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CEAPTER 5

5.1 The Social Strgcturing of the Cultural Concepf

It may seem & paf;iox perhaps, to bring into "antithesis" the
social and the cultursl. If society is considered as a coherent
but internally divided sociasl '"organism", it appears as a system
of social phenomena such as relations, institutions. material-
spiritual elements etc.. Looking at the structure of this system,
the relationships between its elements and the main rezularities of
its development, the next point to consider is not only the inter-
action between them, but why they are linked. Is culture/Something
external to society? Evidently it is not. Culture exists in
society, so that there has never been any culture outsede of society:
that is before and without men.l As form cannot be sepérated from
content, with respect to actual sets of relationships between com-
ponents, any approach to cuiture presupposes the existence of an
order which is to be discovered or read into the phenomena. Order,
here meaning a system whkose properties can be_considered in terms of
a COns;ent gset of relzted propositions - itself defined when the
rules which generate it are stated. Thus, cultures are seen as
logical mechanisms for reducing netural randomness. Unexpected
events occur which have to be féced, defined, integrated, within
each society's characteriétic structural elements and every social
formation. In effect actual solutions vary from society to society,
but because the cultural mechenism is an essential and universal
feature of mankind, it remainse constant. The assumption ‘that

societies exist to perpetuate themselves implies teleolozy; obviously
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it also implies a concept of dynamic permanence. What is the “"frame-
work" within which things can change without shattering the society
that strives to perpetuate its identity despite natural, political

or other events? In order to sort out the diversity of structural
elements at least two aspects in the analysis of society should be
accentuated. First, there is the approach to society. to social
formation as an objective system of diverse social institutions and
various interrelated aspects of social life. 1In analysing the
structure of a.formation, the elements brought out in addition to
production, base and superstructure2 as a whole, are conditions of
life, family, language, social organization like institutions, rules,
norms, customs, beliefs etc.. Second, it is an approach to society
as a product of men's interaction, as an aggregstion of relations
between men as a result of their activity. Among the structural
elements brought out here, are historical entities of people, classes,
occupations, social groups and their relationships in general. 1In
actual life, these two aspects of social structure intersect with
each other and 4o not exist apart from each other.

We have seen that the structural analysis of systems (i.e. the
analysies of the structural, coexistential laws =hich govern them)
forms part of the Marxist conception of historicism as complementary
to the analysis of the dynamic aspects of systems (i.e. the analysis
of the dynamic laws) with the proviso that, in accordance with the
theory of dialectics, the starting point is that of dynamics and
laws, and the state of a relative rest of the system to be investigated
by the structural laws, is a product of dynamic changes.

In most description and analysis, culture and society are

expressed in an habitual pest tense. The strongest barrier to the
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recognition of the human cultursl activity is this immediate and
regular conversion of experience into finished products. What is
defensible as a procedure in conscious history, where on certain
assumptions many actions can be definitively taken as having ended,
is habitually‘projected, not only into the always moving substance
of the past, but into contemporary life, in which relationships,
institutions and formations in which people are still actively involved
are converted, by this procedural mode, into formed wholes rather

than forming 2nd formative processes.4 Analysis is then centred on
relations between these produced institutions, formations and
experiences, in a way that, only the fixed explicit terms (or forms)
exist and living presence is always, by definition, receding. If

the social is always past, in the sense that it is always formed, we
have indeed to find othker terms for the undeniable experience of the
present, not only the temporal present, the realization of this and
this instant; but the specificity of present being. the inalienabdbly
physical, wifhin which we may discern and acknowledge institutions,
formations, positions, but not always as fixed products, defining
products. And then if the social is the fixed and explicit, it is
impossible to think of any cultural pattern which can in the literal
sense of the word, be referred to society es such. There are no

facts of politicel organization or family life or religious belief

or magical procedure or technology or aesthetic endeavour which are
conterminous with society or with any mechanically defined segment

of society. Conterminous in the sense that although coexisting,

their intrinsic connection becomes critical when we contrast stages

of technological development with that of "ethical” development in

the broadest serse o the word.
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Methodologically, since historical societies5 occupy a space
in time and location, it is unrealistic to imagine that any of
their main properties can escape external influence. FEvents are
patterned in#space gni time and have an impact upon their surroundiings.
On the other hand, wolifications may be effected from withinj 5ut
it is unlikely that institutions or cultures can be abstracted from
their social and physical setting to such an extent that their mein
transformations can be put down to purely internal processes. It
follows that the sources of transformations of societies can never
be located wholly within a particular (phygical say) unit., because
that unit is at the 'same tgge the product of other (historical) units
and their environments.6 Practical consciousness is almost always
different from “"officizl” consciousness, and this is not only a
matter of relative freedom or control. qu prectical consciousness
is what is actually being lived, and not only what is ﬁhought is being
lived. Yet the actual alternative to the receivei and produced
fixed forms is not silence; not the absence, the unconscious, which
bourgeois culture has mythicized. It is a kind of feeling and
thinking and experiencing which is indeed social and material, bdut

in a "proto-phase" before it can become fully erticulate and
defined. And its relations with the alresdy articulate ani defined
are then exceptionally COmplex.7 This process can be directly
observed in the tistory of material production and reproduction,
social life, cultural activities and needs.

It is no longer possible to azccept Pareto's assumptions that
communities or societies ere systems or institutions seekirg stable
equilibrium in en unchenging environment. F®volution today refers

to the partislly integrated snl continuously changing configurations
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of interacting socisl, psychological, physiologicel and environmental
variables that join witk cultural elementg to form the system of s
-community, group efc. -

It is cieéx ttat a trend towards spatiasl concentration of
culture - and culture change - is 8 feature of most statements,
descriptions and conceptualizations of culture expressed mostly
througﬁ the"cultural traits” of an area which persist through time.
Trhis trend hQwever is restrictive in the sense that it provides =
picture of regionel / local "culture" which is static ani formulated
under certain environmental complexes. But the differences which
appear in successive periods during the development of culture in
any locality enteil not only increasing complexity or quantitatively
new patterns but also qualitatively new patterns. With the above
ParSOnian8 non—measuremént-of cultural activity people within a

t

society are becoming victims of 'social/%ngineering", statistical
105er$ with all tkre i@plicatiOns trat flow from this. This is a
culturel determinism in e more than purely-causal sense. The
classification is cultural and so are the units requiring explenation.
The scheme is one of cultural categories erreznged in a Lierarchy, to
which cOncréte examples are selectively fitted according to =
"single" culturel criterion. (Tables ¢, 10, 11) Another espect of
this approach - although at a different order of problems - is to

be found in Diener's (1980) paper, in which . ~ he argues that
"functional-ecclogical models featuriné stability assumptions may
often be useful” 2t a certain level of commUnity because 'local
ecosystem generally show stability". Lewontin as well conternds that
"equilibrias annihilate history" by seizing on a few variables that

change guantitatively over time to oriert a system towards &




387

Yenghin . ¢ 3

Strivings Subsistence Recognition Insight

Fulfilled by Material culture Social culture Geistige Kultur

Boas

" Aspects of Culture Man to Nature Man to NMan

Relations of:

Subjective
Aspects (intelle-
ctual, emotional)
including actions
volutions etc.

Murdock

Ijeas (patterned
verbal and sub-
verbal hebits.
Knowledge (includ-
ing technology)
beliefsg etc.

(social)
relationships

Techniques
Relating society
to nature

Culture composed of:

economics,
governnent viz.,
apperatus of
living

Civilization
Technology,
kncwledge
dexterity,
Accumulative,
sequence in
progress

skills
its

Rezlity Culture

¥an's relation to
Nature
Time dimensions

Gessel-
lungsleben

(social
culture)

Inner pre-
dispositions
Personelity

Weber Civilizational Social process Cultural movements
-7 Process, science  including Religion,
technology economics, Philosophy, Arts
government
YMaclver Technological Social order Cultural order
- 0T order, including Religion,

philosophy, arts
tradition viz.,
¥odes of living

Culture Bound

t0 societies
verishable. Uses
civilizations as
means

Value culture
includes pure
science

Yodality of
Relationships
(Man's relation
to other MNen

Table 9: A tabuletion of the "principal instances" of the three-

fold segmentstion of culture, ani its employment, illustrating

/Continued....
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Table 9 (continued)

the substantial uniformity of authog} conceptions, despite
differences of terms used and minor varistions of what is

included in each category.

relations of man to nature

l =
2 = more or less fixed interrelations of men
3 - subjective aspects {ideas, attitudes, actions etc.)

Ve must note that the terms social inheritance or tradition

put the emphasis on how culture is acquired rather than on

what it consists of.

(* revised from Kroeber-Kluckhohn 1952)



Pre-1920 definition

Tylor 1871
Ward 1903
Small 1905
Ostwald 1907
" 1915
Wigsler 1916

First post-1920 definition

Viissler 1920
Park-Burgess, Sapir 1921
Sapir 1921

Hart-Pantzer 1925
Summer-Keller 1927
Willey 1927

Wissler 1929

Willey 1929 :
Tozzer {pre-1930)

Beginning after 1930

Roheim 1934
Carver 1935
Schmidt, Blumenthal 1937

-Beginning -after 1940

Blumenthal 1941
Miller-Dollard
Bain 1942

Table 10: Note that half a dozen of the authors involved in the above

389

Emphasis on

Enumerative
Ideas

Ad justment
Residual-

Learning 2nd Ideas

Emphasgis on

Bnumeration
Tradition, Feritage
Incomplete {general)
Learning

Ad justment

Product

Rule, VWay

‘Patterning

Habit

Fmphasis on

Purely Psychological
Ideas and Behaviour

Ideas

“mphasis on

Residual
Learning

Symbols

continuity evidently in part influenced one another (in

part respondiing to the times). The case of Tylor as a

precursor is special,

irte as Kroeber,

end his influence is traceable to as

Herskovite and Thurwsld.

(revised from Kroeber-Kluckhohn, 1952)




-———————-—————————_———

Group reference (social etc.)

Historical product (heritage,
tradition etc.)

Totality

Behaviour (acts etc.)

Non-genetic transmission
Patterned (system, organized etc.)
Ad justive-adaptive

Ideas

Carriers of culture (iniividuals, persons
etc.)

Group product
Values and ideals
Learning

Way or mode

390

18
16
12
11
11
10

W W oo

The same elements entering into definitions of 1941-50 period gives:

Group reference
Behaviour
Non-genetic

Way or mode
Patterned

Ad justive-adaptive
Carriers of Culture
Learning |
Totality
Historical product
Ideas

Group product

Values and ideals

43
35
32
26
24
23

~

[4

22

15
13
13

Table 1l: .. indicates the rank order of conceptual elements of

culture from the point of view of

entrance into definitions

in any explicit foruw rather than from the exclusive point

of view of emphasis. ¥ote that historical dimension drops

to tenths in the 1941-50 period,

totality as well. The two

most striking shifts are with respect to leerning and way of

mode (emphasis upon individual psychological learning)

(revised from Froeber—¥lucthakm 1552)
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stationary or moving equilibrium point. Under. such circumstances,

the historical context becomes of course irrelevant. %ven so. and

given.certein historical circumstances the use of dynamic-stability

models "may" be Justified - but not if they are'arbitrarily a ssumed
appliceble out of & priori preference. As O'Laﬁghlin (1975) points
out: "BEquilibrium models, presuppose inherent atomistic tendencies
in all sociocultural systems and are then propoéed to solve the
Fobbesian problem of social order. But humans become individuated
only in society. Anl she continues, 'societies can reproiuce them-
selves continually despite conflict and COntradictiéns. Since one
cannot assume that any movement out of equilibrium annihilates the
system, explanations of sociasl facts thzt rest on the maintenance of
functional integration provide no explanation at all.” Rather it is
necessary to orient mefhoés of analysis to the "totality of socio-
cultural relations."9 -
Tracing out the reletions between people determined by their
place concerning control of the means of production and of
reproduction in social totality, sllows methodologzically, the ascertaining
those groups or populations that should be the units of =znalysis. The
suitability of "local systems" of the community level as units of
anelysis should therefore follow from this more inclusive inquiry
rather than be essumed s priori; purported "local systems" stability
can only be a mafter for "historicist", empiricel determination.
Diener senses this Aifficulty when he states that "local systems”
are in gooi adjustment with the local habitat "given the constraints
of the social field." Of course socisl_field factors may be 80
"restrjctive” that such adjustments may not prove to be very good

in any absolute sense. Thie network of reletions arises out of the
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fact that humen beings must adjust to other human beings as well
as to impersonal forces and objects. To some extent these adjust-
ments are imrlemented &nd iimited only by the presence or absence
of othrer huaan beings. Insof2r as the human environment bf action
joes not go beyond "inevitables" of the interaction of human beings
with each other, it meay be called "the sqcial environment"ull It
is imperative however to isolate a fourth dimension (the cultural)
before we can adequately deal with the total environment of human
action, which can take place in a variety of ways so far as the
limitations and facilitations of the biological and impersonal environ—
mental conditions ere concernei. The sbove considerations by
Kluckhohn seem to be~acceptable at a general level of reference. But
he continues: "some human interactions, indeed, do seem to be
subject only to the constreints applied by the field of bjological
and physical forces. Such interactions mesy be designated as social
without further qualification.

%e have to deal here with a direct "anti-sociéi" one-sided
reflexivity so familiar in the arguaments of anthropolog;sts even
to-day, of human ecologists like Vaydes ani Rappsport (1968) or.of
sociobiologists (Wilson 1975):12 culture-as-adaptation becomes a
passivVve adjustmwent to enVifonmental perametere not an active inter-
vention in and ctanging of the environment. Eowever, observation of
human groups makes. it certain that iheir acts are not a consequence
simply of physical/biological potentislities. If thke latter was the
case, these variations and complexity would be rendom. The
variations, differeﬁces. similerities etc.. within different human

groups whkich have some historical continuity tend. beyoni all possible

doubt, to cluster arourd certain norms. Often then the sociasl and
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cultural are intermingled. FHowever, some social acts are not
culturally patterned. The point is that if we postulate that all
human behaviour must be in some sense adaptive we must posit social
collectivities as the reference of some behaviour systems, for these
cannot be explained as "meeting needs" biological or psychological
of humen organisms. Culture like society is an emergent with
properties not altogether derivable from a summation of the facts
(or parts of their content), because culture itself may be altered
by social or the inverse. Communities, groups, individuals con-
tinuously interacting together, produce something '"new" which is
resultant not merely of previcusly existing cultural pstterns and a
given impersonal environmental situation but also the "plain" fact
of their interaction. As Wissler (1916) argues: " .. when we are
dealing with phenomena thst belong to original nature, we are quite
right in using psychological or biological methods, but the moment
we step over into culturel phenomena we must recognize its historical
nature.... All the knowledge of the mechanism of association in the
world will not tell us why =2ny particular association is made by a
particular individusl, will not explain the invention of the bow,
the origin of exogamy, or of any other trait of culture except in
terms that sre equally applicable to all."

| This is where analysis of traits has to be extended to the
analysis of formationé. The complex and variable structure of those
cultural formations which have not always direct or exclusive or
manifest institutional reszlization is especially important. The
insertion of economic . determinztions into cultural studies

is of course the special contribution of Marxism, and there 2re times

when its simple insertion is an eviient aivance. A Marxist cultural
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approach is then recognizable, in its simplest outlines, in studies
of different types of institutions and formation in cultural
production and distribution and in the linking of these within the
whole social material processeé. Thus, distribution and consumption
for example, are not limited to their technical definition and
function but connected specifically, to modes of production and then
interpreted as the‘active formation of social totalities and of the
characteristic social relations, including economic relations, within
which particular forms of cultural activity are in practice carried

13

out. In_cultural production the true range is from information and
description, or naming and indication, to embodiment and performance,
"praxis', human action and practice. Now, on an anszlytical basis it
is possible to see emefging out of the study =2s a whole a d4ivision
. . . . 14 .
into temporarily isclated, discrete elements. Indeed, in many cases,
while the manifest social content is evident in one way in
institutions, formations and material production, and in another way
in forms which relate to specific selection of issues. and specifically
reproduced content, an egually important and sometimes more Tundamental
content can be found in the basic social means - historically variable
and always active social forms of language, religion, art or artifacts
for example - on which ultimately, the wmore manifest social elements
can be seen to depend. But the fundamgntal principle of culture is
the complex unity of the "elements" thus listed or separated and the
most bésic question is the analysis of the interrelationships within
this complex unity.

Specific methods of analysis will vary, of course, in different
ereas of cultural action, since their structurg ~must be identified \<f

in terms of their relationships to particular, collective social
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practices. Cultural practice thus, involves the way people act.

The actions of manufacture, use and nature of material objects
constitute the "hard data" of culture, generated throughk an implicit
process of interactive behaviour. The next point is that culture is
not inherent in tephnology' It is the relationship between techno-
logical objects and the people who made and used them. It is a
pattern of significance which these objects have, not the objects
themselves. In fact, at a more specific level of analysis we can
speak separately about the cultural factors which produced the objects
and the "non-cultural"” factors which are inherent in the objects,
(that is, special types of material such as metals, stone, wood,.

bone etc.). This range then of the variable relationships in cultural
forms and changes take on a different aspect when we add a historical
dimension. It cannot be assumed that, even azllowing for the conm-
plexities, a more aivanced stage of technology would inevitably lead
at a "higher'" cultural level, and better life conditions, even if it
would bring for examvle largeéjfpale production at certain sites;

or that a growing population, encouraging perhaps such larger scale
production would involve positive cultural praxis. For, within a
historical approach, we can "learn" to see the relation of any cultural
work to what ig usually called a "sign-gystem"”, itself a2 specific
structure of social relationships: Internally, in that the signs
depend on, were formed in, relationships; externally, in that the
system depends on, is formed in., the institutions which activate it
(and which are then a2t once cultural and social and economic), in

that a '"sign-system" properly understood, is azt once a specific
cultural technology and 2 specific form of practical consciousness;

those apparently diverse elements which ere in fact unified in the
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15

material social process. It is in this dimension, from which no
aspect of a process is excluded and in which the active and formative
relationships, right through to the "products”" are specifically and
structurally connected; it could be expected to operate by eliminat-
ing or restricting some of the already existing cﬁltural trenis,
egsimilating new, transforming others within collectively structured
human social instances.

In addition to difficulties in defining culture.16 social
scientists have not consistently distinguished between culture and
society. T[or example, the enduring debate between the priority of
cultural or structural variables must be questioned. For if elements
of culture, i.e. ideas{can only be understood in.terms of non- ](

9
ideational aspects of social organization, and if social structure
cannot be defined apart from culture, they cannot be thought of as
discrete phenomena. It is therefore, impossible to establish the
causal priority of one over the other, for they are really not iwo
different things. The concept of social praxis shows that culture
is not simply a mental phenomenon since what we believe can only be
crharacterized in light of various structural facts, and that structure
is not independent of the ideas of social actions. To the question:
how can we tell whether an evolutionary-culturzl sequence obtained by
means of some form of the comparative method actually represents

historical reality, the answver must be: by comparing it with historical X

reality. It is Wolf's (1959) definition which seems most helpful in
- this respect summarizing the point of view adopted here: "By culture
I mean the historically developed forms through which the members of

& given society relate to each other. By society I mean the element

of action, of human manouvre within the field providel by cultural
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forms, human manouvre which aims either at preserving a given

balance of life chances and life risks or at changing it." Later Mintz
(1970) building up upon this distinction., calls culture a resource

or historically availéble alternatives or forms and he calls society

an arena or the societal circumstances or settings within which thege
forms may be employed. The crux of this distinction is that culture

is used, not merely accepted as it is. As Mintz (1973) write%

"blind custom" is neither blind nor c.ustornary° A plurslity of
individuals in more or less continuous interaction produces something
"new'" which is a product of that interaction (at an inter-intra level)
and not merely a perpetuation of pre-existing cultural patterns. To

szy that the social processes are structured znd constitute a whole

is not to say that they are fully articulated and systemic - in the
sense that they are irreducible and eternal. A& sociocultural system

is an adaptive steady state and should not undergo systemic change,
unless its extra systemic environment changes. To say this, is not X
to say that a steady state is a thing of consensus and conformity,
either within the sociocultural system we are concerned with, or §
between it and its environment. The "adapiive" stability may consist

of many things which emically viewed are in conflict, deviant and so
forth. To say this is to say that becszuse the paris of a system are
interrelated in verious and complex ways, no one part can be altered
without effecting changes in other parts of the system. Thus the
cunulative effect of many deviation-counteracting devices being

triggered tends to offset and countermand the change. MNarx's thought\ PN
gives an important adventege over other advocates oi the inter-
penetration of such features with social context, for he describes

society in terms of features of social organization that cannot be
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found in the cultural beliefs of social participants only. Indeed,
he shows 7 that if is impossible to propérly undierstand '"culture" in
society, apart from an understanding of the system of collective
practices to which they =2re tied. Hence, explanation cannot be
confined to a hermeneutic approach. For we must identify elements
of social organization independently of common-sense beliefs, and
these must be interpreted in terms of factors that transcend cultural
elements.

In survey research, these essential aspects of the background
are typicelly assumedi rather than analyced in their own right, and
often little or no information is gathered on how the subjects conduct
their lives. Despite the appearance of hard science. survey research
often relies on common-~sense intuitions as e substitute for essential
information at crucial junctures.

Thie last point about survey research, namely its lack of
theoretical grasp of a social context, bears equally well on many
expressions of subjectivism. l'zjor advocates of this perspective,
most notably symbolic interzctionists énd ethnomethoiologists, confine
analysis to microsystems and, like meny objectivists, meke no effort
to reach a theoretical grzsp of the larger context. The aim of
subjectivism is to understand the actions and beliefs of social
members, but this progrem is executed in a theoretical vacuum. For
both objectivism and subjectivism the source of this a-theoretical
tenlency is the same: neither perspective recognizes the need to
develop 2 theory of social order, because both consider meaning to
be 2 property of inlividual consciousness. We will discuss in a
subsequent section how Varx shows thkat 2 theoretical grasp of the

larger socizl context is indispensable to unierstaniing cultural
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behaviour. The key to this, again, is the rejection of the dualist
premise shered by objectivism and subjectivism. This inability to

root culture in social organization stems from dualism, for in this
view ideas {and praxis) are portrayed as elements of "individual"
conscjousness, and are disconnectel from their relations with
collective practices.l7 Marx acknowledges that an individual can
produce privately, i.e., for his own consuyption. But only a socialized
person who has internalized, one might say. the responses of others,
and who can thus be both 2 producer and a consumer cen produce in 2
truly huwmsn fashion. Thus, even when done privately. human production
ras a social aspect. It is important to remember that Marx's use of
the term productiow +is extremely brosd. As indicated in chapter 1, b8
he conceives of social process and history as particular modes of
production. For Marx the term production means action. Thus, when

he emphasizes the sociel nature of production, he is effectively
approaching a conception of the social nsture of action in general.

The implicetion of this is that given forms of production ere only
possible in the context of the sppropriate socioculturzl relationships.
It would be 4ifficult then to disentangle the economic substructure
from the various elements of superstructure, to speak of any of these
variables independently of norms, values and tradition. These

aspects of structure are insepareble from the '"structures” that

Blau18 seeks to define '"objectively”. Status and kinship systems

for example are inseparable from culturally prescribed ways of treating
others. For social structure does not exist apart from the beliefs

and actions of social members. Tven technology, must be used by
conscinus social actors end thus wediated through a set of social

definitions in order to be socially effective. It was, incidentally,
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fully apparent to Marx, that the human use of machines (tools,
artifacts etc.) and not the machines themselves, is the proper focus
of social scientific understahding.19 Blau and Durkheim's20 concept
of social structure conceived as separated from culture and aggregates
of data, conceived externally and guantitatively, raisé%the guestion
of whether the '"'mere associstion" of these ''variables" truly provides
a satisfactory explanation of a "phenomenon" in a sociocultural
system. Important questions can be rsised as well as to the nature

of the relastionships between 1deas in society and the idea of society.
Marx, on thke other hrand, did not mean the distinction between sub-
structures and superstructures to mark z dichotomy of material and
ideal factors with the former exercising causal control over the
latter. For example in discussing the relationship between a form

of production end legal relations, forms of government etc., Marx
castigates bourgeois thought for tre tendency to see only an zccidental
reflective connection in wkat constitutes 2an organic uniOn.21 Thus,
concerning Pleistocene we know that sociocultural systems had to mzke
numercus sdaptations in response to changing climztes. To explein

tte cultural "adaptations", however. one can take the climatic
varietions as 'given'" Jjust as 2 palaeoclimatologist concerned to
exvlain the Pleistocene climetic system can take the geologiczl mantle
system as a given. Relating these factors then, the point is to
explain tre complex interreletions within and between the socio-
culturazl system and its relevent environment. Since man makes a

vorld that in turn mskes him, in the study of human products we
encounter both tre expression a2nd the substructure of ﬁumen rnature.
Trus a concept of culture emerge from & dialectical interactiOn-between

the social subject anl the object.
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5.2 The Duality of Culture -

The "inability"” to grasp the relationship between iislectical
ani historical materialism, to unierstand tlre way in which culture
expresses iteelf in social ierms, has created greet confusion over
the question of basis and superstructure, and nowhere is this
confusion more clearly seen than over those letters which Fngels
wrote towards the end of his life in which he sought to clarify the
materialist conception of history.22 Just es the adversaries of
Merxism have construed Yarxism as a mechanical rather than dialectical,
so too, unfortunately, rave some of its "friends",and in 2 letter to
Schmidt23 Fngels warned against thonse for whom historical meterialism
serves '"as an excuse for not studying history", in the arid, one-sided

belief that becsuse the economy is ultimately d&hisive in determining

the course of history, then the superstructure cen have no causal

AY

.role to pleay o (The "fatuous notion" as Engels describes it, that
Gbecause we deny an independent historical development to the various

ideological spheres which play a part in history, we elso deny them

eny effect upon history.”‘4) Fngels conceded both in his letter to
1,85 . v .26 . . .
Schmidt ani ris letter to Yehring thet he end Yarx, in their

general éxposition of historical materialism,had been chiefly concerned
in stfessing against those who denied it, the overriding importance

of economic forces. This emphasis had resulted in a certain neglect

of form for content; tke principle hed been sfressed rather than

the difficulties and complexities which are imevitably involved in

the "concrete znalysis of concrete coniitions.” In other words, to
really understand historical materialism ani the plece cf culture?7

we must look not merely to tte general treory, but how it worke out

in prectice.
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Inasguch as production is only possible because the world has
a material reality independent of human production, this objective

independence is an essential precondition for sll human activity.
Then men produce, they do in fact practically abstract objects, sticks
ani stonees, plants and animals, from their natural surroundiings, and

it is only this prectical abstraction in material reality which enables
theoretical images of the abstract objécts to develop in the mind-
ideal sbstraction which reflect in one way or another this activity

in the real worlid.

The problem emerges clesrly in Petfbvic's28 critiqﬁe of historical

materialism where he argues - somewhat more broadly then Schmidt or

Lukacs - that man's essence as tool-maker rela¥es only to the period
| of civilization. After all, he sasys, Marx in kis exposition of
-kistorical materialism, in the Preface, refers to legai and political
superstructures in his anelysis and he obviously cannot mean that
these, for example, existed in primitive societies or will continue
to exist in the classless society of the future. The stete and its
la%s are limlféd to those historical epocks in which priveste property,
the divisjon of labour end the production of commoiities predominate,
ani if the phenomenal forms of the superstfucture whiclk Ferx mentions
are transient. why should%‘t thke entire anaslysis on basis and super-
gstructure bé similerly transient, and exclude from its point of

reference man's earliest societies, along withL tlose (primitive)

existing or those which dre to come? In fect, clazims Petrovic, these

limitetions on the scope of historicel materialism were accepted not
merely by Yarx, but even. on occasions, by Fngels himeself: and he
proceeds to argue trat in the "Origin of the Family., Private Property

and the State”, Fngels actuelly endorses tke view that under
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primitive coniitions biological factors predominated over material
ones. In fact, #“ngels' woris could be taken to imply that there is

a dualism of the socio-cultural ani the sexual, and that sexual
relations have a2 social significance independent of the mode of
production. Petrovic argues (along with others as we have seen in
previous sections) tlat FEngels allows for s biological determinism

in primitive communism, so that only under civiliiation the historical
materialism proper fully epply (It is perkaps worth noting that
EFngels "inexactitude" is not cpeCifically/ j&imited to primitive
society and it is itself intended universally). After the passage
shown in Note 29, Fngels remarks: 'the less the development of
labour, and the more limited the volume of production and, therefore,
the wealth of society, the more preponderatingly does the social order
appear to be dominated by ties of sex." 1In other words, the importance
of sex (and kinship,) ties in primitive society is the product not ef
biology, but of material production, and the dominstion of sexual
considerations is an appearance occesioned by the limited volume of
production and the low development of human labour. Indeed even if
primitive peoples imagine that it i1s the sacred ties of the gens

which ultimately matter, there is no reason why we should accept these
higtorically inevitable but not necessarily adequate reflection of
certain realities, as the truth of the matter. That is why when
Engels describes, for example, the transition from mother right to
fafher right, which occured in the 'early period of barbarism", he
makes it perfectly clear that this transformetion in family structure
was brought about by an accumulation of property which gave men a

more important status in the famiiy than women. It has nothing to

do with sexuzl reproduction as such, but only with woman's role as
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child-bearer as it is affected on the changing relations of material
projuction. As long as the extremely primitive economy of hunting
and food-gathering societies 90ntinued, the h9u;ehold production
of women remasined crucial and enabled -women to retaiﬁ equal soci;l
relations that disappeared under a "new" productive systenm (agri-
culture-domestication) ani new economic relations and conceptions
created within it. ¥ .

According to Korsch,So any attempt to distinguish between
objective reality and the world of ideas wmust leed to a metaphysical
Aualism which cen only undermine the dislectical unity which exists
between theory and practice, consciousness andi being. A similar

31 The latter

stance is taker by Lefebvre, Petroviec, and Zukacs.
says: "in the theory of reflection we findi the theofgtical embodi-
ment of the duality of thought a2nd existence. consciousness and
reality, that is =0 intractable to the reified consciousness. And
from thisfpoint of view it is immateriai whether things are to be
regarded as reflections of concept or whether concepts are reflections
of things. In botk cases the duality is finelly established.” 'That
N : )

is the validity of the criticism¢ It is not positivistic to imply
that consciousness on the one hand ani reality on the other inhavcit
seperate worlds? It is, if it is not 21s0 pointed out that the
difference between consciousness ard ‘being in no way excluies their
unity, that the sawme world of mztter exists of necessity in an
infinity of qualitatively different forms.

We have then something whkich is linked wit}: the rest of the
material world and at the ssme time, as a specific form of matter,

has componente of its own. Zach of these forms is related in the

sencse thet they are all ultimately material; but il the& are united,
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they are also qualitatively distinct, for each constitutes matter

2t a different stage in its process of evolution. Rach sort of
activity, in other words, is material, but it is a "matter which
things", and hence has quite distinct properties all of its own.

For ideas are more intricately bound to practical life than the
notion of ideology implies. Ideas do not simply justify existing
state gf affairs. Insofar as there exists an "organic union'" between
substructures and superstructures. it is impossible to describe

social order independently of the ideas than men have of them; ideas
are not just reflections of material reality but, rather a constituent
element of social reality. A proper understanding of ideas, even
those that are not ideological, and hence culture, therefore requires
an appreciation of their iﬁvolvement in socisl life. Fach form of
metter is quite specific, but each form of matter is also related to
every otkher form, and it is in tkis relationship that we find its
content. The fact that thinking is a specific form of activity does
not make it eny the less material on that account. For ideas are

not only thre products of minds; they a2lso are the precducts of
practiczl social actions. MNarx insist;f that the proper interpretation
of ideas requires an understanding of the total social system in which
they are implicated. 4Any 'partial” approach which fails to see the
array of interconnections between ideas anl the entire system that
surrounds them, is incomplete. X¥en are beings who distinguish them-
selves from other animais through producing their means qf subsistence,
but they cannot produce the meterial means of life without at the

same time producing their conceptions about this life. Culture, that
is to say, is an activity, a practical process, for it is the

32

conscious dimension of the proiuction iteelf.

N



406

Now, this may seem to lead to a deterministic approach. One of
the major difficulties that Yarxism presentﬁ‘ is whether indeed the
mode of production is, in all cases, decigive. and how much
independence ought to be grantel other features of social organization.
Varx a@i Engelif denied @n many occasions a dogmatic economic inter- X
pretation of society, but the following remerk. taken from Capital,
is illustrative, we believe, of the flexibility of Marx's orientation:

"my view.. thet the economic structure of society, is the real basis

on which the Juridical and political superstructure is raised, and

to which definite forms of thought correspond..all this is very true

for our own times, in which material interests preponderate, but not

for the middle ages, in which Catholicism, nor for Athens and Rome,

whefe politics, reigned supreme... This much, however, is clear,

that the middle ages, could not live in Cetholiciem, nor the ancient

world in politics. On the contrary, it is the mode in which they

gained a livelihood thet explains why here politics, snd there
Catholiciem, played the chief part." This is, admittedly, an

ambiguous statement. But it does open the possibility that in

different socisl systems economic factors. while never irrele&ant.

may not play the central role they do in a capitalist society. MNarx's

use of the term production in a very broad sense . allowsus to accept j(
his assertion that the mode of production is decisive without being
committed to a strictly economic interpretation of social order and
cultural form of life. One might hypothesize that under special
circumstances s ”non—economic”(%pparentlgymode of production might
be decisive such as religion, or kinship, or any‘other cultural
practice. TFor example, one might suppose the possibility of a

rociety .of vast material abdbundance in which economic considerations X
7



407

S

might ’,’drop to the background. There is textual support (German
Ideology) for the claim that Marx, in seeing communism as 'the realm
of freedom" anticipatedi fhat the econnmy would be less decisive in
controlling human life. There ere, again, several points in the
"Grundrisse"” in which ¥arx expresses 2 similar perspective. In
"Pre-Capitalist Socio-Fconomic Formations"” he states that among the
ancients "wealth does not appear as the aim of production." In the
same volume, he suggests that the tribal affiliations are prior to
and controlling of tre ownership of property. This would imply thzt
kinship takes precedence over, and in fact defines ownership. This
ie a reverszl of the absolute precedence of the economic over other
institutions, characteristics of capitalist society, and fully
compatible with Merx's freguent insistence that the laws of
capitalist society 40 not apply to 211 social formations.

Just as consciousness plays an active role in society., so does
the world of politics and culture. Any attempt to ascribe ideas or
politics and culture to an ideological superstructure in contrast to
some gort of "materiszl basis" - the latter ultimately determining
the former - can only lead to 2 strict dogmztism which shies away
from the facts of =ocial reality. ¥hy shouldi there be a "fixed"
relation between sey economics and culture? Surely such a relation
must vary from time to time. Fumen beings are not mere economic
enimals, and economic life 4id not play this crucial determining
role in pre-capitaliet societies. Ownership is a cultural artifice,
anl ag such it is intertwined with the conceptions of property
established in e given society. The dependence of an economic
system on cultural conventions extenis tn the very forces of

production. For example a waterfell is =z purely natural object
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with no intrinsic economic significance, unless it is defined sas a
force of production. In a primitive society, oil and uranium are
not forces of production because they are not seen andi used as such.
Similarly, when an instrument of western technology is moved to a
primitive culture it may lose its character as a productive force.
A tool may thus become a decorative artifact. As of course, the
tools of & primitive economy may become objects of art or toys to
a technological society.

Yetaphysical dualism which empiricism creates between the
general and the particular, between reason and experience. object
end subject, manifests itself likewise in the sphere of culture,
where this dichotomy can be seen, in its most obvious form, in the
initial thesis that it is logically impossible to deduce "ought"

"

from "is"3; <facts and values must be kept strictly apart.33 Moreover,
as pointed out earlier, subjectivists and objectivists both tend to
redefine essentially societal phenomena a2s properties of individuals.
These traits are most evident in their treatment of saction.
Subjectivists treat action as a sign of an underlying mental process
wherein its meszning lies. This duelist concept of action confounds
their program in several respects, among these an inability to unier-
cstand properties of socizl systems that transcend thre acts of
individuals. For ¥arxism the meaning of action is nnt 2 feature of
individual consciousness vut of the context of collective praxis.
This is in sharp contrast to subjectivism, which is at best confined
to a micro-level of analysis. ani at worst eguates the stuly of
society with the study of individuel caeses. Objectivism alsn reflects
its dualist starting point with the inclination to develop knowledge

of society independently of the ideas of social actors; this leads
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easily into behaviourism, which is associated with a dualist view
of mind in which mental attributes are consilered to be features of
subjective experience that are never truly observable. This is why
positivists dismiss interpretation as a necessary intuitive process.
When dualism is combined with brute-data positivism, the result is
behaviourism. Thus, objectivism and subjectivism both err in this
conception of action, and the resolution of the debate between them
in terms of interpretation by context, which ie incompatible with
both of these approaches.34 Perhaps the greatest advantage offgé
Marxist concept of explanation in this respect is that it allows for
a truly intersubjective notion of meaning. By showing that the
meaning of an act is not a property of individuals, but of social
process, Marx directly implicates aspects of socizal organizatiOn.35
¥arx took precautionzry measures with regard to the above
problems: he persistently refers to all reality, whether natural
or man-made,as material, for it is material reality which is distinct
from consciousness, which determines consciousness, and which is
therefore the realm which the latter reflects. "If mesn is shaped

36

by his surroundings, his surroundings must be made humzn.” Within
this context, Marx opposes the possibility of a subjective and
voluntaristic interpretation of an individualt's role in society not
by & theoretical abstraction of the individual from his society, but
by anzlysing the individual's involvement in society. This is why
"all production is approprisztion of nature on the part of individuals
within and through a specific form of society."37 In this respect,
the forces of production cannot be separated from patterns of

intentional use; they involve cultural conventions, forms of

consciousness and objective economic phenomena {ani1 even when the

o
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last ones are sometimes transformed into simple symbols, their real
substance is hidden behind that conversion). That is what
distinguishes diaslectical materialism from mechanistic materialism
that “nowyg and recognizes only one variety of '"necessity" namely that
which is described in the language of mechanistically interpreted
notions.

In order to unierstand this "mode of action”" it is necessary
to consider the way of its actuzl interaction with other modes or
substances (both thinkfng and non-thinking) and not only its inner
structure. The structure of course must be such in order to carry
out the appropriate function. But the fullest description of the
structure of an organ or eventii.e. description of it in an inactive

?

state, has no right to present itself as 2 description. however
approximate, of the function that the organ or event performs, as
a description of the '"rezl” thing that it does. Thought (and its
resulting acts) as a specially expressed activity therefore, cannot
also be gsecreted from the body performing it as a special substance,
distinet from the body. Thinking is not the product of an action,
but the action itself, considered at the moment of its performance.

Production is nothing else than a concatenation of the general
forms of human activity realized by individuals which posit the
capacity to correlate the "ideal" image consciously wiih real not
yet idealized actuality. In that case, production (aﬁd productivity)
function as 8 specizl object for the individuals, an object that can
later purposively in acéordance with the needs (requirementsj of his
activity. That constitutes the basis of the identification of the
thing with the idea. There is no distinction between ”ijective"

existence and "subjective" consciousness. Here is once more an

N

.
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important position set out by the materialist conception, where
culture is not counterposed to the individual as something given
to him from outside, something independent and slien, but forms,
better, it is the form, of his own real activities. Thought and
action therefore are accordingly unierstood not as simple dualistic
abstractions, but primarily as universal forms of socizl man's
sensuously objective activity reflected in consciousness. Their
"gpecificity" consists precisely in the fact that they are not only
"laws" of subjective activity, and not only of objective reality,
but also laws '"governing"” the movement both of objective reality and
of subjective human life activity.

In fact, society's real foundation, and its transformations, can
be determined, because we are not talking about categories and
principles but about material reality. It is in connection with
this reality #that Merx tekes up the issue of man, his personality, 4l
his freedom etc.. The meaning of ideas, actions and products is
establighed by their réle in society. It is human beings and not
alleged connections (structures) who form social relations. Because
the meaning of an act is established by collective social praxis,
Varx contends that mina is an essentially social phenomenon “Activity
and mind are social in their content, as well as in their originj
they are social activity and social mind.”38 Now, once the necessity
of this reality is established, there is only one way in which people
can act upon it: by reproducing in their minis the objects which
they need to transform in the outside world.
".. the most primitive kind of work., such as the quarrying of stones

by primeval man, implies a correct reflection of the reslity he is

concerned with. Tor no purposive activity can be carriei out in the
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absence of an image, however crude, of the practical reality involved.

Practice can only be a fulfilment and a criterion of theory when it

39

is based on what is held to be a correct reflection of reality."

5¢3 What is a Palaeolithic Culture. Society without History or

Society in History?

Culturel systeuas (unlike organisms) are subject to a relatively
rapid qualitative change. This raises the question - at what point

does 2 culture cease to be one kinl of system and become transformed

into some other kind? The creation and the functioning of culture is

a necessary condition for any action by men, whether on the scale of
small groups or bands or of entire society. Since the nature of
culture is determinea by social requirements it may be said to be
determined by social conditions. Guantitative changes usually occur
continuously and take place over a long period.

Gualitztive changes on the other hand, always mean a break in
the continuity as they express a transition to & new measure, 2 new
phenomenon. Thus qualitative change in any form of society, should
always be regarded as a kind of lezp in development 2nd the whole
process of development anl motion appears as the unity of continuity
and discontinuity, gradualness and leaps. This concept of leag - is
very important in dialecticel meterialise_ﬁdthought. Tt is used to
express that: a) qualitative change in anything results from
preliminary quantitative changes, indispensable for a new quality

to emerge, b) that these changes, preparatory to a leap are based

on contradictions appearing in the development of a new situation,

and ¢) thet a gualitative change does not mean a quantitative addition

to or subtraction from what already exists, but radical transformztion

.

A
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on the existing situation resultinz in the Aisappearance of the old
and the appearance of a new phenomenon with its own measure of both
properties where forms depend on the feetures of the objects and on
trte conditions in which they exist.4

All theoretical schemes of culturel classification are usually
constructed on the assumption of an "ideal" gituation. It is accepted
as self-evident that all the material undergoing classification reaches
the "“present" in en absolutely intermixed form, a2s 2 chaotic
accumulation, in whichk there is no order, apart from trat hidden in
the similsrities anil discimilarities of forms. It is true that the
level of culturzl organization of a given society does not in itself
elways characterize the culture of its individuals which mey be both
"above'" and "below" the general stzndard. In addition to the cultural
similarities that mazy be azttributed to tke psycho-bidlogical unity
of man, there are other factors which cannot be explained by this
unity; those resemblances in cultural form a2nd pattern which arise
from convergent preocesses of growth and development. The central
problems thus a2re the explanation of cultural affinities and
differences, of cultur=zl maintenance as well as cultural change over
time. As change may be seen only agzsinst a background of culturel
stability of maintensnce, so stability wmay be understood only ageinst
a background of change. Thus, when we sey, for eiample, that economic
or technological factors ere developed to a lesser or greater extent,
we assess that in quantitative terms &nd compare their levels of
development. The gqualitative evaluation however, dependis on how the
instruments of work are set in motion and used.

The critical distinction between humans ani 2ll other organisums

is, of course, culture which is distinctively humar because of two
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selient processes: the creation of meaning in a limiting social

and biological context i.e. the transcendence of the merely social,
tte merely biological, ani the symbolic sharing and interchanging

of such meaning. The basis, for this sbility to giye mweaning to
experience, it is thet attribute of the human "system" that permits
symbols to be generated. It is clear thet as identifiers of the
human emergence from pre-hominid background, stone tools of evolving
complexity represent the peculiarly human nature of symboling as
contrasted with the more reflexive thought of primates. Tool-making
represents the earliest "symbolic" behavioural system, qualitatively
different from tre behaviour of primates, whose tool using system

is closed, uninventive., without the displacement of labour and
production.41 Tool-making implies a dislogue between man and nature,
man and otrer men, man and himself. It is an activity that reveals
the maker's interntion; it is referential, and permits the introduction
of change, variation, ad justment; it is the physical evidence of
human praxis-action and reflection. It is emblematic of an intentional
feedback into the evolutionary process and is qualitatively different
from mere cybernetic behaviour. Tool-mzking is contextual: it
teppens in & social setting wkich includes tlke desires, intentions
and relationships of the tool maker.

Fumen labour makes history. The theoreticel axis around which
revolves the subject-matter of historical appreciation is the
conception of the social andi the culturel, as a special quality of
a given society, each time, that is far wider and richer in content
than the "presence of another” more '"developed" society. Tﬁe
historical quality resides in the inner qualities of a society i.e.

a system of a righer level that has its own structure and is
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definable through the characteristics of its members: the structure
is determined by the processes of production, cOngqm}tiOn, ritualsg,

symbols, values etc.; it is an organiz;t}on that hég its own history
and its own laws, which although connected, cannot be "de;ived" frém
the laws of other systems. The central ard exclusive.object of
history should be the study of all that pertains to history and to

the socio-cultursl end economic formations from the point of view of
their structure, their genesis, and their function. The proper

domain is the study of cultural processes whiclk are responsible for
the organization of knowledge in a society. in a given environment.
for the codification of inter-individual ani inter-group conduct which
creates a common social reality with its norms, values and manufacture,
the origin of which is to be sought against thLe social context.
Socio-technological behaviour shouli be seen as a péoblem in its own
right, and therefore paslaeolithic socie;ies have their "own" right

in hisiory - regardiess of the subjective intentions of the scholars.
Scholars rarely-eiperience any difficulty in telking about style or

in describing formsl elements when considering objects, tkat is the
physical prodﬁcts of certain types of human behaviour. The large
majority of studies in palaeolithic history are prediceted upon the
scholar's ability to group stone artifacts by their formal stylistic

properties. %Yhat usuélly they do not seem to recognize or at least

pay” muck ettention to, is thet the activities themselves which

produce the artifacts are "cultural'". Nateriszl culture is the name
given to the mén—made physicasl products of human behaviour patterns;
and it is precisely those human bekaviour petterns that constitute

the style, the;nsemblages and thre categories'of technology. Techno-

logical behaviour is characterized by the many elemerts that meke up
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technological activities - for example by technical modes of
operation, attitﬁdes towards materials, some specific organization
of labour ritual observances - elements which are unified non-
rendiomly in a complex of social relationships. It is tke format of
"package' defined by these relationships that is historical in
na ture, and it is the "style'" of such historical beheviour, not only
the "rules" by which any of its constituent activities is governed.
that'is learned énd transmitted through time. Technology is expressed
"emic" behaviour based upon primarily "etic" phenomena of nesture.
If the elements of any given technological level are described and
the relationshiés among them determined, what can then be said about
the intrinsic cultural pattern or patterns of which it is an
expression? The issue is vital to palaeolithic / prehistoric research
for the "single”isub—system of a once-living culture that archaeo-
logists can reconstruct is the technological subsystem. Binford
(1962) has observed: "It has often been suggested that we cannot
dig up a social éystem or ideology. Granted we cannot excavate a
kinship terminolégy or a philosophy, but we can and do excavate the
material items whiéh functioned together with these more behavioural
elements within the appropriate subsystems." It is within one's
theoretical posiﬁion to determine the technological events that went
into the manufacture of the kinds of items to which Binford refers,
from the gathering of natural resources through the various stages
of processing, alteration and final rendering of the ertifact. And
it is these features that are the most important in the cultural
relationship, quite often the decisive ones.

The technological performence is supported by a set of under-

lying values. Behini any technological "event' were attitudes of
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artisans towards the materials they used, attitudes of cultural
communities towards the nature of the technological events them-

selves, and the objects resulting from them. .+ the essence of
the object, that which appears superficially to be true of it, must
also . be inside it. The object is not that object unless it contains
within it the essential qﬁality. even if the essence is only
minimally present. For without the incorporation of the essence,
its visual manifestation is imposgible. Although ideclogical con-
siderations may have had litt;e to do with the initial working out
of (the technical) procedures. .. the way in which .. peoples
perceived such processes or at least the objects that resulted from
their use had a2 great deal to do with the way in which the technology
emerged and matured. Belief systems and attitudes towards materials
supported the technology and gave rise to further developments ..."
(Lechtman 1977). We can recognize a technological style. But what
does it express? On the one hand we have a part of the "perfOrmanée“
which is purely technical and can more easily be detected; on the
other hand we have the events of producticn which remein part of the
physical structure of the object and cannot be determined directly -
yet whose imprint should be accessible through the study of behaviour
as it is observed in the materiel record. Culiure is intellectusl,
rétional and abstract; it cannot be mzterial, but meterial can be
cultural and "material culture” embraces those segments of human
learning which provide a society with plens,methods and reasons for
producing things which can be seen and used.

The view of culture as cognitive code which is separate and
distinct from material and behaviour has been most forcefully

represented by Goodenough (1964). He states ~that the phenomenal ~<
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order of events, of behaviour, of artifacts within a human community

" .o exhibits the statistical patterns “characteristic of internally X
stable systems, as with homeostasis in the living organism. Similer, X
but never identical, events occur over and over again and are
the;efore isolzble as types of event ani patterned arrangement.
Certesin types of arrangement tend to persist and others to appear

and reappear in fixed sequences. An observer can perceive this kind
of etatistical patterning in a community without any knowledge
whatever of the ideas, beliefs, values z2nd principles of action of

the community's members, the ideational order... The ideational
order, unlike the statistical order, is non material, being composed
0f ideal forms es they exist in people's minds, propositions about
their interrelationships, preference rates regarding them, and recipes
for their mutuzl ordering as means toc desired ends." But of course
this is not so. Organic typology defines a tool type as the
externalization of a tool idea which satisfies a specific task

within a specific need. Tool ideas and any other ideas behind related
"externalizations"” are "extrapolated” within a2 particular situation,
forming certain chksracteristics within 2 particulzr culture or
cultural group and under particular socio-economic formations a¢

they develop in space and time, and thus their historical rezlizaztion.
It may be extremely difficult to arrive at the underlying structure

in culture below the level at which one perceives technological style
or "type", but these attributes relate to a formal arrangement of
operations and that arrangement, in itself, carries & heavy load

of meaning and communication. Implicit in the "equation" of socially

interpretable acte and artifacts with messages, is ithe understanding

that a shared cuitural code is expressel along & variety of
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communication channels (verbal or non-verbal, written or not written)
amongst which are acts of behaviour and artifacts. In this case.
palaeolithic archeeology can address itself to at least some of the
behavioural and all of the material elements which make up the total
domain of messages or historical evidence of a community. In this
sense, stone tools are the products of appropriate cultural performance,
and technological activities constitute one mode of such performance.
Technology (stone tools) is only one {often not even distinctly
ethnospecific) part of this history. But because the analysis of
typological series in prehistoric archaeology hkad been wmost commonly
restricted to mere technical, morphological distinctions, without any
further purpose, questions regarding aspects of the assemblages, other
than these "affinities”™ that is gquestions covering historical socio-
economic aspects have nnt been answered. The aim is of describing

the relational order between the symuvolic, technological eventis and
trat which they symbolize -~ of trying to decode the technological
system of communication, production, exchange etc.. These are
immutable conditions in ani around which people elabvorate techno-
logical behaviour along lines that are socizlly weaningful, economically
and ideologically. Such zspecis of associztion, properties and
features are what should Ve considered. It does not imply, of course,
that any given cultural community is characterized only by its
technology. In fact, technologies may operate in different ways in
similer environwments or vice versa, each having developed as z result
of a multitudie of factors incluiing the nature of the technological
"task" itself, the social group performing the technclogical activity,
tte cultursl subsystem in whkich the technological events primarily

operate. the properties of the environment being manipulatel oy the
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technology and so on. Technological betaviour is manifest in all
activities in which the natural or social environment is directly
manipulated, but the type of that behaviour way be different according
to -the particular integration of the technological complex within any
given subgystem of the total/”cultural boundaries". FHowever, most of
the cﬁltural matter that at any time is associated with a human
population is not constrained by those boundaries which far from
being barriers are the points of contact for the continuous productive
and reproductive existence of any given society.

Thus in practice we have two different but related Aimensions
of archaeological informztion which have adequately to be considered
and mutually exploited. WNarx discusses the social definition of the
individual at seversl pdints. If we misunderstand the social relations
through which culture is organized, then we misinterpret culture as
well, for meaning is in its referents. One should therefore begin
cultural interpretation with an historically formed social gystem
and not with subjects. People ultimately define themselves through
their social felations. Thus when the question of palezeolithic
culture is consilered, attention should be first drawn towards
“"agsemblages' of 2 wiler context and within a diachronic perspective,
that offers the best promise of defining "historical pos;ibility“ with
greater accuracy. The fact is that the solutions are often poly-
semantic with a great deal oflvagueness. Various cultural meznings
can be concealed behind an identical tool form, ani 2 tool type can
heve various observable archaeological expressions. The archaenlogical
fact is polysemous, by its nature. ‘'the very reasonable proposition
as been voiced that in culturzl material mnre often than anything

else we Tind the greatest interest in Jjust ithese condensations of
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features which have a dense monothetic nucleus, and only have a
polythetic periphery (Kamenetsui 1971). Voreover, it is this nucleus
in particular which basically interests us and not really the
periphery. But this is not enough. 1In order to compare and make
a numerical analysis of the sets we neel a very narrow definition of
types, and with such a limitation, the type will slmost be reduced to
a monothetic nucleus. Borde's types are like this. In clarifying
the definition for his types, Doran ani Hodson (1975) arrived at a
simple formulae: Ya group of highly standardized artifacts”."42
Many investigators limit the applicability of the "cultural"
concept of prehistoric archaeology, though not all of it, the
palaeolithic end mesolithic periods are exclujed. Indeed it was for
long the accepted thing to isolate eras in the palaeolithic period
rather than cultures. Later, however, "local differences" in the
palaeolithic period were revealed znd then archaeological cultures.
Since historical materialism is concerned with the evolution of
people as a2 social species and not as individuzl organisms, the
method of working must involve the “construction of models” which
are articulated in such a2 way as to their rawification in terms of
archaeological data indicators. These should '"reveal" both their
internal developmentzl logic and the dezree of consistency inherent
in their dynamic operation with a set of techno-environmental possi-
bilities or constraints that are a2lso. in principle at any rate,
definable archaeologically.43 That such observable '"aggregates" are
recoverable from the material remains of extinct cultiures cannot be
doubted. Through the analysis of these "aggregates', 1t is possible

to delimit "elements" or to detect "eventis" concerning the socio-

economic, rituzl and politicsl or ideological orientations of a
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particular population. Archaeologists from ¥ontelius to Bordes
have not, for the most part, likened artifacts or flint tools to
living things at all.,44 This has created a defenceless situation
whereby lithic industries in general have no reason for '"existence"
other than through different versions of types and claésificatiOns.
It is true that artefacts in the "archaeological" sense are really
"dead" and ideally "invariable"a The cleasses of artefacts record
thig invariability. Changes are verified as is every individual
thing: from their origin to their destruction ani decomposition.
Contemporary things also béhave likewise. And there are types of
things and cultures ttat in a number of respects change like species
and populations of living orgenisms. There are "things" that
substantiate ideas ani it is natural that they should be transmitted,
borrowed, moved, merged, ramified. Flints 40 not contain "genetic
matter'" but intercorrelated features znd "cultures" which contain
cultural information. This contemplates an information approach to
palaeolithic cultures. Since the purpose of theory is to develop
those "abstractions" through which the concrete (always historically
specific) can be understood, a set of universal concepts cannot
define any particular social or economic formation. Analysis of a
mode production for example, must be movement f{rom abstract general
determinations to observation and conception at the level of the
concrete and then back to the theoretical articulation of general
and specific categories. Klejn's definition of culture seems to be
more appropriate in this respect. ".. I see a culture as a system
of means for the social prograzmming of human activity and behaviour
which is received by every individuel from the society."45

Vistory of course operates at two levels of reelity, thke one
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concerned with real events in 2 '"real” chronology, the other with
deeper structures '"below" the conscious level. The socio-economic
structure itself is hidden in the material record. As social
production of the means of subsistence is the basis of human existence,
all epochs of production have certain common elements: labour and
its means of pfoduction - the object and the instruments of labour.
A particular arrangement of these traits as a technical process,
means to analyze ani describe the forces of production: the same
arrangement of traits in terms of relations of appropriation between
persons, means analysis and description of the relations of
production.46 In each instance, the relations analyzed are both
social and material, but they reveal different aspects of social
reality. Thus, in a certain way, the palaeolithic culture (as every
archaeologicel culture) belongs to the objects whick Uemov calls
"secondary systems'": 1its most importent system-forming relationshkip
is realised in its substrata even vefore its arising and is trans-
formed in it (deformed or even destroyed by the action of its own
relationships) and does not eppear without correlation with the
correspondiing primary system.

The archaeological culture is linked up to system analysis by
this aspect but not directly or immediately. It is in itself static
and nét organic. Inasmuch as the archaeological culture, however,
appears in different chronological sections representing different
condiitions of the sociocultural organism, it can be characterized
es a conditionzlly dynsmic system. Some aspects of the organic
éystem o1 a past living culture are indirectly reflected in its
order, but the real dynamics have come into the conditional dynamics

of the archaeological culture as = component vector. The inter-
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pretation itself of historic reslities as the contents of an archae-
ological culture is not so unconditional. The logiciens who
distinguish the scope of the concept and the content.of the concept
mean by content the aggregate of important attributes and relation-
ships united into one whole though about the aggregete of objects
which has been exactly representedl in our consciousness. Definition
is a logical method which mazy reveal this content of the concept.47
However, if one traces the history of a population through time one
is not simulteneously in the saume sense tracing the history of its
culture.

It is not only individuels and their creativity which are
reflected in culture. ©Society is reflected, but society is not
simply the sum of the individuals in it. The very existence of
society presupposes organization. In a society and its culture
there is always, becides variety and freedom of choice, orderliness,
unification, repetition and similarity and moreover they are not
limitei by paired relationships. ¥ithout this, non-mutual under-
standing within ''collectives"” and consequently no social activity
would be possible and there would be no culture.48 Contexts as well
as artefacts lend themseives t0o grouping. Like artefacts contexts
can be grouped in various ways: on the besis of chronological
proximity, or by territorial clustering. by belonging to the same
population or by similar material surroundings. It is quite evident
that the archezeologicasl culture is the basic unit of an archaeo-
logical grouping - or clsssificetion a2t a level corresponiing to
tre delineation of isolzted groups, separete societies, social
organisus, religion etc.. It is nevertheless "empirically” incorrect

to assume historicsl development (or to deny it) f'rom contemporery

o0
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arranged types into condiitional correlations, contexts etc.. The
reason for this is that for the archaeologist. these represent only

49

a mental ideal. For the ethnologist or anthropologist it is not
quite tre same. They are in a position to observe action and its
results, zndl on this basis evaluate their importance for the culture
as a whole ani/or make a Jjulgement about the people's motives, ideas,
subconscioue drives and then be in a position to establish logical
chains leading from these wotives tkrough to actions and materizlized
results. The problem of course is different here and we hzve already
4iscussed how this ”living”,(present—day), material is Jdistorted and
de—Valuated.SO Lt any rate, there is a link in the archaeologist's
mental ideals, which is a2ccessible to observztion even within the
bounds of sequentizl types alreazdy established: this link is
“"captured’” in tre materizl results of cultural sctivities. It is
visible ani accessible maybe in =2 deformed state. hidien awsy among
otter informastion, or behind types a2nd clusters of types.

The archaeolegical site is an aggregate of differential meterial
remains in which everything is bound into & whole by immediate
contiguity. mutual imposition and cross-cutting. This could have
formed "during the life" of the objects or after they had pessedi out
of cultural function, ss 2 result of which the objects would have
reposed in the sauwe plzce, and the heterogeneous material remains
would have come into centact with each other, and even have partiaily
intermixed. People from different areas and eras might be buried in

-

. . . -,
a place. # cave could turn out to be e dwelling plece, e refuge,/rv N

51 . .
e sanctu=ry, or inr turn a1l three. Archaeclogists are net in a2

position to excavate some components of a site sepsrately from other

components. Should they not investigate tle remaining objects, they



426

risk not understanding much about thre parts of the site, and/or
.eignificant exemplifications of the cultural effects of a certain
process.

The entity must realize the full potential of its kind. If a
palaeclithic "entity" is no more then a typological category, it is
logicel to suppose that one has to carry out delineation of cultural
entities by formal-typological analysis of the material; to turn
for criteria for delineation to the basic formal perameters of
ralzeolithic archaseonlogy ani to dAescriptive typological concepts
and to construct definitions es formzl-typological characteristics.
Of course it is easier to distinguish types or complexes on the
basis of some characteristics, but the asscciastions being distinguished
are necesszrily one-sided and gen;rally tre complexes of one type
prove to be not especially "rich” in information to allow 2 varied
characterization and a theoretical measure of the life-style of an
ancient population to be made.

Thus, these general definitions hezve little explanatory value;
it is "ipcorrect" to assume historical development {just) frow tyres,

becaucse types, at any level, are "mechanical" constructs per sej

-

material remszins are not. Stone tools regardless of the peremeters

giver by comparison and percentage correlations of tj

3

es, in different

wn

complexes have a2 social anl economic significance for the given
population which penetrates and 'dissolves" their imposed type;

stone tools {togetrer with other information) are cultural markers,
parts of & system possessing certain "qualities”, exhibiting systenic
betaviour that is, function ani structure. Certainly the dynemics

of thst system are not derivable by classifications anil distributions

of its elements; it is the orgenization of the elements \facts) as
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a whole.that gives them the properties they do not possess in isolatiOn.52

"Facts'" of course never speak for themselves: they must be
interpreted. @ven the determination of what is a factAmay be
problematic. Fvery thing or event, every occurrence, has an infinite
number of attributes or facts. They may be described physically,
chemically, technologically, socially. But what are the ''real"
facts? In Kristiansen's (1981) opinion: "one crucial prodlem is
concerned with the relationships between observed regulsrities in the
archaeological record and their underlyingz structural properties.

Most explesnations fail to transcend a purely empirical level, which
reflects a widely held positivistic belief that there exists a testable
one-to-one relationship between empirical observations and the
structurel properties of prekistoric societies. However, a mode of
production, or an ecornomic system is not constituted by the structure
of the empirical evidence alone, it has to be reconstructed through

an intellectual process using the formal system of theory as helping
tool."

In thet sense, prehistory needs some meening which is accessible
of those who have not been initiated into macrowear analysis or
taphonomy. This is certainly rizht, but it woull be unwise to go to
the opposite extreme andi deny altogether the "visibility” of certein
categories of analysis {whick anyway zre superimposed on the material
at random). The problem of mixing levels of analysis is very common’
snd poses the question whether they are only instruments of demonstrat-
ing specific kind of tool-kits, or also reflections of certain
realities, if not always fully adequate "reflections”? Organization
might remain relatively stable, butl specific artifacts can change in

Fod

style without there being a true chaznge in the rsociety manufacturing
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tte srtifacts. ™hile changes in both etyle ani uses of artifacts
provide hints that organizational chenge is nccuring. they sre
insufficient in themselves to demonstrate systemic change. One hes

to be careful to ﬂistingg}sh what is commonly called societal or
cultural change froa chqnée in specific analytical systems of
interest.

In fact abstractions are subjective depending rather on the
orientation of the researcher and its selected sequences of investi-
getion; ©but are they completely arbitrary and condiitional or
they also have ar objective basis? This brings back to the "olg"
quesgtion of the correlation of relative truth and absoluteAtruth,
a question being resolved by dialectical mesterialism in the sense
that 3 trke process of the amzssing, comparing and correcting of

relative truths brings us closer by asymptote to the "absolute” truth
ebout'the cognisable sspects of reality, and thus absolute truth
_with its parts is 6oﬁtained in relative truth.53 Tre method of
ascent from the abstract to the concrete does not corresponi to
the order in which cértain aspects of the object under study for
come reason or other came into the fiR@4 of vision of individual
treoreticians. It is oriented exclusively at the order which
corresponis to the objective interrelations of various wmoments
within the concreteness under_study- Thié is not realized st once.
Any method of inquiry into fgcts cannot therefore be justified by
references to the order in which the study of data proceeded. It
expresses the sequence irn which the objectively correct conception
corresponiing to the object takes shape in somebody's mini rather
tran the orier in which certain aspects of realiiy came at the

"surface’.
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Fere again a logical problem is transformed into the problem
of law-governed correlation between historical development and its
own results. As it is pointed out above, the really necessary
moments characterizing the object as & concrete historical whole
are preserved in it throughout its existence and development. The
problem then is to find out in whkat shape and form the historical
conditions of the object's emergence and development a;; preserved.
Fere implicitly is the fact of dialectical relations between the
historically preceding conditions of tlhe otject ani their later
"consequences", which have developed on this basis. In dialectics,
the criteria for a goodl explenation centre upon relating the tendencies
of a2 thing to its essential nature or structure, rather then deriving
statements of tendencies from generalizations; and although such
generalizations cover the descriptive level of a situation, they
lack the explanatory force associated with a historical "law" which
is about the development and change of individuals in society.

These relations consist in a Xind of inversion of the historically
preceding, the transformstion of the condition into the conditioned,
of the effect into 2z cause etc.; thus a situation arises which
appears to be parzdoxical at first sight: a logical presentation of
the laws of the historical process (a conception of facts that is
logical in form and concrete historical in essence) is a reversal
of the picture that appears to be naztural and corresponding to the
empirically stated order of the existence, development ard loss of

54

the object.
To understard this, the fact should be taken into account that
. /. N . \
any real process of development (in nature, soclety or consclousness)

never begins from "notking' but on the basis of conditions created by
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different processes, subject to different laws. This is thre further
development of a hictorical "result" arising from the entire

precediing development (e sequence which is not unilinear), does not

remain a 'passive"” result; or consequence. FEach new form of inter;
action, becomes "dominant'" transforming into secondiary external
forzs of ite specific development "all" historically preceding
fofms, which begin to move accoriing to laws characteristic of the
new system of interaction in which they function. Within these
conditions, the necessary "traits" of tre emergence ani dAevelopment
of the object are preserved ;E its structure, others are reproduced

end the "less" important elements diseppear. On this assumption.

55 of

a logiceal concideration of the "upper" stage of development
an object, of a '"preserved"” or "reproduced” system of interaction.
reveals 211 the really-necessary conditions of its existence, which
are retained {historically) in the form in which it is observed.”

Theoretical analysis of such conditions, results in concrete
historical abstractions, whicg imposes the requirement of establish-
ing, in an objective manner, the real history of ihe object under
consideration: the prouvlem is the saue whether one is dealing with
the emergence enil evolution of the cepitelist system or the emergence
and evolution of the pelaeolithic system.

Because Marx is concerned with the evolution of people as a
gociel speciesinot as individual organrisms., because the conception
of a social system is that of 2 dynamic totality composed of reletions
between people and between people and nesture, because these relations

ere of different degree and juality. eni since production ani

reproiuction of human subsistence constitute the basis of society.

then we would expect that the determinsnt aspects or moments are
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the technical forces of production and social relations of production.

Mar;zﬁnever claimed that history merely expresses productive R
<«

relations; such economism is antithetical to his unierstanding of

dirlectical relationships in society. A hisztorical process is

itself "objective': 1t carries out the abstraction vhich retains

only the concrete forms of its development that is recognizable

conditiOns and effects undier or with which components coming from

“outside"” are intermixed with the "original" products of a society,

are accepted, absorbved, transformed or rejectel or become dominant.5

Very often the primary objective cause of a phenomenon (on the
level of its structure, relationship, technélogy etc.) appears on
the surface of the historical process lzter thet its own conseguences.
Preconiitions and phenomena which emerged earlier at 2z stage of human
history, becowe forms of manifestations of processes that start much
later.

Because productiopn of the means of subsistence is the basis of
human existence all stages of production have a common element and
thus a common history: labour and its means of production. All
systems of production'then may have invariant elements (which can
be traced through their material remains) but these provide only
the general framework of analysis, which does not clarify the
historically specific social forms of introduction. It is possible
to define 2 mode of prodiuction. through each of the common traits
of all production - but thrat remains a mechanistic specification.

The material culture record in archaeology has been interpreted as
an hierarchical set of entities to be orderel taxonomically, and
vith

many of the developments in the last years have Deen concerned w

elucidating the range and content of this recoril and with establisgh-
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ing techniques that wight improve the basic quality of archaeological
datza.

Many archaeologists see the problem in terms of contrast between
"subjectivity" and "objectivity". But the search for methods of
"automatic classificetion" as an analytic procedure has pursued an
"objectivity" whichk has seemed increasingly illusive. And this is
clearly because the ordering of the recori - as we have seen - is a
cognitive process in which dimensions are selected consistent with

perce

s

tions of the aims of archaeologicel interpretation. The more
rigorous the method of classification, the more articulate must these
dimensions become, and the more imperative becoumes the question of
"meaning". Thus even the development of ways of making truly
"objective" statements about the intrinsic properties of artefacts,
throught for instance the use of geophysical techniques, has simply
underlined the need for systematic social interpretation. Tre more
petterns zrchaeologists discern in their datz. the more questions will
be fercel upon their attention.

Ac2in, zlthough preocecupation with ¥zn the Tool-Maker might seem

»

Al

to be an understaniable consequence of Yarx's emphasis on human
production of the means of subsistence, search for a chimpanzee who
will break straws to fish out termites is, in terms of huwman evolution,

2 meaningless exercise. It is not the intentionality of production

that defines human activity, but rather its necessarily

T

N

social character.

Testing the effectiveness of historicazl dialecticel analysis in
3
v

ablishing the anzlytical range of particular concepts for the

o]

es
palaeolithic societies is maybe s "hard process’: but there 1s no

other way tn ensure historical objectivity either.
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"It is possible to type automobiles on the basis of the length
of the scratches in their paint, to classify sand-temperei potsherds
on the number of sarnd grains in each, or to zroup togethker all
chipped stone points which have side notches. It wouli bde possible,

58

but the pertinent question is "so what?"”

5.4 The Culturzl Context of Demography

With respect to the interac?ipn between demography and culture
it seems perhaps superificial to observe that traditionally they have
been considered es two unrelated parts of a "whole", as two non-
corresponiing aspects of human zctivity in a society, disclosing a
"natural” contraliction between "body™" end "mind". As such. they
have been '"carefully'" kept =zpart. examined z2s separate units which
neeled differential and sometimes opposing sets of explanztion. That
situation conditioned the subject-matter of demogrzphy in a "self-
reproducing” reality, presupposing a particular existence within and
only unier environmentzl requirements and ecological "disharmonies”

[N
impelling change.59 Nevertheless, although distinct _ims their

X
determinants, paradoxically they do share, in their interpretation,

a common pattern of characterizations, which ~ it appears

unconsciously - penetrates most of the cultural and demographic

models; 1in the non-marxist literazture they are both considered as
something "external" to society and conseguently as a "measurable
accumulation" of events or even as a conglomeration of "atomic facts"”,
the proper determination of each of which is bouni to be inlependent

of the determination of any other factor. trat is. unmediiated of

socizl etiology or his*torical dimension. As such, they csn both

o

be determined from 2 simple summation of "things" or numerically
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expressed categorical schemes, andi from previously (or recent)
existing population structures bssed on different kinis of "adapta-

- tional compromises" in the miist of a special set of given princicles.

g B LF LY w8 T e &

Tre reasoning for ihr; is the affirmation trat any part of the
society (at any level of aggregstion) is not only "capable" of
existing indiependiently of all otker parts. but must do so. The
jefinition remains "correct". even given the condition thet other
facts are involved in general. In other words, the only degree of
freedom arising from the consideration of the above descriptions
consists in proviiing them with an a-priori category of "behaviour",
often enough to generate a histogram with the rate ani frequencies
of alternative expressioﬁs, end to provide a plot w{th means, modes
andi medians, regardless of whkether or not those indicestors have any
adaptive significance at ali for ihe pérticuler pooulztion undler study.

Consijered in this context, trhe whole question of demographic/
cultural enalogies and interrelations, dissolves instantly at a method-

oloéical_level, based aéhit-is on the empiricist “trap" that material
facté can Onlykbe compared to materizl facts without zscending to a
more "abstract" theoretical consideration tc cover both the material
situations‘and the "non-ma2terial” realitiez znd from this perspective,
culture hazs nothing »r.little to 10 with demdographier belances,
fluctuations, stability or éhange.

Bnvironmental determinism, in its broadest sense. is again the
particular characteristic of such studies, firmly embediedi and
justified even at the level when crucisl aspects of a society's
functioning can ani must be analysed 2t thé level of their socio-
cultursl structure ani proper socio-economic relstions having an

effect to _or bging interconnectei with} the denogrephic "package”
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of a population.60 llany oi these studies are concerned with the
omnipresent and inevitable coniition of increased populstion growth.
The domestication of plants and animals occurred becsause it
provided more food for the increased number of people that existed
at the end of the Pleistocene. A few proponents of this demographic
model recognize that it is unappealing, or at least, fatalistic, but
are not deterred, since the processes »f history are “inexorable”.6o
Whether one adopts a Boserupian or Mslthusisn view, the basic fact

v 1

remains that man must '"eat’ or "starve'". The incredible methodological
difficulties of estimating prehistoric populations snd the near
insuperable proolem of distinguishing cause from effect when population
changes can be detected, are expressed with a series of assumptions
that can obscure tre circularity of the arguments znd the tautological
explenation of the approach; it is clear that environmentzl con-
straints do not determine 2 unique socizl form (2and demography is
part of that form) which alone is compatible with them; to "explain"
demographical "organization'" teleologically in terms of putative
ecological functions alone is thus a metaphysical kini of argument.
It can of course be argued that some forms may be incompatible in
functional terms with certain constrazints, and thus allow for a2

61
negative kind of determination. But even within these "limits"
it is not possible to diisregard culture history, internal §ocial
development, the relations of sociazl systems and their contiradiction
expressed in their organization (economic, political or ideological),
that is historical explanation.

Beyond this general trend however, there is a diversity of

ovirions on the implementation of' the methoiological [ramework of
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the Jecological-dependence” theory. Various critigues of population
as the inlependent varisble in cultural evolution have appeared which
make the obviogs point that cu}tures within population éyétems
(depenﬂing En a geometrical way from fheir }esour;e-niche) can
curtail treir numbers by instituting a variety of techniques {birth-
control, marriage patterns, distinctive exchenge transactions etc.)
and are more likely to 10 so when they perceive it to be in their
best interest. Appeals over the cumulative effect of population
growth over evolutionary time should not disguise the fact that
population growth in.the past as today was markedi by frequent and
sometimes violent reve;sals ani oscillations that had profound B
significance for the hisfory of specific ereas. The important point
is that unier any situation of “stress” populations persistei,
" regulatinz their sociocultural dynemics "independently” of the
other partial environmental '"pressures”, developing a rational
"autonomous" reorganization of their structure in accordance with their
own special "ad momentum” needs and circumstances. At the conceptuel
level the structure of tke werld of man stanis revealed as a system
of dynamicelly changing relations in which the reletions between man
and nature, man ani wan are '"fought” out. At the empirical level
egein, threre is 2 consijerabdle mmber of exzmples proving the flexi-
bility of local groups, banis.etc., flexibility over food resources,
territorizl bouniaries, technological access and equipment, kinship
structures, processes »o{ proiuction, and resional exckznge, in sum
2 culturzl-behavioural variabilitly relazxing anil even preventing
eventual "naturel”.streés.

It would appear tren. thnt demnsrazphic balances involvel are

quite "1ifficult” to explain. since a group's aiaptation tn a certain
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area 1s affected by quite complex processes other thran absolute/
relative size, fertility-mortality indices etc.. Both archaeological
and ethnographic counterexamples exist that document, i.e. dense
non-nucleated concentrations of people living a2t relatively 'simple"”
or at least pre-State level of development, that is sedentary
hunter-gatherers, with no problems resulting from populetién-growth,
and no significant increases in porulation pressure. It would appear
trhat many hunter-gatherers have maintained stable populations over
long periods and have used both cultural and biological population

6

"control" mechanisms to this end. It has been pointed out » that

[AN]
-
N

it is much more 4ifficult and complex to maintain a constant "low"

rate of growth than it is to maintain either zero or repid population

growth. On the other hand, assuming an occasionsl heavy exploitation

of limited resources, any increase in the level of that exrloitestion

would have been more likely to destroy the rescurce than to benefit

the group in the long term. Under conditions of fluctuating resources,

resource reliability can be best increased by increasing the range

and diversity of the exploitative area. From the point »f view of any

one territory there are the factors of individual and group movements;

the camp units in which people live are not fixed entities: there

is a constant movement ir and out while a camp remzins 2% one site

and when tYe site is changed, people may move together toc one or

more new sites or may choose to move tc an existing camp elsewhere.
There are no "continuities” in the composition of threse local

groupings and none whick seriously would limit individual freedem of

movement end access to food-resources. Fxamples of stable and

persisting "boundaries' tlet are crossed by a flow of personnel are

clearly fer more common than the ethnographic litersture would let
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us believe. Moreover trere are situations where two tribes inhabit
similer environmerts. and had approximately the same technological
equipment tc cope with, but where the population of tlre one was
relatively smell and stable, while the populetion of the other was
at least twice a2s large ard probably expending .. the difference in
population level relating thus tc differential policies held by
the two groups; differences therefore in their social structure
and culturel values.63

However, most of the cultural umetter that at any time is
associated with 2 human populstion is not considered as having any
effect on thre struciuring of the demographic formation of a2 scciety;
it is not difficult to understand the rezsons. The ‘'complexity" of
development in the contemporary world ani the reszl proovlem not of
absolute numvers of people but of the unequal distribution of socially
determined weslth, are obscured by references 10 an innzte human
tendency eternzlly fixed by 2 "law" of demograpkic "evolution" having
its roots to an "urconscious'" past. Thus, under a cruie environ-
mertalism (before the "hard" appearance of ¥Wilson's sociobinlogism),

64

Figzes and Jarman arzue that ".. 1t ieg revezling to odserve how

Gy

jod]

similer many of the concerns. concernts ani even the languege of much
of animal ecology and ethology is to that of simple eccncmics. The
ethologiczl concepts of territory and home range can usefully be
epplied to man. Nor should we be concerned myopically only with

studies of primste behaviour.. {for) .. in many weys the large

- 1

or such a

cernivores offer more relevant comparative data." 3
contribtution to *the objective unierstaniing of hrumen nature and

Fistorical evolution of society, threre is ncthinz more to add.

Suftice it to sesy, thai, unguestionably frow this standpoint alone
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of both logic and method, the systematic location of an "absolute"
irreversible situation is to be found just where the apparent "movement"
stops: thet absoiute is nothing else but the "fixation" of thought,
it is tke projection into a metaphysicel explanation of the
intellectual failure to understand reslity concretely as a historical
process. FEvery biologicsl subjectivism, that turne its limite into
"eternal" limits thereby reintroduces a frozen, fixed status which
transforms history into an illusion, and dissolves the human condition
into fragments ¢f unconnected “movements”. It is not possible to
reach an understanding of particular forms of culture and demography
(or society in general) and their interconnections, by studying their
successive appesrances in &n empirical, ieolated, pre-conditioned
manner. Trig petrified factuality in which everything is enclosed
into a fixed "mzgnitude"” in which the reality thst Jjuet haprens to
exist persists in a2 totally senseless, unchenging way. precludes any
theory that could throw light not only on the pzst but even on
immediate, recent reality. At its extreme, it nc longer points to
eanything beyond itself, ani thus the "mind" of scientific investigation
remains fixed on these forms which it believes to be immediate ard
“original", and from there it creates its own explanatory categories
appearing under a false "objectivity"; it creates its own "funda-
mentals'" which determine all the other categoricsl structures and
serves as 2 ”éaradigm” for them.

Under these principles, most anthropologists accent z general
concept, concerning populetion: that a combination of increase in
size 2nd increzse per capita efficiency are the two major processes
satimulating changes in social structure. 'Yhere the Aebate leveloped

is not to what extent and if pomulatinn incresse implied culturel
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change but over the question of the direct relationship between changes
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in levels of population dersity ani the direct or indirect effect on
the size of tte society. The essertial question is why do larger
societié§ form: one éxp}an;¥ion ig tret increase in population
density proiuce pressures on basic resources, resulting in competition
and conflict. The ultimate results of these stimuli are overall
political integration, more authoriterian power system ani economic
specialization. Often addel to this model are the influences of local
environmental variastion, which lead to uneven population distribution.
The argument here is thzt areas of greater population potential will
be more iensely setileﬂ than areas of les;-potential eni the former
will - naturally - emerge as the centres of lerge emergent societies.
In looking over the model it is clear that it is not population
density per se that is projucing 'the changes but competition over
resources, anil density is only a crude meesure of that stresses.

The problem is the measurement of "ecological pressures” with more

definite criteria than population figures, since amongst other things,

population numbers énd resource pressure will vary from environment

to environment znywey. .The question arises as to tre efficient or
nOn-efficient exploitation of resources, their equal distribution
among all the members of 2 society, their decision-meking practices
sand the structure of their political ani economic organization which
can lead to inequalities of wealth and heterogeneous (economically)
sectors. The problem is not only to "locate” and identify tile
resource base, but to try and ccmpreheni the social relations, “"locate”
the particuler underlying cultural instances. ani link together

proiuction ani reproiuction of the populetion. coexisting in a state

of dialectical interaction of the objective necessities on the one
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part, anl the conscious activities on the other, of its members.

At the same time, demography and culture are interconnected
within a historical approach: historical demography is no longer
a thing to be explained by the intervention of "external” powers or
made meaningful by reference to "external" values. It is, on the
one hand the proiuct of man's own activity. on the other hand it is
the succession of those processes in which the forms tzken by this
activity and the culturalvrelations of men are preserved. So that
if - as mentioned earlier on - the categories describing the structure
of a2 social system are not immediately historical i.e. if the
erpirical succession of historical events does not suffice to explain
the origine of a particular form of thought or existence, then it
can be said that despite this, or vetter, because of it such a
conceptual system will describe in its totality a definite stage in
the society as a whole.

This is whet Yarx implies whern he deals with population problems
in the "Grundrisse”: '"Thus, what may be overpovulztion in one stage
of sociel production may not be so in znother ani their effects may
be 1ifferent. The amount of overpopulation posited on the basis of a
specific production is thus just as determinzte as the adeguate
population. Overpopulztion and populatgon. taken together, are the
population which a2 specific production basis can create... The extent
to which it goes beyond ite barrier is given by the barrier itself,
or rather by the same base which posits the barrier.." The nature of
the history is precisely that every definition "degenerates” into
an "illusion': history is the history of the unceasing "overthrow"
of the objective forms that shape the life of wan. It is therefore

not poseible to reach an understaniing of particular forms in societly
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by étudying trheir successive appearances in an empiricel manner,
thinking about isolated facts_}n isolated mental categories. The
"truth” is rather that these perticuler forms are not immediately
connected with each other either by their simultaneity or by ttreir
consecutiveness. "hat connects them is their place ani function in
the totality of the historical process; when the problem of connect-
iné isoleted phenomena becomes a problem of categories, by the same
dizlectical process every problem of categories becomes transformed
into a historical protlem. It is transformed into a problem of
universal history appeering simultaneously as the method and the
knowledge of the past and present.

And it ie in this respect that the methodological, particularistic
interests of anthropologsy ani archaeology caused man to become frozen
in fixed entities and ¥hus pushed both 1izlectics end history to one
side. And precisely this is the great danger in every socieal -
researéh; 2t best dogmatic metaphysics is superseded by an equally
dogmatic Popperian positivism. This iégmatism arises becsuse the
Tailure to mzke man Adizlectical is complementeld by an equal feilure
to make reality dielectical.

Eence, "comprehension” of any sociesl form moves within ;;
essentially static worli, inevitably revertiing, because of the rigiiity
of that standpoint, to the dogmatic position of reconstructing and
understandingAthe organizsation of tlre societies,-on its own terms.
For it is one thing to relativise and exasmine tre truth about
individuals or species in en ultimately "static" condition, anid it
is quite another matter when the concrete, tistorical function and
meaning of the varinus "truths" is revesled within 2 unique con-

nretised historical process. “hat an non-historiczl analysis ines,

PR
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is to take the "human conditions" with ité social and historical
limits and to allow those to 'ossify" into an eternal limit of
biological or pragmatic "reality".

~ As in the present, so in the period of thé_pré-history of ~human
society, man must‘be seen in his historicsl and dialectical existence:
all these forms of existence that constitute the counterpart of the
"real" are»dissolved into processes and viewed as concrete manifes-
tetions of history so that the "real” or "special case" is nbt s0
much denied as eniowed with its corcrete historical shape and treated
as an aspect of the process itcelf.

The point is then, that different "meanings" of demography or
culture and differential teckniques employed (otviously) for their
study, does not necessarily imply ttat demography is not connected
in some reséect to culture ani tc socio-economic structures anl that
their importance for the demographic ;Onsistency of a population
should not be considered. YNoreover it seems much more realistic to
speak about a "cultural demography”

than to speak avout a "biological demography". But this
does no more than present the problew in s descriptive form and
certainly does not point the way io a2 solution. The solution can
only be discovered by seeing trese two aspects - demography anid
culture - as they appear in the concrete andl real process of
bopulation's development, it remains true that a more scophisticated
awareness is required eslso of the material culture record. It is
important to establish theﬁ the abstract separation of demography {rom
culture and the rigid division betwveen wan as a '"thing" on the one

kand., 2ri m2n es 8 "mezn" on tte other, is not without conseguences;

it is responsible fnr tre genesis nf ethnncentrism. exploitation,
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inequality, which cannot escape from immediate empirical facticity
and it is responsible for the idea of a populetion livorced from the
total development in society and crediited with a function alien to
its concrete character. Yhet this means, is that every path leading
to a change in this reality 2is systematically blocked. Alreadiy the
mechanical separation between demography. culture, economics
precludes any really effective action encompassing society in its
totality, for this itself is based on the mutual interaction of all
these factors.

The disintegration of a dialectical practicél unity into an
inorganic sgzregate of empiricel situations or facts (in their
untranscended imumediacy) and an insistence in notions and modes as
alien to the pzst a2s to the present is characteristic in increasing
measure of the demographic undierstanding directed generzlly towards
statistical divisions and conditional/empirical types. It is not
hard to see that zll series of research are coming up against tle
need to reveal and identify culiural coexistence. In a2 sense all
this endeavour recults to the artificial separaztion of individual
spheres of society from one another and corresponiingly to ihe
fragmentation »f the human materizl inio separzte - 17 not oppased -
cectors. Above all, it iz =2 systematic justificetinn of 1ifferent
terms {essential to that sort of "socizl" thinking). this very
"dualism® of economic ani demogrephic/cultural "fatalism” as applied
to the human functions of that methoilologica2l continuum. which means
inevitably that tte population sudbmits to the "laws™ of nzture
either in a2 spirit of zccepted notions {e.g. towarls the natural

laws of production an? reproiuction; or else in spirit of “morsl"

af#irmation (e.x. the acceptance of =2n "ideal me=zsure”) anl a lemo-



445

graphic logic pointing out to questionable 4definitions, ani results.

5.5 Summary ‘ - -

If we consider sncial velues and population'iynamics. tke notion
of culture presupposes that values can be attached to individual
populations' orgenization, function, relationships, properties and

commani over resources. The weasurement of thei; inte;nal structure
precludes the existence of some velue system z2gsinst which we can
measure (and thereby compare) the impact of a change upon social
groups.

In terxzs of the activity peatterns of 2 total population whet
must be considered is the formation of "attitudes” devendent upon
stimuli existing in 2 pzrticular context, pecpulations exhibit different

elasticities with respect to their use of socio-economic "spage' zni
resources provide different "services” to different pecple, accoriing
not oniy to their environmental setting or technologiczl equipment
but to their cultural concepts. This is_One of the most "urgent”
populationﬂdemography provlems tret should be considered. Since
these procejures interact in a wzy that may not be readily
apparent the probvlem which arises is how to isole;e each for explicit
consideration without damaging their general ”evolutioﬁ” and the -
proper determinants of their existence. The whole question takes

on a new dimension in the case, for example, when different
populations express different ofders of preference over a2 given set
of outcomes or wken groups do not perceive the "same' alternative
choices of potential outcome. Irn this cese each group has its own

perceived action space ani importart distinctions anl translformotions

cen arise. Becauae culture contains tre econnnic - that is commanid
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over resou;ces - cultural céniitions and values automatically
affect the measurement of "real” demographical measurements. Thus
populations may live unier exactly the same environmental conditions
ani rely upon the same resources, but if they perceive “thiqgs” from
another viewpoint they will have differant "income" and their
demographic dispésitiOn will not be the same.

The initial view of eveluation concerning 1emography end culture
stems from an artificial separation of methoiology with an historical
concideration. ™ut of this seperation flows 2 tendency to rezard
facts as unconnected to velues, objects as independent of subjects,
"things'" as possessing én identity irndependent of human perception
znd ection. If verification is fundamental. from the position in
which verification is viewed as a matter of establishing (dby some
ggneral accepted means) the empirical relevance and applicability

of abstract propositions, then it cannot be separated from meening:
meening in other words which is regardel 23 "moveable" not in some

random or arbitrary way, but as part of tre process through which
v vy

society embraces certzin lines of thought in order to rationalize

certain lines of zction in preference to others. That is, it cannot

be separated from social practice in genersl. Underlying this Jiew

is a2 shift sway from empiricism or idealism towaris a materialist

inferpretation of ileas a2s they arise in particular historical contexis.
The distinction between "fact" ard "vslue" is one of the

innumerable Aualisms which, as we have seen, pervadjes post-reneissance

western philosophy. These dvalisms can either be acceptel e2s a fact

of life or they can be reconciled insome wey. ¥ant_ constructedi an

elaborate system of thouztt Aesisned to lin¥ dualisms into a coherent

philosophy. uut in the process was forcel t~ resort to the doctrine
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of thg "a briori". mWith lMarx, the distinc£ions “collapse” as he
deals with how concepts and facts relate to and.stem from human
practice ratger than to eternal truths ettache& fo trtem. The act
of “observiné" is tﬁe act of ev;luatiOg ani to--separate them is to
force a distinction of human practice that ioes not in reelity exist.
¥Yarxist categories ani concepts are formulated through the
application of the Aialectical method to history =s it unfolds,
through events ani actions. A positivist method involves, for example,
the epplication of traditional bi-veluedlogic to test hypotheses:
hypotheses 2re either true or false anil once categorized remain ever
80¢ I.nsofzr a2s it is relevant to discuss of t;;th and felsity, truth
lies in the dizlecticzl process rather than in the statements derivei
from the process. These statements can be designztel a2s "true” only
at a given point in time and, in any case can be contradiicted by
other "true” statements; In thig way, dieslectical methoi allowsus to
invert:anélyses if necessary, to regard solutions as protlems, to
regard questions as solutions. Thus resources become importent only
when they a2re invested witk the social ani technical zpparatus of
the populztion ;oncerned.

Demograpric patterns can very immensely, 1epeniinz upon the
tephnological arrangements for Pfoiuction. tre division of labour,
the local neels of societies in 4ifferent environme=nts a2nil so on.

The social basis for coordinating srours' activity in prodiuction,
consists of the social reiationships, which can vary accoriing to
the coniitions of proiuction. The social relationships form a
social structure which is maintained through "legz2l" forces as for
example kinship, religion ideolozy etc., the survival of a society
means trhe perpetuation not only of human beings but of 2 ziven wmoie

v /. . .. .
of production. Yence Marx arzues {in Pre-capitsiist economic
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formations) that a mode of production must create the coniitions

for its own perpetuationaé\%/he dramws attention to the main espects X
in which a mode of production produces the conditions of its own
existence within populationi,relations and mechanisms. A particuler X
conjunction of circumstances may make it possible to forge a new
combination of social ani economic forms to define a new mode of
production. This requires that certain social and economic forms. ¢ o
carry over from One.mode of production to another; indeed without

a certain persisteng& of these forms the transition from one wode of
proiuction to another wouli be impossible. Thus different forms of
production can be found in the same modle and similer forms can like-

wise be identical within the dAifferent modes. It is generzlly held

trat fixed categories and definitions prejudice the interpretation

of the past, present and future and that "floating” relational
definitions of the sort used by Yarx zre inadmissible and confusing.
Varx, however, tried to relate his definitions and categories to the
society under consideration. The concept of scarcity. for example,

does not arise naturally. but becomes relevant only in terms of socizal
action and social objectives within a mode of production. Scarcity

is then, socially defined and not naturally determined. ™%hile on a
population level znalysis proceeds a2s if it does not matter how

scarcity arises, a marxist analysis lies in the way that a seemingly
homogeneous "thing" is dissected into its components parts and

relates those parts to all other aspects of the social structure of

a populztion. Part of the seeming ambiguity of the concept of a nmode

of production, demographic considerations and cultural events, stems

from the interpretation put upon the concepts. Therefore, while it

qifficult to determine the meaning of & terwm or fect in abstract,

[ X
m
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it can be said that a mode of production, for example, refers to
those elements, activities and social relationships which are necessary
to prodiuce and reproduce real, material life, with three basic
elements, which remain constant from society to society: the objects
of labour, the means of labour ani the labour power. The various,
different each time, coordinating mechanisms are an integral part of
the populations basic characteristics, for it is through them that
the verious elements in production are brought together and the
diverse socially productive activities azre welded in something coherent.
Tre definition of an "absolute" population level requires that we
identify which social and cultural functions zre necessary for the
survival of society anil which are excess ani supportel by the
production of "surplus" in the broadest sense. This is clearly a
Aifficult "task”™ for surplus. neel. scarcity anl so on. can be defined
only in terms of 2 particular sociszl, cultural, technical and instit-
utionzl setting; hrunger, for example, cannot be measured independently
of some social situation, within a2 population. The consciousness of
"need" is a socizl product: it is but 2 part of the ideological
superstructure which rests upon & functioning economic bvase, and it
varies from society to society and from time to time. It is

g
contingent on the mode of production itseif.

N4

In tte "Contribution to the Critique of Politicel Fconomy" Karx
examines the intricate relztionships between production, consumption,
distribution, need, exchange end circulation. #s society changes, so

may the quantity of material product set aside as well as the purposes

1

of doing so. It is conseguently possible to "increase” or "iecreasse"
the quantity of esurplus population by instituting social changes

whieh zlter the socizl Aefinition 27 surplus pojulation. without
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actually increasing the total guantity of material product.

The point is that fundamental changes in the economic basis of
society "lead'" to a redesignation of thre total populstion apparatus
anil to new social relationships. These cranges are not ani can never
be simply generated out of the ideological superstructure (only) of
a society; the economic coniitions have tn be right for the emergence
of the new forms of intezxration z2ni redistribution. An increase in
populetion may generate a larger aggregate surplus but is related
with other populztion factors anl determined by definite stages of
production. " .. There was no barrier to the reproduction of the
Atheniaﬁ slave other thaen producible necessaries. 4nd we never hear
that there were surplus slavisﬁ in antiquity. The call for them
increased, rather. There was however, a surplus population of non-
workers (in the immedizte sense) who were not too meny in relation to
the necessaries aveilable, tut who hazd lost the condiitiocns under
wrich they coulil esppropriste them. The invention of surplus labourers,
i.e. of propertyless people whko work, be10ngs‘to the veriod of cepital,
trhe beggars whko festerned themselves to ithe monzsteries and helped them
ezt up their surplus product zre in the same class as the feudal
retainers, and this shows that the surplus produce could not be
eaten by the small numbter of its owners.” {¥arx. Grundrisse) £ sccial
surplus product of some sort is proiuced in all societies and 1t is
always possible to create more of it. The concept of surplus is
iteelf subject of re-definition as conditions of productién. consunption
znd distribution change, this is conrected in an immediate wey =ith
povulations' demographic patterns.

“..The overpopulation e€.z. among hunting peoples...proves noi
+

ttat the esrth could not support their smell nuumbers but rather that
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the condition of their reproduction required a great amount of
territory for few people. Never a relation to a non-existent
absolute mass of subsistence., but rather relation to the conditions
of reproduction. of tre production of these means. incluiing likewise
the conditions of reproduction of human beings. of the total
population, of relative surplus population. Thie surplus is purely
relative: 1in no wey relatel to the means of subsistence as such,

but rafher to tre mode of prodjucing them. Hence also conly e surplus
2t this state of development™ (Karx, Srundrisse) Of course, when
Yarx says '"overpopulztion™ in hunting-gathering communities he mezns
overpopulation in certain areas, that is population densities and
aggregation in certain environmental settings. On the other hend,

in asserting the primacy of the economic basis ¥arx was propoging

two things: first that tke relationships between structures are
themselves structuredi in some way within a totzlity. We said that
the conditions ccncerning the production and revrroduction of material
life were fundeamental ari1 this led him to the second point: attempt-
ing to view society as a totzlity. then ultimately everything has to

The

be relzted to the structures in the economic basis of sccilety
evolution nf society as a totality must therefore be interpretei es
the result of tre contradictions estatlished bothk within and between
structures; it is through these formulations that demographical
relations are changing {(or retained) in a population. The concepts
and ideas establiched can then become a materiel fcrce in production
and reproduction. To do so, however, requires that concepts whick
exist as mere abstractions be translated into huwzsr rrectice.

Concepts, categories ani factis cannot be viewel as having an

iniependent existence. Thre structure of porpulstion can be trensformed
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by its own internal laws of transformation tut the results of this
process have to be interpretel in terms of the relationships they
express within the totality of which they are a part. Populations
are thus produced unier certain conditions (incluiing e pre-existing
set of..) while they also have to be seen as producing agents in
social situation. In that sense, it is "irrelevant" to ask whether
concepts are true or felse. e have to ask rather what it is that
produces them and what is it that they serve to produce.

Tence there arises the distinction between materizlist theories
which are proiucfive of chznge ani status quo theories which are
derived out of 2 certain kini of trought, ari help to preserve an

v

existing situation. Population ie nothing cutside of a particular
set of relationships zni it cean arise in a variety of weays depending
on how these relationships are siructured. Trom thris position it is
possible to forze a critique of contemporary population theonries.
“hat kind of object or entity are we dealing when we seex to
investigate population patterns? Ye cannot enswer that population
is a "thing" evolving merely out of biological logic. It is an
existing unity, attached to distinctive culturzl as well 2s economic
derivatives and therefore hes a function affected by them. To define
elemente relationally means to interpret them in a way "external" to
direct observation: the meaning of azn observable "zction" is
established by discovering ite relation to the wider structure of
which it is a part. Thus the inability to identify a transformation
i.e. in a palaeolithic society Aoes not mean that it Aoes not exist.
The evolution of populations must be interpreted as the result of
objective forms and inegtances reproduced {by virtue of their

purpose in the form of

. . At
specifically transceniental structures) as a
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a goal and not as "solitsry" stereotypes.

This method of interpreting demographic phenomena permits more
than a mere description of the aspect in which they emerge before
direct contemplation of the surface of tle developed stage on their
existence - it permits to reprodiuce, in the full sence of the term,
their origination, to trace their emergence ani development ani the
"real" circumstances that,the actually necessary conditions of their

origin and structure . . retained at eaclk given momert,as forms of

existence, without a2 "dereglement" of threir hidden. inner substances.
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Notes and References

Papaioannou-Stathaki 7 1985.

See Chapter 1

Several recent works concerned with the concept of structure ani
structural analysis are listed in the bibliography. WNot all
structurel theorists use the concert in the same way. Parsons
tor example speaks of ncrmative structures. A major implicit
expression of positivism and objectivist sociasl science, nct
sufficiently dealt with in the literature, is the use of
structural explanation. Because of their doubts as to the
accessibility of mind to scientific method, objectivists are
generally inclined to separate the social scigntific ilea of
society from ideas in society. This inclination often takes

the form of an affinity for structural explanations. It is not
easy to say Jjust what the concept of social structure means. and
it hag sharply dAifferent meanings for different theorists, but
generally social structure is meant to describe those features
of social living that are independent of and exert controlliing
influence on tre beliefs and actions of social members. 3But if
structural variazbles are '"objective" i.e. if they can be known
independently of the subjective experience of sociel actors, 2
convincing argument can be made that social explanation is {(for
them, ultimstely not unlike the explanation of physical neture.
It is interesting to note thast in Levi-Strauss {2lthough he
belongs to 2 different structurzl tradition) the process of
successive narrowing oppositions shorn in his work, are somewhat

+5+

reminiscent of the dislectical process (thesis, =antithesis,
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synthesis); however there are striking dAifferences: the
opposed elements seem coevally present, there is no evidence
that the One_&eveIOps.as a reection tozior outgzrowth of) the
other. In Levi-Strauss the movement in the process is illusory;
no synthesis is ever reached and nothing intrinsic is ever
changed; there is only =2n increasingly restatement of the
problem. In short he provides us with a way of thinking about
cultural problems; he does not (in his myth analysis) provide
any model for how cultural forms chrange. not for how the ideas
that shape ouf comprehension of the physical worli might change.
His concern is with the«;ign systezs by -which thought is
expressed and with the ways in which these are used; as such
his work belongs wore in Saussure's thinking than in ¥arx's.
See slso .. : fpr arthoughtful, fritical anelysis

Séhaff A 1878, eni Jakubowski's (1976) interesting work.
Korsch X 1570, Veszzros 1971l. Prilosophy in the USSR 1977,
Williams R 1977.

we ‘use ”hiétorical" as already pointed out in Chapter 1, for
2ll societies with written or no written records.

The originality of 2 given system is not refutei by the
demonstration that certain elements of thazt system used to

occur in some form earlier in the history of human thought.

The concepts ani ideas (end technology) 4id1 not (ani couli

" o

not) occur in the past in tre same form. and "2 fortior
couldi not play the same role in the structure of the whole
eystem.

Sanilove L.V 1971, Klejn L.S 1972, Kon I.% 19&0, Petrova-

Averkieve Yu 1980, ™illiams R 1977, VWessman J.w 1981,
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# 8. Smith 4.3 1973
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. Bonte P 1973, 1974, Fngels F Anti-Duhrirg. Yaguire J 1972

. . . P N\ . . 7N . S .
(Marx's Paris writings). Yarx K {Grunirisse), O'Leughlin 19275,

Sarah ALK 1963, Schaff A 1978&. B

10. "Histoficist" usel hrere not in the materialistic sense where
every phenomenon of social life is studied in terms of the
process of its origin a2nd developuent and its causal determin-
atiohs, e are referrinz to the way empiricists and evolutionists
use it, "“hetever the differences among them, all the
evolutionists conceived of humean societies as isolated natural
_Eystems and the‘aim of anthropology was to establish clearly
jemarcated "stages"”. This Victoriasn obsession with stages was

2n ideological reflex of the socizl system in which thecse

scholers lived. That is they lived in & society iivided into

clearly demarcatel streta:” lower, midile ani upper classes.

The historical reconstruction of the Victorian evolutionists
suffered not only from the imposition of ethnocentric social
categories upon tre data, but alsc from a2 faulty use of com-

prehending ard compare cultural veriastion on & worliwide besis.

It now seems clear ihr

W

t trey were more interested in re-
constructing their own "prehistory’ then real historical form=z=tion.

11. KluckhohnC 1960

12. On this matter see also Chapter I and especially II

13. Bonte P 1973, 1974, Krader L 1976.

14. Yoffman J 1975.

15. The subject is wilely liscussedi in the literature and highly

controversiel. See, amongst others, ecpecielly: IBelasco B
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1975, Blau P 1275, Benton T 1977. Lenski ¥ 1675, Schutz 4
1967, Williams R 1977, Vulov T 1973. Zmaniecki F 1952.

There eare wore than 160 definitions of culture included in
Kroeber-Kluckhohn "Culture: a critical review of concepts ani
definitions" (1952), which had become a commonplace and led
to theoretical ard conceptual variations; we are not of
course attempting to sort out these variations here, but

generally "cultures" are appearing as exogeneous, self-

gufficient "systems'™ of "beraviour" due "more" to individual

growth processes, and social reality accordiing to this view,

reelly only existing in consciousness, and gince the conscious-

ness of others is stuidiied introspectively, the study of society

eand culture becomes the zitudy of onesslf.

Hoffman J 1975

Blau P 1974

¥arx K: The Poverty of Philosophy. Theses on Feuerbach (3rd)
The German Ideology, {Marx-Fngels). Grundrisse.

Blau P 1975, Durkheim E 1365.

Marx K, Grunlrisse.

Yarx-Sngels, Selected Works.

Letter to Schmidt: 5.8.1890

Among the more recent proponents of this "fetuous notion"

have been Frankfurt theorists {like %. Fromm) who see in

Fngels comments "a recognition on his part of the fzilure to

pay enough attention to the power of iieas....” etc. But this

is » version of what in fact Fngels said. (see Slater P 1977)

Letter to Schmidt £7.10.18590

Letter to ¥Yehring: 14.7.1893
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27. Threre is a broasder discussion on tkis point in Tapaioannou-
Stathaki (1965) article.
28. DPetrovic G 1967

29, "Accoriing to thre materialistic conception, the determining

fector in history is, in the finel instance, the production
anl reproduction of immeiiate life. This again, is of 2 two-
fold character: on the one sije, the production of the means

of existence, of foodl, clothinz an1 skelter andi the tools

necessary {or that preduction; on the other side, thre production

of human beings tremselves, the propagation of thre species. The

social organization under which the people of a perticular

historical epoch anrd a particular country lives is determined
by both kinis of proiuction..”

30. Korsch K 1972 (e.b)

®31. Lefebvre ¥ 196c, LukKees G 1971. Petrovie 5 1367.

32. Cohen G.4& 1382, MurphyR 1272, Rubinstein D 1381, Rader ¥ 1277,

Swingewood-A 1975.

33. Ilyenkov E.V 1977, Rubinstein 3 -1981.

34. A gquantity of literature hes éccumulatei on thies issue in recent
years. It is difficult to say anything about this matter

without saying a great deal. 3But because of course it is not

possible to disregard it, the attempt he}e ie made
giving 2 general account, clarifving %o some extent the main
difficulties. tendencies 2nil issues; and moreover to define it wversus
a historical, materizlistic approach.

35. Rubinstein 3 1981.

36, Yarx K Grundrisse.

37. YMarx-Tnoels, The Foly Family
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Adams V.P 1965, Yaguire J 1972, Yarx Rarly "ritings (transl.
and ed’. T.B Bottomore)

Lqﬁacs G 1266

Papaioannou-Stathaki F 1985

Tool-m=king is of course connected with speech; they both
represent the earliest symbolic human bekaviour. There is no
doubt thet human language can only realise its mest important
function, that of being 2 meane of communicetion between
individuals, because it operates with meaningful entities. The
system is a2 compliczted one, but implies at any level of
comnunication that element of information which transforms the
“immaterial" into "material ¥Wapier (1972) describes the “comdlex
signaling system which conveys information about mood" of
monkeys and apes. But this 1s the organic symbolism without

s

1969) refers. Lenneberg

o
®

«

—

social convention to which Yoll
(1960) seys ''lenguage's purposiveness is closely related to
inventiveness and the ability to introduce ckanges into a given

}

behaviour pattern.” Fe decisively notes the discontinuity
between human symbolic speech and animal =signal behaviour.
Language ani tool-making are the first cultural "inventions®.
Tre living primates 3o not make inventions. If we accept this
definition of the critical evolutionary situation, then it

)
becomes apparent tret itre human capacity for speech should not
be confused with its "inevitability". ¥ven on the level there
ie a continzency bullt into the cultural process, a contingency
thzt is itselfl related to the dizlectic, and lislectics can

never be defined as mere determiniem. Marx {in the Contribution

to the Critique of Political Sconomy ) sail that speech is a
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gsocial phenomenon, that to consider "the development of speech

without individuals w~ho live tngether and talk to one another”

woull be “"preposterous". The mind which penetrates tool

manufacture and.accompanying speech is humzn, ani clearly we

are engaged here with more than methodological nuances in the

menipulation of data. Working within the limits of a single-

line evolutioniem seems inadequate. The main issues are the

historical, philosopkical and epistemological implications for

a biocultural approach that admits contradiction, uneveness and

similaritieg as the motive force of evolution.

Klejn L.S 1982

Klejn op.cit.

tttanovskii S.N 1963, Boccara P 1933, Bonte P 1374, Kabo V.R

1974, Klein op.cit., Klejn L.S. 1972.

Klejn L.S 1982

Bonte P 1973, Richhorn-Bauer-Koch 1974. O'Laughlin B 1975.

Kohl P.L 1981, ¥Klejn L.S 1982.

Farcus G 1978, ¥arkarian ®.S. 1969 (quoted from Klejn op.cit.).

Behind that "mental" excuse. of particular pertinence to British

archaeology, a2 concern with the strict presentation of "facts"
V.,

becomes rizidified into dogma with the exception of%G. Childe

with his notion of archaeology contributing tc a science of

history; he is, at the same time, as far as we know the only

archaeolosist that many anthropologists in this country ever

admit to having read.

See mainly chapters T ani II.

That multi-purpose function has alreaiy been discussed in

chapter III of tris thesis ani for Greece. especially, see
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unpublished Msc F. Papaioannou-Stathaki 198l: Environment and
Population in Palaeolithic Greece.

This central tendency (of isolation) automatically creates
constructs of bounded social units (cultures). Cluster of sites
are excavated which are separated from other site's cluster by
intervening, sterile space. If the archaeological record in
these clusters is described in terms of central tendencies
applicable to them entirely - a simple task even if hunter-
gatherers in the real world should not behave in this way - an
internally homocgeneous spatial unit is generateds at its

margins the uni;-clashes sharply with similar constructs

(even if they are due to nothing but distance). It is easy

to "mistake" these constructs as evidence of bounded social

units. - However,lthe existence of such units is unlikely before the
neolithic. Socio-cultural boundaries of this kind are associated
with severe locational penalties and under law population
densities they should be expected only in very unusual ecological
circumstances (Wobst 1976). Nevertheless palaeolithic populations
already are shown to have participated in regional exchange: at
low population densities even such a basic process as hunting,
forces local populations to interact within a regional population
matrix.

Klejn L.S ibid.

Ilyenkov E.V 1982. Ilyenkov E.V 1977.

"upper" for later stage, not higher.

Ilyenkov ibid. Marx K. Grundrisse.

Ilyenkov ibid. (1982)
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0'Laughlin B op.cit.
Taylor 1 1948.

This point isispecifically illustratel in P. Hammoni's
Introduction to Cultural ;ni Social Anthéopology where the
author having iefinei anthropnlogy in vazue ani general terams
as the 'stuiy of man' and having 1ivided. es is usual in
American methods. physical. archaeological anthropology from
social ani cultur=sl anthropology, dedicates rig bonk to the
customary study of hunting, agricultural, pastoral etc.
societies without any further orientation. -

The components of the sociel structure are humen beings, the
social structure itself being an arrangement of persons in
relationships ihstitutionally defined and regulated.

In the process of production human b;ings use tools, skills
eni knowledge. Labour i; performed in the framework of an
economic organizetion. From the beginning the organization of
Society has proba?ly been mostly a quéstion of securing the
lives of the members‘ani their access to the resources of g
terfitory. Knowledze of social organization ani behaviour

1

turns ~subsecuently into ""rules" affecting in the first place
the mode of sﬁbsistence. and eventually population structure
and demographic patterns; cooperation, shering. and dAifferen-
tiation of tasks are among such rules . ani once they are
established the economy of human society consists of both

the relations between society anl its environment anl the
socio-economic relations between its members.

F. Leach (1264) for example states cleerly; '"the generation

of Britiek anthropologziste of which I am cne has proudly



62 .

63.

64.

65.

463

proclaimed its belief in the irrelevance of history for the
unierstaniing of sociel organization... we functionalist
anthropologists a;e not really 'antihistoricgls' by principle;
it is simply trat we do hot Xnow how to fit historical material
into ¢ framework of concepts.

Hassan F 1978, 1981, Yayden B 1972, 1981, “eiss V.V 1978

See glso chapter II on this matter.

Fapaioannov-Stathaki 1985 (note 22 to the article: the probleam
of Culture ani the place of dialectical interpretations).

Figes and Jarmarn 1975.

“ngels remarks -(still of topical interest) when writing to

Lavrov on:l2th Yovember 1878 of the Darwinian doctrine;E accept
the theory of evolution, but Darwin's method of proof (struggle
for life, natural selection) I consider only a first, provisional
imperfecf expression of 2 newly discovered fact. Until Darwin's
time the very people who now see everywhere only struggle for
existence {Vogt. Blchner, Moleschott etc.) emphasized precisely
cooperation in organic nature ...... Both conceptions zare
justified within certain limits, but the one is as one-sided

as well as 2nimate - includes botlh harmony ani collision, B
strugzle eani cooperation. When therefore s self-styled natural
scientist takes the liberty of reducing the whole of historicel
development witk all its wealth and variety to the one-sided

and meagre phrase "struggle for existence' a phrese which even
in the sphere of neture can be accepted only cum grano salis
suct a procedure really contains its own condemnation....”

"The essentirl 1ifference between human 2ni anim=21 society

coneiste in thre fsct thet animels at most collect while men



produce. This sole but coniitional difference alone makes it

impossible to transfer laws of animal societies to human

societies. ’ » _

66. Lukacs G, "istory and Class Consciousness.

firamsciA, Selections from Prison Notebooks.
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CHAPTER 6

The Fssence of the Rvidence

Le besoin a eté le maitre de 1'homme, il lui revele
l'usage de ses capacites, de ses mains, de son

intelligence (Diodore I,8)

6.1 "Real" objects: appearance and displacement

Placing hunter-gatherer peoples in history means tracing
long periods of contact between groups and incorporating their
relationships into a larger regional and temporal pattern.

A tool-complex forms only a2 minimel part of human manifes-
tations, which is not the most important one when it refers only
to technology. Without inferences and assumptions of different
kinds, during which strict certainty is sometimes lost, there is
no possibility of reaching deeper historical reality. Prehistory
involves reconstruction, and reconstruction can never attain
infallibility. FHowever, loss in certainty does not justify the
attitude of object—bound analysts, who stor at the object level
or its nearest derivative ecology. The process seen in history
cannot be separated frox the method of inquiring into this process.
What comee through at the englvis the contextual and relativistic
- indeed dialectical - manner in which '"behaviour" at any level of
the process can be probed and justified.

These argumente, in adlition to those put forward in the
previous sections, further support the case for some kZind of
differential control over the lithic tool-industry. In fact, the

adoption of a different starting point means reconsidering a set
/
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of issues in which dynamics - and not static issues - are the
centre of things and endeavour to show that it is possible to
connect, theoretically, the general processes of economy withk an
explicit understanding of an emergent structure of spatial relation-
ships. ¥ssentially the problem arising here is the realistic
evaluation of & specific prehistoric situation falling within the
field of whgt is referred to as hunting-gathering societies, their
subsistence strategies and their economic system, with the limits
thet are set on this sort of inquiry)which applies primarily to
societies with a medium or unsatisfactory archazeological visibility.

In general, therefore, it appears that the macro, meso and
micro factors must constitute 2 consistent and continuing dimension
;& lithic tool analyses; the range of criteris available from this
evidence is considerable but can only provide a frame of reference
for particular decisions based on specific subsistence needs and
the development of certain forms of labour and lazbour organization.

There is origzinally 2 unity between z specific form of
communal or tribal organization and the corresponding ownership of
nature, or attitude to the objective coniitions of production as
naturally existing, and the objective being of the individual by
means of the community. This unity, which in 2 sense appears as
the particular form of property, has its living reality in a
specific mode of production itself, and this mode appears equally
2s the behaviour of the individuals to one another 2nd as their

specific active bekaviour towards inorganic nature, their specific

mode of labour.
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_The general theoretical ramificationsof the above are evident.
Prehistory, despite its well-known limitations,is history. It
is concerned with p;ople, with idess, with purpose., with change.
its principal instrument of research is archaeology, but it cannot
rest content with simply recording differences in technology in =
stratified sequence. Technology on the other hand, as part of a
concrete socio-economic formation cannot exist independently of
distinct social organisms; it is not an abstraction or conceptusl
convenience; it does exist as the "expression" (or the inner
essencei—of concrete societies and it is not independent of the
conecidusness and the will of men. "hen faced with chenge, one must
ask whet is the nature and cause of this change - ani whether causes
and effecfs detected extend to the people as a whole. (In this
respect, apart from what a prehistoric group uses for its technology,
it is .important to take into consideration ani try to reconstruct
the behaviour responsible for the artefactual (or other) evidence
of a region. It is unrealistic to suppose thzt arclzeological
data is such that interdeperndent items can always be segregated
from the independent (and dependent ones), for behind the sz2id
associatién of the maferial, cultural and other 1ate may relate
té each other in complex ways. Tool form is pertly determined by
the qualities of the aveilable rew material ani it is not free
to vary infinitely, while the qualiiies of the raw meterial may
be a function of climate and geographic locetion. Likewise, there

is a2 variety of "economic responses'" which way reflect the processes

of the =ocizl ard tecknologicel development interneal to a society.
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Technological crange is not seen as something external to society,
an unknown that cannot be accounted for, but as a product of human
creativity, both internal to and inevitable within society.

Sutject and object are not regerded as independent entities
but as relationships to each other. The thinking subject can
create ideas in the imagination. But these idess have at some
sfage to leave the realms of abstract knowledge anl to enter into
human practice if they are to be validated. Once incorporzted into
human practice, concepts and ideas can become (via technology) a
meaterial force in productinsn znd can alter the social relations
of production through the creation of new moldes of social
organization. Although many ideas remain barren some do not: 'at
the end of every labour process we get & result that largely existed
in tre imagination of the labourer at its commencement."2 Ijeas are
therefore regarded as relations through which society can be
structured and reconstructed. Concepts and catezories are also
proiuced under specific historical conditions which are in part
internal to knowledze and in pzrt & reflection of the world in
which knowledge is produced.

Quite independently of whether larx was right or wrong in
his characterization of the future course of technological change
and its social znd economic ramifications, his formulation of the
probler still deserves to be a starting point for our investiigation
nf technnlozy and society. In a2 psssage which is sometimes cited
as evidence of his technological determinism ?.’arx3 is, in fact,
pointing to what can be inferred about the nature of earlier

ar

eaocieties frow their remzining artelzots. “"Relics of by-gone
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instruments of labour possess the same importance for the invesﬁi_
gation of extinct economical forms of society, as do fossil bones
for the determination of extinct species of animals.- It is not
P .
the articl§§made, but how they are made, and by what instruments,
that enables to distinguish different economical epochs. Instru-
ments of labour not only supply a2 standard of the degree to which
human labour has attained, but they are also indicators of the
gsocial conditions under which that labqur is carried on."4
The conception is very different indeed from that of traditional
empiricism in which the subject is presumed to be "instructed by
what is outside of him" or from thst of 2 priorism in which the
subject '"possesses from the start endogenous structures which it
imposes on objects.” ¥an can structure himself by constructing
structures, and those structures are his own, for they are noti
entirely predestined either from within or without. The subject

ie thus seen as both structuring end being structured by the object.

6.2 Technology matters

On a general level it is supposed thrat lithic crafismen make
Aecisions on 2zt least four‘independent levels which are reflected
by four distinct kinds of morphological attributies which are subject
to empirical investigation. The four levels which require decision-

meking on the pert of the tool-maker are decisions regardiing: the

kind of materisl, the input varisbles to iniuce a desired kind of

etructure, microstructure of thie spacing between constructional
. . . o . 5 4 £ifth
units and macrostructuring or outline form perimeters. if

level could Le Bddel to these which would consider decision as
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reflected by morphology regarding the use of implements. The

organization of a level caﬁnot be considered within"itself" or
treated as a closediSystem. To understani and explain a level we
must examine the mechanisms and processes responsible for the
creation of thet level. From these hypotheses can be formed, as
fofiows{' presence Or absence of certain tool "types" into a
specific area, can discern a certain process of environmental
explanation resources or certain solutions given to some kind of
"breakdown" of the productive process or difficulties in the
manufacturing system etc.. It is known thet 211 contemporary
hunters and gatherers are highly skilled and selective users of
their environments: choices are constantly made about which
animels to kill and which vegetation to gather.6 These choices
have an effect and m;& involve more substantial planned "capital
investﬁlent"7 and differential (or not) technological strategies
and solutions. rEcisiOns'employed by litbhic tool-mskers are reflected
in structured patterns of attributes which mirror the underlying
rules in a particul=zr level or set of levels which led to their
creation. %ithin a class of generslly similesr ertifacts a single
"zttribute" can zppear in a number of different comdbinations. Thus
certzin "attributes" can be icsolated and help to distinguish between
groaps/banis etc., and to cope with gquestions concerning socio-
economic ckange and perkaps relate assembleges which reflect
different aspects of activity.

In that sense tre traditionsl epproaches currently in use seem
inadejuste. They are not defined in terams of the system which led

to their creation ani since there is no unlerlying boiy of theory
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to unify types or attributes into a socio-cultural framework, many
types cross-cut similsr systems in 2 given ecological area and have
little utility in explaining processes responsible for changes
observed in time and space. To view the artifact assemblages
against environment without considering the subsistence economy
does not advance the argument beyond the question of tool types,
units and the creation of areas of isolation or ezse of contact.
Theses by themselves seem insufficient to explain the observed
variation in the assemblages.

No one denies the reality proper of things, their discreteness
anl the possibility of adeguately distinguishing them by recognition
from the surrouniing reality. Finished flints are a reality and
not merely an impression. FNo one denies either that there are
cultural types, which reflect the social units in any living culture.
The problem is indeed that tool form is not necessarily a good
indicator of function or adaptation to the environment. In other
words, tools with similer forms but produced by employing distinctively
different technologicel systems cannot be separated by focusing one's
observation only on the outline. A problem of this nature becoumes
particularly acute in attempting to establish the major lines of
social, economic and demographic factors on a regional basisj for
example, the population that this specific area could sustain - if
the population used all the possible available means of food casual
2ndi not casualj; the conceptual content of this is to see the
population not as an unmovable unity within space/time eni food
procurements, but as in a continuous process of interaction, develop-

ment, use of the local avsilable means of production, new possibilities
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of using their environment without necessarily changing "home

gites" etc.. The distinction which shoulil be made is between -
narrowly extractive hunting ani gathering - thch in its extreme
.form may involve what amounts to a repudistion of all measures of
conservation, of all investments in fixed assets, and of all attempts
et planned development of resources - and hunting ani gathering with
en emphassis on, at least, short-term conservation and resource
development. The extractive approach to hunting and gathering is

a strategy developed over time usually as an alternative to & con-
servation approach.

It is log@cal to assume that indepenient or distinct “cultures"
living in proximity may esdapt to ithe same environment in much the
same way-or the invegse apd that interactfional exchange existed =t
all levels of the groups. We have here an apparently unpropituous
combinétion: knowledge which i# noticlearly formulated and where
mecbénisms for trensmitting it from one generation to the next seem
to be ”ieficient";_ Yet, "culturzl continuity" seems to be'meintained
in these soéieties without "speciel" problems.

A survey of erchzeological site report§-~quickly revealéthat
commnon tool forms such es knives, scrzpers, projectile points etc.,
appear to Lave an algost continuous distribution through long.perioié
of time eni escross extensive spatial areas. &pparently dAifferent
artifact styles and types among d4ifferent assemblsges may often be
"genetically" linked by a common origin in the past; sapparently
siziler styles and types from different contexts mzy sometimes

reprecent analogs ratter than homologs. #1so, seemingly iniepenient

treits in the sauze associstion may in fact heve & strong mechanical
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or functionasl relationship to one another which is difficult to see.

Until quite recently almost 21l approaches concerning tyvpology
emphasise that artifasct types should be constructed in view of the
technique used in menufacture. Nowhere is it clearly definei what
is meant by the term "technique". Technological attributes are
viewed as morphological features which have resulted from the
application of a specific set of input variables.10 The function
thus determined does not always coincide with the function expressed
in a traditional name - as points turned up to be knives, scrapers
4id not scrape etc.; in most archaeologiceal research, chance has
determined the form of the typological structure to a great extent.
The fact that site X was in 2 certain locality and represented a
certein span of ''cultural" history has determined the nature of the
"cultural" types defined there.

The premise that each 1istinct combination of input variables
will result in 2 unique combination of output variasbles is not a2
sound inferential f;amework for determining input conditions or
decision on the pert of the tool-makers, as distinctly different
decision can result in similzr combinations. & dynamic interaction
occurs between cognition, behaviour and material; the retionzl for
this idea is that although certain new procedures may enter (expand
or diffuse) the majority of procedural rules in a system will be
restructured within the recipient culture to fulfill the objective
of a new goal. Thus one would expect intra-assemblage homogeneity,
or inter-assemblage varisbility st both levels. Only efter seeing
the correlations in 2 single system, one can move to 2 more general

definition, taking into consideration all the aspects of the
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available information and their relationships.

In the field of prehistory, it is from Aifferences between
assemblages'that the image begins to emerge. It is therefore
crucial that stone artifacts be so "described" and "classified"
that differences through time and space can be specified, and the
nature of change can be judged. In real life any sort of material
does not constitute a continuum. Variability is every time bounded
by a whole chain of factors and not only 2t one point. To be more
precise: the fact thet half to threesrquarters of a palaeolithic
assemblage can be written off as "scrapers" or "points" suggest the
need for further evaluztion, as this procedure unduly highlights
one tool as if it were the most important in the tool-kit {which
ig not known) and says nothing about similarities ani differences
between assemblages 2nd within the assemblage. As Arseniev notes:
.."The logic with which I reasoned does not generally suggest
starting with a definition or classification.“ll What this means
is that historical information in g ready form will not be contained
in the archaeological source; one cannot immediztely distinguish

historical communities in thé material - one can only "superimpose"
‘them on the wmateriai from outside. So, we come up zgainst gquestions,
on reality, objectivity etc., and the basic philosophical problematic
underlying classification, typology ani the rest arises - the
correlation of its objects with reality. The associations of types
with such 2 s;stem, may be charscterized by a2 weak or strong con-
jugation, by a spatial or a-spatial concentration. The relationship,

in fact, is not a relationship between "types" but is a relationship

between people at different stages, and hence containing diverse
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typical concrete elements having in space an absolute qualitx)i.e. -
reflecting the link between severzl of the most important aspects
of the vital activities of the prehistoric population or the
inverse revealing the wezker characteristics or inlicate specific
separafe menifestations.

The distinction between the strong 2nd weak manifestations of
e whole number of indicators is of importance zs any sort of
evaluation is unthinkable without gqualitative and quantitative
criteria. Luite evidently, the solution of thke problem depends
first of all on the epistemological adoption of the very concept
of the palaeclithic culture; does this concept reflect in a way
pest reality, or 1s it purely conditionsl, purely serviceable,
i.e., an instrument ¢f research and nothring else. The fact trat

" X

discussions end certain criticism havenot grestly increased
palaeclithic archaeclogy theory's ability to understan@ . or deal X
with the real world situsztion it feaces is not becsuse these
criticisms zre incorrect but because they are the wrong ones:
the critique was made within too narrow z perspecitive. G. Clark,
for example, noted: 'the criteriaz for defining prehistoric cultures
vary in particular cazses but the most relizble ones are trose
expressive of choice or style, rzther than those contrclled by
ecological or even by economic factcrs"12 Clerk, an environmentalist
by persuasion, needed tkis variation of culture, separated as it
was from ecology and economy?in order to contrast the culture with X
the environment ani to trace through economics the influence of
nature op all manifestations of human zctivity. The notion of the

subjectivity of a concept is evidently difficull to 1lisprove with
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Just one debate. However, it is clear what the genersl question
wouldi be: not to construct a priori general concepts but to work
out general methodological principles ani establish a genera;
picture of '"real" facts, covering 2 wide range of materials.13

e may admit that "before people began to rezson they acted”
andl human activity solved this difficulty long before human
prilosophising thought it up.14 And in trat sense he who takes up
rarticuler questions without first solving general questions will
inevitably and unconsciously, come up ageinst these general questions
at every step. The question therefore immediately arises as to how
we would comprehend cultures, and socio-economic formations if not
through preliminary defined types? FEvidently the transition to a
higher level of integration is inevitable here. Witk respect to
culture tlere cen be tke sociocultural sphere as a whole (culture
and society in their inter-conditionzlity and interaction), the
ecosystém (the culture, society znd nature etc.). In fact, the
material reaches the present usually in & highly structured state;
with 2 dense network of spatial-temporal sscsociztions and breaks,
and the associztions end discreteness of one living cultural system
ere reflected in this netwcork. For the materizl trere is a tencsion
between past-in-itself and past=as~known - not isolated artifact
forms but constructions; 1in trese the artifacts occur in situations
whick can tell us zbout rrocessual relastionships and maybe site's
"gpecific" economic activities. Rezsons for particular geographic
and morphologicel restrictions of range might lie in factors
particular to the society in which the ertifacts are made. Moreover,

questions can be raised, as to what effects cross-cutting listributions
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have upon the ecceptance of populations as representing manufacturing
traditions established and maintained tlrough inter-communication
between groups. Indeed the point to consider is that pure technique
cen remain invariant under cultural transformations but not under

any kind of economic transformetion. This does not imply anything
maﬁhematically definable but an invariance upon which we can rely

in a serse. There is only a finite number of wéys to make some
particular implement out of a piece of stone. It zoes further than
that,for there is ample evidence that a user of stone tools would
pick up some piece of stone which would serve his immediste purpose
and not modify it unless he had to. The work to be done is the
primary problem. The shzpe to be formed, or the style is a secondary
matter. Of course the possibility always exists that although for
some reason it might be necessary to change the outline form of the
artifact or use another kind of artifact for the same purpose, other
levels of orgenization may remain constant or other levels of
organization may change and the tools used mzy nect. 4s during jtﬁ ”?
lifetime 2 duratle element such 2s a stone tool is seen as reflecting
processes like procurement, manufacture, use, mzintenance and
discard. it would be possible to sort out which of the processes

was involved in such an operation from level tc level or within the
seme level. Whatever the interpretation, it is almost impossible to
try and describe, economic, social, technical or other systems as
separate entities. Their interrelationships within a productive
operstion is so complete that one is forced to considier ani reconsider
the kinds of operations czrried out at 4ifferent szreas and evaluate,

in the long run, the mein factors contributing to the spatial con-
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centration of activities.,

6.3 Fvidence and Fvalustion: on three Greek regions

In its technologicel aspects the Palaeolithic in Greece lacks
uniformity; its variability requires detailed study of both
qualitative and quantitative criteria. Typologically, one can
discern the existence of "distinct" entities, craracterised by a
particuler uniformity of certain elements,ani this dickotomy exists,
in some cases, between assemblages within 2 site or srea. The two-
fold character of‘the above materisl is not totally ignored by
people involved in their shxﬁégjbuf is substantielly uniermined by
the power of pure typological analyses.

The scope of this-section is not to discuss the typological or
technologicGel elements of the sequences of the regions concerned,
that is Epirus, %lis and Thessaly, as these have beenApresented

15

elsewtere. The emphasis is placed on the "behaviour" responsibdle
for the artefactual evidence ani tre rate of chenge or nonvariance

through time. A number of sites hsd producei sets of assemblages

tkat vary significantly, but for whkichk the spectrum of variation may

. not be clearly associated with geography or with time - within the

limits of resolution for the latter.

In order to estimete this variebility, aralysis of 3000 stone
ertefacts hss been carried out, 1070 from each region: . This wes
imposed to a certsin extent by the aveilability sanid neture of
the meterial in generel and for stetisticel reasons in the second
instance. With thre lack of more reliable determinatives such as

abanlute deting, fine stratigraphic 4istinctions, environmental
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evidence etc., an atteampt was made to assess the reletive structure

of sites from artefact "quantities ani the diversity of artefacts,
inlistinct "empirical" types, naturally surerimposed clusters and
atypical formsl elements, even where a continuumw of forms existed.(figsl_4)
Such being the case, the analysis put forward extenis to the
plane of spetio-temporsl parameters where all sorts of forms in
respect of dating and locslisation were poorly distinguishable, as
for example in ?lis,;nﬁ.on the plaﬁe‘of functional an1 social dis-
tribution, when in the same microregion many elements were present
with-certain "wider'" ranges of forms and variations of ranges of
different "functiOAS? are joined - as for example in Thessaly and
“pirus. JInasmuck as suck a cdntinuum only existed in certain 2Zones,
the option was to expand the area under investigation by moving
the "bounderies" in different directions (figs. 5-7), in searck of
e zone in which the different renges—of socio-economic activities
still seexed concentrated or streztified. {fter estatlishing the

structure of these 2ones, the next step was to project this structure

=

on the poorly represented zones. OFf course prOJGCtiOn'Of‘/
bogndaries on to real materialgins.only coniitionel boundiaries, but
one mey consider the "meanings" within them, with some approximation
to the real. %e may suspect fhgt the_ranges of the differences
(variability) of forms which were "narrow" during the life of the
culture heve "expanied" as a result of twofactoréz a) the dis-
placement of "the ranges temﬁorarily hai led to their expansion;

it is supposed that luring the life of the culture this did not have real

significance, but later the narrow aljacenrt ranges of different
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periods have become superimposed and'joined into a8 total unit,

(one total group, band etc.), and b) small ani slow territorial

shifts in population have led to the accumulation in one place of

artefacts with a wider range of differences (v;riability) than
really existed in the area. As a result a continuum of forms takes
shape in the material obtained from the same (approximately) place.
The boundaries in it are not visible, but hidden by the shifts and
had to be distinguished by the contexts. In fact, sometimes such

differences do exist also in samples which are small or which were

drawn from limited areas.

-

Thus in this respect, sites where even a small number of iteme
‘was found were included, using the whole sample from where 10-20
items were present and choosing from the whole where more than that

was existing. The important point to consider here is that srtefacts

btave 2.differential but continuous distribution throushout the sites.
To test the above, the sample in each region has been aggregated

under five total units, and this revealed again the existence of

tre seme pattern of variation.

That seemed appropriate at this stage to test the asbove was

to use a multivariate anzlysis which has been carried out by com-

bining 14 3ifferent varisdles ani a set of 16 different groups of

gites of the three regions. Because the variables were categorical

it was necessary to use a measure 0f relstionships appropriate for

the situation end the proper one was the Tsq messure. Matrix of

Tsq distances were then subjected to maximum cluster ani non-metric

multidimensional scaling. Tre results show that Epirus-Flis g7rade

in z certain way into one another while Thessaly does not. For




- 481

example in the non-metric analysis number 12 is-clbser to 14, 15, 13

and 16, while at the cluster 7 and 12 are togetﬁefﬁ There is a
certain gmount of "noise" her%, some Jiscrepancy, Qith Thessaly
being the "peculiar" situation where 6, 7, 8, 9, 11 give distances
apart in the non-metric but are linked at the cluster (Fig.8, 9, Table 25).
This is a good example of the considerations discussei earlier,
and raises the problem of association with the simultaneous
expension and/or contrection of settlements and iniustries, implying
that differences between regions or areas could not have arisen
because one region ''benefited” particularly from ecological or other
factors - such as hunting opportunities or raw materiel sources -
but because of slightly different demands, institutions and activities
of the population, implicit in the fixed structures of the means of
production ani the iabour processes.

Another point of discussion under the present evidence is that
sites represent the operation of & single subsistence system ani
that this system is '"unzffected” by lonz-term ckanzes in style or
technology or by ecolozical sﬁifts which might either alter the
regional pattern of man-lani relstionships or the place of the
pa;ticular site in terms of the sezsonzl round or, in relation to
local resources. While these generalizations migkt not be wholly
true, there is obviously no question of denying the existence of
external causes in the transformation and evolution of economic
anl social systems nor of denying thet any system as a whole, in
its functioning., necessitates t*e reproduction of tre social relations
which are its constituents, but it must be emphasized that whether

tre czuses are exterral or internal they only have en effect becsuse
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they bring into plesy the properties of thre systems; to say that two

relationshins are opnosed: to each other, is not to deny their

complémentar& nature, but simply to affirm that the form - any form -

existswithin certain iimits and that beyoni these limits there

exists another level of development. What is calléd

non-development does not mean stagnation of course, in any sense;

it means the re-working within a society of certein forms of "economicCs,

of certain forms of technology, of certain social forms to satis®y

on the one hand, tle special needs of a2 population and_to p;eéerve, on

tre other hand,the 2ame populztion and‘;ts culture from destruction.
¥aving no irtention, as we have said, to treat in detail the

variations, or interpret at length tle differences and sizilarities

observed ir the assemblages, nevertheless we can iden}ify certain

pafterné which are clesrly comﬁlex and need to be discussed. For_

‘example, concerning the relative importance of the variable:s by

region (figlO;il) for Teccat, Thessaly had lower Vvelues from Fpirus/

Elis for 1 and 2 but for 3 and 7 the relationship was reversed.

F;r Patiﬁ, the distribution of otjects show that Elis had much

lower values from Tpirus/Thessely for 1, 2 and 3 but for 4, 5, 6.

tte relationship was revgrsed ani €, 7,once ggain shows & reversel

with Thesesaly having greater velues from Epirus/E ie; for 7, 8Iand

9 values zre reversed again. Or, for the Form %lis showei lower

values ir 1 but not in 3,34 Thessely showed a consistency in 1. 2.

but much lower values in 5 and 9; Fpirus had high values in 1 end

G, reversing tle sitvation in 3, 5 end 8. In some cases. a particuler

vaerizble shows 2 congisztency over the totel number of artefacts and

tris iteelf mey te & treit; ir yet other cases a“verizuvie is rare
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anl in that cese ascemblages may be separated or defined by thre

ebsence of this. TFowever, assemdleges includie examples of variables/

traitg}spé&ific tc another assemblage ani1 this situation might

represent contact between peoples in the form of exchanging. borrowing.
copying etc.; =at all events this "contamination" and variability

. is normal and cen be expected_at all levels (cultural or functiOnal)
yet it has to be tested as there is ethnographic evidence of scme
"primitive" peorles, among whom there are ceses of unrelated bands
adopting technologies with detailed similarities probzbly because

of the presence of essentiezl reguirements of the same mode of

production eand productive activities. It may help to clerify what

has been seid so far if we go through some quantitative criteris
of our sample; -it is more then eviient thzt length, width, thickness .
very. . in the three regions (sgé»tables 26_28) Figsl2,13 show the

irter=-site varistion witkin tlre regions where there seem to be a

reletive consistency between Fpirus/Flis for width, thickness, but

for Thessaly the situztion is different altogether.

In fact, such differences 4o exist.for the morphology 2ni shape

(AN

oi flakes. In Fpirus the chepe is mainly irregular.gn.contrast to

’ thet of Thessely. “longated flakes are rare 2nd numerous flakes

still bearing a portion of the cortex are present. Retouching seeams
to be compsratively rare in ¥lis and when it is frequent it is dis-
continuous ani partisl. Conversely in Thessaly retouching is rather
extensive end only rerely flat.. In 2 few cases the fiint pebbles heve
not been exploited to the full and hzve only 2-3 flskes rewoved withk

a large portion of tlre cortex still intact. Gererally althtough few

in comparisen withr tlre totel number of fleske#, retouchel tools rever-
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theless 1isplay quite a veriety'of "types" ani this holds for the
three regiOns.16 Very fewitypiéal tools kave béen found in each
t?pological class. It would be_expected that retouched artefacts
involve e grester amount of input and energzy ani that the grest
percentage of etypicel tools implies the requiremerts for an ell
purpose equipment, designed to meet difficulties at all levels of
the lebour process. Assuming that the semples collected adequately
represent the renge of assemblages varistion st tre sites from which
they were drawn and thet to an extent they are unaffectedby inter/
intra site differences in artifect distribution as a function of
spatial segregation of certzin activities (in fact much differences
do exist also in samples which are sma2ll or which were drawn from
limited areas) it is tempting to suggest that threse differences

are a function of the kini of'activities carried out; or elternstively,
a matter of the context in which these tools were used. On the other
hand, differences in site location in relation to biotic community
appeer to account for varigtion in the ratio of stone tools and in
the relative frequency of particular types.‘ But this srgument seems
less than completely satisfactory in that it fails to account for
differences in the relative importance of these categories at sites
whick have similer biotic or stone resources.

Although the snalysis presented here is quite preliminary,
taking into consideration that more datz is needed to test the abvove
from a quantitative point of view - it rsises two questions about
inter/intra assemblége Variability; one involves the espparent lack
of evidence in the lithic material for the seasonal difference in

cottiemert or subcsistence. Yost of the artefascts seem to be cornnected



¥
£}

HIEAE
B

o
:ﬁ: i

P JAy
3 .Z*:'

489

with mainterance rather than subsistence activities, so far not a

very strong evidence for seasonal Variation.‘ -
The argument seems to retain a certain validity in the case

where, 8) the same resource is available ani exploitei at both wet

and dry seasons, where it should not lead to wmarked 4ifferences in

the tool-kit, or in the case b) where hunters gathered food whenever

available ratrer than continuously; again such d1ifferences have

no great possibilities: of being reflected in the stone assemblages.

The obvious implications ofall thisisthat seasonal systems are

unlikely to be reconstructed or verified on the basis of lithic

material only, andi that direct evidence in the ¥ind of plant and

animal remz2ins will be essential for such an evaluation. The seconi

point raised by this Aiscussion - pertains- to tables 12%;gnd 30

interpretation; of interassemblage variastion in the three

regions at large. ™hen such variation is recognized, it is generally

seen as eithér stylistic,that is reflecting certain traditionaa

standaerds applied tc the manufacture of stone tools‘and/Or being

the result of differences in accese 10 the raw mete;ial usei znd of

tke particular charecteristics of these materisls as they affect the

form of implements; and certeinly environmenial factors as they

affect the range of activities of the pOPUietiOns are involved.. Now,

trere is no need to 3deny such factors; the problem withk these

interpretations is not with the external anaslysis of "facts". If

we consider lithic, or bone or ottér finls e&s facts, which in our opinion

. they ere, there is a great neel to break away from the purely

apparent aspects of their mechanical characteristics and define the

coniitions or tre inner logic of their production ani renrroiuction:
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not onlyone labour activity - man's relationship to man on the

material-level in a determined environment on the basis of a

determined technology - btut man'§ relationship to man, producers

i —

and non-proiucers, in the appropriation ani control of the means of

proiuction (tools, land, raw material etc.) ani the products of
labour (hunting, gathering etc.). An analysis like this ghould never
be considered as a "real"” body of facts, or as a consolidated
statistical system, but rather as an approximation to the reality
which is arrived at through a cogplex set of estimateg.

6.4 The approach to povulstion; not one-3imensional pstterns

but underlyipg relationships

In simpie terms, the gbove may suggest that with a highly
dispersed (at the time) population the integration of the cultural
economic system and sub-systems could still be & major requirement,
or objective, but that it would have to tske modified énrms and
thet mechanisws to ensure that integration between small scattered
population wouldi have to be developed.

Thus, concerning Tpirus and Thessaly, we do not see why we.
chould excluie tre interaction - even intense interaction - between
tHé groups or bands within thece aress; there is every reason to
suspect that there was at leest as gr?at a need for interaction with
these dispersed bands, as- . for recent hunter-gathkerers. %¥e can
_trace a concentration of population ani continuous occupation in
certain areas from at leest Upper Palaeolitkic right through Weolithic
anl later on. The populetion rélationships were thus not determined

by the adjustment of population.to static, given resourcesj . but by
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dynamic interactions and mutual sdjustments within a total (changing)

ecosystem in which humen populetions were just one, though a dominant

and active rather than merely re?ctive component. 'There hﬁman
populations formed part of such an ongoing nexus of interactions n;t
only did their activities make a particularly strong impact on the
system, but their potentiality for rapid cultural rather than slow
genetic change eratled them to react in turn to changes in total
equilibrium, ctanging their behaviour to maintain a place within

the system. It mey De assumgd)on the other hand, that population
responded to similer changes in different demographic fashions to
ensure a cohesive socio-economic networko17 In some cases, we can
discern - even with great caution - in certain areas secondary
settlements splitting off frow the "primary" ones,forming clusters

of what we term to-day centre-periphery groups. It would be iogical

to assume thzt interaction continued to exisf between different
"primary' sites or primary-secondary sites. Considering the continuous
occupation of sites and tre material - together with other softs
of evidence - it seems a8 plzusible assumption tg sey tgat we had &
permanent occupetion with an internal "growth" of population even
et a very slow rate. Thesealy is one of the cases where we can ]
eQaluate that essumption. Sites did not increasse in number = as far as we
know - but the utilization of the region formerly exploited just

for its hunting potentiall8 was "later® usea for hunting-gathering

and fishing. In this respect it is not necessary to be able to

measure with exactness the point(s) at which the population increased

{or reacrei a certain degree of stability) necessiteting a utilization

nf new ecologicel mones, it is only sufficiert to point out thet




488

population "changed" at a rate which 1emanded a shift in aiaptive
economic strétegie;. It is obviously imp;;fant to see thet the
rgquirepents of = socio-ecoromic network éxistea in tgése early
periods and necessitated certain processes which were different for
tke three regions; tlre alternativg§jj1a changing situation were
dissimiiar not only because of the slightly different physiographic
and climatic conditions, but also because of differential solutions
given to the same problems. It is necessary to view the technological
and demographic factors &s part of an explanation for that situation
eand a possible tension between concentration ani geographical
expansion. There existed in almost all cases an evidence of
substantial shift - or synchronous utilization for botkr animal and

- plant resources - from hunting of lerge animals to smaller and plant
utiligation. Still unknown are the size of the groups, the degree
of depéﬁ@ence on animal proiﬁcts versus plant material and the

stability of change through the Upper Palaeolithi¢ . or the relastive

dependence on these food sources and its subsequent effect on the

social_group°

It is possible thst changes in the subsistence chizifigg
unrelated to the clenges in the guPsésEegcg bsse kad in féct_taken
place during this period hnd/or'these crhanges heave been unrelated to
the kinds of food procurement, but r;ther were changes in the means
of procuring or preparing the same kind of food. Or it is possible
trat different foods were being coliected, but thet there was not a
change in the meat/vegetable proportions in the diet. The composition

of the faune recovered from the three regions, Lowever, does not

suggest that there hLave been changes in the kind of faune being
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exploited other than changes from one genus of herbivoresto another.
"For Epirus we can disc?rn the utilization of a wider territorial
range, ani a ﬁore intensiveifdbd production (in the sense of food
procurement). The distribution of known sites and the location of
find assemblages turnei out to reflect the expected (and observed
ethnographically) relationships between groups, related'to distance
eand the provability of vicinity of a site at & given distance from
fixed points of individual mobility within a certain locality. This
applies for instance to the case where sites existed within a 25 km
radius’(or less); we may suppose more frequent communication and
flow of information; this was not accomplished without a sort of
ad justment in social orgar.zization° These sites cannot be viewed as
seasonal ones, nor can they be understood és limited use sites, as
a variety of resources (sub-envirOnmentel zones) were sufficiently
clése, within easy walking distance. The relatively swall size 2and
theirilayout suggests thet they were structured for a sbciél system

ttat emphasized social interaction. It is significant that in

Fpirus; only in one or two instances ere special use sited documented

(Asprochaliko and maybe Klithi recently).l9 Ve may suppose that in

Tpirus the answer to z2n "increasing population” was simply to permit

trhe expanding population to start new communities wkere other types
of land were available and could be utilized. ¥krat this means is
trat "fissioning"” under increaging populetion demandel certain con-

straints thet were dealt with in e manrer that was determined by the

existing social organization arni the physiogravhic factors. The
population-settlement "tradition" seems dAifferenmt in Thessaly both

in terms of wmicro-environmertel shifte ani in tre soncial adaptations.
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Here regional groups form a more stereotyped community pzttern which
did not evolve in Wpirus or ®lis, for some of the sites certainly
indicate 2 higher degree of permanence. The Tlis situation seems
different a2ltogether from that of both areas in terms of environment
eand the socizl adaptations. Settlemert pzttern was never "linear"
in character but from the earliest occupations was unevenly dispersed.
Certainly Aue to tlhe absence of excavated sites no Aiscernable
vzttern is observed, the entire situation nevertheless from the
documentation we possess, could be described as littoral-inland

with _ .2 greater emphasis on fishing and collectingj probably
as a result of this a stereotyped community pattern 4id not evolve
in the areaz. In spite of that, we would suppose again that these
communities were not completely autonomous, as the different food
resources would encoursge economic interactions.

From the data presently aveilable then, it appears that in
Thessaly the most favoured parts of the regions were watei?ariented,
placed near streams, rivers or the sea. In Fpirus sites existed
mostly on plateau znd sheltered caves or gentle slopes characterized
by "several" kinds of environment, and in ¥lis sites 2re found neer
the coest ani fewer inlznd. These, together with the growth znd
sezsonzl patterns of thre areas, lea?./to the conclusion tret the
sites were occupied both summer and wintepbwhich makes any seasonal
migration of the people unlikely but does not excluile the possi-

20

. . (4
bilities of mizration for other reasons.

Concerning tre relstive population numbers of the =areas in

question trat can be mzde from estimstes of utilizel space is quite

limited. 4ltlrough a number of dilferent observetions can be used in

Pai
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operationalizing the veriable of utilized space as number of sites,
eggregate sijes' area, numﬁer of dwelling units etc., trese have
différential util{ty‘as iata bases for démographic inference:

a) the use of the number of sites for inferring populations is
problemetical for two reasons; first not all sites were places
where people lived - some were limited-activity or special-use sites.
It cen be shown that the amount of limited-activity space utilized

by a populstion can ani does vary independently.gl Secondly,
counting sites ignores the typical variation in site sizes b) of
measuras based on the number of sites, aggregate site area is the
most adequete slthougk it suffers frow the same problem - not all
sites were habitation sites. By far the most common practice is to
sum the number of s=ites or dweliing units occupied at 2 given phase.
But first the technique assumes thet the probabilities of sites having
been oécupied et 21l points in the "phase" are equal. Secondly, the
fechnique assumes (again implicitly) trat sites 30 not "grow" but
come intp existence wren s "pkase" begins and go out of existence
when the phzse ends. e know that this is not so. We can ergue
eboaf elternative modes of sites growth but this model is not a
regsonable alternstive. . Moreover - as we have already saidi - phases
sre typically arbitrary temporal units arni 2re synchronic concepts
whrichk obscure the diachronic variability inherent in the archazeolozical
recori. One learns about socio-demographic ani economic change by
comparing e;pected patterns to observed pstterns and attempling to
evaiuate differences £etween them. Probably the answer lies in a
spatizl epprosch or set of epproaclkes in artifezct studies incorporating

wuch tlzt ras been lzbellied settlement srcrmeology, ecologzy,
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demography, ethnoarchaeology, reginnal ani system studies. -Although

some of thre details of the:above discussion are open to different
in%erpre;ation,_we cannot ignore the fact that certain features tend
to repeat themselves in space and time andl as more information
accumulates from intervening localities, a very suggestive pattern
is beginning to emerge showingz that indeed some consistent trendis

. 2 . . ,
o) exlst.2 Tre theoretical distribution of settlements could be

characterized as "regular”" with a meximum spacing in between, given
their density over theé}otal area. This is based on the assumption
ttat the space over which the settlements occur is uniform ani
homogeneous with regard to available resources. Insofar as the
physiography and resources vary, the pattern may correquhdingly
vary; Cognitive patterning subsumes ecologiczl ani socio-economic usage,
7through the strong lin%s between knowrledge of ani impact on terrain.
It is important to view, if nét individual sites, certainly the
totality of sites for s time-span, in relatiOn to the ecologicsal
zones in whkich they occur, or do not occur, or occur in lesser or
greeter concentrations than might be expected OnAtTe besis of the
overall density of sites for the total area. It is just-that type

of gtudy 0of the occurrence, variety, and distribution of sites

znd the gquentities andi charecteristics of artifact assembleges con-
centrated or scatterea upon them as indicators of intensity or
frequenting and variety of activities, which constitutes the raw

data for the flow of transformations of prehistoric societies which
can be cross-sectioned 2t any point, including thte relevant densities

of population within trese regional zones.

Amons the sites 1iscussel for arees 1 enil ¢ thre dietary remzins
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suggest an economy which exploits & wide ran;e of resources, some

perhaps seasonal, but all available within 2 restricted geogrephricel

_range in an environment offering diverse opportunities. Tkere is

no substantial evidence for seasonal occupation of the sites; the
seasonal iniicators till now suggest year-rouni use. Where the
cites offer evidence for sssemblage variation over time it can be
explzined in terms of changes in the subsistence economy relasted to
economic factors. The ultimeste cause of the economic 1ifference may
be enviyongental or a matter of cultural preference.

The fact of assemblage variation in the three regions of our
ssmple is "clear”, in the distribution patterns of some artifact
types and in the variation of the relative frequency with whick
certain components are represented in the assemblages - as a whole.

So far, the assemblages witkin each regiom are not too dissimilar

to be seen as two aspects of a different industrial tradition, as
for exsmple, in situations where marked seasonal differences necessitsted
different technologies and exploitative strategieswithin the same
group‘.z3 Sxamining today's evidence in areas with hot dry summers
end wild moist winters, no difference in seasonal activity large
engugh to produce entirely different technologies was observed esmong
recent hunter-gatherers. In any casse, assemblages-in spite of their
differences - consist of cutting, scraping ani chopping implegents,
that is, meinly maintenarce tools, and not likely therefore to be
Lighly sensitive to environmertal differences. Of course if such
greet dissimilerity in sise, style., technigue of manufecture of

implements, anl in choice of raw materizl existed., tke suggestion

would be trzt two or thrree differemt groups of penple were involved
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which does not séem to be the cese of the sreas under investigation.
It would appear, however, that trere are differences in detail that
Justify the delineating of some sort of bouniaries. Although the
precise scale of group involved is still unclear, for that part of
the regions for which we have both distribution petterns eni -
relative - time depth, there appears to‘be a widespread shtaring of
traits. Although most of these are the "basic" tools made on flskes
end fragments (the maintenance tools of Binfori end Binford 1969)
which occur in many stone age cultures, their apparently similar and
possibly coexténsive range of size, form anl technique between 9arliér
later "phases” suggests 2 certzin degree of continuity. What is
suggested by the continuity of not only subsistence, but slso by
continued occupatiov of the same sites is that transition ﬁhich
occurred between earlier and later stone industries may not have been
accompéniei by a2ny great changes in adaptation. Whether this again
suzgests diffusion24 resulted from en influx of new ideas or from
movement of people is an oven question. Towever, there is ample
ethnographic evidence showing thet diffusion of goods ani ideas
over wide areas occurred not throuzh movements of large tribal
groups but through elaborate trading systews mz2de possible by the
bridged mechanisms of local groups, family and individuszl movement.
There is no rezson to think that similar processes 4il not take place
in the Upper Palaeolithic oni eerlier. If so they would eccount for
the spread of some tool forms ani technijues over wider distances as
for example "similarities"” observed between Tlis ari Fpirus or %pirus

and Thessaly sequences. The constitutive elewents inpeach case are the

ssme, but tre cowbinations vary. It is these couwbinztions which
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define the different typical or atypical forms ani these in their
turn characteyi;e regions éni their moments of ;;olution. They 4o
not necessarfly account for "phases” since the same typical 6r
atypical form or style can be maintzined durinz several "phases"
ani that several forms can coexist into the same '"phase'".

The general impression deriving from these observations is
that of uniformity concerning the mode of production with the

necessary transformetions, diversifications ard differences in the

means of precductive activity. -

6.5 Summary

Nature may require a biological 2lliance betweern man a2nd nzature
but socio-economic interactions ani culture deciie how ani in what
specific ways., Thaet the transition from erimal to tumzn ic made

possibie by the emergence of a "function" adds 2 certain explanatory
point but does not change the basic issue. "hat tre study of the
evidence of trese functions shows is how rpeople's "intel%ectual"
efforte are zimed at mediating ani underétandins the transition
ani linke between nature andi culture. A related question to this
iS} wkat human 2ctivity most closely approximates this integration?
Trere is nct a clear answer, but certainly technologzy {tre wey Yerx
put it) hypermediates the transition from nature to socielizetion,
by integrating twd facefs, the one historicel the other organic.
Reintroiucing the situated humap being into arnthropological

praxis ‘will be the turn to recognisinghuman prcperties ani the key

to understaniing thie continuous "silence"” over historiczlly situated

apd criticelly motivoted human praxis.
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In order to analyse societies and explain their functioning in
histo;y, we must then give priority to relationskips between economy
and society. And this mearns that we must first reconstruct and
reconsider theoretically the real economic processes which characterize
a given society. In fact to view Palaeolithic reality through the
testimony of tkose who have always used and controlled science means
that reality is inferior to history, whichk is not thte case, sas
reality 1s not a fetishized domein but rests beyondi "traditionally"

[
given boundaries. A materialism which takes a dialectical approach <

[
as its point of departure cannot be sclely a sezrch for networks of
typological czusalities, without at the same time seeking to under-
stand and evaluate the relative importance of the various and
different causes,éi the functioning,that is primerily on the conditions <
of produqtion and reproduction of a pzlaseolithic society. This task
involves something other than creating a typology, or studying a
"technique'", limiting the whole action to one possibility.
"Individuality" is not 2z predefined category of different attributes
within a system but z consciously determined expression of cause
end effect, tre final step - each time - between domains in 2 society.

To reiterate: primitive societies do0 not limit themselves to

producing goods destined for subsisternce. The fact that such goods

~

are common propertgl‘eliminates the market in the modern sense. I@‘
primitive economies do produce surplus, this is destined for the

support of éocial structures other than the market, which function‘: .
by forces of numerous forms of nonmercantile exchange. The

productive forces remsin what they are, sufficient Tor the subsistence

w

of 211 the wembers of the group. Man is inseparatly & part of



gsociety, society is a part of the human iniividiual; there is no

sbstract individual free of all social relations, ani there is a

; crucial balance between the proiuction of the immediaste essentials

“ of life, the production of articles of food, clotking, dwellings, and

the tools necessary to that production andi the production of the

T
il

?

humen beings themseives° Thus, humazn hunting and‘gqthering (or
fishing) economies are clearly organized for socisl proiuction
end can be seen to produce in ways that may approximete - in
organization anikretugns - agricultural societies,

In evolutionary processes there are inlterent contradictions
giving rise to potentialities in each living system; quelitative
chengze is s potential of each system. Txternal factors and conditions,
of course, plezy necessary roles, tut they can never be sufficient
forces. The real conflict and the crux of the issue is that we must
show .not only how specific external conditions - affect change, but
Yow the internzl potentialities of the system unier c0nsiderati9n
(and its contradictiOns)'Process'the effect of tlrese coniitions.

A system thet only adapts cannot change; and unless the causality

can be specifiel, the change can harily be-regariel as processual,
2nd any climsiic, environmentel, populatiorn or technological situatio%
22 guch cen harily be the messure.of its occurrence. Thet musi be
sought is a theory of process that will generate the facts of history
from elemerts present in the beginning. not just look back over

"facts"” to demonstrate that survival and adaptation have occurred in

'resporse to external influences.
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NOT®S ANT REFERENCES

Marx K: Economic and phiigsophical'manusgripts of 1857-1859. (from

Pre-capitalist Socioeconemic formations) -

Marx K: Grundrisse.

Yarx K: Capital vol I,III

¥arx K: Capital Vol I. Tre paleontological mode of reasoning
is continued after the pesssage quoted in a footnote of the

same page ".. However little our written histories up to this
time notice the development of material production, which is
the basis of all social life, ani therefore of all real history,
yet prehistoric times have been classified in accordance with
the results; not of so-celled historicazl, but of materialistic
investigations. These periods heave been divided, to correspond
witk the materials from which their imprlements and weapons were
mede, viz. into the stone, the bronze and the iron ages.”

Bonnischeen R. 1977

" Pavaioznnou-Statheki 1985. especially page 37 and notes 21,22.

"Capitel investment" of course with the sense of the aggregate

of expenditures allocatei for the creation of‘new fixed assets

and for the development and expansion of exi§¥ing firxed assets
which function botl in the production and non-productive spheres.
Capital investment forwmed through internal sources of accumuiation
ani channelled in a vplerned way into creating the material and
technolozical base of a snciety. This can serve as an indicator

of total returns of "cepitzl” (ar the absoilute efficiency of

. . ! 5 \
capitzl investment; for the societ;'s (banis, groups,; economy



.
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as a whole and for its sectors_and geographical regions.
Marx, refuted boqrgeois econowists' interpretation of capital
as an agé?egate of thi;g§‘(me5ns of production) and was the
first to discover that capital is not a thing, but rather =
definite social production relation, belonging to a definite
historical formation of society,whichis manifested in a thing

and lerds the thing a specific social character. (Capital Vol I)

The physical description of the external forms of artifacts is

besed in %uclideen geometry. Terms such as triengular,

réctangular, concave or convex fregquently do not fit the
artifacts forms under consideration; the analyst is forced to
modify his description by saying the outline is triangular-like
or semi-ovoid etc.; in the science df georetry e form is-either

ovoid or triangular or it is not; often archaeologzists have

‘modified these spatial categories with qualifications often

forcing this description system beyond its logically useful

limits. On tpe other hand, wetric scales 4o provide a standardized
measure by whiclk specimens can be compared, but before such
measures_can acquire meening the enalyst must by sowme means

decide what kind of inforwation is being wmeasured. Most

értifact meesurements are taken on the artifact's external

formal perimeters such as lergth, width, thickness; these kinds

of measurement glgng will yield no information of the processes
behind tool formation.

Sardin J.C. 1980, Klejn L.S. 1982

-

Amongst others: Bordes F. 1261, 1969, Collins D. 1971, ¥rieger

1960, Rouse I. 1260, 1972, Spaulding A.C. 1253, 1254, 1260.

.
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Woolburn J. 1380 in Gellner ®. (eds) Soviet and Western
Anthropology. Accepting such an approach - much more when the
function of the finds is yet unknown - means to borrow
informetion frouw ethnographers and the organization of tasks
from historians. ¥eturally, this dependis in large measure on
thé theoretical opinions (real types observable and artificial
types invented, convenient etc.). But, in any case, in order

to teke a whole view of an assemblage, one needs to be aware

of the relationships between the coumponents; therefore a system
of clzssification should not divide the material into individual
tool types but also group them into a system according to
varioég‘lines of relatedness (positive or negative),

Arseniev A:S. 1969 (quoted from Klejn L. 1972)

In anthropology another line of development arose from the
realization of tre need to relax the azssumption of “primitive"
man. Once again the trensfer from "types" to peoples involves

a reinforcement of the ina}equacies of the current claessificatory
system; these contradictions are not totally ignored in the
literzture. There a2re discussions zbout the character and
degree of this kind of order asnd whether it is possible to
measure up the reality by increasing objectivity at the expense
of subjective admixture.

Fconomics taken here in a2 "narrow" sense, not as the theoretical
expression, the zbstraction of the social relations of
production. Fvery economic category is a logical concept,

whick in an abstract way characterimes tre essence of a certzin

economic phenomenon. ~conomic laws appear along «with the

.
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appearance of humsn society as people begin to produce. As

the material coniitions of society change and one type of the

Al
"
v
Kl
\

relations -of production is replaceil by another, certain

i economic lews cease operating =ni1 others emerge. Inherent
in every sociai system is its owvn set of specific economic laws.
13 “Every object possesses various properties, andi is thus capable
of being applied to different uses. One and the same product
may therefore serve as raw material in very Jdifferent processes"”
".» Again a perticular produgt may be used in one and the same
process, both as an instrument of labour ani as a raw materisl."
oo o"If we examine the whole process from the point of view of its
result, the product, it is plain that both the instruments and
the subject of labour, are means of production and that the
labour-itself is productive labour." It is more than obvious
what Marx meant by these. In a footnote of the seme page
(Capital Vol. I) he adds: "It appears parajoxical to assert,
that uncaucht fish, for instance, =2re a means of production
in the fishing industry. But hitherto no one tas iiscovered
the art of catching fish in waters that contain none."

-

14 “nzels F.: Anti-Ddkring. Lenin V.I.: Xaterialis:m 2ni “apirio-

criticism.
15 See }¥Sc. F. Papaioannou-Stathaki 1981; which contzins an
extensive bivliography of the subject ani where the geology,

environment and lithic material of the regionsh=ve been discussed.

7 Tpirus see especially G.N. Balley 1982, 12E35, 1986, 1387.

or

16 Flakes struck frow chert =2re ofter shorter from those struck

T

from quartzite. "With the longer quartzite flekes trhe situztion

w
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wizht be the opposite. Alternatively, it may simply be that
chert cores aveilable alonz the river chennels are smaller

- than the quartzite cores proiucei end worked out crops and
that this factor (which involves a decision-making factor from
the part of the knappers) rather then differences in the
properties of the material themselves is responsible for
veriation in flakes type and size. Again, more efficient
retouch mechanics may be critical for that veriation. Certainly
the 4ata on which these observations 2re based is limited but
it is sufficient . to support tke contention that both
access to and the mechanical character of the artefscts need
further consideration.

17 Admittedly these procedures are on "d4ifficult" ground. but their
;pplicability could bve tested in many wéys. By-searching fo¥
déCision—models used in production, we are forced to consider
21l "varizbles'" and the kinds of technological operztions
carried out at d1ifferent sites, for different or sometimes similar
purﬁoses. Ani1 when evaluating change ir diachronic seguences
it would be possible to explazin suchk 1iverse processes as
movement, exchan_ e, trale or jin gituy development etc.. Althoughitthe
iata presented here cannot be claimei as wholly representative
of the three regions, a strong point is the relatively large
size and the relatively wide geographical distribution of the
sample wﬂich mzkes it probable that any sort of results would
nei be overturned (at least totally) by using “"more” iats or
new dete, and that gualitetive results concerninz ihe whole

matter could remein intact. * reinforcemeni of ire azove is
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that although data as such seems not sufficient for such an
endeavour the location of the sites in and arouni the sreas
(tozether with their techknological tradition) demonstrates a

trend towards "regular" spacing through time-spacing in the

sense of settlements remaining within the same - broadly defined -
boundaries in spite of changes in the landscape in terms of

local climaetic factors. Interpretation of this patterning is
vital for an understaniing of prehistory in these areas; sites
were preferred on a continuous btasis not only for their resource
potential but for socio-economic reasons as well.

Yilogeic V. 1958, 1960, 1965, Theocharis D.R. 1958, 1967, 1974.
See Higgﬁy’/, .' , Bailey G.X. : . .. . T

Certainly buman behaviour is not random; the expectation of
visiting & particular place is bazsed upon a purpose - hunting

or gaihering, exchange of trade, visiting femilies, meeting
friends etc..

Settlement implies settled habitation and while that is
appropriate for agricultural populations, the term and the

concept become increasingly strained when epplied to "primitive"
groups. Feaovitation and occupanjy'sites cover all the space ﬁ
aspects of the usage of en area: habitation, subsistence,

other exploitative activities, movement, dispersal 2nd agzgregation,
within the limits of the '"same" broadest zrea.

Fudison (1969) by incluiing » temporal dimension in locational
analysis provides for a process oriented approach in contrast

to tre static view of spetizl occupation at 2z single point of

time. Blouet (1972) has adapted Hudson's wodel to include the
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phenomena of community distributiOnJan: Wood (1972) has N
recommended the application of this model in archaeological
enalysis and discussed many of the methods.

See Wright R.V.S. (eds) 1977

A generai methodological problem is that of 4iffusion - that

has not been controlled for. The problem means that if =a

sanple is composed of too many neighbouring societies there

is the possibility that test resulf§;fsimply reflect borrowing >~
or historical connection rather than independent functional

relationships. (Galton's problem)



ITE CODFE RO SITE CODE No SITE CODE No

92}

%G. Georgios 101 100 Giifa 201 248 Loutra 301 176
Asprochaliko - 103 108 Mikro 202 252 Vasilaki 302 136
wyoritsa 105 z Kokkinokastro Katekolo 303 24
Tresprotiko 108 4 A3, Petros 203 116 Retouni 304 8
Ioannina (airport) 109 16 Pinios 204 324 Lapa 305 8
Icannina (town) 110 20 Theopetra 205 12 Lakkopetra 306 48
Ioannina {%leousa) 111 32 Kedros 207 32 Kastro 308 300
Ioannine {(island) 113 8 Argissa 209 16 Anallas 309 300
Ioannins (Perama) 114 4

Karvounari 115 112

Kastritss 116 60 Table 12: Raw Frequencies - Table 12: Raw Frequencies - Flis
Katsika 117 8 Thessaly

Kov¥inopilos 118 104 Txcept for 204 including 209 The following sites are aggregated
Louros 120 48 sites non-aggregated together into 5 major groups:
Yazarakia 121 16 . 301 including 303
Yargarition 122 17 305 " 306,304

Yorfi 124 52 . ' A 302

Pantanassa 126 80 308

Preveza 127 c 309

Pzrdalitsa 128 8

Kokkytos valley 130 28

Sideri 136 8

Stefani 137 20

Oropos , 138 &8

N. Sapsous 139 8

Panayia (Prev) 140 12

Table 12: Raw Frequencies - Fpirus
Tre following sites are aggregated
together into % major groups
101 including 108,137,118,126

103 ! 140
115 S 122,121,130,136,124,128
117 " 116,105,109,113,110,111,114

138 " 139,127,120

Go¢



1l SITF 1l Tpirus 2 RAW MAT®ERIAL 1l Flint 3 TECHNOLOGICAL 1 Flakes
2 Thessaly 2 Chert CATRGORY 2 Blades
3 Elis 3 Quartz 3 Cores
4 Quartzite 4 Trimming Pieces
5 Volcanics 5 Core Rejuvenation Flakes
6 Nbsidian 6 Plunging Flskes-Bledes
7T Other T Other
4 COYPLTTENFSS 1 Wwhole 5 PRESERVATION 1 Rolled 6 PATINATION 1 White-ish
2 Broken 2 tbraded 2 Grey-ish
3 Fresh 3 Yellow-ish
4 Black
5 Reddish
6 Green-ish
7 Brown-ish
8 Mixed
9 Beige
17 CORTEX 1 Present. 8 BULB 1 Present 9 BUTT 1 Cortical 10 RETOUCE 1 Absent
2 Absent 2 Partial 2 Flat ¢ Presgent
3 Absent 3 Dihedral
4 Taceted
5 Linear
6 Other
9 Nissing
1l RETOUCH DORSAL 12 VENTRAL 13 RELATION BETWEWN 1 Continuous
LOCATION 1 Proximel Bnd 5 Proximal Fnd RETOUCHE LOCATION 2 ?1scont1nuous
2 Jistal Fnd 6 nistal Bnd i Jverse
3 Right Side 7 Right Side
4 Left Side 8 Left Side
Table 13 /continued «...

_ 906



14 TYPE 0OF RVTOUCH

N

"Courte”
"Longue"
"Couvrante"
Invasive
Nibbled-fine

Avbrevations for code recoded as :

L
1

RAWN
= TECCAT
= CO¥P
= TRES
PATI
= CORTEX
= BULB

n

Table 13:

10
11
14
15
16
17

= BUTT

= RETOUCH
= HEL

= UFT TYPE
= IORM

= LENGTE / WIDTH

Variable Code.

15 FORK 1
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
/ THICKVESS

Irregular
Triangular
“uadrangular
Polygonal
Rounded

Nval

Il—‘
wn
N L)
o
=

‘Pointed Oval

Conocal Tetrahedric
Flongated

1 Length
2 Width
3 Thickness

Lo¢
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RAVM

CODE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
101 39 15 8 3 - - 3y 100
103 62 21 1 24 - - - 108
105 21 - - - - 1 - 28
108 1 3 - - - - - 4
109 6 - - 4 - - 6 16
110 11 6 - 1 - - 2 20
111 12 14 - 4 - - 2 32
113 - 2 - 1 - - 5 8
114 3 - - - - - 1 4
115 60 34 1 13 - - 4 112
116 27 17 1 9 - - 6 60
117 2 2 1 3 - - - 8
118 51 22 - 7 - - 18 104
120 21 1 - 5 - - 15 48
121 g 8 - - - - - 16
122 7 8 - - - - 2 17
124 23 18 - 11 - - - 52
126 17 31 7 5 - - 20 80
127 - 3 3 - - - 6 12
128 2 5 - - - - 1 8
130 12 9 - 4 - - 2 28
136 5 3 - - - - - 8
137 7 4 5 4 - - - 20
138 41 28 1 13 - 1 4 88
139 2 2 3 - - - 1 8
140 5 2 - - - - 5 12
201 89 33 34 11 - - 81 248
202 35 187 19 - - 8 3 252
2m 86 11 11 4 - - 4 116
204 289 5 1 15 -~ - 8 324
205 12 - - - - - - 12
207 30 - - 2 - - - 32
209 16 - - - - - - 16
301 57 68 33 2 - 2 14 176
302 56 15 3 - - - 2 136
303 8 14 - - - 2 24
304 6 2 - - - - - 8
305 4 3 - - - - 1 8
306 25 20 - - - - 3 48
308 97 184 13 - - - 6 300
309 113 187 - - - - 1 300

Tatle 14: Distribution counts of RAWM Dby site.



TECCAT
COZE 1 2 3 4
101 54 - 3 -
103 52 14 15 -
105 18 4 2 2
108 . 2 2 - -
109 6 1 - -
110 7 - - -
111 17 - 1 -
113 3 - - -
114 2 - - -
115 68 10 10 -
116 25 1 6 -
117 4 2 - -
118 65 3 8 -
120 18 2 7 -
121 8 2 1 -
122 2 - - -
124 35 4 6 1
126 42 1 6 1
127 C 6 - - -
128 5 1 - -
130 8 8 3 -
136 4 - - -
137 12 1 2 -
138 46 - 1 -
139 3 - 1 -
140 . 5 - - -
201 14 1 57 -
202 122 7 36 -
203 1 1 20 -
204 143 9 21 -
205 9 1 - -
207 19 - - -
209 6 - - -
301 96 5 14 -
302 85 1 217 o
303 9 - 4 -
304 - - 4 -
305 4 - 2 -~
306 33 - 4 -
308 179 2 33 -
309 159 14 20 -

Table 15: Dietribution counts of

[ |

I

TECCAT by

VSN

(I S - |

[© RGN VYNV I B T - B S IS I S

11

[ N e S A

site.

U
N O SN0 N BNO W

111
45
139
13
10

60
19
11

86
103

Total

100
108

248
252
116
324
12
32
16

176
136
24

48
300
300
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COMP
CODE

101
103
105
108
109
110
111
113
114
115
116
117
118
120
121
122
124
126
127
128
130
136
137
138
139
140

201
202
203
204
205
207
209

301
302
303
304
305
306
308

Table 16: Distribution counts of COMP by site.
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15
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11

40
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Total

100

248
252
116
324
12
32
16

176
136
24

48
300
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PATI

CODE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total
101 30 8 5 1 16 - 12 28 - 100
103 36 24 13 3 3 - 6 23 - 108
105 T . 6 5 - 5 - 1 4 - 28
108 2 1 - - - - 1 - - 4
109 2 3 2 4 1 - 2 2 - 16
110 3 8 - 5 1 - 3 - - 20
111 11 5 2 4 3 - 3 4 - 32
113 1 4 - - 1 - 1 1 - 8
1i4 - 1 - - - - - 3 - 4
115 45 11 11 - 9 - 8 28 - 112
116 2 13 10 4 18 - 5 8 - 60
117 1 1 - - 3 - 2 1 - 8
118 36 17 15 - 2 - 8 19 - 104
120 13 9 5 - 4 - 5 12 - 48
121 5 5 3 - 1 - - 2 -~ 16
122 5 3 e 2 - 2 1 - 17
124 13 14 4 - 1 - 7 13 -~ 52
126 25 13 8 - 3 - 12 19 - 80
127 5 3 3 - - - - 1 - 12
128 - 4 -~ - - - 1 3 - 8
130 11 4 1 1 2 - 5 4 -~ 28
136 4 1 - - - - - 3 ~ 8
137 8 7 - - 1 - 3 1 - 20
135 12 25 6 3 12 - 16 4 - 88
139 - 1 < 2 - - - 3 - 8
140 2 4 - - é - - 4 - 2
201 93 18 32 - 27 - - 78 - 248
202 105 13 35 8 20 - 4 67 - 252
203 39 4 15 - 1 - 2 22 - 116
204 2 12 16 13 25 - 222 34 - 324
205 - - 1 - - - 10 1 - 12
207 - 2 Py 1 é - 18 3 - 32
209 - - - - 2 - 9 5 - 16
301 13 20 26 4 40 1 16 48 8 176
302 8 10 1 8 43 12 14 24 16 136
303 6 2 1 - 3 6 6 - 24
304 - - - - 3 - 2 3 - 8
305 1 - 1 - - - 5 1 - 8
306 2 7 1 6 11 - 10 8 3 48
308 24 28 6 1o 3 29 36 3l 15 300
309 26 33 20 6 64 47 45 19 40 300

Tavle 17: BDistribution count of PATI by site.
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Table 18: Distribution counts of Cortex by Site.
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BUTT
COBE 1 2 3 4 5 6 9 Total
101 - 6 13 g 5 50 24 100
103 - 5 13 - 3 42 45 108
105 1 4 2 - 1 8 12 2
108 1 1 - - 1 1 - 4
109 - 2 1 - - 5 8 16
110 - 3 2 - - 9 6 20
111 - 4 3 - 3 9 13 32
113 - - - - - 4 4 8
114 - - < - - 1 1 4
115 4 7 13 9 4 47 28 112
116 - 5 5 - 6 29 15 60
117 3 2 - 1 - 2 - 8
118 1 8 14 3 2 36 33 104
120 1 4 4 - 3 15 21 48
121 3 1 3 - 1 6 2 16
122 1 1 5 - 1 é 3 17
124 - 5 9 4 1 16" 17 52
1256 - 7 1 2 3 32 29 20
127 - 2 1 - 2 3 4 12
128 - 1 - - 1 3 3 8
130 - 1 4 1 2 8 12 28
136 - - 1 - - 4 3 3
137 - 1 3 1 2 5 8 20
138 - 6 9 1 5 41 26 88
139 - - 1 - - 2 5 8
140 - - 2 1 1 2 6 12
201 - 7 6 - 5 5¢ 173 248
202 2 6 20 6 Q 107 100 252
203 - 2 4 5 6 47 52 116
204 3 10 29 9 16 141 116 324
205 - - 3 - - 8 1 12
207 ~ 1 3 1 2 14 11 32
209 1 1 — - - 4 10 16
301 4 7 pale) 8 2 65 70 176
302 5 4 17 4 9 46 51 136
303 1 1 - - 2 4 16 24
304 - - - - - 3 5 8
305 1 - - - - e 5 8
306 1 2 10 2 - 15 18 48
308 5 33 33 11 20 133 £5 300
309 6 16 48 22 16 123 69 300

Table 20: Distribution counts of Butt by Site.
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101
103
105
108
109
110
111
113
114
115
116
117
118
120
121
122
124
126
127
128
139
136
137
138
139
140

201
202
203
204
205
207
209

301
302
303
304
305
306
308
309

Table 21: Distribution counts of Retouch by Zite.

c

91
64
11

12

81
116
49
226
1z
19

104
81
11

24
177
166

Total

100
108
28 .

16
20

32

112
60

104

16
17
52
80
12

28

20
88

12

248
252
116
324
12
32
16

176
136
24

48
300
300
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REL
COZE - 1 2 3 4
101 57 22 17 3 1
103 64 26 13 4 1
105 11 7 4 4 2
108 1 1 2 - -
109 6 6 4 - -
110 12 4 3 1 -
11l 16 9 6 1 -
113 3 4 1 - -
114 1 - 3 - -
115 61 18 19 8 6
116 28 13 18 1 -
117 2 Z 2 2 -
118 61 17 20 5 1
120 23 10 13 2 -
121 4 5 4 2 1
122 7 4 4 2 -
124 32 6 3 8 3
126 40 16 20 3 1
127 4 5 3 - -
128 3 4 1 - -
130 1z 10 4 2 -
136 4 1 3 - -
137 9 7 - 3 1
138 40 20 23 4 1
13 2 1 5 - -
140 2 5 5 - -
201 167 34 43 3 1
202 136 65 42 4 5
203 67 22 23 3 1
204 96 80 105 38 5
205 - 6 2 4 -
207 13 11 7 1 -
209 8 3 3 2 -
301 72 54 39 11 -
302 55 395 37 6 3
303 13 5 5 1 -
304 6 2 - - -
305 6 1 - 1 -
306 24 12 9 ¢ 1
308 123 56 66 13 2
309 134 66 57 42 1

Table 22: Distribution counts of Rel by Site.

Total
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RETTYPE

COo= - 1 2 3 4 5 Total
101 57 32 10 1 - - 100
103 64 23 10 2 1 8 108
105 11 11 5 1 - _ 28
108 1 1 1 - - - 4
109 6 5 1 - - 4 16
110 12 6 2 - - - 20
111 16 5 1 3 - 1 32
113 3 3 - 2 - - 8
114 1 3 - - - - 4
115 61 29 10 1 2 9 112
116 ¢ 22 5 3 - 2 60
117 € - 3 - - 3 8
118 61 28 2 3 - 10 104
120 23 15 4 - 1 5 48
121 4 8 1 - - 3 16
122 7 5 2 - 1 2 17
124 32 8 5 - - 7 52
126 40 23 10 3 2 2 80
127 4 5 - - 1 2 12
128 3 3 1 - - 1 8
130 12 5 4 1 5 2
136 4 3 1 - - - 8
137 9 5 2 1 - 3 20
138 40 35 8 1 - 4 88
139 2 4 - - - 2 8
140 2 7 1 - - 2 12
201 167 66 8 3 1 3 248
202 136 70 2 - 1 24 252
203 7 35 10 1 - 3 116
204 95 121 43 8 2 54 324
205 - 8 2 1 1 - 12
207 13 1 5 - - 1 32
209 B 3 1 - - i 16
301 72 €5 21 4 - 14 176
302 55 43 24 2 - 12 136
303 13 5 2 - - 4 24
304 6 1 1 - - - 8
305 6 - 1 - - 1 8
306 24 12 5 - - 7 8
308 123 111 53 - - 13 300
309 134 82 60 10 - 14 300

Table 23: Distribution counts of RETTYP® by Site
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FORNM

CODE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total
101 45 17 9 5 3 8 7 3 3 100
103 29 18 6 8 15 16 7 4 5 108
105 8 6 2 3 1 3 2 1 2 28
108 - 1 - 1 - - 1 - 1 4
109 3 6 2 - - 4 1 - - 16
110 4 3 2 5 1 2 2 - 1 20
111 3 8 6 - 1 8 2 1 3 32
113 3 - 3 - - 2 - - - 8
114 1 1 1 - - 1 - - - 4
115 29 23 15 10 13 10 5 1 6 112
116 11 7 9 8 - 4 - 3 18 60
117 3 - 1 1 - 2 1 - - 8
118 20 z2 15 14 6 11 6 1 9 104
120 8 3 4 6 3 1 9 3 5 48
121 6 4 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 16
122 3 3 6 2 - 3 - - - 17
124 16 15 3 4 4 3 4 2 1 52
126 22 16 7 10 5 14 3 1 2 80
127 2 4 1 2 - 1 1 - 1 12
128 5 - 1 1 - - - - 1 8
130 6 3 4 1 - 4 - 3 7 28
136 3 - 2 - - 2 - 1 - 8
137 7 2 2 - 2 4 2 1 - 20
138 15 20 13 12 5 11 9 2 1 88
139 - 3 2 - 1 1 1 - - 8
140 2 3 1 1 - 1 - - 12
201 65 41 29 27 19 31 19 19 2 248
202 65 62 32 13 11 27 1¢ 17 14 252
203 33 15 21 8 5 10 7 12 5 116
204 49 86 46 21 18 41 25 12 26 324
205 2 1 3 - 2 2 1 - 1 e
207 8 3 6 1 4 7 3 - - 32
209 4 4 2 - - 3 1 - 1 16
301 20 36 29 17 22 24 2 3 3 176
302 22 30 28 8 14 20 5 7 2 136
303 2 5 4 Z e 5 - 4 - 24
304 1 2 . - 1 1 - - 2 1 8
305 3 2 - 2 - - - 1 - 8
306 7 10 6 3 4 1 p 2 1 48
308 48 17 65 22 16 37 8 14 13 300
309 39 51 42 2¢ 42 37 30 11 D4 300

Table 24: Distribution counts of FORN by Site.
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Tig. H9: Yap of thre stuly area (Epirus) showing locations of the
sites. Broken lines connection are drawn only to inlicate
tne boundzries of the aggrersatei sites {unnumtered sites
were not studied)
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Region

Region

Region

BREAKDOWN

Table 26 : Criterion variable
diown by region.

LENGTH

NEAN

38.60
34.91
33.81

L'EAN
27.04
23.32

24.84

MEAN
9.14
10.90

10.68

WISTH

THICKNESS

length, width,

+

ST. ERROR —

ST. ZRROR *

thickness broken
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EPIRUS

LENGTH WIDTH "~ “THICKNESS

SITE  ¥EAN ST.ERROR *  NO SITE  MEAN ST.ERROR + N0 SITE MEAN ST.ERROR = O
101 39.86 1.4 308 101 27 .88 1.02 308 101 9.72 0.59 308
103 38.75 2.55 120 103 27.33 1.77 120 103 9,51 1.07 120
115 40.91 2.05 241 115 29 .58 1.99 241 115 9.53 0.78 241
117 37.30 1.80 176 117 23 .67 1.31 176 117 8.18 0,75 176
138 33.92 1.78 156 138 24.98 0.13 156 138 8.21 0.56 156
THESSALY o . 7 ' - ’ ' T

201 36.62 1.18 248 201 26.11 0.92 248 201 15.30 0.95 248
202 34.20 1.05 252 202 23.57 0.79 252 202 10.87 0.69 252
203 32.38 1.80 116 203 22.58 1.47 116 203 10,97 1.26 116
204 34.71 1.51 324 204 21.21 0.95 324 204 8.16 0.46 324
205 45.58 3.46 12 205 31.16 5. 50 12 205 9,16 1.51 12
207  34.65 4.095 32 207 23.06 2.99 32 207 7.09 1.47 32
209 34.06 6.94 16 209 18.50 3.17 16 209  7.12 1.65 16
ELIS

301 30.02 1.36 200 301 22.86 1.07 200 301 9.96 0.81 200
302 39,37 2.16 136 302 28,60 1.71 136 302 12.13 1.37 136
305 34.51 2.50 64 305 23.82 1.98 64 305 10.62 1.37 64
308 31.87 1.00 300 308 23.96 .73 300 308 10.30 0.63 300
309 35.62 1.03 300 309 25.56 0.83 300 309 10.88 0.71 300

Teble 27:Criterion varisble Length, Wwidth, Thickness broken down by site.
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WIDTH

TEICKNESS

WIDTE

THICKKESS

WIDTH

THICKNESS

Table 28:

<54

.42

.48

.52

201

LENGTH

2
.63

.40

101

.61

.50

.66

-48

117

204

.47

201

.
N
Wl

WIDTH

[n]
<

+53

101

\hn
Lo

A1l the zbove are significant correlstions.
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VARIABLES
RAWN

PsTI

BJLB

Table 29:

NS

"

not significant

TECCAT
CONMP
PRES
PATI
CORTEX
BULB
RETOUCH
FORNK:

PRES

PATI
CORTEX
BULB
RETOUCH
FORM

CORTEX
BULB
RETOUCH
FORM

RETOUCE
FORM

NS

NS
NS

NS

*

NS
NS
NS

*
*

oy
C(D
Q
ﬁ * Kk Kk %k k Kk Kk p
o
=
n

X Kk ok Koz ok

Region 3

*

*x %k k k k %

NS

VARIABLES
TECCAT -

PRES -

CORTEX -

RETOUCH -

The relationships (Chi sq.) between variables over regions.

signitficant.

COMP
PRFS
PATI
CORT®X
BULB
RETOUCH
FORY¥

PATI
CORTEX
BULB
RETOUCH
FORM

BULB
RETOUCH
FORM

Region 1

*

* ok ok Kk * k X X ¥ ok
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Region 2

*
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* ¥ k% Xk

*

Region 3

*
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VARIABLES 1 -3 2 -3 1 -2
RAWM X X X
TECCAT X X X
COMP X X X
PRES z X X
PATIN X X X
CORTEX X X X
BULB X - X
RETOUCH X X -
FORM X X X
Table 30: Relationship of the variables (Cni s3.) between regions.
X = Significant

Not Significant
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CONCLUSIONS

It has been an underlying assumption of much of the work on

}

societies labelled "prehistoric'or *primitive'y that is societies >
with ngéinitten records, that a pre-existing order of natural x
equilibrium was the necessary condition for their formation and
function.

The adoption of such a .specificity,with the overestimation X
of the organic external factors, created a scientific-cultural
"industry" with particular units of measurement ~and particular ~
units of output;' this was expressed not only with respect to the Eas
methods for the collecting and processing of empirical data, but
also with regard to the questions of general interpretation. The
resuit was an anti-historical overall '"paradigm' where these
societies appeared to be determined and controlled by natural laws
of organimation and their real modes of existence taken at a
"distance'" as absent causelities. Thus, the significance attributed
to these populations has been a mechanistic equalization (if not
petrification) of the particular elements of their systems.

¥an does not enter into relations with the natural world Jjust
by being part of the natural world, but as a social being, consciously
and actively, by means of his labour, technique and production.
Relations, forces and means of production are not indivisible,
stabilimed or equal concepts. That a human society presupposes a
specific set of ”thiﬁgs”, that is material products, to cover its
needs is a2 trivial reality. That man cannot be conceived otherwise

than in his social context is also trite. But not 211 the necessary
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distinctive consequences have been drawn from this fact, at any

level of association, except for the a priori reduction of population

dynamics and organization to a hierarchy of eternal laws and ;

"typological" endis. The problem with this type of explanation is

simply that the structure of the social world is not the structure

of a conceptual order. In all forms of society the determining

factor is the process of production and reproduction of material
! life. SOCialrelation‘ correspondi to differential stages of the
defglopment o;hfhe methods of labour and thereby social producti;it“
which reveal: the hidden basis ol a concrete socio-economic structure
or parf-éf ;ts specific elements. An inquiry into a series of
Afacts" to discovgr these relationships or differgnces ‘presupposes
a concept that permits one to ﬁistingg}sb between the processes
responsible for their formation and assess patterns of their variability.

Initially, any concept fequires a theory with definitions and

meanings that would be used for "discussion" about phenomena and
facts not only in their logical consistency but in relation to
meanings and ideas through which people operazte in order to rationalize
certain actions ani reject others; The specific content of this
précess is not the result of a simple configuration of certain "facts"
but represents the conclusion to a long history - ani a properly
historical memory. Underlying this view, and indeed underlying the
whrole conception of the intended epprosch in this thesis, is a shift
away from & deterministic/empirical position towards a dialectical
materialistic interpretation of prehistoric comaunities as they arose

in particular historicel contexts. To indicate this, of course, is

not .to accemplish it.and it. remeins for others to judge. Ir this theory
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of reslity, which gives a higher place to tre prevailing trends of

the total d§v310pment than to the fects of the empirical world only,
the concept of the "fact" acquires an authentic, concrete shape in

the social context in which it has its origin ani its existence.

This is not an abstfaction; human requirements and adjustments move
within a2 "given" each timeset of spatial and demographic arrange-
ments, interfelated with their economic and cultural activities.

These are realities that can be trasced down from the totality of

their material production, =at any level of technological development.
Of course "totelity" is never accessible)not only for tre past but

for _ “present-day societies (although the difficuliies which pertain ko
_this sort of ingquiry ere of an entirely different character).
Truthfulness, however, is not to be identified witk naturzlism's
attempt to reflect the world "photographicelly”; it transcends such
particular conventiéns as a product of the dAislectical relation
between socizl life eni1 its essence. Typificstion on the other hand
does not mean typological claseificetion, that is the dissolution of
typical characteristics into abstract rules; It is a shift of focus
from the generel to the particuler, but it does not stay at that
re@uced sczle. Typiczl characteristics (or variables etc..) stand

for something "larger" and more meaningful than themselves, thén

their isolated individuasl destinies: they asre concrete individualities

et the same time maintain their relationships with a collective

human substance. Accoriingly, an important consideration at this
level is how peOple‘act =t eny moment in time within a societxﬁand
dependis on whet they believe about their society; if they come to

believe iifferently they will also cowe to behave differently.




Yhen anthropologists anil archseologists tried to move away

from the mapping of etatic situations to consider aspects of change,

they inevitably become involved with values which brought out
questions of how and what is examined and for whet purpose: but
analyses wére controlled by what kind of exactness, centred around
technologicsl attriSutes and typologicai constructions, which co;ld
not pervade the proper problems. A scientifically respectable
analysis.permits only what becomes obvious through ewmpiricel
investigetion. The fascinestion with typologicél relationstips had
one of the most harmful effects in the study of prehistoric societies.
This occurred becauée tre desired explenations were attributed to
technology itself, based on the assumption that social events were

- simply a product of technological change even when this latter was
'usuall;_Only a new "interface"; incorporzted into the social practice
and economic structure of the same mode of production.

Material products are a part of labour processes formed within
certain relations of production in a8 society; they constitute
definite forws of human existence, even if there is no ?djustment to
empirical truthfulness.

It is precisely at this conjecture that a dialectical approach
implies a back and forth process, whereby particular populations are
analysed in terms of their available characteristics, in which
h&potheses generated theoretically are used to "restructure" the
data, andi where the theoreticel position itself is further elaborated
in such 8 way that its explenatory power is used to express the
tidden structures and connections of the society unier investigation-

Natural forces become productive forces, because they are harnessed




543

to human labour. They become social forces by being incorporated

and apbiiedito humen needsj ani1 only become productive when they

serve the production ani rebroiuction of human life.

The study of the exploitation of nature by éré:neolithic‘.
populations brings together problems of not only their productive
activities but of their reproductive patterns which are related
essentially to the meens of subsistence. Although estimates in
terms of absolute or even relative numbers are dangerous, the
practical judgements used by the orizinal Malthusian or neo-

Y¥althugian scenario have to be broken. '""hat may be overpopulation

in one stage of social production may not be so in another and their

effects may be different” .." The number may appear very small
compared with the modern conditions of production" (Ka‘Marx,
Grundrisse). The formulation of different scensrios combined with
specialized knowlngev(and informel preliminary judgements) make it

possible in many instances to assess with some confidence the

direction, if not the magnitude, of the influence exercised by a
particular factor - be it pOpulétiOn growth or crude birth/death
rates - if one is‘prepared_to 1isregard the role playei by all the
rest. The advantege of the complex historicel approsck is its
ability to assess the influence of a great variety of factors that

can be expected to account for the course of events,not only in

quantitative terms but in qualitative terms as well.

An attempt to develop & less traditional conception of the
reality of prehistoric societies must be understoodi in the social
contexg otherwise its significance is completely lost. In

exzmining social reality one may develop an expanied conception of
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historical realism. Fistory is a continuum. No event is independent.
A study of the '"palaeolithic" as a whole has the task of depicting
social determinations, of suggesting the basis of transitions anAd
vof pointing to tendencies towards change. The problem of any "form"
is the problem of the relation between socio-economic modes and
historical theory, based on the materiality of production. in the
broadest sense. Applying the above to the interpretation of hunter;
gatherer societies does not mean that every element in a locsal
system is unique to a given mode, but only that the whole structure
and "initial conditions" are historically unique, specific to the
given mode and the social dimensions within it. What is required
is to re-establish the connections betweeﬂ the different elements
of significance in order to explain the extent to which properties
(or variables) "retain" their explanatory value and are not
accompanied by a repeated sequence of some second property (or
variable). This‘again involves a set of problems. It is not only
that there has been little concern to articulzte empirical facts
)Zﬁgtone tools;for example) into a "sensitive" historical reality.
A range of toolé performs a range of functions and the functions are
a product of the socio-economic environment. Thus an interpretation
of the role of technology in these societies can be attempted to
evaluate the basic properties of productive zctivities and alter-
natives to that‘production and the several subsystems which determine
or define their‘internal development. Technology, in a Marxist
sense, has a human weight, a social impact and a power structure as
jt "discloses man's mode of dealing with nature, the process of

production by which he sustéins his life, and thereby also lays
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bare the mode of formation of his social reletions, and of the

mental conceptions that flow from them" (K. ¥arx, Capital Vol. I).

In-fact, the basic - by which a society may be defined
4 is not-tecﬁnology as‘such, but its inherent social structure. Were
:} the technological factors to play a determining and really crucial
role in historical development, the first relevant consequence would
necessarily amount to the dropping of the dialectical approach, since

to follow such a course would be to neglect any relation to the

totality of the social body, to confine research to a technocratic
"deployment" and to absord ;Scial intervention into the functioning

of 2 technological idealization. The only way to stop this is to take
the risk of basingtthe sociel consensus on the recognition and

effects of multiple interrelationships. _?o far as Marxism is
concerned there is no metaphysicael construction of praC£ice. Practice

is not an absolute point of departure, a pre-categorical postulate.

It is simply the specificflife-situation, the immediate social

process with its interacting . aspects. When each aspect is studiedl
as if it bears within itself its meaning and justification, a social

reality is reduced, as s result, and is broken down into series of

isolated discrete units with no response to formative patterns.

With few exceptions, this is the general configuration embodied in

the research or prekistoric societies. These stulies are entirely
preoccupied with stages of technicel development and/or the typologies
of technicel evolution by the decomposition and the fragmentation of
the data avaiiable, which more or less sct as a mechanisam of

"censorsehip" whenever the research touches on the systemic character-

whadnenive.ro yrvdiuctive situaticon. Another resgervsiion =+

—T
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concerns the lack of a diachronjc perspective, especislly as
regards the transition from a nastural to a technical environment.

' When spe;king about scientific laws the feeling is that they hold
irrespective of historicel development. Insofar as it concerns
neture and sociéty‘they are both governed by laws. But while the
laws of nature,fé? all we know, do not clange, the laws of society
ere historical and as such they do change in the most diverse spheres
of the life of collectivities and individuals. Another point of
identification is fhat laws are often confused with trends. A law
is by definition '"universal" and entails that it is possible to
distinguish between events or facts ani1 relate them to the law that
"governs" them. This has nothing to do with uniform . principles.
Primitive populations have their m&tﬂs,and contemporary societies
their generally accepted accounts of their history which are often
as mythical. There is not a great leap from believing that what
has happened in the past  should provide evidence about what is
heppening to-3ay or what can be expected to happen in the future.
of course, there has usually been 2 great deal of ambiguity about
whether the general determination is about what happened or about
what ought to happen; but this is grounded on individuals‘doubts
about how much of the present, future, and past is under “control”.
Thus human societies confront objective reality -as ~ a complex of
ready-made and unalterable objects which allow only answers of
recognition or rejection,ani this is as common in anthropological/
archaeological accoﬁnts today as in earlier theological ani mythological
acoouinty of tha hietorioal proecesse Vet frends concarn part of n
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fect wiich can be realizedl or csunot. In the course of history one
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may indeed discover a trend, but this does not permit one to make
predictions in the sense of theoretical essentialism - although it
permits one to make eialugfi&ns on the basis of the relative "strength"
of certain trends within a concrete economic space. In Aifferent
ways, the process of inquiry can be shown to be socieslly and
historically constituted, not only with respect to its appearance,

but also with respect to its procedures. Thus the notion of "truth"

and "progress" is at least subject to interrogation, not only on the
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- basis of the assumed & priori validity of the results, but slso on

o .
1 tre basis of the conditions of scientific inquiry itself. Material

N

production occurring with the economic conditions of a hunter-
gatherer society can ifi.this wayBeabstracted and formelized as 2 "law"
converting quality into quantify and vice versa. In the.historical
period preceding the emergenée of private property, the products of
labour 40 not become forces independent of men, but form their

real, commneal property. Equally important is that the individual is

not limited to his own iniividuaiity; he' ig a clan person, a link

in the community,and his socio-economic relestions are the self-

evident frame of his own existence. Individuality, in later historical

periods, takes place through the formation of the abstract individual,

i.e. through alienation; it is apparent that work, in its propersense,from
Jbeing subject to céllective relationships became an ecanomic
qommoiity,and labOu;-p0wer something .- .~.t0 be exchanged; this

led to a dissociation of working population from its social context)

in other words its alienation. Without the concept of relations as

internal to the processes we call matter, change al any level is

T SRS

by iwplicaviuvia externsl to any given faci.
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By transposition, people following rules and choosing what
to do for the app;opriate reasons only make their choices as they
do because thgy_hold’certain beli?fs alréaiy abqut tke point or
purpose of what'they are doing; and this, as said earlier; means
that they slreaiy hold a social reality. Demographic "instances"
fall within this perspective. To look more closely at the dynamics
of human reproduction, to relate them to prehistoric societies and
distinguish the possible effects on the demographic pstterns (to
the extent to which they are discernible) means to take into account
the type of contradictory relations which certain causalities and B
their organizational mechanisms have with the basic means of
production and their connection with the rest of the structure.
Historicslly, populétiOn was the first object of statistical
evaluation; Dbut the po=ssibility of measuring connections and
variations within a population. - tells nothing about the character
of the cause and effect relationships. All ceauses are linked to
their effects, for ceuses are never more_than antecedent conditions
linked to threir consequences; Yet.irecognition of this causality
in demogrephic concerns does not seem t; operate. It has been the
argument throughout this wofk that capitelist - colonization
brought disruption and -devastetion to peoples and cultures ani this
is a side-effect of a "fact"; externsl factors are a 'sufficient'
condition to bring out an event - but not a necessary condition, since
ttere are many a}ternatives ttat will not lead to that event, or

will not have the same cestastrophic results.

Palaeodemogrephy especially has often been consiieredi in relation

esquences rather taan -conditions of
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production. This is a field of "economic” investigation to be
thought over, taking into account the continuous conversion of
_subSisténce into labour power, of labour power into peructfve—agégts
and producers of subsistence. /In the fir¥st place to build-a
palaeodemography is to connect it with a pelaeoeconomics*capablelbf
extending the analysis of the appropriation of nature to phenomena
too often considered &8s natural or accidental or aberrant; and
this means to put back people at the '"core" of their development,
that is in their historical specificity. The aggregate population
resultingat any level operates within the relations of production
and in this way determines the type of information we may have about
a society and the nature of their system. What is important is not
whether anm appropriation is either "heavy" or "moderate'", whether
compensation exists or not, but whether it relates to a totality of
gocio-economic possibilities within a given region in such & way
that production ani reprojuction cannot be continued without it.

The question arises at this pointthow is the situation in which

different systems of demography compete to be understood socially

within a given space? To speak of spatial dembgraphy seems perforce

to speak of two distinct elements - distinct as regaris their origin
anl context; yet these elements are closely linked by the diaslectic
of their historical continuity. On the one hand are people, on the
other hand is the given region within which people move. The
crucial element to be defined is how snd according to what strategy
tteat given region has been projuced, ani to delimit its contents; the
strategy of the people using that space, people who perhavs are

%
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outset, 1t is necessary to move through regional (environmental or
other) description into an:analysis of the social processes which
produced this spatial sppearance; the dev;lopment and par;ial
change of a certain area under a sequence’of material events. Such
events are perceived, experiencei snd eventually become part of
the indiigenous spatio-demographic reality. What Marxism asks of
social processes are two particularly related questions; one concerns
the relations between processes and their natural conditions of
existence; the otker, the relations across space between processes.
Fence, while regions provide = determining context for the develop-
ment of population, the determining - relationship between the two
is a dielectical one. This allows populations (communities, groups)
to achieve a dynamic of their own in which change may taske both
quahtitatiyp and qualitative forms, which beyond their differences
have a common underlying factor: they are all results of human
collective bekaviour and their spatial relationship is the result
of their productive norms. The dialectic 0perating'$etweenthe'central
apparatus and its margins needs further exploration, not_only at the
leQel of the adaptability of the system.but also at the orgenizational
level; the intereffectivity of these processes presupposes the
existence of social forms and cultursl values which ere both
supportive and reflective of coniitions in the economic base of a
society. The retranslation of economic objects from things back
into processes, into the changing relations between people, regts
on just this idea. It ie in this respect that the superstructursl

elements of a society are really effective in connecting and con-

erciling T dmerdsimnsioruations i boh ihe economic vase. -ani ias
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specific social articulations retained in it. In these communal

gocial formations it is not possible to regard any fact, however
apparently unrelated to the economy, such as kinship, religious

rites or art, as a given fact, without identifying the region of

their economic practice. Prehistoric communities exhibit different
elasticities with respect to their use of soci§-economic space, and
resoufces provided different services to different people; the
structural elements included in that system of internal relations

are not "things" t§ be defined. MNoreover they are included in the
different kinds of transformations and contradiction within a
population. The inability to identify a transformation does not

prove that it 4id not exist. The meaning of an observable action

such as making a knife or cutting a lo%'(is established by discover- b
ing its relation to the wider structure of which it is e part. The
economic/cultural production and reproduction of agents who played

a key part in the emergence, enunciation, transmission, extension

and transformation of these procedures are at the same time the
condiitions of existence for these processes. Since these procedures
interact in - @ way that may not be readily apparent)the problem ;kf
which»ariseé is how to isolate the different variables without damaging
the proper determinants of their existence. This acquires a new
dimension, in the case where populations may have differential orders
of preference over a certain objective or when groups do not perceive
the same elternative choices of potential reslization of an objective.
In this case, each group has its own activity space and important
differences or transformations can erise. These, in turn, affect the

demographic pattern of a population. Thus, populations may live
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under exactly the same environmental condiitions and rely upon the
same resources within a region, but if they perceive things in sa
different way their derivative forms =t any level will vary and
their demographic disposition will not be the same. On the other
hand their technological equipment will not be the same or will not
serve the same activities; any sort of discrete elements or "traits"
in the technological apparetus of a palaeolithic economy (such as
stone tools or other) accoriingly 4o = 'not determine different modes of
production, but mean only that subsistence activities within the same
wode of proiuction involved modifications to serve the needs and the
ways in which a specific society {band or group) wes organized. These
are the internel necessary requirements, choices anil diversifications
coexisting in a mode of production; they 4o not again remain constsant,
but their coordinéting mechanisms form an integral part of a
population's basic elements. For it is through them that the various
characteristics in production can be brought together and the diverse
gocially proiuctive activities can be explained as something coherent.
A task which can only be carried out graijually, by posing new
questions, is to discover in terms of the principle of organization -
that unit of the component parts of a "paslaeolithic' productive
system and the relative importance of the various casuses of the
functioning. A mode of production "creates" not only the conditions
of its own perpetuation but the coniitions of existence of itse own
population through time and must be interpreted as the result of
objective historical circumstances "reproiuced" as a purpose in the

form of a goal and not as a solitary stereotype. It seems that the

pewer of 1
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time.
It is not perhaps a mére coincidence that a Yarxist theoretical

approach to the study of palseolithic 30cieties not only -was scarcely

congidered among ''western" researchers but ~ has been regarded
with a sullen hostility even in the exceptional cases where .
“.thére wég discussion.-- - But Marxism has its particular interest
in this connection; in it many of the problems and much of the
promise associsted with a number of important lines of inquiry come

to light and are brought into clearer focus. One need not choose -

..emong them since they are one and all available to YMarxist . theorists
_aﬁd to others as well. 3But each has its theoretical presuppositions
and ideological morality and one is entitled to any of them if one
is yilling-to supply them with Fhe theoretical cOnQideratiOns'and
critical imperatives appropriate to them. Doing s0 mey or mey not
prove to be possible; the exploration of this possibility is one
of the main tasks falling alike to Marxist theory, ani to history
more generally at the present time. The outcome of this exploration
will have a great deal to 40 not only with the future course of
"gscientific alienation” but also with future approaches to the
entire matter of the way in which human coniuct, practices and

institutional arrangements are to be reckoned with in this aspect.
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