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Abstract

We present a mathematical model, based on the &miopi and statistical processing of
radiocarbon dates, of the transition from the Mi#sial to the Neolithic, from about 7,000 to 4,000
BC in Europe. The arrival of the Neolithic is trlnally associated with the establishment of
farming-based economies; yet in considerable avéawrth-eastern Europe it is linked with the
beginning of pottery-making in the context of faragtype communities. Archaeological evidence,
radiocarbon dates and genetic markers are consisténthe spread of farming from a source in
the Near East. However, farming was less impoitatite East; the Eastern and Western Neolithic
have distinct signatures. We use a population dyeeamodel to suggest that this distinction can be
attributed to the presence of two waves of advaage,from the Near East, and another through
Eastern Europe. Thus, we provide a quantitativeéwaork in which a unified interpretation of the
Western and Eastern Neolithic can be developed.
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1. Introduction

The transition to the Neolithic was a crucial pdrim the development of Eurasian societies,
defining to a large extent their subsequent evatutiThe introduction of agro-pastoral farming,
which originated in the Near East about 12,000 yemo and then spread throughout Europe, is
usually considered to be a key feature of thissiteon (Zvelebil, 1996). Yet the Neolithic was ret
simple, single-faceted phenomenon. In his earlynden of the Neolithic, Sir John Lubbock
(1865) specified its main characteristics to begtmving of crops, the taming of animals, the use
of polished stone and bone tools, and pottery-ngakin

Ceramic pottery is one of the defining charactiessdf the Neolithic. It is true that there are
examples of early farming communities apparently ingolved in pottery-making. For example,
aceramic Neolithic cultures have been identifiedthe Levant, Upper Mesopotamia, Anatolia
(9800-7500 BC) and also in the Peloponnese (70@B-&) and Thessaly Plain (7300-6300
BC). (All BC dates supplied are radiocarbon dat@grated using OxCal v3.10 (Bronk Ramsey,
2001) with calibration curvent cal 04. 14c. ) Wheat, barley and legumes were cultivated atehos
sites; permanent houses with stone foundations weee. There is no widespread evidence of
pottery (Perles, 2001) but recent excavations mavealed the occurrence of pottery in Thessaly
(J.K. Kozlowski, personal communication 27/03/200%)contrast, the Neolithic in North-Eastern
boreal Europe is identified with a sedentary (cassmally sedentary) settlement pattern, social
hierarchy and sophisticated symbolic expressioa,use of polished stone and bone tools, large-
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scale manufacture of ceramic ware, but not withicagjure (Oshibkina, 1996): the subsistence
apparently remained based on foraging. This contibmeof attributes is characteristic of the
‘boreal Neolithic’; of these, pottery is in pradithe most easily identifiable.

In the present paper we attempt to develop a whifi@mework describing the spread of
both the ‘agro-pastoral’ and ‘boreal’ Neolithic. Oguantitative model of the Neolithization is
based on the large amount of relevant radiocarlabeschow available.

2. Selection of Radiocarbon Dates

The compilation of dates used in this study to rhdbe spread of the Neolithic in Europe is
available upon request from the authors or in t&ifleof supplementary information; unlike all
other similar studies known to us it includes ddtesn the East of Europe. We used data from
Gkiasta et al. (2003), Shennan and Steele (2000%sén et al. (2006) for Southern, Central and
Western Europe (SCWE) and Dolukhanov et al. (200@pofeev et al. (2004) for Eastern Europe
(EE). Our selection and treatment of the dates;rieesd in this section, is motivated by our attempt
to understand the spread of agriculture and pottexing throughout Europe.

Many archaeological sites considered have longsef radiocarbon dates: often with 3—10
dates, and occasionally with 30-50. Associated e@th radiocarbon measurement is a laboratory
error, which after calibration was converted intocaibration errorc;. The laboratory error
characterises the accuracy of the measuremené clatimple radioactivity rather than the true age of
the archaeological site (Dolukhanov et al., 2008, athus, is often unrepresentatively small,
suggesting an accuracy of 30 years on occasiormrefdre, we estimated an empirical minimum
error of radiocarbon age determination of the agolagical age and then used it when treating sites
with multiple dates. A global minimum error of,, = 160 years is obtained from well explored,
archaeologically homogeneous sites with a largelbaurof tightly clustered dates. Such sites are:
(1) lipinar, 65 dates, with the standard deviator 168 years (and mean date 6870 BC); (2)
Achilleion, 41 datesg = 169 years (mean 8682 BC); (3) Asikli Hoyuk, dates,c = 156 years
(mean 7206 BC). Similar estimates arg, = 100 years for LBK sites anghi, = 130 years for the
Serteya site in North-Western Russia (Dolukhanoalgt2005); the typical errors vary between
different regions and periods but we apghn = 160 years to all the data here.

For sites with multiple radiocarbon date determorst, the dates are treated and reduced to
two (and, rarely more) dates that are represemtatithe arrival of multiple Neolithic episodes to
that location. For the vast majority of such sitb® radiocarbon dates available can be combined,
as discussed below, to just two possible arriveégiaExamples of sites with multiple radiocarbon
measurements are llipinar and Ivanovskoye-2 whegspectively, 65 and 21 dates have been
published. Figs la and b indicate that for thesessihe series of dates form very different
distributions; different strategies are used tacpss these different types of date series as deslcri
below (see Dolukhanov et al., 2005, for detail).alfgeographical location hosts only one
radiocarbon measurement associated with the eadyitNic, then this is taken to be the most likely
date for the arrival of the Neolithic. The uncamtgiof this radiocarbon date is taken to be the
maximum of the global minimum error discussed abave the calibrated data range first obtained
at the 99.7% confidence level and then dividedikyte obtain an analogue otZ%rror). There are
numerous such sites in our collection, including&sanca, Dachstein and Inchtuthil.

If only a few (less than 8) date measurements wadable for a site and those dates all
agree within the calibration error, we use theirghted mean value and characterise its uncertainty
with an error equal to the maximum of each of thkbcated measurement errass the standard
deviation of the dates involvex(t), 1< i < n, and the global minimum error introduced above:

0= ma){oi 'G(ti )! O-min}’ (1)

wheren is the total number of dates in the cluster. Aamegle of such a site is Badegaai, where
we have 4 dates, all within 60 years of one anothigure 1¢ shows the histogram of radiocarbon
dates of this site. The typical calibration errbthese dates is approximately 30 years, thus Bq. (
yieldsonmin as an uncertainty estimate.



For a series of dates that cluster in time butaloagree within the calibration error, we use
different approaches depending on the number efsdatailable and their errors. Should the cluster
contain less than 8 dates, we take the mean oflahes (as in the previous case), as any more
sophisticated statistical technique would be inappate for such a small sample; the error is taken
as in Eqg. (1). An example of such a site is OkraBabnica — Stara Zagora with 7 measurements,
Fig. 1f shows that the dates are tightly clustenexind the mean value.

If however, the date cluster is large (i.e. mor@ntl® dates, such as llipinar, shown in Fig.
1a), thex? statistical test can be used to calculate the filady dateT of a coeval subsample as
described in detail by Dolukhanov et al. (2005):
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where G; = max@i, Omin). The coeval subsample is obtained by calculating statistic

0 (& -T) o : .
X?%= Zl:('a—z) and comparing it withg>_, . If X* <xZ_, the sample is coeval and the datis

the best representative of the sampleXif > 2, the sample is not necessarily coeval, and the

dates that provide the largest contributionXtare discarded one by one until the criterion for a
coeval sample is satisfied. This process is venylaintio that implemented in thB_Combine
function of OxCal (Bronk Ramsey, 2001). However, Gaks procedure first combines the
uncalibrated dates into one single radiocarbon oreaszent and only then calibrates it. Our
approach on the other hand first uses the caldrascheme of OxCal and then combines the
resulting calibrated dates to gife Furthermore, our procedure adds the flexibilityidentifying

and discarding dates with the largest relative atevi fromT. Within R_Combinethe minimum
error is not used in the calculation Xt but is rather only incorporated into the final ertainty
estimate. We feel that it is more appropriate tdude the minimum uncertainty into the calculation
from the outset. As a check, we combined sevetaldalates using both OxCal and our procedure,
and the results agree within an acceptable margirere such agreement could be expected). An
example of such a test site is Bouqgras (35.50°N}728) where there are 16 date measurements
available spread between 6865 + 62 BC and 7440 B@G70ur selection method givéds= 7195 +
198 BC, whereas OxCalR_Combinegesults inT = 7139 + 143 BC. When the minimum error is

taken into consideration in the application of tlyé test, the dates pass the test and can be

combined into a single date given abofe.Combinein OxCal, however, concludes that the 16
dates do not form a coeval sample as tjecriterion because of the smaller errors employettién

test. As discussed above, the errors used by Oafwglinclude those arising from the sample’s
radioactivity measurements and calibration but eetghll other errors. Then our assertion is that it
iS more appropriate to incorporate this minimumoerm the calculation at all stages as
implemented in the procedure used here.

A further method to analyse data sets availableOkCal is the calculation of phase
boundaries using Bayesian methods (Efease/Boundarfunction), where the additional (prior)
information used is that on the probability disttibn of the dates in the set. However, it can be
difficult to formulate such an additional hypotlesn a meaningful manner, so that any additional
constraints of this nature would only distort thesult. Nevertheless, we conducted some
exploratory analysis into the effects of estimatihg date of ‘the first arrival’ for a set of daies
this manner. An alternative, traditional approasuld be to use, merely the earliest date in an
extended set of dates without any discernible maxwon, otherwise, the age of the earliest
maximum. We will return to this in Section 4, bug¢ wonsider the example of Bougras here. Using
the Boundaryfunction of OxCal, the start of the phase for B@sqgis estimated as 7477 + 60 BC,
which is about 300 years (i.e., aboo) 2arlier than the mean date as determined above.
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If a site has many radiocarbon determinations tlmanhot cluster around a single date, a
histogram of the dates is analyzed. If the datalzawide range and have no discernable peaks (i.e.,
are approximately uniformly distributed in timehey may suggest prolonged Neolithic activity at
the site, and we choose, as many other authorgldest date (or one of the oldest, if there are
reasons to reject outliers) to identify the firppaarance of the Neolithic. Examples of such sites
are Mersin and Halula where there are 6 and 9 datds a range of 550 and 1900 years,
respectively, and no significant peaks (see Figaridile), here the oldest dates are 6950 and 8800
years BC and the associated errors are 217 angeEs3.

Apart from sites with either no significant peak amly one peak, there are sites whose
radiocarbon dates have a multimodal structure wihety indicate multiple waves of settlement
passing through this location. lvanovskoye-2 (WAthdates) is a typical site in this category, and
Fig. 1b depicts two distinct peaks. In such caselipte dates were attributed to the site, with the
above methods applied to each peak independentynitfedly our method of assigning an
individual date to a specific peak could be in sarases inaccurate, as appropriate stratigraphic
and/or typological data are not invoked in our pare. In future refinements to this technique we
may consider fitting bimodal normal distributions the data to avoid the rigid assignment of
measurements to one peak or another. After sefeatd processing, the total number of dates in
our compilation is 477. In our final selection 3teés have two dates allocated and 4 sites have thre
dates, namely Berezovaya (60.38°N, 44.17°E), Okgp@49.93°N, 30.40°E), Rakushechnyi Yar
(47.55°N, 40.67°E) and Yerpin Pudas (63.35°N, 3£)8A table of all of the data used in this
paper is available as supplementary online infolonat

3. Modelling

The mechanisms of the spread of the Neolithic in peircemain controversial. Gordon Childe
(1925) advocated direct migration of the farmingulation; this idea was developed in the form of
the demic expansion (wave of advance) model (Amraarrand Cavalli-Sforza, 1973). The
Neolithization was viewed as the spread of colofastners who overwhelmed the indigenous
hunter-gatherers or converted them to the culovatf domesticated cereals and the rearing of
animal stock (Price, 2000). An alternative approamws the Neolithization as an adoption of
agriculture (or other attributes) by indigenous tewmgatherers through the diffusion of cultural
novelties by means of intermarriages, assimilaaod borrowing (Thomas, 1996; Tilley, 1994;
Whittle, 1996). Recent genetic evidence seemsviaufacultural transmission (Haak et al., 2005).

Irrespective of the particular mechanism of theeagrof the Neolithic (or of its various
signatures), the underlying process can be coreidas some sort of ‘random walk’, of either
humans or ideas and technologies. Therefore, matiweodelling of the spread (at suitably
large scales in space and time) can arguably bedb@s a ‘universal’ equation (known as reaction-
diffusion equation) with parameters chosen appabply (Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman, 1981). A
salient feature of this equation is the developnwna propagation front (where the population
density, or any other relevant variable, is equahtgiven constant value) which advances at a
constant speed (Murray, 1993) (in the approximatiba homogeneous, one-dimensional habitat).
This mode of spread of incipient agriculture hasnbeenfirmed by radiocarbon dates (Ammerman
and Biagi, 2003; Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza, 19873; 1984; Gkiasta et al., 2003; Pinhasi et
al., 2005). In Fig. 2a we plot the distance frorpugative source in the Near East versus'fiie
dates for early Neolithic sites in SCWE; the lingaterdependence is consistent with a constant
propagation speed. Due to the inhomogeneous nafuihe landscape we would not expect to see a
very tight correlation between distance from sowand time of first arrival, since there are many
geographical features that naturally cause bart@tsavel (e.g. the Mediterranean Sea). It is also
suggested in a previous work (Davison et al., 200&) there are local variations in the propagation
speed near major waterways, this again detraats fn@ constant rate of spread. In spite of this the
correlation coefficient is found to be -0.80, reasgyly high given the above complications. There
is also a tail of older dates that originate inyedkeolithic sites in the Near East, where a Nedith
tradition began and remained until it saturated dhea and subsequently expanded across the
landscape.



In contrast to earlier models, we include the ‘laireEast-European (EE) Neolithic sites,
which we present in the same format in Fig. 25 tlear that the Eastern data are not all congisten
with the idea of spread from a single source inNear East. A correlation coefficient of -0.52
between the EE dates and distance to the Near Essffisient evidence for that. Our modeling,
discussed below, indicates that another wave oérmcks swept westward through Eastern Europe
about 1500 years earlier than the conventional {&aatern one; we speculate that it may even
have spread further to produce early ceramic sitéd/estern Europe (e.g. the La Hoguette and
Roucadour groups).

Our population dynamics model, described in ddigiDavison et al. (2006), was refined
for our present simulations. The model is basecherrandom walk of individuals first considered
in a similar context by Fisher (1937). At any pamtspace each individual will take a step in any
given direction with the same probability, i.e. yhare as likely to step left as they are right,
forwards or backwards. This assumption of equal gindibies gives rise to an isotropic random
walk, i.e. classical diffusion. If however the patiility of moving in one direction is altered by a
desire for a particular environment or the easdrafel in a certain direction the random walk
becomes anisotropic. We thus solve the reactiofusiin equation supplemented with an
advection of speel, arising from this anisotropic component of thedam walk of individuals
that underlies the large-scale diffusion (Davisbalg 2006; Murray, 1993):

aa_':'+(v DD)N:yN(l—%j+D[(vDN), 2

whereN is the population density,is the intrinsic growth rate of the populatidhjs the carrying
capacity, and is the diffusivity (mobility) of the population. @/solve Eq. (2) numerically in two
dimensions on a spherical surface with grid spaointy12 degree (2—8 km, depending on latitude).
All the variables in Eq. (2) can be functions of igos and time, as described below and by
Davison et al. (2006).

We consider two non-interacting populations, eaddelled with Eq. (2), but with different
values of the parameteYs y, K andv; the difference is intended to represent diffeesnioetween
subsistence strategies (farmers versus hunter+gasheand/or between demic and cultural
diffusion.

We thus numerically solve two versions of Equati@h one for each of two populations
with different origins of dispersal. The numericaheme adopted has centered differences in space
and evolves with explicit Euler time stepping usiogvard differences in time. The size of the time
step4t is controlled using the Courant, Friedrichs, Lef@FL) condition, where the population
front is prevented from advancing more than one geil in one time step:

Atsmin{Ale AZAG" A oy A RAG}’ 0<A=<l,

v AP +AG 2|V, 2|V, |
whereA@ andA6 are the mesh sizes in the azimuth and latitRds,the Earth radius/, andVy are
the azimuthal and latitudinal component of the atiea velocity V, respectively. Here we
cautiously takeA=0.01. The boundaries of the computational domagnaar75°N and 25°N, and
60°E and 15°W as shown in Fig. 4, they are choseondortably incorporate our pan-European
area. We use zero-flux boundary conditions,dd/0on = , wBeren is the normal to the boundary
(although in most cases the boundary condition lhaflects the result as the boundary is in the
sea). The environmental factors included into thelehare the altitude, latitude, coastlines and the
Danube-Rhine river system. The equation describimg farming population also includes
advection velocityv along the major waterways (the Danube, the Rhmuktlhe sea coastlineg;#
0 within corridors 10 km wide on each side of arier 10 km inshore near the sea) which results
from anisotropic diffusion in those areas. Detagedscription of the components of the advective
velocity is given in Davison et al. (2006); briefly’| diminishes with distance from coastlines and
major rivers; the direction of the velocity is take be along the river or coastline and away from
the maximum of the population. The magnitud&/a$ considered below.




The focus of our model is the speed of the fronppagationU, since this quantity can be
most readily linked to the radiocarbon age usedat® the ‘first arrival’ of the wave of advance.
This feature of the solution depends only on thedimterms in Equation (2) and, in particular, is
independent of the carrying capadiy Moreover, to a first approximatidd only depends on the

productyv:
uU=2Jw. 3)

Taking the intrinsic growth rate of a farming pogida asy = 0.02 year (Birdsell, 1957), the mean
speed of the front propagation &f =1km/year for the population of farmers suggests the

background (low-latitude) value of the diffusivity= 12.5 km?/year (Ammerman and Cavalli-
Sforza, 1971; Davison et al., 2006). For the waweading from Eastern Europgéd,~ 1.6 km/year

is acceptable as a rough estimate obtained froraEheadiocarbon dates (Dolukhanov et al., 2005);
this estimate is confirmed by our model (see Fd). Previous analysis of the spread of Paleolithic
hunter-gatherers yieldd ~ 0.8 km/year; the corresponding demographic pammetre suggested
to bey = 0.02-0.03 yedr andv = 50-140 kmz2/year (Fort et al., 2004). These asthse an
expression folJ different from Eq. (3); it is plausible, thereforéhat the intrinsic growth rate
obtained by Fort et al. (2004) for hunter-gathensrsaa significant overestimate; for = 100
kmz2/year andJ ~ 1.6 km/year, the nominal value pbbtained from Eq. (3) is about 0.006 ybah
growth rate ofy = 0.01 yeaf has been suggested for indigenous North-Americaulptions in
historical times (Young and Bettinger, 1992). Thagey = 0.003-0.03 yedris considered in a
model of Paleoindian dispersal (Steele et al., 1998r simulations adopt= 0.007 yeat andv =
91.4 km?/year for the hunter-gatherers.

For the wave that spreads from the Near East cayrigrming,K andv smoothly tend to
zero within 100 m of the altitude 1 km, above whiahd farming becomes impractical. For the
wave spreading from the Ea$t,andv are similarly truncated at altitudes around 1,%@0 as
foraging is possible up to higher altitude thamfeng (see Fig. 3b). The low-altitude (background)
values ofK adopted are 0.07 persons/km? for hunter-gathé@viukhanov, 1979; Steele et al.,
1998) and 3.5 persons/km? for farmers, a value iB@g larger than that for hunter-gatherers
(Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza, 1984). The value&K afo not affect any results reported in this
paper.

In seas, for both farmers and hunter-gatherers, thet intrinsic growth rate and the carrying
capacity vanish as seas are incapable of suppaatingman population. The diffusivity for both
farmers and hunter gatherers tails off exponegtadly O exp(—d /I ), with d the shortest distance

from the coast anbl= 40 km, allowing the population to travel witrarshort distance off shore but
not to have a sustained existence there. The \wluéas been fine-tuned in this work in order to
reproduce the delay, indicated by radiocarbon ¢ateshe spread of the Neolithic from the
continent to Britain and Scandinavia (see Fig. 3&)s provides an interesting inference regarding
the sea-faring capabilities of the times, sugggstonfident travel within about 40 km off the coast
We have used the present-day sea levels althoughckreowledge that the sea level has changed
over the past 6,000 years. However, the variatiothe position of the shoreline is effectively
allowed for by the fact that the diffusivity in ounodel decreases only gradually off the modern
coastline.

The inclusion of advection along the Danube—Rhioeidor and the sea coastlines is
required to reproduce the spread of the LineareBotind Impressed Ware cultures obtained from
the radiocarbon and archaeological evidence (segs@aet al., 2006, for details). The speed of
spread of farming in the Danube—Rhine corridor ag$igh as 4 km/yr (Ammerman and Cavalli-
Sforza, 1971) and that in the Mediterranean coaseas was perhaps as high as 20 km/yr (Zilh&o,
2001); we set our advective velocity in these regiaccordingly. However, there are no indications
that similar acceleration could occur for the hwgatherers spreading from the East. Thus, we
adoptV = 0 for this population.



The starting positions and times for the two wavkeadvance — i.e., the initial conditions
for Eq. (2) — were selected as follows. For theafon of farmers, we position the origin and
adjust the starting time so as to minimize the me&n square difference between the SC\WE
dates and the arrival time of the modelled popolatt the corresponding locations; the procedure
is repeated for all positions between 30°N, 30°& 40PN, 40°E, with a 1° step. This places the
centre at 35°N, 39°E, with the propagation starhd,700 BC. For the source in the East of
Europe, we have tentatively selected a region ceditat 53°N, 56°E in the Ural mountains (to the
east of the Neolithic sites used here), so thatpitopagation front reaches the sites in a well
developed form. We doot suggest that pottery-making independently origidain this region.
More reasonably, this technology spread, throughbibttleneck between the Ural Mountains and
the Caspian Sea, from a location further to thé. & starting time for this wave of advance was
fixed by trial and error at 8200 BC at the aboveatmn; this reasonably fits most of the dates in
Eastern Europe attributable to this centre. Foh lpmipulations, the initial distribution & is a
truncated Gaussian of a radius 300 km.

4. Comparison of the model with radiocarbon dates

The quality of the model was assessed by consmlahe time lagAT =T —T,, between the

modelled arrival time(s) of the wave(s) of advatze site,T,, and the actudf’C date(s) of this
site, T, obtained as described in Sect. 2. The sites wiatbuded to that centre (Near East or Urals)
which provided the smallest magnitude/SF. This procedure admittedly favours the model, and
the attributions have to be carefully compared witie archaeological and typological
characteristics of each site. Such evidence ismipdete or insufficient in a great number of cases;
we leave the laborious task of incorporating insel@mt evidence in a systematic and detailed
manner for future work. Our formulaic method ofriéatition has inevitably failed in some cases,
but our preliminary checks have confirmed that tlsults are still broadly consistent with the
evidence available (see below).

First, we considered a model with a single soumcthe Near East. The resulting time lags
are presented in Fig. 4a—c. The best-fit model with sources is similarly illustrated in Fig. 4d-f.
The locations of the sources are shown with griggysels in panels (c) and (f).

In Fig. 4a the sites shown are those at which tbdaharrival date and the radiocarbon date
agree within 500 years (55% of the pan-EuropeaeslaFig. 4d gives a similar figure for the two
source model (now 70% of the pan-European datestfiin 500 years). The points in the EE area
are significantly more abundant in Fig. 4d tharfrig. 4a, while the difference in the SCWE area is
less striking. The SCWE sites are better fittechwiite one source model, withT| < 500 years for
68% of data points, but the fit is unacceptablyrpimo EE, where only 38% of the radiocarbon
dates can be fitted within 500 years. A convenmaatisure of the quality of the fit is the standard
deviation of the time lags

s:\/%i(mi ~AT) with E:%imi.
i=1

i=1

The standard deviation of the pan-European time legge iss = 800 years. Outliers are numerous
when all of the European sites are included (itated by the abundance of points in Fig. 4c), and
they make the distribution skewed, and offset fidin= 0. The outliers are mainly located in the
east: for the SCWE sites, the distribution is miaghtly clustered ¢ = 540 years), has negligible
mean value, and is quite symmetric. In contrasgt titihe lags for sites in Eastern Europe (EE), with
respect to the centre in the Near East, have @rmdlgt distribution § = 1040 years), which is
strongly skewed and has a significant mean valu® (Bars). The failure of the single-source
model to accommodate tH&C dates from Eastern Europe justifies our use miee complicated
model that has two sources of propagation. Attermgse made at locating the single source in
various other locations, such as the Urals, bstdid not improve the agreement.

Adding another source in the East makes the modeh more successful: the values of the
time lag, shown in Fig. 4d—f, are systematicallyalier; i.e. there are significantly fewer points in
Fig. 4f (5%) compared to Fig. 4c (17%). The resgltdistribution of AT for all the sites is quite
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narrow € = 520 years) and almost perfectly symmetric, withegligible mean value (40 years).
The distributions remain similarly acceptable witaiculated separately for each source (with
490 and 570 years for the sites attributable to Near East and Urals, respectively). The
improvement is especially striking in EE, where #iites are split almost equally between the two
sources.

We tentatively consider a model acceptable if thadard deviations, of the time lagAT is
not larger than 3 standard dating err@rse., about 500 years, given our estimate ofose to 160
years over the pan-European domain. This critecdannot be satisfied with any single-source
model, but is satisfied with two sources. While weuld never expect a large-scale model of the
sort proposed here to accurately describe the @amiocess of the Neolithization in fine detail
(and so the resulting values AT cannot be uniformly small), the degree of improeeainn terms
of the standard deviation oAT clearly favours the two-source model. The reductiors is
statistically significant, and cannot be explain®dthe increase in the complexity of the model
alone. The confidence intervals of the sample stahdeviations for one-source and two-source
models do not overlap (740 < 840 and 480 < < 550, respectively); the F-test confirms the
statistical significance of the reduction at a 98gmificance level.

It is instructive to examine those dates where mmodel most strongly deviates from the
radiocarbon data, and consider whether our tredtofethe radiocarbon dates may be refined (for
example by using thBoundaryfunction of OxCal or otherwise). Table 1 shows tivelve most

strongly deviating dates, i.e., those with the éatgvalue of(AT)?/o?. Of those twelve cases, our

model arrives too late on seven occasions. Of tlsesen sites only one has not undergone
statistical treatment, the other six are all sggewhich the process described in Section 2 letb us
select the oldest date at a site. This is, of eyube least reliable method to estimate the daiieeo
‘first arrival’ from a group of dates. These siteay thus require further examination. The fivessite
in Table 1 where our model arrives too early amsé¢hat which only one radiocarbon measurement
was available, so that no statistical treatmentbeen applied. It can also be noted quantitatively
from Table 1 and qualitatively from Fig. 4f thaktkites where our model most strongly deviates
from the radiocarbon date are uniformly distributedthe map. Thus, no regional bias is evident in
the fit, which suggests that any model refinemeaatmanipulation of the parameters would not
increase its accuracy. An improvement in the aayucd modelling would require the use of more
detailed, regional models based on, say, stochagtiations or direct modelling of the random-
walk. Incidentally, the use of tH@oundaryfunction of OxCal in order to estimate the ‘fiestival’
time would make the deviation of the model from tia#a stronger for the seven sites where the
modelled arrival time is younger than the availabldiocarbon date.

It is instructive to represent the data in the séoneat as in Figs 2a,b, but now with each
date attributed to one of the sources, as suggéstedir model. This has been done in Figs 2c, d,
where the close correlation of Fig. 2a is restdiedthe pan-European data. Now, the dates are
consistent with constant rates of spread from drteeotwo sources. Using straight-line fitting, we
obtain the average speed of the front propagatidnlot 0.1 km/year for the wave originating in
the Near East (Fig. 2c), and ®70.3 km/year for the source in the East (Fig. 2a);,values are
given as uncertainties here and below. The spread the Near East slowed down in Eastern
Europe to 0. 0.1 km/year; excluding the dates from the westheal@@s in Fig. 2a) gives a higher
speed of 1.2+ 0.1 km/year. The estimates for the data in botstera and eastern Europe are
compatible with earlier results (Dolukhanov et 2D0Q5; Gkiasta et al., 2003; Pinhasi et al., 2005).
Care must be taken when using such estimates, leowswce the spread occurs in a strongly
heterogeneous space, and so cannot be fully ckasstt by a single constant speed. The rate of
spread varies on both pan-European scale and otllesrsaales, e.g., near major waterways
(Davison et al., 2006).

Our allocation of sites to the sources of initipfesad discussed above clearly needs careful
verification using independent evidence. Here weflgrdiscuss a few sites. Taking lvanovskoye-2
(56.85°N, 39.03°E) as an example, the data formp@aks shown in Fig. 1b; the times at which
each of the waves arrives at this location are 3@%or the Near-Eastern wave and 5400 BC for
the Eastern wave, closely fitting the two peaks$*® dates. As another example, we accept two
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dates for Mayak (68.45°N, 38.37°E); one from thanger cluster (2601 = 192 BC), and also the
older date (4590 + 47 BC) detached from the cluskbe younger cluster is consistent with the
Near-Eastern wave (arriving at 2510 BC) and therotthte agrees with the Eastern wave arriving
at 4720 BC.

There are also some sites with multiple-peakedgiams of radiocarbon dates, which do
not fit our scheme of allocation. As an examplesitioskaya (27.63°N, 48.23°E) has two peaks
giving dates of 3550 + 167 BC and 7360 * 73. Howekie Near-Eastern wave arrives at 3900 BC
whereas the Eastern wave reaches the site at 5Z6¥VBile the agreement with the wave arriving
from the Near East is acceptable, the older radimradate is too old to fit the other wave. In such
cases, we feel that the relevance of the oldeocadboon date has to be carefully reconsidered.
There are also sites such as Serteya with dates 8@80 BC and 6225 + 317 BC, but the Near-
Eastern wave arrives at 4571 BC, and Eastern 05084 BC. Here both dates do not fit the wave.

5. Conclusions

Our model has significant implications for the ursending of the Neolithization of Europe. It
substantiates our suggestion that the spread ofN#elithic involved at least two waves
propagating from distinct centres, starting at al&200 BC in Eastern Europe and 6700 BC in the
Near East. The earlier wave, spreading from thé @asthe ‘steppe corridor’, resulted in the
establishment of the ‘eastern version’ of the Nbaliin Europe. A later wave, originating in the
Fertile Crescent of the Near East, is the bettatistl process that brought farming to Europe.

It is conceivable that the westernmost extensiothefearlier (eastern) wave of advance
produced the pre-agricultural ceramic sites of logtette type in north-eastern France and western
Germany, and Roucadour-type (also known as Ep@drdites in western Mediterranean and
Atlantic France (Berg and Hauzer, 2001; Jeunes887)1 The available dates for the earlier
Roucadour sites (7500-6500 BC) (Roussault-Larofj@@Q) are not inconsistent with this idea, but
a definitive conclusion needs additional work. Exéas of sites in the west allocated to the Eastern
source are: Bridgemere (51.21°N, 2.41°W), Cher{5ll.43°N, 1.95°W), Feldbach (47.23°N,
8.78°E), Frankenau (47.50°N, 16.50°E), Phyn (4R58%3°E) and Zurich (47.37°N, 8.58°E). This
attribution of our model has to be carefully vesifiusing archaeological information.

The nature of the Eastern source needs to be fuepored. The early-pottery sites of the
Yelshanian Culture (Mamonov, 2000) have been ifledtin a vast steppe area stretching between
the Lower Volga and the Ural Rivers. The oldeseddtom that area are about 8000 BC (although
the peak of the culture occurred 1000 years l&Bv)Jukhanov et al., 2005). Even earlier dates have
been obtained for pottery bearing sites in Soutl®beria and the Russian Far East (Kuzmin and
Orlova, 2000; Timofeev et al., 2004). This empiriedation between our virtual Eastern source and
the earlier pottery-bearing sites further east mdicate some causal relationship.

According to our model, the early Neolithic sitasHastern Europe belong to both waves, in
roughly equal numbers. Unlike elsewhere in Eurdipe wave attributable to the Near East does not
seem to have introduced farming in the East. Thsawe for this is not clear and may involve the
local environment where low fertility of soils apdolonged winters are combined with the richness
of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife resources (Ddianov, 1996).

Regardless of the precise nature of the easterrcesothe current work suggests the
existence of a wave which spread into Europe frioenetast carrying the tradition of early Neolithic
pottery-making. If confirmed by further evidenca (particular, archaeological, typological, and
genetic), this suggestion will require serious vakeation of the origins of the Neolithic in Europe
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Figure 1 Histograms of calibrated radiocarbon ages from aological sites in kyr BC, binned

into 200 year intervals representing various terapdrstributions. (a) The 65 dates from
llipinar (40.47°N, 29.30°E) are approximately nolignaistributed, so the? criterion can
be employed to calculate the age of this site asrieed by Dolukhanov et al (2005). The
resulting Gaussian envelope is shown solid. (bhdvakoye-2 (56.85°N, 39.03°E) has 21
dates showing a multimodal structure where eachk paa be treated as above. (c) The 4
dates from Badengaci (37.40°N, 30.48°E) combine into a single datemtheir errors are
taken into account. (d) The 6 dates from Mersin {88\, 34.60°E) are almost uniformly
distributed in time, so the oldest date can be wedepresentative of the arrival of the
Neolithic. () The 9 dates from Halula (36.40°N,138E) are treated as in (d). (f) The 7
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Figure 2 Radiocarbon dates of early Neolithic sites verdes dreat-circle distance from the
assumed source. Inset maps show the location o§itee plotted, and the straight lines
correspond to spread at a constant speed givewb@bpSites from Southern, Central and
Western Europe (SCWE) with respect to a Near Basseurce (Jericho). The linear
correlation (cross-correlation coeffici€ght= — 0BBuggests a mean speed of advance of
U=1.2+ 0.1 km/year (& error). (b) Sites from Eastern Europe (EE) show very poor
correlation with respect to the same Near-Easteunce (C = - 052, so that straight-line
fitting is not useful.(c) Sites attributed, using our two-source model,h® Near-Eastern
source (note a significant number of EE sites bledisible in the inset map) show a
reasonable correlationC(=- 0J7and a mean spedd=1.1 + 0.1 km/year.(d) Sites
attributed to the Eastern source (from both EESQGEVE) show a correlation similar to that

of Panel (c) C =- 076, and a mean speéd= 1.7+ 0.3 km/year.
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Figure 4 Time lags,AT =T -T,,, between the actual and modelled arrival timesttier early
Neolithic sites shown against their geographicaifpm: panels(a)—(c) refer to a model
with a single source in the Near East, and pafigf) to our best model with two sources
(with the second on the Eastern edge of Europe.plsitions of the sources are shown in
grey in panels (c) and (f). Sites witkil] < 500 are shown in (a) and (d), those with 508 yr
|AT| < 1000 yr in panels (b) and (e), and those wiff{ p 1000 yr in panels (c) and (f).
There are 265, 132, 81 sites in panels (a)—(c)3&td 116, 26 sites in (d)—(f), respectively.
Many data points corresponding to nearby siteslapediminishing the apparent difference
between the two models. The advantage of the twoesomodel is nevertheless clear and
significant.
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Sample Model arrival time

From Near From

Latitude  Longitude Age cal BC, Calibration

d d Age BP, yr Error E Material Note East, Urals, yr
Site Name Lab Index 9°UT€ES degrees yr fror yr BC BC
Balrma Margineda Ly-2438 42 2 BE70 85 5600 130 Mot given  One date G700 3256
Berezovaya LE-67 066 60.38 44.17 8700 300 7800 267 Birch bark Oldest date 3697 5509
Berezovaya LE-570Ga 60.35 4417 7840 75 G775 92 Charcoal  Older date 3697 5509
Bolshoe Zavetnoye LE-B556 60.95 2963 7750 180 BBS0 150 Charcoal  Oldest date 3836 4913
Dobrinigée Bln-3785 41.83 2357 6650 60 5575 32 charcoal  One date 6700 4199
Gaolubjai-1 LE-4714 54.95 22.98 7060 270 5950 167 Charcoal  Older date 4577 4703
Grotta del Sant della Madonna  R-284 Ehl 1B 5555 s} 4395 155 Mot given  One date 5722 3326
Grotta di Porto Badisco R-1225 40.08 18.48 5850 55 4675 135 Mot given  One date 5815 3452
Koshinskaya LE-6E29 57 .63 48.23 8350 100 7360 73 Charcoal  Older date 38596 o767
Kurkijokki LE-6929 60.18 29.88 7900 g0 6525 75 Charcoal | One date 3973 4963
Warevka OxA-6199 458.35 35.30 7955 55 BE6S 62 Bone Older date 5566 5042
Planta CRG-260 46.23 737 5500 g0 5465 155 Not given  One date 6700 3697

Table 1 Sites whose 14C dates show the strongest deviihom the model: (1) site name; (2)
laboratory index; geographical (3) latitude andi¢hgitude in degrees; (5) uncalibrated age
and (6) it's b laboratory error in years (BP); (7) calibrated agd (8) it's 1o error in years
(BC); (9) the sample material; (10) method usededlect this date; and the model arrival
times (years BC) for the wave spreading from (1) Near East and (12) the Urals. The
data are presented in alphabetical site name order.
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