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Introduction: Diffusionism, Migration, and the Archaeology of the Chinese
Border Regions
Anke Hein
Fukuoka (Japan) in 2012. Encouraged by the interest in
Tong Enzheng's work as reflected in the lively discussion
at the time, the participants decided to publish the
proceedings. The papers collected in the present volume
touch on four main topics:

The notion of a “crescent-shaped cultural-communication
belt” (banyuexing wenhua chuanbodai 半月形文化傳播
帶)1 stretching from Northeast China and Korea along the
Tibetan borderlands all the way to Yunnan stands as the
late Tong Enzheng’s 童恩正 most-cited contribution to
the Chinese archaeological discourse (Tong Enzheng
1987). In the 1980s, suggesting such long-distance
contact was a bold move. At the time, Chinese and
Western scholars alike were afraid of being accused of
diffusionistic tendencies in their work, and they thus
mostly decided to concentrate on local developments.
Only in recent years has it again become acceptable and
even desirable to discuss far-reaching exchange networks.
Interestingly, the emerging scholarship on such topics has
some noticeable lacunae. Discussions on China’s longdistance contacts, for instance, focus mostly on steppe
connections and Western influences on the cultures of the
Central Plains. By contrast, material from Southwest
China has received much less attention and has but rarely
been mentioned in connection with Northeast China;
neither have Tong Enzheng’s considerable theoretical
contributions to the understanding of culture contact and
cultural exchange received the consideration they deserve.

1. Tong Enzheng’s life and research, and his place
within the development of modern Chinese
archaeology,
2. Recent developments in the archaeology of
Southwest China,
3. Material traces and geographic, cultural, and
historical preconditions of possible movements
and inter-group contacts along Tong’s crescentshaped cultural-communication belt, and
4. Theoretical and methodological issues in the
study of culture contacts and cultural exchange,
and of their reflections in the material record.

To prepare the stage for the various papers in this volume,
I shall now discuss the theoretical and methodological
background of research on cultural contacts; my special
emphasis will be on issues of migration and diffusion and
on the problematic history of these notions.

While Tong Enzheng remains a household name to
anyone working in the Southwest, in other parts of China
his work is less well known, and even though Tong still
carries some name recognition outside of China, few
scholars are fully aware of his important contributions.
To remedy this situation, I organized a session entitled
“Reconsidering the Crescent-Shaped Exchange Belt —
Methodological, Theoretical and Material Concerns of
Long-Distance Interactions in East Asia Thirty Years
after Tong Enzheng” at the Fifth World Conference of
the Society for East Asian Archaeology (SEAA), held in

Early Theories of Culture Change: Evolution vs.
Influence, Diffusion, and Migration
One of the reasons why Tong Enzheng’s model is not
much discussed in China and largely unknown abroad
may lie in his use of the word chuanbo 傳播, meaning
“communication,” “transmission,” or indeed “diffusion.”
The term “diffusion” carries a great deal of baggage. As
defined in the Natural Sciences, “diffusion” refers to the
movement of particles from a higher concentration to a
lower concentration as the result of spontaneous
movements (Oxford et al. 1989: vol. III, 346 f.); in the
Social Sciences, particularly in cultural anthropology and
geography, but also in archaeology, the term diffusion
refers to the spread of object forms, styles, techniques, or
ideas from one (presumably more developed) culture to
another. This concept, whose earliest proponents were the
geographer Friedrich Ratzel (1899 and 1912) and the
ethnographer Leo Frobenius (1897/98), arose in direct
opposition to the cultural evolutionism of the late 19th
century, which emphasized the uniformity of the human
mind and thus of human development, holding that under
similar environmental preconditions the human response
inevitably would lead to similar results.2

1
The translation of this term is riddled with problems. The final
component, dai 帶, for instance, may be the translated as “belt”, “zone”,
or “band;” either one of these choices is equally acceptable and does not
much change the meaning. The the word chuanbo 傳 播 , however,
which may mean “communication,” “spread,” “dissemination,”
“propagation,” “transmission,” or indeed “diffusion,” is a highlyproblematic term. Diffusionist-migrationist ideas of far-flung contacts
and ill-defined “influences” (particularly influence of Western cultures
on early cultural developments in China), which were widely held by
anthropologists during the late 19th and early 20th century, have since
been heavily criticized and rejected. For the purposes of the Fukuoka
panel, I therefore rendered Tong’s term somewhat inaccurately as
“crescent-shaped exchange belt.” Finding a more accurate alternative
that does justice to the complexity of Tong Enzheng's model is difficult.
Translating chuanbo as "diffusion" would indicate a single- or multidirectional movement out of a center without any feedback, while the
term "transmission" is more neutral and "communication" includes a
reciprocal aspect as Tong Enzheng's model does indeed intend (this
point will be discussed in detail further below). For the title and the
introduction of this book, I have therefore decided to render the word
chuanbo as "communication." Each individual author was given the
choice to use the translation he or she was most comfortable with.

2

Important proponents of this theory include Lewis Henry Morgan
(1818-1881), Herbert Spencer (1820-1902), and Richard Andree (18351912). See Andree 1878, Morgan 1877, and Spencer 1864.
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The early proponents of diffusionist theories, such as
Ratzel (1899), held that innovation was rare and diffusion
was thus the most probable explanation for cultural
change, while environmental preconditions carried little
importance. Ratzel furthermore argued that there had
been only a limited number of "primordial cultures"
(Urkulturen), whose migration led to the current
configuration of cultures. On this basis, Frobenius (1898)
developed his theory of “culture circles” (Kulturkreise)
that emanated from the outward movement and influence
of these primordial cultures. Alfred L. Kroeber (1939 and
1940) and his students diligently compiled long lists of
cultural traits, mapping them out and using frequency
seriation to define culture areas and to identify trends and
directions of diffusion. Some of their contemporaries,
such as Wilhelm Schmidt and Wilhelm Koppers (1937),
Fritz Gräbner (1911), Clark Wissler (1923), and most
infamously Gustaf Kossinna (1911), argued that the
primordial cultures were the most precious while the
secondary cultures were inferior. They believed that
diffusion came about by migration (Völkerwanderung),
trade, or conquest. Kossinna, for instance, attempted to
trace the movements of the Indo-Europeans. Grafton
Eliot Smith (1923 and 1924) and other proponents of
what has been termed “extreme diffusionism” or “hyperdiffusionism” went even further, arguing that there had
been only one cultural center, namely Egypt, from which
all cultural innovations emerged. Smith’s claim that
certain elements of ancient Mexican culture ultimately
derived from the Old World was met with much critique,
especially from New World scholars. Due to the racist
and Eurocentric tendencies of many of these studies,
cultural diffusionism has fallen largely out of favor with
anthropologists and archaeologists, especially in its place
of origin, Germany and Austria, for obvious historical
reasons.

many cases diffusion was as hard to prove as it was
difficult to disprove. Instead of using “diffusion” as a
blanket explanation for similarities between different
cultures, he therefore called for a systematic typology of
various forms of diffusion and advocated the meticulous
analysis of every single case. Furthermore, HeineGeldern placed considerable hope in the ability of
radiocarbon dating to indicate the direction of influences.
Likewise, other scholars proposed various solutions for
some of the basic problems inherent in diffusionistmigrationist explanations. Wissler (1923) emphasized the
importance of local preconditions, as did Boas. Moreover,
Boas (1915) was generally opposed to the notion that the
human mind was uninventive and insisted that every
single case be empirically investigated in its own right.
Only in a second step should the scholar widen his or her
gaze to take into account outside contacts. Kroeber (1940)
developed the concept of “stimulus diffusion” which
describes the spread of ideas, styles, languages,
technologies and the like between individuals, not
through mere imitation but through active appropriation
and adaptation. In Kroeber’s time, this novel
understanding of cultural influence, which stressed the
role of individual actions or “agency” went largely
unnoticed, but similar ideas came to be important with
the rise of post-processualism in the 1980s.
In spite of all efforts to save it, cultural diffusionism fell
quickly out of favor with the rise of the culturalmaterialist and processual schools of thought since the
1950s; their evolutionist approach, their interest in
system theory, and their preoccupation with single case
studies left no room for intercultural contact and longdistance movements.4 An additional problem inherent in
all systemic models is their static nature. As a corrective,
scholarly interest in migration and diffusion as possible
explanations for change over time soon reemerged.
Although the term "diffusion" is usually avoided today, it
continues to be a preferred mode of explanation in
contemporary Chinese scholarly practice. In connection
with Southwest China, as well, scholars continually resort
to ill-defined notions of population movement and longand short-distance "contacts" to account for materialculture similarities between different regions, e.g., when
discussing the widely-occurring stone-construction
graves or locally discovered metal-weapon types that
resemble finds from China’s northern steppe zone (e.g.,
Liangshan and Chengdu 2009, Liu and Tang 2006). The
spread of metallurgy from Central Asia and the “West” to
Southeast Asia on the one hand and the Central Plains of
China on the other likewise remains a hotly-debated topic.
In recent years, moreover, the origin and spread of
agriculture has become a major focus of research, not
only in China but worldwide. Fittingly, therefore, all four
topics (i.e., the origins and spread of metallurgy, the
nature of the stone graves of western China, the spread of
northern-style bronzes, and the origins and spread of

Besides being objectionable under ideological criteria,
diffusionist-migrationist explanations have also been
criticized on methodological grounds. Its proponents
tended to suggest far-flung contacts between places as far
apart as, for example, the Caucasus and Vietnam or
China and Mexico (e.g., Heine-Geldern 1959) without
giving much consideration to routes, reasons, or
mechanisms of such movements and exchanges. 3
Consequently, this approach received much criticism
(e.g., Rowe 1966). In reaction to such critique, Robert
von Heine-Geldern (1966: esp. 13) argued that
prehistoric people were already able to traverse long
distances rather quickly; therefore, long distances
between two similar objects or phenomena should not
keep scholars from making connections. Distribution
gaps, he argued, could simply be gaps in research, or may
have been caused by fast migratory movements or
differences in depositional practices between various
regions. Nevertheless, Heine-Geldern had to admit that in
3
Heine-Geldern was neither the only nor the first scholar to suggest
Chinese influence in the Americas. Already Alexander von Humboldt
and Ernest Fenollosa spoke of such contacts, as did Joseph Needham,
Harold K. Schneider, Paul Shao, George F. Carter and others. For a
short overview and references, see Carter 1988.

4
For an overview on the history of research during this period consult
Trigger 2006: 314-385.
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agriculture) are among the issues addressed in the
contributions to this volume.

referring to metallurgy, horse-riding, and domesticated
plants and animals, to show early connections between
Indo-European and Sino-Tibetan languages (Pulleyblank
1966: esp. p. 36). In the absence of contemporary textual
evidence at the sites in question, however, the connection
between linguistic patterns and material remains is
impossible to substantiate. Moreover, the connection to
cranial measurements is highly questionable. Apart from
the potentially racist tendencies of such research, it has
also been shown that the genetic differences between the
so-called races are actually much smaller than the
variations within any given population (e.g., CavalliSforza 1996). Naturally enough, the ethnocentric and
somewhat racist assumptions underlying some of the
early claims as to the Western origins of many if not all
cultural developments in ancient China were received
with profound skepticism in China.

The Origins of Metallurgy: Western Influences in
China and Southeast Asia?
As early as the 1930s, Olov Jansé (1930a, 1930b, 1931,
1932, and 1934) proposed that the Chinese bronzes of the
Central Plains showed signs of Siberian and Western
influences. Heine-Geldern (1937) likewise argued that
the “Huai-style bronzes” and the bronzes from the Đông
Sơn Culture in Southeast Asia had been influenced by the
Hallstatt culture as well as by various groups from the
Caucasus. He believed that the Đông Sơn culture as a
whole derived from foreign influences, while the Huaistyle bronzes supposedly were a fusion of Chinese,
Hallstatt, and Caucaso-Transylvanian elements. These
influences, he argued, traveled with groups migrating
from the Northern Caucasus to Central and East Asia
during the 9th and 8th centuries BC. Meeting geographic
barriers, they then turned south, traversing Sichuan and
Yunnan until they reached the Red River Valley of
northern Vietnam some time in the 6th century BC, thus
becoming the forerunners of the Đông Sơn Culture.

Early on, Johan Gunnar Andersson (1925:36-42), struck
by the resemblance between Yangshao pottery decoration
and designs from Anau, Turkmenistan, suggested that
“the original home of the painted pottery was in the Near
East,” from where painted pottery was transmitted by
“migratory waves” into China. Even though Andersson
had been careful to call his statement a mere hypothesis
that would need to be tested further, his views sparked an
outcry among Chinese scholars. Li Ji (1927:28-29) and
Pei Wenzhong (1946) questioned the reliability of
Andersson’s evidence, proposing instead a Chinese origin
of the Yangshao ceramic tradition. 5 Under the sway of
this emotional and politicized debate, the general
tendency among Chinese scholars was to turn to the
opposite extreme and to embrace a sinocentric view that
emphasized China’s independent and undisturbed
development since prehistoric times. Tong Enzheng
himself attributes this trend in part to the overall political
atmosphere in China during the early Communist era
(Tong Enzheng 1995).

Heine-Geldern’s ideas were vehemently refuted by
Bernhard Karlgren (1942), who instead held that the
Đông Sơn bronzes derived from those of the local
Neolithic cultures, which in turn had been influenced by
the Ordos bronzes. Although he cast doubt on the origin
of some of the objects Jansé and Heine-Geldern had
quoted as proof of Hallstatt influence in China,
Karlgren’s line of argumentation was still purely stylebased and diffusionistic in nature; however, he was more
cautious in his conclusions, suggesting that “the Hallstatt
– China legend ought to be shelved until reliable data
have been furnished” (Karlgren 1942: 23). About 30
years later, Karl Jettmar (1972: esp. 223 ff.) revived
Heine-Geldern’s views, which he believed to have been
correct in principle and only lacking adequate proof when
originally proposed. Based on what he saw as traces of
Chinese influence in the metal assemblages of the
Minusinsk Basin and even at Hallstatt sites, Jettmar
argued against a single unidirectional movement, but
instead proposed “a rather intricate pattern of movements
starting perhaps in the last centuries of the second
millennium B.C.” (Jettmar (1972:235). By painting a
much more differentiated picture than his predecessors,
Jettmar provided a better explanation for local variation.
Nevertheless, he had to admit that the large gaps in the
distribution of the cultural elements under analysis made
it difficult to understand what mechanisms of contact
were at play.

Since the 1960s, discussions among Chinese
archaeologists on inter-group interaction were thus
largely confined to relationships between different parts
of the Chinese territory itself, with a strong preference for
the Central Plains as center and origin of all cultural
developments. K.C. Chang’s [Zhang Guangzhi’s 张光直]
(1986:234-294) influential model of the Chinese
interaction sphere was probably the first study that
questioned the primary importance of the Central Plains.
Instead, he suggested that Chinese culture had arisen
from the interplay of a number of different regional
cultures. Nevertheless, this model was mainly geared to
the core areas of early Chinese civilization in the east,
while the so-called “border regions” were not taken into
consideration, possibly because reliable data from those
areas was lacking at the time. During recent decades,
however, research in Southwest China and Southeast
Asia has intensified significantly, bringing to light a

As one further and very problematic piece of evidence,
Jettmar (1972:115) cited cranial measurements, which he
employed to show that immigrants from China, which he
referred to as “Sinides”, had taken part in the formation
of the Karasuk population. Based on linguistic evidence,
Edwin G. Pulleyblank reached similar conclusions when
he analyzed grammatical patterns as well as vocabulary

5

The stratigraphic proof was obtained by Xia Nai 夏鼐 in his 1940s
fieldwork in Gansu and pointedly discussed in an English-language
article (Hsia 1952).

3
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substantial amount of objects resembling finds from the
Ordos region, Central Asia, and the Eurasian steppes.
Furthermore, very early (and later refuted) radiocarbon
dates associated with bronze objects from Thailand
reopened the discussion on the origin of metallurgy
previously debated in connection with early diffusionist
ideas.

region is surprising because the area is not only rich in
copper ore but also located on the massive tin belt
running across Southeast Asia from Indonesia by way of
Singapore, West Malaysia, Mainland Southeast Asia, and
into Southwest China. Furthermore, both types of metals
were demonstrably extracted in various parts of Southeast
Asia and Southwest China during the first millennium
BC at the latest (Selimkhanov 1996/7). This goes to show
that Heine-Geldern was quite correct in remarking that
the lack of a certain type of material in the burial record
does not mean that no such objects circulated, but only
reflects the specific deposition practices of a given period.

When exceptionally early radiocarbon dates from the site
of Non Nok Tha were published in the late 1960s, they
caused considerable agitation in the scholarly world.
These faulty dates not only suggested that in Thailand
rice had been domesticated from 3500 BC onward, about
1,000 years earlier than in any part of China, but also that
bronze casting was already practiced during the early 3rd
millennium BC, i.e. more than 500 years earlier than in
India and as much as 1,000 years earlier than in China.
The antiquity of these dates seemed to rival even that of
the earliest evidence of bronze casting in the Near East,
suggesting that this technique had originated from
Southeast Asia from where it spread to the West, and not
the other way around. Wilhelm Solheim, Donn Bayard,
and Pisit Charoenwongsa argued for this “long
chronology,” while H.H.E. Loofs-Wissowa (1983a:4-6)
and others questioned the reliability of the samples used
for radiocarbon dating and proposed a “short
chronology,” holding that bronze metallurgy was adopted
in Thailand between 1500 and 1000 BC at the earliest.
Spawned by conflicting 14C- dates, uneven
archaeological evidence, and personal animosities, the
debate soon turned polemic and continued over several
decades (Loofs-Wissowa 1983a: esp. 10-11, and 1983b:
26-31; Bayard and Charoenwongsa 1983: 70).6

These particularities of the archaeological record are one
of the reasons why the beginnings of bronze production
in Southeast Asia and the causes of its sudden increase
around 1000 BC are still largely unclear. In the late 1990s,
Higham (1996/7) suggested a rapid spread of bronze
metallurgy within the well-connected network of local
cultures between 1500-1000 BC. He argued that bronze
production in Southeast Asia was a timely local
development which happened “coincidentally at the very
time when Neolithic societies were being exposed to
imports and presumably ideas” (Higham 2002: 118);
however, this rather vague statement does not explain the
mechanisms of exchange or the nature and origins of
these foreign “ideas.”
Overall, it is now clear that traces of bronze metallurgy in
Central Asia precede any such evidence in Northwest
China, which in turn predates the emergence of bronze
metallurgy in Southwest China and Southeast Asia
(Higham 2002:118-163, Yao 2010). A single wave of
influence or diffusion moving from north to south would
thus be the easiest explanation, but there are arguments
speaking against such a simple model. As various
scholars have pointed out, early bronze assemblages
found in the upper Jinsha River Valley as well as in
Northern Vietnam and the lower Mekong region are
experimental in nature: they consist of a very limited
array of implements resembling local Neolithic forms and
are made from uneven alloys of tin and copper using both
stone molds and forging techniques (Loofs-Wissowa
1983a and 1983b, Min Rui 2009, Yao 2010,
Yunnansheng 1995, Yunnansheng et al. 2009a and
2009b). A combination of outside influence and local
experimentation, at least during this early phase of
metalworking in Southwest China and Southeast Asia, is
therefore not unlikely. Indicators for northern influence
do not stop here, however, but are even more numerous
at later sites, where they are visible not only in metal
objects, but also in burial customs, ceramic forms, and
decoration motives.

In the late 1990s, it finally became evident that the early
dates were the outcome of systematic errors in the
analysis and flaws during data collection (Bayard 1996/7,
Piggott and Natapintu 1996/7, Spriggs 1996/7). Newly
acquired radiocarbon dates supported the “short
chronology.” Nevertheless, many details concerning the
emergence and spread of early bronze working in
Southeast Asia are still unclear. There is ample evidence
for early bronze casting from the first half of the second
millennium BC, mainly in the form of small implements
(chisels, arrowheads, fishhooks, and ear ornaments) made
of copper and tin from mines in Vietnam. However, these
finds all came to light in the northeastern part of
Southeast Asia, while contemporary sites in central
Thailand, such as Khok Phanom Di, did not reveal a
single metal object (Higham 1996/7). Traces of intense
mining activities in that area are also of a later date
(about 1500-1000 BC) and bronze objects remain rare in
cemeteries from Thailand even at that time (Higham
2004: 18). The limited development of metallurgy in the

The Northern Connection: Stone Graves, DoubleHandled Vessels, and Animal Designs

6

The debate apparently still continues. When I organized a panel on
“Technology in Southwest China and Southeast Asia: The Origins,
Spread, and Development of Metal Production in Southwest China,
Southeast Asia, and Beyond” at the 2013 meeting of the Society for
American Archaeology (SAA), some invitees from both sides of the
debate refused to attend as soon as they learned that proponents of the
opposite viewpoints would be present.

In Western China, graves with stone installations are
densely distributed especially in the upper Minjiang 岷江
River Valley, but also in other parts of Western Sichuan
and even in Northwest Yunnan and eastern Tibet (Aba

4
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and Chengdu 2009). Given the considerable variation in
the actual construction of the graves as well as in
mortuary practice and grave goods, it is unclear whether
all of these graves should be attributed to the same
culture. Liu Hong 劉宏 (1992) counts all small to midsized graves with stone installations as manifestations of
a unified stone-cist grave culture; Wang Yanfang 王艳芳
(1996) sees graves from different regions with varying
forms and contents as completely different phenomena;
Liu Shixu 劉世旭 (1992) points at the possibility of very
different local developments due to the long time-range
and vast territory in which these tombs occur; and Adam
Smith (2001) argues that the data are insufficient to
answer any questions of cultural affiliation. In spite of
these differences in opinion, the mode of explanation that
these scholars have been using is largely the same:
similarities between grave forms and objects found in
different regions are generally attributed to migratory
movements over long distances (e.g., Lang Jianfeng 2006:
esp. 55-58); only a small number of scholars pronounce
themselves in favor of local development over outside
influence (e.g., Liu and Tang 2006). Furthermore, those
in favor of migration theories usually advocate
movements from North to South, with the exception of
Guo Jiyan 郭 繼 豔 (2002) who suggested a local
development in Yunnan followed by migration toward
the North. Considering the lack of reliable absolute dates
and the ongoing discussions about the relative
chronological position of the stone graves in western
China, further research is needed before the issue can be
resolved. The traditional approach to the problem —
especially in the absence of absolute dates — is the
compilation of object typologies and cross-dating through
artifacts identified as imports from regions with an
established chronological framework.

metal weapons and decorative ornaments found in the
region, e.g., at the Dian-culture 滇 文 化 cemetery of
Shizhaishan 石寨山, in Jinning 晋宁 County, Yunnan
(~250 BC to 1 AD) (Yunnansheng Bowuguan 1959,
Yunnansheng et al. 2009). Emma Bunker was one of the
first Western scholars to introduce these finds to a wider
audience at the 1967 symposium on “Early Chinese Art
and its Possible Influence in the Pacific Basin.” As the
title indicates, the participants in this symposium were
interested in far-reaching connections that were not
limited to a West-East exchange through the Eurasian
steppes, but extending farther into Melanesia, the
Admiralty Islands, and even to the Americas. Bunker
(1972) herself was considerably more cautious: she
pointed out parallels in bronze work and decoration
between the finds from Shizhaishan and the so-called
“animal style” of the steppes, but also remarked on
differences in execution, potentially indicating
differences in meaning and function as well as production
techniques. In spite of these discrepancies, she considered
the similarities with objects from the Black Sea to be
substantial enough to argue that tribes “of northwestern
origin” were present in Yunnan.
In her influential study of the Shizhaishan finds of 1974,
Michèle Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens carefully reconsidered the
evidence for steppe influence in the Đông Sơn and Dian
cultural spheres. Although she agreed that there were
clear signs of contact, she pointed out that the actual
channels of influence were unclear and had to be more
thoroughly investigated. While Zheng Dekun 郑 德 坤
(Cheng Te-k’un 1946) and K.C. Chang (1964:372) had
proposed that the builders of the stone-cist tombs in
Northwest Sichuan were the intermediary between the
steppe and Shizhaishan, Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens (1974:125127) argued that the evidence for this idea was
insufficient and that the most striking elements of
apparent steppe origin found in the Dian region, such as
animal motives, were lacking in Northwest Sichuan. She
therefore suggested a different route of influence coming
from the East through Han and Chu intermediaries.
Arguing from historical texts and archaeological sources,
she held that Iranian and western Asian influences were
transmitted through the Śaka 塞, a group that dwelled in
today’s Kazakh steppe, to the Yuezhi 月支. Some of the
Yuezhi in turn brought these traits further into the Ordos
region, while others moved into Gansu, Xinjiang,
Sichuan, and Tibet. Evidently, Pirazzoli t’Serstevens was
by no means averse to the notion of migration as the
explanation of similarities in metal-object forms between
the steppe and Southwest China. In contrast to her
Western predecessors, however, she did not argue for
long-distance influences from the far West but
concentrated on evidence for regional and interregional
contacts within China instead. Additionally, she tried to
connect the archaeological material with ethnic groups
mentioned in Chinese historical sources. Both lines of
argument closely match general trends among Chinese
scholars, who were (and to a certain extent still are)
engaged in a discussion largely separate from that of
Western scholars. Much of this internal discussion is

For example, many of the stone graves contain various
kinds of double-handled jars (shuang’erguan 雙耳 罐 )
that commonly appear in various types of graves and
settlement sites throughout all of western China from ca.
1700 BC to AD 100. The origin of this object type is
generally traced back to finds in Gansu associated with
the people of the Qijia culture 齊傢文化 (2400-1900 BC),
who supposedly migrated southward, as did the
successors of the Siba 四 垻 (1900-1500), Siwa 寺 窪
(1300-1000 BC), and Kayue 卡約 cultures (900-600 BC),
each bringing with them new varieties of double-handled
vessels (Xie Chong’an 2005). The distribution of early
Majiayao-type (馬傢窯類型) painted pottery (3100-2700
BC) in the upper reaches of the river valleys adjacent to
the Sichuan Basin has been discussed along similar lines
(e.g., Hung Ling-yu 2011, Hung et al. 2012), but this type
of pottery is mainly concentrated in the northwestern
border areas of Southwest China, while the doublehandled jars have been found as far south as northern
Yunnan.
This ceramic evidence is not often discussed in studies of
cultural diffusion into Southwest China.
Instead,
scholarly interest has centered mostly on northern-style
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informed by an overriding concern with historical texts, a
characteristic of Chinese archaeology since its early
beginnings (Falkenhausen 1993).

considerable diversity of archaeological material makes it
difficult to draw firm boundaries between archaeological
cultures, let alone connect them securely to ethnic units
mentioned in later texts. The Shizhaishan finds provide a
remarkable exception: the seal of the King of Dian found
at this side provides a solid link to a specific group
mentioned in the Shiji. For the so-called stone-cist graves
encountered in Sichuan and Yunnan, however, no such
link exists, and their ethnic attribution remains a point of
heated discussion.

The Chinese Perspective: Textual Evidence, Ethnic
Attributions, and Regional Interaction
The first Asian scholar to suggest steppe influences on
Yunnan bronzes was not a Chinese but a Japanese
researcher, Shiratori Kurakichi 白鳥庫吉 (1865-1942).
He connected the animal motives seen on bronzes from
Yunnan to the Scythians 斯基泰人, suggesting that the
Yuezhi had transmitted them to the Qiang 羌 tribes living
in Gansu (Shiratori 1935). Arguing from historical
sources (mainly the Shiji 史記), Shiratori equated the
Qiang with the Kunming 昆 明 or Kunmi 坤 米 , a
subgroup who, according to him, migrated into Yunnan,
where they became the ancestors of the Dian. Based on
linguistic evidence, he furthermore linked the Kunming
to the Kunmi and the Naxi 納 西 族 and Yi 彜 族
populations of today. Although reaching different
conclusions, Zhang Zengqi 張增祺 (1991) took a similar
approach, connecting decorative elements and object
types from Yunnan with specific ethnic groups
mentioned in Chinese historical sources. Zhang pointed
especially to bronze plaques and cowrie containers from
Shizhaishan bearing human figures distinguished by
different hairstyles and dress, arguing that they were
signs of the presence of people of northern origin in
Southwest China. Feng Hanji 馮 漢 驥 [Feng Han-yi]
(1961) distinguished seven distinct groups among the
people depicted on these containers, and Wang
Ningsheng 汪寧生 (1979) divided them into four main
phenotypes and ten sub-groups. Only one group did not
match with any written evidence: figures with long
trousers and swords at their sides, additionally
characterized by their prominent noses. Feng and Wang
interpreted them as “Westerners”, perhaps members of a
northwestern nomadic tribe, while Zhang Zengqi saw
them as depictions of Scythians whom he believed to
have migrated into Yunnan.

Following the earlier argument of Tong Enzheng, Wang
Ningsheng (1989) and Zhang Zengqi (1994), for example,
have argued that these graves were built by the Di 氐 or
Qiang 羌. Tzehuey Chiou-Peng furthermore suggested
that these groups were related to participants in the
Andronovo culture (1800-1400 BC) in southern Siberia,
who had moved into Northwest Sichuan and then further
south to Yunnan (e.g., Chiou-Peng 1998 and 2004).
These groups supposedly brought with them certain types
of bronzes and the custom of building stone tombs; in the
course of their migration they adopted farming and other
foreign elements from people they encountered on their
way. For a time, contact with the original homelands may
have been maintained, explaining later influences in both
directions (Chiou-Peng 2004). This big-picture narrative
bridging huge spans of time and space fits in with the
pattern of migratory-diffusionist theories described above.
Although allowing for a larger number of groups, local
developments, and multi-directional movements, it is
inevitably a very simplified model and replete with
problems.
In his paper on the crescent-shape culturalcommunication belt from 1987 (reprinted in 1990 and
1998), Tong Enzheng explicitly warned against such
simplistic explanatory models. Although he used the term
chuanbo 傳播, he did not claim that the similarities in
stone tools (especially microliths), metal-weapon forms,
and stone graves throughout this zone stretching from
Northeast to Southwest China should all be attributed to
the same culture or be interpreted as having been
“diffused” from Northeast to Southwest or the other way
around. Instead, Tong suggested the existence of a
contact network between regions with similar ecological
and topographical preconditions but with different
economies, which prompted various forms of exchange
along the pathways laid out by the rivers and mountain
ridges connecting them. Tong Enzheng also pointed out
that cultural unity or “contact” as blanket terms were
insufficient explanations in themselves, but that there
were many possible reasons for similarities between the
archaeological phenomena of different regions. Aside
from migration and direct economic exchange, he
mentioned the transmission of pure “ideas” and/or
independent development as possibilities. As this
cautionary note is often overlooked, it therefore deserves
a full quotation here:

There are several problems with this line of argument: for
one, the terms “West” and “steppe” are used rather
vaguely for a huge land mass stretching over large parts
of Eurasia. Although certain types of decoration and
objects such as animal motives and certain weapon types
were widely used throughout this area, the inhabitants of
Central Asia and the Eurasian steppes most certainly did
not identify themselves as a single cultural or ethnic
group. Furthermore, the name “Scythians”, taken from
early historical sources such as Herodotus' Histories (c.
440 BC), has been historically applied to a number of
different ethnic groups whose connection with concrete
archaeological evidence is likewise problematic. The
same holds true for the peoples mentioned in Chinese
historical texts — texts that, furthermore, are of
significantly later date than most of the archaeological
evidence in question. In the case of Southwest China, the

Based on type and style of excavated artifacts, building
remains, burial implements, burial customs, and all kinds
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of other archaeological elements, we have discussed the
relationship between various ancient cultures that existed
throughout the crescent-shaped zone stretching from the
Northeast to the Southwest [of China]. We by no means
want to claim that all of these connections are the
outcome of direct migration or exchange. Considering the
geographic expanse of many thousand miles and the
chronological expanse of several thousand years, solely
based on the rather weak material evidence, it is difficult
to paint a complete picture of movements of ethnic
groups. Our preliminary view thus is the following: the
reasons for the emergence of the phenomena [discussed
above] comprise actual migration, fusion, and exchange
between various ethnic groups, as well as the indirect
exchange of ideas; even independent development in
different locations cannot be excluded as an explanation.
But regardless of whether it was direct or indirect
transmission, there must have been certain observable
preconditions involved. Only if at the point of origin and
at the point of reception there exist similar needs and a
similar material environment can such forms of diffusion
take place. Even in cases of independent development in
two different places, similar objective and subjective
preconditions are an inalienable premise for similar
inventions (Tong 1990b:266-267, translation mine).

introduced in turn, placed within the context of this
volume, and related to the preceding discussion of
“diffusion,” cultural contact, and exchange.
The Conference, the Papers, and their Scholarly
Significance
The original conference session — like this volume —
opened with an overview of Tong Enzheng’s life and
work presented by Lothar von Falkenhausen who once
met Tong Enzheng personally (albeit briefly) in Taiwan.
Inspired by the session, for this volume Falkenhausen
decided to hunt down all available works by and remarks
on Tong Enzheng, including all of his scholarly articles,
novels and other literary products, as well as obituaries,
letters, and miscellaneous online sources. This
contribution provides an overview of Tong Enzheng’s
personal, literary, and scholarly background and
achievements (including a comprehensive bibliography).
Moreover, throughout his account of Tong’s life and
work, Falkenhausen probes into the possible motivations
underlying Tong’s actions, considering political and
social as well as personal circumstances. In this fashion,
his paper not only describes the life of an extraordinary
scholar and writer, but it also tells the history of the field
of archaeology during the 20th century as seen from a
marginal region in China.

This passage makes it clear that Tong was not actually
talking about processes of diffusion (even though the
choice of words for the title of his paper could be
interpreted in this fashion), but about a zone of various
forms of contact, exchange, movement of people and
goods, as well as independent local development. For the
title of the present volume and my own contributions, I
have therefore decided on the translation of “culturalcommunication belt” but left it open to each individual
author to choose the translation with which they were
most comfortable.

The historical background thus having been established,
the rest of the volume is devoted to archaeological studies
illuminating aspects of Tong Enzheng’s most-quoted idea
— the crescent-shaped cultural-communication belt. In
their paper entitled “Rethinking the Crescent-Shaped
Exchange Belt — A Short Overview of the History of
Research Since Tong Enzheng,” Lü Hongliang 呂紅亮
and Zha Xiaoying 查曉英 point out that Tong was not
the first person to suggest connections between Northeast
and Southwest China. Although Tong Enzheng does not
quote any predecessors, his theoretical framework was
borrowed from the work of American ethnologists,
especially Boas and Wissler, whose ideas of cultural
diffusion and migration have been described above. In
China, where at the time theoretical and methodological
discussions were not very common in archaeology,
Tong’s advances in this field went largely unnoticed.
Nevertheless, as Lü and Zha show convincingly, there are
other aspects of Tong’s work that greatly influenced
other specialists and possibly even left their mark on the
general trajectory of archaeological research in China.
Among other things, Tong showed again and again that
there were other centers of cultural development outside
of the Central Plains, that archaeological research must
transcend the political and administrative boundaries
within China as well as those between China and the
outside world, and that its focus should be on
ecologically defined units instead of artificial ones.

Apart from this semantic problem, Tong did not discuss
what the “ideas” exchanged might have been and how
they were transferred, nor did he suggest how we might
distinguish between the different forms of contact and
exchange. Furthermore, in spite of his important words of
warning, in his own case studies of various types of
bronze objects and their origin and spread, Tong Enzheng
(1990a) nevertheless relied on the purely stylistic
comparison of single objects or decorative elements,
often disregarding the contexts in which they were used.
Although his model is far more sophisticated and
nuanced than the sweeping idea of movements of
diffusion proposed many decades earlier by HeineGeldern, the notion of the transmission of ideas from one
place to another thus still remains rather vague.
The contributions in this volume approach this issue from
a variety of angles. Some discuss Tong Enzheng’s life
and work to understand the background and thrust of his
model and seeing how his ideas were received and
interpreted by contemporaries and later scholars. Others
present case studies on material from various sub-regions
of this contact zone, thus discussing Tong’s model by
way of application. Below, each of the contributions is

Lü and Zha as well as Falkenhausen point out that local
pride and personal attachment to his place of residence
may have led Tong Enzheng to emphasize the importance
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of regional developments in Southwest China. This
observation might also be extended to include both Lü
and Zha as well as Li Yongxian 李 永 憲 , another
contributor to this volume; all three are associated with
Sichuan University, Tong Enzheng’s alma mater, and are
conducting research on the archaeology of Southwest
China. Li Yongxian, himself a native of Sichuan, has
been a professor of archaeology at Sichuan University for
over 30 years; Lü Hongliang was Li’s student, received
his PhD from Sichuan University in 2007, and is now
associate professor at the same institution; Zha Xiaoying
— originally a master’s student at Sichuan University —
has recently returned there as a lecturer after having
received her PhD from Sun Yat-sen University. Li, Lü,
and Zha therefore represent three cohorts of scholars
following in the footsteps of Tong Enzheng, Li being his
younger college, and Lü and Zha being Li’s younger
fellow students (literally, “younger brothers and sisters in
study,” xuedi 學 弟 and xuemei 學 妹 ), albeit several
cohorts removed. It is interesting to note that none of the
students that Tong himself trained subsequently made
their careers at Sichuan University. Instead, the entire
department faculty today was educated in the intellectual
lineage of Zhang Xunliao 張勛爎 who took a much more
traditional approach, 7 combining textual with materialculture studies and concentrating on the history of
Daoism.8 Nevertheless, Li and Lü in particular have been
continuing Tong Enzheng’s work for many years, doing
archaeological research in the eastern part of the Tibetan
Plateau, an important section of the crescent-shaped
cultural-communication belt that had been largely
unexplored at the time of Tong Enzheng.

practices on the Tibetan Plateau, issues that have received
increasing international attention over the last ten years
(e.g., Aldenderfer and Zhang 2004, Aldenderfer 2011,
Brantingham et al. 2007, d’Alpoim Guedes et al. 2013).
In his paper in the present volume, Li Yongxian uses the
accumulated materials from Karuo to explain the
emergence of agriculture on the Tibetan Plateau.
When Tong Enzheng discussed the emergence of
agriculture in southern China (Tong 1989) as well as
general issues of the archaeology of agriculture (Tong
1984), he argued for an independent development of
agriculture in various parts of the world and against the
north Chinese origin of either this mode of subsistence or
the various crops that were cultivated. By contrast, at
least for the prehistoric inhabitants of the Tibetan Plateau,
Li Yongxian holds that they learned the practice of millet
agriculture from groups on the Loess Plateau. The flow
of goods, planting techniques, and crops (and naturally
also people, be they alone or in larger groups) is most
clearly reflected in the ceramic assemblages, Li argues,
but he points out that the reasons for this kind of
exchange or movement of people need to be explored
further. The evidence Li cites are house construction,
stone and bone tools, and painted ceramics, all showing
close similarity with Neolithic cultures of the upper
Yellow River Valley, especially with the millet-growing
groups associated with the Yangshao and Majiayao
cultures.
Based on the physicochemical and typological analysis of
ceramic vessels, Hung Ling-yu has reached similar
conclusions in her dissertation research on ceramics from
the Tibetan Plateau, which she compared with Yangshao
and Majiayao ceramics (Hung 2011, Hung et al. 2012).9
In the case of Southwest Sichuan, which Hung discusses
in her contribution to the present volume, the results of
geochemical analysis indicate that the Majiayao-type
vessels found at Neolithic sites in the mountain of
Sichuan were imported goods. As they are very numerous
and occur in association with ceramic products of local
manufacture and form tradition, Hung suggests that these
foreign objects may have reached their place of
deposition through long-standing exchange networks. In
light of other types of material evidence (ceramic forms,
burial customs, subsistence systems, and the like), Hung
argues for a complex combination of human migration,
technical transmission, style imitation, trade, concluding
that connections between western Sichuan and Gansu
were close as early as the Neolithic period.

In fact, the site of Changdu Karuo 昌都卡若 (Chamdo
Kharo) that Li Yongxian discusses in his contribution to
this volume, was first excavated by Tong Enzheng in two
campaigns in 1978 and 1979, the first-ever excavation on
the Tibetan Plateau. In 1985, Tong and his colleges
published the results of their work in an excavation report
that is remarkable for its high quality and great detail of
information on dwelling structures (including
reconstructions based on ethnographic studies) and
animal bones that allowed inferences on early subsistence
practices, reflecting a rather progressive approach to
settlement archaeology that was not at all common at the
time (Xizang and Sichuan 1985; for a preliminary
excavation report consult Tong and Leng 1983, and for a
short report in English see Tong, Leng, and Suolong
1982). After a hiatus of over ten years, in the early 1990s
Li took up Tong Enzheng’s field research on the Tibetan
Plateau, and in 2002 he and Lü conducted new survey
and excavation work at and around the site of Karuo (Li
Yongxian 2007). The main aim of their project was to
understand early settlement activities and subsistence
7

The existence of various kinds of contact networks
throughout western China and beyond becomes even
more apparent in the archaeological material of later
9

Personal communication by Lothar von Falkenhausen.

Hung’s 2012 SEAA paper was not originally part of the panel on
Tong’s “crescent-shaped cultural-contact belt,” but it is included here
because it closes an important gap both geographically (by connecting
the Loess Plateau and the mountains of Sichuan) and methodologically
(by adding material analysis and discussions on techniques of ceramic
production as further avenues of gaining insight into the nature of prehistoric intercultural contacts).

8

His main works comprise Zhongguo daojiao kaogu 中國道教考古
(The Archaeology of Daoism), Guwenxian luncong 古 文 獻 論 叢
(Collected essays on ancient texts), and Zhongguo lishi kaoguxue
lunwenji 中國歷史考古學論文集 (Collected essays on the historical
archaeology of China) (Zhang Xunliao 1988, 2006, and 2013).
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periods, especially in bronze objects, as discussed by
Kazuo Miyamoto and other contributors to this volume.
In his paper, Miyamoto presents new evidence from
burial sites along the upper and middle Yalong River to
discuss the emergence of bronze metallurgy in Southwest
China. The results of a joint Sino-Japanese project in this
region (Miyamoto and Gao 2103; Sichuansheng et al.
2013), combined with minute typological comparisons of
various metal-weapon and grave forms and a number of
new 14C-dates, enable Miyamoto to propose a new
chronological scheme for the development of stone-cist
graves on the eastern rim of the Tibetan Plateau that
spans from the 15th to the 5th c. BC.

stone-cist graves originated with groups in the GansuQinghai region, but he does not claim that all groups
building stone-cist graves belonged to one culture. But
what does the term “culture” refer to in this context? An
archaeological culture (in the sense of a recurring set of
specific objects and other material traces in a particular
region), a supra-local group with a shared communal
identity, or a specific tradition or practice (such as the
building of stone-cist graves) shared by various groups in
different regions?
Li Shuicheng, who recently presented a new evaluation
of the stone-grave material from Southwest China,
mostly avoids the term “stone-cist grave culture” but in
the end points out that “several different ethnic groups
may use the same culture, [and] one and the same ethnic
group may appropriate or use several different cultures”
(不同民族可以使用同一文化，同一民族可接受或使
用不同的文化) (Li Shuicheng 2011:68). This definition
of culture can be interpreted either as a wide one (as
human behaviors dictated by customs and norms
common to certain groups of people), or as a specific one
(referring only to single aspects of material culture or
archaeological features that can be shared by various
groups). In either case, at the current state of research, Li
Shuicheng’s assessment that these graves belonged to a
variety of different traditions and came about in various
ways, is reasonable. Much further research is needed to
understand the relationship between groups in different
parts of western China and beyond that were building
more or less similar graves with stone linings. Also
needed are in-depth discussions of the relationships
between material culture, burial customs, settlement
communities, various forms of identity, and human
behavior in general.

Miyamoto furthermore argues that bronze production in
Northeast China and Southwest China developed
independently through contact with the Northern Zone.
Although located on opposite ends of the same culturalcommunication belt defined by Tong Enzheng, the
Northeast and the Southwest, according to Miyamoto,
were not in direct contact but only shared a common
exchange partner. Miyamoto thus adjusts Tong’s model
to encompass two routes of contact running in opposite
directions and intersecting in the Northern Zone. He
furthermore argues that the northeastern route extended
into the Korean Peninsula (Miyamoto 2000). If
Miyamoto’s modifications to the model are correct, then
one of the major (but admittedly shakier) points of Tong
Enzheng’s model — namely the idea that similar
environmental preconditions will lead to similar needs
and therefore provide a basis for exchange and contact
(or for the independent development of similar cultural
features) — is not met by all regions along the contact
zone. In any case, Miyamoto’s study confirms the
existence of longstanding contacts linking the Northern
Zone to Northeast China on the one hand and to
Southwest China (and, by extension, Southeast Asia) on
the other. The situation thus seems to have been even
more complicated than Tong envisioned.

Another major point besides theoretical discussions is the
question of chronology. To be able to compare these
outwardly-similar phenomena in different regions and
assess their relationship to each other, their relative and
absolute dates need to be established. This is where
Miyamoto’s study makes a particularly important
contribution by proposing his new chronological scheme
for the development of stone-cist graves as well as
bimetallic swords. In their contribution to this volume, Li
Kunsheng and Min Rui likewise suggest a new
chronological framework of the early Bronze Age of
Yunnan at the southern end of the crescent-shaped
cultural-communication belt. Recent years have seen the
careful excavation of several deeply-layered prehistoric
sites in Yunnan that have greatly advanced the field by
providing large amounts of material, including ceramics,
bronzes, and radiocarbon dates. Of particularly great
importance is the very well-preserved site of Haimenkou
海門口 in Jianchuan 劍川 County in Northwest Yunnan,
which lies at the core of the paper by Li and Min.

Another important contribution of Miyamoto’s paper is
the new chronology of the stone-cist graves of Southwest
China that he proposes. As various scholars have argued,
the concept of the stone-cist grave complex — not to
mention a “stone-cist culture” — as a single unit is highly
problematic, mostly because of the great variety of grave
forms and associated burial goods and customs (e.g.,
Hein 2013: esp. 306f. and 632f., Shen and Li 1996). In
contrast to a recent summary publication on the “stonecist grave culture” (shiguanzang wenhua 石棺葬文化),
which covers graves with varying amounts of stoneconstruction parts (and even some without any stone
elements) from all over western China (Aba and Chengdu
2009), Miyamoto uses the term stone-cist grave culture
(or stone-cist culture) in a more narrow sense, limiting it
to small-sized earth pits lined with regular stone slabs and
containing specific kinds of object assemblages (doublehandled vessels and various types of bronze weapons)
typical for the mountains of western Sichuan and
neighboring provinces. Following Li Shuicheng 李水城
(2011), Miyamoto argues that the tradition of building

As mentioned above, the emergence and development of
bronze production in Southwest China and even more so
Southeast Asia has long been a point of heated discussion.
While previous scholars have argued that bronze

9

Copyright material: no unauthorized reproduction in any medium

metallurgy on the eastern rim of the Tibetan Plateau
began only during the eighth c. BC, in the present volume,
Miyamoto suggests that the metallurgy of Southwest
China emerged under influence from Northwest China as
early as the 15th c. BC. Similarly, in the present volume,
Li and Min reach the conclusion that the bronze
metallurgy of Yunnan already developed by 1700 BC,
likewise under influences from Northwest China —
apparently earlier than in the Sichuan Basin, in spite of
the fact that Yunnan is located further south and thus
geographically further away from the “source.”
Comparing the finds from Yunnan with those from
Sichuan, it becomes immediately clear that the earliest
bronzes from Haimenkou are only coarse, simple tools,
while the objects from the later graves of Aofengshan 鰲
鳳山 and Nagu 納古 in Northwest Yunnan (many of
them graves with stone lining) contain weapon types of
clear steppe origin as they are also common in stone
graves of Northwest Sichuan. At the same time, there are
other object types in the graves in Yunnan that are clearly
very different from those in Sichuan. Furthermore, earlier
sites in Yunnan and even more so Sichuan already show
signs of northern connections, reflected in ceramic-form
types usually associated with the Qijia culture of
Northwest China, probably the earliest bronze-carrying
group in China (Debaine-Francfort 1995, Shui Tao 2001).
The connections between North and South were thus
complex, long-standing and apparently ran along various
routes, with some groups passing by or through western
Sichuan without leaving traces in the material record and
others stopping in Sichuan but never reaching Yunnan or
at least not leaving any traces there. The archaeological
assemblage from the remote Yanyuan Basin 鹽源盆地,
which I discuss in the present volume, reflects both local
particularities and an astonishing number connections in
all directions (especially to the steppe region in the North
and central Yunnan in the South) and from a wide range
of different periods, all combined in lavishly-furnished
graves dating between 400 BC and AD 9. 10 The
cemeteries reflect a highly stratified society with the
richest burials containing numerous weapons as well as
horse skulls and horse gear, which are otherwise uncommon to Southwest China but customarily found in
Northwest China and Central Asia. I therefore argue that
the inhabitants may have been of northern origin.
Considering the local availability of salt, as well as the
lack of local metal sources (especially of tin), I
furthermore suggest that it was likely the salt resources
that attracted people to this remote place, triggering the
development of a wide-ranging elite-level exchange
network.

While most other papers in this volume concentrate on
assemblages, sites, or even whole regions, Tzehuey
Chiou-Peng approaches the topic of long-distance
contacts from a specific object type. In her paper, she
analyzes the bimetallic (bronze and iron) swords and
daggers with three-pronged guards and torqued handles
that were found on both ends of the crescent-shaped
cultural-communication belt, i.e., in Northeast China and
Yunnan. Just like Tong Enzheng, who compared various
kinds of weapons occurring throughout the region,
Chiou-Peng conducts a traditional typological analysis of
the bimetallic weapons, but she also considers the
development and function of the distinctive
characteristics from a technical perspective, and she
discusses the technical preconditions for producing such
objects in the first place. Based on this, Chiou-Peng
suggests a developmental sequence for the swords from
Southwest China that goes back to local antecedents
predating the seventh c. BC. It follows that the seemingly
similar objects in Northeast and Southwest China were
not directly related but emerged independently. ChiouPeng argues that similarities in the ecosystems of both
regions prompted the emergence of similar forms of
subsistence (i.e., a pastoralist lifestyle) and, by extension,
similar forms of social organization and technological
adaptation, accounting for the emergence of similar
objects in places so distant from each other. In
emphasizing the geographic preconditions for longdistance contacts and for the acceptance of foreign goods,
and in highlighting the importance of local developments
when such overall circumstances are similar, her line of
argument is essentially the same as Tong Enzheng’s.
The local environment is of even greater importance
when discussing the adoption of specific forms of
subsistence in China’s border regions. Recently, it has
become clear that the grinding stones found at early
Neolithic sites throughout China had mainly been used to
grind acorns and tubers and not grains, calling the
conventional understanding of the subsistence systems at
these early settlements into question (e.g., Liu et al.
2010a and 2010b, Werning 2003). This has fuelled a new
debate on such questions as the emergence of agriculture
and the nature of the Neolithic in China. The date of the
earliest cultivation of rice in China and other parts of East
Asia is likewise contested (e.g., Fuller et al. 2007a and
2007b). As far as Southwest China is concerned, Tong
Enzheng (1984, 1985, and 1989) had suggested that
agriculture may not have spread from the Yellow River
Valley to the South, but that a Neolithic mode of
subsistence may have developed independently in various
parts of China. In Southern China and Southeast Asia, he
argued, environmental preconditions were ideal for
developing an agricultural mode of subsistence. Although
it is by now clear that Southwest China received various
crops and livestock from outside, it is also obvious that
Tong Enzheng was right in emphasizing the importance
of local preconditions for the adoption of farming or
other modes of subsistence, whether they were wholly or
partially inspired by outside contacts or took the form of
independent local developments.

10
At the conference, I originally presented a paper on the Liangshan
region in Southwest Sichuan, discussing the interplay of complex and
long-standing contact networks throughout that area. The paper has
since been accepted for publication elsewhere (Hein in press); in my
paper for the present volume I therefore decided to focus on the part of
the Liangshan region that showed the most evidence for outside
contacts, the Yanyuan Basin
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Excavations conducted throughout Southwest China in
recent years have thrown some light on local subsistence
practices and their origins. Of particular importance in
this discussion is the deeply-stratified site of Haimenkou
(Yunnansheng et al. 2009a and 2009b). Thanks to the
excellent preservation conditions at this water-logged site,
large amounts of paleobotanical remains could be
recovered. At the conference in Fukuoka, Jin Hetian
presented the results of her analysis of these remains:11
the earliest layers (Layers 10 and 9, dated to 1600-1400
BC) contained rice and foxtail millet, with Layer 10
yielding only rice and Layer 9 mainly foxtail millet; in
Layer 8 small amounts of wheat were combined with
approximately even proportions of millet and rice; in
Layers 7, 6, and 5 (1400-1100 BC), rice decreased
significantly while wheat increased; in Layer 4 (~800
BC), rice vanished almost completely and millet was
reduced as well, while wheat came to dominate.
Additionally, buckwheat and barley appeared from Layer
8 onward, but in small proportions, and amaranth
(chenopodium) increased from Layer 7 onward, but
decreased sharply in Layer 5.

i.e., somewhat earlier than Haimenkou, and its
inhabitants practiced a mixed agriculture of dry-field
foxtail and broomcorn millet and wetland-rice farming.
Based on the dates and the similarities in ceramic and
stone-tool assemblages, the authors are fairly confident
that the inspiration (and perhaps the first seeds) for
planting millet had come from the North and were
transmitted gradually further west and south through
multiple steps of exchange; however, the source of the
complex rice-planting techniques and seeds is unclear.
Recent research has shown that during the mid-third
millennium BC, the inhabitants of the Chengdu Plain
came to know rice-cultivation techniques likely by way
of contact with the Middle Yangzi region (d’Alpoim
Guedes et al. 2011), and this may also have been the
ultimate origin of the rice agriculture practiced in other
parts of Southwest China.
Interestingly, according to an analysis of growing-degree
days (i.e., the number of days above a certain temperature
needed for a plant to germinate, grow, and bear fruit) and
risk of crop failure for different kinds of plants in
Southwest China conducted by Jade D'Alpoim Guedes
(2013), Haimenkou as well as Dadunzi and most sites in
the mountains of Southwest China are outside of the
normal range of cultivation of Oryza japonica. Only the
introduction of rice varieties with lower growing-degree
days and the implementation of extensive irrigation
during the Song dynasty (960-1279) seem to have made
Yunnan the land of terraced paddy-fields that it is today.
In the case of Haimenkou, d’Alpoim Guedes (2013)
argues that its inhabitants experimented with various
crops, soon abandoning rice in favor of foxtail millet and
finally wheat, whose sturdy winter varieties are still
common crops in the area. Millet requires relatively high
temperatures, but has a short growing season and can
grow in dry climates and fairly high altitudes. Barley, as
well, has a very short growing season, can withstand dry
climates, and grows well on poor soils (Gardner, Pearce,
and Mitchell 1985). Barley and wheat have an even
higher tolerance to frost than millet, ripen faster and at
lower temperatures, and can withstand droughts after
germination, allowing them to grow even on the Tibetan
Plateau, where they are still planted today.

Based on these results, Jin (2012) argued that there had
been three waves of outside influence. The first wave
brought rice agriculture to Haimenkou, possibly via the
Anning River Valley 安寧河流域 and coming from an
unknown point of origin further north. The second wave,
which introduced millet to Haimenkou, probably
originated with the Majiayao cultural sphere in the upper
Yellow River Valley, reaching Yunnan by way of
Northwest Sichuan or possibly even the Tibetan Plateau
[i.e., Karuo]; from Haimenkou, the custom of planting
millet and the grains themselves then spread further into
southern Yunnan. According to Jin's model, the third
wave came from the upper Yellow River as well,
bringing with it the wheat-dominated form of agriculture
that is still practiced around Haimenkou today; the origin
of this practice lay likely with the Qjia culture and
entered Yunnan through western Sichuan.
To test this model of development, Jin Hetian et al.
analyzed the paleobotanical material from another
important site in northern Yunnan, Dadunzi 大墩子 in
Yuanmou County 元謀縣, in northern-central Yunnan
near the border with Sichuan. The results of this study are
the subject of their contribution to this volume. As the
object assemblage at Dadunzi shows similarities with
Northwest Sichuan as well as Haimenkou, Dadunzi may
have been a transit point for the transmission either of
agricultural techniques in general or of specific crops
(Yunnansheng 1977). According to the analysis
conducted by Jin et al., Dadunzi dates to about 2000 BC,

Local preconditions thus play a major role in the adoption
of specific crops, forms of subsistence, and also object
types. This is precisely what Tong Enzheng argued in
many of his papers. The local preconditions that he
pointed to are not merely environmental, but encompass
social structures and beliefs as well. In the present
volume, the pertinence of Tong’s ideas is particularly
evident from Hung’s study of the distribution of
Majiayao-type ceramics and my treatment of the culture
of the horse-riders of Yanyuan with its combination of
northern origins and influences and local developments.

11
Jin Hetian presented her study at a different session in Fukuoka but
partook in discussions during and after the panel on the "crescentshaped exchange belt." Originally, the results of her study on
Haimenkou were to be published in this volume, but this was not
possible due to issues concerning the rights to the data underlying her
study. Instead, the present volume contains a paper on Jin Hetian et al.'s
recent research on the site of Dadunzi and Li and Min's discussion of
the chronology of Haimenkou.

Another point that becomes clear throughout the volume
is the presence of various forms of interaction between
the many different groups that inhabited Tong’s crescentshaped cultural-communication belt over the centuries.
None of these contacts, however, seems to have stretched
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all the way from the Northeast to the Southwest, nor were
the contacts confined to the "belt" as described by Tong
Enzheng. In fact, the situation was even more complex
than he had envisioned. Movements of people, goods,
and information took place between various parts of the
Chinese border region as well as between the border and
the center and between China and the outside world;
furthermore, differences in reception and deposition of
specific foreign goods between different regions make it
difficult to identify the origin of specific trends and
object types. The chronological component renders the
picture even more complex: different routes and kinds of
interaction were of varying importance at different points
in time and to different groups of people. Furthermore,
what we are seeing in the material record are by no
means traces of a uni-directional "diffusion" of ideas,
techniques, or form types, but indicators for reciprocal
exchange relationships. At the same time, several of the
papers in this volume identify cases of independent
development of outwardly similar phenomena in different
regions, just as Tong Enzheng had suggested.

References
Aba Zangzu Qiangzu Zizhizhou Wenwu Guanlisuo 阿垻
藏族 羌族自治州文物管理所, and Chengdu Wenwu
Kaogu Yanjiusuo 成 都 文 物 考 古 研 究 所 , eds. 2009.
Zhongguo Xinan diqu shiguanzang wenhua diaocha yu
fajue (1938-2008) 中國新南地區石棺葬文化調查與發
掘（1938-2008）. Chengdu: Sichuan Daxue Chubanshe
四川大學出版社.
Aldenderfer, Mark, Zhang Yinong. 2004. The Prehistory
of the Tibetan Plateau to the Seventh Century A.D.:
Perspectives and Research From China and the West
Since 1950. Journal of World Prehistory 18 (1):1-55.
Aldenderfer, Mark. 2011. Peopling the Tibetan Plateau:
Insights from Archaeology. High Altitude Medicine &
Biology 12 (2):141-7.
Andersson, Johan Gunnar. 1925. Preliminary Report on
Archaeological Research in Kansu. Memoirs of the
Geological Survey of China (Series A) 5:1-51.

Tong Enzheng took up the inspirational idea of the
possibility of long-distance contacts, but he did not fall
into the trap of taking diffusion as a blanket-explanation
for local change and for similarities in assemblages
between far-away places. He did not use the —
unfortunately misleading — word chuanbo in the sense
of a merely one-sided “diffusion,” but in the sense of
mutual contact and exchange. His cautionary tale of the
importance of local developments and geographic
preconditions as well as his — admittedly rather vague
— typology of various kinds of contact, migration, and
independent development are still worth keeping in mind.
Even though the word “diffusion” has fallen out of favor
with most scholars, we have to be equally careful when
using words such as “contact” or “interaction”; as Gideon
Shelach (2009:117) has pointed out: “If we are not
careful, ‘interaction’, the new fashionable term, may
easily become just a new replacement for the ‘diffusion’
term of 50 years ago.”

Andree, Richard. 1878. Ethnographische Parallelen und
Vergleiche. Stuttgart: J. Maier.
Bayard, Donn T. 1996/7. Bones of Contention: the Non
Nok Tha Burials and the Chronology and Context of
Early Southeast Asian Bronze. In Ancient Chinese and
Southeast Asian Bronze Age Cultures: the Proceedings of
a Conference Held at the Edith and Joy London
Foundation Property, Kioloa, NSW : 8-12 February,
1988 (i.e. 1998), edited by D. Bulbeck and N. Barnard.
Taibei: SMC Publishing Inc.
Bayard, Donn T., and Pisit Charoenwongsa. 1983. The
Development of Metallurgy in Southeast Asia: Reply to
Loofs-Wissowa. Journal of Southeast Asian Studies 14
(1):12-7.
Boas, Franz. 1915. Mythology and Folk-Tales of the
North American Indians. Anthropology in North
America:306-49.

The present volume presents an outline for a solution to
this dilemma: keeping in mind Tong Enzheng’s insights
on the different types of contact and the importance of
local preconditions, there is now a need for detailed
micro-analyses of single object types, specific cultural
phenomena, and various aspects of the life of past
communities (including, e.g., subsistence practices, social
structures, burial rituals, patterns of inter-group exchange,
and movements of individuals and groups). Such studies
should be conducted alongside comparative regional and
supra-regional analyses. Naturally, such complex and
multi-facetted research cannot be conducted by one
researcher alone but has to be undertaken as an
interdisciplinary effort. Conferences and publications
such as the present one offer an opportunity to share the
preliminary results.

Brantingham, P.J., X. Gao, J.W. Olsen, H.Z. Ma, D.
Rhode, H.Y. Zhang, and D.B. Madsen. 2007. A Short
Chronology for the Peopling of the Tibetan Plateau. In
Late Quaternary Climate Change and Human Adaptation
in Arid China edited by David B. Madsen, Chen Fahu
and Gao Xing, pp. 129-150. Developments in Quaternary
Science. Amsterdam: Elsevier.
Bunker, Emma C. 1972. The Tien Culture and Some
Aspects of its Relationship to the Dong-Son Culture. In
Early Chinese Art and its Possible Influence in the
Pacific Basin. A Symposium Arranged by the Department
of Art History and Archaeology, Columbia University,
New York City, August 21 - 25, 1967, edited by N.
Barnard, vol. 2, pp. 291-329. New York: Intercultural
Arts Press.

12

Copyright material: no unauthorized reproduction in any medium

Carter, George F. 1988. Cultural Historical Diffusion. In
The Transfer and Transformation of Ideas and Material
Culture, pp. 3-22, edited by P. J. Hugill and D. B. D.
Dickson: College Station: Texas A&M University Press.

Frobenius, Leo. 1897/98. Der westafrikanische
Kulturkreis. Petermanns Mitteilungen, Vol. 43/44.
Frobenius, Leo. 1898. Der Ursprung der afrikanischen
Kulturen. Berlin: Gebrüder Borntraeger.

Cavalli-Sforza, Luigi L., and Francesco Cavalli-Sforza.
1996. Verschieden und doch gleich: ein Genetiker
entzieht dem Rassismus die Grundlage, Knaur, 77242:
Ratgeber Beruf. München: Droemer Knaur.

Fuller, Dorian Q., Emma Harvey, and Qin Ling. 2007a.
Presumed domestication? Evidence for Wild Rice
Cultivation and Domestication in the Fifth Millennium
BC of the Lower Yangtze region. Antiquity 81:316-31.

Chang Kwang-Chih. 1964. Prehistoric and Early Historic
Culture Horizons and Traditions in South China. Current
Anthropology 5 (5):359-75.
Chang Kwang-chih. 1986. The Archaeology of Ancient
China, 4th edition. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Fuller, Dorian Q., Qin Ling, and Emma Harvey. 2007b.
A Critical Assessment of Early Agriculture in East Asia,
with Emphasis on Lower Yangzte Rice Domestication.
Pragdhara: Journal of the U.P. State Archaeology
Department 18:17-52.

Cheng Te-k'un (Zheng Dekun 鄭德坤). 1946. The Slate
Tomb Culture of Li-fan. Harvard Journal of Asiatic
Studies 9 (2):63-80.

Gardner, Franklin P., R. Brent Pearce, and Roger L.
Mitchell. 1985. Physiology of Crop Plants. Ames: Iowa
State University Press.

Chiou-Peng, Tzehuey. 1998. Western Yunnan and its
Steppe Affinities. In The Bronze Age and Early Iron Age
Peoples of Eastern Central Asia 中亞東部青銅和早期鐵
器時代的居民, edited by V. H. Mair, vol. 1, pp. 280-304.
Washington D.C.: Institute for the Study of Man and
University of Pennsylvania Museum Publications.

Gräbner, Fritz. 1911.
Heidelberg: C. Winter.

Methode

der

Ethnologie.

Guo Jiyan 郭繼豔. 2002. Yunnan diqu shiguanzang de
fenqu yanjiu 雲 南 地 區 石 棺 葬 的 分 區 研 究 . Sichuan
wenwu 四川文物 2:67-73.

Chiou-Peng, Tzehuey. 2004. Horsemen in the Dian
Culture of Yunnan. In Gender and Chinese Archaeology,
edited by K. M. Linduff and Y. Sun, pp. 289-313. New
York: AltaMira Press.

Hein, Anke Marion. 2013. Cultural Geography and
Interregional Contacts in Prehistoric Liangshan
(Southwest China). Dissertation, Interdepartmental
Program of Archaeology, University of California Los
Angeles (UCLA), Los Angeles.

d'Alpoim Guedes, Jade, Lü Hongliang, Li Yongxian,
Robert N. Spengler, Wu Xiaohong, and Mark S.
Aldenderfer. 2013. Moving Agriculture onto the Tibetan
Plateau: the Archaeobotanical Evidence. Archaeological
and Anthropological Sciences 3: unpaginated.

Hein, Anke Marion. in press. Interregional contacts and
geographic preconditions in the prehistoric Liangshan
region, Southwest China. In Quaternary International
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.quaint.2013.12.011.

d'Alpoim Guedes, Jade. 2011. Millets, Rice, Social
Complexity, and the Spread of Agriculture to the
Chengdu Plain and Southwest China. Rice 4 (3-4):3-4.

Heine-Geldern, Robert (von). 1937. L'art prébouddhique
de la Chine et de l'Asie du sud-est et son influence en
Océanie. Paris: Éditions d'art et d'histoire.

d'Alpoim Guedes, Jade. 2013. Adaptation and Invention
during the Spread of Agriculture to Southwest China.
Dissertation, Department of Anthropology, Harvard,
Cambridge.

Heine-Geldern, Robert (von). 1959. Chinese Influence in
the Pottery of Mexico, Central America, and Colombia.
In Actas del XXXIII Congreso International de
Americanistas, San José, 1958. San José.

Debaine-Francfort, Corinne. 1995. Du Néolithique à
l'Age du Bronze en Chine du Nord-Ouest : la culture de
Qijia et ses connexions. Paris: Editions Recherche sur les
Civilisations.

Heine-Geldern, Robert (von). 1966. Einige Bemerkungen
zu den Problemen der Diffusion. Mitteilungen zur
Kulturkunde 1:9-15.
Higham, Charles. 1996/7. The Social and Chronological
Contexts of Early Bronze Working in Southeast Asia. In
Ancient Chinese and Southeast Asian Bronze Age
Cultures: the Proceedings of a Conference Held at the
Edith and Joy London Foundation Property, Kioloa,
NSW: 8-12 February, 1988 (i.e. 1998), edited by D.
Bulbeck and N. Barnard. Taibei: SMC Publishing Inc.

Falkenhausen, Lothar von. 1993. On the Historiographic
Orientation of Chinese Archaeology. Antiquity 67:839-49.
Feng Hanji 馮漢驥. 1961. Yunnan Jinning Shizhaishan
chutu wenwu de zushu wenti shitan 雲南晉寧石寨山出
土文物的族屬問題試探. Kaogu 考古 9:468-87.

13

Copyright material: no unauthorized reproduction in any medium

Higham, Charles. 2002. Early Cultures of Mainland
Southeast Asia. Chicago, IL: Art Media Resources.

Koppers, Wilhelm. 1942. Monuments to the Dead of the
Bhils and Other Primitive Tribes in Central India: a
Contribution to the Study of the Megalith-Problem. Citta
del Vaticano: Tipografia Poliglotta Vaticana.

Higham, Charles. 2004. Crossing National Boundaries:
Southern China and Southeast Asia in Prehistory. In
Uncovering Southeast Asia's Past, edited by A. B.
Elisabeth, Ian C. Glover and Vincent C. Piggot, pp. 13-21.
The British Museum, London: Nus Press Singapore.

Kossinna, Gustaf. 1911. Die Herkunft der Germanen :
zur Methode der Siedlungsarchäologie, MannusBibliothek, 1911, Nr. 6. Würzburg: Curt Kabitsch.
Kroeber, Alfred L. 1939. Cultural and Natural Areas of
Native North America, University of California
Publications in American Archaeology and Ethnology.
Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press.

Hsia Nai (= Xia Nai 夏鼐). 1952. New archaeological
discoveries. Shanghai.
Hung Ling-yu 洪玲玉, Cui Jianfeng 崔劍鋒, and Chen
Honghai 陳 洪 海 . 2012. Yimin, maoyi, fangzhi yu
chuangxin: Zongri yizhi xin shiqi shidai wanqi taoqi
fenxi 移民、貿易、仿製創新：縂日遺址新時期時代
晚期陶器分析. Kaoguxue yanjiu - qingzhu Yan Wenming
xiansheng bashi shouchen lunwenji 考古學研究——慶
祝嚴文明先生八十壽辰論文集 8:242-62.

Kroeber, Alfred L. 1940. Stimulus Diffusion. American
Anthropologist 42 (1):1-20.
Lang Jianfeng 郎劍鋒. 2006. Laolongtou yicun de chubu
yanjiu 老龍頭遺存的初步研究. Masters Thesis, Kaogu
Wenbo Xueyuan 考古文博學院, Peking University 北京
大學, Beijing.

Hung Ling-yu. 2011. Pottery Production, Mortuary
Practice, and Social Complexity in the Majiayao Culture,
NW China (ca. 5300-4000 BP). Dissertation,
Archaeology, Washington University in St. Louis.

Li Ji 李濟. 1927. Xiyincun shiqian de yicun 西陰村史前
的遺存. Vol. 3, Qinghua Xuexiao Yanjiuyuan congshu 清
華 學 校 研 究 院 叢 書 . Beijing: Qinghua Xuexiao
Yanjiuyuan 清華學校研究院.

Jansé, Olov. 1930a. Quelques antiquités chinoises d'un
caractère Hallstattien. Bulletin of the Museum of Far
Eastern Antiquities 2:177-83.

Li Shuicheng 李水城. 2011. Shiguanzang de qiyuan yu
kuosan - yi Zhongguo wei li 石棺葬的起源與擴散——
以中國為例. Sichuan wenwu 四川文物 6:64-9.

Jansé, Olov. 1930b. Notes sur quelques épées anciennes
toruvées en Chine. Bulletin of the Museum of Far Eastern
Antiquities 2:67-176.

Li Yongxian 李永憲. 2007. Karuo yizhi dongwu yicun
yu shengye moshi fenxi 卡若遺址動物遺存與生業模式
分析. Sichuan wenwu 四川文物 5:50-56.

Jansé, Olov. 1931. Un groupe de bronzes anciens propres
à l'Extrême-Asie méridionale. Bulletin of the Museum of
Far Eastern Antiquities 3:99-174.

Liangshan Yizu Zizhizhou Bowuguan 涼山彜族自治州
博物館, and Chengdu Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 成都文
物考古研究所, eds. 2009. Laolongtou mudi yu Yanyuan
qingtongqi 老龍頭墓地與鹽源青銅器. Beijing: Wenwu
Chubanshe 文物出版社.

Jansé, Olov. 1932. Tubes et butons cruciformes de la
Houai et ses affinités. Bulletin of the Museum of Far
Eastern Antiquities 4:187-209.
Jansé, Olov. 1934. Le style de la Houai et ses affinités.
Revue des Arts Asiatiques:159-80.

Liu Hong 劉弘, and Tang Liang 唐亮. 2006. Laolongtou
muzang he Yanyuan qingtongqi 老龍頭墓葬和鹽源青銅
器. Zhongguo lishi wenwu 中國歷史文物 6:22-9.

Jettmar, Karl. 1972. The Thraco-Cimmerian Phase in
Central Asia: Evidence for the 'Pontic Migration'. In
Early Chinese Art and its possible influence in the Pacific
Basin. A Symposium arranged by the Department of Art
History and Archaeology, Columbia University, New
York Cit, August 21 - 25, 1967, pp. 231-240, edited by N.
Barnard. New York: Intercultural Arts Press.

Liu Hong 劉 弘 . 1992. Liangshan diqu gumuzang
duoyangxing yuanyin chutan 涼山地區古墓葬多樣性原
因初探. Sichuan wenwu 四川文物 4:10-3.

Jin Hetian. 2012. Early Agriculture in Yunnan Province,
Southwestern China: Evidence from Haimenkou Site. In
Fifth Worldwide Conference of the Society for East
Asian Archaeology (SEAA). Fukuoka, Japan.

Liu Li, Judith Field, R. L. K. Fullagar, Sheahan Bestel,
Chen Xingcan, and Ma Xiaolin. 2010a. What Did
Grinding Stones Grind? New Light on Early Neolithic
Subsistence Economy in the Middle Yellow River Valley,
China. Antiquity 84 (325):816-33.

Karlgren, Bernhard. 1942. The Date of the Early Dongson Culture. Bulletin of the Museum of Far Eastern
Antiquities 14:1-28.

Liu Shixu 劉世旭. 1992. Liangshan de kaogu yu minzu
涼山的考古與民族. Sichuan wenwu 四川文物 4:3-9.

14

Copyright material: no unauthorized reproduction in any medium

Liu, Li, Judith Field, Alison Ruth Weisskopf, Judith
Webb, Le-ping Jiang, Hai-ming Wang, and Xingcan
Chen. 2010b. The Exploitation of Acorn and Rice in
Early Holocene Lower Yangzi River, China. Renleixue
xuebao 人 類 學 學 報 Acta Anthropologica Sinica 29
(3):317-36.

Ratzel, Friedrich. 1899. Anthropogeographie 1:
Grundzüge der Anwendung der Erdkunde auf die
Geschichte. Stuttgart: Engelhorn.
Ratzel, Friedrich. 1912. Anthropogeographie 2: Die
geographische Verbreitung des Menschen. Stuttgart:
Engelhorn.

Loofs-Wissowa, H. H. E. 1983a. The Development and
Spread of Metallurgy in Southeast Asia: A review of the
Present Evidence. Journal of Southeast Asian Studies 14
(1):1-11.

Rowe, John Howland. 1966. Diffusionism and
Archaeology. American Antiquity 31 (3, pt. 1):334-7.
Schmidt, Wilhelm and Wilhelm Koppers. 1937.
Handbuch der Methode der kulturhistorischen
Ethnologie. Münster: Aschendorff.

Loofs-Wissowa, H. H. E. 1983b. The Development of
Metallurgy in Southeast Asia: Reply to Bayard, Pisit, and
Solheim. Journal of Southeast Asian Studies 14 (1):26-31.

Selimkhanov, I.R. 1996-97. Remarks on research in the
ancient metallurgy of Transcaucasia on the issue of
Southeast Asian tin. In Ancient Chinese and Southeast
Asian bronze age cultures : the proceedings of a
conference held at the Edith and Joy London Foundation
property, Kioloa, NSW : 8-12 February, 1988 (i.e. 1998),
edited by D. Bulbeck and N. Barnard, vol. 2, pp. 949-959.
Taibei: SMC Publishing Inc.

Min Rui 閔銳. 2009. Yunnan Jianchuanxian Haimenkou
yizhi disanci fajue 雲南劍川縣還門口遺址第三次發掘.
Kaogu 考古通訊 8:3-22.
Miyamoto Kazuo 宮本一夫, and Gao Dalun 高大倫.
2013. Higashichibetto no senshi shakai 東チベットの先
史社会. Prehistoric society in Eastern Tibet: Shisensho
chibetto jichishu ni okeru nicchū kyōdō hakkutsu chōsa
no kiroku 四川省チベット自治州における日中共同発
掘調查の記錄. Fukuoka: Chūgoku shoten 中国書店.

Shelach, Gideon. 2009. Prehistoric societies on the
northern frontiers of China : archaeological perspectives
on identity formation and economic change during the
first millennium BCE. London; Oakville, CT: Equinox
Pub.

Miyamoto Kazuo 宮 本 一 夫 . 2000. Chūgoku kodai
hokkyōshi no kōkogakuteki kenkyū 中国古代北疆史の
考古学的研究. Fukuoka-shi: Chugoku Shoten 中国書店.

Shen Zhongchang 沈仲常, and Li Fuhua 李複華. 1996.
Guanyu ‘shiguanmu wenhua’ de jige wenti 關於“石棺墓
文化 ”的幾個問題 . In Zhongguo kaogu xuehui diyici
nianhui lunwenji 中 國 考 古學 會 第 一 次 年 會 論 文 集,
edited by Zhonguo Kaogu Xuehui 中 国 考 古 学 会 .
Beijing: Wenwu Chubanshe 文物出版社.

Morgan, Lewis Henry Morgan. 1877. Ancient Society.
London: Henry Holt and Company.
Oxford University Press, J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C.
Weiner. 1989. The Oxford English Dictionary. 20 vols.
Oxford/New York: Clarendon Press/Oxford University
Press.

Shiratori Kurakichi 白 鳥庫吉 . 1935 [repr. 1970]. Sai
minzoku gō 塞民族考. Reprinted in Shiratori kurakichi
zenshu 白鳥庫吉全集 6, pp. 362-365. Tōkyō: Iwanami
Shoten.

Pei Wenzhong 裴 文 中 . 1946. Zhongguo zhi caitao
wenhua 中國之彩陶文化. Lishi yu kaogu 歷史與考古
1:2-10.

Shui Tao 水 濤 . 2001. Zhongguo xibei diqu qingtong
shidai kaogu lunji 中國西北地區青銅時代考古論集.
Papers on the Bronze Age Archaeology of Northwest
China. Beijing: Kexue Chubanshe 科學出版社.

Pigott, Vincent C., and Surapol Natapintu. 1996/7.
Investigating the Origins of Metal Use in Pre-Historic
Thailand. In Ancient Chinese and Southeast Asian Bronze
Age Cultures: the Proceedings of a Conference Held at
the Edith and Joy London Foundation Property, Kioloa,
NSW: 8-12 February, 1988 (i.e. 1998), edited by D.
Bulbeck and N. Barnard. Taipei: SMC Publishing Inc.

Sichuansheng Wenwu Kaoguyuan 四川省文物考古院,
Gao Dalun 高大倫, and Miyamoto Kazuo 宮本一夫.
2013. Xinan diqu beifang puxi qingtongqi ji shiguanzang
wenhua yanjiu 西南地區北方譜系青銅器及食管髒文化
研究. Beijing: Kexue Chubanshe 科學出版社.

Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens, Michèle. 1974. La civilisation du
royaume de Dian à l'époque Han : d'après le matériel
exhumé à Shizhai shan, Yunnan. Vol. XCIV, Publications
de l'École française d'Extrême-Orient. Paris: École
française d'Extrême-Orient.

Smith, Adam 亞當·史密斯 2001. Sichuan, Dian xibei,
Zangdong diqu shiguanzang wenhua yanjiu 川西、滇西
北、藏東地區石棺葬文化研究. Master's Thesis, Kaogu
Wenwu Baoyuan 考古文物博院, Peking University 北京
大學, Beijing.

Pulleyblank, Edwin G. 1966. Chinese and IndoEuropeans. Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society:9-39.

15

Copyright material: no unauthorized reproduction in any medium

Smith, Grafton Elliot. 1923. The Ancient Egyptians and
the Origin of Civilization. London; New York: Harper &
Bros. Original edition, 1901.

Tong Enzheng, Leng Jian, and Suolang Wangdui. 1982.
Unraveling Tibetan Prehistory at Karuo, Changdu, China.
Archaeology 35:62-63, 81.

Smith, Grafton Elliot. 1924. Elephants and Ethnologists.
London; New York: K. Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co.; E.P.
Dutton & Co.

Tong, Enzheng 童恩正. 1985. Lüelun woguo xinan diqu
de shiqian kaogu 略 論 我 國 西 南 地 區 的 史 前 考 古 .
Sichuan Wenwu 四川文物 2: 2-9 + 16.

Spencer, Herbert. 1864. Essays: scientific, political, and
speculative. 3 vols. New York: D. Appleton.

Trigger, Bruce G. 2006. A History of Archaeological
Thought. Cambridge [England]; New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Spriggs, Matthew. 1996-97. The Dating of Nok Nok Tha
and the "Gakushuin factor". In Ancient Chinese and
Southeast Asian Bronze Age Cultures: the Proceedings of
a Conference Held at the Edith and Joy London
Foundation Property, Kioloa, NS: 8-12 February, 1988
(i.e. 1998), edited by D. Bulbeck and N. Barnard, pp.
941-8. Taibei: SMC Publishing Inc.

Wang Ningsheng 汪 寧 生 . 1979. Jinning Shizhaishan
qingtongqi tuxiang suojian gudai minzu kao 晉寧石寨山
青銅器圖像所見古代民族考. Kaogu xuebao 考古學報
4:423-39.
Wang Ningsheng 汪寧生. 1989. Ancient ethnic groups as
represented on bronzes from Yunnan, China. In
Archaeological approaches to cultural identity, edited by
S. J. Shennan, pp. 193-206. London: Unwin Hyman.

Tong Enzheng 童恩正 and Leng Jian 冷健. 1983. Xizang
Changdu Karuo Xinshiqishidai yizhi de fajue ji qi
xiangguan wenti” 西藏昌都卡若遺址的發掘及其相關
問題, Minzu yanjiu 民族研究 1:54-58.

Wang Yanfang 王燕芳. 1996. Sichuan xibu sanzhong
wenhua leixing ji qi xiangguan wenti 西川西部三种文化
類型及其相關問題. In Sichuan kaogu lunwenji 四川考
古 論 文 集 , edited by Sichuansheng Wenwu Kaogu
Yanjiusuo 四川省文物考古研究所, pp. 104-118. Beijing:
Wenwu Chubanshe 文物出版社.

Tong Enzheng 童 恩 正 . 1984. Lüelun Dongnanya ji
Zhongguo xinanbu nongye qiyuan de ruogan wenti:
Jiantan nongye kaogu yanjiu fangfa 略論東南亞及中國
西南部農業起源的若干問題：健談農業考古研究方法.
Nongye kaogu 農業考古 2: 21-30, 82.

Werning, Jeanette. 2003. Früheste Scherben, frühester
Reis, früheste Hirse: Zur Neolithisierung Chinas. Eine
kritische Betrachtung. In Archäologische Perspektiven:
Analysen und Interpretationen im Wandel. Festschrift für
Jens Lüning zum 65. Geburtstag, edited by J. Eckert, U.
Eisenhauer and A. Zimmermann. Rahden/Westfalen:
Verlag Marie Leidorf GmbH.

Tong Enzheng 童 恩 正 . 1987. Shilun Woguo cong
dongbei zhi xinan de biandi banyuexing wenhua
chuanbodai 試論我國從東北至西南的邊地半月形文化
傳播帶. In Wenwu yu kaogu lunji 文物與考古論集.
Beijing: Wenwu chubanshe 文物出版社:17-43 (reprinted
in Tong Enzheng 1990a:252-78; also in Tong Enzheng
1998b: 558-603).

Wissler, Clark. 1923. Man and Culture. New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company.

Tong Enzheng 童恩正. 1989. Zhongguo nanfang nongye
qiyuan ji qi tezheng 中 國 南 方 農 業 起 源 及 其 特 徵 .
Nongye kaogu 農業考古 2:57-71.

Xie Chong'an 謝崇安 2005. Lüelun Xinan diqu zaoqi
pingdi shuang'erguan de yuanliu ji qi zushu wenti 略論西
南地區早期平地雙耳罐的源流及其族屬問題. Kaogu
xuebao 考古學報 2:127-60.

Tong Enzheng 童恩正. 1990a. Zhongguo Xinan minzu
kaogu lunwenji 中國西南民族考古論文集. Di 1 ban. ed.
Beijing: Wenwu Chubanshe 文物出版社.

Xizang Zizhiqu Wenwu Guanli Weiyuanhui 西藏自治区
文物管理委员会 and Sichuan Daxue Lishixi 四川大学
历 史 系 . 1985. Changdu Karuo 昌 都 卡 若 . Beijing:
Wenwu Chubanshe 文物出版社.

Tong Enzheng 童 恩 正 . 1990b. Shilun woguo cong
dongbei zhi xinan de biandi banyuexing wenhua
chuanliudai 試論我國從東北至西南的遍地半月形傳播
帶. In Zhongguo Xinan minzu kaogu lunwenji 中國西南
民族考古論文集, edited by Tong Enzheng 童恩正, pp.
252-278. Beijing: Wenwu Chubanshe 文物出版社.

Yao, Alice. 2010. Recent Developments in the
Archaeology of Southwestern China. Journal of
Archaeological Research 18:203-39.

Tong Enzheng 童恩正. 1995. Thirty years of Chinese
archaeology (1949-1979). In Nationalism, politics, and
the practice of archaeology, edited by P. L. Kohl and C.
Fawcet. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Yunnansheng Bowuguan 雲南省博物館. 1959. Yunnan
Jinning Shizhaishan gu muqun fajue baogao 雲南晉寧石
寨山古墓群發掘報告. Beijing: Wenwu Chubanshe 文物
出版社.

16

Copyright material: no unauthorized reproduction in any medium

Dipartimento di Studi Asiatici, Instituto Italiano per il
Medio ed Estremo Oriente.

Yunnansheng Bowuguan 雲 南 省 博 物 館 . 1977.
Yuanmou Dadunzi xin shiqi shidai yizhi 元謀大墩子新
石器時代遺址. Kaogu xuebao 考古學報 1:43-72.
Yunnansheng Bowuguan 雲南省博物館. 1995. Yunnan
Jianchuan Haimenkou qingtong shidai zaoqi yizhi 雲南
劍川海門口青銅時代早期遺址. Kaogu 考古 9:775-87.
Yunnansheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 雲南省文物考
古研究所, Dalizhou Wenwu Guanlisuo 大理州文物管理
所, and Jianchuanxian Wenwu Guanlisuo 劍川縣文物管
理 所 . 2009a. Yunnan Jianchuanxian Haimenkou yizhi
disanci fajue 雲 南 劍 川 縣 還 門 口 遺 址 第 三 次 發 掘 .
Kaogu 考古 8:3-22.
Yunnansheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 雲南省文物考
古研究所, Dalizhou Wenwu Guanlisuo 大理州文物管理
所, and Jianchuanxian Wenwu Guanlisuo 劍川縣文物管
理所. 2009b. Yunnan Jianchuanxian Haimenkou yizhi 雲
南劍川縣還門口遺址. Kaogu 考古 7:18-23.
Yunnansheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 雲南省文物考
古研究所, Kunmingshi Bowuguan 昆明市博物館, and
Jinningxian Wenwu Guanlisuo 晉寧縣文物管理所, eds.
2009. Jinning Shizhaishan - Diwuci fajue baogao 晉寧石
寨山——第五次發掘報告 Shizhaishan at Jinning - the
fifth excavation report. Edited by Yunnansheng Wenwu
Kaogu Yanjiusuo 雲 南 省 文 物 考 古 研 究 所 ,
Yunnansheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo tianye kaogu
baogao 雲南省文物考古研究所田野考古報告. Beijing:
Wenwu Chubanshe 文物出版社.
Zhang Xunliao 張勛爎. 1988. Guwenxian luncong 古文
獻論叢. Chengdu: Bashu Shushe 巴蜀書社.
Zhang Xunliao 張勛爎. 2006. Zhongguo daojiao kaogu
中國道教考古. Beijing: Xianzhuang Shuju 綫裝書侷.
Zhang Xunliao 張勛爎. 2013. Zhongguo lishi kaoguxue
lunwenji 中 國 歷 史 考 古 學 論 文 集 . Beijing: Kexue
Chubanshe 科學出版社.
Zhang Zengqi 張增祺. 1991. Zailun Yunnan qingtong
shidai de 'Sijitai wenhua' yingxiang ji qi chuanbozhe 再
論雲南青銅時代的‘斯基泰文化'影響及其傳播者. In
Yunnan qingtong wenhua lunji 云 南 青 铜 文 化 论 集 ,
edited by Y. B. 雲 南 省 博 物 館 . Kunming: Yunnan
Renmin Chubanshe 云南人民出版社.
Zhang Zengqi 張增祺. 1994. Again on the Influence and
Diffusion of the Scythian Culture in the Yunnan Bronze
Age. In The Archaeology of the Steppes: Methods and
Strategies. Papers from the International Symposium
Held in naples 9-12 November 1992, edited by B. Genito,
pp. 667-699. Napoli: Instituto Universitario Orientale,

17

