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REVELATIONS IN JAPANESE ARCHAEOLOGY:

PALEOLITHIC COME-BACK, ISLAND INTERACTIONS, CLASSICAL WRITINGS

Preface

Barbara SEYock and Gina L. BARNES

Revelations

This volume brings to international attention several developments in Japanese archaeology, the most
prominent of which are new dates and evidence for an early Paleolithic that pre-dates the 30,000 BP
marker-tephra of Aira-Tanzawa, and the growing recognition of inter-island / island-mainland
interactions in socio-economic development.

Part I deals with the Paleolithic problem in Japan, which dates to the year 2000—when an amateur
archaeologist, FUIIMURA Hiroshi, was caught on video by the Mainichi Newspaper salting sites with
Jomon artifacts inserted under tephra of increasing ages, dating back to 600,000 BP. It took Japanese
archaeology 15 years to recover from this fraud, with new excavations revealing Early Paleolithic site
materials untouched by FujimMura that indicate the possible reality of early occupation of Japan by
hominins that used a non-Mousterian Early Paleolithic stone tool technology. These results are
introduced by Fumiko IKAWA-SMITH, who recounts the history of Paleolithic studies in Japan and the
efforts to overcome the setback perpetrated by FUjiMURA.

Part II deals with the Protohistoric period which ranges from agricultural beginnings to early state
formation. The chapters here are unique in their focus on peripheral and border regions, illustrating
especially how islands can be instrumental stepping-stones in cultural transmission and
transformation. The technologies and goods that pass through these intermediaries are often of
seminal function in socio-political development. At issue particularly are the introduction of wet-rice
agriculture into Japan, the introduction of metal technologies, and metal products such as iron goods
and bronze mirrors.

Part III looks back to the beginning of Japanese archaeology in the late 19th century, when the Meiji
Government of the newly restored imperial regime invited foreign scholars and advisors to share their
expertise with Japan. Edward S. MORSE was a zoologist from New England who was invited to teach at
Tokyd Imperial University. Though not the first foreigner to acknowledge the archaeological remains
in Japan, he was instrumental in the development of the field there, being the first person to identify
cord-marked (jomon) pottery based on his knowledge of northeast American and Danish prehistoric
ceramics. Moos presented two of MORSE’s writings with annotations to enhance understanding of their
role in the developing specialism of archaeology.
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SEYOCK and BARNES

Contributions from the Bulletin of the Society for East Asian Archaeology (BSEAA)

The chapters herein are drawn from the BSEAA, an online journal comprised mainly of papers
presented at successive Society conferences. The Bulletin was published in three issues: in 2007, 2008,
and 2016, and is embedded in the Society for East Asian Archaeology (SEAA) website [seaa-web.org].
BSEAA recruited authors and articles primarily from the major SEAA conferences, but it was still open
to contributions from other experts in the field of archaeological research in East Asia and adjacent
regions.

The fate of many self-initiated publication projects is that they end up in a holding pattern due lack of
time and staff. We are therefore particularly pleased to be able to present a selection of the newly
edited, partially revised articles from BSEAA on major topics in East Asian archaeology in a now
coherent volume. Those that have not been revised for this volume are understood to be still valid
characterizations of their topics. In addition, two contributions from the panel on Paleolithic
Archaeology in Japan (SEAA 6 Conference, Ulaanbaatar 2014) that were not originally published in
BSEAA are now available in written form. Two smaller contributions to BSEAA, on the other hand—a
book review and the summary of a panel—are not included here as they were too outdated to fit into
this edition. For all original articles and further photographs, we would like to refer you to the Society’s
website [https://seaa-web.org/publications/bseaal.

This volume does not follow the original order of publication. We have rearranged the articles
according to content and chronological context. We make no claim to comprehensively cover Japanese
or even East Asian archaeology in its entirety. Large areas of current research are not reflected in this
collection, for example regarding the broad research field of early ceramic cultures of Jomon period
Japan or the archaeology of historical times, which deserve greater attention. Such perspectives are
reserved for future efforts in further publication projects of the Society for East Asian Archaeology.

In the bibliography, we provide the references in both the common romanized transcription (Pinyin
for Chinese, revised Hepburn for Japanese, and Revised Romanization 2000 for Korean) as well as the
original script. These designations are also used in the text to indicate pronunciations in different
languages using the same Chinese characters. Both are intended to facilitate access to the literature, be
it via online media or local research institutions. Since most of our articles deal with archaeological
topics related to Japan, we have chosen American English as our standard here to conform to the
publishing style in Japanese research.

This publication involves all three people who originally contributed significantly to the success of the
Bulletin: Gina BARNES, who provided the inspiring model for the Bulletin with her “EAANouncements”
(1990 to 1998), the newsletter of her East Asian Archaeology Network (EAAN) which in 1996 became the
Society for East Asian Archaeology; Barbara SEYOCK, the initiator and editor of the BSEAA, and Fumiko
IKAWA-SMITH, to whom we owe the creation of the third BSEAA issue in 2016. The articles for this volume
were first under the editorship of Seyock, and the illustrations fell under the remit of SEvock and
Michael Moos. Ikawa-SMITH dealt with problems in the Paleolithic section, and we would like
particularly to thank for her crucial involvement in communicating with authors of those chapters.
BARNES provided the English-language review and proof-reading for all texts, and reformatted the
volume, inserting the figures and adjusting them where necessary.

We thank all authors who willingly allowed their work to be published in this volume and who were
patient and cooperative through a long two years of editing.

SEYOCK, BARNES & IKAWA-SMITH (eds.) ii (2025)



Abbreviations:
« languages are indicated by C. = Chinese, K. = Korean, J. = Japanese
« in the references, N.p. = no publisher; n.d. = no date

« AMS = radiocarbon dating by Accelerator Mass Spectrometry

* BP = before present (with ‘present’ being 1952 for radiocarbon dating)
+ cal. = calibrated radiocarbon dates, uncal. = radiocarbon dates not calibrated
* cm = centimeters

* Ga = billion years ago

« ka = thousand years ago

* m = meters

* Ma = million years ago

» mDNA = mitochondrial DNA, also mtDNA

* MIS = Marine Isotope Stages

+ OSL = Optically Stimulated Luminescence dating

Style points:

« American punctuation and spelling is used throughout except for the term ‘archaeology’

« when standing alone, capitalized Peninsula refers to the Korean Peninsula

Revelations in Japanese Archaeology ii

PREFACE

Archaeopress



TABLE OF CONTENTS

REVELATIONS IN JAPANESE ARCHAEOLOGY:
PALEOLITHIC COME-BACK, ISLAND INTERACTIONS, CLASSICAL WRITINGS
Contributions from the
Bulletin of the Society for East Asian Archaeology

Preface

By Barbara SEyock and Gina L. BARNES i
Part 1 THE EARLY PALEOLITHIC IN JAPAN

1  Starting Over Again: Introductory Remarks 2

by IkKAWA-SMITH Fumiko /1] 52 -

2 The Early Paleolithic Industry at Sozudai Site, Oita Prefecture 8
by YANAGIDA Toshio #J FH {2

3  Lithic Assemblage from the Lowest Layer of Ono Site, Hitoyoshi, Southern Kyushu 18
by WaDA Yoshifumi F1H 4§58

4  Investigation of the Kanedori Site in Iwate Prefecture, Northern Honsh, 37
by Kuropa Atsushi £ FH £ 52, Kikuchi Kydichi 44158 —, KoMukal Hiroaki /INAI#A B,
and TAKEDA Yoshio i H B 7

5 Research Progress and Methodological Contribution of Sunabara Site: from
sedimentological excavation to phenocryst microscopic observation method 53

by UEMINE Atsushi |- 256 5 and MATsurujt Kazuto #2fEEF01 A

6 Recent Research on the Early and Middle Paleolithic in Japan: an overview 91
by SATO Hiroyuki 127 2

Part 11 ISLAND INTERACTIONS AND SOCIO-POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT

7  Introduction to Island Interactions in the Protohistoric Period 101
by Gina L. BARNES and Barbara SEYock

8 A Comment on the Yayoi Period Dating Controversy 108
by SHODA Shin’ya [ FH B

9  Karakami—A Yayoi Site on Iki Island 118
by Jane OKSBJERG

10 Prehistoric Interaction between the Korean Peninsula and the Japanese
Archipelago through Tsushima and Iki Islands 135

by MiYAMOTO Kazuo # A

SEYOCK, BARNES & IKAWA-SMITH (eds.) iv (2025)



TABLE OF CONTENTS

11 Tsushima as ‘Boundary’ 146
by TAWARA Kanji {# 7. &)

12 Jejulsland as a Case Study in Ancient Island-Mainland Interaction 159
by Barbara SEyock

13 Changes in the Spatial Distribution of Obsidian from Kozushima in the Yayoi Period 179
by SuciyAMA Cohe #2117 T

14 Archaeological Research in Semporna, Sabah, Malaysia 187
by Stephen CHia

15 The Change in the Distribution System of Bronze Mirrors at the Beginning of Kofun
period Japan: as seen from fragmented bronze mirrors 195
by TsujiTA Jun'ichird 3t & —HS

16 The 2007 Excavation at Shobuzako Kofun 204
by Jane OKSBJERG

Part III CLASSICAL WESTERN WRITINGS ON JAPANESE ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY

17 Comments on Two Essays on Japanese Archaeology written by Edward S. MORSE 220
by Michael Moos

18 Traces of an Early Race in Japan, by Edward S. MORSE 228
reprint, annotations by Michael Moos

19 Dolmens in Japan, Edward S. MORSE 238

reprint, annotations by Michael Moos

Illustrations

Part I Introduction

1.1

Paleolithic sites mentioned in the text

Sozudai Site

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5

Sozudai Site and stratigraphy

Lithic artifacts excavated from Layers 5 and 6, S6zudai Site (artifacts 1~10)
Lithic artifacts excavated from Layers 5 and 6, S6zudai Site (artifacts 11~36)
Secondary processing of edges by shape

Bipolar lithic artifacts from the lower assemblage, Sozudai Site

Ono Site group

3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5

General location of the Ono Site group

Positions of the C, D, and E Sites of the Ono Site group

Positions of Ono-C, D, and E sites on road construction in Ono Town
Stratigraphy of the Ono-C, D, and E sites

Cluster of cobbles at the Ono-C Site

3.6(1) Ono-C Site lithics A~E from stratum IX

Revelations in Japanese Archaeology v Archaeopress



TABLE OF CONTENTS

3.6(2) Ono-C Site lithics F~H from stratum IX

3.7 Ono-D Site localities

3.8 Stratigraphic profile of the Ono-D Site

3.9(1) Ono-D Site lithics A~C from Stratum VIIIb, Loc. C
3.9(2) Ono-D Site lithics D~E from Stratum VIIIb, Loc. C
3.9(3) Ono-D Site lithics F~G from Stratum VIIIb, Loc. C
3.10  Ono-D Site lithics A~E from Stratum VllIc, Loc. C
3.11  Ono-E Site overview

3.12  Stratigraphy of the Ono-E Site

3.13(1) Lithics A~C from Ono-E Site Stratum XIV

3.13(2) Lithics D~G from Ono-E Site Stratum X1V

3.14  Artifacts of the lower Sozudai and the Ono sites
Kanedori Site

4.1 Earlier Paleolithic sites and late Quaternary widespread marker-tephra in the Japanese
archipelago

4.2 Paleolithic sites in Iwate referred to in the text

4.3 Isopach map of tephra Yk-M distribution

4.4 Geomorphological map of the Kanedori area

4.5 Overview of Kanedori Site location

4.6 Detailed plan of Kanedori excavation area

4.7 Kanedori Site stratigraphy

4.8 Tephra and stratification of Paleolithic sites around the Kitakami River
4.9 Distribution map of artifacts in Cultural Layer III

4.10  Large stone tools from Kanedori Cultural Layer III

4.11(1) Flake tools from Kanedori Cultural Layer III

4.11(2) Flake tools from Kanedori Cultural Layer III

4.12  Distribution map of artifacts in Kanedori Cultural Layer IV

4.13  Rose diagrams of artifacts from Kanedori Cultural Layers IV and V
4.14  Vertical distribution of charcoal in Layer IVb

4.15  Lithics from Kanedori Site Cultural Layer IV

4.16  Cultural Layers, tephra and ''C age of Kanedori Site

Sunabara site

5.1 Geographical information for the Sunabara Site

5.2 Representative artifacts from the Sunabara Site

5.3 Prerequisite data of Phenocryst Microscopic Observation (PMO) Method

5.4 Fracture markings on phenocrysts observed with general USB digital microscope

5.5 Geomorphological data of the Sunabara Site
5.6 Stratigraphical data of the Sunabara Site

5.7 Sedimentological data on each sun-cracked surface
5.8 Sedimentological data regarding the cultural layers and the layer VII
5.9 Sedimentological data regarding in-situ nature of the material from the cultural layers

5.10  Drawings of lithic artifacts from the Sunabara Site

5.11  Flaking processes on silicified rhyolite

5.12  Flaking processes on silicified rhyolite, cont.

5.13  Silicified rhyolite materials determined to have high artifactuality by PMO method
Palaeolithic Overview

6.1 Geographic setting, and distribution of Early and Middle Paleolithic sites

SEYOCK, BARNES & IKAWA-SMITH (eds.) vi (2025)



TABLE OF CONTENTS

in the Japanese archipelago
6.2 Lithic assemblage of the Kaseizawa Site
6.3 Early and late Middle Paleolithic assemblages of the Kanedori and Kashiyamatate Sites
6.4 Transition from Middle to Upper Paleolithic assemblages
Karakami Site
Map 9.1 Provinces of the Korean Peninsula at the time of the “Records of Wei”
Map 9.2 The five currently identified kingdoms of Wa, mentioned in the “Records of Wei”
Map 9.3 Iki Island with its main archaeological sites
Map 9.4 The Karakami site

9.1 The 2006 excavation on the higher of three terraces
9.2 View from the lowest terrace

9.3 The Karida'in River

9.4 Southwestern corner of the excavation

Map 9.5 Trench B (Trench 14) and the Trench 1 from 1952

9.5 16th September: First digging into the old trench

9.6 26th September: A few of the many circular grinding stones
9.7 18th September: Profile of the eastern wall of the old trench
9.8 The long-tanged bronze arrowhead, a piece of obsidian, and half a spindle whorl
9.9 19th September: Pottery assemblage in the eastern wall of layer 4, grid B
9.10  21st September: View of the excavation area from the south
9.11  Excavated pottery

9.12  22nd September: The skull in pieces

9.13  23rd September: More pottery sherds exposed

9.14  25th September: Profile of the moat

9.15  Karakami Site Open Day

9.16  26th September: Laying out sandbags and sand

Karakami Site Iron

Map 10.1 Locations of Iki and Tsushima Islands

10.1  Reciprocal influences of pottery types

Map 10.2 Location of the main Yayoi sites on Iki Island

10.2  Lelang and Samhan pottery

10.3  Pit house No. 1 at Karakami Site

10.4  Furnace No. 3 at Karakami Site

10.5  Iron ingots and artifacts from iron furnace

10.6  Experiment in low-temperature technique for decarbonizing cast iron
10.7  Comparing length and width of flat irons

10.8  Duration of trading center sites

Miné Site

11.1  Location of Tsushima Island

11.2  Tsushima fortress, early 20th century

11.3  Map locating Yayoi period sites in Tsushima

11.4  Map showing the site distribution of phase I-II

11.5  Pottery and stoneware from the Miné Site

11.6  Features of location No. 6, Miné Site (Yanbe)

11.7  Investigated locations at the 1dé Site

11.8  Pottery from the Idé Site

11.9  Pottery chronology of Tsushima Island

Revelations in Japanese Archaeology vii Archaeopress



TABLE OF CONTENTS

11.10 Phase I-II site distributions

11.11  Phase III-1V site distributions

11.12  Spatial pattern of sites in northern Tsushima Island, Miné River area

11.13  Proportions of different artifacts from the Miné Site

11.14 Proportions of pottery types

11.15 Distribution of pottery styles by phase

11.16 Iron tools and unfinished tools (ingots)

11.17 Map illustrating the exchange of iron from the Korean Peninsula to
the Japanese Islands

Jeju Island

12.1  Location of Jeju Island

12.2  Geography of the Eastern Barbarians

12.3  Extract from the Weizhi Dongyi zhuan, Han-zhuan

12.4  Distribution of major archaeological sites, 1 BCE-CE 3

12.5  The Han-Chinese tradition

12.5  The Han-Chinese tradition (cont’)

12.6  The nomadic heritage

12.7  Peninsula and island traditions

12.8  Samyang-dong house reconstructions

12.9  Samyang-dong house pits

12.10  Seongguk-ri house pit

12.11 Nomadic-style Bronze artifacts from various sites

12.12  Chinese coins and bronze mirror from Sanjihang

12.13  Bracelets made of jade and glass

12.14 Jar coffin from Yongdam-dong Site

12.15 Iron swords and spearheads in the Han and Wa sphere

12.16 Iron arrowheads and socketed adzes in the Han and Wa sphere

12.17  Type finds from Jeju Island and the Han and Wa sphere

Obsidian Trade

13.1  Obsidian from Shinshii and K6zushima in the Kanto and Tokai regions

13.2  Changing distribution of villages in the Izu Islands and adjacent Honshii coast

13.3  Changes in obsidian distribution from Late Jomon through Middle Yayoi

13.4  Obsidian cobbles found in the Kanto and Tokai regions in the Yayoi Period

13.5  Sizes of obsidian cores on Honshii and Miyakejima

13.6  Yayoi villages on Miyakejima

13.7  Bota Site in excavation 2008

13.8  Kokoma Site details

Borneo Sites

14.1  Location of archaeological sites in Semporna, Sabah, Malaysia

Bronze Mirrors

15.1  Fragmented mirror (TLV design with saw-tooth edge, Type A1) with two holes

15.2  Fragmented mirror (dragon with double-headed design, Type B2)

15.3 Fragmented mirror (inter-connected arc, Type B4)

Okayama Tombs

16.1  General location of Shobuzako Kofun in Okayama Prefecture

16.2  Location of sites mentioned in the text

16.3  The pit-chamber of Tenguyama Kofun

SEYOCK, BARNES & IKAWA-SMITH (eds.) viii (2025)



16.4  The chamber of Nima-Otsuka Kofun

16.5  Haniwa-line at Nima-Otsuka Kofun

16.6  Ceramics mostly Sué ware, Nima-Otsuka Kofun
16.7  Contour map of Shobuzako Kofun

16.8  Dome of reddish earth with flat top

16.9  The chamber covered with pale clay

16.10 Excavating the pit-chamber

16.11 Grave goods from Shobuzako pit-chamber tomb
Morse Writings

17.1  Edward Sylvester MORSE 1883-1925

17.2  Title page of The Shell Mounds of Omori

17.3  Memorial stone at the site of the shell mound of Omori
Omori Site

18.1~9 Various forms of vessels

18.9  Rim of a vessel

18.10~17 A few knobs or handles

18.18  Piece of a spindle-whorl?

18.19  Small clay ornamented brick

TABLE OF CONTENTS

18.20~26 Several implements made of horn or tusk

18.27

18.28~

Worked deer antler
29 Stone implements worked of soft lava-rock

18.30~31 No captions in the original publication
Dolmens

19.1
19.2
19.3
19.4
19.5
19.6
19.7

General appearance of dolmens

Plan of chamber

Plan of chamber, usual form

Entrance to chamber

Appearance of chamber from passageway
Longitudinal section of dolmen

Arrangement of stone in sice-wall of chamber

Tables

2.1
5.1
6.1
7.1
12.1
19.1

Type and number of specimens at S6zudai
Numbers of objects in each flake-type category

Tentative chronology of Japanese Early and Middle Paleolithic

Yayoi-Kofun timetable
Key (for all maps) to sites mentioned in the text
Comparisons of sizes of different dolmen chambers

Illustration Credits

1.1
2.1a
2.1b
2.2
2.3

By author

After YANAGIDA and AKOSHIMA 2011: 16, fig. 3

After YANAGIDA, AKOSHIMA and ONO 2007: 11, fig. 5
Compiled by author from original project drawings
Compiled by author from original project drawings

Revelations in Japanese Archaeology ix

Archaeopress



TABLE OF CONTENTS

2.4  After YANAGIDA and AKOSHIMA 2011: 23, fig. 7

2.5  Photos by author

3.1  After [www.d-maps.com/carte.php?num_car=346&lang=de] ; [www.d-
maps.com/pays.php?num_pay=2131&lang=de]

3.2 After Wada and Nagai 2002: cover photo

3.3 After WaDA and NAGAI 2002: fig. 1

3.4  After WADA and NAGAI 2002: fig. 15

3.5  Photo by author

3.6 After WADA 2014: 111-124

3.7 After WaADA and NAGAI 2002: 3

3.8  After WapA and NAGAI 2002: 2, 313 and fig. 15

3.9  After WADA 2014: 111~124, photos by author

3.10 After WADA 2014: 111~124, photos by author

3.11 After WADA 2014: PL 5

3.12  After WADA and NAGAI 2002: fig. 13

3.13 After WADA 2014: 111-124

3.14 After YANAGIDA 2008: 131-142; WADA 2014: 111~124

4.1  After MACHIDA and ARAI 2003: 50, fig. 1-1

4.2 By Yokoyama Laboratory, Faculty of Engineering, Iwate University

4.3 After MACHIDA and ARAI 2003: 143, fig. 3.4-3

4.4  After KIKUCHI 1986: fig. 2

4.5  After Digital Globe 2015

4.6 By A. KURODA

4.7  Photo and graph by A. KUrRoDA

4.8 After KIKUCHI 1996: fig. 1

4.9  After KikucHI 1986: fig. 10

4.10 Photo by KuroDA

4.11 Photo by KURODA

4,12 After Kikuchi 1986: fig. 10

4.13  After KikucHI 1986: fig. 10; and KikucHI and NAKAMURA 2004: fig. 1

4.14 After KikucHI and NAKAMURA 2004: fig. 1

4.15 Photo by KURODA

416 By KURODA

5.1 Photos from MATsuruji and UEMINE (eds.) 2013: Plates 1 and 3

5.2  Photos from MATSUFUJI and UEMINE (eds.) 2013: Plates 18 to 20

5.3  After UEMINE 2014: 5, figs. 5 and 6; 6, figs. 7 to 9

5.4  After UEMINE 2014: 7, fig. 10; 8, fig. 11

5.5  After MATSUFUJI and UEMINE (eds.) 2013: 9, figs. 9, 10 and Plate 2

5.6  After MATSUFUJI and UEMINE (eds.) 2013: 21, fig. 23, Plate 8; 22, figs. 24 and 25; 17, fig. 22

5.7  After MATSUFUJI and UEMINE (eds.) 2013: 25, fig. 28, Plate 11 and 12; 27, fig. 30

5.8  After MATSUFUJI and UEMINE (eds.) 2013: 28, figs. 32 and 33, Plate 14; 29, fig. 34

5.9 By UEMINE

5.10 After MATSUFUJI and UEMINE (eds.) 2013: 34, fig. 37; 35, fig. 38; 36, fig. 39

5.11 After UEMINE 2014: 11, fig. 16; 12, fig. 17

5.12  After UEMINE 2014: 12, fig. 17; 13, fig. 18

5.13  After MATSUFUJI and UEMINE (eds.) 2013: Plates 19 to 20; UEMINE 2014: 13, fig. 19

6.1 By author

SEYOCK, BARNES & IKAWA-SMITH (eds.) X (2025)



TABLE OF CONTENTS

6.2  After KoMURA (ed.) 1968: Plates 10, 11, 14, 17, 34, and 70

6.3  After Kuropa (ed.) 2005: figs. 58, 59, 61~63; Kikuchi (ed.) 1996: figs. 8~12

6.4  After TAkAO and ENDO 2003: figs. 9~11; OKAMURA 1973: figs. 31~38; IZAWA and SEKIYA 1988: figs.
64~67,70

Map 9.1 After SEvock 2004: 249, Map 1

Map 9.2 After SEYock 2004: 249, Map 2

Map 9.3 After MiyAMOTO Kazuo 2005: pl. 13

Map 9.4 After MiYAMOTO Kazuo 2006: pl. 15

Map 9.5 Courtesy of MiyamoTo Kazuo

9.1~9.16 Photos by author

10.2  Photo by author

10.3  Iki-shi Kyoiku linkai (ed.) 2014: 90, fig. 32

10.4 Photo by author

10.6  After SAITO 2012: 100, fig. 20

11.2  Courtesy of M. TSURU

11.3  After ABIRU 2001: 9, fig. 1

11.4 Compiled from Mine-ché Kydiku Iinkai (ed.) 1990, 1993, 1995, 1998, 2003a, 2003b

115 After TAWARA 2008: 29, fig. 5

11.6  After TAWARA 2008: 27, fig. 4

11.7  After Mine-cho Kyaiku linkai 2003: fig. 3

11.8  After Mine-cho Kydiku linkai 2003: fig. 4

11.6  After TAWARA 2008: 43, fig. 7-1

12.1  After [www.d-maps.com/carte.php?num_car=5925&lang=de]

12.4 Updated from SEYock 2004: 252, Karte 4

12.5 After Nagasaki-ken Kydiku linkai 1974: 533; Yun 1991: 261; ODA and HAN 1991 (1): 140, 194

12.6 Photo by author; drawings after Oxazak1 1982: 201; HARADA 1991: 261; KIM Weon-yong 1987:
278; Seo, KWEON and HAM 1991: 1

12.7 After OpA and HAN 1991 (1): 97, 175; CHOE 1991: 291; Nagasaki-ken Kydiku linkai 1978: 20

12.8 Photo by author

12.9 Photo by author

12.10 After Opa and HAN 1991: 249

12.11~16 Photo by author

12.17 After Osaka Furitsu Yayoi Bunka Hakubutsukan 2002: 21

12.18 Photo by author

12.19 Photos from Gungnip Jeju Bangmulgwan 2001: 83; drawings after Oba and HAN 1991 (1):141,
184, 185, 186, 196

12.20 Photos by author; drawings after Gungnip Gwangju Bangmulgwan 2000: 38; SE0 and SEON and
SEONG 1989: 517; An 1984: 142; and OpA and HAN 1991 (I): 187, 193, 195

12.21 Photos by author, except Hirabaru mirror courtesy of HARADA 1991, suppl.; drawings after Opa
and HAN 1991 (1): 97, 175, 291; Nagasaki-ken Kyoiku linkai 1974: 533, 534; SEO, KWEON
and HAM 1991: 1; KIM Jeong-hak 1972: 129; Nagasaki-ken Kyoiku linkai 1978: 20

13.1 Maps created using Mapion Pro Japan and KASHMIR 3D. Photo by Nobuyuki IKEYA

13.2 Map created with KASHMIR 3D

13.3  After SuclyAMA and IKEYA 2006: 67

13.4 Photos by author, map created with KASHMIR 3D

13.7 Photos by author

13.8 Photos by author

Revelations in Japanese Archaeology xi Archaeopress



TABLE OF CONTENTS

14.1 After CHIA and MATSUMURA 2007: 371

15.1~3 Courtesy of the Dept. of Archaeology, Kyiishii University, Japan

16.1 Map by Michael Moos © 2007

16.2 Map by Michael Moos © 2007. Map basis adapted from Geographical Survey Institute
[http://www.gsi.go.jp]

16.3 Courtesy of MATsuGI Takehiko

16.4~6 Courtesy of NIIRO [zumi

16.7~11 Courtesy of MaTsucI Takehiko

17.1  After OHYAMA 1930: Tafel VI

17.2  After MoRSE 1879b

17.3  After OHYAMA 1930: E4 and Tafel V

18  None given in original

19  None given in original

SEYOCK, BARNES & IKAWA-SMITH (eds.) xii (2025)



Part I

THE EARLY PALAEOLITHIC IN JAPAN



CHAPTER 1
STARTING OVER AGAIN: INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

Fumiko IkKAwA-SmiTH FH:)1] 52+

This introduction recounts the problems of assessing whether Japan had an “Early Paleolithic”, i.e., prior to ca.
40,000 years ago. Between the 1970s and 2000, dates for Paleolithic sites in Japan had progressively been pushed
back to ca. 600,000 years ago. Then the “Paleolithic Hoax” A.K.A the “FUjIMURA Scandal” occurred in November 2000,
throwing the field into disarray as amateur archaeologist FUIIMURA Shin’ichi was caught salting sites with Jomon-
period bifacially flaked artifacts inserted under intact volcanic tephra layers dating earlier in the Pleistocene. Since
then Paleolithic archaeologists have endeavored to reassess old excavations and carry out new ones to determine
how early the archipelago was occupied by humans. The collection here generally argues for possible early dates,
but these do not go uncontested by others. These papers form one step in the long process of establishing certainty
about the process of the human occupation of the Japanese Islands.

Keywords: Early Paleolithic controversy, lithics, Palaeolithic hoax

Paleolithic Research in Japan: in the Beginning

During the Pleistocene, when the sea level was lowered due to glaciation, the Japanese archipelago was
often connected with the Asian continent, and presence of fossil animals suggests that hominins, who
were present at least by one million years ago in northeast Asia, could very well have reached the
archipelago as well. There always have been enthusiasts searching for indications of such presence, as
I noted before (IKAWA-SMITH 1978), but it was not until 1949 when the solid evidence turned up, and the
pursuit of Paleolithic remains became the subject of serious academic inquiry.

It began with the recovery of stone artifacts from road-side exposure of Pleistocene formations at
Iwajuku (Figure 1.1-4), about 90 km north of Toky®d, in 1946 by Aizawa Tadahiro, a young amateur, who
was making a living by peddling foodstuff from door to door. After failing to convince a series of
professional archaeologists of the authenticity of his finds, he finally found receptive ears with a team
of archaeologists of Meiji University, who undertook to investigate. The 1949 excavation of the Iwajuku
Site by the Meiji University team recovered lithic assemblages from two levels (SUGIHARA 1956). Once it
was established that Pleistocene formations do contain artifacts, Paleolithic sites were discovered and
investigated in a rapid succession. Nearly 100 sites were identified within 10 years since the Iwajuku
excavation, and now over 74 years later, there are more than 10,500 known Paleolithic sites in the
archipelago.

Search for Earlier Paleolithic Remains

Two of the stone tools recovered from the lower layer of the Iwajuku Site were bifacially flaked oval
axes. These were first described as “hand-axes”, with the implication that they may be comparable to
Lower Paleolithic specimens elsewhere. With the progress of the Paleolithic research, Quaternary
geology of the archipelago became better understood, and it became quite clear that the Iwajuku “hand-
axes” came from a stratum which could not be older than 30,000 BP.
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In fact, the overwhelming majority of Paleolithic assemblages recovered so far were contained in Late
Pleistocene formations, dating to what is now known as Oxygen Isotope Stage 2 (or MIS2) (29,000 to
14,000 years ago).

Nevertheless, the search for the oldest
evidence of human occupation of the
archipelago continued through the 1950s
and 60s. The small number of assemblages
that were thought to represent such
evidence could be divided into three
groups, and each met with skepticism. One
of the groups, such as Gongenyama I
assemblage (Figure 1.1: 2), also recovered
by Aizawa in a locality not far from
Iwajuku, consisted of hand-axes and flakes
detached from prepared cores (MARINGER
1956). There was no question about their
artifactual status, but one could not be
certain of its “Early Paleolithic” age, as the
specimens were collected while the site )
was being prepared for housing ol
construction. An age before 40,000 years
was based on AIZAWA’s testimony several

years later that he remembered that the .
artifacts lay below a layer of white pumice, =4, &
which was subsequently radiocarbon
dated to 40,500+3,500 uncal. BP (ARAI 1971).

HOKKAIDO

Pacific Ocean

]
§

3

Figure 1.1 Paleolithic sites mentioned in the text

Another group of assemblages were the 0 alphabetical order: 1: Fukui, 2: Gongenyama, 3:
results of meticulous excavations—such as Hoshino, 4: Iwajuku, 5: Kamitakamori, 6: Kanedori, 7:

at the Sozudai Site (Figure 1.1: 10) in Nagaone, 8: Ono, 9: Soshin-Fudosaka, 10: Sozudai, 11:

Kytshii (SERIZAWA 1965; SERIZAWA and Sunabara, 12: Zazaragi

NAKAGAWA 1965) (see Chapter 2 herein) and

at the Hoshino Site in northern Kantd (SERIZAWA 1966, 1978)—which recovered numerous lithic
specimens in situ. In these cases, there was no question that the specimens came from formations dating
to 40,000 to 130,000 years ago, but the specimens themselves failed to meet general acceptance as
artifacts. To the third and final group belong a very small number of assemblages, such as the three
bifacial pieces and flakes recovered the lowest layer of Fukui Cave (Figure 1.1: 1) in Kyashd, famous for
the very early occurrence of ceramic shards (KAMAKI and SERIZAWA 1967). A sample from the layer
yielded a non-finite radiocarbon date of >31,900 uncal. (GaK-952), but the assemblage consists of only
16 pieces of artifacts plus debitage, and it has not been replicated elsewhere.

“Fujimura Scandal” of 2000, and its Aftermath

The situation began to change in the 1970s with the activities of the members of the Stone Age Study
Group (Sekki Bunka Danwakai) situated in Sendai City, northern Honshi. A decisive moment came in
April 1980, when FujiMURA Shin’ichi, one of its members and a local amateur archaeologist, recovered
ten artifacts—including hand-axes and picks, from a formation, clearly older than 30,000 BP—at
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Zazaragi Site (Figure 1.1: 12) in front of professional archaeologists and geoscientists (OKAMURA 2010:
70-74). This sensational discovery was followed by a series of equally remarkable finds at nearby sites.

Unlike the assemblages recovered by SErRizawa and others in the 1960s, the artifactual nature of these
lithic specimens were unquestionable, and they were sometimes unearthed in front of witnesses by
FujIMURA himself, from layers whose ages can be unambiguously determined in relation to well-dated
horizon-marker pumice deposits. As FUJIMURA’s reputation as “God’s hand” to spot the location within
a site where Early and Middle Paleolithic artifacts were likely to be buried increased, he was often
invited to come and give advice to investigators working at the sites further away from the Sendai area,
such as the Soshin-Fudosaka Site (Figure 1.1: 9) in Hokkaidd and the Nagaone Site (Figure 1.1: 7) in
Saitama Prefecture, north of Toky®.

As the number of Early and Middle Paleolithic sites increased, so did the antiquity of human occupation
of the archipelago, the oldest being the bifacial tools recovered from the lowest layer at the Kami-
takamori Site (Figure 1.1: 5), dated 0.58~0.60 million years ago. As some archaeologists began talking
about the need for a paradigm shift in Japanese Paleolithic studies, uneasiness about his uncanny ability
was felt by others, and the Mainichi Newspapers organized a special team to follow FujiMuRrA as he
visited archaeological sites. He was caught on video in the early morning of 5 November 2000 as he was
burying artifacts at Kami-takamori. He has since confessed to having manufactured the evidence by
placing genuine, but later, stone tools from his collection into much older geological layers at 42 sites.
The series of events and the socio-cultural background leading to the “Fujimura Scandal” of November
2000 have been described in several publications, including HUDSON (2005) and KANER (2002).

Immediately afterwards, in November 2000, the Japanese Archaeological Association established an ad
hoc Committee for Investigation into the Early and Middle Paleolithic Issues (Zen-chiisekki Mondai
Chosa Iinkai), which set out to examine some 3000 artifacts from about 200 sites where FUJIMURA was,
or may have been, involved in excavation. The investigation resulted in the nullification of over 100
assemblages, with profound negative impact on Paleolithic research in particular, and archaeological
studies in general. Nevertheless, there are over 14,500 “untainted” archaeological sites dating to the
Pleistocene in the archipelago, including about 100 that are thought to predate 40,000 BP (Japanese
Archaeological Association 2004; Zen-chiisekki Mondai Chésa linkai 2003).

Early Paleolithic Research Today

Currently, the archaeological community in Japan seems to be divided into two camps: those who
believe that hominins did not arrive in the Japanese archipelago until after about 40,000 years ago (e.g.,
ONO 2011; TSUTSUMI 2012), on the one hand, and those who accept at least some of the putative evidence
for early occupation of the archipelago, on the other. As the results of renewed research efforts in
recent years, new evidence is being brought forward.

At the 6th Worldwide Conference of the Society for East Asian Archaeology held in Ulaanbaatar in June
2014, SATO Hiroyuki and I organized a session, for the purpose of presenting some of the exciting, but
possibly controversial, results to the assembled professionals for their own appraisal. We are pleased to
be able to include four of the presentations in this volume. Two of them, on the Ono Site (Figure 1.1: 8)
in Kytisht and the Sunabara Site (Figure 1.1: 11) in western Honshi are the results of investigations that
were initiated after the exposure of the “Fujimura Scandal” in 2000 (see Chapters 3 and 5 herein). The
Kanedori Site (Figure 1.1: 6) in northern Honshi, on the other hand, has been investigated since 1985,
free of involvement with FUJIMORI’S activities, despite proximity to Sendai (see Chapter 4 herein). We
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are especially pleased to be able to include the report on the current state of the research on the Sozudai
Site, where—way back in 1964—the late SErizawA Chdsuke initiated the serious search for the credible
evidence for the earlier Paleolithic remains in the Archipelago. The session concluded with SATO’s
Overview which placed these and several other assemblages in a broader context (Chapter 6 herein).

Terminological Debate

In the following papers on the Paleolithic, there are discrepancies in the use of Early, Middle, and Late
terms for the Paleolithic. This reflects the variety of schemes used in the literature and is often
confusing for the reader. We could have unified them for this volume, but that would obscure the
authors’ preferred terms and would not have flagged the inherent disagreements in the literature and
the diagnostics on which the terms are founded.

Of the two camps of the Japanese Palaeolithic archaeologists today, SATo (Chapter 6) and I are not of the
group who dismiss out of hand anything claimed to be older than 40k. We are both prepared to look at,
and evaluate, those assemblage purported to represent early evidence of human occupation of the
archipelago. However, we approach the issue from different perspectives: SATO consider them in terms
of the tripartite division of the Lower/Middle/Upper Palaeolithic, familiar in European Paleolithic
studies—but he uses them strictly as a chronological framework. I, on the other hand, place the
assemblages in the context of the binary division of the Early and Late Palaeolithic technological
traditions. We have co-existed peacefully enough, to the extent of organizing a symposium together.

In particular, the definition of the Middle Palaeolithic is problematic. In some parts of Africa and
western Eurasia, the Middle Paleolithic refers to the Mousterian assemblages based on a flake-
producing technology called the “Levallois technique”, in which a cobble core is used to detach one
specific flake of a characteristic shape. This technology, however, did not reach eastern Eurasia, beyond
what has been called the “Movius Line” (SOLHEIM and MovIUs 1958, 1960).

The concept of the Movius Line, however, might be getting out-of-date and fading away (NORTON et al.
2009; NORTON and BAE 2009; LYCETT and BAE 2010). The session entitled “Movius Line 70 years later”
which I organized at the 2018 IPPA in Vietnam ended with Robin DENNELL declaring, “Movius Line—70
years is enough”. Nevertheless, for western Eurasia the “Middle Palaeolithic” still refers to the
Mousterian assemblages with the Levallois technology (regardless of the ages), and those assemblages
are very rare, if present at all, in eastern part of Eurasia.

Therefore, I continue using the two-part division of “Early” and “Late”, which we formulated at the
1973 conference in Montreal (IKAWA-SMITH 1978). The Early/Late division is a typological nomenclature,
NOT a chronological one, even though the Late Paleolithic, characterized by the presence of blade
technology, appears in many parts of East and Southeast Asia about 30~40,000 BP, making the
typological and chronological synonymous in this case. However, Early Palaeolithic flake-based
technology continues in many regions past that date. Thus, I call it “the Early Paleolithic “Tradition”, not
“Period”.

Sometime along the line, China-based scholars started using the west Eurasian tripartite terminology
of Lower/ Middle/ Upper, but strictly as chronological divisions. This is what SATO is using here in
Chapter 6, as he explicitly gives the Lower/Middle borderline as “the beginning of the Late Pleistocene
dated 120 ka” and speaks of the “transition from Middle to Upper Palaeolithic dated from 50 ka to 40
ka.” In Chapter 4, KUroDA and his co-authors also use the term “Middle Paleolithic” as a chronological
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unit, except that they use the term “Late Paleolithic” as well as “Upper Paleolithic”. UEMINE and
MATSUFUJI in Chapter 5 note that the Middle Palaeolithic with the Levallois technology did not reach
the Japanese Archipelago. Thus, they discuss the assemblages in terms of “Upper Paleolithic” and
the "pre-Upper Paleolithic” remains.

The issue addressed by the following papers, however, is not which category the sites fit into—whether
typological or chronological—but how old they are. These are the first valid dates that exceed the
general boundary of 30~40,000 BP usually accepted for the appearance of blade technology, and they
are the first valid dates that have been produced after the “Paleolithic Hoax” for which earlier dates for
more than 100 sites have been dismissed. OSL is becoming a method increasingly used in archaeology,
though it does have attendant problems as discussed by UEMINE and FujiMoRI in Chapter 5—which reflect
back on WADA’s paper in Chapter 3. Although the dates presented here are few and need further
substantiation, these papers vindicate the existence of bipolar, handaxe, and flake technologies existing
in the Japanese Islands prior to the marker-tephra Aira-Tanzawa (AT or A-Tn in the literature) at ca.
30,000 BP.
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