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Chapter 4

Seeking the Palaeolithic
individual in East Africa
and Europe during the
Lower-Middle Pleistocene

J. A. J. Gowlett

This chapter aims ro look for the individual by considering and comparing
data from the Acheulean, concentraring on evidence from Africa, abour one
million years ago, and extending themes to Europe about 0.5 million years
ago. Both of these zones fall within the domain of Home erectas as commonly
conceived, though towards the time when more progressive hominids appear.

Both are zones of concentration of archacological effort, because of good local
preservation. Their palacoanthropolegy tends to be conducted by different
communities, but similarities in the basic dara are evident, and present chal-
lenges to us. Both areas sometimes offer data at very high resolution. In stone
technology, this comes predominantly in two forms — as refir sers that trace an
individual’s action through time; and as shaped artefacts which record some
events in an individual’s pathway rowards producing the final object.

In general now rehts grab the aceencion, with their many pieces and spatial
spread — here 1s the appeal of visible dynamics, and the compelling perfection
of jigsaws, Yet shaped arrefacts may preserve much of the same informartion,
and sometimes more, abourt design goals, final stages of production and use of
tools.

Refits stand our as something rare in the record, as a complex of related finds.
The idea of the single piece tends to be lost 1n our perception of a whole
assemblage of similar artefaces —almost automarically we reduce the individual
specimen into the averaged host. We see the mass rather than the individual
hominid,

Curiously, though, when it comes to interpretation, the refit set is also ofren
used not to show the individual, bur ro illuscrare the general — the aim seems
to be to find 'social habit’ (Leroi-Gourhan 1993; Roche e o/, 1999). Conversely,
I aim here to turn things round — to use the case of the tools or end-products
to illuserate the individuoal.

But given the sirmalarities in the two situations, we can ask across the board
‘how far do we hang onto the individual’ whose actions have been illuminared?
The problem is a Palacolithic example of a more general case, in archacology
and life: where archaeology has a liccle data, it 15 hard to see or demonstrate a
patrern. Where we have a lot of data (and it can be a vast amount), our strong
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need 1s to standardise, summarise or abbreviate it statistically — thus losing
most of the high resolution which we have tried so hard to acquire (cf. Gowletr
1997).

In this chaprer, I aim ro use examples from the rwo areas so as to explore
repertoires of behavipur, and ro find modes of retaining mare of the individ-
uality which we uncover.

Issues

There are times when we can rrace individual actions in the past with brilliant
precision, as when a knapper strikes a single flake, and we find care and Hake
side by side. This evidence seems to provide historicity, in the same way as
history labels an individual — for example, Q. Laberius Durus, a Roman officer
who fell in Caesar's second campaign in Britain, the first named person to die
in British hustory (Caesar, Gallae War V) 15).

There is a view then, given our confidence 1n his reality and the date, that
this is ‘historicity’, Perhaps archacology, which used ro be interested in classi-
fication and technology, can now similarly reach rowards the individual,
achieving a similar sort of historicity — Proctor (2003) cites evidence thar this
is the trend. Certainly history can reference the individual by name, whereas
prehistory by definition cannot. Beyond thae, there is far more similarity in
the cases than meers the eye.

Archaeology acrually shares this difficulry with history — the problem of
‘averaging’ data — raking the exceptional back to the median. Thus Bertrand
Russell (1921), contrases the full human "impersonal’ hiscory with the richness
and value of individual experience. James (2003) in considering conscious selves
develops a similar point about the relationship between individual experience
and social pacrern, The relationship berween individual and wider structures
has also been explored over a long period (Boulding 1956; Hinde 1976}, and
explicared in terms of the Palaeolithic (Gamble 1998b). Here the focus is not
so much on the relationship ieself, as on finding rime and space to discuss both
individual and group or ser.

The individual in early East Africa

East Africa is rich in Lower Palaeclithic assemblages, but they extend
through a huge span of time, from 2.5 million years to abour 250,000, East
Africa is the key territory for examining the Oldowan and early Acheulean.
The sampling density 1s nevertheless very low. Each is known from less than
a dozen major studied sites, although some of the “sites’ such as Olduvai or
Lake Turkana embrace many localities. Among all these, refitting evidence
that allows us 1o see sequences of actions blow by blow comes from just a few
sites:
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East Turkana (e.g. Fx]j50) {(Bunn ¢f «/. 1980; Isaac 1981a)
West Turkana (Lokalalet) {Roche et af. 1999)
Chesowanja (very few) (Gowletr 1999)

Isenya {Roche er a/, 1988)

Pening {de la Torre & al. 2003)

When such refits were first searched out (e.g. lsaac 1981), 1t was wich the
aim of investigaring patcerns in early hominid behaviour, and alongside chat
ro help explain taphonomic contexts, charting the extent of secondary
disturbance, as ar Fx]j50 ar Ease Turkana (Bunn ef 2/, 1980). The involvement
of French scholars led to a greater emphasis on shared social practice of tool-
making (Leroi-Gourhan 1993; Roche e a/. 1999). Those at Lokalale: ar West
Turkana, for example, represent the earliest set of Palacolithic refits, in more
than sixey groups (Roche ¢ ¢/, 1999). They show a complexity of production
routines that was largely unexpected for such an early period. They also help
to decument imports and exports of raw matenals (Schick and Toth 1993).
Similar evidence has come recently from Penin), where de la Torre and
colleagues argue for elaborate pacterns of core-reduction which are socially
standardised (de la Torre & 4/, 2003; Dominguez-Rodrigo o &/, 2002 ).

At Chesowanja, of similar age, the very small number of refirs 1s simply
enough to give some 1dea of the level of disturbance on GaJi 1/6E site (Gowletr
1999). This occurrence illustrates our lack of confidence abour structure,
on early sites. The possible ‘hut base’ structure ar Olduvai DK has never been
corroborated by other features (Leakey 1971). The only possible structured
model for examining Chesowanja 1s that of features surrounding a hearth,
Although these are well developed by various methodologies (Binford 197 8a;
Stapert and Streer 1997), the potential for narure to numic a partern cannot
easily be discounred, nor can probabilities of this be calculared.

In general, although the refits demonstrate much about production, in Ease
Africa they show very lictle about formal tools (lIsenya being an exception
illustrating modes of biface production).

In contrast to this enigmaric picrure presented by refits, we have large
assemblages of formal tools on land surfaces, in such numbers thar they muse
represent most of the local repertoire of stone tools in use.

Kilombe, an Acheulean site complex in Kenya, offers a prime example of
this. The site s aged about 800,000-1 mullion years. The bifaces are scarcered
actoss a vast area, largely on a single visible surface (Bishop 1978; Gowlert
1978, 1988, 1991, 1993; Figure 4.1). Gowlere (1996b) argued thac we had
scarcely begun to look at the issue of ‘who made what?' in che sense of asking
why each specimen deviated from the norm, and by what allowable amount.

It was argoed that each time an individual makes a specimen, they are in
effect moving a 'personal pointer’ to a particular point within che zone of all
allowable permutations made by the group. Bur generally, we did nor (ind do
not) know whether one individual might move the pointer to far separare
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regions; or whether the individual would operate within a very restricted zone
of the total. Would large individuals make che larger tools? Would 1t matter
whether the use was by a male or a female, single-handed or double-handed?

In general, archaeologists portray such fields of variation either graphically
as a scateer plotr, or by the use of means and standard deviations (e.g. Isaac
1977). These "ideal’ statisrical measures fit surprisingly well in many cases,
although skewed discniburions are likely to occur, and barcharts of frequency
distriburions should offer a fuller picture than summary statistics.

To look at the individual, we need to escape these standard procedures. Two
arcemprs at providing an insighe are offered here:

1 Variations of cluscer analysis

Perhaps where bifaces are clustered on surfaces, on rarest occasions it may
be possible to isolate a group which is the select production of one
individual in a limired area. One can ask how this sutpur compares with
the overall production, and how it compares wich the modern production
of an individual within a group.

Selection and examination of ‘extreme cases’ from rhe range of various
assemblages

How much latitude was there for an individual to strecch norms ac the
margins? This investigation is conducted from a set of African Acheulean
assemblages (Kalambo Falls, Kilombe, Kanandusi, Sidi Abderrahman),

{ I

Cluster analysis

The purpose of the cluster analysis is to find similar specimens, or o isolare
groups of arrefacts which demonstrare some particular coherence. When it
is applied we also have ro ask why we mighr expect some patterning in the
particular context. At Kilombe, where artefacts are strewn across an extensive
surface (Figure 4.1), there is a chance that for one reason or another there may
be groups that are locally distnctive, One approach — Wishart's mode analysis
— was used by Gowlett (1988) at Kilombe, 1n order ro test for Developed
Oldowan-like phenomena, by seeking out ‘natural’ clusters of arcefacts. The
Muode analysis looked at the total production in two areas at Kilombe. In each
area it produced two groups at the highese level (the "large’ and "small’ groups,
surmised to correspond with "Acheulean’ and ‘Developed Oldowan': Gowlere
1988).

The data produced anocher distincrive feature = a small group of highly
similar bifaces which clustered within the large ser ar the highese level. This
was a group of six handaxes distinguished by their particular thinness. They
can be plorted both in figures and graphics against the ‘parent’ popularion
(Table 4.1; Figure 4.2 indicates the measurements taken).

Owerall, this limired set of ‘thin' specimens shows half to two-thirds of the
variability of the entire AC/AH main group.
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Kilombe Main Site GogJh

Figure 4.1 The Kilombe main surface, showing the localities of studied biface samples.

lts breadeh and thickness as absolute measures vary much less than in the
generul assemblage, showing the tightness of the grouping. Length is also
constrained, The group also stands our from both the large group and the small
group in being far thinner than either (reflected in the T/B ratio), and being
much more oval rather than pointed (reflected in the BA/BB rario). As the
group is intermediate in general size beeween the large and small group, ir is
the more notable that these differences buck any allometric trends along a
gradient from small to large hand-axes, such as those subsequently isolared by
Crompton and Gowlert (1993),

Just possibly, here is the output of one individual working through an hour
or two. Or perhaps, here are the effores of two individuals carrying 1n specimens
together. At any rate the cluster separation itself is an objective reality: the
coherence of this subgroup stood out clearly.

The ‘small bifaces’ also form a small cluster group — could they similarly be
the ourput of an individual? The original analysis found corresponding ‘small’
groups both here, and on EH excavarion ar the other end of the site. On EH
the small series was dispersed across the excavation, perhaps suggesting char
various individuals were involved over a longer period. It will be shown below
that in general there 1s more variation among small than larger specimens.
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Table 4.1 Kilombe bifaces, measurements and mode analysis

EH Large group (n=80) EH Small group (n=15)
L 163 +/-22 108 +/- 11
B 100 +~ 13 68 +-9
T 45 +-9 H +H-6
T/B D46 +/-0.10 D46 +/-0.14
BiL 0.62 +i- 0.07 0.64 +/-008
BA/BE 0.90 +/-0.23 0.69 +/-0.14
TAL 0.15 +/-0.03 0.16 +/- 0.04
PMBIL D45 +/-0.10 0.37 +/-0.14
ACIAH Large group (n=70]  ACIAH Small group (n=6)
L 154 +/-30 88 +-10
B H +=12 57 +-7
T 40 +/-8 33 -4
T/B D.45 +/-0.09 0.58 +/—0.05
BiL 0.60 +/- 0.08 0.64 +/-0.05
BA/BE 08| +-0.17 0.73 +/-0.17
TAIL
PMEB/L 0.44 +/-0.09 0.44 +-0.13
ACIAH Thin group
(n=8, subset of ‘Large’ group)
L 134 +/- |9
B B4 4/-5
T 24 +/-5
T/B 0.29 +/- 0.06
B/L 0.63 +-0.06
BA/BE 0.91 +/-0.09
TA/L
PMBIL 0.45 +/~0.08

How do the discrere groups mentioned above compare with other clustering,
such as we might see in an ethnographic record? The most useful comparative
series comes from a recent study by Stour (2002) working with the Langda
in New Guinea. The research 1s notable for concentrating on individual pro-
duction, and investigating how the ourpur of individuals relates ro the group
norms. Plainly the influence of master-crattsmen is such that only they can
produce the bese and largest specimens. Apprentices are also unable to repro-
duce some features of the best specimens, such as a dorsal ndge (Stour 2002:
708).

The adzes have a different plan shape from classic bifaces (relatively far
parrower, although lengths are in the same range), and doubtless are produced
with different considerations. Bur is the relation of individual to population
in any way similar? Stout’s set of specimens 1s relarively small, ewenty-five
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Figure 4.2 Measurements taken on bifaces, labelled following lsaac 1977,
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adzes. Individuals produced up to six specimens. Most prolific were individuals
| and 5. In terms of length and breadch their resules were as follows:

Table 4.2 Langda adzes

Number Length Breadth Bl
Maker | 5 160 +/— |4 335+~ L5 018 +/- 0012
Maker § 6 192 +/— 40 339 +-2.1 0.18 +/- 0.033
All 25 187 +/— 40 359 +/-32 0.20 +/- 0.042

Source: Data after Stout 2002

There 15 a contrast: borh Maker 1 and Maker 5 achieve a ‘tighter” breadch
and breadch/lengrh ratio than the whole group of . 9 knappers. Bur Maker |
produces a very focused standardised group by length (160198 mm), whereas
Maker 5 samples most of the lengrh variation in the whole assemblage (min
1 36—max 245 mm, compared with 122 and 272 for the whole group).

Owerall, the comparison throws out these hints: thar the curpur of a com-
petent worker may reflect about half the shape variation in a whole assemblage,
and differing percentages of the size variation according to context. Apart from
Stout’s work few other comparisons are available — Wiessner (1983) was
working with individuals who could nor always identify their own production,
The Kilombe ‘thin group’ 1s certainly compatible with individual production,
though we can never be certain in the distant pase.
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Density analysis

The next point is to ask wherher such groups mighr be recognised by other
techniques. A further cluster analysis has been used to look for natural groups
in the whole Kilombe series, imually with the particular aim of ‘companing
cluster centres for small and large bifaces', This aim, though, was written down
before che analysis took place.

It was carried our with Densiry analysis, now recommended by Wishare
(1999) as a successor to the Mode analysis used in Gowlete (1988). A fasci-
nating and completely unexpected bnding was thae the rechnigue recognises
adifferenc grain of natural clustering from the earlier Mode analysis —and thar
each of these is in a sense relevant o its archaeological Zestpeiit — one to
‘hominid tradition’ questions of the 1980s, the other to the ropical issue ot
‘individual incerest’.

Whereas Mode analysis picked ourt che largest natural clusters, it was found
thar Densicy analysis tended to pick our small tight groups. These generally
contained between two and ten specimens. The question naturally arises "could
these be the output of one or two individuals operating 1n very shorr periods
of time?’

Exciting as that possibility is, it needs to be seen in a deeper context. A
firse quescion was ‘how valid are the groups?' Differenr approaches o cluser
analysis will }rteld different results, so a robust approach 1s needed. A pﬂ.l:tlr:ul:lr
issue is whether to standardise the raw measurements, so as to give equal mean
and variance to each measured variable. This is often the besr approach in
multivariate analysis, as it gives equal importance to each variable. Yer, in a
ewo-variable example, plotted as a scactergram, it 15 evident rthar 'stretching’
the scale on one or other axis can alter cthe cluster groups (Wishare 1999),
Arguably, shaped arrefacts, in their geometric realicy, otfer the one case where
it 18 worthwhile to preserve acrual dimensional relationships (example: say,
length ranges from 80 to 240 mm; breadth from 50 to 150 mm; equalising
these two scales may alter some cluster relationships).

There is a furcher question of wherher a logarithmic rransformaton would
be useful. Possibly a 2 mm difference berween rwo specimens aboutr 80 mm
long should be scaled to be equivalent to a 4 mm difference between two
specimens about 160 mm long — bur we do not know this. It happens, though,
that most of the distnbutions conform closely with a normal distniburion, and
again this argues for nor making cransformarions. A practical way ro resolve
these 1ssues was to run analyses on transformed and untransformed data, The
groups which emerged were very similar.

One way to test the results was to compare two similar analyses. The first
was run on specimens from wichin a single excavation (EH). The second used
specimens from several areas of the site (EH, AH, D], MM, Z). If groups had
a highly local significance, they might rend to come from one locality, If they
were randomly made-up, a group of (say) six specimens might be divided across
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several areas. Empirically, to have the resules would be useful, but the relation
to hypotheses need nor be exclusive. Individuals who made six similar bifaces
inone area might well have dropped one or two elsewhere, for example. In any
case, the bifaces from some different parrs of rhe Kilombe site are so similar in
measured spectra rhar even a discriminant analysis 15 poor at classifying
specimens back to their own ‘home' area.

The density analysis is presented in Table 4.3.

Although it would be very good to apply a significance rest w this
distriburion, the number of specimens expected in each cell s unfortunarely
too low to justify a chi-square test. Even when EH is compared with ‘the rest’
(that gives 96 EH specimens vs. 84 others, but distribured berween twenty-
two clusters) the expected frequencies are low. Nevertheless, it is possible o
plot the ratio of bifaces between EH and other localiries (Table 4.4)

Table 4.3 Kilombe bifaces: results of Density analysis

Cluster Ne, EH AH M ]} KZ

(h

[
[
[
3 | | |
[
[

=
O R R R — L — An

i
(=]
L

Torals of
bifaces

in analysis 96 23 33 12 16 (3)

Table 4.4 Ratio of EH bifaces to all other bifaces in Density clusters

Ratio in cluster of EH bifices to all other bifaces <025 025 05 10 20 >4
—-05 —-10-20 -40

Mumber of clusters 1] | 5 3 3 4
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In seven out of the twenty-two clusters, EH specimens outnumber all others
by at least 2:1; in contrase, they are outnumbered in similar proportion in only
one out of rwenty-two — whereas the distribution oughr to be roughly
symmetrical around the value 96:84 (- 1:1).

Further inspection of the Table 4.3 shows chat Cluster 22 mops up n
addirion to EH specimens, as many as five (50 per cent) of the D] specimens;
maoreover, each of the remaining D] specimens clusters with group dominared
heavily by EH.

This tends to signal a very close relationship of similaricy between DJ and
EH, which makes sense in terms of the site plan (Figure 4.1). It contrases wich
AH, which although a small ser rends ro dominate each of its own clusters.

Overall, these results can be raken to indicare thar the cluster segregation
15 quite highly structured, and certainly non-randeom. From that we could
proceed to look ar selected clusters, to see what mighe be speaific and individ-
pal(ised) abour them.

The clusters do show some distincrive features, First, cluster 1 picks ourt a
small, fairly thick-pointed group. This seems quite similar ro the group in
ACIAH isolated by Gowlerr (1988) (see Table 4.1).

Then groups 12 and 16 share a very similar foorprine, very close to the
Kilombe mean, bur they have guite different thicknesses. Cluster 12 15 abour
the ‘normal’ average thickness for Kilembe, but sixteen (and clusters 22 and
20) are all about 20 per cent thinner than the average. This idea of a ‘foorprint’
sometimes being much more stable than the associared chickness bears out
previous studies, which distinguished AH from Z mainly by the lacrer’s much
greater thickness (Crompton and Gowletr 1993),

Cereainly something other than allometric weight-saving is involved here,
as Cluster 16 is far chinner than the similarly-sized Cluster 1 2. Cluster groups
22 and 29 seem to pick out larger and smaller versions of the “fairly thin
hiface’.

Lastly, if the cluster groups are valid, would they stand out on the excavation
surface? Figure 4.3 shows the plots of the group members within the EH
excavation. This s merely preliminary work. Only 'parrs’ and ‘trios’ are plorred.
There are approximarely 100 bifaces from the 25 m® excavation, yielding an
expected nearest neighbour mean distance of 0,25 metres, if the pieces are
randomly distributed (Clark and Evans 1954). The actual mean nearest
neighbour distance for cluster pairs 15 3,25 meeres, and for trios, 1.85 merres.
This result may indicate that very similar bifaces have a strong rendency
not to occur togecher. On the other hand, if the whole 25 m* contained two
bifaces set at random, the mean expected distance berween them would be 2.25
metres, and between three specimens, 1.75 metres. The resules are inconclusive,
bur on average the second member of a pair is more than ten times more distant
than the nearese biface.
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Figure 43 Clusters of bifaces within Area EH isolated by Density analysis: pairs and crios
are shown linked.

‘Extreme cases”

A separare approach to seeking the individual in these biface assemblages 15 to
study idioryreracy. Here the idea was to isolate specimens from cthe extremes of
the range, and examine ctheir characteristcs. Wlich biface 1s the most extreme
in this or thar characcer, perhaps such as to be on the edge of usability? In this
study bifaces had been measured by eight and ten variables: suppose we selecred
the specimens that were more than two standard deviarions trom the mean
(plus or minus) for any variable — would they be equally far from the mean in
other variables? Where there are systemaric high correlations berween a set
of variables, this would be expecred — so for Breadch and Lengrh, the shortest
mighr alse be the narrowest. Bur how far would the principle hold? In bifaces,
correlations range from about 0,90 to abour 0,10, depending on the vanable
pair selected (Gowlerr 1996h), so the outcome could not really be predicred.
In order to come up with a merhodology which concentrates on the
individual case, and rather than deal 1n standard deviarions (and hence fractions
of artefaces!) 1 have adopted an approach of selecting specimens representing
the minimum and maximum values for each measured variable in a dataser.
Thus for Length, we select the longest and the shortest cases. As this is done
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for an average of nine variables, roughly speaking the process would 1solate
from two to eighteen individual ‘extreme’ specimens from each daraser. 1f all
the bifaces were geometrically identical, then as few as two specimens would
emerge (smallest and largest); if the extremes are not correlated, there could
be as many as 9 X 2 specimens, with the number increased further if two or
more specimens should have the same value for some variable (e.g. two with a
maximum thickness of 55 mm).

An important point about the procedure in this search for "individuality 15
thar it needs to be robust, but does not have to follow formal seanistical rules.
The approach is empirical, At a superficial level, it does not obviously depend
on sample size: any assemblage with more than twenty specimens could provide
the necessary number of ‘extreme values’, It could be held that only larger
assemblages will provide the rare cases. But chat assertion follows the assump-
rion that we are raking random samples from some greater population, and
ar best we can only take the production from an area and ask if it behaves as of
such assumptions were true.

Thus the approach can be followed across vatied darasets — rather than
concentrating on mean values we treat variation in che assemblage as a sort of
hollow globe, and study the points on its surface. Apare from Kilombe, assem-
blages used here came from Kariandusi, Kalambo Falls and Sidi Abderrahman
Cunette (Gowletr and Crompron 1994; Clark 2001, Gowletr o al. 2001;
Biberson 1961; Crompron and Gowlett 1997; Raynal and Texier 1989).

The first interesting result is that in most datasees the selection tends to
produce about ten to fifteen specimens. In other words, most of the extreme
specimens reach their extremeness in only one or two variables, It is very rare
for an individual specimen to reach its extremeness inas many as four of the
nine measured variables.

This observation holds for each of these datasers (Table 4.6)

Even in the highly standardised Sidi Abderrahman Cunetre series, the most
‘extreme’ biface is extreme in only five our of nine variables. In that particular

Table 4.6 Extreme cases among bifaces

Extrerne  Small Large Out of total  Max
cases EXLrErTes extremes individual
extremensss

Kilombe EH 13 B 5 95 3
Kilombe AC/AD 10 5 5 121 4
Kariandusi Lava i9 1 B 73 3
Kalambo Falls A& 13 6 7 45 £
Cunette 5 2 122 5
Kariandusi obsidian 15 o 5 60 3
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case the utter ‘'smallness’ of a biface 15 so marked that it carries across numbers
of variables. Generally, however, remembering that becween two and rwenty
specimens might be marked by one or excreme or ocher, it 18 notable that in
five assemblages our of six ar least ten specimens are involved.

Do these extreme specimens differ from their parent group in maore general
respects? Here one could examine the selected specimens againse their parent
group. For area EH the mean values for all ‘extreme’ specimens are much che
same as for the whole assemblage, except that they are smaller. This bears our
the point that there are fewer very large specimens making a contribution.

The results give the impression that rhe individual making a large biface
may have less possibility of choice than the individual making a short baface.
To test chus idea furcher, these resules have been checked against the whole
Kilombe series of abour 400 specimens. The group of specimens shorter than
ane sd from rhe mean was compared with rhe corresponding group more than
I sd longer than the mean (1.e. the shortest 16 per cent versus the longest
16 per cent). Ie s then found chat the long specimens have not much more
than hall the shape variarion of che shorr specimens:

57 longese bifaces Mean L = 199 mm B/L = 0.56 +/—=0.05 T/B = 0.46 +/-0.07
56 shortest bifaces Mean L = 101 mm B/L = 0.67 «/—0.08T/B = 0.51 «/=0.14

The standard deviations on the breadeh/length and rhickness/breadth racios
make this point clearly. The figures also demonstrate borh the extraordinary
symmetry of the length distribution around its mean, and the shape-shifes
which prevent bifaces from becoming disproportionarely heavy as they double
in length from ¢. 10 toc. 20 cm.

Hence, the individual making a long (*impressive) biface does indeed have
far less shape choice than the individual making a shore biface.

Is the underlying cause of this restniction more function or appearance’
The question touches on issues previously raised in allometry studies, where
Crompron and Gowlert (1993) concluded that the largest bifaces were
relatively narrow and relatively thin mainly through an effort to limie weight.
The causes of allometric adjustment 1n small specimens were less plain, and it
may indeed be thar the allomerry measures in small specimens are simply
giving the average of a varable set.

Extending the search. . ..

One of the puzzles of the Acheulean is to know how far comparisons can be
extended. Europe does not in general preserve extended surfaces covered in
bifaces, like Africa, or India. Nevertheless, up to 1,000 bifaces can come from
the various localities of important sites such as Boxgrove, or the Somme
{(Roberts and Parfice 1999; Tuffreau er 2/, 1997). For the Acheulean, European
datasets can be very like African ones, but some differences can be expecred.
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Here Beeches Pit offers an example, a sice where the individualicy of the
bifaces is the firse thing chat impresses itself. Beeches Pic is o Middle Pleis-
rocene site in Suffolk, England, dated to abour 0.4 Ma (Andresen ¢t af. 1997,
Gowletr ef 2/, 1998; Gowlerr and Hallogs 2000), Springs and the availability
of flint drew humans to eccupy the north bank of a watercourse. Although
flint-knapping activities by a creek were obviously prolonged, relatively few
bifaces were discarded. Each one therefore appears distinctive.

Neverrheless, there is also a clear difference berween the rwo site localities
at Beeches Pir. Dufferences berween small and large biface specimens are so
pronounced that one would assume different funcrons were envisaged.

The biface finds are summarised in Tables 4.7 and 4.8. In the upper part of
AH excavation rwo small bifaces were found almose side by side. Nearby were
pieces of flint which could have made suirable blanks for further similar
specimens. These two artefaces, less than 100 g in weighr, are considerably
different from one another, although of similar lengeh.

In AH, 200 metres to the east, and ac a lower level, several biface specimens
were found scarcered in the fline concentrations char lie just to the north of a
ser of hearths (Figure 4.4). One biface blank is linked to these through refits.
It would be hard to derermine whether the others are contemporaneous or not.
Each specimen, however, is distinctive — they show a ser of different approaches
to manufacrure, and different design targets. It could be said perhaps thar the
seven Beeches Pir bifaces include more variarion in some regpecrs than the
entire Kilombe ser (Table 4.8).

The measurements do however combine to show rather similar vanation to
thar on early African sites (compare with Table 4.1). At Kilombe, 1t seems
narural to combineg, to look ar discriburions and the whole pacrern. At Beeches
Pit it seems almost an offence to combine measurements for artefacts that are
50 cleacly individual and disuncuve (Figure 4.5).

Yer, one can argue that both approaches are valid. The racionale is sum-
marised well in James' pomt (2003) of che individual and the partern. Even
among its host, each Kilombe specimen is an individual expression, as has been
shown, Equally, each Beeches Pit specimen so distinctively made 1s made by
an individual working werhin a group norm and collective cultural memory
— the statistics 'ghost in’ the chousands of other bifaces made by those people
on that landscape and never to be found by us.

Conclusion

In this study 1 have tried to seek oue and appreciate individuality even wichin
rthe supposed sameness of the Acheulean. The approach has been exploratory
— some elements or patterns are convincing; others could be artefacts of
randomness, and require further testing,.

Two things seem ac least o be strong likelihoods. First, that modern human
individuals making tools and werking within group norms operate within a
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Floor of pit

Figure 4.4 Beeches Pit: distribution of biface finds (black dots) in the excavations an the
north side of the pic

Toble 4.8 Means and Standard deviations for Beeches Pit bifaces

Beaches Pit (n=7)

bifaces

L 94 +/-129
B fl +{=20
T 33 +=]1
TiB 046 +i= 010
B/L 077 +-0.10

substantial but limited part of the whole group range. A case has been pur
that individuals may have operated similarly in Acheulean times, and that
behaviour consistent with rhis proposition can sometimes be picked our.
Second, that the limits of group norms are somewhat, but not very, elastic.
Somebody making a biface can go o the extremes of the range 1n one or more
variables, but not all; and usually in only one or two. It is not clear whether
functional or cultural conseraines cut in firse.

In Palaeolithic archaeology there is no difficulty in seeing the individual —
the companison with history 1s something of a false one. The inital assumprion
is that history sees the individual clearly, whereas archaeology is anonymous.
This is only so if we require a name. The berter comparison is racher with
rombstones — in history many individuals feature as a name, nor for any actions.
They have historicity, bur one that is then lost in any manipulation char seeks
to extract more meaning from the dara,
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Figure 4.5 The varied form of Beeches Pit bifaces in plan view. The two small specimens
on the left come from AF. The remainder come from area AH, apart from a
nineteenth-century find now in the Ashmolean museum, exact provenance
unknown.

Archaeology must choose how sharply to focus, again with the dilemma thae
the more individuals who feature, the less time for each. Indeed, this s the
human dilemma highlighted by the social brain — we all labour againse che
cognitive lpad imposed by numbers.
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