
Robert von Heine-Geldern:
1885-1968

Received 23 July 1970

ERIKA KANEKO

P
ROFESSOR Dr. Robert von Heine-Geldern, born 16 July 1885 in Grub, Lower
Austria, died in Vienna the morning of 26 May 1968 while, as usual, he was getting
ready to go the Institute of Ethnology.

Like most of his contemporaries in Austria, Heine-Geldern's grounding was classical.
His first scientific interests were in the field of art history, which at the time included
archaeology. To understand and appreciate the contributions of this erudite scholar, one
may wish to recapitulate some of the key concepts and methodological principles that
guided him throughout his scientific life.

METHODOLOGICAL BACKGROUND

The science of archaeology can be considered as consisting of two sets of complementary
activities: art archaeology and scientific excavation, of which the latter overshadows the
former not only in the popular estimation, but also in the opinion of many modern archaeol
ogists. However, that art archaeology represents the primary and characteristic quest of
archaeology is indicated by the fact that even within the discipline ofprehistoric archaeology,
which is predominantly attuned to excavation, the principles of comparative typology are
derived from art archaeology (cf. Potratz 1962).

In the absence of scientific and stratigraphic excavations-and let it not be forgotten
that there were very few in Southeast Asia throughout the lifetime of Heine-Geldern-art
archaeology, supplemented by ethnographic reference material in methodologically secure
contexts, was in fact the only legitimate means of archaeological research in that area.

Archaeology as a historical science offering evidence on ancient man deals with specific
source materials, namely, material relics of the past. The total cultural approach to these
relics practiced by modern archaeologists replaced a prolonged preoccupation with works
of art and applied art, including tools and ceramics.

An intrinsic quality of art is the insights it offers into the changing world views held by
mankind in different epochs of history and different regions of the world. This reflective
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quality causes considerations of form and style to take precedence over discussions of the
material content of artifacts in scientific analysis. However, clear discernment of the process

_ of the genesis of art (particularly of the factors time and space) is the precondition for
·-·deductive abstraction. Although the faculty of artistic expression appears to be an inherent

human communicative attribute, it does not follow that the pattern of this expression is
~nifoqn all over the world. Thus, it would be a mistake to consider the change from sensorial
(palaeolithic) to abstract (mesolithic) art a necessary step in human development. It stands
to reason that art developed particular styles of expression according to the particular way
of life valid in each historical region, and that the genesis of art cannot be conceived to be
arty single, uniform style developing unilinearly in stereotyped stages all over the world.
Every historical region must have created the artistic form which most adequately expressed
its own particular world view, insofar as man can express only what is prescribed by his own
cultural makeup, that is, his historical position in space. Only in that perspective can we
comprehend the breadth of variation seen in the artistic expression of the past. Artistic
expression is thus not a biological function, but a conditioned response to concepts formed
within the intellectual habitat of one's given social environment. It is a cognitive mode of
giving material form to information by means of optical signals-signals that are not,
however, universally valid, either in form or content.

Thus, art archaeology proceeds from the valid facts of spatial group orientation and
temporal context within the intellectual climate of a given epoch, determines the formative
principles for a given region, and abstracts valid theories. The form or historical structure
of a given art style can be reliably fixed within a temporal sequence by absolute dating of
some characteristic fossils.

This methodological framework devised for art archaeology is considered to be equally
applicable to tools and ceramics. Although the tectonic elements of a ceramic vessel are
necessarily prescribed by function, its artistic differentiation largely depends on the artistic
traditions by which the individual potter is bound. However, the typological inventory of a
given tradition appears to be restricted, often limited to several traditional patterns. Isolation
and paucity of outside stimulation postulated for the very distant past must have accented
this conservative trend. Thus, man was content with a very restricted inventory of types
and very gradual typological changes over prolonged periods of time.

However, form in this methodological framework is assumed to be unique in the temporal
and spatial context of its creation. The validity of this basic principle is, of course, annulled

,~ by extreme simplicity of form, or limitations imposed on form by certain materials. Very
cautious acceptance of this principle and its limitations, which in a different verbal formula-

l.tion constitutes the "criterium of form» proposed by Graebner and subsequently incor
porated into the methodological System of the Vienna School of Historical Ethnology, is
one of the few points of agreement between Heine-Geldern and the tenets of this school
of thought, although in Heine-Geldern's case the formulation of the principle was not the
result of speculative thinking, but of abundant experience in comparative typology.

Although form is unique in its temporal and spatial context, it does not remain unchanged
forever. Changes of form may result from external influences or internal developments. In
the first case, changes tend to appear spontaneously; in the second, innovations can usually
be traced through a series of developmental links. The consecutive stages ofa developmental
process are then considered to constitute a typological series. Within this typological series
only consecutive sequence, and not developmental direction, is certain. Thus, every
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serviceable typological series has need of at least two chronological anchors to determine
the direction of development. Among typological criteria, the so-called technical ornaments
(ornaments derived from technical details) contain a very useful chronological element,
since they are obviously chronologically younger than the technical device from which
they are derived (cf. 1954a: 358). There is also no generally valid norm for the speed of
development. Periods of developmental acceleration are as clearly recognizable as periods
of stagnation, but developmental speed cannot be adduced by purely typological features.
A number of chronological fixed points are required to determine direction and speed of
development within a typological series.

The significance of the typological method lies in its transmissibility. Formal types
excavated at different sites or regions may thus be dated relatively according to their position
within their typological series. However, application of this method requires cognizance of
formative principles and form genesis, even though ultimate criteria of typological com
parison may defy mechanical measurement and call instead for experience, intuition, and
integrity-qualities Professor Heine-Geldern possessed in unique measure.

Although the methodological framework indicated emerges clearly from the direction
and the scientific procedure of Heine-Geldern's oeuvre, in all the years I knew him, I never
heard him expound theory for theory's sake. He once told me jokingly that one's methodo
logical grounding ought to be like a foundation garment, ever present, but never to be seen.

This conceptual· orientation and an early journey through Southeast Asia determined
the direction of Heine-Geldern's lifework. It was concentrated on culture contacts and
reflected his conviction that art styles are the products of particular world views and are
thus never transmitted as isolated culture elements (cf. 1930, 1957f). Another of his
prominent interests was the dynamics of culture change.

HEINE-GELDERN'S OUTLINE TESTED

Archaeology in Southeast Asia has in recent years developed into a battlefield where an
ever-expanding inventory of revolutionizing data, allied with an evermore precise technical
apparatus, forces our conventional conceptual system into a last-stand retreat. In the light
of new discoveries even time-honored archaeologi<;al concepts-and some of them like
"neolithic" used to belong to our basic "mental equipment"-require essential reformula
tion, or they have become obsolete. In spite of this situation, the outline of culture history
written by Heine-Geldern almost a lifetime ago against tremendous handicaps still provides
the only framework against which to test our results (1931b). His Southeast Asia oeuvre
still remains our only frame of reference, as Donald D. Tugby demonstrated in his recent
paper on ethnological and allied research problems in Southeast Asia (Tugby 1970).

Heine-Geldern never knew of the date "before 9700 B.C." for plant domestication in
Southeast Asia (see Gorman 1971). He would probably hide guarded excitement behind
his favorite comment "Ich bin skeptisch," but the skepticism would be limited to the very
early date, because the possibility of early plant domestication in Southeast Asia was
strongly advocated by him in many a stimulating seminar.

Abstracting his early overall vision ~f culture history in Southeast Asia from a laborious
comparative typology ofstone tools known by 1930 and their respective distribution patterns,
we find that Heine-Geldern was sufficiently farsighted to accommodate most of the



4 Asian Perspectives, XIII, 1970

constituent elements known today. Archaeological terminology has changed. What Heine
Geldern called "culture," we call "tool tradition." While he could not differentiate some
finds for lack of material, we can supply some typological links. However, his emphasis on

'~ .the sttong regional character of local variants of these at first fairly undistinguished cultures
sharing an economic base, but getting increasingly adapted to their specific ecological
,envir()nments (1932a: 550), has been upheld by newer research, as has his suggestion that ,
~chopper-chopping tool industries and blade tool industries may have existed side by side in
.space rather than in temporal sequence (Heine-Geldern 1932a: 555-556). He assumed a
continuation for these industries until very recent times in some local contexts (1932a: 556;
cr. Sung 1969), but their currently accepted lower limit of around 30,000 B.C. far exceeds ,
his original expectations.

Some of us tend to look upon Heine-Geldem's first full neolithic "culture," his
Walzenbeil tradition, as an indigenous evolutionary end product of an increasing use of
polishing techniques on previous stone-tool forms (Solheim 1969: 133). Although this is
possible, it should lend itselfto typological demonstration. Besides, ifso, the problem merely
shifts from the provenience of the Walzenbeil tradition in Southeast Asia to that of the
stone-polishing technique.

There is some doubt about the "Schulterbeilkultur" as a separate tool tradition (culture
complex in the former terminology) and its bearing on the Austroasiatic problem, but to
explain shouldering as a functional feature developed for purposes of better hafting for some
kinds of work (Solheim 1969: 133) does not, although it is indisputably correct, advance our
understanding of the problem a very great deal. Do the varieties of shouldered adzes known
to date constitute an independent tool type, being links of a typological series? What is
the known distribution of the type as such and of several diagnostic subtypes, and does
it afford any insights into the cultural environment in which this tool type developed,
and how it spread? Is it possible to pinpoint developmental direction and speed? What
is the relative stratigraphic position of shouldered and quadrangular adzes throughout
representative sites? And finally, what, if any, bearing has this tool type on the Austroasiatic
problem?

Although the new dates (6800 B.C.; Gorman 1971) suggested for the third neolithic
culture of Heine-Geldem, his Late Neolithic Vierkantbeilkultur (1932a: 566ff.), are in
keeping with a general lowering of dates, they are much earlier than he expected, though
they are already considerably modified from the still earlier date (9000 B.c.) suggested by

'. Chang (1966: 542) for Taiwan. Even if one is prepared to consider that the rectangular adze
developed somewhere in Southeast Asia-defined to include China up to the Yangtse

/ _ River-around 10,000 B.C. within a cultural context including cord-marked pottery as
suggested by Solheim (1969: 133) on the basis of finds in northwestern Thailand and
Taiwan, one would like to be shown some very convincing typological evidence of how the
quadrangular adze developed "presumably out of the oval edge-ground adze" (Solheim
1969: 133). Apart from the genetic problem, the main migrational routes ofthe quadrangular
adze within Southeast Asia suggested by Heine-Geldem on the basis of comparative
typology (1932: 571-572) have never been brought up to date, or seriously challenged by
detailed refutation of Heine-Geldern's detailed evidence, an objection which, incidentally,
also applies to the overwhelming evidence presented by Heine-Geldern for bronze and the
Asiatic origin of metalworking in South America (1954a). It seems strange that of those of
us who glibly criticize or lightly dismiss Heine-Geldern's work, particularly in the field of
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pre-Columbian transpacific contacts, not one has made a sincere effort to disprove his
evidence point for point. .

EXCELLENCE REMEMBERED

Time and space permit only an arbitrary probe into a few aspects of Heine-Geldern's
Southeast Asia work, a probe which is also handicapped by a nolens volens limitation to
his 1932 "Urheimat" paper, because this is the best known and alas, through simplified
translations, not rarely the only one known to many colleagues outside of the German
speaking countries. It is exactly for this reason that in his later years and particularly in his
transpacific contact studies, hopefully expecting the response of Americanists, he increas
ingly took to writing in English. However, even so, the lesson seems clear enough. We who
through providence are placed in a much more favorable research'situation might learn to
combine potentials with the solid, diligent, and scrupulous workmanship of Heine-Geldern,
who refrained from proposing a theory unless he could demonstrate its feasibility with a
reasonable degree of conviction, in some cases approaching certainty.

I had the privilege of witnessing Professor Heine-Geldern's working method for several
years and know that it was a very systematic, laborious process involving countless checks
and counterchecks for every element studied. He was always acutely conscious of the
subjective limitations inherent in the "Formkriterium" and therefore rejected all but very
complex and highly characteristic forms for comparative purposes. He would very often
invite a debate on some new line of thought and listen very attentively to everybody's
objections. Once he was convinced of the reasonableness of a hypothesis, he would stick
to his guns and defend his position lucidly and with penetrating judgment. He was never
dogmatic, and up to his very last day remained incredibly alert in his quest for new facts
and lines of thought.

It is said that to understand the stimulating influence of Franz Boas, one had to be in
day-to-day contact with him. The same observation could be made of Heine-Geldern.
He was the most inspiring of our teachers, sparing himself no amount of trouble to provide
illustrative material to show his students. In the years shortly after the war when the
different institutes of Vienna University were widely dispersed, he was a familiar sight
hurrying from place to place with a forbiddingly heavy suitcase that contained books and
diapositives for the lectures of the day. I once mustered up courage to approach him on the
street and offer my assistance, but he declined, smiling kindly: "Far be the day when a
young lady carries my suitcase!" He was also the most exacting of our teachers, for nobody
could satisfy him just by memorizing his lesson. What he expected and encouraged by his
own living example was an independent scholarly mind, a scrupulous sense of moral
responsibility, and a single-minded devotion to one's work.

The warmly human aspect of this truly noble scholar, known to all his students, is also
shown in his initial appeal and energetic work for the scientific study ofdisappearing peoples
and cultures throughout the world.

Another aspect of Heine-Geldern's work, probably the most hotly disputed, concerned
pre-Columbian transpacific contacts. When he first broached the subject it was anathema,
but thanks to the vast bulk of evidence brought forth in favor of such contacts by him and
scholars encouraged by his work, the prejudices have decreased. Pre-Columbian contacts
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can be studied now like any other historical subject and, especially in view of the lowering
of dates in Southeast Asia, yield increasing confirmative evidence. About his principles,
Heine-Geldem said (1960: 280): "There is no such thing as a moderate, or an extreme

'-. diffusfonist. The only thing that counts is whether in a given concrete case a diffusionist
explanation is scientifically reasonable or unreasonable." Nevertheless, to cite the German
Americanist Paul Kirchoff (1969: 163), the indifferent if not downright rejective attitude
~of the majority ofleading Americanists toward Heine-Geldem's transpacific contact studies
. is so unusual a phenomenon in the entire field of cultural anthropology that it calls for
reflection. It appears to be the result of a widespread lack of interest in this problem-pace
.Alfred V. Kidder, who called it "the greatest single problem for the Americanist"-and of
fear of the multitude of knowledge which is a precondition for work of this kind. Lack of
response, and the almost incredible fact that a scholarly discussion or critique of his research
methods and results does not exist, was not only a personal tragedy for Heine-Geldem,
but remains fatal to many basic research problems.

Like Vinigi Grotanelli in his obituary speech before the Working Group on Urgent
Anthropology at the Eighth International Congress of Anthropological Sciences in Tokyo
(Grotanelli 1969), I am fully convinced that Heine-Geldern's work should be considered
in prospect, rather than in retrospect. If somebody considers this position biased, may he
forgive me, for like everybody in close contact with Heine-Geldern, I loved him very much.

REFERENCES

, CHANG, K. c., AND M STUJVER
1966 Recent advances in the prehistoric archaeology of Formosa. Proceedings ofthe National Academy

ofSciences 55(3): 539-543.
GORMAN, CHEsTER

1971 Excavations at Spirit Cave, North Thailand: some interim interpretations. AP XIIt
GROTANELLI, V. L.

1969 Robert Heine-Geldern's contribution to historical ethnology. CA 10(4): 374-376.
HElNE-GELDERN, ROBERT VON

1932 Urheimat und friiheste Wanderungen der Austronesier. Anthropos XXVII: 543-619.
1960 Recent developments in ethnological theory in Europe. Selected papers of the Fifth International

Congress of Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences, Philadelphia, 1956, ed. Anthony Wallace
et aI., pp. 49-53. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

KIRCHOFF, PAUL

1969 Robert von Heine-Geldern. Zeitschriftfur Ethnologie 94(2): 163-168.
,~ POTRATZ,Jo~ A. H.

1962 Einfiihrung in die Archiiologie. Stuttgart.
I. SOUlEIM, WIUlELM G., II

1969 Reworking Southeast Asian prehistory. Paideuma XV: 125-139.
SUNG, WEN-HSUN

1969 Changpinian. Newsletter ofChinese Ethnology 9: 1-27.
TUGBY, DONALD J.

1970 Ethnological and allied research problems in Southeast Asia. CA 12(1): 49-54.

BIBLIOGRAPHY: ROBERT VON HEINE-GELD ERN

1917 Kopfjagd und Menschenopfer in Assam und Birma und ihre Ausstrahlung nach Vorderindien.
Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Cesellschaft in Wien XLVII: 1-65.

1921a Gibt es eine austroasiatische Rasse? Archiv fur Anthropologie XVIII: 79-99.



KANEKO: Robert von Heine-Geldem 7
1921b Mutterrecht und Kopfjagd im westlichen Hinteriildien. Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen

Gesellschaft in Wien LI: 105-140.
1923 Stidostasien. Illustrierte VOikerkunde, herausgegeben von Georg Buschan, 3 vols., II: 689-968.

2d ed. Stuttgart: Strecker & Schroder.
1925a Altjavanische Bronzen. Vienna: C. W. Stem.
1925b Eine Szene aus dem Sutasoma-Jataka auf hinterindischen und indonesischen Schwertgriffen.

IPEK, Jahrbuchftir Priihistorische und Ethnographische Kunst I: 198-238.
1926a Typen aus Birrna. Archivfiir Rassenbilder, No.4. Munich.
1926b Mandalay und der birmanische Konigshof. Der Pflug.
1927a Die Steinzeit Siidostasiens. Mitteilungen tier Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien LVII: 47-54.
1927b Die Sammlungen aus Hinterindien und Assam im Besitze des Mnseums fUr Volkerkunde in

Miinchen. Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien LVII: 114-125.
1928a Ein Beitrag zur Chronologie des Neolithikums in Siidostasien. Festschrift, Publication d'Hommage

offerte all. P. W. Schmidt, ed. W. Koppers, pp. 809-843. Vienna.
1928b Die Megalithen Stidostasiens und ihre Bedeutung fUr die Kliirung der Megalithenfrage in

Europa und Polynesien. Anthropos XXIII: 276-315.
1928c Das Wiener Museum fUr Volkerkunde. Ethnologischer Anzeiger I: 210-219.
1929a Indonesia: Archaeology. Encyclopaedia Britannica, 14th ed., VoL XII, pp. 265-267.
1929b Der Megalithkomplex auf der Philippineninsel Luzon. Anthropos XXIV: 318-321.
1929c Orissa und die Munda-Volker im Periplus des Erythiiischen Meeres. Beitriige zur historischen

Geographie, Kulturgeographie, Ethnographie und Kartographie, vornehmlich des Orients, edited by
Hans MZik, pp. 1$7-171. Vienna: Franz Deuticke.

1929d Mythische und magische Grundlagen stidostasiatischer Kunst. Ostasiatische Zeitschrift XV:
190-193.

1930 Weltbild und Bauform in Siidostasien. Wiener Beitriige zur Kunst- und Kulturgeschichte Asiens
IV: 28-78.

1931a Ausleger und Doppelboote im inneren Hinterindien. Der Erdball V: 373-380.
1931b Urheimat und friiheste Wanderungen der Austronesier. Acres du XVlle Congres International

des Orientalistes, pp. 129-130. Leiden.
1932a Urheimat und friiheste Wanderungen der Austronesier. Anthropos XXVII: 543-619.
1932b Ober Kris-Griffe und ihre mythischen Grundlagen. Ostasiatische Zeitschrift XVIII: 256-292.
1932c Bedeutung und Herkunft der iiltesten hinterindischen Metalltrommeln. Asia Major VIII:

519-537.
1933a Frobenius' Forschungen tiber die Beziehungen zwischen afrikanischen und asiatisch-ozeanischen

Kulturen. Leo Frobenius, ein Lebenswerk aus tier Zeit der Ku/turwende, pp. 118-128. Leipzig:
Kohler & Amelang.

1933b Trommelsprachen oboe Trommeln. Anthropos XXVIII: 485-487.
1933c Indocina: Culture preistoriche. Enciclopedia Italiana, Rom, Vol. XIX, pp. 115-116.
1933d Indone.sia: Preistoria. Enciclopedia Italiana, Rom, Vol. XIX, pp. 138-139.
1934a Vorgeschichtliche Grundlagen der Kolonalindischen Kunst. Wiener Beitriige zur Kunst- und

Kulturgeschichte Asiens VIII: 5-40.
1934b Osterinsel, China und Indien. Congres International des Sciences Anthropologiques et Etlmologiques,

Compte-rendu de la premiere Session, Londres, pp. 197-198. London: Royal Anthropological
Institute.

1935a The archaeology and art of Sumatra. In Edwin M. Loeb, Sumatra, its History and People,
pp. 305-331, 339-342. (Wiener Beitriige zur Kulturgeschichte und Linguistik, Vol. III.)

1935b Polynesier und Indogermanen. Zeitschrift fur Rassenkunde II: 314-317.
1936a Zur Rassen- und Urgeschichte Indiens. Zeitschrift fur Rassenkunde III: 248-252.
1936b Prehistorical research in Indonesia. Annual Bibliography ofIndian Archaeology IX: 147-158.
1936c Archaeological traces of the Vedic Aryans. Journal of the Indian Society of Oriental Art IV:

87-115.
1937a Die Wanderung der Arier nach Indien in archiiologischer Betrachtung. Forschungen und Fort

schritte XIII: 307-309.
1937b Sur les traces des Aryens vediqucsj les migrations des Indo-Aryens It la lurniere des derrieres

decouvertes archeologiques. Journal de Teheran, December, pp. 16-30.
1937c New light on the Aryan migration to India. Bulletin of the American Institute for Iranian Art

and Archaeology V: 7-16.



8 Asian Perspectives, XIII, 1970
1937d Sculptured sword-hilts, showing scenes from Buddhist legends. Journal ofthe Indian Society of

Oriental Art v: 147-158.
1937e L'art prebouddique de la Chine et de l'Asie du Sud-Est et son influence en Oceanie. Revue des

Arts Asiatiques XI: 177-206.
1938 Die Osterinselschrift. Anthropos XXXIII: 815-909.
1942 Conceptions of state and kingship in Southeast Asia. Far Eastern Quarterly II: 15-30.
1943 A survey ofstudies on Southeast Asia at American universities and colleges. New York: East Indies

Institute.
1944 List of monuments, Netherlands East Indies. American Defense, Harvard Group, Committee

on the Protection of Monuments. Mimeographed.
1945 Prehistoric research in the Netherlands Indies. Science and Scientists in the Netherlands Indies,

ed. Pieter Honig and Frans Verdoorn, pp. 129-167. New York: Board for the Netherlands
Indies, Surinam and Cura~o.

1946 Research on Southeast Asia: problems and suggestions. AA XLVIII: 149-175.
1947 The drum named Makalamau. India antiqua, a volume ofOriental studies presented by his friends

and pupils to Jean Philippe Vogel, pp. 167-179. Leyden: E.]. Brill.
1948 Prehistoric cultures of Indonesia. Encyclopaedia Britannica, Vol. XII, S. 266 A-266 B. Chicago.
1949 Indonesian art. United Asia I: 403-411.
1950a Cultural connections between Asia and pre-Columbian America. Anthropos XLV: 350-352.
1950b Articles on peoples and tribes of Southeast Asia. Collier's Encyclopedia, 1950 or 1951. New

York.
1950c China, die Ostkaspische Kultur und die Herkunft der Schrift. Paideuma IV: 51-92.
1950d Heyerdahl's hypothesis of Polynesian origins: a criticism. Geographical Journal 116: 183-192.
1951a Das Tocharerproblem und die pontische Wanderung. Saeculum II: 225-255.
1951b [with Gordon F. Ekholm] Significant parallels in the symbolic arts of Southern Asia and Middle

America. The Civilizations ofAncient America: Selected Papers ofthe 29th International Congress
ofAmericanists, ed. Sol Tax, pp. 299-309. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

1952a Voyaging distance and voyaging time in Pacific migration. GeographicaIJournaI118(1): 108-110.
1952b Some problems of migration in the Pacific. Wiener Beitriige zur Kulturgeschichte und Linguistik

IX: 313-362.
1952& Across the Pacific. New York: The Ronald Press.
1952d Paralelos significativos en el arte simbolico del Sur de Asia y de Mesoamerica [Spanish version

of 1951b]. Tlatoani 1(5-6): 29-35.
1952e Les relaciones entre Asia y America [an abridged version of 1951b, 1952d]. Ciencias Sociales

III: 107-110. Washington, D.C.: Union Panamericana.
1952f Conceptions ofstate and kingship in Southeast Asia. Data Paper No. 18, Southeast Asia Program,

Department of Far Eastern Studies. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University.
1954a Die asiatische Herkunft der stidamerikanischen Metalltechnik. Paideuma V: 347-423.
1954b Das Problem vorkolumbischer Beziehungen zwischen Alter und Neuer Welt und seine Bedeutung

fUr die allgemeine Kulturgeschichte. Anzeiger der Philosophisch-Historischen Klasse der (Jster
reichischen Akademie der Wissenschafien XCI: 343-357.

1954c Concepciones sobre el Estado y la Realeza en el Sudeste de Asia. Acta Asiatica I: 29-44. Buenos
Aires.

1954d Bronzegeriite auf Flores. Anthropos XLIX: 684.
1954e Die Ausstellung: Bauernwerk der Alten Welt (Europa-Asien-Afrika) im Museum fUr Viilker

kunde, Wien. Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschafi in Wien LXXXIII: 141-149.
1955a Die Zukunft der Viilkerkunde. Kontinente VIII(9): 5-9.
1955b Austria and Switzerland; a review of ethnology, anthropology and prehistoric archaeology for

1952-1954. Yearbook ofAnthropology, ed. W. L. Thomas, Jr., pp. 619--649. New York: Wenner
Gren Foundation.

1955c Herkunft und Ausbreitung der Hochkulturen. Almanach der (Jsterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschafien 105: 252-267.

1956a Relations precolombiennes entre l'Asie et l'Amerique du Sud. France-Asie 12: 635-638.
1956b The origin of ancient civilizations and Toynbee's theories. Diogenes No. 13: 81-99. Chicago.

[published also in the respective languages in the French, Spanish, German, and presumably
in the Italian and Arabic editions of Diogenes.]

1956c The coming of the Aryans and the end of the Harappa civilization. M LVI: 136-140.

-



KANEKO: Robert von Heine-Geldem 9
1956d An S. O. S. of ethnology. Actes du IVe Congres International ties Sciences Anthropologiques et

Ethnologiques, Vienne, 1952, Vol. III, pp. 261-272. Vienna: A. Holzhausens NFG.
1957a Die kulturgeschichtliche Bedeutung Siidostasiens. Geographische Rundschau IX: 121-127.
1957b Vanishing cultures. Scientific American 196(5): 39-45.
1957c La escritura de la isla de Pascua y sus re1aciones con otras escrituras. Runa, Archivo para les

ciencias del hombre VIII: 5-27.
1957d Introduction: urgent anthropological research. International Social Science Bulleti11 IX(3):

1-11.
1957e Introduction: Les recherches anthropologiques urgentes. Bulletin international des Sciences

Sociales IX(3): 295-307.
1957f Zwei We1tanschaunngen und ihre kuIturgeschichteiche Bedeutung. Anzeiger der Osterreichischen

AkarJemie der Wissenschaften 17: 251-262.
1958a Les cultures qui meurent. France-Asie XV: 22-25.
1958b Kulturpflanzengeographie und das Problem vorkolumbischer Kulturbeziehungen zwischen Alter

und Neuer Welt. Anthropos 53: 361-402.
1958c Un nouveau parallele entre l'Amerique du Sud precolombienne et l'ancienne Asie Sudorientale.

Miscellanea Paul Rivet, Octogenario Dicata, 2: 219-226. Mexico City: Universidad Nacional
Aut6noma de Mexico.

1958d Letter to the editor of the Journal ofthe Polynesian Society, concerning Dr. H. D. Skinner's note
"Migrations of Culture in Southeast Asia and Indonesia." JPS 67(2): 170-171.

1958e Steinurnen- und Tonumenbestattung in Siidostasien. Der Schlern, No. 32, pp. 135-138. Bozen.
1959a Das Megalithproblem. Beitriige Osterreichs zur Erforschung der Vergangenheit und Kulturgeschichte

der Menschheit-Symposium 1958, Wartenstein, pp. 162-182.
1959b Le pays de P'i-K'ien, Ie roi au grand cou et Ie Singa Mangaradja. BEFEO XLIX(2): 361-404.
1959c Lungshan culture and East Caspian culture, a link between prehistoric China and the ancient

Near East-the origin and spread of writing. International symposium on history of Eastern and
Western cultural contacts, pp. 5-23. Tokyo: Japanese National Commission for UNESCO.

1959d Chinese influences in Mexico and Central America: the Tajin style of Mexico and the marble
vases from Honduras. In Actas del 33° Congreso Internacional de Americanistas-1958, pp. 195
206. San Jose, Costa Rica: Lehmann.

195ge Chinese influence in the pottery of Mexico, Central America, and Colombia. In Actas del 33°
Congreso Internacional de Americanistas-1958, pp. 207-210.

1959f Representations of the Asiatic tiger in the art of the Chavin culture: a proof of early contacts
between China and Peru. In Actas del 33° Congreso Internacional de Americanistas-1958, pp. 321
326.

1960a Politische Zweiteilung, Exogamie und Kriegsursachen auf der Osterinsel. Sonderdruck aus
Festband M. Heydrich von Ethnologica 2: 241-273.

1960b Theoretical considerations concerning the problem of pre-columbian contacts between the Old
Worlq and the New. Selected papers of the Fifth International Congress of Anthropological and
Ethnological Sciences, Philadelphia, 1956, ed. Anthony Wallace et aI., pp. 277-281. Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press.

1960c Recent developments in ethnological theory in Europe. Selected papers ofthe Fifth International
Congress ofAnthropological and Ethnological Sciences, Philadelphia, 1956, pp. 49-53.

1961a Ein rtimischer Fund aus dem vorkolumbischen Memo. Anzeiger tIer Philisophisch-Historischen
Klasse der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Sonderabdruck No. 16, pp. 117-119.

1961b Indonesia. Enciclopedia Universale dell'Arte, pp. 443-444. Rome and Venice.
1961c Das Megalithproblem. Translated into Japanese by Takuji Takemura from Beitriige Osterreichs

zur Erforschung der Vergangenheit und Kulturgeschichte tIer Menschheit (see 1959a). Palaeologia
[Osaka, Japan] X(I): 20-37.

1961d Survivance de motifs de l'ancien art bouddhique de l'Inde dans l'I1e de Nias. Artibus Asiae
XXIV(3/4): 299-306.

1962 Wilhelm Koppers; Nachruf. Almanach der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften Ill:
347-364.

1963a Axel Wenner-Gren; Nachruf. Almanach tIer Osterreichischen AkarJemie der Wissenschaften 112:
327-329.

1963b Monuments to killers. A Pedro Bosch-Gimpera en el septuagtsimo aniversario de su nacimiento,
pp. 181:"'188. Mexico.



10 Asian Perspectives, XIII, 1970

1963c Archaeology and legend in the Andaman Islands. Festschrift Paul]. Schebesta: Studia Instituti
Anthropos 18: 129-132.

1963d Indonesia. In Encyclopedia of World Art, pp. 31-35.
1963e Indonesian cultures. In Encyclopedia of World Art, pp. 41-90.

" .' 1964a Paul Fejos; Nachruf. Almanach der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 113: 370-379.
1964b Asiatische und Mesoamerikanische Hochkulturen. In Festschrift fur Ad. E. Jensen, edited by

Eike Haberland, Meinhard Schuster, and Helmut Straube, pt. I, pp. 173-191. Munich: Klaus
Renner.

1964c Traces of Indian and Southeast Asiatic Hindu-Buddhist influences in Mesoamerica. In XXXV
Congreso Internacional de Americanistas, Actas y Memorias, pp. 47-53. Mexico.

1964d One hundred years of ethnological theory in the German-speaking countries: some milestones.
CA V(5): 407-418.

1964e Das Dravidaproblem. Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften 9, Jahrgang 1964, pp. 189-201.
1966a Einige Bemerkungen zu den Problemen der Diffusion. Mitteilungen zur Kulturkunde 1: 9-15.
1966b A note on relations between the art styles of the Maori and of ancient China. Wiener Beitriige zur

Kulturgeschichte und Linguistik 15: 45-68.
1966c The problem of transpacific influences in Mesoamerica. In Handbook ofMiddle American Indians,

ed. Robert Wauchope,l1 vols., 4: 277-295. Austin: University of Texas Press for the Middle
American Research Institute, Tulane University. Vol. 4, Archaeological Frontiers. and External
Connections, ed. Gordon R. Willey and Gordon F. Ekholm.

1966d Some tribal art styles of Southeast Asia: An experiment in art history. In The Many Faces of
Primitive Art, ed. Douglas Fraser, pp. 165-221. Englewood Qilrs, N.].: Prentice-Hall.




