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Abstract. The paper discusses the Early Neolithic pottery from the Western Belarus, pottery of Dubičiai 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 Dubičiai type pottery are under discussion as well. According to many scholars, the area of occurrence 

of Dubičiai 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 Dubičiai 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. Sokołówek type pottery has been discovered at the sites in Podlasie and in Belarusian part of the River Bug 

region. It is analogous to Dubičiai 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; Dubičiai type; Sokołówek 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 5th 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-

pansion» 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 5th millennium BC they were fairly selective, in the 4th 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; Ertebølle 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-6th 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-Polgár 
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 
Równina Dolna (north-eastern Poland – [5; 6]), Dęby-
Kaczynos (eastern Pomerania – [7]), Osłonino (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 ¹4C datings in Dąbki [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-6th 
millennium BC, including also those of the 4th and 3rd 
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 Grądy 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 3rd millennium BC [13, fig. 40]. 

Secondly, as 40 years ago S.K. Kozłowski 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 5th millennium BC and majority of them 
most probably to 4th and 3rd 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 6th millennium BC and in the 5th 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-Pieńki and late Komornica in west-
ern Poland and Janisławice 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 Ertebølle pottery, and pottery from Dąbki 
[17], which has more specific characteristics but also re-
sembles the Ertebølle. 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-
čai) type in the north-eastern Poland (Woźna Wieś?) that 
can be situated somewhere within the second half of the 
5th millennium BC [19]. 

It seems that contacts between hunter-gatherers and 
farmers in the 6th and 5th 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-6th to early 4th millennia BC (actual signature marks reflect the situation in the late period of the post-Linear 
units; 1 – «Lengyel» complex sensu largo (Jordanów culture), 2 – «Polgár» 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 Ertebølle and Ertebølle-like pottery (T – Tanowo 3, D – Dąbki 9, KD – Koszalin-Dzierżęcino, 
Ch – Chobienice); 8 – selected sites with the early TRB pottery (T – Tanowo 3, D – Dąbki 9, Ł – Łącko 6, 

SK – Strzelce Krzyżanna 56, RK – Redecz Krukowy, S – Sarnowo 1); 9 – range of the Neman culture in the late 5th 

millennium BC; 10 – range of the Zedmar culture; 9, 11 – range of the Neman culture in the 4th and 3rd 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-4th 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 
Łącko (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 Chełmno 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 Dąbki) 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-
Pieńki tradition (so-called Tanowo-Bóbr assemblages), 
while to the west of the said river they belong to the Er-
tebølle 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 Ertebølle or rather its local 
derivative and the TRB, like so-called transitional ves-
sels in Dąbki (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 Dąbki 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 Dąbki [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? 

 
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-Polgár complex; TRB – Funnel Beaker culture; 

GAC – Globular Amphorae culture; CWC – Corded Ware culture; U – Uneticé culture; BB – Bell Beakers; 

BC – Baden culture; ZC – Złota culture; MC – Mierzanowice culture; IC – 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-4th 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 5th millennium BC but they seem to be fairly selec-
tive. But in the 4th 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 3rd 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 Chełm-
no Land. 

Archaeological data of yet another kind also indicate 
contacts between «expanding» TRB communities and 
«non-Neolithic» 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 Mątwy 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 4th and 3rd 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 («second», 

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 «foreign», 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 Janisławice 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-Janisławice flint artefacts, what is – by the way – 
demonstrated by some latest research in north-eastern 
Poland, still unpublished (e.g. at Grądy 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 Ertebølle 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 (Ertebølle?) and the TRB pottery (lamp 

characteristic of the Ertebølle culture with an early TRB ornament) from the site in Dąbki 9 [28]; 
4 – pottery of the Neman culture from the site in Sośnia (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 (Chełmno 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 5th 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 

4th and 3rd 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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ВТОРОЙ ЭТАП НЕОЛИТИЗАЦИИ И ПАРА-НЕОЛИТ В ЮЖНОЙ ЧАСТИ БАЛТИЙСКОГО МОРЯ 
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Новак Марек, доктор наук, доцент института археологии 

Ягеллонский университет (г. Краков, Республика Польша) 

Аннотация. Возникновение неолита, как экономической системы, основанной на земледелии, в восточно-

центральной Европе ассоциируется с появлением обществ отражающихся в культуре линейно-ленточной ке-

рамики около 5500 до н.э. Эти общества заселяли только небольшие анклавы, отличающиеся удобными для 

земледелия условиями. Ситуация такого типа сохранялась в 5 тысячелетии до н.э., когда обсуждаемая терри-

тория была заселена пост-Линейными группами. Следовательно, в то время охотники-собиратели занимали 

около 70% этих территорий. Такая ситуация изменилась с 4200/4100 до н.э. и далее, благодаря формирова-

нию и впечатляющей территориальной «экспансии» культуры воронковидных кубков (КВК). Эта экспансия 

охватывала как территории ранее населенные охотниками-собирателями, так и земледельцами. Около 3500 

до н.э. неолитические группы занимали практически все территории, указанные выше. Одновременно с пер-
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вой и второй неолитизациями, происходили отдельные процессы «керамизации» в период позднего мезоли-

та. Если в 5 тысячелетии до н.э. они были достаточно избирательными, в 4 тысячелетии интенсивность дан-

ного процесса значительно возросла. Здесь сформировалась новая культурная модель, которую можно было 

бы назвать «пара-неолитом». Археологические данные указывают на контакты между КВК и пара-

неолитическими обществами. При этом в последних (прежде всего в неманской культуре) также наблюдает-

ся существенное территориальное развитие. 

Ключевые слова: Южная Прибалтика; неолит; пара-неолит; культура воронковидных кубков; неолитиза-

ция; керамизация; культура линейно-ленточной керамики; земледелие; хронология; охотники и рыболовы; 

мезолит; культура эртебелле; лесной неолит. 
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НА ПРИМЕРЕ МАЙКОПСКО-НОВОСВОБОДНЕНСКОЙ ОБЩНОСТИ 

© 2017 

Кореневский Сергей Николаевич, доктор исторических наук, 

ведущий научный сотрудник отдела бронзового века 

Институт археологии РАН (г. Москва, Российская Федерация) 

Аннотация. В статье рассматривается проблема детских и подростковых захоронений майкопско-

новосвободненской общности (МНО) Предкавказья. Установлено, что в вариантах МНО, в которых под 

большими насыпями курганов хорошо представлены захоронения лидеров с оружием, инструментами и зо-

лотом, погребения детей крайне редки и специфичны. В немногих зафиксированных захоронениях детей из 

очерченного круга памятников в состав инвентаря входит оружие, золото, инструменты. Таков контекст га-

люгаевско-серегинского, долинского вариантов и новосвободненской группы горизонта гробниц. Подобная 

ситуация позволяет предполагать передачу ребенку по наследству высокого статуса его родителей и специ-

фические культы детского захоронения. 

В погребениях псекупского варианта погребения с символикой оружия и инструментов немногочислен-

ны, а большие курганы не известны. Много захоронений вообще не содержат оружия и инструментов. Дет-

ские захоронения с керамикой псекупского варианта или близкой ему ранней новосвободненской группы за-

фиксированы как грунтовое детское кладбище. Они также включаются в подкурганные комплексы захоро-

нений вместе с погребениями взрослых людей. Детские захоронения псекупского варианта и ранней ново-

свободненской группы не содержат оружия, инструментов, а также украшений из меди и золота. 

Дважды открыты погребения детей племен МНО в сосудах. 

Таким образом, люди майкопско-новосвободненской общности относились к детским погребениям не-

одинаково. Нередко на традиции погребения ребенка или подростка, символику сопровождающего его ин-

вентаря могли влиять тенденции к элитарному ранжированию захоронений с военно-производственной сим-

воликой и специфика самих культов детских погребений для каждого из вариантов МНО. 

Ключевые слова: погребальный обряд; дети; катакомба; кромлех; курган; насыпь; элита; золото; серебро; 

ранжирование; украшения; подвески; престиж; погребение; традиция; культ; керамика; оружие; тесло; ору-

дия труда; сосуд; охра; статус; костюм; культура; признак; труд; лидер; вариант; типология. 

Возраст детства и отрочества до момента иници-

ации в первобытных, догосударственных обществах 

всегда рассматривался как особое состояние подрас-

тающего человека. Детская смертность была высока, 

и у носителей разных культур сложились неодно-

значные способы захоронения детей и подростков. 

Ситуации с обрядом детских погребений, по данным 

археологии, были различными. Так, например, на по-

селении Тель эс Савван хассунской культуры встре-

чены захоронения детей в площади поселения под 

полами жилищ с богатыми наборами украшений, 

статуэтками богинь и керамикой [1] (конец VI – на-

чало V тыс. до н.э.). Н.Я. Мерперт и Р.М. Мунчаев 

предполагали существование даже специальных дет-

ских ритуалов погребения у населения древней Ме-

сопотамии этого времени [2]. 

Детские погребения с украшениями костюма от-

крыты в большом количестве в крупном могильнике 

Дуранкуклак в Болгарии, где представлены комплек-

сы культуры Хаманджия и Варна V тыс. до н.э. [3; 4]. 

Как правило, оружия и орудий ударного действия в 

этих захоронениях не наблюдается. 

Несколько иная картина прослежена в Хвалын-

ском могильнике в Среднем Поволжье конца VI – 

начала V тыс. до н.э. [5]. Здесь в детских могилах 

попадаются не только украшения, но и орудия труда. 

Общее отражение общественного устройства ку-

льтур, оставивших упомянутые выше детские некро-

поли, одинаково показывает отсутствие погребений 

лидеров или воинов, для которых бы сородичи тра-

тили большие усилия на возведение над их захоро-

нениями монументальных сооружений или выделе-

ния их специально индивидуальными комплексами 

вне родовых кладбищ. Даже элитные погребения с 

обилием золота могильника Варна (например, п. 43) 

не имели внешних признаков, на создание которых 

был бы затрачен большой труд соплеменников. 

В данной статье мы рассмотрим имеющуюся ин-

формацию о погребениях детей и подростков совер-

шенно иной культурной среды племен майкопско-

новосвободненской общности IV тыс. до н.э. Пред-

кавказья. Ее население, как известно, концентриро-

вало огромные усилия для возведения курганных 

насыпей над могилами своей элиты. Оно обладало 


