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COULD THE EARLY POTTERY OF EAST ASIA 
HAVE WESTERN ROOTS?

O.V. Yanshina

It has been already noted long ago that pottery appeared in East Eurasia 
rather suddenly and without any obvious signs of the necessary prepara
tory development. Although this feature contrasts markedly with that of how 
the same events occurred in  the West, it  still has no acceptable explana
tion. This article aims at filling this gap and proposes to consider the appear
ance of pottery in East Asia as a sort of epiphenomenon, byproduct or con
sequence of the “Upper Paleolithic revolution” that gave birth to modern 
humans and their culture. Despite its unusualness, this approach follows 
directly from the current scientific framework.
First, in the light of the theory of the cumulative nature of culture and con
cepts that explain the  nature of  innovation processes, including ancient 
ones, the absence of a visible preparatory development in East Asia seems 
to be a serious research problem, since innovations, especially such complex 
ones as pottery, cannot arise suddenly and “out of nowhere”.
Second, it  knows well that ceramics appeared in  West Eurasia during 
the “Upper Paleolithic revolution”, but only in its final phase, associated with 
the Middle Upper Paleolithic cultures. This allows us to consider it as a result 
of the preliminary development of a whole range of material and social tech
nologies, as well as the anatomically modern humans behind them. There
fore, there is nothing incredible in the assumption that during the coloniza
tion of East Eurasia modern humans could well bring there the knowledge 
and skills necessary for the subsequent invention of pottery “in situ”.
Thirdly, archaeological records unequivocally indicate that Upper Paleo
lithic cultures similar to  European or West Eurasian ones were formed 
in East Eurasia  during its peopling by modern humans. Moreover, commu
nication networks that might serve for the information exchange between 
the western and eastern communities arose thereupon, though these data 
are obvious and convincing enough only in relation to the Central Asia and 
the adjacent territories of Siberia. Further east, in North and Central China, 
along the Amur River, and in the Sea of Japan area, Upper Paleolithic cul
tures had already original shapes; however, at least microblade industries 
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make it possible to assemble all these remote regions into a single commu
nicative space, overlapping in the west with the Upper Paleolithic cultures 
of Central Asia and South Siberia.
Thus, the article analyzes in detail all the observations in favor of the approach 
proposed to understand the issue of how pottery could be invented in East 
Asia. The first two sections are devoted to  the preparatory development, 
a brief review of the relevant finds and materials is given, as well as their 
discussing from the standpoint of theories of innovative processes, the last 
section summarizes the data reflecting the presence of communication net
works in the Upper Paleolithic of northern Eurasia.
Keywords: East Asia, Origin of  Pottery, Technology, Upper Paleolithic, 
 Modern Human Behavior, Communication Network.

INTRODUCTION

The extensive corpus of radiocarbon dates and their statistical model
ling (Hommel 2009; Silva et al. 2014; Jordan et al. 2016) give us a firm 
confidence that pottery was first invented by huntergatherers in east
ern Asia. However, not all of  the circumstances surrounding this inge
nious invention have been fully disclosed. One of them concerns the ques
tion of how pottery was invented, or even how at all it could have been 
invented in this region. Indeed, the West Eurasia data surely reflect a grad
ual evolutionary process leading to  the emergence of  the first ceramic 
vessels (for the latest review and assessments of the entire process see: 
Ozdoğan 2009; Budja 2013; 2016; Fletcher et al. 2017; The emergence 2017; 
Richardson 2018; Petrova 2019; Jeunesse 2021; Vandiver 2022; Gibbs 2022). 
Numerous examples of potential technological precursors of pottery are 
in place and all necessary conditions for the invention and widespread 
adoption of pottery are evident.

However, there was no similar technological evolution in East  Eurasia. 
Despite extensive research aimed at  reconstructing the  functions 
of the earliest ceramic vessels, an unambiguous answer as to why they 
suddenly became so popular with huntergatherers has yet to be found 
(Craig et al. 2013; Lucquin et al. 2016; 2018; Uchiyama 2019; Shoda et al. 
2020; Patania, Jaffe  2021; Morisaki  2022). Researchers also point out 
the absence of a preparatory stage for the invention of pottery in East Asia 
since it emerged there in a “readymade” form (Zhushchikhovskaia 2012). 
In addition, no connections have been found between potterymaking and 
contemporary technologies (Gibbs 2015).

Although all these features have been noticed long ago, they are still 
puzzling. Could people really invent pottery “from scratch”? Why did 
the emergence of potterymaking take thousands of years in  the West 
while it happened so fast in the East? How can we interpret this peculiar
ity? Two distinct lines of reasoning are discernible among the multifarious 
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data and ideas that arise when considering these questions. One line pro
vides an explanation for what is problematic with the East Asia scenario 
of pottery invention and why it causes confusion. The other line draws 
on diverse evidence that suggests a potential interconnection between 
the East and West scenarios. In what follows, we are going to present both 
arguments in order to draw attention to this interesting phenomenon and 
to determine whether it is possible that the invention of pottery in East 
Eurasia and the  development of  ceramic technologies in  West Eurasia 
could be linked?

HOW WAS POTTERY SUPPOSED TO BE INVENTED?

First, let’s take a  look at why the questions above require research 
attention since otherwise there is no sense in making any further con
siderations. According to our vision, this is due to the congruence bias 
between the data related to East Asia and the modern perceptions of how 
human culture and technologies evolve, which stem from the  theories 
of cumulative culture and the study of innovation processes.

Theory of cumulative nature of culture

That any technology must have its own predecessors has already long 
been recognized, but recently this idea has gained strong support from 
the theory of the cumulative nature of culture. This theory posits that 
cultural evolution can be explained through mechanisms that are ana lo
gous to those found in biological evolution and claims that human cul
ture evolves incrementally by  accumulating changes from generation 
to  genera tion, via “descent with modification” (Boyd, Richerson  1996; 
Mesoudi, Thornton 2018). As it was stated earlier, “creation is not fash
ioning something out of  nothing, but refashioning what already is” 
(Childe 1956: 124: cit. ex. Hoffecker 2012). This means that new techno
logies can only grow out of a previously accumulated repertoire of knowl
edge and skills. From this perspective, every technology seems to consist 
of a certain number of simpler technologies. The more complex the tech
nology is, the more simpler technologies are hidden inside it, and the more 
steps are needed to invent it.

As for pottery making, if the theory of the cumulative nature of cul
ture is correct, we need to admit that in order to invent a pot, humans 
should have already made at least some of the discoveries (clay plas ticity, 
its hardening in fire, etc.) and technologies (fire control, making multi
farious clay craftworks, using receptacles, etc.). Hence, there must have 
been a long process towards such an invention, including several indepen
dent lines of development, each with its own logic, dynamics and duration, 
i.e. claytoceramic, receptacle and firing lines. However, how long such 
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knowledge and skills should have been accumulated is not quite clear. 
It might be thought that the more complex the technology is, the longer 
the accumulation process should be.

Generally, two ways for measuring the complexity of ancient technolo
gies have been proposed so far, each suggesting their division into smaller 
units, known as technounits (Oswalt 1976) or proceduralunits (Perreault 
et al. 2013). The more units there are, the more complex the ancient tools 
and technologies become. Another approach is based on the assessment 
of ancient technologies in terms of the cognitive distance between task 
setting and its solution. As this distance increases, it necessitates a greater 
extent of working memory, a higher level of human cognitive abilities, and 
results in more complex technology (Haidle 2010; Muller et al. 2017).

From hence, potterymaking appears to be a rather complex techno
logy. It takes at least several days and goes through several strictly sequen
tial stages: the selection of raw materials, paste composition, molding, 
drying and firing. In addition, every next stage requires more complex 
skills. And, apparently, the simpler the skills, the earlier they might emerge 
in human prehistory and the easier they could have been acquired with lit
tle to no special learning.

The first stage seems to be the easiest. Making a small, simple vessel 
is not so problematic, but the larger and more sophisticated a vessel body 
is, the more experience a potter should have. Nevertheless, certain skills 
are also necessary at this stage. When sculpting, the vessels can sag or dis
integrate, and experience is also required to be able to replicate the same 
vessel shape repeatedly. The following drying and firing procedures are 
much more complex. Although any clay can be burned, the special skills 
are necessary to obtain a fired vessel. We all know from childhood how 
hard it is to fire clay lumps in an open fire. Even small clay items can tear 
into pieces unless particular conditions are maintained throughout this 
procedure, and the larger the size of clay items is, the harder it is to fire 
them successfully. In order to obtain a ceramic sherd of at least minimally 
required strength, it was necessary to have certain heat engineering skills 
such as being able to maintain an uniform flame and regulate heat transfer.

Therefore, it is no coincidence that even ceramic figurines, as the first 
manifestation of ceramic technology, emerged only at the middle stage 
of the Upper Paleolithic, i.e. later than the most advanced lithic industries 
and already at the peak of the Upper Paleolithic revolution

There is also popular idea that pottery might be invented by accident, 
for example, when clay was applied to baskets to make them watertight or 
when fish was baked in clay. In general, this view does not follow the the
ory of cumulative culture. However, it appears that knowledge and skills 
involved in the potterymaking should be assessed differentially from this 
point of view. Discovering of clay and how it hardens in a fire, as well as 
coming to the idea of a container, could well stem from individual observa
tions of everyday events, whereas the evolution of fire control techniques, 
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containers, culinary practices, and human cognitive abilities must have 
had a cumulative nature and, therefore, a  long history. The path from 
natural pits to artificially made baskets, plaster bins and stone vessels 
is too long for one person, as well as the progression from simple using 
fire to fire controlling and from frying meat on an open fire to cooking 
it inside a vessel. Therefore, it is unlikely that an unequipped or unskilled 
person could have come to the idea of making a pot.

Emergence of pottery as an innovation process

The  emergence of  potterymaking is  commonly estimated as one 
of  the  most important innovations in  our history. But while previously 
the point of this statement was mostly limited to assessing the role that pot
tery played in human history, now it gives us some new research opportuni
ties, opened up due to introducing the results of presentday studies of inno
vation processes into prehistory studies (Metal matters 2013; Farbstein 2013; 
Djindjian 2014; Knappett, Van Der Leeuw 2014; Jordan, Cummings 2014; 
Gibbs 2015; Detecting 2020; Klimscha 2017; Contextualizing 2021).

One of  these opportunities stems out of  a  fundamental distinction 
between invention and innovation (Godin 2014). The former is usually con
sidered as a creation of something new, whereas the latter is thought of as 
its successful application in practice. This distinction generates a series 
of new ideas nuanced to our understanding of how innovations evolve. First 
of all, it allows researchers to admit that invention and innovation phases 
of any innovation process may well be separated in time and space depend
ing on particular circumstances. Second, this new vision, in turn, certainly 
disrupts the onedimensional logic of understanding innovation processes 
and thereby alleviates the social tension existing around the migratory 
explanations of cultural progress. Thuswise, the distinction above allows 
us to separate the issue of human ability to create from the issue of why 
some peoples achieve progress, but others do not (see, e.g., Killick 2015).

In addition, the idea that not every invention can become an inno
vation also appears to be highly essential for our discussion. It supposes 
that for any newly invented product to become an  innovation, it must 
first become highly desired among customers. Only in this case, a new 
product turns into innovation and begins to spread widely and quickly 
(Renfrew 1984; Godin 2014). To some extent, this complicates our under
standing of how pottery might have originated and compels us to regard 
the emergence of certain social practices as a critically important precon
dition for the birth of pottery.

The empirical observation that there might be a timelag between inven
tion and innovation phases is even more significant. During this interim 
period, novelties are usually used in various consumer contexts until their 
best practical application will be found. Such a searching activity can take 
a  long time, and it  is  often associated with using novelties as trinkets, 
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exotics, or prestigious items (Renfrew 1984: 415; Helwing 2013: 111; Grass
hoff 2021: 22; Jeunesse 2021: 63). It  is still hard to understand whether 
every innovation process should have such a “trinkettreasure horizon” and 
how long it may last, but our prehistory shows that it was inherent at least 
to all innovation processes associated with introducing new materials such 
as bronze, iron or glass into human life (see, e.g., The prehistory 1998; 
Helwing 2013; Radivojević, Roberts 2021). There is no reason to think other
wise, when the emergence of clay and ceramic technologies is considered.

Two conclusions can be drawn from the above. First, the emergence 
of pottery appears to be a part of a broader innovation process associ
ated with the adoption of clay and ceramics, strictly speaking, a process 
that is still ongoing. It seems incorrect to consider them apart, as if they 
were two independent processes. Second, the “trinkettreasure horizon” 
can be seen as a necessary (“prepottery”) component of this overall inno
vation process.

HOW WAS POTTERY ACTUALLY INVENTED IN EAST ASIA?

In the following, we will discuss how pottery actually emerged in East 
Asia and attempt to  identify the most general features of this process, 
although there are some challenges associated with such generalization 
due to the shortage of archaeological evidence and linguistic barriers.

How many birthplaces of pottery existed in East Asia?

To be fair, we are still unaware of where and when exactly pottery was 
invented. Not long ago, researchers were sure that this happened in three 
areas immediately just before the  BøllingAllerød warming, i.e. South 
China, Japanese islands and MiddletoLower Amur River Basin. After
wards, much older carbon dates were published, which pushed this event 
back to the very end of the LGM and made the territories around the mid
dle course of the Yangtze and Pearl Rivers the cradle of potterymaking 
(Boaretto et al. 2009; Wu et al. 2012). Although most scholars seem to agree 
with the new dates, others find them questionable (Kuzmin 2013; Yan
shina, Sobolev 2018; Iizuka 2018; Wu et al. 2005; Gorodetskaya et al. 2021).

Another approach to  this issue relates to  the  evaluation of  differ
ences and similarities of the earliest ceramic vessels found in various East 
Asia regions regarded as possible centers of pottery invention. From this 
standpoint, we can identify only two technologically and stylistically dis
tinct traditions, though they both varied to some extent (Yanshina 2017). 
The first tradition unites the sites of the Japanese archipelago, whereas 
the second one combines all the continental sites. The differences between 
them are so fundamental that they can only be explained with the assump
tion of independent origins of both traditions.
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Hence, the existence of at least two pottery birthplaces may be admit
ted with some certainty; however, precisely in this case, we cannot exclude 
the possibility that both traditions, despite deep differences, might have 
a single source, as there is enough evidence linking the Upper Paleolithic 
populations that settled along the  Amur River and near the  northern 
edge of the Sea of Japan. Moreover, in this case, we also cannot overlook 
some data linking the potterymaking traditions of South China, Amur 
River region, and Transbaikalia (Yanshina 2017; Hommel 2019). Therefore, 
the possibility of a single origin of pottery in different regions of Asia can
not yet be ruled out. But how we could explain the distinctiveness of each 
potterymaking tradition, if  it was a case? Apparently, this would only 
be possible if the idea of making pot, but not the technical details of its 
embodiment, had a single origin.

Looking for pottery precursors

Current archaeological data unquestionably document that knowl
edge and skills, associated with ceramic technology, accumulated in West 
Eurasia over a long period of time and became more and more sophisti
cated up to the invention of pottery. In contrast, the East Eurasia data
base is much poorer from this point of view. We will provide further a brief 
review of these data to show the actual level of technological development 
of East Eurasia inhabitants during the prepottery period.

Clayandclaylikematerials. There is still no data on the usage of clay 
and claylike materials before the emergence of pottery in East Eurasia. 
The only exception is the ceramic human figurine found at the Maina site 
on the Yenisei River (Vandiver, Vasil’ev 2002) (fig. 1). It was made of sandy 
loam with maximum 10—15% clay content. The figurine was at least fired 
at  700 °C; however, it  is  fragile, loose, and highly porous, presumably 
because of a small amount of clay content.

Other evidence of using clay for the purpose which is beyond pottery
making refers to the postpottery period, but remains extremely limited 
even then. These are, first, several clay human figurines found at the Incip
ient Jomon sites (Nakazawa et  al. 2022), and second, it  is  clay hearths 
of  the  Yuchanyan cave (Yuan  2002; Patania, Jaffe  2021) 1. The  amount 
of these records slightly increased only in the early agricultural communi
ties. Despite the fact that such data have not yet been reviewed in special 
literature, references can be found to using clay as building material and for 
other purposes (see, e.g.: Liu, Chen 2012: 56, 81, 132, 155; LarriveBass 2015).

Firecontrol. The earliest data on regular use of fire in East Asia go back 
to the Upper Paleolithic. It mainly includes hearth remains, traces of heat 
treatment of stone artifacts, and some of unique finds. While the amount 
of this information and its spatial distribution increase towards the end 

1 It is interesting that these Yuchanyan clay hearths have already attracted research 
attention due to their similarity to the clay hearths of Klisoura Cave (Cohen et al. 2017).
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of the Upper Paleolithic, the available data on fire control skills remains 
limited. However, this is precisely that field of our knowledge which can 
be significantly improved in the future by applying archaeometric methods.

The  reported hearths were differently designed and used for heat
ing, lighting and cooking. They might be arranged in pits or on the sur
face ground, sometimes with stones lining. Dwellings or lithic reduction 
ac tivity were generally associated with them.

According to the available data, heating engineering was simple. Peo
ple were able to light a fire (see bow drilling stones at the Podzvonkovaya, 
3rd cultural layer, and BarunAlan1, 7th and 8th cultural layers: Tashak, 
Antonova 2012), heat up stones or backfill floors with hot coal in order 
to accumulate heat (Kovrizhka IV: Teten’kin et al. 2021; Bol’shoy Yakor’: 
Ineshin, Teten’kin 2017). There were also cases of  removing fire ashes 
from hearths (Podzvonkovaya, 3rd cultural layer: Tashak 2003) or “clos
ing” hearths with sand mixed with black mineral matter (Kovrizhka IV: 
Teten’kin et al. 2018: 5, 10), as well as with parts of animal skeletons or 
stones, including those with ochre (Kovrizhka IV: Teten’kin et al. 2018; 
Podzvonkovaya, 3rd cultural layer: Tashak 2003).

The firing temperatures inside the hearths were quite low but sufficient 
to obtain lowtemperature ceramics. Special studies of Yuchanyan clay 
hearths showed that the firing temperature was unstable and varied from 
300 to 600 °C depending on the point analyzed (Cohen et al. 2017). Paleo
magnetic analysis of nearhearth stones from Transbaikalia sites revealed 
that they were heated at  temperatures that varied from 250 to  600 °C 
(Bol’shoy Yakor’: Ineshin, Teten’kin  2017: 42; Kovrizhka  IV: Teten’kin 
et al. 2021). Thermal changes of obsidian artifacts from the Japanese  Upper 
Paleolithic sites most likely resulted from fourhour firing at 650 °C or 
ninehour firing at 550 °C (Nakazawa 2002).

The potential use of more advanced heat engineering devices can per
haps be evidenced only by the socalled smoking pits found on the Japa
nese islands. They consisted of two pits of different size and depth, con
nected by a chimney (Morisaki et al. 2018: fig. 6.3; Pearson 2006: 243 — 245). 
After the  invention of pottery, smoking pits widely spread throughout 
the  Japanese archipelago. However, data on when and where precisely 
they first appeared are currently unavailable. To the best of my knowl
edge, they have not been reported outside of Japan.

Heat treatment of stone raw materials is also of great interest. Spe
cial experiments show that it requires the same fire control skills as firing 
ceramics, including longterm maintenance of certain temperatures and 
regulation of heat transfer (Kononenko 1996; Kononenko et al. 1998). How
ever, data on the use of heat treatment for stone are still limited in both 
Siberia and East Asia.

Thus, stone artifacts preheated to a temperature of 300—400 °C were 
discovered at the Shuidungou2 (27—20 000 cal. BP) and Shuidungou12 
(11—12 000 cal. BP) sites in  China. However, experts suggest that heat 
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treatment does not provide a significant effect for microblade and core
andflake industries that are recorded at both sites (Zhou et al. 2013).

The Ueno A Late Upper Paleolithic site in Northern Honshu provides 
another example (Yonekura 2010). The distinctive luster, surface texture, 
and color are identified on 318 out of 8848 artifacts from the site collec
tion, which included bifaces and tools made on mediumsized blades. Sim
ulation experiments show that heat treatment indeed improves the quality 
of shale that was used for producing tools of this collection (Yonekura et al. 
2008). However, it is unclear how widespread this practice was in Japan. 
On the one hand, in contrast to shale, obsidian, used there as a major source 
of stone raw materials, does not show any positive effect after preheating. 
On the other hand, in the northeast of Honshu, where the Ueno A site 
is  located, siliceous shale was the main raw material used (Sano 2007). 
Therefore, it can be expected that heat treatment might be efficient and 
popular in this area. Examination of 18 Upper Paleolithic sites of Tohoku 
demonstrated that 5 to 10% of shale artifacts showed traces of heating, 
although it  remained unclear whether it  was accidental or intentional 
(Yamashita 1988).

A  similar situation was recorded on  the  opposite coast of  the  Sea 
of Ja pan in the Russian Maritime province, where siliceous rocks were also 
a primary source for tool making. At some local Late Upper Paleolithic 
sites, tools and flakes with traces of preliminary heating were revealed, 
what was validated by experimental works (Kononenko et al. 1998). Since 
heat treatment and firing of clay demand the same set of knowledge and 
skills, Russian researchers made an assumption that pottery might arise 
in regions where high quality raw material were absent and people were 
forced to look for ways to improve the quality of available lithic materials 
(Kononenko 1996: 127—128).

Importantly, since all East Eurasia data on the use of heat treatment 
appeared only around the end of the Last Glacial Maximum, it is thought 
they postdate similar finds in West Eurasia (Flenniken 1987; Gryba 2020; 
Moník et al. 2021).

Finally, based on  the  information available to  us, it  appears that 
the level of heat technologies remained in East Eurasia at approximately 
the same level throughout the Upper Paleolithic. A significant shift in fire 
control skills occurred only in the Early Neolithic farming communities 
of NorthCentral China, marked by an increase in the upper limit temper
ature for pottery firing to 900 °C, as well as the emergence of pottery kilns, 
engobing practices, and pottery painting (Liu, Chen 2012).

Ochreandotherpigments. There is no data on the firing of pig
ment raw materials, although pigments from a series of Upper Paleolithic 
sites were intensively studied: Kovrizhka4 (Teten’kin et al. 2020), Mal’ta 
(Lbova 2018), Ushki V (Ponkratova et al. 2020), Ust’Kova (Volkov et al. 2018), 
Malaya Syya (Lbova et  al. 2018), and Yana (Pitul’ko, Ivanova  2010). 
Research results evidence the use of a wide range of pigmentcontaining 
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rocks (hematite, goethite, magnetite, malachite, pyrolusite, etc.), as well 
as their grinding and, possibly, mixing with components of inorganic and 
organic origin.

Containers. Data on  the  use of  containers prior to  the  emergence 
of ceramic vessels is extremely limited in East Eurasia. Small ivory recep
tacles found at the Yanskaya site in layers dated to ~27—28.5 ka bp 2 are 
the first known containers in this area. One of them was completely pre
served and had a subtriangular shape with slightly convex bottom. It was 
about 3 cm deep and had a maximum of ~ 8—10 cm width (Pitul’ko et al. 
2012). Another group of finds includes stone vessel fragments that were 
found in Transbaikalia at Sukhotino4 site in layers dated to ~16,8 ka bp 
(Filatov 2016). These vessels were made of diorite with pecking and, per
haps, abrasive technique. Published sketches and descriptions are very 
rough but suggest the presence of two types of vessels: a small flat bowl 
with a slightly convex bottom and approximately 5 cm in diameter, and 
a  larger one  with an  unclear shape and fragments reaching 12—15 cm 
in size. In addition to these relics, a small oval cup made from a kneecap 
of a large mammal (possibly a mammoth) was found at the Mal’ta site, 
dated to 22—19 ka bp. It is approximately 5—6 cm wide and 4 cm in height 3.

Besides, the  existence of  receptacles perishable materials cannot 
be  ruled out. Shells, nutshells, and bamboo might be used as contain
ers in the south, whereas ostrich eggshells were available for this pur
pose in the north, though within a rather limited geographical area. “Tex
tile” ornaments on the first ceramic vessels may serve as an indirect sign 
of the existence of perishable containers. Three kinds of “textile” pottery 
patterns can be identified in East Asia.

The  first one  is  presented on  some vessels of  the  Gromatukha site 
in the Middle Amur River region (fig. 2: A). They evoke a simple mat, vertical 
warp thread of which were fastened by horizontal weft threads. The other 
two kinds of ornaments resembling “textile” are reported in Japan. Vessels 
decorated with dense rows of nail indentions, sometimes having different 
inclination angles between adjacent rows, represent one of them (fig. 2: C). 
This pattern seems to  reflect a  more complex weaving scheme, which, 
in contrast to  the ones on  the Gromatukha vessels, seems to be better 
suited for baskets. Vessels with ornaments resembling openwork macramé 
illustrate the other kind of “textile”like patterns on the Japanese early 
ceramic vessels. These ornaments were performed with clay strips giving 
the impression of a twisted cord due to characteristic incisions (fig. 2: B).

Unfortunately, none of the above textilelike patterns clarify the nature 
of containers that could be the prototype for the very first ceramic vessels 
in East Asia. It is unclear whether they were baskets or bags. As common 
sense suggests, the development of weaving technologies should progress 

2 Hereafter, all dates are referred to “uncal bp”, unless otherwise stated.
3 See picture at: http://malta.artemiris.org/ru/find/view/88.
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from soft to hard freestanding products. The latter required more complex 
weaving techniques and more sophisticated household practices. However, 
could the bags serve as a prototype for ceramic vessels? The deep shapes 
of the first ceramic wares, in contrast to the smallersized Upper Paleo
lithic receptacles, partially imply such a possibility, but no more than that.

Cookingtechnologies. Most researchers are sure that pottery was 
originated in  East Eurasia to  cook on  fire (Craig et  al. 2013; Lucquin 
et al. 2016; 2018; Uchiyama 2019; Shoda et al. 2020; Patania, Jaffe 2021; 
Morisaki 2022). Lipid analysis findings and the  lack of data evidencing 
any other ways of using ceramic vessels substantiate this point of view. 
This means apparently that there should be traces of culinary traditions 
associated with wetcooking or cooking in the containers among the pre
pottery archaeological records.

Data in hand, however, does not provide such evidence. We can only 
guess how people cooked their food. Some of  the  Upper Paleolithic 
 Japanese hearts constitute the only exception. In terms of design, they 
may be divided into two groups. Some of them were built inside pits or 
on the ground surface. Archaeologists find them littered with burnt stones 
and animal bones. Special experiments showed that those stones were 
used as “roasters”. At first, they were heated to 700 °C and then food was 
placed on  stones for cooking (Suzuki 2000—2005). The  smoking pits, 
already mentioned above, present the  second group. They were used 
to cook food with hot smoke. Other potential evidence is already synchro
nous with pottery. Boiling stones were so far discovered only at the Shui
dungou12 site in NorthWest China, which is already dated to the very 
Early Holocene (Gao et al. 2014). Similarly, the Yuchanyan Cave hearths 
showing the activities associated with bonefat rendering inside vessels 
were also synchronous with pottery.

Thus, there is a double gap in our data. We cannot yet discern anywhere 
in East Asia either any sorts of containers resembling the ceramic vessels 

Fig. 2. Textilelike ornaments on the earliest ceramic vessels of East Asia. А — Groma
tukha culture; the Middle Amur River; B—C — Incipient Jomon, PaleoHonshu Island
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in shape or function or any culinary traditions associated with cooking 
inside containers. This picture is more consistent with the assumption 
that both the ceramic vessels and cooking inside vessels emerged in paral
lel to each other. It seems we should ask ourselves what kind of revolu
tion has occurred in East Asia with the emergence of pottery, culinary or 
technological one?

As for food resources, they were extremely diverse at that time, given 
the enormous size of the East Asia territory where the earliest ceramic 
vessels appeared for the first time. During the postglacial period, hunting 
for large and mediumsized mammals prevailed in the north while being 
gradually supplemented with fishing; opportunities to use plant resources 
were limited there. At the same time, there seemed to be no such clear pre
dominance of hunting in the south. The economy was complex and com
prised both hunting for various game species, including birds, small mam
mals and turtles, as well as procuring a broadspectrum of other resources, 
including mollusks and plants. In sum, given that we do not yet know 
exactly where precisely pottery was invented, it remains puzzling what 
kind of food resources could bring about its invention.

This statement can be  justified only in  relation to activities linked 
to using clay or ceramics, while other technologies were indeed in place, 
albeit less prominently than in West Eurasia.

The issue of “preparatory development”

Summarizing all the above, we can specify to some extent our vision 
of  the  prepottery technological evolution in  East Eurasia and return 
on this basis to the question of why the emergence of pottery occurred 
so suddenly there?

The absenceof “trinkettreasurehorizon”. Our data review shows that 
not all of the technologies, which are widely considered as the potterymak
ing precursors, were missing in East Eurasia. This statement can be justified 
only in relation to activities linked to using clay or ceramics, while other tech
nologies were in place, albeit less prominently than in West Eurasia . At least, 
people had enough knowledge and skills not only to arrive at the idea of a pot 
but also to realize it. They knew what a container was, could achieve a cer
tain temperature in the fire, and maintain it for a while.

This observation spotlights the fact that the true specificity of East 
Asia is  not  the  absence of  preliminary technological development but 
the lack of a “trinkettreasure horizon”. Moreover, it is interesting to note 
that even after the invention of pottery, the practical application of clay 
and ceramics did not gain significant momentum and was primarily lim
ited to the production of pots only. This seems to signify the presence 
of  special cultural conditions in  the  Upper Paleolithic of  East Eurasia, 
which could constantly prevent the widespread use of these new materi
als. The only ceramic figurine, found at the Maina site, simply emphasizes 
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the relevance of this conclusion since it witnesses that people could actu
ally be familiar with clay and ceramics but did not use them.

Importantly, precisely the  lack of  a “trinkettreasure horizon” gives 
grounds to think that pottery was invented in the East either “from scratch” 
or too rapidly compared to West Eurasia, or under some external influence. 
Of course, this feature may be determined by the low level of our knowledge. 
However, far from all regions where pottery appeared for the first time have 
been poorly studied. This is definitely not true for Japan and only partly true 
for Transbaikalia and the Russian Far East. Furthermore, we are not dealing 
with organic materials. The use of clay and ceramics leaves behind some 
vestiges in any case, as exemplified by the Paleolithic Europe or PPN sites.

Notsoprimitive? Another point to be made touches upon the assump
tion that pottery likely came into being in East Eurasia as a demanddriven 
innovation. The following observations are based on my direct examina
tion of most Russian and a part of Japanese pottery collections.

The most striking feature of pottery under consideration is that it was 
not as primitive as it may be expected. Even the earliest vessels already had 
a rather large size (up to threetofive liters), regular shapes and some
times quite stable forming techniques. They were fabricated of several 
or even many building elements. The following forming techniques have 
been recorded to date: forming vessels’ body with coils or slabs by join
ing them edgetoedge or in an overlapping manner; reinforcing joints 
with grass; coating vessel walls with liquid clay; roughening vessel walls 
by rolling or combing; supporting vessel walls from inside with a hand 
or stone, which were wrapped by cord (Shewkomud, Yanshina 2012; Yan
shina 2017; Yanshina, Kovalenko 2022).

Furthermore, it is evident that special tools such as rolling sticks, cords 
and combs were in use at that time. Some researchers have even claimed 
the use of templates (Zhushchikhovskaia 2012; Medvedev, Tsetlin 2013); 
however, this sounds like a clear exaggeration, as molding with templates 
is a rather specialized pottery practice. It appears that such claims are 
not based on firm evidence but on the expectation that potterymaking 
may have resulted from covering baskets with clay. In any case, I have 
never seen yet direct traces of templates on the sherds from the collec
tions of the earliest pottery.

Firing temperature was relatively low (no  more than 500—600 °С) 
(Shewkomud, Yanshina 2012; Zhu et al. 2014) but, from the beginning, 
special techniques were employed to overcome difficulties that arose dur
ing the firing stage: adding grass and other additives, usually coarse, into 
clay paste; using lowfired grog; drilling through holes or applying clay 
strips near the vessel rims to prevent their cracking; making doublelayer 
vessels body, and creating a special gas atmosphere (resulting in light 
colored outer surfaces and darkgrey inner surfaces).

From the  very beginning, ceramic vessels also started to  serve as 
a rather mature group identity medium. This can be confirmed by several 
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facts. On the PaleoHonshu island, two ceramic traditions were established 
during the  early stage of  local potterymaking development: one  that 
used clay strips for vessel decorations, the other that applied fingernail 
or cord imprints to  achieve the  same purpose (Taniguchi  2017; Naka
zawa et al. 2022). They existed in parallel for quite a long period within 
the same area without any clear evidence of them being mixed together. 
Two parallel ceramic traditions were also established in the Amur River 
region, but in adjacent areas. They shared some features in technology and 
design, as well as some specific practices relating to raw material choice, 
surface treatment and ornaments (Yanshina, Kovalenko 2022). The most 
telling case concerns the  fact that some regions, surrounding the  Sea 
of Japan (Hokkaido, Prymorye) persistently avoided the adoption of pot
tery, although local populations were aware of this novelty and communi
cated with neighboring potterybearing societies (Yanshina 2017).

Experimental vs. early adopter phase. The  above observations 
actualize the  issue of  an  experimental phase. Some researchers con
sider the earliest stage of pottery development in East Asia, correspond
ing to the last millennia of the Pleistocene era, as experimental (Gibbs, 
Jordan 2013). However, this approach might seem somewhat confusing 
because it implies experimentation with the use of the new utensils, but 
not with their production. Indeed, the period above was already associ
ated with the appearance of ceramic wares as such. According to the dif
fusion of innovation theory, it aligns more with an “early adopter” phase, 
while there should also be room for experiments with making ceramic ves
sels, which, as of now, remains undocumented in East Asia. We do not see 
even any hint on making vessels of immature shapes or of shapes imitat
ing other kinds of receptacles, as well as any traces of firing or sculpting 
failures.

Although the lack of data may explain the absence of this evidence, 
another plausible explanation is that technical experiments might have 
been conducted too quickly. In that case, they may well remain archaeo
logically invisible. However, this scenario seems possible only when peo
ple know what they seek to achieve and how to obtain it technically.

Thus, it is highly likely that we have to differentiate a phase related 
to seeking a proper technology to make ceramic vessels and a phase related 
to  testing their usefulness. While the  former phase was not  observed 
in  East Asia at  all, at  least to  date, the  latter one, in  contrast, lasted 
too long. During the first three millennia (or longer, in case with South 
China), ceramic ware was actually used almost exclusively in those regions 
where it was invented, whereas the population of surrounding territories 
avoided to adopt it. This feature seems to reflect deep cultural or techno
logical differences between various regions in East Asia. Moreover, it also 
contrasts the East Eurasian scenario with the West Eurasian one, since 
the latter is characterized by an extremely short duration of the “early 
adopter” phase literally lasted only a few centuries.
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COULD THE EARLY POTTERY OF EAST ASIA HAVE 
WESTERN ROOTS?

Archaeologists having no apparent alternative solutions often explain 
the cases of a sudden appearance of “readymade” novelties, like the emer
gence of pottery in East Asia, by their “dependent” or “stimulus” inven
tion, or mere borrowing (Kroeber  1940; Clark, Gosser  1995). However, 
in  the  Upper Paleolithic oikumene, there was no  place to  adopt pot
tery from; therefore, the  idea of a pot actually originated in East Asia. 
At  the  same time, certain data suggest that there could be  some links 
between Eastern and Western parts of Eurasia during the Upper Paleo
lithic, which may clarify some aspects of how pottery emerged. In the fol
lowing, we will provide these data in breif review.

Modern human behavior and the emergence  
of pottery

Generally, behavioral modernity is understood as a suite of behavi
oral and cognitive traits that arose in the process of evolution of our spe
cies (Foley, Mirazón Lahr 1997; McBrearty, Brooks 2000; Stringer 2002; 
Henshilwood, Marean 2003; D’Errico 2003; Hoffecker 2005; Klein 2008; 
Shea 2011; Hiscock 2013; Hodgson 2017).

Archaeological data show that human cognitive abilities and asso
ciated behavior were developing very slowly. Their first quite sudden 
debut occurred yet in the Middle Paleolithic in Africa, but the irrevers
ible exponential growth started only with the onset of the Upper Paleo
lithic in Europe, West Asia and their immediate surroundings. Accord
ingly, the beginning of the Upper Paleolithic in these regions is commonly 
regarded as the starting point of  the “behavioral modernity era”, even 
though the complexity of human culture continued to increase thereafter. 
It is crucial that most technological forerunners of future potterymak
ing and the ceramic technology per se emerged in this key area in parallel 
with other new Upper Paleolithic technologies, commonly associated with 
“behavioral modernity” and anatomically modern humans (AMH) (Hof
fecker 2005; Svoboda 2015).

This introduces an important nuance to the discussion of the origin 
of pottery by adding the biological aspect to its consideration. Addition
ally, it encourages us to view potterymaking as a technology that could 
have been invented in East Asia only at the wave of its peopling by AMH 
and with the establishment of behavioral modernity.

The origin of behavioral modernity in East Asia is a highly debatable 
subject (Brumm, Moore 2005; Norton, Jin 2009; Oppenheimer 2009; Dere
vianko 2001; 2010; Hamilton, Buchanan 2010; Rasmussen et al. 2011; San
chezMazas et al. 2011; BarYosef, BelferCohen 2013; Emergence 2015; 
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Oxenham, Buckley 2016; Bae 2017; Sikora 2017; Li et al. 2019; Каtо 2022; 
Vallini et al. 2022). Most researchers agree that AMH arrived to East Eur
asia at least 50—40 ka bp or a little earlier via two main pathways. Sibe
ria, Central Asia and the Far East were peopled from the north, whereas 
South Asia, Southeast Asia and Australasia were inhabited from the south. 
However, few scholars question the Western origin of AMH in East Asia 
and the fact that all technologies associated with behavioral modernity 
emerged there only after AMH. Thus, the new approach opens up the new 
research opportunities that pertain to the analysis of how the establish
ment of modern human behavior in various regions of East Eurasia might 
have influenced the invention of pottery.

However, it should be mentioned, appealing to the concept of behavio
ral modernity alone can not  fully explain how pottery was invented 
in the East, since the ceramic technology was invented in West Eurasia 
much later than the  mass eastern exodus of AMH had started. There
fore, it is likely that relevant knowledge and skills might be introduced 
to the East later via communication networks formed behind the AMH 
moving, or we also may suppose that there were more than one  wave 
of AMH dispersal to the East.

Differences between cultures of southern and northern ranges

Cultures established along the northern and southern routes of AMH 
dispersal differ from each other in terms of traits characteristic of “behavio
ral modernity”. The discussion around these traits is rather heated. Their 
list was collected empirically in the absence of clear criteria and proper 
theoretical ideas for how it should be compiled. Broadly, it comprises two 
suites of traits, the one mirroring general human abilities (e.g., to music or 
language) and the other connecting to particular technologies that might 
be manifested in various shapes and have either global or limited spa
tiotemporal distribution (e.g., body decoration or distant raw material 
procurement) (Conard 2010). The latter suite usually allows us to mark 
out regional traditions and, specifically, to differentiate the southern and 
northern culture ranges as possibly having different ancestry.

The southern list of modern behavior traits appears to be less specific. 
It seems to reflect the earliest horizon of the Upper Paleolithic innova
tions that were spread at the MiddletoUpper Paleolithic boundary from 
South Africa to West Asia and before the emergence of technologies asso
ciated with the use of clay and ceramics.

The  northern case is  absolutely different. Data from the  north are 
much more diverse and have many precise analogies in the Upper Paleo
lithic of Europe — in flaking techniques, settlement architecture, burials, 
mobile art, and personal ornaments. Importantly, all these data demon
strate not only a general similarity between northern East Eurasian and 
European cultures, but also direct indicants of those Western cultures that 
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introduced clay and ceramic into human life. This appears to imply that 
the use of clay and ceramics was not a necessary attribute of behavio
ral modernity like an  abstract thinking, but the  one  that depended 
on the regional or cultural specifics of a particular society.

General spatio-temporal distribution of first ceramics

The technologies associated with behavioral modernity were unevenly 
spread in West Eurasia in terms of spatiotemporal pattern. Those of them 
related to the emergence of ceramics went through two sequential phases: 
initial and “diffusional”.

Although the  earliest evidence of  targeted usage of  clay is  repre
sented by clay hearths found in the Aurignacian layers of the Klisoura Cave 
of to 34—32 ka bp, the initial phase associated with direct development 
of ceramic technologies may be dated only to 27—20 ka bp (see table 1 and 
fig. 3 for details and references). During that time, ceramics were used for 
making zoo and anthropomorphic figurines, as well as for building pur
poses (see socalled “structural ceramics”, i.e. remnants of clay construc
tions such as hearths or other settlement structures). Ceramic finds were 
strictly associated at that time with Central/Eastern Europe and the Gra
vettian cultures of mammoth hunters.

Later, following the  extinction of  these highly developed cultures, 
clay and ceramics began to penetrate outside their original area. Ceramic 
fi gurines, in particular, were found on the Mediterranean coast (Vela Spila, 
Croatia; Tamar Hat and AfalubuRhummel, Algeria), in  South Siberia 
(Maina) and in the Magdalenian Caves of Western Europe. In the latter 

Fig. 3. Spatiotemporal distribution of clay and ceramics findings in Upper Paleolithic 
Eurasia (see comments in Table 1)
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case, a significant increase in the variety of functional clay applications 
was evident. Clay began to be used for making stationary basrelief fi gures, 
immobile clay panels or mobile “plaques” for images, leveling floors and 
walls, etc. By the beginning of the Holocene, clay and ceramics had reached 
Western Asia, where they began to be used by future farmers (Biton 2010; 
Gibbs 2015; Makarewicz, Finlayson 2018; Richardson 2018).

This general picture is quite consistent with other oftenmet cases 
when technologies spread outside their original regions after climate or 
social crises. From this point of view, it is important to note that pottery 
emerged in East Asia roughly at the same time, i.e. during that “diffusional 
phase” of clay and ceramics development.

Such an amazing covariation, of course, may be explained by the par
allel climatic improvement in West and East Eurasia during the final mil
lennia of  the  Pleistocene. However, this assumption does not  disclose 
the mystery of the sudden occurrence of ceramics in the East. The other 
admissible explanation suggests the existence of a chain of communica
tion networks between the two opposite sides of Eurasia, although this sug
gestion lacks sufficient evidence at present. Strictly speaking, if East Asia 
was not so far remote from Europe, the rise of pottery would not appear so 
surprising in this region. On the contrary, it would neatly fit into the big
ger picture of the dispersal of ceramicrelated technologies started after 
the extinction of the mammoth hunter cultures.

Evidence of the communication networks

A large body of archaeological data indicates similarities between Euro
pean and Northern East Eurasia Upper Paleolithic cultures. Most of them 
have been known and discussed for a long time. Various ideas have been 
expressed to explain these similarities, from direct migrations to conver
gent origins based on similar adaptations (Gerasimov 1931; 1964; Oklad
nikov 1940; 1964; Anikovich 1999; Lisitsyn 1999; Otte, Derevianko 2001; 
Vishnyatsky 2005; Otte 2007; Lipnina 2002; 2012; Tashak 2014). However, 
the absence of intermediate assemblages continues to prevent research
ers from reaching a final opinion. The latest genetic data, meanwhile, pro
vides a weighty argument to this ongoing discussion (Raghavan et al. 2014; 
Fu et al. 2013; 2016; Sikora et al. 2019; Mao et al. 2021; Vallini et al. 2022). 
Gene exchange between ancient Siberian and West Eurasians did occur, 
and this suggests that cultural similarities between them can be explained 
by interaction through social networks or even migration of some groups.

One way or another, it  is  long overdue to  collect, summarize, and 
understand all these materials. Although this task requires a collaborative 
effort, we will provide a brief review of current finds to illustrate that Sibe
ria and Europe developed as interconnected regions even during the Upper 
Paleolithic. This, in turn, leads to the conclusion that opportunities for 
knowledge transfer between West and East Eurasia did exist.

Ta
bl

e 
1

C
la
y
an

d
ce
ra
m
ic
fi
nd

s
in
 t
he

 U
pp

er
P
al
eo
li
th
ic
o
f 
W
es
t
Eu

ra
si
a

A
ge


Si
te
(s
)/
C
ul
tu
re

Fi
n
ds

Ep
oc
h

R
eg
io
n

R
ef
er
en

ce
s

37
.5

—
35

K
lis

ou
ra

 C
av

e 
1

C
la

y 
he

ar
th

s
A

ur
ig

na
ci

an
G

re
ec

e
K

ar
ka

na
s 

et
 a

l. 
20

04

32
—

28
Pa

vl
ov

ia
n

C
ul

tu
re

 
Ce

ra
m

ic
 fi

gu
ri

ne
s

“S
tr

uc
tu

ra
l c

er
am

ic
s”

H
ea

rt
hs

 w
it

h 
cl

ay
 w

al
ls

 

G
ra

ve
tt

 
M

or
av

ia
Va

nd
iv

er
 e

t a
l. 

19
89

24
.7

Ko
st

en
ki

4
C

ra
ft

s 
of

 o
bs

cu
re

 fo
rm

 m
ad

e 
of

 c
la

y,
 c

er
am

ic
s 

an
d 

cl
ay

l
ik

e 
m

at
er

ia
ls

Es
te

rn
G

ra
ve

tt
Ru

ss
ia

n
Pl

ai
n

Zh
el

to
va

, Y
an

sh
in

a 
20

15

27
—

18
Za

ra
ys

k 
А

C
ra

ft
s 

of
 o

bs
cu

re
 fo

rm
 m

ad
e 

of
 m

at
er

ia
l 

co
m

bi
ni

ng
 fe

at
ur

es
 o

f c
la

y 
an

d 
oc

hr
e

C
la

y 
lu

m
ps

Es
te

rn
G

ra
ve

tt
Ru

ss
ia

n
Pl

ai
n

Ya
ns

hi
na

 e
t a

l. 
20

17

17
.5

—
15

Ve
la

 S
pi

la
Ce

ra
m

ic
 fi

gu
ri

ne
s

Ep
ig

ra
ve

tt
C

ro
at

ia
Fa

rb
st

ei
n 

et
 a

l. 
20

12

20
.6

—
19

.8
*

Ta
m

ar
 H

at
 C

av
e

A
ni

m
al

 h
or

n?
 

Ib
er

om
au

ri
si

an
A

lg
er

ia
Sa

xo
n 

19
76

18
—

14
Tu

c 
d’

A
ud

ou
be

rt
Bé

de
ilh

ac
M

on
te

sp
an

M
as

 d
’A

zi
l

et
 a

l.

C
la

y 
an

d 
ce

ra
m

ic
 fi

gu
ri

ne
s 

an
d 

in
cl

ea
r 

cr
af

ts
; 

cl
ay

 b
as

s
re

lie
f i

m
ag

es
; c

la
y 

co
at

in
g 

of
 fl

oo
rs

 
an

d 
w

al
ls

; e
vi

de
nc

e 
fo

r 
cl

ay
 m

in
in

g;
 c

ra
ft

s 
of

 o
bs

cu
re

 fo
rm

 m
ad

e 
of

 m
at

er
ia

l c
om

bi
ni

ng
 

fe
at

ur
es

 o
f c

la
y 

an
d 

oc
hr

e 

M
ag

da
le

ni
an

Fr
en

ch
Py

ré
né

es
Bo

ug
ar

d 
20

10

16
M

ai
na

Ce
ra

m
ic

 fi
gu

ri
ne

A
fo

no
vo

 c
ul

tu
re

So
ut

he
rn

Si
be

ri
a

Va
nd

iv
er

, V
as

il’
ev

 2
00

2

15
—

11
*

A
fa

lo
u 

Bo
u 

Rh
um

m
el

Ce
ra

m
ic

 fi
gu

ri
ne

s
Ib

er
om

au
ri

si
an

A
lg

er
ia

H
ac

hi
 e

t a
l 2

00
2

13
.2

—
10

.2
Co

ve
s 

de
 S

an
ta

 M
ai

ra
“S

tr
uc

tu
ra

l c
er

am
ic

s”
Ep

ip
al

eo
lit

hi
c

Sp
ai

n
To

rt
os

a 
et

 a
l. 

20
20

N
ot

e:
 A

ge
 is

 g
iv

en
 in

 k
a 

ca
l. 

BP
. D

at
es

 w
it

h 
a 

pr
ob

le
m

at
ic

 a
ge

 a
re

 m
ar

ke
d 

w
it

h 
an

 a
st

er
is

k.

Could the Early Pottery of East Asia Have Western Roots?



76 Мультидисциплинарные исследования в археологии • 2023 • № 1

However, to begin with, we should note that this evidence base looks 
like the twostage gear system connecting the West Eurasia Upper Paleo
lithic and East Asia pottery birthplaces via South or SouthCentral Sibe
ria (fig. 1). Additionally, the visibility of links uniting this complex system 
is varied. Those that connect Europe and Siberia are well evident, whereas 
most of those that connect South Siberia and those East Asia places, where 
pottery were emerged, are not evident at all. Therefore, to be more pre
cise, we will consider these materials separately, first the “input shaft”, 
then the “output shaft”.

The “inputshaft”:fromEuropeto Siberia. Of this set of evidence, 
for brevity, we present only the most telling similarities, which concern 
settlement structure and ritual activities (burials, ornaments, and mobile 
art). We intently do not involve data on stone tool making. Although they 
are commonly held to be a basis for comparison, their discussion demands 
special knowledge. In addition, we have sought to gather data that would 
mirror not so much general as more specific similarities, linking Siberian 
to those European cultures that have traces of clay and ceramics usage.

There is a rather clear spatial pattern in the distribution of data given 
below. They all represent the  Upper Paleolithic set of  innovation and 
derived from the “corearea” of the Siberian Upper Paleolithic. It com
prises primarily the AngaraYenisei region and Western and Southern 
Transbaikalia, as well as the surrounding areas of Altai Mountains and 
North Mongolia. Geographically, they all belong to the South or South
Central Siberia.

The dispersal of  these innovations out of  the “corearea” is  recon
structed with different clarity. To the north and northeast of Lake Baikal, 
toward Alaska, they were spreading with no serious obstacles. This is con
firmed by genetic data and by close similarity in material culture between 
“corearea” and some populations of Arctic Siberia, Kamchatka and Alaska 
(Raghavan et al. 2014; Hoffecker et al. 2016; Graf, Buvit 2017; Pavlova, 
Pitul’ko 2020). In contrast, far to the east and southeast of Lake Baikal, 
toward the Sea of Japan, the genetic and cultural commonality of local 
populations and Siberian “corearea” sharply decreases. The border line 
runs somewhere near Chita city.

This observation is essential because it breaks apart European clay 
and ceramicbearing cultures and East Asia pottery birthplaces and forms 
a large gap between them. The reason for this pattern is unknown. Chinese 
researchers, for example, assume they may concern the fact that distinct 
human populations, perhaps presented by archaic human species, habitu
ated across the major part of North and NorthEast China (Li et al. 2016).

In term of typology, data presented below, taking as a whole, reflect 
only the  earlier part of  the  European Upper Paleolithic, its Initialto
Early and Middle stages, though in Siberia at least some of them dated up 
to the end of the Paleolithic era. This may signal about the ebbing of Euro
pean influence on Siberia at the Late Upper Paleolithic.
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Dwellings. Dwellings provide two lines of argument in favor of hav
ing connections between the Siberian and European inhabitants. The first 
relates to the specific characteristics of dwellings’ design. From this point 
of view, two sets of shelter structures may be defined in the Upper Paleo
lithic assemblages of  Siberia “core area”, one  simpler, the  other more 
sophisticated. They both have analogies in West Eurasia, but only the lat
ter allow linking Siberian populations with specific mammoth hunter cul
tures that were spread in Central and Eastern Europe in the Middle Upper 
Paleolithic (Gerasimov 1931; 1935; 1964; Okladnikov 1940; 1964; Ser
gin 1987; 1988; Vasil’ev 1994; Anikovich 1999; Amirkhanov 2000; Zhel
tova 2015; Iakovleva 2015; Lisitsyn 2019).

The following common features deserve most attention in this respect: 
the combination of two main types of habitation structures — roundish 
dwellings with a central hearth and long dwellings with several hearths 
arranging in a line, the presence of surface and underground structures, 
lining the outer circuit of dwellings and hearths with stone and animal 
bones, making pits and caches inside dwellings (but far less frequently 
in Siberia), as well as inside ritual activity associated with human and 
animal art representations, human burial, pigmenting floor, and placing 
the compact groups of anatomically complete animal carcasses.

The earliest expressions of the traits above are documented at Tolbaga 
and Varvarina Gora sites dated to 35—25 ka bp and located in south Trans
baikalia (Konstantinov 2001; Konstantinov 1994; Vasil’ev, Rybin 2009). 
The following features are documented there: settling the same places 
repeatedly during long time; hearths arranged in  a  line backtoback; 
nearhearth concentrations of activity waste; using stones and large mam
mal bones for organizing of residential structures. Later, approximately 
22—13 ka bp, three clearly distinguished varieties of dwellings appeared 
in Siberia “core area”:

(А) Long surface dwellings with several fireplaces arranged in a line 
and united by a common lining of stones or/and large mammal 
bones (fig. 4: 1): Sannyi Mys, Sukhotino4, layer 6, Kosaya Shivera2 
(Konstantinov 2001; 2018; Filatov 2016);

(B) Long surface dwellings with several fireplaces, each with an indi
vidual stone lining, arranged in a line close to each other so that 
to be in direct contact (fig. 4: 2): Studenoe2, Ust’Menza2, layer 20, 
Ust’Menza3, layer 4, Sukhotino4, layers 10—11, Mal’ta, dwelling 9 
(Konstantinov 2001; Filatov 2016; Gerasimov 1931; 1935; 1964);

(C) Round surface or slightly underground dwellings with one or two 
hearths; dwellings had lining of stone or animal bones and were built 
either along the river in one or several parallel lines or closely con
centrated without any order (fig. 4: 3): Mal’ta, Buret’, Sukhotino4, 
layer 7—9, Ust’Menza2, layer 17, KovrizhkaIV, Listvenka, Uy1, 2 
(Gerasimov 1931; 1935; 1964; Okladnikov 1940; 1964; Vasil’ev 1996; 
Konstantinov 2001; Filatov 2016; Teten’kin et al. 2021).

Could the Early Pottery of East Asia Have Western Roots?
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Notably, all sophisticated dwellings are found only at the sites tethered 
to Lake Baikal. Farther west and north, along the Yenisei River, in the Altai 
region and Northern China, as well as to the east of Chita city, they are so 
far unknown. Only the simplest onehearthsurface structures are reported 
there, as well as evidence for settling of the same places repeatedly, near
hearth concentration of activity waste, and sometimes lining fireplaces 
with stones (Abramova 1979; 1979a; Astakhov 1986; 1999; Akimova 1987; 
Vasil’ev 1994; 1996; Lisitsyn 2000; Konstantinov 2001).

Fig. 4. European analogies in the Upper Paleolithic sites of South Siberia: 1 — San
nyi Mys; 2—12, 14, 19, 22, 24 — Mal’ta; 13 — Sukhotino4; 15 — Studenoye2; 
16 — Listvenka; 17—18 — Afontova Gora  II; 20 — Afontova Gora  III; 21 — Denisova 
cave; 23 — Achinskaya; 25—26 — Yana. References: 1—2 — Konstantinov  2001; 
3, 17—18 — Abramova 1984; 4—12, 14, 19—20, 23, 24 — Volkova 2011; 13 — Filatov 2016; 
15 — Meshcherin, Razgil’deeva  2002; 16 — Akimova, Drozdov  2005; 21 — Shunkov 

et al. 2016; 22 — Anikovich 1999; 25—26 — Pitul’ko et al. 2012
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The second line of argument refers to the general dynamic of dwelling 
structures. First, the time range of dwellings typical to mammoth hunt
ers is within 30—20 ka bp in Europe and 22—13 ka bp in Siberia; that 
shows to their consequent chronology. Second, both in Europe and Sibe
ria, the similar process of simplification of shelters is documented toward 
the end of the Upper Paleolithic, when bigger and more complex struc
tures, being associated with living in larger human groups, were replaced 
by less sized and compound structures, being associated with more indi
vidual way of  life (Okladnikov, Kirillov 1980: 57—58). Increased mobil
ity and splitting larger communities into smaller groups, it is supposed 
to be a reason for this trend that roughly coincided in Siberia with three 
last millennia of the Pleistocene: Ust’Karenga, Studenoe1, Yst’Menza1, 
Ust’Kiakhta3, Bol’shoi Yakor’ (Konstantinov 1994; Konstantinov 2001; 
Tashak 2005; Ineshin, Teten’kin 2017).

Burials. The only burial that is currently known in the Siberian “core
area” was discovered at the Mal’ta site, located in Gisbaikalia and dated 
to 22—19 ka bp. The burial was located in a residential area and contained 
the remains of a 3—4 year old child. Among his bones, bones from another 
child were found. The children’s skeletons were buried in a stone box dug 
into a pit with a bottom sprinkled with red ocher. The main skeleton was 
lying on its back in an extended position. The grave goods included a rich 
set of ornaments, a bird figurine, an ornamented plaque, a  large “dag
ger” point, as well as some lithic (Lbova 2021). The fact that children were 
 buried at the Mal’ta site is remarkable since children dominate also among 
separate human remains found at the many other Siberia Upper Paleo
lithic sites. According to (Shpakova 2001), bones of 8—9 children and only 
of 3 adults were found at six of these sites. All above may reflect the exis
tence of particular rites associated with the children burials in the Upper 
Paleolithic Siberia.

In  addition, children burials, though dated to  the  Pleistocene and 
Holocene boundary, are also found far outside the Siberian “core area”, 
in Kamchatka (Ushki) (Dikov 1993) and Northern America (Upward Sun 
River, Anzick) (Potter et al. 2011; 2014; Powell 2005: 137—138; Becerra
Valdivia et  al. 2018). Importantly, all these sites, including Mal’ta, are 
united by genetic closeness of buried humans (Rasmussen et al. 2014; 
Tackney et al. 2015), as well as some funeral features, including abundant 
ocher filling, rich grave goods, such as ornaments and “adult” hunting 
tools. At all of these sites, except for Anzick, burials were made in residen
tial areas, directly near hearths, and what is the most important, they con
tained two children at once. This line of similarity is in a good accordance 
with archaeological records evidencing in favor of population spread from 
Siberia to America via NorthEast Eurasia and Alaska.

Hence, data in hand, despite their scarcity, allow us to see a certain 
similarity between European and Siberian burial practices:

Could the Early Pottery of East Asia Have Western Roots?
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1. The lack of regular burial practice, but the separate single burials or 
human remains are in place in both regions.

2. Ritual burials of  children and, specifically, a  couple of  chil
dren. The  infant burial from KremsWachtberg presents the clos
est  analogies (Einwögerer et al. 2006; TeschlerNicola et al. 2020), 
as well as the burials from Sungir’ camp (Bader 1967).

3. The genetic affinity of Mal’tese child to the Upper Paleolithic popu
lations of Eastern Europe (Raghavan et al. 2014; Fu et al. 2016; Sikora 
et al. 2019).

4. Burial rites such as placing burial in a residential area, abundant 
ocher filling, grave goods included rich ornaments and “adult” hunt
ing tools, and as well covering body though not with a mammoth 
scapula as in Europe, but with stone slabs (Pettitt 2010).

Human and animal representations. To date, there were found about 
40  figurines in  the  Siberian “corearea”, which may be  split into two 
chronological groups. Mal’ta, Buret’, and Shestakovo sites form an earlier 
one (22 —19 ka bp) (Lipnina 2002; Volkova 2011), whereas KovrizhkaIV, 
Maina, Krasnyi Yar, and Listvenka sites make up a later group (Teten’kin 
et  al. 2018; Vandiver, Vasil’ev  2002; Abramova  1962; Akimova, Droz
dov 2005). Respectively, they comprise 34 and 6 figurines foremost made 
of ivory, and as well of animal bone, antler, stone and ceramics. The earlier 
group contains both realistic and stylized figurines, while the later gives 
only stylized figurines.

Human representations produce one  of  the  most powerful argu
ments in favor of European ancestry of Siberia art tradition. Moreover, 
they directly link the latter with the KostenkiWillendorf unity that also 
gave birth to ceramic technologies. Although most researchers point out 
to the stylistic distinction of Siberian human figurines, in those remote 
times, there was no other place in the World where such figurines had 
been produced. In general, the Siberian collection is much poorer both 
in terms of quantity and diversity. The absence of corpulent forms, a high 
proportion of stylized images, the frequent presence of holes for hang
ing, depicting of hair, and the emphasis on clothes and head constitutes 
its specific features. Importantly, only a figurine, made of ceramics, has 
no analogs in the Europe, in contrast to all other ones, made of ivory, bone 
or stone, that stylistically are a single whole and give a full range of Euro
pean correspondences.

The  emphasis on  female depictions is  the  most prominent shared 
feature. The presence of both realistic and stylized human representa
tions is also recorded both in Europe and Siberia. Moreover, the manner 
of stylization is as well similar. In both datasets we have figurines with 
rodlike body and accentuated head (fig. 4: 6) (see similar figurines in: 
Anikovich 1999: fig. 3); carving one or two grooves to mark main parts 
of a human body — a head, torso and legs (fig. 4: 7—8); depiction of female 
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body in profile where only protruding buttocks are salient (fig. 4: 9—10). 
The contexts in which these figurines were found are also the same. Some
times even rare details of images match: hands on the stomach, legs being 
connected, an accent on the stomach, buttocks or breast, the arrange
ment of ornament, the presence of headgears or holes for hanging (some 
of European analogs are given in: Mussi et al. 2000; Volkova 2011: tab. 7).

As for animal representations, they are a bit less numerous and can 
be divided into three chronological groups. The earliest single find dated 
to 35—25 ka bp represents a bear head made of animal bone in a 3D man
ner (Konstantinov  1994). The  next group comprises the  main corpus 
of finds dated to 22—16.8 ka bp: a series of 3D ivory figurines of flying 
birds and unknown animals (Mal’ta), two flat ivory objects, with depictions 
of a mammoth and snakes made by engraving and carving (Mal’ta), and 
two flat figurines of mammoth made on ivory and stone pieces (Ust’Kova; 
Sukhotino4) (Volkova 2011; Lbova et al. 2020a; Filatov 2016) 4. The latest 
group of 12.3—11.2 ka old comprises the images of a camel and mammoth 
engraved on the mammoth tusk (Parusinka and Berelekh respectively), 
as well as a 3D figurine of bird made of bone (Lingjing, China) (Esin et al. 
2020; Pitul’ko 2011; Li et al. 2020).

In  general, animal representations were not  in  the  center of  Sibe
rian mobile art as they were in Europe, but the very fact of their presence 
is rather telling. Moreover, there were also an overlap in art images, for 
example, of mammoth one; however, the most specific trait of the Sibe
rian art collection is predilection to the depiction of birds, and of a flying 
bird specifically. For comparison it is also important that planar and three
dimensional images of animals are in both samples.

Flute. Flutes are regularly found in the Upper Paleolithic assemblages 
of  Europe (Lbova, Kozhevnikova  2016). In  Siberia, a  fragment of  bone 
flute with one through hole, dated to 38.0—32.0 ka bp, was also found 
at the Khotyk site in western Transbaikalia (Lbova 2010).

Rondelles? Discs with a central hole, also known as rondelles, were com
mon in the European Upper Paleolithic  5. They are also known in the Sibe
rian Upper Paleolithic sites, but the Siberian collection is much smaller 
and differs in  some respects  6. First of  all, instead of  animal or human 
representations typical for the  European rondelles, Siberian discs are 
decorated in an abstract manner either with carved wavy lines or with 
incised radial lines (fig. 4: 20), except for the only disc with a depiction 
of snakes (fig. 4: 19). Additionally, they often have subrectangular out
lines. It is important, however, the traits specific to Siberian finds are also 
present among the Eastern European sample. In Siberia, discs appeared 

4 See also: http://malta.artemiris.org/ru/find/view/11.
5 Their representative sample may be  found at: https://www.donsmaps.com/

discsforpdf.html.
6 See examples at: http://malta.artemiris.org/ru/category/view/4.
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later than in Europe, since they are dated to 22—16 ka bp. Additionally, 
they all derive from sites located in  the AngaraYenisei region — Afon
tova Gora III; Afontova Gora II; Mal’ta (Abramova 1962: tab. LIX, 12; Asta
khov 1999: tab. XXIV, 24; Volkova 2011: fig. 14; Lbova et al. 2020).

Bâtons de commandement? According to (Reynolds 2014: 316), perfo
rated batons or bâtons de commandement first appeared in Russia and 
Ukraine in the later half of the Upper Paleolithic. There are reasons to con
sider these crafts to be shaft straighteners; however, they were often deco
rated with ornaments or both human and animal representations. All Sibe
rian finds were made of bone or ivory and dated to 19—13.5 ka bp. The only 
one of them had additional (again abstract) decoration; it was dis covered 
at the Studenoe2 site (fig. 4: 15) (Meshcherin, Razgil’deeva 2002). Other 
items are derived from the  Sukhotino4, Afontova Gora  II, and List
venka sites (fig. 4: 16—18) (Filatov 2016; Abramova 1984: fig. 130; Asta
khov 1999: tab. III; XIII; compare specific shape of batons from Listvenka 
and Kostenki 21, layer 3: Akimova, Drozdov 2005: fig. 38; Reynolds 2014: 
fig. 9.3). A similar artifact is known in North America (Haynes 2002).

Ornaments. After technologies associated with making tools, orna
ments are the next most widespread attribute of behavioral modernity 
in Northern East Eurasia. This is a relatively large and diverse category 
of finds, but still in need of comprehensive classification. It is also cur
rently impossible to define any timespace patterns in their distribution 
due to difficulties in dating sites where ornaments were found, particu
larly in the Altai Upper Paleolithic caves. Nonetheless, our preliminary 
literature review shows that in terms of shape and way of using, all Sibe
rian ornaments have more or less close analogies in Europe (fig. 4—5). 
The same can be said about raw materials, except for ostrich eggshell. 
This provides a  highly valuable argument for our consideration since 
it has been recently shown that ornaments were a quite sensitive marker 
of linguistic and cultural boundaries in the Upper Paleolithic (Vanhaeren, 
D’Errico 2006). In the following, for the sake of brevity, we will focus only 
on certain ornaments that have the most evident and specific parallels 
in the Upper Paleolithic Europe and nowhere else.

Animal tooth pendants (fig. 5:  23) represent one  of  the  most spe
cific traits of the Upper Paleolithic set of ornaments in Northern Eurasia 
(Vanhaeren, D’Errico 2006; Zhitenev 2007). Both in Siberia and Europe, 
they were the most popular kind of  jewelry and feature either perfora
tions or grooves for hanging. Here and there, both herbivore and small 
carnivore teeth were used to make them. In Siberia, these ornaments are 
dated to 50—19 ka bp and found at  the Denisova cave (Shunkov et al. 
2020; 2016; 2018; 2019; see direct dates from here: Douka et al. 2019), 
KaraBom (Lbova, Volkov 2021), Zhoukoudian cave (D’Errico et al. 2021), 
Maloyalomanskaya cave (Lbova, Volkov 2021), Yana RHS (Pitul’ko et al. 
2012; Pitul’ko, Nikolskiy 2014), and Mal’ta (Lipnina 2002). Interestingly, 
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Fig. 5. Basic types of South Siberia ornaments: 1—3 — rings; 4—6 — discshaped bead; 
7—14 — small roundish beads; 15—22 — buttons with three or two holes; 23—24 — ani
mal tooth pendants; 25—32 — pendants with hole at  the  edge; 34—36 — tubu
lar beads; 24a, 37—41 — shaped pendants; 42 (37—42 without scale) — nailshaped 
hairpin. Material of the ornaments: 3—4, 8—10 — ostrich eggshell; 1—2, 5, 13—14, 
16—22, 24a, 25, 37—42 — ivory; 30, 34—35 — bone; 23—24 — animal teeth; 6, 15, 
26—29, 31—33 — stone. Sites where the ornaments were found: 1—2, 5, 8—14, 16—18, 
20, 23—27, 30—31, 33, 34—35 — Denisova cave; 3—4 — Podzvonkovaya; 7, 29 — Kho
tyk; 6, 15 — Malaya Syya; 22, 37—38, 40—42 — Mal’ta; 36 — Buret’; 19, 21 — Ust’Kova; 
39 — Afontova Gora 2; 32, 38 — Berelekh. References: Tashak 2009; Lbova 2018; 2021; 

Lbova at al. 2020; 2020a; Lipnina 2002; Shunkov et al. 2016; 2018; 2020
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in the  later phase of  the Siberian Upper Paleolithic, started at  the end 
of LGM, these ornaments seem to disappear for some reason  7.

Tubular beads were another very popular kind of  ornaments both 
in Siberia and Europe. They seem to originate from Dentalium sp. shells 
that were used as one of the earliest beads in the world. Until recently, 
it was held that the oldest examples of such beads in the East were from 
Sahul; researchers had dated them up to 40 ka bp (Habgood, Franklin 2008: 
tab. 3). Recently, however, a series of direct dates has showed their early 
Holocene age (Langley et al. 2019). Thus, currently, for the entire East, 
the earliest Dentalium sp. beads with dates around 23,000—19,000 cal bp 
are from the Sakitari cave, the Ryukyu islands (Fujita et al. 2016). Taking 
this in mind, tubular beads may be well considered as one more specific 
sign of Northern Upper Paleolithic.

Importantly, each of three Siberian varieties of tubes is also known 
in  Europe: long cylindrical tubes both decorated and undecorated (A) 
(fig. 5: 34), short cylindrical tubes without decoration (B) (fig. 5: 35), and 
tubes divided into three or two parts by a circum cut, usually with a smaller 
diameter (C) (fig. 5: 36). In Siberia, bone tubes are dated to 50—13 ka bp 
and found at the Denisova cave (А) (Shunkov et al. 2020; 2016; 2018; 2019); 
Kamenka A (A+B) (Lbova, Kozhevnikova 2016: 72); Zhoukoudian cave (A) 
(D’Errico et al. 2021); Yana RHS (B+C) (Pitul’ko et al. 2012; Pitul’ko, Nikol
skiy 2014); Mal‘ta (A+B+C) (Lipnina 2002: 150—151, fig. 62, 6, 7); Afon
tova Gora (A+C) (Lbova, Kozhevnikova 2016: 73). Researchers especially 
note the affinity of  long beads with deep spiral cut found at the De ni
sova cave and at the Kostenki XIV site  8. Both sites are close in age. More
over, tubes found at the Kostenki site differ from similar objects of other 
European Upper Paleolithic sites to incise manner (Sinitsyn 2005; Lbova, 
Kozhevnikova 2016: 73).

Diadems, bracelets, or decorated plaques (fig. 4:  22,  26) were also 
quite widespread in Europe, but mainly in its central and eastern parts 
(see examples in Gvozdover 1995; Grigorieva 2000; Sinitsyn 2012; Cârci
umaru et al. 2019: 95). In Siberia, they are met rather regularly too, but 
only in the “core area”. Wide and narrow flat plaques with perforation 
at the ends are interpreted as diadems and bracelets, both decorated and 
plain, and plaques without holes can be classified as items of unknown 
purpose (fig. 4: 22, 26). The earliest finds are not younger than 27.0 ka bp; 
they are made of ivory and derived from the Denisova cave (Shunkov et al. 
2020; Derevianko et al. 2018) and Yana RHS (Pitul’ko et al. 2012; Pitul’ko, 
Pavlova 2014). The latest find made of bone was recently found at Afontova 

7 In contrast, single perforated or intact animal teeth began to appear approxi
mately at this time in Southeast Asia, where they were absent before. Such finds are 
reported in Hoabinhian sites, primarily in burials (Oxenham et al. 2022; Nguyen 2015), 
and also in the Yuchanyan cave in southern China (Yuan 2002).

8 Similar artifacts are known from the several Aurignacian sites: Isturits cave, 
Gatzarria, Cottés (White, Normand 2015: 156).
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Gora II; its date is 15.0—12.0 ka bp (Derevianko et al. 2017). Inbetween, 
there is a group of  items discovered at Chernoozerie 2 (Schmidt 2019), 
Ust’Kova (Lbova et al. 2020a), Gerasimova 1 (Lbova, Volkov 2021), and 
Mal’ta (Lbova et al. 2020; Lbova, Volkov 2021 9); they are all made of bones 
or ivory and referred to 24.0—19.0 ka bp.

Nailshaped hairpins, according to (Anikovich 1999: 79—80), are also 
telling for comparison. They constitute a specific feature of the Russian 
Plain Upper Paleolithic assemblages Kostenki 1/I and Avdeevo (see also 
Sinitsyn 2012: fig. 10). In Siberia, similar items were found at Mal’ta site 
and dated 22.0—19.0 ka bp; they were made of ivory and mostly have cir
cular spiral cut (fig. 5: 42) (Lipnina 2002: fig. 62) 10.

Flat stone pendants with serrated edges are also of interest. They often 
meet in Eastern Europe at the Gravettian sites. European finds may have 
various shapes (round, oval, elongated, triangular, etc.) and sometimes 
engravings on surfaces. According to (Cârciumaru et al. 2016), notching 
the pendants’ edges may be a part of Aurignacian heritage (see, e.g., Van
haeren, DʼErrico 2006: fig. 1).

In Siberia, slight edge notches on the ornaments of various shapes 
are known from the very early Upper Paleolithic, e.g., on the rings from 
the Podzvonkovaya site (Tashak 2009) or on the button from the Den
isova cave (Shunkov et al. 2020: fig. 8, 8). Later, they became deeper and 
more prominent: Malaya Syya, Gerasimova1, Mamony, Mal’ta, Shapova1, 
Su kho ti no4, layer 1—3, Berelekh, Oshurkovo (fig. 5: 6, 30, 32) (Lipnina 2002: 
fig. 62; Kogay, Rogovskoy 2013; Pitul’ko 2011; Pitul’ko et al. 2012; Lbova 
et al. 2014; Filatov 2016: fig. 3; Lbova, Volkov 2021: 15). There are also items 
with engravings on flat surfaces in Siberia (Volkova 2011: 253). It should 
be noted that such ornaments were originally made of bone, ivory or egg
shell, and later transitioned to stone.

In Siberia, there are also ornaments of individual or rare shape, which 
as well may be interesting for our review. For example, in Mal’ta collection, 
two kettlbellshaped pendants made of ivory were reported (Lipnina 2002: 
fig. 62). They have direct analogs among the  European Upper Paleo
lithic, where they are known as the basketshaped pendants (Vanhaeren, 
D’Errico 2006: fig. 1: 6, 11). Additionally, it is also known one complete ivory 
pendant with ovoid body and small vertical protrusion at one of the ends, 
often called as “beetle” (Lipnina 2002: fig. 76: 5). Similar in shape items 
meet in Gravettian assemblages, e.g., Kostenki 8, layer II (Sinitsyn 2012: 
fig. 7, 9), Pavlov I and Předmostí I (LáznichkováGaletová 2021: fig. 8; see 
also Volkova 2011: tab. 2: 38).

Another example relates to  the  eightshaped ivory buttons with 
two holes arranged in a line, which are met both in Europe (Vanhaeren, 

9 See pictures in 3D Gallery available at: http://malta.artemiris.org/ru/category/
view/5.

10 See pictures in 3D Gallery available at: http://malta.artemiris.org/ru/category/
view/10.
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DʼErrico 2006) and Siberia (fig. 5: 17—22). Some of them may have two 
holes of different size; examples are from Mal’ta (Lipnina 2002) and Ust’
Kova (Lbova et al. 2020a) (fig. 5: 21—22). Similar items are also known 
in the Gravettian sites, but have smallersized hole shaped as an animal 
head (LáznichkováGaletová 2021: fig. 8; Akhmetgaleeva 2008). It is inter
esting that the eightshaped plaque with no holes is present in the Mal’ta 
collection. If desired, they can be considered as an anthropomorphic rep
resentation (Lipnina 2002: fig. 78).

The “outputshaft”:fromSiberiato EastAsia. The evidence linking 
the East Asia pottery birthplaces with the Siberian Upper Paleolithic “core 
area” is only started to protrude. The review that follows is only the first 
effort to explicate it, and special research is needed for this purpose.

During the preparation of this article, reviewers had doubts about how 
necessary this section is and how related it is to its main topic. Therefore, 
to begin with, I would like to make a small digression that may clarify these 
doubts. The main aim of the following review is to show that despite great 
differences between the Upper Paleolithic populations of the Siberian “core 
area” and East Asia, both in genetic and cultural aspects, vestiges evidenc
ing the significant influence of the former on the latter can still be found.

If it was a case, it means that cultural drift from the Upper Paleolithic 
of Europe to East Asia did not interrupt behind Lake Baikal but only slowed 
down and took on some other forms. Accordingly, if it was a case, a broad 
room for future research is opened to understand the reason of this shift 
and of how various culture components transmitted from the Siberia “core 
area” to East Asia. Just now, data presented below allows us only to notice 
that links between East Asia and the Upper Paleolithic of the Siberian “core 
area” become increasingly pronounced toward the PleistoceneHolocene 
boundary and are the most pronounced in the Early Neolithic cultures 
spread from the Great Khingan Mountains to the Japanese archipelago 
and from the Bohai Gulf to the Amur River valley.

It is important to note that it is this area (fig. 6) that at the beginning 
of the Neolithic featured the remarkable cultural unity and concurrently 
a very high level of culture complexity, even when compared with the early 
farming communities of the Yellow and the Yangtze Rivers. This observa
tion inevitably entails the issue of the origins of this unity. Its roots should 
be common to a certain degree for all cultures within this area, but should 
also go back to highly developed cultures. Siberian Upper Paleolithic cul
tures appear to fit this role best. It should be stressed that South China 
falls outside of this cultural unity.

And one last thing, the very existence of this cultural unity within such 
a vast area may argue in favor of the existence of an extensive commu
nication network in the Upper Paleolithic of East Asia, which might have 
facilitated the transmission of cultural novelties.

Microblade industry. Microblade technologies emerged in  East Eur
asia at the end of the LGM and immediately spread across its northern 
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territories approximately 25—20  ka  bp (Keates et  al. 2019). The  exact 
location of their invention is a debatable issue, with potential candidates 
including Transbaikalia, North China, Korea, and the  Japanese archi
pelago (Takakura  2012; Buvit et  al. 2015; 2016; Gómez Coutouly  2018; 
Tabarev  2018; Keates et  al. 2019). It  should be  noted that, in  contrast 
to the previous set of evidence, microblades clearly had eastern ances
try and distribution area. They did not reach the regions far to the west 
of Lake Baikal (Akimova 2008; 2021; Krivoshapkin et al. 2009; Markin, 
Kolobova 2020; Berdnikova et al. 2021; Kato 2022). The southern boundary 
of their dispersal extended to the right bank of the Yellow River (Lu 1998; 
Qu et al. 2013), although single finds are even derived from the Yangtze 

Fig. 6. Map showing the area that shared some cultural traits that arose at the very 
beginning of  the  Local Neolithic, perhaps due to  the  common roots gone back 
to the South Siberia Upper Paleolithic. Black dots represent sites or group of sites 
where related artifacts were found. Squarish pitdwellings and flatbottomed deep 
pots constituted the basic commonality of this area, other its common features are 

discussed in the text
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River, where they were discovered in the Xianrengdong and Diaotonghuan 
Caves together with the earliest traces of pottery (MacNeish 1999).

Microblade flaking provides the  strongest evidence in  support 
of  the  existence of  communication networks across Northern Eurasia 
during the Upper Paleolithic. Although they had strictly eastern origins, 
the specific trend towards the miniaturization of tools relates them with 
a similar trend in the evolution of West Eurasian stone implements, which 
may indicate the existence of covariation between West and East (Kaji
wara 2008). On the other hand, it is believed that microblades have played 
a crucial role in integrating East Asia into a single communication network 
due to their wide distribution.

Antropomorphic figurines. After the Siberian Upper Paleolithic find
ings, the next in time group of anthropomorphic figurines is derived from 
the Japanese archipelago. The earliest of them come from the Incipient 
Jomon site located in  the Kamikuroiwa Cave in  southern Japan (Stud
ies 2009) (fig. 7: 1—2). Thirteen flat engraved pebbles were found in the layer 
that contained pottery with linear relief decorations. Pebble outlines and 
engravings displayed stylized human bodies with long hair and some
times with “aprons” and female breasts. On the reverse side of several 
figurines, a rounded indention is shown at the bottom part of the body. 
Japanese researchers hold these images to be female and connect their 
origin to the Upper Paleolithic of Northern Eurasia. Stylistically, they are, 
of course, deeply original, but it is the Lake Baikal images that can be con
sidered as their closest analogies. Both geographical groups of anthro
pomorphic figurines shared a fullfigured human image, a flat crosssec
tion, an accent on hair, and missing limbs in some cases. Slate tiles with 
engraved images are also known in Transbaikalia (Tashak 2009: 56).

At the end of the Incipient Jomon, a new peculiar tradition of mak
ing clay anthropomorphic figurines (dogu) appeared (Mizoguchi 2017). 
The earliest findings are dated to the Younger DryasHolocene boundary 
(fig. 7: 4—5). One of them was found at the Kayumi Ijiri site and dated back 
to ~11.4 ka bp (Mori et al. 2013). It had a triangular tapering down human 
torso and female breasts. Its head and shoulders were displayed as slight 
protrusions without any additional details. The head was found separately 
but we do not know whether it had been broken off intentionally. The sec
ond figurine was found on pithouse floor at the Aidani Kumahara site and 
dated back to approximately 10.9 ka bp (Matsumuro, Shigeta 2011). It had 
shape of a truncated human body with a wide base and pronounced female 
breasts. Its head, legs and arms were missing but there was a 2 cm deep 
hole at the place of the head.

Although the Incipient Jomon figurines resemble the anthropomor
phic figurines of the Near East Neolithic, they are clearly older. Such items 
not only appeared in Western Asia at the beginning of the Holocene, but 
moreover they had their own unique features. The Japanese figurines are 
more similar to the much later West Eurasia human figurines resembling 
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Fig. 7. Human and animal representation found around the Sea of Japan and dated 
to the Late Pleistocene / Early Holocene boundary. 1—2 — Kamikuroiwa cave, Incipient 
Jomon; 3 — Rudnaya Pristan’, Russia Maritime Province, ~ 7500 ka bp; 4 — Kayumi Ijiri, 
Late Incipient Jomon; 5 — Aidani Kumahara, Late Incipient Jomon; 6 — Hanawadai, 
Initial Jomon; 7 — Sergeevka 1, Russia Maritime Province, ~ 7000 ka bp; 8—9 — Gon
charka1, the Lower Amur River, ~10 ka bp; 10, 12 — Ustinovka1, Russia Maritime 
Province, 13—8 ka bp; 11 — Malye Kuruktachi, the Middle Amur River, 14—10 ka bp; 
13 — Ustinovka3, Russia Maritime Province, ~ 9,3 ka bp. Material of the figurines: 
1—3, 8—13 — stone, 4—7 — ceramics. 7—13 — without scale (See references in the text 

except for: 3 — Krupyanko, Kononenko 1990; 7 — Batarshev, Popov 2008)
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birds because of outstretched arms. Interestingly, the single anthropomor
phic figurine found at the Maina site in Siberia has a shape slightly simi
lar to Japanese findings.

Finally, apart from Japan, the fulllength anthropomorphic figurines 
became common only in Siberia and most of the Baikal region, whereas 
in North China, Manchuria and the Russian Far East mainly human faces 
have been found so far (Yanshina 2021).

Zoomorphic figurines. Outside the South Siberia “corearea”, the zoomor
phic figurines appeared at the turn of the Pleistocene and Holocene in Rus
sian Maritime Province, the Amur Region, and Sakhalin (Tabarev 2004: 
56—57). All known crafts were made on stone flakes of suitable shape, which 
was corrected by edge flaking, and portray the image of fish (Barkasnaya 
Sopka 2, Goncharka 1, Ustinovka1, 3, Ogon’ki5, Gorbatka 3) (Dere vian ko 
et al. 1998: 208; Shewkomud, Yanshina 2012: 87—88; Derevianko, Taba
rev 2006: fig. 3.20; Tabarev 1996; Vasilevsky 2006: fig. 5.7; Kuznetsov 1996), 
bear (Malye Kuruktachi, Ustinovka 1) (Tabarev 2000), and bird (Ustinovka 1) 
(Tabarev 1996: fig. 3) (fig. 7: 10—13). Other images are less recognizable 
(Dyakov 2000: 129; Tabarev 1996; Shewkomud, Yanshina 2012: 87—88).

Although there are no direct correspondences between Far Eastern and 
Siberian zoomorphic figurines in terms of images, techniques or materi
als, the very existence of these figurines in the Far East seems remarkable, 
given the fact that they were not found anywhere else in East Asia (the only 
exception is the bone bird found at the Lingjing site, Li et al. 2020). Animal 
representations appeared in East Asia only in the Early Neolithic and even 
at that time they met rather rarely and solely within the area under con
sideration, i.e. in Manchuria and northern part of the sea of Japan basin 
(see Xinglongwa culture sites, Beifudi site, blade arrowhead culture sites 
in Hokkaido).

Pairwise installations. The earliest nearhearth installation with cer
tain dualistic meaning was excavated at the KovrizhkaIV site in North
ern Transbaikalia (15.7—15.5  ka  bp) (Teten’kin et  al. 2018) where two 
anthropomorphic ivory figurines were discovered inside a surface dwell
ing. They were lying opposite each other. One of the figurines was placed 
near the central hearth with its head turned to the east, and the other 
one was set by the entrance hearth with head facing south or southeast
ern direction. The rear side of the dwelling was lined with stones in an arc
like pattern. This lining was made up of three pairs of stones, each com
prising a rounded boulder and a nonrounded gneiss slab. The same pair 
of stones was laid at the top of the central hearth, which had previously 
been covered with sterile sand mixed with black mineral matter.

Interestingly, tools and the figurines were found near the gneiss slab 
of the central hearth while microblades and debitage were discovered near 
the boulder of the same hearth. Based on these findings, excavators have sup
posed that slabs and boulders had different functions. There is no direct ref
erence to what essences might be contradistinguished in this pair. However, 
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in archaeology, finished tools are often associated with household activities 
whereas debitage is mostly related to toolmaking or male activities.

A  similar assemblage was discovered at  the  Ust’Kyakhta3 site 
(4th cultural horizon, ~11.5 ka bp) in Transbaikalia (Tashak 2005: 34—35, 
59—60). Two pebbles were found in the middle of a dwelling structure, 
next to a hearth covered with sterile sand, as in the case of KovrizhkaIV 
site. The gray anthropomorphic pebble resembling to some extent a cor
pulent female figure lay on the southwestern side of the hearth, while 
the reddish rodlike pebble, which presumably symbolized masculinity, lay 
on the opposite northeastern side of the same hearth.

Another group of  similar findings was discovered in  the  Lower 
Amur region at  the  Goncharka1 site of  Osipovsky culture (layer  3Б; 
~10.5 — 10 ka bp). One partially preserved assemblage of this site included 
a large flattened boulder with a pair of small round holes on the upward 
flat surface and two Yshaped ground objects of different sizes that were 
made of basalt (Shewkomud, Yanshina 2012) (fig. 7: 8—9). Both of Yshaped 
items also had an anthropomorphic mask at their butt ends where the two 
“eyes”, the “nose” and the “mouth” were represented in the form of round
ish knobs. These objects were placed backtoback along the northsouth 
line, but their “faces” looked in the opposite directions.

Two other objects of similar shape, material and manufacturing tech
niques but without masks were found at the same site inside another struc
ture that was interpreted as a burial (Shewkomud, Yanshina 2012: 42—46, 
fig. 26). The items also have different size and were placed along the west
east line at 0.3 m distance from each other near a flattened boulder with 
three small round holes arranged in a triangle. Some pottery sherds were 
scattered between them. The whole assemblage was located near the foot 
of the presumably buried individual.

Not only are the anthropomorphic associations of these objects note
worthy, but also the fact that they differ in size within each pair, which 
could symbolize masculinity and femininity. Similar Yshaped objects are 
also known at the other Osipovsky sites, but they were discovered outside 
the context. Some of them also have images in the form of knobs at their 
butt ends. Previously, researchers interpreted these crafts as a phallus 
or elk’s head representations. In addition, it is hard to miss their vague 
resemblance to the Yshaped sticks found at the Mal’ta site and perforated 
batons of the European Upper Paleolithic.

The Osipovsky vessels provide another interesting case. They are often 
found in isolated concentrations comprising two vessels, one of which was 
made of coarse clay paste, while the other was made of fine clay paste. 
The regular occurrence of such doublevessel concentrations allows us 
to suggest that it is not just a coincidence. The most representative find
ings are from the Novotroitskoye17 site where several such concentra
tions were excavated (Yanshina, Kositsyna  2019). Each vessel pair was 
decorated in the same way, but the vessels contained different mineral 
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impurities: either an excessive amount of coarse rock particles or very 
fine mineral inclusions. Alternatively, lowfired grog might have been 
used instead of fine minerals. Several pairs of such vessels were also found 
at the Goncharka1 site (Shewkomud, Yanshina 2012).

It  is  interesting that during the  next stage of  the  local Neolithic, 
the  pottery assemblages of  the  Kondon culture, which had Osipovsky 
ancestry, always contained vessels made of both types of clay pastes: those 
with coarse mineral inclusions and those with fireclay additives.

Around the  same time or slightly later, burials of  paired vessels 
appeared in the south of Kyushu Island. The most famous finds derive 
from the Uenohara site, where two vessels of a rare amphoralike shape 
were buried in the same pit on a ritual square dating back to the beginning 
of the Holocene (Pearson 2006; Dmitrukha 2011). Both vessels were posi
tioned upright and placed closely together. Their decoration was limited 
to the neck area. That of larger size had a square neck, while the other had 
a round neck. Two pairs of vases from the Jego site, from the same period, 
provide another example. In this case, pits with vases were separated, but 
they still formed two pairs. Each pair contained a more complicated and 
a simpler vessel in terms of shape and ornamentation (Dmitrukha 2011).

In both sites, the vase burials were located at the highest points of pla
zas and were accompanied by various installations of beautifully polished 
stone axes, arrows, and other unusual objects (compare to Beifudi ritual 
plaza of Chinese early farmers: Beifudi 2007; Liu, Chen 2012). It is assumed 
that all these finds are remnants of group rituals. Later phases of the Jomon 
culture are full of other examples of the dualistic organization of social 
space and life (see e.g. Kobayashi 2001). However, whether they are con
nected with the very first its manifestations is uncertain. All cases listed 
above are likely to be united by an opposition of male and female begin
nings, as well as the use of installations as a form of ritual activity.

Disks. Disks with a through hole in the center, made from the walls 
of ceramic vessels, provide another example, though not so evident, that 
connects South Siberia and East Asia (fig. 8: 1—3). These amazing objects 
were widespread in the Neolithic cultures of Manchuria, Primorye, and 
the Amur River region, but their origin and functions have always been 
a  mystery. Now, we know that the  earliest ones were found in  Japan 
at the Fukui cave site in the layers associated with Incipient Jomon culture 
and pottery of  linerelief decoration (Special exhibition 2009: fig. 160). 
There are also many such disks found at other Incipient Jomon sites, mainly 
within the southern scope of their distribution (see, e.g., Kuwahata, Kuri
yama 2012). In farther northern regions of the circumSea of Japan area, 
they appeared later together with Early Neolithic assemblages and became 
their “cartedevisite” (Yanshina 2021: 185, 252, fig. 68, 75).

The earliest disks from the Fukui cave are dated back to 12.5 ka bp and 
represent one of the first nonutilitarian crafts in the Sea of Japan area. 
It is difficult to guess what inspired their creation at such a distant time. 
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However, their design resembles ivory disks of the South Siberian Mal’ta 
site and their European Upper Paleolithic counterparts known as rondelles 
(see above for details). Those of them that were decorated with wavy lines 
are the most similar to the Fukui disk. The functions of these objects are 
unknown, but they might have changed over time.

Fig. 8. Ceramic discs (1—3), ornaments (4—22) and animal heads (17—18) found 
around the Sea of Japan and dated to the Late Pleistocene / Early Holocene boundary. 
1—2 — Fukui cave, Incipient Jomon; 3 — Elasu C, North Manchuria, Angangxi culture, 
6,5 ka bp; 4 — AdoTymovo2, Sakhalin, ~ 77.5 ka bp; 5—6, 8, 14, 16, 21—22 — Cher
tovye Vorota (Devil’s gate), Russia Maritime Province, 8—7  ka  bp; 7, 9 — Baiyin
changhan, South Manchuria, Xinglongwa culture, 6.5—6000 ka bp; 10, 19 — Yachiyo, 
Northern Hokkaido, ~ 8  ka  bp; 15 — Kyoei B, Northern Hokkaido, ~ 7.5—7  ka  bp; 
17 — Fitutsuyama, Northern Hokkaido, ~ 8 ka bp; 18 — Beifudi, NorthEast China, 
~ 7 ka bp; 20 — Toyosato, Northern Hokkaido, ~ 8 ka bp. References: 1—4 — author’s 
photo; 10, 15, 17—19, 20 — The  blade arrowhead cultures 1999; 5—6, 8, 14, 16, 

21—22 — Neolit 1991; 7, 9 — Wagner 2006; 18 — Beifudi 2007
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Personal ornaments. It should be further noted the fact that the highly 
developed set of ornaments suddenly appeared in the Sea of Japan basin 
and Manchuria at the beginning of the Neolithic (fig. 8). This fact is sur
prising given that ornaments, at least those made of stone, were previ
ously completely absent in the region. The origin of ornaments within 
this set remains a mystery, but many of their specific traits appeared for 
the first time precisely at the Upper Paleolithic sites of South Siberian, and 
foremost at the Mal’ta site, including the use of jade and similar colored 
stones, tubular beads, beads with spiral cutting, figureofeight items, as 
well as decoration of surfaces with cupules.

What is also surprising apart from the complex shapes of these orna
ments and their possible South Siberian roots is the fact that they were com
mon for such a vast territory. Southern Manchuria provides the most sophis
ticated and diverse set of them mainly associated with the Early Neolithic 
Xinglongwa culture (Wagner 2006; Liu, Chen 2012). However, even earlier 
finds, though not so developed and numerous, are known at the Early Neo
lithic sites of Hokkaido, Sakhalin, Russian Primorye, the Amur River region, 
and North Manchuria (Neolit 1991; The blade arrowhead cultures 1999; 
The excavation 2020).

Differences in ornaments between Far East Asia regions and NorthEast 
Siberia should also be stressed. Both sets reproduce the South Siberia Upper 
Paleolithic examples more or less evidently; however, the NorthEastern 
Siberia set of objects is much less multifarious and features simpler forms 
(Dikov 1979; Fedorchenko 2018; Ponkratova 2021). Moreover, in Southern 
East Asia regions, such as South and Central China, ornaments came into 
being even later and with completely different and less sophisticated shapes.

Pottery. There is a great temptation to add pottery to this review. How
ever, the only evidence of using clay and ceramics in the South Siberian Upper 
Paleolithic is represented by a ceramic human figurine found at the Maina 
site on the Yenisei River (Vandiver, Vasil’ev 2002). On one hand, this find 
is very significant since it clearly shows that the populations of South Sibe
ria “corearea” were actually familiar with ceramics. On the other hand, 
there is a huge gap between a single ceramic figurine and mass production 
of ceramic vessels.

CONCLUSION

The present study was an attempt to understand how it might occur 
in East Eurasia that pottery was invented there immediately in the form 
of  a  mature innovation. The  only reasonable answer, consistent with 
the presentday ideas about how culture and technologies evolve, is that 
the initial knowledge and skills critical for this genius invention were accu
mulated in the West of Eurasia and then somehow transferred to the East, 
where they became the basis for the invention of ceramic vessels.
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The data presented above demonstrates also a wide spectrum of obser
vations, connecting the West and East Eurasia during the Upper Paleolithic. 
On the one hand, they allow for suggesting the existence of covariation 
in the development of lithic industries and, to a lesser extent, ceramic
associated technologies. On the other hand, they concern the direct and 
indirect similarities of the material culture across the northern part of Eur
asia, which resemble a cultural drift from west to east. Taking together, 
these observations confirm the  above suggestion on  the  transmitting 
of knowledge and skills as a key factor in the emergence of pottery in East 
Asia and open new perspectives in the research.

The shift in discourse has become possible as a result of expectations 
arising from the current studies of the innovation processes, as well from 
the theory of the cumulative nature of culture. They both state nothing 
might be invented “from scratch” and force us to consider the invention 
of pottery as an integral part of the broader process started with the estab
lishment of behavior modernity and introduction into human life a wide 
array of new technologies. Among them, the most crucial for the inven
tion of pottery were those related to the use of clay, production of ceram
ics, new culinary practices and associated utensils, as well as new methods 
of fire manipulation. It is not possible to imagine how pottery could have 
been successfully invented if such the prepottery phase were missed.
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МОГЛАЛИРАННЯЯКЕРАМИКАВОСТОЧНОЙАЗИИ
ИМЕТЬЗАПАДНЫЕКОРНИ?

О.В. Яншина

Уже относительно давно установлено, что керамическая посуда появи
лась на  востоке Евразии внезапно и  без  какихлибо очевидных при
знаков необходимого подготовительного этапа. Хотя это обстоятельство 
сильно контрастирует с  тем, как  развивались аналогичные события 
на западе, оно до сих пор не имеет приемлемого объяснения. Данная 
статья направлена на его поиск и предлагает рассматривать появление 
керамической посуды на  востоке Азии как  своего рода эпифеномен, 
побочный результат или следствие «верхнепалеолитической рево
люции», породившей современного человека и его культуру. Несмотря 
на  свою необычность, этот подход прямо вытекает из  современной 
научной картины мира.
Вопервых, в свете теории кумулятивного характера культуры и кон
цепций, объясняющих характер и динамику развития инновационных 
процессов, в том числе древних, отсутствие видимого подготовительного 
периода на востоке Азии представляется серьёзной исследовательской 
проблемой, поскольку сложные инновации, особенно такие как гончар
ство, не могут возникать «на пустом месте».
Вовторых, керамические технологии возникают на западе Евразии хотя 
и в рамках «верхнепалеолитической революции», но всётаки в завер
шающей её  фазе — в  культурах среднего верхнего палеолита Европы. 
Это  позволяет рассматривать их как  закономерный результат раз
вития целого спектра материальных и социальных технологий, а также 
стоящего за ними анатомически современного человека. Поэтому нет 
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ничего невероятного в предположении, что современные люди в ходе 
колонизации восточной части Евразии могли принести с собой знания 
и умения, необходимые для последующего изобретения керамической 
посуды in situ.
Втретьих, археологические материалы недвусмысленно свидетель
ствуют о том, что в процессе расселения анатомически современного 
человека на восток на новых территориях формировались верхнепалео
литические культуры, близкие по облику к европейским или западно
евразийским, а  также возникали коммуникационные сети, через 
которые западные и восточные сообщества древних евразийцев могли 
обмениваться информацией. Правда, эти данные связывают с западом 
Евразии пока только Центральную Азию и  прилегающие территории 
Сибири.
В статье подробно разбираются все наблюдения, свидетельствующие 
в  пользу предлагаемого подхода к  пониманию особенностей станов
ления гончарства на востоке Евразии. Первые два раздела посвящены 
проблеме подготовительного периода, приводится краткий обзор соот
ветствующих находок и материалов, а также их анализ с учётом совре
менных подходов к пониманию инновационного процесса, в последнем 
разделе суммируются данные, отражающие наличие в верхнем палео
лите северной Евразии коммуникативных сетей.
Ключевыеслова: Восточная Азия, происхождение гончарства, древние 
технологии, верхний палеолит, «современное поведение», коммуника
ционные сети.
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