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Introduction

Archaeology and Migration

New technologies or the advancement of old ones — ancient DNA
analyses, isotope analyses, GIS, archaeometry etc. — have brought with
them an interest in large-scale questions and big-picture perspectives
on the past. Among these, especially in the Anglophone literature,
migrations loom large. Although migration never lost its explanatory
significance in some archaeological traditions, notably in parts of
central and eastern Europe, the topic was largely overlooked by
American and British scholarship of the 1960s to 1990s and those
researchers most strongly influenced by it (for a historical overview, see
e.g. Anthony 1990; Chapman and Hamerow 1997; Daniels 2022: 4-9).
Even where migration was accepted as an explanatory framework, it
rarely formed the centre of attention; and, with few exceptions (e.g.
Burmeister 2000; Prien 2005; Rouse 1986), it was not studied as a
process in its own right or from a comparative angle until much more
recently (e.g. Baker and Tsuda 2015; Burmeister 2017a; 2017b; Cabana
and Clark 2011; Cameron 2013).

Scientific discourse does not take place in a vacuum. The
archaeological perspective on past migrations has been biased by
specific national attitudes, historical traditions, and contemporary
politics (e.g. Harke 1997; 1998). On a supra-national level, IOM-Gallup
attested in 2015 that ‘in almost every region of the world people are
more likely to be in favour of migration than against it. The one, notable
exception to this is Europe’ (IOM 2016: 4). As Liisa Malkii (1992) makes
clear, our Western thinking is characterized by an ideology of

sedentarism, which also makes its impact in contemporary politics. For
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instance, the Dutch right-wing politician Geert Wilders gave a much-
publicized speech in March 2011 in which he argued that Germanic
immigrants had brought down the Roman Empire. With this historical
experience, he conjured up a bleak future for Europe in the face of
alleged ‘Islamization’ by migrants.

In such arguments, people are bound to places, nations to territories.
The common metaphor of cultural roots and rooted identities implies
an unambiguous location. Since one can only be part of one tree, the
metaphor evokes temporal continuity and territorial fixity (see also
Clifford 1988: 338). More recently, Mimi Sheller and John Urry (2006)
have proposed a shift towards a ‘mobilities paradigm, which aims to
disrupt assumptions that societies and individuals are primarily
sedentary and movement exceptional. This has provoked scholars to
shift their focus to a broad range of mobile behaviours in societies
traditionally classed as sedentary. Yet we also recognize that the
continuum between routine movements as part of daily existence
on the one hand, and often traumatic and exceptional events of
displacement on the other, must somehow be subdivided if we want to
avoid flattening out the experience of migration.

Archaeologists have, in the main, been latecomers to these general
theoretical developments. As a result, when new migration narratives
offered in particular by paleogenomic studies began to appear in
rapidly increasing numbers, it often proved challenging to integrate
them successfully with archaeological results.! This difficulty also
partly stemmed from the initial archaeogenetic focus on processes
of considerable geographical and chronological extent - a scale at
which most archaeologists are not comfortable working. Right now,
then, the main challenge is no longer to recognize that migrations have
taken place, but how to think about them (Anthony 2023; Daniels
2022).

For the Neolithic of Europe, the main focus of this volume, this
resulted in renewed attention to the processes by which migrant
populations introduced animal husbandry and agriculture, as well as to
the arrival of ‘steppe people’ marking the transition to the Final Neolithic
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and Bronze Age (Corded Ware, Bell Beaker and related phenomena of
the third millennium BcE) here. Initially, archacogenetic papers took a
relatively coarse approach to both transitions, compiling data from a
limited number of samples over large temporal and spatial scales (e.g.
Fu et al. 2012; Omrak et al. 2016), which were then often optimistically
interpreted and linked to other large-scale transformations, such as
linguistic change (for criticism, see e.g. Frieman and Hofmann 2019;
Furholt 2018; 2019a; 2019b; Hakenbeck 2019; Ion 2017; 2019; E. Jones
2019; E. Jones and Bosl 2021; Veeramah 2018). Recently, more nuanced
site- and region-based analyses have been produced which centre on
individuals, kinship patterns and other social relationships (e.g. Fowler
et al. 2022; Knipper et al. 2017; Le Roy et al. 2016; Mittnik et al. 2019;
Rivollat et al. 2016; 2023; summary in Kristiansen 2022: 43-54).
Moreover, it has been suggested that, with the genetic data and statistical
tools now available, several migration histories involving different
numbers of populations may be equally likely (Maier et al. 2023),
inviting discussion of alternative scenarios and re-empowering other
forms of evidence.

The relationship of archaeological data to linguistic evidence has
also been discussed with renewed vigour, bolstered by the connections
made between genetic turnover and linguistic change (e.g. Haak et al.
2015; Kristiansen et al. 2017) and the ease of comparing the tree-like
diagrams created for both. However, criticism of this has been mounting:
convergence and various contact phenomena have been systematically
neglected in scholarship, although such possibilities have been raised
periodically (e.g. Comrie 2008; Kroeber 1960; Mufwene 2001; Robb
1993; Zimmer 1990a; summary in Demoule 2023: 33-118). In the light
of these critiques, alternative histories of Neolithic language change can
be explored.

With this in mind, compared to discussions in other fields, other
geographical areas and other time periods (e.g. the US Southwest or the
Migration Period - see below), the kinds of questions tackled and the
ways in which migration is discussed in the Neolithic of Europe remain
relatively ‘blocky. The concept of migration is not yet fulfilling its
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potential for history-making, largely because discussions of key
questions surrounding the process of migration and its relation to
identities are only just beginning.

In this book, we develop a considered archaeology of migration and
explore it through global case studies at different geographical and
temporal scales. At one level, we focus on one set of connected cases
from a relatively long and geographically wide-ranging phenomenon
- the Neolithic of Europe. By bringing this into dialogue with other
migration scenarios from different periods and across the globe, we
offer new insights into the complexity of interactions involved in
migration episodes and thereby write ‘history’ in the sense of drawing
out the importance of local contingencies in how migration processes
are initiated and develop. This is achieved by focussing on different
social and geographical scales, from supra-community down to
individual interactions and biographies — simplified here as large-,
middle- and small-scale dynamics. In a sense, writing this volume itself
has taken the structure of interconnected journeys. Borrowing a
metaphor from Lewis Binford (1980), the Neolithic of Europe serves
as our base camp, from which we sally forth into other regions and
periods, returning with new models and ideas with which to enrich
our interpretations.

The choice of destinations is, as always, subjective and determined
by research questions — for our comparisons, we looked to those case
studies that dealt with similar problems to the ones now being discussed
in Neolithic Europe. We have chosen examples with rich histories of
multidisciplinary investigation, a vibrant contemporary research
community, and a history of interpretation that draws on different data
and applies different models than commonly used by European
Neolithic specialists. Thus, our sounding board for thinking about
large-scale migrations is the archaeology of Remote Oceania, as one of
the most evocative series of long-distance journeys. The European
Middle Ages, in contrast, have seen some of the most contested debates
on the nature of ethnicity. The Pueblo migrations were chosen because

of the research focus there on household-level decisions to migrate,
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while the examples of early colonial entradas into the Americas were
added because the issue of translators gave us the tools to discuss
linguistic change in third-millennium BCE central Europe.

In none of these cases do we wish to imply that these global case
studies can function as shortcuts to understanding ‘what the European
Neolithic was like’ (nor, vice versa, does the pattern of migration in
various phases in Neolithic Europe ‘explain’ migrations in other parts of
the world). The cultural and historical trajectories are too obviously
different for that. Rather, we wanted to compare how similar kinds of
questions have been tackled in the different scholarly traditions, and
whether the narrative strands emergent from that research could
usefully be interwoven with each other to frame a particular aspect of
the migration process more clearly.

At another level, this juxtaposition allows us to make wider points
about the role and organization of migration in small-scale societies
and the complexity of social relations underlying it. We do this by
centring the role of politics in migration events, here meaning
interpersonal relations between individuals and groups negotiating
power imbalances and potentially conflicting interests. This is an
explicit counter-balance to the preoccupations with identifying
single prime movers (such as climate or population pressure), instead
stressing that both the historical trajectories in the past and our
archaeological narratives in the present are inescapably situated in
power relationships.

This book is an ideas book. We want to sharpen archaeological
sensibilities for the diverse factors, often hard to quantify, that
characterize migration processes and shape their outcomes. Therefore,
we have not engaged statistically with the enormous quantities of
genetic and isotopic data now being accumulated, or attempted any
demographic modelling here. These are important tasks, but of a very
different kind. Instead, we follow the intricate paths of specific
archaeological detail to offer a broader range of scenarios and elements
that should be more fully included in both qualitative and quantitative

thinking on migration.
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The structure of the text

In Chapter 2, we start with a discussion of the role of migration in
archaeological reasoning, focussing on how migration entangles with
narratives of power. As archaeologists are also social actors in the
present, and given that archaeological material has already been used in
political debates surrounding contemporary migration, we spend some
time outlining the modern-day factors that have crept into some of our
archaeological narratives, using the Linearbandkeramik and the
European Migration Period as case studies. This is followed by a
discussion of the political interactions in non-state societies, focusing
on the power relationships and decision-making processes at the scale
of actual human interactions in the past.

Using this foundation, the rest of the book sets out to apply our
politics-centred perspective to trace further trajectories of mobility,
social interaction and the formation of new social and community
identities in each of our case studies. Our aim is to demonstrate that
migration is a constant feature of Neolithic human society, and that as
such there is no unitary model that can explain the motivations for or
impacts of any one past migration event. This insight also applies to
studies of past migrations generally.

Moreover, we take an expansive and cross-disciplinary approach to
make the effects of migration and large-scale mobility visible at various
social scales. As a consequence, we argue that there are many entry
points to the archaeology of migration. The Big Data approach (e.g.
Kristiansen 2022) has its place, as does the detailed specificity of close
regional analysis and social interaction advocated here. Migration
narratives have historically been driven by top-down modelling and
supra-regional observation, and we do not reject the major insights of
these studies. We do, however, think it is time to plant our feet firmly on
the ground and treat migration as the complex, nuanced and differently-
experienced social phenomenon it is and also was in the past.

Each chapter isbuiltaround contrasting case studies of archaeological

migration narratives, one drawn from the European Neolithic and one
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from other times and places, to broaden our interpretative perspectives
and illustrate the methods and materials from which we draw our
insights. We first introduce a case study with a long scholarly tradition
of discussing migrations and then contrast it with an aspect of the
Neolithic European sequence, showing how the different research
traditions can enrich each other. Each chapter also discusses a thorny
theoretical concept that has been associated with these scales: ethnicity,
community and agency.

Chapter 3 starts with one of the classic examples of ‘migration to
an empty land, the settling of Remote Oceania. Here, there has been
much debate concerning both when specific island groups were first
reached and the level of intentionality that was involved. It now seems
clear that migration was intentional and often driven by the kinds of
processes we here characterize as ‘political — the emergence of
charismatic leaders and the decisions of others to follow them. Such
migrations could in turn lead to the emergence of new group identities,
which can be interpreted as dynamically and situationally created
ethnic groups. The Pacific evidence is then contrasted to the first
Neolithic settlement of Denmark, Britain and Ireland, which also
required a maritime component (albeit over much, much shorter
distances) and where the extent of continued interaction between the
potential source areas and the newly settled regions is also debated.
This shows how even archaeological phenomena that likely begin from
a common root quickly diverge into different historical trajectories due
to decisions and adjustments taken at smaller social scales.

Chapter 4 foregrounds smaller-scale social units, such as households
and kin groups. In the pueblos of the US Southwest, our initial case
study, migration and re-location are central to identities at this scale
and are supported by elaborate strategies of community fissioning and
fusion. Ritual and mythology play a large part in integrating new
arrivals into established communities and in framing the social and
spiritual importance of migration. After discussing the fluid nature of
‘community’ in these settings, we juxtapose them with the Alpine

foreland Neolithic, where we can track levels of mobility that match
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those of the Puebloan case study, albeit generally covering short
distances. In this area, we argue that shared economic tasks and a
deliberate de-emphasis of behaviours that could lead to social inequality,
rather than ritual action, played the strongest integrative role initially,
but that this changed over time.

Chapter 5 turns to the individual scale. By exploring the experiences
of historically attested female and child translators and narratives of
child abduction mainly from the US Great Lakes area, we show the
influence these individuals had on establishing hybrid forms of
interaction, including linguistic change. We describe the challenges of
multi-ethnic communities in colonial settings, for instance concerning
gendered task divisions. After reflecting on whether individual agency
can (or should) be traced archaeologically, we bring insights of this case
study to bear on narratives of migration in third-millennium BcCE
Europe, when Indo-European languages are thought to have spread.
Examples of mobile children from Neolithic central and western
Europe, alongside the creative re-interpretation of key symbols (such as
axes and pottery) in what are now the Netherlands, show how large-
scale horizons of change can be written differently when we focus on
the level of individual actors.

Chapter 6 draws together the insights from these three scales of
analysis. While migration is a complex process wherever it occurs
(Anthony 2023), adding the concept of the micro-scale of interpersonal
politics is a good hook to anchor this complexity in the narratives we
write. Our view of Neolithic Europe is fundamentally different when we
do not see it from the vantage point of a sedentary paradigm; but
equally, the European case studies have something to add to migration
research generally. Writing about migration is a matter of scale, but
focusing too much on the large-scale patterns is also a choice that
obscures the diversity of actors, the mutability of identities and the
variety of outcomes of their meetings. Speaking about these less linear
and more braided stories is an important contribution archaeology can
make to appreciating migration as a fundamental part of the human

condition.
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Paradoxically, migration has deep roots. In Chapter 7, we therefore
promote new ways of telling (past) migrations in the present.
Articulating these deep histories of migration alongside contemporary
concerns makes archaeological research more relevant to the present. It
also helps us navigate the thorny personal and political concerns of
migrants and migrations with greater knowledge, perspective and
empathy.



10



Why a Politics of Migration?

Why do we talk about migration the way we do?

The idea of migration that shines through - directly or indirectly - in
many archaeological and archaeogenetic case studies is shaped by two
rarely acknowledged analogies: the European colonial expansion; and
the present experience of migration filtered through the news media
(Burmeister 1998; 2000; Hofmann et al. 2021; van Dommelen 2012; cf.
Wiedemann 2020; Wimmer and Schiller 2003). Beginning with the
former, from the fifteenth century ce onwards, various European
nations sponsored explorers to map lands unknown or barely known to
them, and to identify and extract resources. The extent to which this
was possible, and the form this took, depended on the relative military
might and size of the European expeditions (e.g. Gidney 2021; J. Wills
1993). Yet in many cases, ‘trade’ soon turned into extraction by force,
often based on disregard for the rights and perspectives of the people
living in the lands in question, morally sanctioned with reference to the
civilizing and/or Christianizing mission of Europeans (e.g. Adas 1989;
Césaire 1955; D. Walter 2017). This process saw European outposts set
up around the world and elements of European cultural life transplanted
to new environments. At the same time, local and indigenous
populations suffered from introduced diseases, had their land stolen
and homes destroyed, found their ways of life threatened, were forced
to convert to new religions and, in the most extreme situations, faced
displacement, slavery and attempted genocide at the hands of the
military or by settlers themselves (Wolfe 2006).

This form of migration, which reached its apex with European settler

colonialism and is still ongoing (e.g. Mikaere 2005; I. Watson 2014), is

11
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violent, totalizing and extractive, driven by the power of centralized
bureaucratic states, and in its later stages by more loosely organized
entrepreneurs and religious groups. While many European migrants
remained in their new homes (the ‘settler’ part of settler colonialism),
others returned to their European countries of birth. Homi Bhabha
(1994) enjoins us to understand the colonial-colonized relationship as
complex and transformative, creating an interstitial, hybrid space
between disparate cultures, practices and ways of life. Nevertheless, the
power dynamics at play in settler-colonial migration are inescapable: in
this context, these Europeans were a threat to the indigenous people,
their land and cultural practices, all of whom were deemed barriers to
the authority of one or more distant European states. The success of the
settler-colonial venture was linked to a mixture of the belief in superior
morals and superior technology, a schoolbook example for how
allegedly more ‘developed’ societies would come to dominate the globe,
based on crude forms of social Darwinism (Adas 1989), which are still
widely popular in academic and semi-academic contexts (e.g. Diamond
1997; Fukuyama 2012; Pinker 2011; for a critical view, see Graeber and
Wengrow 2021). The deeply transformative character of these events,
and the ultimately vast numbers of people involved, even led some
geographers (e.g. Zelinsky 1971) to suggest a ‘mobility transition” in
modern times, prior to which migrations would have been very much
the exception.

The second often unacknowledged influence on migration thinking
is the perception of a modern - alleged - ‘migration crisis’ of
unprecedented proportions. This builds on decades of scare-mongering
about migrants, much of it linked to eugenics movements and their
efforts at limiting migration by particular disfavoured (typically non-
white, but also disabled or ill) people (Bashford and Levine 2010;
Hansen and King 2001; Okrent 2019; Shah 2020: 32-62, 94-127). In its
current iteration, this ‘crisis’ is described as comprising large numbers
of individuals from the global South who are attempting to resettle in
countries of the global North, ie. in Europe, North America and
Australia/New Zealand. Undoubtedly, the reasons for many of these
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individual migrations have their origin in crisis situations, such as
warfare or famine. Yet the extent to which this is perceived as a ‘crisis’in
the destination countries is driven by political interest and press
coverage. In 2020, 281 million migrants living outside their home
country were registered worldwide (Figure 2.1). So-called internal
migration, i.e. movements that remain within national borders and
account for the largest proportion of migrants in developing countries,
is not even taken into account. So many people have never previously
been on the move. The share of migrants in the total population remains
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Figure 2.1 The main migration flows between different world regions in
2019, the last year before the Covid pandemic restricted the movement of
people. SSA=Sub-Saharan Africa; OCE=Oceania; NAWA=North Africa and
West Asia; NA=North America; LAC=Latin America and Caribbean;
EUR=Europe; ESEA=East and South-East Asia; CSA=Central and South
Asia; UNK=Unknown (United Nations 2019: back page).
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small, having increased from 2.3 per cent in the 1970s to its current
3.6 per cent (IOM 2021: 23). Yet the predicted negative results
concerning widespread social breakdown (as summarized in Shah
2020: 32-62) never materialized; indeed, the dependency crisis among
Europe’s elderly people would worsen considerably without net
migration (United Nations 2016: 21-2).

Communications from official bodies like the US Department of
Homeland Security (2019) and Europol (2022), or media outlets like
the Washington Post (Taylor 2015), constantly characterize these
migration levels as unprecedented. This not only heightens a general
sense of threat, but also neglects the deep history of regional and supra-
regional migration. For example, in his overview of European migration
since the Middle Ages, Klaus Bade (2003) details the flows of seasonal
migrations between different agricultural regions or by sailors and
mercenaries, rural-urban relocations and displacements due to
religious and other persecutions, as in the case of the Huguenots. Using
nineteenth-century census records, mainly from France, Bade could
show that over 300,000 persons were on the move as seasonal labour, or
as workers settling for several years (for example in domestic service),
across seven large international migration networks in western Europe
(Bade 2003: 7). Including Russia would vastly increase those figures
(Lucassen and Lucassen 2013: 54-5). These migrants were often not
well received in their host societies; but, at least in the case of Germany,
the narrative of a crisis scenario has been largely manufactured in the
media from the 1970s and 1980s onwards, mostly independently of
actual numbers of migrants reaching the country (Bade 2003: 218-87).

Perceiving migrations in terms of Early Modern colonial contexts
and of the contemporary ‘migrant crisis’ is informed by a state logic of
politics and power, creating ‘a “reception crisis” in the global North’
(Hamilakis 2018a: xiv). Migration is cast as both aggressive, involving
the imposition of the will of one coherent group over another, and
transgressive, threatening the basis of the state as orderly governance.
Yet state monopoly over the control of movement is a very recent
historical phenomenon (Isayev 2022: 134-6). By using this situation as
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an (unacknowledged) basis, archaeological narratives have come to
artificially narrow the range of interpretative options they consider
(Chapman 1997). At worst, they continue to legitimize ‘statist’ narratives
of top-down control - and conflict when ‘borders’ are breached - as an
inevitable part of human existence (Ince and Barrera de la Torre 2016).
A crucial aim of this volume is to provide an alternative approach.
However, as the term ‘migration’ can cover many different processes at
various social scales, we will first sketch out a definition of migration as
used in this book.

Defining migration in archaeology and beyond

As Stefan Burmeister (2000: 539) notes, all too often in archaeology
‘[m]igration itself is seen neither as being in need of explanation and
thus as a research topic in its own right nor as a potential explanation
for the manifestations of cultural change’ Even though some of the
parameters of the old debates changed, in essence migrations are often
still used as stock explanations, rather than being seen as complex
anthropological, biological and technological events (Ion 2019). One
cannot avoid thinking about migrations and mobility when faced with
the need to explain ‘out-of-placeness’ in the archaeological record. But
how to do this is open to exploration.

One key problem with defining migration is how (or indeed whether)
to distinguish it from mobility. We share here Burmeister’s (2017a: 58)
view that there is no definite and clear dividing line between the two.
For most archaeologists, migration is generally an issue of scale (e.g.
Bellwood 2013: 2-3). For example, summarizing the discussion for the
US Southwest, Barbara Mills (2011) notes that most definitions are
based on either the distance covered, the number of people moving or
the speed and duration of the event. In general, ‘migration’ is used to
cover the processes at the larger end of the scale and/or relatively fast
events. While these criteria can be traced archaeologically, at least in
favourable circumstances, they are also relatively blunt instruments
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that need to be adapted situationally (when is a distance ‘long’?) and
which may change in the course of an ongoing migration process.

In addition, archaeologists have begun to ask more ambitious
questions, leading to alternative ways of classifying mobility events in
general, and characterizing migrations in particular. In their discussion
of the uneasy interface between archaeology and ancient genetics,
for instance, Niels Johannsen and colleagues (2017: 1119) list a
number of questions to consider for past migrations: Who is
migrating? How is a group’s identity maintained throughout its journey?
How is identity negotiated in the arrival region and through local
contacts? Similarly, Mills (2011) has expanded the list of commonly
used criteria to include the reasons for migration (environmental,
economic, ideological, political, forced. . .), on what basis a destination
was chosen (pre-existing exchange, kinship, ritual...), the ratio of
immigrants to locals (low, medium, high) and the relations between
them (hostility, co-residence, blending/assimilation), which may be
partly based on the degree of perceived difference between groups
(Clark et al. 2019). From a longer-term perspective, the consequences
of migration for the destination area may vary (negligible, focused on
some areas, pervasive) and there may be more or less conflict with
already resident populations. Finally, we should not neglect the
demographic impact of migrations on the source areas (negligible,
significant decrease, depopulation).

Once all these factors are added into the mix, migrations appear as
complex processes, in particular where several connected episodes of
movement (rather than simple, wave-like scenarios) are involved,
generating ‘a complicated social map of migrant enclaves, zones of
hybridity, and areas of local resistance’ (Clark et al. 2019: 265). Similarly,
social anthropologists have pointed out that migrations have complex
spatial and time dynamics. For example Nancie Solien de Gonzalez
(1961: 1265) classifies them as: ‘seasonal, ‘temporary nonseasonal,
‘recurrent, ‘continuous’ and ‘permanent. How we deal with this
complexity is a matter of disciplinary style, also depending on available

sources and their epistemological limits. Caroline Brettell and James
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Hollifield (2015: 5) compare the different ways in which historians,
anthropologists, political scientists, demographers or economists frame
this topic by giving weight to various dimensions of the phenomenon.
For example, geographers are interested in spatial distributions,
historians tend to focus on the relation between movement and time,
while anthropologists prioritize how migration affects social relations
and identity.

As a pragmatic definition for the present volume, we include as
‘migrations’ those situations in which at least one of the dimensions
listed in Table 2.1 scores near the bottom of the table (and two
dimensions where group size is involved). This is evidently not a
watertight definition, which is in any case impossible, nor does it cover
all potential aspects, but it has the added benefit to retain those
categories which are open to empirical archaeological investigation. It
also provides an initial, rough framework according to which our case
studies can be compared. The most obvious cases are those in which
large groups move large distances quickly and find the totally alien
Other. But, depending on the combinations, many different processes
can also qualify. In what follows, we are particularly interested in how
smaller-scale decision making and social interaction come to shape
migration events, even those which have so far been primarily discussed
from the point of view of large-scale patterns.

Archaeological discussions of migration processes have emphasized
very different aspects in different world regions. In the European
Neolithic, there has been a tendency to concentrate on large-scale
patterns and to find explanations which work at these large scales.
David Anthony’s (1990) approach of push and pull factors has been
particularly popular and has informed narratives of migration as driven
by large-scale demographic processes (e.g. Shennan 2018) or by climatic
and ecological factors (e.g. Brandt 2017: 194-7). Here, we complement
such perspectives by prioritizing how migration reconfigures the
relationships between people, both within the migrating group and
between it and those in the destination area. We therefore do not begin

with large-scale outcomes needing corresponding large-scale reasons,
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Table 2.1 Defining migration. Factors according to which mobility is often
classified are shown as columns. In this volume, ‘migrations’ are those
processes in which at least one of the factors scores near the bottom of the
column (or two factors, if one of them is population size/composition). In
each column, combinations of options are also possible in a given setting

Cultural
Composition Temporality distance
Individual Neighbouring ~ Regular mobility New region well
(e.g. seasonal) known;
pre-existing
relations with
home
Family Neighbouring  Frequent to-ing and New region

One or more
cohorts
(gender
groups, age
groups,
professions,
etc.)
Extended
family

Several
families

Whole
community
Several
communities
Ethnic group

fro-ing between
new region and

home (perhaps

Occasional visits
between new
region and home
(perhaps once
every two to five

Rare visits between
new region and
home (more than

Totally foreign ~ Single journey with

known; some
pre-existing
relations with
home

New region
known; no
relations exist
between there
and home

New region
poorly known,
but some
pre-existing
relations with
home (e.g.
extended kin)

New region
poorly known;
no relations
between there
and home

New region

totally unknown
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but by recognizing that migration is a profoundly social phenomenon,
driven by historically situated decisions.

Working from this bottom-up perspective necessitates an
explanatory framework that can combine aspects of personal and
group identity, which have a dynamic of their own, with environmental,
economic and social processes that impact multiple scales. We argue
that this can best be achieved by recognizing past decision-making as
inherently political, even at small social scales.

Mobilities and mobile pasts

While much of our archaeological interest in mobile worlds and past
migrations stems from disciplinary history and the emergence of new
methods, such as palacogenomics, the last two decades have seen
investigations of mobility as social practice across the social sciences.
The so-called mobilities turn within social geography asks us to
consider mobility as a core feature of lived experience and to shift our
focus away from a normalization of sedentism.

In an influential monograph, French anthropologist Marc Augé
(1995) theorized roads, airports and other crossroad locales as ‘non-
places;, places outside our normal relational spheres, where identity and
history have no tether. Reacting against this long-established tradition
of studying endpoints rather than interstitial journeys, a number of
scholars in the early 2000s began to argue for a recentring of mobile
practices and sites of mobility. Movement, they argue, is not outside the
flow of daily life and personal experience, but intrinsic to it (e.g.
Cresswell 2006; Cresswell and Merriman 2011; Ingold 2007; 2011;
Lefebvre 1974; 1992; Urry 2007). Through transiting across space, we
create meaningful places and shape our worlds (which in turn shape us)
(Cresswell 2014; Palmberger and Tos$i¢ 2016). Moreover, a focus on
mobility offers us insight into complex social phenomena and power
relations, as mobility is differently governed and experienced based on
one’s gender, age, ethnicity, nationality or other aspects of identity
(Glick Schiller and Salazar 2013; Sheller 2016; Uteng and Cresswell
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2008). The levels of friction and freedom experienced in the course of
mobility shape how one engages with the wider world and reflect power
structures, value systems and histories of mobile practices (Cresswell
2010).

Over the last decade, many archaeologists have found inspiration in
this body of research, drawing on it to reframe discussions of past
movement (e.g. Aldred 2020; Bell 2020; Daniels 2022; Gibson et al.
2021; Leary 2014). Their work variously theorizes bodily engagement
with the environment through the experience of movement; reinterprets
well-known sites, reframing their development within traversed
landscapes; and asks whether the traditional archaeological focus on
stationary places masks a more complex and mobile past reality.
However, Tim Cresswell’s (2010) reminder that mobility has politics,
that it is both governed by and itself impacts on power relations and,
consequently, that constellations of mobility have social and political
histories, has been less deeply explored by archaeologists (though see
Frieman and Hofmann 2019; Frieman et al. 2019). Here, we seek to
redress that balance through a focus on a highly politicized form of

mobility: migration.

Why does the study of migration need politics?

Migration in contemporary political discourse

The archaeological discussion of migration is also always a public
discourse (Bartels et al. 2023). To give one example, we turn to debates
surrounding the end of the Roman Empire, a question that has been
controversially discussed since the Middle Ages. Every era had its own
views on this. Alongside growing evidence, beliefs, world views and
political intentions decisively shaped narratives of the fall (Demandt
2014). Even modern historical scholarship is hardly objective in its
approach. European history of the twentieth century, with its world
wars, the beginnings of international understanding post-1945 and the
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European unification process of recent decades, affects assessment of
Rome’s decline. In the 1990s, for example, a major EU project on the
transition of Late Antiquity into the European Middle Ages explicitly
avoided talk of the decline of the Roman Empire - a view that was in
any case very much fixed on the West, since the Eastern Roman Empire
continued to flourish until 1453 cE - and emphasized the transformative
character of Late Antiquity (Wood 2006). This pacification of history
has its justification, but is not always in line with the written records.

Historical studies since the 2000s have again stressed the violent
aspects of Germanic immigration and connected these to the decline of
Rome. The comprehensive studies by British historians Bryan Ward-
Perkins (2005) and Peter Heather (2005), for example, trace the interplay
of Rome’s military and economic weakness and the (partial) successes
of Germanic groups, many of which subsequently disappeared quietly
from the historical stage. A conglomerate of the privatization of social
wealth and the lack of tax revenues; the insufficient financing of the
army, which increasingly depended on Germanic forces; and military
failures pushed the Roman Empire into a downward spiral, leaving it
unable to develop a sustained resistance to Germanic encroachments
or integrate the immigrants. Even if the Roman Empire might not have
fallen without Germanic migration, its decline cannot be attributed
monocausally to immigration.

But even scholars who should know better can fall into the rhetoric
of easy solutions. In a 2016 newspaper article in the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, one of Germany’s leading daily newspapers, the
eminent historian Alexander Demandt summarizes his view of the fall
of Rome as follows: the Roman Empire was tolerant towards foreigners,
but the flow of poor, child-rich and bearded immigrants - note the
suggestive imagery here - overstretched the integrative power of
Roman society and ultimately led to a shift in power structure and, thus,
to Romes downfall (Demandt 2016a). Demandt reduces a complex,
200-year-long process to a single fact with a monocausal explanation:
the failure to defend against or naturalize Germanic peoples (also

Demandt 2014: 595). In an interview accompanying the article,
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Demandt (2016b) explicitly exhorts the then German Chancellor
Angela Merkel to limit the influx of migrants — this is his lesson from
Roman history, which, in this reading, had an inevitable outcome.

The argument has caught on. The German far-right party NPD put
up a poster in the 2019 European election campaign with the slogan
‘Stop the invasion: migration kills! Resistance - now’. The NPD was not
alluding to the many migrants who lost their lives along the external
borders of the EU and especially on the Mediterranean Sea, but to the
alleged victims of violent acts by migrants in Germany. A subsequent
lawsuit against the NPD for incitement to hatred was rejected by the
court. The twenty-one-page justification for the decision is accompanied
by an historical summary of the fall of the Roman Empire with reference
to Demandt’s newspaper article and to the extermination of the
indigenous population of the Americas by European settlers. Ultimately,
the accusation of incitement was rejected because the statement
‘migration kills’was seen as a description of the facts, which are allegedly
‘understandable to anyone who deals with the history of migrations’
(Hessenrecht 2019).

This is a negligent simplification of historical migration research
which, following Klaus Bade (1994: 7; translation S.B.) ‘cannot .. . offer
any perfect-fit answers from history to open questions of the present or
even historically proven patent remedies. But it can provide basic
orientations and empirical values. Without such historical perspectives,
efforts to shape the future in the explosive social problem areas of
migration, integration and minorities could turn into a disoriented
blind flight’

Discourse on migration is always also a form of politics of migration.
The example above shows that even historical migration processes
dating back some 1,500 years can have an influence on current debates,
can be instrumentalized for political purposes and can affect the
mindset of researchers. Greater complexity, we argue, can be attained
only if we re-adjust the scale of the narratives we write and foreground
the variable outcomes of messy political interaction in the past. This
should be a key aspect of the pasts we write.



Why a Politics of Migration? 23

Past politics of migration

The important events that make big impacts on our narratives of (pre)
history are those that happen at a scale that we today associate with
‘political’ action - i.e. the large scale. In societies of the kind we envisage
for the Neolithic, however, the sort of political action most salient to
people’s lives would have operated almost entirely at smaller scales (our
modern ‘private’). Politics here means household politics, marriage
politics and occasional and regular negotiations of power in terms of,
for example, convincing your kin to breed more pigs for a feast, to build
a house, start a raid or justify a journey. To understand migration from
the bottom up, as a historically situated process, we need to link these
smaller-scale dynamics to large-scale patterns.

Asused here, the term politics refers to negotiating between different,
possibly diverging, conflicting or mutually opposed interests, values
and worldviews of individuals or groups, and to how decisions are
made and executed. This definition consciously diverges from the
current tendency to define politics in terms of its institutional context
in modern society and its focus on top-down leadership and government
structures (for recent critique, see Lund et al. 2022). This is most visible
in the political economy approaches that have influenced European
archaeology through the writings of, amongst others, Eric Wolf (1999),
Brian Hayden (2001), Marshall Sahlins (1974) and especially Timothy
Earle, whose delineation of a Bronze Age political economy has strongly
shaped the way politics is perceived in archaeology. Earle’s foundational
book How Chiefs Come to Power (1997) encapsulates in its title the
focus on elite action and the relative neglect of the political role and
possibilities of the remainder of the population.

This focus on top-down politics is based upon a similarly skewed
underlying concept of power. Most discussions of power draw heavily
on Max Weber, who defines it as ‘every possibility within a social
relationship to impose one’s will even against resistance, no matter
on what this possibility rests” (Weber 1976 [1920/1]: 38). Weber’s
definition is so influential because it reflects the modern concept of
power, as expressed by Hobbes, Voltaire or Nietzsche (Lund et al. 2022).
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It is decidedly individualistic and confrontational (Lund et al. 2022),
stressing how power can be wielded over resources or people, rather
than focusing on the more open power fo achieve one’s goals (e.g.
Shanks and Tilley 1987: 71). And while Weber’s definition includes all
kinds of power, almost all of his discussion concerns top-down
domination (the German Herrschaft), clearly at the heart of his thinking.
This power concept is grounded in and geared towards describing
nineteenth-century state societies with a monopoly on the use of force.
From that perspective, power rests upon (male) individuals at the top of
the (state-imposed) hierarchy and politics is about who gets to that top.
Power is ultimately the ability to command and to be obeyed (see Lund
et al. 2022).

Such a concept of power and politics is reductionist even when it
comes to describing our current society, and it certainly does not
represent the full range of power and politics in non-state contexts. The
top-down focus overlooks horizontal and non-hierarchical social
structures (Amborn 2019; Borck and Clark 2021) and neglects the
small scale and the bottom-up part of politics, where leaders need to be
accepted, but also can be resisted, ousted, killed, or their power evaded
(e.g. Briick and Fontijn 2013; Fontijn 2021). There can be strong
restrictions on, for example, how acceptable it is to flaunt wealth and
influence (e.g. Rosenberg and Rocek 2019), while even in agricultural
societies, there may be considerable freedom to ‘vote with one’s feet’ and
leave behind situations in which power imbalances are becoming too
great (e.g. Beck 2006; Kopytoff 1987). Moreover, individuals and
households integrated into wider ‘public political structures have their
own politics which may articulate with the public sphere, but do not
need to.

What is needed here is a concept of politics and power that is not
skewed towards governments, chiefs or village councils, but takes into
account the political nature of all social interaction and the capacity of
people in all kinds of societies to consciously reflect on questions of
social structure, power, leadership and so on (Graeber and Wengrow
2021; Lund et al. 2022; Stanish 2017). Such power concepts are available
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through the work of Michel Foucault (1982), but more fundamentally
through Hannah Arendt’s (1970) idea of power, which she defines as
the possibility to collectively act, the force of collective consensus
without which there is no society. Hence, we can reimagine power as
grounded in collectively shared values and social norms that shape
social relations and human behaviour in a given historical context.
Politics then describes the ways in which individuals and groups relate
their actions and decisions to such norms and values, which of them
are being honoured, how to deal with conflicting views and with
deviations. Arendt’s concept is famous for setting power as the opposite
of violence, seeing the latter rather as an instrumental force. Power and
violence are also complementary, in the sense that, while they always
appear in tandem, more of one means less of the other: ‘Power and
violence are opposites; where the one rules absolutely, the other is
absent. Violence appears where power is in jeopardy, but left to its own
course it ends in power’s disappearance’ (Arendt 1970: 55), and [t]he
extreme form of power is All against One, the extreme form of violence
is One against All' (Arendt 1970: 42). Pierre Clastres (1989 [1974]; 1994
[1976]) casts this as the distinction between coercive and non-coercive
power, or his socially embedded and socially unembedded power.

Feminist theory, especially as articulated by Black feminist thinkers,
posits that power is exerted along a number of axes, i.e. that it is
intersectional and structural (Crenshaw 1991; hooks 1982). Within this
framework, feminism is rearticulated as a fight against structural forces
of oppression that entangle gender, race, class, ethnicity etc. rather than
exclusively the battle for (some) women to be able to access traditional
masculine power (Biana 2020). Thus, the web of relations in which one
is entangled and one’s own identity shape how one experiences and
engages with the complex, often fluid dynamics of interpersonal and
institutional power. This is the mechanism that underlies the feminist
aphorism that ‘the personal is political

For our understanding of politics as a phenomenon permeating
every social interaction, a concept of power rooted in the collective

helps us recognize the political, i.e. power-related, nature of the social
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negotiations around all manner of questions, including whether or not
to migrate, where to and with whom. Intersectional approaches force us
to grapple with the complex lives and relations of past people and to
attempt to understand how different individuals may have been
differently impacted by or engaged in migration activities. The coercive,
top-down variant of politics remains an important factor in social
negotiations, but it necessitates a basis of collective consensus and must
be understood in relation to socially embedded, collective power. This
also restores dynamism to archaeological models (see Lund et al. 2022):
where power is conceptualized as distributed across a network of actors
and contexts, it can be appreciated as contestable, unstable and
changeable, as a driving force for the transformations and events that
we observe archaeologically. This broadly chimes with approaches
based on heterarchical thinking in archaeology (Crumley 1995) and
with anarchist positions (e.g. Borake 2019; Borck and Sanger 2017;
Flexner and Gonzalez-Tennant 2018).

To sum up, our definition of politics should be applicable to prehistoric
- usually small-scale, non-state — societies and should thus not focus on
the modern institutional frames of politics, but upon political questions
and political negotiations at all scales of social interaction, from close kin

gathered around a single hearth to the wider community.

Migration, politics and the European Neolithic

The Neolithic of central and north-western Europe, which serves as our
‘base camp’ in this book, is often characterized as a foundational
transformation of all aspects of past life. Initially defined based on the
introduction of polished stone tools, across much of Europe agriculture
and sedentism were soon identified as the more significant changes, as
these would have caused substantial population increase (Childe 1936,
more recently e.g. Bocquet-Appel 2008; 2011; Shennan 2018) and further
social transformations. In addition, compared to hunting and gathering
lifestyles, Neolithic societies produce vastly more material culture,
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including large quantities of often elaborately decorated pottery, as well
as domestic and monumental architecture, which creates new kinds of
ties between people and places. Finally, being bound up in evolutionary
narratives of increasing mastery over the environment, the Neolithic
was frequently also connected to new divinities concerned with fertility,
or a new sense of time and the importance of ancestors, or at least a
fundamental shift in human-animal relations (e.g. Bradley 1993: 1-21;
Cauvin 2000; Ingold 2000; Watkins 2005), although this is increasingly
cast as a negative development (e.g. Wells 2010; Wickham-Jones 2010).
Given these many and fundamental changes, it is little wonder that
the Neolithic was initially seen as spread by migration (with ultimate
roots in the Near East). Within the culture historical paradigm of the
first half of the twentieth century, there was in any case a propensity for
explaining material culture changes as the results of population
movements and the subsequent imposition of new object styles
characteristic of a given ‘people’ (for a summary, see e.g. Trigger 1989:
148-206). Partly, this was a view encouraged by the short chronologies
available, which made transformations seem rapid and abrupt (Whittle
2018:19-47). In the second half of the twentieth century, the increasing
availability of "C dates revealed the much longer duration of most
prehistoric cultures and provided an independent means for checking
other elements of the culture concept, such as postulated directions of
influence (Renfrew 1973). As a result, particularly in north-west
European archaeological traditions, migration was largely rejected as
an explanation for change, sometimes all too categorically (for criticism
see e.g. Anthony 1990; Chapman and Hamerow 1997). While a
pioneering attempt at combining modern genetic patterns and "“C data
reconstructed a demographic ‘wave of advance’ for the spread of the
Neolithic (Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza 1979), later scholars working
from a broadly post-processualist perspective strongly critiqued these
ideas, instead according a leading role to indigenous hunters and
gatherers (e.g. Scharl 2004; Whittle 1996). Mobility (for example
connected to herding) was acknowledged, but migration of larger
numbers of people over longer distances was considered unlikely.
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In central Europe, in contrast, both processualist and post-
processualist paradigms enjoyed limited popularity. The basic premises
of the culture concept, which related material traits to a closed social
group, were critiqued repeatedly (e.g. Brather 2000; Eggert 1978; Veit
1989; Wahle 1941; Wotzka 2000; see also below on the Migration
Period), but ‘cultures’ remained too convenient a shorthand to abandon.
In spite of this, migration as a social process was rarely problematized
within Neolithic archaeology (and if so, then by scholars outside the
mainstream, e.g. Frirdich 2005; Sommer 2001). In both the Anglophone
and the central European research traditions, scholarly attention largely
turned to other topics - in the former case for example the importance
of monuments and ritual in Neolithic life, in the latter domestic
architecture, pottery-based chronology or economic questions. These
were often tackled at a regional or local scale. Although long-distance
exchange was recognized in the Neolithic, it was assumed that for most
people, life would have played out within a relatively circumscribed
territory.

Nevertheless, migration was seen as the likely start for the
Linearbandkeramik (LBK), which spread across most of central Europe
in two distinct waves. Eventually,around the turn to the fifth millennium,
it fragmented into more regionally circumscribed successor groups,
such as the Stroke Ornamented Pottery (SBK) culture or the Hinkelstein
culture. This fragmentation was to an extent counteracted by the
emergence of the spatially more expansive Michelsberg culture, which
straddles the transition of the fifth and fourth millennia; in other areas
regional groups such as Altheim persisted. At roughly this time,
Neolithic things and practices also spread into new areas, such as the
Alpine foreland, the north European plain, or Britain and Ireland.
Again, there is subsequent regionalization of the initial large-scale
entities (for example the Funnel Beaker/TRB culture), until an eventual,
relatively homogeneous Final Neolithic horizon, comprising the
Corded Ware and Bell Beaker cultures, becomes established (for general
introductions, see e.g. Whittle 1996; contributions in Fowler et al. 2015;
Milisauskas 2002) (Figures 2.2-2.4).
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Figure 2.2 Chronology chart of the European Neolithic, with the main
archaeological units of classification named in the text.

This very rough picture hides the regional and site-specific work that
has been carried out over the last decades and which considerably
nuances this picture — but this attention to regions also led to the
relative minimization of continent-wide patterns as a useful scale of
analysis. New biomolecular data, both isotopic and genetic, have
fundamentally changed this trend, as they highlight considerable
degrees of mobility and clear horizons of population turnover at the
beginning of the Neolithic, as well as at the onset of the Final Neolithic
(for early studies see e.g. Allentoft et al. 2015; Brandt et al. 2013; 2015;
Haak et al. 2010; 2015; Mathieson et al. 2015; for archaeological critiques
e.g. Frieman and Hofmann 2019; Furholt 2018; 2019a; 2019b; Hofmann
2015; Johannsen et al. 2017; Vander Linden 2016).

The resulting optimism in the explanatory potential of new scientific
methods, allied with Big Data (e.g. Kristiansen 2014; 2022), is not
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Figure 2.3 Simplified map showing the expansion of a Neolithic way of life
across Europe, with the main archaeological units of classification referred to
in the text (made with Natural Earth, free vector and raster map data @
naturalearthdata.com).

Figure 2.4 Simplified map showing the extent of the main archaeological
units of classification during the third millennium BCE in Europe (made
with Natural Earth, free vector and raster map data @ naturalearthdata.com).
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entirely unopposed (Ribeiro 2019; T. Serensen 2016; 2017), but has
returned migration to the forefront of the archaeological agenda. As
argued above, however, our understanding of the actual social processes
has remained limited. There has, moreover, been a tendency to
domesticate this new-found, un-settled Neolithic by restricting
migration to specific, tightly defined time horizons and connecting
them to hard push factors, such as demographic pressures or
environmental instabilities (see e.g. Brandt 2017; Shennan 2018).
However, even in between these watershed moments, Neolithic life
hardly flowed at a sedate pace. Large-scale radiocarbon dating
programmes at various sites across Europe (summarized in Whittle
2018) have shown the often episodic, boom-and-bust nature of
Neolithic activities. Significant numbers of people congregated quickly,
but dispersed just as fast, and this was not a rare or one-off phenomenon.
These insights have far-reaching implications for how we think about
‘sedentary’ Neolithic societies more generally, in particular regarding
the reasons and mechanisms behind both mobility and migration. It is
here that a focus on politics can contribute, even in situations where a
lot of data have already been amassed. To illustrate this, we first turn to
the Early Neolithic LBK culture, which spread over large areas of central

Europe through migration.

A migration event in search of politics — the LBK

The LBK has long formed a textbook case study for a Neolithic
migration event. In spite of some critical voices, which noted diversity
in material culture as indicating hunter-gatherer adoption (summarized
in Scharl 2004: 57-84), most archaeologists subscribed to a migration-
driven model comprising two main waves. In the first, the so-called
earliest LBK began in western Hungary, eastern Austria and south-west
Slovakia and moved from there into central Europe around 5500 BCE.
In a chronologically separate horizon, a second, west- and eastward
expansion was associated with more regional pottery styles, such as



32 Negotiating Migrations

Flomborn or Notenkopf (Cladders and Stduble 2003). The two
processes were also interpreted separately, but few scholars addressed
head-on whether migration in these phases actually differed in
character.

Christiane Frirdich (2005) and Ulrike Sommer (2001) are two
notable exceptions to this trend. Both proposed models of earliest LBK
expansion as a status-related behaviour, where groups showcased their
economic prowess by sponsoring colonizing endeavours. Earliest LBK
settlements are thin on the ground, so that it is hard to identify obvious
demographic or environmental push factors. In addition, migration is
risky and costly (see also Strien 2017a) - it needs a surplus of grain and
domestic animals, especially if pioneer groups are moving long
distances and will be far from support networks, perhaps crossing the
territory of hostile groups. Being able to sponsor long-distance
migration would thus be one way for a community to demonstrate
economic and social clout. It was argued that this kind of socially
sanctioned, prestige-driven migration was orchestrated by elders, who
controlled the distribution of resources. However, once colonization
met with resistance — in the form of determined hunter-gatherers, or
because no further loess soils were available - the basis of the elders’
authority was threatened. This led to profound social changes and new
forms of expressing prestige, such as through particularly long houses
(Figure 2.5) or lavish grave goods (Frirdich 2005; Sommer 2001).

These models were some of the first for Neolithic Europe to explicitly
consider migration as a social strategy. Fridrich (2005) and Sommer
(2001) charted a progression from long-distance migration by medium-
sized groups (several households together) in the earliest LBK to a later
situation with marked territorial boundaries. This would have entailed
the kinds of processes we have termed ‘political’ and would have been
rather messy and regionally diverse, opening up potential new avenues
for research. Yet in this case, the addition of new kinds of data, like
strontium isotopes and ancient DNA, while adding vastly to our
understanding, has also resulted in closing down many of those

potential avenues, presenting instead a ‘big picture’ kind of answer.
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Figure 2.5 Exterior impression of a reconstructed LBK longhouse in
Straubing Zoo, Bavaria. The house is c. 37 metres long (photo: D. Hofmann).

Given the large number of excavated sites and good state of
research, the LBK has been a favourite test case for applying new
bioarchaeological methods. For instance, an early study of strontium
and sulphur isotopes at Vedrovice in Slovakia revealed a high number
of non-local persons. In line with the site’s early date, this was interpreted
as showing significant influx by Neolithic colonists or acculturated
foragers (Zvelebil and Pettitt 2008). Subsequent aDNA work (e.g.
Brandt et al. 2013) has conclusively shown that local hunter-gatherer
populations played at best a marginal role in the spread of the LBK into
central Europe. Isolated cases of admixture apart (e.g. at Brunn in
Austria, Nikitin et al. 2019), the low proportion of “Western Hunter-
Gatherer’ DNA that can be detected is most likely down to admixture
events early on in the expansion, rather than to continuous admixture
(Childbayeva et al. 2022: 4). Hunter-gatherer signatures in central
Europe only increase much later in the Neolithic, for example in the
Michelsberg culture (e.g. Rivollat et al. 2020). As this genetic evidence
clearly showed which biological populations introduced a Neolithic
way of life to central Europe, few further questions were asked of the
process itself.
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For later phases of the LBK, strontium isotopes indicated high
female mobility in particular, which was interpreted as the exchange of
wives in a patrilocal system (summarized e.g. in Hedges et al. 2013:
367-8). In contrast, isotopically local males were identified as more
likely to be buried with polished stone tools than the few non-local
males, so the former were identified as the heads of successful patriclans
(Bentley et al. 2012) - and the latter as of lower status. These isotopic
patterns were connected into a powerful new model using evidence
from the settlement of Vaihingen in Baden-Wiirttemberg, where the
existence of ‘clans’ or ‘neighbourhoods’ was suggested on the basis of
material culture preferences and differential field management. Some
‘clan’ groupings eventually left the site, and this was interpreted as a
result of their subordinate social position and inability to access good
agricultural land nearby (Bogaard et al. 2011).

These models are more detailed than is possible for many less well
documented prehistoric case studies and they include elements of
politics in the sense sketched out above. However, the discussion was all
too quickly closed down in favour of a new, somewhat predictable
consensus. There was a tendency to see migration as connected to
specific subgroups, often of a lower social status — either women who
moved at the behest of men (using Sr isotopes), or disadvantaged social
groups driven from their land (as argued archaeologically).
Economically powerful male ‘clan’ heads became the linchpin of LBK
social life, and migration had arguably become an undesirable and
atypical behaviour at the group level, or was limited to people (women)
who moved as resources for the patriclan. This focus on uniform
patterns of social interaction over vast areas risks brushing over
variability and historical situatedness to a degree that misrepresents
past realities, and we return to how this has impacted the LBK in
Chapter 6 (see the section on consequences for our understanding of
migration). First, we take some inspiration from discourses around the
more recent European Migration Period, where a greater variety of
sources has resulted in problematizing many aspects of past migrations
that Neolithic scholars often take for granted. What had been portrayed



Why a Politics of Migration? 35

rather stereotypically as movements of clearly circumscribed, static
peoples has turned out to be highly complex and dynamic movements
of open and changing groups of political actors, whose ethnic identities

were created and reshaped along the way.

Identifying migrants and migrant identities — the
Migration Period

Like the Early Neolithic, the Migration Period is a time of considerable
population shifts. If one believes Roman historiography, the entire
known world was on the move. A multitude of peoples were in search
of new perspectives and new areas of settlement. For our purposes, the
Migration Period offers a rich source for tracing three interlinked lines
of argument. First, a discussion of the terminology and interpretative
tropes connected to ‘the Migration Period” shows the impact our own
(historically derived) ideological frames have on the interpretation of
what happened. Second, a close reading of the available sources breaks
through the identification of tribes as closed and pre-defined ethnic
groups, which has repercussions for other places and times. Finally, this
discussion highlights the problems connected with identifying

migration archaeologically and the need for interdisciplinarity.

The ideological framework of ‘the Migration Period’

Beginning with the ideological frame, ancient written sources provide a
rich and long-dominant strand of evidence. They paint a complex
history of events, with the names of individual historical persons,
myriad named migrating peoples, dates and places creating a colourful
picture of an eventful time, difficult to decipher with its many parallel
events and intertwined causalities (Halsall 2008; Meier 2019; Pohl
2002a). The archaeological record is comparatively underdeveloped,
but provides sufficient evidence that both material culture and cultural
practices arrived at new places. It therefore seemed to self-evidently
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support the historically known facts. However, relying on historical
sources comes with its own ideological background, and in this case
this begins with basic definitions.

In German-speaking archaeology, the Migration Period is referred
to as “Volkerwanderungszeit’ - the era of the migration of peoples. This
term is anchored in both scientific and popular language and is defined
on the basis of historical sources. The Migration Period began in 375 c
with the arrival of the Huns on the eastern border of the Roman Empire
and the Goths crossing the Danube, and ended in 568 ce with the
founding of the Lombard Empire in Italy. As historical cornerstones,
they are largely arbitrary. The Migration Period thus outlined had no
historical significance either for the groups migrating into the Roman
Empire or for the Romans; rather, naming this period was a significant
act for German historians. They saw the Migration Period as the
downfall of Rome, and the Germanic peoples - as ideologically
constructed German ancestors — as its heirs. The term thus embodies a
national perspective that is rooted less in the historical events of the
past than in the process of German nation-building in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries (e.g. Schiller 1790: xxix).

In contrast, in southern Europe and the Mediterranean zone,
the destination areas for early medieval Germanic migrations, one
does not speak of ‘migrations of peoples’ but of ‘barbarian invasions’
(‘les invasions barbares, ‘le invasioni barbariche’ or ‘las invasiones
barbaras’). These are also modern terms. Whether it is the migration
of peoples or the invasion of barbarians, the ideological subtext is
undeniable.

Another example, that of the Anglo-Saxon migration to Britain,
shows how even new, science-based studies can be influenced by
received terminologies and assumptions. Interpretations of the Anglo-
Saxon migration to England had long oscillated between the extreme
positions of mass immigration with genocide of the resident population
and small-scale immigration of elites (e.g. Arnold 1984; Dark 1994;
Harke 2011; Higham 1992; Hodges 1989). Today, the picture is regionally
diverse, highlighting the heterogeneity of migration processes (Hills
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2003; 2011). Heinrich Harke (2011) had presented a model of Anglo-
Saxon immigration to Britain in which the British population was not
displaced or killed, but rather socially marginalized in a segregated
society. It is this model that was picked up in a number of genetic
studies, initially based on interpreting modern-day DNA signatures
(Capelli et al. 2003; M. Thomas et al. 2006; Weale et al. 2002 - with
dissent from Hills 2009; 2015).

The time of migration reconstructed from genomic data is
determined by probability calculations based on specific demographic
parameters. Therefore, how we envisage the demographic composition
of the migrants, their number in relation to the indigenous population,
the duration of migration, the socio-economic relationship between
locals and newcomers, as well as their respective reproduction rate all
influence the statistical outcome. In addition to Anglo-Saxon migration,
there were other migrations to Britain in the centuries before and after,
which also impacted today’s genetic map. Using different parameters,
John Pattison (2008), for example, came to a different assessment of the
impact of Anglo-Saxon immigration (see M. Thomas et al. 2008 for an
immediate critique). He saw the data as consistent with elite, rather
than mass, immigration. A decision as to which of the underlying
parameters best reflects the historical situation cannot be made from
the data itself, so different solutions remain possible.

The geographical origin of the immigrants, as determined using
modern-day genetic maps, should also be viewed critically.
Y-chromosome haplotypes can be used to identify the common
ancestry of different populations. However, if Michael Weale and
colleagues (2002) find a strong genetic similarity between the present-
day inhabitants of central England and Frisia, this does not mean that
Frisia is the ancestral homeland of ‘the English. Today’s Frisia has
also experienced a series of demographic upheavals in its history
(Abdellaoui et al. 2013; Altena et al. 2020; Lao et al. 2013), so that here,
too, the genetic map is the result of various migration processes. It
would be naive to think that the regions that are not the focus of an

immigration analysis have remained unchanged.
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The postulate of an Anglo-Saxon segregated society, sometimes
glossed as ‘apartheid society, deserves special attention (M. Thomas
etal.2006). Based on their analysis of recent DNA, the authors conclude
that there could not have been many instances of interbreeding between
Anglo-Saxons and native Britons in the first two centuries. They suggest
that specific social mechanisms, such as those found in apartheid
societies, are needed to maintain such long-lasting segregation. This is
based on the probability calculations of various models explaining
recent DNA patterns, but it has also been formulated before using
historical (Higham 1992: 193; Woolf 2007) and archaeological (Hérke
2003) arguments. The interpretation of an ‘apartheid society’ is thus
ultimately not rooted in DNA analysis, but based on general sociological
considerations and the interpretation of seventh-century legal texts.
Apartheid is a very specific legal system that cannot be reduced to
closed marriage groups. Reproductive segregation along ethnic lines
can also be justified by different social mechanisms, which do not carry
the racial connotations ‘apartheid’ acquired through its use in a recent
South African context. Even in today’s western countries, there are
more or less obvious social barriers between different groups that

counteract intermixing even after generations of immigration.

Ethnicity in formation - a diversity of processes

If the Migration Period can no longer be characterized in terms of a
grand meta-narrative of migrating ‘peoples’ (see Meier 2019), how are
we to envisage the social groups involved? The texts written by ancient
authors, on which this meta-narrative of a threat to the Roman Empire
(and its critiques) largely rest, are not protocols of past events, but texts
with a clear narrative intention, depending on the author’s time and
agenda. All are subject to an interpretatio Romana, which follows the
stylistic devices of contemporary barbarian discourses or seeks to
exemplify Christian world views. The knowledge of Roman authors,
especially about newly emerging groups, was generally insufficient and
there was usually no interest in differentiated presentation. At least in
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the early phases of contact, encounters often occurred on the battlefield
and in diplomatic contexts. This meant that the Romans were usually
aware of only a small section of the foreign groups involved, which had
a lasting effect on their ethnic designation. Just the origo gentes, some of
which were written much later, reflect the internal perspective of the
barbarian groups and were long regarded as the actual history of the
respective peoples, providing information about their migrations. In
nineteenth- and early twentieth-century scholarship, the groups
described by the Romans were understood as primordial peoples with
origins in a dark, long-distant past.

The groundbreaking work by Reinhard Wenskus (1961) on the genesis
of the early medieval gentes led to a change in perspective. He saw the
gentes not as natural, self-contained communities of descent, but as an
open, continuously changing group of political actors (Pohl 1998;
Steinacher 2011; Wolfram 2008: 91-2). Herwig Wolfram (1988) has
developed this new perspective for the Goths. Using the Getica by
Jordanes, the Gothic origo gentes, he shows how the Goths constructed
their ethnic identity and created a community of descent primarily
through subjective convictions. The constructed common history, based
on a long tradition of migration, created a stabilizing effect for this
otherwise heterogeneous community. The founding text of the Goths
does not offer an objective Gothic history, but a subjective tradition and
thus provides insights into the process of Gothic ethnogenesis.

Tracing this process in more detail shows the complexity of how
ethnic designations came to be established. In the middle of the third
century CE, Goths settled in the northern Black Sea region and regularly
raided Roman territory. Towards the end of the third century, the
Tervings and Greutungi were differentiated and subsequently appear as
independent actors in Roman records. During this period, the Tervings
settled in Dacia, which had been abandoned by Rome, and provided
military support and border security by treaty. In 376 cE, they could no
longer withstand the pressure of Hun expansion and invaded Roman
territory. The result was a forty-year period of constant mobility
through the Roman Empire (Figure 2.6), across the Balkans and Italy to
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Figure 2.6 Map of the Terving/Visigoth migrations (made with Natural Earth, free vector and raster map data @ naturalearthdata.
com).
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southern France, during which these groups variously exploited the
rivalry between western and eastern Rome, plundered entire regions
(extracting money for ‘peace’), but also repeatedly formed the backbone
of the Roman armed forces. They were as much players in an ongoing
struggle for political predominance as they were pawns of different
powers. It was not until 418 ck that they were able to settle in southern
Gaul and founded the Kingdom of Toulouse, which was bound to Rome
by treaty and temporarily stretched from Spain to the Loire. Ultimately,
the Goths could not withstand the expansive pressure of the Franks
and moved to the Iberian Peninsula, where they held their kingdom
until the Muslim conquest of Spain in the eighth century (Pohl 2002a:
40-69).

The Greutungi were an important power in the north Black Sea
region until they were subjugated by the Huns and joined them in
invading the Roman Empire; nevertheless, several Gothic groups also
remained behind and continued to live in the Crimea until the sixteenth
century. Only when Hunnic rule collapsed with the death of Attila in
453 ck did they become an independent player, ruling Italy and other
parts of the western Roman Empire from the end of the fifth century.
Due to internal rivalries over the throne and external pressure, they lost
their power and were finally absorbed into the Franks and Lombards in
562 cE (Meier 2019: 805-25).

The example of the Goths (Heather 1998; Wolfram 1988) is typical
for the time and other large Germanic groups, such as the Lombards
(Jarnut 1982; Pohl and Erhart 2005) and Vandals (Steinacher 2016),
have similar histories. The aim of these groups was not to destroy the
Roman Empire or to weaken it, but rather to profit from it. Even if they
sometimes fought against the Empire, at other times they guaranteed its
military success. Not only did the Roman army consist largely of
Germanic units from the fourth century onwards, but the military
command structures were also firmly in Germanic hands; increasingly,
they took on political leadership within Roman society, too. The
respective groups could only establish themselves as a political power
through their military strength, which is why a large, powerful army
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was a prerequisite for success within the Roman Empire. These were no
longer the tribal units that may have existed many generations before
migration, but polyethnic mixtures. Successful armies were joined by
numerous groups, including freed or escaped slaves from the Roman
provinces. These associations were a reservoir that, like a vacuum
cleaner, sucked in other groups in the regions through which they
passed, and where people without prospects might feel attracted to
promises of a better life.

This raises the question of the identity of these migratory collectives.
As we have shown, identities were not stable (Pohl 2002b: 237); after all,
Gothic identity formed only in the Roman Empire (Heather 1998). For
Wenskus (1961: 73-5, 138) these polyethnic groups harboured small
tradition-bearing nuclei, mostly composed of the upper class and its
retinues — but these sometimes did not exert any lasting influence on
material culture, which is why we have to consider an uncoupling of
material culture and ethnic self-awareness. It is to these cores, however,
that Roman historiography looked for its ethnic designations. Michael
Kulikowski (2002: 83) argues that Roman authors usually noticed
mainly the militarily active parts of barbarian groups and also
referred to them when they spoke of gens, which is another reason
why we do not get a truly representative picture of the populations that

were on the move.

Identifying ‘migrant individuals’

Can archaeology contribute something genuinely new to this debate on
the character of early medieval ethnicity? Archaeologically, the focus
has long been on directly identifying migrants, using above all female
jewellery and burial rites which appear to be foreign. Yet mostly,
archaeology merely served to confirm the information gained from
written sources. For instance, in the case of the Goths, a migration from
the mythical homeland in Scandinavia cannot be identified
archaeologically. The archaeological phenomena most associated with
the Goths are the Chernyakhov culture in the western Black Sea region
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and the Sintana-de-Mures culture in Roman Dacia (Gomolka-Fuchs
1999; Magomedov 2004). Their appearance in these regions in the third
and fourth centuries is explained by Gothic immigration. These cultures
can be derived from the Wielbark culture in Poland, thus providing
another stepping stone of the Goths’ migration in the first half of the
first millennium ck. The tribal history of the Goths is projected into the
past and thus an ethnic continuity is constructed. While the later
cultures show similarities to the Wielbark culture, however, they also
exhibit diverse influences suggesting mobility, contact and cultural
transfer. An ethnic identity of the respective groups cannot be inferred
from this, and indeed ancient authors also show the mixture of peoples
that were united under the collective name of the Goths (see also Steuer
2021: 105).

The further stages of the Gothic migrations are virtually untraceable
archaeologically. Only with the Kingdom of Toulouse in the fifth
century and the Kingdom of Toledo in the sixth century does an influx
of ‘Gothic-inspired finds and new burial customs become
archaeologically visible. Essentially, two contrasting approaches
compete for the interpretation of the archaeological evidence, always
with reference to historical records (see Eger 2005; 2020). In one view,
Spanish grave goods reveal a specific costume that can be traced back to
the Chernyachow-Sintana-de-Mures culture. The Goths would thus
have preserved their ‘tribal costume’ for over two centuries, which, in
conjunction with the written sources, would allow us to identify the
Spanish graves with the Visigoths, who had formed from the Tervings.
A second, opposing view is the mode danubienne proposed by Michel
Kazanski (1989). For him, the so-called ‘Gothic’ costume is a general
Danubian fashion, which developed from a combination of many
different, but above all equestrian-nomadic, influences. The high social
prestige that the Huns in particular enjoyed at that time led to this
fashion being adopted by a cosmopolitan aristocracy, often of Germanic
origin. Although the influence of the Danubian costume style in Spain
suggests external cultural influences, it does not necessarily indicate a

migration, and certainly not one that could be ethnically identified.
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Barbara Sasse (1997) even argues that after decades of migration, the
Visigoths no longer had an independent material culture that would
allow us to distinguish them archaeologically from the Late Roman
population.

The ethnic interpretation of archaeological evidence is a weak
methodological tool to trace the identity of migrant groups. The social
processes both within the migrant collectives and between the migrants
and the host society usually also lead to a realignment of migrant
identity. These are processes that run in several directions and which
also took place in the Migration Period. With the growing social
importance of barbarian groups in the Roman Empire and the increased
social prestige of immigrants in Roman society, the cultural habitus of
all those involved changed. As Emperor Theodoric is supposed to have
said, a poor Roman imitates a Goth and a respected Goth imitates a
Roman (quoted from Meier 2019: 89). Germanic finds and cultural
practices on Roman territory are not directly identifiable with Germanic
immigrants, but can also denote acculturated Romans or a new hybrid
society (see e.g. Fehr 2010). Archaeological studies on the habitus
barbarus point to Germanic forms of costume and jewellery as a
distinguishing feature of a new elite in Roman society, which included
both Romans and Germans (von Rummel 2007; 2010; critically Eger
2011).

The limitations of archaeology in the study of migration become
clear when the results of aDNA and other biomolecular methods are
taken into account, which indeed promise to hold the answers to many
long-running debates. So far, there have only been a few genomic
studies; their potential will be briefly illustrated using two case studies,
the migration of the Lombards and the Anglo-Saxons. Although we can
now identify mobile individuals directly, many questions also remain
concerning, amongst others, the social impact of their arrival.

From the middle of the sixth century cE, a new burial custom
appeared in Italy: the burial of the dead in a specific costume, alongside
amulets and weapons, food and drink. Previously, graves had been

largely unfurnished Christian burials associated with the autochthonous
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population. The new custom has direct predecessors in Lower Austria,
southern Moravia and western Hungary. Based on written sources, it is
identified with the Lombards and their invasion of Italy. In the seventh
century, the Lombard habitus begins to dissolve: women are soon
indistinguishable from Romance ones, and men also adopt Romance
clothing accessories, although weaponry remains. This is seen as a
process of Romanization of the immigrant Lombards (Bierbrauer
2004).

According to this argument, the burial custom is used as an ethnic
marker, but while its appearance can be attributed to Lombard influence,
there is no certainty that all such graves contain immigrant Lombards.
The cultural practice that emerges here gives a good indication of
cultural patterns that were common among the leading Lombard
groups, but it does not manifest a Lombard identity (Pohl 2005: 561).
Several questions remain unanswered: does the burial custom only
reflect the social elite or was it practised by the entire population? How
open is this custom to other groups, such as the resident Romance
population?

First molecular biological analyses have revealed the genetic
composition of Lombard communities (K.W. Alt et al. 2014; Amorim et
al. 2018; Vai et al. 2019). The Pannonian cemetery of Szdlad in present-
day Hungary and that of Collegno in northern Italy (Amorim et al.
2018) have been almost completely analyzed. Both burial communities
show similar cultural features that are otherwise foreign to the respective
region. The dating of the cemeteries fits well with the known historical
dates of the Lombard migration. Kurt Alt and colleagues (2014) had
previously developed a three-phase occupation model of the Szolad
cemetery comprising little more than twenty years. The genomic
analyses for both Szoldd and Collegno show that these burial
communities were organized according to biological kinship groups.
Likewise, in both cases the burial community consisted of groups of
different ancestry: in each case individuals of northern European
ancestry were more richly equipped than those with southern ancestry.

Yet whether this expresses social hierarchies is an open question; it
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could also be a matter of different cultural practices with different social
reference systems. Both groups remained separated from each other. In
Collegno, Sr isotopes identified the groups with southern aDNA
signatures as the local population, as also confirmed by mtDNA (Vai et
al. 2019). The group with southern aDNA signatures in Sz6ldd had also
migrated, but from a different region than the group with northern
ancestry. At least in Pannonia, the population was therefore composed
of different migrant groups. On the one hand, bioarchaeological
analyses confirm previous assumptions about the Lombard migration,
but they also give us further insights into the inner structure of the
migrant groups. The heterogeneous composition of the migrant group
in Sz6lad had certainly not been seen before.

Returning to the thorny question of Anglo-Saxon migration, first
aDNA studies are now available (Gretzinger et al. 2022; Schiffels et al.
2016; Topf et al. 2006) and reach divergent results. According to Stephan
Schiffels and colleagues (2016), 38 per cent of the modern population
of eastern England can be traced back to Anglo-Saxon immigration.
The Anglo-Saxon population, however, would have been strongly
genetically mixed, showing close genetic relations to Britons as well as
to diverse north-west European groups, with no evidence of greater
segregation. Persons with British ancestry had been buried in a
culturally Anglo-Saxon manner; in some cases they were more richly
endowed than the immigrants in the same burial ground (Figure 2.7).
The assumption of an Anglo-Saxon apartheid society would have to be
rejected on this basis. The larger study by Joscha Gretzinger and
colleagues (2022) shows a more differentiated picture with regional
characteristics. There are cemeteries in which persons of British
ancestry are buried in an Anglo-Saxon way and there were kinship
relations between natives and immigrants. In contrast, in the burial
ground at Apple Down, the two ancestry groups were differently
endowed and there were no kinship relations between them for
generations. It is obvious that the relationship between natives and

immigrants varied from region to region.
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Conclusions

What our theoretical reflections and both the LBK and the Migration
Period case studies show is that politics are integral to how we tell the
past — both in the questions we do (not) ask and in the terms we use, but
also for understanding the diversity of past social processes. Our data
sets are also strongly interdependent - reading ancient texts impacts
archaeological and DNA readings, for example. To bring these points
across more clearly, we need the work of all the disciplines involved in
past migration studies. In terms of the prehistoric case studies that
follow, the Migration Period shows us that there are few straightforward
answers about how migration worked, what happened afterwards or
how people constructed their identities. Even for large-scale and long-
term processes, identifying identity in terms of ethnicity is therefore
complicated, although we hope to show that it can also be fruitful.



Migration at the Large Scale

Building on the discussions begun in Chapter 2, in this section we trace
different processes of ethnogenesis, chosen from two different regions
of the world. Beginning with Remote Oceania, where uninhabited
islands were settled, we show that even in such a situation, people’s
ethnic identity was malleable and subject to change. This emerges
even more clearly for the Neolithic of north-western Europe, where
common roots nevertheless led to regionally divergent trajectories.
While ethnicity thus remains a concept that is useful for thinking
through emerging identities, it cannot be applied as a blanket term over
the kinds of spatial and temporal scales that archaeologists have

traditionally assumed.

Settling Remote Oceania

There have been several migrations into Oceania and Polynesia, with the
largest islands and landmasses — which are also the western-most in the
region, forming Near Oceania - already settled in the Pleistocene, roughly
coeval with the European Upper Palaeolithic. However, most of the
debate surrounding migration refers to the islands and archipelagos of
Remote Oceania (Figure 3.1). Three horizons are generally defined: the
Lapita and parallel phenomena, which introduced domesticates into
Remote Oceania from c. 1500 BCE and reached as far as Fiji and Samoa
(e.g. Fitzpatrick and Callaghan 2013); an expansion into central and
eastern Micronesia in the last few centuries BCE; and, finally, the settlement
of the most outlying islands of east and south Polynesia, including
Aotearoa/New Zealand, Hawaii and Rapa Nui (Easter Island), a
long-term process which began c. 900 ck (e.g. Anderson 2009: 1503;
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Irwin 1980: 325; Kirch 2010; 2017: 200). By about 1300 cE, all major
islands were settled (McFadden et al. 2021: 48). This last horizon has
captured the scholarly and popular imagination thanks to the vast
distances covered and the risks of voyaging, as well as the rich
ethnohistoric record. Hundreds of people could be on the move at any
one time. Taken together, this lends itself to a narrative of technological
prowess and a kind of frontier spirit inherent in settling previously
uninhabited places, but also of ecological catastrophe.

Discussion of Polynesian settlement is hampered by the uncertainty
that surrounds the interrelated factors of dating, sailing technology and
reasons for expansion. The earliest sites have often been substantially
impacted by erosion or shoreline displacement and there are few short-
life radiocarbon samples without inbuilt oft-sets. What counts as reliable
evidence for settlement is also debated - artefacts from securely dated
layers (i.e. a very strict approach to chronometric hygiene), or also
environmental proxies for human presence (Horsburgh and McCoy
2017: 5-8; Kirch 2011; 2017: 198-200). Depending on the answer, short
chronologies (e.g. settlement of Hawai'’i as late as the thirteenth century;
Wilmshurst et al. 2011) are contrasted with longer ones, favoured here,
whereby central eastern Polynesia could have been settled in the tenth
century, the Marquesas and Hawai'i from the early eleventh century
and Aotearoa around 1250 CE (an estimate supported by both radiocarbon
dating and oral tradition), with Rapa Nui potentially a couple of
generations previously. Attempts to settle Norfolk Island and the sub-
Antarctic islands are evidenced in the 1300s (e.g. M. Allen 2014;
Anderson and White 2001; Horsburgh and McCoy 2017: 7; Kirch et al.
2010; I. Smith 2008; R. Walter et al. 2017: 354; Wilmshurst et al. 2011).
In spite of this overall longer timeframe, available dates suggest a
‘starburst’ pattern, in which periods of short, intensive and fast forays
covering long distances are separated by lulls with little or no voyaging
to unknown destinations (Anderson 2017; Kirch 2011: 16).

Much energy has gone into establishing how this pattern emerged
(e.g. T. Thomas 2008). One suggestion stresses opportunity: it takes

time to develop the necessary nautical skills. While ‘traditionalists’
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stress the sophistication of pre-contact sailing technology based largely
on Maori myths, ‘historicists’ argue that key technological innovations
such as triangular sails, lateen rigging (which makes sailing against the
wind possible) and double-hulled or outrigger craft were not present
throughout the sequence, making return voyages difficult or impossible
at times (for a summary, see e.g. Anderson 2017; 2018; Finney 1991).
At its most extreme, Andrew Sharp (1956) proposed that settlement
proceeded entirely by chance episodes of undirected drift. This is
unlikely even on its own terms, as accidentally marooned groups would
rarely have been demographically viable while serendipitously carrying
all the crops and domesticated animals that were introduced to newly
settled islands (Suggs 1960: 82-5; N. Thomas 2021: 164). With more
evidence accumulating, it has also become untenable. Most scholars
now acknowledge the deep history of seafaring know-how in the
region, and accept that migration voyaging was intentional and highly
sophisticated, could involve several hundred people in substantial
canoes and proceeded by dead reckoning and by using stars as fixed
points (see e.g. Irwin 1992: 43-53; R. Walter et al. 2017). Yet this does
not mean that all technological solutions were in place from the start
(for criticism and discussion, see e.g. Anderson 2017; 2018: 473-9;
Finney 1991; N. Thomas 2021: 69-71). Instead, this more dynamic view
of sailing technology as constantly evolving could offer a possible
explanation for the longer time lags between bursts of expansion.
Another set of explanations argues that migrations occurred at
particular crisis points. Decreased agricultural yields occasioned by
El Nifo events (Kirch 2017: 46) or environmental degradation and
demographic pressures (Pearce and Pearce 2010) are frequently
mentioned, alongside more rapid catastrophes such as volcanic
eruptions (e.g. Ballard 2020). Moving east across Polynesia, larger
landmasses and archipelagos with plenty of arable land give way to
volcanic high islands and eventually to low-lying coral islands with
little topsoil, no standing freshwater sources and reduced biodiversity
(Irwin 1980: 324; McFadden et al. 2021: 55). Once settlers introduced

their integrated agricultural system (Figure 3.2) - sometimes termed



€S

Figure 3.2 Elements of the ‘transported landscape. Left: Mixed planting of banana, papaya, taro and other crops outside of Dillon’s Bay,
Erromango Island, Vanuatu. Right: Pigs taking a well-earned rest at Waisisi, Tanna Island, Vanuatu (photos: James Flexner, taken during
collaborative fieldwork with the Vanuatu Cultural Centre (VKS)).
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the ‘transported landscape’ (Kirch 1982) or ‘portable economy’ (Irwin
1980: 324) and consisting of yam, taro, sweet potato, breadfruit and
bananas, pigs, chickens, dogs and (possibly unintentionally) rats - these
fragile ecosystems were quickly impoverished, causing the extinction
of numerous bird and reptile species, or even the collapse of fish
stocks (Anderson 2009). This self-inflicted ecological degradation then
occasioned further out-migration (Anderson 2009: 1504).

In contrast, Clare McFadden and colleagues (2021) use the human
skeletal record to suggest a repeated demographic trajectory for each
island, beginning with rapid growth and then levelling off as carrying
capacity is reached (McFadden et al. 2021: 55-66). Indeed, comparing
sequences of the first appearance of domesticated resources reveals
more flexibility than the idea of a ‘transported landscape’ suggests, with
a greater focus on hunted and collected resources on some islands
(Anderson and O’Connor 2008), or a staged introduction of only some
domesticates in others. Particularly pig and dog, which require larger
spaces and more varied resources, become rarer further east (Anderson
2009: 1511-15). It is unclear whether this diversity, increasingly also
documented isotopically (e.g. Commendador et al. 2013; Fenner et al.
2021; Field et al. 2009; Herrscher et al. 2018; Swift et al. 2018), was
planned by settlers in accordance with the affordances of each island, or
was a re-adjustment after environments became depleted, but this
variety documents an ‘extraordinary reinvention of subsistence and life’
(N. Thomas 2021: 126) by colonists.

Even for Rapa Nui, often cast as a textbook example of human-
induced ecological collapse, the case appears to have been significantly
overstated, and although species diversity on the island did reduce over
time, the earliest European explorers reported on a well-adapted society
with surplus food to trade (Boersema 2018; Ingersoll et al. 2018).
While heavily impacted by humans, even the environments of small
and outlying islands could be managed in sustainable ways over many
centuries (e.g. Swift et al. 2021). Although unexpected factors, such
as climatic downturns, could have devastating effects locally (Leppard
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2016), this seems to particularly affect the smallest and most isolated
islands, with the introduction of European diseases around 1500 CE
likely a main culprit.! Survivors apparently resettled elsewhere (Leppard
2016: 24).

In many cases then, the rapid speed of expansion during the burst
phases was driven by colonists who left long before any putative
ecological or demographic collapses pushed them on (see also Irwin
1980: 325). This has brought a variety of social reasons back onto the
agenda, such as fleeing from warfare, increasing hierarchies or the
expansionist tendencies of neighbours (e.g. Anderson 2018: 481; Kahn
et al. 2018: 353; Kennett and Winterhalder 2008), exile (Anderson 2006;
Suggs 1960: 78) or the prestige that could be gained from a successful
venture (Akerblom 1968: 92-3; Bellwood 2013: 197; Kirch 2017: 90; N.
Thomas 2021: 115-18; for a wider Austronesian context, see also Fox
and Sather 1996). These explanations make sense because migration is
by no means a ‘cheap’ option. Excluding cases when people may have
had to flee at short notice after a military defeat (and who may have
travelled towards allies rather than into the unknown), migration and
settlement required the stockpiling of crops, including various tree
species, as well as viable herds of domesticated animals. Seaworthy
canoes took specialist skills to build, alongside ritual and ceremonial
investment (Irwin 1992: 220; Suggs 1960: 74-6; N. Thomas 2021: 153).
It is unlikely that this was within easy reach of communities in the
throes of ecological collapse. Finally, successful migration needed
considerable navigational know-how, accumulated over time (Figure
3.3). Most plausibly, small scouting parties set off against the prevailing
wind to search for new land, ensuring they could return once their
provisions were nearly exhausted (Irwin 1992: 55-62).

Part of these apparently contradictory models — ecological decline,
demographic pressure, violence or the search for renown - could
be explained by different scales of analysis, or by combinations of
factors. For instance, the impact of environmental challenges could

have been exacerbated if social formations were more hierarchical and
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Figure 3.3 A so-called star chart used in Polynesian navigation. This example
is from the Marshall Islands (photo: Richard M. Wicker; © Denver Museum
of Nature & Science; catalogue number A926.1.D.P).

less flexible. In general, the question is why migration was seen as the
desirable strategy to cope with various problems and pressures, whether
environmental, demographic or social (Leppard 2014; 2021). It is here
that ethnohistorical sources come in. Although recorded substantially
after the events they recount, and thus unlikely to accurately inform on
a specific journey or verifiable migration route, they provide insight
into how Polynesians themselves experienced and made sense of
voyaging and what they considered plausible (Finney 1991: 396;
Richards 2008; N. Thomas 2021: 187).
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In both Hawaii and Aotearoa, where sources are richest, oral
traditions recount the arrival of named ancestors in named canoes
from the respective homelands Hawaiki and Kahiki. These form the
basis of local genealogies and a group’s social position. Alongside the
hope of increasing personal status, disagreement or social pressure
in the home community is mentioned as initiating migration, but this
did not prevent return voyages. However, these were apparently rare
and were considered significant navigational feats (Suggs 1960: 160).
Sources also stress the ritual investment at each step of voyaging, from
canoe building to establishing a new community, and the large economic
outlay that was necessary. Drawing on Polynesian understandings of
history as forming a guide to action in the present (see e.g. Kame®eleihiwa
1986: 28-9 as quoted in Finney 1991: 399; Sahlins 1985: 55), Colin
Richards (2008: 216) describes how colonizers were inspired to set off
in the expectation of encountering a new homeland, from which others
would in turn journey on. Through voyaging, people and their canoes
aligned themselves with the feats of their ancestors. In this sense,
‘[v]oyaging was not forced upon people as a last resort of escape or
adventure; people simply embraced it as a way of life’ (Richards 2008:
217). Therefore, long-distance voyaging was opted for even when
settling closer to home could also have solved the problem (N. Thomas
2021:118).

The addition of ancient DNA changes little with respect to these
general points. One key issue is the relative contribution of ‘Papuan’and
‘First Remote Oceanian’ (FRO; sometimes also called ‘Austronesian’)
components of various populations and the ultimate geographical origin
and date of spread of the latter. The Papuan component is traced back to
the Palaeolithic settlement of island south-east Asia and Near Oceania
(Gosling and Matisoo-Smith 2018), while FRO is generally associated
with the Lapita expansion. Complex and regionally diverse histories of
Papuan and FRO interaction were then played out across both
Micronesia (Liu et al. 2022) and Remote Oceania (Matisoo-Smith 2015)
and are archaeologically documented in areas like the east coast of
Papua New Guinea (Shaw et al. 2022). Similarly, the DNA of commensal
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species shows the slow coming together of the ‘transported landscape’
from several roots — domestic pigs from peninsular south-east Asia
(Horsburgh et al. 2022; Larson et al. 2007), chickens from the Philippines
(Thomson et al. 2014) and rats from multiple sources (Matisoo-
Smith 2015: 97). To this can be added one-off South American
introductions like the sweet potato (Roullier et al. 2012), evidently
associated with some limited admixture of human populations as
well (Ioannidis et al. 2020).2 Ancient DNA has also identified a second,
far-reaching expansion into Remote Oceania in the late Lapita or
immediately post-Lapita period, bringing a substantial component of
Papuan DNA signatures to islands initially populated by people carrying
FRO genomes (Lipson et al. 2018; 2020; Posth et al. 2018). Finally, a third
phase involved the back-migration from eastern Polynesia of individuals
with a greater FRO component; this phase in particular seems to have
impacted different areas to greatly differing extents and likely involved
multiple events of a ‘braided streany’ variety (Lipson et al. 2020).

Archaeologically, Taiwan was considered a likely source area of
Lapita migration, but now seems less promising on genetic grounds
(Choin etal.2021).In addition, the post-Lapita expansion, albeit carried
by people exhibiting different genetic signatures, continues Lapita
patterns in terms of which islands likely provided the immediate
starting points, which archipelagos were settled and which ones
were leapfrogged over (Lipson et al. 2020). This implies the continuing
social importance of voyaging, its associated institutions and know-
how, across a genetic divide. The picture is further complicated by
populations genetically similar (but not identical) to Lapita, but with
different pottery traditions and economic choices, crossing 2,000 km
of open ocean to settle the Marianas at approximately the same time
(Pugach et al. 2021). The true extent and complexity of the migration
phenomenon can thus be understood only if social trends over a wider
area, cross-cutting traditional divisions such as island south-east
Asia, Melanesia, Micronesia etc., are taken into account. The cultural,
genetic and linguistic diversity of the region today has very deep roots
indeed.
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Pacific migrations and Neolithic Europe in dialogue

How migrations have been written about in Polynesian scholarship is
in many ways similar to discourses on Neolithic Europe. There has been
a tendency to romanticize the initial settlement of new lands, especially
if this involved risk. Some of the blind spots are also rather similar
for the two areas. Pacific migration events are sometimes narrated
as if they proceeded once, from a single homeland and to a precise
destination, with the most isolated islands taken as the most influential
models (criticized e.g. by Irwin 1992: 77) and with a focus on
demographic or ecological crises as the main drivers. Much less space is
accorded to disentangling the composition of canoe crews (from one or
several communities?) and to continued migration between already
settled islands (Anderson 2018: 484), such as during voyages from east
to west (Irwin 1980: 329-31). Part of the reason lies in disputes
concerning the feasibility of return voyaging (e.g. Anderson 2017),
alongside archaeological visibility (e.g. Irwin 1992: 78-9, 103). Yet only
continuous interaction of this kind can explain the enormous diversity
of the Melanesian and Polynesian cultural areas (Bedford and Spriggs
2008; Terrell 1988: 15-23, 149) and help to bridge the categorical
division between the two. Contacts between islands may not always
have encompassed extremely long-range voyages, but remained central
to gaining personal renown; ‘society was in this sense inherently extra-
local’ (N. Thomas 2021: 123).

The strong focus on foundation events should hence be
complemented with interest in longer-term blending, continuing
migration and local innovation (incidentally also indicated by studies
on modern DNA, Karmin et al. 2022). Both the piecemeal introduction
of the ‘transported landscape’ and the fact that communities in trouble
felt they could move to other islands illustrate that ‘migration was
seldom a single movement, and much more often a phase of movements
back and forth’ (Anderson and O’Connor 2008: 7). This is also supported
by the regular exchange of all sorts of objects — from stone axes and
bark cloth to red feathers and whale teeth - which moved both
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eastwards and westwards at least until about 1450 cE, at which point
elite competition and warfare may increasingly have soaked up available
resources (M. Allen 2014; Kahn 2018).

There are also several points to take away from the Pacific discussion.
One is how migration ventures were steeped in (mythical) history
and required substantial ritual investment - a feature generally
neglected for the European Neolithic. Also, neither environmental
degradation, demographic pressures or warfare are strong enough to
explain the entirety and scope of Polynesian settlement, nor why these
challenges should be met with the relatively costly option of migration.
Far from being a last resort, voyaging and settling perpetuated central
aspects of Polynesian identity and cosmology. Almost immediate
onward migration of parts of a settler population was considered the
norm - again in contrast to Neolithic European narratives, where it is
generally supposed that people moved in order to then permanently
settle.

Perhaps the main difference between Pacific and European views on
migration is the scale at which decision making is seen to lie. In the
European case, regardless of the size of the social groups that supposedly
migrated, the frame of reference explaining the migration is that of
archaeological cultures. These are ultimately interpretative substitutes
for ethnic groups, conceived in a relatively traditional manner. The
Pacific case reminds us that the key decisions - the work that needed
to go into hosting rituals, building and equipping canoes and so on,
as well as the diplomatic manoeuvring necessary to assemble a large
enough colonizing group - took place within individual lineage and
kinship units and often proceeded from localized and personal factors,
such as dissatisfaction with one’s position. This, alongside the emergent
aDNA evidence from Oceania (e.g. Flexner et al. 2019; Spriggs and
Reich 2019; Spriggs et al. 2019), provides yet another challenge to the
past existence of clearly definable ethnic groups, at least of the kind in
which genetics, cultural expression and language are assumed to co-
vary and which form the backbone of the European culture-historical

paradigm.



Migration at the Large Scale 61

Interpretative challenges: Re-negotiating ‘ethnicity’

This juxtaposition of Oceanian and Neolithic European migration
narratives highlights one common research problem we wish to take
further here: the connection between migration and ethnicity. In so far
as it is conceptualized as static and essentializing, ethnicity has been
repeatedly challenged not just for the Migration Period (see Chapter 2),
but also from within European prehistoric scholarship. Its relationship
to archaeological cultures has been especially contested (e.g. Eggert
1978; Furholt 2019a; 2021; Hodder 1982; S. Jones 1997: 1-50; Olsen and
Kobylinski 1991; Veit 1989; Wahle 1941; Wotzka 2000). Yet if we think
of ethnicity as group-level identity making in practice, this opens more
interesting questions of how ethnicity is maintained, negotiated and/or
changed through time, potentially as part of migrations.

There have been three levels of criticism. First, ethnicity is a fraught
concept well beyond archaeology and is deeply embedded in
contemporary political discourses (e.g. Espiritu 2013; Hu 2013; Song
2013; Voss 2015: 657; Weik 2014: 296). As ethnic labels are often
imposed on people from the outside in the course of unequal power
relations (e.g. A. Smith 2008: 29-31; Stone 2003: 32-8; Voss 2008: 26-7)
and also often remain analytically vague (S. Jones 1997: 56-70), perhaps
it would be best to abandon them.

Second, there are issues of definition. Many differentiate between
essentialized definitions, used to reinforce inequality, and interactional
definitions, which accord substantial levels of agency to individuals and
trace how ethnic identity is situationally defined in accordance with
economic or political goals (in particular Barth 1969). In this view,
ethnic identities are strategically created and shed in the course of
political interactions - they are opportunistically imagined. However, it
is one thing to criticize ethnicity at an ontological level - ethnic
identities are not a fixed reality — and another to completely discard it at
an epistemological level. As Ulrike Sommer (2011: 171) writes, ‘even if
the history and (homogeneous) composition of a group are entirely
fictional, the moment members of this group decide to act together for
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common aims (or pretend the existence of common aims) ... this
group does begin to exist. These arguments draw on the emotional
and social salience of ethnicity, which is often based on the belief in a
shared common origin, whether objectively verifiable or not (Weber
1976 [1920/1]: 237). Through this, and the physical marking out of
differences to perceived ‘others, ethnic groups succeed in turning an
instrumental association of common interests into a deeply felt sense
of commonality (Weber 1976 [1920/1]: 237). Both situational and
primordial aspects are important for its political efficacy (Damm 2010:
12-20; Fernandez-Gétz 2013; Hu 2013: 376; S. Jones 1997: 77-81; Voss
2008: 18-19).

For archaeologists, a third and last problem remains - that of
identification. Foundational publications like those by Sian Jones (1997:
74-9) or Stefan Burmeister (2000) have cast doubt on whether
archaeological methods are sufficient to reliably identify ethnicity (see
also Bellwood 2013: 32-3; Weik 2014: 294) and where it would be best
visible. In the context of Andean archaeology, Emily Stovel (2013) contrasts
two understandings of ethnicity: a passive one based on Pierre Bourdieu’s
concept of the habitus, according to which ethnic identity is most visible
in unreflected aspects of daily life; and an active understanding, based on
Fredrik Barth’s work, in which ethnicity is consciously communicated in a
situation of competition between groups. She proposes that the former
level provides the framework from which certain aspects can be actively
selected as core symbols in more active displays — the term ‘ethnicity’
should be reserved for these latter (Stovel 2013: 9). In this way, scholars
can account both for a broad similarity in (cultural) lifeways across a
region and the punctuated, temporary emergence of explicitly stressed
differences (Stovel 2013: 6-8; also S. Jones 1997: 120-1). Similarly,
Burmeister (2017a: 61-3; forthcoming) distinguishes between internally
and externally performed identities, which can draw on two different
cultural traditions.

Ethnicity and migration are also often linked. This can work in one
of two ways — with reference to a territorialized notion of ethnic identity,
in which ‘original inhabitants are seen to hold a birth right to land held
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‘since time immemorial’ and into which others should be prevented
from moving; or with the explicit mention of (mythical) migrations
during which a group of people is said to have coalesced into an ethnos,
often in the face of difficulties (Hu 2013: 372-6). Migration is not the
only context in which new ethnic identities can emerge, but situations
of frequent demographic (dis)aggregation, which bring new sets of
people into contact and demand a renegotiation of boundaries, have
been repeatedly flagged as important (e.g. Hu 2013; Voss 2015). This
encompasses colonization, where actors compete for access to land
and resources, but can also happen during smaller-scale processes,
particularly where fission is an important strategy to mediate intra-
group tension (e.g. Kopytoff 1987), or where people can routinely
shift between ethnic groups (e.g. Fowles and Eiselt 2019). From an
archaeological point of view, it is important to realize that ethnicity
need not be something that is necessarily in place at the beginning of a
migration event and then remains unaltered. Rather, it can also change
or emerge during relocation, or indeed only after arrival in a new
setting. Whether or not ethnicity is a useful concept to pursue depends

on the analytical work this concept can contribute to a given analysis.

The spread of the Neolithic into the European fringes

In an archaeological context devoid of oral history, these patterns
become more ambiguous. Albeit under very different geographical
circumstances, a maritime expansion also brought Neolithic materials
and ways of life into north-western-most Europe - the north-east
Atlantic archipelago (present-day Britain, Ireland and the Channel
Islands). Settling southern Scandinavia required no open-sea crossings.
In these regions, hunter-gatherer populations persisted for more than
a millennium after their more southerly neighbours had adopted
agriculture, longhouses and a range of social and material technologies
associated with Neolithic lifeways and sedentism. Archaeological
debate about the emergence of the Neolithic in these regions has been
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a microcosm of broader arguments about the role of diffusion versus
population migration. Were the elements of the Neolithic package
(primarily agriculture and animal husbandry) adopted by local people
in these peripheral areas, or did migrants set up their own settlements
(see summaries of the debate from the two different perspectives in
Rowley-Conwy et al. 2020; J. Thomas 2008)?

Following the archaeological common wisdom, prior to 4000 BCE
people living in the north-east Atlantic archipelago followed hunter-
gatherer subsistence practices and lived mobile lives. Although some
houses and monumental structures were constructed, these are
generally explained as consistent with seasonal occupation by small
and dispersed groups (Conneller et al. 2012: 1005-7). Then, there was a
watershed moment: within just a few centuries, by ¢. 3700 BCE, the full
Neolithic package was present throughout the archipelago (though
perhaps somewhat patchily both spatially and chronologically; Rowley-
Conwy et al. 2020; Smyth et al. 2020). By ‘Neolithic package’ in this

region, we mean:

* buildings of various sizes, including larger structures termed ‘halls’
that seem to have served a communal rather than residential
function;

* agriculture and animal husbandry;

e cosmological innovations, such as monumental structures (both
earthen and megalithic);

e production and use of ceramic and other novel technologies,
including the circulation of polished and ground-stone axes, flint
mining and new knapping sequences;

* dietary changes, including a shift from marine to terrestrial
resources and the consumption of various domesticated products,
such as milk and grain;

e perhaps also new kin or ethnic formations.

Biomolecular data have shown that this technological shift coincided
with population mobility from the continent, resulting in considerable
genetic turnover (Brace et al. 2019; Neil et al. 2020). This has been used
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to support the hypothesis of migrants bringing their Neolithic ways
of life to the archipelago and culturally (and otherwise) replacing
the resident hunter-gatherer population. However, while continental
affinities exist for some artefacts and practices, no singular continental
point of origin for the archipelagic Neolithic has been identified
(Sheridan 2007). Indeed, considerable regional variation is present in
even the earliest Neolithic phases (Anderson-Whymark and Garrow
2015; Smyth et al. 2020). Both radiocarbon and genomic data have been
read to suggest episodic migration from different continental locations
to different regions within Britain and Ireland, contributing to the
formation of the Neolithic population and their regionalized lifeways
(Brace et al. 2019; Whittle et al. 2011) (Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.4 Schema for the spread of the Neolithic throughout the north-east
Atlantic archipelago (re-drawn after Whittle et al. 2011: fig. 15.8).
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Especially in Ireland, continuities in practice, landscape use and
material culture are evident, such as the continued use and construction
of shell middens and the circulation of fragmented human remains
(Smyth et al. 2020: 428-32). This suggests that new groups of farmers
were aware of, interacted with and defined themselves through pre-
Neolithic practices and peoples (who may have been involved in early
farming activities; e.g. Sheridan 2013). Hugo Anderson-Whymark and
Duncan Garrow (2015: 68) further note that some practices typically
understood as ‘Neolithic; such as the deposition of axes in wet contexts,
have Mesolithic parallels and may represent cultural continuities rather
than introduced innovations, perhaps serving as ‘boundary objects’
(sensu Frieman 2012: 456; Star and Griesemer 1989) to ease frictions
between resident and incoming populations. Chantal Conneller and
colleagues (2012) argue that there is evidence for converging practices
before 4000 BCE, such as the communal construction of timber
monuments, as well as a significant investment in place-making seen in
the elaboration of large sites like Star Carr over many generations.

Forager populations in this archipelago, as elsewhere in northern
and western Europe, seem to have been seasonally mobile, and isotopic
data testify to a diet high in marine foods, suggesting coastal groups
were comfortable on the water as well as the land (Anderson-Whymark
and Garrow 2015; Cramp et al. 2014; Garrow and Sturt 2011; Smyth
et al. 2020). Ireland was already an island when it was settled (Chapple
et al. 2022), so its inhabitants had the technology and knowledge to
cross open water. Ephemeral traces of continental materials, including
domestic cattle bones’, in the archipelago before 4000 BCE indicate
cross-Channel contacts prior to the local appearance of the Neolithic
package (Anderson-Whymark et al. 2015; Elliott et al. 2020; Garrow
and Sturt 2011; 2017). Still, the biomolecular data illustrate that, from
about 4000 BCE, the genetic ancestries of people in the archipelago
predominantly derived from continental European Neolithic peoples,
especially those from what is now northern France (Brace and Booth
2023; Cassidy 2023).
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However, it is still debated how many episodes of influx directly from
the Continent there were. Based on comprehensive radiocarbon models,
Alasdair Whittle and colleagues (2011: 853-64) argue for an extended
process of Neolithization starting in the later fifth millennium BcE in the
Thames estuary. After a few generations of standstill, this then expanded
into southern central England via chain migration. Anderson-Whymark
and Garrow (2015) propose overlapping contact zones or ‘maritories’
(sensu Needham 2009) in the fifth millennium seaways around the
archipelago (Figure 3.5), leading to the movement of some continental
people to Britain and Ireland, as well as the local adoption of agricultural
practices, ceramic technology, etc. They argue that this pattern of

overlapping mid-range mobilities contributed to the subsequent rapid

Figure 3.5 Overlapping interaction spheres in the late fifth and early fourth
millennia BCE (re-drawn after Anderson-Whymark and Garrow 2015:

fig. 5.5).
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regionalization of Neolithic materials and ways of life. Julian Thomas
(2022) builds outwards from these data to suggest that the emergence of
distinctly Neolithic lifeways in the archipelago had two clear stages, an
earlier ‘minimal Neolithic’ lasting 4100-3900 BCE that saw migration by
a few smaller continental groups from north-east France and Belgium to
south-east England, and a subsequent establishment phase with greater
numbers of migrants and clearer affinities to Normandy, moving from
the Continent to sites in southern and central England and Wales.

Indeed, even in the earliest phases of the Neolithic, archaeologists
can distinguish clearly between practices and materials on the continent
and across the archipelago, even where there are shared elements.
For example, Anderson-Whymark and Garrow (2015: 70) note clear
parallels between early fourth millennium leaf-shaped arrowheads
in the archipelago and within the Michelsberg zone, but differences
in technique may indicate that these latter were copied rather than
directly transferred. Hélene Pioffet (2014) uses technological and
stylistic analyses to suggest affinities in ceramic production and style
between south-eastern England (and subsequently eastern England
and Scotland) and the Scheldt valley (northern France and Belgium)
from c. 3900 BCE, and between western Britain, the Isle of Man, Ireland,
Brittany and Normandy from 3800 BCE. Across Britain and Ireland, she
notes a rapid and regionalizing impulse creating clear distinctions
between production zones within the archipelago as well as between
the insular ceramics and their continental inspirations. While she sees
hints of ongoing cross-Channel contact in regional pottery assemblages,
from 3700/3650 BCE a distinctly archipelagic ceramic trajectory and
interaction sphere had taken root. Vicki Cummings and James Morris
(2022) have also suggested that viable cattle herds could have been built
up from a small initial cohort within the first centuries of Neolithic
arrival, without requiring continued influx of continental stock.

This mix of rejection and convergence echoes earlier patterns of
relation between mainland and islands, as fifth millennium BCE foragers,
who were likely at least occasionally in contact with ceramic-using

continental neighbours, did not adopt pottery, perhaps in conscious
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resistance to aspects of agricultural society (Elliott et al. 2020). That
newly arrived continental populations were quickly distinguishable
from their neighbours through ritual practices, technologies and stylistic
choices testifies to the complex patterns of identity and boundary
creation enacted by these mobile populations as they established
themselves in a new landscape, alongside (but perhaps not regularly
intermingling with) its long-term inhabitants (cf. Garrow and Sturt
2017).

Certainly, both archaeological and genomic data indicate that
separate populations persisted for some time after the early migrations
of farmers from the continent. In Wiltshire near Stonehenge, a large pit
referred to as the ‘Coneybury Anomaly’ was opened in the first quarter
of the fourth millennium, perhaps between 3800-3700 BCE, and filled
with the debris of a large gathering, including domestic and wild fauna,
sherds and stone tools of both Neolithic and longstanding Mesolithic
technological traditions. Based on this mix of materials, as well as
osteological and biomolecular analysis of the animal remains, Kurt
Gron and colleagues (2018) have suggested that this assemblage reflects
a solidarity feast and food redistribution event that included several
communities of farmers and at least one group of hunter-gatherers, all
of whom likely lived within a day’s walk of the site. The Coneybury
Anomaly does, however, remain an isolated instance.

Similarly, the genomes of a handful of mid-fourth millennium BcE
individuals buried in caves in western Scotland demonstrate recent
Mesolithic-derived ancestry, indicating that such groups remained
present despite the migration of new people from the continent
(Patterson et al. 2022). These genomic patterns find parallels in the
ongoing use of shell middens in western Scotland from the fifth into
the fourth millennium BcE (Wicks et al. 2014). Other areas of the
archipelago have so far not shown any such long-term survival of
hunter-gatherer DNA, suggesting that this signal was quickly swamped
(Brace and Booth 2023).

J. Thomas (2022) interprets these scant traces as evidence for parallel

societies of farmers and hunter-gatherers, which eventually merged to
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create something sui generis in the archipelago. Indeed, for a few
centuries after 4000 BCE, farming communities made up of various
continental migrants and their descendants were probably small
and perhaps clustered in specific locales, likely near major estuaries,
while earlier hunter-gatherer populations persisted, especially in less
accessible interior, upland and northern coastal regions (Griffiths 2014).
The uniquely insular development of Neolithic styles and practices
could result from a concerted desire to cut ties with continental kin or
from sustained interaction with local hunter-gatherers, but is perhaps
more likely to stem from interactions between these heterogeneous
Neolithic ‘islands’ as small agricultural enclaves struggled to survive in
precarious conditions and on a landmass where they shared few kin
connections to help them weather disasters. That is, we may be seeing
the results of a rapid process of hybridization or ethnogenesis of
migrants from slightly different backgrounds within the islands as a
logical and necessary support network.

Southern Scandinavia shows some similarities to the processes just
described. Being part of the same chronological ‘horizon’ of change, the
introduction of Neolithic cultural elements in this region may have
gone through partly similar phases and cultural dynamics as Britain
and Ireland. The onset of the Neolithic in southern Scandinavia,
however, was part of the emergence of the Funnel Beaker, or TRB,
material culture complex that encompassed a large area of northern-
central Europe where Neolithic ways of life had already been practised
for many centuries. Within the century after 4000 BCE, communities
with domestic crops and animals, polished flint axes and TRB pottery
(Figure 3.6) established themselves across southern Scandinavia,
forming the so-called ‘northern TRB group’ (Midgley 1992; Persson
1999). These groups settled slightly different landscapes from the
predominantly coastal, Late Mesolithic forager sites, preferring well-
drained, sandy soils at a slight distance from the coast and offering
good spots for a new type of dwelling structure — longhouses — as well
as easy access to areas suitable for agriculture (Johansen 2006; P. Nielsen
and F. Nielsen 2020; L. Serensen 2014). Since Henrik Tauber’s (1981)
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Figure 3.6 Artefacts from the earliest Neolithic of southern Scandinavia;
right: pointed-butted polished flint axe, type 1; length: 26 cm (Petersen 1999:
103); left: Funnel Beaker ceramic vessels, type 0; height of small vessels c. 8
cm, height of large vessel ¢. 22 cm (Koch 1998: 84).

foundational work, stable isotope studies have made clear that this new
way of inhabiting the landscape was accompanied by a marked shift
away from the highly marine diet of the region’s Late Mesolithic foragers
to one that was much more based on terrestrial resources (Fischer et al.
2007; Shennan 2018: 169).

While these patterns of landscape occupation and subsistence seem
to indicate a rapid transition from a forager to a farmer way of life in
southern Scandinavia, other lines of evidence point to continuity and
more gradual transition. These include parts of the flint tool inventory
(Fischer 2002; Wadskjaer 2018; although see Hogberg and Berggren
2023) and the continued use of coastal shell middens — the core sites of
the late Ertebolle forager groups - for several centuries into the fourth
millennium BCE (S. Andersen 2008). Furthermore, the pollen record
for that time reveals little overall impact of agricultural activities on the
vegetation cover (Feeser et al. 2012; Rasmussen 2005), although this



72 Negotiating Migrations

may in part reflect the limited population size pursuing the new types
of activity in the landscape (cf. Johannsen 2023).

While the introduction of Neolithic culture into southern Scandinavia
was commonly argued to have happened by diffusion - local foragers
adopting a new way of life from their neighbours to the south
(cf. Cummings et al. 2022; Fischer and Kristiansen 2002) - recent genomic
studies have shown that migrants played a main role in introducing a new
economy and culture (Allentoft et al. 2024b). This evidence has thus
corroborated previous arguments that the change to an agricultural way of
life was too complicated and fundamental to have resulted from imitation
of groups residing elsewhere (L. Serensen and Karg 2014).

However, while the genomic evidence is very clear on the scale of
centuries — leaving no doubt that people with so-called ‘Neolithic™*
ancestry became demographically dominant in the region within a few
hundred years — certain findings at the level of individuals provide
glimpses of a more complex process. Notably, the genome of a female
who lived approximately two centuries after the arrival of farming -
preserved in a piece of birch pitch used as chewing gum, found at
Syltholm - showed that, genetically speaking, she belonged to the
population of foragers that inhabited the region prior to the Neolithic
(Jensen et al. 2019). In other words, neither her parents nor any previous
generations in her lineage had been migrants carrying biological
ancestry linked to Neolithic communities in central Europe. Genomic
and isotopic analyses on an adult male individual buried with Early
Neolithic artefacts at Dragsholm during the early fourth millennium
BCE similarly show that this individual, genetically speaking, only had
forager ancestors; yet, he was clearly given a Neolithic burial. What is
more, his diet had changed during the course of his life, from the highly
marine diet of a Late Mesolithic forager when he was a child to the
mainly terrestrial diet of a Neolithic farmer as an adult (Allentoft et al.
2024Db).

Though such finds are rare, they do indicate that the cultural and
demographic processes that unfolded when local foragers and immigrant

farmer groups came into contact were multifaceted and more variable
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than a simple replacement scenario. Archaeologically, we struggle to
discern and understand them due to the scale (of centuries) at which we
typically operate. Nonetheless, Kurt Gron and Lasse Serensen (2018)
have suggested four phases of cultural transformation that they label and

approximately date as follows:

1. The contact/scouting phase, from c. 4400 BCE
2. The introduction phase, from c. 4000 BCE

3. The negotiation phase, c. 4000-3700 BCE

4. The homogenization phase, after c. 3700 BCE

This framework raises a number of interesting questions. While
southern Scandinavian foragers and farmers south of the region were
neighbours (in a regional sense) and must have known of each other’s
existence for over a millennium before 4000 BCE (Klassen 2004; Koch
1998), contact across this forager-farmer frontier appears to have risen
steadily through the second half of the fifth millennium BcE, during
the suggested ‘contact phase’. Gron and Serensen (2018: 968) emphasize
rare finds of domesticates in Ertebelle contexts, and though the
chronology and cultural associations of these are not always entirely
clear, it is plausible that (food products based on) domesticates were
part of exchanges between foragers and farmers. While most cases of
such exchange would have left no archaeological trace, a more reliable
indicator exists in the so-called ‘shoe-last adzes. These stone artefacts
were by far the most common southern import among Ertebelle
foragers, and in spite of a positive preservation bias they are suitable as
a proxy for the general level of contact. They unequivocally demonstrate
exchange between foragers and farmers across the frontier and indicate
that the intensity of this contact increased gradually during the final
centuries of the fifth millennium (Klassen 2004), leading up to the
profound changes that occurred during the decades around 4000 BCE.

The term used by Gron and Serensen (2018) to describe the following
period, the ‘negotiation phase, in part reflects the aforementioned
elements of continuity as well as the absence of certain Neolithic

innovations, such as monumental architecture, during the first couple
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of centuries of Neolithic culture in the region. But it also reflects these
authors’ belief in a lengthy phase of population duality, during which
groups with farming and foraging backgrounds occupied different
parts of the landscape, while using broadly similar ‘Neolithic’ material
culture. For this scenario to work in concert with more recent aDNA
data (Allentoft et al. 2024a; 2024b), there would have had to be a
relatively strict separation of these two populations with regard to
reproduction (as Mesolithic biological lineages did not persist later into
the Neolithic), even if other forms of exchange could have thrived.
While there can be little doubt that there was such a phase of coexistence,
as Gron and Serensen (2018: 969) themselves acknowledge, we do not
know its duration - and it is difficult to substantiate the idea that it
would have lasted the two or three centuries until the appearance of
monumental architecture (N. Andersen 1997; Andersson et al. 2022;
Ebbesen 2011; Eriksen and Andersen 2017), copper import and
metallurgy (Gebauer et al. 2021; Klassen 2001) and a significant, gradual
rise in both population (Miiller and Diachenko 2019) and activities in
the landscape (Feeser et al. 2012; Rasmussen 2005).

Regardless, conceptualizing the first few centuries of the fourth
millennium in this region as a process of ‘negotiation’ potentially
misses what may have been one of the most important causal factors
at play: the earliest communities that practised farming in southern
Scandinavia attempted to do so in a landscape that was not well suited
to an agricultural way of life at all. Learning about the local environment
from members of the pre-existing forager population, who had been
manipulating their natural surroundings long before farmers arrived
(cf. Grof3 et al. 2019), is likely to have been key for Early Neolithic
migrants. However, the very different economic strategies of these
groups meant that farmers still had to establish their agricultural niche
by carving it into the landscape themselves — thus engaging in what,
in biology, is known as niche construction (cf. Odling-Smee et al.
2003). According to this perspective, the final phase proposed by Gron
and Serensen (2018) - the ‘homogenization phase’ — followed when

Neolithic communities had become sufficiently consolidated to allow
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for economic and demographic growth and included what must be
described as a truly extraordinary expenditure of resources on different
forms of ritual activity. Establishing Neolithic culture in southern
Scandinavia is unlikely to have been entirely a process of negotiation
between or development of different cultural preferences; it was also a
generations-long, arduous process of shaping local landscapes to better

suit a new way of life (Johannsen 2023).

Complex affiliations among mobile communities: lessons
from north-western Europe and the Pacific

The similarities between Neolithic migration in the north-east Atlantic
archipelago and southern Scandinavia are striking. In both regions we
see people who persisted in practising hunter-gatherer ways of life
while their near neighbours were farming and building longhouses.
Contact between farmers and non-farmers occurred during this period,
but was small-scale and left only minor traces in the archaeological
record (and almost none in the genomic data). In the centuries around
4000 BCE, groups of farmers began moving into what had been hunter-
gatherer lands. No trace of mass violence is evident, perhaps because
of this deep history of ongoing if transient interaction, but also
likely linked to the choice by farming people to settle away from the
rich coastal resources preferred by many of the existing inhabitants.
However, some displacement from traditional lands must have occurred.
Patchy but consistent evidence from the first quarter of the fourth
millennium tells us that in at least some regions migrants and earlier
populations coexisted, occasionally feasting together, rarely having
children. Eventually the migrants became locals — possibly faster in the
north-east Atlantic archipelago than in southern Scandinavia - and
distinctly local Neolithic lifeways and sets of material culture emerged.

However, the two regions are distinct in the connections these
migrants appear to have felt towards their ancestral kin. While more
or less regionally distinct structures, practices and artefacts can be
clustered into a ‘northern’ group, the Neolithic that developed in
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southern Scandinavia was part of the wider TRB, a group of
archaeological objects whose traces can be found from the Elbe to the
headwaters of the Dniester and the Bug. By contrast, the archipelagic
Neolithic maintained no such ties. Even in its earliest manifestations,
the ceramic technology in particular is not identifiable as coming
from one specific place in continental Europe. Some affinities with
the continent are present — constructing monumental funerary and
gathering sites, building megaliths and using polished stone axes - but
these items are primarily produced from locally significant stone
sources and made in locally preferred styles. It is as if the Neolithic
migrants, having moved into the archipelago, were more interested in
developing local affinities with each other than maintaining or even
acknowledging ancestral kin elsewhere, in spite of geographically much
less challenging conditions for continued contact than was the case in
the Pacific. Certainly, the genomic data suggest they preferred not
to have children with continental cousins (Brace and Booth 2023).
That the Channel formed a social rather than physical boundary is
shown by archaeological and biomolecular data for mobility across the
Irish Sea throughout this period (Frieman 2008; Pioffet 2014). This
intensive interaction among archipelagic agriculturalists, who were
from various natal communities and may not initially have shared a
common language, may have been a necessary and intentional strategy
of building solidarity and social resilience. In the first quarter of
the fourth millennium, agricultural communities were enclaves of
continental migrants and their descendants. They engaged in pioneer
agriculture in a place where they had few or no kin ties to call on if an
animal escaped, a house collapsed, or a crop failed. Building strong
relationships with new neighbours who shared important aspects
of their way of life may have been key to survival. Although difficult
to detect archaeologically, we should also consider that some early
settling attempts likely failed, due to a lack of economic success, disease,
conflict with local groups or several such factors, potentially causing
the immigrant groups in question to perish or attempt to return to their

natal communities.
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That migrants moved rapidly, in large numbers and nearly
simultaneously into both southern Scandinavia and the north-east
Atlantic archipelago likely speaks to social and cosmological changes
among continental European populations. Migration became a
desirable social strategy, and migrants introduced new subsistence
practices, architectural forms and religious rites. As in the Pacific, the
patterns of migration may have been shaped by demographic and
geographical circumstances: a relatively small archipelagic Mesolithic
population would have meant less conflict over arable land, while a
larger and more settled Mesolithic population in southern Scandinavia
may have necessitated more time to find a neighbourly footing - and
consequently more trips back to natal communities for food, support
and other supplies. While neither terrestrial nor maritime boundaries
imposed isolation, migrants to the north-east Atlantic archipelago
strategically severed ties with communities on the continent. Where
northern TRB people developed a local identity and way of life in close
contact with neighbours and kin to the south, the new islanders
reinvented themselves, creating a hybrid cultural constellation that
combined various ancestral ways of life and relied on complex patterns
of communication and support amongst a heterogeneous migrant
community. They made a separate, island identity.

As the Pacific case study showed, social and cultural affiliation are
based on such interactions. Therefore, the resulting ethnic identities
are not a simple and given aspect of existence, carried along on a
migration like a snail carries its shell (as Robb and Miracle 2007: 102
have phrased it). Rather, they emerge during or after such an event as a
result of interaction patterns. In the Pacific, migrations were initially
accompanied by continued contacts, even over vast distances — but, like
in Britain and Ireland, this was eventually discontinued. Aotearoa,
Hawai'i and Rapa Nui were effectively isolated by the time of European
contact (N. Thomas 2021: 195-6), either because changing weather
patterns made them harder to reach or because interest in maintaining
social links declined as newly established communities became more
numerous (Anderson 2017: 6; 2018: 486). Myths often focus on one or
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a very limited number of voyages which established their communities
(Sahlins 1985: 58; Suggs 1960: 173). Contact remained much more of a
feature further west.

Migration did not involve closed ethnic groups from the start, but
larger-scale identity groupings that might be termed ‘ethnic’ could
result from a migration event. Thus, migration events became a
kernel around which myths of origin could be woven. In the case of
Aotearoa, the initial Maori settlers may have numbered 500 people as
part of a ‘strategic mass migration’ to what must have been a known
archipelago (R. Walter et al. 2017: 355). The impetus for this event
appears to have been largely social, and as the settlers are not very
closely related genetically, Richard Walter and colleagues (2017: 370)
propose that charismatic leaders following visionary ideas (what
Graeber and Wengrow 2021: 362-70 discuss as ‘charismatic politics’)
convinced people from several communities to colonize a known, but
as yet empty landscape. Rather than trying to find a specific origin
point, the homeland of Hawaiki mentioned in the oral histories
of Maori settlement would hence refer to the western Polynesian
interaction zone more generally (R. Walter et al. 2017: 369). It could
then have been strategically deployed to provide the sense of common
origin necessary for ethnic group formation, as members of the
Great Fleet began to differentiate themselves from their various origin
communities. Internally, conflict between groups tracing their origin to
specific canoe crews (Finney 1991: 384; R. Walter et al. 2017: 352)
encouraged further fragmentation. In north-western Europe, too, the
migration event was the catalyst for creating new identities; but, given
the geographical realities, it was not the danger or difficulty of the
journey that provided the background for this.” Rather, the glue holding
these societies together was the choice to rely on tight networks with
neighbours, some of whom may already have been kin while others
were made kin through shared practices and intermarriage. It is in
these daily and ceremonial ties that new ethnic identities were formed.

In the Pacific, ethnicity as a partly descent-based grounds for
common action only emerges at specific historical points, but is not a
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significant feature in either causing voyaging events or explaining the
composition of migrating groups. Similarly, in Britain and Ireland at
least, when the initial migrations of continental agriculturalists seem
to have ended around 3700 BCE, ritual practices and funerary rites
focussed strongly on lineage, descent and affiliation as new identities
and relationships were negotiated (Cummings and Fowler 2023).
Ethnicity could sometimes emerge as a result of settlement events,
drawing on the transformative effects of shared journeys, just as in the
Migration Period in Europe (see Chapter 2). Alternatively, it could be
the result of subsequent efforts at group demarcation within expanding
settler societies or other interaction scenarios (e.g. Flexner et al. 2019).
If we want to understand how migration events were organized and
why they happened, we therefore need to look at factors such as
personal leadership, local histories of conflict, the establishment of
support networks among kin and other affiliated people, co-ordinating
surplus production within households and lineages or drawing together
people from several communities. Migration, even in these large-scale
cases, was a consequence of particular small-scale power structures,

which it also perpetuated. It is to these that we turn next.
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Migrations within Regions

The US Southwest and the Pueblo migrations

US-American archaeological debates about migration provide fruitful
points of comparison for prehistoric Europe, as ethnohistoric evidence
and oral traditions (see e.g. Naranjo 1995) have encouraged a sustained
engagement with the variable causes, processes and outcomes of
migration. Although not limited to the US Southwest (see e.g. S. Alt
2006; Birch 2012; Cipolla 2013; O’Gorman and Conner 2023), the latter
is chosen here as a particularly rich case study. Several larger-scale
horizons of migration can be identified in this area, particularly after
¢. 800 cE (Table 4.1; Figure 4.1).

Table 4.1 Main horizons of migration events in the Pueblo area of the
US Southwest

from c. 800 CE migration into Chaco, from Mesa Verde or the
south-west (e.g. Mills et al. 2018)
from 1050 into early migration out of Chaco, likely into San Juan

1100s CE (W, Wills 2009)
1100s cE migration from San Juan into Chaco (Mills et al.
2018)
after ¢. 1150 C Abandonment of Chaco itself, but presence in wider

region (McElmo phase, e.g. Lekson and Cameron
1995; W. Wills 2009)

1200-1450 cE multiple migrations, e.g. abandonment of Mesa
Verde c. 1300 (e.g. Clark et al. 2019), migrations
into Hopi area (e.g. Bernardini 2011a), from
Kayenta area into Hohokam (e.g. Stone 2003), etc.
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Figure 4.1 Map showing Kayenta and Mesa Verde homelands, migration
routes, and resettlement areas with regions and sites mentioned in the text
(re-drawn after Clark et al. 2019: fig. 1).

The coalescence of the big ceremonial centre at Chaco, but even
more so the subsequent period of ‘great migrations, persistently
challenge another assumption of the culture concept: that group
identity is in some way predicated on the existence of a stable place
or clearly delimited territory (Bernardini 2005). The South-west
experienced repeated migration events by groups of varying sizes
moving longer or shorter distances into more or less densely settled
areas that were culturally more or less similar to their areas of origin. As
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a result, the impacts of migration are highly varied, and only a few
selected case studies can be covered here.

The emergence of the large regional centre at Chaco, beginning
¢.800 ck and itself predicated on new patterns of mobility in a frontier
zone (Mills 2023), saw the establishment of Great Houses with their
corresponding kiva ritual spaces, forming the central points of dispersed
and less permanent settlement sites (e.g. Lekson and Cameron 1995).
Ritually important material culture, such as ornaments, was produced
at a large scale, while other items flooded into Chaco from surrounding
areas: macaws from Mexico (e.g. Lekson and Cameron 1995; A. Watson
et al. 2015), foodstuffs and construction timbers from several locations
(see e.g. Benson et al. 2003; English et al. 2001) and people (Mills et al.
2018; Wilshusen and van Dyke 2006), not all of whom may have arrived
voluntarily (Cameron 2013: 225). All this went hand in hand with
marked social inequality, visible in part in lavish grave goods (Akins
1986; Harrod 2012). This inequality could have caused a breakdown in
social relations, triggering the abandonment of Chaco (W. Wills 2009:
309). When the area was resettled some generations later, no cultural
continuity to Chaco is apparent (Lekson and Cameron 1995; Mills et al.
2018; W. Wills 2009). Indeed, it has been argued that the possible abuse
of ritual power at places like Chaco led Native American communities
to develop effective strategies for the avoidance of fixed and absolute
status positions (Graeber and Wengrow 2021: 456-92). Migration can
be interpreted as one of these strategies. However, how migration
impacted both the migrants and the people whom they came into
contact with depended on a number of factors, generally negotiated at
the scale of individual sites and households.

The Kayenta migration, which started in ¢. 1260 cE, is an example of
a demographically relatively small-scale event, with Kayenta migrants
usually far outnumbered by local residents. For instance, only about
3,000 reached the Phoenix basin, where c. 60,000 people already resided
(Clark et al. 2019). There, Kayenta settled in separate enclaves and small
household clusters and continued their own cultural traditions (Clark

etal.2019; Hegmon et al. 2016). Local communities appear to have seen
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this as a threat and reacted by building highly visible platform mounds
which proclaimed a ritual tradition very different from that of the
Kayenta, as well as by concentrating food production in areas that were
easier to control (Hill et al. 2004). In addition, there are more
fortifications and violent clashes, notably at Point of Pines where a
migrant enclave was burnt down (Stone 2003: 59-60), although the
overall extent of violence is disputed (Clark et al. 2019; T.A. Rogers et al.
2021: 146-8). It took until c. 1325 CE to begin to surmount this rift.
One key mechanism was the production by Kayenta potters of highly
decorated Salado polychrome vessels (Figure 4.2), which depicted
religious symbols valued by both ethnic groups. This ware was used for
communal feasts, providing a counterpoint to the hierarchical ritual
traditions centred on platform mounds (Borck and Clark 2021; Borck

Figure 4.2 Salado polychrome vessel of the Tonto Polychrome style, dating
¢.1350-1450 cg; unknown finds location. Height ¢. 20 cm (ASM 2011-272-1;
photo: Natalia Gabrielsen; © Arizona State Museum, The University of
Arizona).
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and Mills 2017). Communal feasting eventually broke down quotidian
barriers to interaction as well, resulting in sites with a mixed population.
Salado pottery styles became widespread in the Southwest (e.g. Mills
et al. 2013), although some communities also deliberately rejected them
(Borck and Mills 2017).

Where the Kayenta did not meet with fully established village
communities, but arrived while the settlement system was relatively
fluid, they were integrated more easily and differences between local
and newcomer were subordinated to other social relations, for instance
running along age and gender lines (Mills 2007; Stone 2003). The quick
and deliberate effacing of differences between newcomers and locals
was also achieved after the abandonment of Mesa Verde, when around
20,000 persons relocated to New Mexico, outnumbering the local
population (Clark et al. 2019). After the likely institutional collapse
and violence in Mesa Verde, migrant groups did not maintain their
religious symbolism and the hierarchical social institutions which had
so recently failed them. Instead, migrants and locals settled in the same
communities and lineage ties were weakened by granting a relatively
stronger role to ritual sodalities, which included both migrants and
non-migrants (Clark et al. 2019: 274-9). This has also been flagged as
an important strategy in other migration scenarios, as it allows for the
flexible integration of people of different origins (Bernardini 2011a:
217; Fowles and Eiselt 2019).

As a final example, migration between communities in the Hopi
area (e.g. Bernardini 2005; 2011a; 2011b) was a more or less constant
process and seen as a spiritually important search for the world centre
(Naranjo 1995). The decision to migrate was taken at the level of
clan units consisting of several households. These were themselves
compositionally unstable, as they coalesced around ritual objects and
ceremonies, control of which could pass between various subclans over
time, with consequent re-negotiations of membership (Bernardini
2011a: 38-9). A sense of continuity was therefore built around objects,
ceremonies and stories, not places. Indeed, those in control of

ceremonies and objects could generally negotiate a position of influence
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in a new community and retained a socially recognized clan identity.
Those who did not command such resources embarked upon their
journey ‘with a much fuzzier idea of who they would be upon arrival
(Bernardini 2011a: 39-40).

Once again, ritual proved an important mechanism of integration,
this time distinguishing those with shorter and longer migration
histories and creating a sequence of seniority. Clans with long migration
histories (‘Nuutungkwisinom, meaning ‘last people’) probably arrived
in the area during the fourteenth century. They can be contrasted to
the ‘Motisinom’ (or ‘first people’), who are considered the original
inhabitants of the Colorado plateau and whose oral traditions of
migration histories are less elaborate (Bernardini 2011a: 201; Bernardini
and Fowles 2011). These groups had very different ritual priorities. The
katsina cult of the Motisinom was ‘democratic, public, and benign’
(Bernardini and Fowles 2011: 259) — anyone could participate actively
and the overarching principle was to stress a simple and co-operative
life. In contrast, Nuutungkwisinom clans brought with them elaborate,
‘restrictive, esoteric, and dangerously powerful’ ritual traditions
(Bernardini and Fowles 2011: 259) which allowed ranking according to
control over sacred knowledge and arrival sequence. Most positions of
spiritual authority at Hopi were thereby filled by Nuutungkwisinom
(Bernardini and Fowles 2011: 259). In spite of the inherent inequalities
of this system, which may have led to some fissioning (e.g. Fowles 2005),
organization into ritual moieties (Figure 4.3) proved a stable strategy
that often diffused tensions and facilitated intra-regional mobility
(Borck et al. 2015). The central place of migration in oral traditions,
alongside the well-established mechanisms for integrating newcomers,
also enabled some Pueblo communities to react flexibly to Spanish
incursions from the sixteenth century onwards (Trabert 2020).

In such a setting, settlements are at best temporary coagulations
of several different clans, each with their own migration histories
stretching backwards and forwards in time (Bernardini 2005). Even
neighbouring villages could differ markedly in their composition.

Although the cumulative effect of migration in the Hopi area is
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Figure 4.3 Map of Taos Pueblo showing the bipartition of the site into a
northern and southern cluster, in this case also defined by a river. These
clusters were inhabited by different moieties, integrated through ritual
responsibilities (re-drawn after Bernardini and Fowles 2011: fig. 16.2).

considerable, this is not one wave-like, synchronized event for which
one unified reason can be found (Bernardini 2005: 34), but rather a
series of braided streams, or in Cordell’s (1995: 205) words a ‘spider
web of paths, which divide and recombine multiple times. Bernardini
(2011b: 37) has coined the term ‘serial migration’ to describe this way
of life. Movement, as conceptualized by Puebloans today, is not an
anomalous occurrence, but an activity essential to life (Fowles and
Eiselt 2019: 187-91; Naranjo 1995; Villareal Catanach and Agostini
2019: 229-31).
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The US Southwest and Neolithic Europe in dialogue

What can we take away from this case study when approaching migration
in the European Neolithic? First, we are faced with Bernardini’s (2011b:
13) challenge to write migration narratives that involve fuzzy boundaries
crossed in multi-generational, sequential events driven by small-scale,
unstable social units. This implies no common reason or purpose to
migration, which in turn is not considered an atypical behaviour or last
resort. Migrations of this ‘braided stream’ variety are harder to spot
archaeologically, particularly as material culture traits change smoothly
if people constantly amalgamate in new combinations (e.g. Cordell 1995:
206). Large-scale horizons of visible change may be the rare tipping
points in a continuum of settlement relocation.

Second, new arrivals have to negotiate their position. The resources
available for doing so will depend on whether the migration event
was triggered by a crisis, was planned, involves a numerically large or
a smaller, vulnerable group and so on (Cameron 2013). Successful
integration will be facilitated where migrants join culturally similar
areas, do not opt to maintain visible expressions of their separate
identity and where host communities do not perceive them as a
threat (Clark et al. 2019: 279-82). Internally heterogeneous migrant
groups with a long history of splitting and recombining also form the
networks through which new goods and ideas travel, causing lasting
transformation in the host societies.

Third, in all the examples discussed here, shared ceremonies were
central strands for integration, an aspect so far relatively neglected in
narratives of prehistoric Europe, where ritual and religion are rather
considered the domain of aggrandizing social elites (e.g. Hayden 2001;
2014). However, as Spielmann (2002) has pointed out, ritual feasts and
exchanges are important for all members of a social group, as they
support individual, household and kin projects (marriage, payment of
blood debts, funerals etc.). Small-scale societies spend a good deal
of surplus on maintaining ritual obligations, often using foodstufts
and other resources specifically produced for these activities years in
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advance (Spielmann 2002), while checks and balances may be in place
to avoid appropriation by elites (e.g. Wiessner 2002).

Interpretative challenges: What makes a community?

If migration events are often decided on at the level of the ‘community,
and if community relations are central for the integration of migrants,
then this relocation of analytical scales comes with its own problems.
The community, too, is a fuzzy form of group identity. Communities
share space, practices and a sense of mutual belonging but, as the term
is used by archaeologists, they tend to be tethered to geographies
(cultural and spatial) rather than temporalities. One is not born a
community member; one joins. Communities are not innate features of
an individual’s sense of self and affiliation, but rather an emergent,
transient phenomenon of their embodied interaction with others.

Communities are contested in archaeological research. Yaeger and
Canuto (2000) provide a brief historiography of the concept in the
twentieth century. They outline how, historically, communities have
been implicitly treated as homogeneous, conservative, static social units
- perhaps divisible into equally static and bounded households - and
typically co-resident (see also Pauketat 2000; Souvatzi 2008: 7-30).
There is also a danger of idealizing communities as harmonious,
intimate and safe (Harris 2014: 77, 87)." Instead, Yaeger and Canuto
(2000) argue we should treat communities as complex and dynamic,
socially constituted, constantly in the process of being shaped by their
members (both human and non-human) and based on co-presence,
albeit not necessarily co-residence. In their words, a community is an
‘ever-emergent social institution that generates and is generated by
supra-household interactions that are structured and synchronized by
a set of places within a particular span of time’ (Yaeger and Canuto
2000: 5).

As with ethnicity, a shared community identity emerges from
engagements between members (Harris 2014: 79). However, the two
scales need not overlap: an ethnic or kin group may make up a single



90 Negotiating Migrations

community or participate in several, just as a community may include
people of one or many kin or ethnic groups. A community can contain
other communities (neighbourhoods within a town, for example) and
an individual can be a member of multiple communities. In contrast to
ethnicities, communities do not require an idea of shared origins; they
mainly coalesce through daily practices in shared spaces. This means
that communities are able to cross-cut (and are themselves cross-cut
by) other forms of affiliation, emerging and dissolving without threat to
other dimensions of identity. This capacity for ready formation within
and across other institutions lies at the heart of the well-known concept
of ‘communities of practice’ (Frieman 2021; Roddick and Stahl 2016;
Wenger 1998) - that is, formal or informal groups of practitioners with
a shared set of aims, techniques or responsibilities that form to support
these activities without necessarily respecting pre-existing institutional
structures and hierarchies. This gives communities an element of
subversive possibility: existing outside, encompassing or cross-cutting
other forms of affiliation, a community may undermine hierarchical
structures (e.g. Mehrer 2000).

Archaeologically, tracing fluid and multi-scalar communities is
challenging. In how far, for example, are the limits of ‘community’ coeval
with the limits of a settlement site, as opposed to a cluster of sites, or
indeed concentrations of households within a site (e.g. Whittle 2003:
70-5)? For Alasdair Whittle (2003: 15-17), the question centres on
shared values and affect,a‘moral community’ whose members recognize
each other as holding key attitudes and practices in common. As with
the scale of ethnicity, this places great demands on archaeologists — how
is one to recognize values and which are the ones that matter for self-
identification? One fruitful starting point is to focus on those strategies
that could have created social bonds between people during face-to-
face interaction, be this larger-scale events such as feasts, rituals or
monumental constructions (e.g. Johnston 2020; Yaeger 2000) or more
mundane settings, such as settlement layout or the organization of
discard practices (e.g. Birch 2012).In addition, one could trace potential

faultlines within aggregations of people, such as increasing inequalities,
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outbursts of interpersonal violence or tendencies towards settlement
fissioning (e.g. Beck 2006; Harris 2014: 81-4; McGuire and Saitta 1996;
Whittle 2018: 179-85).

In the case of the US Southwest, therefore, the scale of co-resident
communities can be fruitful in analysing migration events — sometimes,
entire sites are abandoned more or less simultaneously — but most of
the migration ventures described above involved smaller groupings,
such as sets of households or those (temporarily) affiliated to a
subclan. Focusing simultaneously on the level of community and of its
constituent groupings is thus a good way to think through both the
tensions that led to frequent out-migration and, at the other end of the
journey, the social strategies necessary to integrate newcomers and
those already resident at a place.

In many archaeological narratives, the household has taken centre-
stage as a building block which makes up larger communities (e.g. Robb
2007; Souvatzi 2008). The household is, effectively, a social and economic
unit (more or less bounded) with a key role in social and biological
reproduction (Schuster 2023; Yanagisako 2015). This sometimes maps
onto the modern concept of a co-resident family, but in practice often
incorporates fuzzier and more complex relations and constellations.
At the level of the co-resident household, decisions about whether
to migrate will be taken based on the perceived benefits, economic
or social, to at least some of its members and according to existing
social ties to destination communities. This opens another, even wider
field of potential variation in reasons for fissioning and re-aggregation.
For many of the societies he observed in Africa, for example, Igor
Kopytoff (1987: 5) suggested that temporary aggregations of household
groups from several communities formed in the interstices of established
polities, driven there variously by accusations of witchcraft, defeat
in warfare or general dissatisfaction with their situation. Others
joined particular communities to avoid aggression and the resulting
impoverishment, as Raymond Kelly (1985: 250) has suggested for groups
of Dinka fusing with the expansive Nuer. For yet others, and as in the

Pueblo case, the multiple reasons for constant relocation may eventually
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have translated into a general moral equivalence of movement and

survival.

To live is to move - the Neolithic in the
northern Alpine foreland

In the European Neolithic, the place where the re-thinking of community
structures has been pushed furthest is the Alpine foreland. The
exceptional waterlogged preservation makes it possible to reconstruct
year-by-year biographies for village sites, tracing the establishment,
duration and abandonment of structures. This has revealed an extremely
high degree of settlement mobility and resulted in extensive discussion
on the nature of these Neolithic communities.

Sites established on marshy and boggy ground, as well as in shallow
waters and flood-prone areas along lake shores, have been documented
all around the Alps, from the Jura mountains in the west to Slovenia in
the east. Here, we mostly focus on the north Alpine foreland, where lake
village settlements are first attested in the forty-third century densce
and continue into the Bronze Age. Episodes of intense lake-shore
settlement are interrupted by phases with few or no sites, whether for
reasons of taphonomy or due to temporary abandonment is still
debated (e.g. Billamboz 2001; Heitz et al. 2021: 83-5; Magny et al. 2005a;
2005b; Menotti 2004). Neolithic lake village sites consist of wooden
houses of varied size and layout, either with raised floors or constructed
on piles. Compared to LBK longhouses, these are flimsy structures
requiring constant repairs (e.g. Ebersbach 2010). Houses
are generally built close together and little differentiated internally
(Figure 4.4). Some sites also have communally maintained architectural
features, such as walkways or palisades (e.g. Schlichtherle 2004).

Each house needed repairs after a mere six years or so and had an
overall lifespan of only twelve to fifteen years, with sites as a whole
rarely lasting more than twenty years (Bleicher 2009: 145-8; Hofmann

et al. 2016: 17-18). Site sequences often began with one or two pioneer



The Middle Distance 93

Figure 4.4 a) Impressions from the reconstructed Schussenried culture
village of Taubried at the Federseemuseum, Bad Buchau; b) The larger (back)
room of one of the Schussenried culture houses (photos: D. Hofmann).
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buildings, progressively joined by a few more each year, until a
construction boom set in. After this, new houses were built at a reduced
pace and some of the earlier ones began to be abandoned (Heitz et al.
2021: 80-1; Hofmann et al. 2016). Sites were therefore constantly
growing and shrinking, and houses in various stages of construction
and abandonment coexisted (Figure 4.5).

Often, groups of a few houses share economic preferences or
specializations (e.g. Dieckmann et al. 2006: 236; Hafner and Suter 2000:
44-56; Strobel 2000: 302; Styring et al. 2016: 101). At Arbon-Bleiche 3
on Lake Constance (3384-3370 denBCE), this created a tight network
of mutual exchange and dependencies (e.g. Doppler 2013: 108-88,
215-20; Doppler et al. 2011). Other authors interpret economic and
architectural differences as expressions of (hereditary) inequalities (e.g.
Bleicher and Harb 2018; Harb et al. 2017; Schlichtherle 2011).

Although there are also indications of longer-term commitments to
particular landscapes, such as the multi-generational management of
timber resources (e.g. Billamboz and Koninger 2008; Billamboz et al.
2010), the high frequency at which movement happens at the scale
of households and household clusters is comparable to the Pueblo
migrations sketched above. As in the US Southwest, there could be
a variety of reasons for movement, from climatic deterioration to
social factors, such as resistance to inequality. Indeed, there are few
sites on which differences in layout or activity patterns are replicated
over the longer term and several examples (such as Torwiesen or
Zurich Parkhaus Opéra, Bleicher and Harb 2018; Schlichtherle 2011;
Schlichtherle et al. 2010) where a phase of more marked differences is
succeeded by either abandonment or reorganization.

It is difficult to track how far people moved in a particular instance.
Where detailed data are available, for example in the Zurich area and
along parts of Lake Constance (Bahss and Bleicher 2022; Bleicher and
Harb 2018), distances were arguably small, so that access to resources
could be maintained. Overall house numbers in a micro-region do vary
between phases, so that some outside influx or out-migration are

possible (Bleicher and Harb 2018), but most relocations likely happened
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Figure 4.5 The development of Arbon-Bleiche 3, canton Thurgau, showing
initial establishment by few settlers, construction boom and beginning of
abandonment (re-drawn after Doppler 2013: 207 fig. 52).

within a tightly woven network that was facilitated, but not disrupted

by the many individual movement episodes. This may have given this

system its long-term resilience, both in terms of environmental

adaptation (Heitz et al. 2021) and in alleviating potential social friction.

The many household units must have negotiated regularly about the

establishment of sites, the maintenance of communal resources and the
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organization of tasks. Where disagreements could not be overcome,
dispersal within the region could have ensued, effectively limiting the
control of individuals and groups over each other.

Perhaps because of this overarching framework of lake village
mobility and the long-term persistence of its overall set-up, actual
migration events are rarely discussed. In what follows, we focus on the
Mesolithic-Neolithic transition as one situation in which migration
occurred and argue that the Neolithization of the Alpine foreland was
mainly made possible by fundamental changes in the political structures
of earlier Neolithic societies. The resulting permanent fluidity in social
relations also had an impact on how the later transformations of the
third millennium panned out in the region. Yet in spite of considerable
mobility at the individual and household level throughout the sequence,
evidence for ritual or cosmological strategies for social integration is
conspicuously absent, a fact that can be connected to a specific political
style.

The Mesolithic-Neolithic transition of the northern
Alpine foreland

The Neolithization of the northern Alpine foreland has often been cast
as an example of local adoption by the Mesolithic population, based on
for instance continuity in artefacts (such as chipped stone tools; e.g.
E. Nielsen 1997; 2004), claims for Mesolithic experimentation with
agriculture (e.g. Tinner et al. 2007) and with its own ceramic production
possibly inspired by Mediterranean Neolithic traditions (e.g. Kirschneck
2021; Manen and Convertini 2009; Mauvilly et al. 2008; Pétrequin et al.
2009). Finally, the very mobility of lake villages themselves has been
seen as a kind of continuity ‘in spirit’ with a foraging lifestyle (e.g.
Stockli 2016: 82-91; Whittle 2003: 144-5).

However, claims for Mesolithic agriculture have been sharply
criticized (Behre 2007) and well-dated macro-remains from otherwise
‘Mesolithic’ contexts are so far absent (Jacomet and Vandorpe 2022: 11).
Also, while new artefacts like pottery exemplify that Mesolithic Alpine
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groups were well connected, they did not cause widespread economic
or social changes. In contrast, the Neolithic as a broad set of
transformations across several aspects of life involved many entirely
new activities, such as herding, clearance, planting, tending crops,
harvesting, building and so on. In these respects, the foreland Neolithic
looks no different to adjacent areas of central Europe at this time, where
post-Linearbandkeramik developments had resulted in the demise of
the longhouse, now replaced by much smaller structures. In addition, a
change to shifting cultivation (e.g. Rosch 2005: 116; Schier 2017) and
perhaps a greater emphasis on herding (e.g. Geschwinde and Raetzel-
Fabian 2009), as well as overall dietary diversification (Asam et al. 2006;
Miinster et al. 2018; Perutka et al. 2021) all indicate more flexible
economic choices than previously. These could have resulted in a
geographically widespread pattern of periodic abandonment and re-
establishment that was similar to the foreland (e.g. suggested by Seidel
2012;2017).

These similarities, as well as genetic studies (Furtwéngler et al. 2020),
make it likely that the beginning of the foreland Neolithic was not solely
a matter of the local adoption of selected exogenous traits,> but was
part of a wider expansion of Neolithic lifeways at this time. Migrant
groups now also reached the north European plain, while hitherto more
neglected landscape zones, such as wetter areas and uplands, began to
be used across central Europe. Compared to earlier phases, this kind of
Neolithic must have involved the restructuring of existing social ties
and interaction patterns (Klassen 2004). This is a process with deeper
roots.

As described above, in the LBK the social position of households is
believed to rely on the inheritance of land (e.g. Bentley et al. 2012;
Bogaard et al. 2016; but see the discussion in Chapter 6 in the section
on ‘Consequences for our understanding of migration’), with mobility
and migration consequently devalued. In contrast, the expansion into
the Alpine foreland involved establishing new sites, driven by the out-
migration of small groups of households. As a result, the importance of
the house as a monument embodying the success and productivity of its
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inhabitants was mostly lost. What this means for the groups living in
these less substantial buildings has not yet been discussed. Following
Bradley Ensor (2021: 116-31) and Vaclav Hrn¢if and colleagues (2020),
who base their arguments on cross-cultural comparisons of house sizes
and village layouts, the smaller houses could indicate a larger role for
patrilocality. However, this remains difficult to ascertain given the rarity
of burials. Also, there are no evident indications that this regularly
resulted in inherited status positions or that it limited the connections
that household members could entertain to the inhabitants of other
buildings or sites. Perhaps this process is best seen as one in which
decision-making units became smaller and alliances between them
potentially looser, making it easier to break old links and forge new
ones. How this worked in detail remains largely unexplored. Spatially, it
led to the further spread of a Neolithic way of life, as routine mobility
and economic diversification expanded to take in new landscape zones.

If this scenario is correct, then the earliest evidence for settlement
of the Alpine foreland should show small pioneer groups of a few
households, who fine-tuned existing architectural or economic strategies
to succeed in these new landscapes. Indications for this exist from both
the southern and northern side of the Alps. Isolated, likely short-stay
sites have been documented at Isolino Virginia north of Milan between
4950 and 4700 calBcE (Antolin et al. 2022) and at dryland sites in the
Sion area in canton Valais, where pottery similar to that at Isolino has
been recovered alongside domestic animal remains and hearths dated
between 5200 and 4700 calBcE (Besse and von Tobel 2011: 20). Such
low-level occupations are consistent with the initial arrival of small
groups, perhaps making use of established networks involving foragers.
Several centuries of these more tentative kinds of presence apparently
preceded the lake village horizon proper.

North of the Alps, stray finds of LBK, Hinkelstein and Grofgartach
pottery have been recovered from later lake village locations, as at
Hornstaad-Hornle Ia (Dieckmann 1990: 105), a settlement site and
small grave group have been documented near Hegne Abbey (Hald

et al. 2020) and there are other isolated graves close to lake shores
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(Moinat et al. 2007). The clearest case of a pioneer settlement is Zizerz in
the Upper Rhine Valley, fifteen km south of the Swiss-Liechtenstein
border and dated to around 4800 BCE (Brombacher and Vandorpe
2012; Seifert 2012). Pottery of a late Hinkelstein or early Grofigartach
style (Figure 4.6) was found in a dark brown humic layer interspersed
with fireplaces and activity zones. There were no recognizable house
plans. Local Alpine radiolarite and rock crystal were exploited for
making stone tools (but not the Olquarzit used in the Mesolithic) and
there are imported lithics from Bavaria and northern Italy. While pottery
shape and decoration are northern Alpine, the addition of handles and
perforations under the rim are characteristic for contemporary groups
further south (Seifert 2012). The cereal assemblage is dominated by
barley, but wild plants are also attested (Brombacher and Vandorpe
2012). Four further sites provisionally dated as Epi-Rdssen or Rossen
and two further Middle Neolithic find spots are also known from the
area, but so far uninvestigated.

0 som Lizers, Friedau
e N O GV

Figure 4.6 Zizers-Friedau, canton Grisons. Decorated sherd showing
similarities to the south-west German Hinkelstein and Grofigartach pottery
styles (photo and ©: Archéologischer Dienst Graubiinden).
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The precise origins of Zizerz’s residents are impossible to ascertain
and may indeed be mixed, but in the course of interactions at the
margins of more established, large-scale culture areas north and south
of the Alps, hybrid forms of material culture appeared and patterns of
dwelling and interaction changed. In such interstices, there was room to
experiment with new ways of living together which may have acted
back on the main cultural cores. Eventually, knowledge of potential
contact partners in the circum-Alpine area and of its environmental
and climatic conditions made it possible to expand ever further.

More and more sites documenting the transformation of economic
strategies and architectural traditions are coming to light (e.g.
Dieckmann et al. 1997; 2017; Hald et al. 2020; Rigert et al. 2005;
Wegmiiller et al. 2022: 359). The earliest attested Neolithic wetland
settlements in the northern Alpine foreland therefore had roots in the
societies of the Early and Middle Neolithic of central Europe, for whom
the migration of households and groups of households had long formed
a viable strategy, but had mostly involved similar kinds of landscapes.
Initial colonization events in the Alps, in contrast, required greater
adaptability, but also exposed migrants to new contacts and ways of life,
in this case of a western or Mediterranean inspiration. In this dynamic
interaction, and in line with wider transformations in central Europe as
a whole, new ways of organizing communities were developed, which
emphasized household-scale mobility further, creating the flexibility to
cope with this new environment. This in turn enabled the large-scale
settlement of the northern Alpine foreland in the second half of the
fifth millennium BCE. In the longer term, the social structures created
during these migration events cemented the role of mobility as a social
strategy, which in this case helped to counter the creation of lasting

social inequalities. This, however, required further transformations.

Moving against hierarchy?

Above, we have suggested that an increasing flexibility in economic

adaptations and a change in the character of mobility enabled pioneer
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groups to migrate into unfamiliar territories, where new contacts then
drove further change, making lake villages a phenomenon with multiple
roots. Yet beyond domestic architecture and economy, what increasingly
distinguishes the Alpine foreland Neolithic from that of adjacent areas
is the radical toning down of potential axes of distinction, whether this
involves lavish burials, prestige goods, feasting or monuments (see also
Whittle 2003: 148). We will look at each of these points in turn.

Predating the lake villages, cist-grave cemeteries of the Chamblandes
tradition were established from the first half of the fifth millennium,
initially in the southern and western Alpine region and then spreading
north- and eastwards (Steuri et al. 2023), but they faded in popularity
when lake villages became numerous (Baudais et al. 2007; Beeching
2007: 71). While the idea of cist graves has precursors south of the Alps,
other aspects such as body positions and the range of grave goods
follow northern Alpine practices (Beeching 2007: 73; Degasperi et al.
2006; Steuri and Hafner 2022). The Chamblandes tradition therefore
integrated stimuli from a broader interaction zone. Importantly,
however, conspicuous single burials remain the exception. For instance,
the male in grave 12 at Lenzburg was buried with two arrowheads,
several bone tools, a knife, a rock crystal blade, a necklace of five dog
teeth, a bone comb and some burnt human and animal bone (Wyss
1998: 64). Yet this burial did not form the starting point for a succession
of similarly marked individuals in what could be interpreted as a
hereditary hierarchy. In fact, it is the only one that did not attract further
inhumations in the same cist. While there is site-based variation, the
general trend is from more individual to more collective interments
(Abegg et al. 2021: 4), later culminating in small dolmens in the western
parts of Switzerland (e.g. Bleuer et al. 2012: 236-7).

Outside the Chamblandes zone, pre-Corded Ware burials are
archaeologically virtually invisible, being limited to stray bones recovered
from settlement sites (e.g. Harb et al. 2017: 246; Ulrich-Bochsler 2017)
and the so far unique unfurnished Horgen culture cremations retrieved
from post structures at Singen near Lake Constance (Hald et al. 2016).’
The dolmen of Oberbipp in canton Bern, the easternmost such structure
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in Switzerland, is also associated with Horgen material culture. The
people buried here (forty-two individuals of all ages and both sexes)
showed no sex-based differences in diet and most came from the local
or at most regional area. Compared to other regions, like the Jura, there
was a strong reliance on plant consumption, and grave goods remain
modest. All this suggests use by a small, local community which was not
very differentiated internally (Losch et al. 2020; Siebke et al. 2020).

This stands in contrast to developments further north, for instance in
the Miinchshéfen and Michelsberg cultures of southern Germany, where
human remains were deposited as single and multiple interments and
as scattered or partial remains (e.g. Meixner 2009; Nickel 1997). In
particular, the deposition of manipulated human remains in storage pits
and enclosure ditches has been used to argue for a strongly hierarchical
society with captives and slaves (e.g. Gronenborn 2001; 2016; Lefranc
et al. 2017; but see Hofmann 2022). All this is entirely absent from the
Alpine foreland.

Similarly, there are few deposits of objects that could be interpreted
as restricted status items, such as copper or polished stone artefacts.
The few examples that have been retrieved - for instance the green
serpentinite axe with decorated shaft from Cham-Eslen (Gross-Klee
and Hochuli 2002), carefully crafted bows (Bahss and Bleicher 2022:
15) or the Hornstaad copper disc (Klassen 2010) - have come from
cultural layers between or near buildings and cannot be attributed to
a specific structure, nor does their context provide indications for
deposition in the course of public ritual displays. The same is true of
personal ornaments. Showier items, such as limestone bead necklaces
or boar-tusk pectorals, are limited to the very early lake village horizon,
with an impressive assemblage from Hornstaad (Heumiiller 2009: 207-
30). Over time, there is a shift towards perforated carnivore teeth
(including dog, wolf and bear) and items such as fruit stones, generally
found scattered across settlement layers (Hafner and Suter 2003: 19-22,
40, 50, 55-6; Maréchal et al. 1998). Copper, shell or other imported

materials are virtually never used.
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Finally, there are few monuments. The known western Swiss dolmens
are small and never develop into passage graves or larger complexes
(Moinat and Stockli 1995). Enclosures, a staple of Neolithic life since
Linearbandkeramik times, are absent. The few palisades surrounding
villages are a far cry from the impressive earthworks constructed for
instance at Michelsberg or Altheim culture sites (M. Meyer and Raetzel-
Fabian 2006). There is also no evidence for the lavish destruction of
pottery in the course of communal feasting, as has been tentatively
identified in southern Germany (e.g. Hofmann 2022; Hofmann and
Husty 2019). Rather, Christian Harb and colleagues (2017: 253) evoke the
image of the large, undecorated coarse ware pots constantly bubbling on
the fire for shared meals, but without any of the social display or special
foods usually associated with competitive feasting (Kassabaum 2019).

Indeed, there are hardly any communal arenas of any sort, such
as plazas or meeting houses where group solidarity could be created
or distinctions reinforced. At Ludwigshafen-Seehalde and Sipplingen
on Lake Constance, clothed female figures with three-dimensionally
modelled breasts had been painted onto the walls of one building
(Schlichtherle 2010); it is unclear whether ‘regular’ dwelling activities
were also carried out in these houses. The motifs painted on and
between these female figures, such as suns and tree-like motifs, are not
restricted and are for instance also found on statue stelae, or on pottery
(Harb et al. 2017: 251), so there is no indication of secret esoteric
knowledge being monopolized by particular households. At Marin les
Piécettes on Lake Neuchétel, a building without regular occupation
traces on an artificially raised area at the centre of the site may have
functioned as a meeting place (Honegger 2005; 2007). However,
buildings of this sort remain extremely rare, never reach monumental
proportions and were constructed only at particularly large and/or
long-lived sites, where they could have been needed to prevent the
ubiquitous tendency to fissioning (Hofmann 2013).

Compared to contemporary societies elsewhere, then, the

communities of the Alpine foreland seemingly underwent a process of
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progressive restriction of status display arenas. Differences between
households and household groups did exist, notably in economic
orientation or in access to certain goods, but whether these can be
interpreted as socio-economic inequalities remains uncertain (Bahss
and Bleicher 2022) and in any case these were not long-lasting or
strictly institutionalized. Instead, the Neolithization of the Alpine
foreland went hand in hand with an almost total suppression of marked
forms of differentiation, as well as defined arenas for public gathering.

In light of the expectations derived from our Pueblo case study, this
is surprising. Granted, in both cases migration can be connected to
diminishing levels of hierarchy. Also, while migrations in the south-
western US covered longer distances than in the Alpine foreland, the
composition of sites was fluid in both cases. However, for the lake
villages we are missing any obvious mechanisms of integration, of
fusing together people of diverse origins and migration histories. One
possible explanation is that after the initial settlement of the Alpine
foreland, movement became regionally more tightly circumscribed, so
that people no longer needed to negotiate their position at a ‘new’ place.
Another possibility is that mobility as a social strategy reduced the
kinds of situations in which any existing differences in prestige or
material wealth could be flaunted - if confronted by too obvious
displays, people could ‘vote with their feet’ (Beck 2006; Rosenberg and
Rocek 2019), even if such changes of residence did not cover large
distances.

In contrast, at an individual level, migration crossing the boundaries
of material culture areas was still taking place. For instance, pottery
from different cultural traditions often coexists on the same site (De
Capitani 2002: 209-16; Gross 2017; Heitz 2017: 261; Schroter 2009:
231-8; Stapfer 2017: 143-5,157). As true ‘imports’ are rare, only detailed
studies of pottery shapes, decorative motifs, clay sources and paste
recipes (e.g. Stapfer 2017) can trace the complex combinations of
different traits into ‘hybrid’ vessels that cannot be unequivocally assigned
to one or the other culture grouping (see also Gross 2017). Such vessels

embody a history of mobility: they were made either by persons who



The Middle Distance 105

had travelled far and for long enough to learn how to produce pottery in
new styles, or by people who, albeit using local materials, had originally
been socialized in a different technological tradition (Heitz 2017: 282).
At the Cortaillod culture settlement of Concise-sous-Colachoz (overall
occupation in several phases between 3868-3516 denBCE; Burri 2007;
Ebersbach et al. 2017; Stapfer 2017: 146-54), several of the tightly dated
settlement horizons (generally covering a decade or less) see an influx of
non-local pottery traditions. However,immediately adjacent households
share clay paste compositions, even if they produce pottery of dissimilar
styles. One possible interpretation is that potters cooperated during
crucial production steps, in spite of their divergent traditions, creating
new, hybrid combinations. Yet these did not result in lasting stylistic
change (Burri 2007; Ebersbach et al. 2017: 7-8).

There are many other examples of translocal connections, involving
plants, lithics, new technologies like wheeled vehicles and new ways of
doing things (e.g. Dieckmann et al. 2016; Hafner et al. 2016; Harb and
Bleicher 2017: 254-5). Together, these links formed a broader network
of connections that kept relocations at the household level a realistic
possibility - after all, one had ties elsewhere.

This system remained remarkably stable in spite of several short-
term oscillations in terms of economic and material culture preferences.
Even the arrival of Corded Ware ceramic styles did not fundamentally
impact daily life beyond pottery production (Ebersbach et al. 2017).
The cultural openness of the Alpine foreland network eventually led
to the introduction of more transformative novelties, but only in the
longer term. At the transition between the twenty-sixth and twenty-
fifth centuries BCE, a wooden chamber containing the remains of at
least twelve individuals was built at Spreitenbach in canton Aargau
(Figure 4.7). It continues regional, south-west German and northern
Swiss traditions of burial, contributing to a highly diverse picture even
in Corded Ware times (Besse et al. 2012: 274-81; Bleuer et al. 2012: 264).
The deceased shared a uniform diet and did not move far beyond the
region during their lifetimes (Knipper et al. 2012). It is only with the

arrival of Bell Beaker cultural traditions that there is more marked
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change, at least locally. In western Switzerland, sites like Sion Petit-
Chasseur see the construction of groups of megaliths, which around
2600-2400 BCE are associated with new pottery technologies and
increased personal mobility (e.g. Derenne et al. 2022), but such
monumental complexes remain restricted geographically. Elsewhere,
there was a shift in the preferred landscape niches used for grazing and
agriculture (Lechterbeck et al. 2014). Soon after, the lake village way of
life was abandoned. In contrast, the genetic evidence (Furtwéngler et al.
2020: 4) shows that a larger-scale influx of steppe signatures begins
before these changes and is followed by a long phase of resurgence of
‘Neolithic signatures and slow admixture over centuries.

The arrival of new burial rites and means of ritual expression may
therefore in some regions have temporarily destabilized a centuries-old
system that relied on a moral community based on the near-total
suppression of visible expressions of difference. However, this is not a

Figure 4.7 The collective burial at Spreitenbach, canton Aargau, in its last phase
of deposition (reproduced from Doppler et al. 2012: 303, © Kantonsarchéologie
Aargau).
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development that pitches ‘migrant’ against local’ Rather, in analogy
with the Pueblo example, this could have served as a means of
integrating mixed populations around new symbols of power (see also
Derenne et al. 2022: 949), eventually creating genetically mixed
populations — but also new avenues for distinction that ultimately led to
the demise of the lake village settlement system.

Casting the Neolithic of the Alpine foreland through the lens of the
Pueblo migrations has thus opened up new interpretative possibilities.
We can now envisage a more explicit role for social strategies of
mobility and mobile cosmologies, rather than exclusively environmental
adaptations. The absence of clear arenas for communal ceremony and
of ritual strategies of integration through much of the Alpine sequence
does stand out, and was perhaps partly conditioned by the much smaller
cultural differences that were encountered in most Alpine mobility
settings. When ritual foci finally emerge, they are connected to new
social formations. The resolution of the Alpine foreland evidence has
also suggested that reasons to migrate were at least occasionally based
on individual decisions and priorities which could differ in detail.
Archaeologically, appreciating such very small-scale decisions is a
challenge. Yet this scale of analysis may be particularly salient in
situations of frontiers, migration and change, where established norms
and behaviours may be disrupted and various alternatives emerge
concurrently. It is to such scenarios that we turn next.
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Interactions at the Small Scale

Frontier translators in the Americas

The destabilizing effects of European expansion into the Americas and
Australia constitute one of the main - if largely implicit — inspirations for
the way prehistoric migrations have been written about (see Chapter 2, in
the section ‘why do we talk about migration the way we do?’). Here, we
focus in particular on the consequences that situations of cultural
encounter and migration can have on gender relations, with subsequent
re-negotiation of tasks, roles and autonomy. The narrowness of suggested
gender relations is one aspect that has been repeatedly criticized for
narratives of third-millennium BCE central Europe, where female agency
is often seen as curtailed and women allegedly moved mainly to fulfil
male power strategies (e.g. Kristiansen et al. 2017; for criticism see e.g.
Bickle 2020; Frieman and Hofmann 2019; Frieman et al. 2019; Nash
2012). In contrast, Catherine Cameron (2013) has traced how the fate of
captive women in small-scale societies can comprise anything from
servitude to eventual acceptance as members of their new communities
(for instance through marriage or adoption, e.g. Halbmayer 2004), to
which these women contribute significant new skills and knowledge. In
this chapter, we trace what opportunities existed during the highly
disruptive colonial projects of the Spanish, French and English presence
in the Americas. Armed with the kinds of actions that were possible to
people even in these extreme settings, we can suggest alternative
trajectories also for Neolithic Europe.

109
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Among the best-known examples of captive and displaced persons
in the colonial Americas are translators who assisted early explorers,
traders and conquerors in their various endeavours. The role of
translator was open to both men and women, and indeed some of the
captives taken in early encounters by Columbus and others were
abducted with the express goal of training them as translators
(Greenblatt 1991: 106-7, 140; Ruiz Rosendo and Persaud 2016: 12-14).
Communication between indigenous peoples and newcomers was
fraught with possible misunderstandings (Greenblatt 1991: 89-102;
Merrell 1999: 182-202). While language eventually became a tool of
empire,imposing new patterns of thoughtand new cultural dependencies
(Greenblatt 1992: 16-39), in early encounters much depended on
translators, whom early colonists had no choice but to trust. Yet
frequently, these individuals pursued their own agendas, warning their
interlocutors against colonial vanguards, plotting against their captors
and escaping at the earliest opportunity (e.g. Greenblatt 1991: 108, 140).

Because of their adaptability and relative ease at learning new
languages, initially many translators were children. In the early part of
the sixteenth century, when Christianization of the conquered peoples
of New Spain began in earnest, Franciscan friars specifically removed
elite children to newly established schools to teach them Spanish and
Latin (as well as learning Native languages from them) and to
instrumentalize them in the missionary effort. Anna Maria D’Amore
and colleagues (2016) draw attention to the complex ideas concerning
the nature of divine power, salvation of the soul and so on that these
children were asked to translate, requiring not just in-depth knowledge
of highly abstract vocabulary in two languages, but a reframing of
unfamiliar ideas into understandable concepts. This process was fraught
with difficulties of communication, misunderstandings and emergent
hybrid readings, and sometimes resulted in rejection and violence
when these children returned to their natal communities. The use of
children and adolescents as cultural go-betweens continued throughout
the settler period, also in the US and Canada, where the forcible removal

of children to schools was an explicit strategy to break Indigenous
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cultural continuity (e.g. Castafieda 1998: 238). The role of children in
language brokering - translating and interpreting for their migrant
parents in official situations from medical check-ups to legal
controversies — remains to this day and can destabilize traditional
expectations of gender or age roles in the child’s original and/or host
society (e.g. Bauer 2016; Faulstich Orellana et al. 2003).

However, it is particularly indigenous female translators who, in the
absence of detailed historical sources (see also Ruiz Rosendo and Persaud
2016: 2), have attained a semi-mythical status. Between the sixteenth and
eighteenth centuries,' several of them transgressed gender norms, often
both in their society of origin and in settler societies. Well-known examples
are La Malinche/Malintzin, an enslaved Nahua noblewoman who played
a key role in Cortés’ conquest of Mexico (Karttunen 1994: 1-43; Valdeén
2013), John Knight’s translator Thanadeltur, a former slave who enabled
exploration journeys north of the Hudson Bay Company’s Fort York
(Clarkson 2021), Sacajawea, an enslaved woman who accompanied Lewis
and Clark on their 1805-6 expedition from the Missouri River to the
Pacific (Karttunen 1994: 23-45), or the chief’s daughter Pocahontas, who
eventually travelled to and died in England in 1617 (e.g. Khelifa 2017;
Rountree 2005). Many of these women were children or in their early
teens when their interactions with settler societies began. At a time when
hard boundaries between a unified ‘indigenous’ and a unified ‘settler’
identity had not yet emerged, and when alliances may still have been
perceived as beneficial, their skill in negotiating unclear and ambivalent
situations gained them positions of influence in spite of all restrictions,
(gendered) power imbalances and violent encounters of the frontier.

This degree of fluidity was enabled by the particular historical
conditions of the frontier at this time, which - in spite of the havoc
wrought by disease and incipient economic exploitation — had not yet
solidified into the nineteenth-century pattern of ruthless expansionism
and forced removal (Cayton and Teute 1998; Mattioli 2017: 33-78). To
examine one situation in detail, the Great Lakes area and adjacent
regions were part of the ‘Pays den haut), an area with scattered French

settlement geared towards fur exploitation and, in contrast to British-
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dominated settlement areas, characterized by mixed marriages and
multi-ethnic communities. Although some of these sites were the
product of temporary alliances by the survivors of raids and epidemics,
the situation stabilized somewhat after the 1690s, when inter-racial
marriage between French and Native American individuals also became
more common (White 1991: 14-50, 69). Still, this ‘middle ground; as
Richard White (1991) terms it, was characterized by complicated and
conflicting loyalties, as different interest groups both within Native
American societies and among the French settlers drew on different
allies and loyalties, creating ‘an evolving cultural logic that sprang from
convergences, some accidental, some quite close, of two different
cultural systems) neither of them internally homogeneous, faced with a
common set of problems’ (White 1991: 92).?

This broader region was home to the famous French-Algonquian
translator Madame Montour (1667-1752; Delage 2006; Hirsch 2000).
Her biography bears many of the hallmarks of uprootedness and
dislocation of other frontier translators, although it remains uncertain
whether she was ever taken captive (Hirsch 2000: 82). As a fluent speaker
of French, several Native languages and eventually English, she became
a trusted and influential go-between for colonial authorities. Many of
the events in Madame Montour’s life, such as her decision to transfer
her loyalties from the French to the English, were founded in personal
experiences and relations (Hirsch 2000), but it was also a specific
political and social landscape that made the realignments possible.

At this time, multilingualism was widespread, as especially Native
women and children moved between groups due to marriage, adoption or
capture (Hirsch 2000: 111). While absolute numbers are hard to come by,
celebrated cases like that of Eunice Williams, a seven-year-old minister’s
daughter who was abducted by Mohawk warriors in 1704, can serve as
illustration. Mohawk warriors frequently kidnapped outsiders to stand in
for deceased relatives. Consequently, Eunice was fully adopted into the
community, where she eventually married and became the head of a
matriclan. Although she had several occasions to do so, she never rejoined
New England settler society (Strong 2001: 472-3; for an example from a
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Spanish colonial context, see Greenblatt 1991: 140-1). As Strong (2001:
471) points out, such acts of ‘adoption’ were thus both violent and
generative of new kin relationships. In contrast to the much later practice
of forcibly removing Native children to state boarding schools (Strong
2001) and to the prevailing modern Western view that adoption entails the
severing of blood ties, this wider idea of adoption as expanding networks
of kin is, in many societies, one of the primary means of establishing ties
of mutual amity between groups (Gailey 2019; papers in Bowie 2004) —
even where the initial experience of abduction was traumatic.

The seventeenth to early nineteenth centuries also saw the
establishment of several multi-ethnic towns, with and without European
residents, in what is now the eastern US (e.g. Hirsch 2000: 88; Levine
2020: 56-7). Murphy (1998) recounts the fate of Creole towns between
Lake Michigan and the Mississippi in which French-Canadian fur
trappers resided with their mostly Native wives of diverse backgrounds.
Such marriages necessitated cultural negotiations, for example
concerning different ideas regarding female sexual freedom (e.g. White
1991: 63-74) and the allocation of gendered tasks. The latter was
unproblematic where European and Native ideas coincided, as when
classifying sugar making as a largely female occupation (Murphy 1998:
277-9). In contrast, tasks such as milking and breadmaking were
women’s work in European communities, but unfamiliar to and often
unloved by Indigenous women. Therefore, outside help was hired
where possible, or these products were simply bought in (Murphy 1998:
279-83). Living in multi-ethnic towns thus required a degree of
linguistic and cultural flexibility, with both Europeans and Indigenous
inhabitants interested in finding mutually acceptable solutions. Gender
roles were an integral part of this and women were important cultural
mediators (Merrell 1998: 27; Murphy 1998: 275).°

This also concerns new spiritual ideas, as exemplified by contacts
between female Moravian missionaries and Native women. In contrast
to other denominations, Moravians — at least from the 1740s to the
1770s - were convinced that conversion should proceed through
example, not preaching. Moravian husband-and-wife missionary
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couples lived in majority Native settlements for extended periods,
sharing daily routines with locals and conversing with them on spiritual
and quotidian matters. Female missionaries were crucial, as only
women could build a lasting spiritual bond with other women (Faull
2019: 104-6; Richwine 2022). By sharing in daily tasks, helping Native
women through the grief at the loss of a child, blessing crops and
exchanging gifts, Moravians like Jennetje Mack (Figure 5.1) and Anna
Margarethe Bechtel built up considerable linguistic skills and became
some of the most successful missionaries of their time (Faull 2019).

Figure 5.1 Eighteenth-century portrait of Anna (Jennetje) Mack, one of the
Moravian missionaries living in Shamokin. Painted by Johann Valentin
Haidt; oil on canvas, 64.5 x 49.5 cm (Painting Collection (PC) 50, Moravian
Archives, Bethlehem, PA).



Mobile People 115

Cultural negotiation also came with its darker sides. Moravian
strategies of integration were far less successful where Native girls attended
boarding school in majority Moravian communities (Lengvarsky 2009:
58-80). Similarly, at the multi-ethnic and multilingual town of Shamokin,
where Madame Montour spent the latter part of her life, the resident
Iroquois, Delawares and Tutelos and many of the Native and European
traders that regularly passed through were susceptible to excessive alcohol
consumption, resulting in violent confrontations, threats and disturbances
(Merrell 1998; 1999: 87). As the town was primarily a trading and meeting
place without extensive resources, the situation was often exacerbated by
food shortages (Merrell 1998: 28). For instance, Madame Montour’s
daughter-in-law resented having to share her meagre stores with the
Moravians, although tensions between a daughter-in-law from a
matrilocal tradition having to reside in a patrilocal setting may also have
had a role to play (Hirsch 2000: 108). Between the various Native groups,
accusations of witchcraft were rife, while European missionaries and fur
traders attempted to sabotage one another’s plans (Merrell 1998: 25).

Undoubtedly, the extent of cultural diversity, the periodic breakdown
of order and the linguistic patchwork at Shamokin could be unsettling.
Famously, the Moravian missionary Martin Mack referred to the place
as ‘the very seat of the Prince of darkness’ (Richwine 2022: 82).
Nevertheless, Shamokin played a crucial role in regional geography for
some time, becoming amongst others the residence of the Oneida go-
between and diplomat Shikellamy in 1742 (Merrell 1999: 45). As James
Merrell (1998: 21) puts it, it provided ‘the enduring pull of disorder and
the enticing prospect of an altogether new order, a fragile rearrangement
of disparate peoples.

In the end, however, culturally mixed towns did not form the template
on which the subsequent history of colonialism was built (e.g. Mattioli
2017). As more and more European settlers moved in, there was less
incentive to create lasting personal relations with Native residents. For
instance, the lead mining boom of southern Wisconsin and northern
Illinois attracted mostly young, single Anglophone males aiming to

make as much money as they could and then settle elsewhere. This
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disinterest in longer-term commitments caused increased violence
against Native men and particularly women (as is still the case in
comparable situations today, see e.g. Grisafi 2020). Tensions were
brought to an end only when the army moved in to quell Native unrest,
ending with the eviction of the resident Native inhabitants by the
colonial authorities (Murphy 1998: 287-300). A similar fate befell
Shamokin (Merrell 1998: 29-59), while the mixed settlement established
by Madame Montour’s son Andrew — an official translator and negotiator
in his own right — eventually had its residents evicted (Merrell 1999:
299-301). In these cases, attempts at creating cultural homogeneity
proceeded by force and/or through substantial institutional support.
Alongside the imposition of a more unified Anglophone culture among
the colonists (e.g. Erben 2019; Lengvarsky 2009: 87) and more restrictive
viewpoints regarding female missionaries (Richwine 2022: 76), this
created the more rigid, segregated and ideologically charged frontier
conditions of the nineteenth century (e.g. Cayton and Teute 1998).

For several generations, then,and in spite of considerable disruptions
and violence wrought on Indigenous societies, what is now the eastern
US was a patchwork in almost every aspect of life - settlement patterns,
languages, economic activities, gender, religious ideas and views on
kinship were all open to negotiation. The cultural hegemony of one
subset of the settler population only came about through strong state
and military support. In a prehistoric setting, structural conditions of
experimentation, accommodation and hybridization can be expected
to have lasted longer and to leave traces in the archaeological record.
Particularly quotidian negotiations, during which intercultural relations
were transported to the personal level, could have resulted in greater

motivation to find workable compromises.

The Great Lakes and the European Neolithic in dialogue:
the spread of Indo-European languages

In Neolithic Europe, perhaps as a remaining hang-up of the culture

concept, those sharing a set number of material culture traits are
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generally also assumed to speak the same, or at least closely connected
languages, an issue most explicitly discussed for the arrival of Indo-
European languages. Yet this is unlikely to give the full picture. For
example, the Iban longhouse communities on Borneo typically consist
of dozens of one-roomed apartments occupied by individual
households, which together form the longhouse. Communities are a
product of countless episodes of fissioning, migration and re-
aggregation of people, which means that people speaking quite different
languages end up living together in the same longhouse and sharing in
everything from routine tasks to important ritual events (Metcalf 2010:
69-72). Peter Metcalf (2010: 71) has coined the term ‘speech
communities’ for these polyglot aggregations. In a historical setting, the
frequent integration of captives from various other linguistic groups
into the expanding Iban longhouse societies (e.g. Bellwood 2013: 12)
would have contributed to this linguistic heterogeneity. For his own
recent fieldwork, Metcalf has described his impressions of longhouse
festivals, when there was ‘lively discussion, full of good-natured
interruptions, going on in a babel of excited voices, with simultaneous
translation for the less adroit’ (Metcalf 2010: 73).

Mechanisms for the integration of people speaking different
languages most likely also existed in prehistory and must have involved
individuals picking up new languages. Yet this remains poorly theorized
even for Indo-European languages, whose spread is closely connected
to third-millennium migrations. ‘Linguistic palaeontology; i.e. the idea
that things and concepts shared by all branches of a given language
family must have been invented and familiar to speakers before any
daughter languages emerged, was instrumental in suggesting a steppe
origin for Indo-European some time after the mid fourth millennium,
based on words associated with wheeled transport, horses and so on
(see Anthony 2007; 2019; Anthony and Brown 2017: 32-7; Anthony
and Ringe 2015; Mallory 1989; Pereltsvaig and Lewis 2015: 168-79).
Fixing the geographical origin of Proto-Indo European (the root
language of most contemporary European and some central and south

Asian languages) was somewhat more difficult. Shared roots of words
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denoting common animal and plant species, suggested borrowings
from other languages and so on, seem consistent with a steppe origin
(Pereltsvaig and Lewis 2015: 182-202), although the precise area of
origin remains disputed and perhaps ultimately unknowable.*

Recent models work on the assumption that Indo-European was
imposed on an earlier Neolithic substrate in the course of military
defeats and (sometimes forced) intermarriages with males of steppe
origin (e.g. Kristiansen et al. 2017). These are said to have spread as part
of a ‘mass migration’ (Haak et al. 2015) originating in the area of the
Yamnaya culture. This suggestion has been moderated only slightly by
the historical linguists Asya Pereltsvaig and Martin Lewis (2015: 208-
13), who propose that any expansion out of the steppes would involve
populations with a mainly pastoralist mode of life moving into areas
largely populated by settled agriculturalists. In such a situation,
agriculturalists would be more numerous, but nomadic pastoralists
would be healthier (having a diet richer in protein, being able to move
when resources are depleted and avoiding many water-borne diseases),
leading to population increase and territorial expansion. Where this
takes them into areas settled by agriculturalists, they would take over
landscape niches (rough grasslands, open forests. ..) not heavily used
by the farmers and from there raid the stock of their sedentary
neighbours and acquire ‘local wives, concubines, and female slaves,
imposing their language on them’ (Pereltsvaig and Lewis 2015: 213).
The result would be a kind of enforced bilingualism, with the more
prestigious language of the pastoralists eventually winning out.

The linguistic merits of this research notwithstanding, there are two
main axes of criticism: linguistic method, and categorical opposition of
societies. First, there is persistent and increasing scepticism surrounding
the possibility of identifying a specific Indo-European homeland (e.g.
Simon 2008). Proto-Indo-European language is pieced together from
later derivatives and should not be equated with a language that really
existed (Zimmer 2006: 191), but the methodological consequences of
this are often not sufficiently considered. It is by no means clear whether

the individual reconstructed elements can all be traced back to an area
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of common language and a single point in time (Schmitt 2000: 388;
Seebold 2000: 410-11) and whether linguistic reconstruction therefore
reflects a historical reality at all (e.g. Mallory and Adams 2006: 50-3;
Untermann 1985: 148-50). Previous attempts to identify the Proto-
Indo-European homeland by linguistic means have suggested
everything between the Rhine and the Hindu Kush (see e.g. Dressler
1965; Simon 2008; Zimmer 1990b). As Wolfgang Dressler observes,
‘(wlhen important scholars obtain diametrically opposed results
from the same material ... one question becomes paramount: the
question of method (Dressler 1965: 26). This question remains
unresolved (Simon 2008). Proto-Indo-European language is a purely
linguistic construct that has so far resisted methodologically and
theoretically sound adaptation by other disciplines. Riidiger Schmitt
(2000: 389-90) therefore urgently warns against the unrestrained
mixing of linguistic with archaeological and physical anthropological
evidence - genetics, which he did not have in mind at the time, should
be included here.

Part of the problem may lie in the near-exclusive use of branching
tree diagrams, which visually suggest a clear origin point. As Jean-Paul
Demoule (2023: 448) summarizes, the predictable branching of one
language from another as part of gradual evolution is but one possible
model, and has been particularly popular because it lends itself to ideas
of original communities of speakers communicating in a unified
language in an original homeland. These ideas fitted the nineteenth-
century political conceptions that dominated when linguistics emerged
as a discipline. They have gained renewed popularity because tree-like
diagrammatic representations of linguistic branching look enticingly
like aDNA trees (Demoule 2023: chapters 1-8). However, many of the
core tenets of the tree-like branching model for Indo-European - that
Indo-Europeans were conquerors imposing their language without any
influence from the substrate, for example - are difficult to independently
substantiate (Demoule 2023: 395-441), while statistical approaches and
coding decisions have also come in for methodological criticism (e.g. J.
Campbell 2008; Laks 2008; Pereltsvaig and Lewis 2015: 127; Robb
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1991). Indeed, more recent models focus on longer-term and braided
histories of the spread of Indo-European languages, including several
episodes of dispersal over time (Heggarty et al. 2023).

In the current debate, an unrestrained mixing of genetic data with
linguistic reconstructions and archaeological evidence has occurred,
which James Mallory and Douglas Adams (2006: 454) diagnose as
selective amnesia, suppressing everything that contradicts one’s own
statements. In this way, a seemingly conclusive and compelling chain
of argument is created that overstrains the underlying data. We
currently still lack both the methodological tools and the theoretical
understanding to reconcile the evidence from genetics, linguistics and
archaeology, and cannot therefore reliably evaluate hypotheses such as
the expansion of Indo-European languages from the steppes at a
particular time. As several reasonably probable assertions are
progressively based on each other, each bringing their own disciplinary
problems of method and theory, the degree of probability that the
model is correct decreases with each step (e.g. Dressler 1965: 34).

Second, the model suffers from the potential weakness that it too
neatly opposes a ‘Corded Ware pastoralist’ and a ‘Neolithic sedentary
farming’ way of life, which can then be ordered hierarchically. For the
third millennium in Europe, we are dealing with a highly variable
situation in which societies with different degrees and forms of
settlement mobility existed across the continent and came into contact
(Furholt 2021). Moreover, it is far from certain whether out-migration
from the steppes ever was ‘wave-like, and alternative scenarios are
worth considering. For example, Raymond Kelly’s (1985) account of
Nuer territorial expansion stresses that this was the result of a
bridewealth system in which inflationary increases in the amount of
cattle to be paid for a wife fuelled seasonal raids against neighbouring
Dinka communities,destabilizing the food supply. Affected communities
would either retreat, or themselves become members of a Nuer tribal
segment through intermarriage or adoption. Instead of an inexorable
wave of advance, Nuer expansion was driven by the local fall-out of

social demands (the need for cattle to support individuals’ and kin
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groups marriage strategies) and by the decision of Dinka groups on
how best to deal with this situation. As a result, pockets of Nuer and
Dinka settlement existed as patchworks in immediate proximity to each
other, with Dinka in the long run tending to be assimilated into Nuer
society (Kelly 1985: 32).

Such patchwork scenarios open up interesting alternatives for how
languages could have spread in prehistoric settings. Even if migration
was one of the main factors driving linguistic change in Final Neolithic
Europe, we do not need to reconstruct this process as wave-like, i.e. fast
and all-encompassing from the beginning. It could instead also be
conceptualized in terms of ‘pockets’ of language change, interspersed
within a substrate of the many diverse, pre-Indo European languages of
the Neolithic (Iversen 2019: 91). A series of smaller and medium-scale
migration events of relatively mobile pastoralists would have led, at
least initially, to such a more fragmented linguistic picture, not to
wholesale replacement. The motivation to then switch permanently
could be associated with status differences, or with simple expedience,
as languages spoken over wider areas facilitate interaction (Pereltsvaig
and Lewis 2015: 212). Today, languages disappear for a variety of
reasons — for example as small speech communities are integrated into
larger ones, or because one language is perceived as more socially
advantageous than another (Evans 2022: 212, 215) - but a situation of
multi-generational overlap between several languages is still common.
Many adults in areas of high linguistic diversity speak between three to
seven languages fluently (Evans 2022: 213).

A scenario of pervasive bi- or multilingualism (Comrie 2008: 60)
and mutual influences, coupled with the absence of effective methods
for imposing linguistic coherence (such as state schooling), would have
resulted in multiple regional and local divergences. Processes of this
kind have been documented in the emergence of mixed and Creole
languages, although there are few examples in which these initial stages
have been directly observed and analysed by linguists (McConvell and
Meakins 2005; O’Shannessy 2019: 323). In the case of the emergence of
Light Warlpiri (a mixture between English Kriol and Warlpiri) in
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modern-day Australia, Carmel O’Shannessy (2019; 2021) could trace
how children began to regularize mixed-language input they received
from their parents and to develop the resulting patterns (including
grammatical changes and word substitutions) further, until a mixed
language had emerged. What aided this processes was that children
spent much time in their peer group, so that language took on an
identity-marking function; that these peer groups were tightly-knit and
numerically restricted, interacting across many contexts of daily life;
that there is little written codification of Warlpiri; and that there is
generally relatively little adult control of children’s speech, especially
given the propensity for linguistic creativity of Warlpiri itself
(O’Shannessy 2019: 328-30). This constellation of factors is relatively
rare today, but could have been more common in prehistory. Actors
other than male conquerors could thus be instrumental for how
language change pans out.

In our example, pre-Indo-European language elements could, for
instance, have survived as a substratum, as recently argued for words
connected to agriculture (Iversen and Kroonen 2017; Kroonen 2012),
but innovations could also have extended to grammatical structures,
especially if children were raised bilingually and had opportunities to
create mixed registers (see also Pereltsvaig and Lewis 2015: 136).
Complex concatenations of processes can follow from each other,
including divergences, but also borrowings and convergences (e.g.
Ringe and Warnow 2008). Even in a situation of migration, therefore,
specific languages are unlikely to be linked to specific genetic signatures
for very long. All these aspects make it relatively unlikely that the spread
of language took the form of a simple, wave-like advance, or that their
development can be adequately modelled using a neat, tree-like pattern
— although possible alternatives (Figure 5.2) are often less intuitive. To
the networks of hosts and institutions of guest friendship that have
been suggested for third-millennium BcE Europe (Wentink 2020),
we can add translators and multilingual individuals as key agents
enabling the spread of innovation. This is an analytical scale with which

archaeologists have long struggled.



Mobile People 123

_ ® Armenian
Germanic Baltic -7

~ Yy ~

Greek

Figure 5.2 Kroeber’s (1960: 4) alternative version of the relations between
major Indo-European language families. Language families connected by
thick lines show the closest similarities, those connected by dashed or dotted
lines the fewest. Armenian is the least closely connected and projects
outwards into three-dimensional space. As opposed to a tree-like structure,
Kroeber's calculations highlight geographical closeness, pointing to the role
of mutual influencing in language change.

Interpretative challenges: archaeology, agency and structure

While human life takes place at a variety of temporal and spatial scales,
there are as yet few universally accepted attempts to bridge these
analytical levels (Robb and Pauketat 2013). On the one hand, there
are traditional approaches based on, broadly speaking, evolutionism,
functionalism or environmental and climatic determinism, which see
the main driving forces steering human life as firmly located outside
the control of people themselves. On the other hand, some branches of
post-processualism can be criticized for focusing too myopically on the
very small scale. The most fruitful approaches have been those which in
one form or another seek to balance ‘agency’ and ‘structure, or put
another way, individual small-scale actions and the wider framework
within which they are effective. The most commonly used schemes,
such as Michel de Certeau’s (1984) dynamic interplay between strategies
and tactics in modern capitalist societies, Pierre Bourdieu’s (1990)
habitus or Anthony Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory, rely on
this dialectic between wider structures and individual room for
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experimentation within circumscribed limits, although where to
strike the balance is controversial. In Bourdieu’s habitus, actions
overwhelmingly have the effect of perpetuating structure and only in a
direct challenge - an encounter with an unfamiliar habitus, a radical
change in external circumstances - is this seriously questioned.
Similarly, Giddens’ structuration theory centres on practices: it is their
reproduction that eventually cements individual acts of repetition into
lasting structures, and it is at this level that structures can also be altered.

These schemes were criticized for not providing enough scope for
the creative agency of individuals to resist and ultimately change
structures (e.g. Farnell 2000; Robb and Pauketat 2013: 13). More recent
post-humanist approaches have expanded this by focusing on the way
agency is distributed across constellations of human and non-human
actants (e.g. Olsen 2003; papers in Alberti et al. 2013). Yet while the
boundaries may be slightly differently configured, both more traditional
and post-humanist approaches agree that it is the relational interaction
of many factors that drives change. Change is therefore at the same time
constantly present, but also not equally noticeable in every part of the
network at once. Where approaches differ is in their conceptions of
power. Post-humanist approaches in particular have tended to privilege
a kind of thick description, in which the interrelationships of several
actants are traced in detail for specific case studies, but often at the
expense of acknowledging power differentials between different kinds
of actants, including different kinds of people (for criticism see e.g.
Glorstad 2008; Ton 2018; Johannsen 2012). There is also often a choice
about which aspects of Bourdieu’s work to foreground - those where
the focus lies on creating shared principles through practice, or those
more directly concerned with different kinds of capital (social, economic
etc.) that agents can use to cement and naturalize distinctions between
them (e.g. Bourdieu 1984; 1986).

So far, then, and irrespective of where the limits between actors/
actants and structures are drawn, the pace of most narratives of
Neolithic life has remained sedate, leaving us theoretically ill-equipped

to deal with the more episodic nature of prehistoric social life
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increasingly being revealed by tighter dating frameworks (see e.g.
Whittle 2018) and by migration scenarios (although see Frieman et al.
2019). These are, after all, situations of potentially drastic upheaval in
which symbols of identity and group belonging would need to be
adjusted, as would the habitus, in other words, routines of daily
interaction with other humans and non-humans. This can happen
rapidly and irrevocably and may include episodes that are profoundly
disruptive, whether through the use of violence or through the radical
questioning of all aspects of social life.

As John Robb and Timothy Pauketat (2013) have argued, the
challenge remains how to best trace the ways in which each individual
act resonates at different scales. They envisage progressively more local
and shorter-term nested fields. ‘Historical ontologies’ — the basic views
of the world and how it functions - form the largest level, framing a
succession of several ‘genealogies of material practice, which in turn
comprise multiple cycles of shorter-term political, ritual and social
developments, material culture traditions and landscape configurations.
The interplay of several of these strands of change, each with their own
pace, causes the more dramatic tipping points we sometimes see
archaeologically (Robb and Pauketat 2013: 24-8). Similar tipping
points, at which trajectories distributed across different, partly
overlapping networks intersect and create rapid, structural
transformations, have also been identified in history, notably in William
Sewell’s (2005: 100-22, 225-9) notion of the event (which has also
enjoyed some popularity in archaeology, e.g. Beck 2013; papers in
Bolender 2010). Evolutionary archaeologists recognize a similar
phenomenon in ‘cascades’ of change, when previously rare behaviours
are suddenly adopted as a new norm (e.g. Bentley et al. 2011: 69).

All these authors agree that the complex and distributed causal
factors involved in such tipping points are extremely difficult to trace.
Trajectories playing out at different spatial and temporal scales must be
documented and their intersection creates largely unpredictable
outcomes. Yet the seeds for this kind of change are there all the time - in

the power differentials between people, in the friction caused by
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different interests and in the emergence of new and surprising ways of
doing things. This process is messy. Even during tipping points we do
not see the smooth replacement of one coherent logic with another, as
people struggle to make sense of new conditions using a mixture of old
and new strategies. At the small scale of analysis at least, we should
therefore give due interpretative weight also to those responses that do
not fit the dominant trends and diverge from the average (as argued e.g.
by Gero 2007; McGlade and van der Leeuw 1997: 5-6). Our narratives
should reflect that people experienced processes of change as open-
ended.

In what follows, we try to trace these smaller-scale reactions and
individual biographies by contrasting two scenarios. One is the issue of
agency and mobility of Neolithic children, who are not often considered
as actors in their own right. Following on from this, we address one of
the largest-scale ‘tipping points’ identified in Neolithic central and
western Europe: the arrival of new cultural influences, genetic signatures
and quite likely languages from the steppes, and how cultural symbols

like axes were deployed in these processes.

Neolithic interactions - age, gender and
the ‘steppe migration’

Children buried far from home

As aDNA analysis makes it ever more affordable to trace biological
relations in mortuary populations, the focus has been on recreating
dominant patterns of relatedness and their social corollaries, such as
patrilineal inheritance systems. However, these studies are also
increasingly revealing individuals who are not biologically related to
anyone else on site, and these include children and adolescents. In what
follows, we outline examples from across the European Neolithic
sequence to contrast the different treatments these individuals received.

In the first half of the fifth millennium BCE, at least 128 individuals
were buried in a compact cemetery in what is now the Yonne Valley in
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north-central France at a site called Gurgy ‘Les Noisats’ (Rottier et al.
2005). This included sixty-six adults and sixty-two juveniles, ranging
from a few months in age to late adolescence (Rivollat and Rottier in
Rivollat et al. 2023). A recent genetic and isotopic analysis of this
funerary community found many were biologically related in two
distantly connected family trees several generations deep (Rivollat et al.
2023). Among the eighteen individuals not part of either tree were six

children, including a double burial of a three- to seven-year-old girl and
a six- to ten-year-old boy, GLN211A and GLN211B.

The two were buried together, one on top of the other, crouched on
their left side with their heads to the south (Figure 5.3). An animal-
tooth ornament and a flint implement were recovered from the burial
and are thought to be associated with GLN211B. The excavators believe
the children were buried at the same time, but in separate containers of

Figure 5.3 Double burial GLN211A and GLN211B from the Neolithic
cemetery at Gurgy, département Yonne (reproduced with kind permission of
Stéphane Rottier).
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organic material, like small boxes (Le Roy 2015). Overall, this funerary
rite was well within the norms practised at Gurgy. The pit in which
these children were interred is one of a small cluster in the main set of
burial plots.

When the children's DNA was analysed, they were shown to be
siblings. Neither their parents nor any closely related family members
are present in the cemetery. Based on the dietary isotopes, GLN211B
may have had a somewhat more protein-rich diet than the other
children in his age group (Rivollat et al. 2023), suggesting these children
grew up in a different landscape zone. They were not wholly unrelated,
however. Identity by descent analysis (IBD) suggests they were distant
relations to the siblings GLN325, GLN256, GLN221B and GLN266.
Their respective mothers are interpreted as having been second- or
third-degree relatives (that is, half-sisters, aunt and niece, first cousins
or granddaughter and grandmother; Rivollat et al. 2023).

Of the six children not or only distantly related to the main pedigrees,
three were boys and three girls. The former seem to be somewhat older,
being aged from about seven or eight to fourteen or fifteen, while the
latter are younger children under eight. In common with other
communities of this period (e.g. Bickle and Fibiger 2014), the age of
seven to eight appears to be a threshold to a life phase typically referred
to as ‘middle childhood, lasting until early adolescence, during which
children experience a range of physiological and cognitive shifts (B.C.
Campbell 2011; Lancy and Grove 2011) as well as social and identity
development (Del Giudice 2015; L.O. Rogers 2020). All three of the
unrelated (or distantly related) boys, including GLN211B, would have
been in middle childhood. Thus, their presence among the Gurgy dead
may be linked to early opportunities for them to contribute in more
adult ways to their own family or community, for example learning new
skills as part of a fostering arrangement, taking responsibility for stock
or acting as translators or language brokers for their older kin.

Although some of these mobile children, such as GLN211A and
GLN211B, seem to have died far from home, they were not treated as

outsiders in death, but buried with local rites in a central area of the site.
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This is particularly interesting given the extreme variety of fifth-
millennium funerary rites in the Paris basin (Chambon and Leclerc
2003; Cheung et al. 2021; Midgley 2005). Monumental funerary
structures co-exist with flat cemeteries, which each have different
structuring principles concerning who could be buried and in what
manner. There were no universal norms for funerary treatment that
crossed community — and perhaps familial - lines, and the cemeteries
containing similar burials may themselves only have persisted for three
or four generations (as at Gurgy). In other words, not only did GLN211A
and GLN211B receive appropriate funerary rites upon their death, they
received the very narrow range of appropriate rites followed by the
small, heavily interrelated Gurgy community. This certainly seems to
have marked them as fully integrated into that community.

This contrasts with other examples where children and young
persons were interred far from their natal communities. A millennium
after the use of the Gurgy cemetery, an enclosure of the so-called
Salzmiinde culture (c. 3400-3050 BCE) was built on the eponymous
site, in what is now the German state of Saxony-Anhalt. The site displays
an unusual variety of burial treatments over multiple Neolithic phases
(Meller and Friederich 2014). In the Salzmiinde phase, there are
amongst others settlement burials in abandoned quarry pits and
isolated skulls of individuals of all ages and both sexes placed at the
base of the enclosure ditch. In the second half of its occupation, it is
argued that the enclosure became increasingly embattled and was
eventually taken over by a group who redeposited an entire megalithic
grave and its former occupants in the ditches, ending the site’s
occupation. This episode has been interpreted as a hostile ritual
‘decommissioning’ (Schunke et al. 2013).

Among the more unusual Salzmiinde-phase inhumations are the so-
called sherd graves. These normally consist of burial in a round,
straight-sided feature with a flat base with the body covered by the
remains of burnt debris - burnt daub, large chunks of charcoal and so
on. On top of this and after the deposition of some sediment, there is a

thick layer of sherds, often deriving from secondarily burnt and
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intentionally smashed pottery. The individuals from these sherd
graves are notable for their unusual biographies or circumstances of
death - they are, for example, more likely to show evidence of traumatic
lesions, including lethal injuries, than other individuals (Stecher et al.
2013). This combination of violent death, but substantial ritual
investment has been interpreted as a consequence of ‘bad death’
(Schlenker et al. 2017: 39), that is to say individuals who died in
circumstances considered particularly unfortunate or socially
unacceptable and who needed extraordinary ritual treatment to
complete their transition to the afterlife and/or to protect the living
(Hertz 1960 [1907]: 85).

One sherd grave contained the multiple interment of four adult
women and five children: two under twelve months old, one one-year
old, and two individuals between two and four years of age (C. Meyer
et al.2013). They were tightly squeezed at the base of the feature, covered
by burnt daub and charcoal, and by over 8,000 sherds belonging to
around 150 vessels (Figure 5.4). The four women are each closely
associated with one of the children, facing or even embracing them; the
youngest immature individual - a child aged four to nine months - was
found near the hip area of one of the females. Originally thought to
represent a burial of mothers and their children, mtDNA data available
for the adults and the three older children showed that only one of the
women could have been related to the child she was holding, as both
belong to haplotype H5 - however, as with any mtDNA-based
assessment, the biological relationship between these two people need
not actually be close. The other two children were classified as
haplogroup U3a, which is generally rare in central Europe, with no
examples from Neolithic Germany outside Salzmiinde (Brandt 2017:
243-4; Lipson et al. 2017: S1; Mathieson et al. 2015: S1; M. Richards
pers. comm.). The remaining women exhibited either haplogroup H5
or V (Brandt 2017; C. Meyer et al. 2013). These children were hence not
the offspring of the women they were buried with, and while the
younger children still have a breastfeeding signal, the three-to-four-

year-old exhibits a rather low nitrogen signal compared to others on
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Figure 5.4 Drawing of the multiple burial from feature 6582 at Salzmiinde,
Saalekreis (drawing: I. Miiller/U. Leipelt, © State Office for Heritage
Management and Archaeology Sachsen-Anhalt).

site (C. Meyer et al. 2013; Miinster et al. 2018: S1). However, in terms of
the strontium signature, the children all fall within the local range.
This contradictory constellation remains difficult to interpret. The
Salzmiinde material would clearly benefit from the kind of detailed
kinship analysis, based on whole-genome studies, carried out at Gurgy.
Three scenarios seem plausible. In the first, the children could still be
related to the women they are buried with along the paternal line.
Alternatively, like the children at Gurgy, they were born away from
Salzmiinde and could have reached the site by a variety of means, for

instance during the raids and captive-taking that may have marked
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the conflict-laden later occupation phases prior to the ritual
decommissioning. Even in this reading, the children could have been
accepted into the local community, as suggested by their careful burial
in close connection to others. As a third option, all the individuals in
this multiple grave may have been considered outsiders, reflected in the
unusual burial.

Another sherd grave contained a young female, twenty to twenty-
five years of age, who had been subjected to sustained physical abuse for
at least several months before her death and possibly longer, since
childhood or adolescence. The individual exhibits stress markers in the
form of enamel hypoplasias on nearly all teeth - a level unusual for this
site, and documenting episodes of illness or malnutrition already in
childhood. Strong muscle attachments and a healed fracture of the
spinous process on a cervical vertebra (a so-called clay-shoveler
fracture) indicate longer periods of hard physical work. There were also
three healed skull traumata, but only a few weeks before her death the
woman also sustained a multiple fracture of her mandible, possibly
related to inter-personal violence, which had only partly healed. Her
death was similarly violent - she died through at least three blows to the
head and her body shows carnivore bitemarks, suggesting exposure
before interment in the pit (Stecher et al. 2013).

The depositional sequence begins with a layer of burnt debris and
daub, overlain by a layer of broken pottery. This is followed by the burial
horizon, another layer of burnt daub and finally more broken pottery
- nineteen kilos of sherds were recovered in total. At some point after
burial, the woman’s body was disturbed and the bones partially scattered
(Stecher et al. 2013). This individual hence held a subordinate position
for a protracted time before her death, and could be interpreted as the
victim of a raid, potentially abducted from her natal community while
still relatively young. In contrast to the Gurgy children, while she likely
spent some time at Salzmiinde, there are no indications that she was
integrated as an equal into the burial community.

In spite of their ambiguities, sites like Gurgy and Salzmiinde open

for discussion on how children and adolescents may have been
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incorporated into Neolithic communities away from their natal kin, an
aspect rarely discussed before the availability of aDNA analysis. The
form this incorporation took could evidently vary widely - from the
kind of integration that entitled these individuals to formal burial
alongside others in the community, as at Gurgy, to the much more
ambiguous evidence from the Salzmiinde multiple grave, to the outsider
status of the young woman at the same site. The fact that both of the
latter were buried in unusual sherd graves further heightens this
ambiguity.

Together, these examples document a long-term trend in the
European Neolithic to incorporate outsiders into a community, and
they suggest that this often happened at a young age. This creates a
background mechanism that can help us understand some transitional
phenomena connected to the expansion of pastoralist societies from
the Eurasian steppes just after the turn to the third millennium Bce. In
much of Europe, this process has been cast as a disruptive mass
migration (see above). In contrast, both archaeological and aDNA
sources have identified the north-western Black Sea area as an
interaction zone with complex histories of population admixture (e.g.
Penske et al. 2023). Similarly, in modern-day Bulgaria, Romania and
Hungary, there is evidence for more gradual interaction scenarios, with
isolated graves in a steppe tradition appearing as early as 4500 BCE and
present throughout the fourth millennium (Anthony 2019: 41; 2022;
Czebreszuk and Szmyt 2011; Dani and Kulcsar 2021; Gerling et al. 2012:
1099; Heyd 2011: 543-4; Kaiser and Winger 2015: 130; Preda-Balanica
2021; Preda-Balinica and Diekmann 2023: 112). Eventually, in the
Carpathian basin persons of steppe or mixed steppe and ‘Neolithic’
ancestry could be buried according to either local or steppe-derived
burial rites, while people without clear steppe ancestry increasingly
incorporated elements of the steppe burial rite, even before the main
“Yamnaya' migration, and more so afterwards (Preda-Bildnici and
Diekmann 2023: 112-17). This created high variation in funerary
rituals, which combine elements of diverse cultural origins (Preda-

Balanica 2021) in a situation of long-term cultural admixture.
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The extensive burial mound at Sarrétudvari-Orhalom (Hungary)
with its eight interments spanning from the last centuries of the fourth
to the mid-third millennium BCE is a case in point. The mound was
constructed in stages, with the initial burial of an unfurnished, possibly
female adolescent in grave 12 according to a Late Copper Age rite. Over
the subsequent centuries, a further six individuals were placed into the
expanded mound, now around fifty metres in diameter, with the latest
grave dated to between 2860 and 2470 calBcE. These were mostly adult
males, although one child of five to seven years is also included. The
burial rites show a mixture of widespread, Yamnaya-associated features
(such as body positions and metal items) and local elements, notably
pottery (Gerling et al. 2012: 1101-2). Strontium and oxygen isotope
analysis of all individuals revealed at least three people who spent
their childhood at higher altitudes or in a colder region. Combined
with the grave good inventories, an origin in the Apuseni Mountains,
some 200 km away, can be suggested (Gerling et al. 2012: 1104-7).
These individuals all date late within the mound sequence and were
buried with some grave goods with steppe affinities. They are interpreted
as possible ‘traders’ or transhumant pastoralists integrated into the
local community, with a role as marriage partners explicitly excluded
(Gerling et al. 2012: 1107), although one of the non-local males is
buried in a double inhumation with a young child with local isotopic
signatures. While only aDNA analysis could prove any biological
relationship between these two individuals, the integration of males
with steppe lifestyles into the more sedentary communities of the
Carpathian basin could after all have proceeded through marriage
and shared parentage. The power relationships involved in such
transactions remain to be further elucidated; it is certainly striking
that no further adult females were included at Srrétudvari-Orhalom
after the foundation burial.

A longer-term pattern of interaction between steppe populations
and resident groups is also evident in Bulgaria, where Elke Kaiser and
Katja Winger (2015) identified a regionally differentiated pattern of

hybridization in burial rites. Yamnaya-style kurgan burials (here
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identified as crouched burials containing ochre and deposited in a pit)
are present from about 3300 BCE (see updated dating in Kaiser 2021:
92) and sometimes included Pontic-style copper daggers and personal
ornaments as well as pottery made in local styles. The amount of grave
goods differs between regions, with graves in the southern zone more
richly furnished than would typically be seen in a Yamnaya setting. In
the northern zone, these burial rites coexist with other, locally derived
customs for several centuries (Kaiser and Winger 2015: 121-5, 129).
Opverall, Kaiser and Winger (2015: 136) reconstruct a slow process of
integration in which both ‘foreign’ and ‘local traditions were changed.
This has parallels in other areas of eastern central Europe (Ciugudean
2011; Kaiser 2016: 35-8). The ‘classic’ central European Corded Ware
burial assemblage, with its battle axes and other material rarely found in
steppe contexts, may well have been created in similar processes of
protracted interaction between the practitioners of two or more
different funerary customs (Anthony 2022; Kaiser 2016: 39-40).

Preda-Balanicd and Diekmann (2023: 115-16) also report the burial
of a nine or ten year-old boy with over 50 per cent steppe ancestry from
the eponymous Vucedol site. We are still awaiting cases of children who
definitely travelled a significant distance from their natal kin on their
own. However, with regards to the discussion of frontier zones in the
Great Lakes area and the longer-term pattern of Neolithic children and
young persons who likely were buried away from close relatives, we
hypothesize that the movement of children and juveniles is an aspect
that has been under-researched to date, but one that would have been
crucial in exchanging knowledge and driving culture change in
situations of cultural contact and mosaic processes.

Here, we would like to suggest two possibilities this contact may have
taken: abduction; or adoption and fosterage. These need not be mutually
exclusive. Adoption, where a child’s allegiance, name and rights switch
permanently to their adopted family, can be extremely common in
some societies, particularly where it is considered the preferred way of
bringing up children. Alber (2004: 34) observes that up to 50 per cent of

children in some northern Benin societies spend at least part of their



136 Negotiating Migrations

childhood away from their natal home. In other cases, adopting a female
child from her lineage improves a woman’s standing in her post-
marriage residence and is part of conjugal political negotiations (e.g.
Notermans 2004; Talle 2004). Elsewhere, adoption of adults to ensure,
amongst other things, inheritance succession or ritual obligations is
frequent (Roesch-Rhomberg 2004). Fostering, where individuals grow
up away from their natal family, but maintain affiliation with them,
can help cement alliances between groups, for example where early
medieval elites in north-west Europe exchanged foster children in order
to consolidate patron-client relationships (Parkes 2006: 365). Finally,
adoption can integrate the victims of abduction into the society of their
captors (e.g. Halbmayer 2004; Metcalf 2010: 25). Famously, Romans also
often took the children of conquered elites as hostages, providing them
with education in Rome and returning them to their native societies as
Romanized adults (J. Allen 2006).

There is hence more than one mechanism by which children could
have travelled away from their parents and been integrated into societies
with different diets — as well as potentially different customs, different
expectations of gender and other social roles, and different languages.
As with the historical situation on the American frontier, such children
could have come to act as language and cultural brokers, their pliability
and adaptability creating lasting contacts and facilitating social and
cultural change. While we do not know how, for example, the Gurgy
and Salzmiinde children and adolescents reached the site, the fact that
the former were interred at the cemetery is not consistent with a low
social position at the time of their deaths. In this case, then, fosterage or
adoption are likely possibilities, even if these children were captives
originally. The situation at Salzmiinde is more ambiguous; at least the
young individually buried female could have been abducted in
childhood or adolescence.

All these scenarios remain highly speculative, and further targeted
work is needed. It will also remain challenging to combine isotopic,
DNA and artefactual data in non-essentializing ways. Yet the crucial

role of children in alliance building is more than a remote possibility.
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The importance of ritual action as one arena of social integration also
remained salient during the spread of the Corded Ware culture into
western and central Europe, as shown by the situation of cultural
syncretism in Bulgaria. However, in our last case study we turn to the

interplay between ritual and everyday activities.

Symbols in action: appropriating pottery and axes
in the Netherlands

In the Corded Ware and Bell Beaker culture of central Europe, burial
rite has long been seen as one key strategy of integration, and for a
while as an alternative to migration when it came to explaining material
culture patterning over wide areas. These are not either/or options. In
what follows, we briefly introduce a case study from the Netherlands to
show the potential of integrating ritual and domestic evidence in the
context of third millennium transformations.

The background is formed by widening interregional networks,
including the exchange of technologies, material objects and probably
new social values that brought into contact several, previously more
separate large-scale networks, notably Rinaldone in Italy, Maikop in the
Caucasus region (Jeunesse 2020), Boleraz-Baden in southern central
and south-eastern Europe (Furholt 2008; 2009), Globular Amphorae in
eastern central Europe (Miiller 2023; Szmyt 1999; Woidich 2014) and
Funnel Beakers in northern central Europe and southern Scandinavia
(Frieman 2012; Johannsen and Laursen 2010; S.K. Nielsen and
Johannsen 2023). Many of the features seen as defining for the ‘post-
migration’ Corded Ware and Bell Beaker groups - specialized weapons
and male warriorhood, the marking of individuals in burial, binary
gender differentiation, the prominence of drinking vessels and the lack
of substantive remains of houses, among others — are already present or
emerging in large parts of Europe prior to the genetically tangible
migration event (Jeunesse 2020; Schultrich 2022) and are brought
together into a new kind of package around 2900 BCE when contact
networks expand (Furholt 2021).
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The result are the new Corded Ware or Bell Beaker burial rituals,
which prominently display individual, armed males, follow a binary
gender model and contain drinking vessels (Furholt 2019b). This could
well represent a more formalized religion — more formalized at least
than in most previous European societies (Ahola 2020) - which
provided a new layer of common identity for heterogeneous migrants
and people with local backgrounds alike. Specific objects became
emblematic of this identity, notably stone battle axes and the corded
beaker or corded amphora, all of which originated in different regions
and incorporated various pre-existing traditions (Furholt 2008; 2014;
Hallgren 2008; Hiibner 2005). These object types were involved in
negotiating new burial rites, in particular also the differentiation of Bell
Beaker from Corded Ware traditions. This was certainly a politically
and ideologically charged process. Yet they were also used in non-burial
contexts, particularly where funerary evidence is rare, as in Switzerland,
parts of the Netherlands, Norway and the eastern Baltic. New evidence
from these areas, the Netherlands in particular, highlights the diversity
in individual encounters with the new ideas, values and practices.

Looking at the integration of new pottery forms, Sandra Beckerman’s
(2015) study of settlements in the coastal Netherlands traced how local
and regional styles (Funnel Beaker or Vlaardingen pottery) were
combined with new, transregional Single Grave (i.e. Corded Ware) ones.
In sites such as Zandwerven, elements of both are combined, with
Corded Ware-looking vessels emerging slowly over a matter of
generations. Across the region, a distinction develops between coarse
ware vessels executed in the local Vlaardingen style and fine ware ones
manufactured according to the Single Grave/Corded Ware style
(Beckerman 2015: 202; see also Kroon et al. 2019). This pattern is
echoed all over Europe, appearing in mid-fourth millennium Bajc-
Retz-Gajary and Boleraz-Baden contexts (Furholt 2009) and then in
the Corded Ware (Larsson 2009) and Bell Beaker (Besse 2003; Vander
Linden 2006) horizons: new transregional styles are largely confined to
fine wares and serving vessels, while cooking and storage vessels

continue to be produced in the traditional, local style. Where new
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transregional objects meet local traditions, the result is variable, ranging
from total replacement of the old by the new (such as in eastern
Switzerland: Hafner and Suter 2003; Winiger 1993), via selective
incorporation of some traits (such as in western Switzerland: Suter et al.
2017), to a successive integration of traditions (such as in the southern
Baltic region: Rimantiene 1989, or western Norway: Nyland et al. 2023).

This negotiation took place across different domains of social action.
The coarse-ware cooking and storage vessels could be connected to
food preparation, while the serving vessels rather refer to more
outwardly directed social interaction, for instance in organized
hospitality or feasting. Following Stefan Burmeister (2000), one could
argue that significant numbers of migrants were involved only in those
cases where both the coarse and the fine ware switched to the new style,
while a change only in outwardly visible styles may indicate the
acceptance of new norms by locals, implying restricted numbers of
migrants and some form of accommodation.

But we should be wary of a too schematic application of this
distinction. Even in cases in which new objects were adopted into daily
life, there was the possibility of individual deviation, maybe even
resistance to the new social or political values they embodied. While
Corded Ware and Bell Beaker vessels are designed as drinking vessels,
possibly connected to alcohol consumption and an elite drinking
culture (Sherratt 1987), food crust and lipid analyses (Theunissen et al.
2014) from the Netherlands have documented a much broader range of
functions, including cooking stews and fish soups.

A similar process can be traced for battle axes. These are even more
visibly connected to new values, being associated mainly with male
burials (Bourgeois and Kroon 2017) and the emergence of a male
warrior identity. With few exceptions, specialized weapons are not
encountered frequently in earlier funerary contexts in Europe
(Schulting 2013; Vandkilde 2006). Daggers and halberds, and most
frequently battle axes, then become prominent in several regions during
the late fourth millennium BCE, with battle axes further increasing in

Corded Ware single graves in the third millennium BcE. This is often
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seen as leading to the rise of a Bronze Age warrior elite in the second
millennium BcE (Vandkilde 2007).

In stark contrast, Karsten Wentink’s (2020) study on reproducing
use-wear marks on Corded Ware battle axes from the Netherlands
found that they were mostly used as a mundane working tool for
essential agricultural work, specifically for digging out tree roots
(Figure 5.5).° This highlights the processes of negotiation that took
place when people of diverse backgrounds interacted in daily practices,
as well as in situations of hospitality, feasts or rituals. Local traditions
could be upheld, transformed or replaced, while transregional
innovations were variously rejected, integrated or merged with existing
practice. Where the most consequential social innovations, such as fine-
ware drinking vessels or specialized weapons, were decontextualized
and repurposed, this could strip them of much of their political power.
Potentially, we are faced with a conscious political act of opposition to
or rejection of the emerging social values, such as heroic individualism
or the kind of elite networks that the new burial rites are supposed to
reference (Wentink 2020: 239-47). Using battle axes for one of the most
profane agricultural chores — uprooting trees — calls to mind James
Scott’s (1985) ‘weapons of the weak, the notion of peasants’ resistance
through small everyday acts of deviation. It shows where power - in the
sense of Arendt’s collective consensus — actually rests. At the very least

Figure 5.5 Karsten Wentink performing experimental tasks with a Corded
Ware battle axe to match use ware traces observed on prehistoric examples.
Digging up tree trunks, shown here, turned out to yield the closest match
(reproduced from Wentink 2020: 124 courtesy of Karsten Wentink; photo:
Maaike Wentink).
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we will have to rethink the often implicit assumption that elites and
commoners formed two separate strata, one of which lived off the
labour of the other. Perhaps the individuals and households that
commanded the new kinds of resources were not leading radically
different everyday lives, but held an elevated position only in some,
strictly circumscribed, contexts.

Overall, this illustrates the possibilities of individual and collective
actors in the ongoing political negotiations of the third millennium,
fuelled by a rise of transregional mobility and the tension between
traditions and innovation, between the local and transregional.
Decisions of whether to adopt novelties, and for what, are taken at the
small scale, in daily interactions, where renegotiations of gender roles,
the components of a ‘good life’ and the use of new things and practices
were acted out. In both of our Neolithic case studies, individual factors
had a strong impact on the adoption of new practices, even in situations
of power imbalance. Over the several centuries that it took to reach the
archaeologically visible ‘tipping point’ of the appearance of the Corded
Ware culture, multiple negotiation processes were ongoing, building on
existing networks and ways of accepting newcomers. Creative
adaptation and resistance also continued for some time after, involving
people of all ages and both sexes. These micro-political models seem
more informative than the initially proposed large-scale and
monocausal explanations, which relied on a massive increase in violence
or on pandemics to explain ‘the’ Corded Ware culture spread and which
have since been shown to be overly simplistic (see e.g. Fuchs et al. 2019;
Trautmann 2021).
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Re-orienting Migration Studies
in Archaeology

In this book, we have investigated the archaeology of migration in order
to improve our understanding of more widespread patterns structuring
migration processes and to use that knowledge to better understand
specific archaeological cases. We have done this through a deep dive
into the idea of migration, what it is and how it operates from the
individual to the supra-community scale. Crucially, we have emphasized
the political dimensions of migration in the past to inspire new
archaeological models. In this chapter, we draw this out through a
structured comparison of the different case studies highlighted in this
volume. These represent different parts of the world, different research
traditions and reliance on different sources and materials. They have
given us insights into human movements as social practices of an
inherently political nature. As we have shown, even the biggest scale of
interaction requires an understanding of the complex social relations
underlying it.

Comparing the case studies

The structures of migration processes - a visual
comparison

The settling of Pacific islands, population movements in the US
Southwest, historical biographies of US frontier translators and the
spread and regionalization of the European Neolithic are historically
specific and culturally contingent processes which we study using
divergent materials in distinct ways. Nevertheless, as we have
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demonstrated, juxtaposing these well-known contexts allows us to
identify questionable premises, blind spots and neglected questions in
our understanding of migration in each of these areas. Referring back
to Table 2.1, these examples can all be classified as migrations; but they
differ in the composition of the migrating group, the distance travelled
and the temporalities involved, as well as the cultural distance between
source and destination areas.

In order to clarify the distinctive characters of our different migration
case studies, we have produced a series of streamgraphs over various
temporal extents (Figure 6.1). Streamgraphs are a visualization method
for exploring qualitative data with a strong temporal element (Byron
and Wattenberg 2008; Nelson and Chatfield 2022). Here, they provide a
graphic summary of the migration processes compared in this volume
by plotting the group size involved, the geographical distances traversed
and the cultural difference between the incoming and resident
populations. We have adopted a seven-point scale to characterize
qualitatively the extent or scale of each of these variables — none, small,
small to medium, medium, medium to large, large, very large — and
used this as the basis for our visualization. These are simplifications,
evidently. Migrations, as shown throughout this volume, have social
impacts at various scales simultaneously, so any classification depends
on the stance taken — do we wish to privilege the longer-term, aggregate
impacts of an event (e.g. a large amount of new settlers, even though
few may have been involved in each migration episode), or are we
looking at the individual scale? The graphs here generally work with
longer time scales and assessments of ‘average’ behaviours, but we
have consciously omitted any numerical definition of ‘large’ or ‘small’
populations, distances and so on - these would lend a fake aura of
objectivity to what is essentially a subjective process.

For the Pacific migrations, our graph shows the starburst pattern
of punctuated phases of expansion, which is largely an effect of the
chronological model we have adopted (see Chapter 3, ‘Settling Remote
Oceania’) and may change with further research. Also, within each

period of apparent stasis, there would be continued migration and
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mobility of smaller groups and individuals between places already
settled, including westwards towards New Guinea, the south-east Asian
mainland and adjacent islands, leading to continuous interaction
between populations speaking different languages and practising
different cultures. Yet, while covering vast geographical distances in
aggregate, Pacific maritime migrations show that this large-scale
process is the result of many smaller-scale ones, involving different
groups of people. The composition of voyaging groups varied from
dozens to hundreds and was made up of various members of the
community - from young men looking for fame to older people
following a charismatic leader to the children following parents out to
sea. Each of these events was initiated by different triggers and motives.
As the geographical distances increased, however, cultural distance
was not immediately affected. People settled largely familiar and
well-understood island biomes with no prior human occupants and
with a gradient of climatological and environmental similarities
and differences. This resulted in a largely uniform agricultural package,
adapted to local circumstances. Moreover, scouting parties had already
identified suitable islands and the routes to and from them prior to any
larger movement of people. Polynesian sailors had deep astronomical
and oceanographic knowledge, making extensive maritime journeys
predictable and repeatable. Smaller scales of regular mobility — shorter
episodic voyages, trips to join family, the departure and return of
scouting parties with the seasonal winds and overland movement into
island interiors — are set within many separate and situationally unique
longer voyaging events, deconstructing any totalizing idea of the
(singular, homogeneous) Polynesian migrations.

Similarly, in north-west Europe around 4000 BCE, we have detailed
a migration process which extended the habitual movements and
interactions of people and communities at the regional scale. Against
the background of an already relatively mobile Neolithic settlement
system in central Europe, the Funnel Beaker culture emerges and
considerably extends its range. In southern Scandinavia, areas within

which there had been contact and exchange for many generations were
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now settled by agriculturalists, perhaps initially following the paths
opened by old alliances, but eventually fundamentally altering the
regions settlement system and demographic composition. While
hunter-gatherers survived alongside farmers for several generations,
new, visible material culture, such as monuments and longhouses,
proclaimed a migrant identity. In Britain and Ireland a contemporary
phase of migration kicked off the local Neolithic, but a distinctly
different trajectory emerged. There is less clear evidence for prior
contact between island hunter-gatherers and continental farmers, and
the reduced size and settledness of the local hunter-gatherer populations
likely also led to a faster swamping of their genetic signal (Brace and
Booth 2023). Yet migrants’ distance from natal communities, and the
choice not to rely on them for longer-term support, also played a part in
this divergence. Migrants quickly established an identity materially
distinct from the continental origin points. Expansion into the further
reaches of the archipelago subsequently encouraged further processes
of ethnogenesis within the islands, in spite of relatively reduced
cultural differences. As in the Pacific, breaking down the model of a
one-off wave reveals the variety, temporality and complexity of these
diverse migrations. This echoes our Migration Period example (see
Chapter 2, Identifying migrants and migrant identities’), where the
traditional historic perspective on Germanic peoples and their alleged
role in the fall of the Roman Empire has overshadowed more extended
histories of movement, social re-configuration and ethnogenesis. Here,
initial cultural differences between migrants were large but they were
reduced by forming alliances along the way and by bi-directional
acculturation.

The Pueblo migrations, in contrast, show a much more episodic
pattern of migration events, as chronological resolution is more
precise. We see first the establishment of Chaco as a central community,
quickly drawing in people and goods from a substantial area. Once
Chaco is abandoned, however, migrations of different geographical
reach and involving varying numbers of people become commonplace.

These include longer-distance relocations into areas settled by groups
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with different worldviews, so that elaborate strategies of coalescence
were required. In our analysis, we have focused on the scale of
households and groups of households, as these provide a stable
background fluidity that persisted beyond the larger-scale migration
pulses. Even migrations at this level required considerable efforts at
integration.

The Alpine foreland sequence is similar in structure — larger-scale
pulses of migration on along-term background of individual, household
and settlement mobility. This ‘thin middle’ on our Figure 6.1a appears
much spindlier than for the Pueblo case, because the timescale overall
is longer and because the migration pulses at either end of the sequence
- respectively initial Neolithization and the Corded Ware horizon -
involve greater cultural distance. In contrast, during the intra-regional
mobility separating these two horizons of change, culture difference
is lower than in the Pueblo case. Perhaps because of this, attempts
at large-scale integration - for instance through monuments and
rituals — were never attempted in this area.

In our final set of case studies, we compare one of the most destructive
migration events on historical record - the arrival of Europeans in the
Americas - to the Final Neolithic Corded Ware. Lethal violence has
often been suggested as a fundamental characteristic here as well (e.g.
Kristiansen and Earle 2022, 136), but this interpretation has also been
resisted. Comparing these two case studies on the graph shows that
much hinges on the nature of initial contact, which in both cases
precedes the ‘wave’ of large-scale demographic impact. Modern colonial
situations were characterized by violence and mistrust from the
start, leading to a historically richly documented wave-like pattern of
expansion across the American continent, driven by ever greater
numbers of settlers and attendant subsequent land rushes. This pattern
of overwhelming force is less evident in the record for Neolithic Europe.
As we show with our Dutch example, the demographic and cultural
effects — from hybridization to replacement — would have varied
regionally, also depending on the varied influences of Bell Beaker and

Corded Ware impulses. However, this period of mutual interaction
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eventually created a new and relatively stable system, although this
accommodation was probably not without a human cost.

The various examples of non-local child burials illustrate this more
ambiguous process,and show that such practices were active throughout
the Neolithic sequence. Some were treated as locals in the funerary
sphere, others were marked out in death. In their various rites and
treatments, we see a tension between the foreign and the local. How
these identities were inscribed or effaced depended on cultural, familial
and incidental factors, most of which are outside the grasp of
archaeologists. Nevertheless, centring children is valuable because they
played central roles in processes of cultural and linguistic change and
culture contact, although current archaeological migration models do
not often account for them.

When looking at all the graphs at a comparable scale (Figure 6.2),
it becomes evident that the processes of our different case studies
unfurl over very different durations. Thus, while there are structural
similarities underlying many of our case studies - the importance of a
background level of smaller-scale migrations and the existence of social
mechanisms for integrating newcomers, for example - the lived
experience of these processes at the scale of human generations was
hugely different. It is for this reason we see dialogue between our paired
case studies rather than direct analogy. These pairings have, however,
been successful in pointing out divergences and those aspects in
scholarship that require more research. Interestingly, at the macro-
scale, the aggregate of all our European Neolithic case studies (although
involving different regions each time) replicates the two-peak structure
of the Pacific migrations. The difference is not only in the overall
duration, considerably longer in the Pacific (which also encompasses an
incommensurably larger geographical area), but also in the complex
patterns of interaction between resident and incoming populations in
the European case. Here, migration patterns occasionally brought into
contact people with very diverse lifeworlds, and understanding
strategies of accommodation and interaction in all their variety should

be a future research priority.
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Common themes

In spite of all their diversity and historical contingency, in aggregate our
case studies also highlight common methodological and interpretative
themes. For the Pacific, economic push and pull factors and inter-
community warfare played a role in some cases, but the main drivers of
migration - and potentially the reason why migration was chosen as a
preferred option - lay elsewhere. In Peter Bellwood’s (2013) model of
Polynesian migrations, founder rank enhancement, whereby ambitious
junior group members emigrated to seek better opportunities elsewhere,
was a socially incentivized strategy that necessitated considerable
resources: production of surplus, ritual investment and the calling-in of
social capital to bind people of various origins together into a new
migrating group. Migration was not a last resort; and, as a result, one-
off, single-direction migration events were not the end of the story.
However, many crucial components of migration processes, such as
return migrations, are usually archaeologically invisible. Similarly, the
genetic signature of migrations is limited to events in which previously
existing separations between populations are bridged for the first time,
while later and continuous intermixing is harder to identify and thus
often undervalued. This provides important lessons for Neolithic
Europe, where migration events themselves, their planning and the
composition and motivations of the social groups involved have rarely
been an explicit focus.

These points are underscored by the evidence from the US
Southwest, with its rich background of ethnographic information and
traditional knowledge. The pattern of migration as a ‘spider web of
paths’ (Cordell 1995: 205), as well as the diversity of social and
ideological interactions structuring movement at the intermediate
scale, give a dynamic picture of how these large-scale patterns emerge.
Both the Pacific and Pueblo cases actually involved a range of group
sizes at various points in their migration sequences. However, in the
latter case, after the initial larger-scale population movements initiated
by the disbandment of Chaco it was more achievable - and therefore
more often practised - for single households or small groups of
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households to migrate, often into communities with which they already
held social ties. As a result, migration at one level or another was a
constant. This is likely the way of life also experienced by people in the
Alpine foreland during the fourth and third millennia Bce. Here,
regular mobilities linked communities across space and time and
provided important social infrastructure to shape political relationships
and resist power disparities.

Both the Pacific and US Southwest examples also show that
migration should not be analytically isolated from wider concerns of
ritual, cosmology or identity. In these two case studies, as well as,
perhaps, the European Final Neolithic (the Corded Ware and Bell
Beaker phenomena), migration events seem deeply enmeshed in ritual
activities and cosmological values. These, in turn, might have been
perceived as core motivations for or organizing principles of that
migration, as well as important strategies for integrating individuals
and groups of diverse origin. Migration was an integral cultural practice
anchored in cosmological systems and a viable social strategy for at
least some segments of society. This is an especially useful, but
underexplored angle for the Neolithic of Europe. Ritual and ceremonial
strategies for integration played a rather subdued role in the Alpine
foreland, where co-residence and shared economic activities were
apparently more important for creating cohesion. In contrast, the
importance of burial rites for the European Final Neolithic has been
repeatedly observed and sometimes used to stress the exclusive social
role of invading elite male warriors (e.g. Bourgeois and Kroon 2017;
Haak et al. 2023; critically Furholt 2019b; Wentink 2020). Bianca Preda-
Béldnica and Yoan Diekmann (2023) instead demonstrate that the
composition of the buried group and the biological identity of primary
interments can vary from this alleged norm, with DNA signatures of
both ‘locals’ and incomers represented. Whether and how these ritual
practices were employed in strategies of integration or distinction is
hence something that needs to be investigated in each case.

Our case studies also document the formation and re-formation of

identities as an integral part of migration processes, as people who are
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mobile and those around whom they settle are confronted with new or
differing habits and values, and rearrange social relations and power
structures accordingly. Indeed, such processes may be much more
important while on the move. As people come together to form
migrating groups, internal differences can be suppressed for the benefit
of creating a new, shared identity that takes its origin in the migration
itself and fuses various traditions. As noted above, there is a tendency in
European archaeology to see ethnic identities as stable and as premises
for migration, or as something that forms after a migration event is
concluded. But, as we have already suggested with reference to the Early
Medieval Migration Period (see Chapter 2, Identifying migrants and
migrant identities’), as well as the Pacific and the north-west European
Neolithic (Chapter 3), it seems ethnic identities may often also emerge
along the way.

At the small scale, our case studies caution against the equation of
individual social status and power, and indeed, to return to Hannah
Arendt (1970; see Chapter 2), of power and violence. Our foray into the
early colonial situation around the Great Lakes showed that low-status
individuals, such as captives and victims of violence, can be powerful
social agents in situations of contact, especially in their ability
(sometimes cultivated as a survival strategy) to adapt culturally and
quickly learn languages. Particularly at initial contact, where boundaries
could be blurry and loyalties confused, situations of coexistence and
mutual accommodation, as well as conflict, would have been frequent.
Whether multi-ethnic, composite communities like Shamokin could
become viable models for new ways of living together depended on the
capacity of individuals to negotiate relations of power in interpersonal
settings. Yet, in the longer term, the presence of a wider colonial
endeavour with extremely unequal means of asserting authority
eventually cut this trajectory short in the Americas.

The process developed very differently in the central European
Neolithic, although narratives have often been biased towards violent
men as agents of history - horse-riding, Indo-European-speaking

raiders, whose dominant position is reflected in an enforced conversion
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to their language and social conventions among those they encounter.
Our case studies, by contrast, showed the power of adopted or captured
women and children or pragmatic farmers and their role in shaping
what became social reality. This regular, small-scale interaction is the
crucial social infrastructure that creates large patterns of gene flow and
population movement. Further, we emphasize the likely multilingualism
of these past individuals, not just to highlight the variable power
dynamics that emerge in acts of translation and border-crossing, but
also to push back against totalizing models of migration and language
change. Even where those violent men, hereditary rulers or exogenous
push factors do play a role in a given migration process at the broad
scale, the results cannot be understood without reference to individual
positionality, relationships, access to resources and local power
dynamics.

Being able to focus simultaneously on these different scales is an
underutilized strength of archaeological model building, in which
broad narratives are made up of tiny, well-studied fragments. If we want
to understand migration, we can and should also look at that social
process through the lens of children, women, slaves and other people
who have played a marginal role in our narratives so far, but all of whom

had potential impacts on cultural change (e.g. Cameron 2013).

Consequences for our understanding of migration

For many decades, Neolithic Europe was presumed to be a world of
small-scale, highly regionalized and somewhat isolated communities
whose way of life persisted with few local innovations for centuries or
millennia (as critiqued by Robb 2014: 27-8). The recent focus on the
two large-scale horizons of genetic influx, one at the beginning and one
near the end of the Neolithic period, has not fundamentally changed
this picture. Rather, two somewhat isolated waves — tsunami-like in
their impact — are separated by a long, almost eerie calm. Here, we have
harnessed a range of case studies to explore the prevalence of mobility,
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interconnection and migratory practices. In choosing to highlight the
political dimension of migration, we have re-oriented our perspective
towards a bottom-up focus on dynamic aspects of identity formation,
interpersonal and inter-community relationships and individual
experiences of complex social processes. In this section, we will outline
the significance of this approach for both the continuities and the
innovations we see at different times and places in Neolithic society.

Three main points can be made. The first is that what are described
as big-picture, continental patterns usually result from an accumulation
of many diverse events and processes taking place at the regional level
and involving many equally diverse individuals and communities.
Second, we must examine identity formation processes during migration
events in greater detail. As we have seen across our case studies,
integrating local and newcomer is potentially a crisis point, and much
hinges on the shape these relations take. Migrating groups may need to
work hard to create a functional social unit from diverse members,
while much effort - often, but not always involving elaborate ritual
sequences — accompanies interaction between existing and new
settlers. Third, in spite of claims to the contrary, archaeological models
often remain biased to the ‘victors’’ point of view, according most
agency to the violent and out-of-the-ordinary while neglecting the
many smaller-scale interactions in which the subaltern, too, leave their
mark on events.

Adding this sense of politics can make a big impact even on
established case studies. To illustrate this, we return briefly to our rough
sketch of the migration and mobility patterns of the Linearbandkeramik
and the new consensus model outlined in Chapter 2,’A migration event
in search of politics - the Linearbandkeramik] rethinking it through the

lens of politics.

Fractal logics: the LBK finds politics

According to the current consensus, the earliest LBK expansion, which

effectively displaced local hunter-gatherers, may have proceeded
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according to a kind of founder rank expansion, where migration itself
was a status-enhancing behaviour. In the middle and later LBK, this
situation is said to have changed completely and migration became a
crisis response, undertaken by either lower-status groups within
settlements or in the form of individual migrations, such as wife-
exchange. High status is supposedly associated with those (mainly males)
who remain in the location of their birth (see Chapter 2, A migration
event ..., for references). However, this model explains only part of the
data. Introducing a perspective attentive t