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CURRENT ANTHROPOLOGY Vol. 18, No. 3, September 1977 
? 1977 by The Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological Research 

Continuity and Local Evolution in the 

Neolithic of South China: A Non- 

Nuclear Approach 

by William Meacham 

THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The Holocene prehistory of South China has generally been 
reconstructed and interpreted in a general framework based on 
major developments known or theorized to have occurred 
elsewhere in East Asia and beyond. Traditionally, attention 
has been centered on the Hwang Ho Basin-Central Plains of 
North China (where Shang civilization eventually emerged in 
the 2d millennium B.C.) as the source of much Neolithic 
technology which later appeared in the South. More recently, 
attempts have been made to reconsider and recast the position 
of South China in the light of the discovery, in mainland 
Southeast Asia, of the existence of developed Neolithic and 
Bronze Age cultures in the 4th (or 5th?) and 3d (or 4th?) 
millennia B.C., respectively. 

The thesis to be pursued in this paper is that, on the contrary, 
South China Neolithic prehistory can be most profitably 
investigated with very little reference to the material cultures of 
other areas. Such an approach would focus mainly on man- 
land relationships, environmental changes, previous culture 
history, and, most important, the forces and potentialities 
within the Neolithic cultures themselves as the most probable 
stimuli of culture change. It is proposed that when develop- 
ment can be reasonably linked with such agencies, either 
through partial data or more hypothetically, a generally more 
credible interpretation arises than would be one linked with 
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external cultural stimuli (movement of peoples or ideas). The 
sine qua non of this approach would of course be the assumption 
of an unbroken line of human habitation in the region and an 
ongoing technological innovation, unless or until compelling 
evidence to the contrary is forthcoming. 

For South China, there would probably now be general 
agreement that the region did see considerable autonomous 
development of material cultures. Indeed, present data suggest 
that, by the 4th millennium B.C. at least, and probably several 
millennia earlier, the region had already become a distinctly 
heterogeneous cultural area, with fluid interchange of ideas 
and a mosaic of clustering cultural traits. The inference would 
be that such a cultural configuration came about largely 
through local evolution marked more by continuity than by 
discontinuity, but producing through temporal and spatial 
depth a considerable variety of local traditions. An attempt 
will be made below to demonstrate the theoretical viability and 
potential of such assumptions for the reconstruction of South 
China prehistory. Until the hypotheses and interpretations 
generated from an assumed local evolution have manifestly 
failed to accommodate the data, speculative reconstructions 
positing significant diffusion or migration into the area cannot 
be other than ill-founded and will prove very likely to require 
drastic revisions with small variations in the patterns of evi- 
dence. 

This proposed first order of basic assumptions (or working 
axioms) might be expressed in the following statements: 

1. The Neolithic in South China (ca. 10,000-1500 B.C.) was 
a period of culture diversity and marked culture change. 

2. Most of the cultural evolution of this period owed its 
stimulus to forces generated within the cultures of the area, 
rather than to external impetus. 

3. The use of a model assuming local evolution is likely to 
lead to profitable lines of investigation and interpretation. 

Available evidence indicates, to me at least, that both the 
first and the second statement (while not necessarily interre- 
lated) are true, in which case the third follows inexorably. 
However, the a priori use of a "local-evolution model" to 
frame the data from a given area, site, or culture and investi- 
gate its horizontal (contemporary trans-areal) and vertical 
(antecedent) relationships would provide evidence either to 
justify or to discontinue the use of the model itself. The revela- 
tion of a series of "oblique" relationships would naturally 
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require the adoption of an alternate (e.g., diffusionist) frame- 
work; on the other hand, a seemingly isolated culture or trait 
could not be taken as intrusive until the prior culture sequence (if 
any) in the area was known. A simple "local-until-proven-alien" 
approach of this sort would nonetheless put much of the 
culture history of South China in a different perspective. 

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Certainly, to many archaeologists, this approach and related 
basic assumptions must seem simple and straightforward 
enough, not out of line with standard working hypotheses 
often made for other areas. Neolithic South China has, how- 
ever, almost universally been seen as a cultural cul-de-sac, or 
at best as a thoroughfare along which the great migrations 
passed. Most of the literature, including much published within 
the last ten years, is now outdated-not, ironically, in the data 
summarized, local sequences, or immediate interpretation 
thereof, but in the broader interpretive approach. It is surpris- 
ing and disconcerting to find, in rereading the writings of even 
the last few decades, how little consideration is given to the 
modest possibility that artifact styles or distinctive cultural 
assemblages might have originated without external catalysts 
in the very area where they were found. 

To cite a single example, one of the first suspected "Middle 
Neolithic" sites to be discovered in South China (the S-0-N 
site in eastern Kwangtung [Maglioni 1938]) has been seen as a 
residual colony of the first great wave of Mongoloid migration 
into the South, a settlement of the Aryan invaders from the 
West who eventually brought civilization to China, or a far- 
flung outpost of the Lungshanoid expansion from the Hwang 
Ho Basin. It now appears that S-0-N belongs to a cultural 
horizon widespread on the southern coast that evolved with 
virtually no recognizable major influence from other areas. 
With the benefit of hindsight, it might well be argued that 
much sterile speculation was generated in the grand schemes 
precisely because of a propensity to look for (and find!) 
nonlocal rather than local origins and hence sweeping move- 
ments of people/culture. 

The first 50 years of archaeology in the Far East (especially 
China) have been heavily dominated by theories of transconti- 
nental migrations or diffusions; further, prehistorians have 
tended to trace the main Neolithic and Bronze Age innovations 
or populations to a single progressive center. The field is 
littered with relics of reconstructions along these lines, based on 
massive cultural importation, elaborated into labyrinthine 
ebbs and flows, and eventually found to be inoperative and 
quietly dropped. At the risk of overworking the metaphor, it 
might be said that speculative approaches of this nature con- 
stitute a "cultural layer" in East Asian archaeology, dating 
from ca. 1920. It is becoming increasingly apparent, however, 
that the tendency to envisage great migrations or out-flowings 
of culture from a single "progressive area" has seen its heyday; 
its demise will perhaps be fixed in the 1970s, when radiocarbon 
dating came to be widely used in the Far East. 

A brief "excavation" of some of the conclusions put forward 
on the South China Neolithic will illustrate the degree to which 
nuclear (mainly North China-centered) models have domi- 
nated the interpretation of Chinese prehistory. It must be 
noted beforehand, however, that this view grew up partially 
in reaction to a nuclear (Near East-centered) view of the origin 
and spread of civilization. Chinese civilization was seen by some 
scholars to have derived from the West primarily because, on 
the basis of what little was known or surmised of the Chinese 
"Neolithic" (many doubted its very existence), it was not 
believed that such a developed, literate, urban, bronze-making 
civilization could have sprung therefrom. This "Western- 
origins theory" of Chinese civilization disappeared rapidly 
from the literature as the North China Neolithic became better 

understood and rightly finds no serious proponents today. 
Another nuclear hypothesis was, however, brought forward to 
take its place-that of a once-only "Neolithic revolution" 
which occurred in and emanated from the Near East. "Begin- 
ning some 8 or 9000 years ago in its cradleland [agriculture 
and Neolithic technology] took between 3000-4000 years to 
reach Western Europe on the one hand, China on the other" 
(Hawkes 1963:219). 

This and other extreme diffusionist views find diminishing 
support today, and it is here suggested that, regarding develop- 
ment within the Neolithic, the North China nuclear-diffusionist 
model is well on its way to the same fate, for much the same 
reasons. Migrations or large-scale movements of culture from 
the nuclear area have been postulated partly on the basis of an 
apparent gap in the cultural sequence: "In view of the rarity 
of antecedent cultures in some of these regions [east and south- 
east], and their total absence in others, we suspect that their 
[Neolithic] cultures were in the main brought from the Central 
Plains area by migrant populations" (Chang 1968:133). With 
the early stages of development within the South China 
Neolithic now better known archaeologically, such hypothesized 
movements of people or culture are much less viable. Further, 
there is accumulating evidence to indicate that many traits 
once attributed to an invention in or stimulus from the nuclear 
area did, in fact, appear independently (if not earlier) in other 
areas. Nuclear-orbital models have generally not been con- 
structed to take sufficient cognizance of the innovations un- 
doubtedly taking place in the "marginal" areas, and very 
little theoretical attention has been devoted to the possibly 
centripetal forces which might have revolved around, and 
created, as it were, a cultural center. Rather, not only have 
virtually all the "progressive" and developmental forces been 
concentrated within the nuclear area at a specific point in 
time (e.g., in the formative period of Shang culture), but by 
definition the nuclear area existed over a much longer time 
and owed its existence more to geographical than to cultural 
factors. "The Yangshao culture as a whole was a product of 
the loess highlands" (Ho 1975:40). 

The nuclear approach to Chinese and East Asian prehistory 
found a favorable response for other, less theoretical reasons. 
South China, like other regions contiguous to the North, has 
generally been in its cultural shadow, constantly influenced by 
major developments there, often reeling under the impact of 
its emigrations, throughout much of recorded history; would 
it be unexpected that such a pattern had become established 
in late prehistoric times as well? "The most numerous and 
best-known [Neolithic sites in the Far East] are in the Yellow 
Earth lands of Kansu, Shensi, Shansi, and Honan. This central 
plain was, indeed, the cradle of Chinese civilization" (Hawkes 
1963:235). A view of the North China loess plains as the 
developmental center of the "Chinese" Neolithic, with neigh- 
boring regions in sluggish if not beleaguered train, seemed 
(seems) a not unreasonable extrapolation, which has appeared 
to receive support from the intensive archaeological work 
carried out in that area. Undoubtedly, these predispositions 
have been partly responsible for the fact that no major recon- 
struction of Chinese prehistory to date has actually posited an 
indigenous development of agriculture and Neolithic technology 
within South China itself, in spite of good archaeological and 
environmental evidence ready to lend itself thereto. 

Parenthetically, it is of interest that an analogous atmosphere 
prevailed in Japanese archaeology until the first C'4 dates of 
ca. 8000-9000 B.C. were reported (in 1960-65) for Jomon 
pottery. "Most Japanese archaeologists, conditioned as they 
[were] over the years to look to China for the source of all 
major ancient inventions . .. believed that pottery-making had 
been introduced from the continent" (Kidder 1968:17) by 
4000 B.C. at the earliest. It was only when a series of dates had 
virtually ruled out cultural importation (from, at least, any 
known pottery culture on the mainland) that Jomon could be 
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Meacham: LOCAL EVOLUTION IN SOUTH CHINA NEOLITHIC viewed in its proper chronological and developmental perspec- 
tive. Whether or not the ultimate idea of pottery was itself a 
local invention, it now seems highly likely that most (if not all) 
of the major elaborations, and regional and temporal variations, 
in the broad Jomon horizon arose from internal stimuli. 

From the time of Heine-Geldern's (1932) first major recon- 
struction of East Asian prehistory, it was firmly believed that 
the Neolithic inhabitants of South China had come in waves 
from the North. Heine-Geldern's initial mass movement 
brought the Mongoloid "Round-axe (Walzenbeil) people" into 
vast areas of Southeast Asia theretofore only sparsely inhabited 
by hunting-gathering peoples at a Paleolithic grade of tech- 
nology. For decades thereafter, even into the 1960s, this view 
on the origins of the Southeast Asian Neolithic has held sway; 
according to van Heekeren (1967, cited in Duff 1970:23), from 
the Late Paleolithic down to ca. 4000-3000 B.C., "cultural 
standards remained unchanged over thousands of years.... 
the Mesolithic tribes might have continued their food-gathering 
economy indefinitely if it was not for the rather sudden explo- 
sive migration of mongoloids from the north who introduced 
agriculture, stock-breeding, the new techniques of stone 
polishing, pottery manufacture and the art of weaving." 

The considerable increase of archaeological fieldwork and 
data in China from 1949 to 1965 did little to alter the basic 
thinking on the early cultures and peoples in the South. 
Cheng (1966a:128) held that the Mesolithic survived there 
well into the period of Neolithic innovation in northern and 
central China. Because of geographical barriers, Neolithic 
cultures supposedly filtered into the area only rather late in the 
period and did not undergo any significant indigenous develop- 
ment. "The present data indicate that South China had a 
rather simple culture, and was comparatively quiet, in Late 
Neolithic times" (Cheng 1966b:38). According to Watson 
(1961:48-56), China in Neolithic times was divided into "the 
Yangshao and Lungshan cultures and a more primitive 
tradition in southeast China." Small groups of pioneer farmers 
settled among southern tribes whose technology and subsistence 
"had advanced little beyond that of their paleolithic forebears." 
Agriculture, the li tripod, and the stone reaping knife had 
spread from the Central Plains to form the basis of the south- 
eastern Neolithic. However, "such peripheral and belated 
communities [as there were] had no contribution to make to the 
advance of Chinese civilization. Cultural progress was in- 
separably linked with the destinies of the Central Plain.. 
(emphasis added). 

In probably the most widely known (outside China) re- 
construction of Chinese prehistory, Chang (1963, 1968) postu- 
lated a nuclear area of technological innovation in the Central 
Plain-Hwang Ho Basin. The domestication of plants and 
animals, and thus the foundation of the Neolithic in China, was 
laid to the Mesolithic hunter-fishers of the North, who first 
entered the food-producing stage. The Upper Paleolithic 
hunting-gathering subsistence patterns of the South (the 
Hoabinhian cultures) were then transformed into "sub- 
Neolithic cultures" with the introduction of certain techniques 
(ceramics and polished stone), but these native cultures 
"gradually diminished in size and importance and eventually 
perished to make room for the on-coming immigrant farmers 
from the North" (1963:50). This explosive movement of 
people-the "Lungshanoid expansion"-out of the nuclear 
area mainly into the Yangtze Basin and south coastal regions, 
was "unmistakably associated with rice cultivation" and 
brought fully Neolithic cultures into South China and beyond. 
Sorensen (1967) suggested that the hypothesis of a transconti- 
nental migration of a band of Lungshanoid farmers, possibly 
within a single generation, was supported by the evidence from 
Ban Kao, Thailand. 

With the Early Neolisthic and Lungshanoid diffusions, a 
north-to-south pattern of culture movement was in Chang's 
view established; subsequent instances included the rise of the 

Geometric Pottery horizon under the impact of Shang civiliza- 
tion and the emergence of Bronze Age cultures in the South 
from Eastern Chou contacts (Chang 1968:439). Regional 
culture sequences and chronologies have thus been closely tied 
to the hypothesized waves of diffusion and the ease or difficulty 
of communication between nuclear and orbital areas. "The 
fall of the Shang dynasty to Chou conquerors and the destruc- 
tion of Anyang . .. [followed by] the failure to receive fresh 
stylistic and technological inspiration from the North seems 
to have contributed to the slow decline and eventual extinction 
of the Hunan bronze industry" (Kane 1974-75:85). Such has 
been the climate of opinion that one proponent of the nuclear 
interpretation, writing in a popular publication, could seriously 
entertain the notion that "if culture only travels south, and 
there is evidence to support the theory, then [the local Geo- 
metric culture] cannot antedate the end of Shang" (Qu 
1973:50). 

New data, especially the recent discovery and C 4-dating of 
a number of new Neolithic and bronze cultures in Southeast 
Asia, raise perhaps insurmountable difficulties for many of 
the former diffusionist interpretations. On the other hand, one 
shudders to imagine that a massive "turning of the guns" on 
the old diffusionists has begun. Solheim (1967, 1972) has 
proposed that the focus of progressive development was in 
mainland Southeast Asia as early as 10,000 B.c.-a period when 
the first domestication of plants and animals was taking place 
and technological advances were originating in, and emanating 
from, the Late Hoabinhian. The Yang-shao and Lungshanoid 
in North China thus owed much or most (respectively) of their 
impetus to the Hoabinhian. The main culture flow continued in 
this direction until ca. 2000 B.C., "by which time the centre of 
progressive development had moved to North China" (Solheim 
1967:902). Bayard (1975b), while allowing for a much greater 
mutual interchange between regions and the likelihood of 
multiple nuclear areas, would likewise have the main flow of 
ideas moving from south to north prior to 2000 B.C., north to 
south thereafter. The presence of Late Hoabinhian assemblages 
at Hsien-jen-tung in south-central China has been taken 
(Aigner 1974:35) to "suggest that the direction of diffusion of 
agricultural technology was from south to north in China." 
The Yang-shao has been interpreted as having much in com- 
mon with, and perhaps owing much to, the Ban Chiang-Non 
Nok Tha painted pottery of the 5th and 4th millennia B.C. 
(van Esterik 1973:189-92), while the direction of movement 
in the Lungshanoid "expansion" has been reversed, raising the 
possibility that "one or more of the cultures of South China 
was the primary ancestor of Chinese culture" (Solheim 1973:25). 

The foregoing sampling of opinion and hypothesis is, clearly, 
not intended as a summary of current thinking on the position 
of the South China Neolithic. Many reconstructions have been 
dropped, others revised or recast entirely. (Indeed, Chang has 
rightly objected in these pages [1975:169] to the prospect of 
being forever harnessed to the North China nuclear origin for 
the Lungshanoid expansion.) The intention is, rather, to 
compare these views, as representative, carefully considered 
interpretations growing out of a nuclear-diffusionist approach, 
with hypotheses (current in the same period) arising from a 
theoretical outlook that stresses local evolution and parallel 
development. 

"SUCCESSFUL" APPLICATIONS OF A 
LOCAL-EVOLUTION MODEL 

Archaeologists and fieldworkers in China have generally been 
less inclined than others to postulate or put great emphasis on 
broad movements of people or culture in prehistoric times. 
While many of the diffusionist and North China-based chro- 
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nologies described above have appeared in the Chinese litera- 
ture, the possibility that a given culture derived from a locally 
developing cultural system seems nonetheless to have received 
more consideration there than in summaries by commentators 
in the West. Often the avenues of interpretation are purposely 
kept open, in the face of considerable similarity between 
systems and what would be, to the diffusionist, strong evidence 
of importation or impact from the more progressive area. 
There are certainly many reasons for this greater openness to 
parallel evolution as a viable hypothesis. One is perhaps the 
simple fact of being closer to the excavated material and its 
complex regional variations. Another may lie in the very birth 
of Chinese archaeology itself: the steadfastness with which a 
local-evolution model was maintained by many Chinese 
scholars in the face of the "Western-origins theory" has, of 
course, been exonerated many times over by the evidence 
uncovered in recent decades (Hsia 1960). Shang civilization is 
now firmly shown to have emerged at the end of a process of 
development which began in the Central Plains Yang-shao in 
the 5th millennium B.C. (summarized in Ho 1975). In a nuclear- 
area hypothesis, of course, development within the "nucleus" 
itself has been explained on an assumed local evolutionary 
scheme: "From Yangshao to Shang there is a solid sequence of 
cultural continuity, social development, and evolutionary 
change" (Chang 1974:36). 

Similarly, recent discoveries in North Vietnam (reviewed in 
Davidson 1976 and Long 1975) have revealed a largely auton- 
omous development of Neolithic and bronze technology (much 
earlier than previously believed) in the Red River Basin. The 
key phase in the rise of bronze metallurgy has been identified 
as the Phung-nguyen culture, which spans a period from 
Middle-Late Neolithic (ca. 3000-2000 B.C.?) to Early Bronze 
Age (2000?-1500 B.C.). Like that of China, mutatis mutandis, the 
North Vietnamese Bronze Age was held to have been derived 
from without, resulting from Warring States or Han contacts 
and thus not dating earlier than 500 B.C. Working rather on 
the premise of local continuity and development within the 
entire Red River drainage and contiguous coastal and moun- 
tain areas, Vietnamese archaeologists (Le van Lan, Ha van 
Tan, Pham van Kinh, Nguyen duc Ty; see the journal Kh'ao- 
co-hoc 1969-76) have identified a number of cultural and tech- 
nological traits which formed a distinctive tradition. It was on 
this indigenous base that Early Neolithic (Bacsonian. ca. 
8000 B.C.) Late Neolithic (Phung-nguyen), and eventually 
Bronze Age (Dong-son) cultures developed. Finally, many 
archaeologists have identified the early phases of Bronze Age 
society with the Hung-v'u'ong dynasty, heretofore considered 
a legendary entity, in what appears to be a remarkable modern- 
day reenacting of the authentication, by archaeology, of Shang 
as a historical dynasty. 

South China, of course, has not yet provided such dramatic 
revelations of an unknown protohistoric past, but it is also true 
that the area has not been nearly so intensively studied ar- 
chaeologically as have regions to the north and west. From the 
work which has been done to date, however, it is clear that 
South China was not a marginal area of "rather simple 
culture" in Neolithic times, while important advances were 
occurring elsewhere. Many writers seem to recognize, implicitly, 
the possibility of an independent evolution of Neolithic com- 
plexes in South China. Hsia (1963:177, emphasis added), for 
example, observes that "in the Yangtze Valley and along the 
southeastern coast, evidence of agricultural tribes leading a 
similar economic life [to that of the Central Plains Neolithic] 
but possessing a different culture has been brought to light." Even 
or some Late Neolithic or Chalcolithic assemblages categorized 
as "survivals" into early historic times, the question of dating, 
relating, and identifying the origins of these cultures is now 
held to be much more complex than previously supposed. 

Indeed, among the more interesting applications of a local 
vis-a-vis a diffusionist model in the South are the interpreta- 

tions (especially the estimated dating) of regional cultures 
belonging to the "protohistoric" Geometric Pottery horizon. 
The Hu-shu culture in the Yangtze Delta, under the very 
shadow of Shang civilization and sharing with it many ceramic 
and bronze traits, seemed a classic example of cultural advance 
brought about by Shang and then stronger Chou influence on 
a marginal population: "a mixture of North China neolithic 
elements [which] came under the influence of Shang and Chou, 
when the typical Hu-shu culture evolved" (Cheng 1963:146); 
"a development of the local Lung-shan sub-stratum under the 
continuous stimulation of Shang and Chou cultural impacts" 
(Chang 1968:248). A dating of Late Shang to Warring States 
was generally agreed upon for this culture. In a major study on 
Hu-shu culture, the authors (Tseng and Yin 1959:58, English 
abstract) also consider the possibility of Shang-Chou stimulus 
as an explanation for the rise of Hu-shu (and its implied dating 
of ca. 1100-500 B.C.); however, on an equal footing is the 
possibility of parallel development and open-ended dating: "it 
is equally possible that the two cultures [Shang and Hu-shu] 
developed independently for a very long period, during which 
time any resemblance between them was merely fortuitous." 
One maior site of Hu-shu culture is now C14-dated to 1540 
B.C. ? 90 (early phase) and 1195 B.C. + 105 (late phase).' 
There is thus a good indication that the formative period of 
Hu-shu culture was largely contemporaneous with Early Shang 
(i.e., early 2d millennium B.C.). 

In the far south, the pre-bronze, soft-pottery phase of the 
Geometric horizon has been estimated to be "either con- 
temporaneous with, or slightly earlier than, the Shang Dynasty 
of the Central Plains" (Mo and Yang 1961:665, translation and 
emphasis mine). It has also been considered likely that "Shang 
culture did not have much influence on the local [southeastern 
coastal] Geometric cultures" (Liang 1959:492, translation 
mine); the place of origin of the Geometric horizon has been 
suggested to lie in the coastal provinces of Kwangtung, Fukien, 
and Chekiang (Tseng and Yin 1963), well outside the sphere 
of Shang influence. These views on the probable indigenous 
origins of the Geometric horizon have been strengthened by a 
recent C 14 date of 2335 B.C. ? 95 from a site (Pao-ma-ling in 
Kiangsi) said to belong to the Lung-shan-Geometric transi- 
tional period. An (1972:42, translation mine) noted the 
association of the dated sample with a proto-Geometric 
pottery style which is "now shown to have appeared earlier 
[than previously estimated] and served as the foundation for 
the widespread Geometric horizon of southeast China." 

Perhaps the most strikingly "successful" application of a 
local-evolution model in the study of a regional culture has 
been in the evaluation of the "Lungshanoid" culture repre- 
sented by Ch'ing-lien-kang, in the Yangtze Delta. In general 
works, the culture has been seen as a southern manifestation of 
the classic Hwang Ho Lung-shan (late 3d millennium B.C.), 

with which it was largely contemporaneous (Archaeology of New 
China 1962); a "mixed" culture with Yang-shao and Lung-shan 
characteristics, thus contemporary with an early phase (ca. 
2500 B.C.) of the Honan Lung-shan (Chang 1968:132); and 
"a motley mixture of the three Huangho cultures [Yang-shao, 
Lung-shan, and Shang, thus constituting] a Neolithic survival 
in, the historic period" (Cheng 1966a:110). On the contrary, 
the excavators (see the journal Kao-ku Hsueh Pao, 1964-72) 
of one of the major Ch'ing-lien-kang sites (the lower level at 
Ta-tun-tzu) noted that the layer was overlain successively by a 
stratum of Liu-lin culture (a "mixed" Yang-shao-Lung-shan) 

1 Three lists of C'4 dates from China have been published as of 
10 v 76, in the journal Kao-ku 1972 (2, 4) and 1974 (5). (For 
summaries and commentaries in English, see Chang 1973, Barnard 
1975, Pearson 1975, Meacham 1976b.) The ages are reported first 
as calculated from a C14 half-life of 5,730 years and then as calcu- 
lated from a 5,570-year half-life; no dendrochronological calibra- 
tions are given. The C14 dates from China mentioned in this paper 
are those calculated on the 5,730-year half-life; those from other 
countries are calculated as reported (generally 5,570). 
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A study of the material indicated a high degree of continuity 
among the three layers, although each was considered to belong 
to a distinctive cultural phase. In addition to the stratigraphic 
evidence, a comparison of certain styles of ceramic painting 
with early Yang-shao types suggested to the excavators a 
remote relationship which they posited in space rather than in 
time. In an extraordinary judgement, certainly "going against 
the tide" of opinion at that time, the Ch'ing-lien-kang cultural 
level was assigned a dating "roughly contemporary with the 
Central Plains Yang-shao," then believed to date well into the 
4th millennium B.C. A C14-dated sample from the lowest level 
at Ta-tun-tzu was subsequently published as 3835 B.C. ? 105; 
another site (Sung-tse near Shanghai) of the same Ch'ing-lien- 
kang culture was dated to 3395 B.C. ? 105. The culture is thus 
assigned on firm grounds to the 4th (and probably late 5th) 
millennium B.c.-a fact which has caused considerable revising 
of larger interpretive schemes (Chang 1973:526) and contro- 
versy (Bayard 1975a, Chang 1975). 

The Ch'ing-lien-kang culture is now seen as a largely auton- 
omous development of the 4th (and probably 5th) millennium 
B.C., with a firm economic basis in rice agriculture and the 
raising of pig, sheep, cattle, and water buffalo (Wu 1973). 
But even with the revelations afforded by the C14 dates, there 
have been lingering attempts to pour the new data into old 
containers. Barnard (1975:43) refers to the Lungshanoid 
horizon as the result of a "Yang-shao expansion," while Chang 
(1973:527) suggests that the Lower Yangtze Lungshanoid, 
although dated earlier than in the nuclear area, "could still 
have come about . .. as the result of the strong and stimulating 
cultural impact from the Yang-shao Culture." Ho (1975:18) 
still holds the Yang-shao to be "the first full-fledged Neolithic 
culture in China [from which] major regional Lungshanoid 
cultures emerged." The C14 determinations, however, provide 
incontrovertible evidence of the contemporaneity of Yang-shao 
(4115, 3955, 3890, 3635, 3525, and 3280 B.C.) and Ch'ing-lien- 
kang (3835 and 3395 B.C.), a fact which leads inevitably to the 
conclusion that both cultures had by ca. 4000 B.C. evolved into 
distinctive entities, from antecedents as yet unknown. 

THE NEOLITHIC IN SOUTH CHINA 

ORIGINS 

A description as "Neolithic" is generally given by Chinese 
archaeologists for pre-metal-age cultures with pottery and 
edge-ground or polished tools-technological traits found in 
directly proportional relationship at many "Early Neolithic" 
sites in South China. The term is here employed with a similar 
denotation, and with the appended hypothesis that domestica- 
tion of some plants and animals, and in coastal areas the use of 
boats for extended sea travel, had also appeared in many of the 
cultures so designated. It is not proposed, however, that the 
origins and early diffusion tracks of these innovations are 
necessarily related; rather, the evidence at present suggests 
that each may have appeared singly in otherwise "Mesolithic" 
or "Late Paleolithic" cultures at the end of the Pleistocene. In 
a great arc from northeast to south to west around South 
China, the earliest known or claimed appearance of individual 
components of "Neolithic technology" reaches back to an 
antiquity undreamed of even two decades ago: edge-ground 
tools in Australia at ca. 23,000 B.P., pottery in Japan ca. 14,000 
B.P., domesticated plants (?) in Thailand between 10,000 and 
5000 B.C. It was probably the erratic spread and eventual 
overlapping of these elements, rather than an explosive 
"Neolithic revolution" in one or several nuclear areas, which 
gave rise to the classic Neolithic cultures of the Far East. 

The Early Neolithic of South China is thus only beginning 
to be interpreted in the time depth appropriate to it, with 

roots in the Late Pleistocene. Of the environmental changes 
which must have had a role in its development, it is likely that 
those with greatest bearing on the inter-flow of ideas and on the 
immediate adaptive necessities were most important. Climato- 
logical changes would seem to have been much less dramatic 
(Harrisson 1975) and to have had less of a catalytic role than 
was the case in Europe and Eurasia. The rise of sea level at the 
beginning of the Holocene, on the other hand, would certainly 
have constituted a major influence, if, that is, it is assumed that 
the exposed continental shelves were inhabited until their 
submergence, climaxing ca. 4000 B.C. By this time, several 
distinctive Neolithic cultures were flourishing in the present 
coastal and delta regions, and it is probable that much of their 
antecedent development occurred in areas now offshore. The 
creation of an archipelago environment in the later phases of 
the transgression probably increased the reliance on boats and 
accelerated the information flow, while the rapid retreat and 
readaptation of the inhabitants must have significantly in- 
creased the likelihood of experimentation, chance discoveries, 
and their immediate exploitation. While any reconstruction of 
the topography and ecology of "Sundaland" and the conti- 
nental shelf off South China and Vietnam must remain largely 
speculative for many years to come, it has been suggested 
(Sauer 1948) that ideal conditions would have prevailed there 
(food surplus, variety of possible cultigens, alluviation of lower 
valleys and formation of major deltas) for early experiments in 
plant manipulation. 

The earliest known Neolithic sites are, however, in the 
interior, where a number of cave sites have deposits (immediate- 
ly overlying Pleistocene levels) with pebble tools, shell middens, 
small quantities of pottery, and partially or roughly polished 
stone tools. Known mainly in Southwest China and Indo-China 
under the terms "Late Hoabinhian," "Bacsonian," or "Corded 
Ware horizon," this cultural complex has also been suggested 
(Gorman 1971, Solheim 1972) as a likely context for early 
experimentation with plants. One site in South China with 
this assemblage has thus far been C'4-dated: a shell midden 
layer from Hsien-jen-tung ("cave of the spirits"), in the hinter- 
land of Kiangsi Province above a tributary of the Yangtze, 
yielded a date of 8920 B.C. ? 240; in Vietnam, a Bacsonian site 
(Bo-lum) with similar remains has been dated to 8040 B.C. + 
200. Although neither site has been published in detail and in 
one case (Hsien-jen-tung) the stratigraphic associations of the 
dated sample are unclear, it is nonetheless firm that both 
dated samples are associated with pottery (corded or plain at 
Hsien-jen-tung, basket- or string-impressed at Bo-lum) and 
edge-polished tools. In addition, Hsien-jen-tung and the 
Bacsonian sites in Indo-China have yielded quantities of pig, 
chicken, dog, and sheep (and water buffalo in Bo-lum), some 
of which may have been domesticated. Some Vietnamese 
archaeologists believe that the Early Neolithic was also charac- 
terized by the beginning of hill rice cultivation, spinning and 
weaving, rearing of cattle (bovines), and the use of dugout 
canoes. 

Other cave sites, mainly in Southeast Asia, have been dated 
to slightly later periods and predictably show a more advanced 
pottery and polished-tool industry. In a layer dated to ca. 
6800-5500 B.C. at Spirit Cave in Thailand (Gorman 1971), a 
sophisticated, multifaceted ceramic industry was in evidence, 
along with well-polished stone tools; a similar assemblage at 
the Laang Spean shelter in Cambodia was dated to 4290 B.C. + 
70 (Mourer and Mourer 1972:27). At the open and coastal 
(shellmound) sites in South China previously classified within 
this same "Corded Ware horizon" (Chang 1969:224), an even 
more widely diversified pottery industry is found. There is 
evidence, however, that most of these latter sites belong firmly 
in the Middle Neolithic and generally do not date earlier than 
the 4th millennium B.C. A recent C14 date of 2085 B.C. ? 90 
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was published for one such shellmound (near Tung-yuan in the 
Pearl River Delta). Two sites suspected to be among the earliest 
of this group-Hsi-chao-shan near Canton, estimated at ca. 
5000-3000 B.C. in its early phase (see Kao-ku Hsuieh Pao, 1959), 
and Fu-kuo-tun (shellmound) on Quemoy, C14-dated to 4200- 
3900 B.C. (Lin 1973:38)-have pottery with burnishing, 
slipping, incising, combing, and basket and cord impressions, 
amid a variety of shapes and fabrics. Not only do such sites 
belong to an unnamed Middle Neolithic horizon (contemporary 
with the Lungshanoid) on the South China coast, but their 
ceramic industry derives either from the Bacsonian of the 
interior or, more likely, from an unknown pottery tradition 
which also flourished in lowland-delta-coastal areas. If this 
line of interpretation is correct, it would suggest that cord- 
marked pottery may not have been the first, or even the main, 
ceramic type in the Early Neolithic of South China; it was 
undoubtedly one of the earliest types, perhaps more prevalent 
in the interior. 

In the stone assemblages dated or assigned to 10,000-500C 
B.C., there is evidence of a close relationship with and deriva- 
tion from the Early to Middle Hoabinhian. Indeed, so similai 
are the pebble tools of ceramic (Bacsonian) and preceramic 
stages that Colani (1930) believed the pottery-polished-too] 
complex to belong to an intrusive, post-Hoabinhian culture. 
(The evidence from Hsien-jen-tung and Bo-lum of their con- 
temporaneity ca. 8000-7000 B.C. is now beyond question, and 
other cave sites in the region with both Pleistocene and Holocene 
deposits promise to put the "Early Neolithic" well before 
10,000 B.C.) The survival of much of the pebble chopper/ 
chopping-tool kit into an era when more advanced stone- 
working techniques were coming into use has been taken 
(Jao 1965) as evidence of (1) the close technological continuity 
between the Hsien-jen-tung culture and its predecessors in the 
Late Pleistocene; (2) the viability and conservative nature of 
much of the stone tool industry; and (3) a continuing subsistence 
based on hunting, fishing, and gathering, but possibly with the 
first efforts toward plant and animal domestication. Similar 
continuities also characterize the Hsien-jen-tung phase, on the 
one hand, and that of Hsi-chao-shan and the shellmounds, on 
the other. Some commentators (Solheim 1969:133; Matthews 
1966) see the Bacsonian as continuous with and simply the final 
stage of the Hoabinhian; others (Chang 1969:222; Jao 1965) 
view Hsien-jen-tung as the initial phase of the Early to Middle 
Neolithic in South China. 

There is little doubt that, as more data are obtained, the 
Late Paleolithic to Middle Neolithic of South China as a whole 
will prove to be a continuum with few if any major natural 
divides-a phenomenon not inconsistent with the assumptions 
of local evolution in the Neolithic as outlined above. While 
"quantum jumps" may eventually be discernible in the 
development of new artifact types, these will probably not 
parallel each other and will perhaps be superimposed on a 
largely unchanging or very slowly evolving body of traditional 
crafts (chipped stone tools, wood tools, containers made of 
organic material). The rectangular adze, for example, may 
have emerged through a series of innovations from more 
refined and distinctively shaped pebble tools (Late Hoabinhian) 
through edge-ground, oblong pebble axes (early Bacsonian, 
Hsien-jen-tung?) and round or lentoid axe-adzes well-polished 
on the edge and/or crudely polished all over (late Bacsonian, 
Hsi-chao-shan?) to subrectangular (semilentoid) and rectan- 
gular forms (coastal shellmounds, Lungshanoid). Over this 
span of perhaps 10,000 years, pottery begins to develop early 
on and agriculture apparently takes on economic importance 
much later, while the pebble chopping tools and pointed 
pebble "picks" remain very little changed. 

While a few such hazardous speculations may be offered on 
the chronological sequences within the Early Neolithic, the 
question of regional variants must be entirely deferred until 
considerably more data, especially typological studies, are 

available. The period after 5000 B.C. certainly shows a marked 
cultural diversity over most of South China and beyond (fig. 1). 
The inference is that the fully "Neolithic" technology which 
had already emerged by 10,000-5000 B.C. had begun to 
differentiate in some areas into distinctive local variants by the 
end of this period. At the close of this "crystallitic" epoch (after 
Solheim 1972), a number of Middle Neolithic cultures come 
into focus, distributed in quiltwork fashion over at least the 
Lower Yangtze Basin and the southern coast, and presumably 
in many of the smaller river drainages and upland areas as well. 

MIDDLE NEOLITHIC 

By the 6th and early 5th millennia B.C., an accelerated local 
evolution (from Hoabinhian or "Corded Ware horizon") has 
been held to account for the appearance of the classic Neolithic, 
agriculturally based Yang-shao culture of the Central Plains 
(Chang 1968:88) and the more recently discovered Ban 
Chiang-Non Nok Tha cultures of northeastern Thailand 
(Solheim 1972). While both Yang-shao and Ban Chiang 
cultures have been dated to the late 5th millennium B.C., no 
sites are yet known or suspected to belong to the formative 
period of these complexes. Similarly, in South China, from 
immediate antecedents as yet unknown, a number of regional 
Neolithic "cultural systems" had appeared in the major 
habitable zones by 4000-2000 B.C. This Middle Neolithic 
niche in South China prehistory is occupied by the "Lung- 
shanoid horizon" (a term now useful "not to indicate a North 
China derivation but as a classificatorily significant cultural 
category" [Chang 1974:37]) of the Lower Yangtze and portions 
of the southeastern coast; the "Corded Ware," Yuan-shan, and 
Lungshanoid (?) cultures in Taiwan; and a group of inter- 
related cultures in the south coastal region from Fukien to 
North Vietnam. In all three major culture spheres, a number 
of sites have been dated to the 3d millennium B.C., while a 
few are known as belonging to or assigned to the 4th and late 
5th millennia. 

While the interrelationships of cultures in the Lower Yangtze 
and in Taiwan have been considerably clarified in the last 
decade, those of the southern coast have received much less 
attention. There is, however, now sufficient evidence to suggest 
that the Middle-Late Neolithic cultures of this region (Phung- 
nguyen, Mai-pha, Ha-long, etc., in North Vietnam; Sham Wan 
in Hong Kong; S-0-N and Chao-an in eastern Kwangtung; 
Fu-kuo-tun on Quemoy), and possibly the Yuan-shan in 
Taiwan, constitute a horizon quite distinct from but con- 
temporaneous with the Lungshanoid, although there doubtless 
was some interaction and interpenetration between the two 
systems. Such Lungshanoid "markers" as pottery tripods and 
semilunar knives are found in pockets in Fukien and Taiwan, 
while the stepped and shouldered adzes found widely in the 
south diminish in frequency north of the Min River in Fukien 
and are rare north of the Yangtze (Lin 1958). The Lung- 
shanoid characteristic of high pedestalled cups with cut-out 
decoration shows a notable attenuation through Chekiang and 
Fukien and is only vaguely recalled in the bowls or dishes with 
low perforated and incised foot-rims of Kwangtung. Ceramic 
painting, while present through much of South China by the 
Middle Neolithic, manifests distinctive styles associated with 
each regional culture. 

It is suggested that these non-Lungshanoid cultures be 
grouped under the term "Yueh Coastal Neolithic," which, 
like the Yangtze Lungshanoid, began to take shape in the 5th 
millennium B.C. and gave way to (or evolved into) the Geo- 
metric horizon over most of its area of distribution during the 
late 3d and early 2d millennia B.C. The term "Yueh" is of 
course familiar as the name given in Chou and Han times to 
the peoples (and, for a brief period, the state) in the southern 
coastal region; it survives in modern Chinese as an alternate 
term for Kwangtung province and for the Cantonese dialect 
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(Viet). While "Lungshan(oid)" carries an appropriate implica- 
tion of some affinity and relationship with the (early Yang-shao) 
cultures of the Central Plains, "Yueh" denotes a sphere of 
indigenous peoples/cultures of the South well outside the 
influence of the Central Plains down to the Warring States or 
Han period (ca. 500 B.C.-A.D. 200). 

The inhabitants of the Yueh cultural sphere probably 
belonged to a different ethnic and linguistic group (or groups) 
from those of the Lungshanoid, and occupied a different eco- 
logical setting (Bayard 1 975b:75). These coastal Neolithic 
peoples had a major reliance on marine resources and transport 
by boat; both stone and pottery industries "suggest the effects of 
a separate environment and distinctive culture influences" 
(Duff 1970:87). There is limited evidence (e.g., in ethnographic 
reconstructions, as in Eberhard [1968:435]) that agriculture 
(wet-field or brackish-water rice) and animal husbandry (pig, 
chicken) were being practiced in some areas of the Yueh 
Neolithic, as in the Yangtze Lungshanoid. The exploitation of 
marine and riverine resources apparently played a much 
greater role in the Yueh subsistence patterns, as evidenced by 
the shellmound sites. 

Most sites of the Yueh Coastal Neolithic are on mounds or 
higher ground in river deltas or on raised beaches and shell- 
mounds near the sea. Of the sites which have been C14-dated, 
a 3d-millennium-B.c. occupation is indicated for most (Phung- 
nguyen in Vietnam, Sham Wan and Chung Hom Wan in 
Hong Kong, Tung-yuan near Canton, Yuan-shan in Taiwan). 
While regionally idiosyncratic, the stone and pottery industries 
from these sites show a high correlation, especially in the 
presence of stepped, shouldered, and semilentoid adzes and 
painted and incised pottery; shell and fish-bone middens 
characterize most sites, but remains of pig (perhaps domesti- 
cated) are found in considerable quantity as well. Significantly, 

in spite of the technological progress which sets this horizon 
apart from the Early Neolithic Bacsonian, cord- or basket- 
impressed pottery and chipped pebble tools are the most 
numerous (60-80% at Sham Wan) of pottery and stone tool 
types in most of the Yueh cultures (Meacham 1976a). 

Many of the technological traits the cluster of which consti- 
tutes the Yueh Coastal Neolithic are also found (in varying 
distribution patterns) over an extraordinarily large expanse of 
the East Asian mainland and, to a lesser extent, in island 
Southeast Asia. This penetration of individual traits through a 
continental mosaic of local cultures and regional horizons may 
be taken to indicate, not the traces of a welter of ancient 
migrations ("stepped-adze people," "shouldered-adze people," 
etc.), but rather (1) the rapidity with which innovations 
percolated through the region and/or (2) the occasional 
convergent technological evolution of otherwise disparate 
cultures, perhaps partly explainable in terms of the common 
cultural substratum and adaptive patterns (and problems) 
shared by many of the peoples of East Asia. 

For a given culture trait, future workers will probably find 
it necessary to assume both a fluidity of idea-flow and parallel 
evolution, until proven otherwise. Painted pottery, for example, 
is known to have been made by ca. 4000 B.C. in North China, 
the Yangtze Delta, North Vietnam, and northeastern Thailand 
and probably along the South China coast as well; it is thus 
one of the earliest transregional pottery types. Clearly, the idea 
of ceramic painting must have been widespread at a much 
earlier period and may have evolved as early as the 6th 
millennium B.C. (?) out of a confluence of the pottery techniques 
in use before that time: burnishing, slipping, resin coating, and 
incising (inlaying?). The likelihood of a multiple invention 
must be considered, as the "threshold" between the use of 
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colored clays, or slips, and painting may well have been crossed 
independently, even in several areas of South China, over a 
span of time as brief as a few centuries. It will probably not be 
possible (or necessary) archaeologically to trace such ultimate 
points of origin; prehistorians may well direct their attention 
more toward the contemporaneous distribution of a trait than 
toward its origin and their speculative energies more toward 
the relationships of a trait to its predecessors (antecedents?) 
within the same area of distribution. 

A very important and early economic trait in the Middle 
Neolithic is (presumably domesticated) rice, now securely dated 
to earlier than 3000 B.C. both at Non Nok Tha and in the 
Yangtze Delta and suspected by this period in Vietnam. Rice 
was probably being cultivated in some of the areas amenable 
to it over much of South China and northern Southeast Asia 
by the end of the 4th millennium B.C., and its domestication 
must certainly have come after a lengthy experimentation with 
other cultigens and, perhaps at an early stage, with various 
species of rice in differing environments (hillside, paddy, 
brackish water). One can hardly avoid the conclusion that it 
would be "futile as well as pointless to look further for the one 
region or the one spot within this vast area where rice was first 
grown" (Chang 1973:528), if indeed there was only one. The 
unavoidable implication is, again, that a non-nuclear, local- 
development model is required. 

Few Yueh or Lungshanoid sites are known in the upper 
reachers of river systems or in the mountainous interior of 
South China. The Chu-chia-ling culture of the Middle Yangtze 
is a lowland phenomenon (the "Hupei Basin"), almost certainly 
related to extensive rice cultivation and recently dated to 2195 
B.C. ? 100 and 2245 B.C. ? 160. The Upper Yangtze and 
Middle and Upper Min and Pearl Rivers have as yet revealed 
no cultures antecedent to those known in the Late Neolithic/ 
Bronze Age. It is not inconceivable that, with increasing 
reliance on agriculture, the lowland population did build up 
more rapidly, leading to perhaps the first major population 
imbalance among the various ecological-topographic zones. 
This development, and the negative evidence, need not imply 
that the upland peoples had become "cultural isolates" or that 
a technological gap appeared in this period, as has been 
suggested (e.g., Cheng 1966b:15; van Heekeren 1967). What 
evidence there is would support the notion that the inhabitants 
of the interior, while less numerous and perhaps relying less on 
crop agriculture, were nonetheless still fully integrated into the 
circulation of technological innovations. The upper level of 
Hsien-jen-tung has remains of a local Lungshanoid culture of 
probably 3000-2000 B.C. date, while in the same period in 
North Vietnam many sites of technologically comparable 
though regionally distinct cultures-Ha-long, Phung-nguyen, 
Mai-pha-have been identified in coastal, riverine, and 
mountain settings, respectively. The gap which did eventually 
separate and retard the material culture of the mountain 
peoples in protohistoric times would more likely be explained 
by the emergence of tightly knit cultural and economic 
spheres altering what had been a largely unimpeded though 
slower flow of ideas, rather than by an accelerated pace of 
material progress in the lowlands which simply outran the 
mechanisms for its transmission into the interior. The isolation 
of Taiwan, for example, which commenced in the 1st millen- 
nium B.C. (and continued until the 16th century A.D.), must be 
accounted for by the rise of cultural-economic spheres of 
interest (and non-interest!) in a general period of vastly 
improved sea communications and organized explorations. 

LATE NEOLITHIC 

The Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age (ca. 2000-200 B.C.) in 
South China provides an opportunity to investigate the 
processes of local evolution on much firmer grounds, as the 
immediately preceding cultures are generally well defined. The 

data may be put in an entirely different perspective and new 
lines of investigation may be suggested by an interpretive 
emphasis on strictly local evolution. The "Geometric horizon" 
which characterizes this period over most the area of Yueh and 
Lungshanoid previously carries on many of the Middle Neo- 
lithic pottery and stone-tool traditions; the distinctive im- 
pressed-ware style with geometric designs is, on the other hand, 
a highly homogeneous trait throughout the horizon, and the 
temptation to speculate on its origin and spread has proven 
irresistible. Earlier schemes had the Geometric pottery appear- 
ing first within Shang culture and gradually spreading south 
thereafter; some recent reconstructions give a more southerly 
origin, with labyrinthine branches and movements of "the 
influence" (e.g., Shih 1975:84). 

There is very little, if any, necessity to invoke an outside 
stimulus or "impact" from Shang civilization to explain the 
emergence of the Geometric horizon; indeed, the recourse to 
Shang influence has invariably obscured its origins and dating, 
as discussed above. While one may stop short of seeing in the 
growth of this horizon "a sense of emerging crystallization of 
an over-arching ethnic identity" (Treistman 1972:68), it is 
becoming increasingly clear that the roots (not only of Geo- 
metric pottery but of southern bronze metallurgy as well) 
should be sought mainly in the local cultures which preceded 
it. Again, archaeologists in China have consistently given this 
hypothesis due consideration, alongside that of possible diffu- 
sion from the North. According to An (1963), before the 
influence of the Central Plains reached the region, the indige- 
nous cultures of the Yangtze were marked by strong local 
characteristics as expressed in the pottery with geometric 
impressions, bronzes, and architecture. Kuo (1957:252) con- 
siders it possible that the first steps to metallurgy in China were 
taken in the Lower Yangtze Basin. Tseng and Yin (1963) have 
proposed that Geometric pottery arose in the southeastern 
provinces and that its prototype was a net-impressed coarse 
ware. 

Along the southern coast, a number of features in the Yueh 
ceramics may have provided the basis from which Geometric 
pottery evolved. Most important among these is the fine-paste 
pottery, mainly low foot-rimmed bowls and dishes bearing 
incised and painted decoration. It is this pottery which marks 
the earliest phases of several Yueh cultures and may distinguish 
it from the simpler Bacsonian pottery of the cave sites. The lines 
of evolution which might have led from this ware to the 
appearance of Geometric pottery may be postulated, as an 
example of the practical (testable) hypotheses derivable from 
a local-development model. Four features of Yueh pottery may 
have provided the basis for innovations leading ultimately to 
the new style: 

1. The incised decoration is almost entirely linear (intersect- 
ing parallel lines), curvilinear, or consisting of rows of simple 
circles, concentric circles, or semicircles; there are no represen- 
tational or abstract motifs. 

2. Among the "incised" designs are in fact a small number 
which were applied by a small seal or stamp of the individual 
unit of decoration. 

3. The incised and single-stamped designs were applied 
mainly to the rims and foot-rims, while the body of the vessel 
remained undecorated. Coarse cord-marked pottery was, 
however, produced by a cord-wrapped paddle or roller used in 
the manufacture of the pot; cord-marking was, consequently, 
applied to most of the vessel except the rim. 

4. Coarse corded pots were generally large round-bottomed 
vessels with smaller-diameter necks. 

In the Geometric horizon, the culmination of possible 
trends from Yueh pottery may be observed in: 

1. Elaborate net, lattice-work, circle, spiral, diamond, and 
other geometric motifs. 

2. The use of a carved paddle (or mould) which repeats the 
unit of decoration many times on the stamp itself. 
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Meacham: LOCAL EVOLUTION IN SOUTH CHINA NEOLITHIC 3. Impressed decoration over most of the body, except the rim. 
4. Larger vessels made of fine paste with round or indented 

bottoms and small necks. 
The artistic developments and innovations in the ceramic 

technology, while perhaps evolving independently, would both 
seem to have grown out of the potential existing within the 
culture itself and to have been incorporated in the traditional 
pottery industry, altering some of its features but in no sense 
intrusive or alien to it. A similar series of continuities has like- 
wise been noted between Lungshanoid and later Geometric 
pottery assemblages in the Yangtze Delta (Chang 1964). In 
summary, the major characteristic and "marker" of the Geo- 
metric horizon can be traced to plausible local origins. 

The question of continuity into the Bronze Age and a local 
evolution of bronze metallurgy is outside the scope of this 
paper; however, the data which have been reported from the 
Yangtze Delta, Southwest China, North Vietnam, and Thai- 
land would certainly seem to lend themselves to this type of 
approach. The probable dating of bronze working in at least 
two areas of South China (the Yangtze Delta, Yiinnan) to the 
2d millennium B.C. may be taken as a strong indication of a 
largely indigenous development (if not "independent inven- 
tion") of bronze metallurgy. For bronze, as for domesticated 
rice, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that its ultimate point 
of origin is unknowable. Certainly, few today would support 
the hypothesis of north-to-south diffusion so current even in the 
1960s; there is, however, even less evidence at present for a 
south-to-north movement of bronze metallurgy across East 
Asia. As a working hypothesis, then, a largely local evolution 
of both metallurgical and ceramic techniques may be assumed 
to have occurred within the Geometric horizon. A similar 
thread of interpretation runs through many of the concluding 
sections of Bronze Age site reports from South China. A bronze 
cache at T'un-ch'i in Anhwei province (Yangtze Basin), for 
example, while including forms and certain patterns similar to 
those of Western Chou bronzes, also had "unique decorations 
which indicate very strong regional characteristics. In many 
respects, they are reminiscent of the well-known pottery of this 
region with impressed geometric design" (Yin 1959, English ab- 
stract). Similarly, the technological significance of the simul- 
taneous appearance of both bronze metallurgy and the manu- 
facture of high-fired pottery in the South has been pointed out 
by several writers (e.g., Maglioni 1975:86). 

Far from having played "mainly recipient roles under the 
explosive impact of the ever-expanding Bronze Age and Early 
Iron Age civilization in the Yellow River Valley" (Chang 
1968:437), the material cultures of protohistoric South China 
should properly be seen as part of a broad, noncentered, though 
perhaps "implosive," occurrence of invention, elaboration, and 
progress. This process in what is now the territory of modern 
China probably led to both early Shang civilization and a 
number of contemporary (if not earlier) bronze-working 
cultures in the 2d (or late 3d?) millennium B.C. (e.g., Kane 
1974-75:77). Unlike a nuclear hypothesis (even broadened to 
include several nuclei), which posits development occurring in 
environmentally advantageous areas and flowing out to 
marginal regions, this reconstruction would be based on the 
premise that major innovations were continuously occurring 
"among the masses" throughout the mosaic of Neolithic 
cultures and that such innovations tended to flow rapidly 
across cultural and tribal lines to focus almost randomly at 
many points where greater development could eventually 
occur (although significant advances probably occurred at 
only a small number of such points, for reasons yet unknown). 

CONCLUSION 

The fact that similar artifact styles or culture traits were 
appearing virtually simultaneously and independently over the 
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vast region from the Red River Basin in Vietnam to the 
Yellow River Basin and beyond, if not indicative of a flow of 
people, whole assemblages of styles, or "complete products," 
must be taken as evidence of a continuous cultural inter-flow. 
As suggested above, the technological and aesthetic changes 
may have rapidly articulated over a large region, and it may 
prove impossible (and irrelevant) to attempt to pinpoint the 
specific place of origin of a given trait. The use, for example, of 
tortoise carapaces for oracular purposes in Hu-shu culture, so 
often taken as an "obvious" Shang influence, may now be seen 
as a primarily autonomous, local development. Plastromancy 
in Hu-shu culture must now be seen in an unknown, perhaps 
reciprocal relationship to the use of ox scapulae for oracle- 
taking in the Central Plains Lung-shan (ca. 2500-1800 B.C.), 
the similar use of sheep or deer scapulae in Liaoning and Inner 
Mongolia perhaps as early as 3000 B.C. (D. N. Keightley, 
personal communication), the occurrence of both tortoise 
shells and animal scapulae as oracle bones in Shang culture, 
and the practice of scapulimancy in Southwest China in both 
Neolithic and historic times. In these instances, as in the 
regional variants of the Early Neolithic Bacsonian or in the 
Yang-shao, Lungshanoid, and Yueh horizons, it may be 
concluded of necessity that no massive influence moved from 
one area to the others. The parallel evolutionary lines of two or 
a number of cultures must, however, mask a deeper reality: 
surely that of a fluid cultural and industrial interchange at 
various stages of development; probably that of a common 
antecedent material culture and technological base, with 
considerable likelihood of convergence; and perhaps that of 
closely related political, social, and religious values and struc- 
tures so dimly perceived by archaeology, yet so important in 
determining the direction and rate of innovation and culture 
change. 

Comments 
by JEAN S. AIGNER 

Department of Anthropology, University of Connecticut, Storrs, 
Conn. 06268, U.S.A. 5 ii 77 

Meacham's review of the (implicit) theoretical assumptions 
which underlie most traditional reconstructions and discussions 
of the "origin" of the South China Neolithic and its "relation- 
ship" to the rest of East Asia is timely. His call for a reevaluation 
of data with an intraregional focus and attention to continuities 
brings a much needed refocusing of attention. In a recent 
paper (Aigner 1977) I explored the efficacy of a general eco- 
systems approach to modeling the later Pleistocene-early 
Holocene "Hoabinhian" (technocomplex) of South China. 
At the same time, Hutterer's work on Southeast Asia became 
available (Hutterer 1976). Thus, Meacham's examination of 
cultural continuities in Holocene South China fits nicely into 
the reevaluation process. Perhaps a more consciously eco- 
systems approach would eliminate some potential theoretical 
problems that his partial adherence to traditional stage 
formulations faces. 

Despite the tendency for Chinese remains to be reported 
primarily in terms of materials and typology, with little atten- 
tion to cultural ecology, we can examine the modern ecological 
diversity of South China in order to understand the complexity 
of subregional systems with which culture groups must have 
articulated at any time in the last 10,000 years. There is enough 
information to warrant considering the Neolithic remains of 
South China in terms of potential human-land relationships, 
that is, cultural-ecological areas. A review of the major geo- 
graphic regions, vegetation zones, and climatic areas is instruc- 
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TABLE 1 

REGIONAL AND AREAL DIVISIONS OF SOUTHERN CHINA (MODERN CONDITIONS) 

CLIMATIC 

AREAS REGION ZONEb VEGETATIONAL ZONE 

1 ..... Upper Yangtze Basin Dwb-c Alpine grassland (north of region) 
2...... Upper Yangtze Basin Dwb-c Coniferous formation (center of region) 
3 ..... Upper Yangtze Basin Dwb-c Evergreen broadleaf forest (south) 
4 ..... Red Basin Cwaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
5 ..... Middle Yangtze Basin Dwa-b Deciduous broadleaf forest (north) 
6...... Middle Yangtze Basin Cwa Mixed mesophytic forest (Hanshui Valley) 
7.. Middle Yangtze Basin Cwaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest (southwestern Hupeh, northeastern Kweichow 

Plateau) 
8.. Middle Yangtze Basin Cfaxw" Mixed mesophytic forest (northern Yangtze Valley) 
9...... Middle Yangtze Basin Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest (southern Yangtze Valley) 

10.. Yangtze Delta Cfaxw" Mixed mesophytic forest (north) 
11.. Yangtze Delta Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest (south) (Wang says mixed mesophytic) 
12.. Southeast Coast Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest (except south) 
13 ..... Southeast Coast Cfaxw" Monsoon rain forest (south coast) 
14 .... Si Kiang Basin Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest (except south) 
15 ..... Si Kiang Basin Cwa Monsoon rain forest (south coast) 
16 ..... Si Kiang Basin Awl Monsoon rain forest (Hainan) (Wang shows interior with evergreen 

broadleaf) 
17.. Yiinnan-Kweichow Plateau Cwaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest (northeast) 
18 ..... Yiinnan-Kweichow Plateau Cwbn Evergreen broadleaf forest (most of the region) 
19 ..... Yunnan-Kweichow Plateau Cfaxw" Monsoon rain forest (south, extreme west) 
20.. Yiinnan-Kweichow Plateau Cwb Coniferous formation (extreme northwest) 
21.. Chamdo Cwb Coniferous formation (south) 
22.. Chamdo Dwb-c Alpine grassland (center of region) 
23 ..... Chamdo ETH, EFH Tundra 

SOURCES: Climatic zones, Arakawa (1969), Lu (1949); vegetational zones, CIA (1967), with discrepancies from Wang (1961) noted. 
a Coincidence of region, climate, and vegetation. 
b A, tropical rainy; C, warm temperate rainy; D, subarctic; E, F, snow climates; a, temperature of warmest month > 22?C; b, temperature of warmest month 
<22?C, more than four months > 10?C; c, temperature of one to four months > 10?C, temperature of coldest month > -36?C; f, constantly moist; n, fre- 
quent fog; w, driest season in winter, rainy season in autumn; w", driest season in winter, bipartite rainy season with short dry season intervening; x, rainfall 
maximum in late spring or early summer, driest season in late summer. 

tive. Creating yet smaller areas by superimposing soils maps, 
faunistic provinces, etc., presents more detail than this exercise 
requires. 

The major geographic regions (see fig. 1) are the Si Kiang 
Basin, Yiunnan-Kweichow Plateau, Southeast Coast, and the 
Upper Reaches, Red Basin, Middle Reaches, and Delta of the 
Yangtze Kiang (Tregear 1965). These regions in turn are 
characterized by more than one vegetational formation or 
forest type (CIA 1967, Wang 1961). The diversity of geo- 
graphic-vegetation areas alone suggests that a complexity of 
adaptations, procurement systems, and deployment or schedul- 
ing systems should be expected among Holocene' foragers and 
cultivators. The 18 areas of figure 1 coincide fairly closely with 
the 23 generated by superimposing Lu's (1949) climatic areas; 
see table 1. The latter scheme provides additional subdivision 
of the large Middle Yangtze, Yuinnan-Kweichow Plateau, and 
Si Kiang Basin regions, which is probably significant in human 
terms. 

To illustrate the fitting of archaeological data into this kind 
of framework, I have mapped late Pleistocene-early Holocene 
sites by geographic-vegetation-climatic area in table 2. One 
can begin to assess the problems of assuming interregional as 
well as intraregional homogeneity and to appreciate the range 
of variation in adaptational configuration at both levels. One 
can perfectly well accommodate the typologically variable 
materials in terms of a model of continuity and local evolution 

TABLE 2 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES AND LOCALES IN SOUTHERN CHINA 

SITE AREA CLIMATE a VEGETATION 

"Tibetan border 
sites"...... .... 22 Dwb-c Alpine grassland 

Li-chiang-hsien .. 20 Cwb Coniferous forest 
Han-yuan ........ 2 Dwb-c Coniferous forest 
Hsiao-tsao-wan .... 10 Cfaxw" Mixed mesophytic forest 
Chien-hsi-hsien .... 17 Cwaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
Ch'ang-yang ...... 7 Cwaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
"Red Basin sites".. 4 Cwaxw" Evergreen broadIeaf forest 
Tze-yang....... .. 4 Cwaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
"Kwangsi caves".. 14 Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
Wung-yiuan sites... 14 Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
Mapa............ 14 Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
Yung-shan ....... 9 Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
Hsien-jen-tung ... 9 Cfaxw" Evergreen broadleaf forest 
I-liang ........... 18 Cwbn Evergreen broadleaf forest 
Ch'iu-pei ......... 18 Cwbn Evergreen broadleaf forest 
"Kwangsi caves".. 15 Cwa Rain forest 
Ya-pu-shan ....... 15 Cwa Rain forest 
Ma-lang-chi ...... 15 Cwa Rain forest 
Lai-pin .. ..... .. 15 Cwa Rain forest 
Liu-chiang ..... . 15 Cwa Rain forest 
Ling-shan sites.... 15 Cwa Rain forest 
Ch'ao-an sites... .. 15 Cwa Rain forest 
Pearl Delta sites... 15 Cwa Rain forest 
Nan-hai........ . . 15 Cwa Rain forest 

a Key as in table 1. 

1 Use of Frenzel's (1968) highly speculative reconstruction of 
Wiurm-maximum vegetation creates 12 mainland geographic- 
vegetational regions plus several formed by regression of the sea. 
Hence, the degree of complexity probably has not changed 
significantly. 
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if they are seen as part of a technocomplex (Clarke 1968:357). 
There is not time to take up the question of human popula- 
tion(s) associated with either the South China Hoabinhian or 
later developments, but the technocomplex model implies 
heterogeneous populations, language groups, and sociocultural 
alignments, most certainly of theoretical importance in assessing 
continuity models for South China (see Aigner 1977). 

The example shown in table 2 highlights an additional point 
of concern with the use of stage models (see Hutterer 1976). 
The ecological and geographic diversity of South China is an 
enduring feature significant to any consideration of Holocene 
human adaptation there. It is to be expected that human 
adaptations will vary widely in complexity at any time and 
within any subregion. The use of stage formulations based 
upon an assumption of increasing complexity over time (and 
lacking adequate samples for interregional comparison and 
independent means for dating) may not reflect the actual state 
of human adaptational configurations in South China during 
the Holocene. Until we have more information we should be 
more prudent about developing descriptive schemes, which 
are all too often taken as definitive and all too infrequently 
assessed as to their underlying assumptions. 

by NOEL BARNARD 
Department of Far Eastern History, Australian National University, 
Canberra, A.C. T. 2600, Australia. 13 ii 77 

In general the hypothesis of local development and, where 
applicable, independent discovery might well be extended to 
ancient cultures in the area of present-day China south of the 
nuclear area, and even farther southwards into Southeast 
Asia. In positing such working hypotheses, however, it would 
seem to me wiser to assemble the evidence somewhat more 
fully along with the theoretical arguments and to explore in 
greater depth the bases of generalisations cited from con- 
clusions in the reports, statements of Kuo, etc. For example, to 
seek the "roots (. . . of southern bronze metallurgy . . ) mainly 
in the local cultures which preceded it" and to cite An (1963:85) 
in this connection as saying that "before the influence of the 
Central Plains reached the region, the indigenous cultures of 
the Yangtze were marked by strong local characteristics as 
expressed in the pottery with geometric impressions, bronzes, 
and architecture" is unfortunate.' Also, the validity of Kuo's 
assessment is open to question: "it was possible that the first 
steps to metallurgy in China were taken in the Lower Yangtze 
Basin."2 In the use of radiocarbon dates it is better to avoid 
general assessments unless they are well supported by the 
associated data as seen in their archaeological context. In the 
following statement one would feel that an appropriate annota- 
tion is required: "The probable dating of bronze working in at 

least two areas of South China (the Yangtze Delta, Yiunnan) 
to the 2d millennium B.C. may be taken as a strong indication 
of a largely indigenous development (if not 'independent 
invention') of bronze metallurgy." Even if "2d millennium 
B.C." bronze should be found in the Yangtze Delta area, it 
would seem to me essential that its significance be demon- 
strated in respect of nuclear-area materials (see appraisals of 
ZK-28, -142, -27, -204, etc., in Barnard 1975:50-52), while 
the Ytinnan find (ZK-10, with the calibrated assessment of 
1348 ? 154 B.C.) is so strikingly anomalous in the general 
pattern of available C14 dates that one has to consult the 
original report (as published) very carefully (cf. Barnard 
1975 :28-30).3 

Other such proposals relating to the possibility of metal's 
having been independently discovered in South China are 
open to considerable doubt (see my introductory chapter in 
Barnard and Sat6 1975); as to independent aspects of its 
development in the areas concerned there is, of course, no 
argument. One must not, however, lose sight of the fact that 
early bronze casting throughout China is technically related to 
the earliest datable manifestations, which are well within the 
nuclear area. Only in the Yiinnan area do we find a major 
infiltration into the Chinese scene of a completely new approach 
(cire perdue). 

Despite the critical response above specifically in relation to 
origins of metallurgy, Meacham's paper is important and very 
opportune in emphasising the need for serious consideration 
of the distinctly local and possibly autochthonous character of 
the early cultures in South China. That this may extend back 
several millennia B.C. would indeed appear to be a good 
working hypothesis to pursue. 

by BRAD BARTEL 
Department of Anthropology, San Diego State University, San Diego, 
Calif. 92182, U.S.A. 4 ii 77 

This paper amounts to a "nonanswer" to a "nonquestion," as 
well as an exercise in self-indulgence. Should responsible and 
sophisticated (about human behavior) archaeologists deal with 
such diffuse macro-questions as that of nuclear vs. non-nuclear 
innovation spread and directional culture change? Probably 
not. We have been through this before, for example, with the 
work of Montelius, Childe, and then Renfrew concerning 
relationships between Southwest Asia and Europe in the Neo- 
lithic through Early Bronze Age and the deus ex machina of 
migration/diffusion. Such debates (including Meacham's arti- 
ficial one) result from a skewing of the data in the first place. 
Questions of culture change can only be answered on a micro- 
level of culture-bearing units, not on the level of the large 
technocomplexes or ceramic horizons discussed here. 

In the initial "theoretical framework" section, Meacham 
presents a pretentious rendering of a simple concept in archae- 
ology: the diffusion-autochthonous-development dichotomy of 
culture change. What strikes me as odd is his mixture of 
traditional materialist concerns with lip-service to ecological 
and social variables. Ceramic types are used almost exclusively 
in his chronological synthesis. About this I have few qualms. 
When ceramic types are then monothetically equated with a 
given people, or when a change in ceramic type is assumed to 
mean a significant social change, then I say no. Ceramic 
change is not necessary or sufficient to account for culture 

1 Cf Chinese text p. 82 and n. 4 in reference to it. By combining 
some of the footnote content with part of An's main text, the person 
who prepared the English abstract in KKHP has created a very 
misleading representation of what An has actually written; there 
is no implication in An's writing at all that bronzes (with strong 
local characteristics expressed therein) were extant in the south 
"before the influence of the Central Plains reached the region" as 
the English rendering suggests. One has ever to be on guard for 
this sort of mishap in the English abstracts. 

2 Kuo's discussion (I have only the 1954 edition, see pp. 300-301) 
is very loose and naive and based very uncritically on a com- 
mentary to the K'ao-kung-chi sentence "Wu Yiueh chih chin-hsi" 
and on Eastern Chou literary sources. He states: "During the 
Ch'un-ch'iu Chan-kuo periods the States of Wu and Yueh south 
of the Yangtze were famous production areas of bronze, thus their 
versatility in foundry practice must have originated very far back 
in antiquity. In the final years of Shang there was a great deal of 
warfare with the Eastern and Southern ri-barbarians in the 
Yangtze and Huai River areas. Perhaps it was at this time that 
the art of metallurgy was 'imported' into the northern (viz. Shang) 
area...." (This was originally written in 1945-long before the 
Cheng-chou and Yen-shih finds!) 

3 At least a dozen scattered new C14 dates are available for 
study-in K'ao-ku 1976 (1:30, 4:248), Wen-wu 1976 (8:12 n. 4), 
Ti-chih k'o-hsiieh 1974 (11:383), and Ti-ch'iu-hua-hsiieh 1973 (2)- 
and certainly require critical appraisal in concert with those we 
already know. An appraisal will be read at the 2d New Zealand 
Conference on Asian Studies, Christchurch (May 11-14, 1977) and 
published in the forthcoming issue of the Indo-Pacific Prehistory 
Association Bulletin. 
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Meacham: LOCAL EVOLUTION IN SOUTH CHINA NEOLITHIC change. Meacham continues to use traditional East Asian 
definitions of the Paleolithic-Mesolithic-Neolithic triad which 
are of little operational validity. His resulting chart (figure 1) 
is so general as to be useless. 

Meacham remarks, "Of the environmental changes which 
must have had a role in its development [Early Neolithic of 
South China], it is likely that those with greatest bearing on the 
inter-flow of ideas and on the immediate adaptive necessities 
were most important." On first reading, this sounds impressive, 
but what exactly does he mean by "environmental changes" 
or "inter-flow of ideas"? These and other concepts are dropped 
into the paper without explication. 

By far the most inflammatory remark is that the inhabitants 
of the Yueh "cultural sphere" (how does one archaeologically 
operationalize a cultural sphere?) were of different ethnic and 
linguistic groups from those of the Lungshanoid. My present 
research concerns developing explicit ways to detect ethnic 
and linguistic groups archaeologically. One cannot simply 
cite differential ecology or material culture. 

I agree in principle with Meacham's general premise that 
culture change is to be viewed as primarily an autochthonous 
phenomenon. He does a good job of handling much of the 
chronology and material-culture interrelationships for the 
region. A pointed objection in this regard, however, is to his 
use of the overly publicized material from Spirit Cave as valid 
and reliable evidence for early plant domestication. The 
present evidence in no way supports Solheim's hasty claims. 
The real problem is that when we deal with thousands of years 
of time and tens of thousands of square kilometers of territory 
we will never have a chance to do more than gloss over actual 
explanations for culture change. Meacham would have done 
himself and archaeology a service by attempting a small-scale 
situational study of, for example, acculturation. To present 
broad, untested and probably untestable propositions or im- 
plicitly to equate culture with a given pottery type is not to do 
anyone any good. 

by DONN BAYARD 
University of Otago, Box 56, Dunedin, New Zealand. 28 I 77 

I believe that this article, in conjunction with Hutterer's 
recent contribution in this journal (1976), marks a significant 
and welcome transition in East Asian prehistory. Both empha- 
sise the need to discard the outdated and inadequate diffusion 
and migration models which have plagued workers in the 
region until very recently, and both argue for the substitution 
of particularistic models based on ecology and man-land 
studies for earlier wide-ranging developmental sequences 
based on the diffusion of trait complexes from "nuclear areas." 
It is encouraging to note that such studies are now beginning 
to appear (Higham 1975, Kennedy 1976); they will doubtless 
increase in numbers in the future. 

I am completely in agreement with Meacham on the lack of 
utility of the "nuclear area" concept for East Asian prehistory; 
I find it impossible to limit development over this vast region 
to events taking place in one or even a dozen "nuclear areas" 
and then diffusing over the rest of the region. Thus I wish to 
clarify one statement he has made about a recent paper of 
mine (Bayard 1975b). Although Meacham has me "allowing 
for a much greater mutual interchange between regions and 
the likelihood of multiple nuclear areas," he believes that like 
Solheim I "would likewise have the main flow of ideas moving 
from south to north prior to 2000 B.C., north to south there- 
after." In fact, what I was referring to was the movement of 
certain cultural traits from Central and South China-not 
Southeast Asia-to North China. Throughout the paper in 
question, I attempted "to emphasise parallel regional develop- 
ment rather than waves of migration or diffusion" (Bayard 
1975b:78) and would definitely not consider myself a Southeast 

Asian "nuclear diffusionist." With reference to particular 
cultural traits, I concur with Meacham that we must assume 
both parallel evolution and a "fluidity of idea-flow"; the flow 
of ideas I was referring to was that indicated by Meacham in 
figure 1 between the Southeast China Lungshanoid and the 
North China Lung-shan. As I stated in my earlier paper, my 
view of the prehistory of the region is very much Meacham's 
one of the largely independent development of a wide variety 
of Neolithic cultures: "Treistman's portrayal of the area of 
modern China at 1,000 B.C. as a 'cultural mosaic' (1968) is 
surely even more apt prior to this date" (Bayard 1975b:76). I 
did make reference to at least four "focal areas" in East Asia 
by 3500 B.C., but I did not intend that these be taken as a set 
number of "nuclear" donor areas, with the rest of the region 
as passive receivers. Rather, I believe that further research 
(such as that Meacham documents in northern Vietnam) will 
extend such "progressive areas" to cover most if not all of 
coastal China as well as the inland lowland areas of China and 
Southeast Asia. Areas such as northeastern Thailand and the 
Central Plain of North China will then doubtless lose some of 
their present importance-artificially inflated by intensive 
research there-and assume their proper positions in the 
region's prehistory. 

In conclusion, I feel that Meacham's article is a very valuable 
contribution to the prehistory not only of South China, but of 
East Asia as a whole; his "non-nuclear" approach may well 
find application elsewhere. 

by P. BLEED 
Department of Anthropology, University of Nebraska, Lincoln, Neb. 
68588, U.S.A. 4 ii 77 

With Meacham's paper, South Chinese archeology has come 
of age, or at least reached the postpubescent stage lately 
achieved by research in other parts of East Asia. In recent 
years, archeologists dealing with such diverse regions as island 
and mainland Southeast Asia, Korea, Japan, and the Soviet 
Far East have found exciting prehistoric developments within 
the immediate areas of their concern. Increased research has 
exposed unsuspected information, filled gaps, and generally 
freed us from the diffusionism which had dominated East 
Asian archeology since its beginnings. Since I have preferred a 
nondiffusionist approach in considering archeological data 
from Japan, I cannot fault Meacham for trying to view South 
China as an excitingly separate archeological region. Still, 
reading his paper has raised some issues and questions in my 
mind. 

On the one hand, Meacham's desire to trace local develop- 
ment may be an overreaction to past diffusionist explanations. 
Local development does not provide an intrinsically better 
explanation of culture change than does diffusion. In fact, it is 
far easier to frame practical hypotheses which identify external 
influences than to confirm local development, which may be 
based on something as nebulous as innate "forces and poten- 
tialities." Some of Meacham's evidence for local development 
is very general. The link between Yueh and Lungshanoid 
pottery, for example, must still be evaluated in terms of 
specific attributes. 

More important than questioning the idea or possibility of 
local development, I think it is worthwhile to ask why Mea- 
cham-along with many other East Asian archeologists-now 
finds diffusion an unacceptable explanation of prehistoric 
culture change. Diffusionism, of course, is generally out of 
favor in modern archeological research. The "non-nuclear 
approach" is also no doubt a reflection of real local develop- 
ments which must have been primary shapers of prehistoric 
East Asia. Beyond these factors, though, I believe that some 
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aspects of prehistoric research itself may be partially responsible 
for the new stance in East Asian archeology. 

As Meacham notes, recent research has made more data 
available and has filled some of the gaps which had previously 
supported diffusionist explanations. External cultural influence 
may, however, still be present, though subtler and harder to 
perceive than we have thought. Second, and again as Meacham 
notes, local researchers, actively concerned with local problems, 
rarely report their research in terms of the big picture. Thus, 
the synthesizer, working at a distance with data provided by 
others, may again have trouble perceiving discontinuities and 
other evidence of diffusion in the archeological record. 

Meacham does not refer to the fact that modern East Asia 
supports several different regional schools or kinds of pre- 
historic research. The training, methods, and theoretical 
biases of archeologists working in various regions of East Asia 
are highly diverse. For this reason, points of analysis, vocabu- 
lary, and even basic unit concepts currently in use in East 
Asia are not uniform. Beyond simple semantic problems, the 
diversity in East Asian prehistoric research may make data 
reports from different areas incomparable. At least research 
may be different enough to make transcontinental comparisons 
difficult. I wonder, then, if conceptual and procedural differ- 
ences among archeologists might be partially responsible for 
Meacham's "non-nuclear approach." 

by IA. V. CHESNOV 
Institute of Ethnography, Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R., Dm. 
Ulianov 19, Moscow 117036, U.S.S.R. 17 ii 77 

ABTOP 6e3yCJIoBHO IIpaBWibHO 3aOCTPHJI BHHMaHHe Ha npo6JIeMe 
IIpeeMCTBeHHOCTH. HYCHO TOJIb1CO OTMeTHTL, TqTO aTa IIpo63IeMa 
BO Bce4 CBoei4 IIOJIHOTe 6bUIa yce IIOCTaBieHa IOpHCKOBCKCHM 
(1966, 1971). (Ero pa6OTa O IIePBO6bITHOM BLeTHaMe H3 DaHa 
TaIcae iao-aHrJIHAicIuH [Boriskovsky 1968-70]). C 3THX me no3mAHAH 
gpeBHetImHe 3TaIIbI HCTOpHi BOCTOXqHOA4 H 10ro-BOCTOxqHOA 

A3HH paCCMaTpHBaJIHCT B ICHHre HTCa (1972) H moeI4 (IJeCHOB 

1976a). B T&OHrgeir9HuH 'JIfaH ryaH-qMI, o pacIIpOcTpaHeHHH 

3egei,ff Ha Ior JHTaf H3 aHmaocCICoi ((a,;epHoID) o6JIaCTH 
HaH6ojIbIImaH c3Ia6ocTb 3axciiloteHa B Iapeg;CTaBa eHHII y;TO 

affHmaOCiXI Ha 1ore OCTaBHJIH Bo3geJISIBaHHe ITpOCHHMIX H B CHJIy 

9Plo3IorH,IecPHx yCJIOBHut IIepeuIIH IT BIEipa1gHBaHHIO pHca. Pa3Ho- 

o6paWbie J;aHHbIe CBH,eTeaBCTBYIOT O HaJIiHHH Ha IOre BOCTOTI- 
HorHMa3Iat4cicHot o63IaCTH geHTpa oomaMaHHBsaHUH pHca (MaTe- 
pHaii iapoaHaJIHPOBaH B pa6OTe: 'IeCHOB 1976a: rJiaBa II). 

IogD;epITHBaHHe IIPeeMCTBeHHOCTH H CaMOCTOSITeJILHbIX HCTOICOB 
RYJIbTYPHOrO pa3BHTHff B BOCTOTIHOAI i Oro-BocTOTIHOi A3HH He 
CHHMaeT 3Ha'eHHS I{YJIbTYPHbIX CBq3e?f. IlIpHIqeM TH CBH3H He 
6bUIHJ OJ;HOCTOPOHHHMH: Hapog;am J;peBHeIl IOrO-BOCTOTqHOi4 
A3HH MHp o6Hq3aH BBegeHHHeM B ICyJIbTypy pica H MHorHx gpyrHx 
IIOJIeBbiX H IaIogoBbiX CeJbCIROX03SA4CTBeHHbIX IyjIbTyp, 0go- 
M HII BaHiHeM 6yt4BOjia H i yp I T. H. (Solheim 1969, 1970). 

llOJIOCHTeJImHuI4 MoMeHT B CTaTbe MHqDMa 3aHIjIioaeTCq B 

giH)epeHAHpOBaHHOM IIoD;xoD;e TCO BCetf JpeBHei4 IOro-BocToxHoOA 

A3HH, BIJIno0aBiimei TaICKe ior J{HTaq. 
HHTepeC BbI3bIBaeT ero xapaRTepllffima 6eperOBbIx Io0CSICIX 

IXYJIbTYP 3flOXH Cpej;Hero HeOJIHTa C pa3BHTbIM MOPeXOJ;CTBOM H 

go6brIqef MOpCITo04 iipOgyP&IjHH. llpeqCTaBj3IeTCH CIpaBegJIIHBOt4 

3ICCTpalOJIHIHiHH aBTOpOM HMeHH HpHMOpCIUHX O6HTaTeJei1 I03 Ha 
6o3Iee paHHHe aIoxHI. Ho aBTOP iOieMy-TO He IKOCHYJICq Toro, 
TITO H C IOD, H C IIPHMOpCIHM HeOJIHTOM CBJI3aHa BCH npo6JieMa 

IIpOHICXOXgeHHI MaiiatCRIo-nOJ3IIHe3II4CTIIX HapOgOB. OqeBInqHO, 
WTO ymKe B HeOJIHlTe 3I9OHOMHICa npeAROB 3THX HapOgOB OCHO- 

BbIBaIiaCb B 3HaTHTeJ3IHOA CTeiieHI Ha pbI6OJIOBCTBe H BO3geJibI- 
BaHHH IHOpHeHOgHbIX H jpyrHx paCTeHHit. MH IIM CCbIJIaeTCg 
JIHffLb Ha OTIeHb HeOIIpeD;e3IeHHbIe X;oIca3aTe3IbCTBa Boq)e3jIbIBaHHJ 
pnca B 1IIpHMOpCICOM HeO3InTe, He yIIOMIH~Ha nIpo63eMy IcopHe- 

II3IO);OB BOO6nMe. B CBH3H C IIpHMOpCPRHMU PSY3ITypaMH yse 
CTaBHJICHI BOIIpOC 0 HaJIuTflr TaM BO3geJnIlBarnfa ITOClHHbIX 

(RoITy6y 1963). Bo3MOMHoe 3HaT&oMCTBO iipegOioB O1KeaH1IZ4CTSHX 
HapOgOB C pa3Hoo6pa3HbIMH gOMaIHHHMH paCTeHHHMIM H rIoc- 

Jiegyiomiias yTpaTa MHOriX 113 HHX B OTeaHinr CTaBIT BOIpOC O 
IIpHtIHHaX 3TOTO. BO3MOMHO, TqTO OTBeT CMomeT gaTb 1IOpO6HbIR 

aHlaIii3 oCo6eHHOCTeft CO6HpaTe3IBCTBa, pbI6HO JIOBJI11 H 3eM3Ie- 
geJiiHs y C0BpeMeHHbIX OTeaHHftgeB ('JeCHOB 19766). 

OrpOMHoe HICTop}IIo-y3TypHoIET Hoe aaeHHe HMe3Iii ipogecCbI, 
HOTOpIie IJIH B HeOJIHTe H 6pOH3e Ha ioro-3aiiage LCHTaq. IK 
COmHa3IeHrInO 3TOR o6IiaCTH aBTOp He ygejn3ii ACTaTotqHo MeCTa B 
CBOet B ejIoM HHTepeCHOt CTaTEe. 

[The author is undoubtedly correct in focussing attention on 
the problem of continuity. It should be noted, however, that 
this problem has already been posed in its entirety by Boris- 
kovsky (1966, 1971), whose work on primeval Vietnam has 
also appeared in English (Boriskovsky 1968-70). From the 
same standpoint, the earliest stages in the history of South and 
Southeast Asia have been considered by Its (1972) and by me 
(Chesnov 1976a). The greatest weakness in Chang's conception 
of agriculture spreading to South China from the Yang-shao 
"nuclear" region consists in the idea that the Yang-shao 
people in the south stopped cultivating millet and changed 
over to growing rice on account of ecological conditions. 
Various kinds of data attest to the presence of a center of 
domestication of rice in the southern part of the eastern 
Himalayas (this information has been analyzed in Chesnov 
1976a: chap. 2). 

Emphasizing continuity and independent sources of cultural 
development in East and Southeast Asia does not lessen the 
importance of cultural ties, and these ties were not one-sided: 
the world is indebted to the peoples of ancient Southeast Asia 
for the domestication of rice and many other field and fruit 
crops, the buffalo, poultry, etc. (Solheim 1969, 1970). 

A positive feature of Meacham's article is his differentiated 
approach to the whole of ancient Southeast Asia, including 
South China. 

His characterization of the coastal Yueh cultures of the 
Middle Neolithic epoch as having well-developed navigation 
and the gathering of sea produce is interesting. His extrapola- 
tion of the name of the coastal inhabitants, the Yueh, to earlier 
epochs would seem to be valid. For some reason, however, he 
does not touch upon the fact that both the Yueh and the 
coastal Neolithic are related to the whole problem of the origin 
of the Malayo-Polynesian peoples. It is obvious that in the 
Neolithic, the economy of the ancestors of these peoples was 
already based to a significant degree on fishing and cultivation 
of root crops and other plants. Meacham cites only very in- 
definite evidence of rice cultivation in the coastal Neolithic, 
without referring to the problem of root crops in general. In 
connection with coastal cultures, the question of the presence 
there of millet cultivation has already been raised (Kokubu 
1963). The possible familiarity of the ancestors of the Oceanic 
peoples with various domestic plants and the subsequent loss 
of many of them in Oceania presents the problem of finding 
reasons for this. It may be that an answer can be found by 
detailed analysis of the distinctive features of gathering, 
fishing, and agriculture among modern Oceanic peoples 
(Chesnov 1976b). 

Processes that took place in the Neolithic and Bronze Age in 
southwestern China are of immense historical-cultural im- 
portance. Unfortunately, the author does not devote sufficient 
space to this region in his on the whole interesting article.] 

by ROBERT K. EVANS 
Office of Exhibits, Natural History, Smithsonian Institution, 
Washington, D.C. 20560, U.S.A. 7 II 77 

Perhaps it is worthwhile to propose and argue for the assump- 
tion of "local evolution" in the Neolithic of South China as 
opposed to the assumption of "significant diffusion or migra- 
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Meacham: LOCAL EVOLUTION IN SOUTH CHINA NEOLITHIC tion." This produces two competing models of cultural develop- 
ment; it does not support Meacham's statement that "until the 
hypotheses and interpretations generated from an assumed 
local evolution have manifestly failed to accommodate the 
data, speculative reconstructions positing significant diffusion 
or migration into the area cannot be other than ill-founded...." 
The model of diffusion/migration is no more "ill-founded" than 
that of local evolution in the absence of a body of test results. 

Frankly, I do not care whether local evolution or diffusion/ 
migration was more important in the cultural development of 
Neolithic South China, except in that the knowledge derived 
from this area of research adds to the general body of knowledge 
concerning human adaptation. From this type of argument, 
which depends upon our willingness or unwillingness to accept 
the author's interpretation of the data, we have no contribution 
to general knowledge. We simply have an old, old argument 
applied to a new area. For example, the proposition that the 
Geometric pottery horizon could derive from "local origins" is 
"plausible," as Meacham says, but that is all it is. In no sense 
do we have here a test of the proposition or even the statement 
of a testable hypothesis. 

I would tend to agree with the "local-until-proven-alien" 
approach simply because of its theoretical efficiency. What 
would have been useful would have been a strict adherence to 
the stated thesis of the article: 
South China Neolithic prehistory can be most profitably investi- 
gated with very little reference to the material cultures of other 
areas. Such an approach would focus mainly on man-land rela- 
tionships, environmental changes, previous culture history, and, 
most important, the forces and potentialities within the Neolithic 
cultures themselves as the most probable stimuli of culture change. 
The tracing of various traits of material culture and con- 
tinuation of the argument for local evolution throughout this 
article do not provide us with much of an idea of the local 
development of Neolithic South China in these terms. Nor 
does the discussion of the "among-the-masses" premise and 
what may be called the "random-flow-of-innovations" assump- 
tion provide useful concepts about development in South 
China or human adaptation in general. In fact, I think this 
discussion refutes the statement in the second sentence of the 
stated thesis. Surely, in presenting a model of local evolution 
we can conclude with something better than "for reasons yet 
unknown." 

by FUMIKO IKAWA-SMITH 
Department of Anthropology, McGill University, 855 Sherbrooke St. 
West, Montreal, Que., Canada H3A 2T7. 5 ii 77 

I support Meacham's "local-until-proven-alien" approach. The 
prehistory of East Asia has suffered from too many hordes of 
imaginary people galloping across steppe-desert or paddling 
laboriously over blue water to bring good tidings to "marginal 
areas." Worse still, there are altogether too many "cultures" 
and isolated traits emanating from progressive centers through 
unknown mechanisms. Speaking of the area I am most familiar 
with, Meacham refers to the debate over the radiocarbon 
dates for Jomon pottery of Japan. Migrations and diffusions 
have also been invoked to account for the sociocultural change 
which led to the first appearance, about 300 B.C., of a cultural 
system committed to wet-rice cultivation (known as Yayoi) and 
the emergence of a centralized political system several centuries 
later. 

Accepting Meacham's model of local evolution for the Neo- 
lithic of South China in principle, I offer the following observa- 
tions: 

1. The model would have been more convincing had 
Meacham attempted to] suggest the evolutionary mechanisms 
at work. I find the references to "forces and potentialities" 
dangerously close to the assumption of orthogenesis unless the 

way these forces and potentialities worked is spelt out. I also 
find that deriving the rectangular adze from the Late Hoabin- 
hian pebble tools through a series of innovations or tracing the 
ancestry of Geometric pottery to net-impressed ware does not 
really tell me much about the evolution of local populations 
from the Palaeolithic through Early, Middle, and Late Neo- 
lithic stages of development. 

2. I wish Meacham had expanded on how he sees the effects 
of marine transgression on local populations. He mentions 
increased reliance on boats, acceleration of information flow, 
rapid retreat and readaptation, increased likelihood of experi- 
mentation, chance discovery, and immediate exploitation, and 
"the ideal conditions ... for early experiments in plant manipu- 
lation," with food surplus, variety of possible cultigens, and the 
alluviation of lower valleys and formation of major deltas. A 
more detailed discussion of how these factors interacted with 
each other would have made the local evolution more in- 
telligible. 

3. I hope that the term "Yueh Coastal Neolithic" will not 
become established in the literature. Meacham finds it un- 
desirable to continue calling the established Neolithic assem- 
blages of the South China coast "Lungshanoid" because the 
word implies northern affinity: I find it inappropriate to call 
them "Yueh Coastal Neolithic" because the word "Yueh" has 
an ethnic connotation and has even been used for a social 
group with territorial integrity (the state). Although I appre- 
ciate Meacham's emphasis on the continuity of population in 
the region, I still think that we would be assuming too much if 
we were to apply the word used during Chou and Han times 
to cultural remains several millennia earlier. I also think it 
unfortunate to equate the distribution of "stepped, shouldered, 
and semilentoid adzes and painted and incised pottery" with 
the presence of the "Yueh" people(s). This suggests a con- 
ceptual framework rather similar to the one employed by those 
who assumed the migrations of round-axe and shouldered-axe 
peoples. 

Finally, I should like to add, for the record, that edge-ground 
tools do occur in the Pleistocene context in Japan (Ikawa 1964, 
Oda and Keally 1973) and that radiocarbon determinations of 
29,300 + 980 B.P. (N-1080) and 28,700 + 920 B.P. (N-1081) 
apparently pertain to one of the specimens (Ikawa-Smith 
1977). 

by LECH KRZYZANIAK 
Muzeum Archeologiczne, ul. Wodna 27, 61-781 Poznan, Poland. 
31 i 77 

There is a general tendency in prehistoric archaeology today 
to explain the origins of cultural phenomena in terms of 
autochthonous development. This trend is understandable and 
has often proven fruitful. I believe, however, that the non- 
nuclear (local-evolution) model can be as wrong as the diffu- 
sionist (nuclear) one when carried to extremes. At this stage, 
there can only be scanty direct evidence for massive and rapid 
movements of peoples and ideas in prehistoric societies. We 
know that such phenomena did occur, for example, in pre- 
historic Europe, Africa, and Western Asia, but evidence of 
these comes from written documents left by contemporary 
literate cultures. Archaeologists and physical anthropologists 
are often in complete disagreement over the classification of 
their data into autochthonous and alien components or are 
unable to undertake this task at all. Massive, rapid movements 
of human groups have often left rather meagre material 
remains, and it is difficult to identify them. One illustration 
might be the migrations in Bronze Age Greece or the Germanic 
migrations at the end of Roman times; the bulk of the informa- 
tion about these events is in the form of written documents. 
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At the moment, the non-nuclear model for the development 
of the Neolithic of South China seems to be working better 
than the diffusionist one. I would like to point out, however, 
that Meacham should also study long-distance trade, which 
may have been responsible for the quick transmission of some 
cultural traits, as well as the information yielded by physical 
anthropology on the dynamics of demography in this area in 
Neolithic times. I should also like to ask if all the plants and 
animals cultivated by the Neolithic communities of South 
China could have been locally domesticated or if some of them 
had to have been introduced from outside (because there were 
no local wild ancestors of these available for potential domesti- 
cation). The answers to these questions will, I believe, con- 
tribute a great deal to the information obtained from the 
analysis of the archaeological assemblages. 

by JONATHAN H. KRESS 
Box 4416, Tucson, Ariz. 85717, U.S.A. 6 ii 77 

Meacham's point is well taken. South China has been given 
short shrift in almost all publications on Chinese prehistory, 
and nowhere else in the world has the diffusionist school of 
anthropology died harder than in East Asia. Indeed, it is still 
alive. I do not believe, however, that in order to redress past 
ills it is necessary to overstate one's present case. "Indigenous 
until proven alien" is just as bad a starting point for an analysis 
of culture history as is the obverse. Meacham implies that all 
past and present diffusionists have assumed that the appearance 
of similar cultural traits in different areas necessarily meant 
that migration or some other form of direct contact had 
occurred. This is very unfair. "Fluid cultural and industrial 
interchange" is not only jargon, but also diffusion. 

Continuity, moreover, is easier to talk about than to establish, 
particularly at earlier stages of cultural development. Meacham 
states that "there is little doubt that . . . the Late Paleolithic to 
Middle Neolithic of South China will prove to be a con- 
tinuum." Nowhere else in East Asia has this continuum been 
established. The analytical techniques which have been applied 
to lithic materials simply do not have the necessary power of 
resolution to provide definitive evidence one way or the other. 
In fact, in the only area-Palawan Island, Philippines-in 
which the late Paleolithic and Hoabinhian have been ade- 
quately compared, continuity cannot be established. This does 
not mean, however, that there was immigration into Palawan 
with the rise in sea level. On the contrary, it simply means that 
the indigenous population had to make technological adjust- 
ments to meet new conditions. Whether or not they did so 
under the direct or indirect influence of people from neighbor- 
ing islands is a secondary question. It must be recognized that 
flake and pebble tool industries from all over East Asia are not 
necessarily "culturally" the same (i.e., manufactured by the 
same technological process according to the same set of specifi- 
cations) any more than are Mousterian side-scrapers from 
Jabrud and Le Moustier. 

In the case of later periods, Meacham's proposals are much 
more cogent. His suggestion of a "Yueh Coastal Neolithic" is, 
I believe, an excellent one, but the chronology of the various 
sites needs closer scrutiny. I further agree that it now seems 
unnecessary to suggest that the Geometric of South China 
developed as a result of Shang stimulus, but in all fairness it 
must be recognized that the idea was first proposed in frustra- 
tion over the lack of evidence. 

To propose alternative interpretations is not to prove. The 
cultural independence of South China is no more firmly 
established than its cultural dependence ever was. Meacham 
has, however, taken a big step in the right direction. 

by SARAH M. NELSON 
Department of Anthropology, University of Denver, University Park, 
Denver, Colo. 80208, U.S.A. 3 II 77 

I for one am most grateful to Meacham for providing us with 
such a useful summary of the beginning of food production in 
South China. The theoretical framework is a useful antidote to 
enthusiastic diffusionism, but I wonder if, in setting up his 
model for contrast, the author has not overstated his own case. 
Until more evidence is in, it seems equally likely that food 
production was a local development as that it was an import 
from elsewhere. The basic question for understanding cultural 
process is why these people invented/accepted domestication of 
plants and animals. Neither independent invention nor diffusion 
is an answer to this question. However, in pointing out the 
evidence for the alternative interpretation of local development, 
Meacham's paper is an important step in this direction. 

My only other criticism is that if it is appropriate to include 
Japan in figure 1, then surely Korea, which is geographically 
interposed between North China and Japan, should appear as 
well. The problems of the beginning of food production in 
Korea have been recently addressed in English (Pearson 1975, 
Nelson 1975), and a new Korean periodical with English 
summaries (Archaeology in Korea, edited by Kim Won-Yong, 
Seoul) is now available, so the language barrier is no longer as 
much of a problem as it has been. To add to figure 1, I would 
suggest a long bar deriving from the chopper/chopping-tool 
tradition labelled Chulmun ("combware"), beginning at Early 
Neolithic. A separate box labelled Mumun ("plainware") 
should derive from Chulmun beginning at Late Neolithic; and 
a rectangle called Samguk (Three Kingdoms) should begin 
slightly earlier than Yayoi. Arrows should go from Jomon 
down to Chulmun, from Lung-shan to Mumun, and from 
Samguk to Yayoi, emphasizing the shifting nature and direction 
of "cultural influence." Much more is yet to be learned about 
the prehistory of Korea, but at least its existence ought to be 
acknowledged on East Asian culture historical charts. 

by RICHARD PEARSON 
Department of Anthropology and Sociology, University of British 
Columbia, Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6T 1W5. 19 I 77 

I am in sympathy with the idea of local evolution in South 
Chinese prehistory; however, I am not clear on several points. 
The first is the evidence for the Early Neolithic at dates of 
10,000 B.C. or earlier. The only unequivocal evidence seems to 
be the occurrence of ceramics and edge-polished tools. We 
know of even earlier ceramics from Japan in a clearly Mesolithic 
context, and we know of the edge-grinding of tools from Aus- 
tralia in a non-Neolithic context. Therefore I am not clear on 
the meaning of "Neolithic" here. Similarly, I do not see any 
clear evidence for the existence of bronzeworking cultures 
earlier than Shang or independent of it in South China. Kane 
(1975) clearly states that the earliest bronze industry south of 
the Tsing-ling mountains in China, the northern Hunan 
bronze tradition, is contemporary with the Middle An-yang 
period, but that the stylistic combinations of the motifs and 
the functions of the bronzes appear to be different. The bronze 
industries are described as "independently functioning" (p. 
77) but "strongly influenced by the dominating art and crafts- 
manship of the Shang capital" (p. 79). Kane states, "Arising 
at a time contemporary with the Middle An-yang Period, the 
Hunan industry first created an array of bronze vessels which 
conscientiously attempted to emulate contemporary An-yang 
prototypes and yet would not now be confused with those 
prototypes" (p. 81). 

In many situations in contemporary archaeology, local 
evolution and diffusion have been set up as polar concepts. 
Part of this is a reaction to extreme diffusionism. There seems 
to me, however, to be clear evidence of the spread of forms and 
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Meacham: LOCAL EVOLUTION IN SOUTH CHINA NEOLITHIC styles of artifacts from north to south: some examples might be 
the ting, li, and tou. I think that it would be of interest to do a 
very detailed examination of the distribution of these forms in 
the light of recent radiocarbon dates, in order to generate more 
specific hypotheses which might follow from the general one 
presented by Meacham. 

Immediately preceding the conclusion, the author makes a 
statement which seems rather important to me. In the state- 
ment that diffusion flows and focuses randomly, there seems 
to be a rejection of many ideas in Western anthropology and 
archaeology, in which culture change is seen as patterned, even 
predictable or retrodictable. While I believe in the "creativity 
of the masses," I still believe that their creativity is channelled 
by cultural and ecological constraints which will become 
clearer to us in future work. Surely the topography of South 
China, for instance, is an important aspect in the development 
of the Yueh Neolithic. In the case of the Yueh, I would like to 
know if the pottery vessel forms show affinities with the Lung- 
shanoid or with what can be called Yangtze Neolithic cultures. 

by WARREN PETERSON 
Department of Anthropology, University of Illinois, Urbana, Ill. 
61801, U.S.A. 14 ii 77 

I find myself in general agreement with Meacham's anti- 
diffusionist orientation. Certainly the diffusionist interpreta- 
tions of the past (and present) have offered biased descriptive 
perspectives and virtually no insights into long-term culture 
change. A widespread implementation of the "local-until- 
proven-alien" stance would do much to eliminate the specula- 
tive reconstructions which have dominated East Asian archae- 
ology. Such a stance is reasonable from many points of view, 
not the least of which is its demand for empiricism. 

I have one criticism, intended as constructive, to level and 
some points to discuss. My criticism is directed toward the 
disparity between the stated thesis (i.e., that a non-nuclear 
approach would focus on man-land relationships, environ- 
mental change, and local culture history and not on the 
material culture of other areas) and the substance of the paper. 
I see little or no discussion of man-land relationships, etc.; 
rather, the paper discusses culture history in terms of material 
culture. It would be most interesting to see ecologically focused 
research directed at the question of local evolution. 

I would suggest that nuclear-diffusionist reconstructions of 
culture history are perpetually in need of revision or replace- 
ment because of the interrelated facts that (1) such reconstruc- 
tions are, in effect, inductive classifications and (2) every 
archaeological site is unique as a record of man's adaptation 
to specific local environmental conditions. The procedures of 
inductive classification (division of a known data set through 
inductive grouping procedures) are not very appropriate to 
the dynamic state of archaeological research in Southeast 
Asia. Each new excavation will inevitably demand a restructur- 
ing of the inductive classification (culture history reconstruc- 
tion), since no site is a carbon copy of another. Each new site 
will provide additional material which dictates a new or at 
least revised classification. Any reconstruction of culture 
history which rests on inductive classification is of short-lived 
usefulness as a means of organizing and interpreting prehistoric 
sites. It is, of course, important to note that such classifications 
have been among the traditional ideographic goals of much 
archaeological research and are therefore more acceptable tools 
of interpretation than others to a majority of archaeologists. 
There is also the disturbing possibility that diffusionist recon- 
structions have so concentrated on searching out the presence 
of classificatory elements among archaeological sites or assem- 
blages that the differences between them are overlooked or 
even swept under the rug. Meacham's approach offers us an 

alternative. By its concentration on internal change, the local 
evolutionary perspective solves this problem. It would be most 
suitable to this interpretive approach to examine both similari- 
ties and differences (as a measure of adaptive ingenuity and 
uniqueness) and to exercise a nonclassificatory orientation. 

I have elsewhere (Peterson 1976) explored the relationship 
between colonialism and diffusionist interpretations. Briefly, 
colonialism has manifested itself in reconstructions of culture 
history which address certain geographical areas (usually 
regions under political and/or economic domination from 
outside) as retarded, backwater areas, incapable of generating 
innovations. Such interpretations must, in part, be the result 
of unconscious political biases which reflect colonialist attitudes. 
I propose that there must exist a uniformity to the processes 
of ecolological adaptation which cannot be denied and that, 
since these processes apply in all times and places, local evolu- 
tion must occur. Meacham's request for a non-nuclear approach 
is excellent in this regard. 

by JIM G. SHAFFER 

Department of Anthropology, University of Delhi, Delhi 110007, 
India. 27 i 77 

From the viewpoint of South Asian (India, Pakistan) archae- 
ology, Meacham's paper is a useful summary of archaeological 
research from an adjacent area. Moreover, some parallel 
trends in the development of regional archaeological theory 
may be determined. Archaeology in South Asia, as in South 
China, has been dominated by various diffusionary interpreta- 
tions (Shaffer 1974) almost to the exclusion of alternative 
approaches. Piggott (1950) maintained that it was only 
possible to understand Indian prehistory by placing it within 
the context of other West Asian developments. Subsequently, 
almost all archaeological interpretations of the subcontinent 
invoked some form of diffusionary explanation. In contrast to 
the Chinese case, however, these models were accepted and 
perpetuated by indigenous scholars (e.g., Sankalia 1974). 
Indeed, one finds that diffusion, as an explanation, occupies a 
dominant role in Indian historiography (Chakrabarti 1977). 
Most Indian histories are based upon the Aryan invasions and 
the subsequent distinction of all cultural elements as Aryan or 
non-Aryan. The panorama of Indian history seems to be a 
continuous series of regional "racial" migrations, without 
allowance for indigenous development. It appears that diffusion 
vs. antidiffusion arguments are a necessary stage of theoretical 
development in Asian archaeology before processual explana- 
tions may be approached. 

Heavy emphasis is placed here on C14-based chronologies. 
Certainly these new, usually longer, chronologies have been 
significant in moving archaeological interpretations away 
from short-term historical explanations like diffusion (Clarke 
1973). At the same time, there has been a series of revelations 
concerning problems associated with this methodology and 
subsequent chronological recalibrations. Therefore, a great deal 
of caution is necessary when using such chronologies as a 
foundation for interpretative models. One wonders if the 
chronologies given here are as firmly established as they are 
stated. 

Definition and application of the term "Neolithic" in South 
China seems to rely upon associated material technology 
rather than on confirmed association of domesticated plants 
and animals. Furthermore, many of the domesticates referred 
to here are qualified as "may have been domesticated" or 
assumed on the basis of ethnographic analogy. More firm 
evidence of domesticated plants and animals seems required 
before categorizing the described cultural assemblages as 
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"Neolithic," with all the theoretical implications that ac- 
company such a designation. Meacham also overstates the 
role played by climatic change in the development of domesti- 
cates if in Eurasia he includes Southwest Asia. There were 
climatic changes, but their nature and extent are matters of 
debate (see Bender 1975:65-84) and certainly cannot at present 
be referred to as "dramatic" or as having a "catalytic role" in 
the development of domestication. 

A very interesting aspect of Meacham's discussion is the im- 
pact, or lack of it, of the advent of domesticated plants and 
animals on local cultures. It seems to have taken longer for 
changes in demographic-cum-settlement patterns and other 
cultural systems usually associated with the advent of such 
domesticates to occur in South China. This difference highlights 
the fact that domestication is a process (not a time-space event) 
attuned to local ecological conditions, with differing rates and 
modes of cultural acceptance. Moreover, the difference should 
serve as a cautionary contrast for Southwest Asian models 
which have emphasized demographic and cultural changes 
associated with domestication. It is increasingly apparent that 
there is a wide variety of human responses to an economy based 
on food production, and explanatory models must be expanded 
accordingly. 

Meacham is correct about the "impossibility (and irrele- 
vance)" of pinpointing the origin of a given trait. The effort 
expended by archaeologists on various "origin quests" might 
have been better directed toward obtaining a greater under- 
standing of the cultural context in which the particular trait 
occurred. It is, however, difficult to accept Meacham's lumping 
of rice and bronze in the context of this search for origins. The 
environmental distribution of these two artifacts is quite 
different, as are the cultural contexts associated with each. 
Although the specific point of "origin" may be unknowable for 
metallurgy, it is even less likely that it underwent the same 
degree, or type, of local development as domesticated plants and 
animals. 

"Local development" is not, in itself, any more adequate an 
"explanation" than diffusion. They both are essentially 
descriptive in that they address only questions of what, when, 
and where and contribute nothing to the understanding of the 
processual questions of how and why. To address these latter 
questions archaeology must explore those "dimly perceived" 
economic, political, social, and religious structures and values 
which operate in any cultural system. Unless we incorporate 
these cultural aspects into archaeological explanations, such 
concepts as cultural interaction, or "cultural flow," are destined 
to become synonymous with diffusion. 

by JAMES C. Y. WATT (QU ZHI-REN) 
Art Gallery, Institute of Chinese Studies, Chinese University of 
Hong Kong, Hong Kong. 18 I 77 

Meacham's review of the literature and criticism of "diffusion- 
ist" theories are on the whole fair enough in the light of recent 
data. The various writings of Chinese archaeologists on 
regional Neolithic cultures which are quoted as "successful 
applications of a local-evolution model" certainly deserve 
careful rereading in the light of the revised dating for the type- 
sites of early regional cultures in South China, but it must be 
remembered that the "model" used in the discussions by 
Tseng and Yin (1963) is by no means a clearcut "local- 
evolution" one. Tseng and Yin were at pains to point out the 
many Shang cultural elements present in Hu-shu culture, 
although they speculated at the same time that certain elements 
of Shang culture, such as high-fired geometric pottery, may 
have been imported from the Hu-shu. This latter point is still 
not proven. 

On the whole, Meacham's own reconstruction of the cultural 
sequences of South China and the even more ambitious scheme 

represented in the "flow-chart" seem incomplete and pre- 
mature. There is little to be gained on the present evidence in 
distinguishing a "Yueh Coastal Neolithic" from the Coastal 
Lungshanoid. If the concept of Lungshanoid has any signifi- 
cance as applied to Liang-chu and Ch'ing-lien-kang, it must on 
the basis of the available data also be valid for the more 
southern regions-until such time as much more evidence of a 
distinctive local culture emerges. His discussion of the "Middle 
Neolithic," which presumably is supposed to apply to all of 
South China, is concerned only with the so-called Yueh 
Coastal Neolithic, no doubt because "few Yueh or Lung- 
shanoid sites are known in the upper reaches of river systems or 
in the mountainous interior of South China." Meacham may 
be well advised to wait for more information from such areas 
before making sweeping statements like "The Lungshanoid 
characteristic of high pedestalled cups with cut-out decoration 
shows a notable attenuation through Chekiang and Fukien 
and is only vaguely recalled in the bowls or dishes with low 
perforated and incised foot-rims of Kwangtung." The present 
excavations at the site of Shih-hsia, a stone's throw from the 
caves of the Ma-pa man, have produced many tripods with 
tall feet and bowls with pierced high pedestals-both strong 
Lungshanoid markers. Although the report is not yet published, 
some of the most striking finds have been on exhibition in the 
Kwangtung Provincial Museum for the past year. Neverthe- 
less, the "Yueh Coastal Neolithic" may prove to be a useful 
concept. It should, however, be better defined in terms of 
spatial distribution and cultural characteristics when more 
data are available. 

As observed above, Tseng and Yin's well-substantiated 
article provides the best reply to Meacham's speculations on 
the local evolution of the Geometric horizon in South China, 
and anyone familiar with both Shang culture and the assem- 
blages from Geometric sites in Hong Kong must also be struck 
by the remarkable parallels in the two complexes. 

Reply 
by WILLIAM MEACHAM 

Hong Kong Museum of History, 4th Floor, Star House, Tsimshatsui, 
Kowloon, Hong Kong. 25 III 77 

It is good to see a wide range of viewpoints reflected in the 
comments and criticism, most of which are offered in a con- 
structive vein. Many of the differences in methodological, 
terminological, and interpretive framework may well derive 
from the diverse kinds of prehistoric research being carried out 
in East Asia, as Bleed points out. While this diversity may 
continue for some time to come, it may nonetheless be hoped 
that certain elements of a common denominator of approaches 
will eventually emerge. I was, of course, at pains to demon- 
strate that a first-instance assumption of local evolution is one 
such element, at the expense of diffusionist-migrationist 
schemes, at least in the form we have known them. In pursuing 
the comparative merits of the "continuity model," it seemed 
that the best case could be made with the evidence of material 
culture history, which has of course been the focus (sometimes 
the entirety!) of archaeologists' attention in the past. 

This has meant, however, that many of the most interesting 
and important emphases of the local-evolution model (paleo- 
environment, man-land relationships) could not be investigated 
as fully as they deserve, as is observed by Evans, Ikawa-Smith, 
and Peterson. An approach along these lines can already be 
imagined, and Hutterer (1976) has provided an excellent out- 
line. Aigner provides glimpses (using modern topographic and 
ecological data) of the lines of thinking that will be increasingly 
important as solid paleoenvironmental data are obtained. I 
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adhered to; in the light of present data, we have miles of paved 
road concerning the "previous material culture history" and 
the "potential for culture change" for every small clearing on 
man-land relationships or environmental changes. The situa- 
tion has changed markedly in recent years, and this more than 
anything else will bring about an increased preference for the 
continuity model. 

Before turning to the theoretical and substantive issues, 
several remarks are in order on communication (or the lack 
thereof) and perhaps some harmonies obscured. Bayard rightly 
points out his own development of the local-evolution model 
with East Asian data, which has been a stimulus to my own 
attempts. I certainly did not intend to label him a "Southeast 
Asian nuclear diffusionist," although the context may have so 
indicated. Bayard does, however, see a more uniform and 
directional flow of ideas on the mainland of China. 

Bartel, in spite of his "nonresponse," does not seem to 
dispute the basic issue. Indeed, he clamours for an extreme 
form of the local model: "questions of culture change can only 
be answered on a micro-level of culture-bearing units." He 
criticizes my "monothetically equating ceramic types with a 
given people," whereas Pearson (perhaps rightly!) puts me 
outside the mainstream of Western anthropology for denying 
the constancy of regular or predictable patterning of cultural 
traits. Further, Bartel seems to have been so struck by the 
"pretentiousness" of my argument that perfectly simple 
phrases such as "environmental change" seem to cause con- 
fusion. One could, however, hold a lotterv as to the meaning 
of his "how does one archaeologically operationalize a cultural 
sphere?" 

A number of commentators feel I have "overstated" the 
case, or overreacted to the excesses of diffusionist schemes. 
Bleed and Evans hold that neither model is "intrinsically" 
preferable, and Evans disputes my description of the anterior 
use of a diffusion framework as ill-founded. The ultimate 
objective in the first part of my paper was to demonstrate the 
theoretical efficiency of the approach, with which Evans 
agrees. However, I would also stand by its theoretical superior- 
ity in the first instance. This is not a topic which needs to 
veer off into philosophy; examples from here on earth will 
suffice. Is it not reasonable to assume in the first instance that 
the people inhabiting a site today were also there yesterday, or 
that objects nearer the surface of a site are more recent than 
those at greater depths? Of course, hundreds of instances will 
come to mind which do not fit the pattern, but most field- 
workers would, I believe, start with an assumption of stratifica- 
tion. More to the point, would it not be "ill-founded" to 
hypothesize that the burial ground near a village did not in 
fact relate to it, all other things being equal? While Krzyzaniak 
makes the very pertinent point that great migrations known 
from history have left little or no archaeological trace, is it 
overstating the case to assume that most children have grown 
up and died in generally the same areas as their parents? 
It is not that I or other East Asian archaeologists "now find 
diffusion or migration an unacceptable explanation of pre- 
historic culture change" (Bleed), but rather that it should be a 
second order of interpretation, when evidence has shown a 
radical discontinuity, disturbance, or intrusion. 

Nelson points specifically to the equal likelihood that food 
production was a local development or an import, but shifts 
attention away from what seems to me the basic question- 
not why, but how it was taken up. Food production must 
always have been a local development (as Chesnov observes) in 
utilizing local soils, water supply, climate, and possiblv in- 
digenous cultigens, regardless of where the idea of plant 
manipulation ultimately came from. The continuity model 
does not require the assumption that every trait was invented 
locally, but in investigating its history as if this were so, and 

in seeking antecedent developments and contemporaneous 
localized, possibly related culture change, many useful data 
would result which might otherwise be overlooked (Peterson). 

On the other hand, one of the dangers in this perspective is 
to see adaptation to environment as the only or the major 
element in culture change. Evans does not care about knowl- 
edge except as it concerns human adaptation. Are art, religion, 
social structures important only as they serve in augmenting 
the adaptive processes or stamina of the group? And while the 
topographic-ecological diversity of South China may safely be 
extrapolated back to the early Holocene, is this fact alone 
sufficient to guarantee that "human adaptations will vary 
widely in complexity at any time and within any subregion" 
(Aigner, emphasis mine)? Peterson points out that every 
archaeological site is unique "as a record of man's adaptation 
to specific local environmental conditions," but more im- 
portantly, it is a record of man's cultural achievements in a 
specific time and place, phenomena only in very minor ways 
related to the site itself. Each new excavation will produce 
variant data not primarily because no site is a carbon copy of 
another, but because no human individual or social group is a 
carbon copy of another. 

Three comments are directed toward the use of traditional 
stage divisions. Aigner takes this as a partial adherence to the 
assumption of an increasing complexity over time, and while 
the evidence suggests to me that such is largely the case in the 
South China Neolithic, it is not a necessary assumption in the 
model presented. A close examination of the local-development 
sequence may, indeed, show regression or stagnation, not in 
relation to the "nuclear area," but in relation to previous 
cultures in the same area. Shaffer questions the use of the term 
"Neolithic" for cultures in which domesticates have not been 
proven. Purely for purposes of cataloguing, I have preferred 
the Chinese usage of "Neolithic" for cultures with pottery and 
polished tools and "sub-Neolithic" for either alone. The 
Vietnamese still use "Mesolithic" for mainly chipped-tool 
assemblages with some pottery and edge-ground or well- 
trimmed edge tools-which also seems reasonable. With this 
terminology based on the readily available materials, the 
crucial question thus would be to identify certain cultures as 
food-producing, the others remaining as "food-gathering(?) 
Mesolithic," Neolithic, etc. 

Pearson queries the existence of both pottery and polished 
tools as early as 10,000 B.C. The C14 date of 8900 B.C. from 
Hsien-jen-tung is on a cultural layer with "Neolithic" remains, 
and there are similar layers below it. A series of C14 dates just 
released from northern Vietnam (Kh'ao-co-hoc 1976[18] :96) 
includes several from "Mesolithic" Hoabinhian sites in a 
range of 9000-5600 B.C. and from Neolithic Bacsonian ranging 
from 8300 to 5900 B.C. While the early inhabitants of Hsien-jen- 
tung seem to have been hunter-gatherers, the Hoabinhian- 
Bacsonian is believed (Lichsu Vietnam 1971[1]:37; Long 1975:38) 
to be associated with cultivation (fruit trees, tubers and 
leguminous plants, hill rice?) and animal domestication (dog, 
water buffalo). Bartel, however, raises a valid point about the 
quality of evidence from Spirit Cave (in the absence of a 
complete site report), and the Vietnamese associations similarly 
may not be based on the firm species identification. 

Regarding the Hoabinhian, I am perplexed by Kress's 
statement that a detailed comparison of this tool assemblage 
with Late Paleolithic assemblages has taken place for sites on 
Palawan, since every definition I have seen of the Hoabinhian 
restricts it to the mainland and possibly Sumatra (e.g., Solheim 
1972:8, a paper given in Manila!). Perhaps Kress has new 
data, and a reference to the failure to show continuity would 
be most interesting. I nevertheless stand by the statement that 
a continuum will very likely be established from Late Paleo- 
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lithic to Middle Neolithic not only in South China, but 
certainly in northern Vietnam, and perhaps even on Palawan 
(!). In the most detailed work yet published on the area, it is 
pointed out that the flake and blade assemblages of Tabon 
Cave represent a tradition which persisted from at least 
30,000 years ago down to post-Pleistocene times (Fox 1970:42). 
Guri Cave yielded Late Paleolithic assemblages and a new 
lithic technology, with a date of only 2000 B.C. Commenting 
on this late date, Fox remarked (p. 47): "there is no reason to 
believe that the inhabitants of Guri Cave would not continue 
to use flake and blade tools after the appearance of . .. Early 
Neolithic tools. Anthropological studies clearly show that 
local historical developments have not been by orderly stages, 
that new tools appeared and old tools persisted." 

On the choice of the term "Yueh," my preference for it is 
for the same reasons that Ikawa-Smith cites for disliking it: the 
term appears in Chou or possibly Shang times, refers to specific 
groups of people, and later was the name of a political unit. 
The latter is also true of "China," but the use of terms for large 
modern political territories to describe prehistoric cultures has 
given rise to much confusion (Bayard 1975b:74). Both charac- 
ters for Yueh are still in use in reference to modern provincial 
areas, while the ethnic identification of the Chou "Hundred 
Yueh" has never been settled; they probably included Tai, 
Mon, and Austronesian-speaking groups. 

Bartel tries to light a fire here with the extravagant claim 
that "by far the most inflammatory remark" in the text is that 
Yueh and Lungshanoid peoples were of different ethnic and 
linguistic backgrounds. Actually I cited Bayard (1975b) and 
the best linguistic and ethnographic reconstructions, and the 
differences in material cultures, and the distinct geographical 
settings and the distance between them, to conclude that the 
peoples were probably of different ethnic and linguistic affilia- 
tion. Surely there are enough genuinely controversial remarks 
in the text! 

Watt focuses on one of them-the difference between Yueh 
and Lungshanoid ceramics. There does seem, however, to be 
convincing evidence that the regional cultures I have grouped 
under Yueh are distinct from the Lungshanoid. Chang (1969: 
234) first pointed this out, and with the recent work in Hong 
Kong and especially North Vietnam it is now virtually con- 
firmed. The site mentioned by Watt at Shih-hsia sounds most 
interesting, and one looks forward to seeing details in print. 
However, "tripods with tall feet" and "pierced high pedestals" 
are surely not sufficient to characterize the site as Lungshanoid. 
The traits themselves may not be exclusively Lungshanoid: 
tripods are found in Yueh Geometric assemblages, and high 
(to half of vessel size) perforated foot-rims are widely found in 
North Vietnam. 

Watt indirectly raises another point I most readily concede: 
it is difficult to discuss the archaeology of any area with only 
the published materials to go by. Having inspected site collec- 
tions from only four areas under review (Vietnam, Hong Kong, 
Haifeng, Taiwan), I am happy of any firsthand information 
that comes along. This limitation has, however, given the paper 
something of a Southeast China bias, as Chesnov remarks. 
Similarly, for the flow chart, it is for someone much closer to 
the latest work in each area to sharpen or correct the chronology 
and relationships. Nelson's notes on Korea confirm that a 
flexible adherence to stage formulations will give useful 
comparative data. 

It is worthwhile to examine closely the questions raised by 
Pearson and Barnard concerning the Bronze Age, as its cultural 
patterns derive to some extent from earlier ones and have 
certainly coloured many an interpretation of the "Chinese" 
Neolithic. Both writers question the existence of bronze inde- 
pendent of or earlier than Shang; Barnard wonders if there is 
bronze contemporaneous with Shang outside the nuclear 
area. The associations of published CH4 dates, however, indicate 

that bronze has now been found in two contexts (the Lower 
Yangtze Hu-shu; Yiinnan) with a "probable dating" to the 
2d millennium B.C. The Yiunnan find is not at all strikingly 
anomalous to the general pattern of C14 dates from Southeast 
Asia (Bayard 1975a). I would now add to the probable areas 
at least parts of Kwangtung-Kwangsi near Vietnam. Several 
sites now dated by typological reference to Chou assemblages 
farther north may in fact relate more to the Dong-dau and 
Go-mun phases (ca. 1500-500 B.C.) in Vietnam. As I pointed 
out, and still contend (without becoming engaged in a textual 
dispute with a master of Chinese bronze inscriptions!), the 
recognition of strong local development of bronze, and even 
of possible southern (as well as northern) invention, runs 
through the writings of several Chinese archaeologists, includ- 
ing An. 

I fail utterly to see why the significance of these bronze 
manifestations must be "demonstrated in respect of nuclear- 
area materials" (Barnard). Certainly there are many similari- 
ties, as Barnard (1975) and others have documented, but the 
local materials are significant in their own right, irrespective 
of which area eventually gets the prize for having the "earliest 
datable bronze." Their significance is very often clouded (not 
unsurprisingly) when the Shang masterpieces are wheeled in. 
I have a great, almost mystical respect (see below) for the 
achievements of Shang, but I cannot go along with Kane 
(cited by Pearson) that the Hunan bronze tradition was 
"strongly influenced by the dominating art and craftsmanship 
of the Shang capital." While this is an interesting art-historical 
appraisal, it would seem that on archaeological grounds (at 
least with the perspective presented above) the most one should 
conclude at this stage is that the Hunan bronzes have certain 
similarities with those of Shang and may be contemporaneous. 
Do we know enough about the motives and earliest date of the 
Hunan bronze workers to conclude that they "conscientiously 
attempted to emulate contemporary An-yang prototypes"? 
Could not Hunan and Shang bronzes both have derived from 
an initial, as yet unknown stage of the Bronze Age in northern- 
central China? 

Finally, Pearson and Evans zero in on the sentence preceding 
the conclusion. My use of the word "randomly" (prefaced by 
"almost") was in relation to cultural and tribal lines mentioned 
in the earlier phrase. The intended meaning was that material 
culture configurations do not always correspond to ethnic or 
nonmaterial culture patterns or, for that matter, to ecological- 
topographic maps. I do not believe that material culture 
change is always patterned; certainly it is not always or even 
usually predictable or retrodictable, relying as it does on so 
many independent and unknown variables, unique situations, 
random happenings, and, in the last analysis, human freedom. 

The "yet unknown" so displeasing to Evans should have 
been modified by "and often unknowable," not only because 
the necessary data are not available. The rise of Shang, for 
example, must always represent something of a mystery in 
East Asian prehistory, not totally meshing with the interlocking 
determinism of natural events or the cultural "constraints and 
channels." Even if we had all the hard data on the peoples and 
environments concerned, I do not believe the rise of Shang 
could be predicted from the Lung-shan or Hsien-jen-tung 
stages, any more than China of 1977 could be predicted from 
the China of 1877. This may, of course, be a literalist over- 
reaction to the idea of prediction as raised by Pearson, but 
then, my use of the word "random" was taken as a rejection of 
much of Western anthropology, and the merest mention of 
"forces and potentialities" not fully understood elicited a 
sentinel warning of the dreaded "orthogenesis." Perhaps it 
would not be inappropriate to suggest (having first made 
courteous libations to the academic deities) that there is great 
room for diversity in the former and a grain of truth in the 
latter. 
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For Sale 

e The first 50 prints of a new series of reproductions of Ca- 
munian rock art, recently published by Centro Camuno di 
Studi Preistorici. The series will include about 100 prints, most 
of them 90 X 60 cm in size. Forming a panoramic view of the 
rock art of Valcamonica, the folder will be divided into 12 
chapters, each printed on a different-colored background. 
Captions are in Italian and English. In addition to figures that 
have become classics of prehistoric art, the series will include 
several as yet unpublished assemblages. Synoptic charts, 
graphs, and distribution maps are also included. The first 50 
prints are offered at U.S. $180; additional prints will cost $4 
each. Nine different series of six slides are available for audio- 
visual purposes in connection with the prints at a cost of $2.50 
per series. Orders should be sent to Centro Camuno di Studi 
Preistorici, 25044 Capo di Ponte (Bs), Italy. 

* Bibliography of Reprints in Archaeology, by Daniel P. Varisco 
(University of Pennsylvania), a list of reprinted articles on 
archaeological topics in alphabetical order by author, world 
area, and subject. Anthropologists and historians may find it 
useful for locating specific articles and assigning course readings. 
Copies may be ordered for U.S. $3.50 from Anthropology 
Curriculum Project, 107 Dudley Hall, University of Georgia, 
Athens, Ga. 30602, U.S.A 
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