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ABSTRACT

The question of the nature of human activity, its
specific formulation and function in social production
and reproduction is a fundamental one for any theory
of social formation, existence and evolution.

There are various forces to account for which do
not remain static as they are categories of human needs
and consciousness and they are transformed as society
changes. Nonetheless theoretical pre-suppositions in
general have rested on the validity of rigid argumenta-
tions embedded in a tradition of conservative ideology,
with their central feature the a priori reduction of
population dynamics and social values to eternal natural
laws. In this "Hobbesian society"” concepts, categories
and methods are the products of the very phenomena they
are designed to describe; the effect is empirical closure,
artificial separation of the object from its history, and
the application in any field of the "true or false"
hypotheses, which once categorized remain ever so,

However, an understanding of the reality depends on
the gquestion we ask. Rather than seeking comparabilities
in statistical terms and countings according to some
unstated value scheme considered as proven, the Marxist
commitment is to detailed study of societies, with written
or non-written history, based on the dialectical-
historical analysis of relationships and contradictions
that must be elaborated, refined and tested both through
theory and praxis; and this is the concern of the

5
following thesis.
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INTRODUCTION

Anthropology, however it is defined, is enmeshed in the
perticular social structure and economy to which it belongs in a
kighly complex kind of way: it can hardly be discussed in isolation.
Sven the most abstract theoretical digcourses and scientific
endeavours are the product$Sof particular societies in a particuler
historical period. Fven the most concrete empirical investigations
gt any level of information or analysics are subject to particular
constitutional forms end traditions and are, therefore, part of
particulsr historical, economic, political and ideological Canjdac tures
Because human beings live in societiss and because these societies
tave 2 temporal dimension, the products of the human mind always
have a sociazl and historical determinant.

Anthropology hes traditionzlly studied the relations of human
kind to nature and the relations within society, the original
conditions of the human being, its material, mentzal or artistic
expression. In that sense it is closely connected with archaeology.
Anthropology is founded on the supposition of the structﬁﬁéﬂof humen
populations, tﬁe differences between them and the varieties in the
development, existence and composition of each, and in that sense is
related to demography. Fuman populations tend to heve distinctive
features and trends in their productive and reproductive activities -
both as activities 1n society and as a specific discourse n
society - thet ia methods and decisions concerning these processes -

end in that sense anthropology is connected with econoumy.




INTRODUCTION

Anthropology, however it is defined, is enmeshed in the -
particular social structure and economy to which it belongs in a
highly complex kind of way: it can hardly be discussed in isolation.
Even the most abstract theoretical discourses and scientific
endeavours are the products of particular societies in a particular
historical period. Even the most concrete empirical investigations
at any level of informatioh or analysis are subject to particular
constitutional forms and traditions and are, therefore, part of
particular historical, economic, political and ideological conjunctures.
Because human beings live in societies and because these societies
havé a temporal dimension, the products of the human mind always
have a social and historical determinant. i

Anthropology has traditionally studied the relations of human
kind of nature and the relations within society, the original
condition of the human being, its material, mental or artistic
expression. In that sense it is closely connected with archaeology.
Anthropology is founded on the supposition of the structuring of human
populations, the differences between them and the varieties in the
development, existence and composition of each, and in that sense is
related to demography. Human populations tend to have distinctive
features and trends in their productive and reproductive activities -

both as activities in society and as a specific discourse in

society - that is methods and decisions concerning these processes -
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and in that sense anthrop&logy ir connectad with economy.



-.Anthropology is a social science which has only recently separated
itself from a conservative natural-science view of humanity which
had given birth to a variety of racism, the reduction of cultural

differences to natural or innate differences and- the assignment of
these to a scale of higher or lower races. The theorists of this
anthropology argued that principles of population should be seen
as related to, and determined by, the laws of social 6rganization
in general, which should themselves be studied by the methods of
natural sciences. The consequence was the claim to héve established
universal, iron laws, invariant abstractions of human nature in
the name of objective science; palaeodemography and prehistoric
archaeology remained faithful to this tradition, of a homogeneous
space of facts and phenomena grouped together under typological
classifications, naturalistic constructions and pre-fixed patterns
of a given ideology. This empiricist ideology which, with few
exceptions, dominates every variety of history, lives in the
illusion that it can do without theory in the strong sense, without
a theory of its objects; what seems to take the place of that theory
is ﬁhe methodology and the rules that govern iés effeétive practices.
It is not paradoxical then, that the Marxist conception of society
has been neglected and a dialectical materialist interpretation of
history was scarcely if at all realized.-

Marx and Engels worked on the construction of a systematic
theory, with inter-related concepts, designed to formulate new

patterns of determination. In contrast to a concern with unique

events or institutions, the central concepts of historical materialism,
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such as forces and relations of proiuction, are not formed by the

! n . . Y ¢
one-sided accentuation of one or more points of view and by the

synttesis of 2 great many diffuse, discrete, more or less present
individvuel phenomena; their function is not to constitute ° ‘ideal
limiting concepts with which the real situation or action is
explained. In this respect the concept construction of historical
meterialiem is outside the empiricist problematic, in which concepts
are a2bstracted out of reality, either zs accentuated ideals or as
averages, . instead of produced through theoretical work.

It is now more than twenty years since the French discussion
emong Marxists on the nature of society traditionally studied by

Since

eanthropologists and more than thirty years . -~Childe's attempt to
explain archazeological evidence in Marxist terms. The latter's view.
not only failed to exert any significant impact on archaeological
rezsoning and research, but his attempt has been used by archaeo-
logists to show the failure of the historicel mzterialistic theory.
Although this rather demonstrated the failure of the different
authors to distinguish and/or relate theory science and evidence,
it undoubtedly reflected a general and widespread trend smong
archaeologists/anthropologists, mainly and foremost in the Anglo-
Szxon tradition. And it is not surprising in view of the intellectuel
traditions of theée countries the social origins of the above two
disciplines, the particulsr nature of these societies and of the
colonialism they exerted {or the neo-colonialism they 4o exert)
that the practice of archaeology/anthropology in the field appeared
to proiuce a theoretical orientation in which the essential problem

was that of socio-economic order ani the ways in which that was



maintained.

Nevertheless £he intervening years have seen a2 proliferation
of writings by VYarxists and non-Marxists alike ¢n the above issues.
It would seem thet tre initial negative reaction among Anglo-Saxons,
based as it wes on ideological grounds, haz to some extent been
allevizted anil that it is becoming possible for anthropologists/
archaeologists to step back zni take stock of these writings, to
place them in the context of historiczl materialiem. UHistorical
materialism is not synonymous with economic theory and history:
it is rather a science of historical sociezl totalities comprising
economic bases 2nd politico-juridical and ideological superstructures.
The question then is whether it is possioble to formulate these
differences and explain their respective specific dynzmics, at the
ievel of the relations of production and reproduction. From that
point of view, the following work intends to contribute to the
answer of a Warxist anthropology, on the basis of an analysis of
the concept "human essence; and can be described as an attempt to
present in its main aspects the mutusl lwﬁCIﬁemﬁﬁﬁiﬁ°“of nature znd
society =2s takes plece within nature-conceived in its widest sense,
comprising populsztion settlement economy eni culture - ani the extent
t~ which we can use and apply the Yarxist theory for the interpretation
of "primitive" and/or prehistoric communities in generel. From a
treoretical point of view thus, the main contribuition thet prehistoric
archaeology is likely to make in the near future will concern these
issues, trat is the manner in which specific economic, social ani
demographic varizbles interact with one another in specific environ-

mental settings over long periois of time. Subdject to its own
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limitations "palseolithic'" archaeology (and palaeoiemography to
that extent) has & unique contribution to mave to an understaniing
of the ;enner ?n which economy, society and culture evolved.
This work also may be COnsiderei "selective" in the sense tﬁat it
adopts the larxist theory of society as its approach and tries to
- analyse some palaeolithic societies in Sreece within this framework.
The intention will be unierstood by the relevant workers in the field,
but herdly any of them could explicate its wmeaning in a form which is
accedtable by others. _The problem is not only that no generally
accepted definitions exist for 1islectics and VYarxism but thet also
inherent difficulties exist in the anelysis of prehistoric societies.
The Marxist concept refers to the connection between i1ifferent types
of technical organization of lavour ani iifferent types of economic
ard sociél eystem. In }MNarx's theory "forces of proiuctio;” was
transformed into a new concept. Productive capacity is no longer
merely a quantitative phenomenon: the dominsnt concern is no longer
with its quantitative improvement, butl w~ith the jualitatively
different technicsl forms of laoour.  This ctanze of focus is
conveyed by, this very important formulation in Capital (III)_
of the core of historical materialism: the reletions of production
are rere said to corresponl to a definite stage in the development
of the methods of labour and thereb; its social productivity.
No concrete analysis existsin Marx-Fngels theory for prehistoric
societies,and the relevant materisl forms an orzanic whole jispersed

through their writingg,mainly. The German Ideology, The Economic & Philo-~.

sobhicalfﬁanuscripts of~i844 and 1857-1859, Capital (Vols.I,III). The Origin
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of the Family, Private Property ani the State, Letters of Yarx

to V. 2asulich and - FiV. Annenkov,and “ngels to Lassalle.

J. Bldcﬁ, C. Schmidt, kD B;rgius,,Lafargue ani Xautsky. The stuily
of social reality as motion anl process might be said to be more
central to historical materiaslism than t0 @ost other strands of
social thought.

The orjer of presentation within this thesis posed certain
problems becasuse of the use of differential criteria of determination.
On the other-hand, views of particular writers and schools of thought

"had to be set against views on particular subjects, such as:
dynamice of primitive societies, ethnographic interpretations,
population. relationships, ani palaeodemographic gquestions, such as
economy andi demography, the cultural context of demography or the
demographic reaSOning of settlement 2nd its regionazl expectations.

As it was impossible to include the vast literature involved
in - the various aspects of the relevant subject. ~what is not referred
to.inthe text but Awas o read or consulted is presented in the
bibliogfaphy. Because of its dialectical crarszcter, historical
materiélism involves a new kind of scientific determinetions, which
cannot be "sgmmarised". Trhis is the purpose of tre copious quotations
from the works of Yarx, “ngels and Lenin { some zey inleed find them
all too plentiful). But every quotation is 2lso an interpretetion.
And it seems to us that many relevant aspects of the Marxist method
have been totally neglected (when not ignoredi), above alli those wkich,
we think, are iniispensable for understaniing the coherent structure
~® that method from the point of view of logic ss well =2s content.

"hig view, 1ifficult per se, scguirec a new context anil extenis to
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a new dimension, when one considers that there does not exist any
concrete, coherent theory in larxism as far as it concerns palaeo-
lithic societies,\hich is why many ieny its application im- fhe
;xplanation of tre mechanisms involved in the-evolutiOn and survival
of these societies.

But this . method, we are not seeking " eny ready;mede
answers to ready-wmaie definitions. Ye must extract tre practical
essence of the theory from tte methodl ani its relation to the object.
Y¥arx.- defined the conditions in which 2 relstion between theory ani
practice becames possible.in his @ritique of Fegel's Philosophy of Right:

"It is not enouzr thet thought shouli see” to reelise

itself; reality must elso strive towards thought"
Since this study concerns both palaeodemography and historical
materialism it was felt that in order to explein the constitutive
elements and the specific development of palaeolithic societies it
was necessary to divide the subject into six major parts. Fistorical
materialism emerged from a definite theoretical context, but et the
same time formed itself to a2 4istinctive body of thought by breasking
with this context st jecisive points.

Chapter One examires these essentiel distinctions in connection
with the dynamics of primitive societies, their mzterial production
in relatioﬁ to the different elemerts of lasbour processes and to the
sociazl coniitions inherent in these processes. The objective is to
present the bssic theoretical co-oriinztes delimiting the space in
which patterns of socio-economic determination can be iiscovereid
ani explained. A materialistic approach csnnot consist merely of

engquiries into "the facts and givens” of & =ociety. -itheout taking



the precaution of constructing the concept of the object; the

.

reality of a given fact is tre iniiviiual that forms e society.

"¥y standpoint, from which the evolution of the economic formation

of society is viewei es a process of natural history, can less than
any other, make the inlividual responsible for relations whose

creature he socielly remains, however much he may subjectively raise
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hizself above them" (Capital Vol. I, Preface to the first edition).

Chepter Two discusses the COncepﬁsof d1emozraphy ani populstion
relating these to the llarxist approaches on population‘prOblems.
Basically tre static aspects of genetics is of little interest to
demograpters. It is certainly more important to know at a given
moment the distribution of certain characteristics within a population.
Such d4z2te obviously enable valid comparisons to be made elsewhere.
Geneticists speak about genetic drift and selection, frequently
ignoring the fact tkzt the object of their observation is controlled
by demographic factors that can be interpreted at only two levels:
fertility and mortzlity which in their turn may be {ani are) dependent
on factors outsile biological rationality. |

In tre field of palseodemographic ﬁ%enomena as related to

settlement patterns and human occupation the conzept of linear

ceusality can no longer be applied to them es it has béen hitherto.

Subsistence regimes develop unier the stimulus of a sequence of

iistinct elements - yet these elements are closely linked by the
dynamics of their historical circumstances. On the one hend. are

the people, treir productive ani reproductive activities; on the

otter handi is e given =pece within which pcople move. The crucisal

point to jefine then isy Thow, 20l sccording. io what igdation 2




a given space has been produced, and to delimit its contents -

that is of the people using that space, people who perhaps are
opposed to the physical foram or 'purposge’” of that space. One of
the key factors which Marx defined concerning population and region
was the extent to which the spatial concentration of population in
certain areas was not caused prim=rily by raw material deposits or
by other ecological '"opportunities" but by the concéntration of
prodjuction in certain areas. Relations of production denote social
relations among men. Settlement forms are conditioned rather by
their particular productive relationships and shaped by endogenous
socio-economic structures, than by exogenous wechanisms. Population
"variables" such as density, growth rate, etc., are thus closely
related to their spatial environment as it is created by specific
productive activities. It is Chapter Three that deals with the
2bove problems.

Chapter Four, discusses ralzeodemography from an econcmic
perspvective and to what extent demography - which has been considered
more as a cause of biological procescses than related to condiitions
of preduction - can be snalysed within the hierarchy of reletions
determining its form and content at any level of its formation -
particularly the conditions of reproduction which comprise the
mzterial and social infreastructure of this formation. Laws of
éhange refer to "constants'" because they reflect the properties of
socioeconomic relations. The apparent difficulties involved in the
interpretation on tkat level of hunting-gathtering societies stems
not only from the fect of unsatisfactory data but frow an unsatisfactory
theoretical control over that data. Pslaeoeconomic conceptualizztions

perpetuate tre notion of the "mechaniczl" exploitation of nature by
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men invariably linked with tleir immediate environmentel system.
But economic phenomene are not properties of nature. The Yarxist
formulation refers to the conrection between different types o7
technical organization of labour, throughk which a given praductivity
is manifested and tre extert to which this affects the eppropriztion
of neture. There are, trerefore, internal coniitions for each
society and at the seme time common conditions for all tlre societies.
The system of their_functiOn or transformation is determined by the
active conditions of the process of production, by the structural
causalities of the economy in society and at the same %ime by the
general specific struciure of this sociefy.

The cultural context of demography is the subject of Chapter
Five. Culture is trat sphere in which socizl experience and knowledge

2re han&ed down frowm one gereration to another. that is the sphere
where social information is stored up, thereby making it possitle
for culture tc develop ani for new values to aprear. Culture exists
in society zs a definite zgsregation of wmateriel zrni non-meterial
vgluesg, constituting the environment in which men live zni act. In
terzms of tre activity patterns of tre tdtal popuiztion it is the
rezction to or acceptence of certain cultural elements which allow us
to assess the significarce of objects 2rnl events by examining the
social disposition to act with respect £0'Ueh. Tris framework is

one in which demograpry takes on meaning in terxs of "eignificant
relationships'" and a significant relationship cennot be determined

indepenient of the context in which 2 population finds iteelf. Tith

respect to the interaction between demongraphy eant culture, treiitionally

1y

they hgve basn.consiiere? 2s two non-corresponiirs sspects of huwmarp -
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populations, as two sepsrate units which needed ditferential,
sometimes opposing sets of explanation. That =itustion coniitioned
- the subject-matter of demography in & self-reproducing reslity that
coﬁld be determined from a simple summgtiOn o facts. It would appear
though that demographic balarnces are affected by quite comrlex
cultural and socio-economic processes, endogenous relestionships and
interfering external factors wkich cover both material end "non-
meteriel" rezlities; these demanl an explaratory understanding
outside tre retionally adeptive, self-interested celculetions of the
historically undifferentiéted categories of the given demographic
"package“.
Chapter Six discusses the significance of the historical

explanation for population settlements, economy andi culture, in

relation to the artefactual evidence of three Greek regions where
the continuity of Peleeolithic occupation is visible, first of all

at the locsl level and secondly in inter-connection with the

surrounding ereas. As stone tool materiel ies the only "rard data"

available for tke moment in Greecce, 2 sample of 1000 artefacts was

-

: taken from esch region 2nd all inforwation was coded ani transferred

onto computer file. Assemwblages were ther anzlysed using the SPES

programs. ~stiwmations on patterns of variation and the spatial
representation of the 3000 =stone tools were obtained by the use of
multivariste analysis (non-metric multidimensional scaling).

Computer results have a jeceptive exsctness about them which

i is not coniucive to & criticel attitude  or to new hypotheces;
v their results are gs vslueble as the ideas they are "testing".

CFstimsiion ol wecisl procesces ig a mziter of estevlishing contextiually
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and relationally meanings which are regardedi as "moveable" as a

part of the process through which society accepts certein lines of
thoughtin ordgr to rationzlize certain lines of action. In that.
sense eidialectical approach to iieas, events and “thinge” as they
arise in particular historical contexts is at the ssme time a
verification =achieved through prectice; dislectics is practice and
bécomes practice through use. "It is not a wmethod covering explanations
once ani for all, but an oper network of metkodological principles
incorporating categories and ;oncepts with complex practical
applications - quite apart from any traditiohal bi-valued positivistic
logic where hypotheses are true or false and once categorized remain
ever so. Lastly it is a method which allows for contradiction and

the testing of hypotheses by inverting analyses if necessary, by
regarding solutions pointing to new problem; and questions poin{}ng

to new solutions.

The thesis therefore presents an analysis of the probleams of

tke evolution of pelaeolithic societies ani1 & critical evaluation

of their socio-economic structure, but 1oes not attempt to presume

-

a determinate solution thereof.
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CHAPTER I

Demography and the Significance of Historical
Explanation

l:1 The Interdependence of ¥anand Nature

Natural phenomena snd all consciousness of nature have been
reduced in the course of history more and more to functions of
objective social processes. Marx showed, howgyer, thet society
itself was & natural environment. This was meant not only in the
immediately critical sense that men are still not in control of their

own productive forces in relation to nature, that these forces

confront them as the organized, rigid form of an opaque society, as

a second nature, which éets its own essence against its creators, but
also in the "metaphysical" sense thzt MNarx's theory is a theory of -
the world as a whole. The human life process, even when understood
and controlled, remains in a natursl environment. Under sll forams of
production humén labour power is only a manifestation of a force
of nature. In his world man "opposes himself to nature as one of
ber own forcese"1 By acting on the external world and changing it,
he at the same time changes his own nature. The dialectic of subject
and object is for Yarx a dislectic of the constituent elements of
nature.

¥arx questioned the doctrine of the social organism because it
related to no particular and concrete body of scientific data, on the

one hand, andi as the basis for unguided progress, was related to no
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particular human act on the other. Progress, accoriing to the

2
evolutionary school of that period, is located outside the human
sphere and unrelated to anything that man does or knows; the general

disposition to progress lies as much outside human control, as it is
conceived by these thinkers in the 20th cenéury as {t Aid in the 19th
and as did the action of providence in the 17th century. Progress

is brought to the order of nature by men's abstract conception, just
as provijence is brought to it by his mystical conception, neither
progress nor providence being directly connected with the actual
processes of nature.

The question of Marx's concept of nature necessarily ext;nds
outwards to the question of the relationship between the materialist
conception of history and philosophical materislism in general, Most
of the existing literature, while it correctly brings out the

qualitative distinction between Marx's materislism as a theory

oriented primarily towards history and society andi all the forms of

~materialism which had arisen in the history of philosophy, fails to

take into account sufficiently those aspects of Marxist thought which
link him to the materialists of antiquity. |

Here the question of the connectio; between the materislist con-
ception of history andi philosophical materiaslism is by no means
secondary or purely of terminological interest. Yarx described
extre-human reality which is both independent of men and mediated or
at least, capable of being mediated with them, by using different
terms such as, “"material”, "nature", "objective moments of labour's

existence"; since men constitute a component of this reality, the

concept of nature is identical with tke whole of reality in the
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Marxist view. This 4id1 not result in an ultimate or dogmatic meta-
pliysic but simply circumscribed the horizon of thought within which
the new materislism moved. In the words of Engels, materialist
philosophy, consists in explaining the world from the wofldrit;;1f°4
This concept was dogmatic enough to exclude from the theoretical
construction anything ¥arx called mysticism; at the same time it was
conceived undogmaticaIiyahd broadly .enoughto prevent nature itself from
receiving s metaphysical consecration or indeed ossifying into a
final ontological principle.

As distinct from the materialism of Feuerbach, where man does not
emerge as productive force but remains bound to pre-human nature and
for which nature as a whole was an unhistorical homogeneous substratuam,
the essence of YMarxist critique is the dissolution of this homogeneity
into a-dialectic of subject and object. Nature was for ¥arx both an
element of human practice and the totality of evefything ﬁbat exists.
The sensuous world and the finite men in their existing social
setting (the essence and the appearance at the same time) are the
only quantities taken into account. At bottom, there existed for
Varx only "men and his labour on the One‘side, ;ature and its materials
on the other." On the basis of the objective logic of the human work
situation he attempted to comprehend the other areas of life as_well.
"Technology discloses man's wmode of dealing with nature, the process
of production by which he sustains his life and thereby also lays
bare the mode of formation of his social relations and of the mental
conception that flows froa them,"5 What is essential is that historically

there is incompatibility of man and nature, i.e. in the last

analysis the necessity of labour triumphs over the unity of man and
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nature. As long as nature remains unworked it is economically value-
lesg or rather, has s purely potential value which awaits its
realization; '"the material of nature alonq insofar as no @uman

labour is embodied in it, insofar as it is merely material and exists
independently of human labour. has no value, since value is only
emboijied labouro"6 This leads us to & further point. Natural factors
do not affect human relations directly, but only in a mediated forum.
Natural geographical situations havenot 'changed" drastically since
prehistory, but théy have taken a wholly different meaning, (for
example, a sea which separates two peoples from each other at a
primitive stage is, at a higher stage, their means of communication).
The effect of natural factors therefore depends on the mediation of
the economic (ioe° humaﬁ) relations, which have arisen on the
foundations of these natural factors. These effects are changed in
thé historical process. The conmnection between human relations and
the effects of natural factors is basically g twofold one. It consists
of both a decrease and an increase in the importance of natural factors
to social life. VNatural factors are less importanf now than they were
for primitive man (less diependent now on harvest, soil'-fertility,
weather etc. - factors which for the most part can be offset by
technical means). But in other ways their importance increases, since
man exploits nature more than he 4id in former times. Both the
decrease and increase in man's dependence on nature are what is

called "socialization of nature" and is actually the increased inter-

g locking of society with nature. Nature's influence over man takes

7’

a8 "mediated" form, while it is social relationships which have

¥ "direct" influence. Marx differed both from idealism and from abstract
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metaphysical materislism. Fe differed from them. but he also
represented their synthesis, where he was able to arrive by removing
any sort of "abstract speculations” by inserting reality where it
belongs. Feuerbach has already taken the first step towards this,
by recognizing that the essence of philosophy lay in anthropology,
the science of man. But Feuerbach regarded man only as a species,
a mere product of nature; for Marx, nature and man form a unity; in
that sense social reality knows itself, and the philosophical problem
becomes an anthropological sociological one. -+

The reference to the history of philosophy injrié ¥oly Family
provides further examples of philosophical-methodological motives
not otherwise made explicit by Marx. Here we meet a general character-
ization of the Hegelian system which shows that Marx's materialism is
not to be understood ontologically. According to Eegel the world is
the applied logic of the self-development of the Absolute Idea.7
This means that the logical has priority over the historical and pre-
determines it. Fegel comprehended society in its unity, Marx in its
internal opposition; common to the two is the formation of '"civil"
gsociety as the achievement of the civilized condition, which is a
process of general development on the one side, of the particular
history on the other, and the relation between the general and the
particular. The achievement of “civilized" condition as the human
agency is at the same time Marx's comprehension of Hegel. The formetion
of mutually antagonistic collectivities, internalized as collective
interests in this opposition to each other, is the difference between

Eegel ani Varx. This difference is objective in itself, it is at the

same time the Aifference between Hegel's subjectivity and Merx's



objectivity, and is the positing of the relation of the subjective

to the objective in society, which is wholly on the side of Marx.8

1.2 The Historical Dialectics of Society and Nature

The traditional philosophical problem of the'meaning of histéry
and of the world is very important for the un&érstanding of the relation
between Marxist materialism and philosophical materialism in general.
History is neither a chaotic collection of facts nor is it connected
together to form a whole with a uniform, spiritual meaning as in Hegel.
Marx did not give to history a "pantheistic” independence.

It is true that the social formations which replacg each other
according to a law bring something like aﬂ'all—embracing structure
into human history. But this is not to be understood in the sense
of an immanent "teleology". All goals and purposes arising in reality
can be traced to men acting in accordance with their changing. situations.
There -is no meaning in isolation from these situations. This is
certainly an extremely abstract expression of the real logic of
knowledge. But it is precisely this abstract quality which makes it
possible to determine the essence of "historicism" as a method of
cognition. "Historicism" in its extreme expression is a yariént of
diachronic analysis, if only because it is oriented towards studying
the transitions from one state of the object to others on a definite
time scale. But that is not enough; "historicism" as methodology
includes the diachronic approach as one of its elements, but essentially

modifies at least one of the postulates of the diachronic approach;

it gives up syncretic analysis and relies on a certain decomposition
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of the "object" itself, singling out those components that are
responsible for the change. These circumstances - emphasis on
dynamics and functioning - make it necessary to take into account
temporal characteristics, to which the t%:; concept becomes a
neceseary element of description. But, obviously one is not dealing
here with the historical time.with which the development of the
object is QOncerned, but with a special type of time that might be
called the time of functioning. Leaving aside the specificity of
the social time and teking into account only the fact that the concept
of the social time is far from identical to mere external chronology
expressed in absolute units, one mzy insist trat the distinction
between historical time and the time of functioning is based on the
distinction between respective temporal scales.

The inner historical time has its own, speciel units of measure-
ment. Tasken generally, they are correlated with certain major changes
in the structure of fhe object, in the forms of its interaction with
the environment and its modes of vitsl activity. The unit of
"measurement"” is related with the realization of an interconnected
totality of functions. Translated in the language of chronology they
become essentizlly different. But this difference is not absolute,
so that these types of time frequently overlap when complicated social
processes are described. In that sense, knowing the composition of
tke object into a time-scale does not imply knowledgze of its structure.
Structure is not the dead cast of the frozen object, but a character-
igtic of those of its invariant aspects which are only revealed

during the analysis of its actual dynamics. One of the assumptions

on that, is that the elements or "parts" of the object are not (or
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not only) determined by their substsntial substratum properties,

but by their position within the investigated whole. The pointvis
that a complete abstraction from any time is only possible in a
strictly limited class of problems - i.e., dealiﬁg‘witgrthe investi-
gation of the anatomy or morphology of the object. Considered in tris

way, it becomes clear that the most essential specific feature of

Marxism is tkat in the analysis of social reality it combines

"historiciem”" and dialectics as a definite general approach to the

ﬁ explanation of development mechanisms. For Marx, questions directed
to pre-human and pre-social existence of development should not be
posed abstractly; 1in each case they presuppose a definite stage of
the theoretical and practical appropriation of nature. All putatively
primeval substrastes are always already involved with what is supposed
to emerge from this activity and are for precisely that reason by no
means absolutely primeval. The question of the act of "creation" of
man and nature is therefore less a metaphysicsl than a historico-
social question. Marx set forth the history of the individusl
interests in their conflicting relations to each other, resolved in
the collective interest, of the social formstion, within itself; the
resolution of the conflict is not w_hole9 partly beczuse the process
of establishment of the "new" forms of society is incomplete (in
which the former communal relstions are carried forward albeit
proforma); pertly, however, the conflict is never resolved in the
new form of society because the interest of the subject is not wholly
subordinated to the objective interest; the interest of the subdbject
is at the same time objective and subjective, being botl internal and
externalized in the behaviour, relations and production of the group

in the society.
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When Karx treated the history of previous human societies as
a process of natural history this ;3 first of all the critical
meaning that the "laws of economics confront men in all ... planless

and incoherent production as objective laws over which they have no
power, therefore in the form of la;s of nature"lo ¥arx had in wind
the experience gained in the course of the perennial "prehistory"
of man, that in spite of all technical triumphs, it is still .always
"nature" (under special exploitative conditions) which is victorious
in the last resort and not man. All the contrived machinery of modern
industrial society is merely nature tearing itself to pieces, in that
it is not socially controlled.11

However, in addition to this accentuation of its critical aspects,
Marx used the concept of natural history in the broader sense given
to it by the evo}utionist theories of the 19th century. When he
reprgached the "abstract materiaslism of natural science" for excluding
the "historical process",12 he had in mind nature as well as society.
Marx's approach in which the development of the economic formstion of
a society was conceived as a process of netural history, wmeant that
he viewed the historical process in its strict necéssity without

-

engaging in aprioristic construction or using meta-psychological
principles of explanatiOn.l3
Lenin, discussing in particular the nstural-historical character
of the Marxist method of investigation and its relation to Darwinian
evolutionism,writes:‘
"Just as Darwin put 2n end to the view that animsl and plant

species are unconnected, that they arose fortuitously "created

by God" and are immutable, just as he was the first to place
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biology on a fully scientific foundation by establishing the
mutability and the succession of the species, 80 ¥arx put an
end to the view that society is a mechsnicasl aggregate of B
individuals, in which the desired changes can be brought about
at the will of the authorities (or if you like of society and
government) and which emerges and changes casually and was
therefore the first to place sociology on a scientific foundation
by laying down the concept of the economic formation of society
; as the totelity of existing productive relations and by establisgh-
; _ ing that the development of such formations is a process of
14

natural history"

Marx himself, while recognising the specificity of social laws

was aware of the relation of his theory to that of Darwin:

- “"Darwin has interested us in the history of nature's technology

i.e., in the formation of the ofgans of plants and animals

which organs serve as instruments of production for sustaining

their life. Does not the history of the productive organs of

man, of organs that are the material basis of all social

organization deserve equsal attentign? And would not such a

history be easier to compile, since, as Vico says, human history

differs from natural history in this, that we have made the

former, but not the latter“15

Engels distinguished natursl from human history in a very similar
manner: 'the whole of nature also is now merged in history, and
history is only differentiated from natural history as the evolutionary
process of self-conscious organisma."l

Natural and human history together constitute a differentisted
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unity. On the one hand the history of society is a real part of
"natural history" in that facts characteristic of pre-human history
continue to exist in human society. Marx was thus able to describe
the instruments of production by whose construction and application
men are essentially distinguished from animals as "extended bodily
organs". On the other hand, one should not neglect the specific
history between the course of history in "development" and in society.
This makes non-permissible the simple translation of natural laws to
social relations, as in the many varieties of social Darwinism.

In a letter to Kugelmaég,Marx, criticizing Lange)wrote:

" "Herr Lange has .. made a great discovery. The whole of history
can be brought under a single great natural law. This natural
law is the phrase (in this application Darwin's expression
becomes nothing but a phrase) "struggle for life" and the
content of this phrase is the Malthusian law of population, or
rather over-population. So, instead of analyzing the 'struggle
for life'" as represented historically in various definite forms
of society, all that has to be done is to translate every
concrete struggle into the phrase "struggle for life" and this
phrase jtself into the Malthusian population fantasy.”l8

Engels showed that certain theories borrowed from the bourgeois
relations and their reflection in the realms of ideag™ were applied >
to the development of organic nature and then put forward by the social
Darwinists as supposedly pure natural laws of society:

"the whole Darwinist teaching of the struggle for existence is

simply a transference from society to living nature of Hobbe's

doctrine of '"bellum omnium contra ownes'" and of the bourgeois
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economic doctrine of competition together with Malthus theory
of population. When this conjurer's trick has been performed
+.othe same theories are transferred back again from organic.
nature into history and it ig now claimed that their validity
as eternal laws of human society has been proved."l9

Finally, one aspect of the relastion between nature and history
le of relevance for the method and theory of science. Since the work
of the Neokantians, ‘it has .~ become customary to assign to the
historical and the natural sciences modes of investigation which are
different in principle. Some distinguish between the method of causal
"explanation" peculiar to the natural sciences and the method of
intuitive "understanding" peculiar to the historical, human sciences.
Others divide reality into two entirely distinct parts. Nature was
conceived in-Kantian formﬁas the existence of things subject to laws.
The "nomothetic" character of the natural sciences corresponded to
this conception. History wes said to cpnsist of a profusion of value-
oriented, basically unconnected "individual" data only accessible to
a descriptive '"ideographic" method.zo

It thus became something beyond ratjonal analysis. Masrx admitted
no sbsolute division between nature and society and hence no fundamental
methodological distinction between the natural and historical sciences.
An opposition between nature and history is created by certain
approaches in that they exclude from history the productive relation-
ship of man to nature. Marxism insists on the necessity of concrete
research into historical phenomena and events in order to revesl their

objective interrelationship with other phenomena and facts, snd to

“uutebliah their essential traita. No general l}aws oxist in theilr
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pure form. They operate under diverse conditions embracing the unique
traits of a given social environment. They maenifest themselves in
various situations reflecting the dialects of the universality and
diversity of historical processes. Comparative analysis reveals
similerities of the objective tendencies in social development in

3
spite of the diversity of natural environment, history, culture and

demographic structure of the given societies.zl

The reproach that Marx proceeded too "naturalistically" when he
wrote in '"Capital' of the historical process of the economic formation
of society, as a process of natural history, is misguided, because it
presupposes precisely the thesis that there is a fundamental methodo-
logical distinction between the attitude of resgsearch into nature and
that of research into history. Scientific thought cannot recognize
any area ''sui generis";absolntely inaccegsible to explanation in
accordance with uniform laws.

Materialistic approach on the other hand, presupposes a thorough
study of any process or phenomenon of socisl 1life in its historical
perspective. Empirical knowledge and theoretical generalizations
should be combined in such an inquiry. As Lenin stressed,"Xarxism
does not base itself on anything other than the facts of history and
reality."22 Accumulating facts is the first stage of a scientific
investigation. What Marxism objects to is the factual work being
confined merely to discovering and describing facts, without inter-
preting them from the point of view of the historic regularities which
are revealed by those facts. This understanding of history develops

in correspondence with the concrete historical situation. as a result

of the analysis of new facts and phenomena. In the case of man-made
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objects such as social history, methods of inquiry and presentation
are, despite all their formal differences, internally related to each
other, whereas the interpretation of a nature separated from all human
practice must ultimately remain a matter of indifference to the nature
Before the existence of human societies, nature could only achieve
polarities and oppositions of moments externsal to.each other; at

best interactions but not dialectical contradictions. In the Marxist
view, all natural being has already been worked on economically, and
hence conceived. The question of the dialectical and non-dialectical
structure of this being, since it is isolated from practice, is s
purely scholastic one. The concept of nature cannot be separated,
either in philosophy or in the natural sciences, from the degree of
power exercised by social practice over nature a2t any given time.
Although even Marx occasionally used the concept of matter alongside
that of nature, the "practical” character of his theory ensured from
the outset that materialist economics)not physical factors or N

speculative notiOns,determined the reality which these concepts covere:

1.3 VYatter and Labour - Content and Form.

The epistemological definition of matter as objective reality
existing outside and independently of all consciousness corresponds
entirely with the definition of matter given by Marx, from the point
of view of social labour. Man has not created matter itself. And
he cannot even create any productive capacity if the matter does not
exist beforehand-24 In the "Paris Manuscripts" he adopts a similarly

objective viewpoint anl the theme is again taken up in "Capital”.
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Here the economic analysis presdpposes the philosophical-materialistic
view that labour,itself only the manifestation of s natural force, is
always dependent on a substratum\which cannot be reduced to labour
alone. If lsbour is the formel "creator of value" the stuff of
nature is its material creator. Hence, the division of natural
material and labour cannot be absolute. At the level of the individual
use-value, it may in abstracto be possible to make s distinction
A< between what derives from labour,i.e. from the activity of men, and
what is provided by nature as the material substratum of the commodity.
But as far as the world of experience as a whole is concerned, the
materisl pfovided by nature cannot be distinguished from the practice -
social modes of its transforﬁatiOn. Fuman productive forces leave
tﬁeir mark on the material of nature intellectually and practically.
This ﬁrocess however completely confirgs nature's independence of
consciousness rather than destroyingit. The maferials,qf nature -
having undergone the labour-process - remain componentsof the sensuous
world. The form of wdod, for instance, is altered when one makes s
table from it. Yet, for all that, the table continues to be that
coﬁmon, sensuous thing, woéd. In the finished article which is the
result of labour, the motion which mediates it is extinguished, but
- inversely if the product of labour undergoes further processes, it is
reduced azain to a mere moment of the mediating "moment". What is
immediate at one stage of production is mediated at another.26 The
objectification as loss of object which defines the labour-process
has in addition a more general theoretical content.
Buman labour is a unitary process, the purposeful expenditure

of labhour process. In sll forms of =ociety it s a2 social relation
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and in all forms of society, ;hether primitive or not, it is relation
to nature whereby natural materials are transformed. That unitary
process in its cqncrete form is useful labour and as such it is labour
in society whose purpose is the production of objects useful to. the
particul;r society. In its abstract form, labour in society is taken
up in relation to the process of circulation rather than to that of
prodﬁction and of consumption.

We have therefore two types of production in society, the first
or most primitive being that in which prodﬁctioa tekes place in direct
relation to consumption, the.unit of production andi of consumption
being the same. In this mode of productioﬁ there is no significant
amount of exchange of products between the social unities that are
the units of production, whether family or kinship group.tribe,
village etc. In its.predominant form, labour here takes the concrete
form of production for direct consumption: The second type of_labour
is that in which the unit of production is clearly sepasrated from the
unit of consumption, and exchange of products on a considerable scale
takes place between the producing units. At this point one now
considers the distinction between sociel labour as abstract and
concrete inrelatigonto nature and in sociéty, and at the same time the
distinction between direct and indirect labour processes, or the dual
forms of labour in relation to nature ani in society. The increasingly
indirect relation to nature is measured by the incregsing number of
steps in the‘cOncrete labour process or in the number of instruments
to make instruments; and this constitutes a simplie index of the |
slienation from nature, for it is the primary measurement of that

form. It is production for further production. The increasingly
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indirect relation of labour in society is at the same time production
iﬁ soclety for further circulation through exchange; it is production
for indirect consumption. With the introduction of the relation of
concrete "and abstfact social iabour,_the direct and indirect relations
of production and circulation in society are promulgated. These are
dialectical moments of transformation of society. They are ranged
on a "chronological” scalej the simpler or more direct takes place
earlier in time, nearer to the beginnings of culture; the more
complex with more numerous stages of wmediation in production takes
place later. The dialectical moments 0f labour in society are real;
being at once actual, typical ani temporal°4—They take place in the
brain and in society, for the relation of labour to nature and in
society are not merely correlative to one another but are mutually
determinant in their evolution from simple to complex form§.27
Engels directed attention to the distinction between labour and work,
“wiich has .a, parallel in Marx's distinction between sbstract and
: concrete labour; as concrete labour it is work, the production of
é use-¥alues} as abstract labour, is im—short the production of
‘ commodity valﬁé. Labour as the creator of use-values is independent
.of any particular social end, purpose, relation, condition of human
existence; as abstract labour it is abstracted from any given society,
being the general material interchange between the human kind and the

natural environment. Wants ani desires are not natural nor are they

invariable. They are formed from one society to the next, they are

culturally varisble; humen nature ie absorbed into culture but the

process "disappears" in the product. The generality of the human

nature is absorbed in the human being; but the human being is the
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product of two diaslectical moments, one abatract -i.e.culture in
general - and the other concrste -i:©-the particular culture. Marx's
category of labour was expressed in parallel with his category of

culture but only the-former'was'worged 6ut. Both are necessary in
r;fereﬁce to the problem of the placé in naturé of the human kind.

Once the materials have been extracted from nature they move
about for a time in society before their eventual return to nature.
The movement of the products of concrete labour in society-is the
metamorphosis of the form of goods into commodities, commoiities into
"money" and back into commodities. The formal interchange in circu-
lation has systematically been elaborated by MNarx, whe;eas the
material interchange with nature was set forth in aphoristic insights.

The labour of the body is the means of comportment by the human
kind as a whole with regard to the resources of nature. It is the
material condition of human existence in particular snd the material
condition of organic existence in general. It is an unceasing process
of ecological and economic relations. This ceaseleés interchange

between the living body ani the natural world is effected in the

production of useful things; concrete wants are thereby met in

-

concrete ways. The labour of the body is concrete lasbour, the original
5 and ultimate form of labour, shared with all living organisms. But
in man, as concrete labour, the work of the hands is the production

of useful things - it is production with an end in view.

Senbg v
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l.4 Labour Hierarchy of Functions

The fundamental problem for Varx is how the laws of human and
natural history are related, and how they _ ~“change. The way to
effect the required changes is subject in part to human control. Ve
are faced with the problem "of changes in the dialectical moments of
form in relation to function, accumulation of differences and production
in relation to reproduction. ¥arx distinguiéhed between accumulation
in general and capitalist accumulation in particular, showing the
error of Malthus and Jon852% who failed to make this distinction.
The process of capital formation comes from the labour process which
means to expand thke value of capital; reproduction is an economic
process both in primitive and in civilized societies and in any mode
of production whether Asiatic or capitalist. In itse simpler forms,
€.g8- in primitive society, or in the Asiatic mode of production, it
is simple accumulation. But even the simpler forms, have likewise
gone through their ihternal development. In primitive societies the
process of development is slow; considered as an economic category,
reproduction has under 211 human conditions a time factor to which
it is essociested, but under "civilized" conditions this time factor
comes under social control to an increasing degree. The time factor
in reproduction is fixed by naturzl and politicel-socizl inventions.

The key to reproduction is accumulatioﬁ, but in order to accumulate,
one must first store up; immediate consumption is to be avoided.
The physical storage of primitive economies is repleced in the capitelist
mode of production by accumulation on constant capital, in means of
production, in machines to make machines; in both primitive and
capitalist modes of production, however, the skill of the lebourers

29

is stored up and accumulated.
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FIG 1.1 : A diagram to show the different modes of production
and their interaction within each. N = man
S = society
(adapted from different authors and H. Cleaver, 1979)
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The specifically Marxist discovery tgat "higtorical relations
are objectified in the form of commodityvcan be misinterpreted so =~/
as to produce the idealist conclusion that, since Marx reduces all
economic categories to relationships between human beings, the world
is composed of relations and processes and not of bodily material
thingso3o One of the main endeavours of Marxist analysis is no doubt
to penetrate the surface of economic reality whichk has hardened into
things in order to get at the essence behind it - the social relations
of men. Production is always social. To quote from Marx:
" ..o the sociel reletions within which individuals produce,
the social relations of production, change, are transformed,
with the change and development of the material means of
production, the productive forces. The relations of production
in their totality constitute what are called the social relations,
society, and specifically, a society at a definite stage of
historical development, a society with a peculiar distinctive
character. Ancient society, feudal society, bourgeois societly,
are such totalities of production relations, each of which at
the same time denotes a speciel stage of development in the
kistory of mankind."Bl
The use-values of the things produced by them is realized without
exchange "by means of a direct relation between the objects and man-'f32
The social character of private labour which has taken place
independently of each otker is first revealed in the exchange of
the products of labour i.e. in the totel social process. The pre-

bourgeois forms of production, whose essence consists in personal

relations of dependence between men, are transparent enough to prevent
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labour and products of labour from taking on a "fantastic form

n33 The products of labour do not

different from their reality.
become commodities. The mode of production is a unity of two
indissolubly connected sides of production; tke productive forces

and the relations of production, which respectively express two sets

of relations among men: namely their relations with nature and with
each other.

The productive forces express the relations of men and society
with nature and the level of their development. In the most abstract
terms, production is the process of labour, that is, the active,
conscious end purposeful material activity of men aimed at adapting
natural resources to human needs. The objects of labour itself are
the general and necessary elements in the process of labour. However,
they have a different role to play in the process of production. The
objects of labour are passive. They are éverything that is subjected
in the process of production to some treatment and change as it is
converted into a product required by man with the help of the means
of labour. In contrast to the objects of labour, the means of labour
have an active role to play in production. 3But they can be used only
in contact with living labour, with human activity. (Fig. 2) an has the
decisive part to play in production and consequently it is the active
elements of their labour pfocess, that is, the means of labour and
men, with productive skills, knowledge and experience carrying out
the production of material goods, that constitute the productive
forces of society.

The distinction between the means and the objects of labour is

a relative one because the same things can be used for different
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purposes in production. FHowever a fundamental distinction does
exist. The'objects',being passive elements of production, do not
characterize the quality of sooiety's relations with nature, but

the properties of nature;which man uees in production. It may, of
course be said, that ;he materials man uses also characterize the
level of development of the productive forces, because progress in
production also involves the inclusion of new materials, which
enable man to make use of a wider range of the properties of nature.
But, these new materials play an sctive role in production only if
they enter production as a means of labour and if their properties
are used to act on the objects of labour. Consequently, objects of
labour ., are that part of nature which is involved in production ani
which is transformed. Objects of labour are a '"record" of the
properties of nature which man is able to use in production, at a
given period, but only the existence of corresponding means of labour
makes it possible to turn this possibility into reality.

The process of production has three abstract moments: raw
material instruments of labour,6 and form which, as labour,constitutes
a material relation among moments, themselves maferial. All materials
of nesture appropriated through labour a;e use-values. But not all
use-values are appropriated,i.e. humanly medieted, materials of
nature. The means of labour, the instrument of production ié in
general "a thing or a complex of things which the labourer inter-
poses between himself and the object of his labour, and which»serQes

Y

to conduct his activity to that object. While individual con-
sumption consumes use-values as the means of subsistence of the

living individual, productive consumption consumes them as the means
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whereby labour, the labour-power of the living individual is enabled

35

to act. In order to msintain the products of past labour in
their objective existence as use-values, it is necessary for them to
remain in contact with living labour, to be "thrown" as Marx put it,
into the labour-process as the result and the conditions of existence
of that process. If the possibilities inherent in a use-value are
realized, neither in the sense of the individual nor in that of
productive consumption, if it is not put to the service of human
purposes, it reverts to the sphere of the '"metabolism of nature".36
With the destruction of the use-value, the quantum of labour embedded
in its materisl is similarly lost. We are dealing here with a merely X
relative "indifference" of form towards materiazl; when a product
composed of<natura1 material is incorporated into further labour-
processes, the amount and type of labour already concealed within
the product is by no means a matter of "indifference". It is
characteristic of the simple process of production that in it, the
qualitative determinacy of the labour already expended continues to
be upheld. This maintenance of guality in the process of creating
value simultaneoucly involves the maintenance of the quantity of
labout.

It is true that living labour adds a new gquantity of labour to
that already objectified. But it is not the added quantity of
labour which maintains the objectified labour in general. Vhen added
to the product, it transcends the mutual "indifference" of the form
and the material subsisting with it. The material which has been

worked on assumes a form more suitable to human consuwption as stage

follows stage in the process of production "until at last it acquires
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8 form in which it can be the direct object of consumption, in which

the consumption of the material and the abolition of the form results
from its enjoyment by man, and in whick its transformation is its

37 ) T

utilization."”

While natural processes independent of men are esseﬁtially
transformations of material and energy, human production itself does
not fall outside the sphere of nature. The socially active man
confronts the material of nature as one of her own forces. In
referring to the action- of man on nature, Marx was seeking to explain
that the things which serve to satisfy human needs undergo a
qualitative change. For 1ialectical, as opposed'to mechanical
materialism, motion, that essential category of dialectical thought,
is not merely_a change of place, but also, in fields higher than
mechanics, a change of quality°38
‘ With this concept Marx introduced a completely new understanding
of mén's relation to nature. Although the notion was already presented
by the Enlightenment that nature should be seen‘essentially from the
point of view of its usefulness to man. the new dimengion is, the
analysis of the notion. The epoch of the Enlightenment was incapable
of analysing labour as the means of appropriation, of moQing from
this to the necessity of the division of labour and the accompanying
clasgs divisions an& finally of revealing the class character of
bourgeois society, since this was an epoch when the bourgeois posited
itself as an absolute, and viewed the concept of‘class, if did so
at all, purely as a moment of past history.

Fence the real background of the Narxist concept of trans-

formation did not even enter the field of vision of the Enlightenment.
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Nature was seen as something immediastely given, instantly capable
of apprehension, whereas Marx stated that "the object of labour can
only become raw material, when it has already undergone a change

mediated through labour."39

1.5 The Individual in Society: Knowledgze and Value

Whereas the animal is bound, in this appropriation of the world
of objects, to the biological peculiarities of his species and hence
confined to definite regions of the world, the universality of man
is signified by the fact that he can appropriate, at least potentisally,
the whole of nature. Through labour he can make nature his inorganic
body, both as a direct means of life and as the matter, the object
and the instrument of his life-activity. The externalization of
wants and their internalization as satisfactions are social relations
on the one side and human relations with nature on the other, the
latter being intermediated by human work, with tools, which were
conceived (by ¥arx and Jegel as well) as the social instruments of
labour. Thus man, unlike animals, "is free in the face of his
product"4o because his relation to nature does not consist purely
in the satisfaction of immediate physical needs: '"Hunger is hunger.
But the hunger which is satisfied with cooked meat, eaten with knife
and fork is another hunger than that which swallows raw meat with the
aid of hands, nails and teeth. The mode of production produces,
both objectively and subjectively, not only the object consumed bdut

| 4

1./,
also the manner of the consumption." ~ (Fig. 3)

Auman nature, that totality of "needs and drives" is only to be
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FIG 1.3 : Series of diagrems {1- 7) to show the effect and
interaction of economy in general (tools
production and population) in a society.
S = subject. I - instrument, 0,z object.
5 transfers O by the use of I.( ) If then we
consider two 4(0 + 0_) O, transforms O, but O,
acts upon the transfofmatlon of 0 (2) °1t is ¢ ;
obvious that a '"real'" object O kl%put acts - :
upon any O, 0_ 0O_ etc. (output) which mezans
that O is source”of transformation of a second
order trrough determinants of a different order
(3 (¢) ) So. - accumulating nature of knowledge,
even in a simple process of interaction. Thus,
- basic knowledge basic analytical power of a
determinancy (direct and indirect) leading to
dialectical contradiction and interaction. (3)
If we consider human practices, double inter- : X
action: each object '"determines" itself; the
two otjects are means of production (labour
transforms material through "action'-tools -
not rand use but both hands use. {4)
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So that we result at 2 "universal”

action of inieracticn (mode of production

both S+0 - man-nature process (5) with

tool (machinery later) unique (apparently)
source of change(s) - through lahour 'choosen"
form S {6) and potential (differential)
orientations of tke O as a tool (7)

(edapted from P. Boubaud 1930)
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conceived as a dialectical historical process, involving not only
the unmediated coexistence of a constant and a variable component
but rather the constitution of the 1life of the general through the
particular.42 The.essence of man arises in each case from a
definite form of society; it is '"not an abstraction inherent in
each single individual” but rather the "ensemble of social relations."
' Turning to the relations of society one must consider first the
nature of the society itself. Society is an object that can be
perceived with the senses, but it is at the ssme time a suprasensory
object, a set of relations and the symbolic representation both of
the sensory and the suprasensory object. In his treatment of
commodity fetishism, Marx begins with the opposition between
mysticism and sensory investigation. The mystification of
commodities arises from their social character, their character as
the products not of social production but of the social relations
between human beings, who now stand with each other not as producers,
but as buyers and sellers of the product. It is the social relation
that is carried over into the commodity relationy the mystification .}
of the social relation is the germ that has infected the commodity
relation with the same disease.44 Society is not a passive category
into which the human relations are poured, but is the nexus of
individual relations, just as the individual is the nexus of social
relations. These reciprocal relations form an interaction, an
agency whereby social conditions are formed and changed. Moreover,
the relations of human beings in society are various; there is no
species-specific behaviour for mankind as there is for animal

species. This is the error of wmodern ethologists (for example
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K. Lorenz) and their insistence on "non-unierstanding", that N
relations of human beings vary from one society to the next, and
from one era in the same society to the next. We are not confronted
here with a problem to be decided purely theoretically, a problem
of'the insufficiently determined dialectic of the "particular" and
the "general". We have rather to dea; with the fact that historical
reality itself, includes eternal categories which are on the one
hand relatively independent of all change, but which on the other
hand do change through societal relations. The dialectical element
of Marxist thought does not consist in the denial that matter has
its own laws and its own movement, but in the understanding that
these laws can only be recognized and appropriately applied by men
through the agency of mediating practice - that is society.
This is why Marx distinguished between the laws valid in general
for a social formation and their more or legs developed forms of
appearance. The politicel economists of the 18th and 19th centuries
fastened upon the story by D. Defoe. It is a convenient fiction,
which Marx understood rightly to have concealed within it the myth
of the capitalist individual. The ideological burden of this fiction,
or its mythical core, is the self-made man, the rugged individual,
who does not need society; society presupposes human individuals;
these individuals, on the contrary do not presuppose society.45
Marx, as we have already seen, raised the question of the
subjective and objective aspects of man and society relative to the
identity of interest of the individual within the collectivity,

which is in turn connected to the identity of the individual end

to the process of formation of the individual in society as a human
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being; man does not become a human being in general, but becomes
human only in a particular way, within the particular collectivities.
In the process of formation of a complex society of antagonistic
social interests, he becomes an internally antagonistic creature
alienated within the collectivities from which he derives his
particular social nature. The further question of that nature of
human nature in the complex condition of society is thereby posited.

Deterministic approaches 40 not differentiate between that which
is brought about by the conscious intervention of man and that which
takes place without the specifically human agency. Man is part of
‘nature, and as such the natural processes take place upon and across
his physical body; but this body has already been modified culturally.
Therefore, the natural processes in question take place in part
mediately, in part immédiately or directly upon the human organism
and through it, by means of it. As such, they are related, in both
ways, to concrete and particular human qualities - human work and
human social relations.

Since man has at no time left the natural order, the same
forces continue to act upon him and through him as those which act
upon and through the bee or the chimpanzee. At the same time his
brain and hand, which have set man aside within the natural order,
are interactive with the natural processes. Thus, the same forces
which have enlarged the brain and shaped the hand lie at once within
and without the human being; they are not the sole forces at work
upon man, but these natural prehuman forces are part of the materials
which man applies in the shaping of his work-tools. These human

processes are not determinate nor can they be considered as pasrt of
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any determinism in a precise way. First, they are subject in part
to the social variastions derived by the human conceptualizations.
The brain conceives in a way that is sol?ly human and pan-human,
but what it conceives and the material that it has to work with,
varies from people to people and from society to society. Both the

universally and solely human culture and the particular cultural

variations are at work in their interaction in the conceptualization

of the brain. They are not determinate, still less are they
deterministic, in the sense that knowledge of natural working,
whether animate or inanimate and of the human brain, is still
incomplete.47

Teleological explanation on the other hand, introduces the
extra-human knowledge of man. his workurelation to other men and to
nature; it has become associated by those who have recognized the
inadequacy of man and the power of his brain in the face of these
problems which are insuperable at the given stage of development,
with an appeal to an extra-human source of knowledge; the knower
outside this sphere is the deity who sees the direction in which
men are going, in some version can change the direction on appeal,
in others is the do-nothing god.

Marx opposed any kind of naively teleological interpretation
of extre~human nature. He praised Darwin's "Origin of Species" in
a letter to Lassalle, on the ground that it "not only dealt the
death-blow for the first time to teleology in the natursl sciences,
but also empirically explained its rational measning.."

Although Hegel ridiculed the opinion which sees the hand of &

purposeful Creator in all possible natural phenomena as "childish"

X
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his own idealist phiiosophy did, nevertheless, contain the ides of

a "final universal goal". It is precisely the denial of such a
final goal, and such é previously given meaning of the world, which -
unites Yarxism with £ﬁe tradition of-philosophicai materialiem and
scepticism since classical times, and with all anti-metaphysical,
anti-rationalist philosophy in the wider sense. For Marx, thé world
was not a metaphysically conceived universe, but the world of man,
and purpose, in thq strict sense, is always a category of human
practice. 4. N
Engels, in the "Dialectics of Nature" writes:

oo."How did the innumersble varieties of animals and plants
arise? And how, above ali, did man arise, since after all it

was certain that he was not present from all eternity? To

guch questions natural science only too frequently answered

by making the creator of all things responsible. Copernicus,

at the beginning of the period, writes a letter renouncing
theology; Newton closes the period with the postulatevof a
divine first impulse. The highest general idea to which this
naturel science attained was th;t of the purposiveness of the
arrangements of nature, the shallow teleology of Wolff,
according to which cats were created to eat mice, mice to be
eaten by cats, and the whole of nature to testify to the

wisdom of the creator. It is to the highest credit of the
philosophy of the time that it 4id not let itself be led

astray by the‘restricted state of contemporary natural knowledge,
and that - from Spinoza to the French masterialists - it

insistod on explaining the world from the world itsel? zad

left the justificstion in detail to the natural scisnce of the

future."
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1.6 XYaterial Production as tho Basis of Social Lifg

The fundamental materislist tenet could bs summed up as follnwsa:
the laws of nature exist independently of and outside the conscious-

49

ness and will of men. Dialectical materiaslism also holdis to this,
but with the consideration that men can only become certain of the
operation of the laws of nature through the forms provided by their
labour-processes. This provides the important connectiomnr

between tte inlependence and the social determination of the laws of
nature.

' Since clasgsical times and right up to Xachiavelli and even
Pareto, alteratiéns in the configuration of society have been under-
stood as pert of a cyclical movement eccording to natural laws. A
notion wkich frequently appears in this connection is trat of the
exchange of commodities and money or the inverse. - Thus in the
dielectics of Yeraclitus: "Ali things can be exchanged for fire,
and fire can be exchanged for ell things in the same way as
commodities exchange for gold andi gold for coamodities" In Merxism
we meet an analogous conception, but placed at a different level:

".. As the exchangeable values of ?ommodities are only =social
functions of those things, andi bave nothing to do with their
naturel qualities we must first ask, what is the common socisl
substance of all commodities? It is labour. To produce a
commodity a certain smount of labour must be bestowed upon it
or worked up in it. Ani I say not only labour but social
labour. A man who produces an article for his own immedizte

use, to consume it himself, creates a product, but not &

commodity. As a self-sustaining producer he has nothing to



48

40 with society. But to produce a commodity, a man must not
only produce sn article satisfying some sociel want, but his
labour itself must form part and parcel of the total sum of
“labour expended by society. It must subordinate to the division
of Labéur within Society”"50
The point that Marx has made is thtat production, distribution,
exchange, wants and their satisfaction, the division of labour, are
gocial relations and undertekings to which social categories correspond.
These relationships which, in primitive society, are direct and
concrete, private labour for the immediate satisfaction of the wants
of the individual, g;mily or community, give way in civil society to
differentiated forms, and the opposition of private to
social labour. Production in civil society is mejiated. By increasing
division of labour, the unit of pr?duction is ever more separated from
the unit of consumption; it is no longer the p}oductiqp of useful
things directly consumed by the immediate producers; on the contrary,
they are met by the labours of others i.e. by commodity exchange and
production. The products of the social labour afe given an abstract
expression in order to effect the exchange,51 Apart from this, such
an important phenomenon for the understa;iing of social processes as
the division of labour does not simply result from the development of
one factor (as economy for example). It is also a response to a
situation found in nature: ".. it is not the ébsolute fertility of
the soil, but its differentiation, and the variety of its natursal
products, which form the naturel foundation for the social division

of labour, and which, by chenges in the surrouniings within which he

lives, spur man on the multiplication of his needs, his capacities,
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his means and modes of labour." 1In its material aspect, the labour-
process does not undergo any change radically dividing the stages

of production from each other. The stages of production are dis-

The "way in which it is produced" refers obviously to the economic
"status" of society. A first step in the dialectic of society is the
relations between the economic factor and the superstructure raised
upon it in history: +the state, law, philosophy, science, religion,
ethics. (Fig. 4)

The importance of these categories lies above all in the fact
that they help to discover, in concrete terms, the influence exerted
by the mode of production on 211 the other aspects of social life.
Socio-economic formations are social organisms which 4iffer from each
other; the definite role of the productive forces consists in the
fact that they require relations of production which correspond to
them, and they exert an influence on the other cultural structures
indirectly, through the medium of these relations. But because the
development of the productive forces does not automatically result
in a change of relations of production, a country with more developed
productive forces may, for a certain period, remain at a lower stage
of social development. Although the development of the productive
forces constitutes the basis of the historical process as a whole, it
is the relations of production that determine the specific features
of all the social phenomena which distinguish one formation from
another.

Thus, the economic basis of society is the aggregation of relations
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of production, relations in the sphere of production, exchange and
distribution. This base influences all the other social relations
(ideas, Views, institutions) of a society which sre defined as super-
étructure° Although the superstructure is made up of heterogeneous
elements these have some cémmOn features and common laws of develop-
ment, and this makes it possible to regard superstructure as a whole
as being a specific social phenomenon. Thus, the concepts 'basgse" and
“"superstructure" are interconnected and related to social functions.53
The base is the economic frame of the whole social organism andg
determines the qualitative expression of each socio-economic formation,
while the superstructure characterises the specifics of the social
and intellectuel sphere in each formation. It must be stressed here,
of course, that socio-economic ties of production in pre-capitalist
societies, particularly in "primitive”, 4iffer essentially from
capitalist ties. »

The relationships between the bases and the superstructure of
primitive sccietieshas a very specific character. .The operation of
the historical law according to which the mode of production of
material life '"conditions" the correséonding formative processes in
general, is characteristic of the life o% peoples at different stages
in their history. Primitive society was no exception and developed
on the same basis. it was not stagnant, but the rate of its development
was very slow.

Superstructure‘is 8 Marxist concept with a very broad meaning.
embracing the whole of social life apart from its real bases the

direct relations of production. The economy is assigned a special

place in the totality of social relations, the foundation of which is
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the production of immediate subsistence. This does not mean that
economic relations are to be strictly separated from the rest, nor
thaf they can be, even in a purely conceptual sense. The unity of
social life is so strong that the only possible distinction is a
methodological one. Marxist differentiation between base and super-
structure is not an absolute distinction between two different
overlapping spheres. The point here is not so much to try to
demonstrate thet the "individual" spheres of the superstructure and
their connection with the base are correlative; few would dispute
that they influence each other, and there is a multitude of cases
where this can be verified. The point is that MNarxism differs from
all other theories by regarding the various spheres as moments of a
whole, (not in the "holistic" sense). That whole is social life which
is founded on the production of material life. Every economic era
creates tﬁe kind of "state" which corresponds to its needs, but this
must not be looked upon as a mere formula, but examined in concrete
ways. One of the basic principles of the dialectic is the law of
uneven development. Thig diversity (under any mode of pfoduction,
primitive, feudal, asiatic, capitalist or other) cannot be accounted
for, only by the differences in natural factors (climate? "race",
geography etc.) but there is also a whole series of socio-historical
factors which come into play.

The dependence of ideological superstructure on its material base
is generally indirect. Economy creates nothing directly, but it
determines the way in which the existing material is transformed and
developed. It should be relatively '"easy to prove" the connection

in cases where the divieion of labour is not so highly developed;
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for example, the connection between a primitive religion or kin
structure or nature and art, and the economic relations of a tribe.
In-Engels' words,"there is no inconsistency in the fact that ideal
—driving forces afe recognised; ;tﬁe inconsistency comes about when
the investigation is not carried beyond these and back into their
motive cause - which lies in the economic and social situation."
The primacy of the p&oduction for Marx indicates

local relationships among productive agents, but the whole social
process whereby individuals are allocated to different branches of
production, thet is, the distribution of agents which determine their
sphere in fhe total social product. -This should be particularly
important in societies with a low level of development of the
productive forces but which,'at the same time, have sometimes a highly
developed set of social categories of productiona In this sense it
isvunderstandable why ".. still higher ideologies .. ...

are still further removed from the material. economic basis, take the
form of fhilosophy and religion. Hence the interconnection between
conceptiow$ and _their material conditions of existence become more and
more complicated, more anil more obscurellby intermediate links; but

the interconnection exists" (Engelé)m e

The significant distinction in this connection then is that the
auperstrﬁcture will develop according to its "own" logic as well as
in response to the development of the base.

Just as there is an interrelation between the substructure and
superstructure in the social whole, so there is a relation between

the individuel and society, each of these interrelations implying

and calliug forth the other.



54

The state is an institution of civil socliety and not on
institution of society in general. On the one hand, it is not g
universal feature of human society, on the other hand it is not the
ultimate end of,societjﬂ nor is itAthe peffectibn»of ;ociety; rather
than the economic - basis, Aristotle held, the Greek city-state
is the ultimate nature of masn, or the final end of human society.
Opposed to Aristotle is the tenet that the state is a passing phase
of social evolution. It will be abolished when the conditions that
gave rise to it in the first place themselves 3isappear. The common
root in human society is life in the community, in which the
opposition of the private and the public is not to be found or is
found only'in a2 modest degree. Humanity lived prior to the formation
of the state in collectivities whose common interests predominated
over individual interests.

The free social individuel can only come into existence with
the abolition of the division of labour,and the division of labour
is fundamentally identical with the division of society into classes.
It is not only labour itself, gnd a particular mode of its divisiOn,
which remains in existence indefiniteiy,' If labour remains, the fime
gsocially necessary for the manufacture of specific goods is still
decisive, despite the fact that the products of labour will not take
on the character of commodities. Time determines the measure of
"freedom" available beyond the necessary meterisl practice. Inversely,
time also determines the level of humanization attainable within this
practice. This is how the economic role of time as la£our-time in
a soclety free from commoiity-fetishism is seen in "Capital".54

Production {in capitalism) takes place for 'social needs”,
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but it is not regulated socially. Individual capitalists produce
what they want and exchange their product for others. In this kind
of social order the various products must be reduced, regardless of
the qualitative diversity, to a uniform gquantitative measure so that
they can be compared and exchanged. The products of human labour
thus take on the character of commodities; which confront each other
in value as quantitatively comparable. (Fig° 5)

Now the significant thing about labour a;ld production in tribal/
primeval societies is that it is always concrete, that is, it is
always a specific form of labour; male labour, female labour, kin
labour; labour power is not a commodity and there are numerous social
boundaries to its movility. For this reason it is not superficial to
assume (as Godelier does, 1978) that different concrete labours produce
different quantitative values. But the point is that different
concrete labours are qualitatively distinct and in a way not inter-
changeable. This leads to the problem and the question of the process
whereby people are assigned in the first place to socially-distinct
branches of precduction. This process cannot be understood in terams
of relations of production as narrowly defined by the Althusserians
and particularly by the property/possessiOn distinctions taken up by
Hinde§® and Hirst. As numerous anthropologists have also pointed out,
"rank" in tribal societies does not stem from differential access to
the means of production. Rather differential "rank'" stems from the
social allocation of agents to qualitatively distinct branches of
production, that is, their performance in distinct, concrete labour.
It is this, and not their 0wnership/non—ownership of the means of

production which determines their share of the social product. Just
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w; = for exchange value

Ei = not for maximum exchange vaiue
%y = for mayximum exchange value

7 - not For capnital accumulation
Ez = for capital accumulation

(which means that in proto-production we have
production for use not leading in capital
accumulation - but with exchange under class
gsocieties and more under capitalistic relations,
we have exchange gradually leading to different
forms of exploitation and capital accumulation,
thus creating inegqual structures within society,
inegqual personal relations, commodity production
etc.) '
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The two aspects of commodity use-value and

exchange value; use-value has two aspects
Zualitative and Zuantitative (Ql,Qu).
Exchange-value has two aspects as well {1, %u,

which are really those of value for which

exchange value is only the form of sppearance.

But then we have different operating mechanisms
leading to the aspects shown above {where At =
attributes, ¥ = measure, Ul = useful labour,

Alt = actual labvour time, S = substance, Al =
abstract labour and Snlt = socially necessary labour
time). The key distinction to see is that between
Ul that produces commodities as use values and Al
that produces them as values. The direct measure

of A1t can only be the measure of Ul and not that

of value. Between that useful labour time and

value lies social medietion. Thus, while the _
actual amount of Ul required to produce iniividual !
commodities of a given type may vary in different
places. value expresses the sociel aversge which
will give thke "normal” conditions of production
prevalent in any given .period {as always with Marx
the sociasl determination is central)

(adapted from K. Cleaver 1979)
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like the so~called internal categories, so these "tribal'" distinctions

are at the same time different, concrete forms of labour. To argue g)
that this social allocation of agents to different "branches" of
production cannot be understood in terms of rel;¥10ns of pro&uc}ion'

or h) that they include different sorts of "investment" and "exﬁloitation“;
means that Marxists cannot recognize the direction which
might be taken for a Yarxist analysis of primitive and/or palaeolithic
societies.

If it is approached from a Aialectical materialistic perspective,
the analysis of prehistor?c socio-economic organization acquires s
"new" aspect. ,if is important to stress that the "task'" lies
not in the formulation of Some common theory of pre-capitalist
formations. That cannot be, since each pre-capitalist formation has
its own laws of function and development, distinct from those of other
formations. 3But, similarly, there is unlikely to be any doubt as to
the qualitative, basic difference betwpen the classless, primitive
socio-economic formation and the antagonistic class formation thet
replaced it. This is why historical materialistic anslysis can never
consist of "divisions", each of which is appiicable_merely to one
formation or even to s group of similar }ormations-

Another point is, that so far as it concerns certain interacting
"elements" within society, it is necessary to recognize the dynamic
transformation of their process. If we take into considerstion that
certain experiences, meanings, or practices are "residusl", that is,
they have beenleffectively formed in the past, but are still active

in the present - albeit in an alternative or even oppositionsal

relation, the "exegesis" of the past from the present is possible end
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can make sense. Thus cultural emergence in relation to the emergence
and growing strength of a class, is always important and complex.
In the case of pre-capitalist cooperation we can speak of it from
the perspective of capitalist cooperation: it is based on the one
hand on ownership in common as the means of production, and, on the
other hand, on the fact that in those cases all the members were in
direct daily contact with one another remaining close to their tribe
or community. Correspondingly, what Marx called the natural division
of labour within a tribe or a family is based on differences of sex
and age i.e, on a purely physiological foundation.

The division of labour gradually begins to receive a truly social
basis to the extent that individuals, the particular organs of an

25

abstract ., being, a "directly interrelated whole", become progressively
separated from each other. The introduction of the exchange of
products with communities in other places is the reason for this "dis-
integration" of the natural connection between men. The exchange of
products is made possible by the fact that different communities find
different means of production and nourishment in their '"natural
environment”: it is the spontaneously developed difference which,
when different communities come into contact, calls forth the mutual
exchange of products and the consequent gradual conversion of those
products into commodities.56 In this way, the connection between
individuals is restored, but as a socio-historical connection.
However, as long as the greater part of production is for the needs
of the community itself, there is scarcely any community-production.

A particular division of labour, once '"legally" fixed, continues to

operate over great periods of time, and the community leads, as it

A
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were, an "unhistorical" existence. This character of pre-bourgeois
history is made particularly clear in that theoretically important
section of the "Grundrisse'" which deals with the economic formations

57

'which precede capitalist production. As this section 'shows, the
dialectic must become absorbed into the actual writing of history if
it is not to decay into an empty schema.

As his point of departure, Marx took the historical conditions
for the formation of the capital relation. Capital presupposes on
the one side, free labour and its exchange against money, which is
thereby reproduced and converted into values, and on the other the
separation of the individual, from the natural immediacy of the
community. In Marx's view, this original natural immediacy was based
on the similerly natural "unity of labour with its material pre-
requisites”.58 In pre-capitalist societies the relationship of the
worker to the objective conditions of his labour is one of ownership...
the individuasl is related to himself as proprietor, as master of the
conditions of his reality. The same relation holds between one
individual ani the rest..either in the form of joint ownership...or
when the others are indepegdent owners coexisting with him..".59 The
individuals are however "labourers', since they are active as members
of a community which is endeavouring simply to meintain itself and
not to create value.

Since ¥arx proceeded from the asssumption that pastoralism was
the first form of maintaining existence, the tribal community appeared
to him to be the precondition rather than the result of the (initially,

of course, temporary) appropriation of the soil. Once men become

settled, the degree to which this original community is modified is
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dependent upon a large range of external natural factors, as well as
on the natural and anthropological characteristics of the tpibe
itself. Whether they are nomads, hunters or agriculturalists, it is
always " ... the community of blood, language and customs"so which
forms the most important prerequisite for the appropriation of the
"objective conditions of their life". This practical attitude of

the individual, who, (as opposed to the proletarian of a later era)
never appears merely in abstraction as a labourer, but always has an
objective mode of existence insofar as he has the land at his disposal,
is mediated from the outset through his existence as a member of a

whole, already more or less subject to history.

1.7 "Industrial'" Relations in Prehistory

When man emerges from his mythical subjection to nature, his
labour casts off its first, "instinctual" form. In place of a
utilization of nature sdlely through the medium of the organs of the
body, there emerges conscious production directed to a purpose. This
higher unity of man and nature, mediated through the tool, was what
Yarx understood by the word "industry". Primitive tools are copies
of human bodily organs. Later tools depart from this model, develop
their own forms, "de-organize" themselves but remain bodily organs
of man.

It is the work of history to discover the various uses of tools,
said Marx. The tool is a portién of nature which has already been
incorporated by man. With its help progressively more and more

objects are transformed into results of subjective activity, more



62

andi more areas of nature are opened up. Consequently the tool under-
goes considerable changes in the course of history of technology;
from being just an implement of the human organism, it expands and
ﬁultiplies into the implement of & mechanism created by man.62 There
can be hardly any doubt that the most basic and abstract concepts
Lave arisen in the context of tool making.

Hegel as well as Marx wes aware of the historical interpenetration
of intelligence, language and tool, which connects man's purposes with
the object of his labour. The labourer is not in an immediate
connection with tke object of his labour (unappropriated nature) but
with the instrument of labour, which is identical with the tool.

Marx defined this view in the following way: "the instrument
of labour is a thing, or complex of things, which the labourer inter-
poses between himself and the object of his labour, and which serves
to conduct his activity onto it. He makes use of the mechanical,
physical and chemical properties of some things in order to set them

w63 If we keep

to work on other things in accordance with his purposes.
to that dgfinitiOn. we can distinguish three forms of tool, according
to the role played by each of them in the labour process. First, the
tool can maintain itself in its identical form, secondly it can enter
materially into the produce of labour, and finally it can be com-

pletely consumed without becoming part of the product of labour. All
human technology thus, arises out of natural materials, on a natural
base, ani in a natural context as an effort of man to survive and to
realize his powers. Despite his awareness of the historical role of

the tool, Yarx had a far lower estimation of it than Fegel. Fe had

no intention of deriving any arguments against the satisfactions of
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the senses from their transitory nature. He was wary of fetishising
the tool in relation to the immediate use-values created with its
help, as Hegel has done. The latter's formulation presupposed a
situation in which men were turned more and more into appendages
of their own uncontrolled productive forces.64 Although it had an
element of truth in it, in that most tools remain the same in use,
and are foreign to their product, Marx made the following implicit
reply to Hegel in "Capital". "The instruments of labour properly so-
called, the material vehicles of the fixed capital, are consumed only
productively and cannot enter into individual consumption because
they do not enter into the product of the'use-value, which they helped
to create, but retain their independent form with reference to it until
they are completely worn out."65
Lenin pointed out66 that Hegel was a precursor of historical
materialism because he emphasized the role played by the tool both
in the labour process and in the process of cognition. Just as Hegel
overcame the metaphysical rigidity which dominated all pre-dialectical
conceptions of the problem of freedom and necessity, so also he
dissolved the reified oppositiog between teleology and natural
causality. Marx took the view that the cunning of man consisted in
his "use of the mechanical, physical and chemical properties of some
things in order to set them to work on othér things in accordance
with his purposesg." In view of this, it is not surprising that Marx
also wrote of the "neutral product" in the "Grundrisse'" when he wanted
to express the fact that in the use-value the material of nature and
human labour are bound up together, but at the same time remain

external to each other.67 Even when dealing with the experience of
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natural objects as such, their natural character is determined by
thelir contrast with the social worla and is to that extent dependent
on it. Men use largely the same ideas to realize their own capa-
bilities by the practical COnstrﬁctiOn of an objective world and to
comprehend that world theoretically. The problem of knowledge - if
it truly exists by itself:-cannot be separated from a whole ensemble
of more or less well-defined historical>conditions. There is no such
problem until the concrete, practical functions of it have been
exercised; and this exercise does not occur by chance or in itself,
but in the situations>which give it form. Every physical action that
men undertake'® teaches them that they are dealing with real natural
things and not with "aggregates of sensation". This is how we under-
stand Lenin's methodological remark that, in the dialectic, the
complete "definition" of an object must include the whole of human
experience, both as the criterion of truth and as the practical
indicator of its connection with human needs.

Human products exist in a network of norms, of social rules of
use (generally having the character of "customs") through which they
acquire their identity, their meaning, and which circumscribes the
proper Qim and mode of their employment. And since the object is
effectively created for this use and materially adapted to it and
only to it, the norm is, as it were, embodied in its physical frame.
It is in this sense that man-made objects are objectifications of
human abilities: they materially represent modes and ways of action
which each individual must "appropriate", (in the sense of interior-
izing the corresponding rules of use), at least in respect of the

most common elements of his environment, to be able to lead a (for



T .

65

khis society) normal human life. So, as against nature, social 1life,
even in its most elementary forms, appears as patterned by norms,
and the products of labour function as material vehicles of these

norms . ) . _

Only because man lives in such a humanized world, because the
human abilities and needs, evolved in the past, confront him from his
birth onwards in a ready material form, and because he has at his
disposal in this objectified fashion, the results of the whole preceding _
social development, and only because of all this, he is able not to |
begin anew, but to continue this development at the point reaphed by
the earlier generations. In the process of "appropriation" of
humanized objects (which constitutes one of the main dimensions of
socialization) the individual transforms into living-personal needs
and skills thg historically created social wants ani abilities
objectified in the elements of his milieu, and in this way a meterial-
practical transmission of tradition is realized in society, which
constitutes the basis of historical antiquity and at the same time
renders social progress possible. So it is that work only as object-
ification of human essence creates the possibility of history as
such. Men have history because they must produce their life, in a

69

definite way. Work, however, changes not only the object at which

it is directed, but also the labouring subject itself; it transforms _
not only ~ external nature, but human nature also. .. Not only the
objective conditions change in the act of reproduction, but the
producers change also, in that they bring out new qualities in them-

gselves, develop new powers and ideas, new modes of intercourse, new

needs and new languages.

o

=
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"The appropriation of these forces (i.e. forces of production)
is itself nothing more than the development of individual
capacities corresponding to the material instruments of

production. For this very reason, the appropriation .of a

totality of instrumente of production is the developmenf of a
totality of capebilities in the individual themselves."7°

The historically first production of an object is usually, as
far as gubjective skills are concerned, not yet adequate usually,
it is due to "fortunate accidents", to . 8 conjunction of circum-
stances in which the object can be created by the help of extant
“"imperfect" capacities.

This "accident" can naturally occur without any human intervention,
but msy be on a higher stage - the result of active human exploration,
too. Only in the regularly recurring process of production can man
master his own form of activity, the "play of his own forces", and
develop in himself the corresponding skill as "an integral ability."71

The universality of man in this sense characterizes only a
tendency '"inherent" in work as a specificelly human activity. This
philosophical concept of work 1is not redubible to merely technical
action, but designates the materisl activitonf hupan self-transformation
existing always in some social form. 4nd it is this social form in
its historical concreteness - i.e. as some historical type of soc;al
relations of production - that determines the mode, the rate and.the
limits of realization of this tendency, in each historical epoch,
within any given socio-economic formation. ¥Xarx definitely stresses

that it is the relations of production that "determine the whole

’ 2
character and the whole movement of production."7 They do not simply
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accelerate or decelerate, "promote or hinder" a supposedly
irresistible process of '"technical" development, but they define the
real social conditions of its materialization in general. (Fig. 6)

Marx views work in a two-fold dimension ;nd significance; He

examines human productive activity primarily as a process of anthro-

pological--sociological character, as that of the self-creation and
self-transformation of .fen in the course of history. He also regards
work as a process of natural-evolutionary character as the highest
form and type of the evolution of nature.

The two aspects of human socialitx - communal character and socio-
historic determinateness - reciprocally presuppose each other. The
historically created and objectified material ani mental powers cén
be appropriated by the individual only within a huwman community,
through the intercourse with other humen beings. Marx does not stop
at such general, philosophical descriptions of the social character
of human material life activity. What he aims at, is first of all to
understand the socio-productive life of a historically given con-
creteness, that is, of a given population,73 simultaneously as a social
totality capable of self-reproduction, and as a moment in-the process
of historical development. Marx regard; the economic structure of any
society as a system of relations and institutions ensuring the
continuous reproduction of the materisl elements and conditions of
its own functioning. In each viable society there must be first of
all social mechanisms securing the constant recurrent unification of
the basic potential factors of production, of its objective and

subjective conditions; the unification of the means of production

(instruments and materials of labour, natural resources included)
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with the active, living ability of labour, existing as a labour force
of a given historic gpecification ani1 embodied in the population as
a whole. “

The social mechanism which realizes this connectiogrand
unification of the potential elements of production process eguals the
relations of production. Their core is constituted by a "distribution
of the elements of production which precedes the Aistribution of social
products and is presupposed by it”.74 by a distribution which is
comprised within the process of production itself and determines»the
structﬁre of productiOn.75 This distribution has a kwo-fold character:
it means the distribution of the means of production among the

different groups of populetion and the distribution of the members of

society among the great '"classes" of the means of production

cOrre;ponding to the basif social branches and kinds of production and
econ&&y in general (relations of division of labour).76 Through this
two-fold distribution, the population, the living totality of society
becomes divided, stratified into basic social groups, so that the
individuals belonginz to them acquire thereby a definite social
character; they become particular historic agents of production.
Thus, men's relations to things as objective factors of conditions
of their production process mediste the soncial relations among men .
And through this mediation these things themselves acquire some
definite socio-economic quality. In the real process of social
production the objecté keve not only a "material content" a socio-
historicelly created utility, but a social form too. So, we may
perhaps say that in social life human products function not only
Wil 6 neTwerk of svlue thet d4fine the mods of ehaii "techoical

use'", but also in a network of social relations which define the
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conditions andi character of their social employment. Of course the
social character of man is not confined to the sphere and acts of
production alOne.77

Sociality characterizes the whole individuel. permeates all the
forms of life activity. Marx analyses the historical processes as

a. result of which there emerge specific and relatively independent
institutional spheres of social activity. The examination of the
interrelationship of these spheres with that of material production
constitutes one of the most basic aspects of the materiaslist con-
ception_of history, which it is not possible to d4iscuss in detail
here. What one has to underline once more is that these spheres
cannot Bé conceived as something externzl to the individuals involved
in them. They develop their own, historically changing norms, they
méke demands on the individuals concerned which are, again, to a
historically and socislly variable degree, internalized, accepted or
actively rejected by the persons involved in, or affected by, these
activities.

These "distinctions” and reisztionships have different significance
in different periods. It is in this way thaf in the Marxist conception,
historical development appears a2s a2 process in which wan progressively
becomes a universal natural being and within the same process there
appears a2 universal social being; the life of every and each
individual becomes dependent upon the activity of a growing circle
of other indiviiuals, that is the community in the broader sense.

Marx's intended meaning is this: every interaction between man
and nature which goes beyond the embryonic animel stage occurs within

the fram2work of a definite social form, but not_every ore of these

[
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fo?ms is a "society", in the sense of bourgeois society, society par
excellence. Fe therefore avoided using this concept to refer to
pre-capitalist relations. Fe used insteasd the terms “community of
natural origin"”, "kinship grouq‘ or "tribe". The distinction between
what is "naturally" given and what has "historically" evolved may
perhaps be valid for the individual phases of pre-cepitalist history,
although Marx repeatedly pointed out that all naturally given forms
are also the '"results of a historicsl process".77 However the
distinction between Asiatic despotism, the slave economy of classical
antiquity, and medieval feudalism (three forms of social relationship
which are all determined by land ownership), fades into insignificance
in face of bourgeois societyswhOSe emergence constitutes 2 decisive
rupture in world history. Like Hegel's form§of nature, the different
forms of the pre-capitalist community stand beside each other as
"indifferent", "unconnected' forms of existence. Only through the
eyes of theory does the modification of a form, without itself arising
from that form, prove to bve its higher stage of development. For
Marx, therefore, the course of history is far less linear than has
commonly Dbeen assumed; it does not proceed in accordance with a
uniform interpretative idea, but is composed of constantly clkanging
individual processes.

The bourgeois social formation has a methodologically decisive
role in dislectical materislism in that it provides the starting point
for disclosing both the past and possibilities of the future.‘ Marx
was the very opposite of a simple evolutionist. In itself, the
historically higher stage is grounded in thre lower; but the

qualitative distinction between the lower form and the higher form

AN
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is fully developed and has already become the object of an immanent
critique: "the anatomy of man is key to the anatomy of the ape."
But the intimations of a higher enimal in lower ones can only be
und?rsfbod if the higher animal is already known. The bourgeois
ecoﬁomy furnisﬁes the key to the economy of feudal, tW.g t¢ classical
etc. But not with the method of those of the economists, who erase
"all historical differences and see bourgeois society in evary
social formation.78 The so-called historical development rests on
this basis, that the last form considers its prédecessors as stages
leading up to itself, ani always COncgives them one-sidedly ... as it
is seldom ... capable_Bf self-criticism o.... Thus tke bourgeois
economy first came to unierstand the feudsl, the classical and the
oriental economies as soon as the self criticism of boufgeois society

13

has begun-.

1.8 Unity and Diversity of the Fistorical Process

The process of progressive broadening of the range of human
activity at the same time coincides - with regard to tke genersl trend
of human history - with‘a process of th; growth of men's sutonomy in
relation to their immediate environment znd social group. Ttre
indiVidu;l becomes and is 2 human indiviiusl precisely because he
actively engages ani participates in this process, and this is possible
only becsuse he has eppropristed some of tre objectified resulte and
echievements of previous human progress within the limite of hie time

end on the scele of his own sociszl possitilities. Thus the real unity

of tre human species itcelf cannot be truly comprehendei apart froam
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this historical process, but only in and through it.

So if we mean by "anthropology" some extra-or suprahistorical
(or even simply ahistorical) characterization of human traits, then
Marx has no anthropology, andi he would deny the usefulness of such
an anthropology for the understanding of man's essence.

If, on the other hand, we would understand by anthropology an
enswer given to tke question about human essenc€7an attempted
resolution of the question: ‘'what is essentially man;lthen there is
a Yarxist anthropology, only it is not an abstraction from history,
but rather an abstraction of history itself.SO

Thus Marx's conception is diametrically opposed to all those
trends of thought which skarply divide and counterpose anthropology
and sociology or archaeology which set the study of man's essence in
opposition to the socio-historical study of man. For Marx, the "human
essence"” lies precisely in the essence OY inner unity of the total
social development cf humanity.81 The bearer or subject of the 'human
essence” for Yarx is not the single individual, but human society
apprehended in the continuity of its historical change and development.
This fact is utilized by all who - like K. Popper - accuse Marx of
tke hypostazation of society into a.super-individual.82 Nothing could
be more unjust than this charge. In the Marxist conception society is
nothing else but thre totality of the actual relations of rezl,
concrete, historicel individuals; it could not therefore exist
externally to or above those individuals as a kind of super-entity
composed of them as subordinated elements, nor as a value independent

of, and transcendent to, them. The separation of society as such

from the life-activity of the individuals who constitute it and the
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opposition of one to the other is for Marx a typical ideological
illusion occasioned by the reslities of the historical period of
alienation; it is the distorted reflection of the facts of szlienated
society.
As Marx emphasizes, individuals always start with themselves.84
But as he also points out, society is not‘merely a mechaniceal
agglomeration of the individuals who constitute it. "Society does
not consist of individuals but expresses the sum of interrelations
and relations within which these individuals stand,"85
From this perspective history appears not only as technological
development but also as an anthropologicel progress. But thus far
in history this process has not meant, simultaneouslxathe emergence
of increasingly universal and free individuals. From the point of
view of individuals there is no unified and unequivocal criterion
with the help of which we could comprehend history as "development™.
First history is "development", even if we consider it as a "“succession"”
of individuazle, understanding this term in the broad sense. in which
it designates simply all irreversibtle procesgses. Further., even in
prehistory there can occur (especially in the "progressive'" phase of
a society) shorter or longer historical periods when the conditions
are created for a relatively meny-sided internal "development"™ for
relatively broad groups of individuals.
Still the above generalization stands, especially if we consider
not the representative but the average individuals of successive
epocks. PFar from the individuel's point of view; we cannot character-

ize the historical process with a single definite direction, due to

its contradictory tendencies. This is perheps whet differentiates
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mankind's ”prehistory“‘from his future "actuasl” real history. For
the concept of prehistory which traverses Yarx's whole life work/”is /
not to be uﬁderstood as a simple metaphor. The process of human |
"genesis" is, according to Merx, not completed with the formation of
Eomo as a biological species, a species to which organisms with
definite, constant and identical biological and anthropophysical
characteristics belong. Social genesis is the process of prehistory
which at the end, gives rise to the human species as menkind, as a
resl and consclous unity of interacting and interconnected individuals
on the one hand, and the concrete, many-sided end "multidimensional"”
human individuality which truly represents the historically achieved
stage of development of the "genus'" on the other.86

This process simultaneously appears as the transformation of all
those determinations of individuals which, although in themselves
social, in earlier stages of development appeared to them as unchange-
able natural traits inseparable from their concrete personality %>

-~ and external to .social determinations which they,

theﬁselves may alter through their own forces. This is undoubtedly a
process of '"depersonalization' but it creates the subjective pre-
conditions for man's mastery over his own social relations and
determinations. It means that the changes in social life are to be
understood as "self-movement'" from the inner dynamics of society
itself, and not the mechanical dependence of social activity on the
ready-mede external material conditions, and thus it does not postulate
but even excludes a fatalistic predeterminetion of the totazl historical

process.87 Gvery generation acts "under determinent circumstances"” on )%

the grounds of the forces of production, institutions and cultural
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values inherited and appropriated from the past. But every generation
also modifies and transforms these factors and conditions, if only
because these conditions have to be constantly reproduced by human
activity. (Fig° 7) There is alweys a definite scope of action given
by the objective conditions of life, a range of developmental possi-
bilities and alternatives. Men themselves choose in their actual
practice émOng these possibilities. The realization of one or another
of these alternatives is determined by the entirety of concrete human
activities.

What follows - . : .+ -. is that neither the actuel course of
history nor the developmental tendencies of its particular epochs can
be comprehended through some sort of abstract formula, but only through
an analysis of actual life relations, socio-economic conditions, and

forms of activity growing out of them.

1.9 Ethnographic Interpretations: Possibilities and Reality

For a study relying on the historical-materialistic method8 the
data provided by ethnography constitutes the material from which one
attempts to extract the general traits which will be employed for the
reconstruction of particular stages of social development, irrespective
of the time and the location of the society in question. This allows
for comparison and correlation between various peoples who represent'
one and the '"same'" historical type. It is possible therefore (although
this leads of course to supplementary problems) to group under one
"type', the primitive hunter-gatherers, aborigines of Australia or

the Kslahari desert, the South-Indian Kader and the Eskimo, for in
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;pite of the facé that these societies are loceted in different
natural ani geographical environments ani in different socio-historical
conditions, they nevertheless have many aspects in common in their
socio-economic relations.

| By similarity of the socio-economic relations of these societies,
we refer to their economic structure, forms of property. division of
labour, the role of the community as the basic economic cell of the
society, its—composition. the relations between communities and the
families which compose them, and the dependence of the size of the
population of the communities on ecological conditions, or the regular
correlation between seasonal environmemtal cycles ani seasonal
migrations, population size. These are the main indices of the
characteristics of the socio-economic base of these societies and are
not superstructural or casual randomly selected phenomera. Consequently,
when we say that these societies-belong to a historical type, we mean
that they represent human societx at a particular level of socio-
economic development, Or a particular stage in their formation. This
mekes possible the discovery of genersl laws of the socio-historical
process; . end on this basis it is possible to reconstruct the past
of these societies that have been through a "definite'" stage of sociel
Aevelopment, on the assumption that, to a certain extent, the same
laws were applicable then as now.

In principle there seems to be no reason why contemporary

“"primitive" societies should be substantially unrépresentative of

those in the past. The concrete application o historical mterialism,however

comes up againsf definite difficultie€’s arising from the question of the

comparability or éohgruence of the compared entities, In-recognizing the
character
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of the relations that exist between the economic base ani tbe socio-
ijeological superstructure, one must also recognize that the
relations to be founi in today's "aboriginal" societies clarify the
relations that exiéted in érehigtory.__one of the problems arising
is that one wouli expect greater iiversity in economy and in social
organization than occurs in modern representatives of this way of
life; interpretations baged on contemporary hunting and gathering
societies, for exampie, must be attempted with caution. The reason
is, that it has been shown that most extant hunting and gathering
societies 4o not exist in any "palaeolithic purity”, but have besn
consiierably influenced by capitalist expansion in one way or another.90

The singling out of proto- or para- or ethno-history, should be
transferred = opn.to - another level. Being part of total historical
science, the history of primitive society is subdivided into history
dealing with the period ending with the emergence of most ancient )
civilizations, and the history of societies. coexisting with the class
society. Belonging to similar types of primitive societies the
"preclass” and "epiclass” societies d4iffer in the degree of the
“relation” of their developﬁent. This differentiation 2llows one to
avoid a possible ambiguity of the word Tprimitive” and is clearer,
as regards notions and functioﬁs; it allows for comparisons of socio-
economic relations along the most geneéal lines, particularly and
most importantly the relations of production and in this respect
changes in the whole social structure.

To reconstruct the social laws, the procésses, the mechanisms,

whereby society in all its variations emerge, and the nature of the

social forms, involves a delicate interweaving of theoretical and
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empirical considerations. Archaeological and ethnographic data on
pre-class societies are spotty and ambiguous. Archaeological data
on all but the broad outlines of socio-economic organization are
generally suggestive, not conclusive, and to find records of a non-
literate society means, of course, that it had already come into
contact with, and hence been in some way affected by, the relétions
of commodity production. A basic dilemma, therefore, confronts the
attempt to reconstruct the early stages of human history from the
evidence at hand. Reconstructing fully communal societies as they
functioned before becoming involved in trade and warfare with Europeans
or with the state-societies that existed elsewhere in the world,
necessitates making certain assumptions about the social and political
forms that are concomitant with living at simpler technological levels.

Yet reconstruction itself is needed to demonstraste the correctness
of the theoretical assumptions. Instances where data on pre-class
social relations are '"clear' are therefore of great importance. Where
materials are available for ethnohistorical research into a given
primitive culture, they reveal fundamental changes of the type that
have been taking place independently in various parts of the world, or
have been developing rapidly during recent centuries of colonial rulqz;
the breaking down of the corporate kin group into individual families
and the individualization of property rights, the down-grading of
women's status, the strengthening of rank, and the usurpation of
powers by chiefig in short, the basis for class society.

An essential critical point to note here seems to be that the
greater the distance that separates a social or cultural phenomenon

from the sphere of production, the less are the possibilities of
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predicting this phenomenon with bertainty, However, it is possible

to predict the form of social relations which are "functionally"
related to production and which are dependent upon the level of social
development, as for example the form of the community which is the
basic unit of production in primitive society.

Trere is another factor to be reckoned with. The very fact that
certain "tribes" have lagged behind in their development poées the
question whether they may be identified with the primitive tribes of
the '"old world" which advanced at a "higher" rate and, therefore
whether the geographic and historical factors which, among other things,
caused "stagnation” did not play a significant role. This is connected
especially with the less "developed" tribes of hunters and zatherers
and even -~ under certain circumstances - with pastoralists-agricultur-
alists. Ve have already discussed that one of the factors conditioning
the specificity of the development of diverse regions was the difference
in the speed of their evolution. Whether or not primitive history is
"stagnant" or followed simply a slow rate of development, depends upon
one's understanding of the term stagnatian. Absolute stagnation is
to be found neither in nature nor in history. Primitive history

lasted at least two million years, whereas class societies have existed

for just five thousand years. The evaluation depends on the criteria
of cémparisOn and on whether we are spesking o} primitive society in
its prime or of its decline. -Such societies, it is true, degenerated
in part and may be regarded as "deformed". But the view of economic-
cultural "types" opens up possibilities for comparing societies of a

similar type, regardless of the area of their location and cultural

continuity; they are not the equivalents therefore, but merely the
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analogues of primitive ones.,92 And since the ethnographic method is
restricted by limits of time and of subject matter, the method of
survivals is an important supplement to it. It may be extended to
all the stages of the history of primitive mankind and used for the
study of super-structural phenomena (institutions and ideas) to the
same extent as for basis phenomena (those pertaining to the economic
sphere) -

It appears }hat there are two main points of view within the use
of the}survivals.'method of interpretation. One, already mentioned,ﬁs )
that hardly anyOn? will find such survivals of the past which would
not undergo a change through conditions of a later period or bvecome
the elements of the system which has absorbed them; and the other
possible one, a survival of the past which has retained its 0ld form
but acquired a new content,93 In this case the analysis of the outward
specifics alone offers certain opportunities for the reconstruction of
phenomena of previous historical periods. Even if we cannot affirm
that in a certain palaeolithic society there existed a certain kinship
system (e.z». matrilineal or patrilineal because the functions of kin-
ship are not as "closeiy“ related to production as is the community
and they are primarily the means of organization of family reproduction
etc.), neverthelesé we can assert that the community was the main
structural unit of pre-agricultural society at any period and under
any circumstances. In all cases, a certain regularity is found in
its structure, population, relative mobility, the form of sexual and
age division of labour, these being determined by the interaction of

prodhction and the natural environment zs well as the conditions of

production. It is possible thus, to "predict"” in an approximeate way
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the form and magnitude of the life of a hunting community, having in
mind that this method is far more "effective'" when applied to socio-
economic, rather than to socio-iieological structures.

Any particulsr humen society'répresen£s one>cencr;te historical
form of existence of 8 particuler social formation. The formation and
the single society are as essence ani phenomenon,. .-the general
and the particular, in which ani through wkichk only what is general
can exist. As with any phenomenon in the material worldi, social
orgenisms have both general generic features and specific individual
feetures. This is why eny present-day individual society, is a society
of a particular type, one of the many societies of a given type, that
is. of a given social formation. Hence in the analysis of a current
society studied by ethnography, it is possible to find not only unique
and particuler traits of its development but slso the general, typical
features that create the possibilities of comparing it with societies
of the same typé in the past.94

At any period, the internsl mechanism of societies of a given
type are alwzys bzsed upon concrete laws, which are "restricted" to
the societies of the type in gquestion; 7?ut tre menifestations of the
internal lews of societies of the same type can differ as a result of
concrete causes and this diversity is present even between societies
of the same type. |

These "ensembles'of elements. perheps more than any others, are
cruciasl for understanding why ¥arx ani “ngels attached so much more
significance to the re-analysis of history and snthropology and threy

gave an ever-growing importance to the stuiy and unierstanding of

pre-capitelist societies. The rewriting of history was not so much =
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matter of starting again, but of making use, for a new purpose, of
knowledge which was already available, whether in the work of philo-
sophers like Fegel, economists like Ricardo, biologists like Darwin
or anthropologists like Morgan. This new use, meant a severe criticism
of the earlier knowlelge, since Marx believed that the studies he was
using had origzinally been made for exactly the opposite purpose to
his own: that they had been in order to justify the oppression which
he saw as the core of the capitalist system. This was particularly
true, M¥arx felt, of economists; but he was to show that it was also
true of some anthropologists. Naturally Marx starfed by explaining
the historical mechanism and inner working of the social system which
dominated the conditions of the working class at the time he wrote on
capitalism. However, in order to expose the nature of capitalism, Marx
first had to show that capitalism is not based on some eternal, immutable
truth, but is the product of a long history; for example, the law of
supply and demand was not simply a matter of eternal logic, nor were
such rights as thet of private property self-evident truths, but
rather they were thke product of particular historical circumstances.
Thoge circumstances had broughkt about the capitzlist system and also
created the concepts on which it was bssed. In showing capitelisam
and capitelist values to be the creation of a moment of history. Marx
negated the transcendental claim of capitalism to be the only possible
natursl system of the "civilized" world. One obvious way to demonstrate
that the capitalist system was & specific historical product was to
show that it was not always so.

It is in this genersl perspective, aimed to analyse the links

between the relations of production and the nature of the systems in
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whick they were located. that Yarx and Fnzels turnedl to the available
anthkropological information of pre-literate peoples. assuming that
since these were the most Aistant from the capitzlist system threy would

1t

manifest the most "different" sociel reletions of production.

They particularly looved for evidence releting to the topics they
focused on, that is, mainly the relationships existing between people
engaged in the process of production, &s well as the property and the
femily.

¥arx's attitude to tre numerocus anthropological works which czme
out between 1860 and 1680 was in part one of '“shared enthusiasm" for
evolutionary theory, but z2lco in part one of suspicion. This suspicion
had two main causes: he felt that many of the antkropologists under-
rzted the significance of thought, and secondly he suspecied the
political motives of at least some of them.

In that respect it is understandable why - amongst other things -~
Yarx and Engels attached so much more importance to the work of Morgan
tken they 4id1 to the work of other anthropologists. MNorgan was an
idealist and utopian but aleo anti-sristocratic and communitariesn in
his abstract oprosition to property; ke did not conceive that the
modern social system is in a2 "crisis that will end only by its
elimination", and he never proposed concrete means to carry out tlre
programme of aboliching that which had aroused his distzste. Yet,
Marx and ¥organ, in different ways, called for the revival of the
archaic commune with regard to property, equality and the organization
of society-

Here of course we have to refer to the periodization discussions.

The problem of periodization has occupied thinkers from ancient times
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to the present. Wo perioiization is capable of embracing the entire
variety of historical development of peoples, ani of taking account
of all its variants ani objective logic of develo;a:_nent.g5 Marx and
Enééls were quite aware of that; they consider the classification
not as an end but as a means leading to the critique of the soci;lproce&
of social relations, and to the changing of society (by this critique).
Marx's periodization is not a broad social classification but an
economic one. Fis discussions did not have as their end the positing
of the epochs, which are forms of society but, through their depiction,
Lhe intended to reach through to the process which precedes the formation
of the capital relation and its original accumulation. This is a
diaslectic of social “statics" and dynamics. There is nothing fixed
and eternal about labour in society. The method that Narx followed is
set forth in the introductory chapter and in the beginning of "Capital"”
{as well as in the "Grundrisse"). The method is not to allow the
economic categories to succeed each other in the order in which they
are historically determined, but rather in the order in which they appear
in"The Critique of Politicel Economy"is determined by the relation that
% the categories bear to each other in the sociéty. Mﬁrx had in view
not the forms and stages themselves but the process of social labour
(and capital) in society.
Yorgan seems to suggest, however tentatively, reasons why one
stage should change into another in the idea that the processes of
evolution themselves lead to the destruction of the stages they
produced. Morgan was the only one of the nineteenth centﬁry anthro-
pologists who, like ¥arx, wss interested in whet led to the transformaetio

of one sociasl system into another, and in whet ledi to the break-up of
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past systems. The major shortcomingz of Morgan's periodization lies
in tre fact that it was not a periodization of the history of society
iteelf. The scepticism of Narx, relative to tre use of the Iroquois

data96

for example, as a model for interpretation of other societies,
constitutes a8 further movement away from the fixity of categories,
and carries the general loosening of the stages of evolution both
forth and back in timeo97
The development of productive forces is certainly the basis for
the development of society, but does not coincide with it. Even major
turning points in the evolution of productive forces do not lead
automatically or at once to a change in the relationships of production
or other social relationships°98 As for less significant changes, they
may be merely accumulating, lead to changes in social relationships,’
first in the economic and then in tke ideological field. It is not
change in the productive forces, considered alone, but the more or
less significant reorganization of the economic relationships of
production, which in their totality constitute the basis or foundation
of society, the criterion for the onset of a new stage in the develop-
ment of society. Changes in the material relationships among umen, of-
which the most important are relationships to the meens of production,
result . in change in all the others, which arise as & superstructure

uponthe former i.e. brings about the transformation of society as

D

a whole.
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1.10 EHistorical Materialism and the Dynamics of "Primitive' Society

The Marxist theory of society is based on recognition of the
Primary importance of production. It is natural, then, that a
"typology" of modes of production should be the foundation of the
clagsification of social structures and periodizetion of the historical
process. (Table I) Men begin to differentiate themselves from animels
as soon as they acquire the ability to produce what they need to live.
As they produce these means, they reproduce the social relationships
that have developed. The methods employed to acquire the means of
subsistence determine the stages in the evolution of social structure.
Any production, even the most primitive, presumes a corresponding

rganization, division, and differentiation of labour. But the
character of the organization for production, and consequently of all
economic relationships and of social relationships as a whole, differs
" widely. At this point though, a question arises. Is the ‘concept" of
the primitive society Jjustifieble, and is it right to single out the
primitive society as z specific social-economic structure in human
history? In generzl terms a Marxist answer entzils that the primitive
society is 2 part of human history, and that the process of production
(including relations) is the "economy", the mode of existence of
humanity and the foundation of social life. The dominant relationships
in all pre-capitalist societies were 'economic', formulated under
différent successive historical epochs and with local variations.

In the very early stages of human history the economy was
appropriative. This appropriation, as Engels comments, was not labour
in the strict sense of the word, because labour begins with the making

of tools. Still embryonic forms of production and division of labour



Principel Modes Categories of Social
and Subtypes Relations of Production
Primitive Solidarity

Communalist

Hunting Kinship

Lineage

Ancient State

Citizen/slave

bAsiatic Bureaucratic state
Classic
African Communal village
Feudal Landlord

Peasant
Capitalist Bourgeois
Petty agrarian
Yercantile Proletarian
Industrial/monopoly
Socialist

. Proletarian state
Advanced communist

Table 1: a typology of modes of production
(after T. %essman, 1961)
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Modes of Appropriation
of Surplus

Communal

Taxation

Tribute

Rent

Profit

Social
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eppeared even in these early stages. Elements of organization of
work are already present amoné gatherers. Among hunters anl fishers
the elements are quite explicit. Mere we may have the initial
transition from a neturally developed division of labour based upon
age and sex different from one based on occupations.

Unlike the industrial revolution, and the revolution in science
and technology at present, the transition from an appropriative to a
producing economy required an historical epoch of a quite considerable
duration. This circumstance also was manifested in the evolution of
social relationships. The long coexistence of transitional forms in
the economy bécame the source of heterogeneity and polymorphism on
the actual social organisms characteristic of that stage.

Yarx's argument is that the division of labour in primitive society
arose ~on a two-fold basis. One a physiological foundation in relation
to production#wherein the natural division of labour‘expands its
material by the extension of the size of the community, increase of
population and by inter-tribal arrangements. Two, the sociel division
of labour is likewise based on exchange between communities, in the
primitive condition of mankind. MNarx asserted tkat the division of
labour within the family is further deveioped in that of the tribe;
he took no position that the family is further developed into the tribe.
Yarx's statement regarding the relation between the division of labour
in the family and in the tribe is indirectly related to that of the
relation of family and tribe. The issue next concerned the principle of
the gens in its relation to _  the tribe on the one side and the
99

family on the other.

¥arx continued his systematic separation of the family from other
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institutions of primitive society, wherein he followed lMorgan's
initiative, applying the 4ifferentiation to the separation of patriarch
frow gens/tribe, likewise to the relevant forms of property and its
’transmissiOno Private property in land is not to be directly derived
in his theory froam the collective property but came gradually to
replace it in transition to political society, just as control over the
gens and the family; the position of larx is that Vaine's conception,
of the private family es being the besis out of which the sept and clan
are developed, is completely wrong. Civilized society is artificial,
being pervaded with "fictions", practices not founi in primitive
communities. The joint family has a secondary character and is
separated from the primitive commune.

The relation of the family to society at the onset of the prehistoric
process is interesting from this point of view, only insofdr as it is
related abstractly to the guestion of the‘relation of the family and
society in the period of gentile society and its transition on
"civilization", otherwise the question of the "horde" is entirely a
conjectural matter; the comments introduced by Marx into the excerpts
from Phear, Xesine, Xorgan and Lubbock reveal the direction that he took
in the course of working them out. In the development of society from
"savagery'" to "civilization", the family in its various forms was
separated from society and became one of the sets of relations maintained
by its members.

The collective institutions of the femily, community, village,
gens and association of primitive societies are rather unitary, that

is, they are not deeply riven; the effect on the individual is that

they are subjectively comforting, objectively they are not iespotic,
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for this would implY the existence of an institution of hegemony
that would contradict the relative simplicity of primitive social
organization. Formally, mos;, if not all, the intermediating socisl
insfitutfong o£>commun;ty and association can be found in primitive
societies; the difference frowm civilized society is that in the
former case their interrelation is either zero or not highly developed,
nor is their mutual opposition. On the contrary, in civilized society
the relations of the collectivities to each other, and the individual
within them, &are divisive on the one side, privative on the other and
the interests of the collectizities are opposed to each other within
the same society.

The essence of the matter is that the destruction of primitive-
communal society, which in itself was a progressive phenomenon,
cOntained‘a "threatening danger'" to the further development of society.
Actually, no mstter how low the level of productive forc;s of primitive-
communal society may have been, it indubitably possessed one enormous
advantage; the struggle sgainst nature was conducted by a united front
of thatAsociety. The entire primitive tribe participated in this
motion and of course this unity containeq a vast power. However, with
the growth of the productive forces and the breakdown of the primitive
communal system, this unity begins to disappear and subsequently the
individual clans or extended families into which the primitive hordes
began to decompose remained isolated, not uniting, inasmuch as, in
the conditions in which they usually existed, no stimulus to reunion
on a broader basis existed.

Certain basic considerations can be de:ived from the above, First

the relation of the family to the society and its State (later), must
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be separated from the relation of the family to society without the
State. The form of the family is likewise variable. Second, the
antagonisms of society and the State are only later broadly developed
on the large scale, and the two kinds of antagonisms are therefore
sepgrated both in time and in quantity. Third, the family that contains
a relation to services is an economic unit both of production and of
consumption - which does not happen in industrial society where the
single family is a unit of consumption but scarcely of productiono100
As had been said earlier, the primitive community was simultane-
ously the economic unit, the whole within which the group and everyday
life pr0ceede§§j_and the ideological collective. Under the conditions
of the technology at the time, the community served not only as a
supplemental force of production but as a prerequisite for production.
It is precisely this that explains the circumstances that both within
the commune as the unit of production and daily life and outside it,
in the more complex social organisms of primitive society, the group
(taken on diverse forms) presents itself as a naturally developed union
of kinsmen. Marx and Engels realized the importance of kinship systems,
not as a category which explains but on the contrary as a category
that has to be explained. They recognized that kinship systems are
part of a reslity whose functioning constitutes the deeper logic of
a social historical existence; despite their distinctiveness, com-
plexity and non-uniformity for all societies, they do exhibit some
"regularities" in a process of change. They are not subject, of coursse,
to cumulative evolution, but under certain conditions they can
accumulate common traits with contacting cultures for example or even

with different economic conditions. As with language, the kinship
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system belongs to the class of phenomena which can be differentiated
in space and they can reflect some historical and structursl regular-
ities as theif particular and concrete manifestation. "The tribal
community" writes MB'IT in- the"'%ormen", "or if you will, the herd, the
common ties of blood, languaée, custom etc., is the first precondition
of the appropristion of the objective conditions of life and of the
activity which reproduces and gives materiasl expression to, or
objectifies it (activity as herdsmen, hunters, agriculturalist, etc.):
¥hat requires explanation,according to Marx, is "not the unity of living
and. active human beings with the natural, inorganic conditiong of their
metabolism with nature, and therefore their ap;ropriation of nature..

but the separation of these inorganic conditions of human existence
from this active existence, a seperation which is only fully completed
‘in the relationship between wage-labour and capital.” )

Marx and Engels' first concern with anthropological material was
to show.the variety that existe in the nature of social relations and
the historical peculiarity of a society where one group of people
treats others only in»réspect of the labour they provide, labour whichk
then can ﬁe bougﬁt and sold as though it was any other useful article.
In the same fay therefore as they had tu;ged to primitive society for
finding the.opposite of capitalist relations of production, they turned
to them for a form of family which was the opposite of the private,
capitalist family, one that appesred in the community of a much larger,
undivided group.

The transformation of tﬁe primitive gens from matrilineal to patri-

lineal resulted in the bresk-up of the gentile commune. This is of

course a debatable issue not only among western (mainly French)
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Marxists but alsc among Soviet scientists, where it Ims led to the development
of differing schools of Xarxist ethnography for the interpretation of
certain specific questions Qoncern;ng primitive society such as, first
appearance of gentile socie£y, caste sysiemg e;;.IOI Even with the
evidence they had at the time, Marx and Engels took" account of the fact
that whereas the decay of collective property and the appearance of
private property necessarily give rise to a tendency for matrilineal
filiation to be replaced by patrilineal, the effectuation of this
tendency depended upon specific historical conditions; in certain
cases replacement of matrilineal reckoning of kinship may occur rather
early and in others, very late, sometimes not until early class society
has been reached. Therefore, while the presence of patrilineal
filiation and the patriarchal gens in a particulsr society may be
.evidence that it has already to some degree been affected by processes
of "decay'", the retention in & given society of matrilinesl filiation
and'even matrilinesl gens in itself, tells nothing of the stage of
development.

It may be a gentile society in process of establishment, or a very
early form of class society. Sometimes the two systems may coexist.
As a consequence, the peridﬁization of gentile society should be based
not upon the replacement of one filiation by another, but upon those
profound changes unierlying this substitution, and upon changes in the

relations -of production, above all in property relations.

There is an important point here. We can alwsys approach what

anthropologists have called kinship relations in two ways: on the one

hand we can take the total society and ask how it forms its kinship

groups and how they function, and on the other, we can look at the
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network of relationships that "organize" and bind individuals to
each other in a network of kinship, that is, structures that are
determined by social-economic relations independent of genetic-~
biological hypotheses. In any case, the direct observation of the
latter factor, as a prerequisite of changes (or resistance to them)
allows for a more subtle analysis and reconstruction than one which

is achieved by pre-accepted kin typologies and terminologies.

The problem of the passage from gentile to caste system, according

to Marx, entails the destruction of the principle of equality and
the appearance of social stratification. Marx's comment was an hypo-

theticael query: can the gentes give rise to the formation of caste,

particularly if conquest is added to the gens principle? This concerns

the manner in which the one is added to the other. Thus the abstract
principle of the gens has as its opposite; a concrete socisal
organization, caste on the one side, and conquest on the other. 1In
its transition the gens, by difference in social ran%,can petrify
into its opposite, cgste. This is the most explicitly dialectical

of all Marx's formulations in the Morgan notebookl jwherein the
opposition between an abstraction, the principle of geng,and a series
of concretions, conquest, caste and differentiation in social ran&,is
posited.

A third problem concerns the topic linked to the relations of
production and the family; +the nature of the property. Marx'é
commentaries - in regard to Maine and upon the thesis of ¥organ that
government in primitive societies is personal and founded upon
relations that are personal - were very clear: he responded, that

the relations of property and government in primitive societly are

4.
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neither personal nor impersonal but collective.

Nevertheless, Morgan's work contained the notion that primitive
society was totally without private property, yet organized. For
¥arx and Engels the existence of such a stage, or something like it
wag essential in order to show fully the purely artificial and
relative nature of both relations of production and private property.
Their work on precapitalist systems is largely taken up with showingz
the indissoluble link between the type of property and the type of
relations of production. The demonstration of the evolution and the
transformation of types of property is as central as the demonstration
of the evolution of relations of production. The very notion of
private property far from an "inalienable right" as it was stated to
be, was, in fact, itself a product of certain unique economic, technical
and social conditions, and it was therefore reasonable to expect that
it would be superseded, wheﬁ the associated relations of production
changed. Equally importan%{ was the demonstration of a correlation
between private property and exploitation.

Exploitatio?)for Marx, is the brocess by which a group of people
are deprived of the full value of their labour so that what they have
logt becomes a surplus for anéther group who obtain this element. In
order t0 answer those who had argued that without private property
society was iwmpossible, Marx looked for examples of societies without
private property, therefore also without exploitation and for this he
turned again to Morgan. In fact, Marx and ¥ngels did not have much
choice among the anthropologists of the time because most of them

were heirs to the philosophical tradition which went back to Locke

and which glorified private property.
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Exploitation is not st all the same as the division of labour.
Not all groups are social classes and there is considerable dis-
agreement as to whether exploitation exists in pre-class societies.
In the absence of social classes, age and sex are the primary
distinctions involved in the distribution of social products. Some
interpret discrimination by age as exploitation, others by sex. In
considering the labour process from the angle of the relations of
production, that is methods of appropriation of objects of production
and final products, one is confronted by a simplicity which concesals
complexity. One gains the right to appropriate the objects of
production by being a member of one sex or the other. The relations
of production define rights to the appropriation of objects of
production for one's self and to the asppropriation of the product of
the opposite sex, the product of their surplus labour. It seems
plausible to assume that each sex produces surplus labour for the
other and in that sense equal rights and exchange exist. Where there
is a division of labour between the sexes, men and women respond in
"gimilar" relationships to the ﬁeans of production, and therefore
cannot be regarded as classes. The question is: are these groups of
people standing in different relationships to the means of production?
(including objects). Concerning the elder-junior relationship of
course it does exist as a temporarily distinct relationship to the
means of production. However all individuals move from one position
to another in time, and it is unrealistic to view the relationship
between the generations as exploitative (we refer always to the
"primitive" mode of production).

It seems clear though, that the ethnographic record will not
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allow exploitation as a cross-cultural universal. All of the
societies reviewed are egalitarian in one or in another way.lo3 The
central fact about the non-exploitative social formatiomsis that
their mqmbers have fre; access to the éasic résources»needbd to
sustain life - all ﬂﬁnt. gather, and in general utilizé the envifon_
ment without let or hindrance.

There are no persons whose access to resources is privileged and
no corresponding group whose access is impaired. It is crucial to
distinguish between societies of this egalitarian, primitive, class-
less kind and others which make distinctions between types of access
to resources. I; is privileged access to resources and the right to
their use that allows exploitation to take place. Exploitation can
be defined, it is real and its effects go far beyoni the strictly
economic or more or less vague opinions of ill-use on the part of the
exploited. FExploitative societies have a characteristic set of
institutions and while they have occupied less than one percent of
human history, the experience of it dominates people's consciousness
s0 completely that it seems to meny an integral part of "human nature".

The diégnostic feature of any class sdciet& is the existence of
a preda tory ruling class that is baséﬁ upon a definite mode of
exploitation. The economic is connected to the political (and
religious); the powerful use their power to protect their_privileges,
the most important of which is their "right" to exploit those from
whom they extract a surplus. In pre-capitalist class societies

. exploitation takes:- various forms, such as taxation in the

ancient mode, tribute in the ssiatic mode ani rent in the feudal mode.

The capitalist mode however takes the form of profit or unpaid labour
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which can be accumulated and multiplied. Neither of_these forms
seems to exist in hunting-gathering societieas. Where tasks demand
more specialization and "organization", it would seem that the
increasing‘development of tﬁis contradiction leads to ownership or
control of some particular_important object of production - land for
agriculture or grazing taking precedence, so that labour applied to
other objects and to the final product has no bearing upon the
appropriation of the product.

Perhaps the most important of all ramifications of exploitation
ig its relation to social inequality,inextricably interwoven with
surplus.

Giving a detailed account of these processes is far beyond the
scope of this work but there is a point that mekes a further elaboration
useful, as it is connected with many recent trends in the study of
primitive (and palaeélithic) populations.

It gbncerns surplus product. Most notions of surplus
begin with some estimates of % human being's minimsl caloric needs and
define surplus as the difference between these needs and the total
product. There is some precedent for this procedure in the work of
Marx, who wrote that the cost of the prodfiction of labour power in
capitalist society is the cost required for maintaining the worker as
a worker and of developing him into a worker (Wage, Labour and Capital).
However, Marx warned that this definition holds for the "species", not
for individusl workers. It is necessary to begin with a conception of
the mode of production as a whole, and to seek an understanding of

surplus from this basis. It has been shown, for exsmple, (E. Wolf 1966).

that for peasants their way of life involves verious "funds" (replace-
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ment fund etc.) which are indispensable for their production and
reproduction; and there are numerous examples of historical circum-
stances in which minimal subsistence needs were not met. ,But.to
begin with an individusl's subsistence needs rather than with the
dynamic of reproduction of the mode of production is to take an
historicasl product - e.g. the property-less wofker - &8 a natural
couditiou.lo4 In this line of reasoning a unit of analysis is very
important for the comprehension of a "“primitive" mode of existence,
mainly what is called a2 hunter-gatherer's one. Surplus (accordingly,
exploitation and inequality) is characteristic of a specific mode of
production, not simply of the individual's "caloric need".

The categories of Marxist theory which are appropriste for cal culating

-surplus (-vdlue)(S) are variable (V) and constant (C) capital.

Variable capital is that part of the-total capital advanced as wages,
while constant c;pital is the capital advanced for the instruments and
materials of production. Although these categories were devised for
estimating surplus-value undér capitalism, they are useful in
discussing gtgez E°§°f as well, because they relate togetker the
reproduction of the producers and the contant renewal of the mesans
of production. Both V and C '"capitael" are necessesry for reproduction,
not just the former. Thus the totel rroduct ontainsC4+V and the surplus
is relative to the sum of them.

To properly understand thre different relations in society, it is
first necessary to comprehend the historicslly concrete social and
economic formations from which kinship, family, community, etknicity

and so on, derive their identities. It is also necessary to incorporate

an appreciation of the modern-world system. (Fig. 8)
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Obviously there are "inequalities" in primitive society. The
question remains if certain groups transform inequalities into ;ong-
term advantages over other groups. The basic principle underlying the
ques}ion’is that of human beings taken as property. In that sense,
the éldere may,éontrol the means of production, but eventually juniors
become elders, while slaves 4o not become masters, peasants do not
become landlordis and proletarians do not become capitalists during

their lifetime.

l1.11 Suomary

Our understanding of complex reality depends on the questions we
ask: these in turn depend upon tke culture into which we have been
socialized and the view..point or disc%pline in which we have been
trained. A fact is only a fact in terms of theOry; and problems are
defined as such within an implicit or explicit theoretical framework.
It seems clear that any attempt to explain tke ordering and pattern
of human activity is constricted if forced into a monocausal framework.
When anthropologists and archaeologists move: away from the mapping
of a8 "static'" situation to consider_aspec;s of chenge, they inevitably
become involved with values, botk by the problems they choese to
consider ;nd the interpretation of the "facts" they present. This
kind of ;tudy"-has sufferea individuslly from a parochial concern
to defend the importance of the specific "factors" with which they
are more concerned. The effect of this tendency to "empirical closure" of

system has been to make its application to any field a rigidly simple

question of whether it "applies" or not. Applications are interpreted
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in "all or none" terms; 1t eithexr.is the case or it is not. Societies do
not change or survive simply through the impact of one or two factors.
When attempting to characterize the evolution and behaviour of
"p:iéitive"'SOcieties i%~ia'important to emphasize the interrelatedness
-of all aspects of tgéir organiéation. Besides environment and
technology, socio-economic orgenization is a basic component which
provides the investigation of human relationships in that epoch, with
the possibility of understanding and explaining adsptation and change
through time.lo5

This is doubly important: an undue concern with biological and/or
environmental constraints as such, not only fails to fell us anything
about critical differences and similarities, it also gives the
impression that "economy" is an abstract variable never determined by
social formation.

Whereas concrete socio—-economic formations exisg in historicsl
reality only when incarnated in social organisms, within theory the
inner essence of "single" societies appears in 8 pure form as something
existing "independently"., as the ideal social organism of a given type.
In that sense, an understanding of Marxist anthropology corresponds
to a very large degree to the conception of "human essence". The
unity of all that is human. cannot be found either in the identity of
a single and singular biological organism, or in the identity of
“gpirit": this unity is not something given before history, but made
in history.

The problem of explaining human origins, the evolutionsary

emergence of language, tool-msking, kinship systems and culture

generally has seemed almost insoluble since Darwin began to posit
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the issue in scientific terms. Of all the problems, one of the most
intractable has proved to be that of interpreting how the "dominant"
mode of most sociable highef primate species - a characteristically
“egotistical“ figﬁré not given t& surrendering or sharing either food
or mates unless forcibly so compelled - could have been transformed
into the very different humen type of hunter-gatherer societies. It
would be hard to understand how the "transition" to large-scale hunting
could have "survival value" for the species at all.

With a Marxist formulation this transition from "“nature” to
"culture"-represents a break in the continuity of the evolutionary
process - & dialectical leap. This break is a break with "anarchy"
in the sense that a saboon-harem system and, to 8 greater or lesser
exteﬁt, any system of primate "dominance", is an example of ordered
anarchy. It is a system in which sexual and edOnomic issues are -
settled by individual dominance or force. At some pre-culturzl stage
the ancestors of Fomo sapi@ns - perhaps only very f’brieflvaere organized
in a similar manner. ‘

The transition to gulture occurred perhaps as the result of an
"explosion” which blew épart a system of dominance which had become
80 extreme and so uhstable a8 to lose its capacity to hold its parts
together at all.

The uhderlying determinants of this "revolution" were ecologicsal
or more properly economic-rooted ultimately in the requirements of
the transition from vegetable food-gathering (or the occasional hunting
of small game) to regular big-game huntin30106

In the light of these considerations, the analysis of the work

process is not simply a precondition of sn esdequete understanding of
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Marx's theory of history and society in general. Marx regarded work,
material production, as the defining factor both in anthropogenesis
and in subsequent human, historical development. This does not mean
however that the genesis of human species is possible "only" with
productive activity and without the simultaneous emergence of the
first forms of social life and cooperation. Work, socislity and con-
sciousneﬁs are integral and indispensable constituents of the historical
forms of social life; +they are equsl moments of "human existence",
even if they are not equal as far as it concerns their "significance"
for the theoretical explanation and the practical induction of
historical change.

This latter point brings out the question of how "what" and "how"
are examined. Thet is, to what extent a coherent theory like
dialectical materialism - a theory moreover 'formulated" to underline
and explain the structure and mechanism of capitalism and class
society‘- can be used to reveal different aspects and relationships
about primeval forms of society. After all, one is still obliged to
work with limited data, not always reliable information, and investi-
gations which have not been carried far enough in a direction to yield
the necessary information - despite the accumulation of "evidence".
With this state of affairs, a dialectical approach would imply a
back and forth process, whereby particular societies are analysed in
terms of their available characteristics, in which hypotheses generated
theoretically are used to '"restructure'" the data, and where the
theoretical position itself Qis further elaborated in such a way that X
its explanatory power is used to express the hidden structures and

connection of the society under investigation. For such an explanation
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two of the major categories‘(often misinterpreted) of Marxism must
be considered: <the formulation of evolutionary stages and that of
economic development.

Marx and Engels adcepted Morgan's sequence of stages, but at the
same time they took up the critique of this tﬁeofyo' (Morgan himself
in fact knew the limits of his scheme, which he offered as "convenient
and useful” but "provisional”). Whereas the social evolutionists of
the lattef half of the nineteenth century, consiéered the stage as
though it possessed a reality in itself, and its defining features
as a gort of "iron law" of evolution &t work both in nature and in
society, Marx treated the transition between stages as the moment of
importance.

In this way, he was able to move away from the "static" features
of a society to the dynamic interconnection among humans, their
relation to social production and to a concern with the transitional
development of the evolution of society as a dialectic of evolution/
revolution - that transition being the "influential" interaction
between man and environment, technological innovations, forms and
division of labour and accordingly economy. Consequeptly men, "enter
into particular, necessary relations of production, which are
independent of their will", these relations emerging in historical
stages which are verifiable. Relations of production}(correspond to XX
a particular level of productive forces on whose development they
depend. That dependence might seem to demonstrate that social reality

K

is determined unilaterally by natural forces (This is what Pliﬁhanov

A~

believed, when he traced all social relations back through the mediation

of productive forces to natural, geographical conditions, as the
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"last instance"). In reality, this is not the case. Natural forces
become productive forces, becsuse they are harnessed to human labour.
They become social forces by being incorporated into human relations
and applied to human needs; and only become "productive", when they
gserve the production and repfoduction of human 1life.
In traditional tribal societies technology has derived directly
from human practice. Labour begins with tools and the two cannot be
disagsociated. Tools do not have an exigtence of their own; they
form part of an integral interactive process which does not end with
the "msking" of the tool but extends beyond it. To discern this, it
is necessary to reestablish the connections,which have been severed, AN
between different modes of 'significance", in order to see the extent
to which the articulation of "meaning"” within each, is itself a
socially determined phenomenon. One can no longer say that the
function of a tool is its performance of a single isolated task. A
range of tools perform a range of functions and the functions are a
product of the socio-economic environment. Thus an interpretation of
the role of technology in society can be attempted in order to
characterize the basic properties of production activity and the
several subsystems which determine and/or define the nature of its
development. As Bateswrites ‘'"under the present conditions of
archaeological development, the possibility of carrying out the
quantification of the productive forces may seem like a subject of
eoe fiction. In reality it is a task of the  {uture development of “
that scienceo."lo7

Material changes occurring within the economic conditions of

production can be "abstracted' and "formslized" as a law convertiing
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quantity into quality, and vice versa. It is true that in the
historical perioil preceding the emergence of private property, the
products of labour 4o not become - according to Marx - forces
independent of men, and ruling over them, but form their real, communal
property - and this is supported by today's ethnographical evidence.
Work appears here "directly" in its anthropological significance as

an activity that develops the power and capabilities of humans.
Equally important is the fact that there is no convergence of
individual and social development since "individuality" does not exiét
at this level of development. The individual is a clan person, a link
in the community; his social relations are the self-evident frame of
his own existence. The emergence of individuality itself tskes place
through the forﬁatiou of the "abstract" individual, i.e., through
alienation. It is clear from the outset . that the abolition of the
naturally given division of labour. - means the transformation of the
character of the labour process and of the social mechanism that
distributes individuals among different branches of production (in

the broad sense), and it is not directly relatel to the quéstion*O¢’

to what extent individuals can, during their lifetimé, vary and
alternate the forms and types of their productive activity. Originally
subject to collective/tribal relationships, themselves responsive to
the natural needs of social inter-connections, work gradually became

an economic commodity, labour power something that has to be exchanged;
this led to the dissociation of working population from their social
context, in other words their alienation. Without the concept of

relations as internal to the processes that we call matter, change

is by implication external to any given phenomenon. Yet, until one

N
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has directly faced the problem of dealing with human existence in
material terms, one has not dealt with man, his history, his culture
or his science. The objective conditions; technological, economic,

environmentsl, that preceded - hence "caused" -»lgter'developments, canmnot
nécesearily andiinevitably be located. The more rémote the ﬁeriod
studied, the more the internal.stresses, alternative choices and
revolutionary as qg;inst conservative ideologies that defined precisely
how, when and where major changes were initiated, are "lost" in the
ambiguities andﬁspottinessfbf archaeological and historical data.
However, degpite the complexities, the question remains untouched:
rather than seeking comparabilities in statistical terms angd countiﬁé,
according to some unstated "value" scheme consijered as proven, the
Marxigt commitment is that of detailed study of societies, based on

the dialectical-materialistic analysis of relationships and con-

tradictions that must be elaborated, refined and tested, both through

“theory and praxis".
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Notes and References

Capital Vol. I

" As, for example, Buxley, Lubbock, Maine, ¥organ, Phear, Kovalevsky.

The .Comtean positivists in the generation before Darwin made a
cult of the progress of mankind, a doctrine which was not
specifically rejected by the Darwinians, despite Darwin's
generally anti-teleological direction.

Nizan P.: Les materialistes de 1l'antiquite.

Fngels F.: Dialectics of Nature.

Capital Vol. I

Grundrisse -

Hegel "The Absolute Idea alone is Being, imperishable Life,
self-knowing truth, and the whole of trﬁth. The Absolute Idea

is the only object and content of philosophy. As it contains
every determinateness, and its essence is to return to itself
through its self-determination or particul;rizaéién, it hes
various phases. It is the business of philosophy to recognize

in its them... The derivation and cognizance of these particular_
modes is the further business of the particular philosophical
sciences," THegel slludes to this passage in his Preface to the
Philosophy of Right, where man's social and political institutions
are understood as particular modes of the Idea and as various
phases of its self-determination. Marx (and Feuerbach in that

respect) did not doubt that Fegel's philosophy was essentially
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theological in character, and trat what Fegel called the

Absolute was what the ordinary men calls God; but he is not
charging Fegel with empiricel ineccuracy; it is the philoso-.
phical form, nét the empirical content which he attacks in his‘
Critique of Hegel's "Philosophy of Right". Marx is careful to
maintain the distinction between the two, form and content,
because of kis conviction - often repeated in the course of

the Critique - that within kis speculative framework Hegel
accuraetely depicts the existing institutions of political society.
On that issue G. Lukacs for example understood Marx's position in
regard to society solely on the objective side, in oppositiOn to
Fegel. TFor this it is necesssary to go not only to the product

of the given historical process, but to the onset of the process
of its formation, which is to grasp it as a "temporal' phenomenon
(diachronically).

Blauberg et al, 1977.

Averkieva - Petrova Yu. 1980,

Western writings often contain statements about the inapplicability
of Marxist method, iqteipreting historical materialism in 2 way
that leads ultimately to economic determinism, fatalism and p;e-
conceived "stable” periods and stages. But the word "historicism"
has been used in a variety of ways. M. Mandelbaum (1967) has
defined it as follows: "Historicism consists in the attempt to
take seriously the fact of change.e«ec+s..... Every particular
fact is treated with relstion to the process of change out of
which it arises, and this process is seen as immenent in it."

That YMarx wag & historicist in this sense is indisputable.
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Popper's statements about Marxism are well-known (see especially
the critique in"The Poverty of Historicism", "Conjectures and
Refutetions'" and 'the Open Society and its Enemies"), as well

as his critique of historicism particularly as exemplified by
Marx, Fegel and Plato. It is not the place here to deal with
that, but just an exasmple we think will suffice; in comparing
Plato and Varx, writers have frequently pointed to communism as

a common doctrine. ... Even if we accept that opinion, for Plato
"communism" is primarily a device to instil group solidarity in the
ruling classes, and is restricted to the guardians and auxiliaries,
For Marx, it is the means of freedom and equelity in a classless
society, enveloping the whole social order.

Anti-Dlihring.

11 '“The theoretical attempt to ensure that no.man in the world should

suffer material or intellectual need any longer is something
which does not need any metaphysical "ultimate" justific;tion.
Criticsl materialism disdains to continue the tradition of mere
philosophizing by investigating "the riddles of the world". Its
intellectual construction grew out of the definite historical
tasks of society. Its aim is to help men out of their self-made
prison of uncocmprehended economic determination. Economic factors
are as sharply emphasized by the theory as by social reslity
itself. However., neither the economy nor the proletariast was
for ¥arx a metaphysical principle of explanstion. The economy
was to be brought again from its all—powerful position to s

"subordinate” role. The materialist cheracter of Marxist theory

does not amount to a confession of the incurable primacy of the

-



12

13

114

economy, that antihuman abstraction achieved by the real
situation. It is rather an attempt to direct a man's attention
towards the internal iogic of their own conditions, towards the
pseudophysic that make their commodities and At the same tiame
provides the ideology accordiing to which they are slready in
control of their destinies" (quoted from Krader: Ethnological
Notebooks of K. Marx).

Capital Vol. I

Marx developed a series of positions in philosophical anthro-
pology. In regard to the alienation of man in society and in
nature in .. Economic and Phiiosophical Manuscripts; the
doctrine of man producing himself by his labour and by his
relation in society in The Germern Ideology and The Foly Family;
the opposition of the concretion to the abstraction of man in
the Theses on Feuerbach. Later he took up the development of
economy and society among primitive peoples in the Grindrisse,
returning to the theme briefly in the Critique of Political
Economy. FHis exposition of primitive, as opposed to capitalist
production, is set forth in the chapter of the social division
of labour in the Capital. In the Grundrisse and in Capital,
primitive man is taken up as a category, the abstraction of the
primitive conditions as a means and in opposition to capitalist
eccnomy without reference to particuler primitive peoples. The
further concretion of the particular primitive peoples in terms
of the identified social institutions is then developed by Marx
in the Notebooks of the period 1879-1882, according to the

ethnological meterigl gvailable at the time and mainly studying
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the works of Morgan, Phear, Maine and Lubbock amongst others.
Lenin: What the "Friends of the People" are and how they fight

against the Social Democrats.

Capital Vol. 1

Fngels: Dialectics of Nature.

Darwin called attention to the natursl history of technology.
Marx to the cultural history of human technology. Technology
reveals the active component and relation of humzn beings to
nature. This should be understood as the relation of particular
societies, it is not general to all mankind, and must be
séparately mastered. The mastery of their arid habitat in the
Kalahari desert by Bushmen for example, the adaptation of means
of detection, conduit and storage of water by these people, far
éxceed the ability of the later Buropean intruders, who upset
the balance between the social group and the nsztural surroundings.
The human beings do not learn and adapt to nature as a '"species"
but only through the traditions of particular groups. MNoreover,
the problem of production by appropriate technology contains
within itself the problem of reproduction, which later is to be
understood in the natural sense of biological reproduction in
the cases of the human and of plant and animzl species; but in
the case of humanity, in all circumstances, botk of literate

and non-literate cultures, the reproduction process is the matter



18

19

116

of the continued existence and furtherance of mankind not as

a form of animal life. It is instead the matter of the continued
existence and furtherance of particular economic relations, not
merely as an abstraction - the technological basis of life and
adaptational history "“gives way" to the economic bases of human
life and the history of these. The adaptation and techniques of
production and reproduction of life are the same abstract
categories in the case of human history as in the case of natural
history; concretely they differ; the rate of development in the
case of mankind is rapid and multivarious, while the biological
rate of development is as a rule geologically slow. The abstract
problems of production and reproduction of the species are the
same, but concretely they are realized in different ways; the
differenéégbetween animals and humanity, in this regard, are
great, the differemnces within the human species relatively small.
The dialectical opposition of potential unity and actual difference
is the same as that of alienation and reunification of humanity
and nature, and it is joined to the dialectic of the unity of
humanity.

Frolov I.T. 1978, Rose S. - Kamin L. et al, 1984, Ribes B. 1978.
¥arx to Kugelmann, 27 June 1870.

Engels to P. Lavrov 1897.

One need not(7' belabour the evident points made by Fngels which
stand until today and have acquired an even deeper énd more
prophetic significance. It is not by any sort of "chance and

necegsity" that we have to confront sociobiology "which challenges

the integrity of culture as a distinctive and symbolic human

X
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creation and in place of social constitutions of wmeanings offers
a biological determination of human interactions with a source
primarily in the general evolutionary propensity of individual
genotypes to maximize their reproductive success...'yand,as

M. Sahlins continues "it is a new variety of sociological
utilitarianism, but transported now to a biological calculus

of the utilities realized in social relations. The New Synthesis
is to include the humanities and social sciences... From the "
idea of differential reproduction dependent on chance, genetic

and environmental shifts, selection successively became synonymous
with optimization or maximization of individual genotypes and
ultimately with the exploitation of one organism by another in

the interest of an egotistical genetic fitnéss «e." Ever since
Hobbes placed the bourgeoils society he knew 1in the state of

nature, the ideology of capitalism has been marked by a reciprocal
dialectic between the folk conceptions of culture and nature.
Conceived in the image of the market system the nature thus
culturally figured has in turn been used to explain the humean

social order and vice versa, in an endless interchange between
social Derwinism and natural capitalism. Sociobiology is only

the latest phase in the cycle:r the grounding of human social
behaviour in an "“advanced" or scientific notion of organic evolution
which is in its own terms the representation of a cultural form

of economic "action" and accordingly colonialism, exploitation,

war, as inherent in the human nature, genetically controlled and
thus "inevitable" and "Jjustified'.

Sahlins M. 1976, Dawkins R. 1976. ¥ilson £.0. 1985, Rose S.

et al 1984, Yonod J. 1976.
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The classical ideal of science from the 19th century has been

on "value-neutrality"”. In positivist thought this doctrine is
legitimated by a theory of knowledge. The relativists absolutize
norms of the establishment. But this is done in such a way that
it seems as ifAnorms are absent, and that the science is value-
free. The norms are tacitly projected into socisl studies and

assumed as the height of "rationality”. "Objectivity" is made

to coincide with "rationality". That which does not coincide is

not "objective", not "scientific". Basically the operation rests

upon a form of subjectivism; ité most typical form is found in
moderg;day empiricism, where the problem of objectivity is defined beS
iﬂ terms of relationship between theory and empirical data,

instead of a relatiOnshib between theory and objective reality.

It mey be said, that the theory is related to its empirical ¥
referent (sen;e data, observation statements etc.,) but not to
its real referent (i.e. to objective reality). This is e non-
realistic view. In Marxist philosophy of séience, it is c;lled
an idealist view. The empiricist finds it natural to define
"objectivity" 2% some kind of "value-neutrality". Among 74
observation staztements and data, he distinguishes facts and
evaluation. Research is supposed to involve only the reference

to facts and not involve value or value-judgements. These latter
are rejected as metaphysics. PFurther work in this direction was
done by the functionalists, whose formulations and defence of the
"value-neutrality” doctrine have been thus influential, and in

practice served to exclude Marxist social science from the realm

of what is considered the legitimate '"framework of scientific
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discussion". Value-neutrality belongs to a paradigm which as

a rule relegates the scientific socialism of W¥arx to the
"unscientific".

Flzinga A., 1975

Kelle-Kovalson, 1973.

Lenin Collected Works Vol. I

"Industry is the actual historical relation of nature and hence
of natural science to the human being; if industry is therefore
taken as the exoteric revelation of the human essential powers
then the human essence of nature or the naturel essence of the
human being will also be understood; hence natural science will
lose its abstract material or rather idealist direction and will
become the basis of human science just as it has already becone,
although in alienated shape, the basis of actually human life;

and one basis for life, another for science, is a lie from the
outset. Nature which becomes human history - the act of genesis
of human society - is the actual nature of man; therefore nature,
as it comes to be through industry, even thougk in an alienated shape,
is true anthroﬁological nature ..." (Capital, Vol. I)
BEngels: Holy Family . Marx:Grundrisse

Marx: Capital Vol. I

ibid.

Krader L. 1972, 1977.

Malthus T.R. 1970.

The storage of the computer is in this sense accumulation; it

is not a change in direction of the process from the primitive



30

31

32.

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

49

120

labour to the capitalist labour ;n factories; it is however,
an increasing dissociation and slienation of the workers.
As for example in certain pessages in Bloch, whose critijue of
the com@odify,jhough inspired in large measure by the early Lukacs,
runs ihe risk of abandoning the materiaslist position.
YWage ~Labour and Capital.
Capital Vol. I
ibid.
ivid,
ibid,
ibid.
Grundrisse .
Dialectics of Nature .
Capital Vol. I . i
Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844.
A Contribution to the Critigue of Political Economy.
Grundrisse{ Paris Manuscripts.
Sixth Thesis on Feuerbach.
Krader L. 1977 .
Critique of Politiéal Economy, also Eapital.
Krader L. 1972, 1977.
ibid and 1976
Marx to Lassalle, 16 January 1861.
In the history of materiaslism, there are broadly two main
. tendencies. ‘The one leads from the -atomism

of Democritus, vis the physics of the Renzissance, to the one-

sided natural-scientific materialism of the 18th and 19th centuries.
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The other tendency, which some call the "Aristotelian left"
déveloped from the naturalistically inclined form/matter adopted
by Averroie - the great medieval Aristotelian - via G. Bruno and
Bacon: whose'teaching actordiing to Varx contained within itself
"the germs of all-round development" (Foly Family) and finally
to the crypto-materialistic elements of the romantic philosophy
of nature.

Wages, Price and Profit.

The point to make here is that in capitalismthat movement results
in the transformation of the thing into human by attribution of
human qualities to the former; it is also the Opposité, the
attribution of the quélity of a thing to a buman being, of
capital to the capitalist and thereby in turn the attribution of
the quality of the reified human being, of the reified human con-

sciousness, to the thing, capital.

Capital Vol. 1

A "classic" summary of the relationship between the base and the
superstructure is Plekha;ov's distinction of five sequential
elements I - The state of productive forces, 2 - The economic
conditions, 3 - The sociopolitical order 4 - The psychology of
social man 5 - Various ideologies reflecting the characteristics

of this psychology. This is a more complete formulstion than

the bare projection of a base anl a superstructure - as the notion
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has been distinctively treated by many western scholars.

But what is wrong with it 1is its description of these elements
as sequential, when they are in practipe indissoluble: not in
‘the sense that théy cannot be disiinguished for purposes of
analysis, but in the decisive sense that these are not separate
areas or elements, but the whole specific activities and products
of real men. (Williams R. 71977) What is that reality in the
materialist conception? Above all it is not the so-caslled “"facts"
at the surface of a society; it is not a complex of achieved
things, ﬁut a complex of processes, in which things that are
apparently stable, no less than concepts, undergo an uninterrupted
change of coming into being and passing away.

Capital Vol. 1 .

In a true society, it would be the needs of tﬁe individual and
not hié physically or intellectually conditioned capacity for
labour, yhich. in the last analysis, provided the measure of

his consumption. NXarx continually deals with this theme first
developed in the German Ideology. In other words, a different
form of activity of labour does not justify inequality, confers
no privileges in respect of possession and enjoyment. Social
equality means not that all are treated alike, but that the
richness ;nd the diversity of the wishes of individuals come into
their own.

German Ideology .

Capital Vol., 1 -

Grundrisse (this section of the Grundrisse .appeared in English
,translafibg (1984) unier the title, "Pre .Capitalist Bconomic

Formationa".
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ibid.

ibid.

ibid.

Merkus G., 1978, Wessman J. 1981, Hobsbaum E. 1983

Capital Vol. I

ibid.

Krader L. 1972, Schmidt A. 1971, Danilove L.V. 1971, Roubaud P.
1980.

Capital Vol. II,

Philosophical Notebooks.

Fichhorn-Bauer et al, 1974. Kelle and Kovalson 1973, Semenov Y.
1981, Vasil'ev-Stuchevskii 1976 .

Lenin: Once again on the Trade Unions, the current situation and
the mistakes of Trotsky and Bucharin.

The German Ideology .

ibid.

Grundrisse .

Capital Vol. III

Grundrisse

Capital Vol. III

Grundrisse

ibid.

In fact, specifically human productive activity is only possible
when a contraposition and comparison can be made between the aim,
the desired ideal form of the object to be brought about, and the
actually present and perceived thing itself; that is, when

activity is guided and controlled by an intention, by the objective

ed
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to be attained. "At the end of the labour process, we get a
result that already existed in the ;maginatiOn of the labourer,
that existed alreaiy ideally at it§ commencement. The labourer
not- only effects a change of form in the ﬁatural material on which
he works, but also he realizes in it an aim of his;own that gives.
the law to his modus operandi and to which ﬁe must subordinate
his will" (Capital Vol. I).

Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations.

Not of course with the methods of those of the anthropologists
who see in every kinship relation, mode of production or personsl
disagreement in primitive societies, a form of exploitation,
surplus-labour, hostility and similar "natural" characteristics.
Pre-capitalist Economic Formstions.

Markus G. 1978, De Ste. Croix G.E.X. (introduction) 1981, Cohen
G.A. 1982, lMcLenran G 1981, Averkieve-Petrova Y. 1960.

This interpretation of the ”énthropology" of ¥arx -/ apparently
corresponds to a very large degree, with the conception of "human
nature" and man ir general, elaboreted by A. Gramsci. The answer
to tke guestion "what is man?"-cannot be found, according to
Gramsci,in the single individual manj tke unity of all thet is
human, implied already by the question itself, cannot pe found

within the identity of the biological (materisl) nature of wmen,

nor: in the identity of "thinking" or "spirit". This unity is

not sometlhing given before history but made in history which is
the actual and active process of unification, & process
unaccomplished and ongoing. ZTeparting from this, Gramsireveals

the practico-utopical charactier of all philosophky and the
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revolutionary character of the lMarxist theory of man as the
prhilosophy of praxis.

Popper K., 1972 a,b.

From Germen Ideology. (see elso J. Wessman, G. Harkﬁs, -
R. Williams) .

German Ideology -

Grundrisse.

This is one of the very few actusl statements of ¥arx on which
the Althusserian structurelist interpretation of Varxism is based.
And one may even agree (as_M- Markus states) withk Althusser thrat
. . . "relations of production" cannot be treaﬁed as
"simple human relations" (Althusser: Reading Capital), if
one understands by the latter the personal contacts between
individuais. ;n this sense Yarx writes: "These relations are
not from the individual to the individual, but from the worker

to the capitalist, from the tenant to tke landowner etc.” (The

Poverty of Philosophy) FPurthermore, social relations become

objectified end institutionelized and in this form they constitute,

as Marx tells us,"a living unity" or, if one prefers,s "structure".

)

-

In this sense the reletions have an objective ani irreducibdble
existence; and the less control the indiviiuals have over these
objectified and objective conditions of their existence, the more
trese conditions become an sutonomous power over them and appear
as the real subject of socisl life in history. Only for YMarx,
this is 2 historical fact characterizing a given type of social
development (i;e. alienatiOn), a fact that has to be negafed in

praxis and overcome, while for Althusser this is thke hidden truth
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of all history, which can only be established and revesled by
science, theoretical practice. The possibility of abolishing
the alienated character of these conditions andi relations - at

least its abstract possibility - lies for lMarx in the fect that ~
this alienation (the cutting free of social relations from the
related individuals) can never be total, it never can eliminate
the subjectivity of social individuals and reduce them to mere
"positions" and "functions" in a given system of relations of
production (compere with Althusser, ibid) -~ in the fact thet
"forces of production and social relations" in the end.always
remain only "two different sides of the development of the social
individual” (Grundrissel

The German Ideology.

Semenov Yu. 1966, Pershits A.I. 1977, Kopnin P.V. 1974.

Historibal materialism provides the basis for a theory of social

change and social development that is not limited, as in function-

alist approaches to social change, a change that is determined by
and takes place within the existing "social structure" or by the
"impact" of outside forces, obut which explains tke evolution'of
different types of society as well ;s changes within & particular
type of society by the emergence and development cf contradictions
within them - a sort of endogenous dynamics. To go further on

the otker hand tran s "structural morphology", it is necessary

to account for the forms, functions, mode of articulation and
conditions of transformation of the social structures within the

concrete societies studied by the historien, the anthropologist,

archaeolozist etc., It is precisely in order to accomplish this
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complex task. which presupposes a combination of several
theoretical methods, that Varx's notion of the determination in
the last instance of the forms and the evolution of societies

by the conditions of production and reproduction of their materisl
life 1s needed as the central hypothesis.

Berthoud A. 1974, Godelier M. 1977, Seddon 2. 1978, Slaughter C.
1984.

One question in this context is 'what are the critical elements
and limits of the system of reproduction of a group", and another
"what are the §patial/social boundaries of the group". Although
the two questions are interdependient to an extent, in fact
conditions of reproduction can be determined mofe adequately in
terms of the first, according to which every relevant factor:
might not alw?ys be inside the group, but must always be inside
the system. According to-Engels _ "ee. the determining factor in
history is -in the last resort the production and reproduction of
real life. More than that neither ¥arX nor I have ever asserted.
If therefore somevody twists this into the stateﬁent that the
economic element is the only determining one, hHe transforms it into
a meaningless, abstract and absurd ;hrase caess The economic
situation is the basis, but the various elements of tke super-
structure .... also .;. exgrcise their influence upon the course
of the historical struggles and in many cases preponde rate in
determining their form." There is en interaction of all these
elements in which, amid 21l the endless host of accidents......

eseees the economic movement finally asserts itself as necessary.

(letter to J. Bloch).
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It is not without reason thus, that in recent times many western
scholars, while recognizing the validity of archaeological-
ethnographic comparisons, confine their possibility merely to
the regions where the continuity of cultural davelbpment can be
traced archmaeologically. This view however, in which the method
of "controlled-comparison“ is used as a starting point, seems to
be too extreme. Elaborated in Soviet ethnography, the theory of

economic-cultural types opens up possibilities for compering

societies of similar types regardless of the area of their location

and cultural continuity (Pershits 1980, Kabo V. 1982).
Leacock E. 1981 Pershits A. 1982, Kobiskkamov Yi 1964.

Andrefov I 1985 (a,b)

This means that in using the historical comparative méthod, one
should be guided by the general principles of drawing conclusions
by anslogy with due respect for the usual conditions of enhancing
the probability of suck conclusions. It is quite clear that a
socio-economic formation in the pure sense i.e. as a distinct
social organism, cen exist in theory, but not in "reality": in

history, it exists in distinct societies as their inner essence,

_their objective basis. The concept of socio-economic formation

is not reducible simply to the idea of a social type. It is

- markedly more complex and many-sided, representing the common elements

shared by social organisms, fslling under the same socio-economic
structure. What, in the end, unites all these social organisms,
and above all determines their inclusion in one type, is the
presence within them of one and the same system of productive

relations.
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In this case, the significance of the formation of the capitalist
system is indisputable. At the time when that system was emerging
in Burope, Australian Aborigines' for example, were still at the
stage of primitive structure. Capitalism was brought to Austraslia
along with the white settlers, andi the aborigines were in part )
destroyed, in part pushed back into the least desirable locations.
Thus, although the Austraslian aborigines are not the equivalent
but an analogue of Mesolithic mankind there are no other people
as representative as they are for the study of classic primitive
history. Things are more complicated with Bushmen: the asser}ionA
that they - sat léast partiaelly - lost their former high culture
as a result of their being driven into the region they now inhaﬁit
ig not without support. This does not mean, however, that this
regressive culture cannot be used for historica} reconstruction,
Similar economic systems, however they have arisen, bring about
"similar" socio-developmental forms. One very general principal
assumption, for example, mey be that classic primitive society
was based mainly upon tradition, in the very broad sense of the
word. Another, that primitive society had a specific orgenization
of power, which included in particuiar mechanisms for settling

* conflicts. But, in contrast to power in antagonistic class-
society, power in primitive society was not separated from the
people.
This is asserted in one way or asnother (although hesvily disputed
concerning the "degree" of power) by all the "classical" ethno-

graphers. Again, is a2 matter of "individuel, politico-scientific"

interpretation.
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The inasdequacy of the theoretical concepts within this area of
studies is no longer due to the insufficient development of the
factual case of ethnography or archaeological data, although
certainl;vmuch more information is needed for the evalustion of
pre-literate societies iﬁ general aﬂd the palaeolithic in
particular; it is rather the consequence of a conservatism, a
"backwardness" of theory in respect of the ever increasing

factual material. This explains the perseverance in the history

of primitive societies of the narrow procedure for the re-

~construction of the past thet either has no basis whatsoever or

else arbitrarily adduces the facts in ordé; to uphold 8 concept
which has been developed a priori. For a similar point of view -
though : at different explanatory levels see, for example, Bates
L.F. 1984, Bloch 1983, Friedman 1979, 1983, Kristiansen K. 1984,
O*Laughlin B. 1975, Lescock E. 1982, Gellner 1975, Wessman J.

1981, Sanilova L.V. 1971, Slaughter C. 1984.

- "A rather simple but often overlooked confusion" as Leacock (1977)

states '"has plagued subsequent discussions of historical stages.
There'is a common failure to d4istinguish between the definition

of stages as a necessary preliminary step to asking meaningful

questions about_a given period, institution or event, and stages

_seen as themselves the answers. '"Stages'" define msjor altern-

atives in the structure of productivevrelations; they afford

a conceptual framework for the stﬁdy of historical process. To
place a. society in a central or transitional position in relation
to one Qr more stages is a necessary preliminary step to inquiry,

not a straitjacket that limits it."
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Krader L. 1972,

The process of acquisition of knowledge occurs as an ascent from
concrete to abstract truth and from incomplete to more complete
knowledge. Marx and Qngels themsel&eéﬁdid not regard all their
constructs as established once and for all. They were continually
returning to questions previously considered and msking "changes"
in their conclusions. As eariy as 1891, corrections were made by
Engels in the fourth edition of the "Origin of the Family", and
contrary to what western scholars ssy, there is not a sgingle |
Soviet scientist today who would insist that all of Morgan's

and Engels' coﬁcepts are right. In particular no Soviet scholar
accepts Morgan'sthesis on - periodization, on the consanguine ani
punaluan family,aron the origins of exogamy. Tngels again in the
preface of the fourth edition of‘fSocialism Utopiah and Scientific"
writes: "the 14 years that have elapsed since the appearance of
¥organ's magnum opus, have substantially enriched our material on
the history of primeval human societies... As s conseguence,
certain of Morgan's‘individual hypotheses have either been sheken
or were actually overthrown; but the newly gathered material has
nowhere led to a2 need ;o replace his-basic tenets by others." So,
if Soviet ethnographers do accept some of Morgan's concepts, it

is only becauée contemporary scientific data corroborates them.
(for discussion on the subject see also Gellner E., The Soviet

and the Savage 1975, and comments by Bromley Yu. Krader L.,
Newcomer P., Pershits A., Petrovaverkieva, S. ani Semenov Yu.

There is some considerable terminological variation in the

literatnre concerning ihe notion. Thusg Poulantzas (1973) d2finen
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a mode of production as a combination of economic, political and
ideological instances; by contrast, some others -define a social
formation as the combination of the economic (production relations),

and the political/legal and ideological superstructure; =similarly,

although from a different theoretical position, Hindess and Hirst
(1975) define a social formation as the mode of production
together with its economical, ideological and political conditions
of existence; Balibar (1970) defines the articulation of the
mode of production with ideological and political instances as
the social strupture and reserves social formation for the com-
bination of different modes of production. (Wolpe E. 1980,
Legros D. 1977, Soviet Anthropology ani Archaeology 1965) .

99 ¥arx in a passage from Capitel writes "within a family, and
after further development within a tribe., there springs up
naturally a division of labour ..."” Engels, in a footnote to
the third edition of Volume I of Capital explains: ".. subsequent
very searching study of the primitive condition of man led the
aﬁthor to the conclusion that it was not the family that originally
developed into the tribe, but thaf, on the coﬁtrary, the tribe

was the primitive and spontaneously developed form of human

association.. oM

100 The subject of course is a continuous source of discussiéns, debates
and different - positions both from Yarxist. and non-Marxist.. scholar
and the literature connected with it slmost endless. As well as

works cited in the text, a number .. .. _..are included in the

annotated bibliography.
101 N. Butinov, V. Bakhtov and V. Kabo hold the view of collectivism

but describe its concrete forms differently, that is the commune

as principal social organization of production end not the clan.
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Semenov's conception is that the beginning of the primitive
communal order coincides with the establishment of the clan
system and that clan relationships are relationships of production.
Ter-Akopian agrees with the opinion regarding the undivided
dominance of consaguine relationships but evaluates their content
differently: clan relationships are regarded as the result of
the production of man. (see especially, Danilova L.V. 1971),
Krader L. 1972‘

The whole literature is extensive and of course it cannot be
mentioned here. For references and relative bibliography see,
amongst others, Diamond S. 1972, Fried M. 1967, Lee R.B. 1980

a and b, Leacock E. 1982, YWoodburn J. 1972, 1980, Soviet Zthno-
graphic Studies, 1982.

Wessman J. 1981, Cohen C. 1982.

Unpublished ¥.Sc. F.P. Stathand 1981.

As Mendel (1977) writes: .. cette thése n'oblige pas a postuler
une incroyable mutation touchant de sa gche le cerveau animal

et le transformant en '"cerveau symbolique" hereditaire. Car la
chasse existe 4éja dans certaines espéces .-animales: chiens,
loups etc., qui appliquent des tactiques d'interrelationg, C'est
la possibilité'd'une reproduction de cette chasse sur un mode
élargi qul se trouverait b10qué% chez les animaux par la solidarite’
dynamique du corps tout entier-.. ... Ainsi un processus de nature
homogéne ce serait poursuivit dans notre espéce —~ processus dans
lequel hominization et humanization signifient une seule et meéme
chose: c'est, en effet, le rapport social de production humain

qui aurait été ltagent selectif des mutations biologiques, dans



134

-

S !
la mesure ou ces dernidres auraient rendu plus effifaces, quant
2 la capture du gibier, l'organization collective du travail.."

107 Bates L.F. 1984,
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CHAPTER 2

Demography and Population

2.1 The Concept of Demography: general considerations

The central task in studying populsztion development is tovbring
out the motive forces and laws governing this process.

All social sciences regquire historical evidence, in so far as
they deal with social reality, or attempt to falsify or verify general
theoretical models by reference to this evidence. This is essential,
since any kind of data collected for the purpose of any social science,
howgver contemporery, becomes "historical" one moment after it has
been collected. Indeed by the time that most of it is ready for use
for the purpose of current analysis or future trends; it is already
likely to be historical, for normally there must be a time lag between
collection and utilization. To this end there is no sharp distinction
between historical and non-historical source material. 1In practice
there is some distinction, in so far as most data about the "present"
produced for current use in the social sciences, whether by official
or privete inquiry, experiment or some other way, can be planned to
meet a specific purpose, and the inquiry can be extended or elaborated
or modified to meet this purpose. Historical evidence has to be taken
as it is given. We cannot add to it, though we can try to extract all
that is possible from it, including the enswers to questions which
were not in the mind of those who compiled it. Evsaluation in history

consists in broadening the range of human memory.
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The construction of any general and unified theory should in
the last analysis be based on facts and their interpretation. What

are facts? - The correlation between conceﬁinn and interpretation of .
"facts" is complicated, even if we givédthe term "fact" a strictly
one-dimensional interpretation. '"Mere facts", pure facts, hardly exist.
The problems are real because they need to be solved. One mﬁst a ssume
that the existence of a certain conceptual framework determines the
very way "facts" come into existence. Objective facts are surely
independent of human consciousness.

However, this may create the illusion that there are éurev
scientific facts which exist in the absence of human interpretation.
If only recognized and absorbed intleusual non-critical way, "facts"
cannot play an imporﬁant role. They attain significance by becoming
a part of_the conceptual framework, their objective character being
s basis for their interpretation. Thus, any theoretical construction
expresses certain trends of thought which are in.the last anslysis
socially oriented; that is, the understandiné of the sociasl needs
and of the internal logic of the development of socialvreality, which
is by its very nature contradictory and ;ssentially dialectical.
Here the debate on 8 "new" form of demography involves by definition
the nature a?d concept of the historical approach. To define a concept
does not mean to find out the sense imparﬁed by men to the correspond-
ing term. To define a concept means defining the object. From the
standpoint of materialism it ie one and the same thing. To define
demography means to define the population. The main difficultiés in

studying complex, evolving objects lies in finding a way of correlating

Twa canontioaly Sif BT LML e S g e I T
LY -’;s:,mmu;z.d\;; piflsrent l)i».uu; ceboge F "funcitloning? end ‘develun.
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@ent" of the object. In studying the functioning of the object we concentrat
on those characteristics which guarsntee ite stability and immutability
in relative variable conditions. In analyzing development we are
interested, above all, 1n“those characteristics and parameters of the
object which motivate various changes in it and, at the same time,
preserve intsct those essential properties and qualities which give

the object identity. All societies do not simply evolve into increas-
ingly advanced forms or devolve into more involuted forms by means of
their own internal mechanisms. There are, rather, various forms of
interlocking cycles of expansion, accumulation and decline. We must
examine the evolution of a population distributed in a specific way
with respect to other types of structures in a larger totality.

The mechanisms of ensuring "stability" and "development" operate
largely indepen@ently of each other and are connected as a rule with
different components of the population. It follows that three types
of elaborations may in principle be formulated in relation to the
' evolving objgct: a) anslysis of the history of the object 1rreépect1ve
of ite structure; b) analysis of the structure of the object regard-
less of its history; c) structural and genetic analysis of the object,
which may taske the form of explaining the history of the object throughA
its structure and that of explaining its structure through its history.
As each of these elaborations is significant, it would hardly be
correct to give a priori preference to any one of them. The strﬁcture
and functioning of the object are just as resl as its history; and
that is why a special emphasis on the former or the latter is not
determined by the properties of the object as such, but by the methodo-

logical considerations and interpretations. The problem then is to
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find out in what shape and form the historical conditions of population's
emergence and development are preserved at the different stages of its
formation. With this is coﬁnected the egsential fact of the diaslectical
relation between the historically preceding conditions of appearance
and emergence of the population and later consequences that have
developeﬁ on this basis. Here again, a "logical" problem is transformed
into the problem of motive forces, contradictions, and law governing

the correlation between historical development and its own results.

It is of critical importance to note that demographic analysis
has~been lacked an§ basically historical and evolutionary perﬁpectiye
from its beginning-l It has tended to advance along the road of static
constructions and statistical probabilities ,reducing its contentto
general and abstract components, assuming "other things to be equal",
and hoping that ré;lity can be-approximated by graéually relaxing or
elaborating these assumptions. HoWeve; "proof" in the traditibnal
legal sense is not possible.

The correlation of two or more statistical time-series in itself
can establish only a connection between them, but not a causal
connection. In these sectors demogrsnhers have not so much developed
techniques and methodologies of their own, but rather adopted and
adapted those developed in other social or even natural sciences. But,
naturally "other things are never equal" and social reality is too
complex for such models to describe or analyse it adeqﬁately.

Population is not an abstract entity; py population development
we understand he?e the qualitative and quantitative changes caused by
processes taking place in a society as a result of powers and relations

.
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to stable equilidrium. We have to bear in mind the forces which tend

to "destabilize" societies as well as those which maintain them in

beigg; the causes which ensure the "equilibrium" will never bde

ipermanently stable, and precisely those whick cause societies to change

over time i.e., the ones with which history, and demography as s history

of population, are essentially concerned.

where

An example can be seen in the discussions of population growth

population growth, far from being an independent variable, is

largely dependent upon a social demand for labour. Perhaps the greatest

mystification of population dynamics and social evolution has been

evident in the past 150 years. During this time capitslism matured and

entered its highest phase, imperislism, and the population growth rate

increased from 0.4 percent per year to 2 percent. Malthus% in response

to the increasing human debris of eighteenth=-century capitalist éroduction

and as an attack on the Poor Laws, argued that,

"the power of population is indefinitely greater than the power
in the earth to produce subsistence for man. Population, when
unchecked, increases in a geometrical ratio. Subsistence
increases only in asn srithmetical ratio. A4 slight scquaintance
with numbers will show the immensity of the first power in com-
parison with the second.... By tkat law of our nature which
makes food necessary to tke life of man, the effects of these
two unequsl powers must be kept equal. This iwplies a strong
and constantly operating check on population from the difficulty
of subsistence. This difficulty must fall somewhere, and must

necessarily be severely felt by a large portion of mankind....”

wiv of peurse . the wprolifsration of ths "lower" clzoasces thet hodheread
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Nalthus primarily.3
As we shall see later, to Marx and Engels, interested as they

were 1nAdiscovering the basic laws of social change, and in particular

the "law of motion" of bourgeois society, any explanation of social

phenomena such as overpopulation under capitalism in terms of an
"eternal law" was bound to appear superficial and inadequate. This
was the—basis of their main general criticism of Malthus's theory.

Even in the case of those laws and conditions which have had a
limited validity throughout the whole history of class society, Marx
and Engels meintained that the main interesting and important thing
about them was the different ways in which they operated in different
types of society. Thus, they denied that "the law of population is the
same at all times and at all places.” On the contrary they maintained
"every stage of development-has its own law of population."4_ It was
not enough, of course, merely to assert this - it had to be "proved".
¥arx and Engels do not seem to have made any direct attempt to formulate
the laws of population appropriate to earlier forms of society. They
considered that the most important job they had to do was to formulate

the actual law of population peculiar to the present bourgeois.stage
Aof development, and to demonstrate that this new, specific law fitted
the contemporary facts better than the old "eternal" law which Malthus
had put forward. n

Capitalism 1s a mode of production in which the continued expansion
of production is a prime mover. But this expansion is not to accommodate
the potential population increase as it mey have been in classless

societies; on the contrary, it is for the profits of s few. Great

nugntidies of labour are nocossary for the production lisslf, hut slso
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for keeping wages low with a reserve army of competition for jobs.
Marx sums up this process of capitalist production:s

"The labqur population therefore produces along with the
accumulation of capital produced by it, the means by which
1tself 1is made relativeiy superflﬁous, is turned into a
relatively surplus populstion; and it does this to an always
increasing extent. This is a law of population peculiar to
the capitalist mode of productiony and in fact every specified
historic mode of production has its own specific laws of
population, historically valid within its limits slone. An

"abstract law of population exists for plghts and animels'only,

and only insofar as man has not interfered with them."5
Capitalism thus requires an expanding population because it requires an
expanding production. But for those not producing under capitalism, for
those in control of production or having an adequate share of~the
proceeds of production, population growth curves are relatively flat.

The steep growth curves of the working classes and underdeveloped parts
of the world are essential primarily because of the demands of capitslist
productios, and it is only mortality that has kept the growth curves from
being even larger than they are. A dec;;ase in mortality will not
subgstantially alter the csuses for the high birth rate, nor will the
basic population dynamics alter the causes. People are not poor because
they have big families; they have-big~ families becsuse they sre poor.
To be sure, it is producers that are involved in decisions about the
increase or decrease in family size, but it is the dynamics of capitalist

production that dictates which decision makes rational survival sense

to these producers. If however,'producers were in control of production,

—mal T
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the lessons of history are clear - the population growth curve would
flatten considerably.6

"Overpopulation” is thus not a problem of too many people, but
of'unaqual forms of o;gsniza§ion, distribution, exchange and production.
This implies the fundamental significance of the demographic theory if
it is conceived as an historical category and not included in a static,
synchronous, functionalist scheme. The finest mathematical theory in
that case ~does not represent many situations in real life in which
different, interactive strategies are developed. Avasilable statistical
data shows that the birth and death rate coefficients and the natural
increase or decrease expressed by the difference between them show great

fluctuations. What they do not show is the conditions and reasons under

which this happened.

2.2 The Demographic Question (methodology and current theories)

The population characteristics are conventional divisions of
processes obsérved in virtually all populations. .. _

» | Growth and size are based on the interaction
of the birth rate, the death rate, and the net migration rate. Positive
growth, decline or equilibrium will be a function of these vital events.
Distribution and density sdd. the dimensions of space and'location.
Composition and diversity include: all aspects of population and inter-
population structure including genotypic, sex and social diversity.

The units of anaslysis are comprised of =a 'hierarchy from indivijuals
to higher levels of aggregation. Population characteristics can be

analysed at virtually all levels of sggregation, but a .particular
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research problem may dictate selection of one or more units. The unit
selected may often be dictated by the data available, but for any given
problem some units will obviously be better than others.

'Demogrgphy cbncern;d with the characteristics of whole populations
or sections of populations deals with three types of questions: a) the
level of performance of the whole population in one particular unit of
time - e.g. number of births, deaths that occurred in one day, year,
century; b) the compsrative performance of various populations, or
sectors of one population, in one particular unit of time - e.g. the
number of births in city centres versus that of suburbs, the number of
deaths etc.; c) the performance of tg; whole population, or sectors of
it, in one unit of time as compared with earlier periods.

Changes in the numerical strength of populations result from two
main groups of factors. First, the characteristic features of their
natural reproduétion (primarily the correlation of birth and deafh
rates specific for each society), second, processes of the division or
amalgamation of peoples or of their component parts._ One of the major
elements in demographic study is tﬁe analysis of the numbers of inter-
acting ﬁeoples, the quantitative evaluation of the composition of the
groups. Thus even when the total population is large the analysis
generally deals with subdivisions of the whole. Different problems
however, will require different population levels of analysis in the
hierarchy from local to the species population, and in this sense the
definition‘of the population beco@es arbitrary and critical for com-
parative (or non-comparative) studies. As long as internal comparisons

are being made, the population unit may be arbitrarily defined as

problems and foci of interest, shift between migration patterns, re-
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production, fertility, mortality or natural selection. In many cases
different units will be appropriate. This does not mean that the
definition shoulid pot be gniOperationgl one. However, even the local
“"reproductive” uﬁit may be diff;cﬁlt to defines for exsmple, recent
administrative changes in South America, in the Amazon region, have
produced artificial villages, which include several previouslyseparate socia
groups with very differenf mating patterns. "Groups" may be
adwinistrative rather than interbreeding units. On the other hand,
"variation" may in part be accidentasl and in part a reflection of
differenées in national principles; as an example of a contrast
between thé regions of one country, the common under-enumeration and
under-registration of Black population in the southern U.S. in part
reflect the whites' official sentiment that what happens to black
Americsns is not important enpugh to be recorded.7 These problems-

are unlikely to be solved by an exclusive concern with "pure demographic"
dgta, and the collection, analysis and presentation of these, or the
uncriticél application of iﬁe latest methematical modelas to populstions,
where the basic assumptions and factors can never be tested. This

does not mean that mathematical models do not have any importance at
all; - their practical value is their application as the initisl premise
for concrete calculations. But they also have limitations and can at
best be ﬁartially valid even at the level of such "self-contained"
population processes as fertility, mortality or age structure. These
"measurable" indices, which provide the bases of accuracy, associsted
with the best demographic statistics, however, are controllei in their

rate and especially in their ultimste limit by such other factors as

economic growth, soccial mobility, femily norms, natural resources and
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political organization. Thus demography may be primarily descriptive
and quantitative, but until one sees the role of this in relation to
-other fields of inquiry, it may be difficult to comprehend the
inherently interesting aspects of population study.

Despite some notable exceptions (mainly French and Soviet demo-
graphers) a8 widespread consensus seems to be a linear descriptive
fashion of sequential change in a set of "factors" whose covariance,
submitted to various measures of statistical significance, is somehow
assumed to explsin itself. ‘"Population differs from other topics of
historical or ethnographic analysis in that it is to some degree a
self-contained process, invariant irrespective of the culture context",
w. Petersen8 asserts; and he continues,

"Since any person aged 25, if he survives one year, will be 26
years o0ld, a series of reported ages can always be checked for
internal consistency. Since the population of any area is equal
to that population at an earlier data plus the intervening
natural growth (differencés between births and deafhs) and the
net migration (differences between immigration and emigration)
if some of these elements are known the other can be derived or
estimated. This equation, P, = P + (B-D) + (I-E), simple as
it is, has been most useful in practical demography. Since in
any society infants and the elderly are more likely to die
within a year than adolescents ani young adults, and since child-
bearing is physiologically limited to '"females" in the same
favoured age range,9 there is a necessary relation among
mort#lity, fertility and the age structure. As A.J. Lotca

. pointed out as early as 1907, these three elements of any
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population are associated by the following equation:

a
T p(a), where c(a) is the proportion of the population

c(a) = ve~

at age a, b, is the birth rate, e, is the base of natural

logarithms, r, is the annusl rate of increase, and p(a), is

the proportion surviving frOm birth to age a. In other words,

if two of the tkree factors are known with a given degree of

certainty, the range of the third can be stipulated."
Reality is much more complicated. In a demographic analysis no real
progress can be achieved until general estimates for birth/death rates
are broken down, and specific socio-economic relations are distinguished
and comparedo1

Beyond local reconstitution studies, most demographers have accepted
nation-states and their legal subdivisions as appropriate units of
aggregation and analysis° The compilation of routinely genersted
statistics by government offices virtually compels the adoption of
state-territoriel units, at least as a first step. For most of the
Western BEuropean states, viable demographic data exiets from the mid-
nineteenth century on. National estimates for earlier periods have
been developed by ingenious but still very problematic methods of
aggregating and weighing local family feconstitution studies, with data
generated in turn from a great variety of locel sources, originally
recorded by officers of church and stateoll
Larger conceptual problems persist for that type of demography

which adopts national and provincisgl units of anslysis without any
sustained attempt to generate regionsl and class breskdowns on the

basis of relevant socio-economic categories. The multi-cless and mixed-

region totals which are compiled, statistically manipulated and
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interpreted, inevitably mask structurasl variation along these lines.
The result is an excessive preoccupation with national comparisons
(the French vs the English ﬁattern). Clags and regional variations
are_éenerally treated as an afterfhought in = fr;méwork which.is
implicitly premised on a conservative cultural diffusionist assumptionj
lower classes and backward regions lag behind their superiors, but
eventually follow them on the road to modefnity and progress.

The economic and political crisis of western society and the
special features of the demographic situation in capitaslist countries
since World War II have céused a certain evolution in the traditional_
views on population. Instead of the definition of the subject- matter
of demography common in the 1930s and 1940s as "understanding of human
populations and their general movement'", modern demography defines its
field as "the empirical, statisticasl and mathematical study of human
populations",12 and as the study of the size, territorial distribution,
and composition of population changes, which may be identified as

13 According to the U.N.

natality, mortality, migration and mobility.
Demographic Dictionary, l958,_"demographic analysis requires precise
data, and in order to acquire precise data it is necessary to have
coherent concepts and definitions éf events. For this reason there is

a set of concepts that has been adopted by demographers and has
generally agreed upon defihitions." Such definitions exactly support
the traditionasl view considering demographic processes solely in con-
creta form; moreover, they stress the autonomy of demographic processes,
Sy reducing the theory of population to an analysis of the linkages

between the main demographic indices. The roots of such an approach

are in Xeynesian snd Feo-Keynesisn conceptions of the place of population
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in the economic and social development of sooiety, according to which
population is an "autonomous factor of economic growth" with a

"decisive significance"_forlsocial development. In fact, we meet a
_ 14

repetition here of the mein Malthusian assumption.
Malthus's theory of population, in various modernised forms, is
still fo;lowed to-day, particularly in the United States. The basic
idea of the neo-Malthusians is essentially the same as that of Kalthus
himself - that population tends to increase faster than the means of
subsistence. Indeed such s supposition maskes it possible to conclude
that there is 2 disparity between the socio- _
econowmic and the demographic, as if these two diwmensions of social
relations were materially separsble under capitalism or elsewhere, and
a8 if the lines of csusality ran, undialectically, only one way from
the dembgraphic to the socio-economic and are, in this way, irreversible.
In fact, this is never more than an empirical formulation untenable
or at least presenting insoluble problems when we come to analyze
population chafacteristics, their function, and their relation. In this
case it is difficult to contrast socio-economic and demographic values
as though they were two "institutions" with different spheres of inter-
action. One can already perceive some of the dangerous assumptions
of the empiricist method. On the one band, "institutions” are defined
by their apparent functions; and on the other, it is presumed that
distinct "institutions" are necessary to carry out distinct functions.
The epistemological conmequences of such assumptions are critical
becsuse, as we shall see, they preclude the constfuction of theories,
like the "demographic transition" theory, or the biological one which

cannot. accept that identical population's functions or réEdemay have

15
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different institutional "forms" in other societies from the ones they
take in societies characterized by the capitalist mode of production
(and reproduction).

Another point of concern is related to demographic structures.
These structures are not "prime movers'" but rather the combined result
of the action of several deeper levels, of a hierarchy of causes, the
most important of which is again the wmode of production; that is to
say, the productive forces énd the nature of social relations which
make up the infrastructure of the society. The significance of the fact
that demography is the synthetic result of the action of several levels,
(Fig. l) of a combination of causes of varying importancg;must not be b
underestimated. It means (and it is in this that the complexity of
the analysis of the demographic structures lies) that every type of
social relations, each interconnected level, is subject to the function-
ing and reproduction over time of specific demographic conditions. The
population of a society £is the '"result" of the combined action of these
specific demographic conditions,'withiﬁ the given socio-economic system. -
In the early 1960's it was probably no exaggeration to state that the
vast majority of demographers would have accepted the concept of
"demographic transition". This paradigm - still used as a fundamental
"research tool" in many studies - has run into considerable difficulties,
now widely acknowledged, in the light of the wealth of new local studies
and information of the demographic transition in western Europe.

In essence this theory held that in traditional societies both
fertility and mortality rates were '"natural" and high, tending to
counterbslance one another in the long run so that the size of a

community was checked at the limits of the means of subsistence available
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FIG 2.1 : Relations between demography, ecology, biology
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(adapted from different authors and F. Fassan 1980)
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to it.16 In other words, prior to development (aa exemplified by the

Industrial Revolution) population was either not growing or growing
slowly. With the initiation of development, parity between births_

and deaths is disturbed and mortality decreases as a result of a wide
variety of interlinked causes including advances in medicine, technology
and available resources. Later, the rate of population growth declines
to a8 new "steady level™ as the birth rate decreases. This decrease in
the birth rate is caused partially by higher consumption expectations

and the development of new social values. At first, this posing of

the problem may appear as a counterposition to the traditional Malthusian
conception of overpopulation and the primacy of the biological elements
in human reproduction. In fact, however, this is not so. "Transitdon-
ists" and the Malthusians have a common base: the initial assumption
that the social relationships and problems in a population have a

general é£aracter—that does not depend on the social system - exemplified
and formulated "outside" the socio-economic organization of the society.
There appeag_'to be at least four diecernable problems in this context:
the first has been in determining the reality -~ usually assumed by
demographers - of the lower asymptotes where high mortality ané fertiiity
are roughly equal. Anthropologists who have actually tried to find

such societies heve not been particularly successful.l7 Palaeocanthro-
pologists have been showing that the transition between hunting and
gathering and agriculture has been 8 gradual process characterized by
societies with moderate fertility and mortality rates, not uniforumly
high rates as presumed by the theory. Ethnographic data indicates a

wide variety of mortality and fertility rates for present-day non-

industrialized societies.
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The second problem is that the transition theory was original;y
formulated to explain data from Weatern Europe. The characteristic
rates need not be universal. Anthropologists have been showing that
demographic characteristics are neither geographically nor temporally
uniform.laThirdly,thereisthe argument that mortality drops as a result
of the new medical techniques, and that fertility declines after
industrialization. It is now clear, however, that even in Western
Europe the decline of mortality preceded medical technology while the
decline in fertility preceded industrialization. The decreases in pre-
industrial populations appear to be the result of culture contact Qith
Westegn civilizati&n and the consequent epidemics, wars and slave
trades.19

The rise of the Third World population,on the other hand, was a
response to new economic ppportunities, that'is, labour traded for
cash goods, rather than s transition. High fertility is a family
response to the new demand for labour - by colonial powers. The last
problem concerns the upper asymptote of the transition where low mortality
and low fertility should once again be approximately equal. Demographers
have had difficulties finding quantitative support for this. Transition
theoristshave tended to look toward modern industrial societies with
capital-intensive economies. Anthropologists, however, have recently
pointed out many examples of “"primitive isolates" which are neither
industrial nor capital-intensive, but which meet the transition theorist's
criteria of low fertility and mortality.

It 15 evident that there are a number of social factorse that make
the demogrephic transition model an inappropriate tool for prediction.

20
While it appears to be that the ztsges may exist in reality the secuence
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of events in one culture or country is not necessarily going to provide
a good productive index of the sequence in another.

To sum up, it would appear that all societies, both present and
past, were capable of regulating growth to some extent, and often did
so in order to prevent over-exploitation of perceived available resources.
While it does seem to be true that cultural complexity has historically
led to increasing population size, and, to improved resource utilization,
the specific processes are more varied and complex than first appears to
be the case. The slow; steady growth exhibited ip_E}g..2 is a trend
based on the world's population. To attribute this curve to individual
societies in various regions would be inappropriate.

The question has been taken one step further analytically by
limiting interest to stages of population growth and inquiring as to
whether population preésure csuses or results from socio-economic
chang‘e.21 Questions of population pressure become more evident if the
nature of the pressure is specified. Population pressure though is not

necessarily synonymous with the ecological concept of carrying capacity, PeN

-~
pd

" but refers to the presence of a "strain" on one or more existing
resources and can occur well below carrying capacity. Resources can
be viewed as relatively elastic or inelastic on the basis of their
renewability. Regulation brought about when a population reaches
carrying capacity is presumably a common occurrence in non-human
populations and would not be expected with human populations. Found
(1971) and others have considered general models for a single resource
but these tend to deal with conditions that only pertain in a.modern
market economy and are not applicable to all situations.

It is social production that marks the critical disjunction between
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human society and other animal societies. It is the ability of human
soclety to produce subsistence, rather than control populations in
order to subsist. Such arguments can be tested with selected facts
of population growth and population dynamics in human history, social
production is that group subsistence activity which involves decisions
about different labour allocations.

This means the awareness of alternatives, the ability to value
labour, and consequently to plan and thus produce activity. .Social
production cannot simply be reduced to environmental or biological
"dependency". The critical cognitive factor in production and growth
is the recognition or cognizance of labour potential, which could be
described in fact -as the emergence of cOnsciousnesgr.‘the objectifi-
cation of work. This social activity was previously unknown in
evolutionary history, and it effectively emancipated society from
population control by biosocial means. Population growth could be
accommodated rather than controlled. Social production enabled the
population growth of producers to play a progressive, rather than a
limiting, role in the future change of society. With the cognizance
of the value of labour comes the value of humans as social individuals
and potential producers. It is decisions about allocation to secure
greater returns from labour investment that mark social production,
for these enable the group to provide for wore members, members whose
being is now significant. To utilize labour in this manner is to
produce.22 The objectification of activity (and thus of people)
followed on, and emerged'from actual activity. It was born of a

struggle between the organization of activity based on biosocial

requisites and dictates, and the organization of activity which challenged

®*.
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or rejected this. The particular type of activity did not change
significantly. But organizationally the differences became immense,
and this had an effect on the demographic pattern.

Studies in general population growth emphaei;o, along with
environmental vériables, the role of genotypic differences within
populations. For a long time biologists have tended to ignore the
socio~-cultural factor in human adaptation. The Biological reproduction
was taken as a boundary condition for social reproduction. Natural
selection, for example, has often been compared to a "sieve"” which
retains the few useful mutants and lets the harmful ones be lost;
This.analogy is seriously misleading, and within the framework of modern
biological trends, it is highly deterministic and selectiOnist.23 If
it is true thast every biological event is a moment in & given life, it
1is equally true that it can-only be understood when re-inserted into
the totality of that life, and that every such event is also subject
to the influence of the conditions of the time. In the case of human
populations, history is not simply an accumulation of past events -
biological and other. It is also - and perhaps especially - the
consciousness of such an accumulation. An understanding of the
population theory underlying this 1is usually missing. It may be asked,
- of courss, w£ether all the systems, divisions and subdivisions that
make up the texture of that sort of bilological discourse sare not
"fictioas" substituted for reality in order to obtain a "workable"
image, partially emptied of substance, but accessible to the operations
of a "scientific logic", itself founded upon a conventional principle
of identity - a convention with which, h0weveg human reason seems

npeble 4o diaspense.
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To cite an example: ‘had 1t been technically and physically .
possible in 1800 to examine the ABO groups of all the inhabitants of
the Fiji Islands, the survey would have shown the blood group B gene
to be ﬁrepengrat a frequenoy of about 9%. Such a survey today wbuld
give double the frequency of about 18%. A change in gene frequency as
great as this in any other species would suggest the operation of
natural selection and, by analogy, one might suppose that individuals
with the B gene were endowed with improved survival in the conditions
of Fi1ji, greater successful fertility or a combination of both. This
is not the explanation. It_is a direct result of s succession of
events of history, and illustrates a type of evolutionary process
different from the usual interpretation of natur#l selection as favour-
ing fitter individuals.

The reality is that the coming of the Europeans brought about a
disaster to Fiji. With the introduction of firearms, the nature of
native warfare changed, and to a society geared to s relatively harmless
system of strife, the new barbarism bfought losses impossible to assess.
There is no conception of the number of men, women and children of all ages
_lozt; but certainly many of the victims during that period were of the
age groups of the greatest reproductive potential. A second effect
of the European contact was the spread of epldemic disease. This was
particularly high'on the Pijians who, by reason of their geographical
isolation, possess little immunity to the more usual infections of the
outer world.

Had it occurred in any other species, it would be interpreted as

"interpopuletion selection reflecting biological advantage in some

. characteristic. In this case, however, thare is sufficient -material
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to allow examination of the mechanisms responsible for it, and to
explore its dynamics. In a very short space of time, the human gene
pool of a particular territory has become very much modified. There
has been partial replacement of the indigenous presumably adapted gene
pool by that from an "alien" population. This has been brought about
by the difference in the demographic structure and behaviour of the
populations. The demographic differences are a direct reflection of
the cultural differences between them and their recent cultural history.
There ig no doubt that the changes in gene frequency in the Fiji
Islands after the initial Indian immigration have been primarily due
to interpopulation, differential mortality and fertility. Yet there
is no evidence at all that they are selective, wmaking for increased
fitness and increased adaptation of the population to the Fijian environ-
ment. Instead, they represent the effects of intergroup cultural
differences, which are of little, if any, relevance to the adaptive
value of the individual's biological characters. This reasoning appears
acceptable in respect of the fertility differential. It may be argued
that cultural factors are not entirely responsible for the mortality
differences, but that these have occurred in response to real but
unidentified biological differences in ability to survive in the Fiji
environment; but many other situatiéns of populations replacement that
have occurred demonstrate the cultural element in differential mortality.
What would have happened say if the Tasmanians or the Amazon Indians
instead of the Europeans had the guns? Is there any "“demographic",

7~
"biological'" or "ecological" explanatiog sfor the fate of these populations,
whose mistake was simply not to have invented weapons equal to those of

Europeans?24 It seems feirly clear that the inclusion of the historicsl
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dimension is mainly the recognition of the dynamic nature of social
living and the need to build "change" into trese explanatory models.
(Table 2) Retler thran seeiig demographic processes and variables

as an "iﬂherent tendeﬁcyf ogrhuman_populatiOns, it is much more
instructive to see this tendency as a human possibility which is
encouraged by certain institutional (in general) events, but equally
may be discouraged by other events. This certainly leaves a grest
deal still to be understood, accepted and explained. The question of
"reality" in scientific explanation may seem in fact rather scholastic;

but it is much better to try to formulste the right questions than to

offer the wrong answers.

2.3 Palaeodemography: defining the question _

Given thre metkods and.concepts outlined above, it is not surpris-
ing that Pélaeodemography has been formuleted more or less along
‘ similar lines. The result was a narrow, mechanical approach to pre-
histqric populaetions and an excessive preoccupation with the "Jdescriptive”
categories of demography, directly analy?ed by "fixed" quantitative
techniqﬁes; without any real consideration for the relationships between
populetion dynamics and socio-economic processes. Moreover the rise
" of ecological and biological overdeterministic paradigme within
archaeology was limiting further analysis of the diverse, interacting
structures involved in populetion development.

Social patterns that should have theoretical explenations, not in

standard "individual" selection terms alone, but in relation to communal

- getivities and the necessity for group-living, -were almoet totelly
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Prehistori
Historicsl
Contempora

Simulated
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Short-term Long-term
c X
X X
ry X
X X

Population types for the study of chaznge. X
indicates the suitability of each type for either
short-term or long-term change. Short-term refers
to years, decades or generations. Long-term refers
to multiple generations, centuries or thousand of

years. ﬁédapted from Swedland 1978)
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ignored and dismissedyi%ven in the cases where the necessity for
7
their investigation was mentioned.2”

According to Jacob (1970):

"Evolution accounts for the fact that integration at the level
of organiems and the relationships between organisms consist
in an exchange of encoded information and not in interaction
between molecules.... Culture forms the second genetic
system which is superior to herediﬁy and that is why the code
in these new integrating units goés beyond the schema of
bioclogical explanations. FHence research ow man and society
is not reducible to biology, even though it cannot be con-
ducted without reference to it."

It is certain that palzeodemographic theory bears directly on
an understanding of human cultural behaviour. The analysis of that
behaviour and its evolutionary meaning must necessarily be sought in
demographic variables such as population size, density, growth,
fertility-mortality rates, age-sex composition. It goes without saying
thet the results obtained will be indistinct and vague, inasmuch as
they are approached from '"outside" without evaluation of their intrinsic
composition. The question immediately arises as to how we would
comprehend culture and change if not through preliminary defiﬁed types.
The root of the contradictions and difficulties lies in the limited
character of the traditional strategies that are being developed in
contemporery demography, and equslly elaborated in palaeodemography;
accepting such an epproach really means a "Farewell to Palaedemo-
graphy”.26 The usual generalizations concerning the demographic

characteristics of prehistoric man often strike one as too broad,

<
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rextrapolations from a few non-random cases to a supposed typicality.
Graphic depictions of human population history usually shows an
extremely low and uniform rate of increase over tte Pleistocene, and
the rate of growth sharﬁly incr?ased_at,thgiPleistpcene-Holocene
transition with the advenf of egriculture. The demographic transition
model - as we have seen - assumes that, in its first stage, birth and
death rates sre in homeostatic balancé preventing eny significant
population growth. Mortality is supposed to be high and natality about
equally high. There seems to be some consensus (based among other
things on demographers’ views) that there was a 50% mortality between
birth and the beginning of the reproductive period. (Pet;;sen 1965,
1975) A more detailed look at the human past - taking in;o consideration
other factors as well - can gife us a2 quite different understanding of
population dynamics. From the statistical point of view, the analysis
of length of life, mortality, fertility and population structure in
general, if based §n 8 single series, is actually a monograph and con-
sequently its results cannot be generalized for long periods or larger
regions without reservations. (Tables 3-8) " Palaeodemographic
analysis relies for the m03£ part on the‘anthropological meteriagl of
one-time populations ,that is on skeletal finds.27 Perhaps one of the
ma jor contributions of palaeodemograpbic anslysis was the introduction
of model life tables. (Ascadi and Nemeskeri 1970) These tables are
based on data from several populations, thus minimizing the statisticel
and cultural “causes of error" evident in meny srchaeological gsamples.
The life table represents the mortality history from birth to death

of a cohort, that is, a group of people born at one time, and the life

expectancy at various ages can thus be determined. However one of the



Table- 3.

A

B - life expectancy st age 15

(Source:

Palaeolithic
Mesolithic
Neclithic

Copper Age
Bronze Age:

Iron Age
Classical Period

Medieval Europe

life expectancy at birth

Weiss 1973)

19.9
31.4
26.9
28.4
32.1
27.3
27.2

26.1

20,6
26.9
19.1
22.2
23.7
23.4
24.7
25.3

Life expectancy from various periods in human history.
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Age  Sinanthropys Sinanthropms Neenderthol  Afalou  Taforalt Vassilievka Fofonovo  Maghreb

(X) type and Solo man type
0 13.0 (14.6) . . 20.8 . . 21,1
10 23.3 . 21 . 29.9 30.8 . 31.2
20 17.9 22.6 ' . 21.9 23.9 22.8 29.8 24.5
30 14.7 17.1 . 16.7 20.4 20.0 24.1 19.8
40 12.5 12.2 . 11.3 18.2 17.3 14.1 16.0
50 11.0 8.1 . 6.4 . 12,0 12.7 9.7 12.2
60 - 3.7 . . 6.8 9.8 7.7 7.7
70 - - . . 3.1 3.7 4.1 3.5

Table 4  Ancient expectation of life (both sexes)

Source: Ascadi-Nemeskeri (1970)

1228
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Age-groups

Series Total 20-29 30-39  40-49 50-59 60+
Neanderthal
(Vallois) 100.0 30.0 50.0 15.0 5.0 -
Upper Palaeolithic
(Vallois) 100.0 43.7 38.0 15.5 2.8 -
Afslou (ascadi-
Nem) 100.0 21.9 21.9 26.1 22.9 1.2
Mesolithic
(Vallois) 100.0 79.4 13.7 2.3 4.6 - -
Vagsilievka
(Askadi-Nem) 100.0 29.2 22.2 16.2 14.3 18.1
Table 5 Comparison of percentage age distribution of Palaeolithic

and Mesolithic series

(Source: Ascadi-Nemeskeri 1970)
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Age-group

Total 12-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60

NUMBER
Neanderthal 24 4 6 10 3 1
Upper Palaeolithic 86 15 31 27 11 2
Mesolithic 50 6 35 6 l 2

PER CENT

Neanderthal 100.1 16.7 25,0 41,7 12.5 4.2
Upper Palaeolithic 100,0 17.4 36.1 31.4 12.8 2.3
Mesolithic 100.0 12.0 7€.0 12.0 2.0 4.0

Table .6 A comparison of distribution of death from the age of 12
(after Vallois)



Number Per cent

Age Neanderthal Burasian : Mesolithic Neanderthal Burasian Mesolithic
Upper Palaeolithic Upper Palaeolithic

0-11 15 29 21 38.5 38.2 29.5
12-20 4 12 6 10.3 15.8 8.5
21-30 6 15 35 15.4 19.7 49.3
31-40 10 11 6 25.6 14.5 8.5
41-50 3 1 1 T 9.2 1.4
51- 60 T 2 2 2.5 2.6 2.8
Total 39 : 16 71 100.0 100.0 100.0
Tablgm / Distribution by age and death of the Neanderthal, Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic men

(after Vallois)

Lot
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estimated expectation expected age at death
of life at the age of of males as a per-
Series 20 years. centage of females.
Males Females
Solo Man 23 23 100
Neanderthal
(Vallois) 15 5 140
Upper Palaeolithic :
(Vallois) 15.5 9.8 119
Afalou 26.8 16.8 127
Taforalt 23.7 21.0 107
Vagsilievka 23.96 20.33 109
Mesolithic 8.6 6.0 110
Fofonovo 35.85 22.74 131
Together 19.1 12,7 120
Table 8.  Sex differences in ancient expectation of life

(Source: Ascadi-Nemesceri 1970)
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problems of the life tables lies in assuming that the skeletal
collection from a site represents a single population without any
migration and without constant age-specific death and birth rates -
that is, a stable population. The situation does not often correspond
to the demographic flux characteristic of many archaeological populations.
(Angel 1969) Sampling, sexing and aging problems are an additional
consideration in constructing life 'l;ables.28 Mathematical smoothing
and graduation of data may remedy these problems (weiss 1973), except
when the sample is exceedingly deficient or overstocked in a certain
age group. It must be noted here that infant under-representation,
which occurs frequently in archaeological samples, has little effect
on the estimetion of the probability of dying and life expectancy outside
the infant age group. But the effect on the survivorship curve is very
strong (Moore et al 1975). Ascadi and Nemeskeri (1970), when discussing
model life table construction, point out that these models are built
on the general characteristics of recent human mortality and, although
not suitable for replacing historical data, are an excellent basis for
comparisons and for reconstructing missing pieces of information.
Indeed the summaries by Ascadi and Nemeskeri (1970) and Weiss (1973)
are useful in showing definite trends of change in the life expectancy
of adults, which is far below that of modern man in industrialized
societies; however, the life span does not seem to have been much
different (perhaps with the exception of the Australopithecines) as
indicated by the survival of many individuals to what is considered
today as old age.

Yet the conformity of facts and models suggests far-reaching

conclusions. According to Ascadi-Nemeskeri;
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"although the difference, /between Palaeolithic man and modern
advanced mortality conditions is fairly conspicuous, it appears
mainly in the level of mortality rather than in changes of
biological factors. (Fig. 3,4) Thé relationship of ancient
mortality with the mortality of modern man, suggests that the
biological rules of mortality of prehistoric man were not
basically different from those of modern man. Putting it in
another way this would mean that the biological possibilities,
realized in our days, were “contained" in ancient man as well.
The demographic revolution of recent times has hrought profound
changes in the level of mortality and its age structure. As a
result, it has chenged characteristic life span values as well.
Historically, this change has tesken place rapidly enough even
in'populations of advanced socio-economic structure.... A4ll
this shows that ancient men must also have been ready biologically
to take this step."”

For the survival of a population with a high mortality rate, a
high rate of fertility is required. The question is, however, could
fertility have been so high in ancient times as it is assumed to be.
Doubtless, certain ancient populations may have hai high fertility/
mortality rates, but the possibility cannot be excluded that smaller
or more isolated populations living under adverse conditions died out,
and that other populations showed rapid multiplication and dispersion
in proportion to ancient conditions. The very low rate of natural
increase and the high, probably unrestricted, fertility of ancient
times render & high rate of ancient mortality probable. (Fig. 5)

Anthropologists however do not seem to agree with this picture; they
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tend to assume that the low growth rates through most of human history
stem from low birth and death rates (Dumond 1975; Polgar 1972), and,
-despite controversy over_thezmechanism involved (see Cohen 1980;
Lee 19803 Hassan 1980) - that the increased réte of;gr9wtgrat the
Pleistocene-Holocene transition stemmed from an increase in fertility.
Fassan (1981) supported thst 1) prior to agriculture, mortality and
fertility balanced; 2) during the initial phase of the agricultural
transition, fertility increased and mortality may have either increased
or stayed at prior level;; 3) fertility continued to increase while
mortality aeclined, and finally 4) both fertility and mortslity fell.
Handwerker (1983) also argued that =2t least since the upper Palaeo-
lithic, growth rates reflected moderate birth rates, that the increased
rate of growth at the Pleistocene-Holocene transition reflected sa
deerease in morfality, and that with the development of agrarian
societies the rate of growth declined as both fertility anﬁ mortality.
rose to levels which hsd not previously been attained. This first
demographic transition of Homo sapiens reflected not the impact of
reproductiv; decisions, but the impagt of decisions to improve the
level and reliability of income flow. On'tﬁe other hand, although the
life tables give the age pattern of moriality, it is important to
augment this by an understanding of the way in which the actual forces
of mortality bring it about.

It is conceivable that the predominance of the proto-mortality
pattern began to wear out at the Upper Palaeolithic or the Mesolithic.
.The demographic situation began to change some 20-40000 years ago after
the last gleciasl period; at similarly high fertility, better conditions

‘have probahly led to reduction of mortality, which resulted in a some-
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what higher rate of population growth. Nevertheless, the density of
population must have still been low. Estimates show that in an ares
of 100 square kilometres an average of at most 8-16 people were able
to subsist on hunting and gathering alone. There is no doubt that
the new type of mortality began to take shape under the economic
revolution ofAneolithizatiOn in the Mesolithic. Such an increase is
suggested by & number of studies.29

Braidwood and Reed (19572f use analogies from contemporary societies <><
as well as archaeological evidence to propose average densities of 3.0
inhabitants per 100 sq. mile, for hunters and gatherers of 12.5 for more
specialized food-collectors of the Mesolithic, of 2,500 for the primary
village-farming community stage, and of 5,000 for the preindustrial
urban stage.

Nougier (1954) computes the population of France in various periods
from the number of archaeological sites containing artifacts from
different cultural horizons. His estimates sre 10-20,000 inhabitants
for the Lower Palaeolithic, about 50,000 for the Upper Palaeolithic and
5,000,000 for the later Neolithic around 3,000 B.C. There are a number
of assumptions underlying these estimates which need to be examined.
If population growth is affected by an increase in the techno-environ-
mental efficiency, it is important to investigate the relative influences
on the processes of fertility, mortality and migration through which
any population change occurs.

"Save for unforeseen developments it would be futile to expect

to have a working knowledge of the demography of ancient
populations if we start only from the estimations of ages at

death. The scholars who persist in this course will only obtain



176

artefacts. ..... Early mortality of adults, over-morality of

women, lack of o0ld people in those populations .... all these

notions were born from the misinterpretation of the availabdble

data." (Bocquet-Mo-sset 1982)

Other aspects of palaeodemography that have hardly been touched
upon deserve further study. Most people in most societies findi that
the conduct of their lives involves a good deal of daily struggle to
attain some objectives, to.maintain some situations, and to prevent
others from developing. The point is that the decisions and behaviour
affecting growth rstes and other demographic variables always occur in
the context of multiple economic, technological, social and ideological
factors. Indications of large or small families, large or small
communities, high or low regional population densities are only a part
of the complex of considerations that enter into what affects demography.
Subtle and fairly minor shifts in these complex interrelated factors can
lead to relatively minor changes in fertility or mortality, which in
turn affect pre-historic growth rates. The mathematics of population
growth mean that even a very moderate rate of increase by contemporary
standards, (for examplg, 5 per 1000 per year) cannot have been sustained
for long periods, since this amounts to a ten-fold increase in about 460
years, a 100-fold increase in about 925 years and a 1000-fold increase
in about 1390 years. What this implies for the Pleistocene is that
unless the world's human population increase by more than 100-fold between
500,000 and 40,000 B.C., the overall average rate of increase cannot
have been over 0.0l per 1000 per year. Again, unless world population
increased by more than 100 times over between 40,000 and 7,000 B.C.,

the average annual rate of increase during thet interval cannot have been
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as much as 0.2 per 1000. Actually, overall rates were probably much
lower; Deevey's (1960) estimates for 1,000.000 to 8.000 B.C.
accelerate from about 0.003 to 0.03 per 1000 per year.3o

The difficulties for using existing archaeological data (or even
documentary data) for estimates of ancient population densities or
relative trends are well-known. Nevertheless, if we consider growth
rates which depend on relative rather than absolute population estimates,
some evidence is already available that indicates that sedentary food-
producing populations themselves experience many very significant changes
in their growth rates, and that periods of extremely slow or negligible
growth, or even population decline, are interspersed with surges of
relatively rapid growth.

Some populastion declines have been very abrupt and drastic, clearly
relating to other factors than a truly marginal habitat, for human
adaptation. Yet it is obvious that the trend in growth rate%, depends &
on a population's natural environment and socio-economic conditions,
and not on historic chronology, with which it is only indirectly and
loosely connected through evolution. It is readily conceivable that
the mortality of a later population living under less or not fully
developed economic conditions, could have been higher than that of an
earlier population in better circumstances. Encouraging growth does
not simply mean having as many offepring as physiologically possible,
for the population dynamics must be understood in terms of the con-
straints and potentialities of the system of social production. With
regard to the results of a less "statistical" nature, the demographic
profiles from various local areas are highly variable in rstes of

growth and occurrences of peaks, depressions and stabilization phases

es compared with each other. The factors resﬁonsible for these
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variations are obviously complex and include local and extra-local
ecological, and political events and processes., When the factors are
analysed, persistence of certain elements - atypical or typical - can

be discerned; the question arises as to why, on the lo;g term, such

elements persisted, taking under consideration conditions of change
within a group, community or society. One of the possible answers is
"utility"” of a certain type or structure through time. The persistence
of a certain type does not mean that that remains unchangeable, slight
differentiations do exist. What that means once again is that we have
to recognize, analyze and find the reasons for this "solidity". Within
each of these categories exists‘a form of horizontal solidarity tied
to a.. homogeneity of situation and an identity of the conditions.to
which each is submitted.

Each level of the formation.of units as a consequence of a certain
"direction" represents an aggregate or a Jjuxtaposition of these units.
A number of relstions exist between these units (for example in exchange
of goods, populstion movement et al), so that within each of these
categories there emerges what might be termed vertical solidarity. Are
those two "types" in contrediction or can they complement esch other?
Dialectics require in this case that external contradiction of "types"
be interpreted as a mutually necessary manifestation of tke deep rooted
contradiction of each of them; this emerges as an inner identity of
mutually exclusive "moments” or "facts"” mediated througk & relation to

-
something else and reflected through something else, as an internally
contradictory relation of & thing to itself, that is, as a contradiction

in one relation and at one and the same moment of time. A resl solution

of the contradiction between the universel law and the empiricel form
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of its realization, between abstraction and concrete fact,can be found
through revealing the concrete totality of conditions. The abstractly
expressed universal law inevitably stands in relations of mutually _
exclusive contradiction to the fact under study¢§l From tte standp&int
of dialectical logic, there is notking to be afrsid of here. On the
contrary, logical contradiction is in this case only an indication and
feature of tke fact that the analysed object is understood in the abstract,
that not all the necessary conditions of its being are as yet discovered.
The logical contradictions necessarily arising in cognition are thus
solved in the unfolding of the concrete system of categories reproducing
the object in the totality of its necessary characteristics, of the
objective conditions of its being. In this cognitive process, all the
necessary conditions of the possitilities of the analyzed phenomenon

are not simply listed or juxtaposed ©but conceived in their concrete
historicai.interactiOn and the links betweeﬁ them.

These processes are normally not observable, but we deduce them
from their effects and tLeir mechanisms. In a way, we must look behind
reality for explanation, behind behaviour for the process.

A process statement simply illustrates the dynamics, or specifies
the relationship between the facts observed and tke means by which_these
facts and relationships (and not others) came about. To explain
phenomena then, we must be able to "generate”" these phenomena - to
specify the processes by which these phenomena came to be the way they
are (and not any other way).

A social system or a natursl ecosystem is therefore never an

32

entirely integrated totality (es is claimed by functionalists). It

is the totality whose unity is tke provisionally stable effect of the
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properties of compatability existing between the elements which compose
the whole, or between the different parts of a whole which compose the
system. Of critical importance from this perspective becomes the
matter of '"change" within population dynamics; thet is we cannot study
(at least we should not) the effects of results of “change" without
considering at the same time - and equally - the causes.

Tecknological changes, for example, may in themselves enable and
help bring sbout qualitative shifts in social production. These shifts
not only accommodate population growth, but also establish new laws of
population growth and new dynamics of development. The potentialities
of each epoch change and new contradictions come into being. That
"reality" nevertheless can easily lead to a deterministic-mechanistic
view (see Boserup 1965} also Carneiro 1967; Harner 1970), if we do not
take into considerationvthe whole spectrum of features involved in this
process. There is n6 doubt that population growth has aided in pre-
cipitating many changes_in the history of human society, but population
dynamics change in each case and cannot be understood outside the
particular set of social relations of production to which they are
subject. To understand populstion growth, density, size etc., we need
to know initially the inherent potentialities of the social system that
facilitated, enabled or required these tendencies. For example, in
human society, tools could meen increased manpower for production,
changed land tenure or mobility patterns and different forms of
organization: here the primary role of social production becomes clear,
for social aspects of tool use are as important in the explanation of
their appearance in social evolution as are their tecknological aspects.

Because human societies can produce, they can accommodate population
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growth. Population potential is a progressive result of the recognition
of labour potential. By "progressive" we mean nothing arbitrary or
dictionary-nominalist. Progress is increase in the social-reproductive
powers of the society as a whole. Because that principle invariably
employs & restricted definition of the term mode, the extent of
potential development is restricted. The contradiction is defined by
successful convergence upon the implicit limits of development defined
by that wode. In certain societies such as agricultural or even feudal,
the handful of techknological as well as socio-organizational innovations
on which the development of the populetion depends. seems -extremely
marginal by contrast with a short period of capitalist development.
In prehistoric society again, development seems merely relatively
absent; in that case, (in spite of the enormous literature devoted
“to it) suck considerations tend to appear “preliminary", if not
"preconceived". -
-Investigation requires correspondingly adjusted definition of
scale to provide the fundamental features of the society. We must
determine the intrinsic tendency for technological and related develop-
ments and locate the "boundsaries" placed.upon the realization of such
developments by a given mode of social organization. It is in this
perspective that it seems necessary and possible to reevsluate and

reexamine palaeodemographic data and theory in general under another

"non-traditional" approach.
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2.4 Marxist approaches tO population problems

The primary form of Marxism's traditional address to demography,
dating back to ¥arx himself, has been through a sharp denunciation of
its Mslthusian version, as we have already menti;ned earlier in ihis
chapter. How did it come about that the Malthusian theory was able to
exercise this enormous influence? One of the main reasons was that the
actual phenomenon which Malthus described and which he tried to account
for - the widespread poverty and pauperism among the working people -
was a real phenomenon which could not be ignored and which was crying
out for an explanation. Xalthus was "right in bis way" said Engels

"in ssserting that there are always more people on hand that
can be maintained from the available means of subsistence33
although the pressure of population was really against the means
‘of employment rather than against the means of subsiétence. If'
Malthus had not taken such a one-sided view of the matter he
could not have miseed seeing that surplus population or labour
power is always Bound up with surplus wealth, surplus capital
and surplus land ﬁroperty. Population is too great only when
productive power in general is too great. The state of affairs
in every over-populated country, in particulsr England, from the
time when Malthus wrote onwards, demonstrates this quite
unmistakeably. These were the facts which ¥althus ought to have
examined in their entirety, and whose examination ought to have
led to the correct conclusion; instead, he picked out one of
these facts, neglecting the others, and thus arrived at his own
conclusions."34

Molihus's eviiice might attempt to prove his principle of popnlation
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to be wrong, but they could not "argue away the facts which led Malthus
w35

Thus, even apart from all the questions of what

36

Marx caslled "party interest",

to his principle.
there was a presumption in favour of
Valthus's explanation of the facts until a better one had been put
forward. "Party interest'", however, played an important role in secur-
ing the wide acceptance of the theory in ruling class circles. An
explanation of human misery in terms of an "eternal law of nature'" such
as Malthus's principle of populatio% *has an obvious appeal for that
class, since it diverts attention from the part played in the creation
of this misery by class exploitation in general and by particular systems
of class exploitation such as capitalism.37 One cannot do away with an
"eternal law of nature'”. If it is nature and not human society which
is responsible for a perticular state of affairs, all one can do, at
the very best, is to mitigate some of the effects of this "eternal law"
and suffer the rest without complaint. Malthus "had otlker things in
mind than a scientific treatise on population growth", says a modern
commentator on the Essay,38 and this is essentially one of the points
where clarification was required. Marx and Engels felt that the most
effective way of refuting Malthus's principle was to provide an alter-
native theory which could explain the facts of the modern world better
than Malthus did. They were thus more concerned with the positive task
of formulating the specific lew of populetion peculiar to capitalism
than with a detailed negative analysis of Malthus's theory. .
The main proof of this dem&nstration is human labour. Population
growth is a positive result of the recognition of labour potential.

Independently of the rate of growth, '"mankind is capable of increasing

39

more rapidly than modern bourgeois society can stand." The question
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that must be asked is not only what factors inhibited population growth
but also what factors did not, for they are of moast significance from

the point of view of evolution. This requires looking at some of the
"inhibiting" factors, however, as some of the factors traditionally
considered to inhibit population growth are in fact properly understood
as social means for ultimately promoting progressive population increase.
Without the emergence of a form of society whose immediate impulse is to
universalize self-development, the possibility of measuring displace-
ments along a "world-line" could not have occurred to man. Marx merely
permits man to alter nature - and thus to "relocate" his existence. In
that sense, Marx's approach contains two main elements useful for
demography. First, it provides a basic mechanism of historical trans-
formation through the changes in the mode of human social production and
reproduction. Secondly it provides a model which brings the other human
social activities - that is superstructure and the specific forms of
social consciousness and behaviour - into relation with the economic
structure of society and with each other. Thus, looking back upon
previous development, it is impossible to evaluate the past without
taking into consideration the present.(Fig.6a,b) That is not such a
defect as might be immediately supposed; it is impossible toc understand
the past from s less developed standpoint than that premised in capitalist
development. The point is - under this understanding - not to impose
capitalist teleology on the‘inner life of earlier forms of society. Such
societies could not possibly “understand themselves", or be understood
generally, except in respect of that movement within them which leads
towards capitalism. This tendency, which must be inevitable and

unavoidable in any attempt to understand the past from the present,
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(adapted from different sources)




186
W\
MA
MA
M4 @ @
M4 ®

PIG 2.6 (b) To express the historical movement of compared

components the fundamental divergence as well as
the appearance of specific new original qualities
of the phenomenon in a comparative diachronic
dimension assumes the development of a historical
model with external-internal factors influencing
a society. The above diagram is an example,
(adapted frowm 4ifferent sources) where ¥1, ¥2 =
external factors, Fl, F2 - internal factors

gand t = time.
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becomes an error only when capitalism is "mistaken" for complete
perfection. This error would cause one to look at prehistoric or ancient
societiqug for example, for their specifically capitalist "qualities".
The only remedy for thi%? is to examine the past from the standpoint
of the fundamental contradictions of capitalist development, and to
locate in the invariant features of historical development thus adduced
the principle which must be applied.

However, Marx's approach also contains a third element; the
relations between conscious human action and historical changes which
are independent of wen's will. MNarx was at this point ¢ primerily con-
cerned to establish the "independence" of long-term historical development
in general from human consciousness and acts of human will. Marx was,
in hig general analysié, abstracted from individual cases and specific
gsocieties. This ic a point that Marxists later elaborated at length:? -
the coexistence of different human societies or socio-political and
economic units of differing structures, or at different stages of
development, but which interact.

Lenin called this condition the "law of uneven development".40
The differentiation of the capitalist world into 'developed and under-
developed" countries cannot be regarded as a secondary aspect in history,
even in history considered in its most general form. On the other hand,
¥arx did imply that this aspect exists, because he was aware that
historical development was not linear. His model was to explain why
some kinds of society develop more readily than others and why some
(as in the prehistoric or Asiatico mode of production) tended to

stability and resistance to development; or otherwise societies tending

towards equilibrium of various kinds and societies tending to destabilize
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- themselves and in so doing to change (stability, a8 we have already
explained is not to be confused with a static, immobile form of gociety;
it means simply that change occurs, in a different, less marked way).

The historical specificity requires an empirical prsctice in under- <
standing the pést and has two aspects. On one side, to the extent that
the empirical knowledge of the past is necessarily limited in several
aspecta, the primary requirement is to approach such studies with a
profound sense of historical specificity. This means:® less attention *
to the empirical evidence in its own right than reflection upon special
thought processes; to adopt a search for the specific ideologies of
other societies in respect of the objective basis of such ideologies
within the peculiarities of the sort of technology of social reproduction;
acceptance of the limitations imposed upon the scope of man's problem-
solving actions by that technology and by the social forms and
institutions through which action is made feasible and permitted in
those societies. Then, with that understanding, to work the inner
dynamics of those societies and explain their transformation, interaction
and growth.

To understand any society, one must determine not only what kind
of society it has emerged to supersede, but what contradictions in the
previous mode of existence made the supqrseder poésible\and necesgsary.
Marx's approach is to locate the transformations in "objective"
technolog%>in objective economic laws which most fundamentslly distinguish )K
one basic mode of production from the other. Insights such as this and
moreover the obgervation that there is no general law of population

applicable to all historic epochs41 have stimulated interest in

population studies among Marxists, andi a rising concern with reproduction
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growth or decline, and constitutes a materiasl and social relation
which, along with environment, technology, social organization and so
_on, sets problems for human groups and demands their transformation.

A Mgrx;st demographic theory represents a political-economic
perspective that operates at the level of the mode of production, not
at the level of individﬁal'family dynamics. The meaning of all this is
‘simple: demographic information and explanation cannot be reduced only
to the eatimation of biological reproduction. Demography might be
defined as the discipline which deals with that which is never "equal"
and cannot be supposed to be "equalg requiring not merely calculations
of general change but explanation of the specific outcomes of that
chanée. At the level at which particular events or decision affect
situations, the level of the "history of events" may not be open to
detailed genersl exﬁlanations at all - though general?zations will still -~
establish the limits within which such events can exercise én—effect.
For example, how can one estimate eféective demographic forces in slave
societies? Demogrsphic growth rests not on a natural increase but on
the means devoted to the capture of foreign individuals. This permits
a demographic manipulation of society, modification of birth rate, death
rate, density and distribution. Demographic variables '"change" under
concrete material conditions, that is, exploitation, control over the
production, which means control over the population growth in general.

It seems difficult to accept the positivist view that the scientist
observes a reality existing outside himself or herself. There:is
indeed a very large number of ways of looking at the "reality", and

there is immense room for "manoeuvre" in the way that demographic pstterns

are wovknd. What we mean is that it is not enough to be sutiafied with
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stating that we have slternative population patterns, since one does
not even know if these patterns are responses to the same probleums.

Concrete analysis needs to be evaluated on a level to prove the

existag;e - or non-ex{steHCG - of a problem, a situation and the result
of it. Reproductive pianning fo£ social production is not the same as
controlling population for resource management, it is in fact quite the
opposite; the former is quality control, having little to do with
numbers at all, for by resulting in maximally productive numbers
population can in fact increase slowly (or stabilize), helping to bring
about development in a society. As Marx observes:

".. in different modes of social pr;duction there are different
laws of the increase of population and overpopulation; the
latter identical with pesuperism. These different laws can simply
be redquced to the different modes of relating to the conditions
of production, or, in respect to the living individual. the
conditions of his reproduction as a member of a society, since
he labours and appropriates only in society. The dissolution of
these relations in regard to the single individual, or to part
of the population, places them outside the reproductive conditions
of this specific basis, and hence po;its them as overpopulation
eesessseses.what may be overpopulation in one stage of social
production may not be so in another and their effects may be
different.c.... Thus overpopulation among hunting peoples was
different from that of the Athenians, in turn different among
the latter form than smong the Germanic tribes - then so Joes the

absolute rate of populetion increase, ani hence the rate of over-

population and population. The amount of populstion posited on
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the basis of a specific production is thus just as determinate
as the ajequate population. Overpopulation and population, taken
together, are the population which a specific production basis can
create. The extent to which it goes beyond its barrier is given
by the barrier itself, or rather by the same base which posits

the barrier."42 |

In palaeodemography, especially, difficulties arise when one
proceeds to bring "evidence'" for such considerations. Non-Marxist
investigators usually "avoid" the problem simply by not stating it, or
focusing their attention on rates of growth, size, distributions etc.

If one wishes to avoid certain answers, it usuélly suffices to
avoid certain questions. It is true that one cannot instantly derive
theories from a handful of facts about history. There are limitations
- not only deriving from the information we have concerning the past in
the quantitative sense, but also in the qualitative one. It is not
always that we lack a sufficient quantity of facts for apprehension but
that the judgement guiding the collection of the facts (whether by
contemporaries of the period in question or by modern investigators)
has ordinarily been hopelessly misguided, or nearly so. We do not have
the right facts properly adduced and conceptualized. Yet it is important
to try to delve beyond the difficulties and attempt to establish whether
meaningful patterns of similarity or change occur in specific areas,
where material is available. Many processes of paslseolithic societies
do not leave any '"direct" evidence. Since they participate in a system
of exchanges of energy, matter and information., it is likely that this

can be discernible in the archaeological record, to some extent.

Material culture, particularly stone tools, is the "lifeline" of pre-
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historic hunter-gatherers. Ethnographers and archaeclogists have not
paid much attention to the articulation of stone tools with different
forms of socio-economic behaviour; they have traditionally focused
almost exclusivelx"On the time-space-form dynamics of these stone e
artifacts. This has excluded from consideration all tools - the vast
majority - that do not fall into recurrent patterns of shape associated
with a particular function.43. The residual category of debitage, debris,
or waste, usually comprising a vast percentage of all artifactual
materiasl, is only taken as evidence for tool-production technology. But
since much of this material can be used for the same activities as the
one which the archaeologist usually focuses upon, we have different
assumptions and reconstructions of hunter-gatherer relations, based on
biased samples. A reanalysis of fhose traditionally dichotomized
assemblages and a reevaluation under another approach may provide us
with unexpected results. Why, for example, do hunter-gatherers, however
predictably, produce a number of highly labour-intensive items?

Why do we find such complex production steps and such careful
choice of raw materials? Why invest time in the process of production
if there is no extractive advantage in a finished tool? Is this not
a violation of the minimal effort and least-cost assumptions associated
with some recent models? Which realms of cultural behaviour and
economic structure influence the choice between the least-cost alter-
native (& random flake that is suitable for the same tasks) and the
more “expensive” finished tool?

There are a number of questions which, when posed, may allow
artifacts to fall within another level of communication, context and

purpose. It is, for example, entirely possible that the degree of tool
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elaboration correlates with the social and economic context in which
a given activity is carried out. Tool use then, can be seen not only
to make possible increased pfoduction, but also to be enabled by
productive requirementé, and comes intp u;§ when the social relations
of production demanded them and could utilize them effectively. Any
discussion of the role of tools should consider just what it was that
tools did socially, and how labour potential was realized in them as
embodied labour. Even if an adequate elaboration of these concepts
(Or a satisfying description of these activities) is not yet possible,
it is hard to ipagine that perceptions of populstion evq}ution must
remain - consciously - within the limits of a single question - and a
single set of answers.

Palaeodemography is concerned not with societies which can be
defined in the abstract, or in genergl terms, but with ;ocieties which -
are the_products_of their pasj. Complex interactions operate constantly
with historically given "“"components" adapted maybe to functions for which
they may not hgve originally been designed. Even the forms of develop-
ment which can be presented in a linear form, such as the secular growth
of population, require to be explained by a mechanism of complex social
change, since they aré not directly controlled by any simple Malthusian
relationship.44 _

Moreover, situations which could be explained in Malthusian terms
such as the population criges in the l4th and 15th centuries in Burope,
or in 19th century Ireland, or to-day (no'longer crisis but a
constant phenomenon of world-wide dispersed famine from Ethiopis to

India and fhe melnutrition or undernutrition of South American

counptries) bhecame Malthusian because of specific external and local
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contradictions between social relations and forces of production on

the one hand, and uneven allocation of labour and industry on the

other; to these it would be much more appropriate to add exploitation,
under a certain mode of productioaj%apitalism, without which the curves -
of demographic growth, decline, density, migration, fertility, mortality
and the rest, cannot be explained as there is nothing '"natural" or

"inherent'" in their "tendencies" except perhaps in the explanations of

the theorists who constructed them.

2.5 Summary

As previously stated an attempt was made to distinguish the various
meanings of terms such as populetion growth, size, density, mortality,
fertility, releted to the concept of demography and inherited in
palaeodemographic reseerch, and the different problems that can arise
under a monocausal evaluation and explanation of the factors that
produce them. Also to look more closely at the dynamics of human
.reproduction, to relate them to prehistoric societies and distinguish
the poséible effects on the demographic patterns and to what extent
these demographic patterns are interrelated into the whole system and
affected (or vice-versa) by it.

A Marxist approach takes into account the type of contradictory
relations which certain phenomena and their organisational mechanism
have with the basic means of production, the type of relstions in which
they are articuleted with the rest of the structure, and compares them
with their equivalents at other levels; for example, the level of

economic activity, characterised by a relative self-sufficiency under
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certain circumstances, that is, b& production for the producer's own
consumption; hence in a swall quantity and without conditions for
generating surpluses; and how the appearance of the latter under
capitalist development - can have sérious imélicatioés o; certain sectors
of population independently of their rate of growth. From the point of
view elaborated here, the concept of population growth and otkrer
demographic variables isstrongly connected with a special socio-econoamic
formation and with the causes which contributed to their appearance.

Historically, population was the first object of statistical
accounting and demographic preromena, thke field in whkich statistics was
developed as the quantitative method of studying these phenomena.
Statistics which Lenin called one of the most powerful tools of social
knowledge, ﬁakes it possible to messure connections and variations within
" a structure, but tell us nothing about the character of the cause-and-
effect relations. Recognition of these methods in.general in demographic
work still does not mean that they can operate automatically. It has
been the argument throughout that capitaslistexpansion,colonizstion and
neo-colonization brought disrupt§0n and devastation to peopleé and
cultures of different areas, and it is geqessary to point this out, not
for ethical and political reasons, but also for scientific reasons.
For it is in this light, for example, that demographic gxpansiOQ (or
population gr0wth),which is the logical means to face the social security
requirement, comes as a response to the colonial pressure.

1ariist studies on pre-capitslist formations need considerable
development, to collect the type of information which cannot be found

in an ideologicelly bisse]d anthropology,45 archaeology and consequently

pelaeodemography: they.-need to undertake research on such fields as



196

the relations of production, the process of reproduction, the social
organization of labour and tke changes undergone by these formations
through their own development or through contacts with other economic
systems. For this purpose palaeodemography must use history and make

better use of the available material.
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Fotes and References

1 wWith the éxception of the Soviet historical demographical tradition
and, later on, . the re-evaluation of population studies from
the French Narxist and neo-marxist school. From a Marxist stand-
point neither of the "varisbles" i3 what . it geemsnor are they
capable of varying in the way postulated by a "pur;" statistical
analysis. Population size depends upon family life and upon the
work hebits of the society. It is interwoven witk the most basic
strands of social life and cannot'possibly be considered sutonomous.

The important fact is that the size and rate of growth of population
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should not be considered exogenous; population pressure does not
impinge on a society, it is created by the society. That is,
rando; events are not considered, unless it can be shown how these
"accidents" become necessary in social process. Since these can
never be '"accounted for" in processual theory, social scientists
can at best know enough of social dynamics to know what alternatives
will not take place should an external random event be introduced.
"eoo 8Xternsl causes are the conditions of change and internal
causes are the basis of change...external causes become operative
through internal causes." (Mao-Tse-Tung 1970) -

2 Melthus T.R.: an ﬁssay on the Prihciple of population.

3 Just as it bothers contemporary population growth alarmists.
(Erlich 1968, Huxley 1956, Osborn 1958, 1960, Taylor 1970)

4 Marx:

Capitel Vol. I., Grundrisse,

Bngols: The Origin of the Family, Private Propariy and ths ¢ gio.
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5 Capital loc.cit.

6 China over the past twenty years furnishes a good example. The
population growth rate of pre-revolutionary China resemblq@ that
of many parts of the world underdeveloped as a consequence of
capitelism yet firmly locked into a dependency relation with
capitalist powers through imperialism.! But following the sequence
of revolutions in China (1949, 1966) and the firm establishment
of producer control, China has at present brought its population
growth rate to the low level of that of the developed capitalist
countries. Producer control eliminates the accrusl of surplus
labour yalue by an exploiting class. Planning is possible, and
production for exchange no longer a necessary motive factor, as
production for use is self-correcting, (and vast reservoirs of reserve

labdur are ~ not necessary to drive wages down)-

TP L, Pl o g F et Fy

7 Petersen W. 1967.
8 Petersen W. 1975.

9 Such a "fact" though is not at all absolute. Malnutrition, for

example, can alter this mechanism.Except in severe conditions,

malnutrition (of "femsles" in their fertile years , does not

generally lead to a decline in conceptions, but it does lead to

fewer pregﬁancies, to a shortening of the fewmale -reproductive
period, increased vulnerabilit& to diseases and éccordingly
incresses death rates (Leatham 1958, Katz 1972, Keys 1950, Hans-
Harrison 1977, Scrimshaw 1976).

It is evident that the problem of how a population is linked to

the productive system has to be considered; botk the gociel

ML A N TIT R 60 1

reluiions of wroduction and -the productive forces (in the sxpandsd
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definition) enter into the fertility equation here. and must be
identified in each case. This implies that the fertility dynsmice
cannot be read as a sinéle configuration of biological/physio-
logical forces, but rather should be conceived as a variable
within a set of conditions (mainly socio-economic factors of
production and reproduction).

The principle of historical specificity as applied to population

dynamics entails also a rejection of any demographic study which

abstracts .rates of fertility and mortality from the specific

social structure of the compunity which is being stﬁdied. As Narx
writes in the Griundrisse: "Population is an abstraction if we
leave out, for example, the clagses of which it is composed....
Population in abstraction 1is a chaotic conception of the whole."
Lenin subsequently took up this polemic in "What the Friendsof the

People are..s-."s It remains a perfectly valid point and a telling

indictment of a great deal of contemporary demography, whick is

still involved in just such abstractions despite a growing aware-

ness within the field of the problematic nature of macro-aggregation

devoid of detailed historicalAand structural specification.
Demographers have long argued whether declining mortality or
rising fertility was the driving force for the growth of Western
Burope. In a century and half the population of Europe more tbaﬁ
trebled, arriving at 400 millions by 1900 despite the exodus of
some 40 million ©people - the largest intercontinental migration
in history. In recent vears - the prevailing view has strongly
favoured declining mortality as the prime factoa with the centre
P

af econtroversy shiftiog %o ap erplavetion of this feil. (i.c
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improvement in medicine, climste or living stsndards and nutrition).
Swept up in the dynamic of polarized debates, most have srgued for
the unilateral role of one factor, while minimizing or denying the
contribution of the other.

lé Bogue D. 1969,

13 Hauser and Duncan 1959.
Perhaps the most significant factor in re-evaluating - -~ 3
these disciplinary traditions has been an increasing amount of
data on non-western populations. Demographic studies by anthro-
pologists and biologists on these older societal forms have revea%;d

patterns which cannot be adequately explained by the traditional

spproaches. There are several problems and issues, all involving

the use of demographic theory for making anthropological inference.The

;anthropo;ogist'sun%erstanding wust, however, be basically different
from that of demographers, a point that sometimes fails to be seeh,
like Petersen 1975, or Bocquet-Masset 1982). Anthfopologists can
aspire to less mathematical aécuracy, and must instead be concerned
with questions of a more cohgrent scope than the study of national
political statistics, seeking an understanding of population processes

through social relations of production and relevant aspects which

are reflected in demographic variables.

14 As Marx says: "... these different laws can simply be reduced to

S L T B

the different modes of relating the conditions of production, or,
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in respect of the living individual, the conditions of his

reproduction as a member of society, since he labours and

r

e T b T

appropriates only in society. The dissolution of these relations

: in regard to the single individual, or to pert of the population,
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rlaces them outside the reproductive conditions of this specific
basis, and hence posits them as overpopulation, and not only
lacking in means but incapable of appropriating the necessaries
through labour...". "..Thus, what may be overpopulation at one
stage of social production may not be so in another, and their
effects may be different." (Grilndirisse - Notebook VI)

(This point is elaborated in subsequent sections of this text).
There is obviously some poverty and distress which cannot be
associated, even by the most extreme of the neo-Malthusians, with
any "pressure of population against the means of subsistence."

The working people of capitalist countries have not, in general.
begun to find themselves conspicuously redundant in relation to

the existing means of subsistence. Indeed it is the bogey of
under-population, rather than that of over-population, which is
generally raised up before them nowadays. But they have periodi-
cally found themselves redundant in relation to the existing means
of employment. Malthus himself once wrote that "the difficulty

of procuring the means of subsistence" is occasioned "partly by

the necessary state of the soil, and partly by a premature check

to the demand for produce and labour. In the great majority of
cases it is this "premature-check” which is the really important
phenomenon. Under capitaslism, the Yalthusian pressure of population
against the means of subsistence is largely a myth, whereas the
periodical pressure of working people against the means of employ-
ment is a2 grim reality. "Malthug theoryeeseessesais significant M~

in two respects: l) because he gives brutal expression to the

brutal viewpoint of capital; 2) because he asserted the fact of
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overpopulation in all forams of society. ..... His conception is
altogether false and childish becsuse he regards overpopulation

as being of the same kihd in all the different historic phases

~pf ;c0nomiq development; does not understand their specific
difference and hence ... reduces these very complicated and varying
relations to a single relation, two equations, in which the natural
reproduction of humanity appears on the one side, and the natural
reproduction of edible plants (or means of subsistence) on the
other, as two natursl series, the former geometric and the latter
arithmetic in prog;essibn. In this way he transforms the
historically distinct relations into an abstract numerical
relation.......which rests neither on natural for on historical
laws." (Marx, Grundrisse Notebook VI.)

Inieed, we are told from the neo-Malthusians "that there is no
hope at a8ll for Indis (one of the customary text-book examples of
an "overpopulated" country) - any increase in food production would
soon be followed by a corresponding increase in India's "teeming
millions™; if one suggests that two centuries of British rule in
India may have had something to do with the present situation, and
that exp;rience in the "est d0es not seem to bear out the theory
that. a rise in the standard of 1living necessarily causes a
corresponding rise in birth-rate, the neo-Malthusians will reply

to the effect that the law of population 'is an eternzl law, a
natural law and therefore cannot possibly be abrogated. (Harx on
Malthus, introd. by R.L.Meek. 1953)

(See also Doomsday Book by G. Tayior 1970 and Vogt W. 1949, Road

to Survival). Others nse ¥althus's doctrine in order to reveal

e

¢
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‘a "dilemma of science". The application of scientific methods

to combet diseases, to improve rural and industrial health and

to increase the supply of medical equipment and services, must
necessarily increase the pressure of population upon the world's
food resourcesl "Had it been possible to foresee the enormous
success of this application, would humane people have agreed that

it could better have»been held back, to keep in step with other
parallel progress, so that development could be planned and orderly?
Some might say yes, taking the purely biological view that if men
will breed like rabbits they must be allowed to die like rabbits,
until gradually improving education and the demand for a higher
standard of life teach them better. Most people would still say no.
But suppose it were certain now that the pressure of increasing
population, uncontrolled by disease, would lead not only to wide-
spread exhaustion of the s0il and of other capital resources but
also to continuing and increasing international tension and disorder,
making it hard for civilization itself to survive: Would the
majority of humane ani reasonable people then change their minds?

If ethical principles deny our right to do evil in order that good
may come, are we justified in doing good when the foreseeable
consequence is evil®..." (Professor A.V. Hill, Presidentizl
address to the British Association, 1952)

No further comments are needea on the above.

Indeed, under "tension and disorder” it is "hard for civilization

to survive'". South African Black people, and Latin American

populations have something to say on that ..
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Natural fertility was first defined by the French demographer

L. Henry 1961 as the absence of deliberate birth control and family
size limitation. The term is now in widespread use among demo-
graphers, although not without ambiguities. A populastion is held
to be in condition of natural fertility when birth patterns show

no evidence of being parity-dependent. That is, if the fertility
curve of a given cohort of women correspondSbroadly to their natural
fecundity curve, (even though in their late thirties and forties)

a regime of natural fertility.is held to prevail. Customs and
practices, which affect birth-spacing -and hence fertility rates,
but which are not parity dependent, do not contraverse a regime of
natural fertility. The natural/controlled dichotomy tends to
generate a bipolar model: preindustrial peoples have natural and
high fertility while industrialized populations exhibit controlled
birth patterns and register low fertility rates. The nature of
this dichotomy)so congenial to the modernization framework, is now
ritually acknowledged by demographers although it is recognized
that there are tremendous variations within each.

See AAAS 1974, report by the Advisory Committee on Culturasl Factors
in Population Progress.

Anthropologists conclude that the availability of resources seems
to determine population size and characteristics which appear to

be better than a priori high fertility and mortality rates, but
which, as we shall see (section 2.3) in almost all cases, more than

oftegp has led to environmental and biological determinisam.

Cook S.F. 1945
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Cowgill D.O. 1970.

The transition theory has been formulated by W.S. Thompson and
later :eformulated by F.W. Notestein 19345, and has been criticised
“both for spa}sepes; of historic data and lack of utility for
prediction of future events. See amongst others, Petersen 1960,
Davis J. 1950, Taeuber I. 1952, and even Thompson 1959.

Literature on the subject is much too extensive to be summarized
here. The majority of it is included in the bibliography.

Boserup 1965, has utilized this approach to account for agricultural
development, while Friedlander, 1967 and others have noted that there
also may be demogravhic effects such as fertility decline or
migration. Problems with the question in this form are that it is
hard to measure population pressure independently of the response

it is supposed to produce énd/or the causes of its  appearance

in a given economic and political structure. -

Faris J. 1979, Lesacock E. 1979.

The issue has been already discussed in Chapter I - slthough in
another.context - and there is no need to enter here into the
debates and controversy related to it.

Bt - see: Monod J..1972, Frolov I.T. 1978.

Weiss M.X. 1973, 1976, Roberts D.F. - Mohan M. 1976,

Eglin J. - Thery H. 1982: Le pillage de 1l'Amazonie.

See Cook S.H. 1972, Godelier M. 1974, Hassan F.A. 1973, 1978, 1980.
Meillassoux C. 1980, Swedlund A. - Armelagos G. 1976, Swedilund A.
1978, Velinder S. 1979.

It is characteristic that.in 8 "classic' inventory and appraisal
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of the study of population, Hauser and Duncan (1959) mske s
distinction between demographic analysis and population studies.
The latter, according to them, are concerned not only with
population véfiables but aiso_wigi relationships between population
changes and other variables - social, economic, politicsal,
biological, genetic, geographical. The point is however that such
a distinction does not exist: demography is dealing not with any
abstract notion but with real people.

Bocquet J.P. - Masset C. 1982.

It is a truism to rely only on skeletal finds for the estimation
(even relatively) of population indices. Even if an excavation

is complete (in the case of palaeodemography) it is not possible
to conclude that all the inhabitants who died were buried at the
living site, or in a designated cemetery, in such a way that their

skeletons could thereafter be removed and identified. Two major

sourées of loss are adults killed at a distance and infants or

‘young children whose bones disintegrated rapidly or who were not

buried at all. Even more difficult is. 'O . . - determine durationj

and how do we‘deal with open as opposed to closed systems?

See Took, Hassan ibid and, Angel J.L. 1969, 1969 a,b, 1971, 1972.
In wost discusSiOns of modern population, the anslysis passes over
th; most basic question: what entity is being measured? The
persons living in a particular juridicially bounded area, typically
a national state, or one of its subdivisions, ordinarily constitute
a "population", though this fact does not specify the concept.

Archaeologists can seldom delimit a population by a legal definition.
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As they often use the word implicit it means those concerning any
other demographic process. Lee;” seems to be suggesting something
of this kind when he proposes that ‘"instead of postulating a mean
group of 25, or 50 or 100 for prehistoric population, it may be
more analytically useful to think in temporal terms of the amount
of members spent in groups of various sizesﬁ(also Birdsell 1972).
The span represented in a single dig can constitute centuries -

if not millenia - during which much or nothing may have happened
to the population that once lived there. The problem is typically
solved by classifying whatever data the archaeologists, paleontol-
ogist or anthropologist has accumulated and then associating a
population with each of tke variables (Hill and Evans 1972) and
Petersen W. 1975.

Ascadi-Nemeskeri 1970, Masset C. 1971, 1973, FHowell N. 1976, Weiss

K.M. 1973, 1976.

Amongst others: Gladwin-Korniets-Soffer 1984, Gilman A. 1984,

Okladnikov A.P. - Pospelove C.A. 1982, Pershits A.I. 1980.

Cowgill C.L. 1975 a,b.

Ilyenkov E.V. 1982.
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There is no need to restate a well-kn0wn problem here. Except

for the Varxists, the main opposition and analysis to a functionalist
approach stem from the French neo-marxists and structuralists.

A thorough, critical approach on the subject is provided by

Abeles ¥. 1976.
Engels F.: The condition,'of the working class in England (1844-5).
Engels F.: The myth of overpopulation (1844)

Ibid.

Mar?: Capital Vol. I.

ibid .,

Smitk K. 1951. The Malthusian controversy.

Engels F. Letter to Lange 1865. The pressure of population upon
the means of employment.

Lenin, from his earliest works, (see Lenin: bibliography) paid
attention to population problems. By analysing changes in socisl
structure during the development of society, he demonstrated (in
addition to developing new approaches for an understanding of the
socizl structure of the population of pre-revolutionary Russia) the
basic population problems of each of the socio-economic formations,
and the effect of the relations of production on a population
differentiated by classes and social groups. He anzlysed the role
of population movement, (including various forms of migration),

and the evolution of settlements as the productive forces and
relations of production develop in relation to the patterns of the
new distribution of population in a socialist society.

The point here is not to say that Lenin was a ”demographerg

but that population matters are an integral part of the Marxist

X
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tradition,defining the place of population in social development
and material production and studying the nature of the laws of
population, not as eternal, natural categories; by population

we sbould_gnderstand the aggfegate af the_peqpl;>carrying on their
life activity within a certain society. Changes in the structure
of & population suggests the mutusl influence of social and
economic conditions. The size of a population influences, in
certain cases, social development, but the size, density, growth
etc. of a-populatiOn do not determine the character of the social system
nor are they . the decisive factors in socio-economic development.
When bourgeois sociologists and demographers attribute decisive
significance to population growth they assert that unavoidable,
universal, natural conditions exist, to which every society has to
comply (with the exception of the ruling classes in each SOciety).
We will discuss later, in chapter four, "demograpky and economy",
how such an ideologic;l choice had serious implications (in theory
and practice) for the explanation of different economic formations
and how societies at different stages of evolution are treated as
being basically identical. -

Marx K.: Capital Vol. I,

¥arx K. Grundrisse Notebook VI (the concept of the free labourer

contains the pzuper. Population and overpopulation etc.)
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Differences between technology as a theoretical discipline and

techniques as a practice procedure are discussed in chapter six.

Nevertheless, as already me?tioned (ref. 61, chapter I) tools,

technology, are usually referred to by Mqr; as "industry"_and’

this is the>meaning usea}here. A point of attention COnceéning

material remains (tools, pottery, residential structures or what-

ever) and a particuler population is that the first can change

over time and space with no change in the other; and that the

first remains the ssme over time or space does not meen a necessary

constancy in the second (see chapter_six).

Marx K.: Pre-capitalist Socio-economic formations, Grundrisse

¥Yarx K. - Engels F.: The German Ideology.

Engels F.: Dialectics of Nature, The Origin of the Family....
Letter to Lavrov (12 Nov. 1875), Letter to J. Bloch
(September 21 198y) .

Bromley YU.I. 1979, Faris J.C. 1979, Meillassoux C. 1980.
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CHAPTER 3

Demography and Settlement

3.1 Space and Spatial Demography

It is often convenient to ignore the manner in which man is
organized within an environment which is spatially and temporally
distributed. This has been the approach to many agalyses of physico-
ecological and socio-economic systems and has been the approach in

many’ demographic studies. The most complete set of
statistical data and the most widely accepted definitions take no
account of the spatio-temporal relation andvthe fact that what dis-
tinguishes this relationship is not only its size (that is & criterion
of statistical delimitation) but tke "diffusion" in space of a range
of sctivities, functions and groups, and tteir interdependence as =
result of a social dynsmic of geographicel interconnections.

Space is a meterial product, in relation to other material
elements, among others, men, who themselves enter into particular
gsocial relations, which give to space (agd to other elements of the
system) a form, a function, a social significance. It is not, therefore,
a mere expression of a totel structure, but a conctete element of each
historical ensemble in which a socliety is specified. It is a matter
of establishing, in tlre same way as for any other real object, the
essential laws that govern its existence and transformation, and the
specificity of its articuletion with the other properties of a
historical reslity. This means tbat there is no possitle explanation
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Given tke immediate impact of this perspective, the problem of
the relation to space is s terrain directly connected to demographic
research, for society is understood, above all, as a community, this
community being defined as a system of relations between differentiated
parts, localized, to an extent, territorially.

Demographic organization is then explainea by an ensemble of
processes which shape, distribute and relate ecological units, namely,
any spatial expression that presents a certain specificity in relation
to its immediate environment. This is & new dimension which displaces
the opposition between demographic factors and natursal factora.l For
in the deterministic problematic, in the strict sense, one does not
include the dynanic aspect of the appropriation of space in terms of
social activity. This displacement - although important - remains
however "formel'", insofar as the pr?cesses which explain the spatio-
demographic structurer(or structures) observed, are not themselves

explained by reference to a fundamental element, that is, the economic

. organization of the society. In fact, the problematic proper to any

theory of space does not consistin opposing velues to natural
factors, but in discovering the laws and the composition of historicslly
given situations, on the assumption that people's actions may be
partially related to thelr perception of space and the differential
evalugtions they plece upon various parts of it.

Concepts of space vary from one cultural context to another, and
with broad cultural configurstions smaller groups may develop a
particular conceptual apparatus with respect to space. Thie conceptual
framework which a society develops to represent space is not static.

Societies learn insofar as they are affected snd reshaped by inter-

—————
&
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act}on with environments. That learning involves activity and

behaviour; elthough the two notions cannot be described under the

same term,‘ they " involve a basic identity; they both consist of

'acts; and acts have meaning; and meaning is engendered and maintained _

exclusively within and by some system of communication. Human beings, =

and accordingly societies, can learn sctivities and they can learn

behaviour. This is why not "environment" .but dislectic interaction *

with environment.- is decisive for them. ~
Concepts of space are founded on experience. In its most

elemenﬁfry form this experience is entirely visual and tactile. But-

there is 8 transition from such primary experience of space to the

development of intuitive spatial concepts, and ultimately, to the

formalization of such spatial concepts in terms of some geometric

Ianguage.2 In the process of this Vtansition, primary sensory

experience, myth and image, culturél form and scientific concepts,

interact. At the representational level, the emergence of spatial

concepts is bound up with the structure of the culture in which such

concepts are being developed. (fig. 1) Most writers agree that the actual

physical space which people experience aqg perceive is not measurably

different from being BEuclidean in structure. Piaget (1956Z * however, - N

draws attention to the perceptions of space and the representation of

space by means of imaginery concepts. At the first level, he suggests

children discover spatial concepts in the same order - that is,

progressing from topological concepts to Puclidean concepts - but

at a soﬁewhat later age. The ability to represent space schematically

is undoubtedly influerced by the existence of signs and symbols

designed to represent thet space. It is influenced; therefore, by

- - wmdea
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oulfure. Howard and Templeton (1966) similarly suggest that it is

dangerous to draw conclusions about the ability to move and act

spatially from information regarding the ability to give schemstised

fep?es;;tat10n4of this space. Moredver, the representation of space

"involves the evocation of objects in their absence" (Piaget 1956).

It involves relating concepts which have no empirical content with

real situations.3 In primitive societies it often seems that spatial

concepts are rooted in the language developed to describe "concrete

and personal situations.' (Fig.2) Primitive spatial orientation, though very

muck keener and more precise than that of more technologically advanced:

gocieties, moves wholly in the channels of éoncrete spatial feeling.

Bvery point in their surroundings is exactly known to them, but to

hold that knowledge in a spatial schqga means a transition from mere

"action" to an "empty space'; that kind of representation needs

another "spatial consciousness". This simply me;ns that- spatial

concepts may be represented by different, but appropriate, formally

developed configurations (geometrical or non-geometrical in the strict

sense). This is why the cultural heritage "limits or promotes the

manner in which, and the terms in whick, }ndiViduals desl with the

spatial attributes of the world around them. If a culture does not

provide the terms and concepts, spatial attributes cannot even be

talked about witl precision'.'4 Without such instruments in the

cultural heritage certain areas of action are excluded and the

solution of many practical prodblems impossible.5
The external environment is recognized in a number of different

ways and meaning is attached to it from a number of different points

of view. Characteristice of the environment, its mesthetic appeal or

.....
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a diagram to show how two rather different
langueges may be developed within the szme
context of perceptuzl experience and con-
cedtual development (and/or witrin the same
“space") The languagze has only a small zrea
of overlap and hence only a fev terms can De
translated from one language to the other
(after Lenneberg 1967)
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its historical significance, its value and its meaning to each
observer, all enter into the formation of environment that a society

-structures over time. This structure is not necessarily something

that is alrea‘dy.therev buf is something that appears to be there
within the limits of awareness of a culture. To exist in and to
comprehend an environment, people learn to select and organize critical
subsets from the mass of éxperiences and the sensing, storing and
organization of bits of information for the "ultimate" use of coping
with the tasks of living, is the process of knowledge of everyday life.
Issues that arise from this sched%,‘include examining the relation-
ships that exist between commonly defined structures (such as "village",
"town", "city") and people's images of them, and solving problems of
obtaining information and representing it so that degrees of

similarity or uniqueness of the informestion can be recovered. The _
concept of "area" is- related to that "point-line" informstion, each
time, serving to describe a more general spatial property of the
Qéjor components of 8 spatial representation of phenomena. Accordingly
a8 number of critical environmental cues are "imaged" as being located
at specific places in the environment. EOnnectiOns are established
between the places, some in the form of remembered (physical) paths
that can be f0110wea on a trip and some less spatiaslly obvious, such
as would be the case with functionsl links between places. In the
vicinity of known places, there is a spread effect of informstion,
and small-scale concepts of "area" (such ss neighbourhood, vicinity,
interaction between groups) are incorporated into the basic node-
paeth image. A coalescence of such adjacent areas defines the concept
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concept of "region"j; in practice, however, it is inevitabdbly
difficult to 1solate common characteristics from differential ones,
and problems are further exacerbated when different ckaracteristics
are common tovvarious subsets of’proper?ies considered.

All such patterns have one common unifying property; their
"raison d'etre'". They all have their origins in processes which
involve the sub-division of a finite space. But concrete examples
of what these characteristics or elements signify in relstion to space
are extremely "dangerous" and have no more than an indicative value,
for there is no congruence between a theoretical element and an
empirical reality, which always contains every;ging at once. For
example, "settlement" is economic, political and ideological, although
its easential contribution is placed on the level of the reproduction
of labour power. In addition, one must recognize that common_elements
are not common to all alternatives. Any common attribute is not
constant over all opportunities, and indeed could not be in a
realistic spa#ial pattern.

It can be argued that the articulstion of a demographic system
with space is orgenized around: a) two essential relatiOns; regulation
and integration (and the places thus determined). The sfatial
expression of this system is, on the one hand, the segmentation of
space (as bands, communes etc.); on the other, it is action on the
economic organization of space through regulation that the institutions
within a culture exert on the elements of the economic system, includ-
ing the spatial traﬁslation; and b) two major groups of "measurement":

geometric and non-geometric. The former, which include size, shape

etc., are common to all kinds of "material" objects. The latter vary

e v e
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with the general sequence of events and phenomena whick represent a
non-absolute quality. The network of spatiasl expression, sppropri-
ation and properties of these characteristice illustrates a mutual
interaction between the "form" and "functfqn” of—a demographic system
which "organizes" space by marking it with an aggregation of signs,
whose signifiers are made up of spatiasl forms and whose significants
are "ideological" contents, the effibacy~’ of which must be construed

from their effects on the social structure as a whole.5

The selecting and ordering of spatial information can be found

in several sources. The idealized apposition of man and nature espoused

by Ritter, March and Richtofen remains the crucial ingredient. However,

the "modern" concept of society and environment differs in more than
words, by suggesting complex interaction - involving all components

and several hierarchies. The surface of earth comprises the totality

of geographical space. Such space includes physical, cultural and

economic attributes and can be examined from both id jographic and

nomothetic viewpoints. FEach of the three thematic attributes has
dominated the prevailing paradigm of a generation of geographers!the
physical from Richtofen to Davis; the cu{jural from Schlﬂter.to Sauer
and the economic since the implementation of Christaller,” and Loéséh's
spatial components within geographical research.

At the very time that many geographers have turned their concern

to concrete and pressing social questions, mathematical exuberance has

reduced the human component to dot maps of artifacts or clusters of

people. Considered in strictly numerical terms, artifactusl aggregates

or material attributes lose much - if not all -~ of their cultursl or

symbolic velue. Many geographers, anthropologlsts and archaeologists

B
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have tended to foraet that people do not generally ac; as individusls
but as members of a community. It is the community that collectiyely
shapes attitudes or makes fundamental decisions,7 the result of which
are the material compOnentsffhat most commpﬁiy lend themselves -to
successful computerizatida.s Communities are the integral ;omponentl_
of the pervasive but heterogeneous matrix that constitutes cultures.
It would seem that many geographershave failed to appreciate that
cultures also are idiosyncratic or particularistic, that the impact of
culture on the landscape includes factors other than profit and loss,
or distance decay, and that culturp, by definition, is cumulative,
historical and dialec£ical.

The evaluation of these concepts was the main factor of a
geographical deconcentration from the traditional approaches, merely
expressed at the level of locality and its replacement by s geographical
space, sufficiently broad to include socio-economic perspectives and s
chain of interrelations in an existing milieu of information and
innovation.

To return to the point of what must be assumed about demographic
considerations of space, the situation may seem-to be 30 restrictive
as to be severely "unrealistic”. Meaningful evalustion in such studies
has been hampered because existing research has been deficient in two
important areas of population resegrch. First, knowledge is laéking
(or not considered when it is pregent) on the nature of the relation-
ships which exist between the differential characteristics of ;
population. Secondly, there is a paucity of "independent measures"
by which to evsluate systemic determinations of populations concerning

the institutional and symbolic content of their operational space.
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There is a number of different ways in which spatial knowledge
is organized and used. Depending on technoloéy, organization and
subsistence modes, space provides a set of”natural resources, perceived
differently by hunter-gatherers, by ag:}cultural communities or b} T
industrialized societies, and therefore affecting their value and
potential exploitation. The "object" population is then explained by
the processes that shape, distribute and relate "ecological units" with
its immediste (created) environment. The principal ecological processes
are: centralization or the functional specialization of an activity or
network of activities in the same space, with its articulation over
the whole regional territory; centralization, with its corollary,
decentralization, underlies the processes of mobility of a group's
structure and, consequently, the functions of circulation, in the
broad sense; segregation refers to the process by which the social
céntent of space becomes homogeneous within a unit, sometimes strongly
differentiated in relation to external units, in genéral according to
distance; invasion-succession explains the movement by which a new
population, orlactivity, takes place in a previously occupied space,

having been either rejected by its previous sites, or integrated into

it, or taking it over in a doaminant role.9
There is nothing new in the above specifications let alone that
they still cover a broad field of conflicting discussions, where the
problematic is concentrated mainly at the environmental level,
incorporating abstract inferences on populations, without differentiat-
ing between human and other species most of the time. It is true
nevertheless that some ecologists insist that the whole of the

organization of space should be treasted on the basis of interaction

v om mem - [
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between members of the human species, the technology created by it,
and the natursl environment. This may have placed them in an extremely
strong position, insofar as, in actual fact, these are the given
elements of the problem. But because they did not try to theorize
these relations and presented them quite simply as factors in the
universal process of the struggle for life, the;z"covered" biologism

. lent itself easily to the socio-political critique,
particularly at a time when a reorientation of values was becoming
necessary.

Complex delimitations within space may attain different "forms",
with space variously controlled by several hierarchical institutions
(from kings and secular nobility, to chartered cities, companies or
individual landholders), and according to different privileges
(religious, military or juridiciasl control). Particularly, btut not
specifically, in the case of sedentary societies, space, as an aggregate
of human constructs and natural economic potentials, may become an
object of military and political organization. The overall effect
of a sufficiently complex overlay of socio-political controls is a
spatial "system" determined less by available resources and their
proximity and more by spatial fragmentation as imposed by socio-
political boundaries and the resultant economic privileges. And this
leads to a relocation of population and spatial patterning which has
nothing to do with "purely" ecological or demographic factors.

These different perspectives on the nature of demographical space
suggest that another approach is needed, which would have considerable
methodological and empirical utility. Demographers tend to think of

populations as being represented on & permanent medium, using absolute
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parameters,and do not consider the possibilities of the differentiation
and composition of social spsce using the internal and external
factors that establish, each time, their structure.

The methodology of a discipline is not determined byrfhe practice
of that discipline in isolation from the reality. A c;;bination of
regional symbolics and local symbolics together with a "territorial
obsession" can lead to serious misinterpretations, which cannot and
should not be ignored any]onger,'Philosophers of science have
frequently been involved in direct debate with the practitioners of
some gigciplineg as to the nature and form of explapation they pursue.
To put it another way: what is the relationship between the methodo-
logical arguments as aeveIOped in demogrephy and the methodological
argument regarding knowledge in general? How far do the views of the
methodologists of demography tally.w;th the views of the philosophers
of science and, if there are differences, what rational basis can be
provided for such differences?ll It has been suggested on occasion,
that the work of philosophers bears little relationship to the
conduct of empirical work, which is a very dangerous aspect of solving
the problem of a discipline. In the west, particularly, there seems
to be a tendency to "avoid"” or ‘'ignore" ;uch a direct debate and a
gap has thus developed between the methodologists and the philosophers
of science. Surprisingly enough,even within archaeology, demography
and anthropology the arguments have not been about explanatory forms
but about objectives. Where and when explanatory forms have been
considered there has usually been scant reference to the enormous

literature on explanation in general, much less to the dialectics of

explanation. This is scarcely mentioned, even in those sections where

P
pAYER S



224

the concern is obviously with dialectical forms rather than
descriptive objectives.

In fact, although more recentlxl,spatial concepts have been X
incorporated into cross-cultural studies it seems that a spatial
theory under the above-mentioned compOnenﬂffhas not been justified 50
or accepted; and most of the attempts made to apply this approach
to prehistoric settlement patterns have remained at the level of a
functional-ecological appropriation of space with no dseeper insight.l2
This situation allowed the treatment of population demography as
something "maintained" under the permanent order of topological
relations and justified the existence of possible positions as
independent of the existence of actual facts. In any event, not all
contexts calling for the postulation of environmental influence would
be contexts calling for the postulation of demographic effects.
Something fundampntal emerges from thist the social signification of
the different forms and types of space, the significative segmentation
of space, the spatio-demographic units, do not have meaning outside
the organization of the social structure; therefore in terms of the
mode of production and the social formations. That is to say, each
mode of production and each stage in the mode of production implies
another diversificatiqn of space, not only in theoretical terms, but
also in terms of the real relations established between people.

In fact space is something "material" enough, an indispensable
element in all human activity. And yet this very obviousness, para-
doxically, deprived it of any demographic autonomy and prevented it
from being used directly as a category in the analysis of demographic

relations. A '"demography of space' can only be the analysis of social
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practices, given in a certain space, and therefore in an hiatoriéal
conjucture. In considering further that ér0p081tion we should
note that we do not begin from an abstract conception of space. As
spatial locations exist through time we c;n understand 7 that some
spatial regions become for some time unoccupied. We can remove san
"object" from some location, thus leaving unoccupied a location to
which the "object" can be returned later. We cannot remove an event,
leaving a temporal "hole" to which the '"object" can be returned later.
The process in question is that a location occupied at a time X may
be unoccupied at a time Xl; the precise analogue of this is to be
characterized as bringing it about that at one location a period of
time is occupied (i.e. something is there occurring) and at another
location that period of time is unoccupied (i.e. nothing is there

occurring).

While there is a long history of bé—liefsl3

about the "acausality"
of space, it seems that there is no reason to accept the position that
a spatial loéation itself of some occurrence can be a causal factor in
bringing‘that occurrence about. The problem may seem a conceptual one
but the "case" is real: a reglion exists 4f and only if some object has
at some time some property, that is if some region of space is
definable in a certain way (i.e., as containing a population) and later
that same region of space is not so definable. A change is thus con-
stituted by an alteration in the properties of a persisting object or
by an alteration of the properties of a region of space. As any
change in an object involves change in a part of space, it might seem

possible to characterize all changes in objects in terms of changes in

spatial regions However, in a sense, the notion of change in a region
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presupposes the notion of change in objecta. For we can only talk
about changes in spatial regions if we can re-identify them through
time and the criteria of justification depends upon the identity of
some objects through time; namely, the objects which provide the
frame of reference in relation to which one identifies regions of
space. Thus to have a notion of change in spatial regions it is
necessary first to have a notion of change in objects; and in order
to give a notion of the "demographic space", it is necessary to delimit
what is to count as constituting a change. For instance, very
different implications follow the case that the political situation
in a certain area in undergoing a change - from being stable to being
unstable, means more often than not - relocation of resources, flexi-
bility in the boundaries of spatial locations, population movement
etc.; _that is change in the perception of the structure of space, if
not of the regionai space itself.

It is commonly held that the properties of space can be discovered
by an apriori reflection. Treating the space-system from this
position, means to imply that space is distinct from the history system.
With this line of thought, space is presented as having a standard
topology, and as if that topology is established independently of the
particular features of the given world. Space, (i.e. region, area,
etc.,) becomes a sort of container into which different populations
are placed and its properties are not a function of its contents.

This picture of space, and, accordingly, the spatio-demographic
system as a container whose properties can be investigated without
referenée to its contents, is related to a network of abstract

systematization - neither in virtue of facts about the history system
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nor in virtue of facts about the system of temporal items.

3.2 "Settlements” in Time andASyace

Every‘fo;m of matter has a history, or rather, it is its history.
This proposition does not solve the problem of the knowledge of a given
reality; on the contrary it poses the problem. For, to read this
history, to discover the laws of its structuring and transformstion,
one must break down, by theoretical analysis, what is given in a
practical form. It is in this sense that an approach to the history
of the process of s;ttlement patterns seem to Se the most comprehensive
to the question, for it brings to the core of tke problematic of the
development of societies and shows, at the seme time, an ideologically
defined conceptual perspective.

Settlement patterns themselves, which tend towards great complexity,
seem “"independent” of site, once we no longer éonceive of "settlement"
as a juxtaposition of more or less understood sites, but as a field of
“action" and a number of possible structures, combined and translated
into a particular organization of & settlement. The same areas may

have isolated hamlets, farms or villages while even mountains, which

" are forceful and rigorous sites, exhibit s variety of habitats based

on cultural grounds. In fact, almost universslly, the same site through
history will have had “different" forms of settleménta°

That point requires a further explanation. At first, when we
spesk about "settlement" we mean & community's arrangement at a certain
time and into & certain area. Secondly, settlement presupposes
location. That definition - settlement in terms of location -while

at the same time defining settlement by sppealing to the principle of
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"identity" of the cqmmunityl4 - may appear as creating a circular
argument. In reality this is not the case. Location as a concept

is likely to possess an interesting dichotomy:l5 indigenous morpho-
metric postulates on the one hand contrast with derivative process
postulates on the other. The emphasis may be placed on what Brynnes
termed "connexité" in landscape or in geographic area.16 The inter-
relationships of a whole multitude of factors within an area create

a "unique" personality for a given settlement and provide criteria

for distinguishing regional units. This can be interpreted as a

matter of linking the population theory governing processes to theories
about spatial structure and form. This link demands a space-time
transformation which is difficult to provide in most cases. The step
from the system of things (which does not contain space-time objects
but only extended objects with spatial and temporal relastions between
them) to the physical coordinate system is again a matter of decision.
The choice of certain features, although itself not theoretical, is
suggested by theoreticel knowledge, either logical or factual. Internal
questions are here, in general, empirical questions to be answered by
empirical investigation. On the other hand the external questions of
the reality of physical space and physical time are ambiguous. For
agssertions about that reality, only provide & framework within which

td organize assertiqns about things in time and space. Such assertions
are not thought of as being true or false in virtue of some independently
existing system. They result from the intersection of pervasive time-
geographic realities with historical properties and attiridbutes
"affecting" directly large segments of population and contributing on

the life content of human individuals.
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Every task or activity that a human individual conceivably can

f SV

undertake is tim?fdemanding. Existence through time-space at daily o>
and lifelong scales, means that he cannot participate simultaneously

in activities that are spatially separated from each other. Hence,

every commitment to a task or activity diminishes both the finite

daily (or lifelong) time resources of the individual and of the
population as a whole within an area. In other words, whether viewing
one human or an areally aggregated segment of society as a whole, only

80 many tasks and activities may be packed into a single day. Movement
between any pair of points in space can only be accomplished through

the sacrifice of time. Therefore a person rcan only take part in two Y
successive activities, if they are so located in space that the

distance separating them can be traverseq:awith the transportation X
mode at his command. Space, moreover, has a "limited'" packing

capacity, or ability to accommodate events, no two physical objects

being able to occupy the same (exactly) space at the same time. Any

set of activities whose occurrence requires the use of uniquely

designed physically fixed structures or objects must be placed

spatially apart from one another, regardless of their timing. (this

does not mean that two such activities cannot be physically adjacent

to each other) Thus, even when time perceptions, conceptions and
definitions are not sidereally based, or even when '"real" measured

time is distorted or totally ignored, time-geographic realities are
operative. As a consequence of being logked into a8 new or modified

role associated with a technological or institutional development a

community may have the length of his "life path" reduced by conditions

1
associated with that role. 7 For there is nothing that time-
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geographically can affect a human individual without affecting

soclety as a whole. 4nd because time-spsce is not a medium through
whi;h events pass but 1s. created from the events themselves; it is
"bound" into an historical dynamic of differential antithetical and
contrapuntal forces; these forées and th; connection of seemingly
unrelated events and activities, identify, influence and transform
the structure and organization of location and accordingly of
settlements.

.Virtually all models of settlement location and structure have
one thing in common; they assume 2 measurable degree of order ip

spatial behaviour. (See Fig. 3, 4, 5) This seems to be founded on

the following general premises which form the basis of, or are implied ,

R U i N el Tk e e 3 et AT € e e e
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in)most models:
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- The spatial distribut;on of human activity reflects an ord?red
ad justment to the factor of distance: Distance was one of the funda-
mental spﬁtial concepts identified by J.D. Nystuen (in Berry and
Marble 1968) and the importance of distance decay was enshrined in

W. Tobler's (1970) first law of geography: everything is related to
everything élse, bﬁf near things are more related than distant things.
The empirical effect of this is not har; to seej within geography
with the emergence of the search for general theorems of spatial
orgenization and underlying many of the classical models of spatial
structure (as the central place ﬁqdels of Christaller and L8sch and
the diffusion models of Fagerstrend) are assumptions about spatial
interaction which, in the typical gravity model form, postulate a

definite inverse distance effect which is capable of a series of

mathematical expressions. These various transformations have such s
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powerful effect on the lapsé rate that G. Olsson (1980) argued that
the identification of a distance decay "may reveal as much about

the language I aw talking in as it does about the phenomena I am
talking about." But in any event distance is evidently not independent
of the system within which interaction takes place, and in some
locational models this is partially recognized through a parallel
discussion of the accessibility of points arrayed on a movement
surface (or network) around some hypothetical centre (e.g. the von
Thiinen model of agricultural land use or the density gradients of
conventional urban land-use models) Because of these connections
Bunge (1966) represéented interaction and geometry (returning thus to
an Kuclidean notion of space/settlement) as '"the inseparable duals
of geographic theory" and Watson (1955) e&en goes so far as to state
that geography itself is a '"discipline of distance”. This is not hard
to see, for if all things were concentirated at a given place at a
given time, there would be no patterns, no spatial variation or areal
differentiation. It is clear that the matter does not end here,
because such interdependence poses important interpretative
difficulties. The search for "order" in spatial behaviour must be
treated with greater flexibility and different distance measures can
be applied and Jjustified by the fact that different things are more
or less relevant in different or similar types of settlements. For
example, travel time, transport, or road distances, weight according
to different kinds of pafameters (among which the socio-economic is
highly responsible) and non-linear distance measures must be taken
into consideration, in determining the relations between settlements

or sectors of settlement. UHence, while distance-decay curves can be



235

"identified" empirically, it is by no means clear how far their form
depends on the models used to replicate them or to what extent their
iﬁplication can be given substantive meaning.

- Locational decisions are taken, in general, 56 as to minimize
the frictional effects of distance: this concept, generally known
as the least-cost Weberian model (Fig. 6) or the law -of “minimum effort
(L8sch 1954) makes the assumption thet events reach their scope by
the shortest route or otherwise, people move to choices and solutions
which minimize "costs" and maximize "profits". (The theory has its
archaeological extensions - the catchment area and territory approach
which will be discussed in section 3.3) The theory has been
criticized as too '"noisy" in terms of its abstraction from real
conditions: the location '"optima" are not always so obvious and
"cost" is culturally conditioned and affected by the socio-political
organization of a society.

- All locations are endowed with a degree of accessibility but some
locations are more accessible than others, But accessibility is not
easily definable; in a techknical sense it is a relative quality
accruing to a piece of land by virtue of its relationship to a system
of transport and communication.(today and in the past) In an
operational sense, it is the variable quality of centrality or
nearness to other functions and locetions. Clearly the notion is
closely related to socio-political factors, although, in most of the
studies, it has been viewed as related to the movement-minimization
concept and especially measured by the costs invol§ed in overcoming
distance.

- There is a tendency for human activities to agglomerate to take



=31

(02N

236

There were materials, martets and chear

ilawnur leocations at fixed roints and mevementis

wae pnssible in any direction at the same cost

per unit of Aisteance. From this idezlized

morld Weber abstracted sources of two maieriais

and a2 single market voint (C) anl posed the

question of where wouldi be the leazst-cost

location {P) for production within tris triangle.
" Weber used this, to demornstrate the circumsiances

e tr
in which the optimal location cculd e diverted
from the least-transpo ost lecation {.) by
economies of agglomeration or by cheap lat
location (where the chea i

theref'ore oveccue the opti



2317

advantage of scale economies: That is, the savings in costas of
operation made possible by concentrating activities at common
locations, which in turn form settlements viewed as a reflection of
scale economies. This is a standardization which implies many
problems, mainly becausé generalizations about patterns and processes
at that level may not hold at another and strictly because the impact
of other control meqhanismé and relationships are ignored. Any
significant modification, would necessarily involve a transforaation
of social relations. Despife this dialectical relationship, which may
be established only within definite social relations of production,
geographers — and social scientists in general - have interpreted
"settlement'" through an asocial methodology which has relied upon
environmental and economic determinism. Although & socio-cultural
"view" may be ''generally accepted” it is rarely incorporated within
the settlement studies.

- The organization of human activity is essentially hierarchical
in character: The hierarchy of locations, based on the same general
principles we discussed above, is frequently stated as being "true"
for both spatial and non-spatial aspects of human activity. But if
for example it may be true of political organization (although it

may not be explicitly expressed spatizlly) it does not follow
necessarily that it may hold for the agglomeration or dispersal of
settlements. The "advantage" lies within the theory: wmore accessible
locations appear to be the sites of larger agglomerations - which
means the application of a "uniform" basis of explanation across the
entire spatial domain - without any serious consideration of

jifferential conditions responsible for the “"behaviour" of the system.
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- Human occupztion is nodal in character: this motion underlies
the concept of the nodal or functional region. The nodes about which
human activity is organized are agglomerations of varying size and
correspond to "stable" systems, hierarchically arranged, of different
sized focal regions. Philbrick (1957) hai argued that the areal
structure of the occupance of the earth's surface is composed of a
number of hierarchically '"nested" orders of spatial functionsal
organization. In this way, "least-cost" accessibility, agglomerations
and hierarchies are linked together to form a system of human pattern
in space where the most important elements of their existence are
best understood with an automated, quantitative approach, while
making no allowance for explanations including reference to the
changing historical context (ecomomic, social and political) of the
settlements appearance and development.

Inevitably there has been an increasing amount of empirical
statistical research and more mathematically oriented interest among
researchers, which appears to be the result of the existence of
accessible information for testing or elaborating this interest. The
spread of settlement and technological innovations, hoﬁever. have not
taken place in a vacuum, but within the constraints not merely of the
physical environment but also of institutional policies by which the
patterns of land settlement were controlled.

In most caseg, the settlement patterns of today depend in part
upon the patterns created in the past. However, this is not the
reason for a methodological enclosure. If the form of settlement is
gimiler to the end result of a linear, clusfer, uniform or random

process patter%i{(Fig. T4 this does not necessarily mean that
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the process which produced the observed pattern was the same. The
problem here is that no matter whether one is arguing in favour of
a "unique" arrangement or whether one is arguing for "regionalization"
by way of clagsificatiOn and grduping procedures, i; is necessary to
identify an "individual" (hamlet, village, town etc.). The short
answer to this 1is thet broadly two types of "individual” may be
identified ~ the first by way of its space-time co-ordinates and the
second by way of its properties.

It follows that transformation becomes important and the relation-
ship between the two types becomes of like importance. The pre-
suppositions involved are far less binding than a monadic diversion;
in particular there is no need to make assumptions about the order of
interrelationships awmong the variables used, which means that a
particular class of elements so identified will share many features
in common, but no element in the class needs to possess all the
features used to identify fhat class or structure. (7ig. 8)

Analysis of existing settlement patterns has developed along
model-building and quantitative lines, and these approaches have been
used for urban as well as rursl setélemepts and had a decisive impact
on the formulation of archaeological settlement patterns.l8 This
being so, the fact that remains at the centre of the problematic is
the observation that there is no law of nature which establishes a
relationship in human affairs between quantifisbility on the one hand,
and importance on the other. Thus, in an attempt to understand the
"evolution" and/or "preservation" of settlements through time,

important aspects are ignored simply because they are difficult or

impossible to measure quantitatively. To assign empirical content to
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FIG 3,8 : A : the union of two sets (chaded area)
. . N !/ N
B : tre intersection ¢f two sets (shaded area)
C : tre complemenrt of set A {shadei area)

e A
(pfier Yarvey 1073)
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an "abstract" calculus is not merely to determine the values of
variables measured over the concrete entities, because the aspects

of concrete reality to be taken into consideration in locational

" theories largely go beyond those susceptible fo measdrement qhetﬁér

the term is taken in its strict mathematical sense or in a bréader
sense which refers to mathematical entities and "wodels". The
relevant phenomena of human settlements inevitably involve a constant
interplay between variables of different kinds; and as such require
historical comprehension to show how changing societal conditions
have been associated with changing relationships with the local eco-
systems and with changes in the '"quality" of life of the communities.
This evaluation encourages a sense of perspective with respect to the
rate of change, and a balanced evaluation as to what the

conditions and properties cf a given set are.

These changes clearly involve a process of differentiation in
building typés and spaces. In general terms we are desling with an
aspect of history of ithe built environment - if we take history to
mean concern with evidence of the past. The listing and classification
of house types and forms have not given muéh insiéht into the
processes of determinants of the creati;n of form. TheXehkave been
some attempts to take a deeper and more theoretical look at the forces
that create house form, but most have been implicit rather than
explicit. All these attempts have suffered from two faults. First,
they have tended to be largely physical determinist in nature.
Second, no matter which specific-form determinant has been stressed,
the theories have inclined toward a rather excessively simplistic

attempt to attribute form to a single cause. These theories do not
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recognize the fact that building form wmanifests the complex inter-
action of many factors, and that selection of s single factor, and
changes in the types of factors selecteil at different periods, are

in themselves social phenomena.

Buildings can be studied in different ways. One can look at
them chronologically, tracing the development over time of
techniques, forms, materials and ideas or thoughts. Each one may be
a8 valid viewpoint but is plainly not absolute. Their predictive
capacity depends on analogy by associastion.i.e. on repested juxta-
position and coincidences of various 9spects of community life. In

19

fact buildings are besically nonchronological in nature. For
example primitive and vernacula; buildings have coexisted in the same
area at one time or another with both "high" civilizations and wmodern
technology. The geographic distribution of these buildings depends
on iheir corresponding cultures. ‘Almost all primitive and peasant
societies display a typical 'lack" of differentiastion in the use of
space and labour. This applies to work in genersl, which is
"unspecialized® in a way, and hence applies to the way in which space
is used. As spaces become more separated and differentiSted the
number of types of spaces increases. F;; instance, from man and
animals being housed in the same room, we find them under one roof
but in sepasrate spaces, then separsted but close, and finslly widely
separated. This multiple use of space affects the form of the house
and settlement. A deterministic point of view neglects the idea of
the house; Jjust because man cen 4o something does not mean that he

will. Primitive and vernacular building provides examples in which

knowledge of technology does not mean that it will be used. There
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are situstions where socio-economic values and needs take precedence
over technolégical advances. This is an interesting point since the
tendency is to equate technological advances with progress without
thinking of the social consequences of adopting such advances.
Materials, construction and technology are best treated as modifying
factors, rather than form determinants, because they decide neither
what 18 to be built nor the form - this is decided on other grounds.
They make pogsible the enclosure of é space organization decided upon
for other reasons, and possibly modify that orgesnization. They
facilitate and make possible or impossible certain decisions, but
never decide or determine form.

Another important consideration is why so many forms of the
house have been developed within the limited number of climatic zones.
Even the variation among micro-climatic types is relatively smaller
than that found in areas of similar climate. In cases where climate
is non critical, we find a great variety of house types and in severe
climates, the forms of dwellings may be very different - and these
forms cennot be explained in terms of climate alone.zo There are
cases in which the way of life may lead to alwmost anticlimatic solutions,
with the dwelling form related to economic activity rather than
climate. Typically primitive and vernacular buildings respond to
climate very well. But this correspondence does not mean climatic
variations are the determining factor for house form and settlements
organization.

A third consideration of course is the impact of site as an
essential variable. Similar site conditions can result in very

different house forms and similar forms can be built on very different
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sites. The fact that sites are often chosen on the basis of non-
utilitarian or purely physical grounds has to be considered.

The choice of what is regarded as a good site brings with it
physical effects and some consequent adﬁustments. Given solutions ~
to adaptations do not always occur simply because they are possible.
The physical setting provides the possibilities asmong which choices
are made through the taboos, customs and traditional ways of the
culture. Even when the physical p;ssibilities of a site sre numerous,
the actual choices may be "limited" by the socio-cultural mstrix;

this "limitation" may be the most typical aspect of the dwellings and

settlement patterns. Given a certain climate, the availability of

certain materials and a certain level of technology, what finally
decides the form of a dwelling and arranges spaces and their relation-
ships is the ideas that people have on their everyday life. Buildings
and settlements are the visible expregsiOn of the relative importance
attached to different aspects of life and the varying ways of perceiv-
ing reality. .The questisn, in effect, is concerned with how changes in
a society relate to changes in the environment, as shown by physical
form, and to what extent subsistence activities do or do not modify
this reality. (This particular aspect will be discussed in detail

in chapter four)

Attaching such importance to the culturally linked aspects of
built form tends perhaps to lead to a position of complete relativism.
As socn as a given culture or way of life has changed, its form would
become meaningless. Yet we know that many artifacts retain validity

when the culture which created them has long disappeared, and that

housing and settlemeng forms are still viable, even ghgggi‘the

R
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"meaning' sttached to the forms may have changed very greatly. It
seems that it does exist an element of "constancy" within 4ifferent-
iation, which needs to be éonsidered. The logical disjunction is
that the-mechanisms of interaction between material/éécial variables
that we try to identify are coincident with the topic being studied:
namely the way in which communities were organized to operate as
integrated systems succeeding or failing in their attempts to cope
with circumstances. On the other hand, it does not necessarily follow
that because we can deal with present day communities using particular
classifications .and categories . those labels will inevitably be
appropriate to the treastment and organization of long-term dats.

The assumption behind a belief in the appropriate quality of
contemporary labels appears to be that present moments represent a
complefe &ata supply that degenerates as it persists through time.

But while there is no dispute that some specific elements of data are
eliminated or raised, the process is not simply one of cumulative
damage. The past is the oﬁly source of data on long terc time trends.
The premise that cowzunity beheaviour is more tlsn e sum of the
behkeviour end attitudes of the components members seems to adequately
describe human groups and their settleménts. Furthergzore, the nature
of social cause end effect operetes differently at different scales
of space end time. The criticeal isesue is that past deta in which
documentary or direct verbal evidence of social patterns is not
available are neitker good or bad: it is questions that are

aprropriate or ineppropriate.
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3.3 DPalseodemogrspry and its Regional Dimensions

In theory, for settlement patterns analysis it would seem that

a region could be treated much as if it were a site. That is, it can

be delineated on the ground, separeted into units on the basis of
different attributes and combination of attributes and systematically
sampled. In practice, though, a region is so much larger and more
compléx a unit than the individual settlement that it must be treated
somewhat differently.

A region in cultural ecology mey be defined as a naturasl space within

which exists a variety of resources that complement each other to
enable population to be self-contained at the subsistence level.
There are, however, several ways in which population is organized in
time for the exploitation of these resources depending upon the
technological equipment agd economic potentialfty.21 A single social
group organizing iteelf at a seassonal settlement complex is one; )
several groups organizing themselves at severel seasonal settlement
complexes is another; several groups each setiled in its own area and
constituting symbiotic relationships is 2 third; e combination of
symbiosis and seasonality is a fourth. -

Regional settlement patterns may be one of the most important
elements to understaniing the ecosystem of a region as well as its
cultural history.

Xost settlement patterns studies have had two major objectives,
the definition of ecologzical processes and the reconstruction of
chenges in institutions through time. They vary in the way in which
the researcrer views the interaction of these two processes. The

derived demographic deta hes been usad to measure the "success" of
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the populations in adapting to their environment and as s messure
of social evolution. The implication of this latter is that there

is a relationship between the size of communities, o:-ganized22

societies an& social structure- Usually inferences asbout the population
of prehistoric sites or regions based on measures of utilized space
are found in & simple equation: Population is some function of
utilized space: paf(;)o Two of the terms iﬁ the equation ; population
end function - are relatively non-problematic. The third term -
utilized spsce - embodies = subsfantial number of protlems. The
initial consideration is to be explicit about the boundaries of the
regions under investigation and this is depending on how the region

is defined. The major contradiction of any regional structure ie the
region itself. First, it is not apparent how things like populetion
activities can be defined usefully except by reference to "resl"
petterns and intensities of land utilization and settlements "pressing"

against certain ecological limits. Secondly, we may say, for this
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purpose, that s settlement as "an archaeologically discernible site"
is a unit of space characterized during some one culturally definsble
period of timg by the presence of two or more dwellingsor structures
(community or component)° It is somewhat narrow however in that it
requires recognition of two or more dwelling structures. For many
composents or communities we do not have these data. One of the great
difficulties is in fact the question of what is an archaeologically
discernible site, which represents a cultural unit during a definable
period of time 2nd also represents 2 functioning cultursl group.

(Pig. 9 ) |

The proolem is 2 permanent orne for any demographical/archaeolo—
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{after "aggett, 1065)
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gical research; it would be naive to asesume, however, that an
archaeological site must be, or is, defined only by its dwelling
structures of any form and size, becazuse in this way any other source
of information is excluded. Material remains of any sort comprise

the archaeological data, with differing composition snd structure,
corresponding to certain levels of development of a community or group,
and to changes witk increasing or decreasing population, due to
different andIGOntradictory reasons, even within the same habitat.

The demographic processes which link settlements of a given society
and the socio-cultural mechanisms which integrate adjacent settlement
populations have to be taken into account if the bekaviour of 2 pre-
historic population at a given settlement.is to be fully explicated.
The natural environmzent in which a givern Palaeolithic settlement is
located and the articulation’of its prekistoric occupants with each
other and with their habitat can account only for a part of the settle-
ment's form. At least as important are variables which cannot be
inferred from a settlement's archaeological end palaeoenvironmental
remains, because they relate to its articuletion with a supra-site
entity. The site's social surrounding.

Thus the problem, amongst others, is to delineate the spatial
dimension of a site, which is determined broadly by three criteria:
physical contiguity, functional congruence and temporel contemporaneity.
Time, it seems, takes precedence over spece in this delineation, and
in the concevpt of archaeological time the concept of "stationary" state
is crucial.23 Continuous space, in most erchaeological situptions,

'
is not the wain problem, referring of course to spaceshorizontal 7~

dimension not to its vertical dimension. which is temporel rather than
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spatial. The main concern appears then to be-sthe time relationship >
between each pair of archaeological objects in terms of their inter-
action in the context of human behaviour, and this is crucial for
estimations J;;population in palaeodemography in any sort of context. A

Ag the major development within palaeodemographic studies has been
the derivation of demographic information for larger geographic units
and estimation of population size, distribution and density through
the various time phases the third point is to discuss the regional
concept in relation to a number of different meanings. How do we
define the region and especiaslly regional pstterns in palaeodemography?

In some ways, regional analysis may be regarded as a particular
type of cognitive description; one that involves a space-time language
rather than a property langusge. Regional anslysis thus provides a
framework within which may be examined shapes and forms in space. In
general the agsumptions are geometric ones and this amounts to
identifying a co-ordinate system suitable for discussing the particular
problem for shape and pattern of town locations, the structure of
networks of settlement systems, spatial relationskips of villages or
communities and so on. The analysis is explanation in the sense that
given two sides and one angle of a triangle in Euclidean space it is
possible to predict the length of the third side and the other two
angles. In archaeological, geographic and ethnographical contexts,
it is possible to predict the occurrence of settlement given a number
(say two) of initial settlements and the geometric laws of centrel-
place theory.24 The implications from this approach is a tendency to
assume a priori e set of regional entities which exist and hence

constitute "real" units. Much of the search for regional divisions
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may thus be regarded as an attempt to identify geographic units.
Given a relative view of space, however, the idea of such aggregstes

has to be profoundly modifiéd. - A regional unit is not just a node in

ma network of-descriptive valué° but a node in many overlapping networks
formulated according to varying criteria. Given a relative view of
space, the problem then is to identify the co-oriinate system which
is most appropriate for a given purpoéé° It is usually beld that this
is an empirical problem and that its solution depends on the kind of
activity being studied. But activity involves discussing properties
and therefore the choice is dependent upon the phenomena being sﬁudied.
The same kind of problém emerges even under the assumption of an
abgolute space. It is a problem of significance. Again it becomes
clear that objects and events have some place in regional thinking,
for ﬁithout reference to particuler types of phenomena it is impossible
to determine an approrriete co-ordinate system, to judge whether or not
a system of regional division is appropriate or not and even, to:some
extent)to judge whethér the objects and events exemined in terms of
spatial location are reasonably se}ected or not.

It is aleo natural that as operatiopsl methodis change, and new
deveiopments take place, ther; will be & change in theilr meaning.
Kuhn (1962) gives many examples of this in science in general, while
terms such as envirOnhent and region in geography have shown an
amazing variation in the way they are used and interpreted. There is
therefore a need for flexibility and mobility in the process of
sssigning weaning. But this need is not n;;esearily incompatible with

the importance of understanding the casusal connections that bind

diverse pheromena together with regional complexes.
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The term region has taken on various connotations during its
long use in geography; classically through chorology or an analysis
of areal differentiation "in which the purpose of the study is to
clarify a specific situation in a particular locality" (Paterson
1974). The region has sometimes been accorded the status of a
theoretical entity, rather like an atom or a neutron which could not
be precisely observed but whose éxistence could be inferred from its
effects. The areal differentiation of the earth's surface could thus
be "explained"-with reference to this theoretical object which
governed human spatial organization. (Harvey 1973) Later writers
denied such a mystical interpretation of the term region and came to
regard it as an essential mental construct for the organization of
geographic data.25 Other326 have since indicated that the concept
performs the same function as the concept of a claes in any science
and that therefore regionalization is nothing more than a special form
of classification. But this notion can be confusing: once spatial
phenomena are classified into regiOné it is not useful to explain
the existence of such clesses by reference to the regional concept

itself.

P Trhe question of scale is linked rather broadly to the problem
of classification.27 In a spécial way, it relates to the problem
faced by a human geographer or archaeologist who wishes to delimit

a segment of space. for purposes of studying a particular culture there.
This is a case of dichotomous divieion creating a two-region system -
within and without the culture space. The delimiting criteria which

initially fit the scale may determine also whether viable sub-regions

can be established within the culturel region. At the initial level

<
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of the dichotomous division, location or site is determined by the
delimiting criteria. Areas and points within areas are in or out

of the culture spsce, on the boundary or within a boundary zone.
(Fig. 1C ) For sub-regions developed within the culture space,
locations and sites become a variable which need further attention.
It is not a variable in the sense that positions change, but in the
fact that different spatial sub-orders will suggest different inter-
relationships over space. The particular "selection" of sub-regional
criteria thus may determine whether the interactions involved in
creating the cultural complex (and accordingly population units)28
will be identifiéd or made sufficiently apparent to become the subject
of a valid conjecture.

We have already noted the notion of landscape in geography, that
is a complex of physical and human characteristics which give
"individuality'" to a territory. In an archaeological context the
site comprises the "same" elements and is the result of a "humeanized
nature". Even i1f one was able to reconstruct what was the "nstural”
site and define the physical environment, the relationships vetween
natural and humanized site are far from simple. Two similar and even
adjoining natural units can develop to two different sites, concerning
their internal and external characteristics, as for example, agrarian,
demographic or industrial complexes. ©Several sites can succeed one
another over time within the same territory, and human impact can
completely alter the character of natural environment. The sites,
therefore reflects a "momentary" state of interrelationships, an

"unstable"” equilibrium between natural conditions, human technology,

economic systems and demographic sociel structiures.
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In addition each site incorporates a variety of inherited
arrangements from the past. ¥ven if spatial organization tends to
confer a relative permanence to a site, thisgalthough visibly real, &~
cannot be explained without referring to factors as diverse as under-
ground hydrology, land tenure, birth rates, productivity or religious
practice. The very obvious implication of this is the general nature
of archaeological work directed toward interpretations. ¥No hypotheses
are worth testing if they are not responsible to archaeological reality,
for that reality is never responsibdle to any laws or law-like state-
ments unless they are derived from it or can be "demonstrated" by it.
E¥xplanations in archaeology are hypotheses for the determination of
the interrelationships between variables to account for the occurrence
and the form of each, and the explanations also have many levels. At
the highest level, explanations seek to disclose the interrelationships
of a universal scope and to determine the primacy of one set of
interrelationships as agsinst another set, but such explanations are
not always poseible or even relevant in archaeology. Thus, searching
for and confirming covering laws is only one of gseveral related
aspects of palaeodemographical research. Already discussed is the
need to integrate suchk laws into a theory covering explanation - not
only of a higher but of a lower order as well, that is establishing
analysis at the point where empirical data is unsufficient. Since
the perception of underlying articulations ultimately depend upon
parameters quite dissimilar, assumptions for a specific systee < require
confirmation at all levels.

Data usually only represent a (nOnrandom) portion of the time

perisd and the site or sites under investigation, and are the result
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of a concrete behaviour through which input stimuli are transformed
into a socially definei idiom. The equilibrium population of & group
represents thus the working out of these factors - given as well the
specific antecedent conditions for that group and the particular
technological and subsistence strategies. The properties of these
factors and their effect on population size per se, are largely
determined by the meaning ascribed to physical phenomena (i.e. the
way nature and resource exploitation are perceived) through not only
socially but eéonomically structured categories.

A theoretical substratum has more than just illustrative value.
Explanatory arguments in palaeodemography are primarily attempts to
account for the specific observations that are made about data
(settlements, or artifacts) in an archaeological context. As such,
they are indicative expressions of human systems, the explanation of
which depends upon the understanding of the processeg operating in
such systems.

It is on that level that the relationship between population size
and area of habitation is of substantial concern to prehistorians.
The area of a site is one of the few "measurements" aveilable to
account for the population size of extinct communities. That the
site area tends to increase with increase in population size is a
preliminary approximation. The precise relationship between the two,
however, is not so obvious. Empirical observation has indicated that
in some societies there are lOm2 of hebitation area per individual,-
(Naroll 1962) o Wiessner {1974) has pointed out that Naroll's "law"
relating habitation area to population size is not truly a universal

law, but at best an average over several disparate sets of phenomena.
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The question then arises of how to deal with such data in trying to
relate the values of one variable to those of another. Minimally
the relationship between area and population size depends on a) the
épatial structuring of residence units in a community; b) the area
allocated to each unit; and c) the number of—individuals in a unit.
The variability in these factors cross-culturally implies that there
can be no single, universal relationship between these two variables.
Rather, there will be a relationship "“specific' to each form of
spatial arrangement, with parametric values in the relationship,
changing according to the area of residence unit and the mean number
of individusels in a2 unit. The reference points and interactions
egtablished also vary from society to society and even within societies.
Population density for example is a relative matter; there can be
high density in areas of low popuiation; while formally density is
a ratio expressing the relajionship between people and space, as
Birdsell (1968) says, there is an economins as well as a spatial
dimension when we consider population density and/or population pressure.
Obviously, when seen in this light the problem is even more com-
plicated for palaeodemography than is usually thought. It is
difficult enough to establish things like population size and density
(absolute or relative) in time and space. When these have to be
correlated with the carrying capacity and its fluctuations the problem
is even more complicated. Any population uses different sorts of land
in'different ways and with different intensity. 4 community may use
‘the resources of bush, forest, lagoon and/or sea. Tow much should

be counted in a calculation of population size? ani what is to be

counted? Are the few acres under coconut palm to be counted in within
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the hundreds of square miles of fish rich ocean? Likewise in
calculating population-density, expected forest averages for example - X
cannot be simply added to the intensely exploited farm acreage, nor
can it be omitted. The situation is certainly too complex to be
expressed by a single number. Rather it can be represented by the
relationship between area and population that is bétween subsistence
and society.29 Given our present level of chronological control it is
more feasible to estimate regional population size for a certain
cultural phase by ascertaining the total number of sites representative
of each settlement type containing maximum locsl agzregate populations,
the sum of which comprise all the maximum subsistence settlement unit
populations in the area. This data would provide population estimates
for the area during the time span of the associated "cultural" phase,
also requires a much enlarged scale of field research for demographic
studies, once certain assumptions are made about the nature of
"culture'". The basgic premise is y that for a given "cultural phase" .
no single typical household or settlement also exists - but rather a
complex regional population structure that relates closely to the
settlement system. The substantive problem revolves around the fact
that the palaeodemographer is dealing with the results of human
decisions which are partially dependent upon perception of time-space
concepts operating through social conventions. To define and explain
not only the appearance but also the level of these interaction
spheres is a requirement which needs to establish an "adequate"
regional information field as a subject of investigation.

It is evident from the preceding discussion that regional
definition stays closer to human reality by enalyzing the organization

of activities rather than by uniformity in the physical landscape. In

that sense no precise dimensional criterie are necessary, because too



260

meny variables condition the size of the zones of inference. Of
course knowledge of the spatial combinations which form the landscape
is indispensable for evalua&ing the potential-of a tgrritory, measuring
its value and understanding the risks of diétﬁrbing the déiicate
equilibrium between the natural milieu ani human groups. Conversely,
even a highly individualized landscape cannot be separated from
neighbouring landscapes with which it has complementéry relationships.
A region, on the other hand, is endowed with a certsin self-sufficiency,
not in the sense of economic independence, but in the sense that most
of the functions and services of primary importance are represented
there in such a way thet the region is capable of satisfying most of
the needs of its inhabitsnts. In these terms, the regional articulation
of a territory is related to the nature of regional functions that is
with economic and social development, which obviously va;ies con-
siderably accoriing to its stage of development, so that the dimensions
of the regions vary, in space and time, with the degree of technology,
population densities, levels of living (specialization of production,
fawmily and kinship organization) and inter-intra'site communication.

In spite of the inherent difficulties, the flexibility of such
an approach towards the regional concept, aliows for estimations in
palaeodemography which otherwise would not be taken into considerationy
that is a series of determinante whése character is not dependent only
by geographic position and/or location ﬁut by the intrinsic conditions
of the area in question. Again, even in situations where evidence is
not available by special units such as buildings or cemeteries, it

becomes possible to evasluate the palaeodemographical pasttern from

feetora "outside" the special location az such, thus retaining muck
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of the local orientation without falling into a functional bias.

The 4ata on changing pattern of adjustment and composition, documents
the response of individuals to shifting environmental andi demographic
constraints and the historical material shows the impact of the
cumulative consequence of these decisions on the environment and
wider economical/political systems. The integration of local
populations at a regional level  offers the possibility to relate hd
historically characteristic patterns of internal differentiation or
similarity without rejecting their local elements. There is thug:ia
corresponding de-emphasis on concepts such as carrying capacity or
homeostasis used for estimations on population, and a shifting towards
the importance of extralocazl ties and of the access of extralocal
resources,that is decisions on social, productive activities distribut-
ing or integrating populations to their region as a whole.

In palaeodemography where the problem of relating groups and
communities with their '"site" are obvious, a regional approach allows
for the correlat?on of "continuous" parameters, even under uncomplete
situations, and permits identifications concerning both the operation
of the whole system of communities aznd the processes oI their socio-
economic evolution. The preceding c;nsiderations suggest that it is
possible to apply systematic explanatory procedures to palaeolithic
societies; the large number of settlements occupied in the course of
a given state of a society, as well as the large number of artifac{s
sccumulated in areas outside the settlements, enable us to derive
information concerning their siructure, in terms of those factors
which ere significant to their regional-historical articulation as

defined by their mode of production and the forces relating to them.
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3.4 The Dialectics of Region

It may be said that pglaeogeography3o has been more interested
in the form of things than in fheir formatiOn; The apatial_different-
iation of settlement and the formation of ;egiOnalvsystems of
settlement are affected to a certain degree by demographic factors.
Palasogeography is concerned with regional differences in the
reproduction of population, its structure, snd its relationships with
the spatial regulsrities and peculiarities of settlement, as well as
of the way these factors manifest themselves regionally and of their

impact on the formastion, composition and redistribution of population

among and within various interregional and regional systems. Despite

:
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that, its domain has been one not of social dynamics, through which

fores are created and changed, but of things already crystallized -

sn inverted image which prevents the apprehending of reality unless

é history is m;de to intervene. Forms do not have a life-on their ownj
the most essential point ol anadysis then, requires the interpretation
of human space as an historical fact, as the basis for understanding
spatial reality, or for transforming that reality into one useful for
any social organism. Eistory after all,'is not written outside of
space, and an a-spatial society does not existo31
Thisis Pecause region itself is social, incorporates 8 definite object:
the sp;tial aspect of the development of social production. Spatisl
reality is a dimension which is permanently engsged in its own re-
adjustment under the influence gf gocial and economic reality, but
which et the same time exerts its own irfluence over thet reslity.

The notion of socio-economic formation thus, is more than an economic
a2

N "o

axpeessioh of Wislow sy tha v li Tionship Detween a sunioaty's "ecovory
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and its cultural, political and ideological activities is complex
and the issue is not one of determining whether, for example, culture
affects, influencesor interactswith the econoumic basis, but rather N
of determining the precise way in which théy are related. When Marx
wrote "..a definite esmount of space is always required at any given
level of productivity" (Capital vol. 3) he meant to discuss the
concré£e ways in which societies produce spatial organization and

>
buiyJ geographical landscapes that reflect their own reguirements. &
This is a dialectical relation to tke mode in which naturel objects
are transformed into use vslues for human use; it is here that the
relationship between the natural and sdcial aspects of life becomes
more explicit. Any geogrephical landscape or set of geographical
reletions in & region is treated as the result of some process of past
hietorical development. That process is az socizl process of production
and s0 the "region" is seen to depend first and foremost on the kind
of gociety established there. Different societies characterized by
different modes of‘production produce different "regions".33 Modes
of production become concrete on & historicelly determined territorial
base. From thkis point of view, regional forms would constitute a
lsnguesge of the modes of production. That is wh{;gin'their geogrephical ‘y
determination they are selective, reinforcing the specificity of
particular places. Lode of production, social formation, region -
these three categories are interdependent. The fundamental basis of
explsnation is production, i.e. man's labour which transforms, according
to historically determined laws, the region with which the group is

cbnfronted. One wmight even ask, whetler it is possible to speak of

socio—economic formation without including tke notion of region. It
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is actually a category of socio-economic and spatial formation rather
than a2 simple socio-economic formation as it is usually conceived.
Accepting this would make it possible to avoid the error of the
dualistic interpretation of man-neture relations. Nature and space
become synonymous as soon ag nature is considered as a transformed or
socialized nature, a second nature as ¥arx called it.

The sociai formation includes a structure of production and a
technical structure. The concern in fact is with a technical-
productive structure expressed "geographically" by a specific dis-
tribution of the activity of production. If the concept of social
formation must "contain" the complex of different technical and
organizational forms of the productive process whichk correspond to

the various existing relations of production, it cannot be conceived

of without reference to the ides of region. The localization of people,

activities, things in space, may be expleined as much by external needs,

those of the "pure" mode of production, as by internsl needs,
represented essentially by the structure of 211 demands, that is the

social formation itself. (Santos 1975)

Thus the dialectical relations between region and social formation

PN
s

are existing on the same "level" but are of a different order altogether,

since they are formed in & particular region, not in region in general

like the modes of production. This requirement of concreteness (Sereni

1971) does not at all mean that isolzted elements cen be perceived as
things-in-themselves. The COncept;7is inseparable frowm the concrete
represented by a historiczlly determined society. To define it is to
oroduce a synthetical definition of the exact nature of the specific

diversity and unity of the economic and social relations which

X
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characterize a society in a definite epoch. (Godelier 1978) Taken
individually, each regiona; form is representative of a mode of
production and the history.of the social formation is the-ﬁistory of
the superimposition of forms created by the successiOnA;f the modes

of production, of their entanglement with its “regional territory".

A mode of production organizes the process of production into a
particular form in order to have an effect on nature and obtain from
it the necessary elements for the sstisfaction of society. is needs. This
society and its nature - that is, tke portion of nature from thch it
extracts its production -are in a sense "indivisible" and constitute

at once a concrete totality and an abstract totality. Thus any
discussion of human agency in transforming the environment must

reject all form of determinism in thg sense of utilitarian explanstions
of s;cial activity. The modification in the role of form-content -
or of the function conferred on the form by the content - are sub-
ordinated to, even determined by, ;he mode of production as it is
realized in and through the social formation. Thus the movement of
space suppresses, in a practical and not only in s philosophical way,
all possibility of opposition between bi;tory and function. The lags
in evolution on the part of pérticuler variables arerpposed to the
simultaneity of their functioning within the total movement of society;
whence the unity of synckronic and dischronic processes.{Santos 1975)
The time lag with which a mode of production imposésdifferent vectors
on each portiom of region is responsible for the different "lifetimes"
of its multiple elements or variables. Diachronism is at the root of

regional evolution, but the fact that the variables act synchronically -

Thade i Rien “smiranged”.vrder - inslue a seclel snd . svonowic owganwailoa
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- assures the continuity of the region. The total reality which

is the set of conditions characterizing s given society has a

particular meaning for each place, but this meaning can be grasped

only at the level of totslity. 1In fact the redistribution of roles
ackieved at each new moment of the mode of production and of the

social formation depends on the quantitative and qualitative dis-
tribution of the infrastructures and on the attributes of the region.
Cosgrove (1983), following Polanyi (1958) and Sahlins (1976))has X
suggested thfee broad modes of life wherein the dominant site of
production is differently located. 1) In primitive societies, that

is those which Polanyi characterized as having reciprocity as the
dominant mode of economic integration, the primary location of

"symbolic" production is in the social constituinn of kinship, This

is then mapped across other institutions, including the economy as
producer §f goods and the region. It determines the possibilities

and limitations of the forces of production made available to achieve
culturally determined ends. 2) Archaic formations are dominated by a >
mode wherein '"symbolic" production is primary located in the politico-
religious sector, and thence mapped across all others. This gives

the foundation for structuring regions and/Or landscapes centralized
around a sacred centre in what Polanyi refers %o as redistributive
societies.éaFinally, capitalist society elevates economy, to a position P
of dominance s0 that it "throws a classificatory grid across the

entire culturazl superstructure, ordering the distinctiveness of other
sectors by distinctions of its own" (Sahlins 1976). These three modes

of "symbolic" producfion provide only a crude outline and typology.

They resemble Polanyi's three forms of economic integration:



reciprocity, redistribution and market economy. But unlike Polanyj,
who inverted the base-guperstructure model for pre-capitalist
formations, arguing that in them economy was "embedded" in society,
these three categories maintain cultural encompassment throughout,
varying only in the location of the key site of "symbolic" production
derived from Marx (1964). Thus modes of production are not definitions
of specific societies. Regional or landscape studies which employ
them are best developed under the concept of the socio-economic
formation which expresses the unity of the diverse economic, social,
political and cultural spheres of life and places that totality within
the concrete conditions of & specific historical and geographical
context. The term is used by Marx in a double sense: at first it
covers society throughout its existence and then it applies to a
definite historical stage in the development of society.34 It is in
this second sense that the term went into the theory of dialectical
materialism. It is in this sense also that its application for the
delimitation of regional systems through tim%%fcan provide & deeper Ki
critical insight into the conditions with which regions are produced,
shaped anﬁ reproduced. Andlit is from this standpoint that Marx's
method generates quite different perspectives and conclusions from
those generated by simple logical empiricism. Logical empiricism

has the c;pacity to inform as to what is, given an existing set of
categories. Dialectical materialism on the othker hand is not just

a convenient method that we may fit to observations, as one may choose
between a linear or non-linear model. The basis of dialectics, in the
manner that Magyused it, is "constructivist" in that it sees change

as an internally generated necessity that affects categories of thought
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and material reality slike.

There is another important point with regard to the above
remarkg. Because dialectical use of '"language" is relational rather
than absolute a thing cannot be understood or even talked about
independently of the relations it hss with other things. For example
natural resources can be defined only in relationship to the mode of
production which seeks to make use of them and which simultaneously
"produces" them through a certain human activity. There is, therefore,
no such thing as a resource in abstract or a resource which exists as
a “thing in itself". To establish the distinctions between areas,
to delimit the diffusion of phenomena upon 2 territorial unit, is still
not regionslization; it remains a geographic differentiation upon
physical characteristics and reflecting physical properties. It is
an attempt to find some tangible objects on which to "hang" regional
processes. Physical-geographic regionelization proper is based on
natural regularities, and the natural regions that are delimited on
the basis of a set of criteria usually vary in their natural conditions.
Such regions are '"constructed" on the basis of natural processes that
flow "regardless" of the will of men or of the purpose of their
utilization by man.v But in general, "real" regions will not coincide
with physical-geograrphic regionﬁlas a region is really a totelity
comprising parts of internal reciprocal relations, integrated in a
"behavioural" system of several characteristics that are relevant
for particular purposes. In that sense, what is truly material for
a region is the conception of its reality as a totality of inter-
related parts and the conception of these parts as expandable

relations such that each one in its fullness can represent the totality.
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These in turnrgar@ expressed by one form of appropriation of the
nature and natural resources, or another which gives to each region
a distinctiveness "outside”:its purely geographical regularities;

- what is meant by that, is that a "similar”-regiOnal complex can be -
found under "dissimilar" geographical units and outside any national
boundaries, mo that the distinctiveness of the region becomes a

property depending ‘on and related to its socio-economic setting-rather than to
its particular physical one.

Despite all the complexities the results of human activities in
any historical epoch "must be considered in any "regionalization";
aside from the actusl kinds of human activity, physical-geographic
regionalization should also concsider the extent to which these
activities tend to modify the natural system in area and in degree
‘affecting several components of @he environment. the entire environ-
ment or a single component of the environment. This is precisely why
a regional unit cannot be established by means of its own initial
existence, althoﬁgh this very existence is of course a prerequisite
fdr its establishment.

In dialectical  terms, a region is not a '"static" approximation
of territorial conditions but a constant and dynamic articulation
within a network of productive relations which '"shape" its existence
and "define' its boundaries. It is interesting to note in this context

that dislectical reasoning includes conventional reasoning but not

vice versa, just as human action includes regional forms but not vice
versa. The indication is, therefore, that conventional modes of
categorization and descriptions of spatial forms project only surface

featnres, while dialectice. reprozenisdseper atructures, which have a
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necessary role in the actual operation of the region. First, it is

a way of analyzing the function and distribution of forms in space;
secondly it is a way of explaining historically these forms in time.

The two kinds of specification are complementary. Neither is sufficient
in itself. The unifying theme of the entire analysis is at the end,
the evolutionary (or devolutionary) transformation of a regional unit,
not related to some single factor but to a system whose origin,
existence and development include. internal dynamic properties and
tendencies manifested in the actual distribution of socio-economic

forms.

3.5 Summsary

To speak of spatial demography seems, perforce, to speak of two
distinct elements - distinct as regards their origin and context; yet
these elements are closely linked by the dialectics of their
higtorical status. On the one hand are the people, their productive
and social activities; on the other hand is a given space within which
people move. The crucial point then is that we must define, at any
level of analysis, how, and according to what strategy7a given space b
has been produced, and to "delimit" its contents - that is of the
people using that space, people who perhaps are opposed to the physical
form of purpose of that space. At the outset, it is necessary to move
through spatial description into an analysis of the socisl processes
which OQiginate spatial appearance. While social processes (especielly
under the capitalist mode of production) have an inherent tendency
towards various kinds of uneven development (thus in terams of spatial

arrangement, producing centre-periprhery forms atl every scale), it is
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obvious that natural environments also impart their particularity

.to such developing processes. FEnvironmentally - embedded processeg).
geographical instances of sﬁecificity, move through time under dynamics
thah reflect and contain their particular geographical cifcumstances.
This whole geographical aspect of social process was recogniied by
Marx in the most basic of his writings on historical materialism.
Thus, for example, in the "Grundrisse", Marx states that property
relations in the original, primitive communal mode would take different
forms depending, in part, on environmental conditions, but that this
does not prevent the gpme.economic basis - the same from the stand-
point of the main conditions - due ito different circumstances, relations
and historical influences from showing infinite variations and

~9radations in appearance, whichk can be escertsined only by an analysis

~

of the given circumstances. -

Thus, region develops under the stimulus of & sequence of changing
material events. Such events are perceived and experienced, assigned
e place in & pre-existing but changing order, and "appropriated" or
incorporated fo become ;art of a population's spatio-demographic
relations. As these relations are fundamentally the collective
production and reproduction of the material basis of human life,
societies are basically characterized by the éocial relations o%
production. What Yarxism asks of social processes are two particularly
related questions: one concerns the relations between processes and
their natural conditions of existence; the other, the relations across

space between processes, or specificities of processes, within

different geogfaphical environments. Hence, while regions provide a

-iatermining context for the devalopment of populations, the determin-
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istic relationship between the two is a dialectical one. This allows
populations, communities or groups to achieve a dynamic on their own

in which change may take both quantitative and qualitative forms.

The expression of these forms incorporates apparently differential
categories: population concentration, dispersal and movement, resource

utilization, instruments of labour, territorial organization etc.,

~

which, despite their very different programmqéfor explanation stemming
from their contrary dispositions of the problems, all have a common
underlying factor: all are the results of human, collective behaviour,
and their Spatial relations are determined mainly by the movement of
their originating and reqeiving social processes. Therefore there
exists a need, for examining not only these differentisl categories
as independent variables, but also choice at the organizational level.
Attachment to or alienation from place or locale is an integral part
of the process of social structuration. Furthermore the role of the
region and of regionalization could be interpreted as that of mediat-
ing between site and space, in a way somewhat analogous to the group's
mediation bétween the individual and society. The significance of
place to gspecific groups, bands or communities in histor¥L:thereby <
becomes a critically important palaeodemographic concern, embracing
not only biological reproduction but slso production and reproduction
of the means of subsistence, that is its economic structure.

The transformation of a sociasl formation from one dominant mode
of production to another is thus the result of bot?xfthe indigenous, N
"autonomous'" movement of that process, and change in the "net" of
spatial relations with other processes. A new mode of production

1

appears in its classical, pure form only in articulstion with the prior )7§\
/
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mode in its region of origin. Flsewhere the social formation is the
product of the articulation of a certain pre-existent mode of
production and the received form of a diffusing newly dominant mode.
In that sense, production as a whole incorporates a definite object,
subjects involved in labour activity, instruments and a consciously
set objective. Social relations of production are, together with
nature and the forces of production, fundamental conditions of
population activity. Little, if any, attention has been given to the
extent to which such spatially defined entities have any palaeo-
demographic significance. The wmore recent interest in Marxism is helping
to recfify this state of affairs and to examine the dialectic of the
whole through the particular dialectics of its geographical instances

and their spatial relations.
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analysis of choros/topos in classical literature is in Aristotle.
In his discussion of topos he uses the term choros gxclusively

in the sense of area — an extended place. Choros and topos are

the relationship of things. There is no space or place without
things. On the other hand, we cannot mean by the place of
something, or the space of something the thing itself. We must
mean by choros and topos, space and place as the relative position

of things one to another. (the words choros and topos are a

problem particularly in their translation into other languages).
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Choros should never be translated as space, if the connotation
of that word is "empty'" or "absolute" space. The Greek word

for empty or absolute space was kenos (void) or chaos. Choros
literally means '"room” and may safely be translated in context

as area, region, country or space/place - if in the sense of

the boundary of an area. Choros technically means the boundary
of the extension of something or things."

M. Castells 1972.

Cultural change often involves change in spatial concepts but on
occasion the sudden need to reappraise spatial concepts through
scientific discovery has delivered a powerful jolt to an existing
set of cultural values.
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18543 R. Richtofen 1883; C. Ritter 1852.

Community with the sense of a spatially delimited set of inter-
acting groups. Although scale problems reflected in everyday
speech make definition difficult, common elements (area, social
interaction, economic activity etc.) suggest that much of the
everyday life in a locaelity is underpinned by shared values.

See also Marx, Grundrisse (Notebook IV) where "community is the
first presupposition - the communality (Gemeihschaftlichkeit) of
blood, language, customs - for the appropriation of the objective
cOnditions of life .. life and of ... life's reproducing and
objectifying activity"

K.W¥. Butzer 1978.

R.D. McKenzie 1926; E.A. Wrigley 1978.

It shouldq be noted that in fact sll the work of known '"spatio-
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logists" like McKenzie, Burgess, Wirth and others, uses a series
of notions, the scope of which goes beyond an individual study,
and on which, in fact)much work is still based. It is this effort
to construct a true theory of space, so infrequent in a field
swept alternatively by empiricism and futuristic prophecy, which
explains the persistence of conceptions directly linked to
evolutionist organicisms of the oldest kind. Radical geography
developed in part from a negative reaction to the established

discipline, and moved very quickly through a stage of liberal

theory to Marxism.
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It is more than evident and not evén necessary to give examples
of how and why technological innovations may affect population,
life and location creating new opportunities but generating also
new problems, new forms of control and dependence on the political
and sociological level.

D.L. Clarke 19773 K.C. Chang 1967, 1972; I. Hodder - C. Orton
1976. For a more detailed discussion on the issue as well as
relevant bibliography see: Chang, Clarke, Cook, Hodder-Crton.
C.R. Anderson 1960; A. Rapoport 1969.

On this issue see also the journals: Architectural Review,
Horizon, Landscape, Fkistics.

J.E. Aronin 1953; B.B. Rodoman 1980.

A. Fremont 1976.

¥arx: Grundrisse, The German Ideology ,

Marx-Engels: Precapitalist Socio-economic formations.

. It is necessary to point out that Marx makes it abundantly clear

on numerous occasions that he in no way was a technological
determinist, that the humen use of machines and not the machines

themselves, is the proper focus of social scientific under-
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&
v
standin%p "Machinery is no more an economic category than the

¥

ox which draws the plough. The application of machinery in the

pressnt day is one of the relations of our present economic

system, but the way in which machinery is utilized is totally

distinct from the machinery itself. Powder remains the same

whether it is used to wound a man or to dress his wound."

(Poverty of Philosophy),

The word "organized'" is used in the broadest sense (organization

of any type of community, band, group or stat;).

A distinction must be made between stationary state and steady

state insofar as these terms are applied in archaeology.

Stationary state first used by Chang (1967).

G.W. Christaller 1960, 1972; ¥.F. Dacey 1965; A. L8sch 1954.

The model has been used extensively in archaeological settlement

patterns and in Palaeodemoérapby (see especially S. Cook 1976;

K.C. Chang 1967; F. Eassan 1979; and I. Hodder-C. Orton 1976)
1980

as well as the article by G.A. Johnson in Yan, Settlement and

Urbanism (eds) Dimbleby, Tringham, Ucko 1972.

R. Hartshorne 1958, 1959.

W. Bunge 19663 D.D. Grigg 1965.

It is not part of this work to discuss tle methodological problems

of clsssgification. The problem is by no means unigue to.geography- P

It has slready been pointed out that a division of the earth's

surface based upon the totality of its natural properties is

unattainable, as there is not the same type of connection between

trem (i.e. between climate and physiography or between either of

these and vegetation for example). The nineteenth century
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taxonomists were concerned primarily with properties “inherent”
in the objects classified. But gradually. thke need arose to
clessify "thkings" on the basis of their relationships. The
"things" involved msy be quite dissimilar or in any event their
similarity may be irrelevent. But the main objective is their
asgociation within a certain system.l It could be added here,
that even among those who recognize that regional systems are
not a classification of entities that exist in nature, there is
still a tendency to forget that "lines on & map are rarely resl
and that any given classification is but one way of looking at
the world." Although the belief that there can be a '"correct”
classification has had unfortunate consequénces in biology,
geography, archaeology (and especially in Palaeolithic archaeology
where community, band, society, population, group were "locked up"
into a series of static types (techno_cultures, techno-complexes,
tool types and the rest) the misinterpretation of the word
"natural” has led to particular difficulties in the study of
regions. (In Fnglani for example the term "naturel” was
introduced by Herbertson (1913),who clearly confined ites use to
regions based solely on festures of the physical environmen% and
this remains the general "trend” till today in most of the
studies). Given the belief that there can be one "correct"
classification, it is not difficult tc envisage & situation
where tﬁe construction of clessifications becomes an end in
itself, simply by arranging objects in classes witk no deeper
understanding of their sssociation, relastionseships and chenging

structures.

>
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B.J.L. Berry 19583 B.J.L. Berry - A.M. Baker 1968; B.J.L.

Berry - D.E. Marble 1968; English-Mayfield 1972; D.B. Grigg
1967; D. Harvey 1973 (a); R.R. Sokkal - P.F.A. Sneath 1963;

A, Tarski 1965.

In part, the problem depends upon whether the population is
conceived of &s being made up of aggregate elements or of
individual elements, and in part iﬁ depends upon whether locations
or events are being referred to. Duncan et al(1961) heve

examined in detail some of the consequences of specifying
populations in 4ifferent ways. To the statistician the population
merely consists of abstract units. But to the palaeodemographer
or geographer the population comprises a clase of "objects',
events Or numbers that are of direct interest. For example, it

is not possible to give an account of the South African population
on the sceale of locational/regional "frequency" without taking
into consideration and evaluating the internal characteristics

of .the formation of that "pattern'.

From & systemic point of view, one excavated site represents a
single excavation of one settlement "type'", and does not reflect
the whole settlement system. To reconstruct a settlement system,
it is necessary to work within a regional '"universe'". The

problem is to identify the region snd its exploitetive maintenance
activities which are differentially distributed within the
geographic area, encompassed by a culture; therefore no site can
be expected to reflect more than a fraction of these activities.
If the eim is to describe prehistoric population patterns the

frame of reference must be regional and not be confined within
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the boundaries of a single site.

By palaeogeography we refer to that area of investigation
concerned with the linkages between the population in a region

and its settlement patterns and between regional population
structures and systems of settlement.

M. Santos 19773 D. Slater 1977.

We emphasized in that study the "concreteness" of the region

as far as it concerns the transformation or events within them.

A formaslistic approach would (in contrast to a dialectical one)

be the study of regional forms seperated from the society which
animated them; society creates infrastructures and activities
whose locations do not necessarily follow the laws of a formalistic
"space'" analysis.

We have already indicated trat Marxism is often accused of economic
deterwinism -~ economic factors determining everything. Marx,
however uses economy in the classicel Greek sense GBCOnomy);

that is, the social relations to nature, rather than economric

in its wodern sense, and even then he does not argue that every-

‘thing is so determined. (Margj Grundrisse, Capital, Marx-Engels:

Pre-capitalist socio-economic formations, Engels: Anti-Ddhring.

Under capitalism

f

sphere of exchange and class relations-usually between cepital N

for example, market processes operating in the ><

and labour - prevailing in the work place 'congeal" in such a

wey 88 to make the “"law of value" the dominant regulator of the

production of space and the relation to nature.

A iy .
Preface to " Lontribution to the Critique of Political Economy. X
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CEAPTER 4

Demography and Economy

4.1 Economic Formations: What is the Question?

Probably the major question of historical demography is the
nature of population changes concurrent with economic expansion
andi growth. Usually this question centers on the timing of
agricultural and/or the industrial revolution in s region. Although
there are other questions addressed, the nature of demographic
transition, pervades the majority of research, with a stereotype
insistence on the three notions whick constitute its stages of
development;l that is, a) high fertility and high mortality
b) low mortality and high fertility and c) a return to equilibrium
as a result of low fertility and low mortality. We have already
discussed, that while many of the features of demographic transition
have occurred historicaelly, the si{ages are not always present or in
the same sequencej different areas experienced different transitions
and neither "developed" "developing" or "underdeveloped" societies
exemplify the model consistently. Moreover the model remains
"confined"” to an epistemological conception which uses only the
"external'" characteristics of a population as a whole. That is the
most general and “"static" aspects, - which means that it is difficult
to use it for a more specific or diachronic analysis; the model
remains unrealistic and the population configuration an sbstraction
so far as it does not relate to a definite "stage" of development:
production by social individuals.

Attempts to reformulate the traditional view by posing questions

on the directionality of influence between population and resources
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or population growth and whether population expansion causes or

results from economic change2 remain one-dimensional and simply
registering empirically the findings in the past, without equating
historical inquiry with what was in the past, in relation to the
condition of the present, and to what should be in the future.
Anthropologically, such projected futures are, ~clearly difficult to >
define. They should be debated, compared and contrasted. But this
does not change the determining point: relations between experience
and reality are dialectical and are continuous.

The immediacy of these relations becomes crucial at the level
of identification of productive activities and economic integration.
To operationalize these categories, a frequent strategy is to select
oﬁe or a few resources which are critical in a given situation and
to study their effects on a populetion; that is, a homeostatic
approach, considering the presence of necessary resources and the
nature of the distribution of these resources within a given range
of habitat as "the regulating mechanism'" of the population unit(s)
to persist successfully. ¥Yhile meny categories have been suggested.
these are usually operating within the limits and possibilities set
by the nature and location of such resources,3 that is, generally
concerned with their diversity, density and predictability in space
and their frequency, duration and intensity over time. However the
importance of natural resources is clearly affected by cultural
variability and by differential control of and access by socio-
economic groups. Political control for example, .can create false %L\
shortages or induce change where no apparent shortage exists. Trade
on the other hand opens up the poesibility of breaking through any

constraints imposed by natursl resource deficiencies and links growth
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to population, technology and/or capital accumulation; such a
relationship is not dependent upon the occurrence or non-occurrence
of these resources, but on the level of conditions of production
and therefore of the reproduction of social relations as well.

In this sense, the ecosystem does not contain the economy any more
than the economy contains the ecosystem. "Economy is a culturally
mediated field of a human population's activity in which its members
interact with their physical and social environment in the
calculated attempt to acquire, directly or indirectly, a living."
"Directly or indirectly", implies a contrast between subsistence/
acquisitive activity invelving production for consumption within a
single unit (with an absence or minimum interunit exchange) and
subsistence/acquisitive activity involving produciion voth for
consumption and for exchange within separate units (with regularizaed
interunit exchange). Such a distinction is applicable to the study
of economic activity at any level of socio-cultural integration,

but it is especially relevant to the study of pre-industrial and/or
“orimitive" societies. The phrese "acquire .. a living"” implies
that the individual, as a wmeamber of 2 unit, comes into possession

of material "wealth" to satisfy subsistence/acquisitive needs through
kis own productive activities within the prerequisites of his
gsociety's needs. "Calculated attempt" means that economic activity
entails either a rational comparison of alternative courses of
action or a rational readjustment of given means to obtain certain
minimal ends, and is purposeful - its intended ﬁurposes being
appropriation, transformation, exchenge and utilization to attain
the immediate goals of subsistence or acquisition. Rationzl 'does

not imply that individuels are making decisions in accordance with
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any universally operative maximization principle, but simply that
they are pursuing ends coherent among themselves and sre employing
means appropriate to the ends pursued. (Fig. 1) (Godelier 1972).
Production for exchange, or the production of exchange values,
is thus specific to certain modes of production. While the
production of use values is common to all forms of human society,

production for exchange values is specific te production under -

AY4

capitalism. (Fig. 2) Yarx as we have seeg;”(Chapter l)»argued that
each mode of production has its own laws of population; he did not
mean {necessarily) rate of growth but populetion density and dis-
tribution generating dynamics of development that are influenced by
factors internal and, external to the sociocultural system. In fact,
at the heart of the matter there is a whole complex of important
theoretical issues. WYhat emerge"are the questions and the diverse 7
answers to the problems concerning the distinctive nature of economic
formations in primitive societies, their differentiation from

capitalist formations, the question of the very idea of ‘“economy"

in general, and the separation of the "economic" from the "non-

economic" in social life. This generalization Feflects the content

of Lenin's position:5 "+. in crder to understand what is taking

rlace it is necessary to know what questions are settled by the

changes in strength. The guestion as to whether these changes are
"purely" economic or non-economic (e.g. military) is 2 secondary one,
which cannot in the least affect fundamental views on the latest

epoch of capitalism’". In essence, this statement helps us to

qualify the problem; because the same concepts and theories used

to analyse present capitelism are used to analyse any other economic

formetion or social relation, societies at different stzges of evolution
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FIG. 4.1. A rough model of "decision"
(after R.T. Chorley, K. Home)
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Artisans

C-m-C Purpose:
Lis product-m-other product obtaining different

b rent use-values.

Wage workers

C-m-C

labour power-m-means of _J

subsistence.

Capitalists

m—-c-m' Purpose:

means of production increasing

m-labour power-m+imore m exchange-value.

Capitalists

m+ O

m-cC eeDeesClam!
ip -

The processes of exchange under simple commodity production
(SCP) and capitalism (C) {efter J. ¥arrison 1978).

Under the formes {SPC) artisans go to market with commodities
(c) they hzve produced. They sell these for money (¥) which
they then spend on other commodities {c). They begin ani end
the process with commodities. The total prices of both sets
of commodities are thre same but the goods are qualitatively
different. The purpose of exchange is the acquisition of
different use values. For workers under capitalism, the
process, though similar, does not begin with products they
have male because these alwzys belong to the capitalist for
whom they work. “orkers do not own means of production and
so cannot work on their own account. WNeveriheless, they do
own a commodity. They sell treir labour power and spend the
wage on means of subsistence. The exchangze values of their
labour power and of the means of subsistence are the same.
Again, money is only a means to an end. The point then is,

under simple commodity production., the acquisition of different

use velues. The process is altogether different for the
cepitalist. It begins and ends with money. There is no

,/ccntinued .o

>
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(continued)

qualitative change only & quantitative one. He finishes
with more money than he began (m' instead of m). The purpose
is not the acquisition of different use values, but an

. increase in the amount of exchange value under his control.

¥eans anl ends are reversed to him.

The explanation of how the capitalist finishes up with more exchange

value than he began with, lies in the fact that the exchanges
he makes are separated (...) by the process of production (p).
He spends his initial money capital on means and objects of

- labour (m+o0) and labour power (lp). He then sets the labour

power to work and, using his position of authority and

control in the labour process, {orces workers to perform
surplus labour. The commodities they produce embody more
value than those he bought and therefore sell for more money.
The capitalist makes 8 profit. This profit has not been made
in exchange - where everything has been boughkt and sold at
velue - but in productiom; where exploitation has taken place.
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are treated as being basically identicalj under such an apprehension
of society. all notions and concepts are universal. Any kind of
assets (tools, land etc..)gare "capital”; any transfer of goods is

"exchange” if not trade, any_old'man benefiting from collective work

is converted intc an entrepreneur and calculator of marginal returns
and any kind of returns are interests whose rates are sometimes
computed as being 100%;6 labour-value becomes an operative concept
only when lsbour is a commodity; in e non-market.economy lsbour-
power and accordingly production ani reproduction, although the
potential basis of value, finds ﬁo way of eactualization, and that

is because under capitalism the existence of vé&ue reflects tte
impossibility of consciously adjusting production to demend under a
regime of private property and competition. (Fig° 3) PFor Marxism,

this principle . represents and determines the value of production

LV IS AL I s e T

PRI

e
)

~

for the furthering bf human existence generally, thet is, real value
from the‘standpoint of social reproduction; no particuler object
can have any real value in itself, ard no relstionship between an
individual coomodity (pr‘a:ray of commodities) erd an individual
"COnéumer"Acould be a means for detertiining intrinsic value. In
considering "values" it must always be ;upposed trtat labour power

ie districuted in an optimal m2nner corresponrnding to tre technical
standardse of the time. %e must note that thie labour power does not
simply exist. Variations in labour power are determined by con-
sumption - in the brosdest sense of tre term. An increase in the
conceptuasl (cognitive) power of individuels whick is the besis for

increases-in their productive potential, requires increases in the

ebsolute level of consumrption and tke amount of "leisure”. Such

consumpi iGi Bng Y“leisure

Ve

represen. 8 defirite proportion of exisving
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FIG. 4.3. A simplified diagram of the process of capitalist reproduction.
Let us assume a system in simple reproduction in whick all
roduction takes one yeer, at the end of which capitslist
and workers meet in the market-place to buy and sell.
Capitalists enter the market with commodities ' and with
¥oney ¥'. Workers, having consumed their wages during the
previous period of production, enter the market with only
their latour-power LP which they hope to =ell afresh so as
to be able to consume once agein. On the basis of their
investment plans for the coming year, capitalist invest
money-capitel ¥ to purchase the elements for next year's
production. Of this money, }c represents constant-money-
capital advanced for means of production KOP; it therefore
buys back a portion of the overall commodity product C'.
The remeining portion of capitalist investment expenditures
consists of variable-capital ¥V, whick is used to purchase
lebour-power LP for next year's production. The workers in
turn spend this money on their means of subsistence }MOS,
thus buying back a second portion of the aveilable comzmodiity-
product C', Finally capitalists must also buy a certain
amount of goods for their own personal consumrtion. They
therefore expend ar amnunt of money-revenue m to buy back
tte remaining portion ¢ of tre totesl produwct C'. Fig. ...
summarizes money flows in the overall process. It is evident
from the above that itle cirww o f cspiiai .0, encoupasses
‘the purchase of the vast bulk of the socisl-commodity

/ .
scontinued ...
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(continued)

product C': directly through the exchange Mc-MOP and
indirectly, through the exchange ¥, LP-MOS.

It follows that any transfer of value arising from price-
value deviations of means of production MOP and workers!
meens of subsistence ¥0S remain internal to the circuit

of capital: what one capitalist loses as capitalist-seller
of MOP and M0S, another gains as capitalist-investor in ¥VOP
and LP. The remaining circulation to consider is that
encompassed by the capitalist's own circuit of revenue m-c.
Here too, what the sellers of commodity-capital lose in
value through a price below direct price is gained by the
capitelist in the form of a lower price for their articles
of consumption.

(after A. Shaikh 1980)
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production, in the sense of the total available productive labour-
time of all labour power. The process of social production implies

thke making of instruments of latour and their use to make articles

of consumption. That is why social production comprises two

interrelated  spheres: the means of production ani the mesns of
consumption. WNow at various stages of social development the
differentiation between these two spheres Of'proéuction may be more
or less pronounced, but they canralways be brought out in social
production depeniing on the time spent in the process of labour, on
the natursl form of_the product; and of the specificities of its -
elements. The point of concern is to understand how social reproduction
develops. As technological advances occur, production of the means
of consumption can be increased only through &n improvement in the

techniques of productiono7 To ensure continuity, there must be

constant reproduction of the means of labour. When Xarx in Capital

receatedly notes that the value of "things" (or commodities), the

vélue embodied in them, is determined by the quantity of necessary
lebour power socially required for their productidn, hé is assuming
that the value of labour power hes been'@easured. not upor a simple
increase in population, which anyway is not the measure of successful
social reproduction, but to a set of "nonlinear" determinate =
magnitudes of the entirety of labour power. In general these
"countervailing" considerations. represent a general necessify;
incressed material consumption and-greater cognitive powers represent
freedom. Labour power or, more generally, social—reproductivg power,

represents for Marx - and for ell Marx's economics - the notion of

o0

Sran P Jas that in Freediom sompreheriic, Locasdty ihrough pogovlge.

As to whether this wmeene an absolute increase in the number of simple
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individuals, two points must be further elucidated: the notion of
the magnitudine of the human population is primerily a qualitative

consideration, that is, the primary consideration for any society

is the tendency ratio, wh}ch expresses the social—reproductive powers._

of individuals and of their entire society for that specific mode of

human existence. The second consideration is the quantity of

individuals of that power, which corresponds to the power of the
society as a whole. That which is common among social organisms which
relate to e socioeconomic formetion is understendably not exhausted by
their socioeconomic structure. But what unifies all these socisl
organisms, is finally the presence in the basis of the same system

of relations of production. With respect to that, productive forces

are all and any of the means of production (and reproduction) of real

life. It may be seen as a particular kind of production (hunter-
_gathereg, agriculturasl or industrial) but any such kind is alréedy a
certain mode of social co-operation and the application and develop-
ment of a certain body of social kxnowledge. The relationship: between
the productive forces ani the relations of production expresses the
process of development of all social formations. Thé‘relations éf
production devend on the productive fofbés and are determined by them,
while for their own part exerting an influence on the developmeSt of
the latter. Tris influence pertains at two interdependent levels:
where they correspond to the proluctive forces, they promote their
development, ard where they run in contradiction with these forces,
they'become “"antithetical™ to their development. Tret is why it is
necessary for the relations of projuction to corresponi to the nature
ani tre level of development of the productive forces. 4 kind of

- e R Lt A e N S _ Lo,
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relations of production on the development of the productive forces
and vice versa. Fowever, in this interaction of the two sides of
production, eachk "relates'" in a different way, with the productive
forces being the driving force in this process. This correspondence
expresses the dialectics of interaction between the productive forces
and the relations of production, which take place on the basis of the
development of the productive forces. The complexity of these processes
explains why the system of concepts and of vaiues has no direct
relationsghip with the process of production. Marx envisages moments
when the social system will accord with the technological system,

but at other times it will enter into contradiction with it, leading
to revolutionary changes.

- The concept of contradictions of a system was rarely used in
anthropological literature. It has however been brought into
prominence in the debate over modes of production. In thre main there
have been two ways in which the concept has been used, one which is
concerned with the internal workings of a system and the other which
rejecté tte idea of a bounded system and emphasises the ilmportance of
external factors. The work of Balibar for example .relates to the
former usage. Fe takes the Althusserian construct of mode of
production with its economic, political and ideological instances,
and its structure in dominance, with determination in the last instance
by the economic, as the structure which has to be reproduced (Balibar
1970). While this formulation allows for empirical veriation in how
each level is reproduced, the potential for change is not contained
within en account of the structure of the mode of production. Thus
it can lesd to the position that all modes exist to reproduce them-

o

selves. Balibar esczpes this 4ifficulty by identifying a source of
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contradiction which could ultimately lead to the non-reproduction of
the mode of production and thus to its transformation. In his
account, this contradiction is contained entirely within the economic
instance - in the differentiazl development of the forces and relations
of production rather than in the structures of the mode of production
as a whole, ani thus, he determines contradiction at a Aifferent
conceptual level to that of-réproducttOn. The actual field in which
the resolutioﬁ of contradiction leadsto changeslin the mode of
production is that of social formation. While this concept is again
at a different level of abstraction, it still referé to a kind of unity.
The obvious sgsource of difficulty thus, in zttempting to under-
stand the contradictory movements of pre-capitalist socioeconomic
formations, lies in the fact that the typical anthropologist/
archaeologist knows no standpoint of analysis other than contemporary
economic theory, that is capitalist economy and capitalist ideological
views. He refuses to admit the notion that the same material basis
might also be developed differently as the material basis for snother
composition, a noncapitalist society. The notion of value remzins a
merely spé0ulative construct, unless the determination of such a
veluation has the content of an actual prictice a practical form of
realization. If 2 capitalist society is seen as a closed system -
an eternal arrangement of human affszirs - the valuation attributed
to objects (for example commodities) by the capitalist superstructure,
the capitalist market, must appear as the only realization of value.
Thus, capitalist economy is imposed as a "logical" system. equal to,
if not altogether superior to, any laws of universal nature.1 The
“"gsuperiority" of capitalism to previous forms of-society - in terms

of an evolutionary overview - is that the dislectical notion of
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capitalist accumulstion reflects the noetic principle in a certain
way: the notion of the absolute increase of wealth by expanded
forms of higher social productivities, and also tre self-reflexive
notion of wealth as the substance that- has ihe quality of such
positive self-reproduction. This is not something new. There is a
long process of gestation from the twelf£h through the seventeenth
centuries of European mercantile capitalism, ;nd until the emergence

of bourgeois political economy in the last third of the nineteenth

century, by which cepitalism was determined to have such qualities.ll
Taking into account the above qualifications, there is a further
comment to make: the most general céontradiction of capitalism is
that it is inherently incapable of "perfection" by virtue of its non-
dislectical (that is alienated) form. The notion of individual
capital in itself - the ideologieal basis for capitalist ideas of
accumulationlin general - is an eampty construct which does not know
universality, is unable>to distinguish between absolute and relative
surplus value, or exchange and use value, and therefore cannot
systematically distinguish between productive and non-productive
activities for the particulsr case of capital investment. This is
characterized by the fact that the individual capitalists may each be
pursuing what appears to each as the optimal course for increasing
their .absolute wealth, while in the aggregete they are reducing the
absolute wealth of society as a whole, or generslly destroying the
material basis for maintaining present rates of capitalist production
and accumulation. Caplitalism, because of its particularist-interest
nature, has no orgsnic capacity to "learn" new behaviours (or to

"comprehend" old ones) that might correct such errors (Markus, 1975).

.
e D

Thia feaiuce provides the preamise for tre second wmajor contradiceiva:
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when a generai rise in productivity hss devaluated existing capitals,".
the capitelist necessarily passes on this actual or implicit
devaluation as a charge against both absolute and relative surplus
value, either causing an apparent terndency for the general rate of
profit to decline, or avoiding this by recourse to an inflationary
expansion of the monetary system. FEither course.of responsive

actions leads‘to the same ultimate crisis-result, s breaking of the
development of the productive forces, and & consequent slowing of the
rate of expension of absolute wealth-production (in current terms),
while the rate of capitalist accumulation moves ahead towards the

inevitably ensuing liquidity crisis ani general depression. On both

accounts the system is incapable of expanding the mass of capitsl in
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ways amenable to the productive reproduction of the actusl working
population as a whole. The most devaestating irony of this is the
fact that the dynemic disfﬁnctiOns_of the process outlined are
determined by the effects of that very rising productivity of labour
on which increases in capitalist absolute accumulation depends. The
special result of this general contradiction is 2 third one. It is
possible for capitalism to mesintain the rate of profit and even to
increase the short-term rate of relative sccumulation of wealth by
primitive accumulation - by means of the one-time measure of looting
nature, existing populations, and even other capitalist sectors, thus
jepleting the future basis for even continuing such accumulation of
new relative wealth.

e will see in the subsequent chapters . how this "paradigmatic"

procedure is taken as one of the main criteria for the arelysis of

other economic formstions and employed to determine primitive socio-
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where the productivity of labour is measured in terms of its
“profitability" and related to "investment” ani "market decision"
geven in a "vulgar primiti?e" sense). Thus, political economy and
accordingly economic anthropology, while an existené.subjecthbecomeé
vermeated with metaphysics. Since the mind of alienated man refuses
to recognize the distinguishing features of political economy, features
which sre precisely dialectical in form, it must impute the notion of
politicalleconohy to every imaginable society, from Robinson Crusoe
to civilizafions millions of years hence. Its motive to see all
humen existence as a vindication of the true religion of its present
ideology and its way of.interpreting the world, provides it with no
contrary indications since that interpretation - reductionism,
empiricism and related outlooks - is entirely consistent with its
convictions.l> Unable either to identify the actual (dislectical)
content of political economy or to recognize it as something which
came into being, reductionism sees in it only an abstract metaphysical
essence which can be readily imparted to any object at any time or
place, provided that bourgeois ideology rests upon it. Thus, in
general, politicel ecénomy is the false consciousness of its subject
matter, an ideological disguise for the actual practice of political
economy and relatel subjects. Capitalism's human aclkievement in this
sense is epitomized not only by the merciless destruction of "the
“idioey of rural life" (K. Trfibe 1978) or the distinctive inhumsnity
of feudal ani1 early capitelist societies but by the 3ea? end of the
ancient commune as well.14
Iﬁ order “fof the simplest form of human society to exist in

5 of Vorx's definition, i*e prodvction must only nroduce the

meterial conditions of life end means of production necessary for

continued existence, but must also produce a sociel surplus. Tris
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social surplus provides the means for continuation of society within

2 specific mode, and in most instances immediately creates those

social formations ani institutions which play a decisive role in

bringing that form of society to 2n end. The determination of the

objectified contradictions to which we referred earlier, doces not
lead to being out of an sbstraction; it usually Adevelops as a
materialized form through a realization of social surplus. This

division between the labour required for simple reproduction ani the

R amnbdti 17 S-) PP E AR
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labour corresponding to social surplus is the simplest end most funda-
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mental division of social laoour in every society. Provided that we

h

recognize that the (socio- ecoﬁamic) cetegories iefined are thus

N R SR

determined in each czse, anl not nacessarily empiricelly identical

F
»E

with tteir determireate vaslues in other instances, it is possitle to
heve a generally correct notion of trec for capitelist society and,

implicitly, an insight into the meens of adducing similar kinds of

determinztion for different-cocieties - not simply perallel

determinations, but determinations sdiuced from "empiricszl"” evidence

by the same general methed. Accordingly. ebstraction conteins an

empiricei content. This content cennot be presumed to exist indepen-
dertly of the threcry even if tte relationships upon which it ic based
cen be presumed to exist erd zppezr independent of the individual.
Tre gimplest fact is open to varying irterpretations sccording to the
theory which is interpreted and incbrporated. Tre empiricel content
of a theory, tfen cannot be concidered.. either to be a neutral starting
point or. to be the closing moment cf VerificatiOn;or botlh. 1t too

will heve 2 relationskip to tle zbstraction witkin the theory and

slthough it can be drewvm frow 1ifferert sources, it cen have its

—
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contemporery cepitalism is still test understooi if tre market
mechanism ~orked to create full employment equilibrium as suggested

by the theory of ccmpetitive equilitorium; whether tris is correct

or not, trke point is trat contewporary capitslism is explained as if
it could be identified wit: an earlier stage of development.lé That
this is possitle follows froam the existence of different societies,

of relations which appesr to be tlre seme. This involves tre use of
general concepte that are aprlicable to all societies such es labour,
production, technoclogy cr consumption, but the question is héw thi;
is to be 4one. An zanswer is suggested by raising two_solutiOns at two
poler extremes. The first is to employ general concepts only. Then

tte result will be to create 2z2n anelysis characterizing every society

and, because it hes no speciificity, it will explein none. It woull be

as if

natural 1éws could efPlain socizl la~es. At the other extreme,
the empiriczl material inceorporeted could be so Aetailed that thre
anelysis would be specific to z fleetinz moment cf time 2lone. Trus

it is necessary to demonstrate that the theory reproduces in thought
relationships which conform to the period of history to whick they are
applied. Money is money,uut is moOney unier feuilalism identical to
money under czpitalism? Trie ig not the same thing as seying that the
concepts have no relation to reality. The model of perfect compet;tion
is clearly inspired by the wisk to examine the properties of an econcmy
witlt many producers and consumers and the moré or less free flow of
resources between cectors by itlte mechenisms of exchange. Ko@el here

is the operative word, eince it takes 2 system of thought and jimposes
it upon tre relations to be studied, without justifying the

capondent s B8 00 BeYVementE
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taking into accourt thet "cortemporary economic tteory"” whose aprlica-
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theory wag iépoaei as a methol for anslysis of primitive economics
end it is for this reesson that it is impossible to see one's way to
tte formulation or attemptej gsolution of these problems, without
pility to primitive societies is in dispute.

Tre dominant trernd is of course certeredi around Marginszlism.
Yethodologically, the me jor cheracteristic of marsginalism ani of thre
schools of thought thet comprise much of modern econcmics besides 1is
its attempt to free itself from tre necessity of ar abtstraction that
assigns a different status to differert concepts within the threory.
Central to this endeavour is the division of the economy from the rest
of the sgociety so that economy can be studied in isclation from social
reletions in general, just as economics becomes a separate discinline
from otrer social sciences - history and prilosophy. *hat modern
economics has done is to avoid the question of the relationship between
economy zand society. -

“hat margineliist theory has done is to introduce into econozic
treory 2 basic, fundiamental category: tret of the scercity of mesns,
using the-notibn of merginal quantities (merginal utility, products,
income etc.,) Fistorically thre starting“point of mercinzliem wae the
contention that =zoods (objects, services; are never sufficient for the
full satisfaction of humen ﬁeeds. In threir view tlis scarcity
necessitetes the existence of economic theory. Goois that are
availavle in unlimifed quantity are not subject to econnmic cen-
csiderations. Only whten mesrs are insufficient, goes the need anise for

treir eccnomy, ani hence for economics, whrich consiets of the asllocation

of smcarce mesns amon: eiternztive humsn needs. It ic unierstoed that
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FIG. 4.4. Xecoclaseiczl economics. Sanmuelson's solution to tthe
tasic economic prowvlems of what to preduce, hovw ani to
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essence of man to strive to attain tte greatest satisfection of ris
needs, coczratible with given circumstances. Fence he is faced with

tre task of celculating Jjust which particular allocation will gain

him "meximization'. LYoving from'consumptinn to precduction, merginalism

speaks of the scarcity of the resources. The main rroblem again, is
the question of the ellocation of scarce resocurces amongst alternative
18 .
i ends. As man 2lways strives to use all the resources available to
; kim witr the greatest effectiveness, s0 as to attain meximal returns
] .
k in givern circumstances, careful calculation is essential. Given thzt
picture, man appears es & being who Dby his very nature rationally

czlculates "meximization™. And the economic theory which thus

conveys the essence of manr !is the theory of retional choice, ard

of the particular sllocation of means amongst z2lternative ends.

19 .

Trus Samuelscon wrote: ‘“conomics is the stuly of hrow men

and society choose, with or without the use of money, to employ

scarce productive resources to prciuce various commodities over time

and distribute themr for consumption, now andi in the future, among

various reorle a;i grpupé in society.” (Fig. 4) Tris is “obvious”
for ttre m;rginalist aspect of reality reflects a relation of man to
nature, but unler a distinctive form of.production. capitalisz. the
rrinciples of ~%rich a2re universal ani can explein any economic
eystem. In tris menrer, facts which conira positivism can only be
interpreted within a theoretical-ristorical frawework, enter merely
for the purposes of & '"verification” and lose even their empirical
content or 21 least trey create a jistorted connectior between fects
‘and explanstion. This is certainly true for the principle of

"scarcity", exrressing not the reletion of man to nsture but a

sconowic link. Fowever naturel tve corncent . un

- $oE Fa
on@LLIIAC KD




304

ever-present divergence between human needs and their satisfaction

may seem, it is hard to understand how given limited means "unlimited"

needs emerggd arl moreover 7hat kinl of general deployment of limited
means is.incorporated. as; after ail. mate;ial'goods are basically
"inherently" specific: they can only be u;ed to sati;fy well-
defined needs {food can only setisfy hunger, clothing to wear, and =o
on).20
Everything seems to be explained if we enter into the sphere
of the caritalist market, which supplies a vast quantity of diverse
products and thereby also forms 2 vast quantity of diverse needs.
Capitalist society is a mode of production in which the repr;éuction
of the structure-of'society and society itself requires the
circulation of tthre products.of lebour as commodities (needs) that
not only are exclangeable but must be exchanged. Thus the welfare
of individuals is brought into a social equivalence through an
exchange that equates-marginal utilities to each other. That social
equivalence is established from the individual propensities and there
is no reaction from it back upon them. Changes in the marginal
propensities of any indgvidual‘are exogenous and can have the effect

-

of transforming every equivalence that heas been established, even in
perverse directidns, wi€£0ut any other indiVidPal propensity at all,
merely reflecting a predetermined correspondence.

What all these these theories fail to reelise is simply that
the "factors" they szre dealing with are socio-economical as well aé
ecological and that any kind of palaeoeconomic approach amust jé&e

into consideration botl dimensions, viewing thre tasic necessities

of existence in terms of their “appropriation" &s a whole. To avoid

yEdoa an o setiing the vela<icnship between populetiny

=
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andl resources is to reject the entire evolutionary process, its
corresponiing transformations, qualitative and quantitative, with
tte social historical origins of production ani the ecological

components of their reprodjuction. - ) -

4.2 Fconomics ani Demozraphy

If we compare tre basic forms of society there can be no doubt
trhat between economy end population there does exist 2 definite
relationship which combines the features and propefties of all threse
forms with 2 special tendency fqr "agssimilation”, at a specific moment
of their developmen¥. of thre diverse., multiple and distinct processes
which concern the conditions of their production andi reproduction -
that is of their proper appearance., evolution and existence.

In thris sense, it is clear that there can be no theory of
demography "in general' since demography (defined in the Aouble
aspect suggested above) has a history &hose determination is clearly

situeted outside demographic evaluations alone, although it involves

them. To think the concept of demography is to think the concept of

the unity of its conditions: the economic processes involved in the

dynamics of its modification. In this case the "unity" of the notion
of production ani reproduction is thet any society must produce ani
reprodiuce certain elements of value in order for the society_to
continue. .Although tre meaningsof production ani reproduction hgve
areas of overlap two distinctions ;ust be empﬂasised. By

production is - understood thre basic "economic" sttention a2ni meaning
ziven o 2cts of forming., creating something new, with the trans-

formztions men imposes: ©On natural materials in order tr ma:e use-
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tke elaboration, renewal ani continuation of "entities” previously
reproduced within each srecific moie of proiuction, interrelated
with factors "external” 'to it ani influenced or even-totally trans-

formed by them. Demograrhic structures are incluied within all .
these elements. Social reletions, kinship reletions, religious and
other practices penéfrate the dynamics of human populatioag pinlogical
reproduction, and reflect their uneveness ani fluctuations - based,

at different ievels of complexity, on the relations and forces of
production specific and distinctive to each economic formation.

The concern then is which way these processes and elements are
regenerated through time and under wrhat c0nditions. “haet makes these
elements important is that the decay, loss or the increese of any of
them is not left to chance or nature. The physical processes of
fertility/mortality and zrowth are cﬁlturelly and economically
elaborated to the degrge thet consideratvle amounts ol energy, tiame
zni attention are exjended in efforts to avert anl/or transfora the
effects of deterioration a2nl to facilitate énd fogter the effects
cf population pstterns as well 2s the production of material resources.
ghatever the culturzsl amanifestatinns Qf these productive/reproﬂuctive
activitigs_may ve, trke.process iz not autoumatic or hébitual. Tven
in these Q;cieties where large sectors are orgzanized iifferently.
with varying degrees of elasbdoration to thre running down 2ni the
building up of each kind of valueid elements, the disproportion thrat
exists in germs of population interrelationships and/or articulation
within theAwhole - therefore inegquality in these relztionships - may
in these processes or
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ttroughout its effectivity. The fact that each of these specifio
responses is relatively "autonomous™ does not ma%e so many domeins
independent of the whole. 1In nther words the relative "autonomy"

and independence is basei on a certain type of articulation in the
whole and therefore 2 certain type of integration and dAependence

with respect to trke vase of the whole, that is,its econowic mode

of existence. Of special interest here w;ll be the interplay between
human life cycles and the life traujectories of material and immaterial
resources - concerning the processes of production/reproduction which
take place in the face of contradictory motion 5f loss and Jecey.

From this perspective all human societies are necessarily involved

in three interreleted productions: the production of the means of
production, the production of the means of subsistence and the
-vroduction of labour-power on 2-daily eni e generational besis.

These three—proiuctions may be organized in a variety cof ways. In
each case thg problem is to identify their composition in and
derivation from particular modes of production a2nd into __° specific
social formztions. Moreover, wherezs a mode of production is defined

as 2 particular set of proluctive forces in combinztion =ith end in -
latent or manifest - contradiction to, a specific "ensemble" of
relations of production, the point is that this forces/relations
combinstion must be conceptualized for all three productions. Coﬁ-
cerning the first two productions the point may be non-controversial,
but it is not for tre third. Yet, 1t can be expectel thet if one

takes labour-power as a productive force in =211 modes of production,

the question of the specific relations within whick 1t ie produced

14
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nd reproduced must te aiiressed.. Ani if one rejects all noturalis

tren ope wucst analyse those historically specific
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socio-economic relations which regulate fertility - the infrastructure
of the generational reproduction of labour-power. Although the
importance of demanl for labour in determining populstion growth

ani distribution is generally now recognized, the tendency of

1emozraphers is to ignore changes in the demand for labour when con-
gsidering population problems. All the conventional modelszl
postulate_a direct connection between population changes ani changes
in factor supplies and/or final demands. MNost of these models are
reflectiﬁe of the original Yalthusian iieas ani emerged (es has been
said earlier) un@er the impsct of classical and neo-clessical gconomic
t;eOries. On trhe other hend, because means of subsistence ani demandi
for labour must be distinguished and in neo-classicsl thought thris
distinction was not made clear {when andi if recognized) the analysis
of.p0pulation growth was coniucted within the framework of a Ynatural"
rather than an institutionEI—COntex§4 i.e., in terms of the ratio
of numbers to physical resources - which leak ultimztely to the
different ecolozicel models 2ni1 to most widely accepted (although
not without controversy) cerrying-capecity model.os

There are two variazbles to the problem: firsi, in all societies

consideration must be given to the overall relation between the

o

"achedule" of labour-power‘§ consumption in production and its
demographic replacement {both for the short =and lonz-run phenowmens)
fhrough the medium of its smzll domestic groups {ag well). The way
in which this relation is regulated (or upset) gives an important
insight into the dynsmics of the society as a wnole; wmoreover it

offers important degrees of freedom for further explanztions. de-

emphasizing tre consequences of climate. natural fertility etc.,

o

Sei- upper tamius On populsuiun issues.o feconiy.
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the position of women in eny society is closely bouni up with the
gender c0ns§yuct-of wife/motherhooi ani women's subordination, in

a variety of forms. At a3 general level this concern raises the
-issue of genier difference in itself: why it is ecylturally elsborated

and de@eloped and how does a particular society deal socially with

. this fact? Since this is not only a social question by definition
but correspondis to the different categories of material production
and reproduction, it requires an historically srpecifik explanetion
of the ways in which women and men are bound in social relationstips.

Women and men are empiricaliy defined beings; similarly many of the

’

explanatory terms used in this type of discussion, {such as marriage,
family, etc.) are empirical categories in which are contained a

variety of different relationships. For Marx,.(and we quote this
1

example only to bring the issue into better relief), "individuals

producing in society - hence socially determined, individual production

- is, of course the point of deperture.” In Grunirisse we find
dozens of such statements, while earlier in Tre German Ideology
Yarx defines that in reseesrch (although not in the presentation of
results) it is individuals who are thre point of departure, aiiing
that he means indiviiuzls who live ani act in society. FHe says so

becsuse they are concrete reality, sni1 he does not hesitete to accepnt

(as any empiricist woulid do) the concrete as the point of departure

in research. Yarx, when discussing the methodl of political economy,

considers populetion {classes etc.) as the real starting-point; he

is not afraid of adopting such rezlities, he is afresid of trans-

L6 TS-Ta. Llunlinv:d ITe. el -
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many determinations, eni hence unity of the diverse”, is not recoanised.
(Grundrisse)

“hat Varx exclains relerring tn the category “population” is
that it -becomes an abstraction if we do not take into consideration
tke fact tgat populat£0n (ani not the concept of populetion as

- ¢4 .
structuralists state ') consists o '"real components', human beings
with all their sbilities, attitules, classes, labour etc.. In the
Yarxist theory what is termed the bese “includes tre forces and
relations of production, anil human beings ere not Jjust the active
force o production relations, but also an glement of the forces of
production, thch incluides r;w materiels, instruments of production
anl the appropriate abilities to use them.

Now considering 2 third veriable related to the first two
discussed above, that is population size aqj growth, we have to pose
the question: what then constitutes the socio-economic relations of
labour-power's reproduction: Yere we have to identify the question
of the family. Definitions ol tre family, reflecting ambiguities
in golloquiel usage, have oscillatel between reference to kinship
{relations by blood eni marriege) and co-habiting kin (releted persons
living together under the szme ”roof“): The probiem, we2s one of
multiple anil shiftinz referents with household ani family often being
used interchangesbly. As a result of a certain critique, it is now
common to upholi a household-family distinction, which settles one
pert of the problem but - leaves enother one, that is, femily still
. . . . . Py : e 25
covers botr tre kin co-residence group and more broai kinship filiation.

4 further dAistinction proposed is between household, family =nd kinshig,

whrere tre intermeiizte term - the family - is essisned the restricted

siganing 0T ¥ip grour whier 1€ normzily co-resident tnrea: B
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various phases of the domestic cycle. It is recognized that house-
hold, femily, kin relations may organize more than the third
production of lavour-power .outlined above.- In many modes, they are
integralAto therproiuétion ;f the weans of production eand subsistence
as well. In many ceses they organize tte primary production of
isbour-power, though they may not do so exclusively, as under
capitalism, where other systems of organization play the major role.
Unier capitalist private ownership the means of production
assume the form of cepitai, a means of exploiting hirei labour. As
a consequence a- population's performznce changes. Given the .probleas
‘surrounding "natural loss' and the equally perverse changZes caused
by human intervention, the process of prodjuction constitutesan
intrinsic attempt to identify the dAifferent reproductive factors in
2 certsin socio-econoumic environment. Human action msy take place
within 2 frameworx of social structures but these structures are
thenselves created by human action within and on the social world.

‘In prehistoric societies the means of production were objects of

social ownership ani they served to produce items for auto-consumption:

trese means, cannot be the source of surplus-value, since they do not
produce any new value, but merely transfer their own value to the
newly created product. Thergfﬁre trtey cannot be exploitative.

In the course of production the value of the means of production
consumed is transferred by concretellabour to the product made, while
abstract lzbour is the source of vaiue of commolities. The Aominant
relations of production determine (each time) tre socizl character

of -Iiving -iabour ani its livision into necessary lauvour ari surplus

lavour. Vistorically, the 1ivision of lebour an? respectively of

thie groiﬁf two parts . necessary zni surplus - beceme
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possible wken the level of lebour productivity made it possible to
proiuce more material benefits than the amount really needed for
maintaining the existerce of a population {(and its units). The

quentity of labour commaniel is not _to be determinei by thre ratio

of absolute ecolozical coniitions, but by the way these coniitions
zre exploit. 26 To maintain that trere is one andi unchangeable
smount ol '"pressure” that alwgys enters as a component part of
demographic identification is not to explain why we should believe
this. If human population dynamics were to be determined by an
absoiute ratio of environuental coniitions purely in terms of trecphic
energetics, then it would no longer be properly called human.

The evidence does not support the theory of a "common" pattern
of demographic evolution. Yet, populaztion growth is usually zralyzed
as a2 biologicasl rthenomenon derivirg rather from natural oljectives
trtan froem the characteristics of particular productive relations,
which demend iifferent degree o cooperztion bvetweern producers or
between rvroducers and organic rescurces. It is under this principle
of biological/ecological derivation that economic "mobility”, btoth
on the micro-mecro level has beén “"blocked out" from dAemographic
resesrch zrd explanation., leaiins to =2 Blini emriricism concerning
nopulztions' stetic, dynzmic and éven - structurel or distributionel
variables. Such z point becomes particula;ly clesr in sncieties
where subsistence is obtained through direct aprropriation of nature,

as for hunter-Zatlerers. The purpose is to establish 2 sessonal rota
witt hunters moving from one site to tre next performing subsistence

ectivities at each one. #And t¥e result ic the integration of

pricitive communities intc one system of “"tribal activity” with s

[
.
e
<.
1
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The concept appears to have gainel! much of its pooularity over the

~

last years as 2 result of Birisell's study of the relationship

between rainfall ani Australian aboriginal populetion density end

an eerlier coamentary by Bartholome® and Birdsell which argued for

tle importance of searching for limiting fectors in accounting for
/G population densities: " .. it is generally agreed that under
ordinary circuwmstances in prehistory it is difficult to use erchaeo-
logicel evidence to prediict population numvers or densities asmong
hunting andi gatherinz peoples. “stimrtes can be m2de for the number
of people occupying well-excavated sites unier certain COnﬁitions,
but it ie more 3ifficult to project such data into gererslized
estimetes for regionel ropulations. Therefore, if it cen be shqwn
that simple equ=ation can be developel to space numericzlly stable
units of populations'in bouniei societies on their land. it shoulsd
De possitle, ziven palaeoclimatogical 1ata. to distribute hunters
potY. numerically, ani as densities, over prehistoric terrains...”

The simplest predictibe equation-covering this relstionship is
an exponentizl one in whichk the tribal area is equal to the medium
annuel r2infall reised to = negative pqﬂgr ani muliiplied by a
constant. Trhe question arises as to whetler such techniques for
rrehistoric populztions censusing cen be eveluatative of their
demosrapkic reality. The nearly identicalAarrangements of these
determinations are not independent nor is their reletionskip rendom.
They focus on perpetusting ideas otf = mechsnistic intercretation of
society, ctangine as & result of = simple corresponierce - furthermore

emprasizing equilitrium rather then change. 3irdsell arzues: "..It

d0es not seer. rash urier trose circumetances te hone trtet the

creffici corvelaiion bhetreen tVe srez nf twibal domein arid
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the complex of environmental factors may rise as high as 0.98,
It sroull be anticipated that the seme level of environmental

determinism probably operatel among zeneralized hunters andi gatherers

elsewhere on the easrth totk in tke present day and in prehkistory.'.
The above moiel, alonrside tke carrying cspacity, population pressure
ani differert kinds of calorific estimates mocdels, apart from
the fect that they terd to monopolize a particular humen pépulations
brancl, preventing their ertry into the "facts" of an economic
activity., by controlling relevant areas of practice ani restricting
their intervention into the procegs of préduntiOn/reproduction,
tend to prreserve 2 rough equality btetween gfoups, destroying in-thiénwéy
the specific character-of their distributionel variation 2ndi exploitation
27 :
gtrategies. ' Perhaps group movements mey follow typical annual
patterﬁs and !'.f reflect seascnal shifts from one resource to anotrer,
out trey do nct constitute 2 real change of the populations' size or
structure per se. Such 2 process would nct crdinarily be started in
tre absence of some inter-regulating “secfors" imposing producﬁivity
qgotas for foodstuffs tbet will be consume} 2ni where the compensation
givgn does not closely respond ts the smount produced. To sum up,
tte "meaning of econcmy way be founi in a system o; repeated

aralozies {(as for example the model we heve in Fiz. 5) but which -

conflict witk or override basic adaptatioﬁal directives. The

literature concerned offers a well-documerted list of peoples living
in identical environmerts ari yet practising different economic or
settlerent strategies (?iga 6), like for example. the Ybuti pygmies,
.the Yenomemo of South America or the Tiwi of North Australie. 1In

ertistoric Surcpe a2s an oxsmple tha majnv

tae inuced hitneel®,so zltering ihre

o]
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coniitions for his own existence.

- Using the outlines of a model of reproduction rather than the
limited festures inherent in models basei on norms of aleptation
the ecological perspective remains integrated with a sccietal
verspective in which the restraints and1 potentislities of each
reproductive level in the system may be charted and measured against
each other; 1in this way a transactionzl orientation becomes
incorporated into the demographical framework so that population znd
environment are not perceived as Adualities or ss oppositicn. Life
cycles of individuals in this bilo-socisl dimension, in articulestion
with the life trajectories of objects of exchange, distribution,
consumption, in their nstural an? symbolic rates of productivity and
dissipation establish the temporal dimension around which a
perticular socio-demographic system is structured. Within and against
the restraints of these dimensions populatiOng international sirategies v
are developing, so that demograrhic phases operate within social
relations, economic determinants and ecological boundaries in the
context of the demands ari the possibilities for their proiﬁctive/

eproductive concern.

4.3 Problems of “conomic Relations in HPuntinz-Gathering Societies

In depicting an economic’ system thet is expeniing continuously
over time, it is essential to recognize the need to distinguish between
the factors responsibtle for the existence of production/reproduction
in general, and those responsible for the cyclical or differentisl
movements arouni that trend line - even if =2t least one of the
factors involved {like kinskip structure, natural coniitions, techno-

in - the s=ame.

[A3]

logical level etc. ' is - or appears to rem

et
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IG. 4.5. & model for the development of regional centres. which
they may alsc act zs redistributional cenires to
surrounding areass { davted from Foider-Orio l?(p)

3]



FIG. 4.6. Settlement patterns sssociated with an increasing
locslized resource {darted areas)
{Source: P. Haggett 1968
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A number of points which arise from this account need clarification.
First among trese is the concept of kinship. Both the complex of

symbol ani the complexities of kinship were used as_ ‘convenient

schexa of interpretation in order to avoil the real questions, bringing
togetrer unier one healing systems whose positions ani functions are not

i the same in every socioceconomic formetion; it is of course, one of the
’\.\4(.

functions within the system of 2 group/hotAthe predominan§'one. Some of
. A~

these systems organime social life a= a whole, while others affect only

somé sectors, ani these again Aiffer widely. Perticularly for hunter-

gatherer societies in w~rich & complex %inship system exists alongeide

a sexual division of labour, or for hunter-gatherer societies where no
kinship system exists. dut an extremely stsble division of laboursdoes.
Even if kinship is considered (as often happens) the basis of social
organization in so-called "traditional" or "primitive" or "band*

societies, we have to pose the problex of the way in which a2 relatively

autonomous position is determined by the relations of production and

reproduction quite independent of all genetic hypotheseg; To give
kinship structure a2 decisive value for the understanding of primitive

society, kinship musf be understood as more than e siample cozbination
of genetic relationships ani attitudes, it must be considiered in a
formel as muchk es in 2 functional aspect; gt this point the unity of
the entity "kinship'" can no longer be thought of as given and hes to be

-proved. That follows from thies in "practice"” is the estsblishing of

‘the actual reletionships =hich exist between the stheres of kinship

§§‘ ani the economy-.

“hen kinship relations can operate as relations of proaduction

they do so not from outside production as determinants of the fora of

Tapgivetion -but ~from witnin, sssuuwing the rusiaovioution IS
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of labour, the means of production ani products. ™e have already
seen trat individuels ani groups making up a given society always
obtain accese to the resources of nsture and appropriate them within
and trroughk a social form of use of =a terrifory. whick form lezitimizes
this access and this appropriation. In all societies the fo;hs of
"ownership" of its territory take the form nf sncial relations. in
whatever form they mey happen to teke, ani they function as systems
of production, as social reletions of production.

i‘}o-:ie].ier'z8 argues that the labour process takes place at thre
level of the bend which is the unit of production end consumption.
But this fa;t does not explain why it should be thet the_band kes no
exclusive rights to the territory which it appropriates. On the

contrary it is the relationship(s) between bands, functioning in the

form of kinship relations which "determine” the formel approprietion

of tre collectively-owned means of proiuction; these relestions
tkereforgc'constitute the besic framework for oproblems concerning
access to resources both 2t the centre and at the periphkery ere
settled (es for exemple conflict ani alliesnces) since they determine,

before the immediate process of production, the essential pre-condiition

~
.29

for proiuction i.e. access to territory.

¢}

Lookinz 2t tre Australian a23bnrigines' use of their resources
and land through a period of time. we fini that it was legitimete for
any individuzl belonzing to one of the descent groups forming his
tribe (half. section or sub-section; to hunt over all the territory

velongins to his kinship group. In case 9 need., he was zleo permitted

~—

to hunt on the lzni of hHis sllies, that is land b910nging to his

to the section tt=t had ziven him & wife in

. 1y [T TN —
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tribal territory were attactei to "kinship” groups.
Cymership of nature took the forw o0 an attribute of “inship
relzations because these YupctiOnei 2s a social framework (or even base
_ accérding to ottrers) for.proiuctiOn. Thingse are in fact much more
complex and this complexity skeds light on the conirnversy concerning
the above notion. Hadcliffe-Zrown claimedi that each patriclan had an
exclusive rigkt over itg territory and thzt each local band was a
patrilinezl group jointly exploiting the territory of its ancestors.
But accuzulated work since.. has shown that local Australian bands
were mede up of members of several patriclans, exploiting several
territories,“their own ani tﬁose of certain of their aliies. %hat
seems to have happenel was thgf each kinship 2roup functinred as the
unit of zbstract appropriation »f territory. but 1id not function as
a iigect unit of cencrete appropriation. The units of direct

production zni consumptio; were the 1locel bends., consisting of a
restricted number of fzmilies and iniiviiualsj Several kinship groups
cawme together for the purpose of exvloiting the resources of several
territo;i?s. Descent relestions thus mey have served a2s a basis for
aostract éni juridical appropriation of resources, whereass relations
of glliance mzy have served as 2 basisz Tor concrete appropriation ani
for everylay cooperation. Thus Dboth zspects of kinship relations ,

served as a social framework for projuction. Agein this is a point-

of importance, for we are dealing here with kinship relations whick,

in ell societies, zre relations regulatiting marrizze, descent, place
of residence, and demographic structure. In this respect, il threre
ie any iisitinction between infrastructure ani superstructure. economics

znd %Xinship or rituszls.it isaiistinction between funciinns and not

1 . o LA : R voe Pl PR .
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endi kinship.3o In trese Australiasn societies we find kinship systems
functioning both as infra-snd superstructure. The majority of
anthropologrists, when faéei by a multifunctional institution, whether
it be’kinsh;p, as %n tre case of Adustralian section systems or of
rcephalous segmentary societies like the Yuer or the Tiv, infer thrat
it ies because of its multifunctional character that this institution
"dominates the structure of tre whole society ani the logic of its
reproduction. For some it is kinship, for others politics or religion,
which is the determinant instance of the working of the ~hole nf the
society and the cause of its internal logic. At this level, sll these
theoretical opinions findﬁkhemselves in opposition to Yarx's position
ttat it is the economic infrastructure of e society which in the last
analysis determines the inner logic of its working =ni of the evolution
of the verious types of society. "e have seen what Yarx meant by
ecoﬁomic infrestructure; on this definition there ié no thecretical
reason for prejudging the nature of the social relations that in any
pa;ticular society will assure the programming and control, nor for
prejudging the nuamber of functions a sociél structure can assume.
ane again we should note tret with the development of exchznge and
the rige of market econodmy, ¥inship as the main expression of primitive
social orgasnization . loses its "actuality"; it is transformed here
into an ideology whose "raison i'etre” is not so much to express the
growth and”ofganizatiOn of the sociéty as to justify ani support a
domination imposed from nutside. We couli relate this ideology_to
_the "new" rules of kinship wkich develop in the aristocratic lineages

and which are differernt becauvse they obey political rat*er than

21 .. . .
econoxic constrainte.” When kinship reacres =2 religinus dimension,

whvengnh to be consldlered as the basic
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for domination ani exploitation. The situation is invertedi: people
insteai1 of beinz kin ani inter 1ependents because of the relations
of production they =are in, are integrated into such relations because

of an allegel ideolozical-kin relation. Hence the emphasis on "blood"

reiationships in some Eases. or 6n religion in others. The change
can be related to the new relations of production arising from the
transformation of the product into a merchandise. %hile the proiduct,
in the seif-sustaining econoay, is not an-object of appropriation
(it cannot be alienated but only edvanced) it becoames property once
it is traded. This reorganization of "economic space" imposed a new
wey of exploiting nature, people's labo;} force, their demographic
nobility and structure (cutting of f whole tribes ffom their tresditional
envirOnments) and changing "by force' the local character of forms of
socizl organization and production.

0f all aspects of Aboriginal society economic pursuits and
the socio-economic units involved are the most 4ifficult to ieal"
with. In part this is due to the early, shattering effects of the

32

colonial experience on Aboriginal life; even when the cultures
were not totally disrupted, economic ani popﬁlation factors deriving
from ihe impact of colonizlism have c0n{inuously brought adout
demographic displacement and a marked decline in traditional moies
of economic life. )

In most instances peoples with a gatherer-hunfer heritage have
not lived solely as gatherer-hunters for a long time. Around the
world, the colonial expsnsion of Zuropean nations hes resulted in
profouni transformations in gatheriﬁg—hunting societies. Furopean

33

colonialism was not, however, the only source of suchk trensformztion.

SewniLire Goulse L: Listory over the pas
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more has been ore of transformation from gathering-runting to
agricultural society. In most cases the aloption of agriculture

epread peacefully from areas where the exigencies of geography ani

34

human society first made sedentism preferable to mobility,

ni
dg;esticatiOn based on accumulated knowledge of plent andi animal

life, a viable ajjunct to gatrering end hunting. In some cases,
however, foraging peoplewere harrassel by agricultural peoples. In
other cases foraging people enteredi into long-term exchange relatiOns
with settled neighbours. A major problem ies posed by tﬁe fact that

the lives of recent foraging peoples esre insepareble from their
relations with systems of predatory expansion. In order to resolve
debates concerning their past and present social forms, it is
necessary first to locate a peovle being studied in its full historicel
anl socio-economic conteit. and second to ag?ee_on wkat -constitutes
essential data for settliné a debsted issue, before assuminz that a )
particular socio-cultural pattern directly reflects the necessities
and constraints of gsthering-hunting economy in a specific ecological
setting; Yven very early reports on a culture cannot be taken at
face value but hzve to be apﬁraised; the very fect that written
records of a gathering-kunting peopie are availatle meens that the
peovle have already Decome invoived in some way with economic and/or
political relations with 2 market socieiy. Furtkermore, such records
are coloured by the prejuiices of the particular people who wrote
them, or distorted by the fact that thé representati#es of different

1

groups best ¥nown, to some explorer, missionary or tresder were
usually those who had broken with their Kindolk ani attached them--

selves to tre outsiders.

wo W Teeun of kinghip then e copluvion o
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relation to the problem of discrepancy between “ideology" and actual
behaviour is basicaliy e confusion between '"'natives'"and * anthro-

. t . . . .
pologists categories ari concepts. The core of the confusion is

not so much the interpretation of empirical data as such, or the

iisagreement about the definition of the concepts, as a failure to
realize trat a concept which hai been defined in a specific way to
cope with problems derived from a.certain theoretical framework is
not suitable for coping with problems formulated outside this frame-
work. In other words, the core of the confusion is the failure to
realize that 2 concept which might have its origin in a certain

ethnography is not eleveted to the status of an analytical concept

fl

because of its capacity ito provide 2 kind of "metalanguage"” by which
a range of ethnographic data can be adequately described, but because
- it enables the analyst to orgsnize his ethnographic date in such a way
that ke can accoamodate thém within his theoretical model. In
deciding on whether the natives conceptualize their groups in terms
of relations of descent or kinship the "natives"” own categories and

1

tre "znthropolosist's" analytical categories'might quite simply not

have been clearly distinguished. e problem could have been formulsted
in this way only bpecause of the failure to realize that s concept of
descent as a principle of recruitment into any definition of descent
groups has not some universesl heuristic veliue but is defined in this
way in the interest of protectinz a typenlogy of a certain system and
) . e .35

of the model of a sezment as a physicszlly distinct entity.

Describing the composition of locel groups in terms of his own

analytical cateznries is thought to enatle the anthropologist to

estavliel vhat these groups represernt in the —orld of the objective

¢ whnatever tle natives unight
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subjectively take them for), thus ultimately distinguishing categories
which have ontological status only within the reslity which he has

Fimself defined.

If this much is conceded, it is clear thrat tre dispute over

the meanings of k{nship tercis has been misconceivei from the oﬁtset.
The real problem is not what kinship terms mean but the nature of the
relations among the genealogical designata gnﬂ gigniticates of certain
words and between those ani any other designata those wordis may have. .
Some have persistel in describing the words in question as kinship
terms, even thougl they maintain that these words do0 not designate
¥in categorie;. There are many reasons to suppose thrat this
assumption is false, certainly about kinship terms, which amay
designate genealogically defined catezories (thus the description

of thew as kinship terms) and/or otker kini of catezories (sqcigl,
economic, political) _ {see for example Yeedheam's ezrly studies
of prescriptive allisnce systexs ¢of social classification.Be) Thus
~rat began 2s an argument about the @thnographic facts beczme also a
largely unacknowledged dispute aboul the meanings of words used by
entrropologziste to descrive such facts. - It is rot necessary at this
point to inguire into the exact meani£g'of tre assertion thrat
designetion of individual relationshkips is cecondary to Aesignetion
of group relationships. Onpe it is acknomledzed thet cértain words
ray be used to designete genealogically defined categories, it is
difficuit to see what legitimete objection there cen ve to descriting
them 88 kinship terws and using them as a system of kin classificetiogf
Bui to describe them in this way is not necessarily to imply that

their genezlogicel or kinship desisnate are their only designate

S [T YR S ¥ e e B N
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are functionel ani not mutually exclusive wit}t regari to the forms
~tick serve to define them. Alternatively trey may refer to the
transmission of rishts and duties from one generation to another

under a systew wrose structure may ve lescribable in quasi-genealogieal

terms rtut whick is not necesss;ily conrected to biological facts;

these are relevant insofar as tke peoplec concerrnei posit such fects.
Social units exhiovit varying degrees of formel and inforgal organization
and pertain to various activities and interests. Referring to %he
transzission of rights and duties i.e. to political/jural constitutions
and/or to socio-economic ani dewosraphic structures as for example
allocation of lezboour ani reéources, or site-settlement patterns,

kinship categéries of genealogical "typology”. leave unanswered the

most fundamental questinn: by what criteria are the aBove "rights

2nd duties” distributed, zllocetei or transmitted. YWherever the

question has been given the sttention it deserves, it has invariably
gﬁrped out thzt kinship terus may refer to relstions of genezlogical
connection, or to socio-econouic relatio@s or to botk at once.

Tris requires thzti we assume that kinship terms are "tools"

defined by treir pizce ir the system of tools;  they always do much
J B! J J J

more than label individusls and most car” be used by e skilful sreaker

by

o7 a langusce to refer to an almost urlimited number of people ziven
tte right situation. The operational potential of kinskip tqrws
derives from the fact thkat they have a '"morel" wmeaning originating
in the general belief system of the culture independient 0of tactical

use, and tactical use itself covers much more then the ierotation of

38 . v
Yinehip roles.” The term morel is usel here in the way ¥irth uses

[ad

it: 'quslity from the standpoint of ~right and wrong. MNorelity is

inles on ~lLick suct “ulsspente are hazed,
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that as a value judgement kinship terms may contain elements of great
significance whick have nothing to 4o with wkat is normally denoied
of ss kinstip &2nl needi to be iefinel in 2 muclt wider framework.

Trere is no reason to Adoubt trat certain riébt ard quty ctatuses
‘not always clearly specified in tte ethnograp;&) are éscribed to
certain catezories of %in, at least at the level of the primary
senses of tre terms. "hat then is the problem? The problem is the
negative stance or tre thenrist to distinguish between kin classes
eni non-kin but “in-like clasces, both of whieh mey be 1esignated
by the same terus, or in other wordis between simple extension within
tre domain of kin clessification anid métap#oric extension. As is
known, like many tefore and after him, Yalinowski consiiered that
when & kinship term cen apply to both close relatives and remote
relatives (or even non-rela?ives) the meaning of the term primarily
‘refers to the close reigtives and is only used for other indiviiuals

33

"by extension'. This notion is overtly psychological end has been
criticelly discussei and criticised oy Fortes (1957). An interesting
‘statement on Yelinowski's theory came in zn article by Leach which
uses ¥zlinowski's own materiel to demonstrate that "kinship terms -
are caterory words" {Leach 19358) , Fe ;rgues that in the same way

as it woull be "ridiculous to say that the word table means 'my

table", it is unjustified to srgue thzt the term "x" used for my

“father an? other individuale” means primarily "my father"., The
term refers equally to 211 the people so a1direscsei unless there

. . 40 . . . . N
is cleer eviience otrerwise. Leazh is probably right in pointing
aut the ethnocentric creracter of the Yelinowskian theory. but in
aivocating the uritery mesning of category he seezs to forget the

S opeening ol tercs il feventiinlly stregcsel vy evawy =
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situation. Lounsbury (1965))answering Leack, notes the primary
meaning of kinship terms as that of reference to all the closer
geneaolozicel %irsmen, btut this is seen as consisting of seversl
components of meeringysome of whick can be altered to operate
various extensions. It seems though that he. as many othersj is
seeing the process nf extensinn as an automatic process. the result
of impersonal rules rather than human choices. The useful point

of his position, _ - .-is thzt for once the rotion of the inevitable
pr{mscy o7 d1enotation of rcles is removed from the understanling of
kinship tegms without necessarily being rerlaced by monocemic
"categories"” of people. From Radcliffe-Brown41 end lster Steward42
the idea of petrilineel, patrilocal and eiogamOus band or horde
became the framework for describing the structure ard composition of
local organization of the Australian aboriginal populations. 1In the

43

1960's Yegsitt and Hiatt44 speculated that the horde ({as defined
by Redcliffe-Brown) probzbly never existed in terzs of the formal
properties whick he attributed to it. Furthermore, they statei that
even if we hai comrlete data, the composition of herdes was so
variable that any claims for the srecific existence of s particular
kind of social organization, let alone’the urniversality of such
sociel organization, must be carefully considered. lYeggitt and
Hieatt reld that communities ranging from 200 to 30D individuals
might have been the bzsis of local organization from which smell
task groups woved over tre terrain. In response to these suggestions
Stanner45 established tle concepts of estete and range. Tstates

pertain to sacred localities whicl are the ancestrel houwe of clans

and totemic unite. Such localities are sacred ant in theory are

26
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and who are members of particular clars and totemic units. The

range is composed of the areas which members of Aifferent tntemic

or clan groups could enter and cross for purpose of economic
exploitation. Undier normal circumstances the inlividuals of a
perticular estate formed a core group based on meumbership in the

csame descent group. The range was composedi of the specific resources
around the estate which these descent groups normally exploited. The
border areas of different ranges intersectei, ardi it can be
demonstrated thet such bouniaries were not rigid over time. Thus,
bands frdﬁ different jescent groups would mutually exploit adjacent
srees as long as they evoiied sacred aﬁi ancestrel sites. Inter-
spersed between renges ani estates were areas wnich different local
groups exploited without reference to iiffe;ential rights. Thus,

tte ideological basis of land and spatial mobility meant that the

very source of existence., be it spiritual or emotionel. was nearly
always expre=sed through ties to the soil. i% is quite possibhle
that variance in structure and composition of local groups wss
fundamental 3ue to regional and microenvironmental iifferences.
“ince household structure and composition ani rules of residence sare
known to be the mcst adaptive aspects oI social organization as it
relates to economic imperatives, the stability or instadility of
group structure must be seen to derive from economic forces expressed
through totemic and religious philosophies ard manifested in myths,
rituasls etc..

It could therefore be arzuedi trat kinship distinctions as sucth
Yave no relevance in aboriginal culture ari only'iiviie the
continuity of culturzl forms into arbitrary =2nl meaningless categories
ard contrasts. What this weans ie thet we canrnt Justify a notior

<l
P

. . . Co 41 . . .
of meaning which is distinct from use. In thie respect it anly
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requirgs pointing out that by listinguishing between meaning and use
we leave the problem out of any context. No use of a term need
be more or less problemeti¢al since, given the concept, the use is
seen>alway; as a particular attempt to use a. tool for transforming

a sociesl situation or "manipulating” & new social situsztion by using
a term which hes been Fiven meaninz in a previous c0ntext.48 In
this perspective, kinship as a "concept” is an aspect of a culture's
socioeconomic scheme and it mey be better rezardiei as epiphenomenal
to the '"behaviorel" pstterns than as an epiphenomenon of any
kinship terminology.

Because tlre terrai; for most aboriginal cultures as expressed
through locality, residence an? livelihood is not only 2 territorieal
phenomenon, but also a "spirituel" force which relates to the whole
guestion of éxisténce andvbeing, the question of economy, social
rélations and conditions 0f production and reproducinn sktould oe
understood in terms of certain “"tendencies” which chzracterize
"primitive" societies in general; -although not without contraiictions,

trece zre indicstive of how tlese sncieties maintain their colerence

while at the same timepromoting orzanizationzl variability in the
49

quest for populetion survival.
for exampie rituals, cultursally enimated through exioams znd
arrangements of symbolic iiscretion which provide emotioral sustenance

to members of every aboriginal society, they function to "rezulate"”

!

economic obLjectives and to =2 certain extent demographic ones | for
. . . . -~ . \ . - .
instance merrisge, allisnce reletions). Rituals may serve as =2

toundary-mairntaining mechanism ~hichk in turn may contrizute or

Bu

vreserve the identity of a2 tribe Or sut-group. hey wey =zlso

imporisnt survivel gechaniss in that’the

PR

cogstrtute =2m
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surplus between sub-groups of s population ani preserve an important
property of primitive groups-egzaiitarianism. invnlving sharing and
1istribution of foo0i ani otker items - incluiing tonls - hoth on
intra-group aﬁi intexrgrdbp bages. At this point, —e would note
trat deing baseil on cénsiieratiogs of need and allowing for goois

to flow, mechanisms live the above function to equalize consumption

in the face of possible jifferences in production. The retionality

of these functions lies et the very core of the =ociety, that is at

their economic base; ©because a system of kinship is a particular
group of these relationships, within which descent ani1 msrriage-

connections ere socieslly regulated, selected -and "retained", the

50

real kinship is not a viological fact but s socisl one. Accordingly
the correspondence between projuctive forces and production relations
is et the same time correspondence between economy and kinship. The

interesting aspect lLere is not the correspondence between a certain

form of economy and a certain form of kinship, but the fact tlat

ttese systems tzke on =2 much larger number of functions ani this may

perhaps account for their more complex internal structure. Here is

the problem of the range of demographic transformations which may.

L] '. - I3 2
in & technical sense, take the "same form undier kinship or non-
kinehip coniitions, but do change under the constraints imposed or

the possibilities ofler by economic coniitions.

We may define 2 demographic system, in a general way, as con-

L]

isting of the relations between people in respect of the resources
and products of tre envifonment; in attending to demographic factors
Lhewever, we mﬁst avoid treating observed demographic processes as
axogenous, biolozically :iven constiraints whick 1etermine the

Lr0NNE etC.. oo
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80 would be to conluse social replacement with biological replacement

& ekt "

eand to overlook the strategies that people employ to exercise control
nver group eize anl composzition,many of which are embediiei in kinship

custoﬁs. In thesz terms technology - alongsile orgenization and
iiéology - mey be seer to mediste relatinns both betweenmell jin
sociéty. anl bYetreen men z2nd components of the natural environment.
The actual use of technology represents an aspect of thre functioning
of the socio-economic system.with - the physical or organic con-

.gequences of that use embodied in the state of the ecosystem.

Pressing 2 mechanical analogy, we could perhaps view the act of

&

hunting in terms of the transmission of information, by ~which the
state of one system effects changes in the state of another linked
systemtsl {Fig. 7 end 8) Thus the thrust of the spear establiskes
the conditions for & trophic exchange of materials ani energy from
tte animal to the humans; these actions ere wilful, and involve the
ekpenditure of lzbour in order to obtain from nature the means of
sudbsistence. This.is economic production. From an ecosystemic
perspective, on the other hkand, ‘trhe hum=n group appesrs as an
undifferentiated population eggregate, dependent fer its growth ani
reproduction on an input of materials and energy from its environment.

The suspicion of superficiality aroused by this %ini of argument

+ derives frog a failure to consider slter;ative possibilities open
to a society. The environment can only be defined relsiive to the
"subject whose environment it is, be it = single individual, a local
or a regiOnal population; it does not therefore exist as 2 systenm

but ratner as 2 set of possibilities. Thre environment Joes not

itcelf specify tre mznner or intensity of its exploitation, but it

v
h o o
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the socially iefined objectives of the subject population.
If we consi&er the case of sociel adaptation to the environment, e
perticular environment may facilitgte sor:e kinds of institution,or
renderothers-mbge difficult andi still othérs impossibie but there
wust be few if any environments which demand one and iny one
adaptation in the fora of a particulsr social or tecknological
institution. Thué the socially directéd acts of economic prodiuction,
iistribution and consumption serve to effect a transduction from the
social system to the ecosystem; this being so, we findi populstion
holding 2 similar system of kinship categories to those of others
wren their mode of production seeums to imply the very opposite
premises, or differential kinship under the same mode of proiuction.
Since there are therefore in practice always several alternative
- possibilities opeﬁ to 2 society in its orgéniaational and technologiceal

resp0née to a particulsr environment, to say thet the possibility
actually followed is adaptive is not to say that no other forams of
adaptation were possible. )

It is of course true trat where some_nétural respurces are

beyonl the technologicel capacities of a people to exploit them. they

-
-

are to that extent non-existent eni = in consegquence 2 culture of
hunters and gatherers will rejuire a grester lani area to support
itself tkan a community of edvancel agriculturalists; ageain in
cases where people have religious, legal 2n1 sentimental attachments
to particular pieces of ground they may be reluctent to move f{rom
them even when they are awsre of areas wore proiuctive. For demo-
zraphic determinants to be definel, we wust consider both material

rnd non-material elemenis. 1In consicering defining npopulation

ure, for example, we must specify the nature of tte

i

=

press



pressure. Populstion pressure is not necessarily synonymous with
the ecological concept of carrying capacity - es we %ave remsrkedi
above - -+hich refers to the waxiuin number Af indiviliuals that 2
Ziven area will _sustain. Pogulatioh pressure .refers to tre prgssufe

of & "strain" (i.e. excessive need or demsni) on one or more existing

resources) which can occur well below carrying capascity. Resources

can be relatively elastic or inelestic on the basis of their /

"renewability" but the correlative nature of their exploitation
depends upon thre development of the proiuctive forces and social
4ivision of labour in thg process of production.

wWith very few conceivable exceptions no economy. nor any society,
kas existed in totel isolstion from others. The unwillingness to
teke tkis fact into account, or at least to ~ive it its Aue weight.
ig a2 mejor failing of recert archaeologicazl hypotheses on ec0nomic/
demographic change. And when contact between societies has not been
disregarded,52 hypotheses of change h;ve been constructed in which a
single entity, or a group of entities conceived as a single unit,
and modelled as undergoing change in zpparent isolation with all the
mechanisms involved integreted into the chaﬁging system. (Fig. 9)
Yost explanations feil to trenscend a ;;rely empirical level, which
reflects a widely held positivistic belief that there exists a
testable one-to-one relationship between empirical observations ané
the properties of prehistoric societies. FHowever, a mode of production
or a demograrphic reality - ies not constituted by the "structure” of
the empirical eviderce alone. It cannot simply be reconstructed

through it. Thus, *the analyticzl ani empiricel zulf between separate

levels of information Yae to be crnssei by an exdlanatory bridge

“degvenientd

Gultural and theoreticsl irsights vaiher on vile e

A
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"sophisticatel” techniques, in order to lead us towaris an under-
staniing of the reality - a system of social reproduction that
explains wrat happened between trese levels. Because local
production is rarely autonomsus (even in tribal societies) and it

is normally linked to a wider system of reproduction in various ways -
exchange, trade, etc. - to determine the relationship between local
and supralocal levels of organization and production. it is necessary
to delineate the "limits" of the cultural systems within which these
nrocesses were operating. “hen only consilering & local area. there
is zlways a risk of overstrescsing the importance of the local level,
end ignoring its place within a wider 2rea. Marx made the important
point that tre distinet social end political forms znd ideology of
each gocliety within & mode of proiuction were closely related to the
ways people organized their work and to the weys the ownership of the
mears of producition wasg allocated - that is the spztial znd structural
digtribution determining tre limits and the potential of development
within =z larger system. Ir applying a2 ¥Varxist approach to the
foraging mode of proiuction, it is best to see which zspects of the
cultural ani socisl supersiructure correspond more closely to the
base, because these are likely to give an insight {n the undierlying
principles. Fxpanling reproduction, accumulstion, sharing are sone
exzmples of such practices. The first refers to growth mhich 1is
internzlly derived, e.g. through intensified subsisience production
or settliement exvansion. The seconl is a more general phenomenon)

a2 surplus derived over and aonve the costs of reproduction; it mey
be derived from znd correspond with exranded reproiluction, or 1t wmzy
be derivel through other means, as long distznce trale, war etc.,

tvat is beyond ite own proiuctive beasis. Sharing on the other hani,

~ 7
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is a practice which 4eeply pervades the beheviour ani values of
foragers within the "family" and between “f;milies“ anil it is
exteniel to the bouniaries.of the socio-economic universe. Just
ag tre principles of profit aniwrationality'are ;entral to the )
capitalist ethic, so ie sharinz central to t;e conduct of socisal

life in foraging societies. Sehline (1965) ani othrers, found the
principle of generalized reciprocity to be 2 universsl =2mong hunting
eni gatkering societies. Therefore, when we discuss srerinz 2nd

other central features of tke sbove penpies, we 2re not simply
looking =2t a cultural practice, oTut a2t ttre expression oI a common,
universel condition in the foragring moie of production, which canbe
(and has " been) elterel by tlte impsct of an externzl power with effects

: 2 . . ~ " o . 14
on ihe iemozraphic '"performance” of tle populatinni(s). The fact that

coamunal sharing of food resources hac been directly nbservedi in

-

. . 54, .
recent years among lozent of forasinz groups is 2 findinzg thrat

[

should not ve underestimzted. ts universality among foragers lends

"

trong support to the marxist theory that e stage of "primitive
cozmunisz'” preveiled before tre rise of the state ard the breaskur of
society into classes 0Tngzels 16¢4). Sharing food is accompanied by
shraring space, doth of which incliuie poiulatiOn patterns: consumztion,
projuction zrni distrizutior as parts of tre economic eni demogzrezhic
reproiuction of zny society.

"In tre following section we shall deal more specifically with
tfe jifferent approaches comprised under ' palseneconomy 2ni discuss
to what extenmt 2 marxist freomework of historical meterislism can
provide tre key {or =z leeper unlerstsriinz ~f tle nature of hunting-
1ife - as = Aistirct mole of proluction - ard the

T ~ Cre e e S en Yoy me b - ML g o
DLy FUDnRGL fomnire L T we DT e

e
pols
3
£
)
s
,



k- TURSLNA AP I

340

4.4 "Palsececonomy" and Varxisam

Of tte wany econonic arguments trat have been used to justify
the existence of peleeoeConmic interpretetinng, ttre sirongest are
ttose of maximization ani margsinal value, both funiamental determinants
of thé neo-classical models. #lthoug® nnt expressed 1irec;ly - as

ralsececonnrmists never adequately 1efine what they meant by "economy"

-~ this trend in their approach is emerging from two bassic seciors

.of classification: firstlv, concentration -on tre bekaviour ani subjective

£,
motives of the "economic man")s in a2 regulated pursuit o7 his

. - . . . . v . I
interests, slways trying to maximize his "income" {(or usefulness)

C e . . / \ . .
and minimize his outlays (or effort); andi secondly a marked inclusion

of marginal "values"” {utility, proiuctivity, scarcity of the environ-

\
\
'

went etc.;. Thus equirred, the pelieeoceconouist cer afford to ignore

tre character of zeneral, ocjective economic categsories connected

. B . . . N I 3\ : - ey .
witl the stretegies \or beraviour}! of socizl groups ani %the different
36

z2ttitudes employed towardis regional shifts of tte proijuctive factors.”

Accoriingly, a bodly of fermal ralaececeonomic enalysis wes developed

rrimarily concerned with =z single sei of questions: what are the

"forces™” which determine econonic organization in 2 primitive society?

-
~

wegr usually derererstes intoc ne

tte zns easuring tre effects of tre
naturzl environment railrer tlvar mecsuring the eflectiveness nf tle

human sgency. In this wzy. =mithouvti a clear set nf objectives, tlre
delimitation of economic space tecomes 2 purely vnlsrized procedure,
with narrow, restricied assumptions for the "invesimert” of the

cocial potential energy.

~ tlthoust scoze sttemnts were mede t9 redeline tte "prlaeneconcomic”
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“availebiiity, fool rrocurement arl Zroup values - despite that, tte
central meaning of recent publications proves that tle relevart
"rodels” reusined static an? unzble to previde a “"complete" inter-
cretation of tle economic processes in the péét - regariless ¢ the
enormous number o1 sites excavated. the data collected ari the
rowerful techniques euwpiojel to =znslyze threm.

It is 2 point of concern that tke intesration of tre =ocial
with the economic 1s not o comson in tre zrctazeciogicel inter-
pretations; ani when it is considered, euthrors maintain trat both
ecologiggl and social azppgroackes are veiid =o long as trey remain N
confined to tleir proper spheres of inf‘luence.57 The problem with

this sort ot cesuszl empiriciem is tret notking can ve s2ii1 - or
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ive recsronses anl demanis of 2 society/

béndfgroup, at any level of investigation. An exzarle-of such an
epproach - amongzst others - =we hzve in Zaitey's {1383} elsoorate
justification of tre nzlaeneconcmis modeir. 7 .. I trerefore propose
to approack the provlem from 2n slternztive perspective. namely thre

ncint of view of the null hypothesis «whinh gpecifies that subesistence

ck
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ere the recult of environmenial crsnges unless zroved othervise.
In sdopting this view it is important to ewphesize ttr:=it envircnazental

!

W

chznge may hsve poth direct ani inlirect effects on subsisternce
economy. The direct effects wiil ve those whick involve erviron-
mentally indiced cltanzes in the type of relative proportiions of tle

avzilable food species. Inidirect effects stem frow chenges in wore

subtle

2

ni elusive properties ¢f tle environument suchk as the
productivit, (biomase per vunit zrea per urit time, of the svmilabie

regonrnes or their nccewsibility.” Trese tlecreticzl iiscussions
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eccnomic. Thie epproach also leais to the emthesis on calorific

) AR AR

o

estimates arnd lists of animsl and plant species exploited 2t a

rarticular series oI sites which - as we hrve ceen - in themselves
tel{ us-very little about tre specific content of these activities.
Fere is 5ne of tre central probdlems in the study of primitive
econowmics: what is the difference between diet anl economy ani if
inference from observational premises to theoretic=zl conclusions can
rely purely on anélysis of tle die® eviience wtren in z4dition that
evidence is only partial? If we consider “"palaeoecononic’ evplanations
they operate around two tyres of empirical reziities: faural remains

. e
ani trarshumeznce tabite.”

4lthough there is nat any sort of factuzl
interconnection bvetween these tw~o variabtles - the first is data-based,

tre seconi is an ethnogrephic reconstruction nct necess2rily valid

zeoeconcrpicsts' wvark wvazs, an?

(]

for hunters-gatherers of ile past - p=z
ic, directed to show the seazsonzl use of sites, zartly from the
stuly of borne sampies. These fauristic remeins in fact do no
répresent tre ervironment in tbe maiure sense: these zre bones
whick are concrete examples, togeiher with piant remeins, artifacts
ferm »ni spetial zrrangexent of houses anl! setilements, 0f certain

rrocesses which can be comprerendiel as socin-econamic activity.

These objects ard structures thet sre proiuced * persist through

2 certain period of time ani1 sometimes 2re subsequently reproduced,
undergoing in botl ceses continuous modification, which evertually
ere gqualitatively =2lterei, psss away, or destroyed. *:1li of these

eiements sanl procescses have their own times ani their own rates of

chnnce, which ieperl upon speniiic c¢heracteristics ani ileir

srticulatirr itk otlher nl’ects sni
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co-¢exicstence aniAinterpenetration with these otler elements and
processes.59 Treir temporalities 2ni1 rates of ch=nge can be perceived
ani meésurei from tre preocesses 0f oroduction, circuletion., d4is-
trioutinn 2ri consumptiqp.:frﬁm tre useful objects created. exckangéd
and consumed, ari~ffom tte preocecses of corstitutinn and development
of cultural formations a2ani1 cultural objects. Tre comnler interaction
of trese objects ani activities anil their rates of chanze form the
real historical process, ani provide the basis for tre cnnstructior
of eppropriate regionalizations. The extensiveness nf these objects
end processes and the extensiveness of their effects determine tte
approprizte scales for their analysis. The implications of this
argument is not only thet 21l meterial zni izmzterizl objects and

events have spatizl and temporal limenrnsions but =zlso that these

[C)

dimensions cannot be sedzraiel from treir other croperties beceuse

e

they zre essenti=zl coniitions.fﬁr tre existence of 2ny object or
event ard because they affect, qu=zlify, or modify wany of threir
rroverties, witk the result thzt thé sevarzte aspects of zn nbject
studiei by disciplines distinguished in thris way-cannot be recombineqd
additively. It trerefore follows that arn ziequz2te conception of any
object or evert nmust be bzased uprn 2 undfied treoretinzi framerork,
zrd that it is no more possible for tre s;stematic scierces to
abstract from the spatial =nd temponral aspeactis o nteromenz than

it is for tre "chorologzical" sciencec to abstiraci from the phenozmena
trat forim the content of an area.

The reason for thie is obvinus. In the extreme case. each
variavle” {whatever this represents-fnuna/plﬁnt remains, stone
tools, settiements, oOr even popﬁlations; wouil e lefinei 25 =
iw o dts: owy rigbt. freario. in tlis case nn

ht “
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single structure can be locatei in more than one region. The
individuesl struc®ure becomes tre evyplaratory level of the whole

structure a2ni tte 1ifferent aspects of the territorial ani rezional

organization "are! identical uy definition. It follnws directly

that technolog, or tvetter thre techniques emﬁlo;ei for tte manufacture
of stone-tools for example, must be equal to the level of tre
exploitation rates of a yiven area or to the population rates and
indices. It thus appears as if the relative importance of a distinct
local "variavle” adoptei for analysis, proviiec the test possible
explaration for thke overall growth in the region which anyway is

so0 mucl ieperient from the local environmentel conditions thet it
does not seem to exist any freeiom nf chkoice in adorting = certain
technique or the possibilities to give to that techkrique 2 certain

flexibility. “verything »ill deperi upon the efficiency of adsptive

patterns within determined site-catichment locstions. From the
rreceding it follows that the logicel paralleisnf theories of primitive
C
economics are trose wherein both irrut znd output can be stated in
. - 4 . 4 . . AY
terms of environmental economic concents {(preferably juantified)

while social ani cultural varisbles are considerel z2s tre parameters

s

within which the_equztions =are Operatiée.

““pvirvonuental constrainte clearly have 2 great impzct on
tunter-gatherer alaptations ari exer% conciderable influence on
their form of social organiiation.” "Since hunter-gatherers exploit,
out do not drastically alter, their environment, this subsistence
mole places general constraints on social patterning” (Yellen ernid
Yarpeniing 1972j. The mz2in objection to trese definitions is that

tvey have zlmost irvarisbly been associzted with inadequate or fTalse

o
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within geography the conceprt of evolution led to a concern with
kistorical development sni toc generalizations about the history of
ceographical fq;ms (but nct to 2 concern with the processes under-
lying this E}storid;l movement}) witﬁin palaeoecéhOmic approaches

tte conception is altogether based - although with differences of
interpretation - urorn az msrked foram of human socizl and cultural
ievelopument unler the continuous operstion »f predetermined biblogical

, s 60 X
enl environmertal coniitions. Another example of s=such an association

()

N : N 1 / . .
we find in 5amble's \1978) arna : .. The change in resources

[#]

yei

and their utilization in the mesolithic is most satisfactorily

o

explained by climstic factors a2ltering resource scheduling and hence
farcing a re-zppraiszl of the overall exploitation strategy. Tor

tre earlier perinds, where the resnurces change quantitatively rathrer
thzn guziitetively. there is eviiencg for climztic change ani thi§

must be taken inte account before pronouncing on the gisptive bvehavicur

m

these pzlaec tnd elsewhere " .. now trat ihe wider
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circumstances of groups utilizinzg the zrea hrave been exzmined we can

evaiuate the long term ailaptation of threse hunter-gztherers to their

environment." .."” Ttis constancy in a2daptive behaviocur ie infiuenced
vy tke strong rhysical constrsints of ire =zrees which promole a
predictable spatiai ani iemogrzphic solution 1o th? problemns of
eSficient resource extraction” "I{ can be seen rom the 2bove, the
petierned spatial behaviour is a feature of hunter-gatherer
organization. The observation thet it is closely coniitioned by

the structure of tre environment »roviie us with en opporiunity to

lock Tor zener=l petterns in hunter-gatherer eiaptatinons to erviron-

mental circumstances” Becruse of this Yierarclty o7 tre imnnriance
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anl settlement system: "The diecussion of territory, a space usei
habituaily by = group of ten employs the term home base which has
recently been 1eflined as Pollows. 3By home base, we mean a habvitaztion

site or area, up to 2 mile or sn in extent {(or possibly more) within

wYrich camps vere occutied each year for periols of time that in

total generally exceelel tre time spent at any; other sinzle site ..
where there was 2ccess to a hinter-land productive of additional
rescurces for maintsining the home base's population, procursble

from satellite camps when exvedient" (Rogers ani Bleck 1976). &lthough

this passagze refers to 2 specific ethnographic example ... it is

sufficiently general in its implications to ect as a2 lescription of

ct

the major settlement itype trat is common to 211 hunter-gstherers.

The other element of the settlement system thet is generz21lly recognized
ie the satellite caaxp occupied by sraller demographic unite and for
storter periods of time. The estadlishuent of satellite czmrs reflect
an efficient balancing of enerzy zni trke totzl settlesment pattern

with its large =rd smz2ll foci must be viewed as part of the strategy

ttr

)

t is designed to zchieve the zosl of optimising yields while

minimizing effort”

The adove lengthy quotations were inlispensabdble to sho~ how
the funizmentz2l oroblem always remeir zni always arises -when that
very ooncept ani lefinition of theories anl sub-theorizs are theé-
selves Sunctions of & pzrticular ideology ani eristemnlogy. From
the point of wview of thre discussion presentei here, the sepsrate
existence nf an entit, crliel palaneoeconomic trecry (elaborated most

consisterti;, aril ex

el
$-
[

iciYiy during trhe pzst forty .ears by Cambridgze

is itself npen *o question. In differen . many
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{mhether this ~as expressed ineconomics,geography. ceonlogy or
biolosyj have proceelel as though the object of stuly was an
abstract entity - one without elfective structur=l relationships to
. . _. L. 61 . . ;
the rest of the socio-economic system. _ The specific problez of
idealized abstrection - as a relatively autonomous field of siudy -
will ve discussei later. The immediate question is the related one
of tre presumed "separation” of spatial beheviour from the economic
system 2s a whole. Site-catchment anzlysis in determining site
locations within certain radius, cerrying-capacity terminus ani
jepenience from one mzin fzctor of survival belonzs to that sort of
4istinction. In fact, of course the two are intimztely related at
£2 . ca s
2ll levels. In tre first place it is resrely valid %o retain a

comrplete distinction between thre specifically locstional decision

o2 a population ani 2ll its other ecoromic decisions. Secondily ilere
is the fa2ct trat the nature of a ropulation's behaviour =ill be

o~

nfiuercel by its position within the intal economic struciure.

tnd thirdly. at another level, the spatial shape of the economy is

o
]
ot
o
[¢/]

t¥e result not only of specificzliy spatiel ferces, hut also

f

. N o~ N < 7 . .
2-spatizl 4ynamics of the system. the socio-culitural (incliudin

[+5]

religion, kKinschip, ideclogy etc.,), raving a spatieal marifestation.

n

It is essentially tkvirs zasic listinction 2nd ikre assumptions on which

c+

t have deen termed

[AM]

ai

it is ©tased which uniiy the various studies

“palezeoceconomic’, and/or site catchment enalysis. VFiggs et =21 (1967)

in their siuly of Palaseolithic sites in Zpirus, Greece, were the

-

first to apply this forw of anelysis - 2lthough in =2 general form.

Tte explioitation territory; of a site was delinel es the territeory

m

site which e exploited rabitually. This terrsitore

was then uced zg en snal:ztic device Inr examining the rescurces
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immediately accessible to = site's inhabitants. The stuilies of
Higgs et al., exemplify thre two techkniques most commonly usedl for
jelimiting the territory to be examined in a site catchment analysis
- namely the use of circular territories of fixed raiii ani the use
0f tiwe contours. Bothr means of determining the area to be studiised
have since beern widely used. "wWalking one hour for agzricultural
sites and two hours for non-agricultural sites has been used by a
numbér of ?Qropean higtorians althouzh circles of fixed radii are’
more commonly used by Americz=nists but also by ?uropeens.63 This
sort. of analysis, bezsed on central place theory is less convincing

nevertteless, in thrat it shows less concern with band spacing and

population dersity and is less sensitive to socin-economic indicators

2s determinants of site location ani instead emphasizes such con-
siderations es the a2veilability, adunience, spacing eni seazonelity

of plant, animal anl wminerel rescurces as importent in determining

Linear spzcing, or some otlrer measure of spacing, 2nd Thiessen
polygons are both realistic approaches to estimation of catchment
size and shspe. Lin Bintliff's view 1981) Their utility, however,
'is limited by several corncijerations. First they do assume con-
temporaneity of sites, and unless one can demonstrate this to be so,
the result could be highly misleading. Second, tley assume a
comprehensive listing of the sites whose spacing is beinz examined.

Tria could be a vrodlem if enalysis is being done of sites in an

~

area thkat has not been systemstically surveyed {as for example with

the case of Zpirus-Greece) or where a survey =as 1one using

jusirats. transects, or sonme ntler techniques yielding en =really

fort
oy
[
™

lisesnéinuoi’e sample of i

Third. uvse of eitrer zporoach ns unag



349

no overlap of actuaslly exploited area, no traie, no importation of
resourceg, no lebour processes, no proiucti;e inter-relations - in
sum it assumes that tre 2fez within the polyron (or hexagon or circle)
is the sole area exploited. MNorenver estimates have been made for
only one or two resnurces {reindeer exploitation for example) -
2lbeit importent ones, and most basic piant ani mineral needs were
satisfied within 5 km of the site {when transhumance »as not employedj.
It is still & documentation of the feact trat resources reflected et
a2 site (including artefacts and stone'tools techniques) may come
froz a far broader area than ile =mall anelytic territories used by
most palaececonomists.

It is then imposcsible realistically to treat thre spatial as
a closed system. There is a body of knowledge based on primitive
societies, their origin 2nd evolution, and the "spatial” expression
of treir demo-economic sgystem éoes‘kave to ve anzlysed. Changes in

treoretical structure are, brought about in response tn tre emergence

. of proplems, but the way in wrich these problems are "seen” determines

tke nature of the response to trhem 2nil the consequent theoretic

®

r4
o] . . .
development. 4 If the prerspective of tre whole subject is to be

Y

exemineld it is essential to step outside of thst perspective. It
is only by such 2 proceiuvre tha2t one can appreciate the naiure of
the subject for wrhat it is ari envisage any possitility of change
along the dimensions of characteristics which typifies the subject
as a whole.

4 historiczl approach provides the necessary freamework for
such an enalysis, both by retaining lozical cetegories. ani by
izta =ny primordial or nz2tural coniitions.

the epvironment 1z necessar; (o7 undersiaci..g
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the prehistoric economy., since the environment was the material
base of the economy ani set some limits on the economic possibilities.
But different economies were established on the same material base
—py ;ifferept peoples with their own traditions and with different
levels of productive development. Fowever, the line of palaeo-
economic theory takes as given the nature of econoamic organization
but ignores the historical context, and therefore the essential
dynamic, of that form of organization. At the same time the
theories themselves can be seen as pa*t of a historical progression
explaining an aspect of that given material worli from which they
stem. The historicsl perspective is thus twofold: firstly to set
theories in their historical context, and thereby to illustrate
both their reactive nature and the role they play in the context;
secondly to see thet the approach to palaeoceconomy - that is the-

nature of the theories themselves - should slso take-"population"

(i.e. its object) in its historical perspective. It is also

important to consider carefully the nature of the space in which
locatiOn/settlement etc., is taking place, as most of the theories
deal essentizlly with some form of abﬁtract space. In the case
of L¥sch, for instance distance is the only quality of space
considered as locationally significant and we have seen the resuits
in recent palaeoceconomic studies. In fact, the "space” of a
populstion 's settlement or location is the product of a complex
historical process.

The scientific representation of economic and social reslity
does not emerge by ebstraction from the spontanenus or elaborated
representations of individuals- It must on the contrary, contest

i, order t. usceover ithe internal logic of socicl

tte evidet




reality. A tool has no social existence unless its rules of
manufacture ani use are known and communicated. These represen-
tatiOng are also productive forces; a marxist approach in the
social sciegceg therefore means to try to reconstruct, reproduce,
the logic of the processes which give rise to the visible order of
facts and institutions and which determine their possible trans-
formations. When analysing the material remains of a society,;
palseoeconomists fall back on the empirical part of disciplines
such as geology, geography, technology, botany, economic¢s:and so on.
Fach discipline contributes its Epecialized information, and is
necessary as a first stage; the problem is that no attempt is made
to discover the internal components and the structural relations
which define the social and material formation of these societies.
In fact Merxism reveals the existence of two levels of rationality.
First, the intentional rationality of individusls and groups acting
within determinate social relations and upon these social relations
on the basis of their own representations of these relations.
Beyond this, there is also an unintentionai rationality which
consists of the objective /prOperties_of tkese social relations
and of their specific laws of transformation. PFar from being a
mere "abstract" reflection of the relation, is one of the internal
conditions of existence of a society.

Production is the objectification of human ideas and needs.
Yarx in Capital warned against 2 nerrowly materialistic conception
inherited from the ab;tract materislism of the natural sciences.
In fact that point ¢onstitutes one of the most specific forms of
neo~classicel economics and its darivative theories - if not the

wost specifié - and the wust heavily criticized.- The practicail

-~
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consequence of tkis "abstract" materialism is to create a partly
illusory relation which spontaneously grows up between individuals
and their material coniitions of existence, "acting" upén an
imaginary reality. Dobb (¥940),concentrating on the nature of
abstraction,iiscusses this in‘some deptﬁ. e e tﬁe acceptance or
rejection of a theory depends on one's view of the appropriateness
of the particular abstraction on which the theory is basei. ..In
the first place, one msy build one's abstraction on the exclusion
of certain features which are present in any actual situation
either because they are the more varieble or because they sre
quantitatively of lesser importance in determiggng the course of
events. Secoﬁdly however, one may base one's abstraction ..simply
on the formal procedure of combining the properties common to a
heterogeneous assortment of situations and building abstractign out
of analogy." As Dobb pointﬁ out, such distillations of coamon
factors may form such & small part of the mechanics of any one

situation that the real structure and motive power is lost.

Such is the case with palaeoceconomics today. "e learn certainly

of "bones and stones” but not of the labour processes on which a

numbér o< spébifié means of production anrd reproduction depend,
/

¥oreover, the lack of systgmic context, which is one effect
of this mode of abstraction, is paralleled by an absence of
historical perspective. In most of palaeoeconomic theory, (as in
marginalist economics) the existenceiof'numerous competitive "profit”
maximizers _ ' ., is assumed as, . given and
conéequently | . as unealterable. The dynamic of tlre
gystew &8s a whole is ignored. Thus, for instiance, although

: e . e P R
territory «F¥idurce predictability, and hunter-gatherers sirstegy -
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are studied, they are analysed as separate situations, as "existing"
in different places, or in different sectors of the economy. A
sort of static equilibrium is the rule and the aim. Internal con-
tradictio;s andi the dynam;cs of development, particularly the
develo;mant of one from the conditions of the other; are ignored.
Putting together some of the points made in this section, we

see that thére is a contradiction even here. On the one hand there
is the pretension to trens-system distillation, on the othe; there
are firm roots in & contemporary economic arrangement. This con-
tradiction arises not because a particular abstraction ~pattern
andﬂconcentratiOn_upon certain characteristics is incorrec€: but
because ~ the whole concept of an a-historical formalism of human
behaviour is a misapprehension.67 Behaviour itself is a result of
historical conditions and position within the total system at any
point of time. Different forms of economic system, and different
structural positions within any one such system, will leed to
different forms of behaviour. Although such criticismsvby no

" means apply equally to all anslyses employing a “"palaseoceconomic"
approach, it is evident that the iﬁteraction, betweén the objective
meterial flows in a2 system and their ébcial'perceptiOn and /
expression still represents a central analytical problem; in

dealing with settlement patterns, their components such as territorial
\

boundaries or other analogues such as asrchaeological sites, complex

of culture traits or other information systems as stone-tools

technology we are concerned with srtifacts of a system. They do

not themselves posséss organization but reflect the articulation

0of units and their social "management” within & society or a group.

problom is not simply either wped Jigo

o
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(Artifacts)

political
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culture religious \\\;:ils
| socisl
i distribution
|
V development ’/////
technology tradition exchange
| procedures
|
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v production (use)
economy labour ,/////

* gdiscard
environment

FIG. 4.10. Procedures involved =itk {or variazbles effecting)
the structure of a "pelaeoceconcmic" sysitem in
zeneral and tools zccordingly.
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of economic wman, "designed to aéhieve the goal of optimiszing
yields while mwinimizing efforts" is an insdequate abstraction, or
ttat '"settlement patterné with its large and smail foci must be
viewed as part of that strategy" is A false-abstréct;on;-but that
the questions which "they ask" perform the function primarily of
allowing the expregsion of certain desired answers. There is s
particular ideology determining even the definition of the objects
studied. -and the level of the main lines of interest - excluding the
concrete labour-relations snd contradictions between men snd nature.
What is emerging then, seems to be the necessity to view
§ocio-economic behaviour centrally in a historical context, to
extend and develop the conception of the "palaeoeconomic" system
by placing human social activities and labour forces at the centre
of the analysis; that is the association of‘social9 technological,
environmental end cultural tr;its 2ani patterns of change under more
concrete historical accounts of their internal dynamics and actual
ovolution. (Fig. 10) But whether such a reorgsnization on that
level and a reconstruction which_"respects" the.laws of historicsl

transformations is possibdle is (it sgems)‘at the moment, an oOpen

question.

4.5 Summary

It is probably fair to say that the formation of palaeoeconomic/
demographicvtheories lies within one major overell "parasdigm" for.
though sepérate lines éf development exist, they have much in common
in terme of their epistemological approach ani of their function
in relation to tre economic .aystem of which they are a product.

O R

wne stuay i the exploiteiion of nature by prehisioric
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socleties brings together problems of tke reproduction of labour
power, of demography and of production, essentially trat of the
means of subsistence, since it is Fhe metabolic transforwation of
tre means of subsistence in the_prganism thet produces huﬁan energy.
Until now however, thre production of human beings has rot reslly |
been treated as an economic protlem; demography has generally been
regarded as surrendering to its own laws. In fact tlere are
constant interactions between the individuel besrers of energy.
energy as the means of production, and production of the meeans of
subsistence andi the means of reproduction of producers.

Demograpty has of ten been consiiered more as a ceuse of
biologicai sequences than subjected to conditions of production.
Indeed, demography is dependent on production end circulation of
food. This is a field of economic investigation to be thoughtover,
taking into account the ccntinuous conversion of subsistenée into.
labour power, of lebour power into productive agents and producers
of subsistence. To buildrin tke first rlace, a "pslaeoceconomy"
capable of extending the analysis of the sppropriastion of nature

to phenomena too often considered as naturel or eccidéntal or
sberrant, such as femine, disease, low populatior etc., means to
put men back at the 'core'" of their development, thet is in their
tistoricsl specificity, rejecting the princfple of natural, eternsal
laws.

Applying the principle of historical specificity to hunter-
gatherer societies does not mean thet every element in a locsl
system is unique to a given mode. but only that the whole structure
and arrangement of élements is historicslly unigue, specific to &

-

given mdd@“uym- ©o the gocial dimenzions within the moie. This of
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course entails difficulties. It also mezns that tke aggregate
population result st any level ~operates inside tte relatione of
production and thus "determines" the type of information we may
have about the members ofia society and the natuie of their syst}m.
Since tre labour proceés itself - the processtin which the forces
of prbduction transform an object of labour through labour - is the
bearer of relations of productionyin fact the labour process only
exists and transforms itself in a specific process of productioa.69
AmOng those aspects of the labour process which are thus "informed"
by these relations, the means of labour involve above sll tools and
their technicel knowledge, which are theréfore bearers qf the
relations of production to whick they are adapted, as are sll tte
relations of cooperation. As we rave seen, for Marx 2 mode of
production is an znalytical concept describing the dialecticel
unity of forceﬁvand relations of production. To define a particular
mode of production should tlrerefore be to specify both the forces
of production - in terms of relations between people and the
instruments of their labour - and the relstions of production in
terms of appropriation of territory and its resources,tsking s -
communal form in pre-class societies - whereas in cleass societies
surplus labour and over-exploitation are the transformations that
set up new relations of production ard develop with them. What is
important is not whether the appropriation is either heavy or
moderate, whether compensation exists or not, but whether it relates
to a totality of socio-economic relations in such a .way that
production cennot be continued without it.

All these raise a set of problems. In the present .state it

L T o g D e Y s e P 3 e
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which data about the prehistoric past cen make their own contribution
to the creation of new theoretical-historical concepts but the
interaction between the gxisting thecry and archaeological data
tas tended to be a one-way process. There ies an apparent difficulty
of interpretation because of the unsatisfactory control oi;r the
samples,-problematical techniques, and other factors related to pre-
historic variability for example within the sequence of use of sites
and between sites in an area, in terms of changing relationshipe
between the prehistoric inhebitants of the site and the cheanging
environment, in terms of tke continuous "use" of s site in spite
of environmental changes, differences or similarities in technology
both on inter-intrs locetional level. Archaseological data may be
difficult to analyse, but only the most "insisting'" adherent of a
certain ideoloéy would deny that the prehistoric rgcord can offer
differe;t i;sues and'explanaji0n57o above thre environmental/
ecological interpretations which to-day dominete research
prehistoric economies and demographic patterns. & coherent palaeo-
economic perspective should therefore take into account of sll the
dimensions, viewing the basic necessities of existence in teras of
both sociel and ecological context ani conceptualize the linkages
between them. Artifacts in this sense may not be very sensitive
to ervironmental constraints, instead they should track more closely
trhe production and reproduction of a set of social reletions. Ve
mey note on this basis that we can contrast capitalism to all other
modes of production as extras-economic factors also enter into the

meane of eppropriation in non-capiteslist modes of production,

wherees in capitalism economic factors alone intervene and to this

< e - N < . .
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easy to recognize. To this is related the fact thet most of
existing palaeoeconomic theory is eble to an extent to explain
"individusl"'" scale decisions according to the environment as in
some way rational, but helpless in face of the reculting systemic-
‘level irrationality, placed as it is within an ideology which
defines its object and mode of analysis in a way which makes
effective interpretation impossible. Finally, perkaps at this

point, it may be useful to recall Engels:Yl "Baving at the same

time, ample opportunity to watch the middle classes ... I soon came

to the conclusion that you are right .. in expecting+no support
whatever from them. Their interest is diametrically opposed to
yours, though they always will try to maintain the contrary and

to make you believe in their most hearty sympathy with your fates.

Their doings give them the lie. 1 hope to heve collected more than

sufficient evidence on the fact that .. the middle classes intend
in reality notking else but to enrich themselves by your labour
while they can sell its produce, and to abandon you to starvation

as soon as they cannot meke a profit by this indirect trade in

human flesh."

e
TR -
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Notes and References

See chapter II.

On this, ses: Birdsell J 1973, (especially the comments by

“J. Bennett,L. Thomson) Boserup F 1965, Dumont F 1972, Flannery

K. 1969, Hayden B 1972, and the articles included:in Swedlungd
A 1975, "ard and VWeiss 1976, and 2ubrov T 1973.

That is exactly the area where neoclassical economics scored
its greatest triumph - on the realm of allocation theory,
which had wider implications - on the recognition and
explanation of different econpmic systems - other than “pure"
(Ricardian orgkeynesenian) economics.

Cook S.1975

Lenin V.I: Imperialism, the highest stage of Capitalism.

Whet Lenin notés here is prg?isely an essential distinguishing
feature of modern imperialism. The occupation and/or
manipuletion of a weaker by a stronger nation and the building
of empires by powerful military states have occurred
fregquently in human history. The value of distinguishing
different periods of history - is to provide a useful
analytical framework for discove;ing and understanding the

main operating levers of the particular stage under study.

The contradictions inherent in the origin and development

of nation states were themselves me jor forces for capitalism's

global expansion. But at the teasrt of Western expansionism
was the growing.disparity in technologies between -
the leeding PBuropean nstions and- ~the rest of the
world. The most important espect of this disparity was _

. -E’ﬁi.lper.ibri—ty in grmaments, for tris s\]periOrity AT LA
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(and not the level of technology as such) enabled the West
to impose its will on the much larger colonial populations.
And along with this casme important psychological instruments
of-minoritx rule by foreigners: racism and arrogance on the
part of col;nisers, c;ntributing to much of the socio-
anthropological descriptions of the indigenous populations
and justifying their economic exploitation.

Boas F 1894, Cook S 1973, Dalton G 1961, 1968, 1971, Firth R
1967, Hill P 1970, Fonigman J.S. 1973, the articles included
int Le Clair F-Schneider 1968 "Fconomic Anthropology" mainly
those by Herskovits M (secti;n I1), Bagen B (section III),
Burling R (section V), Bohannan P (section V), Barth F
(section V). See also Mauss ¥ 1950, Sahlins M 1965.

Cleaver H 1979, Ha'rdéck G-Karras D 1974, Farrison J 1978,

Kdhne X 1972, Yarcus L 1975.

Xarx K, Capital Vol III, Grundrisse!A Contribution to the

Critique of Political Zconomy. See also Cornfofth ¥ 1917,
Gouliane C.I. ;968, LuKacs G 1971.

Marx K. ibid and Capitel Vole II, III. Also Marx-Engels:
Pre-Capitalist Socio-Zconomic Formztions, The German Ideclogy.
V#lue becomes whatever capitalism appears to value, in the
fashion in which capitalism seems to value it. There is
appérently no other reality; the superstructure andi the

basis represent a simple vertical harmony, in whkich schems
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need, therefore, for yet again more perfect - and dictatorial -
regimes of instructions. The observer who regards the

caplitaliast system Qs the only sdmissible social super-

- structdre must regard»wﬁgtever valuation the capitalist
circulation process puts upon commodities as the only value
of interest for the real practical world.

The result is eﬁpiricism, including empiricist "economic

theory™.

11. In the"classical” economic tradition - that of Smith 4,

Ricardo D, Malthus T, Mill JS, Marshall A.

12. According to R. Firth (1972, 1980) there are three ma jor ways
in which capital is utilized in the economic process; as a
productive asset, as a means of facilitsting control over
purckasing power, épd es & fund for investment. While some
scholars have expressed scepticism (Only) over the applicability
of the capital concept to preindustrial economies (Dalton 1969,
Sahlins 1969, 1974,_White 1959) there have been several studies
tkat have identified eanl analysed each of the three functions

of capital in such economies {Firth 1965, Firthk and Yamey

1964, F;ster 1942, Botannan 1968, Barth 1968, Barnett 1968,
Pospisil 1968). For Pospisil for example it does not exist even
-as g necessary précéndition for a theory or an enalysis of
"primitive"” economic formations as: .."We classify the

various peoples of the world‘either as civilized or as
primitive societies. %hile civilised people are popularly
regayded as logical, having a complex technology, ani an

aconomy characterised by true money arnd by markets., primitive

R
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people ﬂave been creiited with only a prelogical mentality,
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endl a crude technology that has its "logical" consequences

a simple, nonmonetary type of economy. Their economy has

been consiiered by vayinus writers to be either over-
individualistic or codmunistic. As will‘be apparent. the
Kapauku society doces not fit such ovérsimplified generalizations.
It combinés, strangely enough, one of the world's most
primitive tecknologies with a rather sophisticated and complex
economic system. The latter in its wain features resembles

a2 siaplified version of capitalism rather than any sort of
primitive communism."

It suffices to .recall the title of this article: _"The_

Kapauku individualistic money economy", and that "one of the

ma jor pil}ars on which the Kapauku economy stands is the use

of true money. Cowrie shell and two types of necklaces function
in this society as the common medium of exchange and the

common measure of value."

Thus even for economic anthropologists like S. Cook (1973))
although "there is a very healthy trend in economic anthro-

pology away from argument in favour of the applicability of

-

formal economic and towards its actual application to

hypothetical anil reazl situations” the result is that this

(1R}
<

trend is represented as following or example Lee has adapted

the transactional models of input-output economies to the

enalysis of Kung Bushman subsistence; FEdel has utilized
econometrics to measure variations in the adoption of
cooperatives by Jawaican fishing villages; Joy hes applied

matrix analysis to Barth's data on the division of labour

a

gxchange ip ihe mountein fur econouwy. Orans hes used -
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the maximimsation principle to formulate a model of caste
relations in India, Pakistan ani Ceylon. Cook has employed

time series and supply ani demand snalysis in a study of

price and output variability in a peasant-artisan st9ne -
working injustry in the valley of Oaxacaj; and Schneider has
analysed economic relations among the Wahi VYanyaturu as a
competitive decision-making process." The marginal revolution
had significant implications for both the scope and methodology
of orthodox economic theory. The analytical power of the

"new" techniqu? end the plausible simplicity of its basic
assumption -~ that consumers and producers would naturally
behave so as to maximisge their satisfactions or profits in a
competitive market - was immensely attractive to students of
"pure" economics. Neo-classical theorists accordingly narrowed
the scope of their subject matter so as to be exclusively
confined to a study of market processes. Consegquently, although
individual neo-classical theorists may have beeq~ as strongly
activated by political and social objectives as any of their
predecessors among the classical écoaomiéts, they concentrated
most of their attention ''qua® ec;nomists on abstract theoretical
issues which had no immediate connection with the urgent
contemporary questions of practical policy. No doubt the
differences between them were similar to the earlier
jifferences between ¥althus and Ricardo or between Senior

and ¥cCulloch. But they were on s different scale, the ares
over which they would admit agreement generally was narrower

ani tre resolution of any conflict had wider implications for

FeHodox view oi ine amethodology and scope of econowy :a
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general. Thus, for example, while deliberately refraining
from drawing exclusive boundaries and while freely asdmitting

that political economy shades off into other socisl-sciences

and draws heavily oﬁ the moral sCiences, Keyneé stresses .
again and again the need to distinguish sharply between what
he called positive economics i.e. economic science, and all
other conceivable aspects of political economy. The margi;al
revolution drew its inspiration from mathematical rather than
philosophical techniques of analysis and it hadi the effect of-
diverting the attention of economists from their search for
the meaning of value - a search which had déep philosophical
implications - ani to focus instead on market price. Ana in
the event, the neo-classical theory of value became more

than a theory bf price, it became a theory of the sllocation

of scerce resources to specific uses under the dual incentives

of utility maximization for the consumer and profit maximization
for the producer.

The alternative open to them was much less attractive._ The
Yarxian alternative, which is discussed throughout tte present
work, lay too far outside their cultural tradition to be a
serious competitor. A less heretical development of the
Ricardian traedition might 2lso have led ig dangerous directions.
The neo-clessical attempt to develop a vaslue-free econoaic
science seemed right because the totality of '"bourgeois

economists”,as Marx would heve called them, accepted certain

implicit commitments.

i, in. the intev-war period, advancel capitelist economies

B o e B

were confronted with problems of persistent unemployment and




¥

¥y

A e MR TR I S S A

PR e ok etz b L w8 45 4 a0, 1 g < e
L A R e T T R R TR G SR AN v s,

366 -

trade depression, so that increasing government intervention
began to seem not only acceptable but actually desirable:

the ideological conmitments that had seemed so unduestionable
to the pre-First Worli War era began to crack: and when in
the post-Second World War era the problems of economic
development in the underdeveloped countries were found to be
coniitioned at least as much by political andi sociel as by
economic factors, then it became easier for the bourgeois
economists to exsmine the llarxian model on its scientific
merits, -

Although for the economists “®hRis had happened by the»lqte'sixties,
for the majority of the anthropologists and archasologists
(with the exception of the neo-merxist French school) it does

not seem that tgis hed any serious effect at sll, except some
scanty references to marxist or pro-marxist "models".

14. Varx K. Capital, Grundrisse, The German Ideology, Letters to
Vera Zassoulitchj

Fngels F Dialectics of Wature, The Origin of the Family,

Private Property ani the State, Pre-Capitalist Socioeconomic

Formations. There is of course an enormous volume of
literature on the subject, mainly from Soviet (andi other
socialist countries) scholsrs as well as from Western céuntries
(especially Ffrance and Canada), a selectel part of wkich is
included in the Bibliography, as it was virtually not possible
t6 mention them at all.

15. Fine B 1980, Kuhn T.S 1970, Swingewood A 1978.
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Concerning competition it may be argued that for s particular
“gsector" (translated intogroup, band in economic anthropology/
archaeology) increased competition (temporarily) squeezes
profit margins, but this cannot be generaliseq to tte economy
as a whole. For then cspitalists benefit from the competitig;
in the sectors from which they purchase inputs. On the other
hand it shouli be remembered that the interests of capital are
not fixed historically, (for example meximizing surplus
appropriated from a colony)nor , even if they were, wouli they
assume the same form. As we have seen, capital is increased
in the process of production itself and this is reflected in
the location of production (periphery coordinated with centre).

This does not seem to us the case for the Kapauku, Tiv, or any

other "primitive'" society.

Bettelkheim C 196%, Fine B l98ﬁL Yarjack G-Karras 3 19274,

¥aniel ¥ 1976, Rowthorn B 1974, 1976, Laclau E 1971.

I reqding of the marginalists is most useful since they have
such an impact on the formztion 6f the concepts ani methods
of economic anthropology - A. Marshall's "Principles" are
the first source obut %. Jevons'(1970) book is quite
useful. For & survey and critique of much of neo-classical
economics see Green F - Nore P 1977. See also, Deang P.
(1978).

Ve note in this respect the extensive debate between
Formalists eand Substantivists which has dominated the Anglo-

GHEX AAewi, NG HEGPULLZY suwt yewrs w8T0re anl sLiil cunlluees
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to-day under a different fora but not with different content.
In spite of their opposition and differences in meaning. the
two theories can be found embedded in the very heart of
- e@piricist epistemology moving within a frame of argumentation

desling essentially with questions of the applicability of
classical economics to the study of primitive societies or,
to put it in another way, 5>f the suitability of primitive
societies to be "investigated” by the methods of capitalist
economy. This is we think the main reason that they remained
"intact" from the impetus that the French school of economic
anthropologists had given by reformulating, undier marxist
or neo-marxist ideas, the general methods, scope and approach
to the economic processes of "primitive populations.

19. Saguelson P 1976. .

20. Semenov YU.I 1974.

21. Thus for example, Polanyi understands by "economic™ in its
substgntive sense above all production in general. Dalton
most commonly uses this term in.the senge of economic
organization and speaks of types of systematic economic
structure. Polanyi's substantivism is best understood &s an
inversion of classical economic thought,and his altruistic
non-market economic man is the antithesis of the selfish
market economic man of classical economics. On the other hand,
whiie formalists such as Firth or Rerskovits were far too
conscious of the specificity of primitive economy to try end

oy AEEESe, L Uaievieiveily eal Lo COnCents vl suswsl dounomic




theory, nevertheless they accepted that of the concepts of
marginalisme a2 few sre applicable to primitive economy like

the proposition thﬁt economic activity is rooted in the
application of limited means to alternatiVe-ends. that thiq
application is regulated by rational choice and that the aim

of individuals engaged in economic activity is the maximisation
of satisfactions but with the distinction that this choice
depends upon social ani moral values lying behind particular
economic systems, contrasting thus the social »ith the economic.
(Firth 1965, Ferskovits 1952). Connected with this is the
assertion that "economic" anthropology deals primarily with

the economic aspects of the social relations of persons. The
whole economic system of the people is run with this compleéx
‘set of values in mind. From this it is seen, in the second
place, that many of the wents upon wﬁich their economic life

is based are of an immaterial kind (that is unconscious,

keeping thus demographical variables to biological potentials).

Where this leads us is that in cne way or another, "facts" are
irherent in man's nature, they c¢annot be overthrown and 2s such
are inevitable or unavoidable unéer any saéio-economic formation
and any sort of reletions.

22. Bartholomew A, Birdsell J.B 1953, Birdsell J.B 1957, 1958,
1968, 1979, Clerke T.L 1377, Castell R.™ 1572, Foley R 1977,

Fassan F.A 1974, 1975, 1977, Tilley C 1961.

Schaff A 1978.

23.
24 . Althusser-Balibar, 1980, Frielman-J. 1974, Levi-Strauss L%74,

Schaff A 1976.
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Bloch ¥ 1971, Foly L 1376, Seccombe W 1983, Scheffler F.W 1971,

Vinogradoff P (cited in Krader L 1966)

In recent years ecological explanations have invaded economic
anthropology and archaseology; yet we would hold with certain
structuralists on that matter, that the environment in itseelf
is only a meaningless though certainly a living entity. The
environment never '"has an effect" as such; the effect of
environmental'changes end variations is always determined by
the patterned constitution of the locally occupying culture
(see Levi Strauss 1972, Sahlins ¥ 1976).

Anthropologists and archaeologists are accustomed to examining
systems that are in "stagis" - according to their view - those
which exhibit nonchanging distribution patterns and relatively
unchanging production levels. Yet, the distinctive character-
istic of self-sustaining systems is exactly their lack of
"growth" through use of the surplus, or exploitation.
Reproduction of the producers, with the exception of certain
forms of slavery, is a requirement of any system. but strict
reproduction of the system itself is the end of a certain
economy only.

Godelier ¥ 1972, 1975, 1978 (a.b)

Godelier ¥ 1975, Leacock E-Lee R 1982, Meillassoux C 1972,
Peterson N 1975, Stanner W.E. 1965, Terray E 1972, Yengoyan A
1972.

with regard to tre definition of "a foraging/hunting mode of
production" Godelier does not seem to accept that the "hunting

modie of production'" or "pastoralist" or 'neolitlric" ever
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"existed" as such. He states: '"we should remember that the
terms "hunting" "pas?oralist" etc. mode of production are
inadequate, §ince they emphasize techniques and modes of
subsistence i.e. relstions g;tween humen beings and naturé.
rather than focusing upon tlhe nature of the relations of
production i.e. relations between humen beings. On the
contrary Meillassoux holds a different position (1973);

alttough he notes that the model he proposes may not be

generalized to be applicable in all aspects to other hunting-

i
i
i
h

gathering peoples, he clearly sees hdhting—gathering as con-
stituting & specific mode of production.

See also Althusser-Balibar, 1970, Findess and First, 19759,
Keenan J, 1977, Leacock ¥, 1981, 1962. The problematic of

the above positiong‘ will be considered in a subseguent section
(4.4) of ige present chapter.

30. Beaucage P 1977, Damas D 1969 (a,b), Esche 1976, Keesing R.Y
1975, Laughlin ¥ 1968, Lee R.B 1972, Godelier ¥, 1975, 1978
(a,b,c), Sahlins 1972, Siskind 1978, Steward ?ﬂH 1967, Thomas

E 1971. v

31, Andreyev Il 1985 (a,t), Brenner R 1977, Buraway ¥ 1974, De Ste
Croix 1981, 1984, Dismond S 1974, don Santos T l§70, Milton
R 1984, Hindess B-Hirst P 1977 (a,b), Godelier ¥ 1975, McZuarie
5 1978, Shanin T 1971, Polanyi K 1968, Vallerstein I 1975,

wWittfogel K.A. 1957,

oo aslunialiss end its ffact: heve 2loande hgons

“discussed in ihe previous chapters of the wresent work. and wc
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will not be repeating tlrese here. See in addition: “kholamK-
Friedman J 1982, Capital Imperialism and Explq}tatiOn in
ancient world systems, and Gruen E.S. Imperialism in the Rowman

Republic, 1970, _

Greek and Roman expansion and dominance for ;;ample were major
causes of the long transformational process of primitive
society. See descriptions: DiodorusBook VII, VIf} for Tthiopia
and NE-SF Africa, Strabo for the main regions of Asia an? Asia
minor, India end Iran, Babylonia, Syria, Arabia, ‘Assyria and
Egypt; Africa generally, froﬁ 11-17 respectivelx. in the
Geography of Strabo. Also Herodotus, Aristotle, Pausaniss,
Artemidore, Agatharchydes: Periplous on the Zrythrean Sea.
Also: Lovejoy A.O-Boas G 1935, Primitivism and Related Ideas
in Antiquity, Griffiths G.J'l958 Archaeology and Eesiod's

five ages, Vlastos G 1946 On the Prekistory in Tiodorus.

It is important tc stress that contrary to whet some anthro-
pologists/archaeologists seem to believe "mobility" itself
does not constitute permanent movement. The cezse with some
hunting-gathering peOplg' is that they travel from place to
place in their territory sometimes to acquire adequate food
resources, sometimes to visit other groups or reletives,and
wken just s member or two from the family, or some members of
a group, are travelling for any reason, ttis certainly does
not mean "mobility" of the whole group or band. The territory
of a band is stable and fixed as their home-base in meny cases,
like for exsmple in the Pygmies, or Tiwi or Yanomemo, Fuikuru
of the Amazor basin etc..

Sioch X 1971, Fmber C 197&, Foly L 1976, Kuhn T 1970, Lounsbury

F.G 1965, Keedkham R 1971, Sreffler H.%W 1971, 1973, Schneider

1572.
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Sodelier M 1975, Goody J 1973, Fortes M 1957, 1969, Keesing R.¥
19795, Leack T©.R . Levi-Strauss 1969 ,-Lounsbtury 1964, 1965,

Siskind J 1978, Scheffler H.W 1971, 19737 Schneider D.X¥ 1973.

-

Bloch ¥ 1971, Holy L 1976, Scheffler H.W 1971, Schneider D.X 1972.

Bloch ¥ 1971, Firth R 1961, 1964, 1967, Lang S.¥ 1965,
Lounsbury .F.G 1964, Scheffler H.¥%W 1972.

Firth R 1980, Leack E.R , Yalinowski 3B 1921, 1922, 1939, 1947.
Spencer and Gillen, for exzmple, as=erted on numerous occasions
that Australian aboriginal languages have no words equivalent

to English father, mother, brother, etc.. Of the Arunta in

particulaf they explain: '"the whole classificatory system

‘and social organization is based on the existence of ..

1]
exogenous inter-marrying groups, and .. the fundamental feature

of the terms used is that they are indicative, sometimes in a
secondary way, of individusl relationships" (Spencer and Gillen
1972) Bloch (1971) hes .argued that Merina kinship terms refer
to "moral concepts" which mey or mey not contain an element of
genealogical denotationyand Schneider (1965, 1968, 1972) end
Silvermsn (1971) have argued that genealogical and social

relationships are both "distinctive features" of American and

Benaban kin categories.
Radclif fe-Brown A.B. 1931, 1952.

Stewart J.H 1936, 1967, 196&, 1976.
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Neggitt M.J 1972
Hiatt B 1967
Stanner W.E.H 1965, Yengoyan A.A 1979.

Implying "descent” within a broader context including agnatic,
cognatic, affinal or othefs groups. The definition of descent
goes back to the work of Rivers (1957) and is a continuous
subject of discussion and controversy. For a critical
reassessment and an extended literature see Holy L 1976.

Leach E.R 1970, Scheffler H.W 1972, Vionogradoff P 1970.

In a previous context of tradition, rules, religion, or inter-
intra families relationships.

There is of course an extended literatur; on the subject, many
of which are included in the bibliography of the present
thesis. See amongst others, Dahlberz F (ed) 1981, Forde D
1934, 1954, Godelier M 1974, Laughlin ¥ 1968, Lee R.B. 1968,
1972 {a,b), Sahlins M 1972, Semenov YU I 1965, 1974, Porshnev
B.F 1979.

Since biological/social is one of the few principles to which
social scientists give much attention, it might be noted that
one of the basic objectives of this, as far as it concerns

the ethnography of kinship has been to show that the categories
of near and distent {as Szhlins 1977 notes) vary independently
of consanguineal dictance and that these categories organize

actual social practice. Sociobiologists have taken the equally
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well-known tendency of "economic" reciprocity to vary in
sociability with kinship distance as cultural evidence of
biological "nepotism'" hence as a proof of kin seleciion.
As one can see from the diséussion on that matter this _
conclusion is based on an elementary misunderstanding of the
ethnography. See Saklins 1977, Godelier ¥ 1972. 1275, 1978
(a,b). Articles connected with the subject in the journels:
American Anthropologist, Current Anthropology, Soviet
Anthropology and Archaeology, Soviet ﬁthnographic Studies.
Critique of Anthropology. La Penséé.

sir I, 1978, especially Anderson A, FHodder I.R and Newson L
{Green D, Haselgrove C, Spriggs ¥ eds.)

B2R I 1978 (Green‘D, Faselgrove C, Sprigags ¥ eds.) articleSby

A. Anderson, Eeékenbery R.4 1933.

/

Logically, the first problem that anthropologists/archaeologists

face is the definition of the sociel group or grours under
study. Unlike the indiviiual organist or even the breeding
populations studied by biologists, social groups are not given
self-defining units. The logic of taking a human population
rather than a typological entity as a framework is compelling.
Like the physicsl environmert it occupies a human population
has inherent organisation. The natural variables are
paraslleled by a web of social and economic variatles that
interact with each other and with the phyesical environment to
affect the ecize both of the human population and oif the area

it occupies. For a reconsiderztion eni theoreticel methojologzicsal
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problems of techniques and multilevel analyses see Falter
T.W. 1976.

See especislly: Groos D.R 1973, Leacock & 1981 (introductioﬁ
and notes to Engels: The Origin of the family, Private |
Property ani the State), Leacock, ®-Lee R 1982, Lee R 1980,
Kahn J.S-Llobers J.R 1981, Wessman J.Ww 1981.

For a discussion of this term, its application within economic
anthropology, comments andi references see previous cherpters,
especially chapter I. For clear exambles of such views in
economic archaeology see in Baileys'’G 1981, Bintliff J 1981,
Gsmble C 1978, Rogers and Black 1976 articles.

We refer specifically in that section to the palseoeconomic
body of research as exemplified by the Anglo-Saxon school,
and the American tradi%ion of environmental archaeology.
Buropean a;d meinly French lines of thought,

followed a different direction in the study of the socio-
economic domain altogether as well as in the economic aspectis
and functioning of the "primitive" societies. Txceptions
though do exist with the British/smerican approzch as for
exemple: Bender # 13981, Deviison I 1981, Ingold T 1981,
some articles from Funter-Gatherer ¥conomy in Prehistory, s
Buropean perspective 1983 {Bailey 5 ed.), Leacock é 1961,
Leacock T-Lee R 1382, =lg0 Bicchieri ¥.5 1974 and others.

See for example how the sociasl and economic rationality is
Aiscussed in Bailey's article: "Concepts, time-scales and
explanetions in %conomic Prehistory", 1981, a. "It seems that
there may be a number of different types ol "social"

explanation, some of which do not differ from those that would
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be sdvenced by pslaececonoumists themselves .... If the aim
of these sociological excursions is to demonstrate thet certain

sorts of social formstions are necessary to facilitate certsin

. patterns of economic production, or to emphasize social

flexibility ss a general property inherent in humsn behaviour
which sllows the possibility of economic transformations
unique at the species level, then these are scarcely meztters
of great contention. If, however the sim is to demonstrate
that changing social relations are an inéependent variable

of sufficient force to deter or initiate long-term economic
changes, this remzins & hypothesis in need of testing agsinst
the prehistoric record." For the moment anyway it seems that
this science is primarily committed {in Britein at least) to
éathering empirical date - '"not 0ply because research policy

demands it."

See mainly Figgs E.S 1972 end 1975 comprising articles which
provide a highly reliable mirror of the Pelaeoeconomic
approach a@gadvocated by Higgs et sl. There is a tension
running through most discussions of tle ecoﬁomy znd its
relation to the non-economic periphery, with the exhortation
that we need to "formulate models with specifically archaeo-
logical objectives and data in mind." This perspective

(aé Tilley, 1981 states) sttempts to relate population,
resources and technology and to see how these factors are
related over long time periods. FHowever, the only resources
considered sre categories of potentisl lznd use and animal
ani vegetable fooistuffs. There is no detailed consideration

of resources which 40 not heve direct subsistence potentiel
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or any reference to the exchange of commodities or intra-

and intercommunity relationships except in relationship to
transhumaznce systems. This extremgly restrictei arens of
aiscus;iOn is‘preiiceted on the assumption that archaeologists
can deal only iﬁeffectively with social and ideological
parameters of human behaviour which in the long run have
little significance.

Note especially articles in Higgs 1975 ibid., by Barker G.W
and Dennell-webley; Bintliff (1981) following and emphasizing

the palaeoeconomic approach through catchment analysis mainly,

argues thet .." it is most important to recall that the
primary papers of CA by Higgs et 21 argued thet most sites
in less complex societies should be rewardingly investigated
by CA. It is expected that sites will be found where the
predicted fit beiween catchment anil site type ié clearly
unsatisfactory, ani this shoulld stimulate specific research
into particular nature of site occupation, the possible
relationships with other sites ani so on. CA does however
assume that most sites are in fact sufficiently jepenient on
local foodstuff availability to reflect the disposition of
notable quantities of such resources in their reconstructed
catchments. As far as I 2m aware, this postulate has not Dbeen
refuted, and indeed my iata and that of most active field

pelaeoeconomists consistently supporis it."

wWe think that this is a convincing statement about the
perpetustion of the dominant mainstream of empiricisw in the
study of prehistoric societies, incressingly concentrating in

the direction of locetionszl ensiysis anil model-builiing.
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Althusser L-Balibar, ¥ 1970, Althusser L 1977, Blaut J.M. 1961,

Stoddard D.R 1981.

-We have given in previous chapters of the present_;ork - many

other related examples and references, suffice it to say at

this juncture that although the excessive concentration on
techniques of analysis may not be as characteristic of the
land-man school, nevertheless the methodology of the more
"traditional" school is also inverted becsuse there has been
little development of. their theory, and above all, a strong
attackment to the ideological position that the "facts'" somehow
take on a8 meaning outside pa2rticular conceptual frameworks.

For 2 very thoughtful exsmination of the ideological unier-
pinnings of human geography see Anderson 1973 ani 2Zuaini M 1982.

Glassow M.A 1978, Roper 3.C 1979

Roper, ibid.

A very useful discussion On'the squect is to be found in
Harvey's, 1977 article "Populstion resources and the ideology
of science"” contaired in Peet R 1977, Radical Geog?aphy. Ye
describes the methodology and the population resources relation
and tte political implication of population-resources theory

by examining and contrasting Yalthus, Marx and Ricario methods.
He noies: "¥arx utilizes a non-Aristotelian {dialectical)
framework which sets him epart from Ricario ani Yelthus who,

in turn, are differentiated from each other by the use of

abstract enelytics ani logical empirirism, respectively. “ach
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method generates a distinctive kind of conclusion. Fach

author also expresses an ideological position...”

The neo-¥althusian results of these studies can be traced back

to the Aristotelian fofm in which the question is posed and
the answers constructei. Ani i£ is of co;rse the ability to
depart from the Aristotelian view that gets Yarx away froam
both the short run and -long run inevitabilities of neo-
¥althusien conclusions. VYarx envisages the production of new
categories and concepts, of new knowledze ani understanding,
through which the relationships between the natural and social
system will be ﬁediated. This relational ani iié&ecti:al view
of things comes closest to impinging upon traditionzl concerns
with respect to‘technologicel change. It has, of course, long
been recognized, that Malthus was wrong in ‘his specific
forecasts because he ignored technological change. Ricardo
saw the possibilities of such change, but in the long run he
saw society inevitably succumbing to the law of diminishing
returns. For Varx technological change was both internal to
and inevitabie within society. (iv0i1)
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