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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

Erlitou and Its Neighbors: 

Contextualizing Interregional Interaction  

in the Central Yellow River Region 

in Ancient China 

 

by 

 

Hsiu-Ping Lee 

Doctor of Philosophy in Archaeology 

University of California, Los Angeles, 2018 

Professor Min Li, Co-Chair 

Professor Lothar von Falkenhausen, Co-Chair 

 

The primary goal of this dissertation is to explore various possible interaction patterns between 

Erlitou and its neighboring regions through the approach of contextualization. Under the 

presupposition that Erlitou was the political center of ancient China, the interregional interaction 

between Erlitou and its neighboring regions were always interpreted as a “center-periphery” 

relationship. Instead of Erlitou-centered perspective, this dissertation attempts to adopt the 

approach of contextualization, investigating how the three main core areas in ancient China, 

namely the Henan Region in which Erlitou was located, as well as the Hedong Region and the 

Henei Region which were two major neighboring regions of Erlitou, interacted with each other 

during the second quarter of the second millennium BC. In the past, scholars put more emphasis 



 iii 

on how the center influenced its peripheries. However, this dissertation will also investigate how 

the peripheries influenced the center and how peripheries interacted with each other. The 

approach of contextualizing exotic artifacts within local settings provides crucial insights, 

helping us to reexamine the interaction patterns between the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions. 

The research results reveal a highly complicated interaction network between these three regions 

during the Erlitou Period. First of all, the relationship between the Henan Region and the Henei 

Region was getting tense over time due to military conflicts. Besides, the Henei Region revealed 

a greater influence on the Henan Region. Second, the relationship between the Henan Region 

and the Hedong Region may have been marked by competition over the metal resources for 

casting bronze objects. However, the Henan Region seems to have displayed a greater influence 

on the Hedong Region. Finally, the relationship between the Hedong Region and the Henei 

Region seems to have been steady. Probably these two regions maintained a situation of peaceful 

coexistence for a long time in the Erlitou Period. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

Erlitou 二里頭 (Figure 1.1), located in the east of the Luoyang 洛陽 Basin, Henan 河

南 Province, is regarded as the capital city of the earliest state in ancient China and even in East 

Asia during the second quarter of the second millennium BC. This significant site is also one of 

the most crucial hot spots for investigating the process of social complexity, the origin of state 

formation, and the beginning of dynastic history in ancient Chinese history and archaeology. 

According to archaeological evidence, during this period, Erlitou was the largest settlement in 

East Asia, covering an area of around 300 hectares (Xu Hong et al. 2004) and had a highly dense 

population of over 20,000 residents (Song Zhenhao 1994; Wang Jianhua 2005; Wang Miaofa 

1999). The layout of this huge city was elaborately designed that reflected the strong power of 

this early polity: a palatial zone with many large-scale “palaces,” a fortified workshop zone with 

a bronze workshop and a turquoise workshop, a “sacrificial zone,” and several residential zones 

for both elites and commoners (Zhongguo 2014). Besides, in this paramount site, archaeologists 

also discovered the earliest bronze ritual vessels made by piece-mold casting, representing a 

hallmark of the Bronze Age in ancient China. The Erlitou Culture, which indicates a distinctive 

group of archaeological remains found at Erlitou, was widely distributed within hundreds of sites 

in the core region of Central Plains in which the settlement pattern was highly hierarchical (Chen 

Xingcan et al. 2003; Liu Li et al. 2004; Zhonggu Eriltou 2005a). Moreover, the material culture 

of Erlitou also influenced not only its contemporary neighboring regions but also later dynasties. 

Since the temporal and spatial dimension of the Erlitou Culture corresponds to the description of 

the Xia 夏 Dynasty, the first dynasty in Chinese history, from the received texts, many scholars 

argue that the Erlitou Culture represented the material remains of, or at least a part of, the Xia 

Dynasty (e.g., Zhongguo 2003:21-45). Although the identification of Erlitou is still highly 
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controversial, even the conservative scholars also agree that Erlitou was a state-level society and 

names it as the “Erlitou State,” instead of the Xia Dynasty (e.g., Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2012; 

Xu Hong 2006a). Undoubtedly, Erlitou is a crucial case to enrich the anthropological and 

archaeological theories on early states, social complexity, and other significant topics, such as 

interregional interaction. 

Among various research topics of Erlitou, how this early state interacting with its 

contemporary neighboring regions, societies, and polities is one of the most intriguing topics for 

archaeologists and historians. Based on archaeological evidence or sometimes common 

understanding, most scholars believe that as the most powerful political, social, economic, and 

cultural center in the Early Bronze Age China, Erlitou strongly influenced or even dominated its 

peripheries (e.g., Zhongguo 2003:97). The Xia legend that is strongly tied to Erlitou much 

strengthens this “core-periphery” interpretation on the relationship between Erlitou and its 

neighbors: as the center of the ancient Chinese world, the Xia and its alliances directly conquered 

or indirectly influenced those barbarians dwelling in the marginal regions. Obviously, this sort of 

interpretation is established on the descriptions of the historical texts in which the Xia legend 

was recorded after more than one thousand years from the second quarter of the second the 

millennium BC. Therefore, if scholars hope to reconstruct the interregional interaction between 

Erlitou and its contemporary neighbors, we need to jump out of the box of traditional thought 

and reexamine archaeological data through a different research approach. 

After the 1990s, the case studies of the interregional interaction throughout the world, so 

as the new analytical perspectives provide an inspiring basis for rethinking the relationship 

between Erlitou and its neighbors. Archaeological research of interregional interaction 

experienced a theoretical paradigm shift from the 1990s. In the past, unidirectional approaches, 

such as the acculturation model (e.g., Foster 1960; Herskovits 1937; 1938; Redfield et al. 1936) 
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and the world-system model (Wallerstein 1974; 1991), dominated the interpretation of 

interregional interaction in anthropology and archaeology. These analytical approaches usually 

emphasize how “more complex units” or “core areas” directly or indirectly control the political, 

economic, and ideological developments of “less developed groups” or “peripheries.” In the 

recent three decades, however, these unidirectional approaches, derived from the experience of 

European colonization from the 16th to 19th centuries, has been challenged by various ancient 

case studies all around the world (e.g., Deagan 1998; Dietler 1998; Lightfoot et al. 1998; 

Schortman and Urban 1994; Stein 1998; 1999; 2002). These case studies, which adopt the 

research approaches of agency, resistance to hegemony, and resilience, reveal that the so-called 

“less developed groups” or “peripheries” could keep their own active and independent capacity 

to interact with “more complex unities” or “core areas.” In reality, ancient China is no exception. 

The main purpose of this dissertation is to explore various possibilities of interregional 

interaction in Early Bronze Age China, particularly focusing on Erlitou and its neighbors. In the 

past, the unidirectional approaches overpowered the interpretation of interregional interaction in 

both China and the West, even though their academic traditions are so different. However, on the 

one hand, after the 1990s Western academia has gradually got rid of the limitation of those 

“paradigmatic” models. On the other hand, these new case studies all around the world indeed 

provide useful and practical instances and insights to reshape our understanding of how different 

regions in ancient China interacted with each other. The discovery of new evidence, the 

inspiration of new theory, and the application of new methodology offer archaeologists an 

excellent opportunity to reconstruct various possible patterns of interregional interaction between 

Erlitou and its neighbors in a sophisticated manner. 
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Research Question and Testing Hypothesis 

The main research question of this dissertation is: how did different regions, especially 

Erlitou and its neighboring regions, interact with each other in the second quarter of the second 

millennium BC? Traditionally, scholars believed that Erlitou, as the seat of the central 

government, had the supreme power to influence and even control its neighbors (e.g., Zhongguo 

2003:97). Nevertheless, this dissertation will take this statement as a hypothesis rather than a fact 

and test it by archaeological evidence. This dissertation will explore not only how Erlitou 

interacted with its neighbors, but also how its neighbors interacted with Erlitou, and how its 

neighbors interacted with each other. Furthermore, in the past, most scholars were prone to 

vaguely apply the term “influence” to depict the interregional interaction between Erlitou and its 

neighbors. This dissertation will try to propose different possible scenarios to explain their 

relationship. 

For reexamining the interregional interaction between Erlitou and its neighbors during 

the second quarter of the second millennium BC, this dissertation will take two variables of 

archaeological evidence into consideration: (1) the ratio between the typical and exotic remains 

within a site, and (2) the archaeological contexts of the typical and exotic remains within a site. 

Based on examining these two variables, four different possible interaction patterns can be 

expected: 

 

Interaction Patterns Ratio between the typical (T) and 
exotic (E) remains within a site 

Archaeological contexts of the typical 
and exotic remains within a site 

Pattern 1 T > E Mixed 

Pattern 2 T > E Separate 

Pattern 3 E > T Mixed 

Pattern 4 E > T Separate 
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These four different possible interaction patterns may imply various scenarios of 

interregional relationship. First of all, if the result is Pattern 1, it may indicate that a few non-

locals moved into this site (such as immigration, marriage, etc.), or the locals actively accepted 

some exotic remains into their life (such as imitation, trade, etc.), or a sort of mixture of the first 

two situations. Second, if the result is Pattern 2, it may indicate that a few non-locals who moved 

into this site were restricted to live in a specific part or parts in it by the locals, or these non-

locals actively chose to live in a specific part or parts in this site (such as immigration, trade 

diaspora, colonial enclave, etc.). Third, if the result is Pattern 3, it may indicate that the locals 

widely accepted non-local culture (such as imitation, etc.), or a large amount of the non-locals 

moved into a local settlement (such as mass migration), or the non-locals controlled the locals 

(such as military conquest, colonization, etc.), or a sort of mixture of the first three situations. 

Finally, if the result is Pattern 4, it may indicate that the non-locals dominated the locals (such as 

military conquest, colonization, etc.). 

In addition to these four possible interaction patterns proposed above, when interpreting 

the interregional interaction between sites, clusters, and even regions based on archaeological 

evidence, it is also necessary to take other relevant conditions about exotic remains into 

consideration. For example, we have to notice whether the exotic remains were accepted and 

used by only elites, or only commoners, or both of them; whether the acceptation of the exotic 

remains were a widespread phenomenon or an unusual case; whether the exotic remains 

underwent a process of localization or not; whether the exotic remains were discovered from the 

residential zone, graves, workshops, or other archaeological contexts; what the nature and 

characteristic of the sites in which the exotic remains appeared were; where these sites were 

located. All of these relevant conditions about the exotic remains will provide valuable clues to 

investigate various possibilities of interaction patterns. 
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Spatial and Temporal Scale 

To reevaluate the interregional interaction in ancient China is the main topic of this 

dissertation, yet it is impossible to deal with such a vast and complex issue with limited space. 

Therefore, this dissertation will only focus on how three different regions in the Central Yellow 

River Region interacted with others during the second quarter of the second millennium BC. The 

spatial and temporal scale of this dissertation will be briefly discussed as follows. 

 

I. Spatial Dimension 

This dissertation will analyze the archaeological evidence from three main regions in the 

Central Yellow River Region (Figure 1.1): 

(1) The south of the Central Yellow River Region, namely the modern central and 

western Henan Province, consists of the Luoyang Basin in which Erlitou was located, the 

Zhengzhou 鄭州 Area, the Song 嵩 Mountain Area, and the Yao 崤 Mountain Area. 

Generally speaking, scholars suggest that this region is the major distribution area of the typical 

Erlitou Culture (e.g., Zhongguo 2003:90). 

(2) The southwest of the Taihang 太行 Mountain, namely the modern southwestern 

Shanxi 山西 Province, consists of the Yuncheng 運城 Basin in the south and the Linfen 臨汾 

Basin in the north. This region is surrounded by Yellow River in its south and west, the Lüliang 

呂梁 and Taiyue 太岳 Mountains in its north, and the Zhongtiao 中條 Mountain in its 

southeast. Although some do not agree with it, many archaeologists believe that during the 

period when Erlitou flourished, this region was the distribution area of the Dongxiafeng 東下馮 

Phase. According to historical texts, this region is the other major territory of the Xia Dynasty, 

and the Dongxiafeng Phase is classified as a significant local variant of the Erlitou Culture (Li 
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Boqian 1981; Li Weiming 1997; Liu Xu 1992; Zhongguo et al. 1988; Zou Heng 1980a). 

(3) The southeast of the Taihang Mountain, namely the modern north Henan Province, 

includes two divisions: the Zhanghuan 漳洹 Area in the north and the Qiwei 淇衛 Area in the 

south. Briefly speaking, in the second quarter of the second millennium BC, this region is 

classified as the distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan 下七垣 Culture, which is believed to 

represent the archaeological remains of proto-Shang people (Li Boqian 1989; Liu Xu 1990), one 

of the major rivals of the Xia Dynasty and finally established the Shang Dynasty, the second 

dynasty in ancient Chinese history, after defeating the Xia. 

Although the discussions of the relationship among these three regions has been held for 

decades, the main issue which archaeologists are interested in is always focused on the 

reconstruction of ancient Chinese history, particularly the world order in the Xia Dynasty and the 

interactions among the Xia Dynasty (the Erlitou Culture), its alliances (such as the Dongxiafeng 

Phase), and its enemies (such as the Xiaqiyuan Culture). However, in order to avoid the 

misleading historical-oriented perspectives, this dissertation will put more emphases on the 

relationship among regions rather than “polities.” 

The abbreviated toponyms, including the Henan Region, the Hedong 河東 Region, and 

the Henei 河內 Region, which originate from the names of administrative areas in the Han 

Dynasty (202 BC-AD 220), will be adopted to concisely indicate the three regions which this 

dissertation will focus on. According to “Dili Zhi" 地理志 (Treatise on Geography) in Han Shu 

漢書 (History of the Former Han Dynasty) by Ban Gu 班固 (1962) and its modern annotation 

(Zhou Zhenhe 2006:63-71, 82-97), the geographic extents of the Henan Jun 郡 (Commandery 

of South Yellow River), the Hedong Jun (Commandery of East Yellow River), and the Henei Jun 

(Commandery of Inner Yellow River) approximately correspond with the three regions 
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mentioned above respectively. It is worth noting that the geographic extent of the Henan Region, 

which will be discussed in Chapter 4, covers not only the Henan Jun and the eastern part of the 

Hongnong 弘農 Jun. Moreover, the geographic extent of the Hedong Region, which will be 

discussed in Chapter 5, only indicates the north of Zhongtiao Mountain; the one of the Henei 

Region, which will be discussed in Chapter 6, merely indicates the area in the east of the Qin 沁 

River. Furthermore, the area between the Zhongtiao Mountain and the Yellow River, namely the 

Southern Zhongtiao Corridor, the the Yuanqu 垣曲 Basin, and the western area of the Qin 

River, namely the Qinxi 沁西 Area, will be classified as the “contact zone” (Figure 1.1) of the 

Henan Region, the Hedong Region, and the Henei Region. The archaeological data of the three 

divisions of the contact zone will be analyzed in Chapter 7. 

Another main reason to adopt the toponyms of Henan, Hedong, and Henei is that these 

terminologies reflect the importance of these three regions that were deeply rooted in the 

historical memory in the Han Dynasty. According to a passage from “Huozhi Liezhuan” 貨殖列

傳 (Biographies of Merchants) in Shiji 史記 (The Scribe’s Records) by Sima Qian 司馬遷, the 

Sanhe 三河 (Three Regions near the Yellow River) Region, consisting of Henan, Hedong, and 

Henei, is the core area in ancient China: 

昔唐人都河東，殷人都河內，周人都河南。夫三河，在天下之中，若鼎足，王者所

更居也，建國各數百千年...(Sima Qian 1959:3262-3) 

In the past, Tang People established the capital in Hedong, Yin 殷 People in Henei, and 

Zhou People in Henan. Sanhe lies in the center of the world, and [these three regions] 

resemble the three legs of the ding tripod, in which kings successively chose their capitals 

and established their kingdoms for hundreds and even thousands of years…(trans. by 

author) 
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Sima Qian’s description associated with Henan, Hedong, and Henei reflects the historical 

significance of these three regions in the Han Dynasty that continuously had a great impact on 

later periods for imagining and reconstructing the origin of national history in China. In other 

words, the spatial scale of this dissertation will focus on the interregional interaction of the three 

regions which were labeled as the center of the world in ancient China. 

 

II. Temporal Dimension 

The temporal dimension of this dissertation will mainly focus on the Erlitou Period, the 

era that Erlitou and its neighboring regions interacted intensely. Both absolute dating and relative 

dating are used as the chronological basis to discuss social, political, and cultural development of 

Erlitou and its neighbors. 

Radiocarbon measurements and calibrations are the most important method to investigate 

the absolute chronology of Erlitou. According to the latest research, the rise of Erlitou was no 

later than around 1,750 BC and end no later than around 1,530 BC (Qiu Shihuan et al. 2006; 

Zhongguo 2014:1229-36). However, as will discuss in Chapter 2, the absolute chronology of 

Erlitou, in fact, is a highly disputable issue. In this dissertation, the absolute dating of the Erlitou 

Culture will temporarily adopt the latest research result, namely the second quarter of the second 

millennium BC. 

Compared to the disputed absolute dating of Erlitou, its relative dating that is framed by 

the study of stratigraphy and ceramic typology could be more reliable. Based on abundant 

archaeological evidence from Erlitou where excavations have been carried out since 1959, the 

Erlitou Period can be subdivided into four successive phases (Zhongguo 1999). Although some 

scholars have different versions about the relative dating of Erlitou, they are merely a sort of 

modification of four-phase system (Duan Tianjing 2014:89; Zheng Guang 1985a:18, 1995:4-16). 
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The relative dating in the Hedong Region and the Henei Region is also built upon the 

study of stratigraphy and ceramic typology. Since these two regions are close to the Henan 

Region in which Erlitou is located, the developmental trajectories of the chronological sequence 

among these three regions are comparable. Generally speaking, the relative dating of the 

Dongxiafeng Phase/Culture and the Xiaqiyuan Culture can both be subdivided into four phases 

respectively, corresponding to Erlitou Phase II to Erlitou Phase IV (Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 

2012; Li Weiming 1997:25; Zhongguo 2003:91, 147-52). The reason why the Dongxiafeng 

Phase/Culture and the Xiaqiyuan Culture do not have the earliest phase which parallels Erlitou 

Phase I is because the local remains of these two regions in the Longshan 龍山 Period, which 

was the preceding era of the Erlitou Period, continuously developed into the stage contemporary 

with Erlitou Phase I. For example, the recent study has showing that a few archaeological 

evidence dated to Erlitou Phase I have been found in the Henei Region, but the stylistic features 

of these remains were similar to the ones in the Longshan Period (Zhang Weilian and Duan 

Hongzhen 2015:117-8). In this dissertation, the discussion of interregional interaction based on 

the analysis of the exotic remains in local settings among Henan, Hedong, and Henei will be 

explored on the basis of relative dating. 

 

Research Methodology 

In the realm of Chinese archaeology, typology, especially ceramic typology, is the most 

significant and fundamental research approach and it is also applied to the exploration of 

interregional interaction among different areas in ancient China. Since the remains of the Erlitou 

Culture have also been found in its neighboring regions, scholars suggest that these Erlitou-

related remains are important indicators to demonstrate how Erlitou influenced and even 

dominated its neighboring regions (e.g., Du Jinpeng 2002:25; Duan Tianjing 2014:368-408; 
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Zhongguo 2003:132-5). On the other hand, since some exotic remains dated from the Late 

Longshan Period to the Erlitou Period have also been found at Erlitou, this situation is usually 

interpreted as indicators of why Erlitou became the socio-political center in ancient China, 

namely its particular capacity to absorb various advantages from different regions (e.g., Du 

Jinpeng 2002:23; Zheng Guang 1995: 21-3; Zhongguo 2003:135-9; Zhu Junxiao and Li Qinglin 

2007:295). However, this sort of interpretation is, obviously, an Erlitou-centered perspective. 

Moreover, while the Erlitou-related remains served as indicators to prove the influence of Erlitou 

to its neighbors, the analysis based on typology can hardly explain “how” Erlitou influenced its 

neighboring regions. A new research approach is needed to reexamine this “how” question. 

When scholars explore diverse patterns of interregional interaction, the approach of 

contextualization is one of the most useful methodologies. For example, Lightfoot has 

emphasized the significance of a contextual approach when discussing the interregional 

interaction in a multi-ethnic community in northern California: 

The contextual relationship of artifacts, ecofacts, and features, both inside and outside 

structures, across residential settlements, and over broader regional landscapes, can 

provide insights into the organization principles of households and communities 

(Lightfoot 1995:207). 

In this dissertation, based on the typological analysis, the approach of contextualization will be 

the most advantageous research methodology to explore the interregional interaction among 

Erlitou and the other two neighboring regions in the Central Yellow River Region. 

The basic definition of contextualization can be summarized as follows: placing remains 

back into their archaeological contexts. Traditionally, after the exotic remains were collected 

from a site, archaeologists usually try to trace back their origins and then claim the foreign 

influences within the local societies. The analysis of typology is the mainstream strategy to show 
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how different regions interact with each other but often ignores the archaeological contexts of the 

exotic remains in the local settings. By contrast, the approach of contextualization can help us to 

compare and understand the usage, function, meaning, and value of specific remains in 

heterogeneous social, political and cultural settings, especially between the original and new 

contexts of specific remains. This dissertation will discuss the approach of contextualization and 

other relevant issues further in Chapter 3. 

 

Research Data 

The primary research data of this dissertation consist of two categories: published reports 

of excavations and regional systematic surveys. Although hundreds of sites in the Henan, 

Hedong, and Henei Regions dated to the Erlitou Period have been found, only a small number of 

the excavation reports for specific sites that cover relatively ample data of excavation results 

have been published. Fortunately, some of the most crucial reports, including the latest 

excavation result of Erlitou from 1999 to 2006 excavation seasons (Zhongguo 2014), were 

published recently. These monograph volumes include the excavation results from nine 

important sites: (1) the Henan Region: Erlitou (Zhongguo 1999; 2014), Dashigu 大師姑 

(Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004), Nanwa 南窪 (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi 

Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014), and Wangjinglou 望京樓 (Gu Wanfa 2016); (2) 

the Hedong Region: Dongxiafeng (Zhongguo et al. 1988); (3) the Henei Region: Mengzhuang 

孟莊 (Henan Sheng 2003a), Liuzhuang 劉莊 (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 2012), and Zhangdeng 

鄣鄧 (Henan Sheng 2009); (4) the contact zone: Guchengnanguan 古城南關 (Zhongguo 

Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014; Zhongguo Lishi Baowuguan 

Kaogubu et al. 1996). Most of these sites are settlements; only Liuzhuang is a cemetery 
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consisting of 338 graves. In addition to excavation reports, there are plenty of preliminary 

excavation reports in which spatial and temporal information and partial excavation results of 

sites are released. While the data from the preliminary reports are far less than the official 

excavation reports, they still provide plenty of useful and valuable information. 

Regional systematic survey, an archaeological research approach to explore settlement 

patterns within a specific region, was introduced to China in the 1980s (Chang Kwang-chih 

1986a) and started to be carried out in the 1990s (Chifeng International Collaborative 

Archaeological Project 2003; Murowchick 1997; Underhill et al. 1998; 2002; 2008; Zhongguo 

Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo and Meiguo Misuli Zhou Li Daxue Renleixue Xi 1998; 

Zhongguo et al. 1998; Zhong Mei Liangcheng Diqu Lianhe Kaogudui 1997). After the 2000s, 

this research approach was applied to the investigation in the Luoyang Basin (Chen Xingcan et 

al. 2003; Liu Li et al. 2004; Zhongguo Erlitou 2005) and the Upper Ying 穎 River Valley in the 

Henan Region (Henan Sheng et al. 2008), the eastern part of the Yuncheng Basin (Zhongguo 

Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxi et al. 2011) in the Hedong Region, and the 

Yuanqu Basin (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007) in the contact zone. While the 

reports of regional systematic surveys merely offer minimal data for each site, since the results 

cover a broad geographic extent, they still provide useful information to investigate the 

diachronic development of the settlement pattern in a specific region. 

 

Definition of Terminology 

Some staple but sometimes vague terminologies which may confuse readers will 

repeatedly appear throughout this dissertation. For clarifying their meaning and usage, the 

definitions of these terminologies, therefore, will be briefly discussed here as follows. 
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I. Culture 

First of all, one of these confusing terms is culture. In this dissertation, culture spelled 

with a capital C, such as the Erlitou Culture or the Xiaqiyuan Culture, refers to an archaeological 

culture, which was defined by Gordon Childe in the “Preface” of his The Danube in Prehistory 

in 1929: 

We find certain types of remains - pots, implements, ornaments, burial rites, and house 

forms - constantly recurring together. Such a complex of regularly associated traits we 

shall term a “cultural group” or just a “culture.” We assume that such a complex is the 

material expression of what would to-day be called a “people.” (Childe 1929:v-vi) 

Based on the definition from Childe, an archaeological culture is a classification unit in which 

groups of remains and features are unearthed among numerous sites in a specific spatial and 

temporal dimension. In reality, the concept of the archaeological culture is the most basic 

research approach in archaeology to construct the space-time framework throughout the world, 

particularly in ancient China. For example, the Erlitou Culture, which is named after the type site 

Erlitou, refers to a specific group of remains (especially ceramics) which are repeatedly found in 

various sites located within the Henan Region during the second quarter of the second 

millennium (Zhongguo 2003:82-5). The concept of archaeological culture is a practical and 

convenient classification system, helping archaeologists to explore the patterns of human 

behaviors through the analysis of what we collected in the field. However, one of the most 

serious problems of misusing this classification system is to connect a specific archaeological 

culture with a specific “people,” especially the names of dynasties, states, and races from 

historical texts. To connect the Erlitou Culture with the Xia People or the Xia Dynasty is a good 

example. On the one hand, one human group whose members share the same political, ethnic, or 

ideological identity may probably consume various kinds of material cultures originating from 
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different social, economic, or cultural settings. On the other hand, two or more human groups 

with different identities may use the same material culture in their daily life. Thus, to adopt the 

concept of archaeological culture as the basis to study human’s past is appropriate, yet to regard 

a specific archaeological culture as the remains of a specific human group in the past is 

problematic. In this dissertation, the archaeological culture will merely refer to a group of 

remains which was repeatedly used in a specific region and period, and sometimes go a little bit 

further to indicate the users of this sort of material culture, but it will not be linked to any 

specific human group recorded in the historical texts. 

 

II. Phase 

Phase is a relevant term and concept associated with Culture, namely archaeological 

culture. In this dissertation, phase spelled with a capital P, such as the Dongxiafeng Phase, refers 

to a local variant of an archaeological culture. The main characteristics of the remains and 

features of a Phase are highly similar to a specific Culture, but it still maintains some local 

characteristics from the preceding period. In other words, when mentioning different Cultures, 

the independence of each Culture is stressed. However, when mentioning different Phases under 

a Culture, the correlation between Phases and the dependence between a Culture and its Phases 

are emphasized. For example, in a general sense, the Erlitou Culture can be subdivided into at 

least six Phases, including the Erlitou Phase (namely the Erlitou Culture discussed in this 

dissertation), the Dongxiafeng Phase, the Niujiaogang 牛角崗 Phase (Zhongguo 2003:94-5), 

the Yangzhuang 楊莊 Phase (Zhongguo 2003:95-6), the Xiawanggang 下王崗 Phase (Zhao 

Zhiquan 1986a; Zhongguo 2003:96-7), and the Donglongshan 東龍山 Phase (Shaanxi Sheng 

and Shangluo Shi Bowuguan 2011; Zhang Tianen 2009). A Phase, like an archaeological culture, 

is a classification unit for archaeological data. However, the concept of Phase is also usually 



 

  16 

misused to link a specific human group which is regarded as a part of or under a socio-political 

or cultural entity, namely the Culture which this Phase is categorized into. Therefore, the 

interregional relationship between the Erlitou Culture and its local Phases becomes a metaphor 

of the world order of the Xia Dynasty: the distribution areas of various Phases were the 

territories of either the Xia Dynasty or its alliances. However, the back story of how these Phases 

appeared remains inconclusive. Moreover, various Phases which share similar material culture 

does not demonstrate that they share the same political, social, ethnic, or ideological identity. 

Thus, this dissertation, I will merely regard a Phase as an expression of a certain group of 

remains or refer to its users who are not necessarily subordinate to the users of the Culture which 

the Phase is categorized into. 

In addition to indicating a local variant of a Culture, this term will also be used to 

represent a period within a relative dating if this term is followed by a Roman numeral. For 

example, the term “Erlitou Phase I” refers to the first stage of the relative dating of the Erlitou 

Culture. Readers can easily distinguish the differences based on context. 

 

III. The Central Yellow River Region 

The Yellow River, or Huang He 黃河, is the sixth-longest river in the world and the 

second-longest river in not only China but also Asia. In general, the Yellow River is divided into 

three parts, including the upper, middle, and lower reaches. Officially, the middle reaches of the 

Yellow River is from Hekou 河口 of Togtoh County in Inner Mongolia to Taohuagu 桃花峪 of 

Zhengzhou City in Henan Province. However, the regions that this dissertation will explore, 

namely the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions, only cover the lower part of the middle reaches 

and a small area of the upper part of the lower reaches of the Yellow River. Therefore, this 

dissertation will adopt the term “the Central Yellow River Region” to describe the primary 
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geographic dimension of this dissertation. 

 

Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation will consist of eight chapters. Chapter 1, as shown above, is the 

introduction of this dissertation. This chapter concisely points out the motive, the primary 

question, the testing hypothesis, the spatial and temporal scale, the methodology, and the data of 

this dissertation. In addition, this chapter also discusses the definitions of some terminologies 

which will repeatedly appear in this dissertation but may confuse readers. 

Chapter 2 will be the review of the previous research related to the interregional 

interaction between Erlitou and its neighbors. This chapter will first summarize the excavation 

history of Erlitou. Second, this chapter will concisely introduce the research results of Erlitou, 

the Erlitou Culture, and the Xia Culture. Finally, this chapter will also briefly comment the 

previous research relate to the interregional interaction between Erlitou and its neighbors and 

rethink how the Huaxia-centered perspective strongly dominated the interoperation of this 

crucial issue. 

Chapter 3 will be the discussion on the theories and methodologies of this dissertation. 

This chapter will firstly review the theories of the acculturation model and the world-system 

model, which are the two most important unidirectional approaches to illustrate the issue of the 

interregional interaction. However, from the 1990s, these unidirectional approaches have been 

challenged by various archaeological case studies all around the world, and more importantly, 

various possible patterns of interregional interaction have been proposed. Thus, this chapter will 

then introduce four insightful archaeological case studies which inspire us to explore various 

possible patterns of the interregional interaction in ancient China. Finally, this chapter will also 

analyze the definition, advantage, limitation of the approach of contextualization, which is one of 
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the primary analytical tools for this dissertation but has not yet been theorized systematically. 

After discussing the intellectual background of this dissertation, the following four 

chapters, namely from Chapter 4 to Chapter 7, will analyze the archaeological data from the 

Henan Region, the Hedong Region, the Henei Region, and the contact zone respectively with the 

same structure. These four chapters will firstly introduce the geographic settings and the 

distribution patterns of the sites dated to the Erlitou Period, then define the typical remains of 

each region, and finally contextualize the exotic remains within the local settings and propose 

some possible interaction patterns between each region and its neighboring areas. 

Chapter 8 will be the conclusion of this dissertation. This chapter will not only synthesize 

and summarize the research results of this dissertation but, more significantly, provide a new 

picture of the interregional interaction within the Central Yellow River Region and even beyond 

during the Erlitou Period.
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Figure 1.1 Geographic setting of the Central Yellow River Region, the Erlitou Period 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo)
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Chapter 2:  

Previous Research into Interregional Interaction 
between Erlitou and Its Neighbors 

 

Introduction 

The primary gaol of this chapter is to establish a solid intellectual foundation for 

investigating various interaction patterns between Erlitou 二里頭 and its neighbors. This 

chapter will consist of four main sections. The first section will summarize the excavation history 

of the Erlitou site. The second section will concisely review previous research related to Erlitou, 

the Erlitou Culture, and the Xia 夏 Culture. For most Chinese archaeologists and historians, the 

discovery of Erlitou offers valuable evidence to demonstrate the historicity of the Xia and Shang 

Dynasties. Based on this historiographical orientation, the second quarter of the second 

millennium BC, namely the Erlitou Period, becomes the most crucial era to explore the rise of 

the early Chinese state and the origin of Chinese civilization. Thousands of research associated 

with Erlitou, the Erlitou Culture, and the Xia Culture have been published. Thus, in the second 

section, I will try to summarize and comment the main issues of these previous research. The 

third section will analyze the discussions on the relationship between Erlitou and its neighbors. 

However, based on the perspective of historiographical orientation, the interregional interaction 

between Erlitou and its neighbors was usually interpreted as the world order of the Xia. 

Therefore, the final section will analyze how the so-called Huaxia 華夏-centered worldview 

formed, and how it strongly impacted the interpretation of the interaction between the We-Group 

(Chinese) and the Others (non-Chinese), especially the one between Erlitou and its neighbors. 
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Discovery and Excavation History of Erlitou 

I. Discovery 

Historical texts inspired the discovery of the Erlitou site. Based on the clues from 

historical texts dated from the Zhou 周 Dynasty (ca. 1,050-221 BC) to the Han 漢 Dynasty 

(202 BC-AD 220), such as Zuo zhuan 左傳 (Zuo’s tradition), Guo yu 國語 (Discourses of the 

states), and Zhushu jinian 竹書紀年 (Bamboo annals), Xu Xusheng 徐旭生 (1888-1976) and 

his colleagues from the Institute of Archaeology, Chinese Academy of Sciences (IACAS) 

attempted to search the ruins of the Xia Dynasty in the summer of 1959. Xu considered that the 

most possible regions associated to the ruins of Xia should be located in western Henan 河南 or 

southern Shanxi 山西 Provinces. Five archaeological sites, including Erlitou in the eastern part 

of Luoyang 洛陽 Basin, were investigated during this survey season (Xu Xusheng 1959). 

Before the discovery of Erlitou, archaeologists had found some remains, particularly 

ceramic sherds, dated between the Longshan 龍山 Culture (ca. 2,600-2,000 BC) and the 

Erligang 二里崗 Culture (ca. 1,500-1,300 BC, earlier than Late Shang Period) at both 

Donggangou 東乾溝 in the Luoyang Basin (Kaogu Yanjiusuo Luoyang Fanjuedui 1959) and 

Luodamiao 洛達廟 in Zhengzhou 鄭州 City (Henan Sheng Wenhuaju 1957; Henan Sheng 

1989). Since the archaeological remains found at Erlitou were similar to those at Donggangou 

and Luodamiao, the Erlitou site was dated to the Early Shang Period. Moreover, although the 

boundary of Erlitou was not clear at that time, due to a large-scale distribution area of remains 

and the records of historical texts, in the preliminary report, Xu identified Erlitou as the capital 

established by Tang 湯, the first king of the Shang Dynasty (Xu Xusheng 1959:598). After the 

discovery of Erlitou in 1959, this huge city site has been excavated for almost 60 years. 
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The Institute of Archaeology, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (IACASS)1 is the 

unit responsible for conducting the excavations at Erlitou. However, three successive heads of 

the Erlitou Fieldwork Team, including Zhao Zhiquan 趙芝荃 , Zheng Guang 鄭光, and Xu 

Hong 許宏 are the key persons who have the authority to carry out and design the details of the 

excavation project. Therefore, the excavation results in different stages clearly reflect the 

research interests of each leader of the Erlitou Fieldwork Team. This section will be divided into 

four parts in the order of different leaders. 

 

II. Excavations from 1959 to 1960 

1. Gao Tianlin's Excavation in 1959 

After the discovery of the Eriltou site in 1959,2 many historians and archaeologists 

immediately noticed that Erlitou may be Bo 亳, the first capital of the Shang Dynasty. From 

1959 to 1960, IACAS conducted three excavation seasons at Erlitou. Gao Tianlin 高天麟 

launched the first excavation season (Zhongguo 2014:3). The stratigraphic evidence 

demonstrated that Erlitou contained at least three different layers from the Henan Longshan 

Culture, through the transitional period, to the Early Shang Culture which was similar to 

Luodamiao. Besides, the 1959 season also confirmed that the geographic extent of Erlitou was 

around 2 kilometers from east to west and 1.5 kilometers from south to north (Zhongguo 1961). 

 

2. Yin Weizhang's Excavations in 1960 

Afterward, Yin Weizhang 殷瑋璋 carried out two excavation seasons in 1960 

                                                        
1 The Institute of Archaeology, Chinese Academy of Science was its predecessor. 
2 Another opinion suggested that Erlitou was found in the winter of 1957 (Zhongguo Luoyang 1965:215). However, 
since in 1957, it was discovered by villagers instead of professional archaeologists, the official excavation report 
still takes 1959 as the discovery year of Erlitou (Zhongguo 2014:2). 
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(Zhongguo 2014:3). Yin and his colleagues not only divided the Erlitou site into nine excavation 

areas (Figure 2.1) (Zhongguo 1999:15; 2014:3), but more importantly, they discovered a large 

rammed-earth platform around 100 m by 100 m in size through the augering method (Zhongguo 

1999:15). Many scholars believed that the discovery of this large-scale foundation, which was 

later named as “Palace No. 1” (Figure 2.2), which will be called as “Foundation No. 1,” was a 

crucial indicator to support Xu Xusheng’s hypothesis that Erlitou was a capital of the Early 

Shang Dynasty. It is reasonable to speculate that the discovery of Foundation No. 1 was the most 

significant factor in making the excavations at Erlitou as one of the few long-term archaeological 

projects supported and sponsored by China’s government. 

 

III. Zhao Zhiquan’s Excavations, 1961-1978 

1. Foundation No. 1 

The discovery of Foundation No. 1 encouraged IACAS to invest more resources at 

Erlitou. Zhao Zhiquan was assigned as the first director of the Erlitou excavation project. The 

primary goal of Zhao was to thoroughly understand the layout of Foundation No. 1. Zhao and his 

colleagues completely exposed Foundation No. 1 through 11 excavation seasons from 1964 to 

1975 and found its main hall, corridor buildings surrounding the central plaza, and the south gate 

(Figure 2.2) (Zhongguo 1999:138-51). 

 

2. Foundation No. 2, “Brave V D2M1,” and Rammed-earth Foundations 

In 1975 and 1976, they also discovered more than 30 rammed-earth foundations in the 

east and south of Foundation No. 1, including another large-scale rammed-earth platform 

“Foundation No. 2” (Figure 2.3) through the augering method, and excavated several elite tombs 

with precious burial objects, such as bronze vessels and jade (Yanshi Xia Wenhuaguan 1978; 
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Zhongguo 1976). From 1976 to 1978, Zhao and his colleagues completed the excavation of 

Foundation No. 2 (Zhongguo Erlitou 1983b; Zhongguo 1999:151-9). One medium size but 

“looted grave” V D2M1 which was around 5.2 m by 4.2 m in size and 6.1 m deep, with a 

secondary ledge, was discovered in the back of the main hall of Foundation No.2. Based on the 

size and location of the grave V D2M1, some researchers speculated that Foundation No. 2 may 

be an “ancestral temple” of the ruling elite at Erlitou (e.g., Zhongguo 2003:129). 

 

3. Bronze Casting Remains 

In addition to two large-scale buildings, Zhao and his colleagues also unearthed some 

remains associated to bronze production at Erlitou in 1963. The discovery of crucible debris, 

bronze slag, and broken molds suggested that a bronze workshop zone may be located in the 

south of two large-scale buildings (Zhongguo 1999:15). However, since Zhao’s focus was mainly 

on Foundation No. 1 at that time, he did not systematically investigate the bronze workshop zone 

at Erlitou. 

 

4. Contributions 

The contributions of Zhao Zhiquan and his colleagues can be summarized as follows. 

First of all, the discovery of Foundations No. 1 and No. 2, which were located in what was later 

called “palatial zone” and occupied in the highest location of the entire site, not only illustrated 

and proved the significance of Erlitou itself but also strengthened the archaeologists’ and 

historians’ belief that Erlitou must be one of the ancient capital cities recorded in receiving texts. 

Second, the remains related to bronze production found at Erlitou imply that the bronze vessels 

and tools discovered at this site may be locally made. Moreover, the basic urban plan of Erlitou 

was gradually clarified. Finally, the relative chronology of Erlitou, which consisted of four 
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successive phases, was confirmed. This four-phase chronological system is the basis to discuss 

the relationship between Erlitou and its neighbors. The excavation results of Erlitou under the 

direction of Zhao, including the first three excavations from 1959 to 1960, were published in 

1999 (Zhongguo 1999). 

 

IV. Zheng Guang’s Excavations, 1980-1997 

In 1980, Zheng Guang was assigned as the second director of the Erlitou Fieldwork Team 

(Zhongguo 2014:4). From 1980 to 1997, the most crucial contribution of Zheng Guang and his 

colleagues was to clarify the urban plan of Erlitou, including the bronze workshop zone, the 

“sacrificial zone,” some large-scale rammed-earth foundations, plenty of graves, and one bone 

workshop. Besides, they also discovered some Neolithic remains at Erlitou which indicated an 

early occupation of this site. 

 

1. Bronze Workshop Zone and Related Remains 

Following up on clues of Zhao Zhiquan’s excavation results, Zheng Guang started to 

search for the remains related to bronze production at Erlitou. From 1980 to 1984, Zheng and his 

colleagues discovered lots of archaeological evidence related to bronze production in Area IV, 

located in the south of the palatial zone. First of all, at least five bronze workshops were found 

here. The earliest bronze workshops were dated to the late stage of Erlitou Phase II, and the 

largest was 16 meters by 5 meters in size. Second, plenty of ash pits near the bronze workshops 

were found with numerous charcoals, crucible debris, bronze slag, casting molds, and even some 

small bronze objects. Third, one grounded building with two rooms and eight semi-subterranean 

buildings was found near the bronze workshops. Forth, more than forty graves whose occupants 

included adults and children were buried under the roads inside the bronze workshop zone. Most 
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of these graves were dated to Erlitou Phases II and III, and few of them were dated to Erlitou 

Phase IV. Finally, a huge east-west ditch with plenty of remains related to bronze production was 

discovered in the south of bronze workshop zone. This ditch was more than 100 meters in length, 

16 meters in width, and 3 meters in depth (Zheng Guang 1985b; Zheng Guang et al. 1984). 

These significant discoveries suggested that specialized bronze production had existed at 

Erlitou, and this is probably the earliest case of an industrial-scale bronze workshop in ancient 

China so far found. Furthermore, the buildings and graves also implied that both bronze workers 

and their family members may live within this area. 

 

2. “Sacrificial Zone” 

In Area VI and IX, Zheng and his colleagues found some special features that were 

interpreted as “sacrificial remains” and were distributed more than 200 meters from east to west 

(Du Jinpeng 1989; Zheng Guang 1996; Zheng Guang et al. 1988a; Zhongguo 2003:129), 

including some circular features and rectangular pits. The details of the “sacrificial zone” will be 

discussed in Chapter 4. Although it is still difficult to know whether this area was a “sacrificial 

zone” or not, it is sure that some special events may occur there during the Erlitou Period. 

 

3. Rammed-earth Foundations 

In the north and northwest of the palatial zone, two large rammed-earth foundations were 

discovered in Area VI and IX. The foundation in Area IX was 100 meters by 100 meters. 

However, the scale of the one in Area VI is not not clear, probably 120 meters by at least 20 

meters in size, since its northern portion was covered by modern buildings. It is important to 

notice that these two large rammed-earth platforms were dated to no later than the early stage of 

the Erlitou Erlitou (Du Jinpeng 1995a), namely Erlitou Phase II, or even earlier. This situation 
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implies that in addition to the palatial zone, some large-scale foundations were also built in the 

northern part of Erlitou, probably near the “sacrificial zone.” Although the functions of these two 

large-scale foundations were still unclear, the excavators speculated that both they were 

“palaces” (Du Jinpeng 1995a). 

 

4. Burials 

Numerous graves were found during this period. In 1983, Zheng and his colleagues 

unearthed more than fifty small graves in the northwestern part of Area IV. Most of these graves 

were covered by a layer of cinnabar, and some were buried with a lacquer coffin. Besides, some 

were also buried with prestige goods, such as bronze, jade, ivory, and lacquer artifacts (Zheng 

Guang et al. 1984). Obviously, the occupants of these graves were wealthier or had higher social 

status at Erlitou. Since these graves were found in the fortified workshop zone, which I will 

discuss later in Chapter 4, it is reasonable to assume the occupants of these graves with prestige 

goods may be the elites who administered the specialized production for prestige artifacts in this 

area, or the heads of craftsmen’s families. 

From 1984 to 1989, Zheng and his colleagues discovered more than 100 graves, and most 

of them were probably found in Area VI and IX, namely the “sacrificial zone.” On the one hand, 

some of these graves covered a layer of cinnabar and buried with prestige objects that reflected 

the higher social status of the occupants and their families. On the other hand, graves with 

headless occupants and mass graves were also discovered (Du Jinpeng 1989, 1991a; Zheng 

Guang 1985b; Zheng Guang et al. 1988a, 1988b; Zhongguo Erlitou 1983a; 1984a; 1984b; 1985b; 

1986; 1992). The excavators suggested that some of these burials, both the higher and lower 

ranking, may be related to those circular features and rectangular pits in the “sacrificial zone.” 
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5. Bone Workshop 

One bone workshop was found in Area VI, in which the excavators uncovered several 

pits with plenty of raw materials and semifinished products. For example, the excavators found a 

huge pit H5, which was around 12 meters by 10 meters in size and 3 meters in depth, with 

abundant remains related to bone production. Besides, few bronzes, jade, marble objects, and 

even three human skulls were also found in it (Zheng Guang et al. 1988b). The archaeological 

context of H5 implied not only that highly specialized bone craft production had existed at 

Erlitou, but also that the function of H5 had changed through time. 

 

6. Neolithic Remains 

The excavators also found some Neolithic remains belonging to the Yangshao 仰韶 

Culture (Zhongguo Erlitou 1985a) and the Longshan Culture in the terrace of the northern bank 

of the archaic Yiluo 伊洛 River, which was one of the highest areas at Erlitou (Xia Zhengkai et 

al. 2014; Zhongguo 2014:18) and located in the south of bronze workshop zone in Area IV 

(Zheng Guang et al. 1988). These Neolithic remains show that ancient people had lived at Erlitou 

hundreds and even thousand years ago before the Erlitou Period. 

 

7. Contributions 

The most important contribution of Zheng Guang and his colleagues was to clarify the 

urban plan of Erlitou that reveals and demonstrates its complexity during the Erlitou Period. In 

addition to the palatial zone, the bronze workshop zone and the bone workshop suggest the 

existence of specialized crafts; the special remains related to the “sacrificial zone” display the 

practice of religious activities; and various kinds of graves, including not only those with 

prestige objects but also mass graves, represent the hierarchical society of Erlitou in this period. 
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Although the excavation results from 1980 to 1997 indeed enrich our understanding of 

this ancient metropolis, more enigmas need to be deciphered. For example, in Area VI and XI, in 

addition to the “sacrificial zone,” the excavators also found two large-scale rammed-earth 

foundations. What were the relationship between the “sacrificial zone” and these two 

foundations? What were the possible functions of these two foundations? Moreover, in the 

rectangular pits, some graves with prestige goods were buried in order. Who were the occupants? 

Were they human sacrifices? If not, why did they buried in these rectangular pits? In fact, it is 

really difficult to explore the issues mentioned above, since the excavation results from 1980 to 

1997 have not been published, except some brief annual summaries (Du Jinpeng 1989,1991a, 

1995a; Zheng Guang 1985b, 1998b, 2000; Zheng Guang et al. 1984, 1988a, 1988b), preliminary 

reports (Zhongguo Erlitou 1983a, 1984a, 1984b, 1985b, 1986, 1991, 1992), and a catalogue 

containing hundreds of photos of ceramics which were discovered in this period at Erlitou - 

Cream of the Pottery from Erlitou, or Erlitou Taoqi Jicui 二里頭陶器集粹 (Zhongguo 1995). 

Hopefully the official excavation report from 1980 to 1997 will be published soon. 

 

V. Xu Hong’s Excavations, 1999-Present 

In 1999, IACASS assigned Xu Hong as the third director of Erlitou Fieldwork Team 

(Zhongguo 2014:4). By Comparison to the former directors, Xu deliberately involves new ideas 

and approaches within his research design. The most important guiding principle is settlement 

archaeology (Zhongguo 2014:4), which was introduced to China in the 1980s by Chang Kwang-

chih 張光直 (1986a:74-93), one of the leading scholars to theorize and advocate this systematic 

method (1972). On the basis of settlement archaeology, Xu not only clarifies and confirms some 

basic issues of Erlitou, but also, more significantly, tries to understand the developmental 

trajectory of settlement patterns within this ancient city and between Erlitou and other associated 
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sites through diachronic analysis. 

 

1. Confirmation of Geographic Extent 

The geographic extent of the Erlitou site is one of the most basic issues but not clear. In 

1999, Xu and his colleagues first clarified the dimension and boundary of Erlitou through 

systematic augering survey, especially focusing on the western part of Erlitou which was ignored 

before. The result (Figure 2.4) revealed that the total area of Erlitou was around 300 hectares 

with 2,400 meters in length and 1,900 meters in width, but around 100 hectares were covered 

beneath modern villages. Based on this survey result, the Erlitou site was divided into 15 

excavation areas. Furthermore, the result also indicated that Foundations No. 1 and No. 2 were 

not situated in the center but the southeastern part of the site that was the highest location at 

Erlitou (Xu Hong et al. 2004). 

 

2. The Ditch-shaped Feature 

In 2000, for meeting the needs of local construction, Xu and his colleagues surveyed and 

excavated Area III in the northeastern part of the site. They found a wide ditch-shaped feature 

that was not a real ditch but consisted of several ash pits. Xu suggested that while the function of 

this ditch-shaped feature was not a fortification moat, it still could be regarded as the eastern 

boundary of Erlitou since only few Erlitou remains were found outside (Zhongguo 2014:154-

294). 

 

3. Palatial Zone and Relevant Features 

In order to clarify the layout of palatial zone diachronologically, Xu resumed the 

investigation from 2001. Firstly, they found a road grid and palace walls surrounding the palatial 
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zone. Four roads were mutually perpendicular and defined a rectangular area. The excavators 

also discovered enclosure walls with at least 5 gates just inside the road grid. The total area 

enclosed by the walls was 10.8 hectares.3 Both road grid and palaces were dated from the late 

stage of Erlitou Phase II through the late stage of Phase IV (Zhongguo 2014:572-610). 

Secondly, Xu and his colleagues also resumed the excavations in the palatial zone 

wherein they found ten more rammed-earth foundations, which were named as Foundations No. 

3 to No. 12. These rammed-earth foundations with Foundations No. 1 and No. 2 can be divided 

into an eastern and a western cluster, separated by the central axis of the palatial zone (Zhongguo 

2014:610-701). Some of them probably belonged to palace complexes earlier than Foundations 

No. 1 and No. 2, such as the large and complex Foundation No. 3, dated to Erlitou Phase II, 

which was discovered under Foundation No. 2. In the southern courtyard of Foundation No. 3, 

excavators discovered at least three “first class tombs” including 2002 V M3, M4, and M5 

(Zhongguo 2014:637-49). 

Moreover, in 2010 Xu and his colleagues found a large pit around 2,200 square meters in 

size in the northern part of the palatial zone. They suggested that the original soil inside the pit 

had been moved out for constructing the nearby rammed-earth foundations. Some clues, such as 

at least three relatively complete pig skeletons buried inside, indicate that after this large pit was 

finished, it was used for sacrificial purposes. Significantly, the phenomenon of a large pit 

constructed in the rear of the palatial complexes at Erlitou also appeared at the Yanshi City site, 

which belonged to the Erligang Culture and located in around 6.5 northeast of the Erlitou site 

(Zhougguo Erlitou 2015).  

The data of these new excavation results from the palatial zone provide valuable insights 

                                                        
3 The restored dimensions of this enclosure walls were 378 m in the east, 295 m in the south, 359 m in the west, and 
292 m the the north (Zhongguo 2014:574).  
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for us to deeply understand the evolutionary process of this urban center. I will analyze the 

diachronic development of the palatial zone of Erlitou in detail in Chapter 4. 

 

4. Fortified Workshop Zone and Turquoise Workshop 

Another significant discovery of Xu and his colleagues was to confirm the existence of 

the fortified workshop zone, i.e., weiyuan zuofang qu 圍垣作坊區, in 2004 (Figure 2.5). The 

fortified workshop zone was situated to the south of the palatial zone, and it was surrounded by 

several rammed-earth walls in its north, east and west. The total area of fortified workshop zone 

was around 12 hectares (Zhongguo 2014:324-37; Chen Guoliang 2014). 

In 2004, archaeologists also uncovered a turquoise workshop, dated from Erlitou Phases 

II to IV, with around 1,000 square meters in size in the north of fortified workshop zone. 

Numerous remains related to turquoise production, such as raw material, debris, semi-finished 

products, and tools were scattered throughout this area (Zhongguo 2014:337-8). In addition to 

turquoise workshop, a bronze industrial zone was located in the southern part of the fortified 

workshop zone. In other words, the ruling elites who used the palatial zone controlled bronze and 

turquoise production. Furthermore, the cooperation between specialized bronze and turquoise 

craftsmen to make prestige objects, such as bronze plaques with turquoise inlaid, which were 

provided for elite’s consumption, was another remarkable phenomenon at Erlitou. 

 

5. Contributions 

In comparison with the preceding periods, Xu Hong deliberately introduces and applies 

new approaches, such as settlement archaeology, to the Erlitou excavation project. On the one 

hand, the latest outcomes solved some basic but crucial issues, such as the geographic extent, the 

diachronic development of palatial zone, and the basic urban plan. On the other hand, however, 
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since the latest design put more emphases on the palatial zone and the fortified workshop zone, 

the functions and diachronic developments of the other areas, such as residential zones for elites 

and commoners, and the so-called “sacrificial zone,” were still unclear. Fortunately, under the 

direction of Xu, the preliminary urban plan is coming into focus, so that to understand the details 

of developmental process of Erlitou more deeply can also be expected soon. 

In 2014, the excavation results from 1999 through 2006 was published: Erlitou 1999-

2006 (Zhongguo 2014). This monograph not only presents the data collected from the fieldwork 

but also reveals a new perspective for studying Erlitou: a multidisciplinary approach, including 

radiocarbon dating, paleo-environment and paleo-climate, human osteology, analyses of fauna 

and flora remains, and the craftsmanships of lithic, jade, ceramic, bronze, and bone. 

The achievements of Xu, his colleagues, and new generation of scholars facilitate the 

researches related to Erlitou transferring from traditional perspectives to a theoretical level, such 

as social complexity, formation of early states, and interregional interaction. These middle-

ranged theories are the basis to have a dialogue with various civilizations and cultures all around 

the world. To review the previous researches of Erlitou helps us to trace the foundation of this 

specific filed in Chinese archaeology, and, more importantly, also to situate the appropriate 

location of Erlitou in the studies of history, anthropology, and archaeology from a global 

perspective. 

 

Previous Research of Erlitou, the Erlitou Culture, and the Xia Culture 

This section will briefly review the previous research related to Erlitou, the Erlitou 

Culture, and the Xia Culture. In fact, the study regarding Erlitou is a gigantic and long-lasting 

realm in Chinese archaeology. In this dissertation, it is impossible to cover all aspects of this 

field. Therefore, for concisely introducing the intellectual background of this dissertation, I will 
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divide this section into three main parts based on the developmental trajectory of this field, 

including the era before the discovery of the Erlitou site, the culture-historical perspectives, and 

some new progression. It is worth noting that even though recent researchers introduce and apply 

some new methods, theories, and techniques to investigate Erlitou, cultural history is still the 

dominant approach. 

 

I. Searching for Ancient Chinese History from Archaeological Evidence 

Before the discovery of Erlitou, Chinese scholars had tried to search for the clues of 

ancient Chinese history from archaeological evidence. The excavations of Yinxu 殷墟, the ruins 

of Shang Dynasty, were the earliest scientific excavation projects to search for archaeological 

evidence directly related to ancient Chinese history. In 1899, Wang Yirong 王懿榮 (1845-1900) 

first discovered some “dragon bones” with ancient writings and then found the sources of these 

bones at the village of Xiaotun 小屯, Anyang, located in modern north Henan Province (Gao 

Ming 1987:259-61). In 1917, Wang Guowei 王國維 (1877-1927) successfully deciphered the 

inscriptions on these dragon bones, i.e., oracle bone, and identified that the modern Anyang 

should be the capital city of Late Shang Dynasty (Wang Guowei 1959:409-50). After that, the 

Institute of History and Philology, Academic Sinica (IHP) conducted 15 excavation seasons at 

Anyang from 1928 through 1937. Under the direction of Li Chi 李濟 (1896-1979), 

archaeologists discovered palace complex, royal tombs for Shang kings, plenty of prestige 

objects, and abundant oracle bones at this site. 

The successful discovery of Yinxu not merely confirmed the importance of this ancient 

city, but more significantly, the first scientific excavation at Anyang deeply impacted how 

Chinese scholars treat the discipline of archaeology: the primary task of archaeology is to 

reconstruct ancient Chinese history (e.g., Fu Ssu-nien 1980; Li Chi 1936; Xia Nai 1984:931). 
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One of the most crucial contributions of Wang Guowei was to decipher the names of Shang 

kings on oracle bones and rebuild the genealogy of the royal Shang family, which basically 

corresponded with the record of “Yin Benji” 殷本紀 (Basic Annals of the Shang Dynasty) in 

Shiji by Sima Qian (145/135?-90 BC) (Wang Guowei 1959:409-50). Furthermore, Wang also 

advocated “dual-evidence approach” (erchong zhengjufa 二重證據法), which means to supply 

or correct the historical narratives on ancient texts with uncovered data (Wang Guowei 1994:2-3, 

52-3) and the discovery of Yinxu was perfectly matched with this method. Hereafter, in order to 

prove the historicity of the legendary dynasties, Chinese scholars are eager to find out the capital 

cities and remains of Early Shang and even Xia according to the clues from historical texts. 

Nevertheless, before the excavations of Yinxu, the most influential thought associated to 

the study of ancient history in China in the 1920s was yigupai 疑古派, namely the “Doubting 

Antiquity School,” which referred to the doubting and questioning of the historicity of antiquity 

recorded in textual records. Gu Jiegang 顧頡剛 (1893-1980) was the leader of this school, and 

he and other scholars tried to challenge the reliability of ancient history through the idea that “the 

ancient Chinese history was created layer upon layer;” that is, the later historiography provided 

more information and details of specific figures or events than the earlier, which showed the later 

narratives of ancient history were made up by later scholars (1982:59-66). While Gu denied the 

authority of traditional texts, meanwhile he also believed the “real objects,” namely material 

remains and archaeological data, were most reliable evidence to reconstruct ancient history 

(1982: xiv). Gu’s anti-traditional thought vastly disrupted Chinese academia and was harshly 

criticized by many scholars, yet on the other hand, his idea also inspired some to search for 

archaeological evidence to rebuild the ancient Chinese history, including the Xia Dynasty. 

In the 1920s, in addition to the Late Shang remains found at Yinxu, another crucial 
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archaeological discovery was the Yangshao Culture.4 Since the Yangshao Culture was much 

earlier than the Late Shang remains at Yinxu, several scholars, such as Xu Zhongshu 徐中舒, 

Ding Shan 丁山, and Jian Bozan 翦伯贊, identified the Yangshao Culture as the remains of the 

Xia people (Ding Shan 1935; Jian Bozan 1951; Xu Zhongshu 1931).5 Although these scholars 

tried to adopt archaeological data to reinterpret the ancient Chinese history, especially focusing 

on the identification of and interrelationship among the Xia and other simultaneous ethnic groups 

or states recorded on historical texts, their arguments are too far-fetched to accept, as they are 

based on very little archaeological evidence. 

In addition to Yangshao Culture, another possible candidate of the Xia remains is the 

Longshan Culture, which was found in the late 1920s.6 In 1931, Liang Ssu-yong 梁思永 

(1904-1954), led the fourth excavation at Yinxu and first discovered the stratigraphic evidence to 

show the chronological sequence from Yangshao, through Longshao, to Late Shang (Liang 

Siyong 1933:615; 1935). However, even after the discovery of the Longshan Culture, it seems 

that no scholars discussed the correlation between the Longshan Culture and the Xia.7 In the 

1940s, scholars had started to debate the relationship between the Longshan Culture and the Xia. 

Some scholars, such as Fan Wenlan 范文瀾 and Wu Enyu 吳恩裕, believed that the Longshan 

                                                        
4 The Yangshao Culture was first investigated at the village of Yangshao in western Henan Province in 1921 by the 
Swedish archaeologist Johan Gunnar Andersson (1874-1960) (Andersson 1923) and excavated at the village of 
Xiyin 西陰 by Li Chi in southwestern Shanxi Province in 1926 (Li Chi 1927). 
5 Furthermore, these scholars also suggested that the Xia, Shang, and Zhou, the first three dynasties, or sandai 三

代, in Chinese history belonged to three different ethnic groups. This argument also derived from Gu Jiegang 
(1982:99) and was contrary to the traditional view that Xia, Shang, and Zhou originated from a single, common 
ancestor and they were the root of modern Chinese people. 
6 In 1928, Wu Jinding 吳金鼎 (1901-1948) found Chengziya 城子崖, the type site of Longshan Culture, in the 
village of Longshan, Jinan 濟南 City, Shandong 山東 Province. In 1930 to 1931, IHP excavated Chengziya and 
published the excavation results in 1934 (Fu Ssu-nien et al. 1934). 
7 The discussions in the 1930s mentioned above, such as Ding Shan’s, did not connect the Longshan Culture and 
the Xia. Probably they did not have the chance to update these latest archaeological results under the turbulent 
period of modern China, or probably they considered the distribution area of the Longshan Culture did not 
correspond to the Xia narratives on the receiving texts. 
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Culture was the material remains of the Xia people (Fan Wenlan 1953; Wu Enyu 1956), but the 

others did not, such as Zhao Guangxian 趙光賢 (1957). 

The archaeological evidence discovered in the 1950s, including Erlitou which I will 

discuss further later, laid the most significant foundation for exploring the Xia remains both 

chronologically and methodologically. In terms of chronology, on the basis of stratigraphical 

evidence, between the Longshan Culture and the Late Shang Culture, at least two different 

stages, including the Luodamiao Phase in the earlier stage and the Erligang Culture in the later 

stage, existed. Both of them were discovered in Zhengzhou City, the modern capital of Henan 

Province (Zhongguo Luoyang 1961). Thus, the chronological seriation in the Central Yellow 

River Region from Yangshao, through Longshan, Luodamiao, Erligang, to Yinxu was 

established. Before the discovery of Erlitou, several scholars had suggested the Luodamiao Phase 

and the Erligang Culture should be classified as the Shang Culture, but Luodamiao Phase may be 

the most potential candidate of the Xia remains (An Zhimin 1959; Li Xueqin 1958; Shi 

Xingbang 1959). In terms of methodology, the archaeological evidence from stratigraphy and 

typology accompanied with textual records became the paragon of research approach to identify 

the Xia remains and the boundary between the Xia and Shang Dynasties. After more than 60 

years, nowadays archaeologists still devote themselves to search for the traces of the Xia 

between the Longshan Culture to the Erligang Culture from the layers and debris underground. 

Before the discovery of the Erlitou site, it is obvious that Chinese scholars had tried to 

explore the traces of legendary dynasties, particularly the remains of the Xia, through not only 

historical texts but also unearthed data. It is an interesting phenomenon that in the 1920s two 

seemingly contradictory approaches both inspired Chinese scholars to explore ancient history 

through archaeological evidence. On the one hand, “Doubting Antiquity School” denied the 

historical accounts from the ancient texts, yet on the other hand, the excavations at Yinxu and the 
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finding of oracle bones demonstrated the reliability of traditional records. Although both new 

developments emphasized the significance of archaeological data, the discovery of Yinxu indeed 

encouraged more scholars to reconstruct ancient history through both texts and remains. 

It is worth noting that the research paradigm of how to explore the Xia remains, including 

spatial and temporal scale and analytical approaches, has been established since the 1950s and 

still strongly impacts the scholars today. As mentioned above, in the 1950s Chinese 

archaeologists found many significant archaeological data associated with legendary Chinese 

dynasties. On this basis, when exploring the Xia remains, scholars narrowed their spatial and 

temporal scale down to the Central Yellow River Region between the Longshan Culture and the 

Luodamiao Phase. Although the details are debatable and inconclusive, this general hypothesis 

regarding the distribution of Xia remains became the intellectual foundation accepted by most 

scholars in the present era. Furthermore, in spite of the applications of new scientific techniques, 

such as radiocarbon dating, the most fundamental and crucial resources to the inquiry of the Xia 

narratives and remains are still stratigraphical evidence, typological analysis, and historical texts. 

Although the research paradigm for exploring the traces of the Xia has dominated in Chinese 

archaeology since the 1950s, after the 1959 the main focus of the debate related to the Xia 

gradually concentrated on one specific site: Erlitou. 

 

II. Traditional Issues of Erlitou 

After the discovery and excavation of Erlitou in 1959, this ancient city site has occupied 

the center for inquiring the legendary history in ancient China, and many issues related to the 

Erlitou site, its material culture, and other associated sites have been studied to date. In this part, 

since the relevant research on Erlitou is too abundant to cover, I will summarize the most 

significant issues from three aspects as follows: first of all, naming, characteristics, and relative 
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chronology; second, absolute chronology; and third, the relationship between Erlitou and the Xia 

and Shang Dynasties. Hopefully the summary of major issues and arguments related to Erlitou 

here can help readers to get a comprehensive and concise idea about the development of this 

specific realm. 

 

1. Naming, Characteristics, and Relative Chronology 

A. Naming 

The confirmation of the Erlitou Culture as an independent and specific archaeological 

unit took quite a long time. Before the discovery of the Erlitou site, archaeologists had uncovered 

this sort of remains, particularly what we know call the Erlitou pottery assemblage, in central 

Henan Province. This pottery assemblage was first found at Yucun 玉村 in Dengfeng 登封 

City in 1953. The excavators noticed that this sort of remains were not similar to those of the 

Erligang and the Late Shang Cultures and earlier than them (Han Weizhou et al. 1954). 

Afterwards, archaeologists also unearthed similar remains at Donggangou in Luoyang City in 

1954 (Kaogu Yanjiusuo Luoyang Fajuedui 1959) and Luodamiao in Zhengzhou in 1956 (Henan 

Sheng Wenhuaju 1957; Henan Sheng 1989). Since plenty of similar remains with three 

successive strata were discovered at Luodamiao, they were named “the Luodamiao Phase”8 and 

classified as the early stage of the Shang Culture (Zhongguo 1961:43-4). In 1959, when 

archaeologists discovered the Erlitou site, they suggested that it should be the type site of this 

kind of remains, and they named them “the Erlitou Phase”9 in 1962 (Xia Nai 1962:456). Due to 

its distinctive characteristics and a wider distribution area, in 1977 the most influential Chinese 

                                                        
8 In addition to “the Luodamiao Phase,” this kind of remains was called as “the Luodamiao Phase of the Shang 
Culture” (Zhongguo Luoyang 1961). 
9 The remains were also named as “the Erlitou Phase of the Shang Culture,” or “the Erlitou Phase Culture” (Zou 
Heng 1980a:104). 
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archaeologist Xia Nai 夏鼐 (1910-1085) renamed this kind of remains as the “Erlitou Culture” 

(Xia Nai 1977:222) which has been accepted by most scholars ever since. 

 

B. Characteristics 

Defining the characteristics of the Erlitou Culture, mainly concentrating on the analysis 

of its ceramic assemblage, has been the most fundamental topic for those Chinese archaeologists 

who have wished to confirm it as an independent unit and to explore other relevant issues as 

well, including interregional interaction. As the most important diagnostic indicator to define the 

spatial and temporal dimension of the Erlitou Culture, many Chinese archaeologists try to clarify 

the distinctive traits and the developmental trajectory of each ceramic vessel type through textual 

descriptions, drawings, and pictures (e.g., Zhang Liangren 2004; Zhao Zhiquan 1986a; Zheng 

Guang 1995; 1998a; Zhongguo 1999:28-38; 2003:70-80; 2014:50-117, 1427-500). However, for 

the scholars outside of this specific field, to understand the intellectual system of the ceramic 

assemblage established is not easy. Thus, in Chapter 4, I will briefly analyze the stylistic features 

of the ceramic assemblage of the Erlitou Culture. This is also the most crucial basis for exploring 

the interregional interactions between Erlitou and its neighbors. 

Having confirmed the characteristics of its ceramic assemblage, Chinese archaeologists 

are then able to identify the distribution area of the Erlitou Culture and then induce the traits of 

other sorts of remains and features found inside this spatial and temporal scale. This is also the 

basic approach to identify and define the characteristics of the Erlitou Culture and other 

archaeological units and their local variants. Through this analytical approach, in addition to 

ceramics, artifacts such as bronze (e.g., Bagley 1987; 1999:158-65; Chen Fangmei 1987; Chen 

Guoliang 2008; Jin Zhengyao 2000; Thorp 1991:22-6; 2006:39-46; Yan Wenming 1998; Zhang 

Zhongpei 1990; Zhongguo 2014:1500-43; Zhu Fenghan 2009:831-52), jade (e.g., Tang Chung et 
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al. 2007; Deng Shu-ping 2014; Hao Yanfeng 2008; Okamura 1998; Zheng Guang 1998c; 2001; 

Zhongguo 2014:1385-413; Zhu Naicheng 2014), and turquoise (e.g., Chen Fangmei 2006; Deng 

Cong et al. 2007;Fang Hui 2006; Qin Xiaoli 2014; Wang Qing 2004; 2014; Zhongguo 

2014:1388-94, 1414-27), and features such as “palaces” (e.g., Du Jinpeng 2005a; 2005b; 2005c; 

Xu Hong 2006; Xu Hong et al. 2004; Xu Zhaofeng et al. 2014) and the “fortified workshop 

zone” (Chen Guoliang 2014; Zhao Haitao et al. 2006) found at Erlitou, are also regarded as the 

representative characteristics of the Erlitou Culture. I will also discuss the details in Chapter 4. 

 

C. Relative Chronology 

The relative chronology of the Erlitou Culture is established on the basis of stratigraphic 

evidence and analysis of pottery typology. As mentioned above, before the discovery of the 

Erlitou site, archaeologists had already subdivided the Luodamiao Phase into three successive 

stages (Henan Sheng Wenhuaju 1957; Henan Sheng 1989). In the 1959 excavation season, 

archaeologists also found three successive strata at the Erlitou site (Zhongguo Luoyang 1961). 

However, in the 1970s one more stratum was discovered during the excavation of Foundation 

No. 1 (Zhongguo Erlitou 1974), and afterward, most scholars adopted this four-phase system as 

the relative chronology of the Erlitou Culture. 

Besides, some scholars tried to propose different versions of Erlitou’s relative dating. For 

example, Zheng Guang, the second director of Erlitou Fieldwork Team, suggested that in 

addition to Erlitou Phases I to IV, some remains found at Erlitou should be classified as Erlitou 

Phase V, which referred to the period after Erlitou Phase IV. However, the so-called “Erlitou 

Phase V” is equivalent to the Erligang Period (Zheng Guang 1995; 1998a). Moreover, some 

scholars rearranged the four-phase system into three stages, but the latter is still built upon the 

basis of the former (e.g., Duan Tianjing 2014). Furthermore, because abundant data has been 
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found since the 1950s, some scholars suggest that on the basis of four-phase system, each phase 

can be subdivided into the early and late parts (Li Weiming 1991; Zhang Liangren 2004; Zheng 

Guang 1995; Zhongguo 2014:25-36). For the convenience of discussion, this dissertation adopts 

the four-phase system. 

 

2. Absolute Chronology 

A. Radiocarbon Dating of Erlitou 

Radiocarbon dating, or C-14 dating, which was developed by Willard F. Libby (1908-

1980) in the late 1940s (Libby 1952), is the most significant technique for investigating absolute 

chronology in archaeology throughout the world. Radiocarbon dating is also applied to the 

absolute chronology of the Erlitou Culture.10 From the 1970s, several radiocarbon samples 

collected randomly from Erlitou were examined at the Institute of Archaeology, Chinese 

Academy of Social Sciences, and the occupation of this site was dated from around 1,900 to 

1,500 BC (Qiu Shihua et al. 1983). During the 1990s, in order to reconstruct the absolute 

chronology of ancient China, the scholars who joined the Xia Shang Zhou Chronology Project 

collected new serial samples from Erlitou. The results showed that the Erlitou Culture was dated 

from around 1,880 to 1,520 BC (Xia Shang Zhou 2000:76-7). Recent studies indicate that the 

rise of Erlitou was much later: it started no earlier than around 1,750 BC and ended no later than 

around 1,530 BC (Qiu Shihuan et al. 2006; Zhongguo 2014:1229-36). 

Evidently, the result of recent studies is hugely different from the older. The main reason 

that the starting point of the Erlitou Culture has been postponed from the 19th century BC to 

around 1,750 BC is due to the adoption of a new analytical method for radiocarbon dating. For 

                                                        
10 This method was introduced to China soon thereafter in the 1950s (Xia Nai 1955), and the first radiocarbon 
dating laboratory was established at IACAS in 1965 (Zhongguo 1983). The earliest results of the Erlitou site were 
published in 1974 (Zhongguo Shiyanshi 1974:336). 
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example, when investigating the absolute dating of the Erlitou Culture, researchers analyze the 

radiocarbon samples from not only Erlitou but also Xinzhai 新砦, a vast city site located in the 

south of Erlitou, which is the type site of the Xinzhai Phase or the Xinzhai Culture. Since the 

researchers believe that the Xinzhai Phase was prior to the Erlitou Culture, and the former was 

dated from 1,870 to 1,720 BC (Liu Kexin et al. 2005:24; Zhongguo 2014:1236), according to the 

radiocarbon measurements and calibrations of the serial samples both from Xinzhai and Erlitou, 

the rise of Erlitou was no earlier than 1,750 BC. 

However, some scholars do not agree with this argument. After examining the 

archaeological evidence both from Erlitou Phase I and the Xinzhai Phase, they believe that the 

relationship between Erlitou and Xinzhai was not a sequential one, but one of the contemporary 

competitors (Li Weiming 2002; Xu Hong 2006b; Zhang Hai 2007; Zhang Li 2012). In reality, it 

is still difficult to demonstrate which hypotheses is more reasonable since the available data 

related to Erlitou Phase I and the Xinzhai Phase are still sparse. In this dissertation, the absolute 

dating of the Erlitou Culture will temporarily adopt the latest research result, namely the second 

quarter of the second millennium BC. 

 

B. Absolute Chronology of the Xia: Textual Records and the Xia Shang Zhou Chronology Project 

In addition to the Erlitou Culture, the absolute chronology of the Xia is another topic for 

reconstructing the legendary history in ancient China. Textual sources give many different 

lengths for the Xia, ranging from around 400 years to more than 600 years (Zhongguo 2003:53-

5). However, it is really difficult to confirm the absolute chronology from historical texts. On the 

one hand, scholars do not have any objective criteria to distinguish which textual source is more 

reliable; on the other hand, the basis of the absolute chronology of the Xia was established on the 

chronologies of later dynasties, namely the Shang and the Zhou, but their chronologies as well 
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are still inconclusive. 

For providing a chronological standard to reconstruct the ancient Chinese history and 

civilization, the Chinese government carried out the Xia Shang Zhou Chronological Project from 

1996 to 2000 and attempted to decipher this enigma which has been debated for thousands of 

years. Scholars tried to provide an appropriate temporal framework through multidisciplinary 

approaches, such as history, archaeology, palaeography, astronomy, and radiocarbon dating (Xia 

Shang Zhou 2000:94-5). In 2000, the project published the final results, including the absolute 

dating of the Xia Dynasty: 2,070-1,600 BC (Xia Shang Zhou 2000:81-2). However, some 

scholars presented different opinions (e.g., Liu Xu 2001). One of the main problems for the 

proposed absolute dating of the Xia was that it was still text-based, not multidisciplinary. For 

example, the foundation of the end of Xia was taken to be 1,600 BC, the approximate year the 

Shang people allegedly conquered the Xia Dynasty. On this basis, the project adopted one of 

various versions of the years of the Xia from textual records, 471 years, and concluded that the 

beginning of the Xia was around 2,070 BC. However, the project did not explain the reason to 

adopt this version. 

Combining the radiocarbon dating of Erlitou and the absolute chronology of the Xia as 

fixed by the Xia Shang Zhou Chronology Project, the Erlitou Culture belonged to the middle and 

late periods of the Xia Dynasty, and the Early Xia should be located in the Late Longshan 

Culture (Xia Shang Zhou 2000:80). Nevertheless, if we follow this text-based hypothesis and 

also accept the latest radiocarbon datings, the Late Longshan, Xinzhai, and Erlitou will be 

classified as the early, middle, and late Xia periods respectively. However, the question still is: 

how to prove which hypothesis proposed above is correct? Evidently, the absolute dating of the 

Xia, and even the existence of the Xia, are still unsolved mysteries. 
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3. The Relationship between Erlitou and the Xia and Shang Dynasties 

As discussed earlier, before the discovery of the Erlitou site, some Chinese scholars had 

attempted to explore the remains of the Xia and Shang and gradually narrowed down to explore a 

specific question: how to identify the chronological boundary between the Xia and Shang within 

the archaeological remains between the Late Longshan Culture and the Erligang Culture. After 

the discovery of the Erlitou site, this ancient city became the focus of this long-term debate. For 

investigate this issue, scholars believe that the first step was to clarify which remains belonged to 

the Xia. In other words, to identify the characteristics of the “Xia Culture” became one of the 

main focuses in Chinese archaeology. 

 

A. Definition of the Xia Culture 

Although scholars proposed different ideas to define the Xia Culture, these definitions, in 

reality, covered some basic elements. Xu Xusheng was the first scholar to define the Xia Culture. 

He suggested that since the Xia period belonged to the final stage of clan society based on 

Marxist theory of historical materialism, the Xia Culture referred to the culture of the Xia clan in 

the Xia period (1959:592-3). In 1977, Xia Nai defined the Xia Culture as the culture of the Xia 

people in the Xia Dynasty (1978). It is obvious that there are two premises under these 

definitions: the existences of the Xia Dynasty and the Xia people, who were distinctive from 

other ethnic groups. But the problem is: even though the Xia Dynasty and the Xia people did 

exist, the concepts of ethnic identity and material remain are not synonymous. I will discuss this 

issue further in the third section of this chapter. 

 

B. The Debate of the Boundary between the Xia and Shang Dynasties 

In the late 1970s, how to identify the boundary between the Xia and Shang though 
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archaeological and textual evidence became one of the hottest issues in Chinese archaeology, and 

the debate revolved around the Erlitou site. Generally speaking, some scholars argued that 

Erlitou Phases I to IV belonged to the Xia, and the successive archaeological culture, the 

Erligang Culture, belonged to the Shang (e.g., Li Boqian 1986; Zou Heng 1980a); others tried to 

separate the Xia from Shang between Erlitou Phases I and II (e.g., Zheng Guang 1985a; 1995), 

Phase II and III (e.g., Du Jinpeng 1993; Yin Weizhang 1978), or Phases III and IV (e.g. Sun Hua 

1980; Zhang Lidong 1996b). Although scholars had different hypotheses on this issue, most 

agreed that the Xia Dynasty did exist, and the Erlitou site was one of its capital cities. 

In 1983, the Yanshi 偃師 City site, classified as a part of the Erligang Culture, was 

found around 6 km northeast of Erlitou (Zhongguo 2013). Since these two ancient city sites were 

close to each other, and the timing of the rise of the Yanshi City site was approximately just after 

the timing of the decline of the Erlitou site, the starting point of the former became one of the 

most crucial indicators to identify the boundary between the Xia and the Shang. Today, most 

Chinese scholars believe this historical boundary should be narrowed down to a relatively short 

period between Erlitou Phase III and the beginning of the Erligang Culture (e.g., Zhao Zhiquan 

1996), but some still doubt this judgement. For example, Xu Hong, the present director of Erlitou 

Fieldwork Team, suggests Erlitou may be the capital city of the Shang instead of the Xia (2015). 

 

C. Searching for the Beginning of the Xia 

In addition to the boundary between the Xia and Shang, to search for the remains of the 

Early Xia is another main issue in Chinese archaeology. In the past, many scholars tried to look 

for the remains of the Early Xia in the Late Henan Longshan Culture (e.g., Li Boqian 2000). The 

new chronological developments support this hypothesis, including the result of Xia Shang Zhou 

Chronology Project that concluded the absolute dating of the Xia Dynasty from 2,070-1,600 BC, 
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and the latest radiocarbon dating that postpones the starting point of the Erlitou Culture to around 

1,750 BC. The Late Henan Longshan Culture, i.e., the Wangwan 王灣 III Culture, and the 

Xinzhai Phase, which is suggested as the transition between the Late Longshan and Erlitou 

Periods, are two potential candidates of the Early Xia (e.g., Zhongguo 2003:45-60). 

 

D. Attitude towards Erlitou outside Chinese Academia 

In comparison with the colleagues working in China, the scholars outside China show 

various attitudes towards Erlitou. Taking Japanese scholars as an example, in the past, they 

basically doubted the connection between Erlitou and the Xia as a state (e.g. Hayashi Minao 

1995). For instance, Iijima Taketsugu 飯島武次, the only Japanese scholar who focused on the 

Xia Culture at that time, suggested the earlier period of the Erlitou Culture belonged the Xia, yet 

the Xia was a chiefdom rather than a state (1985). However, after 2003, Japanese scholars such 

as Iijima Taketsugu (2003; 2012), Okamura Hidenori 岡村秀典 (2003), and Miyamoto Kazuo 

宮本一夫 (2005) gradually accepted the possibility of the existence of the Xia Dynasty which 

can be identified from the remains of the Erlitou Culture. Even so, the others still avoid using the 

concept of the Xia to indicate the Erlitou Culture, such as Onuki Shizuo 大貫静夫 (2014). 

In Western academia, the diversity of opinion on the issue of the relationship between the 

Xia and Erlitou is evident. Some scholars basically agree to the hypothesis provided by the 

colleagues working in China. For example, in the 2nd and 3rd editions of The Archaeology of 

Ancient China published in 1968 and 1977 respectively, Chang Kwang-Chih suggested Eriltou 

belonged to the Early Shang, but in the 4th edition, he modified his original assumption and 

identified the Erlitou Culture as the remains of the Xia Dynasty (1968; 1977; 1986). Some 

scholars question the existence of the Xia Dynasty since no solid textual evidence, like the 

inscriptions of oracle bones at Yinxu, have been found, and thus they suggest the Erlitou Culture 
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was a great civilization before Erligang (Bagley 1999), or should be classified as the Early Shang 

(Thorp 2006). Recently, some scholars tend to avoid using historical terms, namely the Xia 

Dynasty, but use “the Erlitou State” to describe and discuss the socio-political structure of the 

Erlitou Culture (Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2003; 2012). Additionally, some more skeptical 

scholars argue that Erlitou is a chiefdom, and the first state-level society in ancient China is 

Erligang (Shelach 2015; Shelach and Jaffe 2014). 

Although the scholars working out of China offer a wider spectrum of views on the 

relationship between Erlitou and the Xia, these different arguments provide insights which 

inspire us to rethink some fundamental but crucial questions: How to define a “state”? Was 

“State” a popular concept in the ancient times all around the world? Or did different cultural 

settings have their own ways to cognize and define the highly complex socio-political 

organizations? Furthermore, how can we prove the origin and formation of the complex societies 

through archaeological evidence? The studies of Erlitou provide an apposite case study to 

reexamine these basic yet significant questions. 

 

III. New Developments of Erlitou Research 

From the late stage of the Cultural Revolution, the political atmosphere in China 

gradually loosened up and then the Chinese and Western archaeological communities finally had 

the opportunity to interact with each other in the middle 1970s (Ferrie 1995:316-7). As the most 

crucial bridge between these two sides at that time, Chang Kwang-chih devoted himself to 

introduce not only the latest Chinese archaeological data and research to the Western world, but 

also the Western anthropological and archaeological theories and methods to the Chinese 

academia. After the 1990s, although the traditional issues of Erlitou discussed above are still the 

main focus in Chinese archaeology, researchers also started to explore the early Bronze Age 
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China through anthropological and archaeological approaches. 

In the 1980s, as one of the leading scholars to theorize and advocate this approach, Chang 

Kwang-chih introduced settlement archaeology into China (1986a:74-93). After the 1990s, 

researchers started to apply this method to Chinese archaeology through several international, 

collaborative, and multidisciplinary projects, which were carried out in different regions in China 

(e.g., Chengdu Pingyuan Guoji Kaogu Diaochadui 2010; Chifeng International Collaborative 

Archaeological Project 2003; Henan Sheng et al. 2008; Underhill et al. 1998; 2002; 2008; Zhong 

Mei Huanhe 1998; Zhong Mei Liangcheng 1997), including the Yiluo River Valley, the region 

Erlitou located in its west (Liu Li et al. 2004). 

From 1998 to 2002, for exploring the emergence of ancient states, the Yiluo River Valley 

Archaeological Project, which was conducted by La Trobe University in Australia and IACASS 

in China, investigated the change of settlement patterns in the eastern part of the Luoyang basin 

from the early Neolithic to the full developments of states in ancient China (ca. 6,500-200 BC) 

through the full-coverage regional surveys and other methods (Liu Li et al. 2004). Three years 

later, the Erlitou Fieldwork Team of IACASS also adopted similar research approaches to 

investigate the change of settlement patterns in the middle of the Luoyang basin, in which Erlitou 

was the center from 2001 to 2003 (Zhongguo Erlitou 2005). This case shows how local 

archaeologists applied new research methods from the experience of international collaboration. 

In addition to full-coverage regional surveys, the international projects also brought other 

research methods which have been gradually adopted by the archaeologists working in China. 

Also taking the Yiluo Project as an example, it also involved geoarchaeological investigation, 

ethnobotanical study, and lithic analysis (Liu Li et al. 2004), which have become the basic 

research techniques and components in Chinese archaeology today.  

Introducing and applying anthropological and archaeological theories to interpret the 
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issues associated with Erlitou is another and more important development in the most recent two 

decades. The exploration of social complexity in different regions of China was one of the most 

crucial goals for these international projects. Liu Li was the first scholar trying to systematically 

discuss the long-term developmental trajectory of social complexity in ancient China through the 

analysis of settlement patterns (1994; 2004). Based on the results of the Yiluo Project and other 

archaeological evidence, Liu Li and Chen Xingcan applied the theories of early states and the 

models of center-periphery relations to analyze the socio-political organization of Erlitou. They 

suggested Erlitou was a state-level society including all crucial elements of a state: a huge city 

settlement, a highly dense population, a hierarchical, four-tiered settlement pattern in Yiluo 

region, several large “palatial complexes,” industries of various prestige objects sponsored by 

ruling elites, a large-scale territory, and the strategies of natural resources control in its peripheral 

areas. They also conservatively proposed the concept of “the Erlitou State” to replace the 

traditional historical terminology (Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2003; 2012). Although some 

scholars doubt Liu and Chen’s arguments (Shelach 2015:186-90), the theoretical notion of social 

complexity and the method of settlement-pattern analysis which they and other Western 

archaeologists adopted have been gradually accepted by the scholars working in China. 

Other anthropological and archaeological theories and approaches have also been applied 

to interpret the issues related to Erlitou or the formation of ancient Chinese states. For example, 

interregional interaction in prehistoric China, such as the concept of interaction spheres proposed 

by Chang Kwang-chih (1986a:47-52; 1986b: 234-94) and similar ideas from other Chinese 

archaeologists (Su Bingqi 1997; Yan Wenming 1987; 1996), have become the dominant 

theoretical frameworks to search for the cultural foundation of the rise of ancient Chinese states 

and civilizations, two terms that are usually interchangeable in Chinese academia. Recently, Li 

Min 李旻 analyzes the formation process of the Xia narratives through the social memory 
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theory (2017; 2018). Indeed, the anthropological and archaeological theories and methods 

provide practical and insightful approaches to reexamine the nature and development of ancient 

China from different aspects. 

As one of the most crucial topics in Chinese history and archaeology, to search for the 

remains of the Xia Dynasty and to demonstrate the historicity of the legendary stories have 

undergone a long-term development since the 1930s. Undoubtedly, the discovery of the Erlitou 

site plays an key role to reconstruct the early stage of national Chinese history through both 

historical records and archaeological data. The long-term process to reconstruct early national 

history, on the one hand, accumulates numerous new data and profoundly improves our 

understandings of the development of ancient China; on the other hand, the overemphasis on the 

text-based approach, however, not only leads scholars to misinterpret archaeological data but 

also limits the potential contributions of ancient China to anthropological and archaeological 

theories. As Falkenhausen has pointed out, one of the characteristics of Chinese archaeology is 

its historiographic orientation (1993), and the research related to Erlitou is one of the best 

examples to justify Falkenhausen’s observation. 

The ultimate goal of humanities and social sciences is to explore the nature and history of 

human society, just like the research of Erlitou. The question is: how to make a local and specific 

case study to contribute to the discussions on general phenomena in human society. The recent 

development that applies more anthropological and archaeological theories and methods indeed 

pushes the research of Erlitou to a new level. The exploration of interregional interaction in early 

Bronze Age China is another way trying to make ancient China as a crucial case study for 

comparative research in a global perspective. 
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Inquiry into the Interregional Interaction between Erlitou and its Neighbors 

The main topic of this dissertation is to discuss the interregional interaction between 

Erlitou and its neighbors. That is not a recently developed issue but has been dominated by 

interpretation via unidirectional perspective for more than half of century. Nowadays, most 

scholars believe, on the one hand, the remains of the Erlitou Culture represent the ones of the Xia 

Dynasty or the Erlitou State, and they construct the interaction between Erlitou and other local 

cultural systems through an Erlitou-centered political landscape. However, some scholars 

analyze the interregional interaction between Erlitou and others, on the other hand, from the 

aspect of mid- or long-distance exchange but do not deal with the complex interaction network 

inside the Central Yellow River Region. In this section, I will briefly review the previous 

research related to the relations between the Erlitou Culture and its local variants, between 

Erlitou and other archaeological cultures, and the hypothesis of the world order of the Erlitou 

State. Finally, I will analyze the limitations of these unidirectional interpretations. 

 

I. Local Phases of the Erlitou Culture 

In addition to the Erlitou Culture, or the “type Erlitou Culture,” which is distributed in the 

Henan Region, based on the analysis of ceramic typology in particular, archaeologists also 

identify several Phases, or local variants, in the surrounding regions of the Erlitou Culture. 

Generally speaking, archaeologists have identified at least five subgroups, including the 

Dongxiafeng Phase, the Niujiaogang Phase, the Yangzhong Phase, the Xiawanggang Phase, and 

the Donglongshan Phase. However, how to decide whether a group of specific remains can be 

classified as a subgroup of the Erlitou Culture is debatable. The Dongxiafeng Phase is a good 

example. 
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1. The Dongxiafeng Phase 

The Dongxiafeng Phase is distributed in southwestern Shanxi, or the Hedong Region as 

defined in this dissertation. The type site of Dongxiafeng was first discovered in 1959 and then 

excavated from 1974 to 1979 (Zhongguo et al. 1988). Most scholars suggest that Dongxiafeng 

Phase is one of the most important local variants of the Erlitou Culture based on not only the 

analysis of ceramic typology but also the clues from historical texts: in addition to western 

Henan where Erlitou is located, southern Shanxi was the other major region in which the Xia 

people lived (e.g., Li Boqian 1981; Li Weiming 1997 ;Liu Xu 1992; Zhongguo et al. 1988; Zou 

Heng 1980a). However, some scholars argue that the remains found at Dongxiafeng and other 

associated sites in southwestern Shanxi show distinctive local characteristics and thus should be 

distinguished from the Erlitou Culture as an independent unit, i.e., the Dongxiafeng Culture (e.g., 

Duan Tianjing 2014; Yu Mengzhou 2001; Zhang Lidong 1996a; Zhang Zhongpei and Yang Jing 

2002; Zheng Jiexiang 1981). The details related to the nature of remains found in the Hedong 

Region dated to the Erlitou Period will be discussed in Chapter 5. 

 

2. The Niujiaogang Phase 

In comparison with the Dongxiafeng Phase, most archaeologists accept the classification 

of the other four subgroups of the Erlitou Culture, such as the Niujiaogang Phase, distributed in 

the regions of Qixian 杞縣, Zhoukuo 周口 and Shangqiu 商丘 in eastern Henan Province 

(Zhao Zhiquan 1986a; Zhongguo Henan Er Dui and Henan Zhoukou 1984; Zhongguo Henan Er 

Dui and Shangqiu 1981), which is believed to be the contact zone among the Yi 夷 people in 

the east, the Xia people in the west, and the proto-Shang people in the north (e.g., Liu Chunying 

1996; Song Yuqin 1992; 1993; Xu Zhaofeng 2013; Zhengzhou Daxue and Kaifeng Shi 

2000:256-9). Although the ceramic assemblage of the Niujiaogang Phase contains exotic artifacts 
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related to the Yueshi 岳石 Culture in the east and the Xiaqiyuan Culture in the north, its main 

cultural element is similar to the Erlitou Culture. Therefore, the Niujiaogang Phase is classified 

as a subgroup of the Erlitou Culture (Zhao Zhiquan 1986a; Zhongguo 2003:94-5). 

 

3. The Yangzhuang Phase 

The Yangzhuang Phase which is distributed in southern Henan Province is only found in 

few sites in Zhumadian 駐馬店 City and its surrounding area (Beijing and Zhumadian 

1998:206). In 1992, archaeologists excavated the type site Yangzhuang and found three 

successive strata from the Late Longshan Period, through the transitional period, to the 

Yangzhuang Phase, which was formed on the basis of both the local Longshan tradition and the 

Erlitou Culture in its north. The excavators suggest the formation of the transitional period and 

the Yangzhuang Phase was probably the result of the fact that the legendary kings, including Yao 

堯, Shun 舜, and Yu, the founder of the Xia Dynasty, conquered the Sanmiao 三苗, the 

barbarians who lived in the south (Beijing and Zhumadian 1998). 

 

4. The Xiawanggang Phase 

The Xiawanggang Phase is found in the type site of Xiawanggang which was first 

excavated in 1971 in Xichuan 淅川 County in southwestern Henan Province. According to the 

excavation reports, the remains of the Xiawanggang Phase can be divided into Erlitou Phases I 

and III (Henan Sheng and Changjiang 1989). Since the relevant data are so limited, the 

relationship between the Xiawanggang Phase and the Erlitou Culture, especially the so-called 

“Erlitou Phase I” is debatable. But most scholars agree that Erlitou Phase III of the Xiawanggang 

Phase can be classified as a part of the Erlitou Culture (Chang Huaiying 2005; Dong Qi 

2000:121-2; Fan Li 1997; 1998; 2000; Henan Sheng Bowuguan and Changjiang 1972; Li 
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Longzhang 1988; Zhao Zhiquan 1986b; Zhongguo 2003:96-7). 

 

5. The Donglongshan Phase 

The Donglongshan Phase is distributed in southeastern Shaanxi Province, including the 

eastern part of the Guanzhong 關中 basin and the upper reaches of the Danjiang 丹江 River 

(Beijing Daxue Lishixi Huaxian 1980; Beijing Daxue Lishixi 1983; Zhang Tianen 2000). The 

scholars classify two different stages of remains in this region related to the Xia Dynasty. The 

earlier stage dated to Erlitou Phases I and II is the Donglongshan Culture11 (Shaanxi Sheng and 

Shangluo 2011), which is formed on the basis of local tradition, i.e., the Keshengzhuang 客省莊 

II Culture, the strong influence of the Chuankouhe 川口河 Phase of the Qijia 齊家 Culture 

from the west, and very few cultural elements of the Erlitou Culture. The later stage dated to 

Erlitou Phases III and IV is the Donglongshan Phase. Compared to the Donglongshan Culture, 

the main component of the Donglongshan Phase is much similar to the Erlitou Culture. This 

phenomenon is interpreted as the result of the fact that the Xia Dynasty entered and occupied 

southeastern Shaanxi Province in Erlitou Phases III and IV (Zhang Tianen 2000). 

Although at least five local variants are classified as part of the Erlitou Culture, the data 

of these local variants are far less than the ones of the Erlitou Culture. It is certain that the 

unbalanced information indeed heavenly impacts how we interpret the relationship between the 

Erlitou Culture and its local variants. 

 

 

                                                        
11 In addition to the Donglongshan Culture, this kind of remains is also named as the Laoniupo 老牛坡 Phase or 
the Donglongshan Phase by Zhang Tianen 張天恩 (2000; 2009),or the Nanshacun 南沙村 Phase by Dong Qi 董

琦 (2000). 
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II. Archaeological Cultures Contemporary with Erlitou 

In early Bronze Age China, many archaeological cultures, including the Erlitou Culture, 

interacted with each other in diverse ways. In the 1980s, Chang Kwang-chih proposed the 

concept of “the Chinese interaction sphere” to investigate the process of how isolated clusters of 

Neolithic cultures in different regions gradually became closely linked during the third 

millennium BC and eventually formed the foundation of “Chinese civilization,” namely the 

period of the Xia, Shang, and Zhou Dynasties (1986b). However, the process of interregional 

interaction did not stop after entering the Bronze Age. 

During the Erlitou Period, many contemporary archaeological cultures of Erlitou also 

existed in various regions, and all of them mutually constructed another “interaction sphere” in 

early Bronze Age China. Within this vast network of interaction, non-local or exotic elements 

from other regions, more or less, could be found in each regional culture. In this section, I will 

put more emphases on the Xiaqiyuan Culture and the Yueshi Culture which are closely related to 

the discussion of this dissertation. 

 

1. The Xiaqiyuan Culture 

The distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan Culture is located between the Taihang 太行 

Mountains and the Lower archaic Yellow River, covering northern Henan Province and 

southwestern Hebei Province, including the Henei Region which will be discussed in Chapter 6 

but only refers to northern Henan Province. After the discovery of this sort of remains in the 

1950s, how to define the dimension of the Xiaqiyuan Culture has still been a debatable issue 

until now. 

Today, most scholars suggest that the Xiaqiyuan Culture is an independent archaeological 

unit, which consists of at least three local variants from the north to the south: the Baobei 保北 
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Phase,12 the Zhanghe 漳河 Phase, and the Huiwei 輝衛 Phase (e.g., Li Boqian 1989; Liu Xu 

1990; Shen Yong 1988; 1991; Zhang Lidong 1996a; Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015; 

Zhongguo 2003; Zou Heng 1980a). Nevertheless, in the past, some scholars classified this kind 

of remains as a local variant of the Erlitou Culture (Zhao Zhiquan 1986a; 1986b), and some 

argued the Huiwei Phase should be separated from the Xiaqiyuan Culture as an independent 

archaeological unit, namely the Huiwei Culture (Zhang Lidong 1996a). In addition, some argue 

that the Baobei Phase, the local variant of the Xiaqiyuan Culture in the north, should be 

classified as an independent archaeological unit, i.e., the Xiayuegezhuang 下岳各莊 Culture, 

but they also admit its close relationship with the Xiaqiyuan Culture (Zhang Cuilian 1999; Zhang 

Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015). In this dissertation, I will adopt the three-variants system of 

the Xiaqiyuan Culture as will show in Chapter 6 but put more emphases on the southern part of 

the distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan Culture, namely the Henei Region. 

The main reason for the diverse classifications for the Xiaqiyuan Culture is associated 

with how scholars identify and interpret these remains based on historical texts. For example, the 

dominant interpretation now is to regard the remains of the Xiaqiyuan Culture as the ones of the 

proto-Shang people, i.e. the primary competitor of the Xia (e.g., Zhongguo 2003; Zou Heng 

1980a). However, the scholars who suggested that the Huiwei Phase, the southern local variant 

of the the Xiaqiyuan Culture, should be classified as an independent archaeological culture held 

a different viewpoint: they believed the remains of the Huiwei Phase represented the Wei 韋 

people, an ethnic group and political entity located between the Xia and the proto-Shang (Zhang 

Lidong 1996a). 

Nevertheless, if we examine the ceramic assemblage of the Xiaqiyuan Culture, as many 

                                                        
12 The Baobei Phase is also named as the Yuegezhuang 岳各莊 Phase (Shen Long 1988; 1991) 
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archaeologists have noticed, it actually contains not only the remains of the Xiaqiyuan Culture, 

but also various exotic artifacts related to the Erlitou Culture in the south, the Dongxiafeng 

Phase/Culture and the Guangshe Culture in the west, and the Yueshi Culture in the east (e.g., 

Zhang Lidong 1996a; Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015). In other words, the hybridity is 

the most crucial characteristic of the remains of the Xiaqiyuan Culture. Some scholars have 

pointed out that the geographic location is the primary factor to cause the complexity of the 

archaeological remains in this area from the early Neolithic Period to the end of the Bronze Age: 

this is the area situated in the intermediate region connecting the south, the center of ancient 

Chinese states, and the north, the world of nomadic people (Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 

2015). In this dissertation, I will analyze the hybrid characteristic of the Xiaqiyuan Culture and 

the interregional interaction between it and other neighboring areas in detail in Chapter 6. 

 

2. The Yueshi Culture 

The Yueshi Culture is an important neighboring archaeological unit in the east of Erlitou. 

It is mainly discovered in the Shandong Peninsula, and its surrounding areas, including eastern 

Henan Province in the west, the lower reaches of the Huai 淮 River in the south, and the 

southern portion of the Liaodong 遼東 Peninsula in the north, which are also the major 

distribution areas of the Shandong Longshan Culture. Archaeologists first found this kind of 

remains in the 1920s (The Toa Kokogaku Kwai 1929) but classified them as a part of the 

Shandong Longshan Culture (e.g., Shandong Sheng Bowuguan 1963). Since the 1980s, the 

Yueshi Culture has been identified as an independent archaeological unit (Yan Wenming 1981) 

consisting of at least three local variants (e.g., Zhongguo 2003:447-54) and can be subdivided 

into four successive phases which parallel to the relative chronological dating in the Henan 

Region from Erlitou Phase II to the end of the Erligang Period (e.g., Fang Hui 1998; Luan 
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Fengshi 1997; Wang Xun 1994; Zhongguo 2003:442-7;). Based on distribution area and the 

typological analysis, scholars generally suggest that the Yueshi Culture originated from the 

Shandong Longshan Culture and absorbed some cultural elements from its neighboring regions, 

such as the Xiaqiyuan Culture and the Erlitou Culture in the west, the Lower Xiajiadian Culture 

in the north, and some elements from the lower reaches of the Huai River and the Yangzi River 

(e.g., Zhongguo 454-6). 

Like Erlitou and Xiaqiyuan, how to identify the Yueshi Culture from the historical texts is 

also a crucial topic which scholars propose at least three hypotheses for. First of all, in addition 

to the Xiaqiyuan Culture, some scholars suggest Yueshi is another potential candidate for the 

proto-Shang people (e.g., Zhang Changshou and Chang Kwang-chih 1997). Second, some argue 

that Yueshi represent the remains of the Dongyi 東夷 people, a barbarian tribe living in the 

eastern coastal region of ancient China (Wang Xun 1994: 84-93; Yan Wenming 1985; 1989). 

Finally, some point out the ethnic complexity of Yueshi during the period of the Xia Dynasty, 

including not only the Dongyi people, but also the Si 姒, Ren 任, and Jiang 姜 lineages which 

had some sort of relationship with the Xia people (Fang Hui and Cui Dayong 1997; Tian 

Changwu and Fang Hui 1995). 

During the period of the Erlitou Culture, in addition to the Xiaqiyuan Culture and the 

Yueshi Culture, there are still several distinctive archaeological cultures identified within ancient 

China. Here are some of the major archaeological units based on different distribution regions: 

(1) Northeast China: the Lower Xiajiadian Culture, the Gaotaishan 高台山 Culture, and the 

Miaohoushan 廟後山 Culture; (2) central Inner Mongolia: the Zhukaigou Culture; (3) Ganqing 

甘青 Region: the Qijia 齊家 Culture and the Siba 四壩 Culture; (4) central Shanxi: the 

Baiyan 白燕 Culture; (5) Sichuan 四川 Basin: the Sanxingdui 三星堆 Culture; (6) Lower 
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Yangzi River Valley: the Doujitai 鬥雞台 Culture and the Maqiao 馬橋 Culture (Figure 2.6) 

(e.g., Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2012:257; Zhongguo 2003:440-658). Additionally, there are still 

several archaeological remains dated to the Erlitou Period that are not mentioned here. Some of 

their characteristics are not clear, and the others are situated in more peripheral regions within 

modern China. All of these archaeological units, different regions, even each site, compose a vast 

interaction network in the Erlitou Period. 

An extraordinarily complex interaction network, or interaction sphere, was formed during 

the Neolithic Period, and continuously developed in the Bronze Age in East Asia. However, what 

we know about how various nodes within this vast network interacted with each other is 

extremely limited. Although the archaeological evidence merely preserves a small portion of 

remains associated with the clues of human behavior in the past, the unearthed data still provide 

valuable information helping us to reconstruct the past in the human world, including the 

different possibilities of interregional interaction. 

 

III. Unidirectional Interpretation between Erlitou and its Neighbors 

The discoveries and identifications of various regional cultural units dated to the 

transition from the Neolithic period to the Bronze Age clearly reveal the fact that a vast and 

extremely complex interaction network indeed existed in ancient China. However, in the past 

scholars usually interpreted the relationship between Erlitou and other contemporary 

archaeological units, which were located either surrounding or far away from the Henan Region, 

through unidirectional approaches. One is the approach of cultural history, which suggests the 

Erlitou site is one of the capital cities of the Xia or Shang Dynasties; the other is the approach of 

social complexity, which emphasizes that the Erlitou Culture is a state-level society. Although 

these two approaches define Erlitou in different ways, both of them agree that Erlitou was the 
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center of ancient China and strongly influenced other contemporary cultural units. 

 

1. Approach of Cultural History 

As mentioned earlier, the main task of Chinese archaeology is to prove the historicity of 

ancient China; that is, to transform legend into reality. According to historical texts related to Xia 

and Shang legacy which were written more than 500 years after the end of the Shang Dynasty, 

researchers use these later and fragmentary writing resources to interpret the archaeological data 

dated to the Erlitou Period. Most scholars nowadays identify the Erlitou site and its findings as 

the capital city and remains of the Xia. After scholars labelled the Erlitou Culture as the Xia 

Culture, they also tried to identify other contemporary political units and ethnic groups recorded 

in the later texts from its neighbors. Two of the best examples are Xiaqiyuan and Yueshi, 

discussed above, which are labelled as the proto-Shang Culture and the Dongyi Culture, 

respectively. On this basis, they attempt to reconstruct the interregional interaction between 

Erlitou and its neighbors that infers the world organization in the Xia Dynasty mentioned within 

the historical texts. 

The typological analysis of ceramics, in particular, is the most crucial method to identify 

different archaeological cultures throughout ancient China. The confirmation of the distinctive 

characteristics of different regional cultures provides a practical foundation to explore how them 

interacted with each other in both the Neolithic period and Bronze Age. Through the method of 

cultural element analysis, or wenhua yinsu fenxifa 文化因素分析法, archaeologists can identify 

various cultural components within a specific site, region, or archaeological culture (Li Boqian 

1998:294-9). 

It is certain that the cultural element analysis can help us to explore the relationship 

among different regions, but when scholars try to link different archaeological cultures with 
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specific political entities or ethnic groups from the historical texts, it is easy to lead researchers 

to make a text-based, unidirectional conclusion. On the one hand, since many archaeologists 

accept the hypothesis that the Erlitou site was the capital city of the Xia, the distribution area of 

the Erlitou Culture and its local variants are believed to present the territory of either the Xia 

Dynasty or its alliance. On the other hand, outside the territory of the Xia, since archaeologists 

also find in various regions Erlitou’s cultural elements, such as pottery (e.g., Du Jinpeng 1991b; 

1995d; Duan Tianjing 2014), ritual utensils (e.g., Du Jinpeng 1991b; 1995b; 1995c), jade objects 

(e.g., Zhu Naicheng 2014) and etc., these artifacts indicate how the highly civilized state 

influenced and even controlled the surrounding lowly developed societies, or barbarian tribes. As 

one of the representative monographs to synthesize the most crucial discoveries and issues on the 

Xia and Shang, Chinese Archaeology: Xia and Shang (Zhongguo Kaoguxue: Xia Shang Juan), a 

text-based, unidirectional interpretation of the interregional interaction between the Erlitou 

Culture and others is proposed as follows (Zhongguo 2003:97, trans by author): 

During the peak of the Erlitou Culture, it strongly influenced surrounding regions. The 

light of state’s civilization radiated out to the distance areas, including the frontier in the 

north, the Yangzi River valley in the south, the coastal region in the east, and the 

Hehuang 河湟 region in the west, in which the influence of the Erlitou Culture can be 

found. Within the Yellow River and Yangzi River basins and their surrounding broad 

regions, many regional centers of early civilizations flourished in the prehistoric period, 

and on this basis the splendid center of Huaxia 華夏 culture, which was represented by 

the Erlitou capital site and the Erlitou Culture with the highest developed civilization, 

was eventually emerged. 

Similar statements which we can find in many relevant studies repeatedly emphasize the 

importance of the Erlitou Culture as the center of ancient China and its supreme influence on its 
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surrounding areas. Some new research modifies this general idea and concludes that the regions 

which were close to Erlitou were directly impacted by it but those located in distant periphery 

were indirectly influenced. Nevertheless, the new research still suggests that Erlitou was still the 

center of early Bronze Age China (e.g., Duan Tianjing 2014). 

 

2. Approach of Social Complexity 

The approach of social complexity is the other important perspective to interpret the 

interregional interaction between Erlitou and its neighbors. In the middle 1990s, scholars started 

to apply anthropological and archaeological theories, such as the models of early states, and 

methods, such as settlement archaeology, to discuss the state formation of ancient China. Erlitou 

is one of the key sites to explore the origin, development, and organization of ancient Chinese 

states. Liu Li and Chen Xingcan are two of the leading scholars who explore the ancient Chinese 

states, particularly focusing on Erlitou, through the anthropological and archaeological theories. 

In their research, based on the results of Yiluo Project, case studies all around the world, and the 

anthropological definition of ancient states, they argue that Erlitou was a territorial state 

(2003:131). Since they also understand the problem of identifying Erlitou as the Xia, they 

propose the concept of the Erlitou State to replace the one of the Xia Dynasty (2003:26-9). 

When Liu and Chen constructed and elaborated their main arguments that Erlitou was a 

territorial state, they also involved the discussion of interregional interaction between Erlitou and 

its neighbors. On the basis that the distribution area of the Erlitou Culture, including its regional 

variants, represented the territory of the Erlitou State, they argue that at the peak of its power in 

Phase II and III, the Erlitou controlled a large-scale territory, including modern Henan, southern 

Shanxi, eastern Shaanxi, and Hubei Provinces. In order to support the development of urbanism, 

fulfill the consumption of ruling elites, and satisfy the needs of the population, the Erlitou State 
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expanded its power from the Luoyang basin toward its peripheries not only to obtain the key 

natural resources, such as slat and copper, but also to protect and maintain the transport routes. 

One of the most important pieces of evidence was that several second-level centers of the Erlitou 

State were found in its peripheries, including Dongxiafeng and Guchengnanguan in southern 

Shanxi, Donglongshan in eastern Shaanxi, and Panlongcheng 盤龍城 in the middle Yangzi 

River Valley, which was located on the major transport routes near natural resources (2003:69-

79). Moreover, Liu and Chen also mentioned that some independent polities, such as the 

Xiaqiyuan Culture and the Yueshi Culture, also coexisted with the Erlitou State (2003:83-4). 

As a territorial state, Liu and Chen interpreted the interregional interaction between 

Erlitou and its local variants through the perspective of political economy and the model of 

center-periphery relationship. First of all, they adopted “the tributary mode of production” by 

Eric Wolf (1982) to explain the mechanism of how the Erlitou State controlled its peripheries. As 

the political-economic center which monopolized the production and distribution of bronze ritual 

objects, which were symbols of social hierarchy, wealth, and power (Chang 1983), the ruling 

elites at the Erlitou site exacted tributes through political or military means from its peripheries 

(2003:133-5). Based on the tributary system, they adopted the center-periphery relationship to 

interpret the interregional interaction within the Erlitou State: on the one hand, the local elites in 

the peripheries provided the raw materials or exotic prestige goods to the ruling elites at Erlitou; 

on the other hand, the central elites also redistributed the prestige objects made at Erlitou or 

exacted from other surrounding neighbors to the local elites in the peripheries (2003:135). 

Liu and Chen also discussed the interregional interaction between the Erlitou State and 

other regions, including its near neighbors, such as Xiaqiyuan and Yueshi, and the distant 

cultures in the northern frontiers of ancient China, such as Lower Xiajiadian, Zhukaigou, Qijia, 

and Siba (2012:274-8, 297-349). They suggested each regional culture probably contains several 
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independent polities which interacted with each other as well as with the Erlitou State in various 

ways, including “exchange, trade, warfare, and population migration” (2012:274). They clearly 

defined the patterns of interregional interaction in some specific cases. For example, they argued 

that the relationship between Erlitou and Xiaqiyuan was conflict and violence (2012:275), and 

the one between Erlitou and Lower Xiajiadian was population migration from the south to the 

north (2017:311). However, in most cases, they discussed how Erlitou interacted with its 

neighbors in a more general way based on the discovery of the artifacts with Erlitou’s elements 

in different regions. Liu and Chen also emphasized that for obtaining crucial raw materials to 

manufacture prestige objects, such as bronze and jade, the large-scale and highly centralized 

Erlitou State expanded its power toward the regions outside its territory (2014:346-7). 

 

IV. Rethinking Unidirectional Interpretation 

It is clear that the dominant model to analyze the interregional interaction between 

Erlitou and its contemporary neighbors is the unidirectional interoperation through the 

approaches of either cultural history or social complexity. Traditionally, most scholars suggest 

the Erlitou Culture represents the archaeological remains of the Xia, and they view the 

relationship between Erlitou and its neighbors as the world consisting of the Xia Dynasty in the 

center, its alliances surrounding the center, and barbarian tribes in its periphery. Recently, some 

scholars have applied anthropological and archaeological theories and tend to use a more neutral 

concept, i.e. the Erlitou State, to discuss the relationship between Erlitou and its neighbors. 

Nevertheless, the interpretation through the approach of social complexity, to some degree, is 

similar to the one established through the approach of cultural history. In other words, both 

approaches emphasize that as the paramount center of this large-scale territorial state, how 

Erlitou strongly and unidirectionally dominated its surrounding regions politically, socially, 
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economically, and ideologically. Nevertheless, in addition to unidirectional perspective or center-

periphery model, didn’t any other alternative patterns of interregional interaction exist between 

Erlitou and its neighbors? 

 

1. Usage of Archaeological Evidence 

How scholars use archaeological data to interpret the interregional interaction between 

Erlitou and its neighbors through unidirectional approaches is one of the most fundamental 

problems. In terms of cultural history, the way to link an archaeological culture with a specific 

ethnic group from historical texts is questionable. The ethnographic research has shown that, on 

the one hand, several ethnic groups may share a specific assemblage of martial culture (e.g., 

Stanislawski 1978); on the other hand, the members in one ethnic group may use various 

assemblages with distinctive features which can be classified as different cultures 

archaeologically (e.g., Knutsson 1969). If so, it is very difficult to prove the interaction among 

different ethnic groups recorded on historical texts through archaeological evidence. Besides, 

when scholars state that the Xia strongly influenced its neighbors, they usually emphasize that 

“abundant” artifacts with Erlitou style are found in various regions. However, if we examine the 

archaeological data outside the distribution area of the Erlitou Culture, artifacts with Erlitou style 

are discovered but not so many in the local context. And in some cases, these artifacts with 

Erlitou style had been localized as a part of a local culture. 

In terms of the approach of social complexity, although scholars applied anthropological 

and archaeological theories and methods, they still accept the hypothesis that the distribution 

area of the Erlitou Culture and its regional variants represents the territory of the Erlitou State 

and its allies. In other words, the research basis of social complexity and culture history remains 

the same, but the former adopts the new term “the Erlitou State” to replace the old one “the Xia 
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Dynasty.” Furthermore, applying the center-periphery model to interpret the relationship between 

the Erlitou State and its peripheral regions has been challenged by other scholars (Shelach 

2015:184-90). For example, what archaeological evidence can prove that in order to control key 

natural resources, the Erlitou State indeed dominated its peripheral regions through “military 

means” and “tributary system”? 

 

2. Overemphasis on “Centers” 

Furthermore, since the unidirectional interpretations overemphasize the importance of 

“center,” scholars usually underestimate or even ignore the agency of “periphery.” One the one 

hand, the unidirectional approaches usually stress how Erlitou strongly influenced its 

surrounding regions. On the other hand, although some scholars also notice that exotic artifacts 

from the “peripheral regions” exist at Erlitou and discuss the relationship between “peripheries,” 

they usually adopt two strategies to interpret the interregional interaction in the Erlitou Period. 

First of all, researchers try to link archaeological evidence with some specific historical 

events from ancient texts. For example, at Erlitou archaeologists found some exotic artifacts 

related to the Xiaqiyuan Culture and the Yueshi Culture. This phenomenon is interpreted as the 

archaeological evidence to prove the historical narrative that the military alliance of proto-

Shang/Xiaqiyuan and Dongyi/Yueshi defeated the Xia Dynasty/Erlitou (e.g., Tian Changwu and 

Fang Hui 1997; Song Yuqin 1998; Zhang Guoshuo 2002). Apparently, this interpretation seems 

to describe how the “peripheral polities” of the Xia Dynasty conquered and replaced the “central 

kingdom” in the early Bronze Age, but in fact it reveals the rise, development, and replacement 

of ancient Chinese states, namely the Xia, Shang, and Zhou, which all took place inside the 

central region of ancient China. This interpretation fits quite well in the Huaxia-centered 

perspective which is the ideological foundation to reconstruct the interregional interaction 
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between Erlitou and its neighbor through the unidirectional approach. 

The other major strategy to analyze how “peripheries” interact with each other as well as 

with Erlitou is cultural element analysis. Through this approach scholars can identify various 

cultural elements from different areas within one specific site, region, and even archaeological 

unit, and conclude that the exotic does “influence” the local, but vaguely. For instance, as 

mentioned above, the Xiaqiyuan Culture consists of not only local elements but also the ones 

coming from the Erlitou Culture, the Dongxiafeng Phase/Culture, the Lower Xiajiadian Culture, 

and the Yueshi Culture based on the analysis of ceramic typology. In addition to stating that these 

neighboring regions “influenced” the Xiaqiyuan Culture, for many scholars, it is really difficult 

to answer the “how” question without historical texts which record the historical events 

associated with the central kingdom, i.e., the Xia. Therefore, not many scholars are concerned 

about the interregional interaction between “peripheries” since they were out of text-based 

“historical context.” 

Furthermore, since Chinese academia overemphasizes the significance of the centers 

related to ancient Chinese history, scholars pay more attention to the excavation projects in the 

“central region” instead of “peripheral areas.” As time goes by, plenty of data are collected from 

the “center” and relatively sparse evidence from the “peripheries” which also strengthens the 

impression that the “central region” is more crucial than the others. However, is this the truth? 

One of the best counterexamples is the discovery of Sanxingdui, which has profoundly changed 

our understanding of the developmental trajectory of ancient China during the second half of the 

second millennium BC. Probably more sites resembling Sanxingdui are still covered beneath 

earth in the “periphery” outside the Erlitou site. 
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3. Huaxia-centered Perspective 

Historiographic orientation, which refers to how Chinese archaeologists are eager to use 

archaeological evidence to support and even prove the legendary history of the Xia, Shang, and 

Zhou that is recorded on the ancient texts, is one of the most significant characteristics of 

Chinese archaeology (Falkenhausen 1993). Some Chinese archaeologists, such as Tang Jigen 唐

際根 and Xu Hong, also realize this popular phenomenon and call it as wangtong de kaoguxue 

王統的考古學, namely “dynasty-centered” archaeology, which leads not only Chinese academia 

to pay more attention to the dynastic centers, but also the archaeological projects that were 

carried out between the “center” and the “periphery” to be seriously unbalanced (Tang Jigen 

1998; Xu Hong 2014). The ideological root of either historiographic orientation or dynasty-

centered archaeology is Huaxia-centered perspective. 

The term of Huaxia and other relevant ones, such as Xia 夏, Hua 華, Zhuxia 諸夏, and 

Zhuhua 諸華, appeared in the historical texts of the Zhou Dynasty (ca. 1,050-221 BC). After 

defeating the Shang, for justifying their legitimacy, the Zhou people claimed they inherited the 

ruling power from the Xia. Thus, they called themselves as the Xia. In order to control a large-

scale territory took over from the Shang, the royal family of Zhou delegated the family members 

and alliances to colonize and rule the eastern land of ancient China. For emphasizing the close 

relationship and identity, the family members and alliances of the Zhou people also called 

themselves as Zhuxia, which means several Xia clans. Moreover, since the Zhou royal family 

and Zhuxia were so proud of their sophisticated and elegant culture, they called themselves as 

Huaxia, which can be literally translated as “the flower-like Xia” and distinguished from other 

ethnic groups or polities existing in the tianxia 天下, which can be translated as “the place under 

the heaven” and the synonym of “entire world.” 
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The concept of tianxia was deeply rooted in the ideology of traditional China. According 

to oracle bone inscriptions, the concept of “center” and four directions, i.e. the east, south, west, 

and north, have already existed in the Late Shang, which was located in the center of the world. 

After entering the Zhou Dynasty, the Zhou people believed that the entire world consisted of two 

parts: the Huaxia and the non-Huaxia. In the beginning, both of them lived together and the 

differences between them were not so clear. However, gradually the conflicts between the 

Huaxia and non-Huaxia grew more incompatible. Eventually one of the non-Huaxia groups, the 

Rong 戎 people, defeated the royal family of Zhou and enforced the latter to move its capital 

from Fenghao 灃鎬 in the west to the Luoyang in the east. This historical event divided the 

Zhou Dynasty into two periods, the Western Zhou (ca. 1,050-771 BC) and the Eastern Zhou (ca. 

771-221 BC), and probably from the Late Western Zhou the Huaxia had started to view the non-

Huaxia as barbarians. During the Spring and Autumn Period in the early stage of the Eastern 

Zhou, the authority of Zhou kings declined and local elites in different regions of ancient China 

started to become the real leaders of the Zhou Dynasty, who advocated to expel the “Others”/the 

non-Huaxia, for protecting the Zhou kings, which was the political symbol of “I”/the Huaxia. 

Therefore, the various groups classified as non-Huaxia that originally lived together with the 

ones of Huaxia were either conquered by and merged into the latter or driven out to the 

peripheral regions of ancient China. During the Warring States Period, the late stage of the 

Eastern Zhou, an orderly and ideal world view of tianxia through the Huaxia-centered 

perspective finally formed: the king of the Zhou Dynasty located in the center, the local ruling 

elites surrounding the center, and the beast-like barbarians lived in the peripheral areas outside of 

the civilized world (Hsing I-tien 1987; Wang Ming-ke 1997). 

Although the formation of Huaxia-centered world view underwent a long-term 

developmental process through the Zhou Dynasty, the boundary between the Huaxia and non-
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Huaxia was usually changing. The main factor to unify the members of the Huaxia and to 

exclude non-Huaxia was cultural rather than political identity, although sometimes the 

differences between them were inexplicit. One possible scenario for the outsiders to join into the 

Huaxia, as Wang Ming-ke 王明珂 suggested (1997), is to make up a new genealogy which 

claimed both of them had the same origin, such as the mythical Yellow Emperor, i.e. Huangdi 黃

帝, who has been described as the common ancestor of the Great Chinese nation since the end of 

19th century in China (Shen Sung-chiao 1997). Even now the political propaganda in China still 

declares that all Chinese are the offspring of Huangdi, or Huaxia. 

After the confirmation of the Huaxia-centered world view in the Warring State Period and 

the emergence of the first unified empire, the Qin 秦 Dynasty (221-207 BC), the rise of the 

successive empire, the Han Dynasty, strengthened the Huaxia-centered ideology. As a long-term, 

unified, and highly centralized empire, the Han Dynasty easily established its political and 

cultural identity, which was particularly reinforced by confronting the military threat from the 

foreign polities (Hsing I-tian 1987:41). Furthermore, in the Han Dynasty, the establishment of 

the narrative tradition of official history, i.e., zhengshi 正史, which emphasized the differences 

between “we” and “others,” namely the highly civilized Han versus the lower developed 

barbarians, has solidly rooted into the Chinese ideology for around 2,000 years until now. 

Under the shadow of the Huaxia-centered perspective, the historical interpretation of 

interregional interaction in ancient China can be divided into two types of relationships. The first 

type is the relationship between the central government and local governments, or between the 

members of Huaxia. The second type is the relationship between the Huaxia and the non-Huaxia. 

However, scholars always put more emphases on the centers when dealing with these two types 

of interaction. As an affiliated discipline of history, Chinese archaeology is “naturally” to 

concentrate on the inquiry of the remains in the political or dynastic centers and interpret the 
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interregional interaction through the center-periphery model on the basis of Huaxia-centered 

perspective. But the Huaxia-centered perspective indeed limits how archaeologists design and 

carry out archaeological project and seriously misleads how we interpret unearthed data. Only 

when scholars get rid of the Huaxia-centered ideology, can we objectively reevaluate the 

archaeological evidence and reconstruct the interregional interaction of ancient China from a 

new perspective.
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Figure 2.1 Site map of Erlitou, 1999 version 
(Zhongguo 1999, fig. 7) 
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Figure 2.2 Foundation No. 1 at Erlitou 
(Zhongguo 1999, fig. 84) 
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Figure 2.3 Foundation No. 2 at Erlitou 
(Zhongguo 1999, p. 152, fig. 93) 
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Figure 2.4 Site map of Erlitou, 2014 version 
(redrawn from Zhongguo 2014, p. 1656, fig. 11-2-1-1) 
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Figure 2.5 Fortified workshop zone at Erlitou 
(redrawn from Chen Guoliang 2014, p. 99, fig. 2) 
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Figure 2.6 Distribution map of contemporary archaeological cultures in the Erlitou Period 
(Archaeoloigcal Cultures: I: Erlitou; II: Doujitai; III: Maqiao; IV: Lower Dianjiangtai; V: Sanxingdui; VI: Qijia; 

VII: Zhukaigou; VIII: Guangshe; IX: Xiaqiyuan; X: Datuotou; XI: Lower Xiajiadian; XII: Gaotaishan; 
XIII: Miaohoushan; XIV: Yueshi. Sites: 1: Erlitou; 2: Dashigu; 3: Wangjinglou; 4: Nanwa; 5: Guchengnanguan; 

6: Dongxiafeng; 7: Donglongshan; 8: Mengzhuang; 9: Chengziya; 10: Shijia; 11: Yinjiacheng; 
12: Panlongcheng; 13: Sanxingdui) 

(Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2012, p. 257, fig. 8.1
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Chapter 3: 
Unidirectional Models, Interactional Approaches, 

and Contextualization Theory 
 

Introduction 

Interregional interaction is one of the most universal phenomena in human society, and it 

is also an important research topic in history, anthropology, and archaeology. This topic explores 

how human groups who live in different regions throughout the world with heterogeneous 

political, social, economic, ethnic, cultural, and religious settings directly or indirectly interact 

with each other. Generally speaking, the basic forms of interregional interaction include, at least, 

exchange, emulation, colonization, and outright conquest, which sometimes overlap with each 

other (Stein 2002:903). Through the study of interregional interaction, we are able to understand 

the mechanism for the processes of social complexity and cultural change throughout the human 

world, to realize the positive and negative influences of interregional interaction in the past that 

still remain in the present day, and to comprehend the developmental trajectory of the dynamics 

of cultural identity, especially how external elements influence internal structure (Cusick 

1998:136). 

Traditionally, scholars adopt unidirectional approaches, such as the acculturation model 

and the world-system model, as basic theoretical frameworks to analyze this universal 

phenomenon. However, some scholars have started to challenge these classic unidirectional 

interpretations through archaeological case studies all around the world since recent decades. 

These insightful case studies not only point out the limitations of unidirectional approaches but 

also inspire us to rethink the interregional interaction in ancient China, especially the relationship 

between Erlitou 二里頭 and its neighbors, which is also dominated by the unidirectional 

interpretation as discussed in Chapter 2. In this chapter, I will discuss the theories and limitations 
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of the acculturation model and the world-system model, and also analyze the arguments and 

merits of some representative and inspiring case studies with interactional or multidirectional 

approaches. 

In these recent case studies, the approach of contextualization is one of the most useful 

analytical tools to investigate interregional interaction. In this dissertation, I will also apply the 

approach of contextualization to discuss the relationship between Erlitou and its neighbors. Some 

scholars, such as Michael Schiffer and Ian Hodder, have made great efforts to theorize the 

concept of context and others adopt the approach of contextualization to discuss interregional 

interaction. Nevertheless, how to apply the approach of contextualization as an analytical tool to 

study interregional interaction has not been systematically explored. In the third section of this 

chapter, I will summarize the importance and theory of context in archaeology, and then discuss 

the definition of contextualization, its advantage and limitation, and its applicability to analyze 

interregional interaction. 

 

Unidirectional Models of Interregional Interaction 

In archaeological research, unidirectional models, such as the acculturation model and the 

world-system model in particular, are widely employed to interpret the interaction between 

different regions and cultures all around the world (e.g., Lightfoot 1995; Schortman and Urban 

1992; Stein 2002), including that between Erlitou and its neighbors. Since the unidirectional 

models stress highly developed societies or cores strongly influence and even dominate lower 

developed groups or peripheries, the latter is always imagined and described as the passive 

affiliation with the former within a large, radial network of power relationship. Under the 

shadow of unidirectional models, the agency of so-called “lower developed groups” or 

“peripheries” is diminished and even disappeared in the complex interaction networks. However, 
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in some real situations these “lower developed groups” or “peripheries” still keep active agency, 

hold great capacity, and play a significant role to interact with the so-called “highly developed 

societies” or “cores.” In order to investigate fairly how different nodes interact in multiple 

directions rather than via unidirectional dominance within such a complex network, this section 

will summarize the theories of the acculturation and world-system models and then discuss their 

limitations. 

 

I. The Acculturation Model 

The acculturation model, which was first employed in the 1930s by anthropologists to 

study how Europeans dominated indigenous peoples in different areas of the world, such as 

America, South Africa, and New Guinea (Foster 1960; Herskovits 1937; Redfield et al. 1936), is 

a widely adopted approach to analyze the interregional interaction. Although the term 

“acculturation” has various explanations (e.g., Cusick 1998; Herskovits 1938; Stone 1995), 

roughly speaking, it can be used to describe “the impact of a higher, active culture upon a 

simpler, more passive one” (Malinowski 1945:15). In this model, the participants of interregional 

interaction consist of recipient cultures and donor cultures (Davis 1983). The recipient cultures, 

or the smaller groups with less power, gradually resemble the donor cultures, or larger and 

powerful groups, which dominate the former in most aspects. Since the recipient cultures 

consistently borrow discrete cultural elements from the donor cultures, as time goes by, 

ultimately the smaller groups with less power are merged into the larger and more powerful ones. 

It is worth noting that the premiss of the acculturation model is as follows: the recipient cultures 

have a natural desire to embrace and absorb the advanced and civilized cultures from the donor 

societies which have control over them (e.g., Cusick 1998; Fitzpatrick 2008; Foster 1960; Stein 

2002). The acculturation model and other similar concepts are applied to the research in not only 
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anthropology but also archaeology, such as the research of Hellenization and Romanization in 

the ancient mediterranean (e.g., Barrett 1990, Brandt and Slofstra 1983, and Okun 1989) and the 

research involving the Levantization of Philistine Culture in ancient Israel (Stone 1995). 

 

II. The World-System Model 

The original purpose of the world-system model, initially formulated by Wallerstein 

(1974), was to explain the rise of capitalism. At its very beginning, it was a macro-scale theory to 

interpret world history in the recent five centuries through the observation of social, economic, 

and political relationship within a large interregional network. The intellectual background of the 

world-system model, like the acculturation model, is rooted in Western experience of European 

colonization from the 16th to 19th centuries in America, Africa, and Asia. Although Wallerstein 

himself explicitly limited his model to after the Age of Discovery (1993, 1995) and never 

intended to apply the world system model to archaeological research, many archaeologists and 

historians employ similar models to analyze the interaction between regions and cultures in 

antiquity (Chase-Dunn and Hall 1993; Hall and Chase-Dunn 1993; Hall et al. 2011). 

As a macro-scale theory to interpret world history, for Wallerstein, the basic analytical 

unit of his theory is the “world-system” (1974:7), a self-contained unit in which many political-

economic entities interact with each other, rather than the whole planet. Moreover, Wallerstein 

divided the world-system into two types: world-empires and world-economies (1974:348). A 

world-empire refers to a single polity dominating a broad territory. Nevertheless, the structure of 

a world-economy, which is Wallerstein’s main focus, is more complex. Therefore, in 

Wallerstein’s and other scholars’ discussions, the term “world-system” in fact represents the 

synonym of “world-economy.” 

Before the formation of a world-system, several autonomous political entities interacted 
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with each other through trade in particular. Over time, some political entities become more 

powerful than the others. Eventually, this interaction network transforms into a hierarchical and 

functionally specialized structure: the world-system, which consists of “core,” “semiperiphery,” 

and “periphery.” As Wallerstein argued, the division of these three categories is not only 

functional, but also geographical (1974:394). Thus, under this radial model, the core which 

dominates the whole world-system directly or indirectly controls the neighboring semiperiphery 

and then the distant periphery. 

In a world-system, the relationship among these three parts is strongly centralized. The 

core, which contains several competing states with a complex political structure, is highly 

developed. The core monopolizes the specialization craft for manufacturing high-valued objects 

for home consumption and export to its periphery. More importantly, the core also possesses the 

ability to exact raw materials from its periphery and to protect the routes of transportation and 

communication between the core and its periphery through various means, such as military force. 

On the contrary, the periphery refers to the relatively weak political-economic entities located in 

the border of the world-system and is directly or indirectly controlled by the core. Since the 

periphery contains significant resources, such as raw materials, labor, and markets, the core 

deliberately incorporates the periphery into the world-system. Under this extremely unbalanced 

political-economic relationship, the core seizes large amounts of benefits from the periphery. 

Between the core and the periphery is the semiperiphery, which is intermediate not only 

geographically but functionally. For example, in terms of political structure, the semiperiphery is 

more complex than the periphery but simpler than the core. In sum, the core and periphery are 

interdependent in the world-system, and the semiperiphery plays the role to stabilize the entire 

system. 

Clearly, the intellectual foundation of the the world-system model is the core-periphery 



 

  86 

relationship. Although the core-periphery relationship originally derived from the world-system 

theory has been modified by archaeologists that I will discuss later, as Stein points out, some 

archaeologists still interpret archaeological evidence through the “classic” form of the world-

system model. Three main assumptions of the world-system model include: (1) core dominance, 

(2) core control over an asymmetric exchange, and (3) the causal primacy of long-distance 

interaction in structuring the political economy of the periphery (Stein 1999:16; 2002:904). The 

“classic” world-system model emphasizes the extremely unbalanced political-economic 

relationship between the core and its periphery on the basis of the European-centered experience 

of colonization from the 16th century. However, when archaeologists apply this unidirectional 

model to interpret the interregional interaction in antiquity all around the world, the complexity 

of the relationship between regions is simplified. In recent decades, the uncritical application of 

the “classic” form of world-system and other unidirectional approaches such as acculturation in 

archaeological research has been challenged, especially by Cusick and Stein. 

 

III. Critiques for Unidirectional Models 

As two of the most influential unidirectional models to interpret the interregional 

interaction, although they have some apparent differences, the acculturation and the world-

system models actually share three basic theoretical premises that limit archaeologists to explore 

how different regions, cultures, or societies interact with each other under complex settings. The 

three theoretical premises of these two models include: (1) the dominance of the core is absolute, 

extending into social, political, economic, cultural, and ideological aspects; (2) the influence of 

the core is unidirectional to the periphery; and (3) the response of the periphery is merely passive 

to accept the dominance and influence of the core, and the periphery lacks the ability to pursue 

its own goals and interests (Stein 2002:905). 
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If we compare the applications of these two unidirectional approaches in recent decades, 

it is obvious that the acculturation model has gradually receded into the background, but the 

world-system model is still widely employed (Chase-Dunn and Hall 1993; Hall and Chase-Dunn 

1993; Hall et al. 2011). In Cusick’s research (1998), he discusses the extensive critiques of the 

acculturation model from the sociopolitical setting that produced relevant research through this 

unidirectional approach. He adopts the term “latent imperialism” from Clemmer (1969) to point 

out that not only the literature of the social sciences in the 1940s and 1950s but also the 

archaeological research in the 1980s and 1990s is conducted from Western-centered and biased 

perspective (Cusick 1998:134-5). In addition, archaeologists usually misemploy the acculturation 

model to interpret interregional interaction in the following ways: (1) it is easy to illustrate 

Western people as active donors and non-Western people as passive recipients; (2) it is easy to 

confuse the change of behavior with the change of identity; (3) it is easy to accept that 

quantifiable changes of archaeological remains over time are equal to the process of 

acculturation; and (4) it is easy to believe that the archaeologists have the capacity to predict the 

process of cultural change in given circumstances through the acculturation model (Cusick 

1998:135-6). Although the modified versions of the acculturation model have been proposed, for 

some scholars, such as Howson, if archaeologists cannot use this approach carefully and 

critically to investigate interregional interaction or culture contact, “the term should be 

discarded” (Howson 1990:84). 

In terms of the world-system model, on the basis of the critiques from historians, 

sociologists, economists, and anthropologists, Stein (1999) proposes compelling arguments to 

challenge the theoretical foundations of this widely applied unidirectional approach for 

interpreting interregional interaction. As mentioned above, Stein has indicated that the original 

formulation and its modified versions of the world-system model share three main assumptions 
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that emphasize how the powerful core unidirectionally dominates the weaker periphery. 

However, in real situations, even for the type-case of how Europe expanded its economic-

political power to America, Africa, and Asia after the 16th century, the world-system model itself 

is highly questionable (1999:16-23). 

Briefly speaking, two of the most evident problems of the world-system model are to 

overestimate the political-economic power of the core and to minimize the local agency of the 

periphery. For example, the dominance of the core, which consists of several powerful polities, 

marks the most essential assumption in the world-system model. But according to Skocpol’s 

research, as a part of core states in the 16th and 17th centuries, neither Netherlands nor England 

were thought powerful (1977:1084). Furthermore, the world-system model also denies the 

agency of periphery. Stein takes Sahlins’ comparative study on how China and Hawaii responded 

to the commercial penetration from the West in the 18th and 19th centuries as an instance to 

show that the so-called “semiperiphery” and “periphery” accept exotic artifacts due to their own 

political or ideological considerations (Sahlins 1994). In other words, in some cases, we should 

view the periphery as an active agent, not merely a passive recipient. For some scholars, such as 

Sahlins, if the fact that periphery holds active agency is denied, “world-system theory becomes 

the superstructural expression of the very imperialism it despises” (1994:412-3). 

Even given the severe critiques of the world-system model, this unidirectional approach 

is still widely applied in hundreds of archaeological studies on prehistoric, precapitalist, and non-

Western societies (Chase-Dunn and Hall 1993; Hall and Chase-Dunn 1993; Hall et al. 2011). 

This archaeological research, however, shows that the “classic” form of the world-system model 

is difficult to interpret numerous cases throughout the world. These difficulties force some 

scholars to propose modification of the world-system model, suggesting that: (1) societies do not 

exist in isolation whether in the present or in the past, and (2) societies do develop within cycles 
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or patterns (Hall et al. 2011:240). Apparently, as Stein points out, the reformulation not only 

gives up the key assumptions of the world-system model, such as the core-periphery distinction 

and the concept of core dominance, but also makes the approach become so amorphous as to lose 

its analytical power (1999:24-6; 2002:904). 

Undoubtedly, the patterns of interaction between different regions vary from 

heterogeneous social, political, economic, cultural, and historical settings. The core-periphery 

relationship, which, is seen as the only model to interpret the complex relationships between 

regions in much of the literature, is in fact only one of the possible patterns of interaction. In 

order to highlight various possible interaction patterns between regions, Stein attempts to 

propose “a new paradigm” for interregional interaction with seven interrelated elements: (1) a 

synthesis of both processual (e.g., comparative analysis and replicable methodologies) and post-

processual (e.g., agency and historical contingency) approaches; (2) a rejection of unidirectional 

models (e.g., the acculturation and world-system models); (3) a framework of multiscalar 

investigation from both “top-down” (e.g., the polities in the interaction network) and “bottom-

up” (e.g., the diverse households which make up each polity) perspectives; (4) a realization of 

the diversity of power relations which can be affected by various factors (e.g., distance, 

technology, and military); (5) an awareness of the heterogeneity of each interacting society, 

consisting of different groups which are often in conflict over their interests and goals; (6) an 

understanding of the significance of internal dynamics (e.g., the social, economic, and political 

processes inside each polity) which also play a crucial role as external factors (e.g., long-distance 

trade); and (7) a fundamental principle of interregional interaction that the importance of human 

agency is equal to the one of macro scale political economy (Stein 2002:907). In other words, 

Stein entreats us to rethink the various and complex possibilities when different regions, cultures, 

and societies interact with each other. 
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Although it is still too early to judge if Stein’s “new paradigm” has indeed become a new 

paradigm, in recent years, more and more archaeological case studies in different spatial and 

temporal backgrounds reveal that the interaction between regions should be understood and 

interpreted not through unidirectional models but through interactional approaches. These crucial 

case studies throughout the world not only provide insightful observations to investigate 

interregional interaction, but also shed new light on rethinking the interregional interaction 

between Erlitou and its neighbors. 

 

Case Studies through Interactional Approaches 

In recent decades, more archaeological case studies have shown various possible patterns 

about how different regions interact with each other through multidirectional approaches. For 

investigating these various possible patterns, in archaeological studies, first of all, we need to 

define clearly what kind of archaeological evidence can be taken as indicators to study 

interregional interaction. Generally speaking, theis archaeological evidence comes from two 

basic processes of interaction: the movement of people and the movement of artifacts, or the 

combination of both (Shelach 2015:4). Based on synthetic examinations of unearthed data, their 

archaeological contexts, and other sources such as textual records and scientific analyses, 

archaeologists have been able to propose various possible patterns of interregional interaction in 

their case studies. 

In these case studies dealing with interregional interaction through interactional 

approaches, at least two different spatial scales are focused on, including macro-scale space 

crossing several regions and micro-scale space within one site. First, in a large geographic extent, 

some of the possible interaction patterns are highly political such as core-periphery relation, peer 

polity (Renfrew 1986) and intermarriage (Chen Fangmei 2002); some are more economic, such 
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as trade diaspora (Stein 1999; 2002), selective consumption (Dietler 1998), and mutual 

dependence (Fitzpatrick 2008). It should be noticed that the macro-scale interregional 

interactions, in fact, should be seen as multidimensional structures in which different types of 

interactions sometimes overlap. In other words, within a vast interaction network, it is possible 

that, for example, a political core might be an economic periphery (Flad and Chen Pochan 

2013:12-3). Second, in a small geographic extent such as a specific site, the possible interaction 

patterns of different human groups who come from different regions are focuses on. One good 

example is the research of culture change and persistence within a multi-ethnic community 

(Lightfoot et al. 1998). Whether in macro-scale or micro-scale geographic dimensions, one of the 

most useful and operative analytical methods is contextualization (e.g., Dietler 1998; Lightfoot 

1995; Lightfoot et al. 1998) which will be elaborated in the next section of this chapter. Thus, in 

this section I will briefly discuss four representative case studies in which the approach of 

contextualization are applied to inquire for the possible patterns of interregional interaction. 

 

I. Hacinebi, Turkey 

For demonstrating the limitations of unidirectional approaches and emphasizing the 

active agency of periphery within a complex interaction network, Stein takes Hacinebi, Turkey, 

as an example to analyze the interregional interaction during the fourth millennium BC between 

Mesopotamia and Anatolia. Distance-parity model and trade-diaspora model are applied (1998; 

1999; 2002). At the first place, distance-parity model suggests that since the power of the core 

decreases with distance, the economic and political parity between the core and its distant 

peripheries increases (Stein 1998:228-32; 1999:62-4). In the second place, the trade-diaspora 

model can be defined as an interregional exchange network consisting of specialized merchant 

groups and their host communities. Trade diasporas not only keep strong connections with their 
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homelands but also maintain their independence in the cultural and social aspects from the host 

communities (Cohen 1969; 1971:266-7). Moreover, trade diasporas contain at least three 

possible power relationships with their host communities, including: (1) diaspora marginality 

(i.e. the host communities treats the diasporas as marginal groups and separate the latter from the 

former), (2) diaspora autonomy (i.e. neither the host communities nor the homelands can fully 

control the diasporas), and (3) diaspora dominance (i.e., the trade diasporas dominate the host 

communities) (Curtin 1984:1-11). Based on the examination of archaeological evidence, Stein 

tests the world-system, distance-parity, and trade diaspora models to identify the possible 

interaction patterns between the Mesopotamian colonial enclave and its host Anatolian 

community at Hacinebi. 

The diachronic and comparative studies of archaeological contexts in both precontact 

phases (A and B1) and contact phase (B2) at Hacinebi indicate a long-term peaceful coexistence 

between two groups after the establishment of the Mesopotamian colonial enclave within its host 

Anatolian community. Hacinebi, a 3.3-hectare mound occupying the main trade route linking 

Mesopotamia with the resource-rich Anatolian highlands, is located more than 1,000 kilometers 

upstream from the Uruk heartland. Three areas in the northeast, southeast, and west of the site 

were excavated. During the precontact phases (ca. 4,100-3,700 BC), the local remains were 

widely distributed in these three areas. Archaeological evidence reveals that the precontact 

settlement at Hacinebi was a hierarchical society with distinctive martial cultures and 

administrative systems. In the contact phase (ca. 3,700-3,200? BC), although archaeological data 

of local remains show a complete continuity from the precontact phases, the other distinctive 

assemblage of Uruk Mesopotamian remains, including ceramics, bitumen, personal ornaments, 

and other artifacts related to commercial activity and administrative technology, suddenly 

appeared in the northeastern corner at Hacinebi. The contrasting distributions of Anatolian and 
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Mesopotamian remains suggest a low level of exchange and a high degree of socioeconomic 

independence between two communities. For example, excavators unearthed numerous local 

Anatolian ceramics in the southeastern and western areas; nevertheless, in the northeastern area, 

although on the western side of a building wall excavators found plenty of local ceramics, on the 

eastern side of the same wall they discovered almost exclusively exotic Mesopotamian artifacts 

which were locally made (Stein and Misir 1994). More significantly, also in the northeastern area 

excavators discovered two contemporaneous but separate administrative systems from both 

Anatolian and Mesopotamian traditions which can be easily distinguished on stylistic traits: the 

Mesopotamians used cylinder seals, yet the Anatolians used stamp seals (Stein 1998:243-6; 

1999:142-5, 153-5; 2002:911). Through the analyses of archaeological remains and their 

contexts, Stein suggests that in spite of the establishment of a small Uruk community in the 

contact phase, the lack of evidence for either warfare or domination indicates that the 

Mesopotamian colonial enclave at Hacinebi best fits in the trade diaspora autonomy and 

distance-parity models rather than the world-system model. In other words, the case study at 

Hacinebi clearly reveals the active agency of periphery which plays a crucial role within the 

interregional interaction network. 

 

II. The Rhône River Valley, Western Europe 

In addition to Stein, Dietler (1998) is another important archaeologist who also criticizes 

the inadequacies of unidirectional approaches and emphasizes the active agency of the periphery 

within a complex interaction network, but he pays more attention to the early stage of colonial 

encounter. Dietler points out that when scholars discuss the interregional interaction among 

various Mediterranean societies, the Hellenization perspective and the world-system model are 

two major dominant interpretive approaches. On the one hand, the former takes the process of 
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how “civilized” Greek culture was absorbed or imitated by “barbarians” for granted; on the other 

hand, the latter adopts a macro-scale model of structural dependency about how the core states 

determined the political and economic relationship on the peripheral areas in the ancient 

Mediterranean (Dietler 1998:295-8). Based on the perspective of wine consumption, Dietler 

investigates the early colonial encounter between the indigenous societies of Western Europe and 

Etruscan and Greek states through the approach of contextualization. Through the comparative 

studies of two regions in the Rhône River Valley, Dietler not only successfully challenges the 

traditional interpretation established upon the unidirectional approaches but also proposes two 

possible interaction patterns from the concept of cultural borrowing. In other words, the 

indigenous societies located in the peripheral areas had the power to introduce, select, and 

employ specific foreign material cultures actively in accordance with their own social, political, 

and economic benefits and needs. 

Dietler’s research (1998) displays complex interaction relationships between the 

indigenous societies and foreign colonial agents during the Early Iron Age (ca. 750-450 BC) 

through examining the archaeological evidence related to wine consumption in two different 

regions of the Rhône River valley, including the lower Rhône basin in the south and the western 

Hallstatt region in the north. First of all, in the lower Rhône basin of southern France, the earliest 

archaeological evidence related to wine trade conducted by Etruscan merchants can be dated to 

the last third of the seventh century BC (e.g., Dietler 1990). The discovery of numerous ceramics 

used for transport and drinking of wine shows the flourishing of wine trade and preference of 

specific imported vessels for indigenous peoples: the pitcher and the drinking cup (Dietler 

1998:293). Around 600 BC, Ionian Greeks established the first colonial settlement in this region: 

Massalia. Afterwards, the colonist Massaliotes started to produce not only their own wine but 

distinctive fine pottery in two wares, namely Pseudo-Ionian and Grey-Monochrome, and traded 
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them to the surrounding indigenous peoples, consisting of small-scale societies without 

specialized political rulers. Although various forms of ceramics were made and used at Massalia, 

the archaeological evidence indicates that the indigenous peoples were only fascinated with two 

Greek forms: again, the pitcher and the drinking cup (e.g., Dietler 1990). Furthermore, in the 

lower Rhône basin plenty of these wine-related vessels were widely distributed in each site 

(Dietler 1990:564-700; 1998:295). Second, in the west Hallstatt region located in several 

hundred km north of the lower Rhône basin, the archaeological evidence shows that not only 

were the indigenous societies of the north more centralized and stratified than the ones of the 

south (e.g., Härke 1979; Pare 1991; Wells 1980), but also the artifacts about wine consumption 

dated to the last third of the sixth century BC were found in this region and probably imported 

through Massalia (Dietler 1998:293). In contrast to the lower Rhône basin, although only a small 

number of imports of wine vessels were discovered in the west Hallstatt region, these artifacts, 

such as the large bronze crater (1.6 m in hight) found at the Vix tumulus, were luxurious versions 

of vessels, which were used for mixing wine and water in drinking parties in the Greek world 

and tended to be concentrated at large-scale tumuli with plenty of valuable objects, such as gold, 

jewelry, and local feasting utensils (Pare 1992). In other words, in the west Hallstat region, the 

wine-related vessels imported from the Mediterranean world were only used by local elites. 

Through the analysis of contextualization, although the distribution patterns of wine-

related artifacts in the lower Rhône basin and the west Hallstat region were evidently different, 

both of them reflect the active abilities of the indigenous societies within a complex network of 

interregional interaction. As Dietler argues, the comparative study in the Rhône River valley 

during the Early Iron Age allows a nuanced observation of how and why different indigenous 

peoples in both regions selected specific exotic artifacts through the Mediterranean agents and 

used these alien sources in their own societies (1998:303). On the one hand, in the small-scale 
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societies of the lower Rhône basin, some individuals or families attempted to obtain their 

political power and economic advantage through the manipulation of commensal hospitality, and 

they employed those exotic wine vessels from the Mediterranean world within their original 

cultural systems for increasing their existing prestige in the arena of feasting (Dietler 1998:304-

7). On the other hand, in the centralized stratified polities of the west Hallstatt region, while the 

fact shows that some exotic and spectacular drinking vessels were imported from Mediterranean, 

it is worth noting that they were actively selected by local elites and appropriately employed to 

incorporate with the native drinking utensils, such as horns and buckets, into the well-

established, local feasting activities (Dietler 1996; 1998:303-4). The comparative study reminds 

us that although the indigenous societies in the lower Rhône basin and the west Hallstat region 

employed Mediterranean wine vessels in different ways, both of them applied exotic artifacts 

within their own social, political, and cultural contexts. From the perspective of local agency and 

consumption, Dietler provides potential patterns of interregional interaction which were taken 

place in the peripheral areas of early colonial encounter. 

 

III. The Jin Rulers’ Cemetery, China 

The previous two case studies discussed above focus on the sites located in the so-called 

peripheries, yet the third one proposed by Chen Fangmei 陳芳妹 (2002) offers another possible 

interaction pattern between regions that took place in the political center. In her research, based 

on the discovery of two unique types of bronze vessels from one female grave in the Jin 晉 

Rulers’ Cemetery, Chen analyses how the state of Jin interacted with the foreign people whose 

homeland might be linked to the northern or northwestern frontiers of ancient China with the 

approach of archaeological contexts. Through the comparative and diachronic analyses, she 

contextualizes these two types of exotic vessels within a long-term temporal and macro-scale 
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spatial dimension. The result of this case study exemplifies how to explore interregional 

interaction from the perspective of gender research. 

Contextualizing two unique types of vessels found in one female grave of the Jin rulers’ 

cemetery and other sites through comparative studies reflects how social identity of females is 

revealed through funeral practices and how different ethnic groups are interacted through 

intermarriage. The Jin ruler’s cemetery, located in southern Shanxi 山西 Province, i.e., the 

Hedong 河東 Region which this dissertation focuses on, is one of the most crucial cemeteries 

for the local ruling elites of the Western Zhou 周 Dynasty (ca. 1050-771 BC). In this cemetery, 

archaeologists discovered 19 individual graves which can be subdivided into nine clusters, 

representing nine generations of the rulers of the Jin State and their consorts (Beijing Daxue 

Kaoguxi and Shanxi Sheng 1993; 1994; 1995; Beijing Daxue Kaogu Wenboyuan and Shanxi 

Sheng 2001; Shanxi Sheng and Beijing Daxue Kaoguxi 1994a; 1994b). Inside M113 (Beijing 

Daxue Kaogu Wenboyuan and Shanxi Sheng 2001), one Jin consort’s grave, excavators found a 

bronze tripod jar sanzuweng 三足甕 and a bronze two-handled pot shuang,erguan 雙耳罐 

which were rarely seen not only in the Jin rulers’ cemetery but also other contemporary and even 

earlier sites and burials in the Central Yellow River Region. However, in the period prior to 

Western Zhou, these two types of vessels made by clay were widely distributed in North and 

Northwest China. For example, the form of the tripod jar sanzuweng was unusual in the Jin 

cemeteries for both rulers and commoners (including lower ranking elites) and was also 

uncommon at Jin settlement site. All instances of the tripod jar sanzuweng found in ancient 

China were made of clay, except one discovered in M113 which was manufactured of bronze, 

clearly showing its uniqueness. Among 641 burials of the Jin commoners’ cemetery, only eight 

ceramic tripod jars sanzuweng were found, yet it is worth noting that all of them were uncovered 

in female burials, except one whose occupant’s gender was unclear. Outside the Jin State, 
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archaeologists merely discovered a small number of the tripod jar sanzuweng within the territory 

of the Western Zhou Dynasty and its vassal states, and some of them still correlated to the 

contexts of female burials. Moreover, if we trace the archaeological context of the tripod jar 

sanzuweng back to earlier periods, we will realize that this specific type of vessel was used for 

storage purpose or human burial in the northern frontier of ancient China (Chen Fangmei 

2002:160-2). Chen argues that during around 2,000 BC, since the climate in North China became 

drier and cooler, local farmers lived in the frontier were forced to gradually migrate to the south, 

yet they still preserved traditional material culture, such as the tripod jar sanzuweng. After the Jin 

people colonized southern Shanxi in the Western Zhou period, some of them, including its 

rulering elites, intermarried with these localized foreign females. As the consort of one Jin ruler, 

the occupant of M113 buried with not only the regular assemblage of bronze ritual vessels which 

displayed her sociopolitical status in public, but also some customized and personalized bronze 

vessels which embodied her social identity and memory linking to the northern frontier in private 

(Chen Fangmei 2002:163-4). Through the analysis of archaeological context and the perspective 

of gender research, the case study of Jin rulers’ cemetery proposes that intermarriage could be 

another possible interaction pattern between regions. 

 

IV. The Native Alaskan Neighborhood, Fort Ross, USA 

In contrast to the previous three ancient cases, the research conducted by Lightfoot and 

his colleagues (1998) provides a later study of interregional interaction from the Native Alaskan 

Neighborhood, Fort Ross, California, through the approach of contextualization. The main 

purpose of this research is to explore how Russian-American Company administrators, Native 

Alaskan hunters, and their Native Californian spouses (especially the latter two) interacted with 

each other in a multi-ethnic community from the perspective of daily practices. On the basis of 
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comparative studies on the organization of daily life from the local, regional, and panregional 

scales respectively, this research assesses how different social identities were displayed within 

interethnic households through examining various facets of archaeological evidence, such as: (1) 

residential space, (2) spatial organization of trash disposal, (3) menu and food preparation, (4) 

material culture from domestic contexts, and (5) settlement layout. The result reveals a 

multidimensional interaction pattern taking place at Fort Ross. 

The comparative studies of archaeological contexts between homelands and the colony 

display a complex relationship of social identities at Fort Ross during the first half of the 19th 

century (Lightfoot et al. 1998). Fort Ross, located in northern California and established by the 

Russian-American Company, was a colonial outpost stationed from 1812 to 1841. The company 

hired a large amount of Native Alaskan men to harvest sea mammal furs, and many of them 

established joint households with local Native Californian women. From the regional and 

panregional scales, the colonial spatial layout at Fort Ross, such as the central stockade complex 

surrounded by the Native Alaskan and Native Californian neighborhoods to the south and north 

respectively, clearly reflected the management principle of the Russian-American Company to 

separate people into different “ethnic” communities. This management principle also can be 

detected at other colonies in the North Pacific (Crowell 1997a; 1997b). However, at the local 

scale, the archaeological contexts associated with daily practices at the Native Alaskan 

Neighborhood, such as the layout of residential area, the process of domestic tasks, and the 

structure of trash disposal, fully represented the unique social identities of the Native Alaskan 

hunters and their Native Californian spouses. In terms of the village dimension, the Native 

Alaskan ideas influenced the spatial layout of the neighborhood. For example, the structure of 

semisubterranean houses in the neighborhood resembled the ones in the Kurile Islands, the 

homeland of Alutiiq men who were the main members of the Native Alaskan hunters. 



 

  100 

Nevertheless, in terms of the household dimension, the Native Californian concepts dominated 

the domestic tasks in some interethnic family of the neighborhood. For example, the 

archaeological evidence shows that few artifacts and faunal remains are discovered inside the 

households, revealing that these dwellings were swept clean on a regular basis. The ideas of 

cleanliness and orderliness reflected in these households in the Native Alaskan Neighborhood 

were probably conducted by the Native Californian spouses, who cared and maintained 

interethnic households with their own traditional customs (Lightfoot et al. 1991:116-9) rather 

than the Native Alaskan way that let household trash accumulate within houses (Clark 1974:155-

6; Heizer 1956:18; Jordon and Knecht 1988:256-62; Knecht and Jordon 1985). In sum, the case 

study at Fort Ross reflects a multidimensional interaction pattern of power relationships and 

social identities through the comparative study of archaeological contexts. 

The case studies discussed above from different spatial and temporal extents shed light on 

a new perspective, namely interactional approaches, to explore the relationships between regions. 

As the research of Stein, Dietler, and Lightfoot has proved, to realize the crucial role of the so-

called peripheral areas within a complex network marks one of the most insightful facets of 

interactional approaches. In reality, the formations of the so-called cores and peripheries in the 

human world are two equally significant and universal phenomena. However, since the centric 

biases deeply impact and dominate the historical, anthropological, and archaeological 

interpretations of interregional interactions that overestimate the paramount power of the cores, 

the active agencies of the peripheries are usually diminished and even ignored. Furthermore, as 

some scholars have claimed, the unidirectional approaches provide easily operative tools to 

analyze the relationship between regions (Chase-Dunn and Hall 1993; Hall et al. 2011), yet it 

needs to emphasize that their oversimplified theoretical models do limit and exclude the 

opportunities to inquire for various possible patterns among nodes within a vast, complex, 
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multidimensional interaction network. From this aspect, interactional, multidirectional 

approaches indeed cover the deficiencies of the unidirectional models, and also offer a useful 

analytical tool to investigate various possible interaction patterns, not only limited to the 

peripheries but also to the cores, such as the research of Chen Fangmei who explore the symbolic 

meaning of exotic artifacts found in the political center. 

The case studies discussed above also clearly showed that the approach of 

contextualization empowers and strengthens the capability and validity of interactional 

approaches to investigate interregional interaction. Even thought some scholars, such as Stein 

and Chen Fangmei, do not explicitly voice that the approach of contextualization is the 

fundamental method in their comparative and diachronic research, to contextualize remains in 

original archaeological contexts can definitively help us to evaluate if the function, value, and 

meaning of artifacts change under different social, political, economic, and cultural settings. On 

this basis, archaeologists are able to search for various interaction patterns between regions and 

societies through interactional approaches. The other scholars, who have successfully gotten rid 

of the limitations of unidirectional models, definitely point out the benefits of contextualization. 

As Dietler has argued, contextualization is useful to understand the meaning of exotic artifacts in 

local settings (1998:299): 

People use alien contacts for their own political agendas, and they give new meanings to 

borrowed cultural elements according to their own cosmologies. Foreign objects are of 

interest not for what they represent in the society of origin but for their culturally specific  

meaning and perceived utility in the context of consumption. Hence, the colonial 

encounter must be contextualized in the conjuncture of different social and cultural logics 

involved. 

Lightfoot also suggests that contextualization can help archaeologists to evaluate changes and 
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consequences of interregional interaction through a long-term, diachronic research (1995:207): 

It is clear that simply computing the percentage of European and native artifacts in 

archaeological deposits tells us little about the process of culture change in pluralistic 

colonies. What is needed is a diachronic “contextual” approach that examines changes in 

the ideological structure of people in prehistoric, protohistoric, and historic 

contexts…There is great promise in undertaking analyses of “built environments” in 

long-term diachronic frameworks to evaluate changes in cultural values and worldviews 

as actualized in social practice. It also provides the best available approach for identifying 

ethnic affiliations in the archaeological record, and for examining the consequences of 

ethnic interactions over time. 

It is certain that contextualization is an operative analytical tool which has been employed in 

archaeological research. Nevertheless, how archaeologists apply this powerful method to explore 

interregional interaction has not been discussed systematically. Thus, in the next section of this 

chapter, I will analyze the concepts of context and contextualization, and then discuss the 

applications of contextualization for studying interregional interaction in archaeological research. 

 

Context, Contextualization, and Interregional Interaction 

As the case studies have shown above, contextualization is a practical approach to 

analyze the contact, interaction, and entanglement between different communities, regions, and 

cultures which have heterogeneous political, social, economic, ethnic, and ideological settings. 

More importantly, contextualization can also help us to successfully reconstruct various patterns 

of interregional interactions beyond the center-biased interpretation derived from unidirectional 

perspectives. Nevertheless, even though contextualization is proven as a useful analytical tool, 

how to apply this method to investigate interregional interaction has not been systematically 
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discussed. In this section, I will first briefly introduce the importance and review the theory of 

context in archaeology, and then discuss the definition, advantage, limitation, and applicability of 

contextualization for investigation of interregional interaction. 

 

I. Context 

1. Importance 

The main purpose of archaeology is to understand the human behavior in the past through 

the study of unearthed remains, so to figure out what really happened instead of merely focusing 

on the typological development of remains themselves is the ultimate goal for archaeological 

research. On this basis, the context of a find, which involves a specific spatial and temporal 

dimension, is extremely important to understand and interpret past human activity at a site. 

Therefore, to correctly and preciously record the context of a find is not only a basic but also a 

crucial research process in the archaeological fieldwork. 

Although the concept of context is so crucial in archaeological research, archaeologists 

use this term in different ways (Hodder and Hutson 2003:170-1). In general, context in 

archaeology involves at least three basic elements proposed by Renfrew and Bahn, including the 

matrix (the material, such as soil, surrounding the find), the provenience (the horizontal and 

vertical position of the find within the matrix), and the association (the other remains located in 

the same matrix of the find) (Renfrew and Bahn 2016:50), that is, the context of a find is where it 

was buried. In addition to spatial dimension, context in archaeology also contains other elements, 

such as temporal dimension, which will be discussed further later. 

However, if archaeologists want to understand the function, value, and meaning of a find, 

we have to distinguish whether the find was buried in primary context or secondary context. The 

primary context of a find is where it was originally deposited, but the secondary context refers to 
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a situation where the find has been moved from its original buried place through human activity 

or natural force (Renfrew and Bahn 2016:50-2). 

In addition to distinguishing primary context and secondary context, archaeologists also 

need to consider the cultural formation process, or c-transform called by Schiffer (1976), of a 

find which can help us to understand its finding context and interpret its function, value, and 

meaning correctly. Renfrew and Bahn suggest that cultural formation processes can be divided 

into two types. The first type indicates the life cycle of remains that represents at least four stages 

of human behaviors in the past, including how to get raw materials, make artifacts, use and 

distribute them, and finally discard them. Since a find, in fact, could be buried in any stage, 

archaeologists need to carefully pinpoint the context within its life circle. The second type of 

cultural formation processes refers to deliberate burial of valuable objects in hoards and the dead 

in graves or tombs (Renfrew and Bahn 2016:52-5). 

Hodder has pointed out that an object alone is mute, but the context in which the object is 

discovered makes it not totally mute (Hodder and Hutson 2003:171). The context of a find, in 

fact, provides valuable information for us to understand past human behaviors. However, how to 

explore past human activities through the approach of contextualization is another question. 

Fortunately, some scholars have attempted to theorize this concept, which I will briefly discuss 

as follows. 

 

2. Theory 

Context is extremely important in archaeology. Compared with other fields, such as 

antiquarianism, which also focus on the research of material culture, archaeology puts more 

emphases on both remains and, more significantly, their depositional processes and 

environments. As Hodder stated (2003:171): “In a sense, archaeology is defined by its concern 
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with context…To reaffirm the importance of context thus includes reaffirming the importance of 

archaeology as archaeology.” In other words, to carefully record the remains and their contexts in 

fieldwork, and then on this basis to interpret and reconstruct past human activities is the 

characteristic of archaeology as a distinctive discipline. 

As an important analytical approach in archaeology, how to use the concept of context to 

interpret past human activities has been debated for a long time. Under the tradition of culture-

historical archaeology, on the one hand, scholars attempt to elucidate the meaning of remains 

through “historical context” from texts, or, on the other hand, to demonstrate ancient history 

through the remains and their archaeological context. One of the best examples is the 

relationship between Erlitou and the Xia 夏 discussed in Chapter 2. 

In the 1960s, the processual archaeology emerged, and its followers tried to construct 

general laws, which included contextual perspectives based on human-environment interaction, 

to interpret past human behaviors (e.g. Watson et al. 1971). Since the processual archaeology 

overemphasized the search for general laws as universal theory to explain the patterns of human 

behavior all around the world, Flannery (1973) proposed the approach of system to explain past 

human behaviors under different situations. Meanwhile, various subfields of archaeology, such 

as evolutionary and Marxist archaeology, also emphasize interpreting past human activities 

through a “theoretical context,” just as processual archaeology attempted to do. 

It is clear that the context is crucial for archaeologists to investigate the meaning behind 

the remains. However, although both culture-historical archaeology and processual archaeology 

try to speak something on behalf of remains, the ways they interpret the past human activities are 

through the historical and theoretical contexts respectively, which, in reality, are out of 

archaeological context. Schiffer, and, especially Hodder, are the most representative scholars to 

inquire systematically into the concept of archaeological context. 
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A. Schiffer’s Theory 

The most important contribution of Schiffer (1972) was to set up a systematic perspective 

to analyze the contexts of remains through the observation of the formation processes of the 

archaeological record, i.e. behavioral archaeology (1976). First of all, Schiffer defined the 

differences between systemic context and archaeological context. Systemic context, in fact, 

refers to the similar concept which is the prototype of the first type of cultural formation 

processes discussed above. He applied the idea of “the life cycle or history” to construct the 

systemic context of all remains, which consists of five basic processes: procurement, 

manufacture, use, maintenance, and discard. Additionally, in some cases, the processes of 

storage, transport, and reuse should also be considered in the systemic context. It is worth noting 

that not all remains undergo all stages of these processes and follow an unilinear path. As 

Schiffer admitted, “these models are only simplifications of a stubbornly complex reality” 

(1972:159). 

Compared to systemic context which indicates the whole life cycle of remains, 

archaeological context, as Schiffer argued, refers to the specific situation of remains which were 

buried in any stage of their life cycle and are then discovered as archaeological record by 

archaeologists. Schiffer also proposed two scenarios to discern the “differential abandonment of 

a site” through the observation of archaeological context. On the one hand, if a site was 

abandoned gradually, it is reasonable to find relatively more remains with the archaeological 

context showing the fact that they were discarded or refused deliberately in the end stage of 

systemic context. However, if a site was abandoned rapidly and completely, one may expect to 

discover more remains with the archaeological context in pre-discard condition. In addition to 

these two hypotheses, there are still other possible models and processes related to the 
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abandonment of sites that we might be able to detect through the analysis of archaeological 

context (1972:157, 160). 

Another important perspective that Schiffer discussed was the relationship between 

spatial location and the stage of systemic context. On the basis of the model of systemic context, 

archaeologists not only can distinguish different stages of the life cycle of remains, but also can 

connect these stages with specific spatial locations at one site and even a larger geographic extent 

(1972:160-1). For Schiffer, the systemic context is not just a theoretical model but can be 

detected and identified through the analysis of archaeological context, if archaeologists can 

collect and record more detailed information from fieldwork. 

Finally, according to the previous two arguments related to the model of cultural 

formation processes and relationships between this process and spatial location, Schiffer also 

proposed the concepts of primary refuse and secondary refuse to build up some possible 

explanations for refuse disposal patterns. Primary refuse refers to “material discarded at its 

location of use,” and secondary refuse means that “the location of final discard is not the same as 

the location of use” (1972:161). Schiffer suggested that, for example, in a site, such as a city, 

with increasing population, we will see a decreasing correlation between the locations of use and 

final discard (1972:162). In this case, archaeologists expect to find specialized discard areas, 

such as large-scale landfills within or around the site. In other words, through examining refuse 

disposal patterns, archaeologists are able to investigate the relationships between different 

locations within a site, between various sites or settlements, or even between different regions or 

archaeological cultures. 

For Schiffer, one of the appropriate approaches to understand and reconstruct past human 

activities is to analyze the formation process of archaeological record: to discern the 

archaeological context from the systemic context, to confirm the relationship between the stage 
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of cultural formation process and spatial location, and to interpret the past human behaviors with 

the refuse patterns with a site or between sites. Undoubtedly, Schiffer made his crucial 

contribution on systematically theorizing the concept of context and the application of this 

analytical tool. 

 

B. Hodder’s Theory 

In addition to Schiffer, the other most crucial scholar to theorize the concept of context in 

archaeology is Hodder, who is also one of the leading archaeologists to advocate post-processual 

archaeology. To respond to and explain the patterns of past human behaviors proposed by 

processual archaeology launched in the early 1960s, post-processual archaeology emerged in the 

mid 1970s. Both processual and post-processual approaches are trying to answer the “why” 

questions, but they adopt different, or even opposite perspectives. Roughly speaking, processual 

archaeologists attempt to search for and establish general laws and models, just like scientific 

principles, from anthropological and archaeological data to explain the developmental process of 

human activity and society throughout the world. However, post-processual archaeologists doubt 

the existence of general laws and argue that different human societies have their own particular 

developmental trajectories which only can be observed historically and contextually. As the most 

representative advocate of post-processual archaeology, Hodder makes his effort to 

systematically theorize the concept of context in archaeology: contextual archaeology13 (Hodder 

and Hutson 2003:156-205). 

If the main goal of processual archaeology is to search for the general laws rooted in the 

human society, for Hodder the most important task for archaeologists is to actually find out and 

                                                        
13 Case (1973) was probably the first archaeologist who proposed the term of “contextual archaeology.” In 
comparison with culture historical archaeology, Case suggested that contextual archaeology was also a kind of “new 
archaeology,” which emphasized that in order to write the completest historical account, archaeologists should focus 
on collecting and recording contexts of remains as complete as possible.  
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reconstruct meaning embedded in the past human societies through contextual archaeology 

(Hodder and Hutson 2003:205): 

Contextual archaeology involves the study of contextual data, using contextual methods 

of analysis, in order to arrive at two types of contextual meaning which are discussed in 

relation to general theory. 

Here, Hodder proposes three basic concepts and elements of contextual archaeology: meaning, 

method, and data. The idea of contextual data, which refer to the finds with clear archaeological 

contexts, is easy to be understood. But since contextual meaning and methods are relatively 

abstract, these two ideas will be briefly discussed as follows. 

In Hodder’s viewpoint, archaeologists have made great contributions to establish 

interpretations of meaning through the approach of contextualization for a long time, whether 

they subjectively accept or renounce the search for meaning from archaeological data. He 

proposes two types of contextual meaning. The first type defines the meaning as “a system of 

functional interrelationships” which refers to how a system, such as environment and technology, 

influences and even determines the developmental process of human behavior. The mission of 

processual archaeology is trying to deal with this large-scale context in human society. The 

second type defines the meaning as “the structure context of ideas and symbols” which focuses 

more on how archaeologists treat an object as text to read symbolic meaning through its 

archaeological context if we situate the object in specific place and time related to other remains. 

This is the main goal that Hodder and post-processual archaeologists attempt to cope with 

(Hodder and Hutson 2003:162-6, 204-5). 

In order to understand and interpret the meaning of remains, especially the second type of 

meaning, which includes various but interdependent forms such as functional, systemic, 

ideational, and operational, the first step is to identify the similarities and differences between 
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archaeologists (Hodder and Hutson 2003:174-5). Hodder argues that although archaeologists 

often mention the similarities and differences of archaeological data, most of them not only 

ignore the fact that similarities and differences can be distinguished in multiple levels, but also 

tend to focus merely on similarities rather than differences (Hodder and Hutson 2003:175-6). In 

addition, Hodder also distinguishes four interweaving types of similarity and difference which 

are the bases associated with interpretation of meaning: temporal, spatial, depositional, and 

typological, or the so-called “four dimensions of variation.” However, since the similarities and 

differences of remains may be countless, archaeologists need to identify the most relevant 

dimensions of variation from them that help archaeologists to interpret the meaning of remains 

(Hodder and Hutson 2003:177-87). 

Based on the discussion of four dimensions of variation, Hodder redefines context as 

follows: “the totality of the relevant dimensions of variation around any one object can be 

identified as the context of that object” (Hodder and Hutson 2003:188). In other words, if 

archaeologists wish to understand and interpret the meaning of a find from its context clearly and 

correctly, archaeologists need to collect and record contextual information as abundant as 

possible from fieldworks and other resources, such as texts. However, Hodder also points out 

that in real situations there are only rare sites that can provide detailed contextual information 

allowing archaeologists to understand and interpret meaning (Hodder and Hutson 2003:191). 

The theories of context proposed by Schiffer and Hodder show that the concept of 

context is a practical analytical approach to understand and interpret archaeological record, 

although their focuses are different. One the one hand, for Schiffer, how to identify the 

archaeological context, i.e. the specific stage or phase, from systemic context, i.e. the cultural 

formation processes, is the foundation to explain past human behavior from a cultural system. 

Therefore, the contribution of Schiffer’s approach is to provide a macro theoretical framework, 
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or a systemic perspective, to explore the relationship between archaeological remains and past 

human behavior. On the other hand, for Hodder, how to distinguish the similarities and 

differences of remains from temporal, spatial, depositional, and typological aspects and to search 

for the most significant and relevant variation through comparative approach is the basis to 

investigate the meaning of archaeological data historically and contextually. Compared with 

Schiffer’s macro framework, the contribution of Hodder’s approach is to provide a detailed and 

elaborate method to reveal the meaning of remains in their archaeological context, as defined by 

Schiffer, through a comparative approach. 

For the research of interregional interaction, to explore, identify, and reveal the 

similarities and differences of remains discovered in different contexts between sites, regions, or 

cultures through the comparative approach make the investigation of various interaction patterns 

possible. In comparison with Schiffer, Hodder puts more emphases on distinguishing the 

similarities and differences of remains from multiple dimensions, especially the spatial and 

temporal aspects. From this perspective, Hodder’s approach offers a more practical theoretical 

guide to understand the function, value and meaning of specific remains in different settings. As 

Hodder has mentioned (Hodder and Hutson 2003:180), typological analysis is the basis to 

explore the meaning of remains in different spatial, temporal and depositional settings though the 

approach of contextualization. This statement also fits quite well in the research of interregional 

interaction, and more importantly, the approach of contextualization can provide more detailed 

information beyond the limitation of typological analysis to investigate how different regions 

interact with each other through various ways. For reaching this research goal, the first step is to 

contextualize remains in their own archaeological contexts. 
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II. Contextualization and Interregional Interaction 

Although the importance of context is always emphasized, when discussing interregional 

interaction, it is usually ignored or viewed as research background. Traditionally, the most 

popular way to explore the relationship between different regions has been to try to identify 

exotic artifacts from local settings through typological, artifact-based analysis (e.g., Deetz 1963; 

Di Peso 1974). For example, in Area A if archaeologists find some artifacts exported or having 

stylistic features from Area B, they will adopt terms like “influence” to describe the relationship 

between these two areas. Furthermore, as Lightfoot (1995:206-7) has pointed out, scholars also 

calculate the ratio and frequency between exotic and local artifacts at a site to explain the degree 

of non-local influence. If the results show a high ratio of exotic artifacts, scholars will explain 

that the local site is strongly influenced by a non-local group. However, it is obvious that these 

analytical approaches for investigating interregional interaction, in fact, ignore archaeological 

context (e.g., Lightfoot 1995; Lightfoot et al. 1998). Consequently, terms like “influence” and 

“diffusion” are vaguely used to interpret how different regions interact with each other but in fact 

explain nothing (Schortman and Urban 1992:8). For understanding how different regions 

interact, one of the most operative approaches is contextualization. 

 

1. Definition of Contextualization 

In spite of the importance of context in archaeology, many archaeological discussions, in 

fact, are out of archaeological contexts, especially on the issue of interregional interaction. When 

archaeologists excavate a site, we make lots of efforts to record every detail of the correlations 

between remains and their finding contexts as clear as possible through texts, photos, drawing, 

and even video. In other words, to record archaeological context is the most irreplaceable task in 

our fieldwork since it displays the significance and value of archaeology. For research purposes, 
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the significance and value of the artifacts without contexts, such as the buried objects looted 

from graves, is greatly reduced. However, rather than the object which is analyzed, in 

archaeological research, especially the typology-based studies, archaeological context is 

mentioned as a part of research background, or completely ignored. 

Nevertheless, if the ultimate goal of archaeology is to understand and explain human 

activities in the past, such as the issue of interregional interaction, we have to consider the 

correlation between remains and their archaeological contexts, like those recent case studies 

discussed above. Therefore, the concept of contextualization emphasizes how to connect remains 

and contexts together as the basic research approach to interpret archaeological record. In a most 

general sense, contextualization can be defined as follows: the unearthed remains should be 

placed in their original archaeological contexts. In terms of the research of interregional 

interaction, contextualization can help us to observe whether the function, value, and meaning of 

specific remains change from original to new communities which are different in their social, 

political, economic, cultural, and ideological settings. On the basis of analyzing the similarities 

and differences between the original and new contexts of remains, it is possible to explore and 

reconstruct different possibilities of interregional interaction. 

 

2. Advantage 

The advantage of contextualization is to help archaeologists get more practical and useful 

contextual clues to understand and explain human activities in the past, especially how different 

regions interact with each other. Through analyzing the relationship between a find and its 

archaeological context, archaeologists can comprehend the function, value, and meaning of the 

find in its local setting. Moreover, through comparing the similarities and differences of one 

specific find (or a group of finds) in both the local and non-local contexts, archaeologists are can 
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identify if the function, value, and meaning of the find change or not when it is introduced to a 

new environment. In addition, if we can get more detailed information about the archaeological 

context not only of a find but also from the entire site, it will be helpful to improve the validity of 

archaeologists’ interpretations associated with the role of the find playing at the site. Finally, if 

we can have multiple clues such as different types of exotic artifacts found in one local site, it 

will be helpful to investigate the complexity and various patterns of interaction between regions. 

It is evident that the more contextual information we have, the more precise interpretation 

of interregional interaction we can make. Traditionally, due to the lack of consideration of 

archaeological context, archaeologists only can generally describe the relationship between 

regions with some vague terms such as “diffusion” and “influence”. For example, archaeologists 

find one specific type of artifact X in both Site A and Site B. Since many X were uncovered in 

Site A but only one in Site B, archaeologists might claim Site A influences Site B, or X is 

diffused from Site A to Site B. However, if we consider the archaeological context of X in both 

sites, we realize that both the raw materials and workshop for making X are discovered in Site A 

but none of this evidence is in Site B, we can further suggest Site A is the origin of X which is 

exported to Site B. If we have more detailed information about archaeological contexts, we will 

notice that plenty of X were found in the ash pits, moats, and even burials throughout the site in 

Area A, but the only X discovered in Area B is buried in the burial of a local ruling elite. This 

situation shows the value and meaning of X have been greatly transformed from an utilitarian 

item to a prestige good when it is introduced from Site A to Site B. Furthermore, as an exotic 

artifact in Site B, although X is buried as a prestige good in the burial of a local ruling elite, it is 

arranged together with other locally made valuable objects which are probably used for feasting 

purposes. The whole context reflects that in spite of the importance of X in Site B, its value and 

meaning are endowed by the local elite actively, rather than influenced by the inhabitants in Site 
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A passively. Of course, this case is a made-up scenario and the real situation must be more 

complex than it. However, this scenario indeed reflects that contextualization with more detailed 

information is a useful analytical tool to understand and interpret how different regions interact 

with each other. 

 

3. Limitations 

Although contextualization can provide insightful information to analyze the interaction 

between regions in detail, this approach has its limitations. First of all, the archaeological context 

of a find merely preserves one of the stages of systemic context, so it cannot completely reflect 

the function, value, and meaning of the find at the site. However, if one specific find is widely 

distributed throughout the site, this situation is easier for archaeologists to understand and 

explain the whole cultural formation process through the correlation of the find and its spatial 

distribution. Of course, to identify and pinpoint the stage of a find’s life cycle is only the first 

step to understand its function, value, and meaning. But in some cases, to identify the stage is 

extremely difficult because of the lack of clear archaeological context at a site. 

It is evident that another limitation to apply contextualization as an analytical approach is 

the need of abundant contextual information, such as the correlation between a find and its 

buried environment and a relatively clear town plan of a site. On the one hand, under some 

situations, such as salvage excavations and surveys, the fieldwork itself cannot offer clear 

contextual information. These data are not easy to analyze through contextualization. On the 

other hand, when excavating a site, if archaeologists do not accurately and precisely record the 

detailed information of its archaeological context and then completely publish the relevant data, 

it is also difficult to adopt contextualization to discuss the function, value, and meaning of the 

remains at a site. 
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Furthermore, since the analysis of contextualization focuses on the relationship between a 

find and its buried environment, while this approach can be beneficial to understand and explain 

the function, value, and meaning of a find in its particular social, political, economic, and 

cultural settings, the results will probably be inconclusive. If we synthesize the results of other 

analytical approaches, such as the chemical studies of raw material and residue (e.g., Kennet et 

al. 2004; Kirch et al. 2012), the discussions of production and technology, and the identifications 

of human skeletal remains, the validity and reliability of the interpretation through the 

contextualization will be greatly improved. In terms of the studies of interregional interaction, 

the synthesis of contextualization and other methods will help us to explore various possible 

relationship between regions in detail. 

Archaeological research in China is a good example to reveal the limitations of 

contextualization. In the past, most archaeological fieldwork in China were salvage excavations 

without systematic research design. Although the remains, such as ceramic sherds, found in the 

salvage excavations provide some information to date and identify the basic characteristics of a 

site, most of the data are collected from several ash pits, sometimes from a few house 

foundations, burials or other features. Since salvage excavations cannot provide the contextual 

information of sites, such as their town plans, it is not easy to correctly correlate the remains with 

their cultural formation processes. Fortunately, in recent years more and more systematic, well-

designed, long-term excavation projects, such as the excavation project at Erlitou, have been 

carried out in China. In addition, as mentioned in Chapter 2, many scientific methods have also 

been introduced into China and applied to the studies of archaeological data. These long-term 

projects and the new research trend can provide more valuable clues to explore past human 

activities through the approach of contextualization. 

 



 

  117 

4. Applicability of Contextualization to Interregional Interaction 

As a useful and operative analytical approach in archaeology, contextualization can be 

applied to investigate various possible patterns of interregional interaction in terms of at least 

three domains. In the first place, researchers can apply contextualization to a broad geographic 

scale consisting of several regions or archaeological systems in which a kind of or a group of 

specific remains are discovered. In the second place, researchers can apply contextualization to a 

long lasting period in which a kind of or a group of specific remains are spread in various regions 

or cultural systems diachronologically. Although the applicability of contextualization is 

subdivided into two categories based on two different concepts, namely space and time, in real 

situations these two categories are usually entangled with each other and cannot be easily 

separated. Furthermore, both of them, traditionally, are simply interpreted as the results of 

“diffusion” or “influence.” After comparing the archaeological context of a specific remain in its 

original region with the one in its exported region, the similarities and differences of the remain’s 

function, value, and meaning between regions will be clarified and the possible relationships 

between regions will be understood in detail. 

In the third place, researchers can apply contextualization to a specific site or region 

located in the contact zone in which various human groups who come from different regions and 

have different identities and cultural traditions live together. Various sorts of material cultures 

from different regions and even some so-called “hybrid” artifacts or features could be found in 

the site or region located in the intermediate area. In addition to simply depicting this particular 

phenomenon, through the approach of contextualization which can connect the remains from 

diverse cultural traditions with their spatial distributions at the site, scholars are able to explore 

and interpret the social, political, economic organization, relationship, and mechanism in the 

intermediate area. The observations of the site or region located in the contact zone will also 
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provide insightful perspectives to understand the relationship between different regions which 

are the homelands of various human groups living together. 

Although contextualization is a useful and practical approach to investigate the possible 

patterns of interaction between regions, it is not easy to apply this analytical tool to Chinese 

archaeology. In China, long-term and systematic excavation projects, such as the one at Erlitou, 

are extremely rare. Therefore, in most cases the layouts and developments of archaeological 

sites, which provide valuable information about archaeological contexts, are hazy. Fortunately, in 

recent years, more archaeologists working in China have noticed the importance of settlement 

archaeology. They not only have widely applied settlement archaeology to design and conduct 

both excavation and survey projects, but also have published the results which facilitate the 

research through contextualization. In this dissertation, the discussion of interregional interaction 

between Erlitou and its neighbors will focus on two aspects: the comparative study between sites 

and the one between regions. 

In the Central Yellow River Region, several sites dated to the Erlitou Period with 

relatively clear information about archaeological contexts are appropriate to investigate the 

function, value, and meaning of specific remains through contextualization. On this basis, we can 

explore the possible interaction patterns between sites and regions through comparing how 

human groups living in different settings viewed and used specific remains. The Erlitou site, 

whose urban plan is the clearest, is the best starting point to contextualize the remains and their 

burial environments diachronologically. The results of Erlitou provide solid foundations to 

compare the ones of other sites in the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions. 

Although the town plans of most of the sites dated to the Erlitou Period in the Central 

Yellow River Region are unclear, it is still possible to contextualize remains within those 

individual sites with clear layouts. Fortunately, since plenty of sites dated to the Erlitou Period in 
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the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions have been discovered by salvage excavations or 

systematic regional surveys, although the published data are few and incomplete, these data still 

can be taken as indicators to contextualize specific remains in a region through spatial analysis. 

Finally, this dissertation will also explore how to apply the approach of contextualization 

to analyze the social and cultural structure in the contact zone between the Henan, Hedong, and 

Henei Regions. The contact zone indicates the area surrounded by the Yellow River in the south 

the Qin 沁 River in the northeast, and the Zhongtiao 中條 Mountains in the northwest. In 

Chapter 7, how the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions interacted with each other through the 

contact zone during the Erlitou Period will be explored.
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Chapter 4: 
Contextualizing Local Remains and 
Exotic Artifacts in the Henan Region 

 

Introduction 

During the second quarter of the second millennium BC, i.e., the Erlitou Period, Erlitou 

二里頭 was the largest settlement in the Central Yellow River Region of ancient China, and 

even in the whole East Asia. The material culture of the Erlitou Culture, was mainly distributed 

in the Henan 河南 Region, one of the core regions in the history of ancient China. Besides, the 

remains related to the Erlitou Culture were also discovered from its contemporary neighboring 

regions. As discussed before, many scholars believe that the location of Erlitou, and the 

distribution area and the absolute dating of the Erlitou Culture as well, correspond with the 

narratives of the Xia 夏 Dynasty, the first dynasty in Chinese history, on the textual records. 

Based on this understanding, many scholars suggest that the regions in which the remains related 

to the Erlitou Culture were uncovered should be the territory of the Xia Dynasty or the ones of its 

alliances. As the most powerful central government, Erlitou and its material culture profoundly 

influenced the development of its peripheries. However, aside from this dominating 

interpretation from an Erlitou-centered perspective, scholars rarely propose other possible 

patterns related to the interregional interaction between Erlitou and its neighbors. New data and 

new analytical methods, such as the contextualizing approach, provide appropriate opportunities 

for reexamining this crucial but still unclear question in the field of Chinese archaeology. 

The primary task of this chapter is to set up a solid basis for exploring various interaction 

patterns between the Henan Region, which is the main distribution area of the Erlitou Culture, 

and its neighboring regions, such as the Hedong 河東 Region in its northwest and the Henei 河
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內 Region in its northeast, which will be discussed in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 respectively. In 

addition to introducing the geographic setting, analyzing the distribution pattern of sites, and 

defining the typical remains of the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period, this chapter will 

contextualize exotic artifacts originated from different neighboring regions within the 

representative sites of the Henan Region. Abundant archaeological data which are dated to the 

Erlitou Period and have been found in the Henan Region since the 1950s are the foundation for 

our investigation. 

Before analyzing the data from the Henan Region dated to the Erlitou Period, it is worth 

noting that in this chapter, the term of the Erlitou Culture indicates, in reality, a group of artifacts, 

especially a ceramic assemblage, which were made and consumed at Erlitou and other sites 

mainly distributed in the Henan Region. In addition, the term of the Erlitou Culture may also 

further imply a group of people who made and consumed this distinctive group of artifacts. In 

other words, the sites which are classified as a part of the Erlitou Culture share similar or even 

the same material culture with each other. However, even though the socio-political structure of 

the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period was more complex than its neighboring regions 

which will be discussed below, it is important to point out that it is still difficult to confirm 

whether the inhabitants of these sites who shared the same material culture also shared the same 

political or ethnic identity. Thus, the investigation of various patterns of interaction, which will 

be explored in the chapter and even the whole dissertation, will focus on the relations between 

regions, rather than the relations between polities. 

 

Geographical Setting 

The Henan Region indicates the modern central and western Henan Province. The Song 

嵩 Mountains, including the Ji 箕 Mountains in its south, is the center of the Henan Region, 
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and the Yellow River flows through its north. The Henan Region consists of four divisions: the 

Luoyang 洛陽 Basin in the center, the Zhengzhou 鄭州 Area in the east, the Song Mountain 

Area in the south, and the Yao 崤 Mountain Area in the west (Figure 4.1). The topographies of 

these four divisions are different. 

The Luoyang Basin is a small closed basin, located in central Henan Province. This basin 

is surrounded by the branches of the Qinling 秦嶺 Mountains, including the Mang 邙 

Mountains to its north and the Yao Mountains to its west, and the Song Mountains to its south 

and east. Two tributaries of the Yellow River, namely the Luo 洛 River in the north and the Yi 

伊 River in the south, flow through the basin. These two tributaries of the Yellow River 

converge in the eastern part of the Luoyang Basin and finally flow to the Yellow River at Gongyi 

鞏義. Since Luoyang Basin is guarded by mountains, it is easy to defend and difficult to attack in 

the ancient era. From the Eastern Zhou 周 Period (ca. 770-256 BC) to the Five Dynasties and 

Ten Kingdoms Period (907-960), capitals of ten dynasties, including Eastern Zhou, Eastern Han 

(25-220), Wei 魏 (220-265), Western Jin 晉 (265-316), Northern Wei (386-534), Sui 隋 (581-

619), Wu Zhou 武周 (690-705), Later Liang 梁 (907-923), Later Tang 唐 (923-937), and 

Later Jin (936-947), were established here. This situation reflects the strategic and political 

significance of the Luoyang Basin in Chinese history. During the second quarter of the second 

millennium BC, Erlitou rose in the eastern part of the Luoyang Basin. 

The Zhengzhou Area is a semi-enclosed basin situated in the east of the Luoyang Basin. 

It is surrounded by the Guangwu 廣武 Mountains to its north and the Song Mountains to its 

west and south. In addition to some hills near the mountains, most of this area are plains, and 

many rivers flow through in it. Most rivers are the tributaries of the Huai 淮 River, flowing 
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southwards; the others are the tributaries of the Yellow River, linking the latter to the north. After 

the decline of Erlitou, the Zhengzhou Shang City, which was the largest and the most 

representative site of the Erligang 二里崗 Culture, rose in this area. 

The Song Mountain Area indicates the surrounding areas of the Song Mountains and the 

Ji Mountains. In its broadest sense, the Luoyang Basin and the Zhengzhou Area can be regarded 

as the northern and northeastern parts of this division. However, since these two divisions are 

independent geographically, they are excluded from the Song Mountain Area. This division 

contains hills, plains, and valleys in the east, south, and west of the Song Mountains and the Ji 

Mountains. The rivers flowing through this division are all tributaries of the Huai River. More 

importantly, the valleys formed by these rivers are main communication routes, linking various 

areas within this division. Some of them, such as the Yi River Valley and Ru 汝 River Valley, 

are important shortcuts, connecting the Luoyang Basin in its north and the reaches of the Huai 

River in its south. Since the Luoyang Basin was one of the most crucial political centers in 

Chinese history for such a long time, the communication routes along these river valleys and the 

diversity of topography highlight the strategic significance of the Song Mountain Area. 

The Yao Mountain Area indicates the northern part of the mountain area in Western 

Henan Province. The center of this region is the Yao Mountains, which is one of the western 

branches of the Qinling Mountains, the natural boundary between North and South China. The 

Luo River flows through its southern part and the Yellow River and the Jian 澗 River through 

its northern part. The southern bank of the Yellow River and the Jian River Valley are two 

important corridors, connecting the Luoyang Basin in the east and the Guanzhong 關中 Basin 

in the west, which is another significant political center in Chinese history. 

In contrast to the Hedong Region and the Henei Region we will explore in Chapter 5 and 

Chapter 6, the topography of the Henan Region is much more complex. Mountains, hills, plains, 
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basins, and valleys are distributed in different parts of the Henan Region. The complex 

topography implies that the sites situated in different environments should have different 

functions, layouts, and even subsistence economies. So far, archaeologists have found more than 

three hundred sites dated to the Erlitou Period within the Henan Region. However, it is still 

difficult to identify the different characteristics among these sites, which presents an intriguing 

topic for future research. 

 

Distribution Pattern of Sites 

More than three hundred sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been discovered in the 

Henan Region. However, due to unbalanced archaeological fieldwork, the quantity of 

information for these sites varies from region to region. For instance, in the Luoyang Basin 

where Erlitou was located, archaeologists found at least 205 sites (Table 4.1). In the western part 

of the Zhengzhou Area, namely the reaches of the Suo 索, Xu 須, and Ku 枯 Rivers, and the 

southeastern part of the Song Mountain Area, namely the upper reaches of the Shuangji 雙洎 

and Ying 潁 Rivers, archaeologists also discovered relatively abundant sites (Table 4.2, 4.3). 

However, in the other areas, only a small number of sites were found. Moreover, although the 

excavation and survey reports record the estimated sizes of most sites, the data are not precise.14 

Despite the limitations, these data still reflect a general developmental trend in distribution 

pattern of sites in the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. 

 

 

                                                        
14 For example, the size of Shaochai 稍柴 in the eastern part of the Luoyang Basin ihas been estimated at 100 
hectares (Henan Sheng Wenwu Yanjiusuo 1993:1), 60 hectares (Liu Li et al. 2004:88), and 200 hectares (Zhang 
Songlin 2010:239) by different research teams. 
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I. Luoyang Basin 

In the Luoyang Basin, at least 205 sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been found 

(Figure 4.2; Table 4.1) (Beijing Daxue Lishi Xi Luoyang Kaogu Shixidui 1964; Chen Xingcan et 

al. 2003; Fang Xiaolian 1987; Henan Sheng 1993a; Henan Sheng Shekeyuan Heluo Wenhua 

Yanjiusuo and Henan Sheng Gongyi Shi Wenwu Baohu Guanlisuo 1994; 1995; Henan Sheng 

Wenhua Ju Wenwu Gongzuodui 1959; Henan Wenwu Gongzuodiu Di Er Dui Sunqitun Qingli 

Xiaozu 1955; Kaogusuo Yuoyang Fajuedui 1959; Liu Li et al. 2004; Luoyang Bowuguan 1978a; 

1978b; 1980; 1981; Luoyang Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui 2002; Zhang Songlin 2010; Zhongguo 

1989; 1999; 2014; Zhongguo Erlitou 2005; Zhongguo Luoyang 1963). Most of them are located 

on the fluvial terraces near rivers. In the eastern part of the Luoyang Basin, 25 sites were 

discovered in the Wulou 塢羅 River Valley, and 30 sites in the Gangou 乾溝 River Valley. 

Both are tributaries of the Yiluo River (Chen Xingcan et al. 2003; Liu Li et al. 2004; Zhang 

Songlin 2010). Shaochai 稍柴, which was at least 60 hectares in size in the Erlitou Period, is 

probably the largest site in this area. It is situated on the terrace where the Wulou River flows 

into the Yilou River. The rest of them are small sites; most of them are no more than 6 hectares in 

size. In the middle of the Luoyang Basin, archaeologists found more than 130 sites near the 

ancient Yiluo River and its tributaries. Erlitou, which is 300 hectares in size, is located in the 

northern bank of the ancient Yilou River. At least five large sites of around 80-50 hectares, 

including Gaoyaxi 高崖西 (79.5 ha.), Nanzhaishangcundong 南寨上村東 (68 ha.), 

Guchengdongbei 古城東北 (66.5 ha.), Heiwang 黑王 (56.2 ha.), and Jingyanggang 景陽崗 

(50 ha.), surround Erlitou. Plentiful medium-size (50-10 hectares) and small (less 10 hectares) 

sites then surround these larger settlements (Zhongguo Erlitou 2005). Furthermore, in the 

western part of the Luoyang Basin, i.e., the modern Luoyang City, at least seven sites dated to 

the Erlitou Period, including two medium-size sites Cuoli 矬李 (35 ha.) and Xigaoya 西高崖 
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(20 ha.), were also found. Most sites inside the modern city have been destroyed by urbanization. 

In addition to lying near rivers, the distribution pattern of sites of the Luoyang Basin 

during the Erlitou Period reveals two evident characteristics. First, the Luoyang Basin had a high 

population density. The best evidence is that more than 200 sites have been discovered in the 

area as shown above. Second, inside the Luoyang Basin, most people lived in Erlitou and other 

sites surrounding it. In the center of the Luoyang Basin, near Erlitou, five large and many 

medium-size sites were established; however, in the eastern part of the Luoyang Basin, only one 

large site, namely Shaochai, has been found. The distribution pattern demonstrates that Erlitou 

was the central settlement of the Luoyang Basin during this period. 

 

II. Zhengzhou Area 

In the Zhengzhou Area, archaeologists have found at least 36 sites dated to the Erlitou 

Period (Figure 4.2; Table 4.2) (Guojia Wenwuju 2015; Henan Sheng 1989b; 1996a; 2001; 2003b; 

Henan Sheng Wenhua Ju Wenwu Gongzuodui 1960; 1966; Henan Sheng Wenhuaju Wenwu 

Gongzuodui Di Yi Dui 1957; Li Weiming 1991; Zhang Songlin 2010; Zhengzhou Shi Bowuguan 

1981; Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui 1992; Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui and 

Zhengzhou Shi Dahecun Yizhi Bowuguan 1996; Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2001; 

2004; Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiuyuan and Beijing Daxue Kaogu Wenbo Xueyuan 

2016). In the eastern part of this region, because the modern Zhengzhou City has been highly 

urbanized since the 1950s, only sparse sites were discovered. 

By the contrast, in the western part, namely the reaches of the Su, Xu, and Ku Rivers, at 

least 27 sites were found (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiuyuan and Beijing Daxue Kaogu 

Wenbo Xueyuan 2016). These sites were distributed sporadically. Some were situated near 

rivers; the others were located inland. It is important to notice that several sites were protected by 
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fortifications. For example, enclosure walls and moats were discovered at Dashigu 大師姑, 

which is around 51 hectares in size and may have been the regional center of the Zhengzhou 

Area. Some other sites, such as Dongzhao 東趙 (ca. 7.2 ha.), Xishicun 西史村 (ca. 9 ha.), and 

Tangtong 唐垌 (ca. 16 ha.) were also surrounded by fortifications (Guojia Wenwuju 2015:41; 

Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiuyuan and Beijing Daxue Kaogu Wenbo Xueyuan 2016:304, 

308, 312). Since the Zhengzhou Area is a semi-closed basin, which opens to the east, the 

topography makes the sites located in this area prone to attacks. 

Obviously, the number of sites in the Zhengzhou Area was much smaller than in the 

Luoyang Basin during the Erlitou Period. However, it seems that more sites located in the 

Zhengzhou Area were fortified with rammed-earth walls and moats. The evidence indicates three 

fundamental characteristics of the distribution pattern of sites in the Zhengzhou Area. First of all, 

in contrast to the Luoyang Basin, the Zhengzhou Area had a lower density of population. Second, 

the degree of social complexity of the Zhengzhou Area in the Erlitou Period was lower than the 

of the Luoyang Basin. Finally, in the Zhengzhou Area, most of the population may have been 

concentrated in those fortified settlements. These three characteristics of the distribution pattern 

of sites in the Zhengzhou Area, particularly the existence of more fortified settlements, probably 

indicate that the situation in it was relatively tense during the Erlitou Period. 

 

III. Song Mountain Area 

In the Song Mountain Area, at least 74 sites dated to the Erlitou Period were discovered 

(Figure 4.2; Table 4.3) (An Jinhuai 1997; Beijing Daxue Kaogu Wenbo Xueyuan 2003; Beijing 

Daxue Kaogu Wenbo Xueyuan and Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2007; Beijing Daxue 

Zhendan Gudai Wenming Yanjiu Zhongxin and Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiuyuan 2008; 

Gu Wanfa 2016; Han Weizhou et al. 1954; Henan Sheng 1991; 1993b; 1996b; 1998; 2004; 2012; 
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Henan Sheng et al. 2008; Henan Sheng and Yuxian Wenguanhui 1991; Henan Sheng and 

Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu 1992; Li Weiming 1991; Luoyang Bowuguan 1975; Wu 

Yaoli and Chen Xingcan 1994; Xu Xusheng 1959; Zhang Songlin 2010; Zhao Huijun and Zeng 

Xiaomin 1982; Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014; 

Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Xueyuan Kaogu Xi and Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2006; 

Zhengzhou Xian Wenhuaguan 1981; Zhongguo Henan Er Dui 1981; 1982; Zhongguo Luoyang 

1961a; 1965; 1978). Due to the diversity of topography, the distribution of sites is not so even in 

this area. Archaeologists found most sites on the terraces near rivers. More sites were located in 

the upper reaches of the Shuangji and Ying Rivers, where surveys were carried out several times. 

First of all, in the upper reaches of the Shuangji River, archaeologists discovered around 27 sites, 

including Wangjinglou 望京樓. Wangjinglou was the second largest city site (ca. 168 ha.) in the 

Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. This ancient city was fortified by rammed earth walls 

and moats. Another important site is Xinzhai 新砦. During the Xinzhai Phase, the transition 

between the Late Longshan 龍山 and the Erlitou Periods, it flourished with a high density of 

population and its total area was around 100 hectares in size. However, in Erlitou Phase I, 

Xinzhai started to decline. After that, it was abandoned completely. It is reasonable to assume 

that Wangjinglou, rather than Xinzhai, was the regional center in the upper Shuangji River Valley 

during the Erlitou Period. Second, in the upper reaches of the Ying River, around 35 sites have 

been discovered. Most sites are no more than 10 hectares in size. Although two important 

Longshan sites, namely Wangchenggang 王城崗 and Wadian 瓦店, were located in the upper 

reaches of the Ying River, both were in decline during the Erlitou Period. Archaeologists also 

discovered more than ten sites in the remaining parts of the Song Mountain Area. Some medium-

size sites, such as Nanzhai 南寨 (24 ha.) and Meishan 煤山 (ca. 20 ha.), were found here. 
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Moreover, some are sites with special functions, such as Nanwa 南窪 (11 ha.), which was an 

industrial center for making white ceramics. 

The distribution pattern of sites in the Song Mountain Area may represent two different 

scenarios about its socio-political landscape in this period. On the one hand, in the upper reaches 

of the Shuangji and Ying Rivers, Wangjinglou presumable was the regional center. Most of the 

sites in this area, none larger than 10 hectares, surrounded Wangjinglou. As the second largest 

city site with fortified walls and moats in the Henan Region, Wangjinglou was situated in the 

south of the Zhengzhou area. Considering the tense situation of the Zhengzhou Area, the 

distribution pattern of sites in the eastern and southern parts of the Song Mountains may imply 

that a similar condition prevailed there. On the other hand, the western part of the Song 

Mountain Area was connected to the Luoyang Basin directly through the valleys of the Yi River 

and its tributaries. Several larger sites dated to the Erlitou Period were discovered there, but the 

degree of social complexity in this area was lower than in the Luoyang Basin. However, 

compared to the upper reaches of the Shuangji and Ying Rivers, the situation of the western part 

of the Song Mountains may have been relatively steady in this period. 

 

IV. Yao Mountain Area 

In the Yao Mountain Area, at least 31 sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been found 

(Figure 4.2; Table 4.4) (Fang Xiaolian 1987; Henan Sheng 1989a; Henan Sheng and Mianchi 

Xian Wenhuaguan 1987; Henan Sheng Wenhua Ju Wenwu Gongzuodui 1964; Henan Sheng 

Wenwu Guanliju and Luoyang Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2013; Henan Sheng Wenwu 

Guanliju and Shuilibu Xiaolangdi Shuili Shuniu Jianshe Guanliju Yiminju 1998; Huanghe 

Shuiku Kaogu Gongzuodui Henan Fendui 1960; Luoyang Bowuguan 1980; Luoyang Shi Wenwu 

Gongzuodui and Xinan Xian Wenwu Baohu Guanlisuo 1998; Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan 
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Kaogubu 2007; Zhongguo Luoyang 1961a). Most sites are situated in its eastern part adjacent to 

the Luoyang Basin. In its western part, archaeologists only discovered few sites. They are located 

on the terraces of the Jing River, probably because it is the main corridor connecting the 

Luoyang Basin to its east and the Guanzhong Basin to its west. Archaeologists only discovered 

few sites dated to the Erlitou Period in the eastern part of the Guanzhong Basin and its nearby 

river valleys (Shaanxi Sheng Kaogu Yanjiu Yuan and Shangluo Shi Bowuguan 2011; Zhang 

Tianen 2000; 2009). It seems that the Yao Mountain Area, particularly its western part, can be 

viewed as the backyard of the Luoyang Basin: the river valleys were back-door trails, and the 

sites in them may serve as rest stops or transfer stations. 

The discussion above clearly shows that at least three different distribution patterns of 

settlement can be identified in various parts of the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. First 

of all, the Luoyang Basin, probably including the eastern part of the Yao Mountain Area, in 

which many larger sites were located, had a high population density in this period. This 

distribution pattern indicates that the Luoyang Basin flourished in a relatively steady situation. 

Second, in the east of the Luoyang Basin, including the Zhengzhou Area and the eastern part of 

the Song Mountain Area, relatively few sites were discovered. Besides, some of them were 

fortified by wall enclosures and moats. This evidence may reflect that the eastern parts outside 

the Luoyang Basin were confronted with a tense situation and were less densely populated. 

Finally, in the other parts of the Henan Region, such as the western part of the Song Mountain 

Area and the western part of the Yao Mountain Area, only a few sites were found sporadically. 

Two possible reasons can explain this distribution pattern. In the first place, less fieldwork has 

been carried out in these two areas; in the second place, the primary function of these two areas 

was as communication routes, linking the Luoyang Basin with regions to the west and south. 

Briefly speaking, during the Erlitou Period, the Luoyang Basin was highly developed, protected 
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by mountains and the Yellow River; the east of the Luoyang Basin may have confronted military 

conflicts; the rivers valleys across the mountains in the Henan Region played important roles as 

communication pathways. 

Incidentally, it is also worth noting that during this period the size of a settlement in the 

Henan Region did not necessarily have a positive correlation to the construction of fortification 

facilities. For example, Dongzhao (7.2 ha.) and Xishicun (9 ha.) located in the Zhengzhou Area 

were two relatively small settlements, but both of they were fortified by rammed-earth walls and 

moats. On the other hand, larger sites in the Henan Region were not necessarily equipped with 

fortifications. If the primary function of fortifications was to protect the settlements and their 

inhabitants, the construction of rammed-earth walls and moats are strong indicators to imply that 

the political tensions, or even military conflicts, took place within a specific region, or between 

this region and its neighboring areas. In other words, settlement size was not an absolute 

criterion to identify the importance and even function of a settlement. 

 

Typical Remains of the Henan Region 

During the Erlitou Period, the typical remains of the Henan Region included ceramics, 

jade, turquoise, and bronze. The so-called “typical remains,” in my point of view, can be 

subdivided into three categories: local tradition, local invention, and localization. Local tradition 

indicates that the artifact had been used in local setting for a long time before the Erlitou Period. 

Local invention indicates that the artifact was a new type of object which was invented by locals 

in the Erlitou Period. Localization indicates that the artifact was spread into local setting before 

the Erlitou Period, namely the Longshan Period, and then was localized as a part of local 

assemblage. Generally speaking, the ceramics of the Henan Region dated to the Erlitou Period 

covered all of these three categories; the jade and turquoise may involve local invention and 
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localization; the bronze artifacts, especially the ritual vessels made by piece-mold technique and 

the plaques with turquoise inlaid, were local inventions. These typical remains, particularly 

ceramics, not only were widely made and used in the Henan Region but also defined the material 

characteristics of the Erlitou Culture. By clearly identifying the typical remains of the Henan 

Region, we can distinguish exotic artifacts from local ones, to contextualize the formers in local 

settings, and then to analyze possible patterns of interregional interaction between Erlitou and its 

neighbors. The typical remains of the Henan Region dated to the Erlitou Period will be analyzed 

as follows. 

 

I. Ceramics 

Among various kinds of physical materials, ceramics are the most abundant in the 

archaeological sites all around the world. In Chinese archaeology, the distinctive features of 

ceramics, especially vessels, are the most crucial archaeological evidence to distinguish various 

archaeological units from each other. Besides, ceramics are also the primary indicator to identify 

the relative chronology of archaeological sites and strata in them. As discussed in Chapter 1 and 

Chpater 2, the remains of the Erlitou Culture are subdivided into four successive phases based on 

both the stratigraphy and the developmental trajectory of the ceramic sequence. 

Generally speaking, the ceramics of the Henan Region contain two main categories: 

vessels and non-vessels. Since the identification of the archaeological culture and relative 

chronology is based on the analysis of vessels, the discussion as follows will concentrate on 

them. Due to the lack of residue analysis, the real functions of various ceramic vessels remain 

unclear. 

According to the distinctive shapes and features of vessels, the ceramic assemblage of the 

Henan Region in the Erlitou Period includes more than twenty different types. Based on possible 
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functions, they can be classified into four main groups: first of all, cooking vessels, such as the 

deep-bellied pot shenfuguan 深腹罐 (Figure 4.3), the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan 圓腹罐 

(Figure 4.4), the tripod cauldron ding 鼎 (Figure 4.5), and the steamer zeng 甑 (Figure 4.6); 

second, serving vessels, such as the pedestal dish dou 豆 (Figure 4.7) and tripod basin sanzupan 

三足盤 (Figure 4.8); third, storage vessels, such as the deep-bellied basin shenfupen 深腹盆 

(Figure 4.9), the basin with a flat base pingdipen 平底盆 (Figure 4.10), the open-mouthed jar 

dakouzun 大口尊 (Figure 4.11) and various types of jars; finally, ritual vessels, such as different 

kinds of the wine-serving vessels jue 爵 (Figure 4.12), gui 鬹 (Figure 4.13), and he 盉 

(Figure 4.14), and goblet gu 觚 (Figure 4.15).15 There are some types of vessels whose 

functions are still unclear, such as the grooved basin kecaopen 刻槽盆 (Figure 4.16) and the 

pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan 捏口罐 (Figure 4.17), which may have been used for drawing 

water.16 The comparative study of these typical ceramics dated to the Erlitou Period of the 

Henan Region shows that most of them were inherited from its local Longshan tradition, namely 

from the Wangwan 王灣 III Culture (e.g., Zhongguo 2010:535-7), and probably including the 

Xinzhai Phase (Beijing Daxue Zhendan Gudai Wenming Yanjiu Zhongxin and Zhengzhou Shi 

Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiuyuan 2008; Wei Jiyin 2018).17 Thus, most of the typical ceramics 

                                                        
15 Traditionally, scholars suggest that these four types of ceramics were ritual vessels, especially for wine serving, 
even though no clear clue, such as remnant analysis, can prove this assumption. However, archaeological context 
shows that in the Henan Region, these ceramic vessels were usually found in the graves with other prestige goods, 
such as jade, turquoise, and bronze, showing the occupants usually had higher social status. In other words, these 
vessels indeed played particular roles in the burial custom in the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. 
16 Since plentiful the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan were found in the bottom of wells, its function was speculated 
for drawing water. Some scholars also call it the water-drawing pot jishuiguan 汲水罐 (e.g., Zhongguo 1999). 
17 As discussed in Chapter One, the relationship between Erlitou Phase I and the Xinzhai Phase are still inclusive. 
Some scholars suggest the Erlitou Culture was evolved from the Xinzhai Phase, but the others argue that they were 
contemporary competitors. From the perspective of ceramic typology, despite some differences, it is certain that the 
ceramic assemblages of the Xinzhai Phase and Erlitou Phase I share a high degree of similarity (Wei Jiyin 2018). 
Thus, no matter whether the Xinzhai Phase was prior to or contemporary with Erlitou Phase I, the relationship 
between their ceramic assemblages was close. 
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mentioned above can be classified as a local tradition. 

Furthermore, some of the typical ceramics of the Henan Region can be seen as the results 

of localization. These ceramics include the wine-serving vessel gui, he, and gu, the tripod basin 

sanzupan, and the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan and its variants. First of all, the wine-serving 

vessel gui, he, and gu and the tripod basin sanzupan originated from the Shandong Peninsula 

during the Neolithic Period (Zhongguo 2010:282-5, 595-8). In the Longshan Period, all of them 

appeared in various sites in the Henan Region, such as Wangchenggang (Beijing Daxue Kaogu 

Wenbo Xueyuan and Henan Sheng 2007:113-4; Henan Sheng and Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan 

Kaogubu 1992:53, 55, 76), Xinzhai (Beijing Daxue Zhendan Gudai Wenming Yanjiu Zhongxin 

and Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiuyuan 2008:263, 270, 311, 357, 361, 388), Wadian 瓦

店 (Henan Sheng 2004:60-1, 266), and Huizui 灰嘴 (Henan Sheng 1990:9). Second, the round-

bellied pot yuanfuguan and its variants, such as the pot with flower-shaped edge huabianguan 

花邊罐 (Figure 4.18), the pot with two ring-shaped handles shuang’erguan 雙耳罐 (Figure 

4.19), and the pot with two tongue-shaped handles attached on the rim shuangpanguan 雙鋬罐 

(Figure 4.20),18 probably originate from West China, such as the Ganqing 甘青 Region (Han 

Jianye 2009:40-1). During the Longshan Period, the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan had not 

appeared in the Henan Region. The existing data show that the earliest round-bellied pot 

yuanfuguan found in the Henan Region may start in the Xinzhai Phase (Beijing Daxue Zhendan 

Gudai Wenming Yanjiu Zhongxin and Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiuyuan 2008; Wei 

Jiyin 2018). In the Erlitou Period, the ceramics originated from both the Shandong Peninsula and 

                                                        
18 Compared to the pot with flower-shaped edge huabianguan and pot with two ring-shaped handles 
shuang’erguan which were evidently originated from West China during the Final Neolithic Period, the origin of 
the pot with two tongue-shaped handles shuangpanguan remains inconclusive. However, to classify this kind of 
cooking vessel as a variant of the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan should be appropriate. The origin of the pot with 
two tongue-shaped handles shuangpanguan needs to be explored further in the future. 
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the Ganqing Region had been localized as essential components of local ceramic assemblage of 

the Henan Region. 

Finally, some of vessels, including the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan, the wine-serving 

vessel jue, and the pot-shaped cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding 單耳罐形鼎 

(Figure 4.21), may be classified as local inventions. The development trajectories of the wine-

serving vessel jue and the pot-shaped cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding will be 

discussed further as follows. 

It is worth noting that the origin of the wine-severing vessel jue is still unclear. The wine-

serving vessel jue is a tripod goblet with a handle attached on its body, a pouring channel in its 

front, and an up-lifted tail in its back (Figure 4.12). In fact, before the emergence of the jue, some 

tripod liquid-serving vessels had appeared in Neolithic China. As mentioned above, the gui, 

another famous kind of tripod wine-serving vessel, was first invented and widely used in the 

Shandong Peninsula during the Late Neolithic Period, from the Dawenkou Culture (ca. 4,200-

2,600 BC) to the Shandong Longshan Culture (ca. 2,600-2,000 BC). Thus, some scholars argue 

that the jue was evolved from the gui (e.g., Shi Zhangru 1947). Besides, during the Late 

Longshan Period, another type of tripod vessel, which may be called the “proto-jue” (Figure 

4.22), was appeared in the Henan Region. Thus, some suggest that the jue was originated from 

the “proto-jue” (Du Jinpeng 1990). Others speculate that the wine-serving vessel jue and gu, 

another kind of wine-serving goblet, may have been inspired by the material culture in the 

ancient Near East (Fitzgerald-Huber 1995). Although the origin of the wine-serving vessel jue is 

still debatable, the fact that it was widely used in the Henan Region, especially at Erlitou, is for 

sure. 

Furthermore, the pot-shaped cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding is another 

sort of typical ceramic vessel which needs more discussions here. In reality, this kind of ceramic 
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vessel can be regarded as a result of hybridity. The pot-shaped cauldron ding was one of the 

typical ceramics in the Henan Region, but the stylistic feature of attaching one handle on the 

cooking vessel was the characteristic in West China, such as the Keshengzhuang 客省莊 

Culture (Zhang Zhongpei and Yang Jing 2002). Meanwhile, the one-handled pot dan’erguan 單

耳罐 was one of the typical ceramics in the Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period which will be 

discussed in Chapter 5. Therefore, the pot-shaped cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding 

was the result of a blending of two different regional elements. Although attaching one handle on 

a cooking vessel was normally a stylistic feature of the Henan Region, since Erlitou may be the 

site in which the earliest pot-shaped cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding has been 

found, this dissertation will temporarily assume that it may be local invention of the Henan 

Region during the Erlitou Period. 

It is also important to notice that in addition to the wine-serving vessels discussed above, 

this special version of the tripod cauldron ding may also be a kind of prestige goods in the 

Erlitou society. At least 27 pieces of the pot-shaped cauldron with one handle 

dan’erguanxingding have been found at Erlitou from Erlitou Phases I to III, particularly in 

Erlitou Phase II (Zhongguo 1995:70, 100, 153, 166;1999:52-3, 71, 102, 127, 252, 397; 

2014:477-8, 725, 773-4, 779, 784, 789, 836, 991-2, 1000, 1007). The analysis of the 

archaeological context shows that this sort of vessel had a strong connection with Erlitou elites. 

For example, in Erlitou Phase II, most of the pot-shaped cauldrons with one handle 

dan’erguanxingding were found from the graves of elites and inside the palatial zone, especially 

in the location of Foundation No. 3 which will be discussed below. Although its real function 

remains unclear, this ceramic vessel may have been a sort of prestige object in the Henan 

Region. 

The general characteristics and developmental trend of the ceramics of the Henan Region 
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can be summarized as follows. First of all, most of them were gray wares made of fine clay, but 

the cooking vessels were tempered with coarse sand or other materials. Second, in addition to 

plain wares, such as the basin with a flat base pingdipen, the pedestal dish dou, some pots, and 

ritual vessels, various surface patterning were found on most of the ceramics of the Henan 

Region. In Erlitou Phase I, basket impression lanwen 籃紋 and checkered pattern fanggewen 

方格紋 were the two most popular surface patterning, reflecting the influence from the local 

Longshan tradition. During Erlitou Phase II, cord mark shengwen 繩紋, which can also be found 

on some ceramics in Erlitou Phase I, became the most popular surface patterning. Third, as the 

main surface patterning on ceramics of the Henan Region, cord mark was getting coarser from 

Erlitou Phases I to IV. In the later period, the shape of cord mark was similar to wheat seed 

which is also called as mailizhuang shengwen 麥粒狀繩紋. Fourth, from Erlitou Phase II, on the 

inner walls of some ceramic vessels, such as pots, jars, basins, and steamers, pockmarks madian 

麻點 were found. The size and distribution of pockmarks were getting bigger and denser over 

time. Fifth, most of the ceramic vessels had flat bases in Erlitou Phase I, but after Erlitou Phase 

II, the vessels with a concave base aohuandi 凹圜底 became the most popular. Sixth, some on 

the bodies of some vessel, such as the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan and the steamer zeng, two 

cockscomb-shaped handles jiguanpan 雞冠鋬 were attached (e.g., Zhongguo 1995:6-14; 

1999:28-38; 2014:50-52). These stylistic changes mark important diagnostic traits to identify the 

ceramic vessels of the Henan Region in the Erlitou Period and their chronological seriations. 

Based on these general evolutionary trends, various types of vessels still had their different 

developmental trajectories. One good example is the wine-serving vessel jue. In the earlier 

period, its shape was tall and thin; however, in the later period, the ratio of its mouth (from the 

pouring channel to the tail) and body (including three legs) became close to 1:1 (Figure 4.23). 
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Furthermore, it is worth noting that there were two minor but regional specific sorts of 

ceramics at found in Erlitou and in the Henan Region. The first is white ceramics. The raw 

material of white ceramic is kaolinite, a clay mineral also used for making porcelain. The firing 

temperature for making white ceramics is around 1,200 °C, which is much higher than for 

making gray wares, indicating that the production white ceramics needed more advanced 

technology. At Erlitou and in the Henan Region, this technology was mainly adopted to produce 

ritual vessels, such as the wine-serving vessels jue, gui, and he. In addition, some small pieces of 

objects were also made through this technology. For instance, in 2002 V M3, the highest-ranking 

grave ever found at Erlitou, three white ceramic objects with the shape of a bamboo hat (Figure 

4.24) were found on the head of the occupant (Zhongguo 2014:1002). Since a small hole was 

found in the center of each piece, they may be a sort of ornament. In reality, before using bronze 

to cast ritual vessels, white ceramics were the most valuable raw materials to make these prestige 

goods during Erlitou Phases I and II. 

In addition to Erlitou, archaeologists also unearthed white ceramics in various sites of the 

Henan Region during the Erlitou Period, particularly at Nanwa, which was a production center of 

white ceramics. In recent studies, archaeologists have examined the mineral components of white 

ceramics discovered from several sites in the Henan Region. The result suggests that Nanwa was 

one industrial center, but there should have been others (Han Guohe et al. 2007; Liu Li et al. 

2007; Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:963-4). However, 

the archaeological context of white ceramics at Nanwa differs from the that at Erlitou. Generally 

speaking, at Erlitou, many white ceramics which can be restored were found in higher-ranking 

graves. In contrast, at Nanwa, plentiful sherds were collected from ash pits or strata throughout 

the sites. Moreover, the types of white ceramics in these two sites are also different. Although in 

both sites, many ritual vessels were discovered, at Nanwa some white ceramic tools, such as 
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fishing net weight wangzhui 網墜, were also found (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan 

Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:133). This situation indicates that in a production center such as 

Nanwa, the “valuable” raw material could also be used to make utilitarian objects. 

Actually, the technology for making white ceramics was not invented in the Henan 

Region. It was probably introduced from the Shandong 山東 Peninsula. Luan Fengshi 欒豐實 

points out that this technology first appeared in the Late Dawenkou Culture (ca. 3,100-2,600 BC) 

and then was succeeded by the Shandong Longshan Culture (ca. 2,600-2,000 BC). It was 

adopted to produce both utilitarian and ritual vessels. In addition to the Shandong Peninsula, the 

technology for making white ceramics was also spread into its west (the Central Plains), south 

(the Lower Yangzi River Valley), and north (the Liaodong 遼東 Peninsula) (Luan Fengshi 

2010). In addition to white ceramic gui vessels, which were also introduced from the Shandong 

Peninsula, the potters of the Henan Region also applied this technology to make local prestige 

goods. The best example is the wine-serving vessel jue, one of the most representative ritual 

vessels which may be invented in the Henan Region (see below). In other words, the potters of 

the Henan Region localized this technology to make new artifacts, which played crucial roles in 

local ritual and religious system. 

Besides white ceramics, black (or dark grey) polished ceramics are another sort of the 

typical remains of the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. This distinctive style was adopted 

to make some specific types of vessels, such as the pot with an angular shoulder shejianguan 折

肩罐 (Figure 4.25), the basin with a flat base pingdipen, the tripod basin sanzupan, the open-

mouthed jar dakouzun, and the pedestal dish dou. It is worth mentioning that this distinctive style 

was also applied to produce some scaled-down vessels. For example, the height of the regular 

open-mouthed jar dakouzun is around 40 to 50 cm, but its scaled-down and polished-black 

version is no higher than 20 cm. Furthermore, another stylistic feature of this kind of ceramics is 
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that a band of “fishbone motif” yuciwen 魚刺紋 was usually applied on the shoulder of the 

vessel (Figure 4.26). Therefore, black (or dark grey) color, polished, and fishbone motif mark the 

three essential elements of this sorts of distinctive ceramics. These ceramic vessels are more 

elegant and smaller than the regular. Since most of them were found at Erlitou, it is possible to 

assume that their owners may have relatively high social, political, or economic status. These 

vessels may have been used in daily-life activities as well as special events. In reality, the 

stylistic features of black color and polished-surface also originated from the Shandong 

Peninsula. Although such ceramics had appeared in the Henan Region during the Longshan 

Period, they were also relatively popular in this area, particularly at Erlitou, during the Erlitou 

Period. 

 

II. Jade 

Jade is regarded as a precious stone in both ancient or modern China. Modern petrology 

defines jade as two different rocks: nephrite and jadeite. However, in the traditional Chinese 

culture, the so-called jade yu 玉, which means beautiful stones, comprised different minerals. 

Before bronze ritual vessels were made in the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period, jade was 

the most crucial prestige material in ancient China.  

From the Late Neolithic Period (ca. 5,000-3,000 BC), plentiful jade artifacts were made 

in various parts of ancient China, but most of these areas in which jade artifacts were produced 

were located outside the Central Yellow River Region, in the so-called “peripheral areas.” For 

example, in the Hongshan 紅山 Culture located in Northeast China, numerous jade ornaments 

and figurines were found; in the Liangzhu 良渚 Culture located in the lower Yangzi River 

Basin, a large amount of jade disk bi 璧 (Figure 4.27), tube cong 琮 (Figure 4.28), and ax yue 
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鉞 (Figure 4.29) with elegant decorations, such as animal mask motif, were discovered. 

Moreover, jade artifacts dated to the Neolithic Period were also unearthed in West China such as 

the Qijia 齊家 Culture, the Shaanbei 陝北 Plateau such as the Shimao 石峁 site, the 

Shandong Peninsula such as the Shandong Longshan Culture, and the middle Yangzi River 

Valley such as the Post-Shijiahe Culture (e.g., Deng Shu-ping 2014). In these areas, most jade 

artifacts were buried in the graves of local elites. Thus, scholars agree that jade artifacts were the 

material symbols of wealth and power for their owners. Furthermore, some kinds of jade 

artifacts, such as the tube bi and the disk cong, are believed to be endowed religious function for 

communicating and worshiping gods (Chang Kwang-Chih 1989). 

Although most jade artifacts dated to the Neolithic Period were found in the “peripheral 

areas,” some of them dated to the era preceding the rise of Erlitou were also discovered in the 

Central Yellow River Region. For example, the jade disk bi, the tube cong, and the ax yue were 

both found at Qingliangsi 清涼寺 in the narrow plains between the Zhongtiao Mountains and 

the Yellow River (Shanxi Sheng et al. 2016) and from Taosi 陶寺 in the Linfen 臨汾 Basin 

(Zhongguo and Shanxi Sheng Linfen Shi Wenwu Ju 2015). These two sites are located in 

southern Shanxi 山西 Province. In contrast with the jade artifacts found in the “peripheral 

areas,” the ones appeared in the Central Yellow River Region were much later. In addition, the 

stylistic features of the jade artifacts found at Qingliangsi are highly similar to the ones from the 

upper and middle Yellow River Valleys. Deng Shu-ping 鄧淑蘋 suggest that the appearance of 

jade artifacts at Qingliangsi may the be the result of the Qijia Culture’s expansion in the end of 

the third millennium BCE (2014:151). 

More than 120 jade artifacts dated to the Erlitou Period were discovered in the Henan 

Region. Most of them were found at Erlitou (Hao Yanfeng 2008; Zhongguo 2014). According to 
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their functions, scholars classify these jade artifacts as weapons, ritual objects, tools, and 

ornaments (Hao Yanfeng 2008:277-92). Weapons, such as the disk-shaped ax biqi 璧戚 (Figure 

4.30), the ax yue (Figure 431), various sorts of the blade yazhang 牙璋 (Figure 4.32), dao 刀 

(Figure 4.33), and the dagger-ax ge 戈 (Figure 4.34), were the most important jade artifacts at 

Erlitou. Most of these jade weapons were found in higher-ranking graves in association other 

prestige goods. Even though they were valuable burial goods, the micro-trace analysis shows 

these jade weapons had been hafted onto sticks with strings and may have been used in 

ceremonies and rituals (Hao Yanfeng 2008:298, 310; Zheng Guang 2001). Another type of 

representative jade artifact is the handle-shaped object bingxingqi 柄形器 (Figure 4.35). At 

least 25 the handle-shaped objects bingxingqi have been found at Erlitou. Scholars speculate that 

handle-shaped objects may have been used for religious purposes: the material symbol of 

ancestors who were worshiped by their descendants (Deng Shu-ping 2014:178-9; Hayashi Minao 

1996). 

Compared to other regions, the jade artifacts found at Erlitou and in the Henan Region 

during the Erlitou Period have some special characteristics. First of all, for the major types of 

jade artifacts at Erlitou one can trace their origins back to other regions. As Deng Shu-ping has 

pointed out, for instance, the disk-shaped ax bidi may originate from the Shandong Peninsula in 

the east, the blade yazhang and dao and the dagger-ax ge from Shimao, the ax yue from Taosi in 

the north, and the handle-shaped object bingxingqi from Xiaojiawuji 肖家屋脊 in the south 

(2014). In other words, all of the prototypes of the major jade artifacts that appeared at Erlitou 

and in the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period originated from the areas outside the Henan 

Region. Second, although the prototypes were introduced or inspired from other regions, the jade 

artifacts found at Erlitou and in the Henan Region still have their distinctive features. In the first 

place, the size of these jade artifacts, especially weapons, is larger, but they are thinner. In the 



 

  144 

second place, they are decorated with fine-line incision (e.g., the blade yazhang and dao, the 

dagger-ax ge, and the handle-shaped object bingxingqi, Figure 4.36) or elegant flanges (e.g., the 

blade yazhang and dao, the ax yue, the disk-shaped ax biqi, and the dagger-ax ge, Figure 4.32, 

4.33). In the third place, the Erlitou elites preferred ceremonial weapons to ritual objects (e.g., 

the disk bi and the tube cong) (e.g., Deng Shu-ping 2014:234-41; Hao Yanfeng 2008:299-301). It 

seems that at Erlitou, jade artifacts were used in political ceremonies, ancestral worships, and 

funeral rites, highlighting the political authority and social status of their owners. 

Since the jade artifacts found at Erlitou and in the Henan Region have their distinctive 

characteristics, it is highly possible that they were made locally. However, no jade workshop has 

so far been found yet at Erlitou and any other sites in the Henan Region. In fact, archaeologists 

have discovered a turquoise workshop at Erlitou which will be discussed below. The discovery of 

a turquoise workshop at Erlitou not only strongly implies that the Erlitou craftsmen were able to 

produce jade artifacts (in a broad sense, turquoise can be seen as a kind of “jade”) but also 

indirectly proves the existence of jade workshop in this site. Probably as some scholars 

suggested, the jade workshop may be located in the fortified workshop zone of Erlitou (Hao 

Yanfeng 2008:315-6; Zhongguo Erlitou 2015:57). 

Although the Erlitou craftsmen possessed the technique for making jade artifacts, it 

remains unclear where the raw materials came from. Since no jade mines have been found in the 

areas near Erlitou or elsewhere in the Henan Region, the raw materials have been imported (e.g., 

Deng Shu-ping 2014:246; Hao Yanfeng 2008:316). Scholars also point out that jade artifacts 

uncovered at Erlitou were made of different kinds of raw materials, indicating various sources 

(Deng Shu-ping 2014: 246). Also, some jade artifacts of Erlitou, such as the disk-shaped ax biqi, 

may have been recycled from antique objects from the Neolithic Period (Deng Shu-ping 2014: 

234-5; 246). Many questions related to the jade artifacts that appeared at Erlitou and in the 
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Henan Region during the Erlitou Period still need more research before they can be answered. 

 

III. Turquoise 

Turquoise is another sort of typical remains in the Henan Region during the Erlitou 

Period. Turquoise items had appeared in ancient China during the Neolithic Period. However, 

only a small number of them were found, and they were scattered over in various areas (e.g., 

Chen Xingcan 2009; Kong Dean 2002; Luan Bingao 2001; Pang Xiaoxia 2014; Qin Xiaoli 2014; 

Shi Tao 2018). From the Erlitou Period on, turquoise became one of the most valuable materials 

in the Henan Region. 

First of all, in the Henan Region, particularly at Erlitou, plentiful turquoise items were 

buried in the higher-ranking graves. In addition to turquoise beads and tubes, the most famous 

items were plaques inlaid with turquoise. These inlays, similar to mosaics, is composed of 

numerous small pieces of turquoise. The main designs on these plaques are animal masks, and 

some of them had bronze frames (Figure 4.37). For example, at least five bronze plaques with 

turquoise inlay were unearthed at Erlitou (Chen Guoliang 2008; Wang Qing 2014; Zheng Guang 

1998b; Zhongguo Erlitou 1983a; 1984a; 1986; 1992). They are around 14-16 centimeters in 

length with four small attachment loops. The archaeological contexts show that these bronze 

plagues were placed near the upper body of the occupants. Wang Qing 王青 suggests that these 

plagues may have been tied on to the jacket of the occupants (2014:263-4). Furthermore, at least 

four or five plaques without bronze frames were also found at Erlitou (Wang Qing 2014:257-60; 

Yanshi Xian Wenhuaguan 1978:270; Zhongguo 1999:241, 256, 258; Zhongguo Erlitou 

1976:262). Craftsman attached small pieces of turquoise to some organic materials, probably 

leather or wood (Wang Qing 2014:257-60). The most famous example is the turquoise dragon-

shaped object longxingqi 龍形器 (Figure 4.38), found in grave 2002V M3 (Zhongguo 
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2014:1005), which is the highest ranking grave discovered at Erlitou so far. This turquoise 

dragon-shaped object longxingqi is around 60 cm in length. It was located on the upper body of 

the occupant. Its elegant design and archaeological contexts of clearly reveal the significance of 

turquoise in Erlitou. Regarding the function of these turquoise-inlaid plaques, some scholars 

speculate that they were probably a kind of ritual item for helping the dead go up the heaven 

(Feng Shi 2010) or a medium for communicating between gods and humans (Wang Qing 

2014:269). 

Second, the invention of bronze plaques with turquoise inlay can be seen as one of the 

most representative prestige goods at Erlitou, reflecting the material-culture preference of the 

local elites. This preference can be observed from the archaeological contexts: at Erlitou the 

turquoise and bronze workshops were both protected by rammed-earth walls, and their products 

were buried in higher-ranking graves. Combining sophisticated design of both crafts, the bronze 

plaques with turquoise inly displays a highly developed combination of two advanced 

technologies in that time. They also legitimized the high socio-political status of their owners. 

It is worth noting that the raw material of turquoise does not originate in the Henan 

Region but should be imported from other areas. The nearest turquoise mine near the Henan 

Region is located in the juncture of modern Henan, Hubei 湖北, and Shaanxi Provinces. 

According to the result of chemical analysis, some scholars speculate that this area was one of 

the turquoise resources of Erlitou (Zhongguo 2014:1414-27). More studies related to the 

turquoise resources of Erlitou are needed. Additionally, some relevant issues, such as the routes 

and exchange mechanisms involved in importing turquoise into Erlitou, also need more research. 

Despite many unsolved problems, it is certain that Erlitou was one of the centers of turquoise 

processing. 
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IV. Bronze 

As discussed above, jade was probably the highest-ranking prestige goods during the 

Neolithic Period. However, during the Erlitou Period, bronze artifacts, particularly ritual vessels, 

gradually replaced the significance of jade and became the most valuable material symbol to 

show the social, political, and economic status of their owners. According to the existing data, 

this new value system started from Erlitou. After the decline of Erlitou, it was gradually spread 

out over the whole of ancient China, lasting around 1,500 years until the unification of the Qin 

Empire (221 BC). During this long era, bronze ritual vessels marked the foundation of the socio-

political order of ancient China. Erlitou was truly the beginning of the Chinese Bronze Age. 

Before the Erlitou Period, metallurgy had existed in ancient China. Some small metal 

artifacts, such as tools and ornaments, had appeared. They were made of copper, brass, and 

bronze. During the Late Neolithic Period, metal artifacts were distributed in Gansu 甘肅, 

Qinghai 青海, Inner Mongolia, Shaanxi, Shanxi, and Shandong, mainly concentrating on 

Northwest China. During the Final Neolithic Period, they were mainly distributed in the Qijia 

Culture in Northwest China, the Taosi Culture in central Shanxi, and the Longshan Culture in the 

Shandong Peninsula. Besides, few metal artifacts and remains related to bronze production dated 

to this period were also found in the Hubei 湖北 and Anhui 安徽 in South China (e.g., Chen 

Guoliang 2008:194-6; Mei Jianjun 2016). Most of these metal objects were made through 

primitive casting technology with one or two molds. Moreover, during the Neolithic Period, 

metal artifacts may have been made through household production, rather than specialized 

manufacturing. 

The existing evidence shows that specialized metal industry may have started in the 

Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. As we will discuss below, the earliest specialized 

bronze workshop in ancient China has been found at Erlitou. This specialized bronze workshop 
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was around one hectare in size and protected and supervised by the local elites. In addition to 

bronze, at Erlitou archaeologists also found some copper artifacts (Chen Guoliang 2008:164-6), 

which may also be made in this workshop. 

More than 170 bronze and copper artifacts dated to the Erlitou Period have been found in 

the Henan Region. Most of them were discovered at Erlitou; but more than 50 bronze artifacts 

were uncovered from other contemporary sites in the Henan Region, including Donggangou 東

乾溝 (Kaogu Yanjiusuo Luoyang Fajuedui 1959:504; Zhongguo 1989:58), Gaoya 高崖 

(Beijing Daxue Lishi Xi Luoyang Kaogu Shixidui 1964:546) in the Luoyang Basin; Dashigu 

(Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004:88), Xishicun (Zhengzhou Shi Bowuguan 

1981:89), Luodamiao 洛達廟 (Henan Sheng 1989b:59), Shuhe 豎河 (Henan Sheng 1996a:31), 

Chahe 岔河 (Li Weiming 1991:40), and Qingniangongyu 青年公寓19 (Henan Sheng 2001:97; 

2003b:6-7) in Zhengzhou Area; Wangjinglou (Gu Wanfa and Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu 

Yanjiuyuan 2016:271-2; Xinzheng Xian Wenhuaguan 1981:556), Nanwa (Zhengzhou Daxue 

Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:115-6, 828, 863, 901), Wangchenggang 

(Henan Sheng and Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu 1992:122, 143), and Quliang 曲梁 

(Beijing Daxue Kaogu Wenbo Xueyuan 2003:70) in the Song Mountain Area; and Xiyacun 西

崖村 (Henan Sheng 1989a:35) in the Yao Mountain Area. 

According to different functions, these bronze artifacts can be divided into at least five 

categories. The first category is tools, such as the blade dao, the awl zhui 錐, the adze ben 錛, 

the chisel zao 鑿, the saw ju 鋸, the spinning wheel fanglun 紡輪, and the fishhook yuguo 魚

鉤. The second is weapons, such as the dagger-ax ge (Figure 4.39), the battle-ax qi 戚 (Figure 

                                                        
19 The full name of this site is Huangweihui Qingniangongyu 黃委會青年公寓 (Henan Sheng 2001:88). 
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4.40), and the arrowhead jiancu 箭鏃. The third is ornaments, such as the plaque with turquoise 

inlaid lüsongshi tongpaishi 綠松石銅牌飾 (Figure 4.37) and probably the round-shaped object 

yuanxingqi 圓形器 (Figure 4.41). The fourth is musical instruments, such as the bell ling 鈴 

(Figure 4.42). Finally, the fifth is vessels, such as the wine-serving vessel jue (Figure 4.43) and 

he (Figure 4.44), and the tripod cauldron ding (Figure 4.45).20 

Archaeological contexts manifest different distribution patterns of these bronze artifacts. 

Generally speaking, bronze vessels, musical instruments, ornaments, and weapons were 

unearthed from graves, but tools from ash pits and strata. For example, among 18 bronze jue 

found in the Henan Region, in addition to 6 of them whose finding contexts remain unclear, 11 of 

them were discovered from the graves at Erlitou, and only one was collected from a stratum of 

this site (Zhongguo 1999:195-6, 251-2, 341-2; Zhongguo Erlitou 1983a:202; 1986:319; 

1992:294). However, among around 30 bronze blade dao found at Erlitou, only three of them 

were found from graves, but the others were collected from strata and ash pits (Chen Guoliang 

2008:231; Zhongguo 1999:40-1, 80-1, 169, 268; Zhongguo Erlitou 1983a:202; 1984a:85; 1985b: 

1088; 1992:295). 

The general developmental trajectory of bronze production at Erlitou can be observed 

from Erlitou Phases I to IV. In Erlitou Phase I, only small tools were made. However, from 

Erlitou Phase II, craftsmen started to make bronze plaques with turquoise inlaid and bells. The 

discovery of bronze bells dated to Erlitou Phase II demonstrates that an advanced technique for 

making bronze objects - the piece-mold technique - was applied at Erlitou. The bronze bell, in 

reality, was first found at Taosi (Zhongguo and Shanxi Sheng Linfen Shi Wenwu Ju 2015:666-7), 

showing that this technique had been used no later than the Late Longshan Period. However, 

                                                        
20 In reality, the nature of the only bronze tripod cauldron ding found at Erlitou is inconclusive. In addition to 
classifying it under the Erlitou Culture (e.g., Chen Guoliang 2008), some scholars classify it under the Erligang 
Culture (Gao Jiangtao 2008:138-45). 
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after Erlitou Phase II, the piece-mold technique was adopted more popular at Erlitou. From 

Erlitou Phase III, not only musical instruments but also ritual vessels, such as the wine-serving 

vessel jue, began to be produced by the piece-mold technique. Besides musical instruments and 

ritual vessels, in Erlitou Phase III, some new bronze artifacts, such as the dagger-ax ge, the 

battle-ax qi, and various tools appeared. In Erlitou Phase IV, more new types of bronze vessels, 

such as the tripod cauldron ding and the wine-serving vessels he, were manufactured (Zhongguo 

1999:168-71, 249, 255-6, 268-70, 328, 341-2). As mentioned, most of these bronze vessels were 

found in graves, and they were probably used for ritual, religious or funeral purposes. They were 

also probably used in feasting. 

Briefly speaking, the developmental trajectory of bronze artifacts shows that the 

technique for making bronze at Erlitou improved rapidly over time. The application of to piece-

mold technique to making bronze ritual vessels and musical instruments can be viewed as a 

crucial watershed between the Neolithic Period and the Bronze Age. On the one hand, bronze 

artifacts, particularly ritual vessels, became the key material symbol to form the socio-political 

order inside ancient China. This value system started from Erlitou and the Henan Region and 

then spread throughout ancient China. On the other hand, from a global perspective, regarding 

bronze ritual vessels as the most crucial socio-political symbol also characterizes the uniqueness 

of the Chinese Bronze Age. The formation of this uniqueness may also originate from Erlitou. 

One relevant question associated with bronze production of Erlitou is the origin of raw 

materials: the mines of lead, tin, and copper in particular. Copper mines in China distribute 

mainly in the Zhongtiao 中條 Mountains, the middle Yangzi River Valley, Yunnan-Guizhou 

Plateau, and Gansu Province. In other regions, such as the mountain area in western Henan 

Province and the Shandong Peninsula, copper mines were also found. The mines of lead and tin 

distribute mainly in the South, Southwest, and North China; but they can also be found in the 
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Central Yellow River Region. According to the distribution of these mines and other 

archaeological evidence, scholars speculate that the raw material of bronze production at Erlitou 

may come from the Zhongtiao Mountains, the middle Yangzi River Valley, and the mountain area 

in western Henan Province (e.g., Chen Guoliang 2008:156-7; Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2002:83-

8). However, this speculation remains inconclusive. It is significant to note that according to 

some research into the lead isotope ratios of bronzes found at Erlitou, during Erlitou Phases II 

and III, the raw materials for making bronze objects at Erlitou all came from the same area of 

origin. However, in Erlitou Phase IV, the area of origin of these metal resources changed, 

probably to the Shandong Peninsula (Jin Zhengyao 2000; Li Qinglin and Zhu Junxiao 2007). In 

reality, numerous exotic artifacts related to the Shandong Peninsula indeed appeared at Erlitou 

during Erlitou Phase IV (Zhongguo Erlitou 2015:57), as will be analyzed further below. The 

change of the origins of the raw materials for casting bronze objects at Erlitou may provide a 

crucial clue to rethink the pattern of interregional interaction in the Central Yellow River Region 

during Erlitou Phase IV. 

Based on the speculation of the origins of these raw materials, scholars have also 

attempted to answer two other relevant questions. The first is the mechanism by which Erlitou 

got these raw materials; the second is the routes by which these raw materials were transported 

from their areas of origin to Erlitou (e.g., Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2001; 2002; 2003). We are 

looking forward to more new research to explore these intriguing questions related to bronze 

production in ancient China. 

Another relevant question is the locations of bronze production in the Henan Region 

during the Erlitou Period. In addition to Erlitou (Chen Guoliang 2008:207),21 remains related to 

                                                        
21 Chen Guoliang suggests that the bronze workshop at Erlitou should be used from Erlitou Phase I. One important 
archaeological evidence is the discovery of bronze slag dated to this period (Chen Guoliang 2008:207). This 
argument is based on the result of another research (Xu Hong et al. 2004). However, in the cited research, this 
article, in reality, suggests that the bronze workshop at Erlitou should be established in the Phase II instead of the 
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bronze production were also unearthed other sites, such as Cuoli (Luoyang Bowuguan 1978:15) 

in the Luoyang Basin, Wangchenggang (Henan Sheng and Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu 

1992:122, 125) in the Song Mountain Area, and Taijian 太澗 (Luoyang Shi Wenwu 

Gongzuodui and Xinan Xian Wenwu Baohu Guanlisuo 1998:14) in the Yao Mountains. In other 

words, during the Erlitou Period, the technology of bronze casting was not monopolized by 

Erlitou. As we will see in Chapter 5 and Chapter Seven 7, during this period, bronze workshops 

also existed in different sites outside the Henan Region. It is certain that small pieces of bronze 

objects, such as tools and weapons, were made in various sites. However, according to existing 

data, it seems that bronze ritual vessels made by piece-mold technique were only produced at 

Erlitou. We are looking forward to seeing more data to investigate the locations of bronze 

production of the Erlitou Period in the future. 

In sum, the typical remains of the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period include 

ceramics, jade, turquoise, and bronze. All of them define the content of the Erlitou Culture. 

Among them, ceramic vessel assemblage is the most crucial indicator to identify the spatial 

distribution and temporal development of the Erlitou Culture. On the basis of clearly identifying 

the typical remains, we can distinguish exotic artifacts at Erlitou and in other sites of the Henan 

Region, contextualize these them within various sites and even the whole region, and then 

analyze how neighboring regions interact with Erlitou and the Henan Region during the Erlitou 

Period. 

 

Contextualizing Exotic artifacts in the Henan Region 

In addition to plentiful typical remains, during the Erlitou Period, many exotic artifacts, 

                                                        
Phase I (Xu Hong et al. 2004:489-90). In spite of this, it is for sure that no later than the Phase II, bronze workshops 
had indeed existed at Erlitou. 
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especially ceramics, also appeared in the Henan Region. As discussed above, more than three 

hundred sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been found within our four divisions of the Henan 

Region. Despite the discovery of numerous sites, only limited archaeological data have been 

published, except for Erlitou in the Luoyang Basin, Dashigu in the Zhengzhou Area, and 

Wangjinglou and Nanwa in the Song Mountain Area. Therefore, the following analysis will 

mainly concentrate on these four sites. These four sites, especially Erlitou, are the best examples 

for contextualizing exotic artifacts in their local settings. Besides, exotic artifacts unearthed from 

other sites in the Henan Region will also be involved. The following discussions as will be 

divided into four parts in accordance with the four different divisions of the Henan Region. The 

analyses of Erlitou, Dashigu, Wangjinglou, and Nanwa will first discuss the development of their 

layout, and then contextualize exotic artifacts within them. 

 

I. Exotic artifacts in the Luoyang Basin 

Among the four divisions of the Henan Region, it is certain that the Luoyang Basin is the 

most significant area in which most of exotic artifacts dated to the Erlitou Period have been 

found. As shown below, more than 90% of exotic artifacts discovered in the Luoyang Basin are 

concentrated at Erlitou. During sone 60 years of excavation, the excavators have collected 

plentiful archaeological evidence from Erlitou, including the data related to the site plan and 

exotic artifacts. Thus, Erlitou is the best site to analyze the relationship between exotic artifacts 

and their archaeological contexts. Before contextualizing exotic artifacts within Erlitou, this part 

will first discuss the developmental process of its layout. Besides, this part will involve exotic 

artifacts found in other sites also in the Luoyang Basin. 
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1. Erlitou 

During the Erlitou Period, Erlitou (300 ha.) was the largest settlement and the only site 

whose layout was relatively clear not only in the Henan Region but even in the whole Central 

Yellow River Region and beyond. Nevertheless, since many significant excavation results have 

not been published, the diachronic development of Erlitou is still vague except for the palatial 

zone and the fortified workshop zone. Despite the lack of complete information, the general 

evolutionary process of Erlitou now is much clearer than before. The following analysis will first 

sketch the whole layout of this site and then discuss the developments of various zones at 

Erlitou. 

The occupation of Erlitou began in Erlitou Phase I. During this period, Erlitou was 

probably one of the largest settlements in the Central Yellow River Region (Xu Hong 

2006b:216). Archaeological features, such as ash pits, graves, and a ditch, and plentiful remains 

were widely distributed within the southeastern and the central parts of the site in an area of 

about 100 hectares (i.e., Areas II-VI, VIII, and IX) that was the highest part of Erlitou (Zhongguo 

1999:39-74; 2014: 154-6, 296, 466, 1657) (Figure 4.46). However, since the strata related to 

Erlitou Phase I were seriously damaged by later ones, it is difficult to know whether Erlitou was 

an individual settlement, or it consisted of several small ones during Erlitou Phase I (Zhongguo 

2014:1657). Recently, a large ash pit (66 m by 33 m in size and 4-4.6 m in depth) dated from the 

later stage of Erlitou Phase I to Erlitou Phase IV was found in the northeastern part of the palatial 

zone (Zhongguo Erlitou 2015b). Besides, some large-scale rammed earth foundations, which are 

dated to Erlitou Phase I by some scholars, were discovered in the northern area of the site (i.e., 

Areas VI and IX) (Du 1994; 1995a). Thus, it is possible that large-scale buildings (palace 

complexes?) at Erlitou may have began to be built during Erlitou Phase I (Xu Zhaofeng et al. 
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2014:78-80).22 Briefly speaking, the layout of Erlitou in Erlitou Phase I remains unclear, but the 

wide distribution of remains implies that Erlitou had probably become a regional center during 

this period. 

Erlitou flourished continuously from Erlitou Phase II to the end of Erlitou Phase IV 

(Figure 4.46). From Erlitou Phase II, the archaeological remains widely distributed throughout 

the entire site, covering the area around 300 hectares in total (Zhongguo 2014:17, 1657). More 

importantly, the core area of Erlitou was confirmed, namely the highest location which had been 

occupied in the Phase I. The core area of Erlitou consisted of the palatial zone in the center, the 

fortified workshop zone in the south, the “sacrificial zone” in the north, and the elite residential 

zones surrounding the palatial zone (Zhongguo 2014:1658-63). Outside the core area of Erlitou, 

the residential zones for probably commoners were located in the west and north of this site 

(Zhongguo 2014:1663). Besides, the excavators also have discovered more than 400 graves 

distributed in various residential zones and even within the palace complexes (Zhongguo 

2014:1663). However, a large-scale and well-organized cemetery has not been found yet. 

Furthermore, some kilns and the remains associated with the bone production were also 

discovered in different parts of Erlitou, which imply the existence of ceramic and bone industries 

at Erlitou (Zhongguo 2014:1663). The situations and characteristics of the palatial zone, the 

fortified workshop zone, the elite residential zones, the “sacrificial zone,” the commoner 

residential zones, burials, bone workshops, and kilns will be summarized as follows. 

 

 

                                                        
22 Xu Zhaofeng and his colleagues suggest the formation of this large ash pit was related to the construction of the 
large-scale rammed earth foundations in Area VI and IX which are dated to Erlitou Phase I (Xu Zhaofeng et al. 
2014:78-80). However, the preliminary excavation report of this large ash pit speculates that it was associated with 
the constructions of the rammed-earth buildings in palatial zone dated to Erlitou Phase II (Zhongguo Erlitou 
2015b:35). 
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Palatial Zone 

It is certain that large-scale building complexes in the highest part of Erlitou had been 

constructed no later than Erlitou Phase II (Figure 4.47). This area surrounded by four roads 

which were mutually perpendicular. The road grid system built in Erlitou Phase II clearly defined 

the extent of the palatial zone. The width of these roads was around 10-20 meters, and the total 

area of the palatial zone enclosed by the road grid system was around 10.8 hectares (Zhongguo 

2014:572, 581-610).23 The fact that the palatial zone was deliberately separated from the other 

parts of Erlitou starting from Erlitou Phase II clearly reveals the particularity of this area at 

Erlitou. 

Furthermore, in Erlitou Phase II two parallel buildings, namely Foundation No. 3 in the 

east and Foundation No. 5 in the west, were constructed in the northeastern part of the palatial 

zone (Zhongguo 2014:1658). Foundation No. 3 was a large-scale building complex (133 meters 

by 50 meters). It consisted of three courtyards in the northern, middle, and southern respectively, 

the main building between the northern and middle courtyards, the southern corridor building 

between the middle and southern courtyards, a large pond V D2HC in the northern courtyard, 

and two rows of corridor buildings in its east and west (Zhongguo 2014:637-44, 1027-39). It is 

worth noting that the excavators discovered five “first class” graves buried with valuable and 

prestige goods within Foundation No. 3. Two of them dated to the early stage of Erlitou Phase II 

were found in the central courtyard, and the other three, including grave 2002 V M3 - the 

highest-ranking ever found at Erlitou - are dated to the late stage of Erlitou Phase II and were 

located in the southern courtyard (Zhongguo 2014: 991-1016). Foundation No. 5 was located in 

                                                        
23 It is worth noting that wheel ruts whose interval was around 1 m in width were discovered in the southern road of 
the palatial zone (Zhongguo 2014:582). Since the interval was pretty narrow, whether these ruts were made by 
chariots or by two wheel barrows are unclear. The earliest remains related to chariot in ancient China can be traced 
back to the Yinxu Period (ca. 1,250-1,050 BC). If these ruts found at Erlitou were made by chariots, they will 
provide the earliest evidence to discuss the origin of chariot in ancient China. 
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the west of Foundation No. 3. Since the excavated dimension of Foundation No. 5 is limited, its 

layout remains unclear (Zhongguo 2014:661-3). The limited data shows that Foundation No. 5 

was much smaller than Foundation No. 3 and was also a building complex with several parts, 

including three main buildings in its northern, center, and southern parts, a corridor building in 

its eastern part, and at least three graves found in its courtyards (Xu Hong 2012). It seems that 

the basic layout of Foundation No. 5 was similar to the one of Foundation No. 3. The 

archaeological evidence from these two large-scale buildings implies that during Erlitou Phase II, 

the ruling elites were used to burying the dead inside the large-scale building complexes. More 

evidence is needed to confirm this hypothesis. In the end of Erlitou Phase II, both large-scale 

building complexes were abandoned (Zhongguo 2014:649, 663, 1660). 

During the transition from Erlitou Phases II to III, the rammed-earth enclosure walls 

surrounding the palatial zone were built. The construction of the walls again emphasized the 

distinctiveness and uniqueness of this special area. Despite the poor preservation, the limited 

data show that the lengths of four restored walls are around 378 meters in the east, 295 meters in 

the south, 359 meters in the west, and 292 meters in the north, and the width of these walls is 

around 1.2-2.75 meters; moreover, five gates were found in the eastern, southern, and western 

walls respectively (Zhongguo 2014:573-81). 

During the early stage of Erlitou Phase III, some new rammed earth platforms were built 

in both the northeastern and southwestern parts of the palatial zone. On the one hand, in the 

northeastern part, Foundation No. 4 was built above the southern courtyard of Foundation No. 3. 

Foundation No. 4 was not completely exposed, and only its main hall and the eastern corridor 

building were excavated (Zhongguo 2014:649-61, 707-8, 1659-60). On the other hand, in the 

southwestern part of the palatial zone, one of the most famous large-scale rammed earth 

platforms, namely Foundation No. 1, was established. In contrast to other rectangular platforms 
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found within the palatial zone, the shape of Foundation No. 1 was irregular (Figure 4.48). The 

total area of Foundation No. 1 was around 9585 square meters (Zhongguo 1999:140). This large-

scale complex consisted of a main building (36 meters by 25 meters) in the north, the gate with 

three doorways in the south, a large courtyard in front of the main building, the corridor 

buildings surrounding the whole complex, and two side entrances in the northeast (Zhongguo 

1999:140-6). Besides, one pit (2001 V H1),24 which was more than 10 meters in depth and 

surrounded by three graves without burial goods, was found in the rear of the main building 

(Figure 4.49). The excavators speculated that this deep pit may be a sacrificial site (Zhongguo 

2014:614-5). In the south and southwest of Foundation No. 1, excavators found three new 

rammed earth platforms in the early stage of Erlitou Phase III. First of all, since Foundation No. 

7 (32.5 meters by 11 meters) was built on the southern wall of the palatial zone and faced the 

gate of Foundation No. 1, it was believed to be one of the main gates of the palatial zone 

(Zhongguo 2014:616-21, 626). Second, Foundation No. 8 (10 meters by 18.5? meters) was 

situated on the southern part of the western wall of the palatial zone, it was taken to be another 

main gate (Zhongguo 2014:621-6). Finally, Foundation No. 9 was a middle-scale rammed-earth 

platform and located to the southwest of Foundation No. 1. The excavators suggested that 

Foundation No. 9 may be an accessory building of Foundation No. 1 (Zhongguo 2014:625-6). 

In the late stage of Erlitou Phase III, two new rammed-earth platforms were constructed 

in the northeastern part of the palatial zone, including the famous Foundation No. 2 (Figure 

4.50). Foundation No. 2 was built in the north of Foundation No. 4. Since Foundation No. 2 and 

Foundation No. 4 were aligned on the same central axis, the excavators suggested that these two 

buildings can be classified as one complex. Foundation No. 2 was 72.8 meters by 57.5-58 meters 

in size, and it consisted of the main building (32.7 meters by 12.5 meters) with three rooms in the 

                                                        
24 The original number for this pit was 1972 V H80 (Zhongguo 2014:614). 
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northern part, a large courtyard in front of the main building, the corridor buildings in the 

eastern, southern, and western parts, a southern gate, and four walls surrounding the whole 

complex. In the rear of the main building, a well (2002 V H463) was found (Zhongguo 

1999:151-9; 2014: 627-37).25 Moreover, the other new platform, namely Foundation No. 12, 

was found in the northwest of Foundation No. 2. However, since this platform was superposed 

by Foundation No. 6 built in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, its layout remains unclear 

(Zhongguo 2014: 698-9). 

During the early stage of Erlitou Phase IV, it seems that no new building was constructed 

within the palatial zone, but this period may have been the flourishing stage of Foundation No. 1. 

The earlier excavation report and research suggested that Foundation No. 1 was built in Erlitou 

Phase III and then abandoned during Erlitou Phase IV (Zhao Zhiquan 1987; Zhongguo 

1999:150-1). However, new evidence related to Foundation No. 1 shows that not only were the 

remains dated to Erlitou Phase IV more plentiful than those dated to Erlitou Phase III, but also 

the building had been used until the end of Erlitou Phase IV. In other words, Erlitou Phase IV 

may be the main use-period of Foundation No. 1 (Xu Hong 2006c; Zhongguo 2014:1661). 

The last stage of Erlitou Phase IV was the last period of Erlitou, but unexpectedly at least 

two new buildings were constructed in the northeastern part of the palatial zone. One was 

Foundation No. 6, located in the north of Foundation No. 2, and it was 56.9-58 meters by 43-47 

meters in size. This large-scale complex consisted of a L-shaped main building in the north, a 

western corridor building connecting the western part of the main building, a medium size and L-

shaped building in the south, an eastern wall belonging a part of the eastern wall of the palatial 

zone, two doorways in the west and southwest of the complex, and a large courtyard in the center 

                                                        
25 In the early excavation report, this feature was identified as a looted large grave (V D2M1) (Zhongguo 1999:157-
9). However, in the 2002, Xu Hong and his colleagues re-excavated this feature and suggested that this pit was not a 
grave but should be a well (2002 V H463), which depth was more than 9 meters (Zhongguo 2014:628, 35, 832-3). 
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of the complex. Besides, two ancillary facilities, were also found in the south of Foundation No. 

6 (Zhongguo 2014:663-79). The other was Foundation No. 11, located in the west of Foundation 

No. 6 and running parallel with the latter. Due to the limited exposure and severe damage by the 

later strata, the layout of Foundation No. 6 is unclear (Zhongguo 2014:696-7). Before the end of 

Erlitou Phase IV, these two new buildings had been abandoned (Zhongguo 2014:1660). In 

contrast to the earlier buildings, the earth used to build these two foundations contained more 

impurities, and the quality of the rammed earth of these two platforms was worse, which were 

seen as indicators to illustrate the decline of Erlitou (Zhongguo 2014:1660). 

Between the northeastern and southwestern parts of the palatial zone is a broad are which 

remains unexcavated but has been surveyed through augering in the 1970s and 2000s. In this 

region, archaeologists discovered some rammed earth foundations, roads, and a large area paved 

with plentiful pebbles (Zhongguo 2014:1662). In the future, new data from this area in will 

hopefully bring us crucial clues to understand the development and organization of the palatial 

zone at Erlitou comprehensively. 

Based on the analysis above, it seems that the palatial zone of Erlitou was continuously 

occupied from no later than Erlitou Phase II to the end of Erlitou Phase IV. However, the issue on 

the abandonment of Erlitou, or, more specifically, the ending period of the occupation of the 

palatial zone by local elites, is still debatable. On the one hand, some scholars suggest that the 

palatial zone was occupied by local elites until the end of Erlitou Phase IV (e.g., Xu Hong 2006c; 

Xu Hong and Liu Li 2008; Xu Hong et al. 2004; Zhongguo 2014:1658, 1661-2; Zou Heng 

1980a). On the other hand, the others argue that from the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, Erlitou 

may have been occupied by non-locals (e.g. Du Jinpeng 2003; Gao Wei et al. 1998; Zhao Haitao 

2016; Zhongguo 2003). One of the main hot spots to discuss this issue is when Foundation No. 1 

was destroyed. The scholars who support the first argument suggest that although some features, 
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such as ash pits, graves, and a kiln, which were dated to Erlitou Phase IV and found inside or 

adjacent Foundation No.1, were constructed on this rammed-earth foundation, since these 

features did not damage its primary structures, such as the main hall, these features in fact are the 

evidence to indicate that Foundation No. 1 was still used. In addition, the other rammed-earth 

foundations built inside the palatial zone from Erlitou Phase III were also used until the end of 

Erlitou Phase IV. However, the scholars who support the second argument suggest that 

Foundation No. 1 was destroyed in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. For example, Zhao Haitao 

趙海濤 argues that although in the beginning of the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, Foundation 

No. 1 were still used by local elites, after that, i.e., the second substage of the late stage of Erlitou 

Phase IV, Foundation No. 1 was damaged by some features, such as ash pits and wells, in which 

some exotic ceramics related to the Xiaqiyuan 下七垣 and Yueshi 岳石 Cultures were found. 

Since these two archaeological cultures belonged to probably two enemy polities of Erlitou, the 

archaeological evidence demonstrates that Foundation No. 1 was destroyed during this period. 

Besides, some other foundations within the palatial zone, including Foundations No. 4, No. 7, 

and No. 8, were also damaged in that late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, also indicating that the 

palatial zone was destroyed in this period. In addition, some parts of the rammed-earth walls 

were also damaged by ash pits dated to the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. Finally, although two 

new foundations, including Foundations No. 6 and No. 11, were constructed in the late stage of 

Erlitou Phase IV, they should be built after the abandonment of the palatial zone at Erlitou (Zhao 

Haitao 2016). 

After checking the archaeological evidence related to the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV in 

the palatial, the issue about the abandonment of Erlitou, particularly its palatial zone, for me, this 

question still remains inconclusive. Briefly speaking, on the one hand, as Zhao Haitao points out, 

some features with the exotic ceramics related to Xiaqiyuan and Yueshi Cultures dated to the late 
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stage of Erlitou Phase IV indeed damaged the foundations and even the rammed-earth wall 

enclosure in the palatial zone. On the other hand, as Xu Hong 許宏 and other scholars points 

out, these features, in fact, were all located in the open space or the edges of the buildings inside 

the foundations. Thus, according to my understanding, both scenarios are possible. Although we 

still need more evidence to reexamine this question, it is certain that during the late stage of 

Erlitou Phase IV, plentiful exotic remains related to the Henei Region (the Xiaqiyuan Culture) 

and the Shandong Peninsula (the Yueshi Culture) indeed suddenly appeared at Erlitou. This 

unusual phenomenon will be analyzed further below. 

 

Fortified Workshop Zone 

Besides the palatial zone, the fortified workshop zone (Figure 4.51) is the other part of 

Erlitou whose developmental trajectory of layout over time is relatively clear. The fortified 

workshop zone was located in the south of the palatial zone. Before the construction of rammed-

earth enclosure of the fortified workshop zone, in this area had been occupied in Erlitou Phase I. 

However, limited archaeological evidence shows that no specialized production was conducted 

in this region during this period (Chen Guoliang 2014:100-1). After entering Erlitou Phase II, 

this area started to be a specialized industrial zone to produce valuable objects. 

During Erlitou Phase II, not only the fortified facilities but also the remains associated 

with bronze casting and turquoise manufacturing appeared within this wall-surrounded area. First 

of all, in the early stage of Erlitou Phase II, the L-shaped rammed-earth wall Q5, paralleling the 

southern wall of the palatial zone, was built in the northeastern corner of the fortified workshop 

zone. Since the southern part of its eastern wall was superposed by modern buildings and the 

western part of its northern wall was seriously damaged by the later strata, the length of the rest 

parts of Q5 is 88 meters in the east and 92.5 meters in the north respectively, and the width of its 
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foundation is around 1.5-2.4 m (Zhongguo 2014:332-6). Another rammed-earth wall Q7, located 

in the west of the fortified workshop zone, was also built in this period. Since its northern part 

was superposed by modern buildings and the southern part was also seriously damaged, the 

excavators speculated that its restored length was no less than 228 meters (Zhongguo Erlitou 

2015). Although the southern wall of the fortified workshop zone has not been discovered, a 

wide moat constructed in the Neolithic Period may belong to a part of the fortified facilities. The 

excavators also assumed if the southern wall indeed existed, it should be constructed close to the 

moat (Chen Guoliang 2014:97). 

Second, in the southern area of the fortified workshop zone, the excavators discovered 

plentiful remains related to bronze metallurgy, demonstrating the existence of a specialized 

bronze industrial area which was 1.5 to 2 hectares in size at Erlitou (Chen Guoliang 2014:99; 

Zhongguo 2003:111-2). Although most of the excavation results have not been published, the 

limited information shows that the bronze industry at Erlitou started from Erlitou Phase II. The 

excavators found four bronze workshops and lots of bronze ore and slag, casting molds made by 

clay, crucible debris, and small bronze objects dated to this period in this area. Also, some 

houses, kilns, hearths, and ash pits were also discovered within the bronze industrial zone (Zheng 

Guang 1985b; Zheng Guang et al. 1984; Zhongguo 1999:15, 75-8). 

Third, in the northern part of the fortified workshop zone, the excavators found plentiful 

remains related to turquoise manufacturing, showing the existence of a turquoise workshop. The 

total area of the turquoise workshop was more than 1000 square meters. Although most of these 

remains are dated to Erlitou Phase IV, some of them, such as small pieces of turquoise and tools, 

are dated to Erlitou Phase II, implying that the turquoise industry was probably started during 

Erlitou Phase II (Zhongguo 2014:337-8). 

The basic layout of the fortified workshop zone remained the same from Erlitou Phase III 
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to the early stage of Erlitou Phase IV. The enclosure walls and the bronze and turquoise 

workshops were continuously used. On the one hand, inside the bronze industrial area, the 

excavators found a new workshop as well as plentiful remains associated with bronze production 

dated to Erlitou Phase III. Moreover, excavators also uncovered houses, kilns, hearths, ash pits 

and graves within it (Zheng Guang 1985b; Zheng Guang et al. 1984; Zhongguo 1999:161, 164-

71, 239-40, 244-9). The archaeological evidence indicates that probably the craftsmen and their 

family lived, worked, and even died and were buried in this area. On the other hand, inside the 

excavation area of the turquoise workshop, the excavators only unearthed few remains dated to 

Erlitou Phase III (Zhongguo 2014:338, 343-5). Despite these limited data, many turquoise 

artifacts dated to Erlitou Phase III have in fact been discovered at Erlitou (Zhongguo Erlitou 

1983a; Zhongguo 1999:234-5, 240-1, 243, 255, 257-9, 329-30). In other words, although the 

turquoise workshop dated to Erlitou Phase III has not yet been found, the archaeological 

evidence implies that the turquoise production still flourished at Erlitou in this period. 

Some new developments of the fortified workshop zone took place during the late stage 

of Erlitou Phase IV. A new rammed earth wall Q3 was built in the northern edge. Q3 was at least 

212 meters in length, and its foundation was around 2 meters in width. The excavators speculated 

the construction of Q3 was to reinforce the collapse of the western part of Q5’s northern wall 

(Zhongguo 2014:324-31, 336-7). Also, a new rammed-earth platform, namely Foundation No. 10 

(20 meters by 9.6 meters), was built along the outside of Q5’s northern wall (Zhongguo 

2014:339). Furthermore, the excavators uncovered plentiful remains that proves the existence of 

turquoise workshop in this period. For example, in one ash pit 2004 V H290, more than 4000 

pieces of turquoise remains, such as products, semi-products, substandard products, and debris, 

were found. In other ash pits of this area, the excavators also discovered numerous turquoise 

remains and grindstones (Zhongguo 2014:337-8). Although new constructions were still built 
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and the specialized production of bronze and turquoise was still thriving, the whole fortified 

workshop zone was abandoned by the end of Erlitou Phase IV (Chen Guoliang 2014:104-5; 

Zhongguo 2014:337-8). 

 

Elite Residential Zones 

Surrounding the palatial zone (i.e., Areas II-IX), many medium-size and small rammed-

earth foundations were discovered. The excavators speculated that they may have been dwellings 

for local elites (Zhongguo 2014:1662). Although some foundations were discovered through 

excavation, most of them were through augering. Due to too little published information, the 

distribution pattern and developmental process of these dwellings are difficult to analyze in 

detail. Generally speaking, these dwellings measured around 20-400 square meters in size 

(Zhongguo 2014:1662). Large foundations seemed to be concentrated in the northeast (Area III) 

and northwest (Area IX) of the site (Zhongguo Erlitou 1975:304; 1985: 1085-6). Additionally, 

some foundations can be dated to Erlitou Phase II (Zhongguo Erlitou 1975:303; 1985: 1086; 

Zhongguo 2014:213-5), the period that the earliest large-scale complexes started to be 

constructed in the palatial zone. Moreover, near these medium-size and small rammed-earth 

foundations, the excavators also uncovered some elaborate graves. These graves were buried 

with a wooden coffin, a layer of cinnabar, bronze, jade, lacquer, turquoise and other valuable 

goods. Again, these elaborate graves were also mainly concentrated in the northeastern and the 

northwestern parts of the site (Zhongguo 1999:123-5, 240-4; Zhongguo Erlitou 1975; 1976; 

1983a; 1984a; 1984b; 1985b; 1986; 1992). The highly overlapping distribution patterns of the 

rammed-earth foundations and the elaborate graves confirmed the existence of elite residential 

zones at Erlitou. 
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“Sacrificial Zone” 

In the north and northwest of the palatial zone, the excavators found some special 

features, which were interpreted as “sacrificial remains.” Since the relevant excavation results 

have not been published, the details of these special features remain vague. Relevant data point 

out that the distribution extent of the “sacrificial remains” was more than 200 meters in length, 

so it was also named the “sacrificial zone” (Figure 4.46) (Du Jinpeng 1989; Zheng Guang 1998b; 

Zheng Guang et al. 1988a; Zhongguo 2003:129; 2014: 1663). Inside the “sacrificial zone,” some 

circular features and rectangular pits were found and their using-period remains unknown. The 

circular features were around 5-9 meters in diameter. Inside the circular features, there were one 

or two circles constituted with “mini mounds” (tudun 土墩), which were 0.8-1 meter in diameter 

(Figure 4.52). Near these circular features, the excavators found some graves buried with 

valuable goods, such as bronze wine-serving vessel jue and lacquer wares (Du Jinpeng 1989; 

Zheng Guang et al. 1988a; Zhongguo 2003:129). Some rectangular pits were also found, and the 

largest one was around 20-30 meters in length and 60-70 centimeters in depth. In addition to 

many layers of trampling surface, several graves with valuable buried goods were discovered 

(Zheng Guang 1998b). Moreover, some traces indicate that these pits were fired (Du Jingpeng 

1989; Zheng Guang 1998b; Zhongguo 2003:129). 

Based on much later textual records, some archaeologists have argued that these special 

features were sacrificial remains. The circular features were tan 壇, referring to circular altar 

protruding from the ground surface; the rectangular pits were shan 墠, referring to the cleaned 

place for sacrificial purposes (Zhongguo 2003:129-30).26 Although the characteristics of these 

                                                        
26 Based on different textual records, Li Zhipeng 李志鵬 suggests that the rectangular pits were kan 坎, used to 
worship the deities related to moon, cold, or valley. By contrast, the circular features were also tan, but used to 
worship the ones of sun, hot, or mountain (2008:46). 
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two sorts of features at Erlitou are similar to the descriptions from textual records, the connection 

between the archaeological remains and the historical texts still needs more evidence. For 

example, how are we to explain the elaborate graves with prestige burial goods found in the 

rectangular pits? Who were these occupants? Were they human sacrifices? If so, why were some 

of them buried with valuable objects, such as bronze, jade, lacquer, fine ceramics, and a layer of 

cinnabar? If these occupants were not human sacrifices, were they “shamans” or local elites? If 

so, why were they buried within these “sacrificial remains”? Furthermore, were they really 

“sacrificial remains” or something else?27 More data are needed to solve these problems. 

However, it seems that these special features were related to some kind of religious practices. 

 

Commoner Residential Zones 

Commoner residential zones were distributed surrounding the core area of Erlitou. 

However, the relevant data have not been published yet. The limited clues show that some small 

buildings and graves buried with daily-use ceramics distributed in the western part (Areas VII, 

VIII, XI, XII, XIV, and XV) and the northern part (Areas VI and IX) of Erlitou. Thus, the 

excavators speculate that these parts outside the core area of Erlitou may be the commoner 

residential zones. Besides, since archaeological remains discovered from Area XII are relatively 

abundant, the excavators suggested that it may be an area with a dense population (Zhongguo 

2014:1663). 

 

Burials 

More than 400 graves have been found at Erlitou. These graves distributed in various 

                                                        
27 Li Zhipeng names these graves with valuable burial goods as jisimu 祭祀墓, i.e., the “sacrificial graves,” whose 
occupants were jisi 祭司, or shamans (2008:46). 
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areas rather than in a large-scale and well-organized cemetery, marking a special funeral custom 

of the Erlitou Culture (e.g., Li Zhipeng 2008; Miao Yajuan and Liu Zhongfu 1988; Yuan 

Guangkuo 1996). The other characteristic of the burials at Erlitou was that a large number of the 

dead were buried near dwellings. Some of them concentrated as clusters, which are interpreted as 

family cemeteries (Li Zhipeng 2008:39-44). 

According to burial goods and form, these graves can be roughly divided into at least 

three subgroups.28 More elaborate graves were found in the palatial zone, the elite residential 

zones, the “sacrificial zone,” and the fortified workshop zone. For example, the most famous 

grave 2002 V M3, in which the turquoise dragon-shaped object longxingqi was found, was 

located in the southern courtyard of Foundation No. 3. The occupant was a male, around 30 to 35 

years old. Other prestige burial goods, such as a bronze bell, a bird-shaped jade object, turquoise 

beads, lacquer wares, a set of seashell accessories, white ceramic accessories, and ceramic ritual 

vessels, were also discovered in 2002 V M3 (Zhongguo 2014:998-1006). The occupants of these 

elaborate graves have been interpreted as the elites of Erlitou (e.g., Li Zhipeng 2008:29). 

Furthermore, many graves buried with daily-use ceramics and even nothing were found 

throughout the site. Most of them were located in the commoner residential zones (e.g., Du 

Jinpeng 1991a; Zheng Guang et al. 1988b). Finally, some mass graves were discovered in the 

palatial zone, the “sacrificial zone,” and even bronze industrial area. 

It is worth noting that around 100 graves were found in the fortified workshop zone. In its 

northwestern part, the excavators discovered around 50 graves. Most of them were small-scale 

graves with a layer of cinnabar; some buried with a lacquered coffin; two with jade; one with 

bronze wine-serving vessel jue; and one with ivory (Zheng Guang et al. 1984). The precise 

                                                        
28 Li Zhipeng classifies the burials of the Erlitou Culture into five classes. The occupants of the first and second 
classes were medium and lower elites, buried with valuable objects. The ones of the third and fourth classes were 
commoners, buried with daily-use ceramics or nothing. The fifth-class burials were mass graves (2008:28-9). 
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locations of these graves are unclear. Nevertheless, since the turquoise workshop was also 

located in the northern part of the fortified workshop zone, it is highly possible that these 

occupants may be the turquoise craftsmen and their family members. Some of them may even 

have higher social status: probably they were the leaders of this specialized community. In the 

southern part of the fortified workshop zone, the excavators found more than 40 graves buried 

with adults and children within the bronze industrial area. These graves superposed each other 

and intermingled with bronze workshops (Zheng Guang 1985b; Zhongguo 2003:112). The 

details of these graves remain vague. However, because of the mixture of workshops and graves, 

this distribution pattern implies that the occupants may be bronze workers and their family 

members. In sum, the discovery of the graves, especially the ones buried with prestige goods, 

from the fortified workshop zone may imply that probably some of the craftsmen for making 

turquoise and bronze objects had particular social status within this site during the Erlitou Period.  

 

Bone Workshops and Kilns 

The remains related to the productions of bone and ceramics were also discovered at 

Erlitou. First of all, the excavators uncovered plentiful raw materials, semi-products, and tools 

related to bone production in various parts of Erlitou. For example, in Area VI, a large pit H5 (12 

meters by 10 meters in size and 3 meters in depth) filled with abundant remains of bone 

production was found (Zheng Guang et al. 1984; 1988a; 1988b). The discovery of H5 implies 

that a bone workshop may exist at Erlitou.29 Second, kilns for making ceramics were also widely 

distributed in different areas of Erlitou (e.g., Zhongguo 1999:78, 164-5, 260-2). Since many 

elegant ceramics, such as wine serving vessels, were found at Erlitou, it is highly possible that 

                                                        
29 According to new excavation report, a bone workshop was located inside the palatial zone from Erlitou Phases III 
to IV (Zhongguo 2014:467). 
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specialized ceramic production existed there during the Erlitou Period. 

As the central settlement of the Henan Region, Erlitou was a well-organized metropolis. 

When this site began to be occupied in Erlitou Phase I, it was one of the largest sites in the 

Central Yellow River Region. During Erlitou Phase II, Erlitou grew rapidly and became the 

largest settlement in East Asia. It continuously developed until the end of Erlitou Phase IV. As 

shown above, the layout of Erlitou was well-designed with various functions, reflecting its 

social, political, and economic complexities. The construction of the palatial zone reveals the 

political power of its ruling elites; the fortification of the bronze and turquoise workshops reveals 

the need and monopoly on valuable objects for elite consumption; the distinction between the 

elite and the commoner residential zones and the difference between the elaborate and poor 

graves reveal a society with a highly stratified structure. The characteristics and the evolutionary 

process of the layout demonstrate that Erlitou was a long-lasting and prosperous metropolis 

during the Erlitou Period. However, probably no later than the end of Erlitou Phase IV, this 

paramount settlement declined suddenly. 

In this well-organized metropolis, in addition to numerous typical remains, the excavators 

also discovered plentiful exotic artifacts. These non-local remains were related to and even 

originated from its contemporary neighboring areas of Erlitou, including the Hedong Region, the 

Henei Region, and central Shanxi to the north, the Shandong Peninsula to the east, and the 

middle and lower Yangzi River Valleys to the south. In the past, scholars have tried to discuss 

some of these exotic artifacts found at Erlitou through typological analysis (e.g., Du Jinpeng 

2002; Zhongguo 1995; Zhu Junxiao and Li Qinglin 2007). Based on these previous studies and 

the data from the new excavation report, the following discussions will explore the 

characteristics and archaeological contexts of exotic artifacts at Erlitou through the approaches of 

typology and contextualization. 
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A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

During the Erlitou Period, plentiful exotic artifacts, particularly ceramics, related to the 

Henei Region (i.e., northern Henan Province) appeared at Erlitou. Most of these Henei-related 

ceramics were cooking vessels, including the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan 細腰甗 (Figure 

4.53), the tripod cauldron li (Figure 4.54), and the deep-bellied pot with olive-shaped body 

ganlanxing shengfuguan 橄欖形深腹罐 (Figure 4.55). Besides, some storage vessels, such as 

the narrow-necked basin shujingpen 束頸盆 (Figure 4.56) were also found at this site. 

Compared to the quantity of the typical cooking vessels of the Henan Region, the one of the 

Henei Region is relatively small. For instance, according to the new excavation report of Erlitou, 

380 deep-bellied pots shenfuguan,30 which was the typical cooking vessel of the Henan Region, 

were discovered at Erlitou, but only 58 tripod cauldrons li and 18 steamers yan in this huge 

settlement (Zhongguo 2014:52, 67-8). Since the stylistic features of the typical remains of the 

Henei Region in the Erlitou Period will be discussed in detail in Chapter 6, the discussions that 

follows will focus on the analysis of the archaeological contexts of these Henei-related ceramics. 

According to the existing data, at Erlitou, exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region 

started to appear in Erlitou Phase I, but most of them in Erlitou Phase IV, especially the late stage 

of this period. First of all, only one broken narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan dated to Erlitou 

Phase I was found in Area IV (Zhongguo 1999:53), namely the location of the fortified workshop 

zone constructed no later Erlitou Phase II. During this period, the Henei Region still belonged to 

the transitional stage from the Hougang 後崗 II Culture to the Xiaqiyuan Culture (Zhang 

                                                        
30 In fact, among 380 deep-bellied pots shenfuguan, some of them were exotic objects, such as the ones with the 
Yueshi style from the Shandong Peninsula (see below). In spite of this, it is certain that more than 300 deep-bellied 
pots shenfuguan found at Erlitou were the typical ceramics of the Henan Region. 
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Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015:117-8). Thus, the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan unearthed 

at Erlitou may be the influential result of the Hougang Phase II Culture. 

Second, during Erlitou Phase II, the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan was still the only 

sort of exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region that appeared at Erlitou. Compared to the 

preceding period, more this kind of vessels appeared at Erlitou: four inside Foundation No. 3 in 

the northeastern part of the palatial zone (Zhongguo 2014:733, 759, 1971, 1975), and the other 

two within the bronze workshop zone (Zhongguo 1999:103). Since the narrow-waisted steamer 

xiyaoyan was still not very popular at Erlitou during this period, the appearance of this kind of 

vessel may be seen as the influence of the Henei Region rather than as the result of localization. 

Third, during Erlitou Phase III, one of the most typical ceramic shapes of the Henei 

Region, namely the tripod cauldron li, started to appear at Erlitou. The discussion related to the 

tripod cauldron li of the Henei Region will be analyzed in detail in Chapter 6. Briefly speaking, 

the tripod cauldron li with the Henei style was introduced from central Shanxi and then localized 

as one of the primary components of cooking vessel assemblage in the Henei Region. It is worth 

noting that no later than Erlitou Phase III, the tripod cauldron li was spread not only at Erlitou 

but also the whole Henan Region (see below). After its introduction, the tripod cauldron li was 

also made locally. Compared to the ones with the Henei style, the tripod cauldron li of the Henan 

style had a relatively flat base with three longer and thicker conical feet (Figure 4.57). In this 

period, at least ten tripod cauldrons li appeared at Erlitou (Zhongguo 1995:205, 212; 1999:210; 

Zhongguo Erlitou 1984b:587; 1985b:1087, 1090-1). It is worth noting that five of them were 

found in the bronze workshop zone. Probably some of the workers lived there had certain 

connections with the Henei Region. Besides, two were probably discovered in the “sacrificial 

zone” in Area IX, and two probably in the elite residential zones in Area II and Area III 

respectively. Furthermore, most of these tripod cauldron li were found in ash pits except one 
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from grave 82 IX M9 in the “sacrificial zone.” Although only three ceramics were found in this 

grave, a layer of cinnabar was placed at its bottom (Zhongguo Erlitou 1985b:1089), implying its 

occupant may have a relatively higher social status. In reality, to bury the tripod cauldron li with 

the dead was not the burial custom of the Henan Region but of the Henei Region (see Chapter 6). 

Thus, it may imply that the occupant of 82 IX M9 was probably from the Henei Region. Briefly 

speaking, compared to the previous periods, more Henei-related remains were unearthed in 

various parts of Erlitou in Erlitou Phase III. 

Finally, it is significant to note that a large amount of exotic ceramics related to the Henei 

Region suddenly appeared at Erlitou during Erlitou Phase IV, especially the late stage of that 

period. These Henei-related ceramics contain not only the tripod cauldron li and the narrow-

waisted steamer xiyaoyan which had appeared in the preceding periods but also some new types 

of vessels, including the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili 薄胎鬲 (Figure 4.54), the narrow-

necked basin shujingpen, and the deep-bellied pot with olive-shaped body ganlanxing 

shengfuguan. The most popular Henei-related ceramics was the tripod cauldron li, at least 70 

(Zhongguo 1995:227, 244, 280-1, 293; 1999:311-2; 2014:179, 241, 267, 269, 311, 398, 505-6, 

691, 864, 874, 877, 890, 904, 908, 910-1,916, 918, 938-9, 951, 1136, 1147-8; Zhongguo Erlitou 

1975:307; 1984b:588). Among them, more than 30 of them were the thin-walled tripod cauldrons 

baotaili, which was invented in the northern Henei Region, namely the Zhanghuan 漳洹 Area, 

and the most representative ceramics of this area (see Chapter 6). The analysis of archaeological 

contexts of the tripod cauldron li shows that most of them were found within or near the palatial 

zone. For instance, more than 20 of them were found within or near Foundations No. 2, No. 4, 

and No. 6 in the northeastern part of the palatial zone, ten near Foundation No. 1 in the 

southwestern part of the palatial zone, and at least nine outside the eastern wall of the palatial 

zone. All of them were unearthed from ash pits, wells, or strata instead of graves. Besides, some 
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of the tripod cauldron li were found from the fortified workshop zone, the eastern margin in Area 

III, and probably the “sacrificial zone” in Area VI and Area IX, and the northwestern elite 

residential zone in Area III. Most of them uncovered in various parts of Erlitou were also 

collected from ash pits and strata except one from grave 81 IV M2, probably located in the 

fortified workshop zone.  

In addition to the tripod cauldron li, at least 15 the narrow-necked basins shujingpen 

(Zhongguo 1995:246, 281; 1999:315; 2014:180-1, 895, 904, 940, 1132, 1146; Zhongguo Erlitou 

1975:307), seven narrow-waisted steamers xiyaoyan (Zhongguo 1999:313; 2014:241, 269, 506, 

877, 888), and three deep-bellied pots with olive-shaped body ganlanxing shengfuguan 

(Zhongguo 1999:305; Zhongguo Erlitou 1984b:587) were also found at Erlitou. They were also 

distributed in various parts of Erlitou, such as the palatial zone, the fortified workshop zone, and 

the eastern margin of the site. 

Apparently, a high ratio of the Henei-related ceramics, particularly the tripod cauldron li, 

dated to Erlitou Phase IV was discovered within and near the palatial zone. It is necessary to 

point out that most of the data analyzed above are from the results of the excavation seasons 

from 1999 to 2006 which were mainly focused on excavating the palatial zone of Erlitou. Thus, 

this is one of the possible reasons to reveal such a distribution pattern. Nevertheless, the data 

from the new excavation report also show that the Henei-related remains dated to Erlitou Phases 

II and III were only seldom found in the palatial zone. Thus, the wide distribution of the Henei-

related ceramics at Erlitou, especially concentrated within and near its palatial zone, should not 

be regarded as a statistical bias but as a real situation that took place at Erlitou in Erlitou Phase 

IV. As discussed above, there are two different arguments about the ending period of the 

occupation of the palatial zone by local elites. On the one hand, the first argument suggests that 

Erlitou may be abandoned from the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. If this argument is correct, the 
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phenomenon that plentiful exotic ceramics related to the Henei Region as well as the Shandong 

Peninsula as will discuss below may directly associate with the abandonment of Erlitou in the 

late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. In other words, the people who came from the Henei Region and 

the Shandong Peninsula may occupy this metropolis in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. On the 

other hand, the second argument suggests that Erlitou was still flourishing until the end of Erlitou 

Phase IV. If this argument is correct, the same phenomenon may not be caused by significant 

military events but by other reasons. One possible scenario is that wide acceptance of the 

material culture of the Henei Region, probably related to the cooking habit and even the food, 

occurred at Erlitou in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. Another possibility is that more people 

who originally lived in the Henei Region moved into Erlitou and probably served in the palatial 

zone in this period. No matter which argument is correct, it is certain that Erlitou had a much 

closer relationship with the Henei Region in Erlitou Phase IV, especially its late stage, than 

during previous periods. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Shandong Peninsula 

In addition to the Henei Region, plentiful exotic artifacts related to the Yueshi Culture 

from the Shandong Peninsula were found at Erlitou during the Erlitou Period. As discussed 

above, in the Longshan Period, the cultural elements from the Shandong Peninsula, particularly 

the wine-serving vessels gui, he, and gu, and the tripod basin sanzupan, had been spread into the 

Henan Region and then localized as the main components of the ritual vessels in this area. 

During the Erlitou Period, many new cultural elements from Shandong Region also appeared at 

Erlitou. These Shandong-related remains can be divided into at least four categories according to 

their possible functions. The first category is cooking vessels, such as the deep-bellied pot 

shenfuguan (Figure 4.58), the tripod cauldron li (Figure 4.59) and ding (Figure 4.60), and the 
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steamer yan (Figure 4.61); the second is storage vessels, such as the pot with a flanged mouth 

zimukouguan 子母口罐 (Figure 4.62), the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan (Figure 4.63), and the 

open-mouthed basin with a flat base changkoupingdipen 敞口平底盆 (Figure 4.64); the third is 

ritual vessels, such as the wine-serving vessel jue (Figure 4.65) and the high-necked tripod 

gaolingjia 高領斝 (Figure 4.66); and the fourth is stone tools, such as the crescent-shaped blade 

banyuexingdao 半月形刀 (Figure 4.67). These exotic artifacts related to the Yueshi Culture 

started to appear at Erlitou from Erlitou Phase II. However, it is worth noting that most of them, 

particularly the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan and the tripod cauldron li, appeared at Erlitou in the 

late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, namely before the decline of this metropolis. 

Compared to exotic artifacts related to other regions which will be analyzed below, the 

ones related to the Shandong Peninsula can be easily identified. Red-brown wares decorated with 

combing pattern biwen 篦紋 are the typical stylistic features of the Yueshi Culture. Another 

distinctive characteristic of the ceramics of the Yueshi Culture is that most of the storage jars and 

pots have flanged mouths (e.g., Zhongguo 2003:442). At Erlitou, although ceramics such as the 

pot with a flanged mouth zimukouguan were only seldom found (Zhongguo 1995:84), many red-

brown wares decorated with combing pattern biwen were discovered, including the deep-bellied 

pot shenfuguan, the tripod cauldron li, the steamer yan, the wine-serving vessel jue, and the high-

necked tripod gaolingjia. The former three sorts of ceramic vessels found at Erlitou were highly 

similar to the ones in the Yueshi Culture. On the other hand, the last two sorts of ceramic vessels 

may not originate from the Shandong Peninsula but probably from the Henan Region and central 

Shanxi respectively.31 Thus, the wine-serving vessel jue and the high-necked tripod gaolingjia 

with the Yueshi style can be seen as hybrids of different regional elements. 

                                                        
31 The origin of the high-necked tripod gaolingjia will be discussed in Chapter Six. 
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The analysis of the archaeological context shows that these Yueshi-related remains were 

mainly distributed in the fortified workshop zone and the palatial zone at Erlitou during this 

period. First of all, in Erlitou Phase II, at least two Yueshi-related ceramics, including the deep-

bellied pot shenfuguan (Zhongguo 1999:94) and the pot with a flanged mouth zimukouguan 

(Zhongguo 1995:84) appeared at Erlitou. The deep-bellied pot shenfuguan was discovered in the 

fill of in grave, M202 in Areas V. Besides, the pot with a flanged mouth zimukouguan was found 

from grave M93 with at least two other ceramic vessels in Area IV, probably inside the bronze 

workshop zone (Zheng Guang 1985b). 

Second, in Erlitou Phase III, also at least two exotic ceramics related to the Yueshi 

Culture, including the high-necked tripod gaolingjia (Zhongguo 1999:210) and the steamer yan 

(Zhongguo 1999:210), appeared in the fortified workshop zone and in the palatial zone 

respectively. 

Finally, in Erlitou Phase IV, plentiful Yueshi-related remains, including at least 28 deep-

bellied pots shenfuguan, nine tripod cauldrons li, one tripod cauldron ding, two steamers yan, 

one round-bellied pot yuanfuguan, one open-mouthed basin with a flat changkoupingdipen, one 

wine-serving vessel jue, and crescent-shaped blades banyuexingdao, appeared at Erlitou 

(Zhongguo 1995:251-2, 285, 299; 1999:297, 305, 316, 324; 2014:177, 255-7, 259, 309, 311, 388, 

403, 407, 459, 502, 691,888, 918, 936-9; Zhongguo Erlitou 2015:50-1). Among them, at least 12 

were distributed in the fortified workshop zone, ten were found from a moat G14 located outside 

the eastern wall of the palatial zone, and eight within the palatial zone. In addition, at least seven 

were found in the eastern margin in Area III, and three probably in the “sacrificial zone” in Area 

VI (Zheng Guang et al. 1988a; 1988b). All of these Yueshi-related remains were discovered from 

ash pits, strata, or moats instead of graves. Furthermore, most of the data mentioned here are 

dated to the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. 
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Based on the analysis above, it is clear that exotic artifacts related to the Yueshi Culture 

appeared at Erlitou no later than Erlitou Phase II. From Erlitou Phases II to probably the early 

stage of Erlitou Phase IV, some Yueshi-related ceramics continuously appeared in the fortified 

workshop zone and the palatial zone. This situation reflects a relatively weak influence from the 

Yueshi Culture at Erlitou: either some Yueshi-related people lived or worked in these two parts of 

this metropolis, or some exotic ceramics were imported from the distribution area of the Yueshi 

Culture into Erlitou. Meanwhile, some hybrid ceramics with the stylistic features of the Yueshi 

Culture and other regions were also found at Erlitou during this period. This situation may imply 

that the Yueshi potters started to make non-Yueshi ceramics with their techniques. Whether these 

potters lived in their homeland or at Erlitou is uncertain. 

During the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, plentiful Yueshi-related remains suddenly 

appeared at Erlitou. Scholars attempt to answer this special phenomenon in two different ways. 

In the first place, some scholars suggest that since during Erlitou Phase IV, the Shandong 

Peninsula became the main region providing metal resources for the bronze industry of Erlitou, 

more Yueshi-related remains were found within the fortified workshop zone (Li Qinglin and Zhu 

Junxiao 2007; Zhongguo Erlitou 201). This explanation may be possible. Nevertheless, in 

addition to the fortified workshop zone, the Yueshi-related remains also appeared inside and near 

the palatial zone, in the “sacrificial zone,” and the eastern margin of Erlitou. In other words, it is 

highly possible that the Yueshi-related remains may be widely distributed at Erlitou in the late 

stage of Erlitou Phase IV. In the second place, some scholars suggest that since during this 

period, Erlitou may have been destroyed by non-locals from both the Shandong Peninsula and 

the Henei Region. Thus, the sudden appearance of plentiful artifacts related to the Shandong 

Peninsula demonstrates that this significant historic event did happen in this period. As analyzed 

before, it is still difficult to know if the second scenario really happened or not. However, both 
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scenarios, in fact, may imply that relatively more people, including potters, immigrated from the 

distribution area of the Yueshi Culture into Erlitou during the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. It is 

important to point out that according to the chemical analysis of raw materials, at least two deep-

bellied pots shenfuguan with Yueshi style were made at Erlitou during the late stage of Erlitou 

Phase IV (Zhongguo 2014:1451). The result may indicate that some potters of the Yueshi Culture 

probably stayed at Erlitou no later than this period. It is also significant to note that, despite the 

discovery of many Yueshi-related remains in comparison with the preceding periods, the bulk of 

the Erlitou material culture in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV was still local rather than exotic 

artifacts. Thus, no matter which argument is correct, the situation of the wide distribution of the 

Yueshi-related remains at Erlitou in this period clearly indicates that Erlitou and the Shandong 

Peninsula had a closer relationship. The reason to cause this unusual phenomenon is probably 

due to the trade in metal resources, probably due to the invasion from the Shandong Peninsula as 

well as the Henei Region, or probably due to other reasons that still need to be explored further 

in the future. 

 

C. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Hedong Region 

Some exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region, namely southeastern Shanxi 

Province, dated to the Erlitou Period were also found at Erlitou. The characteristics of the typical 

remains of the Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period will be analyzed in detail in Chapter 5. This 

part will put more emphases on the analysis of the archaeological contexts of these Hedong-

related remains found at Erlitou. 

Exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region appeared at Erlitou no later than Erlitou 

Phase II. As one of the most representative cooking vessels of the Hedong Region, the one-

handled pot dan’erguan (Figure 4.68) was the most popular Hedong-related ceramic vessels 
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discovered at Erlitou. During Erlitou Phase II, at least ten one-handled pots dan’erguan appeared 

in this site (Zhongguo 1995:95, 123; 1999:99, 126; 2014:222, 439, 789). The analysis of 

archaeological context shows that at least three of them were found within the palatial zone. It is 

worth noting that one of them was discovered from grave V M15 in the southwestern part of the 

palatial zone, which was located in the southeast of Foundation No. 1 built no earlier than Erlitou 

Phase II. In this grave, 20 burial goods, such the wine-serving vessel jue, gu, he, the pot-shaped 

cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding, the one-handled pot dan’erguan, and other 

ceramics, were buried. Besides, a layer of cinnabar was placed at the bottom of this grave 

(Zhongguo 1999:123). The archaeological context implies that the occupant of this grave may be 

a member of the elite in the Erlitou society. Moreover, three of the one-handled pot dan’erguan 

were discovered from the fortified workshop zone. It is also worth noting that one of them was 

found within grave 84 IV M64 situated in the bronze workshop zone (Zheng Guang 1985b; 

Zhongguo 1995:95). The detail of 84 IV M64 remains unclear. The limited information shows 

that in addition to the one-handled pot dan’erguan, at least one white ceramic wine-serving 

vessel gui was also buried in the same grave, implying that its occupant, probably a bronze 

worker, may have a relatively higher social status. Finally, during Erlitou Phase II, the one-

handled pot dan’erguan was also uncovered from ash pits of the “sacrificial zone” and the 

eastern margin of this site. Although only some of this sort of the Hedong-related vessels were 

uncovered at Erlitou during Erlitou Phase II, it was not only randomly distributed across the site, 

but also buried in some graves whose occupants may have higher social status, probably 

including a member of the local elite and, perhaps, a bronze worker. Since only a few graves 

contained this kind of exotic vessel, these occupants may have had a certain connection with the 

Hedong Region. 

During Erlitou Phase III, merely two one-handled pots dan’erguan were found at Erlitou. 
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One was discovered from grave 82 IX M14, probably located in the “sacrificial zone.” In this 

grave, besides the one-handled pot dan’erguan, the wine-serving vessel jue and he, the basin 

pan, and the stone blade dao were also buried (Zhongguo 1995:175; Zhongguo Erlitou 

1985b:1094). The burial goods of this grave imply that the occupant of 82 IX M14 may be a 

lower-level elite. The other was unearthed from an ash pit also in the “sacrificial zone” (Du 

Jinpeng 1989; Zhongguo 1995:167). Compared to Erlitou Phase II, while the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan was also discovered from the grave also probably for a lower-level elite, fewer this 

kind of exotic vessel related to the Hedong Region appeared at Erlitou and distributed in a 

specific part of the site, namely the “sacrificial zone.” 

In addition to the one-handled pot dan’erguan, another typical Hedong-related exotic 

ceramic vessel found at Erlitou was the one-handled tripod cauldron danerli 單耳鬲 (Figure 

4.69). In reality, according to the existing data, the same one-handled tripod cauldron danerli has 

not yet been found in the Hedong Region. Nevertheless, its stylistic features, such as a thickened 

rim decorated with cord mark, a handle attached on the neck, and a small tongue-shaped handled 

attached on the rim of the opposite side of the handle, were very popular in the Hedong Region 

during the Erlitou Period, especially for the one-handled pot dan’erguan (Figure 4.70). At 

Erlitou, only one one-handled tripod cauldron danerli dated to Erlitou Phase IV was found from 

a stratum in the “sacrificial zone” (Zheng Guang et al. 1988a; Zhongguo 1995:257). Since its 

stylistic features were exactly the same as the one-handled pot dan’erguan in the Hedong 

Region, the only one-handled tripod cauldron danerli found at Erlitou would seem to have been 

imported from the Hedong Region directly. 

 

D. Exotic Artifacts Related to Central Shanxi 

Exotic artifacts related to central Shanxi were also discovered at Erlitou. The best 
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example was the high-necked tripod gaolingjia. The origin of this sort of vessel will be discussed 

in Chapter 6. Here will firstly focus on the analysis of its archaeological contexts. During Erlitou 

Phase III, one ceramic high-necked tripod gaolingjia (Figure 4.66) was found in an ash pit of the 

fortified workshop zone (Zhongguo 1999:210). As discussed above, although this kind of vessel 

may have originated from central Shanxi, the one found at Erlitou dated to the Phase III was a 

red-brown ware decorated with combing pattern biwen, the typical stylistic features of the Yueshi 

Culture. Thus, this vessel should be seen as a hybrid of different regional elements. Since during 

the Erlitou Period, the high-necked tripod gaolingjia also appeared in the Henei Region and the 

Shandong Peninsula (see Chapter 6), it is highly possible that the one discovered at Erlitou was 

spread from these two regions instead of from central Shanxi directly. 

It is worth noting that two bronze high-necked tripods gaolingjia dated to Erlitou Phase 

IV were discovered at Erlitou. One of them (Figure 4.71) was found from grave 84 VI M9 in 

Area VI. In addition to the bronze high-necked tripod gaolingjia, the excavators also uncovered 

other valuable burial goods in 84 VI M9, including the bronze wine-serving vessel jue, the jade 

handle-shaped object bingxingqi, the lacquer goblet gu, 70 seashells, two white ceramic wine-

serving vessels he, and other ceramics (Zhongguo Erlitou 1986:319). In addition to this graves, 

two other graves, namely 84 VI M6 and 84 VI M11, near the 84 VI M9 were also buried with 

many valuable items (Zhongguo Erlitou 1986:318-9). All of these three graves were dated to 

Erlitou Phase IV. Besides, a large-scale building foundation was also discovered in this area 

(Zhongguo Erlitou 1986:318). Furthermore, the other bronze high-necked tripod gaolingjia 

(Figure 4.72) may also found from grave 87 V M1 in the eastern part of Area V, which was 

probably also a residential zone of Erlitou. However, this grave was seriously damaged. In 

addition to the bronze high-necked tripod gaolingjia, two other bronze vessels, including the 

tripod cauldron ding and the goblet gu, and one broken jade object were found in it (Zhongguo 
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Erlitou 1991). The archaeological contexts showing above indicate that the occupants of these 

graves should be members of the Erlitou local elite. It is crucial to notice that compared to the 

archaeological contexts of the high-necked tripod gaolingjia found from central Shanxi, the 

Henei Region, and the Shandong Peninsula (see Chapter 6), the ones from Erlitou were 

obviously different. In the former regions, this kind of ceramic vessel were all unearthed from 

ash pits and strata, indicating that it was used in daily life, probably for feasting purpose. 

However, during Erlitou Phase IV, the high-necked tripod gaolingjia was not only made of 

bronze but also buried in the graves of the local elites, implying that this exotic vessel may play 

an important role in ritual practice at Erlitou. In other words, the bronze high-necked tripod 

gaolingjia probably had a similar function with local wine-serving vessels such as the jue, he, 

and gu. Moreover, because of its uniqueness, only limited elites with special socio-political 

status can own and use this exotic bronze vessel. Finally, although some scholars suggest that the 

bronze high-necked tripod gaolingjia was locally made at Erlitou (e.g., Chen Guoliang 2008; 

Zhang Changping 2014), we still cannot exclude the possibility that they were imported from 

other neighboring regions. 

 

E. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Middle and Lower Yangzi River Valleys 

In addition to exotic artifacts related to various regions in the Yellow River Valley, some 

probably related to the middle and lower Yangzi River Valleys also appeared at Erlitou in this 

period. These exotic artifacts related to South China include the long-necked pot changjinghu 長

頸壺 (Figure 4.73, 4.74), the duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi 鴨形器 (Figure 4.75), the pot-

shaped pitcher huxinghe 壺形盉 (alternatively named as the elephant-trunk shaped pitcher 

xiangbihe 象鼻盉) (Figure 4.76), and vessels made of proto-porcelain yuanshici 原始瓷 and 

the stamped hard-fired pottery yinwenyingtao 印紋硬陶. It is worth noting that most of them 
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appeared at Erlitou in its early stage, namely Erlitou Phases I and II. 

The high-necked pot changjinghu was a representative ceramic vessel in the Shijiahe 石

家河 Culture in the middle Yangxi River Valley during the Longshan Period. In the early stage 

of the Shijiahe Culture, this kind of ceramic vessel widely appeared in the middle Yangzi River 

Valley, such as Chengtoushan 城頭山 in the south (Hunan Sheng 2007:618-20), Xiaojiawuji in 

the middle (Hubei Sheng Jingzhou Bowuguan et al. 1999:152-4), and Jinjiling 金雞嶺 in the 

north (Hubei Sheng and Suizhou Shi Bowuguan 2011:269). However, in the late stage of the 

Shijiahe Culture, the high-necked pot changjinghu was more popular in the north, such as 

Jinjiling (Hubei Sheng and Suizhou Shi Bowuguan 2011:269-70), than in the other distribution 

areas of the Shijiahe Culture. At Jinjiling, one of the major stylistic features of this kind of 

vessels was that most of them were decorated with the basket impression lanwen on their body 

(Figure 4.77). The height of this vessel was around 17-20 centimeters. Moreover, it seems that all 

of them were unearthed from non-grave contexts, such as strata, ash pits, and even houses (Hubei 

Sheng and Suizhou Shi Bowuguan 2011:128-31). Thus, the high-necked pot changjinghu found 

at Jinjiling should be a sort of daily-using vessel. 

At Erlitou, although the high-necked pot changjinghu were also uncovered, their stylistic 

features and archaeological contexts were different from the ones from the middle Yangzi River 

Valley. At least three instances of this ceramic vessels dated to Erlitou Phase I were found at 

Erlitou. Two of them were discovered from grave II·V M57, probably located in the southeastern 

part of the palatial zone that was constructed in Erlitou Phase II. The first one (II·V M57:11) 

(Figure 4.73) was of brown ware without decorations and around 18.1 centimeters in height; the 

second one (II·V M57:12) was of gray ware also without decoration, with a handle attached to its 

body, and around 12 centimeters in height (Zhongguo 1999:73) (Figure 4.74). In addition to 

these two long-necked pots changjinghu, at least nine other ceramic vessels, including the pot-
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shaped cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding, were also buried in this grave. The 

existing data indicate that II·V M57 may be the grave with most burial goods at Erlitou in Erlitou 

Phase I. Thus, the occupant of II·V M57 may have had higher social status in the Erlitou society 

during this period. Moreover, one small long-necked pot changjinghu was uncovered from a 

stratum in Area V. This vessel was of gray-brown ware, polished, and around 8.8 centimeters in 

height (Zhongguo 1995:52, 352). The stylistic features of the high-necked pot changjinghu found 

at Erlitou reveal that these ceramics may be not imported from the middle Yangzi River Valley 

but probably locally made. Furthermore, since two of this kind of exotic ceramics were 

discovered in the same grave, probably the occupant of II·V M57 had certain kind of connection 

with the middle Yangzi River Valley. 

The pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe was another exotic ceramic vessel related to the middle 

Yangzi River Valley. According to the research of Pang Xiaoxia 龐小霞 and Gao Jiangtao 高江

濤 (2012), the earliest samples appeared in the Post-Shijiahe Culture, such Guanpingyan 貫平

堰 (Figure 4.78) (Hubei Sheng and Zhongguo 1996:56) and Xiaojiawuji (Figure 4.79) (Hubei 

Sheng Jingzhou Bowuguan et al. 1999:258), in the Final Neolithic Period. After that, at least two 

pot-shaped pitchers huxinghe appeared at Xiawanggang 下王崗 (Figure 4.80) (Henan Sheng 

and Changing Liuyu Guihua Bangongshi Kaogudui Henan Fendui 1989:261; Pang Xiaoxia and 

Gao Jiangtao 2012:45) in the Nanyang 南陽 Basin, which was located between the middle 

Yellow River and the middle Yangzi River Valleys. Generally speaking, the stylistic features of 

the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe are similar to the wine-severing vessel he: a long tubular 

pouring channel in the front of its dome and a handle attached on its body. However, this kind of 

vessel has a convex belly with a ring foot or a flat base. The analysis of archaeological contexts 

shows that all of these early samples were collected from ash pits or cultural strata. 

Compared to the previous periods, more instances of this sort of ceramic vessels were 



 

  186 

found at Erlitou. The stylistic features of the pot-shaped pitcher found at Erlitou (Figure 4.76) 

were much similar to the ones at Xiawanggang than the ones from the Houshijiahe Culture. At 

least six pot-shaped pitchers huxinghe were discovered within the palatial zone: five within 

Foundation No. 3 in the eastern part of the palatial zone, and the other one in the southwestern 

part of this area. In addition to ash pits, two of them were discovered from graves, including 

2002 V M3, the highest-ranking grave which have ever been found at Erlitou located in the 

southern courtyard of Foundation No. 3, and 2002 V M5, another elite grave situated near the 

former (Zhongguo 2014:751, 791, 1002, 1015, 1055, 1102). Besides, one was found outside the 

eastern wall of the palatial zone (Zhongguo 2014:1100), and another one from grave 84 IV M51 

in the bronze workshop zone (Zheng Guang 1985b; Zhongguo 1995:114). It is worth noting that 

in addition to those made of polished gray, brown, or black ware, at least three pot-shaped 

pitchers huxinghe uncovered at Erlitou were proto-porcelain yuanshici (Zhongguo 2014:1015, 

1055, 1100). It is also important to notice that all of these vessels mentioned above were dated to 

Erlitou Phase II. Besides, at least two sherds of the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe, which were also 

made of proto-porcelain yuanshici, dated to Erlitou Phase IV were found from the rammed-earth 

and the road surface of Foundation No. 6 (Zhongguo 2014:682, 690). Since all of the pot-shaped 

pitcher huxinghe made of proto-porcelain yuanshici appeared at Erlitou during Erlitou Phase II, it 

is highly possible that these two sherds may also be dated to the same period instead of Erlitou 

Phase IV. In other words, it seems that all of the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe appeared at Erlitou 

in a specific period, namely Erlitou Phase II. 

In sum, based on the existing data, the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe found at Erlitou may 

have originated in the middle Yangzi River Valley, and then was spread northward to 

Xiawanggang, and finally introduced into Erlitou during Erlitou Phase II, probably along the Yi 

River Valley located in the west and south of the Song Mountain Area. As we will see below, 
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during Erlitou Phase II, the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe was also found at Nanzhai situated 

along the Yi River Valley. Second, in contrast to its original archaeological contexts, most of the 

pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe at Erlitou were discovered within and near the palatial zone and 

even from the highest-ranking graves for local elites. Apparently, this kind of exotic vessel was 

regarded as a valuable object, just like other typical wine-serving vessel jue, gui, he, and gu of 

the Henan Region, all of which were probably used in official feasts or ritual ceremonies, such as 

the funerals of the local elite members. Third, in addition to the palatial zone, the pot-shaped 

pitcher huxinghe was also unearthed from grave 84 IV M51 in the bronze workshop zone. 

Despite the lack of detailed information of this grave, it is highly possible that its occupant may 

have higher social status in the Erlitou society. Probably the occupant was a bronze worker or a 

member of the local elite who took charge of the bronze workshop zone. Fourth, at Erlitou some 

of them made of proto-porcelain yuanshici may be imported from the Yangzi River Valley 

directly. On the other hand, the ones made of clay and being polished may be either also 

imported from the same region or made locally. Finally, it seems that the pot-shaped pitcher 

huxinghe appeared at Erlitou exclusively during Erlitou Phase II. How to explain this 

phenomenon still needs to be explored further in the future. 

The duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi was one of representative ceramics of the lower Yangzi 

River Valley. As some scholars have pointed out, some of the earliest duck-shaped vessel 

yaxingqi (Figure 4.81) appeared at sties of the Liangzhu 良渚 Culture, such as Chenghu 澄湖 

(Nanjing Bowuyuan and Wuxian Wenguanhui 1985) and Hanjiabang 韓家濱 (Lu Yaohua 

1981:201), during the Final Neolithic Period (An Zhimin 1998; Chen Guoqing 1991). In the 

Erlitou Period, the duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi was more popular in the Maqiao 馬橋 Culture 

in the lower Yangzi River Valley. In the type site of Maqiao Culture, at least 30 duck-shaped 

vessels yaxingqi were found. The stylistic features of the duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi include a 
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long neck, a duck-shaped body attached with a ring-shaped handle on its back, and a ring foot or 

a flat base in its bottom (Figure 4.82). Some of them may be stamped hard-fired pottery 

yinwenyingtao or vessels made of proto-porcelain yuanshici. In addition, the analysis of 

archaeological context shows that most of the duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi at Maqiao were 

discovered from cultural strata, ash pits, or moats, rather than from graves (Shanghai Shi Wenwu 

Guanli Weiyuanhui 2002:216-23). 

At Erlitou, only one duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi (Figure 4.75) dated to Erlitou Phase I 

was found. Basically, its stylistic features are highly similar to the ones from Maqiao, but it was a 

tripod rather than having a ring foot or a flat base (Zhongguo 1999:71). It is important to notice 

that the duck-shaped yaxingqi at Erlitou was discovered from grave IV M26, probably located in 

the area which later became the bronze workshop zone. In addition to the duck-shaped vessel 

yaxingqi, two turquoise beads and other four ceramics, including the goblet gu, were found from 

IV M26. The burial goods of IV M26 reflect that its occupant may have had a relatively higher 

social status. As An Zhimin pointed out, this duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi was made from the 

same stamped hard-fired pottery as the ones at Maqiao. Thus, this vessel was not a local replica 

but imported from the lower Yangzi River Valley (An Zhimin 1998). But in fact, the duck-shaped 

vessel yaxingqi with three short feet has not been found at Maqiao. In spite of this, on account of 

its particular style and material, it is highly possible that the duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi found 

at Erlitou was still imported from outside the Henan Region, probably from the lower Yangzi 

River Valley. Moreover, its discovery of the duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi implies that the 

occupant of IV M26 may have a certain connection to the lower Yangzi River Valley. 

Finally, vessels made of proto-porcelain yuanshici and the stamped hard-fired pottery 

yinwenyingtao related to the Yangzi River Valley also appeared at Erlitou. Some scholars have 

attempted to explore the origins of these two kinds particular ceramics found at Erlitou through 
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the chemical analysis of raw materials (Chen Yaocheng et al. 2002; Lu Xiaoke et al. 2012; 

Zhongguo 2014:1427-81). According to the research results, the raw materials of these two sorts 

of particular ceramics found at Erlitou are similar to the ones from Maqiao and Wucheng 吳城 

in the middle and lower valleys of the Yangzi River. Moreover, the discussions above have also 

indicated that some exotic ceramics related to the Yangzi River Valley, such as the duck-shaped 

vessel yaxingqi and the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe, were also made of proto-porcelain and 

stamped hard-fired pottery, respectively. Thus, it is highly possible that these two sorts of 

particular ceramics found at Erlitou were directly imported from the Yangzi River Valley. 

 

2. Other Sites in the Luoyang Basin 

As mentioned above, more than two hundred sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been 

found in the Luoyang Basin. However, since most of these sites were discovered through surveys 

(even though some of them have been excavated), only sparse data related to exotic artifacts 

collected from the sites of the Luoyang Basin have been published, except for Erlitou. However, 

the limited data still reflect a rough distribution pattern of exotic artifacts in the Luoyang Basin 

during the Erlitou Period. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Hedong Region 

As one of the most typical remains of the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period, the 

one-handled pot dan’erguan was found from at least two sites in the Luoyang Basin, namely 

Zaojiaoshu 皂角樹 (Luoyang Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui 2002:44) and Donggangou 東乾溝 

(Zhongguo 1989:68). First of all, at Zaojiaoshu, three one-handled pots dan’erguan dated to 

Erlitou Phase II were found in ash pits. Second, at Donggangou, at least one one-handled pots 

dan’erguan was also unearthed from an ash pit. It seems that the most representative ceramic 
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vessel type of the Hedong Region may have appeared in the Luoyang Basin in the early stage of 

the Erlitou Period. This pattern is similar to the one at Erlitou as discussed above. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

In addition to the one-handled pot dan’erguan related the Hedong Region, the tripod 

cauldron li related to the Henei Region were also discovered from several sites in the Henan 

Region, including Shaochai (Henan Sheng 1993a:24), Shihuiwu 石灰務 (Henan Sheng 

Shekeyuan Heluo Wenhua Yanjiusuo and Henan Sheng Gongyi Shi Wenwu Baohu Guanlisuo 

1994:88), Donggangou (Zhongguo 1989:70), Xiazhuang 夏莊 (Luoyang Bowuguan 1980:12), 

and Zaojiaoshu (Luoyang Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui 2002:38). It seems that most of them were 

collected from strata or ash pits. Some of them were the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili, 

which may be dated to Erlitou Phase IV except one dated to Erlitou Phase II discovered at 

Zaojiaoshu (Luoyang Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui 2002:38). Probably the one found at Zaojiaoshu 

was one of the earliest samples discovered in the Henan Region. Briefly stated, after Erlitou 

Phase III, the tripod cauldron li related to the Henei Region was getting popular not only at 

Erlitou but throughout the Henan Region. 

In sum, during the Erlitou Period, many exotic artifacts were discovered in the Luoyang 

Basin, especially at Erlitou. In its early stage, namely Erlitou Phases I and II, various exotic 

artifacts related to different neighboring regions, including the Henei Region and the Hedong 

Region in its north, the Shandong Region in its east, and the middle and lower Yangzhi River 

Valley in its south, appeared at Erlitou. Generally speaking, during the early stage, the total 

amount of these exotic artifacts found at Erlitou was relatively small. Most of them were ceramic 

cooking vessels for daily use, influenced by those from the neighboring regions in its north and 

east. It is worth noting that the valuable exotic ceramics, probably for official feasts and ritual 
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ceremonies, were imported from the neighboring regions of Erlitou in its south. However, both 

of the daily-use and valuable exotic ceramics were not localized as a part of the major 

components of the typical assemblage of the Henan Region. 

Compared to the previous periods, exotic artifacts found at Erlitou seemed to be limited 

to those related to the neighboring regions in it north and east, especially the Henei Region. The 

tripod cauldron li was the most representative exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region. It is 

worth noting that after its introduction, the tripod cauldron li seems to have undergone a 

localization process; it gradually became a component of local cooking vessel assemblage of the 

Henan Region, and it is was found in various parts of the Erlitou site. The appearance of the 

tripod cauldron li at Erlitou and even throughout the Henan Region was probably the most 

significant phenomenon during Erlitou Phase III.  

Erlitou Phase IV, particularly in its late stage, was the period in which plentiful exotic 

artifacts suddenly appeared at Erlitou. Just as the during Erlitou Phase III, during Erlitou Phase 

IV, most of these exotic artifacts were related to the neighboring areas in its north and east, 

particularly the Henei Region and the Shandong Peninsula. These exotic artifacts were widely 

distributed in various parts of Erlitou, such as the fortified workshop zone, the “sacrificial zone,” 

and more importantly, the palatial zone. Since Erlitou flourished continuously until no later than 

the end of Erlitou Phase IV, the appearance of numerous exotic artifacts strongly implies that 

more people from these two regions moved into Erlitou, or more conservatively speaking, that 

Erlitou had a relatively strong connection with the Henei Region and the Shandong Peninsula in 

the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. In addition to exotic artifacts for daily use, the bronze high-

necked tripod gaolingjia related to central Shanxi, which may be regarded as a valuable ritual 

vessel, was also found and even made at Erlitou. In reality, although the high-necked tripod 

gaolingjia may originate from central Shanxi, the appearance of this kind of vessel at Erlitou, as 
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discussed above, should be the influence from the Henei Region or the Shandong Peninsula. 

In contrast to Erlitou, according to existing data, few exotic artifacts were found at the 

other sites in the Luoyang Basin during the Erlitou Period. These exotic artifacts were related to 

the Henei Region and Hedong Region, and their patterns of appearance, generally speaking, were 

the same as the ones at Erlitou. It is certain that in addition to Erlitou, more exotic artifacts 

presumably existed within the other sites of the Luoyang Basin in the Erlitou Period. We are 

looking forward to seeing more archaeological data from these sites in the future. 

 

II. Exotic Artifacts in the Zhengzhou Area 

The Zhengzhou Area, located in the east of the Luoyang Basin, is another region in which 

some exotic artifacts dated to the Erlitou Period have been found. Although only 36 sites dated to 

the Erlitou Period were found in the Zhengzhou Area, exotic artifacts appeared at around ten 

these sites, especially at Dashigu, the only settlement whose excavation data have been published 

in a final report. Thus, the following discussions will focus on this fortified settlement, including 

the development of its layout and the archaeological contexts of exotic artifacts found at 

Dashigu. Exotic artifacts discovered from the other eight sites in the Zhengzhou Area will also be 

mentioned. 

 

1. Dashigu 

According to existing data, Dashigu (ca. 51 ha.) was probably the largest site in the 

Zhengzhou Area during the Erlitou Period. As mentioned above, it was a fortified settlement 

surrounded by rammed-earth walls and moats. The Suo River, one tributary of the Huai River, 

flowed through the western part of Dashigu and divided the site into an eastern and western 

sector (Figure 4.83). At this site, only a small part of it, i.e., seven testing trenches, have been 
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excavated. Four of them were designed to clarify the occupation period of the enclosure walls 

and moats. The other three were situated in the northeastern corner (T1 and T6) and the east of 

the Suo River (T5) (Figure 4.83). Ash pits, ditches, graves, and one house were found. The 

remains dated to the Erlitou Period can be subdivided into five successive stages corresponding 

to Erlitou Phase II to Phase IV respectively. From the time after the Erlitou Period, the 

excavators found a new enclosure moat, dated to the Erligang Period, surrounding this settlement 

(Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004:4, 16-27, 273-4, 332-5, 337-8). The fortification 

facilities of Dashigu clearly show the importance of this settlement during both the Erlitou and 

Erligang Periods. Despite limited data, the excavation report still provides some clues to 

understand the general development trend of the layout of Dashigu in the Erlitou Period. 

The occupation of Dashigu began in the late stage of Erlitou Phase II, when the enclosure 

walls and moats were constructed. All remains were found inside the city walls. The excavators 

found 14 ash pits in the eastern area of the Suo River (T5) and the southern testing trenches (T3 

and T4). One ditch G9 was also found in T5 (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004:273, 

341-60). It seems that in this period more people may have lived in the western and the 

southwestern parts of the eastern sector of Dashigu. 

From the early stage of Erlitou Phase III, only six ash pits, one house, and one ditch were 

found at Dashigu. These features were found in both the east of the Suo River (T5) and the 

northeastern corner of the eastern sector (T1 and T6). It is worth noting that among six ash pits, 

two of them contained plentiful broken ceramics. In ash pit H75 located in T5, more than one 

hundred broken ceramic vessels were collected; in ash pit H76 also located in T5, around 80 ones 

were unearthed (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004:21, 23-4, 351-2, 360-1). 

Although only six ash pits were uncovered, the discovery of plentiful ceramics imply that 

Dashigu still flourished in this period. On the one hand, many people may still have lived in the 
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eastern area of the Suo River. On the other hand, some of them inhabited in the northeastern 

corner of the settlement. A large dwelling built on the ground surface F1 (10 m by 8.85 m) found 

in T1 (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004:24) is a good example. 

During the late stage of Erlitou Phase III, Dashigu still flourished. Sixteen ash pits and 

one ditch were discovered in both the east of Suo River and the northeastern corner. In ditch G5 

located in the eastern area of the Suo River (T5), hundreds of ceramics were discovered 

(Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004:21-3, 355-9). This shows that many people still 

lived in the eastern area of the Suo River during this period. 

In Erlitou Phase IV, Dashigu started to decline. Although excavators still uncovered 16 

ash pits and one grave dated to this period at Dashigu, compared to the quantity of ceramics 

found in Erlitou Phase III, relatively few Erlitou Phase IV ceramics were discovered. It may be 

worth noting that most ash pits dated to Erlitou Phase IV were found in the northeastern corner 

of the eastern city (T1 and T6). Excavators only found two ash pits in the eastern area of the Suo 

River (T5). This situation may indicate that the east of the Suo River, as a densely populated 

region in the preceding periods, lost its importance in Erlitou Phase IV. In addition, the enclosure 

walls and moats were still used in this period. However, according to the excavation report, these 

fortifications may have been abandoned at the end of Erlitou Phase IV (Zhengzhou Shi 2004: 

341-54, 338). 

In contrasting to Erltiou, and to Nanwa and Wangjinglou which will be discussed below, 

the layout of Dashigu remains vague. The enclosure walls and moats prove the significance of 

Dashigu in the Erlitou Period. However, the published data show no clue about the existence of 

either an administrative center or specialized workshops at Dashigu. Despite little evidence, the 

distribution patterns of ash pits and other features over time may indicate some meaningful 

phenomena. First of all, the most densely populated area probably shifted from the east of the 
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Suo River to the northeastern corner of the eastern sector. Second, it seems that no cemetery was 

found at Dashigu; probably the dead was buried in the residential area with the living. In other 

words, the former phenomenon may indicate the change of layout from Erlitou Phase II to the 

Phase IV; the latter may show that the funeral customs at Dashigu were similar to those observed 

at Erlitou. But these observations still need to be confirmed by more evidence. 

Based on the existing data, some exotic ceramics were also discovered inside the fortified 

settlement, and all of them were related to the Henei Region. In fact, among the four divisions of 

the Henan Region, the Zhengzhou Area is the one closest to the Henei Region. These Henei-

related ceramics included the tripod cauldron li, the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan, and the 

narrow-necked basin shujingpen. During Erlitou Phase III, at least 16 tripod cauldrons li 

(including 13 pieces of its feet) and three narrow-waisted steamers xiyaoyan (including two 

pieces of its feet) were collected from Dashigu (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 

2004:49, 116, 127, 131, 138, 159, 164-5, 177, 208, 250). Thirteen of these Henei-related 

ceramics were found in the east of the Suo River (T5), four of them in the northeastern corner of 

the eastern sector (T1 and T6), and the other two in the southern testing trenches (T3 and T4). All 

of them were found from strata, ash pits, moats. Clearly, during Erlitou Phase III, the Henei-

related ceramics concentrated in the eastern and southeastern areas of this fortified settlement. 

During Erlitou Phase IV, at least 13 tripod cauldrons li (including eight pieces of its feet), 

one foot of the steamer yan, and one narrow-necked basin shujingpen were discovered at 

Dashigu (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004:49, 102-3, 106, 108, 120-2, 124). 

Thirteen of these Henei-related ceramics were found in the northeastern corner of the eastern city 

(T1 and T6), and the other two in the east of the Suo River (T5). In contrast to the preceding 

period, most of the Henei-related concentrated in the northeastern corner of Dashigu. Moreover, 

the analysis of their archaeological context shows that these exotic ceramics were all found in 
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ash pits except one from grave M1 in the northeastern part of this settlement. The occupant of 

M1 was a middle-aged female. Only two ceramics - one tripod cauldron li and one basin pen - 

were found in this grave. However, since a layer of cinnabar was placed at the bottom of this 

grave (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004:26), the female occupant of M1 may still 

have had a relatively high social status. Since burying tripod cauldrons li was not the funeral 

custom of the Henan Region but the of the Henei Region (see Chapter 6), the female occupant of 

M1 may have had some connection with the latter. 

Briefly speaking, from Erlitou Phase III, exotic artifacts started to appear at Dashigu, and 

all of them were related to the Henei Region. Despite the appearance of these Henei-related 

ceramics, the majority of the ceramic assemblage of this site was still the typical vessels of the 

Henan Region. For example, according to the excavation report, as one of the most 

representative cooking vessels of the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period, at least 339 deep-

bellied pots shenfuguan were collected from Dashigu (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 

2004:35), but probably only 31 tripod cauldrons li in this site. Besides, at Dashigu, exotic 

artifacts of the Henei Region were distributed together with the typical ceramics. As analyzed 

above, during Erlitou Phase III, most of these exotic ceramics were found in the eastern area of 

the Suo River, but during Erlitou Phase IV, they were mainly concentrated in the northeastern 

corner of Dashigu. In fact, this distribution pattern corresponded to the developmental trajectory 

of the layout of Dashigu discussed before. Probably for the locals of Dashigu, these Henei-

related ceramics had been regarded as a part of local remains gradually, but they still played a 

minor role in local society. 

 

2. Other Sites in the Zhengzhou Area 

In addition to Dashigu, at least 35 sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been discovered 
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in the Zhengzhou Area. Although the total number of the sites in this area is much smaller than 

the one in the Luoyang Basin, exotic artifacts were found in a larger proportion of sites. As at 

Dashigu, most of exotic artifacts found in the Zhengzhou Area were related to the Henei Region, 

which is similar to the situation at Dashigu. Besides, some of them were associated with the 

Hedong Region and even central Shanxi. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

During the Erlitou Period, some exotic artifacts found in the Zhengzhou Area were 

related to the Henei Region. Most of them were ceramics. According to the existing data, all of 

these ceramics appeared in Erlitou Phases III and IV. The tripod cauldron li was the most popular 

type of the Henei-related ceramics. Some narrow-waisted steamers xiyaoyan and at least one 

deep-bellied pot with olive-shaped body ganlanxing shengfuguan were also found in the 

Zhengzhou Area. The sites in which Henei-related ceramics were unearthed include Shuhe 

(Henan Sheng 1996a:31), Yanhe 閻河 (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui 1992:79), Chahe 

(Li Weiming 1991:42), Dahecun 大河村 (Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui and Zhengzhou 

Shi Dahecun Yizhi Bowuguan 1996:131; Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2001:541-2), 

Luodamiao (Henan Sheng 1989b:62, 69), and Qingniangongyu (Henan Sheng 2001:99, 110-1). 

As daily-use ceramics, all of them were collected from ash pits and strata. 

It is very crucial to point out that one bronze tripod cauldron li (Figure 4.86) was 

discovered from grave 97:ZSC8 II T166 M6 (ca. 2.4 m by 1.1 m) (Figure 4.84) in 

Qingniangongyu.32 This grave was located in the northeastern part of the Zhengzhou Shang City 

(Henan Sheng 2003b:5) which was built in the Erligang Period (Figure 4.85). Some 

                                                        
32 In reality, the grave 97:ZSC8 II T166 M6 was not located inside Qingniangongyu which was excavated from 
1985 to 1986. However, since the location of this grave was just located in the south of Qingniangongyu, 97:ZSC8 
II T166 M6 should belong to this site. 
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archaeological remains dated from Erlitou Phases II to IV were also found in the same area 

(Henan Sheng 2001:86-118). Inside the grave, three humans were buried. In the middle was an 

adult male, around 20-39 years old, presumably the main occupant of the grave. A necklace 

consisting of 93 seashells and one turquoise bead was found on the upper body of the adult male, 

and a layer of cinnabar was also placed both on top of and underneath his body. On the left side 

was an adult female, around 20 years old, and on the right side was a teenager of unclear gender. 

Two hands of the teenager were tied near his/her head. It seems that the left adult female and the 

right teenager were the victims buried, probably alive, with the occupant. In addition to the 

necklace, three bronze objects, including a tripod cauldron li (Figure 4.86), a wine-serving vessel 

he (Figure 4.87), and a dagger-ax ge (Figure 4.88), a jade handle-shaped object bingxingqi, 41 

bone arrowheads, 2 shell arrowheads, and one small round ceramic flake were buried in this 

grave. Moreover, plentiful weapons were discovered from it. It is highly possible that the male 

occupant was a military officer and a member of the local elite at Qingniangongyu. 

One intriguing question related to this grave is the cultural identity of its occupant. Based 

on the analysis of the bronze objects found from 97:ZSC8 II T166 M6, some scholars have 

classified this grave as Erlitou (e.g., Chen Guoliang 2008:137), others as “Early Shang” (e.g., 

Zhu Fenghan 2009:857-8). We can try to explore this question from two aspects. The first aspect 

is the stylistic analysis of the burial goods, particular the bronze vessels found from this grave. 

On the one hand, the bronze wine-serving he discovered in this grave was similar to the ceramic 

one found at Erlitou. On the other hand, regarding the bronze tripod cauldron li, in the first place, 

this sort of bronze vessel has not yet been found at Erlitou or at other sites in the Henan Region; 

in the second place, the highly similar ceramic tripod cauldron li was uncovered not only in the 

contemporary Zhengzhou Area, e.g., at Qingniangongyu (Figure 4.89) (Henan Sheng 2001:111) 

and Luodamiao (Figure 4.90) (Henan Sheng 1989b:69), but also in the Henei Region, e.g., at 
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Mengzhuang 孟莊 (Figure 4.91) (Henan Sheng 2003a:211). The second aspect is the analysis of 

the funeral custom. As mentioned above, 97:ZSC8 II T166 M6 was an elite grave in which three 

humans were found, including one male occupant with probably two victims buried with him. By 

contrast, at Erlitou, according to the existing data, all of the graves for elites were merely buried 

one person without human immolation. Based on the discussions above, despite the similarity 

between the bronze wine-serving vessel he found from this grave and the ceramic version at 

Erlitou, the bronze tripod cauldron li and the funeral custom of grave 97:ZSC8 II T166 M6 had 

distinctive Erlitou characteristics. Thus, it is highly possible that the male occupant of this grave 

may not a member of the Erlitou society but some other political group. If this assumption can be 

confirmed, it may imply that the eastern part of the Zhengzhou Area was probably occupied by a 

new group no later than the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, and this new group may have had the 

capacity to cast new types of bronze objects, such as the tripod cauldron li, by its own bronze 

workers. Of course, we still need more new archaeological evidence to test the assumption 

proposed here. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Hedong Region 

Some exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region were also found in the Zhengzhou 

Area. As one of most typical ceramics of the Hedong Region, one-handled pots dan’erguan were 

discovered from a stratum at Xishicun (Zhengzhou Shi Bowuguan 1981:87), a small fortified 

settlement surrounded by rammed-earth walls, and from an ash pit at Shangjie 上街 (Henan 

Sheng Wenhua Ju Wenwu Gongzuodui 1966:5). The discovery of the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan indicates that in addition to the Henei Region, the material culture of the Hedong 

Region also spread into the Zhengzhou Area in the Erlitou Period. However, whether these 

Hedong-related cultural elements were introduced from the Hedong Region directly or through 
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other areas such as the Luoyang Basin remains unclear. 

 

C. Exotic Artifacts Related to Central Shanxi 

Finally, at least three high-necked tripods gaolingjia dated to Erlitou Phase IV were 

unearthed in the Zhengzhou Area. Two of them were found at Qingniangongyu (Henan Sheng 

2001:112) and the other one from Luodamiao (Henan Sheng 1989b:70). As mentioned before, 

the high-necked tripod gaolingjia may originate from central Shanxi, then spread into the Henei 

Region and the Shandong Peninsula. Thus, this kind of ceramic vessel found in the Zhengzhou 

Area may be the result of influence from the Henei Region or the Shandong Peninsula instead of 

central Shanxi. It is significant to mention that the archaeological contexts of the high-necked 

tripod gaolingjia found in the Zhengzhou Area draw our attention. One of the high-necked tripod 

gaolingjia was found from a kiln C8HQY1 at Qingniangongyu (Henan Sheng 2001:107, 112), 

showing that this sort of exotic ceramic vessel was locally made in this site. In addition, 

according to the limited information, at Luodamiao, one the high-necked tripod gaolingjia was 

buried within grave M24, probably indicating that a new burial custom different from the 

traditional one of the Henan Region appeared here. As discussed above, the eastern part of the 

Zhengzhou Area, namely the location in which a large-scale city built in the Erligang Period and 

surrounded by the fortification facilities, may have been occupied by a new people group in 

Erlitou Phase IV. The archaeological contexts of the high-necked tripod gaolingjia from both 

Qingniangongyu and Ludamiao also support this assumption. 

Briefly speaking, in the Zhengzhou Area, most of exotic artifacts appeared after Erlitou 

Phase III. Compared to the Luoyang Basin, the origins of exotic artifacts in this division were 

much simple. Most of them were related to the Henei Region, even including the high-necked 

tripod gaolingjia, which originated from central Shanxi, may also be spread from the Henei 
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Region into the Zhengzhou Area. Besides, seldom ceramics related to the Hedong Region, such 

as the one-handled pot dan’erguan, were also found here. The most significant phenomenon in 

the Zhengzhou Area was the appearance of the bronze tripod cauldron li, which was buried in an 

elite grave with non-Erlitou funeral custom during the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV. It is highly 

possible that the occupant of this grave was not a member of the Erlitou society but some other 

political group. In other words, probably no later than the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, the 

eastern part of the Zhengzhou Area had been occupied by a new group, which may have a certain 

relationship with the Henei Region. 

 

III. Exotic artifacts in the Song Mountain Area 

In the Song Mountain Area, namely the southern division of the Henan Region, exotic 

artifacts were also discovered during the Erlitou Period. In this division, at least 74 sites dated to 

the Erlitou Period were found, including a huge fortified city Wangjinglou (168 ha.) and 

probably a specialized industrial settlement for making white ceramics Nanwa (11 ha.). Since the 

complete excavation data of Wangjinglou and Nanwa have been officially published, the 

discussions as follows will focus on these two sites. Before contextualizing exotic artifacts 

within these two sites, the developmental trajectories of their layouts will be analyzed first. In 

addition to Wangjinglou and Nanwa, in the other sites of the Song Mountain Area, only seldom 

data related to exotic artifacts were found. These data will also be briefly discussed after the 

analyses of Wangjinglou and Nanwa. 

 

1. Wangjinglou 

Wangjinglou (168 ha.) was the largest city site in the Henan Region in this period aside 

from Erlitou. This settlement was located around 99 kilometers southeast of Erlitou and 35 
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kilometers south of the Zhengzhou Shang City, which was the largest fortified settlement in the 

Erligang Period. Wangjinglou was surrounded by the Huangshui 黃水 River, a tributary of the 

Huai River, in its west and south and the Huanggoushui 黃溝水 River, a tributary of the 

Huangshui River, in its east (Figure 4.92). Excavators found the remains dated to both the Erlitou 

and Erligang Period in this site. Its relative chronology can be subdivided into six successive 

periods, from Erlitou Phase III to Upper Erligang Phase II. This site was separated into four 

excavation areas. In the 2010-2012 fieldwork seasons, Area I, Area III, and Area IV were 

excavated (Figure 4.92). During Erlitou Phases III and IV, fragmentary rammed-earth enclosure 

walls and moats outside the walls were found. The excavators also discovered a large rammed-

earth foundation, a pond, numerous ash pits, ditches, houses, kilns, wells, and graves in this site 

(Gu Wanfa 2016:5, 10, 13-50, 69-132 185-270, 713-4, 719). In the Erligang Period, a new city 

was built above the old one dated to the Erlitou Period (Gu Wanfa 2016:385-412). 

Only limited areas of this site were excavated, and most of them were located in the 

eastern part of the inner city (Figure 4.92). Thus, the layout of Wangjinglou in the Erlitou Period 

remains unclear. During Erlitou Phase III, Wangjinglou began to be occupied.33 This site 

consisted of an inner city and an outer city. The inner city indicates the area surrounded by the 

rammed-earth enclosure walls. Outside the walls are the moats paralleled the walls. Since the 

enclosure walls were seriously damaged by later moats built in the Erligang Period, only the 

eastern (625 m) wall and partly northern (32 m) and southern (45 m) walls were found. The outer 

city indicates the area between the inner city and the one surrounded by the Huangshui River in 

the west and south, the Huanggoushui River in the east, and an artificial moat in the north, which 

connected the former two rivers. Due to the lack of evidence, when the city walls and moats 

                                                        
33 Before the occupation in Erlitou Phase III, remain related the Yangshao Culture was only seldom found in the 
southwestern part of Wangjinglou (Gu Wanfa 2016:717). 
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were built was inconclusive. Excavators speculated they were constructed in Erlitou Phase III 

(Gu Wanfa 2016:69, 716-7). In the southwestern part of the inner city, excavators found a large 

rammed earth platform. This platform was built in the Erlitou Period and then rebuilt in the 

Erligang Period and the Warring State Period. The platform constructed in the Erlitou Period was 

95 meters by 87 meters in size. However, whether this platform was an individual building or a 

building complex is unclear (Gu Wanfa 2016:69, 88). In 50 meters north of this platform, 

excavators discovered a rectangular pond, which was 13.5 meters by 11 meters in size. The 

excavators suggested that this pond was an ancillary facility of the platform. Since the pond was 

dated to Erlitou Phase III (Gu Wanfa 2016:69, 88, 804), the platform may also be dated to the 

same period. Furthermore, 68 ash pits, three ditches, and two graves were also found at 

Wangjinglou in Erlitou Phase III (Gu Wanfa 2016:96-132, 781-835). Since most of the features 

were ash pits, the layout of the inner city was uncertain. Limited evidence shows that inside the 

inner city, the southwestern part may be the administrative center due to the discovery of the 

large platform, and the eastern part may be the residential area. 

In Erlitou Phase IV, the development of Wangjinglou reached its peak. The enclosure 

walls and moats were still used. Two hundred and sixty-two ash pits were found in most 

excavation areas, indicating a dense population lived inside the fortified settlement. The 

excavators also discovered two houses, three wells, six ditches, and 13 graves in the eastern part 

of the inner city (Gu Wanfa 2016:183-270). The situation that graves were also found in the 

residential area is the same as the one at Erlitou, showing similar burial custom. It is worth 

noting that three kilns were found and concentrated in the southeastern corner of the inner city 

(Gu Wanfa 2016:186-90). This situation implies that a ceramic workshop may be situated there. 

More significantly, one special pit H393 (Figure 4.93) was also found in this area. In the second 

stratum of H393, six layers of ceramic vessels were buried orderly in its center, surrounded by 



 

  204 

rammed earth. In H393 excavators collected more than 30 ceramics, including cooking, serving, 

and storage vessels. Most ceramic vessels can be restored completely (Gu Wanfa 2016:213-8). In 

addition to local ceramics, some exotic vessels, such as the tripod cauldron li and the one-

handled pot dan’erguan, were also buried together. The evidence from H393 may imply that a 

feast took place for a special event, in which locals and probably non-locals attended together. In 

comparison with the preceding period, the layout of Wangjinglou was clearer during Erlitou 

Phase IV. 

However, after entering Lower Erligang Phase I, Wangjinglou declined suddenly. 

Excavators only found seven ash pits and one grave in it. The enclosure walls and moats of the 

inner city were also abandoned (Gu Wanfa 2016:431-7, 719). In Lower Erligang Phase II, the 

enclosure walls and moats of the inner city were rebuilt again. Finally, Wangjinglou was 

abandoned again in Upper Erligang Phase II (Gu Wanfa 2016:719). 

By contrast with Erlitou, the design of Wangjinglou emphasizes its fortification purpose. 

This ancient city was built in Erlitou Phase III, which was also the flourishing era of Erlitou. In 

Erlitou Phase IV, Wangjinglou reached its peak. Nevertheless, its rapid development suddenly 

stopped by the end of the Erlitou period. During the Erligang period, Wangjinglou gradually 

revitalized. Not only the enclosure walls and moats of the inner city were reconstructed, but also 

several graves buried with valuable objects, such as bronze ritual vessels and jade items, were 

found (Gu Wanfa 2016:9; Xinzheng Xian Wenhuaguan 1980:62). This situation indicates that 

Wangjinglou was still a crucial fortified settlement during the Erligang period. Two ancient cities 

constructed in the Erlitou and Erligang Periods at Wangjinglou respectively may imply the 

importance of its strategic location for connecting the Central Yellow River Region and the 

neighboring regions in the south, such as the Yangzi River Valley. 

Although the layout of Wangjinglou in the Erlitou Period was unclear as discussed above, 
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many exotic ceramics related to the Henei Region and the Hedong Region still appeared in this 

huge city, particularly in Erlitou Phase IV. They still provide useful clues to discuss how exotic 

elements influenced this fortified settlement in this period. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

During the Erlitou Period, most of exotic artifacts found at Wangjinglou were related to 

the Henei Region. It seems that only two narrow-necked basins shujingpen dated to Erlitou 

Phase III were uncovered from two ash pits in Area III, the eastern part of the inner city (Gu 

Wanfa 2016:171). However, in Erlitou Phase IV, much more Henei-related ceramics, including 

not only the narrow-necked basin shujingpen but also new vessels such as the tripod cauldron li 

and the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan, appeared suddenly at Wangjinglou (Gu Wanfa 

2016:347-51, 358). It is worth noting that more than 30 tripod cauldrons li dated to Erlitou Phase 

IV were found from ash pits and strata in this site. In spite of this, the most popular cooking 

vessels at Wangjinglou were still the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan and the round-bellied pot 

yuanfuguan (Gu Wanfa 2016:325) which were the typical ceramics of the Henan Region in the 

Erlitou Period. Among the tripod cauldron li found at Wangjinglou, a higher rate of them may be 

thin-walled (Gu Wanfa 2016:347). It is worth noting that in the ash pit H393 which may imply a 

feast took place for a special event as mentioned above, one tripod cauldron li was also found in 

H393 with many other local ceramics. This tripod cauldron li, in reality, had a relatively flat base 

and was attached with three thicker and longer feet on its bottom (Figure 4.94). In other words, 

the stylistic features of this vessel were similar to the localized tripod cauldron li in the Henan 

Region as discussed above. The discovery of this tripod cauldron li from H393 probably implies 

that some non-locals joined this special feast or merely reflects that a certain of exotic cooking 

style (or food) were practiced (or consumed) in this special event. Besides, at least six narrow-
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waisted steamers xiyaoyan were found from ash pits, probably including strata, at Wangjinglou 

except one from a kiln Y1 (Gu Wanfa 2016:187). This situation indicates that as a sort of exotic 

ceramics related to the Henei Region, the local potters at Wangjinglou also made the narrow-

waisted steamer xiyaoyan in this site. Finally, only one narrow-necked basin shujingpen was 

uncovered from an ash pit in Erlitou Phase IV. Briefly speaking, during Erlitou Phase IV, it 

seems that most of these Henei-related ceramics were distributed in the eastern part of the inner 

city with plentiful typical remains of the Henan Region together. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Hedong Region 

The one-handled pot dan’erguan was the only exotic artifact related to the Hedong 

Region were discovered at Wangjinglou. In Erlitou Phase III, one one-handled pot dan’erguan 

was found from an ash pit in Area III (Gu Wanfa 2016:159). In Erlitou Phase IV, at least three 

one-handled pots dan’erguan were unearthed in this site (Gu Wanfa 2016:336). It is worth noting 

that one of them was also discovered from the ash pit H393. The discovery of this one-handled 

pot dan’erguan from H393 was also an important clue that a special event, in which locals and 

probably some non-locals joined together, may have taken place in the eastern inner city of 

Wangjinglou during Erlitou Phase IV. 

 

2. Nanwa 

Nanwa (11 ha.),34 located in around 33 km southeast of Erlitou, is another important site 

in the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. The Kuangshui 水 水 River, one tributary of the 

Yellow River, flows through its north and west. During the Erlitou Period, Nanwa was occupied 

                                                        
34 During the Erlitou Period, the estimated size of Nanwa was 11.3 hectares, defined by the moated enclosure G1. In 
the Yinxu Period (ca. 1,250-1,050 BC), the distribution area of archaeological remains at Nanwa extended to 44 
hectares (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:20, 782). 
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from the late stage of Erlitou Phase I through the early stage of Erlitou Phase IV. The relative 

chronology of Nanwa can be subdivided into five phases, which corresponds with the late stage 

of Erlitou Phase I, the early and late stages of Erlitou Phase II, Erlitou Phase III, and Erlitou 

Phase IV respectively. The excavation areas include the northern Area I, the central Area I, and 

the southern Area II (Figure 4.95). At Nanwa, the excavators found numerous features dated to 

the Erlitou Period, including moated enclosures, ash pits, wells, houses, kilns, hearths, and 

graves (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:1-2, 12-68, 624-

31). They also found plentiful white ceramic remains in this site. 

Nanwa began to be occupied during the late stage of Erlitou Phase I. Few features dated 

to this period, such as 15 ash pits and a well, were found in the three excavations areas. The 

excavators collected a small amount of white ceramics in the northern Area I. However, the 

direct evidence for the manufacture of white ceramics has not been found.35 In addition, the 

moated enclosure G1 with irregular shape (Figure 4.95) was probably constructed in this 

period.36 The western and northern parts of G1 were unclear. They may have been eroded by the 

Kuangshui River, or they were originally designed to connect with the Kuangshui River. The 

area surrounded by G1 and the Kuangshui River was 11.3 hectares (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi 

Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:20-4, 36, 624, 781, 817-8, 839, 884-5, 887, 901). 

Nanwa flourished in the Erltiou Phase II. Around 68.7% of ash pits (279/393) dated to 

                                                        
35 The remains of white ceramic vessels were found at 2004 H228, 2005 H217, H232, H252. Except 2005 H217 at 
the central Area I, the others are located at northern Area I, including 2004 H228 in which at least five fragmentary 
white ceramic vessels were discovered (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:839, 
884-5, 887). This may imply that white ceramics had begun to be made in the northern Area I during Erlitou Phase I. 
36 Although G1 is dated to the early stage of Erlitou Phase II, the excavators also suggest that it may be built in the 
late stage of Erlitou Phase I (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:624, 781). 
Another moat G3 was constructed later than G1. After entering the early stage of Erlitou Phase II, several kilns were 
found in the area surrounded by G3. This situation implies the existence of ceramic workshops in this area in the 
early stage of Erlitou Phase II. It highly possible that the main function of G3 may be used for protecting the 
specialized workshops of white ceramics. Thus, we can assume that G3 may be built in the early stage of Erlitou 
Phase II, and the earlier G1 may be built in the late stage of Erlitou Phase I. However, this hypothesis still needs to 
be tested in the future. 
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this period were distributed throughout the site. The other moated enclosure G3 was probably 

built in the early stage of this period. The western part of G3 was unclear, also connecting with 

the Kuangshui River (Figure 4.95). The area surrounded by G3 and the Kuangshui River was 4.6 

hectares. Inside the area surrounded by G3, at the northern Area I, the spatial pattern shows that a 

house was surrounded by at least four kilns37 and four wells. This layout may indicate the 

existence of a specialized ceramic workshop zone in this area that was fortified by G3. 

Furthermore, plentiful white ceramic remains widely distributed at Nanwa (Zhengzhou Daxue 

Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:25-30, 32-40, 819-95). Therefore, many 

scholars speculate that Nanwa was an industrial center for making white ceramics during the 

Erlitou Period (Han Guohe et al. 2007; Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu 

Zhongxin 2014:781-2; Li Baoping et al. 2008; Liu Li et al. 2007). In addition, at least five graves 

were found. In the ceramic workshop zone, excavators found three graves without any burial 

good. In the southern Area II, grave 2004 M1, whose occupant’s face was covered by a large 

shell of scallop (Figure 4.96), was discovered. Seven seashells, one wine-serving vessel jue, and 

four other ceramic vessels were also buried in grave 2004 M1 (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua 

Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:61-8, 335, 855-6, 889), showing the occupant had a high 

social status within Nanwa. 

However, after entering Erlitou Phase III, Nanwa began to decline. The percentage of ash 

pits dated to this period rapidly dropped to around 21.9% (89/393). Most ash pits were still found 

in the northern Area I. The excavators still collected some white ceramic remains from ash pits. 

It is reasonable to assume that white ceramic remains dated to this period were probably made in 

either Erlitou Phase III or preceding periods. In addition to ash pits, only one grave, at least, was 

                                                        
37 In fact, two more kilns were found in the northern Area I (I T6741 and I T7037) (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi 
Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:32). However, since they were not excavated, their relative dating 
remains unclear (probably also belonging to Erlitou Phase II?). 
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found at Nanwa. Besides, the moated enclosure G3 was still used (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi 

Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:62-3, 628, 819-95). Probably ceramics were still 

made at Nanwa, but no kilns dated to this period was discovered. The archaeological evidence 

implies that if Nanwa had been an industrial center of white ceramic production, this specialized 

craft started to lose its importance in Erlitou Phase III. 

In the early stage of Erlitou Phase IV, Nanwa almost faded. The excavators only found 

ten ash pits and one grave in this site. The moated enclosure G3 had not been filled up yet, but it 

was abandoned. The excavation report mentions that no any natural disaster or military conflict 

took place at Nanwa during this period (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu 

Zhongxin 2014:64, 629, 781). Nanwa was completely abandoned in the Erligang Period. After 

that, this site was occupied again in the Yinxu 殷墟 Period (ca. 1,250-1,050 BC) (Zhengzhou 

Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:635-701, 782). 

In sum, the archaeological evidence reveals that Nanwa was a well-designed settlement, 

probably mainly used for industrial purposes. Nanwa started to be occupied in Erlitou Phase I. 

No later than Erlitou Phase II, the fortified ceramic workshop zone in this site was built, and 

ceramics, including white ceramics, had began to be made at Nanwa. However, Nanwa rapidly 

declined in Erlitou Phase III and then completely abandoned in the end of Erlitou Phase IV. It is 

worth noting that using bronze to make ritual vessels at Erlitou started from Erlitou Phase III 

(Chen Guoliang 2008:152). In other words, the rise of the bronze industry at Erlitou and the 

decline of white ceramic production at Nanwa took place simultaneously. This coincidence 

strongly implies a dramatic change in value system happened in the Henan Region in Erlitou 

Phase III. As a brand new and high-end technology, bronze replaced the importance of white 

ceramics and became the most attractive and valuable materials during Erlitou Phase III. The rise 

and decline of Nanwa may be a crucial case to reflect this crucial process, also marking the 
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beginning of the Bronze Age in ancient China. 

In addition to plentiful the typical remains of the Henan Region, some exotic artifacts 

related to various neighboring areas also appeared at Nanwa during the Erlitou Period. Although 

the total amount of exotic artifacts found at Nanwa was smaller than the one at Wangjinglou, 

their areas of origin were more diverse, including not only the Henei Region and the Hedong 

Region but also the Shandong Peninsula and the Yangzi River Valley. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

Some exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region, including the tripod cauldron li and the 

narrow-necked basin shujingpen, appeared at Nanwa during the Erlitou Period. At least five 

tripod cauldrons li, including four pieces of its conical feet, dated to Erlitou Phase III were 

uncovered from ash pits of Nanwa (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu 

Zhongxin 2014:526, 563, 574, 823, 843). All of them were distributed in the northern Area I 

except one in T6, a trench in the middle of the moat G1. Besides, at least one narrow-necked 

basin shujingpen dated to Erlitou Phase IV was uncovered in an ash pit located in the northern 

Area I (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:380). It seems 

that during the late stage of the Erlitou Period, external influences from the Henei Region were 

relatively weak at Nanwa. 

In addition to ceramics, as mentioned above, in the grave 2004 M1, which is dated to the 

late stage of Erlitou Phase II, the occupant’s face was covered by a large shell of scallop 

(Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:61, 115). This burial 

custom may be related to the Xiaqiyuan Culture, which flourished in the Henei Region during 

the Erlitou Period (see Chapter 6). The same burial custom also appeared in a cemetery of the 

Xiaqiyuan Culture from three graves (M3, M15, and M87) at Nancheng 南城, Hebei Province 
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(Figure 4.97) (Shi Lei et al. 2012:373). Thus, it is highly possible that the occupant of 2004 M1 

had a close connection with the Henei Region or even an area farther to the north, such as 

southern Hebei. It is also worth noting that the grave 2004 M1 was located in the southern Area 

II. In reality, during the late stage of Erlitou Phase II, most of the ash pits, and even kilns and 

other graves dated to this period were found in the northern Area I. In other words, 2004 M1 was 

buried outside the core region of settlement during this period. The archaeological context of this 

grave also implies that the occupant of 2004 M1 may not be local people. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Hedong Region 

As one of the most representative typical ceramics of the Hedong Region, at least four 

one-handled pots dan’erguan were found at Nanwa (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan 

Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:136, 241-2, 287, 319, 505). Three of them were dated to Erlitou 

Phase II and discovered from ash pits in the northern Area I and the southern Area II 

respectively. The other one was dated to Erlitou Phase III and found from grave 2004 M9. Three 

ceramics, including one one-handled pot dan’erguan, and a turquoise ornament were buried in 

this grave, probably imply that the occupant may have had a certain relationship with the Hedong 

Region. 

 

C. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Shandong Peninsula 

In addition to the remains related to the Henei Region and the Hedong Region, the ones 

related to the Shandong Peninsula were also found at Nanwa. For example, during Erlitou Phase 

II and III, at least two red-brown steamers yan and two red-brown deep-bellied pots shenfuguan 

decorated with combing pattern biwen appeared in ash pits in the central Area I and the southern 

Area II at Nanwa. In addition, at least one crescent-shaped blade banyuexingdao, which was 
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diagnostic of the Yueshi Culture, was discovered in an ash pit dated to the Spring and Autumn 

Period (770-476/403 BC) in the northern Area I (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu 

Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:91-2, 353, 543, 576). Similarly, at Nanwa the influence from the 

Shandong Region, just like the influences from the Henei Region and the Hedong Region 

discussed above, was quite weak during the Erlitou Period. 

 

D. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Middle and Lower Yangzi River Valleys 

Finally, a few exotic artifacts related to the lower and middle Yangzi River Valleys, such 

as the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe and the vessels made of proto-porcelain yuanshici also 

appeared at Nanwa during the Erlitou Period (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu 

Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:511, 582). At least one pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe dated to Erlitou Phase 

III was discovered from an ash pit in the northern Area I. Moreover, a pot made of proto-

porcelain dated to the early stage of Erlitou Phase II was also found from an ash pit in the 

northern Area I at Nanwa. During the early stage of Erlitou Phase II, since the northern Area I 

flourished due to the production of white ceramics, it is highly possible that the pot made of 

proto-porcelain unearthed from this area may be the result of trade between Nanwa and the 

middle and lower Yangzi River Valleys. Of course, this assumption still needs to be tested in the 

future. 

 

3. Other Sites in the Song Mountain Area 

Besides Wangjinglou and Nanwa, at least 72 sites dated to the Erlitou Period were 

distributed in the Song Mountain Area. However, due to limited data, only few exotic artifacts 

related to the Henei Region and the middle Yangzi River Valley were found from four sites. 

Generally speaking, the pattern of the appearance of these exotic artifacts within these four sites 
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is similar to the ones at Wangjinglou and Nanwa that will be briefly discussed as follows. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

Exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region, including the tripod cauldron li and the 

narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan, were discovered from Wangchenggang (Beijing Daxue Kaogu 

Wenbo Xueyuan and Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2007:244; Henan Sheng and 

Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu 1992:137, 148), Huangzhai 黃寨 (Henan Sheng 1993b:8), 

Quliang (Beijing Daxue Kaogu Wenbo Xueyuan 2003:52; Li Weiming 1991:34), and Nanzhai 

(Henan Sheng 2012:46-7). Most of these Henei-related ceramics were discovered from ash pits, 

moats, and strata. It is worth noting that at Wangchenggang, the tripod cauldron li was also 

unearthed from at least two graves WT27 M19 and WT15 M16 (Henan Sheng and Zhongguo 

Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu 1992:130). Since in each of them only three ceramics were buried, the 

occupants of these two graves may be commoners. This situation implies that probably some 

immigrants from the Henei Region moved to Wangchenggang during the Erlitou Period. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Middle Yangzi River Valley 

The pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe, which may originate from the middle Yangzi River 

Valley, was discovered at Nanzhai (Henan Sheng 2012:90, 137-8). One vessel dated to Erlitou 

Phase II were found from grave M26. Besides the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe, the other five 

ceramics, including the wine-serving vessel jue and the goblet gu, were also buried in M26. The 

burial goods of this grave indicate that its occupant may have a relatively high socio-political 

status within this site. In addition, probably one broken pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe also dated to 

Erlitou Phase II was found from an ash pit. As discussed above, the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe 

may be spread into Erlitou during Erlitou Phase II. Since Nanzhai was located in the Yi River 
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Valley, which was one of the most significant corridors connecting the Luoyang Basin and the 

regions in the south, including the middle Yangzi River Valley, the appearance of the pot-shaped 

pitcher huxinghe at Nanzhai during Erlitou Phase II corresponded to its spreading pattern 

proposed above. 

In sum, exotic artifacts related to various neighboring regions of the Henan Region were 

discovered in the Song Mountain Area during the Erlitou Period. Wangjinglou and Nanwa are the 

two best examples to investigate the distribution patterns of various exotic artifacts within them. 

Despite limited data, it seems that Wangjinglou and Nanwa reflect two different appearance 

patterns of exotic artifacts. On the one hand, as a specialized industrial settlement for making 

white ceramics, exotic artifacts related to various origins, including the Henei Region, the 

Hedong Region, Shandong Peninsula, and the Yangzi River Valley, appeared at Nanwa during 

the Erlitou Period. Probably the main reason to cause the appearance of various exotic artifacts, 

including some valuable object such as the vessels made of proto-porcelain, was due to the trade 

of white ceramics. Furthermore, because of the trade of white ceramics, the discovery of various 

exotic artifacts at Nanwa indicates not only the movement of objects but also the movement of 

people. One of the best examples was the occupant of 2004 M1. The face of this occupant was 

covered by a large scallop shell, which may be the funeral custom in the northern distribution 

area of the Xiaqiyuan Culture. Briefly speaking, the production of white ceramics may be the 

primary cause to attract non-locals into Nanwa. 

On the other hand, as a large-scale city with fortification facilities, Wangjinglou was built 

in Erlitou Phase III, reflecting a tense situation in this area. Compared to Nanwa, the areas of 

origin of exotic artifacts found at Wangjinglou were much more simples. In addition to a few 

ceramics related to the Hedong Region, most of exotic artifacts found at Wangjinglou were 

related to the Henei Region, particularly the tripod cauldron li, and concentrated in Erlitou Phase 



 

  215 

IV. In reality, this pattern is similar to the one at Erlitou but in the latter more Yueshi-related 

ceramics also appeared. In other words, the appearance of a relatively large amount of the Henei-

related ceramics was a general trend in the Henan Region in Erlitou Phase IV, which will be 

discussed further in Chapter 8. In short, probably due to different natures and functions, the 

appearance patterns of exotic artifacts at Wangjinglou and Nanwa were different. Of course, the 

hypothesis proposed here still needs to be tested by more archaeological evidence in the future. 

 

IV. Exotic artifacts in the Yao Mountain Area 

Some exotic artifacts dated to the Erlitou Period were also found in the Yao Mountain 

Area. Compared to the other three divisions discussed above, the data from the Yao Mountain 

Area is sparse. Thus, it is difficult to contextualize these exotic artifacts within specific sites 

based on the existing data. However, the limited data still provide a rough picture of how these 

exotic artifacts distributed in the Yao Mountain Area during the Erlitou Period. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Hedong Region 

Some exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region were uncovered in the Yao Mountain 

Area. For example, as one of the most typical ceramic vessels of the Hedong Region, the one-

handled pot dan’erguan was found in Lusi 鹿寺 (Henan Sheng Wenhua Ju Wenwu Gongzuodui 

1964), Xiyacun (Henan Sheng 1989a), and Taijian (Luoyang Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui and Xinan 

Xian Wenwu Baohu Guanlisuo 1998). Besides, the egg-shaped jar danxingweng as anther typical 

ceramic vessel in the Hedong Region that was unearthed from Zhengyao 鄭窯 (Henan Sheng 

and Mianchi Xian Wenhuaguan 1987). Among the four divisions of the Henan Region, since the 

Yao Mountain Area is the one closest to the Hedong Region, it is highly possible that the remains 

related to the Hedong Region may be more popular in this division than the other three. 
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B. Ecotic Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

Some exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region, including the tripod cauldron li, and 

narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan, and the narrow-necked basin shujingpen, were also discovered 

in the Yao Mountain Area. The tripod cauldron li was discovered from Zhengyao (Henan Sheng 

and Mianchi Xian Wenhuaguan 1987), Qilipu 七里鋪 (Huanghe Shuiku Kaogu Gongzuodui 

Henan Fendui 1960), and Taijian (Luoyang Shi Wenwu Gongzuodui and Xinan Xian Wenwu 

Baohu Guanlisuo 1998). According to the limited data, the tripod cauldron li discovered from 

Zhengyao and Qilipu are thin-walled and decorated with fine cord marks, which were the typical 

characteristics of the Henei Region. Thus, the discovery of the thin-walled tripod cauldron 

baotaili in the Yao Mountain Area was the influential result of the Henei Region rather than the 

one of the Hedong Region, in which most of the tripod cauldron li were attached one handle, 

which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5. Besides, the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan 

was found from Zhengyao and Taijian; the narrow-necked basin shujingpen from Taijian. 

Probably most of these Henei-related ceramics were not directly influenced by the Henei Region 

but through the Luoyang Basin which was located between the Yao Mountain Area in the west 

and the Henei Region in the east. 

Briefly stated, in the Yao Mountain Area, the archaeological context of exotic artifacts is 

much vaguer than the other three divisions of the Henan Region. However, the sparse data still 

provide a general trend of the distribution pattern of exotic artifacts in this area during the Erlitou 

Period which can be reexamined in the future. It seems that in the early stage of the Erlitou 

Period, relatively more exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region appeared in the Yao 

Mountain Area. Nevertheless, in the late stage of the Erlitou Period, more exotic artifacts were 

associated with the Henei Region, which may be indirectly influenced by the Luoyang Basin 

rather than directly by the Henei Region. In reality, this general trend of the Yao Mountain Area, 
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roughly speaking, is similar to the other divisions of the Henan Region except Erlitou and 

Qingniangongyu. 

 

Conclusion 

Among more than three hundred sites dated to the Erlitou Period, plentiful exotic artifacts 

were found from four different divisions of the Henan Region. In contrast to the typical remains 

of the Henan Region, the ratio of these exotic artifacts was quite low. However, the distribution 

patterns and the archaeological contexts of these exotic artifacts are the most crucial keys to 

explore the interregional interaction between the Henan Region and its contemporary neighbors 

during the Erlitou Period. As shown above, due to imbalances in fieldwork coverage, most of the 

data related to exotic artifacts were found at Erlitou, Wangjinglou, Dashigu, and Nanwa, 

particularly at the first site. Despite the highly unbalanced dataset, we still can try to sum up 

some general ideas about how exotic artifacts influenced the Henan Region during the Erlitou 

Period. These general ideas construct the intellectual foundations of the interregional interaction 

between the Henan Region and its neighbors during the Erlitou Period, generating hypotheses 

that can be tested by more new archaeological evidence in the future. 

First of all, as the largest metropolis in East Asia in the second quarter of the second 

millennium BC, exotic artifacts related to various neighboring regions were discovered at 

Erlitou. During Erlitou Phases I and II, although only limited exotic artifacts were found, the 

diversity of their origins was the most crucial characteristic in this site. These exotic artifacts 

were associated with the Henei Region, the Hedong Region in its north, the Shandong Peninsula 

in its east, and the middle and lower Yangzi River Valleys in its south. It is worth noting that 

exotic artifacts from the first three regions were all ceramics for daily use, but the ones from the 

middle and lower Yangzi River Valleys were valuable objects, including the high-necked pot 
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changjinghu, the pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe, the duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi, the vessels made 

of proto-porcelain, and stamped hard-fired pottery. The analysis of the archaeological contexts 

shows that most of exotic artifacts related to the middle and lower Yangzi River Valleys were 

discovered from the palatial zone or the graves for local elites. It seems that during this period, 

the middle and lower Yangzi River Valleys did not have a close relationship with the Henan 

Region according to archaeological evidence. Thus, the discovery of exotic artifacts related to 

South China may be the results of the exchange. 

However, during Erlitou Phases III and IV, although more exotic artifacts appeared at 

Erlitou, their origins were simpler than the ones in Erlitou Phases I and II: most of exotic 

artifacts were related to the neighboring regions in its north and east, particularly the Henei 

Region and the Shandong Peninsula. The data from the new excavation report reveals that 

plentiful these exotic artifacts related to these two regions widely appeared in various parts at 

Erlitou, including the palatial zone and the fortified workshop zone, in the late stage of Erlitou 

Phase IV. This phenomenon may be explained as the result of a sudden popularity of these exotic 

artifacts, a sudden tendency that more immigrants from these two neighboring regions moved 

into Erlitou, or even a significant historic event, such as an invasion related to the Henei Region 

and the Shandong Peninsula. No matter which scenarios is correct, Erlitou indeed had a closer 

relationship with the Henei Region and the Shandong Peninsula during the late stage of Erlitou 

Phase IV. 

Second, as two fortified cities built no later than the late stage of Erlitou Phase II, some 

exotic artifacts were found from Wangjinglou and Dashigu. According to the existing data, 

although it is still difficult to decide whether during the Erlitou Period, hundreds of sites in the 

Henan Region belonged to one unified polity or to several independent polities, the construction 

of these two fortified cities can be seen crucial indicators to reflect a tense situation that occurred 
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in the eastern part of the Henan Region. As shown above, the origins of exotic artifacts which 

were discovered at Wangjinglou and Dashigu was simpler the ones at Erlitou: most of them were 

related to the Henei Region, and seldom remains to the Hedong Region. Generally speaking, this 

pattern was similar to the one at Erlitou, but more Shandong-related remains were discovered in 

the latter. Moreover, Wangjinglou and Dashigu seem to be still flourished until the end of Erlitou 

Phase IV. Thus, the appearance of the Henei-related remains may be not the result of political or 

military conflicts. In reality, from a pan-regional perspective, the situation that more and more 

Henei-related ceramics appeared after Erlitou Phase III seems to be a universal phenomenon in 

the Henan Region. Thus, on the one hand, this situation may be interpreted as a process that 

locals of the Henan Region, including the ones lived in the fortified cities, gradually accepted 

exotic material culture and even the lifestyle such as cooking habit and food related to the Henei 

Region. On the other hand, it may also be interpreted as a long-term process that immigrants 

from the Henei Region gradually moved southward into the Henan Region. Of course, the third 

possible scenario is a certain sort of mixture of the two possibilities proposed above. 

Finally, as a specialized industrial settlement for making white ceramics, a few exotic 

artifacts but with various origins, including the Henei Region, the Hedong Region, the Shandong 

Peninsula, and the Yangzi River Valley, were found at Nanwa during the Erlitou Period. This site 

was built in Erlitou Phase I, flourished in Erlitou Phase II, gradually declined from Erlitou Phase 

III, and eventually abandoned in Erlitou Phase IV. In reality, the developmental trajectory of 

Nanwa just reflects the process of how the bronze ritual vessels replaced the importance of the 

white ceramics and even other valuable vessels such as the vessels made of proto-porcelain and 

stamped hard-fired pottery at Erlitou during the Erlitou Period. As a flourishing industrial center 

in Erlitou Phase II, exotic material cultures and even non-locals, probably including immigrants 

and even “traders” from various regions, entered Nanwa. Besides, probably because of exchange, 
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valuable exotic artifacts such as at least one pot made of proto-porcelain from the Yangzi River 

Valley appeared in this site. After Erlitou Phase III, Nanwa started to decline. Although some 

exotic artifacts still appeared at Nanwa, most of them were related to the Henei Region, showing 

a similar pattern with other sites in the Henan Region. Besides, seldom remains related to the 

Shandong Peninsula and the Yangzi River Valley found at Nanwa imply that this site may have 

some connections to these regions, probably still because of trade. Compared to the 

characteristics of Erlitou, Wangjinglou, and Dashigu which were more political, the one of 

Nanwa was more industrial and “mercantile.” 

In sum, the appearance of exotic artifacts at Erlitou, Wangjinglou, Dashigu, Nanwa, and 

even probably in the other sites dated to the Erlitou Period in the Henan Region seems to share a 

general trend: although exotic artifacts from various neighboring regions were discovered in this 

region, most of them were related to the Henei Region, particularly in Erlitou Phase IV. 

However, it is crucial to notice that because the natures and functions of the settlements in the 

Henan Region were different, the appearance patterns of exotic artifacts within them may also be 

different. The analysis in this chapter has only focused on four representative sites with relatively 

sufficient data in the Henan Region. In other words, the data from more than three hundred sites 

dated to the Erlitou Period in the Henan Region remain unclear. We are looking forward to 

seeing more new data to test and adjust the assumptions proposed above in the future.
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Figure 4.1 Geomorphology of the Henan Region 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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Figure 4.2 Distribution pattern of sites in the Henan Region, the Erlitou Period 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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Figure 4.3 Deep-bellied pot shenfuguan (V H110:10)      Figure 4.4 Round-bellied pot yuanfuguan (V D2H12:1) 

(H: 34.7 cm; Diam: 20.9 cm)                          (H: 18.9 cm; Diam: 16.2 cm) 
(Zhongguo 1999, p. 97, fig. 53.2)                       (Zhongguo 1999, p. 100, fig. 55.3) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.5 Tripod cauldron ding (II·V T104⑥:51)             Figure 4.6 Steamer zeng (II·V T109③Lower:12) 

 (H: 19.3 cm; Diam: 17.0 cm)                               (H: 15.1 cm; Diam: 26.0 cm) 
       (Zhongguo 1999, p. 52, fig. 25.8)                          (Zhongguo 1999, p. 209, fig. 132.1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.7 Pedestal dish dou (V D2T1⑥:2)               Figure 4.8 Tripod basin sanzupan (II·V T113③:12) 

(H: 30.9 cm; Diam: 16.7 cm)                              (H: 14.3 cm; Diam: 25.5 cm) 
    (Zhongguo 1999, p. 114, fig. 65.10)                         (Zhongguo 1999, p. 224, fig. 141.1) 
 
 
 



 

  224 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.9 Deep-bellied basin shenfupen (IV H63:23)    Figure 4.10 Basin with a flat base pingdipen (V D2H14:2) 
         (H: 18.1 cm; Diam: 35.9 cm)                          (H: 7.2 cm; Diam: 36.0 cm) 
        (Zhongguo 1999, p. 104, fig. 58.3)                     (Zhongguo 1999, p. 107, fig. 60.6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.11 Open-mouthed jar dakouzun (II T203 moat:11)        Figure 4.12 Wine-serving vessel jue (VI M7:5) 
            (H: 33.6 cm; Diam: 32.6 cm)                      (H: 17.4 cm; length of mouth: 15.2 cm) 
          (Zhongguo 1999, p. 221, fig. 139.6)                     (Zhongguo 1999, p. 254, fig. 166.4) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.13 Wine-serving vessel gui    Figure 4.14 Wine-serving vessel he        Figure 4.15 Goblet gu 
          (V M22:8)                        (VI M7:1)                       (IV M19.2) 
    (H: 28.3 cm; Diam: 12.0 cm)        (H: 25.4 cm; Diam: 12.1cm)               (H: 17.7 cm) 
(Zhongguo 1999, p. 134, Fig. 80.1)   (Zhongguo 1999, p. 254, Fig. 166.2)   (Zhongguo 1999, p. 133, Fig. 79.8) 
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Figure 4.16 Grooved basin kecaopen (IV H30:11)       Figure 4.17 Pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan (VIII H34:11) 
      (H: 15.4 cm; Diam: 26.2 cm)                            (H: 19.5 cm; Diam: 15.5 cm) 
    (Zhongguo 1999, p. 214, fig. 135.8)                      (Zhongguo 1999, p. 219, fig. 138.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.18 Pot with flower-shaped edge                  Figure 4.19 Pot with two ring-shaped handles 
       huabianguan (II·V H164:11)                            shuang’erguan (V T203⑥:11) 
       (H: 17.1 cm; Diam: 15.0 cm)                                  (Diam: 14.0 cm) 
      (Zhongguo 1999, p. 98, fig. 54.10)                        (Zhongguo 1999, p. 100, fig. 55.9) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.20 Pot with two tongue-shaped handles           Figure 4.21 Pot-shaped cauldron with one handle 

attached on the rim shuangpanguan (II·V H132:24)                dan’erguanxingding (V M15:16) 
        (H: 20.1 cm; Diam: 16.5 cm)                           (H: 24.0 cm; Diam: 14.2 cm) 
       (Zhongguo 1999, p. 98, fig. 54.7)                       (Zhongguo 1999, p. 127, fig. 75.11) 
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Figure 4.22 Proto-jue from Sanliqiao (H284:25) 
    (Zhongguo 1959b, p. 99, fig. 66.B13) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.24 White ceramic objects with the shape of     Figure 4.23 Development of the wine-serving vessel jue 
           a bamboo hat (2002 V M3:2)           (1: II M54:7; 2: VI M8:2; 3: IV M7:5; 4: VI T3②lower:13) 
          (H: 2.85 cm; Diam: 5.9-6.1 cm)            (rearranged from Zhongguo 1999, p. 37, fig. 16-IV) 
     (Zhongguo 2014, p. 1003, fig. 6-4-3-4-2B.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.25 Pot with an angular shoulder shejianguan            Figure 4.26 “Fishbone motif” yuciwen 
    (V M22:10) (H: 13.5 cm; Diam: 11.2 cm)                         (II·V T116⑥:14) 
      (Zhongguo 1999, p. 127, fig. 75.6)                       (Zhongguo 1999, p. 48, fig. 22.5) 
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        Figure 4.27 Jade disk bi, Fanshan (M12:95)        Figure 4.28 Jade tube cong, Fanshan (M12:97) 
               (Diam: 12.0-12.3 cm)                      (H: 9.8-9.9 cm; Diam: 8.27-8.42 cm) 
    (Zhejiang Sheng 2005, color photo, p. 152, fig. 369)    (Zhejiang Sheng 2005, color photo, p. 39, fig. 129) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.29 Jade ax yue, Fanshan (M12:100-1)         Figure 4.30 Jade disk-shaped ax biqi (84 VI M11:5) 
                   (L: 17.9 cm)                                     (Diam: 8-9 cm) 
  (Zhejiang Sheng 2005, color photo, p. 127, Fig. 297)           (Zhongguo Erlitou 1986, photo, Fig. 7.3) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.31 Jade ax yue (81 V M6:1) 
(L: 21.0 cm; W: 23.0 cm) 

(Zhongguo 1993, p. 123, fig. 96.1) 
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Figure 4.32 Jade blade yazhang (80 V M3:4) 
(L: 52.0 cm) 

(Zhongguo 1993, p. 122, fig. 95.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.33 Jade blade dao (87 VI M57:9) 
(L: 53.0 cm) 

(Zhongguo 1993, p. 123, fig. 96.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.34 Jade dagger-ax ge (75 VI KM3:11) 
(L: 43.0 cm) 

(Zhongguo 1999, color photo, fig. 2.3) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                        Figure 4.35 Jade handle-shaped object bingxingqi (2001 V M1:3) 
                        (L: 10.3 cm) (Zhongguo 2014, color photo, fig. 110.2) 
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Figure 4.36 Jade dagger-ax ge (75 VI KM3:11) (drawing) 
(L: 43.0 cm) (Zhongguo 1999, p. 250, fig. 162.5) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.37 Plaque with turquoise inlay 
  lüsongshi tongpaishi (84 VI M11:7) 
           (L: 16.5 cm) 
(Zhongguo Qingtongqi Quanji 1, fig. 21) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          Figure 4.38 Turquoise dragon-shaped object 
          lüsongshi longxingqi (2003 V M3:5) 
          (L: 64.5 cm) 
          (Zhongguo 2014, color photo, fig. 120) 
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Figure 4.39 Bronze dagger-ax ge (VI KM3:2)           Figure 4.40 Bronze battle-ax qi (VI KM3:1) 
                    (L: 27.5 cm)                                     (L: 23.5 cm) 
           (Zhongguo 1999, p. 249, fig. 161.1)                   (Zhongguo 1999, p. 249, fig. 161.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.41 Bronze round-shaped object yuanxignqi (V KM4:2)      Figure 4.42 Bronze bell ling (2002 V M3:22) 
                   (Diame.: 17.0 cm)                                    (H: 13.5 cm) 
            (Zhongguo 1999, p. 255, Fig. 167.2)                 (Zhongguo 2014, color photo, Fig. 125.1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                        Figure 4.44 Bronze wine- 
                                                                        serving vessel he 
                                                                        (86 II M2:1) (H: 24.5 cm) 
                                                                        (Zhongguo Qingtongqi 
                                                                        Quanji 1, fig. 19) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                        Figure 4.45 Bronze tripod 
                                                                        cauldron ding (87 V M1:1) 
  Figure 4.43 Bronze wine-serving vessel jue (VII KM7:1)                        (H: 20.0 cm) 
                     (H: 26.5 cm)                                         (Zhongguo Erlitou 1991, 
          (Zhongguo Qingtongqi Quanji 1, fig. 7)                              p. 1138, fig. 1) 
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Figure 4.46 The boundaries of Erlitou in various periods 
(redrawn from Zhongguo 2014, p. 1656, fig. 11-2-1-1) 
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Figure 4.47 Developmental trajectory of the palatial zone at Erlitou from Erlitou Phases II to IV 
(redrawn from Xu Hong and Liu Li 2008, p. 45, fig. 2) 
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Figure 4.48 Foundation No. 1 at Erlitou 
(Zhongguo 1999, fig. 84) 
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Figure 4.49 2001 V H1 and three graves 
(Zhongguo 1999, p. 148, fig. 90) 
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Figure 4.50 Foundation No. 2 at Erlitou 
(Zhongguo 1999, p. 152, fig. 93) 
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Figure 4.51 Fortified workshop zone at Erlitou 
(redrawn from Chen Guoliang 2014, p. 99, fig. 2) 



 

  237 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                Figure 4.52 Circular feature in the “sacrificial zone”  

at Erlitou 
                                                (Zhongguo 2003, p. 130, fig. 2-16) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.53 Narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan (2002 V H112:25)     Figure 4.54 Tripod cauldron li (V H101:11) 
              (H: 41.8 cm; Diam: 26.0-27.5 cm)                      (H: 18.8 cm; Diam 15.9 cm) 
        (Zhongguo 2014, p. 879, fig. 6-4-2-56-2D.25)               (Zhongguo 1999, p. 312, fig. 206.3) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.55 Deep-bellied pot with olive-shaped body     Figure 4.56 Narrow-necked basin shujingpen (V H87:11) 
      ganlanxing shengfuguan (V H53:11)                      (H: 17.5 cm; Diam: 28.8 cm) 
         (H:27.3 cm; Diam: 17.3 cm)                        (Zhongguo 1999, p. 315, fig. 209.1) 
      (Zhongguo 1999, p. 306, fig. 202.9) 
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Figure 4.57 Tripod cauldron li with Henan style          Figure 4.58 Yueshi deep-bellied pot shenfuguan 
                 (IV H57:98)                                       (V H83:26)     
          (H: 26.1 cm; Diam: 20.3 cm)                         (H: 29.7 cm; Diam: 19.7 cm) 
        (Zhongguo 1999, p. 211, fig. 133.4)           (Zhongguo 1999, p. 306, fig. 203.10; photo, fig. 144.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.59 Yueshi tripod cauldron li (83 III C:1)          Figure 4.60 Yueshi tripod cauldron ding (86 VI H5:12) 
        (H: 26.7 cm; Diam: 19.2 cm)                              (H: 8.2; Diam: 9.0 cm) 
    (Zhongguo 1995, p. 252, fig. 305-right)                     (Zhongguo 1995, p. 299, fig. 369) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.61 Yueshi steamer yan (2000 III H18:17)               Figure. 4.62 Pot with a flanged mouth 
      (H: 7 cm) (Zhongguo 2014, p. 260,               zimukouguan (84 M93:1) (H: 12.6 cm; Diam. 11.5 cm) 

fig. 4-4-1-17-2.17; color photo, fig. 176.2)                    (Zhongguo 1995, p. 84, fig. 50) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.63 Yueshi round-bellied pot yuanfuguan (85 VI H15:1)   Figure 4.64 Open-mouthed basin with a flat base 
             (H: 17.0 cm; Diam. 18.0 cm)                         changkoupingdipen (V H87:20) 
           (Zhongguo 1995, p. 285, fig. 351)                        (H: 16.6 cm; Diam. 36.8 cm) 
                                                            (Zhongguo 1999, p. 315, fig. 209.9) 
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Figure 4.65 Wine-serving vessel jue with Yueshi style      Figure 4.66 High-necked tripod gaolingjia (IV H13:11) 
               (VI KM6 upper:3)                               (H: 23.3 cm; Diam. 16 cm) 

 (H: 15.9 cm; length of mouth: 11.8)                     (Zhongguo 1999, p. 211, fig. 133.9) 
      (Zhongguo 1999, p. 325, fig. 215.16)                                                   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.67 Stone crescent-shaped blade banyuexingdao      Figure 4.68 One-handled pot dan’erguan (V M15:4) 
                 (II·V T112③:3)                             (H: 13.3 cm; Diam: 12.4 cm) 
              (L: 10.3 cm; W: 5.1 cm)                       (Zhongguo 1999, p. 127, fig. 75.5) 
        (Zhongguo 1999, p. 279, fig. 184.15)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.69 One-handled tripod cauldron da’nerli         Figure 4.70 One-handled pot dan’erguan, Dongxiafeng 
   (85 VI 2A:1) (H: 27.5 cm; Diam: 21.5 cm)                      (H: 17.0 cm; Diam: 15.8 cm) 
       (Zhongguo 1995, p. 257, fig. 311)                      (photo by H.P. Lee, Nanshan Station, 
                                                      Archaeology Institute of Shanxi Province) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.71 Bronze high-necked tripod gaolingjia             Figure 4.72 Bronze high-necked tripod gaolingjia 
 (84 VI M9:1) (H:30.5 cm; Diam: 16.0-18.0 cm)               (87 V M1:2) (H: 26.8 cm; Diam: 14.6-14.8 cm) 
   (Zhongguo Qingtongqi Quanji 1, fig. 14)                     (Zhongguo Qingtongqi Quanji 1, fig. 13) 
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Figure 4.73 Long-necked pot changjinghu               Figure 4.74 Long-necked pot changjinghu 
        (II·V M57:11) (H: 18.1 cm; Diam: 9.2 cm)              (II·V M57:12) (H: 12.0 cm; Diam: 7.5 cm) 
           (Zhongguo 1999, p. 72, fig. 38.10)                     Zhongguo 1999, p. 72, fig. 38.17) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.75 Duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi (IV M26:1)     Figure 4.76 Pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe (2002 V M3:9) 
            (H: 9.5 cm; Diam: 6.5)                         (H: 24.4 cm; diameter of belly: 14.4) 
        (Zhongguo 1999, p. 72, fig. 38.8)                  (Zhongguo 2014, p. 1003, fig. 6-4-3-4-2B.9; 

color photo, fig. 228.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              Figure 4.77 Long-necked pot changjinghu,  
              Jinjiling (H48:1) (H: 18.0 cm; Diam: 10.4 cm) 
              (Hubei Sheng and Suizhou Shi Bowuguan 2011, 

p. 129, fig. 153.10) 
 
 
                  Figure 4.78 Pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe, Guanpingyan (H1①:9) 
                   (H: 36.8 cm) (Hubei Sheng and Zhongguo 1996, p. 55, fig. 6.10) 
 
 
 
                                             Figure 4.79 Pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe,  

Xiaojiawuji (H536:10) (H: 26.4 cm) 
                                        (Hubei Sheng Jingzhou Bowuguan et al. 1999, 

                                    p. 258, fig. 195.3) 
 
 
 
                 Figure 4.80 Pot-shaped pitcher huxinghe, 
                 Xiawanggang (T4②:420) (H: 27.0 cm) 
                 (Henan Sheng et al. 1989, p. 260, fig. 253.2) 
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Figure 4.81 Duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi, Chengdu        Figure 4.82 Duck-shaped vessel yaxingqi, Maqiao 
         (74 Wch collection:63) (H: 15.6 cm)                 (II TD101:16) (H: 10.8 cm; Diam: 8.8 cm) 

(Nanjing Bowuyuan and Wuxian Wenguanhui 1985,        (Shanghai Shi Wenwu Guanli Weiyuanhui 2002, 
                  p. 7, fig. 11.11)                                   p. 222, fig. 221.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.83 Site map of Dashigu 
(redrawn from Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2004, p. 4, fig. 3) 
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Figure 4.84 97:ZSC8 II T166 M6, Qingniangongyu, Zhengzhou 
(1: Bronze li; 2: bronze he; 3: bronze ge; 4: jade handled-shaped object bingxingqi 

5: round ceramic flake; 6: bone and shell arrowheads; 7: necklace of seashells and a turquoise bead) 
(Henan Sheng 2003b, p. 9, fig. 14) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                    Figure 4.85 The location of 97:ZSC8 II T166 M6 
                                                    in the south of Qingniangongyu in Zhengzhou City 
                                                    (redrawn from Henan Sheng 2001, p. 2, fig. 2) 
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              Figure 4.86 Bronze tripod cauldron li              Figure 4.87 Bronze wine-serving vessel he 
            (T166 M6:1) (H: 24.5 cm; Diam: 17.8 cm)                   (T166 M6:2) (H: 23.0 cm) 
               (Henan Sheng 2003b, p. 7, fig. 8)                    (Henan Sheng 2003b, front cover) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.88 Bronze dagger-ax ge (T116 M6:3) 
(L: 30.8 cm) 

(Henan Sheng 2003b, p. 7, fig. 9) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Figure 4.89 Tripod cauldron li,      Figure 4.90 Tripod cauldron li,      Figure 4.91 Tripod cauldron li, 
  Qingniangongyu (C20T23③:12)          Luodamiao (T23:12)         Mengzhuang (XII IT149 M6:3) 
             (H: ?)                 (H: 18.2 cm; Diam: 18.5 cm)       (H: 16.3 cm; Diam: 14.4 cm) 
(Henan Sheng 2001, p. 113, fig. 71.8) (Henan Sheng 1989b, p. 70, fig. 27.4)(Henan Sheng 2003a, p. 210, fig. 150.9) 
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Figure 4.92 Site map of Wangjinglou 
(redrawn from Gu Wanfa 2016, p. 14, fig. 3) 
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Figure 4.93 H393, Wangjinglou 
(redrawn from Gu Wanfa 2016, p. 215, fig. 190) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                       Figure 4.94 Tripod cauldron li, Wangjinglou (III T1903 H393:1) 
                                       (H: 36.0 cm; Diam: 23.3 cm) 
                                       (Gu Wanfa 2016, p. 350, fig. 329.1) 
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Figure 4.95 Site map of Nanwa 
(Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014, fig. 1-3) 
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Figure 4.96 2004 M1, Nanwa and the large scallop shell covered on the occupant’s face 
(1: Shell of scallop; 2: wine-serving vessel jue; 3: pedestal dish dou; 4: jar weng) 

(Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Wenhua Yichan Baohu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014, p. 61, fig. 3-77; color photo, fig. 9.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.97 M3, Nancheng and the large scallop shell covered on the occupant’s face 
(Hebei Sheng 2009) 
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Table 4.1: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Luoyang Basin38 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Gongyi Aopo GY-AP 鞏義鏊坡 Erlitou 8 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 240. 

3 This site is located along the 
Wuluo River Valley. 

2.  Gongyi Baitupo GY-BTP 鞏義白土坡 Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

6 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 240. 

3 This site is located along the 
Wuluo River Valley. 

3.  Gongyi Dianchangbei GY-DCB 鞏義電廠北 Erlitou II-III, 
Erligang 

3.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

4.  Gongyi 
Dianchangdongnan 

GY-DCDN 鞏義電廠東

南 
Erlitou II-IV 1.5 Kaogu Xuebao 

2003:2, p. 177. 
3   

5.  Gongyi Dianchangxi GY-DCX 鞏義電廠西 Erlitou, Erligang 3 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

6.  Gongyi Donggou GY-DG 鞏義東溝 Erlitou 6 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3 This site is located along the 
Wuluo River Valley. 

7.  Gongyi Fuxicunbei GY-FXCB 鞏義府西村

北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou I-II, East 
Zhou 

2.25 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

8.  Gongyi 
Fuxicundongbei 

GY-FXCDB 鞏義府西村

東北 
Erlitou IV, 
Erligang 

1.9 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

9.  Gongyi Feiyaonan 1 GY-FYN-1 鞏義費窯南 1 Erlitou, Erligang 2.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

10.  Gongyi Feiyaonan 2 GY-FYN-2 鞏義費窯南 2 Erlitou, Zhou 0.2 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

11.  Gongyi Feiyaonan 3 GY-FYN-3 鞏義費窯南 3 Erlitou III-IV, 
Erligang 

0.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

12.  Gongyi Feiyaoxinan GY-FYXN 鞏義費窯西

南 
Erlitou II-IV, 
Erligang 

2 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

13.  Gongyi Fengzhaixinan GY-FZXN 鞏義馮寨西

南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou I 

2.2; 10.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3   

14.  Gongyi Guchenghebei GY-GCHB 鞏義滑城河

北 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Erligang 

0.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

15.  Gongyi Gangounan GY-GGN 鞏義乾溝南 Erlitou III, East 
Zhou 

0.5; 6 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187; ; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 240. 

3   

16.  Gongyi 
Gangouzhuchang 

GY-GGZC 鞏義乾溝豬

場 
Erlitou III-IV, 
Erligang, East 
Zhou 

6 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

17.  Gongyi Huadizui GY-HDZ 鞏義花地嘴 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

3.7; 3 Kaoguxue Jikan 9, 
p. 30; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1994:1, p. 
85. 

3   

18.  Gongyi 
Huilongwannan 

GY-HLWN 鞏義回龍灣

南 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, Zhou 

4 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

19.  Gongyi 
Huilongwanxincundon
g 

GY-
HLWXCD 

鞏義回龍灣

新村東 
Erlitou III-IV, 
Erligang, East 
Zhou 

3 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

                                                        
38 Data Level: 1. Official excavation report; 2. preliminary excavation report; 3. survey report or brief description; 4. only 
name of site. 
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20.  Gongyi Jiatun GY-JT 鞏義賈屯 Erlitou I-II, East 
Zhou 

0.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

21.  Gongyi Jinzhongsi GY-JZS 鞏義金鐘寺 Longshan, 
Erlitou II, 
Erligang, East 
Zhou 

0.5; 6 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3   

22.  Gongyi Kanggou GY-KG 鞏義康溝 Erlitou 2.5; ? Kaoguxue Jikan 9, 
p. 35; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1994:1, p. 
88. 

3   

23.  Gongyi Leijianggou GY-LJG 鞏義烈姜溝 Erlitou, Shang 1.5 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 240. 

3 This site is located in the 
northeast of the Luoyang 
Basin. 

24.  Gongyi Lijiagoudong GY-LJGD 鞏義李家溝

東 
Longshan, 
Erlitou II, IV, 
Erligang, Zhou 

5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

25.  Gongyi 
Luokoudongbei 

GY-LKDB 鞏義羅口東

北 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou I-III, 
Erligang, West 
and East Zhou 

18; 20 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3   

26.  Gongyi Liulezhainan GY-LLZN 鞏義劉樂寨

南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou IV, East 
Zhou 

11 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

27.  Gongyi 
Laosanggoucun 

GY-LSGC 鞏義老桑溝

村 
Erlitou, Zhou 3.75 Kaogu Xuebao 

2003:2, p. 187. 
3   

28.  Gongyi 
Luoyanzhuangxinan 

GY-LYZXN 鞏義羅彥莊

西南 
Erlitou III-IV, 
Erligang, East 
Zhou 

1 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

29.  Gongyi Mabozi GY-MBZ 鞏義馬脖子 Erlitou 1.5 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 240. 

3 This site is located in the 
northeast of the Luoyang 
Basin. 

30.  Gongyi Matunbei GY-MTB 鞏義馬屯北 Longshan, 
Erlitou II-III, 
Erligang 

2.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

31.  Gongyi 
Matunxicunnan 

GY-MTXCN 鞏義馬屯西

村南 
Erlitou II, IV, 
Erligang 

1 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

32.  Gongyi Maowan GY-MW 鞏義毛灣 Erlitou, Shang 4.5 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3 This site is located in the 
northeast of the Luoyang 
Basin. 

33.  Gongyi 
Nancunzhaidongnan 

GY-NCZDN 鞏義南村寨

東南 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou IV, 
Erligang, Zhou 

1 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 186. 

3   

34.  Gongyi 
Nancunzhainan 

GY-NCZN 鞏義南村寨

南 
Longshan, 
Erlitou II 

0.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 186. 

3   

35.  Gongyi 
Nancunzhainan 1 

GY-NCZN-1 鞏義南村寨

南 1 
Erlitou, Erligang 1 Kaogu Xuebao 

2003:2, p. 187. 
3   

36.  Gongyi 
Nancunzhaixinan 

GY-NCZXN 鞏義南村寨

西南 
Erlitou II, IV, 
Erligang, West 
and East Zhou 

2 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

37.  Gongyi Nianyizixibei GY-NYZXB 鞏義念子莊

西北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou III-IV, 
East Zhou 

1 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

38.  Gongyi Shuigou GY-SG 鞏義水溝 Yangshao, 
Erlitou 

15 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3 This site is located in the 
northeast of the Luoyang 
Basin. 

39.  Gongyi Sanggounan GY-SGN 鞏義桑溝南 Yangshao, 
Erlitou III, 
Erligang, Zhou 

4 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   
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40.  Gongyi Sanggouxi GY-SGX 鞏義桑溝西 Erlitou II, West 
Zhou 

6; 6 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 240. 

3 This site is also called 
Songjiagouxi 桑家溝西. 

41.  Gongyi Shuanghe GY-SH 鞏義雙河 Longshan, 
Erlitou I-II 

0.1 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

42.  Gongyi Shaochai GY-ShaoC 鞏義稍柴 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Xinzhai, Erlitou 
I-IV, Erligang, 
West and East 
Zhou 

15; 60; 
100(?); 
200(?) 

Kaogu 1963:12, p. 
653; Kaogu 
Xuebao 2003:2, p. 
177;  Huaxia 
Kaogu 1993:2, p. 
1; Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

2   

43.  Gongyi Shecun GY-SheC 鞏義涉村 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

1.5 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3 This site is located along the 
Wuluo River Valley. 

44.  Gongyi Shihuiwu GY-SHW 鞏義石灰務 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

1.7; 1.5 Kaoguxue Jikan 9, 
p. 33; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1994:1, p. 
87. 

3   

45.  Gongyi 
Shijiagoudongbei 

GY-SJGDB 鞏義石家溝

東北 
Erlitou I, II, IV, 
Erligang, Zhou 

4 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

46.  Gongyi 
Sangjiagoushuikubei 

GY-SJGSKB 鞏義桑家溝

水庫北 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, East 
Zhou 

1.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

47.  Gongyi Siyuangou GY-SYG 鞏義寺院溝 Longshan, 
Erlitou I-II 

1.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

48.  Gongyi 
Shangzhuangdongnan 

GY-SZDN 鞏義上莊東

南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, Zhou 

0.4; 5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3   

49.  Gongyi 
Shangzhuangnan 

GY-SZN 鞏義上莊南 Yangshao, 
Erlitou III-IV, 
Erligang, East 
Zhou 

1 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

50.  Gongyi Wuluoxipo GY-WLXP 鞏義塢羅西

坡 
Peiligang, 
Erlitou III-IV, 
Erligang 

0.2 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

51.  Gongyi Wangmen GY-WM 鞏義王門 Erlitou III, East 
Zhou 

3 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

52.  Gongyi 
Weizhuangdongnan 

GY-WZDN 鞏義喂莊東

南 
Erlitou I-III, 
Erligang 

6 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

53.  Gongyi 
Weizhuangdongnan 2 

GY-WZDN-2 鞏義喂莊東

南 2 
Erlitou I-II, 
West and East 
Zhou 

0.4 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

54.  Gongyi Weizhuangnan GY-WZN 鞏義喂莊南 Erlitou, Zhou 3.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

55.  Gongyi Weizhuangxi GY-WZX 鞏義喂莊西 Yangshao, 
Erlitou II 

0.2 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   

56.  Gongyi Xiaohutuoling GY-XHTL 鞏義小滹沱

嶺 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

2.4 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3 This site is located in the 
northeast of the Luoyang 
Basin. 

57.  Gongyi Xiaoxiangxi GY-XXX 鞏義小相西 Erlitou IV, 
Erligang 

2 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

58.  Gongyi 
Xiaoxiangxinan 

GY-XXXN 鞏義小相西

南 
Longshan, 
Erlitou IV, West 
and East Zhou 

4.5 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

59.  Gongyi Xiaozidianbei GY-XZDB 鞏義小眥店

北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

0.2 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177. 

3   
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60.  Gongyi Xiaozidiannan GY-XZDN 鞏義小眥店

南 
Longshan, 
Erlitou II, Zhou 

2; 3 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 177; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 240. 

3   

61.  Gongyi 
Yanliangzhaishuikuxi 

GY-YLZSKX 鞏義顏良寨

水庫西 
Longshan, 
Erlitou II, 
Erligang, East 
Zhou 

2 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

62.  Gongyi 
Yanliangzhaixinan 

GY-YLZXN 鞏義顏良寨

西南 
Erlitou IV, 
Erligang, Zhou 

3 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

63.  Gongyi 
Zhaochengxinan 

GY-ZCXN 鞏義趙城西

南 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, East 
Zhou 

1 Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:2, p. 187. 

3   

64.  Luoyang Aoyang LY-AY 洛陽凹楊 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
30. 

3   

65.  Luoyang Bangedian LY-BGD 洛陽半個店 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 18. 

4   

66.  Luoyang Baiwan LY-BW 伊川白灣 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1965:5, p. 
223. 

4   

67.  Luoyang Baiwangbei LY-BWB 洛陽白王北 Erlitou, Zhou 6.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
30. 

3   

68.  Luoyang Cuoli LY-CL 洛陽矬李 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

35 Kaogu 1978:1, p. 
5. 

2   

69.  Luoyang 
Chentunlaocun 

LY-CTLC 洛陽陳屯老

村 
Erlitou, Zhou 2.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

30. 
3   

70.  Luoyang Donggangou LY-DGG 洛陽東乾溝 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Kaogu 1959a:10. 
p. 537; Luoyang 
Fajue Baogao, p. 
51; Luoyang 
Zhongzhoulu 
(Xigongduan). 

1   

71.  Luoyang Dongmagou LY-DMG 洛陽東馬溝 Erlitou 0.1 Kaogu 1978:1, p. 
18. 

2   

72.  Luoyang Fenjingou LY-FJG 洛陽分金溝 Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

9 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
30. 

3   

73.  Luoyang 
Guilianaodongbei 

LY-GLADB 洛陽桂連凹

東北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

15.4 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3   

74.  Luoyang Guilianaonan LY-GLAN 洛陽桂連凹

南 
Erlitou, Zhou 44 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

31. 
3   

75.  Luoyang Guomao A LY-GM-A 洛陽帽郭 A Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

0.7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
30. 

3   

76.  Luoyang Guomao B LY-GM-B 洛陽帽郭 B Erlitou, Zhou ? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3   

77.  Luoyang Heiwang LY-HW 洛陽黑王 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

56.2 Henan Wenbo 
Tongxun 1980:4, 
p. 11; Kaogu 
2005:5, p. 30. 

3   

78.  Luoyang 
Qicundongnan 

LY-QCDN 洛陽齊村東

南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

6.6 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3   

79.  Luoyang Shijiawanbei LY-SJWB 洛陽史家灣

北 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

32.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
30. 

3   

80.  Luoyang Sunqitun LY-SQT 洛陽孫旗屯 Yangshao, 
Erlitou 

9 Wenwu Cankao 
Ziliao 1955:9, p. 
59. 

2   

81.  Luoyang Xigaoya LY-XGY 洛陽西高崖 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

20 Wenwu 1981:7, p. 
39; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1987:3, pp. 
13, 18. 

2   

82.  Luoyang Xishiba LY-XSB 洛陽西石罷 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

14.6 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3   

83.  Luoyang 
Xiazhuangxibei 

LY-XZXB 洛陽夏莊西

北 
Erlitou, Zhou 9.9 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

31. 
3   
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84.  Luoyang Zaojiaoshu LY-ZJS 洛陽皂角樹 Erlitou, 
Erligang 

5 Luoyang 
Zaojiaoshu, p. 1. 

1   

85.  Luoyang Zaoyuanbei LY-ZYB 洛陽棗園北 Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

4.1 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
30. 

3   

86.  Mengjin Diquanbei MJ-DQB 孟津翟泉北 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3   

87.  Mengjin 
Diquandongbei 

MJ-DQDB 孟津翟泉東

北 
Erlitou, Zhou 12.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

31. 
3   

88.  Mengjin 
Jincundongbei 

MJ-JCDB 孟津金村東

北 
Erlitou ? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

31. 
3   

89.  Mengjin Pingle A MJ-PL-A 孟津平樂 A Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

2.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3   

90.  Mengjin Yaodiandong MJ-YDD 孟津耀店東 Erlitou, Zhou 1.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3   

91.  Yanshi Baicundongbei YS-BCDB 偃師白村東

北 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

29.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3   

92.  Yanshi Beilounan YS-BLN 偃師碑樓南 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

26 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

93.  Yanshi Beiyaodongbei YS-BYDB 偃師北窯東

北 
Erlitou, Shang 9.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

32. 
3   

94.  Yanshi Baozhuangbei YS-BZB 偃師保莊北 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

12.9 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

95.  Yanshi 
Baozhuangxibei 

YS-BZXB 偃師保莊西

北 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

21 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

96.  Yanshi Changcunbei YS-CCB 偃師常村北 Erlitou ? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

97.  Yanshi Chenhebei YS-CHB 偃師陳河北 Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

1.7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

98.  Yanshi Cuihebei YS-CHB 偃師崔河北 Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

3.1 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

99.  Yanshi Chenjiayao YS-CJY 偃師陳家窯 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

23 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

100.  Yanshi Caozhaibei YS-CZB 偃師曹寨北 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

6.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3   

101.  Yanshi Chengzigou YS-CZG 偃師程子溝 Erlitou 15; 12.2 Kaogu 1963:12, p. 
653; 2005:5, p. 34. 

3 This site may also be called 
as “Chengshigou” 程氏溝. 
Kaogu 1963:12, p. 653.  

102.  Yanshi 
Chengzigounan 

YS-CZGN 偃師程子溝

南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

103.  Yanshi Donggang YS-DG 偃師東崗 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 16. 

4   

104.  Yanshi 
Dinghudianxinan 

YS-DHDXN 偃師丁湖店

西南 
Erlitou 10.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

34. 
3   

105.  Yanshi Dulou YS-DL 偃師杜樓 Erlitou 2.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

106.  Yanshi 
Daliangmiaonan 

YS-DLMN 偃師大郎廟

南 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

13.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

107.  Yanshi 
Dongmazhuangxi 

YS-DMZX 偃師東馬莊

西 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

8.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

108.  Yanshi 
Dongpangcunbei 

YS-DPCB 偃師東龐村

北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

5.9(40) Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

109.  Yanshi 
Dongpangcunnan 

YS-DPCN 偃師東龐村

南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

7.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

110.  Yanshi 
Dawangcunxibei 

YS-DWCXB 偃師大王村

西北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

12.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   
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111.  Yanshi Dongwanghe YS-DWH 偃師東王河 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

2.1 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

112.  Yanshi 
Dongwanghebei 

YS-DWHB 偃師東王河

北 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

113.  Yanshi 
Dongwanghedongnan 

YS-DWHDN 偃師東王河

東南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

0.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

114.  Yanshi 
Duanxicunxibei 

YS-DXCXB 偃師段西村

西北 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou 

? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

115.  Yanshi 
Dongzhucundongbei 

YS-DZCDB 偃師東朱村

東北 
Erlitou, Zhou 4.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

36. 
3   

116.  Yanshi 
Dongzhucundongnan 

YS-DZCDN 偃師東朱村

東南 
Erlitou, Zhou 8.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

36. 
3   

117.  Yanshi Erlitou YS-ELT 偃師二里頭 Late Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

300 Erlitou: 1999-
2006, p. 17. 

1   

118.  Yanshi Fenghuanggou YS-FHG 偃師鳳凰溝 Erlitou 3.4 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

119.  Yanshi 
Fujiazhaidongbei 

YS-FJZDB 偃師符家寨

東北 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

8.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

120.  Yanshi 
Fenzhuangdong 

YS-FZD 偃師墳莊東 Erlitou, Shang 4.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

121.  Yanshi 
Guchengdongbei 

YS-GCDB 偃師古城東

北 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

66.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

122.  Yanshi Guchengxi YS-GCX 偃師古城西 Erlitou, Zhou 35 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

123.  Yanshi 
Guangongzhong 

YS-GGZ 偃師關公冢 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

2.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

124.  Yanshi 
Guojialingdong 

YS-GJLD 偃師郭家嶺

東 
Erlitou, Zhou 12.6 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

36. 
3   

125.  Yanshi Gongjiayao YS-GJY 偃師宮家窯 Peiligang, 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

126.  Yanshi Gaoyadongbei YS-GYDB 偃師高崖東

北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang 

26 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

127.  Yanshi Gaoyaxi YS-GYX 偃師高崖西 Peiligang, 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

3.25; 79.5 Kaogu 1964:11, p. 
543; 2005:5, p. 34. 

3   

128.  Yanshi 
Guanzhuangdongnan 

YS-GZDN 偃師關莊東

南 
Erlitou, Zhou 1.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

33. 
3   

129.  Yanshi Hancunnan A YS-HCN-A 偃師韓村南

A 
Erlitou, Shang 0.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

36. 
3   

130.  Yanshi Huimiaonan YS-HMN 偃師槐廟南 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

131.  Yanshi Huizui YS-HZ 偃師灰嘴 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

25; ?; 5.52; 
3 

Kaogu 1963:12, p. 
653; 2010:2, p. 36; 
Huaxia Kaogu 
1990:1, p. 1; 
Wenwu 1959:12, p. 
41. 

2   

132.  Yanshi Haozhaibei YS-HZB 偃師郝寨北 Erlitou ? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

133.  Yanshi Huazhaidong YS-HZD 偃師化寨東 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

134.  Yanshi Jiangcun YS-JC 偃師江村 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 16. 

4   

135.  Yanshi Jiuliugou YS-JLG 偃師酒流溝 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 16. 

4   
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136.  Yanshi Jueshan YS-JS 偃師掘山 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

37.5(190) Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

137.  Yanshi Juntundongnan YS-JTDN 偃師軍屯東

南 
Erlitou, Zhou 0.7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

34. 
3   

138.  Yanshi Jingyanggang YS-JYG 偃師景陽崗 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

50 Kaogu 1965:5, p. 
223; 2005:5, p. 31. 

3   

139.  Yanshi Jingzhoudong YS-JZD 偃師經周東 Erlitou, Zhou 19.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3   

140.  Yanshi 
Jingzhoudongbei 

YS-JZDB 偃師經周東

北 
Erlitou, Zhou 4.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

37. 
3   

141.  Yanshi 
Jiazhuangpoxinan 

YS-JZPXN 偃師賈莊坡

西南 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

11.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

142.  Yanshi Jinzhongsi YS-JZS 偃師金鐘寺 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

34(85) Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

143.  Yanshi Luogedang YS-LGD 偃師羅圪壋 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

39.7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

144.  Yanshi Liugoudongbei YS-LGDB 偃師劉溝東

北 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

15.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

145.  Yanshi 
Lijiawandongnan 

YS-LJWDN 偃師李家灣

東南 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

6.7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

146.  Yanshi Liuli YS-LL 偃師劉李 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang 

9.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

147.  Yanshi Liulizhai A YS-LLZ-A 偃師劉李寨

A 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

18 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

148.  Yanshi Liulizhai B YS-LLZ-B 偃師劉李寨 B Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

1.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

149.  Yanshi Luqiao YS-LQ 偃師呂橋 Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3   

150.  Yanshi Liuyaodong YS-LYD 偃師劉窯東 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang 

2.9 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

151.  Yanshi Maocundong YS-MCD 偃師毛村東 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

12 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

152.  Yanshi 
Mugegoudongnan 

YS-MGGDN 偃師木閣溝

東南 
Erlitou, Zhou 6.4 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

33. 
3   

153.  Yanshi Miaowan A YS-MW-A 偃師苗灣 A Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

154.  Yanshi Miaowan B YS-MW-B 偃師苗灣 B Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

25 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

155.  Yanshi Mazhaixi YS-MZX 偃師馬寨西 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

6.7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3   

156.  Yanshi 
Nancaizhuangxibei 

YS-NCZXB 偃師南蔡莊

西北 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

19.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

157.  Yanshi 
Nanzhaishangcundong 

YS-NZSCD 偃師南寨上

村東 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

68 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

158.  Yanshi 
Nanzhaixicunnan 

YS-NZXCN 偃師南寨西

村南 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

22.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

159.  Yanshi Peicun C YS-PC-C 偃師裴村 C Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

8.6 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

160.  Yanshi Peicun D YS-PC-D 偃師裴村 D Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

5.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

161.  Yanshi Peicun E YS-PC-E 偃師裴村 E Erlitou 3.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

162.  Yanshi Pianqiaoxinan YS-PQXN 偃師偏橋西

南 
Erlitou, Zhou 11.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

35. 
3   
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163.  Yanshi 
Penyaozhaidongnan 

YS-PYZDN 偃師盆窯寨

東南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

15 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

164.  Yanshi Shangedang YS-SGD 偃師山圪壋 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

165.  Yanshi Shagoudongbei YS-SGDB 偃師沙溝東

北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

41.1 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

166.  Yanshi 
Shangedangdongbei 

YS-SGDDB 偃師山圪壋

東北 
Erlitou, Zhou 0.7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

32. 
3   

167.  Yanshi Shagou YS-ShaG 偃師沙溝 Erlitou 0.02 Kaogu 1963:12, p. 
653. 

4   

168.  Yanshi Shiniugou YS-ShiNG 偃師石牛溝 Erlitou 3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

169.  Yanshi Sigou YS-SiG 偃師寺溝 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

21 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

170.  Yanshi Sunjiagang YS-SJG 偃師孫家崗 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang 

7.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

171.  Yanshi Sunjiawan YS-SJW 偃師孫家灣 Longshan, 
Erlitou, West 
Zhou 

4.5 Kaogu 1963:12, p. 
653. 

3   

172.  Yanshi Sunjiayaoxi YS-SJYX 偃師孫家窯

西 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

0.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

173.  Yanshi Shuiniugou YS-SNG 偃師水牛溝 Yangshao, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 16. 

4   

174.  Yanshi Shiqidongbei YS-SQDB 偃師石橋東

北 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

2.6 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

175.  Yanshi Sishiqiaodong YS-SSQD 偃師西石橋

東 
Peiligang, 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

2.7 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

176.  Yanshi Shitougoubei YS-STGB 偃師石頭溝

北 
Erlitou, Zhou 0.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

32. 
3   

177.  Yanshi Tiecunnan YS-TCN 偃師鐵村南 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3   

178.  Yanshi 
Taohuadiandongnan 

YS-THDDN 偃師陶化店

東南 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

4.1 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

179.  Yanshi 
Taohuadianshikudong 

YS-THDSKD 偃師陶化店

水庫東 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

9 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

180.  Yanshi Tazhung YS-TZ 偃師塔莊 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3   

181.  Yanshi Wanggoudong YS-WGD 偃師王溝東 Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

5.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

182.  Yanshi 
Wujiawandongnan 

YS-WJWDN 偃師吳家灣

東南 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
34. 

3   

183.  Yanshi Weijiayaobei YS-WJYB 偃師魏家窯

北 
Erlitou, Zhou 4.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

35. 
3   

184.  Yanshi Wutunnan YS-WTN 偃師武屯南 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

4 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

185.  Yanshi Wangwanxibei YS-WWXB 偃師王灣西

北 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

4 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

186.  Yanshi Xiaocunbei YS-XCB 偃師肖村北 Erlitou 2.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

187.  Yanshi 
Xiaocunxizhaizibei 

YS-XCXZXB 偃師肖村西

寨西北 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

5.6 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3   

188.  Yanshi Xigang YS-XG 偃師西崗 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1965:5, p. 
223. 

4   

189.  Yanshi Xiahousi YS-XHS 偃師夏后寺 Erlitou, West 
Zhou 

2 Kaogu 1963:12, p. 
653. 

3   
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190.  Yanshi 
Ximazhuangxibei 

YS-XMZXB 偃師西馬莊

西北 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

41.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
33. 

3   

191.  Yanshi Xiwanbei YS-XWB 偃師西灣北 Erlitou, Zhou 4.08 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
36. 

3   

192.  Yanshi Xiyaogou YS-XYG 偃師西窯溝 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

19(97) Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

193.  Yanshi 
Xinzhuangdongbei 

YS-XZDB 偃師辛莊東

北 
Erlitou, Zhou 8.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

35. 
3   

194.  Yanshi Yangcunbei YS-YCB 偃師楊村北 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

16.2(88) Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3   

195.  Yanshi 
Yangcundongnan 

YS-YCDN 偃師楊村東

南 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

12 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3 Yanshi Yangcundongnan 

196.  Yanshi 
Yangerzhuangdongnan 

YS-YEZDN 偃師羊二莊

東南 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

16 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
32. 

3 Yanshi Yangerzhuangdongnan 

197.  Yanshi Yuangou A YS-YG-A 偃師袁溝 A Erlitou, Zhou 7.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3 Yanshi Yuangou A 

198.  Yanshi Yuangou B YS-YG-B 偃師袁溝 B Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang 

10.2 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3 Yanshi Yuangou B 

199.  Yanshi Yuangouxi YS-YGX 偃師袁溝西 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

? Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3 Yanshi Yuangouxi 

200.  Yanshi Yuguxinan YS-YGXN 偃師魚骨西

南 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

0.8 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
31. 

3 Yanshi Yuguxinan 

201.  Yanshi 
Yongningsixinan 

YS-YNSXN 偃師永寧寺

西南 
Erlitou, Shang 6 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 

31. 
3 Yanshi Yongningsixinan 

202.  Yanshi Yangzhaixi YS-YZX 偃師楊寨西 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang 

1.1 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3 Yanshi Yangzhaixi 

203.  Yanshi Zujiazhuangbei YS-ZJZB 偃師俎家莊

北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

21 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
35. 

3 Yanshi Zujiazhuangbei 

204.  Yanshi 
Zhaiwandongbei 

YS-ZWDB 偃師寨灣東

北 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

5.3 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3 Yanshi Zhaiwandongbei 

205.  Yanshi 
Zhaiwandongnan 

YS-ZWDN 偃師寨灣東

南 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang 

7.5 Kaogu 2005:5, p. 
37. 

3 Yanshi Zhaiwandongnan 
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Table 4.2: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Zhengzhou Area 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Xingyang Dashigu XY-DSG 滎陽大師姑 Erlitou, 
Erligang 

51 Zhengzhou 
Dashigu, p. 27. 

1 This site was surrounded by 
rammed-earth walls. 

2.  Xingyang 
Fenghuangtai 

XY-FHT 滎陽鳳凰台 Erlitou, Shang, 
Han 

40(?) Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 228, 240. 

3   

3.  Xingyang Fengzhuang XY-FZ 滎陽馮莊 Neolithic, 
Erlitou 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 370. 

3   

4.  Xingyang 
Guangwudinglou 

XY-GWDL 滎陽廣武丁

樓 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, Late 
Shang, West 
Zhou 

6 Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 346. 

3   

5.  Xingyang Houquanzi XY-HQZ 滎陽後圈子 Erlitou ? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 369. 

3   

6.  Xingyang Huixi XY-HX 滎陽槐西 Erlitou, 
Erligang, West 
Zhou 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 372. 

3   

7.  Xingyang Laoguanzui XY-LGZ 滎陽老官嘴 Erlitou ? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 371. 

3   

8.  Xingyang Louli XY-LL 滎陽樓李 Neolithic, 
Erlitou, Late 
Shang 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 374. 

3   

9.  Xingyang Nielou XY-NL 滎陽聶樓 Erlitou, Shang ? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 372. 

3   

10.  Xingyang 
Niangniangzhai 

XY-NNZ 滎陽娘娘寨 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitoum, 
Erligang, West 
Zhou 

100(?) Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 371; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 228. 

3 The estimated size of this site 
should belong to West Zhou 
Period. 

11.  Xingyang Nianxu XY-NX 滎陽碾徐 Erlitou, Shang ? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 371. 

3   

12.  Xingyang Shuhe XY-SH 滎陽豎河 Longshan, 
Erlitou, West 
Zhou 

4 Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 369; 
Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 1. 

2   

13.  Xingyang Sizhuang XY-SZ 滎陽司莊 Yangshao, 
Erlitou 

4.5 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3   

14.  Xingyang Tangtong XY-TT 滎陽唐垌 Neolithic, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, West 
Zhou 

16 Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 312. 

3 This site was surrounded by 
rammed-earth walls. 

15.  Xingyang Xishicun XY-XSC 滎陽西史村 Erlitou, 
Erligang, Late 
Shang 

9 Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 308; Wenwu 
Ziliao Congkan 5, 
p. 84. 

2 This site was surrounded by 
rammed-earth walls. 

16.  Xingyang Xisima XY-XSM 滎陽西司馬 Erlitou, West 
Zhou 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 369. 

3   

17.  Xingyang Yanhe XY-YH 滎陽閻河 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

9; 30(?) Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 371; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 228; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1992:1, p. 
77. 

2   

18.  Xingyang Yuantong XY-YT 滎陽袁垌 Erlitou, 
Erligang, West 
Zhou 

6 Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 344. 

3   
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19.  Xingyang Zhougou XY-ZG 滎陽周溝 Erlitou 10 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 240. 

3   

20.  Zhengzhou Chahe ZZ-CH 鄭州岔河 Erlitou, 
Erligang 

10 Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 335; Huaxia 
Kaogu 1991:2, p. 
40; Zhongguo 
Juluo Kaogu De 
Lilun Yu Shijian 
(Di Yi Ji), p. 228. 

2 This site is severely damaged. 

21.  Zhengzhou 
Changzhuang 

ZZ-CZ 鄭州常莊 Erlitou ? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 362. 

3   

22.  Zhengzhou Dahecun ZZ-DHC 鄭州大河村 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang 

40(?) Kaogu Xuebao 
1996:1, p.130; 
Zhengzhou 
Dahecun, p. 539. 

1 Only a few features dated to 
the Erlitou Period are found. 

23.  Zhengzhou Dongzhao ZZ-DZ 鄭州東趙 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, Late 
Shang, West 
Zhou 

7.2 2014 Zhongguo 
Zhongyao Kaogu 
Faxian, p. 41. 

3 This site was surrounded by 
rammed-earth walls. 

24.  Zhengzhou 
Hezhaixinan 

ZZ-HZXN 鄭州何寨西

南 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

1.5 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 239. 

3 This site is located in 
Shangjie District. 

25.  Zhengzhou 
Luodamiao 

ZZ-LDM 鄭州洛達廟 Erlitou ? Huaxia Kaogu 
1989:4, p. 48; 
Wenwu Cankao 
Ziliao 1957:10, p. 
48. 

2   

26.  Zhengzhou 
Maliangzhai 

ZZ-MLZ 鄭州馬良寨 Erlitou, 
Erligang, Late 
Shang, West 
Zhou 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 373. 

3   

27.  Zhengzhou Quanli ZZ-QL 鄭州圈李 Erlitou ? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 374. 

3   

28.  Zhengzhou 
Qingniangongyu 

ZZ-QNGY 鄭州青年公

寓 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

? Wenwu 2003:4, p. 
4; Zhengzhou 
Shangcheng, p. 
86-118. 

1 The full name of this site is 
Huangweihui 
Qingniangongyu 黃委會青

年公寓. 
29.  Zhengzhou 

Qianzhuangwang 
ZZ-QZW 鄭州前莊王 Erlitou, 

Erligang 
6 Gudai Wenming 

10, p. 370; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 228. 

3   

30.  Zhengzhou Shangjie ZZ-SJ 鄭州上街 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1960:6, p. 
11; 1966:1, p. 1. 

2   

31.  Zhengzhou Tangli ZZ-TL 鄭州堂李 Erlitou, 
Erligang 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 372. 

3   

32.  Zhengzhou Wangtong ZZ-WT 鄭州王垌 Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, Late 
Shang 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 374. 

3   

33.  Zhengzhou Wawuli ZZ-WWL 鄭州瓦屋李 Neolithic, 
Erlitou, Shang 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 372. 

3   

34.  Zhengzhou 
Xiaomengxibei 

ZZ-XMXB 鄭州小孟西

北 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

10.5 Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 373; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 228. 

3   

35.  Zhengzhou 
Xushuibaizhai 

ZZ-XSBZ 鄭州須水白

寨 
Neolithic, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

17.5 Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 373; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 228. 

3   
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36.  Zhengzhou Xiangying ZZ-XY 鄭州祥營 Erlitou, Shang, 
West Zhou 

? Gudai Wenming 
10, p. 372. 

3   
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Table 4.3: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Song Mountain Area 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Dengfeng Anmiao DF-AM 登封安廟 Erlitou ？ Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56. 

4   

2.  Dengfeng Beizhuang DF-BZ 登封北莊 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1978:1, pp. 
33-34. 

3 The remains of the Erlitou 
Culture can be dated to early 
period. 

3.  Dengfeng Chengyao DF-CY 登封程窯 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

8.5; ca. 3.9; 
7.5 

Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671; 
Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 57-66; 
Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1982:2, pp. 9-13. 

2 Most remains belong to the 
Longshan Culture; some can 
be dated to the Early Erlitou. 

4.  Dengfeng Gaoma DF-GM 登封高馬 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

?; ca. 2.9 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56; 
Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 71-76. 

3   

5.  Dengfeng Hualou DF-HL 登封華樓 Late Longshan, 
Erlitou 

1; ? Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56. 

4   

6.  Dengfeng Lijiacun DF-LJC 登封李家村 Erlitou ？ Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56. 

4   

7.  Dengfeng Nanwa DF-NW 登封南窪 Erlitou, Yinxu, 
Spring and 
Autumn 

44; 30 Dengfeng Nanwa, 
p.1; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 2006:3, p. 
4. 

1   

8.  Dengfeng Shidao DF-SD 登封石道 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

>4; ca. 3.9 Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671, 
727-729; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 103-
108. 

3   

9.  Dengfeng 
Shiyangguan 

DF-SYG 登封石羊關 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

3.5; ?; 1.5; 
ca. 1 

Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671, 
731-736; Kaogu 
1959:11, p. 597;  
Kaogu 1978:1, pp. 
23-25; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 108-
113. 

3   

10.  Dengfeng Tongshang DF-TS 登封垌上 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

？ Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56. 

4   

11.  Dengfeng Wangcun DF-WC 登封王村 Erlitou ？ Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, pp. 56-57. 

4   

12.  Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 

DF-WCG 登封王城崗  Peiligang, 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

30; >1; ca. 
15 

Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu; Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Yu Yangcheng; 
Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 127-131, 195-
209. 

1 In the Erlitou Period, the size 
of this site was small. 

13.  Dengfeng Wayaotou DF-WYT 登封瓦窯頭 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

 ca. 4.6 Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 119-126. 

3   
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14.  Dengfeng Xifandian DF-XFD 登封西范店 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

>0.4; 0.38 Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 671, 
736-742; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 67-
71. 

3   

15.  Dengfeng Xiaoliwan DF-XLW 登封小李灣 Erlitou ?; ca. 0.9 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56; 
Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 98-103. 

3 It is also called as the Huohe 
(後河) site. 

16.  Dengfeng Xishicun DF-XSC 登封西施村 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

？ Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56. 

4   

17.  Dengfeng Yangcun DF-YangC 登封楊村 Peiligang, 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

4.2; 13.6 Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671; 
Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 76-83. 

3   

18.  Dengfeng Youfangtou DF-YFT 登封油坊頭 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

？ Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56. 

4 It is also called as the 
Shizigou (十字溝) site. 

19.  Dengfeng Yuanqiao DF-YQ 登封袁橋 Middle and Late 
Yangshao, Early 
Longshan, 
Erlitou  

4; ? Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56. 

4   

20.  Dengfeng Yuancun DF-YuanC 登封袁村 Erlitou ？ Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 56. 

4   

21.  Dengfeng Yucun DF-YuC 登封玉村 Erlitou, Shang, 
East Zhou 

?; ?; ?; ca. 
0.38 

Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 57; 
Wenwu Cankao 
Ziliao 1954:6, pp. 
18-24; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 113-
116. 

2   

22.  Dengfeng Zhifang DF-ZF 登封紙坊 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

ca. 1.5 Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 93-98. 

3   

23.  Ruzhou Baishugedang RZ-BSGD 汝州柏樹圪

壋 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Kaogu 1978:1, p. 
31. 

3   

24.  Ruzhou Lilou RZ-LL 汝州李樓 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongguo 
Kaoguxue 
Nianjian 1992, p. 
233-4. 

3   

25.  Ruzhou Meishan RZ-MS 汝州煤山 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
West Zhou, 
Spring and 
Autumn 

3; ?; 20 Kaogu 1975:5, p. 
285; Kaogu 
Xuebao 1982:4, p. 
Huaxia Kaogu 
1991:3, p. 5. 

2   

26.  Ruzhou Xiadian RZ-XD 汝州夏店 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1965:5, p. 
223. 

4   

27.  Xinmi-Caigouyuan XM-CYG 新密菜園溝 Late Yangshao, 
Late Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

1.43 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

28.  Xinmi-Chengzhuang XM-CZ 新密程莊 Yangshao, Early 
Longshan, 
Xinzhai, Erlitou, 
Shang 

7.23 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

29.  Xinmi-Erlangmiao XM-ELM 新密二郎廟 Erlitou, Upper 
Erligang 

7.37 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

30.  Xinmi-Ganggou XM-GG 新密崗溝 Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

0.91 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   
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31.  Xinmi-Gengzhuang XM-GZ 新密耿莊 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, 
Western Zhou 

8.67 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

32.  Xinmi-Huangzhai XM-HZ 新密黃寨 Late Longshan, 
Erlitou 

0.5; 0.63 Huaxia Kaogu 
1993:3, p. 1; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p .221. 

2 This site was damaged 
seriously. 

33.  Xinmi-Lijiagang XM-LJG 新密李家崗 Late Yangshao, 
Erlitou 

0.41 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

34.  Xinmi-Liuwan XM-LW 新密劉灣 Erlitou 0.83 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

35.  Xinmi-Meitugou XM-MTG 新密煤土溝 Yangshao Phase 
III, Middle and 
Late Longshan, 
Erlitou, Upper 
Erligang 

2 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

36.  Xinmi-Niudian XM-NDB 新密牛店北 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Xinzhai, Erlitou, 
Shang 

2.8 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

37.  Xinmi-Quliang XM-QL 新密曲梁 Xinzhai, Erlitou, 
Erligang 

?; 24;  8.55 Huaxia Kaogu 
1991:2, pp. 33-40; 
Kaogu Xuebao 
2003:1, p. 45; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

2   

38.  Xinmi-Quanzhuang XM-QZ 新密全莊 Late Longshan, 
Erlitou 

2 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

39.  Xinmi-
Shuanglouxigou 

XM-SLXG 新密雙樓西

溝 
Erlitou 2 Zhongguo Juluo 

Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

40.  Xinmi-Shiyuan XM-SYD 新密柿園東 Erlitou 3.19 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

41.  Xinmi-Suzhai XM-SZ 新密蘇寨 Late Longshan, 
Xinzhai, Erlitou, 
Shang 

5.14 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

42.  Xinmi-Wuhumiao XM-WHM 新密五虎廟 Longshan, 
Erlitou, lower 
Erligang 

7.48 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

43.  Xinmi-Xujiazhai XM-XJZ 新密徐家寨 Erlitou, 
Erligang 

4.76 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

44.  Xinmi-Xianiu XM-XN 新密下牛 Erlitou, 
Erligang 

25 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4 It is not sure that the size of 
this site (25 ha.) belongs to 
the Erlitou Period or the 
Erligang Period. 

45.  Xinmi-Xinzhai XM-XZ 新密新砦 Late Longshan, 
Xinzhai, Erlitou 

100; 100 Kaogu 1981:5, p. 
398; Xinmi 
Xinzhai, p. 14; 
Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

1 During the Erlitou Period, the 
size of this site was not so 
huge. 
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46.  Xinmi-Yuetai XM-YT 新密月台 Late Yangshao, 
Longshanm, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

6 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

47.  Xinmi-Yunyangong XM-YYG 新密雲岩宮 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Xinzhai, Erlitou, 
Upper Erligang 

0.64 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

48.  Xinmi-Yangzhuang XM-YZ 新密楊莊 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Xinzhai, Erlitou 

2.2 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

49.  Xinmi-Zhujiagou XM-ZJG 新密朱家溝 Xinzhai, Erlitou, 
Shang 

6.65 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

50.  Xinzheng-Beilizhuang XZ-BLZ 新鄭北李莊 Late Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Western 
Zhou 

1 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

51.  Xinzheng-Maantong XZ-MAT 新鄭馬鞍垌 Early Longshan, 
Erlitou, Upper 
Erligang 

5.04 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

52.  Xinzheng-Renhezhai XZ-RHZ 新鄭人和寨 Late Longshan, 
Xinzhai, Erlitou 

4 Zhongguo Juluo 
Kaogu De Lilun Yu 
Shijian (Di Yi Ji), 
p. 221. 

4   

53.  Xinzheng-
Wangjinglou 

XZ-WJL 新鄭望京樓 Erlitou, 
Erligang 

168 Xinzheng 
Wangjinglou, p. 
69; Kaogu 1981:6, 
p. 556. 

1 The size of this site was the 
second largest in the Henan 
Region. Two cities with 
rammed earth wall enclosure 
dated to the Erlitou and 
Erligang Periods respectively 
were found within this site. 

54.  Yichuan Banpo YC-BP 伊川半坡 Erlitou 0.5 Huaxia Kaogu 
1998:2, p. 25. 

3   

55.  Yichuan Baitugeda YC-BTGD 伊川白土疙

瘩 
Peiligang, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

6 Yichuan Kaogu 
Baogao, p. 235. 

1   

56.  Yichuan Baiyuan YC-BY 伊川白元 Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

4; 20 Kaogu 1961:1, pp. 
31-2; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1982:7, p. 
7. 

2   

57.  Yichuan Beizhai YC-BZ 伊川北寨 Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

7.5 Yichuan Kaogu 
Baogao, p. 178. 

1   

58.  Yichuan Nancun YC-NC 伊川南村 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1965:5, p. 
223. 

4   

59.  Yichuan Nanzhai YC-NZ 伊川南寨 Longshan, 
Erlitou, 
Erligang 

24 Kaogu 1961:1, pp. 
31-2; 1996:12, p. 
36; Yichuan Kaogu 
Baogao, p. 6. 

1   

60.  Yichuan Shenpu YC-SP 伊川申鋪 Erlitou ? Yichuan Kaogu 
Baogao, p. 5. 

4   

61.  Yichuan Yecun YC-YC 伊川葉村 Erlitou ? Yichuan Kaogu 
Baogao, p. 5. 

4   

62.  Yuzhou Cuizhuang YZ-CZ 禹州崔莊 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

?; 5; ? Kaogu 1978:1, pp. 
33-34; Kaogu 
1991:2, pp. 98-
100; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1997:3, p. 
57. 

3   

63.  Yuzhou Dugangsi YZ-DGS 禹州杜崗寺 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

ca. 1.6 Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 155-159. 

3 This site was small village in 
the Erlitou Period. 
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64.  Yuzhou Dongzhuang YZ-DZ 禹州董莊 Late Yangshao, 
Late Longshan, 
Erlitou 

2.5; ?; ? Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 758-
760; Kaogu 
1991:2, pp. 100-
103; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1997:3, p. 
57. 

3   

65.  Yuzhou Jizhai YZ-JZ 禹州冀寨 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

10; ?; ?; ca. 
3.9 

Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 746-
757; Kaogu 
1991:2, pp. 104-
106; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1997:3, p. 
57; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 131-
140, 285-288 

3 It was a larger site during the 
Late Longshan and the 
Erlitou periods. 

66.  Yuzhou Longchi YZ-LC 禹州龍池 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

2; ?; ?; ca. 
1.9 

Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671; 
Kaogu 1991:2, pp. 
103-104; Kaogu 
Yu Wenwu 1997:3, 
p. 57; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 145-
150. 

3   

67.  Yuzhou Lianlou YZ-LL 禹州連樓 Late Yangshao, 
Late Longshan, 
Early Erlitou 

4.8 Kaogu 1991:2, p. 
104. 

4   

68.  Yuzhou Wadian YZ-WD 禹州瓦店 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

>20; ?; ca. 
3.5; >20 

Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p.671; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 57; 
Yuzhou Wadian; 
Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 184-193. 

3 During the Erlitou Period, the 
size of this site should not be 
so large. 

69.  Yuzhou Wangshan YZ-WS 禹州王山 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

>0.5; ?; ca. 
0.43 

Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p.671; 
Kaogu 1991:2,  
p. 108; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1997:3, p. 
57; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 170-
175. 

3 It was a small village in the 
Erlitou Period. 

70.  Yuzhou Wuwan YZ-WW 禹州吳灣 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

14; ?; ca. 6.8 Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p.671; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1997:3, p. 57; 
Yinghe Wenming, 
pp. 150-155. 

4 During the Erlitou Period, the 
size of this site should be 
smaller. 

71.  Yuzhou Xiawu YZ-XW 禹州下毋 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

4; ?; ?; ? Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 671; 
Kaogu 1991:2, p. 
104; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1997:3, p. 
57; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 140-
145. 

3 少量二里頭陶片。龍山晚

期、二里頭早期 
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72.  Yuzhou Yuwang YZ-YW 禹州余王 Late Longshan, 
Late Erlitou 

?; ca. 0.69 Kaogu 1991:2,  
p. 108; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1997:3, p. 
57; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 163-
170. 

3 It was a small village in the 
Erlitou Period. 

73.  Yuzhou Yanzhai YZ-YZ 禹州閻寨 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

50; ca. 10.76 Kaogu 1978:1, pp. 
30-31; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 179-
184, 209-250. 

3 In Dengfeng Wangchenggang 
and Kaogu 1978:1, pp. 30-31, 
only the data related to the 
Longshan Culture are 
published. It seems like that 
this site was a large-scale site 
during the Longshan Period. 

74.  Yuzhou Zaowang YZ-ZW 禹州棗王 Late Yangshao, 
Late Longshan, 
Erlitou 

1; ?; ?; 0.98 Dengfeng 
Wangchenggang 
Kaogu Faxian Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 757-758; 
Kaogu 1991:2, p. 
107-108; Kaogu 
Yu Wenwu 1997:3, 
p. 57; Yinghe 
Wenming, pp. 159-
163. 

3   
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Table 4.4: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Yao Mountain Area 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Luoning Toupo LN-TP 洛寧頭坡 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1961:1, p. 
31. 

3   

2.  Mianchi Lusi MC-LS 澠池鹿寺 Erlitou, Warring 
State 

2.6 Kaogu 1964:9, pp. 
435-40. 

2   

3.  Mianchi Nanguanjia MC-NGJ 澠池南關家 Peiligang, 
Middle 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou 

? Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, p. 63. 

3 This site was excavated from 
1998 to 1999, but the data 
have not been published. 

4.  Mianchi Zhengyao MC-ZY 澠池鄭窯 Erlitou ? Huaxia Kaogu 
1987:2, pp. 47-95. 

2   

5.  Mengjin Boluoyao  MJ-BLY 孟津菠蘿窯 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, 

56(?); 75(?) Henan Wenbo 
Tongxun 1980:4, 
p. 9; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1987:3, pp. 
12, 17. 

3   

6.  Mengjin Changoukou MJ-CGK 孟津瀍溝口 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

12 Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 17. 

3   

7.  Mengjin Donglishe MJ-DLS 孟津東立射 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

20; 4 Henan Wenbo 
Tongxun 1980:4, 
p. 12; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1987:3, pp. 
14, 17. 

3   

8.  Mengjin Dayanghe MJ-DYH 孟津大陽河 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

35 Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 15, 17. 

3   

9.  Mengjin Guagou MJ-GG 孟津掛溝 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang 

6; 7 Henan Wenbo 
Tongxun 1980:4, 
p. 11; Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1987:3, pp. 
13, 17. 

3   

10.  Mengjin Huocun MJ-HC 孟津霍村 Erlitou 2 Henan Wenbo 
Tongxun 1980:4, 
p. 12. 

3   

11.  Mengjin Houli MJ-HL 孟津後李 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 17. 

4   

12.  Mengjin Liyao MJ-LY 孟津李窯 Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 17. 

4   

13.  Mengjin Nanxu MJ-NX 孟津南徐 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, p. 13. 

4   

14.  Mengjin Pingle MJ-PL 孟津平樂 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

1.75 Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 12, 17. 

4   

15.  Mengjin Panzhuang MJ-PZ 孟津潘莊 Erlitou 4.5 Henan Wenbo 
Tongxun 1980:4, 
p. 12. 

3   

16.  Mengjin Sihenan MJ-SHN 孟津寺河南 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

22 Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 15, 17. 

3   

17.  Mengjin Shuiquan MJ-SQ 孟津水泉 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

1.5 Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 15, 17. 

3   

18.  Mengjin Taiyang MJ-TYang 孟津台陽 Yangshao, 
Erlitou 

? Henan Wenbo 
Tongxun 1980:4, 
p. 11. 

4   

19.  Mengjin Taiyin MJ-TYin 孟津台陰 Erlitou ? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, p. 13. 

4   

20.  Mengjin Xiaopangou MJ-XPG 孟津小潘溝 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 17. 

4   

21.  Sanmenxia Qilipu  SMX-QLP 三門峽七里

鋪 
Erlitou, Lower 
Erligang 

10 Kaogu Xuebao 
1960:1, pp. 25-49. 

2   

22.  Sanmenxia Xiyacun SMX-XYC 三門峽西崖

村 
Erlitou, Spring 
and Autumn 

16 Huaxia Kaogu 
1989:1, pp. 15-47. 

2   
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23.  Songxian Yaodian SX-YD 嵩縣瑤店 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1961:1, p. 
31. 

4   

24.  Xinan Anle XA-AL 新安安樂 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

6.6 Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 7, 18. 

4   

25.  Xinan Nangang XA-NG 新安南崗 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, p. 18. 

4   

26.  Xinan Taijian XA-TJ 新安太澗 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Erlitou, Lower 
Erligang 

7.5; ? Huanghe 
Xiaolangdi Shuiku 
Wenwu Kaogu 
Baogaoji, p. 18; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1998:1, pp. 3-21; 
Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 18. 

2   

27.  Xinan Xiaoshui XA-XS 新安孝水 Erlitou, Shang ? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, pp. 13, 18. 

4   

28.  Xinan Yandong XA-YD 新安鹽東 Peiligang, 
Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

2; 1 Huanghe 
Xiaolangdi Shuiku 
Kaogu Baogao 
(Si), p. 3; Huanghe 
Xiaolangdi Shuiku 
Wenwu Kaogu 
Baogaoji, pp. 19-
21. 

2 Only two ash pits dated to the 
Erlitou Period were found. 

29.  Xinan Yanwanbei XA-YWB 新安閻灣北 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, p. 18. 

4   

30.  Xinan Yanwannan XA-YWN 新安閻灣南 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Erlitou 

? Zhongyuan Wenwu 
1987:3, p. 18. 

4   

31.  Yiyang Zhuangjiamen YY-ZJM 宜陽莊家門 Erlitou ? Kaogu 1961:1, p. 
31. 

4   
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Chapter 5: 
Contextualizing Local Remains and 

Exotic Artifacts in the Hedong Region 
 

Introduction 

After analyzing the data from the Henan 河南 Region, this chapter will investigate the 

interregional interaction between the Hedong 河東 Region and its neighboring regions during 

the Erlitou 二里頭 Period. Generally speaking, most scholars believe that the Hedong Region 

had the closest relationship with the Henan Region in this period. Based on typological analysis 

of ceramics, archaeologists suggest that the remains of the Hedong Region should be classified 

as a local variant of the Erlitou Culture, namely the Dongxiafeng 東下馮 Phase. Meanwhile, 

based on historical texts, they also believe that the Hedong Region, just like the Henan Region, 

was a part of the former territory of the Xia 夏 (e.g., Li Boqian 1981; Li Weiming 1997; Liu Xu 

1992; Zhongguo et al. 1988; Zou Heng 1980a). On the other hand, some archaeologists suggest 

that the local remains of the Hedong Region should be classified as an independent 

archaeological unit, namely the Dongxiafeng Culture (e.g., Duan Tianjing 2014; Zhang Lidong 

1996a; Zhang Zhongpei and Yang Jing 2002; Zheng Jiexiang 1988:246-54). In spite of this, the 

argument that the Hedong Region and the Henan Region had a very close relationship during the 

Erlitou Period is widely accepted. 

The primary task of this chapter is to reexamine how the Hedong Region interacted with 

it neighboring regions, including the Henan Region, through the analysis and typology and the 

approach of contextualization. However, compared to the Henan Region, in the Hedong Region, 

the archaeological evidence dated to the Erlitou Period was much less. Although around 216 sites 

dated to this period have been found in the Hedong Region, only the excavation results of 
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Dongxiafeng have been published (Zhongguo et al. 1988). Fortunately, a systematic regional 

survey was carried out in the eastern Yuncheng Basin (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye 

Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxi et al. 2011), i.e., the southern division of the Hedong Region. The survey 

data from the eastern part of the Yuncheng Basin also provides some clues to explore possible 

interaction patterns between the Hedong Region and its neighboring regions, particularly the 

Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. 

Before analyzing the archaeological data, the issue about the relative chronology of the 

Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period is necessary to mention here briefly. According to the 

excavation report of Dongxiafeng, its relative chronology can be divided into four successive 

phases, namely Dongxiafeng Phases I to IV (Zhongguo et al. 1988). According to the research of 

Li Weiming 李維明, these four phases correspond to Erlitou Phases II to IV: Dongxiafeng Phase 

I and II are contemporary to the early and late stages of Erlitou Phase II; Dongxiafeng Phase III 

and IV are contemporary to Erlitou Phase III and IV, respectively (1997:25). It seems that in the 

Hedong Region, the archaeological remains dated to Erlitou Phase I have not been clearly 

identified. Probably some remains dated to the late stage of the local Longshan 龍山 Period 

may belong to Erlitou Phase I. Due to the lack of archaeological evidence dated to Erlitou Phase 

I in the Hedong Region, the following discussions will mainly focus on the data dated from 

Erlitou Phases II to IV. 

 

Geographic Setting 

The Hedong Region (Figure 5.1) refers to modern southwestern Shanxi 山西 Province 

but does not include the area between the Yellow River and the Zhongtiao 中條 Mountains, 

such as the Yuanqu 垣曲 Basin and the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor. The whole region is 
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surrounded by mountains in its north, east, and south; the Yellow River flows through its west. 

The Hedong Region, in fact, contains two main divisions: the Yuncheng 運城 Basin in the south 

and the Linfen 臨汾 Basin in the north. 

The Yuncheng Basin is a small basin in the southwesternmost part of Shanxi Province. 

The area is surrounded by the Emeiling 峨嵋嶺 Mountain to its north, the Zhongtiao Mountains 

to its south and east, the Zijin 紫金 Mountain (or the Jiang 絳 Mountain), a branch of the 

Zhongtiao Mountains, meeting the Emeiling Mountain to its northeast, and the Yellow River to 

its west. The Mingtiaogang 鳴條崗 Hill, a small hill that is northeast to southwest direction, is 

situated within the middle of the basin. The Sushui 涑水 River, one tributary of the Yellow 

River, and the Qinglong 青龍 River, one of the major tributaries of the Sushui River, flow along 

the northern and southern banks of the Mingtiaogang Hill respectively. It is worth noting that a 

salt lake, Xiechi 解池, is located in the southern part of the basin. From antiquity, probably no 

later than the Erlitou Period, ancient people had started to produce salt in this area (Liu Li and 

Chen Xingcan 2001; 2003). Furthermore, river valleys play crucial roles as transportation routes 

to connect the Yuncheng Basin with its neighboring areas, including the Henan Region in the 

south, the Guanzhong 關中 Basin in the west, the Yuanqu Basin in the east, and the Linfen 

Basin, the northern division of the Hedong Region, in the north. Dongxiafeng, the type site of the 

Dongxiafeng Phase/Culture, is located in the southeastern part of the Yuncheng Basin. 

The Linfen Basin is also a small basin in southwestern Shanxi but situated in the north of 

the Yuncheng Basin. As the natural boundary between the Linfen Basin and the Yuncheng Basin, 

the Emeiling Mountain is located between these two divisions. The Linfen Basin is also 

surrounded by several mountains, such as the Taiyue 太岳 Mountains (or the Huo 霍 

Mountains) to its east, and the Lüliang 呂梁 Mountains to its west. The Ta’er 塔兒 Mountain 
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(or the Chong 崇 Mountain), a branch of the Taiyue Mountains, sticks out into the southeastern 

part of the Linfen Basin. At the northern foot of the Ta’er Mountain, Taosi 陶寺 (ca. 430 ha.), 

the type site of the Taosi Culture and one of the largest settlements in the Longshan Period, is 

situated (Zhongguo and Shanxi Sheng Linfen Shi Wenwuju 2015:11). The Fen 汾 River, one 

major tributary of the Yellow River, and its many tributaries flow through the basin. The Fen 

River Valley is a significant corridor connecting the Linfen Basin with the areas in it north. This 

corridor even connects to Northeast China. In addition to the Longshan Period in which Taosi 

flourished, the Linfen Basin also played an important role in the historic period in ancient China. 

During the Western Zhou 周 (ca. 1,050-771 BC) and the Spring and Autumn Period (770-481 

BC), the Jin 晉, one of the most powerful feudal states of the Zhou Dynasty, was founded in the 

Linfen Basin. 

Generally speaking, the topography of the Hedong Region is heterogeneous. Although 

the Hedong Region contains two different basins, their basic structures are similar: surrounded 

by mountains, flowed through by rivers, and connected with neighboring areas by river valleys. 

In the Hedong Region, many sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been discovered. Since 

different sites are situated in different locations, they may have different functions and layouts. 

The analysis of distribution pattern of sites in the Hedong Region will help us to explore how 

these sites may interact with each other during the Erlitou Period. The result will also offer a 

useful background to contextualize local remains and exotic artifacts in the Hedong Region from 

a pan-regional perspective. 

 

Distribution Pattern of Sites 

According to existing data, at least 216 sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been found 
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in the Hedong Region (Beijing Daxue and Shanxi Sheng 1992; Beijing Daxue et al. 1982; 

Houma Shi Bowuguan 1990; 1992; Shanxi Sheng 1992a; 1992b; 1993; Shanxi Sheng Houma 

1996; Zhang Wenjun and Gao Qingshan 1987; Zhongguo Shanxi 1980; 1987; 1989). Most of 

them were discovered through survey, but not systematically. Only some of these sites, including 

Dongxiafeng, were officially excavated. Fortunately, from 2003 to 2006, a systematic regional 

survey was carried out in the eastern Yuncheng Basin (Zhongguo Guojia et al. 2011). The result 

provides more reliable data to analyze settlement pattern in this area. However, besides the data 

from the eastern Yuncheng Basin, the quantity and estimated sizes of sites in the other parts of 

the Hedong Region are not precise. The survey report only shows the total area of each site 

covering different periods, rather than the precise size dated to the Erlitou Period. Therefore, on 

the one hand, the data from the eastern Yuncheng Basin provide more reliable information to 

discuss the settlement pattern of this area; on the other hand, although the data from the other 

parts of the Hedong Region are not so precise, they may still reflect a general developmental 

trend of the distribution pattern of sites. 

 

I. Yuncheng Basin 

In the Yuncheng Basin, at least 93 sites dated to the Erlitou Period were found, especially 

concentrating in its eastern part (Table 5.1; Figure 5.2). Most of these sites were distributed along 

the banks of the Sushui River, the Shaqu 沙渠 River, and the Qinglong River. First of all, at 

least four large sites (more than 20 ha.), including Xiwubi 西吳壁 (31.5 ha.), Dongxiafeng (25 

ha.), Xixia 西下 (24 ha.), and Zhoujiazhuang 周家莊 (21.4 ha.), were located in the Yuncheng 

Basin. Xiwubi and Zhoujiazhuang were situated in the upper reaches of the Sushui River; 

Dongxiafeng in the upper reaches of the Qinglong River; Xixia in the lower reaches of the 

Sushui River. Second, at least three medium sites (11-20 ha.), including Guojiazhuang 郭家莊 
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(16.2 ha.), Sunlinan 孫李南 (12 ha.), and Diantoubao 店頭堡 (11.9), were found here. 

Guojiazhuang and Diantoubao were also located in the upper reaches of the Sushui River, but 

they were closer to Dongxiafeng instead of Xiwubi and Zhoujiazhuang; Sunlinan was located in 

the lower reaches of the Sushui River, closing to Xixia. Third, many small sites (0-10 ha.) were 

also found in this area. Since the systematic regional survey was merely carried out in the eastern 

Yuncheng Basin, most of the sites dated to the Erlitou Period were found in the upper reaches of 

the Sushui River and the Qinglong River, rather than the western part of the Yuncheng Basin. 

Based on the existing data, the distribution pattern of sites in the Yuncheng Basin during 

the Erlitou Period shows three apparent characteristics. First of all, most of these sites seem to be 

concentrated in the eastern Yuncheng Basin. The main cause of this distribution pattern, of 

course, is due to the systematic regional survey merely carried out in this area. 

Second, the sites in the Yuncheng Basin can be classified into at least three clusters. The 

first cluster was in the upper reaches of the Sushui River. In this area the largest site Xiwubi may 

be the central settlement, surrounded by a large site Zhoujiazhuang, probably two medium sites 

Guojiazhuang and Diantoubao, and many small sites. The second cluster was in the upper 

reaches of the Qinglong River. Dongxiafeng seems to have been the central settlement of this 

area, surrounded by many small sites. The third cluster was in the lower reaches of the Sushui 

River. Xixia may be the central settlement of this area, surrounded by Sunlinan and some small 

sites. 

Finally, although at least four large, three medium-size, and many small sites were 

discovered in the Yuncheng Basin, the distribution pattern of sites implies that the social 

structure of the Yuncheng Basin in the Erlitou Period was not as hierarchical as that of the Linfen 

Basin (see below). In other words, it is possible that during the Erlitou Period, the relationship 

among different settlements in the Yuncheng Basin may have been relatively loose. 
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II. Linfen Basin 

In the Linfen Basin, at least 119 sites dated to the Erlitou Period were discovered (Table 

5.2; Figure 5.2). Most of them were situated along the banks of the Fen River and its tributaries. 

First of all, probably 10 large sites, including Guojiapo 郭家坡 (105? ha.), Nanshi 南石 (70? 

ha.), Xishiqiao 西石橋 (56? ha.), Nanding 南丁 (54? ha.), Liye 李野 (45 ha.), Xiaoyang 孝

養 (40 ha.), Xiwangcun 西王村 (36 ha.), Mace 馬策 (32 ha.), Beizhang 北張 (25 ha.), and 

Qianbai 前柏 (24 ha.), were found in the Linfen Basin. It is worth noting that seven of them - 

Guojiapo, Nanshi, Xishiqiao, Nanding, Liye, Xiwangcun, and Mace - concentrated in the 

southeastern part of the Linfen Basin, which was a small and semi-closed basin in the upper 

reaches of the Kuai 澮 River and the Fu 滏 River; the other three were located along the Fen 

River. Second, at least 14 medium sites were found in the Linfen Basin. Four of them, including 

Fancun 范村 (20 ha.), Ganjun 感軍 (20 ha.), Niujiapo 牛家坡 (15 ha.), and Guanshangbao 

貫上堡 (12.5 ha.), were also located in the small and semi-closed basin in which seven large 

sites were also situated. The other 10 sites, including Changanbao 長安堡 (20 ha.), 

Zhuangtoucun 莊頭村 (20 ha.), Xiecun 解村 (20 ha.), Xishui 西水 (16 ha.), Dongyangcheng 

東陽呈 (15? ha.), Xibaijidong 西白集東 (15 ha.), Weicunxi 魏村西 (12 ha.), Dongdeng 東

鄧 (12 ha.), Beigao 北高 (11 ha.), and Zhongchen 中陳 (11 ha.), were distributed along the 

Fen River. Third, many small sites were distributed in the Linfen Basin. It is necessary to point 

out that by comparison to the survey data from the Yuncheng Basin, the ones from the Linfen 

Basin were more imprecise.39 Thus, since the sizes of some sites may be overestimated, but 

                                                        
39 The main issue is that different references sometimes provide different estimated size for the same site. 
Dongyangcheng 東陽呈 is a good example to show this problem. According to Wenwu Jikan 1992:1, p. 12, its size 
was 250 hectares; according to Kaogu Yu Wenwu 1987:4, p. 13, its size was 48 hectares; according to Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1996:6, p. 32 and Zhongguo Wenwu Ditu Ji: Shanxi Fence, p. 827, its size was 25 hectares; according to 
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some may be underestimated, the distribution of sites in the Linfen Basin during the Erlitou 

Period merely reflects a general trend. 

Although the data from the Linfen Basin were not as precise as the ones from the eastern 

Yuncheng Basin, the distribution pattern of sites still reveals three significant features. First of 

all, like the situation in the Yuncheng Basin, most of the sites in the Linfen Basin were also 

distributed in its eastern part, although a systematic regional survey has not been carried out in it. 

In other words, it seems that during the Erlitou Period, most of the sites in the Hedong Region, 

especially the large ones, were situated near the eastern mountain areas, including the Taiyue 

Mountains in the north and the Zhongtiao Mountains in the south, which had rich metal 

resources for developing bronze production. Probably the rise of the most sites near the eastern 

mountain areas in the Hedong Region was related to these metal resources. 

Second, the sites of the Linfen Basin can be roughly divided into at least three clusters. 

The first cluster was in the southeastern part of the Linfen Basin. The existing data indicate that 

probably seven large sites, including four of them with more than 50 hectares, and at least four 

medium sites were located in this area. It is worth noting that the sizes of these “large sites” 

dated to the Erlitou Period were probably overestimated. For example, the largest site in this area 

was Guojiapo (105? ha.). In fact, this site was occupied in the Yangshao 仰韶 Period, the 

Longshan Period, and the Erlitou Period (Zhang Wenjun and Kao Qingshan 1987: 15). 

According to limited information, it is difficult to know its actual size during the Erlitou Period. 

The second large site was Nanshi (70? ha.), and it was occupied in the Longshan Period and the 

Erlitou Period (Beijing Daxue et al. 1982: 1; Beijing Daxue and Shanxi Sheng Wenwu Gongzuo 

Weiyuanhui 1992: 191-200). Since the major archaeological remains of Nanshi belonged to the 

                                                        
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 210 and Kaoguxue Jikan 6 (1989), p. 48, this site was called as “Xiyangcheng” 西陽呈 and its 
size was 10 hectares. Another issue is that sometimes the sizes of some sites are overestimated, as the first data 
related to Dongyangcheng shown above. 
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Taosi Culture, its size in the Erlitou Period may also be overestimated. In spite of this, generally 

speaking, a highly dense population may have lived in the southeast of the Te’ar Mountain. The 

second cluster was in the northwest of the Ta’er Mountain. One large site Beizhang and at least 

four medium sites were located in this area. The third cluster was in the northernmost part of the 

Linfen Basin. Two large sites, including Xiaoyang and Qianbai, and at least two medium sites 

were situated in the valleys of the Fen River and its tributaries. In addition to three settlement 

clusters mentioned above, at least one settlement cluster may also have existed in the western 

Linfen Basin. 

Finally, although the estimated sizes of sites dated to the Erlitou Period in the Linfen 

Basin were imprecise, it is highly possible that the social structure of this area, particularly in its 

southeastern part, was more complex than the one of the Yuncheng Basin. In the first place, more 

large and medium sites may be established in the Linfen Basin than in the Yuncheng Basin. In 

comparison to the Yuncheng Basin in which three large and two medium sites were found in its 

eastern part, probably seven large and four medium sites concentrated in the southeastern part of 

the Linfen Basin. In other words, more people may have lived in the latter than in the former. In 

the second place, the average of the sizes of the large sites in the Linfen Basin was greater than 

the one in the Yuncheng Basin. This situation indicates that during the Erlitou Period the social 

structure of the Linfen Basin, especially in its southeastern part, may have been more 

hierarchical than the one of the Yuncheng Basin. From this point of view, during the Erlitou 

Period, the regional center of Hedong Region probably was the southeastern part of the Linfen 

Basin. 

 

III. Emeiling Mountain 

In addition to the Yuncheng Basin and the Linfen Basin, at least three small sites dated to 
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the Erlitou Period were found in the Emeiling Mountain (Table 5.3; Figure 5.2). Although only 

few sites were found in the Emeiling Mountain, since they were situated in the mountain area, 

their layouts, functions, and even components of their material cultures may be different from the 

ones located in the river valleys. The comparative study focusing on the sites located in the 

mountain areas and in the river valleys is an intriguing topic which can be explored further in the 

future. 

 

IV. Yellow River Valley 

Between the eastern bank of the Yellow River Valley and the east of the Emeiling 

Mountain, a large site Nanzhao 南趙 (23 ha.) was found (Table 5.4; Figure 5.2). In a general 

sense, Nanzhao can be included within the Linfen Basin. However, according to the existing 

data, Nanzhao was the only site found in this area. It is highly possible that other sites dated to 

the Erlitou Period may also be located near Nanzhao. Moreover, the function of Nanzhao and the 

relationship between it and the other sites in the Hedong Region are also necessary to be 

discussed after more relevant data released. 

Apparently, in the Erlitou Period most sites within the Hedong Region were distributed in 

the Yuncheng Basin and the Linfen Basin. Although the systematic regional survey was merely 

carried out in the eastern Yuncheng Basin, the settlements of these two divisions still share some 

similarities in a general sense. First, most of the sites were situated on the terraces near the rivers. 

Second, most of them were distributed in the eastern part of the Hedong Region, near the 

Zhongtiao Mountains and the Taiyue Mountains. 

However, obvious differences of the distribution patterns of sites from these two 

divisions can also be observed. Compared to the Yuncheng Basin, during the Erlitou Period some 

special scenarios may have occurred in the Linfen Basin. In the first place, the degree of social 
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complexity in the Linfen Basin may have been higher than the one in the Yuncheng Basin. In the 

Yuncheng Basin, the upper reaches of the Sushui River were the only area in which several large 

and medium sites and many small ones were distributed. However, in the Linfen Basin, not only 

more large and medium sites were found but also most of them concentrated in its southeastern 

part. As mentioned above, this situation probably reflects that the social organization in the 

Linfen Basin may have been more complex than the one in the Yuncheng Basin during the 

Erlitou Period. 

In the second place, it is possible that Nanshi, the central settlement of the Hedong 

Region in the Late Longshan Period, may also be one of the largest sites in the Erlitou Period. 

According to the research of Gao Jiangtao 高江濤, during the Late Longshan Period, Nanshi 

with a huge size around 300 hectares had replaced Taosi and became the central settlement 

within the extent of the Taosi Culture (2007: 17-8). Gao’s research implies at least three possible 

scenarios to explain the developmental trend of distribution pattern of sites in the Hedong Region 

in the transitional era between the Final Longshan Period to the Erlitou Period. First of all, if 

Nanshi was the largest site in the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period, this situation may 

indicate that on the one hand, the importance of Nanshi continued over hundreds of years, but on 

the other hand, this site also declined gradually. Second, if Nanshi became one of the large sites 

and no other huge settlement emerged, this situation may reflect that the social organization in 

the Hedong Region experienced a dramatic decline from the Final Longshan Period to the Erlitou 

Period. Finally, if another huge site arose and replaced Nanshi as the regional center, such as 

Guojiapo (105? ha.), this may indicate that the social organization of the Hedong Region during 

the Erlitou Period still remained hierarchical in some degree. 

Certainly, these three hypotheses need more new data to be reexamined. However, 

according to existing data, the degree of social complexity in the Hedong Region may have been 
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lower than in the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. As discussed in Chapter 4, in the 

Henan Region, particularly in the Luoyang Basin, Erlitou (300 ha.) was the only paramount site 

and surrounded by more than 200 sites. In other words, it is possible that after the decline of the 

Taosi Culture, a more complex social organization may not have risen in the Hedong Region 

when Erlitou was flourishing in the Henan Region. 

 

Typical Remains of the Hedong Region 

During the Erlitou Period, the typical remains of the Hedong Region include ceramics 

and bronze objects. As mentioned in Chapter 4, the so-called “typical remains” can be defined as 

three categories: local tradition, local invention, and localization. The ceramics of the Hedong 

Region dated to the Erlitou Period contains the first and the third categories, and the bronze 

objects can be sorted as the third category. It seems that no new artifact was invented in the 

Hedong Region during this period. 

Traditionally, scholars classify the archaeological remains of the Hedong Region dated to 

the Erlitou Period in two different ways: the Dongxiafeng Phase, i.e., a local variant of the 

Erlitou Culture, or the Dongxiafeng Culture, i.e., an independent archaeological unit which can 

be distinguished from the Erlitou Culture. In fact, for most scholars, these two different 

definitions related to the archaeological remains of the Hedong Region, actually, infer two 

different understandings of the political relationship between the Hedong Region and the Henan 

Region in the Erlitou Period, as we have mentioned in the beginning of this chapter. For 

example, according to the research of Qin Xiaoli 秦小麗, in the early stage of the Erlitou Period, 

the ceramic assemblage of the Hedong Region revealed more local features derived from its 

Longshan tradition. However, in the late stage of the Erlitou Period, more exotic artifacts related 

to the Henan Region permeated into the Hedong Region. In other words, from Qin’s perspective, 
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in the early stage of the Erlitou Period, the Hedong Region may be an independent political unit, 

but in the late stage, the Hedong Region became a part of the Erlitou state (Qin Xiaoli 2000:48-

56). As this chapter will show below, the analysis of the archaeological evidence in the Hedong 

Region seems to support Qin’s observation. However, the real situation may be more 

complicated. For reexamining the relationship between the material cultures of the Hedong 

Region and the Henan Region in the Erlitou Period, the typical remains of the former will be 

analyzed in detail as follows. 

 

I. Ceramics 

Ceramics were the most abundant and ubiquitous archaeological remains in the Hedong 

Region during the Erlitou Period. According to typological analysis, the ceramic assemblage of 

the Hedong Region contains around 20 different types of vessels based on their distinctive 

shapes. However, only a part of them may be seen as the typical remains of the Hedong Region. 

Based on their possible functions, these typical ceramics can be divided into three categories: 

first of all, the cooking vessels, such as the tripod cauldron li 鬲 (Figure 5.3) and the tripod 

cauldron with a contracted mouth liankoujia 斂口斝 (Figure 5.4), and the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan 單耳罐 (Figure 5.5); second, the serving vessels, such as the pedestal dish dou 豆 

(Figure 5.6) and the bowl bo 缽 (Figure 5.7); third, the storage vessels, such as the basin with a 

flat base pingdipen 平底盆 (Figure 5.8) and the egg-shaped jar danxingweng 蛋形甕 (Figure 

5.9). These ceramic vessels may have all derived from its local Longshan tradition, including the 

Taosi Culture and the Sanliqiao 三里橋 Phase.40 

                                                        
40 How to identify the characteristics of the southern Hedong Region, namely the Yuncheng Basin in the Longshan 
Period is still inconclusive. Some scholars suggest it belonged to the Sanliqiao Phase (e.g., Tian Jianwen 1996; 
Zhang Zhongpei and Yang Jing 1990), some believe it belonged to the Taosi Culture (e.g., Zhongguo 2010: 562; 
Zhongguo Guojia et al. 2011), and the others consider it was a relatively independent cultural unit (e.g., Ji Kunzhang 
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Typological analysis reveals at least three major characteristics of the typical ceramics of 

the Hedong Region. First of all, although most scholars believe that during the Erlitou Period, the 

ceramic assemblage of the Hedong Region should be classified as a local variant of the Henan 

Region, the cooking vessel assemblage of the former was totally different from the one of the 

latter. In the Hedong Region, the major cooking vessels included the tripod cauldron li (with one 

handle or two cockscomb-shaped handles), the tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth 

liankoujia, and the one-handled pot dan’erguan, as mentioned above. However, in the Henan 

Region, the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan 深腹罐 (Figure 5.34) and the tripod cauldron ding 鼎 

(Figure 5.35) were the most representative cooking vessels (e.g., Zhongguo 1995:18; 1999). 

Obviously, the cooking habits of the Hedong Region and Henan Region in the Erlitou were 

different. 

Second, in addition to few vessels, cord mark shengwen 繩紋 was the most popular 

surface patterning on surfaces in the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period. This situation 

was the same as in the Henan Region. As mentioned in Chapter 4, in the Henan Region during 

Erlitou Phase I, basket impressions lanwen 籃紋 and checkered pattern fanggewen 方格紋 

were the two most popular sorts of surface patterning, that reflected continuous influences from 

the local Longshan tradition in the Henan Region(e.g., Zhongguo 1995:6; 1999:387). However, 

from Erlitou Phase II, cord mark had gradually become the most popular surface patterning on 

ceramic in the Henan Region (e.g., Zhongguo 1995:9; 2014:52). According to the archaeological 

data, this developmental trend can be seen not only in the Henan Region but also in the Hedong 

Region. However, compared to the Henan Region, in the Hedong Region, cord mark appeared on 

                                                        
1995). After preliminarily comparing the ceramic assemblages dated to the Longshan Period from Taosi (Zhongguo 
and Shanxi Sheng Linfen Shi Wenwuju 2015), Sanliqiao (Zhongguo 1959), and Dongxiafeng (Zhongguo et al. 
1983), the remains from Dongxiafeng share some similarities with both Taosi and Sanliqiao. Thus, in this 
dissertation, I will expediently assume that the martial culture of the Hedong Region dated to the Erlitou Period may 
originate from both the Taosi Culture and the Sanliqiao Phase. 
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more types of ceramics, such as the pedestal dish dou and the basin with a flat base pingdipen, 

but plain wares were much fewer. 

Third, some specific ceramics, especially cooking vessels, were attached with one handle. 

This distinctive local feature of the Hedong Region was mainly applied to the tripod cauldron li 

(Figure 5.3) and the one-handled pot dan’erguan (Figure 5.5), which is a a sort of variant of the 

round-bellied pot yuanfuguan 圓腹罐. First of all, regarding the tripod cauldron li with one 

handle, as Zhang Zhongpei 張忠培 has pointed out, this sort of ceramic vessel originated from 

the Keshengzhuang 客省莊 Culture, located in the Guanzhong Basin in southern Shaanxi 陝西 

Province. Afterward, the tripod cauldron li with one handle was spread eastward into the extent 

of the Sanliqiao Phase, and finally northward into southwestern Shanxi Province, namely the 

Hedong Region (Zhang Zhongpei and Yang Jing 2002). During the Longshan Period, the tripod 

cauldron li with one handle, in fact, had been widely made and used not only at Sanliqiao 

(Zhongguo 1959) and Dongxiafeng (Zhongguo et al. 1983) but also at Taosi (Zhongguo and 

Shanxi Sheng Linfen Shi Wenwuju 2015). Second, regarding to the one-handled pot dan’erguan, 

Zhang Zhongpei also suggests that it was also introduced from the Sanliqiao Phase in the 

Longshan Period (Zhang Zhongpei and Yang Jing 2002:38). However, in this period, although 

the one-handled pot dan’erguan had appeared in the Hedong Region, it was not so popular. From 

the Erlitou Period, the one-handled pot dan’erguan had been widely made and used in the 

Hedong Region. Moreover, the basic features of the one-handled pot dan’erguan was highly 

similar in different parts of the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period: besides a ring-shaped 

handle, a small tongue-shaped handle was attached in the opposite side of the handle on the neck 

of the pot (Figure 5.5).41 

                                                        
41 Similar style also appeared on a small ceramic mug at Dongxiafeng during Dongxiafeng Phase I (Zhongguo et al. 
1988:28, Figure 30). 
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In the past, when discussing the origin of the ceramic assemblage of the Hedong Region 

during the Erlitou Period, scholars proposed at least two different explanations. Some scholars 

suggested that it originated from the Sanliqiao Phase (Zhang Zhongpei and Yang Jing 2002). 

Nevertheless, more scholars suggested that although it did have a certain sort of relationship with 

the local Longshan tradition, namely the Taosi Culture and the Sanliqiao Phase, the ceramic 

assemblage of the Hedong Region in to the Erlitou Period did not directly originate from them 

but was strongly influenced by the contemporary Erlitou Culture (e.g., Gao Tianlin and Li 

Jianmin 1987; Li Boqian 1981; Liu Xu 1992). In fact, these two arguments imply two different 

perspectives on how to define the nature of the archaeological remains of the Hedong Region: 

the former emphasized that it was an independent archaeological unit, namely the Dongxiafeng 

Culture, but the latter accepted that it was a local variant of the Erlitou Culture, namely the 

Dongxiafeng Phase. 

After comparing the ceramic assemblages at Dongxiafeng dated to both the Longshan 

and Erlitou Periods (Zhongguo et al. 1983; 1988) to some sites located in and near the Hedong 

Region, including Taosi (Zhongguo and Shanxi Sheng Linfen Shi Wenwuju 2015), Sanliqiao 

(Zhongguo 1959), Baiyan 白燕 (Jin Zhong Kaogudui 1989a; 1989b), and Erlitou (Zhongguo 

1999; 2014), I am inclined to accept the second explanation. However, I also consider that the 

most crucial features of the ceramic assemblage of the Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period 

derived from its local Longshan tradition. 

On the one hand, the major components of the ceramic assemblage in the Hedong Region 

during the Erlitou Period indeed originated from the local Longshan tradition. As mentioned 

above, the cooking vessel assemblage in the Hedong Region was totally different from that in the 

contemporary Henan Region. It is worth noting that all of typical cooking vessels of the Hedong 

Region, including the tripod cauldron li, the tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth liankoujia, 
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and the one-handled pot dan’erguan, had appeared at Taosi, Sanliqiao, and Dongxiafeng during 

the Longshan Period. More significantly, the tripod cauldron li and the tripod cauldron with a 

contracted mouth liankoujia were also the major cooking vessels in these three sites. In addition 

to cooking vessels, other sorts of ceramics of the Hedong Region dated to the Erlitou Period, 

such as the pedestal dish dou (Figure 5.6), the deep-bellied basin shenfupen 深腹盆 (Figure 

5.10), the basin with a flat base pingdipen (Figure 5.8), the bowl bo (Figure 5.7), and the lid 

qigai 器蓋 (Figure 5.11), also appeared in these local Longshan sites. It is worth noting that 

these ceramics can also be found in the Henan Region during the Longshan Period (e.g., 

Zhongguo 1995; 1999; 2014). Thus, their appearance in the Hedong Region during to the Erlitou 

Period should be the results of local Longshan tradition rather than the influences from the 

contemporary Henan Region. Finally, the egg-shaped jar danxingweng (Figure 5.9) found in the 

Hedong Region may have been introduced from the Ordos Plateau, such as the Zhukaigou 朱開

溝 Culture (Neimenggu Zizhiqu Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo and E’erduosi Bowuguan 2000). 

However, this sort of vessel had been accepted at Dongxiafeng during the Longshan Period 

(Zhongguo et al. 1983). 

On the other hand, in the Hedong Region, some ceramics dated to the Erlitou Period were 

indeed influenced by the Henan Region. The examples include some cooking vessels, such as the 

deep-bellied pot shenfuguan (Figure 5.14), the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding 盆形

鼎 (Figure 5.12), and the steamer zeng 甑 (Figure 5.13), and various storage jars, especially the 

open-mouthed jar dakouzun 大口尊 (Figure 5.15) and the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan 捏口

罐 (Figure 5.16). However, regarding these three sorts of Henan-related cooking vessels, they 

were not as popular as the local ones in the Hedong Region. Furthermore, although relatively 

abundant open-mouthed jar dakouzun, some pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan, and other types of 
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storage vessels related to the Henan Region were uncovered in the Hedong Region, local 

ceramics still occupied a relatively higher ratio among the whole ceramic assemblage of the 

Hedong Region, particularly in the early stage of the Erlitou Period. 

 

II. Bronze 

In addition to ceramics, at least 15 pieces of bronze objects, including eight arrowheads 

cu 鏃, two chisel zao 鑿, two blade dao 刀, and three fragments, have been found in the 

Hedong Region (Beijing Daxue Lishixi Kaogu Zhuanye Shanxi Shixizu and Shanxi Sheng 

Wenwu Gongzuo Weiyuanhui 1992:204; Zhongguo et al. 1988:74, 78-9, 100, 121-2, 125, 147). 

Most of these bronze objects were found at Dongxiafeng; only one blade dao was discovered at 

Weigou 葦溝 (Figure 5.17). As will be discussed below, bronze workshop may have existed at 

Dongxiafeng no later than Erlitou Phase III. Moreover, during the Erlitou Period, bronze slag, 

which was a crucial indicator to prove the existence of bronze production, was also uncovered 

from other sites in the Hedong Region, including Xiwubi 西吳壁 and Shishulin 柿樹林 

(Zhongguo Guojia et al. 2011:39, 47) (Figure 5.17). It is highly possible that the bronze objects, 

which were found in the Hedong Region and dated to the Erlitou Period, were made locally. 

Moreover, as shown above, most of the bronze objects found in the Hedong Region, particularly 

at Dongxiafeng, were small items, such as tools and arrowheads.42 Besides, stone molds for 

casting small bronze tools, such as the shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu 豎銎斧, were also found at 

Dongxiafeng. Thus, based on the evidence mentioned above, the scale of bronze production in 

the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period was relatively small and may be seen as a kind of 

                                                        
42 In addition to bronze tools and arrowheads, a bronze fragment, which was speculated as a a part of pouring 
channel of a bronze wine-serving vessel jue dated to Erlitou Phase IV, was found at Dongxiafeng (Zhongguo et al. 
1988:147). However, according to the existing data, it is difficult to know whether bronze ritual vessels could be 
made at Dongxiafeng or not. 
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cottage industry. Furthermore, in fact, it is still difficult to confirm whether all of these small 

bronze objects found in the Hedong Region were locally made or not. Thus, the expedient way is 

to consider that all of them were local products in the Erlitou Period. 

The locations of bronze workshops in the Hedong Region are worth noticing. 

Dongxiafeng, Xiwubi, and Shishulin were all situated at the foot of the Zhongtiao Mountains, 

which is one of the most important zone with abundant metal resources in the Central Yellow 

River Region (Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2001). Thus, since the Zhongtiao Mountains have rich 

metal resources for casting bronze objects, in addition to those three sites mentioned above, it is 

reasonable to speculate that during the Erlitou Period, the bronze workshops may exist within 

more sites in the eastern part of the Hedong Region, which is close to the Zhongtiao Mountains. 

If this situation can be confirmed by new archaeological evidence in the future, the wide 

distribution of bronze workshop in this area probably implies that the technique for casting 

bronze objects was not monopolized by one or few powerful groups but shared by many local 

communities in the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period. We still need more new evidence 

to reexamine this hypothesis. 

 

Contextualizing Exotic Artifacts in the Hedong Region 

On the basis of clearly defining the typical remains of the Hedong Region in the Erlitou 

Period, this section will analyze the characteristics and archaeological contexts of exotic artifacts 

discovered in this area. During this period, the most popular sort of exotic artifacts appeared in 

the Hedong Region was daily-use ceramics, which were related to the Henan Region in the 

south, the Henei Region in the east, the Ganqing Region in the west, and Northeast China in the 

north. In addition to ceramics, some exotic artifacts which may reflect the wealth of their owners 

and symbolize the elaborate culture related to the Henan Region, such as ceramic wine-serving 
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vessels jue 爵 and he 盉, turquoise beads, and the stone handle-shaped object bingxingqi 柄型

器, also appeared in the Hedong Region, particularly at Dongxiafeng, during the Erlitou Period. 

Moreover, it is possible that the technique for making bronze objects in the Hedong Region 

during the Erlitou Period may have been introduced through the Ganqing Region. 

Before the discussions of exotic remains and their archaeological contexts, it is necessary 

to mention that in addition to Dongxiafeng, the data related in the other sites of the Hedong 

Region dated to the Erlitou Periods were sparse. Thus, the following analysis will mainly focus 

on Dongxiafeng. First of all, this section will analyze the developmental trajectory of the town 

plan of Dongxiafeng in the Erlitou Period. Second, this section will contextualize exotic remains 

of Dongxiafeng within their archaeological contexts. Finally, this section will also briefly discuss 

the exotic artifacts found in the other sites of the Hedong Region. 

 

I. Dongxiafeng 

1. Developmental Trajectory of Town Plan 

Dongxiafeng is located in the eastern part of the Yuncheng Basin (Figure 5.1, 5.2). It lies 

in a terrace around 3 kilometers northwest of the Zhongtiao Mountains (Zhongguo et al. 1988:2). 

The Qingling River flows through the northern part of this site (Figure 5.18). The total area of 

Dongxiafeng is around 137.4 hectares, and it was continuously occupied almost three thousand 

years: from the Middle and Late Yangshao Periods, through the Miaodigou 廟底溝 II Period, 

the Longshan Period, the Erlitou Period, to the Erligang 二里崗 Period (ca. 4,100-1,400 BC). In 

different stages, ancient people lived in different parts of this site (Zhongguo Guojia et al. 

2011:278-88). 

In the Erlitou Period, around 25 hectares of Dongxiafeng was occupied. This site contains 

four excavation zones, which include eight excavation areas (Figure 5.18). The Northern Zone 
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was located in the northern terrance of the Qinglong River. Only few remains were found in Area 

8. The Eastern Zone was located in the southeastern terrance of the Qinglong River. Numerous 

remains were found in Area 1 and Area 4. During Dongxiafeng Phases I, II, and IV, the Eastern 

Zone was the center of Dongxiafeng. The Middle Zone was located in the southern terrance of 

the Qinglong River, including Area 2, Area 3, Area 5, and Area 6.43 It is worth noting that in 

Dongxiafeng Phase III, the center of this site transferred to the western part of the Middle Zone, 

in which a settlement with two moated enclosures was established. Moreover, during the 

Erligang Period (ca. 1,600-1,400 BC), a fortified settlement surrounded with rammed-earth walls 

rose in the Middle Zone. Apparently, the southern terrance of the Qinglong River was also an 

important part of Dongxiafeng during the Erlitou Period and later era. Finally, the Western Zone 

was located in the southwest of the Qinglong River, in which a part of settlement dated to the 

Longshan Period was situated (Zhonggou et al. 1983). The developmental trajectory of the town 

plan of Dongxiafeng from Dongxiafeng Phases I to IV will be analyzed as follows. 

 

A. Dongxiafeng Phase I 

During Dongxiafeng Phase I, i.e., the early stage of Erlitou Phase II, only sparse features 

existed at Dongxiafeng. Four ash pits and two graves dated to this period were discovered. Two 

ash pits were found in the Eastern Zone, and the other two in the Northern Zone. Besides, two 

graves were discovered in the Middle Zone (Zhongguo et al. 1988:18-20, 216). It seems that 

during Dongxiafeng Phase I, only few people had lived at this site, and the inhabitants may 

separate their residential area from the death. 

 

                                                        
43 Area 7 was also located in the Middle Zone. Since the main purpose for excavating Area 7 was to understand the 
structure of the rammed-earth city wall dated to the Erligang Period, the redrawn site map dose not show the 
location of Area 7. 
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B. Dongxiafeng Phase II 

During Dongxiafeng Phase II, i.e., the late stage of Erlitou Phase II, compared to the 

preceding period, more features, including 21 ash pits, appeared at Dongxiafeng. All ash pits 

were discovered in the northern and southeastern terraces of the Qinglong River: 16 ash pits 

were uncovered in the Eastern Zone, and the other five in the Northern Zone (Zhonggou et al. 

1988: 28-30). Although no regular grave dated to this period was found, one human skeleton was 

uncovered in the ash pit H12 (Zhongguo et al. 1988:29). Although the buried area of this site in 

this period was unclear, ancient people also lived in the Eastern and Northern Zones at 

Dongxiafeng. It seems that more people chose the southeastern terrace of the Qinglong River as 

residential area. 

 

C. Dongxiafeng Phase III 

It is important to notice that Dongxiafeng flourished in Dongxiafeng Phase III, i.e., 

Erlitou Phase III. The excavators unearthed plenty of features, including a new settlement with 

two moated enclosures, houses, storage pits, ash pits, kilns, wells, graves, and even some 

evidence related to bronze production in this site, particularly inside the new fortified settlement 

in the Middle Zone. The archaeological evidence shows that although some people may still live 

in the “old core,” i.e., the Eastern Zone, it seems that more people lived in the “new core,” i.e. 

the new settlement with two moat enclosures in the Middle Zone (Figure 5.18). Clearly, the 

layout of this site experienced a dramatic change during Dongxiafeng Phase III. 

First of all, two moated enclosures were discovered in the Middle Zone. Due to fluvial 

erosion, the northern moat and partially eastern moat were damaged (Figure 5.18). Regarding the 

inner moat, the restored lengths of the four sides were around 127 meters (S), 120 meters (E), 

155 meters (N), and 140 meters (W). Its width of the upper part was around 4.9-5.6 meters, the 
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one of its bottom was around 2.6-3.5 meters, and its depth was around 2-2.9 meters. Regarding 

the outer moat, its restored lengths were around 148 meters (S), 150 meters (E), 198 meters (N), 

and 172 meters (W) (Zhongguo et al. 1988: 50-1). If we consider the extent surrounded by the 

outer moat as the size of this new settlement, its total area was no larger than 4 hectares. 

These two moated enclosures may have had at least two different functions. It seems that 

the main function of these two moats was to protect this new settlement. However, it is very 

important to notice that they were also a part of dwelling structure. These two moated enclosures 

were not filled with water. In fact, the bottom of the moats were roads, and many cave dwellings 

yaodong 窯洞 and storage pits were built into the walls of the moats (Figure 5.19). Cave 

dwellings are still common in the modern China, especially in Shanxi and Shaanxi Provinces. 

The cave dwellings discovered in Dongxiafeng Phase III at this site were the early examples of 

this kind of special building.44 

Second, 41 houses dated to Dongxiafeng Phase III were found at Dongxiafeng. All of 

them were cave dwellings. The basic structure of these cave dwellings was similar: a small entry, 

a room, and a passage connecting entry and room. At least one stove for cooking and one niche 

for storage were also found within each cave dwelling (Figure 5.20). It is worth noting that 40 

cave dwellings were located in the “new core.” Among them, 17 cave dwellings were built in the 

inner moated enclosure, and two in the outer moated enclosure. The other 21 were located in the 

area surrounded by the moats (Zhongguo et al. 1988:52-8, 221-2). In this area, ancient people 

dug a sunken courtyard (the Large Pit, see Figure 5.19) first and then built cave dwellings into 

the walls. In addition to the “new core region,” the excavators also found one cave dwelling in 

                                                        
44 In fact, cave dwellings dated to the Longshan Period were also found at Taosi. According to the excavation 
report, at least eight cave dwellings were found in this huge settlement (Zhongguo and Shanxi 2015:124-35). 
Obviously, at least in southwestern Shanxi, cave dwellings have been built and used for more than 4,500 years since 
the Longshan Period. 
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the Eastern Zone (Zhongguo et al. 1988: 221), namely the “old core.” The distribution pattern of 

the cave dwellings shows that during Dongxiafeng Phase III more people lived in the “new core” 

rather than the “old core.” 

Third, five kilns dated to Dongxiafeng Phase III were also found at this site. Four of them 

were situated inside the moated settlement; the other was located in the “old core” (Zhongguo et 

al. 1988:62-6, 226) The fact that kilns were densely distributed inside the moated settlement 

implies that the “new core” may be a workshop zone for making ceramics. It is highly possible 

that some of the inhabitants lived in the moated settlement may be specialized potters. Inside kiln 

Y504, the excavators discovered some ceramic sherds belonging to the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan (Zhongguo et al. 1998: 65-6), which was one sort of typical local ceramics in the 

Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period. These sherds demonstrate that the typical ceramics of 

the Hedong Region were indeed locally made. 

Besides kilns, more significantly, it is highly possible that bronze workshops may also 

exist at Dongxiafeng during Dongxiafeng Phase III. According to limited clues, the excavators 

discovered some remains related to bronze production in this site. For example, some bronze slag 

and five stone molds for casting bronze objects, including the shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu, were 

found inside the moated settlement. In addition, one stone mold was also discovered in the “old 

core” (Zhongguo et al. 1988:75-6, 100). In other words, both the “new core” and “old core” of 

Dongxiafeng may have existed bronze workshops. New research related to the chemical analysis 

of the remains of bronze production found at Dongxiafeng also support this assumption (Li 

Jianxi et al. 2018). It is still unclear that whether any specific specialized craftsman or family 

monopolized bronze casting technique. However, the limited evidence implies that these bronze 

objects may have been made by a cottage industry. This situation was totally different from the 

one at Erlitou, which did have a specialized bronze production and its bronze workshop may be 
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supervised by local elites of this metropolis (e.g., Chen Guoliang 2014:105-6; Du Jinpeng 

2007:113; Zhongguo 2014:1671-2). In addition to the remains related to bronze casting, some 

small pieces of bronze artifacts were also unearthed at Dongxiafeng during this period 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988: 74, 78-9, 100), and they may be made locally. 

Furthermore, five graves dated to Dongxiafeng Phase III were found inside the moated 

settlement. Three of them were rectangular pit graves. In each of them no more than one ceramic 

vessel was buried. The occupants of these three graves may be commoners and/or workers who 

lived in the moated settlement. The other two were not regular graves (Zhongguo et al. 1988: 

68). Although only five graves dated to this period were discovered, the distribution pattern may 

imply that some commoners and/or workers with lower social and ecumenic status may live in 

the “new core” during Dongxiafeng Phase III. 

Finally, 44 ash pits, 14 cave storage pits, and two wells dated to the Dongxiafeng Phase 

III were found at this site. Regarding the 44 ash pits, 21 of them were located in the “old core,” 

and other 21 in the “new core” (Zhongguo et al. 1988: 58-61, 224-5). The distribution pattern of 

ash pits implies that during this period, although the “new core” rose, the “old core” was still 

occupied and used densely. In other words, the “old core” was not abandoned because of the rise 

of the “new core,” and the former may still play a relatively significant role in the Dongxiafeng 

society during this period. In addition, cave storage pits and wells were all situated in the “new 

core,” also implying many people may live in this area during Dongxiafeng Phase III. 

 

D. Dongxiafeng Phase IV 

It is also significant to notice that after the “golden age” in Dongxiafeng Phase III, the 

layout of Dongxiafeng changed dramatically again in Dongxiafeng Phase IV, i.e., Erlitou Phase 

IV. On the one hand, the “new core,” namely the new settlement surrounded by two moat 
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enclosures, was abandoned. Although the moated enclosures were not filled in (Zhongguo et al. 

1988:50), none of the cave dwellings were still occupied as households anymore. Moreover, 

many graves were found in this area. Although some new dwellings were built in it, the evidence 

shows that the “new core” lost its significance in this period. On the other hand, the “old core” 

located in the Eastern Zone became the center of Dongxiafeng again. 

First of all, 12 houses dated to Dongxiafeng Phase IV were discovered at this site. Based 

on different structures, these houses can be sorted into three categories. First of all, three cave 

dwellings were uncovered. All of them were situated in the “old core.” The basic structure of 

these cave dwellings dated to Dongxiafeng Phase IV was the same as the ones dated to 

Dongxiafeng Phase III. Second, seven subterranean dwellings were found. Three of them were 

located in the “old core;” the other four in the “new core.” Finally, two dwellings were built on 

the ground surface. They were also situated in the “new core” (Zhongguo et al. 1988:100-3). In 

other words, six buildings were found in the “old core,” but seven in the “new core.” Did those 

buildings which were located in the “new core” have a certain of correlation with the 

abandonment of this area during this period? We still need more data to investigate this question. 

Second, 23 graves dated to Dongxiafeng Phase IV were found at Dongxiafeng. According 

to different structures, these graves can be sorted into three categories. In the first place, 12 

rectangular pit graves were discovered at Dongxiafeng. Five of them were located in the “old 

core,” and the other seven in the abandoned “new core.” In the second place, seven “cave 

graves” were discovered, and all of them were located in the abandoned “new core.” The so-

called “cave graves” refer to the situations that burying the dead into the cave dwellings which 

had originally been used as households in Dongxiafeng Phase III. Third, the other four were not 

regular graves Two were located in the “old core,” and the others in the abandoned “new core” 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988:107-14, 231-2). 
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It is worth noting that the archaeological contexts related to the so-called “cave graves” 

were very unusual in comparison to the rectangular pit graves with normal burial custom. In the 

first place, in some cases, such as the grave M523 (Figure 5.21) (Zhongguo et al. 1988:110), 

although the human skeletons remained basically complete, the postures and arrangements of the 

dead were abnormal. Second, in some cases, such as the grave M528 (Figure 5.22) (Zhonggou et 

al. 1988:112-3), human skeletons were overlapped or mixed with animal bones. Third, in one 

case from the grave M525 (Figure 5.23) (Zhongguo et al. 1988:110-3), only some incomplete 

human remains were found. The reason of the appearance of these unusual graves is necessary to 

explore further in the future. 

Furthermore, as the highest-ranking grave ever found at Dongxiafeng, M401 dated to the 

Dongxiafeng Phase IV45 was discovered in the “old core.” This situation seems to imply that the 

“old core” may play a significant role again in Dongxiafeng Phase IV. Two occupants were 

buried in this grave, and 11 burial goods were found on and near the eastern male occupant 

(Figure 5.24), for whom M401 was built. The burial goods of M401 consisted of three ceramics, 

including an one-handled pot dan’erguan, and two wine-serving vessels such as one jue (Figure 

5.25) and one he (Figure 5.26), and eight turquoise beads (Zhongguo et al. 1988:66). The 

ceramic wine-serving vessels and turquoise beads were prestige goods, which were strongly 

related to the Henan Region. Obviously, the occupant of M401 may be some sort of connection 

with the Henan Region. 

Third, archaeological remains related to bronze production were still found at this site 

during Dongxiafeng Phase IV. In the Eastern and Middle Zones at Dongxiafeng, some bronze 

slag and a stone mold which was probably used for casting bronze chisel were discovered 

                                                        
45 In the excavation report, M401 was dated to Dongxiafeng Phase III (Zhongguo et al. 1988:66), i.e., Erlitou Phase 
III. However, according to the typological analysis of the jue and the he found in M401, this grave should be dated 
to Dongxiafeng Phase IV, i.e., Erlitou Phase IV. In the research of Tokudome Daisuke 徳留大輔, he dated the jue 
and the he from M401 to Phase IVc, which is equal to Erlitou Phase IV (2015:151). 
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(Zhongguo et al. 1988:122, 147). Thus, it is highly possible that during this, bronze workshops 

still existed in both the “new core” and the “old core.” Furthermore, in the Eastern Zone at 

Dongxiafeng, some small bronze objects dated to Dongxiafeng Phase IV were uncovered 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988:121-2, 125, 147). These small bronze objects may also be made locally. 

Finally, 31 ash pits and one well dated to Dongxiafeng Phase IV were discovered at this 

site. The distribution pattern shows that 22 ash pits and one well were located in the “old core,” 

but only nine ash pits in the “new core” (Zhongguo et al. 1988: 103-7, 107, 230). This pattern 

also corresponds to the developmental trajectory of this site in Dongxiafeng Phase IV, namely the 

revival of the “old core” and the decline of the “new core” in this period. 

In sum, according to archaeological evidence, the town plan of Dongxiafeng experienced 

twice dramatic changes in Dongxiafeng Phases III and IV. During Dongxiafeng Phase III, the 

“new core” was established in the Middle Zone at this site: a moated settlement was built, a high 

density of population lived in it, and probably specialized ceramic production and even bronze 

industry were founded. It is reasonable to assume that some of the inhabitants of the “new core” 

may be potters and bronze-workers. Therefore, the “new core region” may be regarded as an 

industrial zone in some degree. It is highly possible that the ceramic and even bronze productions 

may be the primary cause to make Dongxiafeng flourishing in Dongxiafeng Phase III. However, 

during Dongxiafeng Phase IV, the “new core” was declined. The archaeological evidence shows 

not only all cave dwellings in this industrial center were abandoned, but also some unusual “cave 

graves” appeared during this period. On the other hand, the highest-ranking grave M401 ever 

found at Dongxiafeng and some new households were found in the “old core,” implying that this 

area may have been revived again in Dongxiafeng Phase IV. 
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2. Contextualizing Exotic Artifacts 

Based on this developmental trajectory of Dongxiafeng during the Erlitou Period, it is 

possible for us to explore the relationship between archaeological remains and their finding 

contexts. In addition to plenty of typical remains of the Hedong Region, various exotic artifacts 

also appeared at Dongxiafeng during the Erlitou Period. The archaeological contexts of these 

exotic artifact may provide some clues not only to rethink the developmental process of this site 

but also to reexamine the interaction patterns between Dongxiafeng and neighboring regions in 

the Erlitou Period. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henan Region 

During the Erlitou Period, exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region was the most 

crucial element which strongly influenced the material culture of the Hedong Region, including 

Dongxiafeng. Because of its strong influence, many archaeologists classify the material remains 

of the Hedong Region in this period as the Dongxiafeng Phase, a local variant of the Erlitou 

Culture. If we only compare the remains of the Hedong Region with the contemporary ones of 

the Henan Region, we will recognize many similarities between them. However, if we also trace 

back the origins of the remains of the Hedong Region dated to the Erlitou Period to the Longshan 

Period, we will see a different scenario. 

As discussed above, the ceramic assemblages of the Taosi Culture and the Sanliqiao 

Phase in the Longshan Period profoundly influenced the one of the Hedong Region in the Erlitou 

Period. Nevertheless, the Hedong Region, meanwhile, still absorbed many cultural elements 

from the Henan Region in this period. Some of the best examples contain the tripod cauldron 

ding (Figure 5.12), the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan (Figure 5.14), the open-mouthed jar 

dakouzun (Figure 5.15), the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan (Figure 5.16) and some ritual vessels 
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such as the jue (Figure 5.25) and the he (Figure 5.26). It is clear that not the complete ceramic 

assemblage of the Henan Region but only some of them appeared in the Hedong Region during 

the Erlitou Period. Thus, it is highly possible that these Henan-related ceramics appeared in the 

Hedong Region may be the results of active selection of locals. 

Furthermore, although some exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region were spread into 

the Hedong Region from Dongxiafeng Phase I, they underwent a localization process rapidly. 

One of the best examples is the tripod cauldron ding. During Dongxiafeng Phase I, some basin-

shaped tripod cauldron penxingding (Figure 5.12) which originated from the Henan Region had 

appeared at Dongxiafeng.46 However, it is worth noting that these tripod cauldron ding found at 

Dongxiafeng, in fact, were the replicas made by local potters. Although the shape of the basin-

shaped tripod cauldron penxingding was introduced from the Henan Region, its stylistic features, 

such as a thickened rim decorated with cord marks, was popular on various sorts of ceramics in 

the Hedong Region, such as the one-handled pot dan’erguan, but rarely found in the Henan 

Region, particularly on the tripod cauldron ding (Figure 5.27). Moreover, after the appearance of 

the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding at Dongxiafeng during Dongxiafeng Phase I, this 

kind of cooking vessel was continuously made at Dongxiafeng from Dongxiafeng Phases II to 

IV. More importantly, its evolutionary trajectory was clear: from deep basin to flat basin (Figure 

5.28). By contrast, in the Henan Region, especially at Erlitou, the basin-shaped tripod cauldron 

penxingding was rarely found, but the pot-shaped tripod cauldron guanxingding 罐形鼎 (Figure 

5.29) was popular from Erlitou Phases I to IV. In other words, after introducing the basin-shaped 

                                                        
46 In the Longshan Period, only one foot of a tripod cauldron ding had been found at Dongxiafeng (Zhongguo et al. 
1983:77). Since no tripod cauldron ding was found in the Taosi Culture or the Sanliqiao Phase, this vessel may be 
imported from the Wangwan 王灣 III Culture in the Henan Region. Also, the shape of the basin-shaped tripod 
cauldron penxingding dated to Dongxiafeng Phase I at Dongxiafeng was highly similar to those found at Erlitou. 
Thus, the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding dated to Dongxiafeng Phase I at Dongxiafeng may be 
influenced by the Henan Region rather the result of local Longshan tradition. 
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tripod cauldron penxingding from the Henan Region, this kind of vessel evolved independently 

in the Hedong Region without any influence from the Henan Region.47 Therefore, it is 

reasonable to argue that the earliest basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding dated to 

Dongxiafeng Phase I at Dongxiafeng was the result of the influence from the Henan Region. 

Afterward, the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding was localized rapidly and became a 

part of local ceramic assemblage in the Hedong Region. 

In fact, during Dongxiafeng Phase I, the tripod cauldron ding was the only Henan-related 

artifacts found at Dongxiafeng. At least five tripod cauldrons ding were found in the “old core” 

with other typical ceramics of the Hedong Region in this period. It is worth noting that one of 

these five vessels was a pot-shaped tripod cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding 單耳罐

形鼎 (Figure 5.30) (Zhongguo et al. 1988:23). As mentioned in Chapter 4, in the Henan Region, 

particularly at Erlitou, this special ceramic vessel may be seen as prestige goods and buried in 

the higher-ranking graves in Erlitou Phases I and II. However, at Dongxiafeng, it was found from 

an ash pit. It is possible that the one discovered at Dongxiafeng may introduced from the Henan 

Region. However, it is still difficult to know why it appeared at this site. Since the tripod 

cauldron ding had been localized as a component in the Hedong Region since its introduction, 

from Dongxiafeng Phases II to IV, this ceramic vessel was made, used, and discarded with other 

local ceramics together. It is necessary to point out that during the Erlitou Period at Dongxiafeng 

and even in the whole Hedong Region, the importance of the tripod cauldron ding was much less 

than local cooking vessels, such as the one-handled pot dan’erguan and the tripod cauldron li. 

The deep-bellied pot shenfuguan was another type of Henan-related exotic ceramic vessel 

                                                        
47 During the Erlitou Period, the Henei Region was the area in which most basin-shaped tripod cauldrons 
penxingding were made and used. From the case of the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding, the relationship 
between the Hedong Region and Henei Region was closer than the one between the Hedong Region and the Henan 
Region in the Erlitou Period. However, it is also necessary to mention that the stylistic feature of the basin-shaped 
tripod cauldron penxingding in the Hedong Region was still different from those in the Henei Region. 
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discovered at Dongxiafeng during the Erlitou Period. After its introduction, this vessel also 

rapidly underwent a localization process, just like the tripod cauldron ding. The stylistic analysis 

shows that the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan found in the Hedong Region during the Erlitou 

Period was also locally made. First of all, the cord mark decorated on the surface of the deep-

bellied pot shenfuguan at Dongxiafeng from Phase III was applied from bottom to rim, but in the 

Henan Region, most cord mark on the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan was only applied from 

bottom to shoulder. More precisely, the cord mark on the neck of most deep-bellied pot 

shenfuguan in the Henan Region had been erased (Figure 5.31). Second, the deep-bellied pot 

shenfuguan found at Dongxiafeng also had a thickened rim decorated with cord mark, just like 

the local basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding discussed above. Apparently, after its 

introduction, the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan was also localized and then became a component 

of the local ceramic assemblage of the Hedong Region. 

The deep-bellied pot shenfuguan appeared at Dongxiafeng no later than Dongxiafeng 

Phase II. In this period, at least two deep-bellied pot shenfuguan appeared in the “old core” with 

other typical ceramics of the Hedong Region. During Dongxiafeng Phase III, at least six 

instances of this vessel appeared at this site. It seems like most of them were found inside the 

“new core,” namely the new industrial settlement built at Dongxiafeng. In Dongxiafeng Phase 

IV, it seems that the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan were mainly distributed in the “old core” 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988:43, 88-91, 133). Generally speaking, the appearance pattern of this vessel 

had a positive correlation to the developmental trajectory of the layout of Dongxiafeng as 

discussed above. 

Besides cooking vessels, at Dongxiafeng and even in the entire Hedong Region, the most 

popular exotic ceramics related to the Henan Region in the Erlitou Period was the open-mouthed 

jar dakouzun (Figure 5.15). This vessel appeared at Dongxiafeng no later than Phase II. The data 
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show that the quantity of the open-mouthed jar dakouzun gradually increased over time after its 

introduction. During Dongxiafeng Phase II, probably only one instance of this vessel appeared in 

the “old core” at this site. In Dongxiafeng Phase III, at least four instances appeared. Two of 

them were found in the “old core,” and the other two in the “new core.” However, during 

Dongxiafeng Phase IV, at least 13 open-mouthed jar dakouzun appeared at this site. Since the 

“new core” had been abandoned in this period, most of this vessel was found in the “old core” 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988:45, 94, 138, 140). It seems that the open-mouthed jar dakouzun was 

widely distributed not only at Dongxiafeng but some sites in the Hedong Region, such as Dachai 

大柴, during the Erlitou Period is an intriguing phenomenon. Although it is still difficult to 

answer the cause of its increase, probably the key to explore this issue is to clarify the function of 

the open-mouthed jar dakouzun.48 In other words, as a material symbol reflecting a certain kind 

of human behavior, to accept and then to widely use the open-mouthed jar dakouzun in the 

Hedong Region may be a significant indicator to discuss the change of people’s lifestyle at 

Dongxiafeng and other sites in the Hedong Region. This is an interesting question which can be 

explored further in the future. 

The pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan, which was another type of exotic vessel related to 

the Henan Region, also appeared at Dongxiafeng during the Erlitou Period. At this site, the 

pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan appeared no later than Dongxiafeng Phase III. Just like the basin-

shaped tripod cauldron penxingding and the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan, after it was introduced 

into the Hedong Region, the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan was also rapidly localized with a 

thickened rim decorated with cord mark, which was different from those in the Henan Region 

(Figure 5.32). Compared to the ceramic vessels discussed above, the pinch-mouthed pot 

                                                        
48 Some scholars speculate that the open-mouthed jar dakouzun was used to brew and storage alcohol (e.g., Xu 
Hong 2009:110). However, this assumption still needs to be tested by chemical analysis of the residues from this 
vessel. 
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niekouguan was not so popular at Dongxiafeng. In Dongxiafeng Phase III, at least six pinch-

mouthed pots niekouguan appeared in both the “old core” and the “new core.” In Dongxiafeng 

Phase IV, it seems that only two instances appeared. It is worth noting that one of them was 

found from grave M501 in the “old core” (Zhongguo et al. 1988:88, 133). Since only two 

ceramics were found in this grave, the occupant may be a commoner. In fact, in the Henan 

Region during the Erlitou Period, the situation of burying the pinch-mouthed pots niekouguan 

into grave was also rare. Probably the occupant of M501 may have some relationship with the 

Henan Region. 

Few ritual vessels, such as the tripod wine-serving vessels jue and he, related to the 

Henan Region were discovered at Dongxiafeng probably no later than Dongxiafeng Phase III. 

Although the shape of the ritual vessels found in the Hedong Region was similar to those in the 

Henan Region, the stylistic details of the former were different from the latter. The jue and the he 

found in grave M401 at Dongxiafeng are good examples to demonstrate that they were replicas 

made locally. One of the most apparent stylistic differences is the decoration. During Erlitou 

Phase IV, most of the jue and the he found at Erlitou were decorated with fine linear incisions, 

especially on the body (jue) and handle (jue and he). However, the jue and the he found in grave 

M401 at Dongxiafeng were plain wares. The other differences were the details of the shape. For 

example, for most of the he discovered at Erlitou, the location of spout was close to the top of the 

dome; nevertheless, the spout of the he found in M401 was attached in front of its dome (Figure 

5.33). The stylistic nuances between the ceramic ritual vessels in the Hedong Region and in the 

Henan Region imply that the former may be made by local potters, rather than imported from the 

latter. At Dongxiafeng, in addition to one jue and one he found in grave M401, some sherds of 

these two vessels dated to Dongxiafeng Phases III and IV have also been found from ash pits, but 

their specific locations remain unclear (Zhongguo et al. 1988:81-2). 
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Turquoise beads were also found at Dongxiafeng from no later than Phase III. As 

discussed in Chapter 4, during the Erlitou Period, since Erlitou may be the only site in which the 

turquoise workshop has been found in the Central Yellow River Region (Zhongguo 2014:337-8), 

the turquoise beads discovered at Dongxiafeng may be imported from Erlitou. However, it is still 

possible that these turquoise beads found at Dongxiafeng may be imported from other regions or 

even made locally. It is worth noting that in the Longshan Period, plentiful turquoise objects had 

been used as burial goods in the Hedong Region. At Taosi, archaeologists discovered around 950 

small pieces of turquoise from more than 20 graves. Most of them were inlaid on the ornaments 

such as hairpins and bracelets. Nevertheless, it seems that no beads, which were the primary type 

of turquoise objects found at Dongxiafeng, were unearthed from Taosi (Gao Wei 2001; 

Zhongguo and Shanxi Sheng Linfen Shi Wenwuju 2015:667-796). Thus, the turquoise beads 

discovered from Dongxiafeng may not have originated from Taosi but other sites. Because of 

lacking sufficient archaeological evidence, this chapter will temporarily classify turquoise beads 

as exotic artifacts which came from the Henan Region. 

At Dongxiafeng, at least nine turquoise beads dated to Dongxiafeng Phase III were 

found. However, only two of their archaeological contexts were recorded in the excavation 

report. Both were found from ash pits; however, one of them was located in the “old core,” but 

the other in the “new core” (Zhongguo et al. 1988:99). Since turquoise beads may be regarded as 

valuable objects, the archaeological contexts imply that they may be lost accidentally. Since at 

least one turquoise bead was unearthed from the “new core region,” it is possible that some 

workers, or their supervisors, may have had the capacity to own this exotic and valuable item. 

Furthermore, the other eight turquoise beads were found in grave M401 (Zhongguo et al. 

1988:66, 99). The discovery of these eight turquoise beads may reflect the wealth of the 

occupant. 
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Finally, two broken stone handle-shaped objects bingxingqi, which were made of marble, 

were found in the “old core” at Dongxiafeng during Dongxiafeng Phase IV (Zhongguo et al. 

1988:147). As discussed in Chapter 4, the handle-shaped objects bingxingqi was one of the most 

representative artifacts of the Henan Region. At Erlitou, most handle-shaped objects bingxingqi 

were made of jade49 and buried in the higher-ranking graves with other prestige goods. Besides, 

the handle-shaped objects bingxingqi may have been used for religious purposes. Regarding the 

stone handle-shaped objects bingxingqi found at Dongxiafeng, it is difficult to know whether 

they were local replicas or imported from the Henan Region. However, it is necessary to point 

out that the archaeological contexts of handle-shaped objects bingxingqi at Dongxiafeng seems 

to be different from the Henan Region: they were found in ash pits rather than graves. Does this 

mean that after the introduction of the handle-shaped object bingxingqi from the Henan Region, 

its usage, function, or meaning changed at Dongxiafeng? We need more evidence to explore this 

question. 

In sum, during the Erlitou Period, the material culture of Dongxiafeng was indeed 

influenced by the Henan Region. It is necessary to emphasize that after the introduction of these 

exotic artifacts, especially ceramics, most of them were rapidly localized and then became a part 

of the local assemblage. According to the analysis of archaeological context, these Henan-related 

ceramics were used and discarded with local ones together at Dongxiafeng. Despite this, the 

typical ceramics of the Hedong Region still occupied a higher ratio than the localized exotic 

ceramics at Dongxiafeng during this period. 

                                                        
49 In fact, the handle-shaped objects made of stone were also uncovered in the Henan Region, but only seldom 
examples were found. For example, one stone handle-shaped object (82 IX M8:8) dated to Erlitou Phase III was 
found in grave M8 in the western part of the “sacrificial zone” (Zhongguo Erlitou 1985:12). In Erlitou, M8 can be 
classified as a medium-rank grave in which eight burial goods, such as seven ceramics (including one jue and one 
he) and one stone handle-shaped object, were discovered. Another one (2000 IIIT1⑧:5) dated to the Late Erlitou 
Phase IV was found in the stratum of the eastern boundary of Erlitou (Zhongguo 2014: 135). Generally speaking, 
most handle-shaped objects made of jade and found at Erlitou were related to the graves of elites. 
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Furthermore, the relationship between Dongxiafeng and the Henan Region was getting 

closer over time. In Dongxiafeng Phase I, the exotic ceramics related to the Henan Region had 

been introduced into Dongxiafeng. After that, the relationship between Dongxiafeng and the 

Henan Region may have been developed parallel. From Dongxiafeng Phase III, particularly in 

Dongxiafeng Phase IV, although the lifestyle at Dongxiafeng, especially cooking custom, was 

similar to the previous periods, the elaborate cultural elements from the Henan Region had been 

introduced into Dongxiafeng, such as the ceramic wine-serving vessels, turquoise beads, and the 

stone handle-objects bingxingqi. Besides, more open-mouthed jar dakouzun were also made and 

used at Dongxiafeng. These facts show that the relationship between Dongxiafeng and the Henan 

Region was getting closer in Phase IV. Nevertheless, this closer relationship was partially rather 

than thoroughly. On the one hand, local culture still played an essential role at Dongxiafeng. On 

the other hand, exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region was also introduced into this site, 

particularly during Dongxiafeng Phase IV. This situation will be discussed as follows. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

In addition to the Henan Region, the Henei Region was another critical neighboring 

region which influenced the material culture of the Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period. In the 

past, when discussing the interregional interaction in the central Yellow River valley, scholars 

usually emphasized the connection between the Hedong Region and the Henan Region. Recently, 

more scholars have noticed the similarity of the material cultures between the east and the west 

of the Taihang Mountains in this period (e.g., Chang Huaiying 2014; Zhang Weilian and Duan 

Hongzhen 2015). 

It is certain that some exotic ceramics relate to the Henei Region, such as the narrow-

waisted steamer xiyaoyan 細腰甗 (Figure 5.36), the tripod cauldron li (Figure 5.37), and the 
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narrow-necked basin shujingpen 束頸盆 (Figure 5.38), had appeared in the Hedong Region 

during the Erlitou Period. First of all, the steamer yan 甗, in fact, was a traditional local cooking 

vessel in the Hedong Region. During the Longshan Period, the steamer yan had appeared in the 

Taosi Culture (Zhongguo and Shanxi Sheng Linfen Sui Wenwuju 2015: 212-4). However, the 

stylistic feature of the steamer yan in the Taosi Culture was thick-waisted (Figure 5.39), which 

was different from the Henei tradition with a narrow waist (Figure 5.36), i.e., the narrow-waisted 

steamer xiyaoyan, which originated from the Hougang 後崗 II Culture in the Henei Region 

during the Longshan Period. In the Hedong Region, particularly at Dongxiafeng, many steamer 

yan dated to the Erlitou Period were narrow-waisted, indicating they may be influenced by the 

Henei Region. After the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan had been introduced into the Hedong 

Region during Dongxiafeng Phase I, it was also rapidly localized and then became one of the 

essential components of the local ceramic assemblage until the end of Dongxiafeng Phase IV 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988:23, 38, 80, 128). At Dongxiafeng, the earliest narrow-waisted steamers 

xiyaoyan can be dated to Dongxiafeng Phase I. During this period, this cooking vessel not only 

appeared in an ash pit in the “old core” but also was found in grave M503, located in the “new 

core.” During this period, since the “new core” had not been established, M503 in fact was 

situated outside the settlement. In spite of this, it is still difficult whether the occupant of M503 

was a local or a non-local. Afterwards, more narrow-waisted steamers xiyaoyan were used at this 

site with other typical ceramics of the Hedong Region. 

In addition to the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan, another exotic vessel related to the 

Henei Region was the tripod cauldron li. The stylistic feature of the tripod cauldron li of the 

Henei Region was different from the Hedong Region. Generally speaking, the Henei-related li 

had three long conical feet, but it was not attached with handles (Figure 5.37). At Dongxiafeng, 

the tripod cauldron li related to the Henei Region appeared no later than Phase III. At least one 
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instance of this vessel dated to this period was found in the “old core” at Dongxiafeng. It is 

important to note that, during Dongxiafeng Phase IV, at least five instances of this vessel, 

including a new version, i.e., the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili 薄胎鬲, appeared at 

Dongxiafeng (Zhongguo et al. 1988:81, 128). As will discuss in Chapter 6, the thin-walled tripod 

cauldron baotaili was the typical ceramics of the Zhanghe 漳河 Phase, a local variant of the 

Xiaqiyuan 下七垣 Culture in the east of the Taihang Mountains during the Erlitou Period. In 

Dongxiafeng Phase IV, the Henei-related tripod cauldron li not only appeared in the “old core” 

but also the abandoned “new core.” In addition, during this period, the quantity of the Henei-

related tripod cauldron li seems to be more than the local ones at Dongxiafegn. 

Besides the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili, another new type of Henei Region 

ceramic vessel, i.e., the narrow-necked basin shujingpen, also appeared at Dongxiafeng during 

the Dongxiafeng Phase IV. The stylistic features of the narrow-necked basin shujingpen will be 

discussed in Chapter 6. However, the archaeological context of this Henei-related vessel draws 

our attention. In addition to the “old core,” the narrow-necked basin shujingpen were also found 

from the abandoned “new core” (Zhongguo et al. 1988:131-3). In other words, as two new types 

of Henei-related exotic ceramics appeared at Dongxiafeng during the Dongxiafeng Phase IV, the 

narrow-necked basin shujingpen and the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili all appeared in the 

abandoned “new core.” The discovery of these new Henei-related vessels seems to imply that, on 

the one hand, some people who had originally lived in the east of the Taihang Mountains may 

have moved into Dongxiafeng during Dongxiafeng Phase IV; on the other hand, if some non-

locals did move into this site during this period, probably their appearance had some correlation 

with the abandoned of the “new core.” However, it is necessary to notice that despite the 

abandoned of the “new core,” the “old core” seems to revive and to play a crucial role again at 

Dongxiafeng as analyzed above. According to existing data, it is still difficult to reconstruct the 



 

  308 

whole scenario which took place at Dongxiafeng in Dongxiafeng Phase IV. However, it is certain 

that the east of the Taihang Mountains had a relatively strong influence on Dongxiafeng during 

this period. 

 

C. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Ganqing Region 

Exotic Artifacts related to the Ganqing Region were also found in the Hedong Region 

during the Erlitou Period. As Han Jianye has pointed out, one of the most typical ceramics in 

West China, such as the Ganqing Region, and then permeating into the Central Plains, such as 

the Henan Region, was the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan and its variants (2009:40-1). These 

variants included the one-handled pot dan’erguan, the pot with flower-shaped edge huabianguan 

花邊罐 (Figure 5.40), the pot with two ring-shaped handles shuang’erguan 雙耳罐 (Figure 

5.41), and the pot with two tongue-shaped handles attached on the rim shuangpanguan 雙鋬罐 

(Figure 5.42).50 During the Longshan Period, one of its variants, i.e., the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan, had been introduced into the Hedong Region and then localized as an essential 

component of local ceramic assemblage. The introduction of the one-handled pot dan’erguan 

into the Hedong Region in the Longshan Period can be regarded as the first wave of the western 

influence on the Hedong Region. The second wave may start in Dongxiafeng Phase I, in which 

the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan and its other variants were also spread into the Hedong Region. 

At Dongxiafeng, at least two variants of the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan dated to Dongxiafeng 

Phase I have been found. One of them was found in the “old core,” and the other was discovered 

in grave M503 in the “new core,” as mentioned above (Zhongguo et al. 1988:25). Afterward, 

more round-bellied pots yuanfuguan and its variants were found at Dongxiafeng with other local 

ceramics. 

                                                        
50 See Chapter Four, footnote 5. 
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Besides ceramics, it is significant to notice that the technique of bronze production in the 

Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period may also be introduced from the Ganqing Region. In 

Dongxiafeng Phase III, four stone molds for casting bronze shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu (Figure 

5.43) were found in the “new core” at Dongxiafeng. According to the research of Han Jinqiu 韓

金秋, the shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu was not a tool that invented in ancient China but originated 

from Europe, then was spread into West China, such as the Tianshan Beilu 天山北路 Culture, 

the Siba 四壩 Culture, and the Qijia 齊家 Culture during the first half of the second 

millennium BC, and finally was introduced into the Central Plains (2015:56-60).51 The 

discovery of four stone molds for casting bronze shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu at Dongxiafeng 

implies that not only the technique for making this exotic tool but also the bronze casting 

technique itself may be introduced from West China, such as the Ganqing Region, during the 

Erlitou Period. 

The archaeological context shows that four stone molds for casting bronze shaft-hole ax 

shuqiongfu were discovered in ash pit H501 in the southeastern of Area 5, namely inside the 

“new core”. As discussed above, the discovery of five stone molds, including four of them for 

casting the shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu, and some bronze slag inside the “new core,” demonstrates 

that at least one bronze workshop existed in this area. Although it is difficult to know whether 

these stone molds were locally made or imported from West China, the technique for casting 

bronze shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu may be introduced from West China. In other words, during the 

                                                        
51 Although the earliest stone molds for casting bronze shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu in ancient China was found at 
Dongxiafeng during the Erlitou Period, contemporary products had not yet been discovered. According to the 
research of Han Jinqiu, the earliest samples in ancient China that were found at Zhengzhou Shangcheng 鄭州商城 
(Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2001:365), Panlongcheng 盤龍城 (Hubei Sheng Wenwu Kaogu 
Yanjiusuo 2001:134, 199, 384-5), and Laoniupo 老牛坡 (Bao Quan 1981:17-8), were all dated to the Early Phase 
of Upper Erligang Period (2015:54-5). Regarding the chronology of these four stone molds found at Dongxiafeng, in 
the research of Han Jinqiu, he dated them to the Second Phase of Lower Erligang Culture (2015:55). According to 
the excavation report, his dating is problematic. 
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Erlitou Period, the bronze casting technique in the Hedong Region was probably not introduced 

from Erlitou, in which probably the earliest and the largest-scale specialized bronze workshop 

may have existed (Chen Guoliang 2014:105; Du Jinpeng 2007:111), but from West China. 

In the past, for many scholars, since the archaeological remains of Dongxiafeng and even 

the whole Hedong Region were regarded as a local variation of the Erlitou Culture, the bronze 

production of the former was also considered as a branch of the latter (e.g., Chen Guoliang 

2008:161; Liu Li and Chen Xingcan 2003:69-73; 2012:271). However, the bronze production of 

the Hedong Region and the Henan Region may belong to two different systems that developed in 

parallel during the Erlitou Period. In the first place, the bronze casting technique of these two 

regions may have different origins. In fact, the origin of bronze metallurgy in ancient China is a 

highly disputable issue in Chinese archaeology: some scholars believe that it originated locally, 

but the others suggest that it was introduced from the West (Mei Jianjun 2016). However, at least 

in the case of Dongxiafeng, it is possible that the bronze casting technique of the Hedong Region 

was introduced from West China. The four stone molds for casting bronze shaft-hole ax 

shuqiongfu, which originated from Europe, spread all the way into West China, and finally was 

introduced in to Central Plains in the Erlitou Period, including Dongxiafeng and probably 

Guchengnanguna 古城南關 (see Chapter 7), may be the best evidence. On the other hand, it is 

still difficult to know if the knowledge and technique for casting simple objects such as tools and 

even weapons at Erlitou were introduced from the West or not. However, it is certain that the 

specialized bronze workers at Erlitou had had the ability to cast more complex objects, such as 

the wine-serving vessel jue, through the piece mold technique. Nevertheless, it seems that the 

bronze workers at Dongxiafeng had not adopted this advanced technique to make bronze objects.  

In the second place, the fact that the Hedong Region and the Henan Region manufactured 

different sorts of bronze objects may reflect the differences of social, political, and economic 
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backgrounds of these two regions. At Dongxiafeng, only some small objects were made. By 

contrast, at Erlitou, in addition to small objects, the bronze workers, in fact, devoted themselves 

to manufacture prestige items for elite consumption. The bronze items, which were used to 

display the socio-political status of their owners, include plaques with turquoise inlay (Figure 

5.45), bells (Figure 5.46), and ritual vessels such as the jue (Figure 5.47) - the former two were 

ornaments for revealing the particularity of their owners, and the latter was the utensil for a 

ceremonial purpose. In other words, the bronze objects made at Erlitou reveal their socio-

political significance. However, the ones that were made at Dongxiafeng seem to highlight their 

economic importance. 

It is possible that the primary purpose for learning the bronze casting technique from 

West China, such as Ganqing Region, may be a sort of strategy helping the local economy of the 

Hedong Region flourishing. As mentioned before, Dongxiafeng and other sites in which bronze 

workshops may exist were located near the Zhongtiao Mountains with abundant metal resources 

for manufacturing bronze objects. Thus, these sites may have the potential to develop the bronze 

industry for trade. In Dongxiafeng Phase III, the “new core,” which was densely populated, was 

established at Dongxiafeng. This is also the period that the bronze workshops and objects first 

appeared at this site. In other words, it seems that the thriving of Dongxiafeng and the emergence 

of the bronze industry in Dongxiafeng Phase III may have a positive correlation. Moreover, 

compared to those bronze prestige goods made at Erlitou, small bronze objects, such as chisels, 

blades, arrowheads, and shaft hole axes, may be easily made and exchanged. Thus, small bronze 

items made at Dongxiafeng, in fact, were more appropriate for trade in comparison with those 

bronze prestige goods made at Erlitou. 

Of course, the scenario proposed above still needs to be reexamined by archaeological 

evidence. For example, if more bronze workshops dated to the Erlitou Period can be found in 
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more sites located near the Zhongtiao Mountains, the hypothesis will be supported. In fact, as 

will see in Chapter 7, within several sites in the Yuanqu Basin situated in the southeastern part of 

the Zhongtiao Mountains, bronze workshops dated to the Erlitou Period may exist. We are 

looking forward to seeing more new archaeological data to test this hypothesis. 

 

D. Exotic Artifacts Related to Northeast China 

Exotic Artifacts related to Northeast China also appeared in the Hedong Region during 

the Erlitou Period. The best example is the long-necked tripod cauldron changjingli 長頸鬲 

(Figure 5.44), which was popular in the Lower Xiajiadian 夏家店 Culture in Northeast China. 

This kind of cooking vessel may have been introduced into the Hedong Region through the Fen 

汾 River Valley, which was situated in the west of the Taihang Mountains and was an important 

transportation route connecting North China and the Central Plains. At Dongxiafeng, only one 

long-necked tripod cauldron changjingli dated to Dongxiafeng Phase II was discovered in the 

“old core” with other local ceramics. Its stylistic characteristics indicate that this long-necked 

tripod cauldron changjingli may be locally made rather than imported Northeast China directly. 

In a general sense, the influence from Northeast China may be weak at Dongxiafeng and even in 

the whole Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period. 

 

II. Other Sites in the Hedong Region 

As discussed above, at least 216 sites dated to the Erlitou Period were discovered in the 

Hedong Region. However, in addition to Dongxiafeng, only little archaeological evidence from 

the other 215 sites, especially the data related to the exotic artifacts found in them, have been 

published. In spite of this, limited information still provides some clues to reveal a general about 

how the Hedong Region interacted with neighboring areas during the Erlitou Period. 
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First of all, it seems that during the Erlitou Period, the most popular exotic element in the 

Hedong Region was the Henan-related artifacts, including the tripod cauldron ding, the open-

mouthed jar dakouzun, the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan, and the wine-serving vessel jue and 

he. For example, the tripod cauldron ding was only found in six sites. Obviously, this cooking 

vessels was not popular in the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period. By contrast, the open-

mouthed jar dakouzun was discovered in 29 sites. Compared with the tripod cauldron ding, it is 

certain that the open-mouthed jar dakouzun was more popular than the former in the Hedong 

Region during the Erlitou Period. This general trend, i.e., discovering more open-mouthed jars 

dakouzun but fewer tripod cauldrons ding in the Hedong Region, also corresponds with the 

situation at Dongxiafeng as discussed before. In addition, one pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan 

was found from Ganjun 感軍 (Zhongguo Shanxi 1989:28). Since this vessel was not easy to 

identify from the survey data, probably more pinch-mouthed pots neikouguan may be found in 

the Hedong Region. Furthermore, only few wine-serving vessels, including one he in Nanshi 南

石 (Beijing Daxue Lishixi Kaogu Zhuanye Shanxi Shixizu and Shanxi Sheng Wenwu Gongzuo 

Weiyuanhui 1992:198) and and two jue in Dachai (Zhongguo Shanxi 1987:593). As mentioned 

above, the popularity of he open-mouthed jar dakouzun in the Hedong Region during the Erlitou 

Period is a intriguing phenomenon which should be explored further in the future. 

Second, some exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region were also found in the Hedong 

Region during the Erlitou Period, such as the narrow-necked basin shujingpen. For example, this 

sort of vessel were discovered in Dachai (Zhongguo Shanxi 1987b:591), Qiaoshandi 喬山底 

(Shanxi Sheng Kaogu Yanjiusuo Houma Gongzuodui 1996:25), and Xiwubi (Zhongguo Guojia 

Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxi et al. 2011:47). Besides, some tripod cauldron li dated 

to the Erlitou Period and found in the Hedong Region may be related to the Henei Region. 

However, according to limited data, it is difficult to identify them from the local ones. Generally 
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speaking, in the Hedong Region, it seems that fewer exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region 

appeared than the ones related to the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. 

Finally, at least one long-necked tripod cauldron changjingli related to Northeast China 

was unearthed Weigou (Zhongguo Shanxi 1989:27). The style of this long-necked tripod 

cauldron changjingli is highly similar to the instance found at Dongxiafeng. 

Briefly stated, acceding to existing data, the general trend of the appearance pattern of the 

exotic artifacts related to the whole Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period corresponds to the 

situation at Dongxiafeng. For investigating the interregional interaction between the Hedong 

Region and its neighboring areas in detail, hopefully more fieldwork related to the Erlitou Period 

can be carried out in the Hedong Region in the future. 

 

Conclusion 

The archaeological evidence of the Hedong Region, particularly the data from 

Dongxiafeng, indicates that the typical remains of this region, such as ceramics, had distinctive 

features from contemporary neighboring areas during the Erlitou Period. Although the typical 

remains of the Hedong Region in this period had a close relationship to the Henan Region, after 

its introduction, most of the Henan-related elements rapidly underwent a localization process and 

became the components of the local assemblage. Furthermore, the majority of the local remains 

in the Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period, in fact, derived from its local Longshan tradition. 

Therefore, the archaeological remains of the Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period may be 

classified as an independent archaeological unit. 

In this region, more than two hundred sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been found. 

However, Dongxiafeng is the only site whose excavation data has been published. Thus, 

Dongxiafeng is the main focus to analyze interregional interaction through the approach of 
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contextualization. The research on the diachronic development of its layout shows that two 

dramatic changes had took place at Dongxiafeng. The first change occurred in Dongxiafeng 

Phase III. A “new core,” i.e., a fortified settlement probably for ceramic and even bronze 

productions, was established in the Middle Zone of the site. The second change occurred in 

Dongxiafeng Phase IV. The “new core” was abandoned, but the “old core” seemed to revive. The 

analysis of contextualization provides some clues to investigate the possible reasons for these 

two dramatic changes took place at Dongxiafeng and the possible patterns of interregional 

interaction between Henei Region and contemporary regions. 

As mentioned above, the Henan Region was the most influential area to the Hedong 

Region during the Erlitou Period. In Dongxiafeng Phases I and II, the daily-use ceramics of the 

Henan Region were introduced into Dongxiafeng and then localized as a part of the local 

assemblage. It is important to note that from Dongxiafeng Phase III, some elaborate material 

culture related to the Henan Region, such as ceramic ritual vessels, turquoise beads, and stone 

handle-shaped object bingxingqi, had appeared at Dongxiafeng. In addition to prestige goods, 

more Henan-related daily-use ceramics also appeared at Dongxiafeng. This situation shows that 

from the Dongxiafeng Phase III, Dongxiafeng had a closer relationship with the Henan Region. 

In addition, the exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region also appeared at Dongxiafeng 

from Dongxiafeng Phase I. It is worth noting that during Dongxiafeng Phase IV, some new types 

of Henei-related ceramics appeared at Dongxiafeng not only in the “old core” but also, more 

significantly, in the abandoned “new core.” The appearance of new Henei-related artifacts in 

Dongxiafeng Phase IV may imply that some people who had originally lived in the east of the 

Taihang Mountains, including the Henei Region, probably moved into Dongxiafeng. Moreover, 

the appearance of those new Henei-related artifacts at Dongxiafeng seems to have a positive 

correlation with the abandonment of the “new core.” 
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Besides the exotic artifacts related to the Henan and Henei Regions, the ones related to 

the Ganqing Region also appeared at Dongxiafeng in the Erlitou Period. The establishment of the 

industrial center, the emergence of bronze production, and the discovery of the stone molds for 

casting bronze shaft-hole ax shuqiongfu, which all took place in the “new core” during 

Dongxiafeng Phase III, seem to imply their correlation. As analyzed above, developing bronze 

production for trade may be one possible scenario to link all of these phenomena together. Some 

archaeological evidence found at Yuanqu Basin which will be discussed in Chapter 7 seem to 

support this hypothesis. Certainly, we still more evidence to reexamine this hypothesis. 

Finally, in addition to Dongxiafeng, only limited data from the contemporary sites in the 

Hedong Region can be analyzed for exploring the interregional interaction between the Hedong 

Region and its neighboring regions in the Erlitou Period. We are looking forward to seeing more 

new archaeological data to investigate this crucial but inconclusive question.
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Figure 5.1 Geomorphology of the Hedong Region 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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Figure 5.2 Distribution pattern of sites in the Hedong Region, the Erlitou Period 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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Figure 5.3 Tripod cauldron li with one handle        Figure 5.4 Tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth  
        (T5532:4:52) (H: ? cm; Diam: 19.5 cm)                    liankoujia (T1082:4:66) 
         (photo by H.P. Lee, Nanshan Station,                    (H: 42(?) cm; Diam: 37 cm) 
       Archaeology Institute of Shanxi Province).           (photo by H.P. Lee, Shanxi Province Museum) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Figure 5.5 One-handled pot dan’erguan (T4451:3C:132)           Figure 5.6 Pedestal dish dou (F401:1) 

               (H: 17 cm; Diam: 15.8 cm)                           (H: 11 cm; Diam: 16.8 cm) 
           (photo by H.P. Lee, Nanshan Station,               (photo by H.P. Lee, Shanxi Province Museum) 
         Archaeology Institute of Shanxi Province) 
 



 

  320 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.9 Egg-shaped jar danxingweng (H23:2) 
(H: 70 cm; Diam: 41.2 cm) 

(Zhongguo et al 1988, fig. LX.1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        Figure 5.7 Bowl bo (M510:1)                   Figure 5.8 Basin with flat base pingdipen (H15:89) 
            (H: 9.2; Diam: 15.7)                                (H: 7 cm; Diam: 21.6 cm) 
 (photo by H.P. Lee, Shanxi Province Museum)                  (Zhongguo et al. 1988, fig. XXIX.1) 
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   Figure 5.10 Deep-bellied basin shenfupen (M511:2)              Figure 5.11 Lid qigai (H41:47:2) 
             (H: 12.5 cm ; Diam: 24 cm)                          (H: ? cm ; Diam: 30 cm) 
           (Zhongguo et al 1988, fig. VII.1)                   (Zhongguo et al 1988, p. 46, fig. 43.3) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Figure 5.12 Basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding            Figure 5.13 Steamer zeng (H402:2) 
            (H1:10) (H: ? cm; Diam: 15 cm)                         (H: 14 cm; Diam: 24 cm) 
          (photo by H.P. Lee, Nanshan Station,                (photo by H.P. Lee, Shanxi Province Museum) 
       Archaeology Institute of Shanxi Province) 
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    Figure 5.14 Deep-bellied pot shenfuguan         Figure 5.15 Open-mouthed jar dakouzun (H418:35) 
      (H535:14) (H: 31.5 cm; Diam: 22.3)                    (H: 30.6 cm; Diam: 33.6 cm) 
     (Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 90, fig. 86.3)            (photo by H.P. Lee, Shanxi Province Museum) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.16 Pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan (H9:102) 
(H: 21.0 cm; Diam: 17.6 cm) 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 89, fig. 85.6) 
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Figure 5.17 Distribution of bronze artifacts and workshops in the Hedong Region, the Erlitou Period 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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Figure 5.18 Site map and excavation areas of Dongxiafeng, the Erlitou Period 
(redrawn from Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 3, fig. 3) 
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Figure 5.19 Distribution of features in Area 5, Dongxiafeng, Dongxiafeng Phase III 
(redrawn from Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 10, fig. 11) 
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Figure 5.20 Cave dwellings F558 in Area 5, Dongxiafeng  Figure 5.21 “Cave burial” M523 in Area 5, Dongxiafeng 
                1: stove; 2: niche                    1-4: oracle bones; 5-6: open-mouthed jar dakouzun; 
  (redrawn from Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 56, fig. 56)                   7: mandibular bone 
                                                 (redrawn from Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 110, fig. 110) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.22 “Cave burial” M528 in Area 5, Dongxiafeng  Figure 5.23 “Cave burial” M525 in Area 5, Dongxiafeng 
  1-2: human skeletons; 3: ox skeleton; 4: dog skeleton    1-4: human skulls; 5-6: mandibular bones for human 
 (redrawn from Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 112, fig. 114)     (redrawn from Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 111, fig. 112) 
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Figure 5.24 Grave M401 in Area 4, Dongxiafeng 
1: one-handled pot; 2: jue; 3: he; 4: turquoise beads 
(redrawn from Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 66, fig. 70) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 5.25 Tripod wine serving vessel jue (M401:2)       Figure 5.26 Tripod wine serving vessel he (M401:3) 
            (H: 13 cm; Diam: 18 cm)                             (H: 20 cm; Diam: ? cm) 
      (Zheongguo et al. 1988, fig. XXVIII.4)              (photo by H.P. Lee, Shanxi Province Museum) 
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Figure 5.27 A comparison of stylistic features among (A) basin-shaped ding (82 IX M15:1) from Erlitou, 
(B) basin-shaped ding (H1:10) from Dongxiafeng, 

and (C) one-handled pot danerguan (T4451:3C:132) from Dongxiafeng 
(A: Zheongguo 1995, p. 121, fig. 103; 

B and C: photo by H.P. Lee, Nanshan Station, Archaeology Institute of Shanxi Province) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.28 Development of basin-shaped ding          Figure 5.29 Development of pot-shaped ding 
                  in Dongxiafeng                                    in Erlitou 
       (1: H1:11; 2: H41:53; 3: H15:51; 4: M5:1)                (1: II T104⑤:16; 2: II H155:8; 
(rearranged from Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 211, fig. 179(A))          3: IV T17②:12; 4: VH217:11) 
                                                  (rearranged from Zhongguo 1999, p. 23, fig. 16-I) 
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Figure 5.30 Pot-shaped cauldron with one handle dan’erguanxingding (H1:7) 
(H: ? cm; Diam :10 cm) (Zhongguo et al. 1988, fig. V.1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.31 A comparison of stylistic features between (A) deep-bellied pot shengfuguan (86 VI H8:1) from Erlitou, 

and(B) deep-bellied pot shengfuguan (H535:14) from Dongxiafeng 
(A: Zheongguo 1995, p. 81, fig. 46; B: Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 90, fig. 86.3) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.32 A comparison of stylistic features between (A) pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan (H9:102) from Erlitou, 
and (B) pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan (H535:14) from Dongxiafeng 

(A: Zheongguo 1995, p. 125, fig. 113; B: Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 89, fig. 85.6) 
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Figure 5.33 A comparison of stylistic features between (A) jue (M401:2) from Dongxiafeng,  
(B) he (M401:3) from Dongxiafeng, (C) jue (82 IV M13:3) from Erlitou, and (D) he (82 IV M13:4) from Erlitou 

(A and B: Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 83, fig. 82.7, 82.8; C and D: Zhongguo 1995, p. 32) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    Figure 5.34 Deep-bellied pot shenfuguan (86 VI H8:1)      Figure 5.35 Tripod cauldron ding (82 IX M15:1) 
               (H: 35.8 cm; Diam: 23.2 cm)                      (H: 15.5 cm; Diam: 12.5 cm) 
              (Zheongguo 1995, p. 81, fig. 46)                  (Zheongguo 1995, p. 121, fig. 103) 

   A                           C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B                          D 
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Figure 5.36 Narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan (T261:2B:3)      Figure 5.37 Tripod cauldron li (T5531:3D:3) 
                (H: 57.8 cm; Diam: 36 cm)                          (H: 17.3 cm; Diam: 3 cm) 
          (Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 142, fig. 132.7)              (Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 129, fig. 124.5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Figure 5.38 Narrow-necked basin shujingpen       Figure 5.39 Thick-waisted steamer cuyaoyan (H3403:9) 
    (T5508:3D:11) (H: 14.6 cm; Diam 28 cm)                  (H: ca. 37.6 cm; Diam: 21 cm) 
    (Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 132, fig. 126.8)           (Zhongguo and Shanxi Sheng Linfen Shi Wenwuju 

 2015, p. 213) 
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Figure 5.40 Pot with flower shaped edge huabianguan (H402:1) 
(H:22.5 cm; Diam: 17.5) 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 42, fig. 41.6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.41 Pot with two ring-shaped handles shuangerguan (T5508:4:3) 
(H: 16.8 cm; Diam: 15.5 cm) 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 85, fig. 83.7) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5.42 Pot with two tongue-shaped handles attached on the rim shuangpanguan (F598:10) 
(H ? cm; Diam: 16.5 cm) 

(Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 85, fig. 83.10) 
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  Figure 5.43 Four stone molds for casting bronze shaft-hole ax    Figure 5.44 Long-necked tripod cauldron 
         (Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 75, Fig. 78.10-13)                    changjingli (H61:2) 
                                                            (H: 21.6 cm; Diam: 17.1 cm) 
                                                        (Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 40, fig. 40.6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.45 Plaque with turquoise inlay     Figure 5.46 Bronze bell      Figure 5.47 Bronze tripod wine-vessel 
            (VI M11:7)                   (2002 V M3:22)                     the jue 
            (L: 16.6 cm)                    (H: 13.5 cm)                    (VII KM7:1) 

(Zhongguo Qingtongqi Quanji 1,  (Zhongguo 2014 color photo, 125.1)           (H: 26.5 cm) 
fig. 21)                                             (Zhongguo Qingtongqi Quanji 1, 
                                                             fig. 7) 
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Table 5.1: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Yuncheng Basin52 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Jiangxian Beiyang #4 JX-BY #4 絳縣北楊 4
號 

Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

4.4 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 29-30. 

3  

2.  Jiangxian Chencun JX-CC 絳縣陳村 Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1145. 

3  

3.  Jiangxian 
Dongchenjiamen 

JX-DCJM 絳縣東陳家

門 
Dongxiafeng 1.2 Zhongguo Wenwu 

Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1146. 

3 It is located in the mountain 
area. 

4.  Jiangxian Dongwubi 
#5 

JX-DWB #5 絳縣東吳壁 
5 號 

Early and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

5.5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 44. 

3  

5.  Jiangxian Gouxi I #4 JX-GX I #4 絳縣溝西 I 4
號 

Late Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

6.2 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 36-38. 

3  

6.  Jiangxian Jiajiabao #4 JX-JJB #4 絳縣賈家堡 
4 號 

Early Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.8 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 79. 

3  

7.  Jiangxian Jiajiabao #5 JX-JJB #5 絳縣賈家堡 
5 號 

Early Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 79. 

3  

8.  Jiangxian 
Kongjiazhuang 

JX-KJZ 絳縣孔家莊 Dongxiafeng 2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1146. 

3  

9.  Jiangxian Liuquan II JX-LQ II 絳縣柳泉 II Dongxiafeng <5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 92. 

3  

10.  Jiangxian Nanpo JX-NP 絳縣南坡 Dongxiafeng ? Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1146. 

3  

11.  Jiangxian Qiaobao JX-QB 絳縣喬堡 Dongxiafeng 2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1146. 

3  

12.  Jiangxian Shenjiapo II 
#2 

JX-SJP II #2 絳縣申家坡 
II 2 號 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.4 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 20-21. 

3  

13.  Jiangxian Shishulin #2 JX-SSL #2 絳縣柿樹林 
2 號 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 39-40. 

3 Bronze slag was found in this 
site.  

14.  Jiangxian Xigou #5 JX-XG #5 絳縣西溝 5
號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng  

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 33. 

3  

                                                        
52 Data Level: 1. Official excavation report; 2. preliminary excavation report; 3. survey report or brief description; 4. only 
name of site. 
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15.  Jiangxian Xiaozhang 
#2 

JX-XiaoZ #2 絳縣小張 2
號 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 55. 

3  

16.  Jiangxian Xiazhuang JX-XiaZ 絳縣下莊 Dongxiafeng <5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 80. 

3  

17.  Jiangxian Xinzhuang 
#1 

JX-XinZ #1 絳縣新莊 1
號 

Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

2.3 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 80-82. 

3  

18.  Jiangxian Xijing #4 JX-XJ #4 絳縣西荊 4
號 

Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 53-54. 

3  

19.  Jiangxian Xishandi I 
#2 

JX-XSD I #2 絳縣西山底 I 
2 號 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.6 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 100- 
101. 

3 A kiln was found in it. 

20.  Jiangxian Xiwubi #3 JX-XWB #3 絳縣西吳壁 
3 號 

Middle 
Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

31.5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 47. 

3 This is a larger site. Bronze 
slag was found in it. 

21.  Jiangxian Yunan #8 JX-YN #8 絳縣峪南 8
號 

Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 27. 

3  

22.  Jiangxian 
Zhoujiazhuang #12 

JX-ZJZ #12 絳縣周家莊 
12 號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

21.4 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 71-72. 

3  

23.  Jiangxian 
Zhoujiazhuang #13 

JX-ZJZ #13 絳縣周家莊 
13 號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 72. 

3  

24.  Jiangxian 
Zhoujiazhuang #14 

JX-ZJZ #14 絳縣周家莊 
14 號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 72. 

3  

25.  Jiangxian 
Zhoujiazhuang #15 

JX-ZJZ #15 絳縣周家莊 
15 號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 72-73. 

3  

26.  Wenxi Baifandi WX-BFD 聞喜柏范底 Dongxiafeng 0.2 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 199. 

3 It is located in the Zhongtiao 
Mountain area. 

27.  Wenxi 
Chengjiazhuang #3 

WX-CJZ #3 聞喜程家莊 
3 號 

Late Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 136-
137. 

3  

28.   Wenxi Dongbei WX-DB 聞喜東白 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1119.  

3  
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29.  Wenxi Dongpo WX-DP 聞喜東坡 Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

1.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1121.  

3  

30.  Wenxi Diantoubao 
#10 

WX-DTB #10 聞喜店頭堡 
10 號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 191. 

3  

31.  Wenxi Diantoubao #9 WX-DTB #9 聞喜店頭堡 
9 號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

11.9 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 190-
191. 

3  

32.  Wenxi Daze I #1 WX-DZ I #1 聞喜大澤 I 1
號 

Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.2; 2.25; 
2.25 

Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 192-
193; Kaoguxue 
Jikan 6, p. 42; 
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
210. 

3  

33.  Wenxi Daze II #2 WX-DZ II #2 聞喜大澤 II 2
號 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.5; 1.125; 
1.125 

Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 193-
194; Kaoguxue 
Jikan 6, p. 42; 
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
210. 

3  

34.  Wenxi Guodian WX-GD 聞喜郭店 Dongxiafeng <5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 143. 

3  

35.  Wenxi Guojiazhuang 
#1 

WX-GJZ #1 聞喜郭家莊 
1 號/郭家莊 

Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang, Yinxu 

16.2; 7; ?; 3 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 141-
143; Kaogu 
1990:3, p. 205, 
217; Wenwu Jikan 
1993:3, pp. 7-8; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1121.  

3 A kiln was found in it. 

36.  Wenxi Hucun #5 WX-HC #5 聞喜湖村 5
號/胡村 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

5; 6 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 116; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1117.  

3  

37.  Wenxi Hucun #6 WX-HC #6 聞喜湖村 6
號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 116. 

3  

38.  Wenxi Hougong I WX-HG I 聞喜後宮 I Dongxiafeng <5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 212-
213. 

3  

39.  Wenxi Hanjiazhuang WX-HJZ 聞喜韓家莊 Dongxiafeng, 
Warring State 
Period 

6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1121.  

3  

40.  Wenxi Jilu #4 WX-JL #4 聞喜冀魯 4
號 

Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 138-
139. 

3  
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41.  Wenxi Lijiashan WX-LJS 聞喜李家山 Dongxiafeng 5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1121.  

3 It is located in the Zijin 
Mountain area. 

42.  Wenxi Nangou WX-NG 聞喜南郭 Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou, 
Han 

2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1121.  

3  

43.  Wenxi Nanwang #3 WX-NW #3 聞喜南王 3
號 

Late Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.8 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 209. 

3  

44.  Wenxi Nanwang #4 WX-NW #4 聞喜南王 4
號 

Late Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.6 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 209. 

3  

45.  Wenxi Nanwang #5 WX-NW #5 聞喜南王 5
號 

Late Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 210. 

3  

46.  Wenxi Nanyao I WX-NY I 聞喜南姚 I Dongxiafeng 0.7 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 203. 

3  

47.  Wenxi Nanyao II #6 WX-NY II #6 聞喜南姚 II 6
號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 207-
208. 

3  

48.  Wenxi Nanyao II #7 WX-NY II #7 聞喜南姚 II 7
號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 208. 

3  

49.  Wenxi Poshen I #2 WX-PS I #2 聞喜坡申 I 2
號 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.7 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 182-
183. 

3  

50.  Wenxi Poshen II WX-PS II 聞喜坡申 II Dongxiafeng 3.9 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 183. 

3  

51.  Wenxi Qianpianqiao 
#7 

WX-QPQ #7 聞喜前偏橋 
7 號/前偏橋 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 219; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1119.  

3  

52.  Wenxi Shenbai WX-SB 聞喜神柏 Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

0.6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1121.  

3  

53.  Wenxi Shangguo WX-SG 聞喜上郭 Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Warring State 
Period 

85(?) Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1117.  

3 The documented size should 
belong to the Warring State 
Period. 

54.  Wenxi Sanhekou #3 WX-SHK #3 聞喜三河口 
3 號 

Late Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 238-
239. 

3  

55.  Wenxi Shangpianqiao 
#2 

WX-SPQ #2 聞喜上偏橋 
2 號 

Middle 
Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 219-
220. 

3  

56.  Wenxi Shangsheguan 
#2 

WX-SSG #2 聞喜上社觀 
2 號 

Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 117-
118. 

3  
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57.  Wenxi Shangyukou #4 WX-SYK #4 聞喜上峪口 
4 號 

Late Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

1.1 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 170. 

3  

58.  Wenxi Wangjiazhuang WX-WJZ 聞喜王家莊 Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1121.  

3 It is located in the Zijin 
Mountain area. 

59.  Wenxi Xiayuan I #4 WX-XY I #4 聞喜下院 I 4
號 

Early and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

6.1 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 232. 

3 A kiln was found in this site. 

60.  Wenxi Xiayuan II #2 WX-XY II #2 聞喜下院 II 2
號 

Late Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 233. 

3  

61.  Wenxi Yujialing #4 WX-YJL #4 聞喜余家嶺 
4 號 

Early Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

2.1 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 237. 

3  

62.  Wenxi Yizhang WX-YZ 聞喜儀張 Dongxiafeng <5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 140-
141. 

3  

63.  Xiaxian Chencun #7 XX-CC #7 夏縣陳村 7
號 

Early and 
Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 330. 

3  

64.  Xiaxian Cuijiahe II #2 XX-CJH II #2 夏縣崔家河 
II 2 號/崔家河 

Middle 
Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 295; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1131.  

3  

65.  Xiaxian Datai XX-DT 夏縣大台 Dongxiafeng <5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 323. 

3  

66.  Xiaxian Dongxiafeng-
Nianzhang #7 / 
Xiaxian Dongxiafeng 

XX-DXF-NZ 
#7 / XX-DXF 

夏縣東下馮-
埝掌 7 號 / 
夏縣東下馮 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

25; 25; 25 Xiaxian 
Dongxiafeng, p. 2; 
Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 286-
287; Kaoguxue 
Jikan 6, p. 42; 
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
210. 

1 It is the so-called “the 
Dongxiafeng site.”  

67.  Xiaxian Dongxiafeng-
Nianzhang #8 

XX-DXF-NZ 
#8 

夏縣東下馮-
埝掌 8 號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

3.8 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 287. 

3  

68.  Xiaxian Dongxiafeng-
Nianzhang #9 

XX-DXF-NZ 
#9 

夏縣東下馮-
埝掌 9 號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 287-
288. 

3  

69.  Xiaxian Dongyin #8 XX-DY #8 夏縣東陰 8
號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

4.5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 313-
314. 

3  
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70.  Xiaxian Nanwei #9 XX-NW #9 夏縣南衛 9
號 

Early and 
Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

1.7 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 343. 

3  

71.  Xiaxian Nianzhang #5 XX-NZ #5 夏縣埝掌 5
號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 289. 

3  

72.  Xiaxian Peijie I #7 XX-PJ I #7 夏縣裴介 I 7
號 

Early and 
Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

1.7 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 334. 

3  

73.  Xiaxian Peijie II XX-PJ II 夏縣裴介 II Dongxiafeng 0.6 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 335-
337. 

3  

74.  Xiaxian Shandi XX-SD 夏縣山底 Dongxiafeng <5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 326. 

3  

75.  Xiaxian Shijia #7 XX-SJ #7 夏縣史家 7
號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 361-
362. 

3  

76.  Xiaxian Shaliu XX-SL 夏縣沙流 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1133.  

3  

77.  Xiaxian Suzhuang XX-SZ 夏縣蘇莊 Dongxiafeng 0.3 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 317-
318. 

3  

78.  Xiaxian Weiguo #2 XX-WG #2 夏縣尉郭 2
號/尉郭 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

1.6; 7.5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 320-
322; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 1133. 

3  

79.  Xiaxian Xiaowangcun XX-XWC 夏縣小王村 Dongxiafeng 4.5; 6 Kaoguxue Jikao 6, 
p. 43; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1133. 

3  

80.  Xiaxian Yuancun I #6 XX-YC I #6 夏縣轅村 I 6
號 

Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

5.2 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 349. 

3  

81.  Xiaxian Yueyabao I 
#1 

XX-YYB I #1 夏縣月芽堡 I 
1 號 

Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

<5 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 250. 

3  

82.  Yongji Dongmaputou  YJ-DMPU 永濟東馬鋪

頭/馬鋪頭 
Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

0.6; 0.6; 20 Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
204; Kaoguxue 
Jikan 6, p. 43; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1037.  

2 This site was excavated in 
1959. According to Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p.1037, its size is 20 
ha. So, the real size in the 
Erlitou Period is unsure.  
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83.  Yongji Sunlinan YJ-SLN 永濟孫李南 Dongxiafeng 12 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1038.  

3  

84.  Yongji Xiaochao YJ-XC 永濟曉朝 Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou, 
Han 

180(?) Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1037.  

3 The size of this site is 
problematic. 

85.  Yongji Xixia YJ-XX 永濟西下 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

24 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1038.  

3  

86.  Yucheng 
Changjiangfu 

YunC-CJB 運城長江府 Dongxiafeng, 
Shang 

5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1022.  

3  

87.  Yuncheng Donggou YunC-DG 運城東溝 Dongxiafeng 2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1022.  

3  

88.  Yuncheng Damiaoao YunC-DMA 運城大廟凹 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1021.  

3  

89.  Yuncheng Haotoubei YunC-HTB 運城壕頭北 Dongxiafeng 5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1022.  

3  

90.  Yuncheng Luru #6 YunC-LR #6 運城呂儒 6
號 

Late Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang 

0.72 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, pp. 370-
371. 

3  

91.  Yuncheng Taegli II YunC-TL II 運城湯里 II Dongxiafeng 0.15 Yuncheng Pendi 
Dongbu Juluo 
Kaogu Diaocha Yu 
Yanjiu, p. 381. 

3  

92.  Yuncheng Yanjiacun YunC-YJC 運城閻家村 Dongxiafeng 1.2 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 43; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

93.  Yuncheng Zhangliang YunC-ZL 運城張良 Dongxiafeng 1.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1022.  

3  

 
  



 

  341 

Table 5.2: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Linfen Basin 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Hongdong 
Changanbao 

HD-CAB 洪洞長安堡 Dongxiafeng 20 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 918.  

3  

2.  Hongdong Qianbai HD-QB 洪洞前柏 Dongxiafeng 24 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 918.  

3  

3.  Hejin Wazhaling HJ-WZL 河津瓦渣嶺 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

2.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1051.  

3  

4.  Hejin Yanzhangcun HJ-YZC 河津燕掌村/
艷掌 

Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

10; 11 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 46; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1050.  

3  

5.  Hejin Zhuangtoucun HJ-ZTC 河津莊頭村 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Early Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

20 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 46; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

6.  Houma Dongshandi HM-DSD 侯馬東山底 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

6 Wenwu Jikan 
1992:1, p. 12. 

3  

7.  Houma 
Dongyangcheng 

HM-DYC 侯馬東陽呈 Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Spring and 
Autumn Period 

250(?); 48; 
25; 15; 10; 

10 

Wenwu Jikan 
1992:1, p. 12; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 13; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1990:6, p. 
32;  Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 827; Kaoguxue 
Jikan 6, p. 48; 
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
210. 

3 According to Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1990:6, p. 32, this site 
has two different names: 
Dongyangcheng  東陽呈 or 
Xiyangcheng 西陽呈. A kiln 
was found in it. 

8.  Houma Qiaocun HM-QC 侯馬喬村 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang, 
Warring State 
Period 

8 Wenwu Jikan 
1992:1, p. 12. 

3  

9.  Houma Qiaoshandi HM-QSD 侯馬喬山底 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

6 Wenwu Jikan 
1993:3, p. 2; 
1996:2, p. 1; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 827.  

2 This site was excavated in 
1989. A kiln was found in it. 

10.  Houma Xigao HM-XG 侯馬西高 Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang, 
Warring State 
Period 

9 Wenwu Jikan 
1992:1, p. 13; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 828.  

3  

11.  Houma Xiaohan HM-XH 侯馬小韓 Dongxiafeng 2.5 Wenwu Jikan 
1992:1, p. 13. 

3  

12.  Houma Yiqiao HM-YQ 侯馬驛橋 Dongxiafeng 0.55; 2 Wenwu Jikan 
1992:1, p. 13; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 828. 

3 This site is also called as 
Yiqiaobei 驛橋北 
(Zhongguo Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, p. 828). 

13.  Jishan Liucun JS-LC 稷山劉村 Dongxiafeng 3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1107.  

3  
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14.  Jishan Xishecun JS-XSC 稷山西社村 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Late Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

2 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 46; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

15.  Jiangxian Chengjin JX-CJ 絳縣程景 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1145. 

3  

16.  Jiangxian Fanbi JX-FB 絳縣范壁 Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1146. 

3  

17.  Jiangxian Fanchai JX-FC 絳縣范柴 Dongxiafeng ? Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1146. 

3  

18.  Jiangxian Jiyu JX-JY 絳縣吉峪 Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1144. 

3  

19.  Jiangxian Zhaocun JX-ZC 絳縣趙村 Dongxiafeng 5 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 46; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

20.  Linfen Beigao LF-BG 臨汾北高 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

11 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 812.  

3  

21.  Linfen Beixi LF-BX 臨汾北席 Dongxiafeng, 
Warring State 
Period 

1.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

22.  Linfen Chefu LF-CF 臨汾車輻 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

4.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 811.  

3  

23.  Linfen Chennian LF-CN 臨汾陳埝 Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

24.  Linfen Ducunbei LF-DCB 臨汾杜村北 Dongxiafeng, 
Warring State 
Period, Han 

3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

25.  Linfen Dongjianbei LF-DJB 臨汾東澗北 Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

0.8 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

26.  Linfen Dasucun LF-DSC 臨汾大蘇村 Dongxiafeng, 
Shang 

3.75 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 51; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

27.  Linfen Dawangdong LF-DWD 臨汾大王東 Dongxiafeng 5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

28.  Linfen Goubei LF-GB 臨汾溝北 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western and 
Eastern Zhou, 
Han 

8 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 811.  

3  

29.  Linfen Gaoduinan LF-GDN 臨汾高堆南 Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

30.  Linfen Jiaquan LF-JQ 臨汾嘉泉 Dongxiafeng 3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

31.  Linfen Nangao LF-NG 臨汾南高 Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou, 
Han 

6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

32.  Linfen Nanzhuang LF-NZ 臨汾南莊 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Warring State 
Period, Han 

2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 812.  

3  

33.  Linfen Weicunxi LF-WCX 臨汾魏村西 Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

12 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  

34.  Linfen Xiguodong LF-XGD 臨汾西郭東 Dongxiafeng 1.2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 813.  

3  
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35.  Linfen Xiaosucun LF-XSC 臨汾小蘇村 Dongxiafeng, 
Western Zhou 

3.75 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 51; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

36.  Linfen Xiaoyang LF-XY 臨汾孝養 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

40 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 812.  

3  

37.  Linfen Xizhang LF-XZ 臨汾西張 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 811.  

3  

38.  Quwo Angu QW-AG 曲沃安古 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western Zhou 

1 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 13. 

3  

39.  Quwo Anjicun QW-AJC 曲沃安吉村 Dongxiafeng 5; 1; 5 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 48; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 854.  

3  

40.  Quwo Anquan QW-AQ 曲沃安泉 Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

1.5 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 48; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1987:4, p. 
13. 

3  

41.  Quwo Baqing QW-BQ 曲沃八頃 Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Yinxu 

?; 2.3 Wenwu Jikan 
1993:3, pp. 5-6, 8; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 852.  

3  

42.  Quwo Beixin QW-BX 曲沃北辛 Late Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

1.1 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 852.  

3  

43.  Quwo Dongbao QW-DB 曲沃東堡 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

1.5 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 13. 

3  

44.  Quwo Dongbaizhong QW-DBZ 曲沃東白冢/
東白塚/ 東白

中/ 白冢 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western Zhou 

?; 8; 10 Wenwu Jikan 
1992:3, p. 17; 
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
210; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1987:4, p. 
13; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 853. 

3  

45.  Quwo Donggou QW-DG 曲沃東溝 Dongxiafeng 2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 854.  

3  

46.  Quwo Dongrongyu QW-DRY 曲沃東容裕 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

0.5 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 13. 

3  

47.  Quwo Dongxiahuan QW-DXH 曲沃東下環 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

80(?); 4 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 13; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 852.  

3 Dongxiahuan is also called 
Dongxiaxun 東下郇, or 
Xixiaxu 西下郇. This size of 
the site is problematic. 

48.  Quwo Jiaoli QW-JL 曲沃交里 Dongxiafeng 2.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 854.  

3  

49.  Quwo Licundonggou QW-LCDG 曲沃里村東

溝 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

0.6; 2 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 47; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 13. 

3  

50.  Quwo Licunxigou QW-LCXG 曲沃里村西

溝 
Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

? Wenwu Jikan 
1993:3, pp.6, 8. 

3  

51.  Quwo Liye QW-LY 曲沃李野 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

45 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 853.  

3  

52.  Quwo Nanchai QW-NC 曲沃南柴 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

2 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 13; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 854.  

3  
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53.  Quwo Qucun QW-QC 曲沃曲村 Late Taosi, Late 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western Zhou 

? Kaoguxue Yanjiu 
(Yi), p. 136; 
Wenwu Jikan 
1993:3, pp. 3-4, 8. 

3  

54.  Quwo Sunjiafen QW-SJF 曲沃孫家墳 Dongxiafeng 1 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 854.  

3  

55.  Quwo Wangcun QW-WangC 曲沃王村 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western Zhou 

?; 1 Wenwu Jikan 
1992:3, p. 17; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 854.  

3  

56.  Quwo Weicun QW-WeiC 曲沃衛村 Dongxiafeng, 
Western Zhou 

5 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 48; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 854.  

3  

57.  Quwo Xibaijidong QW-XBJD 曲沃西白集

東 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western and 
Eastern Zhou 

15 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14. 

3  

58.  Quwo Ximingde QW-XMD 曲沃西明德 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

0.48 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 13; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 853.  

3  

59.  Quwo Yingli QW-YL 曲沃營里 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 853.  

3  

60.  Xiangfen Beichen XF-BC 襄汾北陳 Dongxiafeng 2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 896.  

3  

61.  Xiangfen Baojixi XF-BJX 襄汾堡吉西 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 890.  

3  

62.  Xiangfen Beizhang XF-BZ 襄汾北張 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

25 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 50. 

3  

63.  Xiangfen Chaicun XF-CC 襄汾柴村 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

1 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 50. 

3  

64.  Xiangfen Chenguo XF-CG 襄汾陳果/陳
郭 

Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

1 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 50; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

65.  Xiangfen Dachai XF-DChai 襄汾大柴/南
大柴 

Dongxiafeng 8 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 49; Kaogu 
1987:7; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 
210;  Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 896. 

2 This site was excavated in 
1986. A jade ornament was 
found in it. 

66.  Xiangfen Dachen XF-DChen 襄汾大陳 Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

5.6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 897.  

3  

67.  Xiangfen Dongdeng XF-DD 襄汾東鄧 Dongxiafeng, 
Warring State 
Period 

12 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 897.  

3  

68.  Xiangfen Hucun XF-HC 襄汾胡村 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

9 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 890.  

3  
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69.  Xiangfen Jichai XF-JiC 襄汾吉柴 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

4; 2 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 50; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 896.  

3  

70.  Xiangfen Jingcun  XF-JingC 襄汾荊村 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

? Wenwu Jikan 
1993:3, pp. 3, 8. 

3  

71.  Xiangfen Jingmao XF-JM 襄汾景毛 Dongxiafeng 1.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 896.  

3  

72.  Xiangfen Liucun XF-LC 襄汾劉村 Dongxiafeng 2 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 50; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

73.  Xiangfen 
Liuzhuangdong 

XF-LZD 襄汾劉莊東 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

8 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 890.  

3  

74.  Xiangfen Nancun XF-NC 襄汾南村 Dongxiafeng 8 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 50; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

75.  Xiangfen 
Nangaojiazhuang 

XF-NGJZ 襄汾南高家

莊 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 893.  

3  

76.  Xiangfen 
Qingchuzhen 

XF-QCZ 襄汾清儲鎮 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

1 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 49; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

77.  Xiangfen 
Shuangfunan 

XF-SFN  襄汾雙鳧南 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 891.  

3  

78.  Xiangfen Shangjinvei XF-SJB 襄汾上靳北 Dongxiafeng, 
Warring State 
Period, Han 

7 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 897.  

3  

79.  Xiangfen 
Shanjiazhuang 

XF-SJZ 襄汾單家莊 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

2.25 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 49; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

80.  Xiangfen Shanglucun XF-SLC 襄汾上魯村 Miaodigou II, 
Late Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

2.25 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 49; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

81.  Xiangfen 
Shangmaocun 

XF-SMC 襄汾上毛村 Miaodigou II, 
Early Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

0.01 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 47. 

3  

82.  Xiangfen Xiecun XF-XC 襄汾解村 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

20 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 896.  

3  

83.  Xiangfen Xialiangcun XF-XLC 襄汾下梁村 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

2.25 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 50; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

84.  Xiangfen Zhongchen XF-ZC 襄汾中陳 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

11 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 891.  

3  

85.  Xiangfen Zhaoxiongxi XF-ZXX 襄汾趙雄西 Dongxiafeng 4 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 896.  

3  

86.  Xinjiang Beiduwunan XJ-BDWN 新絳北杜塢

南 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western and 
Eastern Zhou 

2.6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1095.  

3  

87.  Xinjiang 
Chengguanzhuang 

XJ-CGZ 新絳程官莊 Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

10 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1093.  

3  

88.  Xinjiang Qiguocun XJ-QGC 新絳祁郭村 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

4 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 48; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

89.  Xinjiang Shuixi XJ-SX  新絳水西 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

16 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p.1095.  

3  

90.  Xinjiang Zezhangcun XJ-ZZC 新絳澤掌村 Yangshao, 
Dongxiafeng 

5 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 47; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

91.  Yicheng Beiguan YiC-BG 翼城北關 Dongxiafeng 4.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 871.  

3  
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92.  Yicheng Beiliangbi YiC-BLB 翼城北梁比 /
北梁壁 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western and 
Eastern Zhou 

0.5 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 871.  

3  

93.  Yicheng Beimuban YiC-BMB 翼城北木坂 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Late Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

3 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 44; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210. 

3  

94.  Yicheng Beishi YiC-BS 翼城北石 Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 869.  

3  

95.  Yicheng Dongbao YiC-DB 翼城東堡 Dongxiafeng 0.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 871.  

3  

96.  Yicheng Dongmuban YiC-DMB 翼城東木坂 Dongxiafeng ? Wenwu Jikan 
1992:2, p. 21. 

3  

97.  Yicheng Dongshiqiao YiC-DSQ 翼城東石橋 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

10 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 15. 

3  

98.  Yicheng Dongwujibei YiC-DWJB 翼城東午寄

北 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

1.5 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14. 

3  

99.  Yicheng Dongwujinan YiC-DWJN 翼城東午寄

南/東午級/東
午寄/東午寄

東 

Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Shang, Western 
Zhou 

6; ?; 32 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14; 
Wenwu Jikan 
1992:3, p. 17; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 871.  

3 Its size is problematic. 

100.  Yicheng Fancun YiC-FC 翼城范村 Dongxiafeng 20 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 871.  

3  

101.  Yicheng Fengjiapo YiC-FJP 翼城鳳家坡 Dongxiafeng 0.8 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 46. 

3  

102.  Yicheng Ganjun  YiC-GJ 翼城感軍 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Shang 

20 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 45; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 206; 
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
210; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1987:4, p. 
14; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 871.  

2 This site was excavated in 
1962. 

103.  Yicheng Guojiapo YiC-GJP 翼城郭家坡 Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

105 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 15. 

3  

104.  Yicheng Gushu YiC-GS 翼城古署 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

9 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 45; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 15. 

3  

105.  Yicheng 
Guanshangbao 

YiC-GSB 翼城貫上堡 Taosi, Late 
Dongxiafeng 

?; 12.5 Wenwu Jikan 
1992:2, p. 21; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 15. 

3  

106.  Yicheng Kaihua YiC-KH 翼城開化 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

3 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14. 

3  

107.  Yicheng Mace YiC-MC 翼城馬冊 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Shang, Western 
Zhou 

32 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 45. 

3  

108.  Yicheng Nanding YiC-ND 翼城南丁 Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

54(?) Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14. 

3  

109.  Yicheng Nangan YiC-NG 翼城南橄 Yangshao, Late 
Dongxiafeng 

? Wenwu Jikan 
1992:2, p. 21. 

3  
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110.  Yicheng Niujiapo YiC-NJP 翼城牛家坡 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western Zhou 

15 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14. 

3  

111.  Yicheng Nanshi YiC-NS 翼城南石 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

70(?) Wenwu 1982:7, p. 
1; Kaoguxue 
Yanjiu (Yi), p. 192; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 870.  

3 It is a huge site. But most 
remains belong to the Taosi 
Culture. It might be the 
regional center in the Hedong 
Region in the Late Taosi 
period. 

112.  Yicheng Qingliuxibao YiC-QLXB 翼城清流西

堡 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

1.05 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14. 

3  

113.  Yicheng Shangwu YiC-SW 翼城上吳 Dongxiafeng, 
Han 

3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 871.  

3  

114.  Yicheng Tianma YiC-TM 翼城天馬 Yangshao, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Western and 
Eastern Zhou 

? Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 45; Wenwu 
1982:7, pp. 2-4; 
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
210; Kaogu Yu 
Wenwu 1987:4, p. 
14. 

3 According survey report, the 
total area of this site is 500 
ha., which should be the size 
of the Zhou Dynasty. Its size 
dated to the Dongxiafeng 
Period is unclear. 

115.  Yicheng Weigou YiC-WG 翼城葦溝 Early Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Erligang, 
Shang, Eastern 
Zhou 

7; 200(?) Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 45; Wenwu 
1982:7, p. 1; 
Kaogu 1980:3, p. 
210; Kaoguxue 
Yanjiu (Yi), pp. 
201-206; Kaogu 
Yu Wenwu 1987:4, 
p. 15; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 870.  

3 A bronze knife was found in 
it (Kaoguxue Yanjiu (Yi), p. 
204; Zhongguo Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, p. 870.). 

116.  Yicheng Xigou YiC-XG 翼城西溝 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Shang, Eastern 
Zhou 

8; 28 Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 869.  

3  

117.  Yicheng Xishiqiao YiC-XSQ 翼城西石橋 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

10; 56 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 45; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 15. 

3  

118.  Yicheng Xiwangcun YiC-XWC 翼城西王村 Miaodigou II; 
Late Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

36 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 44; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14. 

3  

119.  Yicheng 
Zhangqiaocun 

YiC-ZQC 翼城張橋村 Miaodigou II, 
Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

3 Kaoguxue Jikan 6, 
p. 45; Kaogu 
1980:3, p. 210; 
Kaogu Yu Wenwu 
1987:4, p. 14. 

3  
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Table 5.3: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Emeiling Mountain 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Wanrong Beiwu WR-BW 萬榮北吳 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng 

4 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p.1082.  

3  

2.  Wenxi Xidu WX-XD 聞喜西杜 Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou 

1.6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p.1121.  

3  

3.  Wenxi Yijiapo WX-YJP 聞喜儀家坡 Taosi, 
Dongxiafeng, 
Eastern Zhou, 
Han 

2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p.1120.  

3  
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Table 5.4: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Yellow River Valley 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Linyi Nanzhao LY-NZ 臨猗南趙 Miaodigou II, 
Dongxiafeng 

23 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p.1074.  

3  
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Chapter 6: 
Contextualizing Local Remains and 
Exotic Artifacts in the Henei Region 

 

Introduction 

After analyzing the data from the Henan 河南 and Hedong 河東 Regions, this chapter 

will focus on how the Henei 河內 Region interacted with its neighboring areas in the Erlitou 

二里頭 Period. When mentioning the relationship between these three regions during the Erlitou 

Period, generally speaking, most scholars suggest that the Henan and Hedong Regions had a 

closer relationship, but the Henei Region was independent of them. From the archaeological 

perspective, on the one hand, most scholars suggest that the remains of the Henan Region belong 

to the Erlitou Culture, and the ones of the Hedong Region to the Dongxiafeng 東下馮 Phase, a 

local variant of the former. On the other hand, scholars suggest that the remains of the Henei 

Region belong to the Xiaqiyuan 下七垣 Culture. From the historical perspective, most scholars 

believe that both of the Henan and Hedong Regions were the territory of the Xia 夏, but the 

Henei Region was the domain of the proto-Shang 商, the chief rival of the Xia. 

Nevertheless, some recent studies challenge this traditional interpretation. As some 

scholars have pointed out, in the Erlitou Period, the remains of the Henei and Hedong Regions 

shared many similarities. In other words, the relationship between the east and the west of the 

Taihang 太行 Mountains was closer than what we thought before (e.g., Chang Huaiying 2014; 

Zhang Weilian 2012). By the previous studies, this chapter will reexamine the interregional 

interaction between the Henei Region and its neighboring areas through the approach of 

contextualization. 



 

  352 

Before analyzing the data of the Henei Region in the Erlitou Period, it is worth noting 

that the relationship between this region and the distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan Culture is 

complicated. First of all, the distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan Culture covers not only northern 

Henan Province, namely the Henei Region, but also southwestern Hebei 河北 Province and 

even eastern Henan Province (e.g., Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 2012). In other words, the Henei 

Region is only a part of the distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan Culture. Second, according to 

recent research, the Xiaqiyuan Culture contains at least three local variants: the Huiwei 輝衛 

Phase53 in the southwest, the Zhanghe 漳河 Phase in the middle and southeast, and the Baobei 

保北 Phase54 in the north (Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 2012).55 The Henei Region, in fact, 

includes the Huiwei Phase and part of the Zhanghe Phase. Third, for some scholars, the southern 

part of the Henei Region belongs to the distribution area of the Erlitou Culture rather than the 

Xiaqiyuan Culture (Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015). Finally, some scholars suggest 

that the so-called “Huiwei Phase” should be an independent archaeological unit, namely “the 

Huiwei Culture,” which was different from the Xiaqiyuan Culture (Zhang Lidong 1996). 

Since as will show below, although the characteristics of the remains in the northern and 

southern parts of the Henei Region during the Erlitou Period shared many similarities, the 

nuances of difference between them are also apparent. Thus, this chapter will adopt the two-

division framework as the basis to analyze the distribution patterns of sites, the typical remains, 

                                                        
53 Liu Xu 劉緒 named “the Huiwei Phase” as “the Ligu 李固 - Luwangfen 潞王墳 Phase” (Liu Xu 1990). 
54 Some scholars suggest that the so-called “Baobei Phase” should be classified as an independent archaeological 
unit, namely the Xiayuegezhuang 下岳各莊 Culture (e.g., Xu Haifeng 2012; Zhang Cuilian 2002; Zhang Weilian 
2012; 2014; Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015). Since the major characteristics of this kind of material 
remain are relatively similar to the Xiaqiyuna Culture, this dissertation will use the concept of the Baobei Phase 
rather than the Xiayuegezhuang Culture to describe it. 
55 In addition to the Huiwei Phase, the Zhanghe Phase, and the Baobei Phase, Wang Xun 王迅 proposed “the 
Buyao 補要 Phase” as a new local variant of the Xiaqiyuan Culture (Wang Xun 2012). But Hu Baohua and Wang 
Lixin suggest that the characteristics of the Buyao Phase is the same as the ones of the Zhanghe Phase (Hu Baohua 
and Wang Lixin). Since the data related to “the Buyao Phase” are scarce, this dissertation follows the classification 
from Hu and Wang. 
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and the archaeological contexts of exotic artifacts from the northern and southern parts of the 

Henei Region separately. Also, as discussed in Chapter 1, any archaeological unit, including the 

Xiaqiyuan Culture and its local variants which will be discussed in this chapter, should not be 

equivalent to any specific state, dynasty, or ethnic group recorded from the historical texts. Thus, 

this chapter will take the concept of the Xiaqiyuan Culture, the Zhanghe Phase, and the Huiwei 

Phase as groups of archaeological remains and even their users and analyze the relationship 

between them and their neighboring regions. 

The relative chronology of the Henei Region is another fundamental issue which is 

necessary to discuss here briefly. According to the studies of ceramic typology and stratigraphy, 

generally speaking, the Xiaqiyuan Culture can be subdivided into four successive phases, which 

correspond to Erlitou Phases II to IV, respectively (e.g., Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 2012; 

Zhongguo 2003:147-52). More significantly, recent studies suggest that the Xiaqiyuan Culture 

should be divided into five phases (Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015). The second to the 

fifth phases of the five-phase chronology corresponded to Erlitou Phases II to IV. Since some 

new data which was contemporary to Erlitou Phase I were found, scholars classify them as the 

first phase of the five-phase chronology. However, the remains of the first phase were scarce, and 

it seems that archaeologists have not found these remains in the Henei Region. Moreover, the 

research of ceramic typology indicates that the first phase of five-phase chronology could be 

regarded as the transition between the local Longshan 龍山 Period and the Erlitou Period 

(Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015). Therefore, this chapter will mainly focus on the 

remains which were contemporary with Erlitou Phases II to IV and adopt the four-phase 

chronology. 

Moreover, although the Xiaqiyuan Culture can be divided into four successive phases in a 

general sense, its different local variants have different relative chronological systems based on 
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the research of stratigraphy and ceramic typology. According to the study of Hu Baohua 胡保華

and Wang Lixin 王立新, for example, the Zhanghe Phase can be divided into four phases, but 

the Huiwei Phase into only three. Phases II to IV of the Zhanghe Phase correspond to Phases I to 

III of the Huiwei Phase, respectively (Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 2012:321). In other words, the 

Huiwei Phase lacks the stage contemporary to the Phase I of the Zhanghe Phase. The following 

discussions will adopt the temporal framework of Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin. 

 

Geographic Setting 

According to “Dili Zhi" 地理志 (Treatise on Geography) in Han Shu 漢書 (History of 

the Former Han Dynasty) and its modern annotation (Zhou Zhenhe 2006:82-7), the Henei Jun 

郡, a commandery in the Han Dynasty (202 BCE-CE 220), comprised a narrow plain in modern 

northern Henan Province. This narrow plain is surrounded by the Archaic Lower Yellow River to 

its south and east, the Taihang Mountains to its west, and the Zhang 漳 River to its north 

(Figure 6.1). 

It should be noted that the Henei Region discussed in this chapter will only covers the 

eastern part of the Henei Jun. According to some previous studies (Beijing Daxiu Kaogu 

Zhuanye Shang Zhou Zu et al. 1982; Liu Xu 1990; Zhang Lidong 1996; Zou Heng 1980), this 

narrow plain during the Erlitou Period was subdivided into two parts by the Qin 沁 River: its 

eastern part belonged to the Xiaqiyuan Culture, but its western part to the Erlitou Culture. This 

dissertation agrees with this geographic framework and adopts the term of the Henei Region to 

indicate the area in the east of the Qin River. The west of the Qin River will be defined as a part 

of the contact zone and discussed in Chapter 7. 

One of the essential characteristics of the Henei Region in antiquity, particularly from the 
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Neolithic Period to the Bronze Age, was to play the role as crossroads connecting different 

regions of ancient China. According to the research of Zhang Weilian 張渭蓮 and Duan 

Hongzhen 段宏振, the area between the Archaic Lower Yellow River and the Taihang 

Mountains, including the Henei Region in its southern portion, was a significant corridor 

connecting the Central Plains in the south and Northeast China in the north (Zhang Weilian and 

Duan Hongzhen 2015). Besides, through the river valleys of the Taihang Mountains in its west, 

the Henei Region could also connect to the Hedong Region. Moreover, since Shandong 山東 

Peninsula, which was the main distribution area of the Yueshi 岳石 Culture, was situated to the 

east of the Henei Region, some remains with the Yueshi style were also found in the Henei 

Region. Because of its particular location, various cultural elements were spread into the Henei 

Region. 

Although the Henei Region can be regarded as a complete geographic area, if we 

consider its distribution patterns of sites during the Erlitou Period (see below), this region should 

be subdivided into two divisions. The southern division, namely the Qiwei 淇衛 Area, indicates 

the Qi 淇 River Basin and the Wei 衛 River Basin; the northern division, namely the 

Zhanghuan 漳洹 Area, indicates the Zhang 漳 River Basin and the Huan 洹 River Basin 

(Figure 6.1). These two divisions exactly correspond to the distribution areas of the Huiwei 

Phase and the Zhanghe Phase, respectively (Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 2012). Thus, as 

mentioned above, the chapter will analyze the data from these two divisions separately. 

 

Distribution Pattern of Sites 

Compared to the Henan Region and the Hedong Region, out understanding of the 

distribution pattern of sites in the Henei Region during the Erlitou Period is vaguer. There are 
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two main reasons for this. First of all, the systematic regional survey is not carried out in the 

Henei Region. Second, around half of the estimated sizes of the sites dated to the Erlitou Period 

in the Henei Region are not published. Despite these limitations, the data still display some 

general trends of the distribution patterns of sites in the Henei Region during this period. 

According to the existing data, archaeologists have found over 60 sites dated to the 

Erlitou Period in the Henei Region, and most of them are small-scale (Figure 6.2; Table 6.1, 6.2). 

Generally speaking, all of these sites are situated near rivers, and they can be subdivided into two 

clusters: the northern cluster, i.e., the Zhanghuan Area, and the southern cluster, i.e., the Qiwei 

Area. 

 

I. Zhanghuan Area 

The Zhanghuan Area was a part of the distribution area of the Zhanghe Phase. The data 

show that at least 38 sites have been discovered in this division (Figure 6.2; Table 6.1) (Henan 

Sheng 2006; 2009; Hou Weidong 2012:325; Liu Yiman 1999; Zhongguo 1987; Zhongguo et al. 

1998; Zhongguo Anyang 1983; 1990; 1995; Zhongguo Anyang and Anyang Shi Wenwu Kaogu 

Yanjiusuo 2011; 1990; Zou Heng 1980:118). Among these sites, a tiny settlement Zhangdeng 鄣

鄧 (0.6 ha) is the only site whose complete data were officially published (Henan Sheng 2009). 

According to the research of Hou Weidong 侯衛東, probably no large site that could have 

played the role as a central settlement existed in this area during the Erlitou Period (2012:336). 

 

II. Qiwei Area 

The Qiwei Area was the distribution area of the Huiwei Phase. At least 29 sites, including 

one large-scale cemetery at Liuzhuang 劉莊, dated to the Erlitou Period have been found there 

(Figure 6.2; Table 6.2) (Beijing Daxue Kaogu Xi Shang Zhou Zu 1996; Beijing Daxue Kaogu 
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Xuexi and Puyang Shi Wenwu Baoguansuo 1995; Beijing Daxiu Kaogu Zhuanye Shang Zhou Zu 

et al. 1982; Henan Sheng Wenhua Ju Wenwu Gongzuodui 1960; Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 2012; 

Henan Sheng 2003; 2009; Yang Guijin 1997; Yang Guijin and Zhang Lidong 1994; Yuan 

Guangkuo and Qin Xiaoli 2000; Yuan Guangkuo et al. 2000; Zhang Guoshuo and Liu Dinghui 

2012; Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Xueyuan Kaogu Xi et al. 2006; Zhongguo 1956). The estimated 

sizes of these sites are also small. It is worth noting that Mengzhuang 孟莊 (12.7 ha), a fortified 

settlement surrounded with rammed-earth walls, is situated here. The establishment of this small 

fortified settlement may imply a tense situation took place in this area during the Erlitou Period. 

Briefly speaking, although at least one fortified settlement was built in the Qiwei Area, 

the general trend of the distribution pattern of sites in the Henei Region shows that its social 

organization in the Erlitou Period may be heterarchical. This heterarchical distribution pattern of 

sites was different from the hierarchical structure of the Henan Region. 

Although it seems that during the Erlitou Period all sites in the Henei Region were 

relatively small, some larger sites belonging to the Xiaqiyuan Culture may still exist - but they 

are likely to be located in the north of the Henei Region, namely in southwestern Hebei Province. 

It is said that some huge ceramic vessels were found in the sites in this area.56 The discovery of 

huge ceramic vessels, which may have been used in public feasting, drinking, or other 

ceremonial events, is a significant indicator for the existence of large settlements. The first 

example is Erlitou. At this metropolis, a huge basin pen 盆 (2003 V G14:16, diameter of the 

mouth: 63 cm, Figure 6.3) was found outside the eastern rammed-earth wall of its palatial zone 

(Zhongguo 2014:940-1). Another example is Xinzhai 新砦 (100 ha.) (Beijing Daxue Zhendan 

                                                        
56 In the summer of 2016, I visited the Handan 邯鄲 Museum in southwestern Hebei Province. One curator of the 
museum informed me that some large ceramic vessels had been found at the sites of the Xiaqiyuan Culture within 
and near the modern Handan City. 
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Gudai Wenming Yanjiu Zhongxin and Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiuyuan 2008:14). At 

this site, which was one of the largest sites in the Henan Region in the Longshan Period, some 

large jars (around 1 meter in height) were unearthed.57 If some large sites dated to the Erlitou 

Period were indeed located in southwestern Hebei, and this area and the Henei Region also 

shared the same cultural and even political identity, southwestern Hebei may have played the 

role of regional center. If this scenario can be confirmed by archaeological evidence in the future, 

the social structure of the Xiaqiyuan Culture should be interpreted as hierarchical during the 

Erlitou Period. For exploring this issue further, we still need more archaeological data. 

 

Typical Remains of the Henei Region 

Compared to the Henan Region and the Hedong Region, identifying the typical remains, 

especially the ceramics, of the Henei Region is difficult. Due to its particular location as 

crossroads mentioned above, diversity and complexity are the characteristics of the material 

remains of the Henei Region in the Erlitou Period. In addition to some local elements derived 

from regional Longshan traditions, various exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region, the 

Hedong Region, and Shandong Peninsula were also found in the Henei Region during the Erlitou 

Period. Some scholars have attempted to identify the typical remains of the Henei Region (e.g., 

Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 2012; Li Boqian 1980; Liu Xu 1990; Zhang Lidong 1996; Zhongguo 

2003; Zou Heng 1980). Based on these previous studies, this section will try to define more 

clearly the content of the typical remains of the Henei Region during the Erlitou Period. 

Furthermore, due to the different stylistic features, the typical remains of the Henei can 

be subdivided into two groups. On the one hand, the ceramics in the Zhanghuan Area reveal 

                                                        
57 In the spring of 2015, I saw at least two huge jars in the storehouse of the Xinzhai site in Xinmi 新密 City, 
Henan Province. 



 

  359 

relatively strong idiosyncrasies. On the other hand, the ceramics in the Qiwei Area shared 

relatively more similarities with those in the Henan Region. Therefore, the discussion of the 

typical remains of the Henei Region in the Erlitou Period below will also be divided into two 

parts. 

As discussed in previous chapters, the typical remains involve three categories: local 

tradition, local invention, and localization. In the Erlitou Period, the typical remains in the Henei 

Region, particularly in the Zhanghuan Area, cover all of these categories. The typical remains of 

the Zhanghuan Area will be analyzed first as follows. 

 

I. Typical Ceramics in the Zhanghuan Area 

Previous studies show that the main distribution area of the Zhanghe Phase includes 

modern northern Henan Province and southern Hebei Province (e.g., Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 

2012; Li Boqian 1980; Liu Xu 1990; Zhongguo 2003; Zou Heng 1980). Since northern Henan 

Province, namely the Zhanghuan Area, which is the main focus of this chapter was the southern 

part of the Zhanghe Phase, here I will first discuss the characteristics of the typical remains of the 

Zhanghe Phase. 

In the Zhanghe Phase, ceramic vessels were the most abundant remains during the Erlitou 

Period. Typological analysis shows that the ceramic assemblage of the Zhanghe Phase includes 

more than 20 sorts of vessels. Since some of them were, in fact, influenced by neighboring areas, 

no more than ten kinds of ceramic vessels can be viewed as typical remains of the Zhanghe 

Phase. Based on different functions, these typical remains contain three groups: first of all, 

cooking vessels, such as the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan 深腹罐 (Figure 6.4), the narrow-

waisted steamer xiyaoyan 細腰甗 (Figure 6.5), and the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili 薄

胎鬲 (Figure 6.6); second, serving vessels, such as the pedestal dish with a high rim foot 
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gaoquanzudou 高圈足豆 (Figure 6.9); third, storage vessels, such as the deep-bellied basin 

shenfupen 深腹盆 (Figure 6.7), the basin with a flat base pingdipen 平底盆 (Figure 6.8), and 

the small-mouthed jar xiaokouweng 小口甕 (Figure 6.10). Most of the typical ceramics of the 

Zhanghe Phase mentioned here are inherited from the local Longshan tradition, namely the 

Hougang 後崗 II Culture (e.g., Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015:221-2; Zhongguo 

2010:546-56). Therefore, these typical ceramics can be classified as the local tradition. The thin-

walled tripod cauldron baotaili is an exception that can be sorted as the local invention. The 

appearance of this ceramic vessel will be discussed further below. 

Typological analysis indicates that the typical ceramics of the Zhanghe Phase reveal at 

least three significant characteristics, and all of them inherited from the Hougang II Culture. First 

of all, the most popular stylistic feature of the ceramics of the Zhanghe Phase was the flat base 

seen in many vessels, such pingdiqi 平底器 comprise, e.g., the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan , 

the basin pen 盆, and various storage jars. Second, although some brown ceramics and few 

black and white ones were found, the majority of the vessel assemblage of the Zhanghe Phase 

were gray. Finally, in the Zhanghe Phase, the most popular surface patterning on ceramics was 

cord mark shengwen 繩紋, which was getting finer over time. (Hu Baohua and Wang Lixim 

2012:298; Zhongguo 2003:146). In fact, in the Hougang II Culture, the majority of ceramics 

were plain wares, often polished; some of them had various surface patterning, including cord 

marks, basket impressions lanwen 籃紋 and checkered pattern fanggewen 方格紋. However, in 

the late stage of the Hougang II Culture, thick cord marks became the most popular surface 

patterning of ceramics; some vessels featured basket impressions and checkered pattern; 

however, only few of them were plain wares. This developmental trend of surface patterning was 

inherited by the Zhanghe Phase (Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015:95-6; Zhongguo 
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2010:548-9). In addition to cord pattern, another unique motif decorated on the surface of 

ceramics in the Zhanghe Phase was wedge-shaped dots xiedianxingwen 楔點形紋 (Figure 

6.11), but it was not as popular as cord pattern (Zhongguo 2003:146). Apparently, the typical 

ceramics of the Zhanghe Phase mentioned above had a solid connection with those of the 

Hougang II Culture. 

Among these typical ceramics of the Zhanghe Phase, the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan and 

the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili need to be discussed further. The deep-bellied pot 

shenfuguan was one of the most representative cooking vessels in not only the Zhanghe Phase in 

the northern Henei Region but also the Erlitou Culture in the Henan Region during this period. It 

is worth noting that the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan from these two regions had different 

stylistic characteristics. Generally speaking, in the Erlitou Culture, the shape of the deep-bellied 

pot shenfuguan was wider with a globular base huandi 圜底 or a concave base 凹圜底 

aohuandi, and the cord marks on the surface of ceramics were getting thicker over time. 

However, in the Zhanghe Phase, the shape and the wall of this sort of vessel were getting thinner 

with a flat base, and its cord mark became finer. In the distribution area of the Zhanghe Phase, 

this kind of ceramic vessel is also named as the deep-bellied pot with olive-shaped body 

ganlanxing shengfuguan 橄欖形深腹罐 (Figure 6.4), which have been seen as one of the most 

representative ceramics of the Zhanghe Phase. 

The thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili was another representative ceramic vessel of the 

Zhanghe Phase. Before the Erlitou Period, few tripod cauldron li had appeared in the Hougang II 

Culture. These vessels had a high-necked and small mouth and sometimes with two handles 

(Figure 6.12) (e.g., Zhongguo Anyang 1990). The typological analysis shows that the high-

necked tripod cauldron gaolingli 高領鬲 originated from the west of Taihang Mountains (Song 

Jianzhong 2012:246; Zhang Weilian and Duan Hongzhen 2015:222). After entering the Erlitou 



 

  362 

Period, few high-necked tripod cauldron gaolingli appeared in the Baobei Phase (e.g., Hebei 

Sheng and Cangzhou Diqu Wenwu Guanlisuo 1992), the northernmost local variant of the 

Xiaqiyuan Culture. The characteristics of the tripod cauldron li found in the Baobei Phase 

include a high neck, a small mouth, but no handle was attached (Figure 6.13). According to the 

research of Zhang Weilian 張渭蓮, the high-necked tripod cauldron gaolingli discovered in the 

Baobei Phase was the result of the contemporary influence from central Shanxi 山西 Province 

(2012:288). Afterward, high-necked tripod cauldron gaolingli was spread southward into the 

distribution area of the Zhanghe Phase and then gradually localized. In the early stage of the 

Zhanghe Phase, the tripod cauldron li had become a part of local assemblage of the cooking 

vessel, but the most popular one was still the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan. Nevertheless, in the 

late stage of the Zhang Phase, the quantity and importance of the tripod cauldron li gradually 

equaled to the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan. More importantly, the thin-walled tripod cauldron 

baotaili with fine cord marks appeared and became the most representative vessel in the Zhanghe 

Phase (Zhongguo 2003:146). It is worth noting that since the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili 

was also the signature of the Erlitgang 二里崗 Culture, which is believed as the archaeological 

remains of the Early Shang Dynasty, the Xiaqiyuan Culture, particularly the Zhanghe Phase, is 

viewed as the ones of proto-Shang, the primary rival of the Xia Dynasty (e.g., Zhongguo 

2003:146). In sum, the tripod cauldron li of the Zhanghe Phase was the influence of central 

Shanxi. After that, this kind of vessel was localized and finally evolved into the thin-walled 

tripod cauldron baotaili, one of the most representative typical remain of the Zhanghe Phase. 

It is certain that the Zhanghuan Area during the Erlitou Period belonged to the Zhanghe 

Phase, but the data from this area is limited. As mentioned before, the Zhanghe Phase could be 

subdivided into four successive phases, but it seems that no data from the first phase have been 

found in the Zhanghuan Area. There are at least two possibilities to explain this situation. Either 
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it is true that no data of the first phase of the Zhanghe Phase existed in this area. If so, the 

contemporary remains of the first phase of the Zhanghe Phase, in face, belong to the Hougang II 

Culture. In other words, the Zhanghe Phase first emerged in southern Hebei Province and then 

spread southward to the Zhanghuan Area. Alternatively, the data of the first phase of the Zhanghe 

Phase did exist in the Zhanghuan Area but have not yet been found. No matter which of the two 

possibilities is correct, from the perspective of ceramic typology, it is certain that the 

archaeological remains of the Zhanghuan Area during the Erlitou Period inherited the local 

Longshan tradition of the Hougang II Culture. 

 

II. Typical Ceramics in the Qiwei Area 

Compared to the Zhanghuan Area, which was only a portion of the distribution area of 

the Zhanghe Phase in the Erlitou Period, the situation in the Qiwei Area is relatively simple: it 

was the distribution area of the Huiwei Phase. Again, ceramics were the most abundant remains. 

Archaeologists have identified more than 20 kinds of vessels in this area. Nevertheless, only 

some of them can be viewed as the typical remains of the Qiwei Area, namely the Huiwei Phase. 

Generally speaking, the category of the ceramics of the Huiwei Phase was similar to the one of 

the Zhanghe Phase discussed above. The typical ceramics of the Qiwei Area include three groups 

based on different possible functions: first of all, cooking vessels, such as the deep-bellied pot 

shenfuguan (Figure 6.14), the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan (Figure 6.15), and the tripod 

cauldron li (Figure 6.16); second, serving vessels, such as and the pedestal dish with a high rim 

foot gaoquanzudou (Figure 6.19); third, storage vessels, such as the narrow-necked basin 

shujingpen 束頸盆 (Figure 6.17), the basin with a flat base pingdipen (Figure 6.18), and the 

small-mouthed jar xiaokouweng (Figure 6.20) and the jar with a contracted mouth liankouweng 

斂口甕 (Figure 6.21). It is clear that most of the typical ceramics of the Huiwei Phase were 



 

  364 

similar to those of the Zhanghe Phase, except for the narrow-necked basin shujingpen and the jar 

with a contracted mouth liankouweng, which will be discussed further below. This is the main 

reason for classifying the Huiwei Phase as a local variant of the Xiaqiyuan Culture. 

However, the nuance of the stylistic features between the Huiwei Phase and the Zhanghe 

Phase is also evident. The typical ceramics of the Huiwei Phase have at least four significant 

characteristics. First of all, most of the vessels had a neck with a globular base huandi or a 

concave base aohuandi (Zhongguo 2003:161). In the Zhanghe Phase, some ceramics, such as the 

tripod cauldron li, also had a neck, but this feature in the Zhanghe Phase was less popular than in 

the Huiwei Phase. Besides, most of the ceramics of the Zhanghe Phase had a flat base that was 

distinctly different from ones of the Huiwei Phase. However, most of the ceramics of the Erlitou 

Culture in the Henan Region had a globular base huandi or a concave base aohuandi. Second, 

gray ceramics constitute the majority of the Huiwei Phase ceramics (Zhongguo 2003:161); in 

this they are similar to those of the Zhanghe Phase and also inherited from the Hougang II 

Culture. Third, cord marks were also the primary surface patterning seen on ceramics in the 

Huiwei Phase, but as the time went on, the cord marks are becoming thicker (Zhongguo 

2003:161). The developmental trend of the cord marks in the Huiwei Phase was similar to the 

one in the Erlitou Culture but contrary to the one in the Zhanghe Phase. Finally, in addition to 

cord marks, some ceramics decorated with at least one band of spiral motif yuanwowen 圓渦紋 

on their necks, shoulders, or bellies, as seen in the narrow-necked basin shujingpen (Figure 6.17) 

and the jar with a contracted mouth liankouweng (Figure 6.21) (Zhongguo 2003:161). In fact, in 

the Huiwei Phase, the spiral motif was not popular, but it was still a significant stylistic feature. 

In sum, compared to the Zhanghe Phase, the relationship between the Huiwei Phase and its local 

Longshan tradition, namely the Hougang II Culture, was less close. On the other hand, since the 

distribution area of the Huiwei Phase was closer to the Henan Region than that of the Zhanghe 
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Phase, the characteristics of the typical ceramics of the former seemed to share more similarities 

with the Erlitou Culture in the Henan Region. 

The narrow-necked basin shujingpen and the jar with a contracted mouth liankouweng 

are two representative ceramic types of the Huiwei Phase that we need to discuss further. 

Regarding the narrow-necked basin shujingpen (Figure 6.17), since this kind of vessel was 

seldom found in the neighboring regions, but most of them come from the southern Henei 

Region, it may have been invented in the Huiwei Phase during the Erlitou Period. As mentioned 

above, a vessel with a neck, such as the tripod cauldron li and the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan, 

was one of the stylistic features of the Huiwei Phase, it is highly possible that the local potters 

also applied this style to make ceramic basin. Also, on its shoulder or body, the narrow-necked 

basin shujingpen usually decorated with at least one band of spiral motif yuanwowen, which is 

also another significant local stylistic feature of the Huiwei Phase discussed before. 

The jar with a contracted mouth liankouweng was another typical ceramic vessel of the 

Huiwei Phase. In fact, this kind of vessel was found not only in the Huiwei Phase but also in the 

early stage of the Erlitou Culture, the Dongxiafeng Culture, and the Zhanghe Phase. However, 

the most crucial diagnostic feature to distinguish the jar with a contracted mouth liankouweng of 

the Huiwei Phase from the ones of other regions was the presence of one or more bands of spiral 

motif yuanwowen decorating its shoulder or body (Figure 6.21). This stylistic feature, as 

mentioned above, also decorated on the surface of the narrow-necked basin shujingpen of the 

Huiwei Phase. 

The discussions related to the typical ceramics of the northern and the southern parts of 

the Henei Region in the Erlitou Period indicate a close relationship between these two 

subdivisions. Thus, to classify the material remains of these two divisions as one archaeological 

cluster seems to be reasonable. However, on the other hand, the nuances related to the stylistic 
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features of these two divisions of the Henei Region are still evident. On the one hand, as a part of 

the Zhanghe Phase, the typical ceramics of the Zhanghuan Area had a stronger connection to its 

local Longshan tradition, namely the Hougang II Culture. On the other hand, the ceramics of the 

Qiwei Area which is the distribution area of the Huiwei Phase had more influences from the 

Henan Region. By clearly pointing out the characteristics of the typical ceramics of the Henei 

Region during the Erlitou Period, the next section will identify exotic artifacts in the Henei 

Region and then contextualize them within the local settings for understanding how the Henei 

Region interacted with its contemporary neighbors. 

 

Contextualizing Exotic Artifacts in the Henei Region 

After clearly defining the typical remains in the Henei Region in the Erlitou Period, this 

section will identify exotic artifacts found in this area, contextualize them within the local 

settings, and discuss the interregional interactions between the Henei Region and its neighbors. 

As we have seen above, due to the different characteristics of the typical remains in the northern 

and southern parts of the Henei Region, this section will also be divided into two parts for 

discussing exotic artifacts and their archaeological contexts in the Zhanghuan Area and the 

Qiwei Area respectively. Of course, interaction between these two divisions of the Henei Region 

during the Erlitou Period will also be analyzed in this section. 

 

I. Exotic Artifacts in the Zhanghuan Area 

In addition to the typical ceramics of the Zhanghe Phase, different kinds of exotic 

artifacts also appeared in the Zhanghuan Area in the Erlitou Period, which some scholars have 

discussed (e.g., Henan Sheng 2009:392-6; Zhang Weilian and Duna Hongzhen 2015: 238; 

Zhongguo 2003:147). Since in the Zhanghuan Area, Zhangdeng is the only site whose data have 
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been officially published as an excavation report (Henan Sheng 2009), the discussions related to 

exotic artifacts in this part will mainly focus on this site. Some exotic artifacts found in other 

sites of the Zhanghuan Area will also be covered as follows. 

 

1. Zhangdeng 

Among the sites in the Zhanghuan Area in the Erlitou Period, Zhangdeng was a tiny 

settlement, and its total size was merely around 0.6 hectares (Table 6.22) (Henan Sheng 2009:9). 

Due to the construction of a highway, only the southern part of Zhangdeng had been excavated. 

In the excavation area, in addition to 88 ash pits, the excavators only found one subterranean 

dwelling F1 with some ceramic sherds and broken stone tool in the southwestern part of the site, 

one grave M5 with an occupant and a ceramic tripod cauldron li in south of F1, and a ditch G1 in 

center of the site (Henan Sheng 2009:15-30). Since most of the archaeological features found at 

Zhangdeng were ash pits, and exotic artifacts were mixed in with the typical ceramics, it is 

difficult to analyze how this site interacted with contemporary neighbors through the approach of 

contextualizing. However, we still can discuss exotic artifacts found at Zhangdeng through the 

approach of typological analysis. 

The typological analysis shows that at least four sorts of cultural elements, including 

exotic artifacts related to central Shanxi, the Henan Region, and the Shandong Peninsula, and the 

artifacts related to the southern Henei Region, i.e., the Huiwei Phase, were found at Zhangdeng. 

Incidentally, the excavation report of Zhangdeng, in fact, does not clearly define it relative 

chronology. Since ceramics, such as the high-necked tripod cauldron gaolingli which manifested 

a stylistic feature of the early stage, were only seldom found at Zhangdeng, the main occupation 

of this site may be dated to the late stage of the Zhanghe Phase, which was contemporary with 

the late stage of the Erlitou Period. 
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A. Exotic Artifacts Related to Central Shanxi 

During the Erlitou Period, the most influential exotic artifacts found at Zhangdeng may 

be related to central Shanxi. In the Longshan Period, the tripod cauldron li from central Shanxi 

had been spread into the eastern plains of the Taihang Mountains, including the Henei Region, 

and then localized as one of the main components of the cooking vessel assemblage in this area. 

In the Erlitou Period, some new exotic artifacts from central Shanxi, such as the egg-shaped jar 

danxingweng 蛋形甕 (Figure 6.23), the high-necked tripod gaolingjia 高領斝 (Figure 6.24), 

and the tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth liankoujia 斂口斝 (Figure 6.25), also appeared 

in the eastern plains of the Taihang Mountains, including Zhangdeng. Among these three ceramic 

typies, the egg-shaped jar danxingweng was the most crucial one, which was ubiquitous in the 

distribution area of the Zhanghe Phase and even the whole Xiaqiyuan Culture in the Erlitou 

Period. By contrast, few specimens of the tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth liankoujia 

were found. For example, only two vessels of this kind were unearthed at Zhangdeng (Henan 

Sheng 2009:152, 154, 341). The discussions below will focus on the egg-shaped jar 

danxingweng and the high-necked tripod gaolingjia. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, in the Longshan Period, the egg-shaped jar danxingweng may 

originate from the Ordos Plateau in the central Inner Mongolia, possibly from the Zhukaigou 朱

開溝 Culture (Neimenggu Zizhiqu and Eerduosi Bowuguan 2000). After spread southward into 

central Shanxi, the egg-shaped jar danxingweng was then introduced into not only to areas 

further south, i.e., the Dongxiafeng Culture in the Hedong Region, but also east, i.e., the 

Xiaqiyuan Culture in the eastern plains of the Taihang Mountains. Some scholars point out that a 

number of the egg-shaped jar danxingweng had appeared in the Zhanghuan Area no later than 

Zhanghe Phase II (e.g., Hu Baohua and Wang Lixin 2012:311; Zhang Weilian and Duan 
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Hongzhen 2015:113). In fact, the stylistic features of the egg-shaped jar danxingweng found in 

the Henei Region are different of these from central Shanxi. In central Shanxi, most of them have 

three or four feet, or a rim foot in the bottom (Chang Huaiying 2014:486). However, in the Henei 

Region, besides the egg-shaped jar danxingweng with a rim foot, many vessels of this sort had a 

flat base (Figure 6.23), which is a typical characteristic of the Zhanghe Phase mentioned above. 

Thus, after the egg-shaped jar danxingweng was introduced into the Zhanghuan Area in the 

Erlitou Period, it underwent a localized process. More importantly, this kind of vessel became 

one of the most popular storage vessels in the Zhanghuan Area. At Zhangdeng, among the 88 ash 

pits dated to the Erlitou Period, the egg-shaped jar danxingweng occurred in at least 40 (Henan 

Sheng 2009). Moreover, among all kinds of exotic artifacts discovered at Zhangdeng, this vessel 

was the most popular. The situation that it was widely used in the northern Henei Region was 

similar to the one in the Hedong Region. Finally, although it is still difficult to know if all vessels 

of this kind found at Zhangdeng were locally made, or some of them were imported from central 

Shanxi, it seems that these two regions had a close relationship in the Erlitou Period. 

The high-necked tripod gaolingjia was another exotic ceramic vessel found at 

Zhangdeng, which may originate from central Shanxi. The style of the high-necked tripod 

gaolingjia is similar to the one of the tripod wine-serving vessel gui 鬹 (Figure 6.26) which was 

one of the most popular ritual vessels in the Henan Region in the early stage of the Erlitou Period 

(see Chapter 4), but the former has no pouring channel. Chang Huaiying 常懷穎 argues that 

this kind of vessel was a typical ceramic of the Yincun 尹村 Phase in central Shanxi 

(2014:499). In fact, in addition to central Shanxi and the northern Henei Region such as 

Zhangdeng, the high-necked tripod gaolingjia were also found in the Henan Region and 
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Shandong Peninsula, but the quantity was rare.58 Regarding the origin of the high-necked tripod 

gaolingjia, scholars have different opinion. For example, Fang Hui 方輝 argues that the high-

necked tripod gaolingjia may originate from the Yueshi Culture in the Shandong Peninsula 

(1998:68). Based on following lines of evidence, it is reasonable to assume that the high-necked 

tripod gaolingjia may originate from central Shanxi rather than from the Shandong Peninsula. 

First of all, the high-necked tripod gaolingjia found in central Shanxi was earlier than the ones 

found in other regions (Chang Huaiying 2014:472-5, 484). Second, as larger number of 

specimens have been found in central Shanxi than in the Shandong Peninsula (Chang Huaiying 

2014:472-5). Third, at Youyao 游邀, a site of the Yincun Phase, the situation that this kind of 

vessel and the tripod wine-serving gui were found together (Figure 6.27) (Jilin Daxue Bianjiang 

Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2004:90-2) shows that the former probably evolved from the latter. 

At Zhangdeng, the excavators have uncovered at least five high-necked tripods 

gaolingjia. Most of them were made of black wares. Some of them decorated with a band of 

wedge-shaped dots xiedianxingwen (Figure 6.24), a typical stylistic feature of the Zhanghe 

Phase, strongly indicating that they were locally made. Besides, all were found in ash pits, and 

two of them were located in the south of the subterranean dwelling F1, probably implying that 

the inhabitants had used these two high-necked tripods gaolingjia. In the Henan Region, 

particularly at Erlitou, although only a small number of this kind of ceramic vessel were found, it 

is important to notice that at least two high-necked tripods gaolingjia made of bronze were 

discovered from elite graves (Figure 6.28) (Zhonguo Erlitou 1986:319; 1991:1138-9). This 

situation indicates that although the high-necked tripod gaolingjia was not a typical for the 

Erlitou ceramic assemblage, its elites still valued its significance, probably for its ritual or 

                                                        
58 For example, in the Henan Region, at least one ceramic high-necked tripod gaolingjia was found at Erlitou 
(Zhongguo 1999:210). In the Shandong Peninsula, at least two were unearthed at Yinjiacheng and Chengziya 
individually (Fu Ssu-nien et al. 1934:65, Pl. XIX.8; Shandong Daxue Lishixi Kaogu Zhuanye Jiaoyanshi 1990:212). 
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feasting function, and made the bronze version of this kind of unusual vessel in the Henan 

Region. From this perspective, at Erlitou the high-necked tripod gaolingjia with exotic style was 

also probably used as a kind of wine-serving vessel, just like the jue 爵, gui, and he 盉, and 

buried within the graves of elites. In comparison, in central Shanxi and even at Zhangdeng in the 

northern Henei Region, the high-necked tripod gaolingjia may be used in daily life, probably 

also for feasting purpose, but its political meaning was not as strong as at Erlitou and seemed not 

to be related to the funeral custom. In sum, as a kind of particular vessel, the high-necked tripod 

gaolingjia found at Zhangdeng may originate from central Shanxi and then was imitated and 

made by local potters in the Zhanghuan Area during the Erlitou Period. Since this kind of vessel 

was not for daily consumption, it was not as popular as the egg-shaped jar danxingweng in both 

the original setting, i.e., central Shanxi, and the new one, i.e., the Zhanghuan Area. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henan Region 

Some exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region were also found at Zhangdeng. 

However, compared to exotic artifacts related to central Shanxi, the influence from the Henan 

Region was minor. A relatively large number of the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding 

(Figure 6.29) related to the Henan Region was found at Zhangdeng. The others include the open-

mouthed jar dakouzun 大口尊 (Figure 6.30), the wine-serving vessel jue (Figure 6.31) and gui, 

and the tripod basin sanzupan 三足盤. However, only few of these ceramics were unearthed at 

Zhangdeng during this period. 

The basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding (Figure 6.29) found at Zhangdeng and 

even in other sites related to the Xiaqiyuan Culture was spread from the Henan Region and then 

localized as one primary component of the cooking vessel in the eastern plains of the Taihang 

Mountains. In fact, in the local Longshan tradition, i.e., the Hougang II Culture, some tripod 
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cauldrons ding had appeared, but most of them were pot-shaped (Henan Sheng 2009:393). In the 

early stage of the Erlitou Period in the Henei Region, in addition to the pot-shaped cauldron 

guanxingding 罐形鼎, the basin-shaped cauldron penxingding also appeared (Hu Baohua and 

Wang Lixin 2012:309-11). The former can be seen as the result of local tradition, but the latter 

may be spread from the Henan Region. This situation was the same as the one in the 

contemporary Hedong Region that has been discussed in Chapter 5. During the late stage of the 

Erlitou Period, the basin-shaped cauldron penxingding gradually became more popular in the 

Henei Region. Moreover, its evolutionary process vessel was also clear: from the deep-bellied to 

the shallow-bellied. On the other hand, in the contemporary Henan Region, only seldom the 

basin-shaped cauldron penxingding were found, but most of them were pot-shaped. The different 

evolutionary processes demonstrate that the basin-shaped cauldron penxingding had successfully 

localized in the Henei Region. At Zhangdeng, among the 88 ash pits dated to the Erlitou Period, 

this kind of vessel was found from at least 12 (Henan Sheng 2009). The basin-shaped cauldron 

penxingding was not only uncovered in the Zhanghuan Area but also in the Qiwei Area which 

will be discussed below. From the case of the basin-shaped cauldron penxingding, in addition to 

the egg-shaped jar danxingweng discussed above, the Henei Region also shared another 

similarity with the Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period. 

Other kinds of exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region were rare at Zhangdeng. First 

of all, no more than ten open-mouthed jars dakouzun were discovered. However, compared to the 

style of the open-mouthed jar dakouzun in the Henan Region, this kind of vessel found at 

Zhangdeng (Figure 6.30) should be of local manufacture. Second, probably five wine-serving 

vessels jue were discovered at Zhangdeng, and at least two of them may be the special version, 

namely the one with a tubular pouring channel guanliujue 管流爵 (Figure 6.32). In fact, in 

addition to two broken pieces of the wine-serving vessel jue, only some small fragments, 
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including two feet and one tubular pouring channel, were collected from Zhangdeng: one from 

the subterranean dwelling F1, and the other four from ash pits (Henan Sheng 2009:69, 277, 297, 

334, 369). Moreover, the limited data also reveal that they may be locally made since most of 

them were black, which was different of the ones in the Henan Region in which the majority 

were gray wares and white ceramics. The archaeological contexts indicate that the wine-serving 

vessel jue may be used in daily life, probably for feasting purpose, which is similar to the 

situation of the high-necked tripod gaolingjia discussed above. Probably the concepts of making 

and using the wine-serving vessel jue were introduced from the Qiwei Area, rather than from the 

Henan Region directly. Finally, one yellow-brown fragment which may belong to the wine-

serving vessel gui was found in ditch G2, and one black tripod basin sanzupan in an ash pit 

(Henan Sheng 2009:90, 133). Probably both of them were also locally made instead of imported 

from the Henan Region. 

Briefly stated, during the Erlitou Period, the influence from the Erlitou Culture in the 

Zhanghuan Area was not very profound. Although a relatively large number of the basin-shaped 

tripod cauldron penxingding were unearthed at Zhangdeng, they can be seen as the result of 

localization rather than of the direct influence from the Henan Region. 

 

C. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Shandong Peninsula 

At Zhangdeng, exotic artifacts related to the Shandong Peninsula were seldom found. 

One explicit example was a brown, plain tripod cauldron ding with three conical feet (Figure 

6.35) (Henan Sheng 2009:218-20). Similar tripod cauldrons ding were also uncovered in the 

Yueshi Culture, particularly one of its local variants, the Yinjiacheng 尹家城 Phase (Figure 

6.36) (Shandong Daxue Lishixi Kaogu Zhuanye Jiaoyanshi 1990:207-9; Zhongguo 2003:452). 

Since the tripod cauldron ding with three conical feet found at Zhangdeng was highly similar to 
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the one of the Yueshi Culture, probably it was directly imported from the Shandong Peninsula 

rather than a local replica. 

 

D. Artifacts Related to the Qiwei Area 

At Zhangdeng, some typical ceramics of the Huiwei Phase from the Qiwei Area were 

also uncovered. Due to a relatively higher similarity between the Huiwei Phase and the Zhanghe 

Phase, it is not easy to distinguish those exported ceramics of the Huiwei Phase from the local 

products within this site except the jar with a contracted mouth liankouweng (Figure 6.33) and 

the narrow-necked basin shujingpen (Figure 6.34). At least 12 jars with a contracted mouth 

liankouweng and two narrow-necked basins shujingpen decorated with spiral motif were found at 

Zhangdeng. Of course, these ceramics with the Huiwei style may be either local replicas or 

imported from the Qiwei Area. 

 

2. Other Sites in the Zhanghuan Area 

In addition to Zhangdeng, some exotic artifacts also appeared in the sites of the 

Zhanghuan Area during the Erlitou Period. First of all, some exotic artifacts may be related to the 

Henan Region. For example, one ceramic wine-serving vessel jue was found at Xijiangcun 西蔣

村 (Zhongguo Anyang and Anyang Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2011), one tripod basin 

sanzupan at Dahannangang 大寒南崗 (Zhongguo Anyang 1990), one pinch-mouthed pot 

niekouguan 捏口罐 and two steamers zeng 甑 at Xiaotun Xidi 小屯西地 (Liu Yiman 

1999).59 Second, some exotic artifacts may be related to the Hedong Region. For example, one 

                                                        
59 In fact, in the Longshan Period, the steamer zeng was also found in the eastern plains of the Taihang Mountains. 
However, in the Eriltou Period, this kind of vessel was seldom uncovered in this area but still widely used in the 
Erlitou Culture. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that these two pieces of the steamer zeng found at Xiaotun Xidi 
may be the influence of the Henan Region. 
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tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth liankoujia and six egg-shaped jars danxingweng were 

unearthed at Xijiangcun (Zhongguo Anyang and Anyang Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2011). 

Finally, one bronze knife was discovered at Xiaomintun 孝民屯 (Zhongguo 1987:125). Due to 

no evidence showing that bronze industry had existed in the distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan 

Culture during the Erlitou Period, it is highly possible that the bronze knife was not locally made 

but imported from other regions. The Henan Region or the Hedong Region may be the candidate. 

In sum, after the introduction of exotic artifacts, particularly ceramics, into the 

Zhanghuan Area during the Erlitou Period, most of them, including vessels for both daily 

consumption and probably ritual purpose, may undergo a localized process. The analysis of 

archeological context also shows that, on the one hand, regarding the ritual vessels such as the 

wine-serving vessels jue and gui collected at Zhangdeng and Xijiangcun, they were all found 

from ash pits or strata rather than graves. Apparently, their archaeological contexts in the 

Zhanghuan Area were different of the ones in the Henan Region, particularly at Erlitou, in which 

most of these ritual ceramics were buried in graves. On the other hand, exotic artifacts found at 

Zhangdeng seem to be buried together with the typical ones, suggesting locals may actively 

select and use the former in their daily practices. Furthermore, the appearance of exotic artifacts 

may indicate that the lifestyle related to the central Shanxi and the Shandong Peninsula, such as 

cooking custom and foodstuff, and probably the elaborate culture related to the Henan Region 

were introduced into the Zhanghuan Area during the Erlitou Period. It may also imply that some 

non-locals probably moved into Zhangdeng. The analysis above also indicates that during the 

Erlitou Period, the Zhanghuan Area in the north and the Qiwei Area in the south interacted with 

each other. Finally, exotic artifacts related to central Shanxi had a more significant influence on 

the Zhanghuan Area than those related to the Henan Region. 
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II. Exotic Artifacts in the Qiwei Area 

In the Qiwei Area, namely the southern Henei Region, some exotic artifacts were 

discovered during the Erlitou Period (e.g., Zhang Lidong 1996:231-44; Zhonggou 2003:162). 

Since the excavation data of the Mengzhuang settlement (Henan Sheng 2003) and the Liuzhuang 

cemetery (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 2012) have been published, the discussions related to exotic 

artifacts and their archaeological contexts in the Qiwei Area below will mainly focus on these 

two sites. Furthermore, this part will also discuss exotic artifacts uncovered in other relevant sites 

in the Qiwei Area. 

 

1. Mengzhuang 

In the Central Yellow River Region, several settlements dated to the Erlitou Period and 

surrounded by rammed-earth walls have been found. Most of them, including Wangjinglou 望京

樓, Dashigu 大師姑, Xishicun 西史村, Tangtong 唐垌, and Dongzhao 東趙, were located in 

the Henan Region as discussed in Chapter 4, but Mengzhuang (Figure 6.37) was the only 

settlement located in the Henei Region. This distribution pattern implies that importance of 

Mengzhuang in the Henei Region during the Erlitou Period. In fact, the earliest rammed-earthed 

walls of Mengzhuang were established in the Late Longshan Period with a moat enclosure. 

According to the excavation report, the restored lengths of the eastern, northern, and western 

walls are around 375 meters, 340 meters, and 330 meters respectively, but the one of the 

southern wall is unclear. Based on the restored lengths of the walls, the excavators speculate that 

the total area of the site inside the wall enclosure is around 12.7 hectares. Besides, the width of 

the foundation of the walls is around 13-14 meters. The excavators also suggest that the rammed-

earthed walls of Mengzhuang in the Late Longshan Period were destroyed by a flood. After the 

flood, Mengzhuang was abandoned around for one hundred years, and then its rammed-earthed 
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walls were rebuilt in Erlitou Phase II and finally abandoned again in Erlitou Phase IV (Henan 

Sheng 2003:87, 383-4). Compared to other contemporary sites also surrounded by rammed-

earthed walls in the Henan Region, such as Wangjinglou (168 ha.) and Dashigu (51 ha.), 

Mengzhuang was quite small. Nevertheless, the reconstruction of the rammed-earthed walls of 

Mengzhuang in the Erlitou Period, in fact, implies a tense situation, such as military conflict, 

took place in the southern Henei Region. 

In addition to the rammed-earth walls, the excavators also found other features, including 

72 ash pits, 23 graves, six houses, three ditches, one well, and one “sacrificial feature,” dated to 

the Erlitou Period at Mengzhuang. Most of them were found in the southwestern part (Area VIII) 

and the northeastern part (Area XX) of this site. For example, in the southwestern part, 37 ash 

pits, 16 graves, and two houses were discovered. Moreover, among 23 graves, 22 of them 

concentrate in the southwestern part (Area VIII) and the western part (Area XIII) of 

Mengzhuang. The archaeological context shows that these graves were situated near houses. 

According to the excavation report, the excavators suggest that this fortified settlement 

was established by the immigrants from central and southern Shanxi since the stylistic features of 

ceramics found at Mengzhuang shared plenty of similarities with the ones to the west of the 

Taihang Mountains (Henan Sheng 2003:384). However, the archaeological evidence implies that 

the majority of the inhabitants of this site may be locals of the southern Henei Region. First of 

all, after comparing the ceramics of Mengzhuang dated to the Erlitou Period with the ones dated 

to the Late Longshan Period, the former has a close relationship to the latter. Some of the 

examples include the pot-shaped tripod cauldron guanxingding, the steamer yan 甗 and zeng 

(Figure 6.40), the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan, the small pot xiaoguan 小罐, the basin with a 

flat base pingdipen, the pedestal dish with a high rim foot gaoquanzudou, and the grooved basin 

kecaopen 刻槽盆. The prototypes of all these ceramics which were found at Mengzhuang and 
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dated to the Erlitou Period can be traced back at the same site in the Late Longshan Period. Thus, 

it is clear that the local Longshan tradition profoundly influenced the development of the 

material culture, particularly the ceramics, of Mengzhuang in the Erlitou Period. 

Second, the graves discovered at Mengzhuang also imply that probably the majority of 

the occupants may be locals. Among 23 graves dated to the Erlitou Period, the excavators found 

burial goods from 14 of them. All of these burial goods are ceramics. It is worth noting that the 

tripod cauldron li was found in half of these graves with burial goods. In fact, the custom to bury 

the tripod cauldron li in graves is prevalent in the Liuzhuang cemetery which will be discussed 

below, but it was rarely found in the Henan Region as well as central and southern Shanxi during 

the Erlitou Period. Furthermore, the burial ceramic assemblage found at Mengzhuang, generally 

speaking, is also highly similar to the one at Liuzhuang. Therefore, the archaeological evidence 

reveals that the majority of the population at Mengzhuang may be locals. 

In addition to typical remains of the Qiwei Area, some exotic artifacts related to the 

Henan Region and central Shanxi were also uncovered at Mengzhuang. Since most of exotic 

ceramics were found with typical remains together, the following discussions will mainly focus 

on the analysis of their stylistic features. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henan Region 

Diverse exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region were unearthed from Mengzhuang. 

The most popular Henan-related ceramic vessel at Mengzhuang is the round-bellied pot 

yuanfuguan and its variants (Figure 6.38), including the pot with flower-shaped edge 

huabianguan 花邊罐 and the pot with two tongue-shaped handles attached on the rim 

shuangpanguan 雙鋬罐. As discussed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, the round-bellied pot 

yuanfuguan and its variants, in fact, were spread from West China, probably the Ganqing 甘青 
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Region, and then localized as a major component of local ceramic assemblage in the Henan 

Region. Since the Henan Region is much closer to the Henei Region than the Ganqing Region, 

the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan and its variants found at Mengzhuang were probably 

introduced from the former. In addition, other Henan-related ceramics found at Mengzhuang 

contain the deep-bellied basin with two cockscomb-shaped handles jiguanpan shenfupen 雞冠

鋬深腹盆 (Figure 6.39), the open-mouthed jar dakouzun (Figure 6.40), the storage jar lei 罍 

(Figure 6.41), the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding (Figure 6.42), the pot with an 

angular shoulder shejianguan 折肩罐 (Figure 6.43), and the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan (at 

least 1) (Figure 6.44). Obviously, only a part of the typical ceramic assemblage of the Henan 

Region was discovered at Mengzhuang. Finally, the archaeological contexts of these Henan-

related ceramics show that most of them were collected from ash pits and strata in the 

southwestern part (Area VIII) and the northeastern part (Area XX) of Mengzhuang with the 

typical ceramics of the Qiwei Area. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to Central Shanxi 

In addition to the exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region, some related to central 

Shanxi, such as the egg-shaped jar danxingweng (Figure 6.45), the high-necked tripod cauldron 

gaolingli, and the high-necked tripod gaolingjia (Figure 6.46), were unearthed at Mengzhuang. 

The spreading processes and the stylistic features of these three exotic ceramics have been 

discussed above. Regarding their archaeological contexts, all of them were distributed in the 

western part of Mengzhuang, particularly in its southwestern part (Area VIII). It is worth noting 

that the high-necked tripod gaolingjia is probably the only vessel, which may be used for ritual 

purpose, found in one grave at Mengzhuang. This vessel was unearthed from the grave M8 in the 

western part of the site (Area XIII) with other three ceramics, including one narrow-necked basin 
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shujingpen, one basin with a flat base pingdipen, and one pot with an angular shoulder 

zhejianguan, which are related to the Henan Region. Since its stylistic features, such as a black 

ware with a polished surface, is similar to the ones found at Zhangdeng in the Zhanghuan Area, 

this high-necked tripod gaolingjia should be locally made, instead of imported from the west of 

Taihang Mountains. Probably the occupant of M8 had a certain relationship with central Shanxi. 

In sum, the reconstruction of the fortified settlement Mengzhuang in the Qiwei Area 

during the Erlitou Period may reflect a tense situation in the southern Henei Region. However, 

since some exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region and central Shanxi were still found at 

Mengzhuang, this situation may imply that even under such a tension situation, some exotic 

artifacts and even non-locals were still able to be spread or move into this fortified settlement. In 

other words, the tense situation, probably associated with military conflict, may not restrict the 

interactions between locals at Mengzhuang and non-locals from the Henan Region and central 

Shanxi. 

 

2. Liuzhuang 

Within the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions, Liuzhuang is the only large-scale and 

well-organized cemetery dated to the Erlitou Period. According to the research related to the 

funeral custom of the Erlitou Culture, although archaeologists have discovered more than 500 

graves in different sites of the Erlitou Culture (among them, more than 400 at Erlitou), but most 

of the graves are scattered in various locations of the sites and close to dwellings, rather than 

buried in a well-organized cemetery (Li Zhipeng 2008).60 Clearly, in addition to the content of 

                                                        
60 The statistic result from the research of Li Zhipeng 李志鵬 (2008), in fact, includes the graves found in not only 
the distribution area of the Erlitou Culture but also the ones of its different local variants, such as the “Dongxiafeng 
Phase.” Although this dissertation suggests that the remains of the Hedong Region in the Erlitou Period should be 
independent of the Erlitou Culture, namely the Dongxiafeng Culture, this point of view does not change the 
argument about the burial custom of the Erlitou Culture. That is, the graves of the Erlitou Culture were used to 
buried near dwellings instead of in a organized cemetery. 
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typical remains, burial custom is another significant indicator to imply that the society of the 

Henei Region was different from the one of the Henan Region in the Erlitou Period.  

As a large-scale cemetery, the excavators discovered 338 graves dated to the Erlitou 

Period, but the question that where these occupants were from is still unclear. According to the 

excavation report, there are at least three possible settlements whose inhabitants may be buried at 

Liuzhuang, including Liuzhuangdongnandi 劉莊東南地 around 400 meters southeast from the 

cemetery, Dalaidian 大賚店 around 1,700 meters southeast, and Beihetou 北河頭 around 500 

meters west-southwest (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 2012:371). Since most of the burial goods 

found from these graves are typical ceramics of the Henei Region, most of the occupants should 

be locals, who may live in one of those three settlements when they were alive. 

The basic situation about the Liuzhuang cemetery will be summarized as follows. First of 

all, based on the distribution map of the graves, the excavators divided the Liuzhuang cemetery 

into three subdivisions: the East Division with 70 graves, the West I Division with 87 graves, and 

the West II Division with 181 graves (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 2012:10-1) (Figure 6.47). Since 

all of these graves were well-organized, and merely few of them are overlapped by others, it is 

highly possible that there should be a certain sort of indicator, such as a tree, situated on each 

grave. Second, according to the typological analysis, the remains found at the cemetery contains 

three successive stages, which correspond to Erlitou Phases II to IV respectively (Henan Sheng 

Wenwu Ju 2012:379-80). However, since merely few of the remains, such as the high-necked 

tripod cauldron gaolingli, are dated to the first phase of the Liuzhuang cemetery, most of the 

graves may belong to Erlitou Phases III and IV. Third, among the 338 graves, the excavators 

unearthed burial goods from 212 graves. Although some valuable items, such as jade and 

turquoise beads, were found from several graves, most of the occupants should have lower social 

status. 
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In addition to plenty of typical remains, some exotic artifacts related to the Henan 

Region, the Hedong Region, and central Shanxi as burial goods were also found from the 

Liuzhuang cemetery. The stylistic features and archaeological contexts of exotic artifacts at 

Liuzhuang will be analyzed as follows. 

 

A. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Henan Region 

Various exotic artifacts related to the Erlitou Culture, such as ceramics, turquoise, and 

even jade, were discovered at the Liuzhuang cemetery. According to their different functions and 

meanings, these exotic artifacts can be sorted into four categories, including daily-use ceramics, 

ritual ceramics, ornaments, and a material symbol of socio-political status. 

First of all, at least four kinds of daily-use ceramics were found at Liuzhuang. The round-

bellied pot yuanfuguan and its variants, including the pot with flower-shaped edge huabianguan 

and the pot with two tongue-shaped handles attached on the rim shuangpanguan, are the most 

popular exotic ceramics related to the Henan Region. As discussed above, although the round-

bellied pot yuanfuguan and its variants originated from West China, it should be introduced from 

the Henan Region rather than from the Ganqing Region directly. In addition, the basin-shaped 

tripod cauldron penxingding is another relatively popular vessel related to the Henan Region. As 

mentioned above, the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding found in the Henei Region was 

first introduced from the Henan Region and then localized as a component of local cooking 

assemblage in the Henei Region. The stylistic characteristics of the basin-shaped tripod cauldron 

penxingding unearthed from Liuzhuang shows that all of them may be made locally. Finally, 

other Erlitou-related ceramics, such as the deep-bellied basin with two cockscomb-shaped 

handles jiguanpan shenfupen and the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan, were also uncovered at 

Liuzhuang, but they are quite rare. 
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It is significant to notice that the archaeological context reveals that most of these daily-

use ceramics related to the Henan Region were distributed in the East Division and the West I 

Division. For example, at least 18 round-bellied pots yuanfuguan and its variants were found in 

the East Division and the West I Division, but only two of them in the West II Division. 

Moreover, among nine basin-shaped tripod cauldrons penxingding, only three of them were 

found in the West II Division. Besides, the deep-bellied basin with two cockscomb-shaped 

handles jiguanpan shenfupen and the pinch-mouthed pot niekouguan were all discovered in the 

East Division. These daily-use ceramics related to the Henan Region may indicate that during the 

Erlitou Period, probably some people who had originally lived in the Henan Region may move to 

the Henei Region and then finally had been buried at Liuzhuang. Thus, it seems that locals may 

have been buried within all divisions at Liuzhuang, whereas non-locals were mostly buried 

within the East Division and the West I Division, i.e., the eastern part of the cemetery. This 

situation can also be observed below when analyzing exotic artifacts related to the Hedong 

Region and central Shanxi. 

Second, five ceramic ritual ceramics, including three gui (Figure 6.48) and two jue 

(Figure 6.49), related to the Henan Region were discovered at Liuzhuang. Regarding the jue, in 

addition to one regular piece, a special version, namely the jue with a tubular pouring channel 

guanliujue, was also unearthed at Liuzhuang. As discussed in Chapter 4, the wine-serving vessels 

gui and jue were the most representative ceramics at Erlitou and even the whole Henan Region. 

In the Henan Region, most of these vessels are gray wares and white ceramics. However, the 

ones found at Liuzhuang are all brown wares; their stylistic features also indicate that they were 

not imported from the Henan Region but made by local potters. 

In comparison with the archaeological contexts of the daily-use ceramics which were 

mostly found in the East Division and the West I Division, the ones of the ritual ceramics were 
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mainly collected in the West I Division and the West II Division. Five wine-serving vessels were 

found from three graves. First of all, two of them were uncovered in the West I Division. In a 

grave M159 with a second ledge and a wooden coffin, the excavators found six ceramic vessels, 

including one gui, one jue with a tubular pouring channel (Figure 6.50) (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 

2012:186-9). In fact, among the 338 graves at the Liuzhuang cemetery, only two contained six 

ceramic vessels, but others contained no more than five. Besides, wooden coffins were merely 

uncovered from 16 graves, and second ledges also from 16 graves (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 

2012:374-5, 385-98). Both of a wooden coffin and a second ledge may be indicators to 

symbolize the social or economic status of the occupants. In other words, the occupant of M159 

may have the highest status in the local community. Second, the other three were found in the 

West II Division. In a grave M262, the excavators discovered three ceramic vessels, including 

one gui and one regular jue (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 2012:290-2); in a grave M147, the 

excavators also found three ceramic vessels, including one gui (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 

2012:173-4). Compared to the occupant of M159, the ones of M262 and M147 seem to have 

occupied middle-ranking status within the local community. 

If the daily-use ceramics found from graves may imply the homeland identity, the ritual 

ceramics may reveal either the connection of homeland identity or the pursuit of elaborate 

culture, such as funeral ritual or religious ceremony. From this perspective, it is difficult to 

identify whether the occupants of these three graves with the Henan-related wine-serving vessels 

were locals or non-locals since those wine-serving vessels were all replicas made by local potters 

and buried with other local daily-use ceramics. In spite of this, since these Henan-related wine-

serving vessels were found from grave contexts, it is possible that the occupants or their family 

members may know how these wine-serving vessels were used in the funeral ceremony that was 

popular in the Henan Region. More importantly, it is also confident that the funeral custom of 
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burying the wine-serving vessel gui and jue in graves was not popular at Liuzhuang. 

Third, turquoise and jade beads as ornaments were also discovered at Liuzhuang. As 

discussed in Chapter 4, if Erlitou was the only site in which a turquoise workshop and probably a 

jade workshop existed in the Central Yellow River Region during the Erlitou Period, the 

turquoise and jade beads unearthed at Liuzhuang may have been imported from Erlitou. 

Although jade and turquoise were seen as valuable items at Erlitou, not all of the 

occupants who were buried with these ornaments at Liuzhuang had relatively higher social and 

economic status in the local community than those without jade and turquoise. At this cemetery, 

these ornaments were found from four graves. However, in addition to turquoise and jade beads, 

no more than one ceramic vessel was buried in each of them. For example, in a grave M28 in the 

East Division, only one turquoise object was found; in a grave M109 in the West II Division, in 

addition to two turquoise beads, merely one ceramic tripod cauldron li was buried; in a grave 

M178 also in the West II Division, a necklace consisting of four turquoise beads and one ceramic 

tripod cauldron li were discovered (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 2012:40-1, 134-5, 206-7). A grave 

M208 with a second ledge and probably a wooden coffin was the only exception. In this grave, a 

necklace consisting of 14 turquoise and jade beads (Figure 6.51) was found with one ceramic 

tripod cauldron li (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 2012:235-7). It is difficult to know how the 

occupants obtained these valuable ornaments: probably their owners were the immigrants from 

the Henan Region, probably they got these beads through trade. Nevertheless, it is highly 

possible that these turquoise and jade beads may be introduced from the Henan Region, even 

from Erlitou directly. 

Finally, a stone ax (Figure 6.52) was uncovered from a grave M35 in the East Division of 

the Liuzhuang cemetery. In addition to this stone ax, only one ceramic round-bellied pot 

yuanfuguan was buried in M35. At Erlitou, one similar jade ax (Figure 6.53) was found from a 
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grave 81 V M6 (Zhongguo Erlitou 1984:37-8). Unfortunately, this grave was severely damaged. 

In 81 V M6, besides one jade ax, the excavators only collected three ceramics vessels. Since the 

81 V M6 was located in the elite residential zone in the northeast of the palatial zone at Erlitou 

with other graves which were also buried with many prestige goods (see Chapter 4), its occupant 

may have a relatively high socio-political status in the Erlitou society. The research of Hao 

Yanfeng 郝炎峰 suggests that the jade “weapons” including axes found at Erlitou may be a 

kind of scepter or ritual item (2008:317). In other words, the jade ax found from 81 V M6 may 

be a sort of material symbol to reveal the socio-political status of its owner at Erlitou. In contrast 

to the occupant of 81 V M6 who may be a member of elites in the Erlitou society, the one of 

M35 at Liuzhuang seems to have a relatively lower socio-economic status because of few burial 

goods. Furthermore, there is no other clue to show the occupant of M35 was a military leader. 

Therefore, the question of why the occupant of M35 owned the stone ax remains unclear. Since 

the stone ax and the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan found from M35 had a strong connection with 

the Henan Region, its occupant may have a certain of relationship with this area. 

 

B. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Hedong Region 

Exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region were also popular at Liuzhuang. At least 13 

one-handled pots dan’erguan 單耳罐 (Figure 6.54), which was one of the most typical remains 

of the Hedong Region as discussed in Chapter 5, were discovered in this cemetery. Three of them 

were unearthed in the East Division, and the other ten in the West I Division. Just like the 

distribution pattern of daily-use ceramic vessels related to the Henan Region discussed above, all 

of the one-handled pot dan’erguan found at Liuzhuang also concentrate in the eastern part of the 

cemetery. 
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C. Exotic Artifacts Related to Central Shanxi 

In addition to exotic artifacts related to the Henan and Hedong Regions, some related to 

central Shanxi, including eight high-necked tripod cauldrons gaolingli (Figure 6.55) and one 

tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth liankoujia (Figure 6.56), were discovered at Liuzhuang. 

The spreading processes and stylistic features of these two exotic ceramics related to central 

Shanxi have been discussed above. The archaeological contexts of these ceramics at Liuzhuang 

are of interest: most of them were found in the East Division and the West I Division; probably 

only one high-necked tripod cauldron gaolingli was unearthed in the West II Division. The 

distribution pattern of exotic artifacts related to central Shanxi, again, is the same as those related 

to the Henan and Hedong Regions discussed above. 

 

D. Exotic Artifacts Related to the Shandong Peninsula 

Few exotic artifacts which may be related to the Shandong Peninsula were discovered at 

Liuzhuang. For example, one pedestal dish dou with the Yueshi style (Figure 6.57) was found in 

a grave M87, located in the West I Division of the Liuzhuang cemetery (Henan Sheng Wenwu Ju 

2012:108). Compared to the other neighboring regions discussed above, at Liuzhuang the 

influence from the eastern coast of ancient China was pretty weak during the Erlitou Period. 

Briefly speaking, as a large-scale and well-organized cemetery managed by locals of the 

Qiwei Area, many exotic artifacts related to different neighboring regions, including the Henan 

Region, the Hedong Region, central Shanxi, and even the Shandong Peninsula, were buried in 

graves during the Erlitou Period. It is worth noting that according to the analysis of the 

archaeological contexts, it seems that local remains were widely distributed throughout the 

cemetery; however, exotic artifacts highly concentrated within a specific area within the 

cemetery, namely the eastern part. Besides, it seems that all of the ceramics discovered at 
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Liuzhuang, including local vessels and exotic artifacts, may be made locally according to the 

analysis of their stylistic features.  

Nevertheless, how do we to explain this distribution pattern? Here I will propose at least 

three possible scenarios to interpret this distribution patterns. First of all, the appearance of 

exotic artifacts at Liuzhuang may indicate that the lifestyle, such as cooking custom and even 

foodstuffs, related to various neighboring regions were accepted by locals of the Qiwei Area 

during the Erlitou Period. In fact, those what we consider as “exotic artifacts,” in fact, had 

became parts of local ceramic vessel assemblage of the Qiwei Area. Thus, from the perspective 

of locals, these “exotic artifacts,” actually, belonged to a part of local martial culture. Thus, after 

some locals passed away, these “exotic artifacts,” which were viewed as local artifacts, were 

buried with the dead. Second, the appearance of exotic artifacts at Liuzhuang may imply that 

some non-locals who had originally lived in various neighboring regions did move into the 

Qiwei Area and finally were buried in a specific portion of this cemetery, i.e., the eastern part at 

Liuzhuang, during the Erlitou Period. Since the graves of locals were widely distributed all 

around the cemetery, it seems to imply that there was no clear boundary to separate locals and 

non-locals. Thus, locals and non-locals may have a steady and peaceful relationship here. 

Furthermore, in such as large-scale and well-organized cemetery with multiple origins, the 

occupants and their family members may attempt to emphasize their homeland identities through 

burying specific artifacts related to their origins, even though most of these exotic ceramics were 

locally made rather than imported from their homelands. On the other hand, local ceramics of the 

Qiwei Area were also buried in the graves for non-locals, probably symbolizing their intentions 

to integrate into the local community. The third possible scenario, in fact, is a mixture of the 

other two which have been proposed above. Although we still need more archaeological data to 

test these possible scenarios in the future, the movement of artifacts and people was an universal 
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phenomenon in ancient China, including the Central Yellow River Region, during the Erlitou 

Period. 

 

3. Other Sites in the Qiwei Area 

In addition to Mengzhuang and Liuzhuang, many exotic artifacts were found in other 

sites of the Qiwei Area. The most popular exotic artifacts are the ceramics related to the Henan 

Region. These exotic ceramics include the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan, the basin-shaped tripod 

cauldron penxingding, the steamer zeng, the open-mouthed jar dakouzun, the pinch-mouthed pot 

niekouguan, the deep-bellied basin with two cockscomb-shaped handles jiguanpan shenfupen, 

and the wine-serving vessel jue. These Henan-related ceramics were unearthed at least in 

Fucheng 府城 (Yang Guijin and Zhang Lidong 1994; Yuan Guangkuo and Qin Xiaoli 2000; 

Yuan Guangkuo et al. 2000), Ligu 李固 (Beijing Daxiu Kaogu Zhuanye Shang Zhou Zu et al. 

1982; Liu Xu 1990), Lidazhao 李大召 (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Xueyuan Kaogu Xi et al. 

2006), Luwangfen 潞王墳 (Henan Sheng Wenhua Ju Wenwu Gongzuodui 1960), and Liulige 

琉璃閣 (Zhongguo 1956). In a general sense, during the Erlitou Period, exotic ceramics related 

the Henan Region found in the Qiwei Area were much more popular than in the Zhanghuan 

Area. 

Some exotic ceramics related to central Shanxi were also discovered in the Qiwei Area. 

The most popular vessel is the egg-shaped jar danxingweng which had been localized as one of 

the primary components of local assemblage in the Henei Region during the Erlitou Period. For 

example, the excavators uncovered more than 20 egg-shaped jars danxingweng in Fucheng 

(Yang Guijin and Zhang Lidong 1994; Yuan Guangkuo and Qin Xiaoli 2000; Yuan Guangkuo et 

al. 2000). This kind of storage jar was also discovered in Ligu (Beijing Daxiu Kaogu Zhuanye 

Shang Zhou Zu et al. 1982; Liu Xu 1990), Lidazhao (Zhengzhou Daxue Lishi Xueyuan Kaogu 
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Xi et al. 2006), Dalaidian (Beijing Daxue Kaogu Xuexi and Puyang Shi Wenwu Baoguansuo 

1995), and Suncun 孫村 (Zhang Guoshuo and Liu Dinghui 2012). Besides, one high-necked 

tripod gaolingjia was found in an ash pit from Fucheng (Yuan Guangkuo and Qin Xiaoli 2000; 

Yuan Guangkuo et al. 2000). This vessel is a black ware that is similar to the ones found at 

Zhangdeng discussed above. Thus, the high-necked tripod gaolingjia uncovered at Fucheng may 

be locally made. 

Finally, some ceramics related to the Zhanghe Phase were also unearthed in the Qiwei 

Area. The clearest example is the deep-bellied pot with olive-shaped body ganlanxing 

shengfuguan. At least two instances of this sort of vessel were found at Dalaidian (Beijing Daxue 

Kaogu Xuexi and Puyang Shi Wenwu Baoguansuo 1995). In fact, more ceramics related to the 

Zhanghe Phase should be discovered in various sites of the Qiwei Area. Since the ceramics of the 

Zhanghe Phase and the Huiwei Phase share many similarities, sometimes it is not easy to 

distinguish them from each other. 

 

Conclusion 

The archaeological evidence of the Henei Region in the Erlitou Period shows that the 

typical remains of this area, including the Zhanghe Phase in the Zhanghuan Area and the Huiwei 

Phase in the Qiwei Area, have distinct characteristics from contemporary neighboring regions. 

More significantly, the majority of the typical remains of the Henei Region in the Erlitou Period 

derived from its local Longshan tradition, the Hougang II Culture. 

In addition, some exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region, the Hedong Region, 

central Shanxi, and the Shandong Peninsula also appeared in the Henei Region during the Erlitou 

Period. However, the frequency of various exotic artifacts in the northern and southern parts of 

the Henei Region was different. In the northern Henei Region, namely the Zhanghuan Area, the 
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influence from central Shanxi was much greater than those from the Henan Region. On the 

contrary, in the southern Henei Region, namely the Qiwei Area, more exotic artifacts related the 

Henan Region appeared than those related to central Shanxi. It is worth noting that although 

various exotic artifacts were discovered, after introducing into the Henei Region during the 

Erlitou Period, most of them were localized, even including some elaborate ceramics, such as the 

wine serving vessels jue, and gui, probably as well as the high-necked tripod gaolingjia. 

Although various exotic artifacts did appear in the Henei Region during the Erlitou 

Period, since the archaeological contexts from a pan-regional perspective and within individual 

sites are unclear, it is difficult to discuss the interregional interaction between the Henei Region 

and its contemporary neighbors through the approach of contextualization except the Liuzhuang 

cemetery. As shown above, three possible scenarios related to the distribution pattern of local 

remains and exotic artifacts in this cemetery have been proposed. 

In comparison with the archaeological contexts of exotic artifacts at Liuzhuang, those at 

Mengzhuang and Zhangdeng are not so clear. Generally speaking, exotic artifacts were found 

together with the typical ones at both sites. This situation may indicate that exotic artifacts were 

used and discarded with local remains after introduced into Mengzhuang and Zhangdeng, or 

some non-locals may live together with locals at these two sites. This situation not only took 

place in a small village such as Zhangdeng but also in a fortified settlement such as 

Mengzhuang. The construction of rammed-earth walls at Mengzhuang implies a tense situation 

in the southern Henei Region during the Erlitou Period. However, the tension situation still did 

not restrict the spread of exotic artifacts and even the movement of non-locals from its 

neighboring regions. 

In sum, the archaeological evidence of the Henei Region during the Erlitou Period reveals 

a great potential to reexamine the interregional interaction between this area and contemporary 



 

  392 

neighboring regions through the approach of contextualization. Hopefully, more data related to 

the archaeological contexts of sites, such as the diachronic development of town planning, in the 

Henei Region can be published in the future.
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Figure 6.1 Geomorphology of the Henei Region 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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Figure 6.2 Distribution pattern of sites in the Henei Region, the Erlitou Period 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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                                                   Figure 6.4 Deep-bellied pot with olive-shaped body 
                                                          ganlanxing shengfuguan (H7:43) 
                                                            (H: 24.9 cm; Diam: 16.7 cm) 
                                                         (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 112, fig. 60.1) 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                           Figure 6.5 Narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan (H32:47) 
                                                             (H 51.9 cm; Diam: 30.0 cm) 
                                                         (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 209, fig. 112.6) 
                                                                  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.3 A huge basin pen from Erlitou (2003 V G14:16)           Figure 6.6 Thin-walled tripod cauldron          

(2003 V G14:16)                                     baotaili (H1:12) 
             (H: 19.0 cm; Diam: 63.0 cm)                          (H: 18.6 cm; Diam: 16.7 cm) 
       (Zhongguo 2014, p.941, fig. 6-4-2-76-2C.                  (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 94, fig. 50.1) 
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  Figure 6.7 Deep-bellied basin shenfupen (H32:49)        Figure 6.8 Basin with a flat base pingdipen (H18:134) 
          (H: 16.0 cm; Diam: 26.4 cm)                           (H: 9.4 cm; Diam: 25.8 cm) 

(Henen Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2009,            (Henen Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 2009, 
            p. 216, Fig. 115.22)                                   p. 159, Fig. 86.2)     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Figure 6.9 Pedestal dish with a high rim foot        Figure 6.10 Small-mouthed jar xiaokouweng (H19:1) 
              gaoquanzudou (H93:1)                          (H: 31.7 cm; Diam: 16.0 cm) 
           (H: 6.0 cm; Diam: 18.6 cm)                      (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 176, fig. 93.1) 
      (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 369, fig. 200.2) 
                       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.11 Examples of wedge-shaped dots xiedianxingwen 
(Henen Sheng 2009, p. 42, fig. 24) 

 



 

  397 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      Figure 6.12 Tripod cauldron li (J1②:38),                    Figure 6.13 Tripod cauldron li (H115:10), 
        Dahannangang, Hougang II Culture                           Labazhuang, Baobei Phase 
           (H: 42.0 cm; Diam: 21.5 cm)                           (H: ca. 24.0 cm; Diam: 17.8 cm) 
     (Zhongguo Anyang 1990:1, p. 50, fig. 6.11)                       (Hebei Shang and Cangzhou                           

1992: Zengkan, p. 189, fig. 19.1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 6.14 Deep-bellied pot shenfuguan (T302⑩:144)         Figure 6.15 Lower part of the narrow-waisted 
             (H: 30.0; Diam: ca. 21.5 cm)                      steamer xiyaoyan (XX T29 H44:23) 
     (Beijing Daue Kaogu Xi Shang Zhou Zu 1996,                        (H: ca. 21.2 cm) 

p. 105, fig. 24.14)                         (Henan Sheng 2003, p. 212, fig. 151.16) 
                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          Figure 6.16 Tripod cauldron li (M44:1)        Figure 6.17 Narrow-necked basin shujingpen (M78:2) 
             (H: 14.8 cm; Diam: 12 cm)                         (H: 13.8 cm; Diam: 30.4 cm) 
       (Henan Sheng Weuwuju. 2012, p. 51, fig. 50.2)       (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 95.5, fig. 98.5) 
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Figure 6.18 Basin with a flat base pingdipen (M78:3)          Figure 6.19 Pedestal dish with a high rim foot 
         (H: 9.0 cm; Diam: 28.8 cm)                              gaoquanzudou (M99:2) 
   (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 95, fig. 98.4)                   (H:17.4 cm; Diam: 21.4 cm) 
                                                    (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 122, fig. 128.3) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.20 Small-mouthed jar                 Figure 6.21. Jar with a contracted mouth 
             xiaokouweng (T302⑨:149)                         liankouweng (T302⑪:219) 
             (H: 31.0 cm; Diam: 18.3 cm)                        (H: 36.7 cm; Diam: 21.0 cm) 

(Beijing Daue Kaogu Xi Shang Zhou Zu 1996          (Beijing Daue Kaogu Xi Shang Zhou Zu 1996, 
                 , p.123, fig. 39.1)                                  p. 128, fig. 41.4) 
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Figure 6.22 Site map and excavation areas of Zhangdeng 
(redrawn from Henan Sheng 2009, p. 10, fig. 2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                      Figure 6.23 Egg-shaped jar danxingweng (H33:2) 
                                      (H: 60.4 cm; Diam: 24.4 cm) 
                                      (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 224, Fig. 118.1) 
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Figure 6.24 High-necked tripod gaolingjia (H18:141) 
(H: ca. 12.3 cm) 

(Henen Sheng 2009, p. 170, fig. 91.20; color photo 22:4) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                       Figure 6.26 Wine-serving vessel gui (V M22:8) 
                                                              (H: 28.3 cm; Diam: 12 cm) 
                                                           (Zhongguo 1999, p. 134, fig. 80.1) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.25 Tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth liankoujia (H18:145) 
                   (H: 48.8 cm; Diam: 30.4 cm) 
               (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 153, fig. 83.10) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.27 Left: gaolingjia (H584:4); Right: gui (H584:2)        Figure 6.28 Bronze gaolingjia from Erlitou  
          (Lift: H: 23.2 cm; Diam: 13.6 cm.                 (87 V M1:2) (H: 26.8cm; Diam: 14.5-14.8 cm) 
          Right: H: 29.5 cm; Diam: 19.2 cm)                     (Zhongguo Erlitou 1991, photo 8.2) 
(Jilin Daxue Bianjiang Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2004, 
           p. 90, fig. 79.3; p. 91, fig. 80.7) 
 



 

  401 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.29 Basin-shaped tripod cauldron                   Figure 6.30 Open-mouthed jar 
penxingfing (H86:151)                             dakouzun (H32:65) 

            (H: 14.0 cm; Diam: 16.2 cm)                       (H: 29.3 cm; Diam: 29.6 cm) 
(Henen Sheng 2009, p. 351, fig. 191.2)                (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 219, fig. 116.14) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     Figure 6.31 Wine-serving vessel jue (H93:2)          Figure 6.32 Jue with a tubular pouring channel 
                (H: 4.6 cm)                                   guanliujue (H64:209) 
(Henen Sheng 2009, p. 369, fig. 200.3; color photo 16.3)                  (H: 7.6 cm) 
                                              (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 282, fig. 154.17; color Photo 22.7) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        Figure 6.33 Jar with a contracted mouth             Figure 6.34 Narrow-necked basin 
                liankouweng (H72:4)                           shujingpen (H32:32) 
              (H:26.2 cm; Diam: 19 cm)                      (H: 16.2 cm; Diam: 36.0 cm) 

(Henen Sheng 2009, p. 303, fig. 167.3)             (Henen Sheng 2009, p. 216, fig. 115.21) 
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    Figure 6.35 Tripod cauldron ding (H32:39)             Figure 6.36 Tripod cauldron ding (H454:4) 
         (H: 13.0 cm; Diam: 12.2 cm)                          (H: 9.8 cm; Diam: 9.5 cm) 

(Henen Sheng 2009, p. 221, fig. 117.18)        (Shandong Daxue Lishixi Kaogu Zhuanye Jiaoyanshi 1990, 
                                                             p. 208, fig. 140.10) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.37 Site map and excavation areas of Mengzhuang 
(redrawn from Henan Sheng 2003, p. 4, fig. 3) 
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Figure 6.38 Lift: Round-bellied pot yuanfuguan (VIII T175 H456:1);  
Right: Pot with two tongue-shaped handles attached on the rim shuangpanguan (VIII T86⑪:1) 

(Left: G: 15.4 cm; Diam: 14.8; Right: Diam:13 cm) 
(Henan Sheng 2003, p. 214, fig. 12, fig. 1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.39 Deep-bellied basin with two       Figure 6.40 Open-mouthed jar dakouzun (XX T31 J2:1) 
     cockscomb-shaped handles jiguanpan shenfupe                 (H: 32.8 cm; Diam: 35.6 cm) 
      (XX T3 H69:2) (H: 20.8 cm; Diam: 38.4 cm)              (Henan Sheng 2003, p. 233, fig. 167.5) 
        (Henan Sheng 2003, p. 227, Fig. 163.8)                                                     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        Figure 6.41 Storage jar lei (XX T31 H69:4)            Figure 6.42 Basin-shaped tripod cauldron 
              (H: ca. 25.6; Diam: 37.2 cm)                      penxingding (VIII T174 M45:1) 
         (Henan Sheng 2003, p. 235, Fig. 168.6)                     (H: 16.4 cm; Diam:15.6) 
                                                        (Henan Sheng 2003, p. 208, Fig. 148.2) 
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Figure 6.43 Pot with an angular shoulder                Figure 6.44 Pinch-mouthed pot 
            shejianguan (XIII T149 M8:3)                    neikouguan (XX T31 J2:3) 
             (H: 18 cml; Diam: 13.2 cm)                        (H: 19.5; Diam: 12.3) 
        (Henan Sheng 2003, p. 225, fig. 161.6)              (Henan Sheng 2003, p. 230, fig. 164.8) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
               Figure 6.45 Egg-shaped jar                     Figure 6.46 High-necked tripod 
             danxingweng (VIII 94 H199:80)                    gaolingjia (XIII T149 M8:1) 
               (H: 35.2 cm; Diam: 24 cm)                      (H: 24.5 cm; Diam: 17.2 cm) 

(Henan Sheng 2003, p. 222, fig. 158.3)              (Henan Sheng 2003, p. 224, fig. 160.1) 
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Figure 6.47 Site map and excavation areas of Liuzhuang 
(redrawn from Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, fig. 5) 
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Figure 6.48 Wine-serving vessel gui (M159:5) 
(H: 28.9 cm; Diam: 15.2) (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 188, fig. 201.4; color photo 81.2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.49 Wine-serving vessel jue (M262:2) 
(H: 15.2 cm) (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 291, fig. 322.1; Color Photo: 99.2) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.50 Jue with a tubular pouring channel (M159:6) 
(H: 14.9 cm) (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 188, fig. 201.3; color photo 81.1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                      Figure 6.51 Turquoise and jade beads necklace (M208:2) 
                                      (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, color photo 108.2) 
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    Figure 6.52 Stone ax from Liuzhuang (M35:1)           Figure 6.53 Jade ax from Erlitou (81 V M6:1) 
           (L: 17.4-19.5 cm; W: 13.8 cm)                         (L: ca. 23cm; W: 21 cm) 
   (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, color photo 107.1)           (Zhongguo Erlitou 1984:1, p. 38, fig. 5.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.54 One-handled pot danerguan (M11:1)           Figure 6.55 Hight-necked tripod cauldron 
              (H: 13.2; Diam: 10.2)                                gaolingli (M94:1) 
   (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 17, fig. 12.6)                  (H: 22.0 cm; Diam:14.2 cm) 
                                                  (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 114, fig. 120.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.56 Tripod cauldron with a contracted mouth            Figure 6.57 Pedestal dish dou (M87:1) 
             liankoujia (M227:1)                             (H: 21.6 cm; Diam: 19.8 cm) 
           (H:16.2 cm; Diam: 11.4)                   (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 108, fig. 113.14) 
  (Henan Sheng Wenwuju 2012, p. 248, fig. 273.1) 
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Table 6.1: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Zhanghuan Area61 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Anyang Botai AY-BT 安陽伯台 Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan, 
Western Zhou 

0.2 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

2.  Anyang Dabalizhuang AY-DBLZ 安陽大八里

莊 
Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang 

2.5 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

3.  Anyang Dongchonggu AY-DCG 安陽東崇固 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

4.  Anyang Dadinglong  AY-DDL 安陽大定龍 Xiaqiyuan 2 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
pp. 93, 97. 

3  

5.  Anyang 
Dahannanguan 

AY-DHNG 安陽大寒南

崗 
Hougang Phase 
II, Xiaqiyuan, 
Western Zhou  

25 
(Longshan 

Period) 

Kaogu Xuebao 
1990:1, p. 43. 

2 The estimated size of the site 
should belong to the Hougang 
Phase II Culture. According 
to preliminary report, only 
one ash pit dated to the 
Erlitou Period was found. 

6.  Anyang Dongkaixin AY-DKX 安陽東開信 Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan, 
Western Zhou 

? Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

7.  Anyang Dongmashui AY-DMS 安陽東麻水 Xiaqiyuan 1.2; ? Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
pp. 94, 97; Kaogu 
1998:10, p. 17. 

4  

8.  Anyang Dashizhuang AY-DSZ 安陽大市莊 Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan 

1 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

9.  Anyang 
Dazhengjilaomogang 

AY-DZJLMG 安陽大正集

老磨岡 
Yangshao, 
Xiaqiyuan 

3 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

10.  Anyang Dazhengjixi AY-DZJX 安陽大正集

西 
Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang 

4 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

11.  Anyang 
Guocunxinantai 

AY-GCXNT 安陽郭村西

南台 
Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang, Western 
Zhou, Eastern 
Zhou 

2.25; ? Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97; Kaogu 
1998:10, p. 17. 

4  

12.  Anyang Gaojingtaizi  AY-GJTZ 安陽高井台

子 
Xiaqiyuan ? Zaoqi Xia Wenhua 

Yu Xian Shang 
Wenhua Yanjiu 
Lunwenji, p. 325. 

4  

13.  Anyang 
Huayuanzhuang 

AY-HYZ 安陽花園莊 Xiaqiyuan ? Zaoqi Xia Wenhua 
Yu Xian Shang 
Wenhua Yanjiu 
Lunwenji, p. 325. 

4  

14.  Anyang Jijiatun AY-JJT 安陽姬家屯 Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang, Western 
Zhou, Eastern 
Zhou 

? Kaogu 1998:10, p. 
17. 

4  

15.  Anyang Jiangtai AY-JT 安陽蔣台 Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang 

9 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

16.  Anyang Jinxiaotun AY-JXT 安陽晉小屯 Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang 

7 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 108. 

4  

17.  Anyang 
Meiyuanzhuang 

AY-MYZ 安陽梅園莊 Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang, Eastern 
Zhou 

? Yinxu Fajue 
Baogao 1958-
1961, pp. 107-8. 

1 Only one house and five ash 
pits were found. 

18.  Anyahg Neicun AY-NC 安陽涅村 Xiaqiyuan 2 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

19.  Anyang Qiukou AY-QK 安陽秋口 Xiaqiyuan ? Xia Shang Zhou 
Kaoguxue 
Lunwenji, p. 118. 

4  

20.  Anyang Shanglou AY-SL 安陽上樓 Xiaqiyuan ? Zaoqi Xia Wenhua 
Yu Xian Shang 
Wenhua Yanjiu 
Lunwenji, p. 325. 

4  

                                                        
61 Data Level: 1. Official excavation report; 2. preliminary excavation report; 3. survey report or brief description; 4. only 
name of site. 
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21.  Anyang Shanglounan AY-SLN 安陽上樓南 Xiaqiyuan ? Zaoqi Xia Wenhua 
Yu Xian Shang 
Wenhua Yanjiu 
Lunwenji, p. 325. 

4  

22.  Anyang Shuangquan AY-SQ 安陽雙全 Xiaqiyuan ? Zaoqi Xia Wenhua 
Yu Xian Shang 
Wenhua Yanjiu 
Lunwenji, p. 325. 

4  

23.  Anyang Xiaodinglong AY-XDL 安陽小定龍 Xiaqiyuan 0.8 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

24.  Anyang Xigaoping AY-XGP 安陽西高平 Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang, Western 
Zhou, Eastern 
Zhou 

3.9 Huaxia Kaogu 
2006:4, p. 4. 

2  

25.  Anyang Xiguanyuan AY-XGY 安陽西官園 Xiaqiyuan 5; ? Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97; Kaogu 
1998:10, p. 17. 

4  

26.  Anyang Xijiangcun AY-XJC 安陽西蔣村 Xiaqiyuan 3 Kaogu 2011:11, 
p.49. 

2 Only 15 ash pits were found. 

27.  Anyang Ximashui AY-XMS 安陽西麻水 Xiaqiyuan ? Zaoqi Xia Wenhua 
Yu Xian Shang 
Wenhua Yanjiu 
Lunwenji, p. 325. 

4  

28.  Anyang Xiaomintun AY-XMT 安陽孝民屯 Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang 

? Yinxu Fajue 
Baogao 1958-
1961, pp. 64-65. 

1 Only two ash pits were found. 

29.  Anyang 
Xiaosikongcun  

AY-XSKC 安陽小司空

村 
Xiaqiyuan ? Kaogu 1998:10, p. 

17. 
4  

30.  Anyang Xiaotunnandi AY-XTND 安陽小屯南

地 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang 

? Kaoguxue Jikan 9, 
pp. 49-50. 

2  

31.  Anyang Xiaotunxidi AY-XTXD 安陽小屯西

地 
Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang 

? Sandai Wenming 
Yanjuo (Yi), pp. 
148-161. 

2 Only three ash pits were 
found. 

32.  Anyang Xizhengsi AY-XZS 安陽西正寺 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaogu 1998:10, p. 
17. 

4  

33.  Anyang Yanghegu AY-YHG 安陽楊河固 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
p. 97. 

4  

34.  Anyang Yuanxiaotun AY-YXT 安陽袁小屯 Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan 

?; ? Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
pp. 93-94, 97; 
Kaogu 1998:10, p. 
17. 

4  

35.  Anyang Yuyangcun AY-YYC 安陽漁陽村 Xiaqiyuan ? Anyang 
Zhangdeng, p. 
391. 

4  

36.  Anyang Zhangdeng AY-ZD 安陽鄣鄧 Xiaqiyuan, 
Warring State 

0.6 Anyang 
Zhangdeng, p. 9. 

1  

37.  Anyang Zhaizi AY-ZZ 安陽寨子 Xiaqiyuan, 
Eastern Zhou 

0.5 Kaoguxue Jikan 3, 
pp. 93, 97. 

3  

38.  Linzhou 
Shaokangzhuang 

LZ-SKZ 林州邵康莊 Xiaqiyuan ? Zaoqi Xia Wenhua 
Yu Xian Shang 
Wenhua Yanjiu 
Lunwenji, p. 325. 

4  
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Table 6.2: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Qiwei Area 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Boai Jincheng BA-JC 博愛金城 Xiaqiyuan ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

2.  Hebi Liuzhuang HB-LZ 鶴壁劉莊 Xiaqiyuan 0.7(?) Hebi Liuzhuang, 
Figure 5. 

1 This site is a cemetery. The 
size of Liuzhuang cemetery is 
speculated from the 
excavation map. 

3.  Hebi 
Liuzhuangdongnandi 

HB-LZDND 鶴壁劉莊東

南地 
Xiaqiyuan ? Hebi Liuzhuang, 

371. 
3  

4.  Huixian Liulige HX-LLG 輝縣琉璃閣 Xiaqiyuan, 
Erligang 

? Huixian Fajue 
Baogao. 

1  

5.  Huixian Mengzhuang HX-MZ 輝縣孟莊 Peiligang, 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan, 
Erligang, Late 
Shang, Western 
Zhou, Spring 
and Autumn, 
Warring State 

12.7 Huixian 
Mengzhuang, p. 
87. 

1  

6.  Huixian Suncun HX-SC 輝縣孫村 Xiaqiyuan, Late 
Shang, Warring 
State 

51(?) Zaoqi Xia Wenhua 
Yu Xian Shang 
Wenhua Yanjiu 
Lunwenji, p. 347. 

4 Only 11 ash pits and one 
grave dated to the Erlitou 
Period were found in this site. 

7.  Jiaozuo Dianhou JZ-DH 焦作店後 Xiaqiyuan ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

8.  Jiaozuo Erlishan JZ-ELS 焦作二里山 Xiaqiyuan ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

9.  Jiaozuo Fucheng  JZ-FC 焦作府城 Xiaqiyuan, 
Erligang, 
Baijiazhuang 

9.3 Huaxia Kaogu 
1994:1, p. 1; 
2000:2, p. 16; 
Kaogu Xuebao 
2000:4, p. 501. 

2 The estimated size of the site 
should belong to the Erligang 
Period. 

10.  Jiaozuo Xiaoshang JZ-XS 焦作小尚 Xiaqiyuan ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

11.  Jiaozuo 
Yuejigongyuan  

JZ-YJGY 焦作月季公

園 
Xiaqiyuan ? Zhongyuan 

Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

12.  Qixian Beihetou QX-BHT 淇縣北河頭 Xiaqiyuan ? Hebi Liuzhuang, p. 
371. 

3  

13.  Qixian Dalizhuang QX-DLZ 淇縣大李莊 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 227. 

4  

14.  Qixian Gaocun QX-GaoC 淇縣高村 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 227. 

4  

15.  Qixian Gucheng QX-GuC 淇縣古城 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 227. 

4  

16.  Qixian Nongkesuo QX-NKS 淇縣農科所 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 227. 

4  

17.  Qixian Qilibao QX-QLB 淇縣七里堡 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 227. 

4  

18.  Qixian Songyao QX-SY 淇縣宋窯 Wangwan Phase 
III, Xiaqiyuan, 
Late Shang, 
Western 

10 Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 89. 

1  

19.  Qixian Yangzhuang QX-YZ 淇縣楊莊 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 227. 

4  

20.  Qinyang Yizhuang QY-YZ 沁陽義莊 Xiaqiyuan ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  
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21.  Wuzhi Dihe WZ-DH 武陟邸郃 Xiaqiyuan ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

22.  Xiuwu Ligu XW-LG 修武李固 Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan, 
Lower Erligang, 
Warring State, 
Han 

9 Wenwu, 1982:7 p. 
4. 

3  

23.  Xiuwu Xunfeng XW-XF 修武郇封 Xiaqiyuan ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

24.  Xinxiang Lidazhao XinX-LDZ 新鄉李大召 Yangshao, 
Longshan, 
Xiaqiyuan, 
Erligang, Late 
Shang, Warring 
State, Han 

20 Xinxiang 
Lidazhao, p.  3. 

1 In the Erlitou Period, the size 
of the site was not so large. 

25.  Xinxiang Luwangfen XinX-LWF 新鄉潞王墳 Xiaqiyuan, 
Erligang 

3 Kaogu Xuebao 
1960:1, p.51. 

2  

26.  Xunxian Caodian XunX-CD 浚縣草店 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 227. 

4  

27.  Xunxian Dalaidian XunX-DLD 浚縣大賚店 Xiaqiyuan 12 Kaogu 1995:12, p. 
1074. 

2 During the Erlitou Period, the 
size of this site was not so 
large. 

28.  Xunxian Liangmatai XunX-LMT 浚縣亮馬台 Xiaqiyuan ? Kaoguxue Jikan 
10, p. 227. 

4  

29.  Xunxian 
Xiaoaizhuang 

XunX-XAZ 浚縣小艾莊 Xiaqiyuan ? Anyang 
Zhangdeng, p. 
391. 

4  
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Chapter 7: 
Contextualizing the Remains of the Contact Zone 
between the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions 

 

Introduction 

After defining the typical remains of the Henan 河南, Hedong 河東, and Henei 河內 

Regions and then contextualizing the exotic artifacts discovered in them respectively, this 

chapter will analyze the archaeological data in the contact zone of these three regions. What I 

called “contact zone” indicate the areas which played the roles as “bridges” to connect these 

three main regions in the Central Yellow River Region. The contact zone includes the Qinxi 沁

西 Area in the east, the Yuanqu 垣曲 Basin in the center, and the Southern Zhongtiao 中條 

Corridor in the west (Figure 7.1). Although the interregional interactions among the Henan, 

Hedong, and Henei Regions during the Erlitou 二里頭 Period have been analyzed from Chapter 

4 to Chpater 6, the discussions of their contact zone will provide more information that helps us 

to explore the interaction mechanism among them in detail. 

Compared to the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions, the archaeological data from the 

contact zone are relatively limited. In the contact zone, the Yuanqu Basin is the only division in 

which large-scale the archaeological fieldwork was carried out, including the excavation projects 

at Guchengnanguan 古城南關 (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et 

al. 2014; Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996) and the systematic regional survey in 

the river valleys of the Yuanqu Basin (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007). Fortunately, 

the excavation and survey results have been published, providing solid data for investigating the 

significant role of this contact zone between the Henan and Hedong Regions. Some excavation 

projects were also carried out in the other two divisions, particularly in the Qinxi Area, e.g., at 
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Beipinggao 北平皋, Zhaozhuang 趙莊, and Dongyangcun 東楊村 (Liu Xu 1990; Luoyang Shi 

Wenwu Gongzuodui 1983), but the data from these sites are mostly unpublished. Thus, the 

analysis of this chapter will mainly focus on the Yuanqu Basin. 

Before analyzing the data, it is necessary to point out that some previous researches have 

also tried to classify the data from these three divisions of the contact zone into different 

archaeological systems. For example, the Qinxi Area is classified as a part of the Erlitou Culture 

(Liu Xu 1990); the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor as a part of the Dongxiafeng Phase (Guojia 

Wenwuju 2006:7). However, the situation of the Yuanqu Basin in the center is more complicated: 

some scholars suggest that the Yuanqu Basin belongs to the Erlitou Culture (Zhongguo Guojia 

Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:399-400; Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996:278-83), 

but others have assigned it to the Dongxiafeng Phase (Wang Rui 1998; Zhongguo 2003:90). 

From the perspective of this dissertation, the complexity of the archaeological remains in the 

contact zone offers appropriate data to reevaluate how the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Region 

interacted with each other during the Erlitou Period. 

 

Geographic Setting 

The contact zone which this chapter explores were not an independent administrative area 

or areas in the Han 漢 Dynasty. According to “Dili Zhi" 地理志 (Treatise on Geography) in 

Han Shu 漢書 (History of the Former Han Dynasty) and its modern annotation (Zhou Zhenhe 

2006), the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor was the southern part of the Hedong Jun 郡, and the 

Qinxi Area the was southeastern part of the Henei Jun. However, from the aspect of terrain-based 

classification, they can be seen as three independent geographic units. 

First of all, the Qinxi Area is surrounded by the Qin River in its northeast, the Yellow 

River to its south, and the Zhongtiao Mountains to its north. This area is the contact zone 
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between the Henei Region in the east and the Henan Region in the south. As one of the 

tributaries of the Yellow River, the Qin River as the northern boundary of this area originates 

from central Shanxi 山西. Thus, although the Qinxi Area is not directly adjacent the Hedong 

Region, people who lived in the Qinxi Area and the Linfen 臨汾 Basin, which is the northern 

part of the Hedong Region, could still communicate with each other through the Qin River 

valley. 

Second, the Yuanqu Basin indicates the area consisting of several river valleys in the 

southeastern part of the Zhongtiao Mountains. These rivers include the Banjian 板澗 River, the 

Boqing 亳清 River, the Yun 沇 River, the Hanjia 韓家 River, and the Xiyang 西陽 River. 

All of them are the tributaries of the Yellow River and originate from the Zhongtiao Mountains. 

The Yuanqu Basin is the contact zone between the Hedong and Henan Regions. Due to the 

construction of the Xiaolangdi 小浪底 Reservoir during the 1990s, many archaeological sites, 

including several dated to the Erlitou Period, situated along the lower reaches of these tributaries 

of the Yellow River are now submerged under water, including Guchengnanguan (Zhongguo 

Guojia BowuguanTianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014:7). It is important to notice that rich 

copper resources are distributed along the upper and middle reaches of these tributaries (Figure 

7.2) (Zhongguo Guojia BowuguanTianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014:668-9). It is 

reasonable to assume that these tributaries within the Yuanqu Basin played a crucial role as 

transportation routes for copper into the Henan Region. Archaeological evidence related to 

bronze casting during the Erlitou Period has been found at Guchengnanguan, as will be discussed 

further below. 

Third, the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor is also a contact zone between the Hedong 

Region and the Henan Region. Compared to the other two divisions mentioned above, this area 

is relatively far away from the Luoyang Basin, where Erlitou was located, but close to the 
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Yuncheng 運城 Basin, i.e., to the southern part of the Hedong Region. Since the Zhongtiao 

Mountains situated in its north and east and the Yellow River in its south and west, this area 

separated from its neighboring areas. A large-scale cemetery dated to the Longshan Period, 

namely Qingliangsi 清涼寺, was located in the center of this area. The 355 graves of that 

cemetery yielded more than two hundred jade artifacts (Shanxi Sheng Kaogu Yanjiusuo et al. 

2016), showing the importance of Qingliangsi. It is also crucial to mention that the eastern part 

of the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor, namely Pinglu 平陸 County, is a shortcut connecting the 

Henan and Hedong Regions. The archaeological evidence has demonstrated the strategic 

importance of this area in the Bronze Age China. For example, in Qianzhuang 前莊 in the 

southeast of Pinglu County, bronze ritual vessels dated to the Upper Erligang 二里崗 Period 

(ca. 1,500-1,400 BC), including a large tetrapod cauldron fangding 方鼎 (Figure 7.3), have 

been found (Wei Si 1992). Actually, several similar tetrapod cauldrons fangding (Figure 7.4) 

were also found in hoards at the Zhengzhou 鄭州 Shang 商 City (Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu 

Yanjiusuo and Zhengzhou Shi Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusuo 1999), which many scholars suggest 

was an early capital of the Early Shang Dynasty (e.g. Zhongguo 2003:229-31). The discovery of 

the bronze ritual vessels at Qianzhuang suggests that this area had a close relationship with the 

Zhengzhou Shang City because of the significance of its strategic location. Probably the 

Southern Zhongtiao Corridor was similarly important during the Erlitou Period, but more data 

are needed to investigate the role of this area. 

 

Distribution Pattern of Sites 

At least 74 sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been discovered in the contact zone 

(Figure 7.5). Due to a systematic survey carried out in the Yuanqu Basin, more than half of these 
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sites were found in this subdivision. Thus, the settlement pattern of the Yuanqu Basin during the 

Erlitou Period is relatively clear. Although the quantities of sites discovered from the other two 

regions are relatively small, the data still reveal their strategic significance. 

 

I. Qinxi Area 

In the Qinxi Area, at least 16 sites dated to the Erlitou Period are discovered (Figure 7.5; 

Table 7.1) (Beijing Daxue Kaogu Zhuanye Shang Zhou Zu et al. 1982:6; Henan Sheng Wenwu 

Guanliju and Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusou 1999; Henan Sheng Wenwu Guanliju and 

Shuilibu Xiaolangdi Shuili Shuniu Jianshe Guanliju Yiminju 1998; Liu Xu 1990; Luoyang Shi 

Wenwu Gongzuodui 1983; Xinxiang Diqu Bowuguan 1979; Yang Guijin et al. 1994). 

Unfortunately, the estimated sizes of the most sites remain unclear. However, a large-scale 

settlement Zhaozhuang 趙莊 (75 ha.) is situated in the east of this area. It is highly possible that 

Zhaozhuang may be the regional center of this area. Miaojie 廟街 (21 ha.) and Dongyangcun 

東楊村 (16 ha.) are another two relatively large sites found in this area. Despite limited 

information, the existing data seem to imply that the degree of social complexity in the Qinxi 

Area during the Erlitou Period was higher than the area immediately to the east, namely the 

Henei Region, which have been discussed in Chapter 6. Of course, this assumption still needs to 

be examined by additional archaeological evidence. 

 

II. Yuanqu Basin 

In the Yuanqu Basin, at least 48 sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been found (Figure 

7.5; Table 7.2) (Guojia Wenwuju 2006; Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007; Zhongguo 

Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014; Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan 

Kaogubu et al. 1996; Zhongguo Shanxi 1985; 1987; 2001). Most of them are distributed on the 



 

  418 

terraces along the rivers. According to the survey report, remains dated to the early stage of the 

Erlitou Period have been found at six sites, and remains dated to the late stage at 41 sites 

(Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:343-6). The sites dated to the early stage can be 

divided into two clusters, which are distributed in the upper and lower reaches of the Boqing 

River respectively. None of their estimated sizes is larger than 10 hectares. The sites dated to the 

late stage constitute four clusters: three along the upper, middle, and lower reaches of the Boqing 

River, respectively, and the fourth along the lower reaches of the Xiyang River, situated in the 

easternmost part of the Yuanqu Basin. It is worth noting that at least three relatively large sites, 

including Fengcun 豐村 (20 ha.), Longwangya 龍王崖 (15 ha.), and Guchengnanguan (10 

ha.), are dated to the late stage of the Erlitou Period. Since these three sites are located in the 

middle, upper, and lower reaches of the Boqing River, respectively, they may have been the 

regional centers of these three clusters in this area. Compared to the other two divisions of the 

contact zone, the settlements in the Yuanqu Basin are relatively small because they are all located 

on narrow terraces along rivers. 

The settlement pattern shows that most of the sites dated to the late stage of the Erlitou 

Period in the Yuanqu Basin, including the three largest ones, are situated along the Boqing River. 

This settlement pattern indicates the significance of the Boqing River valley during the late stage 

of the Erlitou Period. First of all, the Boqing River valley may be one of the primary routes 

connecting the Henan and Hedong Regions, particularly to the eastern part of the Yuncheng 

Basin. Second, it also played a crucial route to transport copper resources from the Zhongtiao 

Mountains to the sites in the lower reaches of the Boqing River and even to the Henan Region, 

which will be discussed further below. 
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III. Southern Zhongtiao Corridor 

Finally, in the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor, at least ten sites dated to the Erlitou Period 

have been discovered (Figure 7.5; Table 7.3) (Guojia Wenwuju 2006). Although only around ten 

sites dated to this period have been identified, a large-scale site Qinglan 晴嵐 (72 ha.) was 

found in Pinglu County, occupying the southern entrance of the shortcut connecting the Henan 

Region and the Hedong Region as discussed above. In addition to Qinglan, Nantutou 南凸頭 

(12 ha.) and Nanya 南崖 (12 ha.) are two relatively large sites located in this subdivision. 

Briefly speaking, the discovery of Qinglan in the eastern portion of this area implies the 

importance of this contact zone during the Erlitou Period. Hopefully, more fieldwork can be 

carried out in the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor, particularly in Qinglan, in the future. 

In sum, among the three divisions of the contact zone in the Central Yellow River Region 

in the Erlitou Period, the settlement pattern of the Yuanqu Basin is much clearer than in the other 

two. It shows that the Boqing River valley played an important role not only connecting the 

Henan Region in the south and the Hedong Region in the north but also as a crucial route for 

transporting copper resources from the Zhongtiao Mountains to the south, probably to the Henan 

Region. On the other hand, despite limited information, the existing data also imply that the 

eastern part of the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor may be a significant shortcut to link the Henan 

Region and the Hedong Region. Moreover, the social organization in the Qinxi Area, which 

connects the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions through the valleys of the Qin River and the 

Yellow River, may also be relatively complex during the Erlitou Period. Through the analysis of 

the remains and the archaeological contexts of the contact zone in the next section, the results 

will help us to investigate their roles on the issue related to how the Henan, Hedong, and Henei 

Regions interacted with each other during the Erlitou Period. 
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Contextualizing Artifacts in the Contact Zone 

As the contact zone among the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions during the Erlitou 

Period, the artifacts related to these three regions all appeared in this area. Two main approaches 

to explore how the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions interacted with each other through the 

contact zone are typology and contextualization. Among more than 70 sites found within the 

contact zone, Guchengnanguan is the only one whose archaeological context remains relatively 

clear. Despite the limitation, the data from the Qinxi Area, the Yuanqu Basin, and the Southern 

Zhongtiao Corridor still provide crucial clues to discuss the interregional interaction in the 

Central Yellow Region during the Erlitou Period. The following analysis will mainly focus on the 

data from Guchengnanguan and the Yuanqu Basin and also involve the ones from the other two 

subdivisions. 

 

I. Yuanqu Basin 

According to the results of the systematic regional survey and other relevant data, at least 

48 sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been discovered in the Yuanqu Basin (Figure 7.5). 

Several sites in this contact zone, such as Guchengnanguan, Fengcun, Xiaozhao 小趙, 

Longwangya, Koutou 口頭, Dongzhai 東寨, Ningjiapo 寧家坡, and Zhaili 寨里, have been 

excavated (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007; Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye 

Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014; Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996; Zhongguo 

Shanxi 1987; 2001). As mentioned above, since Guchengnanguan is the only site whose 

excavated data are fully published, the following discussion will mainly focus on this site. The 

archaeological data from the other sites will also be considered afterward. 
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1. Guchengnanguan 

Guchengnanguan is located at the terrace of the junction of the Boqing River in its east 

and the Yellow River in its south (Figure 7.5). Since the Yuanqu Basin is formed by several 

tributaries of the Yellow River originating from the Zhongtiao Mountains, this site is situated at a 

relatively lower elevation within the basin. Also, it is one of the sites in the Yuquan basin that are 

closest to the Henan Region. This site is famous due to the discovery of a fortified settlement 

surrounded with rammed-earth walls and a moated enclosure dated to the Erligang Period 

(Figure 7.6). In that settlement, the excavators also found plentiful remains related to bronze 

casting industry, showing that Guchengnanguan was a vital center for bronze production during 

the Erligang Period (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 

2014:631-2). 

As early the Erlitou Period, Guchengnanguan was a also fortified settlement, but it was 

merely surrounded by moats. In addition, during the Erlitou Period, only the southern part of this 

site was occupied (Figure 7.7). Since the east and the south of this site were surrounded by 

precipices, artificial moats were constructed only on the northern and western edges of the 

settlement. The northern moat was V-shaped; in fact, it consisted of two parallel moats (Figure 

7.8). G26 situated in the north was a relatively shallow moat. The total length of G26 was around 

329 meters, its width around 1.5-3.8 meters, and its depth around 1-4 meters. The other moat 

G27 ran to the south of G26, and it was deeper than the latter. The total length of G27 was 

around 326 meters, the widths of the west and east ends were around 4.7-6.4 meters and 13 

meters respectively, and its depth around 2-7 meters. The interval between G26 and G27 was 

around 2 meters. The other moat G1 formed the western boundary of the settlement. Its length 

was around 314 meters, the width around 8-9 meters, and the depth 3.5 meters. In addition to 

protecting the safety of the settlement from invasions of outsiders, these moats were also built for 
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drainage and for preventing the settlement to be flooded by the Boqing River. The total area of 

the fortified settlement surrounded by the moats and precipices was around 10 hectares 

(Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014:114, 130, 138-40, 616-

7). The construction of the artificial moats and the location of the site clearly indicate the 

importance of Guchengnanguan during the Erlitou Period. 

In addition to the fortified moats, other features dated to the Erlitou Period were also 

found at Guchengnanguan. Inside the settlement, the excavators discovered more than 150 ash 

pits, including three so-called “sacrificial pits,” four houses, and one grave. Most of these 

features - more than 140 of the ash pits, two houses, and the only grave - were located in the 

southeastern portion of the settlement. Obviously, the southeastern part was the center of 

Guchangnanguan during the Erlitou Period. Nevertheless, since few features aside from ash pits 

were found in this site, it is difficult to analyze the town plan of this settlement further. One may 

confirm, however, that bronze objects were produced at Guchengnanguan during the Erlitou 

Period, for at least one stone mold and bronze slag were found here (Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan 

Kaogubu et al. 1996:95, 146-7). 

The analysis of typology shows that at Guchengnanguan the archaeological remains 

dated to the Erlitou Period, particularly ceramics, had different origins, coming from the Henan 

Region, the Hedong Region, the Henei Region, and central Shanxi. In addition, some ceramics 

that seem to have been found only at Guchengnanguan and nearby sites of the Yuanqu Basin may 

be classified as local remains. Most of these remains can be dated to Erlitou Phase III, and some 

of them may belong to Erlitou Phase IV. 

 

A. Artifacts Related to the Henan Region 

The majority of the ceramic assemblage found at Guchengnanguan was related to the 
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Henan Region. These vessels include the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan 深腹罐, the pot-shaped 

tripod cauldron guanxingding 罐形鼎, the steamer zeng 甑, the deep-bellied basin shenfupen 

深腹盆, the grooved basin kecaopen 刻槽盆, the open-mouthed jar dakouzun 大口尊, and the 

wine-serving vessels he 盉 and jue 爵. Basically, the stylistic features of these ceramics 

discovered at Guchengnanguan are similar to the ones in the Henan Region, but some special 

situations draw our attention. First of all, although the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan was the most 

popular cooking vessel at Guchengnanguan, just as in the Henan Region, various styles of this 

vessel can be found in this site. For example, in the Henan Region, most of the deep-bellied pot 

shenfuguan are gray wares, but at Guchengnanguan and indeed in the entire Yuanqu Basin, some 

of them are red-brown, roughly made, and decorated with horizontal cord marks (Figure 7.9). 

According to a local archaeologist who also joined systematic regional survey project in the 

Yuanqu Basin, sherds of this sort of vessel were widely distributed throughout the whole basin. 

Thus, the red-brown deep-bellied pot shenfuguan was likely locally manufactured in the Yuanqu 

Basin. But besides, the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan of Hedong style - namely specimens with a 

thickened rim decorated with cord mark (Figure 7.10) - has also been discovered at this site. The 

deep-bellied basin shenfupen of Hedong style has also been found there (Figure 7.11). By 

contrast, specimens in the typical Henan style are less popular at Guchengnanguan. 

Second, instances of one typical cooking vessel, the pot-shaped tripod cauldron 

guanxingding, were also unearthed in this site. However, vessels of this sort, as well as other 

types of tripod cauldron ding 鼎, were rare at Guchengnanguan. For example, it seems that only 

one pot-shaped tripod cauldron guanxingding was collected from this site (Zhongguo Lishi 

Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996:115). 

Third, although a few ritual vessels, such as the wine-serving vessels he and jue, related 

to the Henan Region also appeared at Guchengnanguan, they were probably locally made instead 
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of imported from the Henan Region. For example, the stylistic feature of the only he found from 

Guchengnanguan is highly similar to the one from Dongxiafeng 東下馮, rather than to those 

from Erlitou: the tubular spout is attached in the front of the domed portion, instead of close to 

the top of the dome, as discussed in Chapter 5 (Figure 7.12). 

Besides, there are still some other differences between the ceramic assemblage of 

Guchengnanguan and the one of the Henan Region. In fact, not the entire typical ceramic 

assemblage of the Henan Region appeared at Guchengnanguan. For example, the pinch-mouthed 

pot niekouguan 捏口罐, the tripod basin sanzupen 三足盤, and the goblet gu 觚 were not 

discovered in this site. Moreover, vessels with a globular base huandi 圜底 or a concave base 

凹圜底 aohuandi were popular in the Henan Region, but most of the vessels found at 

Guchengnanguan have a flat base. This stylistic feature may be derived from the local Longshan 

tradition, attested at such sites as Guchengdongguan 古城東關 (Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan 

Kaogubu et al. 2001). 

In addition to ceramics, two broken jade artifacts, including one handle-shaped object 

bingxingqi 柄型器 and one fragment with a hole (Figure 7.13). Both of them were found from 

ash pit H406 in the southeast of the settlement (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu 

Yanjiu Zhongxin 2014:178). As discussed in Chapter 4, the handle-shaped object bingxingqi is 

one of the most representative jade artifacts in the Henan Region, particularly at Erlitou. Thus, 

the one discovered at Guchengnanguan may also be imported from the Henan Region, probably 

from Erlitou. Regarding the origin of the other jade fragment, I provisionally assume that it was 

also from the Henan Region, for two main reasons. First of all, it was found in the same ash pit 

as the handle-shaped object bingxingqi. Second, during the Erlitou Period, Erlitou was the only 

site in which plentiful jade artifacts were discovered. Of course, this assumption still needs to be 
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tested in the future. 

Briefly speaking, the archaeological remains of Guchengnanguan dated to the Erlitou 

Period had a relatively strong connection with the Henan Region, as attested by both daily-use 

and ritual ceramics as well as by valuable items such as jade artifacts. Nevertheless, it is also 

important to notice that some of the Henan-related ceramics found in this site have local 

characteristics. The red-brown deep-bellied pots shenfuguan are the best example. 

 

B. Artifacts Related to the Hedong Region 

Some artifacts related to the Hedong Region was also found at Guchengnanguan during 

the Erlitou Period. As mentioned above, some stylistic features, such as ceramics with a 

thickened rim decorated with cord mark, are clearly influenced by the ceramic tradition of the 

Hedong Region. Besides, some ceramics discovered at this site, including the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan 單耳罐 and the egg-shaped jar danxingweng 蛋形甕, are typical ceramics of the 

Hedong Region. In addition, as discussed before, the style of the only wine-serving vessel he 

found at this site is more similar to the one from Dongxiafeng instead of those from Erlitou. 

Obviously, although some Hedong-related ceramics dated to the Erlitou Period were uncovered 

at Guchengnanguan, their quantity is relatively small. 

It is also worth noting that the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan 圓腹罐 and its variants, 

including the pot with flower-shaped edge huabianguan 花邊罐, the pot with two ring-shaped 

handles shuangerguan 雙耳罐, and the pot with two tongue-shaped handles attached on the rim 

shuangpanguan 雙鋬罐, were also discovered at Guchengnanguan. As discussed in Chapter 4 

and Chapter 5, the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan and its variants uncovered from the Henan 

Region and the Hedong Region were probably spread from West China respectively. Thus, it is 

difficult to know whether the discovery of the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan at Guchengnanguan 
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and elsewhere in the Yuanqu Basin was the result of influence from the Henan Region, the 

Hedong Region, or both. 

 

C. Artifacts Related to the Henei Region 

Some artifacts related to the Henei Region, such as the tripod cauldron li 鬲, the narrow-

waisted steamer xiyaoyan 細腰甗, the narrow-necked basin shujingpen 束頸盆, and the 

pedestal dish with a high rim foot gaoquanzudou 高圈足豆, also appeared at Guchengnanguan. 

Regarding the tripod cauldron li, it seems that most specimens uncovered in this site did not have 

a handle attached, as was common in the Hedong Region. Thus, the ones found at 

Guchengnanguan may be Henei-related. Moreover, although the narrow-waisted steamer 

xiyaoyan originated from the Henei Region, some of them had a thickened rim decorated with 

cord mark, as was the typical style of the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period. Therefore, 

this kind of narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan may be interpreted as the result of influence from 

the Hedong Region rather than from the Henei Region. 

 

D. Artifacts Related to Central Shanxi 

One high-neck tripod gaolingjia 高領斝 (Figure 7.14) found in this site may be 

associated with Central Shanxi. However, since this vessel is a gray ware with a polished surface 

whose stylistic feature is different from the one in Central Shanxi, this high-necked tripod 

gaolingjia may have been locally made or imported from another area outside Central Shanxi. 

 

E. Local Elements 

Besides the artifacts related to different neighboring regions, some ceramics which can 

only be found at Guchengnanguan and within the Quanqu Basin may be classified as the local 
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elements. One of the best examples is the red-brown deep-bellied pot shenfuguan decorated with 

horizontal cord mark as discussed above. In addition, the vertical-walled tripod cauldron zhibili 

直壁鬲 (Figure 7.15) may also have been locally made at Guchengnanguan, since this kind of 

vessel have not been found from other contemporary sites. 

In addition to ceramics, some remains made of other materials, such as a bronze 

arrowhead and a broken stone mold, were also discovered at Guchengnanguan. The bronze 

arrowhead was found in an ash pit, and it was embedded in a human cervical vertebra. The 

archaeological report suggested that this bronze arrowhead is vital evidence showing that violent 

conflicts had occurred in this site (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin 

et al. 2014:618; Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996:155). Due to the lack of 

chemical analysis of this bronze arrowhead, we do not know whether it was locally made or not. 

Furthermore, the excavator also uncovered a broken stone mold (10.4 cm by 7.4 cm by 3.0 cm) 

for casting bronze tool in this site (Figure 7.16) (Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 

1996:146-7). It is worth noting that the size and shape of the stone mold discovered at 

Guchengnanguan is similar to those found at contemporary Dongxiafeng (Figure 7.17), which 

may have been used for casting the bronze shaft hole ax shuqiongfu 豎銎斧 and was probably 

spread from West China, as discussed in Chapter 5. Thus, the discovery of this stone mold at 

Guchengnanguan indicates that the technique for casting the shaft hole ax shuqiongfu at this site 

may be introduced from the Hedong Region, or even from West China directly. 

In sum, the analysis above reveals that the majority of the ceramic assemblage at 

Guchengnanguan in the Erlitou Period was related to the Henan Region. However, the nuances 

of difference between Guchengnanguan and the Henan Region are also apparent, such as the 

rarity or lack of some typical Henan-related ceramics at Guchengnanguan, and the fact that some 

Henan-related ceramics mixed the stylistic features from local or other neighboring regions. 



 

  428 

Moreover, valuable artifacts such as jade, which is probably related to the Henan Region and 

even to Erlitou, were also discovered from this site, but from an ash pit and not from graves, 

which provide the most frequent archaeological context for jade objects in the Henan Region. In 

addition to the remains related to the Henan Region, some ceramics related to the Hedong 

Region, Henei Region, and even Central Shanxi also appeared in this site. From the aspect of the 

archaeological context, all of these remains related to different regional styles were found 

together mostly in the southeast of the site. This situation may indicate some non-locals lived 

together with locals at Guchengnanguan. Due to many Henan-related remains discovered in this 

site, it is reasonable to infer that Guchengnanguan was much more closely related to the Henan 

Region than to other neighboring regions. Regarding the so-called “locals” of Guchengnanguan, 

were they the “authentic” aboriginals who had originally lived in the lower reaches of the Boqing 

River or from other places in the Yuanqu Basin, or the immigrants form the Henan Region? The 

existing archaeological discoveries still cannot solve this question. 

 

2. Other Sites in the Yuanqu Basin 

The existing data reveal that more than 40 sites dated to the Erlitou Period are located in 

the Yuanqu Basin except Guchengnanguan. Although the data from these sites are much more 

limited than the those from Guchengnanguan, the archaeological evidence still offers some clues 

for investigating the relationship between the Yuanqu Basin and its neighbors such as the Henan 

Region to the south and the Hedong Region to the northwest. According to the report from the 

systematic regional survey, the data from the Yuanqu Basin in the Erlitou Period can be 

subdivided into an early and a late stage (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:343-66). 

Thus, the following discussions will be divided into two parts based on the chronological order. 
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A. Early Stage of the Erlitou Period 

During the early stage of the Erlitou Period, the archaeological remains appeared in six 

sites located in the upper and lower reaches of the Boqing River in the Yuanqu Basin. First of all, 

within the sites in the upper reaches of the Boqing River, such as Koutou, Jianxi 澗溪, and 

Wanjiayao 萬家窯, it seems that more ceramics are related to the Hedong Region or the local 

elements. For example, the one-handled pot dan’erguan and the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan 

with a thickened rim decorated with cord mark were found at Koutou. At Wanjiayao, more red-

brown sherds and ceramics with a thickened rim were uncovered. Besides, three open-mouthed 

jars dakouzun, which are associated with the Henan Region, were also found at Koutou 

(Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:70-2, 75-6, 94-5). 

Second, at the sites in the lower reaches, such as Guchengxiguan 古城西關, Shijialing 

石家嶺, and Heti 河堤, the ceramics seem to have a relatively stronger connection also to the 

Hedong Region. For instance, the one-handled pot dan’erguan and the round-bellied pot 

yuanfuguan with a thickened rim decorated with cord mark were found in Shijialing, and 

specimens of the open-mouthed jar dakouzun was also collected there (Zhongguo Guojia 

Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:71, 94, 108-9). 

Briefly speaking, during the early stage of the Erlitou Period in the Yuanqu Basin, the 

remains related to the Hedong Region as well as local elements of the Yuanqi Basin may be more 

popular than the ones related to the Henan Region. This seems particularly to have been the case 

in the upper valley of the Boqing River. 

 

B. Late Stage of the Erlitou Period 

During the lated stage of the Erlitou Period, the ceramics were primarily found in the 

upper, middle, and lower reaches of the Boqing River, and the lower reaches of the Xiyang 
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River. Among these four groups, the data from the middle reaches of the Boqing River, 

especially from Fengcun (Zhongguo Shanxi 1987), are relatively more plentiful, whereas data 

from the other parts of the Yuanqu Basin are limited. First of all, in the sites in the upper reaches 

of the Boqing River, including Longwangya, Houwan 後灣, Koutou, Wenjiawan 文家灣, 

Qingyuan 清源, Xiali 硤里, and Dongjiaoxie 東交斜, the remains related to the Hedong 

Region as well as local elements seem to be relatively popular than remains related to the Henan 

Region. For instance, the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding 盆形鼎 and the red-brown 

deep-bellied pot shenfuguan were collected from Koutou; the one-handled pot dan’erguan from 

Wenjiawan. The remains related to the Henan Region such as the open-mouthed jar dakouzun 

were found at Wenjiawan (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:72-3, 75, 78, 80, 115, 

117, 121-2). In fact, the date from four of these seven sites remain unclear. Thus, the preliminary 

observations will need to be reexamined in the future. 

Second, in the sites in the middle reaches of Boqing River - at Fengcun, Xiwangmao 西

王茅, Beihe 北河, Shangbocheng 上亳城, Baigoubei 柏溝北, Dongshi 東石, Yundong 沇東, 

Chaijiagou 柴家溝, Yuzi 峪子, Dingjiazhuang 丁家莊, Xigou 西溝, and Beiyangbao 北羊堡 

- the remains related to the Henan Region seem to be more popular than the ones to other 

regions. For example, the remains related to the Henan Region, such as the open-mouthed jar 

dakouzun and the deep-bellied basin with two cockscomb-shaped handles jiguanpan shenfupen 

雞冠鋬深腹盆, were discovered at Fengcun, Baigoubei, Yuzi, and Dingjiazhuang at least 

(Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:149, 218-20; Zhongguo Shanxi 1987:52-7). 

However, if we take the archaeological data from Fengcun as an example, its ceramic 

assemblage mixed the cultural elements from different regions. For example, the regular deep-

bellied pot shenfuguan, the steamer zeng with two cockscomb-shaped handles, the open-mouthed 
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jar dakouzun, the deep-bellied basin shenfupen, and the wine-serving vessel jue, are related to the 

Henan Region; the basin-shaped tripod cauldron penxingding and the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan to the Hedong Region; the tripod cauldron li, the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan, 

and the narrow-necked basin shujingpen related to the Henei Region; and the red-brown deep-

bellied pot shenfuguan is a local element. Generally speaking, the ceramic assemblage from 

Fengcun dated to the late stage of the Erlitou Period was similar to the one of Guchengnanguan 

as discussed above. In other words, both had a relatively strong connection to the Henan Region. 

Nevertheless, the difference between them is that the former seems to have more Hedong-related 

elements than the latter. 

Third, in the sites in the lower reaches of the Boqing River, including Guchengnanguan, 

Xiaozhao, Ningjiapo, Nanbaotounan 南堡頭南, Beiyaozhuang 北窯莊, Heti, Baiquan 白泉, 

Banjiahe 板家河, Beiguanjia 北關家, Xitan 西灘, Zhaili, and Dongzhai, it seems that the 

remains related to various regions mixed here. In addition to the remains related to the Henan 

and Hedong Regions, as well as local elements, it seems that more ceramics related to the Henei 

Region also appeared here than along the upper and middle reaches fo the Boqing River. For 

example, the tripod cauldron li were discovered from Guchengnanguan, Ningjiapo, 

Nanbaotounan, Heti, the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan from Guchengnanguan and 

Nabaotounan, and both the narrow-necked basin shujingpen from Guchengnanguan and the 

pedestal dish with a high rim foot gaoquanzudou from Guchengnanguan and Zhaili (Zhongguo 

Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:30-1, 43-4, 136-8, 188-93; Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan 

Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014:202-3, 213-5). It is worth noting that in addition to 

Guchengnanguan, in the lower reaches of the Boqing River, Nanbaotounan is another site which 

provides relatively sufficient data for analyzing. Generally speaking, the remains uncovered from 

these two sites are likely to share a similar pattern, namely plenty of the remains related to the 
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Henan Region, and some to the Hedong Region, Henei Region, and local elements. 

Finally, the data from the sites in the lower reaches of the Xiyang River, including Ruicun 

芮村, Nanpu 南蒲, Hedong, Xunguduo 荀骨垛, Tigou 堤溝, and Liuhuanggou 硫磺溝, are 

sparse. It seems that the data from these sites are more similar to the ones from the Henan 

Region (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:53, 232, 235-9). 

In sum, although the data shown above are limited, they still offer crucial clues for 

exploring the developmental trend and the significant role of the Yuanqu Basin during the Erlitou 

Period. In the first place, diachronic change of the settlement pattern indicates aggregation of a 

dense population took place in the Yuanqu Basin, especially in the Boqing River Valley, during 

the Erlitou Period. In the early stage, only six sites were occupied in the upper and lower reaches 

of the Boqing River, and the remains found from these sites probably had a close relationship 

with the Hedong Region. In the late stage, more than 40 sites distributed within the Yuanqu 

Basin, particularly along the Boqing River. It seems that the sites located in the upper reaches 

had more remains related to the Hedong Region, but the sites in the lower reaches had stronger 

connections with the Henan Region. Despite this general trend, the local elements, especially the 

red-brown deep-bellied pot shenfuguan, were also widely distributed throughout the Yuanqu 

Basin. The diachronic pattern, including the increase of settlements and the complexity of 

remains, may imply two possible scenarios related to the interaction between the Yuanqu Basin 

and its neighboring regions in the late stage of the Erlitou Period. First of all, plenty of exotic 

artifacts and even the lifestyle behind them, such as cooking customs and specific foodstuffs, 

were introduced into the Yuanqu Basin and accepted by locals. Second, it is also possible that 

more non-locals from different neighboring regions, particularly from the Henan Region, moved 

into the Yuanqu Basin and lived with locals together in this period. 

In the second place, it is highly possible that the florescence of the Boqing River valley 
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during the late stage of the Erlitou Period was due to the mining and transporting of copper, and 

even bronze products. As mentioned before, in the Zhongtiao Mountains near the upper reaches 

of the Boqing River, rich copper resources were found from antiquity (Figure 7.2) (Zhongguo 

Guojia BowuguanTianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014:668-9), probably from the Erlitou 

Period. It is also important to notice that some remains related to bronze casting were discovered 

in Koutou and Guchengnanguan. Koutou (1.2 ha.) is a small site and located in the upper reaches 

of the Boqing River. Archaeologists discovered plenty of copper slag, fragments of bronze 

arrowheads and vessels, and probably ceramic molds, dated to the early stage of the Erlitou 

Period in this site. The survey report suggests that bronze casting workshops should exist at 

Koutou during this period (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Kaogubu 2007:69, 385). At 

Guchengnanguan located in the lower reaches of the Boqing River, the excavators found a stone 

mold for casting bronze tools (Figure 7.17) (Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 

1996:146-7), probably for the shaft hole ax shuqiongfu as discussed above. Thus, it is highly 

possible that copper mining and transportation - perhaps a sort of a “gold rush” - caused the 

increase of the population and the florescence of the Yuanqu Basin in the late stage of the Erlitou 

Period. Besides, it is also possible that remains related to the bronze production may be found in 

more sites dated to the Erlitou Period in the Yuanqu Basin 

Finally, based on the limited data shown above, there remains a very crucial yet difficult 

question to solve: who occupied and even controlled this crucial contact zone between the Henan 

Region and the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period? Here I will propose several possible 

scenarios about the socio-political structure of the Yuanqu Basin and the relationship between 

this area and its contemporary neighboring regions. The first possibility is that, as argued by the 

authors of the survey report of the Yuanqu Basin and the excavation report of Guchengnanguan, 

during the Erlitou Period, the Yuanqu Basin may have been a part of the territory of the Xia 夏 
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or the Erlitou State, and Guchengnanguan was the political center of the Yuanqu Basin; one may 

surmise that the inhabitants were helping the central government, namely Erlitou, to monopolize 

bronze production (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014:618-

9). In other words, the Yuanqu Basin and the sites within it would have been directly controlled 

by the central government as a “regional administrative unit.” However, no solid archaeological 

evidence can support this “center-periphery” hypothesis. 

A second possibility is implied in the preceding analysis of the survey report: The socio-

political structure of the Yuanqu Basin may be classified as several clusters in both the early and 

late stages of the Erlitou Period. In the early stage of the Erlitou Period, two clusters of 

settlements were located in the upper and lower reaches of the Boqing River, and these two 

clusters had a relatively close relationship with the Hedong Region. This situation changed 

during the late stage of the Erlitou Period, when three clusters of settlements were distributed in 

the upper, middle, and lower reaches of the Boqing River, respectively, and another cluster in the 

lower reaches of Xiyang River. The cluster in the upper reaches had a strong connection to the 

Hedong Region, but the others to the Henan Region. The so-called “close relationship” or 

“strong connection” mentioned here does not indicate that these settlement clusters were a part of 

the territory of a complex socio-political organization, such as the “Xia” or the Erlitou State. 

Instead, this scenario would emphasize that the remains discovered from the sites within the 

Yuanqu Basin shared many similarities with the Henan Region in the south or the Hedong 

Region in the northwest. One might additionally surmise that more population immigrated from 

those regions into the Yuanqu Basin. 

Third, it is also possible that the socio-political structure of the Yuanqu Basin during the 

Erlitou Period was much looser. Each settlement may have been an independent unit, or perhaps 

several of them together formed small independent groups. Due to different locations of these 
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sites, their remains had different ratios of combinations of local and various exotic elements. The 

socio-political structure of the Yuanqu Basin during this period may be a sort of situation covered 

the three models mentioned above, but the existing data are more likely to support the second or 

the third scenario. 

Guchengnanguan furnishes an appropriate example for rethinking this question a little 

further. On the one hand, despite abundant remains related to the Henan Region found at this 

site, this does not necessarily prove that Guchengnanguan was directly controlled by a major 

power, such as Erlitou, in the Henan Region. On the other hand, the remains, including ceramics 

and jade artifacts, as well as the location of this fortified settlement, seem to imply that 

Guchengnanguan did have a close relationship with the Henan Region. Nevertheless, in addition 

to suggesting this site was dominated by the Xia or the Erlitou State, another possible alternative 

is that Guchengnanguan was a settlement which was independent of the political polity in the 

Henan Region. One of the important archaeological evidence to support this assumption is the 

discovery of the stone mold for casting the shaft hole ax shuqiongfu, which may have been 

introduced from the Hedong Region or even West China, and bronze slag in this site, 

demonstrating that bronze artifacts can be made locally at Guchengnanguan. 

This situation, in fact, is highly similar to the one at Dongxiafeng and even in other sites 

of the Hedong Region as discussed in Chapter 5. In other words, it is possible that bronze 

artifacts were not only made within but also traded from Guchengnanguan to other regions, such 

as Erlitou in the Henan Region. The jade artifacts discovered from an ash pit at Guchengnanguan 

may be the results of the exchange of bronze products. If there is any merit to this scenario, the 

Yuanqu Basin represented by Guchengnanguan and the Hedong Region represented by 

Dongxiafeng would have shared the metal resources in the Zhongtiao Mountains, and they might 

have even competed in making and distributing their bronze products. Of course, the alternative 
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scenario proposed here still needs more evidence to reexamine in the future. 

 

II. Qinxi Area 

In the Qinxi Area, at least 16 sites dated to the Erlitou Period have been discovered 

(Figure 7.5), but only a few of them are excavated. Dongyangcun 東楊村 (Luoyang Shi Wenwu 

Gongzuodui 1983), Dasima 大司馬 (Yang Guijin et al. 1994), Liuzhuang 留莊, and Jiaodui 交

兌 (Henan Sheng Wenwu Guanliju and Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusou 1999) are the 

sites for which the excavation results have been published. Since at Liuzhuang, Jiaodui, and 

Dasima only some ash pits and ditches dated to the Erlitou Period were uncovered, the following 

discussion will primarily concentrate on the data from Dongyangcun. 

 

1. Dongyangcun 

Dongyangcun (16 ha.) is a relatively large site located in 3 kilometers north of the Yellow 

River. The Erlitou-Period remains from this site belong to two phases, which were contemporary 

with Erlitou Phase II (Dongyangcun Phase III) and Erlitou Phase III (Dongyangcun Phase IV) 

respectively. 

One ash pit and seven graves dated to Erlitou Phase II were discovered at Dongyangcun. 

Most of the ceramics dated to this period are related to the Erlitou Culture from the Henan 

Region, such as the pot-shaped tripod cauldron guanxingding, the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan 

and its variants, the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan, the steamer zeng, the open-mouthed jar 

dakouzun, the pinch-mouthed pot neikouguan, the pedestal dish dou 豆, and the basin with a flat 

base pingdipen 平底盆. Also, some ceramics are associated with the Henei Region, such as the 

tripod cauldron li and the pedestal dish with a high rim foot gaoquanzudou 高圈足豆. It is 
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worth noting that in the Henan Region the tripod cauldron li appeared mostly from Erlitou Phase 

III as discussed in Chapter 4, but at Dongyangcun this kind of vessel appeared as early as Erlitou 

Phase II, in which the tripod cauldron li had became a major component of the cooking vessel 

assemblage in the Henei Region. Thus, the tripod cauldron li found at Dongyangcun during 

Erlitou Phase II should originate from the Henei Region. 

It is important to mention that the ceramic assemblage found from graves at 

Dongyangcun in Erlitou Phase II was the same as the one from the graves in the Henan Region. 

Among seven graves found at Dongyangcun, ceramic vessels such as the pot guan 罐, the 

pedestal dish dou, and the basin pen 盆 were found from five of them. Moreover, one pot-

shaped tripod cauldron guanxingding was uncovered from grave M6 (Luoyang Shi Wenwu 

Gongzuodui 1983:109, 114). The burial goods from the graves at Dongyangcun are important 

indicators to imply that these occupants may have a close relationship with the Henan Region. 

Furthermore, three houses, one storage pit, and one ash pit dated to Erlitou Phase III were 

also found at Dongyangcun. During this period, many ceramics are also related to the Erlitou 

Culture from the Henan Region, including the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan, the steamer zeng, the 

pinch-mouthed pot neikouguan, and the open-mouthed jar dakouzun. Meanwhile, some ceramics 

related to the Henei Region, particularly to the Huiwei 輝衛 Phase, appeared at Dongyangcun, 

such as the tripod cauldron li, the narrow-necked basin shujingpen. Just like the situation in 

Erlitou Phase II, the majority of the ceramic assemblage found at Dongyangcun in Erlitou Phase 

III is associated with the Henan Region, and some vessels related to the Henei Region also 

appeared in this site. 

 

2. Other Sites in the Qinxi Area 

Data from only seven of the other 15 sites in the Qinxi Area, the data from only seven of 
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them are published. The limited data show that the ceramics related to the Erlitou Culture from 

the Henan Region are widely distributed here. For example, the open-mouthed jar dakouzun 

appeared in all of these seven sites; the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan in six of them. Other 

popular ceramics related to the Erlitou Culture include the round-bellied pot yuanfuguan, the 

pinch-mouthed pot neikouguan, the pedestal dish dou, and the deep-bellied basin with two 

cockscomb-shaped handles jiguanpan shenfupen. Besides, one foot of the wine-serving jue was 

also uncovered from Liuzhuang (Beijing Daxiu Kaogu Zhuanye Shang Zhou Zu et al. 1982:6; 

Henan Sheng Wenwu Guanliju and Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusou 1999; Henan Sheng 

Wenwu Guanliju and Shuilibu Xiaolangdi Shuili Shuniu Jianshe Guanliju Yiminju 1998:16, 34-

5, 38; Liu Xu 1990; Xinxiang Diqu Bowuguan 1979:48; Yang Guijin et al. 1994). 

Moreover, some ceramics, particularly cooking vessels, related to the Henei Region were 

also uncovered in the Qinxi Area. For instance, the tripod cauldron li were unearthed from 

Liuzhuang, Dasima, Beipinggao 北平皋, and Zhaozhuang 趙莊; the narrow-waisted steamer 

xiyaoyan from Liuzhaung, Baigou 白溝, Dasima, Beipinggao. Besides, the narrow-necked basin 

shujingpen was also found at Dasima (Beijing Daxiu Kaogu Zhuanye Shang Zhou Zu et al. 

1982:6; Henan Sheng Wenwu Guanliju and Henan Sheng Wenwu Kaogu Yanjiusou 1999; Henan 

Sheng Wenwu Guanliju and Shuilibu Xiaolangdi Shuili Shuniu Jianshe Guanliju Yiminju 

1998:16; Liu Xu 1990; Yang Guijin et al. 1994). 

Besides, the one-handled pot dan’erguan related to Hedong Region was also unearthed 

from Liuzhuang, and probably Jiaodui (Henan Sheng Wenwu Guanliju and Henan Sheng Wenwu 

Kaogu Yanjiusou 1999). This sort of vessel may have been spread from the Yuanqu Basin instead 

of the Hedong Region as discussed above. 

Finally, some ceramics, such as the egg-shaped jar danxingweng, related to central 

Shanxi also appeared in the Qinxi Area, including Dasima and Beipinggao (Liu Xu 1990; Yang 
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Guijin et al. 1994). As discussed in Chapter 6, during the Erlitou Period, after the egg-shaped jar 

danxingweng spread from central Shanxi into the east of the Taihang Mountain, including the 

Henei Region, this kind vessel had been localized as a major component of the local assemblage 

of the Henei Region. Thus, the egg-shaped jar danxingweng uncovered in the Qinxi Area may be 

introduced from the Henei Region, rather than central Shanxi. 

Generally speaking, the archaeological evidence from the Qinxi Area indicates that its 

material culture in the Erlitou Period was similar to that of the contemporary Henan Region. 

Nevertheless, not the whole ceramic assemblage of the latter did appear in the Qinxi Area. 

Probably the main cause is the lack of sufficient data. The archaeological evidence from the 

graves at Dongyangcun implies that the occupants may have close connections with the Henan 

Region due to the similarity between the burial goods from these graves at Dongyangcun and the 

ones in the Henan Region. Thus, it is highly possible that the Qinxi Area can be regarded as a 

part of the distribution area of the Erlitou Culture, as argued by Liu Xu 劉緒 (1990). 

 

III. Southern Zhongtiao Corridor 

As mentioned above, since some important archaeological sites, such as the Qingliangsi 

cemetery in the Longshan Period and the Qianzhuang site in the Erligang Period, have been 

discovered, the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor may have played a significant role in the Erlitou 

Period. So far, however, the archaeological evidence of this area dated to the Erlitou Period is 

sparse. The data we have, in fact, are limited to some brief site descriptions without figures 

(Guojia Wenwuju 2006). Therefore, it is more difficult to analyze the archaeological data of the 

Southern Zhongtiao Corridor than the other two divisions of the contact zone in the Central 

Yellow River Region. 

The limited data suggest that some ceramics, such as the tripod cauldron li, the deep-
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bellied pot shenfuguan, the one-handled pot dan’erguan, the open-mouthed jar dakouzun, the 

egg-shaped jar danxingweng, were found at the ten sites in this area. The most popular vessel is 

the tripod cauldron li, which was discovered at six sites: Fengjiazui 馮家嘴, Qianliushuao 前柳

樹凹, Zhaoyuan 棗園, Donggou 洞溝, Nantutou 南凸頭, and Nanya 南崖 (Guojia Wenwuju 

2006:1061-2, 1152-4). However, due to the lack of further information, we cannot identify the 

origins of the stylistic details of the tripod cauldron li found here. If the tripod cauldron li has a 

single lateral handle, it may originate from the local Longshan tradition, namely the Sanliqiao 

三里橋 Phase, or from the Hedong Region as discussed in Chapter 5. Alternatively, if this vessel 

does not have such a handle and has a thin-wall, it may originate from the Henei Region. In any 

case, it seems that the tripod cauldron li was probably the most popular cooking vessel in the 

Southern Zhongtiao Corridor. 

Furthermore, some ceramics related to the Hedong Region and the Henan Region were 

discovered here. Hedong-related ceramics include the egg-shaped pot danxingweng, which were 

found in at Fengjiazui, Miaodi 廟地, and Yaoping 姚坪, and the one-handled pot dan’erguan, 

also from Yaoping. Henan-related ceramics contain the open-mouthed jar dakouzun, which was 

unearthed from Miaodi and Nantutou, and the deep-bellied pot shenfuguan, also from Miaodi 

(Guojia Wenwuju 2006:1062). 

According to the sparse and vague archaeological evidence showing above, it seems that 

the material culture of the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor was close to the one of the Hedong 

Region during the Erlitou Period. First of all, the tripod cauldron li and the egg-shaped jar 

danxingweng were relatively popular in this area. In reality, the similar situation can be obverse 

in both the Hedong Region and the Henei Region in the Erlitou Period. However, since the 

Southern Zhongtiao Corridor are much closer to the Hedong Region, the similar situation 

occurred in the former may be assumed have had a close relationship with the latter, instead of 
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the Henei Region. Second, the one-handled pot dan’erguan found in the Southern Zhongtiao 

Corridor was the typical cooking vessel in the Hedong Region but rarely found in the Henan 

Region during the Erlitou Period. In sum, contact zone had a closer relationship with the Hedong 

Region than with the Henan Region. 

It is also necessary to point out that during the Longshan Period, the Southern Zhongtiao 

Corridor is classified as the distribution area of the Sanliqiao Phase as discussed in Chapter 5. 

The one-handled pot dan’erguan and the tripod cauldron li with one handle, in reality, are two 

typical ceramics of the Sanliqiao Phase. Thus, these two sorts of ceramics which are dated to the 

Erlitou Period and discovered in this region may have evolved from its local Longshan tradition. 

In other words, it is possible that during the Erlitou Period, the majority of the population in this 

area was locals with some immigrants from the Henan Region. 

 

Conclusion 

The archaeological evidence from the contact zone in the Central Yellow River Region 

shows that the cultural elements from various regions, including the Henan Region in the south, 

the Hedong Region in the northwest, the Henei Region in the northeast, and local elements, were 

entangled during the Erlitou Period. However, due to the lack of sufficient data, especially in the 

Qinxi Area and the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor, the distribution of sites and the archaeological 

contexts of the remains related to various regions in the sites of these two divisions of the contact 

zone remain unclear. In spite of this, the limited data show that at least a large-scale site with 

more than 70 hectares in size was found in each of these two divisions of the contact zone. In the 

Qinxi Area, the discovery of Zhaozhuang (75 ha.) may indicate that the socio-political 

organization of this contact zone was more complex than the eastern area of the Qin River, 

namely the Henei Region, in the Erlitou Period. In the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor, the 
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discovery of Qinglan (72 ha.), situated in the east of this contact zone which is a shortcut linking 

the Henan Region and the Hedong Region, implies that strategic significance of this area. The 

importance yet lacks of sufficient archaeological data dated to the Erlitou Period reminds 

archaeologists to carry out more fieldworks within these two areas in the future. 

Compared to the other two divisions of the contact zone, the data from the Yuanqu Basin 

dated to the Erlitou Period are relatively adequate. The archaeological evidence shows that 

during the early stage of the Erlitou Period, although only six sites appeared in this area, all of 

them were located in the upper and lower reaches of the Boqing River, which was one of the 

important routes to connect the Henan Region and the Hedong Region. More importantly, due to 

rich copper resources in the Zhongtiao Mountains, in these sites such as Koutou located in the 

upper reaches of the Boqing River, bronze products had started to manufacture in this period. 

During the late stage of the Erlitou Period, more than 40 sites appeared in the Yuanqu Basin, also 

particularly distributed along the Boqing River. The primary cause to make the Yuanqu Basin 

flourishing in the late stage of the Erlitou Period may be due to the mining, transportation, and 

production of the metal resources and bronze artifacts along the Boqing River. The case of 

Guchengnanguan is the best example to support this observation. Moreover, because of the 

limited data and the complexity of the remains discovered in the Yuanqu Basin, it is difficult to 

clearly understand the socio-political structure and the relationship between the Yuanqu Basin 

and its neighboring regions, especially the Henan Region and the Hedong Region. Some possible 

scenarios are also proposed in this chapter. We must look forward to the discovery of more data 

that will allow testing our hypotheses in the future.
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Figure 7.1 Geomorphology of the Contact Zone 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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Figure 7.2 Distribution map of Cooper Mines in the Zhongtiao Mountains 
(redrawn from Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014, p. 668, fig. 446) 
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Figure 7.3 Tetrapod cauldron fangding,             Figure 7.4 Tetrapod cauldron fangding, 
Pinglu, Erligang Period                        Zhengzhou, Erligang Period 

                  (H: 82.0 cm)                                 (H: 100.0 cm) 
      (Zhongguo Qingtongqi Quanji 1, fig. 37)            (Zhongguo Qingtongqi Quanji 1, fig. 34) 
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Figure 7.5 Distribution pattern of sites in the Contact Zone, the Erlitou Period 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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      Figure 7.6 Site Map of Yuanqu Shang City,              Figure 7.7 Site Map of Guchengnanguan, 
                 Erligang Period                                    Erlitou Period 
      (redrawn from Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan            (redrawn from Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan 
      Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014,              Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014, 
                   p. 5, fig. 2)                                      p. 141, fig. 98) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7.8 Profile of the Northern Moats of Guchengnanguan 
(redrawn from Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014, p. 119, fig. 83) 
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Figure 7.9 Red-brown deep-bellied basin            Figure 7.10 Deep-bellied pot shenfuguan 
                  shenfupen (H841:8)                            with Hedong style (H495:14) 
              (H: 30.5 cm; Diamh: 21.0 cm)                        (H: 10.0 cm; Diam: 22.0 cm) 
         (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu          (Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu 
     Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014, color photo, fig. 96.4)       Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014, p. 188, fig. 131.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7.11 Deep-bellied basin shenfupen with Hedong style 
(Diam: 28.0 cm) (Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996, p. 117, fig. 73.3) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7.12 Wine-serving vessels jar from (A) Dongxiafeng (M401:3), 
(B) Guchengnanguan (H199:3), and (C) Erlitou (82 IV M13:4) 

(A: Zhonggou et al. 1988, p. 83, Fig. 82.8; B: Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996, p. 132, Fig. 84.1; 
C: Zhongguo 1995, p. 32) 

      A                    B                      C 
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Figure 7.13 (A) Jade handle-shaped object bingxingqi (H406:2), and (B) jade fragment (H406.1) 
(A: L: 6.5 cm; W: 2.0 cm; B: L: 8.1 cm; W: 5.9 cm) 

(Zhongguo Guojia Bowuguan Tianye Kaogu Yanjiu Zhongxin et al. 2014, color photo, fig. 95.4, 95.5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7.14 High-necked tripod                 Figure 7.15 Vertical-walled tripod cauldron 
              gaolingjai (H250:42)                                zhibili (H250:29) 
           (H: 27.0 cm; Diam: 19.0 cm)                        (H: 14.0 cm; Diam: 16.0 cm) 
   (Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996,       (Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996, 
               p. 132, fig. 84.12)                                 p. 114, fig. 71.10) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.16 Stone mold from Guchengnanguan (H148:1)     Figure 7.17 Stone mold from Dongxiafeng (H501:1) 
             (L: 10.4 cm; W: 7.4 cm)                            (L:13.8 cm; W: 6.5-7.4 cm) 

(Zhongguo Lishi Bowuguan Kaogubu et al. 1996,             (Zhongguo et al. 1988, p. 75, fig. 78.11) 
                  photo 49.6)  



 

  450 

Table 7.1: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Qinxi Area62 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Jili Dongyangcun JL-DYC 吉利東楊村 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

16 Kaogu 1983:2, p. 
101. 

2  

2.  Jiyuan Baigou JY-BG 濟源白溝 Yangshao, 
Miaokigou 
Phase II, 
Erlitou, Western 
Zhou 

2.4 Huanghe 
Xiaolangdi Shuiku 
Wenwu Kaogu 
Baogaoji, pp. 15-
6.  

3 Only several ash pits dated to 
the Erlitou Period was found. 

3.  Jiyuan Hetou JY-HT 濟源河頭 Erlitou ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

4.  Jiyuan Jiaodui JY-JD 濟源教兌 Erlitou, 
Erligang, 
Eastern Zhou 

3; 6 Huanghe 
Xiaolangdi Shuiku 
Kaogu Baogao 
(Yi), p. 
161;Huanghe 
Xiaolangdi Shuiku 
Wenwu Kaogu 
Baogaoji, pp. 35-
8.  

2 Only one ash pit dated to 
Erlitou Period was found. 

5.  Jiyuan Liuzhuang JY-LZ 濟源留莊 Longshan, 
Erlitou 

8 Huanghe 
Xiaolangdi Shuiku 
Kaogu Baogao 
(Yi), p. 97; 
Huanghe 
Xiaolangdi Shuiku 
Wenwu Kaogu 
Baogaoji, pp. 32-
5.  

2  

6.  Jiyuan Miaojie JY-MJ 濟源廟街 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Shang, 
Zhou 

21 Henan Wenpo 
Tongxun 1979:3, 
p. 48. 

3  

7.  Jiyuan 
Xiguanqichezhan 

JY-XGQCZ 濟源西關汽

車站 
Erlitou ? Zhongyuan 

Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

8.  Qinyang Chongyi QY-CY 沁陽崇義 Erlitou ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

9.  Qinyang Huadigang QY-HDG 沁陽花地岡 Erlitou ? Jinian Beijing 
Daxue Kaogu 
Zhuanye San Shi 
Zhounian 
Lunwenji, p. 172. 

4  

10.  Qinyang Xigouzhuang QY-XGZ 沁陽西茍莊 Erlitou ? Jinian Beijing 
Daxue Kaogu 
Zhuanye San Shi 
Zhounian 
Lunwenji, p. 172. 

4  

11.  Qinyang Yangxiang QY-YX 沁陽楊香 Erlitou ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

12.  Wenxian Beipinggao WX-BPG 溫縣北平皋 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Zhou 

? Wenwu 1982:7, p. 
7. 

3  

13.  Wenxian Shangyuan WX-SY 溫縣上苑 Erlitou ? Jinian Beijing 
Daxue Kaogu 
Zhuanye San Shi 
Zhounian 
Lunwenji, p. 172. 

4  

14.  Wenxian Xiliangsuo WX-XLS 溫縣西梁所 Erlitou ? Zhongyuan 
Wenwu 1997:2, p. 
32. 

4  

                                                        
62 Data Level: 1. Official excavation report; 2. preliminary excavation report; 3. survey report or brief description; 4. only 
name of site. 



 

  451 

15.  Wuzhi Dasima WZ-DSM 武陟大司馬 Longshan, 
Erlitou, Late 
Shang 

? Kaogu 1994:4, 
p.289. 

3 Only one ash pit dated to the 
Erlitou Period was found. 

16.  Wuzhi Zhaozhuang WZ-ZZ 武陟趙莊 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Early 
Shang, Late 
Shang 

75 Wenwu 1982:7, p. 
6. 

3  
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Table 7.2: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Yuanqu Basin 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Yuanqu Baigoubei YQ-BGB 垣曲柏溝北 Middle 
Yangshao, Late 
Erlitou; Eastern 
Zhou 

2; 1 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 148-
149; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 1169. 

3  

2.  Yuanqu Beiguanjia YQ-BGJ 垣曲北關家 Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, Late 
Erlitou, Lower 
Erligang 

5 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 34-39. 

3  

3.  Yuanqu Beihe YQ-BH 垣曲北河 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou, Han 

6.75; 2 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
87-89. 

3  

4.  Yuanqu Banjiahe YQ-BJH 垣曲板家河 Late Erlitou 0.35; 0.4 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 33-34; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1169. 

3  

5.  Yuanqu Baiquan YQ-BQ 垣曲白泉 Late Erlitou, 
Lower Erligang 

0.5 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 32-33. 

3  

6.  Yuanqu Beiyang YQ-BY 垣曲北羊 Erlitou 6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1169. 

3  

7.  Yuanqu Beiyangbao YQ-BYB 垣曲北羊堡 Yangshao, Late 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

0.7; 2.5 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
146-148. 

3  

8.  Yuanqu Beiyaozhuang YQ-BYZ 垣曲北窯莊 Late Erlitou 0.75 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 199-
201. 

3  

9.  Yuanqu Chaijiagou YQ-CJG 垣曲柴家溝 Late Yangshao, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou 

1 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 216-
217. 

3  

10.  Yuanqu Dongjiaoxie YQ-DJX 垣曲東交斜 Middle 
Yangshao, Late 
Erlitou 

0.32 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 79-80. 

3  

11.  Yuanqu 
Dingjiazhuang 

YQ-DJZ 垣曲丁家莊 Middle 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou 

1.5 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 219-
220. 

3  

12.  Yuanqu Dongshi YQ-DS 垣曲東石 Late Erlitou 7 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 211-
213. 

3 Three graves were found in 
this site. 

13.  Yuanqu Dongzhai YQ-DZ 垣曲東寨 Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, Late 
Erlitou, Lower 
Erligang 

1.2 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 48-50. 

3 This site was excavated in 
1996, but the data have not 
been published. 
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14.  Yuanqu Fengcun YQ-FC 垣曲豐村 Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou 

25; 20; 20 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Kaoguxue 
Jikan 5, pp. 27-60; 
Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 97-99. 

2 This site was excavated in 
1982, and the data have been 
published. 

15.  Yuanqu Gucheng 
Nanguan 

YQ-GCNG 垣曲古城南

關 
Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou, 
Erligang, West 
Zhou, Tang, 
Song, Jin 

?; 10; 10 Yuanqu Shang 
Cheng, pp. 89-
155; Yuangu 
Shang Cheng (Er), 
pp. 110-
229;  Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
45-48. 

1 A city site dated to the 
Erligang Period was found in 
this site. 

16.  Yuanqu Gucheng 
Xiguan 

YQ-GCXG 垣曲古城西

關 
Early Erlitou, 
Lower Erligang 

4 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 110-
113. 

3  

17.  Yuanqu Hebei YQ-HB 垣曲河北 Early Yangshao, 
Late Erlitou 

2 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 142-
144. 

3  

18.  Yuanqu Hedong YQ-HD 垣曲河東 Middle and Late 
Yangshao, Late 
Erlitou 

1 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 232-
236. 

3  

19.  Yuanqu Heti YQ-HT 垣曲河堤 Longshan, 
Early  and Late 
Erlitou, Lower 
Erligang 

6 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 28-32. 

3  

20.  Yuanqu Houwan YQ-HW 垣曲後灣 Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

2; 2; 4 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
116-117; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1167. 

3  

21.  Yuanqu Hexi YQ-HX 垣曲河西 Miaodigou 
Phase II, Late 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

?; 0.8 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, p. 
141. 

3  

22.  Yuanqu Jianxi YQ-JX 垣曲澗溪 Early Erlitou 1.2 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 75-76. 

3  

23.  Yuanqu Koutou YQ-KT 垣曲口頭 Early Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, Early 
and Late 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

1.2; 1.2 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
69-73. 

3 This site was excavated in 
1978 and 1979. Many 
remains related to bronze 
production were found. But 
the data have not been 
published. 

24.  Yuanqu Liucun YQ-LC 垣曲劉村 Yangshao, Late 
Erlitou 

?; 1.2; ? Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
141-142; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1167. 

3  

25.  Yuanqu Liuhuanggou YQ-LHG 垣曲硫磺溝 Late Erlitou 0.4 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 238-
239. 

3  
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26.  Yuanqu Longwangya YQ-LWY 垣曲龍王崖 Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou, Eatern 
Zhou 

30; 15 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
73-75. 

3 The site was excavated in 
1982 and 1983, and the data 
have been published (Kaogu 
1986:2). But no datum related 
to the Erlitou period was 
published. 

27.  Yuanqu 
Nanbaotounan 

YQ-NBTN 垣曲南堡頭

南 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou, Lower 
and Upper 
Erligang; 
Eastern Zhou 

0.75; 2.4; 
0.75 

Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
181-199; 
Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1167. 

3 This site is also called as 
Nanbaotoudong 南堡頭東 
in Zhongguo Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, p. 1167. 

28.  Yuanqu Ningjiapo YQ-NJP 垣曲寧家坡 Early and 
Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, Late 
Erlitou, Lower 
and Upper 
Erligang 

5; 15 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 129-
140; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 1165. 

3 This site was excavated from 
1996 to 1999. Some data 
have been published (Wenwu 
1998:10), but none of them is 
related to the Erlitou Period. 

29.  Yuanqu Nanpu YQ-NP 垣曲南蒲 Late Yangshao, 
Late Erlitou 

1 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 231-
232. 

3  

30.  Yuanqu Qianling YQ-QL 垣曲前嶺 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1167. 

3  

31.  Yuanqu Qianshan YQ-QS 垣曲前山 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

1.5 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876. 

3  

32.  Yuanqu Qingyuan YQ-QY 垣曲清源 Late Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou 

4 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 113-
115. 

3  

33.  Yuanqu Ruicun YQ-RC 垣曲芮村 Early and Late 
Yangshao, Late 
Erlitou 

6 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 50-53. 

3  

34.  Yuanqu 
Shangbocheng 

YQ-SBC 垣曲上亳城 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou 

7.6 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 89-93. 

3  

35.  Yuanqu Shijialin YQ-SJL 垣曲石家嶺 Early Erlitou 1.5 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 107-
109. 

3  

36.  Yuanqu Tigou YQ-TG 垣曲堤溝 Late Erlitou, 
Lower Erligang 

1.5 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 237-
239. 

3  

37.  Yuanqu Wenjiawan YQ-WJW 垣曲文家灣 Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, Late 
Erlitou 

1.5; 1 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 120-
122; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 1167. 

3  

38.  Yuanqu Wanjiayao YQ-WJY 垣曲萬家窯 Miaodigou 
Phase II, Early 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

8.925; 3 Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
94-95. 

3  
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39.  Yuanqu Xigou YQ-XG 垣曲西溝 Late Erlitou, 
Upper Erligang 

1.5; 10 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 144-
145; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 1169. 

3 This site seems also to be 
called as Xigounan 西溝南 
in Zhongguo Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, p. 1169. 

40.  Yuanqu Xunguduo  YQ-XGD 垣曲荀古垛 Late Erlitou 0.5; 1 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 236-
237; Zhongguo 
Wenwu Ditu 
Ji:  Shanxi Fence, 
p. 1169. 

3  

41.  Yuanqu Xiali YQ-XiaL 垣曲硤里 Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, Late 
Erlitou, Lower 
Erligang 

0.48 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 76-79. 

3  

42.  Yuanqu Xiling YQ-XiL 垣曲西嶺 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou, Han 

4.2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1167. 

3  

43.  Yuanqu Xitan YQ-XT 垣曲西灘 Late Erlitou, 
Lower Erligang 

1 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 40-41. 

3  

44.  Yuanqu Xiwangmao YQ-XWM 垣曲西王茅 Late Erlitou 1.5 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 84-85. 

3  

45.  Yuanqu Xiaozhao YQ-XZ 垣曲小趙 Middle and Late 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, Late 
Erlitou, Upper 
Erligang 

3.75; 7; 15; 
15 

Kaogu 1985:10, 
p.876; Yuanqu 
Pendi Juluo 
Kaogu Yanjiu, pp. 
99-107; Kaogu 
Xuebao 2001:2, 
pp. 189-226; 
Kaogu 1998:4, p. 
7. 

2 This site was excavated in 
1993 (Kaogu 1998:4) and 
1996 (Kaogu Xuebao 
2001:2).  

46.  Yuanqu Yundong YQ-YD 垣曲沇東 Middle 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou 

2.3 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 213-
216. 

3  

47.  Yuanqu Yuzhi YQ-YZ 垣曲峪子 Late Erlitou 0.42 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 218-
219. 

3  

48.  Yuanqu Zhaili YQ-ZL 垣曲寨里 Late Yangshao, 
Longshan, Late 
Erlitou, Lower 
Erligang 

1.2 Yuanqu Pendi 
Juluo Kaogu 
Yanjiu, pp. 41-45. 

3 This site was excavated in 
1997, but the data have not 
been published. 
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Table 7.3: Distribution Pattern of Sites in the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor 
 

No. Site Name Abbreviation Site Name in 
Chinese 

Period Size in the 
Erlitou 

Period (ha.) 

Reference Data 
Level 

Remarks 

1.  Pinglu Dongtai PL-DT 平陸東太 Yangshao, 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

5.4 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1153. 

3  

2.  Pinglu Fengjiazui  PL-FJZ 平陸馮家嘴 Sanliqiao, 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

2.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1153. 

3  

3.  Pinglu Qinglan  PL-QL 平陸晴嵐 Erlitou 72 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1154. 

3 This was a huge site during 
the Erlitou Period. 

4.  Pinglu Qianliushuao  PL-QLSA 平陸前柳樹

凹 
Yangshao, 
Miaodigou 
Phase II, Erlitou 

1.2 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1152. 

3  

5.  Pinglu Zaoyuan  PL-ZY 平陸棗園 Erlitou, Western 
Zhou, Eastern 
Zhou, Han 

6 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1154. 

3  

6.  Ruicheng Donggou RC-DG 芮城洞溝 Miaodigou 
Phase II, 
Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

4.5 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1061. 

3  

7.  Ruicheng Miaodi RC-MD 芮城廟地 Erlitou 3 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1062. 

3  

8.  Ruicheng Nantutou RC-NTT 芮城南凸頭 Erlitou 12 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1062. 

3  

9.  Ruicheng Nanya RC-NY 芮城南崖 Erlitou, Eastern 
Zhou 

12 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1062. 

3  

10.  Ruicheng Yaoping RC-YP 芮城姚坪 Erlitou 0.8 Zhongguo Wenwu 
Ditu Ji:  Shanxi 
Fence, p. 1062. 

3  
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Chapter 8: 
Rethinking the Interregional Interaction in the 

Central Yellow River Region and beyond 
 

Introduction 

Following upon the analysis, in the preceding chapters, of exotic artifacts and their 

archaeological contexts from the Henan 河南, Hedong 河東, and Henei 河內 Regions and the 

contact zone, this chapter will synthesize the research results and try to propose some possible 

patterns of interregional interaction in the Central Yellow River Region during the Erlitou 二里

頭 Period. Before proposing these possible interaction patterns, it is necessary to emphasize 

again the precondition of this dissertation which has been stated in Chapter 1. During the Erlitou 

Period, although the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions can be seen as the major distribution 

areas of the Erlitou Culture, the Dongxiafeng 東下馮 Culture, and the Xiaqiyuan 下七垣 

Culture respectively in a general sense, these three archaeological units merely refer to three 

groups of remains and their users. More importantly, these three archaeological units are not 

equivalent to three specific human groups recorded in the historical texts. In other words, these 

possible interaction patterns here reconstructed attempt to explain the relationship between 

various groups of archaeological remains and even their users who lived in different parts of the 

Central Yellow River Region in the Erlitou Period, rather than the relationship between specific 

states, dynasties, or ethnic groups. 

Furthermore, the analysis of the distribution pattern of the sites in the Central Yellow 

River Region also implies the differences between the social structures in the Henan, Hedong, 

and Henei Regions and their contact zone during the Erlitou Period. Compared to the others, the 

social structure in the Henan Region, particularly in the Luoyang Basin, was highly hierarchical, 
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and Erlitou undoubtedly was the center of this region. As most scholars would agree, Erlitou was 

a state-level society, but the question is: how do we confirm the extent of this early state? Aside 

from the traditional approach, which would regard the distribution area of the Erlitou Culture as 

the territory of this early state, we still do not have sufficient archaeological evidence to answer 

this question. For example, do the two large-scale fortified settlements of Wangjinglou 望京樓 

in the eastern part of the Song 嵩 Mountain Area and Dashigu 大師姑 in the western part of 

the Zhengzhou 鄭州 Area belong to this early state? This question is still unsettled. On the 

other hand, it seems that the social structures in the Hedong Region, the Henei Region, and the 

contact zone during the Erlitou Period were less complex than in the Henan Region. As discussed 

in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6, the regional center of the Hedong Region may be the southeastern 

part of the Linfen 臨汾 Basin, whereas the social structures of the other parts of the Hedong 

Region, the entire Henei Region, and the contact zone seem to be heterarchical. In other words, it 

seems probable that numerous relatively independent human groups were situated in these areas. 

Thus, in light of the existing archaeological evidence, the domain of the Erlitou state may have 

been limited in extent; outside this early state, the contemporaneous social formations in the 

other parts of the Central Yellow River Region may have been less complex and relatively 

heterarchical. 

Based on the understandings of the relationship between the archaeological units and 

human groups and the social structure in the Central Yellow River Region during the Erlitou 

Period, some possible patterns of interregional interaction among the Henan, Hedong, and Henei 

Regions in this period will be proposed as follows through the testing of the hypotheses proposed 

in Chapter 1. 
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Interaction between the Henan Region and the Hedong Region 

As discussed in Chapter 5, during the Erlitou Period, the Henan Region and the Hedong 

Region should be categorized as two independent archaeological units, namely the Erlitou 

Culture and the Dongxiafeng Culture. During Erlitou Phase I, the Hedong Region may still keep 

its local Longshan 龍山 tradition, such as the Taosi 陶寺 Culture and the Sanliqiao 三里橋 

Phase. In this period, it seems that rare exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region appeared in 

the Henan Region. From Erlitou Phase II, which was contemporary with the Dongxiafeng Phases 

I and II, the interaction between the Henan Region and the Hedong Region were relatively 

frequent yet through different ways. 

 

I. The Perspective from the Henan Region 

In the Henan Region, some exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region were found. All 

of these Hedong-related remains were daily-use ceramics. Most of the Hedong-related ceramics 

appeared in the Henan Region in Erlitou Phase II, but only seldom in Erlitou Phases III and IV. 

The analysis of the archaeological context shows that these Hedong-related remains were 

distributed in the four divisions of the Henan Region, especially at Erlitou. For example, during 

Erlitou Phase II, the most typical ceramics in the Hedong Region, the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan 單耳罐 appeared in various parts of the Erlitou site, including the palatial zone and 

the fortified workshop zone. It is worth noting that the one-handled pot dan’erguan was even 

found in elite graves, showing some local elites may have had a certain sort of relationship with 

the Hedong Region, or some of them may have accepted cooking custom or specific foodstuffs 

related to the Hedong Region. However, compared to the quantity of the typical remains of the 

Henan Region, the Hedong-related remains were extremely rare in the Henan Region. Thus, the 

research result shows that the distribution pattern of the Hedong-related remains in the Henan 
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Region corresponds to Pattern 1. Since all of the Hedong-related remains were daily-use 

ceramics, it is highly possible that some people who originally lived in the Hedong Region 

moved into the Henan Region through immigration or marriage. Besides, it seems that most of 

the Hedong-related ceramics appeared in Erlitou Phase II, and the quantity of exotic artifacts was 

decreasing from Erlitou Phase III onward. This situation indicates that in the Henan Region, the 

connections with the Hedong Region was getting weaker over time. 

 

II. The Perspective from the Hedong Region 

In the Hedong Region, exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region, such as ceramics, 

including daily-use vessels and ritual vessels, turquoise beads, and the stone handle-shaped 

object bingxingqi 柄形器, were discovered. In Erlitou Phase II, daily-use vessels related to the 

Henan Region started to appear in the Hedong Region. Afterward, these daily-use vessels related 

to the Henan Region were localized rapidly. Moreover, some of them, such as the tripod cauldron 

ding 鼎, evolved independently in the Hedong Region without influence from the Henan 

Region. In other words, the influence from the Henan Region was relatively weak in the Hedong 

Region during Erlitou Phase II. On the other hand, the daily-use ceramics related to the Henan 

Region had gradually become a part of the typical ceramic assemblage of the Hedong Region. 

Nevertheless, in spite of undergoing a localization process, the quantity and importance of these 

daily-use ceramics related to the Henan Region were still smaller than local ones. 

It is worth noting that from Erlitou Phase III, in addition to more daily-use ceramics, 

some new Henan-related remains started to appear in the Hedong Region, especially at 

Dongxiafeng. In the original context, these new Henan-related remains, including the wine-

serving vessels jue 爵 and he 盉, turquoise beads, and the stone handle-shaped object 

bingxingqi, were used for ritual or religious purposes and as material symbols to display the 
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socio-political status of their owners. It appears that, beginning in Erlitou Phase III, exotic 

artifacts reflecting the elaborate culture of the Henan Region, particularly the one from Erlitou, 

were introduced into the Hedong Region. 

Thus, generally speaking, the research results show that the distribution pattern of the 

Henan-related remains in the Hedong Region corresponds to Pattern 1. During Erlitou Phases II, 

since most of the Henan-related remains were daily-use ceramics, it is highly possible that some 

people who originally lived in the Henan Region moved into the Hedong Region, e.g., through 

immigration or marriage. However, during Erlitou Phases III and IV, some Henan-related 

remains reflecting its elaborate culture appeared in the Hedong Region, particularly at 

Dongxiafeng. One possible cause of their introduction was that some members of the elite of the 

Henan Region moved into the Hedong Region, or some members of the elite of the Henan 

Region gave these prestige goods to local inhabitants of the Hedong Region. However, the 

archaeological evidence may imply another possible scenario: the trade of bronze objects. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, in the Hedong Region no later than Erlitou Phase III, small 

bronze objects such as tools, which were easy to trade, had been made at Dongxiafeng and other 

sites near the Zhongtiao 中條 Mountains, which had rich metal resources. It is worth noting that 

Dongxiafeng began to flourish just at the time when bronze objects started to be made there in 

Erlitou Phase III. The best evidence is the construction of the “new core,” a new industrial zone 

surrounded by a moated enclosure for making ceramics and, more importantly, bronze objects at 

Dongxiafeng. The discovery of four stone molds for casting bronze shaft hole ax shuqiongfu 豎

銎斧, which may have been introduced directly from West China, such as the Ganqing 甘青 

Region, implies that not only the technique for making this exotic tool but also the bronze 

casting technique itself may have been introduced from West China during the Erlitou Period. 

More significantly, compared to the bronze production in the Henan Region, which put more 
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emphasis on ritual vessels and ornaments for displaying the socio-political status of their owners, 

the bronze-manufacturing industry in the Hedong Region which only made small objects such as 

tools, seems to highlight their economic importance. It is highly possible that against this 

background, the Henan-related remains which reflected the elaborate culture of Erlitou also 

appeared at the same time. It is also important to notice that some of these elaborate Henan-

related remains, such as the ceramic wine-serving vessels jue and he, were replicas made locally, 

instead of being imports from the Henan Region. These local replicas were discovered from not 

only ash pits or strata but also at least one grave. In other words, what were introduced into the 

Hedong Region were not objects themselves but the concepts related to ritual practices behind 

the objects. Of course, this hypothesis still needs to be tested in the future. 

 

III. The Perspective from the Contact Zone 

The contact zone between the Henan Region and the Hedong Region includes the Yuanqu 

垣曲 Basin in the east and the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor in the west. First of all, according to 

the limited data, it seems that in the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor, the Hedong-related or local 

remains were widely distributed. Besides, some Henan-related remains also appeared in this 

division. Thus, the research result may show that the distribution pattern of the archaeological 

remains dated to the Erlitou Period in the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor corresponds to Pattern 1. 

It is highly possible that the major population lived in the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor during 

the Erlitou Period was locals. Meanwhile, some Henan-related remains were probably imported, 

used, and even produced in this division of the contact zone. Also, probably some people who 

originally lived in the Henan Region may move into the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor in this 

period. 

Second, the interaction pattern in the Yuanqu Basin during the Erlitou Period was clearer 
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but more complex than in the Southern Zhongtiao Corridor. In the early stage of the Erlitou 

Period, although only six sites appeared in the Yuanqu Basin, it seems that the archaeological 

remains from these sites were similar to the ones of the Hedong Region. Besides, some Henan-

related remains were also discovered. Thus, the research result shows that the distribution pattern 

of the Henan-related remains in the Yuanqu Basin corresponds to Pattern 1. On the one hand, the 

major population of the Yuanqu Basin in the Erlitou Period were presumably locals who had a 

close relationship with the Hedong Region. On the other hand, people who had originally lived 

in the Henei Region probably did not often moved into the Yuanqu Basin. 

During the late stage of the Erlitou Period, the settlement pattern in the Yuanqu Basin 

suddenly changed: more than 40 sites appeared in the Yuanqu Basin. In this time, only the 

archaeological remains in the upper reaches of the Boqing 亳清 River still had a close 

relationship to the Hedong Region. In the other parts of the Yuanqu Basin, although some 

Hedong-related ceramics still appeared, the majority of the archaeological remains were more 

similar to those of the Henan Region. Besides, according to the limited data, it seems that the 

Henan-related and the Hedong-related remains were used and discarded together in the Yuanqu 

Basin in the late stage of the Erlitou Period. Thus, the research result shows that the distribution 

pattern of the Henan-related remains in most parts of the Yuanqu Basin corresponds to Pattern 3. 

It is highly possible that many people who originally lived in the Henan Region may have moved 

into the Yuanqu Basin in the late stage of the Erlitou Period. However, what is the main reason to 

cause such as a migration? 

The archaeological evidence suggests that the main motivating factor was the quest of the 

metal resources for bronze production. As mentioned above, the Yuanqu Basin was located in the 

southeastern part of the Zhongtiao Mountains, which had rich metal resources for casting bronze 

objects. In the early stage of the Erlitou Period, although only six sites were found in the Yuanqu 
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Basin, all of them were situated along the Boqing River. The Boqing River, in reality, was one of 

the important routes not only to connect the Henan Region and the Hedong Region but also to 

transport metal resources from the Zhongtiao Mountains to its south, especially to the Henan 

Region. It is worth noting that during the early stage of the Erlitou Period, bronze objects had 

started to be made in the sites in the Yuanqu Basin, such as Koutou 口頭, which was situated in 

the upper reaches of the Boqing River. During the late stage of the Erlitou Period, the Yuanqu 

Basin flourished. As mentioned above, more than 40 sites suddenly appeared in the Yuanqu 

Basin in this period, and most of them were also located along the Boqing River. Meanwhile, the 

bronze production highly developed in the Henan Region, particularly at Erlitou, and the in the 

Hedong Region. Thus, it is highly possible that the primary impetus for the florescence of the 

Yuanqu Basin in this period was mining and transportation of metal resources, and even bronze 

production. 

Guchengnanguan 古城南關, located in the lower reaches of the Boqing River, is an 

appropriate example of rethinking the complex interaction patterns between the Henan Region 

and the Hedong Region. As discussed in Chapter 7, the majority of the archaeological remains 

found at this site was the Henan-related remains, but some remains with local style and related to 

other neighboring regions were also found. In addition, although it is highly possible that the 

majority of the population of Guchengnanguan may be related to the Henan Region, no direct 

evidence can demonstrate that the Erlitou State controlled this site. Furthermore, just like other 

sites also located in the Yuanqu Basin and in the Hedong Region near the Zhongtiao Mountains 

such as Dongxiafeng, small bronze objects, probably including the shaft hole ax shuqiongfu, 

were also made at Guchengnanguan and even traded to other neighboring regions. In other 

words, it is highly possible that the Henan Region, such as Erlitou, the Yuanqu Basin, such as 

Guchengnanguan, and the Hedong Region, such as Dongxiafeng, all shared the metal resources 
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of the Zhongtiao Mountains during the Erlitou Period. More significantly, in contrast to the 

Henan Region, the Hedong Region, and the Yuanqu Basin may have shared the same techniques 

for making small bronze objects and even the same concepts for trading them to neighboring 

regions. 

Therefore, the bronze production was probably one of the most important factors in the 

interregional interactions among the Henan Region, the Yuanqu Basin, and the Hedong Region 

during the Erlitou Period. The research related to the origins of the raw materials for making 

bronze objects at Erlitou, which had been mentioned in Chapter 4, may provide insightful clues 

to support the hypothesis proposed above. As has been pointed out, during Erlitou Phase IV, the 

Shandong Peninsula was the primary area of origin for the metal used in making bronze objects 

at Erlitou. However, during Erlitou Phases II and III, these raw materials may have come from 

other regions, and one of the candidates was the Zhongtiao Mountains. Based on the analysis 

above, in Erlitou Phase II, the Yuanqu Basin was the territory of locals, and bronze objects had 

been made in this area. In Erlitou Phase III, although more Henan-related remains appeared in 

the Yuanqu Basin, this area including Guchengnanguan may not have been directly controlled by 

the Erlitou State. However, the metal resources may have been transported from the Zhongtiao 

Mountains through Boqing River Valley by way of Guchengnanguan to the Henan Region, 

particularly to Erlitou. Finally, in Erlitou Phase IV, especially in its late stage, the provider of the 

metal resources for Erlitou had changed from the Zhongtiao Mountains to the Shandong 

Peninsula, but it seems that bronze objects were still made in both the Yuanqu Basin and the 

Hedong Region. In other words, during Erlitou Phases II and III, the Yuanqu Basin was the 

provider of the metal resources to the Henan Region, especially to Erlitou. Nevertheless, in 

Erlitou Phase IV, the Yuanqu Basin may have attempted to monopolize these valuable raw 

materials to develop its own bronze industry. From this perspective, the relationship between the 
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Henan Region and the Yuanqu Basin, including the Hedong Region, changed from cooperation 

to competition. If more bronze workshops for making small bronze objects dated to Erlitou 

Phases III and IV can be found in the Yuanqu Basin and the Hedong Region, the hypothesis 

related to the interregional interaction among the Henan Region, the Yuanqu Basin, and the 

Hedong Region proposed here can be justified. Of course, we still need more archaeological 

evidence to test this idea. 

 

Interaction between the Henan Region and the Henei Region 

During the Erlitou Period, the Henan Region and the Henei Region were generally 

categorized as the distribution areas of two independent archaeological units, namely the Erlitou 

Culture and the Xiaqiyuan Culture. As mentioned in Chapter 6, in Erlitou Phase I, the Henei 

Region belonged to the transitional period between the local Longshan 龍山 Period, namely the 

Hougang 後崗 II Culture, and the Erlitou Period. Only limited archaeological evidence dated to 

this period was found in the Henei Region. Thus, it is difficult to discuss how the Henan Region 

influencing the Henei Region during Erlitou Phase I. From Erlitou Phase II, the Henan Region 

and the Henei Region apparently interacted with each other but in different ways. 

 

I. The Perspective from the Henan Region 

Exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region may be the most popular ones discovered in 

the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period, especially in Erlitou Phase IV. During Erlitou 

Phases I and II, some cooking vessels related to the Henei Region, such as the narrow-waisted 

steamer xiyaoyan 細腰甗, had appeared in the Henan Region. Compared to the quantity of the 

typical remains of the Henan Region, the one of the Henei-related cooking vessels were 

extremely rare in the Henan Region. It is worth noting that several pieces of the narrow-waisted 
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steamer xiyaoyan dated to Erlitou Phase II was found in the palatial zone of Erlitou. This 

situation probably implies that cooking custom and specific foodstuffs related to the Henei 

Region may have been introduced to local elites of Erlitou. Furthermore, at Nanwa which was an 

industrial center for making white ceramics, the burial custom related to the Xiaqiyuan Culture, 

namely covering a large scallop shell on the occupant’s face, was found. The discovery of the 

grave with this special burial custom strongly implies that the occupant came from the 

distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan Culture. Thus, the research result shows that the distribution 

pattern of the Henei-related remains in the Henan Region during the early stage of the Erlitou 

Period corresponds to Pattern 1. On the one hand, some people who originally lived in the Henei 

Region and other parts of the distribution area of the Xiaqiyuan Culture moved into the Henan 

Region because of immigration, marriage, and probably trade of white ceramics. On the other 

hand, local people of the Henan Region, including local elites, may also have accepted cooking 

custom and specific foodstuffs related to the Henei Region into their lifeways. 

The late stage of the Erlitou Period, especially the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, was a 

new era in which the Henei Region strongly influenced the Henan Region with a different way. 

In Erlitou Phase III, one of the most typical cooking vessels of the Henei Region, namely the 

tripod cauldron li, appeared in the Henan Region and then rapidly localized as a component of 

local cooking vessel assemblage, which was a universal phenomenon in the whole Henan 

Region. In Erlitou Phase IV, another typical type of the tripod cauldron li related to the Henei 

Region, namely the thin-walled li baotaili 薄胎鬲, appeared and was widely distributed in the 

Henan Region. For example, at Erlitou, during Erlitou Phase IV, particularly in its late stage, the 

tripod cauldron li not only became one of the major cooking vessels but also appeared in various 

parts of this metropolis, especially in the palatial zone. Besides the tripod cauldron li, other types 

of ceramics related to the Henei Region dated to Erlitou Phases III and IV were found in the 
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Henan Region. Although the quantity of the Henei-related ceramics was still less than that of 

local ceramics, a relatively large amount of these exotic artifacts which suddenly appeared in the 

Henan Region, particularly at Erlitou, in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV was unusual. 

Generally speaking, the research result shows that the distribution pattern of the Henei-related 

remains in the Henan Region during the late stage of the Erlitou Period is still correspondent to 

Pattern 1. Thus, the research result also reflects that, on the one hand, the Henei-related cooking 

custom and specific foodstuffs were more popular in the Henan Region during the late stage of 

the Erlitou Period than they had been before. On the other hand, more people who had originally 

lived in the Henei Region and other parts of the distribution areas of the Xiaqiyuan Culture 

moved into the Henan Region and to Erlitou, probably thorugh immigration, merrage, or even 

invasion during this period. 

It is significant to notice that when the daily-use ceramics related to the Henei Region 

widely appeared in the Henan Region from Erlitou Phase III, some relevant events took place at 

the same time and even earlier. First of all, according to the existing archaeological evidence, at 

least five fortified settlements surrounded by rammed-earth walls, including Wangjinglou, 

Dashigu, Xishicun 西史村, Tangtong 唐垌, and Dongzhao 東趙, were built in the eastern part 

of the Henan Region (Figure 8.1). All of these fortified settlements were built in Erlitou Phase III 

except Dongzhao, which was built even in the early stage of the Erlitou Period. Their 

construction strongly implies that a tense situation may have occurred along the eastern frontier 

of the Hanna Region in the early stage of the Erlitou Period and then became more serious from 

Erlitou Phase III. As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, although it is difficult to confirm 

whether these fortified settlements belonged to the Erlitou state or not, the fact that several 

fortified settlements built in a specific area indicates some special events indeed took place, such 

as military conflicts. Since the Henei Region was one of the closest neighboring regions of these 
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fortified settlements, probably one of the main purposes for constructing these fortified 

settlements was to defend the invasion from the Henei Region. On the other hand, it is also worth 

noting that the Henei-related ceramics were the most popular exotic artifacts found at 

Wangjinglou and Dashigu from Erlitou Phase III, particularly in Erlitou Phase IV. Thus, it is 

highly possible that some people who originally lived in the Henei Region moved into these 

fortified settlements in the late stage of the Erlitou Period. 

Second, as discussed in Chapter 4, in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, namely before the 

construction of the fortified city in Zhengzhou in the Erligang 二里崗 Period, it is highly 

possible that the eastern part of the Zhengzhou Area may have been occupied by a new group, 

which may also be related to the Henei Region. One crucial archaeological evidence to support 

this argument is the discovery of the elite grave 97:ZSC8 II T166 M6 in the south of 

Qingniangongyu 青年公寓. The archaeological evidence shows that not only the burial custom 

but also the burial goods of this grave were different from those ones of the Henan Region. In 

this grave three humans were buried: the occupant was arranged in the middle, but two other 

people who may be victims were arranged in the left and right of the occupant respectively. More 

importantly, three bronze objects, including a tripod cauldron li which was highly similar to the 

ceramic ones found in Henei Region, were found in this grave. Burying the tripod cauldron li 

was a burial custom of the Henei Region instead of the Henan Region. Thus, the discovery of 

this grave may prove that not only the eastern part of the Zhengzhou Area was occupied by a 

new group in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, but also a tense situation really prevailed in this 

area as analyzed above. 

Third, also as discussed in Chapter 4, some scholars suugest that during the late stage of 

Erlitou Phase IV, Erlitou may have been destroyed by non-locals from the Henei Region and the 

Shandong Peninsula as well. Although we still do not know if this event really happened or not, 
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this scenario, in fac, also supports the general trend of the relationship between the Henan 

Region and the Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period proposed in this dissertation, i.e., a 

long-term tense situation between these two regions. 

Briefly stated, in the early stage of the Erlitou Period, the Henei Region had started to 

influence the Henan Region, but its influence was relatively weak. However, it seems that a tense 

situation started to occur in the eastern part of the Henan Region which may have been caused by 

the Henei Region in this period. More importantly, in the late stage of the Erlitou Period, on the 

one hand, the material culture, cooking customs, and specific foodstuffs related to the Henei 

Region gradually and widely appeared in the Henan Region, and more people who originally 

lived in the Henei Region moved into the Henan Region. On the other hand, the tense situation 

took place in the eastern part of the Henan Region was getting seriously. In reality, the similar 

tense situation also happened in the Henei Region which will be analyzed below. 

 

II. The Perspective from the Henei Region 

In the Henei Region, some exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region were found. As 

discussed in Chapter 6, the Henei Region included the Zhanghuan 鄣洹 Area in the north and 

the Qiwei 淇衛 Area in the south. Since the Qiwei Area was closer to the Henan Region than 

the Zhanghuan Area, more Henan-related remains appeared in the former. However, generally 

speaking, the quantity of the Henan-related remains found in the whole Henei Region was much 

less than the one of local remains. Most of exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region were 

daily-use ceramics. Besides, a few ceramic ritual vessels, such as the jue and the gui 鬹, and 

other prestige goods, such as jade and turquoise beads, and the stone ax yue 鉞, which were 

related to the Henan Region, were found in the Henei Region, particularly at Liuzhuang 劉莊. 

Thus, in a general sense, the research result shows that the distribution pattern of the Henan-
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related remains in the Henei Region corresponds to Pattern 1. Since most of the Henan-related 

remains were daily-use ceramics, it is highly possible that some people who originally lived in 

the Henan Region move into the Henei Region. Also, the ceramic ritual vessels such as the jue 

and gui related to the Henan Region found in the Henei Region were local replicas. This situation 

implies that locals of the Henei Region probably attempted to imitate not only the objects 

themselves but also the ritual practices behind them. 

As a large-scale and well-organized cemetery, Liuzhuang is a good example to discuss 

the relationship between the locals of the Henei Region and the non-locals from neighboring 

regions, such as the Henan Region. As discussed in Chapter 6, among exotic artifacts with 

various origins, the Henan-related remains were the most popular. It is worth noting that 

compared to the graves that contained typical remains of the Henei Region which were 

distributed throughout the cemetery, those containing with the Henan-related daily-use ceramic 

vessels only concentrated in its eastern part. Although all burial goods found at Liuzhuang may 

be locally made, the daily-use ceramics, which were related to the Henan Region and found from 

the graves, reflected the homeland identity of the dead. Furthermore, although the dead who may 

be related to the Henan Region were arranged in the eastern part of the cemetery, the 

archaeological context shows that they were still buried with locals. This situation suggests a 

peaceful relationship between locals and non-locals at Liuzhuang. Thus, the research result of 

Liuzhuang shows that the distribution pattern of the Henan-related remains in this cemetery 

corresponds to Pattern 2. It is highly possible that during the Erlitou Period, some people who 

originally lived in the Henan Region moved into settlements near Liuzhuang, and were finally 

buried in a specific area within the cemetery. On the one hand, the fact that non-locals buried at 

Liuzhouang shows an intention to integrate into the local community; on the other hand, the fact 

that non-locals were buried with exotic artifacts related to the Henan Region also reveals their 
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homeland identity. 

In addition to the daily-use ceramics, some prestige goods related to the Henan Region 

were also unearthed at Liuzhuang. First of all, among 338 graves at Liuzhuang, only three 

yielded a total of five Henan-related ritual vessels, including jue and gui. The analysis of stylistic 

features shows that all of them were locally made. Although it is still difficult to determine 

whether the occupants were locals or non-locals, the appearance of these local replicas shows 

that some people attempted to introduce the ritual ceremonies from the Henan Region into the 

Henei Region. However, this sort of non-local burial custom was not widely accepted and 

practiced at Liuzhuang. In other words, the Henan-related ritual was not very influential at 

Liuzhuang and throughout in the Henei Region during the Erlitou Period. 

Second, Henan-related turquoise and jade beads, used as ornaments, were also found at 

Liuzhuang. It is also difficult to identify whether the owners were locals or non-locals. Since 

these turquoise and jade beads, which may have been made at Erlitou, can be seen as a sort of 

material symbol to show the wealth of the occupants, either their owners had originally lived in 

the Henan Region and then moved into the Henei Region, or they were locals who had obtained 

these beads though trade. 

Third, a stone ax yue, which was highly similar to a jade piece found from an elite grave 

at Erlitou, was also found at Liuzhuang. In the Henan Region, jade weapons may be a kind of 

scepter or ritual item to reveal the special socio-political status of their owners. At Liuzhuang, 

the discovery of the stone ax strongly indicates that its owner may also be from the Henan 

Region, even from Erlitou. However, since there is no other evidence to show that its owner was 

a military leader, the appearance of this stone ax yue at Liuzhuang was still an enigma. 

Finally, as analyzed above, from a pan-regional perspective, probably from the early 

stage of the Erlitou Period, particularly after Erlitou Phase III, a tense situation may have 
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prevailed in the eastern part of the Henan Region that is reflected by the construction of several 

fortified settlements in this area. In reality, in the southwestern part of the Henei Region, which 

was to the north of the eastern part of the Henan Region, another fortified settlement 

Mengzhuang 孟莊 surrounded by rammed-earth walls was built in Erlitou Phase II. Although 

the relatively abundant archaeological remains at Mengzhuang were similar to the ones in the 

Henan Region, the archaeological evidence from the graves at this site implies that locals from 

the Henei Region controlled this fortified settlement. It is crucial to notice that during the Erlitou 

Period, all these fortified settlements surrounded by rammed-earth walls were all located in the 

area between the Henan Region and the Henei Region (Figure 8.1). This situation strongly 

indicates that the eastern part of the Henan Region and the western part of the Henei Region 

continuously confronted tense situations during the Erlitou Period. Despite these long-termed 

tensions, these two regions still interacted with each other in various ways. Furthermore, the 

influence of the Henei Region on the Henan Region was getting stronger whereas the influence 

of the Henan Region on the Henei Region declined overtime. 

 

III. The Perspective from the Contact Zone 

The Qinxi 沁西 Area, namely the contact zone between the Henan Region and the 

Henei Region, is the key area for exploring the interregional interaction between them. However, 

only sparse data dated to the Erlitou Period were found in this Area. Generally speaking, the 

majority of the archaeological remains in the Qinxi Area were related to the Henan Region, but 

the whole assemblage of the Henan-related remains did not appear here. Besides, during the 

Erlitou Period, the burial customs in the Qinxi Area were similar to thoes in the Henan Region. 

Furthermore, during the Longshan Period, this area was a part of the distribution area of the 

Wangwan 王灣 III Culture, which was the primary origin of the Erlitou Culture. Based on the 
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archaeological evidence, during the Erlitou Period, the Qinxi Area can be classified as the 

distribution area of the Erlitou Culture. In addition to the remains related to the Henan Region, 

some related to the Henei Region were also found in the Qinxi Area. In this area, both the 

remains related to the Henan Region and the Henei Region were daily-use ceramics. Thus, the 

research result shows that the distribution pattern of the archaeological remains dated to the 

Erlitou Period in the Qinxi Area corresponds to Pattern 1. On the one hand, during the Erlitou 

Period, the major population of this area had a close relationship with the Henan Region. On the 

other hand, it is highly possible that some people who had originally lived in the Henei Region 

moved into the Qinxi Area during the Erlitou Period. Apparently, although the Qinxi Area 

occupied a significant location for exploring the interregional interaction between the Henan 

Region and the Hedong Region, the role of this area remains unclear. We are looking forward to 

seeing more archaeological data from the Qinxi Area. 

 

Interaction between the Hedong Region and the Henei Region 

As some scholars have pointed out, during the Erlitou Period, the archaeological remains 

in the eastern and western parts of the Taihang 太行 Mountain shared many similarities. In spite 

of this, the Hedong Region and the Henei Region can still be categorized as two different 

archaeological units, namely the Dongxiafeng Culture and the Xiaqiyuan Culture. In reality, 

during Erlitou Phase I, these two regions still preserved their local Longshan traditions 

respectively. In this period, how these two regions interacted with each other remains vague. 

From Erlitou Phase II, the interaction patterns between the Hedong Region and the Henei Region 

gradually becomes clear. 
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I. The Perspective from the Hedong Region 

In the Hedong Region, exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region were discovered. 

During the early stage of the Erlitou Period, some Henei-related cooking vessels, particularly the 

narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan, had appeared in the Hedong Region from not only ash pits but 

also graves. After its appearance, these cooking vessels underwent a localization process in the 

Hedong Region. From Erlitou Phase III, particularly Erlitou Phase IV, more Henei-related 

vessels, including the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili, started to appear in the Hedong 

Region. Compared to the quantity of the typical remains of the Hedong Region, the one of the 

Henei Region was small. Furthermore, generally speaking, both local remains of the Hedong 

Region and exotic artifacts related to the Henei Region were used and discarded together. Thus, 

the research result shows that the distribution pattern of the Henei-related remains in the Hedong 

Region corresponds to Pattern 1. Since all of the Henei-related remains were daily-use ceramics, 

it is highly possible that some people who originally lived in the Henei Region moved into the 

Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period. 

As the only site in the Hedong Region whose excavation data were published as an 

official excavation report, the archaeological evidence from Dongxiafeng provides some clues to 

reexamine the relationship between the locals of the Hedong Region and the non-locals related to 

the Henei Region at this site. In the early stage of the Erlitou Period, some Henei-related ceramic 

cooking vessels appeared in the “old core” of this site. In Erlitou Phase III, as discussed in 

Chapter 5, a “new core” which may be an industrial center and surrounded by a moat enclosure 

was built by locals in the southeastern part of the “old core.” During this period, the Henei-

related ceramics, particularly the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan, appeared in both the “old 

core” and the “new core.” Since this kind of cooking vessel had been localized, the makers and 

the users of the narrow-waisted steamer xiyaoyan may be locals. However, in Erlitou Phase IV, 
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the “new core” was suddenly abandoned. Meanwhile, more daily-use ceramics related to the 

Henei Region, including some new vessels such as the thin-walled tripod cauldron baotaili and 

the narrow-necked basin shujingpen 束頸盆, also appeared at Dongxiafeng. It seems that some 

people who had originally lived in the Henei Region moved into Dongxiafeng in Erlitou Phase 

IV. Although it is difficult to know if the abandonment of the “new core” of Dongxiafeng in 

Erlitou Phase IV had any positive correlation with the new immigrants from the Henei Region, it 

seems that compared to previous periods, the Henei Region had a relatively strong influence on 

Dongxiafeng during Erlitou Phase IV. In spite of this, the majority of the archaeologic remains at 

Dongxiafeng during this period was still the local ones; moreover, the Henan-related remains 

were more popular than the Henei-related ones at this site. Did the distribution of the Henei-

related remains at Dongxiafeng was a special case or a universal phenomenon took place in the 

Hedong Region during the Erlitou Period? We still need more archaeological data to reexamine 

this question in the future. 

 

II. The Perspective from the Henei Region 

In the Henei Region, exotic artifacts related to the Hedong Region were also found 

during the Erlitou Period. The one-handled pot dan’erguan was the most popular Hedong-related 

ceramics appeared in the Henei Region. However, it seems that the quantity of the Henei-related 

remains was relatively small. Besides, more Hedong-related remains appeared in its southern 

division, namely the Qiwei Area, than in its northern division, namely the Zhanghuan Area. 

Probably the primary reason for this distribution pattern was due to the fact that the location of 

the Qiwei Area was much closer to the Hedong Region than the one of the Zhanghuan Area. 

Thus, the research result shows that in a general sense, the distribution pattern of the Hedong-

related remains in the Henei Region corresponds to Pattern 1. Probably some people who 
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originally lived in the Hedong Region moved to the Henei Region through the contact zone 

between them, namely the Yuanqu Basin and the Qinxi Area, in the Erlitou Period. 

In reality, most of the Hedong-related ceramics, particularly the one-handled pot 

dan’erguan, were found at Liuzhuang as burial goods. It is worth noting that all of these 

Hedong-related ceramics concentrated in the eastern part of the cemetery that was the same as 

the situation as the Henan-related remains as discussed above. In other words, although non-

locals who may have come from the Hedong Region occupied a specific part of the cemetery, 

locals were still buried with them. This arrangement of graves implies a peaceful relationship 

among various social groups at Liuzhuang. Thus, the research result also at Liuzhuang shows 

that the distribution pattern of the Hedong-related remains is also correspondent to Pattern 2. The 

fact that these non-locals were buried with Hedong-related remains at Liuzhuang displays not 

only their local integration but also their homeland identity. 

 

III. The Perspective from the Contact Zone 

The contact zone between the Hedong Region and the Henei Region includes the Qinxi 

Area in the east and the Yuanqu Basin in the west. First of all, in the Qinxi Area, the majority of 

its archaeological remains was similar to the Henan Region during the Erlitou Period. Besides, 

exotic artifacts related to both the Henei Region and the Hedong Region were found. On the one 

hand, since the Qinxi Area was close to the Henei Region, relatively more Henei-related daily-

use vessels appeared here. On the other hand, as the most typical cooking vessel of the Hedong 

Region, the one-handled pot dan’erguan also appeared in the Qinxi Area but rare. Thus, the 

research result shows that the distribution pattern of the Henei-related and the Hedong-related 

remains in the Qinxi Area corresponds to Pattern 1. Since all of these exotic artifacts were daily-

use ceramics, it is highly possible that some people who had originally lived in the Henei Region 
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and the Hedong Region moved into the Qinxi Area during the Erlitou Period, as mentioned 

before. 

Second, compared to the Qinxi Area, the situation in the Yuanqu Basin was more 

complex. In the early stage of the Erlitou Period, the archeological remains of the Yuanqu Basin 

had a closer relationship to the Hedong Region. During this period, it seems that the Henei-

related remains appeared only rarely in the Yuanqu Basin. Thus, the research result shows that 

the distribution pattern of the Henei-related remains in the Yuanqu Basin corresponds to Pattern 

1. However, people who had originally lived in the Henei Region did not often moved into the 

Yuanqu Basin. 

In the late stage of the Erlitou Period, however, the distribution pattern of archaeological 

remains in the Yuanqu Basin changes. As analyzed above, on the one hand, the archaeological 

remains in the upper reaches of the Boqing River were still similar to the ones in the Hedong 

Region. On the other hand, the majority of the archaeological remains in the other parts of the 

Yuanqu Basin was similar to those of the Henan Region. Thus, it is highly possible that during 

the late stage of the Erlitou Period, many people who had originally lived in the Henan Region 

may have moved into the Yuanqu Basin, probably for obtaining the metal resources for casting 

bronze objects as analyzed before. Under this general trend, some Henei-related ceramics for 

daily-use also appeared in the Yuanqu Basin. In other words, in addition to migration from the 

Henan Region, a few people who had originally lived in the Henei Region may also have moved 

into the Yuanqu Basin during this period, whether for trading metal resources or for other 

reasons. 

Finally, since both the Hedong-related and the Henei-related remains appeared in these 

two parts of the contact zone, the Qinxi Area in the east and the Yuanqu Basin in the west may be 

the most important passage connecting the Hedong and Henei Regions during the Erlitou Period. 
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The relationship between the Hedong Region and the Henei Region appears to have been steady 

and peaceful. 

 

Beyond the Central Yellow River Region 

In addition to the interrogation interaction within the three primary divisions of the 

Central Yellow River Region and their contact zone, exotic artifacts related to other 

contemporary neighboring regions also appeared in the Henan, Hedong, and Henei Regions 

during the Erlitou Period. For example, exotic artifacts related to the Shandong 山東 Peninsula 

dated to the Erlitou Period were found in the Henan Region and the Henei Region. One 

particular phenomenon is that in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, many exotic ceramics related 

to the Shandong Region suddenly appeared in various parts of the the Erlitou site, especially in 

the palatial zone and the fortified workshop zone. Another example is that in Erlitou Phases I and 

II, some valuable exotic ceramics made in the middle and lower reaches of the Yangzi River 

appeared in the Henan Region, particularly at Erlitou. Besides, exotic artifacts related to areas 

such as central Shanxi 山西, eastern Inner Mongolia, and the Ganqing Region also appeared in 

different parts of the Central Yellow River Region during the Erlitou Period. It is intriguing that 

how these neighboring regions interacted with the different divisions within the Central Yellow 

River Region during the Erlitou Period. Thus, the issue of the interregional interaction between 

Erlitou and other contemporary neighboring regions and even some distant areas, or the 

interregional interaction between different regions of ancient China during the Erlitou Period, 

still has lots of potential for future exploration. 
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Final Remarks 

I. Various Interaction Patterns in the Central Yellow River Region in the Erlitou Period 

In sum, according to the archaeological evidence, although it is still difficult to confirm 

the political landscape of the Central Yellow River Region during the Erlitou Period, the 

interregional interaction among the Henan Region, the Hedong Region, and the Henei Region 

was studied in this dissertation and can be summarized as follows. First of all, the relationship 

between the Henan Region and the Henei Region was getting tense over time. The construction 

of the fortified settlements in the eastern part of the Henan Region and the southwestern part of 

the Henei Region is the most telling evidence. Besides, the Henei Region revealed a greater 

influence on the Henan Region, particularly in the late stage of Erlitou Phase IV, rather than vice 

versa. Second, the relationship between the Henan Region and the Hedong Region may have 

been marked by competition over the metal resources for casting bronze objects. However, the 

Henan Region seems to have displayed a greater influence on the Hedong Region, rather than 

vice versa. Finally, the relationship between the Hedong Region and the Henei Region seems to 

have been steady. Probably these two regions maintained a situation of peaceful coexistence for a 

long time in the Erlitou Period. We are looking forward to seeing more new archaeological data 

to enrich or adjust the hypothetical model proposed here in the future. 

 

II. Archaeological Research beyond the Huaxia-centered Perspective 

Traditionally, under the presupposition that Erlitou was the political center or even the 

capital of the Xia 夏 Dynasty in the Early Bronze Age China, the interregional interaction 

between the Erlitou and its contemporary regions was always interpreted as a “center-periphery” 

relationship, namely how the highly developed center of Erlitou strongly influenced or even 

dominated its less-developed peripheries. This sort of historiographical orientation or the 
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Huaxia-centered perspective usually overemphasized the role of the so-called “center,” ignored 

the active agency of the so-called “peripheries,” and misled us explain the archaeological data 

when studying the interregional interaction in ancient China. If we wish to reexamine and 

reconstruct fairly how different regions in ancient China interacted with others, it is necessary to 

get rid of the limitations of the Huaxia-centered perspective and to focus on the analysis of the 

archaeological evidence, as this dissertation has tried to do. 

 

III. Contextualization and Interregional Interaction 

When studying the issue of the interregional interaction, the typological analysis is the 

basic approach for identifying exotic artifacts from local ones. However, in addition to vaguely 

pointing out that some exotic artifacts or even specific areas “influenced” local society, the 

typological analysis is difficult to answer “how” the former influenced the latter explicitly. By 

contrast, the approach of contextualization, which puts more emphasis on the analysis of the 

relationship between archaeological remains and their finding contexts, can provide better clues 

for investigating various interaction patterns between different regions, as this dissertation has 

shown. Nevertheless, as also shown in this dissertation, the premise of studying interregional 

interaction through the approach of contextualization is the availability of sufficient data related 

to the archaeological contexts within sites; these are still rather lacking in Chinese archaeology. 

Hopefully in the future when Chinese colleagues design excavation projects, they can pay more 

attention to clarify the layout of sites, which will provide valuable information for the analysis of 

contextualization. 

 

IV. Research Topics in the Future 

Interregional interaction is a universal phenomenon in human society. Ancient China is 
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no exception. This dissertation tries to reexamine the interregional interaction among three main 

parts of the Central Yellow River Region in the Erlitou Period, which is regarded as the core 

region in ancient Chinese history. As mentioned above, in addition to the interaction within these 

three regions, in this transitional era between the prehistoric and historic periods, the Central 

Yellow River Region also had connections with other neighboring regions and even distant areas 

in its east, south, west, and north. Thus, on the basis of this dissertation, one of the main research 

topics in the future will be to keep reexamining the interregional interaction between Erlitou, or 

the Central Yellow River Region, and its other neighboring areas which have not yet been 

investigated in detail in this dissertation, such as the Shandong Peninsula and the Yangzi River 

Basin, through the approach of the contextualization. Besides the Erlitou Period, the 

interregional interactions in other periods in ancient China, such as the Longshan Period, in 

which some early political units may have arisen, and the Late Shang Period, in which the state-

level society was consolidated, should be explored with the same approach. On the basis of 

reexamining various patterns of the interregional interactions in the pre-historic, proto-historic, 

and historic periods, it will then be possible to form a new understanding - or at least to propose 

a new hypothetical model - of the social, political, economic, and cultural landscape of ancient 

China. 
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Figure 8.1 Distribution pattern of sites in the Central Yellow River Region, the Erlitou Period 
(drawn by Zheng Shuo) 
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