
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 . 

59 


