PAGE  

SOUTHEAST ASIAN ARCHAEOLOGY  

INTERNATIONAL NEWSLETTER  

Issue No. 20, Part II
A BRIEF HISTORY OF MAINLAND SOUTHEAST ASIAN PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY TO 1960, Part II.  By Wilhelm G. Solheim II.

Viet Nam


Much of the history of research on prehistoric archaeology in Viet Nam I presented in the section above on Indochina.  Relatively little research on prehistory was done on Laos and Cambodia before 1960, but a considerable amount of field research and publication previous to 1960 was done in what is today Viet Nam.


Ha Van Tan (1991:166-167, 169) has presented a brief review of French archaeological research in Viet Nam.  It appeared in a publication that I had neither seen referred to or even heard of.   I happened on it accidentally and doubt that it is widely available so I quote major portions of it.

“A GLIMPSE OF A GOLDEN AGE”


Henri Mansuy (1857-1937) and Madeleine Colani (1866-1943) were the pioneers in Vietnamese prehistoric archaeology.


In 1906, H. Mansuy excavated the cave of Pho Binh Gia (Lang Son Province).  This site contained a mixed collection of artifacts, some belonging to the late Neolithic and others of flaked pebble tools (Mansuy 1909).


Fifteen years later, Mansuy conducted an extensive survey of the caves and rockshelters in the limestone massif of Bac Son (Lang Son Province), in collaboration with M. Colani (Mansuy 1924, 1925a, 1925b; Mansuy and Colani 1925).  In all the described 27 sites, stone tools were made from river pebbles.  The proportion of edge-ground tools to flaked tools appears to be high.  There were also many slate pebbles generally oblong and marked by one or more pairs of parallel tracks, known as “Bacsonian marks”.  So, the Bac Son Culture traditionally represents a cultural phase during which chipped stone tools and edge-ground tools were found in the same deposit.  Human remains were found at many of these sites.  Mansuy described the human material from three caves: Dong Thuoc (Mansuy 1924), Khac Kiem (Mansuy 1925b) and Lang Cuom (Mansuy and Colani 1925).  The human skulls from Pho Binh Gia were examined by R. Verneau (1909).  


At that time, Mansuy was very old, and his colleague, M. Colani replaced him in the fieldwork.  A study of maps and plans gave suggestion to Colani that Hoa Binh Province would be more suitable for further exploration.  Here limestone formations are very common.  A field expedition began in summer 1926 amply justified her assessment with twenty sites discovered in the region.  Her basic work entitled “L’Age de la Pierre dans la province de Hoa Binh” was published in 1927.


Colani continued her archaeological work in Ninh Binh Province during November 1927.Two rockshelters and one cave were mentioned in her report (Colani 1928).  From March to May 1929, Colani undertook the excavation of seven other sites in Hoa Binh Province (Colani 1929).  In 1930, she published an account of findings at sites in Thanh Hoa and Quang Binh provinces.  In the Lang Bon site (Than Hoa Province), 2,378 artefacts made of stone, bone and shell were found (Colani 1930).


On Saturday, January 30th, 1932 the Hoabinhian Culture was officially recognized at the First Congress of Prehistorians of the Far East held in Ha Noi.  “It is characterized by tools often worked only one face, by hammerstones, by implements of sub-triangular section, by discs, short axes and almond-shaped artifacts, with a considerable number of bone tools” (Praehistorica Asiae Orientalis 1932:11).  The Hoabinhian is divided into three sub-stages.


This year, 1932, Colani continued the excavation of many kitchen midden sites discovered previously by H. Le Breton in Ha Tinh Province, and in Cau Giat area (Nghe An Province).


In 1938, in her very old age, Colani still conducted the archaeological investigation in Ha Long and Fai Si Long Bays.  During three and a half months, on board a small boat roving on 
the sea, Colani discovered many sites on the islands and along the seacoast (Colani 1938)...  [In 1957 it was reported (Hackenberg 1957:54): “The Museum of Hanoi in North Vietnam has recently classified the papers of the late Madeleine Colani.”] 


Etienne Patte was also the one who greatly influenced the development of prehistoric archaeology in Viet Nam during the 1920s.  His contributions to the research of the Stone Age is of high importance. 


In 1923, he excavated the kitchen midden of Bau Tro and the cave of Minh Cam in Quang Binh Province.  From both sites, a large number of stone shouldered axes was collected.  These sites, with fully polished artifacts, represent a late Neolithic culture (Patte 1923, 1234, 1928).


In December 1926 and January 1927, Patte excavated the shell mound of Da But in  Thanh Hoa Province.  The mound is composed of river shells, mostly Corbicula.  Flaked tools were present, made from pebbles.  The cutting edge of many stone artifacts was formed by polishing.  Bone artifacts are also reported.  In Patte’s opinion, Da But is an open site of the Bacsonian.  Patte also found there 12 burials in which the human bodies were inhumed in a crouched position (Patte 1932).  Human remains from this site were described in detail by himself later, in 1965 (Patte 1965).


The 1930s period saw the appearance of some synthetic works on Indochinese prehistory such as Mansuy’s La préhistoire en Indochine (1931) and Patte’s L’Indochine préhistorique (1936).


Edmond Saurin also made contributions to prehistoric archaeology in Viet Nam by the excavation of some Hoabinhian and Neolithic caves in the western area of Nigh An and Than Hoa provinces (Saurin 1940).


In fact, the third and fourth decades of this century was the Golden Age of French Prehistorians in the study of the Stone Age of Viet Nam. 

[At this point Ha Van Tan continues with the recent excavations by Vietnamese archaeologists at the sites first worked by the French archaeologists and presents the new radiocarbon dates for these sites, demonstrating that the Hoabinhian started sometime between 17,000 to 18,000 BP and lasted as late as 4510±50 BP at Bau Du in Quang Nam-Da Province (ibid:168).]


The kitchen middens in Ha Tinh Province investigated by Le Breton (1931) and Colani (1933) such as Thach Lac (Nam Lam in Colani’s report) were excavated by our archaeologists..., the sites on the coast and islands in the Bay of Ha Long originally excavated by J. Anderson and M. Colani during 1930s.  Vietnamese archaeologists have excavated a certain number of similar sites in this region.  From these sites, the Ha Long Culture of the Late Neolithic has been identified.  The most characteristic artefact for this culture is the stepped adze.



In 1920, Mansuy gave a description of the pottery, slate spear-heads and bracelet at the 
site of Binh Ca (Tuyen Quang Province) (Mansuy 1920).  In our opinion, it seems that these artifacts belong to the Phung Nguyen Culture, an early Bronze Age culture distributed in the Red River Valley.



Colani also investigated a workshop for manufacture of stone rings at Cho Ganh.  Many potsherds and a bronze point have been found there (Colani 1928).  Our archaeologists have reexamined this site and found many potsherds belonging to the Go Mun Culture of the 
Bronze Age....

CONCLUDING REMARKS


During 1920s and 1930s of this century, methodological shortcomings in excavations conducted by French archaeologists are quite understandable.  Some of their conclusions have been denied by facts.  In certain studies, they were influenced by diffusionist points of view, for example, M. Colani, when writing about Ha Long Bay sites, her approach was based on Heine-Geldern’s theory of the three cultures.  But Vietnamese archaeologists greatly admire the untiring efforts and selfless devoting to the science by M. Colani, who has set a shining example for su.  We have also studied with high regards the works of  E. Patte.  He is an erudite scholar.  In his works archaeological facts are analysed in a wide comparison 
with ethnological documents.  Evidently, contributions made by French scholars to prehistoric archaeology in Viet Nam are quite great.

    Viet  Nam  has  had  by  far  the  greatest   amount   of   fieldwork  and  publication   on   prehistoric, proto-historic and early historic archaeology of any area in Southeast Asia.  This has been covered very well in the two reports by Saurin (1969) and Malleret (1969).   Nguyen Ba Khoach (1980:23-24) made an other brief review of the subject.


Henri Mansuy was the first person that could be considered a professional archaeologist to have a permanent government position in not only French Indo-China, but in Southeast Asia as a whole.  A brief obituary by E. Saurin (1940) presents a very short history of Mansuy’s career.  As the publication with this obituary is not widely available I repeat the list of Mansuy’s publications on Vietnamese and Indo-China archaeology.


Saurin in his site reports often presents in his introduction a review of the history of archaeology and publications of the general area.  As an example he covers this in his “Introduction “ to a report on a site in North-Annam (1940:71-74).


The major publication of the 1950s and 60s was the presentation in four volumes of the excavations by Malleret (1959c, 1960, 1962, 1963) at Oc-Éo.   I refer the reader to my lengthy book reviews of these volumes (Solheim 1960e, 1962, 1966b) for coverage thereof.


I organized a special issue of Asian Perspectives (Solheim ed.:1959) on the Sa Huynh pottery of central and southern Viet Nam.  Papers in that issue on the site of Sa Huynh and pottery related to the Sa Huynh pottery included articles by Solheim (1959b-c) Janse (1959) and Malleret (1959) on Sa Huynh itself and nearby related sites, and Peacock (1959) for Malaya. Further short summaries of archaeological events in and about Viet Nam have appeared in the Regional Reports of Asian Perspectives (Hackenberg 1957; Solheim 1959e, 1960d) and COWA (.Horr 1959a-b, 1963a-b).  Two recent papers on the Sa Huynh Culture present brief histories of the early research (Nguyen Duy Ty 1991 and Vu Cong Quy 1991).


An item of interest found at several different sites in the plateau region of southern Viet Nam is a lithopone. One very good specimen was discovered by George Condominas and Pierre Laffont  (Condominas 1951, Laffont 1956, Malleret 1951, Groslier 1954).  Concerning Vietnamese traditional music Janse (1962) has supported the hypotheses, suggested to some extent by others (Kunst 1949, Bosch 1952:36), that some of its origins have come from the far west.


Archaeological research on the pre- and proto-history of Viet Nam became much more active after 1960 when the Vietnamese took over most of the on going activities.

Hong Kong and South China


Prehistoric archaeology as a continuing serious study only got its start in both Hong Kong and South China in about 1928, primarily with a very small group of men in Hong Kong and a few scattered reports with no organization behind them over South China.  Even for China as a whole the beginning of truly professional archaeology did not get started until the excavations by Li Ch at Anyang, which led to “. . . the spectacular birth of Chinese archaeology in 1928 when excavations were first begun in the Anyang region in Honan Province” (Rudolph 1958:43).  In general South China was left out of the explosive development that followed and archaeology with the background of the apparent historical development of China as a political entity in the north, followed suit with the emphasis on development in the north and the surrounding regions, particularly South China, being considered primitive backwaters.  It was felt that all ‘higher’ development started in the north and spread from there.  

   
Before Carbon 14 dating the great majority of archaeologists working in the south dated developments in the south as spreading from the north.  James Watt (1968), in an article in the first issue of the Journal of the Hong Kong Archaeological Society, expressed this very clearly in summarizing what was known at that time about Hong Kong prehistory and relating this to the outside by dating anything from Hong Kong that had resemblance to something in the north, as dating later than the assumed northern Chinese source.


Regional Reports in Asian Perspectives with information on our period appeared on Hong Kong (Davis 1959 and 1961) and China (Ed. [Solheim] 1957; Rudolph 1958, 1959, 1960, 1961).   I will cover Hong Kong first.


Hong Kong.  There are several published reports that are totally or in part on the history of research on the prehistory of the territory of Hong Kong.  The one total article reviewing the history of prehistoric research is by S. F. Davis (1969).  He (1968) also presented a brief note on the history of archaeology of Lamma Island with a footnote (33) on the background of Fr. Finn. In a report on the excavation of Man Kok Tsui the “Introduction” presents an other brief history (Davis and Tregear (1960:182-183).  William Meacham, in his book Archaeology in Hong Kong (1980), presents the history of our period (pp. 6-31) in his chapters two through seven.  S.M. Bard (1970) did a short report on prehistoric sites in Hong Kong with a short historical survey (ibid:26-27) and information on several of the early reported sites.


One of the early reports was presented at the First Congress of Prehistorians of the Far East (Heanley and Shellshear 1932).  This reported from sites on the tops of bare and eroded hills and involved almost only surface collections.  The finds were primarily stone tools and earthenware sherds.  The considerable variety in these artifacts was curious to me, as it is my feeling that many of them, after seeing much more excavation in Hong Kong, were rather rare.  Their Plate 1 of stone adzes includes a very nicely polished stepped adze, two shouldered adzes and one adze that is a combined shoulder and step.  I am not an expert on the carved-paddle impressed earthenware, but Plates 9-11, all of carved-paddle sherds, have several patterns that I do not recall having seen, not only from Hong Kong, but from anywhere else.


The first society “. . . to promote and stimulate organized archaeological study. . . . in Hong Kong was formed in 1953 . . .”as part of the Geographical, Geological, and Archaeology Society of the University of Hong Kong” (Davis 1969:19). A Hong Kong University Archaeological Team made up of amateur archaeologists was organized in 1956.  Limited to 25 members who were active workers in archaeology the team conducted exploration and excavation, but not publication.  “Responsibility for running the team lies with the Department of Geography and Geology, under the leadership of the department head.  Regular monthly talks are given to the team on different aspects of archaeology.  Fieldwork is carried out during the cooler months, mainly on weekends.  The team has a well-equipped archaeological laboratory and storeroom in the Fung Ping Shan Museum on Bonham Road” (ibid:20; Meacham 1980:30-33).


This ‘team’ developed into the Hong Kong Archaeological Society in 1967.  The Society started the Journal of the Hong Kong Archaeological Society in 1968 and many of the articles published therein over the years have included information on the history of Hong Kong archaeology.  In its first issue (Anon 1968:5-7) an “Introduction” presented a history of the ‘Archaeological Team’ and its development into the ‘Society.’  


In May 1972 I had the privilege of briefly joining the Society excavation at Sham Wan and it appeared that I was the first trained archaeologist to work with them.  I had my trowel and a small paintbrush with me. When they saw me put down my trowel and start carefully sweeping away the dry soil around an artifact with the brush and not simply removing the artifact after recording its depth and horizontal position they were impressed (Meacham op cit:35).  Thereafter this, and associated activities, became a part of their procedure.


With the organization of the Society and its journal archaeology in Hong Kong advanced rapidly.  James Watt (1968), in the first archaeological report in this issue, presents a bit of the history but more on the results of the research that had been done and put this into the context of Chinese archaeology to the north.  Relatively little archaeological research had been done in South China during our period of coverage.  The research and publication of the Hong Kong Archeological Society became the main source for information in English on the prehistory of southeastern China until later.  “It is strange that the archaeology of neolithic sites in the Hong Kong area as well as in other parts of China was neglected or barely known until the twentieth century.  Berthold Laufer claimed...(1909) that the first mention of Han pottery in European literature was made by S. W. Bushell...(1896).  Laufer also pointed out that the only reference that he could find in Chinese literature to pottery of the Han Dynasty was by Mi Chow in the Kwei Hsin Tsa Shih.  Mi Chow lived under the Southern Sung dynasty in the thirteenth century” (Davis 1969:20).


The story of archaeology in Hong Kong begins on a spring day in 1926, when one C. M. Heanley was returning from a day of hiking in the New Territories, in the vicinity of Castle Peak.  Heanley was head of the Government Vaccine and Bacteriological Department, but spent much of his leisure investigating the geology of Hong Kong....  Heanley...[spotted some unusual stones; he] picked up these objects, and it was immediately apparent that they were man made artifacts which had been polished into a shape suitable for use as axe heads....  On subsequent field trips, similar artifacts were collected, and notes taken on the topographic nature of localities which seemed to yield more of them.  By 1928, Heanley had gathered enough information to publish an article on ‘Hong Kong Celts’, and was joined in his researches by Prof L. Shellshear [1928] of the Anatomy Department at Hong Kong University.  The pursuit of early man in Hong Kong had begun! (Meacham 1980:6-10; Davis op cit:20-22).  


The two pioneers were soon followed by Walter Schofield and then Fr. Finn in 1932.  Many new sites were found, several of them on Lamma Island where several of the most important sites in the Hong Kong area were tested.  The earliest explorations were on the tops of the hilly areas inland from the coast.  They soon found, however that there were many both small and large sites in the sand dunes along the coast.  While the sites they had found in the interior were what they considered neolithic sites they found that the coastal sites were often richer and included numerous bronze artifacts.  Shellshear (1932) suggested that bronze first came to Hong Kong around 1000 B.C., the dating generally accepted today (Davis op.cit:22; Meacham op cit.:8-10).  .


Fr. Finn became particularly interested in one of these sites at Tai Wan, on Lamma Island and excavated there for several years, the first excavation of an archaeological site in Hong Kong.  He discovered that that there was a ‘neolithic” site below the ‘Bronze Age” site.  One of his finds in this site from the “Bronze Age” level was the famous, for the Hong Kong area, “Double-F” stamped pattern around on the shoulder of large jars.  Much has been written in fanciful interpretation of the meaning of this pattern, with no consensus arrived at.  Finn reported on this excavation in the quarterly issues of The Hong Kong Naturalist from 1933 to 1938.  These articles were brought together and published as a book (Finn 1958) (Davis op cit.:22-23; Meacham op.cit.:11-16).


Shek Pik on Lantau Islandis one of the richest and most important archaeological sites in Hong Kong.  By a fortunate set of circumstances, it came to be investigated by Walter Schofield [Schofield 1940].


From 1933-1937, Schofield had discovered or surveyed over one hundred prehistoric sites, ‘mainly in the sandbars of the islands and coasts of the New Territories’.  Some of these sites, notably the dumb-bell shaped islands (‘tombolos’) of Tung Kwu and Siu A Chau, yielded many polished stone tools, no bronze artifacts, and a softer pottery than the well-fired Bronze Age type.  With this data, Schofield observed that an earlier, ‘Neolithic’ people, living mainly on the sea, had preceded the Bronze Age inhabitants of the sites on larger islands, such as at Tai Wan on Lamma, excavated by Finn in 1933” (ibid:17-21; Davis op cit.:24-25; Schofield 1975). 


Shek Pek was discovered by Schofield in 1935 (ibid:236).  It was on the edge of a ravine where sand was being removed for construction in Hong Kong.  Artifacts, including bronzes were exposed in the artificial edge of the ravine.  Schofield revisited the site to collect artifacts four different times, the last time in January 1937 accompanied by the famous Professor Anderson from Sweden.  “As a result of his visit, Professor Anderson recommended that excavation along the side of the ravine should be undertaken in order to discover the stratigraphy and the true character of the site, and very kindly offered to do the detailed survey of the site himself” (ibid:240).  Three days later they returned to the site for a five-day excavation.  From Schofield’s description of the excavation (ibid:240-241) it would appear to me that while Anderson was there only to survey the site much of the method of excavation was done following Anderson’s suggestions as it was obviously very professionally done.  For the first time in Hong Kong burials were recovered with some associated grave goods (ibid:241-242, 267-274, 279-280).  The very scant skeletal remains were examined and reported on by L. R. Shore (1940) of the Anatomy School, Hong Kong University.  Schofield in his 1940 report spells Shek Pek with an “e” while later reports (Davis and Tregear 1960:183; Meacham op cit.:17) spell it with an “i”.


A very different sort of research on prehistory was done in Hong Kong by Ralph von Koenigswald in the 1930s and after the Second World War.  Whenever Von Koenigswald stopped in Hong Kong for a few days he would check a number of the Chinese pharmacies to check their ‘dragon bones.’  Among the fossil bones that were ground up to make various Chinese medications he had come across teeth and bone fragments of what he identified and named Meganthropus, a giant, extinct orangutan, as well as human teeth similar to those of Peking Man (Meacham 1980:22-24).


In April 1958, the university archaeological team started what so far has proved to be its largest and most outstanding work:  The excavation at Man Kok Tsui, Silvermine Bay, on Lantau Island....  Man Kok Tsui is the site of a late Neolithic s settlement...[whose] inhabitants could well have been fishing people, but they left scant evidence of their occupations.  Perhaps they were boat people who lived partly on land right at the water’s edge, much as many do today” (Davis op cit.:23-24). 

While this site was primarily a Late Neolithic site there were disturbed areas where later Bronze Age pottery and bronze artifacts were recovered (Davis and Mary Tregear 1960:206-211 Figs. 21-24).  In the neolithic portion there was a working area where all stages of the manufacture of stone rings were found (ibid:202-204 Figs.17-19).  At the time of this excavation the difference between the Neolithic and Bronze Age was not recognized and it was felt that the artifacts from this site were all more or less contemporaneous.


Schofield (1940) presented a paper at the Singapore 1938 congress on glass and stone beads reported from Hong Kong.  The glass beads in particular were mostly of very poor quality.  He made two informative conclusions (Schofield 1940:310) from the small collection that had been made primarily by Father Finn.  “From the above facts two main conclusions can be drawn.  First, Hong Kong and district were not upon the main trade routes along which glass beads traveled in proto-historic times.  These appear to have lain to the south, with Tongking as their northern limit.  Second, at Sa Kon Wat and perhaps Shek Pek were workmen who manufactured stone beads from quartz and the soft green stone, and these beads were apparently exported, for not a single perfect bead of this type has been found in Hong Kong yet. . . .   Two reasons may be suggested for the absence of glass beads in Hong Kong.  Either our proto-historic culture was more ancient than the bead trade; or popular taste was against the use of beads.  Of the two I favour the latter.  Beads are very seldom used or worn by the present-day inhabitants of South Chine. . .”

South China


“At the spring meeting [1957] of the American Oriental Society, Professor Hellmut Wilhelm brought up the organization of the American Branch of the Far-Eastern Prehistory Association and the purposes of our Bulletin.  Our plans met with enthusiastic approval.  The group felt that it would be desirable to have an archaeologist as our Regional Editor for China and Professor Richard Rudolph of UCLA agreed to take on the responsibility” (Editor {WS} 1957:35).   This suggestion was happily accepted for AP, but it was too late for Rudolph to produce his first report for the first issue of Asian Perspectives so Solheim filled in for that issue.  Luckily I was able to come up with a long letter from Roger Duff about his 1956 visit to China with his particular interest in ‘neolithic’ stone tools.  It is an interesting letter (35-40) with considerable information on his subject.  Duff (1957:35-36) stated: 

   
My particular interest was to establish whether the stepped Neolithic adze, of the type widely believed to be the proto-type of the Polynesian equivalent, and previously established for the Luzon-Formosa-Hong Kong triangle, existed more widely in the Chinese mainland.  The type was found to be well represented in a narrow coastal strip bounded to the north by the Huai River extension of the Yang Tze delta and to the south between Hong Kong and the Indo-China border.  It was interesting to learn that the related shouldered adze was not properly represented and seems to have a more distinctively southern distribution. [in] Indo-China, Malaya, Siam, and the Assam area of Burma [and India WS].  In a nation where pottery, bronze, and jades have been the cultural fossils for the establishment of the early 
cultural sequence, I gathered that the Neolithic adze had not been particularly studied, so that my colleagues had not very ready opinions about the chronology of the type I was interested 
in.  The general opinion was that the stepped adze was very late, possibly of early bronze age, which in South China could be later than 1500 B.C. [it is much earlier than that WS] In spite of its archaeological riches, China had not, prior to the war with Japan, produced well established Neolithic sites, where conclusions could be based on stratification so that the Neolithic presented the greatest gap in Chinese chronology.

Besides the stone tool information Duff had further interesting information about the discovering of the Pan Po remains in Sian and how that affected the public archaeological picture in China and the resulting reorganization of archaeological research promoted by the central government.


I quote extensively from Rudolph’s (1958:43-44) first Regional report on China:  


Scientific archaeology in the modern sense did not begin in China until the second decade of this century—less than forty years ago.  The excavation in 1920 of a twelfth-century town, the important Neolithic discoveries by Anderson in the next year, and the first important finds of Sinanthropus pekinensis a few years later, in which several foreigners were involved, preceded the spectacular birth of Chinese archaeology in 1928 when excavations were first begun in the Anyang region in Honan Province.  Although this first dig lasted only from October 13-30, it was of the utmost importance.  Assisted and encouraged by Carl Bishop and A. G. Wenley of the Freer Gallery, Chinese archaeologists such as Li Chi, Tung Tso-pin, Liang Ssu-yung, Kuo Pao-chun, Wu Chin-ting and others, carried out a series of fifteen digs at this site of the earliest known capital of China—the ancient city of Shang.  This period of Chinese archaeology had a short but glorious life; it came to an end in 1937 with the outbreak of  Sino-Japanese hostilities.  But the excavations at Anyang during this short period of only nine years supplied such a wealth of material of the utmost important that our knowledge of early Chinese cultural history was pushed back half a millennium. . . . .


During the long war years, archeological activity was almost at a standstill.  Refugee scholars did some work in southwest China, but there were no major projects under way....  Since their establishment, the Communists have shown great enthusiasm for bringing to light the material remains of China’s early culture.  Almost as astonishing as some of the discoveries made by the new order are the archaeological publications that have been appearing for the last eight years.  Many of them are of the very highest quality and they appear very shortly after the excavation or discovery they are concerned with.  Besides the separate major publications on particular sites, there are numerous serial publications that are devoted in whole or in part to archaeology.


A rebirth of Chinese archaeology took place when work was again carried on at Anyang sites in 1950.  Since that time there has been tremendous activity relating to archaeology 
in all parts of China.  This activity may be divided into two aspects: excavation and education.  While there are many carefully planned scientific excavations at known sites, there have also been an astonishing number of accidental discoveries, sometimes leading to salvage archaeology, due to the numerous large-scale construction projects undertaken by the new regime in all parts of China.  The present government gives liberal financial support and does everything possible to encourage scientific archaeology and to discourage illicit plundering.  As far as education is concerned, every Chinese university now has a chair or teaches courses in archaeology.  Hundreds of students have received intensive courses in archaeological training and many more hundreds apparently, have received some introductory training.  
National conferences on archaeology are held in order to discuss problems, integrate work and form long-term programs.  There is even some attempt, it seems, to educate the people to the value of preserving the relics of China’s remote past and some reports even claim that a regular archaeological fervor has gripped the peasants to the point where the preservation of these things is ever uppermost in their minds.

Rudolph continues with brief summaries of the results of excavations reported up to 1958 with sections on the Palaeolithic and Neolithic periods (44-45).  He presents (47-52) a detailed, annotated bibliography of eleven different books and articles, all in Chinese.


Rudolph (1959) devoted the second of his Regional Reports on China to a report on two sites in Szechwan Province where several boat coffins had been reported.  Before covering these tombs with boat coffins Rudolph presents some general information on Szechwan archaeology, which I selectively quote (ibed:18-19). 


Recent finds of Paleolithic and Mesolithic artifacts prove that man has lived in this region for many thousands of years.  And the earliest known specimens of Chinese writing—the incised inscriptions on the oracle bones at the capital of the Shang kings in Central China—frequently make mention of the Shu region showing that it was in contact with China proper around the end of the fourteenth century B.C.....  Besides the Paleolithic finds already mentioned there are also megalithic monuments in this area, and large number of tombs dating from Han times have yielded hundreds of bronze objects, pottery figurines, and thousands of decorated pottery bricks, all in the Chinese style but often retaining characteristics peculiar to this region.


In spite of its potential archaeological richness, this area . . . has been more or less neglected by archaeologists until very recent times.  An occasional early Chinese scholar compiled notes of antiquarian interest and western missionaries published articles on accidental finds in pre-war issues of the Journal of the West China Border Research Society, but only one serious work on the archaeology of this region appeared before World War II.  This was Victor Ségalen’s Mission archéologique en Chine (1923-1924)....


Since the war there have speared, besides numerous Chinese writings, two books in English on the archaeology of Szechwan: Richard C. Rudolph and Wen Yu, Han Tomb Art of West China (Berkeley, 1951), and Chêng Té-k’un, Archaeological Studies in Szechwan (Cambridge, 1957).  Even a casual perusal of the works mentioned above will show that the indigenous Pa-Shu culture was by no means submerged by the overlay of imported Chinese culture in late Chou and Han times.  The survival of this local culture is perhaps most clearly demonstrated by the impressive cliff-tombs of late Han date which are peculiar to this general area.  They are of unique construction, and the hundreds of bas-reliefs associated with them exhibit a virgour and spontaneity that is lacking in the tomb sculpture in Eastern China.

Rudolph (1959:19-21) goes into considerable detail in describing the boat coffins and their associated artifacts.  The cemeteries in which they were found have more ordinary wooden coffins than the boat coffins, but it appears that the associated artifacts do not differ between the two types of coffin.  The much more common burials not made in boats were like the “...ordinary tombs dating from Ch’in and early Han times....”  


To me the boat coffins suggest a boat people (my Nusantao) living at this river site in far interior South China.  I have no idea how close the sites are, but Graham () has reported on a prehistoric culture in Szechwan that had slab tombs.  Artifacts in these slab tombs include a very distinctive earthenware pottery that has paired handles on opposite sides of the vessels that extend from the edge of the rim to the rim of the ring foot which all of these vessels have   The bodies are of different shapes but these distinctive handles are the same for all shapes.  The only other place that I know of where very similar vessels have been reported are sites on and back from the east coast of Taiwan where they are both prehistoric and were recently still being made.  The tombs in the prehistoric sites in Taiwan with this distinctive pottery are formed with slabs, just like the tombs associated with the graves reported by Graham in Szechwan.


Rudolph’s third Regional Report on China (1960:31-39) is a detailed presentation on the Yunnan Dongson site of Shichai Shan, probably one of the first accounts in English on this remarkable site.  This is followed with his extensive bibliography (50-54) of articles published in Kaogu Xuebao for 1959 and 1960 and selected articles from each of the twelve issues of Kaogu for 1959.


The third Regional Report my Rudolph is made up mostly of a selected, annotated bibliography.  Most of the books and articles covered are in Chinese.  Many of the books included have to do with art, particularly sculpture, bronzes including bronze mirrors, jade objects of the first millennia B.C. and A.D. and several on oracle bones.  A few site reports of Palaeolithic and neolithic sites are included in a total of 45 monographs; four are in English and a few have English abstracts.  The 15 journal articles are all from K’ao-ku hsüeh pao, 12 for 1959 and 3 for 1960.  Most of these are excavation reports of neolithic sites.


Judith Treistman (1972:1-5), in her introduction, presents a brief look at the philosophy of the Chinese archaeologists who have been working on the prehistory of China.  Her book is a somewhat non-traditional, straightforward presentation of Chinese prehistory with very little reference to the history of the field and the archaeologists involved.   Her non-traditionalism is noticeable in her lack of bias towards the rather common single-line evolution of Chinese Culture in northern China.


Lin Huisang (et al.1940), an anthropology student of H. Otley Beyer in the Philippines in the 1920s and the father of academic anthropology in China1, presented a paper at the 3rd Congress of Prehistorians of the Far East in 1938 on a neolithic site in the far southwestern border of Fukien.  This ‘site’ spread over several kilometers of hilltops where surface finds of earthenware sherds and broken stone tools were found.  These would today be considered a series of closely related sites rather than one site.  Several of these hilltop exposures were tested and shallow sites were found.  These are among the earliest neolithic sites to be tested and reported in South China, not counting Hong Kong, if not the earliest, at least reported in English.  The pottery and stone tools described and illustrated clearly resemble artifacts reported from Hong Kong.   In Hong Kong this pottery is associated with early bronze, but no metal was recovered at any of these sites.  With logical reasoning he (ibid:139-140) dates the sites to “. . .earlier than 500 B.C.”  I repeat three of his five closing ‘Inferences” (ibid:140):


(1) That the Prehistoric culture of South-eastern China was different from that of Northern China, being connected with the Southern neighbouring peninsulas and islands, viz. Malaysia or even Polynesian Islands.

(2) That the people of Yueh might bear some racial relationship to the present peoples in Malaysia; though to which specific stock cannot easily be determined at present.


(3) That the pottery with incised designs scattered over South-eastern Asia may have originated in South-eastern China and spread both southward and northward.

It amazes me that these interpretations of the small amount of material they recovered in these sites and reported on in 1938 could be so up to date.


Fr. Maglioni worked with Fr. Finn in Hong Kong in the 1930s and followed in his footsteps after Fr. Finn died.  Most of his fieldwork, however, was north of Hong Kong in Hoifung, South China.  His first report on this (1938) I have not seen.  His second report (1940) was a paper present in 1938 also, but I am sure it was quite different than the first.  It has very little on the fieldwork or the materials recovered, but rather concentraits on the possible origins of the earliest cultures he described.  He did no excavations in Hoifung, but surveyed intensively finding many surface sites and his remarkable understanding of these materials still holds today.  The 1940 paper he primarily meant to show the possible origin of the earliest, neolithic culture he presented as coming from Sumerian.  In his latest paper on his finds (1952:3) he mentions a possible source only once saying “. . . the diffusion of SOV material, which is found only along the sea, suggests a very early immigration of neolithic people, possibly from the West.”  His 1952 paper presents a very concise summary of his finds.  His earlier reports had the name SAV for this earliest, neolithic culture, as does the body of the 1952 paper.  The very last portion of this paper (Typographical Notes, pp. 19-20) he has changed the title to SON, with no explanation, and that is how it is known today (Bard 1970:30).  His previously unpublished final report on his research in Hoifung was published in 1975.

   
I quote what I have said about Maglioni’s research from the book I am working on at this time, hopefully to be published before the end of 2003:


Raphael Maglioni (1975), a Catholic priest stationed in or near Hong Kong from 1928 until his death in 1953 (a few months before the reorganization of the Far-Eastern Prehistory Association at the 8th Pacific Science Congress in Manila where I would have met him), made surface collections from archaeological sites in eastern Kwangtung, near the coast.  One of these sites from which he defined the Son Culture he considered as an early Neolithic site and gave a guesstimate date of 4000-3000 B.C.  (Maglioni 1975:36).


The pottery from this site he divided into two general types:  A coarse cord-marked pottery with comb-incised or roulette patterns over the cord-markings (Maglioni 1975:32-33 Fig. 6 top, these simple patterns included hachured triangles) and a fine incised pottery including incised elements of small circles in lines, small concentric circles, hachured triangle, alternating short diagonal lines in bands on foot-rims and other patterns.  Some of this pottery had painted decoration on the foot rims (32-36 Figs.6 bottom, 7-8).  


William Meacham in his introduction to this book attempted to equate the many cultures defined by Maglioni with the archaeological cultures established in Hong Kong.  He stated:  ‘The relationship between Maglioni’s Hoifung finds and material from Hong Kong is even more problematic.  The exception is Son which correlates in both pottery and stone assemblages so clearly with the pre-geometric culture known stratigraphically from Tung Kwu and Chung Hom Wan, as well as at Sham Wan. (Meacham 1975:12).’  


‘Even without the aid of stratigraphy revealed by excavation, Maglioni was able to reconstruct a culture sequence which, in its basic outline, still stands today.  Indeed, it would 
be more than thirty years after the first published account of this chronology that his proposed ‘First Neolithic’ culture (Son) was demonstrated stratigraphically to precede the others.  The pre-geometric levels recently excavated at Sham Wan on Lamma have yielded material almost identical to that of Son.


In addition to establishing a relative chronology for the area, Maglioni was able to estimate with remarkable accuracy the actual ages of the prehistoric cultures.  He put Son in the period 4000-3000 B.C., a time frame entirely consistent with current evidence (Meacham 1975:11).’  [For more details see Meacham 1980:25-29.]

Victor Purcell (1968) presented a paper on early Chinese contacts with Southeast Asia including a moderate bibliography (pp. 249-251).  I have not attempted to include publications listed in the extensive bibliography of his article because most of his citations are very incomplete.   While I have not seen it I strongly suspect that his book (1951) The Chinese in Southeast Asia would also include a number of references of value.


Chang’s book (Chang, K-C 1986) continues to be the best available source in English for the total prehistory of China.  Data on South China are scattered through the book and can be located using the index.  Portions of and some total chapters are concerned specifically with South China.  I list the portions that can be found by using the “Contents”:  In Chapter 2 “The Early Farmers (8000-5000 B.C.)”—“The Early Cord-Marked Pottery Culture of South China” 91-106; Chapter 4 “Regional Neolithic Developments in South China (5000-3000 B.C.)” 192-233; Chapter 5 “The Chinese Interaction Sphere and the Foundation of Civilization”—“Liang-chu Culture” 253-255; Chapter 7 “The First Civilizations: Beyond the Three Dynasties”—“The Geometric Cultures of the Lower Yangtze” 387-400, “The Rise of Civilization in the Middle Yangtze Basin” 400-408.   On page 370, Figure 109 is a map showing “The core...and peripheral...areas of early civilizations in China.”  Peripheral civilizations in South China are Proto-Ch’u and Hu-shu, both on the lower Yangtze, mostly to the south of the river but including a relatively narrow belt to the north of the river.

CONCLUSION


When I started this effort, at the suggestions of Rasmi Shoocongdei, I intended it to be brief.  It has grown out of hand, but is far from definitive.  I hope that it may be useful to several different audiences.  For people, not archaeologists, interested in prehistory and the development of the world’s civilizations this would, hopefully, present some understanding of Southeast Asia, its extent, and its development.  For those beginning in prehistoric archaeology it should help give a start to quite a wide field, and to some extent at least, the interconnectedness of the various portions of Southeast Asia as more than simply a geographical area on a map.  For those archaeologists who have a good background in the prehistoric archaeology of one country I hope it will convince them that they need to put their knowledge of their chosen country into the wider context of Southeast Asia as presented here to better understand its position in the word as a whole.



When you look at archaeological publications over the last ten or so years and glance at the reference section the usual situation is that there are few, if any, references dated before 1980, or 1960 in some areas when local newly trained archaeologists that were native to their countries of interest started becoming truly active in studying the prehistory of their country.  There is the feeling that with the new “scientific” archaeology all these earlier publications, mostly done by foreigners to the country where they were working, are neither trustworthy nor useful.  That is not so.  If anyone becomes interested in a larger canvas than their own country, and even for just their own country, the background has much of importance that you often do not see in today’s reports.  The conclusions presented are often obsolete, but the data presented is not.  It takes time, but it is worth it.  Unfortunately for those of us living and working in Southeast Asia today there are virtually no libraries that contain the publications needed to become acquainted with what went before.


I feel that archaeology as a field is much like today’s cultures and people in general; i.e. if you do not have some knowledge of where and how your own culture and ancestors developed you can not have a good idea of where it, and you, are now and how this development will continue into the future.  The field has changed tremendously during the last 20 years, but much of what went before still has relevance, if it is known.

Appendix I

THE FAR-EASTERN PREHISTORY ASSOCIATION

1953-1957


An offshoot of the Pacific Science Congress of Java in 1929, the Far-Eastern Prehistory Association held three meetings before the Second World War:  Hanoi-1932, Manila-1935, and Singapore-1938.  Then, due to the world situation, the Association had to lay aside its activities for the following fifteen years.  In 1953, thanks to the efforts of H. Otley Beyer, a fourth meeting of the Association was held in Manila, conjointly with the Eight Pacific Science Congress.  This last session was a distinct success, due both to the hospitality of the Philippines and to the large number of qualified scientists who gathered on this occasion.


At the terminal session of the Manila Congress, the Far-Eastern Prehistory Association took steps to create a permanent standing committee, or council, consisting of twelve members.  This committee was empowered with the task of creating close bonds between all the scientists interested in the Prehistory and Archaeology of the Far East, as well as with the duty of deciding the place and date for the next Congress of the Association.


Since this decision in November 1953, some very successful results have been obtained by the members of the committee.  National branches of the FEPA have been formally organized in Australia and New Zealand, Formosa, Japan, the Philippines, and the United States of America.  [Most of these never became active and all of them soon died a natural death.]  These branches have already obtained notable results in their respective countries.  Meanwhile, under the direction of Prof. Beyer, the transactions of the Congress in Manila are being printed, and this publication is very near completion.  [Publication was never completed.  A few selected papers appeared in No. 2, Asian and Pacific Archaeology Series, published by the Social Science Research Center of the University of Hawaii.]  With this publication, the numerous articles written by attendants at the Manila gathering, the propaganda created by the local branches, and the activity of numerous scholars, international scientific opinion is now aware of the existence, the aims, and the results of the F. E. P. A.


However, it must be realized that we met, too, various obstacles.  The scholars associated with the FEPA, are spread all around the world, which complicates greatly the action of the committee.  It was impossible to raise sufficient funds to establish a permanent secretariat, the only way to handle the affairs of the Association.  Originally, the committee planned to hold a separate Congress of the Association some weeks in advance and at a location near by the meeting place of the next Pacific Science Congress (to be held in Bangkok at the end of 1957).  Thus we would have a meeting wholly devoted to prehistory and archaeology, and also the scholars concerned with the two organizations would be able to attend both.  An invitation was extended to the Association by the Government of South Viet-Nam to hold the Congress in Saigon.  But, meanwhile, the Geneva Conference and the ensuing evolution of world politics, obliged the committee to cancel this scheme.  It has since proved impossible to organize elsewhere a Congress of the FEPA.


Nor did it appear in fact wholly suitable to try, at least in the opinion of some members of this committee.  I personally found, during these four elapsed years, that the greatest hindrance to an active FEPA was the extraordinary small number of people interested in our objectives, two or three dozen perhaps, and furthermore, scattered amongst a dozen countries.  There are various reasons that explain this situation.  Prehistory, or more generally speaking archaeology is not a very “popular” science in the Far-Eat.  First, it does not achieve—at least yet—the spectacular, one would even say, glamorous, results of archaeology in the Mediterranean area or the Middle East.  It is, in fact, a very austere discipline, with no immediate benefits, to be applied often under hostile skies.  It is, most of all, a very, very young science, at the most fifty years old, still uncertain of its basis, of its methods, of its prospects.  It has not yet achieved the consecration to be considered part of classical studies in Universities or scientific research organizations.  And, worst of all, for half a century perhaps, half, at least, of the countries engaged in these studies, have been involved in complicated and serious political troubles.  Although the political situation is perhaps better now, it would be hard to assume that they are ideal for the development of historical studies.  Nations with a high scientific standard are no longer directly concerned with the Far East, and thus somehow reluctant to invest money in such unproductive projects.  Young and new nations have more urgent tasks to handle, and have, not yet anyhow, the proper personnel to take care of these prospects.  Only some countries with both a very high scientific level and a favorable economic perspective would be able to deal with the difficulties of the research.  But it happens that these nations were not, before, very much involved in the archaeology of this area, and are only now becoming interested in these problems.  Anyhow, the number of qualified scholars interested is pitifully low.


We hope—in fact I am personally sure—that this situation will improve greatly and quickly.  But it would be unreasonable to think that the FEPA could do so by itself.  Indeed we must contribute to the planning, and certainly help the growth of archaeological activities, but this is essentially the concern of the proper national power and money.  For, basically, an international association like the FEPA is primarily concerned with the organization of international meetings and activities, and can do very little more than to reflect the status and the work of its component countries.  It would be overly ambitious, if not even a little childish, as the matter stands actually, to think that we are able to rouse the strong current of interest necessary for worthy contributions.  When each country shall be both interested in our aims and have the minimum number of institutions and scholars at work, then we shall be able to gather these various bodies and personalities and to organize a successful association.


Of course, this is not a statement of resignation.  First, there are already existing groups of archaeologists, very living, very active, and busily engaged in building local branches of the FEPA, as well as many scientists all around the Far-East interested by our projects.  [A rather ambitious statement!]  Second, even if we have to face a somehow difficult present and a not altogether easy future, we must of course try for the best and join our capacities to promote and extend the researches in the field of archaeology and prehistory in the Far East.


If I have dwelt on the difficulties we have already met, it is only to find the best way to be followed by the FEPA in the future.  I feel that the lesson of these past years is that we must, first of all, build strong local branches in the various countries—or group of countries—wherever suitable.  This means we must ask the most qualified—and active—scientists to help us in this project.  This will result in the laying out of the foundations of our association.  Till it be done, it would be presumptuous—the political and economic situation of the world being what it is at the present moment--, to organize international meetings and research projects for such a very specialized science.


Thus, we consider that it was probably better, for the time being, to keep close contact between the FEPA and the Pacific Science Association.  After all, the FEPA is an offshoot of the PSA.  Specialists concerned with the archaeology of the Pacific are not so numerous as to justify two international congresses.  To organize separate meetings of the FEPA and of the Anthropology Division of the PSA would probably be a hindrance, and also a very ungrateful attitude, toward the PSA, which has always been of the greatest help.


So the standing committee of the FEPA decided to postpone the plans for a separate congress.  In response to the kind and highly flattering invitation of the government of Thailand, and to the cordial suggestion of the Pacific Science Association, the FEPA agreed to co-sponsor the meeting of the Anthropology Division of the Ninth Pacific Science Congress, to be held in Bangkok at the end of 1957.


It is the hope of the committee of this Association, and we feel sure, of every member of the FEPA, that numerous scholars will gather in Bangkok.  Thus, besides the scientific work, it will be possible to discuss the prospects of the FEPA and to plan its action in the future.  We are sure that the prospects will be good ones, in fact.  Already we can see the rising activities of local branches, and first of all of the American Branch, under the zealous leadership of Professor R. K. Beardsley and Secretary W. G. Solheim II, which has succeeded in printing this bulletin.  We hope that this will increase when all the participants to the Bangkok Congress, after having reached an agreement on the next steps of the FEPA, will return to their countries and be able to spread the good will of our organization.

Bernard Philippe Groslier

from the Centre National de la Recherché Scientifique, France

Chairman, Council of the FEPA

Appendix II5

THE FAR-EASTERN PREHISTORY ASSOCIATION

WS


The Far-Eastern Prehistory Association was formed at the final joint meeting of the Fourth Far-Eastern Prehistory Congress in Manila, Philippines on November 27, 1953.  At this meeting a permanent standing Council was elected with instructions to create and organize a permanent association somewhat similar to the Pacific Science Association and its Council.  Eleven Council members and an Honorary Chairman were elected, and from these an Executive Committee of five members were elected.  From these five, the Council was to select a permanent President or Chairman, and a permanent Secretary.  The Council members elected were as follows:

Honorary Chairman:  H. Otley Beyer (Philippines)

Ichiro Yahata (Japan)



C. A. Gibson-Hill (Malaya)

Li Chi (China)




F. D. McCarthy (Australia)

F. S. Drake (Hong Kong)


Roger Duff (New Zealand)

Bernard P. Groslier (Indochina)


H. R. van Heekeren (Indonesia)

Prince Dhani Nivat (Thailand)


E. Arsenio Manuel (Philippines)

Alexander Spoehr (Hawaii and U. S.)

From this group the members selected for the Executive Committee were:

Bernard P. Groslier (Saigon, Viet-Nam)

Roger Duff (Christchurch, New Zealand)

Li Chi (Taipei, Taiwan)

F. S. Drake (Hong Kong)

H. R. van Heekeren (Djakarta, Indonesia)

[All of these are now dead except for Arsenio Manuel.]


At the first Council meeting, held on Dec. 3, 1953, Groslier was elected permanent Chairman and Duff, permanent Secretary.


The individuals attending the session, which formed the Association, presented five items in the nature of instructions to the Council.  These were briefly:  (1) That the primary purpose of the Council is to create and keep alive a Far-Eastern Prehistory Association, which will sponsor the convening of future Far-Eastern Prehistory Congresses, and foster prehistory and archaeological activities in the member countries.  (2) That the Council will arrange for the Fifth Far-Eastern Prehistory Congress.  (3) That the Council should prepare for member institutions and countries a semi-annual report on prehistoric and other anthropological activities planned or in progress in areas represented on the Council.  (4) That the Council may authorize or encourage the forming of “Branches” in member countries or areas, and may affiliate or arrange cooperation with other existing archaeological or anthropological institutions or international organizations—where such action will be of benefit to or promote the interests of Far-Eastern and Pacific prehistory.  (5) That the Council may receive and administer contributions or grants-in-aid for the purpose of promoting research and publication in the field of Far-Eastern prehistory; and take or promote such other action as the nature and limits of the Association render legitimate.


Since the Council meeting of December 3, 1953 in Manila, branches have been activated in the Philippines, China (Formosa), Australia, Japan, New Zealand, and the Untied States.  Council activities, due to the great distances involved are being carried on by mail.  [The only one of these that remained active for a few years was the branch in the US.]


Preceding the formation of the FEPA is a history of four Congresses on Far-Eastern prehistory.  The original idea and preliminary organization came from Dr. P. V. van Stein Callenfels.  Tentative plans for the first Congress were discussed at the meetings of the Prehistory Section of the Fourth Pacific Science Congress in 1929 held in Java.  At this meeting were such well-known people as Dr. Davidson Black, Prof. G. Elliot Smith, Sir Richard Winstedt, Dr. Victor Goloubew, and Prof. H. Otley Beyer.  The First Congress was held in Hanoi in 1932.  For this Congress, Dr. George Coede
s acted as Organizing Chairman, Dr. Paul Rivet was president of the Congress, Dr. Paul Mus was secretary.  Other local organizers were Drs. Victor Goloubew and Madeleine Colani.  Besides these members from France and Indochina, there were van Stein Callenfels from Java, H. Otley Beyer from the Philippines, Sir Richard and Lady Winstedt of Singapore, Ivor H. N. Evans of Taiping [Malaya], Price Rajadabhisek and Luang Boribal Buribhand of Thailand, Professor Joseph Shellshear of Hong Kong, C. Haguenauer from Japan, and Henri Parmentier of Cambodia.


The Second Congress was scheduled to be held in Bangkok in 1935, but due to the troubled conditions in Thailand in the summer of 1934, the meeting was changed to Manila.  This meeting was held from February 6th to 12th and was attended by 16 delegates and 9 associates, representing eight different countries.  Professor Beyer organized the Congress and Professor Fred Eggan was the secretary.  Among those present were Walter Schofield, Father D. J. Finn, G. H. R. von Koenigswald, F. N. Chasen, Prince Abdul Hamid, A. N. J. Th. a Th. Van Der Hoop, G. B. Gardner, P. V. van Stein Callenfels, H. D. Collings, and H. H. Bartlett.


The Third Congress was held in Singapore from January 24th to 30th, 1938.  There were 27 delegates and 6 associates representing the different countries.  The new countries represented were Australia and New Zealand.  Dr. W. Linehan presided at the meeting, and among those present were Lin Huisiang, Father Raphael Maglioni, von Koenigswald, H. D. Skinner, Edmond Saurin, H. Otley Beyer, Schofield, Chasen, Van Der Hoop, Stein Callenfels, Collings, W. J. A. Willems, M. Colani, Paul Levy, H. D. Noone, M. W. F. Tweedie, and F. D. McCarthy.


The Fourth Congress was to be held in Hong Kong in 1941 but the disturbed conditions prevented its being held.  After a long rest, the Congress was brought back to life, with its fourth meeting in Manila, held jointly with the Eight Pacific Science Congress.  This was due to the helping hand of Dr. Herbert E. Gregory, the man who organized the Pacific Science Congresses, and to the leadership of Professor Beyer.  The number attending the Fourth Congress was considerably larger than those at the former Congresses, and had much wider representation of Far Eastern countries by non-European delegates.  Eighteen countries were represented with official delegates, 63 members and delegates were present and 17 associates and observers.  The countries with delegates or members present were Japan, China (Formosa), Hong Kong, Viet Nam, Malaya, North Borneo, Philippines, Indonesia, Portuguese Timor, Netherlands New Guinea, Australia, New Zealand, Canada, United States, Portugal, France, Netherlands, and Germany.


The proceedings of the First and Third Congresses contain some of the most important papers on Asian Archaeology, particularly for Southeast Asia and neighboring areas.  Copies of Praehistorica Asiae Orientalis were still available in Hanoi before the recent change of government, but whether there are still in existence is not known.  Copies of the Proceedings of the Third Congress of Prehistorians of the Far East can be obtained by writing to M. W. F. Tweedie, Director, Raffles Museum, Singapore, 6.  The cost is $10.00 Malayan.  A check or money order of $3.80 U. S., payable to the Raffles Museum will cover cost and postage.


The Proceedings of the Second Congress, with the exception of those papers which have already appeared separately, will be published as Part III of the Proceedings of the Fourth Congress, held in Manila in 1953.  There are two articles which have been published, both in the Journal of East Asian Studies.  The first, by P. V. Van Stein Callenfels is, “Prehistoric Sites on the Karama River (West Toraja-land, Central Celebes)”, JEAS, Vol. 1 (1951), pp. 82-93, with “Additional Notes by H. Otley Beyer,” pp. 94-97.  The second, by Edmond Saurin is, “Le Cadre Geologique de la Prehistoire dans I’Indochine du Sud-Est,” JEAS, Vol. 1, No. 3 (1952), pp. 32-38 with an English summary by Professor Charles O. Houston, pp. 39-40, and an additional note by Beyer on page 40.


The Proceedings of the Fourth Far-Eastern Prehistory…Congresses… is in the process of publication.  Part 1:  Prehistory, Archaeology and Physical Anthropology, First Fascicle, and Second Fascicle:  Section 1 have already appeared.  Orders for these should be sent to Patrocinio Valenzuela, Executive Secretary, National Research Council of the Philippines.  The cost for Fascicles 1 and 2 is $2.50 each post paid, payable by check or money order to the National Research Council of the Philippines.


The organizational meeting of the American Branch of the Far-Eastern Prehistory Association was held in Philadelphia on September 4, 1956.  Those present were Fred Eggan, Robert Heine-Geldern, Carl Schuster, Lauriston Ward, George P. Murdock, Schuyler Cammann, Felix Keesing, Harold C. Conklin, and W. G. Solheim II.  Professor E. W. Gifford was elected as Honorary President and W. G. Solheim II as Secretary.


The first formal meeting was held at Santa Monica, California on December 28, 1956, in conjunction with the annual meeting of the American Anthropological Association.  At this meeting, those present were informed that Professor Gifford had felt it necessary to decline the Honorary Presidency on his doctor’s recommendation.  The members present voted unanimously to ask him to reconsider.  It was moved, seconded and passed that annual dues be $1.00 to cover mailing expenses of the secretary, who was to organize a Bulletin containing news of prehistoric research and fieldwork in the Far East.


The second meeting was held in Boston, on April 2, 1957 in conjunction with the annual meeting of the Association for Asian Studies.  Learning that Gifford had again felt it necessary to decline, those present elected Richard K. Beardsley President, to serve until such time as it would be feasible to have a member wide election.  W. G. Solheim II and Schuyler Cammann were elected delegates to the 9th Pacific Science Congress in Bangkok.  It was decided to hold the next meeting in conjunction with the annual meeting of the American Anthropological Association, to be held in Chicago in December 1957.  President Beardsley is making the arrangements for this meeting and any communications concerning this should be sent to him.  His address is Department of Anthropology, 221 Angell Hall, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan.  [Pages 11-2 in the original of this paper covered arrangements being made for the joint Fifth Congress of FEPA with the Ninth Pacific Science Congress to be held in 1957 in Bangkok.  This turned out to be a relatively small meeting with Heine-Geldern as acting chairman.]

Appendix III6
AMERICAN BRANCH OF THE FAR-EASTERN PREHISTORY ASSOCIATION

President:  Richard K. Beardsley, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan

Secretary-Treasurer:  Wilhelm G. Solheim II, University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona

ASIAN PERSPECTIVES

Editor:  Wilhelm G. Solheim II; Managing Editor:  Robert A. Hackenberg; Associate Editors:  Beverly H. Solheim, Dick Shutler, Jr.; Regional Editors:  Northeast Asia – Chester S. Chard, Korea – Gordon W. Hewes, Japan – J. Edward Kidder, Jr., China – Richard Rudolph, Indochina – Elden Johnson, Thailand – Carl Heider, Burma – John Musgrave, Malaya – Michael Sullivan, Indonesia – Robert A. Hackenberg, Philippines and Borneo – Wilhelm G. Solheim II, Formosa and Micronesia – Allan H. Smith, Polynesia – Kenneth P. Emory, New Zealand – Robert E. Bell, Melanesia – Dick Shutler, Jr., Australia – Arnold Pilling; Topical Editors:  Museums – Schuyler Cammann, Trans-Pacific Contacts – Gordon F. Ekholm, Plant Diffusion – Edgar Anderson, News of Asian Programs – Charles O. Hucker; Occasional Contributors:  Hallam L. Movius, Jr.

THE FAR-EASTERN PREHISTORY ASSOCIATION

International Officers:  Honorary Chairman – H. Otley Beyer; Council Members:  Chairman – Bernard P. Groslier*(Indochina), Secretary – Roger Duff*(New Zealand), Li Chi*(China, Taiwan), F. S. Drake*(Hong Kong), H. R. van Heekeren*(Indonesia), Ichiro Yahata (Japan), C. A. Gibson-Hill (Malaya), E. Arsenio Manuel (Philippines), F. D. McCarthy (Australia), Prince Dhani Nivat (Thailand), Alexander Spoehr (United States).  (*Executive Committee)

Asian Perspectives, established in 1957, is the official publication of the American Branch of the Far-Eastern Prehistory Association, and will appear semi-annually.

All correspondence should be addressed to Wilhelm G. Solheim II, Department of Anthropology, University of Arizona, or to the proper Regional Editor.

Annual subscription $1.00, domestic and foreign; institutional subscription $2.00.  Advertising rates will be furnished on request.

Appendix III7
EDITORIAL


The major purpose of this Bulletin, and that of the organization behind it, is to improve communications between scholars working within the field of Far Eastern prehistory.  We cannot at present confine ourselves to the “field” of Far Eastern prehistory, as it has not been established as a “field”.  Only three workers have concerned themselves with the prehistory of the whole area:  Stein Callenfels, Beyer, and Heine-Geldern, and they are primarily identified with Southeast Asia.  It is our hope the through the Far-Eastern Prehistory Association, and this Bulletin, we may create a field of endeavor which will compare favorably with the Middle Eastern, European, and American areas of prehistoric research.


The exact scope of this publication is not easy to define.  A strict concentration on prehistory would so limit us as to defeat our purpose.  For each sub-area this would result in different boundaries in time, which would lead to confusion.  Another difficulty is that what is now pre-historic may with more knowledge, become protohistoric or actually historic.  Therefore, our primary interest is the period of time before we have full historic records.  Even this must not be taken too seriously.  The Han Dynasty in China is certainly historic, yet archaeological and historical information from Han China is most useful in the interpretation of prehistory in Southeast Asia.  Chinese porcelain from the Ming Dynasty is the most reliable tool for dating late prehistoric sites in Borneo and the Philippines.


We do not feel it necessary to define the Far East; our table of contents indicates the area covered.  For the present we shall not include prehistoric India since it is more closely connected with the Middle East.  For pertinent news from outside the defined area, we will find a place.  [India, Pakistan and Ceylon (Sri Lanka) were added with Volume 7, 1963 (Solheim 1963:1).  Volume 6, however, had an article on the history of prehistoric research in India (Khatri 1962).]


The scholars that we wish to reach represent many different specialties.  Our common denominator is the geographical area o our interests.  To overcome the boundaries of our professional specialties may be more difficult than the boundaries of our geographical areas.  Besides archaeologists, we will attempt to serve physical and cultural anthropologists, historians, sinologists, art historians, and those interested in trans-Pacific contacts and more specific types of diffusion.


Each group has its own approach to the subject.  Just as prehistory blends into history without a sharp boundary, so prehistoric archaeology, from an anthropological point of view, blends into culture history.  We will include both history and culture history as proper subjects for this Bulletin where they help to throw light on our major concern, the prehistoric.


By presenting information from the whole area we can prevent needless duplication of effort and offer sources of information outside of a special area or subject.  We will include current bibliography of publications, both articles and books, papers presented at meetings and manuscripts.  We will have reports on work in progress and for the future, news of research grants and funds available as well as the names of recipients of grants.


We hope to publish reviews and abstracts of important publications.  In order to facilitate this, please send a review copy to the Editor of the proper Regional Editor, and it would be greatly appreciated if the author of a publication would also send us a brief abstract of his work.  The abstracts would be particularly desirable as many of us are often at some distance from a library that carries professional publications of the Far East, and having a brief summary of new material available in one source would be most helpful.  Items of news pertinent to your work on Far Eastern problems should be sent to the proper editor.  Deadlines for inclusion in coming issues will be the 15th of October and the 15th of April.


Supplementary numbers will be issued.  For the first one we shall now make an official call for information, with present plans calling for publication next year.  We will issue a list of all members and foreign subscribers with biographies and complete bibliographies on all material, published and unpublished, concerned with the Far East.  Please fill out the questionnaire enclosed with this issue of the Bulletin.  A deadline of January 1, 1958, has been set for completion and return.


The second supplement is of a more ambitious nature and will need longer preparation.  We want to put together in one volume a summary for each area and for each subject covered in the Bulletin, written by a specialist in that field.  Each summary will include a brief history of the archaeological research, the latest interpretations and explanations for the situation existing at the time of European contact, and the major unsolved problems.  [This so-called supplement never appeared.]


As you read the various sections you will notice considerable difference in size and approach.  The editor specifically avoided asking for any standard from because it was felt that by giving each Regional Editor free rein, we could arrive at a fuller and more rounded presentation.


One difficulty that we ran into with this issue was the matter of duplication with the publication put out by the Council for Old World Archaeology.  Two of our Regional Editors, Emory and Chard, are also Editors of overlapping sections for COWA.  They had just completed their sections for this publication when they were asked to be Regional Editors for the Bulletin.  As a result, their contributions to this issue are not representative of future sections.  We do not feel that this will be a problem in the future as it has been worked out quite successfully with Lauriston Ward, the editor for the COWA publications.


Several of the Regional Editors were located too late for them to submit a section for the first issue.  Regional Editors that we shall meet in future issues are:  Richard Rudolph, China (Mainland); Elden Johnson, Cambodia, Laos, Viet-Nam; Karl Heider, Thailand; John Musgrave, Burma.  Topical Editors for future issues are Schuyler Cammann, Museums; Gordon Eckholm, Trans-Pacific contacts; and Edgar Anderson, Plant Diffusion.  Our one “occasional contributor” at present is Hallam L. Movius, Jr., who will make comments and interpretations of the new Palaeolithic finds, both human and artifactual, as and when they come to light in southern and eastern Asia.


In this issue we have taken the liberty to add a few remarks to some of the sections.  These have been primarily citations of book reviews and here and there a manuscript.  We have listed the articles from the Proceedings of the Fourth Far-Eastern Prehistory…Congresses, at the end of each section, to give a better idea of what our own organization has contributed.


There are several recently organized societies, institutions, and publications in the area covered by our Bulletin and we would like to mention their names.  We will get more complete information on them and on similar groups for inclusion in later issues.  The ones that we have noticed are:  New Zealand Archaeological Association, Philippine Anthropological Association, the Sarawak Museum (not new, but rejuvenated since the war), the Federation Museums Journal from Malaya, and the Bulletin of the Department of Archaeology and Anthropology, put out by the National Taiwan University in Taipei, Taiwan, China.  We would like to compliment the Department of Archaeology and Anthropology of the National Taiwan University for their increasing use of English, making available to us who cannot read Chinese the first class work they are doing.


In closing we would like to bring up briefly our financial situation.  At the time of this writing there are 59 paid up members.  Dues have not covered our expenses and we have another issue to put out before next year’s dues start coming in.  It is hoped that once we have demonstrated that we intend to produce a valuable addition to the literature on Far Eastern prehistory, we will be able to find some foundation to help subsidize the Bulletin; suggestions from members would be appreciated.  In the meantime we would like to state that donations beyond the dollar dues such as some of the members have already made, would be most appreciated.


The editor wishes to express his appreciation to the University of Arizona, which, in keeping with its growing interest in Oriental studies, has generously encouraged and facilitated preparation and publication of this Bulletin.  We would also like to thank the Philippine Studies Program of the University of Chicago for financial assistance to help in putting out the first issue.

(to be continued in Issue no. 21)
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1.  Lin Huisiang was the founder of the first Anthropology Department in China at the University of Amoy.  This dewpartment is active until today at Xiamen University, in Xiamen (Amoy),      Fujian and strong in South China and eastern Southeast Asian archaeology.
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Somewhat shortened from original (Groslier 1957:v-ix) plus a few comments by WS.


5.  Solheim 1957b:6-11.


6 AP 1(1):ii, 1-5.


7 AP 1(1):ii, 1-5.
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