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INTRODUCTION

The study of the maritime culture of Southeast Asia has
been a central objective of mine since 1949 when I first
went to the Philippines. My first publications to deal with
the subject appeared in 1975 (1975a, b) when I referred
to the bearers of this maritime culture as Austronesians
or Austronesian speakers (1975a:151-7). In a postscript
to this article (ibid.158) I stated:

The use of the word Austronesian and/or the com-
pound Malayo-Polynesian for a people and a culture
is very awkward, and is incorrect as well. Both terms
are for a language family and should not be used for
other purposes. Because these people share both a
basic culture and a language it should not be difficult
to coin a word for the people and culture from recon-
structed proto-forms of the language.

As they are people of the islands, I proposed the term
Nusantao and would like to thank George Grace for giv-
ing me the Austronesian root words nusa for island and
tau for man or people. My concept of the Nusantao
(1981) has changed over time (1988:85-6) and I find it
necessary to revise this yet again. I now define Nusantao
as natives of Southeast Asia - an area that includes south-
ern China - and their descendants, with a maritime ori-
ented culture from the beginning and originating proba-
bly in southeastern Island Southeast Asia rather before
5000 BC. A majority of the people with this culture, at
any one time, probably spoke Malayo-Polynesian lan-
guages but there were no doubt minority groups who
spoke unrelated languages. The Nusantao were no doubt
directly associated with the development and spread of
Malayo-Polynesian languages. At any one time there
were also many other Malayo-Polynesian speakers living
in the interior of the larger islands who were not mari-
time oriented, and I would not consider these as Nusan-
tao. The Nusantao and the non-maritime Malayo-
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Polynesian speakers no doubt were constantly mixing
genetically, culturally and linguistically. Their genetic
ancestry no doubt varied from time to time and place to
place to include Southern Mongoloid, probably as a cen-
tral core, and Melanesoid, and I would suggest that this
may well have been the case from their very beginning
(Solheim 1988).

It must be clear that I do not use the word people in a
biological sense but as the bearers of a living, evolving,
variable culture. Prime examples of Nusantao people in
the recent past are the Bajau, Samal and Tausug of Ma-
laysia, Indonesia and the Philippines - maritime cultures
relatively little known to the West, marginal to the major
cultures, with low status, no political power and, for the
most part, very poor. At one extreme there were the Sea
Gypsies or Orang Laut, living in mangrove swamps in
Malaysia and Indonesia near Singapore and on the small
coastal islands up the west coast of the Malay Peninsula.
At the other extreme, in the not far distant past, the Bajau
and Bugis of Malaysia were a maritime people with con-
siderable power in the seas around Indonesia and Malay-
sia, but for the last few hundred years they have been
land-based. The Bajau were traders along the coasts and
their language was one of the most widespread of the
coastal trade languages. The Samal of the southern coast
of Mindanao were fully maritime but recent political
events have virtually eliminated them, as well as most of
the boat people in the seas off Guangzhou, Hong Kong
and Hanoi.

I have also suggested that boat people - remnants of
the Nusantao Maritime Trading Network - would be
found living today in ports in southern Korea and Japan.
The Ebune, a boat people, living on the Inland Sea in
Nagasaki Prefecture, Japan, have always made their
homes on boats despite the fact that there had always
been sufficient space on land. Entire family units includ-
ing parents, children, domestic animals and fowl live on
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these boats. Amabe County in Oita Prefecture in Japan
also has a large number of people living on the water
who make their living primarily by fishing, carrying
heavy objects on their heads unlike land people. In Oki-
nawa there is a fishing community known as the Itoman-
cho who live on the sea and sail south to Taiwan, west to
China and north to Oshima in Kagoshima Prefecture,
whereas most Okinawan people dislike fishing and fear
and avoid the sea.

China also has several hundred thousand people who
live on the water in the coastal areas from the Yangzi
River south to Amoy in Fujian, Swatow and Guangdong
Province. These people are engaged not only in fishing
but also in shipping and operation of floating inns. There
is a lot in common among these peoples who live their
lives on the water. However, almost no written docu-
ments concerning them exist.

THE NORTH-SOUTH MARITIME TRADING
NETWORK

In more recent papers I have changed my focus from the
Nusantao as a people to the Nusantao Maritime Trading
Network. In the beginning this was based primarily on
the widespread distribution of two associated types of
jade earrings or pendants (Chin 1980; Fontaine 1980; Fox
1970; Kaneko 1983; Kano 1930; Loofs-Wisswowa 1980-
1981; Majid 1982; Solheim 1981, 1982-1983; Sung and
Lien 1980) and on the distribution of the Sa Huynh-
Kalanay Pottery Tradition (Solheim 1959, 1960a, 1964,
1967b, c, 1981, 1992).

The additional data I use to suggest a maritime net-
work connecting western Kyushu, Korea and northern
Southeast Asia are a complex of artifacts associated with
early rice agriculture in Kyushu and Korea and also in
northern Southeast Asia. Do the distributions of these
artifacts suggest a maritime network of diffusion, or are
they the results of independent invention? As the artifacts
I will be describing are found in the Philippines, northern
Vietnam, coastal South China, Taiwan, Korea and Japan,
where movements over considerable distances of water
are involved, a network of trade and diffusion is indi-
cated.

THE RICE COMPLEX IN KOREA

The complex of artifacts associated with rice cultivation
in Korea has been noted before, but only in part (Kim,
W.Y. 1964; Kaneko 1966:18-21; Kim, J.H. 1978:78-81;
Solheim 1988, 1992). Kim W.Y. (1964) brought together
rice, the semilunar stone knife and the stepped adze. He
did not feel certain of the sources of any of these three
but apparently leaned towards a northern origin for the
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semilunar knife and a southern one (South China) for the
stepped adze, with the possibility of rice being brought in
both by way of the northern land route and a southern sea
route. The artifacts that appear to me to be a part of the
rice-associated complex include table and capstone dol-
mens, cist graves, double burial jars, semilunar or cres-
cent stone knives, stepped adzes, pediform adzes, perfo-
rated disks, stone daggers, concave based and long-
stemmed polished stone arrowheads or spearheads, and
the so-called plain pottery of Korea (rarely, carved-
paddle pottery). I will also argue that a language was
associated with the rice and many of these artifacts.

Table and Capstone Dolmens

There are two types of Korean dolmen, a northern type
and a southern type. The table and capstone dolmen
make up the southern type (Mikami 1961:2-3; Whang
1982). A few of the northern type are found in the south
and vice versa, but most dolmens found in southern Ko-
rea are the table and capstone types.

Cist Graves and Double Burial Jars

Southern type dolmens often have stone cists or double
burial jars placed mouth to mouth as a pair, beneath them
(Kim, J. H. 1978:10412).

Semilunar or Crescentic Stone Knives

The semilunar stone knife is found throughout Korea as a
part of the Plain Pottery Culture, and is not found in the
earlier Geometric Pottery Culture sites. It is assumed to
be associated with agriculture, probably with dry-field
farming in the north and with pondfield rice in the south
(Choe 1982a:521-4; Kim, J. H. 1978:78-9).

Stepped and Pediform Adzes

The true stepped adze, although not common, was the
original shape in Korea. The later form, called the
grooved adze, changed from a single step on the same
side as the cutting edge, to having a double concave sur-
face with ridge between these two surfaces, on the op-
posite side of the adze from the edge (Kim, J. H.
1978:63, Figure 29/17-8). These latter are in no way
similar to the Southeast Asian stepped adze but have
some similarity to what Beyer (1948:30-1, Figure 12)
named the ‘Luzon ridged adze’ in the Philippines. The
pediform adze is apparently very rare in Korea, as Kim
illustrates it from only one site (1978:104, Figure 48/13).
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Perforated Disks

Perforated stone disks are widespread in Korea. Many
seem too large for a spindle whorl but too small to be a
dibble stick weights and in Japan are considered to be
spindle whorls (Kim, J. H. 1978:61).

Stone Daggers

The stone daggers were long thought to be relatively late,
and copies in stone of Chinese bronze short swords
(Mikami 1961:4). It has been found, however, that the
earliest forms are earlier than their assumed bronze pro-
totypes (Kim, J. H. 1978:81-82, 100-2) and it is probably
the locally-evolved later daggers that have the exagger-
ated two step handle (ibid. 111, Figures 51 and 53).

Concave-Based and Stemmed Arrow and Spearpoints

There is no certainty as to whether these two distinct
types of points are arrowheads or spearheads. The con-
cave based, polished stone points are large enough to be
either. They are triangular in plain view and in some
cases have a straight base. The usual concave-based point
is also fluted (Kim, J. H. 1978:83, Figure 38/10-12).

Plain Pottery

The earliest pottery in Korea was the Geometric or Comb
Pattern Pottery, now commonly referred to as Chulmun
after the Korean term for its pottery (Nelson 1982a:512,
1982b:118). The common forms of this pottery were
large conical jars with pointed, or less often, rounded
bottoms. Most of their outer surface was decorated with
incised lines or punctations made with a multiple-toothed
tool, the lines often forming a herringbone pattern. Dur-
ing the 2nd millennium BC new elements appeared
leading to the emergence of the Plain Pottery Culture
(Kim, J.H. 1978:10-52), now called the Mumun culture
(Nelson 1982a:512); these came element by element
rather than as a single complex. Although this Plain Pot-
tery tradition is found, with considerable variation,
throughout Korea it seems to me that ceramic influences
from two different sources combined to produce the
Mumun pottery (Nelson 1982b:120-2).

Most Mumun pottery is without decoration or only on
the rim. A major change was that the large conical jars
developed a more globular body with a slightly restricted
mouth and a small flat bottom (Kim, J. H. 1978:53).
Another change, according to Kim (ibid.), is towards
smaller jars with constricted necks, of which some are
described as red painted but which might also be red
slipped. Also found with the plain pottery at some middle
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and late Mumun sites is carved paddle impressed pottery
(ibid. 115-6).

Rice

Papers presented at a symposium on the origins of rice in
Korea showed general agreement that rice had come to
Korea by at least 1500 BC, ultimately from South China,
but there was no agreement on how and by whom it was
brought to Korea and the route(s) by which it came
(Choe 1982a, b; Kim W.Y. 1982; Nelson 1982a, c, d).

Conclusions

The artifacts discused above are not the only items asso-
ciated with the Korean Rice Complex but they appear to
make up a majority of the artifacts found at sites with the
Mumun pottery. They seem to have entered at different
times and possibly at different places and were incorpo-
rated into cultures that were adopting rice as a staple.

THE RICE COMPLEX IN JAPAN

Rice agriculture appears to have entered Japan towards
the end of Late Jomon at the northwest corner of Kyushu,
the closest part of Japan to southeastern Korea. Most
elements of the complex noted for Korea were in place in
northwestern Kyushu and western Honshu by the first
half of the first millennium BC. These elements, and
some others, define the Yayoi Culture.

Table and capstone dolmens were common in the
Yayoi Culture, often found over cist graves or double
burial jars (Kim, B.M. 1982:171-4). Sometimes, instead
of a second jar for the top there was a stone lid; such are
also found in southern Korea. The double burial jars,
usually placed horizontally or diagonally in the ground,
were similar to those in Korea, except that the top jar in
Japan did not have handles (Kaneko 1964:28, 1966:1-
14). Semilunar stone knives were also common (Aikens
and Higuchi 1982:101-3; Skinner 1968:102 Figure 1), as
were perforated stone disks (Aikens and Higuchi
1982:187, 202-3 Figure 4.18). Stepped adzes are found in
western Japan (Kim W.Y. 1964a:4) and pediform adzes
are known from southern Kyushu (Kaneko, pers. comm.
1989). Stone daggers like those of southern Korea, ex-
cepting those with an exaggerated two-step handle, are
present in Yayoi burial sites on Tsushima Island, between
Kyushu and southeastern Korea (Mizuno et al. 1953,
Plate 43-4). Triangular, concave-based, stone arrowheads
were common in Japan for several thousand years before
the coming of rice (Aikens and Higuchi 1982:120, Figure
3.12), and in Kyushu since Early Jomon (ibid:205).
These points are flaked rather than polished, however.
Ground, stemmed points were considered to be imitations
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of metal forms (ibid:215, 233, Figure 4.35). Flaked,
stemmed points, however, were common in Jomon times
over most of Japan (ibid:139, Figure 3.21).

Jomon pottery had changed relatively little for more
than 3000 years before the Late Jomon (ca. 4000-3000
BP), when new forms entered the tradition, such as small
teapots and small globular jars with flat bases (Aikens
and Higuchi 1982:160-1, Figures 3.39-40). More change
came during Final Jomon (ca. 3000-2600 BP) as pedes-
talled bowls, cups with ring feet and small narrow-
mouthed jars entered the repetory of forms (ibid:167-9,
Figures 3.47-9). Early Yayoi pottery was very much like
the Mumun pottery of southern Korea although some
continuity from Final Jomon can be noted.

Conclusions

All of the artifacts I have described for the rice complex
in Korea were present in Japan, associated with each
other and with rice. While the dating is far from secure it
would appear that all of these items came to Japan from
Korea except for the concave-based and stemmed, trian-
gular stone points, which had been known in Japan for
thousands of years. As with Korea, it does not appear that
these items came to Kyushu all at the same time as a
closely associated complex, but they probably arrived
over time from early in the 2nd millennium BC onwards
and were all present by Early Yayoi times around 500 to
700 BC. I fully agree with Kaneko (1966:3) in consider-
ing the nuclear Yayoi area as including both southern
Korea and northeasiern Kyushu. Further, I agree with
Ledyard's statement (1975:230-1) that:

It seems clear that at that time the Wa [the first state
in Japan referred to in Chinese records in AD 240]
and the Yayoi culture in general [were present] from
the southern coast of Korea through Kyushu and
eastward to the Kinai region ... It was an area con-
nected by water, not by land, and one of the most
common scenes must have been people going back
and forth in their boats (as in some of the wall paint-
ings in Kyushu tombs). It was a maritime state.

Thus, Japan, by way of Kyushu, was in continual contact
with southern Korea from Final Jomon times at least
through the fifth century AD. (Edwards 1983:288-91;
Solheim 1992).

THE RICE COMPLEX IN NORTHERN SOUTHEAST
ASIA '

No one site or restricted area in northern Southeast Asia
contains all of the artifacts discussed above, but practi-
cally all of them are present, scattered over much of the
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region, and many are found in portions of southern
Southeast Asia as well.

Burial Structures

Table and capstone dolmens are not common in any area
of Southeast Asia, except for Assam. A few have been
reported scattered in Indonesia (Kim, B.M. 1982:175-6;
Soejono 1982). Stone cists are found in southeastern
Taiwan (Sung 1980:189-91) and in Yunnan (Graham
1958:Plates 2-3). It is curious that associated with cist
burials in both of these regions is found an unusual form
of pottery that I do not know from any other prehistoric
sites in East Asia. These jars often have a pair of long
handles extending from the lip of the rim to the maxi-
mum diameter of the body (Sung and Lien 1987:Plates
24-5).

Burial jars, some double and some with stone lids, are
found in eastern Taiwan (Solheim 1960b:138-40), the
islands between Taiwan and Luzon (Beauclair 1972; Sol-
heim 1960b:131-7; Stamps 1980), in Palawan (Fox
1970:67-166) and in the central and southern Philippines
(Solheim 1960b:131-7, 1981:48-55), in central and
southern Vietnam (Janse 1959; Malleret 1959), in
Sarawak (Harrisson 1967:178-9; Solheim et al. 1959),
scattered in Indonesia (Heekeren 1972:191-8), and in
southern India and Sri Lanka associated with stone cists
and dolmens (Sakar 1982:130-3; Seneviratna 1984).
These date primarily from the first millennium BC
through the Ist millennium AD but in Palawan and
southern Vietnam they go back to the 2nd millennium
BC. The sites in Taiwan and between Taiwan and Luzon
are later (1st and 2nd millennia AD).

Stone Artifacts

The semilunar stone knife is found in sites in Taiwan,
Hong Kong and into Peninsular Malaya from the 1st
millennium BC and later, but without a local history go-
ing further back (Chang 1969:74, Figure 37, Plate 76;
Meacham 1978:101, Figure 6/12 and 192, Figure 9/8;
Skinner 1968:102, Figure 2; Sgrensen 1974:477, 480).
The stepped adze goes back to the 3rd millennium BC
in southeastern China (Fu 1988:11) and had spread to
coastal South China, northern Vietnam, Luzon and Tai-
wan during the 2nd millennium BC (Beyer 1948:49-54,
Figure 17-8; Chang 1969:178, Plate 94; Meacham
1978:188; Phong 1979:4). The pediform adze appears to
have originated in a late Hoabinhian context in Assam,
Burma and Vietnam. They are found fully polished in
northern Vietnam and Taiwan during the 3rd and 2nd
millennia BC (Chang 1969:112, Plate 73; Li 1983:Plate
67) and are made in bronze in northern Vietnam from the
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Dong Dau phase (c.1500 BC) into the Dong Son (Nguyen
1975:Figures 121-4, 143).

The perforated stone disk or spindle whorl is known
in Taiwan from the 2nd and 1st millennia BC (Li 1983:
Plate 54B). One stone dagger is known from Vietnam
and bronze daggers were common there in the north, in
South China and in Taiwan from the late Ist millennium
BC into the early centuries AD. They appear to be a local
tradition (Nguyen 1975: Figures 136, 139).

Concave-based, polished, triangular, fluted and non-
fluted stone projectile points show up in Taiwan (Chang
1969: Plates 77) and Hong Kong (Meacham 1978:194,
Figure 9.12) during the 2nd millennium BC with no ap-
parent local antecedents, as also does a polished and
stemmed stone point in Luzon (Beyer 1948: Figure 22a-
b), Taiwan (Chang, K.C. 1969: Plate 77; Li 1983: Plate
74) and Hong Kong (Meacham 1978:195, Figure 9.14).

Shell

An unusual type of shell bracelet makes its appearance in
Japan in Early Yayoi times and possibly earlier which I
have called a ‘bias shell bracelet’ (Solheim 1964a:186-
90, Figure 29a, Plate 440). It is one of the earlier types of
bracelet in the Philippines but continues in use into early
Spanish times. The bias shell bracelet found in Japan is
made from a marine shell which is found in Okinawa and
further south but not in Japan. It is also found throughout
the Ryukyu Islands (Takamiya and Miyagi 1983:57) and
at sites on the southern tip of Taiwan (Sung et al. 1967:
Plate 20 1-2 and 8-9). In the southern Ryukyus the manu-
facture of Tridacna adzes appears to have been intro-
duced from the Philippines or the Marianas (Shijan
1991:289-90).

Pottery

Many elements of the smaller, plain pottery vessels of
Korea and Late and Final Jomon and the Yayoi are
common in South China and Southeast Asia, including
the vertical and everted rim (Maglioni 1975:39; Solheim
1959), red slipping (Solheim 1959) and patterns of in-
cised decoration. Many of these are typical of the Sa
Huynh-Kalanay Pottery Tradition, as I defined it, for
southern Vietnam and much of eastern Island Southeast
Asia (Solheim 1959, 1964b). The carved paddle im-
pressed pottery originated in southeastern China during
the 3rd millennium BC (Meacham 1978:211-2) and has
been found in scattered sites in Taiwan (Chang
1969:185-6, Plate 87) and north along the China coast
from the Ist millennium BC.
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Rice and Other Domesticated Plants

There were two different sources and routes for the
spread of rice agriculture to Japan. Chang (1988:71-2),
the primary authority on the genetics and origins of culti-
vated rice, has suggested that rice cultivation in Indone-
sia may be earlier than that in Malaysia and the Philip-
pines. He further stated that javanica rice was the pri-
mary rice on Bali until the early 1970s, was the variety of
rice grown in northern Luzon, especially in the moun-
tains, and was also the rice grown by the mountain tribes
of Taiwan. This, combined with the calibrated mean date
of 2334 B.C. for rice from Gua Sireh in Sarawak
(Bellwood et al. 1992:167), strongly suggests that the
earliest rice in the Philippines and Taiwan came up from
the south and continued north to Japan. Sasaki (1992:4-1)
has reported on a type of red rice in the Ryukus known as
akano-kome, used ceremonially since ancient times. Ac-
cording to Watanabe Tadayo, who extensively re-
searched this rice, it is a variety from the south. Akano-
kome is closest to a javanica rice of Indonesia, known
there as bulu. Research shows that even in Okinawa there
were many pre-modern rice varieties similar to bulu and
these occur in a wide expanse from Taiwan's mountain-
ous region and Mindanao to the eastern part of the Indo-
nesian islands. Moreover, research in rice genetics has
also revealed traces of the spread of rice northward from
the south. In other words, genetic research shows that
Japanese rice cultivation was influenced by southern is-
land rice growing, even though this was not the main
source of the first Japanese rice.

Tropical taro (Colocasia esculenta) and yam
(Dioscorea alata and D. esculenta) have a similar distri-
bution, showing that they moved northward from Island
Southeast Asia, through the Ryukyus into Kyushu. The
techniques of farming these root crops and rice are also
Southeast Asian.

FURTHER SUGGESTIONS FOR MARITIME
CONNECTIONS

Linguistic issues relating to the possible relationships
between the Japanese and Austronesian languages are
discussed elsewhere in this volume by Reid and are
omitted from my present paper. However, since discuss-
ing the original settlement of Micronesia (Solheim 1990)
I have realized that the early settlement of the Microne-
sian islands is a complex matter. I still believe that the
Nusantao sailors were the first to arrive, but now strongly
suspect that the routes into Micronesia were distinct from
the route of the Nusantao explorers into western Mela-
nesia. They probably reached the southern Marianas di-
rectly from the Philippines, or possibly from southern
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Taiwan via the northern Marianas. There is also a pos-
sibility that early Nusantao traders, who I have hypothe-
sized had reached Kyushu first around 3000 BC and
started exploring south into the Ryukyus and the Bonin
Islands soon after, may have come into the northern
Marianas through the Bonin Islands.

CONCLUSIONS

The Ta-p’en-k'eng Culture (TPK), although not yet se-
curely dated, is the earliest neolithic culture to be found
on Taiwan. As such it is probably the culture of the first
Austronesian speakers there. During the Middle Holo-
cene transgression very little of the P'eng-Hu Islands off
the west coast of southwestern Taiwan would have been
above sea level. The earliest dating for the TPK Culture
appears there around 5000 BP, following the lowering of
sea levels, although TPK might have been earlier than
this in the southwestern coastal area of Taiwan.

Referring to TPK related sites on the China mainland,
Tsang (1992:269) comments:

Most of these coastal sites are located on shellmounds
and sand dunes. Archaeological data from these sites
show that fishing, gathering and hunting were the
most important subsistence activities, but that some
agriculture was also carried on.

Tsang (1992:287) also says:

Based on the current archaeological evidence men-
tioned above, I do not agree with Bellwood (1978:207
that “Taiwan is a potentially vital area for the trans-
mission of cultural innovations from the Asian main-
land into the islands’, if he chooses to ‘emphasize the
importance of the Corded Ware-Yiian-shan cultural
tradition’.

Since the homeland of this tradition was most likely
on the coast of the mainland between Fujian and Viet-
nam, as mentioned previously, I would postulate that the
Austronesian languages and cultures were transmitted
into insular Southeast Asia and the Pacific Islands along
the eastern coast of the Southeast Asian mainland rather
than through the island of Taiwan.

On the basis of the above information I postulate that
the Early Nusantao Maritime Trading Network made
contact, cultural and genetic, with the Middle Neolithic
people of southeast China. This included the peoples of
the lower Yangzi Valley. The Nusantao maritime traders
extended their contacts to southwestern Taiwan and took
there the seeds of the TPK Culture.

With their knowledge both of the ocean and of use of
the land the early Nusantao people quickly incorporated
the new elements of culture they came into contact with,
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developing a somewhat new and different culture in the
sand dune and shell mound sites. Thus, the Middle Neo-
lithic sand dune and shell mound sites along the South
China coast were Nusantao settlements. This Nusantao
combination of land settlement and expanding maritime
trading network is, to my knowledge, unique in the world
so there is no existing model which can be invoked. I
agree with Tsang’s (1995) suggestion that the Austrone-
sian language of the Corded Ware cultures was gradually
transmitted to insular Southeast Asia and the Pacific Is-
lands along the coast of the South China Sea. To present
my reasoning in agreement with this it is necessary to
move to the Pacific and the earliest, widespread pottery
tradition there.

THE LAPITA POTTERY TRADITION

On the basis of linguistics, physical anthropology, and
archaeology it is now generally agreed that the ancestors
of the Polynesian peoples were the bearers of the Lapita
Culture of Melanesia and that the ancestry of the Lapita
peoples came from eastern Island Southeast Asia some-
what before the middle of the second millennium BC. It
is argued that an important element of the Lapita Culture
that led to the colonization of the Pacific islands was
extensive long distance trade (Kirch 1988; Wickler
1990). It has generally been felt that this long distance
trade developed in the islands of the Bismarck Archipel-
ago. While I have not expressed it in this way before, I
would argue that this long distance trade element of the
Lapita Culture came with their Nusantao ancestors from
Island Southeast Asia (Solheim 1976, 1984-85:84-5).

For many years pottery was the defining element of
the Lapita Culture and I long ago noted its relationship to
the Sa Huynh-Kalanay Pottery Tradition of Island South-
east Asia (Solheim (1964a:206-9, 1967b:167, 1976:35-6).
As soon as radiocarbon dating became common in the
archaeology of the Pacific and Southeast Asia it became
apparent that this could not be so, as Lapita pottery was
earlier than the Sa Huynh-Kalanay pottery. They were so
similar, however, that I pointed out that the two pottery
traditions must have had a common ancestor (Solheim et
al. 1979:126-9). A great majority of their shared forms
and decoration are present in Vietnam well before 2000
BC. This strongly suggests, at least to me, that the ances-
try of the Lapita pottery lies in Vietnam, whence it was
carried by Nusantao traders, probably the ancestors of the
Lapita people (Solheim 1979:197). This would mean that
the Nusantao Maritime Trading Network developed to-
wards the south from southeastern China, along the coast
of the China Sea across to Borneo.
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SUMMARY

My hypothesis of the origin and development of the Nu-
santao Maritime Trading Network is as follows. The ori-
gin of the Nusantao as a sailing and navigating people
was in eastern Indonesia and the nearby southern Philip-
pines. Improvement of their sailing abilities was forced
upon them by the rising sea levels at the end of the
Pleistocene, which required movement across gradually
longer stretches of open sea to maintain contact with
relatives and homeland. Outrigger canoes were probably
necessary for the expansion of the Nusantao and the ori-
gin and center of innovation of all Austronesian boat
traits probably lies in the islands surrounding Sulawesi. It
will be noted, however, that the highest development of
single-outrigger canoes was reached in Micronesia and
that the place of origin of double outriggers was probably
Vietnam (summarized from Doran 1981).

Before 5000 BC, some of the now fully maritime-
oriented people of the eastern Indonesian islands and
southern Mindanao started their explorations to the north
through the Philippines, reaching Taiwan and southeast-
ern China. After reaching the China coast of Fujian and
Guangdong they started extending their network north
and south along the China coast while continuing contact
with the northern Philippines, and for about 2500 years
with Taiwan. Expansion along the Vietnam coast would
have followed two routes, one continuing along the coast
to the south and then west, the other to Borneo, into
Palawan and the Philippines and southeast to Sulawesi,
and also around the southern coast of Borneo and into the
Lesser Sunda islands. The northwards expansion of the
Nusantao network to Korea and Japan however, has been
the primary focus of this paper.
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NOTE

1. For further discussion of the sand dune and shell mound
sites around the Pearl River Delta see the papers in this volume
by Chen Xingcan, Li Guo and Qiao Xiaoqin (eds).
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