesolithic and «Forest Neolithic» loses its original
sense, the two being two branches of the same phenome-
non, that is to say of the hunting-gathering populations
operating in the Middle Holocene forests of east-central
Europe. The phenomenon under discussion existed from
the late 5™ millennium BC until the Early Bronze Age,
simultaneously with Neolithic units. This phenomenon
was made up of communities whose members were well
aware that it is possible to cultivate land and to raise an-
imals, but they quite consciously did not make use of
that possibility. Therefore this cultural model, formed
here, in the conditions of the east-central Europe in the
4™ and 3" millennia BC may be called «para-Neolithic»
or perhaps even «alternative Neolithic».

Conclusions

The following points should be highlighted as gen-
eral conclusions (fig. 2):

— During the whole Neolithic, and probably also in
the Early Bronze Age, in the southern Baltic territory we
are dealing with the coexistence of groups of Neolithic
farmers and Late Mesolithic / proto-Neolithic / para-
Neolithic hunter-gatherers.

—The Funnel Beaker culture is an autochthonous
phenomenon associated with the transmission and ac-
ceptance of new cultural patterns by both Mesolithic /
proto-Neolithic hunter-gatherers and the late, post-Linear
farmers. The initial forms of these patterns were formed
in the south-western Baltic zone, on the basis of local
proto-Neolithic communities.

— However, only some of the Late Mesolithic hunter-
gatherers accepted Funnel Beaker patterns. The remain-
der (ca. 40/50% - this estimation is perhaps SF, but is
based on numerical relation of «Forest Neolithic» sites to
the Late Mesolithic and earlier TRB ones) successfully
carried on the traditional lifestyle, supplementing it with
some Neolithic or rather Neolithic-like elements. This
para-Neolithic cultural model in more northern part of
the area under consideration, particularly in Masovia and
north-eastern Poland, laid the foundations for the sub-
stantial share of the Early Bronze cultural development.
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BTOPOM 3TAI HEOJIMTU3AILIUU U TTAPA-HEOJIMT B I0)KHOH YACTHU BAJITUHCKOTO MOPS
©2017

HoBak Mapek, TOKTOp HayK, JOIIEHT HHCTUTYTa apXeOJOTHH
Aeennonckuii ynusepcumem (2. Kpaxos, Pecnybnuxa Ionvuua)

Annomayusi. BOSHUKHOBEHHE HEOJIHUTA, KAK YKOHOMUYECKON CHCTEMBI, OCHOBAaHHOM Ha 3€MJIEIEINU, B BOCTOYHO-
HeHTpaabHOU EBporme accoruupyeTcst ¢ osBIIEHHEM OOIIECTB OTPAXKAIOIIUXCS B KYIbTYpe JTMHEHHO -JICHTOYHOH Ke-
pamuky okojo 5500 1o H.3. DTH o0IIecTBa 3acemsuIh TOJIBKO HEOObIINE aHKIIABbI, OTIIHYAONTUECS YAOOHBIMU IS
3emyieienys ycaoBusaMu. CHTyanus Takoro THIIA COXPaHATAch B 5 THICSYENETHH 10 H.3., KOTAa 00cyXaaeMasi TeppH-
Topus Obla 3aceseHa moct-JInneitHpiMu Tpynmamu. Ciie0BaTeNbHO, B TO BPeMsI OXOTHUKH-COOMpATENH 3aHUMAaH
okoso 70% stux Teppurtopmii. Takas cutyarmsa namenmiacsk ¢ 4200/4100 mo H.3. u nanee, Gmaromapst popmupoBa-
HUIO ¥ BIIEYATIIOMIEH TEPPUTOPHUAIBHON «IKCIAHCHUM» KyJIBTYPhl BOPOHKOBHAHBIX KyOKkoB (KBK). Ota skcmancus
OXBaThIBaJIa KaK TEPPUTOPHUU paHee HACEJCHHbIC OXOTHHKAMHU-COOMpATEeNIsIMH, Tak U 3emienensnamu. Okoso 3500
JIO H.3. HEOJIUTUYECKUE IPYMIbI 3aHUMAaIH IPaKTUUECKU BCE TEPPUTOPUH, yYKa3aHHbIE Bhlle. OTHOBPEMEHHO C Mep-
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BOW M BTOPOH HEOJIMTHU3ALMSIMH, TIPOUCXOMIHN OTICIIBHBIC TIPOLIECCH «KepaMU3aIK» B MEPHOJ MO3/IHETO0 ME30JIH-
ta. Ecin B 5 ThICSUeneTHy 0 H.3. OHUM OBIIM JIOCTATOYHO M30MpPaTEIbHBIMU, B 4 THICSYCIICTHH UHTCHCUBHOCTD JIaH-
HOTO Tpoliecca 3HAYUTEIBHO BO3pocia. 31ech chopMHupoBanachk HOBask KyJIbTYpHasi MOZENb, KOTOPYIO MOKHO OBLIO
OBl Ha3BaTh «IMapa-HEOIUTOM». ApPXEOJIOTHYECKHE ITaHHBIC YKa3hIBalOT Ha KoHTakTe Mexnay KBK u mapa-
HEOJIUTHIECKUMHU obmmecTBamMu. [Ipu 3TOM B mocnegHUX (IIpeXkae BCero B HEMaHCKOH KYJbType) TakKe HaOIro1aeT-
Csl CYIIECTBEHHOE TEPPUTOPHUAIBHOE PA3BUTHE.

Kniouegvie cnosa: YOxnast [Ipubantuka; HEONUT; Mapa-HEONUT; KylIbTypa BOPOHKOBHIHBIX KyOKOB; HEOJIHUTH3A-
Vs, KepaMu3alus; KyJabTypa JIMHEHHO-ICHTOYHOW KEPaMUKH; 3eMIICIEIHe; XPOHOIOTHS; OXOTHUKH M PHIOOJIOBEI;
ME30JIUT; KyJIbTypa 3pTedernie; JIECHOH HEOHT.

VK 902/904

Cmamsbsi nocmynuna e pedakyuto 19.10.2017

JAETCKHE U IIOAPOCTKOBBIE IIOTPEBEHHUA HAYAJIA MEJHO-BPOH30BOTI'O BEKA
HA IIPUMEPE MAMKOIICKO-HOBOCBOBOJHEHCKOW OBIIIHOCTH
©2017

KopeneBckuii Cepreii HukosiaeBu4, TOKTOp HCTOPUIECKUX HAYK,
BEIYIIUI HAYIHBIH COTPYAHUK OTAeNa OPOH30BOTO BEKa
Hucemumym apxeonozuu PAH (2. Mockea, Poccuiickas @edepayust)

Annomayusi. B crtatbe paccmaTpuBaeTcss mpoOjeMa IETCKHX M IOAPOCTKOBBIX 3aXOPOHEHHWH MAaHKOIICKO-
HOBOCBOOOHEHCKOH obmHOocTH (MHO) IlpenkaBkasps. YcTaHoBiIeHO, 4To B BapuaHTax MHO, B KOTOPBIX mox
OONBIIMMH HACHIIAMU KYPTaHOB XOPOIIIO MPEACTABICHBI 3aXOPOHEHUS JIUJIEPOB C OPYKUEM, HHCTPYMEHTaMU U 30-
JOTOM, TIoTpebeHust ieTel KpaiiHe peaxu u cnenuduunel. B HeMHOrux 3aMKCUPOBAaHHBIX 3aXOPOHEHUAX ACTEH M3
OUYEPUYECHHOTO Kpyra MamMsTHUKOB B COCTaB MHBEHTAps BXOJUT OPYXKHUE, 30JI0TO, MHCTPYMEHTHI. TakoB KOHTEKCT ra-
JIFOTae€BCKO-CEPErMHCKOT0, JOJIMHCKOTO BAPHAHTOB M HOBOCBOOOJHEHCKOI TpyIINbl ropu3oHTa rpooHuIl. [lomoOHas
CUTYyallusl TIO3BOJISIET MpeAroaraTh nepeaady pedeHKy Mo HACJIECTBY BBHICOKOTO CTaTyca €ro poauTeNiedl U CIelu-
(buveckue KyabThl IETCKOTO 3aXOPOHEHUS.

B morpeGeHnAX MCeKYICKOTO BapuaHTa MOTPeOCHUS ¢ CUMBOJIMKON OpPYXKUS U WHCTPYMEHTOB HEMHOTOYHCIICH-
HBI, a OOJIBIIME KypraHbl HE H3BECTHBL. MHOTO 3aXOpOHEHHUI BOOOIIE HE CONEPKAT OPYXKUS U HHCTPYMEHTOB. [leT-
CKHE 3aXOpOHEHUS C KePaMUKOH IICEKYIICKOTO BapHaHTa WIH OJIM3KOH eMy paHHEeH HOBOCBOOOIHEHCKOH TPYIIIHI 3a-
(buKCHpOBaHBI KaK TPYHTOBOE NeTckoe Kiragomine. OHM TakKe BKIIFOYAIOTCSA B MOJKYpPraHHBIE KOMILICKCH 3aX0pO-
HEHHUI BMeCTe ¢ TIOrpeOCHUSMH B3POCIBIX IItoJei. JleTckue 3aXOpOHEHUs TICEKYIICKOTO BapHaHTa M PaHHEH HOBO-

CBOOOIHEHCKOW TPYMITBI HE COJIEPIKaT OPYKHUSI, HHCTPYMEHTOB, a TAKXK€ YKPAIIEHUH U3 MEAN U 30J10Ta.

JBaxp! OTKpHITH orpebenus nereit miemen MHO B cocynax.

Takum o0Opazom, JrOM MalKOICKO-HOBOCBOOOHEHCKON OOIIHOCTH OTHOCHIIUCH K JIETCKHM IOTpeOCHUsIM He-
oauHakoBo. Hepenko Ha Tpamunuu norpedeHus pebeHKa WM MOAPOCTKA, CUMBOJIMKY COIPOBOXKAAIOLIEr0 €ro UH-
BEHTAps] MOTJIM BIHMATH TEHACHIINH K 3JIUTAPHOMY PAH)KUPOBAHMIO 3aXOPOHEHUH ¢ BOGHHO-TIPOU3BOJICTBEHHON CHM-
BOJIMKOM U cTIeIU(HKa caMUX KyJIbTOB AETCKUX MOrpeOeHnit A1 Kaxkaoro u3 sapuantos MHO.

Kniouegvie cnosa: norpedanbHbIA 00psin; neTH; KaTakomMOa, KpoMileX; KypraH; Hachlllb; 3JIUTA; 30JI0TO; cepedpo;
paHXMpPOBaHHUE; YKpAIICHHUS, ITOBECKH; MPECTIK,; OrpedeHNe; TPAAUIHS; KyJIbT; KEpaMHKa, OpY)KHE; Teclo; opy-
IS TPYZa; COCYM; OXpa; CTaTyc; KOCTIOM; KyJIbTypa; IPU3HAK; TPY/A; JINAED; BApUAHT; THUIIOJIOTHS.

BospacT nerctBa u oTpodecTBa 10 MOMEHTa WHHIHU-
alliy B MEPBOOBITHBIX, JOTOCYIapCTBEHHBIX OOIIEcTBaxX
BCET/Ia pacCMaTpHBAJICS Kak 0c000€ COCTOSHHE IoJpac-
TaIOIIETO uenoBeKa. JleTckas CMEpPTHOCTh Oblla BHICOKA,
U Y HOCHTEJEHW Pa3HbIX KYyJIbTYp CJIOXWINCH HEOJHO-
3HAaYHBIE CIIOCOOBI 3aXOPOHEHHS JAETeHl M MOJPOCTKOB.
Curyaruu ¢ o0psIoM IeTCKUX MOTpeOeHUH, M0 JaHHBIM
apXxeoJIoTHH, OBIIH pa3NUYHBIME. Tak, HanpuMep, Ha I10-
ceslennn Tenms 3¢ CaBBaH XaCCYHCKOW KyJNBTYPHI BCTpe-
YEHBl 3aXOPOHEHUS JeTel B IIOMIAJU MOCEJIECHUs MO
HOJIaMH KWINIL C OOraTbIMM HabopaMM YKpamleHWH,
cTaTy3TKaMu OOorumHb W Kepamukoii [1] (koreny VI — Ha-
yaixo V Teic. 10 H.3.). H.S. Mepnepr u P.M. MyHuaes
HpeAIoJarajiy CyleCTBOBaHUE JJaKe CIICIHATIbHBIX JIeT-
CKUX PUTYaJIOB IorpeOeHHs1 y HaceJeHus JIpeBHei Me-
COIIOTaMHUH TOTO BpeMeHH [2].

Jetckne morpebeHHs ¢ yKpameHUsIMH KOCTIOMa OT-
KPBITH B OOJIBIIIOM KOJIMYECTBE B KPYITHOM MOTHJIbHHUKE
Hypaskykiax B bonrapun, rae npencTaBieHs KOMIUIEK-
CBI KyIbTyphl Xamaumkus 1 Bapra V Teic. 10 H.9. [3; 4].
Kax npaBuio, opyxust ¥ opyauil ynapHOTO IEHCTBUS B
9THX 3aXOPOHEHMAX HE HaOII0IaeTCs.

Heckosbko WHasi kKapTHHA HpOCIeXeHa B XBaJIbIH-
ckoM MmorwmibHuKe B Cpennem I[loBommkbe konma VI —
Havayma V ThIC. 10 H.3. [5]. 3mech B JETCKMX MOTHJIaX
MOTIAAAI0TCS HE TOJIBKO YKPAIIEHHUs, HO U OPYAUS Tpya.

Obmree oTpaxxeHrne OOIIECTBEHHOTO YCTPOHCTBA Ky-
JBTYP, OCTaBHUBIINX YIOMSHYTHIE BBIIIE JIETCKHE HEKPO-
MIOJIM, OJUHAKOBO ITOKAa3bIBAET OTCYTCTBHE IOTPeOeHMIA
JUIEPOB WIIM BOMHOB, JJISI KOTOPBIX OBl COPOIMYH Tpa-
TUIK OOJBIIME YCHWIIMS Ha BO3BEACHHE HAX MX 3aX0pO-
HEHUSIMA MOHYMEHTAJIbHBIX COOPY)KCHHH WJIM BBIJele-
HUS MX CIICNHMAILHO WHIMBHIYaJIbHBIMH KOMILIEKCAMH
BHE POAOBBIX KianOumi. [laxke sJUTHBIE TOTrpeOeHus
obmineM 30J0Ta MOTHJIbHHKa BapHa (Hampumep, 1. 43)
HE MMENIM BHEUIHMX MPHU3HAKOB, HAa CO3JaHHUE KOTOPBIX
6611 OBI 3aTpayeH OOJBIION TPY/L COINIEMEHHHUKOB.

B naHHO# cTaThe MBI PaCCMOTPUM HUMEIOLLYHOCS UH-
dbopmammro o morpedeHusX AeTeil U MOJAPOCTKOB COBEP-
LIEHHO MHOW KYyJIBTYpPHOH cpezbl IUIEMEH MailKOIICKO-
HOBOCBOOOTHEHCKOH obmHuocTH |1V Thic. 10 H.3. [lpen-
KaBKa3bs. Ee HacenmeHme, Kak M3BECTHO, KOHIIEHTPHPO-
BaJ0 OTrPOMHBIE YCWIHS IJIsl BO3BEACHUS KypTaHHBIX
HachIllel Haj Morwiaamu cBoed snutel. OHO 00danano
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