Lapita pottery makers’ marks:
The memory of signs and
wonders?
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Abstract

What have been described as makers’ marks on Lapita pottery were first reported by Donovan in
1973 and have been noted sporadically ever since. As Donovan herself noted, the placement and
complexity of at least some of them refute the idea that they are merely ‘the result of trials with
tools’. So what are they? Ancient DNA analysis links the early Lapita people of Vanuatu and Tonga
(and thereby by extension everywhere else in the Lapita distribution) directly back to Taiwan and
on the latest evidence beyond, to the southern coastal regions of the Chinese mainland. These
new data open up the geographic range of legitimate comparison for aspects of Lapita design and
material culture. In particular, suggested links between the iconography of the Lapita ‘double head’
motifs and those on Liangzhu culture (5200-4200 BP) jade objects from the area around modern
Shanghai, noted by Spriggs (2019), allow further comparisons with that culture in regard to incised
signs on Liangzhu pottery. These have been proposed by some to be part of a widespread Chinese
Neolithic phenomenon seen as the precursor to full writing systems by the time of the Shang culture.
Are the Lapita makers’ marks a distant memory of these Chinese developments?

you may not make use of strange arts or go in search of signs and wonders — Leviticus 19:26.!

Introduction

The art of writing for Festschriften has become an increasingly dying one, as papers become ever more
rigorously reviewed to international journal standards and their very constrained formats. For me,
the ideal Festschrift paper should be a somewhat whimsical and ‘out-there’ take on an interesting
academic problem related to the work of the honouree. This chapter is offered in that spirit. I know
that Glenn views the death of the art with the same shake of the weary old head as I do. So, I am
happy to attempt a revolt against the current trend of too-perfect, too-serious and frequently all-too-
tedious Festschrift papers.

1 This is taken from 7he Bible in Basic English, published by Cambridge University Press, 1965 (translation by S.H. Hooke).
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The problem to be addressed here is a real one; what are the marks on Lapita pots that are dentate
stamped, which are separate from and clearly not part of the decorative designs found on them,
often occurring on the underside or the inside of pots and so not immediately visible unless looked
for? These have been variously labelled as pot-marks, trademarks and decorator’s marks, and were
first noted for Lapita pots by Lorna Donovan in the second volume of her master’s thesis (Donovan
1973). I use the more neutral term makers” marks, simply meaning deliberate, non-decorative marks
made on the pot by the potter or potters prior to firing, using the same technique as used in the
decoration of the pot—in this case, dentate stamping.

The ‘out-there’ take is to consider whether there is a link between such makers’ marks and those
on Chinese Neolithic pottery, taken by some scholars to be the precursors of writing. The link
may be seen as somewhat of a chimaera given the distances involved between the Lapita realm and
China. One might invoke convergent evolution, such marks appearing independently in distant
societies because they served similar purposes. But I argue that just such a direct link is now possible
to conceive of, because of advances in ancient DNA studies in China, Southeast Asia and Near
and Remote Oceania pertinent to the origins of the initial stream of Lapita migrants into Remote
Oceania (Lipson, Cheronet et al. 2018; Lipson, Skoglund et al. 2018; Lipson, Spriggs et al. 2020;
McColl et al. 2018; Posth et al. 2018; Skoglund et al. 2016; Wang et al. 2021; Yang et al. 2020;
Yu and Li 2021): a southern East Asian origin for the early Lapita people and a southern East Asian
origin for their makers” marks.

I have elsewhere suggested that some distinctive elements of the Lapita design system, particularly
the ‘double head’ motifs, can be traced back to representations on jade objects found in, among
other places, the Liangzhu culture (5200-4200 BP) of the Yangtze region (Spriggs 2019) and
I would like to extend that assertion here. If such a connection is allowed, then it permits us to look
at other potential parallels in that and other preceding and neighbouring Chinese Neolithic cultures.
These include makers’ marks that have been plausibly identified as precursors to the development
of writing in China during the Bronze Age. The perhaps whimsical suggestion is that the marks on
Lapita pots could have had a similar function to those on Neolithic Chinese vessels. They are not, of
course, actual writing but they could be what would, under different circumstances, lead towards the
development of writing. Clearly this path was not taken in the Pacific in Lapita and later times—to
assert otherwise leads to madness rather than whimsy and is surely not what the endangered art
of Festschrift writing should encourage.

The corpus of Lapita Makers’ marks

So, what are these marks and how common are they? The starting point must be Donovan
(1973:11:75-76). Table 4 in her thesis, labelled ‘Suggested Decorator’s Marks within a section
titled “Trade Marks’, includes images of 11 marks from site SE-RF-2 (there RL2) and one from site
SE-SZ-8 in the Reef Islands and Santa Cruz in the Southeast Solomons (Figure 7.1), excavated by
Roger Green (Green and Cresswell 1976). Part of the short text reads:

Of course, the suggestion that marks could be the result of trials with tools, in preparation for
the design further up the vessel wall, cannot be ruled out. Though some do fit easily into this
category, others show more purpose and placed as they are, on plain sherds, away from the
decoration, seem to indicate a means of recognition.
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Figure 7.1: Makers’ marks identified by Donovan (1973:76) from sites RF-2 (here RL2) and SZ-8
in the Reefs-Santa Cruz Islands of the Southeast Solomons.

Source: Redrawn by Stuart Bedford.

These collections have subsequently been studied by Scarlett Chiu as part of the Lapita Pottery
Online Database (LPOD),” although only 5 of the 12 sherds were included in that restudy.’
Of these five sherds, reanalysis suggests that the two with the simplest of marks of the whole series
(RL2 125/23 and 29/26), a straight line and a curved line, are just incidental scratches (or not
able to be differentiated from such), while a third small body sherd (RL2 29/2) does not bear any
mark such as attributed by Donovan to it, its external surface bearing a standard dentate-stamped
complex design. If it did possess a longer straight-line mark beyond merely a scratch, it would have
been noticed by the LPOD recording team; possibly the sherd was mislabelled by Donovan or
renumbered at some later stage.

The two remaining sherds (Figure 7.2B—C: RL2 153/29 and SZ8 116/1) indeed bear what appear to
be makers” marks: two adjacent curved stamps of about 12 tines each arranged parallel to each other
and touching in the case of the SZ8 sherd, and five curved stamps of about 12 tines each with the
three below overlapping the two above in the RL2 sherd, so the sequence starts with the top two and
then the bottom three.* The SZ8 marks appear on the plain exterior of the lower part of a large vessel
and those of the RL2 sherd on the exterior of a plain body sherd, vessel form unknown.

2 The LPOD database (last accessed 27 May 2022) is accessible at: lapita.rchss.sinica.edu.tw/web/?cat=4.

3 I thank Scarlett Chiu for looking through the database for me in search of these and other makers’ marks. It may be that the
other seven sherds were undecorated body sherds and so not studied for the LPOD, or that they have lost or changed their labels, or
were perhaps destroyed as part of other studies to produce thin sections or in related provenance studies. Further examination of the
collection, currently impossible because of COVID entry restrictions to New Zealand at time of writing, is warranted.

4 Donovan’s drawing (here Figure 7.1) suggests three below and three above, but the photo kindly supplied by Scarlett Chiu from
LPOD clearly shows only five stamps.
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Figure 7.2: (A) RL2-265-85, an additional makers’ mark missed by Donovan from the RF-2 site
and identified by Scarlett Chiu; (B) makers’ mark on RL2 153/29 as identified by Donovan; (C) SZ8
116/1 as identified by Donovan.

Source: Photographs A and B by Scarlett Chiu. Photograph C by Stuart Bedford.

It is notable (see Figure 7.1) that the ‘missing’ seven sherds, with the exception of RL2 78/9, are what
one might call ‘complex’ marks consisting of more than a single stamp: two in the case of RL2 59/43
(curved) and RL2 31/2 (straight), three in the case of RL2 108/4 (two curved and one straight), four
for RL2 60/63 (straight), five for RL2 61/72 (straight) and eight in the case of RL2 161/81 (seven
straight and one curved stamp). This strongly suggests that when relocated six of them at least will
indeed turn out to qualify as makers’ marks.

In addition, Chiu located a further sherd from the collection with a makers’ mark, RL.2-265-85,
which has two parallel straight or slightly curved stamp impressions on the inside of the flat base of
a pot, of at least five tines each (Figure 7.2A).

Heading back into Near Oceania,’ in the Bismarck Archipelago there are examples only from Eloaua
(site ECA) in the Mussau Group (Figure 7.3A-B), excavated by Kirch (2021). They consist of one
simple (single line) possible makers’ mark (ECA 42-09-18 & 19 and 20) and one complex (three
stamps) mark (ECA 66-07-014). A third sherd (ECA-V-234) displays some deeply incised lines on
the inside rim of an otherwise dentate-stamped pot. These are clearly deliberate but are arguably
a form of decoration. As these lines were not created using the decorative technique of dentate
stamping found elsewhere on the pot, they are excluded from further consideration here.

The single-line makers’ mark is found on the base of a flat-bottomed dish and is made using a stamp
of about 16 tines. The straightness of the line suggests it was not two stamps of 8 tines end to end.
It is hardly visible at all, which casts doubt on whether it was done to be seen, but post-depositional
weathering could possibly account for that. Similar single lines were postulated as makers’ marks
in the Reefs—Santa Cruz pottery but two of them appear to be merely scratches, another claimed
by Donovan was not noticed on the sherd indicated and the fourth and final example is one of the
‘missing” sherds.

5 Tam greatly indebted to Scarlett Chiu for bringing these two Near Oceanic examples to my attention, derived from her analysis
of the LPOD.
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Figure 7.3: Maker’s marks on sherds from Talepakemalai site, Eloaua Island, Mussau Group.

Notes: (A) ECA42-09-18 & 19 & 20 with maker’s mark indicated; (B) ECA-66-07-014 showing design, interior
surface and close-up of interior makers’ mark.

Source: Photographs by Scarlett Chiu, used with the permission of Patrick Kirch.

The ECA 66-07-014 sherd has three parallel straight dentate lines of different lengths consisting
of at least seven tines in one, whose true extent is obscured by a crack and the sherd edge, more than
nine in the middle line and only about four in the third line. The marks appear on the interior of a
dentate-decorated sherd.

The final examples come from the Teouma Lapita cemetery site on Efate, Vanuatu, and were excavated
as part of a joint Vanuatu Cultural Centre/Kaljoral Senta (VKS) and The Australian National
University salvage and research project between 2004 and 2010, directed by the VKS Directors of
the time, and Stuart Bedford and the author (Bedford et al. 2006, 2010). One sherd in particular
(Figure 7.4A) is what first prompted my interest in such makers’ marks. It comes from Teouma Dish
2 (TD2) with joining sherds coming from Layer 3 burial deposits in Area 2, Squares A3 and B4
excavated in 2005; several further sherds from the same vessel were more widely scattered. The marks
occur on the exterior of the curving base of a dish on an attached stand and begin 6 mm below the
wall-base join. They consist of what may be four impressions of curved dentate stamps with about
16 tines running right to left and four further slightly curved stamps with 7 or 8 tines running left to
right, to produce the most complex of the makers’ marks encountered so far in Lapita assemblages.

The other makers’ mark occurs on an otherwise plain exterior just below the carination of a
presumably dentate-decorated vessel from Layer 2 of Square 11, bag 3240, also excavated in
2005 (Figure 7.4B). It consists of two diverging and partially overlapping straight stamps of 17 or
18 tines each.
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Figure 7.4: Makers’ marks from Teouma Lapita site, Efate Island, Vanuatu.

(A) Maker’s mark on Teouma Dish 2 (TD2) showing placement on the vessel, with the start of the attached ring foot
to the bottom of the upper photograph; (B) makers’ mark on sherd 3720.

Source: Photographs by Stuart Bedford.

What do the makers’ marks represent?

The first point to be made is how rare such marks are among the Lapita corpus. In Scarlett Chiu’s
interrogation of the LPOD she found five cases out of 35,494 sherds examined from 94 different
sites.® In addition, Teouma, which represents one of the largest Lapita pottery assemblages found to
date, produced only two examples out of many thousands of sherds. There are seven ‘missing’ sherds
from SE-RF-2 reported by Donovan, of which six could plausibly be considered makers’ marks. This
gives a maximum total of 14 sherds from four sites across the Early Western and Western Lapita
provinces. No makers’ marks have been reported from Eastern Lapita contexts,” nor from the many
thousands of Lapita sherds excavated in New Caledonia or in the Arawe Islands off New Britain
in the Bismarck Archipelago.

6 Chiu found one such mark among 3760 sherds from SZ-8, two out of 7289 sherds she examined from site RF-2 and two out of
4580 sherds from ECA (pers. comm. 12 and 13 January 2022).

7 1 do not include here identical possible makers’ marks found on otherwise completely plain vessels from the Late Lapita/
Transitional 2600 BP Level 1 at the Sigatoka site, Viti Levu, Fiji, reported by Lawrence Birks (1973:35, 101, 166) from 1965-1966
excavations and by Dave Burley and Bill Dickinson (2004:19) from 1998 excavations. Birks (1973:35) describes the best-preserved
example as being ‘three pellets (or possibly one) of clay have been placed against the pot wall about 4.0 cms below the lip and squeezed
out by pressure from three fingertips held close together’. Given the lack of any decoration on these vessels the marks may have been
executed to identify the work of a single potter but equally could merely represent a very minimalist form of decoration.
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There is no doubt that a few have been missed, part of the point of this paper being to encourage
researchers to look more closely at their assemblages with makers’ marks in mind. With some small
sherds, what have until now been considered parts of Lapita designs may in fact be makers’ marks
or fragments of them. But one doubts if further examination would greatly increase the numbers.
Nearly 300 Lapita sites are known (Bedford et al. 2019) and yet currently not even 2 per cent of
them have produced such marks, and those only covering part of the full geographic range of Lapita.

This precludes them from being considered as trademarks, such as are known on Motu pottery
from near Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea. Jim Allen (2017:302, 305) illustrates several from
his excavation on Motupore Island in that region, where they were common. He quotes James
Chalmers (1887:122): ‘every woman has her private mark and marks everything she makes’; also
Murray Groves (1960:11, 13): ‘each woman in a household makes her own pots with her own trade
mark on them ... traditionally they used simple geometric figures as trade marks’. Allen (2017:303)
notes that these trademarks are incised designs ‘isolated by undecorated space (and thus not part of
a continuous band of decoration) and occurring almost exclusively on the interior rims of globular
pots’, which were very largely undecorated and so less distinctive. He also notes that for pots that
do not bear such trademarks, ‘more extensive decoration on the bowls may have provided sufficient
identification of the maker’. While this could be a factor in the rarity of makers’ marks on Lapita
pottery there is little evidence that those so marked were any less decorated or distinctive than other
pots without makers’ marks.

The special situation of Motu pottery is that it was trade ware, with pots moving beyond the
household and the village as part of the traditional /iri exchange system to the Gulf of Papua, with
the trade ‘done by an agent acting for more than one potter and thus needing to distinguish between
the pots in his care’ (Allen 2017:305). This could never be the explanation for such marks on Lapita
pots because the overwhelming evidence is that they were rarely exchanged between islands, and
indeed that the rare movement of pots between islands may have been incidental to other practices
such as marriage exchanges (Spriggs 2020:185, 194).

The simplest explanation would be that the Lapita makers’ marks are just ‘trials with tools’ but
one wonders why such trials with dentate stamps would be necessary in the first place? Another
suggestion might be doodles, done by a bored potter. This cannot be excluded but even doodles
generally represent something and so are pictographs of some kind. Their regular placement also
needs to be considered.

A Chinese connection?

Very comparable marks appear on Chinese Neolithic pottery from the seventh to the fifth millennium
BP, some seemingly exact parallels for Lapita examples (Figure 7.5). These are interpreted in very
contrasting ways by different Chinese specialists. One school sees them as potential precursors to
writing, or even as marking a transition towards writing in the case of examples from the Liangzhu
culture (5200-4200 BP) and other related cultures (Dematté 1999, 20105 Li et al. 2003; Postgate et
al. 1995). Others, most consistently William Boltz (1986, 2000; also Bagley 2004; Keightley 2000),
take the stance that writing developed in a very short period of time during the later Shang culture
as state formation required a recording system, either for economic transactions, as in the usually
postulated sequence for the origin of writing across the world, or for divinatory purposes.
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Figure 7.5: Makers’ marks on Chinese Neolithic pottery and later Shang culture numerals
for comparison.

Notes: (A) From Panpo site, Shaanxi Province, Yangshao culture, c. 7000-6000 BP (selected and redrawn from

Lu and Aiken 2004:41); (B) from Liangzhu, Zhejiang Province, Liangzhu culture, 5200-4200 BP (from Boltz
1986:Fig. 3); (C) from Banshan and Machang sites, Gansu Province, Majiayao culture 5300-4000 BP (from Boltz
1986:Fig. 3); (D) from Liuwan, Qinghai Province, later Majiayao culture, 4300-4000 BP (selected and redrawn from
Boltz 1986:Fig. 3 and Kaogu 1976:Fig. 1); (E) Shang numerals 1-10 (from Postgate et al. 1995:Fig 1b).

Source: Redrawn by Stuart Bedford.

In a now-classic paper, Nicholas Postgate, Tao Wang and Toby Wilkinson (1995:459) noted the
need to establish criteria for ‘differentiating between genuine writing, on the one hand, and symbols
or systems of symbols which resemble it, on the other’, noting that no simple criterion was likely to
be decisive. They continue:

Symbols may well perform a similar function to writing, such as making a statement of
ownership; the difference is that writing needs always to correspond to a segment of language.
Moreover, a writing system is only valid if it communicates: there has to be a reader as well as a
writer, and for the system to function it must therefore be a finite system, with each side sharing
the same repertoire. While it is reasonable to deny that a single sign on a potsherd proves the
existence of writing, it may be difficult to decide whether a combination of such symbols
represents a writing system if their meaning is unknown (Postgate et al. 1995:459-460).
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They also note the difficulty that the earliest independent writing systems originated with ‘symbols
that could well have conveyed a message independently of their role within the systemy’, given that
such scripts are mostly logographic, with ‘each symbol corresponding to a word’ (1995:460-461).

Trigger (1998:54-55) notes that using graphic recording systems to represent ideas (‘semasiography’)
is common in small-scale societies and includes using signs to record names. Such potential
‘logographs’ where a graph stands for a whole word may evolve into writing after developing as a
more systematic system to record additional categories of information such as numerical data.

In their section on Chinese writing, Postgate, Wang and Wilkinson reject as precursors to writing
the early Yangshao culture pottery with incised signs usually placed, pre-firing, on the black band
running round the outer rim of select vessel types, although occasionally on the base of the pot.
Such pots, dating to 7-6000 BP in the Yellow River valley at sites such as Banpo and Jiangzhai
(Figure 7.5A), were often used in child burials, and so had a ritual association. At these sites more
than 200 sherds with usually single marks consisting of one to seven incised strokes have been
found and similar signs are found on more than one vessel and in more than one site (Dematté
2010:2124-2215). Postgate et al. (1995:467, cf. Boltz 1986) consider all such earlier Neolithic

marks as ‘numerical or potters’ marks’ and therefore not writing.

Ping-ti Ho (1975:233) claims the marks on Banpo pots include the earliest representation of
numerals in the world, but as David Keightley points out in a review, this assertion is based on a
very selective comparison with later Shang and Chou period numerals. Keightley (1977:391) notes
that until such marks are found in a Neolithic context,

which requires a definite meaning (such as, to take an ideal case, ten vessels a mark for 1 to 10
scratched on each one) the conclusions are bound to be speculative.

Postgate et al. (1995) seem less sure about the pre-Yangshao culture Jiahu site, Wuyang, Henan
Province just south of the Yellow River, a Neolithic site dating to 8600-7500 BP, where turtle
plastron and carapaces and bones are engraved with signs, some of them identical to later Chinese
characters. They conclude that ‘one cannot  priori rule out the possibility that these were short
texts with a symbolic meaning of some kind’ relating to divination (ibid.:467). There is further
discussion of this site by Xuegin Li and colleagues (2003), who note incised marks on nine tortoise
shells and two on bone associated with graves dating to 8600—-8200 BP. They associate them with
divination, illustrating four of them and comparing them to later Shang culture characters. Up to
eight out of 11 signs are considered comparable to Shang numerals 1, 2, 8, 10 and 20, while three
are comparable to characters for eye, window and possibly a human figure. All but the eye and
human figure signs are comparable to examples illustrated in Figure 7.5 (and also in Lapita pottery).
There are, however, specialists such as Dematté (2010:213) who suggest that the signs may in fact
be recent forgeries on old bones!

Signs on pottery jars of the Dawenkou culture (c. 6000-4500 BP), which developed from Yangshao,
get an honourable mention by Postgate et al. (1995), some of them combining more than one incised
element, but these authors follow Boltz (1986) in considering them ‘clan name’ representations.
They occur as both incised and painted signs, generally associated with adult burials but with child
burials at one site (Dematté 2010:215-218). They seem unlike the makers’ marks we have been
discussing until now and were on occasion filled with red colour to be prominently displayed on the
pot. Such prominence is the opposite of what we see with Lapita makers’ marks examples.

Postgate et al. (1995) definitively date the emergence of writing in China to 4500-4000 BD,
associated with both the Liangzhu culture (5200-4200 BP) in the Yangzi Valley, immediately south
of the Dawenkou culture and in close contact with it (cf. Dematté 1999:252), and the contemporary
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Late Longshan culture (4500-4000 BP) of the Middle and Lower Yellow River Valley to the north
(Postgate et al. 1995:468), deriving from the Dawenkou culture in Shandong and also in contact
with the Liangzhu culture. But the ‘inscriptions’ on pottery of these cultures, with five and eight
signs incised (Liangzhu), and 11 signs in five vertical rows (Longshan), as well as an even more
elaborate ‘inscription’ in a similar cursive script from Longqiu, Gaoyou, Jiangsu Province (illustrated
by Postgate et al. (1995)), seem far more elaborate than the Neolithic makers’ marks illustrated in
Figure 7.5, which includes examples from the Liangzhu culture itself (Figure 7.5B). It is often not
clear, particularly in secondary sources, where on the pots these simpler Liangzhu marks occur but
illustrations suggest on the base of some flat-bottomed vessels, so ‘hidden’, but also prominently on

the middle body of others.

The Majiayao culture (5300-4000 BP) developed from Yangshao and its final phase, Machang
culture (4300-4000 BP), partly overlapped in time with Liangzhu and the earliest Bronze Age
cultures. On Machang culture painted pots associated with burial use (Figure 7.5C, D),* we find
painted signs on the lower otherwise unpainted body of the pot or on the base of flat-bottomed vessels
(Kaogu 1976)—that is, in less easily visible positions. One interpretation given by the excavators of
the Liuwan site was that they may have related to specific clan pottery workshops.

There is no definitive relation between the more elaborate Longshan and Liangzhu ‘inscriptions’” and
the earliest identifiable writing in Chinese. If they are in fact writing, they could well represent a
quite different language or, as Dematté (2010:214) suggests for some of the cursive script examples,
could be recent forgeries or in one case represent a child’s doodles. Dematté (1999) traces the lineage
between these various cultures, mediated through Longshan to Early Bronze Age Erlitou cultures
and on to Shang, to make a convincing case for their influence on at least the form of writing that
developed in the later Shang, a Yellow River culture heavily influenced by eastern coastal cultures
such as Liangzhu. Both Liangzhu and Longshan cultures had certainly reached a threshold in terms
of social complexity and state formation where one might envisage true writing as being necessary or
at least extremely useful for administrative purposes—Renfrew and Liu (2018) suggest the Liangzhu
culture as the earliest state society in East Asia.

The earliest recognisably Chinese logographic script is found on turtle plastrons and bovid scapulae
used for divinatory purposes at Anyang, Henan Province, and on bronze ritual vessels dating from
Late Shang culture contexts c. 3400-3200 BP (Postgate et al. (1995) provide illustrations and
references). Scholars argue whether there was also a larger corpus of writing on perishable materials,
such as wooden or bamboo strips or silk, that related to more solely economic transactions. Boltz
(2000) rejected the idea, but Bagley (2004) is among those who make this claim; for similar debates
elsewhere in the world see Postgate et al. (1995:463-464).

Returning to the more obvious makers’ marks on Neolithic pottery, Li et al. (2003) examine and
provide references for a range of sources, but do not include the more detailed treatment of this issue
by Dematté (1999; see also Dematté 2010 for an update). They conclude that:

The present state of the archaeological record in China ... does not permit us to say exactly in
which period of the Neolithic the Chinese invented their writing. What did persist through
these long periods was the idea of sign use. Although it is impossible at this point to trace any
direct connection from the Jiahu signs to the Yinxu [Anyang] characters, we do propose that

8  One notes that in Boltz’s illustrations of Machang culture signs from Liuwan, he omits those that seem to resemble later Shang
graphs more closely (Compare Kaogu 1976:Fig. 17 with Boltz 1986:Fig. 3c and 2000:Fig. 1, number iii). He does the same with those
of Yangshao age as well: compare Lu and Aiken (2004:Fig. 4) with Boltz (1986:Fig. 3a and 2000:Fig. 1, number i). Fig. 7.5, here,
restores the more complex signs so omitted.
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slow, culture-linked evolutionary processes adopting the idea of sign use, took place in diverse
settings around the Yellow River. We should not assume that there was a single path or pace for
the development of a script. (Li et al. 2003:41; italics in original)

That said, as has been shown earlier, the societies under consideration had interconnections with
each other, either in terms of direct ancestry or in having clear direct cultural connections allowing
diffusion of sign systems or at least ‘the idea of sign use’ as Li et al. put it in the quotation above.

Dematté (2010:213) sees these marks as ‘early signaries and counting systems that served basic
recording needs in non-complex societies’ and suggests they were ‘mnemonic marks for simple
recording functions (pot-marks or tallies such as lines, crosses, combs etc.)’. Later, he opines that
they ‘were used to keep track of quantities, types and probably names’ (Dematté 2010:224). Lu and
Aiken (2004) try to assess how many of the Neolithic pot-marks could represent numbers, using
early Shang numerals as their comparator (see Figure 7.5E for the latter). They concluded that many
signs could indeed be so interpreted. But we should remember the strictures of sinologist John De
Francis (1991:118-119) on ‘claiming a genetic relationship between symbols simply on the basis of
the resemblance between the two'. In that paper he demonstrates the exact match between 19 such
Neolithic signs and those used currently in proofreading by American writers and publishers!

A common theme is the association of such marks with ritual activities (as well as Dematté 1999,
2010, see Keightley 1996). The pots on which these marks occur are frequently found in burials and
so such a link is indeed not unlikely. The highly decorated Lapita pots with a display rather than
cooking function would fit such a link too, and indeed at the Teouma Lapita cemetery in Vanuatu
such pots also accompany burials, including having skeletal remains placed inside some of them
(Kirch 2021:93-97; Leclerc et al. 2018; Summerhayes 2000).

Of the other Lapita sites with such marks, the spatial layout of RL-2 has been extensively studied by
Green and colleagues (Green and Pawley 1999; cf. Sheppard and Green 1991). Sherd density was
greatest in association with a rectangular structure interpreted as the main house of the settlement,
and particularly in its south-eastern quadrant. Based on ethnographic analogy with ‘house societies’
(cf. Chiu 2005) and the lack of evidence for separate ritual structures, Green and Pawley (1999:81)
suggest ‘Ritual activity may well have been focused within the main dwelling house’, where the greatest
quantity of decorated pottery was in fact recovered. SZ-8 was a large Lapita settlement site but when
excavated was found to be heavily disturbed and no details of its internal layout were revealed in
excavation (Green et al. 2008). The main stilt house structure at Talepakemalai, site ECA, Area B, is
interpreted as a ritual structure focused around some form of ancestor cult’ (Kirch 2021:520-521).
Kirch notes the presence of particularly high concentrations of fine decorated pottery, shell valuables
and imported obsidian, curated human remains, a unique anthropomorphic bone figurine and a
ceramic drum, and evidence of feasting.

In the three Lapita sites with makers’ marks for which we can interpret details of site layout and
function, a ritual emphasis has been suggested, either as a cemetery, or a house-like structure with
evidence for ritual activity. Scholars such as Scarlett Chiu and Arnaud Noury attempt to ‘read’
the meaning of particular Lapita designs as clan or ‘house’ symbols or otherwise denoting social
connectedness, or as representative of ancestral or cosmogonic figures (Chiu 2005, 2015, 2019;
Noury 2005, 2019; Noury and Galipaud 2011).

The Lapita makers’ marks are not part of the designs as such and are often hidden inside the vessel
itself, or below the carination or on the base of flat-bottomed vessels, as are some of the Chinese
examples. Do these hidden locations also convey social information? Although not writing as such,
could they too be ‘read’ by those initiated into their meaning?
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Liangzhu to Lapita?

The Liangzhu culture developed out of the Hemudu and Songze cultures, the former seen by Peter
Bellwood and others as the Urkultur or original culture that leads to the Neolithic cultures of Taiwan
(for instance Bellwood 1997, 2005, 2013). Liangzhu cultural traits occur in the mainland Chinese
coastal provinces opposite Taiwan (Zhi and Hung 2010:20), Liangzhu culture influences into
northern Taiwan Neolithic Dabenkeng cultures are attested in stone artefacts, pottery types and
jade cutting techniques (Kuo 2019:83-86, 88) and genetic connections posited between Liangzhu
and Austronesian populations of Taiwan (Li et al. 2007). More speculatively, recent genetic studies
of mainland China and Taiwan draw a link between genetic patterns and an ancestral form of
Austronesian language on the Chinese mainland in the coastal region south of the mouth of the
Yangzi River (Huang et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2021; Yang et al. 2020; Yu and Li 2021). Cultural
connections continued between Liangzhu and successor cultures, and later phases of the Taiwan
Neolithic (after the initial Dabenkeng cultures and prior to the Neolithic spread south from Taiwan
into Southeast Asia c. 4000 BP) and its manifestation in the western Pacific as Lapita less than
a millennium later (Kuo 2019:125-135).

I am ever more convinced of a direct link between the double head or head and mask motifs of
both Liangzhu and Lapita cultures and hope to pursue that link in a future paper. If Liangzhu
design can be linked to Lapita, just as ancient DNA now links Lapita back to mainland China and
Austronesian languages link Lapita at least back to Taiwan, and by extension the mainland, then can
we perhaps also link the Chinese Neolithic tradition of signs on pots to later Lapita examples? While
one branch of the Chinese Neolithic tradition of signs plausibly leads on to the earliest recognisable
Chinese writing of the Shang dynasty, could another branch lead through Taiwan ultimately to
Lapita makers’ marks on pottery?

Arguably, this too was linked to elite communication and understood by only a few. The Lapita
design system itself was doubtless full of symbolic meaning that could be ‘read’ to varying extents
by participants in that culture. With the collapse of elites at the end of Lapita (Earle and Spriggs
2015:522-525), the design system and associated signs or makers’ marks became irrelevant and
forgotten and that lineage of signs died out. It certainly didn’t develop into any later Pacific script,
there being none prior to European contact—the only possible exception, Rapa Nui’s rongorongo
script, is generally believed to be a post-European contact phenomenon (Fischer 1997).

There is, however, a major gap between China and the Lapita realm where no early Neolithic makers’
marks are known, Island Southeast Asia itself so far drawing a blank.” Beyond northern Luzon
there is a dearth of early pottery sites, other than cave sites, and what sites there are consist of small
assemblages of generally plain or red-slipped pottery. Where open sites are known, as on Sulawesi,
decorated pottery assemblages of any size tend to occur only in late Neolithic assemblages, generally
after 3100 BP, and thus are not relevant to the origins of Lapita (Spriggs 2011:517-521, cf. Azis
etal. 2018). In what are sometimes decorated pottery samples of thousands of sherds in Lapita sites,
we have seen that makers’ marks are rare. Island Southeast Asian ceramic assemblages tend to be
much smaller and therefore the chance of finding such marks is similarly reduced. Makers’ marks
have never been a focus of any study in Island Southeast Asia and researchers may have mistaken
them as parts of decorative motifs; again, hopefully this paper will encourage a more systematic look.

9 Tam grateful to Peter Bellwood, Philip Beaumont, Dylan Gaffney and Sue O’Connor for responding to my email queries secking
examples of early Island Southeast Asian makers” marks.



7. Lapita pottery makers’ marks 121

Conclusion

In what I hope is in the best ‘old-school tradition of Festschrift writing, being a somewhat whimsical
and ‘out-there’ take on an interesting academic problem, I have pursued the question of Lapita
makers’ marks as far as one can sanely go (some may think considerably beyond!). Lapita derives in
part, and for its earliest phases perhaps in very large part, from the Neolithic traditions of Eastern
China, particularly that region around the Lower Yangzi River and further south. Concerning those
Neolithic traditions, plausible arguments have been made, particularly by Chinese scholars, for a
system of signs that developed into what became the Chinese script of the Late Shang period, itself
contemporary with the earliest possible dates for Lapita in the Bismarck Archipelago 3400-3200 BP.

It does not seem beyond possibility that this system of signs, in its pre-writing stage of course, was
also useful to elites as the Island Southeast Asian Neolithic spread into the Pacific as Lapita, just
as the Lapita design system on the pots was. The echo of these ‘signs and wonders’ might thus be
found as far distant from their origins as the Bismarck Archipelago, the Reef~Santa Cruz Islands and
central Vanuatu. The Island Southeast Asian distribution gap needs to be looked at further: at present
there are very few substantial assemblages of decorated pottery prior to 3100 BP outside of Taiwan
and very little synthesis of surface treatments on pottery from anywhere in the region of interest.

Let me at least hope that having suggested this with suitable caveats, I might yet escape the trials
and afflictions of Job and will not have to repent in dust and ashes and answer thus to all concerned:

[He said] Who is this who makes dark the purpose of God by words without knowledge?
For I have been talking without knowledge about wonders not to be searched out. Job 42:3.1

And may I fervently hope that they will be able to say of Glenn, again like Job, that after reading his
Festschrift he lived ‘a hundred and forty years after this, long enough to see his grandchildren and
great-grandchildren. And then he died at a very great age’ (Job 42:16, 17)."

Acknowledgements

First, I would like to acknowledge Glenn Summerhayes for his clear-eyed scholarship and for his
fellowship and good conversation over many decades. Scarlett Chiu has been extremely helpful
in providing Lapita examples of makers’ marks but is in no way implicated in the interpretive
liberties I have taken with them. I invited her to become a co-author, but she probably very wisely
declined once she had read the draft text. Stuart Bedford displayed his usual technological acumen
in producing Figures 7.1 and 7.5 and assisting with the other figures as well as providing additional
photographs and information on Teouma and SZ-8 examples of makers’ marks. Patrick Kirch and
Patrick McCoy are thanked for information and permissions, and Peter Bellwood, Phillip Beaumont,
Dylan Gaffney and Sue O’Connor are thanked for discussion of the lack of makers’ marks in Island
Southeast Asia. Rosemary Leona and William Hazell are thanked for enduring long and rambling
discourses about Chinese writing and Lapita during preparation of this paper in Port Vila, Vanuatu.
Two anonymous reviewers helped me hone the arguments to the best of my ability.

10 This is taken from 7he Bible in Basic English, published by Cambridge University Press, 1965 (translation by S.H. Hooke).

11 This is the version from the Good News for South Pacific Students Bible, published by the Bible Society in the South Pacific, Suva,
Fiji, 1992 edition.



122 Forty Years in the South Seas

References

Allen, J. 2017. Excavations on Motupore Island, Central District, Papua New Guinea, Vol. 1. University of Otago,
Working Papers in Anthropology 4. University of Otago, Dunedin.

Azis, N., C. Reepmeyer, G. Clark, Sriwigati and D.A. Tanudirjo 2018. Mansiri in North Sulawesi: A new
dentate-stamped pottery site in Island Southeast Asia. In S. O’Connor, D. Bulbeck and J. Meyer (eds),
The archaceology of Sulawesi: Current research on the Pleistocene to the Historic Period, pp. 191-205. Terra
Australis 48. ANU Press, Canberra. doi.org/10.22459/TA48.11.2018.12.

Bagley, R.W. 2004. Anyang writing and the origin of the Chinese writing system. In S.D. Houston (ed.),
The first writing: Script invention as history and process, pp. 190—249. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Bedford, S., M. Spriggs and R. Regenvanu 2006. The Teouma Lapita site and the early human settlement
of the Pacific Islands. Antiquity 80(310):812—828. doi.org/10.1017/50003598X00094448.

Bedford, S., M. Spriggs, H. Buckley, E Valentin, R. Regenvanu and M. Abong 2010. A cemetery of first
settlement: Teouma, South Efate, Vanuatu/Un cimeti¢re de premier peuplement: le site de Teouma, sud
d’Efate, Vanuatu. In C. Sand and S. Bedford (eds), Lapita: Oceanic ancestors/Lapita: Ancétres Océaniens,
pp- 140-161. Musée de Quai Branly/Somogy, Paris.

Bedford, S., M. Spriggs, D.V. Burley, C. Sand, P. Sheppard and G.R. Summerhayes 2019. Debating Lapita:
Distribution, chronology, society and subsistence. In S. Bedford and M. Spriggs (eds), Debating Lapita:
Distribution, chronology, society and subsistence, pp. 5-33. Terra Australis 52. ANU Press, Canberra. doi.org/
10.22459/TA52.2019.01.

Bellwood, P. 1997. Prebistory of the Indo-Malaysian Archipelago. Revised Edition. University of Hawai‘i Press,
Honolulu. doi.org/10.1515/9780824874681.

Bellwood, P. 2005. First farmers: The origins of agricultural societies. Blackwell Publishing, Oxford.
Bellwood, P. 2013. First migrants: Ancient migration in global perspective. Wiley-Blackwell, Chichester.

Birks, L. 1973. Archaeological excavations at the Sigatoka Dune site, Fiji. Bulletin of the Fiji Museum 1.
Fiji Museum, Suva.

Boltz, W.G. 1986. Eatly Chinese writing. World Archaeology 17(3):420—-436. doi.org/10.1080/00438243.1986.
9979980.

Boltz, W.G. 2000. The invention of writing in China. Oriens Extremus 42:1-17.

Burley, D.V. and W.R. Dickinson. 2004. Late Lapita occupation and its ceramic assemblage at the Sigatoka
Dune site, Fiji and their place in Oceanic prehistory. Archaeology in Oceania 39:12-25. doi.org/10.1002/
j.1834-4453.2004.tb00553 .

Chalmers, J. 1887. History and description of pottery trade. A Papuan Enoch Arden. In J.W. Lindt (ed.),
Picturesque New Guinea, pp. 118—125. Longmans, Green and Co, London.

Chiu, S. 2005. Meanings of a Lapita face: Materialised social memory in ancient house societies.

Taiwan Journal of Anthropology 3(1):1-47.

Chiu, S. 2015. Where do we go from here? Social relatedness reflected by motif analysis. In C. Sand, S. Chiu
and N. Hogg (eds), The Lapita cultural complex in time and space: Expansion routes, chronologies and
typologies, pp. 185-206. Archeologia Pasifika 4. Institut d’archéologie de la Nouvelle-Calédonie et du
Pacifique (IANCP), Nouméa.


http://doi.org/10.22459/TA48.11.2018.12
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0003598X00094448
http://doi.org/10.22459/TA52.2019.01
http://doi.org/10.22459/TA52.2019.01
http://doi.org/10.1515/9780824874681
http://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.1986.9979980
http://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.1986.9979980
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.1834-4453.2004.tb00553.x
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.1834-4453.2004.tb00553.x

7. Lapita pottery makers’ marks 123

Chiu, S. 2019. Measuring social distances with shared Lapita motifs: Current results and challenges.
In S. Bedford and M. Spriggs (eds), Debating Lapita: Distribution, chronology, society and subsistence,
pp- 307-334. Terra Australis 52. ANU Press, Canberra. doi.org/10.22459/TA52.2019.15.

Dematté, P. 1999. The role of writing in the process of state formation in Late Neolithic China. East and West
49(1-4):241-272.

Dematté, P. 2010. The origins of Chinese writing: The Neolithic evidence. Cambridge Archaeological Journal
20(2):211-228. doi.org/10.1017/50959774310000247.

Donovan, L.J. 1973. A study of the decorative system of the Lapita potters in Reefs and Santa Cruz Islands,
Vol. 2 (Appendices). Unpublished MA thesis, University of Auckland, Auckland.

Earle, T.K. and M. Spriggs 2015. Political economy and prehistory: A Marxist approach to Pacific sequences.
Current Anthropology 56(4):515-544. doi.org/10.1086/682284.

Fischer, S.R. 1997. Rongorongo: The Easter Island script. Clarendon Press, Oxford.

Green, R.C. and M.M. Cresswell (eds) 1976. Southeast Solomon Islands cultural history: A preliminary survey.
Royal Society of New Zealand Bulletin 11. Royal Society of New Zealand, Wellington.

Green, R.C. and A. Pawley 1999. Early Oceanic architectural forms and settlement patterns: Linguistic,
archaeological and ethnological perspectives. In R. Blench and M. Spriggs (eds), Archacology and language I1I:
Artefacts, languages and texts, pp. 31-89. Routledge, London and New York.

Green, R.C., M. Jones and P. Sheppard 2008. The reconstructed environment and absolute dating of SE-SZ-8
Lapita site on Nendd, Santa Cruz, Solomon Islands. Archaeology in Oceania 41(2):49-61. doi.org/10.1002/
j.l834-4453.2008.tb00030.x.

Groves, M. 1960. Motu pottery. Journal of the Polynesian Society 69:3-22.

Ho, P. 1975. The cradle of the east: An enquiry into the indigenous origins of technologies and ideas of Neolithic
and Early Historic China, 5000—1000 B.C. University of Chicago Press, Chicago and Chinese University
of Hongkong, Hongkong.

Huang, X., Z.-Y. Xia, X. Bin, G. He, J. Guo, A. Adnan, L. Yin, Y. Huang, J. Zhao, Y. Yang, E Ma, Y. Li,
R. Hu, T. Yang, L.-H. Wei and C.-C. Wang 2022. Genomic insights into the demographic history of the
Southern Chinese. Frontiers in Ecology and Evolution 10:853391. doi.org/10.3389/fev0.2022.853391.

Kaogn 1976. Qinghai Ledou Liuwan yuanshi shihui mudi fanyang de zhuyao wenti. Kaogu 1976(6):365-377.

Keightley, D.N. 1977. Ping-Ti Ho and the origins of Chinese civilization. Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies
37(2):381-411. doi.org/10.2307/2718679.

Keightley, D.N. 1996. Art, ancestors and the origins of writing in China. Representations 56:68-95. doi.org/
10.2307/2928708.

Keightley, D.N. 2006. Marks and labels: Early writing in Neolithic and Shang China. In M.T. Stark (ed.),
Archaeology of Asia, pp. 177-201. Blackwell, Oxford. doi.org/10.1002/9780470774670.ch9.

Kirch, PV. (ed.) 2021. Talepakemalai: Lapita and its transformations in the Mussau Islands of Near Oceania.
Monumenta Archaeologica 47. Cotsen Institute of Archaeology Press, Los Angeles CA. doi.org/10.2307/
j.ctv27tctrd. 12.

Kuo, S-C. 2019. New frontiers in the Neolithic archaeology of Taiwan (5600—1800BP): A perspective of maritime
cultural interaction. Springer Nature, Singapore. doi.org/10.1007/978-981-32-9263-5.


http://doi.org/10.22459/TA52.2019.15
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0959774310000247
http://doi.org/10.1086/682284
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.1834-4453.2008.tb00030.x
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.1834-4453.2008.tb00030.x
http://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2022.853391
http://doi.org/10.2307/2718679
http://doi.org/10.2307/2928708
http://doi.org/10.2307/2928708
http://doi.org/10.1002/9780470774670.ch9
http://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv27tctrd.12
http://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv27tctrd.12
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-32-9263-5

124 Forty Years in the South Seas

Leclerc, M., K. Taché, S. Bedford, M. Spriggs, A. Luquin and O.E. Craig 2018. The use of Lapita pottery:
Results from the first analysis of lipid residues. Journal of Archaeological Science: Reports 17:712-722.
doi.org/10.1016/j.jasrep.2017.12.019.

Li, H., Y. Huang, L.E Mustavich, E Zhang, J.-Z. Tan, L.-E. Wang, J. Qian, M.-H. Gao and L. Jin 2007.
Y chromosomes of prehistoric people along the Yangtze River. Human Genetics 122:383-388. doi.org/
10.1007/s00439-007-0407-2.

Li, X., G. Harbottle, ]. Zhang and C. Wang 2003. The earliest writing? Sign use in the seventh millennium
BC at Jiahu, Henan Province, China. Antiquity 77 (295):31-44. doi.org/10.1017/s0003598x00061329.

Lipson, M., O. Cheronet, S. Mallick, N. Rohland, M. Oxenham, M. Pietrusewsky, T.O. Pryce, A. Willis,
H. Matsumura, H. Buckley, K. Domett, G.H. Nguyen, H.H. Trinh, A.A. Kyaw, T.T. Win, B. Pradier,
N. Broomandkhoshbacht, E. Candilio, P. Changmai, D. Fernandes, M. Ferry, B. Gamarra, E. Harney,
J. Kampuansai, W. Kutanan, M. Michel, M. Novak, J. Oppenheimer, K. Sirak, K. Stewardson, Z. Zhang,
P. Flegontov, R. Pinhasi and D. Reich 2018. Ancient genomes document multiple waves of migration
in Southeast Asian prehistory. Science 361:92-95. doi.org/10.1126/science.aat3188.

Lipson, M., P. Skoglund, M. Spriggs, E Valentin, S. Bedford, R. Shing, H. Buckley, I. Phillip, G.K. Ward,
S. Mallick, N. Rohland, N. Broomandkhoshbacht, O. Cheronet, M. Ferry, T.K. Harper, M. Michel,
J. Oppenheimer, K. Sirak, K. Stewardson, K. Auckland, A.V.S. Hill, K. Maitland, S.J. Oppenheimer,
T. Parks, K. Robson, T.N. Williams, D.J. Kennett, A.J. Mentzer, R. Pinhasi and D. Reich 2018. Population
turnover in Remote Oceania shortly after initial settlement. Current Biology 28(7):1157-1165. doi.org/
10.1016/j.cub.2018.02.051.

Lipson, M., M. Spriggs, E Valentin, S. Bedford, R. Shing, W. Zinger, H. Buckley, F. Petchey, R. Matanik,
O. Cheronet, N. Rohland, R. Pinhasi and D. Reich 2020. Three phases of ancient migration shaped the
ancestry of human populations in Vanuatu. Current Biology 30(24):4846-4856. doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.
2020.09.035.

Lu, W. and M. Aiken 2004. Origins and evolution of Chinese writing systems and preliminary counting
relationships. Accounting History 9(3):25-51. doi.org/10.1177/103237320400900303.

McColl, H., E. Racimo, L. Vinner, E Demeter, T. Gakuhari, J.V. Moreno-Mayar, G. Van Driem, U. Gram
Wilken, A. Seguin-Orlando, C. De la Fuente Castro, S. Wasef, R. Shoocongdej, V. Souksavatdy,
T. Sayavongkhamdy, M. Mokhtar Saidin, M.E. Allentoft, T. Sato, A.-S. Malaspinas, FA. Aghakhanian,
T. Korneliussen, A. Prohaska, A. Margaryan, P. De Barros Damgaard, S. Kaewsutthi, P. Lertrit, .M. Huong
Nguyen, H.-C. Hung, T. Minh Tran, H. Nghia Truong, G. Hai Nguyen, S. Shahidan, K. Wiradnyana,
H. Matsumae, N. Shigehara, M. Yoneda, H. Ishida, T. Masuyama, Y. Yamada, A. Tajima, H. Shibata,
A. Toyoda, T. Hanihara, S. Nakagome, T. Deviese, A.-M. Bacon, P. Duringer, J.-L. Ponche, L. Shackelford,
E. Patole-Edoumba, A. Tuan Nguyen, B. Bellina-Pryce, J.-C. Galipaud, R. Kinaston, H. Buckley,
C. Pottier, S. Rasmussen, T. Higham, R.A. Foley, M. Mirazén Lahr, L. Orlando, M. Sikora, M.E. Phipps,
H. Oota, C. Higham, D.M. Lambert and E. Willerslev 2018. The prehistoric peopling of Southeast Asia.
Science 361:88-92. doi.org/10.1126/science.aat3628.

Noury, A. 2005. Le Reflet de L'’Ame Lapita, Tome 1. Noury Editions, Versailles.

Noury, A. 2019. Along the roads of the Lapita people: Designs, groups and travels. In S. Bedford
and M. Spriggs (eds) Debating Lapita: Distribution, chronology, society and subsistence, pp. 335-348.
Terra Australis 52. ANU Press, Canberra. doi.org/10.22459/TA52.2019.16.

Noury, A. and J.-C. Galipaud 2011. Les Lapita: Nomades du Pacifique. IRD Editions, Marseille. doi.org/
10.4000/books.irdeditions.653.

Postgate, N., T. Wang and T. Wilkinson 1995. The evidence for early writing: Utilitarian or ceremonial.
Antz'quity 69(264):459-480. doi.org/ 10.1017/s0003598x00081874.


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jasrep.2017.12.019
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00439-007-0407-2
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00439-007-0407-2
http://doi.org/10.1017/s0003598x00061329
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.aat3188
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2018.02.051
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2018.02.051
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2020.09.035
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2020.09.035
http://doi.org/10.1177/103237320400900303
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.aat3628
http://doi.org/10.22459/TA52.2019.16
http://doi.org/10.4000/books.irdeditions.653
http://doi.org/10.4000/books.irdeditions.653
http://doi.org/10.1017/s0003598x00081874

7. Lapita pottery makers’ marks 125

Posth, C., K. Nigele, H. Colleran, E Valentin, S. Bedford, K.W. Kami, R. Shing, H. Buckley, R. Kinaston,
M. Walworth, G.R. Clark, C. Reepmeyer, J. Flexner, T. Maric, J. Moser, J. Gresky, L. Kiko, K.J. Robson,
K. Auckland, S.J. Oppenheimer, A.V.S. Hill, A.J. Mentzer, J. Zech, E Petchey, P. Roberts, C. Jeong,
R.D. Gray, ]. Krause and A. Powell 2018. Language continuity despite population replacement in Remote
Oceania. Nature Ecology and Evolution 2:731-740. doi.org/10.1038/s41559-018-0498-2.

Renfrew, C. and B. Liu 2018. The emergence of complex society in China: The case of Liangzhu. Antiguity
92(364):975-990. doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018.60.

Sheppard, PJ. and R.C. Green 1991. Spatial analysis of the Nenumbo (SE-RF-2) Lapita site, Solomon
Islands. Archaeology in Oceania 26(3):89—101. doi.org/10.1002/j.1834-4453.1991.tb00272.x.

Skoglund, P, C. Posth, K. Sirak, M. Spriggs, E Valentin, S. Bedford, G.R. Clark, C. Reepmeyer, F. Petchey,
D. Fernandes, Q. Fu, E. Harney, M. Lipson, S. Mallick, M. Novak, N. Rohland, K. Stewardson,
S. Abdullah, M.P. Cox, ER. Friedlaender, ].S. Friedlaender, T. Kivisild, G. Koki, P. Kusuma, D.A.
Merriwether, E-X. Ricaut, J.T.S. Wee, N. Patterson, J. Krause, R. Pinhasi and D. Reich 2016. Genomic
insights into the peopling of the Southwest Pacific. Nature 538:510-513. doi.org/10.1038/nature19844.

Spriggs, M. 2011. Archaeology and the Austronesian expansion: Where are we now? Antiquity 85(328):
510-528. doi.org/10.1017/s0003598x00067910.

Spriggs, M. 2019. The hat makes the man: Masks, headdresses and skullcaps in Lapita iconography.
In S. Bedford and M. Spriggs (eds), Debating Lapita: Distribution, chronology, society and subsistence,
pp. 255-275. Terra Australis 52. ANU Press, Canberra. doi.org/10.22459/TA52.2019.13.

Spriggs, M. 2020. The political economy of prestige practices in the Pacific: Understanding Lapita and after.
In T. Thomas (ed.), Theory in the Pacific, the Pacific in Theory: Archaeological perspectives, pp. 180—199.
Routledge, London. doi.org/10.4324/9780203730973-8.

Summerhayes, G. 2000. What’s in a pot? In A.]J. Anderson and T. Murray (eds), Australian Archaeologist:
Collected papers in honour of Jim Allen, pp. 291-307. Coombs Academic Publishing, Canberra.

Trigger, B. 1998. Writing systems: A case study in cultural evolution. Norwegian Archacological Review
31(1):39-62. doi.org/10.1080/00293652.1998.9965618.

Wang, C.C., H.-Y. Yeh, A.N. Popov, H.-Q. Zhang, H. Matsumura, K. Sirak, O. Cheronet, A. Kovalev,
N. Rohland, A.M. Kim, S. Mallick, R. Bernardos, D. Tumen, J. Zhao, Y.-C. Liu, J.-Y. Liu, M. Mah,
K. Wang, Z. Zhang, N. Adamski, N. Broomandkhoshbacht, K. Callan, E Candilio, K.S. Duffett Carlson,
B.J. Culleton, L. Eccles, S. Freilich, D. Keating, A.M. Lawson, K. Mandl, M. Michel, J. Oppenheimer,
K.T. Ozdogan, K. Stewardson, S. Wen, S. Yan, E Zalzala, R. Chuang, C.-J. Huang, H. Looh, C.-C. Shiung,
Y.G. Nikitin, A.V. Tabarev, A.A. Tishkin, S. Lin, Z.-Y. Sun, X.-M. Wu, T.-L. Yang, X. Hu, L. Chen, H. Du,
J. Bayarsaikhan, E. Mijiddorj, D. Erdenebaatar, T.-O. Iderkhangai, E. Myagmar, H. Kanzawa-Kiriyama,
M. Nishino, K.-I. Shinoda, O.A. Shubina, J. Guo, W. Cai, Q. Deng, L. Kang, D. Li, D. Li, R. Lin,
Nini, R. Shrestha, L.-X. Wang, L. Wei, G. Xie, H. Yao, M. Zhang, G. He, X. Yang, R. Hu, M. Robbeets,
S. Schiffels, D.J. Kennett, L. Jin, H. Li, J. Krause, R. Pinhasi and D. Reich 2021. Genomic insights into the
formation of human populations in East Asia. Nature 591:413-419. doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03336-2.

Yang, M.A., X. Fan, B. Sun, C. Chen, J. Lang, Y.C. Ko, C.H. Tsang, H. Chiu, T. Wang, Q. Bao, X. Wu,
M. Hajdinjak, A.M.-S. Ko, M. Ding, P. Cao, R. Yang, F. Liu, B. Nickel, Q. Dai, X. Feng, L. Zhang,
C. Sun, C. Ning, W. Zeng, Y. Zhao, M. Zhang, X. Gao, Y. Cui, D. Reich, M. Stoneking and Q. Fu 2020.
Ancient DNA indicates population shifts and admixture in northern and southern China. Science 369:
282-288. doi.org/10.1126/science.aba0909.

Yu, X. and H. Li 2021. Origin of ethnic groups, linguistic families, and civilizations in China viewed from the
Y chromosome. Molecular Genetics and Genomics 296:783-797. doi.org/10.1007/s00438-021-01794-x.

Zhi, Z. and H.-C. Hung 2010. The emergence of agriculture in southern China. Antiquity 84:11-25. doi.org/
10.1017/s0003598x00099737.


http://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-018-0498-2
http://doi.org/10.15184/aqy.2018.60
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.1834-4453.1991.tb00272.x
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature19844
http://doi.org/10.1017/s0003598x00067910
http://doi.org/10.22459/TA52.2019.13
http://doi.org/10.4324/9780203730973-8
http://doi.org/10.1080/00293652.1998.9965618
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03336-2
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba0909
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00438-021-01794-x
http://doi.org/10.1017/s0003598x00099737
http://doi.org/10.1017/s0003598x00099737

This text is taken from Forty Years in the South Seas: Archaeological Perspectives on the Human History of
Papua New Guinea and the Western Pacific Region, edited by Anne Ford, Ben Shaw and Dylan Gaffney,
published 2024 by ANU Press, The Australian National University, Canberra, Australia.

doi.org/10.22459/TA57.2024.07


http://doi.org/10.22459/TA57.2024.07



