The periodization of Korean archaeology: Kim Wŏnyong and Han’guk Kogohak Kaesŏl




Archaeological research in the Korean peninsula is highly strongly tied to the Japanese encroachment in the peninsula and the later subsequent colonization. Yagi Shozaburo is was considered the first researcher to conduct archaeological research when he arrived toin Korea in 1893. Since After the colonization of Chosŏn, the colonial government developed an intense archaeological activity, funding general surveys, archaeological excavations and the publication of results. Among those studies and publications, Fujita Ryosaku’s contributions to the field of Korean archaeology are particularly important among those studies and publications, because as he proposed one of the most influential periodization systems for peninsular archaeology. After the Liberation of Korea in 1945, South Korean archaeologists started their own archaeological researches, trying to build shape the field on their own terms. However, Fujita’s synthesis synopsis was meant that he was still, in many senses, the the eminent author of reference tofor interpreting the new sites’ chronology, at least until Kim Wŏnyong presented a new periodization project in his book, Han’guk Kogohak Kaesŏl. 	Comment by RDB: Accent position?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: “ŏ” is a diacritical for transcribing an open /o/ from Korean	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I mean that Fujita’s book (Japanese author) was still very influential after the Liberation of Korea from the Japanese Empire.

And by synthesis I mean Fujita’s book.

The establishment of South Korean archaeology had to deal with the need of to reinterpretting the colonial interpretations, as well as it followingwed the academic traditions considered as standard in America and Europe. By analyzing Kim Wŏnyong’s periodization project at in his book, Han’guk Kogohak Kaesŏl (Introduction to Korean Archaeology),. I argue that Kim reframed Korean archaeology in an attempt at introducing Korean archaeology back into the universal time, ending the exceptionality in which colonial periodization considered the peninsula. With said In such attempt, Kim creatively reinterpreted the colonial framework within the culture-historical archaeology.	Comment by RDB: Do you mean here: as well as - 'also', or 'as good as'?

...as well as following?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I think it is closer to also. Korean archaeology had two problems 1) reinterpretation of colonial ideas 2) reach the standard of research 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: What I wanted to say:
I argue that Kim reframed Korean archaeology.

In what sense did Kim reframe archaeology? He aimed at interpreting/introducing Korean archaeology back into the universal time.

That meant a change regarding the previous interpretations from the colonial times that considered Korean culture as incapable of changing: ending the exceptionality in which colonial periodization considered the peninsula	Comment by Rob Bethell: I’m still not sure about ‘universal time’	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: The expression of “universal time” sounds weird, but it is a specialized term in the academic literature 
Kim Wŏnyong was the first professor at the Department of Archaeology at SNU, leading an  very active academic life. In 1966, he published a first outlook overview ofof Korean archaeology in a short publication entitled Han’guk Kogohak Kaeron (AnO Outline of Korean Archaeology), becoming the first post-1945 survey of Korean archaeology afterwritten by a Korean scholar 1945 written by a Korean scholar. In 1973, he reviewed and expanded that said work, becoming the Han’guk Kogohak Kaesŏl. This new survey organized Korean archaeology through an innovative periodization project, representing a departure from Fujita’s periodization project, and the starting point for most archaeologists interested in the archaeology of the Korean peninsula. SuchSuch plan represented a reconceptualization of Korean archaeology under the Three- Age System, meaning a conscious conceptualization of Korean archaeology under universal patterns of cultural evolution. SuchThis process wais intimately connected to Kim Wŏnyong’s political position, vis-à-vis the colonization of Korea and his connection to Western models of archaeological interpretation.	Comment by RDB: Overview? 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I think overview can work, yes. I mean Kim published a first survey on Korea narchaeology	Comment by RDB: No translation/explanation of title here.	Comment by Rob Bethell: Should this be ‘patterns’?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Upps, yes!
Kim’s periodization project represents an important element forto evaluatinge the intellectual basis of postcolonial archaeology in South Korean, and its connections with colonial archaeology. This article does not aim to deny the influence of Japanese colonial archaeology in the configuration of post-1945 South Korean archaeological research after 1945 in South Korea;, but however, in order to fully understand the decolonization efforts of Korean archaeologists’ decolonization efforts, it is necessary to evaluate their efforts in order to differentiatece themselves from colonial archaeologists, and their attempts at connecting with different academic tendenciestrends. Thus, it will be possible to consider the history of postcolonial archaeology can be considered, acknowledging the initiatives and innovations broughtdeveloped by Korean archaeologists. 	Comment by RDB: For evaluating?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Better!	Comment by RDB: Them rather than themselves?	Comment by RDB: Or trends?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Trends is better	Comment by RDB: Developed?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Developed is better
Previous studies on the early history of Korean postcolonial archaeology haves been framed mostly framed around on  the consideration of strong continuities of in colonial archaeology, in institutional and intellectual terms (Nelson, 1995: 218-31; Pai Hyung Il, 1994: 25-48; Pai Hyung Il, 1999: 619-25; Pai Hyung Il, 2000; Pai Hyung Il, 2013; Park H.W., Wee K., 2016: 304-39), to the point of presenting Kim Wŏnyong’s periodization project as a simple continuation of colonial models with slightly different names (Chŏng Insŏng, 2015: 165-192). It is not the intention of this paper’s intention to deny the continuity of elements from colonial archaeology in the configuration of the field after post-the decolonization configuration of the field. But those continuities should be contextualized within the pre- and post-1945 general trends in archaeological trends before and after 1945 in order to understand correctly understand the importance of the colonial legacy. In that regard, it is necessary to understand Korean postcolonial archaeology in the context of an the post-1945 intellectual realignment, led by Korean scholars after 1945. 
An important space to show those continuities and departures is tThe basic framework is an important space for illustrating those continuities and departures, that helpings to categorize, classify and organize the archaeological record, presenting it into a sequence of periods. Periodization is a basic tool for historians and archaeologists, in as much as it helps to organize the historical human experience into manageable segments. At the same time, the organizing key index key of the periodization project conveys part of its author’s the political and historiographical project of its author. Following Donner’s expositiondiscussion, it is relevant to consider a particular periodization project’s some of its characteristics in order , in order to consider the analyze itsis of a particular periodization project (2014:20-36). He explains that periodization implies the previous definition of a geographical area and the naming of periods  exercise of defining the geographical area focus of analysis, and periodization (Donner, 2014:21-22). Then, he explains how the selection of temporal limits are necessary for the organization of coherent time unitsThen he explains how it is necessary also the definition of an intellectual object that can be periodized, setting different temporal limits. The result is that each period tries to define coherent temporal units, with a meaningful beginning and end, affecting as many temporal strata as possible (Donner, 2014: 25-27). Beyond the problems regarding the different temporal strata, and the problems of drawing sharp limits between periods (Koselleck, Innerarity, Palti, 2013: 35-43), Donner alerts us about to the “possibility that a periodization may have advanced – indeed, almost inevitably will have advanced – an implicit or explicit, political agenda at the time of its creation and may still have political meaning in the present” (Donner, 2014: 28). In this regard, another important factor is the politic of names associated to each period, as they provide nuances about regarding the interrelation of periods. Kotsonas highlights through his discussion about the names of early Greek periods how particular names encapsulate political projects through his discussion on the names of early Greek periods (2016). The name of “Dark Ages” for an archaeological period of in early Greece, or the opposition of the “Middle Ages” against versus the “Renaissance” for in terms of European history,  provide examples of the period’s general consideration, versusof the period against somea kind of master project that provides meaning for the whole system of periods.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Could “index criteria” be a better option? I refer to the key element that organizes the list of categories, e.g. in the periodization of paleolithic age, Neolithic age, bronze age and iron age, the index criteria is technology	Comment by Rob Bethell: How about ‘key index’?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: If you think it is better to convey the idea, ok	Comment by Rob Bethell: Discussion?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Ok!	Comment by Rob Bethell: Evaluate the analysis?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “in order to analyze it”	Comment by RDB: Periodization implies… Periodisation?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe this is better: “It implies the definition of a geographical area and a list of names”  	Comment by Rob Bethell: Please check to see if ok now	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I have changed the “list of names” because it sounded a bit off. I have introduced “naming of periods” instead. Sorry I didn’t see it before.	Comment by RDB: Prior?	Comment by Rob Bethell: Your suggestion seems clearer, implemented.	Comment by RDB: Double checking meaning here.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Here I mean the reasons for choosing one name over another options. 
Maybe  better option: politics of naming?	Comment by Rob Bethell: Naming policy?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Naming policy reminds me a little of government policy, when I try to imply the options and implications of choosing particular names.

Maybe better: “the politics of naming”?	Comment by Rob Bethell: If you are referring to the political influence of the names then ok, just checking it’s not a common mistranslation: politics/policy
Due to the interest of this article’s interest in analyzing the transformation of the colonial and postcolonial periodization projects regarding in Korean archaeologyeology, the research considers possibly the two most relevant periodization projects of for each. Japanese archaeologists worked for more than 30 years in the peninsula, researching its material cultures and establishing the first archaeological studies on Korean prehistory and early ancient history. Fujita Ryosaku was one of the first to write a survey of Korean archaeology during the colonial period, editing some of his key papers on Korean archaeology in a volume that included his considerations about on the periodization of Korean archaeology. His position as professor at Keijō Imperial University, the colonial museum and the committee in charge of protecting cultural heritage in the Peninsula, granted him a privileged access to materials from all the wholethe peninsula, publishing broadly oon many subjects about in Korean archaeology, as well as an influential position among Japanese archaeologists in relation to the Korean peninsula. Fujita draftedr one of the first periodization projects of in Korean archaeology in two articles, “Chōsen Chosen no Kodai Bunka” (1934) and “Chōsen Chosen Sekki Jidai” (1942), published again in 1948 as part of the edited volume, Chōsen Kokogaku Kenkyū. The influence of colonial publications after the Liberation, and in particular Fujita’s ideas, wereas rather notablelarge,, due to the lack of alternative studies. Kim Wŏnyong acknowledged that as much when he had to use colonial period publications to prepare his own classes on Korean archaeology (1985: 191). The intellectual influence of Fujita’s periodization project into on Kim’s periodization project makes their comparison quite relevant in fororder to understanding the decolonization process of Korean archaeology’s decolonization process.	Comment by RDB: Does this need an accent (and in other locations)?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: It does. I have changed on the text	Comment by RDB: Not italicized?
They are articles within the edited volume Chōsen Kokogaku Kenkyū. I do not know if they should bewhen they are articles, to be honest	Comment by Rob Bethell: OK, I’m not so sure either!	Comment by Rob Bethell: 	Comment by Rob Bethell: I guess as not quoted italics are ok
Kim Wŏnyong is rightly considered one of the forefathers of Korean archaeology due to his role as university professor, field archaeologists and prolific author;, being also as one of the first archaeologists to provide a periodization structure for Korean archaeologyeology (Ahn Hwi-Joon, 2009). He is highly remembered by for his organization of Korean archaeology in Han’guk Kogohak Kaesŏl, published in 1972 and reviewed over several editionseditions:, the last latest one in 1986. This book became the manual of reference manual for many generations of Korean archaeology students, establishing the basic framework under which to classify Korean archaeology. This influence reaches extends even today, when a quick look at the manual of archaeology edited by the Korea Archaeological Society already quickly shows strong parallels with Kim’s first periodization (Han’guk Kogohakhoe: 2015: 10-11).
Thise analysis of Kim Wŏnyong’s periodization projects will consider the elements pointed out by Donner, comparing how it diverged from the project presented by Fujita Ryosaku. The first element considered will be the spatialization assigned to Kim’s project and the  relationships between the periodized area with the surrounding areasrelationship to the interconnection to other areas. In this regard, it is interesting to attend to the fragmentation of spatialization used by colonial archaeologists – who used the Japanese Empire as basic framework – into national areas used by Korean archaeologists after the Liberationto attend to the fragmentation of the Imperial spatialization of colonial archaeology into nationalized segments. Then, it will define the main focusfocus of analysis in each periodization project, showing slight but significant differences, mainly about in terms of how each author explains the importance of builds the relevance for studying Korean archaeology. The definition of these research goals highlights the different positionality interests from which each researcher looked observedat Korean archaeology. Finally, the third element considered is the political projects that guided the naming and division of periods. Such analysis will show the level of departure from colonial models of periodization. 	Comment by Rob Bethell: Agree with your option, implemented.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Here I refer how Kim Wonyong focuses on the peninsula, but he also relates the peninsula with the surrounding areas: China, Manchuria and the Japanese Archipelago.
Maybe a better option?: Relationships between the periodized area with the surrounding areas	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better this option: to attend to the fragmentation of spatialization used by colonial archaeologists, who used the Japanese Empire as basic frame, into national areas used by Korean archaeologists after the Liberation.	Comment by RDB: What is this referring to?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: The analysis/study/research	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better this: each author explains the importance of studying Korean archaeology	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better “positionality”?


Fujita Ryosaku and the particularization of Korean archaeology 
Fujita Ryosaku built his periodization model for the Korean peninsula under the influence of the colonial expansion of the Japanese Eempire’s colonial expansion, affecting which affected the geographical limits and units that he used for the analysis of archaeological cultures. The Korean peninsula and Korean culture represented recognized geographical units well before the colonial period,[endnoteRef:1] resulting in a natural starting point for Fujita. However, Fujita integrated Korea geographically and culturally into a larger complex, highly influenced by the Japanese imperial expansion in Asia and the politics regarding their integration within the Empire. [1: Notes

 The northern limits of Chosŏn were very well established from an early moment in the Chosŏn dynasty, despite the porosity of the borders (Kim Seonmin, 2017). In addition, the identification between the peninsula and Korean culture is evident from the historical naming of the peninsula itself from Chosŏn peninsula (Kr. Chosŏnbanto) and Chosŏn people (Kr. Chosŏn Saram) during the Chosŏn dynasty (1392-1895), Taehan Empire (1895-1905) and the Colonial period (1905-1945) to Korean peninsula (Kr. Hanbanto) and Korean people (Kr. Han’guk Saram) in the southern half of the peninsula after the Liberation and partition in 1945.] 

Fujita Ryosaku’s consideration of Korean archaeology’s the geographical dimension of Korean archaeology was informed by his previous studies on history, influenced by Japanese Orientalism and its distinction between Shina and Japan. Fujita graduated from the Department of History at Tokyo Imperial University in 1918 (Han’guk Pangmulgwan 100-yŏnsa P’yŏnch’an Wiwŏnhoe, ed, 2009: 86), assuming the dominant orientalism that professors from the department helped to establish (Tanaka, 1995: 192-199). Shiratori Kurakichi (1865-1942), a professor at Tokyo Imperial University during Fujita’s studiesying period, contributed decisively in to the development of the concepts of Toyō (Orient) and Shina (China) as Japan’s Orient. Shiratori developed such concepts in order to establish a geocultural space from which Japanese civilization originated, but that at the same time would be separated from it. Shiratori located Shina in a central place in Toyō, as birthplace of the once mighty Chinese culture, but, Tanaka says, unable incapable of progress, being a “disorderly place -not a nation- from which Japan could both separate itself and express its paternal compassion and guidance” (Tanaka, 1995: 108).[endnoteRef:2] [2:  Takana explains the intellectual roots and debates under which Shiratori developed the field of Toyōshi (East Asian History) in the context of Japanese relation vis-a-vis with Western powers, highlighting the parallels with the European Orient, as Said already explained in his book Orientalism (1979).] 

Fujita adopted such perspectives when he conceptualized his project’s the geographical extension of his project. Thus, when Fujita defined the scope of Korean archaeology, he inserted it in the geographical horizon of the region’s geographical horizon (Toyō), as a separated space,  and almost as a crossroads in the region. Fujita wrote: 

[bookmark: _Hlk5548455][bookmark: _Hlk433331]Korean (ChōsenChosen) archaeology is the established system of archaeological research in the Chōsen Chosen peninsula, but the important role that plays in the geographical system and history of Asian lands locates it in the middle of Chinese (Shina) archaeology and Japanese archaeology. At the same time, its original research, together with the research of Manchuria, is very extremely relevant academically for the archaeology of Northeast Asian archaeology (Fujita, 1948: 43).

Even though the fragment segment highlights the characteristics of Korean archaeology’s characteristics, the it fragment presents it around a defined geographical frame, locating the peninsula as the main area of Korean archaeology amongst China, Japan and Manchuria. He integrates the peninsula in the region, defining it as the meeting point of two different cultural systems –, Japanese archaeology and Chinese archaeology –, and intimately connects the peninsula to Manchuria. Such Said connection is clearly a reference to the configuration of Man·senshi (滿鮮史, History of Manchuria and ChōsenChosen) that considered both regions as historically indivisible (Pai Hyung Il, 2000: 26). 
Fujita constructs at least three geographical blocks within Northeast Asia, Shina, Manchuria-Korea, and the Japanese archipelago. As mentioned above, the peninsula acted as an intermediary between the cultural influences from Shina and the Japanese archipelago. The connection with Manchuria is relevant for Fujita because it opened another way path of cultural influence, this time related to northern Asia, in particularly Mongolia and Siberia, as becomes evident when Fujita claims: 

It cannot be forgotten that, due to the Korean peninsula is being an extension of Manchuria, from which a part spreads on the Maritime Province [of Siberia], the inflow of northern culture from Mongolia and Siberia as well as the penetration of continental culture, has not been small (Fujita, 1948: 44). 

This geographical organization of archaeology creates a buffer zone for the Japanese archipelago in terms of cultural influences, muffling filtering and modulating cultural influences from Shina into the archipelago. At the same time, the “Man·sen” region would establish an alternative route of northern influence for Japanese culture, without depending on China to locate its origins. This geographical conceptualization of the region is intimately connectedion with the main object of interest for Fujita’s main object of interest in the research of Korean archaeology.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Filtering?
The characterization of Fujita’s periodization project is highly affected by his focus of analysis. Fujita focused his analysis on the material remains in order to explain the differences with Japanese and continental archaeology, as stated above, but as the a result of several influences. Thus, he stated that the Japanese archaeologists’ research objectives regarding Korean archaeology should be the following:

[establishing] 1) the characteristics of the Chōsen Chosen Peninsula ancient native culture, 2) how did continental culture becoame imported and how it affected the configuration of Japanese culture (our culture), 3) and what was the relationship between Han culture and nNorthern culture with the peninsula, as well as what characteristics were conveyed to Japan (Fujita, 1948: 44).

This research program underlines that Fujita’s real interest in Korean archaeology wais instrumental in his understanding of Japanese culture. More pSpecificallyarticularly, he identifieds understanding as the main goal of Korean archaeology to understand the expansion of Chinese influences in the peninsula, its weight in the configuration of Korean culture and how much of that influence later passed to the Japanese archipelago, as the main goal of Korean archaeology. Fujita made them that explicit when he presenteds the identity of KoreanKorean culture’s identity using the following terms:	Comment by RDB: What is this referring to? Perhaps ‘This’	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Yes, it refers to the research program

Many of those who talk about Korean culture (朝鮮文化, Jp. Chōsen bunka) say it is an imitation of Chinese culture (シナ文化, Jp. Shina bunka).    They also say that Japanese ancient culture received the cultural influence from Han and the Six Dynasties, because it acted as a cultural bridge. They are all wrong, it is a misconstruction due to a lack of understanding about Korea itself, and insufficient knowledge about the Yamato people. The culture of ancient Korean (ChōsenChosen) people must be divided in three parts. That is, the three parts are a native culture, a culture infiltrated from the continent since Qin·Han (秦漢) [periods], and a new culture nurtured by the influence of the continental culture (Fujita, 1948: 2).
    
Fujita declares that Korean culture is different from Shina, but nonetheless, he subordinates it to the influence of Chinese culture, by pointing at to Chinese culture as the originator of later Korean culture development, even if ion a different direction. This look towardsat Korean culture locates in a central role the expansion of Chinese culture in the peninsula in a central role, even if it acknowledges a local capability to adapt those influences, when he mentions as one of the layers of Korean culture “a new culture nurtured by the influence of continental culture.” as one of the layers of Korean culture. Consequently, and in connection to Fujita’s goals for Korean archaeology, the main theme of his research’s main theme was to understanding how Korean culture received Chinese influences, and how much of those influences passed later to the Japanese archipelago through the peninsula. In other words, Fujita aimed at to establishing the cultural difference between Japanese original culture and that from of Korea and China, at the same time that which defined Korean culture as subsidiary of Chinese culture.	Comment by RDB: What does this refer to? That he?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Actually, I thought I needed there a “that” for introducing a relative clause.

In any case, the subject of the sentence is “he,” as in “he defined Korean culture as subsidiary of Chinese culture.
The geographical frame and the primordial theme of research in Fujita’s work allow us to understand better understand his periodization project and its connection with the expansion of Chinese influence over the peninsula. Fujita presented his organization of Korean archaeology in on two different momentsoccasions, introducing some changes in the naming of each period, which to some point illuminates some of the meanings aimed desired by the author. Fujita divided Korean archaeology into four periodsperiods,, including the first human communities inhabiting the peninsula, and finishing with the Three Kingdoms period (Table 1). The system for periodization system mixes combines technological criteria, similar to  in a resemblance of the Three- Age system, and historical criteria from historical sources. It is, in fact, t The use of the historical criteria, in particular, to to name some of the periods that highlights the centrality of the Chinese influence’s centrality in Fujita’s periodization project.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Fujita presented his organization of Korean archaeology in two papers published in 1934 and 1942	Comment by RDB: Desired? 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I think “desired” is better




Table 1. Fujita Ryosaku’s Periodization projects
	Chōsen Chosen no Kodai Bunka, 1934
	Chōsen Chosen Sekki Jidai, 1942

	1. Culture of the Stone Age
2. Infiltration of Qin (秦) Culture
3. Lelang and Daifang Commanderies Period
4. Ancient Korean culture
	1. Stone Age 
2. Chalcolithic Period (金石併用, jp. Kaneishiheiyō, kr. Kŭmsŏkpyŏng’yong)
3. Lelang and Daifang Commanderies Period
4. Three (Silla, Paekche, Koguryŏ) Kingdoms Period



Despite the changes in the naming changes between in both articles, the definitions of each period did not change much (Pai Hyung Il, 1994: 42-43). Both periodization projects started their sequence with a Stone Age, equivalent to what today is acknowledged today in Korean archaeology as the Paleolithic and Neolithic Ages. The second period changed the criteria of organization criteria in “Chōsen Chosen no Kodai Bunka,” when it highlights the “Infiltration of Qin (Chinese) Culture” as the main element criteria to for defininge that period of Korean archaeology. This aspect is reinforced in the naming of the third period, when Fujita used the name of two Han military outposts in the peninsula to name the whole archaeological period. Thus, the “Lelang and Daifang Commanderies period” already points at to a colonial environment for the peninsula’s cultural development, of the peninsula under the direct influence of Shina culture, in as much as these two commanderies were defined as Chinese colonies on the peninsula (Oh Youngchan, 2016: 100). The final period of the sequence is named “Ancient Korean (ChōsenChosen) Culture,” leading one to think that the previous periods where formative phases previous prior to the final consolidation of Korean culture. Thus, it should be concluded that, under Fujita’s periodization, Shina culture would was be at the heart of Korean culture, even if Korean culture could not be equated to Shina culture. 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: In?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe this better: “as the main index criteria for that period of Korean archaeology”

I am not sure it that suggestion makes it better
This idea wais somehow stressed in “Chōsen Chosen Sekki Jidai”, when the period previously named “Infiltration of Qin Culture” wais renamed as the Chalcolithic Period, and the cultural progression wais derived from external (Shina) influences. The Chalcolithic or Copper Age has been considered as a transitional period to a proper Bronze Age within the Three Age systemwithin a technological progression. However, such progression wais abruptly severed when Fujita defined the next period in terms of the Chinese conquest, relating it to a colonial situationunder a colonial situation. The earlier article did not even introduce suchthe  notion of progressive technological evolution, pointing out directly to the arrival of influence from Chinese influencea. In “Chōsen Chosen Sekki Jidai,” Fujita hinted to at such the notion of severed evolution by via the juxtaposition of a period defined by a technological criteria (chalcolithic), and a later period named after a Chinese polity in the peninsula, with a sophisticated material culture well beyond the use of polished stone and copper or bronze implements. In addition, the polity was interpreted as a colonial government over the native population, stressing the subordination of Korean culture to China and their particular difficulties challenges infor independent cultural evolution (Oh Youngchan, 2016: 99-100). 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “within the Three Age system”	Comment by Rob Bethell: Please check.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: ok	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “the next period by the Chinese conquest, relating it to a colonial situation”
In summary, Fujita Ryosaku presented a consistent project, in which cultural influences from Shina infiltrated the geographical space of Korean archaeology until it became an intrinsic part of Korean culture. In that regard, the Stone Age would reflect indicateon the starting point before that infiltration. The Chalcolithic Pperiod would see the beginning of the expansion of Chinese influences, without denying other elements from northern Asia (Manchuria, Mongolia, Siberia). With the “colonization of the peninsula” through the establishment of two military commanderies, Chinese influences would become one of Korean culture’s the three conforming elements of Korean culture, and responsible for Korean culture’s the upliftrise of Korean culture into maturity. Thus, Korean culture would only become to become into being after the “colonial” experience. Under Fujita’s periodization, the peninsula became a subordinated element to Shina, and thus a separated culture in time and space from the Imperial metropolis in Fujita’s present, Japan.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “would indicate the starting point”	Comment by RDB: Come into being?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I think it is better. The idea is that the different peoples and cultures in the peninsula only became Korean culture after they received the Chinese influence


Kim Wŏnyong: the reintegration of Korean past in a Universal time
Some authors have claimed that Kim Wŏnyong copied’s interest on the Korean nation copied the same structuration of the Korean people historical identity as it was developed by  the coloniacolonial models for defining the Korean people’s archaeology archaeologists, but in this case, to defend Korean culture’s independence, instead of its dependency on Chinese culture (Pai Hyung Il, 1994: 25-48; Chŏng Insŏng, 2015: 165-92; Park Hae Woon and Wee Kaya 2016: 304-39). This explanation draws Kim’s intellectual genealogy back to colonial archaeologists, defining such said connection as the origin of most of the interpretative problems of Korean archaeology’s interpretative problems, including the periodization of Korean archaeology. The consideration of that continuity in such strong terms presents two problems. Firstly, it does not pay enough attention to the intellectual environment in which Kim Wŏnyong and other Korean archaeologists started their activity, and the intellectual community to which they aimed to relate. Secondly, this position obscures the possible innovations that intellectuals like Kim aimed to introduce once they had the academic space to direct their own researches.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: The idea I tried to express here is that authors claim that Kim used the same explanatory models regarding the cultural identity of Koreans in the past already developed by colonial archaeologists (e.g. Korean people became only thanks to Chinese influence and therefore depended culturally from them), but this time to state Korean cultural independence (Korean people still existed in the past but they came to be on their own, without dependency from Chinese culture)
Kim Wŏnyong’s education presents important elements to support the thesis of a strong continuity, as in the case of many of his colleagues who received their education during the colonial period. He specialized in East Asian history, with a particular interest in the history of Manchuria and Mongolia, receiving also receiving training at the General-Government museum under Arimitsu Kyoichi, who acted as a director of the institution since from the early 1940s (Kim Wŏnyong, 1987). Considering the university and the professors teaching there, it is very safe to claim that Kim became very familiar with Japanese intellectual orientalism since from at least his university years, if not earlier. 
However, his education after 1945 shows important elements that should make us consider the origins of his ideas about Korean archaeology from a larger wider perspective. After the Liberation of Korea, he worked at the National Museum of Korea under Kim Chaewŏn, then director of the museum, from 1947 to 1960. This connection is already relevant, because as Kim Chaewŏn brought already a different academic background to the museum. Kim Chaewŏn studied at in Munich, and trained in East Asian art and archaeology under Carl Hentze at Ghent, spending about 10 years in Europe (Kim Chaewŏn, 1992: 54-56). This international experience outside the former Japanese Empire led Kim Chaewŏn to think of the professionalization of his staff in reference to that same intellectual world, bringing with important consequences for Kim Wŏnyong.
Kim Chaewŏn used all his connections with American institutions to secure several studying abroad opportunities to study abroad for Kim Wŏnyong. The first of those experiences was as early as 1948, when both went with a Rockefeller Foundation fellowship to study in North America with a Rockefeller Foundation fellowship. Kim Wŏnyong spent half a year at the Ontario Royal Museum, where he first excavated an archaeological site, and another half year at the Buffalo Science Museum (Kim Wŏnyong , 1985: 191). Kim Chaewŏn used that trip, among other things, to reconnect with scholars such as Salmony (Kim Chaewŏn, 1991: 57). In 1954, Kim Wŏnyong started his PhD at New York University under the direction of Alfred Salmony, thanks to Kim Chaewŏn’s support and connections. Kim Chaewŏn first met Salmony first when he was working under Carl Hentze, when Sallamony and Hentze edited were editing the academic journal Artibus Asiae. Later, Kim Chaewŏn met Salmony again in Korea shortly after the division of the peninsula, where Salmony he offered his guidance as a PhD adviser for some of Kim’s employees (Kim Wŏnyong, 1987: 121). 
Salmony represents a connection with the prewar German-speaking intellectual world from before the war, with its methods and theories. Salmony studied art history and archaeology at Bonn and Vienne, and taught at Cologne, only moving to the USA only after the Nazis took power in 1933 (Kim Wŏnyong, 1985: 193; Orell, 2015; 1958: 77). He finally achieved finally a position at NYU, where other German colleagues also worked.[endnoteRef:3] Kim Wŏnyong’s experience at the Institute of Fine Arts was very important for his formation as a scholar, providing him with a particular unique outlook about on archaeology as a discipline. Moreover, Salmony’s area of specialization provides some insight about into the development of Korean archaeology. In that regard, it is interesting to consider, in extension, Kim’s opinions about on Salmony and his period time at NYU: [3:  Some of the German and Austrian refugees who taught at the Institute were professors such as Erwing Panofsky, Walter Friedlaender, Karl Legmann, Julius Held or Richard Krautheimer among others.
] 


Salmony was a specialist in what is called migration art, in the connections originating from from Scythian Sarmatian art  and extending to Celtic artand, Siberian art, and as well as the origins of European art before the 5-7th century, being the professor of East Asian Art at the Institute of Fine Arts at the New York University.	Comment by RDB: Between?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: The idea is how Salmony is interested in Scythian art as an origin for different arts in Europe and china. I tried to express its position as origin with the preposition “from” but if there is another alternative, I will follow your suggestion	Comment by Rob Bethell: Let me know what you think!	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Yeah! I think it works
[…] I left my family to for the difficult road of graduate school in the US at the time, having to study art history, not archaeology, and thinking simply of studying under a professor specialized in Siberia. Then, in the process of receiving my PhD degree, I specialized in East Asian art, having to choose early Christian art as a secondary field early Christian art. For that reason, besides East Asian art, I had to study sculpture, painting and the, architecture of Christian art, broadly from the appearance of the Church up to the 5th century;, and in that context, I even had to study Greek and Roman art (1987: 121-122).	Comment by RDB: For the?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Better!

The fragment segment above highlights Kim’s interest to in studying with an expert on Siberian art expert, what which indicates the value of that region’s value for Kim to in terms of understanding Korean archaeology. If Kim found validation in the fact that Salmony also found Siberia’s value (linked to Kim’s earlier studies under the Japanese scholars) important for understanding East Asian artfor Kim the value of Siberia connected to his earlier studies under the Japanese scholars, Kim found that connection validated, as Salmony also found it important in his own studies. In fact, he illustrated some of such these connections in his “Sino-Siberian art in the Collection of C.T. Loo” (1933), where he identifies the relationship between Siberian and Chinese art. Those connections were researched under a comparative approach,  and considering diffusionism as an explanatory mechanism, becoming an important theme in his research with books such as “Antler and tongue; an essay on ancient symbolism and its applications” (1954) (Orell, 2015: 30-31). Furthermore, Kim states quite clearly the origins of his strong interest ion art history quite clearly, providing a particular approach to Korean archaeology. At In New York, Kim Wŏnyong connected directly with thea European tradition of archaeology and art history through his direct contact with Salmony and other European émigré emigrated professors from Europe in the context of the II World War II. Thus, Salmony was another source of influence for Kim’s embracement of the culture-historical archaeology that was still very popular at the time. More importantly, this tradition did not reject or confront Japanese scholarship. In fact, it validated some of those ideas, but enriching it with other further motives that were also integrated as well into Kim’s periodization project.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe this is better: Kim found validated the earlier Japanese studies on the connection of Korean culture with Siberia in Salmony’s own interpretation about the relevance of Siberia in the development of East Asian art.	Comment by Rob Bethell: How about that option?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I think your option is better. I have just changed a little the end sentence to stress the connection with the next one. 
Kim Wŏnyong’s definition of Korean archaeology’s geographical scope locates his periodization of Korean archaeology in the peninsula as the main area of reference, and as an independent space. Kim starts his manual saying “[i]f we look at the map, Korea (Han’guk) is nothing more than a small peninsula suspended from the continent.” (1973: 47). Thus, it limits the range of his interest to that area, but acknowledgesing different directions from which the Korean peninsula received cultural influences. He declares: 

Just Aas the cold snaps from Manchuria and Mongolia freeze the winters in Korean winters –, it does not matters not if whether through war or peace –, the stimulus from the North promotesd, changesd and wilteds Korean the culture of Korea (Han’gukŭi munhwa). Without strength, there are occasions when the wave strikes the southern shores and goes up north. However, the cultural flow and influence that was big, strong and without interruption started in the North (pukpyŏng) and China (chungguk) (1973: 47). 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: The original started with a literary sentence. The author wanted to make a simile between the wind from the North and the cultural influence from the North

Maybe: It does not matter if through war or peace, the [cultural] stimulus from the North promoted, changed and wilted Korean culture (Han’gukŭi munhwa), like the cold snaps from Manchuria and Mongolia freeze the winters in Korea. 

I have just reordered the syntax, but maybe it helps to clear the meaning.	Comment by Rob Bethell: Hopefully this is good!	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Indeed better!

Kim states that there is an interrelated geography around the peninsula, with very similar limits to Fujita’s, but stressing –, more than bounded regions –, the directions from which influences arrived. In addition, he clearly differentiates theirces levels of strength influence for such influences, regarding the Northern line as particularly influential. This consideration links combines very stronglymuch with Salmony’s interest ion Siberia and its cultural influence oin East Asia, as well as that of colonial archaeologists. This geographical configuration for Korean archaeology is intimately related to Kim’s main area of interest in his research project.	Comment by RDB: That there is an?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Yes. The idea I wanted to express is how Kim in his paragraph describes the geographical areas around the peninsula as interconnected. 	Comment by RDB: Or maybe ‘their levels of influence’?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Better!	Comment by RDB: Maybe combines?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Better!	Comment by RDB: Referring to their influence?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I refer to the arguments advanced by colonial archaeologists regarding the connection of Korean culture with Siberia
Kim Wŏnyong defined clearly defined his focus of analysis as Korean culture (韓國文化, kr. Han’guk munhwa), pointing out an theory of ethnogenesis theory for Korean culture, attempting to explain its origins as followsand aimed at explaining its origins:	Comment by RDB: Possibly: attempting to explain its origins as follows`:	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Better!

It does not matter the culture of what territory, the elements that started or created such culture are never single or uncomplicated. Due Asto Korean culture has similar characteristics as to those described (, it is very tangled), and, the analysis of the main elements that form Korean culture is never an easy task. It is a difficult,  and bothersome task, that which I am unsure  do not know if it would finish end the subjective and sentimental descriptions, and turn as expected the cultural characteristics or the cultural phenomena of Korea into a fixed,  and completed oneentity as expected. However, it would grasp a clear, objective portrait of Korean culture that looks at the origins and shows its elements (1973: 47).	Comment by RDB: Korean culture is tangled?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Yes, it refers to Korean Culture

This fragment segment should be read in relation toed with  the geographical distribution of cultural influences presented above, as they represent the origins of the constitutive elements of Korean culture’s constitutive elements. In other words, the main goal of Kim’s periodization iwas to organize in a chronological sequence the origins of Korean culture in a chronological sequence, and, at the same time, to explain the ethnogenesis of the Korean people. This interest ion the ethnogenesis of Korean people and culture has been correctly linked with the post-liberation nationalist politics in South Korea after the Liberation (Nelson, 1995; Pai Hyung Il, 2000). However, looking at other regions of the world also involved in similar explanatory models (Kohl and Fawcett, 1995; Wulff, 2005; Jones, 1997; Díaz-Andreu, 1994), it is difficult to conclude the that colonial heritage ais the only explanation for such a tendency.	Comment by Rob Bethell: Perhaps ‘segment’?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: It sounds better	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better “connected”

I tried to express how it is important to read both passages together, the one about the regional origins of cultural influences over Korean culture, and Kim’s ideas about the composition of Korean culture of different influences.	Comment by RDB: This would also be organised?
The periodization project proposed by Kim Wŏnyong connects with a larger intellectual world, to which he aimed to connect Korean archaeology. One of the first evident clear decisions in his periodization project is the use of the Three- Age system to organize all the periods of Korean prehistory periods. Such a conscious election choice connects directly with the Three -Age system developed by J.C. Thomsen (1788-1865) and J. J. A. Worsaae (1821-1885) for the organization of materials at the Copenhagen museum, and widely used since then for the organization of European archaeology (Trigger, 2009: 121-127; Ch’oe Mongryong, 2014:73). Another innovation is the introduction of an absolute chronology to provide temporal limits to each period of the relative chronology. This was possible thanks to innovative physico-chemical methods of dating methods based on physico-chemical techniques, and their introduction in Korea since in the 1960s (Ch’oe Mongryong, 2014:71). This made easier the comparison with the archaeology of other regions easier. These two characteristics point out an alternative different strategy for the periodization of Korean archaeology in comparison to that of Fujita.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better “clear”

I want to highlight as it is easy to observe	Comment by RDB: Choice?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Better!
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Table 2. Simplified Chronological table of Korean archaeology.
	Absolute Chronology
	Relative Chronology

	3000 

2000 

1000 -------
900 
800 
700 
600 --------
500
400
300---------
200
100
B.C.
1 -----------
A.D.
100
200
300 --------

	Early
Middle


	Neolithic Age

	
	Late



	

	
	Bronze Age I


	
	Bronze Age II



	Iron I

	
	Iron II 
(Proto-Three Kingdoms Period)



	
	Three Kingdoms Period


Kim Wŏnyong, 1973: 161

Kim Wŏonyoŏng developed a periodization system that contested the colonial vision of Korea in its incapacity for autonomous development by reintegrating Korean archaeology into world archaeology. Now, t That reintegration of Korean archaeology into world archaeology happened under within the intellectual understandings of postwar archaeology, still organized under within the idea of culture-historical archaeology, countries and nations;, even if Kim particularly had a particularly forward progressive idea opinion about on the interrelations of culturesm. Kim acknowledged that vision when he said:	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I mean forward as in “progressive” or “advanced” and opposed to conservative. Maybe I mistook the use of “forward” here	Comment by Rob Bethell: Progressive opinion on them?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: It was clear only in my head, but I didn’t write it before. I refer to Kim’s ideas about the relationship among different cultures.

Despite each European country’s art having obviously distinct regional and national (minjokchŏk) characteristicsDespite I, of course, understood the regional and ethnic (minjokchŏk) characteristics of the art of each European country distinctly, there is no completely independent and isolated art, as the substance (naeyong) and style (yangsik) are mutually interrelated. In the East (Tongyang) also, Chinese and Indian art are mutually connected and influenced, and I have become begun to feel that there is an indivisible connection and stimulation of Chinese and Indian art with the progress (palchŏn), growth and decline (sojang) of Japanese and Korean art. For that reason, due to that, I embraced art, I have taken as a creed that in order to understand the real truth, I must grasp and observe cultural understanding from a broad viewpoint. […]	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I hope this makes more sense
	Comment by Rob Bethell: I think missing a word here?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Yes, I erased by mistake	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: 	Comment by RDB: These both mean the same thing.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Yep, I did not polished enough the translation
Entering Beginning in the 1970s and lasting until today, the extreme nationalism (minjokchuŭijŏk) led orchestrated by the government became the dominant thinking until today. When discussing national art, it became a general and academic habit the emphasis on that particularity became a general, academic habit. Furthermore, when it is explained the connection with foreign cultures was explained, it wais easy to receive criticism as toadyism or colonialism. However, I think that that broad stance is the a deepprofound,  and true dimension of patriotism, and when we can see and make an effort to understand the accurately the true location of our culture in world culture accurately, we will believe in the true meaning of being an advanced nation(sŏnjin'gukka)-developed people (sŏnjinminjok) (Kim Wŏnyong, 1987: 122-123).

Here Kim Wŏnyong clearly states his goal of presenting Korean culture within the larger frameframework of world culture. Thus, he accepts long range foreign influences as self-evident and indivisible of any cultural development, locating the study of Korean culture within a rather cosmopolitan outlook. However, at any moment he opposed contrasted that said outlook to the idea of nation as an a priori category, useful to for understanding cultural phenomena. Interestingly, Kim relates that said outlook in on the study of culture to his own studies of European cultures, relating again relating them to a different cultural influence toon colonial archaeologists.	Comment by RDB: Hard to follow.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe this is better:

Despite that, Kim still uses to classify and organize cultural phenomena the idea of nation as a priori category. Interestingly, this passage locates the idea of national culture and cultural influence as useful tools in the context of studying European art. This would mean that Kim’s interest on the Korean nation and long distance influence would have been influence by his own studies on European art and not only by the influence of colonial archaeologists. 	Comment by Rob Bethell: Let’s see how this looks.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I think it looks very good!
The earlier fragment segment also provides a key to understanding  the Kim’s periodization project,  regarding the relevance of art, the Three- Age system, and the conspicuous absence of a separated section for the Chinese commanderies in the peninsula. The reference in the fragment segment to “substance (naeyong) and style (yangsik) are being mutually interrelated” indicates the importance of typologies to for understanding the societies that produced such said material culture. In that regard, the use of the term “Korean style” (Hanguksik) states the relationship between a typology and the Korean peoplelinks directly the typology so labelled with the Korean people (Hanguk minjok). Reading Kim’s manual, it is quite interesting to noteice how the first time such terms appears in the text is in relation to the bBronze daggers from the Bronze Age:	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “states the relationship between a typology and the Korean people”

In the same way around the 300 B.C appeared a stylistically complete Korean style (Hanguksik) dagger appeared, the so-called slender bronze dagger (sehyŏngdonggŏm) appeared until around around the 300 B.C approximately, and due to its essence (silchil) showspractically showing (silchilchŏgŭro) the transition towards an early Iron Age, there must exist until 300 B.C. a pure (sunsu) Bronze Age must have existed until 300 B.C, from wwhichhere [bronze] inflowed before the appearance of iron (Kim Wŏnyong, 1973: 77).	Comment by RDB: Around?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Yes!	Comment by RDB: Did not appear until?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: “until” could be erased	Comment by RDB: Not sure of meaning	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: I made some changes on the translation that I hope make it more clear.	Comment by Rob Bethell: Ok I have edited

[bookmark: _GoBack]The fragment segment already highlights how it is the Korean “essence” of the slender daggers is the key criteria to for dividinge two different periods, and assumes the existence of a “pure” Bronze Age, before the before the consolidation of the slender dagger typologymoment in which the typology of these slender dagger became complete. This statement is followed in the manual by a discussion about the origins of such said typology, tracking tracing it back to the Karasuk culture in Minussinsk, Siberia, around the 1200-700 B.C., and arriving reachingto the peninsula through via different stages (Kim Wŏnyong, 1973:77-81). In the particular, these ideas about the changes of form and classifications reminds to us of Salmony’s project, when he aimed at “organizing the bronzes in the collection of C.T. Loo by tracing the origins of their respective forms, motives and styles to cultures/ethnic groups and/or regions (Scythian, Samartian, East Russia, Minussinsk, China and even Persian influence) in addition to suggesting tentative dates” (Orell, 2015: 29). From a larger wider perspective, they also correlatescorrelate with a long standinglong-standing tradition in culture-historical archaeology that which used typologies as key elements to for defininge  archaeological cultures, their configuration, evolution, and diffusion (Trigger, 2009: 211-311).	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better:
“before the consolidation of the slender dagger typology.” 
The importance of the identification of slender daggers as representative of the Korean style relates to the potentiality of Korean culture for progress. The existence of a “Korean style” already presupposed the exitanceexistence of a Korean people. This idea, in correlation with the absolute date provided by Kim, would locate the existence of such people as before, or at least around the 300 B.C, as stated above. When this data is correlated to historical data, the logical correlation would be to assume the existence of such people and culture before Han’s the conquest of Wiman Chŏson by Han forceaffecteds the establishment of the Chinese commanderies of Lolang and Daifang, which, following the historical sources would have happened in 108 B.C.E. Thus, the origins of Korean culture would have happened before the arrival of Han forces to in the peninsula.	Comment by RDB: Accent position?
This explanatory mechanism show the existence of the Korean people previous to the arrival of Chinese influence, stating thus the capacity of Korean people for autonomous developmentwould state the formation of the Korean people previous to the occupation of the peninsula of Chinese influence, stating their capacity for autonomous development. As a final remark oin this idea, Kim’´s periodization project eliminated a distinctive period characterized by a Chinese polity, or even cultural influence. The manual lacks of saidsuch period, or even a comprehensive section dedicated to Lolang or Daifang material culture. There are clear mentions about regarding the establishment of the commanderies, their influence in the sections dedicated to the Early Iron Age and Three Kingdoms period (Kim Wŏnyong, 1973:100-ss.). In this context, this lack of a section for to explain ing in detail the material culture of Lolang and Daifang’s material culture in detail has the effect of highlighting the continuities of the continuities of Korean culture. Such continuitiesy isare even more stressed by the Proto-Three Kingdoms period, which that would bridges Bronze Age pottery, Early Iron Age pottery and Three Kingdoms period pottery through Kimhae pottery, creating a continuous sequence of native pottery.[endnoteRef:4]	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “this explanatory mechanism would show the existence of the Korean people previous to the arrival of Chinese influence , stating thus the capacity of Korean people for autonomous development.	Comment by RDB: Or ‘bridges’ [4:  This idea is first introduced in the outline of Korean pottery that Kim drafted in his PhD thesis (1960), and later developed in a full-fledged theory in his Han’guk Kogohak Kaeron (1964) under the epigraph of Kimhae culture, and continued in his manual under the name of Proto Three Kingdoms Period (1973). Nevertheless, this period has been object of intense debate among Korean archaeologists even today regarding its usefulness or origins (Han’guk Kogohakhoe, 2015: 153-155; Chŏng Insŏng, 2015: 165-92).
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Conclusions
The periodization projects by Fujita Ryosaku and Kim Wŏnyong present significant differences that should be acknowledged, highlighting the transition from colonial to postcolonial archaeological thought  in place between both publications. Fujita presented a project that included Korean archaeology in the geocultural sphere of Shina, different from the Japanese archipelago and culture, and intimately connected to Manchuria as a single,  and bounded space. Such ideas were reinforced by the underlying theme of research. Fujita aimed to measure the degree of Chinese influence in the peninsula under the assumption that peninsular cultures were not able to evolve on their own up to a state level. Thus, he marked the origin of Korean culture after the Chinese “colonization” of the Korean peninsula, to use the terminology of that the time. 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe the part “in place between both publications” could be deleted.

I would like to keep the expression of “archaeological though” as it is the expression used in academic literature.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: My choice of bounded is related to the idea of a limited space with defined boundaries.

In the article I tried to oppose that concept of space to the idea of areas connected by a inflow of influence, which I tried to explain as a “direction/origin” of influence. 
As a response, Kim presented a project that defined Korean archaeology in national terms, designating the Korean peninsula and the nation as focus of his research on the origins of Korean culture, based on the material record. Such Said consideration could be interpreted as a reaction to the colonial experience and an attempt to assert Korean subjectivity in opposition to the colonial perspective, but he went beyond that. Kim’s periodization system organized Korean archaeology under into a consistent technological criterion. This single fact differentiatecedd Korean archaeology from Chinese or Japanese criteria used to periodize archaeology, and connected to the most common European archaeology periodization system for European archaeology. The potential for comparing the cultural evolution of different regions in the world by organizing archaeological periods under the same criteria broke the cultural exceptionalism in which Japanese scholars had locked Korean archaeology. This universalism enclosed in Kim’s periodization project set Korean archaeology into a different criterion than that used by Japanese scholars.	Comment by RDB: Used to?	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Better!
It remains is also important to consider the intellectual world of references in which Kim Wŏnyong developed his research and drafted the manual, as well as his responsibility in reinforcing some traits already present in colonial archaeology. After the Liberation of the Korean peninsula and its division, Kim started his professionalization by travelling to the US, studying archaeology and art history under professors there. The result of such training was Kim’s consideration of art history for archaeological research. Said study period led him to consider stylistic analysis as a fundamental aspect of archaeological researchOn the methodological side of archaeology that was quite relevant for defining the substance in relation to the style, as he presented it. That method led him to think of material culture as a suitable sources forto understanding ethnogenetic processes from an aesthetic perspective. He equated technical and aesthetic styles in material culture as representing different cultural identities. Thus, his study on the origins of Korean culture had only had to identify the moment when different styles blended into one single style to consider it as an evidence for the formation of one identity. These assumptions are lie behind his characterization of the bBronze dagger evolution during the Bronze Age, leading him to claim finally that thin slender daggers represented a “Korean style.” The debate about regardingthe bronze daggers and the Bronze Age in a larger sense has been interpreted as a reaction to the colonial period (Nelson, 1995; Pai Hyung Il, 1994), but considering Kim Wŏnyong’s education in aart hHistory, such a claim should be qualified. As shown above, Salmony and the Institute of Fine Arts caused had a great significant impact on Kim’s understanding of material culture transformation, being at the base of aesthetic theory regarding the evolution of “Korean style” daggers. As a result, this point forces us to look at the wider intellectual landscape in order to understand postcolonial archaeology and the new interconnections between academics established after II World War II among academics.	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: By “intellectual world of references” I meant the academics that Kim read to build his model. For my article is important to highlight how he was influenced by Japanese scholars but also German/American scholars. 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “Such study period led him to consider the stylistic analysis as a fundamental aspect of archaeological research”
Kim Wŏnyong’s personal story and the influences of his periodization model also tellls a story about the impact of the geopolitical realignment of the Cold War’s geopolitical realignment oninto Korean academic life. During the colonial period, the Japanese Empire established Japanese intellectual institutions in Korea, and Japanese scholars researched at in them, linking the peninsula into their interpretations and perspectives. Korean intellectuality during those years were was heavily influenced by those studies during those years, but the post-1945  fragmentation of the Japanese Empire after 1945 had a deep impact on Korean academics. Obviously, it was impossible to erase all colonial traces after 1945, and the colonial experience kept playing an important role in the development of Korean scholarship. However, after 1945 the realities of the Cold War and the Korean-American alliance provided new channels and opportunities for the development of Korean intellectuals. Kim Wŏnyong made used of those newly established channels (scholarships, academic connections) to travel to the USA and acquire technical training in archaeology and art history, these being a good example about of their capacity of such connections to influence the developmented of Korean scholarship. 	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “the”	Comment by 501.luis@gmail.com: Maybe better: “development”
Thus, the new post-1945 network of connections in which South Korea was enteredinserted after 1945 directly affected directly to the intellectual developments of Korean scholars’ intellectual developments. As this study has shown, the colonial connection is not enough to understand Kim’s periodization project. In fact, since the Liberation, the USA and Western Europe became part of the intellectual world of reference for South Korean archaeologists. The opportunity of studying in the USA and Western Europe represented an important avenue for the introduction of ideas and debates in Korea. Kim Wŏnyong became one of them, and encouraged many of his students to do the same, with the hope of rising improvingthe  academic standards of Korean archaeologists’ academic standards, and bringing new techniques and debates to the field (Botella and Domenech, 2017).
The consideration of a wider range of intellectual influences for on Korean archaeology allows us to think beyond the scope of the colonial heritage, and to evaluate the intellectual contributions of postcolonial archaeologists on their own merit. The consideration of such a plurality of influences over Korean scholars makes it even more relevant pertinent to  consider as well the sociopolitical environment in which those contributions arrived reachedto the peninsula and were played out by individual scholars. In the same way that the Japanese Empire influenced strongly influenced the academic production about in terms of Korea, Korean scholars were strongly influenced by the new circumstances that the Cold War brought to the peninsula. The geopolitical rearrangement of the region and the introduction of the US as a decisive player in its struggle against the Soviet bloc, opened new opportunities for Korean scholars, new opportunities from where to they could reconsider creatively reconsider the colonial heritage and advance into new directions.


