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It is hard to do juatice to this ~!ork. Ths collection of 
eleven papers covers a vide geograpliical spread , and while 
principally concentrating on hunter - Gatherer case studies , it is 
not exclusively conce rned \lith an)'" particull,lr chronological 
period . The IJain theme ie the use of lithic evide nce to study 
hUrrlan behaviour . As such , the articles attecpt to apply 
innovative theoreticsl approeches to specific casee . While there 
is uuch detail to disagree with , the book ie an exciting 
developgent in the use of lithic analysis and it is to be hoped 
that it will ect as a catalyet for debete . Thie review ~ill not 
describe each paper , but will atteLlpt to exaldne SOlle of the 
issues raised . 

The firat, and mos t i Llportan t, is that raised by Torrence . 
Despite their abundance in the erchaeological record , stone tools 
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do not currently contribute ae much es they should to the study 
of past human behaviour . Although artefacts are the main form of 
a r chaeological data , most theoretical models have been borrowed 
from either anthropology or ecology , and do not adequately 
conside r material remains . It 1s sugges ted that" while 
sophisticated methods of analysis hav e been developed , there is 
no theoretical baeia that would allow the increasingly detailed 
informstion concerni ng etone tools to be of gene ral velue . This 
position is in contrast to Rowley- Conwy ' s contention thet lithic 
analysie cannot offer as euch ae ecological data because of lack 
of uethod (1987) . As Torrenc8 points out , there i s no shortage of 
lIe thods available for lithic analysis , but there are problems 
with ma king US8 of ths quantities of data generated by those 
methods . To use this data a theoretical fra~ework is required , 
and the approach foll owed in mos t of the articles is to use 
optimieation theory . 

Becauae the authors are looking at general ca uaea underlying 
lithic variability , Torrence sugges ts that 

'Perhaps now stone tools might be worth snatching f roa the 
grasp of the specialiete who control thair study and 
restored to their rightful place in t he centre of 
archaeological studiae of pae t human beheviour ' . 

Few would argue with the last part of this statement , and 
~ost would aBree that we should be attempting to ensure that 
~aterial culture evidence (of whatever type) can ba used to etudy 
hULlan behaviour, and not sinply catalogued in greater and greater 
detsil . The first part of thie etatecent ie , however , r ather 
peculier . It is perhsps born out of the growing spec ialieat i on in 
archasology that forcea people to work in inc r eeeingly narr ow 
spheres . Host enalysts of lithic ~atarial do not conSider 
themselves to be SiLlply lithic epec ialists , on the fring es of 
archaeology, but ressarche r e who ars atte~pting to make uee of 
the availa ble data . Ind eed , it would be Llor e true to say that 
lithic analysis has been ~ade peripheral by thoee who do not 
etudy stone toole, and at best aend thei r collections of lithic 
lIs.terial to a specialist to produce a contribution that will be 
included ae an appendix to a aite report. Torrence usee rather 
dis~issive tones when she describes the Lithic Studies SOciety as 
'a group composed of experts who specialise in t he descriptive 
pUblication of chipped stone asselilblazea ' . It Ilould appaar tha t 
those who describe stone toole ere unintu'ested in general 
archaeo lo~y . 

Wi th this in ~ ind, it can be etated that the basic precise 
of the introduction is e~affgeretod. There have , of courae , been 
attellpts to uee lithic evidence to elucidate .,ider archaeologiC(11 
proble~s , a slance at the bibliography of tIde volume ie ar.Jplo 
documentation of this . In addition , the battery of methods built 
up ove r the laet t: .. enty years hils been a necessary precursor to 
enable lithic evidence to be uBed to snewer increasingly 
sophisticated questiOlls . In fact, one of the problems \/ith the 
papers presented here is the lack of atte ntion to ' data qualit)'"' 
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and sone 
of t.he 
ignored , 

of the theoretical assumptions made (Jochim , 107) . 
~et.hodolOB i cal developments that have been made 
a lthough these are funda~ental for lithic analysis . 

Hany 
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Thie is the ~ajor critici sm of the book as a whole , that it 
over- simpli f ies wuch of the data . Myer e , for exaaple as sumes ths 
fUllction of an entire class of artefacts (l!Iicroliths~ froil a few 
reconstructions of projectile points . Ilyers' paper i s perhaps the 
test and worst of the collect i on . He re a inds us how lit t le stone 
tools a r e used in the reconstruction of hunter-g3ther 
subsistence , settleuent and wobility compared with the use made 
of the rare surviving orcani c evidence , and points out 

'the inherent interpretative and quantitative liDitations 
.... hich arise through constructing nodels that owe so lIuch to 
eo little of the Ilvailable archaeologicel record' . 

He denonetrates how it is possibl e to use the lithic 
evidence in conjunction with enviro nmental data through 
optimieation theory, producing a unified hypothe sis . 
Unfo rt.una tel:.' , his oVel' - SilJplification of Bach component of that 
integrat ed model means that the whole rests upon . very shaky 
foundations . 

1)1 addition , the importance of ' s t yle ' is largsly ignored in 
thi s book . Only the paper by Gero focusBs on this iSl!us , pointi ng 
out that artefacts are frequently seen as_ playing a passive role : 

' they follow 
prehistoric 
incidentally 
aight reflect 
or sroups . ' 

fr om aod d irectl y reflect the i r ambient 
environments and behaviours . It is only 
that the forns or 'styles ' of t hese a rtifacts 
patterns of relat i onships between individuals 

She points out that the Qake r ~ of the artefactl! can be 
active , using ' Qaterial culture not oilly to subsist but also to 
forD , . maintain and transforo social relationships' , conacious1y 
or u.lconsciously . The use of optia isation theory in the othe r 
papers generally iinors8 th i s dimension and pr oceeds in a very 
utilitarian manner . This is an area where opti~ isation thsory 
perhaps inevit.ab1y falls down . The theory assuaes that behaviour 
is desi~ned to opti.ise the expend iture of time and energy , 
balancing the costs of a solution against the rssu1t.ing benefits . 
The studies te nd to assu~e a single primary ' currsncy' to be 
optilll i sed , .... hether it be ensrgy , ti lile , ra .... mate rial , or the 
oiniQisstion of risk , a nd f ail adequately to consider the full 
interplay of diff sren t pressures . This is a shaMe , as 
opti~i8ation theory shoul d ide&lly allo .... the differen t -oals of 
different fOl·ms of behaviour to be studied i n a c~uparable 
fashion . This includes not only technology with subsistence , 
settleDent pat t er n and sO on , as sU2gested by Torrence , but also 
the different goals that could be achieved through different 
aspects of techno102Y , including mster i al conservation and risk 
avoidance . In addi tion , social Bosls such as expressinol ethnicity 
and pressing personal ad vantage could be inclUded . 
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A sioi1ar problel<l Can be observed with lIayden ' s paper . lie 
suggests that t ool oorpholol!;ies ars the result of resharpsning 
and use , and not the product of preconceived forms . ' ~Is n tal 
tel!lplates' are thus governed by functional and hafti ns needs not 
by fin ished shape . This general principle is based upon 
ethnographic research , largsly on Australien Aboriginels and Ne .... 
Guinea Highlanders . Related to this is Torrence ' s observation 
that Br i tish /leolith i c tools are a ' typologist ' s ni ghtllars ' , and 
have extreue va riability . Haydan acknowlsdges that hi s liIode l may 
not cover ri tual or stat.us tools , such as pIano- convex knives or 
arrowhesds in the Il eolithic . It Qay also be inappropriate for the 
preceding Mesolithic and Palaeolithic tools whic h have grea ter 
liIorphological r egularity . Torrence notes that lithics in 
Australia frOR the lsst thousand years are also less regular thsn 
their predecessors . It can perhaps be suggested that Hayden ' s 
' general principle' is based upon uodern soc i et ies that have ~ore 
in co~mon with t he Neolithic than the Palaeolithic . 

~hile blade industriss cay be more economical of raw 
naterial th~n flake industr ies , Hayden sees them as less suitable 
f or r6sharpening and psrceive" s gro~s1ng need of quantity of 
rilaterial through tiLlS , largely llIet by the development of 
re sharpening techniques . Torrence also notea t he use of low 
quality material in tho Neolithic , extendin~ the quantity of 
liI!lterial available , and ar ~ues that quality is ,lot so impor tant 
as th e tool kit Is no longe r as vital in meet i ng risks as in 
hun t er- eatherer societitls . Alternatively (follolllag Goro) it 
could be argued that for Nesol ithic and Palaeolithic groups 
' form' was i mpor tant and that resharpenins .... a s not therefore an 
option , necessitat ing blade technology for economy . For specific 
tools in recent prehistory, notably those with high vis ibilltl 
such as projectils points , form may have been equally i mportant 
f or sy~bolic reasons . A aore co~pl i cated pattern of both 
functional and stylistic Qotives lie a within ~os t asee~blages 
than either Hayden or To rrence ad~its . ------

All this needs , of course , to be put into perspective . The 
work presented here is pril<larily a demonstration of the 
application of theory to make lithic evidence more generally 
valuable . In this re3ard t.he work aucceeds adairably . 

The concludin::: paper by Jochili1 is a very useful 
contributi on , as it puts some perspect i ve on the rest of the 
book . He points out that ths r e are many problems reuain ing f or 
the a pplication of evolutionary theory to lithic technolOGY and 
lists the msin flaws . 

1 . The probab ility that not all parts of etone tool technologies 
wil l be equally sensitive indicators of complex llspects of hunan 
behaviour . 

2 . The soeetil<le s inadequa te quality of data , for exarilple the 
scant a ttent ion pa id t o functio:l , to distinGuishing ed~e-da:dags 
f rot,] use and post- dopositional f actors , or to differentiatillG 
bet,leen retouch end reshal.'pe;:lin3 · 
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3 . The problems of defi ning the ourrency to be optil.lised. : little 
ethnographic Ilork exis ts to provide compsrative ilIaterial. It is 
difficult to deter mine which factors are important for 
econouising in different circuastances . 

~. The diffi culty of deducing technological results frow a single 
determinant : it is possibl e to nrsue frow first principles for a 
nunber of poasi bly conflicting responses to the sarcle si tun tion . 

This is in many ways the most exc itina book on stone tools 
and archaeology to be published in recent yea r s . Ae T01'rence 
points out , tool usiaa is one of the ioIsjo r distinsuishing aspects 
of huaan behaviour , snd the study of those tools is crucial to 
our understanding of hUlilan developClent . Tho book deals Ilith the 
definite , albeit exaggerated , proble~ of how to use the data 
available frou stone tools. The theoretical models used allow 
~odern sophisticated methoos of lithic analysis to beco~e ~o re 
iIlLlediately useful , but at tiues th i s work fails to cade adequate 
use of those uethods and over- si~plifies the data. This is 
perhaps the result of the perceived gulf between those who use 
the methods and those who use the theories . Instead of si~ply 
pointing to this gulf , more 1I0uld perheps be aai ned if it were 
appreciated that , while l:lethode ere limi ted in a theoretical 
vacuur:l , theories are pointless if they they troat the data in a 
superficial r.lanner . It· i s impossible to unders t and possible 
pressures for optioisat1on if the technological solutions and 
functional needs cannot be neaSJlred . Fo.rtunately it is possible 
to study these areas , but few of the euthors here do so , tending 
to assume ~uch and argUing fron first principles . 

For ~oth the DethodoloGical over- simplification and the 
theoretical probleD areas an increasing use of a oultiple 
approach , using several strands of lithic evidence and 
independent non - lithic , for example environuental , evidence ~ill 
allow the approaches outlined in this aook to beco~e truly 
use f ul and allow lithic analY Sis to contribute directly to core 
!,,}sories concernina hU!lan behaviour . Hyers indicates aOI/ this 
Ilork should develop , but ie thllarted by the probleD that each 
strand ie a cOllplicated pheno::.enon in its 0\011'1 right , and cannot 
be validly oVer - Shlplified when incorporated into the whole . This 
proble~ of integrating the ~any disparate for~s of archaeolo3ical 
evidence now aveilable is not restricted to lithic analysis . The 
develop~ent of optilJillation theory for toole end material culture 
does , however , present a mean s of examining these aspects of the 
evidence U:1der a unified t heoretical f:i"smel/ork . 

Bill Finlayson January 1990 
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lihlle pote ntially united by their aeographical location , the 
studies presented in these two volumes are essentislly 
independent and , as no overall synthesis or discussion is 
attempted , require alcost totally independent review . 

Volume I deals with excavations carried out at three 
barrows : Hoe Hill, Ash Hill and Top Buildings , although , as 
last is deuonatrated (in chapters 12 and 14) not to be a 
barrow, it does not even appear on the overall site location 

long 
th, 

long 
lIIap . 

The voluQe therefore essentially details the excavation of 
ditch sections across two long barrows which appear on the basis 
of Figure 1 . 1 to be fairly close toaether . As a more detailed ~ap 
showing the relationship of the two barrows has been replaced by 
a somel~hllt Strail(!e topos:raph i cal sketch , just how c lose must 
remai n a nystery . 

The volu.e would have been a lot siapler to use if two 
individual excavat10n reports , each with its deacriptive finds , 
environ~ental and dating sections , had been presented , followed 
where appropriate by couparative discussion sections . As it is , 
the fifteen chapters deal \Iith the individ ual excava t ions and a 
series of reports on the artefacts and environuental aspects. For 
such a structure to be sasily used requires conSide rably more 
cross-referencing than is aveilable here . 11hat appeal'S more 
illogical , however , is an imbalance which gives pro.inence to 
aspects of the investis:ations vhich could be considered alMost 
totally irrelevant , at the expense of important data , such as the 
radiocarbon dates for the barrows , some of which is hidden tll/ay 
and really takes some finding . 

To dis.iss some sections es irrelevent might seem unduly 
harsh . However , when the circumstances of the discovery of two 
partial unstratified skeletons , which subsequently turn out to 
be of Vikinz date , and the accoapanying bone report run to 
seventeen pages when a note would have sufficed , the comment 
seeDS feir . 'fhis sort of inforl<lation should be BUlmarised with 
the rest left firQly in the archive . 
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