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Formation process of the ancient state

Ryuichi Sakar
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AFCRTHHLEREROBAL LY, BROER 7 » & AT 2 RED RHY S
225, AR, EROBEALLCREEFOHERTIPLIERRCELZ LT L
Y, DRATHOHREFOHE S » t AOTBOLDHORE Lz, BOXTML, B
LELZLRDIRBOBRIR BT HH, HXt, bARTCOEREROER T v A2
WTORBEBRICO TR E i,

ROERETXEER

EROBRDHVIZLOEHE T v  AOREMICIL, FFER (pristine state) & KkE
K (secondary state) DR AN EFTRETHD S,

THR#EK| 22, —EORY - ANEE0 L L THIIMEER LI, Th ATk L,
MCwEE] L, BEE-BEL LT, TRUTITRFELTCVWREROER, bOR
WOy Uiz b @ (M. Fried 1960, 1967, gk 1969: 107) 2 3h 5,

—#ECit, bAECTOEREROYEERE, THEER (B 3 HiRELE) ~d
SEFREIE BBTE7HEE) obWHEBEIRS, BETAPERRETE, Thi
R5rEIHhoES, fld, RORFRORBMEBLELLALNEREILD, Lo {2
POERVTCRHE LTS, KEXEREEBRObL AR Sl EBE, L
BRHREEOKHETH L HTHE, PR, bAHOHEREFL [THREEKI L
THI LA EMEA Z LT, TOEBRCIANERYER LT A R1ERER
A2 kiTis B,

ELFN7 Fo—F

AROEFEILLUVREDOEK 7 v A0RKR, MEAREY, REXS ERY, &R
2, £RE, EEERLOBSFTo2AhIRbhTEL, T03h, [RHER] 0%
AT E R ERERTHSD, B. Price ZkD L5 DORSB,

It is paradoxical that there have been numerous studies of individual secondary

states, including many which emphasize process and dynamics: all contemporary, all

*  (FHTNSTE 9 H30A M)
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ethnographic-present, and the bulk of ethnohistorically documented states are se-

condary. Moreover, all direct, non-analogical, non-retrodictive knowledge of pri-

stine state is in fact derived only from archaeology. (B. Price 1978: 161)
LbHA, BEBRCECAZAEROERACSVWTYH, EHEIARCEYHTES, L
L, HAMHTEANES: Lo RBEFCETA R/ ML - R ERNBEIZR LAY
Tr\~ (B. Price 1978: 161) + X h 5,

AFELFORNKE

bLREDHEHFOENML, cultural=histerical approach ‘CH - ¥, Zhil, 2 i-EETF
~ 2R R « RRAICA L TUEPH R Y RMNCET TS5, LaL, RESEED
UKL O, A, F-20BRIFAREBAORBCE 3w, WHOERK
o, 0, ACE ShRVWARELERNERNH SHBECREZIhK v, B
i, IS 5RAREhLN, RYULERYBET L LXEETHS, bHE
CRTLEREFROER 7 v £ ARDWTHHEHERD Y, WThLFLTHETHS,

—%, ZOMBTATTRILEHOURNIFEREIBL I TE L, WEPLLFRRK
L, BT EORMNTEBRENREIh T Y, LOoBERHRACEHEARWESL S,
Fhz, REATLORAERLT — 20, TXTHELTERRELON, BROEHK
7w ARBRTNLELTHhD, HEPLORBEL B CBRRE TE, HPHok
FPELOBREBE L THENEORBECSR T3,

Zofl, ATALLIELAAHREOCL X, JIEOES - BM - RAHE - 5E - K
HEELKEL, FH-FHEIEDLh 3R EAECEER, BELLIThOYRETE
LR DL B,

L EQFERIR, EXTRATERER ERETERESRLANTE 2 LR Lo Tod,
HEOBVERETIEEToESCERAT 5.

cultural =processual approach

Lewis R. Binford {3, cultural=historical approach i L 5 Gt ERELYEEL,
cultural=processual approach & X 2 E¥ihHm L WEHFE LIRS Lk (L. R. Binford
1962, 1968). Zhix, HIHOKHNEC X ZRIERLHEE T, HHROBR L £ ORI
EWSEERERE LTHNESHAC Licl ), MEBRRIZRIEIhIATLLZ &
ATED,

we must continually work back and forth between the contexts of explaning the
archaeological record and explaning the past; between the contexts of proposition
formulation (induction) and proposition testing (deduction). (L. R. Binford 1968: 118)

BRIV, hypothesis formation — logical out-come — bridging argument —if ...
then argument >\~ 5{EEBMPELZZ L), REHCEHIBREZI LS (D.H
Thomas 1979: 100)

5 Lkau®Eh b, BREROMRBHT N TIROL5EOBRD,

The construction of research strategies for the investigation of state origins is com-
plicated by two factors: the type of explanations required and samples available to
test them. (H.'T. Wright 1977: 115)
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T, T CHBEFREESORE LB I LERYREROE&EBLII YD X
57 @bk, WEAFEE (HH 1969) DEENLHEB L Tk 5.

B, F&H-£ societas } R £ civitas @ B\ F21IC, Southall o4y EfESR, Service
BEH 4, Fried oifitt &% MBS, (1 89) b2 T, HbAEROHREROHBEK
BAECLih, [HESELERE, ERIGEE=1ILE=0BERNLEER &b
HTHEEFCEDLNL L5 THAH] (1 92) LFM L, chbod iy, Eofilod
LI SBEROFEYBEESI AL E Y, AEC L 2FEHE&LRRNEND T
7£d, BEDL 5 hBHECEENERORBU LA b, BRERLLILE
Blxha kw5, (:88 92)

T OREYEBEEST AT ESCHARK OVTOERF IR, kOB ARCIITREE
Bbhb,

1. FoEE, o4 EHAENCAMEBERTSO T, HROL ERLY

CBET5,

2. ZoEE BROLICREBEEDYRE T, FROJO LI LITHE

WRRFT LB THAL S,

3. HEDOBSR LT, EEENT, TALMOEEY B - Y AERE

BEod ke doFh, ThXER -BELOMREBRLTWBESS,

DEOEISEEETAZLICID, TOBRBORSBBEIELXICHEETE LS,
WHOEEDR, EROFEABCRY 2H4MNBOATRCIRED LR, FHEEe— (£
OHEHS) BT E~ORBER, “hE”, FOliR” B ok onwTiL, W
DEE LREEFOFEROBRACERA L TRELE, -1,

BERERIChhh HHEER

Henry T. Wright I L3 RROBFEFC 2 bAREROER L, —HtvA7 aH
ROBRACIABEOEROERY L AT 5. (H.'T. Wright 1977).
P, EBREmERO4 DR LI,
1. Managerial theories (K. Wittfogel % {43%)
2. Internal conflict theories (M. Diakonov #* {{3)
3. External confllict theories (R. L. Carneiro # {{3)
4. BSynthetic theories (R. M. Adams % {{3%)
ZLT, thoOHERYRBRETACLRID, ROBERLIIER LI
1. State are variously defined as either a kind of government (that is, specialized
and hierarchical) or a kind of society with such a government ....
2. All examples of theories involve the interaction of a number of variables, even
if one is specified as a prime mover.
3. All examples involve implicit or explicit positive feedback processes leading
to growth, but none involves stabilizing negative feedback processes ....
4, 'The connections between certain elements are neither specified nor obvious ....

(H. T. Wright 1972: 218)
I, VAT AR L BBRE T, BRYROL SRE LI,
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For my purposes a state can be recognized as a society a specialized decision-
making organizations that are receiving messages from many different sources, re-
cording these messages, supplementing them with previously stored data, making
the actual decision, storing both the message and the decision, and conveying decision
back to other organizations. (H.T. Wright 1977: 220-221)

VATLELTOHS

—BYATABERCIVENOESCEREYERL LY 75 H.T. Wright L7
PREBT, WETILETTEYBT IS,

REMRC CHEIRSBEROER 54 — A 2BRETRZ Z0EFL, HF Von
Bertalanffy (V. Bertalanfly 1956) 1= 1 b BB &tz (8. Champion1980: 52).

James G, Miller @ X hif, Y AF £ LIKROISRHEEINS,

A system is a set of units with relationships among them (Bertalanfy 1956). The
word “set” implies that the units have common properties. The state, of each unite
is constrained by, conditioned by, or dependent on the state of other units, The
units are coupled. Moreover, there is at least one measure of the sum of its units
which is larger than the sum of that measure of its units. {J. G. Miller 1965: 200-201)

Z LT, AEO#E&R—RMT “living system” 2 E % bh (. Hill 1977: 61), Zhix
KO 4ASORAMC L Y EESTbhD L5,
1. Each living systems is organized for self-presenration.
2. Each living systems is hierarchically arranged.
3. Living systems return to a particnlar state after disturbance.
4. Each living system tends to develop toward a maximum organization. (V. Ber-
talanffy 1968, R. 1. Ford 1977: 155-156)

T{LIZ DT D explanation

EROER S v+ A0BEMIL, EHFWCIL, SESHBORMLYN - BENELE: LTE
Brrrtlhiedhls, EHWFRELCLYRATIZEA5ELPEE F. T. Plog
1974: 8) THB, o TiL, BEEOWTORBARE » THER 4 RELHTTBEL,

1. A functional (mathematical) description of the system and its homeostatic pro-
cesses prior to change.

2. Isolation of the extrasystemic inputs promoting change, and demonstration of the
failure of homeostatic mechanisms to cope with the inputs — and that change is
thus a ““least-cost” alternative.

3. Demonstration that “new’ variables and homeostatic mechanisms have been
selected for, which stabilize the system at a different level.

4. Determination of the fact that the change is essentially irreversible. (J. N, Hill
1977: 91)

#r{kit, ¥ AF & homeostatic mechanisms MNFEFCEERET 5 2 L2 LB Uik d
% (J. N. Hill 1977: 64) :ZEZz2 505, F(oOBEMTL, deviation-counteracting
processes } deviation-amplitying processes OFEAHLGEE A 5, M. Maruyama iZ X

hig,
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the deviation-counteracting system has mutual negative feedbacks between the
elements in it while the deviation-amplifying system has mutual positive feedbacks
between the elements in it. (M. Maruyama 1963: 164)

BEOETOWTOEL G CHELDX, F0FRELAD initial kick OFEITHS,
ZE{Lit initial kick L deviation-amplifying processes MfEB LTAHUB L Ih B2, Ouw
TEHUTO L5 Rfl2bT TrEhs,

Take, for example, weathering of rock. A small crack in a rock collects some
water. ‘The water freezes and makes the crack larger. A larger crack collects more
water, which makes the crack still larger. (M. Maruyama 1963: 166)

o initial kick } deviation-amplifying processes ¥, %Y, BEoREIC2WT
@ Kent V. Flannery (K. V. Flannery 1968) <, initial kick PCOL\'CEI}EEFIJ-S}LO"D%
James N. Hill X 2Z{kizo-CodH (J.N. Hill 1977) 7t Xk & Bzt L
T&E .

bHEICEITIEREROER ot X

PHRER BT AEREBERN, VWb BAOmEHIE, FERR~FREROI V2T
Bz Uiz EREiRE, ZOoBE 7o e A3EHT5,  (H1977, 1978:58-59)

] SR AR~ S A A B 1

WhPHEAOMI D, RERERCEARY S ATHACERLT, AfA#rhinE
Lt BB B Y B bR - It AV L OWEEL 2T, MEREFOIELEEL
T FEFELIC L TERGT TS, BXROAAR, B2, G- LRICRESH
DGR BN OSEERB LR L, Bk E LT 5.

CORED, HEVATFAOBIIAADEEREE TS S,

PRAERUET AR EIL, WEOBERENET 3,

L] BRERCREIEIER~ K

e s 5 & ROBEYIRL LT, oy B b lUBgominz 1
BHZ LYV FEFAEFOT 2 v A7 A (RBFR) RERTE, ThPfhik, #Ei?
ek, ToRAONMMIIECE b/ R EREREIhT-5%, ZLT, £FEFHEE
Dz Y AT rRERT, BEEEDOLENBOMEER YR L LT, LB Es
b AT A X AL LTO—20KHERBRI NS,

Rt LOBETREMIASEE THES. FUREET, LoRE - #35 - Hithicoun
TRZERLL, BEof% - £ - BAZHA L TH5HE&0e =S & — XD bR,
ZHOEEPIKRE - R - FHNCAUALEREZBH L, HEOMICIT TROMT
BETA8EI, £ D bRk, WThoSEEL, £E=EB4KLLT, Xt
OFHALELTHERLTV3,

KA &EHET, WNANREEEEL LT FEYEERFL ULTHEOFEILY L -,
LA B LY, HECBETARIT, REECEEOARLRLL 3BESRMtE
BXLBdoRRTALLTEhS, (B 1978, 1980)

(=11 PrarphiR~#

K BT 2 BRHETHICERT 5 KE—ER—LAM-—RBAF R~OHSERTRE L
T, BAXELLGOHESENBES. Chieib LT, KibeoXs ks .
LTOHESSEMOMEAIFPE LS, B, ORELOL00XREE, OHERK
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oin, @EETACRELR LEAERIRD, L, Bo@WHECRE LTHL
EnBN, QAR >WCTORKNBRA, OHBAHMORSHRE, OREFHRS Y
M ETHHBEBEEO b oFREE LW IHEBEYBL LAY - T, H8vHAVL
SKitizhIEEh 3,

FBLFIC L TRLBF LI EREEE E LT, AMERR X 2BELERAAHERT
b, BRI, WARRERE LTI VESNCEBELS S, o, EXRO£EER
(EE=THRIEE) 13, SEEM GEED (BEEE (MRES) comisiidc
od, —BRATEERIBEEMPERNC I L3 RENMBESTONE LS55,
ZOREET, BRERRFIYRHEROT . TKHEE] Mtk 5,

[EADUHA]  FRAEMS AR~ a R U3
RRBAFOEOREC I Y, EHBELL - ~EHAOERERIME I LB A, £H
Bodofl: —ESECLD, toXEFERTS., —ERGIhicktsl, ZEE
RIARE D iy, TR ARABEIRTHEEOMOERTELREFENERIE IR, £
NTRHHEABRLEE T2 PENOBE LTI 5,
AEREF»LENISh D FBEEDD, BEEAOTR~TnIH, ThbOWHE YA
F A OB Z TR, Kah=FrF¥-0kHo—HEE LCARETROLEE
iz s LW EREIh S,

ol T ORA TR, EAMSEFRELREBRCHr O THRIh TV RRAES GEC
REK) L@BehETR RTINS,

[(EAM] HERAET A~

I dsiT B S E ORI KB ORI R MEOEEEDE S5 LT, £EELEND
OEN L EEYOXEHOEBHHIBBEY, HENCET ST L.
CORBETLEBERBARSVCTESR=F 1L F —OHEY A7 5 OBHEI o, K
A3 LT, SHO=FILF—REABTHRETICLEE T3, EhToxd, £2EB%
b HBRRRTC T TORLEREEDP=F X —DEPREAE {inb,
[EAp] HERREE~8 4 5B

I B B S BEOAMIIEAEDVE- T, FEBELFACHK LKL IBXEH,
FE 484 EY L EBHOWNRE L ABCHEM TS, TLHEHEOEEL LTIIEY
~A oSl cAF—0oBBbschbhb, ELT, £EREOEERLO S
ARBEHEESEY L - T, BECEECHETONTWEEYEIFIEERS, 2, &
EEFT TRt L SIS ER Y X X X DML TE L L b, KEEHE
ZEOh X ARSI =FAF —OBEBREBRINAH IS, Thbb, EEEMNLD
=AA¥—OINEMBE, KE=FL¥—-OFRERBROMEN, BOBEEL LCHEILLE
REFOHBE x5,

FOEE, KDELHKEFALTEHLES,
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Summary

We have new theories and useful methods, such as general systems theory, cultural
=processual approach, and ete., to recognize the formation process of ancient state in
Japan.

‘The first half of this article is a note, citing some expressions and suggestions by
famous researchers L. R. Binford, J. N. Hill, B. J. Price, H. T. Wright and etc..

The later shows archaeological observations of the formation process of ancient state

in Japan.



