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EHETd, 5B9D Settlement archaeology 2B T 2HBBOV{ 2L KRBV,
DEZALEFHEOBRNICED 5,

ELENBHO paradigm MUY, TLMEACEZ R EFEAEILTORWEE, £
OERANZENRBESINTBHTHS I,

The aims of archaeology are of course the sum of the aims of archaeoclogists
and prehistorians in general. Consequently, there are as many different aims
in archaeology as there are archaeologists ; some archaeologists see their
role as historians, others consider themselves palaeocecologists. (D. L. Cl-
arke 1978 :19)

BhFEBEEFEO—R, AFFO—8, ERHMFO—8, s50RELFRIELRE &
B4 A A1 IEd54 5. Settlement archaeology &, #hicEv#llErHEFDIBIC
LD EDERF EFHELBEHODBYRTTL LS. SBOELHE, AMOITEHEWEL
OHEBHAERET~—RRBAILOD T, ROFERHROBHERS 22D 5,

(1) Predepositional and depositional theory. The relationships between
human behavior and material culture.

(ii) Post-depositional and retrieval theory. Theories of survival and
recovery of the evidence : disturbance, sampling field strategies.

(iii)  Analytical theory. The detection and analysis of pattern and
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structure in the surviving and recovered data.

(iv) Interpretive theory. The relationships between patterns in the
data and interpretation of the patterns——the use of models.
(D. L. Clarke 1973 : 26, I. Hodder 1981 : 2)

FRETR, R, BEELZROLHICEBET 3D, L. Clarke DILIFICEY
HEBRHTHBE-0, BT}, #® TAnalytical archaeologyld (1968) %3 L 7-E. 8.
Higgs OBEICL S,

Dr.Clark’s view 1s that the interpretative machinery of archaeology is outm-
oded and that a modern empirical discipline ought to be able to aim at more
rewarding results than ‘a steady flow of counterfeit history books', for arch-
aeological data is not historical data and consequently archaeology is not
history. He takes his stand that archaeology is a discipline concerned with
the recovery and systematic description and study of relict artefacts. (E. S.
Higgs 1970 : 396)

wrERCI» S [ X&ES BARTHTHLARY, BLXOBFHRET c ORI 5N S
NETHAHD, XEDHELELL TV AIXHENELTR. 2ORVEBOTFLRLS, £
ILAEKRTH,

The recognition of a historical or social picture of prehistoric cultures wri-
tten in historical narrative is said to be a dangerous aspect of archaeology,
and is any way incidental. ‘It 1s as ephemeral and as reliable as a facial
expression reconstructed on the bone of a Neanderthal skull’. (D. L Clar-
ke 1968, E. S. Higgs 1970 : 396)
EnaZ Eitiis,
ELEAERMEEERT S Clarke KL NE, 2OEHOERENANER.
we may understand archaeology as having three interrelated spheres of activit-
ies (fig.2).The sphere concentrating on data recovery — principally excavation,
the sphere engaged in systematic description—taxonomy and classification, and -
finally the integrating, synthesizing study generating models, hypotheses and
theories. (D. L. Carke 1978 :12)
THb, LT, HOUEEDL LHEIK TN, AAREREOHRETH 5 RBIRORER
EENLTE S,
EEEVBEFRFEO—2HTH SR, tOHNEH< T THABERAOLES
DEELZAGHICL, TOEBOERENDBT I ERLH S, 2L T, HIHAOE
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EAEEMICRRT BITi, YRE I, THSI(ERSD), T8, TE
TR, T %Lk JIBEHEPLLES) &) 4 >0BERIIIRICEE
ANTHSEEBERMEARE LS GREBIIR 1982 : 20),
ZOHEBLRREBLIVY, BLELE. ULARBROE I 420EXR, Hi0EdTho %
B2 TohIIGER) THE/(EH) ©0220ERLE8DT, 6 2OEELBEBTIETE
Hx (R - 8% 0D - BAE - - = 7L BRI BES) TObDLEEL
fav, ZOBRINETE, ChoFEFREEETHOM: HEE=EM <%, TEBE] i
HAATNEEM (BEHAS L SNAXRMBERERL L S1) LU0 THS,

Settlentent archaeology iCi3, HiFB%E « AT - RiKeE - LEE - REFRBRERE - —
B 27 LB - BT - BT - EF - FESNE - HEHE - 2o { 0EIFOR
BAE+ 3, T TH, Settlement archaeology BT ZBELZMOARK LTV DhR
FTCLILELD ZHHDRFNOREZIFERLTHBL S, FlAE

Catchment area analysis (C. Vita-Finzi and E.S.Higgs 1970) — #iF8% « AE¥

Central place theory ( W. Christaller 1966)——3hiER¥

Carring capacity (E. B. W. Zubrow 1971) —4ERE%

Nearest neighbour analysis (I. Hodder and C. Orton 1976) —:fE%

Thiessen polygons (I. Hodder and C. Orton 1976) —HbFE%

Exchange systems models (C. Renfrew 1977) — ABR%

micro-environment: macro-environent (M. Coe and K.V. Flannery 1964)—AH: K€ %

Gravity model (I. Hodder and C. Orton 1976) — Hi¥g¥

von Thiinen's model—HfE¥

micro-band : macro-band (R. S. MacNeish 1978)—— AKX

Seasonality (K. V. Flannery 1968) —&i%y « HE¥pE B - AEEYE

Scheduling (K. V. Flannery 1968) —Hi¥p4 gy » AEF

key area or regional nuclei (K. V. Flannery and ots.1967, A. Palerm and

E. R. Wolf 1957) —4 &%

F, ThFOWOMEEPEZ S TESLZIN/ODTH S, CDLHIT, Settlement archae-
ology VML E L OENFOEBLHHAATVO B b 5E, Thil, ZHS5OANWY
D paradigm 2BHAL TERFFEEICHIhick D, BEERPHEFICENL BEL B,



ZH7L Settlement archaeology @& AL LABHIIIAZT, —M L LDV THR
~f,

Settlement archaeology (&, B# (archaeological sites) 2/ A8BHELEL, &
LRV TOER S - ERIPAFREEE - M 62 Ltk BEHREFHKT 5. S
T, MOLIRHBBRTE S,

Settlement archaeology is the study of the spatial distribution of ancient
human activities and occupation, ranging from the differential locaticn of ac-
tivities within a single room to the arrangement in a region. (R. J. Shar-
er and W. Ashmore 1979 :42)

7:727L, BE&BFE lancient] IKBRET ALEIRL W,  Ethno-archaeology - @R

(J. E. Yellen 1977, I. Hodder 1981 1% %) 3, REFLEE (4) 0oFZHZHERE
OFMMEEHZ T3, 1/, BERT Tucson 2RE L TELTEMTELEDHIW.
L. Rathje (The Garbaje Project—W. L Rathje 1974, 197841) O S E I g
FITH S,

All archaeologists study garbage, the Garbage Project’'s raw data are just
a little fresher than most. (W. L. Rathje 1978 : 374)
EHFE—#i3, PIBEE (material remains) ZEENR LTS, o,
@ artifacts
® ecofacts
® comulative features
constructed features
structures
@ sites
(® regions
DOfik% L 3 (R. J. Share and W. Ashmore 1979 : 70—77 345-353), BENR D
EXILEY), ROZEV~nitRorEha,
The micro-level is within structures,------.
The semi-micro-level is within sites, - .
The macro-level is between sites, - . (D. L. Clarke 1977, 1979:463 — 466)
micro-level TILEBOMME S, semi-micro level TidBH DS, £ LT macro-
level TILBHE OBEFZ AT & L THREBT~XEHELUDB, ZOLH L Settlement arc-
haeology O | BRBEDOIERIL, 3 L RATORY - #E - BHOZERSH - ZRIBEFROIR
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EBHiTHEbhaH, D0 Tid Spatial archaeology %*iRIET 2 Clarke RKD L HIT

MG,
Spatial archaology might be defined as — the retrieval of information from
archaeological spatial relationships and the study of the spatial consequences
of former hominoid activity patterns within and between features and structur-
es and their articulation within sites, site systems and their environments :
the study of the flow integration of activities within and between structures.
sites and resourse spaces from the micro to semi-micro and macro scale of agg-
regation. (D. L. Clarke 1977, 1979 : 460)

HREERHIUIS A2 BET S Settlement archaecology X, Hit#EOHECRABDO LA 7
v M TIEL, EEEROLREED L BRERE (ORRE - 42RB) LoRE%
DBRCBLGHEONS, COWATR, MR 28 - BRoHmGHIIRELET, A
BEHARELEHAALLEOERTERET 5, £EBEHOERITIE, FHiCHEH (exp-
loitation territory) OBEMNLETH S, HB, KiZdH 72 semi-micro-level DR
#&= [within sites] LFAES, HUTRWE LV T ARRBELESHRAALBENLSh
2T ticiss,

archaeological sites-archaeological settlements 23R &+ 23H L ~VDPE TKE
FHohdF—7 -3, §XRTEHRH - TEBEFED /Y9 — »TH SWA synchronical T
bb, ELFEOREN, AHOTH - XMt - #EFD [ZE{k] (change) OWMBAILH S L
@I P (F. T. Plog 1974 B, J. N. Hill 1977 %) 2Lhid, T0ERic
TRO LI BRALMEESBLETH S,

The settlement-pattern concept is fundamentally synchronic : it is a way to
envision a culture — or a set of cultural remains — representing one point
in time, When using such a model to deal with change over time, one must or-
ganize the date into a series of discrete stages or states. (F. T. Plog
1974A : 78)

F&{t) OFAIIE, HEAEZRICTIEMOT - S BLETH 5,

fERDMEF I3,
[ —3 L'~sv (micro : semi-micro : macra) TODHE/X¥— vDEE—synchronic
0 —B5F « B8 - B2 RiC T 38779 — » OFEF{E—dynamic

F7, TZL! 20 ToO—BAER (M. Maruyama 1963) HRiEEL S,
HEFRICEDRE D> AXHBEE TR, Man—Land relationships &, Man— Man
relationships O_RIE T, ThiiED o TE /A (B, J. Garner 1967 : 303),
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Forming such distinctive features in the landscape, they were viewed as fund-

amental expression of ‘ Man—Land’ relationships.------ .

Settlement are considered as comprising a complex set of * Man—Man’ rela-

tionship here---- .

Settlement archasology Tit, K. C. Chang # settlement & community % [X%I
TRROLICERET S,

I should like to propose the following definitions :

(1) Settlement pattern : the manner in which human settlements arranged over
the landscape in the relation to physiographic environment.

{2) Community pattern : the manner in which the inhabitants arrange their var-
lous structures within the community and their communities within the
aggregate. (K. C. Chang 1958 : 299)

COEINBZREEE LT, Tho X EBETSEXRTFIREZERT S L,

(a) B4t - 2%ht - fEXERFORERF (archaeclogical site * archaeological
settlement DL A 7 +) O

(b) HEFEEHHRBOHER

(¢) A7E%ME L AEEARE L OHEERMK (Man—Land relationships) O#%E

(d) BHAFOEMBEE (Man—Man relationships @ ) OfE

(e) iz B 5B & OEHRFE (Man—Man relationships @ ) OHE

EIEAS, IO, RICBRIEEBRPE] (synchronic) &fFEBRRET (dynamic) % i
AEbE DL,

I (a), (b), (¢), (d), (e).

O (a), (b), (c), (d), (e).
E13%,

Lk
4 H® Settlement archaeology MY strategy KEABRREBET L L, KDO=-D
OEBEHBD LN 5,
I G.R. Wiley (1953) it k3 Settlement archaeology ®HH
I L. R. Binford (1962, 1968A, 1968B) FiT L 5 HEEDiR
M K. V. Flannery (ed.1976) it & 3387 strategy OB
— Mtz i Settlement archaeclogy DHF &L, 19465EH 5D G, R. Willey i€
&% Vird Valley (Peru) OB LT OHEBORTILRDLHNSB (F.T. Plog
— 5 —



1974 : 72, G. R. Willey and J. A. Sabloff 1980 : 146, R. J. Sharer and W,
Ashmore 1979 : 421, D. H. Thomas 1979 : 272 fh), #®DFH2Z 4, Pueblo indian
(U. S. A) H&42RAEL, TO0FPHELBR LTV J. H. Steward DREFIC K
bEBESIhL (G R Willey 1974 : 157, G. R. Willey and J. A. Sabloff
1980 : 146),
Steward begun to convince me that archaeology should be something more than
potshed chronicle, and his settlement pattern suggestion showed me a way in
which it might be done. (G. R. Willey 1974 : 157)
ELFEOE/ABLHTERRITH - 1LEROBERICKH L, BEUHSOBHBERKRET
settlement-patterns OFHBERXOBREDIC LK TR EINE, ZDRSIKE T Virt Va-
ley OFEICEDT S 4 >0HKIR,
First, to describe a series of prehistoric sites with reference to geographic
and chronologic position; second, to outline a developmental reconstruction of
these prehistoric settlements with relation to function as well as sequence;
to reconstruct cultural institution in so far as they may be reflected in set-
tlement configurations; and fourth, to compare these settlement story of the
Viru and other regional of Peru. (G. R. Willey 1953: 1)
Thol.
COFPETHELRE Y - 72 settlement-pattern {3, /RO L HIKEEINT,
the way in which man disposed himself over the landscape on which he lived.
It referes to dwellings, to their arrangement, and to the nature and disposi-
tion of other building pertaining to community life.These settlements reflect
the natural environment, the level of technology on which the builders operat-
ed, and varions institions of social interaction and control which the culture
maintained. Because settlement patterns are, to a large extent, directly sha-
ped by widely held cultural needs, they offer a strategic starting point for
the functional interaction of archaeological cultures. (G. R. Willey 1953 :
1
¥R, settlement-pattern DBERBBEHESPY/LOBBRICENLFRLELEL L%
BRLE:COBEBRIFESH, FHhLE settlement-pattern K EHBOHAEBERER
&85 (FlZE, G. R. Willey ed. 1956, B. J. Meggers 1956, K. C. Chang
1968; P. J. Ucko and ots. eds. 1972, K. V. Flannery ed. 1976, R. S. Mac-
— 7 —



Neish 1978 fiZ#0). <5 Willey BBORAKICIE, KROLSLZHDiihHH 3
(F. T. Plog 1974 : 72),
Subsequent developments have followed two major lines. Along the first line
there have been a series of attempts to refine his methodological categories
and, thereby, make the analysis applicable to a wider range of societies.
This is exemplified by Stuart Struever, K. C. Chang, and Bruce Trig-
ger. The second line involve extending the concept of the settlement
pattern to new theoretical areas. The work of Robert M. Adams will serve
as an important example.

12120, ROLHSBREGBFEINEREIES D,

But is the settlement-pattern concept necessary for using survey data to make
inferences about the organizations of prehistoric societies ? The answer to
this question —a resound no—is based on a reasonably simple argument.Using
the settlement-pattern concepts commits the archaeologist to collecting surv-
ey data on a wide range of cultural patterns. If an archaeologist is
interested in some specific organizational pattern, however, he is better
off concentrating on those survey data that are relevant to the particular pa-
ttern he wishes to understand rather than studying the settlement-pattern as a
whole. (F. T. Plog 197T4A : 7)

settlement pattern I FEETR AV, ARG UABEHEACT 70 - FOH EBRE
IhARIEFR/EEFAB,

Efozo @, LOMFNLETFOBELHE L THER LORBBERE L7219
OERIEKkD S LD (G R. Willey and J. A. Sabloff 1980 : I181—210), &9
b, ZoVEHELARLARKICEREL - L. R. Binford 3, [ Archaeology as
Anthropology] (1962), [ Archaeological perspective] (1968A), [Some comments
on historical versus processual archaeology) (1968 B) fb—E DA ERmICHhrH B
XERB L, EEHEASEHEICE-S{ cultural = historical approach 5, FHi L
FEHTH D { cultural = processual approach ~DIEMICEAKUEELXH X 12, EHNLE
HED G H>EAMERAY EF I IAEADESIKO2VT, FHid,

One striking feature of traditional archaeological method, regardless of the
aimes of the research, has been lack of any rigorous means of testing, and
thereby gaining confidence in, proposition about the past. (L. R. Binford
1972 : 89)

-8 —



We must continually work back and forth between the contexts of explaining
the archaeological record and explaining the past; between the contexts of
proposition formulation (induction) and proposition testing (deduction). (L.
R. Binford 1972 : 118)
Eif~xB, £/, BHETS [FHE) kb, TOFHREE,
“ Nonmaterial ” aspects of culture are accessible in direct measure with the
testability of proposition being advanced about them. Propositions concerning
any relm of culture-technology, social organization, psychology, philosophy,
etc. —for which arguments of relevance and empirically testable hypotheses can
be offered are as sound as the history of hypothesis confirmation. (L. R.
Binford 1972 : 95—96)
NE, TR LLTOETEORTICIGESERLFHIL 5 5208, BE—<7 it
—REIE —FHEE— L\ D scientific cycle DEHRENOHAR, ZOENIF1HELTER
S5, 5 LB D D. L. Clarke &,
By the continuous feedback cycle of observation, hypothesis, experiment and
idealized model, the model and hypotheses gradually become more accurately ad-
apted to the pattern of the observed data. Gradually the hypotheses may be
elevated to theories and ultimately the theories elevated to synthesizing pri-
nciples — if the results should happily warrand that step. (D.L. Clarke
1978 : 13)

EDB#MAEWA T, [Analytical archaeologyl (1968, 1978) A FEL /., Wi bHE

%, FORTEENALBRHTBIEEICAEST 2 EHB L, scientific cycle DB HEL{F

EPUBTHDHCEEH<,

BEEoO=icid, K. V. Flannery ed. [The Early Mesoamerican Villagel (19
76) ORAMBSFON D, T T, Mesoamerica D—HURAFRT <L, HEHPOEFEHE
ENTEAFWRE - Hin - REAE - REHE - IFHESH, —DORKN - /ol
DA strategy & LTHALT Oz, SHicBF 5  Settlement archasology DFH#E
strategy DFESEFMTE S 3. TOHE - SIFOABTEFIRRIROL SIS,

@ Research strategy (B3)
Analysis on the household level
Analysis on the community level

The village and its catchment area

® ® ® &

Sampling on the regional level

— 9 -



Analysis on the regional level : Part 1

Analysis on the regional level : Part 1I

® @ @

Analyzing patterns of growth

®

Analysis of stylistic variation within and between community

Interregional exchange networks

® @

Interregional religious networks
@ A prayer for an endangered species.
ZLT, #hThoBERBEAXBET L L
(micro—level ] @ &R - BYASToO tool kits, indoor activity area,
@ fHE -BYAROLLAT I b
[semi—micro—Ilevel) © BHFAZED tool kits, cut door activity areas,
household clusters.
BEOLALT I
settlement—pattern
community—pattern
catchment area
micro—environments
exploitation areas
{macro—level) archaeological sites D73
macro—environments
exchange networks

religions networks

CHICICNCONOIONCONORONONMO

[changes) patterns of growth
i

FHi T3, Settlement archacology DIFEMOPMN LW 2HLDEEDCHEEX D LEL
CHBALTHBL, £ oid, [site catchment analysis!, [modes of tradel, Z LT

[modeling | ¢ B,

BHROBELEET N EAERCE, BHVA 7Y ORE - £RETHREOHE -
site catchment area OEEHH 5, ZDP site catchment analysis (3, R4
*iEE B JUFRBRRELOMRAEET 20ICAEHTH S,

Site catchment analysis probably gives us a good rough sketch of the resours-

es within walking distance of a village. (D. L. Rossman 1976 : 103

— 10 —



ZDEE - O H i, Palestine @ Mount Carme HUST 51 BB {RniE
BHZ, TORE (BB LHBEBRARKLOHE,SEES <, C Vita-Finzi &
E. S. Higgs (1970) it L v flhahi, RESOBREHA T, BHAEDO¥E 5 kmd
MFCEREEE, &L < 365 | RO, L UFE10kmOMFERBMER, b L<Q
25 2 BSR4, NES 28850 (catchment areal &A%, B ICEHER IR
ESNAEEIEATE CEES5km, & LR 1KHEER, - - REEHAIBEIN IS
AR%E CEEI0km, L P 2 HEGH PEREND. £ LT, Zo@EHARIIEH
AHMRREEDH 7 3Y — %, irrigated land, arable,” rough grazing, good grazing.”
potentially arable, seasonable marsh, sand dues, irrigated crops FICHFEL, Th
ThomBEEREST S LiCL Y, TOBRBOUBPEECHHPIHEELHEIS, €0
HECDOTORIESASHS (D. L. Rossman 1976 : 103) 435, ZOFEHHABHTEAL
HHEND (K. V. Flannery 1976, i), bHMEICE T 2B EHRBRBROTIRIC HER
anE» T A (T. Akazawa 1979 : 216), Vita—Finzi and Higgsit & % site

catchment analysis {2V TOH L WO#EFIL, T[Archaeological Sites in Their
Setting) (C. Vita—Finzi 1978) IC&~SNTY B,

BRI OBEFPEFBROBRIICE, MIRICD 2 BBOIMIRR L & bic, £EHOE
BRROBESTUTH S, T, ERIDBEBRIITHIAEZEDTES C. Renfrew
OE%%4AM4 5, Renfrew (3, [Trade as action at a distance : questions of in-
tegration and communication] (1975) BT,

Until recently the effect of different modes of exchange upon spatial distri-
bution of traded goods has been neglected. In consequence, the possibility
of learning about exchange modes from the archaeological distributions recov-
ered has not been explored. (1975 : 40)
LDBEL S, ROLSI0ED modes of trade A5 L7z (1975 : 41—43),

The purpose of this classification i1s not to set up a typology for its own
sake but to clarify the implications of some of the concepts in use and to
examine how they differ in spatial terms. The modes of exchange to be distin-
guished are :

1. Direct access, B has direct access to the resource at g without refe-
rence to A. If a territorial boundary exists, he can cross it with
impunity. There is no exchange transaction.

2. Home —base reciprocity. B visits A at A’'s home base (a), and
exchanges the special product of b for that of a.



3. Boundary reciprocity. A and B meet at their common boundary for
exchange purposes.

4, Down—the —line trade. This is simply reduplicated home — base or
boundary reciprocity, so that the commodity travels across succesive terr-
itories (k, i) through succesive exchanges.

5. Central place redistribution. A takes his produce to p and renders
it to P (no doubt receiving something in exchange, then or subsequently).
B takes his produce to p and receives from P some of A's produce.

6. Central—place market exchange. A takes his produce to p and there
exchanges it directly with B for produce from b. The central person P
is not immediately active in this transaction.

7. Middleman trading. The middleman C exchanges with A at @ and with
B at b. C is not under the control of A or B,

8. Emissary trading. B sends his emissaries B’, who is his agent and
and under his jurisdiction, to a to exchange goods with A.

9. Colonial enclave. B sends his emissaries B’ to establish a colonial
enclave b', in the close vicinity of @, in order to exchange with A.

10. Port of trade. Both A and B send their emissaries A’ and B’ to a
central place (port of trade} which is outside the jurisdiction of either.

1L, EAPRVMOEBROBME» o EEYME X BED mode DHETHES L 02 HE
THLELIERETHLHIIETEL, BT SHRAESET LTS5 3THEN,
RAEZT NI TEEENBEAFRNOND22HY, PHTRES b - HHESREINS T
ERAAHSHN, LLTRBEENB10ED modes of trade 2HENTZL L bic, Bl
HDHVIIEFELD COEENOBBTSO X » 7 -/ RAEFTILEHATITE
EHTEEIL,
wiT, B HOEBICIIOLLIBEELIVDTFLS,
If all landscape, social and economic constrains are relaxed, settlements
would strive to fall into a pattern of regular hexagons except at the periph-
ery of the system, the boundary, where the regularity must accommodate to the
territorial limits. (D. L. Clarke 1968 : 509)
RS LOERILL TS B THNE,
Virtually all models of settlement location and urban structure have one

thing in common; they assume a measurable degree of order in spatial behaviour.



This seems to be founded on the following six premise which form the base of,

_or are implied in, most models.

1. The spatial distribution of human activity reflects an ordered adjustment
to the factor of distance.

2. Locational decisions are taken, in general, so as to minimize the fricti-
onal effects of distance.

3. All locations are endowed with a degree of accessibility but some locati-
ons are more accessible than others.

4. There 1s a tendency for human activity to agglomerate to take advantage
of scale economies.

5. The organization of human activity is essentially hierachical in char-
acter.

6. Human occupance is focal in character. (B. J. Garner 1967 : 304—305)

MBI FROMrIC, MEBETESH I N/ Central place theory % EMA 4 3HED
), 5 LAFBERNBEELILODTHS,

RADRMBEAINELTEEL, T7FvELL, Bt € 2 oXMOMER RN - BRI 2 E
WHIRVELILE Y, LOEAENEMETFAEBRLTY LERILBH, TOEEIYL
BERBR#EHATVI S (D, L. Clarke 1978, L. Groube 1981),

(model) &3,

Essentially, models are hypotheses or sets of hypotheses which simplify
complex observations whilst offering a largely accurate predictive framework
structuring these observations —usefully separating ' noise ' from information.
(D. L. Clarke 1978 : 31)

LT AD, BEDEFNMEILDWT, L. Groube i3,

Many modern models are noiser and more complex than the original information,
denying the essential requirment of simplification. Indeed °‘ pollution’ by
noisy models is now a major menace to archaeology, reducing much useful infor-
mation to mere verbiage. (1981 : 185)

EFEF 5. LUF, Groube (1981) ic & BREMEHENLTW <,

{noise] &1,

Noise is essentially irrelevant information which disturbs or obscures the
transcription and translation of a ‘ message’. ( : 185)
[ 2 main sourses of noise] i,



There are twce main sources of noise in archaeological maps : interference
between simultaneous ‘ positive ' messages within and around the archaeological
information set and noise derived from the absence of information : missing
elements, disrupted connections between positive information (general data
discontinuity) — paradoxically the noise of silence. ( : 186)

A¥ D (message) &id,

‘

The message of course is the interpretation, the ' meaning’ of the patterns
in any body of data. ( : 185)
(noises) % & DR E¥ L LT, [(filtration) Md %,
The standard procedure for controlling interference between ' positive ’
messages 1s by filtration : excluding all information which does not being to
a specified data set. ( : 186)
ZHhizid, (synchronic control), (diachronic strategy), (geographical filtration)
E0HENDHS (:186),
—7%, (negative evidence)] T& 3 (black hole) & i1,
A black hole in archaeclogy is a significant .absence of specific data in a
synchronic landscape : **-.
Black holes are as important—or move so—than the positive evidence which
gives them existence. ( : 189—190)
ZDEKNDOENR DT, (demographic), [ecological), [sociopolitical), [residuall
EhpsH (:189—190),
iz, BlOBERTOZOERILDONWT,
The great majority of holes in distribution maps will prove to have a simple
origin : weak fieldwork (bias holes), destruction (craters) and most often
topographic and ecological restrictions. The physical landscape must be
looked upon as a flexible but powerful constraint system quite unlike the
uniform flat sheet of paper upon which map are printed. ( : 193)

AMPHERICI BEBOREENRBETH 5.

The archaeologist must, initially, reduce the noise disturbance from this va-
riation before seeking significant blanks in site distributions. ( : 193)

No distribution map has any worth if there is wide variability in fieldwork

standards. ( : 193)
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tool kit

activity area

a related scattering of artifacts, waste products, and./or raw
materials found in a spatially discrete assemblage. (R.E.J.
Whallon 1973, D. H. Thomas 1979)

a term used in  American archaeology to describe the smallest
observable component of a settlement site, an area where an
activity of nature took place. (K.V. Flannery 1976, S.
Champion 1980)

* indoor activity area

» outdoor activity area

household cluster a term used in American archaeclogy to describe a set of feat-

ures associated with one house structure. The components would
be a house, a few strage pits, graves, a rubbish area, perhaps
an oven, and activity areas. (K.V. Flannery 1976, S. Cham-
pion 1980)

communal activity area i1s characterized by negative evidence only : nothing

ever appears in this central area. (J.E. Yellen 1977).

nuclear activity area includes the hut, the hearth, and associated debris;

shade ares

special-use area

micro-band

macroband

this is the site of most domestic activities. (J. E. Yellen
1977).

outside the hut circle one finds a shade area. (J.E. Yellen
1977, D.H. Thomas 1979)

used for drying of skins and so on. (J.E. Yellen 1977, D.
H. Thomas 1979)

This modern anthropological term describes a very small band
of a few peoples, perhaps a single family, who carry out collec-
ing and hunting activities together seasonally, and who may
belong to a macroband (q.v.) which they rejoin at other seasons
of the year for greater efficiency when there is a glut of seas-
onal food. (R.S MacNeish 1974, S. Champion 1980)

A term of modern anthropology used to describe a group of



several, usually related families who set up seasonal camps from
which they carry out hunter — gatherer activities. There can
be more than one camp in a region exploited by each macroband,
which moves from one area to another in order to exploit season-
al food resources. At some times of the year the macroband
splits into microband (q. v.). The macroband is suggested as a
model for prehistoric hunter — gatheres societies. (R.S, Mac-
Neish 1974, S. Champion 1980)

archaeological settlement is the physical locale or cluster of locales where
the members of a community lived, ensured their subsistence, and
pursued their social functions in a delineable time period. (XK.
C. Chang 1968)

settlement pattern— (Hij{8) p.6, p.7

community pattern— (§i{8) p.6

home base is a site which is primarily concerned with the exploitation
of a site territory. A densely occupied cave site might be
considered to fall into this category although it cannot be said
whether or not an occupation layer in a cave is the result of
one or many visits. A location or catchment analysis, howerer,
may well help to distinguish a home base from.(C. Vita-Finzi
and E.S. Higgs 1970)

transite site small chipping floors where they occur on probable migration
routes might be considered to fall into this category as would
Americantype ‘ kill’ sites. ( C.Vita-Finzi and E. S. Hi-
ggs 1970)

annual terrtory is the total area exploited by a human group throughout the
year. [t may contain one or more site expliotation territories.
Such definitions are not to be confused with zoological or
anthropolgical definition of * territory’ . ( C.Vita-Finzi and
E. S. Higgs 1970)

site catchment analysis a technique devised by E. Higgs and C. Vita-
Finzi for * the study of the relationship between technology
and those natural resourse lying within economic range of indivi-



dual site. It 18 an extension of the least — cost principle,
and rests on the assumption that the further the resource area
is from the site, the community; more specifically, a site could
support itself by agriculture on a small fraction of & b5km.
radius catchment area, so that a small proportion of arable land
does not necessarily imply a non— agricultural economy. Never-
thless, the technique does offer a valuable and rasonably
objective method for analysing relationships between site loca-
tion, technology and available resourses. (C. Vita-Finzi and
E.S. Higgs 1970, S. Champion 1980)

micro-environment  might be defined as smaller subdivision of large ecologic-
alzones ; examples are the immediate surroundings of the ancient
archaeological site itself, the bank of a nearby stream, or a

distant patch of forest. (M. D. Coe and K.V. Flannery1964)
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