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emphasis on the logic of cert:uu associations. For example the firs.t descripti.ve 
section is on technologically defined tools and groups the LcvallOlS (1 -4) with 
psclIdo-Lcvallois points (5 ), which arc by-products of discoidal flaking, aud 
naturally hacked knives (3H). Points, notches aud denticulate!;, (JjJllCr 
Palacolilhic tYllCS, and semper:s each have their own sections. Withill these Ihe 
authors ,Ire curefulto idelltify potential sources of confusioll. In ils origillullay 
out the typclist is a sprawling collection, ami I felt Ihis re~organi S>llion a us~ful 
onc, and olle that should help to m.ake the diversity of the originallcss dauntlllg. 
'1l1is is an importallt as pect, especially for students new to typology. 'lllC 
inclusion of a fl ow chart to hell) order Ihe decision m:lking process is a useful 
addition. 

11 is difficult in a review on this subjcct to limit COlllltleut to the hook 
alolle, and IIOt ex tend eriticisltl to the type list itself. The uon-judgcmental stance 
is laudable. but it is d ifficult 1I0t to lx:collle quickly disillusioned with the type 
list as the authors arc at pains to show ambiguities ill Sordes' own thinking. 
Some tooh> wcrc dcfined on morphological grounds, othcfl:! 011 techllological 
ones and some on Sordes' subjective pfeferences. (For example the primacy of 
ends~rapers in all thillgs, the failure to incorporate trunsvcrse semper:s with 
thinned backs into the category designed for the latter (technical) feature, and 
the sheer d ivcrsity of Sl,; r.lI>t:rs but paucity of sub-division in other tool groups.) 
A simple glance at the section on technologically-defined tools should convince 
most fCilders that the DOI'dcs method is not a level playing field. But the point 
is, as f1awcd as it is. does it still contribute something worthwhile? Does this 
book go toward helping it work? 

The answer to the first is a guarded 'ycs' . 111e method does reveal 
pallerns in stone tool assemblages, and they must be somehow explained. Jnt~lUt 
sense the type list is a heuristic devicc. Here the book does score. In definmg 
the ilI11biguity at both the level of recognising individual tool types, alld at the 
higher level of recognising the inconsistent nature of 1001 defi~itions, ~he 
handbook goes a long way to achieving its stated aims. It would be nice to Ilunk: 
that this would stimulate a fCvi sion of the systCJll, but it (ll'Obabiy will !lot. 

Onc point of interest is the number of 1>COllle wbo have exprcssed s~lock 
and horror at onc of the authors involvement in this project. What does Dibble 
think he is playing at1 This I find odd. Dibble is not anti-type Of type list, never 
was; a brief reading of one of his Mousterian papers on the Near East serves to 
delllollstr.lte this. Dibllle is allti~te lllpl:lte; there is a difference. 

An area of the book that did disapoint was the all too lIfief section on 
how the type list was originaly used, and how it is used today. I am surprised 
that this section, relegated to the appendix, was not developed further. Clear 
demonstmtiotl of continuing contribution, and the abili ty of Bordes' method to 
genemte dialogue, would have gone a long way to dispelling the misgivings 
some readers may develop. 

1 will not forget that far away day. ror me it marked the beginning of 
douht in Uluch that I had bccn taught, :md in those who had taught me. 1 sat in 
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the bar that afternoon wl'estliug with the conlfildiction of a I're-AlIglian 
Mousterian . Something was wrong, but I could not then divorce Ihe 
archaeological Jl:!l1em fHllll its meilllillg. III lime I came to solve that 
contmdiction. Years later I was asked by Nick Ashtull to collaOOfilte with him 
on the li thic iuterpretatioll chapter of the lligh Lodge repurt. As I wrote the last 
SClltcllce inlhat chaptcr I had Ihatllleeli llg in my tUlors' oflicc in milld 'Culltexl 
before culture, and don't put all your bifaces in onc bas ket.' '11lel'c nl'': patterns 
in humau action but this is t1ifrel'enl from the premise Ihal hum!lll acliou is 
patterned. A subtle bill irllpoftant diffcrcllcc. It is how High Lodge can be pre­
Anglian and Mouslcri:ul at the silme timc. 

r think D~lx:llalh and Dibble have written 11 good 1I0ok ahout a very 
problelllatic system, I wish I had had it a decade ago. But, I CUll 1101 help 
Ihinkiug it ought to be the last book about the Hordes systcm. 

John McNabb 
fmtitute of Archae%gy, Ulliver.I'ity College W/U/Otl 

ANO'l'III!:U. ONE Ul'l'.ES 'rIm IlUS'l' 

Uerlmrd COllWllY, J ohn McNabb llud Nick AshtOll (cds) ,,,Uh iIIustmtiolls 
by Villi I)Cllll. 1996. EXciJ.I'utjo/U' at IJunifjeld Pit, SwatlScombe, 1968-72. 
Hritish Museum OCCIISiollull~al)er 94. I"rice: £20.00. 

Callow's (1993) review of the recently published High Lodge volume (Ashlon 
et al. 1992) ended with the somewhat forlorn hope exprcssed that High Lodge 
would be olle of the last sites to be Jlublished ovcr 20 years after its excavation 
had fini shed. Now the British Museum has produced another backlog volume, 
guided to colllpletion by Ashton and McNabb, this time eoncel'lling the laic 
Professor Waechter's programme of excavllliollS at SwansCUlnbc carried out in 
the summers of 1 968~ 72. Unfortunately there are no grounds for confidence Illat 
this ill turn will be onc of the last, since it seems that thcre is 110 mcchanism to 
control the loose eanllOIlS who create the backlogs. Onc has In eX:llllille the mad 
into the field ~ who gives permission and who gives money. There is scope for 
the exercise of more conlrol at these stages. Comlllillce-IItCIllIx:rs who approve 
funds to those with "fmm" regardless of their cmillcnt positions lIIusl shan: Ihe 
blame, and eould suggest that conlinuing fund ing is depclltlellt UpOIl publicatioll 
of previous work. 

The iml>ortance of SWallscombc for Pnlaeolilhic research Imrdly IICedS re­
iterdting to readers of Lithics. It was IllIt il lh§: 1980s the onJy $!lUl'ce ill IIritaju 
of Archaic (ie. lIot illllllolllically modem) hominid material ~ now wc are SIlnilt 
with POlltllewydd (Grecn 1984) and Boxgrove (Roberts et (If. 1994), and it 
cOlltaills deeply stratified sequences of fossiliferous and artcfact-Ix:arillg dcposits 
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enabling cultural change to be investigated in an environmental context. 'nlese 
dcposits arc part of a large Plcistocene river system whose re umulLts arc 
preserved across sOUlhem England. Thi.~ enables them to be dated in rellltion to 
other sites throughout the Thames basin and also across East Anglia by virtue 
of the eI 'lssic locality of Homchurch milway CUlling where anc ient 'I1mmes 
gravels cut into till (sorry, diamicton in the correct parlance - cf. Lewis 1992) 
associated with the Anglian glnciation (Bridgland 1994). Furthermore 
Swanscolllbe has beeil at the centre of British }'alacolithic study from near the 
beginning of the 20th century, making it significant for its role in the 
developmellt of theoretical fnulleworks applied ncross the coulltry as a whole 
(llawkcs 1938; Wymer 1968; Roe 198 1). 

This volume covers wider horizons than might be expected from the tille. 
After a very brief illlruductioll (Chapter I ), Chapters 2-4 set the scene for 
Wacchtel" s work by reviewing previous research at Swanscombe. Chapter 2 is 
a somewhat anachronistic review of commercial quarrying pmctices and the 
growth of the cement industry in the late 19U1 and early 20th century, perhaps 
beller relegated to an appeudix . Chapter 3 is a meticulously detailed survey by 
Conway of primary geological observations at the site. 'nlis bCCllme slightly 
repe titious as mllny worke rs seem to have ullsUI'llrisingly seen pretty much thc 
same deposits and ill the same order as Dewey in his original stratigraphic study 
(Smith & Dewey 19 13). It might have been bencr to have conccnlmted on 
observations which supplemented or contradicted Dewey' s work. Dy the cnd of 
the chapter we are much better informed bill little wiser - the only change to 
Dewey's pioneering sequence is the division of the Middle Gravels into upper 
and lower parts. Chapter 4 is an equally intense survey by McNabb of the role 
of the archaeological material recovered from the site in both creating and also 
perpetuating evolutionary cultu~historiea l fmmeworks for Ule J:I..daeolithie. It 
might seem at fi l1it that these points. well-made and sound as they are, arc 
slightly over-egged. However McNabb's prosc is fluid and entel111iniug, and he 
:1150 l!as a pmticular biface to grind, more of which later. 

The rcmaiuder of the book covers the detail of the resul ts of the various 
different aspects of Waeehter's campaign. After a useful introduction by 
McNabb & Ashlon to the progression of Wacchler's excavations and the 
methodology used (Chapter 5), there arc c1lUptel1i covering the results of the 
geologiclIl investigations. the environmental evidence, the aninlll l lmek horizons, 
the lithic arte facts and finally a brief overview. COllway gives a detailed survey 
of new eXIx>sures into Ule deposits of both the Darnfield pit itself and its 
immediate ellvirons. This time the detail is valuable and justified, expanding 
knowledge of the ImrizolltaJ variation and extent of the by-now familiar major 
uni ts of the ~equellc e. COIlwaY'1! overall chruno-~traligmphie sUlIl lIUlry (ClllIpter 
8) puzzlingly is placed before the wealth of clIviromllental evidence is prcsclltcd. 
much of which is potentially of hio-str.lt igmphie significance, and at least olle 
part of wllich (the di:tputcd prc:tcuee of St~pllwlOrllitlu.l 'lUilClsheillleruis in the 
Lower Gmvel) cOlltradicts his attribution of the Lower Gravel to the major 
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interglacial following the Anglian glaciation. It is up to the eXflerts to sort this 
one out with cltlipers at dawn, but in view of tht! presellce ill the Lower Gmvc1 
of exotic li thology iutroduct!d into the Thames Valley by the Augli:1II g laciatioll 
(Dridgland et at 1985) despite the Lower Gmvel's erosional surface illooks as 
if we have either post-AlIglian S. Iml/Ct.~hlllilllelui!i or a mis-idt:ntifiClltinll . 

The environmental material ineludes chapters hy: Pm'ry 011 hinls (9), 
Irving 0 11 fi sh (10), Schreve on WlIechter 's mammals (1l), CurnHlI un 
SWllllscomilc Ililllmnals gcncmlly (1 2), Davies & Walker Oil auimal tracks (13), 
RobinSOIl Oil ostracods ( 14) and I-Iubb;ud 011 pollcn (1 5). This evidence 
eombiues to provide an unpamllekd insigllt illto the c Ll viwlllHcnlat contcxt 
associated with deposit ion of e.1.eh of the major stl'lttigmphic ullits, IIl1d 

excmplifies Ule value of the multi-di scipliu;II'Y approach which is bccllluing 
usual ill I'ulucoli thic research, for instullce us at Boxgroyc (Rohel'ts I ~R6) ;lIld 
Darnham (Ashton et (11 1994). lIubbard boldly re-amnlls his convicliolls of the 
value of the pollen in the upper parts of the sequences which has beell d isputt:d 
by other workel1i such as Bridgland (1994) alld Turner (1985). Tilt: conclusion 
of this pmt of the book was thut the archaeologically rich lower parts of the 
seCJuellee (the Lower Gmvcl, the Lower Loatu and the Middlc Gravels) can all 
be attributed to fluvial uctiou a) within a single intel'glucial despite the 1I1U1l1x:r 
of erosiollaJ horizons within lhe sequence, and b) immediately following the 
Anglian glaciation. which is widely regarded as ccluivalellt to Oxygen Isotope 
Stage 12 of the deep-sea sequence (Shackleton 1987; Bl'idglaud 1994). 11lis is 
not a novel conclusion, but a sigl1ificant one to re-iterate in view of the 
archaeological variability within this pal't of the sequence lUld the cildmed 
prcsellcc (If at l otheJWisc prc-Angliall rhino. In addi tion, and of potcntial 
significance for the value of the site for investig:lting human behaviour, the 
Lower Loam was shown to contain a series of tempomry land-surfaces refl ectiug 
perilxlic dessication during a predOlllinallt regime of low energy flu vial 
deposition in an open, but lightly wooded cllvil'Oumenl. 

So what about the liIhics then, the evidcllce of aclual hlHlllU l bclmvionr 
which is the point of the Palaeolithic archaeological excrcise for the nOIl­

zoologists and non-geologists? These arc covered by Ashtoll & McNabh in 
Chapter 16, which includes information 0 11 the raw lIl:Lterial. condition ;lIld li thic 
technology from each of the main stmtigraphic units, including 11 detailed report 
on refi lling groups of artefacts recoverecl fmlll a pan iclLl:lr horizon withi ll the 
Lower Loam, the ~ Kuap(lillg Floor", alld an illlltlvative scheme I'm the 
technological recording of llalaeolithie cores. The text is accolUpanied by truly 
exquisite ilIustmtions by Dean, whose li thic work just gets better and I>eUer. 
Among the most significant results arc i) the evidence of in .~jtu horizons withiu 
the Lower Loam contaiuiug lithic ami fallnal material in association, ii) the 
preSCnce of numerous corcs in tilt! Middle Gravds, and Hi) the pJ'eSCllce of a 
hand,,"e in the Lower Gravel. 

As exptaiued by McNubb ill Chapter 4, the sequence at SwauscolUhe has 
fun ued the basis for the creation of a l'alaeolithic culture-historiclIl fralllewOik 
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applied beyond the s i t ~ itself. The construction and rcliucllIcnt of slIch 
framcworks has hcellthe major focus of Palacolith ic research through most of 
this century. This continucs to be the case despite the attack 0 11 Ihe lilCofeticll1 
basis of Ihis endeavour by th~ Oinfords in Ihe 1960s (1962. 1966 & 19(9) and 
the subsequent move by some towards a more adaptive and hchaviouml agenda. 
The iong-slall(ling culture-historical agenda has intluenced our understanding of 
the nature of Ihe archaeological record by stimulaling the collection and 
disseminatio n o f li thic data specifically selected as relevant to this agenda. 
Whatever onc's views on the culture-historical exercise, it has produced pallem s 
of dala and , despilc the restrictiOlls of Ihe biases of selcction inhere nt, Ihese 
I)atterns of d nta arc legitimnte targets for explanat ion: what is esscutial is to hase 
these explanations 0 11 as llccumte a factual picture as possible by separating the 
scum of inlc'lm: talion from the broth of fact. 

At the bottom of Ihe Swanscombc sequence, in the Lower Gravel, an 
industry characterised by the presellce of cores and nakes but without handaxcs 
was identified in the first part of this century (labelled "Clactonian"). I-lig.her up 
the sequence, in the Middle Gravels, an industry characterised by abundant 
handaxes and the debitage from their manufacture was identifIed (labelled 
"Acheuliuu"). Acl leuliun and Clactonian ind ustries have also been c1ainlellttl be 
present stratified in the same order at the site of llarnham in Suffulk (Patersoll 
1937; Wymcr 1985), and Clactonian industries have also beclll'ccogniscd fmm 
broadly contemporary levels at Clacton-on-Sea and Little l'hurl'Ock (Wymer 
1957 & 1985; Singer et (1/. 1973). In the traditional view Clactollian ami 
Acheulian industries are consistently and sufficiently distinct, despite both 
occurring withiu li le post-Angliall interglacial, to reflect the prescnce in Euglund 
of two groups whose different tmd itions of tool-making are held to reflt~ct 

diffe rellces in other unpreserved aspects of culture. sufficient for two distinct 
Childean cultures to be recognised. Since the lileoretical basis of culture­
historical interpretations in the I)alaeolithic was severely attacked by the 
Jlinfon.ls the Clactonian/Aeheuliall scpamtion has been challenged or re­
interpretcd regularly, origimllly by Ohel (1979) and more reccntly by McNabb 
(1992), McNubb & Ashtoll (1992), Mithcn ( 1994), Ashton & McNabb ( 1994) 
and Ashtoll et (lI. (1994). 

Ohel argued that both Clactonian and AcheuJiall were inlegnll parts of a 
single secluencc of reduction taking place in different parts .of the lundsclIllC. 
Ol lc l suggestcd that Clactouial l industries represcnted jlrelimillilry roughing-oUl 
.of bifaces and Acheul ian industries represented the later stagcs of manufacture 
and the abandonmcnt of the finished tools. While this idea is in tunc with lhe 
theoretical ideas put forwanl by the Binfonls cxplaining contclllpomry variation 
as reflccting the orgauisatiou of different activities within a landscape, it 
foundered on lilc rocks of factual evidence. There was a) a complete lack of the 
distinctive debitage frolll handaxe m.1nufacturillg. and b) only a single disputed 
ha.lldaxe, ill rich Clactoniall levels from flu vial gmveJs which contained lithic 
material presulllably gathered from a fuirly large catchment. and heHce likely to 
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include a go.od sample of the lithic tcchnology being practised. Furtl u::nuore it 
WllS already shown by the time of Ohe!' s work that the SWanscolllbe Lower 
Loam contllined re fitting Clactouian secluences which could not have Il!.!clI 
cont.inued towards a biface (Newcolllcr 1970). It should also he I)oiuted out that 
the basis of GheJ 's claim that the metrical characteristics of dehitilge fw m 
Clactonian and Achculian sites overlap rdies on the stalisticaljiggelY-llI.lkcry of 
testing the probability that Clactuuian and Achell liau debilage :Isscmbl;lges cOllie 
from the same population by using a rlUlge of:i: 2 standard errors fro m the mean 
of each populat ion. Such a wide r.lllge incilules over 99% of the nunnul 
variability o f each population so a high degrce of overlap is almost inevitabh::, 
without it indicating at all Ihat there is ullY silHilarilY hclw/.!ell the pUjlulat iolls. 
McNabb and Ashlon do not follow Oild's itlcu that ClactouiulI and Acheuliau 
iudustries are integml parts of a single reduction sequence, but suggest illstcad 
thnt they arc cOlllplcJllcntary aspects of a single industrial lradition, whil:h 
invo lved both Cafc-and-flake technology and handaxe-nlllk ing tcchology 
according to circulllstances. Exhihits slJpP()I't iug this argumcnt are a) the 
prescnce of numerous cores in Achculian iudustrics fmm a Humber of sitcs, 
indistinguishable from those ill Clactouiall industries, h) the prcsellcc of very 
variable pl1)I){Jrtions of cores and huuduxcs in Acheuliau industries s \J !;!;t:~ tiJlg 

Ihey arc 1I0t so internally homogenous as supposed, c) the presence of seveml 
handaxcs in Clactonian industrics, suggesting these too arc also IIOt so internally 
homogenons, and d) lile apparent existence at BarnlJaIll of Acheuliun ami 
Clacloniwllititic material at the same straligruphic level. Thc new evidence fruJU 
the Swanscombe deposits presented in Chaptcr 16 plays a key role in this debate 
with thc corcs from the Middle Gmvels wld ti le biface from the Lower GmveL 
There afe two maiu qucstions which need to asked cOllcerning exhibits a)-d), 
namely i) have they been provell '! And ii) whut do they prove? 

The ted\llologicul analysis in Chapter 16 and a swift examination of the 
Lowcr Midd le Gmvel cores by the writer CQnfirms that, although Ihey are not 
illustmted, thcy are indistinguishable f\'Om cores associated with Clactonhm 
industries. Otherwise exhibils 11) anti b) life based on McNahb's wide-nmgiug 
rc-examination of Palueolithic matet'ial fO\' his Ihesis (McNabb 1992) ali(I so cuu 
be acceptcd. The prcsence of handaxes in Clactouiau industries is more 
problcllllltic. In addilion to Ihe handaxe f\'OlIl Waechter's excavation, which was 
provcllanced to the top excavated spit of the Lower Gravels, MeNabb lltld 
Ashtoll havc listed ten bifaces ill print as associated with Cluctnllian levels 
(McNabb & Ashton 1992; A~hto Jl & MeNabb 1994). There is nQ reason tu 
suppose Ihat Waechter's handaxe is wrongly prnvellancccl. although it is possible 
that it may he . 

Of the othcr tell , fivc collected by Wl\ITCn frolll the e latIon fm'cshore at 
Lion l)Qillt are acCClltcd as being found out of context. and although it lII iglJt be 
reasonable to suppose that they came from the lIearby Clacton Ch'IllUcl, an 
established source of Clactoniau material, Ihis lack o f ceflai,lty makes it 
unreastJnable! to use them as the basi:,: for overturniHg a IOJ)g-establisIJcd 
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I)alaeolilh ic fr' ll uework. 11lree halldaxes were colh:cted by Chandler (1928, 
Figures 20 , 23 & 24) Fmm lhe Lower Gravel at Swanscombe - theliC arc what 
Ashlon & McNabb (1994) have called "non-classic" hiFaees. Onc might thiuk 
d ial this is a ruse worlhy of "Yes, Minister", but it is a genuine attcmpt to 
categorise ill1cfacts whose shape they believe has bccn formed with a bifacial 
intent but which do not conform to established ideas of a nice thin and 
sYlOllletric;!1 handaxe. However, there is inevitably a grey area betwccn co­
incidentally bifacial cores and non-clllssic bifaces. '1l1is grey area is more 
problematic st ill when added to tlm rolling damage amkting IIl0St Lower Gmvcl 
artefacts which can round oFf pointed parts of artefacts and give the iIIusi()u of 
more refilled WOl"ki ug and slmpiug I.han was uctually the ellSC. Buving examined 
Chandler's specimens, this wri ter's Opillioll is that two of them seem to be cores 
with a co-incidental poi nt. and the other is a large implement with onc end 
slightly worked to form a poi nt, which means it can slip in at the non-classic 
end of the non-classic bifacc category. 

Of the remaining two cI;limed Clactonian handaxes, one collected by 
Marston is I)f()Ven:mccd to "Lower Gmvel?" from Rickson' s Pit, and the other 
collected by Dewey is provenanced to the Lower Gravel fmm Darnficld Pit. 
These specimens arc also "non-classic", although more classic than Chandler's 
in the writer's view. Ashton & MeNabb have suggested that the query in 
Marston's proVClLance relates to his surprise at findi ng a handaxc in a 
supposedly Claclonian level. However, in view of the lack of records by 
Marston showing the location and Slraligmphic position of his find, and the 
complex Pleistocenc dt:posits of Rickson's Pit. it cannot be presumed that this 
sl)Ccimell came from a deposit equivalent to tile Lower Gravel in BlIrnfield Pit. 
Finally. Dewey's h'llldaxe is the most classic of the lot, although still called non­
classic by Ashton & McNabb, and olle cannot doubt its I,rovenance as Dewey 
was the onc who defined the Lower Gravel in the firs t place. 'lb.erefore the 
presence of h:mdaxes in Clactonian levels is reduced to three reliable specimens, 
all of them non-classic. 

The fi nal exhibit is the apparent contcmpomncity of Claclonian and 
Acl lculian JIlllterialll t Bamlmm (AslLton et al. 1994). At Area I there is a cillssic 
Clactonilln induslry consisting of refitting cores and fl akes. This level occurs at 
the base of a deposit of Light Gray Silt around 30 cm thick, and 011, and within 
Ihe 101' of, a Lag Gravel deposit whose surface also is marked by a layer of 
large flin t cobbles. Above tile Light Gray Silt there is a Dark nand at the baliC 
of a thick brickearth deposit, and this Dark nand contains hamLucs. 111i5 
sequencc was also investiguted by Paterson (1937) and is one of the two 
stratigmpllic pillars upholding Ihc classic fmmework. At Area 1V-4 unC<luivocal 
handaxc-thinning debitilge has IlUlI found at u level regarded as equivalent to 
the Clactollian horizoll in Area I. 'Illis equivalence dCIJellds upollthe Light Gray 
Silt cout iuuiHg from Area 1 10 Area IV-4. and the hamlaxc-making dcbitage 
occuring under the Light Gray Silt at Area IV-4. III Pigure 2 (Ashton et a1 1994) 
this continUlIlion is not shown, the l...ight Gray Silt is absent at Area IV-4. 
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However Ashtoll & McNahb (I>crg. cOlllm.) claim thll tthe ctJlltinuation has hC~ 1L 

provell by more recent fieldwork, und [hat it was not a(lpar~nt before as Ihe 
U ght Gray Silt becomes darker and more clayey towards ArCilI V-4. Therefore, 
the evidcltce From Barnham indicates fla kdcore and llill tdaxe-Illaking tCcl UlOlogy 
not only during the same geologiclll period, but on clI lJt<': lIl (lul"arily expuscd 
landsurfaces separated by only e. 100 m. 

In sumnllu-y, there is evidence i) tlmt Acheuli.m iudnslCies contaiu large 
and variable amoullts of core-uud-fl ake production, ii) Ihal Acheuli:m industries 
are alsO ilL lt!rnally variable in the uumbers and tYllCS of handaxes, including 
large quantities of non-classic tYI)CS, iji) Ihllt non-classic illlmlaxcs arc very 
occlIsiollally found in Claetonian imlustries, and iv) thut hiUldaxe-lIlilking wa~ 

taking ph.ce 1I0t only in Ihe smue interglaeiul stage liS the production of classic 
Clactonian industries, hut ulso contemporaneously with Ihe Clacloniun iuciustry 
al Barulmm. '!lIe insidious and seductive atlmctioll of cul ture-history is that it 
is immune to fac tual disproof, at lhe same time as prov id ing no ex planalion for 
why cultures evolve and mingle as they are claimed to do. If Olle is a 
sufficiently hardened culture-historicist then nOlle of this evidellce will prove 
anything other than cultural iu\(:grity and distance were maintained even 011 the 
same knapping fl oor. However less severe cllses wou ld concede thnt Ihis 
evidence does suggest that a) we lLeed to re-assess our ideas of the technologic;!1 
variability subsumed within the CllIetolliau and Aeheulian pigconholes, and b) 
we should take seriously the McNabb-Ashton postulate that tllere may be a 
seamless continuum between these longstanding pigeon-holes. 

If so, we arc left with the problems of i) explaining why Imndaxes, and 
thc evidence of handaxe-makillg, are so scarce in eel·tnin (and co-incidentally -
? - always stratigmphically lower) horizons. and ii) documenting this v;u'iability 
within the context of new theories about the relevance of assemblage 
composition. Raw material quality seems an unlikely explanation. Expcrimellts 
by the wri ter (Wenban-Sm ith & Ashton in prep.) have confirmed that there is 
no problem making classic. ~nice" Acheuliun ovales from the r.tw material 
associated with the Clactonian horizons at Barnhmu. Furthennore. it is hard 10 
imagine what mw material restrictions could prevllil during fonnatioll of the 
Swanscombc Lower Gravel which don't prevail during fUl1nation of the Middle 
Gl"avel, and which would lead to such a drastic dilTereuce in llaudllxe-lII i1k iug 
prevalence. 

Onc interesting avellue is all ex pliUlatioll relating 10 the degret: of s()Cial 
leaming l)Chiud an applicd technological relX!rtoire (cf. Mithen 1994). While I 
applaud Mithen's lIInbitioll to develop new expl;umtiolls of Palaeolithic datasets 
inheri ted fmm the culture-historical era of the discipli ne. lIe seems to have \lver~ 
stated the iufiuellce of e llVimlll1lCll lal context upon ltomiuid behavillur in a 
slightly detcfluiuislic Wily, .lIId to fly ill ti le face of oilier ecologically IJnsed 
theories ahout the impact of Cllvii"OlIlHCllt 011 hnlHiuid groups. Firstly, he suggel>lS 
that minor, and hard to demonstrate, variations in eJ1Virolllllcllt could he 
affecting group-size and so teclll Lll logy. Secondly, if olle accepts that the 
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environment does affect adaptive strategies. then conventional wisdom is that 
surv iving in inlerglacial wooc.led ellvironments requires complex group 
networking (Kelly 19&3; Gamble 1986 & 19R7), and thus would support rather 
than hiJlder the learning and traHsferellce of "difficult" handaxe-making 
technology. The ev idence from Swanscombc also refutes some aspects of 
Milhen' s model. All environmental and geological evidence suggests that the 
Swanscombe Lower Gravel and Middle Gravels were formed during very similar 
cli matic regimes. and during, lhe same interglacial period. Furthermore both 
deposits coutain deri ved artefacts gathered from comparahle c;ltehmcnt zones. 
Ilowever, Ihese two deposi ts coulaill a highly contrasting prevalence of hundaxes 
(sce Wymer 1968 for evidence from the Middle Gruvc1s, which were only 
minimally investigated by Waechter), which seems incolllpatible wilh Mithen's 
mooel. 

Variations on Mithen's theme tnight however explain the observed data. 
For example, consider Ihe following lead balloon. We know that good quality 
bifaces wilh advlll lced technical features such as tranchcl-sharpcning were a 
cOllllllon feature of (lre-Anglian occupation (Robcrls 1986: Ashton & McNabb 
1992). And ill early post-Anglian contexts such as SwanscomiJc and the Clactoll 
Channel lhe bifacial element of technological pmctice is both technically crude 
and .very rare. However, in later posl-Anglian contexts the technical quality and 
fre<luency of handaxes increases again. 'i1tis could possibly be reflecting the 
splintering of previously stable pre-Anglian hominid groups by the extreme 
stresses of the Anglian ice-age, and their subsequent rc-grouping under the 
impact of pl'Olollged tempemte conditions - evidcncc . fl'OllI Doxgrove of mint 
refitting material ill solifluctioll deposiu associMed with pcriglacial conditions 
suggests occupation pen;isted at least during the beginning of the Angliall 
(Roberts. cd. 1996). OUter explanations could involve changing balances 
between expedient coreJfl ake strategies practised at the point of contact with a 
food-resource and more logislically phumed strategies based on porled bifaces 
carried in advance of coutact. There is clearly much scope for further work ill 
the areas of !loth understanding better the facts of the archaeological record. ancl 
also intc;rpreting them. 

This report of Waeehter's work provides 01 valuable summury of the 
stfatigraphy and environment of onc of England's most important Palaeolithie 
and Quaternary siles. 'n le liulic data I'ccsentcd is mostly restricted to Ihe Lower 
Gravcl and Lower Loam, because that was where Wacchter dug. Despite this 
limitation. Ihe results contribute to the current debate 011 the meaning of onc of 
the long-standing pallcms recognised in Ute NW European Palaeolithie datusel. 
Additionally. the ill situ material from the Lower Loam is of particular 
illlpOl'lancc. Material of this nature gives the 0ppol1unity to reconstruct short 
episodes of behaviour as they happened, and a major concern of Palaeolithic 
study now must be to develop theoretical approaches which use this kind of data 
pnKluctivc1y to investigate the que~ tions post.od in the concluding summary 
(Chapter 11) relating to hOlllillid behaviour and mental capabilities ill the Middle 
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I'lcislocene. Unfortunately these questions arc IKlSCd mlher Ih;m auswered, but 
onc C~U1 't have everything and wc cel1aiuly have 1x..'Cn given a superb basis of 
facl fOf others to integrale with U1COry. 

In conclusion, Waechter deserves some praise, bec;\LIsc although he clearly 
participated in the culture-historical folly of the times. of which McNabb makes 
SO much. among his original intentions ill starliug his work at Swanscombc was 
to invesligate ;11 situ hol'izons for the behavioural info nllation they ill il:\ht 
cOlltaill. Apparently (Waechtcr 19GH) he expech:d to fi nd such hori:r.ons ill the 
Lower Gravel as well as the Lower Loam, bllt he should be C() lIIll1ended for 
idelltifying the potential of the Lower Loam, ami act ing UpOIl it. Despile the lack 
of a final publication Wnechter pf{J(.Iuced detailed interim reports after each 
seasoll excepl Ihe lasl, OInd his excavalioll aud recording tcdllliques wefe 
sufficiellt for most of his fau nal and lithic material to be accur.ttcJy provellanced. 
ConwllY, McNabb and Ashtoll shollld be congmtulatcd on having found the 
eIleft;Y 10 hriut; 10 fmilioll a project which must have lost mOll1entulII with 
Waechter's de,ltll , and on having the strength of purposc 10 make scllse of the 
old excavation ft.'COrds, 10 Ihe extent of being ahle to present a collcrcut report 
25 years after the site was excavated . Buy it, it 's excelleut vallle al the price. 
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Fr.ulcis Wenbilll· Smith 

/nwiwte of Archaeology, Ulliver.tily College LoIUJorJ 

Minuks 11rl11e AIUiUIII Ceilel'lI l !\.fel,:lil1l;, helt.! III 11.15 on 29th NovclIIIII:1' 1995 lit l"nUlk.~ 
11011-*,31-46 O,'SI1101II Rd, 1.01111011 NI 5QJ. 

l'rcl>Cut: F,llealy (Qlltinnan), I.Humble (Vice Chairman), U ..cwis (lion. Secretary), L.Austin 
(lIun. T reasurer & Mcmbership Sec.), A.David, N.Ashton, I' Jlradley. L.IJevaJl, J.Wymer. 
J.SebufieM, P.Belri.lge. E. lIcaley, A.Savilie, n .C<tSway, K.Fenlie (RClIM), D.Field. 

I. Apolullies were received fmm !'.I'ctt itt and A.ltolx:ns (Hon. Editor). 

2. T he minutes of Ihe previous eommillec meeting held on 2619/95 aud the AGM he ld Oil 
30Jl IJtJ4 w~re aeeqltell as a correct record. One iIIallce which arose from thc cummittee 
1I11:ctinl! was lhat J.l·IUlllhle said he would dislribute our brQ(:huro, !llId L ,Bevan $wd ~he 
would slIpply him with It Ibt uf eOllSultltlllS. 
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3. Maller:; Arising. I. Fr.meis Healy wuuld producc a project ootlinc for flllllle direc tillllS in 
lith ics research in December. 2. P.Bradh:y was prepared 10 Imblish the Oxfonllitltie SClllters 
meClius: as a mUIJOlllllllh. 3. 1I.lIealy said thal a uICelill8 ill Exeter was sli l! in l'(l:pamlion and 
Ihal A.Rooc/ls would remain thc cunlacl for Ihis. 4. Kate Feruie from the Royal Conullissiuu 
spoke to the lUecling about her projcct 10 inde)( lilhic mate ria l Oil the NMR and llIa~e the 
entries more consisleul, stnlclured ami accessible. She bad cOllie 10 Ihe Soci~ty's AGM III 
explain Ihe pmje(.:t and to seck somc ad vice on how bes t tO ]j:o about this ta,k. Uufmtullalcly 
llIauy of the replies outl iued the pmhlcul!i affccling lilhic stu.lies I"Jther tban offerill!; a wuy 
fOlwan\' Il.Heuly said Ihat wc welc a very 10UI; way f.uut nchieviu!; 11 slOnd;udi,e.1 ;"tdacl 
n:C(m[iu!; sy~lem . N.Ashton explaiued the IlmbJ..:ms CHClllIJ llercd hy the BM wlh.:JI they ,Imled 
10 eOJl1juttel'isc tllcir nceessious rccords. J.Schnficld oUllincd areas where Ihe ltCllM pmjeet 
might medal' with the English lIerilage Lithic Scallers Ilrojec) , aud offerC(illJ fmwanl tile 
county ""'!"HIS fmm thj~ project to Kale l'cntic. 

4. Officers Repm1S. 

lion Sccrctarys ItcpOt'l. John Le wis sUlUlILal'iscd the JlIt:cl iUl;S held dllring the pasl year which 
eonsislcJ of ;l anuary, Recent work Oil lithiC$ ill Wales, held in Canliff.Masch, It talk by Jilt 

Varmlcll of the BM on Glimes Gl'avCll.Apdl, a joint Illt>Cting with Ihe QRA IIU Ihe T.»uryall 
Valley, held in the BM. August, the field mceting at lhe Bo)(grovc Lower i'alucolithic 
e)(cavutious. September, a lalk by M. Ilaynier on typolol;ical c lass ificaliull of lhe early 
Mesolithic.Octohcr, It !tClllinat held at the O)(ford Unit 011 evuluat iug lilhic scalters. Fillully 
at IIJdays IIlCctiull a talk by Nick Dal1011 on WOI'lL: ill the Wye Valley caves. This yea r has Ihus 
been a busy oue and lolm thanked all the lJcOllic who comribuled to and e.l'ccially organised 
the day mcctings. He also repealed his iulelllion to stant! down as SCCretllry at lhis AGM due 
to pressure of work, and thanked al l Ihe lUelllOC!l! of the conuuillee fOf' thei r support ovcr the 
past two years. 

HOII Edit()($ ({epofl. 1I0th the new lion Edilor (1'.I'cuiu) IInd tlK: otllgoing one (A.Rul.lCl tS) 
WCll~ absent fonntbe tIIeetiuI5. Howcver a lIJC:;sage from P.l'c:uiu ~tatcd thal many articles had 
been arlllugcd for the Lithics after next. A.Dayit! nliscd the fact Ihat the latest dooble wilioll 
of Lithics. Vols 14115 was full of «run;. £l.lIcaly said that Alison was IIware of this ami 
apologised. 

HOII Tt'easun:r lIud Mell,he l·ship Seecclary'S Repot'l. L Anstin 1" ·ese l1led a p,."visiollu l aceollllls 

staleUlCllt for the year. This was not hOWever a clefi llitive SI:lteUle lll as it had l!Cell ve lY 
difficult 10 kee ll Ihe accotlnlS due 10 Ihe lack of comput ing facililies (sec oclow). She OIls!) 
appealed for assistance from allY members who had accountaucy e)(pericnce. I lowever il 
became clear Ihat due 10 ilK: production of the r((;elll publications such as - Lithics iu COlllext" 
the Society would have a cash-flow llroblem, IJOSsibly to the dc tfionellt of Ihe publieatiou ot 
the "Glossary·. In addilion, BM Litho had pulled OUI or llrinting "Li lhics·, thus re1luiring a 
COIllIIICOC i;tl prin ter to do IlK: job. A long dehate cnMJC,1 over publicut iolls policy and finances. 
A.Savil\c thought that publication of large Oc.x:asiollal Papen should be backed hy a glllul 
from a suitable txxly. Illther thulI spcnding the Socicly's sU'l,lus. T his should be lo:pt for 
(lublisliiug the "Glossary". It was pointed out thal the G lossary is s till not ready after at least 
a decade of work. 'l11C nature of the Society's :lllh,'CU!Cul wilh O)(]l()W books to 1'(tl(lttt"C ;\ml 
o:iistrihulC the Glossury was reviewed. Was the iult in l I,wmisc that each ll\elll!Jcr ~hl.l llld 
receive II free copy now realis lic? Should the Socicly d istrihute IlIlbticalions ourselvcs ;11111 
keep a bigger IJCfcclllage of the pmfits than if Olbow did Ihe wOI'k" It was poinled out that 
it took a considerable amount of time and effort to distrillute books, uud Jl further debate 
ellsued over Ihe dislribution of "Lithics in o,llte)(t". 1I was clear that this jlublicalioll had 10 
be sold {Iuickly to recoup Ihe out lay 011 it. J.Schoficld agreed to handle the Ilrc ' llublicalKllI 
offcrs 011 this PalJICt, and would the n approach Oxbow to lIeg.,.iate fot lhem 19 h:tlIdlc furlher 
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