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Introduction


There are several words in the title that need a definition of how I use them.  For prehistory I include in “Southeast Asia,” Madagascar and Sri Lanka, and for Mainland Southeast Asia—Eastern Pakistan, East India, Nepal, Bhutan, Bangladesh, Burma, Thailand, Peninsular Malaysia, Singapore, Cambodia, Laos, Viet Nam, Hong Kong, South China (the Yangtze drainage and south); and for Island Southeast Asia all of the islands off the coasts of these areas, including—the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Indonesia (including Irian Jaya), East Malaysia (Sarawak and Sabah), Brunei, Philippines and Taiwan, plus Madagascar in the far west next to Africa.  I always capitalize Mainland and Island Southeast Asia, as I do not consider the words Mainland and Island are used as adjectives in this case but as proper nouns naming true geographic/cultural area subdivisions of the totality of Southeast Asia. 


The primary subdivision of Southeast Asia into Mainland and Island Southeast Asia came at the Eleventh Pacific Science Congress held in Tokyo in 1966.  At the end of this congress several resolutions were passed by the congress as a whole.  Among these was resolution 2.2, which read as follows: “Resolved that for the sake of clarity researchers be encouraged to designate areas in the Pacific as follows: Northeast Asia, Mainland Southeast Asia, Island Southeast Asia, Oceania, Australia, and the American Rim, and continue to focus on those regions of Oceania, Island Southeast Asia, and Mainland Southeast Asia which present the most critical gaps in our understanding of Pacific culture history” (Solheim 1967:2).  


This resolution was developed by an ad hoc committee of the Anthropology Division of the Pacific Science Congress, approved at its final meeting and passed on to the congress as a whole.  This ad hoc committee was made up of RP Soejono, Tom Harrisson, and myself.  We had further suggested tentative boundaries for these areas as follows: “Northeast Asia would extend from the thirtieth parallel of latitude to the north and would include Japan; Mainland Southeast Asia would extend from the thirtieth parallel of latitude (approximately the Yangtze River) to the south as far as Singapore, and from the Irrawaddy River to the South China Sea; Island Southeast Asia would include all the islands off the coast of Mainland Southeast Asia, from Formosa around to the Andaman Islands....  These boundaries are not meant to be absolute: western Burma, Assam, and portions of eastern India no doubt should be included in Mainland Southeast Asia for some time periods, and western New Guinea very possibly should be a part of Island Southeast Asia for some periods” (Solheim 1967:3).  For my purposes I have expanded Mainland Southeast Asia as presented above.  Charles Higham (1989) has presented the first, archaeologically based, coverage of Mainland Southeast Asian prehistory and proto-history of what could be considered the later core area of Southeast Asia, i.e. Thailand, peninsular Malaysia, Cambodia, and Viet Nam.  He includes (ibid:18-28) a brief history of the development of archaeological research in these countries.


I do not include Island Southeast Asia in this review as this area is available in an other published review (Solheim 2001a).


I am not personally acquainted with this large area as a whole and do not have a first class library to work from.  I include little data about eastern India, Nepal, Bhutan and Bangladesh.  Coverage of South China would be an article in itself so I only include a moderate amount of information on this huge area.  I believe that in these areas except for eastern India there was little that developed before the end of the time periods that I cover here.  Higham (1996), in his book The Bronze Age of Mainland Southeast Asia, includes good coverage of South China for that period.


Prehistory does not need defining, but as I use it here I include proto-history as much of the latter is usually prehistoric for a majority of the peoples and the cultures of Southeast Asia when first written records from China, India or the European and American colonialist empires start with a bit of written recording.  There are areas of Irian Jaya that were, in effect, prehistoric until after the Second World War when historic exploration extended into mountainous areas of the interior.


If my knowledge extended well enough to Linguistics, Physical Anthropology, Ethnohistory, Geography, and Geology, I would include them as well.  I do not intend to cover them though now and again I do include a bit of one or more of these subjects.


I divide prehistory into subdivisions, and have done so before for Southeast Asia as whole.  Those subdivisions were: Lithic, Lignic, Chrystallitic, Extensionistic, and Conflicting Empires (Solheim 1969a, 1975:150-151).  I do not use these here as they are culturally descriptive for the area as a whole and a mnemonic device, but are not useful when presenting the subject here covered.  In no way should they be considered stages.  There is much overlapping between these generalized periods with cultural elements of all of the earlier periods continuing on into later periods.


My subdivisions are based on what sort of archaeological research was being done and who was doing it.  My first subdivision is for the time of accidental discoveries reported in non-archaeological publications with no organizations supporting either the discoveries or publications.  This starts at about 1700 and extends roughly to the end of the 19th century.  The second subdivision begins with either the organization of some sort of government institution in charge of archaeological research or research by outsiders with a program of their own but no local support.  This came to an artificial end with the beginning of the Second World War, though more specifically with the Japanese invasion of Southeast Asia.  The third, and final period that I will cover is the recovery after the end of the war until about 1960 when local trained archaeologists started taking over their own archaeological research and publication.  


Each of these subdivisions came at different times in every country of Southeast Asia.  Rather than trying to cover each subdivision as a unit for the whole of Southeast Asia I cover each country or area from its beginnings in archaeology to approximately 1960.  This is logical for the possible audience of this review as most individuals are probably interested in one country or area and would have a difficult time going through the whole paper bringing together the information on their area of interest.  I present these in more or less geographical order from East India to Viet Nam, Hong Kong, and South China.


Malleret (1969:43) said about archaeological knowledge of Southeast Asia at the beginning of the French presence: “En 1861, dans l’année même où la France commençait à s’éta blir dans le Sud de l’Indochine, un eminent professeur du College de France à Paris, Barthélemy Saint-Hilaire, écrivet: ‘…á l’exception peut-être du Birman, tous les outres pays de l’Inde transgangétique, Tonkin, Cochinechine, Cambodge, Laos, Peguu, Arakan, méritent à peine les regards de l’histoire.”  In other words, as far as history is concerned there is nothing in Southeast Asia worth looking at.  Two eminent British and American archaeologists in two different books on world prehistory published in the early 1960s said exactly the same thing.  These are good examples of what was widely known about the prehistory and early history of Southeast Asia up until the 1960s when local archaeologists started to take over research on their own prehistory.  On the other hand there is one book by Ralph Linton (1955) which for its time had a very good presentation on Southeast Asia that was well ahead of its time.  I have reviewed this coverage in moderate detail (Solheim 1957c).  On looking back at it one can only be impressed with how tremendously the picture has been changing once local, trained archaeologists started working in the different countries of Southeast Asia.


For those needing information on specific languages in Southeast Asia the Summer Institute of Linguistics has brought together much data.  I do not have any recent information on this organization, but I have a short reference that would furnish an introduction (Barker 1959).


Before I begin with the country-by-country summaries I briefly cover the development of archaeological communication within Southeast Asia as a whole through a few individuals and then the development of international organizations and publications.

The Development of Archaeological Communication


I have gone into the history of archaeological beginnings by individuals and organizations before (Solheim 1957a-e, 1969b, 2001a-b).  Here I will summarize and give several references.


Communication among the archaeologists of differing parts of Southeast Asia did not start before about 1930.  I (Solheim 1969b:9) had stated, “A small group of Southeast Asian prehistoric archaeologists was interested in the prehistory of Southeast Asia as [an area which they could, more or less, define.].  The core of this group was probably Beyer, van Stein Callenfels, and Heine-Geldern.  The others’ interests were primarily in their own areas.”  Ivor H. N. Evans, of Malaya and Borneo, was also involved to a moderate degree.  Heine-Geldern was the only one concerned with the area as a whole.


To show the small number of archaeologists interested in “Southeast Asia” I quote (ibid:10): 


A portion of a letter from van Stein Callenfels to Beyer, written in August 1933, illustrates the interaction of these three men:  “Your excavations in Batangas look most interesting.  A copy of that part of your letter is immediately sent to Heine-Geldern in Vienna by airmail....  Heine-Geldern proposes to call the adze or axe ‘Stufen-Beil,’ or something like ‘stepped axe,’ a name that suits it very well.  Please give me your idea about generally accepting that name [the name is now standard].  The axe with the ridge we could call Luzon-type, as it is in modern times only known in New Zealand, and, as you write me, with you only in the Manila neighborhood.  I wrote to Heine-Geldern to accept that name also [now called the Luzon ridged adze].  Will let you know his answer as soon as I get it.  We three being the only men in the world writing about these things can fix the names (Beyer 1951a).


Van Stein Callenfels was most concerned with the Indonesian islands but became so well known that he was brought in for consultation on archaeology throughout much of Asia, including Japan.  He died in Sri Lanka (Ceylon at that time) where he was doing fieldwork in the highland interior. He also did a fair amount of fieldwork in what became peninsular Malaysia.  Most of his early publication was in Dutch.  I only include a few of his many publications, those being primarily on the former Malaya.


H. Otley Beyer was the father of and specialist in Philippine prehistory.  He was interested in prehistoric contacts between the Philippines and the surrounding countries of Taiwan (during his time Formosa), Indonesia, Borneo, Viet Nam and coastal South China.  Back in the early 1950s he was one of the world’s experts on tektites.  He no doubt had the world’s largest collection of tektites, having according to his reckoning over 400,000.  These objects were from outer space and came to earth in different areas in “showers” at different times.  When the United States was working hard to put man in space and visit the moon these tektites were one important object that could give information about outer space.  Two experts on the subject with the Smithsonian Institution spent the greater part of two years here in Manila studying Beyer’s collection.  In the 1930s to 1950s Beyer was one of the world’s experts on Chinese porcelain and stoneware.  Little research had been done on the Chinese tradewares in China, but a large number had been recovered in sites in the Philippines and Beyer spent much of his time studying them.  He never published much on this knowledge, but he was consulted and in contact with the few early well known specialists.  One of his best-known publications (1949) The Outline Review of Philippines Archaeology by Islands and Provinces also included coverage of archaeology in Taiwan, Sulawesi, Borneo, and Viet Nam.  I (Solheim 1969b) wrote an obituary of him that can be consulted for more detailed information.


Heine-Geldern was the best known of the “specialists” on Southeast Asia as his base was in Vienna and he was much more “international” than his two associates, both of whom traveled considerably in the 1920s and 1930s, but not after the Second World War.  He was not a “dirt archaeologist” but the word “prehistorian” fit him perfectly.  His reconstruction of Southeast Asian prehistory was standard from the time it was written and published in 1923 and 1932 until the 1960s.  Erika Kaneko (1970:1-10), a Ph.D. student of his, wrote a very good obituary of him with three-and-a-half pages of his bibliography (6-10) in fine print.  Most of the earlier papers were in German and have not been translated.  I will select a moderate number of the publications to include here with no particular organization to them other than including some of his best-known reports.  I knew Heine-Geldern moderately well.  He was a fine, very kind and unassuming man, and a first class scholar.



The tremendous number of new, somewhat specialized journals instead of helping communication among those interested in Southeast Asian archaeology has more hindered than helped those of us living in Southeast Asia.  No library in the Philippines, and I am sure this applies to all the countries of Southeast Asia, can afford more than a small number of the many journals and books where reports are published on Southeast Asia in any one academic field.  This is particularly the case for archaeology as no university in the area considers archaeology to be a primary field.  Many of the few final reports on archaeological excavations, when published, are put out by commercial presses that print only a small number of copies at such a high price that most interested individuals can not afford to buy them and the universities can not afford them either.  I often find out about reports that would be of much interest to me only in reading a general book and looking at their references.  Several of the newsletters that focus on or include Southeast Asian archaeology as a part of their coverage are a help, but they only let you know of the publications that are appearing and are of no help in making them available to those that need them.  Another problem, of course, is that most of the countries in Southeast Asia understandably publish reports in their own languages so that their contents are available only to those very few outside of the country who are able to read these languages.


I do not have the time to research other publications that are of use for keeping up to date or finding references, but I present a few with which I am directly acquainted.  IIAS, International Institute for Asian Studies Newsletter includes a section on Southeast Asia that usually has something of archaeological interest, often particularly of an ethnoarchaeological variety.  Their website is www.IIAS.nl and to subscribe you can contact them by e-mail at iias.subscribe@let.leidenuniv.nl or the website www.iias.nl/iiasn/subscribe.html.  An other very helpful newsletter, specifically archaeological, is the Southeast Asian Archaeology International Newsletter.  To make contact with this newsletter one should contact one or both of the two present editors.  They are: Elisabeth A. Bacus, e-mail eabacus@msn.com, and Rasmi Shoocongdej, e-mail rasmi@su.ac.th. 


I have often received rapid assistance looking for a specific reference from either Joyce White or Christopher King of the Southeast Asian Archaeology Bibliographic and Skeletal Databases. They can be reached at: Joyce C. White, University of Pennsylvania, banchang@sas.upenn.edu or Christopher A. King, University of Hawai’i, kingchri@hawaii.edu. 


The origins and development of the Indo-Pacific Prehistory Association have been well covered in published articles.  Some of the first of these are in publications no longer widely available.  Rather than summarizing these contents again I include two papers that appeared in the first issue of Asian Perspectives (Groslier 1957; Solheim 1957c) as Appendix I and II.   Jack Golson (1998; Solheim and Golson 1985) has given talks at two of the IPPA congresses that also presented information on the development of IPPA.  Golson’s 1998 article has a long list of references that I will not repeat except where otherwise referred to.  The most recent coverage of IPPA history appeared in 2001 (Solheim 2001).  


The congresses of the Indo-Pacific Prehistory Association and the publication of many of the papers presented at these meetings by the Bulletin of the Indo-Pacific Prehistory Association are particularly helpful.  Even more important is the opportunity of the workers in the field to get together at these congresses and become acquainted with each other so that individual contacts and communication results.  Partial proceedings of the 4th Far-Eastern Prehistory Association Congress in Manila in 1953 (Solheim 1968) and the Eleventh Pacific Science Congress with its associated FEPA congress (Solheim 1967) were published in the new Asia and Pacific Archaeology Series produced by the Social Science Research Institute of the University of Hawaii.  The papers presented in the Eleventh Pacific Science Congress issue included three papers concerning earlier research in Southeast Asia (Boriskovski 1967; Shutler 1967; Solheim 1967b).


I thought that Asian Perspectives, which I founded in 1957, would serve the purpose of wide communication, and it does to some extent.  I presented a brief review of what had been achieved as of ten years of publication (Solheim 1966:27-28).  I have found, however, that archaeologists in many countries of Asia, and Europe as well, are not acquainted with it.  I read articles presented at the congresses of the IPPA that include no references to papers that appeared in AP that had data very relevant to the subject covered, about which the writer had no knowledge.  For those not acquainted with Asian Perspectives I include as “Appendix No. III” my Editorial (Solheim 1957a) that appeared in the first issue following one page (ii in the original) that presents the organization behind the publication.   Some changes that followed this were presented in 1958 (Solheim 1958a:1-2, 1958b:vii) and problems of publication with an optimistic view of continued publication (Solheim 1959a).  Somehow good communication, while having been improved over that of 50 years ago, still has a long way to go.  Is the Internet the answer, but how do you organize that into one organization rather than many, or one overlapping organization that provides communication between and among the many?


The few years of publication of COWA (Council for Old World Archaeology), founded and supported by Laureston Ward, did well for presenting news and bibliography for both Mainland (listed as Southeast Asia, Area 19) and Island Southeast Asia (listed as Indonesia, Area 20).  Each issue was divided into two parts, the COWA Survey of Current Work and the COWA Bibliography of Current Publications.  David Horr (1959a-b and 1963a-b) was the first editor for Southeast Asia (mainland) and Harold Conklin (1957) for Indonesia.  I (Solheim 1961, 1964a, 1969) took over for Indonesia in 1961 and for Southeast Asia in 1966 (Solheim 1966a) and with Jean Kennedy in 1971 (Solheim and Kennedy 1971), the end of the program and its publications.

Southeast Asia


The first three volumes of Asian Perspectives had considerable coverage in regional reports of Southeast Asia as a whole.  Volume 2 No. 1 was a special issue on the Palaeolithic of Asia with its Guest Editor Hallam L. Movius, Jr. (1958). It included articles on China (Chang Kwang-chih 1958; with numerous references in Chinese which I will not list but I will list those in English on South China), Thailand (Heider 1958) and Malaya (Sieveking, A. 1958) with an Introduction by Hallam Movius (1958).  There was a brief report on Southeast Asia (Solheim 1959d) that dealt primarily with Japanese interest in ethnographic data suggesting relationships between Japan and Southeast Asia.  There was one archaeological report included in the Bibliography (Esaka 1959).  My following section on Southeast Asia (Solheim 1960a) was made up primarily of an exchange between Tom Harrisson and Wang Gungwu concerning Gungwu’s placing in his paper (1958) of the ports in Southeast Asia involved in the trade with China from about 200 B.C. to A.D. 960.  There was no conclusion to the argument, but interesting points were raised by both authors.


My first fieldwork in Southeast Asia was in the Philippines, where I arrived in 1959.  My Ph.D. thesis (Solheim 1964b) included my research on the Kalanay Cave Site on Masbate, in the central Philippines islands, and the earthenware pottery and associated artifacts of the Guthe Collection at the University of Michigan.  Carl Guthe (1951) had surveyed in the Philippines from 1922 to 1925.   I described the Kalanay Pottery Complex (Solheim 1964b:26-72, 1967a) and with the pottery from the Guthe Collection showed that sites with this pottery were widely scattered in the central and southern Philippines (Solheim 1964b:180-183, 208-209).  When I first arrived in Sarawak, Borneo in 1958, I discovered a very similar pottery complex from Niah Cave and with visits at that time to museums in Malaya, Thailand and Viet Nam (Solheim 1959b-c) I realized that related pottery was present on the mainland of Southeast Asia as well.   I therefore organized a special issue of Asian Perspectives (Solheim ed.:1959) on this pottery.  In this issue were papers on this pottery in Viet Nam (Janse 1959; Malleret 1959a; Solheim 1959b) and Malaya (Peacock 1959) as well as other locations in Island and Mainland Southeast Asia (Solheim 1959c).  Details on this material and other general Southeast Asian subjects are covered in the individual sections below.


Africa would appear to be outside this coverage as previous to 1961 there had been little done on possible prehistoric relationships between Southeast Asia and Africa.   Peter Murdock stuck his neck out when he wrote his book on Africa, its People and Their Cultural History (1959).  In this book he proposed that African cultures, not only in Madagascar, owed a great deal to contacts from Southeast Asia from around 1000 B.C. and on.  This proposition was heavily shot down by practically all reviewers, with the exception of one or two agreeing to possible sources in Africa from Southeast Asia of music and some musical instruments.  I (Solheim 1960b) was one of the very few who expressed a rather neutral opinion, that at that time there was not enough evidence to argue either way.  I still feel that contact with the east coast of Africa by Southeast Asian maritime peoples (The Nusantao Maritime Trading and Communication Network) could have been of considerable importance to African cultures from about the time Murdock suggested.                                                                                                                                                                    

Madagascar

I include Madagascar with Southeast Asia because its first colonizers, though originally almost certainly maritime oriented sailors (Nusantao) from Indonesia, had cultural contacts with the west coast of peninsular Malaysia and with India before reaching the east coast of Africa and ultimately Madagascar.


The first appearance of Madagascar in Asian Perspectives was in Volume 6 for 1962 (Vérin 1962a-b).  In this first Regional Report for Madagascar Vérin (1962a) covers the development of official organizations which would become involved with the research on prehistory in Madagascar.  The one report Vérin (ibid:45) noted on an archaeological site, included in his brief reference section, is Vérin et al. (in press).  I have found no further reference to that specific article in following Regional Reports by Vérin, but the same authors are listed in different order for a report on the same site (Battistini et al. 1963) so this is no doubt the same report.


In the same AP issue Vérin (1962b) presents a much more detailed report, in French with a good summary in English.  I won’t go into summarizing this report, but give simplified translations of the headings of the sections of the report: “Research on the cultural history of Madagascar” subdivided into “Linguistics” (198-199), “Ethnography” (199-201), and “Physical Anthropology” (201-202).  “Archaeological Research” included “The Rasikajy Culture” (202-206), “Research on interior sites” (206-207), and “Rock inscriptions  of Ivolamena and Ambohimiera” of an unknown language (207).  There are two plates with three photos each.  One of these (Pl. IIa) interests me particularly.  It is of a burial jar cover found accidentally, but to my knowledge never the subject of a report.  There is incised decoration on the cover which cannot be made out in detail.  Its form is almost exactly the same as the ‘trunconical’ burial jar covers illustrated from Sa Huynh in Vietnam (Janse 1959:110 Fig. 1) and the Tabon caves on the west coast of Palawan, Philippines (Fox 1970:155 Fig. 49d, f, and h), in both cases associated with Sa Huynh-Kalanay style pottery.  This would suggest a date possibly in the first half of the 1st millennium A.D.  Though outside of our end date of 1960 I bring in one much later publication by Marimari Kellum-Ottino (1972) which reported finding an unfinished, trapezoidal stone adze and associated hammerstone from a surface site in southwestern Madagascar.  This could suggest an early “Iron Age” site in use before iron became at all common, i.e. first half of the 1st millennium A.D.


The long “Bibliography” is also subdivided by subject: “General works on cultural history and ethnology” (210-211), Linguistics (211-212), “Physical Anthropology” (212-213), “Ethnobotany” (213), “The ‘Rasikajy’ Culture of Madagascar, the Comores and on the east coast of Africa” (213-217), “Archaeological sites and artifacts other than those of the ‘Rasikajy’ Culture” (217), and “Rock inscriptions” (217-218).

Sri Lanka


The first report for Asian Perspectives on Sri Lanka (Ceylon) did not appear until 1963 (Deraniyagala 1963).  While it was only four pages long, with its references it covered the history of prehistoric archaeology quite well.  P.E.P. Deraniyagala was a naturalist and not an archaeologist.  He was considered one of the world’s top specialists on elephants and crocodiles, but he was interested in many things, including prehistory.  He reported that the first archaeologists to do research in Ceylon were the Sarasins in 1908.  There had been no coordinated program by 1960 and the few scattered primarily surface finds  (Seligman, C. G. and B. 1911; Hartley 1913; Wayland 1919) did not allow for accurate summaries of prehistory, though such was made for the late Stone Age (Allchin 1958).  I refer readers to Deranyagala’s (1963) report for details.

East India


Two articles in Asian Perspectives present a history of prehistoric archaeology in India (Khatri 1962; Lal 1963).  While AP covers the entire Indian subcontinent, eastern India and far northern India are the portions of India closely related to Southeast Asia during prehistoric times.  Those wishing information on India as a whole should consult Khatre, and Lal for 1951-1960.  Those interested in the Indus Civilization could consult an extensive bibliography on that area (Brunswig 1973).


I do not go into detail for East India, but for the most part mention publications that point to the connections of this area with Southeast Asia.  The most ambitious of these was a book by A. H. Dani (1960) who did his Ph.D. thesis for the University of London examining the conclusions about Southeast Asia/India prehistoric relationship made by Woman and others.  Worman, in his study of stone tools from eastern India (1949), came to the conclusion that eastern India was closely related prehistorically to Southeast Asia.  Dani’s book was thoroughly researched as of 1955, long before any reliable dating for Southeast Asian sites became known and his conclusion I quote (Dani 1960:222):  

   Eastern India is not a homogeneous zone having any distinctive cultural grouping of its own. It is comprised of several natural regions falling today into two broad divisions: (1) centripetal areas of river basins, and (2) refuge areas of the hills and plateaus.  These areas have been exploited differently by man at different times, influenced as they were by monsoonal climate.

    However, Eastern India is a part of the Indo-Pakistan sub-continent, and has through all the periods of human history shared the cultural life of the sub-continent.  There is a land connection with South East Asia, and the Tertiary Ranges form transitional zones, now occupied by several hill tribes whose cultures show evidences of such contact.  The Bay of Bengal could, again, serve as a sea-way but only after a knowledge of the monsoonal winds 
had been gained. The relationship of Eastern India with South East Asia has been correctly put by F. J. Richards (1933, p. 235) thus: ‘The eastern frontier is ... difficult; true the Burmese and Shans have ravaged Assam, and the Arkanese East Bengal; but the flow of Indian influence is eastward, penetrating Indo-China and the isles as far as Borneo.  The meeting points of Chinese and Indian cultures are in Turkistan and North Annam.’


The interpretation of the data presented by Dani would have been very different if he had available the dates we now have.  Among other major mistakes of interpretation he made with the lack of accurate dating was that the Bacsonian Culture of Viet Nam was older than and to a considerable degree ancestral to the Hoabinhian (Dani 1960:144-149).  I will not go into other, similar errors, as assumed dating was his problem all along.


A. P. Khatri (1962:180-181), in his article on the history of a century of prehistoric research in India, indicated that other archaeologists acquainted with eastern India do not agree with the Pleistocene Southeast Asian relationship.  Khatri (1962:193) does not believe that the Sohan chopper-chopping tools of northeastern India are related to the chopper-chopping tools described by Movius from Burma (1943, 1948), unlike the opinions of Movius and those who worked with him in India and Burma (De Terra and Paterson 1939; De Terra and Movius 1943; Teihard de Chardin; and others).  


Take one look at the chopper-chopping tools illustrated by Lal (1963a: 28 Fig. 1) from Bilaspurin Himachal Pradesh and compare them to the Son Vi pebble tools I am illustrating from northern Viet Nam, similar tools from Tabon Cave, Palawan, Philippines, from Taiwan, and Japan (Solheim N.D.:Figs. 1-6) and see if these are not all very similar and unlike the stone tools of the same dating in western India.  The Son Vi in Viet Nam is the Late Pleistocene culture which developed into the Hoabinhian of Viet Nam illustrates the chopper-chopping tool ancestry of the Hoabinhian.  (See section below on Viet Nam.).


Ethnoarchaeology gives further support to eastern India’s relationship with Southeast Asia.  Research on recent pottery manufacture in India, and other traditional elements of material culture, shows that the relationships are with Southeast Asia and not western India (Saraswati and Behura 1966; Griffin and Solheim 1988-1989:146).  Sankar Kumar Roy’s article (1981) on prehistoric and present day tools for and methods of shifting agriculture in the Garo hills of Meghalaya, northeastern India certainly suggests Southeast Asian relationships.  Linguistics also indicates relationships of at least portions of eastern India as languages belonging to Austro-Asiatic and Tibeto-Burman are spoken in Assam and in some areas of interior-central eastern India.  The Khasis of Assam speak a language of the Mon-Khmer linguistic family (Rao 1977:204).


D. P. Agrawal (1969:118) has said: “It may be noted that eastern India had contacts with Southeast Asia in Neolithic times (Worman 1949; Dani 1960)....  And north-east India has been considered an integral part of Southeast Asia in the Neolithic period (Bongard-Levin and Deopik 1957).”  S. N. Rao (1977:202) has said: “Yet there appears to be no doubt about the relationship between Northeastern India and the countries of Southeast Asia as far as Neolithic prehistory is concerned.”


B. B. Lal (1963b:144) noted that in 1963 we decided to increase the area coverage of Asian Perspectives to include India, Pakistan and Ceylon (as well as the several small countries just to the north of eastern India).  

Bangladesh


The only information I have for Bangladesh previous to 1960 comes from Dani (1963:183), when it was still East Pakistan.  The information he presents is part of a short paragraph so I quote it in toto:

     The eastern wing (Dani 1960:ch. 1) is mainly the delta of the Ganges and the Brahmaputra, fringed with tertiary uplift and folding on the north and the east.  The main deltaic region is a khadar area. The new alluvium overlapping the old, and though the old alluvium is traceable in the red laterite soil of Barmedra (northern part of East Pakistan) and much more so in the Lalmai-Mainamati Range in Comilla district and near Sitakund in Chittagong district, nothing has so far been discovered about early man in this region.  Only in the hilly parts have some neolithic tools been found.  ‘A piece of fossil wood, pointed, elongated, one side flat, truncated butt, beautifully polished’ was picked up from Sitakund (Brown 1917:130).  Four more specimens are preserved in the British Museum.  All of them are varieties of the faceted tools of Assam (Dani 1960:87).

Burma


Organized archaeological research in Burma did not get started until the 1937-1938 American South-East Asiatic Expedition for Early Man.  There were, however, the usual scattered finds that started considerably earlier.  


U Aung Thaw, a former Director of the Archaeological Survey of Burma, reported (Aung Thaw 1971:123) that it appeared that W. Theobald (1973) reported the first stone artifacts from Burma.  I have located references to a number of early reports of prehistoric artifact finds in Burma and found that Theobald (1869) had an earlier article published on stone tools in Burma.  I list a few of these through until the 1930s to give some idea of these reports (Fryer 1872; Mason 1872; Noetling 1894a-b, 1897; Oldham 1895; Balfour 1901; Swinhoe 1903; De Beylie 1907; Ko Taw Sein 1911; Aung Shwe Zan 1912; Heine-Geldern 1917, 1927; Stuart 1919; Enriquez 1923; Evans 1928a; Lack 1931).  T. O. Morris  (1932, 1935, 1937, 1938) specialized in polished stone tools and made other reports as well (Aung Thaw 1971:123; Aung-Thwin 1982-1983:3).  Morris must have been the person who donated the many drawers full of polished stone adzes that I saw when I visited the archaeology museum at Oxford many years ago.


Before the founding of the Archaeological Survey of Burma and its publication (1901-1927) reports on Burmese archaeology appeared in the publication of the Indian Archaeological Department, Burma Circle (India, Archaeological Survey 1892).  Michael Aung-Thwin (1982-1983:1-2) presents some details on the development of the Archaeological Survey of Burma followed by a very good, brief summary of archaeological research in Burma on sites dating earlier than Pagan (ca. A.D. 900).  Another organization that was important for the publication of archaeological reports was the Burma Research Society, founded in 1911.  An article that appeared in the 29 March 1970 issue of Sunday Working People’s Daily presenting details of the founding and development of the Burma Research Society was quoted in the March 1998 issue of the Bulletin of the Burma Studies Group (Anon. 1998):

     There was no systematic exploration of prehistoric sites [in Burma] until the 1937-38 American South-East Asiatic Expedition for Early Man, led by Hellmut de Terra and Hallam L. Movius (de Terra and Movius 1943).  They collected materials from Palaeolithic and Neolithic sites on the terraces along the middle course of the Irrawaddy and explored some caves in the Shan States.  As a result of the study of these materials, the Palaeolithic culture of the region was properly recognized and was named the Anyathian culture [Aung Thaw 1971:122].


A short report on pottery in Burma, including some historical information and details on pottery manufacture and use around 1894 is of interest (Taw 1895).  At that time it was believed that the Martaban jars were manufactured in Martaban, Burma and exported mainly to India (ibid:5) H. Marshall (1929) made a report on the bronze drums kept by the Karen.


Most of the work done by the Archaeological Survey of Burma, with its very small budget and unsettled conditions in many areas, was the conservation and some restoration of historical sites.  G. H Luce (1948) presented a review of Burmese history and archaeology.  Brief reviews of what had been done since the Second World War were presented in the Regional Reports of Asian Perspectives and the Council for Old World Archaeology (Editor 1957c; Horr 1959a-b; Peacock 1959; Aung Thaw 1961).  


In 1959 a turning point was reached and active fieldwork started and publication, at first primarily on protohistoric sites of the Pyu Culture (Aung Thaw 1959; Peacock 1960; Horr 1963:3-6).  In 1959 B. A. V. Peacock, a trained, British archaeologist, moved from Malaya to Burma where he became the Head of the Department of Anthropology at the University of Rangoon (Horr 1963:3).  U Aung Thaw started excavations at Peikthanomyu, a major Pyu site.  Both Horr (1963:3-5) and Peacock (1960:71-74) give detailed summaries of the results of the four seasons of excavation at Peikthanomyu between 1959 and 1961.  

Thailand

I have a virtual blank for any prehistoric finds in Thailand before a very few foreign archaeologists started doing a bit of survey from 1925 and on.  There may well be some information of this nature in publications in Thai, but I know nothing about them.  The earliest mention of, at the time, prehistoric archaeology is a note by Malleret (1969:62-63) concerning work by L. Fournereau (1895-1908) presenting plans and photos of ancient pagodas and monuments in Siam.  This was followed by a joint French-Siamese mission of archaeological exploration of what were later recognized as historic sites by Lunet de Lajonquière (1909, 1912).  Malleret continues on the same pages with further information about French research on historic sites in Siam.


There are several summary accounts of Thai archaeology including a bit of history besides the ones mentioned above by French archaeologists.  These include reports by Heider (1958a-b), Horr (1959a:5-6, 1959b:5-6, 1963a:12-16, 1963b:7-9), Solheim (1960c, 1964c, 1966),  and Sullivan (1957).


The first person that I know of with experience in prehistoric archaeological field survey to do any work in Thailand was Ivor H. N. Evans (1926).  Evans made a later and somewhat longer trip to Thailand and published two more short articles on the artifacts he had recovered (1931f-g).  His reports were primarily on polished stone adzes (Solheim 1966b:11).  Evans was followed shortly be Fritz Sarasin (1933a-b) who searched for Palaeolithic sites in caves in northern Thailand around Chiengmai and near Ratburi in the south (Heider 1958b:65; Solheim 1964c:47, 1966:10).


I have references to other articles I have not seen, but from their titles I suspect they would be of interest.  Louise Cort sent me a paper of hers (Cort and Lefferts) on the 1867 manufacture in Northeast Thailand of stoneware pottery.  The information came from reports by Garnier (1870-71:377) and Joubert (1873:98).  From Cort’s report she noted that local manufacture of stoneware, for local use and not for export, was common in Northeast Thailand in 1867 and continues until today.  Also concerning Tai pottery is P’raya Nak’ôn P’rah Ram (1936) and Reginald le May (1939).  Other reports were on human skeletal finds by Quaritch-Wales (1937) followed with a correction to this article (Quaritch-Wales 1944), and O. Schlaginhaufen (1940); having to do with megaliths by E. W. Hutshinson (1939a-b; Solheim 1966b:12-13), Chin You-di (1959:28) and E. Seidenfaden (1943).  In 1941 Seidenfaden reported on some neolithic artifacts he had recovered (Solheim 1966b:11).  U. Guehler had an article published on bronze drums in Thailand in 1944.


Following the Japanese invasion of Indonesia H. R. van Heekeren, as a Dutch official, became a prisoner of war and was sent to Thailand to work on the Japanese railroad (Heekeren 1947a-b, 1948) from Thailand to Burma.  In spite of a death sentence for making collections he collected and was able to hide from the Japanese and save a few Palaeolithic tools near the Kwai Noi River to the west of Kanchanaburi (Teihard de Chardin 1950; Beyer 1952; Heider 1958b:63).  After the war he published several notices of these tools (1947a-b, 1948).  In 1956 the movie “Bridge on the River Kwai” was filmed on location near Kanchanaburi.  Karl Heider happened to come by this area to try and locate van Heekeren’s site and was hired to play van Heekeren and the incident of the original finding of these tools.  Unfortunately this scene was edited out of the movie.  Heider, however, did locate possible sites like that found by van Heekeren and made collections from that area (Heider 1957, 1958b; Solheim 1964c:47:).  Van Heekeren’s finds, followed by those of Heider led to the Thai-Danish Prehistoric Expedition 1960-1962 (Solheim 1960c:67; The Siam Society 1960) and many following articles and books (Horr 1963a:12-15; Solheim 1964c: 47-48).  Van Heekeren was invited to join this expedition and published one of the first notes on the finds (1961).  


An article by Williams-Hunt that appeared in 1950 concerned irregular earthworks that he had noted in eastern Thailand on aerial photographs (Higham 1996:32-33, 37 211, 215-216).  In time this has led to much later research and publication, not only in northeastern Thailand but also in Cambodia.

The Regional Reports on Thailand that appeared in Asian Perspectives contained miscellaneous information.  Most of the fieldwork by the Fine Arts Department of Thailand was concerned with proto-historic and historic ruins, primarily in Phimai, Lopburi and Ayuthya.  Solheim (Ed. 1957b:60-61 also reported that Quaritch Wales had made exploratory excavations in Buddhist sites of about the 6th century A.D.  He quoted a statement from Sullivan (1957) that “In fact, scarcely any scientific excavation has been undertaken since 1927, when members of the Ecole Francaise d’Extreme Orient collaborated with the Siamese government in excavating Buddhist sites of Pong-tuk and Pra-Pathom.”  Included in this report was information from Karl Heider (1957) on his surveys in Thailand in 1956 where he visited the site near Ban Kao, Kanchanaburi, where van Heekeren (1947a-b, 1948) had discovered Palaeolithic-like artifacts, and recovered stone, metal and pottery artifacts from a nearby site.


An exhibition of archaeological and historical treasures of Thailand toured a number of museums in the United States starting in 1960 (Bowie 1960; Solheim 1960c:68).  Theodore Bowe of the University of Indiana organized the project and was the editor of its catalogue.


Peninsular Malaysia


Peninsular Malaysia does not have the many accounts of early finds of prehistoric artifacts that several of the other Southeast Asian countries have.  The earliest notice of archaeological finds on the mainland of Southeast Asia is of architectural finds.  The earliest report I have noted for the former Malaya is to a publication by James Low (1840) to ruins in the Bujang Valley of temples, which at that time would be considered prehistoric.  Another difference for Malaya is that the truly prehistoric reports were often archaeological in nature rather than concerned only with surface finds.  I list some of those early reports: D. J. MacGowan on maritime Malays 1850; G. Earl (1860 [A 32]
, 1861) reported on coastal shell midden sites on the west coast of Province Wellesley. F. Huxley (1863) was sent the human bone from these sites and gave a short report on them.  These sites later became known as Hoabinhian sites. These reports were followed by:  Groeneveldt 1876; Maxwell 1878; de Morgan 1885; Hale 1885, 1886, 1888).   L. Wray was the first curator of the Taiping Museum in Perak.  He published a few papers primarily on cave sites (1897, 1903, 1905; Tweedie 1953:6).  The Perak Museum had the best prehistoric archaeological collections in Malaya until the National Museum in Kuala Lumpur was founded and took over much of the archaeological collection of the Perak Museum.  Wray founded the Journal of the Federated Malay States Museums, which much later became the Federation Museums Journal, published by the National Museum.  Papers that followed were by Rosenhain (1901); Swan in 1904 described polished stone tools from Pahang (Scrivenor 1906).  Following this last note there is a gap of about eleven years until Ivor H. N. Evans appears on the scene.


I find it difficult to report on Evans, he did so much research on a great variety of both ethnographic—in a very wide sense—and archaeological subjects.  He became the director of the Perak Museum in about 1917 and was the Editor of the Journal of the Federated Malay States Museums for many years and published many of his articles in that journal.  Unfortunately I do not find listed the editor’s name in the issues of the journals that I have from 1920 through 1929.  I noted above the many major sites, prehistoric cultures, different types of artifacts about which he was the first to publish for Malaya.  Many of his ethnographic reports are of value for their ethnoarchaeological content.  Evans published many interesting and valuable articles between 1918 and 1932.  His few later articles were of a different nature or area.  I list a somewhat random sample of his publications.  As an example of his activities I include all of the articles that he authored in one issue of the journal (Part 5 of Volume 12 for 1928) in which all the papers were by him.  Rather than commenting on their contents here I suggest that those who are interested look at the references I have included in the reference section at the end of this article, their titles usually tell something about their content.  I give dates here for the publications I list: 1918, 1920a-e, 1921 (complimenting this 1921 article was a paper by W. A. Wallace 1921), 1922a-g, 1923, 1927a, b [A 32-34], 1928b, c [A 33-34], d-i, 1929a-d, 1930a-e, 1931a-e, 1932, 1938, 1939.   
A book about the Sea Gypsies of Malaya by Walter White appeared in 1922 and an article on them by David W. Hogan in 1972.  Information on Malay boats and their uses by Dalton Goring appeared in 1926.  P. V. van Stein Callenfels, who can be considered the father of prehistoric archaeology in Indonesia, came to Malaya to excavate with Evans in 1926 (Callenfels and Evans 1926, 1928 [A 25-26]).  He returned several times and excavated with others from Malaya (Callenfels 1936a [A 25], b; Callenfels and Noone 1940 [A 26]).  A companion paper to Callenfels 1936a report on excavations of a midden site in Province Wellesley was by W. Mijsberg (1940) who reported on a lower jawbone that was recovered.  A companion paper to the report by Callenfels and Noone on the excavation in a rock shelter in Perak was by H. D. Collins (1940 [A 29]) on the pottery recovered there and by Snell (1949) on the human skeletal material.


W. Linehan started publishing articles on archaeology in 1928 (a-b) and following years (1930, 1936, 1951a [A 63], b-d, 1968).  His research was more with proto-historic sites than prehistoric.  R. O. Winstedt was one of the biggest names in Malaysia for his knowledge of and publications on Malay culture and history.  While he was not an archaeologist he did publish a bit on prehistory (1922, 1929, 1932, 1935, 1941, 1947, 1949).  Two publications concerning research on human skeletal material from archaeological sites are by G. Harrower (1933) and W. Duckworth (1934 [A 29]).  Several papers having to do with stone and glass beads appeared in the 1930s.  The first of these, by Horace Beck (1930 [A 22-23]), began with a description of beads from various locations in India.  This was followed with descriptions of beads recovered by Evans at Kuala Selinsing and comparison with beads from Santubong in Sarawak, and finally descriptions of heirloom beads collected by local groups in Sarawak.  Other articles were by Beck (1937), Gardner (1932, 1937), Quaritch-Wales (1940:63) and Gibson-Hill (1955:184-185).  


R. Braddell produced a series of articles concerned with “ancient times in Malaya that appeared in the Journal of the Malay Branch Royal Asiatic Society. The first of these appeared in 1935 and the last in 1950.


The Perak Museum in Taiping has been the most important institution for archaeological research from its founding until the early 1930s.  Then the major archaeological activity moved to the Raffles Museum in Singapore, with F. N. Chasen as its director.  The Carnegie Corporation of New York made a grant of U.S. $12,000 in 1934 and a second of $8,000 in 1937 to the Raffles Museum for prehistoric research in Malaya.  Besides the development of active research in the field it also led to a flurry of archaeological publication in the newly created Series B of the Bulletin of the Raffles Museum (Solheim et al. 1986:3).


“Only four issues were published, No. 1 in 1936, Nos. 2 & 3 in 1937, and No. 4 in 1940, but several of the more important preliminary site reports for peninsular Malaya appeared therein (Callenfels 1936 [A 25]; Collings 1936a [A 28], 1936b, 1937a-b, 1937c [A 28-29], 1938a; Sheppard 1936; Trattman 1937; Tweedie 1936 [A 79]).  Other important reports that resulted from the Carnegie grant appeared elsewhere (Collings 1938b, 1940 [A 29]; Noone 1939 [A 66], 1941, 1956; Callenfels and Noone 1940 [A 26]; Tweedie 1940 [A 79]; Sieveking 1954-55 [A 70], 1956a-b; Harrisson and Tweedie 1959 [A 54]).  H. D. Noone was with the Perak Museum as a field ethnographer while Collings and Tweedie were with the Raffles Museum.  The Asian portion of World War II brought this work to an uncompleted end with no final report on any of the excavated sites ever published” (Solheim et al.  1986:3).  


Tweedie gave a list of the activities and publications resulting from these grants (1953:7-8) and a final report on what happened to notes and workers during the war with a correction on some of this by Mubin Sheppard (Solheim et al. 1986:3-4).  Tweedie continued after the Second World War as the Director of the Raffles Museum and published mostly summary reports on Malaysian prehistory (1942, 1947, 1949, 1953, 1955).  

Other reports at this time that were not a part of the Carnegie supported program include: R. Wilkinson (1935); G. Hough (1940); Quaritch-Wales (1940 [A 80-81], 1947); D. Hooijer’s papers on fossil finds and their interpretation (1946, 1950), a reply by von Koenigswald (1952) to Hooijer’s 1950 paper and Hooijer’s answer to that (1952).  


During the Second World War Williams-Hunt was involved with interpretation of aerial photographs of portions of Mainland Southeast Asia.  He noted circular earthworks and other human-made disturbances of the natural landscape and reported on this for Malaya (1948), as he had done for Thailand.  He continued to do archaeological research in Malaya after the war and published annual reports for two years before his untimely death (1951, 1952).  In 1949 J. Scrivenor reported on sea-level changes during prehistoric times.


Much of what follows is from my Regional Report on the Federation of Malaya (Ed. 1957d).
When Tweedie retired as Director of the Raffles Museum in about 1953 Carl Gibson-Hill became the Director.  As with Tweedie, most of the research done by the Raffles Museum took place in Malaya.  While he was not an archaeologist Gibson-Hill was very supportive of archaeology and became involved  (1951, 1952 [A 36-37], 1955, 1955 Ed. [A 35-36]).  


The 1955 report, which Gibson-Hill edited, was on Johore Lama, a Malay fort and settlement that were built after the fall of Malacca.  The reports in that issue (Gibson-Hill 1955; Macgregor 1955a-b; Sieveking 1955a), particularly the one by Gibson-Hill, give a comprehensive look at the history and relationships of the site.  Sieveking, Wheatley and Gibson-Hill (1954; Gibson-Hill 1955:135-138; Sieveking 1955b) had surveyed and made a small excavation in the fort of Johore Lama in 1953.  Quaritch-Wales had done a bit of work there in the 1930s and reported shallow deposits (1940:63; Gibson-Hill 1955:183).  Considerably larger excavations were made by Solheim and John Matthews in 1960 (Solheim 1960; Solheim and Green 1965 [A 77]).


Sieveking (1954-1955; [A 70]) made an excavation in Gua Cha in 1954, a site discovered by Noone (1939) shortly before the Second World War.  This was the first site excavated and reported, in part, in a modern, scientific way.  Excavations have continued at that important Hoabinhian/neolithic site in Kelantan.  A report on the skeletal material recovered by Sieveking was made by Trevor and Brothwell (1962, 1986).


A geologist, D. Walker (1955) made a study of sea level changes during the Pleistocene and hypothesized a much higher sea level for one period of the Early Pleistocene.  He worked with Ann Sieveking (1958) in 1954 (Shutler 1984) on a site in Perak.  This site had been discovered by Collings (1938b) before the Second World War and Collings considered that it produced Palaeolithic style stone artifacts (Shutler 1990:569).  Movius (1948:403) considered these as bonified tools and named the culture the Tampan Culture without studying the site or the artifacts in detail.  Sieveking felt the same (Walker and Sieveking 1962).  The site was dated by Walker to be Early Pleistocene.  Later this dating was questioned (Haile 1971:333-343; Harrisson, T. 1975; Shutler 1990) and it is no longer believed that the stones in question were man made.  Zuraina Majid has discovered verified Late Pleistocene sites in a nearby area. 


At the very end of my coverage two new archaeologists entered the picture in Malaya.  These were B.A.V. Peacock (1959c) and John Matthews (1960, 1962) who started publishing shortly after their arrival.  Lamb, who had been in Malaya for a few years, started a new area of publications on early Indian sites (1958, 1959a-c, 1960b, 1961a-b).  Wang Gungwu was an historian, not an archaeologist, but his interest was in the proto-history and early history of Chinese contacts with Southeast Asia (1960).


I am acquainted with three different reports that have a considerable content on the history of archaeology in peninsular Malaysia.  The most extensive, by Nik Hassan (1993) is titled “Archaeology in Malaysia, 1840s – 1990s: An overview.”   Hassan and Yatim (1990:95-108) have included a very extensive bibliography in their publication on Antiquities of Bujang Valley.   M. W. F. Tweedie has put out several publications on the prehistory of Malaya (1953, 1955, 1965). In the 53rd edition he presents a history of Stone Age Research (6-8).  The 1955 publication was written for the general public and includes archaeological activities through 1954.  This is a much more general work without much of the detail presented in the 1953 report.  It covers “The Stone Age in Malaya” (1-26) and “The Bronze and Iron Ages in Malaya” (27-43) with little on the history of archaeology in Malaya and no bibliography or reference section.  He referred to a long article on “The Origin of the Malayan Metal Age” by Prince John Loewenstein (1956 [A 63-64]) for references on this subject but gave an incorrect reference to that article as to the volume number and year of publication.  The reader will find the correct reference in my reference section.  I have been unable to locate my copy of the 1965 publication and one later, revised edition of the 1965 publication, both of which were longer with more detail.  Loewenstein’s article is followed with one by G. de G. Sieveking (1956 [A 70-71]) with several corrections to Loewenstein’s article.  Further archaeological research showed that many of Loewenstein’s interpretations of the available data were incorrect.  An earlier article by Loewenstein appeared in 1953.  Finally, Solheim, Floyd Wheeler and Jane Allen-Wheeler (1986) have presented a short history and of the archaeology of Malaysia, Brunei and Singapore to 1984 that covers the history for West Malaysia (1-11) and includes a selected, annotated bibliography (21-83).  For all articles referenced herein which have been annotated in Solheim et al. 1986 I add in brackets “A” plus the page number(s).  


While not a history, Monica Sim Joo Kuak and Che Puteh binti Ismail made quite an extensive bibliography of Malaysian archaeology (1980).  More or less annual reports on the archaeological activities in Malaya appeared in the Journal of the Malayan Branch Royal Asiatic Society (Williams-Hunt 1951a-b, 1952; Sieveking 1955; Sieveking et al. 1955) and in Asian Perspectives (Ed. Solheim 1957d; Lamb 1959, 1960; Matthews 1962).  Brief summaries of current work and publication appear in the COWA (Council for Old World Archaeology) Surveys and Bibliographies by David Horr (1959a:3-5, 1959b:2-3, 1963a:11-12, 1963b:3-4).  Adi Taha (1991:147-148) has presented a brief summary of the history and content of Malaysian prehistory.


Dr. Leong Sau Heng (1986:84-85), a professional archaeologist with the History Department of the University of Malaya, took me to task for three different interpretations I had made in portions of my text in the above review.  First she stated “This commentator feels ‘Solheim’s remark about ‘high level politicization of archaeology in Malaysia’ to be quite unnecessary in what is apparently an academic paper.”  In no way was I reflecting on the three, at that time, professional archaeologists.  Their work was and has been of high quality.  Nor was I referring to the requirement for several years of not allowing foreign archaeologists to work there.  The paper was to provide information for other archaeologists on the conditions for doing archaeology in Malaysia.  Malaysia was a young nation at that time and a multi-racial one too.  As such, it is not surprising that there were some restriction to foreigners conducting research in the country.  The Prime Minister in a talk before an audience of historians had remarked about the problem of foreign archaeologists doing research in Malaysia because of the bias they would have.  He encouraged local archaeologists, however, to do archaeological research as long as they would be careful about making the “right” interpretations.


Leong’s second criticism was that I felt that Ivor H. N. Evans’ considerable archaeological research and many publications were “today of little more than historical interest.”  She did not note in her criticism, however, that I went on to say: “He was, however, of major importance in the history of Malayan archaeology because his reports put on record the Hoabinhian culture, the following ‘neolithic’ cave cultures, megalithic sites, the slab grave sites (with their associated iron tools, many different types of stone, bronze, iron, and glass artifacts), and the late prehistoric trading site of Kuala Selinsing.  When professional archaeologists appeared on the scene, Evans had provided a general knowledge of what was to be found, and where to find it.”  Though I did not state it in so many words, I have always felt that Evans was the father of prehistoric archaeology in what became Malaysia.  He was a personal friend through correspondence and I have always admired him as a person and what he did for not only Malayan archaeology but for Southeast Asian archaeology as a whole.


Leong’s third criticism was concerning an inaccuracy of mine in saying that no further research had been done on the sites at Kuala Selinsing since Evans’ early excavations there.  It is unfortunate that I did not know about the other work that had been done.  I have long felt that the several closely related sites in the area of Kuala Selinsing were some of the most important sites in Malaysia.  Much further excavation has and is being done there and this continuing work certainly indicates its major importance.

Singapore


The history of archaeological research on the prehistory of Singapore previous to 1960 summarizes very easily.  There was none.  One accidental find that was probably prehistoric was made accidentally in 1926 during the construction of a reservoir.  This find was a deposit of a few small gold ornaments (Miksic 1985:92, Plate I and Fig. 3 p. 43), reported on by Sir Richard Winstedt (1928) and no follow-up exploration or research was conducted.  


Another probable prehistoric object was the Singapore Stone reported from the south side of the mouth of Singapore Creek (Miksic 1985:40-42).  When first reported in 1819 there was a considerable inscription on it, but little attention was paid to it.  Before any recording was made the stone was broken up to be used in some form of construction.  Later three fragments of the stone (Fig. 1 ibid: 41, from Laidlay 1848:Pl. 3) were recovered and these were sent to Calcutta for analysis in 1848. A fourth fragment (Fig. 2 ibid:420) was later discovered and it is now in the National Museum of Singapore.  Two publications by Miksic (1985, 2000) present the recent archaeological work done in Singapore with information on 13th-14th century A.D. Singapore.    One other recent publication (Soon 2002) presents a reconstruction of Banzu, a settlement of the 14th century A.D. on Singapore Island, a port of the Malay polity known as Temasik.  This would be valuable to any future excavators of the site if and when it is discovered.   The author suggests (88) that this reconstruction would be typical of larger Malay ports at this time.  It is hypothetical based on not too reliable historic Malay reports and is not supported by any archaeological research.

Indochina


The present day countries of Cambodia, Laos and Viet Nam were until sometime after the end of the Second World War known as French Indochina.  I translate the French of part of a quote from Louis Malleret (1969:43; a former Director of l’École Française d’Extrême-Orient) explaining the origin of the term.


The term “Indochine” has been created in the 19th century by the geographer Malte-Brun to designate that part of Southeast Asia making up the countries intermediate between India and China, having been impelled by the extent of the diversity through the attraction of these two great countries.  It is in regard to the recent French portion of the peninsula, this dualism of the cultures was taken as evidence for the fact of union which separated during a time the two words, and it resulted from an administrative act of the Governor General Paul Doumer to bring these together in a unique word.  Burma, Siam, Cambodia, Laos and the territory we now call Viet Nam, were brought together as “India from the Ganges” or “India beyond the Ganges” the expression used by the earlier cosmographers.  Under the French Viet Nam was divided into Cochin China in the south and Tonkin in the north.


The word Indochina was used by some to refer to all of Mainland Southeast Asia. This trans-Ganges area plus those countries and areas I included in my original definition are what make up Southeast Asia today, as I define it.  There has been some argument on where the term “Southeast Asia” itself originated.  Anderson (198?), a Political Scientist, stated that it came into use during the Second World War when the military needed a name for the region between the India Theater and the China Theater of war.  I disagreed with him (Solheim 1985), as back in the 1930s, before I was in my teens, I wanted to be a specialist in the archaeology of Southeast Asia and had used that term.  I felt that I must have gotten the term from issues of the National Geographic.  Where they might have gotten the term I have no idea.


The temple that made Cambodia (and to some extent Southeast Asia) famous in Europe was Angkor Wat.  While it had been noted long before Mouhot (1864, 1986, 1989, 1992; Rooney 1998:9) had explored it and nearby Khmer temples.  It was not until his drawings and his book were published in 1864, after his death in Laos, that it became known and excited a European audience.


Both Louis Malleret (1969) and E. Saurin (1969) have presented very good summaries of the history of archaeology in Indochina up to 1950 and 1966, respectively.  Saurin’s article covers only the prehistoric archaeology of Cambodia, Laos, and Viet Nam while Malleret covers primarily the early historic archaeology, but also has a section on prehistoric archaeology.  While there is overlap in the two papers on prehistory there is differing information and presentation by the two and the two should be read together. Both Saurin’s and Malleret’s papers have a good bibliography; Saurin’s is the longer of the two.  Robert Hackenberg’s report (1957) on “Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam” included a good bibliography on publications of the 1950s and I added some information in 1959 (Solheim 1959e).  The École Français was the institution primarily concerned with the historic archaeology of Indochina.


Malleret divides the parts of his paper on historic and proto-historic archaeology into four parts: Khmer archaeology (43-55), including five very interesting plates on early restoration of some of the monuments and the fifth showing Victor Goloubew, Louis Finot and Henri Parmentier, three of the major archaeologists working in French Indochina, in front of one of the monuments of Angkor.  Next is the archaeology of Champa (55-57), of Viet Nam (57-61) and finally of Laos and Siam (61-63).  His section on prehistory is from pages 63 to 67 followed by a summary bibliography of about two pages.  Malleret mentions four journals that carried important articles on French Indochina archaeology: Bulletin de l’École Française d’Extrême-Orient, published in Hanoi and then in Paris from 1901; Bulletin de la Commission Archéologique de l’Indochine, Paris, 1908 to 1923; the review Arts et Archéologie Khmèrs, Paris, 1921-1926 (2 volumes); and Bulletin des Amis du Vieux-Hué, Hanoi 1914-1944.  Others that he did not list are: Bulletin de la Société des Études Indochinoises, Saigon; Bulletin de la Service Géologique Indochine, Hanoi; Memoirs de la Service Géologique d’Indochine, Hanoi; and Publications de l’École Français d’Extrême Orient, Paris.  For prehistoric archaeology most of the workers were with the Geological Service who very often published their reports in the geological journals.  Malleret did considerable fieldwork in various locations in Indochina. His report on Sa Huynh (Malleret 1959a) on the east coast of Viet Nam appears to have been made through research on museum collections rather than fieldwork in the site area.  Saurin (1971) wrote an obituary of Malleret, which I have not seen.


Saurin’s primary interest was in prehistoric archaeology.  To make a living, however, he felt it necessary to study and earn degrees in geology and he was able to get a job with the Geological Service in Indochina.  He had done archaeological research in France, with publications, before he turned to geology.  The Geological Service in Indochina under Mansuy and with Madelaine Colani had developed a tradition of doing archaeological research along with their geology so when Saurin came to Indochina in 1928, two years after both Mansuy and Colani had left the service, he found a home.  While Colani was no longer with the Service she continued active archaeological research and publication until the late 1930s.  Henri Fontaine (1980) wrote a fine obituary of Saurin with information of how archaeology was combined with geology in Indochina.  The first part of this obituary concerned his work in France from 1920-1927 (1-2), followed with a section on his work in French Indochina from 1928 to 1964, and finishing with his life back in France where he wrote a number of papers on his previous fieldwork in Indochina.  Following a one-page bibliography of Saurin’s publications on French archaeology he has almost two pages on his publications concerning Cambodia, Laos, and Viet Nam.  I met Saurin at the 8th Pacific Science Congress in Manila in 1953 and became well acquainted with him.  He was a fine and very friendly man and a very good archaeologist.


Jacques Fromaget (1932) presented a paper at the “First Congress of Prehistorians of the Far East,” held in Ha Noi, summarizing the Tertiary geology of Indochina and the prehistoric research (55-59) that had been done from 1902 to 1931.  He closed out this section with praise for Melle Colani and M. Mansuy saying that they were “… the only ones of Indochina who do not let rest the cultures of quaternary man” (translation by Solheim).   At the end of this paper he presented a “List of the Work Published on the Prehistory of Indochina (Période Lithique [which I would roughly translate as “Stone Age”]) (pp. 60-61).  Fromaget also presented two papers at the 3rd Congress of Far-Eastern Prehistorians (1940a-b; see section on Laos following).  Madeleine Colani presented three short and one longer paper at the “First Congress...” (Colani 1932a-d).


Another paper of interest that appeared in the 3rd Congress proceedings, by Fred McCarthy (1940), presented comparisons of prehistoric artifacts from Australia to some from Indochina, Malaya and Indonesia.  This paper resulted in an interest in this subject that lasts until today.  In looking at the article while writing this review I came across a section I had not read before on “Bronze Age influences in Australia” (45-46).  First McCarthy notes that the decorative art of central and northwestern Australia “…consists of spiral and concentric circles, meanders and sets of close parallel lines (pl. ix, fig. 5).  The designs are incised on the stone and wooden tjurunga, painted on ceremonial shields and other articles and on the bodies of performers in ceremonies, and are fashioned in feather-down on ceremonial objects.”  He compares these designs to those on the Dongson bronzes.  I would agree but would also compare them to the incised designs on the pottery of the Sa Huynh-Kalanay Pottery Tradition (Solheim [Ed.] 1959, Solheim 1959c:158, Fig.1).  Second McCarthy noted the close similarity of some very unusually shaped stone tools from eastern Australia and New Guinea (pl. xi, fig. 1) to unusual bronze axes from Luang Prabang, Haut Laos, and Indochina.  Since the time of this article there has been several similar bronze axes reported from other sites in Mainland Southeast Asia and Indonesia.


When the French government departed from “Indochina” and Vietnamese archaeologists took over their own prehistoric research the first two or three years of their publications were very concerned with the value to Viet Nam of the research done by the French archaeologists.  They signaled Colani as the one they could fully trust and admitted that most of the work done by Mansuy could also be trusted.

Laos


I have seen very few of the early reports on archaeology in Laos and have seen, briefly, only Madeleine Colani’s (1945) famous Mégaliths du Haut-Laos.  This is a very rare book and I do not have it available here in the Philippines.  I am able to include a number of references from the articles by Malleret (1969), Saurin (1969), Fontaine (1980) and Higham (1989), which I have not seen.  The format of their references varies considerably so I am often unable to give complete references in the format I have been using here.




The primary archaeological work done in Laos was by the French professionals Colani, Saurin, and Fromaget.  Colani’s research on the Plains de Jars (1932d-f, 1935, 1940) and other locations opened Laos to world recognition.  The large, stone jars were associated with earthenware burial jars as well as artifacts indicating a metal age dating and probable association with the Sa-Huynh sites on the east coast of Viet Nam.  The Laotian sites appear to have been on a major overland trade route between the Vietnamese coast, Laos, Burma, South China and possibly India.  Higham (op. cit.: 229-230) suggested that besides becoming wealthy by way of this international trade these people produced salt for the trade as well.



Saurin’s research and publication I been mentioned in the introduction to French Indo-China.  His research and publication was very broad, including besides prehistoric archaeology:  linguistics, physical anthropology and ethnohistory/ethnic traditions.  Fromaget, who often worked with Saurin, was more specialized, dealing mostly with geology and physical anthropology as well as with cave explorations and excavation (Fromaget 1932, three in 1936, 1940a-b; Fromaget and Saurin 1936).  “The Crown Prince of Laos, Prince Phetserath, and Joel Halpern investigated and made collections in a burial cave near Luang Prabang in northern Laos (Horr 1959a:2-3)” (Solheim 1970:48).  Other brief reports containing information on the history of archaeology previous to 1960 are by R. A. Hackenberg (1957) and Solheim (1959).  

Cambodia


Prehistoric archaeology had a slow start in Cambodia.  Much of the early research on archaeology in Cambodia has been presented in the section above on Indochina.  Asian Perspectives with its first issue in 1957 started presenting Regional Reports on Southeast Asian countries where news was available.  By this time the term ‘Indochina’ was not being used much other than in France.  The first Regional Report on Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam (Hackenberg 1957:54) noted that Bernard Groslier had started making stratigraphic excavations at the Royal Palace of Angkor Thom in 1952 and from this research had developed a chronology of Chinese export wares recovered.  Aerial surveys of Cambodia were conducted and from these many new sites were discovered and 250 canals were mapped and photographed dating to the Funan period.  

Mr. Jean Leur, the curator of monuments at Angkor at that time reported sites in the Mekong Delta on artificial mounds rising above the marsh and hypothesized that these had been created by the first inhabitants of the area.  The only note of interest in the next Regional Report (Solheim 1959e:25) was that Groslier, just before the end of the excavation season in 1959 “... discovered a neolithic site directly beneath the classical site which he was excavating” (Groslier personal communication).  I do not know of this having been mentioned in any of his publications or of any exploration of this site having been made later, until today.

I had mentioned in the section above on Indochina that the first archaeological site in Cambodia which had been examined and published was Samron Sen.  What I did not mention was that an archaeologist who presumably excavated at Samron Sen and other Cambodian sites was the first person I know of involved in an archaeological scandal in Southeast Asia.  Ludovic Jammes published (1891, 1892) astonishing reports on his excavations at Samron Sen and other sites, which were accepted by many archaeologists in Europe and elsewhere (Cartailhac 1890; Casanowicz 1922; Patte 1924).  He was finally exposed by Louis Finot (1928).  Higham (1996:20-23) presents a very good and detailed account of this early adventure.


Since early in the 1990s a major change in prehistoric archaeological research in Cambodia has developed with intensive training of young Cambodian archaeologists at the Department of Anthropology of the University of Hawaii Manoa.  Foreign archaeologists from Europe and the United States with the young, local archaeologists have undertaken joint archaeological field programs.  Much reconstruction is taking place at various Angkor sites, but unfortunately this does not appear to involve excavations beneath the extensive monuments to try and understand their beginnings and what went before.

(To be continued in Issue No. 20)
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� Bracketed ‘A’ plus page number/s refers to articles annotated in Solheim et al. 1986.
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