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Abstract: We discuss in this paper the importance of the banana plant in prehistory, its
origins and evolution. The use of multidisciplinary approaches has contributed to our
understanding of this valuable economic crop though there are still many areas not understood
in its entirety. Specifically, the archaeological record has provided limited evidence of Musa
sp. and identifications to species level are still problematic. There are several
archaeobotanical studies that offer reliable identifications and interpretations such as Kuk
Swamp in New Guinea and Nkang in Cameroon. It is through the continuous developments in
the fields of botany, genetics, linguistics and archaeology that a more comprehensive
understanding will be achieved of the history of the world’s most important fruit.
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Export statistics for 2009 have 70% of the world’s banana exports coming from the

Americas, specifically Caribbean or Latin American countries (FAOSTAT) and yet, the

banana is known to originate from Southeast Asia. A long history of domestication and

diffusion by humans has made the banana the most important traded fruit in the world market

in volume terms. Total exports for the banana in 2009 reached more than 18 million tonnes

with the potato lagging behind at 10 million tonnes. The exported variety is predominantly the

‘Cavendish’ banana although it represents less than 15% of the total world production. Most

of the fruit produced around the world is locally consumed (Table 1).

-insert Table 1 here-

It is a fruit of great diversity because of a complex domestication process involving

intra-specific & inter-specific hybridisations and somatic mutations with a history that is still

being unravelled by botanists, geneticists, linguists and archaeologists (De Langhe et al.,

2009). The banana underwent several stages of domestication as it was exploited, cultivated

and translocated over the course of several millennia across many distinct geographical and

cultural areas. In fact, when domestication began is still unknown but based on

multidisciplinary evidence the first stage of domestication is estimated to be more than 4500

years ago (De Langhe et al., 2009; De Langhe and de Maret, 1999). However, cultivation is a

precursor to domestication and there is evidence from New Guinea indicating a minimum age

of 6500 years ago for cultivation (Perrier et al., 2011).

As it is today, the banana was an important economic plant in prehistory. It belongs to

the Musa genus which provides many products with economic uses, the most important being

the edible fruit eaten raw or cooked. As a food crop bananas are highly productive and require

fewer labour inputs than most tropical forests crops, such as yams (Vansina, 1990). However

the banana plant may have been valued for uses other than food. Those non-culinary uses may

originally have been what attracted humans to exploit and domesticate it and not its food

value (De Langhe et al., 2009; Kennedy, 2009a; Vrydaghs et al., 2003). It therefore follows

that initial human selection was not necessarily towards the cultivation of seedless bananas

but in time, the banana developed parthenocarpy and the seeds were suppressed making the

fruit appetising. Parthenocarpy is a domestication trait of the banana, although it may occur in

some wild forms of Musa acuminata (Simmonds, 1962). Parthenocarpy refers to the
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development of fruit without the need for pollination whereas the loss of female fertility

renders the fruit seedless. Bananas with seeds are not necessarily wild though the term

‘cultiwild’ is used to define them (De Langhe et al., 2009). Such plants can also be regarded

as facultatively parthenocarpic, in which seedless fruits are produced without pollination due

to lack of suitable, nearby pollen donors and timing (McKey et al., 2012).

Kennedy (2009a) published an extensive list of products derived from the banana

plant (also, McClatchey, 2000). These prominently include cordage such as derived from

cultivated Musa textilis or Manila hemp, but available from other Musa spp. This is

highlighted by the fact that the early Chinese term for banana, jiao, refers to a fibrous plant,

suggesting original familiarity with southern Chinese Musaceae as fibre sources (Fuller and

Madella, 2009). Other uses include wrapping material from leaves, wax used in batik cloth

production in Indonesia from Musa acuminata, medicine, ornamentation and ceremonial

offerings. The leaves make useful fodder, and especially in south China and adjacent

Southeast Asia leaves of all wild Musaceae are reported as pig fodder. In terms of human

consumption there are varied regional traditions, such as pickling of young fruits in Southeast

Asia, the use of the pseudostem as a vegetable in India or candied, and the production of dried

banana chips and flours in Africa (McClatchey, 2000). In most regions the male flower or bud

is also used as a vegetable. Bananas are also ingredients for catsup, and wine in some parts of

Southeast Asia and used for beer, prominently in East Africa (Karamura et al., 1998) and

occasionally as an additive to cereal-based beers in tribal northeast India (Subbaraya, 2006).

A plant with such multiple uses would have surely made humans actively search for the

banana in tropical forests and cultivate it, eventually taking it with them when they travelled

where further hybridisation would have occurred.

Banana cultivation is normally by vegetative reproduction, required in seedless

domesticates. Each banana “tree” is really a tall herbaceous perennial, which normally dies

after fruiting, but which is reproduced by clonal suckers produced at the base of the

pseudostem near the ground (Figure 1). These suckers normally flower and fruit within a year

(9-14 months, sometimes under six months), thus making for annual or semi-annual cropping

cycles (Heslop-Harrison and Schwarzacher, 2007; McClatchey, 2000). These can be collected

and transplanted, or transported as long as they are not allowed to dry out, aided by trimming

off leaves. The banana belongs to the genus Musa of the family Musaceae, which also

includes the Asian and African genus Ensete, and the Yunnan and Vietnamese species of
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Musella. Musaceae is a tropical group with most taxa, and most banana cultivation restricted

to latitudes below 30 degrees (McClatchey, 2000). The genus Musa is subdivided into three,

four or five sections depending on which taxonomic treatment one follows (Table 2).

-insert Table 2 here-

We will continue to refer to the section Eumusa as such and not as Musa to avoid

further confusion (cf. Kennedy, 2009b). This paper will trace the domestication of bananas of

the section Eumusa only because this section is responsible for the majority of the

domesticated cultivars or what are referred to as common edible bananas, including starchy

“plantains” (De Langhe, 2009).

DISTRIBUTION AND ECOLOGY

The primary diversity of the genus Musa is all of mainland and island Southeast Asia

with the northwestern boundaries in the south of China, east India and Sri Lanka and

southeastern boundaries encompassing the island of New Guinea, eastern Melanesia and the

northern part of Queensland, Australia (De Langhe et al., 2009; Kennedy, 2009a). There exist

outliers in Pemba Island, Samoa and Hawaii though these are probably anthropogenic

translocations (De Langhe, 2009; Simmonds, 1962). The sections of the genus Musa have

more delineated distributions but the Eumusa section covers the same geographical

distribution of the entire genus except eastern Melanesia. Furthermore, the two species largely

considered the progenitors of the edible banana (Musa acuminata and Musa balbisiana) are

from the Eumusa section and their natural distributions have roughly a north-south divide

with an overlapping area for both species found in the north of mainland Southeast Asia

(Figure 2). Musa balbisiana forms an arch spanning from north Vietnam, Yunnan, north

Myanmar and through northeast India to the hills of eastern India (Orissa), with disjunct

populations in Sri Lanka (Fuller and Madella, 2009; cf. De Langhe ,2009).

Musa is a genus that thrives in disturbed tropical environments prompting Simmonds

(1962) to refer to bananas as ‘jungle weeds.’ It is a pioneering plant that is normally found in

man-made habitats because these are the most disturbed surroundings. It does not tolerate

very low temperatures and poor drainage but does well in the open sun and moisture-rich

areas (Simmonds, 1962). Because it is an understory plant, but only moderately shade-

tolerant, it does not fare well with competition from other plants and will give way to trees



6

that grow to form the forest canopy. The weediness of Musa together with their utility lead to

human translocation of these taxa, making determining true wild distributions complex. The

endemic Musella lasiocarpa of Yunnan, for example, may have few, if any, true wild

populations left, but it is maintained widely in garden cultivation, as fodder and as part of

Buddhist temple gardens by various ethnic groups in Yunnan; its starchy pith is also eaten and

fermented (Koshbakht and Hammer, 2009; Liu et al., 2003; Long et al., 2008).

An unresolved issue is the extent Musa balbisiana populations are anthropogenic and

the result of ancient translocation. For example, De Langhe and de Maret (1999) only allow

for true wild M. balbisiana from Sikkim/Assam through south China and the northern

Philippines. De Langhe (2009) has explicitly hypothesised that balbisiana in peninsular India

and Sri Lanka represents human translocation, as does that in New Guinea (De Langhe and de

Maret, 1999; Perrier et al., 2011). The assessment here, however, accepts true wild status for

populations in Orissa (eastern India) and Sri Lanka (Figure 2). This is takes into account the

habitats in which these plants occur, including those distal from human settlement and

obvious human disturbance or encouragement, and comparison with general biogeography of

disjunct distributions across many taxa. Patterns of disjunction in moist tropical taxa between

Sri Lanka and southwesternmost India and Assam, sometimes with populations in the hills of

Orissa, is widespread in plants (see Asouti and Fuller, 2008), including forest dominants such

as Dipterocarps (Dipterocarpus, Hopea, Shorea; Asouti and Fuller, 2008). Archaeological

evidence is also taken into account for early exploitation (~35,000 BP) of Musa in Sri Lanka

and the lack of any archaeological suggestion of Pleistocene human dispersals from Southeast

Asia/Assam (regions of Hoabhinian technology) to Southern India/Sri Lanka (regions of early

microlithic tool traditions). Nevertheless, there are certainly anthropogenic extensions to the

range of M. balbisiana both in western India and within Assam, where leaves are extensively

used, for example as plates (Subbaraya, 2006). Explorations in Southeast Asia suggest that M.

balbisiana in northern Thailand occurs from entirely anthropogenic habitats (Simmonds,

1956).

The archaeological sites Mafilau and Uripiv Island in Vanuatu illustrate the

relationship between anthropogenic disturbance and the banana. Musa sp. phytoliths are

present in stratigraphic layers following deforestation in these two sites. Presumably, the

forest was cleared for horticulture and the existence of Musa sp. phytoliths shows it was one

of the pioneering plants. The banana phytoliths were found in the post-Lapita layers (2800-
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2500 BP) in Mafilau and the Lapita layers (3000-2700 BP) in Uripiv but not in earlier layers

representing a human introduction of a previously unknown plant into the Pacific as part of

their horticultural economy (Horrocks et al., 2009). A further example where the banana

forms part of the forest regrowth is provided by the presence of Musaceae-type phytoliths in

layers after ash deposition in the island of Garua, Papua New Guinea (Lentfer and Torrence,

2007).

DOMESTICATION OF MUSA

As mentioned above, there are several sections for the genus Musa. However, edible

bananas only come from sections Australimusa with a basic chromosome number of 10

(2n=20) and Eumusa with a basic chromosome number of 11 (2n=22). The distribution of

wild Australimusa, also known as the Fe’i group, falls within the Pacific region including the

Philippines and the island of New Guinea (De Langhe et al., 2009; Sharrock, 2001). The Fe’i

cultivar was probably domesticated in the Solomon Islands with the wild progenitor being

Musa maclayi (De Langhe and de Maret, 1999; Simmonds, 1956). But other authors believe

domestication may have occurred in the New Guinea region although are unclear as to the

progenitors (MacDaniels, 1947; Sharrock, 2001). Kennedy (2009b) cites that wild species do

exist in New Guinea and considers that it may be the original centre of domestication. The

modern distribution of Fe’i bananas remains limited to the Pacific extending to Hawaii and

Tahiti (Sharrock, 2001).

The other section Eumusa shows a complicated domestication process with two

species, Musa acuminata (AA genome group) and Musa balbisiana (BB genome group),

being the main progenitors of common edible bananas. Extensive genetics research has now

been conducted and informs some of the finer points regarding wild progeny and stages of

domestication (Perrier et al., 2011). As discussed above, the natural distribution of the wild

species is extensive though it is generally accepted that the edible banana was originally

domesticated in the main centre of diversity, New Guinea, from Musa acuminata ssp. banksii

(De Langhe and de Maret, 1999; Perrier et al., 2011; Vrydaghs et al., 2003). Subspecies

banksii has been identified as a key contributor to the first stages of domestication, of

‘cultiwild’ bananas, as it is the wild ancestor of many triploid cultivars including the East

African AAA Highland bananas and the AAB West African and Pacific plantains (De Langhe

and de Maret, 1999; Perrier et al., 2011).



8

There were several stages of domestication. The first and key process to domestication

was edibility or the transition from wild to edible diploids (Perrier et al., 2011; Simmonds,

1962). The second stage of domestication involved the development of edible triploids from

the edible diploids (Perrier et al., 2011). In the first stage of domestication, intra-specific

hybridisations occurred between Musa acuminata subspecies to develop edible acuminata

diploids (AA). Perrier et al. (2011) believe this event to have taken place during the Holocene

in island Southeast Asia, including New Guinea, and was brought about by human

interactions. They further hypothesize three contact areas for the development of

domesticated parthenocarpic AA varieties (Figure 2: AxA): 1) the southern contact area with

the hybridisation of banksii of New Guinea and zebrina/microcarpa from Java; 2) the eastern

contact area between New Guinea and the Philippine errans; and 3) a northern/western

contact area with contributions from malaccensis or microcarpa from Borneo and northern

mainland Southeast Asia and errans from the Philippines.

As explored by McKey et al. (2012) a distinction needs to be drawn between

facultative parthenocarpy, and true parthenocarpy in which flowers are sterile and incapable

of seed production. Most diploid acuminata seedless bananas are presumably facultatively

parthenocarpic, which means that occasional cross-pollination and production of seeds may

occur (also, Kennedy, 2009b). This would have played a role in maintaining diverse adaptive

potential within acuminata. This lead McKey et al. (2012) to question the widespread

assumption (e.g. Heslop-Harrison and Schwarzacher, 2007) that cultivated bananas derive

entirely from parhenocarpic mutants encountered in the wild. Cross-pollination also provided

the pathways to extra adaptability of polyploid (AAA, AAAA) and hybrid genomes (AB,

AAB, ABB). There are even rare cultivars that appear to involve hybrids with other species,

such as M. textilis (AAT, ABBT) and M. schizocarpa (AS) (Heslop-Harrison and

Schwarzacher, 2007). Favoured varieties of these hybrid parthenocarps could then be clonally

propagated, with additional variation arising by somatic mutation. Within Africa, for

example, such vegetation mutations and clonal propagation is thought to account for much of

the diversity across AAB plantains (De Langhe et al., 1995).

The second stage of domestication was the development of triploidy. The majority of

domesticated bananas today are triploids. Edible AA underwent further human selection,

producing the AAmlali type and underwent hybridisation with other AA cultivars, resulting in
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modern AAA cultivars, including the ‘Cavendish’ (Perrier et al., 2011). Other triploids

emerged when Musa balbisiana (BB) and cultivated AA bananas came into contact. This

probably occurred both by the spread of cultivated AA bananas into regions with wild BB,

but also through anthropogenic expansion of BB. Such hybridisations gave rise to AAB and

ABB types of bananas. The AAB hybrids include the plantain which flourishes in Africa

today and the Maia maoli/Popoulu found all across Polynesia. There were probably multiple

centres where hybridisation and somatic mutations occurred and hence allowing for such

diversity (Figure 2: AxB). Based on genetic comparisons of viral DNA in cultivated hybrid

bananas and Musa balbisiana in Thailand, Aung et al. (2010) concluded that some AxB

hybridisation likely took place in northern Thailand, although the M. balbisiana here probably

represented anthropogenic translocation from regions to the North. Subbaraya (2006) has

similarly concluded that hybridisations in India are likely, and indeed the high diversity of

hybrid types in this region would tend to support this but genetic studies are needed. Sri

Lanka has played an important role in caching genetic diversity of several Indian Ocean

dispersals, and long traditions of wild Musa use bring it into consideration as another region

for hybridisation. It has been suggested that AAB ancestors of African plantains arose in an

area encompassing the Philippines and New Guinea, while New Guinea to the Bismarck

archipelago is the suggested origin for the Polynesian plaintain (De Langhe, 2009; De Langhe

and de Maret, 1999; Perrier et al., 2011).

The linguistic evidence similarly supports the case for hybridisation by suggesting

distinct geographical sources for the two etymologies of banana (Donohue and Denham,

2009). The first one, *muku, is derived from the New Guinea region. It is in New Guinea that

we find the greatest diversity in both banana terminology and in hybrids indicating

considerable time depth in Musaceae use. The other one is the Austronesian, *qaRutay,

originated in the Philippines and spreading southwards into the New Guinea region,

paralleling the postulated anthropogenic spread of the BB bananas. The historical linguistic

reconstruction by Donohue and Denham establishes routes of diffusion of these words similar

to those which botanists believe apply to the spread of the banana. From New Guinea, the

terms move west and further east. The linguistics evidence in New Guinea indicates pre-

Austronesian origins for banana terms in New Guinea even in areas that predominantly have

Austronesian languages (Perrier et al., 2011). This implies the survival of banana terms dating

from prior to Autronesian dispersal into New Guinea, which carried language and Musa

balbisiana.
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Elsewhere in Asia, linguistic evidence suggests much later establishment of

introduced banana cultivation. In China, written sources indicate that banana cultivation was

present in southernmost areas (Guangdong) by ca. AD 300 (Fuller and Madella, 2009;

Reynolds and Fang, 1940). Dravidian linguistics fit with a similar period for introduction of

significant banana cultivation (broadly around 2000 BP), since four root words are found in

different sub-groups of Dravidian. This is contrasted by earlier linguistics and

archaeobotanical evidence for earlier introduced cultivars, such as African millets, mango,

and even sandalwood (Fuller and Madella 2009). In northern India, Prakrit referred to

cooking bananas as (Hindi kela), derived from the Austronesian *qaRutay (Perrier et

al., 2011). Derivatives of have been adopted into minority Mundari languages of

eastern India, such as in the hills of Orissa. This suggests that despite being Austroasiatic

immigrants presumably from the Assam region (Fuller, 2003; van Driem, 2011), they did not

bring banana cultivation, nor as far as we can tell anthropogenic M. balbisiana, with them.

Meanwhile a South Dravidian word series and is plausibly derived from the

*baRat series of words from the Philippines, Borneo and mainland Southeast Asia (cf. Perrier

et al., 2011). Other branches of Dravidian have terms of unknown origin, as is the northern

Indian Sanskrit and related terms (from which derive Arabic mauz and our botanical

Musa), apparently primarily for sweet bananas (Fuller and Madella, 2009). A medieval

dispersal of sweet banana cultivars from India into China is suggested by Tang dynasty

references to mao-che (Schafer 1967).

Some history can be inferred from this mix of banana terms. The presence of a Pali

term, implies knowledge of bananas between ca. 500 and 0 BC, as it is not clear how early

Pali texts were codified and written down (cf. Salomon, 2006). The Sanskrit term probably

suggests roughly a similar date. Reference to pala in Pliny (Plin. Nat. 12. 12), written ca. 78

AD but referring to reports from the time of Alexander (ca. 325 BC), also points to cultivation

in northern India by the second half of the first millennium BC. This generally points to an

earlier establishment of banana cultivation in northern India than in the South. At the same

time the arrival of some Southeast Asian introductions, such as Areca, coconut and

sandalwood into Proto-South Dravidian perhaps as early 1300 BC (Fuller and Madella, 2009),

would suggest that bananas were not cultivars that were available or of interest during the

earliest phase of translocations across the Bay of Bengal between ca. 1300 and 400 BC

(Fuller et al., 2011).



11

This diversity of banana etyma across India is suggestive of multiple introductions at

different times and by different routes. The diversity of banana cultivar genomes in India

would fit with numerous introductions, presumably with local hybridisations between diploid

AA introductions as well as postulated hybridisation with South Asian BB genepools. It is

even possible that Sri Lankan AA contributed hybrids. Despite considerable genetic advances

in recent years, genetic sampling of South Asian wild and cultivated bananas has been

extremely limited.

FINDING BANANAS ARCHAEOLOGICALLY

There are various sources of evidence for the existence of Musa in archaeological

sites: seeds, phytoliths and starch grains. Seeds are generally found in the contexts where

wild, or ‘cultiwild’ and naturalised bananas were being consumed such as in foraging sites.

Otherwise, seeds will not be found in contexts where the banana is already domesticated and

forms part of a mode of subsistence such as vegeculture. This is because of the reduction in

seeds once the banana is domesticated. The advantage of finding seeds archaeologically is

that they are easier to identify to species level than phytoliths though as seen below seeds in

archaeological contexts are scarce. The mode of propagation for domesticated bananas is

vegetative and therefore, they do not leave archaeological traces such as seeds or pollen

(Vrydaghs et al., 2009), which makes the task of finding edible domesticated bananas in

prehistory a very difficult one for archaeobotanists. Accordingly, few sites claim Musa

remains. It is because of this taphonomic bias that most archaeological reports on bananas are

based on phytolith identification (e.g. Bowdery, 1999; Kealhofer, 2003; Mbida et al., 2001). It

is generally accepted that the Musaceae family produces distinctive phytoliths and the leaves

produce genus-specific morphologies described as volcaniforms, troughs or truncated cones

(Ball et al., 2006; Piperno, 2006; Horrocks & Rechtman, 2009). Furthermore, Lentfer has

been able to identify seed phytoliths belonging to Musa acuminata subsp. banksii and those

from Musa ingens belonging to the section Ingentimusa (Piperno, 2006). Trying to narrow

down phytolith identifications to wild or domesticated status and to species level is work in

progress (Ball et al., 2006; Vrydaghs et al., 2009). However, the use of phytoliths is still not

considered reliable generally and in discussions on cultivation, quantitative and distributional

analyses are used instead (Kennedy, 2009b; cf. Denham, 2005).
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Evidence of domesticated banana outside its natural area of diversity is considered a

proxy at the very least for human contact and in some cases for human migration (De Langhe,

2009; Horrocks et al., 2009; Mbida et al., 2001; Perrier et al., 2011; Vrydaghs et al., 2009).

The domesticated edible banana is by definition almost devoid of seeds. For this reason

finding Musa seeds archaeologically in areas where it is indigenous signifies that the find is

wild Musa. On the other hand, if the seeds are found outside the centre of primary diversity,

human beings must have been responsible for their introduction (De Langhe, 2009). However,

naturalised Musa will also yield seeds and these would be difficult to distinguish from true

wild bananas if found in the area of primary diversity. Two sites have reported banana seed

remains: Bird’s Head in New Guinea (Pasveer, 2003) and the upper levels (12,000-9300 cal.

BC) of the later Stone Age/microlithic site Beli-Lena in the wet zone of Sri Lanka (Kajale,

1989). The first site does not provide enough information on the banana finds to warrant

interpretation but in Beli-Lena, charred seed remains of both Musa balbisiana and Musa cf.

acuminata were found together with wild breadfruit (Artocapus nobilis) and Canarium

fragments (Kajale, 1989). The remains of the Musa seeds indicate the use of wild fruits by

foragers at this early period. Although De Langhe (2009) has hypothesized translocated Musa

from Assam to account for this evidence, this is more plausibly seen as confirming the true

wild status of Musa in Sri Lanka. These remains come from the latest levels of a site occupied

since at least 35,000 year ago, which shows continuity in lithic technology and occupation

(Perera et al., 2011), including geometric microliths which appear to be a cultural innovation

of South India and Sri Lanka around 35,000 BP (Petraglia et al., 2009). There is no

archaeological case to be made for immigration or trade from Southeast Asia/Northeast India

as this remote period.

In an archaeological context, one would expect to find a decrease in seeds in the

stratigraphic layers as one moves to later periods meaning banana domestication was en route

and selection for seed suppression was happening (De Langhe, 2009). However, we should

also bear in mind that there are species of Musa exploited for non-food uses which were

probably reasons for the manipulation and cultivation of bananas containing seeds. The early

sites Batadomba-lena and Kot Diji, discussed below, both suggest the use of Musa for non-

culinary purposes.

The earliest recorded anthropic use of Musa sp. comes from phytoliths found in the

Batadomba-lena rockshelter, Sri Lanka (Perera et al., 2011) during the Late Pleistocene. Musa
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sp. phytoliths show up as soon as human use of the rockshelter is recorded corresponding to a

date of 36,300-34,600 cal. BP. This adds further weight to inference of true wild Musa

populations in the Sri Lanka (against the anthropogenic hypothesis of De Langhe, 2009).

Interestingly, it is present together with breadfruit/jackfruit-type (Artocarpus sp.) phytoliths,

which is suggestive of a food use, especially when considered in light of the later macro-

remains from nearby Beli-Lena. However, the Musa phytoliths themselves comes from leaves

and co-occur with numerous palm frond (Arecaceae) phytoliths, which likely entered the site

as raw materials for mats, baskets, etc. It is possible that Musa sp. in this rockshelter was

being consumed as food but, alternately, it is also probable that like the palm remains found

in this same site, it had other uses, such as wrappers made from the banana leaf. A hypothesis

suggesting an ulterior use of Musa sp. has previously been proposed by Fuller and Madella

(2009) regarding the Musa leaf phytoliths found in Kot Diji, Pakistan dating to 1900-2000 BC

or earlier (the Harappan period). It is suggested by them that Musaceae plants, either Musa or

Ensete, were cultivated during the Harappan period as a source of fibre or raw materials (e.g.

paper, wrappers, etc). However, the presence of edible Musa cannot be entirely discounted in

the site of Kot Diji and this could point to a very early introduction of the domesticated

banana from island Southeast Asia (Fuller and Madella, 2001; Lejju et al., 2006).

The oldest evidence for cultivation of banana plants lies in New Guinea, the region

where AA diploids were domesticated. The excavations at Kuk Swamp in the Highlands of

Papua New Guinea yielded Musa phytoliths in several phases. The phase prior to ca. 10200

cal. BP probably signifies wild banana. The phytoliths corresponding to the period between

10200-9910 cal. BP to 6950-6440 cal. BP have been interpreted as belonging to a mixed

cultivation regime involving swidden (Denham, 2005). Finally, in Phase II (6950-6440 cal.

BP) Musaceae phytoliths occur in higher frequencies than the previous phases and has been

interpreted as indicative of banana cultivation (Denham, 2005; Perrier et al., 2011). The

banana seeds found in Sri Lanka may be older but they suggest consumption of the fruit but

not manipulation of the plant, and therefore not cultivation. Phytoliths matching seed and leaf

phytoliths of Musa acuminata spp. banksii were also found in the early Holocene layers of

Kuk Swamp which indicate that this diploid has a long history of anthropic manipulation

which was ultimately brought into domestication. Musa starch grains have also been found in

Kuk Swamp (Denham, 2005). These finds in New Guinea predate any known contact with

Southeast Asia and is an important reaffirmation on the origins of domesticated banana and

that any possible inter-specific hybridisation with Musa balbisiana via Austronesian speakers
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would have happened at a much later period circa 1350 cal. BC (Denham et al., 2004). The

sites Yuku and Reber-Rakival are two other sites in Papua New Guinea which yielded Musa

sp. phytoliths. The banana evidence in Yuku dating to ca. 3200 cal. BC is interpreted as part

of a subsistence regime including other plants such as yam whereas in Reber-Rakival dating

to 450 BC to AD 600 is presumed to be cultivated (Horrocks et al., 2008; Lentfer & Green,

2004).

Although it is hypothesised by some authors that the BB group was introduced into

New Guinea via the Austronesian expansion from Taiwan into the Philippines and eastern

Indonesia and onward to New Guinea (De Langhe and de Maret, 1999; Perrier et al., 2011),

there is still no hard archaeological evidence to prove this. This may be because of a general

lack of archaeobotanical enterprise rather than nonexistent Musa sp. in Southeast Asian

prehistoric sites (Castillo and Fuller, 2010). There are only a few sites in Southeast Asia

where phytolith analysis has been conducted and in some of these, Musa sp. phytoliths have

been found. The situation in China for the evidence of Musa is even more difficult to interpret

because even though there have been more phytolith studies conducted in China than in the

whole of Southeast Asia, the focus is on rice and millet cultivation in regions well north of

traditional banana cultivation (Fuller and Madella, 2009). In fact, there is only one known

Chinese site with Musa-type phytoliths, the mid to late Holocene Poyang Lake (Zhao and

Piperno, 2000). The phytolith study forms part of an environmental reconstruction, and the

Musa-type phytoliths presumably pertain to wild Musaceae that grow in the upper river

catchments to the south of the lake.

The earliest find in mainland Southeast Asia is at Gua Chawas, a rockshelter located

in the Malay Peninsula where phytoliths were found in layers belonging to the Hoabinhian,

Neolithic and Orang Asli periods (Bowdery, 1999). Like the cave sites from South Asia, the

Musa found in the lowest levels at Gua Chawas, dating to the Hoabinhian period circa 10,000

BP, are in all likelihood, wild bananas. At what point, the bananas in this site are the

domesticated variety is difficult to establish. The phytolith study at another site situated in the

Thai-Malay Peninsula, Nong Thalee Song Hong, dating to 5000 BP indicates a mix of

economic plants including Musa sp., Oryza and the palms Areca and Cocos (Kealhofer,

2003). The case of Nong Thalee Song Hong suggests forest management through periodic

burnings and disturbance (Kealhofer, 2003). And although the presence of Musa phytoliths

may sometimes be indicative of human exploitation if properly quantified and qualified, it
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definitely does not suggest domestication. Like in Nong Thalee Song Hong, palm phytoliths

were also found in the same layers as banana phytoliths in the two Laotian open sites, Lao

Pako and Ban Ang, prompting one to question whether these plants were occurring together

in the wild as opposed to being the result of direct human management. Both bananas and

many palm taxa thrive in disturbed soils. Lao Pako in the Mekong floodplain and Ban Ang

(The Plain of Jars) are two Iron Age sites in Laos dating to approximately 300 BC to AD 300

(Bowdery, 1999). Though it is inferred that rice agriculture was taking place in both sites,

there is no indication that the Musa sp. phytoliths were domesticated even if it would seem

likely that at such a late period there was already cultivation and management of economic

plants in the mainland other than rice.

BANANAS OUTSIDE THE AREA OF PRIMARY DIVERSITY

If banana phytoliths are found within the area of primary diversity, it is difficult to

know whether the plant was wild or domesticated, and whether humans played a role at all in

its location. However, the inverse holds true. When Musa has been discovered in areas where

it is not endemic, it is through human interaction that we find the banana translocated and so

is directly associated with agriculture (Perrier et al., 2011). The evidence of Musa sp. in the

two sites Mafilau (800-400 BC) and Uripiv Island (1000-700 BC) in Vanuatu show the

dispersal of the banana east of New Guinea through human movements (Horrocks et al.,

2009). Humans travelled even further east and by 1300 AD Musa together with another

introduced crop, the sweet potato (Ipomoea batatas), were under intensive cultivation in the

Kona Field System of Hawaii (Horrocks & Rechtman, 2009). The Musa phytoliths and sweet

potato starch grains were found in high concentration numbers in the archaeological contexts

suggesting intensive cultivation.

Wild Musa do not occur in Africa or the Americas and it can therefore be inferred that

the banana arrived in both these continents in its domesticated form. The most widely

discussed evidence of Musa outside its area of origin comes from Africa (Figure 3). The

modern distribution suggests three waves of bananas, including highly diversified African

Plantains (AAB) in west and central African rainforest regions, later a highland adapted AAA

banana around the Great lakes of Africa up to Ethiopia, and a diverse range of genomes

around the southeast coastal regions and Madagascar, designated the “Indian Ocean

Complex” (De Langhe et al., 1995). The diversity of AAB plantains has led to the hypothesis
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of an early introduction, perhaps as early as 3000 BP, to allow for diversification (De Langhe

et al., 1995). It has even been suggested that the arrival of plantains in west-central Africa

caused an agricultural and demographic revolution which drove the expansion of speakers of

Bantu-languages (Blench, 2009; Murdock, 1960). The linguistics evidence, however, does not

appear to be a straight case of dispersal of crops with a single term but displacement of one

regional term by another (Vansina, 1990). Bananas are often seen as part of the Southeast

Asian trio, including Asian yams and taro (Blench, 2009; Fuller et al., 2011). Other authors,

however, have pointed to later introductions to Africa, such as related to the Austronesian

settlement of Madagascar ca. 500 AD (e.g. Simmonds, 1962), and Islamic era trade (e.g.

Watson, 1983). However, given the modern distribution of genome types, it seems more

likely that the Arab/Swahili era trade, and Madagascar-connected Malay trade (after 600 AD)

should be linked with the “Indian Ocean complex” and a similarly diverse range of banana

types found in the Arab world in Oman and Egypt. Still a mystery is whether the AAA

highland types evolved from some of these introductions within Africa or have precursors

somewhere in tropical Asia. Dessicated peel remains of banana dating to the Arab trading ear

have been recovered from Quesir al-Qadim on the Red Sea coast (van der Veen, 2011).

One archaeological site has produced evidence to support this early dispersal. At the

site of Nkang in Cameroon phytoliths of Musa were found in two archaeological pitfill

contexts dated by radiocarbon on other materials to the mid-first millenium BC (Mbida et al.,

2001). The proper identification of phytoliths to the genus Musa was done using qualitative

morphological studies on modern reference material of the African indigene Ensete and the

introduced cultivar Musa, which allows separation of the volcaniform phytoliths (Figure 1).

This evidence ostensibly provides evidence of human contact via the Indian Ocean at a very

early date as well as cultivation of bananas in Africa as early as 2500 years ago (Mbida et al.,

2001). Furthermore, it is still not completely understood how the spread of bananas to west

Africa actually took place. It is likely to have taken place via the Indian Ocean corridor with

one hypothesis suggesting a trans-African route from the east coast of Africa into west Africa

and another suggesting circumnavigation (Blench, 2009; De Langhe, 2007; Fuller et al.,

2011). Nevertheless, systematic sampling for phytoliths at two contemporary or later sites in

southern Cameroun, which have produced evidence for pearl millet macro-remains, has failed

to turn up bananas. On the basis of this negative evidence and ecological arguments for the

region the Nkang evidence has been questioned (Neumann et al., 2012). Indeed, the phytoliths

themselves are not directly dated, and the possibility of intrusive material from later periods is
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difficult to exclude. Ideally additional sites of this period are needed to reaffirm the Nkang

evidence.

Another site with problematic reported early banana is the Munsa swamp, where a

pollen core also reported banana phytoliths (Lejju et al., 2006). Banana phytoliths were

reported from both lower strata and upper strata in the core, with dates associated with the

lower strata of 3600 and 4500 BP. One of difficulties in interpreting this evidence, however,

is a hiatus in sedimentation, in which radiocarbon dates jump from 3600 BP to 900 BP over

the depth of around 20cms, and in which there is no pollen and almost no phytoliths. This

implies that the swamp may well have dried out and sediment mixing is highly likely.

Therefore lowermost phytoliths can only be unambiguously dated to before 900 BP. Over the

past 900 years the core also includes micro-charcoal suggesting use of fire in landscape

management. This indicates that banana cultivation was established in Uganda since at least

1100 AD. However, some of the published banana phytolith images from this site have also

been critiqued so even amongst the earliest examples there is room for some doubt (Neumann

and Hildebrand, 2009). Awaiting more sites with evidence, these data suggest that at least

over the past 500 years (the uppermost levels) and perhaps for more 1000 years banana

cultivation was carried out near Munsa, to the northwest of Lake Victoria.

In West Africa, the Portuguese would have first encountered the banana in the 15th

century, and they introduced it to the Canary Islands, where there was a nascent sugar

industry worked by enslaved Africa populations (Carney and Rosomoff, 2009). From here the

banana was introduced to Santo Domingo in the Caribbean in 1516. It was in this period that

Portuguese borrowed the word banana from a West African language. The establishment of

bananas in New World agriculture can be seen as part of a larger process of the translocation

of African crops, often accompanying slave ships containing African populations familiar

with their cultivation (Carney and Rosomoff, 2009).

Bananas found in tropical America are mostly AAB African plantains suggesting that

most arrived by this trans-Atlantic route (Vrydaghs et al., 2003). However, the AAB Maia

maoli/Popoulu type is found in the west of South America possibly signifying some

translocations from Polynesia, but it is not clear if these are pre-Columbian or relatively late

in time (Vrydahs et al., 2003; Simmonds, 1962). While Langdon (1993) suggested that the

banana reached Latin America in Pre-Columbian times, from Polynesia more than 2000 years
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ago, this remains unconfirmed. There is as yet no archaeological evidence relating the arrival

of bananas in the New World.

On the whole evidence for bananas outside of tropical Asia is sketchy. There are a

number of lines of evidence that point to prehistoric introductions to Africa more than 2000

years ago as well as historic era introductions during the early Islamic era. Evidence in Asia is

little better, and while the New Guinea origins of AA cultivars seems clear, most of the

dispersal through Asia (China and India) is framed only by minimal ages of around 2000

years ago, provided by historical sources. As one of the world’s most important crops, and

with potential to identify bananas archaeologically, there is a gap that can be filled in by

further archaeological research.

Acknowledgements

The doctoral research of CC, on the archaeobotany of SE Asia is supported by a studentship

of AHRC. Research by DF on crop translocations in and around the Indian Ocean is being

carried out in conjunction with the ERC-funded ‘SEALINKS’ project. We acknowledge

fruitful discussions on banana genetics and history with E. De Langhe, P. de Maret, X.

Perrier, T. Denham, L. Vrydaghs, N. Boivin and M. Wollstonecroft, although they cannot be

held responsible for any opinions expressed in this contribution. DF also acknowledges

Mukund Kajale and Rabi Mohanty for many fruitful discussions on Indian prehistory,

archaeobotany, and opportunities to explore firsthand the botany of Orissa.



19

References

Argent GCG. 1976. The wild bananas of Papua New Guinea. Notes from The Royal Botanic
Garden, Edinburgh, 35:77-114.

Asouti E, Fuller DQ. 2008. Trees and woodlands of South India: Archaeological perspectives.
Left Coast Press, Walnut Creek.

Aung B, Kongsawadworakul P, Somana J, Swangpol S. 2010. In search for the origins of
Musa balbiasiana-genome containing bananas using their endogenous viral sequences. Thai
Journal of Botany 2:215-220.

Ball T, Vrydaghs L, Hauwe IVD, Manwaring J, Langhe ED. 2006. Differentiating banana
phytoliths: wild and edible Musa acuminata and Musa balbisiana. Journal of Archaeological
Science 33:1228-36.

Blench R. 2009. Bananas and plantains in Africa: re-interpreting the linguistic evidence.
Ethnobotany Research and Applications 7:363-80.

Bowdery D. 1999. Phytoliths from Tropical Sediments: Reports from Southeast Asia and
Papua New Guinea. Indo-Pacific Prehistory Association Bulletin 18:159-68.

Carney J, Rosomoff RN. 2009. In the Shadow of Slavery. Africa’s Botanical Legacy in the
Atlantic World. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Castillo C, Fuller DQ. 2010. Still too fragmentary and dependent upon chance? Advances in
the study of early Southeast Asian archaeobotany. In: Bellina-Pryce B, Pryce TO, Bacus E,
Wisseman-Christie J, editors. 50 Years of Archaeology in Southeast Asia: Essays in Honour
of Ian Glover. Bangkok: River Books. p 90-111.

Chiu H-L, Shii C-T, Yang TYA. 2011. A new variety of Musa iterans (Musaceae) in Taiwan.
Novon 21:405-412.

De Langhe E. 2001. Banana diversity in the Middle East (Jordan, Egypt, Oman). INIBAP.

De Langhe E. 2007. The establishment of traditional plantain cultivation in the African rain
forest: a working hypothesis. In Denham TP, Iriarte J, Vrydaghs L, editors. Rethinking
Agriculture: Archaeological and Ethnoarchaeological Perspectives. Left Coast Press, Walnut
Creek. p 361–370.

De Langhe E. 2009. Relevance of Banana Seeds in Archaeology. Ethnobotany Research and
Applications. 7:271-81.

De Langhe E, de Maret P. 1999. Tracking the banana: its significance in early agriculture. In:
Gosden C, Hather J, editors. The prehistory of food. Appetites for change. London:
Routledge. p 377-96.



20

De Langhe E, Swennen R, Vuylsteke D. 1995. Plantain in the early Bantu world. Azania 29–
30:147–60.

De Langhe E, Vrydaghs L, de Maret P, Perrier X, Denham T. 2009. Why Bananas Matter: An
introduction to the history of banana domestication. Ethnobotany Research and Applications
7:165-77.

Denham TP. 2005. Envisaging early agriculture in the Highlands of New Guinea: landscapes,
plants and practices. World Archaeology, 37(2), 290-306.

Denham T, Haberle S, Lentfer C. 2004. New evidence and revised interpretations of early
agriculture in Highland New Guinea. Antiquity 78(302):839-57.

Donohue M, Denham T. 2009. Banana (Musa spp.) Domestication in the Asia-Pacific
Region: Linguistic and archaeobotanical perspectives. Ethnobotany Research & Applications
7:293-332.

FAOSTAT: www.faostat.fao.org/default.aspx (accessed January 29, 2012)

Fuller DQ. 2003. An agricultural perspective on Dravidian Historical Linguistics:
Archaeological crop packages, livestock and Dravidian crop vocabulary. In: Bellwood P,
Renfrew C, editors. Assessing the Languaging/Farming Dispersal Hypothesis. McDonald
Institute for Archaeological Research, Cambridge. p 191-213.

Fuller DQ, Madella M. 2001. Issues in Harappan Archaeobotany: Retrospect and Prospect.
In: Settar S, Korisettar R, editors. Indian Archaeology in Retrospect, Volume II. Protohistory.
New Delhi: Indian Council for Historical Research. p 317-90.

Fuller DQ, Madella M. 2009. Banana Cultivation in South Asia and East Asia: A review of
the evidence from archaeology and linguistics. Ethnobotany Research and Applications
7:333-51.

Fuller DQ, Boivin N, Hoogervorst T, Allaby R. 2011. Across the Indian Ocean: the
prehistoric movement of plants and animals. Antiquity. 85:544-58.

Heslop-Harrison JS, Schwarzacher T. 2007. Domestication, Genomics and the Future for
Banana. Annals of Botany 100:1073-1084.

Horrocks M, Rechtman RB. 2009. Sweet potato (Ipomoea batatas) and banana (Musa sp.)
microfossils in deposits from the Kona Field System, Island of Hawaii. Journal of
Archaeological Science 36(5):1115-26.

Horrocks M, Bulmer S, Gardner RO. 2008. Plant microfossils in prehistoric archaeological
deposits from Yuku rock shelter, Western Highlands, Papua New Guinea Journal of
Archaeological Science 35:290-301.

Horrocks M, Bedford S, Spriggs M. 2009. A short note on banana (Musa) phytoliths in
Lapita, immediately post-Lapita and modern period archaeological deposits from Vanuatu.
Journal of Archaeological Science 36:2048-54.



21

Kajale MD. 1989. Mesolithic exploitation of wild plants in Sri Lnaka: Archaeobotanical study
at the cave site of Beli-Lena. In: Harris DR, Hillman GC, editors. Foraging and Farming: The
Evolution of Plant Exploitation. London: Routledge. p 269-81.

Karamura E, Frison E, Karamura DA, Sharrock S. 1998. Banana production systems in
eastern and southern Africa. In: Picq C, Fouré E, Frison EA, editors. Bananas and Food
Security. INIBAP, Montpellier. p 401-412.

Kealhofer L. 2003. Looking into the Gap: Land Use and the Tropical Forests of Southern
Thailand. Asian Perspectives 42(1):72-95.

Kennedy J. 2009a. Bananas and People in the Homeland of Genus Musa: Not just pretty fruit.
Ethnobotany Research & Applications, 7, 179-197.

Kennedy J. 2009b. Bananas: Towards a revised prehistory. In: Fairbairn AS, Weiss E, editors.
From Foragers to Farmers: Studies in Honour of Gordon C. Hillman. Oxford: Oxbow. p 190-
204.

Khoshbakht K, Hammer K. 2010. Threatened Crop Species Diversity. Tehran: Shahid
Beheshti University Press.

Langdon R. 1993. The Banana as a Key to Early American and Polynesian History. The
Journal of Pacific History 28(1):15-35.

Lejju BJ, Robertshaw P, Taylor D. 2006. Africa’s earliest bananas? Journal of Archaeological
Science 33:102-113.

Lentfer C, Green RC. 2004. Phytoliths and the evidence for human cultivation at the Lapita
Reber-Rakival site on Watom Island, Papua New Guinea. In: Attenbrow V, Fullager R,
editors. A Pacific Odyssey: Archaeology and Anthropology in the Western Pacific. Papers in
Honour of Jim Specht. Records of the Australian Museum Supplement 29. Australian
Museum, Sydney.

Lentfer C, Torrence R. 2007. Holocene volcanic activity, vegetation succession, and ancient
human land use: unraveling the interactions on Garua Island. Review of Palaeobotany
and Palynology 143:83-105.

Lescot T, Ganry J. 2010. Plaintain (*Musa *spp.) cultivation in Africa: a brief summary of
developments over the previous two decades, in Proceedings of the International Conference
on Banana and Plantain in Africa, eds. T. Dubois, Acta Horiculturae 879. International
Society for Horticultural Studies.

Long C, Ahmed S, Wang X, Liu Y, Long B, Yang C, Shi Y, Li X, Guo R. 2008. Why
Musella lasiocarpa (Musaceae) is used in Southwest China to Feed Pigs. Economic Botany
62:182-186.

Liu AZ, Kress WJ, Long CL. 2003. Customary Use and Conservational Attention to Musella
lasiocarpa (Musaceae): A Monotypic Genus Endemic to China. Economic Botany
57:279–281.



22

MacDaniels LH. 1947. A study of the Fe’i banana and its distribution with reference to
Polynesian migrations. Bernice P. Bishop Museum Bulletin 190. Honolulu, Hawaii.

Mbida C, Doutrelepont H, Vrydaghs L, Swennen RL, Beeckman H, Langhe ED, Maret Pd.
2001. First archaeological evidence of banana cultivation in central Africa during the third
millennium before present. Vegetation History and Archaeobotany 10:1-6.

McClatchey WC. 2000. Bananas and Plantains. In: Kiple KF, Ornelas KC, editors. The
Cambridge World History of Food. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. p 175-181.

McKey DB, Elias M, Pujol B, Duputié A. 2012. Ecological approaches to crop domestication,
In: Gepts P, Famula TR, Bettinger RL, Brush SB, Damania AB, McGuire PE, Qualset CO,
editors. Biodiversity in Agriculture. Domestication, Evolution, and Sustainability. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. p 377-406.

Murdock GP. 1960. Staple Subsistence Crops of Africa. Geographical Review 50:523-540.

Neumann K, Hildebrand E. 2009. Early bananas in Africa: the state of the art. Ethnobotany
Research and Applications 7:353–362.

Neumann K, Bostoen K, Höhn A, Kahlheber S, Ngomanda A, Tchiengué B. 2012. First
farmers in the Central African rainforest: A view from southern Cameroon. Quaternary
International 249:53-62.

Pasveer JM. 2003. The Djief hunters. 260,000 years of lowland rainforest exploitation on the
bird's head of Papua, Indonesia. Leeuwarden: STIP Stensilwerk.

Perera N, Kourampas N, Simpson IA, Deraniyagala SU, Bulbeck D, Kamminga J, Perera J,
Fuller DQ, Szabó K, Oliveira NV. 2011. People of the ancient rainforest: Late Pleistocene
foragers at the Batadomba-lena rockshelter, Sri Lanka. Journal of Human Evolution 61:254-
269.

Perrier X, Langhe ED, Donohue M, Lentfer C, Vrydaghs L, Bakry F, Carreel F, Hippolyte I,
Horry J-P, Jenny C, Lebot V, Risterucci A-M, Tomekpe K, Doutrelepont H, Ball T,
Manwaring J, Maret Pd, Denham T. 2011. Multidisciplinary perspectives on banana (Musa
spp.) domestication. PNAS 108(28):11311-8.

Petraglia M, Clarkson C, Boivin N, Haslam M, Korisettar R, Chaubey G, Ditchfield P, Fuller
D, James H, Jones S, Kivisild T, Koshy J, Lahr MM, Metspalu M, Roberts R, Arnold L. 2009.
Population increase and environmental deterioration correspond with microlithic innovations
in South Asia ca. 35,000 years ago. PNAS 106(30):12261-6.

Piperno DR. 2006. Phytoliths: a comprehensive guide for archaeologists and paleoecologists,
Lanham: Altamira Press.

Reynolds PK, Fang CY. 1940. The banana in Chinese literature. Harvard Journal of Asiatic
Studies 5:165-181.

Salomon R. 2006. Recent discoveries of early Buddhist manuscripts and their implications for
the history of Buddhist texts and canons, In: Olivelle P, editor. Between the Empires. Society



23

in India 300 BCE to 400 CE, Oxford: Oxford University Press. p 349-382.

Schafer EH. 1967. The Vermillion Bird. T’ang images of the South. University of California
Press, Berkeley.

Sharrock S. 2001. Diversity in the genus Musa: focus on Australimusa. INIBAP Annual
Report 2000:14-9.

Simmonds NW. 1956. Botanical results of the banana collecting expedition 1954-5. Kew
Bull. 11(3):463-89.

Simmonds NW. 1960. Notes on Banana Taxonomy. Kew Bull. 14(2):198-212.

Simmonds NW. 1962. The evolution of the bananas, London: Longmans.

Subbaraya U. 2006. Farmers’ Knowledge of wild Musa in India. FAO, Rome.

Van der Veen M. 2011. Consumption, Trade and Innovation: Exploring the Botanical
Remains from the Roman and Islamic Ports at Quseir Al-Qadim, Egypt. Africa Magna
Verlag, Frankfurt.

Van Driem G. 2011. The ethnoliguistic identity of the domesticators of Asian rice. Comptes
Rendus Palevol. Published on-line: doi:10.1016/j.crpv.2011.07.004

Vansina J. 1990. Paths in the Rainforests. Toward a History of Political Tradition in
Equatorial Africa. London: James Curry.

Vrydaghs L, Swennen R, Mbida C, Doutrelepont H, Langhe ED, Maret Pd. 2003. The Banana
Phytolith as a Direct Marker of Early Agriculture: A Review of the Evidence. In: Hart DM,
Wallis LA, editors. Phytolith and Starch Research in the Australian-Pacific-Asian regions: the
State of the Art. Canberra: Pandanus Books, Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies,
The Australian National University. p 177-85.

Vrydaghs L, Ball T, Volkaert H, Houwe Ivd, Manwaring J, Langhe ED. 2009. Differentiating
the Volcaniform Phytoliths of Bananas: Musa acuminata. Ethnobotanical Research and
Applications: 7:165-77.

Watson AM. 1983. Agricultural Innovation in the Early Islamic World. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Wu D, Kress WJ. 2000. Musaceae. In: Zheng YW, Raven PH, editors. Flora of China. Vol. 24
(Flagellariaceae through Marantaceae), Science Press, Bejing and Missouri Botanical Garden
Press, St. Louis. p 297-318.

Zhao Z, Piperno DR. 2000. Late Pleistocene/Holocene Environments in the Middle Yangtze
River Valley, China and Rice (Oryza sativa L.) Domestication: The Phytolith Evidence.
Geoarchaeology: An International Journal 15(2):203-22.



24

Region Total Production Quantity in
tonnes (2009)

Total Export Quantity in tonnes
(2009)

Africa 11,213,336 570,611
Americas 26,604,039 13,114,652
Asia 56,077,267 2,161,101
Europe 392,914 2,475,570
Oceania 1,529,071 209

WORLD 95,816,627 18,322,143

Table 1: Total production and export quantities of bananas by region. Oceania includes
Australia, New Zealand, Melanesia, Micronesia and Polynesia. (Source: FAOSTAT).
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Kennedy 2009b De Langhe et al. 2009
Sharrock 2001
Denham et al. 2011

Argent 1976 Simmonds 1960, 1962

Musa Eumusa Eumusa Eumusa (or Musa)
Rhodochlamys Rhodochlamys Rhodochlamys

Callimusa Callimusa Callimusa Callimusa
Australimusa Australimusa Australimusa

Ingentimusa Ingentimusa undetermined (but
includes M. ingens, M.
lasiocarpa & M. beccarii)

Table 2: Examples of authored papers dividing the genus Musa into sections.
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Figure Legends

Figure 1. A banana plant and some of its archaeologically recoverable parts (seeds and
phytoliths), with Ensete types for comparison. Main plant image is after Luigi Balugani in
James Bruce’s (1790) Travels to Discover the Source of the Nile, fruit is after Rheede’s
(1963) Hortus Malabaricus; Ensete seed is from La Maout and De Caisne (1873) A General
System of Botany, Descriptive and Analytical, while Musa seed was sketched by DQF.
Phytoliths in situ is from a photograph of UCL reference collection (courtesy of Alison
Weisskopf); detailed phytolith morphtypes are after Mbida et al. (2001).

Figure 2. Map of early Asian bananas, indicating the distribution of selected wild taxa, and
maximal northern and western limits of wild Musaceae taxa in Asia. The core area of Musa
acuminata ssp. banksii is indicated within the greater range of M. acuminata. Probable
distribution of true wild M. balbaisana is differentiated from anthropogenic extensions of M.
balbisiana range (BBant). Plausible regions of hybridization between different AA genomes
(AxA) and AA and BB genomes (AxB) are indicated. Selected archaeological and
palaeoenvironmental sites, mentioned in the text, are numbered: 1. Kot Diji; 2. Beli Lena; 3.
Batadomba Lena; 4. Gua Chawas; 5. Nong Thalee Song Hong; 6. Lao Pako; 7. Ban Ang/
Plain of Jars; 8. Poyang Lake; 9. Yuku; 10. Kuk Swamp; 11. Island of Garua; 12. Reber-
Rakival, Watom Island. Distribution in South Asia from Fuller and Madella 2009.
Distribution in China through Taiwan from Wu and Cress 2000; Chiu et al. 2011. For
Thailand see Simmonds 1956; Elsewhere, after Perrier et al. 2011; De Langhe and de Maret
1999.

Figure 3. A map of banana cultivation in Africa and Arabia, indicating the broad geographic
genomic divisions. Archaeological sites mentioned in the text are numbered: 1. Nkang,
2.Bwanbe-Sommet 3. Abang Minko’o; 4. Munsa; 5. Quesir al-Qadim. Areas of staple crop
and important crop status are from Murdock (1960), while outlier cultivation has been
augmented from Westphal 1975; Watson 1983; De Langhe 2001; Karamura et al. 2008;
Cavendish production in Sudan is reported by Lescot and Ganry (2010). Genomic banana
types follow De Langhe et al. 1995; Karamura et al. 1998; AAMlali is after Perrier et al.
(2011).








