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Restricting your answer to stone tool making, discuss how effective Paleoanthropologists are at interpreting the social lives and/or behaviour from the archaeological records.

Through this examination of Palaeolithic interactions with and development of lithic technology, I’m presenting a comparable analyse of the various literature (Haslam 2009, Geneste & Sorressi 2011, Ingold 2000, Ward 2003, Sellet 2009) and Interpretations of social lives of Palaeolithic people regarding stone tool usage and how interpretation requires a certain level of inference from Paleoanthropologists involved. I aim to draw comparisons from the various interpretations of Social lives and/or behaviours and demonstrate how such interpretations has much less uniformitarian predictability in a traditional archaeological sense Hutton (1830-33) and show through diagrams (Hodder & Hutson 2003) how a cross cultural, interdisciplinary approach has been adopted by Archaeologist and Anthropologists while still adhering to Scientific Methodologies. That these modes of thought, although sometimes contradicting to one another they all feed into the scientific approach, and have led to a broadening in perspectives, and interpretation of the fossil record through observations made with stone tool use in modern ape families, for a more intimate understanding of past human behaviour. “Without interpretive frame- works and methodologies to systematically ask and answer questions about the available facts, we can make no progress toward accurately interpreting them.” Ward 2003:77). 
[image: ]In coming to understand how social behaviour can be effectively interpreted, I was forced to address how the Concepts of Uniformitarianism (Hutton) are only so useful for understanding patterns of geological processes in the environment, in that observable changes can be seen and measured over time, however this methodology for long periods of observation, on natural processes set the groundwork for methodologies in the scientific approaches towards archaeology. Foundationally though with Hawkes (1954) ‘ladder of inference’ who established the relationship between ‘Statics’ and ‘Dynamics’ suggesting that processes ‘Dynamics’ have an unambiguous relationship with the material record ‘Statics’, at the lower end of the level we find it easier to make inferences, such as technological processes like flint knapping and its relationship with the shaping of stone, however the interpretation of the social lives and behaviours is a much more ambiguously drawn relationship, belonging at the top end of the ladder. In contrast to functionalism, a structuralist approach also feeding back into Hawkes, is the ‘Chain Operatoire (figure 2: Gourhan 1943 cited in Hawkes 1954), the approach would not just follow tool from acquisition of raw material but through the decision-making process, in the procurement, manufacture of, use and deposition Sellet (1993) Sorressi(2011). Which follows the different stages of production of tools as an effective way of interpreting social behaviours.  Hawkes 1954:160-161

[image: ]In light of the chain Operatoire model, tools and fossils associated with Homo Habilis (circa 2 million years ago and olduvai gorge Leakey, (1971) accordingly named to represent their function eg. Chopper, scraper, anvil etc. The function and behaviour surrounding the tool inferred by the name, showing different characteristics across the assemblages, this set the ground-work for later archaeologist and anthropologists such as Ingold (2000) and Hodder & Hutson (2003) to add to, improve, and reinterpret human origins, and construct a stronger model for assessing the use of stone tools in the Palaeolithic by contrasting the perceived function of tool with behaviourisms in modern ape families(Ingold 2000:183). Additionally established research through my isolation of  possible behavioural link with modern apes to stone age humans through  by Hasem et al (2009:339-44)Figure 2: Gourhan 1943: “l’Homme et la matière,” 

1. Chimpanzees and Capuchins use stone hammers and anvil combinations to crack hard shell nuts and fruits.
2. Isolated island Long-Tailed Macaques use stones to crack open molluscs and crabs.
3. Bearded Capuchins use stones to dig for food, and process plants such as cactus.
In the determination of the evidence, who states that 94% of sticks in use by modern apes, were made and standardised before use has occurred, this he interpreted as sophisticated mode of thought in modern apes, as premeditation. Furthermore However, what can be observed in modern chimp behaviour is only ambiguously comparable in that the similarities in the shape of stone stools of modern apes to humans is not directly relational. 
Comparison across such different species as Chimpanzees and Homo Habilis, both culturally and biologically don’t provide modern theorists with an effective interpretation due to the differences. 
In understanding the processes for invention of artefacts even before post-processual thought came about, Simondon (1958:345) cited in Sorressi and geneste 2011:334) notes how “relationships with other technical subsystems (food collection, processing and social co-operation) should be determined as they are potentially linked”. He goes on to elucidate through evidence presented by (Boeda, Geneste, Sarressi 2011) showing the range of stone tool use-age, in that the artefact in question, a dagger was made in such a way that may explain why they were preferentially chosen by this group as travelling tools Soressa (2002:136-158)see figure 4 for comparison). Ingold 2000:183, explores the creation of shelter in comparison in approach toward behaviour of the species in question “most closely related to human kind”. Apes he found build with what is “immediately present” as opposed to inferences of Human behaviour that humans nest from “top down”, in that they actively search for shelter (IBID). Although seemingly unrelated what this shows is according to scientific principle that while there are similarities in early hominid artefacts typologically with tools used by modern apes, they do not explain the cultural differences. That the context is completely different, and in completely different environmental conditions with different species flora and fauna (Heidiger 1977:11 cited in Ingold 2000: 182).  The social behaviour of chimps whilst incredibly inspiring in the search for relationality in development, such the geometry of stone tools, it alone would merely suggest that Hominids were not more intelligent than modern apes (Wynn 1999:284). [image: ] However again it seems reductionist to culturally compare the developments of chimps in an Anthropocene world, as opposed to Hominids in the Palaeocene. Through  the various interpretation of stone tools and manufacturing at Olduvai Gorge, Ward, Ingold and Hasam 2014, perhaps what can be said as a general rule about the interpretation of early human assemblages is effectiveness of interpretations is another subjective matter enframed within an archaeological methodology. While Paleoarchaeology must still adhere to scientific principle, it’s clear that at least in my understanding of the literature that, the effectiveness of interpretations presented on a multidisciplinary front, from included disciplines like Art and Philosophy (Ingold, Heidegger). To better understand ontologies of the period in question, is ultimately to question the nature of human kind, and is not the property of just archaeologist to interpret, understandably that cultural understanding of the past is irremovable from the cultures of present Hodder :4. The paleoanthropologist discipline although incorporates strategies from older disciplines as a means of legitimate observations, the course of observation needed in order to understand the social developments of early hominids, represents 3.5 million years of stone tool development(see figure 7), and thus interpretations must follow deconstruction of 3.5 million years of social developments, which is quite frankly absurd.Figure 3 The stone circle from bed 1 of Olduvai Gorge,
From M.D Leakey, Olduvai Gorge Vol III, Cambridge university press 1971
Cited in ingold 2000

From the deposit of Olduvai gorge, the inferred type of social behaviour we get from early Olduwan, also coinciding with Hawkes 1954, is Ingolds inferences and we can establish through cross comparison that they are unambiguous and lower end of the ladder such as:
· Recurrent visits to favoured points.
· Ranging influenced by food, water, sleeping areas, stone sources, 
· Lithic transport behaviours. 
· Avoided competition with carnivores. 
· while faunal resources were exploited locally.
Hasam 2009, Soresse 2011 and Ingold 2000 all share in the same post-processual interpretation in that they stress the emphasis on post processual thought in that there should be a willingness from theorists to consider a perspective on and of the material records to summarise that “Every stone tool is a product of the technical system of a society” Soresse,Geneste” (2011:4). This is because whilst we have perspectives of Typology, Structuralism, processualism and post processualism. Interpretation of the manufacture of stone tools remains one of the most difficult and abstract areas to interpret. The limitations to the modes of thought prior to post processualism should become evident through examination of the varying perspectives. The development of tools in question do not just reflect typologies or the development of tool efficiency, they reflect entire modes of thought and cultural processes (Hodder 2003) and the intention behind the tool which led to its’ invention, [image: ]these are entire systems of cultural and social behaviours which inspire actions. 
Over the constructions of this essay I have come across observations made my what can only be called multi-disciplinary academics, in an evolutionary  the information inherent of early Homind stone tool use interpretations is incredibly subjective, that there is no general explanation of what, as the study of explains why the stone tool was developed the way it was, and what were they thinking when they created it, this is why the difficulty comes in answering and relaying those interpretations, this falls less into archaeology and more into a social science. The general rule of principle (Hodder 2003:25) “that Archaeologists can only look at adaptive advantage over the long term”. The post processual interpretations of stone tools provide us with a unique insight with re-interpretations of the same questions of how and why humans evolved the way we have, socially and behaviourally. In considering differences in the how we apply our knowledge, we must be careful not to create too simplistic of an interpretation, in that we see may see human development in place of hominid behaviour.  While we can see the development of stone tools in apes through paleoanthropological observations as seen in Hasam et al(2009 ), there is no way of definitively representing our hominid past. The usage of stone tools by modern apes is a phenomenon shared with our ancestors, however this doesn’t mean are ancestors were like them “the use of stones for cracking palm nuts (Boesch & Boesch 1982 in FOLEY 1993:387) indicates that tool making and some tool use may be considered to have evolved prior to the divergence of hominids and African  apes”.  Boesch & Boesch 1982, in Foley 1993:387) Through comparable analysis between modern apes and palaeolithic humans, we also begin to see possible reasons why our interpretations aren’t correct because we haven’t observed the behaviour for long enough.
1. Chimp tool abilities are limited.
2. Most tools are simple and unmodified.
3. Long distant transport is absent.
4. Anticipatory usage limited.
5. Slow adoption of tools.
6. Tools do not improve (wood to stone).
7. Tools have not been incorporated into everyday survival. (Hasem et al figure 4, 2009:342)
[image: ]Flavouring one another through contrasting of archaeological Olduvai assemblage analysis and  social interpretation of the Tasmanian toolkit Ingold (2000) that when we confine our attention to hunter gather toolkits presented (below) shows that despite the passage of time, the Tazmanian Aboriginal had the same style of basic assemblages, as the Olduvai period, without reverting to the racist overtones of past anthropology, I’m confronted as I’m sure are archaeologists and anthropologists alike with the enigma of how biologically and cognitively aboriginal people, who have the same biological build as western civilisation, or even hunter gathers from Australia yet because of their cultural ontology, they had no need to develop their technology beyond the needs of a simplistic lifestyle. 
Furthermore, when examination of Stone Age assemblages takes place, it is often the problem that they are subjective too, “co-occurrence” in that artefacts occurring spatially beside other artefacts with unrelated process, from different times, in the same place. As with this, representation of the archaeological record is often mis-represented (Sorressi 2011), the only artefacts which are established as having significance, are the numerous and reoccurring pieces. (Geneste 341,) All that can be inferred from that scenario is that there is a reoccurrence and social understanding lacks insight into behaviour to explain why the chronology of the technological approach can be idiosyncratic when compared to post-processualists. However, if the technological analysis were breakdown of the assemblage piece by piece, with temporal relationships and its social context and replication, through experimentation such as Shaping flakes and flint knapping.  In Krell 1997:320, he explore Heidegger’s question concerning technology, in that technology is separated by two stages technological stage and modern technological stages, giving the analogy of a water mill compared to a hydroelectric dam, the dam as opposed to the water wheel, harvest the resource of the river transforming the actual into standing reserve.(Krell:325) the type of technology in question is [image: ]irreducibly simple but also integrative as opposed to destructive technologicalisation “ge stell” process, it  is important to understand because we live in an industrial technologically “enframed” world, and thus our perspective concerning technology is ultimately shadowed by the industrial process. That we no longer have the same perspective prior to the industrial revolution, which begs to question how much further are we removed from the perspective of our Homo habilis ancestors. Our perspective is so culturally different that the analysis of lithic technology is always bias towards our enframent of technology. The Tasmanian Toolkit  cited in Ingold 2000: 364

The experimental approach to stone tool manufacture is a useful method for bridging the gap between theory and data. “The simplification of a complex set of beliefs held, in Wylie 1989a b1993 cited in Hodder 2003) by archaeologists prior to the emergence of processual. Ian Hodder and Scott Hutson allure to the data theory exchange, and the intrinsic relationship between them, it’s commonly understood the general the rule of theory to data operated as such in establishing inferences, which could be seen as: data<_>theory . However, in revision to this oversimplification, I understand that pragmatic pluralistic approach that has evolved this into multidisciplinary perspective and is one an improvement but this approach also is as an explicit methodology as uniformitarianism, or Chain Operatorie in order to better understand a social model by which interpretations of artefacts and social temporarily is the exchange between technology and peoples.        Figure 6: Flint knapping experimental approaches to assembles sorressi 2011: 343

                                                               


The explanation here is that fact and theory are both exchangeable and they are co-creative and in that artefacts feed theory and theory feeds artefacts but both are contextually influenced by  the agency, culture and history of the assemblage, I would go one stage further and include environment in that is as is important as culture or history in that they are inherently linked
Fact←→theory      
          ↑
    agency,
    culture,
    history,   Hodder & Hutson 2003:16,

“It is hard to deny that the differences reflect real changes in intellectual and manipulative abilities” Ingold (2003: 366). Pertaining to a pragmatic pluralist approach, although there is a high level of scientific efficiency and professionalism within the typology and categorisation of artefacts. We cannot infer top of the ladder inferences based on 50 years of observation of chimps, since Paleo-Anthropology began. We cannot effectively explain the reasons how our evolution with technology has come to be  however n conclusion through comparative analysis it’s clear that interpretations of the past are only so effective that while we can measure archaeological assemblages, The interpretation of the social lives of these assemblages is a subjective discipline, rendered by each discipline cultured perspective but through the development of theory on the matters social issues of stone tools, it’s come to appear  that there’s so much more to be interpreted from material culture in relation to it social context and human nature, that a need to pay attention to things unseen is primary. The interpretations at hand for social lives through stone tool making, must still adhere to scientific principles and methodologies to interpret, 	the co-evolution of technology and human are so inherently linked that analysis cannot be undertaken of artefacts by archaeologists without a need for ethnoarchaeological anthropological approach. While becoming a more question orientated discipline, the concession have been been for drawing on multiple areas of inquiry and has led to a more subjective yet broad and encompassing understanding of the Archaeological and Anthropological evidence.


 [image: ]Figure7: Foley 1987:386 Hominid Phyologeny, area in purple represents 3.5 million years of development
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Figure 4 | Primate site creation. 3, Selective transport of  stone hammer snvil pitted by capuchin mut.cracking actviy (Boa Vista,Brezil). Two stone
and anvil by an adolescent male chimpanzce (Bossou, Guinea). Over e, hammers were found on the anvil, and nut debris was removed from the
this behaviour accummulates artefucts in preferred tool-use sites. b, Stone  anvil before recording, Image from ref. 30.
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Figure 20.1 The Tasmanian toolkit.
From ). Clark, The Aboriginal People of Tasmania, published by Tasmanian
Museum and Are Callery, 1983, p. 22.
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Figure 10.7 'The ‘stone circle’ from Bed 1 of Olduvai Gorge.
From M. D. Leakey, Olduvai Gorge (volume three), published by Cambridge University Press, 1971.





