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The Neolithic of southeastern Europe was one of the 
most dynamic periods in European prehistory as it saw 
the establishment of a fully sedentary settlement system 
that is reflected in the rise of large tell-settlements, the 
acceleration of agricultural and herding activities, and 
significant technological innovations. This period is 
also marked by rapid developments in pyrotechnology, 
particularly in pottery and metallurgy production. 
These processes, which appear to have taken place 
between c. 6500 and 4000 BC, blend into the Chalcolithic 
period and are characterised by very high standards of 
pottery firing and decorative techniques (Bailey 2000: 
153-192).

Ceramic assemblages are abundantly preserved and 
provide a foundation for understanding technological 
and cultural developments during this time. To date, 
pottery studies in the Balkans are still dominated by 
extensive chrono-typological classifications, which are 
used to differentiate between various archaeological 
cultures (Childe 1929) that developed in the area and are 
traditionally equated with social groups, or even ethnic 
entities, whose distributions are often assumed to 
correlate with the boundaries of modern countries (e.g. 
Tsirtsoni 2017). This is explained by the fact that since 
the late 19th century the culture-historical approach 
has been the dominant theoretical framework adopted 
by researchers of the discipline (Maran 2017: 17). This 
approach to the later prehistory of the Balkans focuses 
on the chronology of pottery finds and the distribution 
of related archaeological cultures and is at the core of 
diffusionist models (e.g. Childe 1929; Garašanin 1954) 
relegating the Balkans to the role of a bridge between 
Northern Europe and the Near East, where the latter is 
regarded as the cradle of major cultural achievements 
such as the diffusion of farming and the invention of 
metallurgy. Despite a general decline of this paradigm, 
local particularities connected to the complex 
geopolitical situation of the Balkans during the 20th 
century favoured an exceptionally strong persistence 
of the notion of ‘archaeological culture’ in this region 
that delayed the full response to new theoretical 
approaches taking form in the second half of the same 
century (Gori and Ivanova 2017: 3).

The various chapters of this volume, nevertheless, 
demonstrate that the concept of an ‘archaeological 
culture’ in the Balkans remains a robust nomenclature 
that could be useful for studying interrelations between 
different material cultures and thereby creating larger 
syntheses. At the same time, because of the centrality 
of this concept in the archaeological debate (Roberts 
and Vander Linden 2011), it is important to be critically 
engaged with questions about what archaeological 
cultures are. It is also crucial to reflect on how these 
complexes of associated traits have emerged and could 
acquire validity as tools of scientific investigation. In 
this regard, it is important to observe that although 
broad regional pottery typologies based on morphology 
and decoration helped to contribute to an initial 
understanding of developments in material culture, a 
more nuanced approach to the knowledge and skills 
behind pottery production is needed to fully utilise 
ceramics as a tool for tracing cultural phenomena. 
This necessity is well stated in various chapters of 
this volume where the authors, although still relying 
on the traditional notion of archaeological culture, 
also emphasise the importance of pottery as a proxy 
for acquiring useful information about aspects of 
ancient societies such as economy, identity and social 
networks. This largely reflects the scope of the present 
volume, which features contributions aiming to trace 
meaningful and real connections between pottery and 
people through the study of ceramic technology.

This interdisciplinary approach to pottery studies has 
its roots in the pioneering work of Shepard (1956). Her 
research laid the foundation of the two theoretical 
trends that dominated the studies of pottery in 
Anglo-American archaeology from the second half 
of the last century onwards: Ceramic Ecology and the 
Functionalistic Approach (Morris 1974; Bishop and 
Lange 1991; Santacreu 2014). These are part of the 
broader theoretical development of the so-called ‘New 
Archaeology’ (e.g. Binford 1965; Binford 1972; Clarke 
1973). More precisely, ceramic ecology focuses on 
reconstructing the relationship between ceramics and 
the natural environment (e.g. Matson 1965; 1995; Rye 
1981; Kolb 1988; Arnold 1993), while the functionalistic 

Introduction. 
Tracing Pottery-Making Recipes in the Prehistoric Balkans,  

6th-4th Millennia BC

Silvia Amicone
Eberhard Karls University of Tübingen

University College London
silvia.amicone@uni-tuebingen.de



Tracing Pottery-Making Recipes

2

approach underlies the relationship between the 
vessel’s function and the potters’ behaviour (e.g. Braun 
1983; Rice 1990; Schiffer and Skibo 1987; 1997).

These theories first had an impact on the study of 
prehistoric pottery in the Balkans during the 1970s 
as the result of international excavations at Selevac, 
Opovo (Tringham and Krstić 1990; Tringham et al. 
1992) and the work of American and English scholars 
such as Gardner (e.g. 1978), Chapman (1981), and 
Kaiser (1984; 1990; Kaiser et al. 1986). These projects 
applied, with success and for the first time, new 
theoretical models to pottery assemblages from this 
region as part of doctoral research projects. After these 
important works, the study of ceramic technology 
in the prehistoric Balkans somehow stalled and did 
not develop in the same way as it did in other regions 
such as the neighbouring Aegean, where the study of 
technology was incorporated into pottery research 
on a regular basis (e.g. Day 1989; Whitbread 1989; 
Day et al. 1998). This is not surprising, however, if one 
considers the marginalisation of Balkan archaeology as 
a component part of broader geopolitical tensions and 
isolation during the 1990s. Besides, differently from 
the Balkans, Aegean archaeology served as laboratory 
for new Anglo-American theoretical approaches that 
led to the decline of diffusionist models in favour of 
studies more focused on regional dynamics within the 
Aegean (Gori and Ivanova 2017: 3). Culture history and 
diffusionist models remained the dominant paradigm 
in Balkan archaeology and anti-diffusionist positions 
entered mostly only in the debates on the autonomous 
invention of metallurgy (Renfrew 1969; Jovanović 
and Ottaway 1976; Todorova 1978; Roberts et al. 2009; 
Radivojević et al. 2010). 

Studies in pottery technology received a boost at the 
beginning of the 21st century, thanks to the general 
decline of culture-historical approaches and the opening 
of this region to other theoretical developments within 
archaeology. This is well demonstrated for example 
by the studies of scholars such as Gheorghiu (e.g. 
Gheorghiu and Nash 2007), Salanova (e.g. Salanova et al. 
2010; Salanova 2012), Miloglav (e.g. 2012), and Vuković 
(e.g. 2013; 2015) who started to investigate aspects of 
ceramic technology such as manufacturing techniques, 
organisation of production, and specialisation. In 
addition, ethnographic approaches to Balkan pottery 
technology and production have also developed in 
recent decades (e.g. Djordjević 2007; 2014; Carlton 2014). 
The knowledge of prehistoric pottery manufacture 
and circulation has also benefitted from the use of 
material science, with notable projects including those 
of Kreiter (Kreiter 2010; Kreiter et al. 2017), Spataro 
(2014; 2017), Szakmány et al. (2011), and Gajić-Kvaščev 
(Gajić-Kvaščev et al. 2012a; 2012b). These studies and 
several other on-going projects on pottery technology 
are demonstrating the enormous potential that this 

approach has for furthering our understanding of 
ancient ceramic technology as archaeometric analysis 
can be used to detect patterns associated with the 
selection and provenance of raw materials and 
important aspects related to manufacturing processes 
such as pyrotechnology. 

Despite the examples given above, the study of 
ceramic technology continues to occupy a marginal 
role in Balkan prehistory, and the various chapters 
of this volume bring together for the first time the 
multiple strands of current research on Neolithic and 
Chalcolithic pottery from this region.  It reflects a field 
of study that is still largely dependent on culture-history 
models, but is nonetheless open to various theoretical 
and methodological approaches that emphasise the 
importance of studying ceramic technology and its 
function. A focus on ceramics and their relation to 
the environment is reflected in various contributions 
of this volume. Chapter 2 (Djordjević), for example, 
brings attention to the importance of experimental 
and ethnographic studies within research on pottery 
technology. She emphasises the importance of 
carrying out ethnographic research and archaeological 
experiments at a local level, namely in the same region 
once inhabited by past communities. In the Balkans, 
environmental conditions have not changed drastically 
since the Neolithic. Therefore, through ethnographic 
studies and archaeological experiments in the region, 
it is possible to formulate relevant models of the varied 
and interconnected ways in which past communities 
engaged with local resources that have the potential of 
disclosing histories of interactions among people and 
materials across different landscapes. Very importantly, 
this contribution demonstrates the urgency to protect 
the knowledge of traditional ceramic technologies 
as part of the intangible cultural heritage of Europe, 
a concern that also frames chapter  1 (Carlton). His 
contribution focuses on the tradition of calcite 
tempering in the contemporary domestic pottery 
production of the central and western Balkans with 
in-depth considerations about the environment, but 
also the function of the vessels manufactured by the 
interviewed potters. 

Functionalistic approaches are echoed in the 
contributions by Vuković as well as Miloglav and 
Balen that suggest different perspectives to this topic. 
Chapter 12 (Vuković) discusses the tracing of pottery 
function through technology by focusing on the study 
of their performance characteristics. In doing so, 
Vuković investigates formal properties and morphology 
of Neolithic pots from Serbia, reaching meaningful 
conclusions that shed light on the shift in everyday-life 
between semi-sedentary and fully sedentary societies 
that accompanies the transition from the Early to Late 
Neolithic. On the other hand, chapter 6 (Miloglav and 
Balen) investigates the function of vessels through the 



3

Silvia Amicone: Introduction

application of organic residue analysis. The latter has so 
far seen only limited use in the study of ancient pottery 
from the Balkans and the chapter demonstrates its 
potential, especially when combined with other lines of 
evidence provided by use wear analysis and contextual 
information. 

At the core of this volume are also post-processual 
perspectives that emphasise technology as a reflection 
of social relations and cultural values, leading to the 
development of social anthropology of technology 
(e.g. Lemmonier 1986; 1992; Pfaffenberger 1988; 1992; 
Schlanger and Sinclair 1990; van der Leeuw 1993; 
Dobres and Hoffman 1994 and 1999; Stark 1998; Roux 
2010), an approach that owes much to the pioneering 
work of archaeologists like Leroi-Gourhan (1964; 1965) 
and Lechtman (1977; 1984). Among these theoretical 
frameworks it is important to mention the widely 
adopted concepts of chaîne opératoire (e.g. Gourhan 
1964; Roux 2017) and ‘technological choices’ (van 
der Leeuw 1993; Lemmonier 1993; Sillar and Tite 
2000). These approaches resonate at different levels 
in the various contributions of this book. Chapter  8 
(Salanova) for example examines technology as an 
expression of identity, through an approach that 
combines qualitative and quantitative analyses with 
a technological assessment of pottery from Kovačevo 
(6200-5600 BC, Bulgaria). The results of this work show 
that it is possible to distinguish different aspects of 
identity through the study of ceramics and thereby 
establish the base for a renewed debate on the earliest 
pottery production and agrarian development in the 
Balkans. 

Chapter 3 (Georgieva) addresses themes such as 
the organisation of production and specialisation, 
focussing on pottery assemblages from Kodjadermen–
Gumelniţa–Karanovo VI and Krivodol–Sălcuţa–Bubanj 
Hum Ia cultures (Bulgaria, second half of the 5th 
millennium BC) in order to investigate the social 
transformation taking place between the Early and Late 
Eneolithic in this region. Chapter 10 (Ştefan) focuses on 
similar problems through the application of the chaîne 
opératoire to the pottery production at the Chalcolithic 
site of Radovanu (4800-4600 BC). This is achieved by 
combining macroscopic and microscopic observation, 
thus shedding new light on the technological traditions 
and connected cultural aspects of this important site. 

The anthropology of technology also emphasises 
the socially organised nature of learning and the 
transmission of knowledge, topics at the core of 
archaeological research on material culture (Stark 
et al. 2008). Within archaeology, social learning and 
cultural transmission recently developed in two major 
directions. These lie on one hand in the development 
of ‘situated learning theory’ (Lave and Wenger 1991; 
Wenger 1998) and the related notion of ‘communities 

of practice’ (e.g. Sassman and Rudolphi 2001; Eckert 
2008; 2012; Huntely 2008) and on the other hand 
on neo-Darwinian approaches such as the ‘dual-
inheritance theory’ (e.g. Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman 
1981; Boyd and Richerson 1985; Mesoudi and O’Brien 
2008; Shennan 2008). In Chapter 7 (Mirković-Marić and 
Amicone), communities of practice of pottery-making 
are investigated through the technological studies of 
materials from the Late Neolithic phases (5200-4800 BC) 
of the archaeological sites of Gradište-Idjoš, Kremenjak-
Čoka, Akača-Novo Miloševo (Serbia). These contexts 
are characterised by pottery assemblages marked 
by two different material cultures (Vinča and Tisza), 
and this study attempts to determine if these stylistic 
groups correspond with two technological traditions 
that reflect different communities of practice within 
pottery manufacturing.

Together with the aforementioned Chapter 10, 
Mirković-Marić and Amicone’s contribution thus 
presents another major theme at the core of this 
volume: the application of natural science-based 
approaches to the study of material culture. These 
often permit a degree of resolution that cannot be 
obtained with macroscopic analyses and thus have the 
potential for better understanding ancient technology 
(e.g. Rice 1987; Whitbread 1995; Evershed 2008; Tite 
2008; Quinn 2009; 2013; Torrence et al. 2015; Hunt 2016). 
Our volume therefore aims to promote a dialogue 
between archaeologists and natural scientists. Often, 
archaeologists are not informed about the growing 
possibilities of scientific analysis, and natural scientists 
tend to be more focused on developing new methods 
rather than integrating their studies with the research 
questions of archaeologists (Sommer et al. 2019; 
Martinón-Torres and Killick 2015)

The application of archaeometry to the study of 
raw material procurement and processing is also 
exemplified by Chapters 11 (Szakmány et al.) and 4 (de 
Groot). The former is a study providing archaeometric 
data on ceramics from the Late Neolithic site of 
Hódmezővásárhely-Gorzsa (4846-4495 cal BC) with the 
aim of assessing the composition and technological 
characteristics of ceramics. The latter by de Groot 
investigates the relationship between pottery types 
and clay preparation methods in the first pottery 
assemblages in southeastern Europe and western 
Anatolia by focusing on the Early Neolithic ceramic 
assemblages of Džuljunica-Smărdeš in NE Bulgaria (c. 
6200-5900 BC). Ceramic petrography and multivariate 
statistics are combined to compare patterns in 
the similarities of typological elements of pottery 
assemblages and thereby also between clay preparation 
methods and clay recipes. 

Finally, materials science approaches are discussed 
in chapters 5 (Kreiter et al.) and 9 (Saridaki et al.) that 
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emphasise themes such as technological continuity 
and change. In particular, Chapter 5 aims to trace 
the ceramic technology of major vessel forms at the 
Neolithic site of Balatonszárszó-Kis-erdei-dűlő (c. 5350–
4900 BC), with a focus on choices in raw materials and 
tempers to assess the changes in technological practices 
through the different chronological horizons of the site. 
Chapter 9 investigates four Neolithic settlements in 
Pieria (northern Greece) and covers almost the whole 
span of the Neolithic period in the region, from the 
earliest phases to the early Late Neolithic (6700/6500 
- 5000/4900 ΒC). This work combines diachronic and 
synchronic approaches, comparing pottery from 
different phases of each site with pottery from within 
a single phase. 

Concluding Remarks

The variety of approaches, perspectives, and themes 
presented in this volume successfully capture the 
diversity of present-day Balkan pottery studies. 
This volume will hopefully serve as a reference for 
those interested in the production and technology of 
prehistoric and later ceramics. In addition, it offers 
insights on the past and present inhabitants of this rich 
and diverse region that is becoming a new laboratory 
for the burgeoning field of pottery technology. By 
gathering these different contributions, this volume 
ultimately attempts to compare varying perspectives 
that aim to trace pottery-making recipes. These 
embody aspects of human behaviour that are key to 
understanding people and their cultural traditions 
(O’Brien et al. 2010). Processes of adoption and transfer 
of technology and ideas are crucial concerns for 
present-day archaeology. Archaeological material 
cultures represent phenomena that have emerged 
through mechanisms of cultural transmission and 
specific learning activities. A technological approach 
to the study of pottery has the potential to shed new 
light on mechanisms governing the diffusion of ideas 
that catalyse the formation of shared material cultures. 
This could facilitate the establishment of broader 
generalisations and the investigation of networks 
among social groups that share common ideologies 
regarding the production and appearance of objects 
and their co-occurrence.

The volume is primarily intended for scholars working 
on Balkan archaeology, but will also be of interest to 
those working on archaeological theory and pottery 
more generally, as it offers strong archaeological 
correlates and case studies of theoretical concepts that 
have undergone increasing re-assessment in recent 
years. These include technological change, innovation, 
social boundaries, and cultural transmission. In 
addition, given such a wide-ranging exploration of 
theoretical issues cross-cutting single research fields, 
this volume will also appeal to academics working 

in cognate disciplines such as archaeometry and 
anthropology.

Bibliography

Arnold, D. E. 1993. Ecology and Ceramic Production in 
an Andean Community. Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press.

Bailey, D. W. 2000. Balkan Prehistory. London/New York, 
Routledge.

Binford, L. R. 1965. Archaeological systematics and the 
study of cultural process. American Antiquity 31: 203-
210.

Binford, L. R. 1972. An Archaeological Perspective. New 
York/London, Seminar Press.

Bishop, R. L. and Lange F. W. (eds) 1991. The Ceramic 
Legacy of Anna O. Shepard. Boulder, CO, University 
Press of Colorado.

Boyd, R. and Richerson, P. J. 1985. Culture and the 
Evolutionary Process. Chicago, IL, University of 
Chicago Press.

Braun, D. 1983. Pots as tools. In: J. Moore and A. Keene 
(eds), Archaeological Hammers and Theories: 107-134. 
New York, NY, Academic Press.

Carlton, R. 2014. The development and potential of 
ceramic ethnoarchaeology in the Central and 
Western Balkans. In: B. Djordjević (ed.), Traditional 
Pottery Making from the Ethnoarchaeological Point of 
View. Scientific Research and Safeguarding of Intangible 
Heritage. Proceedings of the First International 
Conference, Belgrade, June 2011: 144-165. Belgrade, 
Belgrade National Museum.

Cavalli-Sforza, L. L. and Feldman, M. 1981. Cultural 
Transmission and Evolution: A Quantitative Approach. 
Princeton, Princeton, NJ, University Press.

Chapman, J. 1981. Vinča Culture of South-east Europe: 
Studies in Chronology, Economy and Society. Oxford, 
British Archaeological Reports.

Childe, V. G. 1929. The Danube in Prehistory. Oxford, 
Oxford University Press.

Clarke, D. L. 1973. Archaeology: The loss of innocence. 
Antiquity 46: 237-239.

Day, P. M. 1989. Technology and ethnography in 
petrographic studies of ceramics. In: Y. Maniatis, 
P. M. Fischer, A. R. E. Lodding and J. G. Norén (eds), 
Archaeometry. Proceedings of the 25th international 
symposium: 139-147. Amsterdam, Elsevier.

Day, P. M., Wilson, D. E. and Kiriatzi, E. 1998. Pots, labels 
and people: Burying ethnicity in the cemetery of 
Aghia Photia, Siteias. In: K. Branigan (ed.), Cemetery 
and Society in the Bronze Age: 133-149. Sheffield, 
Sheffield Academic Press.

Djordjević, B. 2007. Ethnoarchaeological research 
as a method of protection of traditional ceramic 
technologies. In: M. Popović-Živančević (ed.), 
Condition of the Cultural and Natural Heritage in the 
Balkan Region, Vol. 1. Proceedings of the Regional 



5

Silvia Amicone: Introduction

Conference Held in Kladovo, October 2006: 87-99. 
Belgrade, Belgrade National Museum.

Djordjević, B. (ed.) 2014. Traditional Pottery Making from 
the Ethnoarchaeological Point of View. Scientific Research 
and Safeguarding of Intangible Heritage. Proceedings of 
the First International Conference, Belgrade, June 
2011. Belgrade, Belgrade National Museum.

Dobres, M. A. and Hoffman, C. R. (eds) 1994. Social Agency 
and the Dynamics of Technology: Practice, Politics and 
World Views. Washington, DC, Smithsonian Institute 
Press.

Dobres, M. A. and Hoffman, C. R. (eds) 1999. The Social 
Dynamics of Technology: Practice, Politics, and World 
Views. Washington, DC, Smithsonian Institute Press.

Eckert, S. L. 2008. Pottery and Practice: The Expression of 
Identity at Pottery Mound and Hummingbird Pueblo. 
Albuquerque, NM, University of New Mexico Press.

Eckert, S. L. 2012. Choosing clays and painting pots 
in the fourteenth-century Zuni region. In: L. S. 
Cordell and J. H. Habicht-Mauche (eds), Potters and 
Communities of Practice: Glaze Paint and Polychrome 
Pottery in the American Southwest, AD 1250 to 1700: 55-
64. Tucson, AZ, The University of Arizona Press.

Evershed, R. P. 2008. Organic residue analysis in 
archaeology: The archaeological biomarker 
revolution. Archaeometry 50(6): 895-924.

Gajić-Kvaščev, M., Marić-Stojanović, M., Heinemann-
Jancić, R. and Andrić, V. 2012a. Non-destructive 
characterisation and classification of ceramic 
artefacts using pEDXRF and statistical pattern 
recognition. Chemistry Central Journal 6(1): 1-9.

Gajić-Kvaščev, M., Marić Stojanović, M., Šmit, Ž., 
Kantarelou, V., Germanos Karydas, A., Šljivar, D., 
Milovanović, D. and Andrić, V. 2012b. New evidence 
for the use of cinnabar as a colouring pigment in 
the Vinča culture. Journal of Archaeological Science 39: 
1025-1033.

Garašanin, M. 1954. Iz istorije mlađeg neolita u Srbiji 
i Bosni. Glasnik Zemaljskog Muzeja, Sarajevo 9: 5-39. 
[In Serbian: Garašanin, M. 1954. History of the Late 
Neolithic in Serbia and Bosnia. Glasnik Zemaljskog 
Muzeja, Sarajevo 9: 5-39.]

Gardner, E. J. 1978. The Pottery Technology of the Neolithic 
Period in South-Eastern Europe. Unpublished Ph.D. 
thesis, University of California, Los Angeles. 

Gheorghiu, D. and Nash, G. (eds) 2007. The Archaeology of 
Fire: Understanding Fire as Material Culture. Budapest, 
Archaeolingua Foundation.

Gori, M. and Ivanova, M. (eds) 2017. Balkan Dialogues. 
Negotiating Identity between Prehistory and the Present. 
London/New York, Routledge.

Hunt, A. 2016. The Oxford Handbook of Archaeological 
Ceramic Analysis. Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Huntley, D. L. 2008. Ancestral Zuni Glaze-decorated Pottery: 
Viewing Pueblo IV Regional Organization through 
Ceramic Production and Exchange. Tucson, AZ, The 
University of Arizona Press.

Jovanović, B. and Ottaway, B. S. 1976. Copper mining 
and metallurgy in the Vinča group. Antiquity 50: 
104-113.

Kaiser, T. 1984. Vinča Ceramics: Economic and Technological 
Aspects of Late Neolithic Pottery Production in Southeast 
Europe. Unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of 
California, Berkley.

Kaiser, T. 1990. Ceramic technology. In: R. E. Tringham 
and D. Krstić (eds), Selevac: A Neolithic Village in 
Yugoslavia: 255-287. Los Angeles, CA, University of 
California Press.

Kaiser, T., Franklin, U. and Vitali, V. 1986. Pyrotechnology 
and pottery in the Late Neolithic of the Balkans. In: 
J. S. Olin and M. J. Blackman (eds), Proceedings of the 
24th International Archaeometry Symposium: 85-94. 
Washington, DC, Smithsonian Institution.

Kolb, C. (ed.) 1988. Ceramic Ecology. Oxford, Archaeopress.
Kreiter, A. 2010. Ceramic technology and social process 

in Late Neolithic Hungary. In: P.S. Quinn, P. (ed.), 
Interpreting Silent Artefacts: Petrographic Approaches 
to Archaeological Ceramics: 101-119. Oxford, 
Archaeopress.

Kreiter, A., Kalicz, N., Kovács K., Siklósi, Z and Viktorik, 
O. 2017. Entangled traditions: Lengyel and Tisza 
ceramic technology in a Later Neolithic settlement 
in northern Hungary. Journal of Archaeological Science: 
Reports 16: 589-603.

Lave, J. and Wenger, E. 1991. Situated Learning: Legitimate 
Peripheral Participation. Cambridge, Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Lechtman, H. 1977. Style in technology: Some early 
thoughts. In: H. Lechtman and T. S. Merrill (eds), 
Material Culture: Style, Organization and Dynamics of 
Technology. St. Paul, MN, West Publishing Co.

Lechtman, H. 1984. Andean value systems and the 
development of prehistoric metallurgy. Technology and 
Culture 25(1): 1-36.

Lemmonier, P. 1986. The study of material culture today: 
Towards an anthropology of technical systems. Journal 
of Anthropological Archaeology 5: 146-86.

Lemmonier, P. 1992. Elements for an Anthropology of 
Technology. Ann Arbor, MI, Michigan University Press.

Lemmonier, P. 1993. Introduction. In: P. Lemmonier (ed.), 
Technological Choices: Transformations in Material Cultures 
since the Neolithic: 1-35. London, Routledge.

Leroi-Gourhan, A. 1964. Le geste e la parole I: Techniques et 
langage. Paris, A. Michel.

Leroi-Gourhan, A. 1965. Le geste et la parole II: La m’moire 
el les rythmes. Paris, A. Michel.

Maran, J. 2017. Later Balkan prehistory. A transcultural 
perspective. In: M. Gori and M Ivanova (eds), Balkan 
Dialogues. Negotiating Identity between Prehistory and 
the Present: 64-84. London/New York, Routledge.

Martinón-Torres, M. and Killick, D. 2015. Archaeological 
theories and archaeological sciences. In: A. Gardner, 
M. Lake, and U. Sommner (eds), The Oxford Handbook of 
Archaeological Theory: 1–17. Oxford, Oxford University 
Press. 



Tracing Pottery-Making Recipes

6

Matson, F. 1965 (ed.), Ceramics and Man. Chicago, IL, Viking 
Fund Publications in Anthropology.

Matson, F. 1995. Ceramic ecology. American Journal of 
Archaeology 99(1): 108-111.

Mesoudi, A. and O’Brien, M. J. 2008. The learning and 
transmission of hierarchical cultural recipes. 
Biological Theory 3, 63-72.

Miloglav, I. 2012. Organization of production, 
standardization of pottery and craft specialization in 
Vučedol society. Opvscvla archaeologica 36(1): 27-54. 

Morris, E. A. 1974. Anna O. Shepard 1903-1971. American 
Antiquity 39: 448-451.

O’Brien J. M., Lyman L. R., Mesoudi A. and VanPool, T. L. 
2010. Cultural traits as units of analysis. Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society 14: 3797-3806.

Pfaffenberger, B. 1988. Fetishised objects and human 
nature: Towards an anthropology of technology. 
Man 23(2): 236-252.

Pfaffenberger, B. 1992. Social anthropology of 
technology. Annual Review of Anthropology 21: 491-
516.

Quinn, P. S. (ed.) 2009. Interpreting Silent Artefacts: 
Petrographic Analysis of Archaeological Ceramics. 
Oxford, Archaeopress.

Quinn, P. S. 2013. Ceramic Petrography. The interpretation 
of Archaeological Pottery and Related Artefacts in Thin 
Section. Oxford, Archeopress.

Radivojević, M., Rehren, Th., Pernicka, E., Šljivar, D., 
Brauns, M. and Borić, D. 2010. On the origins of 
extractive metallurgy: New evidence from Europe. 
Journal of Archaeological Science 37, 2775-2787.

Renfrew, C. 1969. The autonomy of the south-east 
European Copper Age. Proceedings of the Prehistoric 
Society 35: 12-47. 

Rice, P. M. 1987. Pottery Analysis: A Sourcebook. Chicago, 
IL, University of Chicago Press.

Rice, P. M. 1990. Functions and uses of archaeological 
ceramics. In: W. Kingery (ed.), The Changing Roles of 
Ceramics in Society: 1-10. Westerville, OH, American 
Ceramic Society.

Roberts, B. W., Thornton C. P. and Pigott, V. C. 2009. 
Development of metallurgy in Eurasia. Antiquity 83: 
1012-1022.

Roberts, B. W. and Vander Linden, M. 2011.  Investigating 
archaeological cultures: Material culture, variability, 
and transmission. In: B. W. Roberts and M. Vander 
Linden (eds.), Investigating Archaeological Cultures: 
Material Culture, Variability and Transmission. New 
York, NY, Springer.

Roux, V. 2010. Classification des assemblages céram-
iques selon le concept de ‘chaîne opératoire’: Une 
approche anthropologique de la variabilité synchro-
nique et diachronique, Le Nouvelles de l’Archéologique 
119: 4-9.

Roux, V. 2017. De céramiques et des hommes. Décoder 
les asseblages archéologiques. Paris, Presses 
universitaires de Paris Nanterre.

Rye, O. S. 1981. Pottery Technology: Principles and 
Reconstruction. Washington, DC, Taraxacum.

Salanova, L. 2012. Productions domestiques, productions 
spécialisée et le reste? Les différents types de 
productions céramiques néolithiques. Bulletin de la 
Société Préhistorique Française, 109(2): 221-229.

Salanova, L., Vieugué, J. and Gomart, L. 2010. 
Methodology of the study of large ceramic 
complexes: A Neolithic ceramics series from 
Kovachevo (Bulgaria). Arheologiya: 7-23. [In 
Bulgarian: Salanova, L., Vieugué, J. and Gomart, 
L. 2010. Методика на изследване на големи 
керамични комплекси: сериация на неолитната 
керамика от Ковачево (България). Археология: 
7-23].

Santacreu, D. A. 2014. Materiality, Techniques and 
Society in Pottery Production. The Technological Study 
of Archaeological Ceramics through Paste Analysis. 
Warsaw/Berlin, De Gruyter Open Ltd.

Sassman, K. E. and Rudolphi, W. 2001. Communities 
of practice in the early pottery traditions of the 
American Southeast. Journal of Anthropological 
Research 57(4): 407-425.

Schiffer, M. B. and Skibo, M., 1987. Theory and 
experiment in the study of technological change. 
Current Anthropology 28(5): 595-622.

Schiffer, M. B. and Skibo, M. 1997. The explanation of 
variability. American Antiquity 62: 27-50.

Schlanger, N. and Sinclair, A. (eds) 1990. Technology in 
the humanities. Archaeological Review from Cambridge 
9(1): 1-157. 

Shennan, S. J. 2008. Evolution in archaeology. Annual 
Review of Anthropology 37: 75-91.

Shepard, A. O. 1956. Ceramic for the Archaeologist. 
Washington, DC, Carnegie Institution of Washington. 

Sillar, B. and Tite, M. S. 2000. The challenge of 
“technological choices” for the materials science in 
archaeology. Archaeometry, 42(1): 2-20.

Sommer, U., Amicone, S. and Chernysheva, E. 2019. 
Micro- and macroarchaeology: How can the two be 
combined? In: N. Palincas and and Ponta, C. C.  (eds), 
Bridging Science and Heritage. Proceedings of the 5th 
Balkan Symposium on Archaeometry, September 
2016, Sinaia, Romania. Oxford, BAR (Archaeopress).

Spataro, M. 2014. Continuity and change in pottery 
manufacture between early and middle Neolithic of 
Romania. Archaeological and Anthropological Sciences 
6(2): 175-197.

Spataro, M. 2017. Innovation and regionalism in 
the Middle/Late Neolithic of south and south 
-eastern Europe (ca. 5.500-4.500 cal. BC): A ceramic 
perspective. In: L. Burnez-Lanotte (ed.), Matières à 
Penser. Sélection et traitement des matières premières 
dans les productions potières du Néolithique ancient: 61-
80. Paris, Société préhistorique française.

Stark, M. T. (ed.) 1998. The Archaeology of Social Boundaries. 
Washington, D.C., Smithsonian Institute Press.



7

Silvia Amicone: Introduction

Stark, M. T., Brenda J. B. and Horne L. 2008. Why breaking 
down boundaries matters for archaeological 
research on learning and cultural transmission. In: 
M. T. Stark, B. J. Bowser and L. Horne (eds), Cultural 
Transmission and Material Culture: Breaking Down 
Boundaries: 1-16. Tucson, AZ, University of Arizona 
Press.

Szakmány, Gy., Starnini, E., Horváth, F. and Bradák, B. 
2011. Investigating trade and exchange patterns in 
Prehistory: Preliminary results of the archaeometric 
analyses of stone artefacts from Tell Gorzsa (South-
East Hungary). In: I. Turbanti-Memmi (ed.), 
Proceedings of the 37th International Symposium on 
Archaeometry, 12th–16th May 2008, Siena, Italy: 311-319. 
Berlin/Heidelberg, Springer-Verlag.

Tite, M. S. 2008. Ceramic production, provenance and 
use: A review. Archaeometry 50(2): 216-231.

Todorova, H. 1978. The Eneolithic Period in Bulgaria in the 
Fifth Millenium BC. Oxford, Archaeopress.

Torrence, R., Martinón-Torres, M. and Rehren, Th. 
2015. Forty years and still growing: Journal of 
Archaeological Science Looks to the Future. Journal 
of Archaeological Science 56: 1-8.

Tringham, R. E. and Krstić, D. (eds) 1990. Selevac: A 
Neolithic Village in Yugoslavia. Los Angeles, CA, 
University of California Press.

Tringham, R. E., Brukner, B., Kaiser, T., Borojević, K., 
Bukvić Lj., Šteli, P., Russel, N., Stafanović, M. and 
Voytek, B. 1992. Excavation at Opovo, 1985–1987: 
Socioeconomic change in the Balkans Neolithic. 
Journal of Field Archaeology 19: 351-386.

Tsirtsoni, Z. 2017. Let’s stop speaking “cultures”. 
Alternative means to assess historical developments 
in prehistoric Balkans. In: M. Gori and M. Ivanova 

(eds), Balkan Dialogues. Negotiating Identity between 
Prehistory and the Present: 64-84. London/New York, 
Routledge.

van der Leeuw, S. E. 1993. Giving the potter a choice: 
Conceptual aspects of pottery techniques. In: P. 
Lemonnier (ed.), Technological Choices: Transformations 
in Material Cultures since the Neolithic: 238-288. London, 
Routledge.

Vuković, J. 2013. Female technology: The identity of 
Neolithic potters. Etnoantropološki Problemi 8(1): 
295-316. [In Serbian: Vuković, J. 2013a. Ženska 
tehnologija: identitet neolitskih majstora-grnčara. 
Etnoantropološki problemi 8(1): 295-316].

Vuković, J. 2015. Lost in Transition: The problem of 
the Early/Middle to Late Neolithic transition in 
Yugoslav/Serbian archaeology in the second half 
of the 20th century. Etnoantropološki Problemi 10(3): 
651-673. [In Serbian: Vuković, J. 2015. Izgubljeni u 
tranziciji: problem prelaza ranog/srednjeg u kasni 
neolit centralnog Balkana u jugoslovenskoj/srpskoj 
arheologiji druge polovine XX veka. Etnoantropološki 
Problemi 10(3): 651-673].

Wenger, E. 1998. Communities of Practice: Learning, 
Meaning and Identity. Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press.

Whitbread, I. K. 1989. A proposal for the systematic 
description of thin sections towards the study of 
the ancient ceramic technology. In: Y. Maniatis, P. 
M. Fischer, A. R. E. Lodding, J. and G. Norén (eds), 
Archaeometry. Proceedings of the 25th international 
symposium: 127-138. Amsterdam, Elsevier.

Whitbread, I. K. 1995. Greek Transport Amphorae: A 
Petrological and Archaeological Study. Athens, British 
School at Athens.




