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loids of Asia. For example, the blood types Band AB are 
typical of Asians but arc absent among Amerindians and 
AustLdoids. B-AB decreases in populations the farther one 
moves in a westerly and easterly direction from the Buriat 
Mongols and the Bengalis. Thus the percentages of B-AB 
for the following are: English (9 %), French (18 %), Ger­
man (21%), Poles (30%), Russians (345;)), Buriat Mon­
gols (47%), Chinese (35%), Japanese (32%). It seems 
that the Indians became isolated in the Americas, and the 
Australoids in Australia, prior to the diffusion of B-AB 
genes from the Mongolia-Bengal area. This diffusion must 
have taken place over a long Feriod of time, for peoples 
hom Britain to Java and Japan to Central Africa possess 
B-AB (Dunn and Dobzhansky, 1952, p. 120). 

The absence of B-AB among the native Americans sug­
gests also that there have been no important accretions of 
Asiatic blood in recent times. As Frederick S. Hulse asserted, 
the absence of B-AB and M in the MN series " ... are 
stmng indications of the lack of recent genetic contacts 
across the Pacific or even with Polynesia. In northeastern 
Asia, Japan, and China, blood type B is exceptionally com­
mon ... " (Hulse, 1955, p. 103). Certain groups bordering 
on Asia, such as the Aleuts, have some B types but this could 
e.lsily be explained by the widespread miscegenation with 
Russians which occurred after the 1740's. 

Ivhny of the Indians appear to have a much greater share 
of non-Mongoloid genes dun do the present peoples of 
Siberia. Thus it appears that the Indian's racial relationships 
may well be with pl'e-Mongoloid peoples in Asia, remnants 
of which arc to be seen in the Ainu of Japan and the Yenisei 
Ostyaks of central Siberia (Lopatin, 1940, pp. 205-206). 
This again argues for a cOllSidel'able antiquity for the Indians 
in America, since Mongoloids have been in cast Asia for 
thousands of years. 

The archeology of Siberia is rapidly becoming cle'lrer and 
this is particularly true of the area of the Lena basin and 
Lake lbikal. Increasing knowledge of the post-Paleolithic 
Siberian past enables scholars to study the oft-postulated 
theories of cultural diffusion from Asi'l to America. Culture 
in the Lake Baikal region, accOl'ding to Paul Tolstoy, begins 
to advance into a so-called Neolithic er" about 5,000 H.C. 
At that time the Khin'skaya pel'ioJ begins and core and blade 
tools became dominant. Lamellar points, shouldered and 
unshouldered, appear ano arc taken to indicate the arrival of 
the bow in Siberi.l. Likewise a few artifacts with controlled 

bifacial chipping appear, thousands of years later than in 
North America. Burials of this pCl'iod arc covered with loose 
stones and have associated long slate points and punch-like 
tools which wel'e perhaps hafted. Needless to say, this "Neo­
lithic" docs not conform to the European-lvliddlc Mesolithic 
( Tolstoy, 1958a, p. 397). 

Some time near 4,000 B.C. (according to the estimates of 
Russian archeologists) the Isakovo period begins on the 
upper Lena River. This period usher.~  in "\Voodland" type 
pottery which is decoLlled with notches and punc tations 
and has net-impressiom. lIiLlCial sluping dominates the Hone 
industry and American-like points arc noticeable in the as­
semblages. Stone grinding occurs also. The 5erovo period. 
beginning about 3,000 B.C., is much more impressive with 
subconoidal and globular-shaped pottery made by the usc 
of the paddle and anvil. It is said by Tolstoy to closely re­
semble the e;lrliest pottery of Virgini;l. "Ripple" flaking 
<Kcms and is ;lpp;lrently llluch later in Siberi'l than in Amer­
ica, Cremation W;IS occasionally PL1Cliced and b.lrk-covered 
tipi-like houses are assumed from the presence of stone 
circles. 

The Serovo period is followed by the Kiloi (.lbout 2200 
B.C.) which is rather similar. The "tci-tho" SCLlper ap­
parently enters Sib~ria  from AmCl'ic.1 during this period. 
In 1700 H.C. the Glazko\'o period begins and the use of 
copper and bronze is ushered in. The poin ts found resemble 
American types but are later and sm;lller. The axe replaceo 
the adze (Tolstoy, 1958.1, pp. 39S-4(3). By 500 B.C. a 
"Developed Bronze" period existed in the upper Lena-Lake 
Baikal region. 

The cultural sequences for the lower and middle Lena 
arc not quite so clear but, in genera!, follow the same line 
of evolution. "\Voodland" type p~)ttery  appears about 2000­
1500 B.C. and the usc of bronze begins at about 1700 n.c.; 
thus there is a lag of some !,OOO years for the pottery and 
no apparent lag for the usc of bronze (Tolotoy, 195 Sa, pp. 
404-4(9). On the Chukchi peninsuh the Lake Chirovoe site 
is tentatively dated at 1500-1000 B.C. ;lnd is suggestive of 
a late Neolithic-Early Bronze horizon (Chard, I? 56, p.407). 
It should be mentioncd, however, th;lt the Russian al-cheolo­
gist Okl.tJnikov doesn't feci that the Ncnlithic of the 
Chukchi can go back brther' in time than " ... the last 
five centuries B.C." (Kradcr, 1952, p. 262). 

The significance of the past-Paleolithic horizon in north­
eastern Siberia is revealed in several generalizations which 
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c;ln be 11ude: (I) that diffusion Ius perlups occurred from 
America to Asi;l, ;It least in the case of certain point tech­
nologies and of the "tci-tho" scraper/ (2) t1ut difIusion 
has occurred from the Lake 13;1ikal region to the Chukchi 
peninsu Ia 'll1d perlups to Americ;l in the case of "\Xloodland" 
pottery traits, (3) that certain tr;lits, such as the usc of 
copper and bronze, app;lrently did not diffuse towards 
America beyond the Chukchi area. 

Tolstoy Ius attempted to demonstrate the diffusion of 
cert.lin cer;lmic traits from the Lake Baikal region to the 
e;lHern United States, thm explaining the par;llid of "\Xlood­
hnd" type pointed-bottom pottery and eastern Siberian wares. 
1\S this nuy be assumed .lS something of ol "test-c;lse" of Asia 
to Amel"ica diffusion it seems wise to ex.lInine it in some 
detail·' 

Tol,toy discerns some twenty-one ceramic tr;lits ill the 
hakovo and Serovo period.s at L;lke 13'likal (c. 4,000-2,200 
B.C.). These traits do not all occur together or simultaneously. 
On the middle Len.l cleven to thirteen of these traits reappe;ll', 
as do nine on the lower Lena. At the Firth River, in North 
j\merica, nine traits ,l1so occur but they arc not ;Ill the same 'lS 
the nine of the lower Lena. In the eolstern United States, the 
Early \\loodlalld W;lI"eS ha ve from eight to fifteen tnits. Time­
wise, Early South has eight and Late South fourteen, for ex­
ample (Tolstoy, 1955b, Pl'. 70-71). In the vast area from 
Chukchi to the eastern United States, with the exception of 
Firth River, the Baikal traits do not appear except as what 
Tolstoy calls "ITlics", that is one tr;lit eolch fOJ" Point Barrow, 
1\hteut, Kukulik, Point Hope, Igloo Point, and \\looley. 

On the basis of the above Tolstoy argues for diffusion in 
spite of certain handicaps which he points out himself. He 
remarks, "With the notable exception of sOllle early Virginia 
pottery ... the actual trait combinations represented in Early 
\\loodlanJ pottery l\;lve no striking par.lllcls in eastern Asi.1 
crohtoy, 1955b, p. 73). In other words, the argument is 
Dot for the diffusion of a specific pottery complex or combi­
n'ltion of traits, but fOJ' the transmission of a series of separate 
traits all the way [rom Siberia to the Atlantic coast. Another 
problem for the diEf u~ion  theory is that, as Tolstoy says, nuny 
of the traits in question cannot be shown to have been pJ'esent 
in the .Ireas between Lake Bailul and the eastern United States. 

lor ('ounw. if OJW :ulmif.:o: that, difTlI~ioli  has oeclIl'rC'd l)('h\'l'cn 
.i\n1l'rjca ami :-lilwria the possiLiliLy of .a reverse movcnlcnl for olher 
trnits i~  ~t  rPIlJ.!UwlH,d. 

:Jt illtJ~1.  IH~  IT('.og-ni7.t'd. how(',""er. tJmL UH~  q~a.ge  for l.Iw llitTwdon of 
other il.em~  froll1 Asia to Al1Iprica does Hot stnlHI or fnll on whether 
or not c("rnmie diffusion t.ook plaec.
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This, however, is seen by Tolstoy ;IS evidence for holding that 
certain factors inhibited the usc of pottery in the Arctic and 
made that region an obstacle to the transmission of pottery 
(Tolstoy, 1958b, pp. 72-73). One might raise the question, 
however, as to how separate ceramic traits could h;lve diffused 
from Siberia to the Atlantic Coast by way of a region not 
receptive to the usc of such traits? 

The thesis of diffusion presented by Tolstoy is one of the 
transmission of specific traits (such as "net-impression") from 
Siberia to the Atlantic Coast, and, more accurately, from. the 
Lake Ihikal region to the A tlantic seaboard, for many of 
the traits common to both of these ,UTas arc absent fmlll 
such intermediate areas as the Middle and Upper Lena and 
Firth River. The distance from Lakc Baikal to the Atlantic 
Coast is very great, twice as far as from Egypt to Lake 
Baikal, for example, and this factor of distance alone makes a 
diffusion theory nther difficult to accept, 

It is a general belief that when a trait has a continuous 
distribution, diffusion is to be considered as more likely than a 
series of independent origins. In this case no such situation 
exists, for continuous distribution is lacking. Thus the burden 
of proof would seem to rest upon tho,e who propose a dilr llsion 
of ceramic lr;lits from ]hik;ll to the Atlantic Coast rather 
dun upon those who favor an independcnt origin for Wood­
bod-type pottery in eastern North America. Let us examine 
some of the problems involved in Tolstoy's theory of diffusion. 

1. Tolstoy lists twenty-one traits associated with the pot­
tery of the }s;lkovo and Serovo period... of the Lake Baibl 
region. These traits do not, however, fonn a pottery complex 
for the usc of some of thelll would exclude the usc of others 
;lnd they do not all occur together in time or Sp.lCC. (Lump­
modeling and coiling, for example.) The majority of the traits 
do not seem to be diagnostic and could ea,ily re-occur time 
and ag.lin, as with granular temper, the me of lugs, sub­
conoidal or round bottoms, and decorating by means of 
pressing some object upon the clay. Interestingly, in order 
to arrive at as many ;IS twenty-one traits, Tolstoy lists every 
type of decor'ltion as a separate item, as with cord-marking 
and net-impression, whereas it seems to this ;luthor that these 
,lre v.uiations of one thing, i.e., the pLlctice of pressing 
an object against the clay in order to achieve a decorative 
etlect.' Thus the list of twenty-one traits at Baikal and 
fifteen corresponding traits in the \\loodland area is not 
quite so impressive. 
--it;ol'd~lllal'ldng"  Ill.ay, or "o\ll'~e,  ht' lilt' rcsull of a lllanufacLurin~ })I'O('ess. 

I 
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2. The areas between Baikal and the eastern United States 
exhibit only a few of the abovc traits. Thc middle Lena has 
cleven to thirteen, the lower Lena has only nine, and Firth 
River has only nine. Even more significantly, the latter two 
areas share only six traits. Firth River likewise shares six 
items with the middle Lena but they arc not the same six 
shared with the lower Lena. Thus the area from the Lena Basin 
to northwestern North America docs not appear as a dif­
fusional bridge, for instead of a gradual decline from twenty­
one to fifteen, we find a decline from twenty-one to nine 
and then far away in the eastern "United States a rise to fifteen. 

.\. The chronology of the Jhilul-Lena region is purely theo­
retied .1I1d Tolstoy himself admits it is largely guesswork 
prior to about 2000 H.C. (Tolstoy, 1958a, p. 415). There 
arc good reasons for believing that the flltire chronology in 
Siberia may be in;lecuLlte, however, for pottery is said to 
appe,lr ,Ibout 4000 B.C. and bronze ;It 1700 B.C. which would 
make Siberia a more-advanccd area than China of the same 
period! It has been held th;lt bronze spre,td into China from 
the B.tikal region between 1700 and 1500 B.C.; the reason for 
this belief being that when the usc of bronze docs appear in 
China it is as a hi,l;hly-deYeloped art whercH it begins more 
unpretentiollSly in Siberia and is, therefore, earlier. How can 
this be? A "Ikveloped Bronze" period doem't begin in Baikal 
until SOO H.C. (Tolstoy, 1958a, p. 4(3). How then can 
China have ;lClJuired .1 highly developed industry from Baikal 
in e.t. 1500 B.C.? It seems obvioLls that the dating of sites in 
eastern Siberia is inaccurate, perhaps by as much as 1,000 years. 

4. The Bering Sea region appears as a liability in any Asia-to­
America diffusion ,'cheme for at Uelen (on East Cape, Chukchi 
Peninsula) an early Eskimo site has been (ound which dates 
fwm 1,000 B.C. No pottery has been found there! Later 
Eskimo sites do have pottery but it is of poor <1uality, is nOI1­
progressi\'e, and not of a "\VoodLlI1d" type. It is generally 
undecorated, black, thick-walled, tempered with sand and 
gravel and usually modeled from a lump of clay (although 
some may have been coiled). The bOltoms were perhaps 
round (Chard, 1955a, pp. 151-167). Thus from at least 
1,000 B.C. the Bel-ing Sea region appears to have been an 
Eskimo enclave and a barrier to the diffusion of ceramic 
traits to eastern North America. 

5. One of the oldest sites in northeastern Siberia, Uolba 
Llke, d,1tes from ca. 2000 H.C. and ;!pparently has no pottery in 
the earliest levels (Chard, 19 S6, p, 4(6). This along with the 
ev idence (r0111 Uelen, wou ld seem to indicate that ceramic 
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traits spread very, very slowly from Baikal to northeastern 
Siberi:1. I( it took 2,000 years for Baikal ceramic traits to 
reach Uolba Lake and at least 1000 years more fOt" crude 
pottery to appear among the Eskimo, how did the traits 
making up \Voodland pottery reach the eastern U ni ted Sta tes 
during the sa111e period (that is, by ca. 2,000-1,000 JLC.? 

6. The \Voodland pouel-y of the eastem United States 
resembles Siberi:ln pottery in its end-product more than in its 
Early Woodland forms. Thus Early South has only eight 
traits in C0111mon with Baikal while Late South has fifteen. 
Likewise, Tolstoy says that" ... Middle \Voodland pottery 
in eastern North America Jus a 1110re c0111plete range of 
Amerasian features than eJrlier wares" (Tolstoy, 1958b, 
Pl'. 70-7J). Thus it appears nlOre to be a case of convergence 
than one of diU usion. 

It would appear then that the diffusion of "Woodland" 
type pottery from Siberi;! to the eastern United States is still 
nothing more than a hypothesis with the weight of evidence 
resting in bvor of independent ol';gin_ 

The prehistory of Siberia is still little-known and as yet 
docs not serve as a real .lid for the AmericaniH. \Vh.lt is known 
would seem to place n1;1n in America earlier than in Jlorth­
c,lstern Siberia, a surprising circu111stance indeed! Nevertheless, 
the Hering Sea migration route remains as our only recourse on 
largely nega tive grounds. On the positive side ,1 l-easonably 
gre;lt antiquity for the native j\meriean seems indicated. 
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THE MONTGOMERY COLLECTION OF� 
EARLY MESO-i\I\lERICAN POTTERY AND FIGURINES� 

By HASSO VON \\?INNING'�

L 1\5'1' December our Mu.,eul11 received a gracious gift from� 
l\lrs. Lorenz V. Montgomery, comisting of 43 pieces of 

1'vlexiclIl and Centra! American pottery vessels, figurines, 
and stonc artifacts. Of this collection I have selected a few 
examples for discussion. 

Three pieces from Chupicuaro, a pre-Classic site of long 
occupation in Guanajuato, dcserve attention. Fig. Z is a 
hanJmodelcd, brown, un-slipped figurine of a female with 
black vertical stripes on her belt-like skirt. According to 
Miss Porter's classification, this figurine belongs to the slant­
eye group with long nose. Since so many of the specimcns in 
this categol')' were found fragmented, this piece, being in 
perfect condition, is of particular interest. It belongs to the 
Early Phase .It Chupicuaro, dating approximately from 500­
ZOO H.C. (l'orter, 1956, p. 557). 

A much larger and all over highly polished red-on-bulI 
figurine (Fig. 3) has an almost exact counterpart in the 
Musco MicllO.1clno in Morelia (Porter, 1956, fig. 19, p). 
Notewol'thy is the groo\'e in the forehead which, on the .~maller  

female� figurines, is a cluractnistic of their 11air arrangement 
which� is parted in the middle. The geometric facial decora­
tion is identical to motifs of polychrome pottery from the 
area. Cenain hand modeled details (tingers, teeth) localize this 
piece as ;l prod uct of the pre-Classic horizon. 
-~JA11  illusfl'afion:::: fOI" this artid(~  wen! drawn hy Ill(' :author. 
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Fit:. 2---Sl\IALJ. IrANil-.!\10UELEIl [<'U;IIHiNE.� 
From Chu\llc'u:lro, (;u:lnajual.o, Mt.'xi('o.� 

MONT(;O.i\lEIlY Col.LEeTLUN� 

The third piece, (Fig. 4) an eiligy, is made of unslippeJ 
fine brown pastc with a frontal design of hourglass form 
painted in red. The grooves show rcmains of white paint. 
The figurc, which belongs to thc slant-eye group, contains 
clay or stonc pellet' which produce a rattling sound. There is 
a venthole in the center of the bottom and in front. 

Fig. 5 from ul!ima, dark brown and polished, shows an 
adult resting and apparently strapped to a pallet with four 
coniC;11 supports. The only ornamentation consists of a bonnet 
and black stripes on the lowel' part of the body. The head 
projects beyond the p;ll1et and is supported by a headrest. 
Figurincs of this type occurred during the pre-Cbssic and 
were made during a long time thereafter on the West C<>ast in 
Colima and Nayarit. From there they were tl'aded east to the 
I-Iuasteca and south over maritime routes to Esmeraldas, on 
the coast of Ecuador. A similar concept for portraying re­
clining figurines occurred during late Aztec times in the 
Valley of Mexico. In his recent studies, Lehman (1949 and 
1953) pointed out some interesting differences in detail. The 


