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Ethnoarchaeological research worldwide has revealed diverse relationships 

between pottery decoration and aspects of group identity. Many Korean scholars 

emphasize decoration styles in pottery analysis and regard these as markers reflecting 

the norms of homogeneous groups. While Korean scholars have focused on pottery 

stylistic attributes in classifying cultural identities of regional and temporal variations, 

technological and functional aspects of pottery that inform on subsistence patterns of 

past societies has seldom been seriously examined and discussed in Korean 

archaeology.  

One of the principal purposes of this research therefore is to assert that 

technofunctional perspectives on pottery are beneficial for Korean archaeology. In this 

research, two sites that share similar chronological periods are selected in the analysis 

of internal and external features, such as rim diameter, surface treatment, wall 

thickness, and so forth. Although it is not easy to quantify these attributes in a 

meaningful way, the data from these attributes are used to observe temporal and spatial 

variations. The resulting data are used to determine whether the traditionally divided 
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regional variations of the Neolithic pottery cultures in Korea can be replicated using 

technofunctional criteria.  

Findings point to a certain level of similarity on some technofunctional attributes 

of pottery between the sites, and various temporal and regional variations of 

technofunctional attributes on the pottery collections has been observed. Based on the 

research results, it is argued that the traditionally accepted regional identities of Korean 

Neolithic groups based on pottery stylistic pattern is still relevant but the stylistic 

variations in the transition period from the Neolithic to the Bronze period should not be 

considered simply as results of population migrations. Thus, with more sample data and 

extensive work, the technofunctional approach of pottery offers further potential for 

testing previously accepted models related with the spread of Neolithic pottery cultures 

in Korea.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTERPRETATIONS OF POTTERY ATTRIBUTES IN ARCHAEOLOGY 

Since the time archaeology was introduced to the East Asian countries, one of its 

major goals is to construct a national identity and to improve the national pride for all 

countries in the region (Fawcett 1995; Ikawa-Smith 1999; Nelson 1995b). Pottery 

studies are regarded as one of the most important works in archaeology, especially for 

East Asian peoples who have generally sought their national history in the Neolithic 

period (Trigger 1989:174-189). Currently most arguments regarding the cultural 

identities of Neolithic pottery groups in the region have been discussed and emphasized 

by chronological and cultural sequences based mostly on stylistic variations and 

changes in the pottery. 

Although the earliest known Korean pottery dates back to 12,000 BP, the most 

representative type from the Korean Neolithic period is Chulmun-patterned pottery 

which began to appear around 8,000 BP (Choe and Bale 2002, 2006; Y. H. Chung 

1997; Im 2000). Korean Neolithic culture is often called the comb-patterned pottery 

period, but sometimes referred to as the geometric pottery (Chulmuntogi or Jeulmuntogi 

in Korean) period. The common characteristic of this pottery (as implied by its name) is 

a variety of combed decorations executed by sharp implements such as bones, sticks or 

even fingernails. This type of decoration occurs on pottery across a broad area from the 

Scandinavian region to the Volga River, Lake Baikal and Maritime areas in Russia and 

from Mongolia and Southern Manchuria to the Kyushu Island in Japan (Im 1983, 1995, 

1999; W. Y. Kim 1972, 1981, 1983a). In the Late Neolithic period (4,000-3,000 BP), a 

new style of pottery called plain pottery or plain coarse pottery (Mumuntogi in Korean) 

appeared. While this type of pottery is generally undecorated, some are minimally 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Korean_pottery
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adorned by incising or painting on restricted areas such as the rim, neck and around the 

base. This Mumun pottery was prevalent during the Bronze period and therefore the 

Korean Bronze culture is often referred to as the plain pottery period.  

Despite the ongoing debate among scholars in Korea regarding the cultural 

identities of Chulmun and Mumun potteries, it is generally believed that these styles of 

pottery diffused from northern regions into the Korean peninsula as the Neolithic and 

Bronze periods began, respectively. These wares are therefore considered as a 

reflection of population movements within the East Asian region. While many early 

Korean archaeologists tie the appearance of Chulmun style pottery to the initial moment 

for the ethnic identity of the Korean people (J. B. Kim 1972, 1974, 1975; J. H. Kim 1964, 

1978; W. Y. Kim 1983a, 1983b, 1989), what has developed in arguments about the 

relations between these two pottery traditions has been divided into two different 

interpretations: indigenous origin and development, and an extraterritorial foreign 

influence. Therefore, the two related main topics in Korean academia, the origin and 

evolution process of modern Korean and the relations between the Chulmun and 

Mumun pottery peoples, are still a matter of debate among scholars in Korea. 

While interpretations of the cultural identity of pottery types have varied among 

Korean scholars over the years and there has been a long history of arguments 

concerning the differences in stylistic patterns on pottery among major Neolithic and 

Bronze pottery groups in Korea, most contemporary scholars generally accept three or 

four regional groupings for the Neolithic pottery cultures in Korea (Im 1983, 1999; Kim 

1983a, 1983b; Song 2002). Variances in stylistic expression have been interpreted as 

reflecting the cultural differences of Neolithic and Bronze peoples living throughout the 
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Korean Peninsula, but less attention has been given to technological and functional 

variations within and between stylistic types. In other words, while broader aspects of 

prehistoric life ways through pottery analyses are commonly discussed in 

anthropological archaeology, Korean scholars traditionally have concentrated more on 

artifact typologies, especially those of pottery, to establish a national cultural history. 

The traditional simple normative approach, which regards specific decorations and 

shapes as markers reflecting the norms of a homogenous group, is given more 

importance and emphasis in the study of Korean pottery. 

Because a technofunctional analysis, which is one of the best approaches to 

infer various subsistence patterns of prehistoric pottery cultures, has seldom been 

seriously examined and discussed in Korean archaeology, not enough consideration 

has been given to the production and use variations among pottery types that may be 

the result of various feedback processes for adaptation to environmental and social 

facts that might be directly connected with the cultural identity of each society. With 

further introducing and applying technofunctional analyses, Korean archaeology would 

be benefited greatly by more increased theoretical and methodological approaches.   

Technofunctional Attributes of Pottery 

Although many early archaeological works using stylistic approaches emphasize 

the functional purposes of different styles of pottery as boundary markers for reflecting 

group affiliations (Rice 1987:252), many studies have proposed some caveats from this 

traditional approach of focusing only on the direction and intensity of social interactions 

between archaeological groups (Hodder 1977; Stanislawski 1978). Many archaeological 

works have shown that styles could have been reflected and changed by many factors 

within a very minimal amount of time and contacts (Hardin and Mill 2000; Stanislawski 
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1978). Therefore recent pottery studies have tried to address a broader communication 

role of styles by paying more attention to socioeconomic factors, such as social 

organization, residence, marriage, gender rules, and patterns of learning process within 

each household and group (Bowser 2000; Eerkens et al. 2002). 

At the same time that some correlations between group boundaries and pottery 

decorations were reported by modern ethnoarchaeological studies (Stark 1998), it has 

been reported that for certain pottery groups, technological traditions are more 

concerned with their own group identity than stylistic patterns that are regarded as more 

personal choices in the group (Stanislawski 1978). The importance of technofunctional 

characteristics on pottery has been corroborated and proven by many ethnographic, 

ethnoarchaeological, and experimental works, reiterating the fact that technofunctional 

attributes on pottery are directly connected to the intended functions of the potteries 

(Arnold 1999; Cackette et al. 1987; Oppelt 1984). These works indicate that all the 

different shapes from the body, shoulders or handles, rim, mouth, and orifice ratio may 

be directly correlated with many differently inherited abilities of potteries. It is also 

reported that size, wall thickness, internal and external treatment, and some evidence of 

use, abrasion and sooting on pottery are all major determinants of pottery function 

(Arnold 1985; Cackette et al. 1987; Hally 1983, 1986; Oppelt 1984; Sassaman 1993; 

Skibo 1992). 

Moreover, while the relationship between form and function has been 

emphasized by many scholars (Hally 1986; Henrickson and McDonald 1983; Rice 

1987), some archaeologists have argued that household sizes could be inferred by 

pottery size, especially cooking jars (Mills 1989; Turner and Lofgren 1966). According to 
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Mills (1989), increased pottery size among certain groups of the American Southwest 

correlates with an increase in the numbers of jars discarded through time and an 

increased dependence of maize as well. Some also propose that changing the heating 

and cooking techniques is directly related with changing the overall shapes of pottery 

vessels (Sassaman and Rudolphi 2001). While it is also well reported that potters use 

different clays and tempers for different pottery forms and functions ethnographically 

(Arnold 1985), according to one of the related studies from experimental archaeological 

works, all kinds of tempers overall can reduce shrinkage on the pottery (Bronitsky and 

Hamer 1986). Work in experimental archaeology has also shown that thicker walls are 

required for larger potteries and smudging and slip increase the pottery’s hearting 

effectiveness and strength (Schiffer 1990). Some use-alteration analyses, such as 

internal and external surface attrition also provide information on the way pottery was 

used, transported, and stored (Arthur 2002; Hally 1983; Skibo 1992). 

Although there are many challenges – for example it is hard to analyze badly 

eroded sherds or vessels and it may not be possible to infer all functions for pottery 

vessels over the course of their life cycles – archaeologists believe that if one could 

infer some basic functions such as storage, cooking and serving from assemblages of 

archaeological pottery, valuable information could be achieved. It is generally now 

agreed that technofunctional aspects of potteries provide a fuller understanding and 

explanation of the cultural groups that we are interested in than do stylistic data alone.  

Research Questions and Methods 

While some Korean archaeologists have emphasized various topics, such as 

ecology, subsistence, settlement, and land use, other than pottery stylistic typology in 

their discussions of pottery cultures (see J. S. Kim 2003b; J. J. Lee 2001a), there is 
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some urgency to recognize the important interrelationships between archaeology and 

anthropology in order to extend possible approaches and to maximize the potential 

achievements in Korean archaeology. This dissertation research is an investigation of 

the technofunctional aspects of Korean pottery and will emphasize anthropological 

pottery methods combining stylistic and functional attributes on the potteries from the 

transitional periods in the late Neolithic to early Bronze Age periods in Korea. The 

results of this work will be used to determine whether pottery forms and functions vary 

significantly among regional groups and through time. While this work could give us 

evidence for more precise relations between style and function in one class of material 

cultures, it also gives us an opportunity to reevaluate the epistemological bases for 

understanding the relationship between archaeological records and cultural identities. 

Therefore, the purpose of this dissertation is twofold: the first is to propose that there 

are theoretical benefits in the application of technofunctional aspects of pottery on 

Korean archaeology; and the second purpose is to apply this approach to the analysis 

of pottery from two Korean Neolithic sites. 

One of the main tasks of this work is to determine whether the traditionally 

divided regional variations of the Neolithic pottery cultures in Korea can be replicated 

using technofunctional criteria. Based on the observations from this test, one could 

suggest new ideas or strong support for extant models of cultural identity for Neolithic 

and Bronze Age pottery groups in Korea. Additionally, it is essential to review the 

epistemological basis for understanding the formation and interpretation of 

archaeological records. While many contemporary archaeologists would agree that 

archaeology should be concerned with the meanings behind material culture, it would 
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also be useful to reassess the concept of identity, which is directly connected with some 

specific issues in Korean archaeology. So, while the theoretical and methodological 

emphasis of the technofunctional aspects of pottery is vital, theoretical reviews on 

ethnicity, nationality and the politics of identity are also necessary. 

Based on a simple premise that generally the typological variations of decoration 

and shape on pottery among distinct cultural groups would have parallel expression in  

technofunctional attributes of pottery, one can make a hypothesis that Korean Neolithic 

pottery groups recognized by their stylistic patterns will be evident in technofunctional 

patterns of the pottery. Two simple opposing outcomes are possible after testing this 

hypothesis. First, if the hypothesis is rejected, then currently accepted regional identities 

for the Neolithic cultures of Korea should be reconsidered and all models and theories 

regarding all Korean cultural history, including the formation process of the Korean 

ethnic history through the Korean Neolithic and early Bronze Age periods, should be 

reevaluated. Second, if the hypothesis cannot be rejected, extant models for ethnic 

identity in Neolithic and Bronze Age Korean would be corroborated. Based on the result 

of this test, it could also be a good opportunity to evaluate the traditional conceptual 

debates on the relationship between style and function in archaeology and the 

meanings on cultural identities in prehistoric societies. While the main archaeological 

inquiry is about the nature of technofunctional variations of pottery in the Korean 

Neolithic period and the transitional periods from the late Neolithic to the early Bronze 

Age periods, there are other future research questions that bear relevance: Can any 

feature be recognized from technofunctional attributes that indicates certain 

evolutionary processes have occurred for one cultural group identity as phenotypes in 
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the region? Is it possible to prove that technofunctional aspects on pottery are more 

directly connected with local ecological factors? Is there any technofunctional attribute 

indicating some connections with the first appearance of farming systems in Korea? Is it 

possible to refer long-term and short-term changes in subsistence strategies based on 

the research result of technofunctional perspectives on pottery from the Chulmun to the 

Mumun pottery cultures?  What is the role of politics of identity in Korean archaeology 

and how has it been justified to argue the topic of the origin of Korean ethnic identity? 

In the end, this research demonstrates that a technofunctional approach has an 

effect on the theoretical approaches to the origin of Korean peoples and that in fact the 

result could help determine whether or not there were possible population replacements 

between the end of the Neolithic period and the early Bronze Age period in Korea. In 

addition, it is hoped that the results from this approach can play an important role as a 

bridge between all the research questions mentioned above and future Korean 

archaeological research. 

To accomplish these objectives, three pottery collections from two different 

archaeological sites are analyzed. The two archaeological sites chosen are from two 

different regionally divided and stylistically distinct Neolithic pottery groups (among four 

major pottery groups divided by Korean archaeologists). One of these sites 

encompasses chronological sequences from Neolithic to Bronze Age periods and 

contains two large collections of sherds of both Chulmun and Mumun styles from 

deposits that are ranged between 6,000 – 3,000 BP with calibrated dates (one for the 

late Neolithic period and the other for the early Bronze Age period). The other site from 

a different regional cluster, dated as the late Neolithic period, is selected for the regional 
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comparison. Temporal variations in the region and between the regional clusters will be 

considered. The goal is to observe any possible variations and changes that had 

synchronically and diachronically appeared throughout two archaeological time 

sequences in Korean archaeology. 

Using the selected collections, I analyze attributes of pottery vessels – such as 

the form for each overall pottery, dominant paste color, rim and base shapes, pottery 

size, rim diameter, surface and treatment, wall thickness and decorated style and 

technique – that have potential to inform on regional cultural identities, as well as 

subsistence. Attributes of use alteration, such as abrasion, sooting and firing clouding 

are also carefully observed. As briefly introduced above, it has been proven that these 

sorts of technofunctional attributes are a potentially useful source for inferring social 

boundaries among different communities of potters. More detailed discussions of this 

approach are included in Chapters 5, 6, and 8. Although the nature of this work focuses 

on the analysis of some technofunctional attributes of the pottery, other issues directly 

and indirectly connected to this approach and Korean archaeology, such as 

environmental factors and agricultural practice, sedentism, first pottery culture, 

migration and diffusion, origin of Korean people, archaeological identity and national 

archaeology, will be integrated as major topics for discussion to achieve a more 

synthetic result.    

Signification and Contribution 

Despite longstanding interest in pottery, Korean archaeologists have given 

relatively little consideration to the question of pottery function and technology. While 

Korean archaeologists have often focused on pottery to reconstruct possible 

interactions between groups, less attention has been paid to the subsistence patterns 
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that might be reconstructed based on the technofunctional attributes of the pottery. 

Although new approaches have been applied by some scholars in Korea, all their 

theoretical and methodological explanations are inevitably elucidated by the currently 

existing data that depended heavily on stylistic attributes of the pottery for typological 

and chronological variations. While more approaches and studies on pottery resources, 

trade-network systems, and mobility patterns for the Neolithic pottery cultures have 

been initially suggested (J. S. Kim 2002, 2003; J. J. Lee 2001a, 2001b), 

technofunctional aspects of pottery should be further considered by Korean 

archaeologists. Therefore, this research work provides various kinds of crucial 

information to understand not only the regional relations among pottery cultures through 

the Korean Neolithic to Bronze Age period, but also the relation between style and 

function in archaeology as well as their connections to material identity. 

Although there are still some different opinions on certain aspects of 

technofunctional approaches that are still under debate, it is expected that this 

technofunctional approach would offer Korean archaeologists new perspectives on 

some major Korean archaeological issues and provide new data in the theoretical 

arguments on the style and function of archaeological material culture. Pottery studies 

in Korea have the great potential to provide useful results for issues under debate in 

anthropological studies; and, by applying a technofunctional perspective on pottery, 

epistemological principals of Korean archaeology as well as methods of pottery 

analyses may be broadened. 

In the East Asian region, where political intervention in archaeological research 

and the use of archaeological data in politics to consolidate national identities have 
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been commonly known to take place, this study could lead us to the fact that current 

national histories and their cultural identities, based typically on pottery studies in East 

Asian archaeology could be misleading. And while further researches along with newly 

developed methods and theories in anthropological archaeology should be encouraged, 

it is necessary to underscore that using archaeological researches for political purposes 

is prescribed. 

Organization of the Study 

This dissertation is organized into ten chapters. In this chapter, the history of 

Korean pottery and the archaeological aspect of technofunctional attributes on pottery is 

summarized. This chapter also outlines the research problems and methods employed 

in this study. As part of the introduction some information such as regional 

environmental data related to the study and the Korean archaeological background of 

the Paleolithic period are described in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 presents a broad overview 

for the transition period from foraging to farming systems and discusses the origin of 

rice, along with one of early wild or cultivated rices reported in Korea. In Chapter 4, 

major issues in Korean archaeology are introduced, along with a basic review of the 

Neolithic and Bronze Age pottery cultures. Key topics introduced in this chapter are 

reevaluated in the discussion in Chapter 8. Chapter 5 provides a historical context for 

the conceptual, theoretical and methodological background on the study of cultural 

identity in archaeology. The pottery study for identity is further discussed focusing more 

on a technofunctional approach. Chapter 6 serves as an introduction to the research 

data and method for the proposed analysis. In Chapter 7, the results of the 

technofunctional attribute analysis of the sample data are presented. In Chapter 8, 

based on the results in Chapter 7, the arguments on the Korean prehistoric pottery 
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studies in Chapter 5 are further discussed. Chapter 9 presents the dilemma of identity 

studies from the archaeological records that have been often misused for political 

purposes. Chapter 10 concludes with a synthesis of the results of this study and some 

suggestions for the future of Korean archaeology.   
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CHAPTER 2 
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND PALEOLITHIC PERIOD IN KOREA 

Over the last few decades many new observations from geology and related 

natural sciences have yielded substantial data on past environmental and climatic 

changes throughout the Paleolithic and Neolithic periods of East Asia. In this chapter, 

brief information about environmental facts of Korea as well as the East Asian region 

will be introduced along with archaeological findings from the Paleolithic period in 

Korea.  

Natural Geography 

Korea is located on the Korean Peninsula in East Asia adjacent to China, Russia 

and Japan (Figure 2-1). The peninsula extends southward for about 1,100 km (683 mi) 

from the continental landmass of Asia and is roughly 300 km (187 mi) in width. The total 

area is about 220,000 sq km (86,000 sq mi) and is similar in size to Romania or Kansas. 

Korea lies roughly between the latitudes 34° and 43° N. and is surrounded by the 

Yellow Sea to the west, the Korea Strait to the south, and the East Sea (=Sea of Japan) 

to the east.  

       The shortest distance from the Korean Peninsula to the Shandong Peninsula of 

China and also to two major Japanese islands, Honshu and Kyushu is about 200 km 

(125 mi). There are about 4,200 islands close to the Korean Peninsula, the majority of 

which are located along the western (59.8%) and southern (33.7%) coasts. While 

mountain ranges and rivers are frequently used as natural boundaries, they have 

traditionally also served as regional cultural boundaries in Korea.  
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Figure 2-1. East Asia. 
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Most of Korea’s major rivers flow either north to south or east to west and empty 

into the Yellow Sea or the Korea Strait except for the Tumen River, which empties into 

the East Sea (Figure 2-2). The Amnok (=Yalu) River at 790 km (491 mi) is the longest 

river and the Nakdong River at 525 km (326 mi) is the second longest river on the 

peninsula.  

                            

Figure 2-2. Map of major rivers and mountain ranges on the Korean Peninsula. 
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Mountains cover much of the Korean Peninsula, with only about 20% of lowlands 

suitable for human settlement and cultivation. Most of the higher mountains drop steeply 

along the east coast and are concentrated in the northern and eastern coastal areas of 

the peninsula. The overall height of mountain ranges gradually descends towards the 

west and south and the largest and richest agricultural regions with a gentler terrain are 

located in the west. 

The peninsula is a stable landmass with no active volcanoes and earthquakes 

are relatively rare events. Many Korean Neolithic traditions show a concentration of 

sites along river and coastal areas where abundant resources were available, including 

the best alluvial agricultural soil on the peninsula. Most of the soil in the mountain terrain 

is generally rocky, thin and suitable for only limited cultivation. The Korean Peninsula 

has many different geological features for such a small geographic area with a great 

deal of environmental diversity given the altitudinal as well as latitudinal variations 

(Chough et al. 2000; Chough et al. 2000). 

Because of its location, the Korean Peninsula is affected by continental and 

monsoonal climates and has four well-defined seasons. The climate for the summer 

season is closely related to one of Asian summer monsoon systems, eastern Asian 

monsoon that brings a warm and humid air-mass (Wang et al. 2003; Wang et al. 2005). 

This summer monsoon is the most important factor for controlling summer rainfall over 

the peninsula. Although it is important for water resources, it also creates floods. During 

the winter season, the peninsula is dominated by the winter monsoon that is associated 

with the Siberian high-pressure system that carries cold and dry continental air masses 

into the region. 
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In general, the southern peninsula is warmer than the northern half, which has 

longer and colder winters. The annual temperature range between the coldest and 

hottest months is also much greater in the north and in the interior than in the south and 

along the coastal areas. Therefore, the growing season of the northern peninsula is too 

short to allow double cropping. In the south, a second winter crop can be obtained on 

the dry fields and drained paddies (Mackerras 1995).  

Paleoclimates 

It is known that the southern Korean peninsula, southern China and the 

Japanese island of Kyushu are all closely connected geologically (Lee et al. 2001; Peng 

et al. 2011). In fact, the Yellow Sea between modern day China and Korea has a depth 

of only 44 m (144 ft) on average, with a maximum of between 90 and 103 m (~337 ft) 

(Chu et al. 1997; Mask et al. 1998) and the Korea Strait between Korea and Japan is 

100 m (328 ft) on average, with the deepest part 227 m (745 ft) (Liu et al. 2004; Pak 

1988) (Figure 2-3). It is believed that the modern Korean Peninsula, eastern China and 

the Japan archipelagoes were all connected to the Asian continental mass prior to the 

last glacial maximum around 18,000 BP (Seong 2008) (Figure 2-4). 

At this time ancient sea levels were approximately 100~150 m (328 to 492 ft) 

lower than today (Chang 1997:316; Li 1988:651). Sometime around 12,000 BP, it is 

interpreted that there was a period of rapid climate change that lasted for a little over 

two thousand years and was marked by a rise in sea level to only 40 m (131 ft) below its 

present day level in the Bering Strait (Aigner 1972:53). Even though there were several 

major sea level changes after 12,000 BP, it was in the mid-Holocene that it reached its 

maximum height (Li 1988; Lutaenko et al. 2007). While most global coast lines were 
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established during the last several millennia, it is considered that there was no serious 

change to the coastal lines in Korea up to the present time (Lutaenko et al. 2007).  

 

       

Figure 2-3. Present sea level (m) in the Yellow Sea and Korea Strait. Modified after     
                  “Sediment Transport in the Yellow Sea and East China Sea,” by Dong et al.   
                  2011:249, Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 93(3). 
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Figure 2-4. The Pleistocene shoreline: (a) Middle Pleistocene Ice-age, (b) Late                        
                  Pleistocene Ice-age. After from The Japanese as an Asia-Pacific Population   
                  (p. 20), by K. Katayama, 1996, In Multicultural Japan: Palaeolithic to   
                  Postmodern, eds. Donald Denoon, Mark Hudson, Gavan McCormack, and   
                  Tessa Morris-Suzuki, pp. 19-30. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
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The Paleolithic climate was generally cool and comparatively dry in the East 

Asian area. According to a charcoal study from an archaeological site located in central 

Korea, it was cool in temperature before 51,000 BP and then later during 18,630-16,400 

BP it was warm and dry (Park et al. 2004). Based on pollen and paleogeographical data 

taken from China and Japan, Northern China was extremely dry and the Yangtze delta 

in eastern China was emerging due to sea level changes during the Last Glacial 

maximum (Yasuda 2002:119). Various pollen data also indicate that there were two 

different ecosystems in East Asia; the dry steppes of the inland northern regions and 

the forests of the coastal south regions (Yasuda 2002:119). 

According to Paleo-meteorology research, the Yangtze River area, which is 

currently regarded as one of the earliest pottery and agricultural communities in the 

world, was warmer (about 3-4° C) and damper than in the present time during 10,000-

7,000 BP (Tang 2004:20). Because these warm and wet conditions, which were very 

favorable to wild rice, throughout all East Asian region, it is also believed that even 

around 15,000 BP, the growth of wild rice might have been extended to the northern 

regions of East Asia and in this suitable environmental condition, the Yangtze River 

area was an ideal location for agricultural societies (Fuller et al. 2008; Smith 1995:122). 

While rice has been the most important crop for peoples in Asia since the prehistoric 

times and topics related with rice agriculture in human activities are one of oldest and 

most popular topics in anthropology, further detailed discussions on the origin of 

agriculture and rice will follow in Chapter 3. 

It is well reported that during the middle Holocene period, the overall climate was 

warm and wet up to the Inner Mongolian Plateau (Feng et al. 2006:124). However, while 
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there is much research indicating East Asia monsoon affected the overall environmental 

situation in East Asia (An 2000; An et al. 2000; Wang et al. 2005), during the late 

Holocene period, the anomalies of the summer monsoon created either a cold and dry 

environment in the northern area and a warm and wet one in the southern area of the 

region (An et al. 2000; Zhou 2012). It is also indicated that there was a pattern of 

drought in the north and flooding in the south around 4,000 BP during a middle 

Holocene climatic transition (Wu and Liu 2004:161). 

Many recent studies show a Holocene drier/cooler episode, characterized by a 

maximum cold and dry interval between 3,500 and 4,500 BP (Gu et al. 1993; Lister et 

al. 1991). This episode might have been a global event and is well shown by variations 

of lake levels in China (deMenocal 2001; Perry and Hsu 2000). While Northern China 

around 4,000 BP was cold and dry, southern China, which includes the Yangtze River 

delta plain, still experienced a wet interval. Many archaeological sites near the middle 

and lower Yangtze River valley show that in the late third millennium BC, they were 

either submerged under lake water or buried by marsh peat (Stanley et al. 1999). 

It has been under dispute geologically as to whether the southern part of the 

Korean peninsula is correlated with the South China Craton, near the Yangtze River 

regions, while the Sino-Korea Craton includes both the northern Korean peninsular and 

most of northern China and some southern part of northeastern China (Qiu et al. 2000; 

Ree et al. 1996). According to recently reported studies from Korea, the southern 

Korean peninsula used to share very similar climate conditions with Southern China. 

These two regions experienced wetter and warmer climates, at least during the very late 

Pleistocene and the early Holocene period, then getting colder in the mid-Holocene 
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(Chung et al. 2010; Chung et al. 2012; Yi et al.2008). Studies have also shown that the 

Southern Korean peninsula and southern China were less affected by Pleistocene 

climatic fluctuations and remained as suitable refugia for both the fauna and flora of the 

region (Cohen 2002: Ding et al. 2011; Kong 2000; Liu and Li 1996; Zhang et al. 2008).     

Paleolithic Korean Archaeology 

While repeated glacial cycles must have forced land-dwelling animals to seek 

better refuge, it was questioned if there were any actual archaeological sites with early 

Paleolithic period stone evidence on the Korean peninsula up until the 1960s. Although 

it was mainly from the lack of any archaeological evidence, it also reflected a limited 

population of researchers interested in this period due to the result of previous colonial 

archaeology in Korea. However, in the 1990s, more than 100 Paleolithic sites 

throughout most of the southern Korean peninsula were reported (Bae 2002:27). This is 

more than the total number of Paleolithic sites that had been reported up to the end of 

the 1980's and currently there are approximately 150 Paleolithic sites in Korea (Bae 

2010:185). Although some cave sites have been reported in Korea, many other sites 

are composed of various and profitable natural environments with many Paleolithic 

cultural layers from the sites that contained hillside deposits and paleosols formed 

during the past glacial period (J. Y. Kim 2004:62-63). 

It is confirmed that up to the later Pleistocene, the entire Korean peninsula was 

populated by the Paleolithic people. During the early Paleolithic period in Korea, they 

developed the pebble tool culture, utilizing local materials and using direct and indirect 

percussion techniques (Kong and Lee 2004; Seong 1998, 2004 and 2009a). 

Throughout the middle Paleolithic period, these processes were continuously in use 

without any great changes. However, it is regarded that the number of small sizes of 
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extensively retouched tools increased around 30,000 BP. It is therefore argued that 

some crucial changes, such as the appearance of micro-core techniques and the long 

distance acquisition of raw materials occurred in the late Pleistocene to the early 

Holocene periods (Bae 1992:17, 1997:2; see also Seong 1998, 2008). 

Since it is a very common issue that dividing the groups between the lower and 

the middle Paleolithic stone assemblages is not an easy task in East Asian 

archaeology, some scholars argue that there is no strong evidence indicating the 

existence of a lower Paleolithic period culture in Korea (Bae 2002:10; Y. J. Jang 2003, 

2005; Y. C. Park 1992, 2002). While lower, middle, and upper nomenclature is applied 

in Old World prehistoric research, some scholars have stated that it is not proper to 

apply the system in the East Asian region because there is not much of a difference in 

appearance between lithic assemblages from the lower and middle Paleolithic periods 

of East Asia (Bae and Bae 2011:2). Therefore some scholars prefer to use only the 

simplified early and late Paleolithic time periods (Norton et al. 2006:528; Seong 

2009a:420).  

Acheulean Handaxes in Korea 

While the majority of Paleolithic sites in Korea date to the Late Pleistocene, up 

until now, the earliest Acheulean typed stone industry excavated in southern Korea is 

dated at 350,000 BP (Bae 2002; Norton et al. 2006). One of the oldest stone industries 

with Acheulean formed stone artifacts reported in Korea is the Chongokni site. Since it 

was first found in 1978, scholars have been debating the chronology of the many 

different forms of Acheulean found at the site. Based on the morphology of them, it was 

inferred that the site is dated to the Middle Pleistocene but absolute dating results held 

later on indicated that the Middle Pleistocene age of the Chongokni site is not reliable 
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(Chung 1981; Yi 1989). The most recent study using two different dating methods, K/Ar 

and fission track dating has shown that the site is dated to between 0.51 Mya and 0.49 

Mya (Danhara et al. 2002). Since one of the sandy clay layers with several Acheulean 

formed hand axes is safe to be dated to 350 ka, it is now a generally accepted idea that 

the existence of the Acheulean typed stone industry from the Chongokni site could be 

older than 350,000 BP (Bae 2002, 2010). Currently there are also several more sites 

that are postulated to be dated from the Middle Pleistocene (see Bae 2007; Bae et al. 

2006; Kim 2007; Park and Hong 2007; Yi 2002). 

There is an on-going controversy in regards to the Movius Line, a theoretical line 

that divides the regions of Europe, Africa and Asia with or without Acheulean handaxe 

technology (Movius 1944, 1948). Conventionally, scholars have theorized many 

explanations for why those refined bifaces are absent from east of the Indian 

subcontinent, while there are plenty of them found across Africa and most of southern 

Europe. Since these bifaced hand axes have been found not only in Korea but also in 

China (Bae 2010; Hou et al. 2000; Huang 1989; Li 2002), the concept of the Movius 

Line has been questioned and challenged (Clark 1994; Lycett and Gowlett 2008; Lycett 

and Norton 2010; Lycett and Bae 2010). Currently there are more than 20 separate 

localities reporting handaxe, cleaver and proto-handaxe forms on the Korean peninsula 

and this is the highest number of evidence in East Asia so far (Bae 2010:188). 

As in the case of those discovered across Africa, western Europe, and western 

Asia, Acheulean handaxes were made using local raw materials, with the Acheulean 

types found in Korea made mostly of locally available vein quartz and quartzite, which 

are the most common raw materials in Korea (Bae 2010; Norton et al. 2006). While 
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morphologically the length and width measurements are not different between ones 

from the western side of the Movius Line to those found in Korea, there are several 

overall differences between Korean Acheulean type tools, including the ones from 

China, and those across Africa, western Europe, and western Asia. The East Asian are 

thicker, are less extensive flaking and typically less symmetrical. Second, the number of 

sites are significantly lower in East Asia and the percentage of the appearance for 

bifaces in East Asian is much lower (Bae 2010; Norton et al. 2006; Yoo and Kim 2010).  

       According to Yoo and Kim (2010), who examined the symetrization of the 

Acheuleans from the Korean peninsula, there is no patterned manner or no solidly 

stereotyped method of manufacture found. Because of this and due to its limitedness to 

infer any pattern, no standardized method, but many different types, possibly with more 

various selective procedures of the Acheuleans from the peninsula, they stated that it 

may not be proper yet to use the Korean data for regional comparison. They also stated 

that many different types could be one of the main characters of East Asian Acheulean 

tools. Although there should be more evidence to prove any argument, it is not illogical 

to infer now that the Paleolithic hominins around the world adapted tools a little bit 

differently for their everyday practice in order to carry out their activities (Norton et al. 

2006:534).  

The Late Paleolithic Period 

The chronology of the late Paleolithic period has been more clarified than the 

early period based on the increased data from radiocarbon dating and volcanic ash 

analysis techniques in Korea. In general, it is believed that the late Paleolithic culture 

appeared in the peninsula between 40,000 and 30,000 BP with the appearances of 
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many more blades, tanged points, and microblades than core and flake tools from the 

lithic assemblages in the late Paleolithic sites (Bae and Bae 2011; Seong 2008, 2011). 

The functions of one of those Paleolithic stone tools, the tanged point, regarded 

as one of the most distinct lithic forms from the southern Korean peninsula, have been 

under discussion on whether it could have been used for not only hunting but many 

other different purposes (Lee et al. 1999; Lee and Kong 2002; Seong 2008, 

2009a)(Figure 2-5).  

  

                                 

Figure 2-5. Tanged Points (photographed in the Pusan National University Museum) 

 

        It was first found at the Seokjan-ri site in the central southern part of the peninsula, 

but was later found at many other late Paleolithic sites throughout the whole southern 

peninsula, most of which are dated by radiocarbon to be between 35,000 and 18,000 

BP. Based on the earlier chronological date, some argue that the tanged lithic technic 
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was dispersed from the southern Korean peninsula to neighboring regions in East Asia 

(Y. J. Lee 1989). 

Since there is no direct evidence from the layers with these tanged pointed lithics 

at the late Paleolithic sites, some argue that it is too early to define its specific function 

at this time (Bae 2002:12; Seong 2008). However, it would be safe to assume that many 

other lithics from the transition times in the late upper Paleolithic period would have 

been made for many different kinds of activities. Based on the evidence that there were 

a great amount of tanged pointed spears during the last glacial maximum (LGM), which 

is associated with colder climate and large mammals and that those tanged points were 

later gradually replaced by micro-lithics throughout the warmer weather conditions of 

the later upper Paleolithic period, it could indicate one of great examples showing 

subsistence strategies for the hunter-gathers in Korea during the late Pleistocene 

(Elston and Brantingham 2002; Seong 2008). 

Since the earliest archaeological evidence of microlithic technology in the 

southern Korean peninsula is dated by radiocarbon to be between 30,000 and 22,000 

BP (Bae 2002:11; Seong 2009a), some believe that if it is necessary to divide the 

Paleolithic and Neolithic periods, the Mesolithic period started as early as possibly 

20,000 BP (Bae 1997, 2002; Seong 2006:33). However, due to the early existence of 

pottery during the end of the Paleolithic period, some scholars believe that the term 

Mesolithic should not be accepted by scholars in East Asia (H. J. Lee 2000, 2002). 

Human Population in East Asia 

The earliest hominid occurrences in East Asia are dated to ~1.6 Mya or older and 

due to the Paleolithic geographic conditions in East Asia, it is generally believed that the 

Korean peninsula might have also been populated by early hominins (Bae 2010; Bae 
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and Bae 2011; Zhu et al. 2008). There are more than 100 Paleolithic sites reported up 

to late 1990s, but because of the acidic soils in the peninsula being much more 

aggressive in decomposing, many Paleolithic sites have only stone artifacts. 

Accordingly, most of the older fossils are being reported at the limestone cave sites. 

Since the Paleolithic open-air sites of Dongkwanjin and Yondaebon in the northern 

Korean peninsula in the mid-1930s were known, the oldest fossils excavated in North 

Korea are reported to be as old as Middle Pleistocene in age and the ones in South 

Korea are dated to the Late Pleistocene (Bae 2010; Byun 1995; Norton 2000). 

While most of fossils’ absolute dates are not available or not reliable, the earliest 

known hominid in the Korean peninsula is dated at between 400,000 and 600,000 years 

old (Bae 1992; Norton 2000; Y. C. Park 1992). Some cave sites are considered as 

evidence for the oldest human occupation in Korea based on the associated faunal 

assemblage, dominated by extinct species (Norton 2000). Some fossil specimens from 

North Korea are sill under debate regarding their exact dates and distinctive features; 

for instance, Yongkock (Ryonggok) Man, which was once assigned to Homo erectus on 

the basis of thermo-luminescence (TL) dates of 500,000 – 400,000 BP, is now classified 

as Homo sapiens on the basis of more recent dating techniques combining uranium 

series and TL methods (ranged between 111 ± 10 and 44. 3 ± 2 ka) (Lab of Human 

Evolution 1995). Some sites in South Korea with old artifacts are also in debate due to 

their questionable site formation processes (Bae 2010:181-185). Currently, many recent 

studies have been applied to provide more confident chronological data for the Korean 

Paleolithic remains (Bae 2010; Norton 2000). 
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While SE Asia and China are currently one of the major centers of studies for the 

Homo erectus in Asia, lithic evidence shows some interesting data. As mentioned, 

microlithic blade, scraper and cores all appeared in northern China, Mongol, Korea and 

Japan. Although some recent studies have confirmed the existence of those tools 

during the Late Pleistocene in Southeast (SE) Asia (Petraglia et al. 2009), there was no 

strong archaeological evidence supporting the existence of those tools in SE Asia, 

including Southern China for a long time (Bae and Bae 2011). While some current 

genetic studies indicate that modern humans moved northward, many scholars have 

discussed the reason for the absence of microlithic technology in the SE Asian region 

(Di and Sanchez-Mazas 2011; Bae and Bae 2011; Shea 2011; Su et al. 1999). Although 

it has been limited for scholars to access data from North Korea due to its political 

condition, it is expected that many Paleolithic archaeological sites newly being 

investigated in South Korea could provide further data to clarify many issues in physical 

anthropology and archaeology (Bae and Bae 2011:8). 

One of the key questions in the study of the Paleolithic period in Korea is about 

the situation of the strikingly minimal reports from the archaeological sites for the 

transition periods between the end of the Paleolithic and the early Neolithic period. One 

reason is that some people believe that many of the human residences are now under 

water, submerged due to geological erosions and sea level changes (S. B. Yi 1992:23). 

Instead of emphasizing simply either diffusion or local evolution for the explanations 

shown above, Seong (2009b) used ethnoarchaeological studies showing hunter and 

gather strategy for survival and the environmental change from the Postglacial 

environmental situations on the Korean peninsula as an alternative explanation to the 
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paucity of archaeological evidence from the postglacial period in Korea. He suggests 

that foragers in the region during the postglacial period might have moved northward to 

find riverine resources (Seong 2009b). He states that the main cause for the lack of 

archaeological evidence in this period is due to vegetational and faunal restructuring 

that made for a series of northward movements of hunting and gathering bands (Seong 

2009b). He also proposed the fact that the Amur River areas show an increase in the 

numbers of the archaeological sites at this time as evidence to support his suggestions 

(Seong 2008, 2009b). A similar study emphasizing a central role of climate changes on 

human migrations for the case of Southeast Asian region was reported by Pope and 

Terrell (2008).   

Summary and Conclusion 

To sum up, Korean lithic and human fossil studies have traditionally focused on 

chronological sequences to provide regional cultural history based on typological 

approaches. Some similar and some different attributes have appeared on stone tools 

and human fossils found between the Korean peninsula and other regions (Bae 1992, 

1997, 2010; Bae and Bae 2011; H. J. Lee 2000; Norton 2000; Seong 1998, 2006, 2008, 

2009a, 2009b; Y. C. Park 1992). According to Bae, “Some similarities were observed in 

technology of heavy duty components in early stone industries….however differences 

exist in degree of refinement and frequencies” between Africa and Korea (Bae 2000:39). 

However, Seong (2004:73) criticized that applying European typology to Korean 

Paleolithic artifacts is not to be recommended because its classification is quite specific 

for the Korean data, which have not been established for a general morphological 

classification yet. 
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Currently, based on lithic evidence, Korean Paleolithic scholars have focused 

more on a gradual development of Paleolithic residents in the region, rather than simply 

accepting population replacement theories (Bae and Bae 2011; Seong 2009b). Since 

this kind of a simple dispersal theory is no longer popular among scholars in Korea, they 

have focused on local evidence first before attempting to compare their research with 

those from neighboring regions. Therefore, they are focused less on large scale 

regional comparisons, emphasizing micro-level studies as archaeological evidence 

expands with increased archaeological excavation on the southern Korean peninsula. 

Some say that macro regional comparisons for Korean lithics with other regions should 

proceed further after more studies in Korea have been accumulated (Bae 2002).  

Along with increased data, scholars have also tried to argue more on detailed 

contents. Although there is always some difficulty in studies regarding exact time frames 

in archaeology, there many scholars argue on the importance of examining questions of 

all kinds of human behavior and accordingly apply broad anthropological methods and 

theories in their studies (Bae 2002; Bae and Bae 2011; Seong 2010; Yoo 2007; Yoo 

and Kim 2010). Unlike the 1960-70s, when ecological determinism was largely used to 

explain everything in the studies of anthropological archaeology, scholars have looked 

closely again on ecological factors, such as climate and sea-level changes that directly 

affect on the subsistence of human societies, based on enormous numbers of newly 

reported paleoenvironmental data throughout the world for the last a few decades. 

Many current Korean archaeologists therefore have started to broaden their focuses not 

only on typology of artifact but also on subsistence patterns in prehistoric societies. This 

kind of a trend has directly influenced the Korean Neolithic studies as well. Scholars 
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now put more effort in reconstructing the subsistence patterns of Korean Neolithic 

peoples.  

Since the 1990s and especially after the start of the 21st century, there are now 

more English-based articles being published on Korean Paleolithic studies. It is 

expected that with more detailed information from further studies and with newly 

updated lithics and human fossil records from the Koran peninsula, English readers will 

be introduced to and contribute to the study of the Paleolithic period of Korea.   
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CHAPTER 3 
FORAGER TO FARMER AND ORIGIN OF RICE 

The introduction of pottery, farming, and sedentism has always been considered 

intrinsically linked and this process has long been believed to have been initiated during 

the times of the postglacial and early Holocene period throughout much of the world. In 

the case of Korea, there is no strong evidence yet if the region was one of the initial 

places of Neolithic developments. But many arguments and theories regarding Neolithic 

origins apply to the late Korean Neolithic period, when new pottery style and more 

intensified farming and sedentism in Korea ensued. While further discussion regarding 

the early pottery culture of Korea is introduced in Chapter 4, some theoretical 

arguments related to the transition period from foraging to farming systems are 

introduced in this chapter. Some arguments in regard to the origin of rice, which is 

currently the most important crop for East Asian people, will also be discussed.         

Foragers and Farmers 

The shift from foraging to farming was one of the most profound changes in diet 

in the history of modern humans (Homo sapiens). This transition is remarkable in light of 

benefits and drawbacks that resulted, not only in human health but also in social 

systems of Neolithic peoples. However, it is still not clearly explained when, where, and 

how the earliest cultivated agricultural production started. The impact of the transition 

from foraging to farming in human societies is also not clear. It is, however, reasonable 

to assume that people began cultivating some crops before they started full-scale 

farming.    

While cultivation and sedentary life do not appear always to have gone hand in 

hand (Arnold 1996; Kelly 1995), mixed patterns of subsistence between foraging and 
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farming might have occurred in the early stages of food production (Bender 1975:9). 

This might have been occurred during the Neolithic period in East Asia as well. In fact, 

in many ethnographic cases, hunter-gatherers have as many optional subsistence 

strategies as food-producers do; for instance, they have their own systems of controlling 

animals and plants as well as adapting environmental and cultural conditions (Bender 

1975:1). It is therefore highly likely that “the people who first domesticated and 

cultivated millets were “affluent” hunters and gatherers who lived in permanent 

settlements and relied on a rich variety of wild plants and animals in addition to millets” 

(Smith 1995:136). Therefore, defining the difference between foraging and farming 

styles has mostly depended on the scale of food collecting styles between these two 

methods (Hutterer 1983:173).  

Transition to Farming and Theoretical Framework 

Various theoretical models for the process and causes of the transition from 

foraging to agriculture have been discussed, examined, rejected, and left in question. 

Although further evaluation will have to wait until more archaeological evidence is 

assembled, J. J. Lee (2001b) summarizes these into four major theoretical approaches 

to understanding the transition to agriculture: (1) the inherent advantages of agriculture, 

(2) population-resource imbalance, (3) social demands for surplus, and (4) ideological 

changes.  

Braidwood (1960) is one of the major proponents of the first approach. He stated 

that the cause of the transition to agriculture was inherent in human nature. He also 

suggested that farming started when human culture was simply ready to receive it 

(Braidwood and Willey 1962:342). He explained that agriculture is the outcome of the 

prior evolution of modern humans along with a peculiar combination of environmental 
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circumstances. In other words, farming is the result of social memories of inhabitants, 

and occurred within areas where domestication was available (Braidwood 1960). 

However, he did not emphasize some climatic shifts in the early post-Pleistocene, and 

the major problem of his theory is that inherent human nature is not a testable 

proposition.  

The second theory, population-resource imbalance, is associated with the rise of 

processual studies in the 1960s and based in systems theory and ecological adaptation. 

The theory considers population bottlenecks and environmental changes as major 

factors that produced agricultural subsistence systems in human societies. Gordon 

Childe (1942, 1952), postulated climatic change as a primary causative factor in the 

domestication process, suggested that farming began where the potential plants were 

available and when post-Pleistocene desiccation led to a concentration of human 

population, plant and animals at oases (1952). This environmental model does not have 

strong evidence of drastic desiccation and does not consider human adaptation 

processes, such as responses to climatic changes in earlier periods (Bender 1975:24). 

Binford (1968) and Cohen (1977), however, concentrated more on the demographic 

factors rather than on the environmental pressures. They suggested that the transition 

to agriculture was caused by breaking equilibrium between population increases and 

natural resources. Although the environmental and population pressure models have 

been considered as one of the most prevalent models for explaining the origin of 

agriculture, “recently, however, it has been suggested that population increase or 

climatic/environmental changes could not be a primary cause for the transition to 

agriculture. Rather, changes in climate, environment, or population density may have 
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created important shifts in strategies for responding to stress, and the use of 

domesticated plants could be one of these new risk-reduction strategies” (Lee 

2001b:33). In other words, the models have to address following problems: no scientific 

data indicates paleoclimatic changes were dramatic to the extent that ancient people 

should have looked for agricultural life, no evidence suggests a high population rate, 

and also current ethnoarchaeological studies indicate that hunters and gatherers used 

various ways to adapt to severe environmental and social changes (Lee 2001b:11-13).  

The third theoretical explanation, the social approach, has been argued by 

Bender (1985, 1990) and Hayden (1990, 1992), who emphasized socioeconomic 

competition among hunter-gatherers to produce food surplus. They proposed that the 

transition to agriculture was caused by individuals (accumulators) or societies that 

wanted to make extra supplies for feasting or wealth. According to them, accumulated 

assets, social hierarchy, complex hunter-gatherer and agriculture were directly 

associated. Hayden, furthermore, suggested that various domesticated plants were 

produced by the process of competitive feasts. He based this theory on ethnographical 

and archaeological studies done in Mexico. Although Hayden suggested that many 

early cultivated crops were used for the purpose of prestige goods instead of daily 

dietary consumption, he also said that most cultivated crops in the world were the 

principal items of diet (Lee 2001b:14). But, it is not yet confirmed that social complexity 

existed as early farming societies took place. 

The last theoretical approach recently proposed by European scholars centers 

on ideological changes. According to them, the fundamental cause of the changing 

subsistence pattern from foraging to agriculture could be explained by foragers’ 



53 

ideological change (individuals or societies). For example, Ian Hodder (1990) suggests 

that the transformation process from foraging to cultivating occurred because foragers 

took steps to control nature (e.g. changing burial pattern and producing pottery and 

making grounding stone) (see also Tilley 1996). Although this approach provides many 

new interpretations related to the origin of agriculture, archaeological evidence is also 

limited and cannot fully describe the ideological patterns of prehistoric peoples (Price 

2000).       

Although theoretical approaches on conditions and causes for the transformation 

to agriculture are separated, mono-causational models of agricultural origins have 

largely been abandoned. Multi-causational models are now more popular among 

scholars. The two theories, the social approach and ideological changes, which are 

more closely related anthropological study that is a separated academic discipline in 

Korean academia, are not popularly attempted to apply for the Korean farming cases 

yet.    

The Korean Agricultural Transition 

Although before the start of the 21st century there was not much discussion 

regarding the theories introduced above, some attempts in applying these theories to 

explain the transition period from hunter and gather to farming in Korea have been tried 

by some Korean archeologists. According to J. J. Lee (2001b:21), those attempts are 

mainly based on theories emphasizing either migration or population pressure. As with 

other regions in the worlds, the simple process theory based on migration and diffusion, 

which are traditionally popular in the culture history school up to the early 1960s, had 

dominated the archaeological discourse in explaining all prehistoric cultural changes in 

Korea.  
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While all basic and main chronological frameworks and archaeological models 

used to describe prehistoric Korea from the culture history school are still well accepted, 

some are now under debate. Most studies from the 60s and 70s used migration theory 

to connect Korean Neolithic Chulmun and Bronze Mumun pottery cultures to the 

continental areas such as China and Siberia (see J. B. Kim 1975; J. H. Kim 1964; W. Y. 

Kim 1967). These studies emphasize direct population movements from other regions 

into the Korean peninsula and focus on the initial moment for the emergence of farming 

and on the migrated routes of the farmers. While this approach echoes Braidwood’s 

natural habitat hypothesis (1960), there is no detailed explanation from this approach 

about the transition process in detail and the reason for the change to farming (J. J. Lee 

2001b:19). 

Another theory, population-resource imbalance, has been applied by Choe 

(1982, 1990), Choe and Bale (2002) and Norton (1996, 2007), who argue that changing 

environments and/or increased population size resulted in a population resource 

imbalance that eventually forced a shift to agriculture in Korea. According to Choe 

(1982, 1990), the environmental changes that created the coldness between 5,500 and 

4,000 BP broke the equilibrium condition between the population and its resources 

which eventually created resource depletion that caused the start of cultivating of plants. 

Norton (1996, 2007) however emphasizes only resource depletion caused by the 

sedentism from the Late Neolithic period (4,000-3,000 BP) rather than stressing any 

environmental factors. According to him, settlements created population increase and a 

food shortage. These hypotheses again lack any direct evidence for increasing 

population pressure (J. J. Lee 2001a:28). In other words, there is no direct evidence to 
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support the earlier models that environmental change or a population increase could be 

a direct cause for the transition to agriculture in Korea, although there is environmental 

and archaeological evidence to suggest climate and population changes (J. J. Lee 

2001a:28; G. A. Lee 2011:s324).  

In contrast, J. J. Lee (2001a, 2001b), suggests that social demand theory might 

be best to explain the case for the appearance of the Mumun agriculturalist of the 

Bronze Age period on the Korean peninsula, which experienced resource stress caused 

by increasing social complexity during the late Chulmun period. She combines 

population-resource imbalance with the social approach, emphasizing the fact of 

socioeconomic competition among hunter-gatherers to produce food surplus 

(2001a:312-322). According to her, environmental changes and/or population increase 

during the middle Neolithic period created some structural change in population 

movements inside the Korean peninsula which created “a certain degree of resource 

stress” causing the Korean Chulmun pottery people to gradually learn “the benefits of 

agriculture as a storable supplement that could support the accumulation of wealth” (J. 

J. Lee 2001a:324-325). She states that while there is no obvious explanation for the 

population increase in southern Korea, she hypothesizes that the Mumun pottery people 

who lived in the northern peninsula and had advanced technological and social 

complexity moved down to the southern peninsula (J. J. Lee 2001a:324). Therefore, 

although she emphasizes two theories, social demand and population-resource 

imbalance, the main cause to the development and spread of the Korean agricultural 

transition in the southern peninsula is directly ignited by population migration.   
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According to J. J. Lee (2001b: 22-23), there are three possible cases that might 

have occurred in Korea. The first are the population movements and quick spreading of 

farming culture. The second case, as originally suggested by Nelson (1992, 1999), is 

the early secondary diffusion and long term cultural adaptation along with the increasing 

important status of farming. And the third possibility is the different adapting cases 

based on different environmental situations in the Korean peninsula. Lee also suggests 

the possibility for the combined situation of occurring migration and cultural diffusion 

together in certain regions. Lee says that these multi-causational models should have 

been considered in the approach of the topic of the transition period from hunter and 

gather to farming in Korea. 

As seen in the examples of the studies above, many current Korean scholars do 

not accept the idea of the total population replacement theory that is usually with 

Braidwood’s theory during the culture history school, although the concept of migration 

is still in the center of the main explanation. In other words, Korean archaeologists have 

focused on knowing whether it was the primary diffusion by new population movement 

or the secondary or cultural diffusion without outside population movement. In general, 

as seen above, they have emphasized the secondary diffusion and native evolution idea 

more than population replacement theories. 

There is increasing new data for environmental changes in the Holocene and in 

archaeological data. It is expected that a more detailed and reliable explanation for the 

main cause for the spread of farming to Korea and the interaction process during the 

transition process will be proposed. This will be further discussed along with other 
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arguments such as the origin of Korean identity and Korean Chulmun pottery culture 

and its transition to the Mumun pottery in Chapter 4.   

Archaeology and Rice Cultivation in Asia 

While many topics related with the origin of agriculture economy is still a subject 

of great debate in Asian archaeology, it is incontestable that rice is widely cultivated in 

these tropical and temperate regions. The origin of rice culture and its spread are 

pertinent to various academic fields. Although the precise time and place of rice’s first 

domestication will perhaps never be known, there have been many findings of rice at 

archaeological sites in Asia in the last several decades. 

Many early botanists and rice specialists believed that the earliest rice cultivation 

occurred in regions within geographical areas that had a variety of food sources during 

the year (Sauer 1952). Sauer, who popularized the main theories on the origins of 

agriculture, rejected Southwest Asia as a cradle of the earliest agriculture. He instead 

suggested Southeast Asia as the region for the earliest agriculture, while many scholars 

thought Southeast Asia was only a very early center of the shift from foraging to 

farming. This was thought to be so because Southeast Asia has regions where food 

availability and agricultural production were naturally favored. It is believed that the 

earliest rice cultivators might have settled down near the edge of the uplands on gently 

rolling hills and close to freshwater resources (Sauer 1947, 1952). However, many 

archeologists do not take up this hypothesis because archeological evidence for 

agriculture in Southeast Asia appears later than that of the Southwest Asia and China. 

Many rice specialists before the 1970s supposed that the original home of Asian 

cultivated rice was in northern India. There, rice had a wide distribution with many 

varieties of rice species (Tang 2004:18). Another area discussed by scholars as an 
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origin for rice cultivation was the south foothills of the Himalayan Mountains (see Chang 

1976). This area stretches from India to the mountain ranges of mainland Southeast 

Asia, including southwest China. The area also provides a diversity of cultivated species 

of rice. Again, archaeological evidence from the area has not been reported to support 

the earliest existence of cultivated rice. One of the earliest known remains of cultivated 

rice from mainland Southeast Asia, in northeastern Thailand, are those of rice at Non 

Nok Tha and Ban Chiang. The rice chaffs from the Non Nok Tha site (dating 2,300-

2,000 BC by AMS) appeared on the pottery as a temper. At the coastal site of Khok 

Phanom Di (dating 2,000 BC), in southern Thailand, rice was also discovered on the 

pottery as a temper (Glover and Higham 1996:422). Some people speculate that 

cultivated rice varieties from the later layers of the site might have been the result of 

trade between local hunter-gatherers and inland farmers (Higham 2002:77). 

Although some wild rice from the Ganga valley in India is dated between 11,000 

to 10,000 BP (Wenming 2002:152), and rice from the Xom Trai site in Vietnam is dated 

between 19,000-17,000 BP (Glover and Higham 1996:421), chronological dates for the 

archaeological evidence of cultivated rice from the sites are not reliable. No 

archaeological proof has been reported yet in the region to indicate the existence of 

cultivated rice earlier than that found in China. 

Currently, archaeological evidence shows that China has the oldest rice remains 

and richest rice culture. Some people interested in the origin of rice agriculture before 

the 1970s had suggested the Yunnan region in southern China as the possible region 

for the earliest rice cultivation in Asia. Although some scholars still speculate that rice 

was brought under cultivation in South China or the Yunnan areas where wild and 
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traditional species of rice existed, rice specialists negate these areas as a rice mutation 

center. They rather favor the areas between the middle-lower Yangtze River and the 

upper Huai River. In fact, various archaeological data indicates that the Yangtze River 

areas began rice agriculture much earlier than any other areas in China (Yasuda 

2002:130). The dates of the rice from archaeological sites around the region range 

between 10,000-6,500 BP (Tang 2004:20-21) and the region is in the far northern edge 

of the range of wild rice today. This suggests that the center of rice cultivation was 

actually farther north than people supposed. However, since the Yangtze River areas 

do not provide “enough evidence of wild rice, these theories were often based on 

circumstantial evidence. One of them was based on ancient records, the second was 

based on the search for wild rice among cultivated rice and the third was based on 

ancient climatic evidence” (Wenxu 2002:216).  

Rice Cultivation in Korea 

In the Korean peninsula, the oldest cultivated millet and rice discovered are 

dated between 5,500 and 4,000 BP as dry-field crops (S. M. Ahn 2008; C. P. Choe 

1991:31; Crawford and Lee 2003; J. J. Lee 2001a; Han et al. 2002; W. Y. Kim 

1982:515; E. S. Song 2001). However, it is believed that these earliest plants did 

partially contribute to hunter-gathers’ subsistence in the region. While there is no 

conclusive evidence of domesticated plants and animals during the early Neolithic 

period in Korea (J. J. Lee 2001a), it is believed that the earliest paddy-rice field, dating 

around 3,400-3,000 BP, is excavated in the southern Korean Peninsula (Bale 2001; 

Crawford and Lee 2003; G. A. Lee 2011:S326).  

On the Japanese archipelago where the existence of Jomon agriculture is still 

under debate (see Crawford 2008), there is increasing evidence that later Jomon 



60 

populations may have practiced a form of slash-and-burn style of agriculture with some 

minor crop cultivation, especially root-crop. There was no evidence for the paddy-rice 

cultivation until around 3,000-2,500 BP (Aikens and Rhee 1992; D’Andrea et al. 1995 

Imamura 1996), but some rice remains, dating from 4,000 to 5,000 BP, from the site in 

western Japan, near the Southern Korean peninsula have been found (Toyama 

2002:269). 

 

          

Figure 3-1. Discussed rice diffusion routes. 

 
While it is now generally accepted that Korea was a region of secondary 

agricultural origins, there are several different models for explaining the diffusion routes 

of cultivated rice culture from China to Korea and Japan (Figure 3-1). Since the northern 
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Korean peninsula has shown earlier millet cultivation evidence while the southern 

Korean peninsula show all later rice-growing evidence, some scholars have insisted that 

rice culture moved from Southern and central coastal China to Korea and Japan (e.g. 

W. Y. Kim 1982; Lindstrom and Uchiyama 2012:284). Another similar theory have 

considered SE Asian and southern China regions as the center for the rice culture route 

for Korea and Japan and is loosely accepted, even though many archaeological sites 

from the Yangtze River areas have reported earlier rice evidence (Ahn 2010:92, see 

Takamiya 2001). However, some scholars (e.g. Ahn 2010; Choe 1982) insist that the 

rice agricultural culture was introduced from the northeastern area in China to the 

southern Korean peninsula and later Japan, after the rice culture had been introduced 

to the Northeastern China, where millet agriculture was dominant. Currently, the 

southern China and Southeast Asian route theories are not supported, while the other 

two theories are still under debate. 

While the possible earliest paddy field in China may date to 6,000-5,000 BP 

(Fuller et al. 2008), rice discovered at the sites of settled village communities from 

Hunan Province and Hubei Province in southern China are dated 8,500-8,000 BP. 

Another very famous Chinese Neolithic site, Hemudu represented a well-established 

rice agricultural community and is dated 7,000-6,900 BP (Barnes 1993; Bellwood 2005; 

Crawford 2005; Chang 1986; Fuller et al. 2008; Fuller et al. 2010; Liu 1985). Some 

recent arguments as to whether some rice evidence from the Hemudu should be 

considered as wild or cultivated are discussed in Sato (2002) and Fuller et al. (2008). 

Fuller and others (2008) especially argue that there should be more systematic studies 
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to look at wild and cultivated rice variations in China for establishing evolutionary 

models that can be used for further spatial and temporal comparisons. 

Agriculture in the Korean Neolithic period has been argued in Korean 

archaeology for a long time and the middle way was that the transition period between 

the Neolithic and Bronze Age time is regarded as the initial moment of the first 

agricultural stage in prehistoric Korea. Now, it seems that the time frame will be 

extended at least a few thousand years earlier. According to most recent finds from an 

impression study on pottery that is believed “an effective method for reconstructing 

subsistence from sites without plant residue” (Son et al. 2010:34), and is vividly 

practiced in Japan but not much in Korea yet, some millet replications of impressions 

that were found on the Neolithic pottery sherds, are dated between 7,000 – 6,000 BP 

(Chosun Daily News 2011, Sep. 24th). While many sherds with the impressed forms of 

major crops on the surface have been reported on the site reports, most of these did not 

go any further in assessment except in a macroscopic inspection for the reports (M. K. 

Kim 2010:52). Although many of them were collected from a surface survey and 

therefore some chronological issues have been discussed, it is expected that more 

extended and controlled impression study could provide us with further valuable 

information (M. K. Kim 2010:53). 

Most recently, there was an interesting update that one of the Neolithic sites 

located in a sand field near the eastern coastline of South Korea, only about 400 m (437 

yard) away from the sea and near the demilitarized zone, has been discovered with the 

first ancient farm land with residential areas from the Neolithic period in East Asia 

(Hankyoreh News 2012, June 27th). It is also reported that the site is estimated as the 
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middle Neolithic period, around 50,000 BP, based on the relics such as pottery sherds, 

stone arrowheads and carbonized millet, and an absolute dating of soil. As seen in the 

case of the theories related to the transition period of Korean agricultural transition, 

many discussions for rice diffusion routes are also intertwined with the subject of the 

identity of the Mumun culture in the Korean Bronze Age. Further discussion on this will 

be in Chapter 4. 

Sorori Rice in Korea 

About a decade ago, there was the report that 59 carbonized rice grains (18 of 

ancient rice, 41 of quasi rice) from two peat soil layers of an archaeological site in the 

Sorori village in central South Korea date earlier than any other rice remains yet found. 

The carbonized ancient rice is dated to 13,010±190 BP and the quasi rice is dated to 

17,310±310 BP. These are the most ancient materials of cultivated rice that have been 

excavated in Asia (Lee and Woo 2001, 2003). 

The Sorori site was first found through the survey of paleolithic tools buried in 

surface soil at the pre-arranged area for Ochang Industrial Complex as a salvage 

project in 1994. The site is located between 36 and 37 degrees of latitude north and at 

the low hillside of Osung Mt, near the Mihochun river, which is the upper stream of the 

Kumkang river, about 2 km (1.24 mile) apart from the site (Kim et al. 2003). At the first 

excavation in 1997-98, 11 short japonica type ancient rice grains and 1 slender smooth 

ancient rice grain with 2 kinds of quasi rices were found. Many paleolithic tools, such as 

cleavers, scrapers, notches, cores and flakes, were also found in the upper culture layer 

(Lee and Woo 2000). The inquiry from archaeologists and rice specialists about the 

ancient rice led to a second excavation in 2001. Six short ancient rice hulls and some 

quasi rices were found and these confirmed the presence of ancient rice from the site. 
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Most of the rice grains were found in the middle peat layer (14,800-12,500 BP, 32.13 – 

31.36 m above sea level). In the lower peat layer 1 grain of quasi rice was found (5 

dating samples, 17,300~16,300 BP) (Lee and Woo 2003:34). The quaternary geological 

layers were well preserved and there was the presence of a cultural layer, Paleolithic 

layers and thick peat layers. However, since there was no cultural evidence in the layers 

with the rice grains, the Sorori rice is still under debate among scholars. 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, many researches indicate that south regions of East 

Asia, especially near the Yangtze River area, were 3-4° C warmer and damper than in 

the present time during 15,000 – 7,000 BP (Smith 1995:122; Tang 2004:20; Zheng 

1998). A study analyzing charcoals from the archaeological sites of the central-Southern 

Korean peninsula indicates that it had cool climates before 51,000 BP and it was warm 

and dry during 18,630-16,400 BP (Park et al. 2004). According to one of pollen 

analyses from the Sorori site (Kim et al. 2003:51-53), the center of the southern Korean 

peninsula was covered by deciduous forests or mixed forests with warm and wet 

swamp conditions around 16,680~13,010 BP. Deciduous and broad-leaved forests with 

warm and swamp vegetation were present up to 9,500 BP (Figure 3-2). The Sorori site 

shows that the area finally changed into a swamp environment predominant with 

Gramineae after a span of cool conditions in the early period. The soil structure of the 

site was flooded by mud and formed in a dry warm climatic condition during the   

Holocene. Another soil analysis from the Jangheungri site that has comparable 
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Figure 3-2. Phytogeographic Zones at the time of the Last Glacial Maximum, 21,000-

15,000 years in East Asia. After from New Perspectives on the Transition to 
Agriculture in China (p. 217, Fig. 1), by D. J. Cohen 2002, In The Origins of 
Pottery and Agriculture, ed. Yoshinori Yasuda, pp. 217-227. Roli Books Pvt. 
Ltd, New Delhi. Originally from Yasuda 1996: Fig. 5. 

geological conditions indicates a similar result (Kim et al. 2003:54-56). Some 

coleopteran insect fossils have also been excavated from the Sorori site. The identified 

species are known to have fed on the roots of wetland plants (Lee and Woo 2001:99-

104). Therefore, it is possible to suppose that the Sorori site was a wetland environment 

and this result corresponds with those of other environmental studies from pollen 

analysis.  

While there is no lithic evidence from the layers with rice evidence at the Sorori 

site, many Paleolithic sites including the Sorori site have been found in the central 

region of South Korea. The archaeological sites have reported repeated occupations, 
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and human fossils were excavated from one of them (Lee and Woo 2004). As 

mentioned in Chapter 2, lithic evidence shows that some crucial changes, such as 

increasing number of small sizes of extensively retouched tools around 30,000 BP and 

acquisitioning raw materials from the long distance, from the late Pleistocene to the 

early Holocene occurred. All these changes in lithic technology can be interpreted to 

show that the late Paleolithic people might have carried out a greater variety of activities 

than those from earlier periods (Kong and Lee 2004:102; Seong 2010). Since it is 

assumed that only some simple stone tools, such as “digging sticks and stone hoes” 

and “ground-edge slate or flaked chert knives” would have been needed for simple 

cultivation and harvesting activities (Glover and Higham 1996:433), it is possible to 

suppose that one of the lithic forms from the central region of South Korea, the tanged 

point (also called a knife-blade), would have been used to cultivate ancient rice in the 

Sorori site.  

Cultivated or Wild? 

The types of cultivated rice are usually divided into two sub-species; O. sativa 

and O. glaberrima. O. sativa is more widely utilized in the world. O. glaberrima is 

popular mostly in Africa. It is believed that the “wild progenitor of O. sativa is the Asian 

common wild rice, O. rufipogon, which shows a range of variation from perennial to 

annual types. That of O. glaberrima is O. barthii (= O. breviligulata), which is an annual 

grass endemic to West Africa. The two cultigens were domesticated independently. 

They have discrete differences in key characters and intermediate plants are rare” (Oka 

1991:58). While scholars still debate the genetic connections among rice species, 

domesticated rice in Asia (mainly originated from O. sativa) is normally divided into two 

subspecies, indica (called long grain in general) and japonica (short grain) (Wenming 
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2002:152). The forms of divergence between these two species are still in debate and 

the range and habitat of the wild species that are thought to have contributed to the 

cultivated forms are also looked into by rice specialists researching on the distribution of 

cultivated species. Today, indica is grown in most of the Southeast Asian regions 

including southern China, while japonica is grown in north China, Korea and Japan. 

Thus, it is indicated that indica is better adapted to the zone of monsoonal rainfall 

(tropical and subtropical lowlands), and “is cultivated south of 33 degrees north latitude 

and up to 2,000 meters above sea level. Japonica is adapted to the shorter growing 

seasons and colder temperatures north of 33 degrees north latitude and at higher 

elevations in south China. Gene flow between indica and japonica is restricted, so we 

know that they were established as separate domesticated varieties very early” (Smith 

1995:127). Currently, archaeological sites with rice evidence from both Southeast Asia 

and Northeast Asia show the existence of O. sativa. Some sites with evidence of the 

earliest cultivated rice from south China and the Yangtze River areas show the 

existence of both, indica and japonica types together. The identification, however, of 

these types is usually complicated by a substantial overlap in grain size (Smith 

1995:127). 

The scholars who excavated the Sorori site divide rice grains from the site into 

two groups of rice and two groups of quasi-rice. Although there are variations in size, 

both including short and long form, the grains at the site are very different compared to 

present day cultivars (Heu et al. 2003:62). According to Heu and others, “the variation of 

short gain type within a limited area, like in this pit, might imply the primitive evolutionary 

stage plant fauna. Though we could not see the variations, due to single sample of 
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slender grain, the morphology of long grain is peculiar form those of short and also from 

those of long grains of present day cultivars” (Heu et al. 2003:62). The quasi rices, 

divided into two groups, show that a group of quasi rice 1 form includes both smaller 

and larger grains than current japonica cultivars. The other group, quasi rice 2 form, 

shows that its size is similar to the recommended cultivars of today. Most of the short 

grains, however, are morphologically similar to those of Ilssan ancient rice (discovered 

in Korea in 1991, see Sohn et al. 1992), which does not exactly look like current 

japonica cultivars. 

As mentioned, because the Sorori rice is not excavated with any cultural 

material, scholars have been arguing whether Sorori rice is cultivated or wild (Ahn 

2010). Rice specialists who generally agree that the Sorori rice is a cultivated form of 

rice, base their opinions on morphological features of the rice. According to Sato (1996), 

“wild rice, O. rufipogon has a long bristle on the awn and the density of this bristle is 

also higher than that of the cultivated rice” (cited in Yasuda 2002:130). Wild rice also 

has a brittle rachis and its awn is long (Oka 1988, cited in Yasuda 2002:130). Although 

the rachis of wild rice is very brittle in order to facilitate efficient dispersal of seeds, 

some wild rice would have a tough rachis due to the process of mutations (Yasuda 

2002:141-142, See also Sato 2002). It is reported that the form of the rachis on the 

Sorori rice is similar to those of current cultivars. According to a result of an experiment 

by Morishima (1995, cited in Yasuda 2002:130), a wild rice community changes into the 

cultivated form of rice after a few generations of cultivation. Prehistoric rice collectors 

would have unconsciously favored rice species with more stabilized and strong forms so 

that grains would not be easily dropped on the ground as they grew (Zohary 1969, cited 
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in Bender 1975:53). Although rice from the Sorori site has been determined through 

DNA analyses to have somewhat little genetic likeness (39.6%) to modern wild/raised 

rice, “the evolutionary relationship of these Quasi rices with the rice, including wild 

species, are not understood yet” (Heu et al. 2003:62).  

Rice Biology 

As discussed in the previous part, the regions popularly discussed by scholars 

for the origin of early rice cultivation are mainly considered based on the environmental 

conditions of the areas. In other words, core areas for the earliest rice cultivation are 

associated with environmental conditions that required no human modification. Sauer 

(1952) suggested that a reliable water supply must have existed at the area of the 

earliest rice cultivation. Most rice specialists agree that regions with high temperature, 

humidity, rainfall, water availability, and a great deal of sunshine were best for the 

earliest cultivation of rice (Huke 1976:37). Current studies indicate that temperature is 

one of the main factors affecting the growth of the rice plant. Vergara states “the rice 

plant exposed to low temperatures at seedling stage may undergo a reversible strain 

due to the decrease in chemical reactions and physical processes, but recovers when 

favorable weather comes” (1976:72). This also indicates that rice itself might have some 

adaptability to the environment. In fact, rice is currently raised not only in very high 

latitude regions, such as central Czechoslovakia at latitude 50° north and Hokkaido in 

Japan at latitude over 40°, but also some high altitude areas of Nepal and India, where 

the growing season temperatures average much lower than those of southeast Asia and 

southern China (Huke 1976:38). However, it is necessary to note that rice cultivation in 

these areas might not have been possible without human effort and ingenuity (Huke 

1976:40). Nevertheless, it is in general true that rice is still cultivated in difficult 
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environmental conditions and is able to produce reasonable yields. As seen, rice is 

grown under more diverse environmental conditions than any other major food crop in 

the world. All things considered, it might be too early to determine that wild and/or 

cultivated rice originated solely in the tropical or subtropical regions where enough 

water resource combined with high temperature was provided throughout most of the 

year.  

Discussion and Conclusion 

Southeast Asian regions were preferred by some scholars as a cradle of the 

earliest rice cultivation before many archaeological sites in the Yangtze River region 

were found to contain not only evidence of cultivated rice, but also well-developed rice 

farming societies. Scholars suggesting Southeast Asia and far southern China as the 

origin of agriculture argue that the geographical range of wild rice did not reach as far 

north as the Yangtze River. They also point out that “the early rice-farming societies 

along the Yangtze were already highly developed and that evidence for the first stages 

of rice cultivation is missing” (Smith 1995:119-120). They assert that cultivated forms of 

rice were introduced from somewhere farther south than the Yangtze regions. Although 

there is not much evidence of the existence of wild rice in the Yangtze River regions, 

there are some types of wild rice recently found along the middle and lower Yangtze 

(Smith 1995:120). But, arguments are still ongoing as to whether these are genetically 

connected with any kind of the ancestral species of wild and, later, cultivated rice. While 

many cases of rice discovered at the archaeological sites in Southeast Asia cannot be 

determined, without clear chronological reliance, to have been produced locally or 

traded, no direct archaeological evidence has been found and proven to support the 

earliest origin of cultivated rice in Southeast Asia. 
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According to Sauer’s premise, the hunter and gatherers in Southeast Asia knew 

the wild plants well before they began to use them as part of their regular dietary 

system. A transition from foraging to farming eventually occurred to people inhabiting a 

place with various types of plants. Sauer supposed that an initial cultivation process 

might have occurred with garden horticulture rather than field agriculture (1952). He 

also suggested that the initial stages of agriculture involved root crops which were 

reproduced as a food resource. He hypothesized that these root crops were first 

propagated in the wet tropics of Southeast Asia, because the root crops, such as yam, 

taro, manioc, and potato, are less labor oriented and more stable, yet less productive 

compared with seed crops, such as rice and wheat. Although it is now generally agreed 

that hunter and gatherers in Southeast Asia practiced cultivation activities on tubers or 

crops before an agricultural system really started, no direct archaeological evidence 

supporting this hypothesis has been found (Bellwood 1997:203). Therefore, Sauer’s 

hypothetical reconstructions of the origin of agriculture in Southeast Asia “were 

plausible but never testable” (Bellwood 1997:203).                         

More historical ecological aspects of the region are now emphasized by some 

scholars (see Bailey et al. 1989; Hutterer 1988; Maloney 1998) to discuss, where, when 

and why hunters and gatherers in the regions would really need to consider agricultural 

processes for their subsistence systems. While it has been found out that most tropical 

soils are relatively poor and not even suitable for agriculture (Hutterer 1988:72), 

Endicott and Bellwood argue that small nomadic style of foraging groups can survive 

with wild resources only (1991:181). Therefore, scholars have focused on 

environmental conditions of the regions for pre-agricultural people. Thus, it might be 
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true that extensive agricultural systems are not ideal in general in Southeast Asian 

regions, except in some regions, such as coastal lowlands, river bottoms and areas with 

good volcanic soils, but it is still plausible that small farming activities with basic 

cultivation processes of rice might have been developed somewhere in Southeast Asia. 

Sauer’s premises are therefore still valuable, regardless that the ideas of a single center 

assumption on the origin of agriculture and its diffusion processes have mainly been 

criticized. Although current archaeological evidence, rice biology, and agronomical 

approaches clearly indicate that the beginnings of rice cultivation were not necessarily 

limited to only one region, further works testing Sauer’s premises must be done before 

completely disagreeing with his hypothesis on Southeast Asia as the cradle of early 

agricultural process. 

Currently, because most of the earliest rice sites are now from China, many 

scholars agree that near central and southern China is the center for the earliest 

cultivation of rice. While all cultural history of East Asia is based on the diffusion theory 

from China to other regions in Asia, some old arguments for the southern, Central, or 

Northern China route for spreading of rice from China to Korea and Japan are still under 

debate (C. P. Choe 1982; Y. N. Chon 1992; W. Y. Kim 1982; Nelson 1982a, 1982b; 

Takamiya 2001). 

There may not be enough archaeological evidence to consider that the Sorori 

site is important until more reliable archaeological data have been recovered from the 

southern Korean peninsula. At the same time, if scholars all agreed that the Sorori rice 

is a cultivated form, some of our knowledge on rice biology and hypotheses based on it 

would need to be revised; for instance, it is traditionally supposed that the proper 
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ecological condition for growing wild rice is limited to the regions below latitude 30°, and 

the area for the earliest development of rice cultivation should be within a region where 

wild rice forms are known to currently grow. Since we do not have any strong reason to 

believe that there is only one center of primary agricultural and domestication process, 

the origination of agriculture might have occurred independently in different regions of 

the world (Bender 1975:15). It is also possible that mixed farming systems could be 

coeval. Bender also argued that we need to be careful with our own archaeological bias. 

According to her, archaeologists who work in regions such as Southwest Asia and 

Mesoamerica where archaeological finds are usually better preserved, but where there 

is lack of indigenous root-crops, favor seed-crops as the origin of agriculture, though 

seed crops are generally more difficult to cultivate (Bender 1975:15). 

At the same token, it might not be necessary for archaeologists or rice specialists 

to find archaeological sites or regions indicating all genetic processes of rice from the 

earliest progenitor to current rice forms consumed in the region all together. Human 

beings have various ways of adjusting to all kinds of environmental conditions. Many 

different factors, from ecological and social environmental conditions have been 

reported to produce change in human behavior in archaeology. While all kinds of human 

societies’ possible responses to environmental conditions have been considered as 

major processes in their cultural history, settlement movements, aside from adaptation 

and manipulation processes, might have involved and played major roles for the history 

of agricultural processes, regardless of the scale of the population in question, or their 

distance traveled. Rice specialists have to keep in mind that no progenitor form of the 

Sorori rice has been found. It is also very important to consider that the climatic 
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conditions of the southern Korean Peninsula during the last glacial period was similar to 

that of southern China, which is 5~10° lower latitude than southern Korea (Cohen 

2002:223). More effort on reconstructing the environmental conditions of the regions, 

especially the Paleoclimatic conditions of the late Pleistocene is necessary. There is a 

need to increase understanding of overall human ecosystems, which is “defined as an 

ecological system that includes humans and has multiple (physical, biological, social, 

and cultural) input and out environments which link to other ecosystems” (Pavao-

Zuckerman 2000:34), of the region. 

Although the origin of the cultivated rice remains an enigma, we may need to 

refocus perspective. Perhaps there is not one single region of early rice cultivation that 

is the ancestor of all cultivated varieties today. Although as Ahn said, “the Sorori rice 

could have been transported from the warmer southern region around paleo-Yangtze 

channel by Paleolithic foragers or migratory birds” (2010:90), we still need to open our 

minds that there may be multiple origins for domesticated rice. Based on the Sorori rice 

case, it is probable that earlier cultivated rice could be found near the Yangtze River as 

well as in farther-north regions somewhere in Asia. More approaches which emphasize 

the historical ecological aspects of the region, and more accumulated archaeological 

evidence would be essential and necessary for future studies. 

To sum up, this chapter introduces some theoretical overviews and arguments 

regarding the Korean agricultural transition and rice agriculture in East Asia. Those 

reviews will be helpful in understanding some theories related to the origin of Korean, 

which is going to be discussed in Chapter 4. Rice cultivation in East Asia is also 

reviewed in detail because it is associated with origin and spreading of pottery culture in 
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the region, which is directly connected with many arguments regarding the cultural 

identity of Korean in archaeology. 
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CHAPTER 4 
KOREAN NEOLITHIC POTTERY CULTURE AND ORIGIN OF KOREAN IDENTITY 

Since it has been well agreed that the best way to interpret archaeological 

records might be a synthetic approach, Korean Neolithic specialists, traditionally 

depending and emphasizing pottery stylistic analysis heavily on their studies, have tried 

to extend more their attention to other works, such as paleoclimatic data, 

ethnoarchaeological and experimental studies, and technological analysis in helping to 

reconstruct subsistence patterns of prehistoric societies in Korea. 

These kinds of trends in Korean archaeology have been occurred along with 

dramatically increased amounts of newly reported archaeological data from South 

Korea, especially in the last few decades. In this chapter, while some major theoretical 

issues that lie behind the traditional arguments on the Neolithic and Bronze pottery 

cultures in Korea are mostly introduced, some other archaeological issues mainly 

related to the pottery studies for Korean archaeology are also discussed. 

Neolithic Packages in East Asia 

Traditionally, East Asian scholars are hesitant to accept the Child (1925)’s 

Neolithic revolution explanation, which states that most important cultural developments 

such as the domestication of plants and animals and a more sedentary life in human 

history occurred all together during the transition period between the later part of the 

Stone age and early Neolithic period. This is because of the much earlier existence of 

the pottery culture than the farming system in the Jomon culture of Japan, which used 

to be regarded as the oldest pottery culture. Although there has been earlier farming 

evidence reported in Japan, it still clearly shows that pottery making in the Japanese 

archipelago was much earlier than the agricultural practice (Imamura 1996). In general, 
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pottery and agriculture evidence has been under a see-saw contest for the chorological 

dates between them in East Asian region. Most recent data from China and Siberia 

show that the earliest evidence for the agricultural crops and pottery making are now 

closely dated. According to most recent report, the pottery found in the one of very late 

Pleistocene cave sites in China is dated 20,000-19,000 BP (Wu et al. 2012). 

Therefore, while the origin and spread of farming often do not appear to have 

been a uniform process, in which a “Neolithic Package” of domesticated plant and 

animal species, long-term settlements and pottery in the world, simple evolutionary 

perspective on the Neolithic Revolution process has come under much criticism in the 

past thirty years. Since plant and animal remains decompose quickly, determining 

domestication of plants and animals is a difficult process for scholars (Issac 1970; Reed 

1977). According to Issac domestication should be reserved for those plants in which 

morphological change has occurred and the plant is considered economically valuable. 

He explains that cultivated includes domesticated plants and wild plants, in which no 

morphological changes have occurred (Issac 1970). Issac also defines that a 

domesticated animal must have had valued reasons to keep on purpose. As seen in 

Chapter 3, we still need to have more evidence of Paleoclimatic data as well as other 

archaeological discoveries to make more plausible arguments on certain issues for 

when, where, why and how. 

Based on archaeological evidence from China, it seems that animal and plant 

domestication came around the same time in East Asia, with some exceptions such as 

Jomon in Japan. It is reported that southern China has the oldest archaeological 

evidence for a domesticated animal, which is a pig, dating 10,000 BP, while northern 
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regions had domesticated pits and chickens around 8,000 BP (Yan 1993, cited in 

Nelson 2004:47). Although morphological markers and population profiles indicating 

domesticated status for animal, bones found in Neolithic archaeological sites in 

Southeast Asia have not been established, pigs, chickens, water buffaloes, cattle, and 

dogs are believed to be domesticated (Smith 1995).  

First Pottery Making in East Asia 

While one thing makes sense in that prehistoric people must have realized and 

learned the benefit of using containers in their daily life (Rice 1999), according to one of 

hypotheses on the origin of pottery making from Childe (1951:76-79), the initial stage of 

pot making practice was initiated by our ability to react to some natural visual stimulus 

such as baskets, gourds, bladders, and human skulls as containers. Clark and Gosser 

(1995:219) also suggest a similar explanation on the earliest Mesoamerican pottery 

containers. According to another popular hypothesis, pottery may be invented when 

humans needed to “detoxify foods and make them more palatable” especially for plants 

such as wheat, maize, and rice that need to be boiled for consumption (Hoopes and 

Barnett 1995:3). While some other theories such as culinary hypotheses, explaining that 

the first moment of inventing pottery was after an accidental discovery of sun-baked 

clay that could be used various functional purposes, aggrandizer/competitive-feasting 

theory emphasizing the necessary of containers for feasting process, and 

social/symbolic elaboration model, inferring that symbolic elaborated materials such as 

figurines, miniatures clays and beads, in hunter and gather societies might have been 

initiated earlier than practical pots (Rice 1999:5-14), currently one of predominant 

hypotheses to the topic is “a supply-and-demand model” that pottery making was 
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resulted by a corresponding action as both rising demand and time-budget advantage 

were matched (Brown 1989). 

Although in general pottery sites in China and Japan are much older than the 

earliest sites with agricultural evidence in East Asia (Yasuda 2002), many sites also 

indicate that the first appearance of domesticated plants and animals in some regions 

could be very contemporary with early sedentary (Nelson 2004). Another fact that we 

need to keep in mind is that while some early pottery sites located in Jiangxi, Guanxi 

and Guandong provinces in southern China date as early as 13,000- 11,000 year ago 

(Jiao 1994:6-16, cited in Kajiwara and Kononenko 1999:68), as mentioned in Chapter 3, 

the region of southern China, was never under harsh climatic oscillations. The sites in 

the region show many plant materials including wild rice, bamboo and acorns and some 

scholars even mention that some rice phytoliths could be considered as the ones from 

domesticated rice (MacNeish 1997). 

According to Kajiwara and Kononenko (1999:68-70), who hypothesize that the 

people who lived in southern China during the Final Pleistocene changed their 

subsistence patterns to a more diversified foraging system, the earliest pottery is 

therefore invented for their life style which was that less mobile and therefore tended to 

use more local resources. They also believe that the pottery culture also moved to the 

north, the Amur region in Siberia, where they believe that it is the original place to 

diffuse pottery culture to all other northeast Asian region, including northern Japanese 

archipelago, along with the improved climatic condition in the region. They also mention, 

however, that the dates and reasons for the origin of early pottery culture should be 
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explained and supported by more detailed micro level analysis and should be improved 

chronological sequences based on absolute dating techniques. 

In brief, although some cases still show possible concurrent appearances of the 

domestication of plants and animals and a more sedentary life, it has been also 

reported that many prehistoric farming societies, for example a Meso- and South 

America, did not transform to village life for a long time (Pringle 1998). As shown above, 

the idea of Neolithic Revolution would not be sustainable to argue that it was a package 

deal throughout the world. Oyuela-Caycedo (1995) argues that the part of reasons for 

the strong beliefs on the direct relations between pottery origin and sedentism could be 

produced by not enough effort on making relations between the context of pottery and 

other archaeological assemblage. Many researchers now study particular societies and 

follow those societies’ development and are more concerned on social conditions to 

changes. However, it has not been successfully explained why pottery was not used in 

certain people and region. While environmental limitations have been popular among 

scholars (Arnold 1985), some scholars have looked into the economic perspective as 

one of the adaptive processes (Brown 1989). We have still to argue why past or current 

hunter and gatherers did not change to a farming society, although ecological conditions 

could not be the main factors for some people (for more information about the origins of 

pottery in prehistoric cultures, see Barnett and Hoopes 1995, Brown 1989; Eerkens 

2001; Sassaman 1993; Rice 1999).  

Chronological Issues in Korean Archaeology 

As discussed in Chapter 3, based on the reliable archaeological evidence, the 

agricultural practice was a much later phenomenon than the presence of the earliest 

pottery dating 12,000?-10,000 BP in Korea (C. H. Kang 2007, 2009; S. J. Shin 2004). 
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Traditionally the chronology for Korea is based on the Three age system; stone, bronze, 

and iron, while as introduced above, the concept of the European Three ages 

classifications have been under debate, specifically for the Neolithic and Bronze Age 

periods.  

Currently, applying the system for the Korean archaeology has also been 

condemned by some scholars and many ideas have been discussed without having a 

single agreed suggestion that could have replaced the Three age system yet (S. R. 

Choi 1998:223, 2008). Although there are some disagreements among scholars, the 

Korean prehistoric chronological division is generally divided into: the Paleolithic, 

Neolithic (10,000 – 3,500 BP), and Bronze (3,500 – 2,400 BP) (Choe and Bale 2002:98). 

While scholars have stated that the Three age classification is inappropriate for 

Korean archaeology for various reasons, one of the most criticized facts is on 

depending heavily on typological distinctions of pottery (see S. R. Choi 1998, 2008; H. 

J. Ro 1997). According to Nelson, “the congruence of specific pottery styles with various 

technological stages is inexact and disputed” (1992a:431). There is currently an 

increased reliance on absolute dating method to combine the traditional chronology 

mostly based on pottery typology in South Korean archaeology, while no such shift has 

taken place in North Korean archaeology, which heavily emphasizes typology and 

stratigraphy (Im 1999:261). Another interesting argument is from Ro (1994, 2002:519) 

saying that the old Three period series in Korean archaeology is one of byproducts from 

the Japanese colonial archaeology and it should have been replaced by some other 

ways.  
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Neolithic Period 

Although ‘Neolithic’ refers to the first appearance of ground stone, many Korean 

scholars use the term to mark the first appearance of pottery. It was generally accepted 

by the scholars that the first pottery culture in Korea appeared around 8,000 BP. 

However, according to recent archaeological evidence, the oldest pottery found in the 

Gosanri site of the country’s largest island, Jejoo-do (or Chejudo), which lie in the Korea 

Strait, is dated to between 12,000 and 10,000 BP (C. H. Kang 2007, 2009; Shin 

2004:12). 

While some older potteries, called appliqué decorated pattern pottery 

(yoongimum-togi in Korean) and primitive Mumun coarse pottery (wonsiMumun-togi in 

Korean), have been excavated from the lower layer of the Chulmun-patterned pottery 

through the Korean peninsula (C. H. Kang 2007, 2009; Shin 2004), the Chulmun-

patterned ware period is significant for the earliest plant cultivation and sedentary 

societies in the Korea Peninsula. Although it is necessary to discuss further whether it is 

proper to name all the Neolithic pottery cultures as the Chulmun-patterned pottery 

period, it is often traditionally called as the Korean Neolithic period. As a result, some 

Korean archaeologists have argued that the ‘Neolithic Period’ which has been applied 

for the academia in Europe, is not proper for describing Korean Chronological periods. 

Bronze Period  

The beginnings and definitions of the Korean Bronze Age are the subjects still 

under debate. Scholars in South Korea generally believe that the Korean Bronze period 

starts around 3,000 BP (Choi 2008; Im 1992; J. B. Kim 1974, 1975; J. H. Kim 1978), 

while North Korean scholars insist that the Korean Bronze age started from 4,000 BP 

based on the earliest Bronze materials found in the Northern Korean peninsula (Barnes 
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1993:161; Nelson 1993:162). As noted in the case of the Neolithic period, the Bronze 

period is interchangeably used with another pottery term in Korea, Mumun which means 

plain or undecorated in English. Many current scholars in Korea prefer the Mumun to 

the Bronze period (H. J. Ro 2002:525). Although these two terms, Bronze and Mumun 

pottery period are most commonly used among scholars in Korea, there are some 

people who argue that they have to use the Megalithic period, instead of using the 

Mumun or Bronze period. 

While Korea has the highest density of dolmens (=megalithic monuments, or 

Goindol and Chisokmyo in Korean), all most 40% of the total in the world are found 

there and the beginnings of the bronze in Korea are still questionable, Nelson (1993:110, 

150) suggested that Korean Mumun pottery culture should have been called the dolmen 

culture, which is firmly associated with the Mumun pottery. Nelson believed that it is a 

proper way because archaeological data show that all kinds of social and subsistence 

patterns had been changed near the 3,000 BP as the dolmen culture was dominating 

throughout the Korean peninsula. Although scholars generally believe that the dolmen 

might have been used for burial purposes, the topic for the main purpose of the 

megalithic monuments has been under debate (B. M. Kim 1982; Whang 1982). Since 

typical artifacts found in the dolmens are Mumun pottery, bronze weapons, and polished 

stone, scholars generally agree that during the dolmen culture, it is believed that a 

hierarchical system in the society existed (W. Y. Kim 1986; H. J. Ro 1992:212). 

While the majority of the dolmen is found in the Korean peninsula, similar 

dolmens have been reported in Manchuria and Shandong in China and Kyushu Island 

in Japan (B. M. Kim 1981, 1982; Whang 1982). Many scholars therefore believe that the 
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dolmen could not be used as the Korean chronology systems because some other 

neighboring regions mentioned above also have them. However, the Mumun style 

pottery has also been found in the same East Asian regions where dolmens were found. 

Some also argue that the first appearance of the bronze materials in the Korean 

peninsula is not coincidental with that of the Mumun pottery. However, while it could 

have been difficult to make a clear cut chronological line on the first appearance of the 

Mumun pottery in Korea, that issue is also related to some other topics such as how to 

classify a geographical zone of ancient Korean culture and how to define their ethnic 

origin.  

Chulmun Pottery Studies 

Before the Gosanri pottery, which is similar to the primitive Mumun pottery, was 

found in Korea, it was generally believed that the earliest known Korean pottery would 

be the yoongimun pottery, regardless that scholars in Korea had realized the existence 

of another earlier pottery form, the primitive Mumun pottery, which was first reported at 

one of the most famous Neolithic site, Dongsamdong midden in the southern tip of the 

peninsula. They could not decide where to put the primitive Mumun pottery culture in 

the Korean Neolithic chronology. Similarly, as mentioned the Chulmun pottery has 

represented a whole Korean Neolithic period, some scholars actually put the Gosanri 

pottery into the Yoongimun group as they were first excavated. 

Kim, Won-Yong, who is called father of Korean archaeology, divided the Korean 

Chulmun pottery chronology into the three stages; the Early (8,000-5,000 BP), Middle 

(5,000-4,000 BP) and Late (4,000-3,000 BP) (W. Y. Kim 1967). After recognizing the 

Dongsamdong site, which shows the existence of the earlier layers of Appliquéd pottery 

and primitive Mumun pottery than the Chulmun pottery, he calls it pre-Chulmun period 
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(W. Y. Kim 1983a). Similarly, in North Korean archaeology the stage is divided into the 

Early (7,000-6,000 BP), Middle (6,000-5,000 BP), and Late (5,000-4,000 BP) in the 

1980s (C. P. Choi 2005:167; W. Y. Kim 1981:27). 

Currently scholars in South Korea have added two more earlier stages called 

Incipient and Initial Periods (12,000-8,000 BP) in the Chulmun pottery period and they 

have shown differing opinions for each stage, especially the initial and finial stages for 

the Middle Chulmun period (e.g. Y. H. Chung 1997; Choe and Bale 2002; Im 2000). 

Although pottery decoration changes and their spreading routes are still the center of 

discussions for the Chulmun pottery period, some people have approached the 

Chulmun pottery chronology with a different emphasis. Choe and Bale (2002, 2006) 

who emphasize subsistence, tool and settlement patterns as much as pottery tradition, 

divide the period into Incipient (10,000-8,000 BP), Early (8,000-5,500 BP), Middle 

(5,500-4,000 BP) and Late (4,000-3,500/3,000 BP), which is also similar with others 

mentioned above. While the regional studies for the Chulmun pottery have intensified in 

the last several decades in Korea, regionally divided chronology systems for the 

Chulmun pottery period has been also requested (see J. Y. Shim 2008).     

The Chulmun pottery cultures in Korea have been divided into three or four 

regional groups based on mainly pottery form and decoration (Figure 4-1). While  

scholars in Korea generally believe that each of cultures has different stylistic traits, they 

have not agreed upon where, when and how the pottery cultures interacted with each 

other. W. Y. Kim divided the Chulmun pottery cultures into four different regional 

subgroups (1967:101): the west coast group with typical Chulmun-patterned pottery with  
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Figure 4-1. Neolithic pottery groups in the Korean Peninsula (modified and based on 
information from Cultural Heritage of North Korea from the National Research 
Institute of Cultural Heritage in Korea-www.nrich.go.kr, Buyeo Museum-
www.bu-yeo.com/blm, and National Museum of Korea-www.museum.go.kr).   
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incised decoration and pointed bases; the southeast coast group with appliquéd (raised) 

decoration and some flat bottomed base; the northeast group with the short incised   

lines or dots on surface and mostly flat based bowl and jar; and the northwest group 

with herringbone designs, short lines and dots and flat based bowl but rounded and 

pointed ones as well. Kim later combined the west coast and the northwest groups into 

one group (1981:27). Some scholars have also divided the regional groups similarly but 

slightly differently: central western, southern, eastern and northeastern, or west coast, 

east coast and south coast (see Y. H. Han 1978; Im 1984, 1996, 1999; J. H. Kim 1978). 

J. H. Choi (2001:22) stated that the Neolithic pottery groups in Korea are able to divide 

into three regional groups based on the shapes of pottery bases; western and eastern 

north with flat, central western with pointed and rounded, and southern and eastern 

coastal with flat, pointed, and rounded. 

Although as Nelson said, “At the very best the groupings are polythetic sets” 

(1993:61), these regional divisions have been played as a foundation for the progress of 

studies on the Korean Neolithic period. Scholars in Korea since then have discussed 

three main topics: chronological studies, Neolithic regional groups and their 

connections, and eventually the issue of origin of Korean people (S. J. Lee 1992:80-81). 

All these three main topics are directly connected with each other and pottery typology 

and diffusion and migration theories are centered in all related studies. While many 

newly emphasized topics such as environmental facts and subsistence patterns have 

been widely discussed in the Korean Neolithic archaeology through the last two 

decades, one of the topics, origin of Korean, has not been popularly discussed as much 

as in the past. However, one of the main discussions for the Korean Neolithic period is 
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still about the relations among those regionally divided groups; origin and spreading 

order and route among the each pottery group. Pottery stylistic approach has been a 

primary role in all related studies up until now.   

Chulmun Pottery Stylistic Approach 

It seems that two main attributes in the pottery study of the Korean Neolithic and 

Bronze periods are shape and decoration and their temporal and spatial relations have 

been conventionally concerned. As for the decoration study, there are three main 

categories: decoration techniques such as incising, stamping, punctuating, appliqué, 

impressed fingering, etc.; decoration position on pottery; and decoration styles such as 

herringbone, zigzag, dot, spiral motif, perforated rim, etc. According to S. T. Im (1999), 

as an example for the approach mentioned above, one of decoration techniques, 

stamping, could be divided into two groups; single tooth or multi teeth. Under the two 

categories, there are multiple sub groups (Im creates 11 subgroup in his study), based 

on some facts such as a length of a decoration and a distance and angle between 

decorations. More discussions on the stylistic approach will be followed later in this 

chapter. 

Along with this kind of analyses, some fundamental scheme for the chronology of 

the Korean Neolithic pottery groups has been created, although it has not been tested 

(J. S. Kim 2003a:6); for instance, the underlying assumption in all studies for the central 

western Chulmun pottery group (S. T. Im 1999, 2001, 2003; J. S. Kim 2003a, 2004) is 

that a pottery decorated on the whole surface with different motifs in rim, body, and 

base separately is earlier than the ones wherein a whole body is decorated with a single 

motif. A partially decorated pottery appeared later in time after a decorated pottery on 

the whole surface: While the partially decorated pottery on its body part is younger than 
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the ones above, a decoration on a surface in pottery disappeared in the following order 

– from base, body and rim. A pottery with a single tooth stamped decoration is earlier 

than a pottery with multi teeth stamped decoration. A pottery with a great care and 

uniformity is earlier than a pottery with a coarse and degraded decoration. Eventually, a 

pottery without any decoration, called Mumun pottery, appeared. 

Based on the premises above, Korean scholars have put tremendous efforts on 

analyzing pottery surface decorations; they try to find some similar decoration patterns 

on specific forms of the potteries from all regional groups, and later classify them in 

temporal and spatial orders, and eventually create the chronological orders of some 

specific decorations. While it is believed that the central western group is the oldest 

among all other regional Chulmun pottery groups in Korea, other regional Chulmun 

pottery groups also show a similar transition trend that shows on the central western 

group. In the case of the yoongimun, an earlier pottery group than the Chulmun and 

typically appeared in the southern and eastern coastal areas in the peninsula, it is 

generally believed that the yoongimun pottery with a decoration on the rim area is older 

than the one with a whole body decoration. 

These kinds of approaches have long been centered for all Korean pottery 

studies up to the present. However, after applying the seriation approach further in the 

last thirty years, scholars have been questioning the traditionally accepted pottery 

chronology from the 1960s (see S. T. Im 2003; J. S. Kim 2003a, 2004; Kim and Yang 

2001). Therefore, some have questioned the validity of the habitually utilized typological 

ordering of pottery designs in the Korean Neolithic pottery study (S. T. Im 2003; J. S. 

Kim 2003a, 2004). More discussion on this will be followed in Chapter 8. 
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As seen above, the two prehistoric pottery cultures, the Chulmun and Mumun 

potteries have become bywords for the Neolithic and Bronze periods respectively, 

regardless of that some earlier pottery types, the primitive Mumun and yoongimun, have 

been reported in southern and eastern coastal regions. Although the Korean Neolithic 

potteries show some regional variants, the one common stylistic pattern appeared on 

most of the regional variants is the comb-patterned surface decoration.   

Chulmun Pottery Cultures 

While more number of shell midden sites has been found than residential sites, 

traditionally most of the Neolithic sites in the Korean peninsula have been found near 

river and coastal areas. But recent reported data shows that they are found in the inland 

area and even mountain areas as well (B. K. Choi 2007; Han et al. 2002; S. K. Lee 

2003; Lee and Lee 2009). Traditionally, there is not much discussion regarding the 

dwelling methods of the prehistoric peoples in Korea not only because of insufficient 

data but also because less attention was given on the subject due to a heavy emphasis 

on the pottery stylistic approach. With increased numbers of newly discovered 

residential sites, many studies have been done in the last decade. Recently, several 

scholars have tried to find and discuss some patterns that appeared from the Neolithic 

residential sites. They focused on regional and temporal comparisons on the shape and 

size of a floor plan inside a residential unit, on floor foundation method, on internal 

structures such as furnace and storage pit, and on outside structures such as open 

storage pit, open air hearth, and open pit site (Y. J. Kim 2010, Koo 2003, 2006a, 2006b, 

2008a, 2008b, 2011a, 2011b. 2011c; S. K. Lee 2003; S. J. Lee 2010; S. Y. Lee 2008). 

Koo, Ja-Jin (2011a, 2011b), who studied some features such as a floor plan and 

furnace facilities of the residential units by region and time from the Neolithic period in 
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Korea, argued that it is possible to divide the Neolithic residential site types into sub-

regional groups along by putting them into three different stages of the Neolithic period 

by chronological order. According to him, there are three possible subgroups of the 

residential types for the early Neolithic stage; inner central, central eastern and central 

western. These subgroups are roughly identical to two regional pottery groups; central 

western and eastern coastal respectively. The central western groups were divided into 

three different subgroups by his study. Similarly, he sorts out later Neolithic residential 

sites into two other stages and put them into each stage with several sub-regional 

groups. His study shows us that more detailed regional approach, rather than a pottery 

study, could be produced along with more controlled spatial and temporal scales. 

According to Hong (2012), who most recently studies the Neolithic residential 

units from the central western region, it shows that; round, squared, and two layered 

structure houses all appeared in the early period, a squared house is dominated in the 

middle period, and squared and rectangular shapes were getting popular from the late 

period. He also stated that there is a strong spatial and temporal variation among the 

sample groups selected only in the central western region. Another study of the 

Neolithic residential units from S. J. Lee (2010), who focused on the eastern coastal 

residential units, showed that from the early to middle Neolithic periods, there is not 

much change shown on the subsistence and residential patterns on archaeological 

evidence: It is indicated that in the early Neolithic period both round and squared 

houses were shown, but more round than squared ones and both round and squared 

houses appeared equally in the middle Neolithic period. During the late Neolithic period, 

a squared pattern was getting popular while the round one slowly disappeared through 
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the time. According to her, the round style of a pit house continued up to the early 

Bronze period but the size became smaller in the Neolithic to the Bronze period. Lee, S. 

K. (2003) reported that overall structural and functional patterns that appeared in the 

residential units in the Korean peninsula from the end of the Neolithic periods continued 

through the early Bronze period. 

According to the study from Hong (2012), during the early Neolithic period, it is 

indicated that the percentage of the pit houses constructed on the bare ground without 

doing anything was a lot higher in the central western group than any other regions. 

However, it is caused by the fact that one of the sub-regional groups in the central 

western group was excavated with the higher numbers of residential units that were 

mostly with a simple bare ground floor. In fact, it is indicated that other sub-regional 

groups inside the central western group showed all different kinds of floor styles; with a 

simple bare ground, with clay intentionally hardened by fire and with clay coated by clay 

plaster, while either fired ground and coated plaster ground are more popular. As for the 

case of the eastern coastal group, it is hard to find a regular pattern by a region and 

time (S. J. Lee 2010). While most of the residential units from the early and middle 

Neolithic period are found in coastal dune, all these simply bare (sand), hardened clay 

and coated clay ground floor irregularly appeared without any noticeable pattern. One 

residential site found on the hill side from the late Neolithic period of the eastern coastal 

region shows that all nine houses were constructed on the bare ground. As seen above, 

it is likely that there is a difference among the regional groups for the residential types 

through the Neolithic period. Since it needs to have more detailed sub-regional groups, 
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based on more controlled spatial and temporal scales, more numbers of sample sites 

would give us better results of the studies. 

While it is thought that a rectangular pit house, which is generally bigger, might 

have had more functionally various spaces (Y. J. Lim 1985), J. J. Koo (2011a, 2011b, 

2011c) infers that the appearance of the bigger rectangular houses for the late Neolithic 

period in a certain region shows more various subsistence activities. Lee, S. J. (2010) 

similarly states that based on no change of the residential units in the eastern coastal 

region from the early to middle Neolithic periods, the subsistence and residential 

patterns through the early and late Neolithic periods were not transformed much. 

However, she believes that after the Neolithic people in the region moved their 

residential area from the sandy dune to a hilly side area through the post middle and 

late Neolithic period, fishing activity decreased while hunting and foraging activities 

gradually increased. It is supported by archaeological materials showing more grinding 

stones and querns that appeared from the middle Neolithic period. Their residential 

units are smaller than earlier periods. Lee, S. J. (2010) hypothesizes that the groups 

living in the hilly areas in the eastern coastal region needed to make groups smaller in 

size to help them migrate easily from place to place for dietary options due to the colder 

climate in the late Neolithic period. She states that this process eventually lead the 

Neolithic societies in the region to transform to the Bronze period. 

As seen above, it is shown that there were different regional processes for the 

subsistence patterns in the Neolithic period in the Korean peninsula. According to Lee, J. 

J. (2001a, 2002) who studied midden sites for the subsistence patterns in the Korean 

Neolithic period, although it is believed that central western and southern coastal 
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regions show largely differing patterns of using marine resources and residences due to 

environmental and cultural differences, a stable sedentary style of food economy from 

fishing, hunting and foraging might have been established in both regions during the 

early Neolithic period. Scholars in Korea believe that although people living in the 

central western area might have started an agricultural activity earlier than any other 

regions based on some archaeological evidence, it was limited in part of food economy 

system for the Neolithic people in the region (E. H. Lee 2004:304). In general, 

archaeological evidence shows that the Neolithic people living in the central western 

region show lesser dependency on fishing activities than those of southern and eastern 

coastal regions, while showing that they had more complex subsistence pattern along 

with foraging activities for nut products to increase longer storage time (S. H. Kim 

2001:79). Archaeological evidence shows that a possible small-scale cultivation started 

at least from 5,000 BP at the areas near the Amsadong site in Seoul (Choe and Bale 

2002:103). 

According to the study of stable carbon and nitrogen isotope ratios of human and 

animal remains from one of rare Incipient Chulmun pottery sites located at the southern 

outmost of the Korean peninsula, the Chulmun pottery people living in the southern 

coastal regions heavily depended on marine resources than those from the western 

peninsula where terrestrial resources were more important (Choy et al. 2012). The 

study clearly shows that there was a regional difference of subsistence strategy among 

the Neolithic peoples in the Korean peninsula. 

Various new studies focusing on the subsistence patterns of the Neolithic period 

have been reported for the last decade in Korea. Although many explanations from the 
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studies may not be tested yet due to insufficient evidence, this is a right way for the 

future of the Korean archaeology. Similarly some scholars have started to discuss a 

social hierarchy in the Korean Neolithic societies, although some argue that there is no 

strong archaeological evidence showing the existence of a social class (S. J. Shin 1994). 

According to studies from S. K. Lee (2000), H. J. Lim (2003), and T. Y. Yoo (2010), the 

presence of some unique funerary objects such as shell bracelets and jade along with 

all kinds of other materials for daily activities and some various scales of burial sizes 

and amounts of general funerary objects from some burial sites could be an indication 

to imply a possible class difference in the Korean Neolithic societies.  

Origin of Chulmun Pottery and Its Spreading in Korea 

The first archaeological study for the origin of the Korean Chulmun pottery was 

done by the Japanese scholar, Fujita who proposed a population migration theory from 

Europe’s Kammkeramic to Siberia and eventually to the Korean peninsula (Fujita 1930, 

cited in Nelson 1993:56). This Siberian route theory was further vitalized later by two 

south Korean scholars, W. Y. Kim (1964, 1967) and J. H. Kim (1964, 1978). Although 

they believe that the Korean Chulmun pottery is not exactly same as the ones from the 

northern Europe and Siberia, they suppose that the Korean Chulmun pottery might have 

been influenced from the regions. They describe that some similarities are found on the 

overall pottery forms and combed decorations from the Chulmun potteries of all three 

regions but they differ in the detailed decorations on the surface. According to W. Y. 

Kim, the Siberian Chulmun pottery culture moved to the western coastal areas of the 

Korean peninsula and spread to the eastern and northeastern coastal areas in the 

peninsula. B. S. Han (1974) similarly describes the diffusion routes of the Chulmun 

pottery, Siberia to northwestern Korean peninsula and later to costal line of the 
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peninsula to northeastern peninsula. This Siberia theory has been naturally challenged 

by scholars because there have been newly reported potteries from Northeastern 

China, western Siberia, and Korea that show the earlier chronological dates than those 

from the northeastern Europe (see H. G. Baek 1986, 1999; H. G. Lee 1990; H. J. Im 

1983, 1996, 1999). According to D. J. Lee, except for the shape of the bases from both 

the Siberian region and Korea, there is no similarity on “engraving techniques, design 

contents, and design structure” (1999:29) between their Chulmun potteries. 

Overall, the scholars mentioned above emphasize the different patterns that 

appeared in the Korean Chulmun potteries; as mentioned, most Chulmun potteries from 

the western regions in Korea show pointed and rounded bases while the northeastern 

regions show flat pottery in general. Therefore, B. S. Han (1974) considers the flat 

Chulmun pottery from the northeastern peninsula as the degraded form of the 

Kammkeramik Chulmun pottery from the Scandinavian peninsula. However, H. G. Lee 

(1990, 1991), who emphasizes the similar flat potteries between northeastern and 

northwestern Korea and northeastern China regions, Liaodong peninsula and 

Manchuria, argues that the Neolithic Chulmun pottery culture in the southern Korea 

peninsula originated from those regions and insists later that the origin of the Neolithic 

Korean culture should include both northern regions. H. G. Baek (1986, 1993, 1999), 

who focuses on the comparative studies of the pottery from the Liaodong area and the 

northwestern and northeastern regions of the Korean peninsula, also shows close 

connections between two regions. Nelson (1993:107-108, 1995a:10-12), however, 

mentions some similar archaeological features between northeastern China and the 

Korean peninsula but states that although some similar geometric decorations appeared 
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at the potteries, overall there are some differences such as the shape of the pottery 

base between two regions. The idea of the northeastern China as the center of the 

Chulmun pottery origin is not discussed much after many earlier Chulmun potteries from 

the coastal areas of the Korean peninsula were reported. 

After having more archaeological data accumulated, currently scholars have 

focused more on the regional developments of the Korean Chulmun pottery (I. S. Ha 

2003, 2006a; S. T. Im 2003; D. J. Lee 1999, 2001; E. S. Song 1998, 2001, 2002; Shin 

1994). Although it was before many newly excavated potteries were reported, Y. H. Han 

(1978) argues that the central western Chulmun pottery was from the Jitapri site located 

in the northern peninsula, not by farther northern region near the Amnok (=Yalu) river 

located at the current boundary between China and Korea. Many scholars in South 

Korea now consider the central western Korean peninsula as the origin of the Korean 

Chulmun pottery, based on the absolute dating results of the potteries from the region 

(S. K. Lee 2001; E. S. Song 2002). Some scholars explain that the Chulmun pottery 

culture from the central western region moved to the eastern central region and later 

moved down to the southern coastal region (S. K. Lee 1999; E. S. Song 2001, 2002). 

Based on her study focusing on the environmental factor and food production, E. S. 

Song (2001) argues that during the middle Neolithic period, the central western 

Chulmun people moved to the eastern peninsula and later introduced a Chulmun 

patterned type of potteries to the southern coastal area where the yoongimun pottery 

culture dominated during the middle Neolithic period. She infers this as the result of the 

subsistence strategy of the Neolithic people who were looking for less effort with higher 

benefit that all hunter and forager look for even at present and she considers that the 
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salmon catching was the one that the Chulmun pottery people from the central eastern 

region found discovered.       

Most of Neolithic pottery studies in Korea show that there is some level of a 

similarity on the pottery decoration between the central western Korean Chulmun 

pottery and all other regional Neolithic Chulmun potteries (Shin 2004; E. S. Song 2002). 

Therefore, many studies have focused on the transition routes of the central western 

Korean Chulmun pottery culture to the rest of the Korean peninsula, while a number of 

studies on the central western Korean region have dominated than that of any other 

regional Neolithic studies in Korea. However, D. J. Lee (1999, 2001), who focuses on 

the patterns of the pottery stylistic decorations and the results of the absolute dates on 

pottery, suggests a new idea that all Chulmun pottery cultures in the Korean peninsula 

originated from the southern coastal Chulmun and yoongimun pottery cultures. His idea 

is similar to that of Sample and Mohr (1964), who excavated one of the most famous 

sites in the southern peninsula, Dongsamdong’s midden site and analyzed pottery from 

the site. They did not accept the Siberian theory and suggested instead a local 

evolution.  

Transition from Chulmun to Mumun 

During the end of the late Neolithic period, the pottery with the Chulmun style 

dramatically decreased and eventually changed to the Mumun pottery, which was 

becoming widespread in the Korean peninsula around 4,000-3,500 BP. This new 

pottery style is generally distinguished from its predecessor, the Chulmun pottery, by 

the simple decoration pattern, if decorated, and thicker wall with the flat base form 

(Nelson 1993:163). This Mumun pottery is similar with the paleo Mumun, in terms of no 

decorated style of pottery, although the Mumun pottery is much more varied than the 
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earlier Mumun pottery. The Mumun period is divided into the early, middle and late time 

periods, and Korean archaeologists have identified five or six regional groups (C. K. Lee 

1988; H. J. Ro 2002:525). According to Nelson (1993:111), there are two basic pottery 

shapes, “a wide mouthed pot and narrow necked jar” that are often found together. 

Nelson interprets this consistency in shape as dietary similarities all shared by people 

throughout the peninsula. 

Although it was known that more than 70 percent of Neolithic sites from the 

central western islands in Korea is the midden site and the majority of the contents is 

oyster (S. H. Kim 2001:79), the middens near coastal line throughout all the peninsula 

disappeared through the transition from Chulmun to Mumun period (J. J. Lee 2002:13). 

While all other general subsistence patterns including settlement styles were changed 

as well, rectangular semi-subterranean pit-houses were built on the open land or 

hillsides near rivers during the early Mumun period. It is indicated that a large size 

rectangular residential unit continued throughout the early Bronze period in Korea, 

although from the middle Bronze period, all residential units became smaller (Seung-Og 

Kim 2006:27). Kim also explained that a multifamily residence pattern changed to a 

single family pattern in the later period. According to him, the dramatic change during 

the Bronze period occurred in the middle Bronze period as the residential sizes and 

shapes changed significantly along with other overall changes in the mode of 

subsistence. 

In general, the settlements are more concentrated in the west and south in the 

peninsula but some sites from east and inner central areas have been reported (see 

Seung-Og Kim 2006:8). Overall, the density of the settlement became noticeably higher 



100 

than those of the Chulmun period and many sites for both periods are overlapped 

between 5,000 and 3,000 BP (Lutaenko et al. 2007:372). Sometimes, hundreds of 

dwellings and storage facilities were found in each village, occasionally associated with 

workshops, dry field, cemeteries, defensive facilities (moats and palisades) (Lee 

2001b). J. H. An (2001) divides the Mumun groups, based on the settlement locations of 

agricultural societies and residential patterns and tools, into three groups: river basin, 

ridges and slope on the mountain, and hill side. He believes that these three groups had 

different patterns of the mode of subsistence. 

The Relations between Chulmun and Mumun Pottery Cultures 

Since social complexity from the Mumun period was apparently evident from the 

archaeological records, before the 1940s, there was no any kind of inquiry about the 

relations between the Chulmun and the Mumun cultures: rather it was simply accepted 

that they were ethnically and culturally different peoples (S. J. Lee 1992:90). However, 

there are currently two main arguments that have interpreted the relations between 

these two pottery cultures; evolution in place with acculturation and foreign influence by 

population movements. 

While profound archaeological changes from the late Neolithic period have been 

identified, which are associated with the disappearance of a Chulmun patterned pottery, 

many traditional explanations for the occurrence of the Mumun pottery as the population 

replacement phenomenon throughout the late Neolithic and early Bronze periods have 

appeared in the published record from the early twentieth century by Japanese 

scholars. This explanation has been accounted by diffusion and migration theories, 

based mainly on several factors that have been appeared on the archaeological 

evidence; the appearance of increased socio-political complexity in settlement patterns, 
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various burial practice including megalithic tombs, broad rice-farming tools, a new 

pottery culture, and relatively large scale rice fields. Scholars supporting these 

phenomena as results of a population migration process argue that all those changes 

coincidentally appeared in a relatively short time period as a package (e.g. J. B. Kim; 

1974; J. H. Kim; 1978; J. S. Kim 2002a, 2002b; W. Y. Kim 1986; Lutaenko et al. 

2007:389). 

Increased agricultural activity was inferred by more actual remains of grains, 

more ubiquitous and varied agricultural implements, such as small semilunar-shaped 

stone knives that were probably grain reaping implement (Nelson 1993:144). Some 

bronze objects, megalithic tombs, more sedentism after the movement of settlements 

from the coastal and riverine areas toward inland hilly zones, polished stone daggers, 

polished red or black pottery, and craft that needed specialization, are all used as 

indications for the appearance of a social complexity (Chon 1992). 

While scholars emphasize a sign of an increased homogeneity in the material 

culture throughout the peninsula in the Mumun period, some of them state that a 

nomadic group with a package of material culture that included new types of pottery, 

bronze technology, megalithic tombs, and rice agriculture migrated from northern China 

and replaced the existing hunter-gatherers in the peninsular (J. B. Kim 1974; J. H. Kim 

1978; W. Y. Kim 1986). 

On the other hand, the other group has argued that the transition time from 

Chulmun to Mumun pottery was not radical or abrupt, but a steady process over a long 

time (e.g. C. P. Choe 1982, 1986, 1990, 1991; G. A. Lee 2011; Shin 1994, 2007). Since 

this perspective was mainly argued by North Korean scholars initially, many South 
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Korean scholars, however admitting some external influences, have been supporting 

this explanation at present. While scholars on both sides, indigenous origin and foreign 

influence, agree that the shift of village locations has been usually interpreted as the 

result of different subsistence strategies (see J. J. Lee 2011a and J. S. Kim 2002), 

scholars emphasizing local evolution processes rather than population migration 

process argue that there are increasing examples of continuous occupation from the 

Chulmun to Mumun sites (see Shin 1994). They have begun to call into question the 

traditional dichotomy of site locations between two cultures and they therefore disagree 

with the idea that all material patterns appeared as a package (J. J. Lee 2001a:97). 

They instead emphasize archaeological evidence showing cultural continuity from the 

Chulmun to the Mumun period and point out that many differences between two pottery 

cultures are caused by a long term intermittent change over a millennium (J. J. Lee 

2001a:95). 

Some scholars, who suggest a mingled idea, in this group infer that the local and 

the new comer might have lived together (Choe 1990). Nelson (1993:163) suggests 

migration or diffusion must have played a major role in the introduction of rice 

agriculture and bronze technology into Korea, although she believes that there was no 

process of the population replacement in the transition period from the Chulmun to 

Mumun periods. She however advises that there might have been some population 

influx from the north to the Korean peninsula through two thousand years of the Bronze 

period in Korea, although she states that there is no evidence supporting any migration 

process of a single ethnic group along with rice and bronze technology into Korea for 

the Bronze period. 
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While arguments on the two explanations for the transition period between the 

Chulmun and Mumun periods have been ongoing, most recent arguments are more 

focused on the subsistence patterns of the Chulmun and Mumun pottery cultures rather 

than on the pottery styles specifically. Since the main points on the arguments are 

regarding on how much and how fast cultural activities and their products were 

changed, which would be very subjective, archaeological interpretations on the material 

cultures will be discussed in Chapter 5.  

Origins of the Chulmun and Mumun Pottery Cultures and Korean Identity 

Korean identity was in fact formatted by imperial Japanese scholars who tried to 

establish the theory of homogeneity of the Japanese and Korean by using 

archaeological data during the late 19th century and early 20th century. They used the 

pottery from the Neolithic and Bronze periods as one of major archaeological features to 

approach the topic and all pottery studies from these periods were interpreted as the 

discussions of population movements in East Asia. 

Korean scholars have continued the way to use the pottery cultures as major 

discussion topics of the national history of Korea. Traditional scholars in South Korea 

have been tracing the topic of the origin of Korean from the Neolithic period, maybe 

because there was not much archaeological data reported on the Paleolithic period in 

Korea before 1960s. However, North Korean scholars, who emphasize the evolution in 

place theory for the history of Korean identity, extend the time frame to the Paleolithic 

period, based on some skeletal materials found in North Korea. 

As noted in the introduction of the Chulmun pottery culture, there are two main 

ideas regarding the origin of Korean people, population replacements and evolution in-

place formations. Most of interpretations of the emergence of regional pottery cultures in 
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Korea are traditionally accounted for two different models, migration and diffusion. While 

the variability from the typological classifications has not been discussed enough, some 

major points of disagreement for decades in Korean archaeology are mostly related with 

diffusion or migration routes that are directly connected with the genealogical history of 

the modern Korean ethnic and national identity. 

Population Replacements 

There are three most influential scholars, who suggested theories regarding the 

origin of the current Korean people; although their theories are not supported anymore 

by most of the Korean Neolithic scholars, their explanations have been popularly 

discussed and cited by the public in Korea. One common thing from them is that they all 

agreed that there were two separated population movements affected on the formation 

of the Korean ancestral line; first, the Chulmun pottery people and second, the Mumun 

pottery people. All their explanations are similar with each other but slightly different 

approaches on racial intermixes and names for the pottery peoples. 

According to J. H. Kim (1966, 1978), there are two major groups involved in 

racial intermingling to create the identity of the current Korean people. While two 

separated population movements, first the Chulmun pottery people, called paleoasiatic 

people and second the Mumun pottery people, called Altaic people, both from the 

southern Siberian regions occurred, he groups them as the northern strain (Pukpang-

gye in Korean), which he regards as the major strain. He explains that during the 

Mumun period, another population called the southern strain (Nambang-gye in Korean) 

from the southeastern Asian region moved to the Korean peninsula and mingled with 

the Altaic people to produce the ancestral line of modern Korean. He supports his 
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southern influence idea from some archaeological evidence such a dolmen that is found 

in both regions. 

Similar to J. H. Kim, J. B. Kim (1971, 1972, 1974) regards the Chulmun pottery 

people as the paleoasiatic people in the first population movement to Korea. However, 

he describes the Mumun pottery people as neo-Siberian living through Mongol and 

Western Manchuria. He connects the people to the YeMaek who have been regarded 

as a direct ancestral line of modern Korean by Korean historians. W. Y. Kim (1972, 

1983b, 1989) also calls the Chulmun pottery people as a Paleo-Asiatic people from 

southern Siberia. According to Kim, another new-comer from southern Siberia moved to 

the Manchuria and Korean peninsula, which were inhabited by the Paleo-Asiatic people. 

Kim calls them as Tungus, which is of the same line as the YeMaek. The process of 

cultural and biological mixing between these two groups later produced the ancestral 

line of modern Korean ethnic origin. 

As noted earlier, the YeMaek people is the one, many Korean scholars have 

considered as the direct ancestral line of Korean ethnicity based on evidence from not 

only archaeological materials but also historical resources. Since the Mumun pottery is 

associated with some major material cultures such as rice, bronze dagger, dolmen, and 

stone cist burials that all appeared in the Liadong peninsula, Manchuria and Korean 

peninsula, it is complicated to interpret whether all those regions containing the current 

Chinese territories should be included into the part of the Korean ethnic history. Further 

discussion on this issue will be in Chapter 7. 

Since the diffusion and migration theory did well in describing the patterns of 

population movements in East Asia, the northern diffusion hypotheses were generally 
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accepted by scholars until the 1980s. However, while all theories introduced above had 

failed to explain the sufficient cause of changes occurring during the Neolithic and 

Bronze period, as seen in the limitations of the diffusion theory generally discussed by 

scholars (Binford 1968; Davis 1983), more recently another Korean archaeologist sees 

the cultural changes from the Chulmun to the Mumun period as radical and abrupt 

alterations and tries to explain the cause of the change. 

According to Jangsuk Kim (2003b), who considers the period of the first 

appearance of agricultural economy as the initial period for the Mumun pottery culture in 

Korea, the Mumun pottery people were farmers who came to Korea by long-distance 

migration. While other scholars interested in the spread of agriculture into hunter and 

forager have agreed that it is not a simple and fast process but many different 

mechanisms involved in complicated ways and that the agricultural technology was 

gradually transmitted to hunter and gatherer by the process of exchanges with farmers, 

Kim admits that he would not be able to answer the question, “if exchange with farmers 

was advantageous, how and why foragers eventually became farmers rather than 

continuing to exchange with them” (J. S. Kim 2003b:278). 

According to Kim, while some locations in Europe, Southern Scandinavia and 

northern Spain, delayed significantly the spread of farming, central-western Korea 

experienced rapid transition to an agricultural economy (J. S. Kim 2003b:279). He 

supposes that the new economic system was introduced from the north and the hunter 

and gather, in the central western Korea, adopted new technology, land-use strategies 

and settlement patterns with the introduction of agriculture in their mode of subsistence. 

He believes that this rapid process was mainly caused by rapid human migrations. 
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Furthermore, to support his idea, Kim states that there is no significant chronological 

overlap between foragers’ and farmers’ sites and there is little evidence for long 

coexistence or exchange between Chulmun pottery cultures. He also adds, that “the 

spread of farming and new material culture resulted in striking homogeneity throughout 

the region in terms of material culture, settlement patterns, and subsistence economy. 

Their predecessors show extreme geographical variability in material culture and 

subsistence economy depending on the microenvironment” (J. S. Kim 2003b:297). 

However, there are some possible problems from his propositions. First of all, he 

agrees that agriculture in Korea was not indigenously developed, an idea that is 

generally accepted by archaeologists in the world. Nevertheless, while there is a 

growing number of archaeological evidences indicating much earlier starting point of 

agricultural economy in the Korean peninsula (see Lee and Woo 2000), we still are not 

able to say that Mumun pottery culture was accompanied by the total agricultural 

economy compared with the previous Chulmun pattern culture. And even though it is 

true that some patterns, such as pottery shape and design, and settlement style might 

have changed, regional subgroups of Mumun pottery cultures still existed. Is it because 

diverse agricultural peoples with different pottery cultures came from different locations 

in Korea? Although Kim does not emphasize total population replacement of Chulmun-

patterned pottery peoples, if the process was so rapid, where then did the Chulmun 

pottery people go? Therefore, it is still too early to define the transition period from the 

Chulmun to the Mumun culture as rapid or abrupt by population replacement since 

some evidence supporting a long-term process change between two cultures has 

recently surfaced.  
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Evolution In-place Formation 

One of the reasons that the population replacement theory for the origin of the 

Chulmun people from the northern region was so popular among Korean scholars might 

be that there was not enough evidence to prove the existence of the Mesolithic period in 

Korea. However, there have been increased numbers of archaeological sites showing 

some evidence of the Mesolithic period in Korea (see K. D. Bae 2009; B. K. Choi 1984, 

2008; H. J. Lee 2002; I. S. Ha 2006a; Seong 2009a). It is clear that the diffusion and 

migration based theories introduced above did not consider enough the possible 

internal factor on the cultural change in a society. Based on the evidences from the 

Chulmun pottery cultures deliberated in the 1960s-80s, the new generation of the 

Korean Neolithic scholars has changed the trend on the study of the Korean Chulmun 

pottery and its transition period from the Chulmun to the Mumun pottery. Focus is now 

more on internal processes rather than external influences and on how to the Chulmun 

potter culture spread out inside the peninsula. 

Some Korean archaeologists propose the possibility of indigenous Korean 

pottery culture, although no one has attempted to account for the reason or necessity of 

indigenous evolution process of the pottery culture in detail or even tried to explore 

further the topic of Korean ethnic origin. Instead, they place more emphasis on the great 

distance with the northern cultures, especially in Siberia, and try to build up a more 

detailed understanding of the regional Korean Neolithic cultures. 

As discussed in the Chulmun pottery culture, some scholars have considered the 

Korean Chulmun pottery might have evolved from the local inhabitants and even 

influenced neighboring regions (see Im 1982, 1992; I. S. Ha 2006a; J. H. Choi 2008). 

Since the Jomon pottery in Japan was regarded as the oldest in the world, some 
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Japanese scholars used to believe that the Korean yoongimum pottery, which is mostly 

discovered from the southern and eastern coastal regions in Korea, was influenced by 

the Japanese western Jomon (W. Y. Kim 1981:28-29). But because the specific location 

of the Jomon appliquéd pottery site is younger than Korean Osanri site, which was 

excavated with the yoongimum pottery, the idea is not accepted anymore (Im 

1992:221). Im says that the only similarity is the technique of appliqué between these 

two pottery cultures. While the Korean Chulmun pottery is also similar to one of the 

Japanese potter groups, Sobata, in the Kyushu island that is discovered from more than 

150 sites and is more than a thousand younger than the Korean Chulmun pottery 

period, many scholars have argued that there was a strong cultural connection between 

two regions (Im 1992:223; W. Y. Kim 1981:29). Many studies have shown the similar 

features of the subsistence patterns and regional networks between the two regions 

during the Neolithic period (J. H. Choi 2008; I. S. Ha 2006b; Jeong and Ha 1998; S. K. 

Lee 1998). 

After sufficient archaeological materials had been accumulated, scholars now 

maintain that both the appearance of the Chulmun pottery culture and the transition 

from the Chulmun to the Mumun would not have been a radical change but a steady 

long term process. As Nelson (1993:162) earlier stated that the Korean Chulmun 

cultures already knew some levels of plant domestication and population migration from 

to other regions might have not been necessary. Similarly G. A. Lee (2011), who 

supports the idea regarding a long term transition between the Chulmun and Mumun 

cultures, emphasizes Chulmun pottery people’s ability to manage early agricultural 

activities that have been proven by archaeological data for settled agricultural societies. 
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E. S. Song (2001), who argues that the central western Chulmun people migrated to the 

central and coastal eastern region to replace the Osanri people in the eastern coastal 

region for the subsistence strategy, also suggests that there was a cultural contact 

between the Chulmun culture and the local pottery culture in the southern coastal region. 

According to her, it is proven by the evidence that the yoongimun pottery with Chulmun 

patterned decorations appeared at a later time period. She also argues that the 

transition process from the Chulmun to the Mumun periods in the region was a long 

term, internal development process for the local societies that were already well settled 

with all different kinds of well adapted subsistence patterns (see also I. S. Ha 2006a). 

Overall current scholars, who have studied the Neolithic and Bronze periods, now look 

at the transition process between the Chulmun and Mumun periods as a long term 

internal adaptation and development processes.    

Biological Features of Korean and Its Neighboring Regions 

The concept of biological race has been challenged in American physical 

anthropology during the late twentieth century and many scholars do not accept the 

term as biological entity anymore (see Nova 2000, October 12: Does Race Exist?). 

While there are many different ways to classify modern humans (see Boyd 1950; Brues 

1990; Coon 1962; Garn 1971; Wiener and Wexler 1958), Wiener and Wexler divided 

the world’s people minimally into three major groups of races (before extending to six 

later); Caucasoid, Negroid and Mongoloid, based on blood frequencies. On this work, 

the terms will be used when necessary to help in understating previous works and the 

other term, population, which more implicates geographical area, will be frequently 

used. The mongoloid could be divided into two different groups by geographical 

locations: the southern and northern (Brues 1990). The northern groups could be 



111 

identical with those groups that W. Y. Kim (1986:3) identified as the Turks, the Mongols, 

the Tungus and Manchus in Manchuria and Siberia, the Korean and Japanese. Brues 

(1990:258) however is concerned with the inappropriateness of genera categorization of 

Mongoloid due to many infiltrations of other racial strains into East Asian regions for the 

last few millennia. 

Traditionally it was the North Korean scholars who emphasized the independent 

evolutionary process of the Korean ethnic development (Y. H. Han 1997:85; S. B. Yi 

1992:23). They believe that one of the human remains from the Sungnisan site (?4-

30,000 BP), found in North Korea, shows some features shared by peoples from the 

two Koreas and northeastern China (Y. H. Han 1997:86-87). Paik and Chang (1973), 

analyzing bones found at the northeastern peninsula from the Neolithic and Bronze 

periods, state that they were the descendant of the older people living in the Korean 

peninsula. However, scholars from South Korea have questioned the dating of the 

Sungnisan remains, including all other old human skeletal materials, and the reliability 

of the studies from North Korea (S. J. Park 1999:561). 

According to one of the earliest studies using human remains from the South 

Korean regions, people between two thousand years ago and modern time in Korea are 

metrically similar to each other, based on the study using a single individual remain 

excavated from the southern tip of Korea (S. J. Park 1977). Park (1997) also states in 

another study comparing all human bones reported in Korea and putting them in 

chronological order that some changes on the crania occurred from the Paleolithic to 

the Neolithic periods. Also it was stable from the Neolithic to the Bronze periods and 

after that no change was noticed up to the modern interval. He therefore concludes that 
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some unique biological features of Korean people had been initiated since the Neolithic 

period and finalized in the Bronze period. Park and others (Park et al. 1999:153) later 

report another biological approach focusing on cranial flatness, the data from Korea and 

its neighboring countries. The result shows that the indices for facial flatness of sample 

data between 10th and 20th centuries and modern Korean are similar and the simotic 

index data between modern Korean and two Korean kingdoms, Koryo (AD 918-1392) 

and Choson (AD 1392-1897) are also very similar. However, some other indices, frontal, 

zygomaxillary, and simotic show some variations among different Korean groups from 

different time periods. His studies overall indicate that some biological features of 

Korean people did not change much during the ancient historic periods. Another study 

using dental metric and nonmetrics on the several thousand teeth from different time 

periods of Korea show similar results indicating general closeness with a few variations 

(Pack et al. 1999). 

Other studies comparing Korean data to other peoples in East Asian regions 

have been reported. A study using 118 Korean adult crania from the several medical 

schools was compared with other neighboring countries by Koh and others (1997). It 

shows close relatedness to northern Chinese and modern Japanese, but some distance 

with Mongol, Siberian and Eskimo. Research by Choi and Han (1999), who examined 

38 nonmetric cranial traits from Korean samples and compared with 18 other 

neighboring groups, indicates that the Korean sample shows closer affinity with those of 

Kazach, Mongol and Buryat in Siberia than China and Japan. Based on those studies 

done by Korean scholars, it is still too early to make any argument on spatial and 

temporal variability. After more sample data accumulated, it is possible that better 
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controlled micro levels of analytical efforts will be followed for a better understanding 

into these inquiries. 

There are more studies comparing all East Asian populations along with applying 

broader sampling groups as well as various methods for the research. According to 

Yongyi and others (1991), who tried to classify all human population around the world 

based on 24 craniofacial dimensions, Asian-Mainland cluster is with one of eight other 

clusters, Africa, Amerind, Australo-Melanesia, Eskimo-Siberia, Europe, India, and 

Jomon-pacific. They also further divide the Asian-Mainland cluster into two groups, 

southern and northern, which are consistent with current geographical locations and 

posit that the groups have diverged within the last 7,000 years (Yongyi et al. 1991:277). 

According to one of the earliest bioanthropological research done by Howells 

(1978) using osteological data from China, 7,000 BP or older and modern Chinese are 

hardly distinguishable from each other, although some regional variability is reported. 

Based on his study, he also suggests that the origin of the Chinese is not from southern 

China. He furthermore supposes that the northern Chinese do show any connection 

with Korean and Japanese. Another craniometric study by Pietrusewsky et al. (1992) 

also indicates that there is not much change from the Bronze to the modern Chinese, 

although some regional differentiation is noticed. 

However, Horai and others (1996), using mtDNA sequence variation to study five 

East Asian populations (Ryukyuan, Ainu, the mainland Japanese, Korean, and 

Chinese), report that Korean does not show similar sequence types with Chinese and 

Ainu. But, Jin and others’ study (1999), using blood samples indicate that all modern 

Northeastern Chinese, Inner Mongolian, Manchurian and Japanese from the Honshu 



114 

Island share very close affinity. Similarly, another study using genetic material, HLA 

(human leucocyte antigen), from the East Asian peoples, all Chinese, Japanese and 

Korean are close, while Japanese and Korean are the closest each other (Tokunaga 

and Juji 1992).Tokunaga and Juji also report that some of Haplotypes that are common 

in Korean are not found or very rare to people from Beijing (the capital of China) and 

Southern China. They further report that some other haplotypes are common among 

people in northern China and in Seoul (the capital of South Korea) but less common in 

the western and southern China. Overall, it is indicated that there is a regional variation 

between the southern and northern China, while some levels of close affinity between 

northeastern China and modern Korean. 

Although all studies introduced above could be interpreted as various ways of an 

arguable statement by different scholars, one thing very clear is that the Neolithic and 

Bronze peoples living throughout the East Asian regions were racially Mongoloid in 

nature. More spatially and temporally detailed and broader works need to be done after 

more data have been collected along with the application of newly introduced methods 

and techniques from the physical anthropology. 

Languages in East Asia and Korean 

While the previous Korean archaeologists had adapted some results from the 

linguistic studies for their arguments on the history of the Korean people and their 

terminology to describe ancient peoples living through the East Asian regions in the 

past, all researches from the linguistic approaches in essence have utilized 

archaeological interpretations for the population movements in the regions. Most early 

linguistic studies show that current Korean and Japanese languages are connected with 

the Altaic language group, which includes all Siberian peoples who moved to southern 
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regions as discussed in the topics of the Chulmun and Mumun pottery cultures 

previously, while some discuss also about southern influence, Austronesian (Malayo-

Polynesian) theory for the Japanese  (Benedict 1990; Chew 1976; K. M. Lee 1979; 

Polivanov 1924; Poppe 1960; Ramstedt 1928, 1949; Shibatani 1990; H. M. Sohn 1999; 

Whymant 1926). While the Altaic family groups include Turkic, Mongolian, Tungus, 

Korean and Japanese, Chinese, which is classified into the Sino-Tibetan family, is not 

included into this language family. Japanese is the closest language to Korean among 

others and scholars have still argued on whether these two languages need to be 

included or excluded from the Altaic family (Martin 1966, 1975, 1990; Miller 1971; 

Poppe 1960). Although it is not still popular and some have still argued that both 

languages should be regarded as ‘a language isolate’, the two languages are commonly 

included into the Altaic (Campbell and Mixco 2007:90-91; H. M. Sohn 1999:18-25). 

There are several linguistic similarities between Korean and the Altaic including 

Japanese; syntactic structure order (subject + object + verb), and lack of articles, 

relative pronouns and liquid sounds (r and l). In general old Korean is classified by 

historic nature into two groups; northern (the areas that ancient Korean counties were 

founded – Manchuria and northern Korean peninsula) and southern (the area for the 

three ancient countries – southern Korean peninsula) (K. M. Lee 1976).  

Summary and Conclusion 

While scholars now have applied more seriation study for the chronology of the 

regional Neolithic pottery groups (Im 1999; Kim 2004; Kim and Yang 2001), they also 

have put more attentions on the studies that are traditionally lesser focused and have 

tried to emphasize equally on other archaeological data that should be essential to 

reconstruct prehistoric life and to discuss more reliable regional and temporal relations 
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among prehistoric pottery groups. Eventually they are able to extend their discussion 

from only focusing on pottery stylistic arguments for regional and temporal comparison 

to broadening their arguments on why and how questions rather than limiting their 

arguments on when and where. 

The main theory for the origin of the first Neolithic people in Korea has been 

mostly explained by migration and diffusion theory that was first introduced by Japanese 

scholars during the colonial period in the early twenty century. Some decoration 

similarities between other worlds were simply interpreted as population movement into 

the Korean peninsula. However, this cultural history school approach has been 

challenged by some Korean scholars at present, because of increased archaeological 

data. Since North Korean scholars have not reported much new archaeological data 

after the late 1970s, critical weakness on the study of northwestern and northeastern 

areas in Korea has been created (Song 2002:8). This is especially critical on the Korean 

Neolithic study which has focused on the pottery chronology. The typological groups 

resulting from great efforts by Korean archaeologists have provided a useful structure of 

describing and defining Neolithic and Bronze pottery groups in Korean archaeology. All 

newly emphasized and attempted studies to help reconstruct all kinds of subsistence 

patterns of the Neolithic peoples in Korea show a bright future for Korean archaeology.  
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CHAPTER 5 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL IDENTITY AND POTTERY STUDIES 

In this chapter, a historical context for archaeological studies of methodological 

and theoretical approaches on cultural boundaries of material cultures is presented. 

While how to define and how to trace changing boundaries from the archaeological 

evidence have been one of the main dilemmas of studying archaeological communities, 

some basic concepts that are related to cultural identity in archaeology, such as culture, 

culture change, migration, diffusion, identity, ethnicity, and style are mainly discussed 

through this chapter. While pottery has been viewed as an important source of 

information on the behavior patterns of ancient peoples in archaeology, archaeology 

has engaged with identity issues using pottery evidence of the prehistoric societies as 

the basis for defining their cultural chronology and boundary, and for eventually 

determining origins and movements of prehistoric peoples. Pottery study and identity is 

further discussed using the technofunctional approach as its focusing lens. 

Culture in Archaeology 

Since the concept of culture is central to anthropology at its very foundations, this 

culture concept has been believed to be what fundamentally links archaeology to the 

anthropological discourse (Flannery 1982). According to Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952), 

the word, “culture” was used in reference to agricultural endeavors in French and 

transformed later to apply to human progress. In 1908, Rachael Pumpelly used the term 

“culture” as a synonym to civilization (Trigger 1989:163). In German, word, “culture” was 

used to reference the individual societal customs distinguishing between peasantry and 

urban civilized centers (Trigger 1989:162). This German view of the word “culture” was 

later used by Klemm’s work and further promulgated by Tylor’s adopted Klemm’s notion 
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of culture “that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, 

custom, and other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society” 

(1871:1, Cited in Trigger 1989:162). 

The first time the concept of culture was employed in archaeology by Gustaf 

Kossinna, who believed that culture was a reflection of ethnicity and thus the material 

culture was associated with the ethnicity and racial categories of those being studies, in 

1911 (Trigger 1989:163). However, it was by Childe’s work that the cultural concept was 

first systematically applied for archaeology in England: while his cultural concept was 

used for tracing the cultural history in Old World, he adopted Kossinna’s concepts of 

archaeological material culture as a reflection of past peoples, but did not accept 

Kossinna’s racist notions (Childe 1933; Trigger 1989:168-174). Although Kossinna’ 

works are not popularly accepted due to his deep involvement and emphasis on 

nationalism in his archaeological studies, his idea on culture that it is historical and 

diffusional is being used as a basic notion in archaeology (Trigger 1989:170).     

Similar to Childe’s notion of culture, Hawkes states that culture is a series of norms 

(1954:157). According to him, they are definable chronologically and spatially and are 

recognizable by material products. Hawkes’ norms relate to his famous ladder of 

inference that is geographically the physical environment influences material culture 

norms. However, more important to Hawkes are temporal norms wherein he postulates 

that culture does not exist at one point in time rather it exists throughout time.  

Boas, who is considered as the father of American anthropology and influenced by 

Ratzel as Kossinna did, introduced the culture concept into American archaeology and 

regarded cultures as collections of traits throughout historical events, called historical 
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particularism (Gosden 1999:70). Unlike Childe’s work, Boas however did not infer about 

human behavior from artifact typologies. He also tried to avoid an evolutionary scheme 

used by Tylor and Morgan, who emphasized unilineal cultural evolution and tried to rank 

contemporary societies from a state of savagery to civilization (Gosden 1999:71).  

In 1948, Taylor defined culture not as geographical or material but as a mental 

concept on a secondary level of abstraction consisting of ideas such as feelings values 

and behaviors. He also criticized previous archaeological works; cultural traits and units 

only allowed for comparisons between cultures but did not allow archaeologists to 

understand the unit being investigated (Taylor 1948:98). He stressed that the best way 

to study culture is through a conjunctive approach combining two elements from both 

archaeology and ethnohistory (and ethnography), utilizing both aspects of statics and 

dynamics of culture (Lyman 2007:226).   

Taylor’s idea of adding mental concept into the culture definition was not well-

received before the emergence of the new archaeology of the 1960s by Binford, who 

followed Leslie White’s idea that cultures are extrasomatic means of adaptation but 

emphasized that culture is not shared but participated by people (Binford 1965:205). 

While he did not accept a simple normative view of culture as a shared homogeneous 

and similar traits passed down to generations (derived from all previous archaeological 

works and arguments including Taylor), Binford emphasized a more systemic view on 

culture. He believes that archaeologists need to investigate not only artifacts but also 

mental templates behind the artifacts (Trigger 1989:295-297). Yentsch and Beaudry 

(2001), suggesting a broad perspective on material culture, argued that cultures are 

different due to external factors such as environment. Similarly Shanks, emphasizing 
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landscape and identity as central to archaeology, stated that archaeology needs to 

focus on the social fabric, the materiality of all of society’s components in order to 

understand the archaeological records (1992). For Shanks, it is not just the people that 

make culture; it is the material objects that make culture through people. A goal of 

studying archaeological material has been broadened to encompass not only human 

behaviors through all kinds of materials left behind, including landscapes, but also 

human thoughts to explain from those behaviors.  

Culture History School 

Culture history was the dominant theoretical framework beginning around the turn 

of the 20th century for archaeology and is still in common use today under various 

guises (Lyman and O’Brian 1997, 2001). Willey and Philips (1958) regard culture history 

as the descriptive part of archaeology, which requires less interpretation and more 

direct description of artifacts and their context in archaeological sites. Culture History as 

a method and theory is responsible for determining which people were in what place 

throughout prehistory and therefore helpful for building up on the temporal and spatial 

synthesis of archaeological data (Lyman and O’Brian 1997: Steward 1942). In other 

words, it generally emphasizes a chronicling of events, possible cultural connections 

between archaeological sites, and an outline of relative change and stability of cultural 

patterns within sites. The descriptions from the school therefore are broad, general ones, 

founded in a normative concept of culture, focused both synchronically and 

diachronically on the form of cultural attributes (Trigger 1989). Culture history then, 

which looks to define people by their material culture and where they were located as a 

society, relies upon ideas of diffusion and migration in order to describe social change. 
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Some studies in the school had tried to overcome some limitations of the school 

such as less scientific approach and simple interpretations from the stratigraphy and 

typological approaches based on essentialist perspective to identify inherent characters 

in the data that are independent of exogenous influence (Willey and Phillips 1958:14). 

Regardless of these efforts, Binford, who was a well-known proponent of New 

Archaeology in the 1960s, admonished that even though the culture history approach 

had given archaeology a great deal of knowledge on the diversity of extinct cultural 

systems, it had made no attempt to explain the archaeological record (1962:217). He 

also argued that archaeologists need to focus more on the explanation of the 

archaeological record and apply scientific method to display a constant articulation of 

variables within a system that work to change the structure of the system as a whole. 

Although culture historical archaeologists showed some limitedness in their studies, 

their approaches have resulted in a significant elaboration of current archaeological 

methods. 

Migration and Diffusion 

As mentioned above, migration and diffusion are two of the most fundamental 

explanations of cultural change not only within the culture history school but also within 

archaeology. Early migration studies were often stimulated from creationist worldviews, 

lingering after-effects of racism, constraints of short chronology, influence of humanistic 

particularism, over-periodization from fragmentary evidence, and anti-evolutionist 

reactions (Adams et al. 1978). Attempts to understand normative notions of migration 

patterns were conducted by archaeologists such as Kossinna (late 19th century), Childe 

(1925, 1929, 1950), and Kluckhohn (1936). Since these attempts, however, showed the 

lack of an effective vinculum between method and theory, the concept of migration had 
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not been popularly applied for the explanation of culture change (Anthony 1990:895). 

Furthermore, their “archaeological methods for recognizing migration were never related 

to or drawn from any explicit set of postulates setting forth how migrations work” 

(Anthony 1990:896). The sudden appearance or abandonment of sites and artifact 

styles was assumed to indicate the movement of human populations. Because these 

processes could not be tested, processual archaeologists discovered that a normative 

concept of migration based on material culture was analytically unobtainable. Instead of 

coming up with different approaches in attacking the complex problems of migration, 

they chose to ignore the entire issue. 

In 1990, researchers such as D. Anthony, however, attempted to bring migrations 

studies back into the archaeological study by introducing new approaches. He 

suggested that migration patterns should be identified deductively; in the past, scholars 

such as Haury (1958), MacWhite (1956), and Rouse (1958) had focused on the 

archaeological record in order to interpret the nature of migration patterns. They 

inductively tried to understand processes of migration through the discovery of stylistic 

distributions determined by classification methods. The problem with their method was 

that the archaeologist does not know what or where to look for stylistic patterns. Due to 

this reason, Anthony argued that one should first develop a theoretical understanding of 

migration processes before looking at the material correlates. Anthony (1990) further 

stated that in order to acquire a clear concept of migration patterns, archaeologists need 

to look at migration studies conducted by socio-cultural anthropologists, and 

geographers. According to him, these contemporary migration studies have produced a 

model of migration where there are negative stresses (push to leave) from the home 
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location and positive forces (pull to come) from the destination location. The likelihood 

of migration then occurs with the increase of intensity of the negative push and positive 

pull forces as well as the cost of travel between the two area decreases (Anthony 

1990:903). He also stated that return route demonstrates the importance of looking at 

stylistic changes at the home location as well as the destination location, and the age 

and sex of human remains in relation with stylistically diverse burials may indicate 

usage of scouts. 

Currently with these new concepts of migration, an archaeologist has a better 

conception of what to look for among the material culture. For example, spatial 

distributions of stylistic variation in the form of streams and leapfrog routes can be 

assessed (Anthony 1990). However, according to Anthony, the obstacles that 

archaeologists have had to overcome in migration studies are different ways of looking 

at the same process; it should be changed that many current researchers only see 

migration as moving in one direction and overemphasize economic factors as to why 

people migrate. By incorporating socio-cultural anthropology and geography into 

archaeological migration studies, strong hypotheses can be derived. 

Another concept, which is diffusion, was also typically used to explain cultural 

changes by culture history scholars. Many of them simply believed that all cultural items 

including all knowledge and material features had diffused from place to place. Change 

in culture historical archaeology is emphasized by exogenous factor through diffusion 

(Lyman et al. 1997:210). Since it was initiated by Ratzel’s diffusionism, which viewed 

culture as permissible transmission between groups, Kossinna strongly emphasized a 

diffusionist model of cultural connections between archaeological groups (Trigger 
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1989:161). Childe, who emphasized diffusion more than migration to explain the cultural 

influence from the Near East to Europe (1933), employed diffusion theory on his studies, 

which is based on a functionalist view of material culture and typologies. According to 

Childe certain artifacts being used for typological approaches could show cultural 

diffusion and eventually establish chronologies of such diffusion (Trigger 1989). 

       The relations between diffusion and migration for the culture history school are that 

diffusion is regarded as slower process of movement for ideas, while rapid and radical 

change from archaeological evidence is regarded as a migration and population 

replacement (Trigger 1989:154). Therefore for the culture history school, archaeological 

materials are traits that can be used as diagnostic material artifacts implying changes in 

the shared norms of that society (Trigger 1989:154). While the sharing of some 

concepts and modes such as enculturation, transmission mechanism, gradual process, 

and variation between diffusion and social evolutionary theories are observed (Lyman 

and O’Brien 1998), the concept of diffusion has been frequently discussed by scholars 

(see Dunnell 1980; Fabian 1983; Kroeber 1940; Lyman and O’Brien 1997).  

       Most scholars have criticized uniformitarian notions notable on the concept of 

diffusion and migration. According to Fabian (1983), although applying the synchronic 

uniformitarian mode for human societies has allowed archaeologists interpretations on 

different cultures, there was too much emphasis in describing the unchanged primitive 

culture not in relation to time, but rather spatial dimensions. However, Bailey (1983) 

argues that the uniformitarian notion could still allow archaeologists to understand the 

past in terms of present processes for an invariance of general spatial and temporal 

laws, regardless of time and place (Bailey 1983). Although it has been discussed that 
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there is a way to overcome the static previous explanations by diffusion and migration 

theories on cultural societies, without wrongly emphasizing that all processes in current 

societies would have been interpreted as the same phenomena of the past, the cultural 

history school at that time was not generally discussing enough the issue of how to get 

over temporal and spatial dimensions in archaeology.  

Culture Change in Archaeological Records 

       According to Taylor (1948) in criticizing the culture history school that focused on 

describing material remains in terms of their temporal and geographical distributions, 

and explaining change in material remains over time as a process of diffusion and 

migration, rather than focusing on reconstructing past life-ways, culture change is 

something that could be viewed within a site, not simply through external forces such as 

migration and diffusion. He believes that culture change and the behavior of prehistoric 

societies must be constructed from the low level data that can be recovered from 

archaeological sites. He therefore insisted that evaluating each archaeological site 

based upon its own internal cultural nature is necessary. 

       After the invention of radiocarbon dating in the middle of the Twentieth century and 

applying it to the archaeological record, it was determined that culture change was seen 

as progressing far too slowly to be described as the result of diffusion or migration 

(Trigger 1989:304). At about the same time, some scholars, who were interested in the 

concept of processual change within cultural systems from evolutionary theory, were 

attracted by cultural evolution explanations on cultural changes, although they were not 

as focused on understanding cultural change through progressive stages emphasized 

by unilineal cultural evolution (Lyman et al. 1997).  
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        Steward, who was one of scholars critical in the re-introduction of evolutionary 

theory in anthropology, suggested a new form of evolutionism, the multilineal evolution 

for studying human societies (Gosden 1999:88; Steward 1955). His multilineal evolution 

approach emphasizes the significance of comparative views on cross-cultural regular 

and casual relationships. According to him, with more emphasis on ecological factor in 

human societies, culture change was to be measured based upon humans’ responses 

to environmental constraints (Trigger 1989). Thus, as the emphasis by neo-evolutionary 

that not all cultural facts are equally important to make cultural changes, archaeology 

should focus on understanding the changes in the archaeological evidence as terms of 

culture process (Lyman et al. 1997; Trigger 1989:295).   

       During the 1960’s with the advent of the ‘new archaeology’ popularized by Binford 

(1962), who proclaimed that archaeology was anthropology, scholars were more 

concerned with finding general laws that could be used to explain and predict culture 

change in human society. Binford (1962, 1965, 1968) embraced environmental 

determinism and aimed toward finding general laws of behavior, always emphasizing 

the need for rigorous testing by way of the scientific method, and by applying a systems 

theory through the use of computers. According to him, this kind of a holistic view and 

approach is necessary to explain culture change. As seen, for the scholars emphasizing 

this view, the idea that culture change is explainable by a broad set of rules and 

generalizations is one that forms the foundation of most anthropological theory. 

Although there are numerous theories, some in direct competition and disagreement, 

most of these have one thing in common: these theories explain changes in terms of 

general laws that cultures must follow.  
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       From the 1960s, there are many new evolutionary theories, including cultural 

ecology, selectionism, and behavioral ecology, which all consider behavior (=culture) as 

a unit of analysis in archaeological studies. Although some differences such as scales, 

units, purposes and methodological approaches are noticeable from each theory, they 

all emphasize some sort of evolutionary processes as main cause of cultural change 

(Barton and Clark 1997; Broughton and O’Connell 1999; Kelly 2000). They postulate 

that while the main cause of the cultural change is not limited to adaptation from the 

external conditions, regardless of the fact that adaptation is the key mechanism in the 

process of cultural changes, it is rather the result from the differential persistence, 

through time, of behavioral variation (Lyman et al. 1997; Trigger 1989).  

       One of critiques for these new evolutionist models is that while the evolutionary 

perspective is a good explanatory framework for culture change, the neo-evolutionary 

models were just revamped functionalist explanations in archaeology (Burnham 1973). 

According to Bamforth (2002), who argues that evolutionary concepts outside of 

nonbiological scenarios cannot be generalized in archaeology, evolutionary studies 

must still consider multiple lines of explanations to propose more reliable, holistic, and 

competent scientific explanation of culture change (Bamforth 2002).  

       Although new archaeologists were interested in relations of production in Darwinist 

clothes, materialist frame works are fundamental in archaeology to search for 

regularities exhibited by cultural change (Gilman 1989:65). Many current archaeologists 

exclude external factors such as migration and diffusion for cultural change. They 

emphasize a historical component as well as various forms of ecological and 

demographic determinism, rather than depending simply on diffusion and migration, to 
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explain discrepancies of the archaeological record (Gilman 1989). As the result, while 

many new archaeologists embracing neo-evolutionism in their works denied human 

consciousness and its role for cultural changes in favor of exogenous ecological factors, 

at a later period, as alternatives to new archaeology, some other approaches such as 

historical materialism, structural Marxism, and critical theories have been introduced 

into archaeology (Gilman 1989:66; Trigger 1989:327, 347). 

       These approaches consider the material, but stressed that change is induced by 

social relations surrounding controls over the means of production (Gilman 1989; Kohl 

1981). In general, these Marxist thought-based archaeological theories consider culture 

as the socially produced means of adaptation to the broader environment and the 

structure of economy in society, and as the results of technological adaptations, cultural 

traits are recognizable in a material form (Gilman 1989; Kohl 1981; Spriggs 1984). 

These new Marxist theories therefore emphasize internal factor for change rather than 

focusing on external factors such as migration and diffusion for culture change. While 

they postulate evolutionary view for the process of cultural change, the Marxist Hegelian 

dialectic is replaced by Darwinian natural selection (Gilman 1989; Price 1982). However, 

if archaeologists take Marxist perspectives to the level of classless societies, they may 

find problems in their interpretations and it may be caused by relatively limited range of 

anthropological models (Gosden 1999:110).  

Culture Change and Individual in Postprocessual Archaeology  

       Postprocessual archaeology is the term which is given to the criticisms of the New 

(Processual) archaeology. It challenges the old dogmas about adaptation and 

archaeology as anthropology or objective science. Although there are several sub-

divisions within postprocessual archaeology, they are all linked by the idea that all of the 
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human events of the archaeological past cannot be fully understood by scientific and 

objective methods alone (Hodder 1991:37-38). In postprocessual archaeology, culture 

is regarded as organizational schemes of action by the individuals, who are the main 

cause of cultural changes that occurred in the process of individuals’ social negotiation 

(Bawden 1996; Thomas 1996).  

       Among several major proponents of the movement, such as, Michael Shanks, and 

Christopher Tailley, it was Ian Hodder who relied heavily on historical context, and 

emphasized a ‘contextual’ brand of postprocessualism that archaeological remains are 

to be interpreted as texts and the viewpoints and eloquence of the interpreter is 

important. According to him, topics such as ritual, symbolism, and ideology are 

reachable in archaeology if kept within a specific culture historical context (Willey and 

Sabloff 1993:299).  

       Similarly in critical archaeology (another area of postprocessualism), ideology is 

considered a powerful social force with a bigger role than neo-evolutionists would 

assign to it. While ideology can serve to mask socioeconomic and political divisions 

within society as well as direct and determine cultural change, dismissing it as a factor 

would lead to the failure to explain fully all processes of change in archaeological 

studies (Willey and Sabloff 1993:300).  

       According to Leone et al. (1987), critical theory, which calls for archaeologists to be 

concerned with the inherent societal biases that exist within their interpretations, is 

necessary to make more objective interpretations of data in the archaeological records 

without being influenced by the political, economic, and social factors which dominate 

their own time (Willey and Sabloff 1993:301, see Leone 2010; Leone et al. 1987). While 
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all these kinds of studies related to cognitive archaeology, which represents the 

theoretical position from which we can understand what a particular culture thought 

about a certain item or practice (Senior 1995) and have given broader viewpoints on 

cultural changes in archaeological remains, the postprocessualists also have shown the 

fact that the past could have been reconstructed wrongly by politically and ideologically 

motivated reasons.  

       However, there are many archaeologists who have criticized the postprocessualist 

viewpoint; for instance, Binford argues that archaeologists must be accountable to the 

world of experience on the ideas we employ in interpreting the archaeological record 

and searching for meaning directly from the archaeological records has an issue on 

where and how we obtain this knowledge and how one is to evaluate its accuracy and 

relevance to what is seen in the archaeological records (1989:39-40). Culture change 

then in archaeology is not only allied with history but also with anthropology and the 

scope of related issues has been dramatically expanded with almost no boundaries.    

Cultural Transition to More Complex Societies in Archaeology 

       Archaeologists have proposed some interaction theories to account for culture 

change occurring by cultural contact or interregional interaction, especially in view of the 

transformation process from simple to complex societies in prehistoric period. Caldwell 

(1964) introduced the concept of interaction spheres, which indicates and focuses on 

regional or interregional exchanging network system and explains the transformation 

process as a cultural adaptation.  

       Peer-polity interaction, introduced by Renfrew to describe competitive exchanging 

network among independent social units, is said to be more explanatory of change than 

interaction spheres (Renfrew 1982, 1986). Although there is an implicit assumption of 
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class ranking within each polity, relations between the polities themselves is seen as 

competitive but without any one polity controlling over another (Renfrew 1986). The 

interaction approaches both focus on searching historical causality, rather than inherent 

causality, to approach possible effects of intersocietal contacts on processes of 

sociopolitical change in individual units or political society (Schortman and Urban 1992).  

       On the other hand, world system theory, developed by Wallerstein (1976) 

endeavors to explain the rise of capitalism in western societies through taxonomic 

categories of economic complexity. It views the world as comprised of autonomous 

political units that are linked to a larger unit through some sort of economic 

interdependence between the core and peripheries in archaeology (Peregrine 1996; 

Stein 1998). These economic forces drive change, and as a result socio-political forms 

change (Peregrine 1996). One of the benefits of the world system theory in archaeology 

is that a typology of social-political forms in various geographical relationships of 

societies can be proposed based on their economic, social, and political relations 

(Peregrine 1996). 

       An alternative model called distance-parity for world systems theory is proposed by 

Stein (1998). This model emphasizes that the increased distance between a periphery 

and the core weakens core’s ability to exercise hegemonic power to control the 

periphery and the periphery therefore has its own affect or role in structuring the 

interregional networks and interaction. All interaction theories above identify cultures as 

economically independent (except the world system theory), regional, multileveled, 

evolutionary entities (Peregrine 1996). Not including peer polity, which views polities as 

relative equals, there is a hierarchical division between cores and peripheries.     
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       Child’s diffusionist studies, which focused on economic interaction between core 

and periphery, influenced the advent of some concepts and ideas on these models and 

theories, such as the emphasis on economic trade and relations as a force of change in 

interaction theories with some focus on information and symbolism as well (Trigger 

1989:333). Since cultures are not identified through political or geographic characters, 

change is identified as variation in the economic relations between or among systems or 

polities, through symbolic entrainment, warfare, or exchange.  

       There are however some critiques in the application of these theories in the 

archaeological context. According to Kohl (1989), for example, temporal and spatial unit 

and scales of world system theory would be problematical because the structural 

relations between societies might have functioned differently with different meanings in 

different geographical locations and time periods. Kohl also argued that some studies 

show that the peripheral societies in prehistoric periods did not necessarily suffer from a 

technological gap with respect to heir core areas because the gap was minimal (or non-

existent), and peripheries could shift relations between multiple cores.   

Archaeology as Anthropology and Identity in Archaeological Study 

       Prior to Phillip Phillips’ assertion that “New World archaeology is anthropology or it 

is nothing” (1955:246-247), several scholars already had hinted at a prelude for the 

change in archaeological studies in US. In 1939, McKern argued that ethnographic 

explanations were of very limited use to explain the archaeological record. And the 

application of contemporary groups of people as directly relational to cultures identified 

in the archaeological record was faulty because of the disregard for spatial and 

temporal factors. In the 1940s, as Taylor (1948) stated that archaeology may be nothing 

more than a technique for gathering cultural information, archaeology, when viewed as 
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part of anthropology, was seen in various ways relating to the dichotomy between 

history and science (see Kluckhohn 1940; Taylor 1948). Therefore, the notion that 

archaeology was not serving history, but history was serving archaeology had been also 

naturally grown up (Phillips 1955:247; Willey and Phillips 1958).   

       After Phillips (1955) proposed that archaeologists must have some of the same 

theoretical questions as anthropologists, the advent of the ‘New Archaeology’ came the 

proclamation that archaeology was anthropology (see Binford 1962, 1965). Throughout 

the 1960s and 1970s, archaeologists focused on a total cultural system to approach 

universal laws of human behavior and by the late 1970s the use of anthropological 

models, theories and methodologies had increased in the Western archaeology (Trigger 

1989). The methodological base of this approach is that archaeologists must look at the 

whole of the studied society since this holistic and systemic view is needed to ascertain 

the answers to some multicausal problems that have been discussed in anthropology. 

       From the 1980s to now, along with influence of postprocessualism, more various 

theoretical perspectives, such as agency/practice, identity, and gender studies, which 

were once discussed mainly in cultural anthropology, are being undertaken in 

archaeology (Wylie 1992). Those logical positivistic epistemological approaches by 

processualists are challenged by postprocessual archaeologists, whose epistemological 

base is usually anti-science (anti-positivism and anti-empiricism) and leans heavily on 

the individualistic approach. According to them, naturalism (positivism) in archaeology 

denies the uniqueness of a human being and produces the loss of the individual in the 

analysis (Shanks and Tilley 1992:29-45). While some possible shortcomings on issues 

from this anti-positivist epistemological school have been realized, some scholars warn 
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hyper relativism of the school. They also believe that symbolic and cognitive issues of 

human culture in archaeology are still unattainable because they could be biased and 

subjective rather than objective (Kohl 1985).  

       At present, while Taylor’s idea (1948) on emphasizing the cultural processes 

(similar with what Binford suggests) are given credence, some common ground 

between processual and postprocessual archaeologists are realized; for instance, 

growing acceptance of plural perspectives and discussing postmodernism issues with 

more scientific methods (Wylie 1992, Knapp 1996). The postprocessual writings 

suggest a more relativistic critique, emphasizing symbols and ideology (Kohl 1985). 

Although the individual was not the main focus in the archaeological studies for a long 

time, current archaeologists consider individuals as the unit of analysis and primary 

source of culture change in human societies.   

Ethnicity in Identity 

       In the past, the concept of identity was just used to provide a taxonomic framework 

as one of the first steps in the analysis process of archaeological materials. 

Archaeologists simply believed that the material identity from archaeological records is 

just same as cultural identity and did not discuss much about possible multifaceted 

nature of identity. However, after archaeologists saw the need to look into the meanings 

behind the material culture, they have increasingly concerned the concept of identity by 

inquiring what it is in anthropology (Gillespie 2002; Hodder 1991; Meskell 1999). 

       Despite the difficulties in defining identity due to its multidimensional nature, it will 

be a good start to state that identity consists of various components, including but not 

limited to, race, ethnicity, nationality, gender and class. While the American Heritage 

Dictionary defines it broadly as the collective or individual aspect of being, what is 
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instantly observable is that identity may not be static but fluid; it can be changed and 

multiplied (Brubaker and Cooper 2000; Eriksen 1991; Graves-Browns et al. 1996; Hall 

1996; Meskell 2001, 2002; Shennan 1989; Sokefeld 1999; Todd 2005, 2010).  

       Ethnic identity (Ethnic group or Ethnicity) has been discussed by scholars since the 

1950s as political and social changes in the world could not avoid national character, 

group or personal identities (De Vos and Romanucci-Ross 1982; Eriksen 1991, 2002; 

Erikson 1968). One of things that scholars and politicians are concerned with is how it is 

self-constructed or self-determined. While the term, ethnic, is from the Greek word 

“ethnos” which means alien or pagan, in the US it was political term used to refer to 

“Jews, Italians, Irish and other people considered inferior to the dominant group of 

largely British descent” (Eriksen 2002:4).  

       It is generally believed that ethnicity must include an aspect of social relationship 

between agents, who usually realize the existence of “them,” “us,” similarities or 

differences, based on social interactions (Eriksen 2002). Since it is fluid, it could be 

clear and ambiguous, and more likely it is relativistic. However, many agents have 

notions of common ancestry of ethnic boundary. It is not agreed yet which criteria 

constituting ethnicity are always right. Since all kinds of shared cultures or traits, such 

as religion, language, custom, and even racial profile are fluid, emphasizing any one of 

these criteria for defining ethnicity has been challenged on many occasions (Alonso 

1994; Cohen 1978). Therefore, the relations between ethnicity and race, class, gender, 

and nationality are blurred. So far anthropologists usually agree that ethnicity is for the 

classification of people and group relationships. However, while ethnicity is essentially 

an aspect of a relationship, anthropologists, especially archaeologists have been 
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troubled to make possible boundaries for any feasible ethnic group. If ethnicity is more 

like self-conscious identification and ethnic boundaries are not necessarily territorial 

boundaries because there is a continuous interaction among agents, how do we see 

them? According to the study for the American Indians of the eastern Andes by Ann 

Osborn (1989), natural environments, such as rivers and mountains, are not directly 

related with cultural boundaries for the groups of people. She argued that making the 

lines of cultural identities among the groups of peoples would be based on religious 

beliefs that appeared on ceremonial houses showing different patterns in different 

groups. While it is clear that any kinds of ideological features for ethnic boundaries 

could be challenged, archaeologists, who are concerned with material records, have 

been trying to find emblemic or assertive styles of material culture.  

Development of Identity and Ethnic History in Archaeology 

       While according to Wilkie (2001), individuals’ identity is able to be presented and 

defined in various ways, archaeologists from the early 20th century however did not 

concern much about metaphysical parts of identity. Kossinna, who developed 

settlement archaeology to trace an ethnic history in German, could be a good example 

on how archaeologists have been dealing with the relationship between material culture 

and ethnicity. He believed that if archaeological materials from settlement areas indicate 

typological differences, it is an indication of different ethnic peoples (Jones 1997). This 

simple notion that archaeological culture equals to ethnic unit was pursued not only in 

German but also in many parts of the world until the 1980s (Jones 1997). That culture 

historical method which emphasizes chronological and typological analyses came to 

North American archaeology in the early 1920s and some new analytical methods to 

sort out archaeological material evidence were introduced. This trend was continued 
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until new archaeological approaches were introduced in archaeology in the 1960s. 

However, the cultural history school did not emphasize ideational parts of past ethnic 

societies and even did not believe that it was part of archaeological works (Jones 1997). 

It is because that archaeologists did not notice complex variation in material culture and 

ethnicity, and they had fixed bounded entities in past material cultures (Trigger 1989). 

       As discussed, during the 1950s and 1960s archaeologists started to concern 

themselves with the causes of culture change. While their diffusion and migration 

explanations on archaeological studies are insufficient, they emphasized a 

functionalistic explanation in archaeology. However, archaeologists still depended on 

stylistic analyses for cultural variations and ethnic differences, although they noticed 

possible existence of variable dimensions in archaeological evidence. They still 

regarded stylistic variations “as passive product of the enculturative milieu” (Jones 

1997:111).   

       Since new archaeologists did consider style as a passive reflection of normative 

rules, they could have not been successful to seek the relations between the material 

culture and ethnic boundaries (Jones 1997). Processual archaeologists between the 

1960s and 1970s emphasized ecology, economic and subsistence strategies, and 

exchange systems. They, in fact, did not find it necessary to focus on ethnicity. Rather 

they simply needed to consider ethnicity as an outmoded archaeological paradigm, 

possibly due to the negative feedback of Kossinna’s works.  

       It was after the late 1970s and early 1980s that a possible active role of style in 

material culture was realized by archaeologists. Many ethnoarchaeological analyses 

indicated active communication roles of style among individuals or groups, and 
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archaeologists started relating style as the expression of social identity (Jones 1997). 

According to Sackett, (1982, 1986), Isochrestic variation, which is a production by 

formalized and patterned behavior without implying symbolic behavior on material 

culture is the one for possibly conveying ethnic stylistic variation. Similarly, Wiessner 

(1983:257, 1984) suggests both emblemic (formal variation for conscious affiliation or 

group identity) and assertive (formal variation for individual identity) styles could be 

directly related to ethnic traits. Furthermore, as Hodder (1982:55) states that ethnic 

identity is possibly expressed in the mundane as well as in the decorative, 

archaeologists have been looking at all kinds of symbolic schemes from archaeological 

evidence. Therefore material cultures themselves have been regarded as agencies that 

could have played their own role for cultural changes and variations. 

       Since archaeologists have studied past material cultures, they have focused on 

their real meaning more than ever since the 1980 (Meskell 2001). And archaeologists 

have tried to apply many concepts and theories for that reason. Currently they have 

applied the concept of identity to make a taxonomic framework for their research, while 

recognizing the fact that identity is difficult to be defined because of its multifaceted 

nature. Since the 1990s, some archaeologists have applied agency/practice theories for 

understanding identity within material cultures (Bell 1992; Gilchrist 1999, Hodder 2000; 

Jones 1997; Lightfoot et al. 1998; Sassaman 2000; Shanks and Tilley 1992; Tilley 2004; 

Upton 1996).  

       Although many controversial implications still exist, the study of agency/practice 

has offered many advantages to archaeology. Because these theories consider the 

individual as the center of the micro scale approaches, these allow archaeologists to 
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see how the individual or groups intentionally (or unintentionally) constructed, 

negotiated, and transformed their culture (Barrett 2001; Dobres and Robb 2000). 

Therefore the advent of agency and practice theories in archaeology made 

archaeologists start concentrating on the links between thought and action (Gosden 

1999).  

       Because agency theory considers how individuals reproduce and structure their 

society (Dobres and Robb 2000; Hodder 2000), through examinations of all kinds of 

archaeological material evidence, archaeologists try to understand the recursive 

relationship between structure and agency. While agency/practice theories consider all 

history, materiality, and change as major parts of its theoretical approaches along with 

emphasizing the role of the individual agents, the material production is just regarded as 

a sense of history for the society and individual to shape the reproduction of life (Dobres 

and Robb 2000; Sassaman 2000, 2001). Barrett (2001) argues that material conditions 

should not be regarded as the representation of the social system because it is a 

dynamic entity whereby archaeologists can look at the performance of an action within 

its particular context that the material condition of life and the material trace intersect 

(see Hodder and Cesford 2004).  

       According to Jones (1997), who suggests that a better way to approach ethnicity 

might be through Bourdieu’s concept of habitus, which is a key concept for the practice 

theory, it includes all aspects of the cultural practices and social relations. She also 

argues that while the interaction perspective, assuming that ethnicity is produced in the 

process of social interactions, is not a good enough to approach, different cultural 

traditions are a produce of continuous recursive process between relevant cultural 
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practice and historical experiences. Ethnicity therefore should not be regarded as a 

passive and static mirror of culture by a traditional normative view. Scholars also 

recognize that while humans are directly linked to the spaces they occupy through 

memories and interactions, the landscapes are relational entities (Thomas 2001). In 

other words, since each individual interacts with the landscape differently, people’s 

identities are imbued with their landscapes through their life histories (Thomas 2001).  

       While there are ongoing theoretical arguments about problems or difficulties on 

both theories, archaeological works focusing on ‘identity’ have been challenged 

because of the possible naïve projection of contemporary western categories onto their 

works. Most of early theoretical approaches are based on the dichotomy separating “us” 

(westerners) with “them” (all non-westerners) and there is therefore the belief of the 

possible superior nature of western knowledge (Gosden 1999). Therefore, the identity 

studies in archaeology have made archaeologists realize that since early forms of 

identity politics were essentialist and centered on nationalism thus allowing a great deal 

of political modification and utilization, even current agency/practice theories are not 

free from the fact because scholars both in anthropology and archaeology that are 

engaged in area studies are affected by their background, especially their 

“westernness” (Kohl 1998; Meskell 2002).        

       Since the material record was transformed from a passive by-product of society to a 

dynamic entity that exerted influence back upon the system and material culture 

became also relational to the specific socio-cultural context in which it was associated in 

the Western archaeology, all current topics related to identity in archaeology therefore 

necessitate rigid explanation of the contextual study in order to adequately identify the 
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agent-structure relationships (Barrett 2001; Gosden 1999; Jones 1996; Meskell 2002; 

Tringham 1991).  

Identity in Pottery Studies 

       After the scientific method was first largely emphasized by archaeologists who had 

begun to question the Franz Boas’ idea that no generalization could be made cross-

culturally, some scholars such as Alex Krieger, James Ford and Albert Spaulding tried 

to develop methods by which artifacts could be classified systematically based on their 

physical attributes in American archaeology. In his article in 1944, Krieger proposed 

theoretical scopes of his typological method and some methodological procedures for 

assembling a typology. A primary theme of Krieger’s typological concepts was that 

types be identified by attributes of culture. Therefore, he defined archaeological type as 

a unit of cultural practice equivalent to a cultural trait in ethnography (1944:272). He 

suggested that while types are arbitrary, they could be discovered by archaeologists’ 

work (1944:273).   

       Krieger’s notion that types as analytical tools was supported by Spaulding (1953). 

Spaulding, who argued that there is no way to avoid confronting the problems of 

ordering and comparing quantities of data and sampling error in order to determine 

which of the data have meaningful or meaningless attributes, suggested that suitable 

statistical techniques could help archaeologists discover meaningful archaeological data. 

According to Spaulding’s hypothesis, the problems of how one can classify artifacts 

based on physical attributes and how important attributes can be distinguished from 

unimportant ones can be solved by: surveying a number of sample artifacts; finding 

consistencies of attributes and all archaeological artifacts fitting into some classification 

that can be made from descriptions of these attributes and, how they are grouped. To 
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Spaulding, an artifact type was an assemblage sharing a minimum of two attributes 

which, together, define that type’s characteristic pattern.  

       However, there were disagreements such as from Ford who accused Spaulding of 

making vast generalizations of the type that the 19th century evolutionists made about 

cultures (Ford 1954:391). He strongly expressed doubt about Spaulding statistical 

methods of discovering cultural types. Ford, who also agreed that the concept of type 

would be a basic tool for studying culture, asserts that Spaulding’s approach could only 

help us reveal cultural norms, rather than describing culture history (Steward 1954). He 

further argues that archaeologists need to keep in mind the following; what a type is, 

how it is defined and what purpose it may serve. He also suggested four dimensions of 

cultural type that archaeologists must be aware of (Steward 1954:52). The first 

dimension is reflecting the boundaries of its cultural bearers in a cultural type because 

inherent organization exists in culture at all times and places. Second is a level of 

integrated abstraction in cultural structure at which the typology is formulated. Third is 

the cultural drift, across geographic space, producing variation in a cultural type. Fourth 

is that because cultural type will vary in time, the mean of the type is a result of a point 

in time. Ford however was not interested in finding cultural features on types, although 

he thought that it is achievable.   

       Julian Steward (1954), who also believed that types could be associated with 

varying degrees of interpretation, characterized Ford’s concepts of typology as 

presenting two kinds of types; morphological (attributes or traits, solely based on form, 

physical or external properties) and historical-index (chronological significance as a 

time-marker). Steward however added a third kind of type that Ford did not consider, 
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functional type. According to him, while other types can be quantified by its features in 

order to be used for temporal and spatial markers of cultural phenomena, a culture can 

be shown by the study of functional studies from the types of archaeological records 

and this can be achieved by qualitative approaches (1954:54-57).  

       Because typology is now regarded as a crucial tool to the understanding of not only 

a chronological purpose but also a cultural study for the prehistoric societies, Rouse 

(1939, 1960) introduced a more comprehensive view of artifact typology by dividing 

these into analytic and taxonomic classification methods. The analytic method 

established what Rouse called a mode, which is a natural unit of cultural study, rather 

than types of artifacts. Conversely, the taxonomic method was focused with attributes 

indicative of a type, which represent an arbitrary unit of cultural study.  

       While Krieger, Spauliding, Ford, Steward and Rouse all show that types are 

theoretical units, possessing historical significance and displaying temporal and spatial 

continuity (Dunnell 1986:174), the typological method in archaeological records 

inevitably face the issue of subjectivity involved in the classification process of types. 

Although one of suggestions is by using mathematical and computational tools for 

sorting pottery morphological features (Gilboa et al. 2004; Zapassky et al. 2006, 2009), 

many attributes appeared on pottery would not be easily classified or analyzed by using 

those tools. Therefore, some possible standardized measurements or analytical 

methods for more accurate and objective observations have been introduced by 

scholars (see Mckern 1939; Orton 1980; Orton et al.1993; Rice 1987; Sinopoli 1991).     

       The method for better chronological control (which is and has been of considerable 

importance to prehistory and the methods used by prehistory in archaeological analysis) 
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had been strongly requested before absolute dating methods were invented. And one of 

the relative dating methods, seriation as a form or technique of typology was popularly 

used in archaeology (Dunnell 1970). According to Rouse (1967), this technique was first 

used by Christian J. Thomsen as he organized property of the Danish National Museum 

into three categories based on their respective chronological time frames: the Stone, 

Bronze, and Iron Ages. While seriation is a scaling technique that produces a formal 

arrangement of units, using classes to order groups, it could be simply defined as a 

method arranging data into sequences “by some consistent principle of ordering” based 

on physical attributes (Willey and Sabloff 1993:108).  

       Although seriation has played an important role in the analysis of archaeological 

records, it has been shown that the results from the method itself is not able to give 

some answers regarding why changes appeared through the times and the meaning on 

the process (DeBoer 1974:337; Dunnell 1970). In the studies by Deetz (1967, 1977), 

who used a seriation approach on changing style in tombstone and also tried to 

recognize real changeover time in artifact design, it showed that he suffered from the 

inability to account for that change and he only proposed that shifting in assemblage 

patterning was representative of a substantial change. McNutt (1973) argued that 

seriation is very effective for indicating changes on temporal and spatial units, but the 

method has a limit that pot type frequencies cannot be reconstructed from sherd type 

frequencies. Dunnell (1970) also argued that, for short duration types, there should 

have had enough sample numbers for the better seriation approach. Some methods 

such as the battleship curve (Ford 1962) and close-proximity (Renfrew and Sterud 1969) 

methods have been applied for small amount of sample data (Orton et al. 1993:190). 
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Nonetheless, seriation has been regarded as the best method to define the temporal 

aspect of cultural change from analysis of material records in archaeology.  

       As for the interpretation purposes, archaeology has always had some form of 

analogy involved in interpretation, even if it was not visible in theory until the middle 

1970s. While analogy is an attempt to reduce the dependence in archaeology on 

inference of human behavior and to take on the study of the archaeological record from 

a more direct approach, there are two basic types of analogy used in archaeology; 

specific historical analogy (also known as ethnographic analogy), which is based on 

analogies within the history of a particular culture, and general comparative analogy, 

which is cross-cultural and seeks to explain basic human behaviors that are apparent 

across cultural boundaries (Willey and Sabloff 1993:246). Analogy would perhaps be 

more valuable to a culture historian, whose major focus is to describe an artifact in order 

to classify it by its physical attribute. Therefore, when typologists create categories into 

which artifacts will be placed, they often necessarily base such categories on the basic 

uses for which they expect that the artifacts were intended.  

       Archaeologists have argued if analogy should be accepted as a necessary tool in 

archaeology or not, regardless of some caveats from it (see Gould and Watson 1982; 

Stanislawski 1978; Stark 2003; Watson 1999; Wylie 1985). As for using analogy to 

develop a theory of the material culture, archaeologists need to provide direct evidence 

of past human behavior and a basis to interpret that evidence. Ethnoarchaeology as 

one of the alternative approaches to study our past cultural change has been developed 

by some archaeologists, who focus more on the ethnographic study of contemporary 

peoples for archaeological purposes by emphasizing their material culture (David and 
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Kramer 2001; O’Connell 1995). While ethnoarchaeological works are useful to find the 

cross-cultural patterns of the traits that are said to be “the cultural reflection of the 

primary adjustments of peoples to environment, as modified by tradition” (McKern 

1939:309), ethnoarchaeologists have also contributed to build interpretive frameworks 

in archaeology (O’Connell 1995:206). In 1948, Taylor already argued that there is no 

proof that information obtained for living groups held true for prehistoric ones. Although 

arguments regarding on whether using analogy is less accurate than the direct historic 

method or ethnographic studies are reliable or not could be continued (Arnold 1985; 

Costin 2000; Gould and Watson 1982; Schiffer 1976), it is agreed upon that it would 

have been difficult to reach any kind of archaeological inference without those 

supported methods and theories.    

Style and Social Function from Pottery Studies 

       Archaeologists have thought that studying styles from archaeological records would 

be the best way to classify different cultural groups in prehistoric societies (Stark 

1998:2). Nevertheless, while many regional data of the stylistic approaches in 

archaeology from all around world have been produced along with increased concern 

with style, “we are not much closer to agreement on basic questions than we were in 

the early 1960s” (Plog 1995:369). However, numerous discussions based on 

ethnoarchaeological and archaeological studies have proven that “style has iconological, 

emblemic, assertive, symbolic, isochrestic, or even ‘stylistic’ aspects” (Stark 1998:2). 

       It has been agreed that style is therefore difficult to define with precision due to its 

very elusive and ambiguous aspects, not only for archaeologists but also for scholars 

from other fields (Conkey and Hastorf 1990:1-4). It is now often considered as “open 

rather than closed systems of expression” (Rice 1987:245). While the term style is 
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generally more indicative of decorative styles, which are “visual representations,” for 

archaeologists (Rice 1987:245), Schapiro (1953:288) suggested that there are three 

dimensions of style; form elements and motifs, form relationship, and qualities. There 

are also two different faces of style for archaeologists; one as a tool and the other as 

potential sources of meaning to prehistoric peoples or groups. While types were often 

referred to as style by culture historians, style had been “rendered as a particular 

attribute state or combination of attribute states” indicating spatial or temporal 

distributions (O’Brien and Lyman 2002:44), and considered as a tool for more cultural 

historians who are concerned chronology and typology before 1960s. 

       However, new archaeologists used style as more an analytical tool for measuring 

bounded spatial and temporal distributions for charting cultural changes and their social 

process (Conkey and Hastorf 1990:4). Throughout the 1970s, style became a concept, 

which also has a function, from the debate over the relation between style and function. 

Since then, it has been considered as more complex than simple normative concept. 

Now scholars have also emphasized the relations between pottery styles and social 

functions, which include social interaction, group affiliation and solidarity, and 

boundaries not only between groups but also within-group, rather than simply 

concerning themselves only on how to typology diverse pottery styles (Rice 1987:267). 

       While social identity from pottery styles has been emphasized, Sackett (1986, 1990) 

proposes that style could be recognized in two forms: the isochrestic and the 

iconological. According to him, isochrestic style is behavioral aspect of potters, who 

have a full control for the choices of potential decorations on pottery. However, it is not 

imbued with emblemic significance in general and it is based on learning traditions in 
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society. Iconological style, on the other hands, sends intentional messages of social 

identity with meanings and carries not only personal identity of the potter, but also the 

group identity the pottery is affiliated. However, Wiessner (1983, 1984), who had 

debated with Sackett about stylistic variation, suggests two different forms of style; 

emblemic style, carrying over more group or social identity and assertive style carrying 

over more individual identity imbued either consciously or unconsciously.         

       Since archaeologists have assumed that stylistic variation among different pottery 

cultures can convey important information about social relations among them, they 

generally consider the fact of the geographical distributions of particular styles of 

potteries as social contacts between sites or regions (Hegmon 1995; Rice 1987). 

Currently, there are two main theories explaining stylistic variability on pottery; social 

interaction learning model and information exchange model (Whallon 1968:223-4). 

Social interaction learning model emphasizes more decorative homogeneity on pottery 

as social or group identities rather than exchange model. In other words, the similar 

features of pottery styles between sites or regions are of an important concern by 

archaeologists because of possible social interactions between group members. 

Therefore, traditional archaeological approach to pottery analysis attempts to find the 

differences of individual elements of pottery design, based on whether certain stylistic 

features existed on pottery or not, and focuses on grouping potteries or breakages into 

classes and types (Rice 1987:249-272).  

       As discussed previously, many scholars who emphasized diffusion and migration 

factors follow a simple formula; the greater the range of similar decorative styles 

presents in each site or region, the greater the level of social interactions. However, 
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some caveats for this traditional approach focusing only on the direction and intensity of 

social interactions between groups have been proposed by scholars. For instance, 

some scholars argue that styles could have been reflected by many different 

phenomena such as ecological factors, belief systems, or social relationships (Rice 

1987:254). While scholars generally agree that trade, intermarriage, and ritual activities 

among groups of peoples may have occurred in the prehistoric periods, stylistic 

similarities on different pottery groups or societies could have been produced easily by 

simple or minimal contacts (Rice 1987:266). Modern scholars, however, now give close 

attention on some socioeconomic factor, such as, social organization, residence, 

marriage and gender rules, patterns of learning process within each household and 

group as well (Bowser 2000; David and Hennig 1972; Deal 1985; Deal and Hagstrum 

1994; DeBoer 1974, 2001; Eerkens et al. 2002). 

       Some ethnoarchaeological studies have indicated that it is not always true to 

consider pottery styles as referring to a symbolized group identity. According to Hardin 

and Mills’ study, using Zuni people’s potteries in western New Mexico, one can perceive 

the short-term stylistic changes of small bowl potteries, which take place within only one 

generation (Hardin and Mills 2000). Another ethnoarchaeological study for the Hopi in 

the Southwest US also indicates that pottery style and type for individual potter, mostly 

female, would be affected by the age of potters whose preference for colors and forms 

are changed as they grow older and experimented more (Stanislawski 1978). As for 

group identity inferred from stylistic approaches, Stanislawski also indicates that the 

pottery for the Hopi and Hopi-Tewa Pueblos, who share different cultural facts, such as 

languages, social patterns, and religions, are almost identical. At the same time, 
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another tribal group living in western Kenya keeps unique styles of material culture 

despite the fact that they interact with other neighboring peoples (Hodder 1977, cited in 

Rice 1987:254). Ethnoarchaeological evidence also indicates that decorative styles 

spread through diffusion and are a sign of political alliances for some groups of peoples 

(Hegmon 2000:132). 

       While many early works (Friedrich 1970; Wobst 1977, cited in Rice 1987:266-7) 

with stylistic approaches on pottery emphasize the functional purposes of different 

styles on pottery as boundary markers for reflecting group affiliations, there are recent 

pottery studies on the communication role of styles from individual potters who may 

want to express their intentions. Bowser (2000), approaching the identity of women 

potters as political players based on the decoration styles on potteries made by them, 

proposes that pottery styles are symbolic communication of women’s social identity and 

that “ambiguity in pottery style may be understood as part of a motivated political 

strategy that signifies the household’s pursuit of cross-coalitional alliances and political 

ambiguity” (Bowser 2000:243). 

       Although some correlations between group boundaries and pottery decorations are 

reported by modern ethnoarchaeological studies, ethnoarchaeological research has not 

found any direct relation between overall technological traditions in each pottery culture 

and aspects of group identity. However, according to Stanislawski’s 

ethnoarchaeological study of the Hopi, they “consider such technological factors as 

coiling, molding, scraping, smoothing, and firing to be vital, but see decoration, rim form, 

and the like as relatively unimportant matters of personal choice” (Stanislawski 

1978:215). Stanislawski explains that it is because certain design styles, such as form, 
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decorative types, designs, and technology on pottery make an important play for village 

members as a socio-function indicating group identity while various “rim form or design 

and individual differences in painting quality and technology” appeared on their potteries 

(Stanislawski 1978:215). In contrast, another study from Chapman (1970) indicates San 

Ildefonso potters are not able to identify makers of most pots (Stanislawski 1978). 

Braithwaite (1982) shows that the decoration on the Azande potteries functions as 

ideological mechanisms for the chiefdom system of Azande society. 

       Based on the work by Sassaman and Rudolphi (2001), who evaluate three main 

groups of the oldest pottery traditions in the southern United States, potteries from each 

group have identical decorations on pottery but share very different pottery forms and 

tempered clays. They state that although the punctuated surfaces of Classic Stalling 

potteries in the southern United States may have had stronger thermal shock resistance 

than the plain surfaces of potteries, there is the lack of direct-heat cooking with the 

assemblage. Therefore, they argue that “the punctuated surfaces of these potteries 

appear to have been primarily an expression of cultural affiliation, nonthermal functions 

notwithstanding” (Sassaman and Rudolphi 2001:413). After recognizing this 

contradiction between technofunctional and decorative variation, they also suggest that 

more understanding of the meaning of object material culture for archaeologists is 

essential to explain any kind of variations that appeared in material culture (Sassaman 

and Rudolphi 2001:409). 

Technofunctional Attributes on Pottery 

       According to Binford (1962, 1965), who believed that there are three different 

aspects of artifacts; technomic, socio-technic, and ideo-technic, approaching primary 

functional variation on artifacts is essential for archaeologists who are looking for 
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sociocultural system. Senior (1995), who modified Binford’s idea, distinguishes several 

different functions of artifacts; 1. Techno-function, which is mostly functional traits, such 

as surface treatment, temper, and pottery mechanics; 2. Socio-technic function, which is 

social sub-systematic aspect of function in cultural system; 3. Ideo-technic function, 

which is the ideological component in social system; 4. Aestheto-technic function, which 

has subsumed under either the socio- or the ideo-functional class. While there would be 

various ways to divide function, Griffiths (1978) however divides function into two 

simplified ways, intended and actual.  

       According to Skibo (1992), who uses technofunction to emphasize more mechanic 

aspects of artifacts, intended technofunction consisted of morphological and physical 

properties, while actual technofunction indicates more use-alteration. Skibo (1992:34) 

also states that “Technofunction refers to utilitarian aspects of an artifact’s use, and 

socio-and ideofunctions are components of artifact variability traditionally placed within 

the stylistic category.” Therefore on this paper, the term function indicates more the 

technofunctional and utilitarian aspects of pottery. It is also necessary to note that on 

this research although style in general could be related with all kinds of attributes when 

pottery style is mentioned, it is more likely indicating and emphasizing decorated 

patterns on the pottery surface. 

       While archaeologists are in general concerned with paste and temper, morphology, 

decoration, use-alteration, and overall archaeological context in which potteries are 

found (Hally 1983), pottery form in fact has been used commonly as one of criteria for a 

pottery classification system (Ericson and Stickel 1973). The relationship between form 
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and function therefore has been emphasized by many scholars (Hally 1986; Henrickson 

and McDonald 1983; Rice 1987). 

       There are many different ways to approach the function of pottery in archaeology; 

ethnographic analogy, analysis of preserved contents, pollen analysis, chemical 

analysis of residues, use-alteration, archaeological text, morphological correlation, 

physical properties of pottery material, contextual information (Cackette et al. 1987; 

Pauketat 1987). Most of what is known about the function of different forms of potteries 

is based on ethnographic or ethnoarchaeological studies (Oppelt 1984).     

       According to ethnographic and ethnoarchaeological studies, potteries morphology, 

manufacturing strategy, and raw- material selection/preparation, are directly related with 

function; more specifically the shapes of pottery carries significant information on their 

functions (Cackette et al. 1987, see Silva 2008; Smith 1988). Different shapes from 

body, shoulders or handles, rim, mouth and orifice ratio are directly correlated with 

“inhibited ability to pour, reduced spillage, moderately secure containment, improved 

accessibility/manipulability, and reduced evaporation from boiling foods” (Pauketat 

1987:7). However, Hally (1983) emphasizes more on size than shape as the major 

determinant of pottery function, based on his use-alteration analysis on a pottery 

collection from Georgia in the United States.   

       While some studies show that mechanical aspects of pottery are “completely 

embedded in culture in much the same way as decorative motifs” (Gosselain 1994:106), 

the analysis of the functional aspects of potteries would help us to have better 

understanding and explanation on cultural systems that we are interested in (Ericson 

and Stickel 1973; Gosselain 2000). Archaeologists have stressed that pottery shape, 
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especially a cooking jar, and size could reflect a household size (Blitz 1993; Hally 1981, 

1984, 1986; Shapiro 1984; Turner and Lofgren 1966). Mills (1989), who tries to 

understand changes in food consumption pattern using potteries from the Pueblo 

American Indian, proposes a similar result. According to her, household sizes could be 

indicators for pottery sizes (especially, storage pottery, cooking pottery, serving pottery). 

She observed that increased pottery sizes go together with increased numbers of 

discarded jar through time and increased agriculture of maize as well.  

       Linton (1944) and Arnold (1999) suggest possible relations between pottery form’s 

functions and existences and residential pattern, based on considerations of possible 

residential mobility, economy and trade of the sample groups (see also Mills 1989). 

Similarly, occupation span of archaeological site have been inferred based on 

identifications of pottery function (Hally 1981, 1984, 1986; Pauketat 1986; Shapiro 

1984). Hally (1986) tries to identify pottery functions and reconstruct food patterns as 

historic indicant of peoples in the southeastern United States, based on the analysis of 

combining pottery morphological types, mechanical performance of those forms and 

analogy (Braun 1983).  

       Sassaman and Rudolphi (2001) also propose that the changing shape of potteries 

is directly related to functional reasons. They believe that the flat-bottomed basins of 

early Stallings times in the southeastern United America might have been effective for 

indirect heating (ancient people living in this region used soapstone cooking stones for 

heating purposes). They further suggest that increasing use of direct heating cooking 

techniques were replacing flat-bottomed basins with wider orifices and shallow profiles 

to the hemispherical bowls with lower orifice and taller profiles (Sassaman and Rudolphi 



155 

2001). From a simple analogically inferred functional relation between form and function, 

(for instance, a hole on the pottery with a wide orifice and shallow profile is usually 

regard to be used for a pouring function (Blitz 1993)), many sophisticated patterns 

appeared on the mode of subsistence of prehistoric pottery groups and their behavioral 

patterns have been inferred by archaeological works.  

       Since some technological characteristics on pottery are connected with pottery 

functions, recognizing them from the pottery analysis is called for. Although it is difficult 

to identify either users or production sites (Rice 1987), interpreting geochemical 

composition of potteries is an important part of pottery analysis. In general, 

archaeologists usually believe that potters use resources close to where they work and 

it is directly related with the amount of cost for pottery production (Arnold 1985). 

However, many recent ethnoarchaeological studies indicate that source procurement 

strategies are complex (Gosselain 1994). Bishop et al. (1982) proposes five main 

strategies related to the selection process of materials for potters: modern potters (1) 

“use equally available clays without discriminating among them,” (2) “preferentially 

choose from among equally available clays,” (3) “use more or less equally available 

clays of different composition for different kinds of potteries,” (4) “mix clays to achieve 

particular paste properties,” (5) “use more distant sources that are judged qualitatively 

superior for the potters’ purposes” (cited in Costin 2000:380). Ethnoarchaeological 

studies show that resource materials in the pottery-making process are intentionally 

obtained for calculated purposes (Arnold 1985; Costin 2000). It is also ethnographically 

reported that potters use different clays and tempers for different pottery forms and 

functions (Arnold 1985; Gosselain 1994). 
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       Experimental archaeological studies show that some tempers have played a major 

role for specific technological functions; for instance, burned shell shows more resistant 

to crack and shatter than sand or unburned shell and all kinds of tempers that can 

reduce overall shrinkage (Arnold 1981; Bishop and Neff 1989:75-83; Bishop et al. 1982; 

Bronitsky and Hamer 1986; Rye 1976, 1981; Schiffer et al. 1994; Skibo et al. 1989). It is 

also indicated that overall sizes of potteries have direct connections with pottery wall 

thickness; due to structural support, larger potteries require ticker walls (Rice 1987). 

Experimental archaeological works report that surface treatments such as smudging 

and slip are directly connected with potteries’ functions; potteries with slip alone show 

greater heating effectiveness than potteries with both smudging and slip, while both 

smudging and slip increase pottery’s heating effectiveness and strength in general 

(Longacre et al. 2000; Schiffer 1990; Schiffer et al. 1994; Schiffer and Skibo 1997).  

       Another pottery functional approach is from use-alteration analyses. Several major 

forms of the analysis are surface attrition, absorbed residues and carbon deposition 

(see Arthur 2002; Hally 1983; Skibo 1992; Schiffer and Skibo 1997). Although it might 

be difficult to analyze badly eroded sherds or potteries, the surface attrition of the 

internal or external give some inference on the spatial use of potteries. It can provide 

stirring, carrying, and storing information and indicate how the pottery was heated. 

Although absorbed residue analysis could not give the correct information due to 

possible multifunctions of each pottery, it is still possible to identify what kinds of plants 

or others were stored or cooked in potteries. Carbon deposition analysis is useful 

because carbon appears inside pottery and was “created by charring of food and is 

governed by the source and intensity of heat and the presence of moisture. Exterior 
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carbon (or soot) can yield information about the position of the pot over the fire, the 

intensity of the fire, the contents of the pot, and the permeability of the pottery wall” 

(Skibo 1992:178-9). This analysis could help enlighten the functional purposes of 

potteries. More discussions regarding utilizable characteristics on pottery will be 

introduced in Chapter 6.  

       It is worth mentioning that all these approaches are still mainly used to infer 

technofunctional aspects of potteries. Although approaching pottery functions that 

agency imbues may not be identified completely, many potential meanings or functions 

on various kinds of forms on pottery are presented to archaeologists. And since these 

approaches could not inform conclusive use, more contextual approaches for various 

dimensions of meaning between assemblage and other archaeological evidence from 

the sites are demanded. 

Summary and Conclusion 

       Along with the process of organizing artifacts into types to make a taxonomic 

framework, archaeologists use the concept of identity to broaden their theoretical 

approaches in the study of material culture. While typology itself is arbitrary, identifying 

type by the naked eye is a common and basic method to infer mental templates of a 

maker or makers. However variation on pottery could be seen in raw material properties 

as well as other morphological features.  

       While there are so many challenges to archaeologists who found that identity itself 

has non-static nature and is very hard to define, the use of identity and further 

discussion on identity would be one of the starting points for Korean archaeologists 

interested in genealogical issues. We need to keep in mind the possibility of the 
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multifaceted nature of identity for archaeological researches to enrich our holistic 

interpretations.  

While a stylistic approach is important for temporal issues, it has its limited area; 

there are no direct clues for certain topics in archaeology, such as subsistence related 

patterns of societies (Skibo 1992:34). In addition, since it cannot answer any inquiry in 

regard to why the changes appeared in archaeological records, too much emphasis on 

the stylistic approach in archaeology could not make archaeologists move forward to 

the next levels of research questions (Choe and Bale 2006).   

       In archaeology, one of factors which archaeologists always concern with is 

correlations which relate material objects or spatial relations in archaeological contexts 

to specific types of human behavior (Schiffer 1976, 1988:469-471). Since 

archaeologists have been able to assume how artifact were made, distributed, used, 

recycled and disposed of in living societies by the correlates that allow them to infer the 

processes, some attributes in the technofunctional approach would be useful to infer 

further correlates in pottery cultures. 

       While technofunctional approach is able to compare changes that occurred on the 

basis of performance characteristics which might have responded to internal changes 

on the expectations of pottery functional values in societies, it could also help to infer 

various aspects from archaeological records; for instance, estimating prehistoric values 

of potteries based on the rate of reused and repaired potteries (e.g. Senior 1995). 

Studying technoeconomic variation on pottery could be used to explain sociopolitical 

aspects of prehistoric societies. And consequently, it can be that sociopolitical variations 
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analyzed by technofunctional attributes on pottery could help to explain the emergence 

and spread of prehistoric pottery cultures (Sassaman 1993:3). 

       Many studies related to technofunctional aspects on pottery may not be able to give 

direct answers to many anthropological archaeology questions, but they will be of help 

in formulating the right questions and eventually generating more questions (O’Brien et 

al. 1994:298-299). Foremost, as Skibo (1992:45) says, one of the best benefits of this 

approach for Korean archaeology would be that they are able to reuse voluminous data 

that have been filed in the museum storage. Technofunctional studies therefore would 

be one of the good archaeological approaches in Korean archaeology. 
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CHAPTER 6 
THE SAMPLE AND METHOD 

There have been new reports that our epistemological base on the identity of the 

material cultures could have been braced along with combining stylistic and 

technofunctional perspectives together. As discussed in Chapter 5, many recent 

archaeological researches from ethnoarchaeology and experimental archaeology 

provide new perspectives that traditional stylistic approaches may have benefited from 

technofunctional attributes on pottery. Technofunctional attributes on pottery are able to 

provide fresh perspectives, not only for regional and temporal variations of pottery 

cultures but also of subsistence patterns. In this chapter, a literature review for the 

previous studies related to technofunctional emphasis in pottery studies in Korea is 

presented. A brief information with regards to terms used and data gathering process 

are next given. Some information of the two selected sites to examine the main 

research purpose of this work, the nature of transitional periods from the Chulmun and 

the Mumun pottery periods in Korea by investigating technofunctional attributes on 

pottery is introduced next. Analytical methods and observed attributes with a rationale 

for selecting them are presented at end of this chapter.  

Technofunctional Studies in Korea 

       As mentioned in Chapter 1, regardless of the longstanding research interest in 

pottery, there is little study done intensively on the entire prehistoric pottery 

assemblages with functional aspects using various technofunctional attributes on 

pottery in Korean archaeology, although some attempts using only a few attributes have 

been applied for research purposes. Therefore there is not enough discussion to infer 

variability in pottery functions between or among pottery cultures in Korea. However, it 
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has been reported that North Korean archaeologists have focused earlier than those 

from South Korea on some basic technofunctional related attributes such as paste, form 

and size in an attempt to compare spatial and temporal variations of the Neolithic 

potteries (S. S. Byun 1988a, 1988b; E. S. Han 1995, 1998; Y. G. Kim 1979; K. T. Seo 

1990).  

       One of the earliest few efforts done to use the technofunctional approach in South 

Korean archaeology throughout the past Twenty century is from Hyojae Im and Sarah 

Nelson introduced a functional implication of potteries in their short article in 1976 and 

argued that the capacity of each pottery needs to be considered for functional 

perspective. Chang (1987) published a brief summary article about the historical review 

of Korean potteries along with emphasis on functional cooking and storage related 

potteries. One of the pottery studies that applied real technofunctional aspects was 

done by Gi-gil Lee (1994). He combined ethnographical and experimental approaches, 

focusing on the pottery manufacturing processes and introduced some discussions 

regarding potential benefits of the technofunctional approach which could be used to 

reconstruct the life of prehistoric societies.    

       The beginning of the 21st centrury generated more interests in the technofunctional 

approach on pottery in Korea. C. Y. Kim (2002), who focused two cooking related 

features, cooking pots and fire hearth techniques in the Bronze period, studied the 

relations between pottery and its use in fire. He tried to classify his sample potteries into 

four different patterns of soots based on the respective locations on the pottery wall. 

While Korean archaeologists have gave more attention to reconstructing pottery 

volumes to infer the functions of different sizes and forms of potteries, Y. J. Kim (2003), 
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who mainly focused on the mostly ignored fact of the coexistence of the Mumun pottery 

with the Chulmun pottery during the Neolithic period, attempted to compare the volume 

sizes of both potteries to find out any possible functional differences between the two.  

       It must be noted that the Mumun pottery (plain pottery = mintogi in Korea) in the 

Neolithic period should be distinguished from the Mumun of the Bronze period. 

Currently, many reports indicate that archaeological sites from the early and middle 

Neolithic period have been discovered with both Chulmun and Mumun potteries (Y. J. 

Kim 2003:1). According to his findings using the sample data from the central western 

Korean peninsula, the Mumun pottery used different pastes and morphological sizes of 

such pottery are obviously smaller that those potteries with the Chulmun-patterned 

surface decorations. In other words, there are rare big Mumun potteries and rare small 

Chulmun potteries. He therefore assumed that the Mumun pots were used for serving 

and cooking practices and were broken more often than the Chulmun pottery. Potters 

possibly did not bother to put decorations on the Mumun pots due to its being 

expendable. However, this assumption should have been made with more broken 

sheds of the Mumun potteries from archaeological sites to be able to form a stronger 

statement. Although he did not go into theoretical debates on the origins and relations 

between the Chulmun pottery in the Neolithic and the Mumun pottery in the Bronze 

periods, he suggested that the Mumun pottery in the Neolithic period might have 

developed into the Bronze Mumun pottery along with more various forms through the 

transition between the two periods.   

       However, J. J. Koo (2004), who investigated pottery volume and also analyzed 

some pottery technofunctional attributes from one of the Neolithic sites located in the 
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lower central peninsula, suggested that the pottery using patterns between the central 

western and southern coastal regions must have been different. Koo’s study 

contradicted the report in Y. J. Kim’s study in 2003, since his researched site shows that 

both Chulmun and Mumun potteries appeared with similar sizes and there are many 

small pots with Chulmun-patterned decorations. He also attempted to use 27 rim sherds 

to see the patterned relationships among the lip shapes, rim angles and decoration 

patterns, trace the forming techniques by using x-ray technique, and test pottery 

permeability for 23 samples. He reported that one of the jar-shaped pottery forms 

showed a higher permeability which is not good for use as a water container. He also 

stated that although it does not clearly appear on his sample data, there is a possibility 

that bigger potteries might have been used for storage purposes with a high 

permeability (2004).  

       Another pottery functional study is practiced by B. C. Kim (2006, see also Kim et al. 

2007). While analyzing “intra-community distribution of wealth/status using 

multidimensional scaling” in the households from the Mumun pottery periods, he used 

pottery as one of the archaeological components along with others such as residential 

units, appearance rates of agricultural tools and appearance rates of functional and 

morphological variations in lithic for the comparison purposes (B. C. Kim 2006:108). 

Although the appearance rates of some specific potteries and the variation rates of their 

forms are reported on the graphs in the study, there was no direct discussion about 

findings from the pottery approaches except as shown on the graphs used for his case. 

Another study from Kim and others in 2007 attempted to introduce an improved method 

on measuring pottery volume along with combing measurements from two dimensional 
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attributes such as rim diameter, maximum diameter and its length from bottom, base 

diameter and angle, wall and rim angles, overall pottery height, wall thickness, rim 

length, etc. with a computerized image through AutoCAD.  

       One can see from the discussion above that some attempts have been made to 

find better methods to the technofunctional approach on pottery and to apply possible 

implications from the approach depending on their interests. Although some limitedness 

and difficulty have appeared on the studies introduced, all researches demonstrate that 

further attempts should be done due to the importance in understanding the aspects 

that may be learned from this approach.      

Naming Terms 

       In producing a comparable understanding of this work, most typological terms and 

ways being used in Korean archaeology are purposely considered as a primary scheme; 

however, while various names of potteries, based on their stylistic decorations and 

morphological features, have been used by Korean archaeologists in a different way, 

the forms, selected here, are the ones that are generally known or believed to be known 

for their functions. Some definitions regarding names are referenced by the information 

from most recently published dictionaries of archaeology and cultural heritage terms by 

the National Research Institute of Cultural Heritage in Korea. Since there are so many 

different names for decoration styles in detail, many of them are simplified in order to be 

easily categorized. Rice’s 1987 and Orton et al. 1993 books are also used as main 

resources for all kinds of English terminologies on all different attributes that appeared 

on pottery as well as measurement methods.  
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Data Gathering 

       The preliminary trip for the data gathering was completed in June, 2007. This trip 

was made to as this author’s introduction to relevant persons and gain permission for 

this study. After visiting eight different museums, two museums allowed this author to 

access their entire related inventories. The second trip was made between October and 

November in 2007. This trip was more for practical purposes. It was arranged to meet 

local specialists and get their advice regarding stylistic variations on Korean pottery and 

partial practices for the research plan. This trip was therefore useful towards 

familiarization with the local materials and to avoid as few mistakes as possible. The 

last field trip was made between the middle of January and the late March in 2008 to 

complete all data analysis practices. For the analysis process, supplies and equipment 

such as a notebook computer (including extra USB hard drive) and digital camera for 

data recordings, rim chart for diameter, caliper for thickness, color chart for past color, 

hand-magnifier, Sanford pens were required.   

Site Descriptions 

       The archaeological site of Jigyungri (=Jikyungri, or Jigyeongri) is located in 

northeastern South Korea, within current Kangwon Province (Figure 6-1). The site is 

located at latitude N 37° 48’. About 50 m (about 55 yard) apart in north from the site, the 

Whasang River flows from west to east. Small hills (20~100 m high), connecting to 

Taebaek Mt, are located west of the site. It is closely located near the eastern shoreline 

(about 300 m from the ocean), which is generally much steeper and smoother than 

those of southern and western. The Neolithic settlement area was revealed from the 

lower layer level.  
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Figure 6-1. Location of the archaeological sites and their aerial photos: Top – Jigyungri 
site. After from Dwelling Sites in Jigyungri, Yangyang – Picture Book (p. 129), 
by Baek et al. 2002b, The Museum of Kangnung National University, 
Kangnung. (In Korean). Bottom – Songjookri site. After from Gimcheon 
Songjookri Site Report I (p.292), by S. H. Bae 2006, Hengso Museum at 
Keimyung University, Daegu. (In Korean) 
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       Most residential units were relatively well preserved: even though some destruction 

from the residential units of the Iron Age on the upper layer and road construction 

processes damaged four out of ten units in the site, it is enough to estimate the shape 

and some structure of all residential units. A total of ten different residential units are 

reported. The units vary in size; two of them are larger than 30 m², four of them are from 

10 m² to 20 m², and the rest, four units, are smaller than 10 m². All units are between 26 

cm and 120 cm deep. Like most of other typical Neolithic residential units in Korea, they 

were oval or rectangular shaped pit-houses. While half of the units have rammed mud 

floor, the other half were with a sand floor. Four units have one rectangular, oval or 

circular shaped fireplace, which is set in the center of a floor and circled with stones. No 

unit is reported with a storage pit inside, which is common for other Neolithic residential 

units in Korea. Three outside pits, which vary in size from 2 to 3 m in diameter, were 

also found within the residential area and two of them have been interpreted as an open 

pit firing kiln (entire this paragraph from Baek et al. 2002a:15-19, 162-169). 

       Most of the excavated potteries from the site are in the form of sherds. Total 17 

potteries are reconstructed nearly completely and 70 potteries are partially 

reconstructed among many other sherds excavated. Based on those completely 

reconstructed ones, the pottery types include all regionally divided patterns of pottery 

from the west group, the southeast coast group, and the northeast group in Korea. 

Although a broad stylistic similarity is recognized between potteries from the Jigyungri 

site and those from one of the west group, Amsadong site, a jar style pottery with a 

short neck and a rounded base from the Jigyungri site is not found in the Amsadong site. 

Feldspar, quartz, mica, and talc are reported as inclusions in pottery. It is also indicated 
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that two out of thirty five selected sample sherds were slipped (Baek et al. 2002a:170-

174) (Figure 6-2). 

 

 

 

Figure 6-2. Jigyungri Potteries from the Neolithic Period. 

 

       The Songjookri site is located in an alluvial plain, where one of tributaries to the 

Nakdong River, Gamchon, flows in a U-shaped bend (see the Figure 6-1). The area is 

surrounded by low hill and mountain. The Neolithic and Bronze Age residential area 

was found to contain ten residential units with many attached structures such as one 

stone workshop area, five open pit firing kilns and many other outside stone piled pit 

areas from the layers of the Neolithic level. Sixty two pit-dwelling residential units are 
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reported with many other stone piled pit areas and nineteen dolmens from the Bronze 

Age layers. Most units are reported with many inside pit areas for fireplace and storage 

purposes, and all have their own outside storage pits located 2-3 m away from each 

residential unit (S. H. Bae 2006:13-15). 

       A total of 10 Neolithic residential sites are reported with others such as open 

storage pit, open kiln, and open pit site. As for the Neolithic artifacts, a total of 280 

pieces of various lithic artifacts such as axes, arrowheads, spearheads, saddle querns 

& grinding stone pestles, knifes, net sinkers, flints, cores, and others, are found from the 

site and about half of them are from residential units and the stone workshop area. 

Among several thousand sherds, 1,098 potteries, which can be recognized by their 

decoration styles and shapes, are partially or completely reconstructed. Most common 

shapes of the pottery base are rounded or pointed ones (Figure 6-3). 

       The deep jar or bowl shaped pottery with longer height than body diameter 

(Simbalhyung in Korean, jar or bowl style pottery with taller than 20 cm in height) 

consist of 75 percent in the group, the jar or bowl shaped pottery with unrestricted style 

(Balhyung in Korean, jar or bowl style pottery with shorter than 20 cm in height) consist 

of 15 percent, and the jar shaped pottery with neck (Hohyung in Korean) consist of 5 

percent. It is reported that, based on decoration styles on pottery, there is one pottery 

from the early Neolithic, 744 potteries from the middle Neolithic, 293 potteries from the 

later Neolithic and 60 potteries from the last Neolithic period. It is indicated that there 

are smaller pottery as well as pottery with a pointed base from the later Neolithic period 

than the middle Neolithic period. The decoration style of pottery from the last Neolithic 

period is much simpler than those from the earlier periods. It is also reported that 
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Figure 6-3. Songjookri Potteries from the Neolithic Period. After from Gimcheon 
Songjookri Site Report I (Cover page), S. H. Bae 2006, Hengso Museum at 
Keimyung University, Daegu. (In Korean) . 

 

thirteen clay figurines are found mostly from residential units and outside storage pits. 

Most of them are not clearly identified for their functions but presumed to be used for 

personal ornaments, religious symbols, or tools for practical life (S. H. Bae 2006:246-

258).  
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       While a total of 61 Bronze residential units are reported, many of them are found in 

disturbed conditions or with limited artifacts. Open storage or toilet pits, open kilns, and 

open pit sites and 19 burial units are also reported. Although a total of 163 wholly or 

partially reconstructed potteries are reported, 115 of them are base parts only and not 

 

 

Figure 6-4. Songjookri Potteries from the Bronze Age. After from Gimcheon  
                 Songjookri Site Report II (Color figure 11), Kim et al. 2007, Hengso  
                  Museum at Keimyung University, Daegu. (In Korean) 
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reliable to be used in inferring their original pottery forms. Some potteries such as jar 

and bowl (30), a jar with unrestricted style or neck (17) and a plate (1) are reported (K. 

G. Kim et al. 2007:261-276) (Figure 6-4). 

Method of Analysis 

       All diagnostic sherds or reconstructed potteries were numerically recorded in order 

to identify the technofunctional aspects of sample pottery groups and to eventually 

evaluate possible temporal and spatial variations among them. Several stylistic 

attributes (=decoration style, position and technique) were also recorded in order to find 

any revealed pattern temporally or spatially and to compare the data with the 

technofunctionally emphasized data. While some of the reported data have been lent to 

other organizations or museums, in total, 248 from the Jigyungri site and 1,196 from the 

Songjookri site recorded on the site reports were analyzed for further analysis. Another 

186 (58 from the Jigyungri and 128 from the Songjookri site) sample sherds, which were 

not recorded on the site reports and were allowed to be brought to the United States of 

America, were also used in several attribute analyses. Their data were not used in this 

study. Because of limited numbers of pottery samples from the Jigyungri site, all the 

data found near each residential area are included into the residential unit. The 

Songjookri data groups are meanwhile strictly divided between the residential units and 

others to find possible noticeable site functions.    

       Consistent measuring processes and applying common or shared criteria in 

identifying and classifying worked collections through all analysis process were critical 

for this project. Although all analysis processes should be uncomplicated, it is 

necessary to mention that individual examiner’s opinion on determining the differences 

among samples even for one attribute is critical and consistency therefore was 
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paramount. All nonmetric data analysis was done by macroscopic analysis, using only 

characteristics observable to the naked eye. Macroscopic analysis from a fresh break 

was done on some basic features such as firing core condition, core color, and inclusion 

sorting for firing environment and sieving rate of paste. Some descriptive variables such 

as shape (rim type and shape etc.), thickness (wall, rim, below 3 cm, etc. and length for 

height and others) are measured and recorded. Other fabric characteristics, surface 

finish and firing characteristics, such as hardness, inclusion sorting, firing core, core 

color, exterior and interior color and feeling were also observed and recorded. As for the 

decoration style, three simplified stylistic attributes, decoration styles, decoration 

positions, and decoration techniques were selected to be recorded, in order to be used 

for comparisons with the results of other technofunctional attributes of pottery. Others, 

such as projected function, sooting, firing cloud, and attrition evidence are observed and 

recorded. While it was expected that the pottery shape represented by most sherds and 

the intended function of each reconstructed pottery from selected sites could not be 

easily identified or determined unless they were reconstructed already, most sherd data 

were indeed not good enough to be used as inferences on the projected function of 

early pottery. This functional data is not included in the analyzed works introduced in 

Chapter 7.  

       Although more categories for analyzing each attribute might be better in finding 

more diversified comparison results, there is a possibility that analytical mistakes also 

could increase, especially as analysis on certain attributes must depend on the 

examiner’s own decision. Therefore, while consistent judgment through the analysis 

process for the whole sample data is essential, simplified categories for certain 
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attributes were used. Because of the realities of various deceptive cases on pottery 

analysis, consistent environment conditions are also one of the priorities through the 

analysis working process; for instance, in the case of light condition, all colors 

sometimes could be very tricky: color without taking a fresh light looks a lot darker than 

the one with a fresh light and the sherd or pot pictures with a fresh light look a lot more 

reddish and brighter; for instance, some of them with light or dark grayish brown could 

have been confused with more reddish one. Every analyzed item was photographed at 

least more than five times for the future references. All series of attributes of 

technofunctional and decorative variables for all sample data are recorded as numerical 

data. 

Recording Observed Attributes 

       While many different attempts have been introduced and applied for pottery 

classification, the forms and measurements of pottery shape, base, rim, neck, and so on 

are studied and compared with each other (e.g. Ericson and Stickel 1973; Shepard 

1968; Wilcock and Shennan 1975). However, in this work, focus will be on the individual 

pottery’s features from technofunctional attributes to use them for temporal and spatial 

comparisons in detail between different pottery cultures, rather than on each different 

functional form and size of pottery. 

       First of all, each item was divided into five different categories: rim, body, base, 

neck, and other. If any partial part of a lip on each small sherd exists, it is put into the 

item category 1, rim. However, some sherds indicating clearly that they are part of rim 

areas on pottery but without a portion of lip at all, they are put into category 2, body with 

another ones which indicate they are from body area on pottery. In the case of base, 

any portion of base part that can have quantitative measurements exist is considered as 
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category 3, base, regardless of a size of body attached on it. As for the category 4, neck, 

sherds showing only neck area with some portions of body or rim area, or both, are put 

into that category. However, if any portion of measurement of lip area is shown on the 

neck sherd, it is considered as category 1, rim. The last category, other, includes a 

completed pottery or showing more than two categories. 

       As for lip categories, while there are many different kinds of shapes in the lip, (for 

instance, round, flat, flared, tapped, etc.), three categories such as flat, round and 

pointed were used. Some potteries that partially include pointed lip area are considered 

as the category of the round lip. If there are two patterns, flat and round combined, it is 

considered as round since it is safer to assume that there is more possibility that the pot 

would have been rounded but later the rim area must have been grounded on purpose 

or accidentally. The pointed one is subdivided into two categories; a. pointed-in or b. 

pointed-out. The rim lip was recorded to see if there is any revealed pattern and if there 

was any potter’s intention to use pots with a lid on the top of the body. Potteries with flat 

and rounded orifice rims and curved out lips on the exterior are better to cover pottery 

lips tightly and safely than those with rounded or pointed and interior protruded angle of 

lips (Hally 1986:281). As a separate measurement of rim thickness (3 cm below the lip), 

lip thickness is also measured several times on spots showing thinner or thicker as 

compared with overall other presented general lip area, while partially broken or 

damaged spots were avoided. The median number between the areas is recorded. As 

for the appliquéd rims, the area with incised or impressed parts on rim lip were also 

avoided. 
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       Although the angle of rim on pottery could be used to project the shape and size of 

the original pot before breakage, rim angle is one of the attributes very much dependent 

on subjective decision. Since it is necessary to consider several concerns such as that 

rim angle of tall body, sherds that might have been looked as straighter on one and not 

on the other, and certain pottery forms with dramatic shapes could easily lead to wrong 

judgment on this analysis, the original sizes and overall shapes of rim and body parts on 

the sherd or whole pot are carefully taken into account. However, the edge angle of 

near lip area and top portion of the rim area are given more careful emphasis for this 

attribute analysis. Although it is not easy to infer what kind of functional considerations 

would have been put on rim angles of pottery, there is a possibility that some patterned 

result from this analysis could indicate some references of the potter’s mindset, 

regardless that it happened consciously or unconsciously. Three different categories, 

curved out, strait and curved into the center, are selected. Although it is not clear 

whether prehistoric peoples were already concerned with these attributes for functional 

purposes, it is possible to find some patterns if attribute are compared with other 

attributes.  

       The other way to inspect rim/neck/body’s angle with ‘restricted (orifice is smaller 

than its maximum body diameter) or unrestricted (orifice is equal or greater than the 

maximum body diameter)’ is not applied on this analysis (Rice 1987:211-213). Although 

in general it is believed that restricted potteries were used for food preparation purposes 

such as cooking and storage, while unrestricted ones are better for being utilized in 

serving food and drink (see Hally 1986), most of the potteries from the selected sites 

show large mouth openings.  
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       Although rim diameter does not always indicate a pottery’s volume and size (see B. 

C. Kim et al. 2007:41), it is one of the most obvious features of possible pottery forms. 

Therefore, it is one of the best numeric data to compare regional and temporal 

variations on pottery. Rim sherds are manipulated along the concentric circles on the 

rim orifice chart until a closed angle match is reached between the curved rim sherd and 

the circled line on the chart. Although it is generally believed that the sherd with less 

than 20% portion part of pottery is not reliable, some of them with a bit less than 20% 

portion were put into the data set in case the rim sherds clearly show enough reliability 

of the delivered measurement. If potteries are already wholly reconstructed or the rim 

sherds have more than half of the original shape before breakage or after being 

reconstructed, a direct measure of the diameter was made. The median number after 

measuring a few shorter and longer looking distances were measured quickly and was 

recorded as a diameter.  

       Although it is necessary to consider the possible original form of the sherd material 

and its size, regardless of different styles of forms and sizes, all measurements are 

simply performed by three divided parts, rim lip, 3 cm below rim lip, 6 cm below rim lip, 

body thickness, base center thickness, and diameter. If body, rim or base sherd is too 

short or not reliable for any reason, it is not measured. Occasionally, for sherds that are 

not tall enough to measure 6 cm spot from a lip, 5 cm below the spot was measured. In 

any case that the sherds or whole potteries are decorated with either intaglio or emboss 

work, such decorated spots were not measured. If there is also any heavy erosion area, 

a better conditioned area is selected for measurement. 
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       Some of the sherds and whole pots show that the gap between the thin and thick 

areas on the body is more than 3 mm. The median number for statistic use was taken 

after measuring the body several times. The measuring process for 3 cm below 

thickness from a lip was practiced for all sherds with rim area or whole pots unless they 

are too small to measure, regardless of size of all original sherds or potteries. 

       For some sherds that do not include any part for clueing for rim or base area, the 

top and bottom side of the body was tested in order to get a better assumption of the 

middle part of the body. The middle center of each body sherd, not showing any rim and 

base areas and top and bottom, is to be measured for possible future usage as data. If 

body sherds are too large and a caliper cannot span the center and it is possible to 

figure out the top and bottom side, maximum reach from top and bottom spots were 

measured two times, and their median number equals body thickness. If body sherds 

include parts that are shown to be from very close to rim or base areas, the side, away 

from those parts, were measured. In the case of the body thickness from the body sherd 

with a base, the body part located too closely to the base area was not selected. The 

body area from certain distance of the base was only selected for measurement. As for 

the base thickness, the center of the base bottom area was used as a measurement 

spot. And the base sherds with the existence of some portions of body area were also 

measured for body thickness, if there is enough distance between the base and body.   

       It is known that a number of factors such as firing temperature and duration and 

oxygen environment during the pottery manufacturing processes and the post-use or 

post-deposition processes of the pottery are related to the results of core color and core 

reduced and oxidized patterns, and exterior and interior surface colors due to the 
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degree of carbon and other organic core retention in a paste (Gosselain 1992; Hally 

1983:11; Rice 1987:343-345; Rye 1981: 98, 114-118; Sinopoli 1991:30-31). Therefore, 

in firing core analyses, core type patterns and core color that provide firing conditions, 

such as temperature and firing atmosphere, a clean section cut was looked. As for the 

core color, which can provide inferred information about the firing mentioned above, five 

different color categories are applied; 1. black, 2. dark brown, 3. brown, 4. yellowish 

brown, and 5. reddish brown. The core type patterns are described in six categories 

(Figure 6-5). The chart below is used as a standard scheme: 1. all oxidized, 2. all 

reduced, 3. reduced in the center, 4. exterior reduced, 5. interior reduced, and 6. both 

surfaces reduced. 

 

 
 

Figure 6-5. Six simplified core patterns recorded: Reduced areas with darker areas and 
oxidized areas with lighter areas of the cross section. The top indicates the 
exterior and the bottom indicate the interior. Modified from Explaining 
Corrugated Pottery in the American Southwest: An Evolutionary Approach (p. 
90-91), C. D. Pierce 1999, Unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Department of 
Anthropology, University of Washington, Seattle. 

 
 

       In addition to the firing core analysis, inclusions’ coarseness information was also 

recorded. In order to classify inclusions’ coarseness level, a simplified inclusion sorting 
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chart with five categories by Barraclough 1992 (cited in Orton et al. 1993:239) was 

used;1. very poor (full of big inclusions), 2. poor (very coarse with several bigger ones 

and many big ones), 3. fair (several big ones with some small ones), 4. good (several 

big one with overall good sorted out), and 5. very good (no big ones at all). While many 

different thin sections on one sherd or a whole pot show different conditions, it was 

sometimes difficult to make a decision on which category was the right one. Therefore, 

for all above core color, core type pattern, and inclusion coarseness analyses (even 

though the thin section of each sample is considered as a main factor for sorting out), it 

was necessary to look though several different thin sections of core for each sherd or 

several different sherds of each pot carefully.   

       Another very deceptive and subjective analysis is surface color of the exterior and 

interior, which may point to the firing condition and life function of the pottery. While 

many color variations on pottery are generally created accidentally during the firing 

process of pottery making, fires for cooking processes also make color variations on the 

pottery surface as mentioned (Hally 1983:11), and caution should be practiced in 

interpreting and selecting a typical color on the pottery surface.. A total of five color-

categories for both exterior and interior are set for this analysis; 1. brown, 2. reddish 

brown, 3. yellowish brown, 4. light grayish brown, and 5. dark grayish brown. If several 

different colors are shown on surface, the main dominating color is selected. Two things 

are also looked into and recorded as well for this analysis; first, original color and after-

life-used color, and second, dramatic color differences between exterior and interior 

surfaces.  
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       The conditions of the exterior and interior surface can be attributed by core 

inclusion and by mishaps such as spalling and pitting in use. As for the surface feeling, 

both ocular and tactile examinations of the material are conducted on this analysis. 

Total five categories; 1. rough (really rough looking and feeling), 2. relatively rough 

(relatively rough feeling and looking), 3. relatively smooth (not much feeling of 

roughness and not smooth enough), 4. smooth (smooth looking and feeling) and 5. 

super-smooth (very smooth looking and feeling) are selected. When it was difficult to 

decide among relatively smooth, smooth and super-smooth for an item with some shiny 

and smooth condition without burnishing or polishing and high firing-coating effect, it 

was categorized into the smooth one. Some talc sherds appeared from the Jigyungri 

Neolithic residential units 6 and 7 were put into the smooth category. Since finishing 

techniques on the pottery surface are important because they provide technofunctional 

reasons to do, if shown, some surface treatments such as self-slip, slip, smudging, 

smoothing, burnishing, and polishing (generally rubbing while pottery is dry) are all 

recorded on the database in order to use them in looking for any relations with other 

attributes that appeared on the pottery in future study.  

       The other attributes carefully looked into and recorded if these existed are used 

marks such as sooting, firing cloud, spalling and pitting on the surface of pottery. While 

boiling and heating are necessary processes for preparing not only all kinds of soft 

vegetables but also nuts and corns (Arnold 1985; Bennett 1975; Rice 1987; Swanton 

1931, 1942, 1946), heated cooking methods are simply divided into two different 

categories, dry heating (broiling, roasting, baking and parching) and moist heating 
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(simmering, boiling, and steaming) types for different food materials (Reid 1989:168-

169).  

       According to ethnographic data, direct broiled or roasting methods for cooking the 

meat are commonly practiced. For grinding and bursting some materials such as seeds 

and nuts, dry heating methods for parching and baking techniques are used. On the 

other hands, the moist heating methods are used for plants such as roots and tubers. 

Since the different methods are practiced under different heating temperatures, 

archaeologists have examined consequently mechanical aspects such as porosities and 

thermal shock on pottery. Ethnoarchaeological studies show that potters consciously 

concern themselves with the relations between function and pottery mechanical aspects 

in the manufacturing process (Arnold 1985). According to the study by Reid (1989), the 

thicker low-fired earthenware that has a higher porosity is a more efficient cooking pot, 

because it retains heat better and has less wall failure. 

       While boiling is one of the most important processes for preparing food, one of the 

aspects to be considered for pottery function is the evidence of use such as fire cloud 

and sooting marks. Fire cloud is shown on the pottery surface as the result of the 

deposit of carbon in the clay and is generally produced in open firing as pottery used 

over fire. The contact areas between the smoky part of the flame or incompletely burnt 

fuel and pottery produce irregular discoloration, generally black patches, on the exterior 

of the pottery (Orton et al. 1993:223). Sooting mark is also deposited on cooking pottery 

as a by-product of fuel combustion on the surface contacting with fire and therefore soot 

on a pottery is the direct evidence it was used over a fire (Hally 1983:7). However, there 

are some very rare cases that soot do not appear on a pottery, even though it was used 
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over fire (Hally 1983:10); it is reported that one of the American Indians in the 

southwestern United States intentionally removed soot accumulations by refiring pottery 

in a kiln. Soot could be removed by fire if it is located in a burning structure. In this case 

a small pottery over large and hot fires may not create soot on the pottery. And lastly, 

soot could have been removed in the cleaning process, although it is not easily 

eradicated once it occurs on a pottery.      

       Although it is sometimes difficult to determine whether certain sooting and fire cloud 

on pottery is directly caused with pottery-functional operations, it is generally believed 

that a pottery with sooting and fire cloud is a cooking pottery. All front, rear, and sides of 

sherd or pottery are carefully looked at. While it is necessary to know whether sooting 

marks had been created before or after breakage of pottery, one of the useful ways is 

look at the sides of the sherds. In cases that sooting appears not only on the exterior or 

interior but also on the sides of the pottery sherds, it is more likely that sooting marks 

had been created after breakage of pottery. In other words, these kinds of sherd data 

can make it more difficult to refer to the original function of the potteries. In general, two 

different sooting marked sherds or pots are recognized: sooting with no abrasion on 

both surfaces and sooting with some or heavy abrasion on either or both surfaces on 

pottery.      

       Use-alterations on pottery would also appear as detectable alterations in the form 

of pits, spalls, and lines (see Arthur 2002). These alterations on a pottery provide direct 

evidence that it was used in cooking or heating purposes. With the presence of surface 

attrition, which is defined as the removal or deformation of pottery surfaces (Skibo 

1992:106), some alteration traces such as pitting and spalling could appear in both 
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abrasive and nonabrasive ways. Three possible use-related mechanisms appear on 

pottery: interior pitting which is thermal shock by rapid heating or cooling, corrosion by 

long term exposure to corrosive chemical, and physical abrasion by string and scraping 

in normal usage (Hally 1983:18-19). Exterior pitting also appears as thermal shock by 

heat along with sooting and fire cloud and is regarded as cooking evidence. It is 

reported that some attrition marks such as pitting and erosion on its interior surface also 

appeared on storage pottery (Arthur 2002:347). 

Projected Form and Function of Pottery 

       After inspecting all the attributes mentioned above, the data could be used to infer 

projected form and function of each pottery as more contextual information. Ultimately 

more reliable inference on the use of pottery could be produced and eventually provide 

more indications for understanding pottery functions and food processing in past 

societies. Some suggestions proposed by many scholars already need to be considered 

for interpreting the data of pottery functional classifications.                                        

       According to one of the experimental studies by Ericson and de Atley (1976), 

reconstructing pottery morphologies, based on some sample sherd data especially rim 

parts are important, would be accurate enough to be used in archaeological studies. 

However, it must be mentioned that to guess a form from the sherds of each pot, it is 

necessary to know the rim diameter, height and base shape. Most pot samples consist 

of partial portions or only one sherd. It is not an easy task, therefore, to infer exact 

shape of pots unless the pots are perfect or consist of enough portions of pot sherds.  

       While in general the functional associations with shape and size of pottery varies by 

different factors, such as nature of food and size of food consumer group, it is believed 

that shape and size of the pottery determine its function, although multiple functions of 
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pottery are always possible (Arthur 2002:334; Ericson and Stickel 1973; Hally 1986:272). 

Although knowing all functions of pottery is not possible due to its possible multiple 

usages, scholars however believed that it may be possible to determine which shape or 

type of potteries are suitable or not suitable for certain purposes, such as boiling, 

grinding, or pounding. One of the indications of pottery functions is pottery form, and it 

has been shown that more stylistically decorative potteries are generally used for 

serving purposes, whereas simple jar and bowl style potteries are mostly used for 

cooking or storage purposes (Arnold 1985; Holland 1995). According to Linton 

(1944:370), although potteries with large mouth, permitting stirring process, are better 

for cooking process, generally a bowl is not used for boiling due to its broad and shallow 

shape.  

       According to the ethnoarchaeological studies (e.g. Arthur 2002:349; DeBoer 1985; 

Henrickson and McDonald 1983:631; Longacre 1985:334-336), cooking potteries show 

higher breakage rate than storage potteries, which have twice longer use-life, and they 

are frequently manufactured without a slip treatment and painting on pottery. Although it 

is not clear whether the reason is to save energy in the pottery manufacturing process, 

Pauketat (1987:7) states that these could be indications that potters consciously 

consider the relation between usability rate and effort.  

       As mentioned in somewhere already, one of the effective ways for controlling 

functional perspectives of a pottery is through mineral inclusion (temper), porosity, 

shape and wall thickness. Cooking pots show the potters’ challenge on mechanical 

considerations such as thermal shock of pottery to make it more resistant to physical 

strains of repeated usage over fire and liquid substances poured into it. It is known that 



186 

cooking pots are usually cleaned with often sand which requires higher abrasion 

resistance. Resistance can be increased by tempers or interior and exterior treatments 

(Schiffer and Skibo 1997:38). While interior surface treatment can improve permeability, 

it is also directly related with heating effectiveness (Schiffer 1990). Other interior and 

exterior treatments such as smudging, polishing and coating could also increase a 

cooking pot’s sustainability to thermal shock cracking, thermal spalling and abrasion 

(Schiffer 1994 et al.; Skibo et al. 1997). And according to cross-cultural evidence from 

the ethnoarchaeological studies, cooking pots generally have thicker wall sides with a 

firm base (Henrickson and McDonald 1983:637). Although one very informative and 

direct evidence for pottery functional studies is from some residues that have been 

found on pottery or within sherds (which may be considered as storage purposed ones), 

all sample data were already cleaned and hardly visible with the naked eye.  

Stylistic Analysis 

       This pottery analysis was designed to obtain not only data on technofunctional 

information but also simplified stylistic variability of pottery. Because of the 

technofunctional emphasis of the pottery in this study, only three different categories 

related to the decoration style on pottery are inspected with simplified sub categories.  

       All sample data is divided into two categories, decorated or undecorated. While a 

handle sherd was not classified into a decorated one, all appliquéd lines (most are long 

and some have decorated lines-or impressed fingering traces) are considered as 

decoration regardless of whether there is no real decorated line or something else on 

the appliquéd fraction. While there are so many different ways of describing or naming 

different motifs and techniques on pottery, some simplified data sets that are directly 

related with stylistic patterns were categorized and recorded among decorated ones. 
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First of all, decoration positions are divided into seven different categories; combine, rim, 

body, base, whole pottery, interior and lip.  

       It is expected that the analyzed results on the decorated locations on pottery can be 

used to discover indications of the chronological patterns of Korean pottery cultures as 

Korean scholars have thought. Decoration styles are simply categorized into; combined, 

herringbone pattern, simple straight or oblique pattern, more short and complicated 

oblique pattern, combined simple oblique lines, crossed lines, zigzag lines (lightning 

design), dotted rows, arched pattern, spiral motif, notched strip on rim, perforated rim, 

and no pattern but fingering trace on appliqué. As for the decoration techniques, nine 

categories are recorded; incised (or grooving), punctuated, stamped (impression), 

impressed fingering, simple appliqué, incised or grooving appliqué, punctuated appliqué, 

stamped appliqué, and combined. All the results can be used to find which decoration 

and technique commonly appeared through different time and region. This stylistic data 

was designed to compare with information gathered from those of more 

technofunctionally related ones.  

Summary and Conclusion 

       In this chapter, a rationale for analytical methods and observable attributes in 

conducting the technofunctional research for the two Korean Neolithic and Bronze 

period sites have been presented. This study does not cover detailed approaches such 

as the relations among each attribute and pottery projected form and function analysis 

are not practiced. No direct technique developed to estimate pottery morphology or 

volume was introduced in this work. Since the purpose of this analysis is to find out if 

there is any significant spatial and temporal variations among pottery sample groups, 

which is mainly divided by pottery stylistic patterns, using pottery technofunctional 
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attributes for comparison, and to argue the possible benefit of applying the 

technofunctional attribute in the Korean pottery study, congregated group comparisons 

by applying regular attributes were given great attention. Further practice of more 

complicated analyses would hopefully be done in the near future to encourage more 

discussion on the subject. While the sample data was divided into all categorized 

attributes introduced in this chapter in order to illuminate maximized data result on any 

differences, the results from this current analysis attempt are presented in Chapter 7.     
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CHAPTER 7 
REPORTING RESULTS 

Chapter 3 and 4 dealt with Korean archaeology along with its related 

archaeological issues and discussion which provides a useful theoretical framework for 

this dissertation work. Reviewing archaeological researches on methods and theories 

on culture and culture change in archaeology were outlined in Chapter 5. In this chapter, 

the results of the data analysis on the pottery attributes from the Songjookri and 

Jigyungri sites in Korea are presented and discussed. One main focus on the analysis is 

the overall temporal and spatial changes on pottery in regional/interregional data groups. 

Variations will be sorted out and evaluated to figure out if there is any noticeable pattern 

that eventually can be compared with current regional variations that are stylistically 

divided groups. The results will be essentially intertwined with major issues introduced 

in the previous chapters and further discussed in Chapter 8. 

Results of the Analysis 

       While the Jigyungri residential units 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 are from the different layers, 

the pottery of the units 1, 3, 4, which are from the lower layer than the units 6 and 7, 

shares some similar decoration patterns with those of the central western pottery group 

and the other pottery from the units 6, 7 shows some similar decoration patterns 

appeared in the southern pottery group (E. S. Song 2002:71). Therefore, for comparison 

purposes, the Jigyungri Neolithic data is divided into three different groups of the 

sample data; all Jigyungri residential group, Jigyungri residential units 1, 3, 4, and 

Jigyungri residential units 6, 7. The Songjookri sample data is separated into seven 

different groups; Neolithic residential, Neolithic open storage, Neolithic open kiln, 

Neolithic open pit, Bronze residential, Bronze nonresidential, and Bronze dolmen 
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(burial). Rather than discussing further about how to interpret the meaning of the 

findings from the results, for the purposes of this study, focus will be more on describing 

the variations among the sample groups from the results in this chapter.  

       As mentioned in Chapter 6, although it may not be possible to infer any functional 

considerations from lip shapes or rim lip angles, it will still be attempted to see if there is 

any noticeable pattern.  

 
Table 7-1. Lip shapes between the Jigyungri Neolithic residential units 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7.   
 Flat Round Pointed 

Residential 1, 3, 4  (n=64) 52 (81%) 12 (19%) 0 (0%) 
Residential 6, 7 (n=87) 63 (72%) 24 (28%) 0 (0%) 

 

Table 7-2. Lip shapes among the residential, open storage, open kiln, and open pit units 
from the Songjookri Neolithic site. 

 Flat Round Pointed 

Residential (n=224) 195 (87%) 29 (13%) 0 (0%) 
Open storage (n=58) 53 (91%) 5 (9%) 0 (0%) 
Open kiln (n=13) 11 (85%) 2 (15%) 0 (0%) 

 

Table 7-3. Lip shapes among the residential, dolmen, and non-residential units from the 
Songjookri Bronze site. 

 Flat Round Pointed 

Residential (n=140)  40 (29%) 100 (71%) 0 (0%) 
Non-residential (n=14)  3 (21%) 11 (79%) 0 (0%) 
Dolmen (n=24)  4 (17%) 20 (83%) 0 (0%) 

 

Table 7-4. Lip shapes between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from the 
Songjookri site.     

 Flat Round Pointed 

Neolithic Residential (n=224) 195 (87%) 29 (13%) 0 (0%) 
Bronze Residential (n=140)  40 (29%) 100 (71%) 0 (0%) 

 

Table 7-5. Lip shapes between the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic residential units.     
 Flat Round Pointed 

Jigyungri Residential all (n=172) 132 (77%)  40 (23%)  0 (0%) 
Songjookri Residential all (n=224) 195 (87%) 29 (13%) 0 (0%) 
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As shown on Table 7-1, 7-2, and 7-3, although there are some minor increase of a 

rounded lip shape from the early Jigyungri 1,3, 4, to later 6, 7 residential units, the flat 

shaped lip were dominant in the Neolithic sample groups of both Jigyungri and 

Songjookri sites. Some major changes emerge among compared sampling groups from 

the Songjookri Neolithic to the Songjookri Bronze sample groups in Table 7-4, indicating 

dramatic increase of potteries with a rounded lip shape in the Bronze period pottery. 

However, Table 7-5 the regional comparison between the Neolithic Jigyungri and 

Songjookri residential sites shows a minor regional difference of lip shapes. It is 

generally known that flat and rounded rim lips with curved out rim angle are easy to 

cover up tightly than those with rounded or pointed ones, yet it is not certain whether 

prehistoric people in the region consciously considered the change as functional 

purposes on pottery.  

       Table 7-6 indicates that in the Jigyungri site more curved out rim angle appeared in 

the later period in units 6 and 7. However, according to the evidence from the 

 
Table 7-6. Rim angles between the Jigyungri Neolithic residential units 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7. 
 Curved out Strait To the center 

Residential 1, 3, 4 (n=63) 15 (24%) 46 (73%) 2 (3%) 
Residential 6, 7 (n=86) 33 (38%) 49 (57%) 4 (5%) 

 

Songjookri sample data (Table 7-7, 7-8 and 7-9), the appearance of the curved out rim 

angle of pottery has not change much from the Neolithic to Bronze periods (Table 7-9).  

 
Table 7-7. Rim angles among the residential, open storage, open kiln, and open pit 

units from the Songjookri Neolithic site. 
 Curved out Strait To the center 

Residential (n=226) 113 (50%) 103 (46%) 10 (4%) 
Open storage (n=58) 29 (50%) 23 (40%) 6 (10%) 
Open kiln (n=13) 9 (69%) 3 (23%) 1 (8%) 
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Table 7-8. Rim angles among the residential, dolmen, and non-residential units from the 
Songjookri Bronze site. 

 Curved out Strait To the center 

Residential (n=140)  59 (42%) 60 (43%) 21 (15%) 
Non-residential (n=14) 9 (64%) 5 (36%) 0 (0%) 
Dolmen (n=24)  21 (88%) 2 (8%) 1 (4%) 

 
 
Table 7-9. Rim angles between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from the 

Songjookri site.     
 Curved out Strait To the center 

Neolithic Residential (n=226) 113 (50%) 103 (46%) 10 (4%) 
Bronze Residential (n=140)  59 (42%) 60 (43%) 21 (15%) 

 

Among the comparisons of different functional sites from both Songjookri Neolithic and 

Bronze periods, the biggest change appeared in the Bronze sample groups for the 

dolmen group which is for the burial area in the Songjookri site. Almost 90 percent of 

the pottery from the dolmen group shows the curved out angle of the rim (Table 7-8).   

 
Songjookri Bronze period comparison for rim angle among the residential, nonresidential and dolmenl units
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Figure 7-1. Rim angles among the Songjookri Bronze residential, nonresidential and 

dolmen groups in Table 7-8. 

 
The dolmen group has shown the highest rates of the rounded lip and curved out rim 

angle on pottery among all sample groups (Table 7-3, 7-8). The most common angle for 
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the restricted shaped pottery, the rim curved inside, were the least popular one among 

all the sample groups from both regions, while some increase of its appearance was 

shown in the residential group of the Songjookri Bronze period.  As for the regional 

 
Table 7-10. Rim angles between the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic residential units.     
 Curved out Strait To the center 

Jigyungri Residential all (n=170) 56 (33%) 108 (63.5%)  6 (3.5%) 
Songjookri Residential all (n=226) 113 (50%) 103 (46%) 10 (4%) 

 

comparison for rim angles between the Neolithic Jigyungri and Songjookri residential 

sites (Table 7-10), suffice to say that a regional difference appeared between two 

regional groups.  

 
Table 7-11. Visible inclusion’s coarsenesses among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample 

groups (Neo=Neolithic, Bron=Bronze, Resi=Residential). 
 Very 

Poor 
Poor Fair Good Very 

Good 

Jigyungri Neo Resi all (n=248) 0 (0%) 13 (5%) 197 (79%) 29 (12%) 9 (4%) 
Jigyungri Neo Resi 1, 3, 4 (n=86) 0 (0%) 10 (12%) 67 (78%) 9 (10%) 0 (0%) 
Jigyungri Neo Resi 6, 7 (n=117) 0 (0%) 3 (2%) 88 (75%) 17 (15%) 9 (8%) 
Songjookri Neo Resi (n=369) 0 (0%) 9 (2.5%) 218 (59%) 133 (36%) 9 (2.5%) 
Songjookri Neo Open storage (n=90) 0 (0%) 10 (11%) 70 (78%) 10 (11%) 0 (0%) 
Songjookri Neo Open kiln (n=19) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 15 (79%) 4 (21%) 0 (0%) 
Songjookri Neo Open pit (n=5) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 (80%) 1 (20%) 0 (0%) 
Songjookri Bron Resi (n=286) 1 (0%) 22 (8%) 164 (57%) 89 (31%) 10 (4%) 
Songjookri Bron Non-resi (n=73) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 43 (59%) 24 (33%) 6 (8%) 
Songjookri Bron Dolmen (n=40) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 10 (25%) 12 (30%) 18 (45%) 

 

       Table 7-11 presents the results of the comparison of visible inclusion’s 

coarsenesses for all sample groups from the Jigyungri and Songjookri sites. Overall all 

inclusions inside the paste of all pottery from both sites are not so coarse because most 

of them are in fair or good categories. The chart in Figure 7-2 for the Neolithic Jigyungri 

residential units show very identical results for the categories 3 and 4. However, the 

earlier dated units, 1, 3, and 4 data show there are more potteries with the category 2, 

while the younger units 6 and 7 also include some pottery with the category 5.   
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Inclusion Sorting Comparison for the Jikyungri Residential between 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 units
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Figure 7-2. Visible inclusion’s coarsenesses between the residential units 1, 3, 4 and 6, 

7 from the Neolithic Jigyungri residential group in Table 7-11. 

 
The chart in Figure 7-3 for the groups of the Songjookri Neolithic site indicates 

that the residential group includes all four different categorized potteries with a very high 

rate of appearance for the category 4.    

Comparison of the different functional units from the Songjookri Neolithic site
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Figure 7-3. Visible inclusion’s coarsenesses among the residential, open storage, open 

kiln, and open pit units from the Songjookri Neolithic site. 
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The chart in Figure 7-4 clearly shows that the Songjookri Bronze groups between 

the residential and nonresidential ones share very similar appearance rates of the 

category 3 and 4 except some appearance of the category 2 in the residential group. As 

seen already from the cases of lip shape and rim angle analyses, the pottery group of 

the dolmen shows very unique result with the highest rate of the appearance of 

category 5, along with the lowest category 3 appearance in the Songjookri Bronze 

groups.   

 
Songjookri Bronze period comparison among residential, nonresidential and dolmen units
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Figure 7-4. Visible inclusion’s coarsenesses among the residential, non-residential and 

dolmen groups from the Songjookri Bronze site. 

 
         Based on both the Songjookri Neolithic and Bronze data, the residential sample 

groups show more variety of inclusion categories on pottery (Figure 7-5) and also 

indicate that there is not much change on pottery inclusion’s coarseness between the 

periods.  
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Comparison of the Inclusion Sorting betwen the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from Songjookri site
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Figure 7-5. Visible inclusion’s coarsenesses between the Neolithic and Bronze 

residential units from the Songjookri site. 
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Figure 7-6. Visible inclusion’s coarsenesses between the Neolithic Jigyungri and 

Songjookri residential units. 
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       This chart (Figure 7-6) presents two different comparisons of the Neolithic data, the 

right box between the Jigyungri residential 1, 3, 4 units only and all Songjookri 

residential units, and the left box between all Jigyungri residential and all Songjookri 

residential units. It shows that the Neolithic Songjookri pottery have less coarseness 

than the Neolithic Jigyungri pottery. Since it is not possible to judge whether any kinds 

of inclusions in a paste are as a result of natural processes or not, further analysis for 

the inclusion types was not performed. 

 
Table 7-12. Surface Feeling among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups 

(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 
 Rough 

 
Relatively 

rough 
Relatively 
smoothed 

Smoothed Super-
smoothed 

J. N. Residential all (n=248) 5 (2%) 19 (8%) 121 (49%) 101 (40%) 2 (1%) 
J. N. Residential 1, 3, 4 (n=87) 0 (0%) 3 (4%) 49 (56%) 34 (39%) 1 (1%) 
J. N. Residential 6, 7 (n=117) 5 (4%) 16 (14%) 59 (50%) 36 (31%) 1 (1%) 
S. N. Residential (n=369) 4 (1%) 55 (15%) 228 (62%) 75 (20%) 7 (2%) 
S. N. Open storage (n=90) 3 (3%) 12 (13%) 60 (67%) 15 (17%) 0 (0%) 
S. N. Open kiln (n=19) 0 (0%) 1 (5%) 12 (63%) 5 (27%) 1 (5%) 
S. N. Open pit (n=5) 0 (0%) 1 (20%) 2 (40%) 2 (40%) 0 (0%) 
S. N. All in Grid (n=316) 2 (0.5%) 24 (7.5%) 86 (27%) 201 (64%) 3 (1%) 
S. B. Residential (n=286) 3 (1%) 37 (13%) 131 (46%) 101 (35%) 14 (5%) 
S. B. Non-residential (n=74) 0 (0%) 14 (19%) 36 (48%) 22 (30%) 2 (3%) 
S. B. Dolmen (n=40) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 5 (12.5%) 18 (45%) 17 (42.5%) 

 

       According to the results of surface feeling analysis in Table 7-12, there is no 

dramatic difference between the Jigyungri residential units 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7. In the same 

way, all the Songjookri Neolithic groups show the similar appearance rates of the 

categories for surface feeling analysis, except the All in Grid group with higher smooth 

potteries. Both Songjookri Bronze residential and nonresidential groups share very 

identical appearance rates, while the dolmen group shows that almost ninety percent of 

potteries in the groups are categorized into smooth and super-smooth potteries (Figure 

7-7). From the Neolithic to Bronze period in the Songjookri site, it is indicated that there 

was not much noticeable change for the surface feel on pottery, although it is safe to 
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say that overall smoother surfaced potteries appeared in the Bronze period. As for the 

comparison of the Neolithic residential sites, the Jigyungri site includes a slightly less 

rough and relatively rough potteries and almost doubled the rate of the appearance of 

smooth and super-smooth potteries than those of the Songjookri Neolithic potteries. 

Overall, the Jigyungri site has smoother surfaced potteries.   

  
Songjookri Bronze period comparison for surface feeling among the residential, nonresidential and dolmen units
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Figure 7-7. Surface feeling among the residential, dolmen, and non-residential units 

from the Songjookri Bronze site. 

 
       Interestingly, the results between the inclusion’s coarseness and surface feeling 

analyses are very identical for all temporal and spatial comparisons between the 

Jigyungri and Songjookri data groups. Tentatively, it can be inferred that the result is an 

indication of the close relation between inclusion’s coarseness and surface feeling on 

pottery.      

       Although it is reasonable to believe that we are able to infer some insights of the 

potters’ intentions on the performance characteristics of pottery, some complicated and 

arguable issues for any kinds of qualitative inferences from quantitative data in pottery 
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study are always existed. It is therefore very difficult to interpret anything about firing 

condition and technology from pottery data due to many factors related to open firings 

used by the prehistoric pottery societies. Since open firing in the pottery making process 

does not have enough control of the firing atmosphere and temperature, it is very 

difficult to judge whether the conditions of the attributes introduced in this work were 

intentional or mechanical results (Schleher 2010:249). In addition, it is also possible that 

any single pottery’s condition could have been changed through its whole use lifecycle 

depending on its functional purposes. Therefore more numbers of sample data is 

always better to increase reliability of study results. The following results from the 

analyses, core type pattern, core color, and exterior surface color are all connected to 

each other and are best resources to know firing conditions. However, as mentioned 

previously, rather than focusing on the interpretation for the meanings of each condition, 

it will introduce the differences and changes that have appeared through time and 

region among sample groups on this work. 

       While the recorded core type pattern and core color analyses are largely based on 

color, it is known that black and darker grayish areas indicates reducing firing 

environment, which results in incomplete oxidation with poor oxygen condition and 

lighter gray, brown, and clear colors indicate an oxidizing firing environment with better 

oxygen condition (Rice 1987:343-345; Rye 1981:114-118; Shepard 1968:221). 

Therefore, the reduced black and darker grayish colors observed in the core of pottery 

are often indicative of “either an atmosphere with insufficient oxygen or a short period 

and /or low temperatures of firing” (Rice 1987:343). It is however necessary to note that 

since there are various sources of color alternation by firing in use or accidental firing 
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due to the structure under fire as indicated in the case of the Jigyungri sites, during the 

life cycle of pottery (Rice 1987:345), the results from these qualitative analyses are 

generalized.    

 
Table 7-13. Visible core type pattern among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups 

(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 
      All 

oxidized 
 All 

reduced 
Reduced 

in the 
center 

Exterior 
reduced 

Interior 
reduced 

Both 
surfaces 
reduced 

J. N. Residential all (n=248) 145 
(59%) 

61  
(25%) 

20  
(8%) 

2  
(0.5%) 

18  
(7%) 

2  
(0.5%) 

J. N. Residential 1, 3, 4 (n=86) 54  
(63%) 

17  
(20%) 

8  
(9%) 

0  
(0%) 

7  
(8%) 

0  
(0%) 

J. N. Residential 6, 7 (n=117) 58 
(49.5%) 

37 
(31.5%) 

10  
(9%) 

2  
(1.5%) 

8  
(7%) 

2  
(1.5%) 

S. N. Residential (n=369) 31 
(8.4%) 

269 
(73%) 

41  
(11%) 

1  
(0.3%) 

27 
(7.3%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. N. Open storage (n=90) 7  
(8%) 

72  
(80%) 

7  
(8%) 

0  
(0%) 

4  
(4%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. N. Open kiln (n=19) 1  
(5%) 

15  
(79%) 

3  
(16%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. N. Open pit (n=5) 0  
(0%) 

5  
(100%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Residential (n=286) 132 
(46%) 

65  
(23%) 

52  
(18%) 

6  
(2%) 

31  
(11%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Non-residential (n=74) 23  
(31%) 

24  
(32%) 

16  
(22%) 

4  
(5.5%) 

7  
(9.5%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Dolmen (n=40) 26  
(65%) 

4  
(10%) 

9  
(22%) 

0  
(0%) 

1  
(3%) 

0  
(0%) 

 
 
       It is shown on the chart (Figure 7-8) that there was no significant difference of a 

core type pattern on pottery between the Jigyungri Neolithic residential 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 

units. A similar situation appeared among the residential, open storage, open kiln, and 

open pit units from the Songjookri Neolithic site (Figure 7-9).  
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Comparison for Jikyungri Neolithic residential units between 1,3,4 and 6,7
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Figure 7-8. Visible core type pattern between the residential units 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 from 

the Neolithic Jigyungri residential units. 
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Figure 7-9. Visible core type pattern among the residential, open storage, open kiln, and 

open pit units from the Songjookri Neolithic site. 
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Songjookri Bronze Period Comparison for firing core among residential, nonresidential and dolmen units
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Figure 7-10.  Visible core type pattern among the residential, dolmen, and non-

residential units from the Songjookri Bronze site. 

 
       However, a slightly different result is shown on the chart for the visible core type 

pattern among the residential, dolmen, and non-residential units from the Songjookri 

Bronze site (Figure 7-10). While both residential and nonresidential units from the 

Songjookri Bronze groups show similar results for a core type pattern on pottery, the 

dolmen group indicates the appearance of a significantly higher rate of the all oxidized 

pottery data. Similarly the comparison of the core type pattern between the Neolithic 

and Bronze residential units from the Songjookri site presents significantly increased 

appearance of the all oxidized pottery in the Bronze residential group, while the 

appearance of the all reduced pottery decreased more than third time (Figure 7-11). 

Unlikely inclusion data, some changes from the Neolithic to Bronze on a core type 

pattern are observable. This might have resulted through a better controlled technique 

for a higher firing temperature. Another remarkable observation is that the category 



203 

number 4, exterior reduced core pots are almost nonexistent both in the Jigyungri and 

Songjookri Neolithic potteries and rarely appeared in the Songjookri Bronze pottery.      

 

Comparison of the firing core between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from the Songjookri site
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Figure 7-11. Visible core type pattern between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units 

from the Songjookri site. 

 
 

The chart in Figure 7-12 on a regional comparison between the Neolithic 

Jigyungri and Songjookri sites indicates that both oxidized and reduced rates from two 

sites show totally opposite rates of appearance; Significantly less all oxidized core 

pottery are shown along with a lot more all reduced core pottery in the Songjookri 

Neolithic residential units which has also shown a higher rate of less coarsenesses on 

pottery. 
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Firing core between Jikyungri and Songjookri Neolithic residential
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Figure 7-12. Visible core type pattern between the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic 

residential units. 

 
       Table 7-14 presents the results of the comparisons among the sample groups for 

core color which is another pottery attribute related to characteristics of firing technology. 

The results indicated here are overall matched with the temporal and regional variations 

that appeared in the results of the core type pattern above. It is indicated that there is 

 
Table 7-14. Core colors among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups  

(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 
 Black Dark brown Brown  Yellowish 

brown 
Reddish 
brown 

J. N. Residential all (n=248) 56 (23%) 43 (17%) 61 (25%) 2 (1%) 86 (34%) 
J. N. Residential 1, 3, 4 (n=86) 17 (20%) 20 (23%) 14 (16%) 0 (0%) 36 (41%) 
J. N. Residential 6, 7 (n=117) 33 (28%) 18 (15%) 34 (29%) 1 (1%) 31 (27%) 
S. N. Residential (n=369) 295 (80%) 39 (11%) 21 (6%) 5 (1%) 9 (2%) 
S. N. Open storage (n=90) 74 (82%) 7 (8%) 6 (7%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 
S. N. Open kiln (n=19) 15 (79%) 2 (11%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%) 
S. N. Open pit (n=5) 5 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
S. B. Residential (n=286) 136 (47%) 25 (9%) 35 (12%) 28 (10%) 62 (22%) 
S. B. Non-residential (n=74) 39 (53%) 9 (12%) 11 (15%) 3 (4%) 12 (16%) 
S. B. Dolmen (n=40) 11 (27.5%) 3 (7.5%) 11 (27.5%) 4 (10%) 11 (27.5%) 
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no big noticeable difference between the Jigyungri 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 units, except higher 

numbers of reddish brown appearance in the 1, 3, 4 units. Unlike the Jigyungri Neolithic 

ones, the Songjookri Neolithic groups show a significantly higher appearance of black 

core color, which share the identical portion of core color appearance with each other; 

all four Songjookri Neolithic groups show a significantly high ratio of a reduced pottery 

with black color. The dolmen group is separated from the other two residential and 

nonresidential groups in the entire Songjookri Bronze group. In the dolmen group, there 

is lesser black core compared with the other two groups, and more brown and reddish 

brown pottery cores.   

 

Comparison of core color between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from the Songjookri site
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Figure 7-13. Core color between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from the 

Songjookri site. 
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Core color of the Neolithic Jikyungri and Songjookri residential sites
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Figure 7-14. Core color between the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic residential units. 

 
The two charts above illustrate temporal and spatial variations from the sample 

data groups; Figure 7-13 shows that the Songjookri Bronze potteries have lesser black 

and more brown, yellowish brown and reddish brown core colored potteries appeared. 

Based on the results on the chart, the numbers of reduced pottery in the Songjookri site 

decreased, along with increased numbers of oxidized pottery with more brown, 

yellowish brown and reddish brown ones from the Neolithic to Bronze periods. Figure 7-

14 indicates that the Jigyungri Neolithic residential group shows a big dissimilarity with 

the Songjookri Neolithic residential group. Generally speaking, the Jigyungri Neolithic 

group resembles the Songjookri Bronze dolmen group.   

       Although complete oxidation should create pottery colors such as white, buff and 

red, the potteries from early Neolithic societies with a low temperature-fired pottery 

generally showed a dark or light grayish brown. In cases where there are several 

different colors and more reduced core areas shown, the color with reduced firing core 

is selected as an original color because of the possibility that the color with oxidized 
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firing core could have been caused by many different stages after the initial firing 

process. Although it is difficult to infer the original firing temperature on the pottery due 

to the evidence of surface color which might have not been produced on pottery during 

the initial firing procedure, it is generally accepted that potteries with weak colors such 

as yellowish or whiter on the surfaces are usually indications of heavy fired ones 

through many different times (Rice 1987:343-345).  

 
Table 7-15. Exterior color among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups 

(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 
 Brown Reddish  

brown 
Yellowish 

brown  
Light 

grayish 
brown 

Dark 
grayish 
brown 

J. N. Residential all (n=248) 3 (1%) 41 (17%) 23 (9%) 103 (42%) 78 (31%) 
J. N. Residential 1, 3, 4 (n=87) 3 (3%) 26 (30%) 6 (7%) 28 (32%) 24 (28%) 
J. N. Residential 6, 7 (n=117) 0 (0%)  10 (8%)  13 (11%) 58 (50%) 36 (31%) 
S. N. Residential (n=369) 129 (35%) 45 (12%) 61 (17%) 88 (24%) 46 (12%) 
S. N. Open storage (n=90) 28 (31%) 14 (16%) 39 (43%) 7 (8%) 2 (2%) 
S. N. Open kiln (n=19) 3 (16%)  3 (16%)  5 (26%) 7 (37%) 1 (5%) 
S. N. Open pit (n=5)  2 (40%)  0 (0%) 1 (20%) 1 (20%) 1 (20%) 
S. B. Residential (n=286) 76 (27%) 109 (38%) 60 (21%) 28 (10%) 13 (4%) 
S. B. Non-residential (n=74) 18 (24%) 34 (46%) 16 (22%) 5 (7%) 1 (1%) 
S. B. Dolmen (n=40) 6 (15%) 31 (78%) 1 (2%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%) 

 

According to Table 7-15, the Jigyungri 1, 3, 4 units include more reddish brown 

potteries than the Jigyungri 6, 7 units that more than 80% of potteries are light grayish 

brown and dark grayish brown. While it is hard to figure out any kind of a pattern among 

the Songjookri Neolithic groups, the Songjookri’s Bronze groups show less amount of 

yellowish brown, light grayish brown and dark grayish brown pottery and more amount 

of brown and reddish brown potteries than those in the Neolithic site (Figure 7-15). The 

ninety three percent of the dolmen data in the Songjookri Bronze group shows brown 

and reddish brown potteries. Based on the results from core firing pattern and core color 

analyses, it was expected that the Jigyungri Neolithic pottery would have more brown, 

reddish brown and yellowish brown potteries due to the higher appearance rates of all 
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oxidized potteries than those of the Songjookri Neolithic potteries (Figure 7-16). As it 

turned out there are more grayish brown potteries in the Jigyungri Neolithic data. It is 

not clear if a slightly thicker wall thickness and more rough inclusion’s coarseness of the 

Jigyungri potteries would have affected this result or not (see Figure 7-6, 7-19 between 

two sites). Two factors that need to be considered for this coloration of pottery are firing 

from the pottery manufacturing process and firing from use of pottery. The analysis on 

this study focuses solely on the level of differences among sample groups in order to 

argue the benefit of applying technofunctional attribute of pottery in pottery studies, and 

further discussions in detail about this subject hopefully will held in the future .   
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Figure 7-15. Exterior color between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from the 

Songjookri site. 
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Exterior color between Jikyungri and Songjookri Neolithic residential sites
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Figure 7-16. Exterior color between the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic residential 

sites. 

 

Decorations on Pottery 

       It is necessary to note that this decoration comparison work is arbitrary because, in 

many cases, we may need to work with a piece or pieces of a completed pottery rather 

than a completed one. For instance, the data of undecorated ones could possibly be 

inaccurate unless these are whole and complete ones and there is always a chance that 

the data without decorations could be a part of a decorated pottery. 

 
Table 7-16. Decorated vs. Undecorated among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample 

groups (J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 
 Decorated Undecorated 

J. N. Residential all (n=247) 218 (88%)  29 (12%) 
J. N. Residential 1, 3, 4 (n=87) 80 (92%) 7 (8%) 
J. N. Residential 6, 7 (n=110) 95 (86%) 15 (14%) 
S. N. Residential (n=361) 272 (75%) 89 (25%) 
S. N. Open storage (n=90) 70 (78%) 20 (22%) 
S. N. Open kiln (n=19) 11 (58%) 8 (42%) 
S. N. Open pit (n=5) 4 (80%) 1 (20%) 
S. N. All in Grid (n=314) 230 (73%) 84 (27%) 
S. B. Residential (n=286) 45 (16%)  241 (84%) 
S. B. Non-residential (n=75) 5 (7%) 70 (93%) 
S. B. Dolmen (n=40) 3 (7.5%) 37 (92.5%) 
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      There is not much variation for the ratio of decorated and undecorated potteries 

between the Jigyungri Neolithic residential 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 units (Table 7-16). Among 

the Songjookri Neolithic groups, the open kiln group shows unusually high ratio of 

undecorated potteries, compared with all the other groups in the period. One noteworthy 

fact from the Songjookri Bronze groups is that the dolmen group is not dramatically 

separated with other Bronze groups when compared with results from previous 

comparisons, although there is still five and ten percent differences with other groups. 

As seen in Figure 7-17, typical characteristics for the transition time from the Neolithic to 

Bronze periods in Korean archaeology is indicated on the chart. In the regional  

          

Comparison of decorated vs. undecorated pottery ratio between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from
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Figure 7-17. Decorated vs. undecorated pottery between the Neolithic and Bronze 

residential units from the Songjookri site. 

 
comparison for the Neolithic residential units between the Jigyungri and Songjookri sites, 

decorated potteries in the Jigyungri site has a thirteen percentage higher appearance 

ratio.    
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Table 7-17. Decorated styles among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups (J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, 
N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 

 Combined 
pattern  

Herring-
bone 

pattern 

Simple 
straight or 

oblique 
pattern 

Dotted rows Notched 
strip on rim 

No pattern 
but 

fingering 
trace on 
appliqué 

Short 
complicated 

oblique 
pattern 

Combined 
oblique 

lines 

Crossed 
lines 

J. N. Residential  
         all (n=217) 

43  
(20%) 

39  
(18%) 

27  
(12%) 

7  
(3%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

54  
(25%) 

35  
(16%) 

12  
(6%)  

J. N. Residential  
     1, 3, 4 (n=79) 

25  
(31.5) 

16  
(20%) 

12  
(15%) 

2  
(2.5%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

19  
(25%) 

1  
(1%) 

4  
(5%) 

J. N. Residential  
         6, 7 (n=96) 

6  
(6%) 

15  
(16%) 

11  
(12%) 

3  
(3%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

24  
(25%) 

30  
(31%) 

7  
(7%) 

S. N. Residential  
              (n=272) 

14  
(5%) 

22  
(8%) 

33  
(12%) 

2  
(1%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

49  
(18%) 

129  
(47%) 

23  
(9%) 

S. N. Open     
   storage (n=70) 

7  
(10%) 

8  
(11.5) 

6  
(8.5%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

6  
(8.5%) 

43 
(61.5) 

0  
(0%) 

S. N. Open kiln     
               (n=11) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

2  
(18%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

6  
(55%) 

3  
(27%) 

S. N. Open pit  
               (n=4) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

2  
(50%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

1  
(25%) 

1  
(25%) 

S. B. Residential   
               (n=45) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

23  
(51%) 

0  
(0%) 

17  
(38%) 

5 
(11%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Non 
-residential (n=5) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

1  
(20%) 

0  
(0%) 

4  
(80%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Dolmen   
               (n=3) 

0  
(0%) 

1 
(33.3) 

1  
(33.3) 

0  
(0%) 

1 
(33.3) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 
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Table 7-17 shows that in the Jigyungri Neolithic site, three most popular 

decoration styles are combined pattern, herringbone pattern, and short complicated 

oblique pattern. Similar appearances of the decoration styles are indicated between the 

Jigyungri residential 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 units, except combined pattern and combined 

oblique lines. Due to insufficient sample numbers for the open kiln and open pit groups, 

it is hard to find patterns in the Songjookri Neolithic groups. There are two facts that can 

be asserted though – that the style of combine oblique lines is the most popular one and 

that the residential and open storage groups shared very similar ratio of certain 

decoration styles on pottery through the Songjookri Neolithic period. It is obvious that 

decoration styles on pottery in the Bronze period decreased in number and the overall 

number of decorated potteries dramatically decreased.  

 
Comparison of decoration styles between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from the Songjookri site
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Figure 7-18. Decoration styles between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from 

the Songjookri site. 
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While majority of decoration styles from the Neolithic period were no longer 

popular, the appearance ratio of simple straits or oblique patterned styles increased and 

notched strip on rim decoration and fingering trace on appliqué styles began appearing 

in the Bronze period. Overall, less various and simplified styles were popular during the 

Songjookri Bronze period (Figure 7-18). The regional differences between the Jigyungri 

and Songjookri Neolithic residential sites in decorated styles are shown; regardless that 

some potteries sharing very similar decoration patterns from two sites existed (Figure 7-

19).   
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Figure 7-19. Decoration styles between the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic 

residential sites.  

 
       Table 7-18 indicates that although it is not an identical pattern of the decoration 

position on pottery between the Jigyungri 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 units, it has an overall similar 

pattern between two groups. The combined decoration position is the most popular way 

to decorate potteries from the Jigyungri Neolithic residential units. The Songjookri 
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Table 7-18. Decorated positions among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups 
(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 

 Combin
-ed 

Rim  Body Base Whole 
pottery 

Interior Lip only Neck 
only 

J. N. Residential  
         all (n=217) 

148 
(68%) 

12 
(6%) 

38 
(17.5) 

14 
(6.5%) 

4  
(2%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

J. N. Residential  
     1, 3, 4 (n=79) 

45 
(57%) 

8 
(10%) 

15 
(19%) 

7  
(9%) 

4  
(5%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

J. N. Residential  
         6, 7 (n=96) 

78 
(82%) 

3  
(3%) 

7  
(7%) 

8  
(8%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. N. Residential  
              (n=272) 

129 
(47%) 

6 
(2.2%) 

124 
(46%) 

6 
(2.2%) 

3 
(1.1%) 

0  
(0%) 

1 
(0.4%) 

3 
(1.1%) 

S. N. Open storage  
         (n=70) 

42 
(60%) 

0  
(0%) 

26 
(37.2) 

1 
(1.4%) 

1 
(1.4%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. N. Open kiln  
         (n=11) 

1  
(9%) 

0  
(0%) 

10 
(91%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. N. Open pit  
         (n=4) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

4 
(100%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Residential  
         (n=45) 

1  
(2%) 

27 
(60%) 

1  
(2%) 

7 
(13%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

16 
(36%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Non-residential       
         (n=5) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

1 
(20%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

4 
(80%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Dolmen  
         (n=3) 

0  
(0%) 

2 
(67%) 

1 
(33%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

 

Neolithic groups however indicate that the pottery with decoration on its body was 

slightly more popular than the one on the combined position on pottery.  
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Figure 7-20. Decoration positions between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units 

from the Songjookri site. 
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       The dramatic increases of decorations in rim and lip areas appeared in the potteries 

from the Songjookri Bronze groups (Figure 7-20). The inference that the Neolithic 

pottery decoration had been changed from a whole body to the rim area only through 

the Neolithic period by Korean scholars is clearly indicated on the results. It is obvious 

that the decoration on pottery body areas was not popular after the Neolithic period. 
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Figure 7-21. Decoration positions between the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic 

residential sites. 

 
Figure 7-21 indicates that combined and body decoration positions are the two 

most popular for both Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic residential units. Since there 

are more decorated potteries with combined decoration positions, it can be said that the 

Jigyungri Neolithic residential potteries show more decorated areas on pottery than the 

Songjookri Neolithic residential potteries. 
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Table 7-19. Decorated techniques among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups 
(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 

 Incised 
or 

groovi-
ng 

Punct-
uated 

Stamp-
ed 

(impr-
ession) 

Impres-
sed 

fingeri-
ng 

Simple 
appliq-

ué 

Incised 
or 

groovi-
ng 

appliq-
ué 

Punctu-
ated 

appliq-
ué 

Stamp-
ed 

appliq-
ué 

Combin
-ed 

J. N. Residential  
         all (n=217) 

129 
(59.5) 

50 
(2.3%) 

48  
(22.2) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

35  
(16%) 

J. N. Residential  
     1, 3, 4 (n=79) 

38  
(48%) 

2  
(2.5%) 

18  
(23%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

21 
(26.5) 

J. N. Residential  
         6, 7 (n=96) 

69  
(72%) 

1  
(1%) 

21  
(22%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

5  
(5%) 

S. N. Residential     
              (n=272) 

240  
(88%) 

2  
(1%) 

23 
(8.5%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

7  
(2.5%) 

S. N. Open 
storage (n=70) 

63  
(90%) 

0 
 (0%) 

5  
(7%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

2  
(3%) 

S. N. Open kiln  
        (n=11) 

11  
(100) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. N. Open pit  
        (n=4) 

4  
(100) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Residential      
        (n=45) 

12  
(27%) 

0  
(0%) 

8  
(18%) 

5  
(11%) 

0  
(0%) 

1  
(2%) 

0  
(0%) 

18  
(40%) 

1  
(2%) 

S. B. Non-  
 residential (n=5) 

1  
(20%) 

0  
(0%) 

4  
(80%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

S. B. Dolmen  
        (n=3) 

1  
(33.3) 

0  
(0%) 

1 
(33.3) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

0  
(0%) 

1 
(33.3) 

0  
(0%) 

 

According to Table 7-19, the comparison of decoration techniques on pottery 

between the Jigyungri Neolithic residential units 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7 indicates that both 

groups share a similar appearance pattern. However, a higher rate of combined 

techniques is shown in the group of the residential 1, 3, 4 units. It also indicates that the 

most dominant decoration technique among the potteries of the Neolithic Songjookri 

groups was the incised decoration technique but stamped and stamped appliqué 

techniques were also shown with incised technique in the Songjookri Bronze data 

(Figure 7-22). After the Neolithic period, the use of an incised technique had decreased 

in half and more appliqué techniques from the Bronze period had been used in the 

Songjookri site.  
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Comparison of decoration techniques between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units from the Songjookri site
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Figure 7-22. Decoration techniques between the Neolithic and Bronze residential units 

from the Songjookri site. 
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Figure 7-23. Decoration techniques between the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic 

residential sites.  

 
       Figure 7-23 presents similar decoration techniques used in both Jigyungri and 

Songjookri sites in the Neolithic period. While the incising technique is most popular in 
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both sites, the Songjookri Neolithic people applied the incising decoration on almost 9 

out of 10 potteries.   

Metric Data in the Pottery Study 

Table 7-20. Metric data among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups  
(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 

 Lip 3 cm 
below lip 

6 cm 
below lip 

Body Base Diameter Height 

J. N. Residential      
         all  

0.476 
(n=169) 

0.798 
(n=168) 

0.816 
(n=117) 

0.808 
(n=59) 

1.503 
(n=23) 

24.675 
(n=49) 

28.814 
(n=9) 

J. N. Residential     
         1, 3, 4  

0.443 
(n=64) 

0.842 
(n=63) 

0.897 
(n=47) 

0.864 
(n=26) 

1.638 
(n=9) 

22.957 
(n=20) 

0 
(n=0) 

J. N. Residential   
         6, 7 

0.511 
(n=85) 

0.779 
(n=85) 

0.760 
(n=59) 

0.705 
(n=9) 

1.457 
(n=13) 

26.714 
(n=21) 

0 
(n=0) 

S. N. Residential   0.495 
(n=224) 

0.693 
(n=222) 

0 
(n=0) 

0.735 
(n=250) 

0.995 
(n=40) 

21.728 
(n=98) 

20.916 
(n=25) 

S. N. Open-    
         storage  

0.481 
(n=58) 

0.696 
(n=58) 

0 
(n=0) 

0.713 
(n=67) 

0.89 
(n=9) 

21.921 
(n=28) 

0 
(n=0) 

S. N. Open kiln  0.476 
(n=13) 

0.714 
(n=13) 

0 
(n=0) 

0.820 
(n=10) 

0 
(n=0) 

27.46 
(n=3) 

0 
(n=0) 

S. N. Open pit  0 
(n=0) 

0 
(n=0) 

0 
(n=0) 

0.747 
(n=5) 

0.8 
(n=1) 

0 
(n=0) 

0 
(n=0) 

S. B. Residential   0.437 
(n=139) 

0.733 
(n=127) 

0.726 
(n=98) 

0.698 
(n=97) 

1.248 
(n=157) 

18.868 
(n=76) 

14.53 
(n=36) 

S. B. Non- 
         residential  

0.405 
(n=14) 

0.726 
(n=14) 

0.787 
(n=10) 

0.738 
(n=26) 

1.355 
(n=63) 

17.875 
(n=8) 

7.55 
(n=2) 

S. B. Dolmen  0.345 
(n=24) 

0.511 
(n=24) 

0.521 
(n=23) 

0.513 
(n=16) 

1.061 
(n=26) 

11.860 
(n=23) 

13.828 
(n=14) 

 

       According to Table 7-20, the lip thickness does not show any direct relation with the 

measurements from other parts of the pottery. Although the dolmen of the Songjookri 

Bronze data shows that the smallest lip thickness resulted with all smallest body parts 

on pottery, except base thickness, the highest thickness from the Jigyungri residential 6 

and 7 units does not coincide with the results of all other measurements on pottery at all.    

       While the wall thickness was measured 3 cm below a rim, which “is sufficiently 

below the rim to avoid measuring rim-specific phenomena” (Anderson 1996:45), 6 cm 

below the rim also was measured when available for possible use later. The 6 cm below 

thickness measurement was done for some sample groups in order to increase 
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reliability of the relation of measured numbers between the wall thickness and the size 

of the pottery. As for the relations between the thickness of 3 cm below, 6 cm below, 

and body, some show that the 6 cm below data is the thickest area. This might be 

because that the body group have included many smaller sherds without the rim area 

and does not have 3 cm and 6 cm below data. Thus, the comparisons among these 

data may not be meaningful at all. Even though the relation between 3 cm and 6 cm 

below data will be more reliable, no consistency is shown on the results of any 

observable pattern. If there are enough numbers of sample data, using the group that 

must include 6 cm below measurement is advisable as an extra logical process of 

sorting in order to produce lesser size variation gap. 

 
Table 7-21. Rim diameter ranges among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups 

(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 
 J. N.  

Residential 
all 

S. N. 
Residential 

all 

S. N.  
Open 

storage 

S. B. 
Residential 

all 

S. B. Non-
residential 

S. B.  
Dolmen 

Diameter(cm) 
 

10 – 43 5.2 – 38 2.5 – 38.8 6 – 42 
 

9 – 36 
 

4 – 30 

 

 
This indicates that the Songjookri peoples from both Neolithic and Bronze 

periods could have used more functionally varied potteries than the Jigyungri people 

based on the appearance of the smaller rim diameters (Table 7-21). As seen in all other 

results the overall number of the Songjookri Bronze dolmen group are smaller than any 

other compared groups in Table 7-20. This group shows the narrowest rim diameter 

range. It is safe to say that the overall smaller potteries compared to any other groups in 

the analysis were used and buried in the Songjookri Bronze burial area. Although it is 

said that thicker wall, taller, and larger rim diameter potteries generally show bigger 

sized potteries, it also might have depended on the style of each pottery; it has to be 
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considered, for instance, that some potteries with a narrower mouth with a narrow rim 

diameter would have higher height and thicker wall as well.  

       According to the results from the comparison between the Songjookri Bronze 

residential and nonresidential groups, about 1 cm, or a 5.3% increase of pottery groups’ 

diameter did not affect the wall and base thicknesses. The Songjookri Bronze 

residential group with the wider average diameter shows that its average body and base 

thicknesses are thinner 5.5% and 7.9% than those of the Songjookri nonresidential 

group respectively. However, it needs to be considered that the result from the group 

comparison could have included many outliers. In fact, the general conception about the 

relation between the wall thickness and diameter, thicker wall for big and larger rim 

diameter potteries, appears in the data.  

       Another noticeable fact is that while the results of the comparisons among the 

pottery groups from the same period accord closely with our common conception in 

general (for instance, the comparison among all the Neolithic groups from the 

Songjookri site), the conception is not applied in the case between the different time 

periods (for instance, between the Songjookri Neolithic and Bronze periods). In other 

words, the Songjookri Bronze potteries show smaller rim diameters with the same wall 

thickness that was of the larger rim diameter potteries from the Songjookri Neolithic. 

This also appears in the comparison between the Jigyungri Neolithic residential 1, 3, 4 

and 6, 7 units. The reason may be that there were more varied pottery shapes that 

appeared throughout the Bronze period; in fact, more jars with smaller rim diameter 

potteries appeared in the Songjookri Bronze period. In fact, it is indicated that the jar 

with neck pottery had increased from 5% to 15% in the entire pottery groups from the 
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Neolithic to Bronze period. It is also noted that there were more varied pottery forms 

with broader range of functions during the Songjookri Bronze period (Bae 2006:256; 

Kim et al. 2007:276). As for the overall results of the spatial and temporal comparisons, 

all the Jigyungri Neolithic residential data show higher metric numbers in all measured 

attributes than those of the Songjookri Neolithic and Bronze residential groups (which 

shows lesser levels of variations throughout the temporal change than those of the 

regional comparison between the Jigyungri and Songjookri sites). Compared with the 

Jigyungri data, both Songjookri Neolithic and Bronze groups show many small potteries 

with less than 10 cm rim diameter.      

Pottery Functional Analysis 

       As mentioned in Chapter 6, many ethnoarchaeological studies indicate that cooking 

pots have in general thicker wall sides with a firmed base (Henrickson and McDonald 

1983:637), the Table 7-20 indicates that in most of the cases, thicker wall goes with 

thicker base. In terms of the relations between the wall and base thickness and height 

on pottery, these results obviously show that these are morphologically interconnected; 

both increase or decrease proportionately. This simple formula should be followed in the 

case of individual potteries.  

       Although studying use-alterations on pottery provides some possible explanations 

for the subsistence patterns of prehistoric societies, it is not done in detail in this study 

in spite of the fact that there are enough potteries with used marks such as pitting, 

eroding, and string marks. And because several facts such as temperatures in the 

manufacturing process and used patterns would have affected existing color on pottery, 

color evidence could be one of the indications of the cooking function of the pottery. 

Possible alternations for all analyzed attributes on pottery in this study could have 
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occurred during its life cycle; for instance, the dark reduced core could have 

disappeared and affected the surface color after the many different cooking procedures. 

There are also some ways of inferring cooking pots for instance, depending on how the 

pottery was located over fire, and in many cases the base areas were easily exposed to 

firing with higher chances of being oxidized. Thus, a pottery with a reduced upper part 

core but with oxidized base areas might have functioned as cooking pottery. There is 

still a possibility, though, that the pottery’s base was positioned to be exposed to a fire 

more than any other part in the pottery making process. 

       However, potteries with firing marks such as sooting and firing cloud are simply 

recorded to look for the existence ratio of a possible cooking pottery in each individual 

pottery group. In the case of potteries from the Jigyungri, it is reported that there was a 

fire which may have caused it to be abandoned. Therefore, some color changes and 

firing marks on the pottery from the site must have been affected the conflagration, 

rather than by manufacturing process or use. Careful note was done to separate the 

ones with sooting or firing cloud caused by this incident. Although some sherds showing 

some sooting marks on their broken lateral sides indicating post breakage firing 

processes are easily distinguished, the overall work for selecting sooting and firing 

marked potteries as cooking pots were difficult. Some potteries with only small spotted 

sooting marks are also removed. Thus, it is necessary to note the possibility of a 

significant margin of error in the analysis processes.   
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Figure 7-24. Firing marks on pottery among all Jigyungri and Songjookri sample groups 

(J.=Jigyungri, S.=Songjookri, N.=Neolithic, B.=Bronze). 

 
       As seen in Figure 7-24, among the Jigyungri Neolithic residential, Songjookri 

Neolithic residential, and Songjookri Bronze residential groups, the Songjookri Neolithic 

residential one shows less appearance rate of the pottery with firing marks. It is not sure 

why there is only less than a half of the possible cooking potteries in its residential units 

compared with other regional and temporal groups. Although the groups of open 

storage and all in grid in the Songjookri Neolithic group show a relatively low rate of 

potteries with firing marks, the other two groups, open kiln and open pit, from the 

Songjookri Neolithic group have a very high appearance rate of the firing marked 

potteries. Among these four groups, it can be assumed that there existed a site function 

in the Songjookri Neolithic group because cooking pots would have been used in the 

open pit and kiln sites. One interesting fact is that the Songjookri Bronze dolmen group 

includes very high ratio of the potteries with firing marks. It is not certain if it was caused 
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by the reasons that the people from the Songjookri Bronze period buried used cooking 

pots together or the site had a higher usage rate of a cooking pot for ceremonial 

purposes.         

       Although there is no strong evidence to support the general idea that cooking pots 

have a high breakage rate, it is indicated that a high numbers of potteries with firing 

marks appeared more than the partially or completely reconstructed ones. It may be a 

natural outcome since one reconstructed pottery should include many different pieces of 

sherds with or without firing marks, while the majority of potteries from both Songjookri 

Neolithic and Bronze groups mostly show a small or limited part of the pottery surface. 

There is a possibility of a slightly higher rate of cooking potteries that could have existed, 

plus the fact that during the process of collecting and cleaning excavated potteries, 

many soot spots appeared on pottery surface have been washed out (C. Y. Kim 2002:3, 

footnote 10).  

       As discussed in Chapter 6, shape and size are significant predictors of pottery 

function. Since it is believed that variation in pottery size is a good indicator for the size 

of the societies (Blitz 1993:93), archaeologists have suggested that one of the possible 

ways to measure site permanence is from the existence of food storage (Hally 1984, 

1986; Shapiro 1984). It is supposed that higher frequency of larger orifice jars will be a 

good indicator for a high degree of site permanence. It may be too early to assume 

anything at present about the residential patterns of the studied groups based on the 

result of this analysis. And, since it has also been argued that food storage increased in 

the region with higher latitude and rare in areas near equator; semi-sedentary hunter-

gatherers have higher rates of storage pots than those living in deserts and in tropical 
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areas (Rice 1999:34), storage potteries could be a good indicator for subsistence 

pattern with seasonality in prehistoric societies. Therefore, while there are four seasons 

which include winter period in Korea and storage potteries for saving food materials 

throughout the severe weather for at least several months would have been very critical 

for the prehistoric people, we may think tentatively that the existence of a large number 

of storage potteries would indicate that their residential places were more likely semi-

sedentary hunter-gatherers’ settlements. As mentioned several times already, more 

work has to be done in detail in the study of pottery to understand and break down the 

relations among all different attributes on pottery.     

       To sum up, the macroscopic and metric data in seeking any difference on pottery 

among the Jigyungri Neolithic, the Songjookri Neolithic and Bronze data show different 

levels of variation within and through spatial and temporal variability of analyzed data. 

Among the Jigyungri residential units between 1, 3, 4 and 6, 7, which are from different 

layers and show potteries with different decoration styles, the overall results do not 

indicate any dramatic differences for all the compared attributes between them, 

although some obvious variations appeared in the metric data. It is not hard to assert 

that there are certain associations that may exist between all the compared units in the 

Jigyungri Neolithic residential site.    

       As for the inter-site variability for possible site functional variations among the 

Songjookri Neolithic data, the results of most macroscopic data from the residential unit, 

open storage, open kiln, all in grid and open pit exhibited a similar, but slightly different 

range of characteristics. The open kiln potteries most often displayed dissimilarities with 

those of other compared groups. The metric data show some levels of differences 
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among them. Similarly, the residential unit, all nonresidential and dolmen in the 

Songjookri Bronze data exhibited very similar range of characteristics between the 

residential and nonresidential data sets. However, the dolmen displayed huge variation 

gap from the other two groups in the macroscopic and metric analyses, except the ratio 

for the decorated and undecorated potteries.      

       As for the results of the temporal comparison, the potteries from both Songjookri 

Neolithic and Bronze periods are rather similar in lips shape, rim angle, and fabric 

composition, related ones such as inclusion coarseness and surface feeling, but 

different significantly in firing techniques for core type and color, exterior color, all 

decorated attributes such as style, position and technique as well as metric data. As for 

the spatial comparison, the potteries from the Jigyungri and Songjookri Neolithic 

residential sites displayed obvious differences between the two sites in macroscopic 

and metric analyses.  

       From this work, the expected outcome that potteries from the Songjookri Bronze 

period would be different, in terms of many aspects on both stylistic and 

technofunctional attributes, compared with those from the Songjookri Neolithic period, 

was not obtained. Although more sample data from other regional variations are needed 

to make a strong statement on the validity of the previous regional models based on 

mostly form and decoration patterns, it is possible to state that the variations on stylistic 

patterns are also present on the technofunctional characteristics as well. And the 

traditional points of view on the regional variations of the Neolithic Korean pottery 

cultures are still valid. In the following chapter, the results summarized above will be 

intertwined with previously discussed topics.   
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CHAPTER 8 
DISCUSSION OF POTTERY STUDY IN KOREA 

       Since the purpose of this study is to learn whether technofunctional attributes on 

pottery could be useful to show temporal and spatial variability, the results show 

sufficient variations that could be used as points of comparisons with research results 

from a traditional stylistic approach. The use of some technofunctional attributes of 

pottery in the analysis suggest that based on the case of the sample groups from the 

Jigyungri and Songjookri sites, Korean Neolithic pottery groups that had been divided 

by stylistic aspects on pottery are valid for the technofunctionally divided groups. 

       Despite changes in decoration style or technique and high firing temperature in the 

pottery making process for some specific potteries, overall mechanical elements of 

pottery manufacture remain similar from the Late Neolithic to the Bronze period in the 

Songjookri site. The relations of those periods of pottery groups could be 

technofunctionally considered as similar in the case of the Songjookri site. Therefore, it 

follows that the variations of cultural identities of the Korean Neolithic and late Bronze 

periods could be further understood through the application of technofunctional 

attributes.  

Pottery Decoration Studies and Arguments 

       Since many early archaeological sites had been excavated with undetectable 

traces in the archaeological stratigraphy due to all kinds of possible disturbances such 

as uncontrolled new development processes by human activities, uncared excavation 

processes, or simply naturally disturbed situations, the overall contexts of pottery 

stylistic patterns such as shape, decoration and location of decoration have been 
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naturally emphasized and studied by archaeologists to trace the chronological orders of 

the Korean pottery cultures (J. H. Kim 1968).  

       After some arguments regarding various approaches on the pottery studies were 

introduced by J. H. Kim’s work in 1968, Korean archaeologists have suggested different 

approaches in pottery study; for instance, J. K. Choi (1977) tried to emphasize 

decoration techniques on studying the subject of the transitional history of the Korean 

Neolithic pottery cultures, rather than focusing on pottery decoration style and their 

location on pottery and argued that the transition was from the appliquéd, to stamped, to 

incised. S. J. Shin (1982) emphasized pottery chemical analysis and uses pottery 

technological attributes for pottery typology. J. S. Kim (1991) tried to study in detail 

decoration attributes on pottery; he compared metric data from the thickness, length, 

angle, and distance of motifs to understand regional relations for the Neolithic Chulmun 

pottery. 

       At the same time, Korean archaeologists also have argued and discussed the 

possible limitedness of methodological and theoretical approaches from the studies; for 

instance, Song (2002:95,110) who states that in many cases, Korean pottery studies 

too much emphasis and focus on pottery decoration without considering pottery forms 

and an ocular inspection of shape and decoration on pottery certainly would not be 

sufficient to find out the transition process of Korean Neolithic pottery cultures. 

Therefore, scholars (see J. S. Kim 2002; Kim and Yang 2001; J. J. Lee 2001a,b, 2002), 

including Song (2002), have emphasized subsistence pattern related elements such as 

dietary, environment fact and settlement pattern to explain the regional relations of the 

Korean Neolithic and Bronze pottery cultures as discussed in Chapter 4.  
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       While pottery decoration researches have been centered in prehistoric pottery 

studies and the chronological studies based on pottery typology have been regarded as 

more reliable facts in Korea, scholars have questioned how to handle and combine the 

data from absolute dating techniques and all other assemblage patterns with those from 

pottery typology based on decoration emphasized patterns. Scholars have tried to use 

these data interchangeably to support each other’s issue in Korean archaeology that 

has resulted to produce many studies from the central western pottery system, which is 

the earliest and most studied Korean pottery culture. And although these traditionally 

accepted ideas in the Korean Neolithic studies have remained unchallenged for so long, 

it is now under question (S. J. Shin 2004:8).  

       Furthermore, after more applications of the absolute dated data on Korean pottery 

chronology, some differences between absolute date and relative date system in Korea 

have been reported and one of the sites from the Neolithic period shows different 

regional and temporal Neolithic potteries in Korea (Lyom 2000; S. H. Kim 2001:79), thus 

several fundamental schemes on the chronology of the Korean Neolithic pottery 

cultures have been critically questioned (see I. S. Ha 2003; J. S. Kim 2003a; Kim and 

Yang 2001; D. J. Lee 2003; S. T. Im 2003; S. J. Shin 2004).  

       According to Jang-Suk Kim (2002), one of first scholars critical on some issues of 

the Korean Neolithic chronology (that has been constructed by emphasizing pottery 

decoration style), the belief that the differences on the decoration styles among pottery 

cultures should be regarded as temporal variations is too strong for Korean scholars to 

be free from that prejudice (J. S. Kim 2003a). As Kim mentioned, without having enough 

understanding of how long a certain style had existed and how long that certain style 
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had coexisted with other styles, any stylistic approach would be producing more 

confusion in the Korean Neolithic study. He further suggested later that more reliable 

and testable groups of pottery designs need to be understood by their spatial and 

temporal distributions first to make a more reliable Neolithic pottery chronology in Korea 

(J. S. Kim 2004).  

       Similarly, S. H. Yang (2002:36) suggested that it is necessary to work on more 

detailed chronological orders for each style and compare the existing data that have 

been applied for the typological approaches with other studies from archaeological 

evidence on the modes of subsistence. Therefore while it is very tempting to believe 

that different decoration styles would indicate different time period and different cultural 

identity, J. S. Kim suggested that all previous studies emphasizing the traditional 

approaches in Korea need to be reexamined and reorganized by temporal and spatial 

distribution (J. S. Kim 2003a:17). H. J. Ro (2002:533) also strongly contended that one 

of the urgent tasks of Korean archaeology is that all its archaeological concepts, 

chronology, typology, models and theories should be tested as soon as possible.  

       As the result of this challenge in the Korean Neolithic pottery study, changes in the 

trend in Korean archaeology have emerged. Archaeologists have started to focus more 

on gathering environmental, dietary, and residential data from the prehistoric periods in 

Korea in order to help reconstruct broader subsistence patterns of Korean Neolithic 

peoples (see J. S. Kim 2002; J. J. Koo 2011a; J. J. Lee 2001a, 2002; S. J. Lee 2010). 

One of the first attempts to theorize Korean archaeological evidence was done by J. S. 

Kim (2002). J. S. Kim (2003b), one of proponents of the diffusion and migration theory, 

believes that cultural changes between the Chulmun and Mumun pottery periods had 



231 

taken place radically in a very short time by Mumun pottery farmer who moved to Korea 

by long-distance migration. He explains that this rapid process was necessary for the 

people living in the central western region due to the benefit of the land-use strategies.  

Prehistoric Pottery Cultures and Origin of Korean People 

       As for the issues related to the origin of the Korean people, direct discussions about 

the subject among current Korean archaeologists are not that popular anymore. 

Nevertheless, as mentioned in Chapter 4, the identity of the first Neolithic Chulmun 

pottery people in Korea and its relation to the Bronze Mumun pottery people are still 

being argued upon by scholars. Although current archaeological data show that all 

potteries from the eastern Siberia and the area of the Baikal Lake are younger than 

those from the Amur river and the Russian maritime province in the eastern region, the 

chronological data from the Osanri site located in the eastern coastal area in south 

Korea have reported an earlier date than those site near the Baikal Lake. The Siberia 

theory had lost its popularity in Korea (H. J. Im 1999). However, since more 

archaeological data from the Siberian region has been freely introduced into the Korean 

archaeology since the 1990s, it has been reported that newly found pottery from the 

Amur River regions are older than those of Osanri (W. J. Lee 2004; H. W. Hong 2011). 

Therefore, although some modification for the Siberia route theory may be required, still 

some connections between Siberian regions and Korea need to be considered.  

       Another East Asian region that has been discussed regarding the origin of Korean 

Chulmun and Mumun pottery cultures is Northeastern China. Hyung-goo Lee (1987, 

1990), who is against the Siberia theory, has suggested that the origin of the Korean 

people should have been traced from the regions of Northeastern China because not 

only the Chulmun pottery culture but also all Bronze material culture from the areas are 
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very similar to those of the Korean peninsula. He has strongly argued that Northeastern 

China is the place where the Chulmun pottery culture initially blossomed.   

       According to the most recent studies regarding the Korean Chulmun and Mumun 

potteries by Lutaenko and others (2007), who surveyed some archaeological and 

climatic data from the regions, there were population migrations in East Asia from 

Northeastern China to all other Northern Far Eastern areas. They believed that it was 

initiated by the climate change (2007:389). However, their works did not include some 

critical reviews on new archaeological data that have been reported for the last two 

decades in Korea. Since their surveyed information was mostly from the Nelson book, 

which was published in 1993, many newly reported Paleo and Neolithic sites from the 

Korean peninsula were not included. 

       To be more reliable, some studies regarding the cultural relations between the 

central and northeastern China should have been included, since many genetic and 

osteological studies have been shown that the modern Korean and Chinese people are 

not closely related to each other. Currently the northeastern Chinese regions, including 

the Liodong and Manchuria are the center point for the many archaeological and 

historical arguments between Korean and Chinese scholars. Although climate change is 

a critical cause to human migration during the prehistoric times, it is still not enough to 

present the real picture of the initial Korean Neolithic period and the transition between 

the Neolithic and Bronze periods because there is no account about the local people 

and their relationship to the newcomers. It is obvious that Northeastern China was the 

cultural contact regions for Chinese, Siberian and Korean throughout the prehistoric 

periods. This cross-cultural contact within the Liodong and Manchurian regions in 
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current Northeastern China was fostered by non-material and material exchanges. All 

kinds of trading activities for goods and ideas happened without strong restricted 

political boundaries up to only a century ago.      

       With the close regional location between the northern Korean peninsula and 

northeastern China, it is hard to ignore the fact that diffusion had indeed operated in 

certain ways in the East Asian region during the Neolithic and Bronze periods. However, 

according to Nelson (1999:161), it is interesting to mention that a tripod pottery, which is 

one of the major characteristics of the Neolithic pottery from northern China, did not 

appear in the Korean peninsula until the historic period.  

       Evidence from the southern China has also indicated the earliest pottery in the 

world. Traditionally the region is not considered to a large extent as the origin route of 

the Korean pottery culture due to different cultural patterns between two regions in 

archaeological evidence. However, owing to the need to consider the 

paleoenvironmental facts that the area between southern China and southern Korean 

peninsula was connected to the Asian continental landmass and the possibility of the 

earlier agricultural practice in southern Korea, there is a strong possibility that the 

related issues on the origins of pottery and agriculture and their relations in East Asia 

might need to be updated through continuous search for new archaeological evidence 

in the coming years. A more reliable understanding on the population movement in the 

region can be provided by more archaeological evidence. More studies on the relations 

of the Neolithic pottery cultures between the northern Korean peninsula and the Liodong 

peninsula in China should also be further attempted if it is allowed (H. G. Baek 1984; Y. 

H. Kim 2002).  
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Long Term Local Development of Prehistoric Korean Pottery Cultures 

       According to Anthony (1990), many researchers have only seen migration as 

moving in one direction and overemphasize economic factors as to why people migrate, 

and a simple interpretation on migration issue based on archaeological material cultures 

should be avoided. Indeed, migration theory has held up in many parts of the world, 

sometimes because of real evidence but more often because it is the way 

archaeologists have always thought about the past (Adams et al. 1978). It is therefore 

essential to review carefully how cultural continuity and external influence were 

integrated into the Chulmun-Mumun pottery transition rather than simplify the transition 

as a sudden entire demise of the Chulmun pottery and a wholesale replacement by the 

Mumun pottery.  

       Although it is still required that more regionally and temporally broaden studies 

should have been practiced, traditionally, many scholars have supported the 

explanation of cultural diffusion by population migrations during the prehistoric period of 

East Asian region. However, an increasing number of scholars in the Korean academia 

see the possibilities of local developments of Korean Neolithic culture and no population 

replacement during the transition period from the Chulmun to Mumun pottery cultures.  

       Regardless that there is no scholar who seriously question the Chulmun and 

Mumun pottery periods to divide chronological classification of the Korean prehistoric 

pottery, some have not accepted the population replacement theory, especially the 

transition period from the Neolithic to Bronze periods in Korea; for instance, Choe and 

Bale (2002:96) says nothing clear-cut between them on the transition period but just 

more “complicated forms with a developed morphological structure, geometric designs 

or the absence of any design, and the appearance of new technologies of surface 
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treatment and firing” (Larichev 1978:54-56, 73-75; Nelson 1993:116-123; Choe and 

Bale 2002:96, cited in Lutaenko et al. 2007:371-372).  

       In addition, while many scholars traditionally have argued that increased practices 

of agricultural activities from the Bronze period would have been the best indication of 

the population movements into the Korean peninsula in the early Bronze period, G. A. 

Lee recently argues that the Chulmun pottery people were not simply hunter and 

foragers, but “resource producers who acknowledged the importance of crops” 

(2011:S326). Along with increased numbers of archaeological evidence for earlier 

agricultural practices in the Korean peninsula, this comment would be validated with 

more evidence in the future. In terms of the initial time of the rice cultivation in Korea, 

there is no strong argument against the assumption that rice and some other crops 

were introduced into Korea in domesticated form. But one thing that should be kept in 

mind is that this should not be necessarily to be interpreted as the result of total 

population movements.  

       While recently more researchers have cast doubt on the abrupt replacement of the 

Chulmun by the Mumun, some archaeologists have preferred to support a long term 

transition processes from the Neolithic to Bronze cultural transition (see S. J. Shin 2007). 

Shin (2007:11) maintains that cultural continuity in pottery making and site selection 

indicates a gradual transition and the longevity of the Chulmun culture (over 4,000 years) 

may have been based on developing economic, technological, and social complexities. 

Scholars, who agree with this kind of interpretation, naturally support the idea that there 

has been no sudden cultural discontinuity of the Korean ancestral line since the 
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Neolithic period, regardless that most of them agree that possible minor diffusion and 

migration processes must have occurred during the prehistoric period. 

       According to the results from this study, there is no strong indication for abrupt 

change on the stylistic and technofunctional attributes of the pottery from the Songjookri 

Neolithic and Bronze data. This result corresponds with the previous microscopic study 

using ten sample materials, five each for the Neolithic and Bronze periods (Lee and 

Moon 2006). The analysis indicated that all sample potteries from both periods were 

fired under the temperature between 500 ~ 900°C and used the same inclusions, 

except one jar with long neck that might have been fired with over 1,000°C and its 

inclusions are finer than all others.    

       Since the Korean archaeology started, population replacement models by either 

waves of migrations or cultural diffusion from foreign identities in Korea have been 

popular. While more archaeological studies have argued some possible issues of the 

migration and diffusion explanations in Korea and it is well known that migrant peoples 

usually have tendency to keep their own cultural colors on material cultures, the result 

of this study supports an evolution in situ idea for the transition period from the Neolithic 

to Bronze period. As for the decoration pattern, if by all indications of previous studies 

that the patterns of the Neolithic pottery changed from whole body to limited area and 

eventually no decoration is correct, the process could have been interpreted as a 

gradual change of decoration patterns on pottery, rather than as a sudden and radical 

change by population movements. If all these suppositions are right, it indicates that in 

the case of the Songjookri people they might have had their territorial zone for a long 

time. Further anthropological studies such as hunter and gatherer’s mobile range, 
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sedentism, trade and network system, and then transitioned into a complex society 

could have followed, if this cultural zone had that longevity. 

Pottery and Sedentary Society 

       According to Choe and Bale (2002:96), focusing on subsistence and settlement 

patterns through time to trace prehistoric cultural change would be one of the best ways 

to establishing cultural chronology of Korean prehistoric periods. Based on the data 

from Korean archaeology, it has been thought that the Neolithic period of the Korean 

peninsula is one of the places where cultivation and sedentary life did not appear 

simultaneously because Korean data show that sedentism starts before agricultural 

activities began. It is due to the fact that although there is some lithic evidence implying 

possible earlier agricultural activities, the overall archaeological data in Korea have 

indicated some levels of mixed patterns of subsistence between foraging and farming in 

food production.  

It is believed that around 4,000 BP, before the Mumun pottery replaced the 

Chulmun pottery, the typical form of subsistence for the Chulmun pottery people might 

have been foraging, gathering plant, fishing, shellfish gathering, and hunting of 

terrestrial animals, marine mammals and birds and some limited agricultural activities. 

And archaeologists have argued among themselves on whether there was a dramatic 

appearance of full-scale farming in the peninsula during the transition period from the 

Neolithic to the Bronze period.  

It is generally assumed that from the middle Chulmun to the early Mumun 

period, several things had been happened respectively: limited agricultural activities 

occurred, some new agricultural method such as slash and burn farming technique 

started, and more frequent agricultural activities practiced from the early Mumun period 
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(Ko 2010; Yun 2010). Although the Mumun period is known as an agricultural society, it 

is generally believed that more intensive agriculture, the earliest paddy-rice field, started 

from the middle Mumun period along with a relatively highly organized farming economy 

with a new material culture. As introduced in Chapter 3, there are an increasing number 

of archaeological evidence and works regarding possible earlier agricultural practice in 

the Korean peninsula, and more studies related to this subject may provide further 

elucidations. 

       According to the study by Koo (2011a, 2011b, 2011c), who divided the Neolithic 

residential groups into nine different regional groups, the Jigyungri and the Songjookri 

sites are included in the central west coast region and southern inland region 

respectively. Koo stated that overall processes of changes appeared in each region 

through time and showed regionally different changing patterns. These processes may 

also be coincident with regionally divided Chulmun pottery cultures in Korea. He also 

stated that those changes appeared simultaneously with the changes of the subsistence 

patterns. He believed that the Songjookri site was a permanent residential site, based 

on artifacts and inter-site units that indicate possibly different site functions, regardless 

of finding no crops but some acorns as in the case of the Jigyungri (2011b:224-225).  

       While the Jigyungri site, located in central eastern coast, is regarded as the central 

western group by Koo’s study, it is explained by E. S. Song (2002) who inferred that the 

Jigyungri Neolithic people replaced the earlier eastern coastal Neolithic people living in 

the Osanri site. She believed that one of the evidence to an increase in sedentary 

lifestyle for the Jigyungri people was their use of more rounded or pointed style of a 
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storage pottery that they brought from the central western to central eastern coastal 

region. 

       If the notion that societies with more storage potteries would have had a longer 

settlement patterns in their residential units is correct, the Song’s statement can be 

supported by the results seen in Chapter 7. In addition, the two possible biggest 

potteries (assuming potteries with largest rim diameter and tallest height) from two 

different periods in the Songjookri site; the ones from the Neolithic site are roughly, 48.5 

(H) x 38 (D) and 48 (H) x 35 (D), while the ones from the Songjookri Bronze site are 

roughly, 41(H) x 39 (D) and 24.5 (H) x 50 (D). Based on the comparison of these two 

possible biggest potteries from each period, while no big difference is noticed, the 

people living in the Songjookri site had no need to make larger potteries measuring over 

50 cm in diameter for community purposes. It is reported that the size of each 

household unit, especially a rectangle shape, in the Bronze period is generally bigger 

than the one in the Neolithic period (S. H. Bae 2006:251; Kim et al. 2007:263-265).  

       It is interesting to note that while the Bronze people living in bigger-sized dwelling in 

a bigger community than the one in the Neolithic period, there was not much change in 

the overall size of pottery in the Songjookri site. Based on the result of more pottery with 

smaller size, it could be assumed that more functionally varied types of pottery were 

used in the Bronze period. But it is difficult to infer why the Bronze people did not need 

to make a bigger community type of pottery. One of the assumptions is that there was 

no centralized power in the community yet.  

       Although it is difficult to ascertain if the creation of considerable surpluses of 

agricultural products and network systems among villages already existed in the early 
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Mumun period of the Songjookri site, it is clearly indicated that certain levels of varieties 

of different site functions, especially high in the dolmen site, had existed based on the 

result of this study. In the case of the dolmen pottery, the intended functions of potteries 

were obviously recognized and utilized for different purposes in the Songjookri Bronze 

period as indicated that they are smaller and more energy consumed. That intention 

appeared on certain potteries at different rates with more attention in the making 

processes.  

Ordinary Pottery in Archaeology 

       While Korean archaeologists have tried to focus on potteries to reconstruct possible 

interactions between different Neolithic cultural groups in Korea, the question of the shift 

from the Chulmun patterned pottery to the Mumun style pottery in Korea is an important 

research subject matter in current Korean archaeology. It has been long time that one of 

well-known North Korean archaeologists Kim, Yonggan in the 1960s suggested that it is 

necessary to look and compare all the archaeological data, instead of focusing on some 

special individual item found (S. J. Lee 1992:104). It is a good recommendation that 

focusing on the specific artifact or archaeological approach to trace archaeological 

cultural connections, rather than dealing with a whole cultural aspects from all 

archaeological studies, would be detrimental to discovering important perspective.  

       Traditionally it has been thought that fine or special potteries were moved further. 

But Shepard’s work revealed that “coarse wares could be moved over surprisingly long 

distances. More and more examples of quite mundane wares being moved over long 

distance are coming to light…” (Peacock 1988; Santley et al. 1989; and many others, 

cited in Orton et al. 1993:28). It is also generally known by ethnographic evidence that 

people spend considerable investment in the decoration of potteries they use for special 
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feasting or ritual purposes. But how can one identify between ordinary pots for daily life 

that is associated with domestic use and specialized ritual or feasting pottery? Since 

there is less possibility that the pottery from the Neolithic period would be found with 

specialized purposes than those from the Bronze period wherein some complex 

societies already existed, it is even harder to distinguish which ones were ordinary 

potteries in the earlier pottery culture. Consequently, archaeologists often do not agree 

on how to identify specialized ritual or feasting pots from the ordinary ones in Neolithic 

pottery.  

       One of the potential problems with a stylistic approach is that there may not be 

enough attention on the mundane potteries which are essential to understanding the 

whole picture of a society and to argue a cultural identity of the past society, and too 

much focus on the more stylistically important ones. Therefore, although some numbers 

of very unique stylistic potteries in the archaeological sample groups may need to be 

considered as important archaeological evidence, equal attention should also be given 

on the mundane stylistic potteries in the group.   

Changes on Pottery Attributes 

       While there is no study on the potential benefits for the technological advancement 

of the Mumun pottery by Korean archaeologists, many ethnoarchaeological and 

experimental archaeological studies indicate that possible changes may have occurred 

on pottery production in term of stylistic and technological aspects inside the same 

groups of people (Shennan 1989:13). Before one can simply explain the changes on 

pottery by diffusion or population migration, there are several factors that need to be 

considered in interpreting changes that occurred on all kinds of attributes of pottery 

(Orton et al. 1993:24-26); first of all, pottery technology and design could be reversed by 
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some reasons that we are not able to answer for the reason. Second, it should also be 

considered the possible role of the individual potter for the changes on pottery. Third, 

the traditional role of trade between societies could have caused to real changes. 

According to Linton, who studied the woodland pottery in America and argued its 

similarity to Eurasian Chulmun pottery, the outward-sloping sides and a pointed bottom 

style of pottery, like the traditional Korean Neolithic Chulmun pottery, is the most 

effective and efficient type for boiling usages (1944:371). That type of pottery from both 

the Old and New Worlds are associated with hunting and fishing economic societies. 

According to him, the changing pottery type is connected with overall subsistence 

patterns of people due to functional relations. Similarly, Arnold (1985:224) also claims 

that, “when subsistence returns are threatened, the strongly conservative values in a 

society that resist change are challenged and changed.”  

       There are many pottery studies indicating that pottery changes occurred due to 

various factors such as changing dietary resources, and in consequence, changing 

cooking methods, and changing social systems (Arnold 1989; Mills 1999:99). Therefore, 

to produce stronger arguments on whether it was population replacement or cultural 

changes adjusting to the new mode of subsistence due to local invention or diffusion of 

new cultural patterns, some other issues need to be questioned and answered in 

pottery studies in Korea. Unless more various approaches on pottery analysis in Korea 

are initiated along with adoption of some anthropological issues from the Western 

archaeology, the arguments between the two ideas could not advance to reaching any 

agreement.  
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       While it is open to question on which categories are more reliable indicators for the 

levels of cultural changes, and how much different level should be indicated to be 

declared as no cultural continuity, the level of variations that appeared in the 

comparison of regional groups in this study between the Neolithic residential Jigyungri 

and Songjookri data is more obvious than that between the Songjookri Neolithic and 

Bronze periods. In other words, the variation in the regional level was more obvious. 

Similar patterns appeared on the mechanical continuity giving a stronger indication of 

the cultural continuity from the Neolithic to the Bronze period in the Songjookri site. As 

for the question on which ones are more resistant to change over time, Parsons 

(2011:98) proposed that firing characteristics and fabric description are more resistant 

unlike decorative techniques based on his research data. While still stong evidence is 

needed, a more logical answer to the question on which attribute(s) is more indicative of 

ethnic identity should be also suggested. 

       Similarly, there is no justification to argue that less or non-decoration and thicker 

body on pottery should be called as retreated conditions because it may have 

connected to various functional choices. Y. J. Kim (2003:70) explained one of the 

possible reasons for undecorated potteries among other decorated Chulmun potteries. 

According to Kim, the undecorated ones, mostly smaller size, would have been used 

typically for serving and cooking, and have higher chances for breakage, thus 

prehistoric potters would not want to spend more energy in decorating them. Although 

more evidence to support his idea is necessary, his supposition is highly possible. In 

fact, this assumption could be investigated by applying the technofunctional approach 

alone with more detailed sorting process for possible cooking potteries with firing 



244 

markers. More importantly, pottery stylistic level and potential function of pottery should 

not grade our attention level in anthropological archaeology. 

       As mentioned in Chapter 6, while flexural strength of accepting ability to mechanical 

stresses without distorting tends to increase with increasing wall thickness (Jones and 

Berarb 1972:147-148), thicker wall on pottery tends to decrease its thermal conductivity, 

resulting to require more cooking time (Van Vlack 1964:117-165) and decrease in 

thermal shock resistance (Rado 1969:198-199). While the increased wall thickness then 

does not need to represent all technologically degraded situations, it is reported that 

there are some Songjookri Bronze potteries with high firing temperature which could be 

called technological advancement in controlling firing temperature. If the wall thickness 

changed, what can be assumed is that the Mumun pottery groups were less concerned 

with thermal stress conditions, such as thermal shock and conductivity, although it 

cannot be ascertained if they know the differences.   

       While there are some studies connecting the changes of pottery wall thicknesses to 

the change of food system in societies (see Braun 1983, 1987; Ozker 1982), more 

interests on the dietary patterns of the prehistoric people in Korean archaeology have 

been appeared as more archaeological evidence of major crops from the Korean 

Neolithic period has been reported. Further studies on the link between foods and 

pottery technofunctional attributes are likely to be generated. If pottery wall thickness 

increased along with increased crops in food systems for the people from the Bronze 

period in Korea, it is necessary to explain what kinds of benefits would be produced with 

thicker wall potteries for cooking these crops.  
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       In fact, one of the general representations of the Mumun pottery culture is its thicker 

wall on pottery. But, based on the result (see Table 7-20), it cannot be confirmed if the 

wall thickness of the Songjookri Bronze pottery increased compared with that of the 

Songjookri Neolithic period. The comparison between the residential units from two 

different periods in the Songjookri site actually indicates that the body thickness 

decreased in the Bronze period, while the 3 cm below thickness increased. Although 

this may have been affected by possible smaller size of pottery in the Bronze period, the 

comparisons of the results from all other groups from both periods also do not indicate 

any significant change on wall thickness of pottery at all.   

Decoration and Cultural Identity 

       Almost sixty years ago, Steward (1954:55) said that the dilemma all archaeologists 

inevitably would face is this question; “how different is different?,” as for cultural 

classifications in archaeological records. He argued that in the pottery typology, 

emphasis should be more focused on functional features of artifacts, while no evidence 

has been proven that either decoration styles or all other noticeable and measurable 

attributes on pottery is better archaeological indication of the cultural identity of the 

prehistoric societies. According to him, a culture can be shown by functional studies 

from the types of archaeological records and this can be achieved by qualitative 

approaches. Therefore, he believed that other types can be quantified by its features in 

order to be used as temporal and spatial markers of cultural phenomena.    

       Similarly, while the definition of a type would be “a specific kind of pottery 

embodying a unique combination of recognizably distinct attributes” (Gifford 1960:341), 

Ford (1954) argued that one single classificatory system would not be enough and 

insisted on a multi-approach for pottery study. In 1939, Rouse emphasized another 
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classificatory term, mode, to describe a conceptual pattern in archaeology. According to 

him, a type “is a pattern of artifact characteristics which constantly recurs on a given 

kind of of artifact” and a mode is “an abstraction of a recurring feature from the 

specimen” (Rouse 1939:18). Rouse stated that a mode is a better classification to 

describe a standardized cultural behavior pattern in archaeology and an ‘analytic’ 

classification (mode) should precede a ‘taxonomic’ classification (type) in archaeology 

(Rouse 1960). He believed that this approach using mode could produce more 

classifications from archaeological artifacts because various modes could be extracted 

from the attributes.  

       Nevertheless, stylistic appearances on pottery have been traditionally considered 

as one of the main factors categorizing ancient cultural groups, although traditional 

stylistic approach could not account for variation in the adoption and use of pottery. As 

was stated in the preceding paragraphs, how one views the nature of the cultural group 

will depend upon the approach and emphasis.  

       According to ethnoarchaeological studies, one of the most common visual 

categories that potters are concerned with as a mental template for their pottery making 

is pottery shape rather than a specific or abstract features on pottery (Arnold 1985:7-8). 

Some studies also show that diffusion is the main factor for the spread of decorative 

styles, while in some societies decoration is used as the symbol of the pottery’s political 

alliances (Hegmon 2000:132). 

       While archaeologists have questioned the certainty on which markers are primary 

ones to be interpreted as material evidence of specific ethnic identities, there is no 

strong evidence that the decoration on the pottery could be a definite fact for each 
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cultural identity. Therefore, based on some ethnoarchaeological evidence discussed 

throughout this work, the notion that decoration is always equated with cultural identity 

is not solid as had been assumed in Korean archaeology.  

       According to philosopher Galen Strawson, there are multiple perspectives on the 

nature of the self;  

Among those I have recently come across are the cognitive self, the 
conceptual self, the contextualized self, the core self, the dialogic self, the 
ecological self, the embodied self, the emergent self, the empirical self, the 
existential self, the extended self, the fictional self, the full-grown self, the 
interpersonal self, the material self, the narrative self, the philosophical self, 
the physical self, the private self, the representational self, the rock bottom 
essential self, the semiotic self, the social self, the transparent self, and the 
verbal self (Strawson 2000:39).      

Although it is certain that we could not approach to all the different self-categories 

mentioned above, it is arguably possible to simply regard material culture as one of 

many different possible perspectives in perhaps demonstrating the individual‘s or 

groups’ identity. It may not be possible to know how much material perspective had 

played an important scope for ancient people’s self identity. However, there are some 

“selves” that could be approached from archaeological materials and in classifying them 

into more diversified ways. 

Summary and Conclusion 

       Korean archaeology has not sufficiently explained variations of nondecorative 

characteristics of pottery. While it is obvious that potters are able to control both 

decorative and nondecorative characteristics of pottery, Korean archaeologists have not 

emphasized on both characteristics equally to argue any kind of cultural relations 

among archaeological groups or societies. Traditional investigation on pottery shape 

and size would have provided some functional information of pottery cultures in Korea. 
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However, this has only been used as supporting data for variations of regional cultural 

groups divided by overall decorative characteristics on the pottery.  

       Up until the 1990s, concerns of context and function of all other kinds of 

archaeological data from the archaeological sites had not been adequately used for 

chronological studies in Korea archaeology. Rather, many previous archaeologists 

regarded pottery styles as sensitive indicators of culture change and viewed the 

potsherds as keys to spatial-temporal variation in culture. They ignored the fact that any 

single material culture could be shared with more than one ethnic group or multiple 

different material cultures could be shared by a single ethnic group. Old traditional 

Korean archaeology used to emphasize more archaeological meaning of the taxonomic 

type than the analytic type, which might be more culturally related meanings on the 

identities of Korean prehistoric pottery cultures. This trend of constructing culture 

histories and chronologies as the primary goals in their works continued until the middle 

of the 20th century. 

       While some studies indicate that more “stable and resilient patterning of social 

boundaries” can be shown on technological variations than stylistic variations (Stark 

1998:9), there is no reason to believe that technofunctional attributes on pottery are less 

important to compare with the ones in patterns of stylistic variability on pottery for 

examining patterns and modes of exchange. It is even believed to be better to refer to 

socioeconomic situations, which is one of the better indicators for social identity in 

prehistoric societies. Ideally, with both stylistic and functional perspectives, this 

approach could be one of the better methods in investigating human behaviors relative 
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to the size of social groups, their dietary patterns, functions of their activity sites and 

eventually their possible ethnic connections to each other.  

       It has been proven that social boundaries have complex nature and the variations 

on the material culture are historically situated phenomena (Stark 1998:8). While 

technofunctional approach could have added some valuable data for the issue in 

archaeology, it has been also proven the contextualized relation between style and 

social boundaries (Stark 1998:9). However, since technofunctionally divided 

assemblages could have been considered as common cultural differences, it is still left 

for debate whether which feature between decorations and technofunctional related 

attributes on pottery is more indicative of cultural identity in the archaeological 

assemblage.  
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CHAPTER 9 
DISCUSSION OF NATIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY 

       Based on the result of this study in Chapter 7, it is tentatively possible to suggest 

that the stylistic approach on the Korean pottery studies is unfailing in defining cultural 

variations of the Korean Neolithic period. Still many issues are left to be answered and 

further similar studies from all other regional pottery groups are needed. Nevertheless, it 

is now more convincing that geographical variations of the Neolithic and Bronze 

potteries in Korea could have been defined as possible separate cultural identities of the 

people living in the period as based on the results of the comparison works from both 

stylistic and functional attributes of pottery. It is an accepted fact that all kinds of human 

identities are affected by multiple influences because of the relational nature of human 

life, and all aspects of individual and group identities are produced by through relations 

with other people and groups, and their landscapes (Gosden 1999), thus variable 

relationships between material culture and social boundaries have been discussed in 

this context (e.g. Bowser 2000; Osborn 1989; Stark 1998; Stark et al. 2000). Therefore, 

connecting the results of this study to the issues related to the ethnic history of Korean 

ancestral lines in East Asian region is not a simple work due to so many facts that have 

to be considered. In this chapter, while the Neolithic pottery study has played a major 

role in the discussion of the Korean ancestral history, possible issues of the subject in 

archaeology will be presented.   

Material Culture and Social Identity 

       There is no question that archaeology is the best method to infer the life-ways of 

prehistoric culture. However, because of inherent difficulties that archaeologists 

encounter with material remains from the past human societies, various discussions to 
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find methods and theories that are more reliable in all kinds of archaeological 

interpretations on human prehistoric societies have been attempted; especially after 

realizing the issues of a normative approach on archaeological records from the culture 

history school that did not hesitate to simply consider some features in archaeological 

materials as the cultural identities in regional histories (Shennan 1989).  

       To make matters worse, the material culture of past societies that survive in 

archaeological records is but a tiny fraction of what was actually produced by those 

societies. Preservation in most archaeological sites is limited to durable materials such 

as stone, metal and bone tools, pottery and other fired clays, some fauna and flora 

remains, and some settlement remains. Many ethnographical studies have shown that 

the types of things that are most easily preserved are not the same things that cultures 

most often use to signal ideological beliefs and social organization (David and Kramer 

2001; Deal 1998). In other words, some items like clothing and textiles, which are more 

visible in everyday life but not in the archaeological record, might have been more 

suited for representing the cultural identity of certain societies.       

       While some argue that technological levels and economic behaviors of societies 

are easier to determine than the social structure and ideological beliefs, due to the 

nature of the items most often preserved, how one knows which behaviors among 

technological, economic and ideological ones are more closely related with the cultural 

identities of prehistoric societies are still in question. As introduced in Chapter 5, 

ethnoarchaeological studies have shown that while it depends on each society, cultural 

identity of each society has been determined by variously different facts. Therefore, 

although it is obvious that material culture plays a series of bridging roles in human 
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societies (Miller 1987:107), it is also very apparent that the archaeological materials 

give an incomplete picture of societies (Barrett 2001). It is necessary to keep in mind 

that material culture give only partial information regarding the identity of individuals or 

societies, and that identity for material is only one of the parts of many different kinds of 

identities (Barrett 2001; Bowser 2000; Hegmon 2000; Neupert 2000; Stark et al. 2000; 

Tilley 2004).  

Archaeological Identity and Nationality 

       While it is mostly supposition that archaeological materials include symbolized 

affiliation and maintained boundaries, and archaeological works have indicated that 

possible correlation between identity boundaries and material culture (Rice 1987:269), it 

is not always confirmed that the differences found on the material records would be 

aspects of group identity (Hegmon 2000:132). In other words, there is no strong reason 

that material evidence could help define social or individual identities, especially for 

ethnic identity, than language, custom, religion, and others. 

       In the Culture history school, cultural identities based on some features found on 

archaeological materials had usually been equalized as one of the historical stages for 

the world regional histories and the connection between the archaeological identity of 

material culture and political implication has grown dramatically from the early twentieth 

century (Jones 1997; Oyuela-Caycedo 1994). Since the concept culture “developed by 

Kossinna and popularized by Childe” itself contains “certain dangers for the nationalist-

inspired archaeology that became obvious during the 1930s and 1940s” (Kohl 

1998:230), many archaeologists have discussed and warned that the study of 

archaeology is not independent of political ideologies and indeed political issues have 
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been involved in archaeological researches (Durrans 1989; Jones 1997; Kohl 1998; 

Meskell 2002; Oyuela-Caycedo 1994). 

       Although “it is clear that concepts of ethnicity can have a considerable bearing upon 

the nature and scale of interactions between polities” (Cherry and Renfrew 1986:157), it 

is not necessarily directly connected to nationality at present. It is also necessary to 

mention that ethnicity has been differently approached by different countries in the 

world; for instance, for the Soviet scholars, the definition of “ethnic group” is 

synonymous with “nationality”, neither of which directly means “citizenship” (see Bringa 

1993; Shanin 1986; Slezkine 1994).  

       Regardless that it may not be easy to trace the ethnic history of peoples in the 

Neolithic and Bronze periods because for many reasons mentioned above, 

archaeologists have tried to line up these periods to the older time frame to justify or 

validate what they have contended as the ‘ethnic time period’. While nationality is 

spatially more static than ethnicities in general, some national archaeologists in the past 

had assimilated ethnicity into their national histories to disguise it as nationality which 

seems to imply an overall smaller spatial connotation but at the same time to associate 

with the broader geographical space in reality. Nationality thus has been shown in 

archaeology as tending “to develop and change as the result of external historical and 

ecological factors rather than reflect some durable essential features” (Gillespie 

2002:15). 

       In this situation, dividing cultural groups based on archaeological materials could be 

a matter of considerable controversy. Archaeologists have been arguing these issues 

for a long time. Before any serious discussion on ethnic identity was started, defining 
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cultural identity of many archaeological works entirely depended on the object of 

archaeological excavation and the interpretation of individual archaeologist on 

excavated materials. Leone (1978) warned a long time ago that any attempt in 

conceptualizing the past would potentially express purposes of political boundaries. 

Therefore, according to some extreme form of postmodernism notion of the past, 

knowledge is shaped by power and cultural constrictions (Knapp 1996:135), and one is 

not able to know the past because the truth of the past is a subjective creation from 

politically biased truth, which is strongly connected to power (Knapp 1996:151). 

National Archaeology in East Asia 

       As mentioned in Chapter 1, since archaeology was first introduced to the East 

Asian region, peoples from all three countries have tried to find their national history 

from the Neolithic period (Trigger 1989:174-189). And, one of major goals of 

archaeology of these countries in East Asia is to construct national identity and to 

develop national pride (Fawcett 1995; Ikawa-Smith 1999; Nelson 1993, 1995b). 

Archaeologists in the region did not exert much effort on questions on why the changes 

had occurred but rather concentrated more on artifact typologies, especially for pottery 

in establishing their national culture history. Even now, the typical use of migration and 

diffusion concepts from the culture history school in East Asia has never lost popularity. 

In fact, these concepts are getting popular among the public whenever they are applied 

on any kind of cultural interpretations related to their national history. Much reliance on 

diffusion and migration to explain cultural variations and changes through time and 

space still exist in the region. In China, the first person who worked on the Yangshao 

culture was a Western geological surveyor, and he claimed that this culture is from 

Turkey, based on some pottery stylistic patterns (Chang 1986). Chinese archaeologists 
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had to wait several more decades to refute the hypothesis and reclaim own national 

history. 

History of Korean Archaeology and Japanese Colonial Archaeology 

       Since the late 19th century as Japan’s strong militarism sprouted, all interpretations 

of its ancient history had been consolidated by very strong nationalistic minds. The two 

main concepts, diffusion and migration, were adapted by nationalistic archaeologists 

and used in extreme by politicians in Japan. The beginning of modern archaeology in 

Korea started aggressively in 1910 after the Japanese annexation of Choson, which is 

the name of the previous dynasty of current North and South Koreas. The first official 

law for the protection of cultural property in Korea had been published by the Japanese 

colonialists in 1910 (later in 1916 and 1933 as well). The archaeological practices by 

imperial Japanese scholars, who largely focused on establishing the theory of 

homogeneity of the Japanese and Korean, and providing “proof of Korea’s racial 

inferiority and cultural backwardness,” vigorously began not only throughout the Korean 

peninsula but also in Manchuria, China (Pai 2000:55).  

       During the occupation period of thirty-six years, many important archaeological 

findings had been made and the major events of Korean prehistory were outlined (W. Y. 

Kim 1983b:3). Prior to the late 1940s, all archaeological discussions on Korean 

prehistory were done by Japanese imperial archaeologists. And Northeast Asian ethnic 

classification schemes by the Japanese colonial racial framework during that time are 

still entrenched in the anthropological and historical literatures that exist even today in 

Korea (Pai 1999:356, 373). Since the first organized studies on the issue of the origin of 

the Korean people were started by Japanese scholars, the emergence of the Neolithic 

Chulmun pottery culture and the transition period from the Neolithic to the Bronze with 
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the appearance of a Mumun pottery style were all explained under the invasion theory, 

which emphasizes continuous racial changes in the Korean peninsula (Pai 2000:39, 

107). Before the 1960s when there were not many archaeological findings in Korea, 

Japanese archaeologists had excavated older lithic, pottery and agricultural evidence in 

Japan and consequently all major Korean cultural roots, such as rice and pottery, 

including human beings, were interpreted to be diffused and migrated through the 

Japanese archipelago (Im 1992). 

       The development of a more sophisticated perspective in Korean archaeology 

began after the Korean Liberation in 1945 and following the end of the Korean War in 

1953. Since the 1960s, archaeological findings in Korea have dramatically increased 

along with rapidly growing industrial development over the last half-century. And 

archaeology has been playing the major role of construing a new national history as its 

neighbor countries, China and Japan, which had already started the process at the 

beginning of the 20th century.  

       People in Korea believe that Japanese scholars were bent on showing that Korea 

was largely dominated by either Chinese or Japanese cultural traditions. In fact, 

archaeological and historical interpretation on the cultural history of ancient Korea by 

Japanese scholars was used as one of political reasons to justify the colonization of 

Korea by Japan for 36 years (Pai 1999). It eventually developed into a historical 

legitimacy to occupy Manchuria, in northeastern China. Korean scholars, who are 

educated after WWII, now insist that all of ancient history of Korea interpreted from 

Japanese historical viewpoints may have been distorted by imperial historians in Japan. 

Therefore, for a long time, many Korean scholars have tried to overcome these 
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distortions of the history of Korea. While a few scholars, mainly from North Korea, 

emphasized internal evolutionary process of the Korean origin since the 1960s, it was 

only in the 1980s that some south Korean scholars also asserted the uniqueness of the 

Korean ethnic origin and new alternative hypotheses have been introduced with a more 

nationalistic perspective (J. H. Lee 2010:167-168).  

       In the past decades, archaeological excavations from the Korean peninsula have 

produced many new archaeological materials, which have been used to argue that the 

old structure of the Korean prehistory by the Japanese scholars needs to be 

reinterpreted. Abundant archaeological findings have enabled Korean archaeologists to 

identify Korean prehistory and made their own interpretation. Interestingly enough, it is 

now the turn of some Korean scholars who have argued the connotation that major 

protohistoric cultural root of the archipelago is from the Korean peninsula to be 

vindicated (see Im 1999; Y. H. Han 1997; W. Y. Kim 1986). All kinds of historical 

controversies between Japanese and Korean scholars have continued and the issues 

that resulted in academia have caused and created political tensions between the two 

countries. Currently, some have also argued that strong nationalistic views could have 

created another distortion on its prehistory and many have emphasized that more 

various methodological and theoretical frameworks for archaeological works need to be 

applied in Korean archaeology (J. I. Kim 2012:212). 

Northeastern Project (Dongbei Gongcheng) 

       Another newly created circumstance linking the close relation between archaeology 

(and history) and politics has occurred in East Asian region. As described in this work, it 

is apparent that Northeastern China, especially the extended Manchurian region was 

the cultural contact regions for Chinese, Siberian and Korean throughout the prehistoric 
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periods, and even the Japanese scholars tried to connect their ancestral line from the 

region for its national archaeological purpose. This cross-cultural contact within the 

Manchurian region was fostered by non-material and material exchanges throughout 

the prehistoric-and historic periods, and all kinds of trading activities for goods and 

ideas happened without strong restricted political boundaries up to only a century ago.      

       Because many archaeologists have noticed strong connection of archaeological 

material cultures between the Korean peninsula and Manchuria (Im 1999; Nelson 

1995a, 2004), Manchuria has been involved in many archaeological arguments with 

Korea regarding the ethnic and cultural identity of the region. While it is indicated that 

early Neolithic cultures from central China did not share much cultural similarity with the 

Chulmun culture in Korea (Im 1999), pottery styles from Manchuria and Korea share 

many similar attributes on potteries, such as motif and flat bottom. The presence of talc 

in the pottery clay from both areas is reported (Im 1999). Other common material 

records, such as, stone and bronze swords and daggers, stone murals, and dolmens, 

are also found (Jo 2001, 2003; J. B. Kim 1975, 1987; D. H. Lee 2002; Nelson 1993, 

1995a; K. W. Oh 2003).  

       Some written history books from China also describe possible migration processes 

of peoples from Manchuria to inside the peninsula. The Korean public and many 

scholars believe that the people who migrated described in written history books should 

be considered as direct ancestral line of the current Korean people.  

       Currently, this kind of archaeological issues in East Asia is sometimes connected 

with current political agendas among all three countries, although archaeologists do not 

want to be involved in the situation directly. However, it is clear that archaeological 



259 

studies could have been transformed into potential threat for the countries. This poses a 

dilemma for archaeologists in the region. According to the reference from some school 

text books in Korea, the Korean Bronze period is now dated between 4,000 and 3,500 

BP: it was between 3,500 and 3,000 BP. Tangun, who was a king of a county, called 

Kochosun (=old Chosun or Tangun Chosun, or pronounced Kochoson or Gojoseon), in 

the western side of Manchuria and was just regarded as a mythological entity, is 

officially considered as the part of the Korean ethnic ancestor in South Korea, while 

North Korean archaeology has been dealing with Tangun as a reality in the history of 

Korea since the Korean liberation in 1945 (see J. H. Lee 2010:60, 172-196).   

       Based on Chinese history books, the region of Manchuria was one of the active 

regions of the Kochosun which has been considered as the earliest ancient proto-

kingdom in Korea. According to some ancient history books from China and Korea, 

Koguryo (=Goguryo) was one of the predecessor kingdoms of the Kochosun and its 

political power covered Manchuria and the northern Korean peninsula until its collapse 

brought on by the allied forces of the Kingdom of Silla in Korea and Tang China in AD 

668. Most Korean and Chinese scholars generally view the identity of the historic period 

kingdom Koguryo as one of the ancestor lines of modern Koreans and no one in 

modern-day North and South Korean peoples questions the cultural identity of the 

Koguryo society and sees it as a foreign heritage (Y. J. Pak 1999:613).        

       The initial controversy over the historical ownership of Koguryo might have been 

initiated through the 1990s after establishing diplomatic relations between the two 

countries in 1992. Since many heritage sites of Koguryo are located in China, it was 

good news for Korean scholars who had very limited access to the Koguryo relics. As Y. 
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J. Pak stated that while “the Chinese influence is always highlighted in most Chinese 

interpretation, whereas indigenous developments are emphasized by the Koreans” 

(1999:617) on the history of Koguryo, “The greater the South Korean interest in 

anything related to Koguryo, the less eager the Chinese are to loosen up their tight 

control of information about Koguryo and the cultural relics of Koguryo inside their 

territory” (1999:616). 

       As seen in this work, the history of Manchuria in China has a potential possibility of 

conflicted result of politics of identity in the region of East Asia. Growing contested 

views on the interpretations on the identity of Koguryo between Korea and China have 

increased. And in 2002, the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences officially included the 

history of Koguryo as one of the ancient kingdoms of China. According to the study from 

China’s Northeast Asia Project, North Korean history could be part of the Chinese 

(Gries 2005:5, see also Seo 2008). As a result, one of the official movements in South 

Korea was an action that includes the story of Tangun and Kochosun as official history, 

not as mythology. Recently, another research report from the project was published 

indicating that the total length of the Great Wall of China has been significantly 

extended after adding the Koguryo’s line of fortresses.  

       As has been stated, Manchuria has been involved in sensitive archaeological and 

historical issues between China and Korea on the interpretation of the ethnic identities 

of the people who used to live in the region. Since the more detailed arguments about 

these are beyond the purpose of this dissertation, arguments related to the specific 

topics are not discussed further, regardless that all these topics could be directly 

extended and connected to the topic of transition periods from the Neolithic to the 
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Bronze. All these movements are indications of rising nationalism in the region. Since 

disagreements on the cultural identity of prehistoric and historic societies will likely 

continue or even be expanded due to nationalist archaeology in East Asian regions, 

political tensions among the countries’ politicians might be increased as well. As stated 

in this work, while East Asian archaeology has been involve into the politics of identity, 

this is that one of good examples of how archaeological works of  the Neolithic period 

and Bronze periods in this region could potentially mislead and misuse.  

The Future of National Archaeology in Korea 

       As reviewed above, archaeological study is commonly connected to the process of 

constructing the history of national identity in the East Asia region. As S. R. Choi 

(2004:278) clearly described, one of the main goals of archaeological studies in Korea 

is to trace the culture history of Korean people in East Asia. Although archaeologists are 

the ones who can accomplish the goal of the prehistoric time period, “this often puts 

them at odds with the political realities of the present, in which archaeology is too often 

seen as a tool for documenting a continuity of group ethnicity of nationality that may 

never have existed” (Gillespie 2002:15). Similarly while archaeology can be “in an 

advantageous position to use material evidence to provide more rigorous and incisive 

explanations for human behavior of the past and present” (Schiffer 1992:43), this 

position sometimes places archaeologists in a dilemma, especially for regions wherein 

nationalism in archaeology has strongly existed in the academia.  

       While archaeology is strengthened and condemned at the same time by its method 

to generalize large-scale spatial regularities as representative of long-term historical 

trends, archaeologists have acknowledged that these regularities might be the remains 

of human behavior (Barrett 2001). As discussed in this chapter, one of the potential 
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byproducts of this step will be the cross spatial and temporal surveys by archaeological 

works, which may generate some levels of disputes among scholars with different 

nationalities and the results could eventually serve as political propaganda for the 

nationalist movement (Mackerras 1995:178). Hodder (1982) therefore claims that since 

material culture is more than a simple reflection of ecological adaptation to the 

environment but is an active element in group relations that can both disguise and 

reflect social organization and ideology, focusing on a comprehensive internal study of 

the archaeological record and recognizing the ability for individuals to consciously 

shape their own culture in archaeology would be the necessary methodological and 

theoretical approaches in archaeology.  

       It is undeniable that nationalistic archaeology in Korea has played a very important 

role in the developments of all aspects of the modern history of Korea. However, it is 

now time to discuss the latent negative characteristics of it not only for the sake of future 

of Korean societies but also all countries in East Asia. 

       The topic of origin of the Koreans is not popularly discussed among scholars who 

study the Neolithic archaeology because of many arguments regarding possible 

limitedness of archaeological approaches on identity studies. While growing attention 

has been paid to the social contexts and interactions whereby such different pottery 

stylistic groups were differently divided by Korean archaeologists, current Korean 

scholars have looked into some other features, such as technological and 

environmental factors and food productions in the Korean peninsula. Yet, there are 

others still using the results of the archaeological studies to stress the history of Korean 

national identity. Some radical organizations would not hesitate to use or even distort 
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any kinds of new studies to fuel its nationalism, if there is any kind of political concerns 

between neighboring countries (J. I. Kim 2012:211). Since the Korean public believe 

that the history of Korea was a political casualty of the strong nationalism in the region 

of East Asia, archaeological references have effectively worked to garner national 

attention to it.   

       Although the public in Korea have been paying a full attention toward disputed 

topics on archaeology and history and are “constantly bombarded by a flood of 

nationalistic messages” (Kwon and Kim 2011:93), a very limited number of people have 

been using the public archaeology program in Korea, as compared to that of the 

American system. According to Kwon and Kim (2011), a more balanced education 

emphasizing cultural relativism as much as ethnocentrism altogether has been provided 

in Korea. In fact, it is necessary to have more public programs or lectures emphasizing 

cultural relativism rather than reporting their own heritages.  

       One of the reasons why there are more ethnocentric styles of education in public 

archaeology in Korea might be the result of the treatment of archaeology and 

anthropology as totally separate disciplines in Korean academia. Thus cultural issues in 

archaeology are less discussed in public education. Regardless on whether Korean 

archaeology needs to consider, archaeology as anthropology, or not, enough 

arguments have to be provided on the theoretical perspective of concepts related to 

identity in anthropological archaeology.   

       It is expected to be more appreciation from the Korean public that the study of 

cultural identity in archaeological records would not be simple due to its arbitrary 

condition and is a complicated process. Regardless of the fact that there would always 
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be some institutions that would distort what archaeologists have worked on and 

misguide the public as well as the public media’s role to amplify nationalistic views on 

archaeological works (J. I. Kim 2012:210-211), well balanced and more intensive public 

education has to be constantly undertaken by scholars in Korea. As to the situation in 

East Asia, there is a strong indication of a new cold-war among nations in these 

regions. Aside from current pressing political issues, these regions are evidently 

grappling on issues related to historical ones. At present the role of scholars, especially 

archaeologists and historians is more vital than any other time. 

       Therefore, archaeologists have to provide more arguments on the theoretical 

perspective of some concepts related to identity in anthropological archaeology. As 

Arnold (1989:181) mentioned, they need to explain well how to justify that style that 

represents ethnic or social identity. According to Arnold, it should be started with 

“looking for the relationship of style (or artifacts) and society on the micro-level with the 

population of the artifact producers” (1989:181). More detailed approaches with more 

various theoretical arguments are needed to produce a more reliable understanding of 

the Korean prehistoric peoples and their cultures. This process should be followed by 

special focus on social context and its relationship with an agent in practice as much as 

on the objective function, style or meaning of an artifact (Barrett 2001). According to 

Barrett (2001), archaeologists need to pay attention to different levels of analysis to 

approach the material context that includes both their physical attributes and the 

meanings they evoke. This kind of holistic approach-which includes detailed information 

will eventually advance the cultural identification of a group or society in Korean 

archaeology.  
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       Based on many newly emphasized studies and discussions on reconstructing 

prehistoric ways of life, Korean archaeologists have more information regarding the 

regional groups based on not only pottery stylistic patterns but also other components 

that can be archaeologically extracted. Nevertheless, although many efforts have been 

applied on the subjects, all new findings and results from research arguments are still 

based on the regional studies from a pottery typological approach. 

       While anthropology and archaeology are infamously known as academic offshoots 

of colonialist enterprises in an effort to divide the west and primitive societies in Europe 

(Gosden 1999), it is cautiously questioned that if one of the reasons for keeping to 

emphasize untested pottery stylistic approach, which is the methodological foundation 

of the Korean Neolithic and Bronze period studies would be explained as the reason 

that the Japanese colonial archaeology inside Korean archaeology has not been 

discontinued yet. All epistemological foundation of Korean archaeological works such as 

early regional studies on the Neolithic and Bronze periods of Korea was structured 

during the colonial period by Japanese colonial archaeologists who heavily depended 

on relative pottery style dating; and it had played a good scheme to help Korean 

archaeologists develop further archaeological questions for the cultural studies in the 

periods. Since archaeology played a major part of the discussion of the formation of 

Korean national identity (as there were not much information from other related fields 

such as linguistics and physical anthropology), the typological groups from the pottery 

studies had provided a useful structure of describing and defining Neolithic and Bronze 

pottery groups in Korean archaeology. Archaeological studies after the Korean 

Liberation in 1948 were practiced by Korean scholars whose academic background was 
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strongly influenced by the Japanese professors. Consequently, early theoretical works 

on Korean studies had been strongly influenced by the perspective of the Imperial 

scholars of Japan. 

       This stylistic approach has been intact, and supported by strong relative dating 

approaches mostly based on seriation studies, although for the last decade, some 

Korean scholars have argued that its reliability should have been tested. While the 

conventional idea from the stylistic approach should have been tested by other 

archaeological approaches, many important aspects of the technofunctional aspects of 

pottery reported by archaeologists have been informed. 

       Although the result of this paper shows that spatial and temporal variations are 

found through group comparisons of certain technofunctional aspects on pottery, and 

therefore the traditional regional grouping for the Neolithic pottery cultures are still valid, 

it is strongly maintained that further tests with more sample data to verify if there were a 

chance that the models have been correct in its line of direction for the last more than a 

half century. The old fundamental premises that decorational stylistic variations in 

pottery assemblages reflect cultural differences and therefore are the best resources to 

determine cultural identities in archaeology need to be further verified.  

       With more sample data and extended works, technofunctional approach of pottery 

will be one of the appropriate ways to test previously accepted models related with the 

spread of Neolithic pottery cultures in Korea. As some attributes of stylistic approaches 

reflect cultural identity of pottery societies in the Korean Neolithic period, 

technofunctional attributes on pottery should indicate some kind of visible variation as 

well. Thus, current theories and hypotheses in archaeology in the region will be either 
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solidified or rethought after further works. This might give an occasion to broaden 

methodological and epistemological structures of Korean archaeological studies. Also 

the technofunctional approach could be utilized to expand other purposes. It is expected 

that further results will eventually aid on a better understanding on the correlation 

between stylistic and functional attributes on pottery. 

       Meanwhile, according to Stark (1998), there are several possible ways to improve 

understanding of the relationship between technological choices and social boundaries; 

more research on the nature of social boundaries and on the relationship between 

technical choices and material culture patterning, systematic long-term ethnographic 

research for examining special scales of social boundaries in the presence of their 

material expression, further adoption of extant theoretical frameworks to help 

archaeological researches, and finally particularistic approaches and unifying principles 

to understanding material patterning and social boundaries.  

Summary and Conclusion 

       There has been discussion on the relation between the development of 

archaeology and national history building process in East Asian countries. It is known 

that connecting the national identity from the past to present is not a simple but complex 

process. This chapter reviewed how archaeological data are frequently accentuated, 

elaborated and manipulated for nationalism. It has been well known that some social 

boundaries do not equate with modern ethnic boundaries, thus defining and identifying 

social or cultural boundary in archaeology will constantly be under debate among 

scholars. In addition, since it may not be possible to fully understand identity in 

prehistoric material culture, material remains from the past must be carefully 

investigated to infer on contemporary identity issues.  
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       Since national archaeology with political implications is commonly occurring in East 

Asian countries, the end result is a prevalence of nationalistic interpretation on their 

respective past histories; for instance, because many archaeological works in Korea are 

practiced by institutions that are dependent on government support, “political conditions 

rather than scholarly goals have frequently dictated the scope and subject matter of 

such studies” (Pai 2000:19). While this dilemma and situation of archaeology and 

archaeologists are facing will continue, it will be a matter of ethics on the part of the 

individual archaeologist in dealing with archaeological interpretation. One possible way 

to rise above the growing political tension with regards to past historic matters among 

countries in East Asia will be dependent on the efforts of scholars in the region. They 

must hold regular academic meetings, ideally, involve more international scholars to 

further broaden and imbue objective viewpoints on subject matters.  

       It has been a trend of many Old World countries (for their own political purposes) of 

using the origin history of sedentism, agriculture and pottery to pursue and connect 

them to the major initial moment of budding cultural identity of modern national histories. 

At the same time, there is no archaeologist who supports the idea that identifying 

cultural groups solely on the basis of archaeological evidence could be a conclusive 

process of constructing national identities. Therefore, inordinate emphasis on the 

decorative markers on pottery in East Asian regions needs to be altered. In the case of 

Korean archaeology, it is time to look back whether there is any issue or problem on the 

old traditional approaches in Korean archaeology and it has been a while since Korean 

archaeologists have reviewed it. And, because it is expected that there will be better 

ways to improve the reasons to believe in what is seen and thought about, 
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methodological and epistemological broadness should also be followed. 

Technofunctional approach is therefore one of the methods that can be used to 

effectively test previous models and theories on the spatial connections among different 

decoration styles on pottery and to add more enlightening discussions on the 

relationship among different pottery cultures.      
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CHAPTER 10 
CONCLUSION 

       One of the main research goals of this study is to examine the nature of transitional 

periods from the Chulmun to the Mumun pottery periods in Korea by emphasizing 

technofunctional attributes of pottery that have not been sufficiently utilized in Korean 

archaeology. Several topics and issues that are related to the main topic of this work 

have been discussed in the previous chapters. 

       While abundant pottery data recovered from many different archaeological sites for 

the Neolithic and Bronze periods in Korea exist, only two archaeological sites with 

pottery assemblages dating from the middle Neolithic to early Bronze periods were 

selected for the sample data. As mentioned, conventional Korean archaeologists have 

depended heavily on stylistic patterns of pottery in deliberating on the topics related to 

the transitional periods. While some efforts to investigate changes of subsistence 

patterns from the periods have been practiced recently, almost all debates related to the 

topics are fundamentally depended on the archaeological works which conventionally 

relied on stylistic differences in pottery.  

       Because this study explored the possibility of more extended use of 

technofunctionally related attributes on pottery, this research has employed 

anthropological pottery methods combining stylistic and functional attributes of pottery. 

One of the main purposes of this study was to test whether pottery variations based on 

decorations and forms of pottery are the best source of data for inferring the culture 

identities of prehistoric societies. Thus, this dissertation work had two main tasks. The 

first was to apply a technofunctional approach to the analysis of the pottery data from 

two Korean Neolithic sites to reevaluate their regional variations. The second objective 
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was to propose that there are many theoretical and methodological benefits to applying 

technofunctional aspects of pottery on Korean archaeology.  

       Two things have apparently been stressed throughout the previous chapters. First, 

there are multiple aspects that have to be considered in determining the cultural identity 

of any prehistoric society. Second, decoration on pottery could not be considered a 

flawless and accurate aspect in reflecting the cultural identity of any society. Decoration 

on pottery could be a most excellent attribute easily visualized but it would also be a 

most decisive characteristic. All possible approaches must be considered to understand 

any cultural identity of prehistoric societies.  

       Because this research has emphasized further possible utilization of the 

technofunctional attributes of pottery, the method has been used to test the hypothesis; 

‘Korean Neolithic pottery groups divided by their stylistic patterns might have been 

homologous with those divided by the technofunctional aspects of pottery.’ The result of 

this work is expected to illustrate that the technofunctional attributes of pottery from the 

sample data vary significantly among regional groups and through time. While this work 

could give evidence for more precise relations between style and function on the 

material cultures, it also gives an opportunity to reevaluate the epistemological bases 

for understanding the relationship between cultural identity and archaeological records.  

       This study arose out of the sense that certain cultural changes were caused by 

active, conscious human behaviors. And this could not be explained adequately by 

traditional normative migration and diffusion theories from the culture history viewpoints. 

The results indicate that the two traditional typologically separated regional pottery 

groups also show enough regional variations to be considered as separated groups in 
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the comparison analysis from the technofunctionally related attributes of pottery. It is 

also observed that there is no strong indication of possible abrupt and radical changes 

on the stylistic and technofunctional attributes of the pottery between the Neolithic and 

Bronze data in the same site, although the change from the Neolithic to Bronze periods 

in Korean archaeology was popularly interpreted and described either as a result of the 

human migrations or cultural diffusions or a combination of both. Based on the results of 

the present research, it is possible to say that the stylistic approach on the Korean 

pottery studies is valid. The result of this work could be one of the evidence to support 

the validity of the studies using the stylistic approach on the Korean Neolithic and 

Bronze Age pottery cultures. In addition, along with providing this kind of result, there 

could be an increase on the reliability for the material aspect in the question of identity 

boundaries. 

       In order to get broader and more accurate understanding of the relations among 

regional groups and the nature of the transitional periods from the Neolithic to Bronze 

periods, larger bodies of representative data are necessary. And one obvious thing is 

that the technofunctional approach will be providing new results that cannot be achieved 

by stylistic analyses alone. Whether the information derived from this study is useful to 

describe overall Korean Neolithic life ways that might show similar patterns of pottery 

attributes, it would be more feasible to gather more results of similar studies from other 

regional pottery groups in the future.  

Archaeology as Anthropology in Korean Archaeology? 

       While archaeologists have traditionally focused on recovering, analyzing, and 

interpreting the remains of the past, archaeology has long ties to another social science 

discipline, and that is history. According to Taylor (1948), who distinguished the 
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difference among history, anthropology, and archaeology, all historical disciplines 

establish problems, gather data, order data, and then search for relationships among 

data. In American anthropology, Boas added one more step, searching for regularities. 

Taylor (1948) also maintained that what archaeology had been doing is nothing more 

than a set of techniques and methods for collecting and organizing data but the 

archaeologist has the choice to search for relationships between data as in historical 

sciences or regularities and processes as in anthropology. 

       When Phillip Phillips (1955:246-247) famously stated, “New World archaeology is 

anthropology or it is nothing,” he obviously asserted that the archaeologists should have 

had similar theoretical arguments and questions as anthropologists. Since then, 

archaeologists have argued that archaeology needed “functional interpretation” to 

describe archaeological records as a result of cultural and social aspects of life and 

therefore it should incorporate itself with other social sciences, in particular 

anthropology (Phillips 1955; Willey and Phillips 1958). Most current New World 

archaeologists would agree that this step was necessary for their studies and more 

attention to the element of human behavior in archaeology has been emphasized since 

then. The concept of culture now links archaeology to anthropology (Flannery 1982; 

Phillips 1955).    

       As Taylor critiqued some issues in American archaeology in 1948, it would be 

possible to apply some of his criticisms to conventional Korean archaeology; the works 

being done are concerned mainly with the creation of culture histories and does not get 

to the full potential that archaeological record can provide. Taylor criticized culture 

historians of the early 20th century for focusing too much on collecting data to 
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reconstruct culture histories. As introduced in Chapter 5, since culture history was a 

humanistic approach to the study of the archaeological record (that was mainly 

interested in determining who lived where and when), it described cultures in terms of 

the artifacts produced and believed that culture change was mainly based on diffusion 

and migration. Therefore typologies and chronologies for temporal and spatial variations 

were strongly emphasized in making comparisons. However, the way of describing 

technologies in detail and focusing on the construction of prehistoric cultures lost its 

popularity among anthropological archaeologists after the strong statement by Phillips in 

1955 and since then they have been guarded in interpreting similarities found on the 

archaeological records as ethnic connections. While they have shown less interest in 

technological and chronological studies on material cultures, archaeologists has given 

increased attention to more holistic approaches and a theoretical framework for 

explanations (Stark 1998:3-4).  

       Throughout the history of Korean archaeology, many approaches have been used 

in an attempt to better understand prehistoric cultures. The culture historic approach 

was employed during the formative years of Korean archaeology and a great deal of 

material culture was described using this method of study. At the same time, when 

Korean archaeology were still in a certain way dominated by the culture history 

approach, there have been many newly introduced methods and theories in world 

archaeology and many of them have been applied by Korean archaeologists. Although 

much of the research done using a culture history approach was systematic and useful 

to understanding prehistoric material culture, none of it employed the scientific method 

that can be tested by subsequent studies (J. S. Kim 2003a:6). Even so, Korean 
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archaeology has been applying newly introduced methods and theories for its studies, 

rather than doing simple description of the archaeological record and ordering of past 

events in time and space. However, one of the actualities that have not changed much 

is that the main models and theories suggested by the culture history school have not 

been scientifically tested and challenged or supported, and yet it is still being used to 

define the sequences and spatial distribution of past events as a foundation for most 

studies in Korean archaeology today. 

       It’s been more than sixty years ago that Taylor (1948) argued that archaeologists 

need to gather all kinds of archaeological remains as much as possible from 

archaeological sites to infer culture change and prehistoric human behavior through 

internal aspects of archaeological sites. According to him, it is necessary for 

archaeologists to pay an equal amount of attention to all artifacts and how they are 

interrelated. He further stated that within each artifact the spatial distribution, formal 

properties and evidence of how it was created and used should be considered in 

analysis. The material must then be combined to learn as much as possible about the 

site’s inhabitants. The need for a more holistic interpretation of archaeological data, 

along with the drawing together of all aspects of investigation, have been continuously 

emphasized and recently taken more seriously by Korean archaeologists.  

       As mentioned in Chapter 5, Western archaeology has been focusing on the 

causality of culture change along with emphasizing the overall reconstruction of the life-

ways of prehistoric societies, applying social theories from its neighboring fields for 

archaeological studies to make a stronger bond between archaeology and 

anthropology. While Hodder (1982) claims that if any interpretation is to be made about 
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prehistoric social organization or ideology, the archaeological record must be examined 

in total, not in a piecemeal fashion that has previously been acceptable in processual 

studies. Many concepts in archaeological theory are being applied in getting insights on 

social organization and belief systems. Based on this perspective and process, Western 

archaeologists have tried to improve their arguments along with adding and testing new 

archaeological methods and theories in their studies.  

        In general, most of the newly introduced methodological approaches in 

archaeology have been initiated and practiced relatively quickly on the Korean 

archaeological issues including the applied natural and hard sciences. However, 

movement has been very slow in using anthropological archaeology theories to interpret 

archaeological records. There are several things to be considered as the reasons for 

that. First of all, although archaeology is often included with anthropology or history in 

the same department worldwide, archaeology, history and anthropology are different 

fields in Korean academia. Traditionally, however, archaeology was not a separate field 

from history because the Korean Bronze Age period is overlapped with the historical 

period. And many Korean archaeologists contended more efforts should be made to 

make archaeology an independent department. And it was not a long time ago that 

archaeology is regarded as a completely different academic discipline from the 

department of history (S. R. Choi 1998, 2004).  

       Archaeology and anthropology are more clearly divided in different academic 

disciplines. Korean archaeologists are less likely to be exposed to anthropological 

studies and thus less likely to use in their research. Due to the long dependence on the 

culture history approach in Korean archaeology, putting more effort to broaden its 
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academic topics was not an urgent matter for Korean archaeologists for a long time. 

And in reality, it is not even easy for a very limited number of archaeologists in Korea to 

do the traditional culture history school’s task as archaeological data has been 

increasingly mounting over the last several decades. Currently, some Korean 

archaeologists have argued the need to apply ideological arguments (e.g. Shin 2004), 

which is popularly discussed in Western archaeological theories, on Korean 

archaeology. There is also some argument on the necessity to cautiously apply western 

archaeological theories into Korean archaeological studies.  

       C. H. Kim (2006:98) insisted that adapting Western anthropological theories to 

study religious belief in Korean archaeology is not proper due to the different 

background of cultural developments in history between Korea and the Western world. 

According to Kim, Korean archaeologists need to construct and make their own theories 

based on their own archaeological evidence. Although it would be hard to argue against 

his claim, the development of Korean-specific theory has not been forthcoming. Kim’s 

comment clearly implies the situation of Korean archaeologists’ pressing-need to do 

further discussion regarding the future direction of their archaeological works. As he 

said, if they could propose a new theory, it will be a great contribution of Korean 

archaeology on the study of anthropological archaeology. However it is not inevitable for 

them to make their own theory-oriented works without doing the procedure of reviewing 

and assessing other theories. While archaeological questions have broadened in 

Western archaeology and multidisciplinary approaches are more popular, one of the 

main reasons in the application of theories from other fields is to produce more reliable 

explanations on cultures in the history of human societies.   
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       It is obvious that Western archaeology should not or would not be a template for the 

future of Korean archaeology and Korean archaeologists do not need to be one of 

proponents for archaeology as anthropology (see S. R. Choi 2004). In the last 60 years, 

Korean archaeology has produced an extensively published, intensively examined 

archaeological record. In the meantime, most theoretical concepts and arguments from 

Western archaeology have been introduced and applied in the Korean archaeologist’s 

works. But it is not possible for Korean archaeologists to discuss all intensely like what 

the Western archaeologists have done because the numbers of archaeologists in Korea 

are limited.  

       While Hodder suggests “to look at objects by themselves is really not archaeology” 

(Hodder 1991:4), it has been argued that real archaeological concerns should be with 

the meanings behind the material culture (Meskell 1999). If Korean archaeologists 

would agree with the statement above, it might be at least a necessary step to ask what 

the future statement of purpose in Korean archaeology may be. Then, it will be easy to 

focus on what should be done in archaeological studies without any concerns as to their 

place in Korean academia. According to S. R. Choi (2004:274, 278), who also argued 

that Korean archaeology should have had more fundamental discussions on some 

topics, such as the purpose and identity of Korean archaeology, and its method and 

theory, there are three things that have been considered as main research purposes in 

Korean archaeology: (1) reconstructing past culture from material records as the 

general purpose of archaeology; (2) studying the origin of Korean culture; and (3) 

studying “the territory of Korea and the relationship with the foreign culture” (Choi 

2004:305). Choi (2004:305) said further that, “Korean archaeology did not get out of the 
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traditional archaeology”. Inherently, the area that has not been discussed enough is 

epistemological work in archaeology. As mentioned in Chapter 5, some fundamental 

concepts should be discussed more to approach cultural identity of material culture, and 

not go the same way as the old culture history school that heavily emphasized    

reconstructing prehistoric societies and tracing the origin of their ancestral history.     

       Korean archaeologists have been trying to develop methods for studying changes 

in material cultures, as others have been doing worldwide. Archaeologists in Korea 

meanwhile realized the limitedness of their theories, which emphasizing migration and 

diffusion, along with some ecological processes. Less blame can be leveled that they 

focus too much on reconstructing the prehistoric cultures in Korea since it is one of the 

main goals in archaeology. However, it is clear that while they have tried to apply newly 

introduced methods from Western archaeology to improve their approach, there is a 

limit that they could reach in terms of archaeological explanation. The example from 

Western archaeology has been explained already throughout this study. Regardless of 

what Korean archaeologists want or not, it is time that they have more discourses 

regarding epistemological works and theoretical discussions on anthropological 

archaeology. If they want to improve their arguments, more theoretical discussions on 

identity in archaeology are essential in Korean archaeology. 

       While it is not long ago that diffusion theory was solely used as one of the 

archaeological theory to describe and explain all kinds of cultural activities from 

archaeological records (S. R. Choi 1998:235), currently various archaeological methods 

and theories have been introduced into Korean archaeology. S. R. Choi (2004:292) said 

that it may not be a good idea to apply post processual approach on Korean 
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archaeology at the moment because Korean archaeology is still too naïve to wholly 

digest its approach. But he also stated that a traditional approach in Korean 

archaeology could be improved step by step along with efforts of Korean archaeologists 

to find some selected useful method and theory that they can apply for their research 

topics. It has been shown that without additional discussions on major anthropological 

archaeological concepts such as culture and other related subjects introduced or 

discussed in this dissertation work, it is very difficult to make a strong argument on 

many archaeological issues and topics in Korea archaeology. Besides, because it 

cannot be explained well, developing theories would not be an easy task as well. 

Identity, Nationalism and Ethic 

       As discussed in Chapter 9, while all identity related studies seem to be related to 

the subjective perspectives of scholars and their own particular research contexts, 

identity including nationality and ethnicity is just as political in that it has been used 

purposely to link modern people, material culture, and historical remains in a direct 

historical-political agenda (Kohl 1998; Meskell 2002). While many archaeologists 

applying agency/practice theories currently agree that materiality is just one of the social 

systems (Barrett 2001) and the material culture at an archaeological site is not static 

(Meskell 2002), multiple meanings and conclusions can be made from the material 

culture through the researcher’s own lens (Meskell 2002). Archaeological work therefore 

may be manipulated for nationalistic intentions regardless of the fact that ethnicity, 

which is grounded and shaped by agents and their practices, is difficult to be 

constructed in archaeology because of its situational and relational characteristics. Thus, 

archaeological works affecting the construction processes of historical lineages and 

land claims could be a question of ethics (Jones 1996; Kohl 1998; Meskell 2002).  
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       Therefore, since there is always a chance that archaeological works could have 

been used to mislead the public for political purposes, regardless of the original 

intensions of archaeologists, there is now a growing phenomenon throughout East Asia 

wherein the individual countries in the region has tried to emphasize national heritage or 

history for their internal or external political purposes. The way that the past has been 

interpreted has directly affected not only the academic, but also the political and 

economic aspects of current countries in East Asia, as proven by increased disputes 

and tensions based on controversial historical issues among neighboring countries. 

Indeed, this could be a potentially serious threat in the region (see Gries 2005; Gries 

2009 et al.; Seo 2008). 

       There are many possible factors that archaeologists need to consider in tracing 

identity in material records; for instance how to define and trace multi-origins of the 

traditions in the same cultural group or single origin of the tradition that possibly evolved 

from different cultural groups. It might be necessary to have at least some shared 

common methods and theories that can be discussed among archaeologists around the 

world for their studies. And, while at least some collective ethic from the discipline exist 

among them, any archaeological topics for cross regional researches could be 

discussed together among the regionally related archaeologists at the regular basis 

which could encourage more archaeologists from other regions to participate in the 

discussion.  

       Although it may be obvious that the outcome will be always be under debate among 

them, this process should be continued until more archaeological data are accumulated 

from different spatial and temporal groups which will eventually be used to give clear 
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ideas on any issues. Although there will never be any perfect solution because 

archaeologists cannot seem to free themselves from their unconscious biases of their 

own background (Kohl 1998; Meskell 2002), and even if archaeology in the region can 

not be separated with the national archaeology, archaeologists in the region need to try 

to find a way to loosen the tension and avoid further political coercion in the East Asian 

region. 

Significance, Limitations and Recommendations 

       In the last decade, there are tremendous amounts of newly reported archaeological 

data from South Korea, and many studies emphasizing paleoclimates and substance 

patterns have been introduced. It has been known that the best way to approach any 

archaeological issues related to a genealogy of past material practices is a synthetic 

approach and environmental factor is one of core fabrics affecting changes in material 

records. Since more observations from paleoecological data will be essential to make 

connections with settlements and overall subsistence patterns, or ecological 

background of the sites, further attention on the paleoenvironmental data in archaeology 

is necessary for a more detailed documentation of local environmental changes that can 

be directly linked in time and space to human responses.  

       One of the benefits in applying anthropological archaeological theories is that the 

scale of archaeological investigation can be broadened, many current archaeologists 

agree that broad viewpoints including both micro and macro perspectives on temporal 

and spatial levels should be considered in all archaeological researches; historical 

perspective through time is necessary to study the human condition and history in 

archaeology because people’s relationships to the material world could have been 

different in different spatial location as well as in different temporal frame (McGlade 
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1999, see also Bailey 1983:180-181). This is essential to infer any changes and 

causalities from material records. However, without social theories, this process in 

archaeology cannot be completed. At the same time, more emphasis on individuals and 

micro-scale processes in archaeology have required the necessary use of 

anthropological approaches to properly analyze the material record in archaeology 

because anthropology has provided detailed knowledge of the peoples’ notion of world 

at present (Barrett 2001; Gosden 1999; Meskell 2002).  

       Although some Korean archaeologists have already tried to use household 

materials from archaeological sites for a micro level research, rather than conventionally 

concerning themselves only on the macro level for regional and temporal comparisons, 

more attempts with this micro level approach should be practiced as much as for the 

macro level studies with strong supporting anthropological theories (see B. C. Kim 

2006). This effort in trying to increase understanding of the household, which is the 

basic social and economic organizational unit in human societies, needs to be 

continued and expanded in Korean archaeology (Deal and Hagstrum 1994; Hirth 1993; 

Hodder 1985; Sanders 1993). Since as mentioned in Chapter 5, there is a lack of 

understanding of the individual’s role in his or her own culture, and the effect that the 

human mind and will can have on culture change, it is now time to start hypothesizing 

the function of individual agency and the nature of identity and ideology all together in 

Korean archaeological records. As Rye said, there is the need to assume that 

“prehistoric potters were problem solvers as well as artists” (Rye 1976:135). This 

perspective therefore needs to be discussed further as much as other external factors 

such as environments in Korean archaeology. Essentially, all this processes could make 
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Korean archaeologists eventually pursue some other anthropological issues such as 

kinship and gender in the household and community, if they wish (see Crown 1999; 

David and Hennig 1972; DeBoer 2001; Sassaman and Rudolphi 2001).  

       Because there should have been more theoretical foundations to explain and 

support their findings from these approaches, it is repeated here again that there is an 

imperative need to recognize the important interrelationships between archaeology and 

anthropology in order to extend possible approaches and to maximize potential 

achievements in Korean archaeology. While anthropological archaeology studies have 

investigated many aspects of prehistoric life ways such as trade, gender, ethnicity, 

migration, function, technology, and chronology through pottery analyses, it should be 

reiterated that Korean archaeology needs to have some theories for approaching 

broader archaeological questions on the pottery studies in Korea.  

       While most of the site reports in Korean archaeology normally include many 

valuable macroscopic and metric information of found artifacts, it is strongly believed 

that even those are ready to be used for attribute information of pottery and could be 

further utilized to provide some reliable archaeological meanings of material cultures in 

Korean archaeology. In addition, further detailed studies of technofunctional aspects, 

regarding the relations among each attribute and possible connections to functional 

contributes, on pottery could provide complementary indications that can help in 

inferring the overall subsistence patterns of the prehistoric societies. This study focused 

only on general comparisons between site and site or among inter-regional to inter-

regional for broader comparisons. However, more detailed studies for the relations 

between or among attributes such as between potteries with firing marks and their 
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metric data, between groups divided by height into two or three separated ones as 

small, medium and tall, and their decoration patterns, and between decorations and 

forms or any other results by macroscopic data, may be able to produce more results to 

explain the relations among regional and inter-regional pottery groups through time and 

more questions regarding human behaviors that can also be approached from the 

sample data. These kinds of possible researches could be done with technofunctional 

studies in the Korean archaeology in the future.       

       It should be admitted that some research findings on this dissertation work could 

have been limited by a number of difficulties, in particular a lack of proper statistical 

controls due to small sample sizes. More data from other regional groups in Korea 

would have produced further detailed arguments on the issues discussed in this work. 

Further effort in the future eventually could help archaeologists to determine if it was 

caused by local innovation, migration or diffusion processes (after producing more 

results of various analytical comparisons to compare these to other materiality in 

archaeology for more comprehensive evaluation); for instance, all analyzed results from 

the technofunctional attributes can be intensively used to compare with all previous 

studies based on stylistic approaches. In that case, the meaning of regional and 

chronological changes and patterns on pottery decorations can provide more clues for 

various interpretations that can be tested, reevaluated and improved by upcoming 

scholars. As a result, Korean archaeology could be methodologically and theoretically 

benefited by broadening a range of strategies that Korean archaeologists use to 

strengthen knowledge claims.  
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       Therefore, while Korean archaeology needs “to be making an effort to muscle more 

useful information out of existing measures and to exercise more creative problem-

solving ability from pottery studies” (Rice 1996:188), further utilization of the 

technofunctional data on pottery would be one of the efforts. Accumulation of more 

technofunctional studies using a cross-regional and temporal approach by both 

quantitative and qualitative methods to produce a variety of hypothesis and eventually 

to test them could help to explain the reason for the variability and eventually shed new 

light on the study of Korean prehistoric pottery. 

       There is no doubt that pottery study has played in a major role in Korean 

archaeology although its potential capability has not yet been exploited enough. 

The chronological system based on the stylistic inspection could not be disregarded in 

the study of pottery in archaeology because it has helped to demonstrate culture 

connections between sites and to establish an outline of relative change and stability of 

cultural patterns within and between sites. Korean pottery studies applying the 

technofunctional approach as an incorporating method for the stylistic approach could 

aid archaeologists in making better comparative studies and eventually provide more 

visible social boundaries among prehistoric pottery societies in Korea.  

       Along with all newly introduced studies emphasizing paleoenvironmental and 

subsistence patterns, the pottery study combining both stylistic and technofunctional 

approaches will be more promising in producing more reliable explanations. Along with 

combining and extending micro and macro levels of scales for spatial and temporal 

perspectives, theoretical and methodological arguments on pottery studies in Korean 

archaeology also could be broadened. Therefore, one of the goals for Korean 
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archaeology that has been discussed, standing as one independent discipline in Korean 

academia, should be reconfirmed by this kind of efforts. Eventually all these efforts will 

make it easy to have a more reliable culture history of Korean prehistoric periods which 

can be a big contribution in archaeology.  

       The studies for the Chulmun and Mumun pottery based on the stylistic approach 

have been ruled as the center for all kinds of related issue in the Korean Neolithic and 

Bronze periodic studies. However, so many issues are still under debate and 

accordingly it is hard to produce stronger theories and models that would have to be 

challenged and modified later. This process could have been carried out by an attempt 

to test or verify the validity of a typological dividing method for the regional Korea 

Neolithic cultures. Again, the technofunctional approach will be a good tool to try the 

process to produce a more scientific approach and testable arguments that could be 

shared with all archaeologists in the world.  

       It is obvious that there are always possible failures in subjective judgment in the 

process of a technofunctional analysis as much as shown in a stylistic approach; for 

instance, a sherd or partially reconstructed pot cannot indicate precisely whether there 

is a decoration or not, or if there is no evidence of sooting or other firing marks for 

cooking. As Braun (1980:177) argued that generally since bigger and larger potteries 

could be broken easily, they would produce more numbers of rim-sherds and this 

therefore would make the potteries overrepresented in a sample data. However, these 

kinds of issues have always existed not only in technofunctional studies but also in 

stylistic studies as well (see Orton 1993:208-9). Nevertheless, it is an undeniable fact 
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that many potential distortions in the pottery studies would always exist regardless of 

enormous efforts by archaeologists. 

       Although this study has not done enough on inferring functional perspectives on 

pottery from the sample data, this work provides a regional overview of stylistic 

variability and technofunctional aspects of pottery for archaeologists to help in defining 

archaeological units and eventually to solidify the structure of archaeological knowledge. 

Therefore, the result from this study could be used as a regional research data on the 

relations between style and function on pottery as well as expanding discourses 

regarding cultural identity, ethnicity and nationality.    

       Since there is a language barrier between scholars in Korea and other countries in 

the world, it is wished that this work also provides foreign scholars a good opportunity to 

review Korean archaeological works. Therefore, the results introduced in this work could 

be shared as one of the regional examples for similar studies. With the limited number 

of researchers, Korean archaeologists have constantly done great work to advance 

Korean archaeology. This ongoing effort by Korean archaeologists would provide them 

a better opportunity to be the part of world archaeology. As introduced in Chapter 9, 

Korean archaeology should have had more feedback process in archaeology from other 

parts of the world to create and share common academic purposes in archaeology. 

       To sum up, it has been discussed throughout this work that while the main focus 

archaeologists have to work with is material culture, it is difficult to determine the 

cultural identity of a society without knowledge of other aspects including languages and 

material culture of people and without the ability to observe the people in action, 

because identity itself is fluid and can be changed or multiplied depending upon the 
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situation due to its non-static nature. And since it has been shown in many works that 

both tangible and intangible elements, style and function, on material records need to 

be considered for the archaeological studies on identity, it recommended that 

anthropological archaeology theories related to the subject need to be further discussed 

in Korean archaeology and that process could be resulted on the benefits for both 

Korean and world archaeology. It should be emphasized that caution must be exercised 

in studying the concept of ‘identity’ especially in East Asian archaeology, wherein strong 

political implications of the concept have raised controversy in the archaeological 

studies. 

       The pottery stylistic approach has helped the structure of the Korean Neolithic 

study and it is certain that it will do so in the future as well. Technofunctional data on 

pottery could be one of viable records in the Korean archaeology to broaden and 

strengthen their archaeological studies. It is expected that a pottery study with a 

technofunctional approach will also shed light to many aspects of pottery studies in the 

Korean Neolithic researches, while the risk for a possible distorted picture of past 

culture, which must be translated by archaeologists, from this approach would not be 

greater or lesser than that of the stylistic approach.  

 



290 

LIST OF REFERENCES 

Adams, W. Y., D. P. Van Gerven, and R. S. Levy 
1978  The Retreat from Migrationism. Annual Review of Anthropology 7:483-532. 

 
Ahn, Sung-Mo 

2008  한반도 청동기시대의 작물조성 :종자유체를 중심으로(Crop Assemblage of   

           Korean Bronze Age: Focused on Crop Remains). 호남고고학보   

           (HonamKogohakpo) 28:5-50. (In Korean) 
 
2010  The Emergence of Rice Agriculture in Korea: Archaeobotanical 

Perspectives. Archaeological and Anthropological Science 2:89-98. 
 
Aigner, Jean S. 

1972  Relative Dating of North Chinese Faunal and Cultural Complexes. 
Arctic Anthropology 9(2):36-79. 

 
Aikens, C. Melvin and Song-Nai Rhee 

1992  The Emergence of Hunter-Fisher-Gatherers, Farmers, and Sociopolitical 
Elites in the Prehistory of Pacific Northeast Asia. In Pacific Northeast Asia 
in Prehistory: Hunter-Fisher-Gatherers, Farmers, and  Sociopolitical 
Elites, eds. C. Melvin Aikens and Song Nai Rhee, pp.3-9. Washington 
State University Press, Pullman. 

 
Alonso, Ana Maria 

1994  The Politics of Space, Time and Substance: State Formation, Nationalism 
and Ethnicity. Annual Review of Anthropology 23:379-405. 

 
An, Jae-Ho 

2001  중기 무문토기시대의 중기취락구조의 전이: 영남지방을 중심으로   

          (Characterizing Middle Mumun Pottery Period Settlements).  

                    영남고고학 (YongnamKogohak) 29:1-42. (In Korean) 

 
An, Zhisheng 

2000  The History and Variability of the East Asian Paleomonsoon Climate. 
Quaternary Science Reviews 19:171–187. 

 
An, Zhisheng, S. C. Porter, J. E. Kutzbach, Wu X., S. Wang, X. Liu, X. Li, and W. Zhou 

2000  Asynchronous Holocene Optimum of the East Asia Monsoon. Quaternary 
Science Reviews 19:743-762. 

 
Anderson, David G. 

1996  Indian Pottery of the Carolinas: Observations from the March 1994 
Ceramic Workshop at Hobcaw Barony. Council of South Carolina 
Professional Archaeologists, Columbia. 

 



291 

Anthony, David W. 
1990  Migration and Archaeology: The Baby and the Bathwater. American 

Anthropologist 92:895-914. 
 
Arnold, Dean. E. 

1981  A Model for the Identification of Nonlocal Ceramic Distribution: A View 
from the Present. In Production and Distribution: A Ceramic Viewpoint, 
eds. Hilary Howard and Elaine L. Morris, pp. 31-44. BAR Inter-national      
Series 120. British Archaeological Reports, Oxford.  

 
1985  Ceramic Theory and Cultural Process. Cambridge University Press,   
          Cambridge. 

 
1999  Advantages and Disadvantages of Vertical-Half Molding Technology: 

Implications for Production Organization. In Pottery and People: A 
Dynamic Interaction, eds. J. M. Skibo and G. M. Feinman, pp. 59-80. 
Foundtaions of Archaeological Inquiry. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake    
City. 

 
Arnold, Jeanne E. 

1996  The Archaeology of Complex Hunter-Gatherers. Journal of 
Archaeological Method and Theory 3(2):77-126. 

 
Arthur, John W. 

2002  Pottery Use-Alteration as an Indicator of Socioeconomic Status: An 
Ethnoarchaeological Study of the Gamo of Ethiopia. Journal of 
Archaeological Method and Theory 9(4):331-355. 

 
Bae, Ki-Dong 

1992  Pleistocene Environment and Paleolithic Stone Industries of the Korean 
Peninsula. In Pacific Northeast Asia in Prehistory: Hunter-Fisher- 
Gatherers, Farmers, and Sociopolitical Elites, eds. C. Melvin Aikens and 
Song Nai Rhee, pp.13-21. Washington State University Press, Pullman. 

 

1997  한국 선사시대 석기문화에 대한 연구: 석기문화의 진화 (A study of Stone  

Industries of Korea). 제 4 기학회지(The Korean Journal of Quaternary 

Research) 11(1):1-25. (In Korean) 
 

2000  동아프리카와 동아시아의 비교고고학적인 연구 : 선사문화의 

비교고고학 (Comparative Archaeology in Prehistoric Culture in East Asia 

and East Africa). 한국고고학보 (HangukKogohakpo) 43:1-39. (In Korean) 

 

2002  1990 년대 이후의 한국 구석기고고학 연구 성과 (A Review of Korean 

Paleolithic Archaeology in 1990s). 문화재 (Munhwajae) 35:4-27. (In 

Korean) 
 



292 

2009  한반도 후기구석기공작의 기원과 편년의 문제점(A Study of Origin and 

Chronology of Upper Paleolithic Industries in the Korean Peninsula). 

아시아문화연구 (AsiaMunhwaYongu) 16:117-157. (In Korean) 

 
2010  Peopling in the Korean Peninsula. In Asian Paleoanthropology: From 

Africa to China and Beyond, eds. C. J. Norton and D. Braun, pp. 181-190. 
National Research Institute of Cultural Properties, Seoul. 

 
Bae, Christopher J. and Ki-Dong Bae 

2011  The Nature of the Early to Late Paleolithic Transition in Korea: 
Current Perspectives. Quaternary International xxx:1-10. 

 
Bae, Sung-Hyuk 

2006  김천송죽리유적 보고서 I (계명대학교 행소박물관 유적조사보고    

          제 15 호)(Gimcheon Songjookri Site Report I). Hengso Museum at   

           Keimyung University, Daegu. (In Korean) 
 
Baek, Hong-Gi 

1984  강원도지방의 선사시대연구의 현황과 전망 (Current Status and Future 

Prospect of Prehistoric Studies in Kangwon Province). 강원문화연구 

(KangwonMunhwaYongu) 4:276-281. (In Korean) 
 

1986  한반도북부와 요동반도지역의 평저토기연구 (A Study of Flat-base Pottery 

in Northern Sites of the Korean Peninsula and the Liaodong Sites of 
China). Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of History, DanKook University. (In 
Korean) 

 

1993  동북아평저토기의 연구 – 요동반도와 한반도 북부지역을 중심으로 (A 

Study of Flat-base Pottery – Focusing on the Liaodong Peninsula and the 

Northern Korean Peninsula Areas). 한국상고사학보 

(HangukSanggosaHakpo) 12:1-125. (In Korean) 
 

1999  요동반도지방의 신석기문화에 대한 재검토 (1) – 평저토기 편년을 중심으로 

(A Re-examination on the Neolithic Culture in the Liaodong Peninsular (l) 

– Focusing on the Chronology of a Flat-base Pottery) 文化史學 

(MunhwaSahak) 11:63-80. (In Korean) 
 
Baek, Hong-Gi, Dong-Soon Go, Sang-Yuk Shim 

2002a 양양 지경리 주거지 (본문) – 강릉대학교 박물관 학술총서 36 책 (Dwelling   

           Sites in Jigyungri, Yangyang – Text). The Museum of Kangnung National   
           University, Kangnung. (In Korean) 

 

2002b 양양 지경리 주거지 (그림-사진) – 강릉대학교 박물관 학술총서 36 책  

            (Dwelling Sites in Jigyungri, Yangyang – Picture Book). The Museum of  
            Kangnung National University, Kangnung. (In Korean). 

http://academic.naver.com/view.nhn?doc_id=18466807&dir_id=1&field=0&unFold=true&gk_adt=0&sort=0&qvt=1&eyear=2012&query=%EC%A4%91%EC%84%9D%EA%B8%B0&gk_qvt=0&syear=2007&citedSearch=false&page.page=1&ndsCategoryId=11000&library=66
http://www.riss.kr/link?id=S43125
http://www.riss.kr/link?id=S43125


293 

 
Bailey, G. N. 

1983  Concepts of Time in Quaternary Prehistory. Annual Review of 
Anthropology 12:165-192. 

 
Bailey, Robert C., G. Head, M. Jenike, B. Owen, R. Rechtman, and E. Zechenter. 

1989  Hunting and Gathering in Tropical Rain Forest; Is It Possible? American 
Anthropologist 91:59-82. 

 
Bale, Martin T. 

2001  Archaeology of Early Agriculture in Korea: An Update on Recent 
                     Developments. Bulletin of the Indo-Pacific Prehistory Association 

21(5):77-84. 
 
Bamforth, Douglas B. 

2002  Evidence and Metaphor in Evolutionary Archaeology. American Antiquity     
          67(3):435–452. 

 
Barnes, Gina L. 

1993  China, Korea and Japan : the rise of civilization in East Asia. Thames and   
          Hudson, London. 

 
Barnett, K. and John W. Hoopes (eds.) 

1995  The Emergence of Pottery. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington     
          D.C. 

 
Barrett, John C. 

2001  Agency, The Duality of Structure, and the Problem of the Archaeological 
Record. In Archaeological Theory Today, ed. Ian Hodder, pp. 141- 164. 
Polity Press, Oxford. 

 
Barton, C. Michael, and Geoffrey A. Clark 

1997  Evolutionary Theory in Archaeological Explanation. In Rediscovering 
Darwin: Evolutionary Theory and Archeological explanation, eds. C. 
Michael Barton and Geoffrey A. Clark, pp. 3-15. Archaeological Papers of 
The American Anthropological Association, No. 7. 

 
Bawden, Garth 

1996  The Moche. Blackwell Publishers, London. 
 
Bell, James  

1992  On capturing agency in theories about prehistory. In Representations in 
Archaeology, eds. J. C. Gardin and C. Peebles, pp. 30-55. Indiana 
University Press, Bloomington.  

 
 



294 

Bellwood, Peter 
1997  Prehistory of the Indo-Malaysian archipelago, second edition. University of   
          Hawaii Press, Honolulu. 

 
2005  First Farmers: The Origins of Agricultural Societies. Blackwell, Oxford.  

 
Bender, Barbara 

1975  Farming in Prehistory: from hunter-gatherer to food-producer. St. 
Martin’s Press, New York. 

 
1985  Prehistoric Developments in the American Mid-Continent and in Brittany, 

Northwest France. In Prehistoric Hunter-Gatherers: The Emergence of 
Cultural Complexity, eds. T. D. Price and J. A. Brown, pp. 21-57. 
Academic Press, New York. 

 
1990  The dynamics of nonhierarchical societies. In The Evolution of Political 

Systems: Sociopolitics in Small-Scale Sedentary Societies, ed. S. Upham, 
pp. 247-263. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Benedict, Paul K. 

1990  Japanese/Austro-Tai. Karoma, Ann Arbor. 
 
Bennett, Charles E. 

1975  Three Voyages: Rene Laudonniere. University of Presses of Florida, 
Gainesville. 

 
Binford, Lewis R. 

1962  Archaeology As Anthropology. American Antiquity 28(2): 217-225. 
 

1965  Archaeological Systematics and the Study of Culture Process. 
American Antiquity 31:203-210. 

 
1968  Post-Pleistocene Adaptations. In New Perspectives in Archaeology, eds. S. 

R. Binford and L. R. Binford, pp. 313-341. Aldine, New York. 
 

1989  Styles to Style. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 8:51-67. 
 
Bishop, Ronald L. and Hector Neff 

1989  Compositional Data Analysis in Archaeology. In Archaeological Chemistry 
IV, Advances in Chemistry Series No.220, ed. R. O. Allen, pp. 57-86. 
American Chemical Socieity, Washington, D. C. 

 
Bishop, Ronald L., Robert L. Rands, and George R. Holley 

1982  Ceramic Compositional Analysis in Archaeological Perspective. In 
Advances in Archaeological Method and Theory, Volume 5, ed. Michael B. 
Schiffer, pp. 275-330. Academic Press, New York. 



295 

 
Blitz, John H. 

1993  Big Pots for Big Shots: Feasting and Storage in a Mississippian 
Community. American Antiquity 58:80-95. 

 
Bowser, Brenda J. 

2000  From pottery to politics: An ethnoarchaeological case study of political 
factionalism, ethnicity, and domestic pottery style in the Ecuadorian 
Amazon. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 7(3):219-248. 

 
Boyd, William C. 

1950  Genetics and the races of man: An introduction to modern physical 
anthropology. Brown and Co., Boston. 

 
Braidwood, Robert. J. 

1960  The Agricultural Revolution. Scientific American 203(3):130-148. 
 
Braidwood, Robert. J. and Gordon R. Willey (eds) 

1962  Courses Towards Urban Life. Viking Fund Publications in Anthropology 
32, Chicago. 

 
Braithwaite, M. 

1982  Decoration as Ritual Symbol: A Theoretical Proposal and an Ethnographic 
Study in Southern Sudan. In Symbolic and Structural Archaeology, ed. 
I. Hodder, pp. 80-88. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Braun, David P. 

1980  Experimental Interpretation of Ceramic Vessel Use on the Basis of Rim 
and Neck Formal Attributes, appendix I. In The Navajo Project: 
Archeological Investigations, eds. D.C. Fiero, R. W. Munson, M. T. 
McClain, S. M. Wilson and A. H. Zier, pp.170-231. Museum of Northern 
Arizona, Flagstaff, Arizona. 

 
1983  Pots as Tools. In Archaeological Hammers and Theories, eds. J. A. 

Moore and A. S. Keene, pp. 108-134. Academic Press, New York. 
 

1987  Coevolution of Sedentism, Pottery Technology, and Horticulture in the 
Central Midwest 200 B.C. – A.D. 600. In Emergent Horticultural 
Economies in the Eastern Woodlands, ed. W. F. Keegan, pp. 153-181. 
Center for Archaeological Investigations. Occasional Paper 7, Southern 
Illinois University, Carbondale. 

 
Bringa, Tone 

1993  Nationality categories, national identification and identity formation in 
“multinational” Bosnia. Anthropology of East Europe Review, Special 
Issue ‘War among the Yugoslavs’ 11(1-2):80-89. 



296 

 
Bronitsky, Gordon, and R. Hamer 

1986  Experiments in Ceramic Technology: The Effects of Various Tempering 
Materials on Impact and Thermal-Shock Resistance. American Antiquity 
51:89-101. 

 
Broughton, Jack M., and James F. O’Connell 

1999  On Evolutionary Ecology, Selectionist Archaeology, and Behavioral 
Archaeology. American Antiquity 64:153-165. 

 
Brown, James A. 

1989  The Beginnings of Pottery as an Economic Process. In What's New? A 
Closer Look at the Process of Innovation, eds. S. E. van der Leeuw,  
pp. 203-224.  Unwin Hyman, London. 

 
Brubaker, Rogers and Frederick Cooper 

2000  Beyond “identity” Theory and Society 29(1):1-47. 
 
Brues, Alice M. 

1990  People and Races. Waveland Press, Inc., Illinois. 
 
Burnham, Philip 

1973  The Explanatory Value of the Concept of Adaptation in Studies of Culture 
Change. In The Explanation of Culture Change: Models in Prehistory, ed. 
Colin Renfrew, pp. 93-102. University of Pittsburgh Press. Pittsburgh. 

 
Byun, Sa-Sung 

1988a  우리나라 신석기시대 질그릇재료의 변천 (A Study on the Change of  

             Pottery Raw Materials during the Korean Neolithic Period).  

            조선고고연구 (ChosonKogoyongu) 3. (In Korean) 

 

1988b  우리나라 신석기시대 식생활용기 (A Study on the Daily-used Pottery in   

             the Korean Neolithic Period). 조선고고연구 (ChosonKogoyongu) 2. (In   

             Korean) 
 
Byun, Ju-Na 

1995  Early Humans in the Korean Peninsula. Hyonumsa Publishing Co., Seoul. 
 
Cackette, M., J.M. D'Aruia, and Bryan E. Snow 

1987  Examining Earthenware Vessel Function by Elemental Phosphorus 
Content. Current Anthropology 28(1):121-127. 

 
Caldwell, J. R. 

1965  Interaction Spheres in Prehistory. In Hopewellian Studies, eds J. R. 
Caldwell and R. L. Hall, Illinois State Museum Scientific Papers no. 12, pp. 
133-143. Illinois State Museum, Springfield. 



297 

 
Campbell, Lyle and Mauricio Mixco 

2007  A Glossary of Historical Linguistics. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake 
City. 

 
Chang, Ho-Soo 

1997  후빙기의자연환경 (Environment of the Last Glacial Period). In 한국사 (2):  

          구석기문화와 신석기문화 (Hanguksa: Gooseokgi Munhwawa Sinseokgi  

          Munhwa (Korean History: Paleolithic and Neolithic Cultures), Vol. 2, pp.  
          316-329. Gooksapyonchan-wiwonhwe, Seoul. (In Korean) 

 
Chang, Kwang-Chih 

1986  The Archaeology of Ancient China. Yale University Press, New Haven.  
 
Chang, Te-Tzu 

1976  The Origin, Evolution, Cultivation, Dissemination, and Diversification of 
the Asian and African rices. Euphytica 25:425-441. 

 
Cherry, Faulkner and Colin Renfrew 

1986  Epilogue and Prospect. In Peer Polity Interaction and Socio-Political 
Change, eds. C. Renfew and J. Cherry, pp. 149-158. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Chew, John J. 

1976  The Prehistory of the Japanese Language in the Light of Evidence from 
the Structures of Japanese and Korea. Asian Perspectives 19(1):190-200. 

 
Childe, Gordon V. 

1925  The Dawn of European Civilization. Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., 
Ltd., London. 

 
1929  The Danube in Prehistory. Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

 
1933 ‘Races, peoples and cultures in prehistoric Europe’, History 18: 193–203. 

 
1942  What Happened in History. Penguin, Harmondsworth. 

 
1950  Cave Men’s Buildings. Antiquity 24:4-11. 

 
1951  Man makes himself. New American Library of World Literature, London. 

 
1952  New Light on the Most Ancient East. Grove Press, New York. 

 
Choe, Chong-Pil 

1982  The Diffusion Route and Chronology of Korean Plant Domestication. 
Journal of Asian Studies 41(3):519-529. 



298 

 
1986  Subsistence Patterns of the Chulmun Period: A Reconsideration of the 

Development of Agriculture in Korea. Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of 
Anthropology, University of Pittsburgh. 

 
1990  Origin of Agriculture in Korea. Korea Journal 30(11):4-14. 

 

1991  인류학상으로 본 한민족 기원연구에 대한 비판적 검토 (A Critical Review of   

          Research on the Origin of Koreans and Their Culture. 한국상고사학보    

          (HangukSanggosaHakpo) 8:7-43. (In Korean) 
           

2005  신석기 연구의 제 문제 (Some Problems on the Research of the Korean 

Neolithic). 선사와고대 (SonsawaKodae) 22:163-182. (In Korean) 

 
Choe, Chong-Pil and Martin T. Bale 

2002  Current Perspectives on Settlement, Subsistence, and Cultivation in 
Prehistoric Korea. Arctic Anthropology 39:95-121. 

 
2006  Development of Subsistence Patterns in Neolithic Culture in Korea.  

선사와 고대 (SonsawaKodae) 24:93-133.  

 
Choi, Bong-Kyun 

2007  공주 신관동 신석기시대 주거지 (Neolithic Residential Site in  

          ShinGwandong, Gongju. 한국신석기학보 (HangukShinseokgiHakpo)   

          14:77-84. (In Korean) 
 
Choi, Bok-Kyu 

1984  한국과그주변지역의 중석기 문화 (A Study of the Mesolithic Culture in   

           Korea and Adjacent Lands). Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of   
           History, Yonsei University. (In Korean) 

 

2008  강원도 동해안 지역의 구석기문화 연구 (A Study on the Paleolithic and 

Mesolithic Cultures of the East Sea-shore in Gangwon Province). 

강원사학 (KangwonSahak) 22-23:1-10. (In Korean) 

 
Choi, Byong-Ho and Sueng-Ho Han 

1999  Anthropological Study of non-metric traits in Modern and Ancient Korean 
crania. In JoongWonMunWhaNonChong 2-3:175-188. (In Korean) 

 
Choi, Sung-Rak 

1998  한국고고학의 방법과 이론 (Method and Theory in Korean Archaeology).   

          학연문화사(Hakyoun Munhwasa), Seoul. (In Korean) 

 



299 

2004  한국고고학의 연구방향 (The Direction of Studies in the Korean 

Archaeology). 지방사와지방문화 (JibangsawaJibangMunhwa) 7(2):273-

306. (In Korean) 
 

2008  한국고고학 선-원사 시대구분 재론 (Reappraisal of the Chronological   

           Framework for Prehistory in Korean Archaeology). 한국고고학보   

          (HangukKogoHakpo) 67:72-93. (In Korean) 
 
Choi, Jong-Hyuk 

2008  신석기시대 남부지방 문물교류 양상: 생업을 중심으로 (Aspects on the 

Southern Regions` Cultural Exchanges during the Neolithic Period -

Focused on the Occupation)- 석당논총 (SeokdangNonchong) 40:95-134. 

(In Korean) 
 

2001  생산활동에서 본 한반도 신석기문화 – 중서부지방과 동북지방의 

패총유적을 중심으로 (Subsistence systems in Central and northeastern 

Korean midden sites). 한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 2:21-

40. (In Korean) 
 
Choi, Jong-Kyu 

1977  기하문토기의 편년표 작성을 위한 일소고 (A Study on the Chronology of 

the Kihamon (=comb-pattered potter)). Master’s Thesis, Department of 
History, Pusan National University. (In Korean) 

 
Chon, Young-Nai 

1992  Introduction of Rice Agriculture into Korea and Japan: From the 
Perspective of Polished Stone Implements. In Pacific Northeast Asia in 
Prehistory: Hunter-Fisher-Gatherers, Farmers, and Sociopolitical Elites, 
eds. C. M. Aikens and Song Nai Rhee, pp.161-169. Washington State 
University Press, Pullman. 

 
Chough, S. K., H. J. Lee and S. H. Yoon 

2000  Marine Geology of Korean Seas. Elsevier, New York. 
 
Chough, S. K, S. T. Kown, J. H. Ree, D. K. Choi 

2000  Tectonic and sedimentary evolution of the Korea Peninsula: a review and 
new view. Earth Science Reviews 52:175-235. 

 
Chosun Daily News  

2011  부산서 7000 년 전 곡물 흔적 발견 (Discovering 7000 yrs old millet   

           replications of impressions from Pusan, S. Korea), Chosun Daily News,   
           September 24. (In Korean)                            
           http://m.chosun.com/article.html?contid=2011092400113&sname=news. 

 
 

javascript:viewDetail(2762128);
javascript:viewDetail(2762128);
javascript:viewDetail(2762128);


300 

Choy, Kyung-Cheol, Deog-Im An, and Michael P. Richards 
2012  Stable isotopic analysis of human and faunal remains from the Incipient 

Chulmun (Neolithic) shell midden site of Ando Island, Korea. Journal of 
Archaeological Science 39:2091e2097.  

 
Chu, Peter C., Susan K. Wells, Steven D. Haeger, Carl Szczechowski, and Michael 
Carron 

1997  Temporal and Spatial Scales of the Yellow Sea Thermal Variability.  
Journal of Geophysical Research 102(C3):5655-5667. 

 
Chung, Chull-Hwan, H. S. Lim and H. J. Lee 

2010  Vegetation and climate history during the late Pleistocene and 
Early Holocene inferred from pollen record in Gwangju area, South Korea. 
Quaternary International 227(1):61–67. 

 
Chung, M. Y., J. López-Pujol, M. Maki, K. J. Kim, J. M. Chung, B. Y. Sun, and M. G. 
Chung 

2012  Genetic Diversity in the Common Terrestrial Orchid Oreorchis patens and 
Its Rare Congener Oreorchis coreana: Inference of Species Evolutionary 
History and Implications for Conservation. Journal of Heredity  
103(5):692-702. 

 
Chung, Young-Hwa 

1981  전곡리유적 (Chongokni Site). In 한국구석기문화연구 (Study of Paleolithic 

Culture in Korea), eds. W. Y. Kim, M. J. Choi and Y. H. Chung. pp. 19-96. 

한국정신문화연구원 (Academy of Korean Studies), Seoul. (In Korean) 

 
Chung, Young-Hwa (editor) 

1997  한국사 2: 구석기문화와 신석기문화 (Hanguksa: Gooseokgi Munhwawa   

           Sinseokgi Munhwa (Korean History: Paleolithic and Neolithic Cultures, Vol.  
            2). GooksaPyonchanWiwonhwe, Seoul. (In Korean) 

 
Clark, Desmond J. 

1994  The Acheulian Industrial Complex in Africa and elsewhere. In Integrative 
paths to the past: paleoanthropological advances in honor of F. Clark 
Howell, eds. R. S. Corruccini and R. L. Ciochon. pp. 451-469. Prentice 
Hall, Englewood Cliffs. 

 
Clark, John E. and Dennis Gosser 

1995  Reinventing Mesoamerica’s First Pottery. In The Emergence of Pottery: 
Technology and Innovation in Ancient Societies, eds. W. K. Barnett and 
J. W. Hoopes, pp. 209-221. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington 
D.C. 

 
 
 

http://www.sciencedirect.com.lp.hscl.ufl.edu/science/journal/10406182
http://www.sciencedirect.com.lp.hscl.ufl.edu/science/journal/10406182/227/1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=L%C3%B3pez-Pujol%20J%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=22563130


301 

Cohen, David J. 
2002  New Perspectives on the Transition to Agriculture in China. In The 

Origins of Pottery and Agriculture, ed. Yoshinori Yasuda, pp. 217-227. 
Roli Books Pvt. Ltd, New Delhi. 

 
Cohen, Nathan M. 

1977  The Food Crisis in Prehistory: Overpopulation and the Origins of 
                     Agriculture. Yale University Press, New Haven. 
 
Cohen, Ronald 

1978  Ethnicity: Problem and Focus in Anthropology. Annual Review of 
         Anthropology 7:379-403. 

 
Conkey, Margaret W and Christine A. Hastorf 

1990  Introduction. In The Uses of Style in Archaeology, eds. M. W. Conkey and  
Christine A. Hastorf, pp.1-4. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Coon, Carleton S. 

1962  The origin of races. Knopf, New York. 
 
Costin, Lynne C. 

2000  The Use of Ethnoarchaeology for the Archaeological Study of Ceramic 
Production. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 7(4):377-403. 

 
Crawford, Gary W. 

2005  East Asian Plant Domestication, In Archaeology of Asia, ed. M. T. Stark,   
          pp. 77-95. Blackwell Publishing, Oxford.  

 
2008  The Jomon in early agriculture discourse: issues arising from Matsui, 

Kanehara, and Pearson. World Archaeology 40:445–465. 
 
Crawford, Gary W. and Gyoung-Ah Lee 

2003  Agricultural origins in the Korean Peninsula. Antiquity 77 (295):87-95. 
 
Crown, Patricia L. 

1999  Socialization in American Southwest Pottery Decoration. In Pottery and 
People: A Dynamic Interaction, eds. James M. Skibo and Gary M. 
Feinman, pp. 25-43. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City. 

 
D’Andrea, C., G. W. Crawford, M. Yoshizaki and T. Kudo  

1995  Late Jomon cultigens in northeastern Japan. Antiquity 69: 146–152. 
 
 
 
 
 

http://archive.org/search.php?query=creator%3A%22Coon%2C+Carleton+S.+%28Carleton+Stevens%29%2C+1904-1981%22


302 

 
Danhara, T., K. D. Bae, T. Okada, K. Matsufuji, and S. H. Hwang 

2002  What is the Real Age of the Chongokni Paleolithic Site? In Paleolithic 
Archaeology in Northeast Asia, eds. K. D. Bae and J. C. Lee, pp. 77-116. 
Yeoncheon County and the Institute of Cultural Properties, Seoul and 
Yeoncheon County. 

 
Davis, Dave D. 

1983  Investigating the Diffusion of Stylistic Innovation. In Advances in 
Archaeological Method and Theory, vol. 6, ed. M. B. Schiffer, pp. 53-89. 
Academic Press, New York. 

 
David, Nicholas and Hilke Hennig  
           1972  The Ethnography of Pottery: A Fulani Case Seen in Archaeological 

Perspective. Module 21. Addison-Wesley, Reading, Mass. 
 
David, Nicholas and Carol Kramer   

2001 Ethnoarchaeology in Action, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
 
Deal, Michael 

1985  Household Pottery Disposal in the Maya Highlands: An 
Ethnoarchaeological Interpretation. Journal of Anthropological 
Archaeology 4:243-291. 

 
1998  Pottery Ethnoarchaeology in the Central Maya Lowlands. University of 

Utah Press, Salt Lake City. 
 
Deal, Michael and Melissa B. Hagstrum  

1994  Ceramic Reuse Behavior among the Maya and Wanka: Implications for 
Archaeology. In Expanding Archaeology, eds. J. M. Skibo, W. H. 
Walker, and A. E. Neilsen, pp. 111-125. University of Utah Press, Salt 
Lake City. 

 
DeBoer, Warren R.  
           1974  Ceramic Longevity and Archaeological Interpretation: An Example from 

the Upper Ucayali Peru. American Antiquity 39:335-343. 
 

1985  Pots and pans do not speak, nor do they lie: The case for occasional 
reductionism, pp. 347-357. In Decoding Prehistoric Ceramics, ed. 
Ben A. Nelson. Southern Illinois University Press, Carbondale. 

 
2001  The Big Drink: Feast and Forum in the Upper Amazon. In Feasts: 

Archaeological and Ethnographic Perspectives on Food, Politics, and 
Power, eds. M. Dietler and B. Hayden, pp. 215-239. Smithsonian 
Institution press, Washington D.C. 

 



303 

Deetz, James F. 
1967  Invitation to Archaeology. The Natural History Press, Garden City. 
 
1977  In small things forgotten: The Archaeology of Early American Life. Anchor 

Books, New York. 
 
deMenocal Peter B. 

2001  Cultural Response to Climate Change during the Late Holocene. Science 
292:667-673. 

 
De Vos, G. T. and L. Romanucci-Ross (editors) 

1982  Ethnic Identity: Cultural Continuities and Change. The Wenner-Green 
Foundation for Anthropological Research. Chicago. 

 
Di, Da and Alicia Sanchez-Mazas 

2011  Challenging Views on the Peopling History of East Asia: the story 
according to HLA markers. American Journal of Physical Anthropology 
145(1):81–96. 

 
Ding, Li, X. N. Gan, S. P. He, and E. M. Zhao 

2011  A phylogeographic, demographic and historical analysis of the short-tailed 
pit viper (Gloydius brevicaudus): evidence for early divergence and late 
expansion during the Pleistocene. Molecular Ecology 20(9):1905–1922. 

 
Dobres, Marcia-Anne and John E. Robb 

2000  Agency in Archaeology: Paradigm or Platitude? In Agency in 
Archaeology, eds. Marcia-Anne Dobres and John E. Robb, pp. 3-17. 
Routledge, London. 

 
Dong, L. X., W. B. Guan, Q. Chen, X. H. Li, X. H. Liu, and X. M. Zeng 

2011  Sediment Transport in the Yellow Sea and East China Sea. Estuarine, 
Coastal and Shelf Science 93(3):248-258. 

 
Dunnell, Robert C. 

1970  Seriation Method and Its Evaluation. American Antiquity 35:305-319. 
 

1980  Evolutionary theory and archaeology. Advances in Archaeological Method 
and Theory 3:35–99. 

 
1986  Methodological Issues in Americanist Artifact Classification. Advances in      

Archaeological Method and Theory 9:149-207. 
 
Durrans, Brian 

1989  Theory, Profession, and the Political Role of Archaeology. In 
Archaeological Approaches to Cultural Identity, ed. S. J. Shennan, pp. 66-
75. Unwin Hyman, London. 



304 

Eerkens, Jelmer W. 
2001  The Origin of Pottery among Late Prehistoric Hunter-Gatherers in 

California and the Western Great Basin. Ph. D. Dissertation, Department 
of Anthropology, University of California at Santa Barbara. 

 
Eerkens, Jelmer W., Hector Neff, and Michael Glascock 

2002  Ceramic Production among Small-Scale and Mobile Hunters and 
Gatherers: A Case Study from the Southwestern Great Basin. Journal of 
Anthropological Archaeology 21:200-229. 

 
Elston, R. G. and P. J. Brantingham 

2002  Microlithic Technology in Northeast Asia: A Risk-minimizing Strategy of the 
Late Paleolithic and Early Holocene. In Thinking Small: Global 
Perspectives on Microlithization, eds. R.G. Elston and S.L. Kuhn, pp.103-
116. Archaeological Papers of the American Anthropological Association, 
Arlington. 

 
Endicott, Kirk M. and Peters S. Bellwood 

1991  The Possibility of Independent Foraging in the Rain Forest of Peninsular 
Malaysia. Human Ecology 19:151-185. 

 
Eriksen, Thomas H. 

1991  The Cultural Contexts of Ethnic Differences. Man 26(1):127-144. 
 

2002  What is Ethnicity? (Chapter 1). In Ethnicity and Nationalism: 
Anthropological Perspectives, pp. 1-18. Pluto Press, London. 

 
Erikson, Erik 

1968  Identity: Youth and Crisis. Norton, New York. 
 
Ericson, Jonathon E. and Suzanne P. De Atley 

1976  Reconstructing ceramic assemblages: An experiment to derive the 
morphology and capacity of parent vessels from sherds. American 
Antiquity, 484–489. 

 
Ericson, Jonathon E. and Gary Stickel 

1973  A Proposed Classification System for Ceramics. World Archaeology 
4(3):357-367. 

 
Fabian, Johannes 

1983  Time and the Other: How Archaeology Makes Its Object. Columbia 
University Press, New York. 

 
 
 
 



305 

Fawcett, Clare 
1995  Nationalism and Postwar Japanese Archaeology. In Nationalism, Politics 

and the Practice of Archaeology, eds. P. L. Kohl and C. Fawcett, pp. 232-
246. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Feng, Z. D., C. B. An, and H. B. Wang 

2006  Holocene climatic and environmental changes in the arid and semi-arid 
areas of China: a review. The Holocene January 16(1):119-130. 

 
Flannery, Kent V. 

1982  The Golden Marshalltown: A Parable for the Archaeology of the 1980s. 
American Anthropologist 84:265-278. 

 
Ford, James A. 

1954  Comment on A. C. Spaulding, “Statistical Techniques for the Discovery of 
Artifact Types”. American Antiquity 19(4):390-391. 

 
1962  A Quantitative Method for Deriving Cultural Chronology. Pan American  

Union, Technical Manual No. 1. 
 
Fuller, Dorian Q., Ling Qin, and Emma Harvey 

2008  Evidence for a late onset of agriculture in the Lower Yangzi region and 
challenges for an archaeobotany of rice. In Past Human Migrations in  
East Asia: Matching Archaeology, Linguistics and Genetics, eds. Alicia 
Sanchez-Mazas, Roger Blench, Malcolm D. Ross, Ilia Peiros, Marie Lin, 
pp. 40-83. Routledge, London. 

 
Fuller, Dorian Q, Yo-Ichiro Sato, Cristina Castillo, Ling Qin, Alison R. Weisskopf, 
Eleanor J. Kingwell-Banham, Jixiang Song, Sung-Mo Ahn and Jacob van Etten 

2010  Consilience of genetics and archaeobotany in the entangled history of rice 
Archaeological and Anthropological Sciences 2(2):115-131. 

 
Garn, Stanley M. 

1971  Human Races. Charles C Thomas, Springfield. 
 
Glover, Ian C. and Charles. F. W. Higham  

1996  Evidence for early rice cultivation in South, Southeast and East Asia. 
In The Origins and Spread of Agriculture and Pastoralism in Eurasia, ed. 
David. R. Harris, pp. 413-441. UCL Press, London. 

 
Gilboa, Ayelet, Avshalom Karasik, Ilan Sharon, and Uzy Smilansky 

2004  Towards computerized typology and classification of ceramics. Journal 
of Archaeological Science 31:681-694. 

 
 
 



306 

Gilchrist, Roberta 
1999  Gender and Archaeology: Contesting the Past. Routledge, London.  

Chapter 1: “Gender Archaeology: Beyond the Manifestesto”, pp. 1-16. 
Chapter 2: “Strange Bedfellows: Feminism and Archaeology”, pp. 17-30. 

 
Gillespie, Susan D. 

2002  The Archeology of Meaning. In Social Sciences and Humanities, in 
Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems. EOLSS Publisher, Oxford, UK. 

 
Gilman, Antonio 

1989  Marxism in American Archaeology. In Archaeological Thought in 
America, ed. C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky, pp. 63-73. Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge. 

 
Gosden, Chris 

1999  Archaeology and Anthropology: A Changing Relationship. Routledge, 
London. 

 
Gosselain, Olivier P.  

1992  Bonfire of the Enquiries. Pottery Firing Temperatures in Archaeology: 
What For? Journal of Archaeological Science 19(3):243-259. 

 
1994  Skimming Through Potter's Agendas: An Ethnoarchaeological Study of 

Clay Selection Strategies in Cameroon. In Society, Culture, and 
Technology in Africa, ed. S. Terry Childs, pp. 99-107. MASCA 
Research Papers in Science and Archaeology, Supplement to Volume 11. 
University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology, 
Philadelphia. 

 
2000  Materializing Identities: An African Perspective. Journal of Archaeological 

Method and Theory 7(3):187-217. 
 
Gould, Richard and Patty Jo Watson 

1982  A Dialogue on the Meaning and Use of Analogy in Ethnoarchaeological 
Reasoning. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 1:355-381. 

 
Graves-Brown, Paul, Siân Jones and Clive Gamble (eds) 

1996  Cultural Identity and Archaeology. The construction of European 
communities. Routledge, London. 

 
Gries, Peter H. 

2005  The Koguryo Controversy, National Identity, and Sino-Korean 
Relations Today. East Asia 22(4):3–17. 

 
 
 



307 

Gries, Peter H., Qingmin Zhang, Yasuki Masui and Yong-Wook Lee 
2009  Historical beliefs and the perception of threat in Northeast Asia:        
          colonialism, the tributary system, and China–Japan–Korea relations in the    
          twenty-first century. International Relations of the Asia-Pacific 9(2):245–  
          265.    

 
Griffiths, Dorothy 

1978  Use-Marks on Historic Ceramics:A Preliminary Study. Historical 
Archaeology 12:68-81. 

 
Gu, Z. Y., J. Q. Liu, B. Y. Yuan, T. S. Liu, R. M. Liu, Y. Liu, and G. Y. Zhang 

1993  The Evolution of the Qinghai-Xizang Plateau Monsoon; Evidence from the 
Geochemistry of the Sediments in Seling Co Lake. Chinese Science 
Bulletin 38:61-64. (In Chinese) 

 
Ha, In-Soo 

2003  영선동식토기와 암사동식토기 (A Study on the Youngsondong and   

           Amsadong Potteries). 신석기연구 (ShinseokgiYongu) 5:45-56. (In Korean) 

 

2006a 한반도 남부지역 즐문토기 연구 (A Study on the Chulmun   

            Pottery from the Southern Korean peninsula. 민족문화 (MinjokMunhwa),   

            Pusan. (In Korean) 
 

2006b 신석기시대 한일 문화교류와 흑요석 (Korean-Japanese Exchange 

           Relations in the Neolithic and Obsidian). 한국고고학보  

           (HangukKogohakpo) 58:4-39. (In Korean) 
 
Hall, Stuart 

1996  Introduction: Who Needs "Identity"? In Questions of Cultural Identity, eds. 
S. Hall and P. DuGay, pp.1-17. Sage Publications, London. 

 
Hally, David J. 

1981  Plant Preservation and the Context Paleobotanical Samples: A Case 
Study. American Antiquity 46(4):723-742. 

 
1983  Use Alteration of Pottery Surfaces: An Important Source of Evidence for 

the Identification of Vessel Function. North American Archaeologist 
4:3-26. 

 
1984  Vessel Assemblages and Food Habits: A comparison of two aboriginal 

southeastern vessel assemblages. Southeastern Archaeology 3(1):46-64. 
 

1986  The Identification of Vessel Function: A Case Study from Northwest 
Georgia. American Antiquity 51:267-295. 

 
 



308 

Han, Byong-Sam  
1974  Neolithic Culture of Korea. Korea Journal 14(4):12-17. 

 
Han, C. K., G. W. Kim, I. Y Chon, J. J. Koo, M. H. Heu, and J. H. Kim  

2002  옥천 대천리 유적의 신석기시대 집자리 발굴 성과 (A Report on the   

           Excavation of the Neolithic Residential site in Daecheonri, Okcheon).    

          한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 3:55-77. (In Korean) 

 
Han, Eun-Sook  

1995  평양일대 신석기시대 질그릇의 섞음재료에 대하여 (A Study on the Added-  

           tempers in the Potteries from Pyongyang Area). 조선고고연구  

           (ChosonKogoyongu) 4. (In Korean) 
 

1998  대동강유역 신석기시대 질그릇의 굳기와 흡수율에 대하여 (A Study on the  

           Hardness and Permeability of the Neolithic Pottery from the Daedong    

           River Area, 조선고고연구 (ChosonKogoyongu) 1. (In Korean) 

 
Hankyoreh News  

2012  East Asia’s oldest farmland discovered in Korea. Hankyoreh News, June   
           27.   
          http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_entertainment/539789.html 

 
Han, Young-Hee 

1978  한반도 중서부지방의 신석기문화 (The Neolithic Culture of the Central  

           Western Region in the Korean Peninsula). 한국고고학보   

           (HangukKogohakpo) 5:17-108. (In Korean) 
 

1997  한민족의 기원 (Origin of Korean). In 한민족의 기원과 형성  

           (HanKookMinJokU GiwonGhaHyungsung = Origin and Formation of   

           Korean, Book one), pp.73-117. 한림과학원총서  

           (HanRimGhaHakWonChongSeu) 41, Seoul (In Korean). 
 
Hardin, Margaret A. and Barbara Mills 

2000  The Social and Historical Context of Short-Term Stylistic Replacement: 
A Zuni Case Study. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 7(3): 
139-163. 

 
Haury, Emil W.  

1958  Evidence at Point of Pines for a Prehistoric Migration from Northern 
Arizona. In Migrations in New World Culture History, ed. R. Thompson, 
pp.1-6. University of Arizona Bulletin 29. University of Arizona Press, 
Tucson. 

 
 
 

http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_entertainment/539789.html


309 

Hawkes, Christopher 
1954  Archaeological Theory and Method: Some Suggestions from 

the Old World. American Anthropologist 56: 155-168. 
 
Hayden, Brian 

1990  Nimrods, piscators, pluckers and planters: The emergence of food 
production. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 9:31-69. 

 
1992  Models of domestication. In Transitions to agriculture in prehistory, eds. 

Anne B. Gebauer and T.D. Price, pp. 11-19. Prehistory Press, Madison. 
 
Hegmon, Michelle 

1995  The Social Dynamics of Pottery Style in the Early Puebloan Southwest. 
Crow Canyon Archaeological Center, Cortez.  

 
2000  Advances in Ceramic Ethnoarchaeology. Journal of Archaeological 

Method and Theory 7(3):129-137. 
 
Henrickson, E. F., and Mary M. A. McDonald 

1983  Ceramic Form and Function: An Ethnographic Search and an 
Archaeological Application. American Anthropologist 85:630-643. 

 
Heu, Moon-Hwe, Y. J. Lee, and J. Y. Woo 

2003  Morphological Observations on Carbonized Rice excavated at the 
Sorori Paleolithic Site. In The 1st International Symposium: Prehistoric 
Cultivation in Asia and Sorori Rice, eds. Yung-jo Lee and Jong-Yoon Woo, 
pp. 59-71. Chungbuk National University Museum and Chengwongoon, 
Cheongjoo. (In Korean and English) 

 
Higham, Charles 

2002  Early Cultures of Mainland Southeast Asia. Art Media Resources, Chicago. 
 
Hirth, Kenneth G. 

1993  The Household as an Analytical Unit: Problems in Method and Theory. In 
Prehispanic Domestic Units in Wstern Mesoamerica: Stuides of the 
Household, Compound, and Residence, eds. R. Santley and K. Hirth, pp. 
21-36. CRC Press, Boca Raton. 

 
Hodder, Ian 

1977  The Distribution of  Material Culture Itemss in the Baringo Distric, Western 
Kenya. Man 12:239-269. 

 
1982  Symbols in Action: Ethnoarchaeological Studies of Material Culture. 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
 
 



310 

1985  Postprocessual Archaeology. In Advances in Archaeological Method and   
          Theory, ed. M. B. Schiffer, pp.1-26. Academic Press, New York. 

 
1990  The Domestication of Europe: Structure and Contingency in Neolithic 

Societies. Blackwell, Oxford. 
 

1991  Reading the Past: Current Approaches to Interpretation in Archaeology. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
2000  Agency and individuals in long-term processes. In Agency in Archaeology, 

eds. M. Dobres and J. Robb, pp. 21-33. Routledge, London. 
 
Hodder, Ian and Craig Cessford 

2004  Daily Practice and Social Memory at Çatalhöyük. American Antiquity 
69:17-40. 

 
Holland, Laura R. 

1995  Pots on the Periphery: Ceramic Analysis of Rim Sherds from Two 
                     Single Mound Sites in the Vicinity of Moundville, Alabama. BA Thesis,                 
                     New College of the University of South Florida, Sarasota. 
 
Hong, Hyung-Woo 

2011  아무르강 하류의 신석기문화 고찰 : 수추섬 유적을 중심으로(Neolithic  

cultures of the Lower Amur River). 선사와 고대 34:249-278. (In Korean) 

 
Hong, Sung-Soo 

2012  한반도 중서부지역 신석기시대 집터의 변화 양상 (Changeable Aspects of 

the Neolithic Dwelling Sites in the Midwest Korean Peninsula). Master’s 
Thesis, Department of History, University of Seoul. (In Korean) 

 
Hoopes, J. W. and W. K. Barnett 

1995  The Shape of Early Pottery Studies. In The Emergence of Pottery: 
Technology and Innovation in Ancient Societies, eds. W. K. Barnett and 
J. W. Hoopes, pp. 1-7. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, D.C. 

 
Horai, Satoshi, Kenji Hayasaka, Kumiko Murayama, Noriyuki Wate, Hiroko Koike and 
Nobuyuki Nakai 

1996  mtDNA Polymorphism in East Asian Populations, with special reference to 
the peopling of Japan. American Journal of Human Genetics  
(59):579-590. 

 
Hou, Y. M., R. Potts, B. Yuan, Y. Guo, Z. T. Deino, A. Wang, W. Clark, J. Xie, and W. 
W. Huang 

2000  Mid-Pleistocene Acheulean-like stone technology of the Bose Basin, South 
China. Science 287:1622-1626. 

 



311 

Howells, W. W. 
1978  Origins of the Chinese people: Interpretations of the Recent Evidence. 

Presented at the Conference on the Origins of Chinese Civilization at 
University of California, Berkeley on 26-30 June, 1978. Peabody Museum 
Harvard University. 

 
Huang, W. W. 

1989  Bifaces in China. Human Evolution 4:87-92. 
 
Huke, Robert E. 

1976  Geography and climate of rice. In Proceedings of the Symposium on 
Climate and Rice, pp. 31-50. The International Rice Research Institute,  
Los Banos. 
 

Hutterer, Karl 
1983  The Natural and Cultural History of Southeast Asian Agriculture: 

Ecological and Evolutionary Considerations. East-West Environment and 
Policy Institute, Reprint no. 66. pp. 169-212. East-West Center. Honolulu. 

 
1988  The Prehistory of the Southeast Asian Rainforests. In People of the 

Tropical Rainforest, eds. J. S. Denslow and C. Padoch, pp. 63-72. 
University of California Press, Berkeley. 

 
Ikawa-Smith, Fumiko 

1999  Construction of national identity and origins in East Asia: a comparative 
perspective. Antiquity 73:626-629. 

 
Im, Hyo-Jae 

1982  오산리 유적 발굴조사 진전 보고 (A Preliminary Report on the Excavation 

of the Osanri site). 한국고고학 연보 (HangukKogohakYonbo) 9:26-33. (In 

Korean) 
 

1983  서해안지역의 즐문토기문화 - 편년을 중심으로(The Comb Pattern Pottery  

          Culture of the West Coast of Korea with an Emphasis on its Chronology).  

          한국고고학보 (HangukKogoHakpo) 14/15:1-18. (In Korean) 

 
1984  Korean Neolithic Chronology: A Tentative Model. Korea Journal 24:11-22. 

 
1992  Prehistoric rice agriculture in Korea. In Pacific Northeast Asia in 

Prehistory: Hunter-Fisher-Gatherers, Farmers, and Sociopolitical Elites, 
eds. C. M. Aikens and Song Nai Rhee, pp.157-160. Washington State 
University Press, Pullman. 

 
1995  The New archaeological data concerned with the cultural relationship 

between Korea and Japan in the Neolithic Age. Korea Journal 35(3): 
31-39. 



312 

 
1996  The Korean Neolithic Age and Its Cultural Relationship to Northeast China. 

Korea Journal 36(4):5-16. 
 

1999  한국 고대문화의 흐름 (The Flow of Civilization in Ancient 

Korea). 집문당 (Chimmundang), Seoul. (In Korean) 

 

2000  한국신석기문화 (Neolithic Culture in Korea). Jibmundang, Seoul. (In 

Korean) 
 
Im, Hyo-Jae and Sarah Nelson  

1976  Implications of the Sizes of Comb-Pattern Vessels, with Hyo-Jae Im, 
HangukKogoHakpo (Journal of Korean Archaeological Studies) 1:117-
121. Also in HangukKogohak 3:72-74. 

 
Im, Sang-Taek 

1999  한반도 중부지역 신석기시대 중기토기의 양상 (The Chronological 

Observation of the Korean Neolithic Potteries: Featuring the Middle 

Phases of the Middle Part of the Korean Peninsular). 선사와고대 

(SonsawaKodae) 13:31-62. (In Korean) 
 

2001  빗살무늬토기문화의 지역적 전개: 중서부지역과 강원영동지역을 

대상으로 (A Study on the Regional Development of the Chulmun Pottery   

Cultures – Focusing on the Central western and Kangwon Province   

Area).한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 1:1-22. (In Korean) 

 

2003  중부지방 신석기시대 상대편년을 둘러싼 문제 (A Critical Review on the  

           Relative Chronology Issues of the Neolithic Period in the Central western   

           Region). 한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 5:21-29. (In Korean) 

 
Imamura, Keiji 

1996  Prehistoric Japan – New Perspectives on Insular East Asia. University of 
Hawaii Press, Honolulu. 

 
Issac, Erich 

1970  Geography of Domestication. Prentice Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs. 
 
Jang, Yong-Jun. 

2003  석장리 유적의 재검토 (A Reevaluation of the Sokchangni Site).  

          국립공주박물관기요 (KooknipGongJuParkmulkwanGiyo) 3:7-39. (In  

           Korean) 
 
 
 



313 

2005 공주 석장리 유적의 중-후기 문화층의 검토 (A Review of the Stratified 

Layers associated with the Lower and Upper Paleolithic Periods at the 

Sokchangni Site). In 금강의 구석기문화 (The Paleolithic Age Culture of the 

Geumgang), Gongju National Museum, pp. 176-202. Gongju National 
Museum, Gongju. (In Korean) 

 
Jeong, Jing-Won and In-Soo Ha 

1998  남해안 지방과 구주지방의 신석기시대 문화교류연구 (A Study on the 

Cultural Relationship during the Neolithic Age between the Southern 

Coast of Korea and Kyushu Island of Japan. 한국민족문화 

(HangukMinjokMunhwa) 12:1-90. (In Korean) 
 
Jin, F., N. Saitou, and K. Omoto 

1999  Population Genetic Studies on the Chinese. In Interdisciplinary 
Perspectives on the Origins of the Japanese, ed. Keiichi Omoto, pp.15-24. 
International Research Center for Japanese Studies, Tokyo. 

 
Jo, Jin-Seon 

2001  세형동검의 제작와 기능변천 (A Study on the Transition of Grinding Method  

          and Function of the Slender Daggers in Korean Bronze Age. 호남고고학보   

          (HonamKogohakpo) 13:33-64. (In Korean) 
 

2003  세형동검문화기 매장시설의 침향 선정 (The Selection on the Head   

          Direction of Bronze Slender Daggers Culture Age). 호남고고학보  

          (HonamKogohakpo) 18:27-53. (In Korean) 
 
Jones, John T. and M. F. Berarb 

1972  Ceramics: Industrial Processing and Testing. Iowa State Unveristiy Press, 
Ames. 

 
Jones, Siân 

1996  Discourses of Identity in the Interpretation of the Past. In Cultural Identity 
and Archaeology: The Construction of European Communities, ed. by P. 
Graves-Brown, S. Jones and C. Gamble, pp. 1-24. Routledge, London. 
Reprinted in Interpretive Archaeology: A Reader, ed. by Julian Thomas, 
pp. 445-457. Leicester University Press, London. 

 
1997  The Archaeology of Ethnicity: Constructing Identities in the Past and 

Present. Routledge, London. 
 
Kajiwara, Hiroshi, and Aleksei V. Kononenko 

1999  The Origin of Early Pottery in Northeast Asia in the Context of 
Environmental Change. In Proceedings of the Society for California 
Archaeology Volume 12, pp. 64-79. California State University at Chico, 
Chico. 



314 

 
Kang, Chang-Hwa 

2007  제주 고산리 신석기문화 연구 (Neolithic Culture in Gosan-ri, Jeju Island). 

Ph.D. Disseratation. Department of Anthropology, Yeungnam University. 
(In Korean) 

 

2009  제주 고산리유적 출토 석족의 형식과 변화 (The Types of Stone 

Arrowheads from Gosan-ri Excavation in Jeju Island). 제주도연구 

(JejudoYongu) 32:1-28. (In Korean) 
 
Katayama, Kazumichi 

1996  The Japanese as an Asia-Pacific Population. In Multicultural Japan: 
Palaeolithic to Postmodern, eds. Donald Denoon, Mark Hudson, 
Gavan McCormack, and Tessa Morris-Suzuki, pp. 19-30. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Kelly, Robert L. 

1995  The Foraging Spectrum: Diversity in Hunter-Gatherer Lifeways 
(Chapter 1,2, and 4). Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington D.C. 

 
2000  Elements of a Behavioral Ecological Paradigm for the Study of Prehistoric 

Hunter-Gatherers. In Social Theory in Archaeology, ed. Michael Brian 
Schiffer, pp. 63-78. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City. 

 
Kim, Bum-Cheol 

2006  금강 중·하류역 송국리형 취락에 대한 가구고고학적 접근 : 다차원척도법을 

이용한 가구간 빈부차/위계 분석을 중심으로(Household Archaeology of 

Songgukri-Type Settlements in the Lower and Middle Reaches of Geum 
River:Analysis of Household Wealth/Status Variability Using MDS) 

한국상고사학보 (HangukSanggosaHakpo) 51:79-108. (In Korean) 

 
Kim, Bum-Cheol, Hyoung-Ki Ahn and Han-Gyoung Song 

2007  무문토기의 용량분석 시론 : 충남지역 청동기시대 취락 출토품을 중심으로 

(Estimating a Parent Vessel’s Volume from Its Sherds: Analyzing Pottery 

from Bronze Age habitation Sites in the Chugnam Province). 야외고고학 

(Ya-oeKogohak) 2:34-57. (In Korean) 
 
Kim, Byong-Mo 

1981  한국 거석문화 원류에 관한 연구 (A Study of the origin of Korean Megalithic  

          Culture). 한국고고학보 (HangukKogoHakpo) 10(2):55-78. (In 

Korean) 
 

1982  A New Interpretation of Megalithic Monuments in Korea. In Megalithic 
Cultures in Asia (Monograph No. 2), ed. Byung-Mo Kim, pp. 164-189. 
Hanyang University, Seoul. 



315 

 
Kim, Chang-Ho 

2006  한국 신석기시대 토착 신앙 문제 (A Study on Korean Ancient Religions in  

           the Neolithic Age). 한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 12:93-104.  

           (In Korean) 
 
Kim, Chun-Young 

2002  조리용 무문토기 연구 (A Study on the plain coarse pottery for Cooking). 

Master’s Thesis, Department of History, Kyungnam University. (In Korean) 
 
Kim, Jang-Suk 

1991  오산리토기의 연구 – 상대편년 및 타지역과의 관계 (A Study on the 

Potteries of Osanri Site). Master’s Theis, Deparment of Archaeology and 
Art History. Seoul National University. (In Korean) 

 
2002  The Late Neolithic-Early Bronze Age Transition and Cessation of Island 

Exploitation in Central-Western Korea: The Spread of Territoriality into a 
Mobile Hunter-Gatherer Context. Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of 
Anthropology, Arizona State University. 

 

2003a 중서부 신석기시대 편년에 대한 비판적 검토 (A Critical Review on the 

Chronology of the Neolithic Period in the Central western Region). 

한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 5:5-19. (In Korean) 

 
2003b Land-Use Conflict and the Rate of the Transition to Agricultural 

Economy: A Comparative Study of Southern Scandinavia and Central- 
Western Korea. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 10(3):277- 
321. 

 

2004  남한내륙 중기신석기시대 토기문양의 공간적 분포양상 (Spatial Distribution 

of Pottery Designs during the south Korea Middle Neolithic). 한국고고학보 

(HangukKogohakpo) 54:5-33. (In Korean) 
 
Kim, Jang-Suk and Sung-Hyeok Yang 

2001  중서부 신석기시대 편년과  패총이용전략에 대한 새로운 이해 (New  

          Understandings of the Central-western Korean Neolithic Chronology and   

          Shellmidden Exploitation Strategy). 한국고고학보 (HangukKogohakpo)   

           45:5-44. (In Korean) 
 
 
 
 
 
 



316 

Kim, Ju-yong, Yung-Jo Lee, Dong-Yoon Yang, Jong-Chan Kim, Pil-Yun Bong, and Ji-
Hoon Park 

2003  Quaternary Geology and Vegetation Environment of Sorori Palaeolithic 
Site – in Comparison to Jangheungri Site in Jinju Sorori Paleolithic Site. In 
The 1st International Symposium: Prehistoric Cultivation in Asia and 
Sorori Rice, eds. Yung-jo Lee and Jong-Yoon Woo, pp. 47-57. Chungbuk 
National University Museum and Chengwongoon, Cheongjoo. (In English 
and Korean) 

 
Kim, Jung-Bae 

1971  한국 청동기문화의 사적고찰 (A Critical Review on the Bronze-Age Culture 

of Korea). 한국사연구 (HanguksaYongu) 6:1-33. (In Korean) 

 
1972  Racial Composition and Cultural Complex in Ancient Korea. Korea Journal 

12(9): 4-17. 
 

1974  한국 민족의 기원 (The Origins of the Korean race). 고려대학교 

(KoryoDaehakkyo), Seoul. (In Korean) 
 

1975  Bronze artifacts in Korea and their cultural-historical significance. In The 
Traditional Culture and Society of Korea: Prehistory, ed. R. J. Pearson,  
pp. 130-191. Occasional Papers of the Center for Korean Studies (3). 
University of Hawaii, Honolulu. 

 
1987  Formation of Ethnic Korean Nation and Coming of Its Ancient Kingdom 

States. Korea Journal 27(4):33-39. 
 
Kim, Jeong-Hak 

1964  한국 민족 형성사 (History of the Formation of the Korean 

Race). In 한국 문화사 대계 (A General Introduction to Korean 

Civilization), Koryodaehakkyo Minjok Munhwa Yonguso, Vol. I, pp. 317- 

430. 고려대학교(Koryodaehakkyo), Seoul. (In Korean) 

 

1966  고고학상으로 본 한국민족 (An Archaeological Perspective on Korean  

           Ethnicity). 백산학보 (PaeksanHakpo) 1:133-149. (In Korean) 

 

1968  한국 무문토기문화의 연구 (A Study on the Plain Pottery of Korea). 

백산학보 (PaeksanHakpo) 3:1-98.  (In Korean) 

 
1978  Prehistory of Korea (Translated by Richard J. Pearson and Kazue 

Pearson). The University Press of Hawaii, Honolulu. 
 
 
 
 



317 

Kim, Jong-Il 

2012  한국 초기 및 고대국가 성립에 관한 비교사적 검토 - 한국과 유럽의 사례를 

중심으로 (A Comparative Review on the Formation Process of the Early 

and the Ancient State). 동북아역사논총 (Dongbukah-YeoksaNonchong) 

33:207-249. (In Korean) 
 
Kim, Joo-Yong. 

2007  청원 만수리 구석기유적의 제4기 지질 (Quaternary Geology of the Mansuri 

Site, Cheongwon). In 청원 만수리 구석기유적 : 제1회 선사문화 세미나 

(Proceedings of Prehistoric Seminar of the Mansuri Paleolithic Site, 

Cheongwon), pp. 59-76. 한국선사문화연구원 

(HangukSonsaMunhwaYonguwon), Cheongjoo. (In Korean)  
 
Kim, Kwon-Goo, Sung-Hyuk Bae, and Jae-Cheol Kim 

2007  김천 송죽리유적 II (계명대학교 행소박물관 유적조사보고    

          제17호)(Gimcheon Songjookri Site Report II). Hengso Museum at   

          Keimyung University, Daegu. (In Korean) 
 

Kim, Min-Koo 

2010  영산강 유역 초기 벼농사의 전개 (Intensification of Rice Agriculture in the 

Yeongsan River Drainage Basin Indicated by Pottery Impression, Pollen, 

and Carbonized Rice). 한국고고학보 (HangukKogoHakpo) 75:46-71. (In 

Korean) 
 

Kim, Seung-Og 

2006  청동기시대 주거지의 편년과 사회변천 (Chronology and Social Changes of   

          Dwellings in the Korean Bronze Age). 한국고고학보 (HangukKogohakpo)    

           60:4-37. (In Korean) 
 
Kim, Seok-Hoon 

2001  황해 중부 섬 지역의 신석기유적 현황 (A Report on the Existing Neolithic   

          Sites of the Islands in the Yellow Sea). 한국신석기연구  

          (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 2:65-89. (In Korean) 
 
Kim, Won-Yong 

1964  한국문화의 고고학적 연구 (An Archaeological Study of Ancient Korean 

Culture. 민족문화연구 (MinjokMuhwaYongu) 1:47-122. (In Korean) 

 

1967  압록강 유역의 즐문토기 문화 (The Comb Pattern Pottery Culture Along the   

           Reaches of the Yalu River. 백산학보 (PaeksanHakpo) 3:99-108. (In  

           Korean) 
 

1972  Impact of Ancient Korean Culture upon Japan. Korea Journal 12(6):34-35. 
 



318 

1981  Korean Archaeology Today. Korea Journal 21(9):22-43. 
 

1982  Discoveries of Rice in Prehistoric Sites in Korea. Journal of Asian Studies 
41(3):513-518. 

 
1983a Recent Archaeological Discoveries in the Republic of Korea. The Centre 

for East Asian Cultural Studies, Tokyo. 
 

1983b 한국 고고학 개설 (Introduction to Korean archaeology). 일지사 (Ilchisa), 

Seoul. (In Korean) 
 

1986  The Formation of The Korean Prehistoric Cutlures. In Introduction to 
Korean Studies, pp. 3-40. National Academy of Sciences, Seoul. 

 

1989  한국고고학 연구 (An anthology of Korean archaeological studies). 

일지사 (Ilchisa), Seoul. (In Korean) 

 
Kim, Young-Jun 

2003  우리나라 중·서부지역의 신석기시대 민토기 연구 (A study on Neolithic 

Mintogi (plain pottery) in Middle-west Region of Korea. Master’s Thesis, 
Department of History, DanKook University. (In Korean) 

 

2010  서울,경기지역 신석기시대 주거지 유적 검토 -평면형태 및 주거지내 출토 

무문양토기를 중심으로 (A Study of the Neolithic Housing Places in Seoul 

and Kyunggi Province). 사학지 (Sahakgi) 42:7-26. (In Korean) 

 
Kim, Yong-Gan  

1979  우리나라 신석기시대 질그릇 갖춤새 변천에 보이는 문화발전의 고유성 (A    

          Study on the Stylistic Change and Development of the Korean Neolithic    

          Pottery. 고고민속논문집 (KogoMinsokNonmunjip) 7. (In Korean) 

 
Kim, Young-Hee 

2002  요동반도 신석기문화의 형성과정 연구: 토기를 중심으로 (Study of the   

           Neolithic Culture of the Liaodong Peninsula). Ph.D. Dissertation.  
           Department of Archaeology and Art History, Seoul National University. 

                      (In Korean) 
 
Kluckhohn, Clyde 

1936  Some Reflections on the Method and Theory of the Kulturkreislehre. 
American Anthropologist 38(2):157-196. 

 
1940  The Conceptual Structure in Middle American Studies. In The Maya and 

Their Neighbors: Essays on Middle American Anthropology and 
Archaeology, eds. Clarence L. Hay, et al., pp. 41-51. Appleton-Century,   
New York. 



319 

 
Knapp, Bernard A. 

1996  Archaeology Without Gravity: Postmodernism and the Past. Journal of 
Archaeological Method and Theory 3(2):127-158. 

 
Ko, Il-Hong 

2010  청동기시대 전기의 농경방식 재조명 : 화전농경에 대한 비판적 검토를 

중심으로 (Reconsidering Early Bronze Age Farming Strategies: A Critical 

Examination of Slash and Burn Farming) 한국상고사학보 

(HangukSanggosaHakpo) 67:25-44. (In Korean) 
 
Koh, Ki-Seok, Hyun-Jun Shon, Rak-Hee Chung, and Ho-Suck Kang 

1997  한국인 머리뼈 얼굴편평도에 대한 체질인류학적 연구 (An Anthropometric  

           Study of Flatness of the Korean Crania).대한체질인류학회지  

           (ChejiI-Illryuhakhweji) 10(1):1-11. (In Korean) 
 
Kohl, Philip L. 

1981  Materialist Approaches in Prehistory. Annual Review of Anthropology 
10:89-118. 

 
1985  Symbolic, Cognitive Archaeology: A New Loss of Innocence. 

Dialectical Anthropology 9:105-117. 
 

1989  The Use and Abuse of World Systems Theory: The Case of the “Pristine” 
West Asian State. In Archaeological Thought in America, ed. C. C. 
Lamberg-Karlovsky, pp. 218-240. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge. 

 
1998  Nationalism and Archaeology: On the Constructions of Nations and the 

Reconstructions of the Remote Past. Annual Review of Anthropology 
27:223-246. 

 
Kong, Woo-Seok 

2000  Vegetational History of the Korean Peninsula. Global Ecology & 
Biogeography 9:391-402. 

 
Kong, Su-Jin and Yung-Jo Lee 

2004  Lindustrie lithique du Paleolithicque dans la region Jungwon de la Coree. 
In Paleoenvironnement Et Culuture Paleolithicque De La Region 
Jungwon, Coree (2004 Korean – French Paleolithic Workshop), eds. 
Yung-jo Lee and Tae-sop Cho, pp. 101-114. Institute for Jungwon Culture 
Chungbuk National University, Cheongjoo. (In Korean, French and 
English) 

 
 
 



320 

Koo, Ja-Jin 

2003  옥천 대천리의 신석기시대 집자리에 대한 연구 (A Study on the Neolithic 

Age Dwelling Site in Daechen-ri of Okcheon). Master’s Thesis, 
Department of Cultural Heritage, Hannam University. (In Korean) 

 

2004  대천리 신석기유적의 토기와 석기에 대한 연구 (A Study on the Pottery and 

Lithic of the Neolithic Site in Daechenri). 호서고고학 (HoseoKogohak) 

11:73-109. (In Korean) 
 

2006a 중부 서해안지역의 신석기시대  집자리 연구 (A Study on the Neolithic 

Residential Sites in the Central western Coastal Area). 숭실사학 

(SoongsilSahak) 19:1-21. (In Korean) 
 

2006b 우리나라 중서부지역의 신석기시대 집자리 연구 (A Study on the Neolithic   

            Residential Sites in the Central western Area of the Korean Peninsula).    

           한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 11:71-113. (In Korean) 

 

2008a 신석기시대 대천리식 집자리의 재검토(Re-Examination of Daecheon-ri   

            Type Dwelling Site in the Neolithic Age). 호서고고학 (HoseoKogohak)   

            18:2-27. (In Korean) 
 

2008b 중부 서해안지역 신석기시대 마을의 생계-주거 방식 연구 (Review of the   

           Subsistence and Dwelling Method at the Settlement on the Central West   

           Coast Region in the Neolithic Age). 한국상고사학보  

           (HangukSanggosaHakpo) 60:21-40. (In Korean) 
 

2011a 신석기시대 움집의 복원과 의미 (The Restoration and Meaning of Neolithic  

Dwellings). 야외고고학 (Ya-oeKogohak) 10:5-36. (In Korean) 

 

2011b 한국 신석기시대의 집자리와 마을 연구 (A Study of the Dwelling Site and   

            the Settlements of the Neolithic Age in Korean Peninsular). Ph.D.   
            Dissertation, Department of History, Soongsil University. (In Korean) 

 

2011c  신석기시대 집자리의 유형설정 검토(Review on the Type Setting of  

                       Neolithic Dwelling Site). 숭실사학 (SoongsilSahak) 26:5-41. (In Korean) 

 
Krieger, Alex D. 

1944  The Typological Concept. American Antiquity 9(3):271-288. 
 
Kroeber, Alfred L. 

1940. Stimulus diffusion. American Anthropologist 42:1–20. 
 
 
 

http://academic.naver.com/journalView.nhn?dir_id=10102&journal_id=62440


321 

Kroeber, A. L. and C. Kluckhohn 
1952  Culture – A Critical Review of Concepts and Definitions. Cambridge, 

Massachusetts, Harvard University, Papers of the Peabody Museum of 
American Archaeology and Ethnology no. 47. 

 
Kwon, Oh-Young and Moo-Joong Kim 

2011  Public Archaeology in Korea: A Duet of Popularity and Nationalism. In New 
Perspectives in Global Public Archaeology, eds. Katsuyuki Okamura and 
Akira Matsuda, pp. 87-94. Springer, New York. 

 

Lab of Human Evolution (인류진화 발전사 연구실) 

1995  조선 서북지역의 동굴유적 (Cave Sites in Northwest Korea).  

          김일성종합대학출판사 (KimilsungJonghapDaehakChulpanbu),   

          Pyoungyang. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Chung-Kyu  

1988  남한지방 무문토기문화의 전개와 공렬토기의 위치 (The Development of    

          the Plain Pottery Culture in the Southern Korean Peninsula: Focusing on   

          the Rim-Perforated Pottery. 한국상고사학보 (HangukSanggosaHakpo)   

          1:37-92. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Dong-Hee  

2002  전남지방 지석묘 사회와 발전단계 :전남 동부지역을 중심으로 (The   

          Dolmen-Society and Its Process of Development in Chonnam 

                     Province). 호남고고학보 (HonamKogohakpo) 15:19-55. (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Dong-Ju 

1999  빗살문토기 문화의 성격 : 발생과 확산과정을 중심으로 (Characteristics of 

the Comb-Pattern Pottery: Focusing on the Origin and Diffusion Process). 

선사와고대 (SonsawaKodae) 13(1):5-30. (In Korean) 

 

2001  중동부 해안지역 빗살문토기문화의 성격 – 남해안지역과의 관련성을   

          중심으로 (Comb Pottery from Middle Eastern Coastal Region in Korea and   

           Its Cultural Characteristics. 한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu)  

           1:23-55. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Eui-Han  

2004  A Geographical Study on Human Life of the New Stone Age in the Central 

and Western Region of the Korean Peninsula (한반도 중서부지역의 

신석기시대 생활상에 관한 지리학적 연구). 지리학연구 (JirihakYongu) 

38(3):293-305. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Gyoung-Ah 

2011  The Transition from Foraging to Farming in Prehistoric Korea. Current 
Anthropology 52(S4):S307-S329. 



322 

 
Lee, Gi-Gil 

1994  우리나라 신석기시대의 질그릇과 살림 : 암사동, 동삼동, 오산리유적을 

중심으로 (Pottery and Living: based on the Neolithic Pottery from 

Amsadong, Dongsamdong and Osanri Sites). Ph.D. Dissertation, 
Department of History, Yonsei University. (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Gi-Gil and Hee-Su Moon 

2006  김천 송죽리유적 질그릇의 재료와 구운온도 분석 (A Study on the Raw 

Material and Firing Temperature of Pottery from Gimcheon Songjookri 
Site). In Gimcheon Songjookri Site Report I, ed.  S. H. Bae, pp. 269-281. 
Hengso Museum at Keimyung Univeristy, Daegu. (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Heon-Jong 

2000  동북아시아의 중기구석기 연구 (A Study of Middle Paleolithic Culture in 

Northeast Asia). 한국상고사학보 (HangukSanggosaHakpo) 33:7-48. (In 

Korean) 
 

2002  우리나라 후기구석기 최말기와 신석기시대로의 이행기의 문화적 성격 (A 

Study on the Nature of the Cultural Transition Period from the End of the 

Late Paleolithic to the Beginning of the Neolithic in Korea). In 전환기의 

고고학 (Geonhwangiu Kogohak) 1, pp. 27-62. 학연문화사 

(HakyonMunhwasa), Seoul. (In Korean)  
 

Lee, Hyung-Goo 

1990  한국민족문화의 시베리아기원설에 대한 재고: 한국고대문화의 기원에 관한 

서설 (A Reconsideration on the Theory of Siberian Origin of Korean 

Culture - a Preliminary Discussion on the Origin of Ancient Korean 

Culture) 동방학지 (DongbangHakji) 69:1-30. (In Korean) 

 

1991  한국 고대문화의 기원 (The Oringin of Ancient Korean Culture). 까치   

          (Kkachi), Seoul. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Jae-Hoon 

2010  The Relatedness between the Japanese and Korean Ethnic Origins:  
A Comprehensive Approach to the Issue. VDM Verlag Dr. Muller, 
Saarbrucken, Germany. 

 
Lee, June-Jeong  

2001a  From Shellfish Gathering to Agriculture in Prehistoric Korea: The 
Chulmun to Mumun Transition. Ph.D. Dissertation. Department of   
Anthropology. University of Wisconsin-Madison. 

 
 
 



323 

2001b  수렵·채집 경제에서 농경으로의 전이 과정에 대한 이론적 고찰  

            (Theoretical Approaches to the Transition to Agriculture in Prehistoric 

                        Korea). 영남고고학 (Youngnamkogohak) 28(June):1-33. (In Korean) 

 

2002  가도패총 신석기, 청동기시대 생계양식의 변화상 (A Study of Changing   

           Subsistence Patterns from the Neolithic to Bronze Periods: Focusing on a  

           shell-midden site in Gado).한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu)   

           3:5-16. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Nam-Seok and Hyeon-Sook Lee 

2009  계룡면 용동리 신석기 시대 주거지 (Neolithic Residential Site in 

Yongdongri, Gaeryongmyeon).한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu) 

18:219-234. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Ki-Moon 

1976  개정 국어사 개설 (A Revised Introduction to the History of Korean).   

          Minjungseokwan, Seoul. (In Korean) 
 

1979  A Look at Research in Korean Historical Linguistics. Korea Journal 
19(2):4-10. 

 
Lee, Sue-Jin 

2010  강원도 동해안지역의 신석기문화 (The Neolithic culture in East coast of   

           Kangwondo). Master’s Thesis, Department of History, Kangwon National   
           University. (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Sung-Ju 

1992  신석기시대 (The Neolithic Period). In 한국선사고고학(Korean Prehistoric   

          Periods), eds. Mong-Lyong Choe, Yu-Jeon Cho, Ki-Dong Bae, Suk-Jeong   
          Shin, and Sung-Ju Lee, pp. 77-168. Kkachi, Seoul. (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Sang-Kyun 

1998  신석기시대 한일 교류사 (Neolithic Cultural Contact between Korea and   

           Japan). 학연문화사 (Hakyonmunhwasa). (In Korean) 

 

1999  빗살문양토기 문화의 기원과 전파문제에 대한 소고 (A Study on the Origin 

and Inheritance of Korean Comb-Pattern Pottery. 선사와고대 

(SonsawaKodae) 13:135-144. (In Korean) 
 

2000  한반도 신석기인의 묘제와 사후세계관 (The Thought of Death and the  

          Tombs in the Neolithic Age of the Korean Peninsula. 고문화 (Gomunhwa).   

          56:3-27. (In Korean) 
 
 



324 

2001  佐藤達夫(이상균 역), 조선유문토기의 변천 (A Study on the Change of the  

           Korean Neolithic Pottery). 한국신석기연구 (HangukShinseokgiYongu)  

           1:89-109. (In Korean) 
 

2003  한반도 신석기시대 주거의 변천과 구조적 양상 (The Dwelling Transitions  

           and Structural Features in the Neolithic Age of the Korean Peninsula).   

          고문화 (Gomunhwa) 61:3-43. (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Seung-Yoon 

2008  우리나라 중동부지방의 신석기시대 주거지에 대한 일 연구 (A Study on the 

Residential Area of the Neolithic Era in Mideastern Korea). 과기고고연구 

(GhagiKogoYongu) 14:5-31. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Won-Jun 

2004  러시아 아무르강 유역의 신석기문화 (The Neolithic Culture in the Amur 

River, Russia). Master’s Thesis, Department of History, Sungkyunkwan 
University. (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Yung-Jo 

1989  단양 수양개 후기 구석기시대의 배모양 석기의 연구(A Study on the 

Boat-shaped Tools of the Upper Palaeolithic Period from Suyanggae at 

Tanyang, Korea). 고문화 (Gomunhwa) 35:3-77. (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Yung-Jo, J. Y. Woo and S. J. Kong 

1999  수양개 슴베연모의 고찰 (Suyanggae Tanged-tools in Korea : a technical 

and typological analysis) In Suyanggae and Her Neighbours, eds. Y. J. 
Lee, J. Y. Woo and S. J. Kong, pp. 1-36. The 4th International 

Symposium. 한국고대학회 (HangukGodaeHakhoe). (In Korean) 

 
Lee, Yung-Jo and Soo-Jin Kong 

2002  수양개 유적 슴베연모에 대한 새로운 연구 (A New Approach to the 

Tanged Tools from Suyanggae). 한국구석기학보 (HangukKusokki 

Hakpo) 6:13-24. (In Korean) 
 
Lee, Yung-Jo and Jong-Yoon Woo (eds) 

2000  소로리 구석기 유적지(Sorori Paleolithic Site: Progress Report). Chungbuk   

           National University Museum and Korean Land Corporation. 학연문화사  
         (Hakyonmunhwasa), Seoul. (In Korean)  

 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.riss.kr/search/detail/DetailView.do?p_mat_type=1a0202e37d52c72d&control_no=0aa0ec43f26dd78dffe0bdc3ef48d419
http://www.riss.kr/search/detail/DetailView.do?p_mat_type=1a0202e37d52c72d&control_no=0aa0ec43f26dd78dffe0bdc3ef48d419
http://www.riss.kr/search/detail/DetailView.do?p_mat_type=1a0202e37d52c72d&control_no=0aa0ec43f26dd78dffe0bdc3ef48d419
http://www.riss.kr/search/detail/DetailView.do?p_mat_type=1a0202e37d52c72d&control_no=0aa0ec43f26dd78dffe0bdc3ef48d419


325 

Lee, Yung-Jo and Jong-Yoon Woo 

2001  청원 소로리 볍씨출토 토탄층 제 2 차 조사 (A Report of the Second   

           Investigation of the Soro-ri Peat Deposits Excavated Rice Seed in   
           Cheongwon. In Annual Bulletin of Chungbuk National University Museum,   
           pp. 87-106, Chungbuk National University Museum, Cheongjoo. (In   
           Korean) 

 
2003  The Oldest Sorori Rice 15,000 BP: Its Findings and Significance. In 

The 1st International Symposium: Prehistoric Cultivation in Asia and 
Sorori Rice, eds. Yung-jo Lee and Jong-Yoon Woo, pp. 33-46, Chungbuk 
National University Museum and Chengwongoon, Cheongjoo. (In Korean 
and English) 

 
2004  The Paleolithic Culture in the Jungwon Region, Korea. In 

Paleoenvironnement Et Culuture Paleolithicque De La Region Jungwon, 
Coree (2004 Korean – French Paleolithic Workshop), eds. Yung-jo Lee 
and Tae-sop Cho, pp. 45-58. Institute for Jungwon Culture Chungbuk 
National University, Cheongjoo. (In Korean, French and English) 

 
Lee, S. G., A. Masuda, H. Shimizu, and Y. S. Song 

2001  Crustal Evolution History of Korean Peninsula in East Asia: The 
Significance of Nd, Ce isotopic and REE data from the Korean 
Precambrian gneisses. Geochemical Journal 35:175-187. 

 
Leone, Mark P. 

1978  Time in American Archaeology.  In Social Archaeology: Beyond 
Subsistence and Dating, eds. Charles L. Redman, et al., pp. 25-36. 
Academic Press, New York. 

 
2010  Critical Historical Archaeology. Left Coast Press, Walnut Creek. 

 
Leone, Mark P., P. B. Potter, JR., and P. A. Shackel 

1987  Toward a Critical Archaeology. Current Anthropology 28(3):283-302. 
 
Li, C. R. 

2002  The Handaxes Unearthed in China. In Paleolithic Archaeology in Northeast 
Asia, eds. K. D. Bae and J. C. Lee, pp.29-39. Yeoncheon County and 
Institute of Cultural Properties, Hanyang University, Seoul. 

 
Li, Tianchi 

1988  A Preliminary Study on the Climatic and Environmental Changes at the 
Turn from Pleistocene to Holocene in East Asia. Geojournal 17:649-657. 

 
 
 
 



326 

Lightfoot, Kent, Antoinette Martinez, and Ann M. Schiff 
1998  Daily Practice and Material Culture in Pluralistic Social Settings: An 

Archaeological Study of Culture Change and Persistence from Fort Ross, 
California. American Antiquity 63:199-222. 

 
Lim, Hak-Jong  

2003  남해안 신석기시대의 매장유구 (The Neolithic Burials of Southern   

           Seacoast of Korea). 선사와 고대 (SonsawaGodae) 18:25-56. (In Korean) 

 
Lim, Young-Jin 

1985  움집의분류와변천 (Classification and Transition in Pithouse).   

          한국고고학보 (HangukKogohakpo) 17-18:107-162. (In Korean) 

 
Lindstrom, Kati and Junzo Uchiyama 

2012  Inland Sea as a Unit for Environmental History: East Asia Inland Seas from 
Prehistory to Future. Journal of Environmental Biology 33(2):283-288. 

 
Linton, Ralph 

1944  North American Cooking Pots. American Antiquity 9:369-380. 
 
Lister, G. S., K. Kelts, K. Chen, J. Yu, and F. Niessen 

1991  Lake Qinghai, China: Closed-Basin Lake Levels and the Oxygen Isotope 
Record for Ostracoda since the Latest Pleistocene. Palaeogeography, 
Palaeoclimatology, Palaeoecology 84:141-162. 

 
Liu, D. S. and Z. G. Li 

1996  Geography of Asia. Commercial Press, Beijing. 
 
Liu, Jun 

1985  Some observations on the archaeological site of Hemudu, Zhejiang 
Province, China. Bulletin of the Indo-Pacific Prehistory Association 
6:40-45. 

 
Liu, Jian, R. Zhu, A. Roberts, S. Li, and J. H. Chang 

2004  High-resolution analysis of early diagenetic effects on magnetic minerals 
in post-middle-Holocene continental shelf sediments from the Korea 
Strait. Journal of Geophysical Research 109, B03103,  
doi:10.1029/2003JB002813. 

 
Longacre, William A. 

1985  Pottery Use-life among the Kalinga, Northern Luzon, the Philippines. 
In Decoding Prehistoric Ceramic, ed. Ben. A. Nelson, pp.334-346.   
Southern Illinois University Press. Carbondale.  

 
 



327 

Longacre, William A., Jingfeng Xia, and Tao Yang  
           2000  I Want to Buy a Black Pot. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 

7(4):273-293. 
 
Lutaenko, Konstantin A., Irina S. Zhushchikhovskaya, Yuri A. Mikishin and Alexander N. 
Popov 

2007  Mid-Holocene Climatic Change and Cultural Dynamics in the Basin of the 
Sea of Japan and Adjacent Areas. In Climatic Change and Cultural 
Dynamic: A Global Perspective on Mid-Holocene Transitions, eds. David 
G. Anderson, Kirk A. Maasch and Daniel H. Sandweiss, pp. 331-406. 
Elsevier, Amsterdam. 

 
Lycett, Stephen J. and Christopher J. Bae 

2010  The Movius Line controversy: the state of the debate. World Archaeology 
42(4):521-544. 

 
Lycett, Stephen J. and Christopher J. Norton 

2010  A demographic model for Palaeolithic technological evolution: the case of 
East Asia and the Movius Line. Quaternary International 211(1):55–65. 

 
Lycett, Stephen J. and Gowlett, J. A. J. 

2008  On questions surrounding the Acheulean 'tradition'. World Archaeology 
40(3):295–315. 

 
Lyman, Lee R.  

2007  What is the `process' in cultural process and in processual archaeology? 
Anthropological Theory 7(2): 217–250. 

 
Lyman, Lee R., and M. J. O’Brien 

1997  The concept of evolution in early twentieth-century Americanist 
archaeology. In Rediscovering Darwin: Evolutionary theory in 
archaeological explanation, eds. C. M. Barton and G.A. Clark, pp.21-48. 
Archaeological Papers of the American Anthropological Association 7. 

 
1998  The Goals of Evolutionary Archaeology: History and Explanation. Current 

Anthropology 39(5):615-652. 
 

2001  The direct historical approach and analogical reasoning in archaeology. 
Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 8:303–342. 

 
Lyman, Lee R., Michael J. O’Brien and Robert C Dunnell 

1997  Culture History, Cultural Anthropology, And Cultural Evolution. In The 
Rise and Fall of Culture History. pp. 207-225. Plenum Press, New York. 

 
 
 



328 

Lyom, Gyong-Hwa  

2000  영종도 송산유적 빗살무늬토기의 특성 (Characters of the Neolithic 

Potteries in Songsan Site, Yongjong Island). 선사와 고대 

(SonsawaGodae) 15:123-154. (In Korean) 
 
Mackerras, Colin (editor) 

1995  East and Southeast Asia: A Multidisciplinary Survey. Lynne Rienner 
Publishers, Boulder. 

 
MacNeish, Richard S. 

1997  The Origin of Rice Agriculture in Light of a Paleolithic-Neolithic Sequence 
in South China. In Festschrift in Honor of Kwang-chih Chang, eds. R. 
Murowchick, L. Von Falkenhausen, C. Tsang, and R. Yates. Harvard 
University, Cambridge. 

 
MacWhite, Eoin  

1956  On the Interpretation of Archaeological Evidence in Historical and 
Sociological Terms. American Anthropologist 58:3-25. 

 
Maloney, Bernard K. 

1998  The Long-Term History of Human Activity and Rainforest Development. 
In Human Activities and the Tropical Rainforest: Past, Present and 
Possible Future, ed. B. K. Maloney, pp. 65-85. Kluwer Academic 
Publishers, Boston. 

 
Martin, Samuel E. 

1966  Lexical evidence relating Korean to Japanese. Language 42(2):185-251. 
 

1975  Problems in Establishing the Prehistoric Relationships of Korean and 
Japanese. In Proceedings International Symposium Commemorating 
the 30th Anniversary of Korean Liberation, pp. 149-172. National   
Academy of Sciences, Seoul. 

 
1990  Morphological clues to the relationships of Japanese and Korean. In 

Trends in Linguistics: Studies and Monographs 45. Linguistic Change and 
Reconstruction Methodology, ed. P. Baldi, pp. 483-509. Mouton de 
Gruyter, Berlin. 

 
Mask, A. C., J. J. O’Brien, and R. Preller 

1998  Wind-driven effects on the Yellow Sea Warm Current. Journal of  
Geophysical Research 103(C13):30713-30729. 

 
McGlade, James 

1999  The Times of History: Archaeology, Narrative and Non-Linear 
Causality. In Time and Archaeology, ed. Tim Murray, pp. 139-163. 
Routledge, New York. 



329 

 
McKern, William C. 

1939  The Midwestern Taxonomic Method as an Aid to Archaeological Study. 
American Antiquity 4:301-313. 

 
McNutt, Charles H. 

1973  On the Methodological Validity of Frequency Seriation. American Antiquity 
38(1):45-60. 

 
Meskell, Lynn 

1999  Archaeologies of Social Life: Age, Sex, Class, et cetera in Ancient Egypt. 
Blackwell, Oxford. 

 
2001  Archaeologies of identity. In Archaeological Theory Today, ed. Ian 

Hodder, pp. 187-213. Polity Press, Cambridge. 
 

2002  The Intersection of Identity and Politics in Archaeology. Annual Review of 
Anthropology 31:279-301. 

 
Miller, Roy Andrew 

1971  Japanese and the Other Altaic Languages. University of Chicago Press, 
Chicago. 

 
Miller, Daniel 

1987  Material Culture and Mass Consumption. Basil Blackwell, Oxford. 
 
Mills, Barbara J. 

1989  Integrating Functional Analyses of Vessels and Sherds through Models of 
Ceramic Assemblage Formation. World Archaeology 21(1):133-147. 

 
1999  Ceramics and Social Contexts of Food Consumption in the Northern 

Southwest. In Pottery and People: A Dynamic Interaction, eds. James M.   
                      Skibo and Gary M. Feinman, pp. 99-114. University of Utah Press, 

Salt Lake City. 
 
Movius, Hallam L. Jr. 

1944  Early man and Pleistocene Stratigraphy in Southern and Eastern Asia. 
Peabody Museum papers 19(3):1-125. Peabody Museum-Harvard 
University, Cambridge. 

 
1948  The Lower Paleolithic Cultures of Southern and Eastern Asia. Transactions 

of the American Philosophical Society 38:329-420. 
 
Nelson, Sarah M. 

1975  The Subsistence Base of Middle Han Sites of the Chulmun Period, Asian 
Perspectives 18(1):5-14. 



330 

 
1982a The Origins of Rice Agriculture in Korea. Journal of Ancient Studies 

61(3):511-48. 
 

1982b The Effects of Rice Agriculture on Prehistoric Korea. Journal of Asian 
Studies 41(3):531-543. 

 
1992  The Question of Agricultural Impact on Sociopolitical Development in 

Prehistoric Korea. In Pacific Northeast Asia in Prehistory: Hunter- 
Fisher-Gatherers, Farmers, and Sociopolitical Elites, eds. C. M. Aikens 
and Song Nai Rhee, pp.157-160. Washington State University Press, 
Pullman. 

 
1993  The Archaeology of Korea. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
1995a The Archaeology of Northeast China: Beyond the Great Wall. Routledge, 

London and New York (editor). 
 

1995b The Politics of Ethnicity in Prehistoric Korea. In Nationalism, Politics and 
the Practice of Archaeology, eds. P. L. Kuhl and C. Fawcett, pp. 218-231. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
1999  Megalithic Monuments and the Introduction of Rice into Korea. In The 

Prehistory of Food: Appetites for Change, eds. C. Gosden and J. Hather, 
pp. 147-165. Routledge, London. 

 
2004  Megaliths in Asia, in Encyclopedia of the History of Non-Western Science, 

H. Selin, ed., Springer.  
 
Neupert, Mark A. 

2000  Clays of Contention: An Ethnoarchaeological Study of Factionalism and 
Clay Compositon. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 3:249-
272. 

 
Norton, Christopher J. 

1996  Storage and Its Implications for the Advent of Rice Agriculture in Korea: 
Konam-ri. Master’s Thesis, Department of Anthropology, University of 
Arizona. 

 
2000  The Current State of Korean Paleoanthropology. Jouranl of Human 

Evolution 38:803-825. 
 

2007  Sedentism, Territorial Circumscription and the Increased Use of Plant 
Domesticates across Neolithic-Bronze Age Korea. Asian Perspectives 
46(1):133-165. 

 



331 

Norton, C. J., K. D. Bae, J. W. K. Harris, and H. Y. Lee 
2006  Middle Pleistocene handaxes from the Korean Peninsula. Journal of 

Human Evolution 51:527-536. 
 
NOVA  
           2000  Does Race Exist?, NOVA, October 12.      
                     http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/evolution/does-race-exist.html 
 
O’Brien, Michael J. and R. Lee Lyman 

     2002  The Epistemological Nature of Archaeological Units. Anthropological   
               Theory 2:37-56. 

 
O’Brien, Michael J., Thomas D. Holland, Robert J. Hoard, and Gregory L. Fox 

1994  Evolutionary Implications of Design and Performance Characteristics of 
Prehistoric pottery. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 
1(3):259-304. 

 
O’Connell, James F. 

1995  Ethnoarchaeology Needs a General Theory of Behavior. Journal of 
Archaeological Research 3(3):205-255. 

 
Oh, Kang-Won 

2003  비파형동검문화의 성립과 전개과정 연구 (A Study on the Formation and 

Development Process of the Lute-shaped Bronze Dagger Culture). Ph.D. 
Dissertation, Department of History, Academy of Korean Studies 
(HanGukJeongShiMunHwaYeonGuWon). (In Korean) 

 
Oka, Hiko-Ichi 

1991  Genetic Diversity of Wild and Cultivated Rice. In Rice Biotechnololgy, 
eds. G. S. Khush and G. H. Toenniessen, pp. 55-81. C.A.B. International 
(in association with the International Rice Research Institute), Oxon. 

 
Oppelt, Norman T. 

1984  Worked Potsherds of the Prehistoric Southwest: Their Forms and 
Distribution. Pottery Southwest 11(1):1-6. 

 
Orton, Clive R. 

1980  Mathematics in Archaeology. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
 
Orton, Clive, Paul Tyers and Alan Vince 

1993  Pottery in Archaeology. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
 
Osborn, Anne 

1989  Multiculturalism in the Eastern Andes. In Archaeological Approaches to 
Cultural Identity, ed. S. J. Shennan, pp. 141-156. Unwin Hyman, London. 

 

http://www.anthropology.hawaii.edu/people/faculty/Bae/pdfs/2006_Norton_Korean_handaxes.pdf


332 

Oyuela-Caycedo, Augusto 
1994  Nationalism and Archaeology: a Theoretical Perspective. In History of 

Latin American Archaeology, ed. A. Oyuela-Caycedo, pp. 3-21. Worldwide 
Archaeology Series, Avebury. Hampshire, England. 

 
1995  Rocks vs Clay: The Evolution of Pottery Technology in the Case of 

San Jacinto 1, Colombia. In The Emergence of Pottery, eds. William 
K. Barnett and John W. Hoopes, pp.133-144. Smithsonian Institution 
Press, Washington D.C. 

 
Ozker, Doreen 

1982  An Early Woodland Community at the Schultz Site 20SA2 in the Saginaw 
Valley and Nature of Early Woodland Adaptation in the Great Lakes 
Region. Anthropological Papers No. 70, Museum of Anthropology, 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor. 

 
Pak, Chi-Young 

1988  The Korean Straits (International Straits of the World Vol. 10), Series   
                     ed. Gerard Mangone. Martinus-Nijhoff Publishers, Dordrecht, Boston     

           and London. 
 
Pack, Doo-Jin, Hee-Jin Kim, Jong-Hoon Choi and Gi-Duck Kim 

1999  한국인 형성에 관한 인류학적 연구 ; 한국 성인과 옛사람의 이빨 형태에   

          관한 인류학적 연구 (Anthropological Study on the Dental Morphological   

          Traits of Korean People from the Historic to the Modern Period. 

 중원문화논총 (JoongwonMunhwaNonchong) 2-3:155-173. (In Korean) 

 
Pai, Hyung-Il 

1999  Japanese Anthropology and The Discovery of Prehistoric ‘Korea.’ 
The Journal of East Asian Archaeology 1(1-4):353-382. 

 
2000  Constructing “Korean” Origins – A Critical Review of Archaeology, and 

Racial Myth in Korean State-Formation Theories. Harvard University 
Press, Massachusetts. 

 
Paik, Ki-Ha and Woo-Jin Chang 

1973  조선사람 머리뼈의 인류학적 특징 (Physical Characteristics of Korean 

People). 고고민속논문집 (KogoMisokNonmunjip) 3:126-127. (In Korean) 

 
Pak, Yang-Jin 

1999  Contested ethnicities and ancient homelands in northeast Chinese 
archaeology: the case of Koguryo and Puyo archaeology. Antiquity 
73:613-618. 

 
 
 



333 

Park, J. H. and D. K. Hong 

2007  OSL Dates of the Mansuri Site, Cheongwon. In 청원 만수리 구석기유적 : 

제1회 선사문화 세미나 (Proceedings of Prehistoric Seminar of the 

Mansuri Paleolithic Site, Cheongwon), pp. 78-85. 한국선사문화연구원, 

Cheongjoo. (In Korean)  
 
Park, Sun-Joo 

1977  부산 아치섬(조도) 이골에 대하여 (Human Bone from Pusan, AChi-Island  

           -Chodo). In 백산학보 (PaeksanHakpo) 22(6):83-136. (In Korean) 

 

1997  우리 겨레의 뿌리와 형성(Origin of Korean Root and Formation). In 

한국민족의 기원과 형성 I (Origin and Formation of Korean, Book one),    

           pp.185-238. 한림과학원총서 (HanlimGhahakwonChongseo) 41, Seoul. (In 

Korean) 
 

1999  고인류학 (Paleoanthropology). 대우학술총서 (DaewooHaksulChongseo),   

           Seoul. (In Korean) 
 
Park, Sun-Joo, Ki-Seok Koh and Hyun-Jun Shon 

1999  한국인 형성에 관한 인류학적 연구 ; 옛 한국인과 현대한국인의 얼굴  

          편평도에 관한 인류학적 연구 (Anthropological Study on the Facial   

          Flatness of Korean from the Historic to the Modern Period). 중원문화논총   

          JoongwonMunhwaNonchong 2-3:135-153. (In Korean) 
 
Park, Young-Cheol 

1992  한국의 구석기문화유적의 현황과 편년문제(Chronology of Palaeolithic 

Sites and Its Cultural Tradition in Korea). 한국고고학보 

(HangukKogohakpo) 28:5-130. (In Korean) 
 

2002  한국 중기구석기 문화의 석기분석 연구 (A Study on the Lithic Technology 

of Korean Middle Paleolithic Culture). 한국구석기학보 

(HangukKusokkihakpo) 5:1-58. (In Korean) 
 
Park, Won-Kyu, Yu-Jung Kim and Yung-Jo Lee 

2004  Reconstruction of Vegetation and Paleoclimate from the Charcoals 
Excavated at the Late Paleolithic Sites in Jungwon Region of Korea. In 
Paleoenvironnement Et Culuture Paleolithicque De La Region Jungwon, 
Coree (2004 Korean – French Paleolithic Workshop), eds. Yung-jo Lee 
and Tae-Sop Cho, pp. 79-87. Institute for Jungwon Culture Chungbuk 
National University, Cheongjoo. (In Korean, French and English) 

 
 
 
 



334 

Parsons, Timothy A. 
2011  Places, Pots, and Kurgans: Late Copper Age Patterns of Settlement and 

Material Culture on the Great Hungarian Plain. Ph.D. Dissertation, 
Department of Anthropology, Florida State University. 

 
Pauketat, Timothy R. 

1986  Predicting Occupation Span from Ceramic Refuse: A Case Study from the 
American Bottom. Master’s Thesis, Department of Anthropology, Southern 
Illinois University, Carbondale. 

 
1987  A Functional Consideration of a Mississippian Domestic Vessel 

Assemblage. Southeastern Archaeology 6(1):1-15. 
 
Pavao-Zuckerman, Mitchell A. 

2000  The Conceptual Utility of Models in Human Ecology. Journal of 
Ecological Anthropology 4:31-56. 

 
Peng, P., M.-G. Zhai, Q. Li, F. Wu, Q. Hou, Z. Li, T. Li and Y. Zhang 

2011  Neoproterozoic (~ 900 Ma) Sariwon sills in North Korea: Geochronology, 
geochemistry and implications for the evolution of the south-eastern 
margin of the North China Craton. Gondwana Research 20(1):243-254. 

 
Peregrine, Peter N. 

1996  Introduction: World-Systems Theory and Archaeology. In Pre-Columbian 
World Systems, eds. Peter N. Peregrine and Gary M. Feinman, pp. 1-10. 
Monographs in World Archaeology, No. 26. Prehistory Press, Madison. 

 
Perry, Chales A. and K. J. Hsu 

2000  Geophysical, Archaeological, and Historical Evidence Support a Solar-
output Model for Climate change. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences 97:12433-12438. 

 
Petraglia, M., C. Clarkson, N. Boivin, M. Haslam, R. Korisettar, G. Chaubey, P. 
Ditchfield, S. Jones, J. Koshy, M. Lahr, M. Metspalu, R. Roberts, and L. Arnold 

2009  Population increase and environmental deterioration correspond with 
microlithic innovations in South Asia ca. 35,000 years ago. Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences 106(30):12261–6. 

 
Pierce, Christopher D. 

1999  Explaining Corrugated Pottery in the American Southwest: An Evolutionary 
Approach. Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Anthropology, University of 
Washington, Seattle. 

 
 
 
 



335 

Pietrusewsky, Michael, Li Yongyi, Shao Xiangqing, and Quyen Quang 
1992  Modern and Near Modern Populations of Asia and the Pacific: A 

Multivariate Craniometric Interpretation. In The Evolution and Dispersal 
of Modern Humans in Asia, eds. Takeru Akazawa, Kenichi Aoki, Tasuku 
Kimura, pp. 531-557. Hokusen-sha Publishing Co., Tokyo. 

 
Phillips, Philip 

1955  American Archaeology and General Anthropological Theory. Southwestern  
Journal of Anthropology 11:246-250. 

 
Plog, Stephen 

1995  Approaches to the Study of Style: Complements and Contrasts. In Style, 
Society, and Person eds. C. Carr and J. Neitzel, pp. 369-387. Plenum, 
New York. 

 
Polivanov, Evgenij D.  

1924  Toward work on musical accentuation in Japanese (in connection with the 
Malayan languages). Reprinted In Selected Works. ed, A. A. Leonte’v.    
The Hague, Mouton.  

 
Pope, Kevin O. and John E. Terrell 

2008  Environmental Setting of Human Migrations in the Circum-Pacific Region. 
Journal of Biogeography 35:1-21. 

 
Poppe, N. N. 

1960  Vergleichende Grammtik der altaischen Sprachen, Teil 1, Vergleichende 
Lautlehre. Otto Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden. 

 
Price, Barbara J. 

1982  Cultural Materialism: A Theoretical Review. American Antiquity  
47:709-741. 

 
Price, Douglas T. 

2000  Lessons in the Transition to Agriculture. In Europe’s First Farmers, ed. 
T. D. Price, pp. 301-318. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Pringle, Heather 

1998  Neolithic Agriculture: The Slow Birth of Agriculture. Science  
282:1446-1450. 

 
Qiu, Y. M., S. Gao, N. McNaughton, D. I. Groves, and W. Ling 

2000  First evidence of >3.2 Ga continental crust in the Yangtze craton of south 
China and its implications for Archean crustal evolution and Phanerozoic 
tectonics. Geology 28:11–14. 

 
 



336 

Ramstedt, Gustaf J.  
1928  Remarks on the Korean Language. Memoires de la Societe Finno- 

Ougrienne 58. Helsinki. 
 

1949  Studies in Korean Etymology. Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura, Helsinki. 
 
Rado, Paul 

1969  An Introduction to the Technology of Pottery. Pergamon Press, New York. 
 
Ree, J. H., M. Cho, S. T. Kwon, and E. Nakamura 

1996  Possible eastward extension of Chinese collision belt in South Korea: 
Imjingang belt. Geology 24:1071–1074. 

 
Reed, Charles A. 

1977  The Origins of Agriculture: Prologue. In Origins of Agriculture, ed. 
Charles A. Reed, pp 9-22. Mouton Publishers, The Hague. 

 
Reid, Kenneth C. 

1989  A Materials Science Perspective on Hunter-Gatherer Pottery. In Pottery 
Technology: Ideas and Approaches, ed. G. Bronitsky, pp. 167-180. 
Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado. 

 
Renfrew, Colin. 

1982  Polity and Power: Interaction, Intensification and Exploitation. In An Island 
Polity: The Archaeology of Exploitation in Melos, eds. C. Renfrew and M. 
Wagstaff, pp. 264-290. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
1986  Introduction: Peer Polity Interaction and Socio-Political Change. In Peer 

Polity Interaction and Socio- Political Change, eds. C. Renfrew and J. 
Cherry, pp. 1-18. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Renfrew, C. and G. Sterud 

1969  Close-Proximity Analysis: A Rapid Method for the Ordering of 
Archaeological Materials. American Antiquity 34:265-277. 

 
Rice, Prudence M. 

1987  Pottery Analysis: A Sourcebook. The University of Chicago Press, 
Chicago. 

 
1996  Recent Ceramic Analysis: 2. Composition, Production, and Theory. 

Journal of Archaeological Research 4:165-202. 
 

1999  On the Origins of Pottery. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 
6:1-54. 

 
 



337 

Ro, Hyuk-Jin 
1992  A Revised Framework for Korean Prehistory. In Pacific Northeast Asia in 

Prehistory: Hunter-Fisher-Gathers, Farmers, and Sociopolitical Elites, eds. 
C. M. Aikens and Song Nai Rhee, pp. 209-213. Washington State 
University Press, Pullman. 

 

1994  한국 선사문화 형성과정의 시대구분 (Cultural Sequence and Chronology of   

           Korean Prehistory. 한국상고사학보 (HangukSanggosaHakpo) 15:7-36.  

           (In Korean) 
 

1997  청동기시대 (Bronze Period) In 한국민족의 기원과 형성 I (Origin and 

Formation of Korean, Book one), pp.119-183. 한림과학원총서 

(HanlimGhahakwonChongseo) 41, Seoul. (In Korean) 
 

2002  한국 역사학계의 회고와 전망 (Historical Studies in Korea. Archaeology, 

2000 ~ 2001 : Pre - historic Archeology). 역사학보 (YeoksaHakpo) 

175:515-538. (In Korean) 
 
Rouse, Irving 

1939  Prehistory in Haiti: A Study in Method. Yale University Publications in 
Anthropology no. 21, New Haven. 

 
1958  The Inference of Migrations from Anthropological Evidence. In Migrations 

in New World Culture History, ed. R. Thompson, pp. 63-68. University of 
Arizona Bulletin 29. University of Arizona Press. Tucson. 

 
1960  The Classification of Artifacts in Archaeology. American Antiquity 

25(3):313-323. 
 

1967  Seriation in Archaeology. In American Historical Anthropology, Essays in 
Honor of Leslie Spier, eds. C. L. Riley and W. W. Taylor, pp. 153-195. 
Souhern Illinois University Press, Carbondale. 

 
Rye, O. S. 

1976  Keeping Your Temper Under Control. Archaeology and Physical 
Anthropology in Oceania 11(2):106-137. 

 
1981  Pottery Technology: Principles and Reconstruction. Manuals on 

Archaeology 4. Taraxacum, Washington, D.C. 
 
Sackett, J. R. 

1982  Approaches to Style in Lithic Archaeology. Journal of Anthropological 
Archaeology 1:59-112. 

 
1986  Isochrestism and Style: A Clarification. Journal of Anthropological 

Archaeology 5:266-277. 



338 

1990  Style and Ethnicity in Archaeology: the Case for Isocrestism. In Use of 
Style in Archaeology, eds. M. Conkey and C. Hastorf, pp. 32-43. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Shanin, Teodor 

1986  Soviet Theories of Ethnicity: The Case of a Missing Term. New Left 
Review 158:113-122. 

 
Sample, L. L. and Albert Mohr 

1964  Progress Report on archaeological Research in the Republic of Korea. 
Arctic anthropology 2:99-104. 

 
Sanders, William T. 

1993  Mesoamerican Househld Archaeology Comes of Age. In Prehispanic 
Domestic Units in Wstern Mesoamerica: Stuides of the Household, 
Compound, and Residence, eds. R. Santley and K. Hirth, pp. 277-284. 
CRC Press, Boca Raton. 

 
Sassaman, Kenneth E. Jr. 

1993  Early Pottery in the Southeast: Tradition and Innovation in Cooking 
Technology. The University of Alabama Press, Tuscaloosa and London. 

 
2000  Agents of change in hunter-gatherer technology. In Agency in 

Archaeology, eds. M. Dobres and J. Robb, pp. 148-168. Routledge, 
London. 

 
2001  Hunter-Gatherers and Traditions of Resistance. In The Archaeology of 

Traditions: Agency and History Before and After Columbus, ed. T. R. 
Pauketat, pp. 218-236. University Press of Florida, Gainesville. 

 
Sassaman, Kenneth E., and Wictoria Rudolphi 

2001  Communities of Practice in the Early Ceramic Traditions of the American 
Southeast. Journal of Anthropological Research 57:407-425. 

 
Sato, Yo-Ichiro 

1996  Rice Civilization and DNA Analysis. NHK Books, Tokyo. (In Japanese) 
 

2002  Origin of Rice Cultivation in the Yangtze River Basin. In The Origins of 
Pottery and Agriculture, ed. Yoshinori Yasuda, pp. 143-150. Roli Books 
Pvt. Ltd, New Delhi. 

 
Sauer, Carl O. 

1947  Early Relations of Man to Plants. Geographical Review 37(1):1-25. 
 

1952  Agricultural Origins and Dispersals. American Geographical Society 
Press, New York. 



339 

 
Schapiro, Meyer 

1953  Style. In Anthropology Today, eds. A. L. Kroeber et al., pp. 287-312.  
University of Chicago Press, Chicago. 

 
Schiffer, Michael B. 

1976  Behavioral Archaeology. New York, Academic Press. 
 

1988  The Structure of Archaeological Theory. American Antiquity 53:461-485. 
 

1990  The influence of surface treatment on heating effectiveness of ceramic 
vessels. Journal of Archaeological Science 17:373-381. 

 
1992  Technological Perspectives on Behavioral Change. University of Arizona 

Press, Tucson. 
 
Schiffer, Michael B. and James M. Skibo 

1997  The Explanation of Artifact Variability. American Antiquity 62(1):27-50. 
 
Schiffer, Michael Brian, James M. Skibo, Tamara C. Boelke, Mark A. Neupert, and 
Meredith Aronson 

1994  New Perspectives on Experimental Archaeology: Surface Treatments and 
Thermal Response of the Clay Cooking Pot. American Antiquity 
59(2):197-217. 

 
Schleher, Kari L. 

2010  The Role of Standardization in Specialization of Ceramic Production at 
San Marcos Pueblo, New Mexico. Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of 
Anthropology, University of New Mexico. 

 
Schortman, Edward M., and Patricia A. Urban 

1992  The Place of Interaction Studies in Archaeological Thought. In 
Resources, Power, and Interregional Interaction, eds. Edward M. 
Schortman and Patricia A. Urban, pp. 3-15. Plenum Press, New York. 

 
Senior, Louise M. 

1995  The Estimation of Prehistory Value: Cracked Pot Ideas in Archaeology. In 
Expanding Archaeology, eds. James M. Skibo, William H. Walker, and 
Axel E. Nielsen, pp. 92-111, University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City. 

 
Seo, Gook-Tae 

1990  질그릇을 통하여 본 우리나라 신석기시대의 문화유형 (Pottery Cultures for  

          the Korean Neolithic Period). 조선고고연구 (ChosonKogoYongu) 3. (In   

          Korean) 
 

 



340 

Seo, Jung-Min 
2008  The Politics of Historiography in China: Contextualizing the Koguryo 

Controversy. Asian Perspective 32(3):39-58. 
 
Seong, Chun-Taek 

1998  Microblade Technology in Korea and Adjacent Northeast Asia. Asian 
Perspectives 37(2):245-278. 

 
2004  Quartzite and Vein Quartz as Lithic Raw Materials Reconsidered: A View 

from the Korean Paleolithic. Asian Perspectives 43(1):73-91. 
 

2006  한국 구석기시대 석기군 구성의 양상과 진화 시론 (A Comparative and 

Evolutionary Approach to the Korean Paleolithic Assemblages). 

한국상고사학보 (HangukSanggosaHakpo) 51:5-41. (In Korean) 

 
2008  Tanged Points, microblades and Late Palaeolithic hunting in Korea. 

Antiquity 82:871-883. 
 

2009a Emergence of a Blade Industry and Evolution of Late Paleolithic 
Technology in the Republic of Korea. Journal of Anthropological 
Research 65:417-451. 

 

2009b 수렵채집민의 이동성과 한반도 남부의 플라이스토세 말 ~ 홀로세 초 

문화변동의 이해 (Hunter-Gatherer Mobility and Postglacial Cultural 

Change in the Southern Korean Peninsula). 한국고고학보 (Hangukkogo 

hakpo) 72:4-35. (In Korean) 
 

2011  Evaluating Radiocarbon Dates and Late Paleolithic Chronology in Korea. 
Arctic Anthropology 48(1):93–112. 

 
Shanks, Michael 

1992  Experiencing the Past: On the Character of Archaeology. Routledge, 
London. 

 
Shanks, Michael, and Christopher Tilley 

1992  Re-Constructing Archaeology: Theory and Practice. Chapter 2: “Positivism   
          and the ‘New Archaeology’”, pp 29-45. Routledge, London. 

 
Shapiro, Gary 

1984  Ceramic Vessels, Site Permanence, and Group Size: A Mississippian 
Example. American Antiquity 49:696-712. 

 
Shea, John J. 

2011  Homo sapiens Is as Homo sapiens Was: Behavioral Variability versus 
“Behavioral Modernity” in Paleolithic Archaeology. Current Anthropology 
52(1):1-35. 



341 

 
Shennan, Stephen J. (Ed.) 

1989  Archaeological Approaches to Cultural Identity. Unwin Hyman, London. 
 
Shepard, Ann O. 

1968  Ceramics for the Archaeologist, Publication No. 609. Carnegie Institution of 
Washington, Washington, D.C. 

 
Shibatani, Masayoshi 

1990  The Languages of Japan. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
 
Shim, Joon-Yong 

2008  남한강유역의 신석기문화연구 (A Study on the Neolithic Culture in South 

Han River Area). Master’s Thesis, Department of History, Sejong 
University. (In Korean) 

 
Shin, Sook-Jeong 

1982  상노대도 조개더미 유적의 질그릇 연구 (Pottery Analysis from a Shell-

midden on the Island, Sangnodaedo). Master’s Thesis, Department of 
History, Yonsei University. (In Korean) 

 

1994  우리나라 남해안지방의 신석기문화연구 (A Study on the Neolithic Culture 

of Southern Coastral Area in Korea). 학연문화사 (HakyonMunhwasa), 

Seoul. (In Korean) 
 

2004  호남지방 신석기문화의 연구: 성과와 전망 (The Retrospect and Prospect of   

           the Studies of Chulmun (Neolithic) Culture in Honam Region).   

           호남고고학보 (Honamkogohakpo) 20:5-31. (In Korean) 

 
2007  Retrospect and prospect of the research on the Korean Neolithic culture. In 

Issues in Neolithic culture in centralwestern Korea: proceedings of the 
2007 Joint Conference of the Seoul-Gyeonggi Archaeological Society and 
Korean Neolithic Society, Seoul-Gyeonggi Archaeological Society and 
Korean Neolithic Society, pp. 7-38. National Museum of Korea, Seoul. (In 
Korean) 

 
Sinopoli, Carla M. 

1991  Approaches to Archaeological Ceramics. Plenum Press, New York. 
 
Skibo, James M. 

1992  Pottery Function: A Use-Alteration Perspective. Plenum Press, New York. 
 
Skibo, James M., Tamara C. Butts, and Michael Brian Schiffer 

1997  Ceramic Surface Treatment and Abrasion Resistance: An Experimental 
Study. Journal of Archaeological Science 24:311-317. 

 



342 

Skibo, James M., Michael B. Schiffer, and Kenneth C. Reid 
1989  Organic-Tempered Pottery: An Experimental Study. American Antiquity 

54:122-146. 
 
Silva, Fabiola A. 

2008  Ceramic Technology of the Asurini do Xingu, Brazil: An 
Ethnoarchaeological Study of Artifact Variability. Journal of Archaeological 
Method and Theory 15:217-265. 

 
Slezkine, Yuri 

1994  The USSR as a Communal Apartment, or How a Socialist State Promoted 
Ethnic Particularism. Slavic Review 53(2):414-452. 

 
Smith, Bruce D. 

1995  The Emergence of Agriculture. Scientific American Library, New York. 
 
Smith, Marion F. Jr. 

1988  Function From Whole Vessel Shape: A Method and an Application to 
Anasazi Black Mesa, Arizona. American Anthropologist, New Series 
90(4):912-923. 

 
Sohn, Ho-Min 

1999  The Korean Language. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
 
Sohn, Po-Kee, S. J. Shin and H. S. Chang 

1992  일산 1 지역 고고학조사, 일산 새도시 개발지역 학술조사 보고 1 (Report on    

          the Study of the Natural Environment and Archaeological Excavation in the   

          Ilsan Area, I). 한국선사문화연구소 (HangukSonsaMunhwaYonguso),   

          Kyunggido, pp. 207-209. (In Korean) 
 
Sokefeld, Martin 

1999  Debating Self, Identity, and Culture in Anthropology. Current Anthropology 
40:417-447. 

 
Son, Joon-Ho, Daisuke Nakamura, and Arata Momohara 

2010  복제(replica)법을 이용한 청동기시대 토기 압흔 분석 (Research on Plant 

Impressions found on Bronze Age Pottery by Means of Replication). 

야외고고학 (Ya-oeKogohak) 8:5-34. (In Korean) 

 
Song, Eun-Sook 

1998  호남내륙지역 신석기문화에 대한 고찰 (A Study on the Neolithic Culture of   

           Inland Area in Jeolla Province (Honam)). 호남고고학보  

           (HonamKogohakpo) 7:1-28. (In Korean) 
 



343 

2001 신석기시대 생계방식의 변천과 남부 내륙지역농경의 개시 (Transition in the 

Subsistence Patterns in Neolithic Korea). 호남고고학보 

(HonamKogoHakpo) 14:95-118. (In Korean) 
 

2002  한국 빗살무늬토기 문화의 확산과정 연구 (A Study on the Diffusion of 

the Comb-pattern Pottery Culture in Neolithic Korea – Transition in the 
Subsistence Patterns in Neolithic Korea). Ph.D. Dissertation, Department   
of Archaeology and Art History, Seoul National University. (In Korean) 

 
Spaulding, Albert C. 

1953  Statistical Techniques for the Discovery of Artifact Types. American 
Antiquity 18(4):305-313. 

 
Spriggs, Matthew 

1984  Another Way of Telling: Marxist Perspectives in Archaeology. In Marxist 
Perspectives in Archaeology, ed. Matthew Spriggs, pp. 1-9. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Stanislawski, Michael B. 

1978  If Pots Were Mortal. In Explorations in Ethnoarchaeology, ed. R. A. 
Gould, pp. 201-227. University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque. 

 
Stanley, Daniel J., Z.Y. Chen, and J. Song 

1999  Inundation, Sea-level Rise and Transition from Neolithic to Bronze Age 
Culture, Yangtze Delta, China. Geoarchaeology 14:15-26. 

 
Stark, Miriam T. 

1998  Technical Choices and Social Boundaries in Material Culture Patterning: 
An Introduction. In The Archaeology of Social Boundaries, ed. Miriam T. 
Stark, pp. 1-11. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington and London. 

 
2003  Current Issues in Ceramic Ethnoarchaeology. Journal of Archaeological 

Research 11(3):193-242. 
 
Stark, Miriam T., Ronald L. Bishop., and Elizabeth Miksa 

2000  Ceramic Technology and Social Boundaries: Cultural Practices in Kalinga 
Clay Selection and Use. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 
7:295.331. 

 
Stein, Gil J. 

1998  World System Theory and Alternative Modes of Interaction in the 
Archaeology of Culture Contact. In Studies in Culture Contact: 
Interaction, Culture Change, and Archaeology, ed. James G. Cusick, 
pp. 220-255. Center for Archaeological Investigations, Occasional Paper 
No. 25. Carbondale. 

 



344 

Steward, Julian H. 
1942  The Direct Historical Approach to Archaeology. American Antiquity 

7(4):337-433. 
 
1954  ‘Types of Types’, American Anthropologist 56: 54–7. Under the article, On 

the Concept of Types, James A. Ford and Julian H. Steward. 
 

1955  Theory of Culture Change: The Methodology of Multilinear Evolution. 
University of Illinois Press, Urbana. 

 
Strawson, Galen 

2000  The Phenomenology and Ontology of the Self. In Exploring 
the self: philosophical and psychopathological perspectives on Self- 
experience, ed. D. Zahavi, pp. 39-54. John Benjamins, Amsterdam and 
Philadelphia. 

 
Su, Bing, JH Xiao, P. Underhill, R. Deka, WL Zhang, J. Akey, W. Huang, D. Shen, D. 
Lu, JC Luo, JY Chu, JZ Tan, PD Shen, R. Davis, L. Cavalli-Sforza, R. Chakraborty, M. 
Xiong, R. Du, P. Oefner, Z. Chen and L. Jin. 

1999  Y-Chromosome Evidence for a Northward Migration of Modern Humans in 
East Asia during the Last Ice Age. The American Journal of Human 
Genetics 65:1718–1724. 

 
Swanton, John R. 

1931  Source Material for the Social and Ceramonial Life of the Choctaw Indians. 
Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin No. 103. Smithsonian Institution. 
Washington, D.C. 

 
1942  Source Material on the History and Ethnology of the Caddo Indians. 

Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin No. 132. Smithsonian Institution. 
Washington, D.C. 

 
1946  Indians of the Southeastern United States. Bureau of American Ethnology 

Bulletin No. 137. Smithsonian Institution. Washington, D.C. 
 
Takamiya, Hiroto 

2001  Introductory Routes of Rice to Japan: An Examination of the Southern 
Route Hypothesis. Asian Perspective 40(2):209-226. 

 
Tang, Shengxiang 

2004  Origin of Rice and Its Domestication and Expansion. For the International 
Year of Rice 2004 International Symposium, entitled “Rediscovering of 
Rice: History, Culture, and Economy” on May 28. Seoul, Korea, pp. 16-28. 

 
 
 



345 

Taylor, Walter W. 
1948  A Study of Archaeology. Memoir Series of the American Anthropological 

Association, no. 69. Menasha, Wisconsin. 
 
Thomas, Julian 

1996  Time, Culture and Identity. Routledge, New York. 
 

2001  Archaeologies of Place and Landscape. In Archaeological Theory 
                     Today, ed. Ian Hodder, pp. 165-186. Polity Press, Cambridge. 
 
Tilley, Christopher 

1996  An Ethnography of the Neolithic: The Creation of New Worlds. 
Cambridge University Press. Cambridge. 

 
2004  The Materiality of Stone: Explorations in Landscape Phenomenology. 

Berg, Oxford. 
 
Todd, Jennifer 

2005  Social Transformations, Collective Categories and Identity Change. Theory 
and Society 34(4):429-463. 

 
2010  Ethnicity and Religion, Redefining the Research Agenda. Ethnopolitics 

9(1):1-8. 
 
Tokunaga, Katsushi and Takeo Juji 

1992  The Migration and Dispersal of East Asian Populations as Viewed from 
HLA Genes and Haplotypes. In The Evolution and Dispersal of Modern 
Humans in Asia, eds. Takeru Akazawa, Kenichi Aoki, and Tasuku Kimura, 
pp. 599-611. Hokusen-sha Publishing Co., Tokyo. 

 
Toyama, Shuichi 

2002  The Origin and Spread of Rice Cultivation as Seen from Rice Remains. 
In The Origins of Pottery and Agriculture, ed. Yoshinori Yasuda, pp. 
263-272. Roli Books Pvt. Ltd, New Delihi. 

 
Trigger, Bruce G. 

1989  A History of Archaeological Thought, Chap. 6: Soviet Archaeology, pp. 207-
243. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

 
Tringham, Ruth E. 

1991  Households with Faces: The Challenge of Gender in Prehistoric 
Architectural Remains. In Engendering Archaeology: Women and 
Prehistory, eds. Joan M. Gero and Margaret W. Conkey, pp. 93-131. 
Basil Blackwell, Oxford. 

 
 



346 

Turner, Christy G., II, and Laurel Lofgren 
1966  Household size of Prehistoric Western Pueblo Indians. Southwestern 

Journal of Anthropology 22:117-132. 
 
Upton, Dell 

1996  Ethnicity, Authenticity, and Invented Traditions. Historical Archaeology 
30(2):1-7. 

 
Van Vlack, H. Lawrence 

1964  Physical Ceramics for Engineers. Addison-Wesley, Reading. 
 
Wallerstein, Immanuel. 

1976  A world-system perspective on the social sciences. British Journal of 
Sociology 27(3):343-52. 

 
Wang, Bin, Steven C. Clemens, and Ping Liu 

2003  Contrasting the Indian and East Asian Monsoons: Implications on Geologic 
Timescales. Marine Geology 201:5-21. 

 
Wang, Pinxian, Steven Clemens, Luc Beaufort, Pascale Braconnot, Gerald Ganssen, 
Zhimin Jian, Peter Kershaw, Michael Sarnthein 

2005  Evolution and variability of the Asian monsoon system: state of the art and 
outstanding issues. Quaternary Science Reviews 24:595–629. 

 
Watson, Patty Jo 

1999  Ethnographic Analogy and Ethnoarchaeology. In Archaeology, History and 
Culture in Palestine and the Near East: Essays in Memory of Albert E. 
Glock, ed. T. Kapitan, pp. 47-65. American Schools of Oriental Research, 
ASOR Books, Volume 3, Scholar's Press, Atlanta. 

 
Wenming, Yan 

2002  The Origins of Rice Agriculture, Pottery and Cities. In The Origins of 
Pottery and Agriculture, ed. Yoshinori Yasuda, pp. 150-156. Roli Books 
Pvt. Ltd, New Delhi. 

 
Wenxu, Zhang 

2002  The Bi-Peak-Tubercle of Rice, the Character of Ancient Rice and the 
Origin of Cultivated Rice. In The Origins of Pottery and Agriculture, ed. 
Yoshinori Yasuda, pp. 205-216. Roli Books Pvt. Ltd, New Delhi. 

 
Whallon, Robert 

1968  Investigations of Late Prehistoric Social Organization in New York State. In 
New Perspectives in Archaeology, eds. S. R. Biinford and L. R. Binford, 
pp. 223-244. Aldine, Chicago. 

 
 

http://www.sciencedirect.com.lp.hscl.ufl.edu/science/journal/02773791


347 

Whang, Yong-Hoon 
1982  The General Aspect of Megalithic Culture of Korea. In Megalithic 

Cultures in Asia (Monograph No. 2), ed. Byung-mo Kim, pp. 41-64. 
Hanyang University, Seoul.  

 
Whymant, A. Neville, J. 

1926  The Oceanic Theory of the Origin of the Japanese Language and People. 
Transactions of the Asiatic Society of Japan (2nd series) 3:15-81. 

 
Wiener, Alexander and Irving B. Wexler 

1958  Heredity of the blood groups. Grune & Stratton, New York. 
 
Wiessner, Polly 

1983  Style and Ethnicity in the Kalahari San projectile point. American 
Antiquity 48:253-276. 

 
1984  Reconsidering the behavioural basis for style: a case study among the 

Kalahari San. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 3:190-234. 
 
Willey, Gordon R. and Jeremy A. Sabloff 

1993  A History of American Archaeology. W.H. Freeman and Company, New 
York. 

 
Willey, Gordon R., and Philip Phillips 

1958  Method and Theory in American Archaeology. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. Introduction: American Archaeology and General 
Anthropological Theory, pp. 1-7. Chap. 1: Archaeological Unit Concepts, 
pp. 11-43. Chap. 2: Archaeological Integration, pp. 44-57. 

 
Wilkie, Laurie 

2001  Race, Identity, and Habermas’s Lifeworld. In Race and the Archaeology 
of Identity, ed. Charles E. Orser Jr., pp. 108-124. The University of Utah 
Press, Salt Lake City. 

 
Wu, Wenxiang and Tungsheng Liu 

2004  Possible role of the "Holocene Event 3" on the collapse of Neolithic 
Cultures around the Central Plain of China". Quaternary International 
117(1): 153-166.  

 
Wu, Xiaohong, Chi Zhang, Paul Goldberg, David Cohen, Yan Pan, Trina Arpin, Ofer 
Bar-Yosef 

2012  Early Pottery at 20,000 Years Ago in Xianrendong Cave, China. Science 
336 (June):1696-1700. 

 
 
 



348 

Wylie, Alison 
1985  The Reaction Against Analogy. In Advance in Archaeological Method and 

Theory, vol. 8, ed. Michael Schiffer, pp. 63-111. Academic Press, Orlando. 
 

1992  Heavily Decomposing Red Herrings: Middle Ground in the Anti- 
Postprocessualism Wars. In Thinking from Things: Essays in the 
Philosophy of Archaeology, ed. Alison Wylie, pp. 171-178. 
University of California Press, Berkeley. 

 
Wilcock, J. D. and Shennan S. J. 

1975  Shape and Style Variation in Central German Bell Beakers: A Computer-
assisted Study. Science and Archaeology 15:17-31. 

 
Yasuda, Yoshinori 

2002  Origins of Pottery and Agriculture in East Asia. In The Origins of Pottery 
and Agriculture, ed. Yoshinori Yasuda, pp. 119-142. Roli Books Pvt. Ltd, 
New Delhi. 

 
Yi, Seon-Bok 

1989  동북아 구석기 연구 (Northeast Asian Paleolithic Research). Seoul National 

University Press, Seoul. (In Korean) 
 

1992  Early Holocene Adaptation in Korea: Current Status and Problems. 
In Pacific Northeast Asia in Prehistory: Hunter-Fisher-Gatherers, 
Farmers, and Sociopolitical Elites, eds. C. Melvin Aikens and Song Nai 
Rhee, pp. 23-26. Washington State University Press, Pullman. 

 

2002  장산리-임진강 유역의 플라이스토세 전기∼중기 초 구석기유적 예보 

(Preliminary Report of the Jangsanni Site (Paleolithic Site of the Lower or 

Early Middle Pleistocene). In 동북아세아구석기연구 (Paleolithic 

Archaeology in Northeast Asia), eds. K. D. Bae and J. C. Lee, pp.199-206. 
Yeoncheon County and the Institute of Cultural Properties, Hanyang 
University, Seoul. (In Korean) 

 
Yentsch, Anne and Mary C. Beaudry 

2001  American Material Culture in Mind, Thought, and Deed. In Archaeological  
          Theory Today, ed. Ian Hodder, pp. 214-240. Polity Press, Cambridge. 

 
Yi, Sang-Heon, J. Y. Kim, D. Y. Yang, K. C. Oh, and S. S. Hong 

2008  Mid- and Late-Holocene palynofloral and environmental change of Korean 
central region. Quaternary International 176–177:112–120. 

 
Yongyi, Li, L. C. Brace, G. Qiang and D. P. Tracer 

1991  Dimensions of Face in Asia in the Perspective of Geography and 
Prehistory. American Journal of Physical Anthropology 85:269-279. 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com.lp.hscl.ufl.edu/science/journal/10406182
http://www.sciencedirect.com.lp.hscl.ufl.edu/science/journal/10406182/176


349 

Yoo, Tae-Yong 

2010  한국 신석기시대 무덤의 검토 (A Review of the Neolithic Tombs in Korea). 

백산학보 (PaeksanHakpo) 88: 5-61. (In Korean) 

 
Yoo, Yong-Wook 

2007  Long-term changes in the organization of lithic technology: A case study  
from the Imjin-Hantan River Area, Korea. Ph.D. Dissertation, Department 
of Anthropology, McGill University, Montreal. 

 
Yoo, Yong-Wook and Dong-Wan Kim 

2010  대칭으로살펴본 임진-한탄강 유역 주먹도끼의 성격 (Symmetry of the 

Handaxes from the Imjin-Hantan River Area: Dynamics Observed and 

Factors Explored). 한국고고학보 (HangukKogohakpo) 75:4-45. (In 

Korean) 
 
Yun, Ho-Pil 

2010 농경으로 본 청동기시대의 사회 (A Study on Agriculture and Society of the 

Bronze Age). 경남연구 (KyungnamYongu) 3:4-25. (In Korean) 

 
Zapassky, E. I. Finkelstein, and I. Benenson 

2006  Ancient Standards of Volume: Negevite Iron Age Pottery (Israel) as a Case 
Study in 3D Modeling. Journal of archaeological Science 33:1734-1743. 

 
2009  Computing Abilities in Antiquity: The Royal Judahite Storage Jars as a 

Case-Study. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory 16:51-67. 
 
Zhang, H., J. Yan, G. Zhang, and K. Zhou 

2008  Phylogeography and Demographic History of Chinese Black-spotted Frog 
Populations (Pelophylax nigromaculata): Evidence for Independent   
Refugia Expansion and Secondary Contact. BMC Evolutionary Biology   
8:21. 

 
Zhou, Xin 

2012  Asian monsoon precipitation changes and the Holocene methane anomaly. 
The Holocene 22(7):731-738. 

 
Zheng, Zhuo, Yuan BaoYin, and Nicole Petit-Maire 

1998  Paleoenvironments in China during the Last Glacial Maximum and the 
Holocene Optimum. Episodes 21(3):152-158. 

 
Zhu, R. X., R. Potts, Y. X. Pan, H. T. Yao, L. Q. Lu, X. Zhao, X. Gao, L. W. Chen, F. 
Gao, C. L. Deng. 

2008  Early Evidence of the Genus Homo in East Asia. Journal of Human 
Evolution 55(6):1075-1085. 

 

http://hol.sagepub.com.lp.hscl.ufl.edu/search?author1=Xin+Zhou&sortspec=date&submit=Submit


 

350 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

Jaehoon Lee was born in S. Korea where he raised and received a Bachelor of 

Arts in English Literature & Language from Kangnung National University in 1996. 

Cultural studies encouraged his burgeoning interest in anthropology. Enrolling at the 

Department of Anthropology, Florida State University, he initially focused on cultural 

anthropology and museum studies. This interest was transformed and developed to 

bioarchaeology after he began to take classes from Dr. Doran at the department. In 

addition to his Masters in Anthropology, he achieved a Museum Studies Certificate 

while at Florida State. In 2002, he entered the University of Florida for his doctoral 

degree in anthropology. While studying under the supervision of Kenneth Sassaman 

and Steven Brandt, he focused on archaeology and developed interest in the studies 

concerning the relationship between identity and material culture. For his doctoral 

research, he wrote under Dr. Sassaman’s direction a dissertation entitled, 

“Technofunctional analysis of pottery from the late Neolithic and the early Bronze 

periods: Material culture in the formation of ethnic identity in Korea” and received his 

Ph.D. from the University of Florida in the Fall of 2013. His broad regional interest lies in 

East Asia. 


