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LETTER

The presence of Quina lithic technology in China 50 to 60 ka 
ago remains a hypothesis
Laurence Bourguignona,b,1, Sylvain Sorianob, Émilie Claudc,d, Jean-Philippe Faivred, Eugénie Gauvrit-Rouxe, Jacques Jaubertd, Liliane Meignenf,  
Erwan Vaissiéb,d,g, and Guillaume Guérinh,1

 A recent article ( 1 ) suggests that the presence of thick scrap-
ers with scalariform retouch at Longtan (China) reflects a 
European technical influence, possibly even migratory flows 
associated with Quina Mousterian. In our view, this hypoth-
esis rests on fragile methodological grounds: partial morpho-
typological reading, lack of in-depth technological analysis, 
uncertain chronological framework, and insufficiently 
addressed taphonomic issues.

 First, morphological similarity alone is insufficient to estab-
lish cultural affiliation. Tools with scalariform retouch and/
or significant thickness can arise independently without 
implying that the groups shared identical traditions or trans-
mitted specific know-hows. Such similarities can reflect tech-
nical convergence , not cultural inheritance [e.g., the 
resemblance between Quina Mousterian and the Yabrudian 
from the Near East ( 2 )]. Only a detailed operational sequence 
(chaîne opératoire ) analysis—integrating volumetric structur-
ing, production logic, and functional objectives—can ade-
quately address such questions.

 Second, the absence of techno-economic demonstration 
seriously weakens the diffusion hypothesis. The European 
Quina Mousterian (Late Middle Palaeolithic) is characterized 
by a highly structured operational sequence, governed by 
specific, well-documented production rules ( 3     – 6 ). This system 
can be broadly compared to the Système par Surface de 
Débitage Alterné , both systems relying on a simple, recurring 
algorithm [referred to as “basic” ( 7 ) or of “type C” ( 8 )]. 
However, Quina Mousterian differs through its targeted 
objectives (transversal or axial asymmetry), which impose a 
distinctive rhythm of double alternation in surface exploita-
tion. The algorithm described for the Longtan material could 
be a variant of the Discoid flaking method ( 9 )—a possibility 
the authors overlook.

 Third, the proposed OSL ages (50 to 60 ka), which underpin 
the transcontinental cultural continuity hypothesis, rely on 
the selective retention of high-dose grains. While modern 
plowing affected the subsurface layer of the site, it is sug-
gested that “such a process could have been continuously 
active since the deposition of the sediments,” thereby con-
taminating Pleistocene sediments with more recent grains. 
The exclusion of 40 to 80% of grains as statistical “outliers” 
based on this unproven, yet critical assumption of vertical 
contamination, results in ages of sediment deposition that 
are probably significantly overestimated.

 Fourth, the artefacts’ spatial distribution across noncumu-
lative units and the important surface alterations of the arti-
facts (unorganized striations, dispersed rounding) point to 
complex taphonomic mechanical processes—whose contri-
bution to scars interpreted as resulting from tool use is little 
discussed.

 Considering these impediments, proposing a direct con-
nection with European Mousterian traditions around 60 ka 
ago appears methodologically unsound. While some typo-
logical similarities may seem suggestive, they are insufficient 
to justify affiliation with the Quina techno-complex. Such a 
claim demands rigorous demonstration—technological, 
functional, and chronological. In their absence, claiming the 
presence of Quina lithic technology in China 50 to 60 ka ago 
appears premature and potentially misleading.

 Finally, such a globalizing interpretation risks projecting 
euro-centered frameworks onto East Asian assemblages, 
may obscure local cultural dynamics and promote unfounded 
narratives of cultural continuity—at the expense of a contex-
tualized understanding that respects regional specificities. 
In our view, the material from Longtan is interesting enough 
in itself not to generate speculations on Late Pleistocene 
human dynamics in East Asia.  
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