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Abstract:

Research into the Neolithic period in Hungary (between 6000 and 4600 or 4500 BCE) began at the
turning of the 19™ and 20" century, and the cultural frameworks that we use today were coined relatively
early. In the last hundred years, Hungarian prehistoric research has done much to delineate these
cultures' spatial and temporal boundaries. On this basis, the territory of present-day Hungary can be
divided into two major regions - one in the west and one in the east - and three major chronological
phases. Although systematic research on Neolithic knapped stone tools in Hungary does not have a long
history, the lessons of the last thirty years are sufficient to compare the experience with other elements
of material culture and to draw further conclusions by integrating them at a higher level. It is generally
agreed that the expedient nature of Neolithic stone tools does not allow for the kind of sophisticated
typologies that we know from the Palaeolithic or Mesolithic. However, we are not necessarily lacking
general phenomena that could be used to distinguish one region, period, or archaeological culture from
another. These phenomena may be differences in the choice of raw materials, differences in typology
sets, or technological changes, which are exhaustively discussed with numerous examples from the last
decades in this paper. Utilizing Fernand Braudel’s tripartite system, we can reconstruct the processes
that influenced the choice of raw material as relatively rapid and frequent changes in both areas, thus
reflecting short-term cycles. Typological changes were much less frequent and had an impact in both
the eastern and western parts of the region. However, if we look at the broadest period, only one
detectable change can be observed, which is in the field of technology, and it occurred at the end of the
Early Neolithic. For the rest of the Neolithic, we almost exclusively encounter debitage products and
tools derived from indirect percussion applied to regional raw materials, largely using a prismatic or
orthogonal core strategy.

Keywords: Neolithic; Lithic technology; raw material procurement; culture history; multiscalar
approach

1. Introduction and background
1.1. A brief history of research on the Hungarian Neolithic

Research into the Neolithic period in Hungary (between 6000 and 4600 or 4500 BCE)
began at turning of the 19™ and 20", and the cultural frameworks we use today were coined
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relatively early. Not surprisingly, the relevant units, for example, the Kords culture, the Biikk
culture, the Lengyel culture, or even the Tisza culture, were distinguished based on their pottery
styles and forms. In the last hundred years, Hungarian prehistoric research has done much to
delineate these cultures' spatial and temporal boundaries.

The first chronological system of the Neolithic in Hungary was established by Ferenc
Tompa, who, based on the stratigraphy observed on his excavations at Bodrogkeresztur,
considered the Biikk culture to be the earliest Neolithic culture in Hungary, but he also had the
good sense to suspect that there might have been an older Neolithic culture. From the Biikk
culture, he derived the (zigzagged) Linear Pottery culture (Zickzacklinienverzierung), followed
by the Lengyel culture, and later by the Bodrogkeresztir culture, which was already thought to
be of Copper Age origin, and still later by the culture of the tubular, bun-decorated vessels
(Rohrenfiissige Gefdsse - Warzenverzierung) (Tompa 1927; 1929).

Apart from the precise delineation and dating of the Kords - Starevo cultural circle
(Banner 1937; Kutzian 1944; Tompa 1937), Ferenc Tompa's chronological system existed
unchanged until the 1960s and 1970s when it was refined in the light of new research (Bognar-
Kutzian 1966; Kalicz & Makkay 1977; Korek 1960; 1989; Makkay 1969a; 1974). By the end
of the 1970s, a chronological system had crystallized that is still valid today (Hertelendi et al.
1995; Kalicz 1970; Makkay 1982; Raczky 1988; 1989), while the pottery-centred approach
remains dominant to this day.

For a long time, the absolute chronology was based on the typological parallels of the
pottery between Central Europe, the Balkans and Western Anatolia (Banner 1956; Childe 1957;
Frankfort 1927; Kalicz 1963; Miloj¢i¢ 1949). This chronological system was further reinforced
by the apparent parallels of the Tartaria tablets to the Jemdet Nasr period of the city of Uruk in
Mesopotamia, which outlined a very short chronology for the first half of the 3™ millennium in
Europe (Falkenstein 1965; Makkay 1969b; Miloj¢i¢ 1965; Vlassa 1963). The first radiocarbon
results of the 1960s, and even more so, the calibrated new results of the 1970s, forced Hungarian
research to reinterpret the Neolithic archaeological cultural history of the Carpathian Basin
(Bognar-Kutzian 1985; Bognar-Kutzian & Csongor 1987; Kalicz 1985; Neustupny 1970;
Renfrew 1970; 1971). Since the nineties, the database of radiocarbon dates has been expanding,
which has clarified many questions about the chronology and raised even more new questions
(Banfty 2004; Dombordczki 2009; Hertelendi ef al. 1995; 1998; Fiizesi et al. 2018; Oross &
Siklosi 2012; Oross et al. 2016a; 2016b; 2020; 2023; Osztas et al. 2016; Raczky & Anders
2010; Raczky et al. 2015; Sherratt 1982).

On this basis, the territory of present-day Hungary can be divided into two major regions,
one in the west and one in the east. In both regions, the beginning of the Early Neolithic can be
placed roughly at the beginning of the 6™ millennium BCE, but in the west, this development
is associated with the appearance of the Starcevo culture, while in the east it is associated with
the Kords culture (Anders & Sikldsi 2012; Banffy 2019). The earliest Linear Pottery culture or
in German Linearbandkeramik (throughout the paper, Linear Pottery Culture (LPC) for
Transdanubia and Alf6ld Linear Pottery Culture (ALPC) for the Great Hungarian Plain) sites
date to around 5600 and 5500 cal. BCE in both the Great Hungarian Plain and the
Transdanubian regions, but the Classic period in both regions is 5400-5300 cal. BCE
(Dombordczki et al. 2017; Oross et al. 2020; 2023). Thereafter, we observe the emergence of
small groups in both areas. These groups show great diversity, especially in the Great Hungarian
Plain, at least in terms of pottery decoration (Raczky & Anders 2003). The beginning of the
Late Neolithic can be dated to after 5000 cal. BCE and is marked by the beginning of the multi-
layered tell settlements in the Great Hungarian Plain, the spread of the Lengyel culture, and the
development of large distinct grave groups in and around the settlements in the Transdanubian
region (Fiizesi et al. 2020; Osztas et al. 2016; Raczky 2019).
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1.2. Different artefacts, different time scales?

Although systematic research on Neolithic knapped stone tools in Hungary does not have
a long history (Bacskay 1976) the lessons of the last thirty years are sufficient to compare the
experience with other elements of material culture and draw further conclusions by integrating
them at a higher level. It is generally agreed that the expedient nature of Neolithic stone tools
does not allow for the kind of sophisticated typologies that we know from the Palaeolithic or
Mesolithic (Biré 1998, 18-20). However, we are not necessarily lacking general phenomena
that could be used to distinguish one region, period, or archaeological culture from another.
These phenomena may be differences in the choice of raw materials, differences in typology
sets, or technological changes. The identification and recognition of these phenomena in
Hungary were already taking place in the 1980s (Béacskay & Siman 1987; Bir6 1987), but only
limited attempts have been made since to explore their deeper historical context.

It is generally accepted that the perception of time in human societies is much more
dynamic than a rigid chronology or event history would suggest (Bradley 1991; 2002; Lucas
2005; Shanks & Tilley 1987). Time can pass at different paces according to different cycles and
stages of life, and even events of the past can be relived and reinterpreted (Campbell 2012;
Ingold 1993; Holtorf 1992). This cyclicality was recognised very early on both in the social
sciences (Leach 1961; Lévi-Strauss 1966) and the historical sciences (Bintliff 1991; Braudel
1969). More specifically and importantly, the tripartite system of Fernand Braudel has to be
emphasized here. According to him, the largest historical cycle, called long durée is the one
which can be measured only in geographical terms. In other words, it reflects more the
environmental change, and normally it is beyond the everyday human perception. The middle
cycle, called conjuncture is comparable with the lifetime of social institutions, thus it covers
the historical events of groups of people. The smallest cycle, called événement consists of the
series of events occurring the one’s lifetime, thus this is the most visible for all human beings.

The three cycles are intertwined, making it difficult to identify them through the changes
in the material culture. It needs some distance to have a wider understanding of their different
elements, but too much distance would result in overgeneralization, misinterpretation or even
rejection of such a system in a society other than ours. Accepting the fact that prehistoric people
perceived landscape, time, profane and mundane according to a dynamic and ever-changing
system similar to ours holds the key to understanding something from the past (Bradley 1991).
Moreover, the cyclical nature of the concept of time deserves special attention in the context of
research methodology also since it has an impact on the timescale at which we interpret
phenomena (Bailey 2007). So far, few studies on Hungarian prehistoric research attempt to
reconstruct different temporal cycles of cultural processes and phenomena, although the so-
called multiscale system as a theoretical framework has been the subject of several studies
(Dufty et al. 2013; Faragd 2020; Gyucha et al. 2009; Parkinson et al. 2021; Siklosi et al. 2022;
Yerkes et al. 2009).

In this paper I will seek to answer the following question. On the classic, Fernand
Braudelian triple chronological scale, in what historical system can the observed technological,
typological and raw material changes be interpreted? For the present paper, Catherine Perlés’s
work can be considered an inspiration (Perleés 2004; 2009; 2013). In her work, using the
example of the Franchthi cave in Greece, the author sketched a broad-spanning, multiscale
historical arc based on the changes observed in the knapped lithics. The two predominant phases
at Franchthi, the Early & Middle Neolithic and the Late & Final Neolithic, were distinguished
by technological differences, i.e., the way obsidian blades were knapped, and each of these two
phases lasted two thousand years. At the next, intermediate level, these phases were further
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subdivided into five subphases, but this time based on typological features of the retouched
tools. According to this, the former Early & Middle Neolithic was divided into Early Neolithic
1 and 2, Middle Neolithic, while Late & Final Neolithic was separated from each other. The
smallest, most refined time scale, with a further breakdown of the above categories, was
reconstructed based on fluctuations in the use of raw materials. This resulted in twelve smaller
phases, lasting approximately one hundred and fifty years each (Early Neolithic 1 and 2, Middle
Neolithic 1, 2, 3 and 4, Late Neolithic 1, 2 and 3, Final Neolithic 1, 2 and 3).

Although the Franchthi Cave shows even wider time scales, as it was continuously
inhabited by humans from the early Upper Palaeolithic, wider and smaller cycles can be
introduced also, the emphasis is not on rigidly following the three-cycle system. It is not clear
that changes in the triad of raw material-technology-typology can be explained by population
change or even cultural change at a systemic level, but this may be an important question for
further studies. Moreover, through the study of other ornaments excavated in the cave, Perles
has demonstrated the asynchronicity that two groups of objects, with independent and parallel
lives, can follow within the same site (Perlés 2013: 285-286).

Despite all the constraints mentioned above, the example of the Franchthi cave shows
perfectly how the stone tools are well suited for such analysis. Raw material determination,
technological observation and typological analysis are three distinct and well-defined sub-
disciplines, which are still operating on the same media, e.g. stone tools. Detecting all the
changes within the life course of this explicit tool type from different aspects gives a chance to
shed light on various rhythms and tempos accompanying it.

2. Discussion of knapped stone materials
2.1. Epipalaeolithic — Mesolithic prelude

Of course, it would be easier if we could also examine the Epipalaeolithic-Mesolithic
antecedents in such detail. Unfortunately, few such assemblages are known in our country, and
even fewer have been exhaustively evaluated (Eichmann et al. 2010; Krauss 2016; Marton et
al. 2021). The most important ones are in the Jaszsag region in the Great Hungarian Plain, along
the Danube near Szddliget-Vac and in Transdanubia near Szekszard-Palank, Regoly and Pali-
Dombok (Figure 1).

In the region of the Northern Great Hungarian Plain, the excavations of Jaszberény I and
Jasztelek I were parts of a larger systematic project by the amateur collector, Gyula Kerékgyartd
and archaeologist Robert Kertész (Kertész 1994; 1996; 2002). Two chronological phases were
delineated within the framework of the “North-Alf6ld Mesolithic industry”, namely an earlier
phase (Jaszberény) and a later one (Jasztelek). The finds from the region of Jaszsdg were
analysed mainly from a typological point of view. According to this, the sites were marked with
backed points, mostly with arched retouch. Shouldered and Sauveterrien points were also noted,
while geometric microliths like segments, isosceles and scalene triangles ruled the assemblages
made with the utilization of the microburin technique. Kertész highlighted connections with the
Western (Sauveterrien) technocomplex rather than the southern/Balkanic Tardigravettian
groups.

The site of Szddliget-Vac was found during dam reconstruction works on a sand terrace of
the Danube in 1954 (Gébori 1956; 1968; Kertész & Kiradly 2021). A decade later another
settlement site was excavated 200 m from the first site; this time, several settlement features,
two hearths and the ground plan of a habitation unit came to light. According to an MA thesis
by David Kraus, the two industries represent two different chronological phases (Kraus 2012).
A relative absence of geometric microliths and a high number of flake-based tools characterize
these assemblages, which give the overall impression of an Epigravettien and Tardenoisien
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tradition. There are no points, no burins and no signs of the microburin technique. The only
chronological aid is the presence of trapezes in the case of site II. The raw material from which
this equipment was made is mainly limnic silicite from the nearby Cserhat Mountains.
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Figure 1. Sites mentioned in the text (1: Jaszberény; 2: Jasztelek; 3: Szdédliget-Vac; 4: Szekszard-Palank; 5:
Regoly; 6: Pali; 7: Méhtelek-Nadas; 8: Endréd; 9: Szarvas; 10: Tiszaszélés-Domahdaza; 11: Ecsegfalva; 12:
Maroslele-Panahat; 13: Ibrany-Nagyerdd; 14: Gellénhaza-Varosrét; 15: Vors-Mariaasszonysziget; 16:
Zadubravlje; 17: Kételek-Huszarsarok; 18: Fiizesabony-Gubaktt; 19: Mezékdvesd-Mocsolyas; 20: Biikkabrany-
Banya; 21: Szentgyorgyvolgy-Pityerdomb; 22: Zalaegerszeg-Gébarti to; 23: Boldogkdvaralja; 24: Polgar-Ferenci
hat; 25: Polgar-Piocasi diild; 26: Tiszaug-Vasutallomas; 27: Bicske-Galagonyas; 28: Szeleste-Szentkuti diild; 29:
Torony-Nagyrét lakopark; 30: Répcelak-Gyepre diil; 31: Bucsu-Rétmellék diild; 32: Szombathely-Oladi platd;
33: Ocsod-Kovéshalom; 34: Hodmezévasarhely-Gorzsa; 35: Polgar-Csészhalom; 36: Polgar-Bosnyédkdomb; 37:
Berettyoujfalu-Herpaly; 38: Csabdi-Télizoldes; 39: Moragy-Tiizkédomb; 40: Zengdévarkony; 41: Villanykdvesd;
42: Alsonyék-Bataszék).

Figure 1. Sites mentionnés dans le texte (1: Jaszberény; 2: Jasztelek; 3: Szddliget-Vac; 4: Szekszard-Palank; 5:
Regoly; 6: Pali; 7. Méhtelek-Nadas; 8: Endrdéd; 9: Szarvas; 10: Tiszasz6l6s-Domahaza; 11: Ecsegfalva; 12:
Maroslele-Panahat; 13: Ibrany-Nagyerdé; 14: Gellénhaza-Varosrét; 15: Vors-Mariaasszonysziget; 16:
Zadubravlje; 17: Kételek-Huszarsarok; 18: Fiizesabony-Gubakt; 19: Mezékdvesd-Mocsolyas; 20: Biikkdbrany-
Banya; 21: Szentgyorgyvolgy-Pityerdomb; 22: Zalaegerszeg-Gébarti to; 23: Boldogkdvaralja; 24: Polgar-Ferenci
hat; 25: Polgar-Piocasi dilo; 26: Tiszaug-Vasutallomas; 27: Bicske-Galagonyas; 28: Szeleste-Szentkuti diild; 29:
Torony-Nagyrét lakopark; 30: Répcelak-Gyepre diild; 31: Bucsu-Rétmellék diilé; 32: Szombathely-Oladi plato;
33: Ocsdd-Kovashalom; 34: Hodmezévasarhely-Gorzsa; 35: Polgar-Csészhalom; 36: Polgar-Bosnydkdomb; 37:
Berettyoujfalu-Herpaly; 38: Csabdi-Télizoldes; 39: Moragy-Tlizk6domb; 40: Zengdvarkony; 41: Villanykovesd;
42: Alsonyék-Bataszek).

The first site to mention in Transdanubia is Szekszard-Palank (Kertész & Demeter 2020;
Kiraly & Kertész 2023; Vértes 1962). It was uncovered during the construction of the Si6 Dam
in 1957. The excavation was conducted by Laszl6 Vértes, who observed 6 hearths over a 60 m?
surface. According to the typology of the stone tools, Vértes accepted a chronological
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framework which positioned the lifetime of the settlement around 10,000 BCE. The assemblage
from Szekszard-Palank belongs to the Epigravettian cultural techno-complex with some Azilio-
Tardenoisien components. Concerning the utilized raw materials, 70% are made up of
radiolarites from different origins (Bakony Mountains, Mecsek Mountains, Croatia), and the
rest are limnic silicites (Cserhat Mountains), Baltic erratic flint and Volhynian flint.

The site of Pali-Dombok, which lies in Northern Transdanubia, was found during rescue
excavation works connected to gravel and sand quarrying during the construction of the M86
motorway in 2014 (Mester et al. 2015). It is situated on a dune in the floodplains of the Raba
River, 1 km south of Pali. It covered an area of 16 m? and encompassed a large part of a dense
occupation site. Apart from a moderately pigmented, dark, circular area, no habitation units
were recorded. According to the initial results, only 2% of the total lithic material proved to be
formal tools. The most numerous tool type is end-scrapers made on flakes, with 28 such pieces
recorded. Triangles constitute the second most numerous tool type, with 16 pieces, but they are
not standardized; only one scalene came to light. The next group is composed of retouched
blades and bladelets, most of which are complete pieces. Segments may also have been found,
but, like triangles, they are not standardized. Only one point, atypically retouched on both sides,
was identified. Remarkably, not a single trapeze occurred in the assemblage.

In the valleys of the Kapos and Koppany rivers, more specifically in the Kaposhomok and
Regoly area, fieldwork has been carried out in various scales for decades (Eichmann et al. 2010;
Marton et al. 2021). Among the numerous localised Mesolithic settlement foci, Regdly 2 stands
out, which was excavated between 2004 and 2009. Several probes were opened on a small sand
mound (103-105 m ASL) rising from the floodplain, revealing traces of a circular, six-metre
diameter structure sunk into the ground. The raw material of the knapped artefacts was made
from Mecsek and Bakony radiolarites, while most of the retouched tools consist of backed
blades, truncated blades, end-scrapers and retouched blades. Most of the few geometrical
microliths were found in the field, with asymmetrical points, trapezoids and segments
predominating.

Based on the little information available, it can be concluded that the Mesolithic population
largely used local raw materials from the Carpathian Basin, and typologically, the retouched
tools and microliths of the more widespread large Western techno-complex and the Late
Epigravettian are also present in the region. Even less is known about the technology employed,
although a prevalence of the indirect percussion technique can be highlighted, at least in the
Moravian region (Mateiciucova 2008). At the same time, the debitage surface was frequently
prepared before removal by abrasion of the overhangs and, to a lesser degree, of the striking
platform.

2.2. Setting the scene - the Early Neolithic

In the Early Neolithic, between 6000 and 5400 cal. BCE, the abundance of obsidian can
be observed on sites of the Kords culture in the Great Hungarian Plain, and this fact was already
documented during the initial stages of the study of Neolithic knapped stone tools (Béacskay &
Siman 1987). Besides the sites already-known at that time, like Méhtelek (Chapman 1987;
Starnini 1993) and Endréd (Kaczanowska et al. 1981), a rising number of new assemblages
from this period have been published recently (Kaczanowska & Kozlowski 2012). Among
them, Szarvas (Kaczanowska & Koziowski 2007), Tiszasz6lés (Domboroczki et al. 2010),
Ecsegfalva (Mateiciucova 2007) and Ibrany (Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2010) deserve
mention.

Since the 1970s, Hungarian research has approached the relationship between Mesolithic
and Neolithic communities from the perspective of knapped lithics. E. Bacskay was only able
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to draw cautious conclusions from the small amount of material she examined; for example,
geometric microliths did not occur at these sites, so she was doubtful about the strong
relationship between the two periods (Bacskay 1976: 101). Later, when publishing further sites
from the Koros and Szatmar groups, she was also cautious about the question, although she
described the presence of trapezes as a possible Mesolithic-Epipalaeolithic component
(Bécskay & Siman 1987: 125). However, the knapped lithics of the Koros culture exhibited a
southern Balkan character (Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2008; 2012).

Interestingly, the Koros sites themselves barely touched the direct source region for
obsidian, the Tokaj Mountains; one of the northernmost exceptions is Ibrany-Nagyerdd
(Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2010). Meanwhile, the presence of obsidian and the associated
deposits of raw material nodules and cores in the Northern Tisza region are very clear evidence
for a focus in this direction (Bird et al. 2021). At the same time, however, long-established local
knowledge is attested to by the appearance of the so-called Carpathian obsidian artefacts in the
Balkans in the Early Neolithic around 6000-5900 cal. BCE (Bonsall ef al. 2017). The presence
of Balkan flint blades, especially in the southern zone of the Great Hungarian Plain, is also
evidence of the intense links between Central Europe and the Balkans, while more obsidian
tends to occur in the assemblages from sites that are farther to the north. The local raw materials
also invariably undergo on-site processing, which is demonstrated by the high indices of
corticated pieces, cores, flakes, and blade blanks (Bacskay & Siman 1987; Kaczanowska &
Koztowski 2012). This is the most significant distinction between local raw materials and
Balkan flint, as the properties of the latter reflect a so-called ‘macro blade’ technology,
involving large, conical cores and, in some cases, the pressure technique. In addition, limnic
silicites from the North Hungarian Mountains and indirect percussion are also present, and
together with blades made from obsidian, these blanks were generally produced in a smaller
size. The above characteristics of the Balkan flint suggest that stone tool making is not a
characteristic of all social communities, as confirmed by the relatively few finds and the high
proportion of finished tools and blanks. Instead, we can reconstruct a situation where specialist
knappers made the semi-finished supports far from the ordinary settlements. Among the
retouched tools, there is a clear predominance of laterally retouched blades, a situation which
only changes at the end of this early period.

At present, far fewer sites are known for the Star€evo culture of this period in the
Transdanubian region, and even fewer knapped stone assemblages have been published, mainly
from a typological perspective. Among the examples, the sites of Gellénhaza-Varosrét and
Vors-Mériaasszonysziget should be mentioned (Bir6 2002; 2003). Among the most important
features of the assemblages, the abundant, otherwise atypically retouched blades and flakes,
truncated pieces and the presence of burins can be highlighted. At Gellénhéza, this type of tool
accounts for 20% of the total. Another interesting tool type is composed of segments, which
also occur at Gellénhaza and Vors, although not in very large numbers. The composition of the
raw material shows the dominance of Bakony radiolarites, especially the Szentgal type, which
was also typical for the Transdanubian region in the later phases, while Mecsek radiolarite and
Tevel flint also occur.

There are very few published evaluations of knapped lithics from further south in Croatia,
except, for example, the knapped assemblage from Zadubravlje (Karavani¢ et al. 2009). The
features observed here, such as the predominance of atypical tools with retouched lateral edges
or the few end-scrapers and truncated blades, are similar to those of the Hungarian assemblages,
and in addition, a considerable number of pieces, 4,276 in total, were recovered from a very
limited zone of the settlement, which certainly suggests concentrated knapping activity.
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2.2. Getting familiar — the Middle Neolithic

The so-called “AVK I” (4lfoldi Vonaldiszes Keramia - Alfold Linear Pottery Culture,
ALPC) phase or group on the Great Hungarian Plain, which is thought to be a transitional phase
between the Koros culture and Alfold Linear Pottery culture in the Northern part of the Great
Hungarian Plain, is identified as the next phase of the Neolithic (ca. 5600-5300 BCE)
(Domboroczki 2009). Discoveries at Kdtelek in the 1970s have led to the conclusion that the
find here represents the earliest, formative stage of the Alfold Linear Pottery culture (Raczky
1983). Two further, highly significant sites from this phase, Fiizesabony-Gubakat and
Mezokovesd-Mocsolyas, were extensively excavated from the 1990s onwards. However, only
Mezokovesd-Mocsolyas was fully reviewed (Bir6 2014), and Fiizesabony-Gubakut was only
published in a preliminary version (Bird 2002). Both sites produced substantially more chipped
stone than Kdtelek (26 pieces) (Mester 2013). Fortunately, a third site, Biikkabrany-Béanya VII,
was found and extensively excavated in 2011 and 2012 (Faragé et al. 2015) (Figure 2).

In terms of their knapped stone tools assemblages, all of these sites share the same features,
with a predominance of obsidian (about 50-60%) and limnic silicites making up the second-
largest category. Although there are not as many raw material nodules and cores as there are
debitage products and retouched tools, there was a significant amount of on-site tool
manufacturing and utilization. The blades were mainly obtained using indirect percussion, and
are still considered to be medium in size (40-70 mm; Farag6 ef al. 2021). The toolkit is similar
to that of the previous era, but it shows a greater variety. The most common tools are laterally
retouched blades, while end-scrapers, trapezes, and burins are also present.

In the Transdanubian area, we do not yet have such an exhaustive knowledge of the
knapped stones of the so-called formative phase of the Linear Pottery culture (LPC). In all
respects, one of the best-evaluated sites is Szentgyorgyvolgy-Pityerdomb (Banffy 2004). The
data series here also follow the pattern already described, with relatively few cores, many
unretouched flakes and many retouched tools, which also reflects intensive, in situ tool making
and use (Bir6 2002; 2005). The tool assemblage is similar to the previous period, with an equal
proportion of retouched blades and truncated blades, these two types being the most
predominant. They were followed by a group of burins, then borers, end-scrapers and trapezes.
In terms of raw materials, the only material present at this site is radiolarite from the Bakony,
which does not represent any change from the previous period. The Zalaegerszeg-Gébarti to
assemblage dates to a similarly early period, with slightly fewer burins and more end-scrapers,
and where Mecsek radiolarite played a much greater role (Bir6 2002).

The analysis of the Szentgyorgyvolgy-Pityerdomb lithic material led to the conclusion that
the finds were similar in all respects to the Late Star¢evo assemblage found at Gellénhédza (Bird
2005). The transition from the Kords culture through the Szatmar group to the Alfold Linear
Pottery culture also seemed to be unbroken (Béacskay & Siman 1987), and a similarly cautious
opinion was expressed by K. T. Bird, who considered it risky to derive the early ALPC finds
from the Mesolithic (Bir6 1987: 134). In the summary works written on the Early Neolithic,
strong links between the Linear Pottery Culture and their Neolithic predecessors were also more
likely based on the analysis of additional material such as Vors-Mariaasszonysziget or
Fiizesabony-Gubakut (Biré 2002: 129; Biré 2007: 63). However, it is interesting to note that
Epipalaeolithic-Mesolithic types, such as backed points and segments, also appeared in the
Mezokovesd-Mocsolyas material (Biro 2014: 258), although according to the figures, these
pieces appear to be rather atypical.
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Figure 2. Stone tools from Biikkdbrany-Banya VII. Trapezes: 1-6; End scrapers: 7-11; Splintered pieces: 12-13;
Burins: 14-17; Laterally retouched blades: 18-23. (after Farago et al. 2015).

Figure 2. Outils en pierre de Biikkabrany-Banya VII. Trapézes: 1-6; Grattoirs: 7-11; Piéces esquillées: 12-13;
Burins: 14-17; Lames retouchées latéralement: 18-23. (D'apres Farago et al. 2015).
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M. Kaczanowska has also dealt with this issue. In several studies since the 1980s, she
concludes that although geometric microliths and trapezes are present in Linear Pottery
ensembles, their production is not related to the microburin technique (Kaczanowska 1982;
2001). Koztowski expressed a much stronger opinion based on a comparison between the
Protolinear phase, i.e., the Szatmér group sites, and the Early AIlfold Linear Pottery
assemblages, practically excluding the possibility of continuity from the Mesolithic industries
(Koztowski 2001). Koztowski and Kaczanowska have maintained their earlier view that
changes in the Vinca culture area to the south played a role in the formation of the Alfold Linear
Pottery culture in the Carpathian Basin (Kaczanowska & Koztowski 1991: 32; Kaczanowska
& Koztowski 2008: 18; Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2014: 313).

The larger part of the Middle Neolithic, namely the later episodes of the Alfold Linear
Pottery culture, is underrepresented in the literature with few detailed publications on the
knapped stone tools associated with the period (5400-5000 BCE). Moreover, the known sites
and assemblages are very small, sometimes containing only a few pieces (Bird 1987; 1998;
Kaczanowska 1985). However, the relatively large ratio of obsidian (more than 50% on
average) testifies to the continued importance of this raw material on the Great Hungarian Plain.
One of the most famous assemblages, from Boldogk&évaralja, which is situated in the North
Hungarian Range and belongs to the latest phase, i.e., the Biikk culture (5200-5000 BCE), has
been at the forefront of research for decades (Bird 1998; Farag6 et al. 2021; Kaczanowska 1985;
Mester & Tixier 2013; Vértes 1965). However, this assemblage — 566 intact blades found in a
large vessel — appears to be exceptional in many respects.

The last decade has witnessed some modest results concerning new data from new sites,
like Polgar-Ferenci-hat (Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2016; Kaczanowska et al. 2016), Polgar-
Pi6casi-diild (Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2016; Nagy ef al. 2014) and Tiszaug-Vasutallomas
(Fiizesi et al. 2018) (Figure 3). On the first site, which is exclusively dated to the latest phase
of the Alf6ld Linear Pottery culture, at least two obsidian core reduction strategies have been
recorded: one with a flat debitage surface, and one with a cylindrical debitage surface. Pieces
representing the first phases of the knapping activity, like raw material nodules and corticated
pieces, were not very numerous. In some cases, analysis of the obsidian blades indicates that
the pressure technique was used. The most numerous tools are end-scrapers, laterally retouched
blades and truncations. Polgar-Piocasi-diilé yielded settlement features from both the early
phase and the latest phase of this cultural unit, and both are characterized by the almost
exclusive utilization of obsidian. One interesting difference between the two chronological
horizons is the length of the blades, with the blades from the early phase being larger. At
Tiszaug-Vasutallomas, in the southern part of the Great Hungarian Plain, only a handful of
stone tools were collected, but one-quarter of the pieces were made of obsidian (Fiizesi et al.
2018). This settlement, and the Szakalhat culture in general, developed an intensive west-east
axis between the Great Hungarian Plain and the Transdanubian region, marked by the
appearance of radiolarites in the Szakalhat sites, and these connections became more intensive
in the Late Neolithic period.

For a long time, the comprehensive works by M. Kaczanowska and Katalin T. Bir6 were
the main sources of information on the later assemblages from the Transdanubian regions.
According to the technological conclusions outlined in Kaczanowska’s monograph (1985), the
cores have a single striking surface with few traces of preparation. The change in removal
direction, the 90° rotation and the appearance of orthogonal cores are associated with
decreasing core size. These assemblages show a clear dominance of blade blanks, with
truncated blades, laterally retouched blades and end-scrapers playing a predominant role, all
other types being much under-represented and uniformly more balanced. Katalin T. Bir6
published (Bir6 1987; 1998) brief information on some selected assemblages with a modest
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number of stone utensils per site, which mainly belong to the late Zseliz period of the Linear
Pottery culture. The findings are in line with those made previously, in that radiolarites from
the Bakony Mountains occur in large numbers at these sites, and the retouched tool types are
quite varied and diverse, with no single tool type dominating. The above information has been
partly confirmed and partly complemented by the systematic evaluation of the sites of Bicske-
Galagonyas (Starnini 1996), Szeleste-Szentkuti-diilo, Torony-Nagyrét, Répcelak-Gyepre-diild,
Bucsu-Rétmellék-diild (Faragd & Ilon 2015) (Figure 4), and Szombathely-Oladi-plato (Szilasi
2019). Metric analyses and technological observations at the latter sites have also confirmed
the dominant role of indirect percussion in blade production.

Figure 3. Stone tools from Tiszaug-Vasutallomas. Laterally retouched blades: 1-3, 11; End-scrapers: 4-5;
Retouched flakes: 7-8; Combined tools: 6, 10 (after Fiizesi ef al. 2018).

Figure 3. Outils en pierre de Tiszaug-Vasutallomas. Lames retouchées latéralement: 1-3, 11; Grattoirs: 4-5 ; Eclats
retouchés: 7-8; Outils combinés: 6, 10 (D'apres Flizesi et al. 2018).
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Figure 4. Stone tools from Szeleste-Szentkuti dtil6. End-scrapers: 1, 4, 5, 7, 8; Truncated blades: 14-19; Combined
tools: 2, 3, 6, 9-13, 20-22, 24; Trapeze: 23 (after Farag6é & Ilon 2015).

Figure 4. Outils en pierre de Szeleste-Szentkuti diilé. Grattoirs: 1, 4, 5, 7, 8; Lames tronquées: 14-19; Outils
combinés: 2, 3, 6, 9-13, 20-22, 24; Trapeze: 23 (D'apres Faragd & Ilon 2015).
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To sum up, in the Middle Neolithic, the preponderance of obsidian (around 50-60%)
continued to play a significant role in the Great Hungarian Plain. At the same time, the role of
limnic silicites as a local raw material became increasingly important, while Balkan flint
disappeared completely from the area. A predominant raw material source can also be observed
in the Transdanubian areas, where radiolarites from the Bakony and Mecsek Mountains played
an almost exclusive role. As far as the stone knapping technology is concerned, the
exclusiveness of indirect percussion is clear, and the sizes of the blades fall within the medium
category. If the use of pressure technology survived, it must have been very marginal and only
applied to obsidian. Accordingly, prismatic and orthogonal cores become predominant in the
assemblages, while for obsidian, cores with a conic strategy remain common. The proportion
of raw material nodules and cores is relatively low, and the frequency of debitage products and
retouched tools is high, yet, the research has reconstructed domestic, on-site knapping activity.
The relative proportions of retouched tools vary greatly from site to site, but the most common
forms are laterally retouched blades, truncated blades, end-scrapers and trapezes.

2.3. Beyond the horizon — the Late Neolithic

Between 5000-4900 and 4600 cal. BCE, the Late Neolithic is characterised by several
intriguing phenomena. First, the development of tells and tell-like settlements (the Tisza-
Herpaly-Csdszhalom cultural complex) coincided with the first occurrence of large-scale
cemeteries in eastern Transdanubia and east of the Danube, in the G6do6lld hills. Generally, a
significant decline in the use of obsidian and limnosilicite on the Great Hungarian Plain has
been observed (Bird 1998), while every settlement seems to have had its preference for stone
raw materials; hence each location reflects a different manner of supply and acquisition.
Typically, we observe interactions between Little Poland, the Holy Cross Mountains, and
Volhynia in the Transcarpathian region.

M. Kaczanowska and J.K. Koztowski contend that regional rather than diachronic factors
may be responsible for the diversity of the assemblages originating from various settlements
(Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2015). Sadly, very few of the otherwise typically voluminous
assemblages from the Great Hungarian Plain are published and analysed in their entirety; in
most cases, the literature only provides information on a small portion of each assemblage.
Three exceptions are Ocsdd-Kovashalom (Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2015; Kaczanowska et
al. 2009), Hodmezdvasarhely-Gorzsa (Starnini et al. 2007; 2015) and Polgéar-Csdszhalom
(Farago 2015; 2016; 2017; 2020) (Figure 5).

East-west links were strong in the southern portion of the Great Hungarian Plain, for
instance at Ocsdd-Kovashalom and Hodmezvésarhely-Gorzsa, resulting in a predominance of
different radiolarite types from Transdanubia or even Banat flint in these assemblages
(Kaczanowska et al. 2009; Starnini 2015; Starnini et al. 2007). As evidenced by substantial
volumes of chocolate flint or Volhynian flint, however, the north-south linkages were more
significant in the northern region, for instance at Polgar-Bosnydkdomb (Kaczanowska &
Koztowski 2016; Koztowski & Kaczanowska 2009), Polgar-Csészhalom (Faragd 2016; 2017,
2020), and Berettyoujfalu-Herpaly (Kaczanowska & Koztowski 2015). A predominance of
long-distance raw materials at Polgar-Csdszhalom is characteristic of the tell rather than the
external settlement, which highlights the complexity of each of the aforementioned sites and
populations. Furthermore, certain raw materials likely had a greater symbolic role in this period
(Farago6 2017; 2020), which makes the reconstruction of prehistoric raw material relations and
trade at the model level much more complex (Farag6 2021). The picture is further complicated
by the pieces that were already common in graves at this time, which also foreshadow the
association of certain objects with the individual. Interestingly, these pieces are mostly regular
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blade fragments, trapezes and intact blades which occur in male graves. At least this is the
picture that can be reconstructed from the graves excavated in the horizontal settlement of
Polgér-Csészhalom.
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Figure 5. Stone tools from Polgar-Csészhalom. Combined tool: a; End-scraper: b-g; Truncated blade with sickle

gloss: h-i (after Farago6 2015).
Figure 5. Outils en pierre de Polgar-Csdszhalom. Outil combiné: a; Grattoirs: b-g; Lame tronquée avec lustre: h-i

(D'apres Farag6 2015).

In contrast, the Neolithic Transdanubian population of the Lengyel culture displayed
genuine interest in obsidian as a raw material at this time. One of the most significant
indications of this is the Lengyel culture’s slow advance into the North Hungarian Range to the
east. Moreover, Aszdd, one of the largest and oldest settlements, is situated immediately at the
base of these mountains (Bird 1998). The extensive group of Lengyel sites in Transdanubia
with high obsidian indices, including Csabdi-T¢élizoldes, Moragy-Tilizkddomb, Zengdvarkony-
Igaz-diil6 and Villanykdvesd, serves as a second form of evidence (Bir6 1998). Another
interesting phenomenon is the frequent occurrence of the so-called mustard-yellow variants of
Transdanubian radiolarites in the Sopot and early-Lengyel assemblages (Biro 1998; Starnini
1996).

From the already mentioned Szombathely-Oladi plato, we also know of a settlement of the
Lengyel culture (Szilasi 2019). The site thus provides an exceptional opportunity to directly
compare the stone industry of two successive periods in detail. The general lesson is that,
although a new, hitherto little-used opalized stone from the Kohfidisch area in Burgenland
appears, and in large quantities, there is almost no change in the technology of stone tool
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making. This applies equally to the statistical characteristics of the different technological
categories (proportion of cores, flakes, blades and tools), the way the cores are prepared, the
method of exploitation and the metric indicators of the blanks. An important element is that the
few obsidian artefacts that have been published are no longer just retouched tools, but
technological pieces that indicate some level of in situ knapping of an obsidian core, which was
not apparent in the previous period.

In the last decade, another important site of the Lengyel culture, Alsonyék-Bataszék, has
been processed (Szilagyi 2017; 2019). In the relevant south-eastern part of Transdanubia,
important assemblages such as those from Zengévarkony-Igaz-dild, Moragy-Tiuzkédomb,
Pécsvarad-Aranyhegy, Lengyel-Sanc and Villanykovesd have been published in the past
(Bacskay 1989; 1990; Bir6 1989; 1990), but no progress has been made in the detailed
processing and publication of these materials in recent decades. Based on the experience gained
from processing the Alsonyék assemblage, although the vast majority of blades included in
graves were made in the same way from radiolarite from the Mecsek, their larger size means
that they were obtained via a different raw material supply route. The general lack of corticated
pieces found at the site suggests that the raw material pieces were prepared off-site. The
proportions of the different technological categories indicate that the most numerous category
is that of unretouched blades, and they testify to an indirect percussion technique (Szilagyi
2017). The proportion of cores, with one or two striking surfaces, is particularly high. The
usually reduced size of the obsidian blades and tools discovered at the sites on both the Great
Hungarian Plain and Transdanubia is an important phenomenon, which is a direct result of the
generally smaller nodules and pebbles delivered to the settlements (Bir6 1998; Faragd 2017).

To briefly note again, there is no great change in the technology used in the Late Neolithic
period, neither in the Great Hungarian Plain nor in the Transdanubian region, with the signs of
indirect percussion and the different prismatic, orthogonal cores still being found in the various
assemblages. The conic core strategy is still more specific to the obsidian raw material,
although, with the rise of distantly sourced raw materials, this method is more frequently
encountered in those as well. The most variable phenomenon is in the ratio of distantly sourced
raw materials, but here almost every site and region present a unique picture. Compared to the
previous period, a major change is the consistent and abundant presence of end-scrapers, which
in most assemblages can represent up to 60-70% of the retouched tools.

3. Conclusions

At first glance, it is difficult to reconstruct any systematic process, and it is hard to interpret
the different changes according to a single timescale. Seemingly the different phenomena are
not in perfect accordance with the chronological model of the cultural entities based on the
pottery types and decorations, and not in perfect accordance with geographic regions either. In
the Transdanubian region, radiolarites from the Bakony and Mecsek Mountains became
dominant long before the Early Neolithic, and remained so for more than a thousand years, even
as local communities began to cultivate extensive long-distance contacts. This contrasts with
the picture of the Late Neolithic of the Great Hungarian Plain, where long-distance contacts
became so dominant that practically every site shows a different distribution, even if they
belong to the same cultural unit. Moreover, these changes are not in good accordance with each
other, thus the introduction of new raw materials did not necessarily bring new technological
know-how, and, most of the time, no new tool types are associated with them. In the Middle
Neolithic, we find mainly laterally retouched blades, truncated blades and end-scrapers in the
assemblages, but in different proportions in almost all sites, and these variations have nothing
to do with the raw material used. Although some correlation is observed between the conic core
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stone strategy and the obsidian and distant raw materials, this relationship is not exclusive and
prismatic or orthogonal specimens frequently occur. Seemingly, every observed attribute has
its thythm and tempo, playing along only by its own rules.

At this point, it is necessary to turn to the multiscalar, tripartite model outlined by Catherine
Perlés. According to this, the changes in the Neolithic knapped stones in Hungary listed above
can be summarised as follows (Figure 6). If we look at the western, i.e., Transdanubian, and the
eastern, i.e., Great Hungarian Plain, parts of the region, we can reconstruct the processes that
influenced the choice of raw material as relatively rapid and frequent changes in both areas.
Indeed, in some cases, these changes may have been so rapid that they could not have had a
marked impact beyond the boundaries of a limited region. In practice, they are likely to range
from a few decades to a few hundred years, and in space from a micro-region to a larger
landscape. In this sense, we are talking about processes and patterns that can be tangibly felt
even in the everyday life of an individual. Examples of this are the Transdanubian radiolarites,
which appeared in the southern Great Hungarian Plain in the second part of the Middle
Neolithic and did not spread much beyond, or the Volhynian flint in the core area of the Herpaly
culture in the Late Neolithic. West of the Danube, the Lengyel Culture witnessed the same
process, as obsidian became a more frequent presence in the assemblages than before. The
presence of Balkan flint in a given assemblage is a very good indicator of the Koros culture,
especially in the southern part of the Great Hungarian Plain. On the other hand, some raw
material choices were very conservative and did not change at all during the whole Neolithic
period. For example, from the Early until the Late Neolithic, the different types of radiolarites
dominated the Transdanubian assemblages. Obsidian or some limnic silicite variant is probably
present in all Neolithic settlements in the Northern part of the Great Hungarian Plain. To sum
up, the changes in raw material choices may have reflected the shortest-term cycles, as in the
model developed by Catherine Perlés.

Typological changes were much less frequent and had an impact in both the eastern and
western parts of the region. Interestingly, these mid-range temporal processes and changes
reflect the classical division of the Early, Middle and Late Neolithic, as defined by century-old
research on pottery typology and decoration. Accordingly, we should be looking at time scales
of four-to-six hundred years, which may correspond to the life cycle of a large community. In
spatial terms, moreover, we can interpret these cycles for the whole territory of Hungary, so
they are hardly comprehensible to an individual, but it does for a community. The earliest period
witnessed the abundance of laterally retouched blades, atypically retouched flakes, with
sporadic, but characteristic examples of burins and geometric microliths. The Middle Neolithic
is marked by very varied tool kits, with laterally retouched blades, truncated blades and end-
scrapers being the most frequent tool types. Lastly, the Late Neolithic witnessed a
standardisation in the final form of retouched tools, as end-scrapers are virtually always the
most abundant tools present. Thus, the typological changes are identical to the middle-term
cycles, again reinforcing the model developed on the assemblage from Franchthi Cave.

However, if we look at the broadest period, only one detectable change can be observed,
which is in the field of technology, and it occurred at the end of the Early Neolithic. For the rest
of the Neolithic, we almost exclusively encounter debitage and tools derived from indirect
percussion applied to regional raw materials, largely using a prismatic or orthogonal core
strategy. Pressure technique, which, according to the literature, is derived from the Balkans,
was applied mainly to obsidian and Balkan flint in the Early Neolithic. If it is possible to connect
the conical strategy of core reduction to this specific technique, it appears again in the Late
Neolithic, mostly on distantly sourced raw materials or on obsidian. In time, these cycles span
thousands of years, and in space, they can cover parts of continents or even entire continents,
creating hidden links across different archaeological cultures and human communities.
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Figure 6. The changes observed in lithic raw material, typology and technology in the Neolithic and represented
on a corresponding multiscalar time scale.

Figure 6. Les changements observés dans les matiéres premicres lithiques, la typologie et la technologie au
Néolithique et représentés sur une échelle de temps multiscalaire.

Before examining the general validity of the model described above, it is necessary to
reiterate some of the limitations already mentioned above. First and foremost, the emphasis is
not really on the tripartition of the system. As Catherine Perlés pointed out in the case of the
Franchthi cave, it is possible to divide a given cultural-historical process into any number of
cycles, depending of course on the period to be taken into account (Perlés 2013). Sticking to
the example and site she gave, and taking into account the whole Palaeolithic and Neolithic
period, she was able to distinguish four separate cycles, still being valid. The second important
observation, also pointed out by Catherine Perles, is that different archaeological sources and
materials can change in different cycles and at different rates. Continuing with the Carpathian
Basin example, it may be worthwhile to carry out this analysis for pottery, since the example
already shows that the cultural and historical processes of pottery and stone do not overlap in
time or space. Apart from the fact that such an analysis would be beyond the scope of this
article, it is worth noting that the technology of Neolithic pottery making in our territory also
seems to have remained almost unchanged for a long time (Fiizesi 2023; Gomart et al. 2020).
Luckily, the last couple of years witnessed new results in the sense of prehistoric pottery
technological analysis in our region (Kreiter ef al. 2017; Solnay et al. 2023).

The third important observation is that before exploring the how and why of these changes
overall, it is worthwhile to make a synthesis of the lessons from the different archaeological
sources. To take a specific example and make it more explicit, it is not certain that any
population change can be associated with any particular cycle or change since genetic data do
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not suggest that there was population replacement in the Carpathian Basin during the Neolithic
or the Copper Age (Gelabert et al. 2024; Szécsényi-Nagy et al. 2015; 2024). To explain
individual changes along any cycle with population movement, for example, we need to be able
to interpret individual archaeological sources systematically, and even then, we cannot draw
general conclusions.

Given all these constraints, the point seems to be the same, that technology changes most
slowly, so the longest period is necessarily dominated by the slow change in the way tools are
made. This inevitability has been evident since Marcell Mauss, since the intergenerational
transmission of technological knowledge is a natural slow learning process that involves a lot
of practice and a significant part of it is unconscious (Lemonnier 1989; Mauss 1934; Pigeot
1991; Shennan 2000). A good practical example of this process is making Bronze Age daggers
from Scandinavia (Apel 2008). These objects can only be made perfectly after decades of
practice, so it is no wonder that the making itself might have been done close to the end user,
for all to see because a non-expert can’t learn the necessary skills in a short time. The knowledge
transmission and learning process in historical times may have been more vertical, passed from
father to son, and existing knowledge may have been more conservatively held on to.

The shortest period is associated with fluctuations in raw materials, which is certainly
related to the surrounding landscape, its changes and its highly dynamic social construction
(Fiizesi 2019; Ingold 1993). A practical example of this comes from the highly researched
Alpine region, where significant changes in the landscape, i.e., deforestation, forest plantations,
land abandonment, birth and disappearance of settlements, can also range from the decade time
scale outlined here to cycles of 3-4 hundred years (Hofmann ef al. 2016; Styring et al. 2016).
In this sense, it is worth referring back to the example of the Scandinavian bronze daggers
mentioned above, where knowledge or non-knowledge about raw materials is the most
controllable and dynamic element of the cultural system (Apel 2008). It is easy to imagine that
the discovery and depletion of a resource, and the establishment or disruption of the associated
social network, posed dynamic challenges to the former communities.

The mid-cycle cycles between the long and short timeframes seem to be dominated by the
relative proportions of tools produced and their types. In this sense, the dominance or absence
of different types may have something to do with the former way of life, use and its changes,
and indirectly with the general environmental conditions. A well-researched example is the
change in harvesting techniques and tools across the Mediterranean region (Mazzucco et al.
2017). For example, the sickle inserts studied in the Central Dalmatian region underwent a
gradual but striking and trendy change during the period between the Impressed Ware culture
and the Danilo culture, while the raw material used as a basis for the blades and the
technological know-how required to make them remained unchanged (Mazzucco et al. 2018).

Considering all three features, Catherine Perlés’ model seems to be very well suited to
describe the changes observed in Neolithic stone tools in Hungary. One of the more
comprehensive advantages of the model is that it allows the different phenomena to be
interpreted in a multiscalar system, which makes it easier to place them in a single cultural-
historical process. Another more practical, advantage is that it provides a handle on the dating
of, for example, surface finds that would otherwise rely on the chronological support provided
by pottery. Of course, the above phenomena are not exclusive; occasionally exceptional pieces
or even assemblages may occur. Yet, beyond being a rule of thumb to help us in the rough
chronological classification of certain uncontextualized knapped lithics, they also provide a
basis for a cultural-historical reconstruction based on knapped lithics alone.
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Abstract :

Les recherches sur la période néolithique en Hongrie (entre 6000 et 4600/4500 av. J.-C.) ont
commencé au tournant des 19exposant et 20exposant siccles, et les cadres culturels que nous utilisons
aujourd’hui ont été inventés relativement t6t. Au cours des cent dernieres années, la recherche
préhistorique hongroise a beaucoup contribué a délimiter les fronti¢res spatiales et temporelles de ces
cultures. Sur cette base, le territoire de la Hongrie actuelle peut étre divisé en deux grandes régions -
I'une a l'ouest et l'autre a l'est - et en trois grandes phases chronologiques. Bien que la recherche
systématique sur les outils en pierre taillée du Néolithique en Hongrie n'ait pas une longue histoire, les
lecons des trente derniéres années sont suffisantes pour comparer 1'expérience avec d'autres éléments de
la culture matérielle et pour tirer d'autres conclusions en les intégrant a un niveau plus élevé. Il est
généralement admis que la nature pratique des outils en pierre du Néolithique ne permet pas le type de
typologies sophistiquées que nous connaissons pour le Paléolithique ou le Mésolithique. Cependant,
nous ne manquons pas nécessairement de phénomeénes généraux qui pourraient étre utilisés pour
distinguer une région, une période ou une culture archéologique d'une autre. Ces phénomenes peuvent
étre des différences dans le choix des matiéres premiéres, des différences dans les ensembles
typologiques ou des changements technologiques, qui sont examinés de manicre exhaustive avec de
nombreux exemples des derniéres décennies. En utilisant le systéme tripartite de Fernand Braudel, nous
pouvons reconstruire les processus qui ont influencé le choix des matiéres premicres comme des
changements relativement rapides et fréquents dans les deux domaines, reflétant ainsi des cycles a court
terme. Les changements typologiques ont été beaucoup moins fréquents et ont eu un impact tant dans la
partie orientale que dans la partie occidentale de la région. Cependant, si 1'on considére la période la
plus large, on ne peut observer qu'un seul changement détectable, dans le domaine de la technologie, et
il s'est produit a la fin du Néolithique ancien. Pour le reste du Néolithique, nous rencontrons presque
exclusivement des produits de débitage et des outils dérivés de la percussion indirecte appliquée a des
matiéres premicres régionales, en utilisant principalement une stratégic basée sur des nucléus
prismatiques ou orthogonaux.

Mots-clés : Technologie lithique, approvisionnement en matiéres premiéres, histoire des cultures,
approche multiscalaire
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